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Chapter 7. Discussion and conclusion

7.0 Introduction

In Chapter 1 and 2, we reviewed the relevant literature on reference introduction and
tracking, and on gesture in L1 and L2. The research questions were presented in
Chapter 2. Chapter 3 laid out the methodology adopted for the present work. Chapters
4, 5 and 6 reported the results. In this chapter, 7.1 presents the summary of the main
findings, followed by 7.2 where we discuss cross-linguistic issues derived from them.
7.3 discusses L2 issues. In 7.4, we present the limitations of the work and provide
suggestions for future research.

7.1 Summary of findings

One of the main aims of the present work was to examine cross-linguistic variations in
how speech-associated gesture complements speech in reference introduction and
tracking that could serve as a baseline for the examination of bi-modal production by
Dutch learners of Japanese. For intelligible discourse, it is essential that the identities
of referents are made clear. Because points in space are uniquely distinguishable from
each other, this characteristic is incorporated in pronominal systems in signed
languages (Klima & Bellugi 1979; Belllugi & Klima 1982). Speakers may also utilize
speech-associated gestures to establish referents in space (Gullberg 1998, 2003; Levy
& McNeill 1992; McNeill 1992; McNeill & Levy 1993). In addition, because of its
visual characteristics, gesture may offer information about the physical aspects of the
referents they accompany (Beattie & Shovelton 1999, 2001). However, cross-linguistic
aspects of speech-associated gestures in reference introduction and tracking have not
been, to date, fully investigated.

The source and the target languages chosen for the present work differ in two
dimensions. The first dimension concerns how information structure in discourse is
mapped onto speech. According to a typology based on the grammatical relations
between subject- and topic-comment proposed by Li and Thompson (1976), Dutch is a
‘subject-prominent’ language and Japanese, a ‘subject-prominent/topic-prominent’
language (p.460). The two languages differ in the linguistic means available to mark
the informational status of referents, and how these means are used.

The second dimension concerns how the information about the locations and
spatial relations of entities (Ground) is framed and expressed in speech. According to
Talmy (2000), Dutch and Japanese are again typologically different: the former
belongs to groups of languages where verbs mostly express the manner of an action
and the path is expressed by means of path phrases (termed“manner-verb languages’ in
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this work). On the other hand, the latter belongs to a group where speakers use verbs to
express the path of an action (‘path-verb languages’). It has been suggested that the
speakers of these two groups of languages adopt different rhetorical styles in
presenting Ground information in narratives (Slobin 1996, 2000).

The effect of these typological differences on gesture has been investigated in
separate studies with different foci (e.g. Duncan 1996, 2001; Kita & Özyürek 2002;
McNeill 2000; Özyürek & Kita 1999). However, in the present work, they are studied
under a unifying discourse activity of reference introduction and tracking.

In Chapter 4, we performed cross-linguistic analysis of the bi-modal introduction
of animate referents. For oral reference introduction, the following aspects of local (at
the level of word) and global (at the level of clause) marking of newness were
examined: the form, agentive and syntactic roles and position of the form with respect
to the verb. In addition, pragmatic newness marking was also examined. Findings
show similarities and differences in newness marking in Dutch and Japanese. With
respect to similarities, both Dutch and Japanese use NPs to introduce referents. On the
other hand, the two L1 groups differ in how other newness marking is predominantly
used. In Dutch, speakers utilize an indefinite article as obligatory local marking. In
contrast, in Japanese, local marking is optional. Although the post-positional marker
ga seems to be preferred as a newness marker, it does not systematically distinguish
new and given information as articles do in other languages. Classifiers may be used
as newness markers , but again, only optionally.

In both Dutch and Japanese, referential importance of animate characters affects
local and global markings. Speakers may give proper names to primary and secondary
referents but rarely to peripheral characters. With respect to global marking, Dutch
speakers show a strong preference for introducing primary and secondary referents in
non-subject roles, and they are mostly mentioned in the post-verbal position.
Peripheral referents may be introduced in subject role of the verbs of motion such as
komen uit (‘to come out), although they are also mentioned post-verbally by the use of
inversion.

In contrast, in addition to giving proper names, Japanese speakers frequently
adopt pragmatic means of local marking such as repetition of NPs, hedging and the use
of the discourse confirmation marker, n e, for introducing referents with referential
importance. With respect to global marking, Japanese speakers use existential
constructions as global marking, in particular for the introduction of the primary and
secondary referents. These referents are frequently topicalized immediately afterwards
as a single or separate subject of the following clause. Like other ‘topic-prominent’
languages, Japanese does not have the so-called dummy subject, which means that the
use of existential constructions does not result in verb-subject (VS) word order. Thus,
the frequent use of existentials results in the high frequency of subject role assignment
to primary and secondary referents. On the other hand, peripheral referents are
introduced in both subject and non-subject roles. Existentials are used as much as
verbs of motion such as detekuru (‘exit and come’). Unlike in L1 Dutch, the position
of referents in relation to verbs is not used to mark newness in L1 Japanese.

It was shown that the newness marking of animate referents may cross the modal
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boundary and be mirrored in gesture production in both L1 Dutch and Japanese.
However, interestingly, the newly introduced primary/secondary animate referents are
more frequently accompanied by gesture in Japanese narratives than in their Dutch
counterparts, although the frequency of gestures accompanying the peripheral
characters shows no difference between the two language groups (Table 7.2). The
position of gestures in the gesture space accompanying primary and secondary
referents in L1 Japanese varies among the speakers. As Dutch speakers rarely
produced gestures accompanying the primary and secondary referents, cross-linguistic
analysis was not possible. With respect to gestures accompanying peripheral referents,
similarities of gestures are observed within and across the language groups with
respect to the form of gestures and the gesture space assigned to referents.

