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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Coherence in discourse: a cognitive entity

Discourse is the beating heart of human communication. It is through
discourse that people share information, exchange opinions, produce and
perceive mutual understanding between each other, and familiarize
themselves with society and the world. Coherence can be the veins that make
“the heart” function. A discourse is coherent if meaningful connectedness can
be inferred between segments in the discourse (Hobbs, 1979). To a large
extent, this connectedness can be achieved through reference, substitution,
ellipsis, conjunctions and lexical cohesion, the five categories of cohesion
devices identified in the seminal work Cohesion in English (Halliday &
Hassan, 1976). Example (1) is such a case. The referential relation between
Tom and he, as well as the semantic relation between winter and skier help to
relate the two segments. However, there are cases when purely linguistic
elements of cohesion fail to create coherence. For example, in (2), the
cohesion cues (Tom, his) are present across the two segments, but they do not
appear to be coherent.

(1) Tom loves winter. He is a professional skier.
(2) Tom loves winter. His car is stolen.
(3) Itisgoing to be a nice day. You are lucky.

Different from (1) and (2), even in the absence of cohesion cues, example
(3) does not appear problematic as a coherent text. The coherence is not
linguistically realized (i.e., there is no grammatical or lexical connection), but
it can be inferred that “the fact it is going to be a nice day is my argument for
claiming that you are lucky”. In other words, an argument-claim relation is
inferred.

A coherence relation is 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 et al., 1992, p. 2). Coherence relations are characterized in
terms of the inferences that can be drawn between the segments next to each
other (Hobbs, 1979). Take the text from (1) again for example. In this case,
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several relations are inferable. It can be additive, such as (1a). It can be causal,
such as (1b). It can also be concessive, such as (1c).

(1a) Tom loves winter, and he is a professional skier.
(1b) Tom loves winter, because he is a professional skier.
(1c) Tom loves winter, but then, he is a professional skier.

A coherence relation in discourse is ultimately a cognitive entity, the
realization of which is not necessarily dependent on linguistic relatedness
across two segments, but must be psychologically plausible (see discussions
in e.g. Gernsbacher & Givon, 1995; Hobbs, 1979; Knott & Dale, 1994; Mann
& Thompson, 1986; Sanders et al., 1992, 1993; Sanders & Pander Maat, 2006).

Furthermore, linguists have noticed and proposed to account for the
differences between the relations within the class of each coherence relation
(causal, concessive, instantiation, and similar®). Major categorizations (of
relations in each class) have been made, for example, in terms of the
dichotomy of external versus internal (Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Martin, 1992),
semantic versus pragmatic (Dijk, 1979; Sanders, 1997; Sanders et al., 1992,
1993), subject matter versus presentational distinctions (Mann & Thompson,
1986, 1988), or in terms of the tripartite content, epistemic and speech act
domains (Sweetser, 1990). Example (4) below illustrates a prototypical
relation of a(n) external, semantic subject matter or content category that
describes the cause-consequence relationship holding between two situations:
the fact that the weather warning was increased to red alert leads to the
consequence that many flights were cancelled. Example (5) is a prototypical
relation of a(n) internal, pragmatic, presentational or epistemic category
representing an argument-claim relation through personal reasoning: | think
you are lucky, and my argument is that it is going to be a nice day. Example
(6) illustrates a typical speech act relation, which is made of a performative
utterance and the motivation for it: | urge you to hurry up, and the reason I do
that is because this is the last train we can catch today.

(4) Many flights were cancelled, because the weather warning was
increased to red alert.

! For a more complete view of the classes of coherence relations that are potentially
expressed in discourse, see the classifications that have been made in, for example, Hobbs
(1985), Mann and Thompson (1986, 1988) and Sanders et al. (1992).
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(5) You are lucky, because it is going to be a nice day.
(6) Hurry up, because this is the last train we can catch today.

1.2  Categories of discourse connectives: domain or subjectivity?

This dissertation follows the tripartite domain theory proposed in Sweetser
(1990) accounting for the categorization of, and the distinctions between,
relations in each class of coherence relations (eg. causal or concessive).
Accordingly, the term “domain” is employed to refer to the specific type of
the relations within the class. Hence, domain and type are used sometimes
interchangeably to refer to the relation being expressed or analyzed as the
content, epistemic, or speech act relation. In this dissertation, we focus on
causal relations, and causal connectives, i.e., the prototypical coherence
markers that express/signal causal relations at the discourse level (e.g.,
because, since).

A causal relation is present if an implication relation P — Q can be
inferred between two connected discourse segments (Sanders et al., 1992, p.
7), where P is the antecedent in the causal relation and Q the consequent. For
example, there is a cause-consequence relation holding in (4) between the
antecedent “the weather warning was increased to red alert” and the
consequent “many flights were cancelled”, and a(n) argument-
claim/motivation-speech act relation holding between the P- and Q-segments,
respectively in (5) and (6).

Causal coherence relations are cognitive entities, the production and
interpretation of which requires making a mental representation of a causality
event. As argued earlier, this process is not necessarily dependent on explicit
linguistic cues in the discourse. Nevertheless, all languages provide a reservoir
of causal connectives to express or signal the relation. In everyday language
use, people do not use the connectives in a random way. They usually prefer
one connective to another to express a certain type of causal relation. This
implies that there is also a systematic categorization within the lexicon of
causal connectives. The distribution and use of causal connectives in the
construction of a causal relation provide a window on the cognition and
conceptual categorization of causality people have in their mind (Knott &
Sanders, 1998; Lakoff, 1987; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000, 2001; Sanders &
Spooren, 2009; Stukker et al., 2009). It has been found that the linguistic
categorization of causal connectives correlates, to a large extent, with the
domain-specific categorization of causal relations. For example, in written
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French, car ‘for’ and puisque ‘since’ are typically used to signal epistemic and
speech act relations, while parce que ‘because’ is mostly used in content
relations (Zufferey, 2010, p. 114); the German backward causal connectives
weil and denn ‘because’ are also contrastive in that the former often relates
two segments at the propositional level, while the latter expresses a causal link
between two ‘beliefs’ (Pasch, 1983, referred to in Stukker & Sanders, 2012,
p. 173).

The correlation between causal connectives and causal relation categories
is considerable and indicates that causality functions as the conceptual notion
underlying the regularities of causal connectives’ use. Nevertheless, empirical
studies have found that this seemingly domain-specific organization of the
lexicon of causal connectives cannot account for the connectives’ distribution
and use in natural language data in a straightforward way. For example, in
Dutch newspaper texts, daardoor ‘as a result’ is found to occur only in the
non-volitional type of content relations; daarom ‘that’s why’ and dus ‘so’ on
the other hand can express both volitional content and epistemic relations
(Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000). That is to say, the contrast between daardoor
and daarom/dus does not lie in the content domain versus epistemic domain
distinction, but cuts through the content domain itself: non-volitional content
domain on the one hand, and volitional content/epistemic domain on the other
hand. The authors have pointed out that the crucial property that separates
non-volitional relations from volitional and epistemic relations is the absence
of a subject of consciousness (SoC), that is, “an animate subject, a person,
whose intentionality is conceptualized as the ultimate source of the causal event,
be it an act of reasoning or some ‘real-world’ activity” (Pander Maat & Sanders,
2000, p. 64). Therefore, the notion of subjectivity in terms of the distance between
the speaker and the SoC, or the degree of speaker involvement, is proposed to give
a comprehensive account of the linguistic categorization of causal connectives
(Pander Maat & Degand, 2001; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000, 2001).

1.3 An integrated subjectivity account of the meaning and use of
causal connectives

The subjectivity approach specifies which aspects of a coherence relation have
to do with subjectivity. The first aspect is the involvement of the SoC, that is,
whether the interpretation of the relation needs to refer to a subject who
concludes, evaluates, or acts intentionally. To be precise, the non-volitional
content relations differ from other relations in that the truth condition of the
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relation between the antecedent and the consequent in the former does not
need to refer to an SoC, while that of the latter inevitably must. That is to say,
one thing that volitional, epistemic and speech act relations have in common
is the expression of ‘self’, i.e., “the locutionary agent’s expression of himself
and of his attitudes and beliefs” (Lyons, 1982, p. 102). Following Traugott’s
concept of subjectivity, the interpretation of the causal relation is “situated in
the speaker’s subjective belief or attitude toward the proposition” (Traugott,
1989, p. 35) and relies on the “speaker’s attitude or viewpoint” (Traugott,
2010, p. 30).

A second aspect is the identity of the SoC, that is, who is responsible for
the link between the segments. This can be the speaker, but it can also be a
third-person character referred to in the discourse, who draws conclusions or
takes actions in the causality speech event. This aspect is related to
subjectivity in the sense that it reflects the speaker’s distance to the
communicative here-and-now (Traugott, 1989, 1995), or the Deictic Center
of the Communication (Sanders et al., 2009): the present time, location, and
participants of the communication event. When the speaker acts as the SoC,
she is part of the deictic center. Her attitude or viewpoint is directly expressed
in the first person voice (Sanders, 2010). For example, in (5), the epistemic
reasoning is done by the speaker: “you are lucky” is the speaker’s judgment
on the basis that “it is going to be a nice day”. However, if the text is “Tom
thought you are lucky, because it is going to be a warm day”, then it is through
Tom’s voice/perspective that “you are lucky”. The speaker is in the here and
now of the communication event, but she is not the SoC of the causal link. It
is Tom and not the speaker who is responsible for the causal link between “you
are lucky” and “it is going to be a warm day”. The speaker is merely reporting
that Tom makes this causal link (Benveniste, 1971).

Another aspect of subjectivity concerns the way the SoC is linguistically
referred to in the utterance. This is inspired by the view of subjectivity as a
gradient phenomenon in relation to the implicit or explicit construal of an
entity (Langacker, 1990, pp. 7-9). More specifically, the construal of SoC is
considered objective if she is put “on-Stage”, i.e., explicitly referred to, as the
subject responsible for the act of reasoning. Because of the explicit reference,
the SoC is part of the utterance and observable as an entity by the “audience”.
In contrast, if the responsible subject is put “off-stage”, that is, remains
implicit in the utterance, she is construed in a subjective way.

The last aspect in this account concerns the propositional attitude of a
discourse segment. A discourse segment can express different propositional
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attitudes: a fact, a physical or mental act, a personal judgment or evaluation,
and a performative (i.e. speech act). Examples are in (7) to (10), respectively.

(7)  Vincent Willem van Gogh was born on 30 March 1853.
(8) They made an appointment on next Friday.

(9) He must be rich to live in this region.

(10) Can you pass me the salt, please?

This aspect of subjectivity has its roots in the notion of objective and
subjective modality (Lyons, 1977, pp. 797-809). Note that the core element of
a discourse coherence relation lies in the relational propositions connecting
two segments as a whole. The truth condition of the propositional attitude
expressed in the consequent (Q) cannot be interpreted in isolation from the
antecedent (P). For example, the interpretation of the Q-segment “Tom is not
at home” in examples (11) and (12) as a fact, or as a judgment, has to refer to
P. This is made explicit if we paraphrase the two examples. In example (11),
Q expresses an epistemic judgment: | conclude that Tom is not at home, and
my argument for that conclusion is the observation that his car is gone. In
example (12), Q expresses a fact: the fact that Tom is not at home is caused
by the fact that he is in the office. This paraphrase strategy, introduced by
Sanders (1997), will be used later on to analyze our corpus data (see Chapters
2 and 3).

(11) Tom is not at home, because his car is gone.
(12) Tom is not at home, because he is in the office.

1.4  Causal relations and connective studies in Chinese

The distinctions and characterizations of causal discourse relations in
Mandarin Chinese (yinguo fiyju ‘cause-consequence complex sentence’)
follow a domain-specific categorization in general. A widely accepted
proposal is a bipartite division between shuoming yinguo ju ‘descriptive
causal sentence’ and tuilun yinguo ju ‘inferential causal sentence’ (e.g. Hu,
1995; Liu, 1986; Wang, 1985; Zhang, 2008). These two types are among the
causal relations categorized by Xing (2001), who takes a broad view of causal
relations, including jidshe ju ‘hypothetical sentence’, tiaojian ju ‘conditional
sentence’ and mudi ju ‘purpose sentence’. Another influential approach
divides causal relations into shiyin ju and jixiaoju, which in their literal
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meanings are, respectively “one thing is the reason of the other” (i.e., the
reason relation) and “one thing is the result of the other” (i.e., the result
relation); the reason can be of three types: “reason for a fact, reason for an act,
and reason for an inference” (LU, ,1942/2002, pp. 386-388). The tripartite
division of xing yu (content domain), zAz yu (epistemic domain), and yan yu
(speech act domain) following Sweetser (1990) is also well accepted since
Shen (2003) introduced it.?

The meaning and use of causal connectives in Chinese, similar to their
counterparts in other languages, are found be closely related to both the type
and the subjectivity property of the causal relations.

Among the list of REASON connectives, i.e., the subordinating conjunction
expressing the antecedent of a causal event, there is a non-specific connective
yinwéi ‘because’, and there are also specific connectives jiran ‘since’ and
youyu ‘because/as’. Yinwéi is the prototypical connective expressing the cause
in general, and it often occurs in the pattern “yinwei P, suoyi ‘so’ Q” to express
descriptive causal relations (see Chapter 5 for a more detailed analysis of this
construction); ybuyu is more specific, strengthening the justification of the
reason more than yinwei (Xing, 2001, pp. 57-66; Xing, 2002); it expresses
mainly descriptive/content relations, wherein the END result of the causality
event (the consequent), is often a real-world activity, or a factual consequence
independent of a responsible subject (Li & Liu, 2004; Li, 2011; Li etal., 2016).
Jiran ‘since’ is almost exclusively confined to express inferential relations
(Xing, 2001, p. 357), or in Sweetser’s (1990) term, epistemic and speech act
relations (Li & Liu, 2004) with highly subjective Q-segments expressing, for
example, personal beliefs and judgments (Guo, 2008), and predominantly
implicit speaker SoCs (Li et al., 2016). Comparing relations expressed with
jirén versus yinwei, Eifring (1995, p. 384) and Zhong and Zhang (2013) found
that the former imply a presupposition that the antecedent P is known to both
the speaker and the addressee and that the causal relation P leading to Q is
predictable or acceptable, while the latter do not necessarily so.’

Similar patterns are observed for the RESULT connectives, i.e., the
subordinating conjunction expressing the consequent of a causal event. There
are specific connectives that follow the subjective-objective distinction, as

2 For a more complete view of studies on the categorization of causal relations and causal
connectives in Chinese, see the literature review in Rong (2011) and Li (2014, pp. 25-52).

3 Actually, the studies of jiran and yinweéi in Eifring (1995) and Zhong & Zhang (2013)
are from the perspective of intersubjectivity.
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well as connectives that are neutral and generic in use. A specific subjective
connective is kéjian ‘therefore’, literally meaning ‘it can be seen’, which
specializes in expressing the speaker’s attitude, judgement or drawing a
conclusion in inferential/epistemic relations (Li, 2012; Li et al., 2013; L,
1999, p. 335; Xing, 2001, pp. 40-41). Yushi ‘as a result/thereupon’ and yin ér
‘as a result’ display an opposite profile (Guo, 2006; Li et al., 2013; L, 1999,
p. 636; Xing, 2001, p. 527; Zhao, 2003). Both express mainly objective
relations describing an action (mostly by yushi) or a matter of fact (mostly by
yin’ér) as the consequence of the situation in the antecedent. The subject
responsible for the action is usually a third-person character and is often
referred to explicitly. Sucyi ‘so’ and yinci ‘for this reason’ seem to be
underspecified with regard to the aspects discussed above, compared to kéjidan
on the one hand and yin ér and yushi on the other hand.

The discussions and conclusions in the literature on Chinese show that the
organization of the lexicon of causal connectives is rather systematic on the
subjective-objective dimension, which is similar to that in several European
languages. To be specific, jiran is very similar to since, car/puisque, denn and
want with respect to its prototypical characteristic of expressing subjective
relational features; yéuyl closely resembles parce que (in written French),
weil and omdat in that they all express prototypically objective relational
features; yinwéi is non-specific with respect to subjectivity and seems to be
the “all-purpose” cause marker, which makes it a counterpart of because in
English, and parce que in spoken French. Table 1 below sums up the findings
of the prototypical subjectivity characteristics of REASON connectives in
Chinese, English, French, German, and Dutch (Ford, 1993; Li, 2011; Li & Liu,
2004; Li et al., 2016; Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Spooren et al., 2010; Stukker
& Sanders, 2012; Sweetser, 1990; Zufferey, 2010, 2012).

Table 1. Prototypical subjectivity profiles of REASON connectives
in Chinese and European languages

Connectives Subjective Non-specific Objective
English since because
French car, puisque parce que (in spoken French) parce que (in written French)
German denn weil
Dutch want omdat
Chinese jiran yinwéi ybuyu

The organization of RESULT connectives in Chinese and several European
languages is summed up in Table 2 below. Empirical studies found that k¢jian,
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it follows that, donc, dés lors and dus all operate more categorically on the
subjective level, even though there is some degree of difference between them.
For example, donc is slightly more subjective than dés lors. By contrast, yin ’ér
and yashi, as a result, c¢’est pourquoi and de ce fait, and daardoor are
operational on the objective level. Susyi and yinci, similar to so in English,
are underspecified in the sense of subjectivity and appear generic in use
(Anderson, 2016; Knott & Sanders, 1998; Li et al., 2013; Pander Maat &
Degand, 2001; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000, 2001).

Table 2. Prototypical subjectivity profiles of RESULT connectives
in Chinese and European languages

Connectives Subjective Non-specific Objective
English it follows that S0 as a result
French donc, des lors C’est pourquoi, de ce fait
Dutch dus daardoor
Chinese ké&jian sudyi, yinci yin’ér, yushi

1.5 Innovative aspects in this dissertation: theoretical and
methodological concerns

The discussions and conclusions about the characteristics of and the division
of labor between the causal connectives in Chinese are confined to written
discourse so far. To what extent are they generalizable to other types of
discourse, especially spoken Chinese? We think it is crucially important to
include spoken data for a more comprehensive picture of the organization of
the lexicon of Chinese causal connectives. For one thing, discourse
constructed in spoken communication has been claimed to be prototypical in
human communication: it is unthought, spontaneous and universal (Clark,
1996). For another, spoken language and written language are theoretically
different. To be specific, the producing and receiving processes of writing and
speaking differ in both the time- and the space-dimensions (Chafe, 1982).
Typical spoken communication is dynamic and spontaneous, whereas a
typical writing process is slow and deliberate. That leads to spoken language
being less planned, less edited, and fragmented, compared to written language
that appears integrated and has more varied and/or carefully organized
structures (Chafe, 1982; Clark, 1996).

Moreover, the writer-reader and the speaker-addressee relationship differs
in terms of the distances to the communicative here and now. When speaking,
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both speaker and addressee have immediate access to the communicative here
and now. Their communication tends to be interactional and involving, for
example, making frequent use of deixis referring to the immediate context,
and the first and second person pronouns addressing each other. In writing,
however, the communication event is decontextualized (Kay, 1977). Writers,
therefore, might focus on an explicit or well-developed expression of the
content, and the language is rather detached than involving as in speech.
General linguistic and textual variations between written and spoken discourse
(see e.g. Biber [1986]; Chafe [1982, 1984] and Clark & Brennan [1991]) give
rise to distinct contextual frames wherein the causal constructions are
produced and comprehended. This raises the issue whether the meaning and
use of causal connectives are contextually realized, or whether they are
essentially lexicalized and therefore have a prototypically stable profile in
terms of subjectivity. This is a paramount issue which, however, as yet has not
been addressed in the literature. Therefore, we take up the challenge in this
dissertation to systematically analyze not only written Chinese, but also
naturally occurring language in conversations, and the discourse on
microblogging platforms in social media, which is an emerging
communication form among people and features interactions with mixed
styles of both writing and speech (Ferrara et al., 1991; Herring, 2011; Yus,
2011).

As far as the methodology is concerned, the prototypical subjectivity
profiles of the connectives have been obtained through corpus-based studies
or qualitative analysis of typical examples, which were conducted by expert
researchers under a defined theoretical framework. One insight that is missing
is how native speakers show their preferences for one connective over another
in a certain subjectivity environment. To fill this gap, we combine the corpus
approach with a crowdsourcing experiment. That is, we will first run a
systematic analysis of the annotated corpus data, and then put the findings to
the test in a judgment task of connective use completed by naive native
speakers.

1.6 Research questions and the structure of the dissertation

This dissertation consists of six chapters: the present introductory chapter (Ch.
1), a conclusion chapter (Ch. 6) and four chapters with empirical studies (Ch.
2-5). Chapters 2-5 were originally written as individual papers. There is some
degree of overlap between them in the theoretical and methodological parts.
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The benefit of this arrangement is that all empirical chapters can be read
independently.

Chapters 2 and 3 are corpus studies focusing on, respectively, the reason
connectives (jiran, yinwei and youyt) and result connectives (k&jian, sudyi,
yinci, and yushi) in Mandarin Chinese. The notion of subjectivity was
operationalized in terms of the basic aspects of a causal construction (each
functioning as a subjectivity indicator) that is expressed by a certain
connective mentioned above, namely the relation domain, the propositional
attitude of the consequent (i.e., the END state of the causal event), the identity
of the subject responsible for the causal construal, and the linguistic realization
of the responsible subject. These two studies aim to answer the three research
questions below.

Research question 1.

What are the prototypical subjectivity profiles of Mandarin causal
connectives in written, spoken, and social media discourse, with respect
to the relation domain, the propositional attitude of the consequent, the
identity and the linguistic realization of the subject responsible for the
causal construal?

Research question 2.
Do the prototypical profiles remain robust, or are they sensitive to the
distinct context of each discourse type?

Research question 3.
Do the basic causality aspects play an equally important role to
characterize and distinguish the connectives?

To answer these questions, we made use of newspaper articles,
spontaneous conversations over telephone, TV talk show or interview
programs, and Sina Weibo messages (the counterpart of Twitter in Mainland
China) as the empirical databases. Results from statistical analyses
demonstrated that the connectives, REASON or RESULT, differ systematically
with regard to the prototypical subjectivity features that they tend to express
and that the distinctions remain robust across the three discourse types. The
propositional attitude of the consequent is found to be the strongest indicator
in characterizing the subjectivity property of the connectives and making
distinctions between them.
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In order to gain insight into native speakers’ preferences for using a certain
connective in a specified subjectivity environment, we conducted a
crowdsourcing experiment study in Chapter 4. It is a connective insertion
task finished by large numbers of native speakers of Mandarin Chinese. A
group of causal coherence relations, half being subjective and half objective
with respect to the subjectivity feature of each causality aspect, were presented
to the participants with connectives removed from the original texts.
Participants were asked to choose from a list of candidate connectives the most
suitable one to complete the text. Based on the findings concerning the result
connectives, we formulated four hypotheses: 1) k¢jian will be chosen to
express predominantly causal relations with a subjective profile, 2) yashi will
be chosen to express predominantly causal relations with an objective profile,
3) sudyi and yinci will be chosen in both profiles, yet 4) relatively more often,
yvinci Will be chosen in the objective profile. The usage patterns of the
connectives obtained in the experiment converge considerably with the
patterns identified in the corpus data. Moreover, it was also found that the non-
specific connectives sudyi and yinci tend to co-occur with modality words and
therefore can express the subjectivity or objectivity of the causal relation in a
clearer or more precise sense.

Causal discourse relations in Chinese can be signaled with a single
connective marking the cause, or a single connective marking the result, as
most western languages do (single marking), but they can also be signaled
with both the cause and the result explicitly marked with a joint use of two
connectives (double marking). In the last empirical study, Chapter 5, we
explored this rather Chinese-specific marking means (double marking) from
the perspective of subjectivity. The data under analysis are the double marking
instances we came across in the two corpus studies. Given that each causal
connective has been found to be characteristic of their individual profile of
subjectivity, the following two research questions will be addressed.

Research question 4.
What is the subjectivity profile of a double marking causal relation,
compared to that of the composing single marking relations?

Research question 5.

What rhetorical effects can be interpreted of a causal relation that is
doubly marked, given that causal connectives are characteristic of the
prototypical meaning and use individually?



Chapter 2

How subjective are Mandarin REASON connectives?
A corpus study of spontaneous conversation, microblog
and newspaper discourse!

2.1  Introduction
2.1.1 Connectives and subjectivity

Connectives like because, but and and function as important linguistic devices
to explicitly signal coherence relations in discourse. In most languages, there
is more than one connective to mark a single type of coherence relation, be it
causal, conditional, or another. Specifically, previous studies on causal
connectives, which include REASON connectives like because and RESULT
connectives like so, have found that language users systematically prefer one
connective over another to express a specific type of causal coherence
relations. This holds, for example, for the REASON connectives omdat vs want
in Dutch, parce que vs puisque in French, and jiran vs youya in Mandarin, all
roughly equal to their English counterpart because ( Li et al., 2016; Sanders
& Spooren, 2015; Zufferey, 2012). These differences are especially
interesting because they provide insight into the specific function underneath
the individual lexical form that each connective takes.

Linguists studying connectives agree that, in addition to its grammatical
role as a coherence marker, each connective is also inherently meaningful with
an expressive function in both the semantic and the pragmatic senses (Dijk,
1979; Knott & Sanders, 1998; Sanders et al., 1992). In this paper, we focus on
the meaning and use of Mandarin REASON connectives jiran ‘since’, yinweéi
and yéuyu ‘because’. As illustrated in examples (1)-(3)?, they are not equally

! This chapter is a slightly adapated version of Xiao, H., Li, F., Sanders, T.J.M., and
Spooren, W.P.M.S. (2021). How subjective are Mandarin REASON connectives? A corpus study
of spontaneous conversation, microblog and newspaper discourse. Language and Linguistics
22(1).

2 All illustrating causal constructions except (5), (6) and (7) are taken from our corpora
(see Section 2.3.1 for detailed introduction). The unmarked connective is the one originally
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suitable to express the causal relation holding between the antecedent (P) and
the consequent (Q) in each of the three fragments and their respective
contexts.

(1) Jiran/*Yinwei/*Youyu P [@ shud y¢€ shi qidngbdozhong de juying,]
Q [4 shibushi gian wo yishdu cuimianqu a?]
Jirdn/* Yinwéi/*Ybuyu P [(you) say | am a big baby in the cradle,] Q
[isn’t it that (you) owe me a lullaby?]

(2) Yinwei/?Jirdn/*Yo6uyu P [liang da fu da], Q [zai rénshéng de Lutu
shang, zhiyou kaikuo ziji de xinxiong, tiandi caihui kaikuo!]
Yinwéil?Jirdn/*YOuyu P [generosity brings happiness,] Q [during the
life journey, only by maintaining generous oneself, can his world be
wide open!]

(3) YoOuyu/?Yinwei/*Jiran P [lianxi fangshi hénzdo jiu shanchu le,] Q
[wo xianzai zhiydu ta péngyou de].
Ybuy/? Yinweil*Jiran P [(her) contact information has long been
deleted,] Q [now I only have her friend’s (contact information).]

All three relations can be classified in terms of the tripartite system
defined in Sweetser (1990). The causal relation holding in (1) corresponds to
the speech act domain: “I” raised the question “isn’t it that (you) owe me a
lullaby” because “(you) say I am a big baby in the cradle”. Jiran is the sole
proper connective that naturally links the two segments here. The relation in
(2) corresponds to the epistemic domain: the speaker® concludes that “[...],
only by [...] can his world be wide open” based on the argument “generosity
brings happiness”. This argument-claim relation between the two segments
needs to refer to the speaker for interpretation. Yinweéi is the connective that
was originally used in the text, which is certainly adequately used, but,

used in the corpus text; the question mark <?> indicates a possible alternative; the star key <*>
indicates an improper option. The symbol <@> in Mandarin text indicates a null subject (pro-
drop) which is made explicit and put in () in the corresponding translated text. <P> and <Q>
stand for the cause segment (the antecedent) and the consequence segment (the consequent),
respectively.

3 The “speaker” refers to the first-person participant, which may be the speaker in oral
speech, the writer in written texts, and the blogger in microblog messages.
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intuitively, jiran is also acceptable. The relation in (3) corresponds to the
content domain: the fact that “(his) contact information has long been deleted”
leads to the fact that “now I only have her friend’s ([...])”. The cause-
consequence relationship exists out there in the physical world, independent
of anyone’s personal attitude or perspective. Youyu is the original connective
used in this example, but yinwei may also fit. The apparent division of labor
among jiran, yinwei and youyl suggests that Chinese speakers categorize
causally related events by choosing different causal connectives, but at the
same time, the overlap in some cases also shows that these connectives cannot
be adequately distinguished only by the type of causal relation they typically
signal.

The differences and similarities between jirdn, yinwei, and yéuyl have
been widely discussed in literature. Some studies have taken into
consideration the order and the information status of P and Q in the causal
construction. It is found that jiran normally signals forward causal structure*
(jirdn P, Q), wherein P “obligatorily” expresses given information (Eifring,
1995, p. 49); youyd resembles jiran in that it most often expresses given
information in P and links forward structures (yéuya P, Q); yinwéi, by contrast,
is more flexible, yet it favors to some extent the backward structure (Q, yinweéi
P) and tends to provide new information in P (Guo, 2008; Zhong & Zhang,
2013; Zhao & Yao, 2016).

The above findings are very inspiring and provide explanations for the
focalization characteristics and the correlative usage of the connectives. With
respect to focalization, jirdn P, for never providing pragmatically new
information, normally cannot be focalized; yéuya P, only when introducing
new information, can be focalized but need to be explicitly marked with the
COP shi ‘be’(Q, shi youyu P); yinwei, given its flexibility, though tends to be
focalized, a marker of focalization is not necessarily required (Q, (shi) yinwéi
P) (Liu, 2002; Xing, 2002; Li & Liu, 2004; Li, 2011; Zhong & Zhang, 2013).
Regarding the preferred correlative markers in the matrix clause (Q), jiran
usually correlates with the connective na/name ‘then’ and the adverb jiu ‘then’,
while yinweilyduyd most often with the connective sudyi ‘so’ and both jiu and
cai ‘only then’. First, it has been argued that causality and inferentiality are

4 Forward/ backward causal construction has been termed, among others, as basic/non-
basic order in Sander, Spooren, and Noordman (1992); forward/backward linking in Li and
Thompson (1989) and Biq (1995); ziran/téyi yuxu ‘natural/special order” in Li and Liu (2004);
initial/final causal clause sequences in Song and Tao (2009).
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inherent in the semantics of na/name, in terms of the logical relationship
between the two connected segments (e.g. L, 1999; Wang, 2015). Using
na/name to introduce Q makes it more salient as inferred from the premise
(the given information) provided by jirdn P. Moreover, both na/name and
sucyi may refer back to factual P, while only sudyi may refer back to P capable
of expressing new information (Eifring, 1995, pp. 384-385). That is why sucyi
is usually taken by yinwei (and sometimes by youy(), while jiran usually takes
na/name as the correlative marker in the matrix clause. Second, in the Q-
segment, the correlative adverb jiu® (for either jiran, yinwéi, or youyul)
functions to assert an opinion that is already, or (as the speaker believes)
should be, known and accepted by both the speaker and the addressee(s). The
use of cdi, on the other hand, is “to assert the speaker’s own opinion
(pragmatically new information) when there is a presupposition [...] of an
opposite sort of opinion toward the subject of the discourse” (Biq, 1988, pp.
75-76).

Though it seems that the information status can explain major differences
between jiran, yinwei, and youyu in actual language use, one property seems
to be more central to all these findings: subjectivity. It has long been
established that jiran is the prototypical connective expressing inferential
causal relations, while yinweéi is typical in expressing expositive/descriptive
causal relations (e.g. Huang, 1998; Xing, 2001; Guo, 2008 and works cited
there). It is also found that the difference between jiran and yinwei lies in that
jiran constructions entail presupposition and inter-subjectivity, i.e., both P and
Q are known and (at least as far as the speaker believes) acceptable to both the
speaker and the addressee(s), but this is not necessarily so with yinwéi
constructions (Eifring, 1995, p. 384; Zhong & Zhang, 2013). Furthermore,
based on the domain analysis (Shen, 2003; Sweetser, 1990), jiran is found to
be used predominantly in the subjective domain (i.e. epistemic and speech act
domains), yet ybéuyl, by sharp contrast, is more frequently used in the
objective domain (i.e. content domain); “yinwei is more subjective than youy(”
(Li, 2011, p. 492; Li & Liu, 2004; Li et. al., 2016).

Nevertheless, we still lack a comprehensive subjectivity framework (but
see Li et al., 2016) and a solid empirical basis (e.g. a statistically evaluated
corpus study using systematically selected data) for a fuller picture of these
connectives’ subjectivity profile (and the causal relations they signal). In this

5 For a more extensive discussion of the differences and similarities between jit and cai,
please refer to Hole (2004) and Jin and Du (2014), and the vast literatures mentioned there.
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paper, we will perform a systematic analysis of the degree of subjectivity
associated with them. To be specific, we take an integrated approach that
considers the degree of subjectivity encoded in four aspects of a causal
construction that are expressed by a certain connective. That is, in addition to
domain of the causal relation, we also look at the propositional attitude of the
consequent, e.g. fact vs judgment, the subject that is responsible for the causal
construal, e.g. first-person vs third-person participant, and the linguistic
realization of the subject, e.g. explicit vs implicit (elaborated in Section 2.2).

2.1.2 Connective and discourse styles

The above-mentioned studies on Mandarin REASON connectives are based on
written discourse (but see Zhao & Yao [2016]). The analyses also lack in
systematic statistic evaluations (but see Li et al., 2016). However, subjectivity
can be reflected in not only the positioning of the speaker with respect to a
content by choosing certain linguistic items and structures, but also in the
speaker-addressee interaction in the communication event (De Smet &
Verstraete, 2006). Will the findings in written discourse hold across discourse
where messages are communicated via other distinct channels, say,
spontaneous conversations and microblogging? In this section, we argue that,
from both theoretical and empirical perspectives, it is highly necessary to add
other discourse types, beside the written data, to the empirical foundation of
the theoretical categorization of (Mandarin) REASON connectives.

In the first place, written language differs substantially from spoken
language in linguistic and textual styles. Chafe (1982, 1984) has studied and
explained this issue from the dimensions of time and space distance in relation
to the cognitive and social processes typical of writing versus speaking. First,
during the creation stage, writers have the time to organize ideas and put them
in well-planned linguistic structures, either simple or complex, and on solid
argumentative foundation in order to stand the test of readers in different
places and time periods. Therefore, written language is characteristic of being
integrated. By contrast, the speaking process proceeds along real-time
spontaneous interaction between speaker and addressee. For the sake of time
pressure on both sides and of the “immediate context” that helps convey the
“situational content” (Biber, 1986a, 1986b), the turns in spoken interaction are
relatively short and there is also not much need nor the possibility to produce
expressions of high lexical density or to integrate clauses into clause
complexes. Therefore, spoken language is fragmented, with less complex
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sentences and using words of more general meaning. Second, given the
differing writer/speaker-interlocuter distance along the space dimension,
written language, being decontextualized (Kay, 1977), is more detached and
the content is expressed in a more explicit way (Finegan, 1987). Spoken
language, on the contrary, is more involving and interactional. The first-
person and second-person pronouns are more often used, as the interlocutors
are situated in the Deictic Center of Communication ( Sanders & Spooren,
2013, 2015; Sanders & Sweetser, 2009).

To some extent, communication via social media (Twitter, Facebook,
Microblog, etc.) is distinct from communication via both traditional writing
and speaking. It is true that the production process of texts in social media is
controlled by the sender while the recipient(s) are unable to intervene
(Voiskounsky, 1997), which allows for the editing and planning of texts and
ideas like in writing. The communication, nevertheless, also features
instantaneity and efficiency. Consequently, the time pressure on both the
sender and the recipient(s) may affect their strategy of choosing and using
linguistic devices. Moreover, the sender often aims to exchange opinions
and/or initiate interaction from the recipient(s) in a more direct and explicit
way, for example, by using first and second person references like in fragment

(4).

(4) Q [Wo bu jieyi ni de tdoyan,] yinwei P [@ hudzhe bingféi zhiwei
quyué ni.]
Q [I don’t mind your dislike,] yznwéi P [(I) am not living to please
you.]

Due to this speech-like profile, though technically typed and text-based,
this type of internet-mediated discourse has recently been claimed to be
oralized written text (Yus, 2011) or computer-mediated conversation ®
(Herring, 2011). In other words, the technical, cognitive and social factors
related to the networked environment have made this type of specially
interactive written discourse as “an emergent register” (Ferrara et al., 1991),
with the characteristics of both written and spoken languages.

In the second place, studies based on data other than only written
discourse from some European languages have found either robust or variable

6 For earlier terms used by other authors, please refer to Yus (2011, p. 175) and Herring
(2011, p. 2).
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pictures of the REASON connectives under analysis. French parce que has a
dominant use in the content domain in written language, yet it is roughly
equally distributed in spoken language over the content, the speech act and the
epistemic domains; puisque, on the contrary, stays robust across spoken and
written discourse: it is never used in the content domain and more often used
in the epistemic than in the speech act domain (Zufferey, 2012). German weil
‘because’ seems to be reserved for the content domain in written texts, but in
spontaneous conversations it can also express epistemic relations (Ginthner,
1993, referred to in Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Keller, 1995). Spooren and
colleagues (2010) conducted a comprehensive analysis of omdat and want by
looking at the domain of use, the propositional attitude, the identity of the
responsible subject and the linguistic realization of the subject. In both written
and spoken data, want is more subjective than omdat with respect to all the
four features (the identity of the responsible subject differed between written
and spoken discourse, yet without strong effect). This clear and stable
difference was confirmed in the follow-up study based on more varied data,
i.e. written texts, spontaneous conversation and online chat interactions
(Sanders & Spooren, 2015).

Will the meaning and use of the reason connectives in Mandarin Chinese
remain robust or differ significantly across a range of distinctive discourse
styles, given the linguistic-textual features and the sender-addressee
interactions typical of each style? This is the essential question we are going
to explore in this study.

2.1.3 Research questions

This chapter aims at drawing a fuller picture of the subjectivity profiles of
Mandarin REASON connectives jirdan, yinwei and youyd. To that end, we made
a corpus study using spontaneous conversation, microblog and newspaper
discourse as the empirical data resources. The first two research questions we
address are:

RQL.

What is the prototypical subjectivity profile of each connective with
regard to the relation domain, the propositional attitude of the consequent,
the identity and the linguistic realization of the subject responsible for the
causal construal?
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RQ2.
Do the prototypical profiles remain robust or do they vary across corpora
due to the contextual differences?

In naturally occurring language, jirdn and yo6uya mainly signal forward
causal structures (jiran/yéuyu P, Q). Yinwei, on the other hand, can signal both
forward and backward structures (yinwei P, Q and Q, yinwei P). In view of
the functional nature of the two sequences, it is found that in both spoken and
written data, the backward sequence Q, yimwéi P typically expresses
“interactionally motivated” causal relations; the forward sequence “yinwéi P,
Q7 expresses “ideationally (propositionally)” determined causal relations
(Big, 1995, p. 51). The “final” yinwéi clause performs predominantly an
“interactional” function with corresponding features of “negation, strong
assertions, contrastiveness/comparison, and modality”, as in (5); the “initial”
yinwei clause mainly performs an “information-sharing” function by
providing more background information for an event or evidence for a
statement, as in (6) ( Song & Tao, 2009, p. 87).

(5) Q [dangshi wo céng xidng, budan rénrén yinggai xuédiidn xinlixué,

zhiguézhé sihii yé ying zuan-zuan zhémén xuéwen.] Yinwei P
[guigéndaodi xinli jiushi shigi hé minxin.]
Q [1 was thinking then that not only should everybody study a little
psychology, but the ruling party should especially do so,] because P
[after all mentality has a lot to do with morale and popular
sentiments.’] (adapted from Song & Tao, 2009, p. 89)

(6) Jit zai zhe nién qi yue, yinwei P pantt chimai, Q Huang Jing béi
mimi daibti.
In July of the same year, because P [a traitor sold him out (to the
government),] Q [Huang Jing was secretly arrested.]
(adapted from Song & Tao, 2009, p. 93)

Li et al. (2016) investigated the two positions of yinwei in written data
from the perspective of subjectivity. The “sentence-initial yinwei” is found to
typically express objective content relations existing between facts and
independent of SoC, while the “inter-sentential yinweéi” expresses subjective
relations with judgments and implicit SoCs. The authors claim that the



How SUBJECTIVE ARE MANDARIN REASON CONNECTIVES? 21

subjective profile of “inter-sentential yinwei” enables “final” causal clause to
perform the interactional function; accordingly, the “information-sharing”
function of “initial” causal clause relies on the objective profile of “sentence
initial yinwei”.

Inspired by the above interesting findings, with microblog data, i.e., the
oralized written text, added for the first time in literature to the empirical basis
next to written and spoken data, we are curious about the answers to research
question 3, and lastly, research question 4.

RQ3.

What are the subjectivity profiles of forward- and backward-linking
yinwei? Is the respective profile robust or is it sensitive to the context
characterized by discourse in each corpus?

RQ4.

Do the factors under investigation, namely, the four subjectivity features
and the ordering of causality events, play an equally important role in
specifying each connective?

2.2 Anintegrated approach to subjectivity

Subjectivity is an inherent feature of human language. “It is in and through
language that man constitutes himself as a subject” (Benveniste, 1971, p. 224).
This has been clearly reflected in the linguistic categorization of causal
relations in discourse. An important notion involved in making the distinctions
between causal relations is the subject of consciousness (SoC): “an animate
subject, a person, whose intentionality is conceptualized as the ultimate source
of the causal event, be it an act of reasoning or some ‘real-world’
activity”’(Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000, p. 64). Specifically in the present
study, in order to systematically operationalize the complex notion of
subjectivity, we employ an integrated approach by investigating (1) what
domain a causal relation falls into and whether its interpretation requires
reference to an SoC; (2) who functions as the SoC; (3) how the SoC is realized
linguistically; and (4) what are the propositional attitudes expressed in the
consequent (PropAtt hereafter)given the situation/argument in the antecedent.

This multi-dimensional concept of subjectivity (Li et al., 2013, 2016;
Sanders & Spooren, 2013, 2015; Spooren et al., 2010) has integrated the
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influential views of Lyons (1977, 1982), Traugott (1989, 1995) and Langacker
(1990). Lyons points out the importance of the expressive function of
language for the “expression of attitude and personality” (1977, p. 50) and
characterizes subjectivity as “the way in which natural languages, in their
structure and in their normal manner of operation, provide for the locutionary
agent’s expression of himself and of his attitudes and beliefs” (1982, p. 102).
Traugott (1982, 1989) takes a diachronic perspective studying the
development of epistemic meanings in, for example, the auxiliary verb must
and the discourse marker while. It is argued that the evolution of epistemic
meaning of must in (7) from the deontic meaning of must in (8) and the change
of discourse marker while from temporal meaning in (9) to concessive
meaning in (10) indicate the tendency that meanings become increasingly
situated in the speaker’s subjective belief or attitude toward the proposition
(Traugott, 1989, p. 35). This “expressiveness” of language that increases in
such “a pragmatic-semantic process” is first defined as subjectivity (Traugott,
1995, p. 47) and later refined as “speaker attitude or viewpoint” (Traugott,
2010, p. 30).

(7)  He must have worked very hard because he got a promotion.

(8) He must pass the exam for Al before he can register the course for
A2.

(9) He turned off the light while leaving.

(10) He didn’t agree with her, while he didn’t say it.

Following this notion of subjectivity, an utterance is considered subjective
if its interpretation requires an SoC who evaluates and objective if not. The
utterance (11) is presented as an opinion, the interpretation of which must refer
to the speaker. Yet (12) expresses a fact in the content world, wherein no
evaluation or personal viewpoint is present nor responsible for its truth.

(11) Nijmegen is a lovely Dutch city.
(12) Nijmegen is located in the province of Gelderland.

