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Abstract

When describing motion events, English encodes Manner of motion in the verb and Path of
motion in a satellite (s-framing). Brazilian Portuguese (BP), however, encodes Path in the verb
and elaborates Manner adverbially (v-framing). This study investigates at what stages of L2
proficiency L2BP and English learners’ acceptability ratings converge with those of L1 speakers
when rating sentences with Manner elaborated in the verb (Manner-verb) or in an adverb: a
prepositional phrase (Manner-prep) or subordinate clause (Manner-AdvClause). Participants
(n = 176) consisted of L1/L2English and L1/L2BP speakers. L2ers were grouped according to
language proficiency (Elementary, Intermediate and Advanced). Results of ordinal logistic
regressions show that Intermediate proficiency is associated with Manner-verb (L2BP) and
Manner-prep ratings (L2English), and that Advanced proficiency is associated with Manner-
verb (L2English) and Manner-AdvClause judgments (L2English and L2BP). These findings
contribute to the limited body of work on the acquisition of v-framed L2s and the development
of low-proficiency learners.

Introduction

The relationship between language and thought has been one of the central pursuits of Cognitive
Linguistics (Danhier & Mertins, 2016; Lucy, 1992, 1996; Slobin, 1996; Stam, 2010, among many
others). Empirical research shows that thinking is completely possible without the aid of
language; however, language assists in the habitual classification of the world into meaningful
categories (Bylund & Athanasopoulos, 2014; Lucy, 1997; Slobin, 1996; Stam, 2010). Danhier and
Mertins (2016), for instance, argue that language has an effect on how speakers of different
languages perceive and describe the world. This effect can be traced back to the abstract planning
stages of speech, which are influenced by the grammar and lexicon of the speakers’ mother
tongue (Danhier & Mertins, 2016). Their proposal is somewhat aligned with Slobin’s (1996)
seminal work, which posits that there is a specific type of thinking that is performed in the
process of speaking and that this thinking is intimately tied to language. As Slobin (1996) puts it,
the world itself does not present situations that need to be encoded in language –what happens is
that one fits their thoughts into the linguistic frames of the language in their repertoire.
Essentially, experiences are  through language. As we carry out this process of filtering,
we perform the activity of thinking-for-speaking.

The T--S H (Slobin, 1996, 2000, 2004) proposes that lan-
guage acts as a mechanism that drives speakers’ attention to specific perceptual attributes of
reality. The hypothesis has inspired a significant body of work on the perception and description
of color (Athanasopoulos, 2009), objects (Pavlenko & Malt, 2011), time (Stam, 2010), as well as
issues pertaining to lexical and grammaticalized concepts of space (Alloway & Corley, 2004;
Cadierno & Ruiz, 2006; Filipović, 2011; Hasko, 2009; Pavlenko & Driagina, 2006; Pavlenko &
Volynsky, 2015). Space is of particular interest because it consists of a 3D experience that needs to
be fit into language, which is –with the exception of sign languages – one-dimensional and linear
(Danhier & Mertins, 2016). When a speaker translates their experience with space into a
language, they need to reduce the number of dimensions they describe (Danhier & Mertins,
2016). Therefore, language plays a role in directing speakers to decide what is left out (Slobin,
1996, 2004).

The Talmyan typology of motion events

Leonard Talmy’s typology (Talmy, 1985, 1991, 2000) is one of the most prominent works to
describe how languages structure the domain of Space and investigate the general nature of
cognitive representation (Batoréo, 2014). Talmy classifies languages based on the relationship
between surface structures and four main meaning components (Talmy, 1985, 1991; Slobin,
2004; Pavlenko & Volynsky, 2015). The first of these components, F, consists of the
moving object, which is typically a nominal element (The bus is approaching the school ). The
second component, G, is the reference point for the Figure and is also prototypically a
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nominal element (The bus is approaching the school). The third
element, P, refers to the course traveled by Figure in relation to
the ground (The child walks into the classroom). The fourth com-
ponent, M, may be self-propelled or caused (The child walks
into the classroom).

Although the expression of movement in space is a language
universal, there is significant variation in how languages encode
motion (Hasko, 2009). Based on their encoding strategy, Talmy
(1985, 1991, 2000) proposes that languages can be categorized into
three groups. The first group, named -
(S-) , consists of those that adopt a
  when describing motion:

1. The woman ran down the hill.

That is, the Manner of motion is expressed in the main verb of
the clause, while the Path of motion is encoded in a satellite
(a preposition, a particle or a prefix) (Hasko, 2009; Lewandowski,
2021). Because of the morphosyntactic structures, these languages
allow the stacking ofmultiple satellites to a single verb, which allows
formore detailed descriptions of Path within a single clause (Slobin,
2004). German and Slavic languages are prototypical examples of
this group (Hasko, 2009; Filipović, 2011; Lewandowski, 2021;
Ragnarsdóttir & Strömqvist, 2004; Slobin, 2004).

The second group, named - (V-)
, are those that employ a   when
encoding motion:

2. A mulher desceu o morro correndo. [Portuguese]
‘The woman went down the hill running.’

In (2), the Path of motion is expressed in the main verb and
Manner, if present, is encoded in an additional subordinate clause
(Batoréo, 2014; Hasko, 2009; Lewandowski, 2021; Slobin, 2004).
Languages in this group use few Motion verbs with generic
meaning (e.g., descer ‘descend/go down’, subir ‘ascend/go up’,
entrar ‘enter/go in’ sair ‘exit/go out’, in Portuguese). V-framed
languages seem to treat the elaboration of Manner as narrative
luxury: manner is encoded when speakers choose to do so (Slobin,
2004). Prototypical examples are Romance Languages, Hebrew
and Turkish. The third group, named  
, is outside the scope of this study (see Beavers et al.
(2010), Chen and Guo (2009), Slobin (2004) and Talmy (2012) for
an in-depth discussion).

A significant subsequent body of work has shown that languages
rarely rely on one lexicalization pattern exclusively: their affiliation
to a typological group seems to be based on the most frequently
encoding strategy employed (Lewandowski, 2021; Meirelles, 2019;
Pavlenko & Volynsky, 2015). For instance, from a purely syntactic
standpoint, both languages (English and Brazilian Portuguese)
analyzed in this study accept structures such as (3):

3. I go to work by car.

In (3), Path is assigned to themain verb andManner of motion
is encoded in a prepositional phrase. This mixed strategy con-
flates Manner and Path information within the same clause (s-
framed strategy) while still treating Manner as adverbial and
optional (v-framed strategy). English, while a prototypical
S-framed language, allows – at least to a certain degree of accept-
ability, the realization of Path verbs followed by adverbial prep-
ositional phrases – as in (3) as well as in Manner constructions

(The child enters the room walking). However, the overall pref-
erence of English for Manner verbs and Path satellites places it
within the S-framing range (Batoréo, 2014). Brazilian Portu-
guese, on the contrary, shows flexibility – presenting more
restricted descriptions of motion (Batoréo & Ferrari, 2016) and
disfavoring Manner verbs in the main clause especially in
instances in which the main verb requires an inanimate direct
complement (*Eu dirigi minha irmã para a escola. Lit., ‘I drove
my sister to school’).