Analyses of L2 oral reference introduction in Chapter 4 showed that, like L1
speakers, learners use NPs to refer to new referents. However, the optional local
newness marking is not utilized. Global marking seems to be absent as well. Learners
do not use the post-verbal position or the right-dislocation as a form of global marking
in L2, which suggests their full awareness of rigidity of the verb-final rule in Japanese.
Existential verbs are used in reference introduction but in a non-TL-like manner.
Instead of topicalizing primary and secondary referents as in L1 Japanese, learners use
these verbs for indicating possession. This L2-specific use of existential verbs is
observed mostly for the introduction of primary and secondary referents. Pragmatic
means are rarely used as newness marking in L2 Japanese. With respect to gestural
marking of newly introduced referents, learners produce gestures more frequently than
their native L1 counterparts, and also more frequently in L2 than in L1. However,
unlike in L1 Japanese, the L2 gesture production does not show an interaction between
gesture and referential importance. Table 7.1 summarizes the results of the linguistic
analyses.  

In Chapter 5, we analysed the bi-modal tracking of animate referents in L1 and L2
discourse by distinguishing two separate information types: maintained and re-
introduced. For speech, analyses were conducted with respect to the referential forms
chosen to mark the informational status of referents. With respect to reference
maintenance in L1 speech, the intra-lingual analyses show that maintained referents
are more likely to be denoted by attenuated forms than by NPs in both languages. On
the other hand, the inter-lingual analyses show that Japanese speakers use NPs
significantly more often than their Dutch counterparts for reference maintenance.

The qualitative analysis shows that the use of NPs to denote maintained referents
in L1 Japanese occurs mostly either immediately after the first mention of referents or
after the re-introduction of referents with ø. Zero-reference (ø) is frequent in L1
Japanese. Around 70% of the maintained and 45% of the re-introduced referents are
denoted by ø, in contrast to 15% and 2%, respectively, in L1 Dutch. The statistical
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Table 7.1. Linguistic marking of introduction of animate referents in speech
language local global
Dutch
 main characters

 peripheral characters

indefinite article (obligatory)
proper names

indefinite article (obligatory)

post-verbal position
non-subject role
non-agentive role

post-verbal position
subject/non-subject role
non-agentive role
komen uit ‘to come out’

Japanese
  main characters

 peripheral characters

ga (optional)
hedging
repetition
discourse marker ne
proper names
classifier

ga (optional)

existential constructions
subject role
non-agentive role

subject/non-subject role
non-agentive role
detekuru ‘to exit and come’

L2 Japanese
  main characters

 peripheral characters

bare NP (no preference for ga)
proper names

bare NP (no preference for ga)

existential constructions
(possession)
subject/non-subject role

existential constructions
subject/non-subject role
some agentive-role

Table 7.2. Gestural frequency
gesture frequency

introduction of animate
referents

primary/secondary referents peripheral referents

Dutch<Japanese=L2 Japanese
 (tendency)

Dutch=Japanese<L2 Japanese

maintenance of animate
referents

Dutch<Japanese=L2 Japanese

re-introduction of animate
referents

Dutch=Japanese<L2 Japanese

introduction of inanimate
referents

Dutch<Japanese=L2 Japanese
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analysis shows that there is a significant difference in the frequency of use of ø
between the two language groups for both reference maintenance and re-introduction.
The qualitative analysis shows that in L1 Dutch, ø occurs only in situations as in (1)
where the identity of the referent is the same as the subject of the preceding clause:

(1)  N(i) …pronoun (i)…ø(i)…N(j)…pronoun (j)…ø(j)

The zero-marking as in (1) is also observed in Japanese. However, in addition,
Japanese speakers frequently use chains of ø where the same referent is sustained as
the subject over a number of clauses. In order to create such chains, Japanese speakers
frequently utilise grammatical structures such as passives and giving/receiving verbs.
Furthermore, in L1 Japanese, ø may be used in reference re-introduction and an NP
may follow in reference maintenance. (2) is a schematic presentation of such use of ø.

(2)  N(i)…ø(i)…N(j)..ø(i)…N(i)

With respect to gesture production, Dutch speakers rarely produce gesture for the
purpose of reference maintenance. In contrast, in L1 Japanese, gestures accompany
maintained referents more frequently than in L1 Dutch (Table 7.2). They mostly
accompany NPs denoting the second mention of referents or the maintained referents
immediately after the re-introduction of referents with ø. As for linguistic reference re-
introduction, Dutch and Japanese native speakers show similarities in their preference
to use NPs to re-introduce referents into narratives. Gestural reference re-introduction
in L1 Dutch and Japanese also show similarities in both quantitative and qualitative
aspects.

Analyses of L2 use show that Dutch learners of Japanese rely heavily on NPs for
reference maintenance. Learners often use an unattenuated form even when explicit
reference is not necessary. The use of ø seems difficult for learners even though, unlike
pronouns, it does not require any complex process of formulation. Gestures
accompanying maintained referents in L2 often accompany the over-use of NPs.
Although quantitatively gestures in L2 and L1 Japanese are not different, L2 gestures
are not target-like. Because learners rarely re-introduce referents with ø, gesture
accompanying NPs after zero-marked reference re-introduction, as in L1 Japanese,
was not observed. On the other hand, the switch of agent, ‘view-hopping’, may be
accompanied by gestures which distinguish referents by allocating different locations
to them. Furthermore, there are gestures accompanying re-introduced referents which
may refer to fixed loci for the duration of discourse in L2 when the same referents are
mentioned. Tables 7.3 and 7.4 summarise the results.

