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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1 Discourse coherence
Discourse is essential in human communication. It allows language users to
communicate facts, ideas, conclusions and feelings to others. People read a text
or listen to a discourse and recognize the meanings of each piece of information.
However, this is not enough to understand a discourse and to have a successful
communicative interchange. It is necessary to construct a coherent mental
representation of what is communicated by relating information units of a text
(Graesser, Gernsbacher & Goldman, 2003; Zwaan & Rapp, 2006). This is a
cognitive process of establishing coherence and is a crucial part of discourse
comprehension.
Coherence relations connect two or more discourse segments. In general,
these discourse segments are adjacent grammatical clauses in which at least one
verb is conjugated. Many approaches to discourse annotation have taken the
clause as the basic unit of analysis, although there are also divergences between
different annotation frameworks in terms of discourse segmentation (for further
details on segmenting discourse see Hoek, Evers-Vermeul & Sanders, 2017). In
example (1), the first and the second discourse segment correspond to the clauses
before and after the connective because, respectively.
(1)

[The streets were crowded] because [a lot of people were demonstrating
against the new policy].

Coherence relations are cognitive entities that allow us to infer the
meaning between discourse segments. Coherence relations are defined as “an
aspect of meaning of two or more discourse segments that cannot be described in
terms of the meaning of the segments in isolation” (Sanders, Spooren &
Noordman, 1992, p. 2). Thus, coherence relations are understood as cognitive
entities that have a relational criterion as a basic property. In the relation
established in (1), the mental representation is based on the meaning relation
between both segments, which is a consequence-cause relation. Furthermore, (1)
is linguistically marked by the connective because, which informs us about the
meaning of this relation. However, the same mental representation could be
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constructed with a cue phrase like the reason is that… or without any explicit
linguistic cue. This suggests that even though coherence relations can be signaled
at the linguistic level by cohesive cues or coherence markers, they are still
essentially of a cognitive nature, existing at the level of the discourse
representation (Sanders et al., 1992; Sanders & Pander Maat, 2006).
Coherence markers are explicit processing instructions that guide the
readers or listeners about how one part of a text is related to another (Britton,
1994; Gernsbacher, 1997; Sanders & Spooren, 2007). Within the category of
coherence markers, it is possible to distinguish between connectives (because,
but, therefore, etc.), cue phrases (as a consequence of that, on the one hand, for
this reason, etc.) and lexical signals (the problem is…, this is caused by… etc.).
Some authors consider other elements as indicators of relations and claim that
coherence markers constitute only one specific type. In such a perspective,
syntactic structures (word order, sentence mood, among others), morphological
features (tense, which is the most predominant one), lexical elements (individual
words and phrases), reference elements (such as personal, demonstrative,
comparative and prepositional reference), semantic elements (such as synonyms,
antonyms or lexical chains), graphical aspects (among these punctuation, lists,
headings and forms of layout), numerical (such as numbers), genre features (such
as the textual organization of a specific genre) and the combination of these
elements (such as semantic and syntactic or graphical and syntactic, among
others) can also be indicators of coherence relations (Das, 2014; Das & Taboada,
2017; Taboada, 2004, 2009; Taboada & Das, 2013). It is assumed that these
elements, too, are signals or instructions that indicate the presence of coherence
relations in discourse. Therefore, if speakers can recognize coherence relations,
this also implies that there must be multiple signals through which speakers
identify relations. However, it is not yet clear how these signals and the
combination of these signals exactly predict the various coherence relations
language users infer between discourse segments. Das (2014), Taboada & Das
(2013) and Das and Taboada (2017) are corpus-driven correlational studies that
provide insights into this issue, but further research is still necessary to clarify the
relationship between signals and coherence relations in different languages and
contexts. Features like punctuation, layouts, numbers, synonyms and antonyms,
which correspond to the graphical, numerical and semantic signals respectively,
are not the prototypical linguistic devices to express coherence relations.
Generations of discourse theorists have argued that connectives and cue phrases
are such prototypical linguistic devices marking coherence relations (De
Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981; van Dijk, 1980). This is because connectives
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express a crucial characteristic of coherence relations – actually the constituting
property - the relational meaning that is added to the segments in isolation (see
Mann & Thompson (1986) and Sanders et al. (1992) for a definition of coherence
relations). This is why we believe relational coherence markers have a special
status. And indeed, many authors have suggested that there are systematic
restrictions on the meaning and use of connectives, and that these systematic
variations organizes the lexicon of connectives in various languages; they form
categories that show resemblance to categories of coherence relations (Halliday
& Hasan, 1976; Knott & Dale, 1994; Knott & Sanders, 1998). For this reason,
although we recognize that a very broad ‘signals’ approach will bring interesting
insights to the study of discourse coherence, we prefer to concentrate on exploring
systematically one type of signaling device, specifically, connectives.
Thus far, three key aspects were introduced: discourse coherence,
coherence relations and coherence markers, especially connectives. All these
aspects are basic components of this dissertation. In the next section, two other
cognitive notions that constitute the core of this dissertation are introduced.
1.2 Causality and subjectivity
Coherence relations can express different meanings, such as addition, contrast and
causality. The issue of how to cluster such relations has received considerable
attention. In fact, numerous authors have provided descriptions and classifications
of the different existent types of relations (Asher & Lascarides, 2003; Carlson &
Marcu, 2001; Grosz & Sidner, 1986; Hobbs, 1990; Hovy & Maier, 1995; Mann
& Thompson, 1988; PDTB Research Group 2007; Sanders et al., 1992; Wolf &
Gibson, 2005). These approaches vary considerably in the types and number of
relations, the specificity of the groupings, categorization criteria and segmentation
guidelines that they suggest. Nonetheless, a type of coherence relation that can be
found in all of these proposals is the group of causal coherence relations: CauseConsequence, Consequence-Cause, Result, Reason, etc.
This predominance is not surprising. After all, causality is a fundamental
notion in human cognition. It is fundamental both to the representation of human
knowledge and to other cognitive processes like predicting, explaining, and
comprehending (Noordman & De Blijzer, 2000). Particularly at the level of
discourse, causality is one of the most relevant principles of text organization
(Meyer, 2000). Additionally, it can be claimed that almost every language has
specific means to express this type of meaning (Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000).
Causality is defined as the implicational meaning (P, antecedent →Q,
consequent) that is inferred between connective discursive segments (Sanders et
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al., 1992; Sanders, Spooren & Noordman, 1993). Example (1) expresses a causal
relationship: The fact that many demonstrators were against the new policy (P)
caused the fact that the streets were crowded (Q). One fact implied the other one.
In the text, the consequence is followed by the cause. That makes it a backward
causal relation. In this dissertation, the analyses carried out are exclusively
concentrated on this type of causal relations.
Another notion that is relevant to meaning and use expressed in discourse
subjectivity, the expression of self. This is manifested very commonly in
discourse. Over the last four decades, different approaches in linguistics have tried
to define this complex concept. Subjectivity has been defined as “the property (or
set of properties) of being either a subject of consciousness (i.e. of cognition,
feelings, and perception) or a subject of action (an agent). It denotes the property
of being what Descartes called ‘a thinking entity’” (Lyons, 1995, p. 337). This
definition makes clear that subjectivity is not specifically a linguistic concept. It
is a general conception that has to do with the involvement of a subject.
Subjectivity has also been conceived as the involvement of a locutionary agent in
a discourse, and the effect of that involvement on the formal shape of discourse
(Finegan, 1995). This definition also alludes to the involvement of a subject, but
in comparison with Lyons’ definition, it refers to the formal expression of the
subject in a discourse. Another specific description of subjectivity is that it can be
understood as the way in which an entity is construed. It is construed with
maximal subjectivity when the entity remains implicit and ‘off stage’, and with
maximal objectivity when it is put onstage as an explicit focus of attention
(Langacker, 1990). This vision of subjectivity is closely related to the implicit or
explicit expression of a subject in a discourse. This subject may be represented by
a speaker that is reasoning, concluding or deducing something, by a speaker who
is performing a speech act or by a third person actor that is carrying out a specific
action. A fourth view on subjectivity is closely related to subjectification, which
is the process through which “meanings become increasingly based in the
speaker’s subjective belief state/attitude toward the proposition” (Traugott, 1995,
p. 31). This view implies that an utterance is subjective as long as it requires
reference to the speaker in its interpretation; if it does not, it is considered
objective. What these perspectives have in common is that they take a speaker and
its expression in the discourse into consideration.
A definition based on all these insights conceives subjectivity as the
degree to which a Subject of Consciousness (SoC) is involved in the construal of
the relation (Degand & Pander Maat, 2003; Pander Maat & Degand, 2001; Pander
Maat & Sanders, 2000, 2001). The notion of SoC includes all characters relevant
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in the discourse. In this respect, an SoC can be a speaker (or writer) who carries
out an act of reasoning, as in example (2). This SoC appears implicitly in the
discourse; the epistemic stance marker probably indicates that there is a thinking
entity involved in the causal construction. An SoC can also be explicit, as in
example (3). Here, the speaker involved in the causal construction manifests
his/her own thinking, and it is linguistically expressed with the personal pronoun
in the first person and the perspective marker, I think. It is also possible that an
SoC can be someone different from the present speaker, as illustrated in (4). In
this case, the speaker is not responsible for the causal construction, rather it is the
third person referred to by the speaker, Louise. Another SoC can be an animate
subject or a person that intentionally executes some real-world activity, as in
example (5).
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Probably James arrived home. His bike is outside.
I think that James is at home. His bike is outside.
Louise thinks that James is at home. She saw his bike outside.
Last night, James arrived home at 7 pm. We planned to have dinner
together.

The notions of causality and subjectivity have received considerable
attention in empirical studies. These have suggested that these cognitive notions
help in accounting for the categorization of coherence relations and connectives
(Sanders & Evers-Vermeul (in press); Sanders & Spooren, 2009). In this way, it
is possible to differentiate between subjective and objective causal relations,
depending on the presence of an SoC, who is responsible for the causal relation
that is constructed between two or more discourse segments. If we consider
examples (2) through (5), all of them are causal relations, in that there is an
implicational meaning between adjacent discourse segments. Moreover, all
manifest the involvement of an SoC in the causal construction, but precisely at
this point it is possible to make a distinction: these relations show different degrees
of subjectivity. Example (2) can be considered the most subjective one of all since
the SoC appears implicitly; (3) is less subjective than (2) because the SoC is
explicit; (4) is considered less subjective than (2) and (3) since a third person is
responsible for the causal construction that differs from the speaker; and (5) may
be classified as the least subjective one of the examples since, although there being
an SoC involved in the relation, there is an action that was carried out in the real
world. Indeed, it may be considered an objective relation because the fact that
there was a plan of having dinner together led to the volitional action of James
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arriving at 7 pm; one event led to another one in the real world. Examples (2) to
(5) can be compared with (6), which is also a causal relation, but in this case, there
is no SoC involved in the relation: The connected segments describe events that
occurred in the external world. Therefore, (6) is a clear example of an objective
causal relation.
(6)

A shopping area is being constructed in the intersection of two main
avenues. This situation has led to considerable delays on both roads.

The same distinction in terms of subjectivity can be made by taking into
account other coherence relations approaches. For instance, if we consider
Sweetser’s (1990) classification, an epistemic relation is considered subjective
because it involves an SoC who is reasoning, deducing or concluding on the basis
of an observation. For example, in (7) there is an SoC who is deducing what is
causing the many disruptions and few flights. This deduction is based on the
SoC’s world knowledge: it is well known that control towers direct the air traffic
and that communication is essential for the normal functioning of flights. The SoC
concluded that the lack of communication is the origin of the disruptions and few
flights. In reality, however, it could well be that another fact in the real world is
causing that problematic situation. A speech act relation is also subjective since
it involves an SoC who remains generally implicit and gives a motivation for
performing a speech act. (8) illustrates this relation; there is an SoC who is
warning someone to pay attention to his/her flight, because there are delays. By
contrast, a content relation is classified as an objective relation since it refers to
the states of affairs occurring in the real world and it lacks an SoC who is
responsible for making the causal link. This relation can be observed in (9): The
signaling failure caused flights delays, and there is no SoC involved who is
establishing such a causal connection. One fact caused another one in the real
world.
(7)
(8)
(9)

There are severe disruptions and few flights. It seems that the control
towers cannot communicate with any planes.
Keep an eye on your flight! There are many long delays due to the
storm.
The flight UA21 from Amsterdam took more than three hours before it
could leave. The signaling failure affected both departing and arrival
flights.
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The notions of causality and subjectivity have been the subject of several
empirical studies that have focused on their cognitive status. This was largely done
in the context of the Cognitive approach to Coherence Relations (CCR) (Sanders
et al., 1992). CCR views coherence as a cognitive phenomenon and defines four
basic cognitive primitives that can be used to organize the set of coherence
relations that language users infer between segments in a text. Two of these
cognitive primitives are straightforwardly related to the notions of causality and
subjectivity discussed so far. The first one is the basic operation, which
distinguishes between two main types of relations, causal and additive. As
indicated before, a relation is causal when there is an implicational meaning
between two segments (P→Q), whereas it is additive when there is no causal
relation between the segments and the only relation that can be deduced is a
conjunction relation (P&Q). The second cognitive primitive is the source of
coherence, which is a category that discerns between objective and subjective
relations. A coherence relation is objective when two segments are related by their
locutionary meaning; the relation is observable in the external world. It is
subjective if the discourse segments are related because of the illoc8utionary
meaning of one or both of these segments; the relation involves a speaker who is
reasoning, inferring or concluding (for further details on CCR primitives, see
Chapter 2).
CCR has been used to explore the notions of causality and subjectivity in
different languages, bringing new insights into the categorization of coherence
relations. Additionally, it has been used in language acquisition and language
processing research, providing information about the cognitive relevance of the
basic primitives.
The notions of causality and subjectivity can also be identified in different
discourse annotation frameworks (e.g. Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST) and
Penn Discourse Treebank (PDTB)). These annotation systems describe coherence
relations in a similar way (for further detail of frameworks, see chapter 2). For
example, the conclusion relation categorized by RST has the same characteristics
as the justification relation classified by PDTB: both are subjective causal
relations. Another example is the cause relation of RST and the result relation of
PDTB; both are essentially objective causal relations (a full comparison can be
found in Sanders, Demberg, Hoek, Scholman, Asr, Zufferey & Evers-Vermeul,
2018). These similarities suggest that the notions of causality and subjectivity are
recognized independently of theoretical perspectives adopted by the different
annotation discourse frameworks.
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As regards language acquisition, experimental and corpus-based studies
have shown the complexity involved in the acquisition of causality and
subjectivity. For example, causal relations are acquired later than additive and
temporal relations (Bloom, Lahey, Hood, Lifter & Fiess, 1980; Evers-Vermeul,
2005; Evers-Vermeul & Sanders, 2009), and the same is observed with subjective
epistemic/speech-act relations in comparison with objective content relations
(Evers-Vermeul & Sanders, 2011; Kyratzis, Guo & Ervin-Tripp, 1990; Spooren
& Sanders, 2008; van Veen, 2011; Zufferey, 2010).
With respect to language processing, several studies have investigated the
cognitive complexity implicated when processing causality and subjectivity.
Particularly, experimental studies (Black & Bern, 1981; Sanders & Noordman,
2000) and causal networking analyses have shown that causal relations are
processed faster than additive relations and that causally related information is
recalled better than non-causally related information. Also, reading times were
found to decrease when the strength of the causal link increases (Keenan, Baillet
& Brown, 1984; Myers, Shinjo & Duffy, 1987; Wolfe, Magliano & Larsen, 2005).
Moreover, data from previous research have suggested that the processing of
subjective causal relations takes longer than that of objective causal relations.
Evidence for this has been collected using different methods: moving window
paradigm (Noordman & De Blijzer, 2000), self-paced reading paradigm (Traxler,
Sanford, Aked & Moxey, 1997), eye-tracking paradigm (Canestrelli, Mak &
Sanders, 2013) and visual world paradigm (Wei, 2018).
The cognitive status of causality and subjectivity has also been
demonstrated in the organization of the mental lexicon of causal connectives.
Several languages show a systematic variation in the way causal connectives are
used. The differences may be accounted for in terms of subjectivity. It has become
apparent that some causal connectives specialize in expressing subjective
meanings while others specialize in communicating objective meanings. This
hypothesis has been supported by corpus-based evidence in different languages.
For example, Dutch has a wide repertoire of causal connectives that differ in terms
of subjectivity (Degand, 2001; Pander Maat & Degand, 2001; Pander Maat &
Sanders, 2000, 2001; Pit, 2006, 2007; Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Stukker &
Sanders, 2009). Similar but different patterns have been observed in German
(Günthner, 1993; Keller, 1995; Pit, 2007; Stukker & Sanders, 2012; Wegener,
2000) and in other, typologically less related, languages like French (Degand &
Pander Maat, 2003; Zufferey, 2012) and Mandarin Chinese (Li, Evers-Vermeul
& Sanders, 2013; Li, Mak, Evers-Vermeul & Sanders, 2017; Wei, 2018).
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The results from all these corpus studies suggest that subjectivity works
as a key organizational notion in the categorization of causal relations and
connectives of different languages. However, it also leads us to question whether
subjectivity plays the same crucial role in other languages. In this dissertation, we
investigate this notion in the Spanish language.
1.3 Approaches to causal discourse coherence in Spanish
One of the languages that up to now has hardly been studied from the perspective
of CCR is Spanish, although there are several studies that have focused on
causality in Spanish discourse. Spanish grammar distinguishes different types of
causal coherence. A classical distinction assumed by many Spanish grammarians
is between causality of statement and causality of the enunciation (Lapesa, 1978;
Marcos Marín, 1979). Causality of statement refers to the circumstance or factor
that brings about the main action (or a state-of-affairs), whereas causality of
enunciation explains or justifies the main action. This distinction has also, slightly
simplistically, been described as pure causality versus explicative causality
(Bosque & Demonte, 1999). In pure causality there is a connection between two
facts (A and B) that is unknown. This link can be between a cause and an effect
(10) or between a motivation and a result (11)1.
(10)
(11)

The flowers got dry because they did not have water.
I bought a gift for you because it was your birthday.

In the case of explicative causality, there is a fact B that the speaker can
judge as a reasonable explanation or an appropriate justification of the fact A. It
could be that the speaker knows the relation between A and B beforehand or
knows that fact B favors or promotes fact A. In comparison with pure causality, it
can be assumed that the speaker knows the explanation that might be causing the
facts. Explicative causality distinguishes between proper explicative causality,
which alludes to the favorable or habitual circumstances of an action that are
known or presupposed (12a and 12b, respectively), and hypothetical causality,
which refers to deductions of the speaker based on his/her knowledge of the facts
(13).
(12)
1

a.

Since everything has been checked, I propose we leave.

All examples presented here correspond to translations of the original examples
presented in Bosque and Demonte (1999).
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(13)

b.
As it is cold, the highways are frozen.
She has not left because her purse is still there.

Example (12a) is a circumstance, (12b) is a habitual cause, and (13) is a
hypothetical cause.
The discussion shows that the treatment in terms of causality of statement
and causality of the enunciation (or pure versus explicative causality) can be
reanalyzed in terms of subjectivity: example (10) is an objective relation since
there is no SoC involved in the relation, and both segments describe events
occurred in the external world. In (11) there is an SoC involved in the relation, but
this SoC is a speaker who volitionally carries out an observable action in the
external world. This, then, makes it slightly less objective than (10) but still
relatively objective. (12a), (12b) and (13) can be considered as subjective
relations, since there is an SoC involved in the relation; in (12a) the SoC is
performing the speech-act of proposing to leave; in (12b) the SoC is offering a
reasonable explanation or is deducing something for a fact; and in (13) the SoC is
deducing a possible situation on the basis of an observation (further detail on these
distinctions in Chapter 2). Therefore, these specific distinctions proposed in
Spanish grammar are compatible with an approach to subjectivity that
distinguishes different types of causal coherence relations and that have been
applied in other languages.
Several studies in Spanish, some of which go back centuries (Bello, 1847;
Fernández Ramírez, 1951; Garcés, 1791; Gili Gaya, 1961; Moliner, 1966), have
paid a lot of attention to so-called discourse markers or discourse particles. These
are conceived as a broad category that includes different linguistic elements such
as adverbs, prepositions, conjunctions and interjections, that have the functional
role of organizing the discourse as well as of guiding its interpretation (Briz, Pons
& Portolés, 2008). Some of these studies have provided descriptions and
definitions of the connectives that are the object of the present study (Casado
Velarde, 1991). Several recent studies have focused on describing linguistic
markers, explaining their functioning in discourse, and proposing classifications
and descriptions for different linguistic markers in both written and oral discourse
(e.g. Briz, 1998; Martín Zorraquino & Montolío, 1998; Martín Zorraquino &
Portolés, 1999; Montolío, 2001; Pons, 1998, 2000; Portolés, 1998). Moreover,
some studies have aimed at constructing dictionaries of Spanish linguistic markers
(Aschenberg & Loureda, 2011; Briz et al., 2008; Fuentes, 2009; Martín
Zorraquino, 2003; Santos Río, 2003; Vázquez Veiga, 2002); these have served as
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an important contribution to the fields of linguistics, translation and the teaching
of Spanish as a foreign language. Other studies have explored the signaling of
causal and concessive relations in Spanish (Duque, 2014, 2016; Taboada &
Gómez-González, 2010), providing specific information on these types of
coherence relations. Lastly, it should be mentioned that other studies have
analyzed annotated corpora with coherence relations and their linguistic markers
in Spanish (Da Cunha & Iruskieta, 2010; Da Cunha, Torres-Moreno & Sierra,
2011), which have provided resources for future analyses of Spanish.
There has been no detailed investigation that specifically involves the
notions of causality and subjectivity and their relevance for the use of Spanish
connectives. Most of the studies on Spanish connectives have been mainly
descriptive and have not adopted a cognitive approach that accounts for their
possible differences in terms of subjectivity. Some exceptions exist. For example,
Pit, Hulst and Pander Maat (1996) analyzed the causal connectives porque
(‘because’), ya que (‘since’) and puesto que (‘given that’) using the dichotomy of
Sweetser (1990) (content vs. epistemic relations) and applied a perspective
analysis. Even though the analyzed sample was quite restricted (only 25 cases per
each connective were analyzed), which makes the generalizability of the obtained
results a difficult issue, this study provides us with data regarding the semantic
profile of these connectives in terms of subjectivity. Another exception is
Blackwell (2016), who used paraphrase analyses to distinguish different types of
causal relations. Although its scope was quite restricted since this study focused
on one specific connective (porque, ‘because’) in one specific context (oral
narrative texts), it brings insights respecting the general nature of this connective
from a subjectivity perspective. Other studies such as Borzi and Detges (2011)
and Goethals (2002, 2010) have focused on the connectives ya que (‘since’) and
porque (‘because’), ya que (‘since’), pues (‘for’) and como (‘as/since’),
respectively. These studies have contributed to the knowledge of these
connectives. Specifically, they have made it clear that the connective porque
(‘because’) has a general character, whereas the connective ya que (‘since’) and
puesto que (‘given that’) have a specific character.
All in all, these studies suggest some interesting clues concerning the
semantic profile of Spanish connectives. These can be useful for an approach that
explores whether Spanish causal connectives encode subjectivity as other
languages do. Currently, there are no detailed data in that regard. Our purpose in
this dissertation is to investigate this issue in depth and systematically. In the
section that follows, a detailed description of the research questions and the
methods of this dissertation is given.
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1.4 Research questions and methods
This dissertation aims to investigate causal coherence in the Spanish language.
The objective is to explore the relevance of causality and subjectivity for the use
of causal connectives in Spanish. To reach this goal, three specific studies are
carried out, which involve the use of different research methods: automatic
analyses of corpora, manual text analyses of corpora and experimental research.
This combined approach makes it possible to answer the various research
questions. These questions are presented in this section along with the description
of the corresponding chapters.
Investigating causal coherence in Spanish from a cognitive perspective
can bring new insights into the assumption that causal connectives show a
systematic variation in terms of subjectivity. It is promising to explore this
specific language since such systematicity has been demonstrated in other
languages, and earlier studies in Spanish have suggested some clues on that
subject. A first step is to delineate the main concerns involved in this research
project. Chapter 2 describes the relevant theoretical and methodological
background for the studies reported in Chapters 3 to 5.
Chapter 3 reports the first empirical study carried out in this dissertation.
The objective of this study is to determine the degree to which Spanish causal
connectives encode subjectivity across different text types, by carrying out
automatic analyses. This study makes use of collocational analysis. This type of
analysis consists of identifying the occurrences of collocates that occur in the cotext of a target word2. It has proved to be a useful tool to analyze the meanings of
words and to identify contextual features (further details in Church, Gale, Hanks
& Hindle, 1991; Evert 2005, 2008; Stefanowitsch & Gries, 2003). In fact, recent
collocational analyses that were used to investigate the encoding of subjectivity
in discourse (Wei, 2018) proved them to be a valid and effective method. In
Chapter 3, the co-text of causal connectives in different genres and domains is
analyzed. Domains here are conceived as different areas of study or specialization.
Specifically, we selected genres belonging to the domains of psychology and
education. By analyzing the co-texts, we aim to find out whether connectives
differ in the amount of subjective words in the segments that these connectives
link3. We assume that connectives that encode subjectivity occur in subjective
‘Co-text’ refers to the words or clauses surrounding a target word.
Mostly in Chapter 2 and 3, the terms ‘domain’ and ‘discipline’ are used as synonyms.
Both refer to an area of study such as psychology, biology, history, math, etc.
2
3
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environments, i.e. in co-texts containing relatively many subjective words. The
first step is to identify the most frequent causal connectives in a journalistic and
academic corpus. Then, automatic analyses are applied using a Spanish lexicon of
subjectivity (Molina-González, Martínez-Cámara, Martínez-Cámara & PereaOrtega, 2013), which contains subjective words with positive and negative
polarity, to identify degrees of subjectivity. Initially, these subjective words are
identified in different text types and then in the co-text of the most frequent causal
connectives in Spanish. Thus, this first corpus-based study aims to respond to the
following research question:
RQ1:

To what extent do automatic subjectivity analyses allow us to gain
insights into the meaning and use of Spanish causal connectives?

Chapter 4 reports the second empirical study of this dissertation, which
has as its main purpose to achieve a better understanding of subjectivity in Spanish
causal relations and connectives by carrying out manual text analyses. Compared
to Chapter 3, this study aims to go deeper into the phenomenon of causal
coherence in Spanish by using manual text analyses. An analytical model of
subjectivity is applied to elucidate the meaning and use of causal connectives in
Spanish. The corpus used for the analysis consists of fragments of causal
coherence that are explicit (using causal connectives) and implicit (without causal
connectives). This results in a semantic profile of the causal connectives, and a
comparison of the profiles with cases of implicit causality. This study also
investigates the influence of context on the meaning and use of causal connectives
to investigate whether the semantic profiles of causal connectives are contextdependent4. Consequently, this second corpus-based study aims to answer the
following three research questions:

‘Context’, in this case, refers to the specific discourse, genre or text type in which
coherence relations and their connectives occur. The distinction of these terms is explained
in Chapter 2, Section 2.4.
4
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RQ2:

RQ3:
RQ4:

To what extent do manual corpus analyses allow us to explore whether
Spanish causal connectives show a systematic variation in terms of
subjectivity?
What differences can be identified between explicit (with connectives) and
implicit (no connectives) causal relations in terms of subjectivity?
What is the relationship between contexts and the meaning and use of
causal coherence relations?

Chapter 5 presents the third study of this dissertation, which investigates
whether Spanish connectives show a systematic variation in terms of subjectivity,
using native speakers’ judgments. Specifically, two crowdsourcing experiments
are carried out. This method allows collecting Spanish native speakers’
preferences regarding the use of causal connectives. It is expected that this method
can bring new insights into the meaning and use of these connectives. Therefore,
this study aims to resolve the last research question of this dissertation:
RQ5:

Do Spanish connectives show a systematic variation in terms of
subjectivity in an analysis of native speakers’ preferences for causal
constructions?

Finally, Chapter 6 presents a summary of results obtained in the studies
carried out in this dissertation, offers the main conclusions, discusses the main
implications of the findings, and examines those aspects that future studies could
consider.
1.5 Reading note
Chapters 3, 4 and 5 in this dissertation were written originally as individual papers.
Chapters 3 and 4 were published in Discours and Dialogue & Discourse, while
chapter 5 is currently under review in an international journal. As a result, the
reader is likely to find overlapping passages, especially regarding theoretical and
methodological aspects.

Chapter 2. Some theoretical and methodological
concerns involved in the study of discourse coherence
in Spanish
2.1 Introduction
The focus of the present dissertation is to explore the notions of causality and
subjectivity in Spanish connectives. One of the first steps is to define the main
theoretical and methodological issues involved, mainly because Spanish causal
connectives have been studied sparsely from a perspective of subjectivity. The
current chapter aims to reach this objective: to delineate the main theoretical and
methodological concerns that should be considered in the study of coherence in
Spanish. Section 2.2 will give an overview of the phenomenon of connectedness
and will define the theoretical approach that will be adopted in this dissertation.
Section 2.3 will examine the linguistic marking of coherence relations in Spanish.
Section 2.4 is concerned with the role that context plays in the analysis of
coherence relations and connectives. Section 2.5 will refer to the research methods
that can be applied to the study of coherence relations and connectives. Finally,
Section 2.6 presents the main conclusions.
2.2 Discourse connectedness
An inherent property of discourse is its connectedness. The seminal work
Cohesion in English by Halliday and Hasan (1976) described connectedness in
terms of five types of cohesion: reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction and
lexical cohesion. According to these authors, a text is a text if it makes use of these
explicit cues. More specifically, cohesion is a phenomenon that occurs when the
interpretation of some element in the discourse is dependent on that of another.
This cohesion approach has been used widely for the analysis of text beyond the
sentence level, in the characterization of texts and in the study of language
development and written composition (Sanders & Pander Maat, 2006). However,
it is an approach that presents some difficulties. It is not adequate since cohesion
cannot account for all aspects of the connectedness of a text. To comprehend a
fragment, the reader must not only make inferences based on discourse structural
characteristics but also inferences based on world knowledge. Therefore, the
connectedness of discourse should be conceived as a characteristic of the mental
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representation of the text rather than of the text itself (Graesser, Gernsbacher &
Goldman, 2003; Sanders, Spooren & Noordman, 1992). Connectedness
conceived in this way is often called coherence, which is a property of the mental
representation that language users generate by actively relating the different
information units in the text (Sanders & Pander Maat, 2006). Coherence and
cohesion are different conceptions but are tightly connected: the coherence of the
mental representation, which is of a cognitive nature, is usually signaled by
cohesive cues at the linguistic level.
There are two ways in which a text can cohere: referential coherence and
relational coherence. A text is referentially coherent if smaller linguistic units
relate to the same referent; cohesive devices signaling referential coherence are
pronouns, lexical noun phrases, demonstratives and the like, which guide the
generation of a coherent mental representation. A text is relationally coherent if
the text segments are connected by coherence relations, which can, but need not,
be made explicit by connectives and other lexical markers such as cue phrases and
signaling phrases. In this dissertation, we analyze the latter, relational coherence.
Over the last decades, corpus linguistics has facilitated the study of
language, allowing us to observe different phenomena and to carry out qualitative
and quantitative research within the discourse field. It also has stimulated the
study of coherence relations. For a long time, annotated corpora contained
annotations restricted to the levels of syntax, semantics, and morphology; only the
last two decades have seen the development of corpora annotated at the level of
discourse. That development has made it possible to explore different types of
coherence relations, whether implicit or linguistically marked. There are various
discourse annotation frameworks that account for different sets of coherence
relations. The following paragraphs describe two frequently used frameworks,
RST5 (Mann & Thompson, 1988) and PDTB6 (Prasad, Dinesh, Lee, Miltsakaki,
Robaldo, Joshi & Webber, 2008).
The annotation scheme created in the context of RST was developed to
characterize text and textual relations for the purpose of text generation (Taboada
& Mann, 2006a). It was also presented as a general theory of how text works, and
how coherence in a text is achieved. RST addresses text organization by means of
relations that hold between parts of a text. Coherence is explained “by postulating
a hierarchical, connected structure of texts, in which every part of a text has a role,
5

Rhetorical Structure Theory; website: http://www.sfu.ca/rst/

6

Penn Discourse Tree Bank; website: https://www.seas.upenn.edu/~pdtb/
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a function to play, with respect to other parts in the text” (Taboada & Mann,
2006b, p. 3). The typical structure pattern is that two spans of text, generally
adjacent, are related such that one of them has a specific role relative to the other,
and this connection is labeled with a relation name (e.g. Evidence relation).
Relations are classified into two main types: nucleus-satellite and multinuclear. It
is nucleus when the span is essential to the author´s purpose and it is satellite when
the span is the supporting element (Renkema, 2004). If a relation does not have a
particular span of text that is more central to the author’s purposes, it is called
multinuclear.
RST classifies relations according to whether they are presentational or
subject matter. Presentational relations are those whose intended effect is to
increase some inclination in the reader, whereas subject matter relations are those
of which the intended effect is that the reader recognizes the relation in question.
This distinction is comparable to subjective and objective relations, respectively
(Sanders et al., 1992). Finally, another important focus of interest in this approach
is the signaling of the relations. Some relations are often signaled by discourse
markers, whereas others are rarely or never marked by these devices (Taboada &
Mann, 2006b). RST also recognizes that signaling is not restricted to discourse
markers, since other signals such as mood and modality in the clause, among other
aspects, can be indicators of a coherence relation (Taboada, 2004).
The RST Treebank includes thousands of relation annotations and
distinguishes 78 relations types that can be partitioned in 16 relation groups
(Carlson, Marcu & Okurowski, 2003). These relations are defined in a specific
annotation manual (Carlson & Marcu, 2001), which also describes the details of
the taxonomy, annotation and segmentation process. RST originally was created
for the analysis of coherence relations in English. However, over the years other
resources in different languages have been developed (Spanish7, SpanishChinese8, Basque9, Portuguese Brazilian10, and German in Stede & Neumann,
2014).

7

Available from http://www.iling.unam.mx/rst/index_es.html.

8

Available from http://ixa2.si.ehu.es/rst/zh/index.php.

9

Available from http://ixa2.si.ehu.es/diskurtsoa/index.php

10

Available from http://ixa2.si.ehu.es/rst/pt/index.php
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The other framework is called PDTB, which stands for Penn Discourse
Treebank. It is a large-scale annotated corpus with discourse relations, the
annotations of which are in English since relations and their arguments were
extracted from the Wall Street Journal (WSJ). This annotation scheme presents a
three-tiered hierarchical classification of 43 sense tags (Prasad et al., 2008). At
the highest level we find four major semantic classes of relations: temporal,
contingency, comparison and expansion. For each of these classes, a second level
of types can be defined. For example, contingency has two subtypes: cause and
condition. These types can be further specified; for instance, cause has two
subtypes: reason and result. PDTB assumes that the hierarchical organization
serves the purpose of allowing the annotations to be more flexible and more
reliable. Annotators can choose to annotate at a level that is comfortable to them.
They are not forced to make additional semantic distinctions if they are not
confident about them or if the context does not provide enough information.
PDTB contains explicit relations, which are coherence relations marked
by discourse connectives, and implicit relations, which are those relations that do
not have an explicit discourse connective. These implicit relations are left to be
inferred by the readers and could have been made explicit by inserting a
connective that best conveys the inferred relation. These inserted connectives are
called implicit connectives (Prasad et al., 2008). Apart from explicit and implicit
relations, PDTB contains AltLex, EntRel and NoRel, which correspond to those
relations in which an implicit connective cannot be inserted. AltLex corresponds
to those inferred relations in which an insertion of an implicit connective generates
redundancy due to the fact that the relation is lexicalized by another “nonconnective expression” (e.g. the reason for this, the cause of that, this leads to,
after that, etc.). EntRel are those relations in which no discourse relation can be
inferred, and where the second sentence only provides an additional description
of an entity in the first sentence. NoRel are those cases in which neither a
discourse relation nor an entity-based coherence relation can be inferred between
the adjacent sentences. Examples (4), (5) and (6) illustrate these relations,
respectively11.

11

Examples are extracted from the Penn Discourse Treebank 2.0 Annotation Manual.
Each discourse coherence relation has two arguments. Argument 1 appears in italics and
Arg2 appears in bold. In the case of (4) the lexicalizing expression for AltLex is shown in
square brackets.

(4)

(5)

(6)
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After trading at an average discount of more than 20% in late 1987 and
part of last year, country funds currently trade at an average premium of
6%. AltLex [The reason:] Share prices of many of these funds this
year have climbed much more sharply than the foreign stocks they
hold.
Pierre Vinken, 61 years old, will join the board as a nonexecutive director
Nov. 29. EntRel Mr.Vinken is chairman of Elsevier N.V., the Dutch
publishing group.
Mr. Rapanelli met in August with U.S. Assistant Treasury Secretary David
Mulford. NoRel Argentine negotiator Carlos Carballo was in
Washington and New York this week to meet with banks.

All in all, PDTB contains a total of 40,600 annotations and similar to the
RST approach, it provides a specific manual containing the description of
relations, a summary of the distribution of the relations and annotation guidelines
for the annotators (see PDTB Research Group, 2007).
Both annotation systems have contributed to extending the understanding
of discourse coherence, by making available corpora with different types of
coherence relations, both implicit (without connectives) and explicit (with a
connective). This has promoted the research on different types of coherence
relations, their prototypical connectives, the different meanings and uses of these
relations and connectives in different languages and contexts of use. However,
there are some aspects that might be questioned. For instance, by using either
annotation system it is necessary to decide what coherence relation holds for a
particular fragment and then choose an end label for such a relation (e.g.
Conclusion, Justification, Cause, Result, etc.), which can be problematic for
annotators. Coherence relations are subject to the interpretations and judgments
of each language user (each annotator, in the case of annotation tasks), which can
vary considerably depending on different situations (e.g. the context in which
coherence relations occur, specialized knowledge of annotators, the expertise of
annotators, etc.). Therefore, to expect that annotators coincide in one specific label
to classify a coherence relation is a difficult task, and this might be much more
difficult if there are many labels to be considered. Clear evidence of this difficulty
is that even when expert annotators take different measures to avoid
disagreements in annotations, still analyses of coherence relations result in low
scores in interrater agreements (further details on this issue in Spooren & Degand,
2010).

20 Chapter 2
Furthermore, by defining coherence relations with end labels, there is the
risk of dividing conceptually related relations into separate classes (Scholman,
Evers-vermeul & Sanders, 2016). For example, in PDTB two different relations
marked with the same connective but can be classified in different classes of
relations like comparison and expansion. Consequently, the characteristics of
being contrastive and negative relations, which are encoded in the connective but,
are not acknowledged. Therefore, this conceptual relationship is ignored, and only
the differences between coherence relations are observed, leaving aside their
similarities. Thus, any discourse annotation using end labels is restricted, and does
not account for important characteristics of coherence relations.
Another questionable aspect is related to the decisions that annotators
should make by having many classes of relations. The two annotations systems
offer different types of classifications. RST distinguishes between nucleussatellite and multinuclear and between presentational or subject matter relations;
PDTB discerns between classes, types and subtypes. What selection should be
made to describe discourse coherence adequately, then? What criteria should be
adopted to choose one over another? These matters might add more difficulty to
the discourse annotation task, which is already complex per se. Moreover, it may
be questioned to what extent it is possible to compare corpora using these different
system annotations. It may be that some relations are identical conceptually but
have different labels depending on the framework used or that some relations are
different conceptually but use similar labels. This situation makes it difficult to
compare corpora, and consequently, it constricts the exploration of relevant issues
for discourse annotation such as the meaning and use of connectives, the
distribution of connectives over coherence relations, the preference of some
relation types to be conveyed implicitly or by using explicit signals, among others.
An alternative theoretical approach to describing coherence relations is
the Cognitive approach of Coherence Relations (CCR) (Sanders et al., 1992). As
introduced in Chapter 1, this proposal puts special emphasis on the cognitive
nature of discourse connectedness; it proposes four basic cognitive primitives that
can organize the set of all possible coherence relations that language users infer
between segments in a text. In contrast to the discourse annotation frameworks
mentioned before, CCR originally was not created as a basis for discourse
annotation. Instead, it aimed to contribute to a psychologically plausible theory of
discourse structure. Thus, the CCR’s taxonomy organized by the basic cognitive
primitives was principally used as a basis for experimental and acquisition
research on discourse coherence. This purpose remains valid to the present: many
studies have verified the cognitive relevance of CCR’s primitives (Sanders &
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Evers-Vermeul, in press). The original CCR’s taxonomy has been extended in
several ways to make more fine-grained distinctions (for an update view see Hoek,
2018, Chapter 3). However, the basic four cognitive primitives of the original
proposal in 1992 are still considered relevant to all coherence relations. These
cognitive primitives are described below.
2.2.1 Basic operation
Discourse segments are either weakly connected or strongly connected. These
connections are justified by two basic operations that underlie coherence relations:
addition and causality, respectively. Example (4) illustrates an additive relation:
the two discourse segments are connected by a simple conjunction (P & Q).
Example (5) illustrates a causal relation: between the two discourse segments
there is an implicational relation (P → Q).
(4)
(5)

There was an earthquake in the central region. The specialists said that it
was 8.3 grades.
There was an earthquake in the central region. Thousands of people were
evacuated from the coast.

In example (4) there is no direct link between the facts described in each
segment; any other detail could have been presented. For instance, the second
segment could indicate where the earthquake’s epicenter was, how many minutes
the earthquake lasted, or when the last earthquake in the region took place, etc.
The situation is different in example (5) since there is a direct link between the
facts described in the segments of the relation; the reason why people were
evacuated was because of the earthquake. One fact implies the other one. This
direct link accounts for the distinction between weak or strong connections
between segments, i.e. between additive and causal relations.
2.2.2 Source of coherence
Discourse segments are connected because of their locutionary or their
illocutionary meaning. A relation is objective if the discourse segments are related
because of their propositional content, i.e. the locutionary meaning of the
segments, and it is subjective when the discourse segments are related because of
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the illocutionary meaning of one or both segments12. Example (6) illustrates an
objective relation: rain may be the cause of overflows, which is a coherent and
observable fact in the real world. Example (7) shows a subjective relation since
the state of affairs in the first segment is not the direct cause for the state of affairs
expressed in the second segment, but it supports the conclusion that is presented.
(6)
(7)

The channel overflowed because it has been raining for months.
Everything is so quiet. The party must have finished.

A specific type of subjective relation is a speech act relation as in example
(8), in which the question is a justification for talking about a festival and making
the speech act of inviting someone.
(8)

Do you have plans tomorrow? There is a festival in the city center.

2.2.3 Order of segments
Discourse segments can be connected in two orders, basic and non-basic. This
order refers to how P and Q of the basic operation correspond to the first (S 1) or
second segment (S2) of a coherence relation. Given that additive relations are
symmetric, there is no ordering relation between segments that are connected by
a simple logical conjunction (P & Q). That is why this primitive only applies to
causal relations (P→Q). Thus, the order is basic when the P precedes Q in a linear
order (i.e. P is in S1 and Q in S2). The order is non-basic when P follows Q (i.e. Q
is in S1 and P in S2). Example (9) illustrates a relation in basic order, since the facts
are organized in a linear order: the cause, which is the fact that Mark could not
hide his smile, is before the consequence, which is the conclusion that Mark got
the job. The cause is described in S1 and the consequence in S2. In contrast,
example (10) is a relation in non-basic order because the cause follows the
consequence. The consequence is presented in S1 and the cause in S2.
(9)
(10)

12

Because Mark could not hide his smile, I think he got the job.
I think Mark got the job, because he could not hide his smile.

Values of the source of coherence objective and subjective were called semantic and
pragmatic, respectively, in the original proposal (see Sanders et al., 1992).
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2.2.4 Polarity
Discourse segments function in two polarities, positive and negative. A relation is
positive if the two discourse segments (S1 and S2) function directly in the basic
operation as antecedent (P) and consequent (Q). A relation is negative if it presents
a negative counterpart of P, not-P, or Q, not-Q. Example (11) demonstrates a
positive relation, since the state of affairs in the first segment leads to the
expectation of the logical fact presented in the second segment. The example (12)
illustrates a negative relation because the fact expressed in the second segment is
not expected according to the state of affairs presented in the first segment.
(11)
(12)

Because the celebration was very important, Silvia attended the event.
Although it was bad weather, the event was carried out anyway.

