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1. Introduction

This papet agues against too free a use of "equipollent framing" as proposed by
Dan Slobin (2004). Instead, it proposes apamded set of criteria for mairenb

status, and finds them applying to languages that Slobin had considered to be
equipollently framed.

1.1 Background

In its earliest stage, the background is that Talmy (1972, 1985, 2000b chapter 1)
obsered that languages t&f in hav they represent anvent of Motion within a
sentence. Theninimal Motion eent consisted of four semantic components.
These were the "Figure", the entity whose motion or location is at issue; "Motion"
(with a capital "M"), the presence per se of motion or stationariness; #tie' "P
(with a capital "P"), the path of motion or the stationary location of the Figure;
and the "Ground", the entity with respect to which the Figurath is character

ized. Furthera sparate "coeent” could be related to this minimal Motiomeat

to form a full Motion ®ent. Thecoevent mainly represented the Manner or the
Cause of the Figure'Motion, but a number of additional relations were observed.

1.1.1 Theoriginal typology

A typology was introduced based omhtanguages differ in their characteristic
representation of a full Motiornvent. Thistypology rested on holding constant a
particular syntactic constituent, the main verb or verb root -whamply "verb"

for short -- and observing which of the semantic components in the Metoh e
characteristically appeared in All languages were found to express the pres-
ence-of-Motion component in theesda Beyond this, though, languages were
found to fall into three main typological cgtgies on the basis of whether yhe
characteristically also used the verb to express the Path, trentae the Figure.
Also found were certain minor typological categories, including a split system, a
parallel system, and a minimal system in which the verb expressed no further
semantic components or only avféistinctions pertaining to one of the compo-
nents.

1.1.2 The framing typology

Subsequently Talmy (1991, 2000b chapter 3) introduced a complementary



typology for Motion @ents. Itheld constant a particular semantic component --
the Path -- and obsexgt which of the syntactic constituents in a sentence it char
acteristically appeared in. Languages were found to fall inbontain catgories

in this typology The path was characteristically expressed either by the main
verb (root) or by a satellite and/or prepositiohhe term "satellite” named a con-
stituent in construction with the maienb (root) and syntactically subordinate to

it as a dependent to a head. And the term "preposition” represented a constituent
in construction with an NP that could consist of a preposition and/or a postposi-
tion and/or an affix on the noun of the.NFhe whole of the latter typological cat-
egory was referred to as a "satellite" for short. Languages that characteristically
expressed Path in the maier (root) were called "verb-framed”, and languages
that did so in the satellite were called "satellite-framed".

The earlier and the later typologies addressed the same set of typological relation-
ships, simply adopting twdifferent perspeactes on hem. Butto help clarify the
distinction, Talmy (2005) introduced different terms for thehie original vas

called the "Motion-actuating typology" since itas based on holding thesnb
constant, and | considered therly to be the constituent that actuated the sen-
tences proposition. Thdater perspecte was called the "Motion-framing typol-

ogy .

The Motion-framing typologyfurther generalized wer the original concern with

an eent of Motion, to coer as well four further types of vent. Thesewere

events of temporal contouring, state change, realization, and action correlating.
The constituent in which a language characteristically expressed Path was found
also to be where it characteristically represented the components corresponding to
Pah in the other fourvent types (see section 4.3)Vithin this generalization, the

Pah component was mocalled the "core schema”, and thexrg as a whole as

called the "macrosent”.

A later version of the framing typology also reflected an elaboration introduced in
Talmy (2000b, chapter 1). There, that® component was subdivided into three
parts. Thesavere the ¥ctor comprising mainly the basic Path elements FO,
FROM, VIA, ALONG, and ALENGTH, proposed byalmy (2000a, chapter 3) as
occurring in a corresponding set of warsal "Motion-aspect formulas”; the Con-
formation, comprising the main geometric schema of a Path; and Deixis, com-
monly consisting of motion eitherward or not tavard the speadsr. In the fram-

ing typology then, a language might notpress the whole of Path in the verb or a
satellite, but just one or twparts of Path there, with the remaindgpmessed in a
separate constituent.

1.2 A challengeto the framing typology

Subsequentlyseveaal studies -- e.g., Delang€1989), Slobin and Hoiting (1994),



Schultze-Berndt (2000), and Zlatend Yangklang (2004) -- either suggested or
were noted by others as suggesting that certain languages do not neatly fit either
category of the framing typology The main problem claimed was that the cited
languages failed to be either clear or unique in assigning either exdirstatus
orsatellitestatus to the constituent expressing Path.

In addition, in their reference to the framing typolothese studies treated as a
special pair what thyeheld to be the te relevant constituent types, thosgpess-

ing the Path component and the \@# component of a Motionvent. They
judged that the languages did notvpeige either of these constituent types as
being uniquely the mainevb or some other kind of head or dominant gty

nor mark the other constituent type as being uniquely a satellite or other kind of
dependent or subordinate aatey, but rather treated them both as grammatical
peers.

Slobin (2004) then proposed classing such languages together in a thgahcate
of "equipollently framed" languages within amexpanded typology Three pat-
terns could exhibit such equipollencgemplified by three of the languages under
study.

In the first pattern, theath and the caent could be respeestly expressed by
constituents of indeterminatexleal catgory, neither of them either main verb or
satellite. Thewo constituents togethgthough, would constitute all or most of a
comple that did sere a nain verb function. This pattern was thought to occur in
certain polysynthetic formations, such as the bipartite verb stems as described for
Klamath in Delancg(1989) -- addressed b&lon section 3.

In the second pattern, the Path and the@decould be respestly expressed by
two constituents, each of them functioning as a verb -- perhaps eactivac-
tioning as a main verb in successiokgain, the tvo constituents togetherauld
form all or part of a complethat, with respect to the sentence as a whole, func-
tioned as the full @rh This pattern was thought to occur in certain ser@abv
constructions -- treated b&lan section 4.

In the third pattern, theath and the caent might be respeately expressed by

two constituents, both of which were satellites, or at least equally grammatically
subordinate. Thewould both be satellites or subordinates to a third constituent
with genuine verb statusAgain, the three constituents together might form most

or all of a comple with full verb status in the sentence as a whdlkis co-satel-

lite pattern has been thought to hold in Jaminjung for tlverbs relatve o the

head verb -- as discussed in section 5 -- and does occur in the polysynthetic con-
structions of Atsugewi seen in section 3.

1.3 A rebuttal to the challenge



This, then, has been the argument for the occurrence of equipollent fraBuihg.

the rest of this article disputes thetensveness claimed for such equipollence,
finding only one restricted and insecure case oDwersights in the challengers’

approach will emerge belo But two can be initially cited here.

The challengers, without independent justification, selected a particular pair of
components out of the fivthat male up a till Motion event -- namely Path and
coevent -- as the releant ones for demonstrating equipollence. This mis-selection
bears in particular on the third pattern ado While the Rth and coeent there

may be equally subordinate, the important thing is that yet another component of
the Motion @ent does appear as the main verb (root). This arrangement -- seen in
section 3 for Atsugewi -- thus doesyiliege one of the Motionvent components,
counter to the main notion of equipollence.

Further problems are caused by the challengers’ treatment of Path as a unitary
concept, rather than as consisting of three subparts, as well as by their treatment
of the cogent simply as Mannerather than also as Cause (among other alterna-
tives). Thisissue pertains, for example, to sectios &alysis of Jaminjung,
whose main verb expressesotaubparts of Path while a satellite expresses the
third subpart.

