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1 Introduction

1.1 Information structure in Dutch and English

One of the oldest ways of using language is for (re)telling stories and
describing events. Stories told by different speakers reflect their personal
style, and once embarked in a narrative “each adult selects a particular
stance for dealing with the task of telling a story”, and they “feel free to
recruit their own individual stylistic and rhetoric devices suited to the stance
they have selected. As a result, adult narratives manifest considerable
individual variation” (Berman & Slobin, 1994 p.78). However, when we look
at the language produced by speakers of different languages, we can often
discover parallels between speakers of the same language, and differences
between speakers of different languages. Salient characteristics of our native
language are reflected in our narratives. Such language-specific patterns can
already be found in the language of pre-schoolers. More importantly,
however, is that such patterns can have implications for the development of
rhetorical style in our language (Slobin, 1996b). Carroll and Von Stutterheim
(in press) add to this that when language is used to convey information on
experience, it is far from being a mirror of what was actually perceived. The
process of construing a reportable event in language process is selective,
perspective driven and interpretative, and representations are based on
information stored in memory and retrieved when used.

It seems that speakers are guided by grammaticised features and
distinctions in the language to attend to such features when speaking. Take
for example the Dutch and English narrative retellings of the last scene of
the film ‘quest’ (1) onder™:

(1) English

1'quest’ is a 7-minute-long film about a sandman who is on a search for
water. During the film, the sandman encounters a number of dangers in four
different worlds: a desert world, a paper world, a stone world, and a world
full of robots and industrial machines. See 3.2.1 for a more detailed
description.



Context and “baseline’ actions: use of progressive (-ing) forms
so he drops down into the bin

and he begins hitting the hole,

because he realizes that there’s nothing but water underneath
and he begins hitting the hole

to try and make it big enough for himself to fall through

and as he’s hitting it

the walls start closing in

kind of like a trash compactor

® NG

Embedded actions that happen while ‘hitting”: use of simple forms
9. and they come closer and closer

10. and he becomes more frantic and frantic

11. with the instrument that he’s using to make the hole larger

Context and ‘baseline’ actions again: use of progressive forms
12. but everything keeps getting in the way

Embedded actions that happen while ‘getting in the way’: use of simple
forms

13. and he tries to climb out

14. but he can’t get out

15. and eventually he realizes

16. that the hole is not gonna be big enough

17. and the walls close

18. and he’s crushed

(2) Dutch

Context and ‘baseline’ actions: use of simple tense

1. hij zit nu onder de grond ‘he is now underground’

2. hier zijn ook machines ‘here are machines as well’

3. telkens wordt hij haast gedood ‘every time he is almost killed’

4. hij komt bij die plas met water ‘he arrives at this pool of water’

5. maar hij kan er niet bjj ‘but he can’t get to it’

6. van beide kanten wordt hij ‘he is caved in on both sides
ingesloten’

7. en hij kan niet weg komen ‘and he can’t get away’

8. hij graaft in de grond ‘he digs in the ground’



9. waar hij die plas met water ziet. ‘where he sees the pool of water’

Embedded actions which happen while the sandman ‘digs’: use of simple

forms
10. en de grond brokkelt langzaam af ‘and the floor slowly falls apart’
11. de wanden komen op hem af ‘the walls come towards him’
12. en vervolgens zie je een ‘and then you see a stream of sand
stroompje zand in het gat vallen fall into the hole’
13. en dit valt in het water ‘and this falls into the water’

Wrapping up of the story: use of past perfect
14. het zandmannetje is geplet ‘the sandman is crushed’

The examples clearly show differences between the languages in e.g. use of
tense and aspectual markers, and bounding of events. Example (1) shows
that in their descriptions of the scenes, English native speakers mainly use
two types of verb forms: progressives and simple present forms. Progressive
forms are used when the context of the scene and ‘baseline’ actions
performed by the actor are described. English speakers switch to the use of
simple forms when reporting on actions embedded in the ‘baseline’ action.
The events reported on by English speakers are ‘open’, they are continuous,
and one event does not have to have ended before the next one can be
introduced. However, as shown in example (2), Dutch speakers mainly use
one verb form for the whole narrative: simple present tense. The events
reported on by the Dutch speakers are ‘closed’. This reflects the Dutch
preference for closing one event before reporting on the next one. Each event
is retold as a single ‘unit’, and needs to be ended temporally or spatially
before the next event can be reported on. The events are sequential, and do
not overlap temporally.

Clear differences can also be observed in descriptions of shorter, unrelated
events. The following examples reflect utterances produced by different
Dutch and English speakers when asked to describe a video clip showing a
woman cycling on a path in the woods.

English

(3) Somebody cycling down a path into a forest.
(4) Someone cycling down a path in a park.

(5) Somebody cycling on a path in a park.

(6) Somebody cycling through a park in autumn.



Dutch [1]

(7) Een fietser rijdt een bos in, het fietspad af.

a cyclist rides a forest into, the bicycle path

‘A cyclist rides into a forest, to the end of the bicycle path’

(8) Een fietser die fietst over een bospaadje.
a cyclist who cycles on a wood path
‘A cyclist cycling along a wood path’

(9) Ik zie iemand op een fiets op een bospaadje fietsen.
i see someone on a bicycle on a wood path cycling
‘I see someone on a bicycle cycling on a wood path’

(10) Er fietst iemand door het bos.
there cycles someone through the woods
‘There is someone cycling though the woods’

Again, the examples show a clear difference in the use of tense and aspectual
markers between English and Dutch. In all English descriptions, the event is
seen as ‘action in progress’ and a progressive form is used. The Dutch
speakers use a simple present tense form, despite the availability of a
progressive-like form in Dutch. However, when we look at descriptions of
another event (a woman swimming in an indoor pool), we see that the
Dutch speakers do sometimes use the Dutch equivalent of the progressive
form, as in examples (11) and (12). Note that Dutch has different forms of the
progressive; the standard is aan het + INF form, and the postural progressive
forms, such as to sit + INF. This last form can even be used when the agent is
not actually ‘sitting’, but is engaged in another activity (e.g. ‘swimming).

Dutch [2]

(11) Iemand die zit te zwemmen.
someone who sits to swim
‘Someone is swimming’

(12) Ik zie een vrouw die aan het zwemmen is in een zwembad.
i see a woman who on the swim is in a swimming pool

‘I see a woman who is swimming in a swimming pool’

(13) Een vrouw zwemt naar de kant.



a woman swims to the side
‘A woman is swimming to the side’

(14) Iemand zwemt in een zwembad, komt aan bij de kant.
someone swims in a pool, comes to the side
‘Someone is swimming in a pool, arrives at the side’

The examples show that differences between the languages can also be
observed in sentence structure. The group of English speakers seems to be
rather homogeneous; all sentences are structured in the same way: the
sentence starts with the subject or actor, continues with a progressive verb
form, and ends with a specification of location. In terms of topic-focus, the
sentence starts with the topical element (e.g. someone), and ends with the
focal element (e.g. in a park). The Dutch descriptions seem to be more
heterogeneous. Examples (7), (8), (13) and (14) are similar in global structure
to the English utterances, whereas the other examples look quite different. In
examples (9) and (12), the narrator is included in the utterance (‘I see’),
whereas example (10) is impersonal, starting with ‘there is’. The sentence
‘iemand die zit te zwemmen’ (example (11) is structurally like examples (9) and
(12), but the words ‘I see” are omitted.

1.2 Thinking for speaking

The examples in 1.1 suggest that the differences between the Dutch and
English narratives and event descriptions are not random. All of the
elements mentioned above are related to an important area of language:
information structure. Information structure can be defined as the way in
which thoughts are packaged into sentence structures to express informational
progress in discourse (Doherty, 2002). This definition leads us to questions
that have occupied thinkers for many centuries:

Might the language we speak affect the way we think? And, if this is the case,
at what point in the language production process does native language show
its influence?

Researchers have taken different positions when trying to answer these
questions. The first, radical, position is that the conceptualization is specific
to the human species and operates language independently. Linguistic
concepts are then later adapted to language specific needs by when



sentences are formulated. This view implies that differences between
languages are handled only at the level of mapping conceptual content on
linguistic form. This view is put forward by e.g. Jackendoff (1996) and
Bierwisch and Schreuder (1992). The second position is that
conceptualization processes are entirely language-based in nature (Whorfian
view). This position is advocated by e.g. Lucy (1992, 1996) and Levinson
(1997). Then there is a third, moderate position, which claims that there is
interdependence between conceptualizing and linguistic knowledge.

Within the last, moderate position, there are two possible
assumptions. The first assumption is that the “preverbal message’? is already
tuned to language-specific needs at the end of the conceptualizing process
(Levelt, 1989, 1999). Levelt assumes that these processes do not affect the
content of the message. Language specificity only concerns how content is
packaged for information (Stutterheim & Niise, 2003). The second
assumption is the ‘thinking for speaking’ hypothesis. In the 1990’s, Ruth
Berman and Dan Slobin extensively studied the information structuring
about spatial relations and motion events by speakers of different languages
(Berman & Slobin, 1994). Based on among others these findings, Slobin
(1996a) proposed that in acquiring a native language, a child learns
particular ways of ‘thinking for speaking’, a special form of thought that is
mobilized for communication. This position argues that conceptualization as
a component of language production is always based on language-specific
principles. The level of specificity of these principles remains an open
question (Slobin, 1996). Important is that in this line of thought, language-
dependent conceptualization is relevant at the global and local levels of
message generation (Stutterheim & Niise, 2003).

Comparing discourse, and therefore ‘information structures’
produced by speakers of two (typologically related) languages, could help in
unravelling the relationship between a speakers’ native language, and the
way they perceive and report on the world around them, the way they
‘think” for ‘speaking’ (Slobin, 1996b). This leads us to the aims of the present
study.

1.3 Aims of the present study

2 See 2.1 for a discussion of Levelt’s model of language production



The research into information structure that has been done so far has not yet
systematically looked at information structure of discourse produced by
native speakers of Dutch, compared to native speakers of English.
Moreover, these languages have not been studied comparatively at other
levels of language production, such as descriptions of single events. When
describing single events, other linguistic features could influence the choices
made by speakers in structuring information to be expressed. Furthermore,
analyzing only native speaker language cannot give decisive clues as to
whether the way information is organized in a speakers’ language is based
solely on this native language, or that other factors, such as culture, also play
arole.

Therefore, two approaches to demonstrate linguistic relativity in the
‘thinking for speaking’ sense, as proposed by Slobin (1987) will be combined
in this thesis. First, the elements of information structure and relevant
grammatical features that appear specifically shaped by the native linguistic
system will be determined and compared. Secondly, it is a well known fact
that even students at advanced levels of proficiency produce texts that are
clearly not native-like (Carroll et al, unpublished). Even when there are no
lexical or grammatical errors, native speakers share the impression that
something is different or even unusual, even if they are unable to identify
why they feel this way. These very subtle forms of incongruence seem to be
based on differences in information structure between languages. Therefore,
the difficulties that second language learners have in adapting their
‘thinking for speaking’ to the new language will be analysed. Finally, if such
differences are found between speakers of different languages, or between
first and second language speakers, it is interesting to find (linguistic)
explanations for these differences.

The main aim of the present study is to uncover the differences in
information structure between native speakers and second language learners
of Dutch and English, and to explain these possible differences in information
structure between (L1 and L2) speakers of Dutch and English.

1.4 The organization of this thesis
This thesis is organized into 6 further chapters. Chapter 2 gives an overview

of the theoretical backgrounds on which the studies in this thesis are based.
The chapter starts with a discussion of Levelt’s language production



model and the consecutive stages that can be distinguished in this process.
Then, in 2.2, Slobin’s theory of ‘thinking for speaking’ is discussed. Next, the
discussion moves on to language-dependent elements of information
structure (2.3), focussing on information selection (2.4) and temporal
structure (2.5). Then, language-specific features influencing information
structure will be discussed (2.6). Special attention will be paid to progressive
aspect (2.7) and word order (2.8). The chapter concludes with a discussion of
the research questions of this thesis in paragraph 2.9. In this chapter, a few
examples of the data presented in the empirical chapters of this same thesis
will be used for illustration, because no other materials from earlier research
were available.

Chapter 3 discusses and compares elements of information structure
in Dutch and English narrative retellings. The research questions are
presented in paragraph 3.1, followed by the methods (3.2), results (3.3) and
conclusions and discussion (3.4).

Chapter 4 then presents and discusses native speaker data from the
L1 single event retelling study. First native speaker data are discussed for
English and Dutch, after which these data are compared. The structure of
the chapter is similar to that of chapter 2.

The topic of chapter 5 is information structure and second language
acquisition. The chapter first discusses a model of L2 language production
(5.2), and then continues with Slobin’s theory of ‘thinking for speaking’ and
its use in second language acquisition research (5.3). Next, information
structure by advanced L2 speakers is discussed (5.4), followed by a
discussion of previous research into L2 acquisition and information
structure (5.5) and some concluding remarks (5.6).

Chapter 6 reports on the L2 single event retelling study, and on the
comparison of the L1 and the L2 data. The research questions are presented
in paragraph 6.2, followed by the methods 6.3, results for L2 English (6.4),
results for L2 Dutch (6.5) and conclusions (6.6) and discussion (6.7). Finally,
chapter 7 contains the conclusions and discussion of the empirical research
presented in this thesis.



2 Information structure

2.1 The language production process

This thesis aims at describing and explaining the main differences in
information structure between Dutch and English at the discourse and
sentence level. However, language production is a complicated process, and
before I will proceed to information structure, the process of language
production in general will be discussed more generally.

In 1989, Willem Levelt (1989) proposed his widely accepted model
for speech production (Figure 2.1). The model proposes a partitioning of the
various processes involved in the generation of fluent speech. It consists of
three main components, operating relatively autonomously in the system.

CONCEPTUALIZER o ™

S RS {/  discourse model, \‘.
E massage i‘ situation knowledge, |
L ?:r.le_r:ﬂ_l?r-\-*._l \‘\1 encyclopedia etc. /,}
IR S Mo o o
1
— ol
e
praverbal message parsed speech
"1 FORMULATOR [ por—mrrer
| } i COMPREHENSION
{ grammatical | ! SYSTEM
{ encoding §Two_ L s ; !
o P - ICON ™, i
‘:{‘ “H“ﬂ’{ Llifng(:s : !
surface ) i \ ‘E
structure / W T i
S A | e
f'“""“.'“'.’ —— N\ toms /T 1
! phenclogical | .-~ ey A !
! encoding ! s !
R e o I
1
1
L
phenaelic plan ?
| speach) honetic string
v ~
R e R S r ]
H ARTICULATOR | i AUDITION \
R L e o | 1 J—— =
]—-D overt spaech J
Figure 2.1 The language production model: A blueprint of the speaker

(Levelt, 1989 p. 9)
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Figure 2.1 shows that the language production process starts in the
conceptualiser with selecting, segmenting and ordering the relevant
information for expression. These mental activities are called conceptualizing.
The product of conceptualizing is called the preverbal message. Next, the
formulator transforms this preverbal message into a linguistic structure. This
process proceeds in two stages. It starts with the grammatical encoding of the
message, which in turn consists of procedures for accessing lemmas and of
syntactic building procedures. The grammatical encoder produces a surface
structure, which is phonologically encoded, and a phonetic or articulatory plan
is formed. The final step in the language production process is the execution
of the phonetic plan by the articulator: articulation (Levelt, 1989 pp. 108-109).

As was already briefly mentioned above, Levelt assumes that in the
conceptualiser information structure and structuring takes place. Levelt
(1989) distinguishes two stages of planning: macroplanning and
microplanning, and he assumes that these two stages of conceptualization
work incrementally. The next processing component in the general flow of
information can start working on the still incomplete output of the current
processor, and processing components will be triggered into action by any
fragment of its characteristic input. The various processing components are
simultaneously active. This means that in producing longer monologues,
such as narrative retellings, speakers alternate between phases in which they
spend much attention on information retrieval and inference
(macroplanning) and phases in which they concentrate on finalizing
messages for expression (microplanning) (Levelt, 1989; 1999).

An important question to ask now is at which stage of
conceptualizing what part of information structure is formed and at which
stage language-specific differences do start to play a role. Therefore, the
following paragraphs will give a more detailed description of the processes
taking place during macro and microplanning. To illustrate the different
stages an example of a short event depicted in a video clip will be used.

2.1.1 Macroplanning

In Levelt’s model of language production, the first stage of conceptualizing
in the conceptualiser is macroplanning. During macroplanning, decisions are
made on the information that a speaker wants to express: a speaker decides
what to say (Levelt, 1999). In other words, in the stage of macroplanning, a
pre-verbal message is formed (Levelt, 1989). Berman and Slobin state that
the decisions made in generating the preverbal message are not serial
choices, but rather “reflect dimensions of the overall conceptualisation of an
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event a speaker chooses to communicate linguistically. Together they
determine the form and content of a particular verbal message: number of
participants mentioned, syntactic and thematic roles of participants (in one
or more clauses), word order and construction type, and lexical choices”
(Berman & Slobin, 1994 p.517). This means that when considering what to
say, complex static situations first have to be broken down into a number of
states and property predications, or complex dynamic situations have to be
divided into events or processes. Then, these smaller units have to be
extracted from a knowledge base. This is called the process of segmentation
(Levelt, 1989; 1999). Take the example of the film depicting the boy playing
in the sandbox in Figure 2.2. In this example, we have to segment the
complex dynamic situation (the boy’s being in the sandbox in the act of
playing) into different events and processes in which the boy is involved: the
boy picks up the scoop, starts scooping op the sand, while doing this he
destroys the sandcastle etc.

In e.g. telling a narrative and describing scenes, the processes
involved in macroplanning are substantially more complicated than in e.g.
single object descriptions. In the case of a narrative or scene description, the
main goal must be successfully unfolded in sub goals and sub-sub goals, the
process of selection. These components selected are the conceptual building
blocks, such as entities, spaces, times, properties or actions from which
propositional units can be formed (Niise, 2003; Von Stutterheim, Niise &
Murcia-Serra, 2002). In our example, we could select different entities for
verbalization: there is our boy, but there is also the sandcastle, there are a
bucket and a scoop. Furthermore, the event seems to take place in the same
space: the sandbox. But we can also imagine that the sandbox is in a
backyard, or on a playground. Similar choices in selection must also be
made as for times, properties, and actions in our example.

The next step is that the components of the situation that were
selected (e.g. the sandbox, the boy and the scoop, the fact that the boy is
destroying the castle) have to be structured. Structuring has to be done under
several aspects that cover options with respect to e.g. possible frames of
reference (e.g. spatial and temporal anchoring). In our example, temporal
anchoring would mean that we have to decide whether to report in the event
as if it is happening at the time of retelling ([present, progressive] boy
scooping up sand) or in a past perspective ([past, perfective] boy scooping
up sand), or even in another way altogether. Decisions made at this level
concern the perspective taken by the narrator on the events. These decisions
are related to aspect. Decisions at the level of tense are made at the
microplanning stage.
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Figure 2.2 Example single event video clip “boy plaing in sand”

When a speaker wants to express anything more than simple
assertions or requests, he also has to solve the so-called linearization problem:
deciding what to say first, what to say next etc. (Levelt, 1989 p. 138). So, do
we first report on the boy being in the sandpit, and then continue with
telling our listener that he is playing (‘there is a boy in the sandpit, he is
playing with...), or do we say both at once (‘a boy in a sandpit is playing
with sand’), do we use chronological order (‘and then, and then’), or do we
mix up events as for time (‘but before he...")?

Information has now been selected from the speaker’s knowledge
base; it has been segmented, structured and linearized. The next step in the
language production process is the microplanning of this information.

2.1.2  Microplanning

At the stage of microplanning, the speaker decides how to present the
information that was segmented, selected, structured, and linearized at the
macro level. Microplanning means perspective taking. According to Levelt
(1989, pp. 144-145), there are four aspects of microplanning (not necessarily
in this order).
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First, a speaker has to assign accessibility status to the referents in
the message. This means that each referent will be provided with an index of
where it can be found. In our example, the main referent is our boy, and he
will most likely be put in our current focus by introducing him explicitly in
the discourse (‘there is this boy...").

The second aspect of microplanning is topicalization. When
speakers select certain information for expression, they will use various
devices to guide the listener’s attention. Often, it may be necessary for the
speaker to topicalize a referent. A speaker will mark as topic the referent
that the message is about. In this way, the speaker may tell the addressee
where to store the information being expressed. Another important reason
for topicalizing a referent is that it is ‘particularly salient in the state of
affairs to be communicated” (Levelt, 1989 p.151-2). Levelt adds that a human
agent is more easily topicalized than a nonhuman theme, and big and
moving objects are more easily topicalized than small or immobile ones. As
for grammatical encoding, when a referent is topicalized in a speaker’s
message, it will be given priority treatment. For example, it will be
expressed as the grammatical subject. Entities that are not topicalized, but
still quite salient will also be given special treatment; ‘they will tend to be
encoded in a major grammatical function” (Levelt, 1989 p.152). In our
example, the most likely referent to be topicalized (after initial introduction)
is the boy.

The third aspect of microplanning is the assignment of propositional
format and perspective. When speakers decide to communicate, the
information is often not yet in propositional format. For example, when a
speaker is asked to tell what is happening in our film, in such a way that a
hearer can reconstruct the scene, he will do the macroplanning that will give
him the successive steps to be made by the addressee. However, initially,
these moves might be spatio-temporal images. An important aspect of
microplanning is translating these images into propositional form. This
translation necessarily implies the assignment of perspective (Levelt, 1989
p-152-3). In our example, we have to make choices in e.g. thematic
perspective (‘who does what to whom?’) and temporal perspective (‘what
tense form(s) will I use to describe this event?”).

The final aspect in micro planning is the acknowledgement of
language-specific requirements. For example, if there is obligatory grammatical
encoding for specific features, these must be coded, even if they are
irrelevant for communication. The assignment of language-specific
requirements to the microplanning level of information organisation implies
that Levelt assumes these language-specific features not to be influential at
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the macroplanning level. In the following paragraph, I will discuss Slobin’s
theory of ‘thinking for speaking’, which gave rise to the idea that language-
specific requirements influence conceptualization. Slobin’s theory thus
implies that language-specificity might already play a role at the
macroplanning level.

2.2 Thinking for speaking

The question of how the language we speak may affect the way we
conceptualise events (how we ‘think’) was by no means new, and the idea
has occupied thinkers for centuries (for an overview, see e.g. Gumperz &
Levinson, 1996). In the 19 century, the German philosopher and linguist
Wilhelm von Humboldt had clear ideas about the relation between thought
and language. He posed that languages differ from each other, that thought
and language are inseparable and that therefore each speech community
embodies a distinct world view. Or, as Von Humboldt himself poses:

“Language is the formative organ of thought. Intellectual activity,
entirely mental, entirely internal, and to some extent passing without
trace, becomes, through sound, externalized in speech and perceptible
to the senses. Thought and language are therefore one, and
inseparable from each other.”

Wilhelm von Humboldt (1988 p. 54)

In the 20™ century, this idea has most often been associated with Edward
Sapir and Benjamin Lee Whorf. The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis states that there
is a systematic relationship between the grammatical categories of the
language that a person speaks and how that person both understands the
world and behaves in it. It thus reflects the theory of linguistic relativity:

Linguistic Relativity
Given that:
1. Differences exist in linguistic categories across languages.

2. Linguistic categories determine aspects of individuals” thinking.

Then:
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3. Aspects of individuals’ thinking differ across linguistic
communities according to the language they speak.

(Gumperz & Levinson, 1996 p. 24 cf. Whorf, in Carroll & Casagrande,
1958)

Whorf based his relativist claims on research into the coding of ‘time” in two
typologically distinct languages: English and Hopi. He compared the formal
meaning structures of these two languages and then traced connections
between such meaning structures and habitual thought as manifest in
various cultural beliefs and institutions (Lucy, 1996). He concluded that
“users of markedly different grammars are pointed by their grammars
towards different types of observations and different evaluations of
externally similar acts of observation, and hence are not equivalent as
observers but must arrive at somewhat different views of the world”
(Whorf, in Carroll & Casagrande, 1958 p. 221).

The origin of the Whorf’s hypothesis can be traced back to the work
of Franz Boas, an American anthropologist. Boas came to realise how greatly
ways of life and grammatical categories could vary from one place to
another. Sapir expanded Boas’s argument by noting that languages were
systematic, formally complete systems. The systematic and coherent nature
of language interacted at a wider level with thought and behaviour. Later,
Whorf gave this idea greater precision by examining the particular
grammatical mechanisms by which thought influenced language.

After a period of little interest in the relationship between language
and thought, partly because of the rise of the cognitive sciences, there was a
renewed interest in the theory of linguistic relativity in the 1990’s.
Psychologists Ruth Berman and Dan Slobin extensively studied the
structuring of information about spatial relations and motion events by
speakers of different languages, including both children and adults (Berman
& Slobin, 1994). Based on among others these findings, Slobin (1996a)
proposed that in acquiring a native language, a child learns particular ways
of thinking for speaking, which is:

“a special way of thinking intimately tied to language — namely the
thinking that is carried out online, in the process of speaking.... We
encounter the contents of the mind in a special way when they are
being accessed for use. That is, the activity of thinking takes on a
particular quality when it is employed in the activity of speaking. In
the evanescent time frame of constructing utterances in discourse one
fits one's thoughts into available linguistic frames. 'Thinking for
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speaking' involves picking those characteristics of objects and events
that a) fit some conceptualization of the event, and b) are readily
encodable in the language.” (Slobin 1996, p.75-76).

The argument that thought and language are inseparable has clear
implications for the roles of language and thought in human development.
The child acquires a language relying on multiple sources of information:
perceptual, conceptual, grammatical, social-interactional etc. to put
information into knowledge of linguistic forms. According to Berman and
Slobin (1994 p.611):

“Becoming a native speaker of a given language does not only involve
the acquisition of the phonology and morphosyntax of this language,
it also requires attention to certain grammaticised semantic
distinctions of the language, and the way in which grammatical forms
are deployed in the construction of connected discourse. As a
consequence, a proficient native speaker selects and organises
information in ways that result in a language-specific rhetorical style.”

Becoming a native speaker involves becoming a ‘thinker- for- speaker’ in
that language. Slobin (1996b) thus reformulated the issue of linguistic
determinism, arguing that “the locus of the impact of language is to be
found in attentional processes, which are reflected in how speakers select
and organise information in discourse” (Hickmann, 2000 p.412). Slobin and
colleagues provide empirical support for this proposal through narratives
produced by children and adults in an identical experimental situation
across several languages (Berman & Slobin, 1994; Stromqvist & Verhoeven,
2004). By means of descriptions of temporal and spatial properties of the
narratives Slobin and colleagues showed how different linguistic systems
filter and channel information, resulting in different types of discourse
organization from the earliest stages onward. However, in his theory of
‘thinking for speaking’, Slobin only considered language production in
connected discourse. He does not mention language production other levels,
such as the single event descriptions that will be discussed in chapters 4 and
6 of this thesis.

2.3 Language-dependent elements in information structure
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As we saw in the previous paragraph, Slobin considered information
selection and structuring the primary processes of language production in
which language-specific requirements play a role. Information structure can
be defined as the way in which thoughts are packaged into sentence
structures to express informational progress in discourse (Doherty, 2002),
and it entails how the grammar interfaces with general cognitive systems to
encode the status of information. Therefore, this means what and the way in
which lexical or propositional content is transmitted (Carroll, Von
Stutterheim & Niuse, 2004; Von Stutterheim et al, 2002). Discourse
circumstances determine why given pieces of propositional information are
expressed via one rather than another possible morphosyntactic or prosodic
form. One meaning may be expressed by a number of different sentence
forms, as is shown in example (1).

(1) a. The mouse was chasing the elephant
b. The elephant was chased by the mouse
c. It was the elephant the mouse was chasing

The examples presented in chapter 1 already showed that narratives and
even single event retellings of native speakers of Dutch and English seem to
differ significantly in e.g. selection and structuring of information. Since the
early 2000’s, researchers in a long-term international research project® have
been investigating aspects of information structure in different languages
(e.g. German, English, French, Spanish, Italian, Algerian Arabic). The aim of
this project was to identify and test empirically those grammatical features
that allow speakers to produce coherent texts. More specifically, the
researchers wanted to explore information structure in complex verbal tasks
(e.g. Carroll, unpublished; Carroll & Lambert, 2003; Carroll, Lambert &
Murcia-Serra, 2001; Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002; Von Stutterheim, 1999;
Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005).

This cross-linguistic research has shown that native speakers of a
number of different languages differ in their (preferred) patterns of
information structure in narratives. In other words, speakers have clearly
distinct ways of structuring information, or, as Berman and Slobin (1994) put

3 Title: “Hurdles in achieving native-like competence: The case of very
advanced learners”. Participating research groups from University of
Heidelberg (Germany), Université Paris XIII (France) and Radboud
University Nijmegen (Netherlands).
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it, “filtering and packaging (of information) are differentially shaped by each
language”.

Significant differences between languages emerged in both macro
and microplanning elements of information structuring that take place in the
conceptualiser. Earlier research (e.g. Carroll, unpublished; Carroll &
Lambert, 2003; Carroll, Lambert & Murcia-Serra, 2001; Carroll & Von
Stutterheim, 2002; Von Stutterheim, 1999; Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005)
has indicated that there are differences in e.g. information selection,
boundedness, patterns of temporal structuring and thematic structure and
perspective. Analyses of these language-specific differences indicated that
they can be partially explained by differences in grammatical features, such
as word order and the forms and use of progressive aspect, that are
represented differently in different languages.

As was already indicated before, this thesis aims at describing and
explaining the main differences in information structure between Dutch and
English at the discourse and sentence level. All of these aspects of
information structure are thought to be part of the process of
conceptualizing. Therefore, the elements of information structure that
showed language specific differences in earlier research will be discussed in
the following paragraphs. For each of the elements, first the relevant theories
and models will be presented, followed by an overview of previous
research. The review starts with an important aspect of information
structure at the macroplanning level of conceptualization: information
selection (2.4). Next, an important aspect of microplanning (see 2.1.2) will be
discussed: temporal structure (2.5). After this discussion of different macro-
and microplanning aspects of information structure, the discussion will turn
to the role of the language-specific grammatical features (word order and
progressive aspect) in the representation of the different aspects of
information structure (2.6). Paragraphs 2.7 and 2.8 discuss the grammatical
features progressive aspect and word order respectively.

2.4 Information selection

Organizing and structuring information for expression is a complex task.
One of the first steps in language production is to make decisions on the
information that needs to be expressed: a speaker decides what to say (Levelt,
1999). When considering what to say, information has to be segmented,
selected, structured and linearized (Levelt, 1989 p. 138). In earlier studies,
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researchers (Carroll & Lambert, 2003; Carroll et al., 2001; Von Stutterheim,
Carroll & Klein, 2003; Von Stutterheim & Niise, 2003) looked at possible
language-specific differences in the selection of events for mention. The
results from the discourse studies showed that speakers of different
languages process a sequence of events depicted in e.g. a film according to
different principles in language production. Significant differences were
found for this aspect, which indicates that speakers of different languages
have clearly distinct narrative styles (Von Stutterheim & Niise, 2003).

The following paragraphs report on earlier studies into different
aspects of the event that can be selected: macro or sub events (event
representation, 2.4.1), resultant states (boundedness, 2.4.2) the way the
information is represented in clauses (clause type, 2.4.3), and animate vs.
inanimate subjects (thematic perspective, 2.4.4).

24.1 Event representation

Observations of texts produced by speakers of different languages showed
that these speakers segment and select information in a different way when
confronted with the same task. Based on this research, Carroll and Von
Stutterheim (2002) hypothesized that speakers of different languages
systematically segment and select different components of the situation for
verbal representation: segmentation and selection are language-specific.

Earlier research into event representation: narratives

Carroll and Von Stutterheim (2002) tested this hypothesis for information
structure in narratives by speakers of different languages (English, German,
Spanish, French, and Italian). These studies of retellings of the silent film
‘quest’ have shown that speakers of English, French and German segment
situations presented in the film differently. Von Stutterheim and Lambert
(2005) state that each event in a story can be seen as an element in a complex
event hierarchy. An event such as ‘the sandman climbs down the rock” could
be divided into a sequence of sub events. The time interval taken by these
sub events, e.g. ‘he tries to get down, lets his feet down, he dangles, he falls
down’, add up to the time interval covered by the top-level event. This
aspect of a given text structure has been called the granularity of a text (Von
Stutterheim, 1997). Niise (2003) and Von Stutterheim and Lambert (2005)
showed that speakers of English generally report more events, and they
select a finer level of granularity systematically throughout the narratives.
The events English speakers select for verbalisation are often phasally
decomposed. In online retellings (Niise, 2003), it seems that speakers of
English speak at a certain pace, reporting on the events every two or three
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seconds. German speakers on the contrary focus on the actor’s intentions,
rather than on subjective behaviour. These speakers summarise event
sequences with regard to goal or behaviour, selecting a broader level of
granularity. This shows in the mean number of events mentioned in ‘quest’
retellings (Table 2.1). The table also shows that speakers of English mention
more small events, while German speakers only ‘see” and mention one larger
event.

Table 2.1 Segmentation in English and German ‘quest’ narratives:
mean number of events mentioned

English (N=17) German (N=17)*

EVENTS
Paper world 17.35 12.12
Rock world 12.23 9.18
‘SMALL’ EVENTS
Look up/down/around 13.1 6.6
Get/sit up 3.9 1.9
Walking 4.5 2.7
Overall small events 21.5 11.2

* All differences between German and English are significant.
(Ntise, 2003 pp. 265-267)

Earlier research into event representation: single event retellings

The results from the discourse studies showed that speakers of different
languages process a flow of visual input according to different principles in
language production. Based on these results, researchers next wanted to test
whether the contrasts observed hold only as text phenomena, or whether
they are also evident in the verbalization of individual events in
decontextualised situations, at sentence level (e.g. Carroll, Lambert, Natale,
Starren & Von Stutterheim, unpublished; Von Stutterheim & Niise, 2003;
Von Stutterheim et al., 2002).

When describing the event taking place in a single event video clip,
speakers still have some choices to make as for the information selected for
verbalization. A speaker can choose to report on the whole or macro event,
taking a holistic perspective or focus on one of the phases in the event (start,
nucleus, finish), reporting only on (one of the) sub events. Take the example
playing tennis. A macro event of this type may encompass the following set
of sub events:

WALK backwards on tennis court
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SWING racket

HIT ball with racket

(end of clip)
All of these individual events belong to what can be viewed as the macro
event playing tennis. The macro level of representation can have different
degrees of differentiation (playing tennis vs. playing a game of tennis).
However, descriptions at the macro level share that on the whole, they can
be treated as situations presenting a single state, using 1-state verbs such as
to play, type, and bake*. Sub events, by contrast, are generally encoded by
verbs that relate to a change in state, to give two different states (e.g. throw a
ball, hit a tennis ball) (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press). Thus, throwing a
ball for example describes an event with two time intervals in which there is
a transition from a time interval “ball not thrown’ to one where the assertion
‘ball thrown’ holds (cf. Klein 1994). Carroll and Stutterheim state that “the
contrast between situations represented as 1- versus 2-states is often a
question of perspective: if terminal points, boundaries or transitions from
one state to another are defocused, speakers make way for a representation
of a situation as an activity or 1-state: he is playing with a ball as opposed to 2-
state he throws the ball to the other child” (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press
p-4).

Data from Italian (Natale, 2008), English, and German (Carroll &
Von Stutterheim, in press) show a clear preference for describing the macro
event in English and Italian, and a preference for describing the sub event in
German (Table 2.2). The Italian data show that the descriptions on the macro
level can indeed be treated as situations presenting a single state, with
speakers using one-state verbs. Sub events are coded by verbs that relate to a
change in state.

Table 2.2 Verbalisation of macro vs. sub events in single event
retellings
English German Italian
Macro event 69.8% 29.3% 81.8%
Sub event 30.2% 70.7% 18.2%

At the first sight, these results seem to be contradictory to the results on
granularity found at text level. At text level, English speakers seemed to

4 For an explanation of the Klein’s 1-state and 2-state events I refer the reader
t0 2.5.3
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mention more so-called small events, whereas in the single event retellings
they seemed to prefer macro events. However, these small events cannot be
equated to either macro or sub events. The term ‘small event’ referred to the
relative importance of the event in the ‘quest’ storyline. Mentioning of these
events seemed to be related to the pace at which the English speakers retold
the story. The term sub event refers to a part-whole relation: a sub event can
be seen as a part of a macro event.

24.2 Boundedness

Speakers of different languages differ in more aspects of information
selection besides event representation. For instance, speakers incline to
towards different patterns in what is explicitly mentioned and what is
implied (Slobin 1996b). Slobin showed that speakers of English mention
actions (i.e. they pay more attention to descriptions of processes), whereas
Spanish speakers mention results (i.e. they pay more attention to
descriptions of states). These differences come to have an effect on the
overall rhetorical style. This assertion of results is also called boundedness
(e.g. Slobin, 1996b), and is also found in other languages. Boundedness of a
situation or event can be expressed in different ways. One of these is the
mentioning of a resultant state®. Earlier research has shown that native
speakers of different languages (e.g. German, English, and French) differ in
their preferences as to the mentioning of resultant states. These differences
in selecting of events are evident in motion event descriptions, such as ‘the
boy went out of the house and into the forest’.

Earlier research into narratives

Earlier research into boundedness and the mentioning of resultant states (i.e.
endpoints and objects) shows that native speakers of English are not likely to
talk about the resultant state of a given situation. They prefer to leave this up

5 Another example is e.g. boundedness in time. Boundedness in time occurs
e.g. when a when a speaker (explicitly) closes one event before continuing to
describe another (the man stops running, then...) or when a specific time-
interval is indicated (the children played scrabble for an hour). In the
narrative study reported on in this thesis, both types of boundedness were
counted to form the category ‘resultant state’. The single event studies focus
on boundedness by means of mentioning resultant states. Because of the
nature of the task (single event retellings), boundedness in time was never
applied by the participants.
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to inference on the part of the listener. Resultant states are mentioned in
27.4% of utterances (Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2005). Contrary to English
speakers, German speakers present events holistically; they encode
situations as bounded by referring to a resultant state. Resultant states are
mentioned in 51.4% of all utterances (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002). For a
different set of scenes, speakers of French also seemed to prefer a bounded
perspective, with 60% of all events being bounded, against only 39% of
English events being bounded® (Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005) (Table
2.3).

Table 2.3 Total number of utterances, mean number of utterances and
percentage of bounded forms in English, German and French ‘quest’
narratives’.

Language N Total no. of Mean no. of % bounded forms
utterances utterances

English 12 1628 136 27.4%

German 12 1453 121 51.4%

English 5 888 173 39%

French 4 552 138 60%

Speakers thus may locate motion events in two different ways. One option is
that motion events are represented as a set of events each occurring within a
region of space and its boundaries (inclusion within a region of space). If the
same place is retained, it need not be repeated, and no resultant state needs
to be mentioned. The other option is that motion events are represented as a
set of events where each event may reach across regions of space and their
boundaries (transition through and across regions of space). In this case, the
places are different from one another and resultant states need to be
mentioned. Preferences for either of the two options differ for speakers of
different languages. Analysis of data from different English speakers has
shown that there is a considerable amount of variation within the group of
English speakers. Speakers choose one or the other frame, depending on
context (Carroll, 2000; 2002). This variability is not seen in the group of

¢ Considering the very small participant group, these results must be
considered preliminary.

7 For the English speakers two different datasets were collected and
analysed.
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German speakers. The transition-pattern seems to be the standard for
German (Carroll, 2002).

The mentioning of resultant states (endpoints and objects) in
narratives thus seems to be part of the general perspective taken by the
narrator, and the corresponding patterns of narration. Based on these
results, researchers again wanted to test whether the contrasts observed are
also evident in the verbalization of individual events (e.g. Carroll et al.,
unpublished; Von Stutterheim & Niise, 2003; Von Stutterheim et al., 2002).

Earlier research into single events

In order to investigate whether speakers of English, Spanish, Norwegian and
German include the resultant state when describing a single event, or restrict
themselves to describe the ongoing activity only, native speakers of these
languages were asked to watch 80 short computer animations showing
single events, 18 of which could be interpreted as bounded (Von Stutterheim
& Carroll, 2006). The task was to verbalize what is happening. The overall
results showed that the native speakers of English and Spanish, both
languages with progressive aspect, tended to focus on the intermediate
phase of the event depicted, the activity in progress. Spanish speakers
mentioned a resultant state in 24.5% of cases on average. For English this
was 252%. Native speakers of German (76.4% resultant states) and
Norwegian (69.8% resultant states), languages without progressive aspect,
were much more inclined to take a holistic point of view and focus on the
terminative phase of the event. In their descriptions, this boundedness was
often represented by mentioning a resultant state.

(2) Examples from Von Stutterheim (2003, p.192) (RS = resultant state)

English no RS Two nuns are walking down a road.
RS Two nuns are walking down a road towards a
house.
German no RS Zwei Nonnen gehen spazieren.
“Two nuns go walking’
RS Zwei Nonnen laufen auf einem Feldweg Richtung

eines Hauses.
“Two nuns walk down a lane towards a house’

Further data from Italian provide more support for the above hypothesis.
Italian is similar to Spanish in its form and use of the progressive aspect
(Natale, 2008). The results for the mentioning of resultant states are also
similar to those of Spanish with 31% of resultant states mentioned.
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Using boundedness for indicating specificity

However, as the single event descriptions mostly consisted of a single or
sometimes of two utterances, it seems unlikely that the choice for
mentioning a resultant state is solely dependent on the perspective a speaker
takes. Nevertheless, in describing the single event stimuli, the speaker has to
be specific about the event that is depicted, to avoid a generic interpretation.
Of course, there are several ways of adding this specificity to a situation.
One of these is the mentioning of a resultant state. Note the difference
between the utterances in (3) and (4):

(3)  Een man fietst
‘A man cycles’
(4)  Een man fietst naar een huis
‘A man cycles towards a house’

In (3), no resultant state or endpoint for the event is mentioned. When
hearing this utterance, the listener could interpret it as generic, being a
statement about “‘men in general’. However, the example in (4) is much more
specific in meaning, this is not about “‘men in general’ but about a specific
man that is cycling towards a house. The results from earlier research
indicate that speakers of languages without frequent use of progressive
aspect use significantly more resultant states in their single event
descriptions. These results can be explained if we think about the
progressive form as another way of specifying the event. By using the
progressive, a speaker indicates that ‘a certain event is taking place at the
time of speech’. Consequently, the event is specified for time, and cannot be
interpreted as generic. A speaker’s choice for the use of the progressive,
however, is dependent on many more factors. I will therefore return to this
point in 2.7 on progressive aspect.

243 Clause type

Having established a relationship between the level of representation of an
event and the verb form (1-state vs. 2-state) that is used, researchers (e.g.
Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press) wanted to know in what way this
information that was selected for mention is represented in clause structure.
Data from single event studies showed two predominant ways of doing this:
new information is either presented in a main clause with focus last (“a man
is fishing”) or in an (existential +) dependent clause (“there is a man fishing”
or German “Ich sehe...”). Presentationals allow the speaker to place the



26

information that is mentioned for the first time (e.g. a man) in a position
following the finite verb. According to Carroll & Von Stutterheim (in press)
this satisfies requirements in information structure in first mentions: place
inaccessible information in a position following the verb and reserve the
information preceding the verb for information which is familiar, or in some
way accessible. However, when speakers map information on the situation
to a single main clause, they leave the indication that the referent in question
is mentioned for the first time to an indefinite article. The distribution of
these forms differed between speakers of different languages.

Information is most likely to be mapped into a main clause in
German (88.3%) while existentials with information on the event in a
dependent clause only amount to 11.6%. In English, the preferred pattern is
the other way round. Information on the event is typically mapped into the
dependent clause (70%) occurring in conjunction with an existential (Table
2.4) (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press)s.

Table 2.4 Sentence structure over all single event descriptions (Carroll & Von
Stutterheim, in press)

Clause type English German Italian
Existential + dependent clause  70.0% 11.6% 19%
Main clause 30.0% 88.3% 81%

In her analyses of Italian, Natale (2008) also looked at clause structure. The
clause structure pattern that was found for the Italian verbalizations looked
like the pattern that was observed for German: representation of information
in the main clause (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press).

244 Thematic perspective

When organizing information for expression, speakers have to take
perspective a number of times. In the verbalization of information,
perspectivation processes are reflected in the attribution and management of

8 It must be noted here that the relative pronoun ‘who’ in English,
introducing the dependent clause, is typically realized in the first few
sentences, and then generally reduced to an elliptical pattern in which “there
is’ is omitted as the task proceeds (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press). The
same can be expected to happen for Dutch ‘er is’ (there is) / ‘ik zie’ (I see) and
‘die’ (who).
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the categories fopic and focus (Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005, Von

Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007). When a speaker takes a certain perspective on

a conceptual structure to be expressed, one of the first choices to be made is

that of topic. When the speaker’s purpose is to expand the addressee’s

knowledge about something, the message will highlight this topic content,
to distinguish it from the comment that is made about it. It will then be
encoded in a syntactically prominent position. Syntactically prominent can
mean that the topic is encoded as subject, the subject being at the top of the
hierarchy of syntactic functions. Alternatively, it can also mean that the topic
is encoded early in the sentence, whether or not in the role of the subject

(Levelt, 1989).

In his 2003 paper, Murcia-Serra states that “the syntactic coding
subject is in general considered to be the target coding for information which
for different conceptual reasons may be regarded by the speaker to be the
most salient in an utterance” (Murcia-Serra, 2003 p. 289). Several factors can
be responsible for this saliency:
= Focus of the attention to the speaker: entities that are within the centre

of interest of the speaker are more salient than those that are not.

* Inherent or perceptual properties of the entities referred to in speech
such as size, movement, animacy, causation, and concreteness. Entities
which are big, animate, in movement, causing the action depicted
and/or concrete are perceived to be more salient by the speaker.

*  The relative importance of determined entities in a complex state of
affairs as shown by the frequency or continuity of reference to that
entity in a given text. This is a consequence of the unfolding of
information in discourse in accordance to the communicative intention
of the speaker.

(Murcia-Serra, 2003, p. 289; see also Levelt, 1989)

In most cases, the three factors mentioned above interrelate in such a way,
that they correspond with two linguistic categories: topic and agent (Murcia-
Serra, 2003, p.290). Roughly speaking, the notion topic refers to the entity
that the proposition is about. The thematic role of agent, on the other side,
“can be considered to possess prototypical and perceptually relevant
inherent features like intentionality, movement, or causation” (Murcia-Serra
2003, p.290). In many languages, this interrelation leads to the linking of the
three categories subject [S], agent[A], and topic[T]: the entity regarded as the
topic in a given state of affairs at the same time has the control over that
state of affairs and will be coded as the subject of the corresponding
utterance, as is shown in example (5).
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(5) ‘a man or a creature [T/S/A] emerges from the sand with a bottle
and he [T/S/A] brushes the sand off his body
and he [T/S/A] starts to dig around in the sand’

Reference and downgrading

As was shown in example (5), the protagonist is thus a primary candidate to
be treated as the topic of an utterance. If possible, speakers often prefer to
organize the event structure verbalized in a narrative around the
protagonist. The protagonist then becomes the global topic. Nevertheless, it is
always possible for the speaker to change his or her attention to some other
entity. Such an entity can be treated as a topic for one or a few utterances,
and so becomes a local topic.

Earlier analyses of ‘quest’ narratives have shown that speakers of
languages in which the subject plays a principle role in information structure,
such as English, Italian and Spanish (Carroll, 2007, Carroll & Von
Stutterheim, 2002; Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007), refer not only to the
activities of the protagonist in the retelling of a story. These speakers also
relate to environmental elements in their own right when actions are
‘initiated” by these environmental elements. In these narratives, topichood is
shifted from the protagonist to the environmental element (6).

(6) Protagonist:
‘He carefully tries to get down from his little pillar of rocks’

Environmental element:
‘A rock is falling directly from the sky’

For any of the languages in the studies, there were no constraints in
information selection; all agents are eligible for mention (Carroll, 2007).
Nevertheless, the number of mentions of these environmental elements in
English narratives was significantly higher compared to narratives by
speakers of e.g. German. In these analyses, environmental elements that
occurred as subject of a clause were counted irrespective of the way they
were mapped into form (syntactic subject of a main clause, subordinate
clause, passive, etc.). The findings are in line with Levelt’s idea that a human
agent is more easily topicalized than a nonhuman theme, and big and
moving objects are more easily topicalized than small or immobile ones.
References to environmental forces were as high as 34.5% of all utterances in
English (Carroll & Lambert, 2003; Carroll et al., 2001), see also example (7).
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Speakers of languages where the subject does not have a prominent role in
information structure, such as German and Dutch, prefer to focus attention
on the protagonist of the narrative, often omitting reference to
environmental forces (only 24.5% for German and 23.6% for Dutch), see also
example (8). Later analyses by Carroll (2007) show even lower figures for
speakers of German (7.9% mentioning of environmental forces). However,
even though the difference between speakers of English and speakers of
Dutch and German is significant, it is more of a gradual than an absolute
difference (see also Table 2.5).

(7)  English

a. and there’s pieces of paper

b. blowing all over the place.

c. ehm so he stands up

d. and starts look around

e. eh manages to get out of the way of one piece of paper.
f. and then he’s hit by another one

g. that knocks him down.

(8) Dutch

1. het zandmannetje valt op de grond
‘the sandman falls on the ground’
2. waar veel papier op ligt
‘where there is a lot of paper lying around’
3. en waar het waait.
‘and where’s it’s windy’
4. hij krijgt een papiertje in z'n gezicht
‘he gets a piece of paper in his face’
5. envalt op de grond.
‘and falls to the ground.’

Table 2.5 Use of environmental forces in narratives by native speakers
of 6 languages (Carroll, Rossdeutscher, Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2008

p-9)

Language N % environmental forces
English 20 34.5 %
French 20 35.8 %
Italian 20 37.1 %
Spanish 20 30.9 %

German® 20 24.5 %
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Language N % environmental forces

Dutch* 20 23.6 %
* The difference between German and Dutch and the other languages is
significant (p<.001).

Earlier research into ‘frog story’ narrative retellings showed that German
speakers also referred to non-actor items in this story. Unlike ‘quest’, the
‘frog story’ has more than one animate actor. The story characters are a boy,
a dog, a runaway frog, a gopher, bees/ hive, an owl], a deer, and a family of
frogs. Analyses of the percentages of reference to story characters in subject
position shows that adult German speakers only mentioned ‘other story
items’ as the subject in 10.1% of utterances (Table 2.6) (Bamberg, 1994).

