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Studies in several languages find that causal connectives differ from one
another in their prototypical meaning and use, which provides insight into
language users’ cognitive categorization of causal relations in discourse.
Subjectivity plays a vital role in this process. Using an integrated subjec-
tivity approach, this study aims to give a comprehensive picture of the
semantic-pragmatic distinctions between Mandarin REASON connectives
jirdn ‘since’, yinwei and youyi ‘because’ The data come from spontaneous
conversation, microblog, and newspaper discourse, while most previous
studies have focused only on written data. The results show that, despite
the contextual differences in discourse from each corpus, the connectives
display distinctive and robust profiles. Jirdn is subjective. It prototypically
expresses speech act and epistemic causalities featuring speech act and
judgment in the consequent. Speaker SoC (subject of consciousness) is
actively involved yet remains implicit in the utterances. Youy, by contrast,
is objective. It typically expresses volitional and non-volitional content
causalities featuring the consequent of physical act and fact, which are
usually independent of SoCs. Yinweéi is neutral in general, with a slight
preference to volitional content and epistemic relations, to the consequent
of fact, and to speaker SoC. Only one interaction with discourse style is
found: in relations introduced by yinweéi, the linguistic realization of the
SoC varies across corpora: significantly more implicit yet few explicit cases
in microblogs, yet the opposite is true in conversations. The specific pro-
file of yinwei, depending on the ordering of the antecedent and the conse-
quent, is robust across corpora. Furthermore, the relative importance of
the associated subjectivity features is determined. In conclusion, the study
contributes to our understanding of causal coherence and extends the
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empirical database that supports the claims of a cognitive account of
causal coherence relations.

Keywords: subjectivity, Mandarin REASON connective, multi-style discourse

1. Introduction

1.1 Connective 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, con-
ditional or otherwise. Previous studies on causal connectives in particular, 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 discourse level causality. This holds, for example, for the
REASON connectives omdat vs want in Dutch, parce que vs puisque in French, and
yinwéi vs youyti in Mandarin, which are all roughly equal to their English coun-
terpart because (Zufferey 2012; Sanders & Spooren 2015; Li et al. 2016). 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 syntactic/gram-
matical role as a coherence marker, each connective is also inherently meaningful
with an expressive function in both the semantic and the pragmatic senses (Van
Dijk 1979; Sanders et al. 1992; Knott & Sanders 1998). In this paper, we focus
on the meaning and use of Mandarin REASON connectives jirdn ‘since), yinwei and
youyti ‘because’. As illustrated in (1-3),' they are not equally suitable to express
the causal relation in each of the three fragments and their respective contexts.

(1) Jirdn/*Yinwei/*Youyi P @ shuo yé shi gidngbdo zhong de jitying, Q @ shibushi
qian wo yishou cuimidnqii a?
Jirdn/*Yinwei/*Youyiu P (you) say I am a big baby in the cradle, Q isn't it that
(you) owe me a lullaby?

1. All illustrating causal constructions except (5), (6), and (7) are taken from our corpora. The
unmarked connective is the one originally used in the corpus text; the question mark <?> indi-
cates a possible alternative; the asterisk <*> indicates an improper option. The Mandarin text is
put in italics, the connectives under study in bold and italics in both the original and the trans-
lated texts. The <@> symbol in Mandarin text indicates a null subject (pro-drop) which is made
explicit and put in parentheses in the translated text. <P> and <Q> stand for the cause segment
(the antecedent) and the result segment (the consequent), respectively.
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(2) Yinwei /2Jirdn/*Youyii P liang da fi da, Q zai rénshéng de liiti shang, zhiydu
kaikuo ziji de xinxiong, tiandi cdi hui kaikuo!
Yinwei/?Jirdn/*Youyii P generosity brings happiness, Q during the life jour-
ney, only by maintaining generous oneself, can his world be wide open!

(3) Youyu/?Yinweéi/*Jirdn P lidnxi fangshi hénzdo jiu shanchii le, Q wo xianzai
zhiyou ta péngyou de.
Youyii/?Yinwéi/*Jirdn 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”. Jirdn is the sole proper connective that
naturally links the two segments here. The relation in (2) corresponds to the epis-
temic domain: the speaker’ concludes that “[...], only by [...] can the 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 inter-
pretation. Yinwei is the connective that was originally used by the blogger, which
is certainly adequately used, but, intuitively, jirdn 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 his friend’s ([...])"
The cause-consequence relationship exists out there in the physical world, inde-
pendent of anyone’s personal attitude or perspective. Youyii is originally from the
blog, but yinwei may also fit. The apparent division of labor among jirdn, yinwei,
and yduyu 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 relations they typically signal.

The differences and similarities between jirdn, yinweéi, and yduyiu have been
widely discussed in literature. Some studies have taken into consideration the
order and the information status of P (the antecedent) and Q (the conse-
quent) of the causal event. It is found that jirdn normally signals forward causal
constructions® (jirdn P, Q), wherein P “obligatorily” expresses given information
(Eifring 1995:49); yduyu resembles jirdn in that it most often expresses given

2. 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.

3. Forward/backward causal construction has been termed, among others, as basic/non-basic
order in Sander et al. (1992); forward/backward linking in Li & Thompson (1989) and Biq
(1995); zirdn/téyi yuxu ‘natural/special order’(Li & Liu 2004); initial/final causal clause
sequence in Song & Tao (2009).
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information in P and links forward constructions (youyi P, Q); yinwéi, by con-
trast, is more flexible, yet it favors to some extent the backward construction
(Q, yinwéi P) and tends to provide new information in P (Liu et al. 2001; Guo
2008; Zhong & Zhang 2013; Zhao & Yao 2016).

The above findings are very inspiring and provide explanations for the focal-
ization characteristics and the correlative usage of the connectives. With respect
to focalization, jirdn P, for never providing pragmatically new information, nor-
mally cannot be focalized; yéuyu P, only when introducing new information, can
be focalized but need to be explicitly marked with the COP shi ‘be’(Q, shi yduyi
P); yinwei, given its flexibility, though tends to be focalized, a marker of focaliza-
tion is not necessarily required (Q, (shi) yinweéi P) (Liu 2002; Xing 2002; Li & Liu
2004; Li 2011; Zhong & Zhang 2013). Regarding the preferred correlative mark-
ers in the matrix clause (Q), jirdn usually correlates with the connective na/name
‘then’ and the adverb jiu ‘then, while yinwéi/yéuyii most often with the connective
suoyi ‘so’ and both jitr and cdi ‘only then’ First, it has been argued that causality
and inferentiality are inherent in the semantics of na/name, in terms of the logi-
cal relationship between the two connected segments (e.g. Lt 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 sudyi
may refer back to factual P, while only sudyi may refer back to P capable of express-
ing new information (Eifring 1995:384-385). That is why suoyi is usually taken
by yinweéi (and sometimes by yduyii), while jirdn usually takes na/name, as the
correlative marker in the matrix clause. Second, in the Q segment, the correlative
adverb jiti * (for either jirdn, yinwéi, or youyii) functions to assert an opinion that
is already, or (as the speaker believes) should be, known and accepted by both the
speaker and the interlocutor(s). The use of cdi, on the other hand, is “to assert the
speaker’s own opinion (pragmatically new information) when there is a presup-
position [...] of an opposite sort of opinion toward the subject of the discourse”
(Biq 1988:75-76).

Though it seems that the information status can explain major differences
between jirdn, yinwéi, and yduyii in actual language use, one property seems to
be more central to all these findings: subjectivity. It has long been established
that jirdn is the prototypical connective expressing inferential causality while yin-
weéi is typical in expressing expositive/descriptive causality (e.g. Huang 1998;
Xing 2001; Guo 2008 and works cited there). It is also found that the difference
between jirdn and yinweéi lies in that jirdn constructions entail presupposition
and inter-subjectivity, i.e. both P and Q are known and (at least as far as the

4. For a more extensive discussion of the differences and similarities between jiti and cdi,
please refer to Hole (2004) and Jin & Du (2014), and the vast literature mentioned there.
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speaker believes) acceptable to both the speaker and the interlocutor(s), but this is
not necessarily so with yinwei constructions (Eifring 1995:384; Zhong & Zhang
2013). Furthermore, based on the domain analysis (Sweetser 1990; Shen 2003),
jirdn is found to be used predominantly in the subjective domain (i.e. epistemic
and speech act domains), yet youyii, by sharp contrast, is more frequently used
in the objective domain (i.e. content domain); “yinwei is more subjective than
youyu” (Li & Liu 2004; Li 2011:492; Li et al. 2016).

