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How motion verbsare spatial: the spatial foundations
of intransitive motion verbsin French

Michel Aurnague
Cognition, Langues, Langage, Ergonomie (CLLE-ERBSR 5263)
CNRS & Université de Toulouse-Le Mirail

Introduction*

Many studies at the interface between syntax amdasBcs have shown an

interest in motion verbs. This is the case withegahresearch on the articulation
between these two linguistic levels (R. Jackend®83, 1990, 1996) and with

more specific studies like those tackling the unaative/unergative opposition

(B. Levin and M. Rappaport 1992, 1995) or certapextuo-temporal phenomena
(M. Krifka 1992, 1995; C. Tenny 1995; C. Tenny andPustejovsky 1999).

At the same time, a large number of analyses haadt diirectly with the
question of the expression of motion in languagehSesearch has been carried
out on particular languages (e.g. for French: Nheksand P. Sablayrolles 1995;
J.-P. Boons 1987; J.-P. Booatsal. 1976; A. Borillo 1998; A. Guillet 1990; A.
Guillet and C. Leclére 1992; B. Lamiroy 1983; DuLd 991, I. Peeters 2005; L.
Sarda 1999; D. Stosic 2007; C. Vandeloise 198Tal@s a wider linguistic scope
by trying to highlight striking typological differees in the syntactico-semantic
means available for describing motion (R. Bermaud & Slobin 1994; M.
Bowermanet al. 1995; I. Choi-Jonin and L. Sarda 2007; D. Cres2$06; C.
Grinevald to appear; M. Hickmann 2006; A. Kopeck®& W. Sampaiet al.
2009; D. Slobin 2003, 2004; D. Stosic 2002, 20097 &lmy 1985, 2000). These
studies have in common the fact that they consigether or separately, the
whole range of elements of the utterance involvethe expression of “dynamic

! 1sabel Gémez Txurrukaren oroimengzmemory of my late colleague and friend IsaBémez Txurruka.
We would like to thank Francis Cornish and Amélissklin-Leray for their very helpful stylistic adei We are
also grateful to the two anonymous reviewers feirtbonstructive remarks.



2 Michel Aurnague

space” (verbs, prepositions, postpositions, cgsadicles...) and aim to explain
how each element contributes to the descriptiamation.

All these studies —whether general, at the syn&masitics interface, or more
clearly focused on dynamic space— have broughtifgignt progress to an
understanding of the meaning components that layjeguaes in order to refer to
motion, and in the syntactic categories and strestuhrough which these
elements are encoded. More generally, they hayeetidb better understand the
relations between language and cognition, at lessar as the domain of space is
concerned. Many new terms were coined as a re$uhese studies such as:
manner of motion, directed motion, change of lardplace, boundary crossing,
direction, vector, path, trajectory, source/depart(initial), goal/arrival (final),
traversal (medial), etc. But, as is usual in theiaosciences —among others in
linguistics—, distinct terms often designate ideatiphenomena while a single
denomination can, according to the author, refadifi@rent realities. In order to
illustrate the latter situation, let us note, fastance, that the term “path” which in
R. Jackendoff's (1983, 1990) work usually appliesrtotion carried out with
respect to a landmark (reference/ground entitgefned by L. Talmy (2000 (vol.
2): 25) as “the path followed aite occupied by the Figure object with respect to
the Ground object” (hence, the latter notion covers dynamic confijons as
well as static ones). A direct consequence of ghest variety of approaches and
tools is that one may find it very difficult to die¢ in a convergent way what
constitutes a motion process or eventuality in legg and cognition.

The main goal of this paper is precisely to betteracterize what language
considers as a motion process/eventuality. Thigeigs mostly tackled through the
analysis of French intransitive verbs denoting aatoous motion, including the
predicates sometimes called “indirect” transitive the French grammatical
tradition (however, some examples of “direct” titéime verbs are used in order to
widen the discussion and demonstration). Withis tiéneral issue, the following
questions especially need to be answered: Whatifitig test(s) is/are available,
in French, as a heuristic for singling out an insgaof motion?; What kinds of
semantic properties make these eventualities distrom other categories of
processes, in particular spatial ones?

For the characterization of eventualities that Ehealassifies as motions, we
will ensure that two conditions are fulfilled. Rirthe motion eventualities will be
defined on the basis of their spatial propertied ant through their aspectual
characteristics (inner/lexical aspect or Aktions#&t Smith 1991; Z. Vendler
1957; C. Vet 1994; C.Vetters 1996). In this respds quite usual for scholars to

2 our emphasis. However, dynamic and static pathdealistinguished via the “Vector component” éfath (L.
Talmy 2000).
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draw a distinction between verbs that express maohenotion and verbs that
denote true motion (motion in the strict sensehuaut providing precise and
operational spatial criteria but resorting, instetadaspectual properties (atelicity
vs. telicity). Relating spatial and aspectual progsrtof motion processes is not
excluded but this task will have to be appliedahs later stage, on the basis of a
clear spatial characterization.

A second requirement will be to define each ofrthBons adopted as precisely
as possible, checking their coherence with othtaracting concepts within the
characterization of a motion as well as their cambgdy with identical or similar
notions involved in other domains of linguistic spaFor example, if a motion
eventuality is grasped in terms of “change of lmgdplace”, one will not only
have to set out what one means by location/place {@ prove the effectiveness
of change of locations in specifying motion): itlnalso be necessary to check
that this definition is compatible with locationkpes possibly arising in static
descriptions. For instance, if the objed. location opposition that seems to
underlie the behaviour of some static markers lgadsonsider that a sofa, a
carpet or a bucket are categorized as objectsgukege and cognitidnit will be
hard to claim that any change of location is inedlin utterances such E&ax est
venu sur le canapé/tapidMax came onto the sofa/carpet’ be chat est entré
dans le sealiThe cat went into the bucket’. One may, altewlil, consider, as
R. Jackendoff (1983, 1990) and many other schalayghat the application of a
static preposition to its nominal object (landmarkity) operates as a function
that determines a place/location or “spatial” reg{the PPsur le canapé/tapis
would introduce a location): however, the many msidcarried out by C.
Vandeloise (1986, 2001) and our own work with LeWiM. Aurnague 2004; M.
Aurnague and L. Vieu 1993; L. Vieu 2009) showed thach a modelling of the
semantics of spatial prepositions is often erroseand ineffective. Restricting
ourselves to spatial configurations denoted bypitepositionsur, the functional
relation of support that usually holds betweent#rget (localized entity) and the
landmark is fundamental: it can neither be reducethe geometrical notion of
contact (L. Talmy 2000), nor to a region definedthwrespect to the sole
landmark, in which the target would be included J&ckendoff 1983, 1990).

% In French, the rule proposed by C. Vandeloise 8198 order to account for the (static) locatingsi®f the
prepositiona seems to select landmark entities that can beacteized as “specified locations” (M. Aurnague
1996, 2004)A location is a material entity determining a space portion, which isfixed in a given frame of
reference (M. Aurnagueet al. 2007). Unlike specified locations (e.tylax est au villagéMax is in the village’;
Le chat est au greniéThe cat is in the attic’), objects are ruled astlandmarks d (locating use)Max est sur
le/*au canapéMax is on/at the sofal e chat est dansfau seauThe cat is in/at the bucket’. On the preposition
a, see also M. Goyeret al.(2002).
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The first section of this paper deals with the aotwf change of placement and
the class of verbs it covers. The central concépbus proposal —change of
relation— is the subject of the second section fictv we examine its interaction
and combinatory with the notion of change of plaeetnWe then turn (Section 3)
to the well-known question of the transformatiorceftain changes of placement
into changes of relation (and placement) and tryighlight the most striking
properties of the verbs (of change of placememingirise to such a conversion.
Finally (Section 4), we characterize the semariatent of the main intransitive
motion verbs of French, using the above-mentiormtteptual tools (changes of
relation and placement). This categorization presida preliminary bridge
between the purely spatial characterization of omotpredicates and their
aspectual properties.

1. Change of placement

Frames of reference have been widely used ovefatitefew years in order to
account for localization processes based on otientaand orientational
properties (cf., for instance, S. Levinson 1996je Tiotion of framework or frame
of reference involved in this study is a differeme as it aims at evaluating and
grasping a more “basic” parameter, namely the emxcst of a motion or change of
placement. A frame of reference will usually cohgisa set of entities —making
up or not a whole— that maintain stable spatiahtrehships among them (in
particular in terms of distance). Thus, the motmnimmobility of a target is
assessed in a “relative” way, with respect to m&af reference which is often an
encompassing and larger elemént.

Verbs of change of posture refer to the modifigagion position or placement
affecting the parts of a whole. These modificatiare assessed within the
framework corresponding to the whole entity andndt imply that the latter is
also moving with respect to a larger frame of refiee. This lack of change of
placement of the whole entity entails that sentermmmtaining double PPs likke
(Det) N1 Prep (Det) N2from (Det) N1 Prep (Det) N2’ or measurement PPs o
the form Prep Dethnum Nmeasurg¢l-2) often need an encompassing motion
eventuality (at least a change of placement: tramafpon, procession, etc.) to be
inferred, within which the change of posture takdsce and denotes a state,

4 L. Talmy (2000 (vol. 1): 312-313) rightly observékat the relations between a target/figure and a
landmark/ground have to be evaluated with respeatthird entity —the reference frame—, in particithe fact
that the target is possibly moving whereas therfzartt remains stationary.