In Chapter 6, cross-linguistic analyses of the oral introduction of inanimate
referents focused on how Ground is introduced in utterances. The introduction of
inanimate referents is distinguished according to whether they represent a) animate
characters’ static locations or b) beginning and/or end points of characters’
movements. The results show that Dutch speakers introduce inanimate referents
predominantly in adpositional phrases in the VP. In other words, Ground is treated as
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background infor mation. Although Japanese speakers may introduce inanimate
referents in a similar manner, they may also use existentials or presentatives for
introducing inanimate referents. In addition, they may provide elaborate information
about the physical features of objects such as their size or height. Furthermore, the
introduction of new
inanimate objects is frequently spatially framed with reference to other inanimate
referents, e.g., ‘There is a rock, and on top of the rock, there are branches’. Such
framing of new objects is not observed in L1 Dutch narratives.

Table 7.3. Maintenance of animate referents
language local global
Dutch definite article (obligatory)

pronoun
zero-marking

Japanese NP (second mention & after zero-
marked subject)
demonstrative +NP (optional)
zero-marking

passive
giving/receiving verbs

L2 Japanese bare NP
zero-marking

passive (rare)
giving/receiving verbs (rare)

Table 7.4. Re-introduction of animate referents
language local global
Dutch definite article (obligatory)

pronoun

Japanese bare NP
demonstrative NP
zero-marking

L2 Japanese bare NP
zero-marking (rare)

 Analyses of gesture show cross-linguistic differences in both quantitative and
qualitative aspects. With respect to quantitative differences, Japanese speakers produce
gesture more frequently than their Dutch counterparts (Table 7.2). Qualitative
differences relate to the semantic and temporal synchronization of gesture with
accompanying speech. In L1 Dutch, unless there is a particular need to focus on the
description of the object, as in the case where an animate referent is enclosed inside,
gestures accompanying Ground usually mark a location in the gesture space or the
direction of a movement. In addition, gestures tend to synchronize with the mention of
a spatial preposition and an inanimate referent as one unit. In contrast, gestures
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accompanying Ground in L1 Japanese frequently depict the outline of objects.
Furthermore, gestures may depict physical relations between objects, in addition to
physical relations between Figure and Ground . With respect to temporal
synchronization between speech and gesture, gestures in L1 Japanese tend to overlap
either with most of the clause including the verb or with the mention of objects. Unlike
in L1 Dutch, gestures rarely synchronize with the mention of an inanimate referent and
a spatial particle as one unit.

As for inanimate reference tracking, we did not distinguish maintained and re-
introduced. ‘Tracking’ was redefined as ‘the second mention of the referent in the
immediately succeeding clause and any mention of the referent afterwards’. In both
languages, tracked inanimate referents are marked by bare NPs or by demonstrative
locatives daar and soko (‘there’). In addition, in both languages, demonstratives such
as die or sono (‘that’) may be used for reference maintenance. In addition, although
their occurrence is limited, the Dutch speakers may use the grammaticized expressions
such as daarachter (‘therebehind’), which is a combination of a demonstrative locative
and a spatial expression, while Japanese speakers use demonstratives in combinations
with directional expressions such as sono shita (‘underneath that’) for reference
maintenance. With respect to gestural reference tracking, Dutch speakers hardly ever
produce gesture to track inanimate referents. In contrast, inanimate referents may be
tracked gesturally over a series of clauses. Some tracked inanimate referents may be
depicted by post-stroke holds, ‘location holders’, in L1 Japanese.

With respect to L2 bi-modal introduction and tracking of inanimate referents, the
analysis shows that Dutch learners of Japanese introduce the majority of new referents
in the adpositional phrase in the VP as in their L1. Learners rarely explicitly mention
the existence of the inanimate referents by using existentials.

It is shown that gestural accompaniment of newly introduced inanimate referents
is significantly more frequent in L2 than in L1 Dutch but no difference is found
between L1 and L2 Japanese (Table 7.2). However, L2 gestures are produced in a
manner that is not TL-like. As in L1 Japanese, learners produce gestures depicting
objects especially when there is a need to focus on objects such as in the case where an
animate referent is enclosed inside. However, these gestures tend to synchronize
temporally with the mention of the inanimate referent and a dative particle, ni, as a
unit. Unlike in L1 Japanese, they mostly finish before the verb is mentioned. When
learners describe motion events, the mention of an inanimate referent may be
accompanied by a gesture depicting the path of movements in synchrony with the
mention of the inanimate referent and a particle, ni. The latter frequently overlaps with
either ‘post-stroke’ hold or the retraction phase of a gesture. When a locative
expression requires more than just ni, as in the case where relationships between
Figure and Ground is front and back, learners produce two gestures, one for reference
and the other one for a spatial noun such as ushiro (‘the back, rear’) or ue (‘the top, up,
upper part’). With inanimate tracking, the number of instances was too small to draw
any specific conclusions. However, some examples suggest that learners, as in L1
Dutch and Japanese, may use ‘catchments’ to create linkages between gestures, which
may in turn help clarify the content of error-prone speech. Table 7.5 summarises the
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results for the analyses of the linguistic data. Table 7.6 summarises the qualitative
aspects of gesture.