Nevertheless, we still lack a comprehensive subjectivity framework (but see Li
etal. 2016) and a solid empirical basis (e.g. a statistically evaluated corpus study
using systematically selected data) for a fuller picture of these connectives’ pro-
totypical subjectivity profiles (and the causal relations they signal). In this paper,
we shall perform a systematic analysis of the degree of subjectivity associated with
them, based on the notions of speaker involvement and subject of consciousness
(SoC) (Pander Maat & Sanders 2000, 2001; Pander Maat & Degand 2001). Here,
the notion SoC refers to “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: 64).

This is an integrated approach that considers subjectivity as a multi-dimen-
sional concept. In addition to the domain of the relations (Sweetser 1990), sub-
jectivity can be encoded in three other factors as well. That is, the propositional
attitude of the consequent, e.g. fact vs judgment; the identity of SoC that conceptu-
alizes this relationship, i.e. first-person vs third-person participant, and the linguis-
ticrealization of SoC, i.e. explicit vs implicit. This integrated subjectivity approach is
elaborated onin § 2.

1.2 Connective and discourse styles

The above-mentioned studies on Mandarin REASON connectives are based on
written, or mainly written with small amount of written-for-spoken discourse
(e.g. play scripts). The analyses also lack in systematic statistic evaluations (but
see Li et al. 2016). However, subjectivity is not only inherent in the positioning
of the speaker with respect to a content by choosing certain linguistic items and
structures, but also in the speaker-interlocutor 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 than written data to the empirical foundation of the categorization of (Man-
darin) REASON connectives.
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In the first place, written language differs substantially from spoken language
in linguistic and textual styles. Chafe (1982; 1984) has studied and explained the
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
process, writers have the time to organize ideas and put them in well-planned
linguistic structures, either simple or complex, and on solid argumentative foun-
dation in order to stand the test of readers in different places and time peri-
ods. Therefore, written language is characteristic of being integrated. By contrast,
the speaking process proceeds along real-time spontaneous interaction between
speaker and addressee. Therefore, spoken language is fragmented, with less com-
plex sentences and using words of more general meaning. Second, given the dif-
fering 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 con-
trary, 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 & Sweetser 2009; Sanders & Spooren 2013;
Sanders & Spooren 2015).

To some extent, communication via social media (Twitter, Facebook,
Microblog, etc.) is distinct from that 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 as in writing. The commu-
nication, nevertheless, also is characteristic of instantaneity and efficiency; con-
sequently, 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 as in fragment (4).

(4) QW0 bii jieyi ni de taoyan, yinwéi P @ hudzhe bingféi zhi wei quiyue ni.
QI don’t mind your dislike, yinweéi 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 writ-
ten text (Yus 2011) or computer-mediated conversation® (Herring 2011). In other
words, the technical, cognitive, and social factors related to the networked envi-
ronment have made this type of especially interactive written discourse as “an

5. For earlier terms used by other authors, please refer to Yus (2011: 175) and Herring (2011:2).
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emergent register” (Ferrara et al. 1991), with characteristics of both written and
spoken language.

In the second place, studies based on other than only written data from some
European languages have found either robust or dynamic 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 corpus
over the content, the speech act and the epistemic domains; puisque, on the con-
trary, stays robust across spoken and written corpora: 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 epis-
temic relations (Gunthner 1993, referred to in Sanders & Spooren 2015; Keller
1995). Spooren and colleagues (Spooren et al. 2010) conducted a comprehensive
analysis of Dutch omdat and want by looking at the domain of use, the proposi-
tional attitude of the consequent, the identity of SoC and the way the SoC is lin-
guistically realized. In both written and spoken data, want is more subjective than
omdat with respect to all the four features (the identity of SoC differed between
written and spoken discourse, yet without strong effect). This clear and stable dif-
ference was confirmed in the follow-up study based on more varied data, i.e. writ-
ten texts, spontaneous conversation and online chat interactions (Sanders &
Spooren 2015).

Given that the linguistic-textual features and the speaker-addressee interac-
tions are typical of each style individually, will the meaning and use of these
connectives remain robust or differ significantly across a range of distinctive dis-
course styles? This is an essential question we are going to explore in this study.

1.3 Research questions

This article aims at drawing a fuller picture of the subjectivity profiles of Man-
darin REASON connectives jirdn, yinwei, and youyu. To that end, we made a
systematic study using spontaneous conversation, microblog and newspaper dis-
course as the empirical data resources. The research questions we address are as
follows:

RQ1. What is the prototypical subjectivity profile of each connective with regard
to domain of the causal relation, the propositional attitude expressed in the
consequent, the identity of SoC and the linguistic realization of the SoC in
each corpus?

RQ2. Do the prototypical profiles remain robust or do they vary across corpora
due to the contextual differences?
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In naturally occurring language, jirdn and yduyii mainly signal forward causal
construction (jirdn/yduyii P, Q). Yinwéi, on the other hand, can signal both for-
ward and backward constructions (yinwei P, Q and Q, yinwei P). In view of the
functional nature of the two constructions, it is found that in both spoken and
written data, the backward sequence Q, yinwei P typically expresses “interaction-
ally motivated” causal relations; the “final” yinwéi clause performs predominantly
an “interactional” function with corresponding features of “negation, strong asser-
tions, contrastiveness/comparison, and modality”, as in (5); whereas the forward
sequence yinwei P, Q expresses “ideationally (propositionally)” determined causal
relations; the “initial” yinwéi clause mainly performs an “information-sharing”
function by providing more background information for an event or evidence for
a statement, as in (6) (Biq 1995:51; Song & Tao 2009: 87).

(5) Qdangshi wo céng xiang, biidan rénrén yinggai xuédian xinlixué, zhigudzhé
sthii yé ying zuan- zuan zhe mén xuéwen. Yinwéi P guigendaodi xinli jiu shi
shigi hé minxin.

Q I was thinking then that not only should everybody study a little psychol-
ogy, but the ruling party should especially do so, because P after all mentality
has a lot to do with morale and popular sentiments’

(6) Jiu zai zhé nidn 7 yué, yinwéi P pantii chumai, Q Hudng Jing béi mimi daibil.
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: 89, 93)

Liet al. (2016) investigated the two positions of yinwéi in written data from the per-
spective 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 yinwei” expresses subjective relations with judgments and
implicit SoCs. The authors claim that the subjective profile of “inter-sentential yin-
wei” enables “final” causal clause to perform the interactional function; accord-
ingly, the “information-sharing” function of “initial” causal clause relies on the
objective profile of “sentence initial yinwei”.

Inspired by the above interesting findings, in the present study, with microblog
data, the oralized written text, added to the empirical basis next to news text and
spontaneous conversation, we intend to find out answers to research question 3,
and lastly, to research question 4 as follows:

RQ3. What are the prototypical subjectivity profiles of forward- and backward-
linking yinwéi? Is the respective profile robust or is it sensitive to the con-
text characterized by discourse in each corpus?
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RQ4. Do the factors under investigation, namely, the four subjectivity features
and the ordering of the antecedent and the consequent, play equally im-
portant roles in characterizing each connective?

