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Abstract

H moapovoa pedétn e€etdler v ékepaon g Aeléng ota 16movIKE, KOTaAAVIKG Kot
eMnvikd. TTo ovykekpyéva, otdyol TG €ival TPOTOV, VO TEPLYPAYEL Kol VO
TOPOVGLICEL GUYKPITIKA TIG OLOPOPES OVALEGOH OTN YPNON TOV OEIKTIKOV PNUAT®OV
Kivnong «mdm» Kot «EpYopoyy OTIG TPEL outéc yAmooeg (omavikd (ir, venir),
KatoAovikd (anar, venir)). AedTepovV, Vo, HEAETNGEL TN YPNON/KOTAKTINGT OLTOV TOV
PNUATOV otV eEAANVIKN ©¢ EEvn YAmooa (I2) and pabntég pe mpot yAoooa (I'l) ta
wnavikd /Kot To KotaAavikd. Eidwotepa, embopel vo egetdost katd moOGOV ot
OLYKEKPIUEVES Ol0POPEG OTN ¥PNON TOV OEIKTIK®V pnudtov Bo odnynoovv og
TEPIMTOCELS SOYAMCOIKNG emidpaong (crosslinguistic influence). To eMnvikd kot to
KOTOAOVIKG ETITPETOVV T1| YPNOT KOL TOV dVO GUVOUANTAOV MG SEIKTIKOV KEVTIPMV, EVD
TO OTOVIKG EMITPEMOVY UOVO TN YPNON TOL OMANTH ¢ OeKTKoD Kévipov. Ta
ATOTEAEGUATO TOCO TNG TOWOTIKNG, OGO KOl TNG TOGOTIKNG oviAvong, £6el&av OTL ot
OLYKEKPIIEVES dtapopéc avdpeoso otn 'l kot ot YAOCCA-6TdHY0, LTOPOVV OVIMG VL
ATOTEAEGOVV TNYY| OYAWOGIKNG €Midpaons, kabmg mapatnpnidnike OtL ot puadntég
eAMvikdv cuvnilav va petagépouvv ) doun g I'l toug ot I'2. To 1610 anotérecua
aQopPovGE KOl TOVS SIYAMCGOVG HOONTEG KOTOAUVIKMOV-IOTAVIK®V, ToPE TO YEYOVOS OTL
T KOTAAOVIKA ek@palovv T O&in pe tov 1010 tpomo dnwg ta eAAnvikd. Ta gvprpota
™m¢ épevvog epunvevovtal ved to mpicpa tng Oeswpiog «XkéntescOor pe okomd TO

owAetvy (Thinking-for-Speaking Hypothesis).

AéEaic-krewond: Deixis, crosslinguistic influence, motion verbs, second/foreign

language acquisition, Greek as a foreign language



1. Introduction

Several studies, taking as a point of departure Cognitive Linguistics, have explored the
way motion events are expressed in typologically different languages (Talmy 1991,
2000). Talmy (1991, 2000) argues that languages present different lexicalization
patterns in the way they encode MOTION. He also suggests two typological groups into
which languages can be classified depending on how the encode the semantic
component of Path. As an area of research, the analysis of motion events within
Talmy’s approach has attracted significant attention from scholars. A subcomponent of
MOTION whose encoding patterns have been found to present differences is Deixis, i.e.
motion toward the speaker or away from the speaker (Choi and Bowerman 1992,
Matsumoto 1996). These differences appear even among typologically close languages
(Filipovi¢ 2007, Hijazo-Gascon & Ibarretxe-Antuiiano 2013, Hijazo-Gascon 2017).
Albeit its relevance, the exploration of Deixis has received less attention than the other
semantic components of the cognitive domain of MOTION.

Stemming from Talmy’s typological classification of languages, Slobin (1991,
1996a, 1996b, 1997, 2004, 2006) proposes the Thinking for Speaking Hypothesis.
According to this theory, the systematic differences that speakers of different languages
present in the expression of MOTION reflect different thinking for speaking patterns.
Slobin states that each language “trains” its speakers to pay attention to specific details
of an event when they talk. The speakers make choices on-line according to specific
lexicalization patterns that they have acquired as speakers of a particular language.
These patterns which has been acquired in childhood are “exceptionally resistant in
restructuring in ALA [adult language acquisition]” (Slobin 1993: 245). Recently,
several scholars have discussed the relevance of this hypothesis for Second Language
Acquisition (SLA) suggesting that learning a new language implies learning a new way
of thinking for speaking (Cadierno 2004) or a “re-thinking for speaking” (Robinson &
Ellis 2008). Given Slobin’s claims about the resistant nature of first language (L1)
thinking for speaking patterns, the interest for SLA research is centered on whether a
second/foreign language (L2) learner can reconstruct them when acquiring the new
target language.