Table 7.5. Introduction of inanimate referents
language local global
Dutch (in)definite article ron-subject role

Japanese bare NP
repetition
rephrasing

existential constructions
introduction in relation to other inanimate reference
subject/non-subject roles

L2 Japanese bare NP ron-subject role

Table 7.6. Gesture accompanying inanimate reference introduction
gesture depiction synchronization between gesture

and speech
Dutch an entity

(when objects are a focus of
attention)

locative/directional information

verb (optional) + preposition
(optional) + referent

preposition+ referent

Japanese an entity referent +ni +verb

referent
L2 Japanese an entity

(when objects are a focus of
attention)

locative/directional information with
ni

(two separate gestures)
an entity
locative information

referent + ni

referent +ni

(two separate gestures)
referent
spatial noun

7.2 Cross-linguistic differences in bi-modal reference to entities in discourse
between L1 Dutch and Japanese

7.2.1 Reference to animate entities
One of the central issues surrounding bi-modal referent introduction and tracking is
how to account for the speaker’s choice of linguistic form and the occurrence of
gesture at a particular point in narrative discourse. Irrespective of the language spoken,
the speaker potentially has a variety of ways to refer linguistically to an intended
entity. However, not all the choices are considered ‘appropriate’ in a given situation.
For instance, evidence suggests that over-explicit expressions are difficult to process
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for addressees (Cloitre and Bever 1988 in Gullberg 2003). Similarly, gestural
accompaniment of referents is not observed in all situations, although speakers are
mostly unconscious of their hand movements. As the results show, tested against a
number of narratives, there is a tendency of occurrence for gesture in a certain
situation over the other. The question is what it is that possibly contributes to the
speaker’s bi-modal marking of referents.

The results of the chapters 4, 5 and 6 show that the basic distributional pattern of
referential forms and occurrence of gesture are related to the discourse context
(introduced, maintained, re-introduced) with some constraints arising from cross-
linguistic variations due to the typological difference between the languages. The
general pattern of the bi-modal marking of referents in discourse seems to be the
following:

i)   A newly introduced referent tends to be linguistically established by the most
explicit form of a full NP. The establishment of a referent is marked by a deictic
gesture, or a gesture depicting a referent.

ii) Maintenance of reference tends to be achieved by an attenuated form such as a
pronoun or zero-reference (ø). A maintained referent is less likely to be marked by
gesture than introduced- and re-introduced referents.

ii)  Re-introduction of reference in subject role tends to be achieved by an explicit
form, notably a full NP. A re-introduced referent may be accompanied by gesture
which may contain some repetitive physical features previously associated with the
referent (‘catchment’ (McNeill 2000)).

In addition to discourse context, referential importance (primary, secondary vs.
peripheral characters) also seems to affect speakers of Dutch and Japanese. In both
languages, in general, characters with referential importance are more likely to be
associated with attenuated forms in reference tracking. The general preference of the
referential forms is in accordance with the previous literature (Ariel 1988; Chafe 1976,
1987, 1994; Givón 1983, 1984, 1985; Gundel et al. 1993). At the same time, the
general tendency of gestural marking of referents is also in agreement with the
previous studies (Gullberg 1998, 2003; Levy & McNeill 1992; Marslen-Wilson et al.
1982; McNeill & Levy 1993). However, cross-linguistic variations are observed
between L1 Dutch and Japanese.

On the one hand, the tripartite distinction of informational status of referents seem
to reflect the choices of linguistic forms and occurrence of gesture by L1 Dutch
speakers. As a ‘subject-prominent’ language, Dutch has various overt linguistic means
to mark the ‘flow of information’ (Chafe 1994). The use of them in Dutch narratives
shows clear associations with the introduced, maintained and re-introduced
informational status of referents. As far as L1 Dutch is concerned, the bi-modal
marking of referents is in accordance with Givón’s quantitative universals hypothesis
(1984) which states the following:
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More continuous, predictable, non-disruptive topics will be marked by less marking
material; while less continuous, unpredictable/surprising, or disruptive topic will be
marked by more marking material’

 (Givón, 1984: 126 italics in the original)

In fact, Givón’s view has been actively adopted in the literature to explain not only the
distribution of linguistic referential forms but the occurrence of gesture in L1 discourse
(Gullberg 1998; Levy & McNeill 1992; McNeill & Levy 1993).

In contrast, the L1 Japanese data reveal cases where these referential choices and
gestures cannot be explained merely in terms of Givón’s quantitative universal
hypothesis. With respect to speech, such cases involve the use of NPs for reference
maintenance and of zero-marking for reference re-introduction. With respect to
gesture, they regard the production of gesture accompanying NPs used for the second
mentions of referents and NPs produced immediately after the re-introduced referents
marked with ø. Let us consider speech first. The use of NPs for reference maintenance
and ø for reference re-introduction in speech has been explained as pragmatically
motivated choices in the literature. Huang (2000) explains that zero-marked re-
introduction can be explained as the manifestation of I-principle (i.e. ‘Do not say more
than is required’) by Levinson (1991, 1995). When referents are re-introduced with ø,
the speaker uses certain techniques which may help indicate the intended referents in
the immediately following utterance. Two most common devices, according to Huang,
are a) repetition of the key lexical items used in the previous utterance, and b) parallel
syntactic constructions between the two utterances (p.172). Thus, the identities of re-
introduced referents with ø may be pragmatically disambiguated to the addressees.
Similarly, according to Huang, the repetition of NPs at the introduction is a
manifestation of the fact of ‘I-implicated minimisation being overridden by the M-
implicated message of the establishment of common topic’ (p.173). Interestingly, the
use of NPs for reference maintenance and ø for reference introductions has been noted
in the literature with speakers of Chinese (Chen 1986; Hickman & Hendriks 1999;
Huang 1984, 2000; Zhou 1995), Japanese (Clancy 1980; Furuyama 2001; Nakahama
2003a) and Korean (Nakahama 2003b). These are all ‘topic-prominent’ languages
whose speakers’ use of zero-reference is relatively pragmatically oriented.

If we go back to the present data, in comparison to L1 Dutch, the linguistic
marking of the informational status of referents in Japanese indeed seems
pragmatically oriented in many cases. We have already discussed the pragmatically
motivated use of ø in L1 Japanese. Furthermore, the current results show that the
establishment of referents seems to be achieved as much by lexical (e.g., the use of ga)
and structural means (e.g., the use of existentials) as by pragmatic means. The use of
these devices is observed in particular for the main characters.

