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Talking about motion events in L2 is done in different ways by different speakers on
different occasions. This is due to multiple factors, typological, psycholinguistic and
sociolinguistic, which interact and play a role in L2 acquisition and use. These factors
can sometimes lead the same types of L2 speakers to produce very different outputs and
sometimes very different L2 speakers to produce the same or similar outputs. In order to
capture this diversity of outcomes the CASP (Complex Adaptive System Principles) for
Bilingualism model was proposed and we illustrate how this model helps us formulate
predictions about motion event verbalizations, set up experiments and account for results
in a holistic manner, taking into consideration the relevant multiple factors. Furthermore, a
lot of effort in the field has gone into contrastingmonolingual and bilingual populations while
more knowledge is needed about how different bilingual populations compare. These
different bilinguals, including L2 learners, need to be tested under different conditions in
which they use their languages (e.g., when only one or both is actively used with vs. without
the possibility to code-switch) in order to understand the variability of L2 verbal behaviours
and the underlying factors at play under different circumstances of acquisition and use.
This perspective paper provides both theoretical and empirical indications how this can be
done, with the key message that future research into L2 acquisition (and bilingualism in
general) must be based on a multi-factor approach.

Keywords: CASP for Bilingualism, cause, intentionality, manner, multi-factor model, English, Spanish

1 INTRODUCTION

Motion events are expressed differently in different languages due to different systemic restrictions or
usage preferences. For example, in some languages the use of manner verbs is restricted due to
underlying semantic or morphosyntactic rules (as in Romance or Slavic families) while some other
languages have no such restrictions but still exhibit some strong usage preferences (e.g., a preference
for manner verbs over path verbs in motion expressions, as in the Germanic languages; see Filipović
and Ibarretxe-Antuñano, 2015, for a recent overview). These differences formed the basis for a
semantic typology of languages (Talmy, 1985; Slobin, 1996; Slobin, 1997; Talmy, 2000; Slobin, 2003;
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Slobin, 2006), which is essentially based on where the defining
component of a motion event, that of Path1, is given, i.e., in the
verb or out of the verb, which consequently determines the
outlook of the whole motion event expression.

These typological differences lead to differences in thinking-
for-speaking, i.e., on-line conceptualization that takes place
when speakers verbalize events (Slobin, 1987; Slobin, 1996;
Slobin, 1997; Slobin, 2003; Slobin, 2006). When learning a
second language (L2) with a different motion lexicalization
pattern from that in the first language (L1), an L2 learner
may need to re-think for speaking (Ellis and Cadierno, 2009)
and shift the linguistic (and also possibly attentional and
conceptual) focus from the L1 categories onto the event
components, meanings and forms required by the L2 pattern.
However, it is not possible to completely switch off the first
language, even when the bilingual speaker has a high level of
control through balanced early or fluent late (L2) bilingualism
(De Groot, 2011). Crucially, even if bilinguals are able to keep
their L1 (stronger language) in check to a great degree when
speaking their L2 (weaker language) they are likely to do so more
successfully on some occasions and less so on others, and their
outputs will be very different as a result. Multiple factors
condition bilingual language production, though the literature
on L2 acquisition, and bilingualism more generally, has shied
away from attempts at a multi-factor approach in investigations,
both theoretical and empirical. In particular, the psycholinguistic
and sociolinguistic factors relevant for bilingualism have been
addressed in two completely different spheres of scholarly
endeavour, rarely connecting to each other, with the two
communities of researchers having separate research agendas,
conferences and publication outlets, with neither side seemingly
aware of the relevant findings produced by the other. A unifying
platform is obviously needed, since bilingualism affects, and is
affected by, both the mind and the society (see Jarvis and
Pavlenko, 2010; Filipović and Hawkins, 2013; Muysken, 2013). In
addition, there have been calls in the field of bilingualism research to
shift focus from contrasting monolinguals and bilinguals to
comparisons among different bilingual populations, with more
considerations given to relevant individual differences within
these populations as well as differences in the circumstances of
their language use (seeVaid andMeuter, 2017; Bassetti and Filipović,
2021).