When an SoC must be referred to for interpreting an utterance, the
difference lies in the identity of the SoC. This is in line with the notion of
subjectivity as closeness to the communicative “here and now” (Traugott,
1989, 1995) or the Deictic Center of Communication (Sanders et al., 2009),
i.e., the present time, location and participant role of the speech event. When
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the SoC coincides with the speaker, it is then part of the deictic center. The
SoC’s attitudes and viewpoints are directly expressed in the first person voice
(Sanders, 2010). For example, by saying “T find Nijmegen a lovely city”, the
SoC “T” is making a personal judgment; whereas in “He thought Nijmegen is
a lovely city”, the SoC “he” and what “he thought” are outside the immediate
context of the communication. What is expressed in the third person voice
“he” takes its value as simply part of the discourse uttered by the speaker,
which is not a judgment, but a description (Benveniste, 1971). Consequently,
it is less expressive (subjective). Hence, the distinction between speaker SoC
and character SoC is made to evaluate the degree of subjectivity of an
utterance.

Focusing on the perspective of the participant under the framework of
cognitive grammar, Langacker (1990) studies the “gradience” of subjectivity
in the construal of a particular entity or situation. More specifically, the
construal of the participant is considered as maximally objective when the
he/she is put on-stage, observable as an object or explicitly referred to as part
of the ground, i.e., the speech event, its participants, and its immediate
circumstances expressed via language (pp. 7-9). By contrast, the construal is
maximally subjective when the participant is put “off-stage”, observing the
scene as (a member of) the audience and remaining implicit in the utterance.
For example, the opinion in (11) is construed to a more subjective degree, with
the speaker responsible for the evaluation but remaining off-stage; whereas
the construal will be relatively objectified in case that the speaker “I” is put
“on-stage” (e.g. | think Nijmegen is a lovely city. Or, Nijmegen is a lovely city
to me.). Therefore, the implicit reference to the SoC is regarded as encoding a
higher degree of subjectivity than the explicit reference.

Finally, since we are studying causal coherence and connectives in
discourse, the causal relation itself is where all the subjectivity elements
discussed above are anchored. Causality is a basic category in human
cognition and natural language, and can be subdivided further into different
sets of relations (Sanders & Spooren, 2009, pp. 207-208). In this study, we
follow the trichotomous classification by Sweetser (1990), as has been
illustrated by examples (1)-(3) in Section 2.1.1: the content domain, the
epistemic domain and the speech-act domain. Content domain causality
connects two events/situations that are causally related to each other in the
content world. It is generally an objective relation. Based on whether or not
intentionality (of SoC) is involved, content domain causality is further divided
into non-volitional content causality (e.g. The ground is wet now because it
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has been raining this afternoon.) and volitional content causality (e.g. They
want to postpone the game because the ground is still wet.) (Degand & Pander
Maat, 2003; Evers-Vermeul, 2005; Stukker et al., 2008). The epistemic
causality (e.g. It must have rained this afternoon, because the ground is wet.)
originates from the mental world of the SoC who builds up the causal relation
through personal reasoning. The same is true with speech act causality. For
example, the causal relation in “May I have some salt, because I find the fish
a bit light? ” does not hold without referring to the SoC who makes the request
because he/she personally “find[s] the fish a bit light”. The degree of
subjectivity increases from the non-volitional content domain to the volitional
content domain and the epistemic/speech act domain.

2.3 Methodology
2.3.1 Corpus and data collection

The empirical database for this study stems from a written corpus, a spoken
corpus and a microblog corpus. The written corpus (a total of 163,393,972
Chinese characters) consists of newspaper texts from People’s Dail (Wu,
1995). 50 fragments of jiran were randomly selected. As yinwei and youyd
both can be used as either a connective or a preposition, and due to the
extremely high frequency (of yinwei in particular) in a large corpus like this,
we randomly selected 100 fragments with yinwei and 100 with youyu and then
manually counted for only the connective uses. This resulted in 81 fragments
with connective yinwei and 68 fragments with connective youyu. Furthermore,
we excluded 14 occurrences of shi(Cor)yinwei and 3 of shi(CopP)yduyd, both
literally translated as “be because” and usually occurring in the form of “Zhi
(PRT) suoyi Q, shi (COP) yinwéi/yéuyii P”." Lastly, from the 67 yinwéi- and
65 youyu-fragments, we randomly selected 50 of each for coding and
empirical analysis.

7 This structure has a specific function similar to the cleft sentence “Q, and that is because
P”, wherein P is explicitly focalized and provides pragmatically new information. We abstract
away from this special case as it differs from the rest on not only the syntactic level, but more
importantly, on the pragmatic level.
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The microblog corpus, a sub-corpus of BCC? (Xun et al., 2016) is made
of posts in the year 2013 on Sina Weibo, the most popular microblogging
platform in China, akin to Twitter. The texts amount to 2,263,211,538 Chinese
characters. Among all the occurrences, first we followed the same steps for
collecting the written data, and then excluded those from institutional accounts
to avoid the well-edited and planned linguistic features mirroring newspaper
texts. In the end, 50 fragments with jiran, yinwéi and youy( were randomly
selected.

The spoken corpus consists of conversations on telephone and TV talk-
show programs. The telephone corpus (Fung et al., 2005) contains 897 calls
between Mandarin speakers in Mainland China, each lasting 10 minutes (150
hours in total). The transcripts amount to 2,030,730 Chinese characters. The
corpus of TV talk-show conversations contains about 55 hours (92 texts) of
Luyu You Yue (28 texts from MLC [2005]), Xinwen Huiketing and Shihua
Shishuo (translated respectively as A Date with Luyu, People in the News and
Tell It Like It Is) (Glenn et al., 2013, 2014, 2015; Walker et al., 2013, 2014,
2015). The transcripts of this part amounts to 911,816 Chinese characters.
These programs were chosen for their characteristics of being interactive,
casual and entertaining, which provide a proper setting for spontaneous
language use. The total size of the spoken corpus is 205 hours’ audio speech
with the transcripts of 2,942,546 Chinese characters. Table 1 presents the
overall frequencies of jiran, yinwei and youyu in the spoken corpus.

Table 1. Frequencies of jiran, yinweéi and youyu in the spoken corpus

Jirdn Yinweéi Yéuyu
Telephone conversation (2,030,730) 151 3071 101
TV talk show conversation (911,816) 43 1757 44

All the fragments with jiran and youyl were manually selected,
disregarding repeated cases, false starts, incomplete sentences where Q-
segments cannot be specified, shiybéuyl and the prepositional uses of youyd.
This resulted in 102 valid fragments with jiran and 61 with yéuya. 50 of each
were randomly selected for final analysis. For yinwéi, due to the extremely
high frequencies and potentially large amount of invalid cases in spoken
conversations, we first selected 200 occurrences in telephone speech and 200
in TV program conversations. In this process, we randomly jumped over the

8 BLCU (Beijing Language and Culture University) Chinese Corpus:
http://bcce.blcu.edu.cn.
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corpus to avoid getting many fragments in one text. Following the same
procedure that was used for youyu, we ended up with 81 connective yinwei,
from which 50 were randomly selected for the analysis.

In the end, the complete dataset under analysis consists of 450 fragments
(50 per connective per corpus). See Table 2 for an overview.

Table 2. Number of sampling fragments in each corpus

Newspaper Conversation Microblog
Connective (LDC) (LDC & MLC) (BCC) Total
Jirén 50 50 50 150
Yinweéi 50 50 50 150
Yo6uyl 50 50 50 150

2.3.2  Model of analysis

All the sampling constructions were annotated for the four subjectivity
features discussed in Section 2.2, each containing several categories indicating
varying degrees of subjectivity (Table 3). A similar model was employed in
studies on Dutch and Mandarin REASON connectives (Li et al., 2016; Sanders
& Spooren, 2015; Spooren et al., 2010). In the present study, we made
modifications to some categories and explained in the corresponding
Subsections.

Table 3. Model of integrated subjectivity

Subjectivity feature  high.......cccccovneee Subjectivity degree................... low

Domain Speech-act/Epistemic... Volitional content...Non-volitional content
PropAtt Speech-act/Judgment...Mental act...Physical act...Fact

Identity of SoC Speaker...Character...No SoC

LingReal-SoC Implicit...Pro-drop...Explicit... Absent

Causality domain

Following Sweetser (1990), the causal relation expressed in each fragment
was annotated as speech act domain, epistemic domain or content domain.
The content domain was subdivided into volitional and non-volitional content
domains based on whether or not an SoC is involved in conceptualizing this
causal relation. To systematically check the analyst’s intuitions for domain of
use, a framework of paraphrase test developed by Sanders (1997) was
employed. See Table 4.



How SUBJECTIVE ARE MANDARIN REASON CONNECTIVES? 27

In the speech act domain, only utterances in the form of a (rhetorical)
guestion and an imperative were considered in Li and colleagues (2016),
which are referred to as “explicit” cases here. However, in this study, speech
act is meant in the classical Austinian sense that an utterance can also be a
social act, such as a declaration, a question, a promise, namely, a performative
utterance (Huang, 2006). That is, speech act utterances include also (or even
more often) declaratives carrying the illocutionary and/or the perlocutionary
value of a speech act: suggesting, warning, commanding, offering, etc.
targeting at the addressee (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969).

Table 4. Paraphrase test for determining domain
Domain Paraphrase test
The fact that P leads to the SoC (speaker) here and now

Speech act asking/warning/suggesting/offering/promising, etc. the addressee that Q.
Epistemic The fact that P leads to the SoC’s conclusion here and now that Q.

Vol. content®  The fact that P leads to the SoC’s intentional physical/mental act that Q.
Ic\loc:]r;;/]?l' The fact that P leads to the fact that Q. No intentionality is involved.

P : the cause segment Q : the result segment

The decisive rule for determining such “implicit” cases lies in the
communicative here and now and the presence of addressee: the speaker here
and now motivates the speech act targeting the addressee. Example (13), from
our spoken corpus, presents an instance of the “implicit” speech act causality.
The speaker here and now suggests the addressee (you) “take the initiative to,
uh, to contact him”. At first sight, example (14) seems to be similar, but this
is not a case of speech act causality. It is not a suggestion located here and
now but in the historical past “dangshi (at that time)”, targeting the addressee
there and then. Accordingly, Q is to express the speaker’s personal opinion
rather than to motivate/perform a speech act.

(13) Ni jiran P [ba ta dangwei haopéngyou dehua,] Q [ni jiu yinggai qu
zhtidong, ¢, qu zhao ta a.]
Jiran P [you regard him as a good friend,] Q [then you should take
the initiative to, uh, to contact him.]

9 In figures and tables hereafter, volitional and non-volitional content relations are
delimited as Vol. content and Non-vol. content, respectively; identity of SoC as 1dSoC.
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(14) “Ni jiran P [@ xihuan filli,] Q [dangshi @ jiu yinggai xuin filii.”]
Dayé de! W0 nashi kdaobushang hiao me?
“Jiran P [(you) were interested in law studies,] Q [then at that time
(you) should apply for it”.] Damn it! Didn’t he know that my scores
were not good enough?

Examples (15)-(17) present the epistemic, the volitional and the non-
volitional content causality, respectively.

(15) Gubxué, hongyang zhonghua youxit wénhua. Jirdn P [@ shi
shunhiirénxin, yinghtichaoliti de shiye,] Q [@ biran hui fazhin xiaqu
de.]

Sinology carries forward the outstanding culture of China. Jiran P
[(it) is a cause in harmony with people’s wish and the popular trend, ]
Q [surely (it) will continue to develop.]

(16) Yinwei P [wo shud wo shi ni tongshi,] Q [ranhou tamen jit da wo].
Yinwéi P [I said | was your colleague,] Q [then they beat me.]

(17) Dan dao 80 niandai, youyu S1 P [yazhou yixi€ guojia hé diqa guli
chiik6u, zhuzhong chinpin zhiliang,] S2 Q [zijin liaru zéngjia,] S3
[jingji chixu fazhan.]

But by the 1980s, yéuyl S1 P [some Asian countries and regions
promoted exports and paid attention to product quality,] S2 Q [the
capital inflows increased.] S3 [The economy continued to develop.]

In (17), the three segments, S1 “some Asian countries and regions
promoted exports and paid attention to product quality”, S2 “the capital
inflows increased”, and S3 “the economy continued to develop”, form a causal
chain: S1 leads to the consequent S2, which in turn leads to the consequent S3.
For cases like this, we simply annotated the first causal relation, leaving out
the second one. However, when such a causal chain is embedded inside a
double-marked fragment “REASON connective S1, S2, RESULT connective S3”
like (18), we divided up P and Q in between the two correlative connectives.
Therefore, (18) was annotated as a volitional content relation following the
paraphrase test: the fact that “the activity venue was nearby the sea, it was
very cold at night” leads to the intentional act “put on an extra coat while
leaving (for it)”.



How SUBJECTIVE ARE MANDARIN REASON CONNECTIVES? 29

(18) Ybuyu P [S1lhuddong changdi kaojin haibian, S2 winshang tebié
1éng,] sudyi Q [S3 chiimén de shihou @ dud jia le jian yishang.]
Y6uyu P [S1 the activity venue was nearby the sea, S2 (it would be)
very cold at night,] sudyi ‘so’ Q [S3 (I) put on an extra coat while
leaving (for the activity).]

Propositional attitude of the consequent

In a causal coherence relation linking a consequent Q to an antecedent P, P is
given as the premise or simply a fact in the content world, which usually is
not subject to evaluations. The resulted consequence or the claim, however, is
where the SoC’s viewpoints/evaluations are accommodated. Therefore, the
propositional attitude of Q-segment (or PropAtt) is taken as a feature
indicating the subjectivity degree of a given relation. We made a classification
into five types™®: Q expresses (1) a speech act if it represents a performative
utterance targeting the addressee and initiated by the SoC in the
communicative here and now; (2) a judgment if it concerns the SoC’s personal
feelings, opinions, attitudes, etc. in response to the assumption or argment in
P; (3) a mental act if the predicate represents an intentional activity involving
the change of mind or the forming of an opinion, e.g. decision-making, that
takes place in the mental world of the SoC; (4) a physical act if the predicate
represents an intentional act by the SoC, taking place and observable in the
physical world; (5) a fact if it describes an event or situation independent of
the SoC’s intention, be it in the mental or the physical world. Accordingly, the
Q-segment “you should take the initiative to, uh, to contact him” in (13) was
annotated as a speech act, “surely (it) will continue to develop” in (15) as a
judgment, the intentional act “they beat me” in (16) as a physical act, “the
capital inflows increased” in (17) as a fact, and “today (I) decide to take a
break” in (19) as a mental act.

(19) Q [Tiaole liangtian cao, jintian @ juéding xitxi yitian,] yinwei P [D
méiyou yifa huan le.]
Q [After exercising for two days (in a row), today (I) decide to take a
break,] yznweéi P [(1) have no outfits to change.]

10 For other classifications of the propositional attitude of Q, please refer to Li et al. (2016,
p. 25) and Spooren et al. (2010, p. 244).
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(20) Q [O, 1anqit @ dao bushi hén xihuan,] yinwei P [@ gézi bushi hén
230.]
Q [Well, basketball, (T) don’t like it very much,] yinwéi P [(I) am not
tall.]

Note that in some cases, the line between judgment and mental act is not
quite clear, since both develops in the mental world of the SoC. To specify the
subtle differences and maintain consistency in our coding, we always refer to
the context for the interpretation. If the interpretation of an utterance does not
fundamentally change the meaning of the utterance in the context, then we
would code it as the interpretation suggests. If the context denotes a change of
state or the forming of an idea at a particular point in time, such as (19), it was
coded as mental act. For example, if it evokes the evaluative desire of the
speaker, which is static and evaluative, as in (20), then it is coded as judgment;
if the context does not allow us to distinguish between the two, then we would
code it as “ambiguous” and later use the objectivity bias (see Section 2.3.3).

Identity of SoC

When a speech participant is responsible for the conceptualization of the
causal relation, we made a distinction between the speaker SoC and the
character SoC. Relations conceptualized by the speaker are more subjective
than those by the character in the communication event; relations that hold
independent of an SoC are the least subjective. In the above example (20), the
relation between “(I) am not tall” and “well, basketball, (I) don’t like it very
much” is construed from the speaker’s personal point of view. In (21), that
“he accepted the tough mission” leads to “he then devotes himself to it” is a
relation conceptualized by the character (he: QIU Jinghua) while the speaker
is simply the reporter.

(21) Ran'ér, qitjinghua bushi ruozhé. Ta jirdn P [J jicle shuaibang,] Q [D
bian quanxinshén de téuru.]
However, QIN Jinghua was not a loser. Jiran P_[he ‘ta@’ accepted the
tough mission,] Q [he then devoted himself to it.]

In the annotating stage, we encountered a few fragments with first person
plural “we” acting as the SOC. The speaker presents something on behalf of
both herself and the other(s), all of whom are responsible for drawing the
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causal link between the two segments, e.g. (22). Such cases (eight in total)
were first coded as having a speaker™ SoC and later merged into the category
of speaker SoC in the stage of statistical analysis.

(22) Q [Women bu fourén shangye dianying de jiazhi], ymmwei P [jinjinian
shangyé dianying sihii géng you kantou, fan'ér wényipian chéng le
“chou daji€”.]

Q [We do not deny the value of commercial films,] yinweéi P [in recent
years the commercial films seem more worth seeing than the art

pieces, which instead are poor in quality.]

Linguistic realization of SoC

Following Langacker’s (1990) view of subjectivity as a gradient phenomenon
related to the implicit or explicit construal of an entity, we take the LingReal-
SoC as another subjectivity feature. The explicit reference to the SoC
objectifies the construal of the causal relation to some extent. An implicit SoC,
on the other hand, indicates a more subjective construal. As evaluations by
SoC are manifest in the consequent, we only look at Q for this feature.

Given that Chinese is a typical pro-drop language (Huang, 1989), and pro-
drop occurs especially often in spontaneous and informal discourse like
conversations and microblogs, in this study, we set pro-drop as a separate
category in addition to the implicit/explicit dichotomy used in previous
studies. (23) illustrates this phenomenon: the dropped-off speaker SoC “I” in
Q, can be easily identified from the previous utterance “Oh, uh, me too”.

(23) O, &, wo yéshi. Youyu, youyl P [@ zuijin gongzuo bijiao mang,] Q
[@ y& méiyou tiantian kan aoyunhui.]
Oh, uh, me too. Yoéuyu, yéuyu P [recently, (I) am busy,] Q [(I) do not
watch the Olympic Games every day.]

As the dropped SoC is actually present and recoverable in the context, we
suppose pro-drop is a stronger marker of subjectivity than an explicit SoC, but
not as strong as an implicit SoC. Cases without SoC (annotated as absent in
our model), are the least subjective.

Another possibility in Chinese is to drop the syntactic subject shared by
both P and Q and position it, instead, in front of the sentence-initial
connective. In such cases, when the prepositioned subject acts as SoC, Q was
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coded as having an explicit SoC. For example, (21) was coded as having an
explicit SoC, i.e., ta ‘he’.

2.3.3 Coding strategy for ambiguous cases

During the coding stage, we encountered some ambiguous cases with regard
to the causality domain and the PropAtt (respectively, 11 and 7 cases out of
450), for which we aimed at consistency by choosing, slightly arbitrarily, the
objective option (objectivity bias). By way of example, we here discuss two
of these cases.

When both volitional and non-volitional content interpretations were
acceptable, we opted for the non-volitional. For example, (24) was coded as
non-volitional content domain in our study, although the consequent “(l)
watch (NBA) wherever (I) can” might be an intentional act (volitional) or
simply a fact due to the outside force “(I) do not have (my) own TV” (non-
volitional).

When ambiguity occurred between interpreting Q as expressing judgment
versus mental act, we opted for the interpretation of mental act. An example
is (25), which can be interpreted as a judgment by the writer (the journalist)
based on her observation of the situation that “the Community farmers” face,
or as a mental act of the character in the speech event, i.e., “the Community
farmers” themselves, that they (start to) “worry more about [...]” under the
circumstances provided in P.

(24) Yinwei P [zuowéi xuésheéng @ méiyou zijide dianshi, [ suoyi Q [néng
zai nd kan (NBA) wo jiu zaina kan.]
Yinwéi P [as a student, (I) don’t have my own TV,] sudyi ‘so’ Q [l
then watch (NBA) wherever | can.]

(25) Q [Gongtongti nongmin dui dingyt bényue 15 ri zai rin¢iwa huifu de

wiilagut huihé maoyi tanpan géngwei youlii,] yinwei P [jishi an
gongtongti tichii de jiang nongye butie xugjian 30% de fang'an, tamen
de nian shouru y¢€ jiang jidnshao 210 wan 6uzhou huobi danwei. ]
Q [The Community farmers worry more about the Uruguay Round of
trade negotiations scheduled to resume in Geneva on the 15th of this
month,] yinwéi P [even if the Community proposes a 30% reduction
in agricultural subsidies, their annual income will still be reduced by
2.1 million in European currency.]
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2.3.4 Procedure

Of all the 450 fragments under analysis, 120 were first coded independently
by two native speakers studying coherence in Mandarin discourse.
Discrepancies were discussed in order to better define the coding criteria.
Then another 90 fragments were coded independently by them and the
Cohen’s kappa was calculated. The kappa coefficients are: domain x = 0.72;
PropAtt « = 0.74; 1dSoC x = 0.79; LingReal-SoC x = 0.84. The kappa’s
indicate that the coding is sufficiently reliable. All discrepancies were
discussed. Two fragments remained in discrepancy over domain (volitional vs
non-volitional content) and two over PropAtt (judgment vs mental act). For
these cases, we opted for the objective alternative (objectivity bias introduced
in the above Subsection). Final agreement was reached upon all the fragments
concerning 1dSoC and LingReal-SoC.

For each of the four subjectivity features, a log-linear analysis was carried
out to get the best fitting model of the relationship between connective,
subjectivity and corpus (to answer RQ1 and RQ2). The same analysis was
made for the relationship between corpus, subjectivity and the
forward/backward linking yinwei’s (Fwd/Bwd yinwei hereafter) (to answer
RQ3). To address RQ4, the relative importance of each factor involved in
predicting the meaning and use of a particular connective, we carried out an
analysis of conditional inference trees and random forests as introduced in
Levshina (2015) and Tagliamonte and Baayen (2012).

2.4 Results

Results of the log linear analyses concerning research RQ1 and RQ2 are
presented separately in terms of the four subjectivity features (Subsections
2.4.1-2.4.4). The results concerning RQ3 are presented in SubSection 2.4.5.
We used an alpha level of .05 for all these statistical tests. The outputs of the
conditional inference trees and the random forests analyses are presented in
Subsection 2.4.6.
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2.4.1 Domain

CHAPTER 2

Data with respect to domain are summarized in Figure 1 and Figure 2.
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Figure 1. Frequencies and percentages of each domain category observed
in the corpus of Newspaper (N), Conversation (C) and Microblog (M)
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Figure 2. Frequencies and percentages of each domain
category co-occurring with jirdn,yinwéi, and youyd



How SUBJECTIVE ARE MANDARIN REASON CONNECTIVES? 35

The log-linear analysis resulted in a model containing two significant two-
way interactions. The fit of the resulting model was moderate, ¥* (16, N = 450)
=24.93, p = .07. The first significant interaction was that between Corpus and
Domain, %2 (6, N = 450) = 22.08, p < .01. The other is between Connective and
Domain, %% (6, N = 450) = 250.80, p < .001. A cross-table analysis was made
for a closer look at these interactions. See Tables 5 and 6.

Table 5. Distribution of domain categories in each corpus
(frequencies and standardized residuals)

Domain
Corpus Speech act Epistemic Vol. content Non-vol. content Total
Newspaper Count 14 54 39 43 150
Std. Res. -2.6 1.3 -3 1.2
Conversation  Count 27 43 41 39 150
Std. Res. 1 -3 .0 5
Microblog Count 42 39 43 26 150
Std. Res. 2.7 -.9 .3 -1.7
Total 83 136 123 108 450

Seen from the standardized residuals, the interaction Corpus*Domain is
mainly caused by a relatively low amount of Speech act in the newspaper
corpus (s.r. = -2.6) and a high amount in microblogs (s.r. = 2.7); the slightly
fewer occurrences of Non-vol. content in microblogs (s.r. = -1.7) also
contribute to this interaction to some extent. Example (26) illustrates a typical
speech act relation in the microblog corpus.

(26) Q [N&qi dianhua de shihou qing wéixiao,] yinwei P [duifang néng
ganjué dao!]
Q [Please smile while picking up the phone,] yinwéi P [people on the
other side can feel it!]

Table 6. Co-occurring of domain categories and connective
(frequencies and standardized residuals)

Domain

Connective Speech act Epistemic Vol. content Non-vol. content  Total

jirén Count 61 69 19 1 150
Std. Res. 6.3 3.5 -34 -5.8

yinweéi Count 19 57 48 26 150
Std. Res. -16 1.7 11 -1.7

youyu Count 3 10 56 81 150
Std. Res. -4.7 -5.2 2.3 7.5

Total 83 136 123 108 450
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The interaction Connective*Domain was mainly caused by the extremely
high amount of jirdn expressing Speech act (s.r. = 6.3) and Epistemic (s.r. =
3.5) rather than Vol. content (s.r. = -3.4) or Non-vol. content (s.r. = -5.8); and
by the extremely low frequency of y6uyu in Speech act (s.r. = -4.7) and
Epistemic (s.r. = -5.2) yet high frequency in Vol. content (s.r. = 2.3) and Non-
vol. content (s.r. = 7.5). Yinwei seems to have a slight preference for Epistemic
(s.r.=1.7), whereas it is relatively rare in Speech act (s.r. = -1.6) and Non-vol.
content (s.r. = -1.7).

Example (15), repeated here as (27), is the typical use of jiran in the
epistemic domain: the SoC comes to the conclusion “surely (it) will continue
to develop” based on the premise that “(it) is a cause in harmony with [...]”;
example (1), repeated here as (28), exemplifies an instance of jiran used in the
speech act domain: the SoC asks “isn’t it that (you) owe me a lullaby” because
“(you) say I am a big baby in the cradle”.

(27) Guodxué, hongyang zhonghua youxit wénhua. Jiran P [@ shi shun ha
rénxin, ying hii chaoliti deshiye,] Q [D biran hui fazhan xiaqu de.]
Sinology carries forward the outstanding culture of China. Jiran P (it)
is a cause in harmony with people’s wish and the popular trend, Q
surely (it) will continue to develop.

(28) Jiran P [@ shuo y¢ shi giangbdo zhong de juying,] Q [@ shibushi gian
woO yishou cuimian qii a?]
Jirén P [(you) say | am a big baby in the cradle,] Q [isn’t it that (you)
owe me a lullaby?]

Example (29) illustrates the typical use of youyu in a volitional content
relation: the fact that “corruption violates the law by nature” leads to the
intentional act that “people engaged in corruption (intentionally) take various
means to cover up”. Example (3), repeated here as (30), illustrates the typical
use of youyu in a non-volitional content relation: the fact that “(her) contact
information has long been deleted before” leads to the fact that “now I only
have her friend’s ([...])”, wherein no evaluation nor intention of an SoC is
involved.

(29) Youyu P [fubai xingwéi shuya wéiji wéifa xingzhi,] Q [gdofubai de
rén yiban yao cdiqi zhongzhong shéuduan jinxing yénshi.]
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Y6uyu P [corruption violates the law by nature,] Q [people engaged
in corruption generally take various means to cover up.]

(30) Yobuyu P [lianxi fangshi hénzdo jiu shanchu le,] Q [wd xianzai zhiyou
ta péngyou de.]
Yo6uyu P [(her) contact information has long been deleted before,] Q
[now I only have her friend’s (contact information).]

Yinwei showed largely a neutral profile, but with a slight preference to the
epistemic domain, as in (31), and the volitional content domain, as in (32).
The two relations can be paraphrased respectively as follows: the fact that
“you know everything (in your home country)” leads to the speaker’s
conclusion that “[...], you should be able to [...]”; the fact that “[...], | had
too much food [...]” leads to “my” intentional act to “first have a banana for
digestion”.

(31) Q [Ruguo ni you- you zhé yibai wan @ yinggai néng zai ziji de zuiguo
shénghué dé géng- bi dao waigud qu, qu génghdo,] yinwei P [ni
shénme dongx1 dou zhidao.]

Q [If you have, have a million (Rmb), (you) should be able to live a
better, compared to, to living abroad, better life in your home country,]
yinwéi P [you know everything (in your home country).]

(32) Aiya, néitian zdoshang yinwei P [tou yitian wanshang wo chi de
taidudle, chi buxia,] sudyi ‘so’ Q [@ chile xiangjiao qingqing changzi.]
Oops! That morning, ymwei P [the night before that morning, | had
too much food and couldn’t eat any more next morning,] sudyi ‘so’ Q
[(D) first had a banana for digestion.]

2.4.2 Propositional attitude of the consequent

Data with respect to PropAtt are summarized in Figures 3 and 4. The log-
linear analysis resulted in another model containing two significant two-way
interactions. The fit of the model was adequate, y° (16, N = 450) = 26.81, p =
0.14. The first interaction was that between Corpus and PropAtt, y° (6, N =
450) = 21.15, p < .01. The second was between Connective and PropAtt, 5 (6,
N = 450) = 269.83, p < .001. The interactions were further elaborated on by a
cross-table analysis summarized in Tables 7 and 8.
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Table 7. Distribution of PropAtt categories in each corpus
(frequencies and standardized residuals)

PropAtt
Corpus Speech act Judgment Mental act Physical act  Fact Total
Newspaper ~ Count 14 54 18 24 40 150
Std. Res. -2.6 1.3 4 -5 1.0
Conversation  Count 27 43 16 28 36 150
Std. Res. Nl -3 1 3 3
Microblog ~ Count 42 39 15 28 26 150
Std. Res. 2.7 -9 -3 3 -1.4
Total 83 136 49 80 102 450

The standardized residuals in Table 7 demonstrate that the interaction
Corpus*PropAtt was mainly caused by the variant distributions of Speech act
over corpora: significantly low in Newspaper (s.r. = -2.6) yet high in
Microblog (s.r. = 2.7). The Q-segment of fragment (26), “please smile while
answering the phone”, is a typical speech act utterance in the microblog
corpus.

Table 8. Co-occurring of PropAtt categories and connective
(frequencies and standardized residuals)

PropAtt

Connective Speech act Judgment Mental act Physical act  Fact Total

jiran Count 61 69 13 6 1 150
Std. Res. 6.3 35 -8 -4.0 -5.7

yinweéi Count 19 57 24 28 22 150
Std. Res. -1.6 1.7 1.9 3 -2.1

youyu Count 3 10 12 46 79 150
Std. Res. -4.7 -5.2 -1.1 3.7 7.7

Total 83 136 49 80 102 450

The interaction Connective*PropAtt was caused by numerous instances
of jiran expressing Speech act (s.r. = 6.3) and Judgment (s.r. = 3.5) yet very
low numbers of Physical act (s.r. = -4.0) and Fact (s.r. = -5.7). It was also
causedby few instances of youyu expressing Speech act (s.r. = -4.7) and
Judgment (s.r. = -5.2) while a great many Physical act (s.r. = 3.7) and Fact
(s.r = 7.7). The Q-segments in yinwei fragments express relatively more
Judgment (s.r. = 1.7) and Mental act (s.r. = 1.9) while less Speech act (s.r. = -
1.6) and Fact (s.r. = -2.1).

The Q-segments of the relations in (27), “surely (it) will continue to
develop”, and in (28), “isn’t it that (you) owe me a lullaby”, express
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respectively the prototypical propositional attitudes of Judgment and Speech
act in jiran fragments. The Q-segment in (29), “people engaged in corruption
generally take various means to cover up”, and in (30), “now | only have her
friend’s (contact information)”, express respectively Physical act and Fact in
youyu fragments. Those in (31) “[...], (you) should be able to [...]” and in
(22) “we do not deny the value of commercial films”, illustrate respectively
Judgment and Mental act in yinwei fragments.

2.4.3 ldentity of SoC

Figures 5 and 6 summed up data regarding the identity of SoC. The log-linear
analysis resulted in a third model containing two significant two-way
interactions. The fit of the resulting model was adequate, ¥ (12, N = 450) =
16.03, p = .19. The first significant interaction was between Corpus and
1dSoC, %* (4, N = 450) = 37.54, p < .001. The other was between Connective
and 1dSoC, »* (4, N = 450) = 163.86, p < .001. Tables 9 and 10 present the
cross-table analysis.
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60% ONo SoC
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Figure 5. Frequencies and percentages of each IdSoC
category observed in the corpus of Newspaper (N),
Conversation (C) and Microblog (M)
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Figure 6. Frequencies and percentages of each PropAtt
category co-occurring with jirdn,yinwei, and youyu

Table 9. Distribution of 1dSoC types in each corpus (frequencies and standardized residuals)

Identity of SoC
Corpus Speaker Character No SoC Total
Newspaper Count 63 44 43 150
Std. Res. -2.8 3.8 12
Conversation Count 96 15 39 150
Std. Res. 7 -2.0 5
Microblog Count 108 16 26 150
Std. Res. 2.0 -1.8 -1.7
Total 267 75 108 450

As shown by the standardized residuals, the interaction Corpus*IdSoC
was mainly caused by significantly fewer Speaker SoC (s.r. = -2.8) yet more
Character SoC (s.r. = 3.8) in the corpus of Newspaper; in Microblog, by
contrast, there were more Speaker SoC (s.r. = 2.0), yet the frequency of both
Character SoC (s.r. = -1.8) and No SoC (s.r. = -1.7) was relatively low;
Character SoC in Conversation is less frequent than expected (s.r. =-2.0). See
examples (28) and (29) respectively for typical fragments with Speaker SoC
() in microblog posts and Character SoC (people engaged in corruption) in
newspaper texts.
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Table 10. Co-occurring of each 1dSoC type and connective
(frequencies and standardized residuals)

Identity of SoC

Connective Speaker Character No SoC Total

jirdn Count 132 17 1 150
Std. Res. 4.6 -1.6 -5.8

yinwei Count 95 29 26 150
Std. Res. .6 8 -1.7

youyu Count 40 29 81 150
Std. Res. -5.2 8 7.5

Total 267 75 108 450

The interaction Connective*1dSoC can be well demonstrated by the
numerous frequencies of jiran co-occurring with Speaker SoC (s.r. = 4.6) but
few frequencies of No SoC (s.r. = -5.8); and from very high frequency of yéuyu
with No SoC (s.r. = 7.5) and low frequency with Speaker SoC (s.r. = -5.2).

Fragments (27) shows the prototypical use of jirdn with Speaker SoC.
Example (30) illustrates a youyu instance without SoC involved: the causal
relation between “(her) contact information has long been deleted before” and
“now I only have her friends” holds regardless of the intentionality of either
the speaker “I”’ or anyone else.

2.4.4 Linguistic realization of SoC

Data with respect to the last subjectivity feature, LingReal-SoC, are
summarized in Figure 7. Although in the newspaper corpus, three cells had
expected counts less than 5, which marginally violates assumptions in the chi-
square test and log-linear analysis (Field, 2011, pp. 692 & 710), for the sake
of comparability, we still used the log-linear procedure.

The log-linear analysis generated a model containing a significant three-
way interaction between Connective, LingReal-SoC and Corpus, »* (12, N =
450) = 25.37, p = .01. In other words, the overall pattern of LingReal-SoC co-
occurring with connectives differs across corpora. Details can be seen in Table
11.
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Figure 7. Frequencies and percentages of each LingReal-SoC category co-occuring with
Jiran,yinwei, and youyu in Newspaper (N), Conversation (C) and Microblog (M)

Table 11. Co-occurring of LingReal-SoC categories and connective in each corpus
(frequencies and standardized residuals)

LingReal-SoC
Implict Pro-drop Explicit Absent
count s.r. count s.r. count  S.I. count  s.r.
News- jirén 34 3.9 4 14 1 13 1 -35
paper? yinwéi 16 4 0 -14 26 25 8 -1.7
youyld 3 -35 2 .0 11 -13 34 5.2
Total 53 6 48 43 150
Conver- jiran 28 4.2 7 -2 15 -4 0 -3.6
sation® yinwéi 6 -1.9 8 1 25 20 11 -5
yéuya 5 -2.2 8 1 10 -1.6 27 4.0
Total 39 23 50 38 150
Micro- jiran 26 2.0 11 -1 13 -2 0 -2.9
blog® yinwei 25 1.7 8 -10 11 -4 6 -9
youyld 2 -3.7 15 1.1 13 2 20 3.8
Total 53 34 37 26 150

a: x2 (6, N = 150) = 82.99, p <.001; b: %% (6, N = 150) = 62.19, p < .001;
c: x2(6, N = 150) = 47.57, p <.001
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Seen from the raw frequencies and standardized residuals, LingReal-SoC
with regard to jiran was not sensitive to discourse types: in all three corpora,
jiran co-occurred predominantly with Implicit and rarely any Absent. The
three-way interaction was resulted mainly from the different behaviors of
yinwei and yOuyU across corpora.

The category involved in yéuyu is especially Pro-drop, the frequency of
which is relatively low in newspapers (count = 2) while high in microblogs
(count = 15). (18), repeated here as (33), illustrates a yéuya fragment in
microblogs having a null subject “I”, the SoC responsible for the intentional
act “(I) put on an extra jacket [...]”.

The categories involved in yinwei are Implicit and Explicit. There was a
small amount of implicit SoC instances in the corpus of Conversation (count
= 6; s.r. = -1.9), while many occur in Microblog (count = 25; s.r. = 2.0).
Moreover, the occurrences of Explicit in Microblog (count = 11; s.r. = -.4) are
relatively fewer than those in Conversation (count = 25; s.r. = 2.0) and
Newspaper (count = 26; s.r. = 2.5). Example (26), repeated here as (34),
illustrates a typical use of yinwei having an implicit SoC in microblog posts:
the blogger suggests “please smile while picking up the phone” because
“people on the other side can feel it”, but he/she remains implicit in the
utterance. Example (24), repeated as (35) below, illustrates an explicit SoC
co-occurring with yinwéi in oral communication.

(33) YOuyu P [huodong changdi kaojin haibian, winshang tébié 1éng,]
sudyi Q chimén de shihou @ duo jia le jian yishang.]
Yéuyl P [the activity venue was close by the sea, it would be very
cold at night,] sudyi ‘so’ Q [(I) put on an extra jacket while leaving
home (for the activity).]

(34) Q [Naqi dianhua de shihou qing wéixiao,] yinwei P [duifang néng
ganjué dao!]
Q [Please smile while picking up the phone,] yinwéi P [people on the
other side can feel it!]

(35) Yinwei P [zuowéi xuéshéng @ méiyou zijide dianshi,] suéyi Q [néng
zai nd kan (NBA) wo jiu zaina kan.]
Yinwéi P [as a student, (I) don’t have my own TV,] sudyi ‘so’ Q [l
then watch (NBA) wherever | can.]
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245 Forward-linking and backward-linking yznweéi’s
Yinwei stands out among the three connectives for often linking both forward

and backward causal relations. Presented in Figure 8 is the distribution of the
categories of each subjectivity feature in the two sequences.

Domain PropAttt 1dSoC LingReal-SoC
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60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
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Fwd Bwd Fwd Bwd Fwd Bwd Fwd Bwd
Fact

B Non-vol. content 0 Fac W Absent

W Physical act ENo SoC .
W Vol. content W Explicit

B Mental act B Character
MW Epistemic B ProDrop

W Judgment MW Speaker

W Implicit

WSpeech act W Speech act P

Figure 8. Frequencies and percentages of categories of each feature co-occuring with
Fwd/Bwd yinwei

The log-linear analyses for the relationship between causality order,
subjectivity, and corpus were summarized in Table 12. For each of the four
subjectivity features, we obtained a model containing three sets of two-way
interactions. The fit for each model was adequate (p > 0.38).
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Table 12. Yinwei: relationships between causality order, subjectivity and corpus

Effects Chi-Square  df Sig.  Goodness-of-Fit (Pearson)
Corpus*Domain 17.01 6 .009 2 _ _
CausalityOrder*Corpus 13.32 2 .001 @ N= _15(3)% =645,
CausalityOrder*Domain 23.15 3 .000 P=.
Corpus*PropAtt 17.71 8 .024 ’ _ _
Causalityorder=Corpus 11.90 2 .003 @ N= _1521 =823,
Causalityorder*PropAtt 29.37 4 .000 P=.
Corpus*ldSoC 15.85 4 .003 ’ _ _
CausalityOrder*Corpus 17.97 2 .000 @ N= :15% =420,
CausalityOrder*1dSoC 15.23 2 .000 p=.
Corpus*LingReal-SoC 26.14 6 .000 ) _ _
CausalityOrder*Corpus 9.47 2 .009 @ N= _15223 =3.96,
CausalityOrder*LingReal-SoC ~ 29.13 3 .000 p=

Directly relevant to RQ3 are the two-way interactions between the
causality order and each subjectivity feature. They showed that the
subjectivity characteristics of yinwei used in the two positions differed
significantly from each other. The lack of three-way interactions demonstrated
that this relationship was not dependent on the factor of corpus. A cross-table
analysis on the interaction between Fwd/Bwd yinwéi’s and subjectivity was
singled out and presented in Table 13.

Table 13. Co-occurring of Fwd/Bwd yinwei and each category of the four subjectivity
features (frequencies and standardized residuals)

Fwd yinwéi Bwd yinwéi
Count Std. Res. Count Std. Res. Total
Speech act 1 -1.6 18 9 150
Domain  Epistemic 4 -2.6 53 1.4
Vol. content 17 1.7 31 -1.0
Non-vol.content 13 2.8 13 -1.6
Speech act 1 -1.6 18 9 150
Judgment 4 -2.6 53 1.4
PropAtt  Mental act 4 -7 20 4
Physical act 15 3.3 13 -1.8
Fact 11 2.6 11 -14
Speaker 13 -1.9 82 1.1 150
1dSoC Character 9 8 20 -5
No SoC 13 2.8 13 -1,6
Implicit 0 -3.3 47 1.8 150
LingReal- Pro-drop 8 2.2 8 -1.2
SoC Explicit 15 1 47 A

Absent 12 2.6 13 -14
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Fwd yinwei displayed a clear objective profile in that it co-occurred
significantly more often with the objective categories of each feature, i.e.,
Non-vol. content (s.r. = 2.8), Physical act (s.r. = 3.3), Fact (s.r. = 2.6), and No
SoC (s.r. = 2.8). By contrast, Bwd yinwei showed an apparent preference for
the more subjective categories, i.e., Epistemic and Judgment (both, count = 53;
s.r. = 1.4), Speaker SoC (82 out 150, s.r. = 1.1) and Implicit (s.r. = 1.8);
however, it co-occurred less frequently with the objective categories, e.g.,
Physical act (s.r. = -1.8), Non-vol. content and No SoC (both, s.r. = -1.6).

Example (36) illustrates the use of Fwd yinwei signaling a non-volitional
content relation: the fact that “(they) live close to each other” leads to the fact
that “(they) often encounter on the way to market”; Q-segment “(they) often
encounter on the way to market” is a physical fact; and there is no need to
refer to an SoC for the interpretation of this causal relation. Example (31),
repeated here as (37), illustrates Bwd yinwei signaling an epistemic relation:
the fact that “you know everything ([...])” leads to the conclusion “[...], you
should be able to [...]”, which is constructed by the speaker who is put implicit
in the utterance.

(36) Yinwei P [@ zhu dé jin,] Q [@ changhui zai maicai lushang xiangyt.]
Yinwéi P [(they) live close to each other,] Q [(they) often encounter
(each other) on the way to market.]

(37) Q [Ruguod ni ydu- you zhe yibaiwan, @ yinggai néng zai ziji de ziiguo
shénghu6 dé géng- bi dao waigud qu, qu génghdo.] Yinweéi P [ni
shénme dongxi dou zhidao.]

Q [If you have, have a million (Rmb), (you) should be able to live a
better, compared to, to living abroad, better life in your home country.]
Yinwéi P [you know everything (in your home country).]