Table 2.6 Percentage of references in subject position to story
characters and other story items (by age) in German (Bamberg, 1994 p.225)
3 yrs 5 yrs 9 yrs Adult
Total number 665 608 741 1244
STORY CHARACTERS
Noun/ name 35.8% 37.5% 54.9% 37.7%
Pronoun 41.7% 41.8% 28.7% 28.9%
Zero form 5.1% 3.6% 12.9% 22.3%
OTHER STORY ITEMS ~ 17.4% 17.1% 3.5% 10.1%

The factor determining whether German speakers mention environmental
forces as the syntactic subject in ‘quest’ seems to be related to the
protagonist. In the German narratives, environmental forces are consistently
mentioned only when they have clear consequences for the protagonist. By
contrast, English and French speakers mention minor events, even when
they are not of direct relevance to the protagonist. According to Von
Stutterheim and Carroll (2007) in German, the attention directed to
environmental elements is filtered by selection principles that are associated
with the protagonist:

“Damit ergibt sich als Selektionskriterium fiir die einzelnen Ereignisse
der Grad der Involvierung des Protagonisten. Entweder ist derjenige,
der durch sein Handeln, als Agens, die Geschichte voranbringt oder
derjenige, iliber den als Betroffenen von Handlungen in einer
Patiensrolle Dynamik und Kohédrenz zu gewinnen sind. Situationen,
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in denen der Protagonist nicht involviert ist, werden unter dieser
Perspektive nicht fiir die Versprachlichung ausgewahlt.”

"This results in the degree of involvement of the protagonist as selection
criterion for the individual events. It is the one, the agent, whose actions
carry the plot/story, or the one, whose role as a patient in an event lends the
story dynamics/vitality and coherence. Under this perspective, situations
that do not involve the protagonist are not selected for verbalisation’.

(Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007, p.42)

Reference introduction

Generally, a new topic can be introduced in three ways (Von Stutterheim,
2004). First, a speaker can introduce the new topic [T] in a subordinate
clause, specifying the, focal element [F] from the previous utterance (9).

(9)  Subordinate (not global topic, agent, subject)
er sieht so die Maschinen [F] ‘he sees so the machines
die [T] da so arbeiten. that there so work’

The second option is to code a change of semantic role of the protagonist
from the agent role into another thematic role in a passive construction. The
global topic of the narrative then stays the same (10).

(10) Passive (global topic, patient, subject)

an dem Platz ‘at that spot
an dem er steht where he is standing
wird er [T] dann von einem is he then by a pile of rocks uplifted’

Steinhaufen [F] hoch-gehoben.

Finally, another agent can be introduced as the local topic that takes over the
thematic role of agent.

(11) Subject of main clause (not global topic, agent, subject)



32

das Mannchen beginnt in dieser ‘the man begins in this landscape
Landschaft zu wandern. to wander’

und in dieser Steinwiiste ‘and in this rocky wilderness shoot
schieien grofle Steinblocke [F] big rocks out of the ground’

aus dem Boden.

einer dieser Steine [T] erfasst das ‘one of these stones grabs the man
Mainnchen und tragt es wie in and carries it like a lift with it

clixemn Pl ol Vit saaktettesim, 2004 p1pwsyrds’

The main character is accorded higher status compared to other agents and
experiencers (Carroll, 2007; Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007). However, if an
environmental element is mentioned as the subject of a clause in German,
this is dependent on the syntactic form used, and it is often downgraded.
Therefore, researchers looked at the informational status accorded to the
protagonist and environmental elements, as reflected in the way information
on these two types of entities is coded at clause level (Carroll et al., 2002;
Carroll & Lambert, 2003). First, they looked at whether references to the
protagonist and environmental elements are both eligible for mention as the
syntactic subject of a main clause or not (Carroll, 2007; Carroll & Lambert,
2003; Carroll et al., 2001; Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002). This research has
shown that speakers of different languages differ as to their preferences in
coding a change in topic from one entity in the narrative to another, as is
shown in Table 2.7. Speakers of English and Spanish (aspect-languages)
prefer to introduce a new topic in a main clause, whereas speakers of
German and French (non-aspect languages) also frequently use embedded
clauses (passive or subordinate constructions) to ensure thematic continuity
(12) (Carroll, 2007; Carroll & Lambert, 2003; Carroll et al., 2004; Carroll,
Rossdeutscher, Lambert & Von Stutterheim, 2008).

Table 2.7 Reference introduction of a new topic in narratives in 4
languages (Carroll et al., 2008)
Main clause Embedded

English 83.1 % 16.9 %
Spanish 70.9 % 29.1 %
French 54.6 % 45.4 %
German 58.6 % 41.4 %

(12) German
a) und in diesem Raum weht ein starker Wind
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‘and in this place blows a heavy wind’

b)  und wirbelt die Papierbldtter durch die Gegend
‘and whirls the paper sheets through the area’

Q) und das Méannchen muss dauernd ausweichen
‘and the man must constantly avoid’

d)  er wird schlieBlich von einem Blatt getroffen
‘He is finally hit by a sheet of paper’

e) und féllt zu Boden
‘and falls to ground’

(Carroll et al., 2008 p.170)

These mapping patterns for environmental elements in main clauses are
even more clearly underlined by the low occurrence of references to
environmental elements in the role of syntactic subject in a subordinate clause
in English (2.5%). For German, occurrence is significantly higher (12.2%)
(Carroll & Lambert, 2003). Later analyses by Carroll (2007) showed that of all
environmental forces mentioned in the German corpus (72 out of 908
propositions), only 8.3% were coded as the subordinate clause (against
91.7% in the main clause). However, other analyses by Carroll et al. (2008)
showed that only 61.1% of all utterances with an environmental force as
subject coded this as subject of the main clause.

Carroll and Lambert (2003) concluded that although findings for
German showed surface similarities with English in that environmental
elements are not frequently coded in subordinate clauses, references to
environmental elements in German are ‘downgraded’ in the information
structure, since they do regularly occur in passive (and subordinate)
sentences. As for the English and French speakers, they differed in one
crucial aspect. In English, all types of events are integrated in the story line.
However, French speakers draw a distinction between events in which the
main character is agent or experiencer, mapping these to subject of the main
clause, and events involving other agents and experiencers. The latter group
typically qualifies as subject of a subordinate clause, but not of the main
clause (Carroll, 2007).

This discussion on reference introduction concludes the review of
earlier research in information selection, and with this the discussing of
aspects of information structure that take place at the macroplanning level in
the conceptualiser (Levelt, 1989). In 2.5 the focus will be on an aspect of
information structure at the next, microplanning level of conceptualization:
temporal structure.
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2.5 Temporal structure

All texts, however short they are, have a temporal structure. Providing a text
with a certain temporal structure is a way of perspective taking, an element
of language production which takes place in the conceptualiser. Temporal
structure is very important in information structure, as it provides one of the
bases on which e.g. a narrative is built. Without a coherent temporal
structure, a narrative would just be a sequence of independent utterances.
The temporal information in a text involves two components. First, the
entire event that is reported must be embedded in space and time. Tense and
other means, such as deictic adverbials (now, today, tomorrow, two days ago),
relate the entire event to the here and now of the speech situation. Secondly,
the entire event has a complex temporal structure in itself. It consists of a
number of sub events and states that are temporally related. In order to
convey its temporal make-up, a speaker must split the entire event into sub
events and phases in these sub events and encode them (von Stutterheim,
2003).

2.5.1 Three temporal parameters

Tensed verb forms in texts are assumed to have two functions: to describe a
situation, and to locate this situation in time by relating it to the moment of
speech. In this approach, two temporal parameters are assumed: the time of
speech and the time of the situation. The first, time of speech, relates to the
time at which the utterance is made. The second, time of situation, refers to
the time at which the event or state described took/ is taking/ will take place.
There are three possible temporal relations between these parameters: time
of situation can be before (past tense), simultaneous with (present tense) or
after (future tense) the time of speech. However, languages like English and
Dutch have more than three tense forms, which cannot be expressed by the
two temporal parameters alone. A solution for this problem was the
introduction of an additional third temporal parameter, as proposed by the
German philosopher and linguist Hans Reichenbach (1947). Many
researchers used Reichenbach’s approach as one of the bases of their own
theory of temporality. In this thesis, I will use Wolfgang Klein’s theory (cf.
e.g. Starren, 2001; Von Stutterheim et al. 2003), which will be discussed in
the following paragraphs.
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252 Klein’s TU, TT and TSit

In his approach of temporal relations, Klein (1994) makes use of three time
spans, called “time of utterance’ (TU), ‘topic time’ (TT) and ‘time of situation’
(TSit). The crucial feature of Klein's approach is “the rigid distinction
between ‘temporal structure’ (time spans and the relation between them)
and the characterization of individual time spans which belong to such an
interval” (Von Stutterheim et al.,, 2003 p.103). Klein assumes that temporal
structure is empty. Temporal intervals do not have properties, except for
duration and being before, after or within other intervals. They can be
assigned properties, either explicitly by lexical contents of verbs or
expressions associated with them, or implicitly, by all sorts of contextual
information or world knowledge (Von Stutterheim et al., 2003).

In his theory, Klein (1994) uses the concepts of Time of Utterance,
Time of Situation and Topic Time. He defines these concepts as following.
The time of situation (TSit) is the time for which a given situation holds. TSit
is not a single interval, but a complex temporal structure, i.e. a set of
intervals that are temporally related to each other. Each of these temporal
intervals is characterized by the lexical content of the sentence. The time of
utterance (TU) is the time at which an utterance is made. Klein’s TSit and TU
correspond to what have been called ‘event time’ (E) and speech time (S) in
Reichenbach’s framework. However, topic time cannot be equated with
Reichenbach’s notion of reference time. Rather it is a long or short time span
for which an assertion is made. This time span need not be the same as the
TSit. It can be shorter or longer, it can be before, within or after the TSit.

The following example will illustrate all of the above concepts.
Suppose Claire was a witness of a murder being committed at Amsterdam
Central Station. The whole event (the murder) took about ten seconds to
happen, this is TSit. To the police, she describes this as following: “When I
was buying a newspaper a man came running by, carrying a gun in his right
hand”. In this case, the TT is a sub event of the TSit, preceding the actual
murder. The TU is preceded by the TT, which is part of the TSit. This
temporal structure can be summarized as following: [TT]TSit < TU.

(13) “A man came running by, carrying a gun in his right hand”
| TSit | (murder event)

I I
TT (man running past) TU (description to police)
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253 0,1 and 2-state concepts

The preceding description of Klein's theory of temporality applied to
temporal relationships within utterances. However, in his theory, Klein also
comes to three types of what he calls ‘situation descriptions’. These situation
descriptions represent the differences in inherent temporal qualities a verb
can have. He calls these states O-state, 1-state and 2-state.

O-state situations are those for which there is no TT-contrast. If they
are linked to a particular TT, they are automatically linked to another TT.
Their TSit extends over the entire time, even if the assertion is made for a
particular TT. Thus, no aspectual differences should be possible for O-state
situations.

(14) *’two plus two is making four’
[
source state = target state: 2+2 makes 4
no Topic Time contrast possible

1-state situations involve an outside TT contrast. The situation need not
cover the whole ‘before” or “after’, but it need not be confined to TT either.
Some examples of 1-state verbs are:

(15) John and Peter were playing tennis

source state = target state: John and Peter playing tennis
change in state outside Topic Time

(16) A girl was walking in the park

source state = target state: girl walking in park
change in state outside Topic Time

2-state situations include a source and a target state. Therefore, they allow
more possible relations between some TT and TSit. The TT may be the
source state, the target state, it may include part of both, etc. (Klein, 1994).
There is thus an inside TT contrast. The notions of source and target state
can be explained by means of the following examples (Klein, 1994):

(17)  John opened the door to the bathroom
[ ]

door closed door open
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(source state) (target state)

(18) The man switched off the lights in the kitchen.

s R ]

light on light off

(source state) (target state)
254 Temporal perspective: earlier research

When organizing information for expression, a number of times speakers
have to take perspective. They encounter the first set of alternatives in
deciding whether a state of affairs should be verbalized in the form of a
description, a narrative, dialogue etc. Then, having decided to take e.g. a
narrative perspective, the events selected for expression have to be linked
temporally to each other, and to the time of speech. In other words, the
speaker has to take a certain temporal perspective; he has to choose among
different viewpoints.

In his theory of temporality, Klein (1994) described the types of
temporal categories that are relevant when establishing temporal relations
(Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002). Klein's theory distinguished three basic
notions, the time of utterance (TU), time of situation (TSit) and topic time (TT).
Carroll and Von Stutterheim (2002, p. 381) propose that temporal
perspective in narratives is closely linked to the notion of topic time, and
that different kinds of relations are involved in constructing a temporally
coherent piece of discourse: the relation between topic time and event time
(aspect) and the relation between topic time and time of utterance, yielding
categories of deictic temporal location. When a speaker wants to link
sentences to form a piece of discourse (e.g. a narrative), this requires
perspective taking along another dimension. Carroll and Von Stutterheim
state that the topic time (TT) of a sentence can be linked to the topic times of
the preceding sentences in several ways (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002;
Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005):

- the TT can be linked to the preceding time of situation

- the TT can be linked to the preceding topic time

- the TT can be linked to the time of utterance
It seems that these relations are not established according to individual
separate decisions, but that they form a consistent whole (Carroll & Von
Stutterheim, 2002). Several researchers claim that the different perspectives
described result in different patterns of topic time management, as will be
exemplified below (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002; Von Stutterheim &
Lambert, 2005). They distinguish two different patterns here, which they call
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the “TU-linked frame’ and the “shift in topic time’. In a TU-linked frame, the
topic time includes the time of the situation and overlaps with the time of
utterance.

(19) English ‘quest’ speaker 3

a. and suddenly he’s falling into the hole TTain TSita TTa=TUa
b. that he started digging

c. and then he he he’s sinking TTe in TSitc TTe=TUc
d. and he’s trying to make TTa in TSita TTa=TUa
e. he’s trying to to hold on to sand TTe in TSite TTe=TU.
f.  he’s trying to hold on to the edge TTein TSits TTe=TUs

of the hole to not sink

g. butends up falling through TTg in TSitg TTg=TUg
h.  getting into this hole anyway TTh in TSitn TTh=TUn

In these eight consecutive utterances the relations between the three
temporal parameters are the same: the topic time includes the time of
situation and overlaps with time of utterance. This choice of temporal
perspective often coincides with a presentation of an event without a point
of completion or right boundary. If the pattern is maintained, each TSit is
hooked up to TT independently of some other TSit, giving the general
relation:

TU=TT=/includes/follows/precedes TSit

Carroll and Von Stutterheim’s second pattern includes a shift in topic time.
This pattern is illustrated by example (20).

(20) English ‘quest’ speaker 7

a. then all of a sudden a paper hits
him in the face

b. and knocks him out at his back

c. he then takes the paper off his face

TSitain TTa

TSity in TTb and TTv after TSita
TSitcin TTcand TT. after TSity

In the first utterance the topic time interval is given as the post time of some
preceding event, as marked by the temporal adverbial then, the event time is
included in this time interval. Typically, events are depicted as completed in
this temporal perspective. The events are specified for a point of completion
either in the spatial domain, or by reference to an affected or effected object.
Temporal relations are based in the link between topic time and the time of
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situation established in the preceding utterance. TU does not really have a
relevant function here. The general relation of this pattern is:

(TU) = TTx follows/precedes TSitx1,x+1, includes TSitx

Earlier research (e.g. Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002; Von Stutterheim et al.,
2003) has shown that in retelling a story, speakers of English and German
prefer different temporal perspectives. In English ‘quest’ retellings, the
majority of speakers select a strategy for topic time management, linking
events to TU, as described in the first pattern above. Because of the
implicitness of temporal relations between situations, speakers rely on other
means to convey how situations progress: they focus on causal links
between situations and direct attention to the circumstances surrounding
events (Carroll & Von Stutterheim 2002, p. 383). Even though few speakers
of English maintain this perspective all throughout the narrative, it is the
preferred option, combined with reference to surrounding events and causal
links between situations. As is illustrated in (21) the pattern followed by
English speakers is temporally rather complex.

(21) English “quest’ (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002 p. 384-5)

Context and ‘baseline’ actions: use of the progressive (-ing) form:

a. heis trying to scoop the water up TT (point in time) = now TT overlaps
TSit
b. but the water is being absorbed in the TT maintained TT includes TSit
surface
c. and he cannot get any water from that.  TT maintained TT includes TSit

Switch to simple tense (and causal links)

d. so he sits there TT (interval) = TSit TSit includes TT
e. and looks up TT maintained TSit includes TT

f. to where he thinks they are TT maintained TSit includes TT

g. but there’s no more drips. TT maintained TSit includes TT

h. they have stopped dripping TT (point in time) = now TT after TSit

So, when retelling a story, English speakers mostly follow a deictic narrating
strategy. They have a referential frame in which the temporal anchor is the
‘now’ of the experiencer, as if the film is experienced in unfolding in front of
the mind’s eye. This perspective is therefore also called the ‘observer
anchored’ perspective (Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005; Von Stutterheim
& Carroll, 2007). The temporal anchor is (TA) is the film experience, rather
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than the time at which the film is retold. The temporal anchors of individual
utterances are sub-intervals of this TA. Circumstances are viewed as leading
in some way to an event or sets of events, thereby indicating progression.
There is a high level of aspectual marking which serves the purpose of
expressing the flow of events in relation to the viewing point. The
opposition between English simple present (walk) and the progressive (is
walking) is crucial in this context. Temporal adverbs, such as then, are
generally absent in this kind of referential frame. However, there are often
causal links between the frame and the associated event. The temporal
relations between the various TSit's remain implicit. Carroll and Von
Stutterheim therefore also call this the phase-based perspective. Von
Stutterheim and Lambert (2005) state that a phase-based structure can be
further subcategorised in structures such as inchoative, ongoing and perfective,
indicating the origo, process and resultant state, as is illustrated in (22).

(22) inchoative: he starts banging at it
he starts digging in the sand
ongoing: he’s digging away at the hole
perfective: the man has fallen onto a very bleak landscape

Boundedness and the narrative perspective taken are important aspects of
the temporal structure of texts. These two elements influence a speaker’s
choice for the use of certain tense and aspect forms, such as the progressive
aspect. The progressive form is highly likely to be used when English
speakers take the circumstantial ‘now’ perspective in retelling a narrative.
Contrary to English speakers, German speakers prefer to segment a dynamic
situation into a set of events that are presented as occurring in a sequence
(shift in topic time pattern) (e.g. Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002). Their
retellings follow the strategy of linking the current topic time to the
preceding time of situation. This involves the explicit marking of a relation
between different temporal intervals, usually of the type of ‘posteriority’. It
implies that the preceding time of situation has to be a bounded event in
order to function as a reference interval for a shift in time relation. This
anaphoric strategy evokes the notion of a big window in which the
individual events are presented as a well-ordered string as is illustrated by
example 2.6, especially in utterance f-j.

(23) German (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002, p.388)
a. die Sandfigur fillt vom Himmel TT (interval, from preceding context)
‘the creature falls from the sky’ TT includes TSit



. und landet in einer Wiiste
‘and lands in a desert’
. mit lauter unherfliegenden Papieren.
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TT post time of TSita (TT shifted)
TT includes TSit
TT maintained

‘with a lot of flying sheets of paper’” TSit includes TT
. er umgeht ein grosses Stiick Papier TT post time of TSit» (TT shifted)

‘he avoids a piece of paper’ TT includes TSit

e. das auf ihn zukommt. TT maintained
‘which comes toward him’ TSit includes TT

f. die Figur geht dann weiter. TT post time of TSita (TT shifted)
‘the figure then goes on’ TT includes TSit

g. er findet eine kleine Pfiitze TT post time of TSitr (TT shifted)
‘and finds a small puddle of water” TT includes TSit

h. und rennt dahin TT post time of TSitg (TT shifted)
‘he runs towards it’ TT includes TSit

i. kniet sich hin TT post time of TSitn (TT shifted)
‘kneels down’ TT includes TSit

j- und verschwindet dann wieder. TT post time of TSiti (TT shifted)
‘and then disappears again’ TT includes TSit

Some features are characteristic of texts that are structured according to this
perspective. Firstly, there is explicit marking of temporal relations by
temporal adverbials (e.g. dann ‘then’), establishing TT and linking it to the
preceding TSit. In addition, a holistic view is taken on the events, including
points of completion or results of an event. This provides the anchor point
for the shift-relation of the TT interval. Finally, the perspective chosen
follows the event line from the inside, as a participant. Comments from the
speaker’s point of view or switches to the observer’s perspective are rare
(Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002; Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005). The
perspective is therefore also called the ‘event based’ perspective (Von
Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005) or the ‘protagonist-based’ perspective (Carroll
& Von Stutterheim, 2002).

Closer study of information structure and perspective taking in a
Romance language, e.g. French, shows that speakers use a mix of the two
strategies described above (Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005, Von
Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007). When describing, French speakers adopt an
explicit observer viewpoint where a narrator explicitly interprets the events,
as is illustrated in the example (24).

(24) French [1] (Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007, p.48)

a. ensuite il se releve
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‘then he gets up again’

b. donc est-ce que c’est symbolique interpreting narrator
‘because that’s symbolic’

c. onal’impression interpreting narrator
‘one has the impression’

d. d’avoir affaire a un homme
‘that one has to do with a man’

e. quine respire pas.
‘who doesn’t breathe’

When constructing a storyline, French speakers adopt the viewpoint of the
protagonist, similarly to German speakers. Relations between situations are
made explicit either in the temporal domain by anaphoric linkage, with
boundedness playing an important role, or, similar to speakers of English,
by specification of causal relationships (25) (Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007;
Carroll et al., 2008).

(25) French [2] (Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007, p.50)
a. etil essaie a nouveau de retrouver cette goute d’eau.
‘and he tries again to find this drop of water’
b. etil s’engrouffe a nouveau.
‘and he is engulfed again’
c. oui, il creuse en fait
‘yes, he digs deep basically’
d. pour essayer de trouver
‘in order to find out’
e. ol va cette eau.
‘where this water goes to’

Numbers show that French information structure is indeed in between the
‘English” and ‘German’ perspective. French verbs express stance or attitude
much more frequently than German (French 40.2%, German 18.1%).
However, causal relations between utterances predominate in French
(12.6%) in contrast to temporal shift (3.8%). In German temporal shift is the
most frequent means expressing linkage (28.2%) compared to causal
relations (3.8%) (Carroll et al., 2008).
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2.6 The role of language-specific grammatical features in
information structure

The preceding discussion of information selection and temporal structure
(2.4 and 2.5) showed that there are important differences between speakers
of different languages in perspective taking in narratives and single event
descriptions. Earlier research showed that speakers of English, German, and
French take markedly different perspectives when e.g. retelling a story:
English speakers mainly chose an observer-anchored perspective, the
German speakers preferred a protagonist-based perspective and the French
seemed to take a mixed perspective (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002; Von
Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005; Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007). Speakers of
German and English also seemed to select significantly different events and
sub events for verbalization (e.g. Carroll & Lambert, 2003; Carroll et al.,
2001; Von Stutterheim et al., 2003; Von Stutterheim & Niise, 2003).

However, these choices were in no way absolute, but rather
preferential in nature. Some speakers do not follow the, for their language,
typical structuring pattern. This does show that speakers are not forced by
their native language to proceed in a certain way when narrating a story or
describing an event. The question is thus what does cause the differences
between the speaker groups. Based on their own and earlier research into
narrative retellings, Von Stutterheim and Carroll (2007, p.51) proposed three
hypotheses:

1. For the temporal coherence of a narrative, the verbal-morphological
categories of a language are of importance.

2. For those components of a texts that are concerned with the actor the
category of subject with its grammatical characteristics is important.

3. For the choice of global topic components, functional
representations of topological positions are deciding.

As for Von Stutterheim & Carroll’s first hypothesis, one of the verbal-
morphological categories on which the three languages reported on by Von
Stutterheim and Carroll differ is grammatical aspect. The English verbal
system distinguishes itself from that of German and French in its
grammaticalization of the progressive aspect. In English, the progressive is a
fully grammaticised form which is marked morphologically on the verb, and
that is obligatory in some contexts. English speakers generally use many
progressive forms in their discourse. German and French speakers do not
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have such a grammaticalized form at their disposal to express ongoingness.
In standard German, for instance, ongoingness can only be expressed by
lexical means (“ist am/ beim + V' is on/ at + V). Speakers of German therefore
very rarely use progressive forms. Speakers of languages such as German,
where use of the progressive form is highly marked and speakers of
languages where there is no progressive form at all thus have to resort to
other means to report the same events in narrative. Often, speakers of these
languages use the simple present tense. However, the German and French
present tense are underspecified in the same manner, because this form is
also used to express specific, habitual and generic references.

The data on the use of resultant states (boundedness, 2.4.2) showed
that languages that encode aspectual distinctions in the grammar (e.g.
English, Spanish, and Italian) any phase of an ongoing event constitutes a
reportable event wunit (inchoative, intermediate, terminative phase).
Therefore, speakers often report on the intermediate phase, describing the
ongoing action by means of a progressive form. In contrast, in languages
without progressive aspect, such as German and Norwegian, speakers have
to take the whole event as one unit. Thus, speakers of languages without a
grammaticalized progressive are more likely to select the resultant state,
such as an effected object to give a reportable event unit. Furthermore, in
absence of means such as the progressive, another alternative to provide
specific information to avoid the interpretation of an assertion made as a
generic or habitual statement is adding a complement of any sort, such as
resultant states.

The data presented in 2.4.4 on thematic perspective also provide
evidence for the importance of the verbal-morphological categories of a
language for information structure and temporal coherence. Carroll and
Lambert (2003) showed that there are striking differences in the overall
occurrence and the realisation of reference to environmental elements in
clause structure. English speakers mentioned environmental forces
significantly more often than speakers of German. Moreover, references to
environmental elements in German are often ‘downgraded’ in the
information structure, since they do regularly occur in passive (and
subordinate) sentences. Carroll and Lambert (2003) explain the German
tendency to assign eligibility for mention as syntactic subject in a main
clause to the protagonist or animate actors and not to environmental forces
by the fact that their actions typically bring about a change in state. The
protagonist’s actions seem to have a clear impact on the course of events.
Change in state events are considered prime candidates in forming a chain
of bounded events, the backbone or structure of a narrative, because a
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change in state implies that one event has come to an end, and another one is
likely to start. Because speakers of German prefer to take such a holistic
view on the events, with points of completion or the results of an event
being expressed, the omission of environmental forces as subject in
information selection may in part be attributed to this factor.

German speakers thus generally choose to transform the chain of
events into a series of bounded events. They do this by means of using the
present simple tense, many temporal adverbials (e.g. ‘gerade’; just) and the
abundant use of temporal and spatial endpoints (boundedness) in their
discourse. The bounded events then each “create a “post-time” and with this
the conditions for opening up a new interval on the time line (temporal
shift)” (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002). These events shift the narrative
along a set time line, and are generally coded in terms of tense (see also the
discussion of Klein’s theory of temporality in 2.5.2). As German and French
are languages without frequent use of the progressive aspect, this is the
preferred option of narrating a story.

On the other hand, progressive marking, which is available and
widely used in English narrative, is less likely to be used when a change in
state is involved, since the concept of ‘ongoingness’ stands in contrast to that
of ‘change in state’. Events that do not involve a change in state do not meet
the criterion that allows specification of a shift in topic time and this applies
in many cases to the inanimate forces. English speakers thus tend to segment
or decompose events into phases, preferring a temporal perspective, which
incorporates ongoing events (see also 2.5.4). Speakers link the topic time to
the time of utterance®. This allows speakers to anchor events that are
ongoing, and there is no necessity to this temporal frame for one event to be
represented as completed or bounded before introducing another one. This
means that events are unbounded (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, 2002; Von
Stutterheim, 2003; Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005). However, it is
important to note here that English grammar does not prohibit the
mentioning of endpoints at any point, and German does have its ways of
expressing ongoing actions.

As for Von Stutterheim and Carroll’s (2007) second and third hypothesis,
244 showed that that subject and topic cannot be taken apart in a
comparison of the three languages. Both seem to be related to the language’s

9 See also Klein’s work on the representation of temporal structures (Klein,
1994)



46

word order. In English, an SVO language, the grammatical subject has a
fixed position in the slot before the finite verb. In German, a verb second
(V2) language, this pre-verbal position will -in unmarked cases- be filled
with the topic of the utterance. Therefore, the difference between the
languages can here be formulated as SV (English) versus TopicV (German)
(Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007). Linking this and the results from earlier
research to the choice a speaker makes for using a main or dependent clause,
this leads to different strategies in information structuring for speakers of
English and German. These different strategies are for instance evident in
clause structure.

Because of the subject-verb word order in English, English speakers
are likely to start their sentence with the subject, which can (but does not
have to) also be the topic. This prescribed word order favours the
presentation of the new information (focus) in the latter part of the sentence,
which will often be a dependent clause. To achieve this information
structure, English speakers are expected to resort to an “existential (there is/
see) + dependent clause’ structure. Speakers of German on the other hand are
expected to prefer mapping the information selected for verbalisation to the
main clause. Because of the V2 rule in German, the German speakers can
place the topic or focus information in the first constituent of the sentence.
This position is therefore less likely to be ‘taken” by an existential, and
information will be presented in the form ‘person X is doing Y’, using more
main clauses.

Earlier research thus suggests that the grammatical features progressive
aspect and word order are important or possibly even deciding elements for
information structure in languages such as German, English, French and
Italian. As this thesis concentrates on information structure in Dutch and
English, the next two paragraphs will report on the forms and use of
progressive aspect (2.7) and word order (2.8) in Dutch and English.

2.7 Progressive aspect

Earlier research has indicated that one of the important and decisive factors
for information structure and (temporal) perspective taking is the presence
and use of progressive aspect in a language (e.g. Carroll & Lambert, 2003;
Carroll & Von Stutterheim in press; Carroll et al., 2001). This idea that the
aspectual distinction perfective/ imperfective is influential on narrative
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information structure is by no means new. In 1979(a), Hopper already listed
what he thought were the chief properties of the perfective-imperfective
distinction in narratives.

Table 2.8 The perfective-imperfective distinction in discourse
(Hopper, 1979a)

PERFECTIVE IMPERFECTIVE

= Chronological sequencing = Simultaneity or chronological

overlapping of situation C with
event A and/ or B
= View of event as a whole, = View of a situation or

whose  completion is a happening whose completion is

necessary prerequisite to a not a necessary prerequisite to a

subsequent event (boundedness) subsequent happening
(ongoingness)

= Identity of subject within each = Frequent changes of subject
discrete episode

* Human topics * Variety of topics, including
natural phenomena
= Dynamic, kinetic events = Static, descriptive situations
= Foregrounding. Event = Backgrounding. State or
indispensable to narrative situation necessary for

understanding motives,
attitudes etc.

As becomes clear from Table 2.8, Hopper (1979a, 1979b) already related the
differences in grammatical aspect to a number of other ‘building blocks’ of
discourse, i.e. temporal anchoring, perspective taking, subject assignment,
topic-focus assignment and topicality, event types and the foreground-
background distinction in narratives.

Hopper linked the use of perfective, non-progressive aspect with
chronological sequencing and boundedness. He states that perfective aspect
will mostly occur in foregrounded clauses, and that such a foregrounded
event is often “contingent on the completion of a prior event’ (Hopper 1979a,
p-215). This coincides with the earlier discussed findings (2.5.4) linking the
temporal perspective ‘shift in topic time” with boundedness.

Hopper also linked the use of imperfective or progressive aspect
with the simultaneity or chronological overlapping of a situation C with an
event A or B and ongoingness. This coincides with the temporal perspective
that was called “TU linked frame’. Moreover, perfective aspect is linked to
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the identity of the subject within each discrete episode and human topics,
whereas imperfective aspect is linked to frequent subject changes and a
variety of topics. This coincides with earlier findings on reference
introduction and downgrading that were discussed in 2.4.4. These links
made by Hopper (1979a; 1979b) strongly support the hypotheses that there
is a relationship between the use and presence of progressive aspect and
information structure in a certain language.

2.7.1  Forms of the progressive aspect

The progressive views an action as ongoing at a certain reference time,
defocusing the boundaries of this event. The progressive is prototypically
used for actions that require a constant input of energy to be sustained, such
as walking, running, and swimming, taking place in the here-and-now
(Bybee et al., 1994; Declerck, 1991). When using the progressive form, a
speaker thus defocuses the initial and final boundary of a situation.
However, the use of the progressive does not exclude the possibility that the
situation is completed at some later stage (not referred to). Moreover, the
progressive represents a situation as temporary, i.e. having limited duration,
and it is thus incapable of representing situations as permanent, i.e. as
having unlimited or indefinite duration (Declerck, 1991).

Progressive aspect in English

Both Dutch and English speakers can use progressive forms in their
discourse. However, progressivity is specified in different ways in these
languages (Bertinetto et al., 2000). English has only one type of construction
that is used in the typical progressive contexts. There are no real motion
progressives or other marginal types. The form of the progressive
construction is the following;:

(26) ING-progressive be + V-ing

In English, the progressive is a fully grammaticalized form (Bertinetto, 2000),
that is obligatory in some contexts. For example, when a speaker wants to
express that a certain activity is happening at the moment of speech, they
need to use the progressive form. However, use of the progressive in English
has gone far beyond the prototypical use in unbounded here-and-now
situations. Whereas deixis and duration are key elements for a progressive
in the early stages of grammaticalization (see also 2.7.2), the modern English
progressive has lost its dependence on factors related to these variables. The
progressive form can now be applied independently of the nature of the
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verbal predicate, and a deictic component is no longer a precondition. From
the prototypical point of departure onwards, the use of the construction has
expanded to include other contexts. When describing ongoing events,
speakers of English will make abundant use of the progressive, in the “to be
V-ing’ form.

Progressive aspect in Dutch

Most Germanic languages (excluding English) have at least two types of
constructions that are used in the typical progressive contexts. Possible
constructions in the Germanic languages are shown in example (27)
(Boogaart, 1999).

(27) i. postural verb constructions (e.g. sit + to + INF)
ii. prepositional verb constructions (be + in/at + the + INF)
iii. hold constructions (hold on/in)
iv. busy constructions (be busy to + INF)

The expressions listed above all emphasize the dynamic, active character of
the event, comparable to English ‘be busy doing’ and French “étre en train
de’. Unlike in English, it is not possible to use a progressive to express
temporary states. None of the other Germanic languages has progressive
translations of the sentences “she is sitting in the kitchen”, and “the shirt is
hanging on the nail” (Boogaart, 1999; Ebert, 2000).

Dutch does have progressive aspect marking, but this has not been
grammaticalized to the same extent as English. Dutch marks progressive
aspect by means of locatives in a prepositional or postural verb construction.
There is also a (marginal) fourth form of the progressive in Dutch, which
will be called the ‘busy locative’, which is only used in very ‘active’
situations (Boogaart, 1999; Ebert, 1996, 2000) (28):

(28) aan het locative is aan het + INF
‘is on the’+ INF
positional locative zitten/liggen/staan te + INF
‘sit, lie, stand to’+ INF
motion locative lopen te + INF
‘walk to” + INF
busy locative bezig zijn te + INF

‘be busy to” + INF
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The Dutch progressives correspond to typologically frequent patterns;
locative expressions and postural verbs are among the most frequent sources
for progressive markers. The prepositional constructions are all
desemanticised. Syntactically they do not behave like ‘be + locative
complement” any longer. Generally, the postural verbs cannot replace one
another, but in emotive use they are desemanticised (Ebert, 2000).

The Dutch locatives cannot be used in the same contexts as the
English progressive, and are never obligatory. The possible use of the Dutch
locatives covers only a sub-domain of the possible use of the English
progressive. Dutch locative progressives are mostly used in the prototypical
context, where an agentive subject is in the midst of an activity at reference
time or in the deictic past (Ebert, 1996, 2000). Deixis and duration are still
key elements for the use of a progressive in Dutch.

2.7.2  Diachronic development of the progressive form

As was already briefly hinted upon above, the progressive form is far
further grammaticalized in English than in Dutch. Grammaticalization is the
process in which grammatical morphemes gradually develop out of lexical
morphemes or combinations of lexical elements with grammatical or lexical
elements (Bybee et al. 1994). The meaning and application of these evolving
grammatical morphemes is of greater generality than their original lexical
meaning and their use is expanding to a wider range of contexts. Especially
this expansion occurs from prototypical contexts to less prototypical
contexts, which leads to wider applicability of the morpheme. The meaning
of the grammatical marker becomes more abstract, but is often the case that
some of the original lexical meaning remains (Givon, 1973 ctd in Bybee et al.,
1994; Hopper & Traugott, 2003).

Stages of development

The progressive form in Dutch and English are not grammaticalized to the
same extent. Bertinetto et al. (2000) distinguished five stages in the
development of the progressive.

Table 2.9 Stages of development of the progressive construction
Stage Description
(1) Pure Locativity Stative, durative (Latin, Old English)
(ii) Progressivity 1 Residually locative, durative, accessible to

perfective aspect (e.g. based on verb ‘come’).
Verb starts to turn into an auxiliary, while the
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Stage Description

non-finite form is gradually promoted to the
head of the construction. Semantic bleaching
of auxiliary may begin.

(iii) Progressivity 11 Durative, accessible to perfective aspect (e.g.
based on the verb ‘go’). Completion of
semantic bleaching process.

(iv) Progressivity Il Focalized, strictly imperfective (Modern
Italian stare + gerund). Loss of availability of
perfective  tenses, transformation from
actional to aspectual device is completed.

v) Pure Loss of the progressive character

Imperfectivity
(Bertinetto et al, 2000, p. 340)

Stage (i) is linked to the inherent meaning of the morphemes employed. The
non-finite form of the verb accompanying the locative or postural or motion
verb presents a purely con-verbal meaning. The second stage (ii) is the first
phase of grammaticalization, in which the locative, postural or motion verb
begins to turn into an auxiliary. The non-finite verb form gradually becomes
the head of the construction. Semantic bleaching of the auxiliary may begin
at this stage, although this process is only completed in stage (iii). A further
development is shown in stage (iv): the context must provide the explicit (or
presupposed) indication of a single focalizing point. This gives the
progressive its prototypical character. The availability of perfective tenses is
totally lost at this stage: the transformation from an actional to an aspectual
device has been completed. The last stage (v) is a possible future
development. It consists of the reduction of progressive constructions to a
purely imperfective form. This form would not be restricted to progressive
contexts, but appearing also in habitual ones (Bertinetto et al., 2000, pp. 539-
540).

Both the Dutch and English progressive seem to be past the first
stage, as the (locative) progressive construction has lost its purely con-verbal
meaning. However, whereas the English progressive form has developed
further from an actional to an aspectual device (stage iv), this is not the case
for Dutch.

The Dutch progressive form is still used in the most prototypical
contexts, and semantic bleaching has not completed yet, e.g. the postural
verbs still carry some of their original meaning, and they are generally
restricted to events that take place with the protagonist in a constant
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position. The Dutch progressive seems to be somewhere between stage ii
and iii.

The English progressive has lost its dependence on factors related to
the variables deixis and duration. The form can now be applied
independently of the nature of the verbal predicate, and a deictic component
is no longer a precondition. From the prototypical point of departure
onwards the use of the construction has expanded to include other contexts.
An important question to ask now is whether variables can be identified that
are important when choosing to use a progressive form or not. Earlier
research into this question will be discussed in 2.7.3 and 2.7 4.

2.7.3  Progressive aspect: earlier research at text level

Earlier research into the use of the progressive aspect in ‘quest’ narratives
(Carroll & Lambert, 2003, Von Stutterheim, 2003) showed that in English
native speakers’ narrative, in 21% of utterances a progressive form was used.
Berman and Slobin (1994, p.138) came to similar findings when they
analyzed the use of the progressive in English child and adult ‘frog story’
narratives. Their findings are reproduced in Table 2.10.

Table 2.10 Distribution of —ing forms out of total lexical verb tokens by
age in the Frog Story (N=12 in all age groups) (reproduced from Berman &
Slobin 1994, p. 138)

Age3 Age4 Age5 Age9  Adult

Total verbs 252 297 428 500 790
Percent of —ing forms 39 25 19 20 25
Total —ing forms 99 74 81 99 194
“bare” progressives 31 20 3 0 0
present progressive 60 59 58 29 40
past progressive 7 13 35 33 8
non-finite ingforms® 2 7 4 38 52

The percentage of progressive use (-ing forms) in adult English ‘frog story”’
narratives (see Table 2.10) is slightly higher (25%) than in the ‘quest’

10 An -ing form was classified as non-finite “if it occurred with a verb in
present or past tense, other than the auxiliary be, within the same simple
clause or in an adjacent dependent clause” (Berman & Slobin, 1994, p.139).
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narratives (21%). The progressive forms in the ‘frog story’ narratives are
mainly present progressives and non-finite —ing forms.

Berman and Slobin (1994) reported that adults’” use of —ing forms
revealed several different patterns. Some adults used them very liberally,
whereas others adhere strongly to simple present or past tense. However,
unlike younger children, adults never anchored their narratives in the
progressive aspect or did they avoid use of the form altogether. Progressive
aspect is used with a ‘more global plot-based motivation for events which
form a durative background to the plot advancing sequentially unfolding
course of events described in simple native present or past’ (Berman &
Slobin, 1994, pp.141-142). This view that the progressive (or imperfective)
aspect in English (but also in other languages such as French and Russian) is
associated with backgrounding of information in a narrative has been
discussed thoroughly in work by e.g. Hopper (1979a, 1979b).

Cultural factors?

In order to exclude the possibility of cultural factors underlying the results
found in the experiments reported on above, researchers also studied
narratives of speakers of a language that is culturally very different from but
structurally very similar to English, one of the languages studied (Carroll et
al., 2004). For this reason, Arabic (in the variety of Algerian Arabic) was
selected. This language is a Semitic language, and the cultural tradition of
Algeria is certainly very different from middle European culture. However,
Algerian Arabic does share the crucial feature of verbal aspect with English.
Therefore, if the construal of events in Algerian Arabic follows other
patterns than the ones observed in English, this would favour an
explanation relating the contrasts to cultural differences. If events are
verbally represented in a way similar to English patterns, this would favour
a linguistically based explanation.

The results were clear-cut: with respect to selection and
segmentation of information and the use of endpoints, the Algerian Arabic
speakers behave like English speakers, while both languages differ from
German. These results indicate that differences in information structure
must not be attributed only to cultural factors. It seems that there are some
linguistic aspects that at least partially determine information structure
(Carroll et al. 2004).

2.74 DProgressive aspect: earlier research at sentence level
Narrative data showed that in languages in which ongoingness is
grammaticalized on the verb (+aspect; languages such as English, Spanish,
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Arabic), speakers often defocus boundaries and view situations as activities,
using progressive forms. However, speakers of languages without
progressive aspect (-aspect; German, Norwegian) are highly likely to focus
on the boundaries and mention these (natural) boundaries. To test this
hypothesis at sentence level, speakers of three languages without
progressive aspect (Dutch, French and German) and speakers of two
languages with progressive aspect (English and Italian) were shown 80
video clips showing single events (e.g. someone putting a sausage on a
barbeque, a cobbler fixing a shoe). Participants were asked to verbalize
‘What happened?” (Carroll et al, unpublished). The results showed
significant differences between the language groups. Other studies with a
smaller (but similar) dataset produced similar results (Natale, 2008).
Speakers of English used progressive forms usually (98%), whereas speakers
of French used the progressive very little (15.9%). Again, speakers of Italian
were somewhere in between with 41.9% use of the progressive overall.
However, the speaker variation in the group of Italian speakers was very
large. Speakers could roughly be divided into four groups: less than 10% use
of the progressive (N=10), 10-50% (N=16), 50-80% (N=10), and more than
80% use of the progressive (N=4).

The use of progressive forms and the semantic features of the event

Overall, a considerable variation was found in the use of the progressive,
even within languages. In order to find out what caused this variation,
Carroll et al. (2004) and Natale (2008) looked into the semantic!’ qualities of
the video clips, which could have influenced the use of the progressive. In
Carroll et al’s (2004) initial experiment, the stimuli were divided into a
group of clips with ‘change in state’ events having an inherent boundary,
and another group with ‘activity” events. In the languages with progressive
aspect, the use of progressive forms was high over both groups of scenes
(English 100%, Italian 65%). In the -aspect group, there were significant
differences between the use of the progressive in the two types of stimuli.
The use of progressive forms was lowest in ‘change in state’ situations
(Dutch 10%, French 11%, German 2.2%). However, use of the progressive in
‘activities’ showed an explosive increase for Dutch (74%). There was also a

11 E.g. telicity, visibility of the object or endpoint, duration and internal
make-up of events (i.e. repetition), see also Table 2.11 and
Table 2.13.
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significant increase in the use of progressive forms for both French (27%)
and German (6.3%), even though this increase was much less dramatic.

In her study of the use of the progressive form in Italian, Natale paid
special attention to the telic-atelic distinction'2 Specifically, her main
research questions were whether atelic activities (1-state events) attract the
progressive to a greater extent than telic (2-state) events. Four categories of
stimuli were included in the experiment (Table 2.11).

Table 2.11 ‘Semantic’ features of events in Natale’s 1t single event
study (Natale 2008, p.102)
ATELIC TELIC
“Activities’ <=> ‘Change in state’ events
with ‘object’
‘Locomotion” events <=> ‘Locomotion” events
(no endpoint) (with endpoint)

The results showed that the progressive was used less in atelic ‘activities’
(39.4%) than in ‘change in state” situations (56.2%), a finding which goes
against the earlier found results for e.g. Dutch. There was also a significant
difference between video clips showing locomotion with an endpoint
(24.2%) and those showing locomotion without an endpoint (37.7%).

Another experiment with a different group of Italian speakers
produced similar results. In this experiment the telic ‘change in state” events
were renamed ‘causative actions’ and further divided into categories.
Mainly, Natale compared situation types in which an object was created
(effected object) to situation types in which an object was modified (affected
object). The clips in which an object was created were further divided into
clip in which the object was not visible, those in which the object was visible
and heterogeneous, and those in which the object was visible and
homogeneous. The clips in which an object was modified were further
divided into clips with a shorter and clips with a longer duration (Table
2.12).

12 Telic events have a change of state, which constitutes the goal or outcome
of the event. When the goal is reached, a change of state occurs and the
event is complete. Telic events are thus bounded by a natural final endpoint.
Atelic events are simply processes that can stop at any time and that have no
outcome. Atelic events have arbitrary endpoints. The feature of telicity is
grammaticised in many languages.
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Table 2.12 Use of the progressive in Italian categorised for ‘semantic’
features of events (Natale, 2008)
Type of video clip % progressive
1. Activities 37%
2. Causative actions
2a. Effected Object Object not visible 67%
Object visible/ heterogeneous 64%
Object visible/ homogeneous 67%
2b.Affected Object ager duration 58%
Shorter duration 55%

The results again showed that for activities, the progressive form was used
less often than for causative actions. The differences within the group of
clips showing a causative action were smaller’s.

The next step in Natale’s analyses was to manipulate the pause
between the different video clips when conducting the experiment (Natale
2008). By reducing this pause from 10 seconds to 6 seconds, participants
were forced to view and report on the event almost simultaneously. The
results showed that the overall mean use of the progressive form almost
doubled under time pressure (from 37.1% to 60.5%). This finding confirms
expectations based on earlier research into temporal structure (see 2.5.4), as
it suggests that the progressive form is used more often when the retelling of
the event must take place simultaneous to the actual visual presentation, so
when there is a simultaneity between ‘time of event” and ‘time of speech’.

In all categories, more progressive forms were used in the time-
pressured condition: activities (time-pressure 55%, non time-pressure 37%),
locomotion events without an object (time-pressure 46%, non time-pressure
38%), video clips showing an affected object (time-pressure 67%, non time-
pressure 55/58%) and video clips showing an effected object (time-pressure
70%, non time-pressure 64-67%). However, it must still be taken into
consideration that inter-speaker variation is high, and the group of Italian
speakers is heterogeneous.

Based on the review of earlier research on the use of the progressive
aspect in single event retellings, it thus seems that a number of “semantic’
features of events influence the use of progressive forms in single event
retellings in Italian. These features are telicity, visibility of the object,

13 Unfortunately, statistical analyses were not performed on the data
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visibility of the endpoint, duration of the event, internal make-up of events
and time-pressure (

Table 2.13).
Table 2.13 ‘Semantic’ and time-related features of events influencing
the use of progressive forms in single event retellings in Italian

Feature Categories in Natale (2008)

Telicity atelic (activities, vs. telic (causative action,
locomotion no locomotion with
endpoint) endpoint)

Visibility of object  affected object (object ~ ws. affected object (object not
shown) shown)

Visibility endpoint locomotion with vs. locomotion no endpoint
endpoint

Duration effected object (long vs. effected object (short
duration) duration)

Internal make-up homogeneous sub vs. heterogeneous sub events

of events events

Time pressure time between video ~ vs. time between video
clips 10 seconds clips 6 seconds

Earlier research into the relationship between semantic features of the event/
verb and the use of the progressive confirm Natale’s findings. Native
speakers and learners of English with a number of different L1 backgrounds
did not use the progressive with state verbs (e.g. Carroll et al., unpublished;
2000; 2004). These same speakers did use the progressive with activity
verbs!4, learners do this even when use of the progressive is not appropriate.

14 Vendler (1967) claimed that a cluster of linguistic properties distinguishes
sentences of different situation types, namely the properties ‘static’ vs.
‘dynamic’, ‘telic’ vs. ‘atelic’ and ‘durative’ vs. ‘instantaneous’. These
situation types were based on three temporal features: dynamicity, telicity
and duration. Based on these three temporal features, Vendler (1967)
distinguished four verb classes: activities, accomplishments, achievements,
and states, which are characterized by the three temporal features (see table
below).

Situation Type Stative/ Active Telic/ Durative/
(Change) Atelic Instantaneous
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Analysis of narrative data also showed that certain telic verbs, namely those
indicating a ‘change in state’, seem to be the greatest attractors of marking
progressivity, because speakers want to stress that the situation does not
come to a clear endpoint or result. This seems to be a universal
phenomenon. Other telic verbs (those indicating a ‘change in place’) are very
unlikely to attract ongoingness.