The choice for these four primitives is not a random decision. They have
the quality of being cognitive categories that generate a productive system.
Different types of relations emerge from the combination of these cognitive
primitives, being consistent with the cognitive paradigm from which they have
come up. In contrast to the end labels proposed by RST and PDTB, this
combination of cognitive primitives allows researchers to recognize different
characteristics of coherence relations, and by comparing them, it is possible to
identify their differences and similarities. Moreover, CCR differs from discourse
annotation frameworks since it conceives of discourse coherence as a cognitive
phenomenon: coherence relations are not considered to be textual elements but
are acknowledged as cognitive entities. Therefore, this approach has a different
scope, which goes beyond the description of discourse coherence relations per se.
Instead, it obtains insights into the mental representations that language users
generate by inferring the meaning between segments in a text. Given these
characteristics, we believe that CCR is the most suited to our research interests.
The present dissertation aims to explore the cognitive notions of causality and
subjectivity; therefore, it requires an approach that also conceives these
phenomena from a cognitive point of view.
So far, this section has focused on the phenomenon of connectedness and
has defined the theoretical approach that will be adopted in this dissertation. The
following section will address the linguistic marking of coherence relations.
2.3 Linguistic marking of coherence relations
As was pointed out in the previous section, cohesion is a feature of texts, which
makes it a concept different from coherence. According to Halliday and Hasan
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(1976), cohesion occurs where the interpretation of some element in the discourse
is dependent on that of another. The one presupposes the other and when that
happens, a relation of cohesion is set up, and the two elements are integrated into
a text. In this sense, linguistic cohesion markers contribute to the cohesion of a
text. These markers are cohesive elements of a text that relate two or more
discursive segments and they make a coherence relation explicit.
Linguistic markers have been described as explicit processing instructions
on how one part of a text is related to another (Britton, 1994; Gernsbacher, 1997;
Sanders & Spooren, 2007). As explained earlier, the concept of linguistic markers
involves connectives, lexical cue phrases and signaling phrases.
An important aspect to be considered by studying these markers is that
their presence is not a prerequisite for coherence (Sanders & Canestrelli, 2012;
Sanders & Pander Maat, 2006): it is possible to infer a coherence relation in the
absence of them. This is the distinction between implicit and explicit coherence
relations. In example (13), using our world knowledge (Kintsch, 1998; Zwaan &
Radvansky, 1998), it is possible to infer that some flights were canceled because
there was a strike, and no linguistic marker is needed to generate such causality.
(13)

There is a strike at the airport. Many flights were canceled.

These implicit relations are very common in natural discourse. So far,
however, there has been little attention paid to this type of relation (Das &
Taboada (2017), Spooren (1997), Taboada & Das (2013) are remarkable
exceptions) since most of the linguistic and psycholinguistic research has focused
on the study of explicit relations. Particularly, much research has focused on the
effect of linguistic markers on the cognitive representation of a text. For example,
some studies have reported a positive effect of linguistic markers on text
comprehension, by demonstrating that they lead to a better recall of information
(Loman & Mayer, 1983; Lorch & Lorch, 1986); others have demonstrated through
different tasks (free recall, written questions and key-word sorting) that linguistic
markers provide a better performance, especially in readers with little prior
knowledge (McNamara, Kintsch, Songer & Kintsch, 1996); there is also evidence
that linguistic markers facilitate the immediate integration of two clauses
(Canestrelli, Mak & Sanders, 2013; Cozijn, 2000; Cozijn, Noordman & Vonk,
2011), and that linguistic markers lead to more accurate responses to
comprehension questions and faster reading times (Millis & Just, 1994). Other
studies have demonstrated opposite results by indicating that linguistic markers
have limited effect on literal and inferential comprehension (Spyridakis &
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Standal, 1987); that they interfere with the process of recall (Millis, Graesser &
Haberlandt, 1993); or that linguistic markers do not necessarily facilitate the
comprehension depending on the prior knowledge of readers (Kamalski, Lentz,
Sanders & Zwaan, 2008; McNamara, 2001; McNamara et al., 1996; van Silfhout,
Evers-Vermeul & Sanders, 2015). Therefore, the study of the effects of linguistic
markers in processing language is still an interesting area that requires further
research.
Another important issue about linguistic markers is the hypothesis that
they have a categorization function: when language users prefer one connective
over another one to express a specific meaning, this is not a random choice
(Stukker & Sanders, 2009). This linguistic selection of the options available in a
language is expected to reflect the cognitive categorization that language users
make use of by linking two segments in a text (Knott & Dale, 1994; Knott &
Sanders, 1998). Thus, the study of the systematic use of connectives allows
researchers to understand the way that people categorize coherence relations using
language; in other words, it offers a window onto the speaker’s cognitive
categorization (Sanders & Stukker, 2012; Sanders & Sweetser, 2009).
Connectives manifest different degrees of specialization (Pander Maat &
Sanders, 2006). Particularly, corpus-based studies in different languages have
shown that language users have systematic preferences for causal connectives that
specialize in expressing certain meanings that encode different degrees of
subjectivity. As previously stated in Chapter 1, this evidence is found mostly in
Dutch, German, French and Mandarin Chinese. These data strengthen the
assumption that subjectivity is a cognitive principle that seems to be crucial in the
categorization of causal relations and causal connectives. However, in spite of
these advances, there is much less evidence in other languages. A clear example
is the Spanish language, in which there are many studies focusing on discourse
markers and connectives, but few studies that have adopted a cognitive approach
as described here (exceptions like Blackwell (2016) and Pit, Hulst & Pander Maat
(1996), among others, are detailed in Chapter 1). Therefore, still much uncertainty
exists about whether Spanish connectives show a systematic variation in terms of
subjectivity. It could be that Spanish connectives resemble the system of English
connectives, which in general terms, do not vary in terms of subjectivity. For
example, the connective because can be used to express epistemic, speech act
relations and content relations (Knott & Sanders, 1998; Sweetser, 1990).
There are many analyses of subjectivity in Spanish. Some studies have
focused mainly on the morphosyntactic level. For instance, some have analyzed
the alternation between indicative and subjective mood as a phenomenon related
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to the speakers’ epistemic attitude (Aliaga & de Bustos, 2002; de Bustos & Aliaga,
1996). Other studies have explored the subjective meaning of transitive verbs (e.g.
dar (‘to give’)) and intransitive verbs (e.g. ir (‘to go’)) and quantifier adjectives
(e.g. poco (‘few/little’)) (Company Company, 2004, 2006). There are also studies
focusing on different degrees of subjectivity for Spanish modal verbs (poder
(‘can’), deber (‘must’) and tener que (‘must/have to’)) and providing systematic
and comprehensive corpus-based analyses of these epistemic modal verbs and
model constructions with other verbs (e.g. amenazar (‘to threaten’), prometer (‘to
promise’)) and evidential verbs (e.g. parecer (‘to seem’), resultar (‘to appear/turn
out’)) (Cornillie, 2005, 2006, 2007). Some specific verbs (e.g. salir(se) (‘go out’))
have been analyzed with the purpose of proposing that subjectification lies in the
increasingly speaker-based construal of (counter)expectation (Aaron & Torres
Cacoullos, 2005). The study of some propositional Negative Polarity Items (NPI)
(e.g. que digamos, ‘that we say’) have revealed a scale of expectations related to
the speaker’s attitudes (Gutiérrez-Rexach, 2002). At the lexical level studies have
analyzed the subjective uses of different word classes (Molina-González,
Martínez-Cámara, Martínez-Cámara & Perea-Ortega, 2013). In short, this existing
body of research suggests that the principle of subjectivity is very much relevant
to the Spanish linguistic system. This makes it urgent to investigate how this
principle works at another level of language use, namely discourse, i.e. coherence
relations and connectives. The present dissertation aims to present a clear picture
of the expression of subjectivity in Spanish.
2.4 The role of the context
Thus far, we have described coherence relations and connectives in general terms.
A concrete way of analyzing this cognitive phenomenon is taking the context into
account. In natural discourse, coherence relations and connectives do not occur in
isolation, but appear in specific contexts. This context may refer to the words or
clauses surrounding a coherence relation, the so-called co-text, but it also may
concern a mental construction in which coherence relations and their connectives
occur. This context is commonly referred to by many different labels, such as
discourse, genre, text type.
There seems to be a close relationship between context and type of
coherence relations or type of connectives, in that context may have a decisive
role in determining the meaning and use of the connectives in the discourse and
the occurrence of coherence relations. For example, there is experimental
evidence that language users recognize objective and subjective relations better
when appropriate communicative contexts are provided, i.e. when these relations
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were presented in descriptive and argumentative texts, respectively (Sanders,
Spooren & Noordman, 1993). Moreover, by applying paraphrase experiments,
Sanders (1997) demonstrated that in the interpretation of ambiguous relations,
these relations are identified as objective when they are presented in descriptive
texts and as subjective when they appear in argumentative texts. The same study
also provided corpus-based evidence about the distribution of relations. This
distribution varied according to the text type: objective relations were
predominant in informative texts, whereas subjective relations were predominant
in expressive and persuasive texts.
Other corpus-based studies revealed that the distribution of connectives
varies according to different modalities of texts: in written texts the French
connective car (‘because’) is used to express subjective relations and parce que
(‘because’) to express objective relations, whereas in spoken texts car is absent
and parce que can also be used to express subjective relations (Zufferey, 2012).
More recently, experimental studies have demonstrated that register works as a
crucial factor to determine the use of connectives (Zufferey, Mak, Verbrugge &
Sanders, 2018). Other studies, however, have shown that some connectives have
a definite semantic profile in terms of subjectivity, regardless of the context in
which they occur (Sanders & Spooren, 2015). Therefore, it is still an open
question whether the semantic profile of causal connectives can be described in
terms of subjectivity as a stable characteristic or whether this subjectivity depends
on the context in which the connectives occur.
The present dissertation addresses this issue by analyzing coherence
relations and connectives in different contexts of use. Specifically, we adopt three
concepts to refer to the context: discourse, genre and text type. In other words, in
the course of this dissertation and depending on each study, these three concepts
will be considered as the context in which coherence relations and connectives
occur. Discourse is a term that can be used in many ways. One specific use of the
term refers to the sequence of sentences that are related to each other in speech or
writing to create meaning. This textual approach pays special attention to
language choices (i.e. words and phrases put into sentences) (Gee, 1999; Hyland,
2009). Another definition is that discourse is language-in-use; people use
language to produce sentences that are related to each other, and these sentences
are situated in a context (Gee, 1999). Another possible definition is that discourse
involves the use of language but also the use of everything that is at our disposal
to communicate. In such an approach, discourse is seen as a system of knowledge
and beliefs that allows us to enact a particular sort of socially recognizable identity
(Flowerdew, 2014; Gee, 1999). Our conception of discourse differs from these

28 Chapter 2
descriptions since it is defined from a cognitive perspective: discourse is more
than a random set of utterances, and its core characteristic is that it must show
connectedness (Sanders & Pander Maat, 2006). Thus, a set of utterances turns into
a genuine discourse when their meanings are related and form a coherent message
(Sanders & Spooren, 2007).
We also assume a broad classification that allows us to distinguish
between specialized discourse and general discourse. Specialized discourse
concerns the specialist use of language in contexts that are typical of a specialized
community stretching across the academic, the professional, the technical and the
occupational areas of knowledge and practice. This perspective involves the type
of user, the domain of use and the special application of language in that setting
(Gotti, 2003, p. 24). Most of the lexical, phonological, morphosyntactic, rhetorical
and textual resources of specialized discourse are also used in general discourse.
However, what makes specialized discourse different is the semantic and
pragmatic values it encodes, which depend on the specificity of content and on
knowledge shared by the interlocutors within a professional community (Gotti,
2003). For example, a word like disorder can be used adequately in both
specialized and general discourse. However, its interpretation will be different
depending on the discourse in which it occurs: while in a general discourse it can
allude to a disturbance in the traffic or a mess in a room, in specialized discourse
(i.e. in the domain of medicine) disorder refers to a medical concept associated
with psychology. General discourse is related to the everyday use of language.
Everyone can understand this discourse without the necessity of having
specialized knowledge nor being a member of a professional community; the
contents are based on general knowledge.
Among the different types of discourse that can be identified, a clear
example of specialized discourse is the discourse of academia. This type of
discourse is oriented to a specific audience; in general terms, it refers to the
different ways of thinking and using language that exist in academia (Bhatia,
2002, 2004; Hyland, 2009; Silver, 2006; Swales, 1990). A canonical example of
general discourse is journalistic discourse. This type of discourse is conceived of
as a public record that focuses on the real world, pays great attention to
referentiality, factuality, accountability and reliability and is oriented to a broad
audience (van Dijk, 1988; Waugh, 1995).
Let us now turn to the concept of genre. An influential approach has been
developed by Swales (1990), who defines genres as a class of communicative
events characterized by a set of communicative purposes, which are recognized
and shared by the participants of a communicative community. In this approach,
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it is assumed that genre imposes certain restrictions on the form and content of a
discourse. For example, in a western society it is standard to apply for a job by
writing a letter that has a heading with the contact information of the sender, a
formal greeting of courtesy such as “Dear Ms./Mrs.” and that includes
explanations about the motivations of the sender to apply for that job. These form
and content properties aim to reach the communicative purpose of catching
attention and convincing the reader that the sender is the best choice to get the job.
Every genre has its own conventions, its own process of reasoning and its
own standards of argument (Swales, 1990). Another characteristic is that genres
form chains, sets, and networks and that they stand often in a hierarchical
relationship to other genres (Swales, 2004). Different genres can be identified and
classified according to their similarities and differences, which are related to
different communicative purposes.
Both in specialized academic discourse and in general journalistic
discourse, a variety of genres can be detected. For instance, the research article
(RA) is one of the most representative in academic discourse. There is a vast
number of studies that have described different features of this genre and
undoubtedly one of the most explored aspects has been its rhetorical organization
(Gosden, 1993; Ruiying & Allison, 2003; Samraj, 2002; Swales, 1990, 2004;
among others). Another typical genre in this type of discourse is the essay (ESS).
Several studies have highlighted its argumentative nature as its essential feature
(Hale, Taylor, Bridgeman, Carson, Kroll & Kantor, 1996; Henry & Roseberry,
1999; Hyland, 1990, 2009). Lastly, another common genre in the academic
discourse is the textbook (TB). It has been defined mainly as an introductory genre
in undergraduate fields since it provides fundamental information on the accepted
knowledge of a discipline (Alred & Thelen, 1993; Myers, 1992; Swales, 1995).
Genres vary across disciplines, and this aspect should be considered
especially in academic discourse. The same genre will present different
characteristics in terms of form and content according to the disciplines (Anthony,
1999; Brett, 1994; Hyland, 2000): The Physics’ RA is different from the
Sociology’s RA, the Math’s TB is different from the History’s TB and so on. This
is because every area of study has its own conventions. Here, the notion of genre
seems to be useful because it allows us to recognize generalizations, in the sense
that each genre has obligatory elements (Hasan, 1989) or rhetorical moves
(Bhatia, 1993; Swales, 1990) that contribute to the writer’s overall communicative
purpose (Henry & Roseberry, 1999), and that these can be identified
independently of specific characteristics given by the disciplines’ conventions.
The RA is a clear example of this: Its lexical features, its mechanisms of
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persuasion, its language and so on may vary across different disciplines, but
similar structures can be recognized: most of the RAs present an introduction,
literature review, methods, results, discussion, and conclusion, irrespective of the
discipline in which they are produced, be it the sciences, the humanities or the
social sciences.
In journalistic discourse, it is possible to distinguish several genres. Two
prominent ones are the news article and the editorial. The first one may be defined
as a genre that has the communicative purpose of conveying novel information
corresponding to facts or situations that happened recently (further details in
Leñero & Marín, 1986; Waugh, 1995). The second one may be recognized as a
genre that aims to express the editor’s opinion regarding a topical situation
(further details in Broersma, 2010; van Dijk, 1993; van Eemeren, Grootendorst,
Jackson & Jacobs, 1997; Leñero & Marín, 1986; White, 2006).
Finally, turning now to text types, it should be noted that there have been
several proposals that classify different text types within linguistics and related
fields. Some of these typologies have been developed from a linguistic
perspective. A classical proposal under this perspective is Biber’s typology
(1989), which distinguishes eight text types with respect to five dimensions that
comprise a set of lexical and syntactic features that co-occur frequently in the
texts. Each text type represents a prototypical group of texts having these
characteristics. Another example is Werlich’s (1976) typology. He distinguishes
five basic forms of text types: descriptive, narrative, expository, argumentative
and instructive, which are related to certain linguistic characteristics. For example,
the instructive form is related to imperative structures and the narrative form is
associated with verbs in past tense or time and place indications. Although we
recognize the usefulness of these approaches for the classification of different
texts, it is far from our purpose to go in depth in the exploration of each of them.
We will not classify texts in terms of dimensions nor according to their linguistic
characteristics. However, we take into account these approaches to define text
types in the sense that depending on the predominance of some characteristics,
texts can be classified as belonging to specific text types.
For example, considering the genres described previously, it is likely that
essays and editorials are predominantly argumentative since both genres share the
communicate purpose of convincing the reader of a certain point of view. In the
case of news, it could be expected that it is principally descriptive because it refers
to facts or situations that have occurred recently or that will occur in the near
future. The same could be predicted for textbooks since these might present
definitions that describe specialized concepts widely accepted in a discipline.
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With respect to the research article, it could be expected to contain two
predominant basic forms, depending on its sections. The introduction, discussion
and conclusion are substantially argumentative since they provide justifications
for the study and offer possible explanations for the obtained results, respectively,
whereas the method and results section are descriptive since they present in detail
the methodological aspects that were considered while carrying out the study as
well as the results obtained after applying that methodology.
Having defined the context, discussed its relevance in the analysis of
coherence relations and connectives, and defined the terms adopted in this
dissertation, the next section addresses the research methods that will be applied
in the analysis of coherence relations and connectives.
2.5 Research methods
A fundamental issue discussed in discourse studies is the necessity of developing
a linguistic theory about discourse representation that is cognitively plausible. A
cognitively plausible theory should provide hypotheses about how language is
used, based on the assumption that connectedness is essentially a cognitive
phenomenon (Sanders et al., 1992). Thus, if a cognitive notion – such as causality,
which allows us to differentiate between causal versus non-causal relations, or
subjectivity, which distinguishes between subjective versus objective relations –
is considered cognitively plausible, it should be observable across different
languages and make relevant predictions about language acquisition and language
processing. Moreover, the system of linguistic markers of coherence, especially
that of connectives, can be informative in this respect, since linguistic
categorizations are indicative of the distinctions made in the minds of language
users (Knott & Dale, 1994; Knott & Sanders, 1998; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000;
Sweetser, 1990).
Existing research working within a cognitive approach to coherence has
used two main research methods: corpus-based studies and experimental studies.
The importance of carrying out corpus-based studies in language is widely
acknowledged. Corpora are an indispensable source of evidence (McEnery &
Hardie, 2012). Corpus linguistic research can be defined as a naturalistic method
that allows researchers to study large quantities of discourse to describe, explain
and identify patterns, frequencies and specific phenomena. The use of corpora
constitutes a beneficial method since it reveals the variation of linguistic features
within and across different contexts, and the similarities and differences between
different registers and modalities (Biber, 2003).

32 Chapter 2
Several corpus-based studies have been conducted to investigate the
distribution of coherence relations and connectives. This body of research has
contributed to our knowledge of the categorization of coherence relations and
connectives by providing evidence about causality and subjectivity in different
contexts of use and across different languages (see Chapter 1, Section 1.2).
Moreover, corpus-based studies have served the purpose of investigating language
acquisition. Specifically, they have provided relevant data about the acquisition
of coherence relations and connectives (Bloom, Lahey, Hood, Lifter & Fiess,
1980; Evers-Vermeul, 2005; Evers-Vermeul & Sanders, 2009, 2011; Kyratzis,
Guo & Ervin-Tripp, 1990; Spooren & Sanders, 2008; Zufferey, 2010).
The second research method, experimental studies, has also been used as
a way of validating cognitive theories of discourse coherence. The use of
experimentation allows researchers to obtain data from various types of laboratory
tests on human subjects (McEnery & Hardie, 2012). In contrast to corpus-based
studies, experimentation is a non-naturalistic research method, since it demands
the design and set-up of experiments under controlled situations, in which
recruited participants are exposed to specific stimuli and are forced to carry out
the tasks that will elicit a response. The collected data allow researchers to make
inferences about speakers’ cognitive categorizations and the way they acquire and
process language. For instance, a relevant aspect to consider in experimental
studies is response time. If participants take a long time to carry out a task, we
could infer that it involves a high cost of cognitive energy. In contrast, if the task
is carried out fast, we could deduce that it was easy to perform, and less cognitive
effort was required to perform it. This is reflected in reading times of explicit vs.
implicit relations, which are longer in implicit relations since there is evidence
supporting that a coherence marker facilitates the processing of coherence
relations (Cozijn, 2000; Cozijn, Noordman & Vonk, 2011; Millis & Just, 1994).
Another informative aspect is the pattern of fixations in eye-tracking experimental
sessions. Longer fixations at a certain area in the discourse reflect the high cost of
cognitive energy in processing such information. Reading times and fixations are
only some of the many measurements that can be used in experimental studies.
The use of specific measurements allows researchers to make inferences about
what is happening in the brain (McEnery & Hardie, 2012).
Over the years, different types of experiments have been carried to
investigate discourse coherence. Regarding the categorization of coherence
relations and connectives, labeling experiments (Sanders et al., 1992, 1993) and
paraphrase experiments (Sanders, 1997) have provided evidence that has
demonstrated the cognitive relevance of the four basic primitives of CCR.
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Substitution and paraphrase tests have demonstrated their usefulness in producing
discourse annotations with an acceptable quality (Scholman et al., 2016). More
recently, crowdsourcing experimentation, in which participants are asked to make
choices, has been used to elicit discourse interpretations and carry out annotation
tasks of coherence relations and connectives (Demberg, Rohde, Scholman,
Cummins & Nicolet, 2015; Kawahara, Machida, Shibata, Kurohashi, Kobayashi
& Sassano, 2014; Rohde, Dickinson, Clark, Louis & Webber, 2015; Rohde,
Dickinson, Schneider, Clark, Louis & Webber, 2016; Scholman & Demberg,
2017a, 2017b). With respect to language acquisition, elicitation-task
experimentation has contributed to our knowledge about the acquisition of certain
coherence relations and connectives (Evers-Vermeul, 2005; Spooren, 1997;
Spooren & Sanders, 2008). Lastly, self-paced reading time experiments
(Noordman & De Blijzer, 2000), eye-tracking experiments (Canestrelli et al.,
2013) and visual world paradigm (Wei, 2018) have provided new insights into the
processing of coherence relations and connectives.
Certainly, the use of both types of research methods has been useful in
expanding our understanding of discourse coherence. Both allow researchers to
observe language in its different dimensions: use, acquisition and processing. In
this dissertation, the combination of both types of methods is adopted, thus
offering a converging evidence perspective on the study of discourse coherence.
Specifically, the use of corpus material will work as a source of data that will
allow us to identify the distribution and frequencies of the Spanish causal relations
and their connectives. Moreover, corpus data will be used in automatic
subjectivity analyses and manual text analyses, as well as in the selection, design
and construction of experimental items. Experimentation, particularly,
crowdsourcing experiments, will allow us to explore the Spanish native speakers’
preferences regarding the use and meaning of Spanish causal coherence relations
and their connectives, which might lead us to make inferences on the semantic
profile of specific connectives (for further details on corpus method and
psycholinguistics see McEnery & Hardie, 2012).
2.6 Conclusions
In this chapter, we have introduced the main theoretical and methodological
concerns involved in the study of coherence. Firstly, connectedness was defined
as a cognitive phenomenon inherent in discourse; two renowned discourse
annotation frameworks, RST and PDTB, were described, and CCR was described
as an alternative approach with a cognitive perspective on discourse coherence.
Secondly, connectives were described as explicit markers of coherence relations
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and an overview was presented of studies that demonstrate the relevance of
subjectivity in the categorization of causal connectives in different languages.
Subsequently, the concept of context was defined, and it was explained what role
it plays in the meaning and use of coherence relations and connectives. Finally, a
review of the main research methods applied in the study of discourse coherence
was provided.
Having reviewed these main theoretical and methodological concerns,
some assumptions and decisions will be considered in the current dissertation.
From a theoretical point of view, we assume connectedness as a central issue in
the study of discourse coherence and as an intrinsically cognitive phenomenon. In
the same vein, connectives reflect the cognitive categorizations that language
users generate when they infer the meaning between segments of a text. Finally,
subjectivity and causality are considered relevant cognitive notions that play a role
in the categorization of coherence relations and connectives, and they are
considered important notions to be analyzed in different languages and different
contexts. From a methodological point of view, we adopt CCR for the analysis of
causal coherence relations and causal connectives in Spanish. We believe that it
is the optimal approach for our research interests specifically because it conceives
of coherence discourse as a cognitive phenomenon. We also decided to analyze
coherence relations and connectives in real contexts of use. To reach this purpose,
genres from different contexts (academia and journalism) and domains
(psychology and education in the case of academia) will be considered in the
analyses. With regard to the research methods, we strive for the combination of
corpus-based studies and experimental studies. The combination of the two
methodological approaches are likely to bring us new insights into the meaning
and use of Spanish causal connectives.
The review presented in this chapter also leads us to conclude that
significant advances have been made regarding the study of discourse coherence
during the last decades. However, further empirical research is still required. It is
especially challenging to study the connective lexicons of languages that have
received little attention from a cognitive perspective. That is why an exploration
of the Spanish language is likely to make a relevant contribution to the study of
coherence. We expect to achieve new insights into the categorization of
connectives and put previous theoretical notions in the field to the test.

Chapter 3. Causality and subjectivity in Spanish
connectives: Exploring the use of automatic
subjectivity analyses in various text types
Causality and subjectivity are relevant cognitive notions in the categorization of
coherence relations and connectives. Studies in various languages have shown
how both notions can explain the meaning and use of different connectives.
However, the Spanish language has been understudied from this perspective.
Also, most of the existing research on connectives has used manual analyses. This
chapter explores the use of automatic analyses of subjectivity in causal
connectives. The goal is to determine the degree to which Spanish causal
connectives encode subjectivity across different text types, by carrying out
automatic analyses. A corpus was constructed to identify causal connectives in
journalistic texts (news and editorials) and academic texts (essays, research
articles and textbooks in Education and Psychology). A Spanish lexicon of
subjectivity was used to automatically identify the frequency of subjective words
in the texts and the segments linked by the most frequent causal connectives. Our
assumption is that supposedly subjective connectives will occur in more
subjective environments, that is, a co-text containing relatively many subjective
words. The results show a statistically significant relationship between the use of
connectives and text type, and also between the text type and subjectivity. From
a methodological point of view, the use of automatic analyses appears not to be
without difficulties. However, it allowed us to explore various text types, to
analyze the degrees of subjectivity in each of them and to identify tendencies
related to the use of connectives in Spanish. More interestingly, the combination
of automatic and manual analyses can result in a promising methodology for the
study of discourse coherence and connectives.

This chapter is a slightly modified version of:
Santana, Nieuwenhuijsen, Spooren & Sanders (2017). Causality and subjectivity
in Spanish connectives: Exploring the use of automatic subjectivity analyses in
various text types. Discours Revue de Linguistique, Psycholinguistique et
Informatique 20. doi: 10.4000/discours.9307
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3.1 Introduction
Over the last two decades, the notion of subjectivity has been used to distinguish
between various types of causal coherence relations. It has been regarded as a
cognitive principle that allows us to explain the system and use of causal relations
and their linguistic expressions (Sanders & Spooren, 2015). Subjectivity refers to
the speaker's involvement, that is, the degree to which the speaker is involved in
the construal of the relation (Degand & Pander Maat, 2003; Pander Maat &
Degand, 2001; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000, 2001). Thus, a relation will be
subjective when a Subject of Consciousness (SoC) is involved in the construction
of the relation. This SoC may be represented by a reasoning entity that states a
conclusion or deduction, by a speaker who performs a speech act or by a thinking
subject who is third person actor. In contrast, a relation is objective when the SoC
is absent, and the discursive segments are related because some facts or states of
affairs cause another event in the outside world. This Subjectivity approach is
compatible with Sweetser’s trichotomy (Sweetser, 1990). Speech act relations are
considered subjective since segments are connected by an (often implicit) SoC the
speaker who motivates performing a speech act. Epistemic relations are subjective
because there is an SoC who is reasoning, deducing or concluding something on
the basis of observation. Finally, content relations are objective relations because
there is no speaker involvement and the connected segments describe states of
affairs that occur in the outside world (Pander Maat & Degand, 2001; Pander Maat
& Sanders, 2000; Sanders, Sanders & Sweetser, 2012).
Connectives and other linguistic markers seem to vary systematically in
the way they encode causality and subjectivity. For example, As a result in (1)
below is a cue phrase that prototypically signals an objective causal relation; it
indicates that S2 is the consequence of the fact described in S1, that two states of
affairs that occur in the outside world are connected, and that there is no SoC. The
same marker could not be used in (2) since the idea of S2 is not a real consequence
of the fact described in S1. The connective So in example (2) fits in with the
subjective causal relation; it is often used to indicate conclusions, in this case, it
marks a conclusion based on the observation that the lights are out13.
(1)
(2)

13

(S1) There had been an avalanche at Roger’s pass. As a result (S2) the
road was blocked.
(S1) The lights in the neighbors’ living room are out. So (S2) they are not
at home.

Examples (1) and (2) are taken from Pander Maat and Sanders (2001).
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Corpus research has been conducted in various languages to investigate
to what extent such linguistic markers indeed specialize in subtypes of causal
relations, as they do not seem to be interchangeable in terms of use and meaning.
These systematic variations of linguistic markers are not of a black and white type
(Sanders & Spooren, 2013, 2015; Stukker & Sanders, 2012). However, there is
evidence in different languages showing that some connectives preferentially
express objective meanings, while others specialize in expressing subjective
meanings. Most of these studies have focused on Dutch (Pander Maat & Degand,
2001; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2001; Pit, 2006; Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Stukker
& Sanders, 2009; Verhagen, 2005); there are also studies on German (Günthner,
1993; Keller, 1995; Pit, 2007; Stukker & Sanders, 2012; Wegener, 2000), and
other typologically less related languages have also been explored, such as
Mandarin-Chinese (Li, Evers-Vermeul & Sanders, 2013) and French (Degand &
Pander Maat, 2003; Zufferey, 2012). However, other Romance languages, such
as Spanish, are understudied from this perspective. There are some studies that
have analyzed the notion of perspective or subjectivity of Spanish connectives.
They have focused on some particular connectives such as porque (‘because’), ya
que (‘since’), pues (‘for’), como (‘as/since’) and on specific contexts of use
(Blackwell, 2016; Goethals, 2002, 2010), or they have been based on the
translation of connectives from Dutch to Spanish (omdat and want corresponding
to porque (‘because’), puesto que (‘given that’) and ya que (‘since’) in Spanish)
(Pit, Hulst & Pander Maat, 1996). Therefore, it is still not known whether Spanish
connectives encode subjectivity as other languages do and if so, it remains unclear
in which contexts they are used.
There is an extensive body of literature on Spanish linguistic markers of
coherence relations (e.g. Briz, 1998; Martín Zorraquino & Montolío, 1998; Martín
Zorraquino & Portolés, 1999; Montolío, 2001; Pons, 1998, 2000; Portolés, 1998).
In fact, the interest in these markers is not a recent topic in studies of the Spanish
language. Casado Velarde (1991) refers to some studies of the past centuries
(Bello, 1847; Fernández Ramírez, 1951; Garcés, 1791; Gili Gaya, 1961; Moliner,
1966) that already showed interest in the function of these elements in discourse
organization, and provided descriptions and definitions of some conjunctions.
More recently, several studies have aimed at constructing dictionaries of Spanish
linguistic markers (Aschenberg & Loureda, 2011; Briz, Pons & Portolés, 2008;
Fuentes, 2009; Martín Zorraquino, 2003; Santos Río, 2003; Vázquez Veiga,
2002), which have contributed to the field of linguistics, translation and the
teaching of Spanish as a foreign language. Other studies, with the purpose of
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exploring the signaling of coherence relations in Spanish, have provided
information about causal and concessive relations in Spanish (Duque, 2014, 2016;
Taboada & Gómez-González, 2010). There are also resources available that allow
us to analyze Spanish coherence relations, specifically the RST Spanish
Treebank14, which is the first corpus to be annotated with rhetorical relations in
Spanish (Da Cunha, Torres-Moreno & Sierra, 2011). Nonetheless, most of these
contributions are mainly descriptive, are based on specific theoretical approaches
and do not focus on the possible systematic differences in subjectivity.
Therefore, the present study aims to explore just that: whether Spanish
causal connectives encode systematic differences in subjectivity. However, this is
not the only goal pursued in this study. In addition, this chapter provides insights
into automatic analyses and explores a method that could improve the analyses of
coherence relations and their linguistic markers, especially in contexts that have
received little attention. More specifically, this chapter analyzes to what extent
automatic subjectivity analyses allow us to gain insight into the meaning and use
of Spanish causal connectives.
It is widely acknowledged that corpus-based studies are useful in
linguistic analyses since they provide us with large data sets, and they capture the
variability of the language in different contexts of use. However, the vast majority
of studies of discourse relations and connectives are based on small corpora or
random sets extracted from large corpora. The reason is that most of the analyses
are hand-based (Bestgen, Degand & Spooren, 2006). Moreover, it has been argued
that the exploitation of corpora by using automatic tools (such as word lists,
concordances, keywords, among others) is beneficial (it allows us to search
corpora rapidly and reliably (McEnery & Hardie, 2012)), but such tools are hard
to use for the study of coherence relations and their linguistic markers because of
the complexity of the analyses involved.
The annotation and segmentation of coherence relations and their
linguistic markers indeed represent a challenge. The proliferation of studies
focusing on the difficulties related to annotation and segmentation procedures
(Bayerl & Paul, 2011; Cartoni, Zufferey & Meyer, 2013; Hoek, Evers-Vermeul &
Sanders, 2017; Spooren & Degand, 2010; among others) is not a coincidence. In
fact, different theoretical approaches to the analysis of coherence relations such
as the Penn Discourse Treebank (Prasad, Dinesh, Lee, Miltsakaki, Robaldo, Joshi
& Webber, 2008), the Rhetorical Structure Theory Treebank (Carlson, Marcu &
Okurowski, 2003) and Segmented Discourse Representation Theory (Asher &
14

Available from http://www.iling.unam.mx/rst/index_es.html
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Lascarides, 2003) have provided extensive resources that explain the different
proposed sets of coherence relations and describe the processes of annotation and
segmentation in detail (see the manuals developed by Carlson and Marcu (2001)
and the PDTB Research Group (2007)). Unquestionably, these processes involve
a series of complex tasks, among which: defining criteria for the analysis of
coherence relations and connectives; establishing analytical criteria for the units
that are connected; discussing ambiguous examples; making decisions about
several interpretations. It does not come as a surprise, therefore, that the field of
text linguistics and discourse studies is dominated by manual analyses. This type
of analysis is time-consuming, and the results obtained may depend on individual
analysts, which makes generalizations and replications difficult (Bestgen et al.,
2006).
Lately, researchers have argued in favor of automatic analyses as they
have been developed in language technology and corpus-based data analysis
(Bestgen et al., 2006; Bouma, van Noord & Malouf, 2001; Oostdijk, Reynaert,
Hoste & van den Heuvel, 2013; Pander Maat, Kraf, van den Bosch, van Gompel,
Kleijn, Sanders & van der Sloot, 2014; Spooren & Degand, 2010; Spooren,
Sanders, Huiskes & Degand, 2010; among others). Although such automatic
analyses cannot entirely replace manual ones, it has been suggested that they could
be a complementary type of analysis in the study of coherence relations and
connectives, too (Bestgen et al., 2006; Spooren & Degand, 2010). Recently,
Levshina and Degand (2017) have shown that it is possible to disambiguate
between objective and subjective uses of the connective because by presenting an
integrative method that incorporates the use of a parallel corpus and semiautomatic analyses.
A final issue we want to study here is the role of the text type15. The
question is whether a systematic relationship exists between the text type and the
type of coherence relation. We believe that the text type is an influential factor on
the type of coherence relations occurring in texts. In fact, some studies support
this assumption. For instance, Sanders, Spooren and Noordman (1993), by
validating the primitives proposed in their taxonomy, demonstrated that language
users could recognize objective and subjective relations when appropriate
communicative contexts were provided, i.e. when coherence relations were
presented in descriptive and argumentative texts16. Focusing on the interaction
The term “text type” adopted in this chapter refers mainly to the classical distinction
between informative and persuasive /argumentative texts.
16
These relations are named ‘semantic' and ‘pragmatic' relations in the original papers
(see Sanders et al., 1992, 1993).
15
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between the context and the primitive source of coherence, Sanders (1997)
demonstrated that the interpretation of ambiguous cases of coherence relations
was strongly influenced by the context. In an experiment, ambiguous relations
that were in-between an objective and a subjective reading (chameleon cases)
were interpreted by text analysts as objective relations when presented in
descriptive texts and as subjective relations when appearing in argumentative
texts. The same study also revealed that objective relations were predominant in
informative texts, while subjective relations were predominant in expressive and
persuasive texts.
Zufferey (2012) demonstrated through corpus analyses that the
distribution of French connectives varies according to different modalities of
texts. In written texts, the connective car (‘because’) is more often used for
epistemic relations, whereas parce que (‘because’) prefers content relations. In
spoken discourse, the connective car is absent and parce que is used significantly
more often in speech act and epistemic relations. Zufferey found that the semanticpragmatic profile of the connective puisque (‘since’), which was clearly
subjective, was stable across text types. Stukker and Sanders (2010) also revealed
interesting results related to the role that the context plays in the distribution of
connectives.
All the findings summarized above seem to indicate a relationship
between text type on the one hand, and the type of connective or relation
expressed, on the other hand. The question is, however, what exactly this
relationship is. Sanders and Spooren (2015) analyzed the Dutch connectives
omdat (‘because’) and want (‘since/for’) in written texts, conversations and chat
interactions. The study revealed significant interactions between medium and
different indicators of subjectivity such as Propositional Attitude, SoC, and
Linguistic Realization of the SoC, but no straightforward relationship between
medium and Type of Relation: the two connectives showed a clearly different
pattern irrespective of the media used in the research. In other words, the
connectives show a robust semantic-pragmatic profile in terms of subjectivity,
irrespective of the text type in which they occur. These results lead to the
conclusion that there is a relationship between text type and type of connective,
but that context does not determine the type of relation (see also Stukker &
Sanders, 2012). In this study, we want to further investigate this relationship, and
put this conclusion to the test.
We chose text types in two types of discourse for the analysis of Spanish
causal connectives: journalistic discourse and academic discourse. The former
focuses on the real world, paying great attention to referentiality, factuality,
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accountability and reliability (Waugh, 1995); it is a public discourse, oriented to
a broad audience (van Dijk, 1988; Waugh, 1995). By contrast, academic discourse
is a specialized discourse, oriented to a specific audience; it refers to the different
ways of thinking and using language which exist in academia (Bhatia, 2002, 2004;
Hyland, 2009; Swales, 1990; Silver, 2006).
Among journalistic texts, news and editorials were selected. The news is
inherently an informative text type; its purpose is to convey current, unknown,
and unprecedented information and it is supposed to be about topics which are of
interest to the public at large (Leñero & Marín, 1986; Waugh, 1995)17. Editorials
are inherently an argumentative text type since a difference of opinion is resolved
through arguments (Eemeren, Grootendorst, Jackson & Jacobs, 1997); it reveals
the author’s ideological convictions, political positions and individual viewpoints
(Broersma, 2010; van Dijk, 1993; Leñero & Marín, 1986; White, 2006).
Among academic texts, essays, textbooks, and research articles were
selected. The communicative purpose of the essay is to persuade the reader of the
correctness of a central statement (Hyland, 1990); it presents and develops a
proposition, by arranging several arguments to defend or explain a point of view
(Hale, Taylor, Bridgeman, Carson, Kroll & Kantor, 1996; Henry & Roseberry,
1999; Hyland, 2009). The textbook is an introductory text in undergraduate fields
which arranges the accepted knowledge of a discipline into a coherent whole
(Myers, 1992; Swales, 1995); it is written by experts and it is oriented to students
that need to learn and acquire the fundamental concepts of their discipline (Alred
& Thelen, 1993). Finally, the research article is a central text in the
communication and dissemination of research results in a disciplinary field, being
the principal vehicle for new knowledge (Hyland, 1996). Through the research
article, writers provide their disciplines with knowledge and they demonstrate the
novelty, credibility and relevance of their work (Hyland, 2001, 2011).
Given the characteristics described so far, we expect to find different
degrees of subjectivity across the selected texts, that is, that they contain more or
fewer subjective words according to their characteristics. Our assumption is that
if a connective has a subjective profile, it will occur more often in a subjective
environment, that is, a co-text containing relatively many subjective words. In the
case of journalistic texts, many subjective words are expected in editorials because
of its argumentative nature, while fewer subjective words are expected in news

In this chapter, informative text type corresponds to the Werlich’s descriptive basic form
introduced in chapter 2.
17
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due to its informative essence. Consequently, subjective connectives are expected
to co-occur more with subjective words in editorials than those that occur in news.
In the case of academic texts, we predict a continuum in terms of
subjectivity. On the one hand, we expect to find the essay with many subjective
words because of its persuasive nature. Therefore, subjective connectives in
essays will co-occur more with subjective words. On the other hand, it is expected
that there will be fewer subjective words in the textbook because it aims to teach
specialized disciplinary knowledge rather than to convince its audience with
arguments. It can be considered as an informative text type rather than an
argumentative text type. Therefore, connectives in textbooks will co-occur less
with subjective words. Finally, in the middle of this continuum, we expect to find
the research article, with fewer subjective words than the essay, but with more
subjective words than the textbook. This claim is based on the assumption that the
research article has a hybrid nature depending on its different sections. For
example, the literature review section can be descriptive when presenting the
theoretical background, but it can also be persuasive because it intends to justify
the value of the current research and to show its newsworthiness in comparison
with previous studies (Kwan, 2006). Therefore, objective as well subjective words
could be expected. Likewise, other sections such as the introduction, in which the
research is justified, and the discussion, in which the research is presented as a
significant contribution to the field, may be more persuasive and contain more
subjective words than other sections such as method or results, in which
procedures and findings are described in a concise and organized way. Hence, the
research article is predicted to be hybrid in terms of subjective words, and
consequently, this nature would also be evident in its connectives, which are
expected to co-occur both with subjective words and non-subjective words.
Now that the central issues have been introduced, it is time to state our
hypotheses. Below, each hypothesis is presented with a brief explanation.
‒ Regarding causality, text type and identification of connectives:
(H1) The distribution and the frequency of connectives vary in different text types.
This hypothesis is based on the assumption that the text type constitutes
a fundamental variable that constrains the use and distribution of coherence
relations and their causal connectives.
‒ Concerning the degrees of subjectivity and the influence of the text types:
(H2) The number of subjective words depends on text types:
(a) Journalistic discourse: subjective words are more frequent in editorials than
in news.
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(b) Academic discourse: subjective words are more frequent in essays than in
research articles, and more frequent in research articles than in textbooks.
This hypothesis is based on the idea that the argumentative nature of texts
will be reflected in the number of subjective words, i.e. if the text is
argumentative, it will contain more subjective words. Thus, editorials and essays
will contain many subjective words since these are inherently argumentative texts;
news and textbooks will contain fewer subjective words because these are mainly
informative texts, and research articles will contain fewer subjective words than
argumentative texts but more than informative texts because they have a hybrid
nature.
‒ About the subjectivity of the most frequent causal connectives in
journalistic and academic texts:
(H3) Subjective connectives (connectives that occur frequently in subjective text
types) co-occur more often with subjective words than non-subjective connectives.
This hypothesis is based on our assumption that if a connective signals
subjectivity, it will be used in a subjective environment, i.e. a co-text with many
subjective words.
So far, we have presented the motivations of our study and the central
concepts involved in it. The central goal of this study has also been established:
to determine the degree to which Spanish causal connectives encode subjectivity
across different text types, by carrying out automatic analyses. In this way, this
chapter aims to give an answer to the first research question of this dissertation,
RQ1: To what extent do automatic subjectivity analyses allow us to gain insights
into the meaning and use of Spanish causal connectives? The following sections
explain the method that was used to perform the proposed analyses.
3.2 Method
Different methodological steps were carried out: 3.2.1) Construction of a Spanish
corpus, 3.2.2) Counting of causal connectives, 3.2.3) Manual analysis and
selection of frequent causal connectives, 3.2.4) Automatic counting of subjective
words per text, 3.2.5) Automatic counting of subjective words per segment and
3.2.6) Data analysis and processing. In this section, the description of these
methodological steps is provided in detail.
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3.2.1 Construction of a Spanish corpus
Different sources were selected depending on the text type. In the case of
journalistic texts, the source was the newspaper El País18 and each sample was
selected randomly by using a sequence generator19. Approximately 90,000 words
per text type were selected, resulting in 344 texts, evenly distributed between news
and editorials. The detailed composition of the journalistic sub-corpora is
presented in Table 1:
Table 1. Composition of the journalistic sub-corpora in terms of texts and words per text
type.
News
Editorial
Total
Texts
172
172
344
Words
88,014
87,452
175,466

In the case of academic texts, it was necessary to determine the domain
in which the texts would be selected. The exploration of scientific databases
revealed that Social Sciences is the area of knowledge with the largest number of
Spanish scientific publications, specifically in Education and Psychology20.
Consequently, texts were selected in these two specific domains. It should be
mentioned that it was necessary to select different sections from the texts (initial,
middle and final) since their length varied considerably.
Concerning the sources, different criteria were considered. The criteria
for textbooks were the availability in digital format and the original language.
Therefore, texts written originally by Spanish authors were selected from the
bibliographies of different academic programs of Education and Psychology at
Spanish universities (Universidad Complutense de Madrid and Universidad
Autónoma de Madrid). The criteria for research articles were the availability in
digital format and the scientific quality of the publications. Thus, after reviewing
different indicators of quality, the most highly-ranked journals in Education and
Psychology were selected, Revista de Educación and Anales de Psicología,
18

Available from http://elpais.com/

19

Available from http://www.random.org/

The scientific databases were “Dialnet”, “Sistema de información científica Redalyc.
Red de Revistas Científicas de América Latina y el Caribe, España y Portugal”, and
“Latindex: Sistema Regional de Información en Línea para Revistas Científicas de
América Latina, el Caribe, España y Portugal”.
20
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respectively . Finally, the collection of essays involved the same criteria as for
research articles and a third criterion was added: the explicitness of a
communicative purpose (Swales, 1990). In the journal Revista de Educación, it
was possible to collect essays because a special section is devoted to research
articles and another one to essays. However, this was not the case in the journal
Anales de Psicología, in which all the contributions are labelled as research
articles. Therefore, it was necessary to use the third criterion, the explicitness of
the communicative purpose of the essay, i.e. to persuade the reader of the
correctness of a central statement (Hyland, 1990). Consequently, other journals
were explored and The UB Journal of Psychology was selected since it met all the
criteria: it made distinctions among its publications, and some of the requirements
for one type of publication were the explicit indication of a thesis or an academic
or theoretical orientation, which fits with the communicative purpose of the essay.
The detailed composition of the academic sub-corpora is presented in Table 2:
Table 2. Composition of the academic sub-corpora in terms of texts and words per text
type in each domain.
Essay
Research
Textbook
Total
article
Education
Texts
20
20
20
60
Words
45,409
45,668
45,510
136,587
Psychology
Texts
20
20
20
60
Words
44,853
46,829
45,090
136,772
Total of texts
40
40
40
120
Total of
90,262
92,497
90,600
273,359
words

As shown in Tables 1 and 2, the total number of texts differs in the two
sub-corpora, but the main criterion of selection was the number of words per each
text (news, editorials, essays, research articles and textbooks), which is quite
similar (around 90,000).