The purpose of the present study is, firstly, to explore the use of the deictic
motion verbs “go” and “come” in an under-researched combination of languages:

Spanish (ir/venir), Catalan (anar/venir) and Greek (maw /pao/, /épyouor /erxome/).



Secondly, it aims at offering a first empirical exploration on the use/acquisition of the
Greek deictic motion verbs zwaw /pao/ “go” and épyouon /erxome/ “come” by Spanish
and Catalan L1 learners. Greek and Catalan allow both interlocutors as a deictic center
whereas Spanish allows only the speaker to play this role (Gathercole 1977, Hijazo-
Gascon 2017). It is our aim, therefore, to explore whether the present L1 deictic pattern
will be a potential source of crosslinguistic influence (Jarvis & Pavlenko 2008) for L2
learners of Greek: The main hypothesis is that negative transfer will occur for learners
whose L1 has a different deictic pattern (L1 Spanish monolinguals) and positive transfer
will occur for bilingual learners whose dominant L1 shares the same pattern (L1
Catalan). Section 2 offers a theoretical overview on the concept of Deixis, while Section

3 discusses the acquisition of deictic motion verbs in an L2.

2. Deixis

The concept of Deixis in linguistics refers to the relation between language and its
context. There are certain linguistic elements whose full meaning is context-dependent.
For example, if someone finds a post-it next to her office door with the text Meet you
there later a full decoding of the message can only be achieved when we know about
the complete context of the communicative situation (see for example Fillmore
1971[1977] for a detailed definition of Deixis). For instance, let’s think that it is 12.30
when the addressee read this note and that she normally goes for lunch at 13.00 with
one of her colleagues. The most probable inference is that later refers to 13.00 and that
there refers to the cafeteria at university, assuming that the author of the note is your
colleague. The linguistic expressions, like there or later, that vary their interpretation
depending on the context are called deictic expressions (Huang 2006), and belong to
different linguistic categories, such as adverbs of time and space (there/here), first and
second personal pronouns (we/you), demonstratives (this/that) and motion verbs
(come/go).

The way in which deictic motion is expressed across languages varies. Huang
(2006) considers that the main directional deictic linguistic elements are either deictic
affixes or deictic verbs. In the first group we can find deictic prefixes such as German
particles hin- ‘hither’ and her- ‘thither’ (Goschler & Stefanowitsch 2010, Liste-Lamas

2015), or prefixes, such as in Serbian od- ‘from the speaker’ and do- ‘to the speaker’



(Filipovi¢ 2007). In the case of deictic verbs, some languages present a distinction
between verbs encoding motion toward the deictic centre, such as English come,
Spanish venir, and Greek erxome. The deictic centre is the person who is at the goal of
motion at the time of the utterance. This concept is in relation with the traditional notion
of origo (Biihler 1934, see also Levinson 1996). Fillmore (1971[1977]), in a classical
study on English come and go, claims that these verbs are defined by the fact that its
interpretation depends on the spatial and temporal location of the speech act
participants. He also notes some specifications, for example the home-based situations,
in which motion is not towards the deictic centre, but towards a place that is deeply
identified with her, mainly her house or work placement. This allows us to say 7 will
come to the shop next week to our addressee, if the shop is run by her or is her current
workplace.

Although some authors have considered “come” and “go” as semantic universals
(Miller and Johnson Laird 1976), other scholars have claimed for a language-specific
analysis of deictic verbs before generalising (Fillmore 1983, Goddard 1997). Indeed,
several studies have pointed out the differences between languages in their use of
deictic verbs. Gathercole (1977, 1978) shows how the deictic centre vary across
languages, which impacts on the use of come and go equivalents. According to this
author, there are two types of Deixis, immediate Deixis and extended Deixis. In the case
of immediate Deixis the focus is on cases in which the deictic centre is at the goal of
motion at the time of the utterance. The different options are: (i) that the language can
use come for motion towards both the addressee and the speaker (e.g. English, Catalan,
Greek); (ii) that the language can use come only for motion towards the speaker (e.g.
Spanish, Japanese, Chinese); and (iii) that the language does not have presuppositional
content (e.g. Indonesian).

For the second case of Deixis, Gathercole defines extended Deixis as the
situations in which the deictic centre is not at the goal of motion at the time of the
utterance. This would the above-mentioned cases of home-based situations, even in
languages that only allow the speaker as the deictic centre. An example in Spanish
would be ;Viene Maria a la fiesta esta noche? “Does Maria come to the party
tonight?”. In this case, even if the speaker is not at the goal of motion (the party), the
use of venir “come (only towards the speaker)” implies his or her presence at the party,
due to an identification with the place. Gathercole also mentions the possibility of using

venir in Spanish in cases of accompaniment. In those cases, both venir and ir are



acceptable but venir would imply a greater degree of intimacy with the speaker. For
example, in ;jQuieres ir/venir a una fiesta conmigo? “Do you want to go/come to a
party with me” the use of venir “come” would imply closeness to the speaker.