The literature shows that the protagonist enjoys a special status in oral discourse,
frequently receiving the most attenuated forms after its introduction (Broeder 1991;
Clancy 1980; Kibrik 1996). The current results support this claim. However, it is
important to note that Japanese solely has zero-marking as an attenuated form for
reference maintenance. We speculate that, without explicit yet attenuated ‘pronouns’,
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the drastic transition from explicit reference with an NP in initial introduction to ø in
the subsequent mentions may encourage speakers to firmly establish the identity of the
newly introduced important characters in the mind of the listeners at the beginning of
the story before switching to the use of ø (c.f. Clancy 1980 for a similar view). The
need for such highlighting is partially supported by the fact that too quick a drop to ø
after the initial mention of referents may cause ambiguity. Similarly, the use of NPs
immediately after the re-introduction of referents with ø may also be related to a part
of the techniques used to disambiguate the intended identity of referents. In other
words, its production may also be pragmatically motivated.

Let us now consider the gesture production in L1 Japanese that are not captured
by Givón’s quantitative universals hypothesis. The results show that the repetitive
mention of newly introduced referents with NPs in L1 Japanese may be accompanied
by gesture. It has been suggested that gestures denote anaphoric relations in discourse
in ‘extralinguistic context’ (McNeill et al. 1993). In order to construct manual
anaphoric relations, speakers first establish an association between a point in space
(gestural locus) and a referent. Gestural anaphoric linkage is created by manually
referring to the same point when the referent is subsequently mentioned in speech.

Interestingly, some gestures accompanying the second mention of referents in L1
Japanese do not refer back to the locations in the gesture space that are associated with
the initial mentions of the referents. This seems to suggest that gestures accompanying
the introduction of referents may not only be motivated to assign particular loci to
referents for anaphoric purposes. Thus, based on these results, and adopting Clark’s
(2003) distinctions of ‘indicating’, we propose that there may be two types of gesture
accompanying the introduction of referents. The ‘directing-to’ type of gesture may
allocate a specific locus in the gesture space to a referent for anaphoric purposes. In
other words, gesture draws attention to the specific locus. The ‘placing-for’ type may
attract attention to the referent itself. In other words, the purpose of gesture may
simply be to highlight the referent that the gesture accompanies. The gestural marking
of the primary/secondary referents in L1 Japanese may be of the latter type. Gestural
highlighting of primary/secondary referents may not occur in Dutch because there is
no need to do so. The re-introduction of referents with zero-marking and gestural
marking of the immediately succeeding NPs are also contrary to the predictions of
Givón’s hypothesis.

Gestures accompanying maintained referents in L1 discourse have important
implications in the study of gesture. L1 gestures may accompany referents
representing predictable information, despite previous claims to the contrary (Gullberg
2003; Levy & McNeill 1992; McNeill 1992; McNeill & Levy 1993). In fact, gestural
accompaniment of maintained referents has been viewed as a L2-specific phenomenon
associated with ‘over-explicitness’ in speech (Gullberg 2003). One of the possible
reasons why the present results differ from previous findings may be due to the
language used in the present work. Previous studies examined gestures by speakers of
Indo-European languages which have complex pronominal systems. The absence of
such linguistic resources may have encouraged the use of the other modality in L1
Japanese for clear maintenance of referents.
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7.2.2 Reference to inanimate entities (space)
According to Talmy (1985, 1991, 2000), Dutch and Japanese differ typologically. With
respect to reference to Ground information, Slobin (1996a, 1996b, 2003) has
suggested that the two types of languages show rhetorical differences. In addition, the
two languages differ as to whether spatial particles distinguish locative/directional
information about entities. Unlike the Dutch particles in (‘in’) and naar (‘to’), the
Japanese particle, ni,(‘in’, ’to’) is neutral in a locative/directional distinction. These
cross-linguistic differences between Dutch and Japanese are reflected in bi-modal
reference introductions of inanimate entities.

With respect to speech, discourse context plays an important role in determining
referential choices. 100% of the newly introduced inanimate referents are denoted by
NPs, and attenuated forms (demonstrative locative, demonstratives, etc.) are used
mainly for reference maintenance. The results show cross-linguistic differences in
speakers’ preference for newness marking. Dutch speakers introduce inanimate
referents almost exclusively in the adpositional phrase in the VP. In contrast, this
position is assigned to roughly 60% of newly introduced referents in L1 Japanese.
Existential and presentative constructions are used to introduce the rest of 40%. The
use of existential constructions for the introduction of inanimate referents is parallel to
the structures used for the animate introductions in L1 Japanese. Thus, the strong
preference to use existentials for the introduction of inanimate referents by Japanese
speakers may be a reflection of the characteristics of the ‘topic-prominent’ language
that they speak. However, this may also be a reflection of the fact that Japanese is a
path-verb language.

Although the number of examples in the data is small, reference maintenance also
shows cross-linguistic differences with respect to the type of attenutated referential
forms is preferred. Dutch speakers use demonstrative locatives, daar (‘there’), to
denote that maintained inanimate referents but do not use demonstratives. In other
words, they refer to the introduced object as a place but not as an object. On the other
hand, Japanese speakers anaphorically refer to the introduced referent both as a place
or as an object with the use of demonstrative locatives, soko (‘there’), demonstratives,
sore (‘that’), or the combination of demonstratives and locational expressions, sono
ushiro (‘behind that’) as ‘relational nouns’ (Götz 1995). This cross-linguistic
difference between Dutch and Japanese seems to be parallel to cross-linguistic
differences in descriptions of spatial relations between native speakers of German vs.
English and Spanish (Caroll et al. 2000).