How motion verbs are spatial 5

activity or iterative everit.When the cotext or the situational context does no
make such an encompassing eventuality availabée ctiiresponding sentences
sound definitely odd.

(2) ?(?Max s'est assis/étendu de la maison au viltage
‘Max sat/lied down from the house to the village

(2) ?(?Max s’est agenouillé/incliné pendant deux kilometre
‘Max knelt down/bowed for two kilometres’

Adding a PP headed b¥ travers ‘through’ is another way of characterizing
changes of posture, even more efficiently. As shawhl. Aurnague (2000) and
D. Stosic (2002, 2007, 2009), the prepositéotraverslocalizes a target within
the landmark introduced by its nominal object amglies that the trajectory of a
mobile target is extended enough with respect ¢onthole landmark (“constraint
of minimal extension/coverage”). Utterances whiombine a verb of change of
posture and aa traversheaded PP are usually rejected (3-4). Indeeddibgilan
interpretation with an overall motion eventualigesns more difficult heré.

3) ?Max s’est assis/étendu a travers le jardin
‘Max sat/lied down through the garden’

4) ?Max s’est agenouillé/incliné a travers le sentier
‘Max knelt down/bowed through the path’

Verbs of change of posture are not central inwuosk and are mainly examined
with a contrastive purpose. These predicates woeddire a deeper analysis, in
connection with research on the expression ofcstadsture (C. Grinevald 2006;
T. Kuteva 2001; M. Lemmens 2002) and on positiomarkers found out in
languages like Tzeltal (P. Brown 1994).

Unlike changes of posture, some predicates denaotet@n which consists in
a change of placement outside and beyond the frdmeference corresponding
to the target: we call them verbs of change of gitaent The encompassing

® This inference directly follows from the introduani of the PPs/adverbials and applies to any kinevehtuality
that does not denote a change of placement [¢ax a lu/dormi de la maison au villagéax read/slept from the
house to the village’).

® Besides full grammaticality (no specific marking)dafull ungrammaticality (*), two intermediate ldseof
acceptability are distinguished in this paper: ificates that a sentence is accepted by some -rdiuall—
speakers; “??” indicates that a sentence is untatdep except perhaps in a specific context. Briackeg., (?),
?(?)) are intended to indicate that a sentencelim@gtween two levels of acceptability.

" An explanation of this fact could consist in obsegwthat the two kinds of PPs previously mentiodedctly or
indirectly convey the notion of spatial measureerdas PPs headed &yraversdo not.

8 The term “change of placement” has been chosenderdo avoid the words “place” and “location” whjas
explained elsewhere (see Introduction and Sectjpndhvey ontological presuppositions that arerequired by
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frame of reference is usually the terrestrial/éartfiramework, possibly
represented by some immediate contextual element(s)

Combining double PPs likde (Det) N1 Prep (Det) NZrom (Det) N1 Prep
(Det) N2’ or measurement PPs of the fdPmep Detnum Nmeasureith verbs of
change of placement results in sentences whicHudlse understandable (5-6).
Unlike changes of posture, there is no need hengféo an encompassing motion
eventuality because a change of placement is gliedduced by the verb.

(5) Max a couru/marché de la maison au village
‘Max ran/walked from the house to the village’

(6) Max a trottiné/rampé pendant deux cents métres
‘Max trotted along/crawled for two hundred mstre

Once again, the most reliable test consists in @xam utterances that include
PPs headed bg travers(7-8). These spatial descriptions are fully acablet and
this can be explained by the previously mentioraad, ihamely that the verb refers
to a motion which is not limited to the target’afrework but constitutes a change
of placement in the earth’s frame of reference.

(7)  Max a couru/marché a travers le jardin
‘Max ran/walked through the garden’

(8) Max a trottiné/rampé a travers le sentier
‘Max trotted along/crawled through the path’

Intransitive verbs of placement can highlight manoemotion (e.g.boiter ‘to
limp’, galoper‘to gallop, to hare’glisser ‘to slide (along)’,marcher‘to walk’,
nager ‘to swim’, voler ‘to fly’), the mode or instrument of that motioe.g.,
canoter‘to boat’, patiner ‘to skate’,surfer ‘to surf’), the structure of the moving
target (e.g.cavalcader‘to cavalcade’patrouiller ‘to patrol’, processionnerto
walk in procession’) as well as the lack of a g@al at least, the fact that the
motion does not primarily aim at reaching some gfi@her ‘to stroll’, errer ‘to
wander’,se promenelto go for a walk’). They can also point out therh of the
motion/trajectory (e.gpapillonner‘to flit around’, spiraler ‘to spiral’, zigzaguer
‘to zigzag along’), its direction (e.ggvancer‘to advance, to move forward’,
grimper ‘to climb’, monter‘to go up’) or even its speed (e.tpomber‘to belt

motion processes (place, locaties object) and, furthermore, are often associatet teiic motions. Up to now,
the expression “verb/event of placement” has mosfhpeared in studies dealing with causative verbs o
placement and removal, but the motions that thgetanndergoes in these processes are somewhat tilolimpa
with the kind of autonomous motion described hémepérticular, the target can move or be moved iwithe
same landmark). Finally, note that the term “vefiplacement” was already used by D. Wunderlich ()%&r
referring toautonomous (non causative) motion, although this expressi@s wpplied to a different class of
predicates.
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along’, foncer‘to tear along’trainailler ‘to dawdle’)? This is only an illustration

of the rich semantics of verbs of change of placemaad not an exhaustive list.
As observed in B. Lamiroy (1983), most of thesebgenf change of placement
select the auxiliargvoir ‘have’’® The terrestrial frame of reference with respect
to which the change of placement is evaluated bienpdjed, it is not represented
in the argument structure of the verb and we augtegnaturally, faced with

intransitive predicates (more exactly inergativedicates: see below).

2. Change of relation (and placement)

Now we turn to the class of motion verbs whichrislqably the most typical and
widely-known: e.g.aller + Prep ‘to go + Prep’,arriver ‘to arrive’, atteindre‘to
reach; entrer‘to go in, to enter’ partir ‘to leave’, se rendreéto go to’, sortir ‘to

go out) traverser‘to cross’. Many analyses distinguish these praeis from
simple changes of placement on the basis of trepeaual properties (inner
aspect, Aktionsart), the former eventualities betetic (accomplishments or
achievements) and the latter ones atelic. As lgpted in M. Aurnague (2000),
M. Aurnague and D. Stosic (2002) and D. Stosic 20R007), these two
categories of verbs behave differently with respgedheir association with a PP
headed by the prepositigrar ‘by’. Whereas the utterances containing a verb of
change of placement seem hardly acceptable to ip@sent speakers or are, at
best, interpreted through the “imprecise localmatiuse ofpar (9-10), the
verbs examined in this section lead to the “pathéripretation of the preposition,

® With regard to transitive verbs of change of ptaeat, they can express the motion of a target beaydhe
landmark (e.g.fouiller ‘to search’,explorer‘to explore’), the simple “coverage” of the landikdy the mobile
target (the manner, speed or form of the motiongessibly emphasizedrpenter‘to pace’,sillonner ‘to travel
to every corner’) or the motion’s direction (e.descendréto go down’,longer ‘to border’). It is very likely that
the change of placement would be evaluated withedsto the encompassing frame of reference detedridy
the subcategorized landmark.

10 As shown further on (Section 3), directional pretis do not really call this observation into qgestat least
in a diachronic perspective. However, some chaofgdacement are expressed by pronominal verbshnduie
the result of a detransitivation process (esg.déplacefto move around’se trainer'to drag 0.s.’,se promener
‘to go for a walk’).