Greek presents some differences in this regard, Antonopoulou and Nikiforidou
(2002) and Bella (2001) claim that in Greek erxome “come” necessarily implies the
presence of one of them: @a mogoro mdptv; /tha pas sto parti/ “Are you going to the
party?” the implication is that the speaker will not be there, whereas in @a épbeig aro0
mapto, /tha erthis sto parti/ “Are you coming to the party?” it is implied that the speaker
will be there for sure. In addition to this, in concomitative utterances, i.e. utterances
where the speaker is accompanied by the addressee, erxome is the only possibility in
Greek. Therefore it is not possible to make implicit the physical presence of the speaker
and the addresse, it needs to be explicit.

Catalan, in spite of being a typologically very close language to Spanish, it does
not share the same deictic pattern in relation to the use of the deictic motion verbs under
analysis. On the contrary, it is closer to the Greek deictic pattern. For instance, in the
sentence Vens a la festa? “Are you coming to the party”? or Vinc amb tu “1 am coming
with you”, similar to Greek ‘Epyouor poli cov /erxome mezi su/ “l am coming with
you”.

The debates on the notion of Deixis also involve the semantic typology of
motion events by Talmy (1991, 2000). Talmy classifies languages according to the
encoding of the component of Path, i.e. the trajectory of the movement. If Path tends to
be encoded in the main verb of the event, as in Spanish, the language would be a verb-
framed language. For example, salir “go out, exit” in Maria sale de casa “Maria exits
from the house”. If Path tends to be encoded outside the main verb of the event, then it
is a satellite-framed language, as out in English “Maria went out of the house”. Talmy
establishes that Deixis is one of the subcomponents of Path, along with Vector and
Conformation. However, other authors working in this framework have claimed for the
special status of Deixis, as a separate semantic component, at the same level of Path,
Manner or Cause. Choi and Bowerman (1992: 86) place Deixis at the same level as
other semantic components as Manner and Cause. They consider that Deixis often
patterns differently from other kinds of Paths in the way it is lexicalized. In Korean the
main verb is usually kata ‘go’ or ota ‘come’, conflating motion with Deixis, and deictic

verbs can be preceded by a Manner and a Path verb.



Matsumoto (1996, 2013) has also studied Deixis in some languages, particularly
in Japanese. As in Korean, German or Jacaltek, Japanese has a specific ‘slot” for Deixis
independent of Path. Matsumoto, Akita and Takahashi (2017) disagree with Talmy’s
(2000) consideration of Deixis as a subcomponent of Path and claim for the
establishment of Deixis as an independent semantic component. Their reasons are that
Deixis has its own morpho-syntactic slots in a number of languages, which is different
from non-deictic Path information, and that deictic verbs exist independently of the
richness of path verbs in a given language (e.g. English and German). This is an on
going debate in the literature on motion events. The aim of this paper is to contribute to
our knowledge of how deictic motion verbs work. Even though neither Greek nor
Spanish and Catalan have a specific morpho-syntactic slot, they present interesting
crosslinguistic differences in these areas that are of interest from the perspective of

SLA.

3. Deictic motion verbs in SLA

As previously mentioned, Talmy’s (1991) typology has been used as a framework to
test Slobin’s (1991, 1996, 2000) Thinking for Speaking hypothesis. According to
Slobin, this is the thinking that is produced at the time of speaking, which differs
according to the linguistic resources available in each language. For example, English
speakers have more resources available to express Manner of motion than Spanish
speakers (Slobin 1996, 2004, 2006). This is due to a higher lexicon of Manner of
motion verbs (e.g. trudge, dash, prance, stagger, etc.) and to the possibility of encoding
Manner in the main slot of the motion event, whereas this is less frequent in Spanish
where the verb tends to encode Path. According to the Thinking for Speaking
hypothesis, English speakers will tend to give more Manner information, and therefore
to pay more attention to Manner information, because Manner is more readily
encodable in this language. Spanish speakers will tend to express Manner only when it
is cognitively salient. They also tend to give less finer-grained distinctions of Manner,
using general verbs such as jump, run, fly, etc. There is a vast literature on this area,
giving evidence on how speakers of different languages differ in the encoding of motion
events depending on these typological differences (see the classical papers in the edited
volumes by Berman & Slobin 1994 and by Stromqvist & Verhoeven 2004; and

Filipovi¢ & Ibarretxe-Antufiano 2015 for an overview). These differences in the



rhetorical style of how the events are narrated are not only linked to cognitive abilities
such as categorisation and attention, but also to memory. For example, and following
the same domain, Filipovi¢ (2010, 2011) shows how speakers of Spanish were worse at
remembering Manner of motion information than English speakers.

