Causality across languages:
State of the art

2

SYNOPSIS
▸ Introducing CAL
▸ Study I: Verbalizing causal chains in narratives
▸ Study II: The semantic typology of causatives

Linguistic Perspectives on Causation
Hebrew University, June 28-30, 2017

▸ Study III: Causality in language and cognition
▸ More?
▸ Summary

Jürgen Bohnemeyer
jb77@buffalo.edu
1
http://www.acsu.buffalo.edu/~jb77/

1

2
3

4

INTRODUCING CAL (CONT.)

‣ subprojects

INTRODUCING CAL
‣ Causality Across Languages
‣ NSF Award #BCS-1535846; PI J. Bohnemeyer
‣ a new horizon in semantic typology: causality
‣ first ever large-scale meaning-based crosslinguistic study
of the representation of causality
‣ 36 languages from 31 genera spoken on five continents
‣ this is a moving target ☺
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‣ The semantic typology of causality
‣ how are causal chains semantically categorized across languages
for the purposes of linguistic encoding?
‣ The representation of causality in discourse
‣ how are causal chains represented in narratives
across languages?
‣ Causality at the syntax-semantics interface
‣ how much variation is there across languages in form-to-meaning
mapping in the representation of causal chains?
‣ Causality in language and cognition
‣ how are causal chains cognitively categorized across cultures
and what role does language play in this variation?
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INFORMATION STRUCTURE AND QUESTIONS IN A LANGUAGE GAME (CONT.)
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‣ sample
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SYNOPSIS
▸ Introducing CAL
▸ Study I: Verbalizing causal chains in narratives
▸ Study II: The semantic typology of causatives
▸ Study III: Causality in language and cognition
▸ More?
▸ Summary
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STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES
‣ researchers

STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)

8

‣ research questions
‣ when speakers narrate everyday causal chains

‣ design: E. Bellingham; J. Bohnemeyer
‣ data collection and coding (so far):
‣ E. Bellingham (English); J. Bohnemeyer (Yucatec); K.
Kawachi (Japanese; Sidaama); S.-H. Park (Korean); A.
Stepanova (Russian)

‣ which subevents do they make explicit
‣ and which do they underspecify
‣ or leave to conversational implicature?
‣ which causal relations do they make explicit
‣ and which do they leave to implicature?

‣ analysis: E. Bellingham

‣ what principles govern these patterns?
Figure 2.1. The current sample of Study I
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‣ what aspects are subject to crosslinguistic variation?
8
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STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)

‣ stimuli: the CAL Clips

STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)
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‣ stimuli: the CAL Clips (cont.)

‣ 58 short video clips featuring everyday causal chains

‣ examples

‣ most staged/enacted, a few found on the internet

‣ CR = force; CE = none; AF = mechanically impacted;
resultant event = location change; FD = causation

‣ variables manipulated
‣ causer (CR) type: volitional vs. accidental vs. force

‣ affectee (AF) type: volitional/controlled vs. accidental
vs. mechanically impacted vs. physical object
‣ resulting event type:
physical state change vs. location change vs. process
‣ force dynamics: causation (43 core + 10 sup.) vs. letting (5 sup. scenes)

Figure 2.2. NM2_reporter

‣ causee (CE) type: volitional/controlled vs. non-volitional/controlled
vs. mechanically impacted vs. no CE
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‣ stimuli: the CAL Clips (cont.)
‣ examples (cont.)

STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)
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‣ stimuli: the CAL Clips (cont.)
‣ examples (cont.)
‣ CR = volitional; CE = non-volitional/controlled; AF =
object; resultant event = physical change; FD = letting

Figure 2.3. UCO1_ball

Figure 2.4. HUO1_plate

‣ CR = accidental; CE = volitional/controlled; AF = object;
resultant event = location change; FD = letting
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STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)

‣ stimuli: the CAL Clips (cont.)

STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)
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‣ participants

‣ examples (cont.)

‣ 10-22 speakers per language were tested

‣ CR = volitional; CE = volitional/controlled; AF = object;
resultant event = process; FD = causation

‣ procedure
‣ participants watched each clip twice
‣ then answered the question ‘What happened?’