21

The indicators of quality were Clasificación Integrada de Revistas Científicas (CIRC),
Revistes Cientifiques de Ciences Socials I Humanitats (CARHUSplus), Revistas
Españolas de Ciencias Sociales y Humanidades (RESH), SCImago Journal & Country
Rank (SJR) and Journal Citation Reports (JCR).
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3.2.2 Counting of causal connectives
In order to identify the causal connectives, an extensive and varied list of
connectives was built after a bibliographical review of different proposals of
Spanish causal connectives (Domínguez García, 2007; Martí, 2008; Martínez,
1997; Montolío, 2001; Portolés, 1998). The selection consisted of 57 Spanish
causal connectives, in which cue phrases were also assumed to be connectives
(see Appendix A).
The selected causal connectives were used as keywords. The
identification of them in the corpus was carried out automatically using the
Antconc22 toolkit and a particular R-script. The results are presented in section
3.3.1 for journalistic texts and 3.3.2 for academic texts.
3.2.3 Manual analysis and selection of frequent causal connectives
Once the causal connectives had been identified automatically in the corpus, it
was possible to identify the most frequent ones. In order to do this, it was
necessary to check whether every case corresponded to a causal coherence relation
marked by the specific linguistic markers of our list. This procedure is what we
called manual analysis since the recognition of coherence relations had to be made
by the analyst and could not be done automatically. This analysis implies
exploring every case, discussing the problematic examples with peers, and
deciding in each case whether it should be included in the analysis or not.
The manually selected relations were established between two adjacent
clauses, in which there was a clearly identifiable conjugated verb. In (3), S1 and
S2 are adjacent clauses with conjugated verbs (tiende (‘tends to’) and resta
(‘diminishes’), respectively) and are linked by the connective porque (‘because’).
(3)

(S1) La situación tiende a empeorar políticamente, porque (S2) la
desaceleración económica en Europa resta capacidad de crecimiento a
Estados Unidos y Japón.
‘(S1) The situation tends to become worse politically because (S2) the
economic slowing down in Europe diminishes the growth capacity of the
United States and Japan.’

The manual analysis led to the exclusion of 634 examples, 234 in
journalistic texts and 400 in academic texts. The main reason for this was the fact
that coherence relations could not always be established between two adjacent
22

Available in http://www.laurenceanthony.net/software.html
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clauses, which was the basic criterion for the selection. In some cases, S1
corresponded to a clause, but S2 corresponded to a phrase or vice versa. A similar
situation consisted of connectives appearing between brackets. These cases were
also excluded from the analyses. In example (4), S2 is a phrase instead of a main
clause and in (5), S2 is not a main clause and the connective appears between
brackets:
(4)

(5)

La conferencia anual del Círculo de Economía ha marcado una pauta al
propugnar el retorno al diálogo, una tercera vía que podría desembocar en
una reforma constitucional y, por tanto, una consulta legal.
‘The annual conference of the Circle of Economy has set a standard by
advocating the return to dialogue, a third way that could lead to a
constitutional reform and, therefore, a legal query.’
El AMPK también actúa cuando detecta una bajada de glucosa (el
nutriente básico de las células), y activa un sistema de ahorro que reduce
las divisiones celulares (y, por tanto, el envejecimiento).
‘The AMPK also acts when it detects a drop in glucose (the basic nutrient
of cells) and it activates a saving system which reduces cell divisions (and,
therefore, aging).’

The same decision was made for those cases in which the linguistic
marker functioned as a modal, comparative, temporal adverb or as an interjection
instead of establishing an explicit causal coherence relation. In (6) the connective
así (‘thus’) has the role of modal adverb, and in (7) pues (‘so’) functions as an
interjection that could emphasize the meaning about what is communicated in the
first segment, but neither of them establishes an explicit causal coherence relation.
(6)

(7)

Sin duda Rusia tiene un papel fundamental que jugar en la resolución de
cada vez más enrevesado tablero de Oriente Próximo y así debe ser
reconocido.
‘Undoubtedly Russia has a fundamental role to play in the resolution of
the increasingly confusing scene in the Middle East, and it must be
recognized like that.’
Una modificación de la política económica puede obtenerse por dos vías
políticas. O el gobernante acaba rectificando por sí solo (opción bastante
ardua y azarosa) o cambia su socio de coalición (pues parece que, en todo
caso, deberá haber coalición).

48 Chapter 3
‘A change in economic policy can be obtained in two political ways.
Either the leader himself makes the change (a rather arduous and risky
option), or he changes his coalition partner (well, it seems that, in any
case, there must be a coalition).’
Another issue was the juxtaposition of linguistic markers of a different
nature. In some cases, a causal connective appeared next to another additive,
negative or conditional linguistic marker, which caused ambiguity. For example,
the relation in (8) could be considered as an additive relation since the connective
y (‘and’) indicates that the two segments are connected, but at the same time, it
could be considered as a causal relation because the second segment could be a
consequence of the first one.
(8)

Ojalá pudiera decirse que la deuda aumenta porque ha aumentado la
inversión pública, sobre todo la más productiva, y por tanto hay que
financiarla.
‘Hopefully, it could be said that the debt increases because public
investment has increased, especially the most productive one, and
therefore it has to be funded.’

These cases were not included as they can have several interpretations.
The purpose was to identify purely causal linguistic markers. Likewise, those
cases in which a list of causes was presented were excluded from the analysis
although they were linked by a causal connective. The reason for this was that the
relation between one segment and another was found to be additive instead of
causal. Example (9) illustrates this type of case:
(9)

Esta estrategia de moderación universal propicia alguna mejora
competitiva en la economía dominante (en este caso Alemania), bien
porque sus exportaciones aumenten, bien porque absorba los flujos de
capitales procedentes de países cuya deuda sufre una presión mayor.
‘This universal restraint strategy promotes some competitive
improvement in the dominant economy (in this case Germany) either
because its exports increase, or because it absorbs the capital flows from
countries whose debt is under greater pressure.’

In order to identify the most frequent causal connectives in the corpus, a
threshold of frequency for the selection of the causal relations was adopted. In the
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case of journalistic texts, we considered those connectives as frequent that
occurred five times or more in either news or editorials, whereas for academic
texts the threshold was put at five per domain (Education, Psychology). This
decision was made to avoid the influence of the sampling distribution in the
subsequent chi-square analyses (Field, Miles & Field, 2012). The total number of
the most frequent causal connectives in the corpus and the most relevant cases of
the manual analysis are described in section 3.3.
3.2.4 Automatic counting of subjective words per text
Once the most frequent causal connectives had been identified, the analysis
focused on subjectivity. The purpose was to explore degrees of subjectivity in the
context, i.e. to identify whether texts contain more or fewer subjective words. The
identification of subjective words in each text was carried out by using a Spanish
lexicon of subjectivity (Molina-González, Martínez-Cámara, Martínez-Cámara &
Perea-Ortega, 2013).
This lexicon was originally built for Sentiment Analysis (SA), which
focuses on the automatic identification of personal states in natural languages
(such as opinions, emotions, beliefs, etc.). Thus, texts are analyzed as objective or
subjective texts. Particularly, they are analyzed according to their polarity, i.e.
texts are labeled as either positive, negative or neutral (Pérez-Rosas, Banea &
Mihalcea, 2012). Several SA-studies have constructed lexicons of subjectivity and
polarity (Díaz-Rangel, Sidorov & Suárez Guerra, 2014; Jiménez Zafra, MartínezCámara, Martínez-Cámara & Ureña López, 2014; Pérez-Rosas et al., 2012;
Sidorov, Miranda-Jiménez, Viveros-Jiménez, Gelbukh, Castro-Sánchez,
Velásquez, Díaz-Rangel, Suárez-Guerra, Treviño & Gordon, 2013; VillenaRomán, García-Morera, Lana-Serrano & González-Cristóbal, 2014). One of them
is the lexicon used in our study (Molina-González et al., 2013).
This resource was chosen for two reasons. The first one is the quality of
this lexicon; it constitutes an enriched version of the improved Spanish Opinion
Lexicon (iSOL) created by Molina-González et al. (2013)23. It is the result of an
empirical analysis of data on subjectivity in the Spanish language, which serves
as our initial point of reference. This lexicon is often used in the Spanish SA
research community (Jiménez Zafra, Martínez-Cámara, Martínez-Cámara &
Ureña López, 2014) and has already been validated in other research areas. The
second reason is the accessibility of this lexicon; it is a freely available resource
that provides us with a set of 8,171 subjective words in different word classes:
23

Available in http://sinai.ujaen.es/esol/
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verbs, nouns, adverbs, and adjectives. Our aim was to establish whether this
instrument is valid for the identification of degrees of subjectivity across texts
from different types of discourse, journalistic as well as academic.
The analysis consisted in identifying the subjective words of the Spanish
Lexicon of Subjectivity in every text of the corpus. This identification was carried
out automatically using a particular R-script. Additional analyses were applied to
determine the statistical differences on the basis of chance (chi-square). The
results are presented in section 3.3.1 for journalistic texts and 3.3.2 for academic
texts.
3.2.5 Automatic counting of subjective words per segment
The preceding methodological step (3.2.4) allowed us to explore the global
environment of the most frequent causal connectives identified in the corpus. The
following step was to analyze subjectivity in the co-text, i.e. to identify the
subjective words of every segment linked by the most frequent causal connectives
(S1 and S2). The purpose was to identify whether a specific linguistic marker cooccurs more or less often with subjective words. We assume that if a linguistic
marker has a subjective profile, it will occur in a co-text containing relatively
many subjective words. The identification of subjective words in every segment
was carried out by using the same lexicon and the same automatic analyses
employed in the previous methodological step (see 3.2.4). This enabled us to
establish whether the use of the lexicon is a valid instrument for the identification
of degrees of subjectivity not only in the context (i.e. texts containing more or
fewer subjective words) (see 3.2.4) but also in the co-text (i.e. linked segments
containing more or fewer subjective words). The results are presented in section
3.3.
3.2.6 Data analysis and processing
When the corpus was collected, five methodological steps were carried out. The
first step consisted of the automatic identification of Spanish connectives in both
sub-corpora, journalistic and academic. Statistical analyses were carried out using
a log likelihood test for the journalistic sub-corpora and a log-linear analysis for
the academic sub-corpora. The second step was the manual analysis of these
connectives, which led to the identification of the most frequent causal
connectives in the corpus and the determination and exclusion of inappropriate
cases. The third step resulted in an overview of the number of subjective words
for each of the sub-corpora. These were analyzed using a χ2 test in the journalistic
sub-corpora and a log-linear analysis in the academic sub-corpora to verify

Causality and subjectivity in Spanish connectives: Exploring the use of
automatic subjectivity analyses in various text types 51
significant differences. Finally, the fifth step was the automatic overview of the
number of subjective words for each segment connected by the most frequent
causal connectives. These were also analyzed using χ2 tests for each of the subcorpora.
3.3 Results
The first two sections describe the distribution of connectives, the identification
of the most frequent causal connectives and of subjective words in journalistic
and academic texts. The last section presents the identification of subjective words
in S1 and S2 of the most frequent connectives identified in the corpus.
3.3.1 Subjectivity in journalistic texts
The total word count (see 3.2.2) in the journalistic sub-corpora was 175,466, and
the absolute number of causal connectives was 472. Then, after carrying out the
manual analysis (see 3.2.3), the total number of causal connectives decreased to
238. Table 3 illustrates the distribution of causal connectives per text type.
Table 3. Causal connectives in the journalistic sub-corpora.
News
Editorial
Words
88,014
87,452
Connectives
97
141
%
0.11
0.16

Total
175,466
238
0.14

Table 3 shows that the percentage of linguistic markers is 0.14% of the
total word count in the journalistic sub-corpora. Regarding the distribution of
linguistic markers, the highest amount is concentrated in editorials (0.16%). The
statistical analyses demonstrated that there was a significant relationship between
the use of connectives and the text type (LL2(1): 8.47, p=.000); following the odds
ratio, the use of connectives was 0.68 times more likely to occur in a persuasive
text such as editorials than in an informative text such as news.
The manual analysis (see 3.2.3) also shed light on the most frequent
linguistic markers. Eleven causal connectives were identified as the most frequent
connectives in the journalistic sub-corpora on the basis of a minimal frequency of
five. Table 4 gives the absolute numbers of these connectives and their
percentages per text type, showing that they occur more frequently in editorials
(58.7%) than in news texts (41.3%).
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Table 4. Absolute numbers and percentages of the most frequent causal connectives in
the journalistic sub-corpora.
Connectives

News
Total
26
18
7
6
13
4

%
30.6
21.2
8.2
7.1
15.3
4.7

Editorial
Total
%
53
43.8
4
3.3
13
10.7
11
9.1
4
3.3
10
8.3

Total

%

Porque (because)
79
38.3
Ya que (since)
22
10.7
Por eso (that's why)
20
9.7
Pues (so)
17
8.3
Por lo que (so that)
17
8.3
Puesto que (given
14
6.8
that)
Dado que (given
1
1.2
8
6.6
9
4.4
that)
Por tanto (therefore)
1
1.2
8
6.6
9
4.4
Así (thus)
3
3.5
4
3.3
7
3.4
De modo que (so
2
2.4
5
4.1
7
3.4
that)
Por ello (thus)
4
4.7
1
0.8
5
2.4
Total
85
41.3
121
58.7
206
100
Note. The percentages are column percentages. For example, 30.6% of the causal
connectives identified in news texts were porque.

The automatic identification of subjective words in the journalistic subcorpora using the Spanish Lexicon of Subjectivity (Molina-Gonzalez et al., 2013)
showed that in the editorials 5,219 words or 5.93% of the words were subjective,
while the news texts contain 3,360 or 3.84% subjective words. The relationship
between the text type and subjectivity was significant (χ2 (1): 411.11, p=.000);
following the odds ratio, subjective words were 1.58 times more likely to occur
in a persuasive text such as editorials than in an informative text such as news.
The interaction between these two variables is represented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Mosaic plot of relative frequencies of subjective and non-subjective words in
journalistic texts.

Figure 1 shows that the observed frequency of subjective words in
editorials was higher than was expected on the basis of chance (indicated in blue),
and the observed frequency of non-subjective words was lower (in red) than was
expected on the basis of chance. In the case of news, the opposite holds.
3.3.2 Subjectivity in academic texts
The total word counting (see 3.2.2) in the academic sub-corpora was 273,359, and
the absolute number of causal connectives was 1,185. After carrying out the
manual analysis (see 3.2.3), the total number of causal connectives decreased to
785 (cf. Section 3.2.3). Table 5 illustrates the distribution of causal connectives
per text type in both domains. The abbreviation ESS corresponds to essays, RA
to research articles, TB to textbooks, Ed to Education and Ps to Psychology.
Table 5. Causal connectives in the academic sub-corpora.
ESS
ESS Ps
RA
RA
TB
Ed
Ed
Ps
Ed
Words
45,409 44,853 45,668 46,829 45,510
Connectives
164
130
147
89
121
%
0.36
0.29
0.32
0.19
0.27

TB
Ps
45,090
134
0.30

Total
273,359
785
0.29

Table 5 shows that the percentage of linguistic markers is 0.29% of the
total word count in the academic sub-corpora. The highest percentage in
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Education is found in essays (0.36%), then in research articles (0.32%), and the
lowest in textbooks (0.27%). In Psychology, the highest percentage is found in
textbooks (0.30%), then in essays (0.29%), and the lowest in research articles
(0.19%). The statistical analysis showed a significant three-way interaction
between text type, domain and the use of connectives (χ2 (2): 12.29, p=.01). This
three-way interaction was further explored by analyzing the relationship between
the text type and the use of connectives in the two domains separately. Results
demonstrated that there was a statistically significant relationship between the text
type and the use of connectives in Education (χ2 (2): 6.61, p=.037) and in
Psychology (χ2 (2): 12.85, p=.002). The standardized residuals in the Education
domain showed that there were fewer connectives than was expected by chance
in textbooks, whereas in Psychology there were fewer connectives than was
expected by chance in research articles. The manual analysis (see 3.2.3) identified
eight specific causal connectives as the most frequent connectives in the academic
sub-corpora on the basis of a minimal frequency of five per domain, Psychology
and Education. Table 6 shows the absolute numbers and percentages of these
linguistic markers per text type in the two domains. The same pattern identified
in the previous automatic analysis is observed: the highest number of linguistic
markers is found in essays (38.7%), then in textbooks (32.3%) and the lowest in
research articles (29%).
Table 6. Absolute numbers and percentages of the most frequent causal connectives in the
academic sub-corpora.
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The automatic analysis of subjective words in the academic sub-corpora
using the Spanish Lexicon of Subjectivity (Molina-Gonzalez et al., 2013) revealed
that the essay contains 4.1% subjective words in Education and 4.3% in
Psychology; the textbook contains 4.1% in Education and 4.5% in Psychology;
and the research article contains 2.9% in Education and 3.8% in Psychology. The
statistical analysis showed a significant three-way interaction between the text
type, subjectivity and domain (χ2 (2): 25.59, p=.000). This three-way interaction
was further explored by analyzing the relationship between the text type and
subjectivity in the two domains separately. Results demonstrated that there was a
statistically significant relationship between the text type and subjectivity in
Education (χ2 (2): 120.90, p=.000) and in Psychology (χ2 (2): 27.25, p=.000). The
standardized residuals in Education showed that there were more subjective words
than was expected by chance in essays and textbooks, whereas there were fewer
subjective words than was expected by chance in research articles. Likewise, in
Psychology, the standardized residuals in research articles and textbooks go in the
same direction, but are less extreme. In the case of essays, the results did not differ
from what was expected on the basis of chance. This interaction between text type
and subjectivity in Education and Psychology is represented in Figures 2 and 3,
respectively.

Figure 2. Mosaic plot of relative frequencies of subjective and non-subjective words in
academic texts of Education.
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Figure 3. Mosaic plot of relative frequencies of subjective and non-subjective words in
academic texts of Psychology.

3.3.3 Subjectivity in segments
The goal of this part of the study was to see whether the most frequent causal
connectives co-occur more or less with subjective words and whether these
connectives are likely to differ in the degree of subjectivity in their co-texts (S1
and S2). The percentages of subjective words in S1 and S2 of journalistic texts
are illustrated in Figures 4 and 5.
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Figure 4. Percentage of subjective words in S1 of journalistic texts.

Figure 5. Percentage of subjective words in S2 of journalistic texts.
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Figure 4 shows that most of the percentages of subjective words in S1 are
higher in editorials (6.5% average) than in news (4.5% average). In Figure 5, we
observe the same pattern, although with lower percentages (6.0% average in
editorials and 4.1% average in news). The statistical analyses carried out for S1
(Figure 4) and S2 (Figure 5) demonstrated that there was no significant
relationship between connectives and subjectivity (all p’s >.10). This implies that,
overall, none of the connectives have a clear preference for subjective or objective
co-texts. Still, the analysis revealed some tendencies of Spanish connectives that
are worth mentioning. For instance, we can observe that in S1 (Figure 4) the
connective por lo que (‘so that’) co-occurs with few subjective words, while the
connectives puesto que (‘given that’), pues (‘so’), de modo que (‘so that’) cooccur with more subjective words. Likewise, in S2 (Figure 5) we can observe a
similar pattern with the connectives dado que (‘given that’) and por lo que (‘so
that’), which co-occur with few subjective words, while the connectives por tanto
(‘therefore’), por ello (‘thus’), de modo que (‘so that’) and porque (‘because’) cooccur with more subjective words. These observed tendencies may be useful in
further studies on semantic-pragmatic profiles of Spanish connectives.
The percentages of subjective words in S1 and S2 in academic texts are
shown in Figures 6 and 7, respectively. The statistical analyses carried out for S1
(Figure 6) and S2 (Figure 7) demonstrated that there was no significant
relationship between connectives and subjectivity (all p’s >.10). By observing the
percentages of subjective words in S1 (Figure 6), we can see that all the
connectives co-occur with a similar number of subjective words. In S2 (Figure 7)
the connectives por tanto (‘therefore’) and puesto que (‘given that’) co-occur with
more subjective words, while no connective co-occurs with few subjective words.
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Figure 6. Percentage of subjective words in S1 of academic texts.

Figure 7. Percentage of subjective words in S2 of academic texts.
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3.4 Discussion and conclusions
The purpose of the current study was to explore whether we could determine the
degree to which Spanish causal connectives encode subjectivity across different
text types, by carrying out automatic analyses. We explored a type of automatic
analysis that allowed us to gain insight into coherence relations and their linguistic
markers in terms of subjectivity. We expected that causal connectives would more
often signal subjectivity if they occurred in a subjective environment, that is, in a
co-text containing relatively many subjective words. For this reason, the first
methodological step was to construct a corpus to identify the most frequent causal
connectives in different text types. Then, the automatic identification of subjective
words in the different text types using a Spanish lexicon of subjectivity (MolinaGonzález et al., 2013) was carried out to explore the contexts of linguistic
markers. Finally, this same procedure was carried out in the segments connected
by the most frequent causal connectives with the purpose of exploring the co-texts
of linguistic markers.
Three hypotheses were formulated:
‒ (H1) The distribution and the frequency of connectives vary in different
text types.
‒ (H2) The number of subjective words depends on text types:
(a) Journalistic discourse: subjective words are more frequent in
editorials than in news.
(b) Academic discourse: subjective words are more frequent in essays
than in research articles, and more frequent in research articles than in
textbooks.
‒ (H3) Subjective connectives (connectives that occur frequently in
subjective text types) co-occur more often with subjective words than nonsubjective connectives.
Regarding H1, we can conclude that it is borne out. The results showed that
there was a significant relationship between the use of connectives and the text
type in the journalistic sub-corpora and that there was a significant three-way
interaction between the use of connectives, text type and domain in the academic
sub-corpora. We also identified the most frequent causal connectives in both types
of discourse. Moreover, we identified that some connectives are more often used
in journalistic texts, specifically por eso (‘that’s why’), dado que (‘given that’),
de modo que (‘so that’) and por ello (‘thus’); other connectives are more often
used in academic texts, particularly por lo tanto (‘therefore’); and we also
identified some connectives that are used in both, such as porque (‘because’), ya
que (‘since’), pues (‘so’), por lo que (‘so that’), puesto que (‘given that’), por
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tanto (‘therefore’) and así (‘thus’). Hence, these results allow us to suggest that
the text type plays a relevant role, and that it is a variable that constrains the use
and distribution of linguistic markers. Consequently, the text type should be
considered in future studies focusing on the phenomenon of coherence relations
and linguistic markers.
With respect to H2 (a), we conclude that it is also borne out. The results
revealed a relationship between the text type and subjectivity. The frequency of
subjective words was higher than was expected on the basis of chance in
editorials, whereas it was lower than was expected on the basis of chance in news.
These results are in accordance with the characteristics of these text types.
Therefore, the argumentative and informative nature of these texts is reflected in
the use of more or fewer subjective words, respectively.
In the case of academic texts, we can conclude that H2 (b) is partially borne
out since essays contain more subjective words than expected, but this was only
observed in the domain of Education. A possible explanation for these results
could be that academic disciplines have different conventional ways of
communication (Hyland, 2008) and that these differences can be reflected in some
of the characteristics of the texts used in these communities. For example, in this
study, we identified that essays in Education contain more subjective words than
essays in Psychology, which could indicate that the use of subjective words is
more acceptable in this domain than in Psychology. Another possible explanation
could be related to the source of the essays in Psychology. The journal that was
selected for these essays does not name the texts explicitly ‘essays’, as the journal
of Education does. It includes the essays in another category called ‘theoretical
reports’. Therefore, this may have influenced the writing of authors.
Regarding the textbooks, the results lead us to reject H2 (b) since the
frequency of subjective words was higher than expected in both domains,
Education and Psychology. In order to find possible explanations for these results,
we reviewed the co-text of the five most frequent subjective words identified in
textbooks of Education and Psychology (mayor ‘greater’, bien ‘well’, trastornos
‘disorders’, importante ‘important’ and mejor ‘better’). Ten examples of each of
these subjective words in the two domains (100 examples) were selected
randomly. This review showed that indeed most of the examples reveal the
author's evaluation and that the identified subjective words were used in a
subjective co-text. Therefore, this refutes our previous expectations about
textbooks, which led us to reconsider our assumptions about the degrees of
subjectivity in textbooks. Examples (10), (11) and (12) illustrate some of these
subjective cases.
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(10)

(11)

(12)

Las necesidades más importantes en este apartado son las referidas a
aquellos aprendizajes que requieren mayor abstracción, que se apoyan en
la representación y simbolización.
‘The most important requirements in this section are related to those types
of learning that require greater abstraction, that rely on representation and
symbolization.’
Por tanto, nadie mejor que la propia familia para, con una serie de
principios y pautas fáciles de llevar a la práctica a la hora de comunicarse
con sus hijos e hijas, convertirse en un elemento vital para el buen
desarrollo del lenguaje.
‘Therefore, no one is better than your own family to become, with a set
of principles and guidelines easy to put into practice when communicating
with your children, a vital element for good language development.’
Otro aspecto relevante que se indica en el capítulo de atención son los
procesos controlados versus procesos automáticos. Como bien señala
Neisser (1976) nuestra capacidad de procesamiento no está limitada ni
por las características estructurales ni por las funcionales del sistema de
procesamiento, sino que, sobre todo, depende de que desarrollemos las
habilidades específicas necesarias para ejecutar una determinada tarea.
‘Another important aspect indicated in the care chapter is controlled
processes versus automatic processes. As Neisser (1976) points out well,
our processing capacity is not limited by the structural characteristics nor
the functional characteristics of the processing system but, above all,
depends on if we develop the specific skills that are necessary to perform
a certain task.’

However, it should be mentioned that in particular cases (19 out of 100),
the identified subjective words were in fact used to express other meanings than
the supposed subjective usage. For example, the Spanish word mayor (‘greater’)
in (13) refers to ‘the majority’, therefore it is not used subjectively as a way of
evaluating the superiority or relevance of something. In (14), the use of the
Spanish word bien (‘well’) functions as part of the concessive connective si bien
(‘although’), and therefore, is not used subjectively as a way of evaluating the
appropriate quality of something. Another similar case is the Spanish word
trastorno (‘disorder’) in (15) since it can be considered as a technical medical
term rather than a word used in a negative subjective co-text. Therefore, not all
subjective words identified with the lexicon necessarily express the ‘true’
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subjectivity we were looking for. This finding shows the need for a better
identification of subjectively used words by using more sophisticated automatic
analyses than simply literal word counts.
(13)

(14)

(15)

También resultaría necesario investigar subgrupos minoritarios. Por
ejemplo, el colectivo de mujeres, ya que la mayor parte de los estudios
han sido realizados con hombres (Echeburúa, 1993), (…)
‘It would also be necessary to look at minority subgroups. For example,
the collective of women, since the major part of the studies has been
carried out with men (Echeburúa, 1993), (…)’
El test de Stroop ha demostrado ser discriminativo, si bien su uso se
restringe a la sintomatología impulsiva de los niños o niñas hiperactivos.
‘The Stroop test has proved to be discriminative, although its use is
restricted to impulsive symptoms of hyperactive boys and girls.’
Se han incluido en la GPC comorbilidades psiquiátricas y no psiquiátricas
que pueden requerir otro tipo de atención: epilepsia, trastornos del
espectro autista, trastornos del estado de ánimo, trastorno bipolar y
trastorno por abuso de sustancias. No incluye las intervenciones
específicas para los trastornos comórbidos psiquiátricos y no psiquiátricos
del TDAH.
‘In the CPG, psychiatric and non-psychiatric comorbidities have been
included that may require another type of care: epilepsy, autism spectrum
disorders, mood disorders, bipolar disorder, and substance abuse
disorders. It does not include specific interventions for psychiatric and
non-psychiatric comorbid disorders of ADHD.’

Regarding the research articles, the results also lead us to reject H2 (b),
since these texts contain fewer subjective words than expected, which was
observed in both domains. This implies a reconsideration of our assumptions
regards research articles, which requires further research. A possible explanation
for these unexpected results could be the fact that the research article is a text by
which researchers accrue credibility with their peers and consolidate their position
in their disciplines. Therefore, the authors may avoid the use of subjective words
because these could diminish the credibility of what they are communicating. It
seems to be that the authors of research articles present the information and the
arguments in the most acceptable and convincing way; they aim to demonstrate
certainty and maximum plausibility through their research claims (Hyland, 2001).
In this sense, the persuasive nature of a research article could be reflected through
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other rhetorical strategies, not necessarily using subjective words. One such
resource seems to be the inclusion of references to the work of other authors, that
helps to establish a framework for the acceptance of arguments by showing how
the work is based on previous studies and displays the author as an expert in the
discipline (Hyland, 2008); another is self-mention, that allows writers to claim
authority by expressing their convictions, emphasizing their contribution to the
field and seeking recognition for their work (Hyland, 2001; Kuo, 1999).
Finally, regarding H3, we conclude that it should be rejected since the
statistical analyses did not allow us to conclude whether some connectives cooccur more or less with subjective words. We were able to identify some
tendencies that could be put to the test in further studies of possible differences of
subjectivity in Spanish causal connectives. We found that the following
connectives co-occurred frequently with subjective words: puesto que (‘given
that’), pues (‘so’) and de modo que (‘so that’) in S1 of journalistic texts; por tanto
(‘therefore’), por ello (‘thus’), de modo que (‘so that’), porque (‘because’) in S2
of journalistic texts; and por tanto (‘therefore’) and puesto que (‘given that’) in
S2 of academic texts. These results suggest that these connectives seem to be
subjective. On the other hand, some connectives with low percentages of
subjective words were identified. These cases are the connectives por lo que (‘so
that’) in S1 of journalistic texts and dado que (‘given that’), por lo que (‘so that’)
and puesto que (‘given that’) in S2 of journalistic texts. These results can be taken
to indicate that such connectives mainly express objective relations. Furthermore,
it is interesting that por tanto (‘therefore’) showed high percentages of subjective
words in news, editorials and textbooks, whereas puesto que (‘given that’) had
high percentages of subjective words in news, editorials, and essays. This last
result provides support for the study of Pit et al. (1996), which states that puesto
que (‘therefore’) is a connective that signals subjectivity and especially with a
speaker in an evaluative role. In the same vein, it is remarkable that the connective
ya que (‘since’) did not obtain high percentages of subjective words in any of the
text types, despite the fact that previous studies have considered it as a subjective
connective (Goethals, 2002, 2010; Pit et al., 1996). Do such results suggest that it
is possible to identify a systematic variation of Spanish connectives in terms of
subjectivity? We take them as preliminary indications that require further study
of these specific connectives.
As for methodology, the use of the lexicon of subjectivity is proposed as
a first step in the exploration and evaluation of the environments of connectives
that have received little attention. This lexicon allowed us to operationalize
subjectivity; it proved to be a valid instrument for the identification of degrees of
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subjectivity across different text types because it confirmed that some texts were
indeed more or less subjective than others.
As for the use of automatic analyses, the results obtained allow us to
conclude that the type of analysis that was carried out is far from sophisticated,
especially if we compare it with other automatic tools that have been designed for
the analysis of cohesion and coherence of texts (Coh-Metrix, Graesser,
McNamara & Kulikowich, 2011) or for the analysis of several features that aim
to gain insight into the complexity of texts (T-scan, Pander Maat et al., 2014), to
mention just a few. In this study, we performed basic automatic analyses which
facilitated the identification of connectives and degrees of subjectivity across
large data sets in different text types. This type of analysis showed some
limitations. Additional manual analyses were required to check whether the
connectives were actually functioning as connectives, and whether they linked
two clauses. In addition, we noticed that some words registered as subjective
words in the corpus, did not in fact have a subjective meaning. Therefore, an
evaluation by a human analyst was decisive to elucidate their specific use and
meaning. This situation shows that this type of analysis is not sensitive enough to
co-texts, and it demands the search for the development of more sophisticated
tools, that reduce the need for manual revisions. In this sense, further research that
integrates collective work between computational and discourse linguists is
required.
Another limitation was the small proportion of some frequent causal
connectives, specifically in the case of journalistic texts. Although eleven
connectives with a total number of 206 occurrences were identified as the most
frequent causal connectives, at least five of them occurred fewer than ten times.
The situation was different in the case of academic texts, even when a similar
number of words per text type was considered (90, 000 words). Eight connectives
with a total number of 535 occurrences were identified as the most frequent
connectives, and all of them occurred more than thirty times each. This difference
was not foreseen because of the exploratory nature of the present study. However,
future studies should consider the inclusion of more words per text type to prevent
data sparseness, especially as automatic analyses allow us to explore even more
data.
In spite of these limitations, we still want to argue in favor of the
innovations that come with partially automatic analyses. Manual analyses involve
certain disadvantages for the study of coherence relations and connectives
(Spooren & Degand, 2010). The analysts have to deal with complex activities that
can be laborious and time-consuming. Consequently, manual analyses are
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restricted to small data sets and the reliability of this type of analysis is often
questioned because the results obtained depend exclusively on the analysts’
interpretations. On the contrary, automatic analyses can offer certain advantages
for the study of coherence relations and connectives. Although supervision is
always required, this type of analysis can improve the quality of analyses and give
greater reliability to the studies of discourse coherence because it is based on
computational systems and is not totally dependent on the interpretation of the
analyst. Furthermore, the use of automatic analyses allows us to explore a large
amount of data and facilitates the corroboration of previous analyses carried out
manually, which favors the generalization and replication in different contexts of
use. Therefore, we believe that manual analyses can benefit from the inclusion of
automatic analyses; the combination of the two types of analyses can result in a
more reliable, useful and accurate methodology for the study of coherence
relations and connectives in context.

Chapter 4. Subjectivity in Spanish discourse:
Explicit and implicit causal relations in different
contexts
Corpus-based studies in various languages have demonstrated that some
connectives are used preferentially to express subjective versus objective
meanings, for example, omdat vs. want in Dutch. However, Spanish connectives
have been understudied from this perspective. Moreover, most of the studies of
subjectivity have focused on explicit relations and little is known about the
subjectivity of implicit coherence relations. In addition, the role that context plays
in the meaning and use of causal relations and their connectives is still under
discussion. This study analyzes Spanish causal explicit and implicit relations in
different contexts by carrying out manual text analyses, focused on subjectivity.
360 backward relations marked by three prototypical causal connectives and 120
backward implicit relations were extracted from academic and journalistic
contexts. The analytical model is based on an integrative approach to subjectivity.
Statistical analyses reveal no systematic profiles of Spanish connectives in terms
of subjectivity. Furthermore, a significant three-way interaction between
subjectivity, context, and linguistic marking is observed. Based on a solid corpus
analysis, this study reveals new insights into the expression of subjectivity in
Spanish discourse relations.

This chapter is a slightly modified version from:
Santana, Spooren, Nieuwenhuijsen & Sanders (2018). Subjectivity in Spanish
discourse: Explicit and implicit causal relations in different text types. Dialogue
& Discourse 9(1), 163-191. doi: 10.5087/dad.2018.106.
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4.1 Introduction
When interpreting discourse, experienced language users often infer causal
relations between utterances, such as cause-consequence or claim-argument. Over
the last two decades, causality and subjectivity have been identified as relevant
cognitive notions that organize our knowledge of coherence relations (Sanders &
Spooren, 2015). Causality is the implicational meaning (P→Q) that is inferred
between connected discursive segments (Sanders, Spooren & Noordman, 1992,
1993). Subjectivity is a complex notion that has been defined from various
theoretical approaches in linguistics (Langacker, 1990; Lyons, 1977; Traugott,
1995). Building on these insights, we consider subjectivity to be the degree to
which the speaker is involved in the construal of the relation (Degand & Pander
Maat, 2003; Pander Maat & Degand, 2001; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000, 2001).
By combining the notions of causality and subjectivity we distinguish between
subjective and objective causal relations, depending on the presence of a Subject
of Consciousness (SoC). This SoC is responsible for the causal relation that is
constructed between two or more discourse segments. Thus, coherence relations
defined in terms of domains by Sweetser (1990) can also be described in terms of
subjectivity24. For example, a speech-act relation like (1) is considered as a
subjective causal relation since the SoC motivates her question by referring to the
quality of the movie. It is not possible to interpret this relation without considering
the speaker who performs the speech-act. The epistemic relation in (2) is also
identified as a subjective causal relation because there is an SoC, again the
speaker, who does the epistemic reasoning that John must love someone, based
on the observation that he came back. Both relations differ from the content
relation in (3), because in this case there is no SoC involved in the relation: the
utterance described a causal link in the real world between John’s love and his
coming back25. That is why (3) is an example of an objective causal relation.
(1)
(2)
(3)

What are you doing tonight, because there’s a good movie on.
John loved her, because he came back.
John came back because he loved her.

The term ‘domain’ here has a different sense from that used in previous chapters (aa
area of study or expertise). It alludes to the different types of coherence relations.
24

25

Examples are taken from Sweetser (1990), who distinguishes between content,
epistemic and speech act relations.
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Coherence relations can, but need not, be marked explicitly through
connectives. This chapter focuses on backward relations, of the type consequencecause (Q because P). (1), (2) and (3) are backward relations marked explicitly by
because, but this connective could be omitted and the causal meaning between the
discursive segments can be interpreted perfectly well. Connectives are defined as
processing instructions on how one part of a text is related to another (Sanders &
Spooren, 2007). Language users can choose between one or another connective to
express causality, for instance, between because, since and for in English or
between omdat and want in Dutch. The preference for one connective over another
to express certain coherence relations is insightful, if it shows to be a systematic
one. For instance, connectives may vary in the extent to which they can express
subjectivity. In fact, several corpus-based studies have demonstrated that
language users prefer to use some connectives to express subjective meanings,
while others specialize in communicating objective meanings. This existing body
of research has studied various languages. In Dutch, the connectives dus (‘so’),
want (‘since/for’) and aangezien (‘since’) have been identified as connectives
used to express subjective meanings; omdat (‘because’), daardoor (‘as a result’)
and doordat (‘because’) have been recognized as connectives used preferentially
to express objective meanings, while daarom (‘that’s why’) occupies an
intermediate position (Degand, 2001; Pander Maat & Degand, 2001; Pander Maat
& Sanders, 2000, 2001; Pit, 2006, 2007; Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Stukker &
Sanders, 2009; Verhagen, 2005).
A similar pattern has been identified for German, where denn and da
(‘because’) tend to express more subjective meanings, whereas weil (which also
mean ‘because’) tends to express more objective meanings (Günthner, 1993;
Keller, 1995; Pit, 2007; Stukker & Sanders, 2012; Wegener, 2000). The same
situation has been observed in other, typologically less related languages. For
example, in French, car (‘for’) and puisque (‘since’) have been recognized as
connectives that are used preferentially to express subjective meanings as opposed
to parce que (‘because’), that has been identified as a connective that has a more
general meaning and a preference to express objective relations (Degand &
Pander Maat, 2003; Zufferey, 2012); in Mandarin-Chinese, kĕjian (‘so/therefore’)
prefers to express subjective relations, whereas yīn’er (‘as a result’) tends to
express objective meanings (Li, Evers-Vermeul & Sanders, 2013; Wei, 2018).
These findings reveal that language users distinguish unconsciously between
different types of causality. They also suggest that many languages of the world
might have a comparable pattern in terms of subjectivity. That is, language users
from various languages use different connectives to express more or less
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subjective causal relations. There are prominent exceptions, however, such as
English because, which can be used to express speech act, epistemic as well as
content relations, and the same holds for the connective so (Knott & Sanders,
1998; Sweetser, 1990). The crucial question is whether English is really
exceptional, especially because we lack knowledge of many other languages. In a
Romance language like Spanish, there is an extensive body of research on
linguistic markers and connectives (Briz, 1998, 2000; Domínguez García, 2007;
Fuentes, 2009; Garcés Gómez, 2014; Garrido Rodríguez, 2004; Martí Sánchez,
2008; Martínez, 1997; Martín Zorraquino & Montolío, 1998; Montolío, 2001;
Portolés, 2001; Pons, 1998, 2000; Santos Río, 2003; Vázquez Veiga, 2002), but
in spite of this, the Spanish language has been understudied from the perspective
of subjectivity (for noticeable exceptions, see Blackwell (2016), Pit, Hulst &
Pander Maat (1996)). This chapter presents such a study.
In earlier studies of Spanish connectives, porque (‘because’), ya que (‘since’)
and puesto que (‘given that’) have been identified as prototypical connectives for
expressing causality (Casado Velarde, 1998; Montolío, 2001; Domínguez García,
2007). Porque (‘because’) is the most common connective in Spanish
(Domínguez García, 2007; Vera, 1984). Goethals (2002, 2010) indicates that
porque (‘because’) differs from other connectives in Spanish because of its
multifunctional properties: it is the only connective that can (i) fall in the scope of
negation; (ii) be the focus of a question; (iii) be modified by any type of adverb;
(iv) be included in a cleft sentence; and (v) introduce an answer to a WH-question.
In sum, this causal connective seems to be like other subordinating causal
conjunctions, like English because. Blackwell (2016) indicates that porque in oral
narratives has either a semantic or a pragmatic reading and, in some cases, it may
have both26. Given these features, it can be deduced that porque (‘because’) is
indeed a general connective and, therefore, it can be expected that it is a
connective used to express various types of causal relations, both objective and
subjective.
The Spanish connective ya que (‘since’) has been characterized as a specific
connective that expresses specialized uses. Some studies have claimed that it is
used to justify or legitimize the speaker’s acts, to express a collective voice, or to
introduce information that is accepted by most of the people; it has also been
identified as a connective that is associated with the presence of third singular or
26

Blackwell (2016) refers to semantic and pragmatic relations considering the distinction
presented in Sanders (1997). These correspond to objective and subjective relations,
respectively. See also Note 4.
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plural person (Borzi & Detges, 2011). Other studies have argued that it is a
connective that refers to evident information in the context to justify other
statements (Santos Río, 2003). Yet other studies have indicated that among its
rhetorical functions ya que (‘since’) is specialized in expressing irony (Goethals,
2002, 2010). These specific features would suggest that ya que (‘since’) is a
connective used preferentially for expressing subjective relations. Indeed, some
studies have suggested this idea by claiming that ya que (‘since’) introduces
speech acts of justification in which a conceptualizer expresses a subjective point
of view, but without implying that this point of view is also the speaker’s
(Goethals, 2002, 2010). Pit et al. (1996) stipulated that ya que (‘since’) only occurs
in epistemic relations and that the segments associated to this connective present
more evaluations than other connectives.
The connective puesto que (‘given that’) has also been identified as a
connective that has specific meanings in that it introduces the justification of
categorical judgments and deductions (Santos Río, 2003). Some authors have
considered it as a connective that is associated with a proposal or suggestion
(Galán Rodríguez, 1999). Others have stated that it is a connective that signals
subjectivity, co-occurring generally with a speaker in an evaluative role (Pit et al.,
1996). Therefore, these features lead us to infer that it is also used preferentially
to express subjective relations.
In a recent corpus-based study (cf. Chapter 3), we explored the degree of
subjectivity of Spanish connectives by carrying out automatic analyses. The
results showed all three connectives occur with a relatively high frequency.
However, the subjectivity profile observed in these connectives did not coincide
with the claims in the literature discussed so far. We found that porque (‘because’)
tends to occur in a subjective environment, i.e. in a co-text containing relatively
many subjective words, which would suggest that it is used for expressing
subjective relations. By contrast, ya que (‘since’) did not occur very often in a
subjective environment. So, it is not necessarily a connective that expresses
subjective relations. For puesto que (‘given that’) the results were mixed: whereas
the segment preceding the connective (S1) was associated with many subjective
words, the other segment (S2) contained a relatively low percentage of subjective
words, which could indicate that this connective is used to express both subjective
and objective relations. As these results (in Chapter 3) differ from the literature
on Spanish connectives, this raises the issue of the semantic-pragmatic profile of
the causal connectives. Are the differences of use between the three connectives
so subtle that they do not turn up in an automatic analysis of subjectivity? For this
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reason, in the current study, we used another method to explore the profile of
Spanish connectives: we carried out a manual analysis of corpus data.
Hence, this study aims to answer the second research question of this
dissertation, RQ2: To what extent do manual corpus analyses allow us to explore
whether Spanish causal connectives show a systematic variation in terms of
subjectivity? Our hypothesis is that porque (‘because’) is a general connective
used for expressing both subjective and objective meanings; we also expect that
ya que (‘since’) and puesto que (‘given that’) are specific connectives used
predominantly to express subjective meanings. In our study, we annotated
coherence relations using an analytical model of subjectivity that involves
different subjectivity features analyzed in previous studies (Degand & Pander
Maat, 2003; Sanders & Spooren, 2009, 2015; Spooren, Sanders, Huiskes &
Degand, 2010) (see Section 4.2 for more details).
So far, we have focused on coherence relations made explicit by connectives.
However, in natural discourse, coherence relations often appear without a
connective (Taboada, 2006, 2009; Taboada & Das, 2013); these are so-called
implicit relations. Still, hardly any studies have concerned themselves with
implicit relations (see Das & Taboada (2017), Spooren (1997), Taboada & Das
(2013) for noticeable exceptions), extensive research has concentrated on the
study of explicit coherence relations. The main reason is that implicit relations are
difficult to recognize (Lin, Kan & Tou Ng, 2009), precisely because they do not
show clear textual cues to indicate the relation. Therefore, little is known about
the subjectivity of implicit relations. The past two decades have seen the
availability of discourse annotation schemes like the Penn Discourse Treebank
(PDTB, Prasad, Dinesh, Lee, Miltsakaki, Robaldo, Joshi & Webber, 2008), the
Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST) Treebank (Carlson, Marcu & Okurowski,
2003) and the Segmented Discourse Representation Theory (SDRT, Asher &
Lascarides, 2003), which have allowed us to analyze explicit relations and their
connectives, but also implicit relations. Most available resources contain English
data, but gradually similar resources have been created for other languages. The
RST Spanish Treebank27 is a good illustration of this (Da Cunha, Torres-Moreno
& Sierra, 2011). This raises the possibility to compare the subjectivity profile of
explicit relations to that of implicit relations. Now that the resources are available,
we think it is very important to analyze implicit relations in order to better
understand the notion of subjectivity. Therefore, the present study aims to fill this
research gap by exploratively formulating the third research question of this
27