But what happens when we learn another language? Can we shift our thinking
for speaking patterns? According to Slobin (1996), our Thinking for Speaking is very
resistant to change when learning an L2. Some authors have considered this possibility
as a different thinking for speaking in the L2 (Cadierno 2004) or a re-thinking for
speaking (Robinson and Ellis 2008). Different studies have tried to unravel whether this
re-thinking for speaking is possible or not (see for example the studies gathered in Han
& Cadierno 2010). Although there are some mixed results in the literature, it seems that
thinking for speaking is not easy to restructure and that the influence of the first
language is pervasive. In fact, MOTION has been identified as one of the prone domains
for crosslinguistic influence at a conceptual level (Jarvis & Pavlenko 2008).
Crosslinguistic influence, also known as transfer, as the influence from one language
into another in the acquisition process is indeed one of the main areas of study in SLA
(Odlin 1989, Kellerman 1995, Yu & Odlin 2015, Alonso-Alonso 2016). The influence
of the first language onto the second has been widely studied on the acquisition of
motion events in general (see Cadierno 2017 for an overview). However, these studies
have focused on other semantic components of MOTION such as Manner, Path and
Cause.

The attention to how deictic motion verbs are acquired in an L2 has received less
attention, although there are some previous studies in this field, looking at different
language combinations. For example, Lewandowski (2014) focuses on the acquisition
of Spanish deictic motion verbs by L1 Polish speakers and identifies inaccuracies in the
interpretation of the meaning of these verbs. His study shows that learners are not aware
of the restrictive meaning of venir “come” in Spanish that only allows the interpretation
towards the speaker. His participants accepted non-idiomatic uses of venir that are
possible in their first language Polish.

Liste-Lamas (2015) focuses on the acquisition of German deictic particles hin-
and her- by Spanish learners. In this case the challenge for the learners also involve the
use of a different construction, encoding the deictic information in a particle instead of
doing it in the main verb. Yoshinari (2015) also identifies difficulties in the learning of

deictic motion verbs in Japanese as an L2 by speakers whose first languages were



English and Chinese. Hijazo-Gascon (2017) also focuses on the acquisition of Spanish
deictic verbs, but in this case by German, French and Italian learners. In this case, he
finds difficulties not only for the German speakers but also for French and Italian
speakers whose languages belong to the same typological group and genetic family as
Spanish. These difficulties involved the avoidance of using deictic motion verbs or their
use making reference to motion towards the addressee, which is acceptable in all these
three L1s but not in Spanish.

In the current study, we present an original research in that it involves Greek,
Spanish and Catalan, a language combination that to our knowledge has not received
the attention of researchers and that can contribute to our better understanding of Deixis
and how it can be a source of crosslinguistic influence in the process of acquisition of
an L2. Concretely, the aim of the present study is to shed some light on the acquisition
of the deictic motion verbs wdaw /pao/ “go” and épyouor /erxome/ “come” by Spanish
and Catalan and L1 learners. More specifically, the research questions that guide our
study are the following:

(1) Are L1 Spanish speakers able to adapt the deictic lexicalization patterns to L2

Greek?

(2) Are early Catalan/Spanish bilinguals able to adapt the deictic lexicalization
patterns to L2 Greek?

We could hypothesize that that negative transfer will occur for the Spanish L1 learners,
since their L1 has a different deictic pattern (L1 Spanish), and positive transfer will
occur for the Catalan/Spanish bilinguals, given that Catalan shares the same deictic
pattern (L1 Catalan) with the target language. The influence of Spanish cannot be ruled
out among Spanish-Catalan bilingual learners of Greek. However, we hypothesize that
speaking a language that shares the deictic lexicalization pattern of the L2 will give

them an advantage over the learners who only speak Spanish.

4. Methodology

4.1 Participants



The participants of the present study belonged to two categories: a) learners of Greek as
an L2, and 2) native speakers (see Table 1). More specifically, the first one consisted of
L2 learners of Greek whose L1 whose either Spanish (N=6) or they were
Catalan/Spanish bilinguals (N=6). Bilingual participants are dominant in Catalan,
according to their biodata. They were studying Modern Greek as an L2 in a formal
language context, at a language school in Barcelona, Spain. Their level of L2
proficiency was B2 according to the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2001). A control group of native speakers of
the three languages analyzed in the study (i.e., Spanish, Catalan and Greek) was also
included, in order to have a native baseline with which to compare L2 learners’
production. The number of native speakers per group was 6 (total number N=18). In this
paper, we will mainly focus on the data provided by L2 learners of Greek, whose

answers were compared with those provided by the Greek native speakers.