There are also issues of intratypological variation (Hasko,
2009; Pavlenko & Volynsky, 2015; Slobin, 2004; Verhoeven &
Stromqvist, 2004). Studies comparing Germanic and Slavic lan-
guages find that, despite being placed within the same group, these
languages encode motion in significantly different ways
(Gagarina, 2009; Hasko, 2009; Pavlenko & Volynsky, 2015;
Lewandowski, 2021). In their work on the acquisition of
Russian motion verbs by L1 English speakers, Hasko (2009) and
Pavlenko and Volynsky (2015) find that the semantic repertoires
of the languages are not parallel, and L1 English-L2 Russian
learners will encode Manner in a less fine-grained way than L1
Russian speakers. Similar results are found by Lewandowski
(2021) when comparing L1 German-L2 Polish and L1 Polish-L2
German descriptions of motion to that of monolinguals. Their
conclusion is that German shows a higher tendency to encode
Manner than Polish and that Russian shows a higher tendency
than English. Degrees of variability are observed even between two
variations of the same language. Batoréo (2014); Batoréo and
Ferrari (2016) and (Meirelles, 2019) show that European Portu-
guese elaborates Manner in more fine-grained ways than the
Brazilian variation. To address issues like this, Slobin (2004)
proposes that languages should, instead, be ranked on a cline of
Manner salience based on how salient the encoding of Manner is
in the language.

Thinking-for-speaking in the L2

As language provides at the very least some degree of input
to cognition (Allen et al., 2007; Cadierno, 2017; Grigoroglou &
Ganea, 2022; Hasko, 2009; Slobin, 1996; Stam, 2010), it is no
wonder that thinking-for-speaking is of interest for the field of
Second Language Acquisition (SLA). Referred to as 
  --, -- or
--   L2 (Cadierno, 2004; Cadierno &
Ruiz, 2006; Cadierno, 2008; Ellis & Robinson, 2008), the hypothesis
suggests that when the L2 patterns of thinking-for-speaking are
different from the speaker’s L1’s, learners need to acquire new
patterns to reach higher levels of L2 proficiency (Stam, 1998,
2010). As described by Choi and Bowerman (1991) and Slobin
(2004), children acquire their L1 patterns of thinking-for-speaking
at least as early as in their first year of life. Since these patterns are
resistant to restructuring in late second language acquisition
(Slobin, 1996), analyzing the challenging areas for mastering the
additional language can help us define what the patterns are in the
learner’s L1 (Stam, 2010). Similarly, as Slobin (1996) argues, L2
acquisition of these patterns incurs learners determining whatmust
be attended to and expressed in the L2.

Multiple authors have investigated how thinking-for-speaking
develops in a second language (Cadierno, 2004; Cadierno & Ruiz,
2006; Elliott & Yountchi, 2009; Gagarina, 2009; Hasko, 2009;
Lewandowski, 2021; Pavlenko & Volynsky, 2015; Stam, 2015).
Motion is, as previously discussed, of great interest due to the
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reduction of dimensions it undergoes in the process of encoding,
which means language plays a role in determining what is left out.
Several studies focused on speech (see Stam, 2015, for a summary)
and encountered mixed results, showing that acquiring the L2
thinking-for-speaking patterns is a challenging task, especially
when typologically distinct languages are considered (Hasko,
2009; Gagarina, 2009; Nogueira, 2009).

Several studies illustrate these challenges. Cadierno (2004)
shows that the influence of the learner’s L1 thinking-for-speaking
patterns in their L2 occurs regardless of the typological direc-
tionality. In her study, speakers of S-framed languages used
adverbs redundantly in their V-framed L2s and demonstrated
difficulty in describing motion events that express crossing a
physical boundary (Cadierno, 2004). When the opposite was
observed (i.e., speakers of V-framed language acquiring an
S-framed L2), students showed difficulty in verbalizing trajectory
dynamically and using locative expressions (usually prepos-
itional phrases), as well as in employing a wide range of Manner
verbs. More advanced L2 learners were able to develop appropri-
ate patterns of thinking for speaking in the L2, but this did not
occur in the same way for all aspects of a motion event (Cadierno,
2004). Ibarretxe-Antuñano et al. (2016) found that both L2
Danish and Spanish intermediate learners had difficulties in
reconstructing L2 verb meanings, and that, even though they
were familiar with the basic L2 placement verbs, their choice
and usage differ significantly from that of native speakers. Simi-
larly, Ozyurek (2002) showed that Turkish learners of English as
an additional language followed thinking-for-speaking patterns
of their L1. The L1 influence was also observed in languages
within the same typological group. In an investigation on the
locus of difficulty L1 English L2 Russian learners, Hasko (2009)
concluded that the choice of contextually appropriate encoding
of Manner of motion was a problem that persisted through
learners’ narratives.

Cadierno (2017) points out that bidirectional transfer can also
occur, as illustrated by multiple studies (see Athanasopoulos
et al., 2015; Brown & Gullberg, 2010, 2011; Bylund & Athanaso-
poulos, 2014; Cadierno&Ruiz, 2006). Brown andGullberg (2008,
2011, 2010, 2013) carried out extensive work on the acquisition of
L2 Japanese and L2 English and found bidirectional influence for
intermediate and advanced learners, showing that the patterns of
L1 thinking-for-speaking patterns affect the L2 ones, and vice-
versa. As Putnam (2019) puts it, this clash between L1 and L2
systems often leads to more gradient representations in the
bilingual speaker who may opt for a linguistic form that is neither
typical of their L1s nor their L2s. For late bilinguals, rethinking-
for-speaking entails the restructuring of cognitive aspects of
learning, constant monitoring and the competition between L1
and L2 systems during perception and production (Putnam,
2019; Selinker & Gass, 2008). Kellerman (1995) suggests that,
unless the development is mediated, adult second language learn-
ers may not be completely aware of what these patterns look like
and may learn L2 linguistic forms, but use them from an L1
perspective.

Some studies suggest that late bilinguals do acquire the
thinking-for-speaking patterns of their L2. Stam (1998, 2006)
and Stam and McCafferty (2009) showed that when L2 English
learners narrated in English, they showed mixed L1 and L2
patterns of thinking-for-speaking. These results reflected their
interlanguage development and indicated an overall improve-
ment. Cadierno and Ruiz (2006) compared the expression of Path

and Manner of Motion by Danish learners of Spanish, Italian
learners of Spanish and Spanish native speakers. Despite the
expectation that Danish learners would show a higher degree of
Path and Manner elaboration, the results displayed a limited
influence of the L1 thinking-for-speaking patterns on the speech
of Advanced learners. This is particularly encouraging, as Danish
was only typologically different language in the group. Lewis’s
(2012) investigation of L1 English speakers learning Spanish while
studying abroad showed that learners were able to demonstrate L2
patterns in their descriptions of path after only 6 months of
immersion. Their findings suggest that learners can acquire their
L2 patterns of thinking-for-speaking but do not specify to what
extent (Lewis, 2012). As for the acquisition of English by Portu-
guese speakers. The few studies that have been carried out
reported positive results (Nogueira, 2009; Chiappara, 2022).
However, these focused on a significantly small number of parti-
cipants (an average of 15 individuals) and only focused on a
particular proficiency range.