Another significant interaction that caught our attention was that between
causality order and corpus. Previous studies by Big (1995) and Song and Tao
(2009) have found different distributions of the two sequences in written vs
spoken discourse. For a close look at the results from our data, we made a
cross-table analysis (Table 14) to illustrate this specific interaction.
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Table 14. Distribution of Fwd/Bwd yinwei in each corpus
(frequencies, percentages and standardized residuals)

Fwd yinwei Bwd yiwei

Count  Perc. Std. Res. Count  Perc. Std. Res. Total
Newspaper 8 16% -11 42 84% .6 100%
Conversation 22 44% 3.0 28 56% -1.7 100%
Microblog 5 10% -2.0 45 90% 1.1 100%

Across the three corpora, backward sequence occurred more frequently
than forward sequence. The overwhelming predominance was found in the
corpora of Newspaper and Microblog. In Conversation, however, the
occurrence of forward sequence was significantly more than expected (s.r. =
3.0), a typical instance of which is (36) above. (38) exemplifies a backward
sequence in microblogs (90%).

(38) Q [Zhichang yOongyudn buhui taiping,] yinwéi P [rénxin yOngyuin
dou buhui taiping.]
Q [There will never be peace in career,] yinwéi P [there will never be
peace in people’s mind.]

2.4.6  The relative importance of subjectivity features

To measure the importance of the four subjectivity features, and the causality
order as well, in predicting the occurrence of jiran, yinweéi, or youyu, we
carried out a conditional inference trees analysis and random forests analysis*'.
These are non-parametric tree-structure models of regression and
classification, with the advantage of unbiased feature selection and the
returned p values presenting the respective confidence level (Levshina, 2015,
pp. 291-300).

Figure 9 is the conditional inference tree that represents the decision rules
determining the use of jirdn, yinwei or youyu under the specified condition.
Splits were made upon the random selection of the pre-specified features.
Causality order (Node 1) proved to have the strongest association with the
split: backward structure directly predicts almost only yinwei (Node 9).
Among the forward structures, PropAtt (Node 2) was the most important
feature. If it was Speech act or Judgment, the predicted connective was

11 Both analyses were enabled by R-package “party” (Levshina, 2015, pp. 291-300).
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predominantly jiran (about 85% of the 147 fragments, Node 3). If it was
Physical act or Fact, the 1dSoC (Node 6) determined the further distinction.
In the case of Speaker SoC or No SoC, seen in Node 7, y6uyu accounted for
80% of the 126 cases, while there was hardly any jiran. Character SoC, as
shown in Node 8, predicted mainly y6uyu (60%), but also jiran and yinwei
(both roughly 20%). Mental act predicted moderately equal chances of jiran
and yoéuya (both slightly over 40%, Node 5). No impact of domain or the
LingReal-SoC was detected. The predictive value of this model was
substantial (C = 0.84).
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Figure 9. Conditional inference tree (the outcome of the binary recursive partitioning)

Figure 10 is the outcome of the random forests analysis that suggests the
conditional impact of variables on the connectives’ profiles. In our case,
Causality order had the strongest impact, followed in turn by PropAtt and
Domain. The 1dSoC and LingReal-SoC had weak impact on the predictions.
The predictions of this model were substantial as well (C = 0.85).
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Figure 10. Conditional importance of each subjectivity feature

2.5 Summary of results and discussion

The statistical analysis consisted of two parts. First, we carried out a general
log-linear analysis for each subjectivity feature, which provided us with the
best-fit model for the relationship between connective, subjectivity and
corpus; the follow-up crosstable analysis enabled us to examine the
interactions contributing to the resulted models. Second, to measure the
relative importance of the independent factors, i.e., the four subjectivity
features and the causality order, in predicting the meaning and use of one
connective other than another, we employed the conditional inference trees
and random forests analyses. Subsections 2.5.1-2.5.3 present the summary of
the results and a discussion of the four research questions.

2.5.1 Research questions 1 and 2

The linguistic and textual differences typical of discourse in each corpus is, to
a large extent, supported by our data. More specifically, it follows the
significant two-way interactions between corpus and domain/Propst/IdSoC.
Interestingly, we did not find a corpus effect on the interactions between
connective and domain/PropAtt/IdSoC. This strongly supports the analysis
that these three subjectivity characteristics are intrinsic to jiran, yinwei and
youyu. Analysis of the standardized residuals showed that across corpora, (1)
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jiran systematically and prototypically signals relations of the subjective
domains, i.e. speech act and epistemic relations, in which Q-segments are
predominantly instances of speech act and judgment; the subjective causal
relations and propositional attitudes are conceptualized predominantly by
speaker SoC. (2) Yéuyd, by contrast, was found to systematically and
prototypically signal relations in the objective domains, i.e. volitional and
non-volitional content relations, generally involving no SoC and an extremely
high number of Q-segments expressing physical act and fact. (3) Yinwéi co-
occurs roughly equally with both the subjective and objective categories, with
aslight inclination to relations in the epistemic and volitional content domains,
to propositional attitude of judgment, mental act and fact, and to speaker SoC.

The interaction between connective and LingReal-SoC, however,
appeared sensitive to corpus variation. This is worth special attention, because
it is directly related to research question 2: does the semantic-pragmatic
profile of a given connective remain robust or does it vary across corpora?

It might be possible that this result was an accidental issue due to the low
expected counts in three cells of written corpus (see Subsection 2.4.4).
However, the three-way interaction regarding this feature was also found in
Li and colleagues (2016: 31), which adds to our confidence that the linguistic
reference to SoC in a causal construction tends to be influenced by the context
in which it occurs.

The standardized residuals in Table 11 (Subsection 2.4.4) provided us
with insight into the specific interactions. Jiran co-occurred predominantly
with implicit SoC in all three corpora, which corresponds with the subjective
profile formulated by the interactions between jirdn and the other three
features domain/PropAtt/IdSoC. As for youyd, it was pro-drop that appeared
sensitive to discourse types: especially rare in newspapers yet numerous in
microblogs. A possible explanation is that the formal-informal style contrast
between newspaper and microblog discourse has contributed to this variation.
To our knowledge, no literature has yet associated pro-drop in Chinese with
the notion of subjectivity. Its particular influence (if any) on the subjectivity
profile of ybuyl remains unclear, which might be a topic worth exploring in
the future. Nevertheless, the most objective category, i.e., absent SoC, takes
up the great majority of the occurrences in each corpus, which confirms the
objective profile of youyu as established with regard to domain, PropAtt, and
1dSoC.

Things become more complicated with yinwei: the frequency of implicit
SoC is relatively high in microblogs and low in spontaneous conversations,
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whereas the pattern with explicit SoC is just the opposite. In other words, the
construal of SoC appears more subjective in the context of microblogs than
oral communication. Note that this agrees with our findings that the microblog
texts tend to have relatively more subjective characteristics than the
conversations (see Tables 5, 7 and 9 for the distribution of domain, PropAtt
and 1dSoC categories across corpora). Seen from our data, causal relations
constructed in conversations do feature the description of everyday
experience, as can be seen in (32), repeated here as (39). Bloggers, while
constructing a causal event, seem to aim at conveying their personal opinions,
which gives rise to a more subjective context characteristic of argumentation,
e.g. (38), repeated here as (40).

(39) Aiya, néitian zdoshang, yinwei P [tou yitian winshang wo chi de
taidudle, chi buxia,] sudyi Q [ chile xiangjiao qingqing changzi.]
Oops! That morning, yinwei P [the night before that morning, | had
too much food and couldn’t eat any more next morning,] sudyi ‘so’ Q
[(D) first had a banana for digestion.]

(40) Q [Zhichang yOongyudn buhui taiping,] yinwéi P [rénxin ydngyuin
dou buhui taiping.]
Q [There will never be peace in career,] yinwéi P [there will never be
peace in people’s mind.]

To sum up, the above results and discussion provide answers to research
questions 1 and 2. First, jirén, yinwei, and youyu are distinctively categorized
in terms of subjectivity: jiran is the most subjective connective, youyu the least
subjective; yinwei is neutral in general. Similar as its counterpart because in
English, yinwei has a hypernym-status as a causal connective (Knott &
Sanders, 1998), capable of marking causal relations that are prototypically
expressed by either jiran or youyd. Second, the prototypical subjective profile
of jirdn and objective profile of youyu are robust across discourse of either
newspaper, spontaneous conversation, or microblog. Yinwei is basically
neutral across all discourse types, especially with regard to the features of
domain, PropAtt and the identity of SoC, although the linguistic construal of
SoC seems to be more subjective (implicit) in microblog texts while less
subjective (explicit) in conversations and newspaper texts.
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2.5.2 Research question 3

Zooming in on yinwei, we analyzed the subjectivity profiles of Fwd yinwei
and Bwd yinwei individually. It was found that the ‘two’ yinwei’s differed
systemically from each other with respect to every feature and that the
distinctions were all independent of corpus variation. More specifically, Fwd
yinwei proved to be very objective, signaling prototypically the volitional and
non-volitional content relations with predominant Q-segments of physical act
and fact. The SoC (either speaker or character) was explicitly referred to or
was simply absent (no SoC) in the consequent. Bwd yinwei, by contrast,
showed a tendency to co-occur with more subjective categories: epistemic
relations and Q-segments expressing judgment which are conceptualized
predominantly by speaker SoC, either implicit or explicit.

Moreover, we also found a significant distributional variation of forward
and backward causal constructions across corpora. In all three corpora,
backward construction Q, yinwei P is more frequent, which conforms to the
reports in literatures using written and spoken data (Big, 1995; Song & Tao,
2009).

However, unlike the above-mentioned studies, the extreme inclination
towards backward structure was found in our microblog corpus, rather than in
the corpus of conversations. We found many instances of forward structure
yinwei P, Q in conversation data (44%). The explanation might lie in the fact
that the type of the spoken database varies in each study, in terms of the
speaker-addressee relationship and the setting of communication (having an
audience or not). What are used are telephone speech between friends in Song
and Tao (2009) and daily conversations in Big (1995), while in the current
study, the conversations are over telephone (most of them do not previously
know each other) and TV talk-show programs. It can be argued from the socio-
cultural perspective (Young 1994) that, in conversational exchanges, the
reasoning model of “yinwéi P, (suoyi ‘so’) Q”, namely, the inductive
reasoning from premise to conclusion, e.g. (39), is considered more
collaborative and considerate. The analytic causality, where conclusions are
directly imposed upon the addressee, e.g. (40), could be a face-threatening act
(Brownand Levinson 1987) to both the speaker and the addressee. Another
possible concern of this premise-first preference might be that, by attributing
causality to the circumstances first, speakers avoid taking much personal
agency.
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2.5.3 Research question 4

The analyses of conditional inference trees and random forests provided a
clear picture of the importance status of the five independent factors. More
specifically, causality order was the most effective feature in the model.
However, since there are barely any case of backward causal constructions
signaled with jirdn or youyu in our data, this effect applies only to yinweéi. This
has been confirmed by the distinctive profiles of yinwei defined in the two
positions. PropAtt was the second important feature. Speech act or judgment
predicted predominantly the occurrence of jiran, whereas physical act or fact
predicted that of youyl. IdSoC came in the third place. Among the Q-segments
that express physical act or fact, when the Speaker SoC or No SoC is involved,
the connective observed is substantially yéuyd; when it is Character SoC, the
observations contain mainly yéuyd, but also some jiran and yinwéi. The
predicted results have reflected, to a large extent, the profiles of connectives
generated through log-linear analyses. Given the fact that each feature is
selected automatically by the program, the subjectivity features defined in the
present study (and the previous studies alike) are reliably justified for their
significance of categorizing causal connectives.

2.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, we aim to gain a better insight into the cognitive system
underlying people’s categorization of causal relations by focusing on the
semantic-pragmatic profiles (the meaning and use) of Mandarin REASON
connectives jiran, yinwei and yoéuyld. Taking an integrated approach to
subjectivity, we analysed the prototypical subjectivity profiles of causal
constructions signaled by these connectives in terms of four features, each as
a subjectivity predictor. The modification we have made to the existing model
of analysis (Li et al., 2016), more specifically, a finer distinction of categories
within the features of PropAtt and LingReal-SoC, enabled us to evaluate more
precisely the prototypical subjectivity profile of each connective. Moreover,
our statistical analysis and conclusions are built upon systematically selected
discourse that is as distinct as printed newspapers, spontaneous conversations,
and microblog posts. The range of discourse types provide a solid basis for
establishing the specific profiles of the connectives. Furthermore, the relative
strength of domain, PropAtt, 1dSoC, LingReal-SoC, and causality order in
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distinguishing one connective from another is also measured. From both a
theoretical and a methodological perspective, our study adds Mandarin
Chinese, which is typologically different from European languages, to the
database of languages that demonstrate the significance of the integrated
account for the cognitive mechanism underlying the coherence relations in
discourse, specifically here, causal coherence, and the linguistic markers that
express them, namely, causal connectives.

This study is also prone to some limitations. First, the objectivity bias we
have taken for ambiguous cases contributes to the reliability of the analyses,
but it may affect their wvalidity (over-coding of objective features).
Nonetheless, as the total number of ambiguous cases is rather low (for details,
see Section 2.3.3), we believe the bias will not have a significant effect on the
results. Secondly, following our coding rules, there is a high correlation
between a relation domain and the corresponding PropAtt. The correlation
only breaks down in the case of volitional content domain in which the
PropAtt is either mental act or physical act, both involving the intentionality
of SoC. This explains why domain is not present in the conditional inference
trees, whereas PropAtt has displayed great importance in the model. An
interesting issue for follow-up research is whether the predictor domain is
needed in a parsimonious but cognitively plausible model of analysis.

The present study has generated some topics that are worth studying in
the future. It might be interesting to further explore the possible pragmatic and
cognitive implications associated with the linguistic device pro-drop in
discourse and the linguistic reference to SoC (implicit vs explicit) in yinwei
fragments, the two categories found to vary across our corpora. Last, our
explanation for the relatively frequent occurrences of forward yinwei
construction in our spoken data, which is now stated in socio-cultural terms,
is tentative at best; systematically selected and more varied spoken data
resources are definitely needed for a clearer discussion of this topic.
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Appendix 1 Relative frequency of jiran, yinwéi and youyu across
corpora

The table below presents the relative frequencies of jiran, yinwei and youyu
occurring in the corpus of newspaper, spontaneous conversations and
microblog discourse (per million characters). Analysis of the standardized
residuals shows that youyu is typical in newspaper articles and atypical in
spontaneous conversations (on telephone and TV programs); whereas for
yinwei, which overall is the most frequent connective, the opposite holds'.
Jirén is also atypical in newspapers. In microblogs, none of these connectives
is found to occur significantly more or less than expected.

The occurrence of jiran, yinwei and youyU in each corpus per million characters
(relative frequencies and standardized residuals)

Jiran Yinwéi Yéuyl

Newspaper @ Count 10.25 145.47 228.98
Std. Res. -2.53 -9.58 26.64

Conversation % Count 65.93 1640.76 49.28
Std. Res. 1.26 4.09 -11.50

Microblog © Count 17.62 276.23 27.37
Std. Res. -0.21 0.78 -1.87

afrom Linguistic Data Consortium (LDC); ® from Media Language Corpus (MLC);
¢ from Beijing Language and Culture University Chinese Corpus (BCC)
¥ (4) =962.42, p <.001

12 These frequencies are based on string searches in the corpora; the frequencies therefore
disregard the fact that yinwéi and youyU can also be used as prepositions. For a brief view of
the frequencies of the connective vs prepositional uses of yinwei and yduyu, please refer to
Section 2.3.1 Corpus and data collection.
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Suoyi ‘so’, they are different: an integrated subjectivity
account of Mandarin RESULT connectives in
conversation, microblog and newspaper discourse*

3.1 Introduction

Discourse is not an arbitrary set of utterances but the mental representation of
the utterances that are interrelated, or coherent, in Hobbs’ (1979) term. For
example, people do not generally interpret the two segments in example A
below as presenting two independent events. They identify a causal relation
between the two: the first segment “it is going to be a nice day tomorrow” acts
as the reason for the following segment “you are lucky”. The causal relation
can be more explicitly illustrated by fragment Al or A2.

A It is going to be a nice day. You are lucky.
Al Itisgoing to be a nice day tomorrow, so you are lucky.
A2 You are lucky, because it is going to be a nice day tomorrow.

A coherence relation is 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 et al., 1992, p.2). It is characterized in terms of the
inferences that can be drawn between discourse segments (Hobbs, 1979).
Take fragment B for example. Here, several relations can be inferred between
the two segments. It can be additive, as in B1; it can be causal, as in B2; it can
also be concessive, as in B3.

B Tom loves winter. He is a professional skier.

B1 Tom loves winter, and he is a professional skier.

B2 Tom loves winter, because he is a professional skier.
B3 Tom loves winter, but then, he is a professional skier.

! This chapter is submitted for publication as Xiao, H., Li, F., Sanders, T.J.M. & Spooren,
W.P.M.S. Sudyi 'so', they are different: the subjectivity approach to the meaning and use of
Mandarin RESULT connectives.
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Coherence is a cognitive and not a linguistic entity in that creating a
coherent interpretation does not necessarily depend onits linguistic realization
in the discourse (Hobbs, 1979; Knott & Dale, 1994; Mann & Thompson, 1986;
Sanders et al., 1992; Sanders & Spooren, 2001). Nonetheless, coherence
markers have important functions to help people build the mental
representation of the relationship between discourse segments. In this study,
we focus on one of the discourse coherence relations and the expressing
coherence markers, namely, the causal relations and causal connectives (with
which we mean the coordinating and subordinating conjunctions that express
coherence relations at discourse level). Empirical studies using either corpus
data of natural discourse or experimental methods have found that RESULT
connectives such as ‘so’ and ‘as a result’ in several languages differ
systematically in their prototypical meaning and use. The differences have
been successfully modelled in terms of subjectivity. This holds, for instance,
for daardoor ‘as a result’ vs daarom ‘that’s why’ vs dus ‘so’ in Dutch, as a
result vs for this reason in English, de ce fait ‘as a result’ vs ¢ ’est pourquoi
¢ that’s why”’ vs donc ‘so’ in French, and yuUshi ‘as a result’ vs kéjian ‘therefore’
in Chinese (e.g. Anderson, 2016; Li et al., 2013; Pander Maat & Degand, 2001,
Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000, 2001).

The linguistic categories of causal connectives show that language users
distinguish between different types of causal relations. Focusing on the
meaning and use of four Mandarin RESULT connectives? kéjian, sudyi, yinci,
and yushi, the current study aims to investigate the system underlying the
distinctions between the causal connectives. Though highly similar on both
syntactic and semantic levels, these connectives are not freely interchangeable
in actual language use. For example, the mutual substitution of kéjian and
yashi in fragments® (1) and (2) gives rise to serious acceptability problems.
Neither the semantic nature of the two connectives nor the semantics of the
two relations allows for the exchange. K¢jian ‘therefore’, literally meaning ‘it
can be seen that’, is intrinsically indicative of a personal perspective and/or
motivation when drawing a conclusion. Hence, in (1), the reasoning from the

2 Other Mandarin RESULT connectives cong'ér, yin'ér and yizhi are not included in this
study because of their extremely low frequencies, especially in spoken and microblog discourse.

3 All the illustrative fragments in this paper are from our corpora (see Section 3.3.1 for
detailed information). The symbol <@> in Mandarin text stands for a null subject (pro-drop),
which is recovered and put in parentheses () in the translated text. The asterisk <*> and the
question mark <?> indicate a problematic and a doubtful use of the connective, respectively.
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antecedent (P) “we always describe a beauty as having big eyes and a small
mouth” to the consequent (Q) “having a pair of big eyes seems to be a
necessary feature of a standard beauty” is well acceptable even in the absence
of the epistemic marker sihii ‘seem to’. YUshi can be interpreted as
‘thereupon/as a result’. It usually introduces a consequence or an activity
triggered by the situation in P, as can be seen in (2): that “the villagers nearby
saw that [...]” leads to their action “came to find B&iying Weén one after
another, [...]”. When it comes to suoyi ‘so’ and yinci, literally meaning ‘for
this [reason]’, it is doubtful whether they fit well in (1). Intuitively, the
acceptability of sudyi and yinci is largely increased by the presence of siki
‘seem to’ in the Q-segment, which helps to soften the impact of the purely
subjective flavor of reasoning from P to Q. The use of sucyi and yinci in (2)
leads to two readings of the relation. One is from the perspective of the
participants, “the villagers nearby”, who take the intentional action “came to
find Béiying Weén [...]” because “they saw that [...]”. In this case, the speaker
acts as a reporter/narrator of the causal event (i.e., a pair of events that stand
in a causal relation to each other). The other is from the perspective of the
speaker, who acts as a conceptualizer herself and, based on her observation,
concludes that “(the villagers nearby) came to find Béiying Wén [...]” because
“they saw that [...]”.

(1) P [Women xingrong méinii zong shud da yinjing, xifo zuiba,]
1PL describe beautiful:woman always say big eye, small mouth
P [We always describe a beauty as having big eyes and a small mouth,]

kéjian / *yuashi/ ?yinci/ ?suoyi,
it can be seen/thereupon/for this reason/so

Q [ydngyou yishuang da yin sihii shi gouchéng bidozhtin méinii de
biyao yinst.]

own one:CLF big eye seem COP form standard beautiful:woman
ATTR necessary factor

Q [having a pair of big eyes seems to be a necessary feature of a
standard beauty.]

(2) P [Fujin canmin kandao yang ji youlikéta, shi zhéngjingbabai de zhifu
10,]
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Nearby villager see raise chicken have:profit:may:expect, COP
serious ATTR make:fortune way

P [The villagers nearby saw that raising chickens was profitable, (and)
a serious way to get rich,]

yushi/ *kéjian/ ?yinci/ ?sudyi
thereupon/it can be seen/for this reason/so

Q [9 fenfen zhaodao Wen Beéiying, yaoqiu zuo jichdng de yangjihu.]
ADV find Wen Beéiying, require become chicken:farm GEN
raise:chicken:family

Q [(the villagers) came to find Béiying Wen one after another, asking
for joining the chicken farm as chicken farmers.]

Previous studies have provided valuable inspirations for the interpretation
of the above relations. The typical function of k¢jian to express the inferential,
or epistemic (to use Sweetser’s [1990] term), causal relations and its capability
to signal a judgment or to draw a conclusion (Li et al., 2013; L0, 1999, p. 335;
Xing, 2001, pp. 40-41) explain why it is the most appropriate connective for
the relation illustrated in (1). Historically, kéjian has gone through a
grammaticalization process from a phrasal verb (“can see”) to a discourse
connective (“it can be seen that”) that specializes in expressing personal
attitudes, comments and judgments (Li, 2012). Such an expressive property
makes it suitable to occur in causal relations perceived from a heavily personal
point of view, without necessarily resorting to explicit epistemic or
perspective markers, nor to some common ground between the speaker and
the addressee. For example, k¢jian (and intuitively only kéjian) fits in the
reasoning trajectory from P to Q in this example: “P [Those women first make
a requirement, that is, he should be a good-tempered man.] Kéjian Q [women
in that country are very miserable.] Their first requirement for a man is to be
good tempered.”

Yushi is characteristic of introducing a dynamic and narrative Q that
indicates an action or a change of state triggered by the situation in P;
moreover, the cause-consequence relation holding between P and Q tends to
be temporally related as well, that is, P happens prior to Q and leads to Q (Guo,
2006; L0, 1999, p.636; Xing, 2001, p. 527; Zhao, 2003). This distinctive
profile of yashi helps to explain the interpretation of the coherence relation
holding in (2). The multiple possible readings when marked with sudyi and
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yinci correspond to the multiple functions of the two connectives in expressing
various types of causal relations, be it expositive, narrative, or argumentative
(or, in Sweetser’s [1990] term, content or epistemic) (Guo, 2006; Li et al.,
2013; Zhao, 2003).

The differences between kéjian, suoyt, yinci, and yashi seem to be aligned
on the subjectivity-objectivity continuum, that is, to introduce the END state
of a causal event as a judgment/conclusion, an (intended) action, or sometimes
a fact in the world. Nevertheless, the study of Mandarin RESULT connectives
has rarely been conducted systematically from the perspective of subjectivity.
An exception is the study by Li et al. (2013), which, however, is restricted to
the analysis of written discourse.

Written and spoken discourse differ substantially with respect to linguistic
and textual features, given the producing and the receiving processes that
differ in writing and speaking. Due to the reader-writer distance in both time
and space dimensions, written language is usually more explicit, detached, and
produced in more integrated and well-planned structures. In contrast, spoken
language is less explicit but more involving and interactional, since both
speaker and addressee have access to the immediate context here and now (see
Chafe, 1982, 1984; Clark, 1996; and the references cited in Xiao et al., 2021,
Chapter 2). Text-based communication between interlocutors on
microblogging platforms in social media such as Microblog, Twitter and
Facebook has been described as “oralized written text”, as if it is a hybrid of
written text and oral speech (Voiskounsky, 1997; Yus, 2011, p. 174).

Such linguistic variations in discourse make explicit the speaker’s
positioning with regard to the content as well as the speaker-interlocutor
interaction in the communication event (cf. De Smet & Verstraete, 2006). It
has been found that written language and spoken language differ in terms of
subjectivity: the marking of subjectivity via the use of mental state predicates
occurs most frequently in conversational language but hardly in written
language (Nuyts, 2001, p. 396). An interesting question to ask is whether the
difference in subjectivity will also be reflected in the linguistic expression of
causal relations in different types of discourse.

A few cross-medium studies on the categorization of causal connectives
have revealed interesting patterns. For example, French parce que ‘because’
is used significantly more often to express speech act and epistemic relations
in telephone speech than in writing, while the use of puisque ‘because’ is
constant: in both speech and writing, it is not found in the content domain, and
is used more often in the epistemic than in the speech act domain (Zufferey,
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2012). Dutch omdat and want ‘because” and Chinese jirdn ‘since’, yinwei and
youyl ‘because’ differ systematically from each other in terms of subjectivity,
and the distinctions remain largely stable across oral speech, written texts and
internet-mediated texts (Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Xiao et al., 2021, Chapter
2).

It is as yet unknown whether or not the subjectivity characteristics of
Mandarin RESULT connectives are sensitive to the specific context of different
discourse types. To get insight into the issue, it is necessary to extend the
empirical foundation of the analysis. Working on corpus data of naturalistic
discourse: newspaper articles, spontaneous conversations, and microblog texts,
we intend to answer the following questions:

RQ1. a: What is the prototypical meaning and use of the RESULT
connectives kéjian, suoyi, yinci, and yashi in terms of subjectivity
in distinctive discourse types?

b: Does the prototypical profile of each connective remain robust or
does it vary across the distinctive discourse types?

RQ2: In what way do the different discourse types show variation with
respect to subjectivity, as far as causal constructions are concerned?

RQ3: Are the various subjectivity features encoded in causal
constructions equally important in characterizing the connectives
under study?

We will first sketch the theoretical background of our approach to
discourse coherence and subjectivity (Section 3.2), followed by the
methodology section in which we introduce the data used in this study and our
model of analysis (Section 3.3). In Section 3.4 we present the results, followed
by a discussion of the results (Section 3.5) and the conclusion (Section 3.6).

3.2 Anintegrated approach to subjectivity

The meaning and use of connectives have been accounted for in terms of the
categories of the relations they tend to express.* Sweetser (1990) distinguished

4 The dichotomous accounts for relation categories are, among others, external/internal
(Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Martin, 1992), subject matter/presentational (Mann & Thompson,
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for example between content domain, epistemic domain and speech act
domain. This is basically a cognitively oriented account that focuses on the
conceptual meaning relations between two discourse segments (Sanders et al.,
1992). When two events/situations are causally related to each other in the
content world, the relation is classified as an instance of content causality,
such as (2) in the previous section: that “the villagers” take the real world
action “came to find B&iying Wen [...]” is because “they saw [...]”. Fragment
(1) illustrates an instance of epistemic causality, which is construed from the
speaker’s point of view: based on her argument “we always describe a beauty
as having [...]”, she draws the conclusion “having [...] seems to be [...]". A
relation holds in the speech act domain when the speaker performs and
motivates a speech act® targeting an addressee, as exemplified in (3): the
speaker suggests “you (the addressee) eat as usual” based on her argument
“you only gain weight if [...]”.

(3) A:P[WO0 gén ni shuo, bu chifan ni zhihui zéngféi.]
1SG to 2SG say, NEG eat:meal 2sG only MOD increase:fat
P [I tell you what, you only gain weight if you do not have normal
meal.]

B: eng.
INJ
Uh.

A: Suoyi Q [wo jianyi ni gai zhaochang chifan.]
S0 1sG suggest 2sG should as:usual eat:meal
Suoyi Q [ suggest you eat as usual.]

One thing worth special attention is that the causal relations exemplified
above all involve a subject of consciousness (SoC), “an animate subject, a
person, whose intentionality is conceptualized as the ultimate source of the
causal event, be it an act of reasoning or some ‘real-world’ activity” (Pander

1988); objective/subjective (Pander Maat & Degand, 2001); semantic/pragmatic (Dijk, 1979;
Sanders, 1997; Sanders et al., 1992;); propositional/illocutionary (Sanders & Spooren, 1999).

5 Speech act is meant here in the classical Austinian sense that an utterance can also be a
social act, such as a declaration, a question, a promise, a piece of advice, namely, a performative
utterance (Austin, 1962; Huang, 2006).
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Maat & Sanders, 2000, p. 64). By contrast, the interpretation of a causal
relation like example (4) does not require a responsible participant, i.e., there
is no SoC: the fact “having alcohol for the first time” leads to the consequence
“I feel a bit dizzy”, which is not an intended act. Therefore, over and above
Sweetser’s trichotomy, relations in the content domain are further refined into
volitional relations, such as example (3), and non-volitional relations, such as
example (4).

(4) P [Jintian shi @ pingshéng diyici h&jiti a wei, chin shéngpijit (houwei
zh&nxin nanhg).]
Today cor this:life first:time drink:alcohol PRT PRT, pure draft:beer
(after:taste real:heart awful)
P [Today, (I) have had alcohol for the first time in (my) life, the pure
draft beer (honestly, the aftertaste is awful).]

YUshi Q [@ xianzai youdidn yun.]
As a result now have:bit dizzy.
Yashi Q [(I) feel a bit dizzy now.]

An integrated notion of subjectivity has been proposed to give a more
detailed account of the distinctions between causal connectives, which takes
into account both the domain-specific nature of the causal relations and
whether or not an SoC is involved in the causal construal (Pander Maat &
Degand, 2001; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000, 2001). Specifically, the
differences and similarities between connectives have been investigated in
view of the distance between the speaker and the SoC, or the degree of the
speaker involvement in the construction of the causal relation. Subjectivity is
operationalized in terms of three relational aspects, each as a predictor of
subjectivity encoded in the construction. The first aspect is the relational
domain that a connective is typically used in, namely, the non-volitional, the
volitional, the epistemic, or the speech act. The consequent, i.e. the END
situation of the causal relation plays a vital role in determining the relation
types (see “Modification to the analytical model” in Section 3.3.2 for more
details). The propositional attitude expressed in the result segment can be an
inevitable consequence or an act resulting from an external or uncontrollable
force (non-volitional), an intentional activity (volitional), a personal
opinion/conclusion (epistemic), or a performative utterance (speech act). The
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degree of subjectivity indicated in these relations increases in the following
order: non-volitional, volitional, and epistemic/speech act relations.

The second aspect that indicates subjectivity is the identity of SoC, which
is closely related to the communicative here and now or the Deictic Center of
Communication of the construction of the causal relation (Sanders et al., 2009;
Traugott, 1989, 1995). When the speaker is responsible for the causal
interpretation, she is identical with the SoC and what are expressed are the
inner thoughts or the intentional acts of the speaker herself. In other words,
there is a high degree of speaker involvement. When a third-person character
is the SoC, both he and the causal event are situated outside the communicative
here and now of the speaker. In this case, the speaker is presenting the causal
relation construed from the character’s perspective. Hence, the speaker is
distanced from the SoC, i.e., the speaker involvement is relatively decreased.

Speech act relations take place in the communicative here and now. The
SoC is necessarily the speaker herself. In epistemic relations, the SoC is
generally the speaker, but there are also contexts where the words are
verbalized by the speaker, while the content is that of a character, for example:
“That guy must be a lawyer, she thought”. In volitional content relations, the
SoC is the agent of a volitional act, be it the speaker or a character. In the case
of non-volitional relations, in which one event leading to another as a concrete
fact, independent of anyone’s intentionality, there is no SOC, and consequently
non-volitional relations expresses the minimum degree of subjectivity.

Another subjectivity feature concerns the linguistic realization of the SoC.
Following Langacker, (1990), the subjective or objective construal of an SoC
depends on whether it functions as the subject or the object of the conception
of the causal relation. If an SoC is explicitly referred to, it is put “on-stage”
and becomes part of the object of the conception; if there is no explicit
reference to an SoC, i.e., if the SoC is “off-stage”, it is the subject of the
conception described by the utterance. In other words, a linguistically explicit
SoC is objectively construed, whereas an implicit SoC is subjectively
construed.

The assumption of the integrated approach is that it allows for a fine-
grained distinction of the communicative function of connectives. This has
been supported by several analyses in different languages, among which
Mandarin Chinese, using authentic corpus data as well as experimental
methods (e.g., Degand & Pander Maat, 2003; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2001;
Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Stukker et al., 2008; Spooren et al., 2010; Xiao et
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al., 2021, Chapter 2). In this study, we will employ this approach to the study
of four Mandarin RESULT connectives kéjian, suoyi, yinci, and yushi.

3.3 Data and model of analysis
3.3.1 Corpus, data type and collection

Our datasets® consist of three corpora: newspaper articles, spontaneous
conversations, and microblog messages. These materials were selected
because they are reasonably representative of written, spoken and internet-
mediated discourse in terms of the producing/reception processes and
potentially the variation of subjectivity.

The newspaper articles were collected from Rénmin Ribao ‘People’s
Daily’ (time span: 1991-1996). It is part of the Mandarin Chinese News Text
corpus LDC95T13 (Wu, 1995). Microblog data’ were taken from Sina Weibo
‘Sina Microblog’. Akin to social networking app Facebook or Twitter, Sina
Weibo is the most popular microblogging platform in China. Our data are
taken from the posts in the year 2013, which is a sub-corpus of BCC (Xun et
al., 2016).

Incorporated in the spoken corpus are conversations over telephone and
in TV interview/talk-show programs. The telephone data consist of two parts.
One is from LDC2005S15/T32 (Fung et al., 2005), which contains 897 calls
between Mandarin speakers from Mainland China (about 150 hours’ audio
and transcripts of 2,030,730 Chinese characters). The other part is from
LDC96S34/T16 (Canavan & Zipperlen, 1996; Wheatley, 1996), which
contains 120 calls between family members from Mainland China (about 18.3

6 We used the following resources to create our datasets: LDC: Linguistic Data
Consortium, hosted by the University of Pennsylvania. https://www.ldc.upenn.edu/; BCC:
Beijing Language and Culture University Corpus Center (BLCU BCC). http://bcc.blcu.edu.cn/;
MLC: Media Language Corpus, developed by the Monitoring and Research Center of National
Broadcast Media Language Resources, Communication University of China.
http://ling.cuc.edu.cn/RawPub/

7 The microblog fragments under analysis are (predominantly) from the personal data. The
corpus BCC makes no distinction between personal and official accounts. We read through the
downloaded fragments and left out those seemingly coming from the official accounts. It is a
content-based screening method, in which posts containing brand/company/institution names,
advertisements, professional subjects from journalism, financial, IT field, etc. were discarded.
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hours audio and transcripts of 303,906 Chinese characters). TV interview/talk-
show conversations are extracted from four programs: Liyu you yué ‘A Date
with Luyw’, Shihua shishuo ‘Tell It like It Is’, Qiangqiang sanrénxing ‘Behind
the Headlines’, and Xinwén huikéting ‘People in the News’. These data stem
from two corpus resources. One is Linguistic Data Consortium (LDC), from
which we obtained in total 93 hours’ audio and corresponding transcripts of
1,199,777 Chinese characters (Glenn et al. 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016; Walker et
al. 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016). The other is MLC (2005), from which we made
use of the transcripts for the programs Luyu you yué (1,994,244 Chinese
characters) and Qianggidang sanrénxing (5,903,852 Chinese characters).

From each corpus, 50 fragments marked with kéjian, sudyi, yinci and
yGshi, respectively, were randomly collected for further analysis (600
fragments in total). The tokens kéjian and yashi do not function only as
discourse connectives. K¢jian can also be a verbal phrase ‘can see’ or an
adjective phrase ‘visible’; yushi very often occurs in phrases such as dengyui
shi or xiangdangyi shi ‘be equal to’. For this reason, special attention was
paid to make sure that only causal connective uses of k¢&jian and yushi were
collected. Table 1 presents an overview of the complete datasets and the
corpus information.

Table 1. Corpus size, discourse type and number of sampling fragments for analysis
Kg&jian Sudyi  Yinci Yshi Total

Newspaper (163,393,972) 50 50 50 50 200
Microblog (2,263,211,538) 50 50 50 50 200
Conversations: Telephone (2,334,636) and

TV interview/talk-show (9,097,873) 50 50 50 50 200
Total 150 150 150 150 600

3.3.2 Model of analysis

In line with the integrated notion of subjectivity introduced in Section 3.2, we
analyzed each fragment in terms of three subjectivity features and followed a
three-step procedure in annotation. The first is to annotate the domain of the
causal relation, which is essentially related to the propositional attitude
expressed in the consequent, i.e., the END status of the causal event (referred
to as PropAtt hereafter). The second is to identify the subject responsible for
the causal relation, i.e., the identity of SoC (IdSoC). The third step is to
annotate the linguistic realization of the SoC (hereafter LingReal-SoC). Each
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feature contains several categories that differ in their degree of subjectivity
(Table 2). Subsequently, the analysis tests whether there are systematic co-
occurring patterns between each connective and the subjectivity features, and
whether or not the patterns remain robust across corpora.

Table 2. Model of integrated subjectivity

Subjectivity feature high...ocoovveee. Subjectivity degree................... low
PropAtt (Domain) Speech act/Judgment ... Mental act ... Physical act ... Fact
Identity of SoC Speaker ... Character ... No SoC

LingReal-SoC Implicit ... Pro-drop ... Explicit ... Absent

The basis of this model was built up in previous studies on Dutch causal
connectives (Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Spooren et al. 2010) and Mandarin
causal connectives (Li et al., 2013; Li et al., 2016; Xiao et al., 2021, Chapter
2). The major difference is that we have merged the domain of the relation
and the propositional attitude of the result segment (Table 3).

Table 3. Paraphrase test for determining domain and the domain-PropAtt correlation

Domain PropAtt Paraphrase test

Speech act Speech act The fact that P leads to the speaker here and now
asking/suggesting/offering/commanding, etc. the
addressee that Q.

Epistemic Judgment The fact that P leads to the SoC’s conclusion here
and now that Q.

Vol. content Mental/Physical act The fact that P leads to the SoC’s intentional
mental/physical act that Q.

Non-vol. content  Fact The fact that P leads to the fact that Q. No
intentionality is involved.

P : the cause segment Q : the result segment

Modification to the analytical model

Compared to the previous studies, the current model has left out the relation
domain as a subjectivity predictor. The reason for this is that the value of
domain can be predicted on the basis of the value of PropAtt.
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Domain and PropAtt are conceptually different: the former stands for the
category of coherence relation holding between P and Q; the latter concerns
only the propositional content of Q. Nevertheless, the domain of a causal
relation depends substantially on the property of the END status of a causal
relation. This has been well supported in the literature. For example, the
paraphrase test (Sanders, 1997) is widely used to systematically analyze
coherence relations. This test states that a relation is pragmatic (speech act and
epistemic domain) if it has a Q-segment that expresses a(n)
advice/claim/conclusion, whereas semantic relations (content domain) have
Q-segments expressing fact/action. A similar correlation between the two
concepts is demonstrated in the analysis of the construction “p, parce que
‘because’ q” by Groupe Lambda-1 (1975) and Lambrecht, Bordeaux and
Reichle (2006) referred to in Zufferey (2012). These authors find that in the
content domain, the END situation in p is something which “must be known
by the hearer” (e.g. is part of his/her world knowledge), while it is “not known”
in the epistemic and speech act domains (e.g. is a speaker’s conclusion)
(Zufferey, 2012, p. 140). They further conclude that p in the epistemic domain
contains a conclusion, and a speech act in the speech act domain (Zufferey,
2012). Another reason for discarding domain as a predictor is that PropAtt
plays an essential role in determining the property of the complex sentence in
Chinese. Zhao (2003, pp. 27-28) claims that the jingtai ‘static’ or dongtai
‘dynamic’ and the yirdn ‘realis’ or wéirdn ‘irrealis’ status of a complex
sentence depends on the status of the Q-segment being static or dynamic and
being realis or irrealis.

The domain-PropAtt correlation is also manifest in the study on Mandarin
causal connectives in written discourse (Li et al., 2013, pp. 93-95, 2016, pp.
29-31). Specifically, a Q-segment of speech act and judgment figures in the
speech act and the epistemic domain, respectively, whereas the content
domain (both volitional and non-volitional) correlates with fact (mental and
physical). An approximation of the model is that intentionality was not
considered strictly as a rule of distinguishing between the cases within either
mental fact or physical fact. This obscures, to some extent, the predictive
power of these two categories, since intentionality is the key element in a
subjectivity account. However, it should be noted that whether or not there is
involvement of intentionality in the Q-segment is taken into account in the
paraphrase test for the volitional/non-volitional domain, which adds to our
argument for leaving out domain or PropAtt when the correlation occurs.
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In the latest version of the integrated subjectivity model (Xiao et al., 2021,
Chapter 2), PropAtt is classified on the basis of both the propositional content
of the Q-segment and the involvement of an SoC in it. The direct outcome of
this classification is a high correlation between domain and PropAtt. Given
that PropAtt stood out as the most decisive variable in the analyses of random
forests and conditional inference trees (see Section 2.4.6 in that chapter), it
seems to make sense to keep PropAtt in the model and leave out domain.

In short, dropping domain as a separate variable makes the model more
parsimonious and descriptively adequate. That is why the present study uses
the updated three-variable model. Other modifications regarding the
categorization of PropAtt and LingReal-SoC are presented in the respective
sections.

Propositional attitude of the consequent

PropAitt is classified into five categories, which is based on the propositional
content of the result segment (Q), and whether or not intentionality is involved
in it. The degree of subjectivity increases successively from fact, physical act,
mental act, to judgment/speech act.

First, Q is annotated as speech act if it represents a performative utterance,
namely, an illocutionary or perlocutionary act that is intended for the
addressee and initiated here and now by the speaker (cf. Footnote 5 and Table
3 in this chapter). For example, in fragment (3), repeated as (5) for
convenience,® that “you only gain weight if [...]” leads the speaker (I) to
suggest you (the addressee) to “eat as usual”.

(5) A: P [WO6 gén ni shuo, bu chifan ni zhi hui zéng féi.]
P [I tell you what, you only gain weight if you don’t have normal
meal.]

B: En...
Uh...

A: Sudyi Q [wo jianyi ni gai zhaochang chifan.]
Suoyi Q [ suggest you eat as usual.]

8 For ease of reading, we dropped the interlinear glossing in the repeated examples.
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Secondly, Q is annotated as judgment when it expresses feelings, opinions,
attitudes, beliefs and evaluations. In other words, the interpretation of what is
expressed has to refer to the person who judges, concludes, evaluates, etc. An
example is (1), repeated as (6), in which Q expresses the speaker’s opinion
that “having a pair of big eyes seems to be a necessary feature of a standard
beauty”.

(6) P [Women xingrong méinii zong shud da yinjing, xido zuiba.] K&jian,
Q [yongyou yishuang da yan sihii shi gouchéng bidozhlin méinii de
biyao yinsu.]

P [We always describe a beauty as having big eyes and a small mouth.]
Kéjian, Q [having a pair of big eyes seems to be a necessary feature
of a standard beauty.]