This articles rekuttal thus rests on determining, for the languages at issue,
whether a main verb (root) constituent exists and, if it does, whethgrésses

the Path, a subpart of the Path, or another Moti@mtecomponent.Accord-
ingly, any inquiry into what constitutes mainefb status can abet the uéb

tal. Thisis what is undertaken next.

2. An Expanded Set of Criteriafor Judging Main Verb Status

It can be stated at the outset that there is nothing in principle the matter with
extending the original framing typology to include a third gaty of indetermi-
nate framing, that is, Slobs'equipollently framed catgory. Insofar as such an
indeterminate condition may occ¢ut would seem that the proposed form of
equipollence is the right way to wat. Theproposal here, though, is that the cri-
teria used for judging main verb statuwvddeen too fey, and that an xpanded

set of criteria might shvo a broader tenderycamong languages seen as candidates
for equipollence in fact to prlege one of the constituent types in question with
main verb statuslf so, then true equipollent framing might be rarer than pro-
posed, perhapsven nonoccurrent, and if occurrent, possibly an unstable stage
that a language tends to transition out of with nedatiachronic speed.

2.1 Thefactorsfor main-verb status

In (1) is an expanded set of proposadtdrs that tend to indicate that a language



treats a particular constituent type as its marbvwor verb root. Quite possibly
none of thesesaictors alone is criterial for main verb statéather different sub-

sets of the factors can apply to a specific constituent type in different languages,
with no individual factor emeing as crucial. The more factors thatwamge o

a particular constituent type in a language, though, the more that that constituent
type is being prileged with main verb status. Some languages exhibit what can
be considered a split system of main verb staissuch a split, one subset of the
factors applies to one constituent type, while another subset of factors applies to
another constituent type.

These factors v@ here been desloped mainly through crosslinguistic obsarv
tion of sentences that express a Motivené Butit is assumed that most or all of
them carry wer as well to sentences expressing other types of proposititms.
fact, factor (1c) largely rests on the consideration of such other sentence types.

(1) factors that tend to mark a particular constituent type as the main verb (root)

Of two constituent types within a sentence inaegilanguage
that can be considered for having main verb status,
one of them ranks higher than the other for that status--

a. morphology

if it can tale inflections or clitics for such semantic categories as
tense, aspect, mood, evidentiglitggdion, causation, voice, transitivity,
or the person, numhbend gender of the subject (and object),

while the other constituent type cannot.

b. syntax

if it functions as a head directly or nestedly in construction with
the other constituent type itself;
particles for place, time, aspect, quantity (e.qg., floatgjgtios, etc.;
adverbs; or a subject or object nominal,

while the other constituent type does not.

C. cooccurrence patterns
if it must appear in the sentence or within a particular sentence component
across all the patterns these may take

while the other constituent type can or must be absent from some of those patterns.

d. class size



if it has more morpheme members or is open-class
while the other constituent type has fewer morpheme members or is closed-class.

e. phonolog¥

1. if its morpheme membersvea geater aerage phonological length
than those of the other constituent type.

2. if its morpheme members varyep a geater range of phonological length or pattern
than do those of the other constituent type.

3. if its morpheme members include phonemes rangiagaogeater portion
of the phonemic wentory of the language
than do those of the other constituent type.

f. semantics

1. if the meanings of its member morphemes tendve hare substanie
content, greater specificjtgnd a greater number of more varied
conceptual components associated together in more intricate relationships,
while those of the other constituent type tend tweHess of these.

2. if the meanings of its member morphemes rangeageater variety
of concepts and types of concepts and tréilrdd more outlying conceptual areas,
while those of the other constituent type
tend to fit a more stereotyped semantic category.

3. if it seems to contribute the criterial component of "actuation" to the proposition
that the whole sentence represents,
while the other constituent type does not.
2.2 The main-verb factorsin English
Before using them to help reseldess clear cases, the factors in (1) can be
checled out for English.To illustrate, we can consider for main verb status the
constituent type instantiated by the morpheatieand the constituent type instan-
tiated by the morphenwownas thg appear in the sample sentence in (2).

(2) Sam sometimes rolls a log down to the beach for people to sit on.

The constituent type represented bif ranks higher for main verb status than
that represented lownfor all the factors except the phonological ones of (1e).

First, theroll constituent type exhibits factor (1a). Here itdakhe inflections



representing present tense, habitual aspect, and indicatiod, as well as third
person and singular number for the subject. The constituent type here instantiated
by downdoes not tad inflections.

The roll constituent type also exhibits factor (1b). Here, feareple,roll is the
head of the construction it forms wittown not vice \ersa. Andt further func-
tions as the head of constructions voiming various degrees of nesting -- that it
forms with the temporal particlometimeswith the object nominathe Iay, and
with the subject nomingbam Down does not function as a head iryaf these
relationships.

The constituent type here instantiatedrol further exhibits factor (1c).Some
representate d it must be present in almost all the patterns of sentences that
express a Motionent, as well as of ones representing other proposition types.
By contrast, the constituent type here instantiateddbywn can or must be
excluded from may of those sentence patterns. As for theerge situation, sen-
tence patterns in which thdowntype of constituent must be present, while the
roll type of constituent is optional or blocked, are minimal.

The constituent type here representeddily additionally exhibits factor (1d) in

that it is an open class with hundreds of morpheme members, whereas the con-
stituent type here represented digwnis a closed class with only awedozen
members.

Finally, the constituent type here representeddiyexhibits all three parts oft-

tor (1f). Thus, as per (1f1), its member morphemes\anage hae geater and

more specific semantic content, and combine more semantic elementsrehdif
types togetherFor example,roll includes the concepts of a roughly round solid
object rotating about a central axis and, in doing this, progressing along a linear
path while in contact with a surface beneath it, where the friction from this con-
tact causes the rotation. By contrakiywnsimply indicates a path in the direction

of gravity.

As per (1f2), the member morphemes of the first constituent type also range o
a geater variety of meanings.This can be seen by contrastimaus examples of
the first constituent type, such enl, gush and stampedewith examples of the
second constituent type, suchdasvn, outandacross The latter tend to fill out a
more stereotyped semantic category of path.

Lastly, as per (1f3), a member of the first constituent type provides the actuating
or dynamizing feature for a proposition --ralf, but notdown does in the xam-
ple sentence.

3. Main Verb Criteria Applied to Polysynthetic Constructions



Let me nav apply the factors in (1) to Atsugewi, a Hokan language of northern
California and the language of my fieldW. Atsugevi is a polysynthetic lan-
guage. Thais, the core of the sentence is a complanstituent in turn consisting

of a number of morphologically distinguishable constituents that godispinct
position slots in a specific sequence re&at each otherdl of them morphologi-
cally bound. This compleconstituent as a wholeags some ranking as main
verb in that it takes manof the kinds of inflections listed under factor (1a), and it
relates syntactically to other major sentence constituents much as described under
factor (1b). On this basis, | call this polymorphemic constituent a "verb com-
plex". Butwhat about the distinct constituent types internal to this verb cafple
Might one of them xhibit enough of the remaining factors to merit status as the
main verb root of the compt€Theevidence belas converges on just such a con-
clusion.