Some questions about the acquisition of thinking-for-speaking
patterns in the L2 remain unanswered. These include the effects of
age of onset, the amount of exposure or the types of instruction
(Cadierno, 2017; Stam, 2015). Cadierno (2017) points out that,
while a significant body of research has focused on the acquisition
of s-framed languages, work on the acquisition of v-framed ones
remains scarce. Mengali (2020) underscores this scarcity and
emphasizes that this is particularly true for Portuguese as a second
language. Cadierno (2017) also points out that more work that
includes data from early learners is needed: in her comprehensive
review of the field, she showed that most of the work has focused
on Intermediate and Advanced learners.

The present study fills some of these gaps in the literature by
(i) analyzing the acquisition of Portuguese, a v-framed language,
by L1 speakers of English; (ii) introducing results collected from a
large sample of Elementary and Intermediate L2 speakers;
(iii) providing data on the acquisition of English by L1 Portuguese
speakers with a number of participants that much supersedes the
average of 15 individuals.

The present study

This investigation focuses on the acquisition of English as an
additional language by L1 Brazilian Portuguese speakers as well
as Portuguese as an additional language by L1 English speakers.
From a theoretical standpoint, English is an s-framed language that
prototypically encodes Manner of motion in the main verb and
Path of motion in a satellite. Brazilian Portuguese, on the other
hand, is a canonical V-framed language that encodes Path of
motion in the main verb, and Manner of motion is elaborated
in an optional adverbial clause (Almeida, 2002; Batoréo, 2014;
Batoréo & Ferrari, 2016).

Participants were asked to rate sets of sentences in which
Manner of motion is encoded by employing the canonical s-framed
structure: (i) Manner + Path (The woman walks into the room), as
well as two prototypical v-framed construction types: (ii) Path Verb
+ Manner Adverbial Clause (The woman enters the kitchen walk-
ing) and (iii) Path Verb + Manner Adverbial Prepositional Phrase
(The woman enters the kitchen on foot). The choice for the novel
model of employing an acceptability judgment task followed
Hwang (2023), who argues that it imposes less cognitive burden
on participants.
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This study aimed to answer three questions – one of a more
typological focus and two centered on bilingual development:

RQ1. Considering that both English and Brazilian Portuguese
allow descriptions of motion in with a Path verb and an optional
Manner prepositional phrase, how does this structure rank com-
pared to the canonical structures of each language?

RQ2. At what stage of second language development (Elementary,
Intermediate, Advanced) do L1 English L2 learners of Portuguese
(as v-framed language) begin to rate motion encoding structures as
acceptable as monolingual L1 Portuguese speakers do?

RQ3. At what stage of second language development (Elementary,
Intermediate, Advanced) do L1 Portuguese L2 learners of English
(as V-framed language) begin to rate motion encoding structures as
acceptable as monolingual L1 English speakers do?

For RQ1, we anticipate that Portuguese speakers will consider
the Path verb +Manner prepositional phrase more acceptable than
the prototypical Path verb + Manner adverbial clause. This will
occur due to the lower complexity of aManner prepositional phrase
compared to an adverbial clause, which entails the assignment of an
argument structure (Chomsky, 1957). We also anticipate that
English speakers will consider Path verb + Manner prepositional
phrase more acceptable than Path verb + Manner adverbial clause
for a similar reason but will rank it as less acceptable than the
canonical Manner verb + Path satellite constructions.

For RQ2 and RQ3, we expect that learners at earlier stages will
demonstrate higher acceptability of sentences that reflect the
thinking-for-speaking strategies of their L1 (Cadierno, 2004,
2017). We also expect that this should change over time, and late
bilingual speakers will begin to assign higher ratings to sentences
that show the pattern of thinking-for-speaking of their L2 as early as
at the Intermediate level (Cadierno & Ruiz, 2006). However, we
expect that learners of Portuguese as an L2will consider Path verb +
Manner prepositional phrase less acceptable than monolingual
speakers of Portuguese do due to the permissibility of the structure
in both languages, but the preference for v-framing in Portuguese.
Learners of English as an L2 will consider Path verb + Manner
adverbial clause more acceptable than monolingual speakers of
English do due to the grammaticality of the structure in English,
despite v-framing being less preferable.

Because Manner encoding in the verb results in a larger verb
lexicon in s-framed languages (Slobin, 2004), learners of L2 English
will consider S-framing structures acceptable relatively early due to
the salience of elaborate description of Manner in the L2. Contrast-
ingly, learners of L2 Portuguese will consider v-framing structures
less acceptable and also relatively early because of the low occur-
rence of Manner verbs in the language.

Participants

Two hundred and eight participants were recruited via social media
announcements as well as collaborations with higher education
institutions in Brazil, Canada and the United States. To participate,
individuals needed to be 18 years old. Participants consisted of
monolingual speakers of Brazilian Portuguese (n = 20), monolin-
gual speakers of English (n = 31), L2 English learners whose first
language was Brazilian Portuguese (n = 88), and L2 Portuguese

learners whose first language was English (n = 69). The study
collected informed consent from participants prior to its start.

To isolate the effects of L3 transfer on the learners’ English and
Portuguese, we excluded from the data L2 English learners who
reported an Intermediate level in another s-framed language as well
as L2 Portuguese learners who reported the same level in another
v-framed language. L2 learners also rated ungrammatical sentences
(i.e., sentences that violated the target language syntax) on a scale
from 1 to 6. Participants who assigned 4 or higher to any of the
sentences were also removed from the study (n= 26). No L1 speaker
rated any of the ungrammatical sentences as acceptable. Finally, we
also removed incomplete responses from the data (n = 6).

This procedure left us with one hundred and seventy-six parti-
cipants. The first group (n = 27) consisted of monolingual L1
speakers of English (‘L1 English’) aged between 18 and 63. The
second group (n = 19) was made up of monolingual L1 speakers of
Portuguese (‘L1 Portuguese’) aged between 22 and 58. The third
group (n = 73) consisted of L2 English speakers whose L1 is
Brazilian Portuguese (‘L2 English’). These participants’ age ranged
between 18 and 39. They had an average of 13.07 years learning the
L2 and an average age of onset of 19.87. The fourth group (n = 57)
consisted of L2 Brazilian Portuguese speakers whose L1 is English
(‘L2 Portuguese’). Their age ranged between 18 and 55. They had an
average of 1.8 years learning their L2 and an average age of onset of
1.80. While both groups’ average age of onset was early adulthood,
the amount of time spent learning their L2 varied significantly.

See Table 1 for background information on participants.

Proficiency measurements

L2 English and L2 Portuguese learners took a self-reported profi-
ciency test designed at the Michigan State University. The admin-
istration of a self-reported exam follows recent trends in the field:
they are adequate for low-stakes L2-proficiency measurements
because of their low cost, and they make intuitive sense to learners
(Winke et al., 2023). The exam is aligned with the American
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) standards
for language learning and places test-takers in one of five bands:
(i) Level 1: Novice Low to Novice High, (ii) Level 2: Novice High to
IntermediateMid, (iii) Level 3: IntermediateMid to Advanced Low,
(iv) Level 4: Intermediate High to Advanced Mid and (iv) Level 5:
Advanced Mid to Superior. The self-reported proficiency test is
divided into five sections. In each section, participants rated ten
language-related Can-Do statements according to their perceived
language skills (e.g., I cannot do this yet, with much help, with little

Table 1. Background information of participants

Group Age at testing Age of onset Years learning L2

L1 English (n = 27) 34.48
(SD = 12.92;
range = 18–63)

NA NA

L1 Portuguese (n = 19) 36.11
(SD = 10.76;
range = 22–58)

NA NA

L2 English (n = 73) 32.95
(SD = 11.39;
range = 18–39)

19.87
(SD = 12.22;
range = 4–60)

13.07
(SD = 11.22;
range = 0.08–45)

L2 Portuguese (n = 57) 20.81
(SD = 5.27;
range = 18–55)

19.00
(SD = 2.61;
range = 13–32)

1.80
(SD = 4.30;
range = 0.08–30)
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help, I can do it well). Participants were also asked to rate whether
the skills described were important to them. The test performs
conservative scoring: each set of 10 statements has 10 possible
points, with one point awarded if the person selected the highest
ability level (mastery, a ‘4’) on the Likert-scale (Tigchelaar et al.,
2017). A participant who scored 8 out of 10 on a set was able to
advance to the next set. There was a total of 5 sets: one for each of
the test levels. The conservative approach was adopted to prevent
over-assignment in the higher levels (Tigchelaar et al., 2017).