This paper is a call to embrace a multi-factor approach in L2
acquisition research, and bilingualism research more generally.
Such an approach would need to inform all stages of scientific
investigation, from the formulations of research questions and
study design, to the selection of different types of bilingual
participants and inclusion of different experimental conditions.
In the following Section 2 I illustrate how this may be done using
data from multiple experiments on L2 production of both

agentive and caused motion expressions by different English-
Spanish bilinguals.

2 CASP FOR BILINGUALISM MODEL

The central argument in this perspective paper is that, in order to
provide a platform for a holistic outlook on bilingual acquisition
and use of motion verbs and constructions, we would need to
integrate multiple factors that affect acquisition and language use
within and across bilingual minds. The CASP (Complex Adaptive
System Principles) model was proposed to this end by Filipović
and Hawkins (2013), initially just in relation to second language
acquisition (CASP for SLA), and it was later extended to include
all types of bilingual acquisition and use (CASP for Bilingualism;
Filipović and Hawkins, 2019). It is based on insights from
extensive learner corpus and experimental data (ibid).

The core theoretical assumption of the CASP for Bilingualism
model is the understanding of language as a complex adaptive
system (in the sense of Gell-Mann, 1992), within which multiple
factors interact to produce a range of observable outcomes.
Bilingual language systems need to be understood in the same
way, and similar views have been voiced in the past. Some studies
in second language acquisition have recognised the need for
addressing multiple interacting factors in attempts to
understand, and account for, different kinds of bilingual
language acquisition (see, for example, Ellis, 1998; O’Grady,
2005; Mellow, 2008; O’Grady, 2008; Ellis and Larsen-Freeman,
2009). These studies differ in the number and nature of the
principles they propose, in their precise formulation, in the
predictions they make for interlanguage data, and in the range
of data on which they have actually been tested. The empirical
support has so far been very encouraging but still limited. We
need to ensure a more significant uptake of this kind of approach
and include significantly larger and diverse data sets as well as
many more language combinations spoken by different bilinguals
in different types of interactions, monolingual and bilingual.

The CASP for Bilingualism model has five general principles,
four of which apply to all language processing and acquisition
situations, while the fifth is bilingual-specific (i.e., it requires two
different language systems). These principles are: Minimize
Learning Effort (“acquire simple items and rules first”),
Minimize Processing Effort (“use simple items more often”),
Maximize Expressive Power (“learn more complex items and
rules so you can express all the meanings you wish to express,
in the L1 and in the L2 as well if bilingual”), Maximize Efficiency
in Communication (“use complex over simple items only when
context or the specific communicative goal requires you to do so;
e.g., in order to pick out a referent in conversation sooner and
more precisely you may say “the professor we mentioned
yesterday said that’ as opposed to the grammatically simpler
and shorter ‘he said that’”), andMaximize Common Ground (“use
what works in both languages whenever you can, especially when
both languages are active in the same communicative situation”).
The psycholinguistic incentive to produce “shared patterns” that
lies behind the Maximize Common Ground principle can be
related to what is known as “alignment” or “accommodation”

1Path is the defining component of a motion event according to Talmy (1985)
because it has to be mentioned in all motion expressions. Without Path there is no
motion (though there may be movement) since motion is defined as change of
location.
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in interaction (i.e., the tendency of speakers to use the same
patterns as their interlocutors), which has been studied mainly in
monolingual contexts and which is done unconsciously/
automatically (though the extent to which it is carried out can be
socially-mediated; see Weatherholtz et al., 2014 for details). The
difference is, however, that in the present context we talk about
alignment and maximizing the common ground between two
linguistic systems within one bilingual mind, not alignment
between minds, i.e., between two interlocutors (though the
alignment/accommodation between minds can occur as well and
independently since this is a general interactional phenomenon).