The Dutch ‘is aan het’ progressive and semantic features of the event

Research (e.g. Carroll et al. unpublished; 2004) on the relationship between
Klein’s states and the use of the progressive has confirmed the hypothesis
that telic verbs indicating a ‘change in state’, seem to be the greatest
attractors of marking progressivity. Experiments with single event
descriptions show that, in Dutch, ongoingness is rarely combined with 2-
state verbs, coding a change in state (10%). However, progressive forms are
very likely to be combined with 1-state verbs, coding activities without a
change in state (74%) (Niise, 2003). These 1-state verbs are activities that
have a longer topic time (duration), and are not instantaneous (e.g. digging,
walking, searching). Change in state verbs (2-state), on the other hand, are
sudden or instantaneous and happen in a short time interval (e.g. falling,
waking up, landing). Therefore, 2-state events are less likely to become
marked as ‘being in progress’ (i.e. progressive). For English, there seem to be
no restrictions with respect to the use of the progressive with different types
of verbs and use covers both categories (100% for both) (Ntise, 2003).

The studies reported on above thus showed that use of the aan het-
construction is amply used amongst native speakers of Dutch, but that its
use is also still very much dependent on a restricted set of temporal
properties/situation types. Generally, it was found that situations that
involve locomotion represent a special case with regard to the use of
progressive aspect. Restrictions on use are linked to the fact that events,
when viewed as in progression, are typically segmented into an inceptive,
intermediate and terminative phase in languages in which progressive
aspect is grammaticalized (Flecken, 2008). When presented with a motion

Activity Active Atelic Durative
Accomplishment  Active Telic Durative
Achievement Active Telic Instantaneous
States Stative Atelic Durative

Semelfactive Active Atelic Instantaneous
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event which focuses on the intermediate stage of the event (e.g. the scene
shows a car going along a country road with a possible goal (a village) in the
distance), speakers can choose to select this intermediate phase (a car is
travelling along a road) and not to relate to a possible terminative phase (going
to a village). On the other hand, speakers can choose to take a holistic
viewpoint and mention the goal of the motion event.

Acceptability judgement results show that Dutch speakers
sometimes also segment motion events into phases and might choose the
progressive to relate to the intermediate phase of the event (Flecken, 2008;
Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2006). In this acceptability judgement task, Dutch
native speakers were asked to choose between a sentence with a simple form
and one inclusing an aan het construction in different context and in different
situation types. Besides making a choice for one of the two constructions,
participants were also asked to ascribe a value between 1 and 5 (1=
completely unacceptable, 5=completely acceptable) to the answer that was
not chosen. The results showed significant results for a number of semantic
features of events (cf. Natale, 2008). The mean choice for the progressive for
all situation types tested is summarized in Table 2.14.

- items that express a longer duration showed the greatest number of
choices for the aan het construction

- more specifically, items describing motion events with a longer
duration showed a greater number of choices for the aan het
construction than items describing motion events with a short
duration

- items describing motion events without an endpoint showed a
greater number of choices for the aan het construction than items
describing motion events with an endpoint

- As for the feature telicity, there was no significant difference between
the number of choices for the progressive in activities and change in
state situations.

Table 2.14 Mean choice for the progressive in Dutch for six situation
types (Flecken, 2008 p.20)

Situation type Proportion of is aan het

Activities 49%

Change in state — effected object 44%

Change in state — affected object 44%

Motion verbs without endpoint 38%

Motion verbs with endpoint 16%

O-state situations 4%
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The results of the acceptability judgement task show that the Dutch system
reflects the English system in that states or habitual meanings (0-state
situations) are expressed by means of a simple form. The items in the task
classified as ‘activities” elicit the most choices for aan het constructions. The
proportion of choices for aan het for ‘activities’ is larger than the choices
made for aan het for the change in state situations with an effected object,
even though for both situation types the number of choices is relatively high.
However, items without an inherent limitation are a strong attractor-variable
for the Dutch progressive. Another striking finding is the marked decrease
in choices for aan het between the group of ‘activities’, change in state
situations and motion events minus endpoint, on the one hand, and motion
events plus endpoint and O-state verbs on the other. The latter two situation
types seem to form a clear constraint for choice of the Dutch progressive
(Flecken, 2008).

This discussion of the semantic features of situations influencing the use of
the progressive in Dutch concludes the discussion on the progressive. The
next paragraph discusses the second grammatical feature that is thought to
influence information structure: word order.

2.8 Word order in Dutch and English

In 2.6 it was hypothesized that the word order restrictions in a particular
language can influence certain aspects of information structure, such as
topic-focus assignment. In his 1979 paper, Hopper (1979a) stated that in the
backgrounded clause (where often imperfect or progressive aspect is used,
see also 2.7), there is a greater likelihood of topic changes and new [i.e.
focus] information being introduced in the preverbal position. However, in the
foregrounded clause (where often perfective aspect and boundedness are
used) it is unusual “for completely new information to be introduced in the
subject. Subjects are highly presuppositional, and the new [i.e. focus]
information is introduced in the predicate” (p. 215).

Therefore, in this paragraph, word order restrictions in English and
Dutch will be discussed. Because speakers categorize the information they
select for expression in main clause structure and side (subordinate) clause
structure information (or ‘background” and ‘foreground’ information), the
focus will be on word order in main and subordinate clauses. Furthermore,
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placement of time expressions and adverbs of time, manner and place will
also be discussed, as these are important and often occurring sentence
constituents in narrative and single event retellings. Adverbs of time can be
used in narrative retellings to linearize the information within an utterance
or a sequence of utterances. Adverbs of manner and place could be used to
specify the information presented in the utterance.

2.81 English

The way in which a speaker orders words in sentences mainly depends on
his or her native language. English is a highly consistent SVO language. This
means that sentences generally start with the subject, which is followed by
the verb and finally the object. As a consistent language, English exemplifies
characteristic features of SVO languages, such as the many patterns that
have been developed in the verbal modifying constructions, the wide use of
substitutes, and the grammatical processes used to highlight elements of
sentences (Lehmann, 1979). In English, simple, unmarked clauses agree with
the SVO pattern, and require representations for the three constituents:
subject, verb, and object.

(29) Mary [s] folded [v] the laundry [o].

Neither the subject nor the verb nor the object of a transitive verb may be
omitted; the variants of this sentence in (30) - (32) are impermissible when
uttered independently. In the middle of discourse, these elliptic sentences
might be used incidentally.

(30) *Mary [s] folded [v].
(31) *Mary [s] the laundry [o].
(32) *Folded [v] the laundry [o].

Further, a consistent SVO language like English does not permit any order
other than the above in unmarked sentences occurring as single utterances
(33)-(37). The last three are questioned rather than starred because they
might be possible in the middle of discourse.

(33) *Folded [v] Mary [s] the laundry [o]?
(34) *Folded [v] the laundry [o] Mary [s]?
(35) ?The laundry [o] folded [v] Mary [s].
(36) ?The laundry [o] Mary [s] folded [v].
(37) ?Mary [s] the laundry [o] folded [v].
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This constraint applies also in subordination, as in (38):
(38) Peter swept the floor while Mary [s] folded [v] the laundry [o].

SVO languages typically require the S position to be filled, as well as the V
and O positions, though with well-defined exceptions, in contrast with
simple verb sentences in OV (object-verb) languages. To meet this
requirement, substitutes are prominent (39)-(42).

(39) She folded the laundry

(40) Jim folded the papers. Mary did the laundry.
(41) Jim folded the papers and Mary the laundry.
(42) Mary folded it.

In English, expressions of time are usually put at the end of the sentence.
However, if the emphasis is not put on the time, the adverb can also be put
at the beginning of the sentence.

(43) Tomorrow [A] I [S] will tell [V] you [DO] the story [10]

Some time expressions are adverbs of frequency (always, never, usually
etc.). These are usually put before the main verb (except for be as the main
verb).

(44) 1[S] often [Adv] go jogging [V] in the park [O/P/T]
(45) She [S] doesn’t [AUX] ever [Adv] play [V] cricket [O/P/T]
(46) We [S] are [V] usually [Adv] home [O/P/T] on weekdays [O/P/T]

Adverbs of manner and place are placed behind the direct object or behind
the verb if there is no direct object (47)-(50).

(47) He [S] petted [V] the cat [IO]carefully [Adv]
(48) He [S] drove [V] carefully [Adv]

(49) She [S] didn’t look [V] there [AdV]

(50) Jake [S] left [V] the car [IO] behind

English word order and topic-focus
English has been characterized by functional syntacticians as a language in
which the initial segment, or topic, often using old material, sets the scene
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for the new material, or focus (Lehmann, 1979). SVO order provides a
convenient basis for such organization of sentences. Other devices as
well may be used for highlighting or topicalization. Change of order, often
to initial position, is a frequently used device for foregrounding constituents,
or topicalization. The subject may be taken out of the clause, and its place
filled with a pronoun. Often the subject is placed last, in rhetorically
emphatic position; the construction is commonly referred to as extraposition.
By extraposition especially subjects are highlighted, whether they are nouns,
or nominal phrases or clauses. It then serves as anticipatory subject. Other
syntactic elements, such as adjectives, adverbs, and prepositions, may also
be foregrounded by placement in initial position (Lehmann, 1979) (51)-(52).

(51) It’s rather curious you know, this storyline.
(52) Very soon the frog escaped from its jar

As was already shown in 2.4.3 and 2.6, topic-focus and word order also seem
to be related to clause structure. Because of the English SVO word order,
topic and subject coincide and thus precede the verb. New, focal information
is often placed in the predicate. This leads to a preference for using
existential constructions with a dependent clause (‘there is a boy, playing in
the sandbox’).

2.8.2 Dutch

Although the two languages are closely related in historical terms, Dutch
sentence structure differs from English strict SVO word order. In Dutch, the
position of the (finite) verb in main clauses differs from that in subordinate
clauses. The unmarked order of the former is Subject Verb Object (SVO),
while the latter exhibit an SOV pattern. Therefore, which order is basic is a
fundamental problem in Dutch grammar (Koster, 1975; Den Besten &
Rutten, 1989). Since Bach (1962; 1971) and Bierwisch (1963), it has been
assumed that German is an SOV language. A consequence of this analysis is
that the word order in subordinate clauses is considered basic. As for the
word order, Dutch is similar to German in that the verbs are in final position
in subordinate clauses. Moreover, as in German, in Dutch declarative main
clauses the finite verb is in second position (Koster, 1975). This phenomenon
is called the V2 constraint. The V2 constraint is a phenomenon that requires
the inflected verb to be the second overt constituent of a declarative main
clause, as can be seen in (53) and (54).

(53) Gisteren ging ik naar school
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Yesterday went I to school
(correct: verb in 2nd position)

(54) * Gisteren ik ging naar school
Yesterday I went to school
(incorrect: verb not in 2nd position)

Because of the V2 constraint, Dutch word order is SVO + V2 in the main
clause. This results in the following standard for main clauses (55):

(55) Jan [s] had [aux] een uur [time/manner/ place]'s geslapen [v]
Jan had an hour slept
‘Jan had slept for an hour’

In subordinate clauses, the V2 rule is not applied. This means that the
subject stays at the beginning of the sentence, but the finite verb form is
moved to the end of the sentence (56).

(56) Peter [s] rende naar school [o] omdat hij te laat was [v].
Peter [s] ran to school [0] because he too late was[v]
‘Peter ran to school because he was late’

All verb forms in the clause are now grouped at the end of the sentence. If
there are now three or more verbs in a row, it is generally best to put the
finite verb at the beginning. However, if the verb forms contain an ‘aan het’
verb, the finite verb is put at the end:

(57) ... terwijl we aan het studeren zijn
while we studying are
‘while we are studying’

2.8.3 Relating word order and topic-focus structure

In English, categories of information which have a high potential in
assuming the role of topic are those which map into the syntactic subject.
Translating this fact into information structure and structure it means that
the majority of speakers of English consign entities which have not yet been
introduced to the domain of discourse to a part of the utterance which

15 The direct object can be placed either before or after ‘time/manner/place’.
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follows the finite verb (Stutterheim et al.,, 2003). In 2.4.3 we saw that a
construction often used in event descriptions and narrative is the existential +
dependent clause (e.g. ‘There is a man playing the violin’). This structure has
an expletive subject, which the speaker uses to focus attention on
information structure. Carroll and Stutterheim (2002) suggest that the
frequency of this pattern in English can be partially attributed to the fact that
in English the subject is the core feature in encoding topic information.

This does not hold to the same extent in ‘verb second’ languages
such as Dutch and German, whereby the finite verb constitutes the second
main constituent of a sentence. The V2 constraint creates a slot before the
finite verb (Vorfeld) which can be used to code topic information, but can
accommodate only one constituent. Syntactic constituents which map into
the Vorfeld are prime candidates in the assignment of topic status in
information structure. However, since word order is relatively free, the
syntactic subject is not confined to this preverbal position and can therefore
be used in coding focus or new information. If the syntactic subject is
assigned this function, there has to be information and constituents
(adverbials/ prepositional phrases) with topic status which then can
systematically fill the Vorfeld. Carroll and Lambert (2003) have shown that
the V2 constraint is crucial in information structure in narratives, and the
type of information which can systematically fill the Vorfeld in a narrative
context is not spatial but temporal in nature (und dann geht x, and then x
Qoes).

In the examples below, transcriptions of one Dutch and one English
speaker’s narrative are given to illustrate this point. In the Dutch example
the information which is placed in the “vorfeld” slot has been underlined. We
see that this information is indeed temporal in nature in 3 cases. The English
example is given as a comparison.

(58) Dutch Quest (speaker 2)

Description of scene 2 (the paper world)

het mannetje is terechtgekomen op een vloer van papie.
‘the man has landed on a floor of paper’

hij staat op en eh en gaat de boel verkennen

‘he stands up and and goes the matters explore’
af en toe vliegen er papieren langs hem

‘once and again fly there papers past him’

of zelfs tegen hem aan

‘or even against him on’

en dan ziet hij een plasje water op het karton liggen
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‘and then sees he a puddle of water on the cardboard lie’

hij rent erheen

‘he runs over there’

hij probeert de druppels op te vangen maar er komen er geen meer

‘he tries the drops on to catch but there come there no more’

ook is het onmogelijk het water van het papier te schrapen

‘also is it impossible the water from the paper to scrape’

als hij het toch probeert, scheurt de papieren bodem open en valt hij naar beneden
‘when he it nevertheless tries tears the paper floor open and falls he to
down’

(59) English Quest (speaker 4)

Description of scene 2 (the paper world)

the sand man falls from his world of sand into another bleak world of ehm paper the
the earth is made of paper ehm

it’s a windy and fluid world

paper is blowing everywhere

he slowly gets up...

opens his eyes and looks around this new setting

and hears the drop of water in the distance

ehm he slowly walks his way to the sound (that) he hears

in the meantime getting hit by papers blowing through the air ehm
he finally finds the source of the water a wet spot in the paper

he reaches down touches the wet s puddle ehm

and looks up to see if another drop will fall

he reaches his hands up

no drop falls

slowly he reaches his hands down to the puddle again

and starts clawing at the puddle which deteriorates the paper

and he falls through the floor of paper

Differences in word order can thus lead to different strategies in information
structure for speakers of English and Dutch.
2.9  Research questions

The discussion of the forms and use of the progressive aspect in Dutch and
English concludes the discussion of earlier research into aspects influencing
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information structure. Overall, earlier research into the realization of these
aspects (i.e. event representation, clause type, boundedness, thematic
structure, temporal perspective, word order and progressive aspect)
suggests that the information structure is influenced by language specific
preferences.

As was already indicated in chapter 1, the focus of this thesis will be
on information structure in narratives and single event film fragments in
two closely related languages: Dutch and English. I will be looking at
processes of information structure both in the first and second language.
Therefore, the research presented consists of two main parts. The first part
will discuss information structure in Dutch and English as a native
language. The second part of the research project looks at information
structure in Dutch and English as a second language. In chapter 1, three
main aims of this thesis were presented. Based on these aims, three main
research questions were formulated. These research questions will be
answered by means of a series of empirical studies into the language
production of native speakers and second language learners of Dutch and
English. The empirical studies on the narratives will be presented in chapter
3, the empirical studies on the single event retellings will be presented in
chapters 3 (L1 studies) and 6 (L2 studies).

RQ1 What are the main differences in information structure
between Dutch and English in narratives and single
event retellings?

For the narrative retellings, sub questions will be formulated in chapter 3 on
perspective-taking, progressive aspect, boundedness and the relationship
between the latter two. Dutch narrative retellings have not been analysed
before on these aspect, nor has a comparison with English been made.
Therefore, for the narrative study, no hypotheses will be formed.

For the single event studies, sub questions will be formulated in
chapter 4 on event type, clause type, and the use of the progressive and
boundedness with respect to the semantic features of the events: causative
action vs. activity vs. locomotion event, visibility of the object, repetition of
action, visibility of the endpoint and length of trajectory. Based on earlier
research into Dutch and English, hypotheses will be formulated for the
single event studies.

RQ2 What are the main differences in information structure in
single event retellings between mnative speakers and
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advanced second language learners of Dutch and
English?

Again, sub questions will be formulated in chapter 6 on event type, clause
type, and the use of the progressive and boundedness with respect to the
semantic features of the events. Based on earlier research into German
learners of English and English learners of German, hypotheses will be
formulated for the L2 single event studies on L2 Dutch and L2 English.

RQ3 How do these differences in information structure — if
they occur — relate to differences in the grammatical
features (progressive aspect and word order) provided by
the different languages?
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3 Narratives in L1

3.1 Introduction and research questions

The empirical part of this thesis will start with an analysis of information
structure in narrative retellings by speakers of Dutch and English. Of course,
there are many genres of language production that could be studied, but the
narrative genre was selected because of our interest in the expression of
temporality, which is critical to the narrative mode of discourse (Berman &
Slobin, 1994). However, narrative texts differ considerably for speakers of
different languages. Nevertheless, every adult speaker is able to extract a
plotline from ‘quest’ and ‘frog story’. These materials seem especially
suitable because they allow the researcher to have control over the general
content of expression, without determining form. In other words, there is a
shared non-verbal visual and fictive basis for narrative description (Berman
& Slobin, 1994)

As we have seen before (e.g. paragraph 2.4, 2.5, 2.7, and 2.8) there
are a number of important aspects in organizing information for expression.
The study described in this chapter will focus on information selection
(boundedness, thematic structure) and temporal perspective and the use of
the progressive.

3.1.1 Perspective taking: protagonist-based vs. subject-based
The first sub question to be answered is:

How do speakers of Dutch and English differ in (temporal) perspective taking
when retelling a story in their native language?

As was already discussed in e.g. 2.5.4, speakers of different native languages
differ in temporal perspective taking. Especially, differences were found
between languages with progressive aspect, such as English, and languages
without progressive aspect, such as German. Speakers of English tended to
take a protagonist-based perspective, whereas speakers of German preferred
a subject-based, bounded perspective. These differences were thought to be
related to the verbal-morphological categories in a language (use of the
progressive form) and to word order (e.g. Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007).
Because word order and use of the progressive in German and
Dutch are similar, it is hypothesized that Dutch speakers take a protagonist-
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based perspective in retelling a narrative. Dutch speakers are also expected
to use few environmental forces in their narrative retellings. Conform earlier
research, it is hypothesized that English speakers take a subject-based
perspective in retelling a narrative, shifting topichood from the protagonist
to the environmental element, and relating to environmental elements in
their own right when actions are ‘initiated” by these environmental elements
(Carroll et al. 2008, this thesis p.29).

3.1.2 Progressive aspect

Because earlier research showed that e.g. perspective taking in narratives is
related to the presence and use of grammatical aspect in a language, the next
research question to be answered is:

To what extent does progressive aspect occur in Dutch and English
narratives?

Earlier research showed that speakers of English abundantly used the
progressive form in their narrative retellings (for a review see
2.7.3)'*. However, speakers of German, another Germanic language, very
rarely used progressive forms. Speakers of languages such as German,
where use of the progressive form is highly marked, had to resort to other
means to report the same events in narrative. Because of the similarities
between Dutch and German in word order restrictions and verbal-

16 Even though the simple past tense in English as in other languages is the
unmarked or most typical temporal setting for the recounting of
chronologically sequential events, speakers may choose to depart from this
norm by adopting the more marked ‘narrative’ or historic use of the present
tense for the main thread of their narrations, using many progressive forms.
Present-tense perspective is fully appropriate, since the events depicted in
the stimuli can be viewed as ongoing, and narrators can choose to treat the
film scenes and pictures as depicting a currently unfolding sequence of
events. Relying on simple or perfective past tense is therefore not critical to
produce a well-formed narrative. Either present or past can be considered
normative as a temporal anchor. Earlier research (Berman & Slobin, 1994
p-132) showed that of 12 adult speakers, who were asked to retell the frog
story, two used predominantly past tense, nine used predominantly present
tense and one speaker mixed the tenses in the narrative.
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morphological categories, it is expected that Dutch speakers use hardly any
progressive forms in their narratives. The results for English speakers are
expected to be similar to earlier research.

3.1.3 Boundedness

As was shown in e.g. 2.4.2 and 2.5.4 different preferences in narrative
temporal structure between languages led to differences in boundedness of
these same narratives. Boundedness in a narrative can be expressed by e.g.
the use of a resultant state to signal the final boundary of an event.
Therefore, the next sub question is:

To what extent do resultant states occur in Dutch and English narratives?

Earlier research has shown that native speakers of different languages (e.g.
German, English, French) differ in their preferences as to the mentioning of
resultant states. Native speakers of English are not likely to talk about the
endpoint or result achieved in a given situation. They prefer to leave this up
to inference on the part of the listener (e.g. Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2005,
for a complete review see 2.4.2). Contrary to English speakers, German
speakers present events holistically; they encode situations as bounded by
referring to resultant states. Based on the expected similarities between
Dutch and German in perspective taking and the use of progressive, it is
hypothesized that in narratives, Dutch speakers will use more resultant
states than English speakers.

3.14 Progressive aspect and its relationship to boundedness

After having discussed the use of progressive forms and boundedness, the
question rises how these aspects of information structure are related. This
leads to another sub question:

Does the use of progressive aspect correlate with the use of resultant states in
Dutch and English narratives?

Earlier research showed that speakers of English, who mainly take an
ongoing perspective when retelling a narrative, use many progressive forms
and few resultant states. Speakers of German on the other hand preferred to
take a bounded perspective, using few progressive forms and many
resultant states. The results for Dutch were hypothesized to be similar to



72

those for German. These hypotheses lead to the combined expectation that
the use of more progressives leads to less use of resultant states.

3.2 Methods

3.2.1 Stimuli and procedure

In this study narratives produced by native speakers of Dutch and English
were analysed. The data consisted of retellings of a short film (‘quest’) and a
picture book story (‘Frog, Where are you?’). These testing materials were
chosen because a considerable amount of research has already been done on
‘quest’ narrative retellings in the past years, which made comparisons with
the new data easier. Moreover, the complementary analyses of the ‘frog
story’ narratives, another often-used stimulus (Berman & Slobin, 1994;
Slobin, 2004; Stromqvist & Verhoeven, 2004), were done in order to control
for a stimulus effect (film vs. book retelling). Because of the obvious
differences between the two stimuli, some differences in the results were
expected to occur. However, both stimuli were included in the analyses to
find parallel results for different types of narrative retellings, and thus make
the results generalisable to more types of narratives.

Quest

The film ‘quest’ is about a sandman who is on a quest for water. During the
film, the protagonist, sandman encounters a number of dangers in four
different worlds: a desert world, a paper world, a rock world and a world
full of robots and industrial machines. In his quest for water, several times
he is almost killed, as he tries to escape from the surrounding dangers and
get to the water he desires. The sandman travels from one world to the next,
the worlds being separated by a black screen in the film. The film is cyclic,
and ends with the sandman waking up in the same place he started his
adventure. The film is about 7 minutes long in total. Participants were asked
to watch the film ‘quest’. After each world, the film was stopped and
participants were asked to retell to content of the film. The interlocutor
could not see the film, and they were asked to tell the interlocutor What
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happened? or Wat gebeurde er'7? The story was retold in the present tense by
the majority of speakers in both languages, although speakers were asked to
‘tell what happened’. The linguistic material was recorded on minidisk or
audiotape by several researchers, and the recorded data were transcribed
and segmented into utterances.

Frog Story

The ‘frog story’ (Mayer, 1969) is a picture book story containing 24 pictures.
It tells the story of a little boy and his dog that are looking for their pet frog
that has run away. The book provides a common content across age and
language. Each picture represents an event. The book is very rich in
opportunities for encoding temporal distinctions and it provides
opportunity for construing a hierarchical goal plan with unanticipated goal
failures and success. In the ‘frog story’ book there are multiple animate
characters (i.e. the boy, the dog, the frog, a deer, an owl etc). Participants
were asked to ‘read’ the book at their own pace, and then leaf through the
book again and recount the story as if they were telling it to a person that
had not seen the book before. Again, the linguistic material was recorded in
audio or videotape, and the recorded data were transcribed and segmented
into utterances.

In the analyses, Slobin’s definition of an utterance was used ‘... a unified
predicate. By unified we mean a predicate that expresses a single situation
(activity, state, event)” (Slobin, 1993). An utterance as a rule contained only
one finite verb (see (1) and (2)). However, “infinitives and participles which
function as complements of modal or aspectual verbs are included within
the matrix verb as single clauses, e.g. want to go, started walking” (Berman
& Slobin, 1994 p. 660).

(1) Speaker 3 English Quest
So he sees an opportunity of a space in the surface that opens up and he runs for it.
1 2 3

(2) Speaker 5 English Quest
And he starts off running.
1

17 Research into the ‘quaestio” indicated that the formulation of this question

(past, present, progressive) does not influence the narratives produced (Von
Stutterheim & Niise, 2003).
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To be able to make a cross-linguistic comparison between Dutch and
English, the narratives used in the study were retellings of a film and a
picture book, where narrators only have to be concerned with the form of
the narrative and the selection of the information to be retold, and not with
making up the storyline, because this has been laid out for them (Carroll &
Lambert, 2003). The main task for the narrator thus lay in selecting and
connecting events depicted temporally (Carroll et al., 2001). Each event was
represented by a dynamic predicate and its arguments, and the situation
referred to may be composed of three phases: a beginning, a course, and a
resultant state.

322 Participants
The ‘quest’ data used in this study were from a total of 19 Dutch and 20
English participants’s. All Dutch narratives were collected at the Radboud
University in Nijmegen. The ‘quest’ data of 20 English participants were
provided by the Heidelberg research group. All participants were adults,
some British, some American. No differences between these two groups of
English speakers were expected based on the language variety they spoke.
The ‘frog story” data were from a total of 19 Dutch and 10 English
participants®.
In the analyses of the narratives only the main part of the narrative
(complication action, most reportable event), and not the ‘background’
information? (such as the orientation section at the beginning of the retelling

18 For the comparison with German, earlier data from German ‘quest’
narratives were used provided by the Heidelberg research group, Dept.
Deutsch als Fremdsprache, University of Heidelberg, Germany

19 The Dutch ‘frog story’ data were provided by a number of researchers:
Eric Kellerman, Anne-Marie Van Hoof, Judith Stoep and Keiko Yoshioka
(Radboud University Nijmegen). The English ‘frog story” data (British and
American) were again provided by the Heidelberg research group.

2 Note that we do not mean ‘background information’ in the sense that
Hopper (1979a) uses it, being supportive material which does not itself
narrate the main events as opposed to foreground information being ‘events
relating to the skeletal structure of the discourse” (Hopper, 1979a, p.213). The
kind of ‘background’ information meant here is e.g. narrator comments to
the interlocutor, and introductory and final remarks like ‘once upon a time
there was...” and ‘the end’.
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after every part of the film and the evaluation phase) was considered. The
orientation section (where the progressive is typically used) in the narratives
was usually very short and narrators started right away with the actual
events. The analyses were also limited to those situations described that had
a dynamic quality. States were excluded from the analyses?!. As the ‘quest’
narratives are about a succession of events and happenings not a single
‘complication action’ could be pointed at, which distinguished these
narratives from e.g. most narratives of personal experience. There was
however a global ‘action structure’ (as illustrated before by means of the
‘frog story’ narratives) consisting of the ‘onset of the plot’, the “unfolding of
the plot’ and the ‘resolution of the plot’. Moreover, the narrative task shares
with other types of narrative (e.g. accounts of personal experience) “the fact
that narrators cannot simply rely on the ‘events’, the ‘spatial scenes” and the
‘characters” who move and act in these scenes as given” (Bamberg, 1994
p-190). Rather, as Bamberg states, “events, scenes and characters are ‘middle
level units’ of ‘part-whole relationships’.... They are parts of larger units
such as episodes, plots and the overall ‘drama’, though at the same time they
are also ‘wholes’ in the sense that they are made up of other parts such as
movements, states, internal states, feelings, motives and the like” (1994, p.
190).

3.3 Results

3.3.1 General outcomes

The narratives obtained in the study reported on below differed
considerably in length. Means, standard deviation and range of the number
of utterances, words and mean length of utterance (MLU) are displayed in
Table 3.1, per stimulus and language group. A wide range in length was
found within each of the four groups, both in the number of words, the
number of utterances and MLU.

21 This restriction is motivated by the text type under analyses. Narratives
are constituted by a sequence of events which are chronologically related on
the basis of their temporal properties. States are ‘secondary’ elements in a
narrative structure in that they are temporally hooked up to some dynamic
action (Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005)



76

Table 3.1 General outcomes of the Dutch and English narrative
analyses: mean no. of utterances, mean no. of words and MLU.
Language Stimulus N  Mean no. Range Mean no.
of Utt. (SD) of Words (SD)

Dutch ‘quest’ 19 70 (25) 32-110 362 (121)

‘frog story’ 19  72(23) 42-136 438 (127)
English  ‘quest’ 20 189 (74) 54-381 1145 (424)

‘frog story’ 9 100 (15) 61-122 607 (127)

Language Stimulus N Range MLU (SD) Range

Dutch ‘quest’ 19 181-529  527(0.61)  4.36-7.00
‘frog story’ 19  272-713  6.15(0.87) 5.32-8.85
English  ‘quest’ 20 331-2157 6.12(0.54)  5.18-7.07

‘frog story’ 9 367-760  6.34 (0.51) 5.66-7.16

The difference in text length between the English and Dutch speakers could
have been caused partly by one very long English narrative (2157 words).
Outlier analyses showed that there are indeed some participants that
behaved different from the rest of the group. These outliers (Dutch part. no.
34 and English part. no. 46) produced a (much) longer narrative than the
other participants.

Statistical analyses (22 ANOVA) were carried out on the data; the
fixed factors were ‘language’ and ‘stimulus’. For these and all further
analyses in this chapter means per participant were calculated and used in
the analyses (unless otherwise indicated). The dependent variables were the
number of words, the number of utterances and MLU. In all three cases
there were significant main effects for language [words: F(1,65) = 56.31,
p<.001; utterances: F(1,63)=40.42, p<.001, MLU: F(1,63) =9.25, p<.05] and
stimulus [words: F(1,65)=13.27, p<.001; utterances F(1,63)=13.99, p<.001;
MLU: F(1,63)= 0.25, p<.05]. There was also an interaction between language
and stimulus, but only for the number of words and utterances [words:
F(1,65)= 23.40, p<.001; utterances: F(1,63)=15.61, p<.001; MLU: F(1,63)=3.78,
p=056]. A simple main effects analysis showed that the difference between
the stimuli was only significant for the English narratives [words:
F(1,64)=30.7, p<.001; utterances F(1,64)=31.53, p<.001], the English ‘quest’
narratives were significantly longer than the English ‘frog story’ narratives.
One could draw the conclusion that speakers of English simply reported
more events in their narratives than speakers of Dutch. This finding
confirms findings from earlier research on information selection and the



77

level of granularity chosen by speakers. This research showed that because
speakers of English often chose a higher level of granularity, the events they
reported on were ‘smaller’ than those reported on by speakers of e.g.
German. It seems to be the case that speakers of Dutch behaved like
speakers of German in that they report only on ‘bigger’ events, and not on
the different stages leading up to the main event (Carroll & Von Stutterheim,
2002; Niise, 2003).

However, this conclusion needs some qualification. Perhaps the
length of the narratives was stimulus-dependent, for the ‘quest’ narratives
delivered more utterances and words than the ‘frog story’ for speakers of
English. The large differences in text length that were found were not
expected. Therefore, results will be controlled for text length and checked for
linguistic differences brought about by text length differences where
necessary.

3.3.2 Thematic structure: being subject, topic and agent

The first analysis of the narrative retellings focuses on thematic structure.
Thematic structure is thought to be related to perspective-taking. Differences
in thematic structure could indicate underlying differences in (temporal)
perspective taking. However, as was indicated in 2.8, word order restrictions
in a language are also thought to influence thematic structure.

First, the narratives were analyzed with respect to subject/ topic
assignment. The Dutch and English ‘quest’ and ‘frog story’ data were
analyzed for the use of the protagonist vs. an environmental force as the
syntactic subject. This analysis provides a greater insight in the thematic
structure in the narratives. Because the two narratives were quite different
with respect to their storyline and ‘actors’, analyses for ‘quest’ and ‘frog
story’ were done separately.

Frog Story

The ‘frog story’ analysis did not yield any significant results. The main
protagonists in the ‘frog story’ are the boy and the dog, but there are also a
deer, an owl, a frog and several other animals. Environmental forces, or
inanimate actors, did not seem relevant in the frog story, and were therefore
not mentioned frequently (Dutch M 1.7%, SD 2.07; English M 1.4%, SD 0.81).
The difference between the Dutch and English speakers was not significant
[£(26)=0.57, p=.67].
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Quest

The results of the analyses for the ‘quest’ narratives showed that there was a
significant difference in the use of an environmental force as subject between
Dutch and English speakers [t(37)=3.51, p=.001], even though there was a
strong overlap in the ranges of use in English and Dutch (see Table 3.2 and
Figure 3.1).

Table 3.2 % use of environmental forces as subject in Dutch and
English ‘quest’ narratives

Language N Environmental force as subject (SD) Range

Dutch 19 20.8 % (8.11%) 7.7-35.8%
English 20 29.9 % (8.15%) 7.3-41.6%
40
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Figure 3.1 % use of ‘environmental force” as syntactic subject in ‘quest’

narratives

These results confirm earlier findings by Carroll et al. (in press). Speakers of
Dutch did indeed use an environmental force as subject less frequently than
English speakers. Where Carroll et al. (in press) found a frequency of 23.6%
for Dutch, in this corpus 20.8% of all utterances had an environmental force
as syntactic subject. For the English speakers, 29.9% of all utterances had an
environmental force as subject. These numbers again were very close to the
earlier reported 34.5% references to environmental forces in English (Carroll
& Von Stutterheim, 2002). The use of inanimate actors as subject in a
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narrative thus seems to be stimulus-dependent, and when inanimate actors
are not relevant (as in ‘frog story’), they will also not be mentioned.

Speakers of both Dutch and English thus refer not only to the
activities of the protagonist in the retelling of a story, but also relate to
environmental elements in their own right when actions are ‘initiated” by
these environmental elements: topichood is shifted from the protagonist to
the environmental element. Example (3) shows that in a scene in where the
presence of an environmental element is salient, use of this environmental
element as subject seems the method of choice. All Dutch (15) and English
(17) participants that described the scene used an environmental force as
subject in describing it.

(3) Use of environmental elements (‘rock pushing up’) in ‘quest’ narratives
of Dutch and English speakers.

Dutch:

Owveral om hem heen zijn stenen en rotsen. Ze groeien uit de grond.

Everywhere around him round are stones and rocks. They grow out of the
ground.

‘All around him are stones and rocks. They grow out of the ground.’

En er rijzen rotsblokken uit de grond op.
And there rise rocks out from the ground up
‘And rocks are rising up from the ground’

Maar plots schieten_de stenen omhoog waarop het mannetje staat.
But suddenly shoot the rocks up where the man is standing.
‘But suddenly the rocks are shooting up from where the man is standing’

English:

And suddenly a cairn pushes up from under him and pushes him into the
sky.

One of the rocks that are emerging from the earth lifts him up.

A large ehm massive rocks picks him up along with it and shoots up out of
the ground.

Somehow this rock grows.

And every now and again a rock seems to to grow up out of the ground.

As was discussed in 2.4.1 a new topic (such as an environmental force) can be
introduced (and maintained) in three ways: in a main clause, in a
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subordinate clause and in a passive clause. Values for Dutch and English are
shown in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3 Introduction and maintenance of an environmental force in
main, subordinate and passive clauses in Dutch and English ‘quest’
narratives

Language N Mean (SD) Range
Main clause Dutch 19 60.0% (25.20) 0-100%
English 20 63.8% (22.10) 0-100%
Subordinate clause  Dutch 19 26.4 % (19.62) 0-66.7 %
English 20 24.1 % (9.62) 2.2 -41.5%
Passive clause Dutch 19 14.9% (16.41) 0-50%
English 20 10.8% (14.27) 0-66.7%

Further analyses showed that speakers of both languages preferred to
introduce the new topic as subject of a main clause, and less often as the
subject of a subordinate or passive clause [F(2,74)=48.99, p<.001, partial
n?=.570]. There was no significant difference between the two languages
[F(2,74)<1, p=1], and no significant interaction effect [F(2,74)=0.24, p=.79].

The results of the above analyses did not show the large differences
between Dutch and English that were expected based on earlier research.
The implications of this finding will be further discussed in 3.4.

3.3.3 Progressive aspect

Before starting the analyses of the use of the progressive, the dataset was
checked for an influence of language variety in English. There were 10
speakers of American English (AmE), and 10 speakers of British English
(BrE). Statistical analyses (independent samples t-tests, dependent variable
‘progressive’, independent variable ‘language variety’) showed no
significant difference between the AmE speakers (M 19.77%, SD 5.76) and
the BrE speakers (M 15.39%, SD 3.71). Therefore the speakers of AmE and
BrE were treated as one group (English speakers) in the remainder of the
analyses. Table 3.4 reports on the relative share of progressive constructions
in the utterances. The table gives the percentages in the four different
groups. To give an idea of the total number of progressives, the absolute
total number of occurrences is added in the last column.
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Table 3.4 Use of the progressive in Dutch and English narratives:
mean, SD, range and total occurrences
Stimulus Language N Mean (SD) Range  Total
occurrences
‘quest’ Dutch 19  0.58% (1.2%) 0-5% 7
English 20 17.50% (5.2%)  8-30% 626
‘frog story”  Dutch 19  1.10% (1.3%) 0-4% 12

English 9 14.41% (4.8%)  7-21% 124

Table 3.4 shows a small range in speaker values for the Dutch speakers. The
total number of occurrences was only 7+12 = 19. The number of occurrences
in the English retellings was far more impressive: 626+124 = 750, with a large
range of values in the speaker percentages.

Outlier analyses showed that there was one Dutch participant who
had an exceptionally high use of the progressive (5% of utterances).
However, this participant produced a very short narrative (39 utterances)
and needed only two progressives to come to this ‘high’ use of the
progressive. The variance within the group of English speakers for both
types of narrative was considerable and use ranged between 6.6% and
29.9%. Because the narratives differed in length, there could be a difference
in progressive use due to text length. It could be hypothesized that if a text is
longer, more words will have been used for ‘background’ information
(orientation and evaluation section of the narrative e.g. narrator comments
to the interlocutor, and introductory and final remarks like ‘once upon a
time there was...” and ‘the end’), hereby reducing the proportion of
progressives. However, a correlation analysis (Pearson correlation) showed
no significant correlation between length of a text and the use of the
progressive for either ‘quest’ [r(20) =0.12, p =.60] or “frog story’ [#(9) =0.18, p
=.63].

Because of the unequal variances within the dataset [Levene’s test:
F@3,63) =16.1, p<.001], the data were transformed (square root
transformation). Analyses of variance were performed on the transformed
data (independent variables ‘language’ and ‘stimulus’, dependent variable
‘% progressive per participant’). Results showed a significant main effect for
the factor ‘language’ [F(1,63)=362.36, p<.001, partial n?>=.085], but not for the
factor ‘stimulus’. There was however no significant interaction effect
between these two factors [F(1,63)=3.79, p=.055]. Simple main effect analyses
showed that the difference between the stimuli was only significant for the
English narratives [F(1,64)=10.50, p<.001]. The interaction effect points out
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that the progressive occurred more frequently in the ‘quest’ data. Overall,
these results clearly confirmed the hypothesis that the progressive will be
used much more frequently in English than in Dutch narratives.

A more detailed analysis of a particular event in the narrative (4)
illustrates the findings. Eight out of twenty English participants used a
progressive in describing the event. Three English participants did not
describe the event. However, none of the nineteen Dutch participants used a
progressive in describing the same event. Four Dutch participants did not
describe the event at all.

(4) Dutch

overal om hem heen zijn stenen en rotsen.

‘all around him are stones and rocks’

ze groeien uit de grond

‘they grow out of the ground’

je ziet hier en daar stenen vallen en er rijzen stenen uit de grond.
‘here and there stones are falling and rising form the ground
hij wordt omhoog geduwd door een rij stenen onder hem

‘me is pushed up by a row of rocks beneath him’

en er rijzen rotsblokken uit de grond

‘and rocks are rising up from the ground’

maar plots schieten de stenen omhoog waarop het mannetje staat
‘but suddenly the rocks are shooting up from where the man is standing’

(5) English

and suddenly a cairn pushes up from under him and pushes him into the sky

so this one rock tower comes shooting up from underneath him

and he gets stuck on the top of this rock tower

because there is a rock building forming out of the ground

and every now and again a rock seems to to grow up out of the ground

cause eh rocks keep appearing out of nowhere out from the from the ground

and there’s rocks rising up from the ground

ehm every now and again rocks push up through the earth and form kind of towers
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Figure 3.2 % use of the progressive in English and Dutch narratives
(‘quest” and ‘frog story’)

The bar chart in Figure 3.2 shows the spread of the use of the progressive
within the group of English speakers. Given the enormous differences
within this group, the ‘quest’ narratives produced by speakers 12 (only 8.3%
use of the progressive, 384 words) and 4 (29.9% use of the progressive, 977
words) were studied more closely. The general structure of the narratives by
these two speakers, shows that speaker 12 (few progressives) used many
simple tenses and ‘and’ connectives (6). This speaker’s narrative was
structured with an event-based perspective, which is typical of speakers of
languages like German (see also 2.5.4).

(6)  Speaker 12 (English ‘quest’):

and he sinks

and falls through

okay ehm the man arrives in a paper world
and eh everywhere is covered in paper
and he gefs hit by a flying piece of paper
and then he walk

and walks about

and he finds a damp piece of paper

and he pushes the paper

and then he falls through the paper

he then arrives in a in a rock world
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Speaker 4 (high % of progressives) shows a different pattern. This speaker
uses both simple tenses and progressives throughout the narrative, and his
use of the connective ‘and” was much less than in speaker 12. This speaker’s
narrative was structured in the way that is typical for speakers of English.

(7) Speaker 4 (English ‘quest’):

so he starts digging in the sand

towards where he thinks he hears the water ehm
and he as he digs

and digs

the sand through the sand

he starts digging a hole

and (presume) he stops digging

and he starts sliding into

what looks like ehm dry quicksand

(i don’t know how you’d describe it)

and he starts falling into the hole of the sand

Based on this case study, the narratives of English speakers with a low score
on the use of the progressive were examined more closely. Those speakers
were chosen with a use of the progressive more than 1 standard deviation
below the stimulus mean. This resulted in the closer inspection of ‘frog
story” participants 3 and 7 and ‘quest’ participants 2, 12 and 16. The two frog
story narratives turned out to be told in the past tense; predominantly
simple past and past perfect forms were used. Utterances were mostly
connected by means of ‘and’. The three ‘quest’ narratives were all told in the
simple present tense, using ‘and’ to link utterances.

These differences within the group of English speakers suggest that
variation between speakers of the same language can be caused by speaker
preferences. Some speakers might choose a different way of structuring
narratives than is prominent in their native language. Three speakers of
English opted for the ‘German’ way of narrating a story, and two speakers
chose to retell the story in the past tense. The typical information structure
that was found for the majority of speakers of a language is by no means the
prescribed way of structuring in a language.

3.34 Boundedness and the use of resultant states
Different kinds of resultant states can be distinguished in utterances in
general and narrative retellings in particular. In the Dutch and English
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narrative data, three types of resultant states were coded. The first type is an
OBJECT (1), in which a physical object is the product or result of the
situation, such as ‘the boy is moulding a vase’. Sentences like “*he finds an
empty bottle’, which frequently occur in the ‘quest’ narratives are not
classified as having an object as end product, because they are not really
products of the action. The second type is an endpoint in TIME (2), where a
point or interval in time is the endpoint of a situation.

‘after an hour, the man stops running’  (point)
‘he is walking around for an hour’ (interval)

The third type is endpoint LOCATION/ DIRECTION/ DISTANCE (3), in
which a location, direction or distance in space is the endpoint of a situation.

‘they go to the tree’ (direction / location)
‘and then the sandman falls into the hole’ (direction / location)
‘the boy and the dog walk a mile’ (distance)

Sentences that contained descriptions (and background information), such
as “*the man wakes up in the desert’ were not counted as having a resultant
state. All types of resultant states were included in the analyses.

Table 3.5 reports on the relative share of resultant states used in the
narratives. The table gives the percentages in the four different groups. To
give an idea of the total number of resultant states, the absolute total number
of occurrences is added in the last column.

Table 3.5 Use of resultant states in narratives: mean, SD, range and
total occurrences

Language Stimulus N  Mean (SD) Range  Total

occurrences
Dutch ‘quest’ 19  41.6% (9.10%) 27-65% 380
‘frog story’ 20 42.2% (9.27%) 23-59% 339
English ‘quest’ 19 223% (6.06%) 15-39% 571

‘frog story’ 9 31.1% (5.79%)  21-39% 205

Table 3.5 shows a large range in speaker values for the Dutch speakers in
both the ‘quest’ and the ‘frog story’ narratives. The range within the group
of English speakers is smaller. Analyses of variance showed that for the use
of resultant states, there was a significant main effect of language [F(1,63)=
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54.46, p<.001, partial n?>=.464]: in Dutch more resultant states were used (M:
41.9%) than in English (M: 25.1%). There was also a main effect of stimulus
[F(1,63)=5.19, p<.001, partial n?=.076]: in the retelling of the ‘frog stories’
more resultant states were used (M: 38.6%) compared to the ‘quest’ retellings
(M: 31.7%). However, this main effect was qualified by a interaction effect
between the two factors [F(1,63)=3.99, p<.05, partial n>=.060 ]. However, the
effect sizes for ‘stimulus’ and the interaction between the factors were small.
Simple main effect analyses showed that there only was a significant effect
of stimulus in English [F(1,64)= 4.48, p<.001]. For examples of the use of
resultant states in Dutch and English see example (8).

(8) Dutch

hij kruipt naar (he)t water

‘He is crawling towards the water’
en gaat naar de natte steen

‘and he goes to the wet rock’

het mannetje gaat naar de plek

‘the man goes towards that spot’

dan ziet hij weer een natte plek in de grond waar hij naar toe gaat
‘then he sees a wet spot in the ground again that he goes to’
hij loopt naar het water

‘he is walking towards the water’

(9) English

He gets up and goes over to the water.

And finds the puddle of water again.

And so he gets down from his high position to be near the water and he touches it
with his hand.

Ehm he walks over to the puddle of water.

And goes over to the puddle of water.

When he he does get to where the little puddle is again with water

Outlier analyses showed that for the ‘quest’ narratives, there were two
subjects that used significantly more resultant states than average. These two
speakers (Dutch part. no 14 and English part. no 12) could have (positively)
influenced the mean use of the progressive in Quest narratives in both
languages. To check whether this was in fact the case, the analysis was
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repeated without the data from these two participants. This analysis
produced similar results®.

Then, to check for a possible effect of text length, a correlation
analysis between ‘number of utterances’ and ‘% resultant states’ was
performed. Analyses of Dutch [‘quest’: r(19)=-20, p=41 ‘frog story’
7(19)=.06, p =.80] and English [‘quest’: #(20)=-.18, p=.44, ‘frog story’: r(9)=-.07,
p=.87] showed that there was no correlation between these two factors.

Dependency between resultant states and progressive
In 3.1.4 the question whether the use of progressive aspect correlates with
the use of resultant states in Dutch and English narratives was posed. The
fact that speakers of English chose an ongoing perspective, using many
progressives and few resultant states, and speakers Dutch chose a bounded
perspective, using few to no progressives and many resultant states suggests
that there was interdependency between the use of a resultant state and the
use of the progressive. A regression analysis was performed to test this
hypothesis. Dependent variable was the mean % of resultant states used,
predictor variable was the mean % of progressives used. Regression analyses
were performed separately for language and stimulus. The analyses showed
that % progressives per participant were no significant predictor for the %
use of resultant states for either language or stimulus [Dutch “‘quest’ R2=.027,
p=-505; English ‘quest’ R?=.000, p=.951; Dutch ‘frog story” R?=.032, p=.460;
English ‘frog story’” R?=.066, p=>505]. The analyses showed that the
percentage of progressives used in a narrative, did not predict the use of
resultant states for either Dutch or English ‘quest’ or ‘frog story’ narratives.
Besides these analyses on participant level, chi-square analyses on
utterance level were performed on the overall data, but these were not
significant [Dutch: x2(1, N=1764)=3.08, p=.79, English: x*(1, N=3313) =.00,
p=992]. The results of these analyses thus show there was no dependency

2 Analyses of variance again showed that for the use of resultant states,
there was still a significant main effect of language [F(1,61)=63.96, p<.001]: in
Dutch more resultant states were used (41.3%) than in English (24.6%). There
was also still a main effect of stimulus [F(1,61)=9.53, p<.01]: in the retellings
of the ‘frog stories’ more resultant states were used 38.6% compared to the
‘quest’ retellings (30.6%). However, this main effect could be caused by the
interaction effect between the two factors [F(1,63)=3.99, p<.05]. Simple main
effect analyses showed that again there was a significant stimulus effect only
for and English [F(1.62) =16.51, p<.001].
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between the use of the progressive and the use of resultant states.
Progressive aspect and resultant states can and will be used together by
speakers of English (see e.g. (10) and (11)).

(10) And you see the sand coming through falling into the water
(11)...that two walls are coming towards him

3.4 Conclusions and discussion

In this chapter, differences in information structure and selection in a
narrative task for Dutch and English native speakers were discussed. The
narrative data showed that speakers of the two languages differed
considerably in their preferred ways of information structure.