To add another layer of validity to their self-reported results, we
analyzed whether there was a correlation between the self-reported
proficiency exam and participants’ years of learning the L2. We
expected a positive correlation between the factors. The Kendall
rank correlation test showed a strong positive correlation (t = 0.64,
Z = 7.65, p < 0.001) for L2 English learners and a moderate positive
correlation for L2 Portuguese learners (t = 0.52, Z = 5.03, p < .001).
This means that their proficiency assessment is coherent with the
length of exposure.

Participants’ proficiency levels can be seen in Table 2.
As the self-reported proficiency exam places learners in one of

five levels – which would result in many small subgroups – we
decided to conflate the five test levels into three bands: Elementary,
Intermediate andAdvanced. Our aimwas to find an adequate scope
that was neither too broad to generalize or too narrow for patterns
to be identified. First, we correlated the ACTFL levels with the
Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) bands. We
noted that the one CEFR band ranged over one or two ACTFL
levels, i.e., both test levels 1 and 2 fit within the CEFR’s ‘Basic User’
(Elementary); similarly, levels 3 and 4 were equivalent to the
CEFR’s ‘Independent User’ (Intermediate). Level 5 corresponded
to the CEFR’s ‘Proficient User’ (Advanced). This system allowed us
to reduce the number of subgroups from 5 to 3.

Methods

The decision to use an acceptability judgment task was motivated
by multiple factors. First, as seen in Hwang (2023), they are more
sensitive to nuances of grammar and impose less cognitive burden
on learners. Second, they have a high potential to assess specific

target structures (Grey & Tagarelli, 2018). Third, they are easy and
efficient to administer, as they can be applied via the internet.
Acceptability judgments are also helpful for late bilingual learners
whomay demonstrate understanding of an L2 semantic feature, yet
not have undergone the process of automatization (i.e., the con-
scious, controlled processing of declarative knowledge in natural
speech) (Hasko, 2009; Selinker & Gass, 2008).

Participants were asked to rate 75 sentences on a 1–6 Likert
scale. They were instructed to select 1 for sentences they deemed
‘not acceptable’ and 6 for those they considered ‘completely accept-
able’. A six-point Likert scale was selected to avoid the selection of a
middle point and invite participants to consider the items of
measurement (as argued for by Chomeya (2010)). The 75 sentences
were distributed as: 24 target structures and 48 distractors – a
format similar to the one used by Hwang (2023), as well as 3 extra
ungrammatical sentences (sentences that violated subject–verb
agreement and word order) to add another layer of validity to their
proficiency measurement results. L2 participants who rated
ungrammatical sentences with a 4 or higher were excluded from
the study. No L1 participant rated an ungrammatical sentence with
a score higher than a 1.

The target structures were elaborated following Gagarina
(2009)’s list of common Manner verbs. We analyzed their absolute
frequency in the Contemporary Corpus of American English
(COCA) and selected the top 4 most frequent verbs: ‘walk’, ‘swim’,
‘drive’ and ‘fly’. For each of these structures, we collected two
sentences from COCA, which we manipulated to display the Path
verb and Manner prepositional phrase as well as Path verb and
Manner adverbial clause structures:

4. (a) I walk into the kitchen and ask him for the phone.
[Manner verb + Path satellite]

(b) I enter the kitchen walking and ask him for the phone.
[Path verb + Manner adverbial clause]

(c) I enter the kitchen on foot and ask him for the phone.
[Path verb + Manner prepositional phrase]

Brazilian Portuguese sentences underwent the opposite process.
To determine the corpus for the BP analysis, we searched for
constructions that were structurally opposite from the English
patterns (Path+Manner vs Manner+Path). We ran these in the
NOW: Corpus do Português and located samples that also displayed
high absolute frequency in Brazilian Portuguese. This allowed us to
find direct correspondents in both languages. The BP constructions
consisted of entrar ‘to enter/walk in(to)’, atravessar ‘to cross’, levar
‘to take/drive’ and viajar ‘to travel/fly’. These sentences were also
manipulated from their canonical Path verb+ Manner adverbial
clause or Path verb + Manner prepositional phrase to the Manner
verb + Path satellite construction:

5. (a) Ronaldo entrou na cozinha andando. [Path verb +
Manner adverbial clause]
‘Ronaldo entered the kitchen walking.’

(b) Ronaldo entrou na cozinha a pé. [Path verb + Manner
prepositional phrase]
‘Ronaldo entered the kitchen on foot.’

(c) Ronaldo andou para dentro da cozinha. [Manner verb +
Path satellite]
‘Ronaldo walked into the kitchen.’

L1 speakers filled out a background questionnaire which col-
lected information about their age, experiences abroad (visits and

Table 2. Participants’ Distribution Based on Proficiency Levels

Group Age at testing Age of onset Years learning L2

L2 English
Elementary
(n = 33)

31.27
(SD = 11.82;
range = 18–70)

26.87
(SD = 12.17;
range = 13–60)

4.40
(SD = 3.72;
range = 0.08–15)

L2 English
Intermediate
(n = 15)

35.47
(SD = 13.12;
range = 18–57)

16.34
(SD = 16.34;
range = 4–44)

19.5
(SD = 19.5;
range = 4–43.7)

L2 English Advanced
(n = 25)

33.64
(SD = 9.12;
range = 23–58)

12.96
(SD = 7.16;
range = 4–43)

20.67
(SD = 8.24;
range = 10–45)

L2 Portuguese
Elementary
(n = 43)

19.86
(SD = 2.58;
range = 18–33)

19.29
(SD = 2.56;
range = 17.5–32)

0.59
(SD = 0.42;
range = 0.08–1.5)

L2 Portuguese
Intermediate
(n = 10)

24.20
(SD = 10.47;
range = 19–55)

19.07
(SD = 2.11;
range = 17.5–25)

5.12
(SD = 8.53;
range = 0.91–30)

L2 Portuguese
Advanced (n = 4)

22.25
(SD = 3.36;
range = 18–26)

15.73
(SD = 2.09;
range = 13.5–18)

6.52
(SD = 3.89;
range = 1.6–12)
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stays), proficiency in additional languages and academic and pro-
fessional background. The aim was to prevent their knowledge of a
foreign language of the opposite typological group of the tested
language from having an effect on the results. It also served to
determine whether they had spent a significant amount of time in a
target-language-speaking country. A period of more than 30 days
was considered significant. L2 speakers completed a similar back-
ground questionnaire that also included questions about the
amount of time spent learning the additional language, method
of instruction and age of onset. None of their answers to these
questions excluded them from the study.