Delanceys (1989) analysis of Klamath -- a Penutian language geographically near
Atsugewi -- stands as the main claim to equipolent framing within a polysenthetic
verb. | am not &miliar enough with Klamath to raise questions about its analysis
directly. Howeve, Delanceys paper cites Atsugewi as behaving in a way similar
to Klamath, and proposes an areal basis for such simildity the conclusion
below that Atsugai does single out and priege a particular bound constituent
type as the verb root at least rerewAtsugevi from Delancg’s daim. Inturn, it
suggests another look at Klamath from the present pengpesgtih the possibil-

ity that some of the guments advanced here for Atsugewi might apply to Kla-
math as well and diminish its claim as aeraplar of equipollence.

3.1 The Atsugewi polymor phemic verb complex

In one of its most characteristic patterns, an Ataugeerb compl& that
expresses a Motionvent has at its center a tripartite stem, that is, a stem consist-
ing of three distinct constituent types, all of them bound morphenTd® tripar

tite stem is in turn surrounded by potentially nhumerousva@nal and inflec-
tional affixes.

The first of the three constituent types within the tripartite stem has morpheme
members that prototypically refer to the type of immediately pnentethat
caused the Motionvent. | designate these elements as "Cause" morphernres.

the literature, these are often referred to as "Instrumentals" because each type of
causing eent includes a certain entity that acts as an instrument. Note that this
constituent type expresses theam, but only in the coent’s realization as a
Cause, not in anrealization as a Mannerext, the central constituent type
within the tripartite stem has morpheme members that prototypically refer to the
kind of object or material that functions as the Figure of the Mot#ente And

the third constituent type has morpheme members that prototypically refer to the
combination of a particular Path and type of Ground object within the Motion



event.

Of these three constituent types, the central one referring to the Figure ranks high-
est for status as main verb root under the remaining factors in (1). Thus, to start
with factor (1d) concerning class size (with factor (1c) resgkfor later), the Fig-
ure-specifying constituent type has hundreds of morpheme membarsl there

is some evidence thatweanorphemes can be more easily added to this type, so
that it has some claim to open-class status. By contrast, the Cause-specifying
constituent type has only someotdozen members. And thefh+Ground-speci-

fying constituent type has only some fifty membeBath of the latter tw con-
stituent types are clearly closed-class.

The Figure-specifying constituent type also ranks higher on all three phonological
properties in factor (1e). Thus, with respect to property (1el), the morphemes of
this constituent type orverage hae a geater phonological length.

With respect to (1e2), the morphemes of the Figure-specifying constituent type
vary more in pattern than those of the otheo tonstituent types. Thus, the Fig-
ure-specifying morphemes range from having nael and consisting of from

one to three consonants; to having ooeel with various numbers of consonants

on either end; to lving two vowels with varying numbers of consonants at either
end and in the middle. But the Cause-specifying morphemes are mostly CV in
shape. Thenain dvergences are that twof the forms add a continuant conso-
nant after the first C, and tnadd one after the VAnd the Rth+Ground-specify-

ing morphemes are mostly VCC or CVC in shape.

And with respect to (1e3), the Figure-specifying morphemes kiatually no
constraints on the phonemes that can occur in theut.the Cause-specifying
morphemes can include stops only from the plain series, not from the glottalized
or aspirated series. Of the phonemically distinct dentals "r/I/ny, tlean mor
phophonemically include only. rAnd the/ lack the phoneme "q"As for the
Pah+Ground-specifying morphemes, thawel that occurs in them is preponder
antly "i", and none of the three "g" stop phonemes occurs in them.

Turning to the semanticattor (1f) -- and considering for woonly its first two
properties -- the Figure-specifying constituent type again ranks higher than the
other two constituent typesNow, on the one hand, with gerd to property (1f1),
some of the Cause-specifying morphemes do refer tovelyationtentful Instru-
ments. Br example, the morphemea- refers to the wind acting on the Figure,
andti- refers to someong’tuttocks acting on the Figurd.ikewise, some of the
Pah+Ground-specifying stikes refer to relately contentful Ground objects.

For example, the morphemeavawrefers to a containgitic’t to liquid, and-mik to
someones face or head as the Ground objeBut the Figure-specifying meor
phemes include manwith a still greater quantityspecificity, and intricay of
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content. Br example, the morphemswal- refers to a linear flexible object sus-
pended from one end (e.g., a sock on a clothesline, a killed rabbit suspended from
ones kelt, a flaccid penis). And the morphem®- refers to fabric that gets
bunched up or unbunched in the process of moving (e.g., curtains getting opened
or closed, a sock getting put on or taken off).

And, with respect to property (1f2), the Figure-specifying morphemes appear to
cover a wider range of concepts. For instance, bgnd the tvo examples just
cited, the morphemaywitir- refers to charcoal lumpan’ur- to a fluid-containing

body ogan (e.g., a bladderan wder), and-lip- to a waterborne canoe gliding
lengthwise. Tue, the Cause-specifying morphemeseha @rtain range of their

own. Theinstruments the refer to range from natural forces, to linear objects
encaged in various actions, to body parts, to sensory stimuli. Buthdscally

cover only these four semantic domains and makly a fev distinctions within

each of them. And what the Path+Ground morphemes specify for the Ground is
for the most part a geometric type of schéma.

Let me return nw to the factor of cooccurrence patterns in (1c). One class of
Figure-specifying morphemes (the largest class) must occur in the tripartite stem
described at the outset -- that isytimust be directly preceded by a Cause-speci-
fying morpheme and follwed by a Path+Ground-specifying morphentgut

there is also a class of Figure-specifying morphemes that, while still requiring a
Cause morpheme on the left, can occur without a Path+Ground morpheme on the
right. Furtherthere is another class of Figure-specifying morphemes that requires
a Path+Ground morpheme on the right, but that refusgsCainise morpheme on

the left. Thus, Figure-specifying morphemes must occur across a certain range of
construction types, while the otherawonstituent types do not occur across this
whole range.

To round out the picture a bit, there areesal additional classes of morphemes
that occup the same position as the Figure-specifying morphemes, but these do
not specify the Figure and occur in sentences that do not neceszprigea
Motion event. Certain ofthese classes follo each of the three patterns of
requirement or refusal just cited for féifent classes of Figure-specifying mor
phemes. Imddition, one class can occur by itself -- with neither the Cause nor
the Path+Ground constituent type acconypam it -- though it is otherwise sur
rounded by the usual deational and inflectional &ikes. Sinceall these classes

of morphemes occypthe same morphological slot within the polysynthetcov
comple as he Figure-specifying constituent type, | will refer to them as "Figure-
slot constituent types".

By contrast, neither the Cause constituent type nor d@tie+Bround constituent
type can occur by itself in a verb comyple And the two of them can not occur
together without a Figure-specifying constituent or a Figure-slot constituent
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occurring between them.

The upshot of this set of cooccurrence patterns is that the constituent type that
specifies the Figure or its Figure-slot alteveiis aiterial to the verb comple
whereas the other moonstituent types are not.

There is one more patternvolving cooccurrence that pileges the Figure-speci-
fying constituent type. In a special construction, a Figure-specifying morpheme
of the class that otherwise requires both a Cause morpheme atich-&Rund
morpheme can be rewad from the verb compleentirely, placed in front as a
frozen form, and set in construction with amgeneric (or light) verb that no
takes all the inflectionsFor example, the morphemeput-that refers to “dirt’ as

a Hgure, and that usually occurs at the center of a tripartite stem withénba v
comple referring to dirt as moving or located, can also occur before a éboe’ v

in a construction that means “for dirt to be present’. Neither of the otbesotw
stituent types can takpart in such a construction. Thus, both within thexbv
complex and outside it, the Figure-specifying constituent type is singled out as the
survivor across a range of construction types and so, by factor (1c) is once more
accorded higher ranking for main verb status.