The principle of Maximize Common Ground is the same
underlying process that encompasses what was commonly known
as ‘transfer’ (Odlin, 1989) or ‘cross-linguistic influence’ (Jarvis
and Pavlenko, 2010), and includes both adding (complexifying)
and omitting (simplifying) information, which takes place in
order to align the two systems.2 Multiple examples from both the
psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic literature illustrate which
outcome is more likely and when (see Filipović, 2019, for
details). These five general principles sometimes collaborate
and sometimes compete, depending on the internal and
external factors operating in any given communicative
situation. As outlined in Filipović (2019), internal (variability)
factors comprise age of acquisition, proficiency and dominance,
which may be affected by numerous conditions (e.g., languages
spoken at home, the language of primary school education, the
amount of exposure to second languages, the specific language
testing context; see also Bylund and Athanasopoulos, 2014; Silva-
Corvalán and Treffers-Daller, 2015). External factors are driven
by the inherently adjustable nature of bilingual linguistic
behaviour, modulated by proficiency, which depends on the
interlocutor types involved (i.e., who bilingual speakers are
talking to; see Filipović and Hawkins, 2013, Filipović and
Hawkins, 2019; Filipović, 2019) or the type of communicative
situation a bilingual is involved in (e.g., formal vs. informal; see
Dewaele, 2001). For instance, the same bilingual speaker will
produce different outputs when talking to another bilingual
speaker of the same two languages compared to when he or
she communicates with a monolingual speaker of one of the two
languages [see also discussion in Muysken (2013: 714) on
different factors that impact outputs in language contact
situations]. Green and Abutalebi (2013: 515–516) argue that it
is the control processes that adapt to the different demands of
different communicative contexts of single language, dual
language or dense code switching. They define the single
language context as the one in which each language is spoken
in different environments (e.g., home vs. work). Dual language
contexts involve the use of both languages with different speakers,
possibly within a single communicative situation but not within
an utterance, and dense code-switching occurs when both
languages are used within a single utterance, e.g., when

speaking to another bilingual with the same language
combination (Green and Abutalebi, 2013: 518; see also
Grosjean, 2001 for a related concept of language mode).

The research into L2 acquisition of motion verbs and
constructions needs to consider of these aspects, typological,
internal and external, as well as general mechanisms of
bilingual acquisition and processing as proposed within the
CASP for Bilingualism model. I illustrate next what kind of
insights this type of approach can enable us to gain.

3 L2 ACQUISITION AND USE OF MOTION
VERBS AND CONSTRUCTIONS

English and Spanish are typologically different when it comes to
which components of a motion event are expressed where and
how often. We will zoom in here on two event components,
Manner and Cause.

In English, the manner of motion is preferably expressed in the
verb (as in ‘limp out’), while in Spanish the combination of
manner verbs + path particles is blocked (see e.g., Slobin, 1996;
Filipović, 2008). This is due to a semantic restriction in Spanish
prepositions—they only express location of motion not direction
or change of location. Instead, the grammatically permitted
construction in Spanish will be ‘salir cojeando’ = ‘exit
limping,’ which is also possible but dispreferred in English.
Consequently, information about the Manner component is
often absent in verbalizations of motion events in Spanish and
omitted in translations from other manner-rich languages like
English (Slobin, 1996; Slobin, 2003; Slobin, 2006).

When it comes to expressing caused motion events, Spanish
has a clear distinction between intentional and non-intentional
causation, which is drawn using different verbs and/or
constructions for the two event types respectively [X lanzó Y
(‘X threw Y’) vs. se le cayó Y a X (‘to Y it happened that X fell’)].
Such a clear lexicalized distinction is not present in English
grammar or usage and even though it can be drawn
periphrastically (e.g., by introducing adverbials ‘accidentally’
vs. ‘on purpose’), it is not habitually done by English speakers
(see Filipović, 2007; Filipović, 2018; Filipović, 2019 for details).