2. Anintegrated approach to subjectivity

Subjectivity is an innate nature of human language. “It is in and through language
that man constitutes himself as a subject” (Benveniste 1971:224). This has been
clearly reflected in the cognitive categorization of causal relations in discourse.
The involvement and viewpoint of the speaker and/or the SoC, which is realized
through linguistic devices, plays a vital role in this process. Specifically in the pre-
sent study, in order to systematically operationalize the complex notion of subjec-
tivity, we employ an integrated approach by investigating (1) what domain does
a causal relation fall into and whether its interpretation requires reference to an
SoC; (2) who functions as the SoC; (3) how is the SoC realized linguistically; and
(4) what are the propositional attitudes expressed in the consequent, given the
assumption/argument in the antecedent.

This multi-dimensional concept of subjectivity (Spooren et al. 2010; Sanders
& Spooren 2013, 2015; Li et al. 2013; Li et al. 2016) has integrated the influential
views of Lyons (1977; 1982), Traugott (1989; 1995) and Langacker (1985; 1990).
Lyons points out the importance of the expressive function of language for the
“expression of attitude and personality” (1977: 50) and characterizes subjectivity as
“the way in which natural languages, in their structure and in their normal man-
ner of operation, provide for the locutionary agent’s expression of himself and of
his attitudes and beliefs” (1982: 102). Traugott (1982; 1989) takes a diachronic per-
spective studying the development of epistemic meanings in, for example, the aux-
iliary 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 (1989: 35). This
“expressiveness” of language that increases in such “a pragmatic-semantic process”
is first defined as subjectivity (Traugott 1995:47) and later refined as “speaker atti-
tude or viewpoint” (Traugott 2010: 30).

(7) He must have worked very hard because he got a promotion.
(8) One must pass the exam for Al before he/she can register the course for A2.

(9) He turned off the light while leaving.
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(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 utter-
ance (11) is presented as an opinion, the interpretation of which must refer to
the speaker. Yet (12) expresses a physical fact, wherein no evaluation or personal
viewpoint is present nor responsible for its truth value.

(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, loca-
tion and participant role of the speech event. When the SoC coincides with the
speaker, it is then part of the deictic center. The SoC’s attitude/viewpoint are
directly expressed in the first-person voice (Ducrot 1980). For example, by saying
“I find Nijmegen a lovely city”, the SoC “I” is actually making a personal judg-
ment, whereas in “He thought Nijmegen is a lovely city”, the SoC “he” and what
“he thought” are outside the immediate communicative circumstances. 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 dis-
tinction between speaker SoC and character SoC is made to evaluate the subjec-
tivity of an utterance.

Focusing on the perspective of the speaker under the framework of cognitive
grammar, Langacker (1985, 1990) studies the “gradience” of subjectivity in the
construal of a particular entity or situation. The construal is considered as max-
imally objective when the participant 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 (1990: 7-9). By contrast,
the construal is maximally subjective when the participant is put off-stage, observ-
ing the scene as (a member of) the audience and remaining implicit in the utter-
ance. For example, the construal of the situation is more subjective in (11), with
the speaker responsible for the evaluation but remaining off-stage; whereas the
construal will be relatively objectified in case the speaker “I” is put on-stage (e.g.
I 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 subjectiv-
ity than the explicit reference.
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Finally, since we are studying the causal coherence and connectives in dis-
course, the causal relation itself is where all the subjectivity features discussed
above are anchored. Our concern naturally includes how subjective a causal event
is in terms of the relation domain. Causality is a basic category in human cog-
nition and natural language which can be subdivided further into different sets
of relations (Sanders & Spooren 2009:207-208). In this study, we follow the tri-
chotomous classification by Sweetser (1990), as has been illustrated by Exam-
ples (1-3) in § 1.1: the content domain, the epistemic domain, and the speech-act
domain. Content domain causal relations connect two events/situations that are
causally related to each other in the content world. It is generally an objective cat-
egory. Based on whether or not intentionality (of SoC) is involved in constructing
the causal relation, content domain relations can be further divided into non-
volitional content relations (e.g. The ground is wet now because it has been rain-
ing this afternoon.) and volitional content relations (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). An epistemic relation (e.g. It must have rained
this afternoon since the ground is wet.) is rooted in the mental world of the SoC
who builds up the causal link through his/her personal reasoning. The same is
true with speech act causal relations. For example, the interpretation of a causal
relation in the fragment “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 encoded
in causal relations increases from non-volitional content to volitional content and
epistemic/speech act.

3. Methodology

3.1 Corpus and data collection

The empirical database for this study stems from a written corpus, a spoken cor-
pus and a microblog corpus. The written corpus (a total of 163,393,972 Chi-
nese characters) consists of newspaper texts from Rénmin Ribao ‘People’s Daily,
which is the sub-corpus of the news text corpus LDC95T13 from Linguistic Data
Consortium (Wu 1995). From this corpus, 50 occurrences of jirdn were ran-
domly selected. As yinwei and yduyi both can be used as either a connective or
a preposition, and due to the extremely high frequency (of yinwéi in particular)
in a large corpus like this, we randomly selected 100 fragments with yinwei and
100 with youyiu and then manually counted for only the connective uses. This
resulted in 81 fragments with connective yinwei and 68 fragments with connec-
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tive youyu. Furthermore, we excluded 14 occurrences of shi(COP)yinweéi and 3
of shi(COP)yduyi, both literally meaning “be because” and usually occurring in
the form of “Zhi (PRT) sudyi so’ Q, shi(COP) yinwei/yéuyi ‘because’ P”. ¢ Lastly,
from the 67 yinwéi- and 65 youyu-fragments, we randomly selected 50 of each for
annotation and empirical analysis.

The microblog corpus, a sub-corpus of BCC (Xun et al. 2016), is made of posts
in the year 2013 at Sina Weibo, the most popular microblogging platform in China,
akin to a hybrid of Facebook and Twitter. The texts amount to 2,263,211,538 Chi-
nese 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 jirdn, yinwei, and youyii 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 Media Language Corpus [MLC 2005]), Xinwen Huiketing and
Shihua Shishuo (translated respectively as A Date with Luyu, People in the News
and Tell It Like It Is) (Walker et al. 2013-2015; Glenn et al. 2013-2015). The
transcripts of this part amount to 911,816 Chinese characters. These programs
were chosen for their characteristics of being interactive, casual, and entertain-
ing, 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 jirdn, yinwéi, and
youyu in spoken corpus.

Table 1. Frequencies of jirdn, yinwei, and youyi in the spoken corpus

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

All the fragments with jirdn and yduyii were manually selected, disregarding
repeated cases, false starts, incomplete sentences where Q segments cannot be

6. This structure has a specific function similar to the cleft sentence “Q, it is because P7,
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 impor-
tantly, on the pragmatic level.
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specified, shiyduyu and the prepositional uses of yéuyii. This resulted in 102 valid
fragments with jirdn and 61 with youyii. 50 of each were randomly selected for
final analysis. For yinwei, due to the extremely high frequencies and potentially
large amount of invalid cases in spoken conversations, we first selected 200 occur-
rences in telephone speech and 200 in TV program conversations. In this process,
we randomly jumped over the corpus to avoid getting many fragments in one text.
Following the same procedure that was used for youyu, we ended up with 81 con-
nective yinwéi, from which 50 were randomly selected for the analysis.

In the end, the complete dataset under analysis are 450 fragments (50 per con-
nective per corpus). See Table 2 for an overview of the dataset.

Table 2. Number of sampling fragments in each corpus

Connective Newspaper (LDC)  Conversation (LDC&MLC) Microblog (BCC) Total

Jirdn 50 50 50 150
Yinwei 50 50 50 150
Youyti 50 50 50 150

3.2 Model of analysis

All the sampling fragments were annotated for the four subjectivity features dis-
cussed in § 2, each containing several categories of varying subjectivity degrees
(Table 3). A similar model was employed in studies on Dutch and Mandarin REA-
SON connectives (Spooren et al., 2010; Sanders & Spooren, 2015; Li et al. 2016).
In the present study, we made modifications to some categories and explained in
corresponding subsections.