3.2 Atsugewi’s Figure-specifying constituent type is the main verb root

Because of its high ranking on factors (1c) through (1f), the Figure-specifying
constituent type (and its Figure-slot counterparts) functions most as theeartain v
Since it is a bound morpheme within a polymorphemic word -- the polysynthetic
verb comple -- my practice has been to term it the "main verb root".

Accordingly, the Cause-specifying constituent type carwnoe dfinitively
treated as a prefix and the Path+Ground-specifying constituent type as a suffix.

With respect to the semantic property in (1f3), the Figure-specifying constituent
type can nw, as main verb root, be considered to actuate the multi-affigab v
comple it is in. As seen earlierthis verb comple is the core sentence con-
stituent that, on the basis aictors (1a) and (1b), functions as the main verb of

the sentence as a whole, and so in turn can be considered the actuator of the entire
sentence.

It is because the Figure-specifying morphemes in Atsugewwvbdita& the main
verb root that -- in my Motion-actuation typology -- | cited Atswgas an gam-

ple of the third major typological catery. In particular this is the type where, of
the various semantic components within a Motiwerg, it is the Figure that char
acteristically appears in the main verb root along with “presence-of-Motion’.
(Presumably similar arguments could be made forgjdaas anotherxample of

this type.)
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For these reasons, the Figure-specifying morpheme® Hmen consistently
glossed in my work as verbs, not, samply as nominals that refer to the Figure.
For example,-gput-is glossed as for dirt to me / ke located’ -- not, sgyamply

as ‘dirt’. That is, the dynamizing semantic component of "presence-of-Motion" is
incorporated directly within the meanings of these morphémes.

By the same token, it has been my consistent practit® gloss the other tw
constituent types asewbs. fer example, the Cause-specifying prefta- has
been glossed either as an adwal clause, "as the result of the wind blowing on
the Figure’ -- or simply as a prepositional phrase, from the windit-nbt as a
verb form like for the wind to blev'. Likewise, the Cause prefixa- has been
glossed basically as the adverbial clause "as the result af feee’acting on the
Figure’ -- ot in an ayentve ®ntence, as by acting on the Figure with srieét’

-- or simply as the instrumental phrase "with enfeet’. Butit has not been
glossed as a verb form such as "to do with the feet’ or "to act with the féeis
latter type of gloss is unfortunately often seen in other works apparently describ-
ing something comparable to a Cause morpheme.

Comparablythe Path+Ground-specifying $ixes hae been glossed as preposi-
tional phrases in my avrk. For example,-ic't has been glossed as ‘into liquidt
is not glossed as a verb formdikmove into liquid’.

Now, Atsugevi expresses possession and change of possession \itlesthat
occupy the exact same position slot as the usa#éth+FGround-specifying sfikes,

and that can occur with the same Cause-specifying prefixes and Figure-specifying
verb roots as thecan. Itis clear that Atsugei treats possession and change of
possession as a Path plus a GrouAdcordingly, | gloss the relant Atsugevi
suffixes-ahn and -ay respectrely as ‘in ones possession’ and ‘into someose’
possession’ -- that is, in the same prepositional phrase mold as the other members
of the same constituent tyg8ee Talmy 2000b, chapter 4 for a more elaborate
discussion of this issue)ln some other treatments, though, seemingly compara-
ble morphemes are glossedeliterbs as "hae' or "give' -- inconsistently with the
glossing of other morphemes in the same constituent type.

The point here is that once a particular constituent type has been identified as a
verb root and other constituent types complementarily fall into place for their
respectre £mantic-syntactic roles, then it is best tvega onsistent form of
glossing to the morphemes of each constituent type -- a form that corresponds to
the semantics of that type.

| can at this point, then, present an example of a full Atsugelymorphemic
verb comple -- which can also constitute the whole of a sentence -- that accords
with these glossing principles, as shown in (3).
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(3) /w-'- ca- st'aq’ -ict -a/ --> [c’'wast’aq'’ic’'ta]
the Figure-specifying main verb root: -st'aq’- “for yakaterial to mee / e located’
the Cause-specifying prefix: ca- "as the result of wind blowing on the Figure’
the Path+Ground-specifying suffix: -i¢v’into liquid’
the inflectional affixes: w- - -a  "3rd person subject / factual evidential’
literally: “icky material maed into liquid as the result of wind blowing on it"
possible instantiation: "The guts Wénto the creek."

3.3 Atsugewi lacks equipollent framing

The conclusion from all the preceding, then, is that Atsugewi does met ha
equipollent framing. First, it has a definite maerlyroot -- there is nothing inde-
terminate here. This main verb root expresses the Figure component of a Motion
evet in a sentence that expresses the whole Motiemnt.e

Next, Path is gpressed in a satellite subordinate to the main verb root, specifi-
cally, in the suffix immediately following the main verb rodthus, by the princi-

ple that determines the framing type in th@4watgory Motion-framing typol-

ogy, Atsugewi is a satellite-framed language.

Lastly, both the Path and the ot -- the latter specifically realized in Atsuge

as the Cause -- are equalbypeessed in satellites subordinate to the mairb v
root. But,as noted in section 1.3, thact that the Path and the gveet are in
effect "equipollent” in their co-subordinate status should not detract fronat¢he f
that another Motionwent component -- nameglyhe Figure -- does ka main

verb status. By selecting the reéat Motion event components -- Path and Fig-
ure -- it is again clear that Atsugewi is not equipollently framed, but rather satel-
lite-framed.

Finally, then, Atsugewi can be considered toda plit system in hw it confers

main verb status.The multi-afixal verb compl& as a hgher-level constituent

type, exhibiting the first ter factors of (1), acts as the main verb reg&atp the

other major constituent types in the senten&ethe same time, the simpleon-
stituent type within the verb comple¢hat specifies the Figure (or its Figure-slot
counterparts) exhibits the remaining four factors of (1), and so can be considered
to function as the verb root within the maierly compl& -- what | have dubbed

the "main verb root".

It is because of polysynthetic language< liktsugevi that my work on the
Motion-actuating typology from the outset stressed the need -- insofarltze v
constituents were being considered -- to use énkreot for crosslinguistic com-
parisons. lis the Figure-expressing main verb root within the polysynthetic v
comple of Atsugevi, then, that is to be compared with thatR-epressing erb
root within the inflected verb form of Spanish, and with thevemteexpressing
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monomorphemic verb at the start of a serial construction in an isolating language
like Mandarin (see below).

4. Main Verb Criteria Applied to Serial Verb Constructions

Another case to which Slobin applied his concept of equipollent framasy w
serial verb constructiomsBut arguments are presented herairst equipollence
in the constructions looked at.