3.4.1 Perspective taking

The results reported on in 3.3 confirm that speakers of Dutch and English
differ in their selection and structuring of information. However, the
analyses of the ‘frog story’ data also clearly indicated that the use of
environmental forces as syntactic subject of a clause is stimulus-dependent.
The effects reported on below were only found in the ‘quest’ data, because
the ‘frog story’ narrative did not induce the use of environmental forces or
inanimate objects as subject. The analyses showed that, in their narratives,
Dutch speakers prefer a protagonist-based perspective, whereas English
speakers mainly chose a subject-based perspective. In Dutch, environmental
forces as subject are likely to occur in a subordinate clause (or passive), they
are ‘downgraded’, like earlier results for German showed. However, when
using an environmental force as subject, English speakers also downgrade a
considerable number of times, and the difference with the Dutch data was
not significant. These results stand in clear contrast to results from previous
research (Von Stutterheim et al., 2002) and do not replicate the pattern found
there. When mentioning an environmental force as subject of an utterance,
Dutch and English speakers seem to be more alike as for the use of
subordinate clauses than was expected. Moreover, where in German most
environmental forces as subject occurred in passive sentences (e.g. Er wird
von einem Blatt umgehauen; ‘He is knocked down by a sheet of paper’), this
was not the case in Dutch or English. It can therefore be concluded that the
Dutch speakers do behave like the German speakers in earlier studies in a
global way (selection of information), but that the detailed interpretation
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(subordination, passivisation) may differ. Speakers may represent the
subordinate clauses and the environmental force used as subject in a
different way.

The analyses thus showed that the Dutch speakers seemed to be
situated somewhere in between German and English for the use of the
environmental force as subject. This fact could indicate that in Dutch, a shift
is going on from one model of information structure towards the other. The
global similarities between Dutch and German could indicate that the
commonalities between these two languages, such as the V2 rule in word
order, partly dictate the way information is selected and presented for
mention.

As was mentioned before, the V2 constraint requires the inflected
verb to be the second overt constituent of a declarative main clause. The V2
constraint creates slots around the finite verb (Vorfeld) which can be used to
code topic information, but can accommodate only one constituent. Syntactic
constituents which map into the Vorfeld are prime candidates in the
assignment of topic status in information structure. However, since word
order is relatively free, the syntactic subject is not confined to this preverbal
position and can therefore be used in coding focus or new information. If the
syntactic subject is assigned this function, there has to be information and
constituents (adverbials/ prepositional phrases) with topic status which then
can systematically fill the Vorfeld (Carroll & Lambert, 2003). This shows in
the fact that significantly fewer environmental forces are mentioned as the
subject of the main clause in Dutch; this information could alternatively be
coded in the Vorfeld. In English, the syntactic subject is generally coded in
the first position. If new or focus information needs to be reported, this
information will then logically be put in the subject position, leading to a
higher number of environmental forces mentioned as subject of a sentence.

3.4.2 Progressive aspect and the use of resultant states

Analyses of the use of progressive aspect and resultant states showed that
speakers of Dutch chose to represent series as events as a bounded chain of
events, using many resultant states and few progressives. Speakers of
English represented the chain of events as ongoing, using many progressives
and few resultant states. The use of the progressive in English is somewhat
lower than the 21% reported for ‘quest’ narratives by Von Stutterheim (2003)
and the 25% reported for ‘frog story’ narratives by Berman and Slobin
(1994). An explanation for this difference is that Von Stutterheim only
reported on data from a selection of three ‘quest’ scenes, and did not cover
the whole narrative. Berman and Slobin gave the proportion of progressives
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based on the total number of lexical verbs, not based on the number of
utterances. The use of the progressive in Dutch narratives is surprisingly
low. With a frequency of less than 1% and many narratives without a single
progressive form, it seems that progressive aspect has not integrated into
Dutch narrative yet. Moreover, in the few cases that progressive form was
used in the Dutch narratives, it mostly occurs as part of the background-
structure, not in the main line of action of the protagonist (e.g. Dan zijn er ook
inderdaad machines aan het werk ‘Then there are also indeed machines at
work’). This finding is in line with claims made by Labov (2006, Labov &
Waletzky, 1967) and Hopper (1979). Usually, this use of the progressive in
the background structure only occurs in cases of simultaneity with another
action (Bertinetto et al., 2000), which is indeed the case in the Dutch ‘quest’
and ‘frog story’ narratives. The large differences in the use of the progressive
that were found within the group of English speakers indicate that choice for
temporal perspective is at least partially dependent on personal preferences
(see also Carroll, 2000; 2002; Carroll & Lambert, 2002). Grammatical means
in a language (presence and grammaticalization of progressive aspect) do
favour a certain (temporal) perspective, but are not prescriptive.

The results on the mentioning of resultant states in narratives are
similar to earlier findings (Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005). The effect that
was found confirms that speakers of English will use fewer resultant states
than speakers of Dutch, even though numbers for English are slightly higher
than in earlier work by Von Stutterheim and Lambert (2005). This
expectation was based on the idea that both using the progressive and using
resultant states represent different ways of information structure:
ongoingness vs. boundedness. The fact that speakers of Dutch use twice as
many resultant states as speakers of English and hardly used any
progressives indicates that speakers of Dutch are very much alike speakers
of German, representing the chain of events in the film as bounded. Finally,
regression analysis did not suggest that use of the progressive is a predictor
of the use of resultant states.

343 A stimulus effect?

The analyses of the two data sets (‘quest’ vs. ‘frog story’) clearly show that
the findings on information structure in narratives are partially dependent
on the stimulus used. Significant stimulus effects were found for number of
utterances, use of resultant states, and the use of the progressive. Further
analyses showed that the stimulus effect for the use of resultant states and
the progressive was only present within the English dataset. Differences in
the use of the number of utterances can be easily explained when looking at
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the two stimuli, one is a film, and the other is a picture book. Whereas the
film has a set length, which influences the retelling of the narrative,
participants are free to interpret the pictures in the picture-book in their own
way. As the progressive was hardly used in the Dutch narratives, the fact
that a stimulus effect was only found for English is not surprising. For the
English speakers, the stimulus effect that was found can also be explained.
The results show that in the quest narratives, more progressive forms and
less resultant states are used than in the frog story retellings. The
characteristics of the stimuli could explain this effect. ‘Quest’ is film,
showing actual motion events. This presentation of information could
induce a higher use of the progressive form (representing ongoingness). Use
of the progressive in the ‘frog story’ is significantly lower. This is not
surprising, because in the ‘frog story’, events are presented as pictures,
which are not actually moving. The action therefore has to be construed by
the narrator himself, leading to a lower use of the progressive form.

The stimulus-effect for the use of resultant states for the English
speakers could be explained based on the content of the two narratives. It
could be the case that more resultant states are used in the ‘frog story’ than
in ‘quest’ because the frog story contains more different, shorter, events (one
event per picture). The events in ‘quest’ seem to take ‘longer’ to happen and
are less diverse. Because of the faster succession of events in the ‘frog story’,
English speakers could be more inclined to close off events (by using
resultant states) to continue describing the next event. The absence of a
stimulus-effect for the Dutch speakers could be explained by the fact that
Dutch speakers already used more resultant states than English speakers in
their narratives, and that they could not go any ‘higher’ (the ceiling effect).

3.4.4 The next step

In all, this study into narrative production by speakers of Dutch and English
showed a number of differences in information structure between the two
languages. As earlier research already showed (see 2.5.4), speakers of
different languages preferred different temporal perspectives. In this study,
differences were found for perspective taking (semantic representation of
sentence functions) and the use of progressive aspect and resultant states.
However, how can all of these factors be related to the grammatical features
provided by both languages? Two main structural differences between
Dutch and English are the grammaticalization of progressive aspect and
word order. As was discussed before, progressive aspect is grammaticalized
in English, and sometimes obligatory in use, but not in Dutch. Word order
differences can be found in the presence of V2 in Dutch, whereas English is
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strictly SVO. Based on the results presented above, one could conclude that
differences in temporal structuring, use of aspect and boundedness are
related to the grammaticalization of and preferences in the use of the
progressive. Perspective taking and semantic representations of sentence
structures on the other hand seem to be related to differences in word order
restrictions.

A follow-up question to ask ourselves is then whether information
selection for language production in other genres of language production is
guided by the same grammatical features. Therefore, several researchers
(e.g. Natale, 2008; Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2006) have redirected their
attention to the description of single, unrelated events. In describing
unrelated events, the speaker's task of information selection and
segmentation becomes less extensive. As for the choice of temporal and
narrator perspective: the speaker can do this individually for every scene,
and alternate between perspectives between scenes, as the scenes need not
be linked together temporally. This could e.g. make it easier for Dutch
speakers to sometimes use the “English’ perspective. Therefore, in the next
chapter the focus will be on single event descriptions in Dutch and English.
This research into single event descriptions will give us a clearer picture of
the importance of word order and progressive aspect in information
structure.
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4 Single event descriptions in L1

4.1  Towards the single event studies

After analyzing retellings of narratives, several researchers (e.g. Flecken,
2008; Natale, 2008; Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2006) redirected their
attention to the description of single, unrelated events. In describing
unrelated events, the speaker's task of information selection and
segmentation becomes less extensive, events and utterances do not have to
be linked together. Therefore, the second part of this thesis reports on
experiments on single event descriptions by native speakers of Dutch and
English.

Of all of the aspects discussed in the analyses of the narrative
retellings, the use of progressive forms seems to be the most susceptible to
change, when analysed for another genre of language production. In
English, the progressive form is fully grammaticalized, whereas in Dutch,
the form seems to be in development (see 2.7.4). Furthermore, in the
analyses of the narrative retellings, the use of the progressive was linked to
(temporal) perspective taking. In single event retellings, the speaker can take
perspective individually for every scene, and alternate between perspectives
between scenes, as the scenes need not be linked temporally together. This
could make it easier for Dutch speakers to sometimes use the ‘English’
perspective, and thereby use a progressive form.

As was already illustrated in 2.7.1 and onwards, the use of the
progressive form in languages in which this form is in the early stages of
grammaticalization (such as Dutch) is directed by a number of language-
independent variables. These variables include e.g. deixis and duration.
However, earlier research into e.g. single event retellings in Italian and
Dutch native speaker judgments has indicated that there might be more
factors that determine the use of the progressive form in event descriptions
(see 2.7.4 for a full review). These features are e.g. telicity, visibility of the
object, visibility of the endpoint, duration of the event, internal make-up of
events and time-pressure (Table 4.1).

Table 4.1 ‘semantic’ and time-related features of events influencing
the use of progressive forms in single event retellings in Italian

Feature Categories in Natale (2008)
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Telicity atelic (activities, vs.  telic (causative action,
locomotion no locomotion with
endpoint) endpoint)

Visibility object affected object (object vs. affected object (object not
shown) shown)

Visibility endpoint  locomotion with vs. locomotion no endpoint
endpoint

Duration effected object (long  vs. effected object (short
duration) duration)

Internal make-up homogeneous sub vs.  heterogeneous sub events

of events events

Time pressure time between video vs. time between video clips
clips 10 seconds 6 seconds

To investigate the role of these semantic and time-related features on the
choices native speakers make when describing single events, a new set of
video clips was designed, incorporating these features. These video clips
were presented to the participants with 3-second pauses between them (see
for further information on methodology see 4.3), which forced the
participant to retell the event simultaneous to the actual visual presentation,
i.e. time of event = time of speech. Earlier research by Natale (2008, see 2.7.4)
showed that this manner of elicitation caused a higher use of the progressive
than when no time pressure was applied.

4.2 Research questions and hypotheses for the L1 single event
studies

The (partial) research questions for the L1 single event studies were based
on the (semantic) features summarized in Table 4.1 above. However, first the
data will be analyzed on the way information is generally selected for
mention and then linearized.

Event type
The first research question I will try to answer is:

What are the speaker’s preferences in event type (macro or sub event)
when verbalizing the events depicted in the video stimulus?
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Events can be represented in different ways. For example, in their
description, speakers can verbalise macro and sub events. Take the example
playing tennis. A macro event of this type may encompass the following set
of sub events (as depicted in the video clip):

(start of clip)

WALK backwards on tennis court

SWING racket “PLAYING
HIT ball with racket TENNIS”
(end of clip)

All of these individual events are part of what can be viewed as the macro
event playing tennis. The macro level of representation can have different
degrees of differentiation (playing tennis vs. playing a game of tennis).
However, descriptions at the macro level share that overall, they can be
treated as situations presenting a single state, using one-state verbs such as
to play, type, and bake. Sub events, by contrast, are generally encoded by
verbs that relate to a change in state, to give two different states (e.g. throw a
ball, hit a tennis ball) (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press).

As Carroll and von Stutterheim (in press) already mentioned, the
categorization of what counts as a macro or sub event is not straightforward,
and not all video clips are suitable for this kind of analysis. In the present
experiment, the category ‘activities’ (4) was designed especially for this type
of analysis. Of this category, 6 clips were used. A further 9 clips from
categories 1, 2 and 3 were also included in the analyses. Fifteen clips for
which a clear macro and sub events could be determined were included in
the analyses®.

Based on earlier research on both Dutch and English (see 2.4.1), the
hypothesis for Dutch and English is as following;:

Hla  Speakers of English prefer to mention the macro event when
verbalising the event depicted in the video stimulus, whereas speakers of
Dutch do not show a preference for mentioning either the macro or the sub
event when verbalising the event depicted in the video stimulus.

2 A list of these video clips can be found in appendix B.
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As we saw before (p. 19 ff), descriptions at the macro level seem to share that
on the whole, they can be treated as situations presenting a single state,
using one-state verbs such as to play, type, and bake. Sub events, by
contrast, are generally encoded by verbs that relate to a change in state, to
give two different states (e.g. throw a ball, hit a tennis ball) (Carroll & Von
Stutterheim, in press). We also saw that the progressive form is mostly used
with 1-state verbs in Dutch (see p.37), indicating ongoingness and
defocusing boundaries. This leads to hypothesis 1b for Dutch and English:

Hlb  In English, there are no differences in the use of the progressive
between macro and sub events, also because the progressive form is mostly
obligatory when describing ongoing events, whereas in Dutch, progressive
forms are expected to occur with macro events, and non-progressive
(simple) forms with sub events.

Clause type

The information a speaker selects for verbalization can be structured in
different ways. The data showed two predominant ways of doing this:
information is presented in a main clause (“A man is fishing”) or in an
(existential +) dependent clause (“There is a man fishing”). Therefore, the
second research question is:

What are the speaker’s preferences in clause structure (main or dependent
clause) when verbalizing the events depicted in the video stimulus?

Paragraph 2.4 showed that when speakers organise information for
expression, they have to take perspective a number of times, and in the
verbalization of information, perspectivation processes are reflected in the
attribution and management of the categories topic and focus (Von
Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005; Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007). When a
speaker takes a certain perspective on a conceptual structure to be
expressed, one of the first choices to be made is that of topic. In describing
the single event video clips discussed in this chapter, the speaker is very
likely to highlight the topic content, and to distinguish it from any
comments made about it. This means that it is likely to be encoded in a
syntactically prominent position. This can mean that the topic is encoded as
subject, the subject being at the top of the hierarchy of syntactic functions.
Alternatively, it can also mean that the topic is encoded early in the
sentence, whether or not in the role of the subject (Levelt, 1989).
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Interestingly, topic and focus seem to be related to the word order
restrictions of a language. In English an SVO language, the grammatical
subject has a fixed position in the slot before the finite verb. In Dutch, a verb-
second language, this pre-verbal position will -in unmarked cases- be filled
with the topic of the utterance. Therefore, the difference between the
languages can here be formulated as SV (English) versus TopicV (Dutch)
(Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2007).

Linking this and the results from earlier research to the choice a
speaker makes for using a main or dependent clause, this leads to different
hypotheses for the speakers of English and Dutch. Because of the subject-
verb word order in English, English speakers are expected to start their
sentence with the subject, which can (but does not have to) also be the topic.
This prescribed word order favours the presentation of the new information
(focus) in the dependent clause. To achieve this, English speakers are
expected to resort to a ‘existential (there is/ I see)+ dependent clause’
structure, because all information presented in the video clip is new, and
thus focussed information that is to be placed at the end of the utterance.
Speakers of Dutch on the other hand are expected to prefer mapping the
information selected for verbalisation to the main clause. Because of the V2
rule in Dutch, the Dutch speakers can place the topic or focus information in
the first constituent of the sentence. This position is therefore less likely to be
‘taken’ by an existential, and information will be presented in the form:
person X is doing Y. These patterns are thus expected to be different from the
patterns found in discourse, because of the nature of the single event
retelling task. Hypothesis 2 is:

H2 Speakers of Dutch prefer to map information selected for
verbalisation to the main clause, but speakers of English prefer to
map information selected for verbalisation to the dependent clause.

After these first research questions on event representation and clause type,
the data-analyses will continue to answer five research questions regarding
the use of the progressive and resultant states in relation to the type of event
that is verbalized.

Causative actions vs. activities vs. locomotion events
The third sub question is:

How do descriptions of video clips showing an activity differ from
descriptions of video clips showing a causative action or a locomotion event?
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Central in the research question is the semantic feature ‘telicity’. Based on
the production results from Italian and Dutch, and acceptability judgments
for Dutch (see 2.7.4), it is hypothesized that:

H3 In English, progressive forms occur equally in all three event types,
whereas in Dutch, progressive forms will be used most in video
clips showing an activity, less in video clips showing a causative
action, and least in video clips showing a locomotion event.

Visibility of the object
The fourth sub question is:

How does the actual visibility of an object in the video clip influence the form
of the description?

Central in the research question is the semantic feature ‘visibility of object’.
To assure the internal consistency of the video clips used to answer this
research question, only clips showing a causative action were used (see also
4.3.1. for methodological considerations). Because the analyses of the
produced descriptions will focus on the use of the progressive form, and the
mentioning of resultant states, four hypotheses were formulated. Based on
the production results from Italian, and acceptability judgments for Dutch
(see 2.7.4), the following hypotheses are proposed:

H4a  In English, progressive forms are expected to occur equally in both
situation types, whereas in Dutch fewer progressive forms will be
used in the description when the object is visible in the video clip.

H4b  In both English and Dutch, more resultant states will be used in the
description when the object is visible in the video clip.

H4c  In both English and Dutch, if a speaker uses a progressive form,
(s)he is less likely to also mention the resultant state.

Repetition of action
The fifth sub question is:

How does repetition of the action in the video clip influence the form of the
description?
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Central in the research question is the semantic feature ‘internal make up of
events’. This feature needs some explanation. In her study on Italian, Natale
(2008) (see 2.7.4) tested this semantic feature by looking at the homogeneity
or heterogeneity of the sub events in the video clip. This analysis did not
show any significant differences between the use of the progressive in both
groups in Italian. Therefore, for this study on Dutch and English, a different
approach was chosen. Theories on the use of the progressive in Dutch (see
2.7) state that repetition of action prohibits the use of the progressive form in
Dutch. It is therefore hypothesized that

H5 In English, progressive forms occur equally in both situation types,
in Dutch, more progressive forms will be used when there is a
repetition of the action in the video clip.

Visibility of the endpoint
The sixth sub question is:

How does the actual visibility of an endpoint in the video clip influence the
form of the description?

Central in the research question is the semantic feature ‘visibility of
endpoint’. To assure the internal consistency of the video clips used to
answer this research question, only clips showing a locomotion event were
used (see also 4.3.1. for methodological considerations). Based on the
production results from Italian, and acceptability judgments for Dutch (see
2.7.4), it is hypothesized that:

Hé6a  In English, progressive forms are expected to occur equally in both
situation types, whereas in Dutch fewer progressive forms will be
used in the description when the endpoint is visible in the video
clip.

Heéb In both English and Dutch, more resultant states will be used in the
description when the endpoint is visible in the video clip.

H6c  In both English and Dutch, if a speaker uses a progressive form,
(s)he is less likely to also mention the resultant state.
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Length of trajectory
The final sub question for the L1 single event studies is:

How does the length of the trajectory covered in the video clip influence the
form of the description?

Central in the research question is the semantic feature ‘duration’. Based on
acceptability judgments for Dutch (see 2.7.4), it is hypothesized that:

H7 In English, progressive forms occur equally in both situation types,
in Dutch fewer progressive forms will be used in the descriptions
when the trajectory covered in the video clip is short.

The data from the single event studies will first be analysed and reported on
individually per language. These analyses are necessary to pinpoint the
semantic and temporal features (see 4.1) that are relevant for the choices
made for information structure (e.g. the use of the progressive) in Dutch and
English. After this language-internal analysis, a comparison can be made
between the Dutch and English native speakers. This comparison will enable
us to answer the subquestions presented in this paragraph, and main
research question 1, as presented in 2.9.

4.3 Method

43.1 Stimuli and design

The video stimuli used in this experiment were designed for answering the
research questions presented in 4.2. Table 4.2 (p.103) shows the categories
with video clips that were constructed. First, two categories were
constructed consisting of video clips representing causative actions (e.g.
knitting or painting). For comparison purposes, clips in both categories were
kept as constant as possible, e.g. the same setting, same agents. The two
categories only differed on the presence of an actual object or product
(situation types 1 and 3 in Table 4.2).
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Figure 4.1 Right: video stimulus ‘knitting gloves’, the gloves are the
resultant state of the activity ‘knitting’; left: video stimulus ‘knitting’, no
object is shown (situation type 1 and 3)

Next, a third category was constructed consisting of video clips representing
a repeated causative action. In this category, the agent repeated the same
action several times, for example cutting someone’s hair (multiple cutting
actions) or sweeping the street (multiple sweeps) (situation type 2 in Table
4.2, see also Figure 4.2).

b, Y \ - =
ht: video stimulus

Figure 4.2
‘sweeping street” (situation type 2)

The fourth category consisted of video clips depicting an activity. The events
in this category were unbounded. Examples are fishing and playing tennis
(situation type 4 in Table 4.2, see also Figure 4.3).

The last three categories that were constructed represented
locomotion. One category consisted of video clips in which an agent covered
a short trajectory towards an obvious endpoint, e.g. a ball rolling towards a
goal or a child sliding off a slide (situation type 5 in Table 4.2, see also Figure
4.4).
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Figue4.3 Left: video stimulus ’fishi;ig’; rigil’g: video stimulus ‘playing
tennis’ (situation type 4)

DA,

Figure 4.4 Left: video stimulus ‘ball rolling to goal’; I‘lht: video
stimulus ‘sliding off slide” (situation type 5)

The last two categories that were constructed consisted of video clips
depicting locomotion over a long trajectory (e.g. two women walking, a girl
cycling). Again, for comparison purposes, clips in both categories were kept
as constant as possible, e.g. the same setting, same agents. The two
categories only differed on the presence of an actual endpoint (situation
types 6 and 7 in Table 4.2)2*. An example can be found in Figure 4.5.

2+ The groups of ‘long trajectory’ locomotion events initially consisted of two
subgroups. One subcategory (7 clips) contained video clips where the
endpoint was seen as a specific point or location. In the other sub-category of
the locomotion long trajectory clips (3 items), there was no tangible
endpoint. Instead, the agent was ‘crossing a boundary’. These clips were
initially included because when designing the stimuli no more locomotion
events that were not also sports or activities could be realised in a video clip.
However, in the final analyses of the data, only the clips of the first sub-
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s e e :

Figure 4.5 Left: video stimulus “women walking to bench’, the benches
are an obvious endpoint of the locomotion (situation type 6). Right: video
stimulus ‘women walking’; there is no obvious endpoint, just a general
direction is shown (situation type 7).

Table 4.2 Characteristics of the situation types used in the single event
studies
Sit. Event type Boundedness Trajectory = Example
Type
1 Causative Obvious object/ - Figure 4.1
action product
2 Causative Repetition - Figure 4.2
action
3 Causative No obvious object/ - Figure 4.1
action product
4 Activity Unbounded - Figure 4.3
5 Locomotion Obvious endpoint Short Figure 4.4
6 Locomotion Obvious endpoint Long Figure 4.5
7 Locomotion No obvious endpoint Long Figure 4.5

Each category was represented by ten video clips in the stimuli set. This
means there were 70 video clips in total. For 40 clips, the only difference
between the clips was the visibility of the object (categories 1 and 3) or the
visibility of an obvious endpoint (categories 6 and 7). The information
presented was new in each clip, thus increasing the likelihood that speakers

category where the endpoint was seen as a specific point or location were
included, because these proved to be perceptually very different from the
second sub-category.
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would ground the events and direct attention to the participants as required
when asked to tell what is happening.

To prevent carryover effects of one version to the other, the
participants saw only one version of the clips in categories 1, 3, 6 and 7. A
between-subjects design was chosen in which these categories were divided
in half. Half of the participants were then presented with half of the clips
(clips 1-5) from situation type 1, and the complementary other half from
category 3 (clips 6-10), the other participants were shown the other halves of
these respective clips. The same method was used for situation types 6 and
7. This means that participants did see one of two versions of a selection of
50 video clips (see Table 4.3), the complete list of video stimuli can be found
in appendix A). Within the two versions, the order of presentation of the
clips was randomized in four ways. This resulted in eight versions of the
stimuli set.

Table 4.3 Two versions of the stimuli set for the single event studies
Situation Type Participant group 1 Participant group 2
1. CA + object Video clips 1-5 Video clips 6-10
2. CA repetitive All clips All clips
3. CA - object Video clips 6-10 Video clips 1-5
4. Activities All clips All clips
5. Loc. Short All clips All clips
6.Loc. Long + EP  Video clips 1-5 Video clips 6-10
7.Loc. Long - EP  Video clips 6-10 Video clips 1-5

Before starting the statistical analyses, the individual stimuli within each
situation type were inspected to assess the appropriateness of the clip for
representing the category they belonged to. This was done to see whether
e.g. all the video clips in the category ‘activities” all represented the category
they were designed for. This assessment was based on an analysis of the
descriptions used by the participants. Because of this inspection, a number
of stimuli had to be excluded from the analyses.

First, in some items, the intended event was not clear and
consequently the stimulus was interpreted and described differently than
intended by the majority of the participants. This can for instance be seen in
the clips ‘entering’ and ‘leaving a building’ in situation type 5. Participants
did not use the verbs enter or leave (or their Dutch counterparts) but rather
described the situation as opening a door or going through a door. This is also
the case for the ‘building Lego’ items. The action was not seen as building,
but rather as playing or putting blocks together. Secondly, some stimuli were,
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after reconsideration, found not to be fitting their specific situation type. The
items ‘sheep eating’ and ‘studying’ seemed radically different from the other
8, all depicting games or sports. The items that were deleted from situation
type 2, upon reconsideration, did not clearly present a repetitive action. The
activity depicted (e.g. doing dishes) was described as a whole (e.g. doing
dishes/ doing the washing up), rather than as a repeated action (e.g. washing two
cups). This also goes for the items ‘drinking’ and ‘gift-wrapping’. Thirdly,
the items ‘swimming’ and ‘swimming to end of pool’ were originally
categorised as locomotion events. Reconsidering the events in the
locomotion and activity situation types, the event depicted in the
‘swimming’ items seemed to be more fitting for the latter category®.
Therefore, the clips were recategorised to situation type four.

An overview can be found in Table 4.4. From all categories, some
video clips were deleted. Two video clips were also added to category four.
A complete list of the stimuli per situation type included in the analyses and
the excluded items can be found in appendix C.

Table 4.4 Items used in the final analyses

Situation Type  No. of items Items Deleted Items Added

6. Loc. Long + EP 6
7.Loc. Long -EP 6

1. CA + object 9 1 0
2. CA repetitive 7 3 0
3. CA - object 9 1 0
4. Activities 10 2 2
5. Loc. Short 8 2 0

1 0

1 0

432 Procedure

The single event verbalization experiment was done in combination with an
eye-tracking experiment. Participants were sat in front of a 21”7 monitor
displaying the video clips at a distance of approximately 90cm. Participants
were wearing a head-mounted eye-link II eye-tracking device, which

% This finding is also supported by data from Japanese speakers (Yoshioka,
in progress), who categorised ‘swimming’ as a true activity. One of their
reasons is the fact that the intended ‘endpoint’ in the clip, the starting block,
is not seen as an endpoint, because generally people tend not to swim to this
point, but turn and continue when swimming lengths.
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registered the participant’s eye-movements while watching the video clips.
The material was presented in five blocks of 10 video clips, preceded by a
five-clip trial set, after which participants could ask questions.

The video clips were presented to the participants with 3-second
pauses between them, which forced the participant to retell the event
simultaneous with the actual visual presentation®. All video clips were
preceded by a dot on the white screen. Participants were asked to focus on
the dot, after which the video-clip was started. Their task was to verbalize
‘what is happening’ or ‘wat gebeurt er?” in the video clip. The participants’
verbalisations were digitally recorded with a microphone on the computer.
After the experiment, the recorded data were transcribed and segmented
into utterances (as defined on p. 72). The experiment took about 20-30
minutes.

4.3.3 Participants and data

The English data collected in this study are from 23 English-speaking
participants. The data were collected at Birkbeck College in London, UK. All
participants were students or members of staff at Birkbeck College or
University College London?. The native English participants spoke either
British or American English. Mean age was 39.8 years (range 24-62). To
control for nonstandard behaviour of individual participants, outlier
analyses were performed. Analyses for the use of progressive or resultant
states did not show any outliers for the native English group.

The Dutch data collected in this study are from 29 Dutch-speaking
participants. All Dutch data were collected at the Radboud University in
Nijmegen. Participants were students and staff members of the university
and university hospital, all speaking standard Dutch. Mean age of the Dutch
participants was 23.9 years (range 18-44).

To control for non-standard behaviour of individual participants,
outlier analyses were performed. Analyses for the use of progressive forms
did not show any outliers. Analyses for the use of resultant states showed
two outliers within the group of Dutch participants. These two participants

26 Some would consider this extreme time pressure.

77 Research into the ‘quaestio” indicated that the formulation of this question
(past, present, progressive) does not influence the descriptions (Von
Stutterheim & Niise, 2003).

28 | would like to thank Dr. Jean-Marc deWaele from the French department
at Birkbeck College for making data collection at Birkbeck College possible.
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(no. 12 and 22) used significantly more resultant states than the other Dutch
speakers, and were excluded from the analyses. All further analyses were
performed on data from 27 Dutch participants.

L1 English

4.4 Results

As was already mentioned in 4.3.1 (stimuli and design), the data in this
study were collected from native speakers of English. Within this language
group, half of the participants were presented with stimuli set 1, and the
other half of the participants were presented with stimuli set 2. Therefore,
the first step of the data analyses was to test whether there were significant
differences between groups 1 and 2. For these and further analyses means
per participant were calculated and used in the analyses (unless otherwise
indicated).

Analyses (2*1 ANOVA, between subject factor ‘stimuli set’) did not
show any differences between the two stimuli sets (as summarized in Table
4.3) for the use of the progressive [F(1,21)=0.216, p=.646] or resultant states in
English [F(1,21)=0.544, p=.469]. Therefore, the data from stimuli set 1 and 2
were taken together for both the speakers of English in the remainder of the
analyses.

4.4.1 Event representation

Figure 4.6 displays the mean percentile scores for the mentioning of macro
events and sub events for native speakers of English. The figure shows that
English speakers described the stimulus with a macro event 57.36% of time,
and in 28.98% they used a sub event. However, the distribution of the
verbalizations of macro and sub events over subjects shows that there was a
large variation between subjects. Verbalization of macro events ranged
between 15.4% and 92.3%. Verbalization for the use of sub events ranged
between 7.7% and 69.2%.
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Figure 4.6 % use of macro events and sub events in 15 video clips by
speakers of English

Examples (1) and (2) show that speakers of English verbalised macro and
sub events in their descriptions of the video clips.

(1) Examples of the use of macro events
It's a man fishing in a river or a pond.
This chap is playing basketball.

A man playing pool.

Someone playing golf.

(2) Examples of the use of sub event
Fisherman casting a rod.

Someone shooting a basketball through a hoop.
Someone potting a black.

Golfer teeing off.

Paired samples t-tests were conducted on the data. These analyses showed a
significant effect for ‘event type’ [(22)=3.94, p<.01, partial n?=.413]. Speakers
of English used more macro events than sub events.

4.4.2 Main and dependent clauses
The information a speaker selects for verbalization can be structured in
different ways. The data showed two predominant ways of doing this:
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information is presented in a main clause (“a man is fishing”) or in an
(existential +) dependent clause (“There is a man fishing” or Dutch: “Ik
zie...”/ “Eris...”).

Figure 4.7 presents the mean percentile scores for the use of main
and dependent clauses for speakers of English. Means were calculated over
means per participant over all clips. The bar chart shows that the speakers of
English used a main clause in 19.29% of all descriptions, and a dependent
clause in 80.33% of utterances. Again, the errors bars show a considerable
variation. Paired samples t-tests show that speakers of English use
significantly more dependent clauses than main clauses in their single event
retellings [#(22)=4.48, p<.001, partial n?>=.477]*. The hypothesis that English
speakers prefer to use a dependent clause to a main clause is thus supported
by the data.

100
30—
2 B0
3
==
® 40+
20+
e
main clause dependent clause
clause type
Figure 4.7 % use of main and dependent clauses by speakers of English
4.4.3 General results progressive

Examples (3) and (4) from English show that speakers of this language used
the progressive form abundantly. The average use of the progressive for
speakers English was 96.56%. The variation within the group of English
speakers was relatively small (range 90 - 100%). In only 15 clips, speakers of

2 Analyses were also performed on the use of the main clause specified for
the 7 situation types. No significant differences were found in this analysis.
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English used other forms than the progressive. In the remaining clips, 100%
progressive forms were used. Example (3) shows descriptions of the clip
‘dog going into house’ with only 50% of progressives. Example (4) shows
descriptions of the clip ‘climbing up a ladder’, a locomotion event with 100%
use of the progressive.

(38) “dog going into house” (st 6)

A dog running across.

A dog running across the path.

It's a driveway, with a white garage and a black dog has just run past.
A dog's run into a house.

(4) “climbing up aladder” (st7)

There's a lady climbing up the ladder.
Somebody going up a ladder.

There's a woman or a man going up a ladder.

444 General results resultant states

Mentioning of resultant states differed between clips. In some clips, no
resultant states were mentioned, even if the clip did show an actual
endpoint, such as ‘girl running to shed” (5). An overview of possible
resultant states for all video clips can be found in appendix A.

(5) “girl running to shed” (st 6)

Child in a red coat skipping through the garden or the park.
There's a child skipping in her back garden.

A child skipping down a path in a garden.

Other clips, such as ‘moulding a vase’ did attract the use of resultant states
in half of the English-speaking participants (6). In other video clips, the
English speakers all mentioned a resultant state (7).

(6) “moulding vase” (st 1)

A person is making a clay pot.

Making something out of clay, looks like a sort of flower pot.
This person is doing handcraft.

Someone's doing some pottery.

(7) “ironing shirt” (st 2)
Someone ironing a blue shirt.
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Someone is ironing a blue shirt on an ironing board.
Somebody ironing a blue shirt.

In the following paragraphs, the results of the analyses for the research
questions on causative actions, activities and locomotion events will be
presented. For answering the sub questions, (combinations of) different
situation types were used. Table 4.5 gives an overview of the situation types
used for answering sub questions 3 to 7.

Table 4.5 Overview of the situation types used in sub questions 3-7 of
the single event studies
RQ Variable Situation type
3 Event “type’ Causative actions (CA) vs. activities vs.
locomotion events (LOC)
4 Visibility object CA with visible object vs. CA without
visible object
5 Repetition CA non repetitive vs. CA repetitive

6 Visibility endpoint LOC with visible endpoint vs. LOC
without visible endpoint

7 Length trajectory LOC long trajectory endpoint vs. LOC
short trajectory

The analyses will start with the research question concerning ‘event type’
(RQ 3). Next, the research questions concerning the causative actions (RQ’s 4
and 5). The analyses will conclude with the locomotion events (RQ’s 6 and
7).

445 Locomotion events, causative actions and activities

Figure 4.8 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive
for locomotion events, causative actions and activities, for native speakers of
English. Descriptions of video clips depicting a causative action (situation
types 1, 2 and 3) were compared to descriptions of video clips depicting an
activity (situation type 4) and descriptions of video clips depicting
locomotion (situation types 5, 6 and 7). Means were calculated per
participant over all the clips within a situation type, after which the mean for
each situation type within a language was calculated. The figure shows that
English, progressive forms were used in 99.28% of the time for activities,
99.46% for the causative actions, and 92.39% for all locomotion events.
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To test the hypotheses that progressive forms will occur equally in
all three event types, analyses of variance were conducted on the data.
Dependent variable was ‘% wuse of the progressive per participant’;
independent variable was ‘situation type’ (within subject). Analyses of
variance® showed that there was a significant main effect of the factor
‘situation type’ [F(1,52.44)=16.05, p<.001; partial n? =.422]. Post-hoc
comparisons (Bonferroni) showed that the use of the progressive for
causative actions and activities differed significantly from that in locomotion
events [p<.05]; significantly more progressive forms were used with
causative actions and activities than with locomotion events.

% progressive

causative activities locamaotion
actions events
category
Figure 4.8 % use of the progressive in activities, causative actions and

locomotion events in English.

44,6 Results causative actions

For answering the research question how the visibility of an object in the
video clip influences the form of the description, descriptions of two types of
situations were compared: video clips where an obvious object or product
was shown (situation type 1), and video clips where such an object or
product was not present (situation type 3).

% Mauchly’s W=0.683, p<.05. A Greenhouse Geisser correction was used
when interpreting the analyses.
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Visibility of the object in causative actions and the use of progressive forms

Mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive in situation types 1 and
3 for native speakers of English were calculated per participant over all the
clips within a situation type, after which the mean for each situation type
within a language was calculated. The progressive was used in 100% of the
descriptions in situation type 1 and in 98.91% of descriptions in situation
type 3. A paired samples t-test showed no significant effect for the factor
‘visibility of object” [#(22)=1, p=0.33].

Visibility of the object in causative actions and the mentioning of resultant states
Figure 4.9 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of resultant states
in situation types 1 and 3 for native speakers of English. Means were
calculated per participant over all the clips within a situation type, after
which the mean for each situation type within a language was calculated.
The figure shows that resultant states were mentioned in 71.09% of the
descriptions in situation type 1 and in 19.13% of descriptions in situation
type 3.

Statistical analyses confirmed the hypothesis that the visibility of an
object in the video clip leads to the mentioning of more resultant states in the
description. A t-test was conducted on the data. Dependent variable was
‘%resultant states mentioned’; the independent variable was “visibility of
object’. The analyses showed that there was a significant main effect of
‘visibility of object’ [t(22)=6.22, p<.001; partial n? =637]. This finding is
illustrated in Figure 4.9 which shows that the % of resultant states used in
clips where an object was actually shown was significantly higher than the
% of resultant states in clips where no actual object was shown. In cases
where no actual object was visible, speakers thus sometimes made up the
resultant state (see examples (8) and (9)).

(8) Folding paper (CA no object): Someone  making a aper

aeroplane.
(9) Writing no object (CA no object): Somebody writing a letter.
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Figure 4.9 % use of objects in causative actions with and without a
visible object in English

The interaction between the use of the progressive and resultant states

The analyses of the use of the progressive show that only in one instance, no
progressive form is used with a causative action. Therefore, no analyses as
for the interaction between the use of the progressive and resultant states
could be performed.

Repetition of action in causative actions

Thirdly, the influence of the repetition of an action in the stimulus on the use
of the progressive and objects/ products was analyzed. For answering this
research question, descriptions of two types of stimuli were compared:
stimuli showing a repetitive causative action (situation type 2) and stimuli
with a non-repetitive causative action (situation type 1).

Mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive in situation
types 1 and 2 for native speakers of English were calculated. The progressive
was used in 100% of the descriptions in situation type 1 (no repetition) and
in 98.76% of descriptions in situation type 2 (repetition of action).

It was hypothesized that the repetition of the action in the video clip
leads to the use of fewer progressive forms in the description for Dutch
speakers but not for English speakers. To test this hypothesis, an
independent samples t-test was conducted on the data. Dependent variable
was ‘% use of the progressive per participant’; independent variable was
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‘repetition of action’ (within subject). T-tests showed that there was no
significant main effect for ‘repetition of action” [(22)=1.44, p=.16].

447  Results locomotion events

The next step in the analyses of the dataset was to look at the influence of the
visibility of an endpoint in the video clip. For answering this research
question, descriptions of two categories of videos were compared: video
clips were an obvious endpoint was shown (situation type 6), and video
clips where no such endpoint was shown (situation type 7). Again, analyses
of variance (ANOVA repeated measures) were conducted on the data.
Separate analyses were performed for each of the research questions.

Visibility of the endpoint in locomotion events and the use of progressive forms
Figure 4.10 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive
in situation types 6 and 7 for native speakers of English. Means were
calculated per participant over all the clips within a situation type, after
which the mean for each situation type within a language was calculated.
The figure shows that the progressive was used in 91.30% of the descriptions
in situation type 6 and in 98.55% of descriptions in situation type 7.

A t-test (paired samples t-test, independent variable ‘situation type’)
showed that there was no significant difference in the use of the progressive
between situation type 6 and 7 [#(22)=2.01, p=.057]. These results confirm the
hypothesis that progressive forms would occur equally in both situation
types for speakers of English.

Visibility of the endpoint in locomotion events and the use of resultant states

Figure 4.11 displays the mean percentile scores for the mentioning of
resultant states in situation types 6 and 7 for native speakers of English.
Means were calculated per participant over all the clips within a situation
type, after which the mean for each situation type within a language was
calculated. The figure shows that for English resultant states were
mentioned in 56.52% of the descriptions in situation type 6 and in 2.90% of
descriptions in situation type 7. Statistical analyses confirmed the hypothesis
when an endpoint is visible, more resultant states will be mentioned
[£(22)=9.20, p<.01; partial n?=.794].
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without a visible endpoint in English

The interaction between the use of the progressive and resultant states

Table 4.6 shows the use of the progressive form and the mentioning of
resultant states in English. Chi-square analyses of these data show a
significant result [x? (1, N=323)=10.98, p<0.05]. This indicates that fewer
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resultant states (28.20%) are used when a progressive form is used than
when no progressive form is used (60%). However, these results must be
treated with caution, as the number of descriptions without a progressive
form (25) is very low.

Table 4.6 Use of the progressive and the mentioning of objects in locomotion
events in English

Resultant state not Resultant state

mentioned mentioned
No progressive  40.00% (10/25) 60.00% (15/25)
Progressive 71.80% (214/298) 28.20% (84/298)

The length of the trajectory in locomotion events

The final step in the analyses of the single event verbalizations was to look at
the influence of the length of the trajectory travelled in the clip on the
utterance. Analyses showed that progressives were mentioned in 89.32% of
the descriptions in situation type 5 and in 91.30% of descriptions in situation
type 6.

Statistical analyses were performed on the data (paired samples t-
tests). The results showed that the difference in the use of the progressive
between the situation types was not significant [#(22)=0.57, p=.57]. Therefore,
the hypothesis that a shorter trajectory travelled does not lead to the use of
fewer progressives was supported by the data.

This paragraph on the length of trajectory in locomotion events concludes
the discussion of the L1 English data. The following paragraphs will discuss
the analyses of the L1 Dutch data.



L1 Dutch

4.5 Results

The data in this study were collected from native speakers of Dutch. Within
this language group, half of the participants were presented with stimuli set
1, and the other half of the participants were presented with stimuli set 2.
Therefore, the first step of the data analyses was to test whether there were
significant differences between groups 1 and 2.

Analyses (Univariate ANOVA, between subject factor ‘stimuli set’)
did not show any differences between the two stimuli sets for the use of the
progressive [F(1,26) = 1.350, p=.255] or for the use of endpoints [F(1,26) =
0.216, p=.646]. Therefore, the data from both stimuli sets were taken together
in the remainder of the analyses.

451 General results progressive

The average use of the progressive for speakers of Dutch was 40.34%. The
variation within the group of Dutch speakers (range 11-62%) was relatively
large. This indicates that Dutch speakers” use of the progressive form was
variable. Examples of the use of the progressive in Dutch single event
retellings are shown below in (10)-(12). These examples show that the
different video clips attracted the use of the progressive to varying extents.
In the descriptions of some video clips, no progressives were used by the
Dutch speakers. All of these clips depicted locomotion events, such as
‘cycling to a building’ (10).

(10) “cycling to a building” (st 6)

Mevrouw die fietst naar een soort boerderij toe.
Lady who cycles to a sort of farm towards
‘Lady who is cycling towards some kind of farm’

lemand fietst richting een huis.
Someone cycles direction a house

‘Someone is cycling towards a house’

lemand fietst.
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Someone cycles
‘Someone is cycling’

In the clip ‘moulding a vase’ (11), 58% of the Dutch speakers used a
progressive form. The other half of the speakers chose a different verb form,
such as the simple present tense.

(11) “moulding a vase” (st 1)

lemand is aan het kleien, met een of ander plastic gereedschap.
Someone is on the clay, with one or another plastic tool
‘Someone is playing with clay, with some kind of plastic tool’

lemand is aan het kleien.
Someone is on the clay
‘Someone is playing with clay’

lemand kleit een soort vaasje.
Someone clays a sort of vase
‘Some is making a sort of vase out of clay’

Er maakt iemand iets van klei.
There makes someone something of clay
‘Someone is making something out of clay’

Finally, there are also clips, all causative actions, for which all Dutch
speakers used a progressive form in their descriptions. An example is the
clip ‘knitting gloves’ (12).

(12) “knitting gloves” (st 1)
lemand is aan het breien, of punniken.

Someone is on the knit, or spoolknitting
‘Someone is knitting, or spoolknitting’

Iemand is aan het breien, haken.
Someone is on the knit, crocheting
‘Someone is knitting, crocheting’

Hier is iemand iets aan het haken, het lijkt wel een handschoen.




120

Here is someone something on the crocheting, it looks like a glove
‘Here someone is crocheting something, it looks like a glove’

The forms of the progressive in Dutch

As was already discussed in 2.7 the Dutch progressive can take different
forms. Besides the ‘standard” ‘is aan het’- progressive, there are also the
positional progressive forms ‘zitten/ liggen/ lopen/ staan te’ and the
marginal form ‘bezig zijn met’. Table 4.7 shows the mean use of these
different forms of the progressive by the speakers of Dutch. Means were
calculated per participant over all clips, after which the mean, standard
deviation, and range for each type of progressive were calculated.

Table 4.7 Use of different types of progressive in Dutch
N Mean (sd) (%) Range (%)
‘is aan het’ 27 37.16 (16.21) 2.6-61.5
‘zitten/ liggen/ staan/ lopen te’ 27 1.77 (3.23) 0-11.1
‘bezig zijn met’ 27 1.61 (4.82) 0-25

Table 4.7 suggests that the ‘standard” progressive form ‘is aan het” was used
most in Dutch native single event retellings (37%). Analyses of variance
(ANOVA repeated measures)’® were conducted on the data. Dependent
variable was ‘% use of the progressive per participant’; independent variable
was ‘progressive type’. The analyses showed a significant main effect for
‘progressive type’ [F(1.15,52) = 98.35, p<.001; partial n? =783]. Post-hoc
analyses (Bonferroni) confirmed that the ‘is aan het” progressive was indeed
used most by speakers of Dutch. There was no significant difference
between the mean use of ‘zitten/ liggen/ staan/ lopen te” and ‘bezig zijn met’.

452  General results resultant states

Examples (13) - (15) show that resultant states were not used equally for all
video clips in Dutch. In some clips, no resultant states were used at all, e.g.
in the clip ‘women walking’, in which no actual object was shown (13).

(13) “women walking” (st 7)

31 Mauchly’s W=0,267, p<.01. A Greenhouse Geisser correction was used
when interpreting the analyses.
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Er lopen twee vrouwen door een park
There walk two women through a park
‘There are two women walking through a park’

Hier lopen twee mensen door een park heen, twee vrouwen
Here walk two people though a park through, two women
‘Here two women are walking through a park, two women’

lemand loopt door het park, twee mensen lopen door het park

Someone walks through the park, two people walk through the park
‘Someone is walking through the park, two people walking through the
park’

In other clips, where an actual object was shown, speakers varied in whether
they verbalised this resultant state or not, resulting in 54% mentioning of
resultant states (14).

(14) “painting actual picture” (st 1)

Een vrouw is aan het schilderen.
A woman is on the paint
‘A woman is painting’

Is iemand die aan het verven is, een beetje abstract en allerlei basiskleuren.
Is someone who on the paint is, a bit abstract and all sorts of basic colours
‘Someone who is painting, a bit abstract, with all sorts of basic colours’

Iemand die is aan het schilderen, een abstract schilderi].
Someone who is on the paint, an abstract painting

‘Someone who's painting, an abstract painting’

Ik zie een leerlinge een schilderij maken, ze is volgens mij aan het blauw bezig.
I see a student a painting make, she is according to me on the blue working
‘I see a student making a painting, I think she is working on the blue’

There were also clips that triggered the use of resultant states for all Dutch
speakers, such as the clip ‘folding a paper plane’, in which an actual object

(in this case the paper plane) was shown (15).

(15) “folding paper plane” (st 1)
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lemand vouwt een vliegtuigje.
Someone folds a little plane

‘Someone is folding a paper aeroplane’

lemand vouwt van papier een vliegtuigie.
Someone folds of paper a little plane
‘Someone is folding an aeroplane out of paper’

lemand vouwt een vliegtuigje van papier.
Someone folds a plane of paper
‘Someone is folding an aeroplane out of paper’

4.5.3 Event representation

Events can be represented in different ways (see 2.4.1). Examples (16) and
(17) show that both speakers of Dutch verbalised macro and sub events in
their descriptions of the video clips.

(16) Examples of the use of macro events

Er is iemand aan het basketballen.
The is someone on the basketball
‘There is someone playing basketball’.

Er is iemand aan het biljarten.
There is someone on the billiards
‘There is someone playing billiards.’

Meneer is aan het golfen.
Man is on the golf
‘Man is playing golf.’

Een klein kindje is buiten aan het spelen in de zandbak.
A little kid is outside on the play in the sandbox
‘A little kid is playing outside in the sandbox.’

lemand speelt tennis op een gravelbaan.
Someone plays tennis in a gravel court
‘Someone is playing tennis on a gravel court.’
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Iemand is aan het koken.
Someone is on the cook
‘Someone is cooking.’