Figure 2.5. HCOproc1_swing

‣ or the closest equivalent we could find
in the particular language
‣ all participants were L1 speakers and tested in their L1
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STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)

STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)

‣ findings (cont.)

‣ findings
‣ based so far on an analysis of descriptions
of the 43 core clips only (-> omitting letting scenes)

‣ three underspecification patterns (cont.)
‣ underspecified subevent representations
and subevent unification implicatures

‣ three underspecification patterns
‣ implicit causal links relying on stereotype
implicatures (Atlas & Levinson 1981, Levinson 2000)
(2.1) a. Túun
YUC PROG:A3

16

déesmayàar=e’
faint=D3

Figure 2.7. UU2_sneeze

(2.2) a. (…) káa=h-he’síin-nah=e’ káa=t-u=ha’s-ah
YUC
CON=PRV-sneeze=D3
CON=PRV-A3=shock:CAUSE—CMP(B3SG)=3 CON=PRV-fallB3SG
Figure 2.6. UM3_faint

káa=t-u=koh-ah=e’
káa=h-lúub-ih
CON=PRV-A3=bump-CMP(B3SG)=3 CON=PRV-fall-B3SG

‘(S)he was fainting, (when/and then) (s)he bumped into him/her,
(when/and then) (s)he fell.’
b. Asserted: ∃e1.∃e2.∃e3.faint’(e1) & TH(e1, x) & bump’(e2) & TH(e1, x)
& TH(e1, y) & fall’(e3) & TH(e3, y)
Implicated: CAUSE(e1,e2) & CAUSE(e2,e3)

15

y=óol

le=kul-ukbal=o’

A3=life.force DEF=sit-DIS(B3SG)=D2

‘(…) (when/and then) (s)he sneezed, (when/and then) (s)he
startled the one was sitting’

b. Asserted: ∃e1.∃e2.∃e3.∃e4.sneeze’(e1) & TH(e1, x) & startle’(e3)
& TH(e3, y) & CAUSE(e2, e3) & AG(e2, x) & sit’(e4) & TH(e4, y)
Implicated: e1 = e2

16
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STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)

‣ findings (cont.)
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STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)

‣ findings (cont.)

‣ three underspecification patterns (cont.)

‣ a quantitative breakdown of the patterns

‣ subevent unification as an implicature
should be distinguished

90.00%
80.00%
70.00%

‣ from subevent unification entailed by constructions

60.00%
Underspeciﬁed subevent recovery

50.00%

(2.3) a. Someone cracked a plate by hitting it with a broom
b. Asserted: ∃e1.∃e2.∃e3.∃x.crack’(e2) & TH(e2, plate)
CAUSE(e1, e2) & AG(e1, x) & hit’(e3) & AG(e3, x)
& IN(e3, broom)
& e1 = e3

Causal link recovery

40.00%

Subevent uniﬁcaLon
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Fully explicit

20.00%
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Figure 2.9. Response type frequencies in Study 1: the underspecification patterns
Figure 2.8. HOI3_plate
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STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)

‣ toward a partial explanation

‣ toward a partial explanation (cont.)
90.00%

90.00%

80.00%

80.00%

70.00%

70.00%

60.00%

60.00%
Underspeciﬁed subevent recovery

20.00%

20.00%

10.00%

10.00%

‣ this might be due
to these languages being largely unwritten
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Figure 2.9. Response type frequencies
in Study 1: the underspecification patterns
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‣ the overall amount of underspecification/implicitness is
particularly high in Sidaama and Yucatec
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Figure 2.9. Response type frequencies
in Study 1: the underspecification patterns
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STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)

‣ underspecified subevents
are overwhelmingly causing events
‣ which are introduced by transitive causative verbs
and morphological and periphrastic causatives
‣ it appears that the discourse frequency of these is
higher in Russian, Sidaama, and Yucatec

19
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STUDY I: VERBALIZING CAUSAL CHAINS IN NARRATIVES (CONT.)
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‣ the longterm goal of this subproject

22

SYNOPSIS

‣ an algorithm that describes
the narrative verbalization of causal chains based on

▸ Introducing CAL

‣ the conceptual properties of the particular chain

▸ Study I: Verbalizing causal chains in narratives

‣ the linguistic resources of the particular language

▸ Study II: The semantic typology of causatives

‣ there is preliminary evidence
that the algorithm processes the chain backwards

▸ Study III: Causality in language and cognition
▸ More?