4.1 Lack of equipollencein Lahu

First, Matisoff, in his (1973, 1991) treatment of thiéelo-Burman language
Lahu, describes a characteristic construction -- one that includes the representa-
tion of Motion &ents -- in which up to fig verbs can be concatenated within dis-
tinct position slots. He is cleathough, that the verbs occurring in one of those
position slots are the main verb, the "head", while the others -- what he terms
"versatile verbs" -- are semantically subordinate to the head verb ang pceup

head and post-head position slots. (All thesesatile verbs can also occur as
main \erbs.). Mosbf the factors in (1) appear to correlate with Matfsetnal-

ysis and might ha been the implicit basis for itWithout going through them all

here, we can takas a ample factor (1d) pertaining to class size andastinat it
applies. Thusthe head position can be occupied by ahthe hundreds oferbs

in the language, including those referring to Manner or Cause in an expression of
Motion. Butthe pre-head class oknrsatile verbs has only some dozen mem-
bers; the "juxtacapital" class of versatikerlys that immediately follows the head,

and that represents the Path in a Motion expressi@m &gs only some dozen
members; the "medial” class of versatile verbs that comes next has some fifteen to
twenty members; the "caudal" class of versatile verbs that comes lasbires

eight members; and the "variable" class of versatile verbs, which can occwr in se
eral positions relate o the preceding classes, has eight members.

Or, further we @an note hw factor (1c) pertaining to cooccurrence patterns comes
into play First, we need to obsexvihat some of the versatile verbsvhavey
similar meanings when used as a head and as a subordinate to theAead.
example is the form with the meanings "begin’ and "begin to’, respicti But

other versatile verbs fia quite dvergent meanings in the twmoles. Anexample

is the form that means "send on an errand’ as a hegbdand "cause to’ as a sub-
ordinate. Nav, a £ntence can a just a single e@rh But if this verb is one of

the versatile verbs, the meaning that emergesviayalthat of its head role, ner

that of its subordinate role. Thus, the "head" constituent type within a serial
verb construction is the one that swes across a range of construction types,
and, by factor (1c), thusags additional main verb status. Hence, Matisof
description stands as one counterexample to equipollent framing in a (so-called)
serial verb language.
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4.2 Partial overlap of two constituent types

Further analysis of serial verb constructions will be helped by examining a certain
lexico-syntactic pattern that can occutn this pattern, the tw sets of mor
phemes that can be respedl used for tvo syntactically distinguishable con-
stituent types shw a partial overlap. Principlesgoverning this pattern are pro-
posed in (4).

(4) principles for the partialverlap of two atherwise distinguishable constituent types

If a language has tsyntactically distinguishable constituent types
that share some but not all of their morpheme members, then--

a. they diverge as dstinct constituent types to the degree that:

1. each has morphemic forms not occurring in the other.
2. the morphemic forms that thdo share in common he dfferent meanings.
3. such meaning differences are substantial.

b. a norphemic form shared in common and with the same basic meaning in both
constituent types can seem to belong to:

1. a meta-category that spans both constituent types, or
2. the dominant constituent typ&ea when functioning syntactically
in the other type.

These principles can be initially checked out in Engligk.a backdrop, first note

that there is virtually completeverlap in English between some pairs of syntacti-
cally distinguishable constituent types. Axample is the werlap between the
nouns that can occur in subject NPs and the nouns that can occur in object NPs.
At the opposite end of the scale, there is a complete disjunction between other
pairs. Anexample is the disjunction between determiners and auxiliaries.

But nav consider tvo other syntactically distinguishable constituent types: prepo-
sitions, which are in construction with a nominal, and satellites, which are in con-
struction with the grb These tw constituent types meet the conditions for the
principles of (4) to be applicable.Specifically the two types hae ome werlap

in their morphemic memberships, but at the same time each type has morphemes
not occurring in the otherFor example, the forms in (5a) function only as prepo-
sitions, while those in (5b) function only as satellites. But the forms in (5¢) can
function either as satellites or as prepositions.
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(5) Partial @erlap between English prepositions and satellites

a. Some forms serving only as prepositions

of, from, at, tevards, beside, among, with (in standard English)
b. Some forms serving only as satellites

away, back, ahead, forth, apart, together
c. Some forms serving as both constituent types

in, on, off, up, down, across, along, through, around

The issue of he divergent these tw constituent types are from each other is
addressed in (4a)To assess this,actor (4al) checks for the proportion of the
morphemes in each constituent type that is limited to just that constituent type, as
against the proportion that also appears in the other type and is thus common to
them both. The single-function morphemes in (5a) and (5b) seemwvbaine
fewer than the dual-function morphemes in (5c), though perhaps close to being
roughly equal in number -- and these proportions may hold for the Vetitory.

This is evidence for a moderate split between tleedwstituent types.

Factor (4a2) next rates \airgence by checking dual-function morphemes lik
those in (5c¢) for differences of meaning in their separate functions.Some of these
morphemes do skosuch diferences. &r example, when functioning as a satel-

lite, over can hae the sense rotationally about a horizontal axis’, aéhie pole

fell over. But this sense is absent in the prepositional usagegnffor example,

as inThe plane fl&@ over the siscraper where it has the sense "along a linear
path located abh@ the Ground object’.On the other hand, some dual-function
morphemes he vey similar senses in both of their functionSor example,in

has the sense "at/to a point of the space formed by a curved plane’ both when
functioning as a preposition, as $he is in theaom and when functioning as a
satellite, as irBhe hurried in This factor again suggests a moderate split here.

Finally, factor (4a3) rates the degree ofaijence between the twconstituent

types by checking each dual-function morpheme with terdifice in its tw
meanings to see hogreat their semantic distance is. The satellite sense and
prepositional sense ofer cited ab@e @an be related to each other through just a
few intervening semantic steps (see Brugmann, 1981), and so might be judged to
be diferent from each other by a modest to a moderate amount. The other dual-
function morphemes here with awneanings seem to sivaa comparable amount

of difference between those meanings.

Taken together the three factors of (4a) thus suggest that the prepositions and
satellites of English are moderatelyaging and moderatelyverlapping sets.

The principle in (4b) may hold mainly for speakers with some syntactic sensiti
ity. To them, a dual-function form I&in, with its comparable meaning in both
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usages, might seem to belong to some meta-preposition/satelldergades ndi-

cated in (4b1).0Or, as hdicated in (4b2), it might seem to be a prepositivan e
when functioning as a satellite asSie hurried in On the other hand, a dual-
function form like over with its diverging senses might be starting to seera Itk

has a foot in tw different catgories. Andsingle-function forms lik of andapart

would unambiguously be taken to be either a preposition or a satellite, respec-
tively.

Other types of partialverlap can be found across languagest example, a par

tial overlap is present in Caddo, among other noun-incorporating languages,
between its independent nouns, as one constituent type, and its incorporated
nouns, as a second constituent tyjspealers might, in accord with principle
(4bl), judge the joint morphemic membership of these dwnstituent types to
represent a me lexical meta-category superordinate to both independent and
incorporated noun status. Or yhaight, in accord with principle (4b2), judge the
incorporated forms to be in the same lexical category as the independent nouns,
the seemingly dominant constituent type.

4.3 Scar city of equipollencein Mandarin

| now turn to Mandarin to >amine the type of clause that can express an
expanded eent of Motion. Let me here exclude from consideratiory @gent,
Figure, and Ground NPs, as well ay amarkers for aspect, modalityegdion

and the lile. Theremainder of the clause then exhibit®twmain patterns that will

here be treated as constructions. The perhaps commoner pattern consists of tw
or three morphemes that togetharSobin’s terminology constitute a serialerb
construction. Thigonstruction type will still be called the "serial construction”
here. Butin order not to pre-judge the lexical category of these morphemes, | will
use the letter "C" for "constituent type", and represent the construction as in (6)
when it consists of three successimorphemes.