(17) Examples of the use of sub events in Dutch

lemand gooit een basketbal door de ring.
Someone throws a basketball through the hoop
‘Someone throws a basketball through the hoop’

Is een biljart en een stoot wordt gemaakt en is niet te zien of ie raakt.
Is a billiard and a hit is made and is not to see if it hits
‘It’s a billiard, and a shot is made, and I can’t see if it’s a hit’

Er is een man en die slaat een golfbal weg op een golfbaan.
There is a man and he hits a golf ball away on a golf course
‘There is a man, and he hits a golf ball on a golf course’

lemand slaat tegen een bal met een tennisracket.
Someone hits against a ball with a tennis racket
‘Someone hits a ball with a tennis racket’

lemand roert met een garde in een kom.
Someone stirs with a beater in a bowl
‘Someone is whisking in a bowl with a beater’

In the following analyses, first the general results for the use of macro or sub
events by speakers of Dutch will be presented. Next, these results will be
specified for and linked to the use of the progressive form.

Figure 4.12 displays the mean percentile scores for the mentioning of
macro and sub events for native speakers of Dutch. The figure shows that
Dutch speakers described the stimulus with a macro event 61.63% of time, in
23.56% they used a sub event, and in 14.81% they mentioned both the macro
and sub event.

The distribution of the verbalizations of macro and sub events over
subjects shows that there was a large variation between subjects.
Verbalization of macro events ranged between 15.4% and 100%.
Verbalization for the use of sub events ranged between 0% and 53.8%.
Paired samples t-tests showed a significant difference between the event
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types for speakers of Dutch [¢(27)=5.59, p<.001, partial 1?=.564]. Speakers of
Dutch used significantly more macro than sub events.
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Figure 4.12 % use of macro events, sub events and both event types in

15 video clips by speakers of Dutch

Event representation and the use of the progressive

Earlier research (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press) showed that
descriptions at the macro level seem to share that overall, they can be treated
as situations presenting a single state, using one-state verbs such as to play,
type, and bake. Sub events, by contrast, are generally encoded by verbs that
relate to a change in state, to give two different states (e.g. throw a ball, hit a
tennis ball). We also saw that the progressive form is mostly used with 1-state
verbs in Dutch, indicating ongoingness and defocusing boundaries. This
lead to the hypothesis that progressive forms will occur with macro events,
and non-progressive (simple) forms with sub events in Dutch.

Table 4.8 shows the use of macro and sub events in single event
descriptions by speakers of Dutch, specified for the use of the progressive.
The table suggests that for the Dutch speakers, there are differences in the
choice for event type depending on whether the progressive is used or not.
Chi-square analyses were performed on the data. Analyses showed a
significant result for the Dutch data [x3(2, N=238)=28.16, p<.001]. These
findings suggest that there are indeed differences in the choice for event-
type depending on whether the progressive is used or not. The table shows
that with a progressive form, more macro events (54.2% against 44.9%) and
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fewer sub events (19.1% against 47.7%) are mentioned in the event
descriptions. Mentioning of both macro and sub event in the descriptions
also increases (26.7% use with the progressive, 7.5% without).

Table 4.8 Mentioning of macro and sub events in L1 Dutch event
descriptions, specified for use of the progressive
Macro event Sub event Both macro and
sub event
No progressive 44.9% (48/107)  47.7% (51/107) 7.5% (8/107)
Progressive 54.2% (71/131)  19.1% (25/131)  26.7% (35/131)

454 Main and dependent clauses

Figure 4.13 presents the mean percentile scores for the use of main and
dependent clauses for speakers of Dutch. Means were calculated over means
per participant over all clips.
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Figure 4.13 % use of main and dependent clauses by speakers of Dutch

The bar chart shows that the speakers of Dutch used a main clause in 59.14%
of all descriptions and a dependent clause in 40.26% of utterances. Paired
samples t-tests showed no significant difference in the use of the two clause
types for speakers of Dutch [#(27)=1.50, p=.154].
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In the following paragraphs the results of the analyses for the research
questions on causative actions, activities and locomotion events will be
presented. For answering the sub questions, (combinations of) different
situation types were used. Table 4.9 gives an overview of the situation types
used for answering sub questions 3 to 7.

Table 4.9 Overview of the situation types used in sub question 3-7 of the
single event studies

Res. Q. Variable Situation Type

3 Event ‘type’ Causative actions (CA) vs. activities vs.
locomotion events (LOC)

4 Visibility object CA with visible object vs. CA without
visible object

5 Repetition CA non repetitive vs. CA repetitive

6 Visibility endpoint ~ LOC with visible endpoint vs. LOC
without visible endpoint

7 Length trajectory LOC long trajectory endpoint vs. LOC

short trajectory

As in the chapter on L1 English, the analyses will start with the research
question concerning ‘event type’ (RQ 3). Next, the research questions
concerning the causative actions (RQ’s 4 and 5). The analyses will conclude
with the locomotion events (RQ’s 6 and 7).

45.5 Results locomotion events, causative actions and activities
Figure 4.14 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive
for locomotion events, causative actions and activities, for native speakers of
Dutch. The figure shows that progressive forms were used in 59.85% for the
causative actions, 59.15% of the time for activities and 8.64% for all
locomotion events.

To test the hypotheses that progressive aspect will be used more
often in descriptions of video clips showing causative actions than in video
clips showing a locomotion event and that progressive aspect will be used
more often in descriptions of video clips showing an activity than in video
clips showing a locomotion event or a causative action for speakers of Dutch
analyses of variance were conducted on the data. Dependent variable was
‘% use of the progressive per participant’; independent variable was
‘situation type’ (within subject). Analyses of variance showed that there was
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a significant main effect of the factor ‘situation type’ [F(2,52)=70.31, p<.001;
partial n2=.790]

% progressive

causative activities locamation
actions events
category
Figure 4.14 % use of the progressive in causative actions, activities and

locomotion events in Dutch.

Post-hoc comparisons (Bonferroni) showed that use of the progressive in
causative actions and locomotion events differed significantly from each
other [p<.001], and use of the progressive in activities and locomotion events
differed significantly from each other [p<.001]; Dutch speakers used more
progressives when describing causative actions and activities than when
describing locomotion events. Their use of the progressive in descriptions of
causative actions and activities did not differ significantly. These results
confirm the hypothesis. However, the expectation that progressive forms
would be used more with activities than with causative actions was not met.

45.6 Results causative actions

For answering the research question how the visibility of an object in the
video clip influences the form of the description, descriptions of two types of
situations were compared: video clips where an obvious object or product
was shown (situation type 1), and video clips where such an object or
product was not present (situation type 3).
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Visibility of the object in causative actions and the use of progressive forms

Figure 4.15 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive
in situation types 1 and 3 for native speakers of Dutch. Means were
calculated per participant over all the clips within a situation type, after
which the mean for each situation type within a language was calculated.
The figure shows that for Dutch the progressive was used in 58.70% of the
descriptions in situation type 1 and in 69.63% of descriptions in situation

type 3.
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Figure 4.15 % use of the progressive in causative actions with and
without a visible object in Dutch

To test whether the visibility of an object lead to the use of fewer progressive
forms in Dutch, paired t-tests were conducted on the data with dependent
variable ‘% use of the progressive per participant’ and independent variable
‘situation type’. The results indicated no significant effect for the factor
‘situation type’ in Dutch [#(26)=2.02, p=.054]. The findings as such do not
support the hypothesis that the visibility of an object leads to the use of
fewer progressive forms in Dutch.

Visibility of the object in causative actions and the mentioning of resultant states

Figure 4.16 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of resultant states
in situation types 1 and 3 for native speakers of Dutch and English. Means
were calculated per participant over all the clips within a situation type,
after which the mean for each situation type within a language was
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calculated. The figure shows that for Dutch resultant states were mentioned
in 61.48% of the descriptions in situation type 1 and in 15.19% of
descriptions in situation type 3.

Statistical analyses confirmed the hypothesis that the visibility of an
object in the video clip leads to the mentioning of more resultant states in the
description. T-tests were performed on the data. Dependent variable was ‘%
resultant states mentioned’; the independent variable was again ‘situation
type’. Statistical analyses showed that there was a significant main effect of
‘situation type’ [t(1,26) =6.05, p<.001, partial 1?=.584] This finding is
illustrated in Figure 4.16 which shows that the % of resultant states used in
situation type 1 (where an object was actually shown) was significantly
higher than the % of resultant states in situation type 3 (where no actual
object was shown).
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Figure 4.16 % use of resultant states in causative actions with and

without a visible object in Dutch and English

The interaction between the use of the progressive and resultant states

Table 4.10 shows the use of the progressive form and the mentioning of
resultant states in Dutch. Chi-square analyses of these data show a
significant result [x2(1, N=316)=16.31, p<.001]. This indicates that fewer
resultant states (33.30%) are used when a progressive form is used than
when no progressive form is used (56.90%). These results confirm the
hypothesis.
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Table 4.10 Use of the progressive and the mentioning of objects in
causative actions in Dutch
Resultant state not Resultant state mentioned
mentioned
No progressive  43.10% (47/109) 56.90% (62/109)
Progressive 66.70% (138/207) 33.30% (69/207)

So far, we have seen that when describing a situation, speakers need to
indicate the specificity of the event. This can be achieved by e.g. using a
progressive form or by mentioning a resultant state. If a speaker chooses to
describe an event using no progressive form and no resultant state, the
description could be interpreted as generic or habitual. The following
paragraph describes these and alternative ways of specifying descriptions of
events in Dutch.

Indicating specificity

The means provided for indicating specificity in English are much clearer
than in Dutch. In English, causative actions are specified for time/duration
by means of the (obligatory) progressive form. Therefore, in Dutch it seems
more important to specify the situation by means of a non-verbal
complement than in English. Table 4.10 shows that in Dutch, in 43.10% of all
utterances where no progressive form was used, no resultant state was
mentioned. This finding suggests that besides mentioning a resultant state or
using the progressive, speakers have other ways of ‘specifying’ the
description of causative events.

Closer analyses of the verbalisations showed that in the clips in the
situation types that show a causative action, instruments used in the event
and locations at which the event takes place are often mentioned (see
example (18)).

(18) Examples of strategies for specifying a description of a single event in
causative actions with and without a visible object

Location Er zit een vrouw op de bank te breien

‘There is a lady sitting to knit on the couch’
Instrument Een meisje tekent met een paarse viltstift

‘A girl is drawing with a purple felt-tip pen’
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However, chi-square analyses do not show a difference between the use of
location/instrument with or without a progressive form (Dutch: x? (1,
N=316)=1.621, p =.203).

Table 4.11 Use of the progressive and the mentioning of
locations/instruments in causative actions in Dutch
No location/ instrument Location/ instrument
indicated indicated
No progressive 38.50% (42/109) 61.50% (67/109)
Progressive 31.40% (65/207) 68.60% (142/207)

Besides looking at the different strategies that can be used for identifying the
specificity of an event, we can also look at the total number of strategies
speakers use. Table 4.11 shows the number of strategies for indicating the
specificity of the event that are used in Dutch descriptions of causative
actions. The table shows that after correction for the use of other strategies to
indicate the specificity of the event, in 22.0% of all utterances without a
progressive form (24 utterances) by Dutch native speakers no specifying
element is present (e.g. ‘er wordt gekleit’ there is being clayed). Closer
analyses of the data show that participants and stimuli are not a decisive
factor here: the utterances in which no progressive or other specifying form
is used are spread over all participants and stimuli. These results could
possible be explained by the nature of the task. I will return to this point in
the discussion (4.7).

Table 4.12 Number of strategies used to indicate the specificity of the
event in Dutch causative actions

Number of strategies

0 1 (either object 2 (both object
or location/ and location/
instrument) instrument)

No progressive 17.40%

22.00% (24/109 60.60% (66/109

Progressive 43.00% (89/207)  49.30% (102/207)  7.70% (16/207)

Repetition of action in causative actions

Thirdly, the influence of the repetition of an action in the stimulus on the use
of the progressive and resultant state was analyzed. For answering this
research question, descriptions of two types of stimuli were compared:
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stimuli showing a repetitive causative action (situation type 2) and stimuli
with a non-repetitive causative action (situation type 1). Analyses of
variance were conducted on the data. Separate analyses were performed for
each of the hypotheses.

Figure 4.17 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the
progressive in situation types 1 and 2 for native speakers of Dutch. Means
were calculated per participant over all the clips within a situation type,
after which the mean for each situation type within a language was
calculated. The figure shows that the progressive was used in 58.70% of the
descriptions in situation type 1 (no repetition) and in 51.22% of descriptions
in situation type 2 (repetition of action).
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Figure 4.17 % use of the progressive in non-repetitive and repetitive

causative actions in Dutch

It was hypothesized that the repetition of the action in the video clip leads to
the use of fewer progressive forms in the description for Dutch speakers. To
test this hypothesis, t-tests were performed on the data. Analyses showed
that there was no significant main effect for ‘situation type’ [t(26)=1.68,
p=0.11]. This means that the hypothesis that repetition of action in video
clips leads to the use of fewer progressive forms for Dutch speakers cannot
be confirmed based on the data.
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45.7 Results locomotion events

The final step in the analyses of the dataset was to look at the influence of
the visibility of an endpoint in the video clip. For answering this research
question, descriptions of two categories of videos were compared: video
clips were an obvious endpoint was shown (situation type 6), and video
clips where no such endpoint was shown (situation type 7).

Visibility of the endpoint in locomotion events and the use of progressive forms
Figure 4.18 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive
in situation types 6 and 7 for native speakers of Dutch. Means were
calculated per participant over all the clips within a situation type, after
which the mean for each situation type within a language was calculated.
The figure shows that the progressive was used in 11.73% of the descriptions
in situation type 6 and in 13.50% of descriptions in situation type 7.
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Figure 4.18 % use of the progressive in locomotion events with and
without a visible endpoint in Dutch

To test the validity of the hypothesis that fewer progressive forms will be
used when an object is visible in Dutch, statistical analyses (paired samples
t-test) were performed on the data, which showed that there was no
significant difference in the use of the progressive between situation type 6
and 7 for Dutch [£(26)=0.52, p=.61]. The expected difference for speakers of
Dutch was not found.
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Visibility of the endpoint in locomotion events and the use of resultant states

Figure 4.19 displays the mean percentile scores for the mentioning of
endpoints in situation types 6 and 7 for native speakers of Dutch. Means
were calculated per participant over all the clips within a situation type,
after which the mean for each situation type within a language was
calculated. The figure shows that for Dutch resultant states were mentioned
in 54.32% of the descriptions in situation type 6 and in 3.70% of descriptions
in situation type 7.

Statistical analyses confirmed the hypothesis that the visibility of an
endpoint in the video clip leads to the mentioning of more resultant states in
the description. Statistical analyses (paired samples t-tests, dependent
variable ‘% objects used’, independent variable ‘situation type’) showed that
there was a significant main effect for ‘situation type’ [#(26)=10.48, p<.001,
partial n?=.809].
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Figure 4.19 % use of resultant states in locomotion events with and
without a visible endpoint in Dutch

The interaction between the use of the progressive and resultant states

Table 4.6 shows the use of the progressive form and the mentioning of
resultant states in Dutch. Chi-square analyses of these data did not show a
significant result [x*(1, N=384)=3.36, p=.067]. Based on these results, the
hypothesis that fewer resultant states will be used when a progressive form
is used cannot be accepted.
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Table 4.13 Use of the progressive and the mentioning of resultant
states in locomotion events in Dutch

resultant state not resultant state

mentioned mentioned
No progressive  74.9% (257/343) 25.14% (86/343)
Progressive 87.8% (36/41) 12.2% (5/41)

Indicating specificity

Table 4.13 shows that in Dutch, in 74.9%(!) of all utterances without a
progressive (257 utterances) no resultant state was mentioned. This finding
again suggests that besides mentioning resultant states or using the
progressive, speakers must have other ways of ‘specifying’ their description
of locomotion events.

Closer analyses of the verbalisations showed that indication of path
or direction, as well as indication of location, occurs in the clips in the
situation types representing locomotion as a mean of adding specificity to
the situation description. The mean percentages are presented in Table 4.14
and Table 4.15.

Table 4.14 Use of the progressive and the mentioning of locations in
locomotion events in Dutch

No location indicated  Location indicated

No progressive 62.1% (213/343) 37.9% (130/343)
Progressive 41.5% (17/41) 58.5% (24/41)
Table 4.15 Use of the progressive and the mentioning of path/direction
in locomotion events in Dutch
No path/direction Path/direction
indicated indicated
No progressive 67.9% (233/343) 32.1% (110/343)
Progressive 100% (41/41) 0% (0/41)

Chi-square analyses show a significant difference between the mentioning of
a location with or without a progressive form [x2(1, N=384)=6.49, p<.05].
Strangely, more locations are indicated when a progressive form is used
than when no progressive form is used. For the mentioning of a path or
direction, chi-square analyses also show a significant difference between the
utterances with and without a progressive form [x*(1, N=384)=18.42, p<.001].
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Overall, the findings suggest that mentioning a path/ direction and location
are well-used alternative strategies for adding specificity to a situation.

Besides looking at the different strategies that can be used for
identifying the specificity of an event, we can also look at the total number
of strategies speakers use. Table 4.16 shows the number of strategies for
indicating the specificity of the event that are used in Dutch descriptions of
locomotion events.

Table 4.16 Number of strategies used to indicate the specificity of the
event in Dutch locomotion events

Number of strategies

0 1 2 3
No progressive 20.4% 65.0% 13.7% 0.9%
(70/343) (223/343)  (47/343) (3/343)
Progressive 0% (0/41)  34.1% 61.0% 4.9%
(14/41) (25/41) (2/41)

Table 4.16 shows that after correction for the use of other strategies to
indicate the specificity of the event, in 20.4% of the utterances without a
progressive form (70 utterances) by Dutch native speakers no specifying
element is present (e.g. ‘komt een trein langs’, a train passes by). Closer
analyses of the data suggest that this phenomenon is stimulus dependent.
Most instances occur in verbalisations of 4 individual video clips: ‘train
running nowhere’, ‘jumping off x onto y’, ‘marble alley” and ‘sliding off
slide’. However, these results could possible be explained by the nature of
the task. I will return to this point in the discussion (4.7).

The length of the trajectory in locomotion events

The fourth step in the analyses of the single event verbalizations was to look
at the influence of the length of the trajectory travelled in the clip on the
utterance. Figure 4.20 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of
progressive forms in situation types 5 and 6 for native speakers of Dutch.
Means were calculated per participant over all the clips within a situation
type, after which the mean for each situation type within a language was
calculated.
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The figure shows that for Dutch progressives were mentioned in 0.62% of
the descriptions in situation type 5 and in 11.73% of descriptions in situation

type 6.
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Figure 4.20 % use of the progressive in locomotion events with a short

and long trajectory in Dutch

To test the hypothesis that a shorter trajectory travelled would lead to the
use of fewer progressive forms for speakers of Dutch, analyses were
conducted. T-tests were performed on the data. The results showed that the
difference in the use of the progressive between the situation types was
significant for [t(26)=3.23, p<.05, partial n?>=.286]. Therefore, the hypothesis
that fewer progressives will be used when the trajectory is short is
supported by the data.

In the next paragraph, the previously discussed data for the Dutch and
English speaker will be compared.
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Native speakers of English and Dutch compared

4.6 Results

The main goal of the studies presented this chapter was to uncover the main
differences in information structure between native speakers of Dutch and
English. In 4.4 and 4.5, the results for the individual languages were
discussed. This paragraph reports on comparative analyses of the two
languages.

4.6.1 General results

Owerall use of the progressive

Figure 4.21 reports on the relative share of progressive constructions used in
the single event retellings of speakers of Dutch and English. The overall
results clearly show that speakers of Dutch and English can be categorised
based on the proportion of progressive forms used. There is no overlap
between the languages. The average use of the progressive for speakers of
Dutch was 40.34%. For English, the mean was 96.56%. The variation within
the group of Dutch speakers (range 11- 62%) was much bigger than that
within the group of English speakers (range 90 - 100%) [Levene’s test:
F=293.69, p<.01]. These numbers indicate that Dutch speakers’ use of the
progressive form was much more variable than that of speakers of English.
Independent samples t-tests (equal variances not assumed) showed a
significant difference in the use of the progressive between the two
languages [#(28.6)=19.98, p<.001, partial n?*=.877]32%.

% Nonparametric tests were performed as well and were also found to be
significant; Mann Whitney U = 1759.00, p<.001

3 Analyses of the use of the progressive in the 7 situation types were also
performed. As expected, these analyses showed a significant main effect for
language [F(1,48)=403.87, p<.001]. There was also significant effect for
situation type [F(6,288)=55.56, p<.001]. These main effects are qualified by
the significant interaction effect between the factors [F(6,288)=33.75, p<.001].
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Owerall use of resultant states

Figure 4.22 reports on the relative share of resultant states used in the single
event retellings of speakers of Dutch and English. The average use of
resultant states for speakers of Dutch was 30.76%. For English, the mean was
35.43%. Independent samples t-tests showed that the English speakers used
significantly more resultant states than the Dutch speakers [t4=2.03, p<.05,
partial n2=. 079]3*. The effect size, however, is very low.
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Figure 4.21 % use of the progressive per participant in Dutch and
English.

4.6.2 Event representation

Figure 4.23 displays the mean percentile scores for the mentioning of macro
events, sub events or both types of event, for native speakers of Dutch and
English. The figure shows that Dutch speakers described the stimulus with a
macro event 61.63% of time, in 23.56% they used a sub event and in 14.81%
of cases they used both a macro and sub event. English speakers described

3 Analyses of the use of the resultant states in the 7 situation types were also
performed. The analyses showed a main effect for situation type
[F(5,240)=79.68, p<.001] but not for language. There was no significant
interaction effect between the two factors
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the stimulus with a macro event 57.36% of time, in 28.98%, they used a sub
event, and in 13.66% of cases they used both a macro and sub event.
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Figure 4.22 % use of resultant states per participant in Dutch and
English

The distribution of the verbalizations of macro and sub events over
subjects shows that there was a large variation between subjects in both
Dutch and English. Verbalization of macro events ranged between 15.4%
and 100% in Dutch and between 15.4% and 92.3% in English. Verbalization
for the use of sub events ranged between 0% and 53.8% in Dutch and
between 7.7% and 69.2% in English. The verbalization of both macro and sub
events ranged between 0% and 38.5% in Dutch and between 0% and 53.8%
in English. Independent samples t-tests showed no significant differences in
the use of macro and sub events between speakers of Dutch and English
[Macro events: +(48)=.703, p=.48; Sub events: +(48)=1.22, p=.23]
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by speakers of Dutch and English

4.6.3 Clause type
Figure 4.24 presents the mean percentile scores for the use of main and
dependent clauses for speakers of Dutch and English. Means were
calculated over means per participant over all clips. The bar chart shows that
the speakers of Dutch used a main clause in 59.14% of all descriptions and a
dependent clause in 40.26% of utterances. For English these numbers were
19.29% and 80.33%. In the remaining sentences both event types were used.
Independent samples t-tests showed significant differences between Dutch
and English in the use of main clauses [#(48)=4.30, p<.001]%®.

The figures depicting the use of main clauses in the two languages
for the individual participants show a more detailed picture. Figure 4.25
shows that native speakers of Dutch are indeed very variable in their use of
main (and dependent) clauses.

% Analyses were only performed on the use of the main clause, as the use of
both clause types is complementary to 100%. Analyses were also performed
on the use of the main clause specified for the 7 situation types. No
significant differences were found in this analysis.
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Some speakers use (almost) no main clauses at all, other speakers use (close
to) 100% main clauses, and a third group is somewhere in between with 30-
80% use of main clauses.

100+ Language
[]L1 Dutch
B0 L1 English
2 60
S
s |
=" a0+ l
20+
| %
main clause dependent clause
clause type
Figure 4.24 % use of main and dependent clauses by speakers of Dutch
and English

The native English speakers seem to have very different preferences
from the L1 Dutch speakers. Most English native speakers hardly use any
main clauses (0-30%, 19 speakers), and only a few speakers use mainly main
clauses (>60%, 4 speakers). So for the English speakers, their choice for a
main or dependent clause seems to be dependent on personal preferences.
The within group variability is considerable. However, when a speaker has
chosen one or the other option, they seem to continue in this fashion
throughout the whole task. The within-speaker variation is small.
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Figure 4.25 Representation of information in the main clause in Dutch
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Figure 4.26 Representation of information in the main clause in English

4.6.4 Results locomotion events, causative actions and activities

Figure 4.27 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive
for locomotion events, causative actions and activities, for native speakers of
Dutch and English. The figure shows that in Dutch, progressive forms were
used in 59.15% of the time for activities, 59.85% for the causative actions, and
8.64% for all locomotion events. For English, progressive forms were used in
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99.22% of the time for activities, 99.22% for the causative actions, and 93.05%
for all locomotion events.

Analyses of variance were conducted on the data. Dependent
variable was ‘% use of the progressive per participant’; independent
variables were ‘situation type’ (within subject) and ‘language’ (between
subjects). The analyses showed that there were significant main effects of the
factors ‘situation type’ [F(2,96) =66.44, p<.001, partial n2=.632] and ‘language’
[F(2,96) =273.41, p<.001, partial n>=.871]. However, these main effects were
qualified by the significant interaction effect between the two factors [F(2,96)
=46.28, p<.001, partial n?=.513].

Figure 4.27 suggests that this interaction effect seemed to be caused
by the much lower use of the progressive in descriptions of locomotion
events compared to causative actions and activities in Dutch. Differences in
the use of the progressive in description of clips in the three types of events
in English do not seem to be as striking.
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Figure 4.27 % use of the progressive in activities, causative actions and

locomotion events in Dutch and English
4.6.5 Results causative actions

Visibility of the object in causative actions and the use of progressive forms

Figure 4.28 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive
in situation types 1 and 3 for native speakers of Dutch and English. The
figure shows that for Dutch the progressive was used in 58.7% of the
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descriptions in situation type 1 and in 69.63% of descriptions in situation
type 3. For English, the numbers were 100% for situation type 1 and 98.91%
for situation type 3.
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Figure 4.28 % use of the progressive in causative actions with and

without a visible object in Dutch and English

Analyses of variance were conducted on the data (ANOVA repeated
measures). The analyses showed that there was no significant main effect of
‘situation type’ [F(1,48) =2.72, p=.11] There was however a significant main
effect for ‘language’ [F(1,48)=52.80, p<.001, partial n?=.524]: the English
speakers used significantly more progressives than the Dutch speakers in
both situation types. However, this main effect was qualified by the
interaction effect between the factors ‘situation type’ and ‘language’
[F(1,48)=4.06, p=.05, partial n?>=.078]. The Dutch speakers seemed to use more
progressive forms when no endpoint was mentioned, whereas the English
speakers did not.

Visibility of the object in causative actions and the mentioning of objects

Figure 4.29 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of objects in
causative actions with and without a visible object for native speakers of
Dutch and English. The figure shows that for Dutch objects were mentioned
in 61.48% of the descriptions of causative actions with a visible object and in
15.19% of descriptions of causative actions without a visible object. For
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English, the numbers were 71.09% for situation type 1 and 19.13% for
situation type 3.

Statistical analyses confirmed the hypothesis that the visibility of an
object in the video clip leads to the mentioning of more objects in the
description. Statistical analyses showed that there were significant main
effects of ‘situation type’ [F(1,48)=75.21, p<.001, partial n?=0.610] and
‘language’ [F(1,48)=5.59, p<.05, partial n?=.104], but that there was no
interaction between these factors [F(1,48)<1, p=.62]. This finding is illustrated
in Figure 4.29 which shows that the % of objects used in situation type 1
(where an object was actually shown) was significantly higher than the % of
objects in situation type 3 (where no actual object was shown).
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Figure 4.29 % use of resultant states in causative actions with and

without a visible object in Dutch and English

Repetition of action in causative actions

Figure 4.30 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive
in causative actions with and without a repetitive action in Dutch and
English. The figure shows that for Dutch the progressive was used in 58.7%
of the descriptions in situation type 1 (no repetition) and in 51.22% of
descriptions in situation type 2 (repetition of action). For English, the
numbers were 100% for situation type 1 and 98.76% for situation type 2.
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Figure 4.30 % use of the progressive in non-repetitive and repetitive

causative actions in Dutch and English

Analyses of variance showed that there was no significant main effect for
‘situation type’ [F(1,48) =3.16, p=.82]. There was however a significant main
effect for ‘language’ [F(1,48)=65.15, p<.001, partial n?=.576]: the English
speakers used significantly more progressives than the Dutch speakers. The
analyses showed no significant interaction effect between the factors
‘situation type” and ‘language’ [F(1,48)=1.16, p=.21].

4.6.6 Results locomotion events

Visibility of the endpoint in locomotion events and the use of progressive forms
Figure 4.31 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive
in locomotion events with and without a visible endpoint in Dutch and
English. The figure shows that for Dutch the progressive was used in 11.73%
of the descriptions of locomotion events with a visible endpoint and in
13.50% of descriptions of locomotion events without a visible endpoint. For
English, the numbers were 91.30% use of the progressive for situation type 6
and 98.55% for situation type 7.



148

1209 Language

[IL1 Dutch

100+ L1 English

% progressive
o
]
1

40+
204 { I
0
locomotion + locomation no
endpoint endpoint
SituationType
Figure 4.31 % use of the progressive in locomotion events with and

without a visible endpoint in Dutch and English

Analyses of variance showed that there was no significant effect for
‘situation type’ [F(1,48)= 3.15, p=.82]. There was a significant effect for the
between-subject factor ‘language’ [F(1,48)= 616.74, p<.001, partial 1>=.928]:
again the English speakers used significantly more progressives than the
Dutch speakers. Analyses did not show a significant interaction effect
between the two factors [F(1,48)=1.11, p=.30].

Visibility of the endpoint in locomotion events and the mentioning of endpoints
Figure 4.32 displays the mean percentile scores for the mentioning of
endpoints in locomotion events with and without a visible endpoint in
Dutch and English. The figure shows that for Dutch endpoints were
mentioned in 54.32% of the descriptions of locomotion events with a visible
endpoint and in 3.70% of descriptions of locomotion events without a visible
endpoint. For English, the numbers were 56.52% and 2.90% respectively.

Statistical analyses showed that there was a significant main effect
for ‘situation type’ [F(1,48)=192.93, p<.001, partial n2=.801] but not for
‘language’ [F(1,48)<1, p=-86]. There was no interaction between the factors
[F(1,48)<1, p=.69]. This finding is illustrated in Figure 4.32 which shows that
the % of endpoints used in situation type 6 (where an object was actually
shown) was significantly higher than the % of endpoints in situation type 7
(where no actual object was shown), irrespective of language.
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The length of the trajectory in locomotion events

Figure 4.33 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of progressive
forms in locomotion events with a short or long trajectory for native
speakers of Dutch and English. The figure shows that for Dutch progressives
were mentioned in 0.62% of the descriptions in locomotion events with a
short trajectory and in 11.73% of descriptions of locomotion events with a
long trajectory. For English, the numbers were 89.32% and 91.30%
respectively.

Analyses of variance showed that there were significant main effects
of the factors ‘situation type’ [F(1,48)=7.12, p<.05, partial 1n?=.129] and
‘language’ [F(1,48)=1037.03, p<.001, partial 1>=.956]. Significantly more
progressive forms were used in situation type 6 (long trajectory) than in
situation type 5 (short trajectory). Also, English speakers used more
progressive forms than Dutch speakers. Analyses did not show a significant
interaction of ‘language’ and ‘situation type” [F(1,48)=3,46, p=.069].
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4.7 Conclusions and discussion

The research presented in this chapter concentrated on the conceptualization
and verbalization of information presented in single event video clips by
speakers of English and Dutch. Analyses were done to test a number of
hypotheses concerning the influence of elements presented in the stimuli on
the verbalizations. The data showed that the characteristics (situation type)
of the video clips influenced choices made on event representation,
tense/aspect, and boundedness.

4.7.1 Event representation
Analyses of the use of macro and sub events in the verbalizations of the
single event video clips showed that English speakers use more macro
events than sub events. They also use a sub event more often than
mentioning both the macro and sub event. These findings confirm earlier
findings by Carroll and Von Stutterheim (in press), and the hypothesis that
speakers of English prefer to mention the macro event when verbalising the
event in the video clip. However, there was a very large variation between
subjects. This high variability suggests that the choice for verbalizing a
macro or a sub event is dependent on personal speaker preferences.
Analyses for the Dutch speakers showed that these speakers use
more macro events than sub events. They also use a sub event more often
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than mentioning both the macro and sub event. The preference for using a
macro event that was found for Dutch speakers was unexpected. Based on
these results, the hypothesis that Dutch speakers do not show a preference
for either mentioning the macro or sub event must be rejected. However, the
findings must be seen into perspective: use of macro events varied between
15 and 100% within the group of Dutch speakers, which indicated that
personal preferences varied heavily.

The findings also suggest that there are differences in the choice for
event-type depending on whether the progressive is used or not. With a
progressive form, more macro events and fewer sub events are mentioned in
the event descriptions. Mentioning of both macro and sub event in the
descriptions increases. This finding suggests Dutch speakers are more likely
to mention the macro event or both the macro and sub event when using a
progressive form. These results thus partly confirm the hypothesis that
progressive forms are expected to occur with macro events, and non-
progressive forms with sub events. However, this choice for the macro or
both event(s) is by no means close to 100%. Therefore, we can only conclude
that there is only a tendency, but speakers are also free to opt for other verb
forms with macro events. Moreover, progressive forms also frequently co-
occur with sub events.

472  Clause type

As for choices made for clause type, English native speakers preferred to
present the information in a dependent clause. This result confirms the
hypothesis that the English SVO word order would lead to a preference for
using the existential + dependent clause form when presenting new
information (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press).

For the Dutch speakers, analyses of the use of main and dependent
clauses show a rather complicated picture. Contrary to results from earlier
studies (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press) the results for Dutch did not
show a preference for either strategy, which reflects the flexibility of Dutch
word order. The Dutch V2 word order seems to leave all options open for
presenting new information. That is, the first position in the clause can be
taken by a (focussed) existential (ik zie/ er is), or the subject or topic (een man/
een kind/ twee vrouwen). The hypothesis that Dutch speakers are more likely
to use a main clause is not met. Nevertheless, analyses of the individual
participants’ utterances again showed a large variability. The choices reflect
speaker preferences and all options are allowed.
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4.7.3 Locomotion events, causative actions and activities

For the English speakers, progressive forms were expected to occur equally
in all situation types. However, the data showed a significantly lower use of
the progressive for locomotion events compared to causative actions and
activities. However, mean percentages for English show that these results
must be put into perspective. Use of the progressive for causative actions
(99.4%) as well as activities (99.2%) is close to maximum. Use for locomotion
events is somewhat lower, but still very high% (95%). Probably, because of
these very high means, and the very low standard deviations, a significant
difference was found that was not expected. This indicates that despite the
ceiling effect for the use of the progressive within the group of English
speakers, there is still some variation, based on factors manipulated in the
experiment.

The results for the Dutch speakers confirm the hypothesis that
progressive aspect will be used more often in descriptions of video clips
showing causative actions than in video clips showing a locomotion event.
Use of progressive forms with locomotion events was extremely low (9%). A
closer study of the dataset shows that the use of progressive forms is very
low for all three individual locomotion situation types for the Dutch
speakers?.

The hypothesis that progressive aspect will be used more often in
descriptions of video clips showing an activity than in video clips showing a
locomotion event or a causative action for Dutch speakers is only partially
met. Progressive forms were used more frequently with activities than with
locomotion events. These findings support results from an earlier
exploratory study by Carroll et al. (unpublished; 2004) that showed a high
use of the progressive with activities in Dutch. The current study showed no
significant difference in the use of the progressive between activities and
causative actions. These findings contradict earlier results from the same
study by Carroll et al. (unpublished; 2004), that showed very low use (12%)
of the progressive in ‘change in state’ events, a group of events which were

% As was already explained in 4.4.7 this lower use of the progressive was
caused by one single clip (‘dog running to shed’).

% Closer analyses of the data show that when Dutch speakers use a
progressive form with a locomotion video clip, they often describe an
activity in their verbalisation, and not a pure locomotion. In description of
pure locomotion, Dutch speakers do not use progressive forms. This finding
partly supports the next hypothesis.
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classified as ‘causative action’ in the present study (cf. Natale, 2008). In the
present study, a progressive form was used in 60% of all Dutch “causative
action” descriptions. These results are similar to earlier findings for Italian,
which showed a very high use of the progressive in causative actions (56%)
and a somewhat lower use of the progressive for activities (39%) (Natale,
2008). A possible explanation for the differences with the earlier study by
Carroll et al. (unpublished; 2004) could be the fact that they used a different
stimuli set. These video clips were less controlled on the number of sub
events depicted. The clips used by Carroll et al. (unpublished; 2004) were
also more variable in length. However, this also goes for the clips used by
Natale (2008). Finally, Carroll et al.’s clips were not matched for showing
endpoints/ objects or not. These factors could have caused the differences
found for the ‘causative actions’. However, it could also be the case that use
of the progressive in Dutch is rather variable and developing as we speak.
The “old’” data were collected some 8 tot 10 years ago, and it is not entirely
impossible that the Dutch progressive construction has changed somewhat
over time. This idea is supported by Dutch grammaticality judgement data
from Flecken (2008). In the prototypical progressive context (‘here and
now’), older speakers (>50 years) choose the progressive form significantly
fewer times than younger speakers (14-18 years and 20-30 years). This
difference is also found in the less prototypical past-tense context, but not in
the habitual contact, which does not generally allow the use of the
progressive in Dutch.

474  Causative actions

In English, use of the progressive was close to 100% for the situation types
with and without an object present in the stimulus. The hypothesis that
speakers of English would use the progressive equally in both situation
types is thus confirmed by the data. Statistical analyses of the Dutch data
showed a marginally significant difference in the use of the progressive
between the clips in which an object was actually present, and the clips in
which the object was not present. These findings provide some support for
the hypothesis that fewer progressive forms would be used by Dutch
speakers when an object is present in the video clip than when no object is
shown in the video clip.

Statistical analyses also confirmed the hypothesis that the visibility
of an object in the video clip leads to the mentioning of more resultant states
in the description in both languages. The percentage of resultant states used
in situation type 1 (where an object was actually shown) was significantly
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higher than the percentage of resultant states used in situation type 3 (where
no actual object was shown).

For Dutch, the analyses also showed a significant interaction effect
between the use of a progressive form and the mentioning of an object. More
progressive forms were used when no endpoint was mentioned. This means
that, for Dutch, the hypothesis that if a speaker uses a progressive form,
(s)he is less likely to also mention the resultant state can be confirmed based
on the data. For English, no analyses could be performed.

The specificity of the event in Dutch
When describing a situation, speakers need to indicate the specificity of the
event. This can be achieved by e.g. using a progressive form or by
mentioning a resultant state. If a speaker chooses to describe an event using
no progressive form and no resultant state, the description could be
interpreted as generic or habitual.

Of all the Dutch utterances that were analysed, in 43% no resultant
state and no progressive form were used. This would mean that these
utterances are underspecified. Therefore, additional ways of specifying the
utterance were analysed. These analyses showed that in 61.5% of utterances
without a progressive form, a location or instrument was mentioned.
However, overall there were still 24 utterances without a progressive form
in which no specifying element was present. There utterances were
produced by different speakers and described various stimuli. A possible
explanation could therefore be sought in the fact that the participant
expected that the experimenter would understand what they meant anyway,
because the experimenter was present and aware of the content of the
stimuli. It could also be the case that some speakers had difficulties
interpreting some of the clips and/or in identifying the referents, and were
therefore deliberately ‘vague’ in their descriptions.

Repetition of action in causative actions

Analyses of the English data suggest that repetition does not influence the
use of the progressive: no differences were found between the two situation
types tested. The hypothesis that fewer progressive forms are used in
descriptions of clips with a repetition of an action in Dutch cannot be
confirmed either. No significant differences in the use of progressive were
found between the video clips with and without a repeated action. These
findings suggest that repetition does not influence the use of the progressive.
However, the video clips in the situation types that were compared were not
identical (Table 4.17).
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Table 4.17 Video clips in situation type 1 and 2
Situation Type 1: No Repetition Situation Type 2: Repetition

- Cleaning actual table - Haircutting

- Drawing actual drawing - Ironing a blouse

- Folding actual plane - Setting table

- Knitting actual object - Stamping envelopes
- Moulding actual vase - Stirring

- Painting actual picture - Sweeping street

- Puzzle with object - Typing

- Sewing actual pants
- Writing actual letter

Moreover, for the comparison, only video clips without repetition with an
actual object in the clip were included. This could have influenced the
results, because, as was shown earlier, Dutch speakers were likely to use
more progressive forms when the object was visible than when the object
was not visible. This could explain the above results.

4.7.5 Locomotion events
In the locomotion events, English speakers showed a strong tendency for
using more progressives when the endpoint of an event was shown. This
finding is surprising, and goes against expectations. However, when
analysing the use of the progressive for the English speakers within this
category, outlier analyses show that the use of the progressive in one of the
clips (‘dog going into house’) was significantly lower than use in the other
clips. Because the event depicted in the clip took longer to commence, some
English speakers (30%) used a past tense form in describing this clip. Other
speakers (20%) had already started describing the scene (e.g. surroundings)
before the actual ‘event’ happened, and therefore had to resort to phrases
like ‘and a dog crosses the screen’, using a present simple tense. When the
analyses for English were performed without the clip showing the dog,
differences between the two situation types were no longer significant?.

For Dutch, the analyses showed no dependency between the use of a
progressive form and the mentioning of an object. For English, the analyses
indicated that more progressive forms were used when no endpoint was

3 Paired samples t-tests: t2 =1.00, p=0.328
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mentioned. This means that, for English, the hypothesis that if a speaker
uses a progressive form, (s)he is less likely to also mention the resultant state
in locomotion events can be confirmed based on the data.

The specificity of the event in Dutch

Of all the Dutch descriptions of locomotion events that were analysed, in
74.9% no resultant state and no progressive form were used. This would
mean that these utterances are underspecified. Therefore, additional ways of
specifying the utterance were analysed. These analyses showed that in 37.9%
of utterances without a progressive form, a location was mentioned, and that
in 32.1% a path was mentioned. However, overall there were still 70
utterances (20.4%) without a progressive form in which no specifying
element was present. This ‘effect’ seemed to be stimuli-dependent, as those
instances where no specifying strategy was used at all seemed to concentrate
in four video clips. It could thus be the case that participants had difficulty
interpreting these clips, because they were designed in the wrong way.

The length of the trajectory in locomotion events

Analyses of the data showed that the hypothesis fewer progressive forms
will be used in the descriptions when the trajectory covered in the video clip
is short by the Dutch native speakers can be confirmed. Almost no
progressives were used when the trajectory travelled was very short (<1%),
significantly more progressive forms were used when the trajectory was
longer (12%). However, it must again be noted that the video clips used in
the analyses were not identical as for the event depicted and the visibility of
an endpoint. Nevertheless, this was not expected to be a problem. Besides
the fact that it seems rather impossible to design video clips with ‘identical’
events with both a long and short trajectory, presence of endpoint has not
proven to be a significant factor in locomotion clips (see above). As expected,
no differences were found between the two situation types in English.

4.7.6  Differences between Dutch and English native speakers

The main research question underlying this study was ‘what are the main
differences in information structure between Dutch and English in
narratives and single event retellings’. The analyses presented in this
chapter show that native speakers of Dutch and English differ significantly
in their information structure in single event retellings. Analyses were
presented for clause type, event type, use of the progressive and use of
resultant states.
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In their organization of clauses, the English speakers mainly
preferred to use an existential + a dependent clause (there is a man who is
doing X...), whereas the Dutch speakers did not show a preference for using
either a main or dependent clause. No differences between the languages
were found in their choice of type of event that was verbalised. Native
speakers of Dutch and English both preferred describing the macro event to
the sub- event. However, these results could have been influenced by the
design of the specific task. An earlier study by Carroll and Stutterheim (in
press) showed that time pressure disrupts preferences in event
representation. Preferences with respect to clause type were not disrupted in
this study. As was mentioned before, time pressure in the present
experiment was high (3-second pause between clips) as compared to time
pressure in Carroll and Stutterheim’s original studies (8 second pause
between clips in standard condition, 6 second pause in time-pressured
condition).

As was the case in the narrative studies, the main difference
between Dutch and English was that speakers of English used more
progressive forms in all situation types tested in this study. Whereas the use
of the progressive form to be V-ing in English is widely accepted, and close to
100%, use of the progressive form Dutch is still restricted. The progressive
form (mostly the ‘is aan het + INF’ variant, but also the ‘bezig zijn met + INF’
and ‘zitten/lopen/staan te + INF’ variants are used) can be used freely in
describing unrelated activity events, and in describing most causative
actions, but is not desired in descriptions of locomotion events. Table 4.18
gives an overview of the analyses presented in 4.4 to 4.6. The columns
headed “English’ and ‘Dutch’ show whether the difference between the
situation types listed under ‘situation type’ was significant within each
language. The column headed ‘English vs. Dutch” shows whether there was
a significant difference between the speakers of Dutch and English in the
use of the progressive.

Table 4.18 Overview of the analyses of the use of the progressive as
presented in this chapter

Situation Type Hyp. English Dutch EN vs. DU
Overall progressive - / / *

Progressive per ST - * * *

Event “type’ (caus. — act.) H3 n.s. n.s. *

Event ‘type’ (caus. —loc.) H3 * * *

Event “type’ (act. —loc.) H3 * * *

Visibility object (ST 1-3) H4a n.s. * marginal *
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Repetition of action (ST1-2) H5 n.s. n.s. *
Visibility endpoint (ST 6-7) Heé6a n.s. n.s. *
Length trajectory (ST 5-6) H7 n.s. * *
*=p<05

The overall results for the use of resultant states also showed a difference
between speakers of Dutch and English. Overall, speakers of English used
more resultant states than speakers of Dutch. This finding contradicts the
hypothesis, and earlier findings by e.g. Von Stutterheim and Carroll (2006).
However, both Dutch and English speakers showed differences in the
mentioning of resultant states based on the presence or absence of the
endpoint or object in the video clip. Table 4.19 gives an overview of the
analyses presented in 4.4 to 4.6. The columns headed ‘English” and ‘Dutch’
show whether the difference in the use of resultant states between the
situation types listed under ‘situation type’ was significant. The column
headed ‘English vs. Dutch’ shows whether there was a significant difference
between the speakers of Dutch and English in the use of resultant states.

Table 4.19 Overview of the analyses of the use of resultant states as
presented in this chapter.

Situation Type Hyp. English Dutch EN vs. DU

Overall resultant states - / / *

Resultant states per ST - * * *

Visibility object (ST 1-3) H4b  * * n.s.

Visibility endpoint (ST 6-7) Heéb  * * n.s.
*=p<05

The research presented in this chapter aimed at answering the first main
research question presented in chapter 2. As was described in the preceding
paragraphs, the analyses presented in this chapter show that native speakers
of Dutch and English differed significantly in their information structure in
single event retellings. The second main research question focuses on the
main differences in information structure between mnative speakers and
advanced second language learners of Dutch and English. To be able to answer
this research question, the studies into single event descriptions were
extended to learners of Dutch or English as a second language. Chapter 5
presents the leading theories on adult second language use, thinking for
speaking in a second language, as well as earlier research into information
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structure in speakers of a second language. Chapter 6 reports on analyses of
single event retellings by speakers of a second language.
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5 Information structure and second
language acquisition

5.1 Introduction

The empirical studies presented in the previous chapters showed that there
are some striking differences in information structure between native
speakers of Dutch and English in both narrative and single event retellings.
Grammatical features of the languages in question are thought to be a
decisive factor for these differences in information selection (boundedness,
topic-focus structure) and (temporal) perspective taking. An essential
question to ask is whether these L1 (automatised) conceptual principles of
information structure continue to play an important role in preventing
learners from organizing information in context in the way native speakers
do in their L2.

In most L2-studies, learning a second language is seen in terms of
the acquisition of phonological, syntacticc, semantic and pragmatic
categories. Second language acquisition (SLA) is concerned with the nature
of the hypotheses that learners come up with regarding the rules of the L2.
Are they like the rules of the native language or the language being learnt, or
are new rules being formed that are like neither language? Are there
patterns that are common to all learners? These differences between native-
like and L2 language use seem to be (at least partially) related to differences
in information structure between languages.

This study starts from the perspective that a native-like end state
grammar requires learners to understand how the knowledge of linguistic
categories has to be coordinated in the second language (L2) to achieve
coherent discourse (e.g. Prévost & White, 2000; Sorace, 2003). Becoming a
proficient L2 speaker of a given language does not only involve the
acquisition of the phonological and morphosyntactical rule-system of a
given language; it also requires attention to the grammaticised semantic
distinctions between languages and to the ways in which grammatical forms
are used in the construction of connected discourse. Consequently, a
proficient L2 speaker would ideally select and organise information in ways
that result in the L2-specific rhetorical style: an L2 speaker acquires a new
way of ‘thinking for speaking’ in the target language (Berman & Slobin,
1994).
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The main goal of the second part of this dissertation is to assess the
role of the (automatised) conceptual principles underlying information
structure and ‘thinking for speaking’ in the native language, when acquiring
a second language.

In the following paragraphs, the theories presented in chapter 2 will be
discussed in relation with L2 production. Paragraph 5.2 discusses De Bot’s
adaptation of Levelt's model of language acquisition. In 5.3 Slobin’s thinking
for speaking is related to L2 research. Paragraph 5.4 discusses information
structure in L2 acquisition, followed by a discussing of earlier research into
L2 information structure in 5.5. The chapter concludes with the concluding
remarks in 5.6.

5.2 Towards a model of L2 production

In 2.1 Levelt’s ‘Speaking” model was described. Levelt designed this model
to describe the monolingual speaker. However, after adaptations, the model
might be useful to describe bi- or multilingual speakers. Clearly, many
aspects of language production are the same for monolingual and bilingual
speakers, and a single model to describe both types of speaker is to be
preferred over separate models for different types (De Bot, 2000). Moreover,
it could be argued that because every monolingual speaker has the potential
to become bilingual, the validity of a model can be tested by examining
whether it is suitable for bilingualism (De Bot, 2000).

Levelt’s speaking model for the L2 learner

De Bot (2000) was the first to postulate a bilingual language production
model based on Levelt’s (1989) model for monolinguals. A bilingual version
of Levelt's model has to meet more requirements than a model for L1
production. In general, it should provide an explanation for all phenomena
associated with balanced and non-balanced bilinguals’ speech (De Bot,
2000). For instance, the model must account for the fact that the two
language systems can be used entirely separately or mixed depending on the
situation. Moreover, cross-linguistic differences must be accounted for in the
functioning of the model and the fact that bilingual speakers use more than
one language must not lead to a slowing down of language production. A
model of bilingual language production should be also able to deal with
speakers that do not master both language systems to the same extent.
Because people are seldom completely balanced in their two languages,
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second language proficiency can vary from very low to near native.
Therefore, De Bot assumes that the extent to which the speaker has
command of the two different language systems might have consequences
for the organization within the model and the way in which the model
works. Finally, a complete model of L2 production should be able to cope
with a potentially unlimited number of languages, and must be able to
represent interactions between these languages. Typological differences
between languages should not cause problems (De Bot, 2000).