Researchers have claimed that cross-linguistic variations observed in introducing
inanimate referents in narratives may be related to differences in selecting, segmenting
and constructing information at the conceptual level. Notions such as ‘perspective
taking’ (Carroll & Stutterheim 2003) and ‘thinking-for-speaking’ (Slobin 1996a,
1996b, 2004) have been proposed to theoretically frame the phenomenon. If we adopt
these notions, as far as inanimate introduction and tracking are concerned, the present
results may reflect cross-linguistic differences between Dutch and Japanese at a level
higher than utterance formulation.   

Because the physical relationship between an animate referent and an object or
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between inanimate objects is easier to express with hands than with speech,
introductions of inanimate referents are frequently accompanied by gesture. Between
the two L1 groups, gesture accompanying inanimate referents is not only
quantitatively but also qualitatively different. With respect to former, the Japanese
speakers produce gestures marking the introduction of inanimate referents more
frequently than their Dutch counterparts. Together with findings in gestural animate
reference introduction and tracking, these findings suggest that the stereotypical view
that Japanese speakers do not gesture needs to be reconsidered, since the results for
gestural reference introduction and tracking indicate otherwise. Qualitative differences
in gesture seem to reflect variation in the amount of attention paid to Ground in event
descriptions between speakers of Dutch and Japanese. The frequent use of deictic
gestures accompanying the introduction of Ground seems to reflect the Dutch
speakerss tendency to focus on locative/directional information about Figure.
Consequently, Ground is backgrounded in both modes of expressions. In contrast, the
frequent manual depictions of outlines of entities in L1 Japanese seem to indicate the
speakers’ tendency to focus on G round . In addition, the lack of gestures that
accompany the mention of an inanimate referent and a dative particle, ni, as a unit
seems to be related to the fact that ni is neutral as far as locative/direction distinction is
concerned.

What is important about these cross-linguistic differences is that there is nothing
in the Dutch grammar that stops Dutch speakers from using existentials to introduce
referents or produce gestures that depict Ground. Similarly, Japanese speakers can as
easily introduce referents as background information or produce gestures that
accompany only a referent and a particle. However, they do not do so. Thus, these
cross-linguistic differences cannot be explained in terms of linguistic differences. It is
more likely that these linguistic and manual variations reflect how differently Dutch
and Japanese speakers package and filter information in introducing inanimate
referents. Previous studies have shown that gestures accompanying descriptions of
manner and path of motion events reflect typological differences of the language
spoken (Kita & Özürek 2003; Özürek & Kita 1999; McNeill 2000; McNeill & Duncan
2000; Özürek 2002; Stam 1999; van Hoof 2000). The present results suggest that the
information about Ground may also reflect the typological characteristics of the
language spoken.

7.3 Gesture in second language use

7.3.1 Two kinds of gestures accompanying reference introduction and tracking
Finally, we discuss the implications of the present findings to studies of second
language use. The findings in bi-modal introduction and tracking of animate referents
show that in producing narratives, the Dutch learners of Japanese in the present study
select referential forms based on the general principle of discourse structure which
they use in their L1. However, in L2 production, they are faced with a problem of
encoding ‘information flow’ (Chafe 1994) in a target-like manner. With reference
introductions, learners face the task of marking newness of referents in the TL without
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the availability of a systematic local marking device. For instance, unlike learners with
an Indo-European SL (e.g. French) learning another Indo-European TL (e.g. Swedish),
a straightforward form-function mapping of an indefinite article between L1 and L2 is
not possible for the learners in the present study. The discursive function of post-
positional marking ga, which is to some extent used as local newness marking by
native speakers, does not seem to be fully recognized in L2. In addition, being aware
of the strict verb-final rule in Japanese, learners may feel that they are left with no
linguistic resources to mark newness of referents either locally or globally. Put
differently, using L1 based knowledge, they may feel the need to mark newness;
however, a difficulty arises when they try to apply this to their knowledge of the forms
that are specific for the target language.

It has been documented in the literature that when the TL does not provide a SL-
like linguistic means to encode informational status of referents, learners may rely on
other linguistic means to perform the same function (Jin 1994). However, if there are
no other appropriate linguistic means, is it plausible that learners rely on manual
means to perform the same function? We speculate that the high frequency of gestural
accompaniment of newly introduced animate referents in the L2 data reflects the fact
that gesture may be used to realize the need to mark the newness of referents. In other
words, gestures reflect the fact that the SL-based psychological process involved in
language production (e.g. the need for clear newness marking) is applied to discourse
production in the TL.

The preference for learners to produce gestures accompanying maintained and re-
introduced referents in L2 may be interpreted in the same manner. We have shown that
over-explicit anaphoric reference in speech is frequently accompanied by gesture. This
type of gesture tends to occur in the more or less similar place in the gesture space that
is associated with the previous mention of the referent, thus creating a gestural linkage.
We may speculate that this linkage reflects the SL-based knowledge (e.g. the need for
maintaining reference) mapped on to the manual mode of expression because learners
face difficulties in creating an appropriate flow of information with linguistic means.
With respect to gestural re-introduction, the majority of re-introduced referents in L2
are denoted by bare NPs. Although demonstratives are optionally available in
Japanese, the learners do not systematically use them as givenness markers. Without
definite-articles in the TL, learners may opt for a different mode of expression to carry
the required function of marking reference reintroduction. Gestures accompanying re-
introduced referents which repeatedly refer to the same gesture space over the duration
of discourse may physically indicate that the referents are anaphors.

At the same time, we can also assume that when learners are able to distinguish
the informational status of referents appropriately with the available linguistic forms in
TL, gestures may not occur. This indeed seems to be the case. Gullberg (2003) shows
that Swedish learners of French and French learners of Swedish do not over-produce
gestures accompanying introduced and re-introduced referents in comparison to their
L1 counterparts. Both Swedish and French have article systems. It is plausible that
when linguistic forms are available to fulfil the need to mark newness or givenness of
referents in the TL and learners have no trouble using them in L2, gestural over-
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making of referents may not occur. Thus, as far as animate reference introduction and
tracking is concerned, it is as if learners’ use of gesture complement learning
difficulties at the level of linguistic formulation. Consequently, the external forms
(linguistic and manual) have L2-specific characteristics not similar to the norm of the
TL. In contrast, with inanimate reference introduction, the L2 preference for linguistic
and gestural introduction of referents frequently resembles the norm of the SL.