(6) C1 C2 C3

These three constituent types are respaygtrepresented by three different mor
pheme sets, each sefpeessing a particular component of a Motimend. The
morphemes that can function as a C1 express theosomponent -- either the
Manner or Cause -- and will here be called the Veaespecifying morphemes".
The morphemes that can function as a C2 expressettterr*Conformation com-
ponents of Path (see section 1.1.2), but for short will simply be called dtie "P
specifying morphemes"”. And the morphemes that can function as apGse

the Deixis component of Path, and will here be called the "deixis-specifying mor
phemes". Thereare only two such morphemesl|ai2 for motion tavard the
speakerand qu4for motion not tavard the speaker.
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When the serial construction consists of only ttworphemes, it can be repre-
sented as C1 followed by C2. The C1 is still avenespecifying morpheme.
But naw, d@ther a Rith-specifying morpheme or a deixis-specifying morpheme can
function as the C2.

The other main pattern within a Motiomeat clause prototypically consists of a
single morpheme. Since this construction can comprise a single constituent -- one
not relating to other constituents within the same construction -- the constituent
can be characterized as independent, and represented as Ci. The construction
itself can be called the "independent construction” to contrast with the serial con-
struction. Thdandependent constituent Ci is regularly treated as the main verb of
its clause, so it can as readily be designated as an "independent verb"|ter V
treatment as a main verb iact correlates with its ranking higher thary ather

major clause constituent at least on factors (1b) and (1c), while perhaps not rank-
ing lower on the remaining factors in (1).

As discussed belg certain path-specifying morphemes can function as aAs.

one alternatie, they can then be followed by a deixis-specifying morpheme.
Here, though, one can stillgad the path-specifying morpheme as an indepen-
dent verb, and the sequence it forms with the deixis-specifying morpheme as a
variant of the independent construction, rather than as a C1+C2 serial construc-
tion.

The issue of main verb status, then, arises not for the independent constmiction b
for the serial constructionln the latter does one of its constituents function as
the main verb with the other one(s) subordinate to @? are more than one of its
constituents equipollent, perhaps equalgribvlike? T address this, | asked a
number of Mandarin speakers for their judgments about verb statuarfous
serial-construction examples, and then sought a formal basis for their reports --
both described bela

For one subtype of the serial construction, the respondents definigind uni-
formly judged that the C1 is the main verb, and that the C2 is not a verb and is
subordinate to the C1l. The sentence in (7) illustrates this type of construc-
tion. Specificallyhere, the Clpao3 expressing the Manner of running is judged

to be the main erb, while the C2kail, expressing a path directeevay from a
reference point, is judged not to beextvand to be subordinate to the CIo
express these judgments in my terminolothe kail here is a satellite, and the
whole can be dubbed the "verb+satellite” subtype of the serial construction.

(7) tal pao3-kail le. s/he ruway PERF "She/Hean avay."

By contrast, when presented with another subtype of the serial construction, the
respondents were generally more hesitant anderdd in their final
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judgments. Mostended up judging both the C1 and C2 to be verbs of equal
standing (althouglone speadr ascribed main verb status to the C1, and one to
the C2). Sentences &khose in (8) elicited such responses. In the majority judg-
ment here, the Chao3 is a \erb expressing the Manner of running, and the C2,
jin4, is dso a verb expressing a path into an enclosOnmethe basis of these judg-
ments, the whole can be dubbed therb#\erb" subtype of the serial construc-
tion.

(8) a. Tal pao3jind qu4 le. s/he run into thither PERF
"She/He ran in."
b. Tal pao3 jin4 le gongl-yuan2. s/he runinto PERF park
"She/He ran into the park."

What formal properties might then underlie the difference in judgment that a par
ticular serial construction is of the verb+satellite or teebw\erb subtype? A
major possibility suggests itself. In ther+werb constructions, the morpheme
serving as the C2 can also s=@s a Ci -- bBnce as a M-- with essentially the
same path meaning.

But in a verb+satellite construction, the morphemic form serving as the C2 lacks
correspondence with a Ci. This non-correspondence occurs in three
ways. TheC2 morphemic form can kia ro C1 function at all (an example is
yuan3'away’). Or, if it does hae a G counterpart, the meaning of the Ci can dif-

fer from the C2 path meaning: the Ci mighvéa dfferent path meaning or a
non-path meaning. Or its Ci counterpart can exhibit the same C2 path meaning,
but only in certain restricted usages. The usage might be miitbin a majority
occurrence of other meanings; frozen within fixed expressions; or literary or or
obsolescent.

Thus, thegjind that appears as a C2 in the sentences of (8), where it refers to the
path schema of motion from the outside to the inside of an enclosure, can also
function as the Mn the corresponding sentences of (#ressing the same path
schema.**

(9) a. Tal jind qu4 le. s/he enter thither PERF
"She/He entered."
b. Tal jin4 le gongl-yuan2. s/he enter PERF park
"She/He entered the park."

By contrast, thékail seen in (7) has the path meaningag as a C2, but lacks
this sense as ai.VAs a M, kail can, for example, be folleed by the nouns for
car and door to mean del a @r’ and "open a door’, respecHly. But each of
these senses differs from the C2 path sensewsdy’a In some cases, it may
evan be dfficult to relate a forng C2 and Vi senses metaphorically or in a radial
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category.

At least elgen morphemes seem to befealike jin4. The path sense that the
express as a C2 is basically the same when serving as a Ci -- that i3, dsallV
dub these the "C2-plus" path morphemes becaugehthwethis additional func-
tion as a Ci. Theare listed in (10f

(10)

shang4 "up / ascend’

xia4 “down / descend’

jind “into / enter’

chul “out / exit’

hui2 "back / return’

guo4 "across, past / cross, pass’

dao4 "all the way (to) / reach’

dao3 "wer (rotationally about a horizontal axis) / topple’
kail “open (as in: kick the door open) / open (as in: open the door)
zou3 "avay / leave

lai2 "towvard the speaker / come’

A rather larger number of morphemes be&héke kail "away’. The path sense
that these morphemic formsveass a @ is restricted, different, or absent when
they function as a Ci, if thein fact hae a G counterpart. Thesubset of these

morphemic forms whose C2 path sense is the same but restricted in their Ci usage

might best be labeled as "C2-mainly path morphemes". But for consisteac
entire set will be labeled as "C2-only path morpheméshumber of them are
listed in (11)’
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(11)
kail “avay’
yuan3 “avay’
pao3 “avay’
feil "abruptly off/avay from a point’
gu4 "not tevard the speaker’ (as a Vi, qu4 non-deictically means "go/come to’)
Jin4d “tavard’
zhao?2 "to a point of contact’
zhu4 “stuck/fast: to a point on a surface, with resistance to metanfeom that point
qi3 ‘up’
diao4 “falling down/df
fanl “over (rotationally about a horizontal axis)’
san4 "ascatter": (multiple Figures) radially outward’
cheng? “radially inward’
zhong4 “on target: constrained radially inward so as teeaat;i
not avay from, a desired center point’
man3 “full: to all points of an interior’

From the behaor of the C2-plus and C2-only morphemes together with further
phenomena, we can see that the C2 and Ci constituent types satisfy the conditions
for the factors in (4).Specifically the C2 and Ci are syntactically distinguishable
constituent types.They havein common some morphemic forms with constant
meanings -- namelythe C2-plus morphemes, including those listed in (1&5.

per (4al), each constituent type also has morphemic forms not occurring in the
other For example,yuan3 away’ is a C2 with no Ci counterpart, arttho2

‘jump’ is a Ci with no C2 counterpart. As per (4a2), some of the common mor
phemic forms -- in particulamary of the C2-only morphemic forms -- V& df-

ferent meanings in the twfunctions. © regad this from the C2 perspeeti the
C2-only path morphemes Y& phonological Ci counterparts with different mean-
ings. Andas per (4a3), some of those meaning differences are great.