Available from http://corpus.iingen.unam.mx/rst/corpus.html
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dissertation, RQ3: What differences can be identified between explicit (with
connectives) and implicit (no connectives) causal relations in terms of
subjectivity?
A third aspect that this study investigates is the influence of context in
meaning and use of causal relations and their connectives. The issue of whether
the semantic profiles of causal connectives can be characterized in terms of
subjectivity as a stable characteristic, or whether this subjectivity is a contextdependent characteristic has become a debate within the study of connectives.
Some studies have suggested that there is a relationship between context and type
of connective or type of relation. For instance, Sanders et al., (1993) demonstrated
that language users recognize objective versus subjective relations easily when
appropriate communicative contexts were provided28. Sanders (1997) showed that
the interpretation of ambiguous cases of coherence relations was strongly
influenced by their descriptive versus argumentative context. Furthermore, a
corpus study showed how objective relations were predominant in informative
texts, whereas subjective relations were predominant in expressive and persuasive
texts. Zufferey (2012) revealed that the distribution of French connectives varies
according to different modalities of texts. In written texts, car (‘because’) is more
often used for epistemic relations, whereas parce que (‘because’) prefers content
relations. However, the situation varies dramatically in spoken texts since car is
absent and parce que is used significantly more often in speech-act and epistemic
relations. Zufferey, Mak, Verbrugge and Sanders (2018) also provided empirical
evidence that register is a distinguishing factor between connectives car and parce
que. A final example is our previous study, in which we identified a significant
relationship between the use of Spanish causal connectives and text type
(informative versus persuasive/argumentative texts) in journalistic texts and
between the use of Spanish causal connectives, text type (informative and
persuasive/argumentative texts) and domain (Education and Psychology) in
academic texts (Santana, Nieuwenhuijsen, Spooren & Sanders, 2017).
Other studies, however, have demonstrated how connectives have a robust
semantic-pragmatic profile in terms of subjectivity, irrespective of the context in
which they occur. For example, Sanders and Spooren (2015) found that Dutch
connectives omdat (‘because’) and want (‘since/for’) showed a clearly different
pattern, irrespective of the media used in the research, i.e. written texts,
conversations and chat interactions. Zufferey (2012) also identified that the
These relations are named “semantic” and “pragmatic” relations in the original papers
(see Sanders et al., 1992 and 1993).
28
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semantic-pragmatic profile of the French connective puisque (‘since’) was clearly
subjective, and stable across written and spoken data. Apparently, the context is
relevant in some cases depending on the text types and the connectives that are
analyzed. This situation leads us to the forth research question of this dissertation,
RQ4: What is the relationship between contexts and the meaning and use of causal
coherence relations? Specifically, we will analyze the subjectivity of coherence
relations in two different contexts: journalistic and academic29. These contexts
differ in their audiences. While journalistic contexts are oriented to a broad
audience (van Dijk, 1988; Waugh, 1995), academic contexts are more specialized,
since they address a specific audience: academics (Bhatia, 2002, 2004; Hyland,
2009; Silver, 2006; Swales, 1990). We expect to identify whether the different
contexts influence the meaning and use of causal coherence relations, that is,
whether the frequency of causal subjective and objective relations depends on the
context in which these coherence relations are produced. Our goal is to elucidate
whether the realization of subjectivity in Spanish coherence relations is an
inherent property of certain relations and their preferred connectives, or whether
this is a matter of contextual dependency. In comparison with our previous study
(Santana et al., 2017), we believe that a manual analysis will allow us to examine
this issue with greater depth.
This chapter is organized into four sections. First, we describe the analytical
model of subjectivity applied in the manual analysis. Secondly, we present the
method carried out in this study along with the results of the inter-rater agreement
tests. Third, we present the results obtained after conducting different statistical
analyses. Finally, the chapter ends with the main discussion and conclusions.
4.2 An analytical model of subjectivity
In this study, we analyze backwards causal relations in Spanish and we make use
of the analytical model of subjectivity proposed by Sanders and Spooren (2015),
which decomposes the general notion of subjectivity in its most relevant
components. This model unites the subjectivity features introduced in earlier
approaches: subjectivity is analyzed in terms of three key features. First, the
reference to the speaker (Lyons, 1977; Traugott, 1995) and the implicit presence
of the speaker (Langacker, 1990) are recognized as relevant components of
On the one hand, the term “context” adopted in this chapter refers to the source from
which different text types were extracted to analyze connectives and coherence relations.
On the other hand, the term “text type” refers to the classical distinction between
informative and persuasive/argumentative texts.
29
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subjectivity. For this reason, Modality of the Q-segment (the consequent in a
coherence relation) and the Presence of the SoC are central variables of this
analytical model. Secondly, considering that our analysis focuses on causal
coherence relations, the nature of coherence relations should also be identified as
a relevant aspect in the distinction of subjectivity (Sanders et al., 1992, 1993;
Sweetser, 1990). Consequently, Domain is another essential variable included in
this model, which allows us to classify four types of causal relations. Finally,
assuming that the presence of the SoC plays a relevant role on the distinction of
causal relations and that different mental spaces are linked to this SoC (Sanders,
Sanders & Sweetser, 2012), we estimate that the distinction between the
author/speaker-subjectivity and character-subjectivity is also important to identify
subjectivity. Thus, the Identity of the SoC is the fourth variable included in our
analytical model. Previous studies have used all or some of these components to
study coherence relations and connectives in other languages (Degand & Pander
Maat, 2003; Li et al. 2013; Sanders & Spooren, 2009, 2015; Spooren et al. 2010).
The current study does not propose a new operationalization of subjectivity. Table
1 presents the variables and the respective subjectivity values of this analytical
model:
Table 1. The analytical model for subjectivity.
Variables
+………………Subjectivity values …………………Domain
Epistemic/Speech-act
Volitional
Non-volitional
content
content
Modality (Q)
Judgement/Speech-act
Mental fact
Physical fact
Presence of the
SoC
Identity of the
SoC

Implicit

Explicit

Absent

Author

Current speaker

Character

Every variable involves different indicators of subjectivity that represent two
or more values. These distinctions correspond to different degrees of subjectivity
(Langacker, 1990; Traugott, 1995).
4.2.1 Domain
The category domain operationalizes subjectivity in terms of the nature of causal
relations (Sanders et al., 1992, 1993; Sweetser, 1990). It distinguishes between
four types of causal relations in terms of domains (Sweetser, 1990). The content
domain concerns causal relations that occur in the physical world; this means that
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one event causes another in the “real world”. This domain is divided into two
subtypes: the volitional content domain that involves the presence of an SoC who
performs an intentional act and the non-volitional content domain that does not
implicate an SoC at all (Stukker, Sanders & Verhagen, 2008). The epistemic
domain concerns causal relations in which an SoC is involved, to the effect that
the events are related by the speaker’s reasoning. Finally, the speech-act domain
concerns causal relations in which the events are related by the speaker who
performs a speech act.
As was mentioned previously, these relations indicate different degrees
of subjectivity depending on the presence of the SoC: the non-volitional content
is assumed as the least subjective domain since there is no SoC in the construction
of the causal relation; volitional content is more subjective than non-volitional
content because there is an SoC who performs an intentional act involved in the
causal relation; epistemic domain is considered even more subjective because
there is an SoC who is reasoning, inferencing, concluding, giving an opinion in
the causal relation, and the speech-act domain is also a subjective domain because
there is an SoC corresponding to the speaker who is performing the speech act
involved in the causal relation. Thus, causal relations can be ordered from least
subjective to most subjective, as follows:
Non-volitional content < Volitional Content < Speech act/Epistemic
The interpretation of these four domains can be facilitated by using a
paraphrase test (Li et al., 2013; Sanders, 1997; Sanders & Spooren, 2015) which
is presented in Table 2 (P and Q correspond to the antecedent and the consequent
of the causal relation, respectively):
Table 2. Paraphrase test used in the analysis of Domain.
Domain
Paraphrase
Non-volitional
P leads to the physical fact/mental fact that Q, and no intention
content
is involved in Q
Volitional content
P leads to the intentional physical act/mental act that Q
Speech-act
P leads to question/advice/command/promise that Q
Epistemic
P leads to the claim/decision/inference/conclusion that Q

Applying this paraphrase test, example (4) is a non-volitional content
relation because the avalanche leads to the physical fact that the road was blocked,
and no intention is involved in this causal relation. Moreover, the interpretation
of this meaning relation does not require reference to a specific SoC, which is
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absent. (5) is interpreted as a volitional content relation since feeling tired leads
to the intentional physical act of going home. There is an SoC involved in the
causal relation, the speaker, who made an intentional decision. (6) is a speech-act
relation because the fact that the neighbors are not at home leads to the request to
turn up the radio. The speaker motivates her request by reference to the absence
of the neighbors. Finally, (7) is classified as an epistemic relation because the
observation that the baby is crying leads to the speaker’s conclusion that the baby
is hungry30.
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

There had been an avalanche at Roger’s pass. As a result, the road was
blocked.
I went home because I felt tired.
Why don’t you turn up the radio? The neighbors are not at home.
The baby must be hungry, because it is crying.

4.2.2 Modality (Q)
Another possible indicator of subjectivity is in the modality of the segments
connected. In our analysis we consider the modality of backward causal relations,
i.e. relations in which the consequent (Q) corresponds to the first segment whereas
the antecedent (P) to the second segment. Particularly, we focus on the first
segment because the Q is the place where subjectivity can be most manifest in
backward relations.
The modality or propositional attitude can be of different types (Sanders et al,
1992, 1993; Sanders & Spooren, 2015). In this study modality has four values:
physical fact, mental fact, speech-act and judgement. The modality is a physical
fact if the segment Q describes events or states that take place in the real world
and can be observed in the physical world (4); it is a mental fact if the segment Q
depicts mental states such as personal feelings, mental processes, or psychological
activities (5); the modality is a speech-act if the segment Q is a general question,
a rhetorical question, or an imperative construction (6) and finally the modality is
a judgement if the segment Q presents an opinion, claim, conclusion or deduction
(7).
These types of modality (Q) show different degrees of subjectivity, depending
on the complexity involved in the causal relation (Sanders et al., 2012): physical
30

Example (4) is extracted from Pander Maat and Sanders (2001), (5) and (7) are extracted
from Pander Maat and Sanders (2006), and (6) is extracted from Sanders and Spooren
(2007).
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fact indicates the lowest degree of subjectivity because it does not involve a
mental process of an SoC. Mental fact is more subjective than physical fact since
it involves a mental state of an SoC, but it is less subjective than speech-act and
epistemic because these indicators require complex actions that must be carried
out by an SoC like commanding an action, asking a question, formulating an
opinion or drawing a conclusion, for instance. Thus, indicators of modality can be
ordered from least subjective to most subjective, as follows:
Physical fact < Mental fact < Speech act/Judgement
The interpretation of these indicators of modality (Q) can be facilitated by
using a paraphrase test, which is presented in Table 3:
Table 3. Paraphrase test used in the analysis of Modality (Q).
Modality (Q)
Paraphrase
Physical fact
The fact/event/situation that Q
Mental fact
The decision/thinking/analysis/feeling that Q
Speech-act
Speaker questions/recommends/promises/commands here and
now that Q
Judgement
SoC comes here and now to the conclusion that Q, and an
evaluation is involved in Q

Given this paraphrase test and the previous examples, the modality (Q) in
example (4) is a physical fact since the fact that the road was blocked is observable
in the real world. No mental process is carried out by a speaker. In (5), modality
(Q) is mental fact because the volitional action of going home was a decision (“I
decided to go home”). Therefore, a mental process carried by a speaker was
necessary to make that decision. In (6), the modality (Q) is speech-act because the
speaker asks a question here and now (“I ask you here and now to turn up the
radio”). So, a mental process carried out by a speaker was mandatory to ask the
action to another speaker. Finally, the modality (Q) in (7) is judgement because
the claim that the baby is hungry is a conclusion in the here and now (“I here and
now conclude that hunger must be the reason”).
4.2.3 Presence of the SoC
The presence of the SoC distinguishes whether an SoC, if present, is explicitly
referred to (Langacker, 1990; Lyons, 1977; Traugott, 1995). This variable has
three values, which express different degrees of subjectivity depending on the
linguistic reference to the SoC: Absent SoC, Implicit SoC and Explicit SoC.
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Absent SoC is the least subjective because there is no SoC involved in the causal
relation. Consider again the examples (4-7), repeated below. In (4) there is no SoC
because there is no human intention or motivation in the causal relation. In (5),
the presence of the SoC is explicit since there is an explicit reference to an SoC
who decided to go home (the first-person pronoun I). In (6) and (7), the presence
of the SoC is implicit because there is an SoC that performs a speech act and draws
a conclusion, respectively, but there is no linguistic signal that provides
information about these SoCs.
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

There had been an avalanche at Roger’s pass. As a result, the road was
blocked.
I went home because I felt tired.
Why don’t you turn up the radio? The neighbors are not at home.
The baby is hungry, because it is crying.

Implicit SoCs are the most subjective indicator because there is an SoC
involved in the causal relation but as there is no linguistic signal referring to that
SoC, it is not part of the utterance and remains off-stage. Explicit SoC is more
subjective than absent SoC because there is an SoC involved, but the explicit
reference puts the SoC on-stage (Langacker, 1990), making it objective to a
certain degree. Consequently, indicators of the presence of the SoC can be ordered
from least subjective to most subjective, as follows:
Absent SoC < Explicit SoC < Implicit SoC
4.2.4. Identity of the SoC
The identity of the SoC is a variable that has three values: character, main
author/speaker or current speaker (Sanders et al., 2012). The identity of the SoC
is character when the SoC is someone other than the author/speaker. It is main
author/speaker when it is the main speaker who establishes the causal relation.
Finally, it is current speaker when the main speaker is presenting a causal relation
for which s(he) is not responsible; generally, a secondary speaker is quoted. Those
cases in which no SoC is identified have been coded as non-applicable (N/A).
The identity of the SoC in (8) is character because the basketball player is the
actor who volitionally apologized to the authorities. It is a third person actor. In
(9), the identity of the SoC is the author because there is an SoC who is offering
his/her opinion and it is the main speaker. (S)he is establishing the causal
connection between both segments. Finally, the identity of the SoC in (10) is
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current speaker ‘Primo Levi’ because an author (in this case a quoted speaker, the
public prosecutor) is quoting the causal construction made by Primo Levi and
quotation marks indicate what he said.
(8)

(9)
(10)

The basketball player Federico Kammerichs, from Pamesa Valencia,
apologized to the authorities of the Spanish club because last Friday he
returned to Argentina without permission.
There should not be “classes” in a democracy since the title per se implies
inequality.
The public prosecutor has pointed out that "those words were not
pronounced by a common person and they have a decisive influence". "I
remind you what Primo Levi wrote: 'We have a responsibility while we
live. We must answer for everything we write, word for word because
every word leaves a mark," the public prosecutor has said to a downcast
De Luca.

The different degrees of subjectivity of these indicators are associated with
the distance between the SoC and the main speaker: character is the least
subjective identity because it corresponds to the responsible actor for the causal
relation, who differs from the main speaker; the current speaker is more subjective
than character since it corresponds to an SoC who constructs the causal relation,
but it is less subjective than the author because the SoC is referred to explicitly by
the main speaker; author is the most subjective indicator because it corresponds
to the SoC who constructs the causal relation and is the main speaker of the causal
relation. In this way, indicators of the identity of the SoC can be ordered from
least subjective to most subjective, as follows:
N/A < Character < Current speaker < Author
We have now identified the four subjectivity features with their indicators,
which constitute the analytical model that has been applied in the manual analysis
of coherence relations. In this analysis, each variable is considered a separate
variable, even though various empirical studies using this model (Li et al., 2013;
Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Spooren et al., 2010) have revealed a correlation
between some variables, such as presence of the SoC and domain of the relations.
For instance, non-volitional relations typically do not have an SoC. Still, we think
it is important to analyze corpora in terms of these variables separately, because
it is very well possible that subjectivity is linguistically expressed differently in
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one language than in another. In the section that follows, the method used in this
study will be described.
4.3 Method
Different methodological steps were carried out: sampling of the corpus, data
analysis and processing and analyses establishing inter-rater agreement. In this
section, this information will be described in detail.
4.3.1 Corpus
Six data sets with backward causal coherence relations were constructed, four of
them corresponding to causal explicit relations and the other two to causal implicit
relations. The sets for explicit relations contain relations marked by the three
connectives of interest: porque (‘because’), ya que (‘since’) and puesto que
(‘given that’), which were extracted from different corpora31. The first and second
set correspond to examples selected randomly from the academic and journalistic
corpus of Spanish constructed in our previous corpus-based study (Santana et al.,
2017); specifically, the fragments were extracted from essays, research articles
and textbooks in Education and Psychology, and from editorials and news,
respectively. The third and fourth set contain examples selected randomly from
the CORPES XXI32, which is a freely available online corpus created by the Royal
Spanish Academy (RAE in Spanish). We decided to use this resource instead of
others because it enabled us to select the required number of cases for each
connective. For example, in the case of RST Spanish Treebank, we explored the
distribution of those relations that could be considered as causal relations (cause,
justification, result, motivation and evidence) and we noticed that the frequencies
of the connectives of interest were restricted to few cases. Moreover, CORPES
XXI allowed us to consult cases of these connectives using different search
parameters. The search parameter for the third set was ‘academic texts’; the
fragments stem mainly from textbooks, research articles, essays, proceedings,
theses and research reports from different disciplines. For the fourth set, the search
parameters were ‘news’, ‘editorials’ and ‘opinion articles’; the resulting fragments
stem from these journalistic text types. Table 4 shows the distribution of these
explicit relations:
31

The random selections for the first, second, third and fourth set of causal coherence
relations were carried out using a sequence generator available from
https://www.random.org/
32

Available from http://web.frl.es/CORPES/view/inicioExterno.view
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Table 4. Distribution of explicit causal relations selected from each corpus.
Connective
Academic
Journalistic
Academic
Journalistic
sub-corpus
sub-corpus
CORPES
CORPES
XXI
XXI
Porque
30
30
30
30
(‘because’)
Ya que
30
30
30
30
(‘since’)
Puesto que
30
30
30
30
(‘given that’)
Total
90
90
90
90

Total

120
120
120
360

Table 4 shows an identical frequency of examples for every connective.
However, originally it was not possible to extract enough cases for ya que (‘since’)
and puesto que (‘given that’) from the academic and journalistic corpus of Spanish
(Santana et al., 2017) since their frequencies did not reach 3033. Given the purpose
of describing the semantic-pragmatic profile of Spanish connectives, it was
necessary to obtain the same number of examples per connective. To achieve this
purpose, new texts were added to the corpus considering the same sources settled
in its original construction: one essay of Psychology, one essay of Education, one
research article of Psychology, ten editorials and ten news texts.
A specific segmentation was considered for each selected case: previous cotext (C1), which is the clause that precedes the causal relation34; segment 1 (S1),
which is the clause that functions as Q (consequence) in the causal relation; the
causal connective (porque, ‘because’, ya que ‘since’, puesto que ‘given that’);
segment 2 (S2), which is the clause adjacent to S1 and functions as P (cause) in
the causal relation; finally, posterior co-text (C2), which is the clause that follows
the causal relation established between S1 and S2. Analysts analyzed exclusively
the causal relation that exists between S1 and S2; C1 and C2 were presented just
to provide more information to the analysts, which could lead to a better

The frequencies of backwards cases of porque (‘because’), ya que (‘since’) and puesto
que (‘given that’) in academic texts were 98, 106 and 31, respectively (273,359 words);
and in journalistic texts, the frequencies were 79, 22 and 14, respectively (175,466).
33

‘Clause’ was defined here as “a structure that contains a predicate headed by a main
verb”.
34
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classification. Fragment (11) illustrates the examples included in the data sets of
explicit relations:
(11)

(C1) Desde 2012 cuando se superaron los tres millones de peregrinos,
Arabia Saudí ha limitado el número de asistentes debido tanto a las
controvertidas obras que se realizan en la Gran Mezquita de La Meca
como al temor a epidemias. (S1) Pero se trata de una medida temporal, ya
que (S2) el objetivo de los trabajos es ampliar la superficie de la aljama
en 400.000 metros cuadrados, (C2) para que pueda acoger hasta 2,2
millones de fieles a un tiempo.
‘(C1) Since 2012 when there were more than three million of pilgrims,
Saudi Arabia has limited the number of attendees because of the
controversial works performed in the Grand Mosque of Mecca and the
fear of epidemics. (S1) But it is a temporary measure, since (S2) the
purpose of the works is to expand the area of the mosque in 400,000
square meters (C2), so that it can accommodate up to 2.2 million of
faithful at a time.’

As can be noticed in (11), the clause was considered as the minimal unit
of analysis for S1 and S2. However, we also considered the propositional content,
this is the meaning that underlies every segment, and which allows us to construct
a mental representation of the causal relation. Thus, the selected examples vary in
terms of clauses, some of them containing only one clause in S1 and S2,
respectively, as in (11), and others containing more than one clause in S1 or S2.
In (12), S1 consists of a complex of hierarchically ordered clauses (indicated by
lowercase ‘c’), but ya que (‘since’) is connecting two independent and adjacent
segments, which was the main criterion assumed for all the selected examples:
(12)

(S1) Llama la atención la forma [c1 como lograron [c2 ascender en la
sociedad colombiana [c3 a pesar de no encontrar un marco institucional
[c4 que favoreciera su integración debido a políticas restrictivas hacia los
extranjeros [c5 cuya procedencia no fuera europea c5] c4] c3] c2] c1], ya
que (S2) la postura gubernamental era recibir a manos llenas la influencia
del viejo continente a través de sus hijos. (C2) Sin embargo las leyes,
aunque abundantes en este campo, resultaban ineficientes a pesar de
haberse redactado varios proyectos, pues las cifras de inmigrantes
europeos que decidieron establecerse en el país durante la emigración
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masiva fueron mínimas por el poco atractivo económico que revestía la
nación.
‘(S1) It is striking [c1 how they managed [c2 to ascend in Colombian
society [c3 in spite of the fact that they did not find an institutional
framework [c4 that favored their integration due to restrictive policies
towards foreigners [c5 whose origin was not European c5] c4] c3] c2] c1],
since (S2) the governmental position was to receive generously the
influence of the old continent through their children. (C2) However, the
laws, although abundant in this field, were inefficient in spite of the fact
that several projects had been drafted, since the numbers of European
immigrants who decided to settle in the country during the mass
emigration were minimal because of the lack of economic attractiveness
of the nation.’
Regarding the sets for implicit relations, the cases were extracted from the
academic and journalistic corpus of Spanish constructed in our previous corpusbased study (Santana et al., 2017). To this effect, academic and journalistic text
types were randomly selected from the corpus and examined to identify the
implicit causal relations. This process was repeated until 60 implicit relations were
identified for each context, which was identical to the number collected by each
connective in the explicit sets (see Table 4). Table 5 shows the distribution of
these implicit relations for every corpus35:
Table 5. Distribution of implicit causal relations selected from each corpus.
Academic subJournalistic subTotal
corpus
corpus
Implicit causal
60
60
120
relations

Implicit relations were segmented in the same way as explicit relations, with
the exception that these relations did not contain a connective linking S1 and S2.
Fragment (13) illustrates the examples included in the data sets of implicit
relations:
(13)
35

(C1) 3.2. Concepto de cine de animación

84 academic texts (180,955 words) and 215 journalistic texts (100,647 words) were
analyzed to identify 120 examples.
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(S1) El cine es una ilusión. (S2) Las imágenes en movimiento no existen.
(C2) Se necesita la existencia de 24 imágenes fijas por segundo para crear
esa sensación de movimiento.
‘(C1) 3.2. Concept of animation cinema
(S1) Cinema is an illusion. (S2) Moving images do not exist. (C2) The
existence of 24 still images per second is required to create that feeling of
movement.
4.3.2 Manual analysis
The manual text analysis consisted of coding the data sets described in Section
4.3.1 by evaluating the variables of the analytical model explained in Section 4.2
This task was carried out initially by three native speakers of Spanish, one of the
authors of this chapter and two collaborators. All of them work in the field of
discourse studies at different universities. The analysis proceeded in three phases.
The first was the ‘warming-up phase’ aimed at training the analysts. In this phase,
a protocol of analysis was presented (see Appendix B), containing information
about the purpose of the analysis, explaining the categories of the analytical model
and the procedures that should be carried out. The analysts also examined a set of
examples (20 cases per each one) in order to practice with the categories and
discuss problematic cases. These examples were extracted from the same corpora
used for the creation of the data sets. Four cases corresponded to implicit relations,
six to relations marked by porque (‘because’) relations, five to relations marked
by ya que (‘since’), and five to relations marked by puesto que (‘given that’).
Table 6 illustrates one of these examples:
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Table 6 shows the elements that were included in the codebook of the manual
text analysis. In the Example column, the case to be analyzed was presented, in
the Domain, Modality, Presence of the SoC and Identity of the SoC columns,
annotators identified the values corresponding to such variables and in the
Observation column, annotators included a comment, question or doubt related to
each case. In this way, every case was discussed between annotators, and they
agreed on how to analyze the examples, especially the most problematic cases.
The second phase was the preliminary manual analysis of data sets, which
focused on applying the analytical model and clarifying doubts about the
categories. This phase was considered important because it is assumed that the
quality of coding improves over time (Spooren & Degand, 2010). Thus, we
ensured the correct interpretation of the variables and the codebook before
carrying out the official analysis. In this phase, the type of analysis that was
carried out is called ‘partial overlap coding’, which implies that the sample is cut
up in several subparts of which some are double coded, while others are coded by
only one analyst (Li et al., 2013; Spooren & Degand, 2010). Considering that we
counted on three analysts and our corpus contained 480 examples distributed in
explicit and implicit relations, 15% of the sample was coded by analyst 1 (72
cases); another 15% was coded by analyst 2 (72 cases); and finally, all the
examples evaluated by analyst 1 and 2 (144 cases) were coded by analyst 3. These
examples were similar to those illustrated in Table 6. After carrying out this
preliminary round of analysis, several disagreements were identified between
annotators, conflicting cases were discussed and criteria for the official analysis
were agreed on. This discussion was carried out separately between the analysts,
so the examples analyzed by analysts 1 and 2 were not shared between them;
analyst 3 was the only one who had access to all the examples.
The third phase corresponded to the final manual analysis of the data. Here
we used the same type of analysis ‘partial overlap coding’ but unlike the second
phase, the analyses were done with two rather than three analysts. In this way, one
analyst examined 15% of the sample (72 cases), which corresponded to different
examples to those given in the preliminary round of analyses and the other analyst
examined all the examples of the sample (480 cases). These examples were
comparable to those presented in the previous phases (see Table 6). In total,
considering all phases of the analysis process (the warming-up phase, the
preliminary manual analysis, and the final manual analysis of the data), three
rounds of annotations were carried out. Different, ambiguous and clear examples
were discussed in the first and second phases, so the annotator who analyzed most
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of the sample (480 cases) in the third phase, followed the criteria established as a
result of previous annotations. Therefore, annotations in the third phase do not
show as much variation as the annotations carried out in the previous phases. This
method ensured that at least 15% of the data was double-coded, it also enabled us
to use the information of double-coded data in order to conduct statistical analyses
and it made possible to enhance the reliability of data coded by one analyst.
4.3.3 Inter-rater agreement
The level of inter-rater agreement was calculated taking into account the doublecoded data collected in the third phase of our analysis, which correspond to 72
cases of the sample (15% of the total analyzed corpus). This selection consisted
of 36 cases extracted from the academic context and 36 cases from the journalistic
context. All of them were extracted randomly. Regarding the cases of the
academic context: five essays of Education, two essays of Psychology, six
research articles of Education, three research articles of Psychology, four
textbooks of Education and four textbooks of Psychology were extracted from the
academic corpus of Spanish (Santana et al., 2017) and four research articles, three
textbooks, two essays, one proceeding, one research report and one thesis were
obtained from CORPES XXI. In relation to the cases of the journalistic context:
twelve editorials and eight news were extracted from the journalistic corpus of
Spanish (Santana et al., 2017) and seven editorials, five news and four opinion
articles were collected from CORPES XXI. Table 7 shows the inter-rater
agreement:
Table 7. Inter-rater agreement per variable among annotators.
Variable
Percentage of agreement
Cohen´s Kappa
Domain
90.3%
0.68
Modality (Q)
65.3%
0.42
Presence of the SoC
93.1%
0.84
Identity of the SoC
94.4%
0.85

N Cases
72
72
72
72

It can be seen from the data in Table 7 that the percentage of agreement was
over 90% in three of the variables. Moreover, the indicator of Cohen’s Kappa
shows that the agreement was excellent for the identity of the SoC and for the
presence of the SoC (following the interpretation rules for Kappa suggested by
Landis and Koch, 1977). In the case of the domain, the level of agreement can be
labeled substantial. The agreement was low in case of modality (Q), which reveals
that it is the most controversial category of the analytical model. For further detail,

Subjectivity in Spanish discourse: Explicit and implicit causal relations in
different contexts 89
Tables 8, 9, 10 and 11 provide the confusion matrices of each subjectivity
feature36:
Table 8. Confusion matrix of Domain.
Domain
Analyst 3
Analyst 1
Epistemic
Speech-act
Volitional
Epistemic
56
3
1
Non-volitional
1
0
0
Volitional
2
0
8

Non-volitional
0
1
0

Table 9. Confusion matrix of Modality (Q).
Modality (Q)
Analyst 3
Analyst 1
Judgement
Speech-act
Mental fact
Judgement
30
0
0
Speech-act
2
3
0
Mental fact
17
0
13
Physical fact
0
0
6

Physical fact
0
0
0
1

Table 10. Confusion matrix of the Presence of the SoC.
Presence of the SoC
Analyst 3
Analyst 1
Implicit
Explicit
Implicit
48
2
Explicit
3
18
Absent
0
0

Absent
0
0
1

Table 11. Confusion matrix of the Identity of the SoC.
Identity of the SoC
Analyst 3
Analyst 1
Author
Current speaker
Character
Author
54
0
0
Current speaker
1
1
0
Character
1
2
12
N/A
0
0
0

N/A
0
0
0
1

Regarding the disagreements in modality (Q), most of them corresponded to
cases that were classified as judgement by one analyst and mental fact by the other
(see Table 9). This situation illustrates the difficulty of distinguishing these

36

Matrices are calculated on the basis of the total number of double-coded data, i.e. 72
cases of the sample (15% of the total analyzed corpus).
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indicators, especially because both involve mental processes that are not directly
observable in the external world.
Once we obtained the inter-rater agreement, statistical analyses were
conducted. To investigate the distribution of subjectivity features, log-linear
analyses were used specifically to identify associations and interactions between
variables (subjectivity, linguistic marking, context), which in case of three-way
interactions were followed up by chi-square tests (following the strategy
suggested by Field, Miles & Field, 2012). In the section that follows, this data will
be presented in detail.
4.4 Results
The present study aims to investigate whether Spanish connectives show a
systematic variation in terms of subjectivity in a manual corpus analysis, whether
explicit and implicit relations differ with respect to subjectivity, and whether these
relationships depend on context. As was mentioned in Section 4.1, we assumed
academic and journalistic as sources of context. In this section, the results are
reported for each subjectivity feature and the observed data correspond to the
analyses carried out by one of the annotators who analyzed all the 480 cases in
the corpus.
As indicated previously, log-linear analyses were carried out with the purpose
of identifying associations and interactions between variables (subjectivity,
linguistic marking, context). To achieve this aim, it was necessary to collapse
some categories. This decision was made as a solution to the problem of having
more than 20% of cells with expected frequencies less than 5, which violates one
of the assumptions in the log-linear analysis (see Field et al., 2012). Grouping was
done taking into account categories that have similar degrees of subjectivity.
Table 12 illustrates the organization of categories:
Table 12. Organization of categories for the statistical analyses.
Variables
Subjective
Objective
Domain
Epistemic/Speech-act
Volitional content/Non-volitional
content
Modality (Q)
Judgement/Speech-act
Mental fact/Physical fact
Presence of the
Implicit
Explicit/Absent
SoC
Identity of the
Author/Current speaker
Character/N/A
SoC
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Table 12 shows that in the case of the domain, speech-act and epistemic
relations were grouped together as subjective relations, whereas volitional and
non-volitional as objective. In the case of modality of the Q-segment, speech-act
and judgement were gathered as subjective and mental fact and physical fact as
objective indicators. In the case of the presence of the SoC, implicit SoC was
considered subjective and explicit SoC and absent SoC were grouped as objective
indicators. Finally, in the case of the identity of the SoC, author and current
speaker were grouped as subjective cases, whereas character and N/A were
considered as objective ones.
4.4.1 Domain
The log-linear analyses produced a final model that retained all effects. The fit of
the model was perfect (χ2 (0) = 0; p=1). This indicated that the highest order
interaction of Domain * Context * Linguistic marking was significant (χ 2 (3) =
15.41; p <.01). To interpret this interaction separate chi-square tests were
calculated between Domain and Linguistic marking for each source of context.
For academic context, the association between Domain and Linguistic marking
did not reach significance (χ2 (3) = 6.49; p = .09). For journalistic context, the
association was significant (χ2 (3) = 16.71; p <.01). Analysis of the standardized
residuals showed that the association is mainly caused by the relatively low
number of objective indicators (volitional and non-volitional) for implicit
relations, compared to the three types of explicit relations. The data are
summarized in Table 13:
Table 13. Frequencies (and standardized residuals) of Linguistic marking by Domain for
each Source of Context (academic, journalistic).
Domain
Subjective
Objective
Linguistic marking
Academic context
Porque (‘because’)
46 (-0.7)
14 (1.6)
Ya que (‘since’)
51 (0.0)
9 (0.0)
Puesto que (‘given that’)
56 (0.7)
4 (-1.7)
Implicit
50 (-0.1)
10 (0.2)
Journalistic context
Porque (‘because’)
43 (-0.8)
17 (1.7)
Ya que (‘since’)
45 (-0.5)
15 (1.1)
Puesto que (‘given that’)
48 (-0.1)
12 (0.2)
Implicit
59 (1.5)
1 (-3.1)
Note: Subjective and objective correspond to the total number of the collapsed
categories in the variable Domain, speech-act/epistemic and volitional/non-volitional,
respectively.
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Overall, 84.5% of the 240 relations in academic context were subjective
(speech-act/epistemic) and 15.4% were objective (volitional/non-volitional). A
similar predominance of subjective relations was found in journalistic context,
81.2% subjective (speech-act/epistemic) and 18.7% objective (volitional/nonvolitional)37.
4.4.2 Modality (Q)
The log-linear analyses also produced a final model that retained all effects. The
fit of the model was perfect (χ2 (0) = 0; p=1). This indicated that the highest order
interaction of Modality (Q) * Context * Linguistic marking was significant (χ2 (3)
= 9.71; p <.01). To interpret this interaction separate chi-square tests were
calculated between Modality (Q) and Linguistic marking for each source of
context. For academic context, the association between Modality (Q) and
Linguistic marking did not reach significance (χ2 (3) = 2.87; p = .41). For
journalistic context, the association was significant (χ2 (3) = 14.41; p <.01).
Analysis of the standardized residuals showed that the association is mainly
caused by the low number of objective indicators (mental fact and physical fact)
for the implicit cases, compared to the three types of explicit cases. The data are
summarized in Table 14:
Table 14. Frequencies (and standardized residuals) of Linguistic marking by Modality
(Q) for each Source of Context (academic, journalistic).
Modality (Q)
Subjective
Objective
Linguistic marking
Academic context
Porque (‘because’)
40 (-0.7)
20 (1.1)
Ya que (‘since’)
45 (0.1)
15 (-0.1)
Puesto que (‘given that’)
48 (0.5)
12 (-0.9)
Implicit
45 (0.1)
15 (-0.1)
Journalistic context
Porque (‘because’)
40 (-0.6)
20 (0.9)
Ya que (‘since’)
39 (-0.7)
21 (1.2)
Puesto que (‘given that’)
41 (-0.4)
19 (0.7)
Implicit
55 (1.7)
5 (-2.8)
Note: Subjective and objective correspond to the total number of the collapsed
categories in the variable Modality (Q), speech-act /judgement and mental/physical
facts, respectively.
37

All percentages presented in Section 4 are calculated on the basis of the total number of
relations in each source of context (240 relations in academic contexts and 240 relations
in journalistic contexts).
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Overall, 74.1% of the 240 Q-segments in academic context had a
subjective modality (speech-act/judgement) and 25.8% had an objective modality
(mental/physical facts). The same predominance of subjective modalities was also
found in journalistic context, 72.9% subjective modality, 27.0% objective
modality.
4.4.3 Presence of the SoC
Similar to Domain and Modality (Q), the log-linear analyses produced a final
model that retained all effects. The fit of the model was perfect (χ2 (0) = 0; p=1).
This indicated that the highest order interaction of Presence of the SoC * Context
* Linguistic marking was significant (χ2 (3) = 27.93; p <.01). To interpret this
interaction separate chi-square tests were calculated between Presence of the SoC
and Linguistic marking for each source of context. For academic context, the
association between Presence of the SoC and Linguistic marking was significant
(χ2 (3) = 9.16; p <.01). For journalistic context, the association was also significant
(χ2 (3) = 29.46; p <.01). Analysis of the standardized residuals showed that the
association in academic context is mainly caused by the relatively low number of
objective cases (explicit and absent SoCs) for explicit relations marked with
puesto que (‘given that’), compared to the explicit relations marked by the other
connectives and implicit relations. In the case of journalistic context, the
association is mainly caused by the high number of subjective indicators (implicit
SoC) and the low number of objective indicators (explicit and absent SoCs) for
implicit relations, compared to the three types of explicit relations. The data are
summarized in Table 15:
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Table 15. Frequencies (and standardized residuals) of Linguistic marking by Presence
of the SoC for each Source of Context (academic, journalistic).
Presence of the SoC
Subjective
Objective
Linguistic marking
Academic context
Porque (‘because’)
44 (-0.6)
16 (1.2)
Ya que (‘since’)
46 (-0.3)
14 (0.6)
Puesto que (‘given that’)
56 (1.2)
4 (-2.3)
Implicit
46 (-0.3)
14 (0.6)
Journalistic context
Porque (‘because’)
35 (-0.1)
25 (1.5)
Ya que (‘since’)
34 (-1.2)
26 (1.7)
Puesto que (‘given that’)
39 (-0.4)
21 (0.6)
Implicit
58 (2.6)
2 (-3.8)
Note: Subjective and objective correspond to the total number of the collapsed
categories in the variable Presence of the SoC, implicit SoC and explicit/absent SoC,
respectively.

Overall, 80.0% of the 240 relations in academic context had a subjective
SoC (implicit SoC) and 20.0% were objective (explicit/absent SoC). The
percentages for journalistic context were 69.2% subjective and 30.8% objective.
4.4.4 Identity of the SoC
As with the previous variables, the log-linear analyses produced a final model that
retained all effects. The fit of the model was perfect (χ2 (0) = 0; p=1). This
indicated that the highest order interaction of Identity of the SoC * Context *
Linguistic marking was significant (χ2 (3) = 19.94; p <.01). To interpret this
interaction, separate chi-square tests were calculated between Identity of the SoC
and Linguistic marking, for each source of context. For academic context, the
association between Identity of the SoC and Linguistic marking was significant
(χ2 (3) = 10.67; p <.01). For journalistic context, the association was also
significant (χ2 (3) = 21.69; p <.01). Analysis of the standardized residuals showed
that the association in academic context is mainly caused by the low number of
objective cases (character and N/A) for explicit relations marked with puesto que
(‘given that’), compared to the explicit relations marked by the other connectives
and implicit relations. In journalistic context, the association is mainly caused by
the high number of subjective indicators (author and current speaker) and the low
number of objective ones (character and N/A) for implicit relations, compared to
the three types of explicit relations. The data are summarized in Table 16:
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Table 16. Frequencies (and standardized residuals) of Linguistic marking by Identity of
the SoC for each Source of Context (academic, journalistic).
Identity of the SoC
Subjective
Objective
Linguistic marking
Academic context
Porque (‘because’)
49 (-0.4)
11 (1.1)
Ya que (‘since’)
48 (-0.6)
12 (1.4)
Puesto que (‘given that’)
59 (1.0)
1 (-2.5)
Implicit
52 (0.0)
8 (0.0)
Journalistic context
Porque (‘because’)
38 (-0.1)
22 (1.7)
Ya que (‘since’)
40 (-0.7)
20 (1.2)
Puesto que (‘given that’)
43 (-0.3)
17 (0.4)
Implicit
58 (2.0)
2 (-3.4)
Note: Subjective and objective correspond to the total number of the collapsed
categories in the variable Identity of the SoC, author/current speaker and
character/N/A, respectively.