Thirdly, Q is annotated as mental act if the predicate represents an
intentional activity indicating a change of mental state or an opinion/decision
coming into being that takes place in the mental world of the agent. For
example, in (7), “he” came to the decision of “deliver[ing] the money order to
the county of Nanyue by himself”.

(7) P [Jiaoshijié zaiji, xinhuikuin zai yinhang zhishio zhduzhuidn yi
xingqi.]
Teacher:festival coming, mail:post:money in bank supL:little turn
over one week
P [Teacher’s Day is around the corner, and mail transfer via bank
would take at least one week.]

Yushi, Q [ta juéding ba huipiao qinzi song dao nanyué xian.]
Thereupon, 3sG decide PREP post:ticket self deliver to Nanyue:PRO
county

Yushi, Q [he decided to deliver the money order to the county of
Nanyue by himself.]

Fourthly, Q is annotated as physical act if the predicate represents an
intentional activity of the agent taking place and observable in the physical
world. An example is (2), repeated below as (8): Here Q expresses the action
of the villagers of “com[ing] to find B&iying Wén one after another, asking
for joining the chicken farm as chicken farmers”.
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(8) P [Fujin cinmin kandao yang ji you li ké t0, shi zhéngjingbabai de

zhifu lu.] Yashi Q [@ fenféen zhdodao Weén Beéiying, yaoqit zud
jichang de yang ji hu.]
P [The villagers nearby saw that raising chickens was profitable, a
serious way to get rich.] Yushi Q [(the villagers) came to find B&iying
Wen one after another, asking for joining the chicken farm as chicken
farmers.]

Fifthly, and last, Q expresses a fact if it describes an event or situation
which is caused or takes place independent of any speech participant’s
intentionality, namely, an inevitable and/or unintended consequence, be it in
the physical or the mental world. In example (9), “in the past, there was a joke
in Liuzhou, [...]” illustrates a fact in the world, i.e., the existence of a joke in
the local area.

(9) P [Suantan yéshi Litizhou jigtéu zui pubian de xidochitan zhiyi,]
Sour:stall also:cop Liuzhou street:head SUPL common ATTR
small:eat:stall of:one
P [Sour food stall is also one of the most popular street food stalls in
Liuzhou,]

yinci, Q [guoqu litizhou you ju wanxiaohua shud, xidng kan Litizhdu
méinli, qu suantanshang zhio, kénding shi zuidud de.]

for this (reason), past Liuzhou have CLF joke saying, want see
Liuzhou beautiful:woman, go sour:stall:on search, sure COP
SUPL:many PRT

yinci, Q [in the past, there was a joke in Liuzhou, “If you want to see
Liuzhou beauties, go to the sour-food stalls, where you find surely the
most™.]

Note that the illocutionary/perlocutionary value of a speech act can be
presented either as an interrogative (question), an imperative or a declarative
sentence. If Q has the form of a declarative sentence, it is sometimes unclear
whether Q expresses a speech act or describes an act or fact. In such cases we
checked whether Q expresses a speech event in the here and now and targets
an addressee. If this is the case, as in example (5), we coded it as a speech act.
However, the speech-act-like utterance in (10) “I then suggested that we may
as well have a look at [...]” does not take place, nor direct at the addressee, in
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the current communicative here and now. Hence, it is not a speech act, but a
description of what the speaker did at that moment. A proper paraphrase for
the yinci-segment is “I there and then made the suggestion that, I was not

5 9

being logical, ‘we may as well have a look at the photos of real women’.

(10) P [Haiyou yizhong qingtongqi, rang wo juédé xiang méirén yiyang,
shiba, you zhéyang yizhong shénméi.]
Still:have one: CLF Bronze, let 1sG feel like beauty same, PRT, have
this one:CLF aesthetic
P [There is also a kind of Bronze that makes me feel it is a beautiful
woman, such aesthetic, you know.]

Yinci Q [wo jiu tiyi, wo jiu xia lianxi, women hai kéyi kankan zhénde
nlixing de zhaopian.]

For this (reason) 1sG EMP suggest, 1SG EMP blind relate, 1pL still may
look:look real female ATTR photo

Yinci Q [I then suggested that, I was not being logical, ‘“we may as
well have a look at the photos of real women”.]

In some cases, the Q-segment consists of more than one finite clauses.
Consistently throughout the coding process, we focused on the propositional
content expressed in the nucleus clause (Mann and Thompson 1988). When
the clauses are in an additive relation, each being an individual nucleus, we
took the first clause as the result segment for analysis; when they are in a
hierarchical relation, we took the main clause (nucleus) for analysis. For
example, in (11), the two segments following suoyi are two parallel clauses
connected by the coordinating connective bing ‘and’. We annotated S1, which
describes a fact (“[being] capable of labor work™), rather than S2, which is a
mental act “took it as an honor”. In (12), S1 “The Ball (username of the
blogger “I”’) was very angry” and S2 “(I) then switched off your phone” form
a causal relation: the fact that “The Ball was very angry” leads to the physical
act “[to switch] off your phone”. We annotated it as a physical act, based on
the nucleus, i.e., the Q-segment of this embedded causal structure.

(11) P [Zhéxig hua dangshi dou dui tongxué yi shénke de qifa,]
These remark that:time all to student AUX deep ATTR enlighten
P [All these words were very enlightening to the students at that time, ]
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suoyi S1 Q [kangda biye de tongxué, dou hui laodong shéngchan,] S2
[bing yiciwéirong.]

so Counter:university graduate GEN student, all can labor:produce,
and take:this:as:honor

suoyi S1 Q [the students who graduated from the Counter-Japanese
Military and Political University were all capable of labor work,] S2
[and took it as an honor.]

(12) P [Ni shoujishang de we€ibo yeémian kaizhe, dan @ jiran méiyou
guanzhu bén Qid,]
2SG phone:on GEN microblog webpage open:TAM, but even neg:have
follow 1sG Ball
P [The microblog app on your phone was logged in, but (you) were
not even following me, The Ball.]

Yushi S1 [bén Qit hén shéngqi,] S2 @ [jiu ba ni shouji guanle.]
As the result, 1sG Ball very angry, EMP PREP you phone switch:TAM
Yuashi S1 [I, The Ball, was very angry,] S2 Q [(I) then switched off

your phone.]

The identity of SoC

Our second step of annotation was to identify the SoC: whose perspective or
intentionality is involved in the construction of the causal relation. In our study,
the speaker, the writer, and the blogger are all first person SoCs, for which we
used the term speaker SoC. The third person SoC, whose
perspective/intentionality is not directly voiced but uttered by the speaker, is
termed as character SoC and considered as adding less subjectivity to the
construction than speaker SoC. When the PropAtt is an unintentional act or
fact, it takes place or exists independent of an SoC. We labeled it as no SoC,
which encodes the least degree of subjectivity.

For example, in fragment (5), it is the speaker “I” who is responsible for
the performative utterance “I suggest you eat as usual”. In (7), it is the
character “he” who comes to the idea to “deliver the money order [...] by
himself”. In (9), “there was a joke in Liuzhou, [...]” states the existence of an
entity, which does not rely on any subject for interpretation.
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The linguistic realization of SoC

Once the SoC was identified, we coded the way it is linguistically realized. In
line with Langacker (1990), we considered the implicit reference to SoC as
indicating more subjectivity than the explicit case. As the intentionality of SoC
is best reflected in the consequent, we analyzed only the Q-segment for this
variable.

In addition to the implicit-explicit dichotomy, we have set pro-drop as a
third category. It is especially necessary in this study because Chinese is a
typical pro-drop language (Huang, 1989), and pro-drop occurs frequently in
spontaneous and informal contexts such as conversational exchanges and
microblogs. To the best of our knowledge so far, no study has related this
grammatical form to subjectivity. As the dropped SoC in the Q-segment is
present and recoverable in the context, we assume its degree of subjectivity to
be in between the implicit and the explicit categories. Cases without SoC are
annotated as Absent and considered as encoding the minimal degree of
subjectivity in our model.

The explicit SoC in our coding also includes the explicit reference to an
SoC in the accusative or possessive case. For example, the speaker in (13) is
present in the Q-segment in the accusative case “me”. It was, therefore,
annotated as an explicit SoC.

(13) P [Wo bén, shudhua zhigian xtiyao sikdo, ]
1sG stupid, say:word PREP:before need think
P [Stupid as | am, | need to think before | speak.]

suoyi Q [lidotian xi¢ youjian zui shihé wo.]
so, chat write email SUPL suit 1SG:0BJ
sudyi Q [online-chat and writing email suit me best.]

Both Q-segments in “Propositional attitude of the consequent” (pp. 70-
71), I suggest [...]” in fragment (5) and “he decided to [...]” in (7), are
explicit cases of LingReal-SoC. Fragment (6) illustrates an implicit case: the
speaker draws the conclusion “[...] seems to be [...]” yet he/she is
linguistically absent in the utterance. In example (8) “@ came to find Béiying
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Weén [...]” illustrates a pro-drop category. In (9) no SoC is responsible for the
causal link, hence it was annotated as absent.

3.3.3 Inter-coder agreement and objectivity bias

The codebook for the present study has been tested and proved plausible in
the study of Mandarin REASON connectives (Xiao et al., 2021, Chapter 2). Of
the 600 fragments under analysis in this chapter, 180 fragments (30%) were
annotated separately by two native speakers studying discourse. The inter-
coder agreement (cohen’s kappa) was substantial: PropAtt x=0.80, 1dSoC
x=0.87; LingReal-SoC x=0.83. All the discrepancies were discussed
afterwards. In the end, complete agreement was reached upon 1dSoC and
LingReal-SoC; s even cases regarding PropAtt remained in dispute.

To settle the disputes, we referred to the context for justification. In
principle, if the interpretation of an utterance does not fundamentally change
the meaning of the utterance in the context, we would code it as the
interpretation suggests.

Four of the disagreements are upon the interpretation of Q as an epistemic
conclusion or as a mental act. The difference between the two categories can
be very subtle. By nature, a mental act is distinctive from a conclusion in that
it implies a change of mental state, or an activity taking place within the
mental world of the SoC, rather than the representation of an opinion, or state
of the mind itself. For the subtleties, see (14), an example from spoken corpus,
for which the preceding context is provided, and example (15), from the
microblog corpus.

(14) Danshi buguan ta zénme nuli, naxi€é yuangdng dou jiao ta gongzi,
huozh¢ shi, jiushi bad, ba ta dangchéng yige fuyu, fuyu jiating de
gongzi.

However no:matter 3sG how try, those employee all call him
master:son, or COP, EMP:COP PREP- PREP him treat one:CLF rich, rich
family GEN master:son

However, no matter how hard he worked, those employees still
addressed him, ‘young master’, or simply regarded him as a, as a
wealthy, as the son from a wealthy family.
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P [Zhujian de, ta jiu juédé ziji de nuli méiyou shénme jiéguo,
haowyiyi.]

Gradually PRT, he EMP think self GEN effort NEG:have what
result,NEG:meaning

P [Gradually, he simply felt that his efforts did not result in anything,
(his efforts are) plain meaningless.]

Yushi Q [ta jiu xidng dang yiming jingcha.]
Thereupon he EMP want become one:CLF policeman
Yushi Q [he then wanted to become a police officer.]

(15) P [W&men laizi huibuqu de difang, zbuxiang huibulai de difang,]
1PL come:from return:NEG:to ATTR place, walk:to return:NEG:back
ATTR place
P [We come from a place where we can't go back and head for a place
from where we can't return,]

sudyi Q [wo xidng zou mandian.]
so 1 sG want walk slow:PRT
suoyi Q [l want to go a bit slowly.]

The ambiguity is caused by xidng ‘want’ in the predicate, which,
depending on the context, can indicate both a mental act and an opinion. In
(14), “he then wanted to become a police officer” indicates the change of his
mind (from working hard to gain the employees’ recognition to wanting to
take a different job). It is also implied by the condition presented in the context:
all his efforts failed to change other people’s opinion of him as a son from a
wealthy family; he felt frustrated with it. Moreover, this is also a typical
narrative causality expressed by yashi: an event takes place under some
circumstances. The conjunction adverb jiu ‘then’ also indicates a process of
reasoning. Therefore, we annotated it as mental act. However, “I want to go
slowly” in (15) indicates to the SOC’s opinion. A natural paraphrase is “we
come from [...] and head for [...]”, so my opinion is “to go slowly”. Hence,
we annotated it as judgment.

The remaining three disputes are over an intentional or unintentional
reading of the causal link. If the context does not help, or if there is lack of
context (esp. in microblogs), we resolved the dispute by opting for the
unintentional reading. Example (16) is a microblog entry in our corpus. Due
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to lack of context, it remains unclear whether the blogger’s notice of “the
change of numbers” is saying that he/she intentionally pays close attention to
the number, namely, an act, or that the change of number inevitably catches
his/her attention, namely, a fact. We opted for the objective interpretation: fact.

Note that in the complete dataset of 600 fragments, only 10 cases in total
remain ambiguous. We take consistently the objectivity bias (i.e. choose an
objective reading) for the coding of these cases.

(16) P [Wo guanzhu hé fénsi bénlai jiu shao,]
1sG follow and fan ADV EMP few
P [l just have a limited number of fans and following accounts,]

yinci Q [@ dui shuzi bianhua féichang mingén.]
for this (reason) to number change very:much sensitive
yinci Q [(1) am very sensitive to the change of numbers.]

3.4 Results

We first carried out general log-linear analyses to look into the interactions
between connective, subjectivity, and corpus. The analyses enabled us to
observe the co-occurrence pattern of each connective and subjectivity feature
and whether or not it is robust across corpora (RQ1 and RQ2). Results
regarding PropAtt, 1dSoC and LingReal-SoC are presented in Section 4.1 to
Section 4.3. We used an alpha level of .05 and chi-square test for these
statistical tests; Fisher’s exact test is used (see Section 4.3) when there is any
category with expected frequencies less than five (Field, 2013, p. 335). In the
cross-table analyses, we have used the Bonferroni correction test, which
returns the adjusted residual values and an adjusted critical value of alpha for
each individual test. Section 4.4 presents the results of the conditional tree
analysis and random forest analysis that illustrate the predicative power of the
three subjectivity features (RQ3).

3.4.1 Propositional attitude of the consequent
The frequencies and percentages of the five PropAtt categories observed in

each corpus and in the relations signaled with each connective are presented
in Figures 1 and 2 below, respectively.



SUOYI ‘SO’, THEY ARE DIFFERENT 79

100%

90%
PropAtt
80%
OFact
70% ]
@ Physical act
60%
= Mental act
50%
mJudgment

0,
40% W Speech act
30%
20%

10%

0%
N C M

Figure 1. Frequencies and percentages of each PropAtt
category observed in the corpus of Newspaper (N),
Conversation (C) and Microblog (M)
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Figure 2. Frequencies and percentages of each PropAtt
category co-occurring with kéjian, sudyi, yinci and yashi
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The log-linear analysis resulted in a model containing two significant two-
way interactions. The fit of the model was substantial, ¥* (30, N = 600) = 13.65,
p = 0.995. The first interaction was between Corpus and PropAtt, * (8, N =
600) = 24.07, p = .002. The second was between Connective and PropAtt, y*
(12, N = 600) = 451.95, p < .001. The interactions were followed up by
crosstab analyses summarized in Tables 4 and 5.

Table 4. Distribution of PropAtt categories in each corpus
(frequencies and adjusted residuals)

Speech Judgment Mental  Physical Fact Total
act act act
Count 6 91 17 62 24 200
Newspaper )
Adj. Res. -1.6 5 4 1.3 -1.7
) Count 3 95 14 55 33 200
Conversation .
Adj. Res. -2.8 1.2 -5 -1 5
) Count 21 78 16 49 36 200
Microblog .
Adj. Res. 44 -1.7 1 -1.2 1.2
Total Count 30 264 47 166 93 600

The adjusted critical value of a.r.= +2.94.

The adjusted residuals in Table 4 show that the significant interaction
between Corpus and PropAtt was exclusively due to the corpus-sensitive
distribution of Speech act. A significantly high occurrence was observed in
Microblog (a.r. = 4.4). Fragment (17) illustrates a typical speech act causality
from the microblog data.

.....

shénghuo,]

Marriage and love NEG:same, 3sSG require PRT cOP long:long
ever:ever ATTR life

P [Unlike love, marriage aims for a long-term life,]

suoyi Q [yiding yao naizhuxingzi, zhdo yige shihé ziji de rén lai yiqi
shénghud.]

S0 sure MOD bear:temper, find one:CLF suitable self ATTR person INF
together live

sudyi Q [be sure to be patient and find a suitable person to spend the
life together.]
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Table 5. Co-occurring of PropAtt categories and connective
(frequencies and adjusted residuals)

Speech Judgment Mental  Physical Fact Total
act act act
Count 1 149 0 0 0 150
Kegjian )
Adj. Res. -2.8 15.8 -4.1 -8.7 -6.1
Count 18 59 10 39 24 150
Suoyi .
Adj. Res. 4.5 -1.3 -.6 -5 2
Yinci Count 11 54 19 32 34 150
Adj. Res. 1.5 -2.3 25 -2.0 2.8
Yshi Count 0 2 18 95 35 150
Adj. Res. -3.2 -12.2 2.2 11.3 3.1
Total Count 30 264 47 166 93 600

The adjusted critical value of a.r. =+3.02.

The adjusted residuals in Table 5 show that the co-occurring pattern of
Connective and PropAtt varies a lot from one connective to another. Kéjian
expresses predominantly Judgments (149 out of 150, a.r. = 15.8). YUshi
behaves just the opposite. It barely expresses any subjective category like
Speech act (a.r. = -3.2) or Judgment (a.r. = -12.2), but mainly the objective
ones: Physical act (a.r. = 11.3) and Facts (a.r. = 3.1). Sudyi and yinci appear
less extreme. Generally, suoyi is more on the subjective side, as witnessed by
the high adjusted residuals for Speech act (a.r. = 4.5).

In fragment (17) above, “be sure to be patient [...]” illustrates the typical
speech act case introduced by sudyi. The Q-segment “there are often mice in
this house” in fragment (18) is a claim (Judgment) by the SoC, which is almost
the only type of PropAtt found in relations signaled by kéjian. Yinci tends to
express factual Q-segments. Physical act occurs most frequently in yuashi
relations, as exemplified by (8), repeated as (19): “came to find Béiying Weén
[...]”. Fragment (20) illustrates a factual Q-segment in yashi cases: the
appearance of “profiteers” is presented as a natural consequence due to the
“rise in prices” on the tulip market.
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CHAPTER 3

(18) P [Qiangjido, zhudzi xia fangzhe du'ér,]

Wall:corner, table under lay:PRT poison:bait
P [There are poisonous baits in the corners and under the table,]

kéjian, Q [zhé wii chang ydu haozi chimo.]
it can be seen that this room often have mouse appear
kéjian, Q [there are often mice in this house.]

(19) P [Fujin cinmin kan dao yang ji youli ké t0, shi zhéngjingbabai de

zhifu lu.] Yashi Q [@ fenfén zhdodao Wen Béiying, yaoqiu zuo ji
chang de yang ji hu.]

P [The villagers nearby saw that raising chickens was profitable,
(which is) a serious way to get rich.] Yashi Q [(the villagers) came to
find Bé&iying Wen one after another, asking for joining the chicken
farm as chicken farmers.]

(20) P [Suizhe jiagé de shangzhidng, yl yujinxiang zaipéi wu zhijié guanxi

de rén y¢€ canyuile jidoyi,]

Follow:PRT price ATTR up:rise, with tulip plant NEG direct relation AT
person also join:TAM transaction

P [With the rise of the price, people who have no direct relationship
with the cultivation of tulips also participated in the transaction,]

yashi Q [chixianle yipi “ddoyé”, xudud rén yiye zhijian chéngwéi
fuweng.]

as a result appear:TAM one:CLF profiteers, many people one:night
within become rich:man

yushi Q [there has been a surge of “profiteers”, many of whom
became wealthy overnight.]

Identity of SoC

The frequencies and percentages of the three types of SoC identity observed
in each corpus and in the relations marked with each connective are presented
respectively in Figures 3 and 4 below.
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Figure 3. Frequencies and percentages of each 1dSoC
category observed in Newspaper (N), Conversation (C)
and Microblog (M)
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The log-linear analysis based on the identity of SoC resulted again in a
model containing two significant two-way interactions. One was between
IdSoC and Corpus, ¥* (4, N = 600) = 30.98, p < .001. The other was between
IdSoC and Connective, ¥ (6, N = 600) = 197.30, p <.001. The fit of the model
was adequate, y* (18, N = 600) = 14.32, p = 0.708. The following crosstab
analyses provide us an insight into the two interactions.

Table 6. Distribution of 1dSoC types in each corpus (frequencies and adjusted residuals)

Speaker Character No SoC Total
Count 108 68 24 200
Newspaper )
Adj. Res. -34 5.4 -1.7
) Count 132 35 33 200
Conversation .
Adj. Res. 1.0 -16 5
) Count 140 24 36 200
Microblog
Adj. Res. 2.4 -3.9 1.2
Total Count 380 127 93 600

The adjusted critical value of a.r. =+2.77.

The adjusted residuals in Table 6 show that the interaction between
Corpus and 1dSoC was largely due to the corpus-sensitive distribution of
Speaker SoC and Character SoC. The former was relatively rare in Newspaper
(a.r. = -3.4). The latter occurred relatively often in Newspaper (a.r. = 5.4) yet
rarely in Microblog (a.r. = -3.9). Fragment (19) from our written data
exemplifies a character SoC, i.e. “the villagers”, undertaking the physical act
“came to find Béiying Wen [...]".

Table 7. Co-occurring of each 1dSoC type and connective
(frequencies and adjusted residuals)

Speaker Character No SoC Total

Keiia Count 150 0 0 150
Jan Adi. Res. 10.8 7.3 -6.1

Sudyi Count 98 28 24 150
Adj. Res. .6 -9 2

Yinci Count 80 36 34 150
Adj. Res. -2.9 1.0 2.8

Yishi Count 52 63 35 150
Adj. Res. -8.4 7.2 3.1

Total Count 380 127 93 600

The adjusted critical value of a.r. = +2.87.
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The adjusted residuals in Table 7 cast light on the interaction between
IdSoC and Connective. All fragments with k¢jian have a speaker SoC (n = 150,
a.r. = 10.8). By contrast, yushi co-occurred relatively rarely with Speaker SoC
(a.r. = -8.4) and mainly with Character SoC (a.r. = 7.2) and No SoC (a.r. =
3.1). As witnessed by the adjusted residuals, sucyi fragments appeared neutral,
although the absolute frequencies of Speaker SoC were rather high (98 out
150). In yinci fragments, the most subjective category Speaker SoC occurred
less than expected (a.r. = -2.9), and the objective category No SoC almost
reached significance (a.r. = 2.8 vs 2.87).

Fragment (18) illustrates a typical k¢jian relation conceptualized by a
speaker SoC: the speaker draws the conclusion that “there are often mice in
this house”. Typical yushi relations are exemplified by fragment (19) with a
character SoC, “the villagers” who “came to find Béiying Wen [...]”, and by
fragment (20) characteristic of a factual Q-segment describing a real-world
event, i.e., “a surge of profiteers on the market of tulips”. A yinci instance with
no SoC is example (9), repeated below as (21), which introduces the fact of an
old joke exiting in the local area.

(21) P [Suantan yéshi litizhou jigtou zui plibian de xidochitan zhi yi,] yinci,
Q [guoqu litizhdu you ju wanxidohua shud, xidng kan litizhou méintl,
gu suantan shang zhio, kénding shi zuiduo de.]

P [Sour food stalls used to be one of the most popular street food stalls
in Liuzhou,] yinci, Q [in the past, there was a joke in Liuzhou, “If you
want to see Liuzhou beauties, go to the sour food stalls. There you
find surely the most™.]

3.4.3 Linguistic realization of SoC

Presented in Figure 5 are the frequencies and percentages of the four
LingReal-SoC categories co-occurring with every connective in, respectively,
the corpus of newspaper, conversation and microblog.
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Figure 5. Frequencies and percentages of each LingReal-SoC category co-occuring with
ké&jian, sudyi, yinci and ydshi in Newspaper (N), Conversation (C) and Microblog (M)

The log-linear analysis generated a model containing a significant three-
way interaction: Connective*LingReal-SoC*Corpus, * (18, N = 600) = 36.51,
p =.0086, indicating that the co-occurrence of Connective*LingReal-SoC was
moderated by Corpus. Table 8 below reveals the behaviors of the connectives,
in Newspaper (p <.001, Fisher’s exact test), Conversation (p < .001, Fisher’s
exact test), and Microblog (x* (9, N = 200) = 70.82, p < .001), respectively.®

Across all the three corpora, kéjian co-occurred predominantly with
Implicit, rarely with Pro-drop and Absent; the pattern with Explicit varied
from being rare in Newspaper (count: 2; a.r. = -5.6) and Conversation (count:
6; a.r. = -5.0) to not so rare in Microblog (count: 11, a.r. = -.3). Contrary to
kejian, in all three corpora, yushi rarely occurred with Implicit. The pattern
regarding Explicit and Pro-drop varied across corpora: relatively many

9 We used Fisher’s exact test for the crosstabs in the newspaper and conversation corpora
due to the observation that 4 cells had expected counts less than 5, which does not meet the chi-
square assumptions. For the corpus of microblog, all assumptions were met; hence, chi-square
was used.
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Explicit in Newspaper (count: 31; a.r. = 4.2), and relatively many Pro-drop in
both Newspaper and Microblog (respectively, a.r. = 4.9 and 3.8). Sudyi and
yinci appearred relatively neutral in all corpora.

Table 8. Co-occurring of LingReal-SoC categories and connective in each corpus
(frequencies and adjusted residuals)

LingReal-SoC
Implict Pro-drop Explicit Absent
Count a.r. Count a.r. Count a.r. Count  a.r.
K¢jian 48 8.2 0 -19 2 56 0 -3.0
Newspaper Sudyi 25 7 0 -19 17 -5 8 1.0
Yinci 19 -13 1 -11 24 1.9 6 .0
Yashi 0 -75 9 4.9 31 4.2 10 2.0
Total 92 10 74 24 200
Kgjian 42 9.0 2 -13 6 50 0 -3.6
Conver- Suoyi 10 22 6 1.0 26 1.6 8 -1
sation Yinci 12 -15 1 -19 24 9 13 2.1
Yashi 1 -53 8 2.2 29 2.6 12 1.6
Total 65 17 85 33 200
Kgjian 37 6.2 2 34 11 -3 0 -3.8
Microblog  Sudyi 20 4 8 -1.0 14 9 8 -4
Yinci 17 -.6 12 .6 6 -22 15 2.6
Yishi 1 -60 20 3.8 16 1.6 13 1.7
Total 75 42 47 36 200

The critical value of a.r. = £2.96.

Exemplified in (22) is kéjian co-occurring with an explicit SoC in
microblog; examples (23) and (24) demonstrate the use of yushi with an
explicit SoC in newspaper and pro-drop in microblog.

(22) Tongyi de zhuan.
Agree PRT forward
Forward (the post if you) agree.

P [Huiguo dajia dou shud wo shoule.]
Return:country everyone all say 1SG thin:TAM
P [Back to China, everyone said that | had lost weight.]

Kéjian Q [wo zhigian zhénde youdian pang?]
It can be seen that 1SG before real:PRT have:little fat?

Kéjian Q [l was really a bit fat before?]
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(23) P [Hai zai béijing shang daxué shi, xudud rén gaosu wo xizang zui
qué jiaoshi.]
Still in Beijing in university time, many people tell 1sG Tibet supPL
lack teacher
P [While still studying in university in Beijing, many people told me
that Tibet was the worst with a shortage of teachers.]

YUshi Q [@ tigian bannian wo jiu zai biye fénpéi shéngingsha shang
xiéxia “yuan dao xizang congshi jiaoyu gongzuo”.]

Thereupon, in:advance half:year 1SG EMP on graduate assignment
application:form on write:down “will go Tibet take education work”
Yushi Q [(I) wrote “I am willing to go to Tibet to work in education
field” on the application form of graduation assignment half year in
advance.]

(24) P [Gaosan de shihou, banzhtrén renwéi wo yijing you dali shéngcun
de néngli]
High:three ATTR time, class:director think 1sG already have
independent survive ATTR ability,
P [In the third year of high school, the teacher (charging the class)
thought that | already had the ability to survive independently.]

yushi Q [@ rang wo tuile xué.]
thereupon let me quit:TAM school
yushi Q [(the teacher) let me quit school.]

3.4.4 The relative importance of subjectivity features

To measure the strength of each of the three subjectivity features in
distinguishing between the RESULT connectives under study, we performed
the conditional inference trees and random forest analyses enabled by the
packages party and Rling in R (Levshina, 2015, pp. 291-300; R Core Team,
2017). These are two non-parametric tree-structure models of regression and
classification that well fit our data set, i.e., relatively small data size with
multiple categorical variable feature. The conditional inference trees resulted
in several splits (graphically represented as a tree) representing important



SUOYI ‘SO’, THEY ARE DIFFERENT 89

factors in the model (only significant splits are presented). The model also
provides p-values representing the confidence level of each split.

The conditional inference tree'® below (Figure 6) presents the decision
rules for distinguishing k¢jian, sudyi, yinci, and youyu. The first split involves
PropAtt: it sets apart Judgment from the rest. A further split within Judgment
involves LingReal-SoC (Node 7), under which the 52 cases of Explicit (Node
8) contain mainly sudyi (40%) and kéjian (35%) and a moderate amount of
yinci (20%). The 212 cases of Implicit/ProDrop (Node 9) contain
predominantly ké&jian (60%); the rest are suoyi and yinci (each, about 20%).

/ PropAtt
N P< 0.001 /
{SpAct, MnAct, PH}\:t Fact} Judgment
7 Propatt (LingRealSoC™
\_p<0.001 / \_p=002 /
. — —
/ [
SpAc( {MnAct, PhAct, Fact} / \_
/ j_/ \
/ \
/ {4}~ /
/ - — / \
/ /7~ PropAtt - -
/ \_p=001 / Explicit {Implicit, ProDrop}
/ ~ / \
/ / \
/ \
/ {MnAct, Fact}  PhAct / \
/ / \
/ i \
Node 3 (n = 30, Node 5 (n = 140) Node 6 (n = 166) Node 8 (n =52 Node 9 (n = 212)
1 1 19 14 14
08 0.8 o 0.8 0.8 o 0.8 +
0.6 — 0.6 — 0.6 — 06 — 06 —
04 — 04 04 — 04 04
0.2 o H 0.2 o HHH 0.2 o Hﬂ 0.2 m 0.2 o
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Figure 6. Conditional Inference Tree predicting the occurrence of four RESULT connectives on
the basis of PropAtt, LingReal-SoC, 1dSoC

10 To present only the relatively more predictive featurefeatures that make each split, we
set 20 as the minimum number for each bin. This leads to the absence of the less predictive
featurefeature 1dSoC from the “tree”. The abbreviations in the tree graph: SpAct = speech act;
MnAct = mental act; PhAct = physical act; KJ = ké&jian; SY = sudyi; YC= yinci; YS= yUshi.
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The second split again relates to PropAtt and sets apart Speech act from
Mental/Physical act and Fact, resulting in a bin containing mainly sudyi and
yinci (respectively, 60% and 40% of the 30 counts, Node 4). The third split of
PropAtt (Node 4) sets apart Physical act from Mental act/Fact. The 140 cases
of Mental act/Fact (Node 5) contain equally yinci and yashi (both, nearly 40%)
and about 25% of sucyi. The 166 of Physical act (Node 6) contain
predominantly yushi (60%) and roughly an equal amount of sudyi and yinci
(both, around 20%). The predictive accuracy of this model is moderate (C =
0.53). In our case, there are four choices to be made (the four connectives). A
random model would predict that each connective occurs in 25% of the
observations. So, 0.53 is a considerable improvement over 0.25.

The analysis shows that PropAtt played a role in three of the four
significant splits in the data, suggesting that it was the most important factor
in the model. This interpretation was confirmed in Figure 7, which was the
result of the random forest analysis. It gave information about the importance
status of the variables in distinguishing between the connectives under study.
PropAtt stood out as the most important variable in the model. LingReal-SoC
ranked second, followed by 1dSoC. The fit of this model was moderate (C =
0.53) but well above chance (C = 0.25).

PropAtt 0

LingRealSoC 0

ldSoC 0

| | | \ |
0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08

Figure 7. Evaluation of conditional importance of the variables PropAtt, 1dSoC and
LingReal-SoC in distinguishing between ké&jian, sudyi, yinci and ylshi
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3.5 Discussion
3.5.1 Summary of results

This study was carried out to answer three research questions. The first asks
whether the connectives differ systematically with respect to their prototypical
behaviors in term of subjectivity, the notion of which has been operationalized
in terms of three aspects “the propositional attitude of the result segment”,
“the identity of SOC” and “the Linguistic realization of SOC”, and whether the
prototypical profile of each connective remain robust across naturally
occurring conversations, microblog messages and newspaper texts. The
second asks whether (and to what extent) the three discourse types differ with
respect to these subjectivity related aspects, as far as the causal construction
is concerned. The third research question asks which of the three subjectivity
related aspects is the most important in determining the profile of a particular
connective.

To answer the first two questions, a systematic log-linear analysis was
carried out for the relationship between connective, subjectivity and corpus.
We have found two significant interactions PropAtt*connective and
IdSoC*connective, and that they were not moderated by the factor corpus. The
results strongly support the conclusion that the connectives have distinctive
and robust subjectivity profiles regarding these two features.

There was only one set of findings that ran counter to the robustness: the
interaction LingReal-SoC*connective was found to be moderated by corpus
(Section 3.4.3). This moderation was mostly related to the connectives kéjian
and yashi (for details, see Table 8). K¢jian instances had relatively rare explicit
SoCs in newspaper and conversation data, while relatively frequent in
microblogs. This may well be a direct reflection of the property of the
connective kejian, and the register of microblog discourse as well. It is part of
the subjectivity profile of k¢jian to express opinions from the first-person
perspective (as witnessed by the findings regarding PropAtt and 1dSoC in the
above sections). This profile fits well with the content of micro-blog posts,
which is usually about the bloggers’ own experiences, personal feelings or
opinions. They themselves are often the participant of the speech event. This
would naturally lead to relatively many cases of explicit references to SoC. By
contrast, in writing or conversational communication, it can be expected that
the speaker SoC is often drawing conclusions or exchanging opinions about
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the speech event concerning a third-person participant. As a consequence,
there might be relatively few cases of explicit reference to SoC in the utterance.

For yushi, the occurrences of pro-drop were more frequent than expected
in newspaper and (especially) microblog data. A possible explanation is the
different degree of “reviewability” (Clark & Brennan, 1991, p. 141) of the
discourse in each corpus. Both microblogs and newspapers consist of written
texts. When reference to the SoC is dropped out in the utterance, it is still
retrievable from the context and therefore can be easily recovered by the
addressee. In oral communication, however, messages are exchanged in a
dynamic continuum. Frequent pro-drop might lead to ambiguous delivery of
the message or hamper the communication flow. Another corpus sensitive
finding concerned the case of explicit reference to SoC, which occurred more
than expected only in newspaper discourse. This we think reveals the explicit
character of written language (Finegan, 1987), especially with regard to
formal writing like newspaper articles.

Only with respect to the linguistic realization of SoC, corpus turned out to
be a factor affecting the behaviors of the connectives, and that relevance was
limited. Overall, the subjectivity profiles of the connectives have remained
stable across corpora. To be precise, kéjian displayed a highly subjective
profile for co-occurring predominantly with implicit SoC in each corpus. Yushi,
by contrast, is the most objective connective, featuring rarely any implicit
SoCs and mostly explicit or Absent. Sucyi and yinci had a generic character
with respect to this feature.

In sum, the study provides clear answers to RQ1. K¢jian, suoyi, yinci, and
yUshi as causal connectives are distinct from each other in terms of subjectivity
and their specific subjectivity profile is robust across corpora. Kéjian proves
to be the most subjective connective, expressing predominantly judgments
drawn by an implicit speaker SoC. Yushi is the most objective connective,
introducing typically factual consequents that are independent of an SoC, or
intentional physical acts. The SoC that undertakes the physical act can be both
the speaker and (significantly more often) the character who are mostly
explicit referred to (and are dropped in microblogs). Suoyi and yinci are
relatively neutral, both co-occurring with all PropAtt categories and a majority
of speaker SoCs, as well as a moderate amount of character SoCs and no SoC.
Nevertheless, suoyi appears to be slightly more subjective in that it expresses
significantly more speech acts; yinci, in comparison, has less cases of speaker
SoC while more cases of no SoC. Putting the connectives on a subjective-
objective continuum, the order would be kéjian>sucyi >yinci>yushi.
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The answer to RQ2 is that the variation between different discourse types
with respect to subjectivity is also reflected at the level of the causal
construction, as witnessed by the two significant interactions of
PropAtt*corpus and IdSoC*corpus. The differences are relatively small.
Microblog has relatively many speech acts; newspaper has relatively many
character SoCs (which are rare in microblog). It seems that microblog
discourse is the most subjective, that newspaper discourse the most objective
and that oral speech is in between.

The answer to RQ3 follows from the findings from the conditional
inference tree analysis and the random forest analysis (Section 3.4.4). The type
of propositional attitudes expressed in the result segments proved to be most
important in characterizing the meaning and use of the connectives and
making distinctions between them. It is involved in three of the four
significant splits of our data. The linguistic realization of SoC and the identity
of SoC follow in a decreasing order of importance.

3.5.2 Implications

The prototypical subjectivity profiles of the four RESULT connectives under
analysis are to a large degree compatible with the conclusions drawn by
previous studies (for details see Section 3.1). However, the robustness of the
profiles of sudyi and yinci does not match the findings of a study using written
data (Li et al., 2013). In that study, both connectives co-occur with more
physical facts (counterpart of physical acts and facts in our model), explicit
and character SoC in novels than in news reports and newspaper opinion
pieces. As the present study did not include data from novels into the analysis,
there is no possibility for us to make direct comparisons. It could be argued
that, compared to news reports and opinion pieces, the narratives in novels are
more detached from the communicative here and now, and are more likely to
be devoted to the description of the characters’ activities.

Another point worth mentioning is our finding that yinci bears an
objective flavor. It occurs infrequently with speaker SoC and tends to favor
the most objective category no SoC (Table 7), which is indicative of the
objective non-volitional relation. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the
significance is relatively small based on our corpus data. It requires more
empirical studies (for example, using experimental methods) for a clearer
picture of this objective tendency.
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By and large, our findings derived from the modified model are consistent
across our dataset in each corpus. This consistency confirms the validity of
the integrated subjectivity approach to the semantic-pragmatic properties that
are typical of each connective. Moreover, through the systematic analysis of
data from theoretically different discourse varieties, we have gained more
insight into the use of Mandarin causal connectives, especially in the speech
act domain, which has been substantially restricted in previous studies using
written data. In the present study, a case in point is sugyi, which is found to be
preferred in the speech act domain (Table 5). This finding suggests that sudyi,
which typically has a relatively neutral profile, has a subjective flavor. In this
sense it differs from yinci, the other relatively neutral RESULT connective. The
potential of a finer-grained distinction between the two connectives is
promising.

Furthermore, the adapted model sets pro-drop apart as a separate category,
as suggested in Xiao and colleagues (2021, Chapter 2), which makes possible
the direct observation of the potential subjectivity character of this specific
linguistic phenomenon. To the best of our knowledge, these two studies are
the first to investigate the subjectivity characteristics of pro-drop. The model
assumes that a dropped SoC is more subjective than an explicit SoC, but less
subjective than an implicit SoC. Results show that pro-drop as a category
rarely occurs in the fragments with subjective kéjian but mostly in its objective
counterparts with yashi. It may be that pro-drop fits best in a volitional content
environment. This is obviously an issue for further study, not only on causal
relations, but also other categories of coherence relations, and potentially not
only restricted to Mandarin Chinese, but also considering other pro-drop
languages.

3.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, we have studied the subjectivity nature of four Mandarin
RESULT connectives kéjian, suoyi, yinci, and yashi. It was founded on an
adapted model of analysis that integrated three subjectivity features as
subjectivity predictors, namely, the propositional attitude of the consequent
(domain), the identity of SoC, and the linguistic realization of SoC. The
investigation was based on authentic corpus data of spontaneous oral speech,
microblog messages and newspaper articles. The analyses show that these
connectives differ systematically from each other with regard to the three
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subjectivity features, and the differences have remained by and large robust
across discourse types from each corpus. The propositional attitude proved to
be the most important feature, followed by the linguistic realization of SoC
and the identity of SoC.

In conclusion, this study demonstrates that causality and subjectivity are
two cognitive notions that organize our knowledge of causal coherence
relations. Notions like causality and subjectivity can help us explain the
system underlying the categorization of causal relations and their linguistic
expressions in everyday language use. In this study, we applied these notions
to the analysis of Chinese RESULT connectives in three discourse types that
are theoretically different in the overall contexts. In this way, it brings the
subjectivity approach to Mandarin causal connectives to a more complete
status and thereby provides a steppingstone for future studies.
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Appendix 2 The relative frequency of kéjian, sudyi, yinci and
yUshi across corpora

The table below presents the relative frequencies of k¢jian, suoyi, yinci and
yUshi observed in the corpus of newspaper, spontaneous conversations and
microblog discourse (per million characters)As witnessed by the standardized
residuals, kéjian, yinci and yushi are all typical in newspaper articles but
atypical in conversational speech (yinci being the most extreme case in this
respect); the occurrence of suoyi is just the opposite: typical in conversation
and atypical in newspaper discourse. Moreover, in microblog, yinci occurs
less than expected on the basis of chance, which is similar as in conversations;
while yushi occurs almost as frequently as in newspaper texts.

Relative frequency of connectives kéjian, sucyi, yinci and yashi in each discourse type
(per million characters)!!
Target word

Corpus

ké&jian sudyi yinci yushi

Newspaper? Count 11.24 81.84 160.09 43.62
Std. Res. 5.63 -10.74 24.51 8.45

Telephone & TV talk-show® Count 3.68 141495 20.09 13.30
St. Res. -2.39 5.10 -10.16 -6.33

Microblog® Count 0.93 142.21 6.25 27.87
St. Res. -0.44 -0.70 -2.63 7.18

2 from Linguistic Data Consortium (LDC)
b from Beijing Language and Culture University Chinese Corpus (BCC)
¥? (6) = 1053.5, p < .001

11 The tokens of kéjian and ydshi were searched (52 and 109 in written corpus, and 19 and
124 in spoken corpus) and then manually calculated for causal connective uses. In microblog
corpus, frequencies of the four connectives were obtained following the search strings and filter
function enabled by the corpus of BCC (Xun et al. 2016). For example,_to get the connective
use of k¢jian, we first used the search string ke./c. All the hits were further filtered using the
string .jian/c. The final concordance string for connective k¢jian is ke./c™ jian/c (available at
http://bcce.blcu.edu.cn/help).



Chapter 4

Subjectivity and causality in Mandarin:
a crowdsourcing experiment study on the meaning and
use of RESULT connectives'

4.1 Introduction

Recent empirical studies using corpus data have shown that the semantic-
pragmatic distinctions between causal connectives, like therefore and as a
result, and causal coherence relations, like Argument-Claim and Cause-
Consequence, can be accounted for in terms of subjectivity. More specifically,
the meaning and use of causal connectives have been found to relate
systematically to the subjectivity features of a causal construction, which
provides insight into how subjectivity and causality, as two cognitive
principles, function in the characterization of causal connectives and
coherence relations in naturalistic discourse (among many others, Andersson,
2016; Degand & Pander Maat, 2003; Li et al., 2013; Pander Maat & Sanders,
2001; Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Xiao et al., 2021, Chapter 2, submitted,
Chapter 3).