Table 1:

Number of participants per group

Participants
Greek L2 learners Native Speakers
Spanish L1 6 Spanish 6
Catalan/Spanish bilinguals 6 Catalan 6
Greek 6

4.2. Instruments

The instruments were, firstly, four videos, originally designed by Hijazo-Gascon
(2017). Each of the videos shows two people in different scenarios with one of them
moving towards the other. Participants were presented individually with these four short
videos (each one had a duration of approximately one minute) and were asked to
describe them taking each time the position of one of the protagonists of the video.
There were two different versions of the instructions (the participant had to take the
perspective of different characters and in different situations). The videos had been
designed in order to encourage the use of motion verbs. This type of description task

was used in order to examine whether the same motion event appearing in the videos



would be described in a different way by Greek native speakers and by native and non-
native speakers (von Stutterheim 2003), in this case by Greek native speakers and by
Spanish and Catalan L1 learners of Greek. The use of picture description tasks has been
considered to be a valuable tool for the investigation of crosslinguistic and cross-
cultural influences on L2 acquisition and use (Sédnchez & Jarvis 2008). This is because
the same visual stimuli can be described in different ways by speakers of different L1
backgrounds, enabling thus the exploration of crosslinguistic influence effects (Berman
& Slobin 1994). Here, only results of the versions in which the speaker moves towards
the addressee are presented.

In order to complement the experiment, a cloze test activity was also included
(see Appendix). The test contained gaps that had to be filled with motion verbs. The
Greek version of this test was adapted from Hijazo-Gascon (2017). Again, only the
results concerning the gaps in situations where the speaker moves towards the addressee
had been considered considered here. The test compensates the free task of video
description and minimizes cases of participants avoiding the use of deictic verbs.

Apart from the above-mentioned instruments, a questionnaire has also been
administered to the participant in order to elicit biodata and the linguistic background of

the participants.

4.3 Procedure

Data collection was carried out individually with each participant. First, participants had
to watch each video and, immediately after that, to describe it in their L2 (Greek) and in
their L1 (Spanish or Catalan). In order to counterbalance the task, the order of the oral
descriptions changed (i.e., some participants described the videos first in their L2 and
then in their L1, whereas some others did it in the opposite way). The reason to include
L1 data was twofold: Firstly, in order to be sure that the participants had understood the
task and produced the target structure (they noticed the target action). Thus, in cases
where the participants had written the target form in their L1, but they had omitted it or
used something different in the L2, it could be deduced that it was a clear case of
avoidance (Selinker 1972, 1992). Secondly, in order to compare the participants’
answers in their L1 and in their L2, and explore the difference in the expression of

Deixis. This paper focuses on the L2 Greek data. After completing the video description
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task, participants had to complete the cloze test. At the end, they completed the

questionnaire.

4.4 Analysis

After the data collection, the video description tasks were transcribed and analyzed
qualitatively. Regarding the cloze test, the participants were given a global score up to 8
which corresponds to the items including the target deictic motion verbs. The data of
this test were analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively. For the statistical analyses,
the Statistical Package of Social Sciences was used (SPSS 15). In order to explore the
differences in the linguistic patterns between the native speakers of Greek and the
learners of Greek as an L2 a Mann-Whitney U test were performed. The dependent
variable was the score in the cloze test and the independent variable was the L1 (Greek
vs. Spanish/Catalan). Furthermore, another Mann-Whitney U test was run in order to
explore the differences between Spanish L1 learners and Spanish/Catalan bilinguals.
Again, the dependent variable was the score in the cloze test and the independent
variable was the L1 (Spanish vs. Catalan). Non-parametric tests were considered more

appropriate due to the small number of the sample.

5. Results

The results presented here, albeit being preliminary, allow us to observe some
tendencies in the acquisition of Greek as an L2 by Spanish and Catalan L1 learners.
Firstly, the findings of the qualitative analyses will be presented, followed by those of
the quantitative one. We remind the reader that the focus is on situations in which the
speaker moves towards the addressee, given that this is the situation where the Spanish
contrasts with Greek and Catalan. In Spanish, andative verbs are used in this context
whereas in Catalan and Greek, the tendency is to use venitive verbs instead.

While analyzing the video stimuli, it was observed that there were some cases in
which the participants were able to provide the correct deictic verb in Greek, as it is
illustrated in the following example (1):

(1) X0eg Bpdov Nuovv ornitt e mpa TMAEPwvVO Kot 7 pall 610 onitt cov, fpba pe

£VO UTOVKAAM KPOoT Kot TEPACALE MPAiK GTO GTO GTITL GOV.

11



“Last night I was at home, I called you and we said to have a date at your place.
I came with a bottle of wine and we had a great time at your home.”

(Participant #7 Video 1a, Catalan/Spanish bilingual)

In this example, we can see that the participant made a correct use of the verb erxome in
Greek, in other words he used venitive instead of the andative, which is what one of his
L1 (Spanish) required for this case. At the same time, it could be a case of positive
crosslinguistic influence from his other L1, namely Catalan.