De Bot’s adaptation of Levelt’s model is concerned with the whole
speaker, and anything that influences his speech; he thus bears in mind the
linguistic, psycholinguistic, and sociolinguistic factors to which the speaker
is exposed (Fernandes-Boéchat & Brito, 2008). In his original model, Levelt
proposed the ‘blueprint’ of the speaker consisting of a knowledge component
and three processing components: the conceptualiser, the formulator and the
articulator (1989; Francis, 2004). For each of the components of the language
production model, the question should be asked whether these components
are able to play their role in the production of the bilingual’s speech without
fundamental changes being made to them (De Bot, 2000). Most important
when studying L2 information structure are the conceptualiser and the
formulator.

The crucial question to be answered for a bilingual model of
language production is which part of the system is involved in choosing the
language to be used in an utterance, and what information this choice is
based on. In his 1989 proposal, Levelt assumes that the knowledge
component is not language specific (Levelt, 1989). This implies that one
system will suffice for multiple languages: the knowledge component is
aware that conventions for conversation in e.g. China are different from
those in the Netherlands and will supply the conceptualiser with the
appropriate information (De Bot, 2000). According to Levelt, the knowledge
component contains a discourse model, a list of limiting conditions for the
speech that is to be generated. It may be assumed that the choice of language
depends on these conditions. However the role of the knowledge component
is not very clear (De Bot, 2000). In his work, Levelt gives some indication of
where the language-choice is made. He points to use of registers, “varieties
which may have characteristic syntacticc phonological and lexical
properties” (1989, p.368). However, as Paradis (1987) points out, there is
theoretically no difference, between different registers used by monolingual
speakers and the languages spoken by bilingual speakers.

For the monolingual speaker, Levelt assumes the conceptualiser to
be language-specific (1989, pp.103-4). Differences exist in concepts between
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languages, which would have to be defined in the preverbal message. This
would lead to preverbal messages for the same speech intention to be
different for different languages (Francis, 2004). Therefore, De Bot (2000, in
accordance with Levelt, 1989) assumes a knowledge component that is not
language specific and proposed that the macroplanning tier of the
conceptualiser forms a single subsystem between a bilingual speaker’s
languages. Microplanning would be language-specific, at least to a certain
degree (De Bot, 2000; Francis, 2004). The output from the conceptualiser, the
preverbal message, is pre-processed and passed on to the formulator. De Bot
(2000) proposes two alternative views on language specificity in the
formulator. The first option is that there is a separate formulator and lexicon
for each of the bilingual speaker’s languages. This implies that there is no
need for a system that controls co-ordination and separation of the
languages, but that there is a higher cost of storage capacity. However,
taking this view, the question arises how can languages be used
simultaneously, e.g. during code-switching (De Bot, 2000). The second
option is that there is one system that stores all information, linguistically
labelled in some way, about all the different languages. The question then is
how the languages are separated in bilinguals without causing any problems
(De Bot, 2000).

De Bot suggests that the solution might be somewhere between the
extremes. Some elements/ knowledge of the two languages may be
represented and stored separately for each language or in a shared system
depending on a number of factors, such as linguistic distance between the
languages and the level of proficiency in the languages involved (De Bot,
2000). This view was partly based on an earlier study by Paradis (1987) who
proposed a hypothesis of coherence between linguistic distance and separate
or joint storage, based on neurolinguistic research. According to this
hypothesis “cerebral representation of bilingualism would be on a language
pair-specific continuum, ranging from bi- or multiregister unilingualism to
bilingualism involving two related languages” (Paradis, 1987 p.16). This
means that a speaker who speaks two closely related languages (or dialects)
will for the most part use the same procedural and lexical knowledge when
speaking either of the two languages, while in the case of languages which
are not related an appeal is made to much more language-specific
knowledge (De Bot, 2000).

Following Paradis’ hypothesis, the question arises how related two
languages should be for them to share the same procedural and lexical
knowledge. More specifically, how would this account work for our
languages in question, Dutch and English? Both being Germanic languages,
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English and Dutch are closely related. However, as was shown in 2.4, 2.5
and 2.6 considerable differences exist in e.g. information structuring and
organization, and the grammatical features of these languages. Therefore,
we should also ask ourselves what this means for advanced learners’ L2
information structure. Does the general closeness of Dutch and English
facilitate the L2 acquisition of information structure, or do the specific
differences between the two languages in information structure hinder near
native proficiency in information structure and structuring for advanced
English learners of Dutch, and advanced Dutch learners of English?

5.3  Thinking for speaking in a second language

53.1 Problems in thinking for speaking in L.2?
In chapters 1 and 2, the concept of ‘thinking for speaking’ in a first language
was already introduced. It was hypothesized that different languages induce
different forms of ‘thinking for speaking’ because of the requirements of a
linguistic code (Slobin, 1987; McNeill & Duncan, 2001). According to Slobin,
“thinking for speaking involves picking those characteristics that (a) fit some
conceptualization of the event, and (b) are readily encodable in the
language” (1987 p. 435). This definition would imply that if there are
differences between the two languages of a speaker in either
conceptualisations of the event or the degree in which these are codable, this
would lead to a conflict for the speaker when producing discourse in the L2.
Differences between L1 and L2 acquisition could lead to difficulties
in thinking for speaking in L2. Unlike child first language acquisition,
(adult) second language learners already have a (fully) developed language
system upon which they can draw. This fact will most likely lead to some
transfer from the L1 to the L2 (either positive or negative) (Lado, 1957;
Skinner, 1957; Postman, 1971; Schachter, 1988; 1990; 1996). Furthermore,
adult second language learners are cognitively more mature. They are likely
to have more analytic skills (Bley-Vroman, 1989), and they can apply
metalinguistic strategies when acquiring a second language. Second
language learners can apply general learning strategies in their second
language learning (Neeleman & Weerman, 1997). A learner’s second
language system is also likely to be less complete than a native speaker’s
system, and more prone to fossilization (Schachter, 1988; 1990; 1996). Finally,
the closeness of a speaker’s two languages seems to be influential on the
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speed of learning and ultimate attainment (Schachter, 1996; Moskovsky,
2001).

As was mentioned before, the differences between L1 and L2
acquisition could have implications for thinking for speaking in L2. Because
of the presence of the native language, and cognitive maturation, a speaker’s
conceptualisations of the objects and events in the world have already been
formed in L1. A speaker’s thinking might be influenced by
conceptualisations that are based on the native language. However,
according to Levelt’s model and De Bot’s adaptations for bilingual speakers
(see 5.2), the concepts are independent of language, and differences between
languages are only important in micro planning.

Nevertheless, a method to demonstrate ‘thinking for speaking’ is to
identify difficulties that L2 learners have in adapting their thinking to the
new language (Slobin in McNeill & Duncan, 2001). The level at which
problems surface then gives an indication of where the language-specific
differences between L1 and L2 cause difficulties. This approach is especially
relevant for this thesis, as one of the aims of this study is to identify which
language specific features are likely to be relevant for information structure
in Dutch and English, and to uncover the differences in information
structure between native speakers and L2 learners of these languages.

53.2 An overview of earlier research

Based on research that has been done into linguistic relativity and language
production and use in monolingual speakers, researchers’ interest has
shifted from the strong Whorfian view to weaker formulations (Boroditsky,
2001), such as Slobin’s (1987, 1996) ‘thinking for speaking’. Like in first
language research into linguistic relativity (see e.g. Lucy, 1996 for an
overview), linguistic studies on linguistic relativity can roughly be divided
into two groups: those looking at the lexicon and those looking at grammar.
However, there is comparatively more work carried out on lexical rather
than grammatical aspects of language.

Most studies on ‘thinking for speaking’ or linguistic relativity in L2
are based on the same rationale. It is generally accepted that normally
developing children have acquired nearly all aspects of linguistic
competence in their native language by the age of 5 or 6. If language does
indeed affect the way we think, then non-linguistic conceptual
representations should by then reflect the specific language that has been
learnt. Therefore, if a speaker acquires the L2 after the age of 6, the semantics
of the L2 would be mediated by conceptual clues rather than L1 linguistic
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aspects (de Groot, 1992; Potter, So, von Eckardt & Feldman, 1984 all in
Kousta et al., 2008).

However, research on the effects of grammar on cognition with
bilingual speakers is scarce. Boroditsky, Ham and Ramscar (2002) conducted
four studies in which they investigated the effect of linguistic experience on
how people attend to, encode, and represent action events grammatically.
Their studies showed that Indonesian-English bilinguals looked just like
English speakers when tested in English, and much more like Indonesian
speakers when tested in Indonesian. Further, results of a similarity study
suggested that learning a new language can change the way one thinks.
Indonesian- English bilinguals tested in Indonesian showed a pattern of
results that was somewhere in-between the English speakers’ pattern and
that shown by monolingual Indonesian speakers. Overall, Boroditsky et al.
(2002) conclude that representations of action events are not universal and
that speakers of different languages do attend to, partition, and remember
their experiences differently, simply due to the implementational differences
of the languages they speak.

Other researchers (Athanasopoulos, 2006) extended Lucy’s (1992)
work on grammatical number to a different language (Japanese) and to
bilingual populations. A similarity picture-matching task showed that
intermediate Japanese-English bilingual speakers tended to follow the
pattern of monolingual Japanese speakers whereas advanced bilingual
speakers behaved similarly to the monolingual English speakers
(Athanasopoulos, 2006, Kousta et al. 2008). Nevertheless, Athanasopoulos
was very cautious about interpreting the results as evidence for a role of
language on non-linguistic cognition. He argued that even though the task
was non-linguistic, language was used for instruction, and the language in
which instructions are given seems to play a role in the type of responses
given in this type of tasks (Athanasopoulos, 2001, in Athanasopoulos, 2006;
Cook, Bassetti, Kasai, Sasaki & Takahasi, 2006).

Studies were also performed into grammatical gender. Boroditsky
and colleagues (Boroditsky & Schmidt, 2000; Phillips & Boroditsky, 2003; see
also Boroditsky, Schmidt, & Phillips, 2003) showed that grammatical
features from the L1 affected experienced bilingual Spanish-English and
German-English speakers’ performance in a number of linguistic and non-
linguistic tasks carried out in English or with English instructions. However,
Boroditsky et al. also showed that behaviour is predicted by proficiency
rather than native language by investigating Spanish-German-English
trilingual speakers with varying degrees of proficiency in their different
languages (Kousta et al., 2008).
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One observation that emerges from these studies is that a number of
factors can play an important role in accounting for the differences in the
obtained results: proficiency in each of a bilingual speaker’s languages, age
of acquisition of the second language, the extent of overlap between
languages with respect to the phenomenon under study, and the nature of
the experimental task (Kousta et al., 2008). Moreover, DeKeyser (2000) adds
that only adults with a high level of verbal analytical ability will reach near-
native competence in their second language.

Now, having discussed earlier research into linguistic relativity in general,
we need to look at research into aspects of information structure, the main
topic of this thesis, in particular.

5.4  Information structure by advanced L2 speakers

When a speaker produces a piece of discourse, the product of the process of
conceptualizing and formulating a text does not simply consist of a linear
chain of successive events located in time and space. Rather, the events must
be selected for mention, the corresponding lexical items must be selected
and temporal structure must be added. This process becomes even more
complicated when speaking a second language. In order to detect the
principles underlying information structure in the language they are
acquiring, learners have to track clusters of form-function relations that span
different categories (patterns of lexicalization, morphosyntactic structure,
word-order rules) and derive the relevant principles (Carroll et al., 2000).
Earlier research into the role of transfer in the data of Chinese and
Japanese learners of English already showed the relevance of discourse
structure in L2 acquisition. The subjects’ errors in word order did not seem
to be grammatically motivated, but could be attributed to a discourse factor
(Schachter & Rutherford, 1979 cited in Carroll et al., 2000). Another study by
Coppetiers (1987, cited in Carroll et al., 2000) indicated that native and near-
native speakers exhibit differences not so much in formal areas of grammar
but rather in areas of grammar that are functional. However, Coppieters’
study compared native and near-native speaker competence on the basis of
comments on the acceptability of sentences reflecting different aspects of the
target language (in this case French), not on how speakers actually use
language in context (Carroll et al. 2000). Bardovi-Harlig (1992) reported on
how interlanguage tense and aspect are characterized as showing high
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formal accuracy, but relatively lower appropriate use, which is determined
by discourse function in a cross-sectional study of tense and aspect in the
interlanguage of learners of English (see also Von Stutterheim, 1996).

Language forms vs. functions

It is a well-known fact that even students at advanced levels of proficiency
produce texts that are clearly not native-like. Even when there are no lexical
or grammatical errors, native speakers share the impression that something
is different or even unusual, even if they are unable to identify why they feel
this way (Von Stutterheim, 2003). Carroll and Lambert (2003; 2006) propose
this feeling could be partly caused by differences in information structure
between languages. They pose that information structure is language-
dependent, and that it correlates with the specific system of grammaticised
means in the language. Languages exhibit considerable diversity in their
coding preferences. Concepts that are mapped into grammatical form in one
language are coded lexically in another. This finding has consequences for
both information selection and information structure.

The fact that grammaticised concepts play a determining role in
structuring information for expression in a given language can be expected
to pose a considerable challenge for adult L2 learners in the acquisitional
process. Lambrecht (1994) poses that information structure is one of the core
factors in determining acquisition at advanced levels, where information
structure is treated as a component of language in which “representations of
states of affairs are paired with lexicogrammatical structures” (p.5). Adult L2
learners may fail to recognise the role that grammaticised means of the
target language play in shaping information structure (Slobin 1991; 1996;
Talmy, 1988 cited in Carroll & Lambert, 2003; 2006). The state of affairs that
is found in the language varieties of advanced learners is thus not a problem
of intake: target language structures have been acquired. Advanced L2
learners have constructed a grammar that shows at least surface
compatibility with the target language. However, the functions that the forms
that are used serve in context often differ in the learner’s interlanguage and
the target language. That indicates that adult learners may fail to recognise
the role that grammaticised means of the target language play in shaping
information structure (Carroll, 2007; Carroll & Lambert, 2003; 2006).

However, there are more problems L2 learners are faced with when
acquiring L2 information structure. First, the patterns observed are preferred
patterns in the target language. This means that other options are not
excluded, and learners cannot rely on a large amount of negative evidence to
guide them in their analyses. Secondly, the system a learner’s is trying to
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acquire is very complex. This may leave the learners interlanguage system
less amenable to reorganization given the now well-supported fact that
developing languages are not a random collection of diverse structures
(Carroll et al., 2000). The question is thus to which extent advanced L2
learners apply the principles of information structure of their target
language as contrasted with their native language in producing (stretches of
connected) discourse, such as describing a picture or and event and telling a
story, (Carroll & Lambert, 2003; 2006).

5.5 Previous research on L2 acquisition and information structure

The linguistic knowledge that is used in carrying out complex linguistic
tasks such as narrative and event descriptions has been at the centre of a
series of studies on information structure in narratives in e.g. English,
German, French and Spanish. In these studies, evidence can be found for a
hierarchy of factors and associated constraints at the level of conceptual
planning that are grammatically based (see 2.6 and further). There have also
been a number of studies into the extent to which very advanced L2 learners
apply the principles of information structure of their target language, as
contrasted with their native language, in producing stretches of connected
discourse (Carroll et al. 2000; Carroll & Lambert, 2003; 2006). In sub
paragraphs 5.5.1, 5.5.2, and 5.5.3 L2 research into information structure in
picture descriptions respectively narratives and single event studies will be
discussed.

5.5.1 L2research into picture descriptions

Carroll et al. (2000) looked at the principles underlying information structure
that guide the use of different linguistic options in reference introduction in
picture descriptions. The extent to which differences exist should provide
important information about the nature of text and information structure
(Carroll et al., 2000; Carroll & Lambert, 2003; 2006). Analyses were carried
out based on a picture description task for two L1-L2 pairs (English-German,
Spanish-German). The analyses were carried out in the framework of a
semantic model of information structure (von Stutterheim, 1997, von
Stutterheim & Klein, 1989) that assumes that information selection and
packaging in context is determined by perspective-driven processes of
information structure.
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Previous studies within the framework (Carroll, 1993; Carroll & von
Stutterheim, 1993) showed that an object-based organization plays a central
role in information structure in descriptions in English, whereas information
is typically organized in spatial terms in German. These options are of
central importance at a structural level, given that the preferred perspective
is reflected in the linguistic means used in reference introduction and
reference maintenance in these languages (see 2.4.4). L2 learners have to
recognise that organization might be different in the target language than in
their native language. Carroll et al’s (2000) results from English and Spanish
learners of German showed that English and Spanish native speakers differ
in the means acquired. Spanish learners do not acquire sufficient use of
locational constructions in the target language. Rather, their use is still much
alike their use in Spanish. The English learners on the other hand have
acquired the use of locationals and do realise that the “place constraint’ does
not hold in German.

5.5.2 L2 research into narrative retellings

Having found clear language-specific differences in L2 attainment in
information structure in picture descriptions, researchers decided to extend
the scope of their research to descriptions of series of connected events. The
method of choice was a film-retelling task, because in such a narrative task,
information structure reflects the means speakers use to order events in
sequence, as expressed by time-event relations.

Reference (and downgrading)

The narrative studies looked into a specific aspect of information selection:
the mentioning of the protagonist vs. environmental force (see 2.4.4 for a
discussion of L1 patterns). Studies into retellings of the film ‘Quest’ showed
that German learners of English retained the principles found in German
with fewer references to environmental forces (L1 German 24.5%, L1 English
34.5%, L2 English 26.7%). As for the French learners of English no conclusion
could be drawn, as there was no difference between the L1’s in the
mentioning of environmental forces (L1 English 34.5%, L1 French 35.8%, L2
English 34.1%) (Carroll & Lambert, 2003; 2006). The way in which the
environmental elements mentioned were introduced in the ‘quest’ narratives
also differed between the speakers of the different languages. Table 5.1
shows two ways of introduction of environmental elements: prominent (in
main clause) or embedded (subordinate clause).
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Table 5.1 Introduction of environmental elements in ‘quest’ narratives
(Carroll & Lambert, 2003, 2006)

Language Prominent Embedded

English 83.1% 16.9%

German 58.6% 41.4%

French 54.6% 45.4%

L1 German - L2 English 67.6% 32.4%

L1 French — L2 English 51.9% 48.1%

Comparisons with native speakers learn that French and German learners of
English still follow the principles found in the source language. Analyses
did not show significant differences between the mean values of the native
speakers of French and German and L2 English speakers (with French or
German as a mother tongue).

Linkage

Carroll and Lambert (2003; 2006) also looked at another aspect of
information structure: linkage between utterances. They distinguished two
main strategies: temporal vs. causal linkage (Table 5.2). Languages which
direct attention to environmental elements when selecting information for
mention in the first place (English, French, Italian, Spanish) all exhibit a clear
tendency to link information in the narratives via temporal (then, before,
later) as well as causal relations (because, and so) (Carroll & Lambert, 2003).
However, despite the common tendency in English and the romance
languages, there are marked differences between English and French (causal
relations English 38.1%, French 66.8%). A different picture emerges for the
German speakers. The German'’s preference for mainly directing attention to
the protagonist and change of state events is mirrored in the relative absence
of causal relations, compared to temporal relations in the narrative.

Analyses of the narratives produced by L2 learners of English
showed marked differences in the use of causal and temporal relations
between utterances. French learners had not yet acquired the target
language principles, given their very frequent use of causal relations (59.9%).
They still mapped information on environmental elements into subordinate
clauses. A possible explanation could be that they had not yet acquired the
underlying principles determining the use of the progressive aspect in
narratives, which obviates the necessity of using subordination in English.
The French learners therefore had acquired the means, but not the functional
distinction which is marked on verbs in English narratives between events
which are coded in the simple tense (potential change of state) vs. the
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progressive (ongoingness). The German learners (32.2% causal links in L2
English) however did notice the role of causal over temporal relations in
information linkage in English (38.1%), compared to the role of causal
relations in German (8.9%).

Table 5.2 Temporal vs. causal linkage in ‘quest’ narratives (Carroll &
Lambert, 2003; 2006)

Language Temporal Causal

English 61.8% 38.1%

French 33.1% 66.8%

German 85.6% 8.9%

L1 German - L2 English 67.7% 32.2%

L1 French — L2 English 40.5% 59.9%

Phasal decomposition

Further analyses of German L2 learners’ narrative ‘quest’ retellings revealed
that L2 learners do transfer some L1 principles of information structure and
do thus not conform to the principles used by native speakers in a number of
critical aspects (von Stutterheim, 2003; von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2006).
Typically, this occurs at the level of macro planning. The main problem for
advanced German learners of English seems to lay in the adequate construal
of events that require phasal decomposition, and with this the selection of a
relatively fine level of granularity and the defocusing of endpoints (see
2.4.2). Von Stutterheim (2003) states the incomplete acquisition of these
principles is “manifested in the overuse of progressive forms, inconsistent
patterns of referential binding and temporal frames in which different
reference points and temporal relations (inclusion, temporal shift) come into
conflict” (von Stutterheim, 2003), as is illustrated in example (1).

(1) L1 German- L2 English ‘Quest’ (cf. Von Stutterheim, 2003)

Temporal shift; conflicting situations/ reference points with absence of

integration

1 and he is again looking for water

2 then he finds somewhere a wet spot on the paper

3 and there’s water

4 dripping from somewhere up above

5 and then he tries to gather the water on the floor with his hands
6 but he rips the paper

7 and again falls through this hole
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The temporal frame used in L2 English does not incorporate the L1 English
principle of inclusion in which sets of events are organised and linked in
consistent terms with respect to the deictic ‘now’. English learners of
German acquire use of some of the key target language principles for event
construal in retellings (e.g. temporal shift, causal vs. temporal relations).
This may be attributed to the fact that this principle is also found in English,
even if it not frequently applied in film retellings. However, problems can be
found in other aspects of macrostructural organization, such as
subordination, which carries traces from L1 (von Stutterheim, 2003; von
Stutterheim & Carroll, 2006).

Having discovered some of the problems L2 learners encounter
when producing narrative texts in the L2, the question comes to mind
whether these difficulties persist when producing shorter pieces of
discourse, such as single utterances. Paragraph 5.5.3 reports on descriptions
of single events by L2 speakers.

5.5.3 L2 research into single event retellings

In verbal tasks that do not require extensive conceptual planning, because
events do not have to be linked, the preferences found in construing
meaning for speaking also seem to hold (von Stutterheim, 2003; von
Stutterheim & Carroll, 2006). Earlier research into single event retellings
showed that, as for the use of resultant states, speakers of German will wait
to uncover an endpoint in situations in which an endpoint is not in any way
evident (68% endpoints mentioned). Speakers of English do this to a
significantly lesser degree (25% of endpoints mentioned), since any of the
phases (nucleus, onset) of the event depicted may constitute a reportable
event (von Stutterheim, 2003; von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2006, see also 2.4).
German learners of English (70.6% of endpoints mentioned) and English
learners of German (20% of endpoints mentioned) did not pick up on these
language-specific differences and stayed close to their L1 patterns (2)

(2) Video stimulus: digging in sand/ building a sand castle (cf. von
Stutterheim, 2003)
L1 English: ‘a boy is digging in the sand’
(location only)
L1 German- L2 English: ‘a boy is building a sand castle on the beach’

(end product + location)
‘a man is digging a hole’
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(end product)

In situation types where the endpoint can be easily inferred, there is a
tendency to mention endpoints in German (50%) but not in English (25%).
German learners of English have learnt to omit references to an endpoint
even to a seemingly greater degree than L1 speakers of English in scenes
where the endpoint can be easily inferred (13%), whereas English learners of
German do not differ significantly from the native speakers of English
(29.4%) (3).

3) Video stimulus: cans rolling of table (cf. von Stutterheim, 2003)

L1 English/ L2 English: the tin is rolling off the table (onto the floor)

L1 German: eine Dose rollt vom Kuchentisch auf den Boden
‘a tin rolls off the kitchen table onto the
floor’

L2 German: eine Dose rollt vom Kuchentisch

“a tin rolls off the kitchen table’

Finally, in situations in which ongoingness is highly salient, that is in motion
events in which the continuative phase of the event is clearly focussed,
native speakers of English hardly use any endpoints (6.7%), whereas native
speakers of German do this significantly more often (43.8%). L2 results show
that German learners of English apply the target language pattern (5%),
whereas English learners of German (0%) have not uncovered the holistic
target pattern of construal in German, by which events of this kind are often
viewed as bounded® (von Stutterheim, 2003).

Summarised, the results indicate that native speakers of English
direct attention to the phase of an event that is relevant or focused in the
scene. Significantly, it need not include the endpoint. German learners of
English have uncovered this pattern to a certain degree: when the endpoint
can be inferred, and when ongoingness is focussed. However, learners still
wait and construe a possible endpoint in cases when it cannot be inferred
and ongoingness is not a salient feature of the situation. The results also
imply that advanced English learners of German have more problems in
uncovering or applying target language principles of information structure,
such as the types of temporal frame that incorporate ongoing events, when

3 Note that these results are only based on 2 items.
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producing texts which require macrostructural planning of this kind (von
Stutterheim, 2003; von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2006).

5.6 Some concluding remarks

5.6.1 Language specificity in the conceptualiser?

The studies discussed in 5.5 provide evidence for the extent to which
processes that take place in the conceptualiser are language-specific (Carroll
et al. 2000; Carroll & Lambert, 2003; 2006; von Stutterheim, 2003; von
Stutterheim & Carroll, 2006). The studies showed that the task faced by
learners in uncovering patterns of information structure is extremely
difficult. To achieve native-like proficiency in the target language, learners
must first detect the frequency with which specific linguistic means are
used. From this, they have to infer the implications for information
structure. When two languages adopt specific principles in information
structure, this leads to different patterns of the kind described. The choice of
one linguistic option over another in language production seems to be
guided by information structure (Carroll et al. 2000; Carroll & von
Stutterheim, 1993).

In carrying out a complex task such as a narrative or event retelling,
speakers generate a conceptual structure that guides the way information is
selected and formulated in the language that is used. Speakers of different
languages who perceive the same state of affairs generate conceptual
structures in language production that differ with respect to the overall
perspective taken on the material at issue.

The studies thus show how speakers proceed in this way when
“thinking for speaking” (Slobin, 1996). When learning to speak a second
language, speakers must take a number of steps in reconceptualising the role
played by specific conceptual domains (object vs. space, subject and topic,
ongoingness vs. boundedness) in order to achieve compatibility with native
like principles in information structure. This reconceptualising does not
seem to be an easy task at all, even for very advanced second language
users, and that there seem to be differences between learners of different
languages as for the degree in which they can adapt their thinking for
speaking to the L2.
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5.6.2  Saliency of the form-function relationship

The saliency of the relationship between form and function seems to
influence a speaker’s performance in the L2. Von Stutterheim & Carroll
(2003; 2006) suggest that it is easier for a German speaker to uncover the
English pattern for the use of forms in context than for an English speaker to
uncover the German pattern. This difference may be attributable to the fact
that English has a salient (and obligatory) grammatical form that encodes
the specific perspective of ongoingness: the progressive (von Stutterheim &
Carroll 2006). By acquiring this form, the learner of English is led to find the
function served by this form. However, for learners of German there is no
device for the expression of ‘holisticness’. In analysing the input, learners
have to identify this concept and its function based on an inference process
that will span different informational components in the sentence, such as
complements or adjectives. The differences in the acquisition of target
language principles may thus lie in the complexity of that process.

The situation for Dutch seems to be similar to that of German. There
is no grammatical device which guides speakers into choosing either an
ongoing or a holistic perspective. Even though Dutch does have its means to
express progressivity, the different ‘progressive’ forms are never obligatory,
and seem to be restricted in their use. Moreover, when using the progressive
is not desirable, there is again no device for the expression of ‘holisticness” in
Dutch. This would make it harder for an English learner to acquire Dutch
information structure than for a Dutch learner to acquire English
information structure.

The next chapter will report on studies into single event representations in
L2 Dutch and L2 English.
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6 Single event descriptions in L2

6.1 Introduction

As was mentioned in chapter 5, a considerable amount of research has been
done on information structure and L2 acquisition. Most of this research
showed a clear influence of native language on L2 information structure, at
the microplanning level (deciding how to say something), but also at the
macroplanning level (deciding what to say) (e.g. Carroll et al. 2000; Carroll &
Lambert, 2003; 2006; von Stutterheim, 2003; von Stutterheim & Carroll,
2006). This implies that second language learners— even at a very advanced
stage — still draw upon L1 conceptual planning principles in construing
information structure in their L2. However, this finding does not meet the
predictions made by Levelt in his ‘Speaking’ model (1989). It seems clear
that at a certain point in the language production process as described in this
model, language production becomes language specific. Levelt (1989) assumes
language specificity to occur at the microplanning level of conceptualisation.
However, specifying for language at this point cannot explain the
differences found in information selection, segmentation and structuring (i.e.
deciding what to say), as these are processes that are assumed to occur at the
macroplanning level of the conceptualiser (e.g. Levelt, 1989; Carroll et al.,
2001; Von Stutterheim et al., 2003; Von Stutterheim & Niise, 2003).

The aim of the L2 studies presented in this chapter is thus uncover
the main differences in information structure between native speakers and
advanced second language learners of Dutch and English. In this chapter,
the same research questions will be asked as in the chapter on the native
speakers. For answering these research questions, the L2 learners’
information structure will be compared with native speakers of the target
language (TL). Again, analyses will be performed at the macro- and micro-
planning level. The analyses on the macro-planning level concentrate on
clause type and the use of resultant states, the analyses on the microplanning
level will concentrate on the use of the progressive form. Therefore, a sub-goal
of this chapter is to pinpoint the semantic features of events that are relevant
or influential in choices made on the use of the progressive form and
resultant states.

6.2 Research questions and hypotheses
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The L1 studies (chapter 3) showed significant differences between native
speakers of Dutch and English in their choice for clause type, use of the
progressive and mentioning of resultant states. No differences were found
between the languages in the choice for event type. Therefore, this aspect
was excluded from the L2 analyses.

6.2.1 Clause type

The L1 studies showed different patterns in the choices made for clause type
by speakers of Dutch and English. Speakers of Dutch did not show a clear
preference for using a main or dependent clause, whereas speakers of
English used more dependent clauses than main clauses. These differences
were thought to be related to the word order restrictions in the languages:
SVO for English, V2 for Dutch. Therefore, the research question for clause
type is as following;:

1: To what extent do L2 and TL speakers differ in the way in which the
information that was selected for mention is represented in clause structure?

Because the participants in the L2 studies were all advanced L2 learners, it
can be assumed that these speakers have acquired the target language’s
word order. However, this does not automatically mean that the advanced
learners have also acquired the related preferred clause structure. This part
of the study is exploratory and no hypotheses will be posed.

After answering this first research question on clause type, the data-
analyses will continue to answer five research questions regarding the use of
the progressive and resultant states in relation to the type of event that is
verbalized.

6.2.2  Progressive and resultant states

Research questions

The native-speaker studies showed striking differences in the use of the
progressive form for the language varieties. Whereas native English
speakers used progressive forms in almost all event descriptions (close to
100%), though they used the form significantly fewer times with locomotion
events. Dutch speakers showed a considerably bigger variation in their use
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of the progressive form. Their use of progressive forms with locomotion
events was extremely low (9%). However, they did frequently use the form
with activities (59%) and causative actions (60%). Based on these results, the
following research question for L2 can be posed:

2: To what extent do L2 and TL speakers differ in the use of the progressive in
the three different event types: causative events, activities and locomotion
events?

The next four sub questions are also based on the research questions posed
in chapter 3 on the ‘semantic’ features of events influencing the use of
progressive forms in single event retellings.

The first sub question on the ‘semantic’ features of events is:

3: How does the actual visibility of an object in the video clip influence the
form of the description in L2 and to what extent does this differ from TL use?

The L1 studies showed no significant difference between stimuli in which a
product was shown as opposed to stimuli in which no object was shown for
the English speakers. However, the Dutch native speakers used fewer
progressive forms when the object was present in the video clip than when
no object was shown in the video clip. Speakers of both Dutch and English
used more resultant states when an actual object was shown than when no
object was shown.
The next sub question on the ‘semantic’ features of events is:

4: How does repetition of the action in the video clip influence the form of the
description in L2 and to what extent does this differ from TL use?

The L1 studies showed no significant difference in the use of the progressive
for stimuli in which a repetitive or a non-repetitive action was depicted.
However, the English speakers again used significantly more progressive
forms than the Dutch speakers. No analyses were performed for the use of
endpoints, because the clips were not manipulated for this aspect.

The third sub question on the ‘semantic’ features of events is:

5: How does the actual visibility of an endpoint in the video clip influence the
form of the description in L2 and to what extent does this differ from TL use?
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The L1 studies showed no significant difference in the use of the progressive
for stimuli with or without a visible endpoint. However, the English
speakers again used significantly more progressive forms than the Dutch
speakers. Speakers of both Dutch and English used more resultant states
when an actual object was shown than when no object was shown.

The last sub question on the ‘semantic’ features of events is:

6: How does the length of the trajectory covered in the video clip influence the
form of the description in L2 and to what extent does this differ from TL use?

The analyses of the L1 data showed that a shorter trajectory travelled leads
to the use of fewer progressive forms for the Dutch native speakers. No
difference was found for the English native speakers. Again, the English
speakers used significantly more progressive forms than the Dutch. No
analyses were performed for the use of endpoints, because the clips were not
manipulated for this aspect.

Hypotheses

The hypotheses for the use of the progressive for research questions 2-6 are
(partly) based on earlier research (e.g. Von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2003; 2006)
into German L2 learners of English. Because of similarities in word order
restrictions and use of the progressive between Dutch and German, Dutch
L2 learners of English are expected to behave similarly to German L2
learners of English. As for the use of the progressive form and resultant
states, these earlier studies of German L2 learners of English (see 5.5.3)
suggested that it is easier for a German speaker to uncover the English
pattern for the use of forms in context than for an English speaker to
uncover the German pattern. They hypothesised that this difference may be
attributable to the fact that English has a salient (and obligatory)
grammatical form that encodes the specific perspective of ongoingness: the
progressive (von Stutterheim & Carroll 2006). By acquiring this form, the
learner of English is led to find the function served by this form. However,
for learners of German there is no device for the expression of “holisticness”.
In analysing the input, learners have to identify this concept and its function
based on an inference process that will span different informational
components in the sentence, such as complements or adjectives.

Earlier studies also showed that English L2 learners of German have
trouble acquiring the ‘holistic’ perspective native German speakers take on
events. Even advanced learners do not perform native-like on verbalisation
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tasks that require macrostructural planning of this kind (von Stutterheim,
2003; von Stutterheim & Carroll, 2006). Because of typological similarities
between Dutch and German, English L2 learners of Dutch are expected to
behave similarly to English L2 learners of German. This means that the L2
learners of Dutch will keep to their native English patterns, especially when
macrostructural planning is required, as in selection of event and clause
type. As for the use of the progressive, the expectation is that L2 learners of
English realise that the progressive form is not as frequently used in Dutch
as in English. Their use of the progressive is expected to be somewhere in
between that for Dutch and English. Consequently, the hypotheses for
research questions 2-6 for the both groups of learners are the same, and
replicate the English native pattern:

H2: Progressive forms occur more in activities and causative actions
than in locomotion events.

H3: Progressive forms occur equally in situation types with and
without a visible object.

H4: Progressive forms occur equally in situation types with and
without repetitive action.

H5: Progressive forms occur more in locomotion events with a visible
endpoint than in locomotion events without a visible endpoint.

Heé: Progressive forms occur equally in situation types with a long and

short trajectory.

In the L2 studies, use of resultant states (i.e. objects and endpoints) will also
be analysed for the L2 speakers. Even though there was a significant
difference in the use of the progressive between L1 Dutch and English (more
resultant states were used by the English speakers), this effect was very
small, and unexpected. Therefore, no differences are expected to occur
between the native speakers and learners of either English or Dutch.

6.3 Methods

6.3.1  Stimuli, design and procedure
Stimuli, design and procedure in the L2 study were identical to those of the
L1 study. For a detailed description, the reader is referred to 4.3.1.



184

6.3.2 Participants and data
The L1 data used in this chapter are the same as those reported on in chapter
3. The L2 English data collected in this study are from 24 L2 learners of
English. All L2 learners of English were native speakers of Dutch. All L2
data were collected at the Radboud University in Nijmegen. Mean age of the
L2 learners of English was 25.71 years, range 20-48 years. The mean number
of years of experience with the second language (English) was 13.8 years,
range 6-45 years.

The L2 Dutch data collected in this study are from 13 participants.
All L2 Dutch data were collected at the Radboud University in Nijmegen.
Mean age of the L2 Dutch participants was 36.4 years (range 23-63). The
mean number of years of experience with the second language (Dutch) was
13 years, range 3-33 years. To control for non-standard behaviour of
individual participants, outlier analyses were performed. Analyses for the
use of progressive forms and objects and endpoints did not show any
outliers.

6.3.3 Language proficiency

Language skills of each participant were tested after the verbalisation task,
by means of the ‘structures’ test of the DIALANG program, to control for
variation in their proficiency. On the DIALANG program, participants could
obtain a score between Al (beginner) and C2 (native-like proficiency) on the
Common European Framework of Reference. Scores on the Dialang test are
presented in Table 6.1. To be able to analyze these scores statistically, they
were converted into an interval scale with values from 1 (A1) to 6 (C2).

Table 6.1 Scores on the Dialang ‘structures’ test by native and L2
speakers of English and Dutch
L1 English L2 English L1 Dutch L2 Dutch

Mean
(Range) 506(3-6) 547 (4-6)  541(3-6) 477 (1-6)
AT-N(%) 0 0 0 2 (15.4%)0

4 The low scores on the Dialang test for these two participants were caused
by typing/spelling errors. Besides the Dialang test, all L1 and L2 speakers
also did a lexical decision task in the test-language. The lexical decision task
was used to measure accuracy and reaction time in the test language. Native
speakers as well as L2 speakers were tested to make a comparison between
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L1 English L2 English L1 Dutch L2 Dutch

A2 -N (%) 0 0 0 0
B1-N (%) 1 (6.3%) 0 137%) 0

B2 - N (%) 2(125%)  2(9.5%) 2(74%) 0
Cl-N(%)  8(50%) 7 (33.3%) 9(33.3%) 5 (46.2%)

C2-N (%) 5(31.3%) 12 (57.1%) 15 (55.6%) 6 (38.5%)
Missing 7 3

Independent samples t-tests on the recoded scores showed no differences on
the Dialang language proficiency test between L1 and L2 speakers of English
[ts5=1.64, p=.11] or between L1 and L2 speakers of Dutch [tss=1.60, p=.12].

It must however be noted that the Dialang test is not flawless in all
respects. The test is very sensitive to typing errors (punctuation, spaces,
capitals), and some options that were considered correct by several native
speakers of Dutch were not accepted in the Dutch test. This could have
contributed to the low Dialang scores for two of the L2 Dutch learners.

The analyses of the utterances produced by the L2 learners of both
Dutch and English showed no ungrammatical forms or sentences. Moreover,
the use of ellipsis in the dependent clauses was also native-like. These
findings confirm the results from the Dialang task and the lexical proficiency
task. The native speakers and L2 speakers of English and Dutch did not
differ in their knowledge of grammatical structures. The L2 speakers are at a
very advanced level in their L2.

L2 and target language speakers possible. For both L1 and L2, no outliers
were detected. The two speakers with Dialang score A2 behaved normally in
the event description task and in the lexical decision task. See also appendix
D
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L2 English

6.4 Results

The data in this study were collected from 24 L2 speakers of English. Within
this language group, half of the participants were presented with stimuli set
1, and the other half of the participants were presented with stimuli set 2.
Therefore, the first step of the data analyses was to test whether there were
significant differences between groups 1 and 2. For these and further
analyses means per participant were calculated and used in the analyses
(unless otherwise indicated).

Analyses (independent samples t-tests) did not show any differences
between the two stimuli sets for the use of the progressive or for the use of
resultant states [progressive: #(22)=.18, p=.86; resultant states: #(22)=1.05,
p=231]. Therefore, the data from both stimuli sets were collapsed in the
remainder of the analyses.

6.4.1 Clause type

Figure 6.1 displays the mean percentile scores for the mentioning of main
clauses and dependent clauses for native and L2 speakers English. The
figure shows that English native speakers described the stimulus with a
main clause 19.29% of time and in 80.33% they used a dependent clause.
Second language speakers of English described the stimulus with a main
clause 44.01% of time, and in 55.99%, they used a dependent clause.
Independent samples t-tests showed significant differences between native
and L2 English speakers in the use of main clauses [main clause: #(45)=2.29,
p<.05, partial n?=.104]*'. Native speakers of English used more dependent
clauses and fewer main clauses than L2 speakers of English.

4 Analyses were only performed on the use of the main clause, as the use of
both clause types is complementary to 100%. Analyses were also performed
on the use of the main clause specified for the seven situation types. No
significant differences were found in this analysis.
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100 Language
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clause type
Figure 6.1 % use of main and dependent clauses by L1 and L2 speakers
of English

The distribution of the verbalizations of main and dependent clauses over
participants shows that there is a large variation between subjects. Figure 6.2
shows that most native English speakers (19/23 speakers) hardly use any
main clauses (0-30%), and only a few speakers use mainly main clauses
(>60%, 4/23 speakers). So for the English speakers, their choice for a main or
dependent clause seems to be dependent on personal preferences. The
within group variability is considerable. However, when a speaker has
chosen one or the other option, they seem to continue in this fashion
throughout the whole task. The within-speaker variation is small.
Considering the relationship between word order restrictions and clause
type (see also 2.8), the preference for choosing there is + dependent clause is
self-evident (see example (4)).

(4) Use of the dependent clause in clip “folding paper aeroplane” (st 1) in
L2 English

I see someone making a plane out of paper.

(ellipsis) Someone folding a white sheet of paper on a brown table.

There's someone folding paper into a triangle.

(ellipsis) Somebody folding a paper aeroplane.

In the L2 English group, representation of information in both main and
subordinate clause ranges between 0% and 100%. Figure 6.3 shows that L2
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speakers of English do not behave like a single language group in their
choice for either a main or dependent clause: ten speakers use
predominantly there is + dependent clause, whereas there are also seven
speakers that use a main clause in over 80% of cases. Moreover, the within-
group variation seems to be bigger than in the L1 speaker group.
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40

% main clause

20+

L L L
2432 41 38 45 46 20 23 30 35 25 33 26 30 27 40 28 34 38 37T 2 M 47

participant

Figure 6.2 Representation of information in the main vs. dependent
clause in L1 English

6.4.2  General results progressive
Examples of the use of the progressive in L2 English single event retellings
show that L2 speakers used the progressive form abundantly.

(5) “cycling to building” (st 6)

There's a girl cycling to the farmhouse.
Someone is riding a bike.

I see someone cycling to a big farm.

(6) “fishing” (st 4)

A man js fishing in a lake.

Someone fishing, throwing out his line.
Somebody's fishing in a river.
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Figure 6.4 reports on the relative share of progressive constructions used in
the single event retellings of native and L2 speakers of English. Mean use of
the progressive was 96.56% for L1 speakers of English and 97.22% for L2
speakers of English. Independent samples t-tests show no differences in the
overall use of the progressive between L1 and L2 speakers of English
[£(45)=0.62, p=.54]*. The bar chart indicates that the variance of the data is
similar for both language groups [Levene’s test p>.05].
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participant

Figure 6.3 Representation of information in the main vs. dependent
clause in L2 English

6.4.3 Causative actions, activities and locomotion events

Figure 6.5 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive
for locomotion events, causative actions and activities, for native and L2
speakers of English. The figure shows that progressive forms were used in
99.46% of causative actions in L1 English and in 99.22% of cases in L2

#2 Analyses of the use of the progressive in the seven situation types were
also performed. These analyses showed no significant main effect for
language [F(1,45)<1, p=.63]. There was however a significant effect for
situation type [F(6,270)=8.96, p<.001]. There was no significant interaction
effect between the factors language and situation type [F(6,270)=1.32, p=.25].
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English. Progressive forms occurred in 99.28% of activities in L1 English and
in 98.01% of activities in L2 English. For the locomotion events, these
numbers were 92.39% and 94.62% respectively.

100

a0

G0

% progressives

L1 Engligh L2 Engligh
Language

Figure 6.4 % use of the progressive in L1 and L2 English

Analyses of variance were conducted on the data, which showed
that there was a significant main effect for the factor ‘event type’
[F(1,43.90)=21.99, p<.001, partial n?>=369]* but not for ‘language’
[F(1,43.90)<1, p=2893]. There was no significant interaction effect
[F(1,43.90)=1.34, p=.267].

Post-hoc comparisons (Bonferroni) showed that speakers used more
progressives when describing causative actions and activities than when
describing locomotion events. Their use of the progressive in descriptions of
causative actions and activities did not differ significantly (p=.90).

The above results thus show a difference in the use of the
progressive between the three main event types for both L1 and L2 speakers
of English. To be able to examine the role of the semantic features of an
event in a speakers’ choice for the use of the progressive, variation within

# Mauchly’s W=0.598, p<.001. A Greenhouse Geisser correction was used
when interpreting the analyses.
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two of the main event types will be studied more closely. The analyses start
with the causative actions in the L2 and TL.

100 I Language
T L1 English
o 07 1 L2 English
o
n
o 80
|
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=
G0
50 :
causative  activities  locomation
actions events
category
Figure 6.5 % use of the progressive in causative actions, activities and

locomotion events in L1 and L2 English

6.4.4 Causative actions

As was expected based on the numbers for the use of the progressive in
causative actions reported above, further analyses of the effect of ‘visibility
of resultant state’” showed no significant results: ‘visibility object’
[F(1,45)=2.00, p=.16], ‘language’ [F(1,45)<1, p=.98], interaction ‘visibility
object” * ‘language’[F(1,45)<1, p=.98].

Surprisingly, the analyses of the effect of ‘repetition of action’
showed a significant effect for ‘repetition of action’ [F(1,45)=4.16, p<.05,
partial n?=.085]. Fewer progressive forms were used with repeated actions
than with non-repetitive actions. However, the effect size and the differences
found between the groups were very small. For native English speakers the
progressive was used in 100% of the descriptions of events without
repetition and in 98.76% of descriptions of events with repetition of action.
For L2 speakers of English, the numbers were 100% for events without
repetition and 98.71% events with repetition of action. Again, no significant
effects were found for ‘language’ [F(1,45)<1, p=.97] interaction ‘repetition of
action” * ‘language’ [F(1,45)<1, p=.97].
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6.4.5 Locomotion events

For the use of the progressive within the event type ‘locomotion’, the same
comparisons will be made as in the chapter on native speakers of English
and Dutch: locomotion events with and without a visible resultant state, and
locomotion events with a long and short trajectory.

Figure 6.6 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the
progressive in stimuli in which the endpoint was visible (st6) or not visible
(st7) for L1 and L2 speakers of English. The figure shows that native
speakers of English used the progressive in 91.30% of the descriptions of
events with a visible endpoint and in 98.55% of descriptions of events
without a visible endpoint. For L2 English, the numbers were 94.44% and
95.83% respectively.

100 Language

L1 English
L2 English
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locomotion + locomation no
endpoint endpoint

SituationType

Figure 6.6 % use of the progressive in locomotion events with and
without a visible endpoint in L1 and L2 English

Analyses of variance (ANOVA repeated measures) showed that there was a
significant effect for “visibility endpoint” [F(1,45)=3.99, p=.05, partial n?=.083]:
more progressive forms were used when no endpoint was visible in the
stimulus. However, the effect size was again very small. There was no effect
for ‘language’ [F(1,45)=1.84, p=.182] and the analyses did not show a
significant interaction effect between the two factors [F(1,45)<1, p=.94].

The next step in the analyses of the single event verbalizations was
to look at the influence of the length of the trajectory travelled in the clip on
the utterance. Figure 6.7 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of
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the progressive in situation types 5(short trajectory) and 6(long trajectory)
for L1 and L2 speakers of English. The figure shows that for L1 English
progressive forms were mentioned in 89.32% of the descriptions of an event
with a short trajectory and in 91.30% of descriptions of an event with a long
trajectory. For L2 English, the numbers were 91.30% and 94.44%
respectively.
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SituationType
Figure 6.7 % use of the progressive in locomotion events with a short

and long trajectory in L1 and L2 English

Analyses of variance showed that there were no significant main effects of
the factors ‘length trajectory’ [F(1,45)<1, p=.60] and ‘language” [F(1,45)=2.06,
p=.16]. Analyses did not show a significant interaction of ‘language’ and
‘situation type” [F(1,45)<1, p=.73].

6.4.6 General results resultant states
Besides the use of the progressive form, another aspect of information
structure was also analysed. The next two sub-paragraphs report on the use
of resultant states in causative actions and locomotion events.

The mentioning of resultant states by L2 speaker of English differed
between clips. In some clips, almost no resultant states were mentioned,
even if the clip did show an actual endpoint, such as ‘girl running to shed’.

(7) “girl running to shed” (st 6)
Little girl is running through the garden.
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A child is playing in the garden.
Kid skipping through a garden.

Other clips, such as ‘painting (no object)’ did attract the use of resultant
states in half of the L2 learners of English. In other video clips, they mostly
mentioned a resultant state (9).

(8) “painting (no object)” (st 3)

You see the girl painting a picture but you can't see the picture.
Suzan's probably drawing a fabulous picture.

I see someone painting, the paint is blue and black.

I see someone painting, a young woman in an office I guess.

(9) “writing actual letter” (st 6)

Someone is writing a letter..

Someone is writing a letter or filling in a form.

Someone's writing something, looks like a letter, with a black pen.

Figure 6.8 reports on the relative share of resultant states used in the single
event retellings. Mean use of resultant states for the native English speakers
was 35.43%. For the L2 speakers this was 35.03%. Independent samples t-
tests show no differences in the overall use of resultant states between L1
and L2 speakers of English [¢(45)<1, p=90]*. Again the bar chart shows no
differences in the variance of the data [Levene’s test p>.05].