In these studies, the annotation and “feature analysis” of the causality
fragments are based on a well-established theoretical framework. The
fragments are usually annotated by the researchers themselves or by trained
annotators strictly following a specific codebook. This guarantees the quality
of the annotation, which adds to the validity and reliability of the conclusions
drawn from corpus analysis. Nevertheless, the annotating process is subject to
potential bias, for example the framework bias (Riezler, 2014; Scholman &
Demberg, 2017a) and individual bias (Artstein & Poesio, 2005, 2008) (see
Section 4.2).

In this paper we adopt an experimental approach to elicit crowdsourced
data (see Section 4.2 for further details), a method that has not been employed
earlier in the study of Mandarin causal connectives. We focus on four result

! This chapter is submitted for publication as Xiao, H., Hout, RW.N.M. van, Sanders,
T.J.M. and Spooren, W.P.M.S. Subjectivity and causality in Mandarin: a crowdsourcing
experiment study on the meaning and use of RESULT connectives
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connectives, namely, k¢jian ‘therefore’ (literally ‘it can be seen that’), sucyi
‘so’, yinci ‘for this reason’ and yUshi ‘as a result/thereupon’, to investigate
how Mandarin Chinese encodes causal relations that differ in subjectivity.

Systematic corpus studies using oral speech, microblog texts and various
written genres find that these connectives have a clear and constant semantic-
pragmatic profile individually (Li et al., 2013; Xiao et al., submitted, Chapter
3). K¢jian is subjective in that it is used to present a conclusion or an inference
based on the speaker’s argument, while the speaker? usually remains
linguistically implicit in the utterance. An example is given in (1). Yushi is
more objective, as it typically introduces an act that is performed intentionally
by an agent under particular circumstances. The agent can be either the first-
person speaker or a third-person character, who most often is explicitly
referred to in the utterance (see example [2]). Another typical use of yushi is
to express a consequence that takes place independent of the intention of any
speech participant, be it the speaker or a character, such as example (3). In
general, suoyi and yinci can be used in all the above conditions. Yet compared
to suoyi, yinci disprefers the subjective category speaker as the responsible
agent or concluder and displays a slight tendency towards objective cause-
consequence relations.

In the following examples, [P] is the antecedent (the cause segment), and
[Q] the consequent (the result segment).

(1) P [Qiangjido, zhuozixia fangzhe du'ér,] kéjian, Q [zh¢ wiizi chang
you hao zi chtimo.]
P [There are poison baits in the corners and under the table,] kéjian
‘therefore’ Q [there are often mice in this room.]

(2) P [Zongcai geénju dui gangti€ shichdng de yuce, rénwéi guo ji nidn hou
gangtié jiagé yiding hui shangzhing,] yashi, Q [ta juéding gouzhi
daliang lianjia shebei, gudduan shangma.]

P [ According to the prediction for the steel market, the president
believed that steel prices would certainly rise in a few years, yushi ‘so’
Q [ he decided to purchase a lot of cheap facilities to start decisively.

2 The “speaker” refers to the first-person participant, which may be the speaker in oral
speech, the writer in written texts, or the blogger in microblog texts.
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(3) Suizhe zhishi xinxi riyi zéngduo, dan kao “déating” xianran yijing

bugou. Yushi shéji dao gehanggeye de zhuanye zixun gongsi bian
yingyun’érshéng.
P [With knowledge and information increasing every day, it is
obviously not enough anymore to rely on "asking around" alone.]
Yashi ‘As a result’ Q [ professional consulting companies serving all
kinds of industries came into being.]

The distinctions between these connectives have been defined in terms of
subjectivity, more precisely, in terms of the prototypical subjectivity features
of the integral causality aspects (see Section 4.3.1). An interesting and
unanswered question is whether each connective’s subjectivity profile is
reflected in the interpretations that untrained, non-expert (in other words,
naive) informants make of the connectives. In other words, will the features
annotated in corpus studies, and the conclusions that have been drawn be
validated? To answer this question, we set up a crowdsourcing experiment in
which naive participants were asked to select a best-fit connective to express
a causal relation, which is subjective or objective in accordance with the pre-
defined features.

We expect the main findings to be reflected in the crowdsourcing
experiment. Our hypotheses about the choices of the participants between the
connectives in our experiment are as follows:

1)  kejian will be chosen to express predominantly causal relations with
a subjective profile,

2)  yushi will be chosen to express predominantly causal relations with
an objective profile,

3)  suoyi and yinci will be chosen in both profiles, yet

4)  compared to suoyi, yinci will be chosen relatively more often in the
objective profile.

4.2 Crowdsourcing experimentation and discourse annotation
Crowdsourcing, as it is called, is the act of engaging the “crowd”, a

nonspecific public group, to accomplish a task which was once designated to
just a specialized few (cf. Howe, 2008; Crowdsourcing, n.d.). It is a sourcing
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model originally used in industry, but now also commonly used in academia.
In various research fields, among which natural language studies, the
crowdsourced data have proved to be at least as reliable as data by experts.
For example, Zaidan and Callison-Burch (2011) obtained near professional-
quality translation (as by professional translation agencies) for an Urdu-to-
English translation task by non-professional translators using Amazon
Mechanical Turk (MTurk). In natural language annotation tasks for word
similarity, recognizing textual entailment, word sense disambiguation and the
like, non-expert annotations collected with MTurk all showed high agreement
with existing gold standard labels provided by expert annotators (Snow et al.,
2008).

More recently, the crowdsourcing approach has gained attention in
discourse annotation studies. First of all, in a connective insertion task, the
reliability of the crowdsourcing method for annotating discourse coherence
relations was tested and proved (Scholman & Demberg, 2017a). In this study,
six types of annotated discourse relations from both the Penn Discourse
Treebank (PDTB, Prasad et al., 2008) and the Rhetorical Structure Theory
Discourse Treebank (RST-DT, Carlson et al., 2003) were assigned to
participants recruited with Prolific Academic (a crowdsourcing platform
alternative to MTurk tailored for academic research). They were asked to
indicate their interpretation of the relations by inserting a connective from a
list of candidate connectives. The results were consistent with the expert
annotations available in the two corpora. Another study reports a rapid and
successful development of a Japanese corpus with discourse annotations using
a two-stage crowdsourcing approach: (i) first determine the existence of a
discourse relation between a clause pair of segments and (ii) then label it
(Kawahara et al., 2014). Also, through crowdsourcing experimentation, it was
found that a conjunction, and sometimes more than one valid connection
between discourse units, can often be inferred alongside an explicit discourse
adverbial (Rohde et al., 2015; Rohde et al., 2016). Another finding is that
examples and specifications in discourse can have both elaborative and
argumentative interpretations for readers. In other words, conjunctions not
only function to illustrate/specify a situation but also to provide an argument
for a claim (Scholman & Demberg, 2017b). Another relevant finding is that
the Spanish causal connective puesto que ‘given that’ is preferred more than
porque ‘because’ when native speakers express subjective relations in
discourse (Santana et al., accepted).
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Crowdsourcing discourse annotations has many advantages. First, it is
commonly recognized as a more efficient and economical way to collect large
amount of data, as well as a large number of respondents, since naive
participants are more ‘“widely available” (Krippendorff, 2004). This
subsequently helps to decrease considerably the individual bias generated in
annotation tasks that are usually performed when only a limited set of
annotators is used (Artstein & Poesio, 2005, 2008). Moreover, the non-expert
background of participants prevents them from performing under influence of
implicit or tacit expert knowledge (Riezler, 2014) and helps them to base their
judgments on the intuition and knowledge developed in the actual use of
language as a native speaker.

In addition, in the current study, by conducting the connective insertion
task, the so-called framework bias can also be avoided since participants do
not need to follow a specific codebook as in traditional annotation tasks
(Riezler, 2014; Scholman & Demberg, 2017a). The findings, therefore,
provide insights into the subjectivity of Mandarin result connectives from a
different perspective. It thus contributes to and complements our
understanding gained from corpus-based studies, in which the annotation is
conducted by a limited number of expert or trained annotators following a
defined theoretical framework.

4.3 Method

The current experiment was hosted by LingoTurk, which is “an open-source,
freely available crowdsourcing client/server system aimed primarily at
psycholinguistic experimentation” and “enables user-friendly local hosting of
experiments as well as condition management and participant exclusion”
(Pusse et al., 2016, p. 57). We have made use of an existing paradigm, which
has been employed in studies in Santana et al. (accepted) and Scholman and
Demberg (2017a, 2017b).

4.3.1 Material and experimental design

The materials used in the experiment consisted of two parts: experimental
relations (causal) and filler relations (concessive and instantiation). All were
extracted from the sub-corpus of newspaper texts of LDC95T13 (Wu, 1995).
We have confined our material selection to feature articles to have consistency
in writing style. Using only newspaper texts was deemed sufficient as the
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register for material extraction because it guarantees that participants are not
influenced by style variations, and we know from other studies that the
fundamental subjectivity profile of a causal connective does not vary with
register variation (Xiao et al., 2021, Chapter 2; submitted, Chapter 3).
Therefore, the results are generalizable to other registers.

To investigate whether the subjectivity profile of a causal relation has an
influence on participants’ choice of connective, we created two conditions:
subjective and objective, namely, the argument-claim relations and the cause-
consequence relations. We chose experimental items that are as unambiguous
as possible with respect to three aspects that are crucial to defining the
subjectivity profile of a causal relation (cf. Xiao et al., submitted, Chapter 3).

The first aspect is the propositional attitude expressed in the consequent.
A causal relation represents a causal link between a cause segment and a result
segment. The result segment can express different propositional attitudes. In
example (1), it expresses an inference or a conclusion (“there are often mice
in this room”), whereas in example (3) it expresses a fact (“professional
consulting companies serving all kinds of industries came into being”). The
second aspect is the identity of the subjectivity of consciousness (SoC), i.e.,
the person “whose intentionality is conceptualized as the ultimate source of
the causal event, be it an act of reasoning or some ‘real-world’ activity”
(Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000, p. 64). For example, in example (1), the causal
relation has to refer to the speaker for interpretation; in example (2), it is the
third-person character he, the president, who comes to decide “to purchase a
lot of [...]” in the cause situation “ steel prices will [...]”; in example (3), no
SoC is responsible for the fact that “professional consulting companies [...]
came into being”. The third aspect is about the linguistic reference to the SoC.
In example (1), the speaker remains implicit, yet the character “he” in example
(3) is referred to explicitly in the utterance.

For the subjective condition, we used relations that encode a maximum
degree of subjectivity with regard to the above three aspects: a
claim/conclusion as the result, from the perspective of the speaker SoC, who
remains implicit (argument-claim relation). Relations in the objective
condition encode the maximum degree of objectivity: they express a factual
result that does not involve the intentionality of an SoC (non-volitional content
relation) or an act that is performed intentionally by a character SoC, who is
explicitly referred to in the utterance (volitional content relation).

Sometimes it was necessary to simplify the fragments for experimental
purposes (e.g., deleting some attributive or adverbial phrases), but care was
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taken that this did not affect the naturalness of the phrasing, the
appropriateness of the connective in the context. The goal of the adaption was
to help participants focus on the judgment task while not much distracted by
specific writing styles.

This procedure resulted in selecting 24 subjective causal relations
(originally marked with kéjian, sudyi and yinci, eight for each connective) and
24 objective causal relations (originally marked with suoyi, yinci and yashi,
also eight for each). Fragments originally marked with kéjian and yashi occur
only in one condition because the former is highly specified in expressing
subjective relations and the latter specializes in expressing objective relations
(Li et al., 2013; Xiao et al., submitted, Chapter 3). The 48 experiment items
were equally divided over two lists, each containing 12 subjective items (4
kejian, 4 suoyi and 4 yinci) and 12 objective items (4 suoyi, 4 yinci and 4 yashi).

In addition, we selected 16 filler items: eight concessive relations marked
with danshi ‘but’ and eight instantiation relations marked with biru ‘for
example’. These items were chosen because they are distinctive from the test
items with regard to the semantic relationship holding between two
connecting segments. Danshi and biru are the most prototypical markers
expressing respectively concessive and instantiation relations, and they stand
out quite clearly from the test connectives in the sense of semantics as well.
These 16 filler items were placed randomly in both lists, resulting in two 40-
item lists in the end.

To facilitate interpretation of the coherence relations, one context
sentence (C1/C2) was provided, respectively, before and after the two
segments that are linked to each other, i.e., the antecedent P and the
consequent Q. Thus, each item takes the form of C1 + P // potential connective
/I Q + C2. While displaying each item, the two context sentences were greyed
out and the two segments were in black font. In doing so, participants could
focus on the task of choosing a connective, while at the same time using the
contextual information for a precise judgment and interpretation. Before and
after the potential connective, punctuation marks that were present in the
original fragment were removed and double slashes ( //) were added to avoid
a possible influence of punctuation marks on the participants’ choice of a
particular connective. We also paid attention that none of the candidate
connectives, or their synonyms such as ran'ér vs danshi, both meaning
“but/however”, appeared anywhere in the experimental items. All original
connectives were stripped from the fragments.
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Examples (4), (5) and (6) are examples of experimental items, which
illustrate respectively the subjective condition (conclusion Q, implicit speaker
SoC), the objective condition with a factual Q involving no SoC, and another
objective condition with physical act Q and explicit character SoC (he, the
president).

(4)

()

Zhé ji nian, jinshuicin zai zhudnrang tudi shiyongquéan, paimai
ciinbanqiy¢ guochéng zhong shouru le 100 dué wan yuan.

In the past few years, Village Jinshui has earned more than one million
yuan in the process of transferring rights of land use and auctioning
village-running enterprises.

Zhé 100 dud wan yuan de shouru shi yi ctinli fucha laiyishéngcin de
tudi hé ctinbangiye wéi daijia délai de // // zhé bi qian de zai
touru kéjiu feitongxiaoke le.

P This income of more than 1 million yuan was obtained at the
expense of the land and village enterprises that the village relied on
I /I Q the reinvestment of this money is simply

not a small issue.

An guiding, ciin jiti shourl yingdang yong yu jian jiti qiyé anzhi laoli,
Xitl qido pulu déng gongyi shiye.

According to the regulations, the collective income of the village
should be used for the construction of collective enterprises to resettle
labor, for repairing bridges, paving roads and other public welfare
undertakings.

Dangjin shéhui féengong yue 1ai yue xi, “géhang ra géshan”.
Social division of labor is getting more and more fine-grained
nowadays, "different trades being separated as by mountains."

Suizhe zhishi, xinxi riyi zéngdud, dan kao “dating” xianran yijing
bugou // /I shéji dao gehanggeye de zhuanye zixiin gongsi
bian yingyunérshéng.

P With knowledge and information increasing every day, it is
obviously not enough anymore to rely on "asking around" alone
Il /I Q professional consulting companies serving all

kinds of industries came into being.
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Zixun gongs zhujian chéngwéi béijing de remén hangdang.
Consulting gradually became a popular business in Beijing.

(6) Gongst zai daguimo jianshe shi, zhéng zhi shiji¢ gangti¢ shéngchéan
de digu.
The company was under large-scale construction when the world’s
steel production was right at the bottom status.

Zongcai génju dui gangtié shichang de yuce, rénwéi guo ji nian hou
gangti€ jiagé yiding hui shangzhang // Il ta juéding gouzhi
daliang lianjia shébéi, gudduan shangma.

P According to the prediction for the steel market, the president
believed that steel prices would rise in a few years // /1 Q he
decided to purchase a lot of cheap facilities to start decisively.

Shishi zhéngming dangshi de yuce shi wanquan zhéngque de.
As it turned out that the predictions at the time were completely
correct.

4.3.2 Participants

A total of 151 native Chinese speakers (52 males; 98 females) participated in
the experiment. They were recruited from two university-based WeChat?
groups in the Netherlands: Radboud University Nijmegen and Leiden
University, with respectively 316 and 251 members at the time of distributing
the experiment. Each participant was assigned a unique ID and was paid 4
euros. Participants were randomly attributed to one of the two lists. 70
participants (41 from Nijmegen, 29 from Leiden) completed list 1, 81
participants (46 from Nijmegen, 35 from Leiden) completed list 2. The age of
the participants ranges from 19 to 38, and their education level ranges from
undergraduate to doctoral degrees. None of them reported growing up in a
bilingual background (Chinese and a foreign language) or any reading
disorder.

3 WeChat (Weixin) is a Chinese messaging and social media app. It is the most widely and
actively used app, with over 1 billion monthly active users across the world.
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43.3 Procedure

The experiment was hosted by LingoTurk (Pusse et al. 2016).* The two lists
of materials were published via two separate URLS. Participants completed
individually one of the two lists. The presentation order of the items in each
batch was randomized to avoid order effects. Researchers could keep track of
the experiment progress through two other URLSs. The experiment conforms
completely to the standard experimental research into linguistic judgement of
language fragments defined by the Ethics Assessment Committee Humanities
(EACH) of Radboud University (https://www.ru.nl/eac-humanities/).

On the first page, participants were presented with an introduction to the
study. Next, they were presented with the consent form and informed that they
could quit the experiment at any point without giving any reason. Upon
accepting the consent form, they were asked cordially to provide background
information on the following page: gender, age, nationality, level of education,
whether or not raised in childhood in a bilingual environment (Chinese and a
foreign language), and whether they had ever been diagnosed with a reading
disorder. Then they entered the experiment interface (Figure 1 below), which
contains a short instruction, a box with six candidate connectives, an extra
button for manual answers, and a discourse fragment.

TR
VREEEFRNEF AES—ENEERR, ERAFRNESAREN TSm0, FUER, TR (1) - RENERUEERRTEE (1N
HHEE)  MIES, HE. U955, BEEERNNES, ENETEENEN (BinkIFEET, BIREHER) | ERAREEAR, R
F2E, SRR GOEET IR ERE, ARG BN ERRAEN, RO 2R, SEBENT O MRERIER
HHREIANEY, B el ShETaR AT (15 B RE AR ER) | FRA—Ed,

HE: 36140
BRSNS BN EXRREHER; NREEETNES, F' d ARM0EHEAR".

Eirkid

bw | @i | B2 | FEL) FR | AR | #EZ |
L2 B, KBRS, NmisERR IfE—EAAECERE, R
5 REE#R].

i

Figure 1. Screenshot of the experiment interface on LingoTurk

4 We thank Erwin Komen from the Humanties Lab (Faculty of Arts, Radboud University)
for his tremendous help in implementing the experiment.
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Participants were asked to read the fragment carefully and then to “drag
and drop” the connective in the box that best signaled the coherence relation
between the two segments in black font, while taking into account the
contextual sentences in grey font. Selecting a connective was mandatory in
that participants could not proceed without such a choice. However,
participants could click on the button dou bushi ‘none of these’ and manually
type in a connective that was more proper. In case they change their mind at
this point, they could click on the button fanhui ‘return’. Then they could use
the “drag and drop” function again. The average time for completing the task
is 00:17:00 for list 1 and 00:16:58 for list 2.

4.4 Results
441 Data cleaning

We succeeded in collecting data from 151 individual participants. The system
registered two different submissions by one single participant, whose
background information was also missing. Therefore, both submissions from
this participant were excluded. Choices by the remaining 150 participants
(6000 observations) are presented in Figure 2 below. It shows that the
distinction between the filler and the experimental items is successful. There
is hardly any variation within the two filler categories, whereas all four causal
connectives were elicited frequently in the causal relations.

To evaluate more precisely the quality of the answers from the 150
participants, we employed a double-check strategy. First, we set 80% as the
baseline of agreement between the semantics of the inserted connectives by
participants and the semantics of the original items, i.e. causal, concessive, or
instantiation. Eleven participants did not meet this baseline. Second, we
checked the manual answers (if any) provided by these eleven participants. It
was found that five participants filled in connectives that are synonyms of
those expected from the candidate connective list. Most manual answers
occurred in the concessive relation: participants used ran'ér, késhi, ké, or dan
in place of danshi, all meaning ‘but/however’; some occur in the instantiation
relation: lird was used where biru was expected, both meaning ‘for
example/instance’.
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Figure 2. Frequencies and percentages of participants’ answers in the test causal relations and
two filler categories of concessive and instantiation relations. The answer ‘other’ refers to the
connectives manually typed in by the participants.

These alternative answers are sensible and fit in the items well. Therefore,
the data of these five participants were kept. The other six participants, when
providing a manual answer, chose semantically unrelated answers. Their data
then were removed from the complete dataset. This left us with 144
participants. One other participant’s data were removed because he/she
inserted yinci for almost all the causal relations: 22 out of 24 (92%). All in all,
the data of 143 participants were maintained.

One item, a causal relation from list 2, was deleted because it generated
only four observations of causal connectives from the 74 participants in this
group. Apparently, the semantics of this item was rather ambiguous: having
no causal interpretation for most of the participants.

To sum up, one test item (originally with the connective sudyi) and seven
participants’ submissions were discarded in the end, resulting in a final dataset
of 5646 observations.
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The remaining 47 test items generated 3358 observations (summed up in
Table 1 below), which were predominantly causal connectives kéjian, suéyi,
yinci and yashi (3153 out of the cleaned-up dataset, 93.9%). The others are
filler connectives biri ‘but’ and danshi ‘for instance’, and “other” (the
manually inserted answers by using the “none of these” button). As choices
for non-causal connectives were relatively rare (6.1% in total) and did not
display any pattern, they were left out from the statistical analyses.

Table 1. Summary of participants’ answers for the 47 test items

Causal Filler Other Total
connective connective
Answers k&jian sudyi  yinci  yushi  bira danshi  manual
Frequency 602 836 1075 640 51 79 75 3358
Percentage 17.9% 24.9% 32.0% 19.1% 15% 24% 2.2% 100%
Total 3153 (93.9%) 130 75 3358

4.4.2 Cluster analysis and model selection

The test items were selected based on their subjectivity profiles (cf. Section
4.3.1), half of them being objective and the other half subjective. If the
assumption is correct that the subjective-objective distinction with regard to
the three aspects is the sole element influencing participants’ decisions, we
would expect that the answers given by the participants reflect such a binary
distinction. In order to check this assumption, we carried out a hierarchical
cluster analysis using Ward’s method in SPSS 23. The input were frequencies
of the four connectives that participants have chosen for each of the 47 test
items. Interestingly, the dendrogram below (Figure 3) suggests two
interpretable distinctions of these items: 3 clusters and 5 clusters. In addition,
a two-way split does not coincide with the two conditions assumed in the
experiment (15 items in the left cluster, the remaining 32 in the right cluster).

To compare the quality of the original condition (subjective vs objective)
and the two cluster solutions (i.e., the three-way and five-way splits of the test
items suggested by the hierarchical cluster analysis), we used generalized
linear mixed-effects regression with the logit link function and random
intercepts for items and participants (package Ime4 in R, Baayen et al., 2008;
R Core Team, 2017).
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Figure 3. Dendrogram figure produced in the hierarchical cluster analysis defining the
clustering of the 47 test causal items (Ward linkage; chi square distances)

The dependent variable was the participants’ choice for a particular
connective versus its three alternatives, i.e. kéjian vs non-kéjian, yashi vs non-
yashi, sudyi vs non-sudyi, and yinci vs non-yinci. The three models contain as
a fixed effect predictor (1) the binary subjective-objective condition, (2) the

three-cluster solution, and (3) the five-cluster solution.

Table 2. Results of anova comparing the fits of 2 condition-, 3 cluster- and 5 cluster-model
for predicting the answers of k&jian, yushi, sudyi and yinci, with three criteria for model fit
(AIC, BIC, deviance)

df AIC BIC logLik deviance Chisq df Pr(>Chisq)
k&jian 2cond. 4 1446.6 1470.8 -719.30 1438.6
kéjian 3clus. 5 14441 14743 -717.03 1434.1 45378 1 0.033
k&jian Sclus. 7 14089 14513 -697.45 1394.9 39.1564 2 <.001
yushi _2cond. 4 18957 1919.9  -943.83 1887.7
yushi _3clus. 5 18689 1899.2  -929.43 1858.9 28796 1 <.001
yushi _5clus. 7 18511 18935 -918.53 1837.1 21.808 2 <.001
sudyi 2cond. 4 3149.8 3174.0 -1570.9 3141.8
sudyi 3clus. 5 3107.6 3137.8 -1548.8 3097.6 44255 1 <.001
sudyi_Sclus. 7 30913 31337 -1538.7 3077.3 20.220 2 <.001
yinci 2cond. 4 36717 36959  -1831.8 3663.7
yinci 3clus. 5 3622.0 3652.3 -1806.0 3612.0 51.681 1 <.001
yinci _5clus. 7 36044 3646.8 -1795.2  3590.4 21582 2 <.001
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Results from all models showed a significant effect of the predictors on
distinguishing the connectives (see also the reports in the appendix). To
compare the fits of the three models, we applied the anova function. The
results are presented in Table 2. All three indices for all four connectives
indicate the superiority of the five-cluster solution. AIC, BIC, and the
deviance score obviously decrease going from the two-way to the five-way
categorization.

Figure 4 below gives an overview of the distribution of the four
connectives in five clusters. It shows that in cluster 1, participants had a clear
preference for ylshi; the preference in cluster 2 was for yinci (along with a
moderate amount of yushi); in cluster 4, sudyi and yinci were equally
predominant; in cluster 5, kéjian, sudyi and yinci were all frequently used; in
cluster 3, kéjian is the sole preferred connective.
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Figure 4. Clustering of participants' answers and the percentages of the
connectives that participants have chosen in each cluster

To sum up, yushi and kejian appear to be clearly different from each other.
The former is chosen mainly in clusters 1 and 2, while the latter occurred
almost exclusively in clusters 3 and 5. Sudyi and yinci are more widely used
and similar to a large extent, and both stood out clearly in cluster 4. Yet they
also differ in that yinci has been preferred to sucdyi in both clusters 1 and 2.
These observations suggest that the four connectives can be distinguished in
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terms of subjectivity, as suggested in previous corpus studies: yushi and kéjian
form a clear contrast; sudyi and yinci are two connectives in-between, the
latter being relatively objective compared to the former. Yet the significantly
superior model of five-clustering results suggests that other linguistic factors
are at work that account for further distinctions between the connectives. This
raises the issue what these other factors are, and how they moderate the
subjectivity differences between the connectives.

443 Interpreting the five-cluster solution
The five clusters of test items, based on the participants’ answers, are

presented in Figure 5 below with the relative proportion of the causality
categories.

causality category

Oargument-claim  M@volitional cont. M non-volitional cont.
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Clustering of experimental items

relation type of tems (percentage)

Figure 5. Clustering of the items and the proportion of the causality categories in terms of
subjectivity in each cluster. Argument-claim relations are items representing the subjective
condition; cause-consequence relations, both volitional content and non-volitional content,
represent the objective condition.
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To find out the potential factors that contribute to this pattern, an
exploratory analysis was made of the test items cluster by cluster. An
interesting observation was that the occurrence and the quality of modality
words in the result segment of each item seem to vary across the clusters.
Specifically, in cluster 4, where both the subjective (argument-claim) and the
objective (volitional/non-volitional cause-consequence) items have been
clustered together, a considerable amount of modality words occur (8 out of
14, i.e.,57.1%). These are all expressions with hedging meanings, for example,
yvinggai/keéyrl ‘should/might’, xidndé ‘seem to be’, and dudshdo ‘more or less’.
Modality words were also observed in subjective clusters 5 and 3 (both 33.3%).

However, those in cluster 5 are hedging expressions like in cluster 4,
whereas the ones found in cluster 3 were zhaoyang ‘just the same/without
exception’ and jiushi ‘definitely/surely’, which express a high degree of
certainty about the result. That difference between the modality words in these
two clusters is understandable, if we take into account the connectives that
participants have preferred respectively: they chose kéjian exclusively in
cluster 3, whereas sudyi and yinci together were the connectives of preference
in cluster 5 (cf. Figure 4 above). Lastly, no modality words were found in any
of the items in clusters 1 and 2, which contain only objective relations.

It is quite promising that both the subjectivity profile of the clustering
items and the (class of) modality words qualifying the subjectivity profile have
a joint influence on participants’ performance. How can we get a better insight
into the relationship between the five clusters and the decisive features that
determine the split?

To get a better understanding, we carried out a correspondence analysis
on the answer frequencies of the four connectives per item using the R
package FactotoMineR (Le et al., 2008). The result was that two dimensions
are sufficient to explain 93.7% of the total variation contained in the data. The
relationship between items and connectives can be visualized in a two-
dimensional bi-plot, cf. Figure 6.

The two-dimensional pattern in Figure 6 below shows a remarkable
pattern. First of all, the five clusters have their own spots, filling in the space
in the two dimensions. The best description of their distribution seems to be
that it is V-shaped (in terms of the visual image). The first dimension seems
to represent the subjectivity dimension ranging between purely objective (i.e.
yUshi) and purely subjective (i.e. kejian). The second dimension can be
described as certainty about the causality relation involved. Why is certainty
an additional dimension and not simply part of the first dimension? The
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explanation seems to be that this certainty or lack of it involves (un)certainty
about the causal relation itself, and, by implication, (un)certainty about the
subjectivity or objectivity of the causal link.

-
n
1

yushi {
1.0- £ |
E . . " Col.
= i kejiag = (od|
w J5- 1 JA b

K : Clz
g ! ® C32
B 00— Moo R S ® ci4
o CI5

yinci |

& -

05 oy

5- suoyi

t.&‘ !

Dim1 (56.2%)

Figure 6. Bi-plot from the correspondence analysis on the answer frequencies of the
connectives per item; the bi-plot localizes the connectives (represented in their written form)
and the items (represented by dots; the dot colors represent the cluster).

Below some specific examples are discussed to demonstrate how
“certainty” moderates the relation between causality and subjectivity and,
consequently, also influences participants decisions on choosing a particular
connective.

Item (7) expresses a subjective relation: the speaker claims that “these
bronze figures are relics from the early years of the Western Han Dynasty”.
His/her argument is that “in addition to the style of Qin culture, they also show
characteristics of [...]”. The argument-claim causality relation between the
two segments, nevertheless, is hedged with the use of the modal verb yinggai
‘should’ in the result segment (Q). Consequently, the speaker is also distant
from the proposition of the claim he/she has made. That is, the subjective
interpretation of the causal relation is hedged to some extent as well. Similarly,
the modality word in item (8) plays a role in moderating the causality and the
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subjectivity being encoded, but in the opposite way. The certainty of the claim,
i.e., those who are [...] still think that Cangnan Pomelo is good, is enhanced
by the modality adverb zhaoyang, which can be interpreted as just the same
(as everybody)’. The phrase explicates the speaker’s firm attitude toward this
claim, on the basis of the argument “many overseas Chinese [...] always
brings a little bit to their relatives and friends abroad”.

(7) Zhéxi€ qingtongqi zaoxing chu juyou qin wénhua de fénggé wai, hai

bidomingle xiang handai guodu de yixi€ shidai tédian // I
yinggai shi xihan chii nian de yiw.
P [ In addition to the style of the Qin culture, these bronze figures also
show some characteristics of the era of the transition to Han Dynasty]
I /I Q [(they) should be relics from the early years of the
Western Han Dynasty.]

(8) Xudud cong zheli chiiqu de haiwai youzi, z6u de shihou zong yao géi

hdiwai de gqinpéng hdoydu daishang yidian // Il chiguanle
yang shuiguo de tamen, zhaoyang juédé cangnan siji you héo.
P [Many overseas Chinese who are originally from here always bring
a little bit to their relatives and friends abroad] // Il Q [those
who are already used to foreign fruits still think, just the same as
everybody, that Cangnan Pomelo is good.]

4.5 Discussion and conclusion

The connective insertion task was chosen as an alternative to manual
annotation of corpus data to test hypotheses about the subjectivity profiles of
Mandarin result connectives. The insertion task gives the opportunity to tap
large numbers of naive participants’ intuitions about the meaning and use of
result connectives in Mandarin Chinese. This method provides us insight from
a different perspective, and avoids the potential framework bias and the
individual bias that are inherent to using expert analysts’ judgments in corpus
analyses.

The results of the task show clear differences between the connectives
under investigation. If we look at the models with subjectivity condition as the
predictor (Tables Al to A4 in the appendix), participants clearly preferred
kejian to express subjective relations, ydshi to express objective relations, and
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suoyi and yinci to express both categories. The latter two connectives seem to
differ in that yinci has a less subjective profile than sucyi: the logit coefficients
for the objective condition show that the choice of yinci (-0.646, in Table A4)
is more likely than that of suoyi (-1.427, in Table A3). Together, these results
convincingly resonate the findings from the corpus studies on the four
connectives (Li etal., 2013; Xiao et al., submitted, Chapter 3). Our hypotheses,
therefore, were confirmed, which validates the findings from earlier corpus
studies.

A new finding resulted from the cluster analysis in combination with the
correspondence analysis: the subjectivity-objectivity distinction between the
causal relations is moderated by other contextual linguistic factors. In-depth
analyses of the test items revealed that the presence or absence of modality
words in the result segments differs systematically across the clusters, as does
the meaning of these words with respect to the degrees of certainty they
express. The patterns indicate that both the subjectivity condition of the
causality event and the certainty expressed about the causal relation determine
the connective preferred by the participants.

Modality words expressing the subjective and objective evaluations of the
causality event occur most often in cluster 4, the cluster with both subjective
and objective relations, wherein the predominant choices are sudyi and yinci.
Some also occur in the cluster that is primarily subjective (cluster 5), for which
suoyi and yinci together account for the majority of the participants’ answers.
The modality words found in the purely subjective cluster (cluster 3) express
a high degree of certainty, or an affirmative attitude toward the causal relation,
and here k¢jian is nearly the only connective being used. Yushi is chosen
almost only in the two purely objective clusters 1 and 2, wherein no modality
words are present (cf. Figure 4 in Subsection 4.4.2; Figure 5 in Subsection
4.4.3).

Our conclusion is that the different types of modality words play a role in
influencing participants’ preferences for suoyi/yinci versus kéjian. This
converges with the findings in a recent corpus study, in which distinctive
collocational patterns were identified in the context of sudyi versus that of
kejian (Wei et al., submitted). More precisely, modal verbs expressing
epistemic stance, such as kenéng ‘may’ and yinggai ‘should’, were more often
the collocates of suoyi, whereas attitudinal stance markers, such as
expressions of surprise like jingran ‘surprisingly’ were identified as collocates
of kejian.
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The co-occurrence patterns of modality words and connectives evidently
contributes furthermore to our understanding of the causal connectives with
respect to their expressive function of subjectivity. As linguistic devices
expressing the (speaker’s) evaluation of, or attitude towards, the truth or
likelihood of the expressed propositional content (e.g. Nuyts, 2001; Sanders
& Spooren, 1996/2009; Traugott, 2011), modality words can be used to
qualify the sub-/objectivity expressed in an utterance. The fact that the
evaluative expressions (i.e. the epistemic modality) attract the choices for
suoyi and yinci reflects the nonspecific character of the two connectives. Put
differently, when the subjectivity or objectivity of the discourse relation is
lexicalized in epistemic modality words, there is no need then to use a specific
connective. The high-certainty or strong attitudinal modals, instead, express
the causal status of the related discourse segments from a heavily personal
perspective. Therefore, the subjective connective kéjian stands out in such a
context. Lastly, the absence of modality words in the objective relations
expressed by yushi is reasonable, considering the unambiguous objective
character of yushi that has been found in both corpus studies and the current
experiment study.

Our findings raise important questions for follow-up studies. The
observations with respect to modality words indicate that there is still space
for further refinement of the subjectivity model in Xiao and colleagues (2021,
Chapter 2; submitted, Chapter 3), which was based on previous studies (e.g.
Lietal., 2013; Li et al., 2016; Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Spooren et al., 2010).
That is, we need to further investigate the role of modality words in enabling
a finer-grained analysis of, as well as the distinctions between, the connectives
with respect to subjectivity. What we have observed echoes the question raised
in a series of studies on Spanish backward causal connectives porgue
‘because’, ya que ‘since’ and questo que ‘given that’ (Santana et al., 2017,
Santanaetal., 2018, accepted). In these studies, basically the same subjectivity
model was used, and no significant distinctions were found between these
connectives, which leads Santana (2019, p. 145) to propose to investigate
“whether there is a relation between [additional] linguistic elements that
express subjectivity and the use of causal connectives analyzed”.

All in all, our study demonstrates that crowdsourcing experimentation is
a valuable method to recruit naive informants’ detailed judgments about the
interpretation of causal connectives. The results show systematic differences
with regard to the use of connectives in relations that differ in terms of
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subjectivity, demonstrating that Mandarin Chinese speakers make use of
subjectivity to encode and decode different types of causal relations.

However, our study strongly suggests that a comprehensive model of
subjectivity should include subjective elements at other places in the discourse
than the connectives, because there may be a relation between the subjectivity
expressed in connectives and the elements elsewhere in the discourse. There
might even be a trade-off between these indicators and the use of connectives.
For instance, when speakers use modality words to qualify the subjectivity
encoded in a causal construal, it may no longer be necessary to use a subjective
causal connective. Likewise, when segments in the discourse context do not
contain elements evaluating the subjectivity or objectivity of a causal
construal, speakers are likely to use a specific connective to express that causal
relation. Analyzing this relationship more profoundly may be particularly
promising for languages in which subjectivity seems not to be encoded
substantially in the lexicon of causal connectives.
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Appendix 3 Results of the generalized linear mixed effect models

The following two sets of models have condition (subjective or objective) and
five-clustering as fixed effect predictors, respectively. Both have participant
and item as random factors.

Each model has by default the first category of the predictor as the
reference level (intercept). A positive value of the coefficient indicates that
the connective is more likely to be chosen in the corresponding condition or
cluster. A negative value of the coefficient indicates that the connective is less
likely to be chosen.

A. Following are results of the binary condition model:

Table Al. Results of generalized linear mixed effect model for the choice of kéjian vs the rest.

Fixed effect Estimate Std. Error Z Sig.
Intercept -7.1365 0.8158 -8.747 <.001
Subjective 6.271 0.9616 6.522 <.001
Random effect Variance Std. Deviation

Participant 0.2051 0.4529

Item 6.2317 2.4963

Table A2. Results of generalized linear mixed effect model for the choice of yushi vs the rest.

Fixed effect Estimate Std. Error Z Sig.
Intercept -0.9733 0.3618 -2.690 0.007
Subjective -3.7367 0.5787 -6.457 <.001
Random effect Variance Std. Deviation

Participant 0.2777 0.527

Item 2.9120 1.706

Table A3. Results of generalized linear mixed effect model for the choice of sudyi vs the rest.

Fixed effect Estimate Std. Error Z Sig.
Intercept -1.4265 0.2629 -5.425 <.001
Subjective 0.1232 0.3696 0.333 0.739
Random effect Variance Std. Deviation

Participant 0.3242 0.5693

Item 1.4761 1.2149

Table A4. Results of generalized linear mixed effect model for the choice of yinci vs the rest.

Fixed effect Estimate Std. Error Z Sig.
Intercept -0.6464 0.2350 -2.750 0.006
Subjective -0.5039 0.3368 -1.496 0.135
Random effect Variance Std. Deviation

Participant 0.121 0.3478

Item 1.222 1.1054
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B. Following are the results of the five-clustering model.

Table B1. Results of generalized linear mixed effect model for the choice of kéjian vs the rest.

Fixed effect Estimate Std. Error z Sig.
Intercept -6.901 1.066 -6.471 <.001
Clus2 1121 1.339 0.838 0.402
Clus4 2.415 1.120 2.156 0.031
Clusb 5.900 1.100 5.366 <.001
Clus3 9.175 1.151 7.973 <.001
Random effect Variance Std. Deviation

Participant 0.211 0.459

Item 0.839 0.916

Table B2. Results of generalized linear mixed effect model for the choice of ydshi vs the rest.

Fixed effect Estimate Std. Error Z Sig.
Intercept 0.994 0.237 4.190 <.001
Clus2 -1.855 0.366 -5.063 <.001
Clus4 -4.322 0.342 -12.647 <.001
Clus3 -4.765 0.494 -9.656 <.001
Clus5 -5.308 0.421 -12.611 <.001
Random effect Variance Std. Deviation

Participant 0.305 0.552

Item 0.400 0.632

Table B3. Results of generalized linear mixed effect model for the choice of sudyi vs the rest.

Fixed effect Estimate Std. Error Z Sig.
Intercept -2.566 0.235 -10.913 <.001
Clus3 -0.511 0.387 -1.318 0.187
Clus2 1.016 0.339 2.998 .003
Cluss 1.533 0.288 5.331 <.001
Clus4 2.484 0.279 8.914 <.001
Random effect Variance Std. Deviation

Participant 0.325 0.570

Item 0.278 0.527

Table B4. Results of generalized linear mixed effect model for the choice of yinci vs the rest.

Fixed effect Estimate Std. Error Z Sig.
Intercept -1.456 0.185 -7.872 <.001
Clus3 -2.291 0.412 -5.563 <.001
Clusb 0.995 0.236 4.219 <.001
Clus4 1.239 0.228 5.427 <.001
Clus2 1.410 0.277 5.085 <.001
Random effect Variance Std. Deviation

Participant 0.119 0.345

Item 0.199 0.446
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Appendix 4 Fragments of coherence relations for the
crowdsourcing experiment study.

Presented below is the whole set of items used in the experiment, which
consist of 48 fragments of causal coherence relations and 16 fragments of filler
relations (8 instances of concession relations and instantiation relations,
respectively). The 48 causal fragments are divided up equally in two lists with
respect to the subjectivity condition, as well as the original connectives being
used. The filler relations in both lists are the same.

Please note that in the real experiment, the items are not presented as the
order here, but are randomized.

Fragments 1-8 are subjective relations with the original connective kéjian
‘therefore’.

1 &EIEETT R “NE” B850,
SEEERIBYIN “NE” Z2H // [/ EFI A FARERL
XA NAEES i [ 2 b U PR BB i AR i 50

2. EEAIRHARGE, WHCR “NMx4R7 EAARR R EH .
VP2 NIX BLH 25 (RN 1, 8 M I (g S B A SR R A s b —
w// [/ VAR T EAR R AARAT, AR RE rE I AT
25 i DU Al 2 R E AR R 2 —

3. WHMERMEA ES5LHFH.
Wt R, SEE. HA. BASEHWAEA M T Rir A H
// /] ERSERBEIAERR M5
WRINF BEZIE BIIRMFT], TIEIRIY, 2%,

4. FBEH LARLLEAN B R LA
A, JOENEPREP B, TMRAT MR IR, S N A2 K
R /] FRESRAEA
IRT, R NG TR R R, AR T
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CHAPTER 4
HhEE R A A%
FEVE AR FE— ARG RO E LS // /] FEAH
JEE 1 N BRACHEL AR AL

PR AE 800 ZAERTHUTAE 1 AUFER.

HANRPTTFE, X B SR S AT RIFARERERITM .

AT IMVE B A AR5 // /=N,
T HEJEIER A T fh.

FATRZIHE R A B O 8™ o

AR R I L SRR R N T
B mTNCERE // [/ RBRHEARET B
FRxL, REELELES “RER7 BRAER.

JE TR AR A AR 22 B D3 I AN B AR Sh T T 3

AR 2R NS AT SR AR AT RETEAN K/ / [/ ATHARTET]
HbTT AR BE AT AE R T TR Z A5 o

HS B I AR M T %K, AR T AN .

Fragments 9-16 are subjective relations with the original connective sudyi

€

50’

KUirh, R TIRZRS, i TRRER AR TR LR T
HITESS, JCHZ R mE e, BRI TAsReE —F, #MIEAR
5 // // AR L] HR RN % 1 B Ak Ht o b N AEAR
XRHiab—fiRe, 2R, b9, TP

S, hE S HEM S 8 Sk,

FIEPF R AL E, s RIEEEAEE /M
FRIz e FHMERA T E LS, BhlESRE.
o UNERiE -SSP R /NI EZ SR
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

e 4 R B — A< RAEAB D I A T — 275 40 4% -

REEFH G R B RSB )R SN, R 1 A DA R 2
AR // [/ RLZAE PG -

WA B, R ABAILERRME, RY5, ETHEER.

HALFIER A ZR B

—UIZAR, #f “57 eil, MORLERRSEN // /] 3
A <l HALE ?

SCEESE T RN

iRz, A il 55 XEFRRE, AR .