Nevertheless, examples like the one that has been just mentioned are very marginal
in our data. In most of the cases, both Spanish L1 learners and Catalan/Spanish
bilinguals used andative verbs (pao) instead of venitives (erxome), which is what Greek

language requires in this context. Some examples of this tendency are presented below:

(2) X0eg oe mpa TMAEPOVO Kot LANoape Aydkt Kot Kavovicape va Bpebodue 6to

OTiTL 6OV OmATE FyTEViYTNKA AYAKL, KOTAYXTNKO GTOV KOOPEPTN KOl OTOV MHOVV
£TOOG £QLY0 OO TO OTITL POV KOl THYA OTO OTITI 00D KOl GOV £QEPU £V
UTOVKGAAL Kpooi.
“Last night I called you and we talked a little bit and then we agreed to meet at
your house. So I brushed my hair, I looked myself at the mirror and when I was
ready I left my house and / went to your home and I also brought you a bottle of
wine’

(Participant #1 Video la, Spanish L1)

(3) Ohya pov dev Eépw mmdg dev *Buudoelg avtd mov Kavoue y0eg. Eyd oe
AEQOVN OO 6T0 PBpddv oTic 8 Kat Gov gima, cov gine cuyyvoun, Olya pov waw
0TO OTITI TOV, GTO GTITL GOV KOl KAVOLUE PaYNTO KOl €YD GG QEPW Eva KPAoi
népa oA ®paio amd TO GOVTEPUAPKET KAT® GTO OMITL OV KOl €6V HOL E1MES

VOl KO Y@ THYO OTO OTITL GOD KAl QOYOLLE.
“Olga dear, I don’t know how you don’t remember what we did yesterday. I

called in the evening, around 8 and I told you, he told you sorry, Olga dear I will

go to his home, your home and we *do dinner and I bring you a very good wine

1



from the supermarket under my house and you said to me yes and / went to your
place and we ate.

(Participant #2 Video 1a, Spanish L1)

(4) Bpe Kpiotiva 11 €yve; Ag Bopdoot 6Tt *pov mpeg tnAépmvo yia vo mape podl
VO 0lYOPACOVLE TO, EGLTHPLO Y1 T CLVOVALL; EYD o€...ey®d mnya pwoli cov va ta

ayopdcovpe Kot Topa og Bopdoat;

‘But, Cristina, what happened? You don’t remember that you called me in order
to go together and buy the tickets for the concert? I... I went with you to buy
them and now you don’t remember?

(Participant #4 Video 3a, Spanish L1)

(5) Ohya ¥Beg oto Ppddv og mpa TNAEQ®VO Yo Vo KAVOLE Tpaméll GTO OTiTL TOV,
o0V, KOl €YM TPA £vVO, LTOVKAOAL KPOGT KO THY 0TO OTITL THS, GTO OTITI GOV KOl

nivape Tapa ToAD.

“Olga, last night I called you in order to make a table (to eat) at her house, at
your house, and I took a bottle of wine and I went to her house, to your house
and we were drinking a lot.”

(Participant #6 Video 1a, Catalan/Spanish bilingual)

What it can be observed from the examples above is that learners of Greek, despite their
B2 level, still make an erroneous use of the L2 pattern. Spanish speakers appear to still
use their L1 pattern, that is the verb “I go” (/pao/) instead of the expected verb in Greek
“I come” (/erxome/). Moreover, it was hypothesized that Catalan/Spanish bilinguals
will encounter less difficulties in this aspect, since Catalan follows the same deictic
pattern as Greek. This hypothesis was not confirmed in our data, since these learners
have also been found to use more andative verbs than venitives. This finding will be
further discussed in the Discussion section.

As far as the cloze test is concerned, the results obtained follow the same pattern of

the video stimuli results. Both Spanish speakers and Catalan/Spanish bilinguals tended

12



to use andative verbs, instead of venitives. Some examples of crosslinguistic influence

found in the cloze test are presented below:

(6) Nat, k1 gyd emiong 0EAw ToAD va waw (o) oty AyyAMa va o€ d.

“Yes, I’'m really looking forward to going to the UK to see you’ (cloze test a)

(7) Naw, evvoeitat. Oa waw (7) LOAG 6YOAAc® 0md TN SOVAELA.

“Yes, of course. I will go after work™ (cloze test c)

(8) Aowmdv, av BéLe1g Pprokdpacte gpeig ot 600 mo mpv kot (ey®) (§) maw poli cov
Y10 VO 0)YOPAGOVLLE TO ELGLTTPLCL.

‘Well, if you want, we can meet up before and (g) I go with you to buy the
tickets’ (cloze g)

It must be pointed out that all the native speakers of Greek who participated in the
study, completed the above-mentioned examples with the verb /erxome/ “come”.