Table 3. Model of integrated subjectivity

Subjectivity predictor High.....cocovunene Subjectivity degree............... Low

Domain Speech-act/Epistemic...Volitional content...Non-volitional
content

Propositional attitude (in Q) Speech-act/Judgment...Mental act...Physical act...Fact

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

Linguistic realization of SoC Implicit...Pro-drop...Explicit... Absent

(inQ)
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3.2.1 Causality domain

Following Sweetser (1990), the causal relation expressed in each fragment was
annotated as speech act domain, epistemic domain or content domain. The con-
tent domain was subdivided into volitional and non-volitional content domains
based on whether or not the intentionality of SoC is involved in the conception of
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.

Table 4. Paraphrase test for determining domain

Domain Paraphrase test

Speech act The fact that P leads to the SoC (the speaker) here and now 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.

Non-vol. content The fact that P leads to the fact that Q.

Vol. content = volitional content; Non-vol. content = non-volitional content

In the speech act domain, explicit cases are utterances in the form of a (rhetorical)
question and an imperative. This is the speech act causality considered in Li et al.
(2016). In the current 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 may
also include (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). The decisive rule for
determining the implicit cases lies in the communicative here and now and the pres-
ence of addressee: the speaker here and now performs or motivates the speech act
targeting at the addressee. Example (13), from our spoken corpus, presents an
instance of implicit speech act causality. The speaker here and now suggests the
addressee (you) “take the initiative, uh, to contact him” At first sight, (14) seems to
be similar, but this is not a case of speech act causality as it is not a suggestion located
here and now but in the historical past “ dangshi (at that time)”. Accordingly, Q is to
express the speaker’s personal opinion rather than to motivate a speech act.
(13) Nijirdn P bd ta dang weéi hdo péngyou dehua, Q ni jiti yinggai qu zhiidong, é qu

zhdo td a.

Jirdn P you regard him as a good friend, Q then you should take the initiative,

uh, to contact him.
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(14) “Nijirdn P @ xihuan falii, Q dangshi @ jii yinggai xudn falii.” Dayé de! W6 na
shi kdo bu shang hdo me?
“Jirdn 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 an instance of the epistemic, the volitional and the
non-volitional content causality, respectively.

(15) Guodxué, hongydng zhonghud youxit wénhua. Jirdn P @ shi shun hii rénxin,
ying hii chdoliti deshiye, Q @ birdn hui fazhdn xiaqi de.
Sinology carries forward the outstanding culture of China. Jirdn P (it) is a
cause in harmony with people’s wish and the popular trend, Q surely (it) will
continue to develop.

(16) Yinwéi P wo shué wd shi ni téngshi, Q ranhou tamen jiu dd wo.
Yinwei P I said I was your colleague, Q then they beat me.

(17) Dan dao 80 nidndai, youyii S1 [P yazhou yixié gudjia hé diqi gili chitkou,
zhuzhong chanpin zhiliang,] S2 [Q zijin litiri zéngjia,] S3 jingji chixii fazhdn.
But by the 1980s, yéuyii SI [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 “REA-
SON 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)”

(18) Youyii P [S1huddong changdi kaojin hdibian, S2 wanshang tebié léng,] sudyi Q
[S3 chiimén de shihou @ dud jiale jian yishang)]
Youyii P [SI the activity venue was nearby the sea, S2 (it would be) very cold at

v, oo

night,] sudyi so’ Q [S3 (I) put on an extra coat while leaving (for the activity).]

3.2.2 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 an assumption, which usually is not subject to eval-
uations. The correlative consequence or the claim given the premise in P, how-
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ever, is where the SoC’s viewpoints/evaluations are accommodated. Therefore,
the propositional attitude of Q segment (or PropAtt hereafter) is taken as a fea-
ture predicting the subjectivity degree of a given relation. We made a classifica-
tion into five types:” Q expresses (1) a speech act if the SoC (the speaker) here and
now makes a performative utterance targeting at the addressee (e.g. asking, sug-
gesting, offering, commanding); (2) a judgment if it concerns the SoC’s personal
feelings, opinions, attitudes, etc. in response to the assumption in P; (3) a mental
act if the predicate represents an intentional act involving the change of mind or
the forming of an opinion, etc., such as decision-making, that takes place in the
mental world of the SoC; (4) a physical act if the predicate represents an inten-
tional act of 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, 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
(T) decide to take a break” in (19) as a mental act.
(19) Q Tiaole lidngtian cdo, jintian @ juéding xitx{ yitian, yinwéi P @ méiyou yifii

huanle.

Q After exercising for two days (in a row), today (I) decide to take a break,

yinweéi P (I) have no outfits to change.
(20) Q O, ldngiti @ dao biishi hén xihuan, yinwei P @ gézi biishi hén gao.

Q Well, basketball, (I) 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 clear,
since both develop in the mental world of the SoC. To specify the subtle differ-
ences 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. 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 objec-
tivity bias (see § 3.3).

7. For other classifications of the propositional attitude of Q, please refer to Li et al. (2016:25)
and Spooren et al. (2010: 244).
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3.2.3 Identity of SoC

When an SoC is responsible for the construction of the causal relation, we made a
distinction between the speaker SoC and the character SoC. Relations conceptual-
ized by the speaker are more subjective than those by the character in the commu-
nication event; relations that hold independent of an SoC are the least subjective.
In the above Example (20), the cause-effect relation between “(I) am not tall” and
“well, basketball, (I) don’t like it very much” is constructed 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) Rdn'ér, gitjinghud bushi ruozhé. Ta jirdn P @ jiéle shuai bdng, Q @ bian qudn
xinshén de tourit.
However, Qiu Jinghua was not a loser. Jirdn P he ‘ta’ accepted the tough mis-
sion, 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 causal link between
the two segments, Example (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 bis fouren shangyé dianying de jiazhi, yinwéi P jin ji nidn shangyé
dianying sihii géng you kan tou, fanér wényipian chéng le “chou dajié”.
Q We do not deny the value of commercial films, yinwei P in recent years the
commercial films seem more worth seeing, while the art pieces instead were
poor in quality.

3.2.4 Linguistic realization of SoC

Following Langacker’s (1985; 1990) view of subjectivity as a gradient phenome-
non related to the implicit or explicit construal of a situation, we take the linguistic
realization of the SoC (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 eval-
uations by SoC are manifest in the consequent, we look only at Q for this feature.

Given that Chinese is a typical pro-drop language, and pro-drop occurs espe-
cially 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. Fragment (23) illustrates
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this phenomenon: the dropped-off speaker SoC “I” in Q can be easily identified

from the previous utterance “Oh, uh, me too”

(23) O, ¢, wé yéshi. Youyti, yuyii P @ zuijin gongzuo bijiao mdng, Q @ yé méiyou
tiantian kan aoyunhui.
Oh, uh, me too. Youyi, youyii 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 coded as having an
explicit SoC. For example, (21) was coded as having an explicit SoC, i.e. ta ‘he’

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 are accept-
able, we opted for the non-volitional. For example, (24) was coded as non-volitional
content domain in our study, although the consequent “(I) 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 ver-
sus 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) Yinwéi P zuowéi xuésheng @ méiyou zijide dianshi, sudyi Q néng zand kan
(NBA) wd jiu zaind kan.
Yinweéi P as a student, (I) don’t have my own TV, sudyi ‘so’ Q I then watch
(NBA) wherever I can.
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(25) Q Gongtongti nongmin dui ding yii bén yué 15 ri zai rinéiwd huift de willagui
huihé maoyi tanpan géng weéi youlii, yinwéi P jishi an gongtongti tichii de jiang
néngyé butie xuéjian 30% de fang’an, tamen de nidn shourt yé jiang jidnshdo
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.

3.4 Procedure

Of all the 450 fragments under analysis, 120 were first coded independently by
the first two authors, who are native Mandarin speakers. Discrepancies were dis-
cussed 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 were: domain=0.72; PropAtt=0.74; IdSoC=0.79; LingReal-
S0C=0.84. The kappa’s indicate that the coding is sufficiently reliable. All dis-
crepancies 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 intro-
duced in § 3.3). Final agreement was reached upon all data concerning IdSoC 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, subjec-
tivity, and corpus (to answer RQs 1 &2) and the relationship between corpus,
subjectivity, and the forward/backward linking yinwéi’s (Fwd/Bwd yinweéi here-
after) (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 & Baayen (2012).