Regarding the total percentages, 86.6% corresponded to subjective cases
(author/current speaker) and 13.3% to objective ones (character/N/A) in academic
context. In the case of journalistic context, 74.5% corresponded to subjective
indicators (author/current speaker) and 34.0% to objective indicators
(character/N/A).
4.5 Discussion and conclusions
The current study aimed to achieve a better understanding of subjectivity in
Spanish causal relations and connectives by carrying out manual text analyses.
Evidence of several corpus-based studies in different languages (Degand, 2001;
Degand & Pander Maat, 2003; Günthner, 1993; Keller, 1995; Li, et al., 2013;
Pander Maat & Degand, 2001; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000, 2001; Pit, 2006,
2007; Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Stukker & Sanders, 2009, 2012; Verhagen, 2005;
Wegener, 2000; Wei, 2018; Zufferey, 2012) have demonstrated that causal
connectives follow a specific pattern in terms of subjectivity: some causal
connectives are mainly used to express subjective meaning, whereas others are
used to express objective meanings. A priori, Spanish might be expected to follow
such a pattern. However, our previous corpus-based study (Santana et al., 2017),
in which automatic analyses were carried out, did not reveal this. This situation
led us to question whether the results were due to the method of automatic analysis
of subjectivity. That is why we decided to use another method to shed light on this
matter: manual analyses of subjectivity. Spanish causal explicit relations marked
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by the connectives porque (‘because’), ya que (‘since’) and puesto que (‘given
that’) were analyzed in order to investigate whether these connectives show a
systematic variation in terms of subjectivity. Based on previous literature of
Spanish connectives (Borzi & Detges 2011; Blackwell, 2016; Goethals, 2002,
2010; Pit et al., 1996), we expected to find that porque (‘because’) is a general
connective used to express subjective and objective relations, whereas ya que
(‘since’) and puesto que (‘given that’) are specific connectives used to express
subjective meanings.
A second issue concerned implicit relations. Most available studies on
coherence relations have investigated the subjectivity of explicit relations; hardly
any investigations exist on the subjectivity of implicit relations. Therefore,
implicit relations were examined in order to identify differences between this type
of relations and explicit relations. Our purpose was to explore whether subjectivity
occurs differently in the absence of connectives. These relations were analyzed in
different contexts (academic and journalistic) in order to identify whether the
subjectivity of these relations depends on the context in which they occur or
whether this subjectivity is stable across these contexts. Log-linear analyses were
conducted to identify associations and interactions between variables
(subjectivity, linguistic marking, context) and chi-square tests were applied to
obtain a more fined-grained analysis of the interaction between variables.
The first research question was: To what extent do manual corpus analyses
allow us to explore whether Spanish causal connectives show a systematic
variation in terms of subjectivity? Results of this corpus-based study showed that
there is no evidence for subjectivity as a categorical principle in Spanish causal
connectives. The connectives observed did not reveal a systematic variation in
terms of subjectivity. Porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) were not associated
with any subjectivity feature, which suggests that they do not have a profile that
can be characterized in terms of more or less subjectivity. Puesto que (‘given
that’) was associated with a low number of objective features, which could lead
us to infer that it is not used to express objective meanings. However, this
tendency was observed only in academic context and for only two features: the
presence of the SoC (explicit and absent SoCs) and identity of the SoC (character
and N/A). Therefore, we conclude that in comparison with other languages, the
distinction between connectives expressing subjective versus objective relations
does not occur so evidently in Spanish.
Our second research question was: What differences can be identified between
explicit (with connectives) and implicit (no connectives) causal relations in terms
of subjectivity? The results showed that implicit relations were associated with
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relatively low number of objective scores across the analyzed variables (domain,
modality (Q), presence of the SoC and identity of the SoC). Moreover, implicit
relations were associated with high number of subjective indicators in two
variables: presence of the SoC (implicit SoC) and identity of the SoC
(author/current speaker). However, these results were observed only in
journalistic context. In the case of academic context, implicit relations were not
associated with any subjectivity feature. Therefore, these observed data lead us to
conclude that implicit relations behave differently depending on the context that
they occur in. More specifically, in journalistic context they tend to be nonobjective and in the case of containing an SoC, implicit relations are used
preferentially to express subjective meanings.
Our third research question was: What is the relationship between contexts
and the meaning and use of causal coherence relations? Results revealed that
there was a significant three-way interaction in all the observed variables, which
would indicate that context is relevant for the relation between subjectivity and
linguistic marking. By splitting the results per source of context and by carrying
out a more fine-grained analysis, we identified that associations between
subjectivity and linguistic marking were significant in all variables in journalistic
context (domain, modality (Q), presence of the SoC and identity of the SoC),
whereas they were significant only in two variables in the case of academic
context (presence of the SoC and identity of the SoC). These results suggest that
the relevance of context in the relation between subjectivity and linguistic
marking is clearer in journalistic context than in academic context.
In conclusion, the three research questions of this study received an explicit,
and sometimes surprising, answer. Regarding our first research question, the
analyzed Spanish connectives do not show a systematic variation in terms of
subjectivity as various other languages do (such as Dutch, German, French,
Mandarin Chinese). Porque (‘because’), ya que (‘since’) and puesto que (‘given
that’) do not have a clear-cut semantic profile in terms of subjectivity. This
conclusion is based on solid manual text analyses considering a substantial
number of relations and including statistical evaluation. The question arises why
our results differ from previous studies of Spanish connectives. For ya que
(‘since’) was identified by Borzi and Detges (2011) as a connective that is
associated with the presence of a third singular or plural person. Goethals (2002,
2010) indicates that ya que (‘since’) identifies a speech act of justification in
which a conceptualizer expresses a particular or subjective point of view, but
without implying that this point of view is also the speaker’s. According to these
studies, we would have expected that ya que (‘since’) would be related to some
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indicator of presence of the SoC and identity of the SoC, but our data did not
reveal that. In the case of puesto que (‘given that’) Pit et al. (1996) claim that this
connective signals subjectivity co-occurring generally with a speaker in an
evaluative role, which would lead us to expect that puesto que (‘given that’) would
be associated to judgement in modality (Q). However, in our study, this
connective was not associated with subjective indicators at all.
These discrepancies could be attributed to the fact that our sample was
selected randomly considering different texts per each source of context (essays,
research articles, textbooks, proceedings, theses and research reports from
different disciplines for academic context, and editorials, news and opinion
articles for journalistic context), whereas texts that were analyzed in previous
studies were selected more narrowly. For example, the corpus used by Borzi and
Detges (2011) consisted of examples extracted from journalistic articles of
Argentinian newspapers and from five essays that corresponded to three
Argentinian authors. Similarly, Goethals (2002) used cases of ya que (‘since’)
only from the section of politics of the newspaper El País and Pit et al. (1996)
analyzed 25 cases for ya que (‘since’) as well as for porque (‘because’) and puesto
que (‘given that’).
Furthermore, our results differed from previous studies because of the
analytical model that was used. Where we used an integrative approach to
subjectivity that decomposes the general notion of subjectivity in its most relevant
components (Degand & Pander Maat, 2003; Langacker, 1990; Lyons, 1977;
Sanders & Spooren, 2009, 2015; Spooren et al., 2010; Traugott, 1995), previous
studies considered some specific aspects of subjectivity. Borzi and Detges (2011)
described ya que (‘since’) as polyphonic connective, similar to the French
connective puisque, assuming the proposal of Bourcier and Ducrot (1980) and
they examined the position and the quality of the information associated to these
connectives; Goethals (2002) described and classified Spanish causal
conjunctions within a framework that combines elements of the semiotics and
speech act philosophy. Finally, Pit et. al. (1996) analyzed causal relations
considering the content/epistemic domain dichotomy proposed by Sweetser
(1990) and applying a schema of perspective analysis. We do believe that
subjectivity was operationalized in the current study in a detailed and precise way,
with a model that has revealed systematic differences in other languages (Li et al,
2013; Sanders & Spooren, 2015). As a result, the conclusion on the lexicon of
causal connectives in Spanish seems valid.
Taken together, these results provide new insights into the categorization of
coherence relations in terms of subjectivity. We obtained empirical evidence that
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shows that the phenomenon of subjectivity is encoded differently across
languages. Spanish, similar to English, does not have connectives that have a clear
subjectivity profile. Rather, Spanish seems to have a wider repertoire of general
causal connectives, like because (Ford, 1993; Knott & Sanders, 1998; Sweetser,
1990), which can be used to express both subjective and objective relations. In
this way, subjectivity in Spanish might be conveyed through other linguistic
elements. Therefore, it would be necessary to look into other specific features. For
example, Levshina and Degand (2017) analyzed several contextual variables to
identify objective and subjective meanings expressed by English because on the
basis of uses associated to Dutch connectives omdat and want; the presence or
absence of modal verbs, polarity (positive and negative clauses), semantic class
of the verbal predicate (mental or social verbs), semantic class of the subject
(animate, inanimate, no subject), tense of the finite predicate and voice of the
finite predicate could be promising variables to explore in order to identify
whether they are associated with subjective or objective meanings in Spanish.
As they have been understudied from this type of approach, further
investigation into Spanish causal connectives and coherence relations is still
worthwhile. A reasonable approach might be to use experimental methods, which
could increase the reliability and validity of data collected so far, with manual
annotations. Crowdsourcing experimentation seems to be a promising
methodology. It allows us to obtain information based on the knowledge of native
speakers avoiding possible biased annotations by analysts (Pusse, Sayeed &
Demberg, 2016; Scholman & Demberg, 2017ab). Our future work will be oriented
in this direction.
Regarding our second research question, implicit relations in journalistic
context tend to be non-objective, objective relations do not occur often. In the case
of containing an SoC, implicit relations are used to express subjective meanings.
By observing the cases of journalistic context in detail, we notice that many of
these relations are like examples (14) and (15):
(14)

(C1) El Gobierno peruano ha negado esta acusación. (S1) Sin duda, la
anunciada y no concretada rendición de Humala acabó con la paciencia
del Gobierno. (S2) En un comunicado, a media tarde de ayer, el Ministerio
de Interior deploró la actitud de Humala de no deponer las armas, tal como
lo había anunciado el pasado domingo (C2) e invitó a la población que
vive en las inmediaciones de la comisaría a abandonar temporalmente sus
viviendas. [NE180]
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(15)

‘(C1) The Peruvian government has denied this accusation. (S1)
Undoubtedly, the announced and unspecified surrender of Humala put an
end to the patience of the government. (S2) In an announcement,
yesterday afternoon, the Ministry of Interior deplored the attitude of
Humala, who did not put down weapons as he had announced the last
Sunday (C2) and it invited the population living in the vicinity of the
police station to temporarily abandon their homes.’
(C1) El movimiento de la Casa Blanca y las sanciones aplicadas a siete
altos funcionarios venezolanos marcan un cambio significativo en la
actitud estadounidense ante los graves acontecimientos que se suceden en
Venezuela y que se han acelerado desde que Nicolás Maduro asumió la
presidencia hace casi dos años. (S1) La situación política y social en el
país sudamericano es casi insostenible. (S2) La ineficacia en la gestión
económica, junto a la violación por parte del Gobierno de derechos
básicos, han llevado al país a un estado de penuria material y de tensión
social que tienen difícil justificación.
(C2) Algunos de los dirigentes más importantes de la oposición se
encuentran encarcelados.
‘(C1) The movement of the White House and the sanctions applied to
seven Venezuelan senior officials mark a significant change in the US
attitude towards the serious events that are happening in Venezuela and
that have increased since Nicolás Maduro assumed the presidency almost
two years ago. (S1) The political and social situation in the South
American country is almost unsustainable. (S2) The inefficiency in
economic management and the violation of basic rights by the
government have led the country to a state of material scarcity and social
tension, which are difficult to justify.
(C2) Some of the most important leaders of the opposition are
imprisoned.’

In both examples we observed that there is an SoC who is evaluating a
situation. The epistemic stance marker sin duda (‘undoubtely’) in example (14)
and the use of the adverb casi (‘almost’) and the adjective insostenible
(‘unsustainable’) in (15) reflect this SoC’s presence. It could be the case that by
not having any mark to express causality, implicit relations need to make even
clearer the relation established between segments and consequently, these are
more preferred to express subjective relations like (14) and (15), which were the
predominant ones in our corpus (subjective indicators speech-act/epistemic,
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speech-act/judgement, implicit SoC and author/current speaker reached more than
70% in both types of contexts, academic and journalistic). In academic context
similar relations to (14) and (15) were identified, but the number of objective
relations was less extreme than in journalistic context, which would explain the
non-significance in this context.
It is important to stress that in the current study, implicit relations were
analysed from a subjectivity perspective. Implicit relations have been
understudied in discourse coherence studies (but see Das and Taboada (2017) and
Taboada and Das (2013) for recent exceptions), which have always been biased
towards explicitly marked relations. Our findings provide a preliminary
perspective of how subjectivity is manifest in absence of connectives, which is a
step forward into the knowledge of subjectivity in discourse. We identified that
subjectivity is manifested differently in implicit relations, depending on contexts.
For this reason, we strongly encourage exploring implicit relations in different
languages and contexts in order to compare results and obtain more insights into
subjectivity. Moreover, the exploration of these relations would be an interesting
issue for future studies on reading comprehension and processing information,
especially because there have been studies that claim that subjective relations are
more difficult to process and that connectives serve as instructions that facilitate
the processing of this type of relations (Canestrelli, Mak & Sanders, 2013).
As for our third research question, the current study allowed us to confirm
that context plays an influential role in the meaning and use of coherence relations.
For instance, significant relationships were identified between subjectivity,
linguistic marking and context. This implies that context is a variable that should
be considered in the analysis of coherence relations and connectives. Especially,
in languages that have been understudied or that do not have connectives with a
clear-cut profile in terms of subjectivity, context might give more insights into the
meaning and use of these relations and connectives. Clear as this may be as a
general tendency, we have to acknowledge that it is not easy to interpret specific
interactions between context, subjectivity and linguistic marking in a
straightforward way, because we are talking about three-way interactions.
For instance, the results suggest that the relevance of context in the relation
between subjectivity and marking is clearer in journalistic context than in
academic context, since this association was significant for all variables in
journalistic contexts, whereas it was significant only for two variables in academic
contexts. However, it is hard to relate this directly to the characteristics of
journalistic versus academic contexts, in general. It is tempting to argue that in
journalistic texts it is necessary to communicate precisely what kind of events
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happened, how they occurred, who participated in those events, in order to clarify
if they correspond to events of the real world or if they represent the thoughts of
someone in particular. However, this intuition is not in line with the results that
we found, because we found many epistemic relations in which the author is
clearly present. For academic texts we found a similar relationship, but only for
explicit puesto que-relations. This may be because authors of academic texts are
more oriented to a particular audience of academic readers. They want to make a
point, to argue, or to demonstrate the relevance of their work (Hyland, 2001,
2011). These characteristics are in line with the subjectivity variables that reached
statistical significance in our corpus, especially for epistemic relations in the case
of the connective puesto que (‘given that’) (presence of the SoC and identity of
the SoC). These findings illustrate that we are still in need of further specification
of the role of the context.
Among the limitations of this study, we mention the size of the corpus. As
this study focused on specific contexts, it was necessary to collect texts
corresponding to these contexts searching several resources in Spanish, which are
limited, and in some cases, a part of them are not available freely. Therefore,
future analyses, especially those that involve specialized contexts, should take this
methodological issue into account.
Finally, we believe that the methodology used in this research provided us
with a better understanding of subjectivity of Spanish causal relations and
connectives. In comparison with automatic analyses carried out in our previous
corpus-based study (Santana et al., 2017), manual analyses allowed us to explore
in more depth Spanish coherence relations revealing interesting insights about
these relations and their connectives. The strategy of analysis used in this study
played a crucial role in the inter-rater agreement. The discussion of disagreements
in the warming-up phase and in the preliminary manual analysis were beneficial
steps in our methodology. These two rounds of annotations allowed us to clarify
doubts, define the categories and indicators even more precisely, which was
beneficial to the reliability because the coding can be reproduced in other research
contexts. Moreover, it was favorable for the validity because the coding reached
a higher quality, which now provides us with a clearer picture of causal coherence
in the Spanish language.

Chapter 5. Spanish native speaker’s preferences for
Porque (‘Because’), Ya que (‘Since’) versus Puesto que
(‘Given that’): Testing subjectivity theory with
crowdsourcing experimentation
Language users have preferences for the connectives they choose to express
causal coherence relations. These choices may depend on the subjectivity
involved in the relation. Dutch connectives illustrate this situation clearly: want
(‘since/for’) is preferred typically for expressing subjective relations and omdat
(‘because’) for objective ones (Sanders & Spooren, 2015). While various corpusbased studies have revealed a similar pattern in other languages, little attention
has been paid to Spanish from this perspective. Recent corpus-based studies
analyzed the connectives porque (‘because’), ya que (‘since’) and puesto que
(‘given that’) using two different methods of analysis (Santana, Nieuwenhuijsen,
Spooren & Sanders, 2017; Santana, Spooren, Nieuwenhuijsen & Sanders, 2018).
Surprisingly, the findings did not coincide with the previous literature on Spanish
connectives, and the semantic profile of the connectives remained unclear. The
current study again aims to investigate whether these connectives show systematic
variation in terms of subjectivity, using an experimental method: crowdsourcing.
In two experiments, we first focused on porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’)
and then on porque (‘because’) and puesto que (‘given that’). Results show that
Spanish native speakers prefer puesto que (‘given that’) over porque (‘because’)
to express subjective relations. However, no statistically significant difference
was observed between porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’). This study offers
a better understanding of Spanish connectives in terms of subjectivity and
contributes to the assessment of the use of crowdsourcing experimentation as a
useful and reliable method to elucidate the meaning and use of connectives.

This chapter is a modified version of the journal article that has been
submitted as:
Santana, Spooren, Nieuwenhuijsen & Sanders (under review). Spanish Native
Speaker’s Preferences for Porque (‘Because’), Ya que (‘Since’) versus Puesto que
(‘Given that’): Testing Subjectivity Theory with Crowdsourcing
Experimentation.

104 Chapter 5
5.1 Introduction
The previous chapters have discussed a distinction in terms of subjectivity that
might be systematic across different languages, among them Dutch, German,
French and Mandarin Chinese. However, in languages such as English,
subjectivity is hardly systematically encoded in causal connectives. For example,
because and so are general connectives that can express both subjective and
objective causal relations (see Ford, 1993; Knott & Dale, 1994; Knott & Sanders,
1998; Sweetser, 1990). This situation leads us to explore other languages and to
question whether there are other languages that resemble English in this respect.
Spanish is an interesting candidate to explore because it is an understudied
language from the perspective of subjectivity. Recently, two exploratory, corpusbased studies (Santana, Nieuwenhuijsen, Spooren & Sanders, 2017; Santana,
Spooren, Nieuwenhuijsen & Sanders, 2018) both revealed surprising findings that
do not coincide with the existing literature on Spanish connectives.
In Spanish, there are three common connectives that can express
backward causality: porque (‘because’), ya que (‘since’) and puesto que (‘given
that’) (Chapter 3). The profile of these connectives in terms of subjectivity is not
at all clear. For example, porque (‘because’) is considered as the most common
Spanish connective to express causality (Domínguez García, 2007; Vera, 1984),
and it differs from other causal connectives because of its multifunctional
properties (Goethals, 2002, 2010). In oral narratives, it has been shown to be
interpreted as expressing either semantic or pragmatic relations, and in some cases
both (Blackwell, 2016)38. From these characteristics it can be deduced that porque
(‘because’) is a general connective, used to express both subjective and objective
relations. However, Santana et al. (2017), who carried out automatic analyses,
found that this connective tends to occur in subjective environments (i.e. in a cotext that contains relatively many subjective words). This result could suggest that
porque (‘because’) is mainly used to express subjective meanings. Using manual
text analyses, Santana et al. (2018) showed that porque (‘because’) was not
associated with any subjectivity feature. Therefore, the profile of this connective
in terms of subjectivity remains unclear.

38

Blackwell (2016) refers to semantic and pragmatic relations considering the distinction
presented in Sanders (1997). These correspond to objective and subjective relations,
respectively.

Spanish native speaker’s preferences for Porque (‘Because’), Ya que (‘Since’)
versus Puesto que (‘Given that’): Testing subjectivity theory with crowdsourcing
experimentation 105
Ya que (‘since’) has been characterized as a connective used for specific
purposes. Previous literature claims that it is used to justify or legitimize the
speaker’s acts, to express a collective voice, to introduce information that is
accepted by most of the people, and that it is associated with the presence of a
third singular or plural person (Borzi & Detges, 2011). It has been claimed that it
is used to justify other statements referring to evident information in the context
(Santos Río, 2003) and to express irony (Goethals 2002, 2010). In addition, some
authors have argued that ya que (‘since’) only occurs in epistemic relations and
that the segments connected by this connective present more evaluations than
those of other connectives (Pit, Hulst & Pander Maat, 1996). Given these
characteristics, it can be inferred that ya que (‘since’) is a specific connective that
involves the presence of an SoC and might be used preferentially for expressing
subjective relations. Nevertheless, this connective did not occur in subjective
environments in Chapter 3, nor was it associated with any subjectivity features in
Chapter 4, which leads us to question whether ya que (‘since’) is or is not a
specific connective that expresses subjective relations.
Finally, puesto que (‘given that’) can also be identified as a specific
subjective connective. It has been claimed that this connective is used to introduce
the justification of categorical judgements and deductions (Santos Río, 2003); it
has been associated with a proposal or suggestion (Galán Rodríguez, 1999) and
signals subjectivity, co-occurring with a speaker in an evaluative role (Pit et al.,
1996). These characteristics suggest that puesto que (‘given that’) is indeed a
specific connective that is mainly used to express subjective relations. However,
the results in Chapter 4 indicate that this connective might be associated both with
subjective and objective relations since the segment preceding this connective
contained relatively many subjective words, whereas the segment after this
connective contained a relatively low percentage of subjective words.
Furthermore, puesto que (‘given that’) was associated with a low number of
objective features in Chapter 4, which could lead us to infer that it is not used to
express objective relations. However, this tendency was observed in only one of
the contexts that were analyzed (academic discourse) and in only two subjectivity
features (the presence of SoC and the identity of SoC)39. Therefore, further

In Chapter 4, ‘context’ refers to the source from which different text types were
extracted to analyze connectives and coherence relations. These were academic and
journalistic contexts.
39
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research is needed to provide more definitive evidence about the profile of this
connective in terms of subjectivity.
In sum, the semantic-pragmatic profile of these three Spanish causal
connectives in terms of subjectivity remains unclear and the evidence provided by
corpus-based studies differs from what has been claimed earlier in the literature.
Why do corpus results not coincide with the theoretical profiles of these
connectives suggested in the literature? A possible explanation might be that
Spanish connectives do not systematically encode subjectivity. Accordingly, the
hypothesis that causal connectives show a systematic variation in terms of
subjectivity across different languages must be reconsidered; in this respect,
English would not be a mere exception since Spanish would not follow such a
pattern of subjectivity either. Another feasible explanation could be that the
differences of meaning and use among Spanish connectives are so subtle that they
cannot be observed with automatic analyses as applied in Chapter 3. A final likely
reason could be that using manual analyses (Chapter 4) provides only a limited
understanding of Spanish connectives, since results are based on the judgment of
a small number of annotators. It might have been that these results reflected the
idiosyncrasies and/or the specialized knowledge of these annotators instead of the
general meaning and use of connectives. These three possible interpretations raise
the question to what extent the methods used were appropriate and sufficiently
effective to explore subjectivity in connective categorization in general, and in
Spanish particularly. It is possible that by using other methods more precise
findings can be obtained. In this study, we are especially interested in
experimental methods that force language users to make choices so that we get
maximal information about the preferences they may have.
A reasonable approach to tackle this issue is to directly investigate
Spanish native speakers’ intuitions on the meaning and use of these connectives.
Particularly, in experimental set-ups, speakers can be asked to carry out
production tasks in which they are forced to choose between different options.
Previous studies have provided crucial information on the meaning and use of
coherence relations and connectives using such methods, for instance, Sanders,
Spooren and Noordman (1992). In one of their experiments, participants were
presented with sentence pairs that originally were linked by connectives. These
connectives and other explicit markers concerning the coherence relation between
the sentences had been removed for the experiment. The task consisted of relating
these sentence pairs by choosing a connective from a set of connectives. Results
showed a considerable amount of agreement between the subjects’ choices and
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the original connectives, which suggests a strong relationship between
prototypical markers and classes of coherence relations.
Innovations in studies of language use and technological advances in the
last two decades have seen a remarkable improvement in experimentation tasks.
Nowadays, an increasing number of efficient and sophisticated methods and tools
are available to carry out this type of task. Crowdsourcing experimentation is one
such tool (Alonso & Baeza-Yates, 2011; Snow, O’Connor, Jurafsky & Ng, 2008).
This is a method that is very suitable for investigating forced choices to reveal
language users’ preferences. Furthermore, it allows researchers to collect data
very quickly using participants who are in different geographical areas (i.e.
different locations with respect to the researchers) and who are willing to carry
out different small tasks (e.g. fill in the blanks, answer a questionnaire). We
decided to use this method to recruit native Spanish speakers and to expose them
to experimental tasks. We believe that this method can be particularly useful in
providing a deeper insight into the semantic-pragmatic profile of Spanish
connectives (for further information on crowdsourcing see Section 5.2).
Principally, in the current study, two crowdsourcing experiments are carried out
in order to answer the fifth research question of this dissertation, RQ5: Do Spanish
connectives show a systematic variation in terms of subjectivity in an analysis of
native speakers’ preferences for causal constructions? Based on the literature, our
hypotheses are that porque (‘because’) is a general connective used to express
both objective and subjective relations, whereas ya que (‘since’) and puesto que
(‘given that’) are specific connectives used mainly to express subjective relations.
We want to find out whether the lexicon of Spanish backward causal connectives
varies systematically in terms of subjectivity, or whether it resembles the English
lexicon in this respect and does not show a systematic variation in terms of
subjective categories. One experiment is focused on distinguishing the meaning
and use of porque (‘because’) from that of ya que (‘since’) and the other one
focuses on porque (‘because’) versus puesto que (‘given that’).
This chapter first gives an overview of the main characteristics of
crowdsourcing. It will then go on to describe the method used in two
crowdsourcing experiments and it will present the corresponding results and
discussion. Finally, it ends with a general discussion and the main conclusions.
5.2 Crowdsourcing
The past decade has seen an increasing interest in crowdsourcing
experimentation. This method has been defined as “the act of taking a job
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traditionally performed by a designated agent (usually an employee) and
outsourcing it to an undefined, generally large group of people in the form of an
open call” (Howe, 2008, p. 99). It enables us to recruit participants through the
web to carry out small tasks, and these subjects are rewarded with a low-value
payment. Normally, these tasks are part of complex jobs that require much time
and/or effort if they are performed by a relatively small number of persons.
One of the advantages of crowdsourcing is that it allows researchers to
conduct information retrieval experiments extremely fast (Alonso & Baeza-Yates,
2011; Alonso & Mizzaro, 2012; Kawahara, Machida, Shibata, Kurohashi,
Kobayashi, Sassano, 2014; Snow et al., 2008) and that it is an economical
alternative for researchers (Alonso & Baeza-Yates, 2011; Alonso & Mizzaro,
2012; Demberg, Rohde, Scholman, Cummins & Nicolet, 2015; Howe, 2008;
Hsueh, Melville & Sindhwani, 2009; Kahawara et al., 2014; Sayeed, Rusk, Petrov,
Nguyen & Meyer, 2011; Snow et al., 2008; Zaidan & Callison-Burch, 2011).
However, a drawback of this method is the potential lack of commitment to
perform the tasks because participants can be tempted to try to complete them as
quickly as possible to increase their remunerations (Sayeed, Meyer, Nguyen,
Buzek & Weinberg, 2010). To avoid this situation, it is important to encourage
participants to demonstrate a good performance by conditioning their
participation in future experiments or by offering financial bonuses. Furthermore,
crowdsourcing poses demands on the experimental design and setup, since
participants are not experts in the tasks they need to perform. Consequently, tasks
must be designed meticulously, and must provide clear instructions to ensure that
participants clearly understand the tasks they should perform (Alonso & Mizzaro,
2012).
Notwithstanding these restrictions, crowdsourcing has been used
successfully in different fields, particularly for the annotation of data in machine
translation (Negri, Bentivogli, Mehdad, Giampiccolo & Marcheti, 2011; Zaidan
& Callison-Burch, 2011), opinion mining (Hsueh et al., 2009; Sayeed et al., 2011)
and natural language processing (Snow et al., 2008; Wanzare, Zarcone, Thater &
Pinkal, 2016). More recently, it has proved to be a promising method to elicit
discourse interpretations and carry out annotation tasks of discourse coherence
relations and connectives (Demberg et al., 2015; Kawahara et al., 2014; Rohde,
Dickinson, Clark, Louis & Webber, 2015; Rohde, Dickinson, Schneider, Clark,
Louis & Webber, 2016; Scholman & Demberg 2017a, 2017b). The increasing
success of this method of performing these types of tasks is due to three main
reasons. Firstly, large amounts of data can be coded in a short period of time since
it is easy to recruit subjects that can perform annotation tasks even when they are
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not experts in discourse annotations (also referred to as naïve) (Scholman, EversVermeul & Sanders, 2016). To get expert annotators via traditional annotation
methods requires time, resources and effort, especially if they need to be trained
according to the specific theoretical frameworks that will be considered in the
annotations. Crowdsourcing resolves this issue by providing researchers with the
access to many subjects that can be potential annotators and that only need a
minimum of instructions about the task they need to carry out.
Secondly, crowdsourcing can provide more insights into the meaning and
use of coherence relations and connectives since subjects are forced to be precise
and make decisions using their language knowledge. Researchers ensure that the
collected data represent the average reader’s interpretation, which is not biased by
previous specialized knowledge of specific theoretical approaches (e.g. Penn
Discourse Treebank (PDTB), among others). Consequently, the validity of the
data increases since the obtained information corresponds to what really matters,
the meaning and use of coherence relations and connectives. In the same vein,
Krippendorff (2004, p. 428) states that the more coders (i.e. annotators or analysts
in the case of discourse annotations) participate in the process and the more
common they are, the more likely the reliability of data can be ensured. Artstein
and Poesio (2005, 2008) also indicate that individual biases of corpus annotators
can be controlled by using multiple annotators.
Lastly, crowdsourcing can be a more exhaustive method than traditional
manual annotations. Collecting several responses for the same item reflects the
meaning between two segments or the meaning encoded in a connective in a better
way than a classification given by a single annotator. This is what Scholman and
Demberg (2017a, 2017b) called a probability distribution over relation senses.
Subjects must choose the most fitting connective and the patterns in the choices
might reveal semantic-pragmatic properties of the connectives involved. This
could be particularly useful for the meaning(s) of ambiguous coherence relations
and connectives.
For this reason and the others mentioned before, we believe that
crowdsourcing might be an adequate method to identify the semantic-pragmatic
profile of Spanish causal connectives in terms of subjectivity. In addition to the
insights obtained in previous corpora-based studies (Borzi & Detges, 2011;
Goethals, 2002; Santana et al., 2017, 2018), it is expected that obtaining
information from many subjects that are not experts in discourse annotations can
give us new insights into the meaning and use of these connectives. In this way,
this study could also contribute to the assessment of crowdsourcing
experimentation as an effective and valid research method to elucidate the
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meaning and use of linguistic elements such as discourse connectives. The section
below describes the method used in this study.
5.3 Method
Before describing our methodology, it is important to clarify that both
crowdsourcing experiments performed in this study have similar characteristics.
Therefore, this section does not provide different subsections for each experiment
but presents the information for both experiments and specifies those details in
which they differ.
Experiment 1 aims to distinguish the meaning and use of porque
(‘because’) and ya que (‘since’), and Experiment 2 focuses on distinguishing the
meaning and use of porque (‘because’) and puesto que (‘given that’). We used the
connective insertion paradigm and the drag and drop interface of LingoTurk,
which have been applied in previous experiments on discourse annotations
(Demberg et al., 2015; Scholman & Demberg, 2017a, 2017b)40. LingoTurk is an
open-source, freely available crowdsourcing client/server system that aims
primarily at facilitating psycholinguistic experimentation (Pusse, Sayeed &
Demberg, 2016). It enables user-friendly local hosting of experiments, and it is
compatible with Prolific (P), which is an alternative crowdsourcing platform
focusing on non-US-centric clientele (Pusse et al., 2016)41. Both platforms were
used because LingoTurk enabled us to design, construct and apply our
crowdsourcing experiments and P allowed us to administrate the experiments and
recruit people according to their backgrounds (age, sex, language, level of
education, nationality, among others). This combination is beneficial for the
experimental control. LingoTurk keeps track of experimental conditions and
exclusions, whereas P keeps track of stimuli and responses.
5.3.1 Participants
43 and 44 native Spanish speakers participated in Experiment 1 and 2,
respectively. Participants were different for each experiment. They were recruited
via P and reimbursed for their participation (£3,00 for the completed task). Their
education level ranged from undergraduate degrees to the doctoral degrees.
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LingoTurk is available from https://github.com/FlorianPusse/Lingoturk

41

Prolific is available from https://www.prolific.ac/
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5.3.2 Materials and design
The experimental texts for each experiment consisted of 32 relations marked by
one of the three causal connectives: 16 porque (‘because’) and 16 ya que (‘since’)
for Experiment 1, and 16 porque (‘because’) and 16 puesto que (‘given that’) for
Experiment 2. The items corresponding to porque (‘because’) were identical in
both experiments. All relations corresponded to subjective and objective relations
extracted from informative texts (news). Thus, a 2x2 experimental design with
four different conditions was created for each experiment.
Apart from the 32 experimental items, 16 fillers were included. They were
identical for both experiments. These fillers consisted of clear cases
corresponding to concessive and instantiation relations: 8 sin embargo
(‘however’) and 8 por ejemplo (‘for example’). These relations were also
extracted from informative texts (news) and were chosen because they are quite
different from causal relations and therefore, presumably, do not cause confusion
with causal relations. Thus, the total number of items for each experiment was 48.
A portion of the experimental items stemmed from the journalistic subcorpus of Spanish (Santana et al., 2018), and another part was extracted from
CORPES XXI, which is a freely available online corpus created by the Royal
Spanish Academy42. This corpus allowed us to search for cases considering text
type as a parameter (news), and it provided us with many examples. Consequently,
it enabled us to fulfill the established requirements of this study. The first requisite
was to select enough cases of subjective and objective relations since the
journalistic sub-corpus of Spanish (Santana et al., 2018), which was the corpus
we counted on beforehand, contained mostly subjective relations. The second
requirement was to select truly unambiguous subjective and objective cases,
which is important because some cases identified in the journalistic sub-corpus of
Spanish (Santana et al., 2018) presented more than one indicator of subjectivity
(i.e. coherence relations containing subjective and objective indicators at the same
time). The third crucial requisite was to obtain true examples that do not contain
in their co-textual information (previous and posterior information to the
coherence relation) the same connectives that were used in the filler condition or
phrases that had similar meanings (e.g. pero (‘but’), a modo de ejemplo (‘as an
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CORPES XXI is available in http://www.rae.es/recursos/banco-de-datos/corpes-xxi
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example’), among others). In this way, we excluded other elements that could
influence the decision of the participants.
The cases selected from the journalistic sub-corpora of Spanish (Santana
et al., 2018) correspond to cases extracted from news texts, and the requirements
mentioned above were applied in this selection as well. Thus, all cases selected
from both corpora consisted of subjective relations containing only subjective
indicators (speech-act/epistemic in domain, speech-act/judgement in modality of
Q-segment, implicit in presence of SoC and author/current speaker in identity of
SoC) and objective relations containing only objective indicators (volitional/nonvolitional in domain, physical/mental facts in modality, explicit/absent in
presence of SoC and character/N/A in identity of SoC). Furthermore, the same
analytical model used in our previous study (Santana et al., 2018) was applied to
select the experimental cases from CORPES XXI. The items that worked as fillers
were also extracted from this online corpus.
Every item included co-textual information. Thus, text passages consisted
of five segments: previous co-text, which was the clause that preceded the
coherence relation; segment 1, which was the clause that functioned as Q
(consequence) in the causal relation; a green box, which was the place where
participants had to drag the connective; segment 2, which was the clause adjacent
to segment 1 that functioned as P (cause) in the causal relation; finally, posterior
co-text, which was the clause that followed the causal relation established between
segments 1 and 2. The two segments corresponding to the coherence relation were
displayed in black font, while the co-text sentences were in grey font. Moreover,
to avoid participants being influenced by the original punctuation markers, slashes
(//) were added before and after each connective (green box) and participants were
told that these slashes could be interpreted as the presence or absence of
punctuation markers. Previous studies adopted a similar measure (Rohde et al.,
2015, 2016; Scholman & Demberg 2017a, 2017b). Examples (3) and (4) are
experimental items corresponding to a subjective and an objective case,
respectively. Both are marked by the connective porque (‘because’) (for all items,
see Appendix C):
(3)

Fútbol – historia: Francisco Rivera, talento y clase con la “10”
No todo es fácil en la vida de un futbolista porque hay que tener ánimo y
una gran fortaleza moral y física para entrenar. Requiere mucho sacrificio.
‘Football – history: Francisco Rivera, talent and category with the “10”
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Not everything is easy in a football player’s life because you must have
energy and an enormous moral and physical strength to train. It requires
much sacrifice.’
(4)

Kammerichs se arrepintió
El basquetbolista Federico Kammerichs de Pamesa Valencia se disculpó
con las autoridades del club español porque el viernes último regresó a la
Argentina sin permiso. “Estoy arrepentido. Demostré falta de madurez y
de experiencia”, reconoció el alero.
‘Kammerichs repented
The basketball player Federico Kammerichs of Pamesa Valencia
apologized to the authorities of the Spanish club because last Friday he
went back to Argentina without permission. “I am regretful. I
demonstrated a lack of maturity and experience”, the forward
recognized.’

Example (3) represents an epistemic relation in which an author, who is
an implicit SoC, makes a specific judgment regarding the life of football players.
Example (4) illustrates a content- volitional relation in which a character, who is
an explicit SoC, carries out intentionally the physical fact of offering an apology.
5.3.3 Procedure
Both experiments were hosted on LingoTurk (Pusse et al., 2016). First,
participants read the instructions for the study and accepted a consent form. Next,
they were presented with the experimental interface, which contained a summary
of the instructions, a box with the predefined list of connectives, and the text
passage. The participants were asked to choose the connective that best reflected
the connection between the two segments (black sentences) but taking into
account the co-textual information (grey sentences). The task was to insert a
connective by dragging and dropping an option from the list of connectives to the
green box in the text. Participants could drag and drop connectives as many times
they wanted, but once they had submitted their response they could not go back.
Choosing a connective from the candidate list was mandatory: otherwise, the
participants could not advance to the next item. The participants were asked to
choose an option, and in case they considered that no connective fitted the text,
they had the option of clicking ninguno de estos (‘none of these’) and type the
linking phrase that they thought more appropriate for the text. In case they
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changed their mind, they could go back and select a connective from the candidate
list of connectives. Figure 1 illustrates the experimental interface for Experiment
1, which is identical to Experiment 2 except for the experimental items presented.

Figure 1. The experimental interface of Experiment 1.

48 items were evaluated by all participants in each experiment. The order
of presentation of these items was randomized to prevent order effects. The
average completion time for this task was 23:42 minutes in Experiment 1 and
29:29 minutes in Experiment 2.
5.3.4 Statistical analysis
Results of both experiments were modeled using a Linear Mixed-Effect
Regression model (LMER; Baayen, Davidson, & Bates, 2008). Specifically, we
carried out binomial mixed effects regression models using the lme4 package
within the statistical software R (Bates, Sarkar, Bates & Matrix, 2007; R
Development Core Team, 2016). All models had a maximal random effect
structure (Barr, Levy, Scheepers & Tily, 2013).
The factor for subjectivity (objective/subjective) was centered and the 2level factor for connectives (porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) for
Experiment 1, and porque (‘because’) and puesto que (‘given that’) for
Experiment 2) was deviation coded. The significance of fixed effects was
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evaluated by performing likelihood ratio tests, in which the fit of a model
containing the fixed effect for each condition is compared to another model
without it but that is otherwise identical in random effects structure. The answers
of participants that corresponded to non-causal connectives in the experimental
items (por ejemplo (‘for example’), sin embargo (‘however’) and the option other
for both experiments) were not considered in the analyses43. They were chosen
relatively rarely (13.6% in Experiment 1 and 12.3% in Experiment 2) and no clear
pattern was identified44.
5.4 Results
This section moves on to describe the results of both experiments. The
information is presented separately, with Section 5.4.1 for Experiment 1 and
Section 5.4.2 for Experiment 2.
5.4.1 Experiment 1
This crowdsourcing experiment aims to identify whether porque (‘because’) and
ya que (‘since’) show a systematic variation in terms of subjectivity. Based on
previous literature, our hypothesis is that porque (‘because’) is a general
connective that expresses objective and subjective relations, whereas ya que
(‘since’) is a specific connective used mainly to express subjective relations.
Prior to the analyses, data of three participants were removed because
their completion times were short (<13 minutes for 48 passages of at least 4
sentences each) and showed disagreement on filler items with other participants.
This decision was made considering previous studies that adopted the same
strategy (Rohde et al., 2015; Scholman & Demberg, 2017a, 2017b). The following
analyses took a total of 1920 observations into consideration, corresponding to the
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‘Other’ corresponds to those connectives that were inserted manually by participants.

In order to determine the effect of non-causal insertions, we ran a Multinomial Logistic
Mixed Effects model using the IBM SPSS Statistics 24 software. As multinomial response
variables we considered porque (‘because’), ya que (‘since’) and other for Experiment 1,
and porque (‘because’), puesto que (‘given that’) and other for Experiment 2). The results
from the Multinomial analysis were similar to those of the binomial analysis reported here;
all effects remained significant.
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answers of 40 participants. What follows is an account of the general view of
results.
5.4.1.1 The validity of the crowdsourcing experimentation
As was mentioned in Section 5.2, when we perform crowdsourcing
experimentation, we are interested in identifying patterns in the choices of
participants since these patterns might reveal the meaning and use of the
connectives. Thus, for this reason, it is necessary to evaluate first whether the
method was effective. To do this, we need to look into the overall results. Figure
2 shows the general distribution of inserted connectives per relation type. Data
show that the highest distributions are concentrated in concessive and instantiation
relations, which correspond to the filler conditions. There is a clear preference for
inserting the connective sin embargo (‘however’) in concessive relations (85%)
and por ejemplo (‘for example’) in instantiation relations (75%).

Figure 2. General distribution of inserted connectives per each relation type.

In the case of concessive relations, it can be observed in Figure 2 that
causal connectives were also inserted, but their percentages were relatively low
(2.5% for porque (‘because’), and 5.9% for ya que (‘since’)). The same occurred

Spanish native speaker’s preferences for Porque (‘Because’), Ya que (‘Since’)
versus Puesto que (‘Given that’): Testing subjectivity theory with crowdsourcing
experimentation 117
with the instantiation connective por ejemplo (‘for example) (1.2%) and with the
option other (5.3%). Within these manual answers, participants used aunque
(‘although’), no obstante (‘nevertheless’), por lo que (‘so’) and the concessive
connective pero (‘but’), which was the most frequently used connective.
Regarding instantiation relations, Figure 2 also shows that other
connectives different from por ejemplo (‘for example’) were inserted. Ya que
(‘since’) was the second preference (10.6%) and sin embargo (‘however’) the
third one (6.8%), whereas porque (‘because’) and the option other reached the
same percentage, which was relatively low (3.7% each). Among the manual
answers corresponding to other, no clear pattern was identified since participants
used several different connectives (como (‘like’), en el que (‘in which’), por lo
que (‘so’), con lo cual (‘wherewith’), inclusive (‘even’), a propósito (‘by the
way’), con (‘with’), para (‘for’), de (‘of’)).
These results allow us to infer that the method was effective: we detect
that the predominant connectives inserted in the filler conditions were those that
we expected (sin embargo (‘however’) for concessive relations and por ejemplo
(‘for example’) for instantiation relations). Therefore, we can also deduce that
participants carried out the task seriously.
5.4.1.2 Distribution of connectives in causal relations
Having evaluated the method, let us now turn to causal relations, which are the
focus of this study. In Figure 2 we can see that the distribution of the inserted
connectives porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) was quite similar (37.8% and
48.5%, respectively). Participants also used other connectives instead of the
causal ones. These are sin embargo (‘however’), which was the third most
frequently used connective (8%), por ejemplo (‘for example’) and other, which
reached relatively low percentages (1.2% and 5.3%, respectively). Regarding the
manual answers corresponding to other, no clear pattern was identified.
Participants used various connectives (además (‘moreover’), por lo tanto
(‘therefore’), y (‘and’), para (‘for’), debido a que (‘due to’), no obstante
(‘nevertheless’)), and they even typed commas and added blank spaces.
Regarding the distribution of porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) per
condition (objective and subjective relations), of a total of 1920, 1105 insertions
in the causal condition involved either porque (‘because’) or ya que (‘since’). Of
these 1105 insertions, 563 involved insertions in the subjective condition and 542
insertions in the objective condition. Of the 563 subjective insertions, 223 were
choices for porque (‘because’) (i.e. 20.1%) and 340 were choices for ya que
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(‘since’) (i.e. 30.7%). Of the 542 objective insertions, 261 were choices for porque
(‘because’) (i.e. 23.6%) and 281 were choices for ya que (‘since’) (i.e. 25.4%).
Figure 3 shows the distribution of porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) per
condition. It can be observed that both connectives are used in both conditions; in
the objective condition the distribution is similar between both connectives,
whereas in the subjective condition, there is a preference for ya que (‘since’).

Figure 3. Distribution of inserted connectives in causal relations per condition.

5.4.1.3 The effect of subjectivity on the use of Porque (‘because’) and Ya que
(‘since’)
The answers of the 32 experimental items corresponding to the causal connectives
porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) were modeled using a binomial linear
mixed-effect regression model, as mentioned in Section 5.3.4. The model included
intercepts for participant and item and random slopes for participant. The final
model is shown in Table 1. The condition of subjectivity did not have a significant
effect on the use of the connectives porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) (β =
0.355, SE = 0.267, z = 1.333, p = .189). This indicates that participants did not
choose ya que (‘since’) more often for subjective items than objective items.
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Table 1. Linear Mixed-effect Regression model fit by maximum likelihood.
Fixed effects
Estimates
SE
Z
Intercept
0.326
0.152
2.148
Subjectivity
0.355
0.267
1.333
Random effects
Variance
Standard deviation
Participant
0.200
0.448
Item
0.385
0.621

P
.189

5.4.1.4 Discussion
The purpose of the present experiment was to identify whether porque (‘porque’)
and ya que (‘since’) show a systematic variation in terms of subjectivity. Based
on previous literature about Spanish connectives, it was hypothesized that porque
(‘because’) is a general connective that expresses objective and subjective
relations, whereas ya que (‘since’) is a specific connective used mainly to express
subjective relations.
The results show that the distribution of the inserted connectives porque
(‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) for causal relations are comparable, which
indicates that both connectives are used to express both subjective and objective
causality. Ya que (‘since’) showed a slight tendency of being more preferred than
porque (‘because’) to express subjective relations. However, statistical analyses
revealed that this difference was not significant.
According to these data, it can be inferred that porque (‘because’) and ya
que (‘since’) do not encode whether the relation is subjective or objective; they fit
perfectly well in both types of relations. This situation alludes to the phenomenon
of underspecification: the semantics of the connective that is used to indicate the
link does not fully match the semantics of the relation that is intended by the
speaker/writer (Spooren, 1997). Underspecification occurs when a connective
does not have a specific meaning profile; that makes it very suitable to various
types of relations. In this case, porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) seem to be
connectives underspecified for subjectivity: both mark backward causal relations,
but neither of them specifies whether they mark a subjective or objective relation.
Another finding obtained in this experiment is that participants used sin
embargo (‘however’), which commonly marks a concessive relation, as the third
preference in causal relations. This can suggest that causal and concessive
relations tend to be confused. This makes sense, because both relations involve an
implicational meaning (P→Q) and only differ in their polarity (König & Siemund,
2000; Sanders, Spooren & Noordman, 1992). This finding is consistent with that
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of Scholman and Demberg (2017a), who obtained similar results in their
crowdsourcing experiments. More specifically, they found that for causal
relations, the second most frequent category chosen by participants was
concessive relations, while for concessive relations, the second most frequent
category was causal relations.
Finally, regarding the method used, the results show that crowdsourcing
was effective. The connectives inserted in the filler conditions were those that we
expected, which allows us to deduce that participants carried out the task
seriously.
5.4.2 Experiment 2
This crowdsourcing experiment aims to identify whether porque (‘because’) and
puesto que (‘given that’) show a systematic variation in terms of subjectivity.
Based on previous literature, our hypothesis is that porque (‘because’) is a general
connective that expresses objective and subjective relations, whereas puesto que
(‘given that’) is a specific connective used mainly to express subjective relations.
Similarly to Experiment 1, the data of four participants were removed
because of short completion times (<5 minutes for 48 passages of at least 4
sentences each) and disagreement on filler items with other participants. The
following analyses take a total of 1920 observations into consideration, which
correspond to the answers of 40 participants.
5.4.2.1 The Validity of the Crowdsourcing Experimentation
In the same way as we did in Experiment 1, we first need to evaluate whether the
method was effective. In order to do this, it is necessary to look into the overall
results. Figure 4 provides the general distribution of inserted connectives per
relation type. Regarding concession and instantiation relations, which correspond
to the filler conditions, this experiment replicates Experiment 1 in that sin
embargo (however’) and por ejemplo (‘for example’) are clearly predominant in
each relation (88.7% and 82.5%, respectively).