L1 participants completed an acceptability judgment task of
sentences in their native language. The aim of this type of assess-
ment was two-fold: (i) it provided us with a baseline against which
bilingual ratings could be compared and (ii) it allowed us to assess
the preference for Path verb and optional Manner prepositional
phrases in relation to Path verb and optional Manner adverbial
clause (structures that are licit in both languages). As this study
focuses on unidirectional effects (i.e., the effects of the L1 in the L2
only), L2 participants completed the preference task in their add-
itional language. To reduce the impact of low language proficiency
in Elementary L2 speakers’ results, glosses of less frequent words
were provided to all L2 speakers.

Data analysis

We ran two main types of analysis of the data: within-group and
between-group comparisons.Within-group comparisons helped us
establish a baseline in the languages that informed us (i) what
acceptability ratings should be expected from bilingual speakers
in relation to monolingual speakers; (ii) whether speakers of each
language displayed any preference between the two verb-framing
structures (Path verb +Manner prepositional phrase or Path verb +
Manner adverbial clause), which are acceptable in both BP and
English. To perform this analysis, we created a model for ordinal
logistic regression (Cumulative Link Mixed Model fitted with the
Laplace approximation) using the clmm() function from the
ordinal package in the R software (R Core Team, 2021). Our
motivation for employing this type of regression was twofold. From
a theoretical standpoint, as seen in Veríssimo (2021), it is inappro-
priate to assume that ordinal data shows equidistance between
points – a requirement of metric methods such as ANOVA or
linear regressions. From a practical perspective, ordinal logistic
regressions demonstrate higher predictive power for models with
ordinal data andmultiple independent variables, as seen in Kissling
(2018) and Tare et al. (2018).

We created a model with one dependent variable (Ratings), one
fixed effect (Pattern) and two random effects (Participant and
Events).1 The patterns were coded asManner+Path (sentences with
a Manner verb followed by a Path satellite within the same clause),
Path+Verb (sentences with a Path verb followed by a Manner
subordinate adverbial clause) and Path+Prep (sentences with a
Path verb followed by a Manner prepositional phrase, also within
the same clause). Our formula consisted of: Ratings Pattern + (1|
Participant) + (1| Events). We also ran the emmeans() function to
contrast the variables.

Between-group analysis helps us determine whether acceptabil-
ity ratings change across proficiency levels, in particular, in relation
to those provided by monolingual speakers. For this analysis, we
created a second model for ordinal logistic regression (Cumulative
Link Mixed Model fitted with the Laplace approximation) again
using the clmm() function from the ordinal package in the R
software (R Core Team, 2021). Our second model included one
dependent variable (Ratings), one fixed effect (Proficiency) and two
random effects (Participant and Events).2 Proficiency included in
the model consisted of Monolingual (L1 speakers), Elementary,
Intermediate and Advanced. Our formula consisted of: Ratings
Proficiency + (1| Participant) + (1| Events). As in the first model,
we ran the emmeans() function for contrast.

These approaches allowed us to test (i) whether L1 speakers
demonstrate differences in their acceptability ratings of PathVerb +
Manner prepositional phrase and Path Verb + Manner adverbial
clause (RQ1) and (ii) whether L2 learners’ acceptability ratings
begin to converge with those of L1 speakers as they become more
proficient in their L2 (RQ2 and RQ3).

Results

The graphed results (Figures 1 and 2) give us an overview of the
tendencies in both L1 and L2 speakers’ ratings across proficiency
levels and pattern types. For the sake of convenience, we refer to
structures with Manner encoding in the verb and Path encoding in
a satellite asM-, Path encoding in the verb andManner
encoding in a prepositional phrase as M- and Path
encoding in the verb and Manner encoding in an adverbial phrase
as M-AC. In this section, we present the results of
both within- and between-group comparisons.

Within-group comparisons: monolinguals

The results of the ordinal logistic regression (Table 3) show that
monolingual speakers of English (‘L1 English’) rated Manner-verb
structures asmore acceptable than bothManner-prep (OR=�0.44,
Z = �2.56, p = 0.02) and Manner-AdvClause constructions. How-
ever, the difference in the acceptability ratings of Manner-verb and
Manner-AdvClause structures was not statistically significant
(OR=�0.18,Z=�1.03, p= 0.55). Similarly, there was no particular
difference between their ratings for Manner-prep and Manner-
AdvClause constructions (OR = �0.18, Z = �1.03, p = 0.55).

The results for monolingual speakers of Portuguese (‘L1 Portu-
guese’) show a lower acceptability of the Manner-verb structure
compared to bothManner-prep (OR=�1.73,Z =�7.57, p= <0.01)
andManner-AdvClause (OR =�0.84, Z =�3.98, p = <0.01). There
was also a higher acceptability ofManner-prep structure in relation
to the Manner-AdvClause (OR = �0.89, Z = 3.91, p = <0.01). For
both groups, the regression showed no effects of the Participant
variable in the result (L1 English: [s2 = 1.741, SD = 1.32], L1
Portuguese: [s2 = 0.33, SD = 0.58]).

Overall, L1 English speakers displayed higher acceptability of
structures in which Manner is encoded in the verb (s-framing
strategy) compared to the ones in which Manner is encoded adver-
bially (v-framing strategy). However, there was no significant dif-
ference in their assessment ofManner encoding in adverbial clauses
in relation to the other two strategies. L1 Portuguese speakers1We included Events as a random variable after one of the reviewers suggested

we accounted for the difference in our data: some sentences consisted of one
clause with one motion event while others consisted of two clauses with two
motion events. No effects were found.

2As in the previous model, we included Events as a random variable, as
suggested by one of the reviewers. No effects were found.
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demonstrated a clear preference for the adverbial encodings of
Manner (v-framing strategies) over the s-framing strategy and
rated the encoding via adverbial clause lower than the prepositional
counterpart.

Within-group comparisons: bilinguals

Acceptability ratings by L2 English speakers
The results of the ordinal logistic regression for L2 English Elem-
entary speakers (Table 3) showed that they consider Manner-verb

constructions slightly more acceptable than Manner-preposition
constructions (OR = 0.46, Z = 2.58, p = 0.01). Similar ratings are
observed for Manner-AdvClause over Manner-verb (OR = 0.63,
Z = 3.92, p = 0.00). They did not, however, show any particular
preference for Manner-prep over Manner-AdvClause construc-
tions in their L2 (OR = 0.17, Z = 1.07, p = 0.53).

For L2 English Intermediate speakers, Manner-verb structures
received a significantly higher acceptability rate than bothManner-
prep (OR = 1.80, Z = 6.78, p = <0.01) and Manner-AdvClause
(OR = 3.19, Z = 11.00, p = <0.01). They also demonstrated higher

Figure 1. Sentence ratings by English speakers.

Figure 2. Sentence ratings by Portuguese speakers.
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acceptability of Manner-prep over Manner-AdvClause (OR = 1.39,
Z = 5.27, p = <0.01).