4. Results

Results of the log linear analyses concerning RQs 1 & 2 are presented separately
in terms of the four subjectivity features (§ 4.1-4.4); those concerning RQ3 are
presented in § 4.5. We used an alpha level of .05 for all these statistical tests. The
output of the conditional inference trees and the random forests analyses is pre-
sented in § 4.6.
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4.1 Domain

Data with respect to domain are summarized in Figure 1 and Figure 2.

100 Domain
26 @ Non-vol. content
43 39
80 @ Vol. content
@ Epistemic
@ Speech act
60
(%)
40 39
43
54
20
N C M

Figure 1. Frequencies and percentages of each domain category observed in the corpus
of Newspaper (N), Conversation (C) and Microblog (M)

100
26
80
60
(%)
40
57
20
o

jirdn yinwei yéuyu

Domain

@ Non-vol. content
@ Vol. content

@ Epistemic

@ Speech act

Figure 2. Frequencies and percentages of each domain category co-occurring with jirdn,

yinwéi, and youyi

The log-linear analysis resulted in a model containing two significant two-way
interactions. The fit of the resulting model is moderate, 2 (16, N=450) =24.93,
p=.07. The first significant interaction is that between Corpus and Domain, X2
(6, N=450)=22.08, p<.01. The other is between Connective and Domain, x2 (6,
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N=450)=250.80, p<.001. A cross-table analysis was made for a closer look at
these interactions. See Table 5 and Table 6.

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

residuals)®
Corpus Domain
Speechact Epistemic Vol. content Non-vol. content Total
Count 14 54 39 43 150
Newspaper
Std. Res. -2.6 1.3 -3 1.2
. Count 27 43 41 39 150
Conversation
Std. Res. 1 -3 .0 5
. Count 42 39 43 26 150
Microblog
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 occur-
rences of Non-vol. content in microblogs (s.r.=—1.7) also contribute to this inter-
action to some extent. Below, (26) exemplifies a typical speech act relation in the
microblog corpus.

(26) Q Nd qi dianhua de shihou qing wéixiao, yinweéi P duifang néng ganjuédao!
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)

Connective Domain

Speechact  Epistemic  Vol. content Non-vol. content  Total

", Count 61 69 19 1 150
jiran

Std. Res. 6.3 3.5 -34 -5.8
. Count 19 57 48 26 150
yinwei

Std. Res. -1.6 1.7 1.1 -1.7
, , Count 3 10 56 81 150
youyu

Std. Res. -4.7 -5.2 2.3 7.5
Total 83 136 123 108 450

8. Standardized residuals are delimited as “Std. Res.” in tables and “s.r” in the text.
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The interaction Connective*Domain is 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 yduyi 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). Yinwéi
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 jirdn 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 [...]" (1), repeated
here as (28), exemplifies jirdn 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) Guobxué, hongydng zhonghud youxit wénhua. Jirdn P @ shi shun hii rénxin,
ying hii chdoliti deshiyé, Q @ birdn hui fazhdn xiaqi de.
Sinology carries forward the outstanding culture of China. Jirdn P (it) is a
cause in harmony with people’s wish and the popular trend, Q surely (it) will
continue to develop.

(28) Jirdn P @ shué yé shi qidngbdo zhong de jitying, Q @ shibiishi gian wo yishou
cuimidnqti a?
Jirdn P (you) say I am a big baby in the cradle, Q isn't it that (you) owe me a
lullaby?

Example (29) illustrates the typical use of yduyii in a volitional content relation:
the SoC “people engaged in corruption (intentionally) take various means to
cover up” because “corruption violates the law by nature”. (3), repeated here as
(30), illustrates the typical use of yduyii 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 fiibai xingwéi shiiyu wéiji wéifd xingzhi, Q gdo fiibai de rén yiban yao
cdiqui zhongzhong shouduan jinxing yanshi.
Youyii P corruption violates the law by nature, Q people engaged in corruption
generally take various means to cover up.
(30) Youyii P lidnxi fangshi hén zdo jiti shanchii le, Q wo xianzai zhiyou ta péngyou
de.

Youyii P (her) contact information has long been deleted before, Q now I only
have her friend’s (contact information).

Yinwei shows a relatively neutral profile, but with a slight preference to the epis-
temic domain, as in (31), and the volitional content domain, as in (32). The
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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 “[...], I had too much food [...]” leads to

“my” intentional act to “first have a banana for digestion”

(31) Q Rugud ni you- you zhe yibdi wan @ ying gai néng zai ziji de ziiguo shénghuo
dé géng- bi dao waigué qii- qu geng hdo, yinwei P ni shénme dongxi dit zhidao.
Q If you have, have a million (Rmb), (you) should be able to live a better, com-
pared to living abroad, better life in your home country, yinwéi P you know
everything (in your home country).

(32) Aiya, néitian zdoshang yinwéi P téu yitian wanshang wo chide taidudle, chi
bixia, suoyi so’ Q @ chile xiangjido qing qing changzi.
Oops! That morning, yinwei P the night before that morning, I had too much
food and couldn’t eat any more next morning, sudyi so’ Q (I) first had a
banana for digestion.

4.2 Propositional attitude of the consequent

Data with respect to PropAtt are summarized in Figure 3 and Figure 4.

100

PropAtt
26 ® Fact
8 {0 @ Physical act
0 ® Mental act
28 @ Judgment
24 @ Speech act
60
(%)
40 39
54
20
o
N C M

Figure 3. Frequencies and percentages of each PropAtt category observed in the corpus
of Newspaper (N), Conversation (C) and Microblog (M)
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100

PropAtt
@ Fact
@ Physical act
80 28 @ Mental act
@ Judgment
@ Speech act
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Figure 4. Frequencies and percentages of each PropAtt category co-occurring with jirdn,

yinwéi, and yéuyi

The log-linear analysis resulted in another model containing two significant two-
way interactions. The fit of the model is adequate, x2 (16, N=450) =26.81, p=0.14.
The first interaction is that between Corpus and PropAtt, x2 (8, N=450)=21.15,
p<.01. The second is between Connective and PropAtt, 2 (8, N=450)=269.83,
p<.001. The interactions are further elaborated on by a cross-table analysis sum-
marized in Table 7 and Table 8.

Table 7. Distribution of PropAtt categories in each corpus (frequencies and standardized

residuals)
Corpus PropAtt
Speechact Judgment Mentalact Physicalact Fact Total

Count 14 54 18 24 40 150
Newspaper

Std. Res. -2.6 1.3 4 -5 1.0

Count 27 43 16 28 36 150
Conversation

Std. Res. 1 -3 1 3 3

Count 42 39 15 28 26 150
Microblog

Std. Res. 2.7 -9 -3 3 -1.4
Total 83 136 49 80 102 450

The standardized residuals demonstrate that the interaction Corpus*PropAtt is
mainly caused by the variant distributions of Speech act over corpora: signifi-
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cantly low in Newspaper (s.r.=-2.6) yet high in Microblog (s.r.=2.7). The Q seg-
ment 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)

Connective PropAtt

Speechact  Judgment  Mentalact  Physicalact Fact Total

o Count 61 69 13 6 1 150
jirdn

Std. Res. 6.3 3.5 -8 -4.0 -5.7
~ . Count 19 57 24 28 2 150
yanel

Std. Res. -16 17 1.9 3 -2.1
_ Count 3 10 12 46 79 150
youyt

Std. Res. -4.7 -52 11 3.7 7.7
Total 83 136 49 80 102 450

The interaction Connective*PropAtt is caused by high numbers of jirdn 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), and by few instances of yduyii 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 yinweéi 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 (27), “surely (it) will continue to develop”, and of (28),
“isn’t it that (you) owe me a lullaby’, express respectively the typical propositional
attitudes of Judgment and Speech act in jirdn fragments. Q in (29), “people
engaged in corruption generally take various means to cover up’, and in (30),
“now I only have her friend’s’, express respectively Physical act and Fact in youyu
fragments. The segments 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.