‣ starting with the resultant event

▸ Summary

‣ since gaps in the entailment of causal relations occur most
frequently following the first subevent description
‣ the presence of a gap is strongly correlated with the involvement of an intermediate human participant (𝜑 = 0.36; p<0.001)
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STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES
‣ researchers
‣ design: E. Bellingham; J. Bohnemeyer
‣ data collection and (partial) coding
so far:

Figure 3.1. The current sample of Study II

‣ J. Bohnemeyer (Yucatec); M. Du and F. Li
(Mandarin); S. Hafeez (Urdu); K. Kawachi (Sidaama); A.
Mitchell (Datooga)
‣ analysis: E. Bellingham; J. Bohnemeyer; S. Evers

STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

‣ research question: iconicity in form-meaning mapping
‣ a classic observation: simple ‘direct’ causal chains
favor simple causative constructions
‣ while more complex constructions/descriptions
are preferred for more complex, ‘indirect’ chains
‣

e.g. Comrie (1981); Dixon (2000); Haiman (1983); Kemmer & Verhagen (1994); Levin & Rappaport-Hovav (1995); McCawley
(1976, 1978); Shibatani ed. (1976); Shibatani & Pardeshi (2002); Talmy (2000); Verhagen & Kemmer (1997); inter alia

(3.1) Le=máak=o’ t-u=nik-ah
le=bàaso-s-o’b=o’
YUC DEF=person=D2 PRV-A3=scatter-CMP(B3SG) DEF=cup-PL-PL=D2
‘The man, he scattered the cups’

(3.2)
YUC

a. #Le=x-ch’úupal=o’

t-u=nik-ah

le=bàaso-s-o’b=o’

Figure 3.1. HO5_cuptower

DEF=female:child=D2 PRV-A3=shatter+slap-APP-CMP(B3SG) DEF=cup-PL-PL=D2

‘The girl, she scattered the cups’
b. Le=x-ch’úupal=o’

t-u=mèet-ah

DEF=F-female:child=D2 PRV-A3=make-CMP(B3SG)

u=nik-ik

le=bàaso-o’b

le=máak=o’

A3=scatter-INC(B3SG)

DEF=cup-PL

DEF=person=D2

‘The girl, she made the man scatter the cup’

23
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Figure 3.2. HUO2_cups
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STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

‣ research question: iconicity in form-meaning mapping
(cont.)

STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

‣ procedure
‣ descriptions of the CAL Clips were either extracted from
the Study I data or elicited with a few speakers

‣ but: Escamilla (2012)
‣ drawing on a balanced sample of 50 languages
(largely on the basis of existing descriptions)

‣ the causative coding devices in these descriptions were
identified and then generalized across the scenes

‣ and on Dixon’s (2000) nine proposed parameters
driving causative complexity
‣ of which directness is one

‣ in the sense that every major response type was applied
to all clips
‣ to the extent the lexical and constructional
resources of the language allowed it

‣ concludes:
“Parameter 6 (directness of causer action) was found, unpredictably, to have no
significant correlation with construction compactness: in other words, the Iconicity
Principle was not found to hold.” (Escamilla 2012: 87)

‣ a new, larger set of descriptions was generated on this
basis with the help of master consultants

25
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STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

‣ procedure (cont.)
a. Le=x-ch’úupal=o’ t-u=nik-ah

le=bàaso-s-o’b=o’

DEF=female:child=D2 PRV-A3=shatter+slap-APP-CMP(B3SG) DEF=cup-PL-PL=D2

‘The girl, she scattered the cups’
b. Le=x-ch’úupal=o’
DEF=F-female:child=D2

le=bàaso-o’b

le=máak=o’

A3=scatter-INC(B3SG)

DEF=cup-PL

DEF=person=D2

‘The girl, she made the man scatter the cup’
t-u=nik-ah

tuméen h-ha's-a'b

Figure 3.2. HUO2_cups

le=bàaso'b=o'
y=óol

PRV-shock:CAUS-PASS.CMP(B3SG) A3=life.force

tuméen le=x-ch'úupal=o'
CAUSE

DEF=F-female:child=D2

‘The man, he scattered the cups because he was startled by the girl’

27

‣ at least 12 speakers of each language than rated all
descriptions for their goodness of fit with the clips
‣ on an 8-point Likert scale

‣ ungrammatical descriptions lowest

DEF=person=D2 PRV-A3=scatter-CMP(B3SG) DEF=cup:PL=D2
CAUSE

28

‣ during a training phase,
participants were encouraged to rate

t-u=mèet-ah
PRV-A3=make-CMP(B3SG)

u=nik-ik

c. Le=máak=o’

STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

‣ procedure (cont.)