Numerous studies have reported the effect of typological
differences on the process of acquisition of motion expressions
in both monolingual and bilingual contexts. However, the
reported results are often contradictory. Sometimes it is the
stronger language, L1 that affects the outputs in L2, sometimes
is the other way around, and sometimes there is no effect (see
Pavlenko, 2014, for an extensive and detailed overview of all these
outputs). There is often the issue of task type (e.g., the kind of
visual stimuli used—still images vs. videos; the kind of responses
required—including/impeding verbalization or not, etc.; see
Filipović (2019), for a detailed discussion). We can put all
these task-related differences aside for a moment, for the sake
of uniformity of the comparison at hand, and just look at the
differences in the reported verbalization of motion events in two
different experiments as a way of illustrating the differences in L2
outputs and of explaining how we can account for them using the
CASP for Bilingualism model.

2See Filipović (2019) for reasons why the principle of Maximize Common Ground
captures more precisely the nature of the processing mechanisms behind the
outputs we get in bilingual production compared to some earlier concepts such as
positive vs. negative transfer.
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So, what happens then with regard to the expression of
Manner and Cause when speakers of English and Spanish are
learning L2 Spanish and L2 English respectively? Do they re-
think for speaking in their L2, how, when, and how consistently?
We can answer these questions only if we test the same
bilinguals under different circumstances and also different
bilinguals under the same circumstances, bearing in mind
that the performances will be modulated by the nature of the
specific typological features in question (see the end of this
section for more discussion and also for the summary of relevant
interacting factors in Table 1).

If we look at the reported experimental data (Filipović, 2011;
Filipović, 2018; Filipović, 2020; Filipović, 2021), it seems that,
even though the L2 learner populations in the relevant
experimental work were matched as closely as possible with
respect to their acquisition journeys (in terms of age of
acquisition, proficiency, type of L2 instruction, length of stay
in L2 country, etc.), and even though they were tested under the
same experimental condition (dual language activation; Green
and Abutalebi, 2013) they demonstrated apparently different
within-group and between-group linguistic behaviours with
regard to the two event components in question. In agentive
motion, with respect to the Manner of motion, on most occasions
the L1 English/L2 Spanish speaker group seems to have done the
re-thinking-for speaking (Ellis and Cadierno, 2009) while the
other learner group, the L1 Spanish/L2 English speakers, did not.
L1 English/L2 Spanish speakers and their L1 Spanish/L2 English
peers both rely on the same pattern, namely that of Spanish in
their respective L2s (thus providing no or limited mention of
Manner):

1a) Una mujer salió con pasos lentos y atraversó el jardín.
A woman exit-PST.3SG with steps slow and cross-PST.3SG
the garden.

1b) A woman went out of the building slowly and turned right.

L1 English/L2 Spanish learners may occasionally use their L1
pattern in their L2, which is grammatically incorrect (and marked
* in 2a) below), probably due to incomplete L2 acquisition. On
the other hand, L1 Spanish/L2 English speakers do not have
such potential for error because their L1 pattern is acceptable in
their L2, as illustrated in the following L2 verbalizations,
respectively:

2a) *El hombre saltó y corrió a través della calle y en el jardín.

A man jump-PST.3SG and run-PST.3SG across-the street and
in the garden.

2b) A man went out of the garden, crossed the street and
entered another garden.

By contrast, with regard to the event component of Cause,
both learner populations apparently use the same strategy of
sticking to their respective L1 lexicalization habits when
using the L2. The L1 English/L2 Spanish speakers again
adhere to their L1 English pattern of not specifying
intentionality in causation. This is very different to the L1
Spanish/L2 English speakers, who now use their L1 Spanish
pattern in their L2 English thus providing precise detail about
Cause in their L2 English verbalizations, even though they do
not have to. This contrast is illustrated in the following
examples, from L2 English (3a) and 4a)) and L2 Spanish 3b)
and 4b)):

3a) The woman accidentally dropped a pen while writing.
3b) Su bolido cae.
Her pen falls.
4a) The woman pushed the bottle by accident and it fell off the
table.
4b) La mujer empujó la botella de la mesa.
The woman pushed the bottle off the table.