™ This use ofpar is very rare and literary nowadays but it was wsmead in the 19th century. Frequent
occurrences of this interpretation still appeateixts of the first half of the 20th century. Here &wvo examples
(Frantext textual baseliprés avoir erré par les rues.After having wandered through the streets...” (Rew&l,
Mon corps et mil925);Au crépuscule... la reine de thééatre et Mr Godeaiegtallés se promener par la ville
‘At twilight... the theatre queen and Mr Godeau hamhe for a stroll through the city’ (M. Jouhandedr,
Godeau intimg1926).
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in which the entity denoted by its nominal objest supposed to “connect”
different elements of the target’s trajectory (220)-1

(9) “Max a couru/marché par (tout) le bois/les coteaux
‘Max ran/walked through the wood/the hills’
(10) (?Max a déambulé/erré par (toute) la ville/les ruéstpnnes
‘Max strolled/wandered through the city/the peidanized streets’
(11) Max est sorti/arrive par la rue St Francgois
‘Max went out/arrived by the rue St Frangois’
(12) Max est venu a Toulouse par Bordeaux
‘Max came to Toulouse via Bordeaux’

These kinds of descriptions (wiglar-headed PPs) reveal the spatial properties of
the verbs under examination and show the need ftwide a spatial
characterization of the corresponding categoriest, only an aspectual one.
Indeed one often encounters spatial propertiesedisywhich are barely defined,
or used as simple labels: the “directed motion”osgt used for characterizing the
telic motion predicates analysed here (B. Lamir883 B. Levin 1993; B. Levin
and M. Rappaport 1992, 1995) is a good example wfh sinaccurate
categorizations, as direction is neither a specific an obligatory component of
these predicates’ meaning (we saw that severabwdrbhange of placement refer
to directions). Other categorizations are basedmomne precise definitions but
without this guaranteeing their adequacy. Thithesdase with approaches like R.
Jackendoff (1983, 1990) which often associate #edrhark of a static or
dynamic description with a space portion or redusually called place/location)
in which the target is localized (cf. Introductio. Asher and P. Sablayrolles
(1995) consider that the telic motion verbs underdy express changes of
locations. They extend the region-based approadhpaovide a landmark entity
with a rich set of zones in order to make finertididions among motion
predicates (in terms of “sources” and “goals”): eai inner-halo, zone of inner-
transit, zone of contact, zone of contact-trarzsihe of outer-halo, zone of outer-
transit, zone of outermost-halo.

Three main criticisms can be made of these appesackirst, and as
mentioned in the introduction, they do not take iatcount the functional content
of spatial markers which, according to many studiegarticular C. Vandeloise’s
work (1986, 2001)), plays a central part in theindtioning*? Second, despite the

211 relation to this, it was recalled that the setitanof the prepositiosur ‘on’ mainly relies on the functional
notion of support. Similar claims can be made foritainment” andlans‘in’ and “social routines” and the non
(strictly) locating uses o& ‘at’ (C. Vandeloise 1986, 1988, 2001; L. Vieu 199The functional content of the
main spatial prepositions requires modelling themai true ‘“relational” way (relation between targetd
landmark) and not as mere functions applying tdahdmark.
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possible (indirect) integration of the concept ohtact, they strongly tend to
reduce the geometrical aspects of spatial prepasitio the sole relation of
inclusion®® Finally, the true nature of the postulated ergitfeegions) and their
linguistic anchoring are rarely examined and tlais 2ad, among other things, to
an increase of elements (see N. Asher and P. Salksy zones) or to
characterizations that may entail clashes or inaibilities between the
expression of static and of dynamic space. In ti@spect, we previously
highlighted (see Introduction) the fact that theyeno reason to consider entities
like sofas, carpets and buckets as locations iy descriptions, whereas they
do not have this status in static localization.

In his syntactico-semantic classification of Fremohtion verbs, J.-P. Boons
(1987) brought to the fore a very interesting apdrative notion —that of change
of basic locative relation— which went rather unced and was not often used in
following studies (except in P. Muller and L. Sarti#08). Thanks to this notion,
the author distinguishes “initial and final unipolgerbs” (also called “causative”
verbs of motion; e.gadosserto stand/lean (back) againstéfricher‘to clear’,
dévisser ‘to unscrew, to undo’), from predicates which, @cling to him,
constitute real motions or displacements: edpasser‘to chase out/away’,
enfournerto put in the oven/kiln’hisser‘to hoist’. Thus, a predicate likeedosser
is not governed by the notion of change of bastative relation as one can put
the back of a cupboard against a wall with which thupboard was already in
contact (i.e., the surface initially in contact kvihe wall wasot the cupboard’s
back): the negated and then asserted relati@tre—adossé ato stand (back)
against'— is not a basic one (unlilé¢re contre‘to be against’). On the other
hand, a verb likeenfournercertainly calls for a change of basic locativeatien
as the successive negation and assertiogtref dans‘to be in’ underlies its
semantics. It quickly appears that this concepiadlus to set aside the processes
of change of placement from the category of predecave are trying to
characterize: for instancejarcher/se promener (dans le paft) walk/stroll (in
the park)’ does not bring into play any change asib locative relation? On the
contrary, a predicate such astrer ‘to go in, to enter’ definitely implies a change
of basic locative relation. Although it constitutas important advance towards a

13 we already pointed out that, in region-based apresy configurations of contact (and support) dteno
grasped through space portions determined by tmmark. We will see that a relation-based apprdzetter
differentiates the role of contact and inclusionmintion processes. Note that our analysis of dpatsekers (M.
Aurnague 2004; M. Aurnague and L. Vieu 1993; L.\Wk991, 2009) does not dismiss geometrical pragehut
rather links up the geometrical, functional andgpmatic components which determine their behaviour.

14 Many changes of posture can also be excluded aogotd the same criterion: for instan&@asseoir sur le
tapis 'to sit on the carpet’ entails the negation andssgjuent assertion of the relati@tne assis suftto be sitting
on’, not of the prepositiosur ‘on’.
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linguistically motivated classification and anak/@f motion verbs, this notion
turns out to be insufficient. Indeed, and becaddeir functional content, some
basic spatial relations can be denied and therrtadsgor the reverse) without
implying any real motion. This occurs, for instanresentence (13) (use afat’
calling for “spatial routines” (C. Vandeloise 1988)hich may very well refer to a
situation in which Max; sitting on a swivel chaiosl*®, settles alternately in front
of his piano and in front of his work table withaubving around. In the same
way (14), Max releasing the dish that he was hgldibove the table and in slight
contact with it (it is only after the “release” tithe table supports the dish) entails
a change of basic spatial relatiosur) without any displacement having taken
place. These observations do not totally disqualif?. Boons’ proposal: they
merely suggest that the semantics of the telicanoterbs analysed in this section
has to be grasped by combining the notions of oharigelation and change of
placement, something that we now intend to do.

(13) Max s’est installé a son piano/sa table de travalil
‘Max settled down at his piano/his work table’
(14) Max a mis le plat sur la table
‘Max put the dish on the table’

The association of these two notions gives riserich combinatory based on two
distinct referents: the terrestrial frame of refere with respect to which the
change of placement is evaluated (cf. Section 1) #we landmark entity —
whether explicitly mentioned in the spatial deskoip or not— used for assessing
a possible change of relation. As stressed abdwenges of placement do not
entail, by themselves, any change of basic locatlation. Moreover, we have
seen that some changes of relation applying totiuma properties are not
accompanied by a change of placement. A deeperieaiaom indicates that some
changes of basic locative relation involving bdikit functional and geometrical
content cannot be clearly considered as changptaoément. This shows up, in
particular, in the interpretation of the verbe poser‘to land, to settle’ and
(possibly)se percherto perch’ which, when applied to birds, usuallypiy the
combined introduction of contact and support. Sseg15), for instance, reveals
that, despite the change of basic locative relatgeometrical and functional
properties ofur ‘on’), the process described is not really categaor by language
and cognition as a change of relation and placertig?$ headed byar are not
easy to accept). Thus, changes of relation witlpeetsto the landmark entity
which associate contact and support seem not tdyimpghange of placement

15 Located between a piano and a work table whose axa@s/dimensions are parallel.
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with regard to the terrestrial frame of referer@a.the contrary, changes of basic
spatial relations grounded in the notions of indn&ontainment (preposition
dans‘in’) definitely go with a change of placement }8

(15) ??’oiseau s’est posé/perché sur la maison par Idifar
‘The bird landed/perched on the house throughgtirden’
(16) L’oiseau est entré dans la maison par le jardin
‘The bird went into the house through the garden

It seems to us that, to sound more acceptable,n@&js a particular context in
which, for example, the accessibility to the hoissenade difficult. The landing
eventuality would thus be reinterpreted/accommatiate that it would integrate
the “approach” to the landmark and add a changg#amement to the sole change
of spatial relation.

The combined effect of change of relation and ckaon§ placement in
obtaining dynamic descriptions that license thegration of gpar-headed PP, is
further illustrated by the fact that many predisaté simple change of relation
can co-occur with such PPs when they are assoamatkdhe verhaller ‘to go’ in
a direct infinitival construction (17). As will bgketched out in the conclusion,
these infinitival constructions, thoroughly studigglB. Lamiroy (1983), naturally
involve a change of relation and placement (heheelitensing ofpar). A very
interesting point is that the motion verb of themaause is only compatible with
a predicate denoting a change of relation in thectlinfinitival clause if the latter
does not also express a change of placement (8ek8jlas well asMax est parti
se rendre a ParidMax left and went to Paris’). Thus, sentenceshwiar-headed
PPs (15-16) and direct infinitival constructiongnioa kind of complementary
distribution that allows us to better identify tleopredicates which refer to a
veritable change of relation and placement.