4.3 Identity of SoC

Figure 5 and Figure 6 summed up data regarding the identity of SoC.



How subjective are Mandarin REASON connectives?

191

1dSoC

@ No SoC
@ Character
@ Speaker

100
80
16
15
60
44
(%)
40
108
96
20 63
o
N C M

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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1dSoC
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@ Character
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Figure 6. Frequencies and percentages of each PropAtt category co-occurring with jirdn,

yinwéi, and yéuyi

The log-linear analysis resulted in a third model containing two significant two-
way interactions. The fit of the resulting model is adequate, 2 (12, N=450) = 16.03,
p=.19. The first significant interaction is between Corpus and IdSoC, x2 (4,
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N=450)=37.54, p<.001. The other is between Connective and IdSoC, x2 (4,
N=450)=163.86, p<.001. Tables 9 and 10 present the cross-table analysis.

Table 9. Distribution of IdSoC types in each corpus (frequencies and standardized

residuals)
Corpus Identity of SoC
Speaker Character No SoC Total

Count 63 44 43 150
Newspaper

Std. Res. -2.8 3.8 1.2

Count 96 15 39 150
Conversation

Std. Res. 7 -2.0 5

Count 108 16 26 150
Microblog

Std. Res. 2.0 -1.8 -17
Total 267 75 108 450

As shown by the standardized residuals, the interaction Corpus*IdSoC is 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 are more
Speaker SoC (s.r.=2.0) yet slightly less Character SoC (s..=-1.8) and No SoC
(s.r.==1.7); 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 “I” in microblog posts and Character SoC “people engaged in cor-
ruption” in newspaper texts.

Table 10. Co-occurring of each IdSoC type and connective (frequencies and
standardized residuals)

Connective Identity of SoC
Speaker Character No SoC Total

Count 132 17 1 150
jiran

Std. Res. 4.6 -1.6 -5.8

Count 95 29 26 150
yinwei

Std. Res. 6 8 -1.7

Count 40 29 81 150
yéuyd

Std. Res. -5.2 8 7.5

Total 267 75 108 450
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The interaction Connective*IdSoC is well demonstrated by the high frequency of
jirdn co-occurring with Speaker SoC (s.r.=4.6) but very low frequency with No
SoC (s.r.=-5.8), and from very high frequency of yduyi with No SoC (s.r.=7.5)
and low frequency with Speaker SoC (s.r.=—5.2).

Fragments (27) and (28) are both typical use of jirdn with Speaker SoC. The
only difference is that the SoC remains implicit in (27) but is explicit (in the
accusative case “me”) in (28). Example (30) illustrates a yduyii 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.

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 have expected counts
less than 5, which marginally violates assumptions in the chi-square test and log-
linear analysis (Field 2011:692, 710), for the sake of comparability, we still used
the log-linear procedure.

100 LingReal-SoC

@ Absent
@ Explicit
@ ProDrop
@ Implicit

80

60

(%)

40

20

jirdn yinwei yoéuyu

Figure 7. Frequencies and percentages of each LingReal-SoC category co-occuring with
jirdn, yinwei, and yduyi in Newspaper (N), Conversation (C) and Microblog (M)

The log-linear analysis generated a model containing a significant three-way inter-
action between Connective, LingReal-SoC, and Corpus, 2 (12, N=450)=25.37,
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p=.01.In other words, the overall pattern of LingReal-SoC co-occurring with con-
nectives differs across corpora. Details can be seen in Table 11.

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.r. Count  s.r.
jirdn 34 3.9 4 1.4 11 -1.3 1 -3.5
Newspaper  yinwéi 16 A 0 -14 26 2.5 8§ -17
youyil 3 -3.5 2 .0 11 -1.3 34 52

Total 53 6 48 43 150
jirdn 28 4.2 7 -2 15 -4 0 =36
Conversation™ yinwéi 6 -19 8 . 25 2.0 11 -5
youyti 5 -2.2 8 1 10 -1.6 27 4.0

Total 39 23 50 38 150
jirdn 26 2.0 11 -1 13 -2 0 -29
Microblog™  yinwéi 25 1.7 8 -10 11 -4 6 -9
youyi 2 -3.7 15 1.1 13 2 20 3.8

Total 53 34 37 26 150

“52 (6, N=150)=82.99 ** x% (6, N=150)=62.19, p<.001 *** 52 (6, N=150)=47.57, p<.001

Seen from the frequencies and the standardized residuals, LingReal-SoC with
regard to jirdn is not sensitive to discourse types: jirdn co-occurs predominantly
with Implicit in all three corpora; the three-way interaction mainly comes from
the different behaviors of yinwei and yéuyu across corpora.

The relevant category involved in yduyii is Pro-drop in particular, the fre-
quency of which is relatively low in the newspaper corpus (count=2) while
high in microblogs (count=15). Example (18), repeated here as (33), illustrates a
youyii 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 yinwéi are Implicit and Explicit. Relatively few
implicit SoCs were found in the corpus of Conversation (count=6; s.r.=-1.9),
while relatively many occur in Microblog (count=25; s.r.=1.7). The occurring of
Explicit, however, is the opposite: mainly in Conversation (count=25; s.r.=2.0)
rather than in Microblog (count=11, s.r.=—.4). Numerous explicit cases were
found in Newspaper, too (count=26; s.r.=2.5), yet no occurrence of Pro-drop
(count=0). Example (26), repeated here as (34), illustrates a typical use of yinwéi
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/
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she remains implicit in the utterance. Example (24), repeated below as (35), illus-

trates an explicit SoC co-occurring with yinwei in conversational exchanges.

(33) Youyi P huédong changdi kaojin hdibian, wanshang tébié léng, sudyi Q chumén
de shihou @ dué jia le jian yishang.
Youyii P the activity venue was nearby the sea, it would be very cold at night,
suoyi ‘so’ Q (I) put on an extra jacket while leaving home (for the activity).

(34) Q Ndgqi dianhua de shihou qing wéixiao, yinwei P duifang néng ganjuédao!
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, suoyi Q néng za nd kan
(NBA) wo jiu zaind kan.
Yinweéi P as a student, (I) don’t have my own TV, sudyi so’ Q I then watch
(NBA) wherever I can.

4.5 Forward-linking and backward-linking yinwei

Yinwei stands out among the three connectives for often linking both the forward
and the backward causal relations. Presented in Figure 8 is the distribution of each
subjectivity feature in the two orders.

Domain PropAtt 1dSoC LingReal-SoC
100
13 13
80 13 3 2
60
(%)
() 15 5
40 53 53
20 47
4 18 4 18 e
o
Fwd Bwd Fwd  Bwd Fwd  Bwd Fwd  Bwd
@ Non-vol. content @ Fact @ No SoC @ Absent
@ Vol. content @ Physical act @ Character @ Explicit
@ Epistemic @ Mental act @ Speaker @ ProDrop
Speech act @ Judgment Implicit
Speech act

Figure 8. Frequencies and percentages of categories of each feature co-occuring with
Fwd/Bwd yinweéi
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The log-linear analyses for the relationship between causality order, subjectivity,
and corpus are 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 is adequate (p=0.38).