Moving to the results of the quantitative analysis of the cloze test, it was
observed that they also confirmed the above-described tendencies. Table 2 provides the
descriptive statistics for the group of native and non-native speakers of Greek in the
cloze test. The descriptive statistics show that the mean of the NS is higher than the
mean of the NNS. As for inferential statistics, the results of the Mann-Whitney U test
indicated that these differences were significant in favor of the NS group (U=.000, Z=-
325, p=.001).

Table 2:
Descriptive statistics for the NS and NNS groups of Greek in the cloze test

N Mean SD
Cloze test NS 6 8 0.00
Score /8
NNS 12 2.55 0.84

We were also interested in exploring whether there were any significant differences
between the two groups of learners with respect to the use of deictic motion verbs.
Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics for each group. As it can be observed, both

groups obtained similar scores. The results of the Mann-Whitney U test also showed
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that there were not any significant differences between the two groups (U=7, Z=-,775,
p=-439). This means that both groups performed in the same way regarding the Greek

deictic verbs.

Table 2:

Descriptive statistics for two groups of L2 learners of Greek in the cloze test

N Mean SD
Cloze test Spanish L1 6 2.25 0.50
Score /8
Catalan/ 6 2.8 1.3
Spanish
bilinguals

In the next Section, these results will be discussed in light of previous research in the

field.

5. Discussion

The research questions of the current study asked whether Spanish L1 speakers and
early Catalan/Spanish bilinguals would be able to adapt the deictic lexicalization
patterns to Greek as a Foreign Language. The first group, namely, the Spanish L1
learners were expected to encounter difficulties since their L1 pattern is different from
that of the L2. These LI-L2 differences were expected to result in cases of
crosslinguistic influence. On the contrary, Catalan/Spanish bilinguals were expected to
have an advantage in the acquisition of the L2 deictic pattern, since Catalan, the
learners’ dominant L1, shares the same pattern with Greek.

Our first hypothesis has been confirmed: Spanish L1 learners of Greek
encountered difficulties in the expression of Deixis—a finding which is in line with
those of previous studies (Liste-Lamas 2015, Yoshimari 2015, Hijazo-Gascon 2017).
Despite their relatively high L2 proficiency, Spanish L1 learners still transfer their L1
lexicalization pattern and tend to use the verb “go” instead of the expected “come”—
which is the correct form in Greek—when they express motion towards the addressee.
This could be interpreted as evidence for the Thinking for Speaking Hypothesis (Slobin
1991, 1993, 1996a, 1996b): Spanish speakers seem to be still bound to their L1 pattern,

which is very resistant to restructuring. Our findings also corroborate the idea expressed
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by Hijazo-Gascon (2017: 321) that spatial Deixis could be a potential area of
crosslinguistic influence.

As for the second hypothesis, which concerned the group of -early
Catalan/Spanish bilinguals, it was not confirmed in our study. The results obtained in
both the video description tasks and in the cloze test showed that this group performed
in the same way as the Spanish L1 group did. In other words, Catalan/Spanish
bilinguals also encountered difficulties in the expression of Deixis. There are several
explanations that could account for this finding. First of all, the data of the current study
were collected in Barcelona, a bilingual community where both languages are present in
the everyday life. This means that Catalan and Spanish co-exist on an everyday basis
and, therefore, influence from one language to the other can easily occur. This is a usual
phenomenon when the bilingual’s both languages are active (Grosjean 1989), as it is the
case in bilingual communities. The use of the verbs “go” and “come” by Catalan L1
speakers when they speak in Spanish has been found to present differences from that of
Spanish monolinguals (Garcia Mouton, 1994: 45), due to crosslinguistic influence from
Catalan. More research needs to be carried out in order to shed more light on the use of
the deictic motion verbs by Catalan speakers.

Another factor that could explain why these L2 learners still find difficulties in
the use of the deictic motion verbs waw /pao/ and épyopon /erxome/ could be the nature
and morphology of the verbs themselves. The verb waw /pao/ “go” is taught at an earlier
stage and its morphology and conjugation presents less difficulties than the one of the
verb épyouar /erxome/ “come”, a medio-passive voice verb (in terms of morphology), a
particularly challenging aspect of the Greek grammar for L2 learners. It might be the
case that the L2 learners do not feel that confident with the use and complicated
conjugation of the medio-passive verb erxome and they try to avoid it by using the

easier verb pao.

6. Conclusions

The current paper aimed at offering a preliminary study on the way the deictic motion
verbs “go” and “come” function in Greek, Spanish and Catalan and on how they are
acquired and used in Greek as an L2 by native speakers of Spanish and Catalan, an
understudied language combination. Our findings demonstrated that Deixis seems to be

a problematic area for Spanish and Catalan L1 learners of Greek, as well as an area of
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potential crosslinguistic influence. This study contributes to previous research in the
area of motion events and highlights the relevance of the semantic component of Deixis
in the typology (Choi & Bowerman 1992, Matsumoto et al. 2017). This preliminary
study is in line with previous research corroborating the Thinking for Speaking
hypothesis by Slobin (1991, 1996a). It is also relevant from the point of view of SLA
research, particularly in the area of transfer. Our results, though limited in number, point
to Deixis an area of difficulty for re-thinking for speaking (Robinson & Ellis 2008) and
prone for crosslinguistic influence (as it is motion in general, according to Jarvis &
Pavlenko 2008).