This examination of the relationship between the C2 and Ci constituent types can
be xpanded. Asoted in section 1.1.2, the constituent type in which a language
characteristically expresses Path also tends to be usexptess four further
semantic catgories. Thesare temporal contour or aspect, resulting state, realiza-
tion, and action correlation. At least the first three of these are in tadarky
expressed by C2 morphemes in Mandarin. Further research is needed to check
such C2 morphemes for i counterparts. Bua gance suggests that at least

the C2 aspect morphemes differ semantically from Ci morphemes with the same
phonological shape.

For example, in their C2 usage, bdtho3andwan2mainly express the aspectual
concept ‘to completion’. But in a Ci usage, the forms with the same phonological
shape generally express quite distinct meanings. Aslea@3usually means "be
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good’, whilewan2is usually used to refer to somethingelitbe all for nothing /
be done for'. Moreover, the sameguo4form listed earlier for expressing a path
can also appear as a C2 «&peess the so-called "experiential” aspect "teeha
already / ger Ved’.  Thismeaning is also quite \irgent from the same mor
phemic form$ meaning as a Ci verb.

Overall, then, the C2 constituent type in Mandarin seems substantially distinct
from the Ci constituent type -- perhaps more so than,tsayEnglish satellite
type of constituent is from the preposition type. Although C2 morphemes may
generally hae aiginated historically as independent Ci verbs -- with some C2
morphemes still showing this connection -- the menstituent types seem to be
well along in a process ofvdirgence.

| havetaken a long look at v two constituent types can partiallwelap and
diverge -- with the degree of dergence shown by the principles of (4a). Butvho
does this pattern relate to the six factors of (@@dng main verb properties™
in fact suggests awmth factor shown here as (19).

(19) (regarding one of the tw constituents under consideration):
if its morpheme members resemble what are unmistakably main verbs in some
other construction with respect to:
1) their form and meaning,
2) ary additional properties,
while the morpheme members of the other constituent type do not.

In this light, consider The C2-only path morphemes within the C2 constituent
type.Inrespect to form combined with meaning,yttd® not resemble the main
verbs of the Ci constituent type in the independent constructhatordingly,

they get no gain in main verb status in the ranking based on (19).

For a ontrast, consider the C2-plus path morphemes within the C2 constituent
type. The do resemble the Ci main verbs in form and meanimgey thus do
gan some measure of main verb status on the basis of the (1g1) ranking.

We @n further note that most, though not all, of the C2-plus morphemes in (10)
resemble their Ci mainevb counterparts with respect to a particular syntactic
property They must be followed either by a deictic or by a direct object Ground
NP. This syntactic complementation is seen for the C2 ugasin (8) and for

its Ci main erb use in (9). The C2 use of the C2-plus morphemes thus gain addi-
tional main verb status on the basis of the (1g2) rartking.

We havejust seen that the C2-plus path morphemes that gdabepC2 slot hae
some status as main verbs under the factor in (1g). In addition, sirychatre
the same form and meaning as their Ci counterparty, ¢cbme under the
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principle in (4b).In particularsub-principle (4b2) seems to apply to thefhey

tend to be rgarded as verbs because that is the lexicalgcayeof the dominant

Ci constituent. This factor and principle then are some of the formal underpin-
nings for the judgment by most speakers that the C2-plus path morphemes are
verbs.

It is time to bring the C1 constituent type into the picturethe serial construc-
tion, seemingly all the morphemic forms for ceat that can seesas aC1 can
also sere as a Ci --hat is as a M-- with basically the same meaningor exam-

ple, pao3refers to running not only as a Manner of motion in its C1 ralealso

as an activity in its Vrole -- for example, in sentences expressing propositions
like "l ran a while this morning”And til refers to kicking not only as a Cause in
its C1 role in sentences with meaningelikkicked the ball way", but also as an
action in its Yrole in sentences with meaningsdlii kicked the ball for a while".

Since C1 and Ci can bega&ded as syntactically distinguishable constituent
types, the principles of (4) apply to them. If the C1lvenémorphemes are a sub-

set of all Ci morphemes, future research based on the (4a) principles can assess
the degree to which the twoonstituent types derge due to the dct that some Ci
morphemes cannot also seim the C1 role. Of relance here, though, is that the

(4b2) principle applies.Since the C1 morphemes can function with the same
form and meaning as a Vi, which can be considered the more dominant con-
stituent type, it can be tak to hae that constituent typs’'datus as aerh And

this is what virtually all the consulted Mandarin speakers judged it to be.

Let us neav compare C1 and C2. First, thean be plugged in as the dwon-
stituent types to be assessed by the factors in (1). In terrastof {1d) for class

size, C1 apparently has a greater morphemic membership than C2. From this, C1
gans further main verb status -- in addition to what it acquired in the analysis just
preceding.

If C1 morphemes are compared with C2-only morphemes, factor (1c) can be con-
strued as according still further maierts status to C1. The ability of the C1 mor
phemes to function with the same forms and meanings as Ci morphemes can be
regarded as a case of their swaliacross a range of construction types. By con-
trast, the C2-only morphemes are limited to occurring in the C1-C2-(C3) con-
struction type.

Altogether then, it has been seen thavesal factors and principles accord main
verb status to the C1 in the C1-C2-only subtype of a serial construction, and that
they have not accorded such status to the C2-only componéhis subtype of
serial construction can finally be judged to consist of a verb+satellite sequence.
Since the verb expresses thewvam while the satellite expresses the Path, this
construction is a case of satellite framing. It does naiwe equipollence.



24

In turn, the C1 constituent can be compared with the C2 constituent in its C2-plus
subtype. W& e here that each of these constituents has been accorded some
main verb status by one or another of the factors and principles proposed
above. If we now dso apply &ctor (1c) to them, each constituent type can be
construed as a suwar across a range of construction types, since each can also
function as a Ci. This again assigns main verb status to each of adheotw
stituents. Altogetherthen, the C1-C2-plus subtype of serial construction can be
judged to consist of aevb+werb sequence -- as most of the respondents had
thought. Thighen is the first and only case of equipollence found in this study so
far. Equipollent framing is thus starting to seem a much more limited altegnati
than first claimed.

5. Main Verb Criteria Applied to Coverb Constructions

Slobin has also applied the notion of equipollent framing to Jaminjung, a lan-
guage in which both the constituemipesssing Path and the constituexpress-

ing the coeent are outside the constituent that is generalardeed as the main

verb (see Schultze-Berndt 2000). As argued in section 1.3, this fact alone should
exempt the first two of these constituents from demonstrating equipollent framing
and, at best, accord them co-satellite or co-subordinate status. Beta ¢daker

look at Jaminjung first, and return to these conclusions about framing later.