Table 12. Yinwei: Relationships between corpus, subjectivity and causality order

Effects Chi-Square  df Sig. Goodness-of-Fit (Pearson)
Corpus*Domain 17.01 6 .009
CausalityOrder*Corpus 13.32 2 .001 X2(6, N=150)=6.45, p=.38
CausalityOrder*Domain 23.15 3 .000
Corpus*PropAtt 17.71 8 .024
Causalityorder*Corpus 11.90 2 .003 XZ(S, N=150)=8.29, p=.41
Causalityorder*PropAtt 29.37 4 .000
Corpus*IdSoC 15.85 4 .003
CausalityOrder*Corpus 17.97 2 .000 X2(4, N=150)=4.20, p=.38
CausalityOrder*IdSoC 15.23 2 .000
Corpus*LingReal-SoC 26.14 6 .000
CausalityOrder*Corpus 9.47 2 .009 X2(6, N=150)=3.96, p=.68
CausalityOrder*LingReal-SoC 29.13 3 .000

Directly relevant to RQ3 are the two-way interactions between the causality order
and each subjectivity feature. They show that the subjectivity characteristics of
yinwei used in the two positions differ significantly from each other. The lack of
three-way interactions demonstrates that this relationship is not dependent on
corpus. A cross-table analysis on the interaction between Fwd/Bwd yinwéi’s and
subjectivity is 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 yinwei
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 33 13 -1.8

Fact 11 2.6 11 -14
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Table 13. (continued)

Fwd yinwéi Bwd yinwei
Count  Std. Res. Count  Std. Res. Total
Speaker 13 -1.9 82 1.1 150
IdSoC Character 9 .8 20 -5
No SoC 13 2.8 13 -1,6
Implicit 0 -33 47 1.8 150
. Pro-drop 8 22 8 -1.2
LingReal-SoC N
Explicit 15 1 47 1
Absent 12 2.6 13 -14

Fwd yinwei displays a clear objective profile in that it combines 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 has, though not significantly, a slight preference for the more subjective
categories: Epistemic and Judgment (both, s.r.=1.4), a large number of Speaker
SoC (82 out 150, s.r.=1.1) remaining Implicit (s.r.=1.8); however, it rarely com-
bines with the objective categories like Physical act (s.r.=—1.8), Non-vol. content
or No SoC (both, s.r.=-1.6).

Example (36) below illustrates the typical 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”; the 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. (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 perceived by the speaker who is put implicit in the utterance.

(36) Yinwéi P @ zhude jin, Q @ chdnghui zai mdicai liishang xiangyi.
Yinwei P (they) live close to each other, Q (they) often encounter (each other)
on the way to market.

(37) Q Riigud ni you- you zhé yibdi wan, @ ying gai néng zai ziji de ziigud shéenghud
dé geéng- bi dao waigud qu- qu geng hdo. Yinwéi P ni shénme dongxi di zhidao.
Q If you have, have a million (Rmb), (you) should be able to live a better, com-

pared to living abroad, better life in your home country. Yinwéi P you know
everything (in your home country).

Another significant interaction that catches our attention is that between causality
order and corpus. Previous studies by Biq (1995) and Song & Tao (2009) both
have found different distributions of the two sequences in written vs spoken dis-
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course. For a close look at the results from our data, we made a cross- table analy-
sis (Table 14) to illustrate this specific interaction.

Table 14. Distribution of Fwd/Bwd yinweéi in each corpus (frequencies, percentages and

standardized residuals)

Fwd yinwéi Bwd yinwei Total

Count Percentage Std. Res. Count Percentage Std. Res.
Newspaper 8 16% -1.1 42 84% .6 100%
Conversation 22 44% 3.0 28 56% -17 100%
Microblog 5 10% -2.0 45 90% 1.1 100%

Pearson ? (2, N=150) = 18.41, p<.001

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

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

4.6 The relative importance of subjectivity features

To measure the importance of the four subjectivity features, together with the
causality order, in predicting the use of jirdn, yinwei, 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 advan-
tage of unbiased predictor selection and the returned p values presenting the
respective confidence level (Levshina 2015:291-300).

Figure 9 is the conditional inference tree that represents the decision rules
determining the use of jirdn, yinwéi or yduyii. Splits were made upon the random
selection of the pre-specified predictors. Causality order (Node 1) proved to have
the strongest association with the split: backward causality directly predicted
almost only yinwei (Node 9). Among the forward structures, PropAtt (Node 2) is
the most important predictor. If it is Speech act or Judgment, the predicted con-

9. Both analyses were enabled by R-package “party” (Levshina 2015:291-300).
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nective is predominantly jirdn (about 85% of the 147 fragments, Node 3). If it is
Physical act or Fact, the IdSoC (Node 6) plays a role for a finer distinction. In the
case of Speaker SoC or No SoC, seen in Node 7, yduyii accounts for 80% of the
126 cases, while there is hardly any jirdn. Character SoC, as shown in Node 8, pre-
dicts mainly youyii (60%), but also jirdn and yinwéi (both roughly 20%). Mental
act predicts moderately equal chances of jirdn and yduyii (both slightly over 40%,
Node 5). No impact of domain or the LingReal-SoC was detected. The predictive
value of this model is substantial (C=0.84).

CausalltyOrder
p <0.001

Fwd linking Bwd linking

PropAtt
p <0.001
(Speech act, Judgment)  (Mental act, Physical act, Fact)
PropAn
p <0.001
Mental act (Physical act, Fact)
(6]
1dSoC
p=0.017
(Speaker No SoC} Character

Node 3 (n=147) Node 5 (n =28) Node7(n= 126 Nodes(n 29) Nodeg(n 120)
1 1
0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
02 02 02 02 02
o o o O A v L —,
jirdn yinwei youyu jirdn yinwei youya jirdn yinwei youyu jirdn yinwei youya jirdn yinwei youyu

Figure 9. Conditional inference tree (the outcome of the binary recursive partitioning)

Figure 10 is the outcome of the random forests analysis representing the con-
ditional impact of variables on the connectives’ profiles. In our case, Causality
order has the strongest impact, followed in turn by PropAtt and Domain. The
IdSoC and LingReal-SoC have very weak impact on the predictions. The predic-
tions of this model are substantial as well (C=0.85).
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Causalityorder
PropAtt
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LingRealSoC
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Figure 10. Conditional importance of variable

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 analyses enabled us to examine the interactions contributing to the
resulting 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 condi-
tional inference trees and random forests analyses. § 5.1 through § 5.3 present the
summary of results and a discussion of research questions 1 to 4.

5.1 Research questions one and two

The contextual difference typical of discourse in each corpus is, to a large extent,
supported by our data. More specifically, it follows the significant two-way inter-
actions between corpus and domain, PropAtt, and 1dSoC, respectively. Interest-
ingly, we did not find a corpus effect on the interactions between connective and
domain/PropAtt/IdSoC. This strongly supports the analysis that these three sub-
jectivity characteristics are intrinsic to jirdn, yinwéi, and yéuyu. Analysis of the
standardized residuals showed that across corpora, (1) jirdn systematically and
prototypically signals relations of the subjective domains, i.e. speech act and epis-
temic relations, in which Q segments are predominantly speech act and judgment;
the subjective causal relations and propositional attitudes are conceptualized pre-
dominantly by speaker SoC. (2) Youyii, by contrast, is found to systematically and
prototypically signal relations in the objective domains, i.e. volitional and non-
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volitional content relations, generally involving no SoC and an extremely high
amount of Q segments expressing physical act and fact. (3) Yinweéi co-occurs
roughly equally with both the subjective and objective relations, with a slight
inclination to 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, appears sen-
sitive to differences between corpora. This is definitely 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 is an accidental issue due to the low
expected counts in three cells of jirdn and yduyii (violation of log linear assump-
tions, § 4.4). However, genre effect on the interaction between connective and
LingReal-SoC was also found in Li et al. (2016: 31) using written discourse, which
adds to our confidence that this particular feature associated with the connectives
under analysis tends to be influenced by the context that they are used in.

The standardized residuals in Table 11 (§ 4.4) provide us with insight into
the specific interactions. Jirdn co-occurs predominantly with implicit SoC in all
three corpora, which corresponds with the subjective profile formulated by the
interactions between jirdn and the other three aspects domain/PropAtt/ IdSoC. As
for youyi, it is pro-drop that appears sensitive to discourse types (rarely occur-
ring in newspapers yet relatively often in microblogs), which might result from
the formal-informal style contrast between newspaper and microblog discourse.
To our knowledge, no literature has yet associated pro-drop in Chinese with sub-
jectivity. Its influence on the subjectivity profile of yduyii 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 youyii as established with regard
to domain/PropAtt/1dSoC.