Acceptability ratings provided by L2 English advanced speakers,
however, showed no particular preference for any of the structures,
withManner-verb andManner-prep (OR= 0.21,Z= 1.20, p= 0.45),
Manner-verb and Manner-AdvClause (OR = 0.00, Z = �0.04,
p = 0.99) and Manner-prep and Manner-AdvClause (OR = �0.22,
Z = �1.23, p = 0.43) yielding no significant difference. Participant
variability had no effect for any of the groups (L2 EnglishElementary:
[s2 = 1.16, SD= 1.07], L2 English Intermediate: [s2 = 1.93, SD= 1.39],
L2 English Advanced: [s2 = 0.44, SD = 0.66]).

Acceptability ratings by L2 BP speakers
The results of the ordinal logistic regression for L2 BP Elementary
speakers (Table 3) showed a slightly lower acceptability ofManner-verb
constructions over Manner-preposition constructions (OR = 1.15,
Z = 7.90, p = <0.01). Higher ratings for Manner-verb over Manner-
AdvClause (OR = 1.31, Z = 8.91, p = <0.01) are also observed. L2 BP
Elementary speakers did not show, however, any significant difference
in their ratings forManner-prep andManner-AdvClause constructions
in Portuguese (OR = 0.15, Z = 1.13, p = 0.49).

L2 BP Intermediate speakers assigned slightly higher acceptabil-
ity ratings to Manner-prep structures in comparison to Manner-
AdvClause (OR = 1.43, Z = 4.79, p = <0.01) and Manner-verb

(OR = 1.18, Z = 3.95, p = <0.01). Manner-verb constructions
received higher ratings than Manner-AdvClause sentences
(OR = 2.61, Z = 7.87, p = <0.01).

Similarly to the ratings by L2 English Advanced speakers,
those provided by L2 BP Advanced speakers showed no particular
preference for any of the structures, with Manner-verb and
Manner-prep (OR = �1.05, Z = �2.23, p = 0.06), Manner-verb
and Manner-AdvClause (OR = �0.43, Z = �0.94, p = 0.61) and
Manner-prep and Manner-AdvClause (OR = 0.62, Z = 1.35,
p = 0.36) yielding no significant difference. Participant variability
also had no effect for any of the groups (L2 English Elementary:
[s2 = 0.53, SD=0.73], L2English Intermediate: [s2 = 1.37, SD=1.17],
L2 English Elementary: [s2 = 0.59, SD = 0.76]).

Between-group comparisons

Manner-encoded-in-the-verb constructions
The distribution of L2 English speakers’ ratings (Table 4) showed
differences among the levels tested, in particular, in relation to the
ratings by L1 English speakers. The ordinal logistic regression
(Table 4) showed that Elementary and Advanced speakers assigned
similar acceptability ratings to Manner-verb constructions as those
provided by L1 speakers (L2 English Elementary: [OR = �0.34,
Z = �0.91, p = 0.79]; L2 English Advanced: [OR = 0.04, Z = 0.11,

Table 3. Within-group comparison

Language Proficiency Contrast (Manner encoding) Estimate SE Z-ratio p-value

Portuguese Elementary Main.verb – Preposition 0.46 0.16 2.85 0.01

Main.verb – Adv.clause 0.63 0.16 3.92 0.00

Preposition – Adv.clause 0.17 0.16 1.07 0.53

Intermediate Main.verb – Preposition 1.80 0.26 6.78 <.01

Main.verb – Adv.clause 3.19 0.29 11.00 <.01

Preposition – Adv.clause 1.39 0.24 5.72 <.01

Advanced Main.verb – Preposition 0.21 0.17 1.20 0.45

Main.verb – Adv.clause �0.00 0.18 �0.04 0.99

Preposition – Adv.clause �0.22 0.18 �1.23 0.43

Monolingual Main.verb – Preposition �0.44 0.17 �2.56 0.02

Main.verb – Adv.clause �0.18 0.17 �1.03 0.55

Preposition – Adv.clause 0.26 0.17 1.50 0.28

English Elementary Main.verb – Preposition 1.15 0.14 7.90 <.01

Main.verb – Adv.clause 1.31 0.14 8.91 <.01

Preposition – Adv.clause 0.15 0.13 1.13 0.49

Intermediate Main.verb – Preposition 1.18 0.29 3.95 <.01

Main.verb – Adv.clause 2.61 0.33 7.87 <.01

Preposition – Adv.clause 1.43 0.29 4.79 <.01

Advanced Main.verb – Preposition �1.05 0.47 �2.23 0.06

Main.verb – Adv.clause �0.43 0.46 �0.94 0.61

Preposition – Adv.clause 0.62 0.45 1.35 0.36

Monolingual Main.verb – Preposition �1.73 0.22 �7.57 <.01

Main.verb – Adv.clause �0.84 0.21 �3.98 <.01

Preposition – Adv.clause 0.89 0.22 3.91 <.01
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p = 0.99]). There was also no significant difference between the
ratings of Elementary and Advanced speakers (OR = 0.39, Z = 1.01,
p = 0.73). Interestingly, there were differences between the ratings
of Intermediate and L1 speakers (OR =�1.88, Z = 3.94, p = <0.01)
as well as Intermediate andAdvanced speakers (OR= 1.93,Z= 4.00,
p = <0.01).

The ordinal logistic regression for the L2 BP speakers’ data
showed a difference in the acceptability ratings by L1 and Elemen-
tary speakers (OR = �1.43, Z = �4.86, p = <0.01) as well as
Elementary and the other two L2 levels (L2 BP Intermediate:
[OR = 1.18, Z = 3.25, p = <0.01]; L2 BP Advanced: [(OR = 1.77,
Z= 3.39, p=<0.01]). A positive effect of proficiency can be observed
in the comparison between the ratings by Intermediate and
Advanced learners in relation to L1 speakers. There was no statis-
tical difference between the ratings of L2 BP Intermediate and L1
speakers (OR = �0.24, Z = �0.61, p = <0.92) or between the
acceptability judgments by L2 Advanced and L1 speakers
(OR = 0.33, Z = 0.61, p = <0.92). The effects of L2 proficiency were
stable from the Intermediate level onwards, as there were no
differences between the judgments by Intermediate and Advanced
speakers either (OR = 0.58, Z = 0.99, p < 0.75).

As in the previous tests, participant variability had no effect for
any of the groups (L2 English: [s2 = 1.67, SD = 1.29], L2 BP:
[s2 = 0.65, SD = 0.80]). The significance of these findings will be
addressed in the Discussion section.

Manner-in-the-prepositional-phrase constructions
ForManner-prep constructions, English speakers’ ratings showed a
positive effect of L2 proficiency. The ordinal logistic regression
showed that there is a significant difference between the accept-
ability judgments of L1 and Elementary speakers (OR = 0.94,
Z = 2.71, p = 0.03). There were, however, no differences between
the ratings by L1 and Intermediate (OR = 0.39, Z = 0.93, p = 0.78) or
L1 and Advanced speakers (OR = 0.75, Z = 2.06, p = 0.16). There
were also no effects of proficiency between Intermediate and
Advanced learners (OR = 0.35, Z = 0.83, p = 0.84).

L2 BP data showed differences in the acceptability ratings
compared to those by L1 and all L2 speakers (Elementary:
[OR = 1.95, Z = 6.30, p < 0.01]; Intermediate: [OR = 2.76,
Z = 6.60, p < 0.01]; Advanced: [OR = 1.97, Z = 3.55, p < 0.01]). It
also showed no differences in the judgments from Elementary to
other L2 proficiency levels (Intermediate: [OR = 0.81, Z = 2.28,
p = 0.10]; Advanced: [OR = 0.02, Z = 0.05, p = 0.99]) or between
Intermediate and Advanced (OR = �0.78, Z = �1.34, p = 0.53).
Participant variability had no effect for any of the L2 groups
(L2 English: [s2 = 1.33, SD = 1.15], L2 BP: [s2 = 0.65, SD = 0.80]).