Spanish native speaker’s preferences for Porque (‘Because’), Ya que (‘Since’)
versus Puesto que (‘Given that’): Testing subjectivity theory with crowdsourcing
experimentation 121

Figure 4. General distribution of inserted connectives per each relation type.

Figure 4 shows that in the case of concessive relations, causal connectives
were also inserted, but their percentages were relatively low (1.5% for porque
(‘because’), and 6.5% for puesto que (‘given that’)). The same can be observed
with the instantiation connective por ejemplo (‘for example’) (0.3%) and with the
option other (2.8%). In the case of other choices, there was no clear pattern.
Subjects used different connectives (debido a que solo (‘due to only’), aunque
(‘although’), solamente (‘only’), pero (but’)), and they even typed commas and
added blank spaces.
With respect to instantiation relations, Figure 4 shows that other
connectives different from por ejemplo (‘for example’) were also used. Sin
embargo (‘however’) and puesto que (‘given that’) were the other preferences of
participants (8.7% and 6.8%, respectively), whereas porque (‘because’) and the
option other reached the lowest percentages (1.5% and 0.3%, respectively). The
latter percentage corresponds to only one manual answer, which was a full stop.
These results, once again, allow us to infer that the method was effective.
The predominant connectives inserted in the filler conditions were those that we
expected (sin embargo (‘however’) for concessive relations and por ejemplo (‘for
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example’) for instantiation relations). Therefore, we can also deduce that
participants of this experiment carried out the task seriously.
5.4.2.2 Distribution of connectives in causal relations
Figure 4 reveals that the distribution of the inserted connectives porque
(‘because’) and puesto que (‘given that’) reached similar percentages (40.7% and
46.8%, respectively). Among the other connectives that subjects used in this type
of relation, we observed the same pattern identified in Experiment 1. The
concessive connective sin embargo (‘however’) was the third most frequently
used connective (6.9%), so once again, this experiment replicates the results
obtained in Scholman and Demberg (2017a). Regarding por ejemplo (‘for
example’) and the option other, the percentages were also relatively low (3.5%
and 1.8%, respectively). With respect to this latter option, the most frequently
used manual answers were ya que (‘since’) and debido a que (‘due to’), which are
also causal connectives. Other manual answers corresponded to various
connectives (cuando (‘when’), y (‘and’), como (‘as/since/like/’), porque
(‘because’), la cual (‘which’), esta (‘this’)) and different elements like commas,
semicolons, full stops and blank spaces.
With respect to the distribution of porque (‘because’) and puesto que
(‘given that’) per condition (objective and subjective relations), out of a total of
1920, 1122 insertions in the causal condition involved either porque (‘because’)
or puesto que (‘given that’). Of these 1122 insertions, 559 involved insertions in
the subjective condition and 563 insertions in the objective condition. Of the 559
subjective insertions, 210 were choices for porque (‘because’) (i.e. 18.7%) and
349 were choices for puesto que (‘given that’) (i.e. 31.1%). Of the 563 objective
insertions, 312 were choices for porque (‘because’) (i.e. 27.8%) and 251 were
choices for puesto que (‘given that’) (i.e. 22.3%). Figure 5 shows the distribution
of porque (‘because’) and puesto que (‘given that’) per condition. We notice that
both connectives were also used in both conditions (cf. Figure 3); in the objective
condition the distribution is similar between both connectives, whereas in the
subjective condition there is a preference for puesto que (‘given that’).
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Figure 5. Distribution of inserted connectives in causal relations per condition.

5.4.2.3 The effect of subjectivity on the use of Porque (‘because’) and Puesto
que (‘given that’)
The answers of the 32 experimental items corresponding to the causal connectives
porque (‘because’) and puesto que (‘given that’) were modeled using binomial
linear mixed-effect regression models, as mentioned in Section 5.3.4 The model
included intercepts for participant and item and random slopes for participant. The
final model is shown in Table 2. Unlike in Experiment 1, the condition of
subjectivity did have a significant effect on connective choice (β=0.783,
SE=0.276, z=2.840, p < 0.01). The odds ratio indicates that if the relation is
subjective, then the choice for puesto que (‘given that’) is 2.065 times more likely
than the choice for porque (‘because’).
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Table 2. Linear Mixed-effect Regression model fit by maximum likelihood.
Fixed effects
Estimates
SE
Z
Intercept
0.185
0.156
1.187
Subjectivity
0.783
0.276
2.840
Random effects
Variance
Standard deviation
Participant
0.068
0.261
Item
0.454
0.674

P
< 0.01

5.4.2.4 Discussion
As in experiment 1, the goal of this crowdsourcing experiment was to investigate
the semantic profile of Spanish connectives. The purpose was to identify whether
porque (‘because’) and puesto que (‘given that’) show a systematic variation in
terms of subjectivity. Based on previous literature, it was hypothesized that
porque (‘because’) is a general connective that expresses objective and subjective
relations, whereas puesto que (‘given that’) is a specific connective used mainly
to express subjective relations.
The results show that the distribution of the inserted connectives porque
(‘because’) and puesto que (‘given that’) is comparable in objective relations.
However, in subjective relations puesto que (‘given that’) tends to be used more
than porque (‘because’). Statistical analyses confirmed that this difference is
significant.
These results allow us to infer that puesto que (‘given that’) is a specific
subjective connective. Participants showed a (small) preference for this
connective over porque (‘because’) to express subjective relations, which shows
that puesto que (‘given that’) fits better than porque (‘because’) to express this
kind of relation. However, it is important to bear in mind that both connectives
were used in both subjective and objective relations, and in the case of objective
relations, the distribution was similar.
These results can be interpreted considering the prototype structure theory
(Stukker & Sanders, 2012), which proposes two main hypotheses. First, it is
expected that causal categories are prototypes and have a prototype structure. This
prototype structure consists of causal connectives specializing in expressing
subjective causal relations that are used in objective causal relations less
frequently than in subjective relations; and connectives specializing in expressing
objective causal relations are used in subjective causal relations less frequently
than in objective relations. In simple terms, we expect that causal connectives that
are specialized in expressing a type of causal relation are prototypically used to
express that specific type of relation more than any other type. The results of this
experiment may support this hypothesis somewhat in the sense that participants
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demonstrated a preference for using puesto que (‘given that’) over porque
(‘because’) to express subjective causality. However, if we consider the second
hypothesis of the prototype structure theory, the results of this experiment support
it clearly. This hypothesis states that non-prototypical instantiations of causal
categories also occur, i.e. cases in which presumedly ‘objective’ causal
connectives are used to express subjective relations, and cases in which
presumedly ‘subjective’ causal connectives are used to express objective
relations. This is exactly what was found in Experiment 2: puesto que (‘given
that’) is a subjective connective that was also used in objective relations. These
occurrences, which are rarer than those in subjective relations, correspond to the
non-prototypical meaning and use of puesto que. This demonstrates, as would be
expected on the basis of a prototype analysis, that the distinction between
subjective and objective connectives is not always a clear-cut issue.
One aspect worth mentioning is the fact that our results also coincide with
the pattern observed in other languages. The connective that revealed a preference
was specific for subjective causality, which is the category that has manifested
greater consistency in other languages. Specific subjective connectives like want
(‘since/for’) in Dutch, denn (‘because’) in German and car (‘for’) in French have
shown a clearer pragmatic-semantic profile than their objective counterpart omdat
(‘because’), da (‘because’) and parce que (‘because’). In this respect, future
research might explore whether puesto que (‘given that’) demonstrates the same
profile across different genres.
In relation to porque (‘because’), this experiment replicates the results
obtained in Experiment 1. We confirm that this connective is a general connective,
used to express both subjective and objective relations. Therefore, porque
(‘because’) does not encode a specific causal relation; it is an underspecified
connective in terms of subjectivity. In this respect, porque (‘because’) has a
semantic profile similar to the English connective because.
Finally, the method used in this experiment demonstrated to be effective.
Once again, the connectives inserted in the filler conditions were the expected
ones (sin embargo (‘however’) for concessive relations and por ejemplo (‘for
example’) for instantiation relations). Therefore, we can also deduce that
participants of this second crowdsourcing experiment carried out the task
seriously.
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5.5 General discussion and conclusions
It has been shown in the past that language users have preferences for specific
connectives to express coherence relations. Data from various corpus-based
studies have suggested that in several languages causal connectives specialize in
expressing either subjective or objective relations. This evidence suggests that
such a distinction in terms of subjectivity is systematic across different languages.
On the basis of the literature, the Spanish lexicon of backward causal connectives
could also be expected to be organized in such a way. Two exploratory corpusbased studies (Santana et al., 2017, 2018) were carried out to examine subjectivity
of Spanish connectives using different methods of analysis (automatic and manual
analyses, respectively). Both studies revealed findings that did not coincide with
previous literature based on Spanish connectives, which led us to question the
origin of this divergence. It may be that indeed Spanish connectives do not encode
subjectivity systematically, which makes the Spanish connective lexicon resemble
that of English connectives. It could also be that the methods used in our previous
studies were not appropriate nor sufficiently effective to explore this phenomenon
in a language whose systematic variation is not so evident. In order to clear up
this issue and to give a more precise answer to our research question – Do Spanish
connectives show a systematic variation in terms of subjectivity in an analysis of
native speakers’ preferences for causal constructions? — we decided to use
crowdsourcing experimentation, a method that has proven to be effective in the
elicitation of discourse interpretations and annotation of discourse coherence
relations and connectives.
Particularly, three common Spanish connectives that express backward
causality were analyzed, porque (‘because’), ya que (‘since’) and puesto que
(‘given that’), and two crowdsourcing experiments were carried out. Experiment
1 focused on distinguishing the meaning and use of porque (‘because’) and ya que
(‘since’), and Experiment 2 aimed to distinguish the meaning and use of porque
(‘because’) and puesto que (‘given that’).
Based on previous literature, our hypotheses were that porque (‘because’)
is a general connective used to express both objective and subjective relations,
whereas ya que (‘since’) and puesto que (‘given that’) are specific connectives
used mainly to express subjective relations. The results obtained in Experiment 1
showed that the distribution of porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) was similar
between objective and subjective relations, and no statistically significant
difference was identified. Results of Experiment 2 revealed that the distribution
of the connectives porque (‘because’) and puesto que (‘given that’) was also
relatively similar in objective relations, but that in subjective relations, language
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users showed a preference for puesto que (‘given that’) over porque (‘because’).
This difference was statistically significant.
The data show that our hypothesis that puesto que (‘given that’) is a
specific subjective connective is borne out. In that respect, our results coincide
with claims of previous studies (Galán Rodríguez, 1999; Pit et al., 1996; Santos
Río, 2003) that suggest that puesto que (‘given that’) has a specific profile.
Furthermore, this is congruent with results of our previous corpus study (Santana
et al. 2018), in which we used manual analyses and identified that puesto que
(‘given that’) was associated with a low number of objective features.
Our hypothesis that porque (‘because’) is a general connective used to
express both objective and subjective relations is also borne out. Both experiments
revealed the underspecified nature of this connective in terms of subjectivity.
These results are in line with previous literature that claims that porque
(‘because’) is a general connective (Domínguez García, 2007; Goethals, 2002,
2010; Vera, 1984) that is used to express both types of relations (Blackwell, 2016).
They are also congruent with the results of our previous corpus study (Santana et
al., 2018), in which porque (‘because’) demonstrated not to be associated with
any subjectivity feature.
Our hypothesis that ya que (‘since’) is a specific subjective connective is
rejected. No significant differences were found in participants’ preferences. This
result corroborates the results of a previous corpus study (Santana et al., 2018), in
which ya que (‘since’) was not associated with any subjectivity feature. It also
accords with the results of Santana et. al (2017), in which ya que (‘since’) did not
co-occur with high percentages of subjective words in any of the text types
analyzed. Nonetheless, this result does not coincide with previous literature (Borzi
& Detges, 2011; Goethals, 2002, 2010; Santos Río, 2003) which suggests that this
connective can be specifically subjective.
A possible explanation for this discrepancy might be that the research
methods affected the results. Where claims in the existing literature were mainly
based on qualitative analyses, our inferences are based on the statistical evaluation
of responses produced by naïve informants. It may be possible, therefore, that
qualitative analyses overinterpreted differences that in our quantitative study did
not prove to be large enough to be statistically significant.
Additionally, if we compare our study with the previous literature, the
data were obtained very differently. Our data are the answers of participants who
were forced to make decisions about connectives within experimental settings,
whereas previous studies collected data from annotations of specific corpora
(Borzi & Detges, 2011; Goethals, 2002, 2010). As a consequence, this might have
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caused a divergence between the results because the data may be reflecting
different aspects. The answers of participants are based on their general
knowledge about the meaning and use of Spanish connectives; therefore, we
assume that our data correspond to the interpretation of the average reader. In
contrast, the corpus-based annotations stem from the specialized knowledge of
annotators; that knowledge may have influenced the categorizations of the
annotators, which rely on the theoretical framework adopted in the analyses.
Taken together, these findings allow us to conclude that the Spanish
language has a repertoire of causal connectives with different subjectivity profiles.
On the one hand, general connectives such as porque (‘because’) and ya que
(‘since’) can be used to express both objective and subjective relations. On the
other hand, Spanish also has a specific subjective connective: puesto que (‘given
that’). Furthermore, we might conclude that there are more similarities between
porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) than between porque (‘because’) and
puesto que (‘given that’). Indeed, the frequencies of these connectives would be
evidence of this similarity. Our previous corpus-based study (Santana et al., 2017)
revealed that porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) were most frequent in news
texts (30.6% and 21.2%, respectively) and in different academic text types (18.3%
and 19.8%, respectively), whereas puesto que (‘given that’) was less frequent than
these connectives in the same contexts (4.7% in news texts and 5.8% in different
academic text types).
Our main research question aimed to find out whether Spanish
connectives show a systematic variation in terms of subjectivity. Firstly, the
answer must consider the twofold nature described above: the Spanish causality
lexicon includes general connectives and specific connectives in terms of
subjectivity. Secondly, what is also apparent is that the systematization of causal
connectives in terms of subjectivity in Spanish is less strong than in several other
languages. Only one of the three causal connectives investigated shows specificity
in terms of subjectivity, contrary to other languages such as Dutch, German,
French and Mandarin Chinese, which have at least two (or even more) specific
connectives.
By observing these distinctions cross-linguistically, we conclude that the
systematization of causal connectives in terms of subjectivity is a matter of
degrees rather than a dichotomy. In one extreme, there are languages that show a
clear distinction between specific connectives that mark subjective and objective
causality prototypically. This would be the case with the Dutch language, which
can be considered the clearest exponent of such systematization since it has a
relatively wide repertoire of connectives that typically express subjective and
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objective meanings. Mandarin Chinese is another language that might be placed
in this extreme since it also has a wide repertoire of specific connectives in terms
of subjectivity. In the middle of this continuum, it is possible to identify other
languages like German and French that also reveal such systematization but to a
lesser degree than Dutch and Mandarin Chinese. In German, there is one
connective that has revealed some inconsistency across text types and studies
(weil (‘because’)) and in French, it is possible to identify connectives that are
subject to a grammaticalization process; objective connectives are ‘becoming’
subjective specifically in spoken discourse (parce que (‘because’)) (Zufferey,
Mak, Verbrugge & Sanders, 2018). Despite this, both languages display
connectives that demonstrate a prototypical pattern of subjectivity: denn and da
(‘because’) as subjective connectives in German (Pit, 2007; Stukker & Sanders,
2012), and puisque (‘since’) as a subjective connective in French (Degand &
Pander Maat, 2003; Zufferey, 2012). Finally, on the other side of this continuum,
there are languages like Spanish and English in which the systematization is much
less evident than in other languages. Future research on other languages is
recommended since it could shed more light on this systematic variation of causal
connectives in terms of subjectivity.
What are the theoretical implications of the fact that the connective
lexicons of Spanish and English cannot be categorized in terms of subjectivity?
Do these languages not express subjectivity? Clearly, they do: subjective
coherence relations occur in corpus studies using discourse annotations like PDTB
and RST, both in English (Prasad, Miltsakaki, Joshi & Webber, 2004; Taboada,
2004) and Spanish (Da Cunha & Iruskieta, 2010; Da Cunha, Torres-Moreno &
Sierra, 2011; Taboada, 2004).
Subjectivity can be encoded at different linguistic levels in various
languages, and not necessarily in causal connectives. Specifically, we believe that
a greater focus on other linguistic elements in the co-text of Spanish
underspecified connectives could tell us more about how subjectivity is expressed.
As a first approximation, co-texts (segments 1 and 2) of the experimental items
corresponding to porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) used in our experiments
were revised. Particularly, we identified the most frequently recurring elements
that may convey subjective meanings in objective and subjective relations marked
by these connectives. This analysis showed that 86% of the subjective elements
occur in subjective relations (36 occurrences) and only 14% in objective relations
(6 occurrences), which suggests a clear predominance of subjective elements in
subjective relations. These elements mainly consisted of evaluative adjectives that
imply the author’s evaluation of reality (e.g. fácil (‘easy’), interesante
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(‘interesting’), espectacular (‘spectacular’), etc.) (26 occurrences; 21 in
subjective items and 5 in objective items); adverbs of manner or quantity that
emphasize the meaning of evaluative adjectives (e.g. francamente ridículo
(‘frankly ridiculous’), previsiblemente peores (‘predictably worse’),
especialmente importante (‘especially important’), etc.) (6 occurrences; 5 in
subjective items and 1 in objective items); and categorical statements and denials
in present tense that may reflect the author’s opinion (e.g. El resultado es
alentador (‘the result is encouraging’), X no es una cuestión simple (‘X is not a
simple matter’), No todo es fácil (‘Not everything is easy’), etc.) (10 occurrences;
all of them in subjective items).
In addition, elements that may express a low degree of subjectivity were
also analyzed. This examination revealed that 76% (43 occurrences) of these
elements were associated with objective relations and 22% (12 occurrences) with
subjective relations, which corroborates the previous findings. The observed
elements were sentences in past tense, which referred to events that occurred in
the real world (e.g. se disculpó con las autoridades (‘he apologized to the
authorities’), decidió no viajar (‘he decided not to travel’), etc.) (42 occurrences;
30 in objective items and 12 in subjective items) and the presence of a third person
(singular or plural) who carries out an intentional action causing another event in
the real world (e.g. Uno de sus dueños, Luis Hernández, negó las acusaciones
(‘One of its owners, Luis Hernández, denied the accusations’), Varsovia se
comprometió a renovar su anticuada red viaria (‘Warsaw promised to renew its
antique road network’), etc.) (13 occurrences; all of them in objective items).
These findings are the result of a quite general analysis. Nevertheless,
they suggest that in Spanish, subjectivity is not so much encoded in causal
connectives as in other linguistic elements that are (more or less) associated with
subjective and objective relations. And indeed, there is a body of literature that is
concerned with subjectivity in Spanish (Aaron & Torres Cacoullos, 2005; Aliaga
& de Bustos, 2002; Company Company, 2004, 2006; Cornillie 2005, 2006, 2007;
de Bustos & Aliaga, 1996; Gutiérrez-Rexach 2002). These studies have explored
different linguistic elements expressing different degrees of subjectivity, some of
which coincide with the elements in our analysis. For example, de Bustos and
Aliaga (1996) and Aliaga and de Bustos (2002) refer to the alternation between
the indicative and the subjunctive mood in Spanish as a phenomenon related to
the epistemic attitude that speakers intend to transmit in a communicative
interaction. In our analysis, the presence of sentences in past tense and of a third
person (singular or plural) as an agent are constitutive elements of the indicative
mood and both indicate a low degree of subjectivity. Cornillie (2007) analyzes the
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process of grammaticalization and subjectification of the evidential verbs parecer
(‘to seem’) and resultar (‘to appear/turn out’). These verbs occurred in some
subjective items used in our experiments. In sum, the exploration of these and
other linguistic elements associated with subjective and objective relations might
provide information concerning subjective causality in Spanish, and it could also
supply additional information about causal connectives.
In the same vein, recent studies have carried out this type of analysis using
different methodological approaches. These have offered new insights into the use
of linguistic elements expressing subjectivity associated with causal connectives.
For instance, Levshina and Degand (2017), by carrying out semi-automatic
analyses and using a parallel corpus (English/Dutch), identified reliable predictors
of the more subjective and objective uses of English because which were
associated with the use of Dutch connectives omdat (‘because’) and want
(‘since/for’). Wei (2018), by conducting a corpus-based study using collocational
analyses, obtained relevant information about the distribution of different
linguistic cues expressing subjectivity in the co-texts of two Chinese causal
connectives (i.e. the specific subjective connective kĕjian (‘so/therefore’) and the
general connective suoyi (‘so’)). Future research on Spanish coherence might
apply these and other innovative methodologies to investigate systematically
subjectivity encoded in linguistic elements that differ from causal connectives.
The major contribution of the present study is that it offers a more precise
description of the semantic-pragmatic profile of three common causal connectives
in Spanish. In this respect, crowdsourcing experimentation played a crucial role.
It proved to be a useful, effective and reliable method to elucidate the meaning
and use of Spanish connectives in terms of subjectivity. By collecting many
responses for the same item, we received more exhaustive information about the
meaning of the analyzed connectives than the information obtained in our
previous corpus-based studies (Chapter 3 and 4), in which only two or three
annotators supplied information. Furthermore, the results obtained in the current
study corroborate results of the previous corpus-based studies (Chapter 3 and 4),
which increases the validity and reliability of previous analyses. The same can be
said for the replication of results obtained in previous studies that also used
crowdsourcing experimentation (Scholman & Demberg, 2017a).
Finally, from a theoretical and methodological point of view, we
emphasize the relevance of using different types of analysis in the verification of
theoretical fundaments. The implementation of different methods turns out to be
a suitable way to attain a complete and detailed perspective of the phenomena
under analysis. Our previous corpus-based studies provided us with a preliminary
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overview of Spanish connectives in different contexts, but they were not
sufficiently effective to examine their subjectivity. This was precisely due to the
nature of this cognitive phenomenon in Spanish. Subjectivity is not encoded in
causal connectives as evidently as it is in other languages. Therefore, only by
using crowdsourcing experimentation was it possible to identify the subtle
differences in the analyzed connectives. Future research should take this issue into
account.

Chapter 6. Discussion and conclusion
The semantic-pragmatic profile of Spanish causal connectives in terms of
subjectivity is largely unknown. This dissertation focused on investigating this
issue. Three studies were carried out to investigate whether Spanish backward
causal connectives show a systematic variation in terms of subjectivity. The
current chapter presents a summary of the results, discusses the main
implications of our findings and proposes aspects to be considered in future
research. The last section ends with the conclusions.
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6.1 Summary of results
This dissertation explored causal coherence in the Spanish language.
Specifically, it had as its main goal to explore causality, subjectivity and the
way these cognitive notions are expressed in Spanish discourse. Chapter 2
explored the main theoretical and methodological concerns involved in the
study of causal coherence in Spanish. The literature review in Chapter 2
provided the background for the studies presented in the other chapters.
Chapter 3 presented the first empirical study, which was a large-scale
quantitative corpus study looking at general patterns related to the Spanish
causal coherence. Particularly, the use of automatic analyses of subjectivity in
various text types was investigated. Chapter 4 reported the second study,
which involved a small-scale detailed corpus analysis of causal coherence in
Spanish. It investigated the subjectivity of explicit and implicit causal
relations using manual analysis. Finally, Chapter 5 described the results of the
third study that involved a pseudo-production task in which participants were
forced to choose one connective over another. This task was performed in two
crowdsourcing experiments. What follows in this section is a summary of each
of the three studies.
6.1.1 Automatic analyses of subjectivity in various text types
The first study discussed in Chapter 3 aimed to give an answer to the first
research question of this dissertation, RQ1: To what extent do automatic
subjectivity analyses allow us to gain insights into the meaning and use of
Spanish causal connectives? The purpose was to determine the degree to
which Spanish causal connectives encode subjectivity across different text
types by carrying out automatic analyses. The study made use of collocation
analysis, which has been demonstrated to be an effective tool to analyze
automatically the encoding of subjectivity in discourse (Wei, 2018). We
expected that Spanish causal connectives that are specialized for subjective
relations occur in a subjective environment, i.e. in a co-text containing
relatively many subjective words.
The first step carried out in this study was to identify the frequencies
of causal connectives in different text types in a journalistic and academic
corpus. This step allowed us to determine the most frequent connectives,
which would be analyzed in this study and in the future studies carried out in
this dissertation (Chapters 4 and 5). Then, automatic analyses were applied
using a Spanish lexicon of subjectivity (Molina-González, Martínez-Cámara,
Martínez-Cámara & Perea-Ortega, 2013), which contains subjective words
with positive and negative polarity. These automatic analyses consisted of
identifying, firstly, whether subjective words occurred in the selected text
types and, secondly, whether these words appeared in the segments connected
by the most frequent causal connectives.
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The first hypothesis, which stated that the distribution and the
frequency of causal connectives vary in different text types, was borne out.
There was a statistically significant relation between the use of causal
connectives and the text type in the journalistic corpus, and a statistically
significant three-way interaction between the use of causal connectives, text
type and domain in the academic corpus. The analyzed genres were editorial
and news reports in the journalistic corpus, and essays, textbooks and research
articles in the domains of education and psychology in the academic corpus.
The second hypothesis concerning the degree of subjectivity and the
influence of the text type stated that the number of subjective words depends
on text types: argumentative texts will contain more subjective words than
informative texts. In the case of journalistic discourse, it was expected that
subjective words are more frequent in editorials than in news; and in the
academic discourse subjective words are more frequent in essays than in
research articles, and more frequent in research articles than in textbooks. The
hypothesis regarding the journalistic discourse was borne out, as a statistically
significant relation between text type and subjectivity was found. In the
academic discourse, the hypothesis was partially borne out. Essays contained
more subjective words than was to be expected on the basis of chance, but
only in the domain of education; research articles included fewer subjective
words than expected on the basis of chance in both domains; and textbooks
had more subjective words than expected on the basis of chance in both
domains.
Finally, the third hypothesis was related to the subjectivity of the most
frequent causal connectives. It was predicted that connectives that were
identified as subjective in the first step (those that occur frequently in
subjective text types) co-occur more often with subjective words than nonsubjective connectives. However, this hypothesis was rejected, since no
statistically significant difference was identified.
The major contribution of this study was that it allowed us to obtain a
global and preliminary view on the meaning and use of Spanish causal
connectives, which allowed us to identify the most frequent causal
connectives and if these causal connectives occurred in subjective
environments in different text types. Moreover, it showed that text type plays
a relevant role since it delimited the use and distribution of causal connectives:
some causal connectives are more or less frequent depending on the text type
in which they occur. These findings meant an important step for the execution
of the second and third study (Chapters 4 and 5) because they provided basic
information related to the specific backward causal connectives that should be
analyzed. Furthermore, annotated corpora for causal coherence relations in the
Spanish language, which are not very common in general, were constructed
in this first explorative stage. These corpora are the journalistic and academic
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sub-corpora (175,466 and 273,359 words, respectively), which were also
employed in the second and third study with the purpose of exploring
causality, subjectivity and the way these notions are expressed in Spanish as
well as with the methodological purpose of selecting examples for
constructing experimental items.
Another contribution is that performing automatic analyses made it
possible to identify degrees of subjectivity in different text types
corresponding to different discourses. The use of the Spanish lexicon of
subjectivity (Molina-González et al., 2013) served that purpose since it
allowed us to operationalize subjectivity by providing us with a list of
subjective words in Spanish. The combination of this lexicon and automatic
analyses enabled us to analyze a large set of data. However, it was not possible
to identify whether some Spanish causal connectives co-occurred more or less
with subjective words. Therefore, this study did not reveal precise information
with respect to the systematic variation of Spanish causal connectives in terms
of subjectivity. Specifically, the answer to the first research question is that
the subjectivity automatic analyses implemented in this study were not precise
enough to identify whether Spanish causal connective show a pattern of
subjectivity.
Furthermore, it should be noted that this type of subjectivity analysis,
although fairly standard in the domain of opinion mining and similar areas of
automatic text analysis, is rather one-sided in that it leaves out many other
linguistic manifestations of subjectivity. For instance, the presence of personal
pronouns may refer to a speaker involved in the discourse (Lyons, 1977;
Traugott, 1995); the inclusion of modal and evidential verbs could indicate
that the speaker makes a judgement (Cornillie, 2005, 2006, 2007); or the
alternation between the indicative and the subjunctive mood can be related to
the speaker’s epistemic attitude (Aliaga & de Bustos, 2002; de Bustos &
Aliaga, 1996, among others). Certainly, future research could use these
alternative operationalizations to investigate the subjective environment of
causal connectives (see Hoek, Sanders & Spooren, submitted). In the current
study, the automatic analyses of subjectivity that were carried out had mainly
an explorative purpose.
Moreover, the lexicon used in this study was a tool that has a general
scope with respect to the information that it can provide about subjectivity
because the words in this lexicon were not exclusively related to the discourse
domains considered in this study (academic and journalistic). For a deeper and
more detailed exploration of subjectivity associated with the text types and
causal connectives analyzed in this study, it seems promising to use more
sophisticated means than this lexicon.
Regarding the use of automatic analyses for the identification of
causal connectives, its main advantage was that it allows us to examine a large
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quantity of data faster than it would have been possible by carrying out manual
text analyses. However, the degree to which the analyses were fully automatic
is relative, as in some cases it was necessary to combine both types of analysis
to collect precise data. For instance, checking whether connectives were
functioning as causal connectives, or whether they were linking two
independent clauses, required the judgement of the analyst. Therefore, the use
of automatic analyses facilitates the search for causal coherence relations and
their connectives in large corpora but does not replace the advantages of
manual text analyses. In order to analyze coherence relations and their
connectives in discourse corpora we suggest combining automatic and manual
text analyses rather than to prefer one method over the other.
6.1.2 Manual text analyses of subjectivity in explicit and implicit causal
relations
The second empirical study, reported in Chapter 4, focused on the following
research questions:
RQ2:

RQ3:
RQ4:

To what extent do manual corpus analyses allow us to explore
whether Spanish causal connectives show a systematic variation in
terms of subjectivity?
What differences can be identified between explicit (with connectives)
and implicit (no connectives) causal relations in terms of subjectivity?
What is the relationship between contexts and the meaning and use of
causal coherence relations?

Considering that the study presented in Chapter 3 was an explorative
study that provided a global perspective on Spanish causal connectives, the
purpose of the second study was to achieve a better and more detailed
understanding of subjectivity in Spanish causal relations and connectives by
carrying out manual text analyses. The first study, presented in Chapter 3, did
not show a systematic variation between Spanish causal connectives in terms
of subjectivity. A possible explanation for this could be that the method used
(i.e. automatic analyses) was not sensitive enough to identify such
systematization. For this reason, we decided to use manual text analyses,
which is the traditional type of analysis used in discourse annotations.
Three Spanish native annotators collaborated in this study, and they
applied an analytical model of subjectivity for the corpus annotations. This
analytical model was created assuming an integrative approach that
decomposes the general notion of subjectivity into its most relevant
components (Li, Evers-Vermeul & Sanders, 2013; Sanders & Spooren, 2015).
Basically, it operationalizes the notion of subjectivity by incorporating the
main subjectivity features discussed in earlier studies. These features are the
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reference to the speaker/Subject of Consciousness (Lyons, 1977; Traugott,
1995), either explicit or implicit (Langacker, 1990), the modality of the
segment expressing the consequent of the causal relation (the so-called Qsegment) and the presence of a Subject of Consciousness (SoC). While the
modality of the Q-segment distinguishes between judgements, speech-acts,
mental and physical facts, the presence of an SoC differentiates implicit SoC,
explicit SoC and absent SoC. Another feature is the nature of coherence
relations (Sanders, Spooren & Noordman, 1992; Sweetser, 1990), which was
represented by the variable domain that distinguishes between epistemic,
speech-act, volitional content and non-volitional content relations. The last
subjectivity feature refers to the different mental spaces associated with the
SoC (Sanders, Sanders & Sweetser, 2012), considered in the variable identity
of the SoC, which differentiates between author, current speaker and character.
Thus, the model has four main variables and each one involves indicators that
represent different degrees of subjectivity. For example, if we consider the
variable domain, the causal relations can be ordered from least subjective to
most subjective as follows:
Non-volitional < Volitional content < Speech-act/Epistemic
This analytical model was used to analyze a corpus containing explicit
and implicit causal relations. Explicit relations correspond to causal relations
marked by the most frequent connectives identified in the previous study
(Chapter 3): porque (‘because’), ya que (‘since’) and puesto que (‘given that’).
Based on previous literature, the hypotheses were that porque (‘because’) is a
general connective used to express subjective and objective relations, and ya
que (‘since’) and puesto que (‘given that’) are specific connectives used to
express mainly subjective relations.
Regarding RQ2 — To what extent do manual corpus analyses allow
us to explore whether Spanish causal connectives show a systematic variation
in terms of subjectivity? — the results showed that porque (‘because’) and ya
que (‘since’) are not associated with any subjectivity feature. Puesto que
(‘given that’) is associated with a low number of objective features, but this
tendency was observed only in the academic context and for only two
subjectivity features (the presence of the SoC (explicit and absent SoCs) and
identity of the SoC (character and N/A).
With regard to RQ3 — What differences can be identified between
explicit (with connectives) and implicit (no connectives) causal relations in
terms of subjectivity? — the results indicated that in the case of explicit
relations, only puesto que (‘given that’) is correlated with indicators of
subjectivity; as to implicit relations, these were found to be more subjective
than explicit relations, but only in the journalistic context and only with
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respect to two subjectivity indicators (the presence of the SoC (implicit SoC)
and identity of the SoC (author/current speaker)). In academic contexts,
implicit relations were not associated with any subjectivity feature. Thus,
these findings indicate that explicit relations, in general, do not show a clear
systematization between subjective and objective relations, and implicit
relations behave differently depending on the context in which they occur.
Finally, as regards RQ4 — What is the relationship between contexts
and the meaning and use of causal coherence relations? — the results
demonstrated that there is a relationship between context, subjectivity and
linguistic marking in that only in journalistic context were the associations
between subjectivity and linguistic marking significant in all subjectivity
variables (domain, modality (Q), presence of the SoC and identity of SoC),
whereas in the academic context these associations were significant only in
two subjectivity variables (presence of the SoC and identity of SoC). In the
journalistic context, the associations were caused principally by the low
number of objective indicators for implicit relations in all subjectivity
variables and the high number of subjective indicators for implicit relations in
two variables (presence of the SoC and identity of SoC). In the case of the
academic context, the associations were mainly caused by the low number of
objective indicators for the relations marked by puesto que (‘given that’).
These results suggest that the relevance of context is clearer in the journalistic
context than in the academic context in the sense that it has an influence in the
meaning and use of causal coherence relations. Accordingly, context is a
variable that must be considered since it might bring additional information
related to the meaning and use of coherence relations and connectives.
These findings led us to conclude that the results of Chapter 4 are in
agreement with those of Chapter 3, in that the connectives under study did not
reveal a clear systematic variation in terms of subjectivity. Therefore, we infer
that subjectivity is not so evident as an organizational principle in the lexicon
of Spanish causal connectives as it is in other languages. However, the
question that arises is why these results differed from previous studies on
Spanish connectives. All in all, the results presented in Chapter 4 extended
our understanding of the subjectivity of Spanish causal relations and
connectives in comparison with the previous study (Chapter 3), since it was
possible to explore Spanish coherence relations in more depth, gaining new
insights into these relations and the connectives expressing them. Specifically,
this study shed new light on how subjectivity is manifest in implicit relations,
which is a step forward into the knowledge of this notion in discourse since
there are not many studies that have dealt with this type of relation (Das &
Taboada (2017), Spooren (1997), Taboada & Das (2013) are some
exceptions). It was also possible to confirm that context plays an influential
role in the meaning and use of coherence relations because statistically
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significant relationships were identified between subjectivity, linguistic
marking and context. However, further research is still needed to provide
specific information about that role.
6.1.3 Crowdsourcing experimentation
The third empirical study reported in Chapter 5 aimed to resolve the last
research question of this dissertation, RQ5: Do Spanish connectives show a
systematic variation in terms of subjectivity in an analysis of native speakers’
preferences for causal constructions? The results obtained in the two previous
studies (Chapters 3 and 4) did not coincide with the existing literature on
Spanish connectives. One explanation could be that Spanish connectives do
not encode subjectivity as systematically as other languages do. In this respect,
the lexicon of causal connectives in Spanish would resemble English, which
does not distinguish specific connectives to express subjectivity either.
Another reason could be that such systematic variation is not so evident in
Spanish and that the difference between causal connectives in terms of
subjectivity is subtle and difficult to recognize. It could be the case that the
methods that we used previously were not appropriate and sufficiently
sensitive to explore subjectivity in Spanish connectives. This possibility led
us to investigate again whether Spanish connectives show a systematic
variation in terms of subjectivity, but in this instance, we used crowdsourcing
experimentation by asking Spanish native speakers’ preferences. We expected
that this method could provide us with data that reveal the average reader’s
interpretation and, in this way, obtain information about the meaning and use
of the three analyzed causal connectives. Based on previous literature, the
hypotheses were that porque (‘because’) is a general connective used to
express subjective and objective relations, and ya que (‘since’) and puesto que
(‘given that’) are specific connectives used mainly to express subjective
relations.
Two crowdsourcing experiments were conducted. The first one
focused on distinguishing the meaning and use of porque (‘because’) from ya
que (‘since’) and the second one on distinguishing porque (‘because’) from
puesto que (‘given that’). The results of Experiment 1 revealed that the
distribution of the inserted connectives porque (‘because’) and ya que
(‘since’) was similar between objective and subjective relations. Moreover, no
statistically significant difference was found between both connectives.
Results of Experiment 2 showed that the distributions of the inserted
connectives porque (‘because’) and puesto que (‘given that’) were comparable
in objective relations. However, puesto que (‘given that’) was preferred to
express subjective relations and this difference was statistically significant.
The hypothesis that porque (‘because’) is a general connective used to express
both objective and subjective relations was borne out; the hypothesis that ya
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que (‘since’) is a specific connective mainly used to express subjective
relations was rejected; and the hypothesis that puesto que (‘given that’) is a
specific connective mainly used to express subjective relations was borne out.
The contribution of this study is that by collecting data about the
native speakers’ preferences it was possible to identify that Spanish is a
language that has a repertoire of different backward causal connectives that
can be organized particularly in terms of subjectivity. On the one hand, it has
general connectives like porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) that can
express both subjective and objective relations. On the other hand, Spanish
has puesto que (‘given that’) that is a specific connective preferred to express
subjective relations. In comparison with other languages, Spanish differs
clearly from Dutch and Mandarin Chinese, which distinguish systematically
between specific connectives to express subjective and objective relations;
and it also differs from other languages like German and French that make the
same distinction in terms of subjectivity although their repertoires of specific
causal connectives are more restricted than those of Dutch and Mandarin
Chinese. Spanish resembles English, in that both have a similar system of
causal connectives, in which subjectivity does not work so evidently as the
main notion for the categorization of connectives. These findings confirm the
hypothesis that subjectivity is encoded differently across languages, and that
it is not necessarily encoded at the discourse level. Additionally, this study
allowed us to validate the results obtained in previous studies (Chapters 3 and
4) by showing, again, that Spanish causal connectives do not encode
subjectivity so evidently as other languages. It also allowed us to validate the
claims of previous literature that suggest characteristics associated with the
semantic profile of connectives porque (‘because’) and puesto que (‘given
that’) (Blackwell, 2016; Domínguez García, 2007; Galán Rodríguez, 1999;
Goethals, 2002, 2010; Pit, Hulst & Pander Maat, 1996; Santos Río, 2003;
Vera, 1984). Lastly, the method of crowdsourcing experimentation allowed us
to check language users’ preferences in a rather precise and efficient way.
6.2 Discussion and future research
The findings obtained in this dissertation give rise to questions that require
further discussion. What do these results reveal about the concepts of
subjectivity and causality? What is the value of using different research
methods? Which burning issues for future research does it raise? This section
will go into these questions.
6.2.1 Subjectivity across languages
After carrying out the three studies involved in this research, several questions
arise. For instance, why do some languages have specific connectives to
express subjective and objective relations, while others do not manifest that
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distinction so evidently? If subjectivity is considered to be a cognitive notion,
why does it differ linguistically across languages? Does it mean that
subjectivity is relevant only for some languages but not for others? Does it
mean that subjectivity is not relevant for languages like Spanish?
The latter obviously does not hold. In fact, there is a body of research
concerning subjectivity in Spanish; Chapter 2 detailed these studies. In
addition, there are corpus-based studies that show that subjective relations
occur in Spanish (Da Cunha & Iruskieta, 2010; Da Cunha, Torres-Moreno &
Sierra, 2011; Taboada, 2004). Likewise, the second corpus-based study of this
dissertation, in which manual text analyses of subjectivity were carried out,
revealed the occurrence of subjective relations. Indeed, epistemic relations
constituted more than 75% of the explicit and implicit relations in both
analyzed contexts, journalistic and academic.
Furthermore, if we consider Spanish grammar, it is also possible to
distinguish different types of causality along the dimension of subjectivity:
causality of statement and causality of the enunciation (Lapesa, 1978; Marcos
Marín, 1979) or pure causality and explicative causality (Bosque & Demonte,
1999), which can also be interpreted in terms of subjectivity. Together, these
studies demonstrate the relevance of the notion of subjectivity to the Spanish
linguistic system. It is a notion that cannot be ignored and is worth analysis.
What this dissertation underlines is the necessity of reconsidering the
hypothesis that causal connectives of all languages show a systematic
variation in terms of subjectivity (Stukker & Sanders, 2012). It seems that
Spanish joins English in showing that not all languages make subjectivity
distinctions in the lexicon of causal connectives. Therefore, it is not a matter
of one language being an exception; it might rather be a pattern.
For this reason, we propose to understand the systematization of
backward causal connectives in terms of degrees of subjectivity. On one
extreme, there are some languages in which the causal connectives encode
subjectivity clearly; this is the case in Dutch, which has a wide repertoire of
some connectives that are used distinctly to express subjective and objective
causality. Another case is Mandarin Chinese, which has some specific
subjective and specific objective connectives. It also has a general connective
that is used to express both subjective and objective relations (suŏyĭ (‘so’))
(Li, Evers-Vermeul & Sanders, 2013; Li, Mak, Evers-Vermeul & Sanders
2017; Wei, 2018). In the middle, we identify German and French, which
display causal connectives with a clear pattern of subjectivity: both have
specific subjective connectives (denn and da (‘because’) and puisque
(‘since’), respectively). However, these languages are situated in this position
because German possesses one connective that has revealed some
inconsistency across text types and studies (weil (‘because’)) (Stukker &
Sanders, 2012), and French has one connective that is involved in an ongoing
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grammaticalization process. We refer to parce que (‘because’), which was
originally used to express objective relations, but over the course of time is
also being used for subjective relations (Degand & Fagard, 2012; Degand &
Zufferey, 2016; Zufferey, Mak, Verbrugge & Sanders, 2018). Therefore, the
distinctions are not always very clear with respect to these connectives.
Finally, on the opposite extreme we find Spanish and English, of which the
systematicity of causal connectives in terms of subjectivity is much less
evident. Both have at least one specific subjective causal connective (puesto
que (‘given that’) and since, respectively) whereas the other analyzed
backward causal connectives in these languages have been identified as
general connectives that are used to express both subjective and objective
relations. This is the case for porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) in
Spanish and because in English, which are underspecified in terms of
subjectivity.
6.2.2 Exploration and combination of different methods of analysis
In this dissertation, different methods of analysis were used with the purpose
of investigating whether Spanish connectives show a systematic variation in
terms of subjectivity. The exploration started with the use of automatic
analyses. This first approximation allowed us to analyze large amounts of data
faster than using traditional methods of analysis (e.g. manual text analysis). It
also provided us with a global and preliminary view of the role of causality
and subjectivity in the use of Spanish connectives (Chapter 3). However, by
using this method it was not possible to obtain precise information regarding
the systematic variation of causal connectives in terms of subjectivity.
This led us to use manual text analyses in the second study (Chapter
4). This approximation enabled us to observe the causal coherence in Spanish
from a closer perspective than we did in the previous study, which extended
our understanding of the phenomenon of causality and subjectivity in Spanish
coherence relations and connectives. The findings did not coincide with what
is known from the previous literature, which led us to question why our two
corpus-based studies (Chapters 3 and 4) differ from what was claimed in the
existing research on Spanish connectives. It could have been that indeed
subjectivity is not encoded in Spanish causal connectives, or that the methods
we used were not sufficiently appropriated to analyze subjectivity.
For this reason, we decided to implement another method to
investigate whether Spanish connectives vary systematically in terms of
subjectivity. This last approach brought us a more precise view on the
categorization of Spanish causal connectives in terms of subjectivity, since the
data reflect the interpretation of Spanish native speakers’ preferences. The
collected information was not biased by specialized knowledge of participants
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since they were not experts on discourse annotations; their responses were
based on their pure linguistic intuition about their native language.
The methodological path that we adopted in this dissertation went
from the general to the particular: we started employing a research method
that gave us a global perspective of the phenomenon we were interested in,
and then the selection of the research method became more and more specific
until we arrived at language users’ preferences. We stress the importance of
exploring different research methods to investigate discourse coherence
phenomena exhaustively, especially when these have been understudied in a
specific language, which was our case. This methodological decision allowed
us to obtain a precise view of the phenomenon.
Corpus-based research and experimental research were implemented
in this dissertation. Corpus-based research is a naturalistic method that allows
the analysis of a large amount of data and the performance of descriptive and
explicative explorations about specific phenomena. Experimental research, in
turn, corresponds to a non-naturalistic research method since it involves the
design and set-up of experiments under controlled situations, in which
recruited participants deal with specific stimuli and are forced to carry out
specific activities with the purpose of eliciting a response. The combination
of the two research methods benefited the operationalization of the notions of
causality and subjectivity and the systematic exploration of these cognitive
phenomena in Spanish. Thus, the empirical evidence collected using these
different methods brought new insights into the meaning and use of causal
connectives in Spanish.
Finally, we also emphasize the usefulness of including traditional as
well as innovative methods of analysis. On the one hand, corpus-based manual
text analyses can be considered as the traditional way of analyzing coherence
relations and connectives in the field of discourse. On the other hand, the use
of automatic analyses and crowdsourcing experimentation can be considered
as innovative in the sense that both were implemented in a particular way.
Automatic analyses used a Spanish lexicon of subjectivity that was originally
built for other purposes (i.e. to carry out sentiment analysis) and
crowdsourcing experimentation had been applied for discourse annotations in
other languages than Spanish. The implementation of both methods brought
substantial benefits. Traditional methods allowed us to go deep into the
phenomenon of causal coherence. More specifically, they facilitated the
identification of causal connectives, causal coherence relations and details of
subjectivity in Spanish, while the innovative methods made it possible to run
fast analyses with large data and collect more data than would have been
possible using traditional methods.
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6.2.3 Future research
The major contribution of this dissertation is that it offers a description of
backward causal connectives in Spanish. In particular, it provides new
information about the semantic-pragmatic profile of three common backward
causal connectives in Spanish. However, further research is required to extend
our understanding of causal coherence in Spanish, as well as the connectives
that express it. One possible way of continuing this research is to explore
elements of other linguistic levels and analyze their interaction with the level
of discourse. Specifically, it would be appealing to investigate whether there
is a relation between such linguistic elements that express subjectivity and the
use of the connectives analyzed in this dissertation. For instance, it could be
that in subjective relations these elements are more associated with general
connectives like porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) than puesto que
(‘given that’) since those connectives are underspecified in terms of
subjectivity and additional linguistic elements are required to manifest
subjectivity. However, it could also be the other way around: puesto que
(‘given that’) is more associated with subjectivity linguistic elements than
porque (‘because’) and ya que (‘since’) because in that way subjectivity may
be manifested more clearly. Both explorations would bring new insights into
the use of these connectives from a perspective of subjectivity. Moreover,
such a line of research would provide new insights into the hypothesis that
coherence relations are not only marked by coherence markers, but that there
are other elements that have the similar functions such as lexical, semantic,
syntactic, graphical and genre features (Das & Taboada, 2017; Taboada &
Das, 2017). In the same vein, it would be interesting to investigate the effect
that these signals have on the comprehension of causal relations in Spanish.
Another possible study would be to explore the processing of causal
connectives in Spanish. The current research serves as a preliminary step for
this kind of study since it offers a description of Spanish causal connectives
from a subjectivity perspective. Processing studies could provide us with
additional information about the specificity of these connectives and would
allow us to validate the findings obtained in this dissertation. Assuming the
so-called subjective complexity hypothesis, which predicts that subjective
relations are cognitively more complex than objective relations (Sanders,
2005; Sanders & Evers-Vermeul (in press)), it can be expected that the
processing of the specific subjective connective puesto que (‘given that’) takes
more time than processing the underspecified connectives porque (‘because’)
and ya que (‘since’). Another possibility could be that processing
underspecified connectives take more time than a specific subjective
connective because readers need to figure out if the relation is subjective or
objective whereas a subjective connective like puesto que (‘given that’) may
be easier to choose in that sense. A study with these characteristics would
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also allow us to compare the results with recent studies that have explored
specific and underspecified causal connectives in other languages (Li et al.,
2017).
The study of the meaning and use of connectives, of which this
dissertation is an example, is an important research route, which has produced
many interesting insights. However, the field of discourse coherence and
connectives should not be limited to such studies. In addition, it is important
to explore implicit relations. The current study offered a preliminary
approximation in Spanish and in academic and journalistic contexts, but
further research is required, especially in various contexts. Recent
developments in the field now allow researchers to look systematically into
implicit relations, since both corpora (especially in PDTB (Prasad et al, 2008)
and RST (Carlson, Marcu & Okurowski, 2003) and a unified annotation
dimensions framework (Sanders et al., 2018) are in place. Such studies would
provide us additional information about the role of causality and subjectivity
in discourse coherence.