Things become more complicated with yinwéi: the frequency of implicit SoC
is relatively high in microblogs and low in spontaneous conversations, whereas
the pattern with explicit SoC is just the opposite. In other words, the construal
of SoC appears more subjective via microblogging than via oral communication.
Note that this agrees with our findings that the microblog texts tend to have rela-
tively more subjective characteristics than the conversations (see Table 5, Table 7,
and Table 9 for the distribution of domain/PropAtt/IdSoC 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 causality, seem to aim at conveying their personal
opinions, which gives rise to a more subjective context characteristic of argumen-
tation, e.g. (38), repeated here as (40).
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(39) Aiya, néitian zdoshang, yinwéi P téuyitian wanshang wo chide taidudle, chi
biixia, suoyi Q @ chile xiangjido qing qing chdngzi.
Oops! That morning, yinwei P the night before that morning, I had too much
food and couldn’t eat any more next morning, sudyi so’ Q (I) first had a
banana for digestion.

(40) Q Zhichdang yongyudn bithui taiping, yinwéi P rénxin yongyudan dou bihui
taiping.
Q There will never be peace in career, yinwéi P there will never be peace in
people’s mind.

The above results and discussion provide answers to research questions 1 and
2. First, jirdn, yinwéi, and yéuyu are distinctively categorized in terms of subjec-
tivity: jirdn is the most subjective connective, youyu the least subjective; yinwéi
is more general. Similar as its counterpart because in English, yinwéi has a
hypernym-status as a causal connective (Knott & Sanders 1998), capable of mark-
ing causal relations that are prototypically expressed by either jirdn or youyii. Sec-
ond, the prototypical subjective profile of jirdn and objective profile of yduyii
are robust across discourse of either newspaper, spontaneous conversation, or
microblog. Yinwéi is basically neutral across all the three discourse types, espe-
cially with respect 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 spoken and written texts.

5.2 Research question three

Zooming in on yinwei, we analyzed the subjectivity features of Fwd yinwei and
Bwd yinweéi separately. It was found that the “two” yinwei’s differ systemically from
each other with respect to each feature and that the distinctions are all indepen-
dent of corpus variation. Specifically, Fwd yinwéi proves to be very objective,
signaling prototypically volitional and non-volitional content relations with dom-
inant Q segments of physical act and fact. The SoC (either speaker or character)
is explicitly referred to or is simply absent (no SoC) in the consequent. Bwd yin-
wei, by contrast, shows a tendency to co-occur with more subjective categories:
epistemic relations and Q segments expressing judgment which are conceptual-
ized predominantly by speaker SoC, either implicit or explicit.

Moreover, we also found a significant distributional variation of Fwd/Bwd
causal constructions across corpora. In all three corpora, backward sequence “Q,
yinwei P” is more frequent, which conforms to the reports in literature using writ-
ten and spoken data (Biq 1995; Wang 2002; Song & Tao 2009).



How subjective are Mandarin REASON connectives?

203

Unlike the above-mentioned studies, the extreme inclination towards back-
ward construction was found in our newspaper and (especially) microblog cor-
pora, rather than in the corpus of conversations over telephone and TV talk-show
programs. We found many instances of “yinweéi P, Q” in conversation data (44%,
s.r.=3.0). This, however, could be explained in line with Young’s (1994) argument
that the reasoning model of “yinweéi P, (suoyi so’) Q” in conversational exchanges
comes naturally and is rational to Chinese people. From the socio-cultural per-
spective, this holistic attention to causality, in other words, the preference for
inductive reasoning from premise to conclusion, e.g. (39), is considered more col-
laborative and considerate. The analytic causality, where conclusions are directly
imposed upon the addressee, e.g. (40), could be a face-threatening act (Brown &
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 cir-
cumstances first, speakers avoid taking much personal agency. This might also
explain why the frequency of implicit SoC is considerably low in the conversation
corpus while high in microblogs (Table 11). The non-face-to-face communication
via blogging could save, to some extent, the blogger’s concern of expressing per-
sonal opinions in a more subjective way (without putting him-/herself on the stage
to be argued for or against).

5.3 Research question four

The analyses of conditional inference trees and random forests provided a clear
picture of the importance status of the five independent factors. Specifically,
causality order is the most effective feature in the model. However, since we have
barely any case of backward constructions signaled with jirdn or youyii in our
data, this effect applies only to yinwéi. This has been confirmed by the distinctive
profile of yinwei defined in the two causality orders. PropAtt is the second impor-
tant feature. Speech act or judgment predict predominantly the occurrence of
jirdn, whereas physical act or fact predict that of youyu. IdSoC comes 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 yuyu; when
it is Character SoC, the observations contain mainly youyi, but also some jirdn
and yinwei. The predicted results have reflected, to a large extent, the profiles of
connectives generated through log-linear analyses. Given the fact that each fea-
ture is selected automatically by the program, the subjectivity features defined in
the present study (and the previous studies alike) are reliably justified in their sig-
nificance of categorizing causal connectives.
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6. Conclusion

In this article, we aim to study the cognitive system underlying people’s catego-
rization of causal relations in Mandarin discourse by focusing on the semantic-
pragmatic profile (the meaning and use) of Mandarin REASON connectives jirdn,
yinwei, and youyu. Through systematic statistical analysis, we succeed in catego-
rizing the connectives using an integrated subjectivity account, that is, through
analyzing the degree of subjectivity encoded in a causal construction in terms of
four features. The modification we have made to the existing model of analysis
(Li et al. 2016), specifically, a finer distinction of categories within the features of
PropAtt and LingReal-SoC, enabled us to evaluate precisely the subjectivity pro-
file of each connective. More importantly, our statistical analysis is built upon
systematically selected discourse that is as distinct as printed newspapers, sponta-
neous conversations, and microblog posts. This range of discourse types provide
a solid basis for investigating the subjectivity profiles of the connectives. Further-
more, the relative strength of domain, PropAtt, IdSoC, LingReal-SoC, and causality
order in distinguishing one connective from another is also measured. From both
a theoretical and a methodological perspective, our study adds Mandarin Chi-
nese, 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.

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 validity (over-coding of objective features). Nonetheless, as the total
number of ambiguous cases is rather low (for details, see § 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 inten-
tionality of SoC. This explains why domain is not present in the conditional infer-
ence trees, whereas PropAtt has displayed great importance in the model. An
interesting issue for follow-up research is whether both domain and PropAtt are
needed as separate factors in a parsimonious but cognitively plausible account of
causal coherence.

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 cog-
nitive implications underlying the linguistic device pro-drop in discourse and the
linguistic reference to SoC (implicit vs explicit) in yinwei fragments which varies
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-
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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. Relative frequency of jirdn, yinwei and youyii across corpora

The table below presents the relative frequencies of jirdn, yinwéi and yéuyii occurring in the
corpus of newspaper, spontaneous conversations and microblog discourse (per million char-
acters). Analysis of the standardized residuals shows that yéuyii is typical in newspaper arti-
cles and atypical in spontaneous conversations (on telephone and TV programs); whereas for
yinwei, which overall is the most frequently used connective, the opposite holds.' Jirdn is also
atypical in newspapers. In microblogs, none of these connectives is found to occur significantly
more or less than expected.

The occurrence of jirdn, yinweéi and yduyi in each corpus per million characters (relative
frequencies and standardized residuals)

Jirdn Yinweéi Youyii

. Count 10.25 145.47 22898
Newspaper

Std. Res. 253 —9.58 26.64

. . Count 65.93 1640.76 49.28

onversation Std. Res. 1.26 409 ~11.50

Microblog™ Count 17.62 276.23 27.37

1croblog Std. Res. ~021 0.78 -1.87

* (4)=962.42, p<.001

* from Linguistic Data Consortium (LDC)
** from Media Language Corpus (MLC)
*** from BCC

10. These frequencies are based on string searches in the corpora; the frequencies therefore
disregard the fact that yinwéi and yduyii can also be used as prepositions. For a brief view of
the frequencies of the connective vs prepositional uses of yinweéi and yduyii, please refer to § 3.1
Corpus and data collection.
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