Manner-in-the-adverbial-clause constructions
For L2 English speakers’ ratings, the ordinal logistic regression
showed that there were significant differences in the acceptability
judgments by Elementary and Intermediate speakers compared to

Table 4. Between-Group Comparison

Language Pattern Proficiency Estimate SE Z-value p-value

Portuguese Manner verb + Path satellite Monolingual - - - -

Elementary 1.43 0.29 4.86 1.17e–6

Intermediate 0.24 0.40 0.61 0.53

Advanced �0.33 0.54 �0.61 0.53

Path verb + Manner clause Monolingual - - - -

Elementary �1.00 0.33 �2.99 0.002

Intermediate �2.85 0.47 �5.95 2e–9

Advanced �1.10 0.63 �1.73 0.08

Path verb + Manner prep Monolingual - - - -

Elementary �1.95 0.30 �6.30 2.82e–10

Intermediate �2.76 0.41 �6.60 4.08e–11

Advanced �1.97 0.55 �3.55 0.00

English Manner verb + Path satellite Monolingual - - - -

Elementary 0.13 0.16 0.80 0.42

Intermediate 1.53 0.21 7.19 6.5e–13

Advanced �0.60 0.16 �0.41 0.67

Path verb + Manner clause Monolingual - - - -

Elementary �0.68 0.16 �4.08 4.42e–05

Intermediate �1.07 0.20 �5.37 7.76e–08

Advanced �0.21 0.16 �1.29 0.19

Path verb + Manner prep Monolingual - - - -

Elementary �0.73 0.17 �4.31 1.62e–05

Intermediate �0.21 0.19 �1.90 0.27

Advanced �0.56 0.16 �3.38 0.0007
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L1 speakers (Elementary: [OR = 0.95, Z = 2.70, p = 0.03]; Inter-
mediate: [OR = 1.48, Z = 3.40, p < 0.01]). There were no differences
between the ratings by Elementary and Intermediate speakers
(OR = 0.53, Z = 1.25, p = 0.59). Higher L2 proficiency had an effect
as Advanced and L1 speakers’ ratings converged (OR = 0.30,
Z = 0.81, p = 0.84). This observation was also supported by the fact
that there was a significant difference in the judgments by Inter-
mediate and Advanced speakers (OR =�1.18, Z =�2.70, p < 0.03).

L2 BP speakers’ data showed a similar effect of high proficiency
in participants’ results. There were differences in the ratings pro-
vided by Elementary and Intermediate speakers compared to those
by L1 speakers (Elementary: [OR = 1.00, Z = 2.99, p = 0.01];
Intermediate: [OR = 2.85, Z = 5.95, p < 0.01]). There were, however,
differences between the ratings by Elementary and Intermediate
speakers (OR = 1.84, Z = 4.37, p < 0.01). Highly proficient learners
showed no difference in their ratings in relation to L1 speakers
(OR = 1.10, Z = 1.73, p = 0.30). This effect was corroborated by the
difference in acceptability judgment by their less proficient coun-
terparts (Intermediate: OR = �1.75, Z = 2.56, p = 0.05).

While participant variability had no effect for the English group
(s2 = 1.38, SD = 1.17), our model showed that it played a role in the
results by the BP group (s2 = 0.98, SD = 0.99). This fact, which helps
clarify some points in the data, will be addressed in the following
section.

Discussion

The present study set out to answer three research questions. First,
considering that both English and Brazilian Portuguese allow
descriptions of motion with a Path verb and an optional Manner
prepositional phrase, we investigated where the Manner-prep
structure ranks compared to the canonical structures of each lan-
guage. Second, our goal was to identify at what stage of L2 devel-
opment (i.e., the effects of L2 proficiency) L2 Portuguese learners’
acceptability ratings of Manner-verb, Manner-AdvClause and
Manner- prep converged with those of L1 Portuguese speakers.
Third, our aim was to identify at what stage of L2 development
(i.e., the effects of L2 proficiency) L2 English learners’ acceptability
ratings of the same three structures approximated to those of L1
English speakers. In this section, we attempt to answer these three
questions based on the results we encountered.

The elaboration of Manner in a prepositional phrase

L1 English speakers demonstrate a higher acceptability forManner-
verb constructions over Manner-Path, which is expected consider-
ing the theoretical work in the field of semantic typology (Slobin,
2004; Talmy, 1985, 1991, 2000). Manner-verb is, after all, the most
frequent encoding strategy employed by s-framed languages, which
is the canonical classification English has received in the literature
(Lewandowski, 2021; Pavlenko & Volynsky, 2015; Slobin, 2004).
Interestingly, however, L1 English did not rate Manner-prep and
Manner-AdvClause significantly differently from one another. As
previously discussed, the acceptability of Manner-AdvClause con-
structions comes to no surprise as English allows encoding of the
type (Mary crossed the river swimming). What is remarkable in
participants’ judgments is that the structure received ratings that
are not distinguishable from those for Manner-prep constructions.
According to Slobin (2004), what plays a more important role is
when Manner must be encoded as opposed to when it may be
encoded. In this study, our focus was on instances in whichManner

was encoded, and noMannerless clauses were provided. Due to the
Manner elaboration being presented and licit, speakersmay assume
that it has done so for a reason (i.e., a pragmatic motivation). The
investigation of speakers’ assumptions about the obligatoriness of
Manner encoding is outside the scope of this work.

As for the question at hand, although L1 English speakers rated
Manner-prep structures as less acceptable than the canonical
Manner-verb one, they did not show any particular higher or lower
judgment of the structure compared to Manner-AdvClause – the
other canonical v-framed structure. This seems to indicate that,
while the Manner-verb structure is preferred, the v-framed con-
structions may be used in lieu of one another.

For L1 BP speakers, ratings show acceptability that matches
what one would expect based on the literature. Manner-prep and
Manner-AdvClause constructions – the prototypical v-framing
structures – were preferred over Manner-verb – the common
s-framing strategy. What the data contributes to is showing how
Manner-prep fares in relation to Manner-AdvClause. Judgments
show that speakers consider Manner-prep encoding more accept-
able than Manner-AdvClause, which is most often used as an
example of canonical v-framing strategy. Overall, this corroborates
the argument that BP favors verb-framing (Batoréo & Ferrari, 2016;
Nogueira, 2009).

L2 English development

For Manner-verb structures, Advanced L2 English speakers’
acceptability ratings converged with those by L1 English speakers
– showing that high proficiency does have an effect on their judg-
ments of the canonical s- framed structure. For Manner-prep
constructions, the effects were observed earlier, at the Intermediate
level. This convergence also holds for L2 Advanced learners. There-
fore, bilingual learners’ judgments were sensitive to lower accept-
ability of Manner encoding in the preposition at a somewhat early
stage of L2 development. For Manner-AdvClause constructions,
the convergence occurred somewhat later, at the Advanced level –
as observed for Manner-verb structures. Speakers at the Intermedi-
ate level showed significant difference from L1ers, a difference also
observed between this group and Advanced learners. These results
are particularly promising if we consider the sample size (n = 73)
and the years learning the L2 (M = 13.07, SD = 11.22).