PUGEAT VF 2 LS T LURHE, B SRZ NS // [/ REER AT
SN, REIAE NS, BFRAA

I X ERBUR IR BRI, A2 T8 AR A5 J7 HA et

PRI IR, BERATFEZHE R
PIREARL, AT — U B RS // [/ AHERSERLBLAUA 5
SR, BLITHIATEG ARG, TRILFEA e it 1 i i %

s

Ko

BFAE S Z B8R, B A AT AL, g h A4 AL R b
FE 2L S 4E
AREFREBES NS /7 /) BBER R

Fsh, —RokUE BIANEERZR, e A EERAES Y.

KAL B EASEERRAE BRI . LS. 37 L -F- 3 B A4 B BT
Ko .

KR MAESE LS IR XARERE S VORR &2, M RAL [R5 ) —
WA/, /) BARMRESt.

FELHERER S AT, FERERTZREETIR T, IR
Fr—HBRAE L.

Fragments 17-24 are subjective relations with the original connective
yinci ‘for this (reason)’.

17.

WEE. HEHA, HLHEEAC.

Hsz, AT, MERECTHME /. /1 NEAHAL, &2
EIRIEHOE — L4t

N, LRI, 1T it
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

CHAPTER 4

BN AT LT, B A AR

[ PR O B AT 4R LEBR R, A PIAR T8 3 A AW REfE 42
TR EIEP AR ERI // /7 BIBNEI S R 2
-

Hh [ 18 T 0 X IS Bl B IR IR A S0 [ B K ZE 48 36 izt iz A
%, IXEEAR LI JE I 1B (KU R REAR DRARAT 1

HIREARMAE . W FHNTZ A R ZEAKG, JeHZ
.

RUARTE BN B EAR T LS 1 g Do s IEEElse // /] R
B, BERXZARMZER:, R AR A,

R SEAE IR 2R E T .

T F A i o R AR R B T s

R LR ORI ZE R ST // // BGRAE 12 ME R ETT
M2 al, K57 WA .

BT MNEREFE R HEERNE L.

WA B, R IB B A R

NHIRIGS2 I sl 2 WAtk // /] WEEFZE
WHZTENIN, ER A 2R,

FRE, WHEAFHAN, BiZeES IR EEZ5).

BRI ZL AR R SOOI TR AE FEHIER 3000 AR ) B B (8] i B /K 26U F
PR
KPR BRI R N AT SR // /] IXEDRY,

FEIX — R s (A R AT e S i A A i
RRBFEZ S IRAE R 2 W R BUK AR

RJUE, w/KAHERAE RT3 b BN T 100
Z JiTt.

X100 277 70 SN A DU HLAST s DUAE 77 10 - ORI 0 A L DA
Ry /o /) RERI RN AR RN T

BIE, MNERABNR S TR ail, ZE5 . NS s
ok A
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24. ZRWEIRBATIE], LEMNPRPPIRMRE. .
HBAS A A ZE ] B ZARMESR B K AP, 2R RA ERHR AL
7/ /KA AR OB R A7 T WP 30 B A4 1
BHER
XK P RANAESE 2S5 X AR 2 VOW IR R LA SO & 8, =i
AL I TR 3 ) — i ST

Fragments 25-32 are objective relations with the original connective sudyi

€ ’

SO .

2

o1

C PEBKREED, —ERE E R TR ke A

HAT 2B -T2 By 1,72, BEE AR T T P2 B R 22 2 JiDOK
// /] BATH N A 2 NAA BRI E T -

FBN RS2 S 22 T8 K, AR A BN — e B R .

26. T, AR
FEGCC T, “®” = CIRIE” MER, “f7 R R MER
// /) BT NATIR )y “ 2B 5“2 HZKR” .
(L A A e Y SLYNILE YL

27 EHHBBE =T, AMUKKAE, 2120150 RN K BIR A

IR .
FARVEIIN, KEAUSZEINH K, 1087 AR B AR R P R 7
// // LR AR R, BT LA BRI .

V2 /NZBIE N NIARTEIR R, SFAERE T AT 52

28. ST AL EINR 2, MEthEa R L.
BT, A U K SE U A R M O, RO i SRk 2 DU
// // At —E PO A SRR,
fETRUR , BEAE RIRBORIITESE, — SRS 4y ZORE IR -
29. AT R MRIL T EARN 2, T T E .
HAT R ETAEERATZH // /) PR LB AR -

PR B R kG, MR 58 R

30. sl ML W, HIRAE S AT RN B RS XGR ) o
FHLET S @R RPERZEF M, 2 0REmR //_ _//
FAEBEA ISR, HIRIEM.

DR ZARE VS TER) (AR 2P T .
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31. AR TR 2 — RIS 21388, BNARE S E wit
JIT AT 1) UR RE 0 AE R 40000 S 3T 36 B A S S A iR R el B 58
// [/ AR AR 3], SEAE AT AN SZ I T A i R BR o
FEAS A RRIT R — R, el OE i A A 1R 2 ST R O
PR AR 5 2 SR

32. WP EAL)E, R R A SRS ER IR R A 1600 2 A
AT BEAE T HT, TN EARIR S BT // S5 3
Friife—RIh: BT RN, AR
2R, TNZRK RFRECE NG TR R G A B0, 47
FTHCHKRT.

Fragments 33-40 are objective relations with the original connective yinci
‘for this (reason)’.

33, — NI OGN BE LIS, DRI T BT
e
firih, BRI R ST // /R
R VORMBERIN, fb#0 “ %% A7 ABHUE, SR O
BRI, B
BT ME T, AR . 2 MU T B
BRI, EEEMA.

34. JEHEN.
LB RREE LS, A AR O R S e iR AR/
/) FEESEERH T THr B ) B k.
HABRERMmSW: SHECARKRZT, AuiteksgsEE.

35. Moy ) B A e JATME T R A A

BIRBURRREAMMRIR, FENRRILE /. // e fE
RUR AT 5. 5 PF AR e i ) LB AR SO AN ig g, O SRR A ) e
RIIER

LU, AFABRBURE S
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36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

19 FLRRRMTL, b RAZ MM HALFE, 61 AT AT
P GRSIE) U, AR L7 R, B AN IE— 5%
iR // / /RBT AN T IR BT A ORISR S8 P14 41
BT

BEKEL DA 50 T IRBFH & 007V S5, A 20 A B RIRAL ¢
BN K.

FEAF FEBAR ZE 0] S AT — B 1]

A BN RGEI T ADNENFE // [/ R E R D
WA —LE T,

MR BFORAEAESRMEDS,  MRTBCAT, = 4EPIEEE KK

NIRRT M PO B E AN AT A

€T o e i b s S 0 7 R e /] BRRA
WX kg O et E

2 T HZERITR, WRFIE CA =4 2 R g .

(FEH) REZRBENLB— D ZLEHHEF.

N I ZR G R A — AL ZE RN GE T HH B/ /] FEALE
BT Nz, i b 7 s A A BRI 22 N R

R, BRI EREN,

BUF R IR I I & ik 6 /L H T,

REEHAE TR A3 E // /o AR FE I A
S VNG -PI

M2, RABEFAIKEE—FHER .

Fragments 41-48 are objective relations with the original connective yashi
‘thereupon/as a result’.

41.

42.

N FE RIS, IEAR tH FHANER A KA
e R A 6 A Bk T 3 B T, A O I LA JE AR B A% g & K
// /) REVMEKERG B, RS,

FSUE I I R T 2 58 4 IR Y o

2SR AT TSR T, S8 A ORI 25 8 = 20 254 ik
BrEEE

(e8) S5 RAEWIN NTERIER // [/ AEITIR K HEZ 7
NHZHRT -

AT, ANCEREREE RROREE, BRI EREREELS.
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43

44,

45.

46.

417.

48.

CHAPTER 4

- ZORNIREKEE FRT R, # B R R T H R
MR, FEHEASE CBRER R, BEEEE N, Hka &k
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DUTIE SRSk, FonAREREE // /] AL TN D
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BN FEE SO A AT

AR —BH AR,  “HEEEY” EIRR RSN R RTS8
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IR AT TR RN // /] BARH RS — %
EEHIEI SRS G
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AN R, 2 FEBCA B A 2 e
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SMHEE, HBR T EATIR “WI5TH7 s // /AR
GRS IAT 2B HT I AR

FEEE S N5 N GRS T R B
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Following are the fillers items: instantiation relations with the original
connective biri ‘for instance’ (No. 49-56) and concession relations with
the original connective danshi ‘but’ (No. 57-64).

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

W2 NN, JBIE—BRE T ARSI .

Hsiz, arBlslERErRRRE // // SRS, ATLi-b
R 51 o

HHAE G, B RHRERG TR, =R, .

ALFWN, PERZRYT R 2007 972

AL 0T BATRRIZ% // /) R
HEE

gt DGR A Al MR B SR

BRI BE I T 5 B RS B2 R SRS

SCBFRER ML H — € HI RGBS %5 // [/ IR, i
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BEAh, BN T 25

FEPE DI L, ADEREE T3 R 5“7 XADEL
ALETFHI 297, FSEREE R BCRA TR S // /]
REFFMR, #R BRI — . 20 fRSCOR RERAESS SR 1
W, ADHEPCRN

MBHRAIR” BT %

FE AR, HSR IR A A AT, BIE A — FOE AR IS
[/ BRI ROTRE TR - AR \SRORHR, A A
2 I NHRANIE,  PrE ], AR RS Sk 7 H Df

WG 7 i R B OR R], A AT T S
e N LE TR, KRB A, ORI T A D
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Chapter 5

Understanding double marking causal constructions in
Mandarin discourse: subjectivity and beyond*

5.1 Introduction

Unlike many languages in the world, Chinese allows three explicit marking
patterns®of the coherence relation within a complex sentence (flihé ju):
sentence initial marking, sentence medial marking, and the combination of
both (Liu, 2003, p. 317 & Zhu, 1982, pp. 217-218, referred to in Chu & Tao,
2008). In this study, the first two patterns are referred to as single marking,
the second as double marking, which can be illustrated via examples (1)-(3),
respectively.

(1) Yinwei P [@ zhu dé jin, Q @ changhui zai mai cai lushang xiang yu.]
Yinwéi ‘because’ P [(they) live close to each other, Q (they) often
encounter (each other) on the way to grocery shopping.]

(2) P [Zai chuantdng guannian zhong wangwing réenwéi lidng hu xiang
dou, bi you yi shang huo liingbaijushang,] sudyi, Q [zuo miimai ying
yi hé wéi gui.]

P [In accordance with the traditional mindset, it is often believed that
when two tigers fight each other, there must be one, or even both,

L This chapter is in preparation for submission as Xiao, H., Li, F., Sanders, T.J.M. and
Spooren, W.P.M.S. Understanding double marking causal constructions in Mandarin discourse:
subjectivity and beyond.

2 Throughout this chapter, “connective” is used in the narrow sense as the coordinating
and subordinating conjunctions. And the explicit marking patterns refer exclusively to those
that use connectives (e.g. yinwéi lyoduyl ‘because’, sudyi lyinci ‘as a result/so’) rather than
connecting adverbs (e.g. jiu ‘then/in that case’, caicai ‘only then’). Accordingly, “double
marking” refers to patterns like yinwéi ‘because’ P, sudyi ‘as a result/so’ Q rather than yinweéi
‘because’ P, jiu ‘then” Q. All the examples under analysis are from the corpus data used in Xiao
et. al. (2021, Chapter 2; submitted, Chapter 3).
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injured,] sudyi ‘so’, Q [harmony should be valued while doing
business with each other.]

(3) Yinwei P [zai women ndngclin ma, wu, shi, jiu shi yong stthua jiang
jiu shi, shéi de quantéu ying didn, shéi jiu shuohua suan ¢é!] Sudyi Q
[jiang xidoshihou, wo ba jiu shi xidng jido wo xuéwll.]

Yinwéi ‘because’ P [in our countryside, uh, well, that is, put it in an
old saying, that simply is: whoever has a hard fist, whoever speaks!]
Suoyi ‘so’, Q [well, when | was a child, my dad then let me learn
martial arts.]

The double marking pattern in (3) is rather language specific. It is realized
through the correlative use of two connectives, both in the initial positions of
two interrelated discourse segments P (the antecedent) and Q (the consequent).
For instance, a concessive complex sentence can take the form of “suirdn
‘although’ P, danshi ‘but’ Q”, and a causal complex sentence can take the
form of “yinwéi ‘because’ P, sudyi ‘as a result/so’ Q”. In this study, we follow
the approach of discourse segmentation that takes into account the conceptual
meaning of the segment being the antecedent or the consequent of a speech
event, rather than analyzing strictly on the basis of grammatical single clauses
(cf. Hoek et al., 2017). In other words, complex clauses are also possible as
the antecedent (the cause segment), or the consequent (the consequence
segment), between which a semantic relationship can be inferred.

In this study, we focus on double marking causal complex constructions.
It has been stated that a causal construction via double marking (hereafter DM)
like “yinwei P, suoyi Q" is the complete or the representative form, while the
single marking patterns (hereafter SM) “yinwei P, Q" and “P, suoyi Q" are
the elliptical or economical forms (Zhang, 1982; Wang, 1993). The causal
relation would still hold if leaving out one, or in some cases both, connective(s)
(Xing, 1986, 2001; Xu, 2002).

While SM constructions have been intensively discussed from various
perspectives and with various methods (among many others, Guo, 2006, 2008;
Li & Wang, 2013; Li et al., 2017; Song & Tao, 2009; Wei et al., 2019; Xiao
et al., 2021, Chapter 2; Zhong & Zhang, 2013), DM is largely understudied in
terms of both scope and depth. To the best of our knowledge, it has received
little attention in the literature. The few existing studies focus mainly on the
pattern “yinwei P, suoyi Q”. The function of using two connectives is
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explained as initiating a new topic or meaning block in the running text, and
at the same time to clarify the scope of both P and Q (Guo, 2004; Tu, 1992;
Xu 2017). Also, compared to an SM structure, DM has a stronger connecting
power. With the presence of both REASON and RESULT connectives, neither P
nor Q can stand alone but have to depend on each other for interpretation, and
the causal relation is highlighted or emphasized using two connectives (Chu
& Tao, 2008; Guo, 2013). Another account focuses on the semantic nature of
the causal link. It has been argued that using two connectives is preferred, or
even necessary, for specifying the causal relation that is built up through the
logic of inference, because otherwise neither P as the premise nor the
reasoning from P to Q is salient enough. This contrasts with the case of a
factual causal relation where the connective(s) can often be omitted as it “can
be easily inferred from life experience/knowledge” (Tu, 1992, p. 105).

It can be concluded that existing discussions about double-marked
causality focus mainly on the unambiguousness and the explicitness of the
causal coherence, both within and beyond the scope of the construction. Yet
little is known as to what extent this specific linguistic means also bears
unique cognitive implication along with it, and how. This is exactly what we
intend to explore in this study.

A basic assumption in cognitive linguistics is that the categories of
linguistic structures provide a window on human cognition of the event being
represented (cf. Stukker & Sanders, 2012). Human cognition of causal events
can be revealed by the linguistic categorization of causal connectives and
coherence relations in actual language use. Recent empirical studies in several
languages find that causal connectives differ systematically from each other
in their typical meaning and use. The characteristics have been modelled in
terms of subjectivity. To be precise, the connectives are found to be more or
less specialized in expressing causal relations that are relatively objective, as
(1) and (3), which describe one real world event or situation leading to another,
or relatively subjective, as (2), wherein the speaker is reasoning actively
toward a conclusion and provides an argument for it. The categorization along
the dimension of subjectivity holds, for example, for the REASON connectives
omdat and want in Dutch, parce que and car in French, weil and denn in
German, yoéuyud and jiran in Chinese, all roughly meaning ‘because’, and for
the RESULT connectives daardoor and dus in Dutch, de ce fait and donc in
French, yashi and kéjian in Chinese, and as a result and for this reason in
English, all roughly meaning ‘so’ (Andersson, 2016; Pander Maat & Degand,
2001; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2001; Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Spooren et
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al., 2010; Stukker & Sanders, 2012; Xiao et al., 2021, Chapter 2; Xiao et al.,
submitted, Chapter 3; Zufferey, 2012).

In this study, we zoom in on the DM cases in naturalistic discourse of
Mandarin Chinese. Given the specific meaning and use of each connective,
our research questions are:

RQ1. What is the subjectivity profile of a double marking causal relation,
and does it differ from that of the composing single marking
relations?

RQ2. What rhetorical effects can be interpreted of a causal relation that is
doubly marked, given that each causal connective is characteristic
of the prototypical meaning and use individually?

The DM cases under study stem from our corpus-based studies on
Mandarin REASON and RESULT connectives (Xiao et al., 2021, Chapter 2; Xiao
et al., submitted, Chapter 3). In those two studies, a collection of 450 and 600
fragments, respectively, was annotated and analyzed (for the composition of
the two datasets, see p140, Section 5.2.2). A small amount of the fragments
was found to be co-marked with two connectives (8.2 % in the study on
REASON connectives and 7.5% in the study on RESULT connectives). The
patterns of the connective pairs vary (see Table 3 in Section 5.3).

Our set of DM constructions is deemed too small for a thorough statistical
analysis. Instead, to address research question 1, we will make a descriptive
guantitative analysis of the subjectivity profile of DM constructions in
comparison with that of the composing SMs. To address research question 2,
we will make an in-depth analysis of some interesting examples in a
qualitative way, in order to understand double marking as a specific signaling
device of coherence relations in Chinese.

The structure of this chapter is as follows. We start with the background
of the current study in Section 5.2, which includes the integrated approach to
subjectivity adopted in causal connective studies (Section 5.2.1) and the
introduction and findings of our previous corpus studies on Mandarin causal
connectives (Section 5.2.2). Next, we sketch out the subjectivity profile of DM
through a gquantitative comparison with that of the composing SMs (Section
5.3). Then we make a qualitative analysis of DM based on some examples
(Section 5.4). The conclusions are summed up and further discussed in Section
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5.5. Last, we point out the limitations of the current study and suggestions for
future study (Section 5.6).

5.2  Background

521 Subjectivity and causality: an integrated account

Subjectivity and causality are two cognitive principles that help us to explain
the system behind the linguistic expressions of causal coherence relations in
discourse. In line with Pander Maat and Sanders (2000, p. 64), a causal
relation is considered subjective if its interpretation implies a reference to a
subject of consciousness (hereafter SoC), “a person, whose intentionality is
conceptualized as the ultimate source of the causal event, be it an act of
reasoning or some ‘real-world’ activity”. This study adopts an integrated
approach to subjectivity. That is, we examine several aspects of a causal
relation that are crucial to determining the degree of subjectivity being
encoded (cf. Pander Maat & Degand, 2001; Pander Maat & Sanders, 2000,
2001), namely, the domain of the coherence (Sweetser, 1990), the distance of
the SoC to the hear-and-now of the speech situation (Traugott, 1989, 1995) or
the deictic center of communication (Sanders et al., 2009), and the linguistic
reference to the SoC (Langacker, 1990).

The domain of the causal coherence, following the trichotomy of
coherence relations by Sweetser, can be located in the content domain, the
epistemic domain, or the speech act domain.

Speech act causality is subjective. The SoC, who necessarily is the speaker,
performs here and now a speech act, namely a performative utterance asking,
declaring, promising, commanding, etc. that is directed at the addressee. An
example from Sweetser (1990,) “What are you doing tonight, because there is
a good movie on.” can illustrate this case: | ask what you are doing tonight
and the motivation for asking is that there is a good movie on.

Epistemic causality is also inherently subjective because the SoC is
reasoning actively toward a(n) conclusion or opinion based on personal
observation or an argument, such as example (2): on the basis of the traditional
belief that if two tigers fight, minimally one of them is injured, the speaker
concludes/claims that harmony should be valued while doing business with
each other.
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Content domain causality is relatively objective. It describes the cause-
consequence relation between two events/situations in the world. Depending
on whether or not an SoC is involved, a distinction is made between volitional
content and non-volitional content relations. In the former, the consequence is
an act that is performed intentionally by the SoC under the circumstances of
the antecedent. For instance, in example (3) above, my dad intended to let me
learn martial arts in consideration of the situation in our countryside. In the
latter, a situation or an event is caused or takes place as an inevitable and/or
unintended consequence of the antecedent. No SoC needs to be referred to for
the causal interpretation. In other words, there is no SoC involved in a non-
volitional content causality. An example is (1): living close to each other leads
to their frequent encounter, which is not an intentional or planned act. All in
all, the degree of subjectivity expressed in the various domains is in the
following order: speech act/epistemic > volitional content > non-volitional
content.

As to distance to the hear-and-now of the speech situation, the SoC who
is responsible for the interpretation of the causal link can be the first-person®
(the speaker/writer) or a third-person (the character) participant of the
causality event. This identity difference also carries subjectivity variation in it
(cf, Benveniste, 1971; Nuyts 2001; Sanders et al., 2009; Traugott, 2010).
Specifically, when the speaker is the SoC, she is located in the center of the
communicative event. The causal interpretation is drawn directly from her
point of view, indicating a high degree of subjectivity. When the causal
relation is presented as constructed from the perspective of a character, the
speaker is distanced from the communicative here and now and reports on the
causal relation conceptualized by the character. The degree of subjectivity in
this case is relatively low. In case the causality event exists or takes place out
there in the real world, in other words, if it involves no SoC, the distance to
the speaker is maximal, making the report of the causal event maximally
objective.

To sum up, the degree of subjectivity encoded in the identity of SoC can
be ordered as follows: speaker SoC > character SoC > no SoC.

3 For ease of reference and consistency, we use “speaker-SoC” to stand for the first person
SoC, be it in a written, spoken or microblog (twitter-like social medium) text. Accordingly,
“speaker” is used for also the writer or the blogger when it is intended to be inclusive;
“addressee” is taken as an inclusive term referring to the interlocutor/reader/recipient. The
gender of the speaker is uniformly female.
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The last aspect is to what extent the SoC is linguistically involved in the
causal construction. Following Langacker (1990), a distinction can be made
between an implicit SoC (being left “off-stage™) and an explicit SoC, which,
being mentioned explicitly, becomes “on-stage”. If an SoC is explicitly
referred to, it becomes part of the object being conceptualized; if there is no
explicit reference to an SoC in the utterance, she remains solely as the subject
that conceptualizes the causal event described in the utterance. In other words,
an explicit involvement of SoC makes the causal construal relatively objective,
whereas an implicit involvement is relatively subjective.

Moreover, in Mandarin Chinese, wherein pro-drop is a regular
grammatical category (Huang, 1989), a third category of the linguistic
involvement of SoC needs to be considered. That is, the SoC has its
grammatical function in the utterance but the linguistic form is dropped and
retrievable from the linguistic context. To the best of our knowledge, no
studies have analyzed pro-drop from the perspective of subjectivity.
Therefore, we do not have a strong theoretical foundation to define the
subjectivity degree encoded in this case. Nevertheless, it has been found that
pro-drop occurs frequently in the context of ydshi ‘as result/thereupon’, a
result connective that expresses typically volitional content relations (Xiao et
al., submitted, Chapter 3). Also, given its in-between status, i.e. retrievable yet
linguistically absent, it is logical to assume that the degree of subjectivity
encoded in a dropped SoC is in between an implicit SoC and an explicit SoC,
but closer to the objective end since it is still retrievable in the linguistic
context and tends to occur in the volitional content domain (Xiao et al., 2021,
Chapter 2; submitted, Chapter 3). Hence the model assumes that the variable
linguistic realization of the SoC has three categories, indicating three degrees
of subjectivity: the subjective implicit SoC, the relatively objective pro-drop,
and the objective explicit SoC.

5.2.2 Subjectivity profile of Mandarin causal connectives: findings
from corpus studies

We adopted the integrated subjectivity account for the linguistic
categorization of causal connectives in Mandarin discourse, which has been
tested plausible in both corpus studies and experimental studies (e.g. Li et al.,
2017; Wei et al., 2019; Xiao et al., 2021, Chapter 2; submitted; Xiao et al.,
submitted, Chapter 4).
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Particularly, the corpus studies by Xiao and colleagues, in which the DM
data were collected, investigated the subjectivity properties of causal
connectives in three types of naturally occurring discourse: oral speech in
spontaneous conversations, computer-mediated language in twitter-like
microblogs, and written texts in printed newspapers. In line with studies on
the linguistic and textual variations of speech and writing, the three discourse
types are presumed to differ along several dimensions. Conversational and
microblog texts are involving, having an interactional focus and an opinion-
like style; by contrast, newspaper texts are detached, having an informational
focus and an objective style. The differences have been reflected, for example,
in the use of first- and second-person pronouns, questions, present tense,
fragmented structures that are frequent in conversations and microblogs,
whereas newspaper texts make more use of third-person pronouns, past tense,
integrated structures and passive voice (see Chafe [1982], Biber [1986] and
Clark & Brennan [1991] for an extensive discussion of the association
between medium/mode and discourse styles). The linguistic and textual
features inherent with various discourse types constitute contexts that differ
potentially in the degrees of subjectivity. For example, the unbalanced use of
first-/third-person pronouns, and the present/past tense, which are, as
illustrated in the previous section, indicative of the speaker’s distance from
the deictic center of communication (Sanders et al., 2009), hence indicative of
potential variations in the degree of subjectivity. These theoretically different
types of discourse have provided us with a rich empirical basis for an analysis
of the subjectivity profile of Chinese causal connectives

For the newspaper texts, we made use of Rénmin ribao ‘People’s Daily’,
which is part of the news texts corpus LDC95T13 (Wu, 1995). For the
microblog texts, we made use of Xinlang weibo, ‘Sina microblog’, which is a
sub-corpus of BCC (Xun et al., 2016). The conversational discourse is made
of telephone speech and TV interview/chat speech extracted from LDC
Mandarin Chinese speech corpora (LDC 1996, 2005, 2013-2016) and Media
Language Corpus (MLC 2005).

From each of the three corpora, we randomly selected 50 causal relations
that are marked with REASON connectives jirdn ‘since’, yinwéi ‘because’ and
youyu ‘because’, respectively (Xiao et al.,, 2021, Chapter 2) and RESULT
connectives k¢jian ‘therefore’ (literally ‘it can be seen’), suoyi ‘so’, yinci ‘for
this reason’ and yushi ‘as a result/thereupon’, respectively (Xiao et al.,
submitted, Chapter 3). That is, for each connective, 150 fragments were
selected and then analyzed in respect of the three subjectivity features
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sketched in Section 5.2.1: (1) the domain of the causal relation,* (2) the
identity of the SoC responsible for the causal interpretation, (3) the extent to
which the SoC is implicitly or explicitly realized in the result segment
(presented as LingReal-SoC in the following tables). Together, we examined
the integral subjectivity environment every connective typically occurs in and
whether or not the usage is subjected to the influence of the discourse styles
from each corpus.

Detailed statistical analyses of the corpus studies on REASON and RESULT
connectives were reported elsewhere (Xiao et al., 2021, Chapter 2; submitted,
Chapter 3). They can be summarized as follows: irrespective of the variation
of discourse types, the connectives are found to have a constant and distinctive
subjectivity profile individually. The overall percentage probabilities of the
subjectivity features observed in the REASON relations are summed up in Table
1 and the RESULT relations in Table 2 below.

Table 1. Categories and percentages of the three subjectivity features
observed in REASON connective study

Type of relation % Identify of SoC % LingReal-SoC %

s.a. epis vol n-vol 1stper 3rdper noSoC imp  pro-drop exp
Jiran 40.7 46.0 12.7 0.7 88.0 11.3 0.7 59.1 1438 26.2
Yoéuyd 2.0 6.7 373 540 267 193 54.0 145 36.2 49.3
Yinwéi 12.7 38.0 320 173 633 193 17.3 376 1238 49.6

Note: s.a. = speech act; epis = epistemic; vol = volitional content; n-vol = non-volitional
content; 1st per = speaker SoC; 3rd per = character SoC; imp = implicit; exp = explicit

Our findings show that, the REASON connectives jiran, yinweéi, youyu are
constantly distinctive from each other.

Jiran has a clear subjective profile. It is used to express predominantly
speech act and epistemic causal relations. The causal link is usually drawn
directly by the speaker, who remains most often implicit in the utterance.

4 In the result connective study (Xiao et al., submitted, Chapter 3), we used PropAtt (the
propositional attitude expressed in the result segment) as the variable equivalent to domain. In
that paper we argue that there is a strong correlation between the two variables PropAtt and
domain. To be precise, PropAtt is indicative of the relation domain. In the present study, to
keep consistent with our theoretical outline, results regarding these two variables are summed
up and presented along with the four categories of the relation domain.
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Yoéuyl is clearly objective. It links predominantly content domain
causality, both non-volitional (no SoC involved) and volitional. The SoC is
also realized in an objective way, if we look at the low probability of implicit
SoC against pro-drop and explicit SoC.

Yinwei is typically in-between subjective and objective. It is roughly
equally distributed in speech act/epistemic relations and content relations. It
occurs most often with speaker SoC, but also with moderate amount of
Character SoC and No SoC. The SoC is most often referred to explicitly or
dropped, although implicit cases are also frequent.

Table 2. Categories and percentages of the three subjectivity features
observed in RESULT connective study

Type of relation % Identify of SoC % LingReal-SoC %
s.a. epis ol n-vol 1stper 3rdper noSoC imp  pro-drop exp
Ké&jian 0.7 993 O 0 100 0 0 84.7 2.7 12.7
Yuashi 0 1.3 75.3 233 347 42.0 23.3 17 32.2 66.1
Suoyi 12.0 39.3 327 16.0 653 18.7 16.0 437 111 45.2
Yinci 7.3 36.0 34.0 227 533 24.0 22.7 414 121 46.6

Note: s.a. = speech act; epis = epistemic; vol = volitional content;
n-vol = non-volitional content; 3rd per = character SoC; imp= implicit; exp= explicit

Similarly, the RESULT connectives kéjian, sudyi, yinci, yushi are also
found to differ systematically from each other.

Ké¢jian is highly subjective. It always involves a speaker SoC who reasons
actively along an argument-claim trajectory. The speaker remains mostly
implicit in the utterance.

Yushi, by contrast, is clearly objective. It specializes in expressing content
domain relations, mostly the volitional relations. The SoCs are mainly third
person characters, who are referred to explicitly or dropped out at large.

Suoyi and yinci are similar to each other and largely nonspecific, although
relatively more non-volitional content relation (involving no SoC) while less
speech act relations are expressed via yinci than via suoyi.

5.3 A Quantitative look on DMs

In the two previous corpus studies, we analyzed 450 causal relations marked
with jiran, yinwei and yoéuyd, and 600 with kejian, sudyi, yinci and yushi. In
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the first study, 37 instances (8.2%) and in the second study 45 instances (7.5%)
are found co-marked with both a reason connective and a result connective.
The identified patterns and respective frequencies from each corpus are
presented in Table 3 below.

The first observation is the absence of highly subjective connectives jiran®
‘since’ and ké&jian ‘it can be seen that’. Another interesting point is that the
neutral connective (sudyi) are most drawn to form DM structures: the most
frequent patterns are those containing sudyi (A and B), followed by yinci (C
and D) and yushi (E and F).

Table 3. Frequencies of DM patterns observed in the corpus data
analyzed in Xiao et al. (2021; submitted)

Newspaper ~ Conversation Microblog Total
A. yinwéi P, sudyi Q. 2 19 7 28
B. youyu “P, sudyi Q. 8 17 3 28
C. ymwei P, yinci Q. 0 6 1 7
D. y6uyu P, yinci Q. 6 4 0 10
E. yinwei P, yashi Q. 2 1 1
F. yéuyu P, yashi Q. 0 0 3
*H. youyu P, yin’ér Q. 2 0 0
Total 20 47 15 82

An obvious question to ask is what subjectivity profile is characteristic of
double marking relations. There are reasons to expect differences compared
to single marking cases, since each individual connective has its prototypical
subjectivity profile. For a direct observation, we will compare DM versus SM,
in a quantitative way, by looking at the occurring subjectivity features in each

5 In the REASON connective data, we identified two instances of pattern H. The connective
yin’ér ‘as aresult” was not included in our study, due to its rare occurrences in especially spoken
language. Therefore, we left out this pattern in the following analyses.

6 In our data, we identified the double marking pattern “jiran P, name ‘then’ Q”. However,
as name is not generally regarded as a causal connective, and it very often also co-occurs with
conditional connectives riguo and jidri, meaning ‘if’, we did not include it as an object of our
study. The consequence is that the possible mutual influence between jiran and name in terms
of subjectivity, as well as the potential effect of the joint use of these two connectives on the
interpretation of the causal relations they express, can not be explained directly in this study.
That is why we left out this pattern from the double marking dataset.
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pattern. For reasons of legibility, the subjective relations (speech act and
epistemic) are grouped together in the following tables, as are their objective
counterparts, the volitional and non-volitional content relations. ’

Summed up in Table 4 are the percentages of the subjective and the
objective categories occurring in DM pattern A and the composing SMs Al
and A2, and in DM pattern B and the composing SMs B1 and B2. Both the
DM patterns A and (more apparently) B display an objective tendency: they
express relatively many content relations, wherein the SoCs are more often
explicitly referred to or pro-dropped. This objective tendency suggests that
the two DM patterns inherit the properties of the composing SMs Al and B1,
which are largely objective, more than those of A2 and B2, which are
relatively neutral.

Table 4. Percentages of the subjectivity features occurring in
“yinwei/youyu “P, sudyi Q” and the composing SMs
Type of relation % Identity-SoC % LingReal-SoC %
Pattern count s.a/epis content 1%t per 3 per no SoCimp pro-drop exp
A. yinwéi P, sudyi Q 28 32.1 679 536 214 250 19.0 333 476
Al. yinwéi P, Q 22 45 955 273 318 409 0 231 769
A2. P, sudyi Q 125 504 496 672 160 168 404 115 481
B. youyl P, suoyi Q 28 17.9 82.1 357 143 500 286 214 50.0
B1. yéuyu P, Q 127 79 92.1 236 213 551 140 368 49.1

B2. P, sudyi Q 125 50.4 496 672 160 168 404 115 481

Note: s.a. = speech act; epis = epistemic; content = volitional and non-volitional content;
1% per = speaker SoC; 3" per = character SoC; imp = implicit; exp = explicit

Table 5 presents the percentages of the subjectivity features occurring in
the two DM patterns containing yinci and their composing SMs. Similar to the
observations in Table 4 above, both patterns C and D are relatively objective,

7 The reader may wonder why the counts for the SM cases in tables 4-6 do not add up to
150. That is because, take the set of patterns A, Al and A2 in Table 4 for example: the 28
instances of pattern A are from both studies of yinweéi and susyi; the number of pattern Al (22)
is from the 150 instances of yinwei fragments excluding the backward sequence “Q, yinwéi P”
and all the DM instances patterned with result connectives sudyt, yinci and yashi (Xiao et al.,
2021, Chapter 2). The same applies to the number of A2 (125), which is from the 150 instances
of suoyi fragments excluding those patterned with both yinweéi and youyd (Xiao et al., submitted,
Chapter 3).
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and the differentiation between these two patterns versus their composing
single connective patterns are in the same direction as found in Table 4,
therefore indicating here again the stronger influence in total from the
objective SM constructions.

Table 5. Percentages of the subjectivity features occurring in
yinwei/youyu P, yinci Q and the composing SMs
Type of relation % Identity-SoC % LingReal-SoC %

Pattern count s.a/epis content 1% per 3 per noSoC imp pro-drop exp
C. yinwei P, yinci Q 7 28.6 71.4 429 429 143 16.7 16.7 66.6
Cl.yinwei P, Q 22 4.5 95.5 273 318 409 O 23.1 76.9

C2. P, yinci Q 134 448 552 545 216 239 431 127 441
D. yéuy P, yinci Q 9 222 718 222 222 556 5000 50.0
DLy6uydP,Q 127 7.9 921 236 213 551 140 368  49.1
D2. P, yinci Q 134 448 552 545 216 239 431 127 441

Note: s.a. = speech act; epis = epistemic; content = volitional and non-volitional content;
15 per = speaker SoC; 3" per = character SoC; imp = implicit; exp = explicit

Table 6. Percentages of subjectivity features occurring in
yinw¢i/youyu P, yashi Q and the composing SMs

Type relation Identity-SoC % LingReal-SoC %

0,
Pattern count s.:.)/epis content 15t per 3 per no SoC imp pro-drop exp
E: yinwéi P, yGshi Q 6 0 100 16.7 333 50.0 0 0 100
El: yinwéi P, Q 22 45 955 27.3 318 409 0 23.1 76.9
E2: P, yGshi Q 143 14 98.6 343 427 231 1.8 327 65.5
F: yéuyd P, yashi Q 4 0 100 500 25.0 25.0 0 66.7 33.3
F1:yéuyd P, Q 124 8.1 919 234 210 556 12.7 38.2 49.1
F2: P, yashi Q 143 14 98.6 343 427 231 1.8 327 65.5

Note: s.a. = speech act; epis = epistemic; content = volitional and non-volitional content;
1%t per = speaker SoC; 3" per = character SoC; imp = implicit; exp = explicit

The final set of DMs involves yushi (E and F). These are fairly rare, only
10 cases in total. Both patterns express only content domain relations, with no
implicit reference to SoC. The SM counterparts are similar: they also express
predominantly content domain relations with rare or no implicit SoC. That is
to say, the DM patterns and their composing SMs have more or less a similar
objective profile. One contrast is observed, if we look in more detail at the
identity of SoC: E follows E1 while F follows F2 to a larger extent.
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To sum up, the observation based on Tables 4-6 provides us an overview
of the subjectivity profiles of the DM patterns versus the composing SMs. It
shows that if the subjectivity of the composing SMs diverges, i.e., the single
REASON construction is objective and the RESULT counterpart is neutral, the
DM pattern inherits more properties of the former and displays a relatively
objective character. If the subjectivity of both composing SMs are objective,
then the DM has a clear and similar profile, with possible influence from either
the single REASON or the RESULT construction. In either case, we can see a
contribution from the joint use of two connectives, and a stronger influence
comes from the composing SM construction with a specified subjectivity
profile, in our case, objective.

5.4 A Qualitative look on DMs

Existing analyses of DM state that the pattern functions to signal the relational
coherence and the scope of the coherence (e.g., in the case of ambiguity about
the scope, the DM resolves that ambiguity) and that it highlights or stresses
the causal link (Guo, 2004; Tu, 1992; Xu, 2017). In the current study, we go
a step further and ask: what are the effects and/or motivations that are involved
along with the stress of a causal relation with a double marking structure?
The previous section suggests that double marking and subjectivity are
related. To what extent is that the case? We will argue in this section that DM-
patterns involving yéuyu display an objectivity effect, but that in yinwei DM-
constructions the role of subjectivity is less clear. It will also be argued that
what DM-constructions seem to have in common is a suitability to occur in a
sandwich-like discourse structure having information management effects.
We will investigate these issues by presenting some observations regarding
the two most frequently occurring patterns “youyu P, suoyi Q” and “yinwei P,

suoyi Q.

54.1 The “yoéuyi P, suéyi Q” pattern

The subjectivity effect can be found in fragment (4), a microblog post. Here,
the “youyu P, sucyi Q” pattern has an objectifying effect for the causal
construal. This example illustrates a volitional content relation: the blogger
describes having performed an act, namely “restoring a picture the way I like”,
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and the reason for that act is “I like this picture very much”. The effect of the
DM seems to be that the intentionality of SoC for performing the act is reduced.
That is, “I restored the picture the way I like” is presented as an inescapable
consequence of the situation in P. Using yéuyu, the blogger stresses that Q is
performed out of a spontaneous and irresistible feeling. Hence, the
intentionality is weakened and the motivation for performing the act is
objectified. In other words, it has the pragmatic effect that it is a strong feeling
that “I” cannot resist or control compelling “me” to do it (rather than purely a
fully volitional act of “myself”). A paraphrase of the fragment would be “the
fact that | like the picture very much inevitably leads me to the act that |
restored it the way I like (without checking with the original author)”.

(4) Youyul P [@ tébié xihuan zhé zhang ta], sudyi Q [@ zizuod zhiizhang
huanyuan le yixia tapian]. Xiwang yuan zuozhé buyao jicyi.
Yoéuyu [P (1) like this picture very much], sudyi [Q (I) restored it the
way | like]. Hope that the original author does not mind.

Alternatively, if the causal reasoning had been realized in the SM
counterpart without youyd, as in (4a), or without sudyi, as in (4b), the
justifying or objectifying purpose does not seem to be so clear. Instead, the
blogger sounds more like describing the volitional content relation than
delivering it. A difference between (4a) and (4b) is that the information focus
seems to vary, from the consequence (in [4a]) to the cause (in [4b]). In either
case, a paraphrase would be “the fact that I like the picture very much leads to
the act that I restored it the way I like” .2

(4a) P [@ tebié xihuan zhé zhang ta], sudyi Q [@ zizuod zhtizhang huanyuan
le yixia tapian]. Xiwang yuan zuozhé bluyao jieyi.
P [(1) like this picture very much], sudyi Q [(I) restored it the way |
like]. Hope that the original author does not mind.

8 The subtle difference between the construal of the causal relation expressed via (4) versus
the SM counterparts (4a) and (4b), i.e., an implied objectifying/justifying effect versus the
narrating/describing character, holds for the following examples in this section, too. To avoid
an over repetitive “effect”, we have left out the comparative analysis and put emphasis on the
interpretation of the DM pattern and its rhetorical effect.
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(4b) P [YoOuyu @ tebié xihuan zhé zhang ta], Q [@ zizud zhiizhang
huanyuén le yixia tpian]. Xiwang yuan zuozhé buyao jieyi.
P [Ybuyu (1) like this picture very much], Q [(I) restored it the way |
like]. Hope that the original author does not mind.

This objective flavor implied in “youyi P, sucyi Q” seems to indicate that
this pattern does not occur in clearly subjective relations. Fragment (5) seems
to be a counterexample, but is it?

(5) Ju zhibao bumén yuce, xia bannian bingchonghai y¢€ jiang pianzhong
fashéng, [...] Jingi, bufén diqa jiangyt pian dud. Yéuyu P [gaowén
gaoshi youli bingchénghai fashéng], sudyi, Q [bixt yingi gaodu
zhongshi, jué bunéng diaoyiqingxin, yao quanliyifu, jizhong jingli, da
hao ...]. Gédi yao jianchi ....

According to the Plant Protection Department, pests and diseases will
also occur heavily in the second half of the year, [...]. Recently, there
has been rather big amount of rainfall in some areas. Yéuyu P [high
temperature and high humidity are favorable conditions for pests and
diseases], sudyi Q [it must be given ultimate attention, never take it
lightly, and be sure to do the very best and be fully concentrated to
fight against ...]. All the local sectors should stick to [...].

Example (5), taken from a news report, presents a direct quote of the
Deputy Minister of Agriculture on a meeting where he draws responsible
sectors’ attention to the monitoring and control of pests and related diseases.
The causal link between P and Q is a speech act one: the fact that high
temperature and high humidity are favorable (conditions) for pests and related
diseases leads to the required act that it must be given ultimate attention, [...].
The performative utterance in Q, targeting at the attendees of the meeting (and
probably all the local agriculture sectors as well), is motivated by the quoted
speaker, who is implicitly involved in the context.

Although these aspects are clearly subjective, the preceding text, which
focuses on the description of the severe condition confronting the agricultural
industry, has provided an objective background for the speech act causality.
Moreover, with prototypically an objective profile, youyl makes the argument
fact-like rather than an evaluation, which therefore justifies the required act as
if based on solid fact, or driven by objective external condition, other than
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purely personal motivation. A paraphrase would be “the fact that high
temperature and high humidity are favorable conditions for pests and diseases
necessarily leads me to the required act that it must be given ultimate attention,
[...].”

Such a rhetorical effect of “youyu P, susyi Q” pattern presenting a causal
link as more objective than is justified on the basis of content also figures in
example (6), a telephone conversation between two friends (A and B) about
Copa América.

(6)
A: Ni, xianzai kaishi, guanzhi méizhoubei ma?
Are you now paying attention to Copa América?