(17) L'oiseau est allé se poser/percher sur la maisar (p jardin)
‘The bird went and landed/perched on the hotise{gh the
garden)’

(18) *L'oiseau est allé entrer dans la maison (par ledja)

‘The bird went and went into/entered the hodlseo(igh the
garden)’

Even when they are both present in the verb’s saosarthe change of relation
and/or change of placement can sometimes be rebkdat a second position

16 A similar contrast appears in the following sentmwith a fitted cupboard reachable from two rooPse
papillon s’est posé sur le placard par la chambrie butterfly landed on the cupboard throughliedroom'vs.
Le papillon est entré dans le placard par la chaetBihe butterfly went into the cupboard through Hezlroom’.
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because other aspects of the process are emphasimdespecially the
affectedness of the landmark. For instance, (19sB0yv that the possible change
of relation and placement is less accessible inrtdresitive uses ofs")infiltrer ‘to
infiltrate, to percolate’ andpénétrer ‘to penetrate, to soak’ than in their
intransitive counterparts (it is more difficult &ssociate them with gar-headed
PP). This contrast is even stronger with the pliramsitive verbdranspercerto
pierce, to go through’ andlaverser‘to cross, to go through’ (21-22), the former
stressing the affectedness of the landmark wheleatatter more clearly points
out a change of relation and placentént.

(19) L’eau a?infiltré/?(?pénétré le mur par le jardin
‘The water infiltrated/penetrated the wall thgbuthe garden’
(20) L'eau s'estinfiltrée/a pénétré dans le mur pajdedin
‘The water percolated/soaked into the wall tigtothe garden’
(21) ?Pe missile a transpercé la forteresse par le dé@dmunitions
‘The missile pierced the fortress by the ammanitiump’
(22) Max a traversé la place par le jardin public
‘Max crossed the square by the park’

In accordance with the observations made in B. k@yn{1983), a significant
proportion of intransitive (or “indirect” transi®y verbs of change of relation and
placement select the auxiliaéyre ‘be’: e.g.,aller + Prep‘to go + Prep’,arriver

‘to arrive’, s'échapperto escape’, entrer ‘to go in, to enter’ partir ‘to leave),
parvenir‘to get to, to reach’se rendréto go to’, sortir ‘to go out’. However, one
should bear in mind that an appreciable numbeuoh predicates combine with
the auxiliaryavoir ‘have’: e.g.,aboutir ‘to end up’,accéder‘to reach, to get to’,
débarquerto disembark, to land'déguerpir‘to clear off’, émigrer‘to emigrate’
(cf. as wellVchange-of-placement + Pregructures in Section 3). These syntactic

Y The ammunition dump in (21) is supposed to be & gfathe fortress (situated within the building) anway
parallel to the park in (22) which is surroundedtwy square.

Note that, in spite of presupposing the affectedra the landmark, the sentendes Missile a traversé la
forteresse par le dépdt de munitioffhe missile crossed the fortress by the ammumitlomp’ seems more
acceptable than the parallel sentence wihspercer(21). Moreover, we would point out that a tranvstverb
like traverserdenotes changes of relation with respect to pdatigarts/zones of the landmark (and changes of
placement evaluated within this landmark’s frameeaf€rence). As pointed out by L. Sarda (1999)s¢hparts
can be identified by Internal Localization Nounslsascoté ‘side’ orbord ‘edge’ (M. Aurnague 1996, 2004).

18 Even when the utterance sounds better (e.g.,fusme Imternal Localization Noun as the nominal ebjef par:
?Le missile a transpercé la forteresse par le hdite missile pierced the fortress by the top’)e thndmark
introduced bypar seems to refer to the whole trajectory (of thgdgror to its initial phase and not to its medial
or final phase. It is thus closer to the intergietes of par called “area of impingement” (e.gMax a saisi la
casserole par le manch®lax took hold of the saucepan by the handle’finchoative process” (e.gLe torchon

a brilé par le hautThe towel burned from the top’) in D. Stosic (20@007).
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properties and those previously highlighted for ndes of placement partly
coincide with the assumption put forward in B. lednd M. Rappaport (1992,
1995) according to which (intentional) “verbs of nmmar of motion” —here
(intentional) changes of placement— would be unergs (external subject
predicates;avoir diagnosis) whereas “directed motions” —here changé

relation and placement— would be expressed by wsative predicates (the
subject is an internal obje@tre diagnosis) (D. Perlmutter 1978).

3. When change of relation addsto change of placement

The association of verbs of change of placementspatial PPs —usually “final”
ones— has given rise to many studies owing to geeifc properties possibly
displayed by these constructions concerning aqpleey can be telic as opposed
to the atelic aspect of mere changes of placendntKrifka 1995; C. Tenny
1995) and the unaccusative/unergative oppositioggjple unaccusative structure
whereas most changes of placement are unergativiee\Bn and M. Rappaport
1992, 1995). From a more markedly typological pahtview (R. Jackendoff
1990; D. Slobin 2003, 2004; L. Talmy 2000), it Heeen claimed that languages
like English expressing the “Path component” of iomotby means of satellites
(“satellite-framed languages”) rather than througle verb have a particular
proclivity towards this kind of dynamic descript®ri23-24). On the contrary,
languages such as French that encode the Path nentpeithin the verb (“verb-
framed languages”) would be much more reluctankecribe changes of relation
and placement through this construction ((25-26) caly denote a change of
placement). Most studies maintain that such a coctsbn is very unusual in the
languages under consideration and, apart from mowsstudies such as (V.
Fong and C. Poulin 1998), this claim has rarelynbgeestioned.

(23) Max walked into the meadow
(24) Max skated under the bridge
(25) Max a marché dans le pré
‘Max walked in the meadow’
(26) Max a patiné sous le pont
‘Max skated under the bridge’

If expressing a change of relation and placemenhbgns of a verb of change of
placement and a PP is unquestionably more consttamFrench than in English,
this construction is, nevertheless, much more e than has been claimed.
This is what we are trying to show in this sectlmpnhighlighting the semantic
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properties of the verbs of change of placementadatit this kind of construction
and interpretation.

The first category of verbs of change of placentbat are likely to combine
with a PP in order to describe a change of relagioth placement groups together
predicates underlining the speed of a motion. Ehike case witlcourir ‘to run’,
galoper‘to gallop, to hare’ and, perhagsptter ‘to trot along’ (27) as well as with
foncer‘to tear along’ offiler ‘to dash (by)’ (28). As usually acknowledged, the
two interpretations of the considered sentences lmandistinguished by the
syntactic function of the PP which can have th&ustaf a mere modifier (adjunct
of the sentence, of the VP...; change of placement)canstitute a true
complement of the verb (change of relation andegataent).

(27) Max a couru/galopéP)trotté a la cuisine
‘Max ran/galloped/trotted in(to) the kitchen’
(28) Max a foncéffilé dans le couloir
‘Max tore/dashed in(to) in the corridor’

In a second group, we find the ventasnper ‘to crawl’ andse trainer‘to drag
0.S.” indicating (at least for human beings) thie thange of placement needs a
particular effort to be made. This effort aims &kr@oming certain “forces” —
external to the target or stemming frofi-it that act against the fulfilment of the
motion and make it more difficult. As previouslyhese verbs combined with
appropriate (“final”) PPs give rise to dual intexfations, one of which involves a
change of relation and placement:

(29) Max a rampé sur la terrasse
‘Max crawled on(to) the terrace’
(30) Max s’est trainé au salon
‘Max dragged himself in(to) the lounge’

The directional predicates of change of placemeakerup the third group of
verbs that, together with a PP, can refer to a ghaf relation and placement:
e.g.,avancer ‘to advance, to move forwardiégringoler‘to tumble’, descendre
‘to go down’,dévaler‘to tear down’,grimper ‘to climb’, se hisserto heave o.s.
up’, monter‘to go up’, reculer ‘to (move) back’. As suggested in Section 1, we
postulate that these verbs denote first and foreot@nges of placement (motion
along a particular direction: our analysis agreéb W. Sarda’s (1999) proposal
on this point). This is illustrated by utteranc&4-82) which do not imply any
change of relation with respect to the landmarksoduced by their PPs.

9 Frictions, relative strength of the body parts ired in the motion in comparison with the weighgfitia of the
rest of the body, etc.
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Diachronic data (33-34) confirm this membershiptle class of changes of
placement because, as many directional predicéitesls today (e.g.,avancer,
reculer, dégringoler, dévaler, grimperthe verbanonteranddescendreseem to
have selected more frequently the auxiliayoir ‘have’ in earlier periods, a
situation that lasted in part until the middle bé 23" century in literatur€. In
this connection, we saw (Sections 1 and 2) thathowt being restricted to
changes of placement, the recoursavoir constitutes a heavy tendency of these
predicates (a property which is probably correlatéth unergative structures (B.
Levin and M. Rappaport 1992, 1995)).

(31) L’expédition a avancé a travers la forét
‘The expedition advanced through the forest’

(32) Le chamois a dévalé/est descendu le long du ravin
‘The chamois tore/went down along the ravine’

(33) Laterre qui a monté autour de ses murs, les détwnt on I'a
encombré, en ont fait une crypte étroite, eage, nauséabonde...
(M. du CampLe Nil, Egypte et Nubjel854)
‘The earth that went up around the walls, theridat was cluttered
with, turned it into a narrow crypt, confinadd nauseating...’