# Analyses of the use of the resultant states in the seven situation types were
also performed. The analyses showed a main effect for situation type
[F(5,225)= 67.29, p<.001] but not for language. However, the main effect for
situation type was qualified by the interaction effect between the two factors
(F(5,225)= 2.64, p<.05). The significant interaction effect seemed to have been
caused by the scores for the stimuli depicting a locomotion event with short
trajectory.
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6.4.7 Resultant states in causative actions and locomotion events

Figure 6.9 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of objects in
situation types 1(object visible) and 3(object not visible) for L1 and L2
speakers of English. The figure shows that for native speakers of English
objects were mentioned in 71.09% of the descriptions in of events in which
the object was visible and in 19.13% of descriptions of events in which the
object was not visible. For L2 English, the numbers were 67.08% and 26.80%
respectively.

Analyses of variance (repeated measures, between subjects factor
‘language’) were conducted on the data, which showed that there was a
significant main effect of ‘visibility object’ [F(1,45)=70.11, p<.001, partial
1n>=.594] but not for ‘language’ [F(1,45)<1, p=.67]. There was no significant
interaction between these factors [F(1,45)=1.12, p=.29].

Figure 6.10 displays the mean percentile scores for the mentioning of
endpoints in stimuli in which the endpoint was visible (st6) or in which the
endpoint was not visible (st7) for L1 and L2 speakers of English. The figure
shows that native speakers of English mentioned endpoints in 56.52% of the
descriptions of events in which the endpoint was visible and in 2.90% of
descriptions of events in which the endpoint was not visible. For the learners
of English, the numbers were 64.93% and 6.94% respectively. Statistical
analyses showed that there was a significant main effect for ‘visibility object’
[F(1,45)=194.82, p<.001, partial n?>=.812] but not for ‘language’ [F(1,45)=1.61,
p=-21]. There was no interaction between the factors [F(1,45)<1, p=.59].
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The analysis of the use of resultant states in locomotion events
concludes the comparison of the L1 and L2 English data. In the following
paragraphs L1 and L2 Dutch data will be compared.
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L2 Dutch

6.5  Results

The data in this study were collected from L2 speakers of Dutch. Within this
language group, half of the participants were again presented with stimuli
set 1, and the other half of the participants were presented with stimuli set 2.
Therefore, the first step of the data analyses was to test whether there were
significant differences between groups 1 and 2.

Analyses (Independent samples t-tests) did not show any
differences between the two stimuli sets for the use of the progressive
[t(11)=.64, p=54] or for the use of resultant states [t(11)=1.72, p=.11].
Therefore, the data from both stimuli sets were collapsed in the remainder of
the analyses.

6.5.1 Clause type

Figure 6.11 displays the mean percentile scores for the mentioning of main
clauses and dependent clauses for native and L2 speakers Dutch. The figure
shows that Dutch native speakers described the stimulus with a main clause
59.14% of time and in 40.26% they used a dependent clause. Second
language speakers of Dutch described the stimulus with a main clause
76.21% of time and in 23.79%, they used a dependent clause. Independent
samples t-tests showed no significant differences between native and L2
Dutch speakers in the use of main clauses * [#(38)=1.62, p=.11].

Figure 6.12 shows that native speakers of Dutch are very variable in
their use of main clauses. Some speakers use (almost) no main clauses at all,
other speakers use (close to) 100% main clauses, and a third group is
somewhere in between with 30-80% use of main clauses.

Figure 6.13 shows that, as opposed to the variable use of the main
clause of the L1 group, the L2 Dutch speakers’ use of the main clause is
generally very high. The Dutch learners also use predominantly main
clauses, 10 out of 13 speakers use main clauses in more than 80% of their
verbalizations. It thus seems to be the case that the learners of Dutch have

4 Analyses were only performed on the use of the main clause, as the use of
both clause types is complementary to 100%. Analyses were also performed
on the use of the main clause specified for the seven situation types. No
significant differences were found in this analysis.
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acquired the native Dutch pattern: their use of main and dependent clauses
does not differ significantly from that of the native Dutch speakers.
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6.5.2  General results progressive

Examples of the use of the progressive in L2 Dutch single event retellings are
shown below in (10)-(12). These examples show that the different video clips
attracted the use of the progressive to varying extents. In the descriptions of
some video clips, no progressives were used. All of these clips depicted
locomotion events, such as ‘cycling to a building’ (10).

(10) “cycling to a building” (st 6)

Een meisje fietst naar een landhuis toe.
A girl cycles towards a country house to
‘A girl is cycling towards a country house’

Er komt een fietser aan bij een heel groot huis.
There arrives a cyclist on at a very big house
‘A cyclist is arriving at a very big house’

lemand fietst over een zandpad naar een huis toe.
Someone cycles over a dirt road towards a house to
‘Someone is cycling along a dirt road towards a house’



200

In the clip ‘fishing’ (11) 61.5% of the L2 Dutch speakers used a progressive
form. The other half of the speakers chose a different verb form, such as the
simple present tense.

(11) “fishing” (st 4)

lemand hengelt of vist.
Someone angles or fishes
‘Someone is fishing’

lemand werpt zijn hengel uit.
Someone throws his fishing rod out
‘Someone is casting his line’

lemand is aan het vissen, ergens in een park.
Someone is on the fish, somewhere in a park
‘Someone is fishing, somewhere in a park’

Een man zit te vissen.
A man sits to fish
‘A man is fishing’

Finally, there are also clips for which all L2 Dutch speakers used a
progressive form in their descriptions. An example is the clip ‘knitting’ (12).

(12) “knitting” (st 3)

Iemand is aan het breien.
Someone is on the knit
‘Someone is knitting’

Zij zit te haken.
She sits to crochet
‘She is crocheting’

Een dame zit te breien, ze zit op een donkere bank.
A lady sits to knit, she sits on a dark couch
‘A lady is knitting, she is sitting on a dark couch’
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Figure 6.14 reports on the relative share of progressive constructions used in
the single event retellings of native and L2 speakers of Dutch. The
progressive form was used in 40.34% of all utterances in L1 Dutch, and in
34.06% of utterances in L2 Dutch. Independent samples t-tests show no
difference in the overall use of the progressive between L1 and L2 speakers
of Dutch [#(38)=1.20, p=.24]*.
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Figure 6.14 % use of the progressive in L1 and L2 Dutch

6.5.3 Causative actions, activities and locomotion events

Figure 6.15 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the progressive
for causative actions, activities and locomotion events for native and L2
speakers of Dutch. The figure shows that progressive forms were used in
59.85% of causative actions in L1 Dutch and in 58.72% in L2 Dutch.
Progressive forms occurred in 59.15% of activities in L1 Dutch and in 36.10%
of activities in L2 Dutch. For the locomotion events, these numbers were
8.64% and 8.00% respectively.

% Use of the progressive was also split out over the seven different
categories. Analyses showed no significant main effect for language
[F(1,38)<1, p=41]. As expected, there was a significant effect for situation
type [F(6,228)=61.32, p<.001]. There was no significant interaction effect
between the factors language and situation type [F(6,228)=1.80, p=.10].
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Analyses of variance were conducted on the data, which showed
that there was a significant main effect for the factor ‘event type’
[F(2,76)=89.40, p<.001, partial n>=.702] but not for ‘language’ [F(1,76)==2.37,
p=-132]. However, there was a significant interaction effect between the
factors ‘language’ and ‘event type’ [F(2,76)=5.13, p<.01, partial n?=.119].
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Because of the significant interaction effect, additional analyses were
performed for the individual event types. Independent samples t-tests only
showed a significant effect of language for ‘activities’ [f(38)=2.57, p<.05,
partial 1?=.385]¥, and not for ‘causative actions’ [t(38)<1l, p=.88] and
‘locomotion events’ [#(38)<1, p=.85]. The L2 learners of Dutch used fewer
progressive forms with activities than the native speakers. This finding is
surprising, as this effect was not expected based on earlier research or L1
transfer (native speakers of English used close to 100% progressive forms
with activities). The L2 speakers of Dutch seem to under-use the progressive
form with events depicting an activity. The learners seem to have recognised
that the progressive cannot be used in all situation types in Dutch, but they
have not yet acquired the subtle differences between the different semantic

4 p=0.014, this means that the effect is still significant after Bonferroni
correction (critical value: .05/3=.017)
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features involved in making the decision for using the progressive form or
not. When looking at the percentages for the individual participants, we see
a very large range in the use of the progressive in the L2 Dutch group,
especially for the activities. The use of the progressive for this event type
ranges between 0-89% (see Figure 6.16).
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Figure 6.16 % of the progressive in activities in L1 and L2 Dutch

Analyses of the mean use of the progressive form in activities show that
there were three L2 speakers with an exceptionally high use of the
progressive (>80%). There were also two participants that did not use the
progressive form at all with the activities. However, this high variability was
also found in the L1 Dutch group (range 0-100%) [Levene’s test F=1.65,
p=-207].

So what can explain the undergeneralisation of the use of the
progressive form for learners of Dutch? It has been suggested* that this lowe
use of the progressive form could have been caused by the particular lexical
items that are available for verbalising ‘activities’ in Dutch. In Dutch, a
speaker has two basic choices: use the ‘English-like” form of fo play + activity
(‘tennis/golf/biljart/ basketbal spelen’), which is mainly used in the simple
form, without a progressive, or use the activity + en form (‘tennissen, golfen,

48 Marianne Starren, personal communication (23-06-09)
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biljarten, basketballen”), which can be easily combined with a progressive
form.

Some English learners of Dutch might be more inclined to use the
‘English-like’ form, without a progressive in their L2 Dutch verbalisations.
This would then result in a significantly lower use of the progressive form
with activities. In the present dataset, such a strategy could be adapted for
four of the “activity’ stimuli: playing tennis, playing golf, playing billiards
and playing basketball. Chi-square analyses show that the L2 Dutch learners
do indeed use the ‘English-like” to play + activity form more often than the
native speakers [x(2, N=154)=51.68, p<.001] (see also Table 6.2). Moreover, a
complementary chi-square analysis shows that progressive forms are indeed
used more often wth the V + en form than with the to play + activity form
[x2(2, N=154)=62.24, p<.001].

Table 6.2 Use of lexical forms in descriptions of video clips playing
tennis, playing golf, playing billiards and playing basketball

Language V+en to play + activity other

L1 Dutch 62,3% (66/106) 9,4% (10/106) 28,3% (30/106)
L2 Dutch 27.1% (13/48) 64.4% (31/48) 8.3% (4/48)

In analyses that follow, variation within two of the main event types will be
studied more closely. The analyses start with the causative actions in the L2
and TL.

6.5.4 Causative actions

For the use of the progressive within the event type ‘causative action’, the
same comparisons will be made as in the chapter on native speakers of
Dutch and English: causative actions with and without a visible resultant
state, and causative actions with and without a repetitive action.

Figure 6.17 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the
progressive in stimuli with (st1) and without (st3) a visible object for L1 and
L2 speakers of Dutch. The figure shows that for native speakers of Dutch the
progressive was used in 58.70% of the descriptions of stimuli in which the
object was visible and in 69.63% of descriptions of stimuli in which no object
was visible.
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For L2 speakers of Dutch, the numbers were 52.69% of the descriptions of
stimuli in which the object was visible and 66.79% of descriptions of stimuli
in which no object was visible.

Analyses of variance showed that there was a significant main effect
of ‘visibility object’ [F(1,38)=5.59, p<.05, partial n?>=.182]. There was no
significant effect of ‘language’ [F(1,38)<1, p=.55]. There was no significant
interaction effect either [F(1,38)<1, p=.77]. The significant effect for the
visibility of the object, and the absence of an interaction effect indicate that
for L1 and L2 speakers of Dutch, more progressive forms are used in the
clips in which no object is present.

Figure 6.18 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the
progressive in situation types 1 and 2 for L1 and L2 speakers of Dutch. The
figure shows that for native Dutch speakers the progressive was used in
58.70% of the descriptions in situation type 1 (no repetition) and in 51.22% of
descriptions in situation type 2 (repetition of action). For L2 speakers of
Dutch, the numbers were 52.69% for events without repetition and 56.67%
for repetitive events.

Analyses of variance were conducted on the data. The analyses
showed that there was no significant main effect for the factors ‘repetition’
[F(1,38)<1, p=.72] and ‘language’ [F(1,38)<1, p=.97]. The analyses showed no
significant interaction effect between the factors ‘repetition” and ‘language’
[F(1,38)=1.39, p=.25].
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6.5.5 Locomotion events

For the use of the progressive within the event type ‘locomotion’, the same
comparisons will be made as in the chapter on native speakers of English
and Dutch: locomotion events with and without a visible resultant state, and
locomotion events with a long and short trajectory.

Figure 6.19 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of the
progressive in situation types with and without a visible endpoint for L1
and L2 speakers of Dutch. The figure shows that native speakers of Dutch
used the progressive in 11.73% of the descriptions of events in which the
endpoint is visible and in 13.50% of descriptions of events in which no
endpoint is visible. For L2 Dutch, the numbers were 9.62% and 12.18%
respectively.

Analyses of variance (ANOVA repeated measures) showed that
there was no significant effect for ‘visibility endpoint’ [F(1,38)<1, p=.62].
There was no effect for ‘language’ [F(1,38)<1, p=.72]. Analyses did not show
a significant interaction effect between the two factors [F(1,38)<1, p=.94].

The next step in the analyses of the single event verbalizations was
to look at the influence of the length of the trajectory travelled in the clip on
the utterance. Figure 6.20 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of



207

the progressive in situation types 5(short trajectory) and 6(long trajectory)
for L1 and L2 speakers of Dutch.
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The figure shows that for L1 Dutch progressive forms were mentioned in
0.62% of the descriptions of events with a short trajectory and in 11.73% of
descriptions of events with a long trajectory. For L2 Dutch, the numbers
were 2.20% and 9.62% respectively.

Analyses of variance showed that there was a significant main effect
of the factor ‘length of trajectory’ [F(1,38)=7.09, p<.05, partial n>=.157]. More
progressive forms were used for locomotion events with a long trajectory by
both L1 and L2 speakers. There was no significant effect for ‘language’
[F(1,38)<1, p=94]. Analyses did not show a significant interaction of
‘language’ and ‘length of trajectory’ [F(1,38)<1, p=.60].

Besides the use of the progressive form, another aspect of information
structure was also analysed. The next two sub-paragraphs report on the use
of resultant states in causative actions and locomotion events.
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6.5.6  General results resultant states

Examples (13) — (15) show that resultant states were not mentioned equally
for all video clips in L2 Dutch. In some clips, no resultant states were used at
all, e.g. in the clip ‘climbing a ladder’, in which no actual endpoint was
shown.

(13) “climbing a ladder” (st 7)

lemand is een trap aan het beklimmen, tegen een huis aan.
Someone is a ladder on the climb, against a house on
‘Someone is climbing a ladder that is standing against a house’

lemand klimt op een ladder, een man.
Someone climbs onto a ladder, a man
‘A man is climbing onto a ladder’

lemand gaat de trap op.
Someone goes the stairs up
‘Someone is climbing the ladder’
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In other clips, where an actual object was shown, speakers varied in whether
they verbalised this resultant state, resulting in 57.1% mentioning of
resultant states.

(14) “moulding a vase” (st 1)

lemand is een pot aan het maken denk ik.
Someone is a pot on the make think I
‘I think someone is making a pot’

Zij is aan het kleien.
She is on the clay
‘She is playing with clay’

Daar maakt iemand een vaas ofzo uit plastiline.
There makes someone a vase or something out of clay
‘There is someone making a vase or something out of clay’

There were also clips that triggered the use of resultant states for all Dutch
speakers, such as the clip “writing a letter’, in which an actual object (in this
case the letter) was shown.

(15) “writing a letter” (st 3)

lemand schrijft een officiéle brief.
Someone writes an official letter
‘Someone is writing an official letter’

lemand schrijft een brief met een pen.
Someone writes a letter with a pen
‘Someone is writing a letter with a pen’

lemand is een brief aan het schrijven naar een instantie.
Some is a letter on the write to an authority
‘Someone is writing a letter to the authorities’

Figure 6.21 reports on the relative share of resultant states used in the single
event retellings. Resultant states were used in 30.76% of all utterances in L1
Dutch, and in 26.73% of utterances in L2 Dutch. Independent samples t-tests
show no differences in the overall use of resultant states between L1 and L2
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speakers of Dutch [£(15.17)=1.06, p=.31]. However, the bar chart does show
that the range for the learners (3.7-53.8%) is bigger than the range for the
native speakers (18.5-40.7%). Participants no. 13 (3.5%) and 5 (12.5%) use few
resultant states, whereas participant no. 2 uses many resultant states (53.8%).
The other L2 Dutch participants perform within the native-speaker range.
So, even though the native speaker group is highly variable, this variation is
even more pronounced for the learner group* [Levene’s test F= 5,32, p<.05].
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Figure 6.21 % use of resultant states in L1 and L2 Dutch

6.5.7 Resultant states in causative actions and locomotion events

Figure 6.22 displays the mean percentile scores for the use of objects in
situation types 1(object visible) and 3(object not visible) for L1 and L2
speakers of Dutch. The figure shows that for native speakers of Dutch
objects were mentioned in 61.48% of the descriptions in situation type 1 and

# Analyses of the use of the resultant states in the seven situation types were
also performed. As expected, the analyses showed a main effect for situation
type [F(5,190)=49.35, p<.001] but not for language [F(1,38)=3.77, p=.06]. There
was no significant interaction effect between the two factors [F(5,190)=1.45,
p=22].

% Because of this inequality of variances, nonparametric tests were
performed as well. These tests did not show a significant difference between
the L1 and L2 speakers either [Mann-Whitney U=7681.0, p=.367].



211

in 15.19% of descriptions in situation type 3. For L2 Dutch, the numbers
were 62.31% for situation type 1 and 17.31% for situation type 3.
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Analyses of variance (repeated measures) were conducted on the data,
which showed that there was a significant main effect of ‘visibility object’
[F(1,38)=53.94, p<.001, partial n?=.587] but not for ‘language’ [F(1,38)<I,
p=.77]. There was no significant interaction between these factors [F(1,38)<1,
p=77].

Figure 6.23 displays the mean percentile scores for the mentioning of
endpoints in situation types 6(endpoint visible) and 7(endpoint not visible)
for L1 and L2 speakers of Dutch. The figure shows that native speakers of
Dutch mentioned endpoints in 54.32% for events with a visible endpoint and
in 3.70% of events without a visible endpoint. For the learners of Dutch, the
numbers were 35.90% and 0% respectively.

Statistical analyses showed that there was a significant main effect
for ‘visibility endpoint’ [F(1,38)=101.92, p<.001, partial n?>=.728] and for
‘language’ [F(1,38)=6.54, p<.05, partial 1?=.756]. The L2 speakers of Dutch
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used significantly fewer resultant states than the native speakers. There was
no significant interaction between the factors [F(1,38)=2.95, p=.09]"".
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6.6 Conclusions

The aim of the L2 studies presented this chapter was to uncover the main
differences in information structure between native speakers and advanced
second language learners of Dutch and English. Data from single event
studies with native speakers and learners of English and Dutch were
discussed.

51 The figure suggests that the effect for language is only significant in
situation type 6 (locomotion with visible endpoint). Individual analyses per
situation type (independent samples t-tests) confirmed this expectation
(ts=2.41, p<.05). In this situation type, the L2 learners of Dutch used fewer
resultant states than the native speakers. The effect was however very weak:
1?=.132
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6.6.1 L2 English

The first aspect of information structure analysed was clause type. Statistical
analyses showed a significant difference between the learners and the native
speakers of English in both the use of the main and dependent clause.
Native speakers of English used more dependent clauses and fewer main
clauses than L2 speakers of English. Analyses within each language showed
that the L1 speakers used more dependent clauses than main clauses, but for
the L2 speakers there was no difference in use of the two clause types. These
results confirm hypothesis H1b: the L2 speakers transfer patterns from their
L1 and do not show a preference for using either a main or dependent
clause.

Closer analyses of the within-group variation showed that most L1
speakers of English preferred to use mainly dependent clauses (19/23
speakers). There were however also 3 speakers who preferred to use main
clauses. The overall intra-speaker variability was low: English native
speakers generally choose one type of clause structure. The learner group
was more variable in their preferences. One sub-set of speakers resembled
the English native speakers in its preference for using mainly dependent
clauses (10/24 speakers). However, another sub-set of L2 learners (8/24
speakers) use >80% main clauses. A final group of seven speakers uses both
forms, and is somewhere in between the two ‘extremes’.

The overall analyses of the use of the progressive showed no
significant differences between the native speakers and the learners.
Hypothesis H2, which stated that progressive forms occur more in activities
and causative actions than in locomotion events, can be confirmed. The
analyses for the three different types of situations showed the same pattern
for the L1 and L2 speakers: fewer progressives were used for the locomotion
events than for causative actions and activities. The analyses within these
event types did not yield any significant differences in the use of the
progressive between L1 and L2 speakers either. These results indicate that
the L2 speakers of English have indeed recognised the need for the use of
the progressive in English in situation types where it is obligatory, such as
when focussing and reporting on ‘action in progress’. However, even the
subtle differences in the use of the progressive form between causative
actions and activities and locomotion events have been also 'learnt'.
Hypotheses H3 tot H6 can also be confirmed.

There was however a significant effect of ‘situation type” but not for the
factor ‘language’ in the analyses of 'repetitive actions' and 'visibility of
resultant state in locomotion events'. More progressive forms were used
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with non-repetitive actions than with repetitive actions, and more
progressive forms were used when no endpoints were shown than when an
endpoint was shown. These effects were not found in the individual L1 and
L2 analyses, so it is likely that the higher (combined) number of participants
has lead to the significant effect.

For the use of resultant states, no differences were found between
the L1 speakers and the L2 learners. This finding indicates that the L2
learners perform at native-like level for the use of the resultant states.
However, even though the L1 studies showed that Dutch native speakers
used significantly fewer resultant states than L1 speakers of English, the
difference was very small (5%). Therefore, no large differences between the
learners and native speakers were expected based on possible L1 transfer
either.

6.6.2 L2 Dutch

The results for the use of different clause types in Dutch showed that native
speakers of Dutch are very variable in their use of main (and dependent)
clauses. Some speakers use (almost) no main clauses at all, other speakers
use (close to) 100% main clauses, and a third group is somewhere in between
with 30-80% use of main clauses. For the L2 Dutch speakers use of the main
clause is very high. The learners of Dutch seem to be even more extreme in
their use of main clauses than the native Dutch speakers, 10 out of 13
speakers use main clauses in more than 80% of their verbalizations. It thus
seems to be the case that the learners of Dutch have acquired the native
Dutch pattern: their use of main and dependent clauses does not differ
significantly from that of the native Dutch speakers. Hypotheses Hla is
confirmed.

The second aspect of information structure that was analysed was
the use of the progressive form. Again, overall analyses showed no
differences between the native speakers and learners of Dutch. This is
against the hypothesis that the L2 Dutch speakers would continue their L1
English pattern in Dutch. The analyses for the three different types of
situations did however show a difference between the two speaker groups.
Whereas the pattern for the use of the progressive with causative actions
(relatively high) and locomotion events (low) was similar for the L1 and L2
speakers, the L2 speakers used fewer progressive forms with activities than
the native speakers. This effect could not be explained by the high variability
within the group op L2 speakers, because variability was also found in the
L1 group, but did seem to be related to specific lexical choices made by the
L1 and L2 speaker group. The analyses within the event types did not yield
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any significant differences in the use of the progressive between L1 and L2
speakers.

For the use of resultant states, no differences were found and
expected between the L1 speakers and the L2 learners. This finding indicates
that the L2 learners perform at native-like level for the use of the resultant
states. However, even though the L1 studies showed that Dutch native
speakers used significantly fewer resultant states than L1 speakers of
English, the difference was very small (5%). Therefore, no large differences
between the learners and native speakers were expected based on possible
L1 transfer either. Nevertheless, a significant difference between the L1 and
L2 speakers of Dutch was for locomotion events with a long trajectory and
endpoint depicted: in this situation type, the L2 learners of Dutch used fewer
resultant states than the native speakers.

6.7 Discussion

The analyses of the single event descriptions of second language learners of
Dutch an English showed mixed results for information structure at the
micro and macroplanning level.

Significant differences between learners and native speakers were
found at the macro-planning level of information structure (i.e. clause type).
Language-specific differences that are related to aspect of macro-
organization thus seem to lead to difficulties for (even very advanced) L2
learners. Even though the L2 learners of Dutch and English had acquired the
word order of the target language, they had not yet acquired the related
preferred clause structure. However, using a certain type of clause structure
reflects a personal speaker preference. Therefore it is difficult to indicate
whether non-target language like use reflects non-controlled factors such as
age of acquisition of the L2, experience with the L2 or other factors, such as
L1 transfer and personal preferences.

Most L2 learners seemed to perform native-like on the micro-
planning level (i.e. use of the progressive form). This was expected for the
learners of English, because of the grammaticalized status of the progressive
form in describing ongoing actions. However, the native-like performance
for the learners of Dutch on all but one situation types is striking. Even
though the use of the progressive form is never obligatory in Dutch, and in
some situation types using a simple form is preferable, the learners seem to
have picked up on even these subtle differences. The only exception is the
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situation type ‘activities’. The analyses (see 6.4.3 and 6.5.3) showed that the
within group variability for this situation type was very high, and that there
were large differences between the learners.

The results for the use of resultant states in German and English that
were found in earlier research (Carroll, 2000; 2002; Von Stutterheim &
Carroll, 2005; Von Stutterheim & Lambert, 2005) could not be replicated in
this study for Dutch and English. The most important reason for this is that
the expected effect for the native speakers was not found: Dutch speakers
did not use significantly more resultant states than English speakers. In fact,
the results showed a, be it small, opposite effect. Despite the apparent
similarities in word order, the expectation that Dutch and German are very
much alike as for (progressive aspect and) the use of resultant states in
single event retellings seemed to be incorrect. The progressive form seems to
be used much more often in Dutch than in German, and mentioning of
resultant states seems to occur considerable less frequently.
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7 General conclusions and discussion

This final chapter presents a summary of the main results of this
dissertation, brings together the various issues discussed in the individual
chapters, and discusses the implications of these findings for further
research and the different fields of linguistics. Three main research questions
were addressed in this dissertation:

RQ1 What are the main differences in information structure between
Dutch and English in narratives and single event retellings?

RQ2 What are the main differences in information structure between
native speakers and advanced second language learners of Dutch
and English?

RQ3 How can these differences in information structure — if they occur

— be explained by differences in the grammatical features
(progressive aspect and word order) provided by the different
languages?

To this end, three experiments were conducted with native and L2 speakers
of Dutch and English. In the first paragraph of this chapter (7.1), the main
claims and findings of the current studies will be summarised. Paragraph 7.2
discusses the relevance of the findings presented in this dissertation for
research into L1 and L2 information structure in general. In paragraph 7.3
the limitations of the present studies are discussed and paragraph 7.4
presents suggestions for future research. Finally, paragraph 7.5 discusses the
implications of these studies for the field of linguistics.

7.1 Main findings

7.1.1 Narrativesin L1

This dissertation investigated information structure in narratives and single
event retellings. In chapter 3, Dutch and English narrative retellings of the
film “quest” and the picture book ‘frog story” were compared. The analyses of
the narrative data showed that native speakers of Dutch and English
differed considerably in their preferred information structure.
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First of all, the results confirmed the expectation that speakers of
Dutch and English differ in their macroplanning (i.e. selection and
structuring of information). The analyses of the use of environmental forces
as subject (environmental force: ‘a sheet of paper almost hits the sandman’ vs.
no environmental force: ‘the sandman is almost hit’) showed that, in their
narratives, Dutch speakers prefer a protagonist-based perspective, whereas
English speakers mainly chose a subject-based perspective.

Analyses of the use of progressive aspect and resultant states
showed that speakers of Dutch chose to the represent series of events as a
bounded chain of events, using many resultant states and few progressives.
Speakers of English represented the chain of events as ongoing, using many
progressives and few resultant states. These results are in line with findings
from earlier research by Carroll and Lambert (2003), Von Stutterheim (2003)
and Berman and Slobin (1994).

It can thus be concluded that there are main differences in
information structure between Dutch and English narratives in the use of
progressive aspect, resultant states and environmental forces (RQ 1). Now
how can these differences in information structure in narratives between
native speakers of Dutch and English be explained? In RQ3 it was suggested
that language-specific grammatical features would play an important role in
information structure. Earlier studies (see 2.4.4), and also this narrative
study suggest that temporal perspective taking, an important part of
information structure in narratives is influenced by the grammatical features
word order and progressive aspect.

As was already discussed in chapter 3, the global similarities
between the Dutch speakers in the present study and the German speakers
in earlier studies (see 2.7.3) could indicate that the commonalities between
these two languages, such as the V2 rule in word order, partly dictate the
way information is selected and presented for mention.

As was explained in chapters 2 and 3, the V2 constraint creates a slot
before the finite verb (Vorfeld) which can be used to code topic information,
but can accommodate only one constituent. Syntactic constituents which
map into the Vorfeld are prime candidates for the assignment of topic status
in information structure. However, since word order in Dutch and German
is relatively free, the syntactic subject is not confined to this preverbal
position and can therefore be used in coding focus or new information. If the
syntactic subject is assigned this function, there has to be information and
constituents (adverbials/ prepositional phrases) with topic status which then
can systematically fill the Vorfeld (Carroll & Lambert, 2003). This shows in
the fact that significantly fewer environmental forces are mentioned as the
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subject of the main clause in Dutch; this information could alternatively be
coded in the Vorfeld. In English, the syntactic subject is generally coded in
the first position. If new or focus information needs to be reported, this
information will then logically be put in the subject position, leading to a
higher number of environmental forces mentioned as subject of a sentence.

Moreover, the Dutch tendency to assign eligibility for mention as
syntactic subject in a main clause to the protagonist or animate actors and
not to environmental forces can also be explained by the fact that the
protagonist’s typically bring about a change in state. Change in state events
are considered prime candidates in forming a chain of bounded events.
Dutch speakers prefer to take such a holistic view on the events, with points
of completion or the results of an event being expressed (also explaining the
high number of resultant states), and the omission of environmental forces
as subject in information selection may in part be attributed to this factor.

On the other hand, progressive marking, which is available and
widely used in English narrative, is less likely to be used when a change in
state is involved, since the concept of ‘ongoingness’ stands in contrast to that
of ‘change in state’. Events that do not involve a change in state do not meet
the criterion that allows specification of a shift in topic time and this applies
in many cases to the inanimate forces. English speakers thus tend to segment
or decompose events into phases, preferring a temporal perspective, which
incorporates ongoing events (see also 2.5.4).

7.1.2  Single Events in L1

The research presented in chapter 3 concentrated on the conceptualization
and verbalization of information presented in single event video clips by
speakers of English and Dutch. The data showed that the semantic features
(situation type) of the video clips influenced choices made on event
representation, tense/aspect, and boundedness in both languages. These
results were discussed in 4.7.4 and 4.7.5 in relation to the hypotheses on the
semantic features of the events presented in 4.2. The main findings for the
single event studies are as follows.

No differences between the languages were found in their choice of
the type of event that was verbalised. Native speakers of Dutch and English
both preferred describing the macro event to describing the sub event. The
hypothesis that speakers of English prefer to mention the macro event,
whereas speakers of Dutch do not show a preference for mentioning either
the macro or the sub event when verbalising the event depicted in the video
stimulus was not confirmed. This hypothesis was based on earlier studies on
German and English (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press), which showed
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that whereas English speakers used mainly macro events, German speakers
preferred using sub events. These preferences were thought to be related to
the temporal structure of the event. Descriptions at the macro level can be
treated as situations presenting a single state, using 1-state verbs such as to
play, type, and bake®2. Sub events, by contrast, are generally encoded by verbs
that relate to a change in state, to give two different states (e.g. throw a ball,
hit a tennis ball) (Carroll & Von Stutterheim, in press). So what could explain
the higher use of macro events by speakers of Dutch in the present study?
The Dutch speakers used considerably more progressive forms in their
verbalisations than the German speakers did in the earlier studies. This
higher use of the progressive would indicate that Dutch speakers more often
represent the events as ‘single state’ occurrences, a preference that was
found typical for English speakers in earlier studies. This idea is supported
by the finding that Dutch speakers used more macro events when they
opted for using a progressive construction in their descriptions. However,
within group variability is high, and the differences all seem to be gradual
rather than absolute.

In their organization of clauses the English speakers mainly
preferred to use an existential + a dependent clause (there is a man who is
doing X...). This finding confirms the hypothesis that English speakers
would prefer this form to the use of the main clause. However, the Dutch
speakers did not show a preference for using either a main or dependent
clause. These results for Dutch speakers are not conforming to earlier
research into German, and do not confirm the hypothesis that Dutch
speakers would prefer to use the main clause. The results do however reflect
the flexibility of the Dutch word order. The Dutch V2 word order seems to
leave all options open for presenting new information. The first position in
the clause can thus be taken by a (focussed) existential (ik zie/ er is), or the
subject or topic (een man/ een kind/ twee vrouwen).

As was the case in the narrative studies, the main difference
between Dutch and English was that speakers of English used more
progressive forms in all situation types tested in this study. Whereas the use
of the progressive form to be V-ing in English is widely accepted, and close to
100%, the use of the progressive form Dutch is still restricted. The
progressive form (mostly the is aan het + verb variant, but also the bezig zijn
met + verb and zitten/lopen/staan te + verb variants are used) can be used freely

%2 For an explanation of the Klein’s 1-state and 2-state events I refer the
reader to 2.5.3
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in describing unrelated activity events, and in describing most causative
actions, but is not preferred in descriptions of locomotion events. These
results are not consistent with earlier research by Carroll et al. (unpublished,
2004), who reported only 10% use of the progressive in change of state
(causative action) events. The results are however in line with acceptability
ratings by Flecken (2008), who found that there was a marked decrease in
choices for aan het between the group of ‘activities’, change in state situations
and motion events minus endpoint on the one hand, and motion events plus
endpoint and 0-state verbs on the other (see also 2.7.4 and 4.7.3).

The overall results for the use of resultant states also showed a
difference between speakers of Dutch and English. Overall, speakers of
English used more resultant states than speakers of Dutch. This finding
contradicts the expectation that Dutch speakers would use more resultant
states than English speakers, and earlier findings by e.g. Von Stutterheim
and Carroll (2006). However, the difference between Dutch and English is
minor, and could be explained by the fact that Dutch speakers also used
other strategies (mentioning location, direction, instrument) for indicating
the specificity of an event besides the use of the progressive form and
resultant states. However, both Dutch and English speakers showed
differences in the mentioning of resultant states based on the presence or
absence of the endpoint or object in the video clip. More resultant states
were used when an object or endpoint was actually visible. This finding
shows that not only (native) language influences choices in macroplanning
(information selection), but that it is also important to consider what is
actually visible in the video stimulus that is shown to participants.

The above results answer the first research question: there are main
differences in information structure between Dutch and English single event
retellings in the use of progressive aspect, resultant states and clause type.
However, again the next question (RQ3) was how these differences in L1
information structure in single event descriptions can be explained by the
grammatical features word order and progressive aspect in Dutch and
English.

The results for the use of clause type suggest that the grammatical
feature word order is of influence. English SVO word order seems to lead to a
preference for using the existential + dependent clause form when
presenting new information (see 2.8.3). The Dutch V2 word order seems to
leave all options open for presenting new information. That is, the first
position in the clause can be taken by a (focussed) existential (ik zie/ er is), or
the subject or topic (een man/ een kind/ twee vrouwen).
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The results for also suggest that the use of the progressive form is of
influence as for choices made on information selection (use of resultant
states and other specifying elements), to avoid a generic interpretation. If a
progressive form is used, speakers are less likely to also use a specifying
element. However, it must be noted that individual variation is very high
here, and speakers can and do use both a progressive form and a specifying
element at the same time.

7.1.3  Single Events in L2

In chapter 6, the L2 studies with learners of Dutch and English were
discussed. The main goal of the L2 studies was to uncover the main
differences in information structure between native speakers and advanced
second language learners of Dutch and English. The data showed that the
semantic features (situation type) of the video clips influenced choices made
on event representation, tense/aspect, and boundedness for L2 learners.
These results were discussed in 6.6 in relation to the hypotheses on the
semantic features of the events presented in 6.2. The main findings for the L2
single event studies are as follows.

The first aspect of information structure analysed was clause type.
The analyses showed a significant difference between the learners and the
native speakers of English in both the use of the main and dependent clause.
Native speakers of English used more dependent clauses and fewer main
clauses than L2 speakers of English. Analyses within each language showed
that the L1 speakers used more dependent clauses than main clauses, but for
the L2 speakers there was no difference in use of the two clause types. The
analyses of the use of different clause types in L1 and L2 Dutch showed that
for both groups, use of main and dependent clauses did not differ
significantly. These results suggest that the learners of Dutch have acquired
the TL pattern successfully. The learners of English on the other hand do not
seem to have noticed that the dependent clause is used more often in English
(TL) than in their native language (Dutch). They do seem to transfer the L1
patterns to the TL. However, it must again be noted that within-group
variation is considerable, and use seems to be heavily dependent on speaker
preferences.

The overall analyses of the use of the progressive showed no
significant differences between the native speakers and the learners of Dutch
and English. The analyses for the three different types of situations showed
the same pattern for the L1 and L2 speakers of English. This confirms the
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hypothesis that progressive forms occur more in activities and causative
actions than in locomotion events for L2 speakers of English.

However, for the Dutch speakers, the analyses for the three different
types of situations did show a difference between native speakers and
learners. Whereas the pattern for the use of the progressive with causative
actions (relatively high) and locomotion events (low) was similar for the L1
and L2 speakers, the L2 speakers used fewer progressive forms with
activities than the native speakers. The hypothesis that progressive forms
would occur more in activities and causative actions than in locomotion
events for L2 Dutch speakers was only partially met. The L2 effect could not
be explained by the high variability within the group of L2 speakers,
because a high variability was also found in the L1 group. The L2 speakers
of Dutch thus seem to undergeneralise use of the progressive form with
activities in the TL. It has been suggested that this undergeneralisation could
have been caused by the particular lexical items available for verbalising
some of the activities in Dutch (see 4.7.4). The analyses showed that L2
speakers do indeed use more to play + activity forms in their Dutch
verbalisations than the Dutch L1 speakers. Consequently, they use fewer
progressive forms, because to play + activity is not usually combined with is
aan het in Dutch.

For the use of resultant states, no differences were found between
the L1 speakers and the L2 learners of both Dutch and English. This finding
indicates that the L2 learners perform at native-like level for the use of the
resultant states.

7.1.4  Other interesting findings

Besides the answers to the research questions, the studies presented in
chapters 3, 4 and 6 also produced some other unexpected but interesting
results. These findings could help in explaining the answers to the research
questions, and give some directions for further research.

Stimulus-effect

The analyses of the two narrative data sets clearly show that the findings on
information structure in narratives are partially dependent on the task that is
used. Task effects were found for number of utterances, use of resultant
states, and the use of the progressive. Further analyses showed that the task
effect for the use of resultant states and the progressive was only present
within the English dataset. The analyses of the ‘frog story’ data also clearly
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indicated that the use of environmental forces as syntactic subject of a clause
is task-dependent. Differences in the number of utterances can be easily
explained when looking at the two stimuli, one is a film, and the other is a
picture book. Whereas the film has a set length, which influences the
retelling of the narrative, participants are free to interpret the pictures in the
picture-book in their own way.

Narratives vs. single event retellings

The empirical studies showed a considerable difference between the
narrative retellings and the single event studies in the use of progressive
aspect and resultant states, which was not expected to such an extent. In a
narrative, speakers have to temporally connect a series of events, whereas
this is not necessary in single event retellings. In describing unrelated
events, the speaker’s task of information selection and segmentation
becomes less complex. Speakers can also take a ‘new’ temporal and narrator
perspective for every scene and alternate between perspectives between
scenes, as the scenes need not be linked together temporally. This makes it
easier for Dutch speakers to sometimes use the ‘English” perspective, with
many progressive forms. Nevertheless, speakers seem to have individual
preferences and they only switch when they are ‘forced” by the stimulus.
However, the use of the progressive in Dutch seems to be at least partly
dependent on the semantic features of the events presented. It is used often
in the single event studies, especially with causative actions and activities.
The single event studies also showed that the progressive form was used
much less often with locomotion events in Dutch. This finding provides an
additional explanation for the low use of the progressive form in the
narrative retellings, because in the stimuli (‘quest’ and the ‘frog story’)
mainly locomotion events are depicted.

Indicating specificity

The use of progressive forms and resultant states were both considered to be
ways of making an event specific (in order to avoid a generic interpretation).
As expected, in English the progressive form was mostly used for this
‘purpose’, optionally combined with a resultant state. In Dutch, however,
speakers were much more variable in their preferences. Dutch speakers used
progressive forms, objects, endpoints, directions, instruments and locations.
Nevertheless, in some utterances, no specifying element was present at all. It
thus seems to be the case that for some Dutch speakers in some descriptions
it was not necessary to specify the event. In 4.7 it was suggested that because
the participant assumed that the experimenter would understand what they
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meant anyway, because the experimenter was present and aware of the
content of the stimuli, no specifying element was present. It could also be the
case that some speakers had difficulties interpreting some of the clips and/or
in identifying the referents, and were therefore deliberately ‘vague’ in their
descriptions. These findings lead to a number of suggestions for future
research, as described in 7.4.

Saliency of the form-function relationship

Earlier studies suggested that the saliency of the form-function relationship
influences L2 acquisition of information structure (Von Stutterheim &
Carroll, 2003; 2006). This lead to the hypothesis that it would be easier to
learn information structure in English as an L2 because of the saliency of the
progressive form, than to learn Dutch as an L2, because there are no rules as
for when the progressive form can be used. The results showed that, for
English, there were no differences at al between L1 and L2 speakers.
Moreover, besides the use of the progressive with ‘activities’, there were no
differences in the use of the progressive form or resultant states between
learners and native speakers of Dutch. Despite the fact that the progressive
form is not grammaticalized in Dutch, the ‘restrictions’” applying to its use
seem to be learnable for L2 learners.

Therefore, the idea that the saliency of the form-function
relationship is influential in L2 performance does not seem to hold for the
very advanced learners in the present single event retelling studies. This
might however prove to be different for another (more typologically
distinct) language pairs or in a different task, e.g. narrative retelling or
spontaneous conversation.

Dutch as situated between German and English

Both L1 studies indicated that Dutch and English differ with respect to
(preferences in) information structure. Now how does this relate to earlier
research into English and German? The research presented in this
dissertation was conducted based on the expectation that Dutch and
German speakers would behave in a similar way, because of the similarities
between the two languages in word order and grammaticalization of the
progressive form. However, most of the results showed that the Dutch
speakers were not comparable to the German speakers. For instance, they
used more progressive forms and fewer resultant states than was expected
on the basis of the German data. In general, the present results indicate that
Dutch is positioned somewhere in-between German and English on the
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continuum for information structure. Moreover, for the use of the
progressive form, Dutch is closer to English, for clause and event type and
thematic perspective, Dutch seems to be closer to German.

7.2 Discussion

The three empirical studies presented in chapters 3, 3, and 6 showed some
interesting results. In this paragraph, these results will be related to the
theories that were presented in the theoretical chapters 2 and 5.

7.2.1  The language production model and thinking for speaking

In the theoretical part of this thesis, two theories were discussed: Levelt's
language production model, and Slobin’s thinking for speaking. The
question underlying these theories was: At what point in the language
production process does native language show its influence? To resume,
researchers have taken different positions in this last question. In this thesis,
the moderate position which claims that there is interdependence between
conceptualizing and linguistic knowledge was used as a starting point for
the analyses. As was already explained in 2.2, two different assumptions
exist within this moderate position: Levelt's assumption that the pre-verbal
message is tuned to language-specific needs at the end of the conceptualisation
process (Levelt, 1989), and the thinking for speaking hypothesis, which
argues that conceptualisation as a component of language production is
always based on language-specific features (Slobin, 1996).

L1 speakers

Even though Levelt's model only predicts language-specific differences at
the micro-planning level of information structure (in e.g. information
selection, as calculated by the mentioning of resultant states), earlier
empirical studies also show language specific differences at the
macroplanning level (e.g. Von Stutterheim, 2003; Von Stutterheim & Carroll,
2006).

The L1 analyses presented in the empirical chapters in this thesis
also seem to contradict some of Levelt’s claims. At the macro-planning level
of information structure, the narrative study showed that speakers of Dutch
and English hold significantly different preferences in perspective taking
(protagonist vs. environmental force). These differences seemed to be related
to language-specific word order patterns, as was proposed by e.g. Carroll
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(2007), Carroll and Von Stutterheim (2002) and von Stutterheim and Carroll
(2007) (see 2.4.4). Moreover, the grammatical feature “progressive aspect’, at
the microplanning level of information structure, also seemed to influence
general narrator perspective. On the one hand, speakers of Dutch chose to
represent the series as events as a bounded chain of events, using many
resultant states and few progressives. On the other hand, speakers of English
represented the chain of events as ongoing, using many progressives and
few resultant states. This indicates that the use of the progressive form was
also language dependent. The analyses of the L1 single event data also
showed significant language-specific differences at both the macroplanning
(clause structure) and the microplanning level (progressive form).

Second language learners

For bilingual or second language speakers, De Bot (2000) also proposed that
the macroplanning tier of the conceptualiser forms a single subsystem
between a bilingual speaker’s languages. Microplanning would be language-
specific, at least to a certain degree (De Bot, 2000; Francis, 2004). De Bot
suggests that some elements of the two languages may be represented and
stored separately for each language or in a shared system depending on a
number of factors, such as linguistic distance between the languages and the
level of proficiency in the languages involved (De Bot, 2000). This view was
partly based on an earlier study by Paradis (1987) who proposed a
hypothesis of coherence between linguistic distance and separate or joint
storage, based on neurolinguistic research.

Again the results of the empirical studies into L2 speakers show a
somewhat different picture. The L2 analyses presented in chapter 6 show not
only that at least one element of information structure at the macroplanning
level is language-specific, but also that such an element is particularly hard
to acquire for L2 learners: the L2 learners in this study showed difficulties in
the acquisition of target language clause structure (main clause vs.
dependent clause). However, the acquisition of grammatical features at the
microplanning level of information structure seemed significantly less
problematic. Not only did the L2 speakers acquire the overall use of the
progressive form up to native like standards, they also used the form
appropriately with the different situation types presented in the experiment.
The only ‘problem’ occurred with the L2 Dutch learners’ use of the
progressive form with ‘activities’, which was partly caused by different
lexical choices made by the learners. So despite the language-specific
preferences for the Dutch and English speakers in microplanning, these
elements can be successfully acquired by L2 speakers.
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These results partly replicate earlier L2 studies by e.g. von
Stutterheim (2003) and von Stutterheim and Carroll (2006), which showed
that learners of English acquired TL use of the grammatical features up to a
high level, whereas learners of German (a language closely resembling
Dutch) were significantly less successful.

7.2.2  Relating the results to Levelt’s blueprint for the speaker

So, what can be concluded from all this concerning Levelt's language
production model? Based on the empirical data presented in this thesis,
Levelt’s proposition that language-specific requirements only come into play
at the microplanning level of information does not seem to hold. Evidence
from the L1 comparisons showed language specific preferences in
structuring and selection of information, both processes at the level of
macroplanning. Grammatical features seem to influence both elements at the
micro and macroplanning level of information structure.

Moreover, evidence from the L2 studies shows that whereas learners
of Dutch and English display (almost) no problems in acquiring elements at
the micro level of information structure (progressive aspect), they do have
problems with the acquisition of clause structure, at the macroplanning
level. These problems occur despite the (linguistic) proximity of the Dutch
and English language and the fact that the learners in the present study were
very advanced. I will return to these issues in 7.2.4.

7.2.3 Relating the results to thinking for speaking

In his thinking for speaking hypothesis, Slobin argues that conceptualization
as a component of language production is always based on language-
specific principles. According to Slobin, “thinking for speaking involves
picking those characteristics that (a) fit some conceptualization of the event,
and (b) are readily encodable in the language” (1987, p. 435). This definition
implies that if there are differences between the two languages of a speaker
in either conceptualisations of the event or the degree in which these are
codeable, this would lead to a conflict for the speaker when producing
discourse in the L2. Unfortunately, Slobin does not discuss whether these
principles are the same for shorter pieces of language produced, such a
single event descriptions.

Looking at the two L1’s in the studies presented in this thesis, it
seems that the different elements of the events presented in the stimuli, such
as perspective, temporal structure, and spatial relations are readily codeable
in both languages. Moreover, speakers of Dutch and English do explicitly
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encode these features in their verbalisations or discourse. Preferences for
native speakers of Dutch and English, in narratives as well as single event
retelling however, did differ (see above and chapter 3 and 3). Speakers of
Dutch and English seem to have different ways of thinking for speaking.

As for the conceptualisations: because of the presence of the native
language, and cognitive maturation, a speaker’s conceptualisations of the
objects and events in the world have already been formed in L1. A speaker’s
thinking might be influenced by conceptualisations that are based on the
native language: speakers of Dutch and English seem to “think for speaking’.
However, it seems that speakers are able to conceptualise in their L2 to a
certain extent. At the microplanning level, the Dutch learners of English
have acquired the use of the progressive form up to near-native level. Even
the native English learners of Dutch have acquired some of the
microplanning subtleties of the target language. Moreover, when these L2
Dutch speakers performed non-TL like, this seemed to be caused by lexical
rather than conceptual choices made in language production. As for higher
level language production, Slobin’s theory of ‘thinking for speaking’ seems
to be supported by the data: macro level conceptualisation has not been fully
acquired by both groups of L2 learners.

However, the results cannot be entirely explained by Slobin’s
proposition of thinking for speaking. As was mentioned before, Slobin’s
theory of thinking for speaking was designed based on discourse/ narrative
data. The present L2 data were collected in a single-event retelling
experiment, which required only the production of short, non-connected,
stretches of speech. These therefore concern a different level of language
production (see Table 7.1). As the table shows, the differences in preferences
at the lower level of conceptualisation and language production could be
acquired by advanced L2 speakers, but elements at the higher level were
(and are expected to be) much more problematic.

Table 7.1 (Grammatical) Features of information structure, level of
conceptualisation and level of language production

L2? Feature of IS Level of Level of production?
conceptualisation?