CASP for Bilingualism can help us explain the apparent
differences in the two observed L2 acquisition patterns and
outputs. According to the principle of Maximize Common
Ground the two bilingual groups with different L1s are both
using a grammatically licensed pattern in their L2 that can work
in both their languages, but they are doing it in different ways for
different typological dimensions and due to the different stronger
(L1) language.3 In agentive motion, the English pattern ofmanner
verb + path preposition is not permissible in Spanish but the
Spanish pattern of path verb + optional manner adjunct is
permissible in English, so it is by and large the Spanish
pattern that is used in both L2s. The English learners of L2
Spanish have an obvious incentive to re-think for speaking
because they could not just go ahead and use their L1 pattern

TABLE 1 | Multiple factors in bilingualism.

A. Speaker type B. Interlocutor type C. Language property type

i) Balanced
bilinguals

i) One or more bilinguals in the same two languages (dual language
condition-code-switching potential)

i) Partial overlap (present in both but with different grammatical/usage
rules; e.g., adjective ordering)

ii) L2 Learners ii) Two or more monolinguals, at least one in each language (dual language
condition—no code switching)

ii) Presence vs absence of categories (e.g., evidentials)

iii) Heritage
speakers

iii) One or more monolinguals in only one of the two languages (single
language condition)

iii) Incompatibility (e.g., either-or choice, such as basic word order SVO
vs SOV)

3Comparable L2 (and general bilingual) preference for syntactic patterns that work
in both languages has been noted before in studies of both agentive motion
(Hohenstein et al., 2006) and caused motion (Engemann et al., 2012), as well as in
other domains such as syntactic attachment (see Fernandez, 2002; Dussias, 2003;
Dussias and Sagarra, 2007; see also Filipović, 2014, for overview).
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in their L2, it would be ungrammatical, and they are of an
advanced enough level to know this.4 In contrast, the L1
Spanish learners of L2 English have little incentive to
restructure their agentive motion expressions to fit the L2
English pattern because they can get by using their L1 Spanish
pattern in L2 English because it is grammatical albeit
dispreferred. Thus, we end up with the same, shared Spanish
pattern in both L2 Spanish and L2 English.

By contrast, when it comes to expressing caused motion, the
principle of Maximize Common Ground leads the two learner
groups to resort to different strategies, driven by the internal
factor of stronger (L1) language proficiency. Namely L1 English
speakers can get by with not expressing Cause and using
structures neutral to intentionality (as in ‘the bottle fell’),
which are still grammatical though dispreferred in Spanish,
but which leads to an important event detail being
unexpressed. By contrast, L1 Spanish/L2 English speakers
habitually add information about intentionality in L2 English
and thus maximize common ground between their L1 (which
consistently focuses their attention on this component) and their
L2 (in which this information can be added optionally). This
outcome is also supported by another general principle,
Maximize Expressive Power (i.e., ability to convey all
meanings from L1 in the L2), which gives the incentive to L1
Spanish speakers to express all the relevant L1 meanings in their
L2 English. This is the incentive that the L1 English learners do
not have on this occasion since their L1 English does not draw
such meanings distinctions, and for L1 English/L2 Spanish
speakers this principle is also further trumped by the
Minimize Learning Effort and Minimize Processing Effort
principles.

We have to reiterate that the Maximize Common Ground
principle can lead to both omission of information in the two
languages or to additions in both, and more so when both
languages are contemporaneously active. Which one, addition
or omission, will be the case depends on the typological outlook
(e.g., what each language has or does not have) and also how easy
it is to restructure the expression in a specific case. For example,
L2 learners (and also balanced bilinguals; see Filipović, 2011)
omit or reduce a lot of Manner detail in verbalizations of motion
events because it is difficult to insert this detail into the (shared)
Spanish pattern (see Filipović, 2021). However, they may add
information for some other event component (e.g., as we saw in
the case of Cause) if it is easier to insert it into one of the two
languages that does not have it (periphrastically, as in the
examples 3a) and 4a); see Filipović, 2018; Filipović, 2020, for
details) and if this information is strongly favoured and habitually
given in the stronger (L1) language.