‣ example
(3.3)
YUC

26

‣ truthconditionally incorrect descriptions above those
‣ semantically correct but pragmatically misleading
descriptions above the latter
‣ the clips were presented in four pseudo-randomized orders
and the descriptions of each clip in randomized orders
28
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STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

29

30

STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

‣ coding (cont.)

‣ coding
‣ each response type was assigned the juncture level and
nexus type of the expression of the causal relation
‣ juncture: hierarchic layer of integration nucleus vs. core vs. clause vs. sentence

‣ example
(3.3)
YUC

a. Le=x-ch’úupal=o’

le=bàaso-s-o’b=o’

‘The girl, she scattered the cups’ - simplex nucleus
b. Le=x-ch’úupal=o’
DEF=F-female:child=D2

‣ nexus: type of combination coordination vs. subordination vs. cosubordination

t-u=nik-ah

DEF=female:child=D2 PRV-A3=shatter+slap-APP-CMP(B3SG) DEF=cup-PL-PL=D2

t-u=mèet-ah
PRV-A3=make-CMP(B3SG)

u=nik-ik

le=bàaso-o’b

le=máak=o’

A3=scatter-INC(B3SG)

DEF=cup-PL

DEF=person=D2

‘The girl, she made the man scatter the cup’ - core subordination

‣ cf. Foley & Van Valin (1984);
Van Valin (2005); Van Valin & LaPolla (1997)

c. Le=máak=o’

t-u=nik-ah

Figure 3.2. HUO2_cups

le=bàaso'b=o'

DEF=person=D2 PRV-A3=scatter-CMP(B3SG) DEF=cup:PL=D2

tuméen h-ha's-a'b

CAUSE

y=óol

PRV-shock:CAUS-PASS.CMP(B3SG) A3=life.force

tuméen le=x-ch'úupal=o'
CAUSE

DEF=F-female:child=D2

‘The man, he scattered the cups because he was startled by the girl’ - clausal subordination
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STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)
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‣ analysis

STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

32

‣ analysis (cont.)

‣ coding of the Mandarin and Urdu data is ongoing
‣ the analysis presented here thus extends only to the
Datooga, Sidaama, and Yucatec data and only to the 43
core scenes
‣ visual inspection suggests similar complexity levels
for the same scenes across the three languages

‣ a mixed-effects logistic regression model was fitted
‣ using the Ordinal package in R
‣ dependent variable: probability of a given juncturenexus type (JNT) being the tightest JNT rated at ceiling
level
‣ for a given stimulus clip by a given participant
‣ fixed factors: language population; presence of causee
(CE) mediation; domain (physical vs. nonphysical)

Figure 3.3. Breakdown of responses
by scene and complexity levels
(1 - least/9 - most complex)

31

‣ random intercepts: clip; participant; order

32
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STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

33

‣ results

STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

34

‣ results (cont.)

‣ most compact JNT acceptable was significantly and
strongly correlated with domain (p<0.001)

‣ significant interaction b/w domain
and population = Sidaama (p < 0.01)

‣ scenes involving psychological or speech act causation
generally required more complex representations
‣ independently of language
‣ there was a significant main effect of population =
Sidaama (p<0.01) against Datooga as baseline

‣ the nature of this effect is being investigated
‣ significant interaction between domain, mediation by a
CE, and language = Yucatec
‣ for certain combinations of domain and mediation level,
Yucatec speakers required more complex descriptions

‣ this may be explained with the absence of nuclear
cosubordination in Datooga

‣ than Datooga speakers
(p<0.1; details are still being analyzed)

‣ i.e., no morphological causatives or resultatives

‣ no main effect of mediation

33
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STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

35

‣ discussion

STUDY II: THE SEMANTIC TYPOLOGY OF CAUSATIVES (CONT.)