More investigation with a larger sample would be necessary, in order to
complement the present study. It would be also interesting to carry out longitudinal
studies and explore the acquisition and use of the deictic motion verbs at different
proficiency levels and over a period of time (Stam 2010, 2015). This would allow us to
better examine the reconstructing of L1 patterns throughout the years of L2 acquisition.
Another fruitful aspect for future research would be to investigate the other direction,
i.e., Greek learners of Spanish (Andria & Hijazo-Gascon 2018) and explore whether
these L2 learners of Spanish will also encounter similar problems in adjusting their L1
thinking for speaking patterns to the equivalent L2 ones.

Finally, the present study could certainly have pedagogical implications in the
teaching of Greek as an L2. Identifying possible areas of crosslinguistic influence that
may cause problems to the L2 learners could help language teachers in the design of
pedagogical interventions (Cadierno 2008). Furthermore, the type of instruction could
also play a role for a more effective acquisition of the L2 patterns. It may be the case
that a more explicit type of instruction would be more effective and would lead to better
L2 outcomes (Stam 2010). Teaching crosslinguistic differences explicitly and in a
comparative way might potentially help L2 learners become more aware of the non-
congruent forms between the L1 and the L2 (Malt & Sloman 2003), facilitating thus the

process of L2 acquisition.
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APPENDIX : CLOZE TEST (adapted from Hijazo-Gascon 2017)

Xopmipooe TNV KAOe epacn pe to prpo mov Bewpeic Katarinio:

O Kwaorag (e1 oty Ayyrio kou 1 EAévn Qo moel va tov emiokeptel. Milave ato thiépwvo

VIO VO KOVOVIGOVV TIG TEAEVTOIES AETTOUEPELEG.

Koortag: -EAévn! T16c0 8éA® va og 6!

EXévn: -Nat, Kt eyd emiong 6EAm moAv va (a) oV AyyAio va o€ 0.

Kootag: -I'o meg pov, 1L opa ptavers;

ELévn: -Z116 €61 (B) oto aegpodpdLo vaL e TAPELS;

Koortag: -Nat, evvoeitait. (Y) poAig oxordom amd TN dovAeld. Oa deig L wpaio
nov Ba mepacovpe! Exw okeptel éva cwpd mpdypato va kévovpe!

EXévn: A, O pov Aeg... ®élelg va cov (d) timota amd v EALGSa;

Kootag: Oy, dev etvar avdyxn. Tnv tedevtaic @opd mov Mpbec pov (g)

EAMMMVIKO KOPE, TOL €ivol oVTO TOL POV Agimel TEPLOcOTEPO €0 GTNV AyyAid... Ki
aKopa £xo opketd!

EXévn: Xa o, evtdEel Aomdyv, ondte ta Aépe cvvtopa! !

Kootag: Nat, ta Aépe ocvvtopa!

ole]



H Xogia ka1 n Mopyopita Tivovy Evay Kopé oty KOPETEPLO THS TYOANG.

Yoopia: - Eideg v tavia mov képdioe toca Ookap pETog;

Mapyapita: -Oxt, 6xt. 'HOeha va tao vo ) d® oAAd moté dev £xm xpovo.

Yoopia: -Aowmdv, Kavovicape va mape va ™ dodue to LaPPato pe o moudid. Ohelg
(o) padipag;

Mopyopita: -Mpp... H odqbewo eivar 611 6o n0eha v ™ dw. Aowmdv, av Béhelg
Bpokdpaote epeig ot d0vo mo mpw kot (ey®d) (§) pali cov yw va
OYOPAGOLLLE TA ELGLTHPLOL.

Yoopia: -Evtaéet, yuo péva téreiol!

Mapyoapita: -A, va cov e.... Topa Bopunbnka 0Tl £YEIC TIG ONUEIDCELS OV OO TO
pnanuoa Aoyoteyvioc. Oa pmopodbcoo (M)  OTO OWTL GOL TMOPO KOL VO OV TIG
dMGELS;

Mapyapita: -Nat, pvoikd! Eiya Eexdoet tedeing 0Tt TG el eYD!
O Iapyog kar 0 Oavaong doviebovy uali oty idwa etaupio. Eva mpwi:
INopyog: Oavdon, Aev katolofaiveo Tt ypdeel avt) 1 moapayyeiia. Xpedlopotr

Bon0eid cov.

Oavdong: BéBata, GO AERTO, TOPA ..ooevveeereenerennieene. (0).
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