B: N, mé&izhdubgi wo kanguo jiyin
Well, Copa América, | had a few glances of it.

Danshi, yéuyld P [méizhoubéi de zhiiyao mudi shi, duanlian xin
gityuan,] suoyi Q [jingcai chéngdu bushi hén gao.]

However, youyl ‘because’ P [the main purpose of Copa América is
to train new players,] sudyi, Q [the excellence level is not very high.]

W yé€ zhishi choukong kanyikan. Bijing, ta ...
I only find some time for a brief look. After all, it ...

The coherence relation between P and Q is of an epistemic type: “the fact
that the main purpose of Copa América is to train new players leads to my
conclusion that it is not very excellent”. Both the argument “the main purpose
of [...]” and the conclusion “the excellence level is [...]” are not content
domain facts, but personal opinions or judgments. It is interesting that “y6uyu
P, suoyi Q” is used in such a highly subjective context. Yet it is
understandable. Using this pattern, the epistemic causal relation seems to be
drawn upon an objective basis. In other words, it looks as if the causal
argumentation is objectively established and therefore indisputable to a large
extent. A paraphrase of the causal connection would be: “the fact that the main
purpose of Copa America is to train new players necessarily leads me to the
conclusion that the excellence level is not very high”.

A more complicated case is example (7). The interpretation of an
objectifying and justifying effect finds evidence in the context, if we read both
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the DM relation uttered by speaker B and the response from speaker A, an SM
structure in the fragment that follows. This example is also taken from a
telephone conversation. Speaker A asks speaker B what type of TV program

he likes most.
"
A: O, ni xihuan na yige.

Oh, you like that one.

Na yiban gingkuang xia, ni yigé xngqi,
Then, in general, every week,

yao hua dudshdo shijian lai kan zhége jiému ya?
how much time do you spend watching this program?

Zhe méishénme guding ma,
This is simply not fixed.

y¢ jiu shud zai NBA saiji shihou ba, jingchang jiu pao qu kan.
It is just that, say, during NBA season, (I) then often find a place to
watch.

Danshi yéuyu P [zuowéi xuéshéng méishénme dianshi,] sudyi Q
[shud néng daizai nali kan, jiu na difang kan lou.]

However, youyu P [as a student, (I) don’t have a TV set,] sudyi [Q
well, | then watch it wherever | can.]

O, dui,

Yeah, right,

méiyou guding shijian hé didian

Q [(there is) no fixed time and place,]

yinwéi shi xuéshéng, xuéxi bijido jin — bijido jinzhang dui ba? O!

yinwéi ‘because’ P [(you) are a student, rather busy with the course,
rather busy], right? Yes!
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In speaker B’s talk, the “yOuyl P, sucyi Q” structure expresses a content
domain relation: “the fact that as a student I don’t have a TV set myself leads
to the consequence that I (have no choice but to) watch NBA games wherever
| can (instead of wherever I want to)”.? The causal link between P and Q is
already objective. Then, does the DM pattern, especially the use of yéuyd, still
contribute to an objective interpretation of the causal relation?

We believe it does. There are two clues for this answer. One is the context
in which the DM causality occurs. Specifically, the DM causal construction
serves as further explanation for the situation that speaker B described at the
beginning of his turn, i.e., there is no fixed time or place for him to watch the
games. This statement is actually replying to the question speaker A has raised:
“Then, in general, every week, how much time do you spend watching the
program?” That is to say, in this context, speaker B is not simply presenting a
causal connection between “having no TV set” and “having to watch the
program wherever possible”. He is also providing additional information for
his response to speaker A’s question. More precisely, he is explaining for and
strengthening the objective condition, through a “youyd P, sucyi Q”
construction, that he can just watch the program by finding a place whenever
and wherever he can. The complete fragment in speaker B’s talk can be
understood as follows: it is an objective fact that I don’t have a TV set myself,
and as an inevitable consequence of that situation, | have to watch the program
wherever | can watch it. That is why the time spending on it is not fixed. It is
just that, say, during NBA season, | then find a place to watch.

The other clue is found in the way speaker A responds to speaker B’s
explanation, via a causality structure as well. Quite interestingly, though
agreeing with speaker B, speaker A has used yinwei to signal the causal link,
rather than yéuy(, the connective that B has used. Another difference is that
A uses a backward causal construction (consequence preceding cause).

There are several possible explanations for A using yinweéi. It could be a
matter of frequency (yinwei is used most frequently in Mandarin Chinese). It
could also be that A expresses a backward causal sequence, which is also more

9 The DM causal relation in example (7) is an ambiguous case in our corpus study (Xiao
et al., 2021, Chapter 2). Both the volitional and the non-volitional reading are acceptable in the
context. Following the objectivity bias, it was annotated as a non-volitional content causality.
In this study, we stick to the original annotation. Our analysis demonstrates the plausibility of
the objectifying/justifying interpretation even for a purely objective relation, especially in the
type of context where the speaker is explaining to the addressee about a certain situation.
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common for yinwei. But it can also be for a very different reason that speaker
A has opted for yinwéi. Note that A’s causal link between “P being a student
and busy with the course” and “Q there is no fixed time or place to [...]”
provides a perfect environment for youyua. If A would have chosen yéuyd, just
as speaker B did, it would sound acceptable as well. What is more, if A had
chosen ybuyd, the causal construction would have mapped onto B’s, thus
producing a form of dialogic syntax, i.e., the parallel syntactic structure
resulted from the coupling of an utterance with an immediately co-present
utterance of a dialogic partner (Du Bois, 2014, p. 360). And considering that
in a spontaneous conversation, communication continues dynamically, youyu
should be cognitively an easy option in the context of the conversation.
Nevertheless, A chose yinwei. All these considered, we think it is arguable
that it is a pragmatic choice of speaker A not to use yéuyud. That is, he agrees
with B’s reasoning, but has no particular concern, or there is no need, for
stressing the objectivity of the causal link.

All in all, having analyzed some “youyi P, susyi Q" fragments, we
demonstrated that this pattern has a(n) objectifying and justifying effect on the
understanding of the expressed causal relation. Irrespective of whether Q
expresses a personal conclusion or an intentional act, by employing this
pattern, an objective flavor is added to the reading of P and the reasoning of
P leading to Q. The causality appears to be based on solid or fact-like premises.
The pattern implies that some indisputable or irresistible situation “forces” the
SoC to conclude or act, thus having the SoC somehow deviated from taking
full responsibility or a fully agentive role in the act of reasoning. Youyd, with
its prototypically objective profile, accentuates the objectivity and the
justification of the causal construal.

5.4.2 The “yinwei P, sudyi Q” pattern

In this section, the analysis aims to demonstrate the rhetorical motivation
related to the DM character of the pattern “yinwei P, suoyi Q. It will be
shown that in some cases, the subjectivity effect also applies, but that it does
not show as evidently when comparing the DM pattern and its SM variants.
This is not surprising, given that in this pattern, the semantic-pragmatic
properties of both yinwei and sudyi are nonspecific in terms of subjectivity.
Nevertheless, the subjectivity-related interpretation finds evidence in the
compatibility, with this pattern, of the linguistic and/or contextual cues that
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are indicative of an active engagement of SoC in the act of reasoning. It will
also be shown that the generic profiles of the connectives allow another
possibility for the role this DM construction plays in the discourse. That is, it
creates a cooperative or interactive context for the speaker-addressee
communication. We will use some examples to demonstrate these two points.

In case of “ybuyl P, sucyi Q”, we saw an objectivity effect in that the
active role of SoC as a volitional agent was reduced. This does not hold for
“vinwei P, sucéyi Q" In fact, in some cases, it seems that the yinwéi P, suoyi
Q " pattern promotes the expression of the SoC’s intentionality in drawing a
personal conclusion or performing an act volitionally. Consider example (8),
which is taken from the spoken corpus. The utterance is from an actress, who
has been invited to a chat program on TV. It expresses a volitional content
domain relation: the fact that |1 have not well recovered after delivering the
baby leads to the act that | gave up performing temporarily.

Although the type of the causal link provides a suitable context for yéuyu:
an external force (the health condition) leads to a consequence (giving up
performing), the speaker makes use of yinwei instead to introduce the cause.
As a result, the “giving up of the performance” does not sound like a forced
choice, but a personal choice in consideration of the health condition. A
suitable paraphrase would be: considering that my body has not recovered
very well after delivering the baby, | chose to give up that round of
performance myself”.

(8) Shiji shang, gishi, huaju “jian-ai” 1ai shuo, yinggai qunian shi'ér yue
jit you yige yanchi, na y1 ltn yanchi, danshi dangshi, yinwei P [shéng
wan baobao zhthou de shénti huifli, hai méiyou hén hio,] sudyi Q [jiu
zhanshi fanggqile.]

Actually, in fact, about the drama Jane Eyre, there should have been
a performance last December. That round of performance, however at
that time, yinwéi P [after giving birth to the baby, my body had not
recovered very well,] sudyi Q [then (1) gave up temporarily.]

The interpretation of an intentional (rather than “forced”) choice to “give
up performing temporarily” is confirmed by the presence of the adverb jiu
‘then/in that case’ in the Q-segment, which usually presupposes an opinion
that is predictable or already accepted by both the speaker and the addressee
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(Big, 1988). In our DM data, the Q-segment specific jit was observed 13 times
in total. And 10 of them are in the “yinwei P, sudyi Q” pattern, which seems
to be the most favorable DM context of jiu.

The volitional role of SoC taking the act, under the situation in P, can be
seen in example (9) as well, with the help of both linguistic and contextual
cues. The conversation was extracted from a TV chat program (speaker B is
the host). Speakers A (male) and C (female), two friends, have been invited to
the program. The DM structure expresses a volitional content relation: the fact
that we have been in good relation for a long time leads to the act that we
sometimes meet for food, gossip or such stuff. The structure occurs when C
tries to explain about A asking her out alone. Though intending to avoid the
possible misunderstanding from the audience about their relationship, speaker
C uses “yinwei P, suoyi Q" to explain the situation. A direct effect is that the
volitional nature of the act “meeting for food, gossip or something” is saved.
Compare this with the case where C would have used the ‘youyl P, suoyi Q"
pattern: in that case the volitional aspect of the act in Q would have been
diminished, as if “meeting for food and gossip” is an unavoidable consequence
of the situation in P.

If we read the preceding texts in detail, we already see some clues for the
above interpretation. First, immediately before the DM structure, the utterance
méiyou, méiyou, ‘that’s all right, that’s all right’, shows that C was actually
denying the statement in her previous turn, wherein she disputed A’s response
to the host (speaker B) as it might bring about misunderstanding from the
audience. This is further confirmed by the first-person plural pronoun “we”
(the SoC) that she used. By “we meet...” (rather than “he asked me out”, for
example), she expresses a joint commitment to the intentionality of those
meetings. As far as speaker A is concerned, the firm answers he gave to the
host’s questions in two turns (‘Yeah, right!” and ‘Yeah!”) have expressed quite
clearly his personal intentionality of asking speaker C out. All in all, a proper
paraphrase for the crucial part of DM causality is: given that we’ve been in
good relation before | moved to Beijing, it is only natural that we will meet
sometimes for food, gossip or such stuff.

9)

A: Fanzheéng jiu shi, finzhéng wod yugguo ta jici.
Anyway, well, anyway, | asked her out for a few times.

B: Ni yueguo ta jici?
You asked her out for a few times?
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A: Duial
Yeah, right!

B: Dandude ma?
Alone?

A: Shial
Yeah!

C: Hui wuhui de! Wo¢ weilaide laogong kanzhe ne.
(It) will be misunderstood! My future husband is watching (the
program).

A: Nani jiéshi ba.
Well then, you explain.

C: Méiyou méiyou, women, yinwei P [women guanxi tinghdode, zai wo
14i b&ijing zhiqian wo jit gén ta renshi le,] sudyi Q [lai b&ijing zhihou
woOmen youshihou hui danda chilai chigéfan jiangemian, lidolido
bagua shénme de.]

That’s all right. That’s all right. We, yinwéi P [we are in good relation,
I already know him before | came to Beijing,] sudyi Q [after | moved
to Beijing, we sometimes meet alone for food, gossip or something.]

We have illustrated that the “yinwei P, suoyi Q" pattern has the potential
of depicting an active role of the SoC in the act of reasoning, i.e., in taking
responsibility of the causal construal as self-motivated or perspectivized. The
generic properties of the causal connectives yinwei and sudyi allow space for
the expressive linguistic and/or contextual cues to build up such an
interpretation.

Another function that the “yinwei P, suoyi Q” pattern seems to have is
the potential to allow the exchanges of opinions, or space for discussions,
between the speaker and addressee about the causal argumentation that is
being drawn. An example is (10), a telephone conversation taken from our
spoken corpus. Speaker A is talking to speaker B about the popular trend
among university students continuing education with a master’s program. It is
a clear epistemic relation expressed in the DM structure, as can be seen
through the linguistic elements showing the speaker’s perspective (i.e., wo
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juédé ‘I think’) and attitude toward the consequent (i.e., yinggai ‘should’;
kénéng ‘maybe’). The epistemic argument gives the conversation an
interactive flavor. The tag question “Dui ba ‘Right’?” that immediately
follows cast some light on this aspect. With this, the speaker (the SoC) is
inviting agreement or the exchange of opinions from the addressee about the
causal link she has drawn. A paraphrase is: “in my opinion, the fact that the
program is changed to two years in length leads to the conclusion that master
programs maybe will become more and more common. Am I right?”

(10)

A: Xianzai, daxué shénghuo, hdoxiang kdoyan quéshi ting, ting reménde.
Now, university life, (it) seems that taking entrance exams for
master’s program is indeed quite, quite popular.

B: O.
Oh.

A: Erqié xianzai nage shuoshi yanjiashéng hioxiang basuan shénme,
And now, it seems that master students are not special,

yinwéi P [xuézhi gdiwéi lidngnian le ma,] sudyi Q [wo juédé nage
shuoshi yinggai kénéng hui yué 1ai yue piibian.] Dui ba?

yinwéi P [the program is changed to two years in length,] sudyi Q [I
think, well, master programs should, maybe will become more and
more common.] Right?

B: Dui dui.
Right. Right.

5.4.3 Common role of both patterns

Analyses in the previous two sections suggest that “youyu P, sucyi Q" and
“yvinwei P, suoyi Q" have distinct effects on the interpretation of the respective
causal relation. In this section, we are going to illustrate a property that both
patterns have in common, namely, their potential of managing content
distribution in discourse, hence assisting the effective communication and
successful transmission of the core message that the speaker intends to make.
The DM structure often occurs in a sandwich-style structure, where it signals
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not so much the linguistic representation of a causality event, but a
continuation of an immediately preceding statement/question. The explicitly
signaled P-segment and Q-segment function respectively as the
specification/argumentation and the confirmation/reformulation of the content
that is already brought up in the text preceding immediately.

Let us first look ata “yinwei P, suoyi Q" example. In fragment (11), taken
from our microblog corpus, the blogger expresses her opinion in the first
segment (Q’), “It’s just that sometimes we shouldn’t [...]”, argues for it in the
second segment (P), “yinwéi ‘because’ in the other’s heart, we may not be that
important at all”, and then hammers home this opinion in the third segment
(Q), “sudyi ‘so’ do not flatter too much of yourself”. Such a trajectory enables
an evidence-based and gradual translation of the point to the extent that the
blogger intends to make, first via an argument and then a reformulation of the
point from a declarative “it is just that we shouldn’t [...]” to an imperative “do
not[...]”.

(11) Q’ [Zhishi wOmen you shihou bunéng bad ziji fangzai hén gaode
weizhi shang], yinwei P [zai duifang de xInli yéxii ni génbén méi
name zhongyao], suoyi Q [ni y¢€ bié tai zizuodudqging].

Q’ [It's just that, sometimes, we shouldn’t put ourselves in a very high
position]. Yinweéi P [in the other's heart, you may not be that important
at all], sudyi Q [do not flatter too much of yourself].

The same role of the DM pattern is reflected in example (12), too. Ina TV
chat program, the host (speaker A) and the guest (speaker B) are talking about
the costs of B’s trip to Europe. The causal relation expressed in “yinwéi P,
suoyi Q' is an epistemic type: the fact that it includes the flight return tickets
for two people and whatever other costs leads to the conclusion that it’s quite
good a deal like this.

(12)

A: Ting qilai héndud a, dan Q’ [wojuéde ta zhé xingjiabi tébié gao,]
yinwei P [zhé limian shi baokuo liang gérén laihui de jipiao,
It sounds a lot, but Q’ [I think the quality-price-ratio is especially high,]
yinwéi P [it includes the flight return tickets for two people,

B: Dui.
Correct.
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A: shénme shénme quanbu dou baokuole],
and whatever other costs],

B: Dui.
Correct.

A: sudyi Q [shijishang, nimen zhéyang yéshi ting, ting hésuande, wod
juéde].
suoyi Q [in fact, it’s quite, quite good a deal, like this, | think].

B: Dui.
Correct.

If we read the relation in the context it occurs in, we see that, like in
example (11), the DM part belongs to an extended sandwich-style structure,
i.e., “Q’, yinwei P, suoyi Q. Speaker A first makes a claim (Q’) that “the
quality-price-ratio is especially high”, which is immediately argued for with
“yinwei P it includes the flight return tickets for [...]”, and then reformulated
as “sucyi Q it is, in fact, quite good a deal”. In this way, the epistemic
argumentation is strengthened. This is confirmed by the fact that in both Q-
segments, we see the epistemic markers wd juéde ‘I think’. Moreover, in the
process of the argumentation, the host is also adjusting herself to seeking
cooperation with the addressee about her evaluation of the trip costs. This can
be argued with two clues. One is the use of the hedge phrase shijishang ‘in
fact/actually’ in the suoyi clause, which makes the speaker’s claim (Q”) not so
much a purely personal evaluation but a shared situation between the
interlocutors. The other is the position of the epistemic marker wo juéde ‘1
think’, normally in the initial position of Q’, but here in the final position of
Q. The latter expresses an afterthought usually in casual conversation. It
particularly indicates uncertainty and approximation and has the pragmatic
function to tone down assertiveness and authority (Jucker, 1986 and Blum-
Kulka et al., 1989, referred to in Zhang [2014, p. 226]). All in all, with an
argument (P) and an adjusted reformulation of the claim (Q), the host’s
opinion about the trip costs (Q”) is imported to the guest convincingly and to
a proper degree.

The “youyu P, suoyi Q” pattern is also found to occur in the “sandwich”
structure and function similarly as “yinwei P, suoyi Q. For example, in (13),
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taken from the newspaper corpus, the fragment starts with describing a new
metal-band sawing machine (Q’), i.e., high-efficiency, material-saving, etc.
The evidence (for especially the point of “material-saving”) is “y6uyu
‘because’ P the kerf width is small, only 1/6 of the circular saw”. Then this
qualification is reiterated: “sudyi ‘so’ Q a large amount of steel can be saved”.
Such arrangement of the content structure allows the quality of the new device
(the main message of this fragment), to be well demonstrated and got across
to the reader.

(13) Q’ [Xinxing jinshtidai juchuang shi yizhong gaoxiao, jiécai, jiénéng
de jinshii xialido shébei, shi qudai gongxingju, yuanpanju de xin jiqi,
qi xidolii bi gongxingju tigao yué 5 zhi 8 béi.] YouyU P [ju kou kuandu
Xid0, jin wéi yuan pan ju de 1/6,] sudyi Q [kéyi jiéyué daliang gangCai.]

Q’ [The new metal-band sawing machine is a high-efficiency,
material-saving and energy-saving metal cutting device that replaces
the bow saw and circular saw, the efficiency of which is about 5 to 8
times higher than that of the bow saw.] Youyu P [the kerf width is
small, only 1/6 of the circular saw], sudyi Q [a large amount of steel
can be saved].

5.5 Summary of conclusions and discussion

This study addresses the subjectivity property of DM causal constructions in
Mandarin discourse, a Chinese-specific causal coherence relation that is
marked with both a reason connective like ‘because’ and a result connective
like ‘as aresult/so’ (RQ1), and the potential pragmatic effects of this particular
linguistic structure on the interpretation of the causality event (RQ2). Our
point of departure is that each causal construction has its own subjectivity
property, determined to a degree by the connective that introduces it. The
guestion to be answered is what the result is when two connectives are used
jointly in one causal construction, with respect to the above two questions.
Research question 1 was answered via a descriptive quantitative analysis
of the subjectivity features identified in each of the six occurring patterns of
DM versus those identified in their composing SM counterparts (Tables 4-6
in Section 5.3). Results reveal the influence of the joint use of two connectives
on profiling the subjectivity character of the DMs. To be precise, the DM
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construction has a profile that is distinct from its SM variants if they diverge
with respect to subjectivity; it is more alike the specified objective variant with
the REASON connective than the variant with the RESULT connective, which is
underspecified in terms of subjectivity. If both composing SM variants
converge with respect to subjectivity (in our case, both being objective content
relations), the DM instances are also found to be mainly content domain
relations. In sum, the DM instances under analysis appear to be relatively
objective.

To answer research question 2, we analyzed a number of DM instances
qualitatively, focusing on two most frequently occurring patterns “yinweéi P,
suoyi Q7 and “youyu P, sucyi Q. We used the paraphrase test to identify the
DM interpretation and to compare it to variants of the construction. The
analysis shows that the “yéuyu P, sucyi Q7 pattern implies an
objectifying/justifying effect on the causal link, which does not seem to be
obvious in its SM variants. To be precise, it strengthens the causal link
between P and Q and suggests that the cause leads necessarily or unavoidably
to the consequence. As a result, the volitional nature of the causal link (if
present), as well as the intentionality of the SoC, is weakened. In contrast, the
“vinwei P, sucyi Q7 pattern plays a different role with regard to the
subjectivity effect. In this pattern, the SoC maintains a fully agentive role in
establishing the causal relationship between P and Q. The effect, however,
does not come so much from the DM versus SM comparison, but from the
linguistic and/or contextual cues for such an interpretation. Moreover, the
“yvinwei P, suoyi Q" pattern has the potential of allowing or inviting opinion
exchanges from the addressee, seen from, for example, the tag question at the
end of the causal construction.

Given that these two patterns have a common result connective (suoyi),
the rhetorical effects seem to be derived largely from the property of the
reason connectives that introduces the argument or cause. In general, yinweéi
is underspecified and suitable of expressing different types of causal relations.
This generic nature is compatible with other expressive linguistic elements
that contribute to a specific understanding of a causal event. Yéuyu is
prototypically objective and indicates subsequently an objective foundation
for the causal relation to hold. The result is that youyl in a DM construction
accentuates the objective nature of the construction.

The common function found in both patterns is their potential of assisting
the effective communication and/or successful transmission of the core
message that the speaker intends to make, specifically, by managing the
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content structure of the utterance. This is distinctive of what we termed the
sandwich-structured context: a Q’ segment is posited, which is then backed
up by a P argument or reason, after which a version of Q is repeated. It is
remarkable that “yinwei P, sucyi Q" figures more often in such an extended
causal structure than “yéuyu P, sucyi Q”. We identified in total 16 instances
of structures like this in our corpus, the former accounts for 12 instances, and
the latter for only 3 (the other one is pattern “yinwéi P, yushi Q). Note that
both DM patterns are equally frequent with 28 instances in our dataset.
Another noticeable point is that the sandwich-structured context typical of the
“vinwei P, suoyi Q" pattern is mainly found in the spoken data (10 out of the
total 12 instances, or 83.3%), either in the form of “Q’, yinweéi P, sudyi Q”,
or addressing a (why) question, thus forming a conversation span of “(Why)
Q’?, yinwei P, suoyi Q.

This suggests that the sandwich structure is typical of yinwei in spoken
language. This observation raises interesting issues. For one thing, it might be
that, in spoken communication where messages are exchanged dynamically,
this structure (having the core message explained and repeated) is especially
helpful for the effective communication between the speaker and the
addressee. For another, this finding sheds a new light on the result that the
frequency of initial yinwei-clause, i.e., yinwei P, (sudyi) Q, in the spoken
corpus of our study (Xiao et al., 2021, Chapter 2) is higher than that from other
studies (Big, 1995; Song & Tao, 2009). It is possible that, in the data collection
stage, when encountering this type of structures, we have picked up the double
marking part, which subsequently adds to the counts of the initial yinweéi.
Other studies maybe have left out the part of sucyi Q and therefore got a
backward linking “Q, yinwei P pattern. It could also be possible that the
occurrences of (the sandwich-structure) double marking yinwei pattern, which
inevitably leads to the identification of initial yinwéi-clause, are sensitive to
the genre variations within spoken discourse.

5.6 Limitations and future study

Like all research, this study comes with a number of limitations, which give
many suggestions for future research. First of all, the DM instances that we
have looked at were obtained in studies focusing on SM relations. As a result,
some of the DM patterns are very infrequent, particularly for the patterns C,
D, E, and F (Table 3 in Section 5.3). This restricts us from carrying out a
systematic statistical study of all the patterns identified. The quantitative
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analysis based on the percentage information is therefore only a first
indication. Nevertheless, it sketches a first approximation of the subjectivity
profile of DM causality in Mandarin discourse and the joint significance of
using two causal connectives in resulting in such a character.

Secondly, six patterns were identified in our data, which include only
objective and neutral connectives. In our corpus we did not find combinations
containing purely subjective connectives, i.e., jiran ‘since’ and ké¢jian ‘it can
be seen that’. It is difficult to speculate on the potential influence of highly
subjective connectives.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to focus on the
subjectivity profile of double-marked causal constructions and the related
rhetorical effects on conveying causality in naturalistic discourse. There are
not established theories for us to refer to. We set out to make a systematic
analysis of the DM patterns occurring in our corpus, using our knowledge of
the subjectivity of causal connectives as a basis for interpretation (among
others, Lietal., 2013; Li et al., 2017; Xiao et al., 2021, Chapter 2; submitted,
Chapter 3). Our analysis and conclusions, which are based on the patterns of
“vouyu P, sucyi Q" and “yinweéi P, sudyi Q”, are by no means intended to be
final but we hope to have provided a stepping-stone and inspirations for future
studies on this understudied subject in Mandarin discourse.

Empirical studies are definitely needed to further substantiate the
suggestions we have made based on the analyses of our data. A proper next
step would be to make a systematic collection of DM patterns. In doing so,
the subjectivity character of DM causal relations can be profiled
systematically. And given the rhetorical effects/motivations along with the
marking strategy, our hypothesis is that DM patterns will occur more often in
argumentative, persuasive and/or interactive types of contexts, wherein the
causal link needs to be stressed, explained or reiterated, than in informative or
narrative type of context describing, for example, past events in history. We
hope to pick up on such issues in further studies.
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General conclusion and discussion

The subjectivity profile of Mandarin causal connectives in non-written
discourse is largely unknown. In this dissertation, we have taken up the
challenge to investigate to what extent Mandarin causal connectives can be
characterized in terms of subjectivity, and to what extent the character of
subjectivity holds across a range of discourse with theoretically variable
contexts. More specifically, we have studied spoken discourse via
spontaneous conversations, (Twitter/Facebook-like) microblog discourse on
social media platforms, and written discourse in printed newspapers as the
empirical foundation. First, two corpus studies were conducted on REASON
connectives (Chapter 2) and RESULT connectives (Chapter 3), respectively.
Then (Chapter 4) the dissertation proceeded with an experiment study to test
the validity of corpus findings with crowdsourced data from native speakers.
Next (Chapter 5), a rather language-specific marking pattern of discourse
coherence relations, referred to as double marking, has been examined and
interpreted. This last chapter summarizes the main findings (Section 6.1) and
discussions (Section 6.2) based on those four individual studies. Limitations
and suggestions for future studies are provided in Section 6.3 and the final
words and the societal relevance of the research are shared at the end of
Section 6.4.

6.1 Main findings
6.1.1 Introduction

In this dissertation, we set out to answer five research questions (Chapter 1).
The first three, repeated below, have been answered in two individual studies,
one focusing on the REASON connectives and the other on RESULT connectives.
The findings and conclusions are presented in the following sections 6.1.2 and
6.1.3, respectively.
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RQL1. What are the prototypical subjectivity profiles of Mandarin causal
connectives in written, spoken, and social media discourse, with
respect to the relation domain, the propositional attitude of the
consequent, the identity and the linguistic realization of the subject
responsible for the causal construal?

RQ2. Do the prototypical profiles remain robust, or are they sensitive to
the distinct context of each discourse type?

RQ3. Do the basic causality aspects play an equally important role in
characterizing and distinguishing the connectives?

Further on, in a crowdsourcing experiment, hypotheses were formulated
and tested regarding the usage and comprehension of four result connectives
by native speakers, in particular, subjective and objective causality contexts.
The findings are summed up in Section 6.1.4. An overview of the identified
subjectivity profiles of causal connectives in both the two corpus studies and
the experiment study is provided in Section 6.1.5. Last, a qualitative study was
conducted to answer research questions 4 and 5, which is presented in in
Section 6.1.6.

6.1.2 The subjectivity profiles of Mandarin REASON connectives

Chapter 2 is a corpus study aiming to reveal the role of subjectivity and
causality in the linguistic categorization of Mandarin reason connectives
(jiran ‘since’, yinwei ‘because’, youyl ‘because’) and the causal relations in
spontaneous conversations, internet-mediated communication via microblog
and newspaper articles. Basically, a causal relation is regarded as subjective
if its interpretation has to refer to a subject of consciousness (SoC), the person
whose intentionality is regarded as the ultimate source of the causal event, be
it an act of reasoning or some ‘real-world’ activity” (Pander Maat & Sanders,
2000:64); a causal relation is objective if the interpretation holds
independently of such an SoC. The notion of subjectivity was operationalized
in terms of several subjectivity related features encoded in a causal
construction, namely, domain of the causal relation, the propositional attitude
expressed in the result segment, the identity of the SoC responsible for the
causal interpretation, and the way the SoC is linguistically referred to in the
relation.
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We focus our interest on two things. One is the issue whether the
subjectivity properties are intrinsic to the semantic-pragmatic nature of
connectives, or whether they are sensitive to the context characterized by
different discourse types. To find the answers, we conducted a systematic log-
linear analysis and crosstab analysis of the relationship between connective,
subjectivity, and discourse type (corpus). The other is about the role of these
features in characterizing each connective. To answer this question, we used
conditional inference trees and random forests to derive the predictive power
of these aspects.

The results show that jiran, yinwei, and y6uyd are distinctively
categorized in terms of subjectivity, and that the distinctions are robust across
the three discourse types (RQ1/RQ2). Jiran is subjective. It prototypically
expresses speech act and epistemic causal relations, which have performative
utterances and judgments as the consequent. Speaker SoC is actively involved
and usually remains implicit with regard to the linguistic form. Yéuyd, by
contrast, is highly objective. It typically expresses volitional and non-
volitional content causal events, in which the consequents are usually
intentional mental/physical acts taken by third-person SoCs that are explicitly
referred to, and facts that are independent of SoCs. Yinwei displays a slight
preference for speaker SoCs. Only one interaction with discourse type was
found: the category explicit refence to SoC occurs more often in the
written/spoken than in the microblog corpus. Nevertheless, the prototypical
profile of yinwei is neutral by and large. Similar to because in English, it has
a hypernym status, capable of marking both subjective and objective causal
relations. Examples are (1) — (4) below.

(1) Ni jiran P [ba ta dang wei hao péngyou dehua,] Q [ni jiu yinggai qu
zhudong, ¢ qu zhdo ta a.]
Jiran P [you regard him as a good friend,] Q [then you should take
the initiative, uh, to contact him.]
(speech act, subjective)

(2) Dan dao 80 niandai, youyu P [yazhou yi xié gudjia hé diqu guli
chtikdu, zhuzhong chanpin zhiliang,] Q [zijin liaru zéngjia.]
But by the 1980s, yéuyu P [some Asian countries and regions
promoted exports and paid attention to product quality,] Q [the capital
inflows increased.]
(non-volitional content, objective)
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(3) Yinwei P [wo shud wo shi ni tongshi,] Q [ranhou tamen jiu da wo.]
Yinwei P [I said | was your colleague,] Q [then they beat me.]
(volitional content, objective)

(4) Q [Zhichang yongyudn bu hui taiping,] yinwéi P [rénxin yongyudn
d6u bu hui taiping.]
Q [There will never be peace in career,] ymwéi P [there will never be
peace in people’s mind.]
(epistemic, subjective)

As yinwei-clause occurs frequently in both forward and backward causal
constructions, we also made a loglinear analysis on the subjectivity features
of the forward- and backward-linking yinweéi separately. It was found that,
irrespective of the variable discourse types, the former demonstrates an
objective profile, signaling prototypically volitional and non-volitional
content relations with most consequents of physical act and fact. When an SoC
(either speaker or character) is present, it always remains explicit or pro-
dropped, and never implicit. By contrast, backward-linking yinwei shows a
tendency to co-occur with more subjective categories: epistemic relations and
judgment consequents which are from the perspective of the speaker SoC
predominantly.

The statistical analyses of conditional inference trees and random forests
provided an answer to RQ3. Among the four aspects of the integrated
subjectivity notion, propositional attitude of the result segment is the most
important feature, accounting for two of the three major significant splits.
Domain, the identity of SoC, and the linguistic realization of SoC follow
sequentially in terms of their predictive power.*

6.1.3 The subjectivity profiles of Mandarin RESULT connectives
The same notion of subjectivity and methodology were applied in Chapter 3

to the study of four Mandarin RESULT connectives kéjian ‘therefore’, sudyi
‘s0’, yinci “for this reason’, and yUshi ‘as a result/thereupon’ in conversation,

! Causality order was taken as a variable in the analyses of conditional inference trees and
random forests. However, since there are barely any cases of backward causal structures
signaled with jirdn or yéuyl in our data, the order effect applied only to yinwei, separating
backward yinwéi from the rest.
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microblog and newspaper discourse. Due to the high correlation found
between “the relation domain” and “the propositional attitude of the result
segment”, in terms of their predictive power in the analytical model of
integrated subjectivity, we have left out the former from the statistical analyses
(see Section 6.2.4 in this chapter for discussion).

To address RQ1 and RQ2, systematic log-linear analyses and crosstab
analyses were carried out for the relationship between connective, subjectivity
and discourse type (corpus). It was found that the four connectives differ
systematically from each other with respect to the propositional attitude
expressed in the result segment and the identity of the responsible SoC, and
that the distinctions remain robust across the discourse varieties for the
observation. Only with respect to the linguistic realization of SoC, corpus
turned out to be a factor affecting the profile of connectives. Nevertheless, that
relevance was limited. Overall, the subjectivity profile of each connective is
distinctive, and the distinctions are stable across corpora.

More precisely, kéjian proves to be the most subjective connective
expressing predominantly judgments drawn by an implicit speaker SoC, for
example (5). Yushi is the most objective, characterized by introducing a
factual consequent or an intentional physical act. The SoC that undertakes the
physical act can be both the speaker and (significantly more often) the
character; these are mostly instances of explicit SoCs (and are pro-drop in
microblogs). An example is (6). Sucyi and yinci are generic in use, introducing
both the objective and the subjective consequents that involve a majority of
speaker SoCs and a moderate amount of character SoCs and No SoC.
Nevertheless, suoyi appears slightly more subjective in that it expresses
significantly more speech acts, such as example (7). Yinci, in comparison, has
fewer cases of speaker SoC while more cases of No SoC, such as example (8).
Putting the connectives on a subjective-objective continuum, the order would
be kejian-suoyi -yinci-yashi.

(5) P Qiangjido, zhuodzi xia fangzhe du'ér, kéjian, Q zhé wi chang you
haozi chiimo.
P There are poisonous baits in the corners and under the table,
kéjian ‘therefore’ Q there are often mice in this house.
(epistemic, subjective)
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(6) P [Gaosan de shihou, banzhurén rénwéi wo yijing you duli shéngcun
de néngli,] yushi Q [@ rang wo tuile xué.]
P [In the third year of high school, the teacher (leading the class)
thought that | already had the ability to survive independently,] yushi
Q [(the teacher) let me quit school.]
(volitional content, objective)
(7) P [Hunyin hé aiqing butong, ta yao de shi changchang jiujiu de
shénghuo,] sudyi Q [yiding yao naizhuxingzi, zhdo yige shihé ziji de
rén lai yiqi shénghud.]
P [Unlike love, marriage aims for a long-term life,] sudyi Q [be sure
to be patient and find a suitable person to spend the life together.]
(speech act, subjective)

(8) P [Méi de zhuanyl gaoxiao cuthua zuoyong shi zhi zai
shéngchinzhong zhanju téshi de diwei,] yinei, Q [yi shéngchidn méi
wéizhti de gdongchéng jishu yingyunérshéng.]

P [The specific and efficient catalysis of enzyme makes it occupy a
special position in production.] Yinei ‘for this reason’, Q [engineering
technology mainly producing enzymes came into being.]

(non-volitional content, objective)

RQ3 was answered by the findings from the conditional inference trees
and the random forests analyses. The propositional attitude expressed in the
result segment proved to play the most important role in distinguishing
between the connectives under analysis. It was involved in three of the four
significant splits of our data. The linguistic realization of the SoC and the
identity of the SoC follow in a decreasing order with respect to importance.

In this chapter, differences between the three discourse types, at the level
of the causal construction, were also detected from the perspective of
subjectivity. The differences have been relatively small. Two interactions
were found involving the factor corpus: in interaction of corpus and the
propositional attitude of the consequent, and of corpus and identity of SoC:
microblog had relatively numerous occurrences of speech acts; newspaper had
relatively numerous character SoCs (which were rare in microblog). It seems
that microblog discourse is the most subjective, that newspaper discourse is
the most objective, and that spoken discourse is in between.
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6.1.4 Native speakers’ interpretation of the RESULT connectives:
evidence from crowdsourced data

To validate the conclusions that have been drawn based on the analyses of
corpus data, we conducted a crowdsourcing experiment study in Chapter 4
focusing on the result connectives kéjian, yushi, sudyi and yinci. A connective
insertion task was designed, wherein naive participants, native speakers of
Mandarin Chinese, were presented a set of causal relations with contrastive
degrees of subjectivity and were asked to choose the most suitable one to
express the relation from a predefined connective list. The task allowed the
opportunity to tap into a large number of naive participants’ intuitions about
the prototypical subjectivity profile of the connectives under study.

Four hypotheses were formulated for the choices that participants would
make in the experiment: (1) k¢&jian will be chosen to express predominantly
causal relations with a subjective profile, (2) yushi will be chosen to express
predominantly causal relations with an objective profile, (3) sucyi and yinci
will be chosen in both profiles, yet (4) compared to suoyi, yinci will be chosen
relatively more often in the objective profile.

The results of the crowdsourcing task showed clear differences between
the connectives under investigation. If we look at the models with subjectivity
condition as the feature, the participants showed clear preferences for kéjian
to express the subjective relations and ydshi to express the objective ones.
Suoyi and yinci were used to express both subjective and objective relations.
Yet the logit coefficients for the objective condition showed that yinci is a
more likely choice than suoyi, indicating that yinci has a less subjective profile
than suoyi. These results reflect the findings from the corpus study. Our
hypotheses are thus confirmed.

Another interesting finding resulted from a cluster analysis in which we
grouped experimental items on the basis of what connectives were inserted.
The analysis demonstrated that the subjectivity-objectivity distinction
between the causal relations is moderated by other linguistic factors in the
contexts. An explorative analysis of the items revealed that the occurrence of
modality words in the Q-segments differs systematically across the clusters,
as does the nature of these words with respect to the degree of certainty they
express. To be specific, evaluative modality words that qualify the subjectivity
condition of the causal relation occurs most frequently in items from the
cluster with either mixed conditions or largely subjective relations, wherein
participants have preferred to use predominantly sucyi and yinci. Example (9)
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is such a case, in which the modal verb yinggai ‘should’ makes the speaker
sound less certain (than without it) about the causal relation between segments
P and Q.

(9) Zhexie qingtongqi zaoxing chu juySu qin wénhua de fenggé wai, hai

bidomingle xiang handai guodu de yixi€ shidai tédian // 1
yinggai shi xthan chiinian de yiwu.
P [In addition to the style of the Qin culture, these bronze figures also
show some characteristics of the era of the transition to Han Dynasty]
I /I Q [(they) should be relics from the early years of the
Western Han Dynasty.]

Modality words that were found to occur in another cluster, which
contains only subjective items, express a firm attitude of the speaker toward
the causal construal, and hence express a high degree of certainty. For such
items, k¢jian was the sole connective that participants preferred. The adverbial
phrase zhaoyang, meaning roughly ‘just the same as everybody’, in example
(10) below adds to the speaker’s affirmative attitude toward the reasoning she
has made.

(10) Xuidud cong zhéli chiqu di hdiwai youzi, zou de shihou zong yao géi

haiwai de qinpéng hdoyou dai shang yidian // // chi guanle
yang shuiguo de tamen, zhaoyang juédé cangnan siji you héo.
P [Many overseas Chinese who are originally from here always bring
a little bit to their relatives and friends abroad] // Il Q [those
who are already used to foreign fruits still think, just the same as
everybody, that Cangnan Pomelo is good.]

Last, yashi was chosen almost exclusively in the objective relations,
wherein no modality words were present. Together, this indicates that both the
subjectivity condition of the causality event and the qualifying evaluation
regarding the causal construal jointly determine how Chinese speakers
comprehend and use causal connectives and the relations being expressed.
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6.1.5 Overview of the subjectivity profiles of both the REASON and
RESULT connectives

To summarize the findings of both the corpus studies (Chapter 2 and 3) and
the crowdsourcing experiment (focusing on the RESULT connectives, Chapter
4), an overview of the subjectivity profiles of the connectives is presented in
Table 1 below. In this table, following results of the loglinear analysis, we
only show the dominant characteristics of the connectives with respect to the
propositional attitude of the result segment (PropAtt), the identity and the
linguistic realization of SoC. The starred (*) category indicates a corpus-
sensitive characteristic, which was identified in a particular discourse type
(put in brackets). Furthermore, for the RESULT connectives, the co-occurring
type of modality words, and the effect as well, are indicated if applicable.

Table 1. Overview of the dominant characteristics of Mandarin causal connectives with respect
to PropAtt, the identity of SoC, and the linguistic realization of SoC in newspaper (N),
conversations (C) and microblog (M) discourse

PropAtt 1dSoC LingReal-SoC
REASON connective

Jiran speech act speaker implicit
judgment

Yinweéi neutral neutral explicit (N, C)

Yo6uyu physical act no SoC absent
fact

RESULT connective Modality word type/effect

K¢gjian judgment speaker implicit attitudinal markers/

high certainty

Sudyi neutral to neutral neutral epistemic markers/
subjective low certainty
-speech act

Yinci neutral to neutral to  *absent (C, M) epistemic markers/
objective objective low certainty
-mental act -no SoC
fact

Yushi mental act character pro-drop

physical act no SoC *explicit (N, C)
fact *absent (N)
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6.1.6 Understanding double marking causal constructions in
Mandarin discourse

In both of the two corpus studies focusing on the reason and the result
connectives, individually (cf. Chapters 2 and 3), we have identified some
instances of double marking (DM) causal structures. DM refers to the marking
of a causal coherence relation with a reason connective like ‘because’ and a
result connective like ‘so’ at the initial position of the cause and the result
segment respectively. It is one of the possible marking patterns of discourse
relations in Chinese. In Chapter 5, we zoomed in on this specific pattern of
DM, seeking to find out the result of the joint use of two connectives with
respect to the following two questions:

RQ4. What is the subjectivity profile of a double marking causal relation,
compared to that of the composing single marking relations?

RQ5. What rhetorical effects can be interpreted of a causal relation that is
doubly marked, given that each causal connective is characteristic
of the prototypical meaning and use individually?