36

‣ discussion (cont.)

‣ there is a very strong correlation
between domain and mediation

‣ so do these findings support iconicity?

‣ all the scenes that involve causation-by-communication
feature a CE
‣ most – though not all – of the scenes
involving psych causation feature a CE

‣ yes - assuming that psych causation and speech act
causation are conceptually more complex
‣ than physical causation

‣ this aspect of the design of the CAL Clips appears to
adequately reflect cognitive/cultural biases
‣ we do not frequently
talk about mechanically
impacted CEs
35

Figure 3.4. UMO2_cups

36
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SYNOPSIS

STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION

▸ Introducing CAL

‣ researchers
‣ design: E. Bellingham; J. Bohnemeyer;
J. A. Jódar Sánchez
Figure 4.1. The current sample of Study III

▸ Study I: Verbalizing causal chains in narratives
▸ Study II: The semantic typology of causatives

‣ data collection and (partial) coding so far:

▸ Study III: Causality in language and cognition

‣ J. Bohnemeyer (Yucatec speakers); M. Du and F. Li
(Mandarin speakers); J. A. Jódar Sánchez (Spanish
speakers)

▸ More?
▸ Summary

‣ analysis: E. Bellingham; J. Bohnemeyer; S. Evers
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STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)
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‣ research questions

STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)

40

‣ research questions (cont.)

‣ to what extent is the attribution of causality in the CAL
Clips scenarios subject to cross-cultural variation?
‣ if there is variation, does it affect concepts that typologists
and theories of the syntax-semantics interface rely on?
‣ e.g., the notion of agentivity?
‣ is there evidence that the cross-cultural variation - if it
exists - affects the verbal representation of the scenes?

39

‣ the test case: intentionality
‣ a series of studies in social psychology suggest less
attention to dispositional properties in causal attribution
‣ among Chinese participants compared to Americans
‣

e.g., Chiu et al (2000); Choi & Nisbett (1998), Choi et al (1999), Maddux & Yuki
(2006); Menon et al (1999), Morris & Peng (1994), Peng & Knowles (2003)

40
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STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)

‣ research questions (cont.)

STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)

42

‣ materials

‣ the test case: intentionality (cont.)

‣ test items: a subset of the CAL clips featuring
a human CR, a CE, and an inanimate AF (24)

‣ a different research tradition in cultural anthropology
suggests the role of intentionality may covary
‣ with the role of magical reasoning in a given culture
‣ cf. Evans-Pritchard 1937

‣ training items: 10 clips featuring various actions
involving two human participants
‣ some of these were joint actions
‣ to motivate the idea of joint responsibility

‣ in this tradition, Le Guen et al (2015) report that
intentionality played a greater role in attributions
‣ by Tseltal and Yucatec Mayans compared those by
urban Mexicans and German participants

Figure 4.2. 04_glass_training

41
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STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)

STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)

44

‣ participants

‣ procedure
Figure 4.3. Layout of the sheet
on which participants allocate the tokens

‣ participants received 10 tokens
and a sheet of paper with three circles

‣ having watched each clip twice, participants were to
allocate the tokens proportionately

‣ 16 Mandarin speakers
‣ recruited and tested at Beihang University in Beijing
‣ 20 Spanish speakers
‣ recruited and tested in Barcelona and Murcia, Spain
‣ 12 speakers of Yucatec Maya
‣ recruited and tested in the village of Yaxley,
Quintana Roo, Mexico

‣ to represent each character’s responsibility
43

44
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STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)

‣ results

STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)

46

‣ results (cont.)

‣ the Mayan and Spanish participants assigned more
responsibility to intentional than to unintentional Causers
‣ but the Chinese participants did not

‣ a linear mixed effects regression model was fitted,
using the lme4 package in R
‣ dependent variable: Causer (CR) responsibility rating
‣ fixed factors: population; CR intention to act;1 CR
intention to outcome;1 Causee (CE) intentionality
‣

Figure 4.4. Mean Causer
responsibility rating
by population
and Causer intentionality

1

- based on Alicke (2000)

‣ plus all binary interactions
b/w population and the intentionality variables
‣ random intercepts: participant; stimulus clip

45
STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)

‣ results (cont.)