(34) Monsieur votre argentier a descendu comme un lehang des
murs..(H. de BalzacMaitre Cornelius 1846)
‘Your dear intendent of finance went down likead along the
walls..’

Examples (35-36), which again relate to the venbsiteranddescendreindicate
that their uses involvingvoir (and an appropriate PP) could, in thd" t@ntury,
also refer to a change of relation and placemetfte(oexamples are available,
among which appear several constructions of the ®rdescendu de la voiture
‘got out of the car’). Nevertheless, the early spiirg of constructions in which
directional predicates select the auxilig@tye ‘be’ can probably be attributed to
this kind of sentences denoting changes of relaiwh placement (see above the
link with unaccusativity). Be that as it may, innaore synchronic and central
perspective, it turns out that present-day direetiorerbs can, together with an
appropriate PP and somewhat independently of tkdiaay selected gvoir or

20 Here are two further exampldse tas des ouvriers a monté dans la rue, et ceditgas’en vont...The group
of workers went up in the street, and these danamedjoing away...” (A. Rimbaud,e Forgeron 1870; Il a
monté encore, un peu plus avant dans le Bdasstill went up, a bit further forward in the a@d’ (M. Genevoix,
Le Lac foy 1942).
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étre), denote a change of placement as well as a clafmgéation and placement
(37-38; compare with (31-3255.

(35) ...il a monté jusqu’au gros chéf@. SandLes Maitres sonneurs
1865)
‘... he went up to the big oak’

(36) ...la peinture de son visage a descendu sur lagreur

(G. FlaubertLa Tentation de Saint-Antoin&849)
‘...his face’s paint went down onto the purple’
(37) Max a avancé dans le couloir
‘Max advanced in(to) the corridor’
(38) Le chamois a dévalé/est descendu dans le ravin
‘The chamois tore/went down in(to) the ravine’

As might be foreseen, certain predicates indicathmg direction of motion
combine this element with the notion of speed (edgbouler/dégringolerto
tumble’, dévaler‘to tear down’) or opposition to a force (e.grimper ‘to climb’,
se hissefto heave o.s. up’). In their non-intentional ys@sgringoleranddévaler
also involve forces, but this notion operates défely in the process as the force
carries the target along.

This carrying along by a force is precisely thertblwand last property that we
have brought to the fore among the factors conditip the transformation of a
change of placement into a change of relation alagement. This concept
underlies the semantics of verbs suclke@der ‘to flow’, dégouliner‘to trickle, to
drip’, déraper‘to slip, to skid’, glisser ‘to slide’ or rouler ‘to roll’ which imply
that one or more forces, mainly external to thgdgrcause the motion. These
external forces (gravity, impact/impetus, obstaele,), possibly associated with
internal properties of the static or mobile tar@@etm or consistency, momentum,
etc.) check its initial “balance” and carry it atpm a motion that is not of its
own. Note that the notion of balance of a staticdymamic target used here and,
more generally, the role allocated to forces, ggobd L. Talmy's theory of
“force dynamics” (L. Talmy 2000). It is for thisason that we do not adopt his
terminology (in particular the agonist/antagonipposition). Besides the notion
of being carried along by a force, some kind oééinty of the motion (“linear
oriented motion”) is often implied by the semantéshe verbs examined, a point

2L When the two auxiliaries are still possible (e{g)avancerto advance, to move forwardse) reculerto move
back’), it seems that the use based@te points up to a lesser extent mere progression temise withravoir:
e.g., (?)’expédition s’est avancdg a progressga travers la forétThe expedition advanced/progressed through
the forest’; compare with (31). Conversely, thédiats sometimes less inclined to emphasize matiitin respect

to a landmark or reference entity (canonical irtitoa (C. Andersson 2007; C. Vandeloise 1986)ax (?)a
avancé/s’est avancé devant le mdikax advanced/went towards the mayor'.
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which confirms L. Talmy’s assumption that forces@ated in language mostly act
along “a straight line”.

As in the previous cases, motion caused by a fexternal to the target can
give rise to an interpretation grounded on a chawofgeelation and placement,
provided that the predicate is associated withpgnapriate “final” PP (39-42).

(39) La peinture a coulé/dégouliné sur le carrelage
‘“The paint trickled/dripped on(to) the tiles’
(40) Max a glissé dans le ravin
‘Max slid in(to) the ravine’
(41) Lavoiture a dérapé sur le bas-coté
‘The car skidded on(to) the verge’
(42) Laballe aroulé sur le sol
‘The ball rolled onto the ground’

At this point, four properties have been establisihich enable verbs of
change of placement to describe, in associatioh &t appropriate PP, a change
of relation and placement: speed of motion, (interal) opposition to a force,
direction (linear oriented motion) and carryingregdoy a force. We have already
indicated that the predicates examined are likelyirtvolve several of the
properties highlighted. These four properties hamveommon the fact that they
suggest the aim or the “tendenciality” of the mntithe corresponding changes of
placement having, indeed, the potentiality to “tetadvards a landmark or a goal.
As a first approximation, we will consider that $leefeatures or properties make
up a family resemblance underlying the concepenélénciality. The presence of
this notion in the semantics of a predicate of geaaf placement —via one or
several of the properties enumerated— only leadiset@escription of a change of
relation and placement in specific constructionsl(iding an appropriate PP), but
it is nevertheless a fact that this characterisiticerbs is an essential condition for
the emergence of such dynamic descriptions.

As we have seen, and in accordance with other ren@lyses (A. Kopecka
2009), French has many more predicates of changaoément that are likely to
appear in descriptions of change of relation angcgrhent than is usually
assumed. Thus the contrast that, from this poinvied, arises between verb-
framed and satellite-framed languages does notamlthe lack (or virtual lack)
vs. presence of such constructions but in their camsd vs. less or
unconstrained emergence. Unlike English (and othgéellite-framed languages)
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that do not call for it, French (and probably otkierb-framed languages as well)
provides, as we have seen, a good basis for angltfs notion of tendencialify.

4. Towards a classification of intransitive ver bs of French

In order to further analyse the way changes ofgsteant and changes of relation
interact in the expression of motion, we now examthe different kinds of
processes which French intransitive predicates lwinge of relation and
placement denote. This classification is intendedcapture, as precisely as
possible, the spatio-temporal properties of thév@nd lays the foundations from
which the usual categories of Aktionsart (innerems$pC. Smith 1991; Z. Vendler
1957; C. Vet 1994; C. Vetters 1996) should be dedudVe selected for this
analysis the most representative vé&thf the lists included in D. Laur (1991),
which themselves follow from the inventories madeJiP. Boons (1991), J.P.
Boonset al. (1976), M. Gross (1975) and A. Guillet (1940)The verbs and
verbal locutions that only refer to a change ofcefaent (e.g., predicates of
manner of motion; cf. Section 1) or to a changeetdtion (e.g., predicates based
on the relation of contact/support; cf. Sectionw®re obviously removed from
these lists, by means of the tests previously fgbgtéd and, in particular, the
possibility of adding gar-headed PP to a dynamic description.

The concept of polarity of motion already mentiopdalys an important part in
this classification, as it does in the studiesranieéh motion verbs just indicated. It
is given a precise definition based on the notibohange of relation. A motion
(in the strict sense, that is to say a changelafioa and placement) is said to be
“initial” if the change of basic locative relatiahat underlies it consists in the
assertion of the relation and then its negatioa {gositive” information is initial:

22 Today, the verfaller combined with a PP mainly enables us to desciiamges of relation and placement. As
the possible selection of the auxiliaayoir ‘have’ by the Old French verdler shows éler denotes the fact of
walking; cf. B. Lamiroy 1983 and H. Nordahl 197W®)e are faced with a change of placement giving tosthe
kind of construction studied in this section. Ya#er does not fulfil the criteria highlighted for tendgality. Its
high semantic generality within changes of placemseems to confer on it the status of light/supgerb which,
combined with a preposition (in particularat’), would make up a true verbal locution. Ittlus a somewhat
specific case (see the next section).

z Among the possible predicates of change of relatind placement that were set aside, let us peinthe
following groups:dérocher‘to fall off’, dévisserto fall off’; jaillir ‘to spurt out, to gush forthsourdre'to rise,
to spring up’;s'approcher‘to approach’,s’éloigner ‘to move/go away’;s’écarter ‘to draw aside, to part'se
pousser‘to move/shift over’;bifurquer ‘to bear, to turn’,se déporter'to swerve’, dévier ‘to veer/turn (off
course)’,obliquer‘to turn, to bear’.