One of the findings is that not all reason and result connectives lend
themselves to use in the DM construction. Two reason connectives yinwéi and
youyu and three result connectives sudyi, yinci and yushi were found to co-
occur, therefore forming six DM patterns (Table 3, Chapter 5). RQ4 was
answered via a descriptive quantitative analysis method. In view of the
percentages, the subjectivity features identified in each of the six DM patterns
were compared with those identified in the composing single marking (SM)
counterparts. Results revealed the influence of the joint use of two connectives
on profiling the subjectivity character of the DMs. To be precise, each of the
four patterns “yinweilyouyQ P, suoyi Q" and “yinweilyouyu P, yinci Q” has a
profile that is distinct from its SM variants: the DM patterns are relatively
objective. This holds both for DM constructions with objective SMs (REASON:
yinweilyouyd; RESULT: yushi) and for those in which the result connectives
are relatively neutral (sudyilyinci). This-suggests a higher influence from the
REASON connectives (yinweilyouyd) than from the (neutral) RESULT
connectives on the resulting DM interpretation.

To answer RQ5, we qualitatively analyzed several DM instances, focusing
on two of the most frequently occurring patterns “yinwei P, suoyi Q" and



GENERAL CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 173

“youyu P, sucyi Q. We used the paraphrase method to demonstrate the DM
interpretation. The analysis shows that subjectivity plays a role in influencing
the communication of causality in both patterns, but in different directions.
The “youyu P, sucyi Q” pattern implies an objectifying/justifying effect on
the causal link, which does not seem to be obvious in its SM variants. More
precisely, it strengthens the causal link between P and Q and suggests that the
cause leads necessarily or unavoidably to the consequence. As a result, the
volitional nature of the causal link (if present), as well as the intentionality of
the SoC, is weakened.

In the “yinwei P, sucyi Q” pattern, by contrast, the SoC maintains a fully
agentive role in establishing the causal relationship between P and Q. The
effect, however, does not come so much from the DM versus SM comparison,
but from the linguistic and/or contextual cues in the causal fragment.
Moreover, the “yinwei P, sucyi Q" pattern seems to have the potential of
allowing or inviting opinion exchanges from the addressee, seen from the
follow-up tag question, for example.

Considering that these two patterns have a common result connective
(suoyi), the difference in the pragmatic effects seem to be derived largely from
the property of the reason connectives. In general, yinwei is underspecified
and suitable for expressing different types of causal relations. This generic
nature is compatible with expressive linguistic elements that contribute to a
specific understanding of a causality event. Youyu is prototypically objective
and subsequently indicates an objective foundation for the causal relation to
hold. The result is that yéuyl in a DM construction accentuates the objective
nature of the construction.

A common function was found in both patterns, i.e., the potential of
assisting effective communication of the core message the speaker intends to
impart, specifically, by managing the content structure of the text. This is
distinctive of what we termed the sandwich-structured context: a version of
the consequent Q’ is posited (or presented as a question), which is then backed
up by the antecedent P (argument or cause), after which the posited Q’ is
rephrased as Q (the consequent) again, in the form of “(Why) Q’(?), because
P, so O”. Example (11) presents such a “sandwich” structure.

(11) Q’ [Zhishi women you shihou bunéng ba ziji fangzai hén gaode
weizhi shang], yinwei P [zai duifang de xinli yé€xu ni génbén méi
name zhongyao], sudyi Q [ni yé& bié tai zizuodudqing].
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Q’ [It's just that, sometimes, we shouldn’t put ourselves in a very high
position]. Yinwei ‘because’ P [in the other's heart, you may not be
that important at all], suodyi ‘so’ Q [do not flatter too much of yourself].

6.2 General discussion
6.2.1 Innovative aspects of studies in this dissertation

This dissertation has several innovative aspects, from both a theoretical and a
methodological point of view. First, data from naturally occurring
conversations and microblogging platforms on social media have been
systematically selected, analyzed and compared to written discourse for the
first time ever. These different contexts considerably extend the
generalizability of analyses of the subjectivity profile of Mandarin causal
connectives. Secondly, the relative importance of the integral causality aspects
in characterizing and distinguishing the connectives was also measured and
showed various degrees of predictive strength: in both the analysis of
REASON connectives and that of RESULT connectives, propositional
attitude of the Q-segment proved to be the most important feature of the
connective chosen. Thirdly, it is also the first time that the findings and
conclusions gained from annotated corpus data were validated through the use
of a crowdsourcing experiment study. This taps into naive speakers’ intuition
that one connective rather than another is a more appropriate choice. The
combined and complementary empirical studies therefore succeeded in
revealing the essential role of causality and subjectivity, as two cognitive
notions, in helping Chinese speakers comprehend causal connectives and
coherence relations and making distinctions between them in actual language
use.

All in all, through a series of studies, we believe to have brought the
subjectivity account of Mandarin causal connectives to a relatively complete
stage and provided a steppingstone for future studies.

6.2.2 Insights from using written, spoken and microblog discourse
The significance of working with other discourse types than the traditional

study of written texts takes on at least two forms. One is that the differences
between written, spoken and social media languages with respect to
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subjectivity are reflected at the level of the causal construction. It has been
witnessed by the significant two-way interactions between corpus and the
subjectivity indicators domain (PropAtt) and the identity of SoC in both
Chapter 2 and Chapter 3. Specifically, microblog discourse was found to
have relatively numerous speech act causal relations compared to both
newspaper and conversation texts. And the causal relations in newspapers
usually are characterized by a third-person character rather than a first-person
speaker, while in microblogs the opposite is true. It seems that microblog
discourse is the most subjective, newspaper texts are the least subjective, and
conversational speech is in between.

The other is that the use of different discourse types allow for the analysis
of the properties of and distinctions between the connectives in greater detail.
A case in point is the speech act relation, which has stood out as one of the
categories contributing to a finer-grained distinction between sudyi and yinci
in Chapter 3. Both were found to be relatively neutral in terms of subjectivity,
yet suoyi displayed a slightly more subjective profile than yinci: the former
tends to have more speech act use than the latter. This subtle difference was
confirmed in the crowdsourcing experiment study: although both sugyi and
yinci are frequent answers in clusters containing both objective and subjective
items, yinci is apparently more often chosen in the clusters with only objective
items. Such findings would not have been obtained using only written data.
For instance, in the study of result connectives by Li and colleagues (2013),
the behavior of the result connectives, including sudyi and yinci, was not
discussed with regard to the speech act domain, given that, at the stage of
statistical analysis, speech act domain (PropAtt) was collapsed with the other
subjective category, i.e., the epistemic relation due to the extremely low
frequency.

However, it is worth pointing out that the decision rule of speech act
relations differs in our study and the above study by Li and colleagues. We
stick to the classical Austinian speech act concept that an utterance can also
be a social act, such as a declaration, a question, a promise, a piece of advice,
namely, a performative utterance with a target addressee in the communicative
here and now (Austin 1962; Huang 2006). In their study, Li and colleagues
restricted the notion of speech act to only the questions and imperatives. Is it
our “broader” sense of speech act that yields the comparatively larger number
of speech act cases? Or does it have to do with the multiple types of data we
have analyzed? The issue presented in the first question should influence the
findings somewhat, but to what extent? Checking our data in chapter 2 and
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chapter 3, we found that the frequencies of speech act in written corpus only
account for a small portion of the speech act instances in our dataset in total:
14 out of 83 (16.9%) and 6 out of 30 (20%), respectively. That is to say that,
by using spoken and microblog data, the chances of obtaining speech act
instances for analysis has increased considerably.

6.2.3 Division of labor? Connectives and other signals of subjectivity

We have learned from the crowdsourcing study that expressions with modal
sense of certainty also play a role in affecting Chinese speakers’ choice of a
causal connective. This finding further contributes to our understanding of the
causal connectives with respect to subjectivity. The fact that suéyi and yinci
are typically preferred by most participants in the items containing epistemic
modals (e.g. xidndé ‘seem to be’; dudshdo ‘more or less’) mirrors the non-
specific character of the two connectives. In other words, this suggests that
when speakers use modality words to qualify the subjectivity (or objectivity)
property of the causal construal, it may no longer be necessary to use a specific
causal connective. Likewise, when discourse segments do not contain
modality, speakers are likely to use a specific connective. This is also reflected
in the finding that predominantly ké&jian is chosen in the subjective relations
when there are either no modal expressions, or when the modality words
present in the context express affirmative attitude toward the causal link, such
as zhaoyang ‘just the same/without exception’, and that the specific objective
connective yushi is used predominantly in objective relations with no modality
words.

The finding that native Chinese speakers’ comprehension and usage of
causal connectives are related in part to the presence and class of modality
words converges with the findings in a collocational analysis that modal verbs
expressing epistemic stance such as kenéng ‘may’ are often the collocates of
suoyi, whereas attitudinal stance markers such as jingran ‘surprisingly’ were
identified as collocates of k¢jian (Wei et al., 2020). The function of modality
words qualifying a causal construal is also found in a study of Catalan oral
texts (Cuenca, 2013). For example, in spontaneous and interactive
communication, adding a modal marker to a basic connective (perque clar S
‘because obviously/of course S”) or a discourse segment (és que S, “[it] is [just]
that S’) helps to express the epistemic nature of the causal relations, or to
introduce the speaker’s attitude/stance toward the causal interpretation.
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To sum up, these findings suggest that a comprehensive account of
subjectivity should include subjective elements at other places in the discourse
than the connectives, because there seems to be a relation between the
subjectivity lexicalized in connectives and other linguistic elements in the
discourse. There might even be a trade-off between such indicators and the
use of connectives. Greater insight into this relationship may be especially
promising for languages in which subjectivity seems not to be substantially
encoded in the lexicon of causal connectives. For instance, in a series of
studies on Spanish backward causal connectives porque ‘because’, ya que
‘since’, questo que ‘given that’, no significant distinctions were found with
respect to the subjectivity profiles of these connectives (Santana et al., 2017;
Santana et al., 2018, accepted), which led Santana (2019, p. 145) to propose
additional research into “whether there is a relation between [additional]
linguistic elements that express subjectivity and the use of causal connectives
analyzed”.

6.2.4 Toward a parsimonious analytical model

In Chapter 2, an analytical model was used that consists of four causality
aspects as subjectivity variables: relational domain, propositional attitude of
the consequent (PropAtt), type of SoC and linguistic realization of SoC (see
the table below).

Table 2. Model of analysis for corpus data: an integrated subjectivity approach

Subjectivity feature  high.......ccccevneee Subjectivity degree................... low

Domain Speech-act/Epistemic... Volitional content...Non-volitional content
-- PropAtt -- Speech-act/Judgment...Mental act... Physical act...Fact

Identity of SoC Speaker... Character... No SoC

LingReal-SoC Implicit... Pro-drop... Explicit... Absent

The basis of this four-variable model was found in previous studies on
Dutch causal connectives (Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Spooren et al., 2010)
and Mandarin causal connectives (Li et al., 2013; Li, et al., 2016). In those
studies, both domain and PropAtt were used as individual variables in
statistical analysis. In Chapter 3, the model was simplified to three variables:
domain and PropAtt are merged as one. In both studies, a paraphrase test was
applied to systematically check the interpretation of the causal relation as a
speech act, epistemic, volitional or non-volitional content domain,
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respectively. The test checks whether “the fact that P leads to the speech
act/conclusion/intentional act/fact that Q” is an adequate paraphrase of the
original fragment (cf. Sanders, 1997). Note that the formulation of the
paraphrase mentions the propositional attitude of the result segment. It comes
as no surprise then that a high correlation between domain and PropAtt was
found, which only breaks down in the instance of volitional content domain:
in this case the corresponding PropAtt, i.e., the intentional act, is further
divided into mental act and physical act. For example, the paraphrase suggests
that both relations in (3), repeated below as (12), and (13) are volitional
content relations: the fact that P leads to the intentional act Q. Nonetheless,
the intentional act in example (12) represents a physical act “they beat me”,
while the one in example (13) represents a mental act “I dismissed the idea of
sending money”.

(12) Yinwei P [wo shud wo shi ni tongshi,] Q [ranhou tamen jiu dd wo.]
Yinwei P [| said | was your colleague,] Q [then they beat me.]

(13) P [Naxie gudnggao wanquan shi pianji.] Yinci, Q [wo dixidole
huikudn niantou.]
P [Those ads are complete scams.] Yinci, Q [l dismissed the idea of
sending money.]

This finer-grained categorization of PropAtt makes it a stronger relative
feature. This was corroborated by the results of the conditional inference trees
analysis of Chapter 2, where PropAtt stood out as the significant split of the
data twice, while domain was absent and, in the random forests analysis,
PropAtt ranked above domain for its strength of addressing the data (Figures
9 and 10, Chapter 2). This led us to the conclusion that, statistically speaking,
the variable domain can be dispensed with, as its value can be entirely
predicted by the value of the variable PropAtt. For that reason, we only used
PropAtt in the analysis of Chapter 3.

An interesting issue is why this correlation between domain and PropAtt
was not found in the studies on Dutch causal connectives mentioned above.
One possibility is that the interpretation of a causal domain may not explicitly
depend on the type of PropAtt. However, as a follow-up study, it would be
interesting to see whether the fit of the model using two variables does
improve the fit of the model using only one variable.
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Yet it is important to make clear that the correlation between PropAtt and
domain is statistical and not conceptual. It does not mean that the concept
domain is replaced by the concept PropAtt in the theoretical framework of the
integrated subjectivity, but that the two variables are merged as one in the
analytical model to achieve a parsimonious model. PropAtt is taken as the
variable doing the job because of the more fine-grained distinction between
the categories. Conceptually, the two notions are different: domain refers to
relations and is hence a two-place predicate; PropAtt refers to segments and
is hence a one-place predicate.

A second theoretical contribution of this model is that pro-drop was set
apart as a separate category of the linguistic realization of an SoC. This enables
the direct observation of the potential subjectivity aspect of this specific
linguistic phenomenon. In natural Mandarin discourse, pro-drop may occur in
any domain, for example, an epistemic relation like (14), a non-volitional
content causality like (15), or a volitional content causal relation like (6),
repeated here as (16). To the best of our knowledge, no study has looked at
pro-drop from the perspective of subjectivity or related. Given its in-between
status, i.e., grammatically present and recoverable in the context yet
phonologically null in the utterance, the model assumes that the degree of
subjectivity expressed by a pro-drop SoC is also in between the implicit and
explicit reference categories. In Chapter 3, it was found that this category
rarely occurred in the fragments with subjective kéjian but mostly in its
objective counterparts with yashi. This seems to suggest that pro-drop is more
attuned to the objective than the subjective connectives and relational features.
Further study is certainly needed for a clearer relationship that might exist
between pro-drop and the expressing of subjectivity, not only in the domain
of causality, but also other categories of coherence relations, and potentially
not merely restricted to Mandarin Chinese, but also taking other pro-drop
languages into consideration.

(14) Q [0, lanqiti @ dao bushi hén xihuan,] yinwei P [@ gézi bushi hén
ga0.]
Q [Well, basketball, (T) don’t like it very much,] yinwei P [(I) am not
tall.]

(15) Yinwei P [@ zhu dé jin,] Q [@ changhui zai mai cai lushang xiang yu.]
Yinwei P [(they) live close to each other,] Q [(they) often encounter
(each other) on the way to grocery shopping.]
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(16) P [Gaosan de shihou, banzhurén rénwéi wo yijing you duli shéngcin
de néngli,] yushi Q [@ rang wo tuile xué.]
P [In the third year of high school, the teacher leading the class
thought that I already had the ability to survive independently,] yushi
Q [4 (the teacher) let me quit school.]

6.3 Limitations and suggestions for future study

Like all studies, those in this dissertation are subject to several limitations. The
first one concerns the study of double marking. The results and conclusions
need to be seen in light of some issues. One issue is that the data under analysis
are not selected particularly for double marking instances, but are those
occurring in the two studies focusing on the reason and result connectives
individually. A direct consequence is that the amount of the instances is both
small and unequal. For this reason, we could not make a statistical analysis
systematically as we did in the other three chapters. As an alternative, we
made a descriptive quantitative analysis by comparing the percentages of the
subjectivity indicators occurring in the double marking pattern with those
occurring in the composing single marking patterns. Another issue is that the
part of qualitative analysis, which focused only on the two most frequent
patterns “yinweéi P, suéyi Q" and “youyl P, sudyi O, is the first study that
looks at double marking from the perspective of subjectivity.

The analyses are still tentative at best. Empirical studies are definitely
needed to further substantiate the conclusions we have made based on the
analyses of our data. A proper next step would be to make a systematic data
collection and statistical analyses of DM patterns. In so doing, the subjectivity
character of DM causal relations can be profiled systematically. The picture
can become clearer as to what extent the interpretation of DM is determined
by the connectives individually or combined. To test our interpretation of the
potential pragmatic functions, it would be interesting to see if double marking
patterns occur more often in contexts wherein the causal link needs to be
stressed, explained or reiterated, than in descriptive or narrative type of
contexts presenting, for example, in historical descriptions of past events.

Secondly, we have quite a detailed picture of causality and subjectivity in
western languages with some languages having a rich causal repertoire (Dutch)
and others a relatively limited repertoire (English, Spanish), but that picture is
much more limited in the case of Asian languages. The theoretical framework
of subjectivity applied in this thesis has been established through a series of
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studies on causal connectives in Dutch, French and German (among others,
Degand & Pander Maat, 2003; Pander Maat & Degand, 2001; Pander Maat &
Sanders, 2001; Pit 2003; Spooren et al., 2010; Stukker & Sanders, 2012). The
generalizability of the integrated subjectivity approach, therefore, is reached
from a cross-linguistic view on typologically divergent languages. It would be
interesting to see whether the findings for Mandarin Chinese can be
generalized to other typologically similar (as well as geographically closer)
languages, for example, Japanese and Korean. There have been studies of and
debates over the cause-consequence conjunctions kara and node (‘because’)
in Japanese from the perspective of subjectivity vs objectivity (Takeuchi,
1998). These discussions are not framed in terms of an integrated subjectivity
account, and do not operationalize the notion of subjectivity by decomposing
a causal relation into integral subjectivity-related aspects. Issues come to mind
about the variation in repertoire and the division of labor to express the
subjectivity of coherence relations between connectives and other lexicon-
grammatical features.

6.4 Final words and societal relevance of the research

In this dissertation, a series of studies on causal connectives and causal
coherence relations in Mandarin Chinese were carried out under the
theoretical framework of integrated subjectivity. The notion of subjectivity
was operationalized by decomposing a causal coherence relation into several
integral aspects of causality, each functioning as an indicator of subjectivity.
The connectives analyzed are three cause markers jiran, yinwei, youyu and
four consequence markers kéjian, suoyi, yinci and yushi. The findings are that
within each set, we have got specific subjective connectives (jiran and kéjian),
specific objective connectives (youyu and ydshi), and non-specific ones
(vinwei, suoyi, and yinci), and that the causality aspects play unequally
important roles in their strength of predicting the occurrence of one connective
over the other. It was also found that there seems to be a division of labor
between non-specific causal connectives and other linguistic elements that
qualify the subjectivity condition (e.g. modality) of the causal relation. More
precisely, when there are modality words expressing the subjective or
objective evaluations of the causality event, non-specific connectives usually
co-occur.

These newly gained scientific insights can have societal significance in
multiple ways. The first is its relevance to L2 Chinese teaching and learning.
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The prototypical profile of a particular connective, and the systematic
restrictions on the meaning and use of the connectives, can be used as guiding
rules for L2 Chinese learners to comprehend and use a certain connective from
a list of candidate connectives, which are synonyms in the semantic sense and
therefore can be confusing for non-native speakers. It would help the learners
to make a more precise choice, considering especially that they may have a
L1 with a rich and specific connective repertoire or a relatively limited and/or
non-specific repertoire. Furthermore, the insights will improve the quality of
the choice of a connective in translation practice, particularly in terms of
machine translation. Machine translation applications are now gaining
attention due to the ongoing globalization of society. The prototypical
subjectivity or objectivity profile of the connectives, the specified importance
strength of the subjectivity features (propositional attitude of the result
segment being the strongest variable), and the occurrence/type of modality
words are ingredients for implementation in these machine translations.
Likewise, it can expand the effectiveness of automated grammar checkers if
model algorithms can better catch the contextual elements of the causal
construction.

Questions like these suggest a promising line of research. They suggest
furthermore that the analysis of coherence relations to the study of discourse
is what veins are to a beating heart.
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Samenvatting in het Nederlands

Het subjectiviteitsprofiel van causale connectieven in het Mandarijn in niet-
geschreven discourse is grotendeels onbekend. In dit proefschrift zijn we de
uitdaging aangegaan om te onderzoeken in hoeverre causale verbanden in het
Mandarijn-Chinees kunnen worden gekarakteriseerd in termen van
subjectiviteit, en in hoeverre het karakter van subjectiviteit geldt voor
verschillende discoursetypen. Meer specifiek hebben we gesproken discourse
bestudeerd in spontane gesprekken, (Twitter/Facebook-achtige) microblog-
discourse op sociale-mediaplatforms en geschreven discourse in gedrukte
kranten. Allereerst zijn er twee corpus-studies uitgevoerd naar REDEN-
connectieven (Hoofdstuk 2) en RESULTAAT-connectieven (Hoofdstuk 3).
Vervolgens (Hoofdstuk 4) is in een experiment-studie de validiteit van de
corpusbevindingen getest met crowdsourced data van moedertaalsprekers. Tot
slot (Hoofdstuk 5) is een tamelijk taalspecifiek markeringspatroon van
coherentierelaties in discourse, aangeduid als dubbele markering, onderzocht
en geinterpreteerd. De belangrijkste bevindingen en discussies op basis van
die vier individuele onderzoeken worden hieronder samengevat. Beperkingen
en suggesties voor toekomstige studies worden gegeven en de
maatschappelijke relevantie van het onderzoek wordt aan het einde gedeeld.

De subjectiviteitsprofielen van causale connectieven in het Mandarijn:
begrip uit corpus-analyse

Hoofdstukken 2 en 3 zijn twee corpusstudies die tot doel hebben de
subjectiviteitsprofielen van causale connectieven in het Mandarijn vast te
stellen op basis van gegevens die systematisch zijn verzameld in drie
verschillende soorten discourse: spontane gesprekken, microblogs en kranten.
Hoofdstuk 2 richt zich op de REDEN-connectieven jiran ‘aangezien’, yinwéi
‘omdat’, youyld ‘doordat’ en hoofdstuk 3 richt zich op de RESULTAAT-
connectieven k¢jian ‘dus’, suoyi ‘daarom’, yinci ‘om deze reden’, en yushi
‘daardoor’. Een causale relatie wordt als subjectief beschouwd als de
interpretatie ervan noodzakelijkerwijs verwijst naar een bewustzijnssubject
(subject of consciousness, SoC), de persoon wiens intentionaliteit wordt
beschouwd als de ultieme bron van de causale gebeurtenis (Pander Maat &
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Sanders, 2000, p. 64). Een causaal verband is objectief als de interpretatie
losstaat van een dergelijke SoC. Het begrip subjectiviteit werd
geoperationaliseerd in termen van verschillende subjectiviteitsgerelateerde
kenmerken die in een causale constructie gecodeerd zijn, namelijk het domein
van de causale relatie, de propositionele houding uitgedrukt in het segment
dat correspondeert met het resultaatdeel van de causale relatie (het
consequent), de identiteit van de SoC die verantwoordelijk is voor de causale
interpretatie en de manier waarop naar de SoC in de relatie taalkundig wordt
gerefereerd (linguistische realisering van de SoC).

In de analyse ligt de focus op twee punten. Het eerste is of de
subjectiviteitseigenschappen inherent bij het semantisch-pragmatische
karakter van connectieven horen, dan wel of ze gevoelig zijn voor de context
van de discourse waarin ze voorkomen. Om dit te onderzoeken zijn een
systematische loglineaire analyse in combinatie met Kkruistabelanalyses
uitgevoerd van de relatie tussen connectief, subjectiviteit en discoursetype. De
andere kwestie gaat over het relevante belang van deze kenmerken bij het
karakteriseren van elke causale verbinding (REDEN of RESULTAAT). Om die
vraag te beantwoorden zijn conditional inference tree en random forest
analyses uitgevoerd, waarmee de voorspellende kracht van de variabelen kon
worden vastgesteld.

Resultaten van de loglineaire analyse en kruistabelanalyse laten zien dat
de drie REDEN-connectieven jiran, yinweéi en youyl van elkaar verschillen in
termen van subjectiviteit, en dat de verschillen robuust zijn over de drie
soorten discourse heen. Jiran is subjectief. Prototypisch drukt het
taalhandelings- en epistemische causale relaties uit, die performatieve
uitingen en oordelen als resultaatsegment hebben. Doorgaans is een spreker-
SoC actief betrokken in de relatie en die spreker-SoC blijft doorgaans impliciet.
Yo6uyd, daarentegen, is zeer objectief. Het drukt doorgaans volitionale en non-
volitionale inhoudrelaties uit tussen causale gebeurtenissen, waarbij de
resultaatsegmenten meestal mentale/fysieke handelingen zijn, uitgevoerd door
derdepersoon SoC's waaraan expliciet wordt gerefereerd, of feiten die
onafhankelijk zijn van SoCs. Yinwei heeft een lichte voorkeur voor spreker
SoC's. Er werd slechts één interactie met het discoursetype gevonden: de
categorie expliciete verwijzing naar SoC komt vaker voor in het
geschreven/gesproken dan in het microblogcorpus. Niettemin is het
prototypische profiel van yinwei over het algemeen neutraal. Net als het
Engelse because heeft het een hypernym-status, en is het in staat om zowel
subjectieve als objectieve causale relaties te markeren.
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Soortgelijke bevindingen zijn vastgesteld voor de RESULTAAT-connec-
tieven. Meer specifiek werd vastgesteld dat de vier connectieven systematisch
van elkaar verschillen met betrekking tot de propositionele houding uitgedrukt
in het resultaatsegment en de identiteit van de verantwoordelijke SoC, en dat
de verschillen robuust blijven tussen de discoursetypen. Alleen wat de
taalkundige realisatie van SoC betreft, bleek corpus een factor te zijn die het
profiel van de connectieven beinvlioedde. Die relevantie was evenwel beperkt.
Kejian blijkt het meest subjectieve connectief te zijn, dat vooral oordelen
uitdrukt van impliciete-spreker-SoCs. Yushi is het meest objectief, en drukt
typisch een feitelijk resultaatsegment uit of een intentionele fysieke handeling.
De SoC die de fysieke handeling uitvoert, kan zowel de spreker als een
personage in de tekst zijn (dat laatste komt aanzienlijk vaker voor); het gaat
meestal om gevallen van expliciete SOC's (en in microblogs zijn de SoCs vaak
als pro-drop gerealiseerd). Sucyi en yinci zijn generiek in gebruik en
introduceren zowel objectieve als subjectieve resultaatsegmenten, met vooral
spreker-SoC's, en (minder vaak) personage-SoC's en niet-SoC.
Desalniettemin lijkt suoyi iets subjectiever omdat het significant meer
taalhandelingen uitdrukt. Yinci heeft in vergelijking minder gevallen van
spreker-SoC en meer gevallen van niet-SoC. Als we de connectieven op een
subjectief-objectief-continulim plaatsen, krijgen we de volgorde: kéjian-sucyi
- yinci-yushi.

De statistische analyses van conditional inference trees en random forests
gaven inzicht in de kenmerken die een belangrijke rol spelen bij het
karakteriseren en onderscheiden van de connectieven. De propositionele
houding van het resultaatsegment blijkt het belangrijkste kenmerk te zijn,
doordat het betrokken is bij twee van de drie belangrijkste significante
splitsingen. Domein, de linguistische realisering van SoC en de identiteit van
SoC volgen in termen van hun voorspellende kracht.

Interpretatie van de RESULTAAT-connectieven door moedertaalsprekers:
evidentie uit crowdsourced data

Om de conclusies te valideren die zijn getrokken op basis van de analyses van
corpusgegevens, hebben we een crowdsourcing-experiment uitgevoerd
gerapporteerd in hoofdstuk 4, gericht op de RESULTAAT-connectieven kéjian,
yUshi, suoyi en yinci. Niet-taalkundig geschoolde deelnemers voerden een
invoegtaak uit, waarin moedertaalsprekers van het Mandarijn Chinees een
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reeks causale relaties met contrasterende mate van subjectiviteit voorgelegd
kregen. Deelnemers werd gevraagd werd om het meest geschikte connectief
te kiezen om de relatie uit te drukken. De keus was daarbij uit een vooraf
gedefinieerde lijst van connectieven. De taak bood de gelegenheid om gebruik
te maken van de intuities van een groot aantal deelnemers met betrekking tot
het prototypische subjectiviteitsprofiel van de onderzochte connectieven.

De resultaten van de crowdsourcing-taak lieten duidelijke verschillen
zien tussen de onderzochte connectieven. De deelnemers toonden duidelijke
voorkeuren voor ke¢jian om de subjectieve relaties uit te drukken en yashi om
de objectieve relaties uit te drukken. Sudyi en yinci werden gebruikt om zowel
subjectieve als objectieve relaties uit te drukken. Maar de logitcoéfficiénten
voor de objectieve conditie lieten zien dat yinci een meer waarschijnlijke
keuze is dan sudyi, wat aangeeft dat yinci een minder subjectief profiel heeft
dan suoyi.

Een andere interessante bevinding was het resultaat van een
clusteranalyse waarin we experimentele items hebben gegroepeerd op basis
van de connectieven die zijn ingevoegd. De analyse toonde aan dat het
onderscheid tussen subjectiviteit en objectiviteit tussen de causale relaties
wordt gemodereerd door andere taalkundige kenmerken van de contexten. Uit
een exploratieve analyse van de items bleek dat het voorkomen van
modaliteitswoorden in de Q-segmenten systematisch verschilt tussen de
clusters, evenals de aard van deze woorden met betrekking tot de mate van
zekerheid die ze uitdrukken: evaluerende modaliteitswoorden die de
subjectiviteitstoestand van de causale relatie kwalificeren (zoals xidndé
‘schijnt’, en duoshdo ‘min of meer’) komen het vaakst voor in items uit het
cluster met ofwel zowel subjectieve als objectieve relaties ofwel grotendeels
subjectieve relaties, waarbij deelnemers er de voorkeur aan gaven overwegend
suoyi en yinci te gebruiken. In een cluster met alleen subjectieve relaties
komen veel modaliteitswoorden voor die hoge mate van zekerheid van de
spreker ten opzichte van de causale interpretatie weergeven (bijvoorbeeld
zhaoyang ‘zonder uitzondering’ jiushi ‘beslist’). Bij dergelijke items kozen
deelnemers alleen k¢jian. Tenslotte werd yashi bijna uitsluitend gekozen in de
objectieve relaties, waarin geen modaliteitswoorden aanwezig waren.
Tesamen laat dit zien dat zowel de subjectiviteitskenmerken van de causale
relatie als de kwalificerende evaluatie met betrekking tot de causale
interpretatie gezamenlijk bepalen hoe Mandarijn-Chinese sprekers causale
connectieven en de relaties die worden uitgedrukt begrijpen en gebruiken.
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De interpretatie van causale constructies met dubbele markering in het
Mandarijn-Chinees

In de twee corpusstudies die zich richten op de REDEN- en RESULTAAT-
connectieven (zie hoofdstukken 2 en 3) zijn gevallen van dubbele-markering
(DM) causale structuren geidentificeerd. DM verwijst naar het markeren van
een causale coherentierelatie met een REDEN-connectief zoals ‘omdat’ en een
RESULTAAT-connectief zoals ‘dus’ op de beginpositie van respectievelijk de
oorzaak- en het resultaatsegment. In Hoofdstuk 5 hebben we ingezoomd op
dit specifieke DM-patroon om het het effect van dubbele markering te
onderzoeken en te relateren aan het subjectiviteitsprofiel van de
samenstellende enkele markeringen.

Eén van de bevindingen is dat niet alle reden- en resultaatconnectieven
zich lenen voor gebruik in de DM-constructie. Twee REDEN-connectieven
yinwéi en youyl en drie RESULTAAT-connectieven sudyi, yinci en yashi
kwamen in combinatie voor en vormen in totaal zes DM-patronen. Met behulp
van een  beschrijvende  kwantitatieve  analyse  werden  de
subjectiviteitskenmerken geidentificeerd van elk van de zes DM- patronen, en
vergeleken met die van de samenstellende enkelvoudige (SM, single marking)
tegenhangers. De resultaten toonden de invloed aan van het gezamenlijke
gebruik van twee connectieven op het subjectiviteitskarakter van de DM’s.
Het lijkt erop dat de REDEN-connectieven (yinweilyouyu) een grotere invioed
uitoefenen op de resulterende DM-interpretatie dan de (relatief neutrale)
RESULTAAT-connectieven.

Om te onderzoeken wat de retorische effecten zijn van een causaal
verband dat dubbel gemarkeerd is, hebben we verschillende DM-gevallen
kwalitatief geanalyseerd. Daarbij hebben we ons gericht op de twee meest
voorkomende patronen yinwei P, sucyi Q en youyu P, suoyi Q. We gebruikten
de parafrasemethode om de DM-interpretatie te vinden. Uit de analyse blijkt
dat subjectiviteit een rol speelt bij het beinvloeden van de communicatie van
causaliteit in beide patronen, maar op verschillende manieren. Het patroon
youyu P, suoyi Q impliceert een objectiverend/rechtvaardigend effect op het
oorzakelijk verband, dat niet duidelijk aanwezig lijkt te zijn in de
tegenhangende SM-varianten. Om precies te zijn, youyu P, suoyi Q versterkt
het oorzakelijk verband tussen P en Q en suggereert dat de oorzaak
noodzakelijk of onvermijdelijk tot het gevolg leidt. Als gevolg hiervan worden
het volitionele karakter van het causale verband (indien aanwezig) en de
intentionaliteit van de SoC afgezwakt.
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In het patroon yinweéi P, sucyi Q, daarentegen, behoudt de SoC een
volledig agentieve rol bij het vaststellen van de causale relatie tussen P en Q.
Dat effect komt in dit geval niet zozeer naar voren uit de vergelijking tussen
DM en SM, alswel uit taalkundige en/of contextuele indicatoren in het causale
fragment. Bovendien lijkt het yinwei P, sucyi Q-patroon de mogelijkheid te
hebben om uit te nodigen tot opinieuitwisseling tussen spreker en
geadresseerde, zoals blijkt uit de aanwezigheid van tag-vragen in de
vervolgcontext.

Gemeenschappelijk aan de twee patronen is het potentieel om te helpen
bij het effectief communiceren van de kernboodschap die de spreker wil
overbrengen, door middel van ‘information management’. Zo werd de zgn.
sandwich-structuur nogal eens aangetroffen: een parafrase van het
resultaatsegment Q' wordt geponeerd (of gepresenteerd als een vraag), die
vervolgens wordt ondersteund door het antecedent P (dat een argument of
oorzaak is), waarna de geponeerde Q' opnieuw geformuleerd wordt als Q (het
consequent), in de vorm van (Waarom) Q' (?), omdat P, dus Q.

Innovatieve aspecten van dit proefschrift

Dit proefschrift heeft verschillende vernieuwende aspecten, zowel theoretisch
als methodologisch. Ten eerste zijn in de analyse van causale verbanden in het
Mandarijn-Chinees gegevens van natuurlijk voorkomende gesprekken en
microblog-platforms op sociale media voor het eerst systematisch
geselecteerd, geanalyseerd en vergeleken met geschreven discourse. Het
gebruik van deze verschillende contexten vergroot de generaliseerbaarheid
van de analyse van het subjectiviteitsprofiel van causale Mandarijn-Chinese
connectieven aanzienlijk.

Ten tweede bleek het relatieve belang van de verschillende
causaliteitsaspecten (propositionele attitude, identiteit van de SoC,
linguistische realisering van de SoC) bij het karakteriseren en onderscheiden
van de connectieven: in zowel de analyse van REDEN-connectieven als die van
RESULTAAT-connectieven bleek de propositionele houding van het Q-segment
het belangrijkste kenmerk te zijn van het gekozen connectief.

Ten derde zijn in deze studie voor het eerst de bevindingen en conclusies
van geannoteerde handmatige corpusanalyses in het Mandarijn-Chinees
gevalideerd door middel van een crowdsourcing-experiment-onderzoek. Zo’n
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experiment toont de intuitie van naieve sprekers dat een bepaald connectief in
bepaalde contexten een geschiktere keuze is dan een ander connectief.

Deze combinatie van complementaire empirische studies slaagde er
daarom in de essentiéle rol van causaliteit en subjectiviteit, als twee cognitieve
begrippen, te laten zien. De bevindingen kunnen Chinese sprekers helpen om
causale verbanden en coherentierelaties te begrijpen en er onderscheid tussen
te maken in het daadwerkelijke taalgebruik.

Inzichten uit geschreven-, gesproken- en microblog-discourse

De toegevoegde waarde van het werken met andere soorten discourse dan de
traditionele studie van geschreven teksten is ten minste tweeledig. Ten eerste
worden de verschillen tussen geschreven, gesproken en sociale
mediadiscourse met betrekking tot subjectiviteit weerspiegeld op het niveau
van de causale constructie. Dit blijkt uit de significante tweeweginteracties
tussen corpus en de subjectiviteitsindicatoren domein (PropAtt) en de
identiteit van SoC in zowel Hoofdstuk 2 als Hoofdstuk 3. Specifiek werd
gevonden dat microblogdiscourse relatief veel causale
taalhandelingsverbanden heeft in vergelijking met zowel kranten- als
gespreksteksten. En de causale relaties in kranten worden meestal gekenmerkt
door een personage in de derde persoon in plaats van een spreker in de eerste
persoon, terwijl in microblogs het tegenovergestelde waar is. Het lijkt erop dat
het microblog-discourse het meest subjectief is, krantenteksten het minst
subjectief en spontane spraak daar tussenin zit.

De andere meerwaarde is dat het gebruik van verschillende soorten
discourse de analyse van de eigenschappen van en het onderscheid tussen de
connectieven in meer detail mogelijk maakt. Een voorbeeld hiervan is de
taalhandelingsrelatie, die naar voren komt als één van de categorieén die heeft
bijgedragen tot een fijner onderscheid tussen sudyi en yinci in hoofdstuk 3.
Beide connectieven bleken relatief neutraal te zijn in termen van subjectiviteit,
maar sudyi vertoonde een net iets subjectiever profiel dan yinci: sucyi heeft de
neiging meer gebruik te maken van taalhandelingsrelaties dan yinci. Dit
subtiele verschil werd bevestigd in het crowdsourcing-experiment: hoewel
zowel suoyi als yinci vaak gekozen worden in clusters die zowel objectieve
als subjectieve items bevatten, wordt yinci vaker gekozen in de clusters met
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alleen objectieve items. Dergelijke bevindingen zouden niet zijn verkregen
met alleen schrijftaalgegevens.

Een ‘division of labour’? Connectieven en andere indicatoren van
subjectiviteit

We hebben uit de crowdsourcing-studie geleerd dat modale uitdrukkingen van
zekerheid ook een rol spelen bij het beinvloeden van de keuze van de Chinese
sprekers van een causaal connectief. Deze bevinding draagt verder bij aan ons
begrip van de causale connectieven met betrekking tot subjectiviteit. Het feit
dat sudyi en yinci doorgaans de voorkeur hebben van de meeste deelnemers
bij de items die epistemische modalen als xidndé ‘lijkt te zijn’ en duoshdo
‘min of meer’ bevatten, weerspiegelt het niet-specifieke karakter van de twee
connectieven. Met andere woorden, deze bevinding suggereert dat wanneer
sprekers modaliteitswoorden gebruiken om het subjectiviteitskarakter van de
causale relatie te kwalificeren, het misschien niet langer nodig is om een
specifiek causaal connectief te gebruiken. Omgekeerd zullen sprekers, in het
geval discoursesegmenten geen modale elementen bevatten, waarschijnlijk
wel een specifiek connectief gebruiken. Dit blijkt uit de bevinding dat
overwegend kéjian wordt gekozen in de subjectieve relaties wanneer er ofwel
geen modale uitdrukkingen zijn, of wanneer de in de context aanwezige
modaliteitswoorden een bevestigende houding ten opzichte van het causale
verband uitdrukken, zoals zhaoyang ‘precies hetzelfde/zonder uitzondering’,
en dat het specifieke objectieve connectief yishi voornamelijk wordt gebruikt
in objectieve relaties zonder modaliteitswoorden.

Samenvattend suggereren deze bevindingen dat een alomvattende analyse
van subjectiviteit niet alleen rekening moet houden met connectieven maar
ook met lexicale elementen van subjectiviteit, omdat er een verband lijkt te
bestaan tussen de subjectiviteit die gelexicaliseerd is in connectieven en in
andere taalkundige subjectieve elementen in de discourse. Wellicht is er zelfs
een uitwisseling tussen dergelijke subjectieve indicatoren en het gebruik van
connectieven. Een beter inzicht in deze relatie tussen subjectieve lexicale
elementen en connectieven is met name veelbelovend voor talen waarin
subjectiviteit niet substantieel gecodeerd lijkt te zijn in het lexicon van causale
connectieven, zoals het Spaans en het Engels.
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Tot slot: maatschappelijke relevantie van het onderzoek

In dit proefschrift is een reeks studies uitgevoerd naar causale connectieven
en causale coherentierelaties in het Mandarijn Chinees in het theoretische
kader van geintegreerde subjectiviteit. Het begrip subjectiviteit werd
geoperationaliseerd door een causale coherentierelatie te ontbinden in
verschillende integrale aspecten van causaliteit, die elk functioneren als een
indicator van subjectiviteit. De geanalyseerde connectieven zijn drie oorzaak-
markeringen jiran, yinwei, youyl en vier gevolg-markeringen kéjian, sudyi,
yinci en yuashi. De bevindingen zijn dat er binnen elke set specifieke
subjectieve connectieven (jiran en kejian) bestaan, specifieke objectieve
connectieven (youyu en yuashi), en niet-specifieke connectieven (yinwéi, suoyi,
en yinci), en dat de causaliteitsaspecten verschillen in de bijdrage aan de
voorspelling van het ene connectief tegenover het andere. Er werd ook
vastgesteld dat er een werkverdeling lijkt te bestaan tussen niet-specifieke
causale connectieven en andere taalkundige elementen die de
subjectiviteitsvoorwaarde (bijv. modaliteit) van de causale relatie
kwalificeren. Meer specifiek, wanneer er modaliteitswoorden zijn die de
subjectieve of objectieve evaluaties van de causaliteitsgebeurtenis uitdrukken,
dan komen deze meestal samen voor met niet-specifieke connectieven.

Deze nieuw verworven wetenschappelijke inzichten kunnen op diverse
manieren maatschappelijke betekenis hebben. De eerste is de relevantie ervan
voor het onderwijzen en leren van Chinees als tweede taal (L2). Het
prototypische profiel van een bepaald connectief en de systematische
beperkingen in de betekenis en het gebruik van de connectieven kunnen
worden gebruikt als hulpmiddelen voor L2-studenten van het Chinees om een
bepaald connectief te begrijpen. Leerders kunnen zo geholpen worden om te
kiezen uit een lijst van kandidaat-connectieven, die synoniemen lijken en
daarom verwarrend kunnen zijn voor niet-moedertaalsprekers. Het inzicht kan
de lerenden helpen om een meer precieze keuze te maken, wanneer ze een L1
hebben met een rijk en specifiek connectiefrepertoire of juist een L1 met een
relatief beperkt en/of niet-specifiek repertoire. Bovendien helpen de inzichten
om de kwaliteit te verbeteren van de keuze van een connectief in de
vertaalpraktijk, vooral waar het gaat om automatische vertalingen.
Toepassingen voor automatische vertalingen krijgen almaar meer aandacht
door de voortgaande globalisering van de samenleving. Het prototypische
subjectiviteits- of objectiviteitsprofiel van de connectieven, de
gespecificeerde belangrijkheidssterkte van de subjectiviteitskenmerken
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(propositionele houding van het resultaatsegment is de sterkste variabele), en
het voorkomen/type van modaliteitswoorden zijn ingrediénten voor
implementatie in deze machinevertalingen. Op vergelijkbare wijze kunnen
automatische ‘grammar checkers’ verbeterd worden als model-algoritmen de
contextuele elementen van de causale constructie beter in ogenschouw kunnen
nemen.
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