46
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STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)

48

‣ results (cont.)

‣ main effects: population; CE intentionality
‣ all at p < 0.001

‣ unintended CR action strongly positively interacted
with Chinese against Spanish as baseline and vice versa
‣ the Chinese participants’ responsibility scores for
unintentional CR were significantly higher

‣ significant interactions
‣ population * CR intention to act (p < 0.001)
‣ population * CE intentionality (p < 0.01)
‣ CR intention to outcome had no significant effect

47

‣ than the Spanish participants’
‣ the relevant interactions with Yucatec participants
were not significant after Bonferroni correction

48
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STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)
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‣ results (cont.)

STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)

50

‣ results (cont.)

‣ the Spanish participants rated CR intentionality higher
than the Chinese participants when CE was unintentional

‣ the differences between the populations was specifically
located in scenes involving unintended CR actions

‣ suggesting that the Spanish participants paid more
attention to CE intentionality than the Chinese

‣ the relevant actions of the CR involved spontaneous
bodily functions

‣ CE intentionality also played a greater role for the Spanish
participants than for the Yucatecans
‣ the Spanish participants rated CR responsibility
relatively higher when the CE was acting involuntarily
‣ than did the Yucatec participants

‣ yawning, sneezing, losing balance, fainting)
‣ such acts caused the Spanish and Yucatec participants
to rate CR responsibility lower
‣ but not the Chinese participants
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‣ discussion

STUDY III: CAUSALITY IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION (CONT.)
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‣ what’s next

‣ confirmed: Chinese participants payed less attention to
CR intentionality when attributing responsibility
‣ in line with the predictions
arising from the SocPsych literature
‣ not confirmed: Mayan participants did not pay more
attention to intentionality when attributing responsibility
‣ contra Le Guen et al (2015)

‣ additional populations to test the claim that attention to
internal dispositions correlates with “egocentric”
‣ as opposed to “sociocentric" societies
‣ a possible linguistic nexus
‣ unintentional chains favor more complex
representations than intentional ones
‣ prediction: populations that pay less attention to
intentionality may rate more compact descriptions
‣ of unintentional chains higher in Study II
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SYNOPSIS

MORE

▸ Introducing CAL

▸ a second language & cognition experiment
▸ still in the pilot phase: the CAL Triads

▸ Study I: Verbalizing causal chains in narratives
▸ Study II: The semantic typology of causatives

▸ pick the odd
scene out!

▸ Study III: Causality in language and cognition
▸ More?
▸ Summary

Figure 5.1. HCO1-UMO1-HO1
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SYNOPSIS

56

SUMMARY

▸ underspecification and implicatures play a prominent and
systematic role in causal narratives across languages

▸ Introducing CAL
▸ Study I: Verbalizing causal chains in narratives
▸ Study II: The semantic typology of causatives
▸ Study III: Causality in language and cognition
▸ More?

▸ languages as diverse as English, Korean, and Yucatec rely
on the same strategies when simplifying causal narratives
▸ leaving causal links to stereotype implicatures
▸ and matching by implicature fully specified causally
unrelated subevents

▸ Summary

▸ with underspecified subevent representations
that are tied into the chain by explicit causal links
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SUMMARY (CONT.)

▸ there is a great deal of variation across languages in the
relative frequency of application of each strategy
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SUMMARY (CONT.)

▸ preliminary quantitative evidence confirms that formmeaning mapping in causatives is subject to iconicity

▸ and also in the overall level of implicitness

▸ however, the most decisive factor does not appear to
mediation (the number of participants in the chain)

▸ by hypothesis, this variation is driven by

▸ but rather domain, the distinction b/w physical
causation, psych causation, speech act causation, etc.

▸ variation in the availability of linguistic resources
▸ variation in the extent to which a language
has been influenced by written registers

▸ which however is strongly correlated with mediation
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SUMMARY (CONT.)

▸ cross-cultural differences in responsibility assignment
are small, but highly significant
▸ and appear to align
with predictions from social psychology research
▸ regarding effects of social organization
on the perception of internal dispositions
▸ whether attention to intentionality directly affects the
complexity of preferred descriptions remains to be tested
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Thanks!
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