? Temporal structure - Text structure - Connected discourse

? Thematic structure - Text structure - Connected discourse

No Clause type - Macroplanning - Sentence-level

Yes Resultant states - Macroplanning - Sentence-level

Yes Progressive form - Microplanning - Sentence-level
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L2? Feature of IS Level of Level of production?
conceptualisation?
Yes Word order - Microplanning - Sentence-level

Another reason for this inconclusiveness is the fact that language and the
forms and use of specific linguistic structures (such as word order and
progressive aspect) only lead to preferences for certain patterns of
information structure. Temporal and thematic perspective and sentence
structuring seem to be influenced by one’s native language, but are certainly
not entirely determined by linguistic features. Speakers’ individual
preferences play an important role in macroplanning, but also in
microplanning, especially when elements of the language are not fully
grammaticalized (such as progressive aspect in Dutch).

7.2.4 Towards a new model

As was demonstrated in the previous paragraphs Levelt's model, De Bot’s
expectations for L2 learners and Slobin’s model of ‘thinking for speaking’
did not seem to be able to fully explain the results found in the empirical
studies presented in this thesis.

It thus seems to be the case that conceptualizing works in a way
different than described by Levelt and Slobin. Macro and microplanning in
the conceptualiser do seem to be influenced by another factor: the
grammatical features available in the language in question. Examples of
such grammatical features that were researched in this study are progressive
aspect and word order. This does not only seem to be true at the discourse
level of language production, but also at the utterance level, where
grammatical features such as word order and progressive aspect are related
to preferences at a higher level of language production, such as clause
structure (see figure 7.1).

Language-specificity thus seems to play a role for conceptualisation
earlier in the language production process than was assumed by Levelt.
Levelt assumed these aspects only to be relevant in microplanning, but the
present studies show clear language-specific influences in macroplanning.
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CONCEPTUALISER

MACROPLANNING

word order

progressive aspect

ﬂ x GRAMMATICAL FEATURES

MICROPLANNING

I

input;
pre-verbal message

FORMULATOR

Figure 7.1 The language production model revised

The process of conceptualising in a second language seems to be even more
complicated. Some aspects of information structure, those at the
microplanning level, seem to be learnable for L2 learners to a large extent.
However, some macroplanning aspects of information structure, that seem
to be at least in part dependent on the microplanning elements and the
grammatical features of the L2, seem to be harder to acquire for L2 learners.
This could be caused by the fact that the progressive aspect is a salient
feature of the language in both English and Dutch. It is relatively easy to
recognise the form and its function. This seems to be the case in Dutch, even
though the form is never obligatory. Macroplanning elements of information
structure seem to be even more dependent on personal preferences.
Moreover, both options in e.g. clause structure, that is main or dependent
clause, are always correct (in the current studies). Therefore, L2 learners
stand for the difficult task of acquiring non-salient preferences in their L2
that they are probably not even aware of in their L1.

7.3 Limitations

The research presented in this thesis also has some limitations. Limitations
with respect to task, timing aspects and medium will be represented in 7.3.1.
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Limitations with respect to level of complexity are represented in 7.3.2. Some
further limitations can be found in 7.3.3.

7.3.1 Task, time and medium

Firstly, information structure seems to be dependent on task-specific
differences with respect to the medium used for presenting the stimulus.
The analyses of the two types of narratives (‘quest’ and ‘frog story’) showed
differences between these stimuli as for the use of resultant states, the use of
the progressive form and thematic structure. These results indicate that
information structure and a speaker’s inclination to use certain
(grammatical) structures to retell motion events are task sensitive, at least
within the genre of narrative retellings. Therefore, it remains difficult to
draw conclusions about information structure based on a single experiment.
Nevertheless, the current results of the narratives studies show clear
tendencies for speakers of English and Dutch for both narrative stimuli, and
the differences between the languages are significant for both ‘quest’ and
‘frog story’.

Information structure also seems to be influenced by time-related
features of the single events. Earlier research by Natale (2008) already
showed that the time allowed for verbalising between video clips influenced
the use of the progressive form. Natale’s studies showed that Italian
speakers used more progressive forms in the time-pressured condition in all
categories (see also 2.7.4). In Natale’s experiment, time pressure meant a
five-second pause between clips, and non time-pressure meant a seven-
second pause between clips. In the single event experiments reported on in
this thesis, a three-second pause was used between clips. According to
Natale’s classification, this would count as extreme time pressure. Natale’s
experiments showed higher use of the progressive form in the time-pressure
condition for Italian speakers. It would therefore be interesting to see
whether lengthening of the time between clips to e.g. five or seven seconds
could lead to a substantially lower use of the progressive form in Dutch and/
or English.

7.3.2  Level of complexity

Secondly, information structure is dependent on the level of complexity asked
of the participant. In a narrative task, speakers have to build a coherent
story, consisting of temporally and structurally connected sentences.



233

Elements of information structure, such as the use of temporal forms, choice
of topic and focus, and thematic perspective taking are important in this
process. Speakers generally adopt one perspective, and continue in this
‘mode’ for the rest of the task. In the single event retelling task, temporal and
thematic perspective taking do not depend on previously information given,
and can change for every stimulus. Speakers are thus much freer in their
choice.

The difference in complexity also causes the cognitive load for the
participants to be much higher in the narrative task than in the single event
retelling task. In the narrative task, the participants were asked to describe
‘what is happening’, preferably in a single sentence. Therefore, in this task,
temporally or structurally linking sentences was not necessary, which would
significantly reduce the cognitive load for the participant. A lower cognitive
load would make the task easier for participants. In the L1 condition of the
present experiments, this does not seem to be a very important factor, as all
speakers are expected to be highly proficient in their L1. However, in L2
studies, the height of the cognitive load could be a relevant factor. Even
though all participants in the present L2 experiment were considered highly
proficient in the their respective L2’s, this classification was based on a
lexical decision task in which the participant was tested on single words,
and a Dialang ‘Structures’ task, in which participants were tested on isolated
sentences. Therefore, testing on L2 discourse-proficiency as well seems to
recommendable.

7.3.3  Other limitations

Finally, the learnability of information structure is not only dependent on
macro vs. microplanning aspects. Other, non-linguistic, factors also seem to
play a role. As was already suggested by Kousta et al (2008), the ease with
which language-specific elements of information structure can be acquired
by learners could be dependent on the linguistic proximity of the languages,
and the extent of overlap between languages with respect to the
phenomenon under study. The fact that Dutch and English are both
Germanic languages with many similarities in both syntax and semantics
could have facilitated the learners’ acquisition process. Moreover, all
learners in the present studies were highly proficient in their L2. Finally,
according to DeKeyser (2000) the learners’ verbal analytic ability could also
influence ultimate achievement: only adults with a high level of verbal
analytical ability will reach near-native competence in their second
language. All learners of English that participated in the studies described in
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this thesis were students of English at university or PhD level. Among the L2
learners of Dutch were many (psycho) linguists. All participants were
educated at university level. Language and linguistics students and
researchers may be assumed to have a high level of verbal analytical ability
because of their training in linguistic pattern recognition and L2 syntax. This
limits the scope of the studies presented in this thesis.

7.4 Suggestions for future research

Based on the findings discussed in chapters 3, 4, and 6, there are several
suggestions for future research. Naturally, these are also related to some
extent to the (methodological) issues which were raised in the previous
paragraph.

74.1 Eye-tracking research

In the present study, linguistic tasks were used, because of the analysis of
information structure in Dutch and English. Language-production is a
conscious process. However, linguistic relativity implies that some choices
made in conceptualisation are subconscious. These subconscious choices
could not be tested in the present (linguistic) studies. It has been suggested
(e.g. Von Stutterheim & Nuese, 2003) that language production could
subconsciously guide e.g. a speaker’s eye-movements. Therefore, the present
single event description task was accompanied by an eye-tracking task to be
able to analyse these eye-movements. A further step in the current research
project is therefore to combine these eye-tracking data with the linguistic
data, in order to find out whether the use of certain linguistic patterns (e.g.
clause structure, use of resultant states or the progressive form) is related to
a participant’s eye movement patterns. So do speakers of Dutch and English
also have significantly different eye-movement patterns? Moreover, if such
patterns were found (as was the case in earlier, similar eye-tracking studies
by e.g. Von Stutterheim & Niise, 2003), it would also be interesting to see
whether L2 learners eye-movement patterns are similar to those speakers of
their L1 or to those of native speakers of their L2.

On the other hand, we could also ask ourselves whether speakers of
languages that behave similarly in their use of grammatical features and
information structure also show similar eye-movement patterns. In other
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words, are eye-movements really subconscious (i.e. related to the L1), or are
they guided by the language we speak at a certain time?

7.4.2 Different languages

In the previous paragraph it was also suggested that the fact that Dutch and
English were used as test-languages in the present study could have
influenced the generalisability of the current results for the theories
discussed (Levelt's language production model and Slobin’s thinking for
speaking). In future studies, it would be interesting to research more distinct
language pairs, in which e.g. one of the 2 has a grammaticalized
progressive/imperfective form (e.g. Spanish), and the other has no often-
used progressive form (e.g. Norwegian, Swedish). Therefore, the single
event experiment is currently being conducted with speakers of other
languages, such as German, French, Japanese and Bahasa, as well as Dutch
learners of Japanese and French. By comparing linguistic and eye-tracking
data for these languages, we can come to a better understanding of the
specific grammatical features underlying information structure, and the
relationships between these features.

7.4.3 Different participants

Moreover, all learners of English that participated in the studies described in
this thesis were students of English at university or PhD level. Among the L2
learners of Dutch were many (psycho) linguists. As was mentioned before,
language and linguistics students and researchers may be assumed to have a
high level of verbal analytical ability because of their training in linguistic
pattern recognition and L2 syntax. It would be worthwhile to repeat the
present experiment with a group of advanced L2 speakers at a lower level of
general education, and fewer verbal analytic skills (i.e. naturalistic language
learners), to see whether verbal analytical ability influences L2 performance
of elements of information structure.

74.4 Different tasks

Moreover, the present group of advanced L2 learners performed well on the
lexical decision task and the Dialang test. Their performance on the single
event retelling task was native-like. It would be interesting to see whether
these participants also show native-like behaviour when performing the
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cognitively more difficult narrative task in their L2. In other words, can they
translate the use of grammatical features in single utterances to information
structure in discourse? Slobin’s theory of ‘thinking for speaking’ suggests
that speakers are likely to adhere to their L1 patterns when producing
discourse, and will therefore perform worse on a more complex discourse
task. Moreover, research into L2 discourse would also make a more detailed
analysis of L2 sentence and text structure possible.

7.5 Implications

In this thesis, an experimental approach towards linguistic relativity was
taken. Hypotheses concerning information structure in Dutch and English
were tested by means of experiments making use of motion event stimuli.
An important point for discussion are the implications that (the results of)
these studies might have for the different fields of linguistics.

7.5.1 Linguistic relativity

The L2 studies presented in this thesis were set up to (among others) test the
theory of linguistic relativity. As was already mentioned in chapter 5, most
studies on thinking for speaking or linguistic relativity in L2 are based on the
same rationale. It is generally accepted that normally developing children
have acquired nearly all aspects of linguistic competence in their native
language by the age of 5 or 6. If language does indeed affect the way we
think, then non-linguistic conceptual representations should by then reflect
the specific language that has been learnt. Therefore, if a speaker acquires
the L2 after the age of 6, the semantics of the L2 would be mediated by
conceptual clues rather than L1 linguistic aspects (de Groot, 1992; Potter, So,
von Eckardt & Feldman, 1984 all in Kousta et al., 2008).

Earlier research into the question whether language influences the
way we think produced conflicting results. Studies by Boroditsky et al (2002)
indicated that learning a new language can change the way one thinks, and
that representations of action events are not universal and that speakers of
different languages do attend to, partition, and remember their experiences
differently, simply due to the implementational differences of the languages
they speak. The present findings seem to be in line with these results: some
L2 speakers have indeed adapted their information structure to the
preferred structure of the target language, and thus have changed their ‘way
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of thinking’. However, as was already noted before, this seems to be
evidence against the linguistic relativity hypothesis.

Studies by other researchers (e.g. Athanasopoulos, 2006) indicated
that intermediate bilingual speakers tended to follow the pattern of
monolingual L1 speakers whereas advanced bilingual speakers behaved
similarly to the monolingual L2 speakers (Athanasopoulos, 2006, Kousta et
al. 2008). Nevertheless, Athanasopoulos was very cautious about
interpreting the results as evidence for a role of language on non-linguistic
cognition, because of the linguistic elements of the task (instruction)
(Athanasopoulos, 2001, in Athanasopoulos, 2006; Cook, Bassetti, Kasali,
Sasaki & Takahasi, 2006). Boroditsky and colleagues (Boroditsky & Schmidt,
2000; Phillips & Boroditsky, 2003; see also Boroditsky, Schmidt, & Phillips,
2003) also showed that L2 behaviour was predicted by proficiency rather
than native language by investigating Spanish—-German-English trilingual
speakers with varying degrees of proficiency in their different languages
(Kousta et al., 2008). The present experiment showed that native-like L2 use
was not attained by the L2 learners as a group, but only by some individual
speakers, even though the L2 learners were all very advanced (C1/C2 level).
Comparing individual data was hardly possible because of the large
individual variation within the native speaker groups. Nevertheless, this
again seems to be evidence against the linguistic relativity hypothesis.

In all, the present studies thus present new evidence against the
linguistic relativity hypothesis. Acquisition of L2 microplanning (and
sometimes also macroplanning) structures seems to be possible, dependent
on a variety of learner characteristics and possibly the complexity and
saliency of the language specific features of the L2.

7.5.2 L2 acquisition, education and professional use

The studies presented in this thesis showed that structural (linguistic)
proximity of two languages might be helpful for successful L2 acquisition of
elements such as the lexicon and grammar, but that this proximity might not
be enough for the successful acquisition of information structure in L2.

All participants in the present studies had had formal instruction in
the TL. The Dutch learners of English mostly acquired the L2 in a formal
setting (at secondary school/ in higher education), and many of the native
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English L2 learners of Dutch took an NT2 course® in order to pass the
“staatsexamen Nederlands”. However, there was considerable variation
within these L2 groups as to whether the speakers had attained native-like
performance of the macrostructural elements of information structure, such
as clause structure.

Therefore, it might be recommended to include some instruction on
information structure and especially its relationship with grammatical
features such as word order and tense and aspect in advanced L2 courses.
By directing attention to differences in information structure between the
native and target language, L2 speakers would gain more awareness of and
insight in the preferred uses of different elements of information structure in
the L2.

The differences in information structure that were discussed in this thesis
might also have implications for intercultural and international business
communication. When communicating with speakers of foreign languages
in a business or other formal setting, information structure is an important
aspect of foreign language production. Even if grammar and lexical
elements of the L2 are used correctly in the grammatical sense, there might
be inconsistencies or a feeling of non-native-likeness, caused by language-
specific preferences in information structure. Attention for structural
differences between languages and their implications for the functions of the
grammatical features involved should be part of intercultural and
international business communication: what works in one language, might,
once ‘translated” into the other language, be less effective, or even counter
effective.

5% NT2: Nederlands als Tweede Taal/ Dutch as a Second Language
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Appendix D - Lexical decision task

The task

All L1 and L2 speakers participating in the single event experiment did a
lexical decision task in the test-language. The lexical decision task was used
to measure accuracy and reaction time in the test language. Native speakers
as well as L2 speakers were tested to make a comparison between L2 and
target language speakers possible. The basic procedure involves measuring
how quickly people classify stimuli as words or nonwords. The task
consisted of 116 stimuli, half of which were words, and half of which were
non-words. The stimuli were presented in two blocks of 58 items, preceded
by a 10-item practice set. All words in the task were verbs that could be used
to describe the video stimuli. Non-words were matched for frequency with
the words and differed from real words by only 1 phoneme. The words and
non-words in the lexical decision task were categorised into the same 7
situation types as the video clips.

Outliers and errors

Data cleaning procedures were based on error rates for items and
participants. Based on these analyses, no items or participants were deleted
from the dataset. Reaction times that were outside the range of two standard
deviations from both the participant and item mean were considered as
outliers and were discarded (no outliers for L1/ L2 English, 1.14% of all data
for L1 Dutch, 1.36% of all data for L2 Dutch). Incorrect responses were also
removed from the data (3.72% of all data for L1 English, 6.07% of all data for
L2 English, 3.51% of all data for L1 Dutch, 6.97% of all data for L2 Dutch).

Error analyses were performed on the English and Dutch data
(ANOVA repeated measures, factors ‘status (word vs. non-word)" and
‘language’). These analyses showed that for the L1 and L2 English speakers,
there was no significant effect of ‘status’ [F (1, 45) =.90, p=.35]. There was
however a significant effect for the factor ‘language’ [F (1, 45) =5.31, p<.05].
There was no significant interaction effect [F (1, 45) =2.27, p=.14].

Error analyses for the Dutch speakers showed that for the L1 and L2
English speakers, there was a significant effect of ‘status’ [F(1,38)=26.85,
p<.001]. There was also a significant effect for the factor ‘language’ [F (1, 38)
=8.54, p<.01]. There was no significant interaction effect [F (1, 38) =3.90,
p=.056]. Native speakers of Dutch make fewer errors in the lexical decision
task than the learners. Both learners and native speakers make more errors
for the non-words.
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Reaction times

Statistical analyses (Repeated measures ANOVA, within subject factors
‘status” and ‘situation type’, between subjects factor ‘language’) showed that
overall, the L2 speakers of English were not significantly slower than the L1
speakers [Fi1(1,35)=3.85, p=.056; F2(1,113)=25.05, p<.001] (see table D1), but
that all speakers were slower for non-words than for words [F1(1,45)=81.79,
p<.001; F2(1,113)=36.77, p<.001]. These results indicate that the L2 speakers
performed at native-like level for reaction time in the lexical decision task.
There were no significant interaction effects. These results indicate that the
global pattern in the lexical decision task was the same for the L1 and the L2
speakers.

Table D1 Reaction times on the lexical decision task for L1 and L2
speakers of English and Dutch (means per participant).

Language Word Non-word
Mean RT in SE Mean RT in SE
ms. ms.
L1 English 629.35 16.04 703.90 22.78
L2 English 665.43 15.70 768.92 22.30
L1 Dutch 602.65 17.84 755.55 35.93
L2 Dutch 737.80 27.25 926.92 54.89

Statistical analyses also showed that overall, the L2 speakers of Dutch were
significantly slower than the L1 speakers [F1(1,38)=11.01, p<.01;
F2(1,114)=104.88, p<.001] (see table D1), and that all speakers were slower for
non-words than for words [Fi(1,38)=53.30, p<.001; F2(1,114)=140.13, p<.001]
There were no significant interaction effects. These results indicate that the
global pattern in the lexical decision task was the same for the L1 and the L2
speakers.

Based on the error analyses and the reaction time data, it can be concluded
that the L2 speakers of both Dutch and English are somewhat less proficient
than the native speakers. The learners make more errors, and have longer
reaction times. However, the results from the Dialang test indicate that they
are (very) advanced in their knowledge of target language grammatical
structures.
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Samenvatting in het Nederlands

Proefschrift:

‘De invloed van grammaticale factoren op informatiestructuur in het Nederlands en
Engels als eerste en tweede taal’

Een van de oudste manieren waarop we taal gebruiken is door het vertellen
van verhalen (ook wel narratieven genoemd) en het beschrijven van
gebeurtenissen. Bij het vertellen van zo'n narratief gebruiken vertellers hun
eigen, specifieke, stijl. Waar de narratieven van verschillende vertellers met
dezelfde moedertaal opvallende parallellen vertonen laten narratieven van
sprekers met verschillende moedertalen opvallende verschillen zien. Het
lijkt zo te zijn dat de vorm waarin een spreker een narratief vertelt of een
gebeurtenis beschrijft (mede) bepaald wordt door de grammaticale vormen
die aanwezig zijn in zijn of haar moedertaal. In andere woorden:
grammaticale vormen hebben een belangrijke invloed op de
informatiestructuur van een tekst, in een bepaalde taal.

The theoretische basis van dit proefschrift ligt in twee taalwetenschappelijke
modellen. Het eerste is Willem Levelt’s ‘blueprint of the speaker’ model.
Volgens het model bestaat taalproductie uit drie processen, en wordt de
informatiestructuur al gevormd in de conceptualisator, het eerste onderdeel
in de taalproductie. Volgens Levelt is het conceptualisatieproces echter
(globaal) onder te verdelen in twee stappen: macroplanning en
microplanning. Een belangrijke vraag in het huidige onderzoek is op welk
moment van conceptualisatie informatiestructuur gevormd wordt. Naar
aanleiding van deze vraag wordt de tweede theorie, Dan Slobin’s ‘thinking
for speaking’ besproken. ‘Thinking for speaking’ wordt door Slobin
gedefinieerd als een speciale manier van denken, die sterk gerelateerd is aan
taal — namelijk het denken dat online gebeurt, tijdens het spreekproces. Bij
‘thinking for speaking’ worden die kenmerken van objecten en
gebeurtenissen geselecteerd die 1. passen bij de conceptualisatie van de
gebeurtenis en 2. meteen codeerbaar zijn in de betreffende taal. Eerder
onderzoek naar informatiestructuur in verschillende talen heeft uitgewezen
dat 2 grammaticale elementen zijn die de grootste invloed lijken te hebben
op informatiestructuur: het gebruik van de progressieve vorm en
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woordvolgorde. Op basis van dit onderzoek stonden de volgende vragen
centraal in dit onderzoek:

1. Wat zijn de belangrijkste verschillen in informatiestructuur tussen
Nederlandse en Engelse narratieven en beschrijvingen van korte
gebeurtenissen? (hoofdstuk 3 en 4)

2. Wat zijn de belangrijkste verschillen in informatiestructuur in
beschrijvingen van korte gebeurtenissen tussen moedertaalsprekers
en gevorderde tweedetaalsprekers van het Nederlands en Engels?
(hoofdstuk 6)

3. Hoe zijn deze verschillen in informatiestructuur gerelateerd aan de
grammaticale factoren (progressieve vorm en woordvolgorde) in de
verschillende talen?

Experiment 1

In het eerste deel van het empirisch onderzoek werden navertellingen van
een film (Quest) en een plaatjesboek (Frog Story) door Nederlandse en
Engelse moedertaalsprekers geanalyseerd en vergeleken met betrekking tot
perspectief, gebruik van de progressief, en gebruik van eindpunten en
objecten. Deze analyses bevestigden de verwachting dat Nederlanders en
Engelsen verschillen in hun macroplanning (selectie en structurering van
informatie). De analyses van het gebruik van zogenaamde
‘omgevingskrachten” in Quest ( ‘a sheet of paper almost hits the sandman’)
toonden aan dat Nederlanders in hun verhalen de voorkeur gaven aan een
perspectief waarin de protagonist (het zandmannetje) als belangrijkste
element werd gekenmerkt, terwijl de Engelsen hun perspectief eerder
baseerden op de plaats van het ‘onderwerp’ (het zandmannetje, danwel een
omgevingskracht). Analyses van het gebruik van de progressief
(microplanning) en eindpunten en objecten (macroplanning) toonden ook
een verschil tussen Nederlands en Engels aan. De moedertaalsprekers van
het Nederlands kozen ervoor om de aaneenschakeling van gebeurtenissen
na te vertellen als ‘bounded’. Zij gebruikten hierbij veel eindpunten en
objecten en weinig progressieve vormen. De moedertaalsprekers van het
Engels namen juist een ‘ongoing’ perspectief in, en gebruikten veel
progressieve vormen, en weinig eindpunten en objecten.

De conclusie is dus dat er grote verschillen zijn in informatiestructuur tussen
Nederlandse en Engelse narratieven wat betreft het gebruik van de
progressief, eindpunten en objecten en omgevingskrachten. Uit deze
bevindingen volgt een volgende vraag: hoe kunnen deze taalverschillen in
informatiestructuur in narratieven worden verklaard? Zowel dit als eerder
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onderzoek geeft aanleiding tot de gedachte dat tijdsperspectief, een
belangrijk onderdeel van informatiestructuur in narratieven, wordt
beinvloed door de grammaticale factoren woordvolgorde en (de
grammaticalisatie van) de progressieve vorm. De globale overeenkomsten
tussen de Nederlandse sprekers in dit onderzoek, en de Duitse sprekers in
eerder onderzoek zouden er op kunnen duiden dat de grammaticale
overeenkomsten tussen de talen, zoals de V2 regel in woordvolgorde,
gedeeltelijk de manier van selecteren en presenteren van informatie voor
verbalisering sturen.

Experiment 2

In een tweede experiment stonden conceptualisatie en verbalisatie van
informatie die wordt gepresenteerd in korte videofragmenten centraal. Deze
filmfragmenten verschilden in verschillende semantische aspecten (bv.
zichtbaarheid van een eindpunt of object, kort of lang traject etc.) van de
gebeurtenis die getoond werd in het fragment. Analyse van de data toonde
aan dat deze semantische aspecten de keuzes die sprekers maakten met
betrekking tot event representatie, tense en aspect, en gebruik van
eindpunten en objecten beinvloedde in zowel het Nederlands als het Engels.

Wederom werden moedertaalsprekers van het Nederlands en
Engels getest. De analyses van de data toonden aan dat de semantische
aspecten (situatietype) van de fragmenten een invloed hadden op de
verbalisering tijd en aspect en het gebruik van eindpunten en objecten.

De vergelijkende analyse van de twee talen toonde geen verschillen
aan in het type ‘gebeurtenis’ (macro- of deelgebeurtenis) dat werd
geverbaliseerd. Zowel sprekers van het Nederlands als het Engels gaven de
voorkeur aan het verbaliseren van de macro gebeurtenis.

Wat betreft het zinstype dat gebruikt wordt in de verbaliseringen
gaven de Engelse sprekers de voorkeur aan het gebruik de vorm ‘existential
+ dependent clause’ (there is a man who is doing X...). De Nederlandse
sprekers lieten geen duidelijke voorkeur zien voor een bepaalde vorm. Deze
resultaten voor het Nederlands weerspiegelen de flexibiliteit van de
woordvolgorde in het Nederlands. De V2-regel in het Nederlands laat alle
opties open voor het introduceren van nieuwe informatie. De eerste positie
in de zin kan dus ingevuld worden door een (focussed) existential (ik zie/ er
is) of door een subject of topic (een man/ een kind/ twee vrouwen).

Net als bij de narratieven was het grote verschil tussen de sprekers
van beide talen dat de Engelsen meer progressieve vormen gebruikten in
alle geteste situatietypen. Terwijl de Engelse to be -ing vorm volledig
gegrammaticaliseerd is, is het gebruik van de Nederlandse progressief nog
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beperkt. De Nederlandse progressief (meest de aan het + verb variant, maar
ook de bezig zijn met + verb en zitten/lopen/staan te + verb varianten worden
gebruikt) kunnen vrijelijk worden gebruikt bij het beschrijven van
activiteiten, en bij het beschrijven van (de meeste) causative actions. Gebruik
van deze vormen heeft echter niet de voorkeur bij het beschrijven van
locomotions. Deze resultaten komen niet overeen met eerdere resultaten van
Carroll (unpublished, 2004), waarin sprake was van slechts 10%
progressieve vormen bij causative actions. De huidige resultaten komen
echter wel overeen met perceptiedata van Flecken (2008), waaruit bleek dat
er een aanzienlijke daling was in het aantal keuzes voor is aan het tussen de
‘activities’, “‘change in state’ situaties en de locomotion zonder eindpunt aan
de ene kant, en de locomotion met eindpunt en de O-state situaties aan de
andere kant.

De resultaten voor het gebruik van eindpunten en objecten toonden
aan dat sprekers van het Engels meer eindpunten en objecten gebruikten
dan sprekers van het Nederlands. Dit resultaat gaat in tegen de
verwachtingen. Het verschil tussen het Nederlands en het Engels is echter
gering, en kan deels verklaard worden door het feit dat de Nederlanders ook
andere strategieén gebruiken om de specificiteit van de gebeurtenis aan te
duiden, zoals het noemen van locatie, richting en het gebruikte instrument.
Bij de sprekers van beide talen was er echter wel een verschil in het gebruik
van eindpunten of objecten afhankelijk van of dit eindpunt of object in de
video clip daadwerkelijk getoond werd. Deze bevinding toont aan niet
alleen (moeder)taal van invloed is op macroplanning, maar dat wat
daadwerkelijk zichtbaar is in de video clip ook belangrijk is.

De  bovenstaande  resultaten  beantwoorden de  eerste
onderzoeksvraag. Een hieruit volgende onderzoeksvraag was hoe de
gevonden verschillen in informatiestructuur gerelateerd zijn aan de
grammaticale factoren (progressieve vorm en woordvolgorde) in de
verschillende talen. De resultaten voor het zinstype suggereren dat
woordvolgorde van invloed is. De Engelse SVO woordvolgorde lijkt te
leiden tot een voorkeur voor het gebruik van de existential + dependent
clause vorm. De Nederlandse V2 woordvolgorde laat echter alle opties open
om nieuwe informatie te presenteren. Hiernaast geven de resultaten
aanleiding tot de gedachte dat de progressieve vorm van invloed is op
keuzes die gemaakt worden op het gebied van informatieselectie, om een
generieke interpretatie te voorkomen.
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Experiment 3

In het laatste experiment stonden conceptualisatie en verbalisatie van
informatie door tweedetaalsprekers centraal. Het voornaamste doel van dit
experiment was om de verschillen in informatiestructuur tussen
moedertaalsprekers en tweedetaalleerders van het Nederlands en Engels
bloot te leggen. Analyse van de data toonde aan dat de semantische aspecten
van de video clips de keuzes die tweedetaalsprekers maakten met
betrekking tot event representatie, tense en aspect, en gebruik van
eindpunten en objecten beinvloedde.

Als eerste werd zinstype geanalyseerd. Uit de analyses bleek dat er
een significant verschil was tussen de leerders en moedertaalsprekers van
het Engels in zowel het gebruik van hoofdzinnen als van er is + bijzin.
Moedertaalsprekers van het Engels gebruikten meer bijzinnen en minder
hoofdzinnen dan de leerders. De analyses van zinstype in Nederlands als
eerste en tweede taal toonden aan dat voor beide taalgroepen de keuze voor
hoofd en bijzin niet significant verschilde. Uit deze resultaten blijkt dus dat
leerders van het Nederlands de doeltaal tot in een vergevorderd stadium
beheersen. Dit was echter niet het geval voor de leerders van het Engels.
Deze sprekers lijken de ‘regels” en voorkeuren vanuit de moedertaal toe te
passen in de tweede taal. De variatie binnen de groepen is echter aanzienlijk,
en het gebruik van de verschillende zinstypen lijkt dan ook deels athankelijk
van de persoonlijke voorkeuren van sprekers.

Uit de analyses van het gebruik van de progressief bleken geen
verschillen tussen moedertaalsprekers en tweedetaalleerders van het
Nederlands of het Engels. Ook de analyses van de drie verschillende
situatietypen  toonden hetzelfde patroon voor de eerste en
tweedetaalsprekers van het Engels. Er was echter wel een verschil in het
gebruik van de progressief in de drie situatietypen tussen de leerders en de
tweedetaalsprekers van het Nederlands. Hoewel het gebruik van de
progressief in causative actions (relatief hoog) en locomotion (laag)
vergelijkbaar was voor eerste en tweedetaalsprekers, gebruikten de tweede
taalsprekers van het Nederlands minder vaak de progressieve vorm bij de
activiteiten. Dit tweedetaaleffect kan niet verklaard worden door de hoge
variatie binnen de groep tweedetaalsprekers, omdat deze er ook was binnen
de groep moedertaalsprekers.

Betreffende het gebruik van eindpunten en objecten werden er geen
verschillen gevonden tussen de eerste en tweedetaalleerders, wat erop wijst
dat de tweedetaalleerders hier op moedertaalniveau presteren.
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Owerige bevindingen

Bij de analyses van de narratieven werd naast de eerder besproken
resultaten ook een aantal stimuluseffecten gevonden. Stimuluseffecten
werden gevonden voor het aantal uitingen, het gebruik van eindpunten en
objecten en het gebruik van de progressief. Het stimuluseffect voor het
gebruik van eindpunten en objecten en het gebruik van de progressief was
echter alleen aanwezig voor de Engelse sprekers. Ook kunnen de verschillen
in het aantal uitingen eenvoudig verklaard worden door de kenmerken van
de twee stimuli: de een is een film, de ander is een platenboek. Terwijl de
film een vaststaande lengte heeft, wat de navertelling van het verhaal kan
beperken en structureren, zijn degenen die het platenboek navertellen vrij in
hun interpretatie van de tekeningen.

De analyses toonden een aanzienlijk verschil aan tussen de beide
experimenten in het gebruik van de progressieve vorm en eindpunten en
objecten. In een narratief moeten sprekers een serie gebeurtenissen
temporeel met elkaar verbinden, terwijl dit bij de beschrijvingen van de
korte video clips niet nodig was. Wanneer een spreker ongerelateerde
gebeurtenissen beschrijft, wordt zijn informatieselectie en segmentatietaak
minder complex. Ook kunnen sprekers steeds een nieuw (temporeel)
perspectief innemen, omdat de verschillende scenes niet aan elkaar
gekoppeld hoeven te worden. Dit maakt het voor de sprekers van het
Nederlands makkelijker soms wel en soms niet te kiezen voor het gebruik
van de progressieve vorm.

Zowel het gebruik van de progressief als dat van eindpunten en
objecten kunnen worden gezien als manieren om een gebeurtenis specifiek
te maken. Zoals verwacht werd in het Engels vooral de progressieve vorm
gebruikt voor dit doel, al dan niet gecombineerd met een eindpunt of object.
In het Nederlands was er echter veel meer variatie in de voorkeuren van
sprekers. Nederlanders gebruikten de progressief, objecten, eindpunten,
indicaties van locatie, richting en ze noemden gebruikte voorwerpen.
Desondanks was er in sommige verbaliseringen geen sprake van een enkel
speciferend element. Het lijkt dus zo te zijn dat het voor sommige
moedertaalsprekers van het Nederlands niet noodzakelijk was een
specificerend element te noemen (in een aantal uitingen). Een verklaring
hiervoor is dat de participant aannam dat de experimentator hem zowieso
zou begrijpen omdat deze aanwezig en op de hoogte van de inhoud van de
stimuli was. Een andere verklaring zou kunnen zijn dat sommige
participanten moeite hadden de clips te interpreteren of de referenten te
identificeren, en zij daarom opzettelijk vaag waren in hun beschrijvingen.



265

Eerdere studies toonden aan dat het belang van de relatie tussen vorm en
functie de tweedetaalverwerving van informatiestructuur beinvloedt (Von
Stutterheim & Carroll, 2003; 2006). Op basis van dit onderzoek werd
verwacht dat het eenvoudiger zou zijn om Engels als tweede taal te leren,
omdat de relatie tussen de vorm en functie van de progressief hier zeer
duidelijk is. Het zou daarentegen veel lastiger zijn om het Nederlands als
tweede taal te leren, omdat er in deze taal geen grammaticale regels zijn
over wanneer de progressief wel en niet gebruikt kan worden. Uit de
resultaten van het huidige onderzoek bleken geen verschillen in het gebruik
van de progressief tussen eerste en tweedetaalsprekers van het Engels. Voor
het Nederlands was er slechts een verschil bij de activities, waar er sprake
was van ondergeneralisatie. Ondanks het feit dat de progressief niet is
gegrammaticaliseerd in het Nederlands, lijken de belangrijkste beperkingen
voor het gebruik van de vorm dus toch te verwerven zijn voor
tweedetaalsprekers.

De bovenstaande resultaten wijzen er op dat het belang van de
relatie tussen vorm en functie minder groot is dan eerder gedacht. Een
andere combinatie van talen, of een andere taak zouden hier echter andere
resultaten op kunnen leveren.

Discussie

Zoals eerder gezegd lag de basis van dit proefschrift bij twee theorieén:
Levelt’s taalproductiemodel en Slobin’s ‘thinking for speaking’ theorie. De
onderliggende vraag was op welk punt in het taalproductieproces heeft de
moedertaal een grote invloed?

Ondanks dat n.a.v. Levelt's model alleen taalspecifieke verschillen
verwacht worden op microplanningniveau (bv. informatieselectie), toonden
deze en eerdere studies (bv. Von Stutterheim, 2003; Von Stutterheim &
Carroll, 2006) aan dat er ook op het macroplanningniveau van
informatiestructuur al verschillen waren in perspectiefaanname en het
gebruik van de progressief.

Voor tweetaligen of tweedetaalsprekers suggereert de Bot (2000) dat
er voor de macroplanning een conceptualiser is die een schakel vormt tussen
de twee talen. Microplanning zou wel taalspecifiek zijn, ten minste tot op
zekere hoogte. De Bot stelt dat sommige elementen van de twee talen apart
of juist gezamenlijk gerepresenteerd of opgeslagen zouden zijn, athankelijk
van een aantal factoren, zoals taalkundige afstand tussen de talen en het
taalvaardigheidsniveau van de spreker in de beide talen. Opnieuw wijzen de
resultaten van het empirisch onderzoek in een andere richting. De
tweedetaal analyses tonen niet alleen aan dat ten minste een element van
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informatiestructuur op macroplanning niveau (i.e. zinsstructuur)
taalspecifiek is, maar ook dat zo'n element erg moeilijk te verwerven is voor
tweedetaalleerders. Grammaticale aspecten op microplanning niveau lijken
stukken minder problematisch te zijn.

In zijn ‘thinking for speaking’ hypothese stelt Slobin dat
conceptualisatie, zijnde een onderdeel van taalproductie, altijd is gebaseerd
op taalspecifieke principes. Kijkend naar de twee talen die onderzocht
werden in dit proefschrift lijkt het zo te zijn dat de verschillende aspecten
die het situatietype van de stimuli bepalen, zoals perspectief, temporele
structuur en ruimtelijke relaties, codeerbaar zijn in beide talen. Voorkeuren
voor de sprekers van het Nederlands en Engels verschilden echter wel: ze
lijken andere manieren van ‘thinking for speaking’ te hebben.

Een spreker’s gedachten zouden dus beinvloed kunnen zijn door
conceptualisaties die voortkomen uit de moedertaal. Toch lijkt het zo te zijn
dat sprekers tot op bepaalde hoogte in staat zijn te conceptualiseren in hun
tweede taal. Op microplanningniveau hebben de Nederlandse leerders van
het Engels het gebruik van de progressief tot op zeer hoog niveau
verworven. Maar ook de Engelse leerders van het Nederlands hebben een
aantal van de microplanningelementen van het Nederlands verworven. Wat
betreft de taalproductie op macroplanningniveau lijkt Slobin’s theorie
ondersteund te worden: er is (nog) geen sprake van volledige verwerving
door de T2 leerders. Toch kunnen de resultaten niet volledig verklaard
worden door Slobin’s theorie. Deze theorie was namelijk gebaseerd op
discourse data. De T2 resultaten die werden gepresenteerd in dit proefschrift
werden verzameld door middel van een experiment met korte
navertellingen. Het betreft hier dus een ander niveau en genre van
taalproductie.

Conceptualisatie lijkt dus anders te werken dan beschreven werd
door Levelt en Slobin. Maar zowel macro als microplanning in de
conceptualisator lijken te worden beinvloed door een derde factor: de
grammaticale elementen die in een taal beschikbaar zijn. Voorbeelden van
zulke elementen zijn de progressieve vorm en woordvolgorde.
Taalspecifieke factoren lijken dus al eerder in het taalproductieproces een rol
te spelen dan eerder werd aangenomen.

Beperkingen van het onderzoek

Het onderzoek dat gepresenteerd wordt in dit proefschrift heeft ook een
aantal beperkingen. Ten eerste lijkt informatiestructuur afhankelijk te zijn
van taalspecifieke verschillen met betrekking tot het gebruikte medium voor
presentatie van de stimulus. Uit de analyses van de twee typen narratieven
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bleken verschillen tussen de stimuli (maar binnen de talen) in het gebruik
van eindpunten en objecten, de progressieve vorm en thematische structuur.
Deze resultaten wijzen erop dat informatiestructuur en het gebruik van
bepaalde (grammaticale) structuren taakgevoelig zijn. Het is daarom lastig
conclusies te trekken over informatiestructuur in narratieven op basis van
slechts de in dit proefschrift besproken experimenten. Toch wijzen de
resultaten op duidelijke verschillen tussen het Nederlands en Engels,
ongeacht het stimulitype.

In de single-events studie lijkt er ook een invloed te zijn van
tijdsfactoren op informatiestructuur. Eerder onderzoek van Natale (2008)
heeft aangetoond dat de tijd die beschikbaar is voor verbalisatie van de
gebeurtenissen in de video clips van invloed was op het gebruik van de
progressieve vorm in het Italiaans: bij hogere tijdsdruk werden er meer
progressieve vormen gebruikt. In Natale’s experiment was er sprake van
tijdsdruk bij een pauze van 5 seconden tussen de videoclips. In de normale
conditie was dit 7 seconden. In het in dit proefschrift beschreven onderzoek
werd een pauze van 3 seconden gebruikt. Volgens Natale’s definitie zou er
hier dus sprake zijn van extreme tijdsdruk. Het zou dus interessant kunnen
zijn te kijken naar de ontwikkeling van het gebruik van de progressieve
vorm in het Nederlands als de pauze tussen de clips verlengd zou worden
tot 5 of 7 seconden.

Ten derde is informatiestructuur afhankelijk van de complexiteit
van de taak. In de quest en frog story taak moesten de sprekers een
samenhangend verhaal vertellen dat bestaat uit temporeel en structureel met
elkaar verbonden zinnen. Onderdelen van informatiestructuur zoals het
gebruik van werkwoordstijden, het bepalen van topic en focus en thematisch
perspectief zijn in dit proces belangrijk. Sprekers kiezen meestal voor een
perspectief en houden hier de rest van de taak aan vast. Bij het navertellen
van korte gebeurtenissen hangen het thematisch en temporeel perspectief
niet af van eerder gegeven informatie en kunnen deze dus voor elke
stimulus verschillen. Sprekers zijn dus veel vrijer in hun keuze.

Door het verschil in complexiteit van de taken is de cognitieve
belasting voor de deelnemers in de narratief navertellingstaak veel groter
dan bij het navertellen van de losse gebeurtenissen. Omdat verwacht mag
worden dat moedertaalsprekers qua taalvaardigheid niet significant van
elkaar verschillen is deze factor hier niet van groot belang. In
tweedetaalstudies zou de hoogte van de cognitieve belasting echter wel een
rol kunnen spelen. Ondanks dat de huidige deelnemers een zeer hoog
niveau hadden in hun tweede taal, was dit oordeel gebaseerd op een lexicale
decisietaak waarin de participant werd getoetst op losse woorden, en op de
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Dialang toets ‘taalstructuren” waarin de participanten werden getoetst op
losse zinnen. De taalvaardigheid op discourseniveau in de tweede taal was
dus niet bekend.

Tenslotte is de leerbaarheid van informatiestructuur niet alleen
afthankelijk van macro en microplanningaspecten. Andere, niet taalkundige,
factoren lijken ook een rol te spelen. Zoals al werd gesuggereerd door
Kousta e.a. (2008) zou het gemak waarmee de taalspecifieke elementen van
informatiestructuur kunnen worden verworven afhankelijk kunnen zijn van
de taalkundige nabijheid tussen de bron en doeltaal, en de mate van overlap
tussen de talen met betrekking tot het bestudeerde fenomeen. Het feit dat
zowel het Nederlands als het Engels Germaanse talen zijn met veel
overeenkomsten in grammatica en woordenschat zou het leerproces
vergemakkelijkt kunnen hebben. Ook zou volgens De Keijser (2000) het
verbaal-analystisch vermogen van een leerder het uiteindelijk te bereiken
tweedetaalniveau kunnen beinvloeden. Alleen volwassenen met een groot
verbaal-analytisch vermogen zouden het niveau van moedertaalsprekers
kunnen bereiken. Alle leerders van het Engels die hebben deelgenomen aan
de studies die in dit proefschrift worden gepresenteerd waren studenten
Engels op universitair niveau. Ook veel van de T2 leerders van het
Nederlands hadden een taalwetenschappelijke achtergrond. Van studenten
taalwetenschap en talen mag verwacht worden dat zij over goede verbaal-
analytische vaardigheden beschikken. Dit gegeven beperkt de reikwijdte
van dit onderzoek enigszins.

Suggesties voor verder onderzoek

De resultaten van de verschillende studies die beschreven worden in dit
proefschrift leiden tot verschillende suggesties voor verder onderzoek. Deze
zijn vanzelfsprekend ook in zekere mate gerelateerd aan de
methodologische punten die naar voren zijn gekomen in de voorgaande
paragraaf. In de huidige studie werden talige taken gebruikt vanwege de
analyse van informatiestructuur in het Nederlands en Engels. Taalproductie
is een bewust proces. De Sapir-Whorf hypothese (‘linguistic relativity’)
impliceert echter dat sommige keuzes tijdens de conceptualisatie onbewust
worden gemaakt. Deze onbewuste keuzes konden in de huidige (talige)
studies niet getest worden. Uit eerder onderzoek (e.g. Von Stutterheim &
Nuese, 2003) is echter gebleken dat taalproductie onbewust oogbewegingen
zou kunnen sturen. Naar aanleiding van dit onderzoek werden het tweede
en derde experiment uitgevoerd in combinatie met een zogenaamde eye-
tracking taak, zodat het mogelijk was de oogbewegingen van de deelnemer
tijdens de taak te registreren. Een volgende stap in het huidige
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onderzoeksproject is om de linguistische data met deze oogbewegingsdata
te combineren. Op deze manier kan onderzocht worden of bepaalde
taalkundige patronen (bv. het gebruik van de progressief of eindpunten)
gerelateerd zijn aan iemand’s oogbewegingen voor of op het moment van
spreken. De vraag is dus of sprekers van het Nederlands ook significant
andere oogbewegingspatronen laten zien dan dan sprekers van het Engels.
En, als zulke patronen dan zouden worden gevonden, zou het ook
interessant zijn om te zien of de oogbewegingen van tweedetaalsprekers
zich hebben aangepast aan de doeltaal. Een andere vraag die we onszelf
zouden kunen stellen is of sprekers van talen waarvan de grammaticale
elementen en informatiestructuur grote overeenkomsten vertonen, ook
overeenkomsten vertonen in hun oogbewegingspatronen. In andere
woorden, zijn oogbewegingen echt onbewust, of worden ze ‘aangestuurd’
door de taal die we op een bepaald moment spreken.

In de vorige paragraaf werd ook naar voren gebracht dat het feit dat
juist het Nederlands en Engels de onderzochte talen waren de
generaliseerbaarheid van het huidige onderzoek met betrekking tot de
besproken theorieen beinvloed zou kunnen hebben. Het zou interessant zijn
om in de toekomst paren van talen te onderzoeken die grammaticaal verder
uit elkaar liggen. Op dit moment wordt onderzoek uitgevoerd met talen als
Duits, Frans, Japans, Bahasa en Nederlandse leerders van het Japans en
Frans. Door taalkundige en oogbewegingsdata voor deze talen te vergelijken
kunnen we een beter beeld krijgen van de specifieke grammaticale aspecten
die ten grondslag liggen aan informatiestructuur.

Daarnaast hadden zoals eerder vermeld alle deelnemers in het
huidige onderzoek een hoog opleidingsniveau en goede verbaal-analytische
vaardigheden. Het zou nuttig zijn om de huidige experimenten te herhalen
met een groep tweedetaalsprekers met een lager opleidingsniveau en
minder goede verbaal-analytische vaardigheden, om zodoende te toetsen of
deze vaardigheden de prestaties in de tweede taal beinvloeden.

Bovendien liet de huidige groep gevorderde T2 sprekers een hoge
score zien op de lexical decisie taak en de Dialang test. Ook de prestaties
tijdens het experiment waren vergelijkbaar met die van moedertaalsprekers.
De vraag is of deze deelnemers ook zo goed presteren op de cognitief
moeilijkere naverteltaak. In andere woorden, kunnen zij het gebruik van de
grammatical aspecten in losse zinnen vertalen naar een correcte
informatiestructuur in discours. Slobin’s ‘thinking for speaking’ theorie
suggereert dat de tweedetaalsprekers vast zullen houden aan patronen in
hun eerste taal wanneer zij discours produceren. Het is dan ook te
verwachten dat proefpersonen op de naverteltaak minder goed zullen
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presteren. Dit soort discoursonderzoek in de tweede taal zou ook een meer
gedetailleerde analyse van zins en tekststructuur in de tweede taal mogelijk
maken.

Implicaties

Een van de doelen van de T2 studies die in dit proefschrift gepresenteerd
werden was het toetsen van de ‘linguistic relativity’ theorie. De meeste van
de onderzoeken naar linguistic relativity zijn gebaseerd op dezelfde
rationale. Het is algemeen geaccepteerd dat zich normaal ontwikkelende
kinderen op 5 tot 6 jarige leeftijd nagenoeg alle aspecten van hun moedertaal
hebben verworven. Als taal werkelijk het denken beinvloedt, zouden niet-
talige conceptuele representaties op deze leeftijd al beinvloed moeten zijn
door onze moedertaal. Als de tweede taal dus na het zesde levensjaar wordt
verworven, zouden de semantische aspecten van de T2 eerder beinvloed
worden door deze concepten, dan door de talige eigenschappen van de
moedertaal.

De studies die beschreven worden in dit proefschrift dragen bij aan
het bewijs tegen het bestaan van ‘linguistic relativity’. Het verwerven van
microplanning structuren in de tweede taal, en soms zelfs ook de
verwerving van macroplanning elementen van de tweede taal, lijkt mogelijk
te zijn, afhankelijk van een aantal persoonlijke leerderskenmerken, en
mogelijk de complexiteit van de taal-specifieke factoren in de T2.

Dit onderzoek heeft aangetoond dat sterke overeenkomsten in
structuur van twee talen, voordelig kan zijn in de T2 verwerving van
bijvoorbeeld woordenschat en grammatica, maar dat deze linguistische
nabijheid geen garantie is voor de succesvolle verwerving van
informatiestructuur in de T2. Er was in dit onderzoek aanzienlijke variatie in
de mate waarin de tweedetaalleerders het moedertaalniveau bereikt hadden,
voornamelijk voor de macrostructurele elementen van informatiestructuur.
Het is daarom aan te raden om in T2 cursussen ook instructie te geven op
het gebied van informatiestructuur, en in het bijzonder met betrekking tot de
relatie met verschillende grammaticale elementen, zoals woordvolgorde,
(werkwoords)tijden en aspect. Door de verschillen in informatiestructuur
tussen twee talen te benadrukken zouden tweedetaalleerders meer inzicht
krijgen in de voorkeuren in het gebruik van de verschillende elementen van
informatiestructuur.
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