2 A, Guillet (1990) was published as A. Guillet andL@clére (1992).
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r ---> =r).2°> Conversely, this polarity is “final” when the ag@n of the basic
locative relation follows its negation (final pogé information: =r -..> r).
According to the same principle, a “medial” changé relation will be
characterized by a positive information (assertdrthe relation) preceded and
followed by the negation of the underlying relat{e ---> r ---> =r): unlike most
approaches that do not clearly define the notiomedlial polarity, we thus claim
that, with the exception of verbal locutions likeuper par‘to cut across’ or
passer parto go through’, very few French intransitive vertdenoting changes
of relation and placement can be considered asahedi

The observation of the processes denoted by thensitive verbs of change of
relation and placement selected led us to distsigd@iour categories of initial
predicates and four categories of final predicalédwe first category is mainly
represented by the vegartir ‘to go (away), to leave’ —and, to a lesser extent,
today, bys’en alle—, referring to anndependent initial change of relation
(note also the colloquial variarge barrer‘to go (away), to clear off’ ande tirer
‘to go (away), to push off’). These verbs are fobaracterized by the fact that the
underlying basic locative relation —asserted arah ttlenied— cannot be reduced
to the sole configurations of inclusion/containm@viex can perfectly well leave
his home having been first on the terrace or intfiaf the door) and often seems
to fit better with the situations denoted by thepmsitiona ‘at’ in its static
localizing use® (C. Vandeloise 1988). The second characteristihisfcategory
of predicates lies in the fact that they are ret&d to the initial change of relation
(and placement) and do not include in their sematritie “subsequent” motion to
which the final PP refers, when added to the sestésee Table 1; the subsequent
motion corresponds to the event €’). The sentdfese est parti & I'université a 8
heures ‘Max left for the university at 8 o’clock’ is thuspatio-temporally
equivalent to the description in discoungkax est parti & 8 heures. Il allait a
l'université ‘Max left at 8 o’clock. He was going to the unisiy’ (“Background”
relation). Besides the modification by a tempordvebial headed bgn ‘in’,
several imperfective utterances strengthen theerseit that the processes
underlying this kind of verbs are centred on thande of relation and placement

% The symbol ‘-->’ used here and subsequently has nothing to do iwiglication or logical consequence. It
simply points out the transition from one statequr case, a basic (static) spatial relation) totleer: s1.--> s2.
This transition is an event (e) whose relationshwite corresponding states (sl and s2) can be ligrma
represented in the following way (the relation abtitment’00 indicates immediate temporal precedence (A.
Kamp and U. Reyle 1993)): §100 e00 s2.

26 C. Vandeloise showed that this useaafften allows the speaker to introduce a (distEm)imark operating as a
reference point for the search for the target,léter entity not necessarily being located in $pace portion
defined by the landmark.
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alone. This is the case, among others, with seateimcthe present tenseMax
part a I'université‘Max is leaving for the university' is in principlonly usable
when the change of relation (and placement) occuasid-with sentences in the
imperfect including a temporal subordinate claugk3).( The eventuality
introduced by the subordinate clause of (43) is ttantemporary with the initial
change of relation rather than with the motion thay follow (unless one
reinterprets/accommodates the sentence by subsgitlter/se rendre ato go to’
for partir a).2’

(43) Max partait a l'université lorsqu’il s’est mis dquvoir
‘Max was leaving for the university when it $&at to rain’

S’échapperto escape’s’enfuir ‘to run away’,se sauvefto run away’ —as well
as the more colloquial verlse carapatefto skedaddle’se cavalerto clear off’,

se tailler to beat it’, se trotter‘to dash (off)’, etc. — introduce aextended
initial change of relation and, on the basis of this criterion, constituteecaosd
category of predicates. As in the previous groupesbs, the process described is
fulfilled as soon as the change of relation tak&e Pollux le chien s’est
échappé du restauranPollux the dog escaped from the restaurant’ isetr
immediately the target left the landmark) and tlegimantic content seems, here
again, to be centred on the initial change of i@hatnd placement. However,
other linguistic tests calling for utterances inieththese verbs appear with a final
PP point to the possibility, for these constructicio refer to a motion subsequent
to the initial change of relation and placemenditon of a temporal adverbial
headed byen ‘in’, sentences in the present tense coincidinthhe change of
relation or at a later point in time, sentencegha imperfect with a temporal
subordinate clause (44: the event evoked by therduiate clause can take place
during the subsequent motion).

(44) Max s’enfuyait/se sauvait au village lorsqu’il £@sis a pleuvoir
‘Max was running away to the village when itrgtd to rain’

A further piece of evidence of the ambivalent bébtwarw of extended initial
changes of relation is provided by perfective aitees denying the fulfilment of
a subsequent motion, as their interpretation maylele immediate than for
independent initial changes of relatioMl&x s’est enfui/sauvé au village mais il
n'y est jamais arrivéMax ran away to the village but he never got ghes. Max

2" The autonomous character of the subsequent mdsoreaplains why final PPs introduced by preposgior

prepositional locutions other thamour ‘for, to’ or a destination défor, to’ (particularly a ‘at’) have a meaning
equivalent to the latter’'s. Hence the inexorableettipment of constructions of the fopartir + a throughout the
twentieth century, in spite of numerous “prescugtiwarnings.
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est parti a l'université mais il n'y est jamais ané ‘Max left for the university but
he never got there’.

The predicates making up this second class diffemfindependent initial
changes of relation in that they highlight, quiteformly, the speed of the motion
and, at the same time, emphasize the target’sedesiavoid the control that the
landmark exerts over it. It is, very likely, thesiements of the verbs’ semantics
—and particularly the speed dimension— that givenththe capacity to
occasionally describe a change of placement subsédqa the initial change of
relation and placement. When a final PP is present,in accordance with what
was highlighted in Section 3 (tendenciality), aafichange of relation is added to
this change of placement. Consequently, the reterém a subsequent motion is
not, in our view, a constitutive element of thiasd of verbs but has to be seen,
rather, as a “side effect” ascribable to the presesf very specific properties in
their semantics (hence the term “extended initia@nge of relation”; cf. Table 1).

The third category corresponds to verbs charae@rasdouble changes of
relation with initial saliency. It mainly includes the predicate®ménagerto
move (house)'émigrer‘to emigrate’,s’exiler ‘to go into exile’ ands’expatrier‘to
expatriate 0.s.” whose semantic content calls fokirad of “typing” of the
landmark with respect to which the initial chandeeatation and placement takes
place (accommodation/residence, country, homelandHowever, the process
denoted brings into play a final landmark of theneaype as the initial one and
we are thus faced with a double change of relatiod placement. The initial
change of relation (and placement) seems, nevedtemore “salient” than the
final one in the semantics of these predicatesthisdmostly follows from their
morphological propertieslé andé-/ex-prefixes).

The initial intransitive verlsortir ‘to go out’ that explicitly refers to the basic
locative relation of inclusion/containmemtafg is the main representative of the
fourth class singled outinclusion/containment-type initial change of
relation).?® Although we are again faced with an initial changeelation —the
assertion of inclusion/containment precedes itatieg—, another representation
of the process is conceivable because the negatitime basic locative relation
dans may be expressed via the prepositional locutiohiextérieur de‘at the
exterior of, outside’ (cf. Table 1): this alternegirepresentation thus consists of

% The relation underlyingsortir seems, most of the time, to corresponddtms ‘in’ rather than to the
prepositional locutiora l'intérieur de ‘at the interior of, inside’ (hence the refererioecontainment and not to
inclusion alone). In particular, the target canpletially included/contained in the landmark, afaguration that
dansis able to capture unlik I'intérieur de(C. Vandeloise 1986; L. Vieu 1991). Moreover,Ustpoint out that
some uses ofortir that call for the (underlying) prepositiorss ‘at’ (C. Vandeloise 1988) ochez‘at x's
home/house/place’ instead ddnshave been identified. In this case, the semawiitent ofsortir is close to that
of partir and implies that the relation/localization betwéea target and the landmark is stable or habitual.
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two “positive” pieces of information and a paralEn be established, on this
ground, with certain uses of verbs likanchir ‘to cross, to overstep’ draverser
‘to cross’ (cf. Endnote 17). However, from a comyst point of view, the
boundaries delimiting (at least partly) the interd the landmark and the control
possibly exerted on the target through the relatibnontainment seem to make
that entity more individualized and salient thaa #xterior of the landmark. As a
consequence of these geometrical and functiontdrdifces, we give priority to
the representation of the process based on thdaiaasend the following negation
of the basic locative relatiatans®

Table |. Categories of intransitive verbs of chanfjeelation and placement

Initial intransitive verbs Final intransitive verbs
Independent initial change of relation: Final change of relation with integrated
partir prior mation: aller a, se rendre, venir

I | IR ]

e e’ e e’
rit,l) - =rtl) ch-pimt ch-pimt  + =r(t,l) ---> r(t,))
+ ch-pimt + ch-rel (+ ch-pimt)
Extended initial change of relation: Final change of rd. with presupposed prior
s’échapper, s’enfuir motion: arriver, parvenir

[Feeeeeeeeeneeeeneeoneennens > Joeeerereneeeneniniiiimmneiiennne ]

e ch-pimt e’ e e’
ril) > =r(t,) ch-rel / ch-plmt </ =r(tl) ---> r(t,l)
+ ch-plmt (+ ch-pimt) + ch-pimt
Double change of relation with initial Double change of relation with final
saliency: déménager, émigrer saliency: immigrer

fooosssssnnnnnenniiniiiininnnnn ] foooessssnnnnnennniiininiinnnnnn
e (ch-pImt) e’ e (ch-pImt) e’

ritl1) ..o =r(t 1)  + =r(tl2) > r(t,12) riI1) > =r(t,11)  + =r(tl2) - (2
+ ch-plmt + ch-pimt + ch-plmt + ch-plmt
I nclusion/containment-typeinitial change I nclusion/containment-typefinal change of
of relation: sortir alternative repres. relation: entrer alternative repres.