We @n start by applying the factors of (1) for main verb status to the language.
Though my knowledge of it is still quite limited, Jaminjung seemsxtobé
another kind of split system. There is a particular constituent type in the language
that takes the kinds of inflections outlined in factor (1a). This same constituent
type may also exhibit some of the syntactivifgges of factor (1b), though this
needs clarification. And, in accord with the cooccurrence propertieactdr f

(1c), this same constituent type is apparently the criterial one in a sentence, ha
ing to be present while other constituent types need nolnbthe literature, this
particular constituent type is generally seen as the main verb -- presumably for the
reasons just outlined -- and it will here be referred to as such.

However, with respect to factor (1d) pertaining to class size, this constituent type
is closed-class, with ratherwemorphemes as members. And with respect to the
first two semantic properties of factor (1f), the meanings of the morphemes in this
constituent type seem to be rather generic and to remain within rather stereotyped
semantic limits.

On the other hand, there is another constituent type -- or perhaps a family of
related constituent types -- often occurring in construction with the first type, that
is open-class with mgmember morphemes, morphemes thateha wde range

of rather specific meanings. This other constituent type thus exhibits at least tw

of the factors for main verb status, (1d) and ({hether it also exhibits the
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greater phonological freedom of factor (1e) still needs assessniRatt)aps for
these reasons, this constituent type has been termed tieeb"da the literature.

When a sentence consisting of a manbvand one or more werbs expresses an
event of Motion, which component of the Motiomeat does each constituent type
express? Thamain verb constituent type here includes morphemes with such
meanings as: go’, come’, @k bring’, ‘proceedwaay from’, ‘proceed twvard’,

and “follov dong after’. Some of these morphemes express deixis, and thus rep-
resent the Deixis subpart of thatP component. And some of the morphemes
express the Vector subpart of the Path component -- specifitiady\ector’s
"ALONG" value for unboundedx¢ended paths (see section 1.1.2). The main
verb in a Jaminjung Motionvent construction can thus be characterized &s ha
ing Deixis-and/oVectorspecifying morphemes. In terms of my Motion-framing
typology, Jaminjung would on theate of it, then, appear to belong to tlezby
framed type.True, not mawy Path distinctions are marked within the magriw

But such a pattern was already proposed aechglified under my Motion-actu-
ating typology as "Motion plus a minimally differentiated semantic component",
and can as readily be applied here.

For their part, the cegerbs in a Motion-gent sentence can express at least dif-

ferent types of Motionwent components. One of these is Mannéhe other is

the Conformation subpart of the Path component -- that is, the geometrically most
intricate portion of Bth. Themeanings of this second @b type seemingly
exclude the Deixis and Vector specifications of the main verb, but in combination
the full Path is represented. It is not clear to me whether tbsoexpressing

the two different Motion components also constitute syntactically distinct con-
stituent types. In gncase, a sentence can include both types wrbaat once --

one expressing Manner and the other a Path conformation -- alongside the main
verb.

The whole Jaminjung pattern seems rather comparable to that seen in Japanese or
Korean. Inthose languages, Motionvent sentences often v&a a ckictic
‘come’/"'go’ verb root as main verb, accompanied by verb roots in a gezumdi

bound form that express Manner and/or the Conformation paratbf P The

main differences are that, in Japanese and Korean, the main verb expresses fe
distinctions than in Jaminjung, and that the Conformation-specifying roots (and,
for that matter the Manner-specifying roots) can also occur as mairbsy
whereas in Jaminjung theannot.

If this interpretation holds, then the possibility of equipollent framing for Jamin-
jung simply disappearsthis is a verb-framed languag&pecifically there is a

main verb and it expressesawf the three subparts of the Path compondnie,
another subpart of the Path component occurs in a constituent subordinate to the
main verb as head, equally so with another subordinate constiiggas&ng the



26

coerent, specifically the MannerBut the main erb’s dedication to Path trumps

the issue and, in gcase, as argued in section 1.3, a peer relation betwatbn P
and cogent as co-subordinates cannot count as equipollence when there is a main
verb around.

6. Conclusion

To sum up, this paper has argued that the concept of equipollent framing should
only be applied to cases where a constituent expressing Path and a constituent
expressing the caent together seemost or all of a main erb-like function in a
sentence, not where thare both outside a third constituent that does function as

a main erh In the latter case, the taconstituents she co-satellite status or co-
subordinate status, but not equipollent framif®gcond, een in the applicable

cases, actual equipollence in framing egasras a seemingly much rarer phenom-
enon than previously claimed. The arguments against the claimed cases of
equipollence are based on an expanded set of criteria for main verb status, and on
principles for the assignment of lexical category.

Endnotes
1. This paper is a greatly revised version of Talmy (2008).

2. Stress is not included as a phonological indicator of mexim status since it in
fact does not correlate well with it. In German, for example, inseparalktepife-
fixes are less stressed than theveakeverb root, while separable path prefixes are
more heavily stressed than it.

3. To be sire, the greater semantic range of the Figure-specifying constituent
type accords with its greater class size. But in principle, thesdatstors need
not be correlated.

4. Atsugewi ofers further internal evidence that its Figure-specifying morphemes
function as erb roots rather than as nouiisien where the independent simple
nouns in Atsugewi refer to objects or materials comparable to ones that the Fig-
ure-specifying morphemes refer to, the correspondimgrphemes are for the
most part morphologically unrelated.The Figure-specifying morphemes in Atsug-
ew thus do not beha like the incorporated nouns in a polysynthetic noun-incor
porating language l&k Caddo. Wthin the Caddo polysynthetic verb, in fact, it is
another constituent type -- one that does not refer to the Figure -- the¢blte

the main verb root (see Talmy 2000b, chapter 1).

5. The type of construction treated here generally consists of a succession of tw
or more free monomorphemic forms commonigarded as erb roots: VYVVYV,
etc. thiskind of construction is known in the Chinese linguistic tradition as
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compund verbs, and Matigofalls it concatenationBoth sources resesvthe
term "serial verbs" for a construction of successieb phrases, each verb taking
a drect object nominal or the l&k For Slobin, havever, the term "serial" ceers
the present type of construction as well, and this usage is followed here.

6. To gloss jind in English, one might tend to use the satellite/preposition forms
‘infinto’ for its C2 usage and the verb “enter’ for iisugage. Butsuch glosses
should not bias the examination of the Mandarin-internal patterns.

7. | am indebted to Ji Yinglin (personal communication and Ji, 2011) for her help
in identifying and gemplifying the Mandarin path morphemes in this stuay
well as for her manother observations.

8. Theldin4 here, with a capital "J", is a distinct morpheme fromjithé in (10).

They are distinguished orthographically both in Chinese and here. The single-
functionkail listed here with the meaningway’ is semantically distinct enough

to be treated separately from the dual-funckail listed in (10) with the mean-

ing "open’, although themay be relatable within a radial category.

9.. It should be noted that most -- though again not all -- of the C2-erihg \n

(11) have the opposite syntactic propertyhey cannot be followed by a deictic or

a drect object Ground NP Since the C2-only morphemes lack Ci counterparts
with the same form and meaning, this syntactic property is natan¢lerhen it
comes to weighing main verb status on the basis of (1g). But the fact that the pos-
itive and neyative vasions of the syntactic property correlate at least partly with
the two subtypes of the C2 constituent calls for further research into its potential
significance.
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