Appendix A: List of Connectives, Chapter 3
This section presents the selection of connectives used to identify the
frequencies of connectives in academic and journalistic corpus. It should be
noticed that the translation provided for each marker can be subject to changes
depending on the context.
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒
‒

A fin de cuentas (after all)
Al fin y a la postre (after all)
Al fin y al cabo (in the end)
Así (thus)
Así es que (so)
Así pues (so)
Así que (so)
Como (since)
Como consecuencia (as a consequence)
Conque (so then)
Consecuencia de ello (as a consequence of this)
Consecuentemente (therefore)
Consiguientemente (consequently)
Dado que (given that)
De ahí que (thus)
De ese modo (in that way)
De esta forma (in this way)
De esta manera (in this way)
De este modo (in this way)
De manera que (so that)
De modo que (so that)
De suerte que (so that)
De tal forma que (in such a way that)
De tal manera que (in such a way that)
Debido a (because of)
En consecuencia (consequently)
Entonces (so)
Por consecuencia (consequently)
Por consiguiente (therefore)
Por ello (thus)
Por ende (thus)
Por esa causa (for that reason)
Por esa razón (for that reason)
Por ese motivo (for that reason)
Por eso (that's why)
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Por esta causa (for this reason)
Por esta razón (for this reason)
Por este motivo (for this reason)
Por esto (that's why)
Por lo cual (whereby)
Por lo que (so that)
Por lo tanto (therefore)
Por tal causa (for such a reason)
Por tal motivo (for such a reason)
Por tal razón (for such a reason)
Por tanto (therefore)
Por todo ello (for all that)
Por todo eso (for all that)
Por todo lo anterior (for all the above mentioned)
Porque (because)
Pues (so)
Puesto que (given that)
Resultado de lo anterior (as a result of the above mentioned)
Visto que (given that)
Y (and)
Y es que (and the thing is)
Ya que (since)

Appendix B: Protocol of Analysis, Chapter 4
This section presents the protocol of analysis provided to the Spanish native
annotators that participated on the manual text analysis.
Protocolo de proceso de análisis
El siguiente documento tiene el propósito de informar acerca del proceso de
análisis que se llevará a cabo en el marco de la tercera etapa del proyecto de
investigación doctoral: “Is porque more like because or like omdat? An
exploration of causality and subjectivity in Spanish backward causal
connectives”. Está dirigido específicamente a quienes integran dicho proceso.
Para ello, se presenta el objetivo que persigue esta etapa, se describen los
materiales, se explica el modelo analítico y, por último, se detalla el procedimiento
del cual formarán parte.
1 Objetivo
La etapa en la cual se enmarca el proceso de análisis busca alcanzar un mejor
entendimiento de la subjetividad de las relaciones de coherencia causal y sus
conectores en español aplicando un tipo de análisis manual, es decir, análisis
basados en la interpretación humana, sin ningún tipo de recurso o herramienta
automáticos. En concreto, el propósito del estudio es analizar los contextos locales
de relaciones de coherencia causal, tanto relaciones explícitas como implícitas, en
diferentes contextos de uso. Además, explorar en qué medida los análisis de tipo
manual sobre la subjetividad de estas relaciones confirman las tendencias
observadas en los análisis realizados en la etapa anterior de nuestro proyecto de
investigación. Dicha etapa se centró en el análisis automático de las relaciones
causales explícitas. De este modo, se pretende avanzar en la exploración de la
subjetividad de relaciones causales en español y recabar información acerca de
diferentes métodos de análisis desde una perspectiva cualitativa.
El objetivo del proceso de análisis es recolectar información acerca de las
relaciones causales explícitas e implícitas causales en español a partir de la
interpretación y clasificación realizada por diferentes analistas expertos del
discurso y de la coherencia causal. Específicamente, el proceso consiste en
codificar una serie de fragmentos con relaciones causales explícitas e implícitas
en español basándose en un modelo analítico de subjetividad que involucra un
conjunto de variables. En el próximo apartado se describen los materiales que se
utilizarán en dicho proceso.
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2 Materiales
Se han seleccionado seis sets con ejemplos de relaciones causales en español,
cuatro de ellos corresponden a ejemplos de relaciones explícitas y dos de ellos a
ejemplos de relaciones implícitas. Los sets de relaciones explícitas corresponden
a relaciones marcadas por tres conectores causales específicos, porque, ya que y
puesto que. Todos los casos han sido seleccionados aleatoriamente a partir de
diferentes corpus. El primer y segundo set corresponden a ejemplos extraídos de
un corpus académico y un corpus periodístico respectivamente, los cuales fueron
construidos en la etapa anterior de nuestro proyecto; el tercer y cuarto set
corresponden a ejemplos extraídos de textos académicos y periodísticos de
CORPES XXI de la Real Academia Española. Tabla 1 muestra la distribución de
estas relaciones en cada corpus seleccionado.
Tabla 1. Distribución de relaciones explícitas seleccionadas en cada corpus.
Conectores
Corpus
Corpus
CORPES
CORPES
Total
Académico Periodístico XXI
XXI
Académico Periodístico
Porque
30
30
30
30
120
Ya que
30
30
30
30
120
Puesto que
30
30
30
30
120
Total
90
90
90
90
360

En cuanto a los sets de relaciones implícitas, cada uno está conformado
por 60 ejemplos que han sido extraído de dos corpus, corpus académico y corpus
periodístico, los cuales también fueron considerados para las relaciones explícitas.
A diferencia de la selección anterior, en este caso fue necesario aplicar un test de
parafraseo por cada ejemplo seleccionado (Scholman, Evers-Vermeul & Sanders,
2016). Esto con el fin de garantizar que los casos constituyen claros ejemplos de
relaciones causales, pues al no existir un conector causal que explicite el
significado causal de la relación, la interpretación de las relaciones podría ser más
compleja.
Todos los ejemplos seleccionados, tanto relaciones explícitas como
implícitas, corresponden a relaciones causales de orden no-básico establecidas
entre dos cláusulas adyacentes (Sanders, Spooren & Noordman, 1992, 1993), es
decir, el primer segmento constituye el consecuente-consecuencia (Q) y el
segundo segmento consiste en el antecedente-causa (P) de la relación causal. Cada
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ejemplo está segmentado de la siguiente manera: contexto previo (C1) que
consiste en información que antecede a la relación causal; segmento uno (S1), el
cual corresponde a la información consecuente-consecuencia de la relación causal
(Q); segmento dos (S2), el cual corresponde a la información antecedente-causa
de la relación causal (P); y, por último, contexto posterior (C2) que consiste en
información que sucede a la relación causal establecida entre S1 y S2. Existen
casos particulares como aquellos en que C1 sólo proporciona el título del texto
como información previa, esto debido a que es la única información que antecede
a la relación causal en el texto original. Algo similar ocurre con algunos C2, ya
que existen casos que sólo contienen el título del siguiente apartado del texto, lo
que indica que la información que sucede a S2 corresponde a otro tópico
completamente diferente del que se viene desarrollando en el fragmento. Por
último, también existen otros casos en los que no aparece C2 debido a que S2
constituye el final del texto original. A continuación, fragmentos (1) y (2)
corresponden a ejemplos seleccionados en los sets de relaciones explícitas y
fragmentos (3) y (4) corresponden a ejemplos seleccionados en los sets de
relaciones implícitas.
(1)

(2)

(3)

(C1) Los analgésicos y antipiréticos recomendados son la dipirona y el
paracetamol (ver pauta anterior). (S1) No debe prescribirse aspirina
porque (S2) puede incrementar el riesgo de complicaciones hemorrágicas
para estos pacientes.
(C2) En nuestro país, por directiva del MINSAP y para garantizar un
manejo adecuado de los pacientes sospechosos o con diagnóstico de
dengue se ha clasificado la misma en 5 grupos, que son: O, I, II, III Y IV.
(C1) Desde 2012 cuando se superaron los tres millones de peregrinos,
Arabia Saudí ha limitado el número de asistentes debido tanto a
las controvertidas obras que se realizan en la Gran Mezquita de La Meca
como al temor a epidemias. (S1) Pero se trata de una medida temporal, ya
que (S2) el objetivo de los trabajos es ampliar la superficie de la aljama
en 400.000 metros cuadrados, (C2) para que pueda acoger hasta 2,2
millones de fieles a un tiempo.
(C1) En cuanto a la prueba de discriminación fonológica (areha), los
efectos en esta habilidad fundamental, tanto para la producción del habla
como para el desarrollo de su procesamiento, no fueron los esperables, tal
y como puede verse en la Tabla v.
[TABLA V]
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(4)

(S1) En síntesis, los resultados nos advierten de que en ningún caso se
producen diferencias significativas entre el momento anterior a la
administración de la prueba y el posterior. (S2) Los niños con tel siguen
presentando un habla con problemas, lo cual se manifiesta en la presencia
de errores en la producción de determinados sonidos, así como en la
configuración de sílabas y palabras.
(C2) Desarrollo narrativo
(C1) Aplicaciones informáticas
(S1) El desarrollo de la informática ha supuesto un cambio significativo
y una importante ayuda en el proceso educativo de los alumnos y alumnas
con discapacidad auditiva. (S2) Este recurso permite un incremento de la
información visual que recibe el alumnado facilitando enormemente la
realización y el diseño de unidades didácticas adaptadas. (C2) Internet ha
permitido a los alumnos y alumnas un mayor y mejor acceso a la
información y les ha facilitado la comunicación con otras personas.

Cabe señalar que en la segmentación de estos ejemplos se ha tomado en
cuenta la cláusula como la unidad básica de análisis (una estructura que contiene
un predicado encabezado por un verbo principal). Sin embargo, también se ha
considerado el contenido proposicional de dichos segmentos, es decir, el
significado que subyace a cada segmento y que permite establecer la relación de
coherencia causal. De esta manera, los ejemplos varían en cuanto a las cláusulas
incluidas en cada segmento, encontrándose ejemplos más extensos que otros
porque incluyen más de una cláusula. Incluso, existen algunos casos en los que se
logra identificar una relación causal al interior de un solo segmento (S1 y/o S2),
entre un segmento y su contexto previo o posterior o bien, al interior de los
contextos (C1 y/o C2). No obstante, tal variación y dicha inclusión de relaciones
no debiera influir en el modo de analizar los ejemplos, pues la tarea principal del
analista es codificar ciertas variables tomando en cuenta la relación causal que se
establece entre S1 y S2, los cuales se encuentran claramente definidos en cada
ejemplo. En este sentido, la inclusión de C1 y C2 sólo pretende proporcionar el
contexto en el que se establece la relación causal.
3 Modelo analítico
Los sets de relaciones de coherencia causal descritos en el apartado anterior
constituyen la muestra que será analizada manualmente. Para llevar a cabo este
tipo de análisis, usaremos el modelo analítico propuesto por Sanders & Spooren
(2015). Tal modelo se basa en un enfoque integrativo acerca de la subjetividad y
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considera aspectos relevantes que indican subjetividad y que han sido analizados
en estudios previos para otras lenguas (Lyons, 1977; Langacker, 1990; Traugott,
1995; Sanders & Spooren, 2009, 2015; Spooren, Sanders, Huiskes & Degand,
2010; Degand & Pander Maat, 2003; Pander Maat & Degand, 2001). Al
considerar subjetividad, nos referimos al grado de involucramiento de un Sujeto
de Consciencia (SoC en inglés) en la relación causal (es decir, la persona
responsable de construir la relación causal) y respecto de los aspectos que indican
subjetividad, nos referimos a dominio, modalidad de Q (es decir, el consecuente
en una relación causal), la presencia e identidad de un SoC. Tabla 2 presenta estas
variables y sus respectivos valores de subjetividad45.
Tabla 2. Modelo analítico de subjetividad.
Variables
+…………….valores de subjetividad.……………1 Dominio
Epistémico/Acto de Contenido
Contenido
nohabla
volitivo
volitivo
2 Modalidad (Q)
Juicio/Acto de habla Hecho mental
Hecho físico
3 Presencia
de Implícito
Explícito
Ausente
SoC
4 Identidad
de Autor
Hablante
Personaje
SoC
actual

En la Tabla 2 se observa que cada variable tiene valores que indican
diferentes grados de subjetividad. Es importante tener en cuenta esta precisión en
el análisis, pues nuestro propósito no es identificar si una relación es subjetiva u
objetiva, ya que esta distinción no es absoluta ni sistemática (Stukker & Sanders,
2012; Sanders & Spooren, 2013, 2015), sino más bien, identificaremos el grado
de subjetividad de las relaciones causales. A continuación, detallamos cada una
de estas variables y sus valores.
3.1 Dominio
Dominio es la variable que permite distinguir tipos de relaciones causales y al
mismo tiempo facilita la operacionalización de la subjetividad en tales relaciones
(Degand & Pander Maat, 2003; Evers-Vermeul, Degand, Fagard & Mortier, 2011;
Sanders & Spooren, 2009). Así, en el dominio del contenido se describe una
relación causal que ocurre en el mundo físico, es decir, un evento causa otro
45

Estos valores corresponden a una traducción al español a partir de su versión original
en inglés (Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Li, et al. 2013)
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evento en el mundo real. Este dominio se subdivide en dos subtipos: contenido
volitivo que implica que en la relación causal existe un SoC que realiza un acto
intencional, y contenido no-volitivo que implica que en la relación causal no existe
ningún SoC que ejecute un acto intencionalmente. En el dominio epistémico el
conocimiento de un SoC está involucrado, pues la relación causal se basa en que
un SoC infiere una conclusión basada en un argumento. Existe un razonamiento
del SoC. Finalmente, en el dominio de acto de habla un SoC está estrechamente
involucrado en la relación causal, ya que motiva un acto de habla propiamente tal.
Estos dominios indican diferentes grados de subjetividad, el contenido no-volitivo
es considerado el dominio menos subjetivo, ya que no existe ningún acto humano
intencionado en la relación causal; el contenido volitivo es más subjetivo que el
contenido no-volitivo porque una motivación humana es prerrequisito para
realizar la acción que está involucrada en la relación causal; el dominio epistémico
es considerado aún más subjetivo porque el conocimiento de un SoC está
involucrado en la relación causal; y finalmente, el dominio de acto de habla
también es considerado subjetivo porque un SoC es quien realiza el acto de habla.
Para un mejor entendimiento de la variable dominio, presentamos los ejemplos
(5), (6), (7) y (8) que ilustran cada uno sus valores.
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

(S1) El camino estaba bloqueado porque (S2) hubo una avalancha.
(S1) Juan regresó porque (S2) él la amaba a ella.
(S1) Los vecinos no se encuentran en casa porque (S2) las luces de la sala
de estar están apagadas.
(S1) Qué haces esta noche? (S2) Están dando una muy buena película.

En el ejemplo (5), un evento del mundo físico, como lo es una avalancha,
es la causa de que el camino estuviera bloqueado y no existe ninguna intervención
humana para que ello ocurriera. Por eso, es un ejemplo de relación causal novolitiva. En el ejemplo (6), el acto de amar a alguien motiva la acción de regresar,
entonces existe un acto intencionado. Por esta razón, es una relación causal
volitiva. En el ejemplo (7), la evidencia de que las luces están apagadas permite
concluir que los vecinos no se encuentran en casa, entonces la causalidad se basa
en el raciocinio de un SoC. Por esto es que representa una relación epistémica.
Por último, en el ejemplo (8), el hecho de que estén dando una muy buena película
motiva la invitación a través de una pregunta. Por ello, es un ejemplo de acto de
habla. De igual modo, estos valores pueden ser interpretados usando el test de
parafraseo que se presenta en la Tabla 3 (P y Q corresponden al antecedente y al
consecuente de la relación causal, respectivamente).
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Tabla 3. Test de parafraseo usado en el análisis de dominio.
Domain
Paraphrase
Non-volitional
P leads to the physical fact/mental fact that Q, and no
content
intention is involved in Q
Volitional content P leads to intentional physical act/mental act that Q
Speech-act
P leads to question/advice/command/promise that Q
Epistemic
P leads to claim/decision/inference/conclusion that Q

3.2 Modalidad (Q)
Modalidad es la variable que permite distinguir cuatro valores para el segmento
Q de la relación causal (consecuente). Nos referimos a acto de habla, juicio, hecho
físico y hecho mental. De este modo, si el segmento Q de la relación causal es una
pregunta general, una pregunta retórica o una construcción imperativa, la
modalidad será acto de habla. Si el segmento Q presenta opiniones, conclusiones,
inferencias o valoraciones, la modalidad será juicio. Si el segmento Q describe
eventos o estados observables en el mundo, la modalidad será acto físico.
Finalmente, si el segmento Q da cuenta de estados mentales como sentimientos
personales, procesos mentales, o actividades sicológicas, la modalidad será hecho
mental. Cabe señalar que hecho mental y juicio ocurren en el mundo interior y
ambos implican procesos mentales no observables en el mundo exterior. Por lo
tanto, la distinción entre ambas modalidades podría ser menos clara que la
modalidad hecho físico, la cual implica hechos que ocurren en el mundo exterior
y que son observables. Para resolver entre hecho mental y juicio es necesario
examinar si existe una evaluación o valoración, si esto ocurre, se debe categorizar
el segmento como juicio y, al contrario, si no ocurre, se debe categorizar como
hecho mental.
Estos cuatro tipos de modalidad tienen diferentes valores de subjetividad.
Hecho físico es menos subjetivo que hecho mental, juicio, y acto de habla porque
no implica una actividad mental y es un hecho observable en el mundo exterior.
Hecho mental es menos subjetivo que juicio y acto de habla, ya que estos últimos
son más complejos y requieren un mayor esfuerzo cognitivo. Considerando los
ejemplos anteriores, la modalidad en (5) es hecho físico porque el segmento Q da
cuenta de un hecho observable en el mundo exterior, en (6) es hecho mental
porque el segmento Q corresponde a una decisión, en (7) es juicio dado que el
segmento Q es una conclusión y finalmente, en (8) es acto de habla dado que el
segmento Q es una pregunta.
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3.3 Presencia de SoC
La presencia de SoC es la variable que permite distinguir entre fragmentos con
ningún SoC, aquellos con un SoC explícito y aquellos con un SoC implícito. No
existe un SoC cuando la relación causal ocurre independientemente de la voluntad
de alguien, es decir, un hecho lleva a otro sin ninguna participación humana.
Cuando existe un SoC, distinguimos entre SoC’s explícitos e implícitos. Si el SoC
es explícitamente referido por algún elemento lingüístico en el consecuente, se
categoriza como explícito, pero si no está evidenciado lingüísticamente, se
categoriza como implícito. El ejemplo (9) muestra que el hecho descrito en S1
lleva al hecho descrito en S2 sin ninguna participación humana, por lo tanto, no
existe un SoC. Por el contrario, el ejemplo (10) existe un SoC explícito que es el
jugador basquetbolista quien intencionalmente realizó la acción de disculparse por
la causa descrita en S2. En el ejemplo (11), existe un SoC implícito, dado que la
opinión de un hablante está involucrada en la relación causal, pero no existe
ningún elemento lingüístico que lo evidencie. Lo mismo ocurre con el ejemplo
(12) que es repetido en este apartado con el fin de ilustrar que las relaciones de
acto de habla, por lo general, presentan un SoC implícito.
(9)
(10)

(11)
(12)

(S1) En los lagos el ambiente pelágico predomina sobre el ambiente
litoral porque (S2) el fitoplancton es el productor primario del lago.
(S1) El basquetbolista Federico Kammerichs, de Pamesa Valencia, se
disculpó con las autoridades del club español porque (S2) el viernes
último regresó a la Argentina sin permiso.
(S1) En una democracia pues no debería haber "clases", ya que (S2) el
título, por definición, implica desigualdad.
(S1) Qué haces esta noche? (S2) Están dando una muy buena película.

De esta manera, la relación causal (10) es más subjetiva que la relación
causal presentada en (9) porque (10) contiene un SoC. Sin embargo, siguiendo el
supuesto de que una referencia explícita del SoC objetiviza al SoC haciéndolo
observable (Langacker, 1990), la relación causal en (11) y (12) son aún más
subjetivas que la relación causal (10) debido a que contienen un SoC implícito.
3.4 Identidad de un SoC
La identidad de un SoC es una variable que permite distinguir entre SoC personaje
y SoC autor en fragmentos donde existe un SoC. En el ejemplo (10), existe un
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SoC personaje porque el jugador basquetbolista es quien voluntariamente se
disculpa ante las autoridades, mientras que en el ejemplo (11), existe un SoC autor
porque quien ‘redacta’ el segmento es quien ofrece su opinión. Por lo general, un
SoC personaje se manifiesta en segunda o tercera persona singular, mientras que
un SoC autor se manifiesta en primera persona singular. Este último es
considerado más subjetivo que el SoC personaje porque se acerca más al acto
comunicativo de “aquí y ahora”, mientras que el SoC personaje se encuentra más
distante al formar parte de una descripción de un evento.
Existen otros casos en los que el autor cita una relación causal construida
por otra persona, por lo tanto, es necesario hacer una distinción entre el autor y el
hablante actual. El autor generalmente usa la cita porque está de acuerdo con el
hablante citado, pero el autor no es responsable de la relación causal, sino que es
el hablante citado. De este modo, el SoC hablante actual es menos subjetivo que
el SoC autor, pues este último sigue teniendo más cercanía al acto comunicativo
de “aquí y ahora”.
4 Procedimiento
El análisis manual consiste en codificar las relaciones de coherencia causal
seleccionadas según el modelo analítico presentado en el apartado anterior. En
términos concretos, la estrategia de análisis está conformada por tres fases. La
primera es la fase de entrenamiento, cuyo propósito es familiarizar a los analistas
con el proceso de análisis. Para ello, se informará acerca del modelo analítico, se
analizarán ejemplos en los que se pondrá en práctica el conocimiento de las
variables, se discutirán los casos más controversiales y se resolverán dudas.
La segunda fase corresponde al análisis manual preliminar, el cual está
orientado a aplicar el modelo analístico y clarificar dudas sobre las categorías. De
este modo, se asegura la correcta interpretación de las variables del modelo
analítico y su adecuada codificación antes de llevar a cabo el análisis oficial. En
particular, aplicaremos un tipo de análisis denominado codificación de
superposición parcial (traducido del inglés ‘partial overlap coding’ en Spooren &
Degand, 2010). Este tipo de análisis consiste en que sub-partes de la muestra total
son codificadas por dos analistas, mientras que otras son codificadas por un solo
analista. En nuestro caso, considerando que contamos con tres analistas y una
muestra total de 480 ejemplos, una determinada cantidad de ejemplos serán
codificados por un analista (72 casos), la misma cantidad de ejemplos será
analizada por otro analista (72 casos) y finalmente, todos los ejemplos analizados
por estos analistas (144 casos) serán analizados por un tercer analista, quien es el
responsable de la investigación. De este modo, nos aseguramos de que la mayoría
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de los datos serán doblemente codificados y sólo una parte de la muestra total será
codificada únicamente por un analista. Este procedimiento nos permitirá discutir
ejemplos conflictivos, resolver dudas y establecer acuerdos.
La tercera fase corresponde al análisis manual final de los datos.
Utilizaremos el mismo tipo de análisis que fue llevado a cabo en la fase anterior
y cada analista analizará la misma cantidad de ejemplos (72 casos), los cuales
serán diferentes de los presentados en la etapa anterior. De esta manera,
utilizaremos la información que ha sido doblemente codificada para llevar
medidas estadísticas. Si el acuerdo entre pares es más bajo de lo esperado, es
preciso recabar información entre los analistas acerca de las razones que llevarían
a tal bajo acuerdo. Por esta razón, se utiliza la misma planilla de codificación
presentada en las fases anteriores, la que incluye una columna de observaciones
en la cual cada analista podrá incluir opcionalmente sus comentarios. De igual
forma, se contempla la posibilidad de discutir aquellos casos que podrían haber
causado mayor desacuerdo.
Respecto de los plazos con los que contamos para llevar a cabo este
procedimiento, se espera terminar la etapa de análisis en enero de 2017, lo que
permitiría avanzar hacia otras fases del presente estudio y así iniciar la próxima
etapa experimental del proyecto de investigación. Este protocolo tuvo como
propósito proporcionar la información necesaria para llevar a cabo el proceso de
análisis, sin embargo, cabe añadir que el plazo aquí presentado es tentativo y en
este sentido, se contempla un grado de flexibilidad en la ejecución de las
actividades involucradas. Esto especialmente en el caso de que puedan surgir
dudas entre los analistas y se requieran tiempos adicionales para discutir aspectos
y resolver dichas dudas.

Appendix C: Experimental Items, Chapter 5
This section illustrates items from both experiments in an organized way (i.e. per
connective and condition). It should be noted that this organization does not
correspond to the order employed in the experimental sessions since the items
were presented randomly. Moreover, for practical reasons, only the first case of
each category was translated into English.
7.1 Experimental items corresponding to ya que (‘since’) used in Experiment 1
YA QUE (‘SINCE’)
OBJECTIVE
1
Dos jóvenes mueren en aparatoso accidente
El accidente produjo algunas horas de congestionamiento vial, ya que los
curiosos no paraban de observar la escena del percance.
La imprudencia temeraria nuevamente cobra la vida de dos personas.
‘Two young people died in a dramatic accident
The accident produced some hours of traffic congestion since curious
people did not stop watching (kept on watching) the incident scene.
The temerarious imprudence took the life of two people again.’
2

Informaron que pedirán la imposición de la detención provisional para
garantizar que el imputado esté presente en todo el juicio.
El plazo de un año para solicitar la reapertura vencía el día 14, ya que
el año pasado en esa misma fecha la jueza decretó un sobreseimiento
provisional a favor del imputado a petición de la misma Fiscalía.
En la etapa de instrucción se presentó una pugna de competencias
argumentada por el Juzgado 2 de Instrucción.

3

El rafaelino largó desde el quinto lugar, detrás de cuatro Aprilia. Tras
los primeros giros, quedó octavo, ya que fue superado por otras máquinas
italianas e incluso, por la Honda oficial de Roberto Rolfo. En la vuelta
14, Porto marcó su mejor registro y en la 17, quebró la resistencia de
Rolfo después de haber dejado atrás a Anthony West y a Fonsi Nieto.

4

También se reportó un incremento de 4% en el robo de vehículos, que en
los primeros 10 meses de 2000 sumaron 24,228, comparado con 25,204
en el mismo período en 2001.
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Los robos de propiedad aumentaron en el 10.4%, ya que de 12,509
registrados en los primeros 10 meses de 2000, subieron a 13,814. El
aumento de golpizas y violencia doméstica fue solamente de un 3.1%.
5

Los partidos Atlético de Madrid-Deportivo y Valencia-Barcelona centran
la atención de la vigésima quinta jornada de liga en primera división, en
la que el líder Real Madrid visitará al Espanyol en el estadio olímpico de
Montjuic, donde volverá el 17 de marzo para jugar la final de Copa con
el Zaragoza.
Rojiblancos y gallegos, que han adelantado su compromiso a las 17.30
horas para no coincidir con el partido de Mestalla (21.30 h.), están
pendientes de la presencia de Fernando Torres, ya que el Comité de
Apelación debe pronunciarse hoy sobre el recurso del club atlético para
que el jugador no cumpla el partido de sanción. La recaudación de las
Copas de Europa la próxima semana ha provocado el adelanto de otros
cuatro partidos al sábado.

6

Una pequeña máquina rompió la tubería y se tardó hora y media en
cortar la fuga
Segundo gran susto en la Ribera debido a las obras del puente de
Miraflores. Tras el derrumbe ocurrido el 16 de septiembre de una
pequeña parte del subsuelo de la Ribera (dejando canalizaciones de agua
al descubierto y obligando a cortar la calzada), el incidente de ayer, con
la rotura de una conducción de gas, volvió a alarmar a los vecinos de la
Cruz del Rastro, ya que el fuerte olor a gas era perceptible en ocasiones,
y según la dirección del viento, a casi un centenar de metros.
Por suerte, Sin chispas
El accidente se produjo en las obras que se están realizando para elevar
la cota del paseo de la Ribera en su confluencia con la calle San Fernando
para conectar la Cruz del Rastro con el futuro puente de Miraflores.

7

De acuerdo con Luis Cabrales, representante de la organización
Residentes de Pico Rivera Pro Justicia Ambiental, la Oficina de Control
de la Calidad del Aire (AQMD) realizó un análisis del aire en el área
colindante al taller y determinó que existen seis tipos de partículas
contaminantes en niveles superiores a lo normal.
Se trata del taller Mark’s Collision Center, ubicado sobre el bulevar
Rosemead. Uno de sus dueños, Luis Hernández, negó las acusaciones de
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que su negocio emite contaminantes, ya que en varias ocasiones
organismos del gobierno local han realizado inspecciones y no han
detectado nada irregular.
“Ya tenemos 26 años como taller, y desde hace cuatro años esos vecinos
se han estado quejando (...)”
8

1

Cuando regresó a su domicilio, se topó con la desagradable sorpresa de
que había sido desvalijado. La policía desconocía anoche el valor de lo
sustraído, ya que tenía que ser evaluado por la víctima.
Denuncia en comisaría
El secuestrado se dirigió a la comisaría de su distrito, la de HortalezaBarajas, donde denunció lo que le acababa de ocurrir.
YA QUE (‘SINCE’)
SUBJECTIVE
También fue incautado un viejo taxi iraquí, pintado con los colores
tradicionales para este tipo de vehículos en este país, blanco y amarillo.
Esto resulta interesante, ya que parece confirmar los rumores que
circulaban desde hace tiempo en Bagdad: Saddam se ha dejado crecer la
barba y viaja de incógnito en un viejo taxi.
‘Also, an old Iraqi taxi, painted with the traditional colors for this type of
vehicle in this country, white and yellow, was confiscated.
This turns out interesting since it seems to confirm the rumors that were
circulating around for a long time in Bagdad: Saddam has let grow his
beard and travels incognito in an old taxi.’

2

Según explica Antonio Mayor, presidente de Hosbec, “muchos hoteles
han hecho un esfuerzo especial en la comercialización de las dos últimas
semanas para cubrir el hueco que dejaba el programa de vacaciones de
mayores lo que se ha traducido en estos buenos datos”. Los datos que
ofrece Hosbec demuestran que la importancia del mercado internacional
vuelve a ser clave en octubre, ya que los británicos se convierten en el
primer mercado en importancia con una cuota del 45,4% mientras que
los turistas españoles representan el 44,3%.

3

Otra alternativa es comprar lo que se llama una distribución, que consiste
en uno varios CD con el sistema operativo más cientos de programas (de
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oficina, navegadores, de e-mail, para editar fotos, etcétera), y manuales.
Todo en una caja.
Antes de instalar Linux, igual que con cualquier otro sistema operativo,
hay que asesorarse bien, ya que es un soft vital en el funcionamiento de
todos los demás programas de la computadora. A su vez, antes de
comprar una distribución, vendrá bien asesorarse bien acerca del tipo de
soporte técnico con el que se contará.
4

Siempre según estos científicos, que nunca llegaron a publicar su
experimento en una revista reconocida, la reacción de fusión se produjo
cuando, al generarse una corriente eléctrica, los átomos de deuterio
contenidos en el agua pesada se concentraron sobre el electrodo de
paladio, lo que produjo neutrones y una gran cantidad de calor.
El impacto de estas declaraciones fue espectacular, ya que Pons y
Fleischman, que trabajan juntos en la Universidad de Utah, detallaron
que habían empleado sólo cinco años en llegar a este final, con un
presupuesto francamente ridículo que les permitió construir su sencillo
andamiaje. Los escépticos fueron menos que los científicos que creyeron
esta posibilidad.

5

Su información es limitada y no va mucho más allá del comunicado
enviado anoche.
Su capacidad de reacción ante los recientes acontecimientos ha sido
limitadísima ya que ellos se enteraron del cese de operaciones a las 18.00
horas, poco antes de que lo hicieran los pasajeros. Algunos llegaron a
hacer un encierro por la noche que duró unas pocas horas.

6

Llaman al consumo responsable
Los consumidores deben ser cuidadosos con las cosas que adquieren, ya
que la situación económica no está para gastar dinero en cosas
innecesarias.
“Con esto de la constante variación en la CBFA, la única alternativa que
tienen los consumidores es reducir los niveles de ingestas de
determinados productos”, recalcó Giovanni Fletcher, presidente del
Instituto Panameño de Derechos de Consumidores y Usuario
(IPADECU).

7

8
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La mayor partida corresponde a TVE (165.813 millones), mientras que
RNE absorbe 25.113 millones.
Nuevamente, la publicidad será el principal instrumento de recaudación
de ingresos, ya que los responsables del ente sólo estiman 11.043
millones de subvención del Estado. Por la venta de productos,
especialmente de anuncios televisivos, se ingresarán 122.000 millones de
pesetas.
Este gobierno sería estable y tendría capacidad de maniobra, ya que
representaría a más del 70 por ciento de la población y tendría una gran
mayoría en el Parlamento.

7.2 Experimental items corresponding to puesto que (‘given that’) used in
Experiment 2
PUESTO QUE (‘GIVEN THAT’)
OBJECTIVE
1
A las siete de la mañana del 1 de agosto de 1981 el 90% de los
controladores aéreos que estaban llamados a trabajar se ausentó de su
puesto en demanda de un aumento salarial y de reducción de jornada. El
entonces presidente de EE UU, Ronald Reagan, les dio un ultimátum de
48 horas para volver a su trabajo, puesto que una ley de 1956 declaraba
ilegal toda huelga realizada por funcionarios.
Los 11.345 controladores -el 65% del total- que no respondieron a la
llamada para que regresaran a sus puestos fueron fulminantemente
despedidos.
‘At seven in the morning on August 1st of 1981, 90% of the air traffic
controllers that were called to work were absent from their positions
demanding a salary increase and a working hours reduction. The then
president of the USA, Ronald Reagan, gave them an ultimatum of 48 hours
to go back to work given that a law of 1956 declared as illegal every strike
carried out by employees.
The 11.345 controllers -65% of the total- that did not answer the call to
go back to work were immediately dismissed.’
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Con la ilusión de mantenerse en la serie A, a la que vuelve en el 2012
como campeón de la B, Técnico Universitario realiza su pretemporada al
mando del argentino Fabián Bustos.
El conjunto guaytambo tiene completa su nómina de fichajes puesto que
la dirigencia contrató a los 23 elementos que solicitó el entrenador. Los
ambateños trabajan, desde el martes pasado, en su complejo de Quillán
Loma, de la parroquia Izamba.

3

Pepe Aguilar tiene en la tecnología a un aliado para pasar horas de
entrenamiento garantizadas y estar, al mismo tiempo, en comunicación.
Aficionado a los videojuegos, el zacatecano de 37 años de edad no
disfruta de sus ratos libres en esta actividad, puesto que dispone de un
horario específico para jugar. Entre una y dos horas diarias, asegura, es
el tiempo que pasa frente a su computadora portátil para jugar en línea.

4

“(...) Las pocas fotos que colgué en Facebook eran parte de mi
experiencia militar. Fui una inocente. La gente lo ha sacado de quicio.
Tengo respeto a todos los seres humanos y he servido a mi país”, aseguró
Aberyil.
El Ministerio de Prisioneros de la Autoridad Nacional Palestina (ANP)
ha advertido de que estudia tomar medidas legales contra la joven puesto
que entiende que lo sucedido viola los derechos humanos y la legislación
internacional. Un comunicado difundido ayer por el Gobierno palestino
aseguraba que las fotos “muestran la mentalidad ocupante, orgulloso de
humillar a los palestinos”.

5

“La ley obliga a revelar a los cuatro vientos el secreto comercial (‘trade
secret’) más confidencial. No da guías sobre el tipo de información
adicional que puede requerirse y da a Fomento Comercial el poder de
imponer multas”, dijo Souss.
Sosa no precisó las enmiendas que propondrá, puesto que las está
estudiando.
Insistió que su agencia está interesada en solamente proveer datos
generales, no en revelar datos confidenciales.

6

El dolor de espalda es en España una de las principales causas del
absentismo laboral. Representa hasta un 54% del motivo de las jornadas
de trabajo perdidas. Bajo este enfoque, la Mutua de Accidente de Trabajo
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Fremap y Clínica Ponferrada organizaron ayer una sesión sobre
lumbalgias, cervicalcias y otras dolencias similares, dirigida a
profesionales, puesto que uno de los colectivos más afectados a medio y
largo plazo es el personal de administración. La jornada se inició en las
instalaciones de Fremap en el parque del Temple, en Ponferrada, con
análisis teóricos de las situaciones de riesgo y con un repaso de la
ergonomía postural.
7

Hace tiempo que CiU viene reivindicando la participación en la gestión
de los aeródromos catalanes con el argumento de que mejorarían los
servicios. En enero pasado, el grupo ya presentó una proposición no de
ley en la que reclamaba esta gestión compartida, puesto que considera
que los aeropuertos son una infraestructura vital para el desarrollo
económico y social del territorio.
Según CiU, “los aeropuertos catalanes no son ni lo eficientes que podrían
ser, ni su gestión responde a las particularidades de su territorio. (...)”

8

El momento más alto de jubilaciones se registró durante 2004, cuando
casi el 47% de las nuevas altas fueron de trabajadores de menos de 65
años de edad. En 2005 hubo un acercamiento entre la edad real de
jubilación y la edad legal, puesto que se situó en los 63,7 años, la cifra
más alta desde mediados de los noventa mientras que en 2004, la cifra
fue de 63,4 años.

1

PUESTO QUE (‘GIVEN THAT’)
SUBJECTIVE
En el 2018 las bolsas de plástico de un solo uso tienen que haber
desaparecido. A la vista de los resultados, esta campaña que se puso en
marcha en abril de 2011, va por muy buen camino puesto que se han
superado los objetivos marcados para este año pasado que era reducir el
consumo de bolsas de plástico un 20%.
En seis meses de campaña, se ha logrado suprimir la emisión de 138
millones de bolsas anuales en Castilla y León.
‘In 2018 single-use plastic bags must have disappeared. In view of the
results, this campaign that started in April 2011 is on the very right track
given that the established objectives for this last year which was reducing
the use of plastic bags in a 20% have been surpassed.
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In six months of the campaign, it has been managed to suppress the
emission of 138 million annual bags in Castilla and León.’
2

Los técnicos de la empresa eléctrica trabajan esta tarde para solucionar
el problema, según Unelco-Endesa. La recuperación se debe hacer de
forma paulatina, puesto que la central consta de varios grupos de
producción, y siguiendo las instrucciones que da el operador del sistema,
Red Eléctrica de España.

3

Incluso este pedido que sale de varios sectores que ven con preocupación
la vulnerabilidad del territorio, será abordado entre los presidentes Lucio
Gutiérrez y Álvaro Uribe en la Cumbre de las Américas a desarrollarse
en México.
El tema es un tanto complejo, puesto que está vigente el acuerdo de libre
tránsito de personas y vehículos en los países de la Comunidad Andina
de Naciones con solamente presentar la cédula de identidad.
Esta situación que se vive en la frontera norte no es la única que preocupa
a las autoridades de Gobierno sino también la presencia de un gran
número de ciudadanos peruanos que ingresan por la parte sur del
Ecuador en busca de mejores salarios producto de la dolarización.

4

Organizada a través de una línea de tiempo que va del 11 al 17 de
septiembre de 2001, la recopilación –que incluye más de 3.00 horas de
grabación– nos permite observar las reacciones inmediatas al evento y
su cubrimiento posterior en 20 canales norteamericanos e
internacionales distintos. Las imágenes allí registradas constituyen un
documento de análisis invaluable puesto que actúan como un espejo de
nuestra cultura y del rol de los medios en nuestra sociedad. Van
acompañadas, también, de ensayos investigativos y de análisis sobre los
cubrimientos noticiosos.