I 1 (l 1

e e e e
ritl) ---> =r(t,)) rit,0--> r'e,l) Ar(l) - r(t,l) Pty r(t,l)
+ ch-plmt + ch-plmt + ch-plmt + ch-plmt
r = incl./cont. r =incl./cont.

t: target, I: landmark; square brackets delimit #emantic content of the verbs; underlining
indicates the saliency of the change of relatich glacement.

The fifth category of intransitive verbs —the firsategory of final verbs—
includes those predicates whose semantic contenbeaharacterized asfiaal

29 For similar reasons, it seems to us that a reptasen of this category of processes that wouldl foa the
negation and following assertion of the relatiohextérieur dewould be even more questionable/problematic.
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change of relation with integrated prior motion. Aller a ‘to go to’ (and, more
generally,aller + Prep ‘to go + Prep’),se rendreto go to’ orvenir ‘to come’, as
well as the more colloquial verls&abouler‘to come’, s’amener'to come along’
or rappliquer ‘to come, to turn up’ belong to this claSswWe consider that the
semantic content of these verbs includes a chahggaoement followed by a
final change of relation (and, possibly, of placethécf. Table 1). It is, most of
the time, the perfective aspect of the tense ueeayl, (‘passé compose”/perfect)
that leads us to assign an initial temporal boundand, indirectly, an initial
change of locative relation) to the verbal procésSome constructions which
combine a verb of change of placement emphasitiagpeed or the opposition
to a force with a PP and which are likely to denatehange of relation and
placement (see Section 3) are semantically veisedio the verbs of this category,
so that this kind of motion eventuality is probabity most extensive among the
processes set out in this paper.

Arriver ‘to arrive’, aboutir ‘to end up’, accéder‘to reach, to get to’ and
parvenir ‘to reach, to get to’ belong to the same categorwerbs, as their
semantic content consists infaal change of relation and placement with
presupposed prior motion. Whereas these predicates refer to a final chahge
relation (and placement) without denoting a prisarge of placement (unlike the
verbs of the previous class), their semantics hmbess “presupposes” the
existence of such a motiéh.This presupposed change of placement explains a

%0 The real or conceptual proximity to the final lamatk induced by the deictic charactervehir can sometimes
entail some kind of saliency of the final changeeatétion. Nevertheless, we claim that the semamfchis verb
is basically different from that frriver ‘to arrive at, to get to’. See below.

The presence of a change of placement prior téinhéchange of relation in the semantics of dasegory of
verbs (see below) makes the incorporation ofeaheaded PP triggering a temporal delimitation @ tbrior
motion eventuality naturaMax est allé/s’est rendu/est venu a l'universitél@nminutesMax went/came to the
university in 10 minutes’. This contrasts with iaitchanges of relation and placement (e.g., indeget initial
changes of relation) for which the incorporatiorsath a temporal PP is only understandable if amtenality —
which is not a motion: e.g., getting ready for lieav— is introduced before the initial chandéax est parti a
l'université en 10 minutedlax left for the university in 10 minutes’.

31 Tenses or moods that are able to display the ealkiytas a whole (e.g., “passé simple”/past histdiiture,
imperative) can also provide these motion processisan initial boundary and other elements of seatence
(e.g., spatial or temporal PPs) can play a part The lack or, at least, the non saliency of atiahthange of
relation characterizing most of these processesesdm light, for instance, when one uses aspestrdls like
commencetfto start, to begin’. In particular, the “progress’ reading of the change of relation and placetmen

as opposed to its iterative reading— seems to bdehdo get than with verbs which include a cleatial
boundary:Aprés I'appel (téléphonique) de Ludax a commenceé a aller/venir au villagifter Luc’s call, Max
started to go/come to the villages. Aprés I'appel de Ludylax a commencé a redescendre au/regagner le village
‘After Luc’s call, Max started to go back down/gadk to the village'.

2 A provisional formal definition of the semanticntent of these verbs could take the following fdfnfl is
immediate temporal precedence; t: target, |: lantjnav/(e’,t,I) =def (e ch-rel-plmt(e’,t,)) 0 ch-pimt(e,t) O



24 Michel Aurnague

well-known aspectual property of these verbs, thaheir ability to behave as
“achievements” (possibility of adding a temporaVedbial headed bw ‘at’) and
as “accomplishments” as well (addition of an adi@rheaded byen ‘in’) (45).
This property has, in fact, a spatial counterparnere basic and, as far as we
know, rarely highlighted (M. Aurnague 2000)— sinte prepositiorpar ‘by’
can indiscriminately introduce an entity (a “secarnyd landmark”) directly
connected to the final landmark (and which is timyelved in the final change of
relation) or more distant from it and located wnittthe prior trajectory of the
target (change of placement) (46).

(45) Max est arrivé a l'université a 10 heures/en 10umés
‘Max arrived at the university at 10 o’clock/ll® minutes’
(46) Les réfugiés sont parvenus en France par I'AragoRibrtugal
‘The refugees got to/reached France by AragatBal’

By presupposing the existence of a change of planemreceding the final
change of relation (and placement) denoted, théigates of this class noticeably
differ from independent initial changes of relati@ng.,partir ‘to go (away), to
leave’) and from extended initial changes of relaftfe.g. s’enfuir ‘to run away’):
we saw, indeed, that a possible subsequent chdnglacement was external to
the semantic content of these verbs although tloeydc sometimes, indirectly
refer to it as a side effect. From this point cdwj these initial predicates are not
really symmetrical with regard to the final verbsamined here, as is often
claimed.

The category ofdouble changes of relation with final saliency (e.g.,
immigrer ‘to immigrate’) is parallel to the category evokethen we examined
initial intransitive verbs. As previously, it is $#&d on the notion of typing of the
initial and final underlying landmarks and therefaalls for a double change of
relation (and placement).

The final class brought to the fore includes therbse denoting an
inclusion/containment-type final change of relation (e.g.,entrer ‘to go in, to
enter’, pénétrer‘to enter, to penetrate’). Here again, it seenas the preposition
dans‘in’ is the most suitable for capturing the ungery basic locative relation.
However, the initial and final changes of relatlmased on inclusion/containment
are not strictly symmetrical, as their combinatwith initial or final PPs and, in a
more indirect way, their transitive uses expressingaction on an entity tend to
show.

O0(e,e’). As can be seen, the change of placemensevbristence is at issue is in the scope of thegehaf
relation (and placement) but only the latter isated by the verbal predicate.
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Although the term “classification of verbs” waseaftused up to now, what is
proposed here is, more exactly, a spatial chatiaatem of the motion processes
which the predicates considered can denote (thes isnportant point on which
we agree with C. Vetters (1996)). As we have s#es,characterization is based
on the two notions used for capturing the spati@perties of motions (cf.
Sections 1 and 2), namely the notion of changdawfgment and that of change of
relation, as well as the combinatory possibiliteesvhich they give rise.

The different processes mainly differ by the fdwttthey include one or two
changes of relation (sometimes accompanied by eocoitant or “joint” change
of placement) which can themselves be precedethore rarely, followed by a
change of placement. We have been careful to deterthe status of these —
prior or subsequent— changes of placement accotdivghether they are fully
integrated into the semantics of the verb (theythus directly denoted by the
marker), are simply presupposed by the semantitenbor are not encoded at all
there. In the latter case, however, the verb isesiones able to describe such
changes of placement but, as we saw, this referisnoaly indirect and results
from a side effect due to specific properties efv¥lerb’s semantics.

In the present state, the categorization obtainedeals an important
asymmetry/dissymmetry between initial and final qesse¥ because initial
predicates of change of relation usually do noticatg the existence of a
subsequent change of placement in their semantiteis) whereas final changes
of relation can integrate a prior change of placg#m® presuppose it. More
generally, and except for the predicates thatfoallypes or, to a lesser extent, for
the relation of inclusion/containment, it turns dhat the semantic content of the
intransitive verbs analysed comprises a singldidinor final) change of relation
(and placement). The motion process correspondintpé¢ whole sentence can
sometimes involve a second change of relation (amtlopposite polarity) but it is
introduced, in a compositional fashion, by otheangnts and, in particular, by
means of spatial PPs and/or perfective tefis@his second change of relation
thus adds, at the sentence level, to the changelaifon directly denoted by the
verb.