The data partially supported our hypothesis that learners at
earlier stages would demonstrate higher acceptability ratings for
sentences that reflect the thinking-for-speaking strategies of their
L1. For instance, L2 English speakers demonstrated late conver-
gence for Manner-verb and Manner-AdvClause constructions,
despite the high ratings they received from L1 English speakers.
It did not, however, support our prediction for Manner-prep,
where convergence began to occur significantly early, at the
Intermediate level. The fact that Manner-AdvClause sentences
received different ratings from Elementary and Intermediate
learners when compared to L1 speakers also supports our hypoth-
esis that there would be differences in their ratings despite the
grammaticality of the structure in English. The data also partially
supported our prediction that late bilingual speakers will begin to
assign higher ratings to sentences that show the pattern of
thinking-for- speaking of their L2 as early as at the Intermediate
level. While this was true for Manner-prep constructions, the
other two types – which were equally considered significantly
acceptable by L1 speakers, received lower ratings by L2ers, which
suggests transfer from the L1. Our final hypothesis, that the large
verb lexicon of the S-framed languages would indicate an early

Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 453

https://doi.org/10.1017/S136672892400052X Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S136672892400052X


convergence of ratings was not entirely supported. L2 Elementary
and Intermediate learners did not rate Manner-path construc-
tions as highly as their L1 counterparts.

L2 Portuguese development

ForManner-verb structures, Intermediate proficiency had an effect
on the judgments of L2 Portuguese learners, who provided accept-
ability ratings that converge with those of L1 Portuguese speakers.
As the results suggested that this convergence also holds for L2
Advanced learners, it seems that as bilingual learners of BP
(a v-framed language) judgments are sensitive to lower acceptabil-
ity of Manner encoding in the main verb in BP at a somewhat early
stage of L2 development. For Manner-prep constructions, the data
showed no converge of acceptability among any of the L2 groups
and the L1 participants. This indicates a locus of difficulty in the
development of judgment of learners of a v-framed language, which
is of particular relevance since this is the most acceptable structure
according to L1 BP speakers. It is important to note, however, that
the Advanced sample is very small (n= 4), so these results cannot be
generalized. For Manner-AdvClause constructions, the converge
also does not occur during Elementary or Intermediate stages. We
do observe, however, that Advanced speakers assign acceptability
ratings that match those of L1 BP speakers. This result is particu-
larly interesting because L1 English participants rated Manner-
AdvClause constructions as acceptable asManner-verb (the canon-
ical s-framed structure). It would not be a far-reaching assumption
that if L1 transfer were to occur, L2 speakers’ ratings would con-
verge earlier. Naturally, there are several other variables that need to
be accounted for in this case, so this issue remains for future studies.

These results support our prediction that L2 BP learners would
consider Manner-prep less acceptable than L1 speakers regardless
of it being the highest-rated structure by L1 speakers. This indicates
L1 influence, especially since this structure was rated significantly
low by L1 English speakers in their language. Similarly, the data
confirmed our hypothesis that L2 BP speakers would consider
v-framed structures less acceptable in general despite the low
frequency of Manner verbs in BP. Learners were able to determine
that Manner-verb constructions are disfavored compared to other
types, but not that v-framed structures are preferred overall. Our
assumption that late bilingual speakers would begin to assign
higher ratings to sentences that show the pattern of thinking-for-
speaking of their L2 as early as at the Intermediate level was only
met for Manner-prep constructions. However, as we argued for the
Manner-prep constructions, we note the limited Advanced sample
size: the convergencemight not properly illustrate the acquisition of
a v-framed L2. Another point that needs to be acknowledged for the
acquisition of BP as a second language is that BP learners, despite
their L2 proficiency, have a significantly lower average of years
spent learning a language compared to those learning English (see
Table 2). Considering that the teaching of motion encoding is often
not emphasized in the language classroom (Mengali, 2020), overall
exposure may have a significant effect as it supports the develop-
ment of vocabulary and structure (Gass & Mackey, 2006).

Conclusion

This study investigated at what stages of L2 proficiency
(Elementary, Intermediate and Advanced) L2 Brazilian Portuguese
and L2 English learners’ acceptability ratings converge with those of
L1 speakers when rating sentences using the three structures. Our

goal was to fill gaps in the literature by (i) providing more data on
the acquisition of v-framed L2s – in this case, Brazilian Portuguese –
by speakers of s-framed languages; (ii) introducing results collected
from a significantly large sample of beginners and intermediate L2
speakers – both acquiring an s-framed and a v-framed language;
and by (iii) offering more data on the acquisition of L2 English by
L1 Portuguese speakers – in contrast with most studies that have
hardly superseded an average of 15 participants.

Our first question was how Manner-prep structures rank com-
pared to the canonical lexicalization pattern of English (Manner-
verb) and Portuguese (Manner-AdvClause). We found that L1
English speakers rated Manner-prep as less acceptable than the
prototypical Manner-verb structure, but did not show any particu-
lar preference for the structure compared to Manner-AdvClause.
Therefore, it seems that, while the Manner-verb structure is pre-
ferred, the v-framed constructions may be used in lieu of one
another. L1 BP speakers rated Manner-prep and Manner-
AdvClause – the prototypical v-framing structures – higher than
Manner- verb constructions. These findings corroborate the argu-
ment that BP favors verb-framing (Batoréo & Ferrari, 2016;
Nogueira, 2009).

Our second question was at what stage of L2 development L2
Portuguese learners’ acceptability ratings of Manner-verb,
Manner-AdvClause and Manner-prep converged with those of
L1 Portuguese speakers. The assumption that late bilinguals
would assign higher ratings to sentences that show the pattern
of thinking- for-speaking of their L2 starting at the Intermediate
level was only met for Manner-prep structures. Overall, while
learners were able to determine that Manner-verb constructions
are less preferred compared to other types in their L2, they did not
rate v-framed structures as highly as L1 speakers did. Although
this suggests crosslinguistic influence from the L1 (English
speakers rated s-framed higher than v-framed structure), it also
shows signs of a change toward the structure of their L2
(in many cases, Manner-verb constructions are not grammatical
in Portuguese).

Our third and final question was at what stage of L2 develop-
ment L2 English learners’ acceptability ratings of the same three
structures approximated to those of L1 English speakers. Results
showed that, at least to an extent, learners at earlier stages
demonstrated higher acceptability ratings for sentences that
reflect the thinking-for-speaking strategies of their L1. L2 English
speakers demonstrated late convergence for Manner-verb and
Manner-AdvClause constructions, despite the high ratings they
received from L1 English speakers. However, the convergence
occurred as early as at the Intermediate level for Manner-prep
structures. For both languages, results show that convergence
starts at the Intermediate level for Manner-prep constructions
and at a later proficiency stage for Manner-verb and Manner-
AdvClause structures.

Moving forward, we recommend carrying out work with a
larger sample size of advanced learners to provide a clearer
picture of v-framed structure acquisition at higher proficiency
levels.. We also recommend more work on the acquisition of the
English-Portuguese pair with a focus on production tasks, which
is currently an understudied area. More specifically, as proposed
by Lewandowski (2021), we suggest more elicitation of motion
encoding in speech and writing via video clips that display
nonstatic portrayals of motion.
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