5

Bianchi reconoció que se comunicaría con Riquelme para saber si había
“alguna chance de que vuelva”.
No se vislumbra una empresa fácil para Bianchi, puesto que Riquelme
aseguró hace poco tiempo que no volvería a jugar con esa camiseta.
Convencer a Riquelme será el primer gran objetivo para el técnico más
ganador en la historia xeneize.

6
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Lo peor estaba aún por llegar. Justo cuando las autoridades de los CDC
estaban investigando este incidente, se conoció otro que podría haber
sido más grave aún, puesto que el contagio de la gripe aviar es mucho
más fácil que por ántrax. El incidente sucedió a comienzos de año,
cuando en un laboratorio de los CDC especializado en gripe se
contaminó por error un cultivo de gripe aviar relativamente benigno con
la cepa altamente patógena de gripe tipo H5N1 que, según recordaba la
prensa estadounidense este sábado, ha matado a casi 400 personas en la
última década.

7

Según testigos presenciales, el accidente pudo motivarse porque el
animal se pusiera nervioso. La Policía Local de Moralzarzal se encuentra
investigando el asunto.
Además, parece ser que la chica herida no era la primera vez que subía
a un caballo, puesto que iba ataviada con ropa de amazona.
Al caer, la niña, que se encontraba acompañada de adultos en el momento
del incidente, se golpeó fuertemente en la zona dorsal.

8

Cuando comenzó esta historia, hace tan sólo 40 años, el único astro que
se sabía que emitía rayos X era el sol. Tampoco es de extrañar puesto
que los rayos X, incapaces de penetrar en la atmósfera terrestre, tuvieron
que esperar a la era espacial para formar parte de las herramientas de
observación astronómica.
Por otro lado, las demás estrellas se sabían demasiado distantes para
que, en el supuesto de que fueran parecidas a nuestro sol, pudieran ser
detectadas en rayos X a tan grandes distancias.

7.3 Experimental items corresponding to porque (‘because’) used in Experiment
1 and 2
PORQUE (‘BECAUSE’)
OBJECTIVE
1
Kammerichs se arrepintió
El basquetbolista Federico Kammerichs, de Pamesa Valencia, se
disculpó con las autoridades del club español porque el viernes último
regresó a la Argentina sin permiso. “Estoy arrepentido. Demostré falta
de madurez y de experiencia”, reconoció el alero.
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‘Kammerichs repented
The basketball player Federico Kammerichs of Pamesa Valencia
apologized to the authorities of the Spanish club because last Friday he
went back to Argentina without
permission. “I am regretful. I demonstrated a lack of maturity and
experience”, the forward recognized.’
2

A este último retraso se suma el ya anunciado anteriormente del eje nortesur, que parte de la costa polaca para llegar a la frontera con la
República Checa, y que tampoco se prevé que esté operativo a tiempo.
Varsovia se comprometió a renovar su anticuada red viaria, porque se
preveía que miles de aficionados iban a desplazarse hasta los estadios
por carretera. El primer ministro polaco, Donald Tusk, llegó a asegurar
que la celebración de la Eurocopa supondría una oportunidad para
“civilizar” las infraestructuras, en gran medida gracias a la ingente
cantidad de fondos comunitarios llegados con este objetivo.

3

La fuerza de la explosión destruyó la puerta corrediza del negocio que
salió despedida. No se reportaron víctimas porque el local estaba
cerrado.
Denuncia
Estruchan una iglesia católica del suroeste.

4

Detenidos seis africanos por falsificar dólares
Seis cameruneses fueron capturados por la Policía porque,
presuntamente, estafaban con el uso de papeles negros que convertían en
dólares tras un proceso químico, informó ayer la Policía.

5

A los 90 fue expulsado el jugador alemán de Sampdoria Shkodran
Mustafi, con lo cual su equipo jugó con un hombre menos los cuatro
minutos suplementarios.
En Sampdoria, que quedó con 17 puntos, no pudo jugar el arquero
argentino Sergio Romero porque poco antes del partido debió viajar a su
país por un problema de salud de una hija recién nacida.
En los últimos tres lugares, que son los que descienden a la Serie B, se
encuentran Pescara y Siena con 11 y Genoa 12.

6
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El problema de estos depósitos se une al de las miles de toneladas de agua
que se acumulan en los sótanos de los edificios de los reactores, el
principal desafío a la hora de desmantelar la central, golpeada por el
terremoto y tsunami del 11 de marzo de 2011.
Esa acumulación se produce porque el líquido utilizado para refrigerar
los reactores se filtra en parte a los sótanos, al tiempo que las aguas
naturales del subsuelo procedentes de las zonas colindantes penetran
también en los edificios.

7

El gobernador de Santa Fe subordinó el apoyo a Duhalde a que éste
lograra el consenso de los principales mandatarios provinciales y
dirigentes peronistas.
Reutemann
El gobernador de Salta, del Frente Federal, decidió no viajar a Buenos
Aires porque consideró “un hecho consumado” el acuerdo para designar
a Duhalde.
Kirchner
El gobernador bonaerense apoyó a Duhalde y se autoexcluyó de la
disputa presidencial.

8

En medio de este caos, hay dos motivos por los cuales los venezolanos se
vuelcan cada vez más en las tarjetas de crédito: la inflación galopante y
los delitos en alza.
La gente se apresura a gastar el dinero lo más rápido que puede porque
trata de adelantarse a los aumentos de precios: Bank of America estima
que este año la inflación podría alcanzar un 200%.

1

PORQUE (‘BECAUSE’)
SUBJECTIVE
Fútbol - historia: Francisco Rivera, talento y clase con la “10”
No todo es fácil en la vida de un futbolista, porque hay que tener ánimo
y una gran fortaleza moral y física para entrenar. Requiere mucho
sacrificio.
‘Football – history: Francisco Rivera, talent and quality with the “10”
Not everything is easy in a football player’s life because you must have
energy and an enormous moral and physical strength to train. It requires
much sacrifice.’

170 Appendix C
2

En la cumbre, que duró unas horas, los tres mandatarios acordaron crear
un mecanismo de diálogo con los países centroamericanos, al reconocer
los estragos que el crimen organizado ha causado allí.
Esta reunión era especialmente importante porque sirvió para alinear
posiciones hacia la Cumbre de las Américas, a realizarse en Cartagena
de indias el 14 y 15 de abril, a la que asistirán los tres mandatarios.
“Estos cárteles y los narcotraficantes significan una excepcional
amenaza para nuestros vecinos centroamericanos, así que estamos
uniendo fuerzas”, dijo el presidente estadounidense.

3

El entrenador Abel Braga probó en los entrenamientos a Wagner en
reemplazo de Deco y Rafael Moura por Fred.
Tampoco para Boca será una noche con sus mejores hombres, porque no
tendrá a piezas clave como Santiago Silva y Leandro Somoza, que se
estima que estarán en la revancha, el 23 de este mes en Río de Janeiro.
Tampoco estará Pablo Ledesma, que será reemplazado por Diego Rivero.

4

Ahí le esperó muy bien el Caja España Ademar para acabar de sentenciar
el partido con un juego vertical, veloz y dinámico que desarboló por
completo el juego catalán. Es difícil destacar algo en especial de los
leoneses, porque lo hicieron todo bien, y no tuvieron lagunas
significativas en ningún momento.

5

E.On también demanda que se suprima la limitación de mandatos para
determinado tipo de consejeros, y requiere que la única condición exigida
a los administradores sea la inexistencia de las incompatibilidades
legales.
Prima y obsequio
Levantar estos requerimientos no es una cuestión simple, porque se
necesita que el voto a favor supere el 50% del capital total de la
compañía, y no basta con obtener esa proporción sobre el conjunto del
capital presente y representado en la asamblea.

6

Celio Alves, exfigura de Oriente Petrolero, tiene al mando las inferiores
en Destroyers.
El resultado es alentador porque cinco juveniles ya entrenan con el
equipo de la Primera A y uno de ellos es tomado en cuenta entre los
titulares.

7

8
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El dato supone haber suspendido 70 intervenciones quirúrgicas cada día
hasta alcanzar el 6,5% menos de actividad que en 2010, según refleja una
respuesta parlamentaria del consejero de Salud, Boi Ruiz, publicada ayer
en el Boletín Oficial del Parlamento de Cataluña.
El balance anual, del que el Departamento de Salud todavía no ha
aportado datos oficiales, arrojará cifras previsiblemente peores porque
computará los meses en que el consejero aplicó los ajustes más severos.
Entre noviembre y diciembre, Salud decretó el cierre parcial de
hospitales, la suspensión de operaciones programadas y dio fiesta al
personal sanitario para ahorrar costes.
La policía tenía registrada una bala disparada por su fusil años antes,
cuando pertenecía a otra persona. A través de los registros, no fue
complicado llegar hasta él.
Proliferación de armas
El caso actual es mucho más complejo porque desde entonces proliferan
las ferias locales en las que armas de todo tipo cambian de mano sin
ningún papeleo. Durante el Gobierno de Bill Clinton, la Administración
intentó promover una ley para crear una especie de ‘registro balístico’
que guardase una bala disparada por cada arma.

7.4 Filler items corresponding to por ejemplo (‘for example’) and sin embargo
(‘however’) used in Experiment 1 and 2
POR EJEMPLO (‘FOR EXAMPLE’)
1
Las recompensas por medallas olímpicas varían muchísimo de nación a
nación. No necesariamente el poder deportivo y el económico son acordes
con los premios. Por ejemplo, Azerbaiján asigna 750.000 euros por una
dorada, sin contar más departamentos, autos y premios de empresas;
Kazakhstán otorga 250.000, e Italia, 140.000.
‘Rewards for Olympic medals vary a lot from one nation to another. The
sport’s and economic power are not necessarily in conformity with the
awards. For example, Azerbaijan assigns 750.000 euros for a golden one,
without considering more apartments, cars and awards from companies;
Kazakhstan gives 250.000, and Italy, 140.000.’
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Desde el 2002, circula entre los despachos de los magistrados una
demanda de inconstitucionalidad con número de expediente 1043-02,
cuyo ponente fue el magistrado Rogelio Fábrega Zarak.
Así mismo ocurre con otros expedientes de años siguientes. Por ejemplo,
desde el 2009 hay 30 expedientes en lectura, desde el 2008 hay 22, del
2007 hay 17 expedientes en circulación.

3

Las medidas debían compensar el dinero invertido inicialmente en el plan
en un plazo de cinco años, para inicios de 2010. Todos los ministerios del
Reino Unido participaban en el programa. Por ejemplo, el Ministerio de
Transporte gastó 126 millones de libras más de aquello que planeaba
ahorrar.
Al establecer la Oficina Nacional de Auditoría que el programa no
cumplió sus fines, lo más probable es que la administración lo cancele...
1.400 millones de libras después.

4

Los investigadores llevaron a cabo una segunda serie de pruebas para
comprobar si las acciones motrices podrían también influir en el tema de
los recuerdos. Se formularon varias peticiones a los voluntarios, por
ejemplo “Cuénteme algo de que le haya pasado durante la secundaria”,
ante lo cual los sujetos podían elegir entre una historia feliz o triste.

5

Este espectáculo de color se debe a que las partículas cargadas
eléctricamente provenientes del sol se dirigen a los campos magnéticos
de la Tierra y excitan los átomos de la alta atmósfera.
Los colores son el resultado de colisiones con diferentes gases de la
atmósfera, por ejemplo, los choques de oxígenos suelen verse de color
verde y los que suceden con nitrógeno encienden el cielo de rojo.

6

“Toda la tecnología que hace falta para crear ciudades inteligentes ya
está disponible. Solo hace falta que se implemente y que la adopten los
ciudadanos”. Por ejemplo, instalar sensores para que se apaguen las
luces cuando no estamos presentes o que controlen el gasto de la
lavadora. “En el camino hacia este nuevo mundo”, sostiene Fernández,
la oportunidad de negocio es brutal”.

7

En el caso de los errores, estos están relacionados con el entorno, falta
de andenes, obstruidos o en mal estado, confusa o deficiente señalización.
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Los lapsus están asociados a la falta de atención o costumbre. Por
ejemplo, cruzar sin mirar a los lados, bajarse del andén
involuntariamente y no buscar un paso peatonal seguro.
8

1

2

Los pacientes que recibieron diacetilmorfina (115 personas) ganaron
7,92 años, ajustados por calidad de vida, y generaron un gasto social de
1,10 millones de dólares (unos 836.000 euros) frente a los 7,42 años y los
1,14 millones de dólares del grupo de la metadona (formado por 111
personas).
Resultados similares se han observado en otros estudios. Por ejemplo, el
realizado por investigadores holandeses que, tras analizar los datos de
430 adictos a la heroína sometidos la mitad a metadona y el resto a
terapia con heroína, detectaron que el tratamiento con esta última
suponía un ahorro por paciente y año de 12.793 euros.
Para el investigador español, no hacen falta más estudios con esta
terapia.
SIN EMBARGO (‘HOWEVER’)
El accidente se produjo a las 5:53 de la tarde, a la altura de las cuadras
57 y 58 de la Vía Expresa, en el distrito de Miraflores.
Hasta el momento no se han reportado daños personales, sin embargo,
el automóvil impactado sufrió graves daños.
Por otra parte, al lugar acudieron dos unidades de bomberos para
atender la emergencia.
‘The accident occurred at 5:53 in the afternoon at the 57 and 58 blocks
of the Vía Expresa in the Miraflores district.
Until this moment, personal injuries have not been reported. However,
the collided car suffered severe damages.
On the other hand, two units of firemen went to the place to deal with the
emergency.’
Auto chocó con muro de la Vía Expresa ocasionando gran congestión
vehicular
El automóvil quedó con severos daños, sin embargo, no hay heridos que
considerar.
Un automóvil se despistó esta tarde ocasionando que colisione con uno
de los muros de la Vía Expresa de Paseo de la República, causando gran
congestión vehicular.
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Según se determinó durante el juicio, Alfaro sacó un arma punzocortante
e hirió a Fonseca en el abdomen.
El agredido fue trasladado al hospital de San Ramón, donde se le
practicaron dos operaciones; sin embargo, murió dos días después.
Los testigos lograron identificar al sospechoso del asesinato.

4

El vaso de agua de los Medias Rojas parece haberse rebasado el viernes.
Doubront llegó a ser el mejor abridor de Boston en los dos primeros
meses de la campaña, sin embargo, eso cambió estrepitosamente. Su
récord quedó en 10-8 con 5.21 de efectividad.

5

El piloto venezolano Rodolfo “Speedy” González finalizó en la posición
14 en la carrera corta de GP2 (a 18 vueltas), ayer, antes de la disputa del
Gran premio de Bélgica de Fórmula 1 en el circuito Spa.
En esta prueba “Speedy” aspiraba meterse entre los diez mejores, en
lucha por obtener puntos, sin embargo un problema con la degradación
de sus neumáticos le hizo perder posiciones luego de haber estado varias
vueltas en la casilla 12.
González, ya había tenido problemas en la sesión del sábado.

6

Desde el punto de vista médico es posible aminorar la caída hormonal
que empieza a producirse cuando los deportistas están ya al borde de la
retirada.
Este descenso en los niveles de testosterona en sangre lleva consigo una
limitación de la capacidad anabólica que puede ser compensada
mediante la ingestión de esteroides androgénicos. Sin embargo, estas
sustancias están prohibidas por la reglamentación antidopaje y conllevan
efectos secundarios que pueden ser severos.
Con la edad, los deportistas experimentan un deterioro en su condición
física mucho menos que el de las personas inactivas.

7

Según el jerarca de la institución esta es la principal causa que ocasiona
este tipo de accidentes.
En el Hospital de Niños no han atendido casos por quemadura con
pólvora, sin embargo, hay 6 incidentes reportados en el país,
afortunadamente son casos leves y tres de estos hechos sucedieron a
inicios de diciembre en Liberia y Limón.
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Appendix C 175
“Existe una relación directa entre el aumento de profesiones vinculadas
con la ciencia y la tecnología -principalmente las ingenierías- y el
crecimiento del Producto Interno Bruto” afirmó Cantú.
Por su parte, Cristina Ruiz de Velasco, Directora de Nextel Fundación,
explicó que México es un país con mucho talento creativo, sin embargo,
cuenta con un índice muy bajo de atención, fomento y desarrollo de
inventos y nuevas tecnologías. “Mientras que en países como Corea y
Japón el promedio de patentes por cada 10 mil habitantes es de 26.56, en
México el número se ubica en 0.05”, dijo.
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Nederlandse samenvatting
1 Introductie
Als mensen een tekst lezen of naar een discourse luisteren, moeten ze de betekenis
van elk stukje informatie in de tekst herkennen.
Om een discourse te begrijpen en om effectief met anderen te
communiceren is dit echter niet genoeg. Het is ook nodig om een coherente
mentale representatie te maken van wat gecommuniceerd wordt door de
informatie-eenheden van de tekst met elkaar te verbinden (Graesser, Gernsbacher
& Goldman, 2003; Zwaan & Rapp, 2006).
Coherentierelaties spelen een fundamentele rol in zulke mentale
representaties, aangezien deze cognitieve entiteiten twee of meer discoursesegmenten verbinden, waardoor we de betekenis tussen deze segmenten kunnen
afleiden. Voorbeeld (1) geeft een coherentierelatie waarin de mentale
representatie is gebaseerd op de betekenisrelatie tussen beide segmenten (S1, S2), in
dit geval een gevolg-oorzaakrelatie.
(1)

S1[The

streets were crowded] because S2[a lot of people were
demonstrating against the new policy].
‘S1[Het was druk op straat] omdat S2[een hoop mensen aan het protesteren
waren tegen het nieuwe beleid].’

Voorbeeld (1) illustreert een expliciete relatie, taalkundig gemarkeerd
door het connectief because (‘omdat’). Dit is echter geen noodzakelijke
voorwaarde om een coherente mentale representatie te kunnen maken; zonder een
connectief zou dit ook mogelijk zijn geweest. In dat geval zou het om een
impliciete relatie gaan.
Expliciete (d.w.z. met connectieven) en impliciete (zonder connectieven)
coherentierelaties kunnen verschillende betekenissen uitdrukken. Voorbeeld (1)
drukt een causale relatie uit. Causaliteit is een van de meest relevante principes
van tekstopbouw (Meyer, 2000). Onder causaliteit wordt verstaan de
implicationele betekenis (P, antecedent → Q, consequent) die afgeleid wordt
tussen verbonden discourse segmenten (Sanders, Spooren & Noordman, 1992,
1993). In het geval van (1) wordt de consequent (S1) gevolgd door het antecedent
(S2) en gaat het om een omgedraaide causale relatie. De analyses in deze
dissertatie focussen op dit type causale relaties.
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Subjectiviteit is een ander belangrijk begrip als het gaat om de betekenis
en het gebruik die in discourse worden uitgedrukt. Onder subjectiviteit verstaan
we de mate waarin een Subject of Consciousness (SoC) betrokken is bij het
opzetten van de relatie (Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000; 2001; Pander Maat &
Degand, 2001; Degand & Pander Maat, 2003). Een SoC kan een spreker of
schrijver zijn die redeneert, er kan expliciet of impliciet naar verwezen worden en
hij of zij representeert een denkend wezen zoals in respectievelijk (2) en (3). Een
SoC kan ook iemand anders zijn dan de spreker, een personage waar de spreker
naar verwijst zoals in (4), of een levend wezen of persoon die een activiteit
uitvoert in de echte wereld, zoals in (5).
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Probably James arrived home. His bike is outside.
‘James is waarschijnlijk thuis aangekomen. Zijn fiets staat buiten.’
I think that James is at home. His bike is outside.
‘Ik denk dat James thuis is. Zijn fiets staat buiten.’
Louise thinks that James is at home. She saw his bike outside.
‘Louise denkt dat James thuis is. Ze zag zijn fiets buiten staan.’
Last night, James arrived home at 7 pm. We planned to have dinner
together.
‘Gisteravond kwam James om 7 uur ’s avonds thuis. We waren van plan
om samen te eten.’

Causaliteit en subjectiviteit zijn relevante cognitieve begrippen waarmee
we coherentierelaties kunnen classificeren (Sanders & Spooren, 2009; Sanders &
Evers-Vermeul (in druk)). We onderscheiden subjectieve en objectieve causale
relaties, afhankelijk van of er wel of geen SoC in het spel is. Voorbeelden (2)-(5)
worden als causale relaties gezien vanwege de implicationele betekenis tussen
verbonden discoursesegmenten, en als subjectieve causale relaties omdat er een
SoC aanwezig is (hoewel er binnen deze voorbeelden verschillende mates van
subjectiviteit onderscheiden kunnen worden). Voorbeeld (6) is ook een causale
relatie, maar dan zonder SoC: de segmenten die met elkaar verbonden zijn
beschrijven gebeurtenissen die zich in de buitenwereld afspelen. (6) is dan ook
een duidelijk voorbeeld van een objectieve causale relatie.
(6)

A shopping area is being constructed in the intersection of two main
avenues. This situation has led to delays on both roads.
‘Er wordt een winkelcentrum gebouwd bij de kruising van twee
hoofdswegen. Deze situatie heeft tot vertraging geleid op beide wegen.’
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Dit onderscheid in subjectiviteit (tegenover objectiviteit) komt terug in de
classificatie van verschillende causale connectieven. Verschillende
corpusonderzoeken hebben aangetoond dat sommige connectieven speciaal
gebruikt worden om subjectieve causale relaties uit te drukken en andere voor
objectieve causale relaties. Een duidelijk voorbeeld van dit fenomeen is het
verschil tussen want en omdat in het Nederlands (Sanders & Spooren, 2015). In
andere talen zoals het Duits, Frans en Mandarijn Chinees komt een vergelijkbaar
patroon voor (Pit, 2007; Zufferey, 2012; Li, Evers-Vermeul & Sanders, 2013).
Het Engels wordt in dat opzicht wel gezien als een uitzondering, aangezien het
systeem van causale connectieven in deze taal in het algemeen niet varieert in
subjectiviteit. Het connectief because kan bijvoorbeeld gebruikt worden om zowel
subjectieve als objectieve relaties uit te drukken (Knott & Sanders, 1998;
Sweetser, 1990). Dit brengt ons tot de vraag of andere talen hierin op het Engels
lijken, dan wel systematisch variëren met betrekking tot subjectiviteit. Het Spaans
is een interessante taal om dat te onderzoeken; er is al veel onderzoek gedaan naar
discourse markeerders en connectieven, maar nog weinig naar het systeem van
causale connectieven vanuit een cognitief perspectief. In deze dissertatie wordt de
relevantie van causaliteit en subjectiviteit in het gebruik van connectieven in het
Spaans onderzocht. Dit werd gedaan door middel van drie specifieke studies, die
zich allemaal richten op zogenaamde achterwaartse causale relaties, in de
volgorde gevolg-[connectief]-oorzaak, zoals in gevolg-[omdat]-oorzaak.
2 Samenvatting van de onderzoeken
Voor de onderzoeken in deze dissertatie werden verschillende
onderzoeksmethoden gebruikt: geautomatiseerde analyses van corpora,
handmatige tekstanalyses van corpora, en experimenteel onderzoek. Door middel
van deze gecombineerde aanpak is gepoogd de verschillende onderzoeksvragen
te beantwoorden.
2.1 Geautomatiseerde analyses van subjectiviteit in verschillende teksttypes
Het eerste empirische onderzoek spitste zich toe op het beantwoorden van de
eerste onderzoeksvraag van deze dissertatie, RQ1: In hoeverre helpen
geautomatiseerde subjectiviteitsanalyses ons om inzicht te krijgen in de betekenis
en het gebruik van Spaanse causale connectieven? Het doel was om te bepalen in
welke mate Spaanse causale connectieven subjectiviteit uitdrukken in
verschillende teksttypes, door het uitvoeren van geautomatiseerde analyses. Er
werden twee corpora verzameld om deze analyses uit te voeren: een journalistiek

200 Nederlandse samenvtting
corpus en een academisch corpus. In het journalistieke corpus werden
commentaren en nieuwsberichten geanalyseerd, in het academische corpus
werden essays, tekstboeken en onderzoeksartikelen op het gebied van het
onderwijs en de psychologie geanalyseerd. In dit onderzoek werd een
collocationele analyse gebruikt: de context van causale connectieven werd
geanalyseerd in verschillende teksttypen. De verwachting was dat Spaanse
causale connectieven die gespecialiseerd zijn in het uitdrukken van subjectieve
relaties voorkomen in een subjectieve omgeving, dat wil zeggen in een context
die relatief veel subjectieve woorden bevat.
De resultaten lieten een statistisch significante relatie zien tussen het
gebruik van causale connectieven en het teksttype in het journalistieke corpus, en
een statistisch significante driewegsinteractie tussen het gebruik van causale
connectieven, teksttype en onderzoeksdomein in het academische corpus. De
eerste hypothese, dat de distributie en frequentie van causale connectieven
verschillen per teksttype, werd daarmee bevestigd.
De tweede hypothese, dat argumentatieve teksten meer subjectieve
woorden bevatten dan informatieve teksten, werd gedeeltelijk bevestigd. In het
journalistieke discourse was de verwachting dat commentaren meer subjectieve
woorden zouden bevatten dan nieuwsberichten, en in het academische discourse
was de verwachting dat essays meer subjectieve woorden zouden bevatten dan
onderzoeksartikelen en dat deze op hun beurt meer subjectieve woorden zouden
bevatten dan tekstboeken. De resultaten bevestigden de hypothese met betrekking
tot het journalistieke discourse, maar in het academische discourse bevatten
essays meer subjectieve woorden dan verwacht op basis van kans. Dit gold echter
alleen voor artikelen op het gebied van onderwijs; onderzoeksartikelen bevatten
minder subjectieve woorden dan verwacht op basis van kans op het gebied van
zowel onderwijs als psychologie, en ook in tekstboeken kwamen meer subjectieve
woorden voor dan verwacht op basis van kans op het gebied van zowel onderwijs
als psychologie.
De derde hypothese – dat subjectieve connectieven ook vaker voorkomen
met subjectieve woorden dan niet-subjectieve connectieven – werd ontkracht door
de afwezigheid van een statistisch significant verschil. Dit eerste onderzoek
leverde daarmee geen precieze informatie op over de mogelijk systematische
variatie van Spaanse connectieven met betrekking tot subjectiviteit.
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2.2 Handmatige tekstanalyses van subjectiviteit in expliciete en impliciete
causale relaties
Het tweede empirische onderzoek in deze dissertatie had als doel het
beantwoorden van de volgende onderzoeksvragen:
RQ2: In hoeverre helpen handmatige corpusanalyses ons om te onderzoeken of
Spaanse causale connectieven systematisch variëren met betrekking tot
subjectiviteit?
RQ3: Hoe verschillen expliciete (d.w.z. met connectieven) en impliciete (zonder
connectieven) causale relaties met betrekking tot subjectiviteit?
RQ4: Wat is de relatie tussen context en de betekenis en het gebruik van causale
coherentierelaties?
Het voornaamste doel was om een beter en meer gedetailleerd beeld te
krijgen van subjectiviteit in Spaanse causale relaties en connectieven, door het
uitvoeren van handmatige tekstanalyses. Drie annoteerders pasten een analytisch
model van subjectiviteit toe tijdens de corpusannotatie. Dit model splitst het
algemene begrip subjectiviteit op in haar meest relevante componenten (Li, EversVermeul & Sanders, 2013; Sanders & Spooren, 2015). Het model bevatte vier
hoofdvariabelen: domein (Sweetser, 1990; Sanders, Spooren & Noordman, 1992),
de modaliteit van het segment Q, de aanwezigheid van een spreker/SoC (Lyons,
1977; Langacker, 1990; Traugott, 1995) en de identiteit van het SoC (Sanders,
Sanders & Sweetser, 2012). Elk van deze variabelen gaat gepaard met indicatoren
die verschillende mates van subjectiviteit weergeven.
Er werden expliciete en impliciete causale relaties geanalyseerd. De
expliciete relaties waren causale relaties uitgedrukt door de connectieven porque
(‘omdat’), ya que (‘aangezien’) en puesto que (‘gegeven dat’), de meest
voorkomende connectieven uit het vorige onderzoek (2.1). De hypotheses –
gebaseerd op eerder onderzoek in de literatuur – waren dat porque (‘omdat’) een
algemeen connectief is dat gebruikt wordt om subjectieve en objectieve relaties
uit te drukken, en ya que (‘aangezien’) en puesto que (‘gegeven dat’) specifieke
connectieven zijn die voornamelijk gebruikt worden om subjectieve relaties uit te
drukken.
Eerst bespreken we de resultaten voor RQ2: In hoeverre helpen
handmatige corpusanalyses ons om te onderzoeken of Spaanse causale
connectieven systematisch variëren met betrekking tot subjectiviteit?. De
resultaten lieten zien dat porque (‘omdat’) geassocieerd wordt met weinig
objectieve eigenschappen, maar deze trend was alleen zichtbaar in de
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academische context en slechts voor twee subjectiviteitseigenschappen (de
aanwezigheid van een SoC en de identiteit van de SoC).
RQ3: Hoe verschillen expliciete (d.w.z. met connectieven) en impliciete
(zonder connectieven) causale relaties met betrekking tot subjectiviteit? Hier
wezen de resultaten uit dat als het gaat om expliciete relaties alleen puesto que
(‘gegeven dat’) correleert met indicatoren van subjectiviteit. Wat betreft
impliciete relaties: deze bleken subjectiever te zijn dan expliciete relaties, maar
alleen in de journalistieke context en alleen met betrekking tot twee
subjectiviteitseigenschappen (de aanwezigheid van een SoC en de identiteit van
de SoC). In een academische context werden impliciete relaties niet geassocieerd
met subjectiviteitseigenschappen. Deze bevindingen wijzen uit dat er bij
expliciete relaties over het algemeen geen systematische verdeling is tussen
subjectieve en objectieve relaties, en dat impliciete relaties zich anders gedragen
afhankelijk van de context waarin ze voorkomen.
Ten slotte werd onderzoek gedaan naar RQ4: Wat is de relatie tussen
context en de betekenis en het gebruik van causale coherentierelaties? De
resultaten lieten zien dat er een relatie is tussen context, subjectiviteit en
linguïstische markering, in die zin dat alleen in de journalistieke context de
associatie van subjectiviteit en taalkundige markering significant was voor alle
subjectiviteitseigenschappen, terwijl deze associatie in de academische context
alleen significant was voor twee subjectiviteitseigenschappen (de aanwezigheid
van een SoC en de identiteit van de SoC). In de journalistieke context bestond de
associatie voornamelijk uit het lage aantal objectieve indicatoren voor impliciete
relaties in alle subjectiviteitsvariabelen en het hoge aantal subjectieve indicatoren
voor impliciete relaties in twee variabelen (de aanwezigheid van een SoC en de
identiteit van de SoC). In het geval van de academische context bestond de
associatie vooral uit het lage aantal objectieve indicatoren voor de relaties
uitgedrukt door door puesto que (‘gegeven dat’). Deze resultaten suggereren dat
het belang van context duidelijker is in de journalistieke context dan in de
academische context, in die zin dat context de betekenis en het gebruik van
causale coherentierelaties beïnvloedt.
Deze bevindingen komen overeen met die van het vorige onderzoek (2.1)
in die zin dat Spaanse causale connectieven geen duidelijke systematische variatie
lieten zien met betrekking tot subjectiviteit. Hieruit leiden we af dat subjectiviteit
niet zo’n duidelijk ordenend principe is in het Spaanse lexicon van causale
connectieven dan in andere talen.
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2.3 Crowdsource-onderzoek
Het derde empirische onderzoek had als doel om de laatste onderzoeksvraag van
deze dissertatie te beantwoorden, RQ5: Laten Spaanse connectieven een
systematische variatie zien wat betreft subjectiviteit in een analyse van de
voorkeuren van moedertaalsprekers voor bepaalde causale constructies? De
resultaten van de vorige twee onderzoeken (2.1 en 2.2) kwamen niet overeen met
de bestaande literatuur over Spaanse connectieven. Dit leidde ons tot de vraag
waarom onze resultaten verschillen van die van vorige onderzoeken. Het is
mogelijk dat Spaanse connectieven subjectiviteit niet zo systematisch coderen als
in andere talen het geval is. Het is ook mogelijk dat zo’n systematische variatie
niet zo duidelijk is in het Spaans en dat het verschil tussen verschillende causale
connectieven wat betreft subjectiviteit subtiel en moeilijk te herkennen is. Ten
slotte is het ook mogelijk dat de methodes die we in de vorige twee onderzoeken
gebruikt hebben niet gevoelig genoeg waren om subjectiviteit in Spaanse
connectieven goed te kunnen onderzoeken. Daarom besloten we om crowdsourceonderzoek te doen en moedertaalsprekers van het Spaans te vragen naar hun
voorkeuren wat betreft het gebruik en de betekenis van de connectieven porque
(‘omdat’), ya que (‘aangezien’) en puesto que (‘gegeven dat’). We verwachtten
dat deze methode ons data zou kunnen verschaffen die de interpretatie van de
gemiddelde lezer weergeven, zodat we preciese en onafhankelijke informatie
zouden verkrijgen over de betekenis en het gebruik van deze drie causale
connectieven. De hypotheses waren hetzelfde als in het vorige onderzoek (2.2),
gebaseerd op de bestaande literatuur over Spaanse connectieven.
Er werden twee crowdsource-experimenten uitgevoerd. Het eerste had als
doel het onderscheiden van de betekenis en het gebruik van porque (‘omdat’) van
die van ya que (‘aangezien’), het tweede ging om het onderscheid tussen porque
(‘omdat’) en puesto que (‘gegeven dat’). De resultaten van Experiment 1 lieten
zien dat de distributie van de gekozen connectieven porque (‘omdat’) en ya que
(‘aangezien’) hetzelfde was voor objectieve en subjectieve relaties, en er was geen
significant verschil tussen deze twee connectieven. De resultaten van Experiment
2 lieten zien dat de distributie van de gekozen connectieven porque (‘omdat’) en
puesto que (‘gegeven dat’) vergelijkbaar was in objectieve relaties. Om
subjectieve relaties uit te drukken had men echter een voorkeur voor puesto que
(‘gegeven dat’) – dit was een statistisch significant verschil. De hypothese dat
porque (‘omdat’) een algemeen connectief is dat gebruikt wordt om zowel
objectieve als subjectieve relaties uit te drukken werd bevestigd; de hypothese dat
ya que (‘aangezien’) een connectief is dat specifiek gebruikt wordt om subjectieve
relaties uit te drukken werd weerlegd; en de hypothese dat puesto que (‘gegeven
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dat’) een connectief is dat voornamelijk gebruikt wordt om subjectieve relaties uit
te drukken werd bevestigd. Deze data over de voorkeuren van moedertaalsprekers
gaven ons zo precieze informatie over het systeem van causale connectieven in
het Spaans.
3 Belangrijkste bijdragen
De drie empirische studies in deze dissertatie dragen bij aan het onderzoek naar
causale coherentie in het Spaans en hebben ons een beter beeld gegeven van hoe
causaliteit en subjectiviteit zich manifesteren in Spaanse connectieven. Het eerste
onderzoek, waarin geautomatiseerde analyses van subjectiviteit werden
uitgevoerd, gaf ons een eerste indruk van de betekenis en het gebruik van Spaanse
causale connectieven. We identificeerden de meest frequent gebruikte causale
connectieven, onderzochten de omgeving waarin deze voorkwamen en vonden
dat sommige causale connectieven meer of minder frequent voorkomen dan
andere, afhankelijk van het teksttype waarin ze voorkomen. De inzichten
verkregen uit dit experiment waren van fundamenteel belang voor het uitvoeren
van de vervolgstudies; we kregen zo meer zicht op de specifieke connectieven die
we in meer detail in de vervolgstudies hebben geanalyseerd, en het opbouwen van
corpora vergemakkelijkte het onderzoek naar causaliteit en subjectiviteit in het
Spaans, en het construeren van experimentele items.
Wat betreft het gebruik van geautomatiseerde analyses: dit onderzoek liet
zien dat dit soort analyses het mogelijk maakt om grote datasets te analyseren en
het zoeken naar causale relaties en bijbehorende connectieven faciliteert, maar de
voordelen van handmatige tekstanalyse niet wegneemt. In sommige gevallen was
het noodzakelijk om beide soorten analyses te combineren. We pleiten dan ook
voor innovaties die een combinatie van beide analyses bevatten.
Het tweede onderzoek, waarin handmatige tekstanalyses van
subjectiviteit werden uitgevoerd, vergrootte ons inzicht in subjectiviteit in
Spaanse causale relaties en connectieven. Het gaf ons een beter beeld van de
lokale context waarin Spaanse causale coherentierelaties voorkomen dan het
eerste onderzoek. We verkregen zo concrete data met betrekking tot de drie
Spaanse causale connectieven die geanalyseerd werden, en nieuwe inzichten over
subjectiviteit in impliciete relaties. Dit laatste is een stap voorwaarts in de kennis
omtrent dit begrip in de discourse, aangezien er nog niet veel onderzoeken zijn
die zich hebben beziggehouden met dit soort relaties (Spooren, 1997; Taboada &
Das, 2013; Das & Taboada, 2017). Dit tweede onderzoek bevestigde bovendien
de relevante rol van context in de betekenis en het gebruik van coherentierelaties,
aangezien er statistisch significante relaties werden aangetoond tussen
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subjectiviteit, taalkundige markering en context. Verder onderzoek is echter nodig
om nadere informatie te verkrijgen over de rol van context.
Het derde onderzoek, waarin moedertaalsprekers van het Spaans
gevraagd werden naar hun voorkeuren voor Spaanse connectieven, gaf ons
concrete informatie over de betekenis en het gebruik van de connectieven die
geanalyseerd werden. Het systeem van Spaanse causale connectieven lijkt op dat
van het Engels, in die zin dat subjectiviteit geen cruciale rol speelt als een
ordenend principe van causale connectieven, zoals in andere talen wel het geval
is. Deze conclusie bevestigt het idee dat subjectiviteit op verschillende manieren
wordt uitgedrukt in verschillende talen, en niet per se op het niveau van de
discourse. Dit onderzoek valideerde de resultaten van de eerdere twee
onderzoeken (2.1 en 2.2) door te laten zien dat Spaanse causale connectieven
subjectiviteit niet zo duidelijk coderen als andere talen. Daarnaast valideerde het
claims uit eerder onderzoek, dat bepaalde eigenschappen suggereerde die
geassocieerd zijn met het semantische profiel van de connectieven porque
(‘omdat’), een algemeen connectief, en puesto que (‘gegeven dat’), een specifiek
connectief (Galán Rodríguez, 1999; Santos Río, 2003; Pit, Hulst & Pander Maat,
1996; Blackwell, 2016; Vera, 1984; Domínguez García, 2007; Goethals, 2002,
2010). Tot slot heeft dit onderzoek laten zien dat de crowdsource-methode
effectief was om de betekenis en het gebruik van causale connectieven te
verduidelijken.
De drie onderzoeken uit deze dissertatie leiden tot een aantal vragen met
betrekking tot de relevantie van het construct subjectiviteit op discourse niveau.
Uit het feit dat subjectiviteit niet zo’n duidelijk ordenend sleutelbegrip is voor de
classificatie van Spaanse causale connectieven als in andere talen, zou men
kunnen concluderen dat subjectiviteit geen relevante rol speelt in het Spaans. Dat
zou echter een verkeerde interpretatie zijn, aangezien er een substantiële
hoeveelheid onderzoek is die zich heeft beziggehouden met subjectiviteit op
taalkundig niveau in het Spaans en de relevantie van dit begrip heeft aangetoond.
Bovendien is er bewijs uit corpusonderzoek dat subjective relaties voorkomen in
het Spaans (Taboada, 2004; Cunha & Iruskieta, 2010; Cunha, Torres-Moreno &
Sierra, 2011). Het tweede onderzoek uit deze dissertatie toonde aan dat
subjectieve relaties inderdaad vaak voorkomen: meer dan 75% van de expliciete
en impliciete relaties correspondeerden met epistemische relaties in zowel de
journalistieke als de academische contexten die geanalyseerd werden. Daarnaast
is in de Spaanse grammatica te zien dat het onderscheid tussen verschillende typen
causale coherentie compatibel is met het begrip van subjectiviteit zoals dat in dit
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onderzoek wordt aangenomen. Subjectiviteit moet in het Spaans dan ook zeker
niet genegeerd worden, maar juist nader worden onderzocht.
Voor de aanname dat causale connectieven in alle talen een systematische
variatie laten zien wat betreft subjectiviteit (Stukker & Sanders, 2012) vonden we
echter geen evidentie. Het lexicon van Spaanse causale connectieven bleek eerder
op dat van het Engels te lijken. Dit betekent dat het Engels niet als een eenzame
uitzondering kan worden gezien. Wellicht zien we hier eerder een patroon: Talen
verschillen in de mate waarin hun lexicon van causale connectieven kan worden
geordend in termen van subjectiviteit. Talen waarin causale connectieven
subjectiviteit uitdrukken bevinden zich duidelijk op het ene eind van de schaal.
Dit geldt voor het Nederlands, waarin we een breed repertoire aan connectieven
zien die gebruikt worden om subjectieve versus objectieve causaliteit uit te
drukken. Mandarijn Chinees is een ander voorbeeld van een taal waarin we dit
verschil terugzien, met connectieven die specifiek subjectief zijn en connectieven
die specifiek objectief zijn. Talen die causale connectieven hebben met een
duidelijk patroon van subjectiviteit, maar ook connectieven hebben waarvoor
geen duidelijk semantisch profiel te zien is bevinden zich in het midden van de
schaal. Een voorbeeld hiervan is het Duits, dat een aantal connectieven heeft dat
zich verschillend gedraagt in verschillende teksttypes en onderzoeken. Een ander
voorbeeld is het Frans, dat een aantal connectieven heeft dat midden in een
grammaticalisatieproces zit. Ten slotte vinden we talen als het Spaans en het
Engels, waarin de systematiek van causale connectieven wat betreft subjectiviteit
veel minder duidelijk is dan in de andere hier genoemde talen, aan het andere
uiteinde van de schaal.
Een ander aspect dat besproken dient te worden is de methodologische
aanpak van de studies in deze dissertatie. Van het algemene hebben we ingezoomd
op het specifieke: we begonnen met een onderzoeksmethode die ons een globaal
beeld gaf van het fenomeen dat we wilden onderzoeken, waarna we steeds
specifiekere onderzoeksmethoden gebruikten totdat we uitkwamen bij de
voorkeuren van moedertaalsprekers. We benadrukken het belang van het gebruik
van verschillende onderzoeksmethodes om onderwerpen met betrekking tot
discourse coherentie zorgvuldig te onderzoeken – vooral als deze onderwerpen
nog weinig aandacht hebben gekregen in een bepaalde taal, zoals hier het geval
was voor het Spaans. Deze methodologische aanpak heeft ons uiteindelijk een
gedetailleerd beeld opgeleverd van dit onderwerp.
Een vergelijkbare conclusie kan worden getrokken met betrekking tot het
gebruik van verschillende analysemethodes. Het gebruik van zowel traditionele
als innovatieve analysemethodes bracht belangrijke voordelen met zich mee. Het
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gebruik van handmatige tekstanalyse van corpora – een in het domein van de
discourse traditionele manier om coherentierelaties en connectieven te
onderzoeken – stelde ons in staat om diep in te gaan op het onderwerp van de
causale coherentie en vergemakkelijkte de identificatie van causale connectieven,
causale coherentierelaties en details van subjectiviteit in het Spaans. Het gebruik
van geautomatiseerde analyses en crowdsource-onderzoek, dat in dit domein als
innovatief gezien kan worden, maakte het mogelijk om grote datasets snel te
analyseren en om meer data te verzamelen dan mogelijk zou zijn geweest met
traditionele methodes.
4 Conclusie
In deze dissertatie worden achterwaartse causale connectieven in het Spaans
beschreven. In het bijzonder worden nieuwe inzichten gegeven in het semantischpragmatisch profiel van drie in het Spaans vaak gebruikte achterwaartse causale
connectieven.
De
methodologische
aanpak,
van
een
algemene
onderzoeksmethode naar een specifieke, en de combinatie van verschillende
analysemethodes heeft ons een beter beeld gegeven van causaliteit en
subjectiviteit in causale coherentie in het Spaans. Verder onderzoek is nodig om
ons begrip van deze zaken te vergroten, bijvoorbeeld door andere taalkundige
niveaus te bestuderen en de manier waarop deze interacteren met het niveau van
de discourse te analyseren. Daarnaast zou het onderzoeken van de verwerking van
causale connectieven in het Spaans zeer de moeite waard zijn. Het hier besproken
onderzoek vormt een eerste stap in die richting, met een beschrijving van Spaanse
causale connectieven vanuit een subjectiviteitsperspectief. Tot slot zijn impliciete
coherentie-relaties een belangrijk onderwerp voor toekomstig onderzoek. In deze
dissertatie wordt een benadering gegeven van impliciete causale relaties in het
Spaans. Het zou nuttig zijn om andere talen te onderzoeken en te vergelijken hoe
subjectiviteit zich manifesteert in dit soort relaties. Recente ontwikkelingen in het
domein van de discoursecoherentie, zoals de beschikbaarheid van verschillende
corpora en een uniform kader van annotatiedimensies (Sanders, Demberg, Hoek,
Scholman, Asr, Zufferey & Evers-Vermeul, 2018), zullen dit soort onderzoek zeer
vergemakkelijken.
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