As we previously did for polarity, we complete tlsisction by trying to define
more precisely the notion of “path”. The data highited (in particular regarding
the combination wittpar ‘by’) seem to indicate that a verb denotes a piaih

% The few verbs whose semantic content is basegpng of the landmark(s) are not really concerngdhis
remark on asymmetry.

% Note that whatever the linguistic material addedependent initial changes of relation (and plae®innever
refer to a final change of relation. As previouslyessed, the addition of a final PP introduces atiam
eventuality that has to be distinguished from theatoted by the verb.
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introduces at least a change of relation and agghahplacement. These changes
can be concomitant (if the change of relation éntaichange of placement) or
successive (change of placement subsequent or tpritie change of relation).
The whole path eventuality constructed within tlemtence can very well be
limited to an initial or final change of relationé placement and to a landmark of
the same polarity: e.gMax est parti de chez lui & 8 heurdsax left home at 8
o'clock’; Max est arrivé a l'université a 10 heurtdax arrived at the university
at 10 o’clock’. We differ, on this point, from maostudies on motion in language
(included some of our own previous work) which a&ssuthat a path
systematically includes an initial and final landiand even, sometimes, a
medial landmark. Contextual and world knowledge vasll as pragmatic
principles (in particular, the fact that an enigyalways located somewhere) can
result in the introduction of additional relatiomsd landmarks, but these
elements have a pragmatic status and need to eilbadistinguished from the
relations and landmarks actually identified in linguistic description.

5. Conclusion

Taking intransitive motion verbs of French as itaimsubject, this study has
attempted to highlight the spatial properties cti@rstic of their semantic
content.

We first looked into the concept of change of plaent and at the
corresponding class of verbs by making clear these changes of placement are
implicitly evaluated within the terrestrial/earthfisame of reference (Section 1).
The examination of the predicates characterizedwdlere as denoting a telic
motion or a change of location (among others) shiothiat the notion of change
of basic locative relation (J.-P. Boons 1987) wdsetier candidate for grasping
their spatial content —provided, however, thasicombined with the notion of
change of placement (Section 2). As emerged inatiedysis, a basic locative
relation is usually expressed by a preposition prepositional locution and we
saw that certain changes of basic locative relgtigth respect to a landmark) do
not imply a change of placement in the terrestfiame of reference. The
interaction between these two notions was theniedudy observing the well-
known constructions which associate a verb of charigplacement and a final PP
in order to describe a change of relation and phece (Section 3). Finally, the
analysis of the main intransitive verbs of chanfjeetation and placement led us

% Thus, the existence of a “positive” relation wittleadmark can be stated on the basis of “negatinglistic
information (negation of a basic locative relation)
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to distinguish several categories of processesrdicgp to the way these two
notions are organized in their semantic contentt{&e 4). At the same time, we
were able to clarify certain notions which playiemportant role in the study of
motion verbs, such as the polarity of a changelation or the concept of path.

The proposed analysis has, in our opinion, sevdrals of consequences.
Beyond the data exclusively drawn from French, taldng the more general
viewpoint of space in language and cognition, thet that certain changes of
basic locative relation do not imply any concomitenange of placement would
seem to constitute an important finding. This ie tase with the configurations
based on the notion of support/contact, but thempimenon also seems to involve
some transitions from partial inclusion/containméfta target in a landmark) to
total. It would be interesting to determine whettierse differences between basic
spatial relations are specific to French or if,ves believe, they have a more
general character and apply, in particular, to oteeb-framed languages.

As far as the syntax-semantics interface is comeckrit seems to us that the
argument structure of motion predicates —and prightiieir subcategorization
frame— should reflect the fact that few of themesetwo landmarks (initial and
final; cf. Table 1).

Finally, and as was underlined a number of times, maintain that the
properties relating to the inner aspect of verbgehi®m be deduced from their
spatial properties, and not the reverse. The datiom between spatial or spatio-
temporal properties and aspectual ones should digdted by the fact that the
categories of processes highlighted (cf. Tableegnsto basically fit the general
schema(ta) proposed in order to account for thermal structure of eventualities
(H. Kamp and U. Reyle 1993; M. Moens and M. Steadd@88; C. Smith 1991;
C. Vet 1994). The detailed observation of verbscbinge of relation and
placement and their spatial content has allowedoudring to light certain
properties that were little noticed and commentadroprevious work on inner
aspect. As an example, it has been shown thatfepet@ments of some initial
verbs’ semantic content (extended initial changksetation) enable them to
describe, under particular conditions, a motiornt tkasubsequent to the initial
change of relation they intrinsically denote. Thessbility for a predicate to
identify a process subsequent to the transitiomimadtion characterizing its
semantics and the properties that govern such aopienon have, as far as we
know, rarely been brought to the fore.

To conclude, we now present several linguistic eem illustrating other
concrete repercussions and extensions of our widrkse data are related to a
phenomenon mentioned in Section 2, namely the cobigy between verbs in
direct infinitival constructions whose main prede# a motion verb (B. Lamiroy
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1983). We make the assumption that these consingchy themselves introduce
a final change of relation and placement with respeea landmark which is either
explicitly designated or not. The verb of the malause can be a predicate of
change of relation and placement (47) or a chafgdacement underlain by the
notion of tendenciality (48):

(47) Max est allé/venu se promener (dans le parc)
‘Max went/came and strolled (in the park)’
(48) Max a couru s’asseoir (sur la chaise)
‘Max ran and sat down (on the chair)’

As example (18) shows #Her entrer), these constructions constrain quite
drastically the kind of motion verb appearing ie ihfinitival clause. We believe
that the interactions between change of relatiaharange of placement outlined
in this work are |likely to explain, to a large axte the
compatibilities/incompatibilities between the verbsthin these structures. In
order to illustrate this proposal, we focus on magrbs denoting a final change of
relation and placement and, more particularlyatier + Prep ‘to go + Prep’ and
venir ‘to come’3® The landmark —whether expressed or not— correspgrio
the change of relation and placement introducedhbyconstruction as a whole
usually coincides with the landmark associated whthverb of the infinitive (B.
Lamiroy 1983): the possible combinations betweesdigates thus largely seem
to depend on the compatibls.incompatible character of changes of relation and
changes of placement stated with respect to thig/éand to the terrestrial frame
of reference). The verb of the infinitive is compba with that of the main clause
if it denotes a change of placement (47), a charid®sic locative relation (17:
aller/venir se posgror if it does not involve any of these change8)(©On the
other hand, an infinitival clause that both denateshange of relation and a
change of placement is not acceptable (Ber entrerbut also &ller se rendre
‘to go and to go to’, aller parvenir‘to go and to reach/get to’). In other words,
the change of relation and placement that the mait introduces in these
constructions precludes the expression of anothenge of relation and
placement in the infinitival clause.

Certain predicates (usually transitive) introduciolganges of relation and
placement seem not to conform to the stated rulg. ke ballon est venu
traverser la rueThe ball came and crossed the street’. But thaioit so because,
contrary to the verbs previously mentioned (esg.rendreto go to’, parvenir ‘to
reach, to get to’'entrer ‘to go in, to enter’), they involve changes ofatedn and

S emphasized by B. Lamiroy (1983), these verbspeeially interesting in the constructions studiedause
they behave like aspectual semi-auxiliaries anditadom animate/intentional subjects.
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placement which are limited to the landmark, thenge of placement being, very
probably, assessed within the frame of referencestdtated by this entity (cf.
Endnotes 9 and 17). Besides the cases alreadyanedtichange of placement
alone, change of relation alone, neither of these riotions, change of relation
and placement limited to the landmark), the refeeeto the affectedness of the
landmark (and/or, possibly, of the target) enabl@se motion verbs —used in an
appropriate context— to be incorporated into thénitival clause of the
constructions under consideration:L@)voleuf’/?(?)Le prétre est allé pénétrer
dans la sacristie€ The thief/priest went and entered the sacriswgery sharp
distinctions can be made at this stage and sonwcptes (e.g., intransitive uses
of pénétrerand s’infiltrer ‘to infiltrate, to percolate through’: see the exyde
above and (20)) seem to lie in between the expmessia change of relation and
placement and of affectedness, one aspect or tige being chosen according to
the construction usegér-headed PPs, direct infinitival constructior(s).

These remarks on direct infinitival constructionstlier illustrate the operative
character of the notions brought to the fore ineortb capture the spatial
properties of motion verbs. They confirm their ddlfy beyond the linguistic
phenomena dealt with in this work and, in particuliae addition of gar-headed
PP.
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Summary

This paper aims to bring out the spatial properiemotion eventualities by focusing on French
intransitive motion verbs. After examining changdsposture and changes of placement, we
introduce the concept of change of basic locatation (J.-P. Boons 1987) in order to accurately
grasp the telic processes usually characterizezhasges of location. The complex combinatory
possibilities as between changes of relation armhgbs of placement are then illustrated by
pinpointing the factors that condition the use oddicates of change of placement in utterances
denoting changes of relation and placement (thiematf tendenciality). Finally, a categorization
of French intransitive verbs of change of relationd placement is proposed, which is based on the
way these two notions interact in their semantics.
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