It is also crucial to observe that examination of L2 learners in
the studies considered here happened under the dual activation
condition—all L2 learners had both languages active in the
experiment because the experimenter was using the speakers’

L1 for instruction and communication throughout, after
presentation of each item, while asking the participants to
verbalize only in their L2. Under the single language
condition, especially if that language is the stronger one of
the two (i.e., L1), we can expect different outcomes, as previous
research has reported in a variety of experimental set ups (see
again Pavlenko, 2014). Balanced bilinguals can come closer to
monolingual norms in both their languages under single
language conditions while L2 learners could be expected to
achieve this in their L1 but not in their L2 (unless they are
almost equally proficient in both L1 and L2). All these
assumptions, including different bilinguals and different
conditions of activation, await further testing that would
involve typologically different languages and different event
components, especially the lesser studied ones (such as Deixis
or Cause; see Andria and Hijazo-Gascón, 2021). The table
above summarizes the different factors whose combinations
and interactions need to be addressed (see also Filipović, 2019:
74 for more details), preferably using the same task in
experimental elicitation as well as when studying authentic
interaction data (for specific multi-factor-driven predictions
and specific methodological set-ups see Filipović, 2019: 112).
For example, the same bilingual group of speakers (e.g.,
balanced bilingual; see Table 1, under A.i)) should be tested
under different conditions (Table 1, B.i-B.iii) as well as for
different types of linguistic properties (Table 1, C. i-C.iii). In
addition, different bilingual groups (Table 1, A.i-A.iii) need to
be tested contrastively under the same conditions (e.g., Table 1,
B.ii) and for the same linguistic property (e.g., Table 1, C.iii).
Only then will we be able to understand fully when and why the
same bilinguals exhibit different linguistic behaviours under
different conditions as well as why different bilingual
populations may produce the same outputs on some
occasions but not on others.

4 CONCLUSION

In this paper we have argued that multiple factors in the
acquisition of motion expressions in different L2s need to
be captured holistically, taking into account a) different
typological contrasts in verbalization of different cognitive
domains (focusing on what is obligatory vs. optional or
habitually preferred to express), b) internal factors (that
modulate speaker profiles, including proficiency,
dominance, etc.) and c) external factors (that modulate
communicative situation profiles, including interlocutor
type, formality setting, etc.), and d) underlying general
principles of bilingual language acquisition and processing,
as proposed in the CASP for Bilingualism model. It is crucial to
identify the relevant subset of factors from the multi-factor
model that will drive the predictions for the specific case under
investigation and to then assess how these factors work
together in that particular case. Sometimes one factor will
not interfere with the predictions of another. Sometimes it will.
Sometimes multiple factors will co-operate and pull in the
same direction, sometimes they will compete. Crucially, we

4However, early L1 English/L2 Spanish speakers do indeed produce ungrammatical
L1 English patterns in L2 Spanish because they have not “figured out” how to
Maximize Common Ground properly (Larrañaga et al., 2012).
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also need convergent evidence from different and large
datasets, e.g., both corpus and experimental (as exemplified
in the work of Filipović and Hawkins, 2013, Filipović and
Hawkins, 2019; and Filipović, 2019).

Another important, and still less often trodden path in the
present context is the necessary search for understanding whether
and howmultiple factors in L2 acquisition and use have effects on
whether and how often specific details about events (e.g., manner
of motion, intentionality of agents, or position of objects) are
provided in descriptions and also remembered (see Filipović,
2011; Koster and Cadierno, 2018; Filipović, 2020), as well as what
kinds of real-life consequences may follow from such effects for
individuals and societies (see Filipović, 2017a, Filipović, 2017b;
Hijazo-Gascón, 2019 for details on anApplied Language Typology
research programme).

Having multiple factors to consider does not make the overall
predictions easy, but it does not make them impossible, as long as
we delimit the empirical domain of applicability for each factor

and its expected consequences (see Filipović, 2019, for further
details and examples frommultiple domains in addition to that of
motion events). In any case, we have no choice. Any adequate
model of L2 acquisition, and bilingualism more generally, must be
a multi-factor one.
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