In short, the data show that at a certain point in the development of proficiency in
L2, two seemingly different speech-associated gestures accompany reference
introduction and tracking, although both are non-target-like. One type appears to be
L2-specific, because these gestures are not observed in either the SL or the TL (c.f.
Gullberg 2003 for similar findings). In contrast, the other type seems to be similar to
the norm in the SL (c.f. Özyürek 2002; Stam 1999; van Hoof 2000 for similar
findings). Furthermore, these different types of gestures may be associated with two
separate domains of reference. The L2-specific gestures are observed mostly in the
introduction and tracking of animate referents, while the SL-like gestures are mostly
observed in the introduction of inanimate referents except for the cases where the
formulation of surface forms requires a complex operation. We will attempt to relate
these findings to issues in the second language use in the next section.

7.3.2 Gesture as an interface between L1 and L2
Interestingly, the two distinguished types of L2 gestures observed in the current data
seem to reflect the two areas of ‘embedding problems’ (Klein 1986) (see Chapter 1)
learners may face in L2 production. Klein (1986) suggests that when learners try to
produce utterances appropriately to the surrounding information, they may face two
different problems, one of which regards the question of what information to express
explicitly and to leave out the rest based on contextual information. The other regards
the use of linguistic elements in the target language, which “may or may not be
specific to the given language” (p. 112). Given that learners most likely know the
informational status of referents at a particular point in discourse, the problem they
face during the introduction and tracking of animate referents may be related to
formulating utterances. The challenge for learners is in mapping the information status
of each referent onto the appropriate form in the TL. Accordingly, accompanying
gesture reflects the formulation problem. On the other hand, providing Ground
information in discourse requires not only the encoding but also the packaging and
filtering of information. Because the problem is not specifically form-related, it is
probably difficult for learners to notice the problem. They may think that Ground
information in the TL is provided in the same way as in the SL. Accordingly, their
gestures may reflect that the pattern of the SL.

 It has been shown that adult language learners may use various aspects of L1
based knowledge in their L2 language use (Gass & Selinker 1983; Kellerman &
Sharwood; Odlin 1989; Ringbom 1987). We propose that the two seemingly different
phenomena of speech-accompanying gesture may reflect two different principles of
transfer: transfer to somewhere (Andersen 1983) and transfer to nowhere (Kellerman
1995). It is important to note that transfer here refers to the process and not to the
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simple transfer of external forms (linguistic and manual) produced by learners. In
other words, what we are concerned with is what happens in the mind of learners when
their knowledge from the SL meets the knowledge from the TL they are in the process
of acquiring. Furthermore, we speculate that this process is somehow reflected in
learners’ gesture production.

Although the two principles mainly relate to transfer in the linguistic mode of
expression, they are both applicable to transfer in a manual mode of gesture. Put
simply, Andersen’s transfer to somewhere is similar to what is termed as ‘positive
transfer’, where learners capitalize on L1-L2 similarities. Given that hands are always
available to L2 speakers, and that learners know that hands are used in the SL and the
TL, if learners’ use of gesture may positively complement learning difficulties at the
level of linguistic formulation, this is a case of transfer to somewhere. For instance,
studies of second language use have commonly viewed gesture as a strategic device to
solve communication difficulties at the word level (Tarone 1977; Kellerman,
Bongaerts & Poulisse 1987; Poulisse 1987). Such gestures reflect transfer to
somewhere at the level of word formulation. Gestures produced in animate reference
introduction and tracking in the present data reflect the same principle, yet at another
level of discourse construction. Anaphoric linkages created by gestures reflect the flow
of information which is not created linguistically. It is worth noting that since we are
concerned with an internal creative process, whether gestures are understood by the
listener or not is irrelevant (see 7.3.3 for more discussion).

On the other hand, transfer to nowhere is a principle which states that ‘there can
be transfer which is not licensed by similarity to the L2, and where the way the L2
works may very largely go unheeded’ (Kellerman 1995: 137). In addition, this
principle ‘does not so much refer to differences in grammatical form as to differences
in the way languages predispose their speakers to conceptualise experience’
(Kellerman, 1995: 137). In other words, when gesture accompanies L2 narratives
where learners express their SL based packaging of information on TL linguistic
elements, this is a case of gesture to nowhere. The gestural introduction of inanimate
referents is a case in point. These gestures seem to reflect the generalisation of an L1
perspective expressed in L2 speech. As the stylistic characteristics in speech are
transferred from the SL to the TL, gestures are also transferred from the SL to the TL.
If we use Slobin’s notion, gestures may physically reflect learners’ SL-based
‘thinking-for-speaking’.

In short, gestures in L2 reflect the fact that in the process of producing discourse,
learners draw upon their L1 as the source of knowledge. The mechanism of how the
knowledge of L1 and L2 interact in the mind of a learner is a question that is beyond
the scope of the current study. However, the results at least suggest that one of the
features that characterizes interlanguage, transfer, is observable in L2 gesture
production. Thus, we might say that the concept of interlanguage does not only apply
to linguistic phenomena but also to the manual mode of gesture (manual
interlanguage).
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7.3.3 The benefit of gesture for the speaker
We have so far discussed the descriptions of gestures in L2 and offered one possible
explanation to account for the phenomena. What we have not yet discussed is the issue
of whether gestures are directed for listeners or for the speakers themselves. Given that
the choice of linguistic referential forms is essentially ‘recipient-designed’ (Sacks &
Schegloff 1979), it is tempting to consider gesture that accompanies referents as
another device employed by the speaker to help establish the identities of main
characters, and to indicate/disambiguate the intended identity of a referent to the
addressee. Yet, the view that L2 gestures are produced to regulate the delivery of
discourse rests on the assumptions that gestures are produced for interactional
purposes and that the addressee attends to gesture, and furthermore, that the
information conveyed by gesture contributes to the better understanding of discourse
by the addressee. Although recent studies show that addressees do attend to gesture
and take in the information expressed by gesture to some extent in L1 (Beattie and
Shovelton 1999, 2001; Cassell, et al. 1999; Gullberg & Holmqvist 1999) and in L2
(Kida, in press), there are studies suggesting that gesture may be directed not only to
addressees but also to speakers themselves. These studies suggest that gestures may
help organize spatial information (Kita 2000) and that gesturing may benefit speakers
as it lightens cognitive load and frees up resources which can be allocated to other
areas (Goldin-Meadow, Nusbaum, Kelly, & Wagner 2001; Wagner, Nusbaum, &
Goldin-Meadow 2004). Although studies focusing on the benefit of gestures for the
speaker at the moment predominantly deal with L1 speakers, there are findings that
gestures marking the introduction and tracking of referents in L2 may indeed be
directed for the speaker as well as for the listener (Gullberg under review).

One of the implications of these findings is pedagogical in nature. In classrooms,
gestures are frequently considered a ‘non-verbal’ behavior that may be unhelpful, or
even a hindrance, to learning a language. However, if gesturing in L2 helps the speaker
in the same way as in L1, far from discouraging the practice, language teachers may
indeed need to encourage learners to gesture. As Goldin-Meadow (2003) rightly states,
‘(a)t least, we ought to stop telling people not to move their hands when they talk’
(p.166).

7.4 Limitations of the study and suggestions for further research

Some limitations of the study are recognized. First, our discussions are based on the
findings of retellings of a story with clear protagonists. It has been shown that the
number of main characters affects gesture production in story-retellings (Furuyama
2001). Thus, the generalizability of the findings may be limited until further
investigation with various types of stories is conducted. Second, the present findings
are based on the bi-modal reference marking by L2 speakers with one SL and TL (i.e.
Dutch learners of Japanese). In order to fully establish L2-specific aspects of the
phenomena, it is necessary, as in any L2 study, to use subjects with various SLs and
TLs (see below for suggestions for future research). Third, in the present work, the
proficiency of the learners was fixed at the intermediate level. Consequently, it is
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beyond the limit of the present study to discuss developmental issues regarding L2
gestural reference marking.

Several directions for future research can be identified. One regards the role of
text when gestures cannot be integrated into language use. For instance, written
discourse is a case in point. If speakers, regardless of language types, are requested to
write instead of retell a story, would the written texts be different from their spoken
counterparts with respect to reference introduction and tracking? Along a similar line
of inquiry, one may wonder if the discourse of those who do not produce gestures
would be any different from those who do. Given that one-third of Dutch and one-
fourth of Japanese native speakers that participated in the study did not perform
gestures accompanying reference introduction and tracking, the comparative
examination of the role of text under the situations with or without gesture may be an
important direction for the future research.

The other direction for future research is to further advance the present findings
by involving more SLs and TLs. Because the present work has investigated the effects
of cross-linguistic differences in the typological differences between subject-
prominent vs. topic-prominent languages and manner-verb vs. path-verb languages,
the effect of these cross-typological differences in Japanese as L2 would be more
clearly distinguished by examining gesture production with learners with various SL in
these aspects as shown in Table 7.7:

By performing a comparative analysis of gesture production by learners with
Chinese and Spanish and Korean as SL, whether the findings in the present study are
L2-specific or the effect of typological differences between SL and TL may be further
solidified. Chinese is a topic-prominent and manner-verb language. Spanish, on the
other hand, is a subject-prominent and path-verb language. These two languages share
one of the typological characteristics with Japanese but not both. On the other hand,
Korean shares both characteristics with Japanese. The multiple comparison of bi-
modal reference introduction and tracking by learners of Japanese with various SLs
may advance what we found in the present study. Alternatively, analyzing referential
gestures by Japanese learners of various languages may also provide fruitful and
comparable findings.

Table 7.7. Typological differences of languages
Language subject-prominent topic-prominent manner-verb path-verb
Dutch x x
Chinese x x
Spanish x x
Korean x x
Japanese x x

Another direction for future research is to investigate gesture production in
descriptions of spatial relations involving inanimate entities using various tasks. The
findings of the present study suggest that space is one of the discourse domains that
reflect the interaction between source and target languages in two modes of
expressions. However, the present work only used one type of task (i.e. cartoon
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retelling). Examining descriptions of various spatial relations with different type of
tasks may provide further insights for the understanding of the interaction between
source and target languages in the mind of L2 speakers.

In addition, further research is needed regarding whether and how gesture is
beneficial for the L2 speaker. The possible reasons for why people gesture have been
and still are hotly debated among researchers. However, as L2 speakers produce
gestures that are related to L2-specific issues, we cannot simply apply the findings
from L1 speakers directly to L2 settings. Especially because this is an issue that will
have an impact on the field of language pedagogy, the examination of why learners
gesture may be an important direction for future research.

As a final note, the results of the present exploratory work show that speech-associated
gesture can be studied as a useful tool for the investigation of how native speakers and
learners create meanings at the level of discourse. The range of different referential gestures
for the purpose of establishing coherence in discourse cannot and should not be
underestimated. Whether what we have found in the present work stands the test of time is
unknown at the moment. At the very least, the results of the current study suggest a fruitful
new direction for expanding research on L1 and L2 discourse production.




