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Thinking and seeing for speaking: 

The viewpoint preference in Swedish/Japanese monolinguals and 

bilinguals 

Masako Hayakawa Thor 

Abstract 

“Linguistic relativity” has been studied for a long time. Many empirical studies have been 

conducted on cross-linguistic differences to find support for the influence of language on thought. This 

study proposes viewpoint (defined as the point from which the conceptualizer sees and construes the 

event) as a cross-linguistic difference, and explores whether the linguistic constraint and preference of 

subjective/objective construal can affect one’s cognitive activity as viewpoint. As Japanese is a 

subjectivity-prominent language whereas Swedish is not, data elicited from monolingual adolescences 

(aged 12-16) in Japan and Sweden were compared. A set of tasks which consisted of non-verbal tasks 

(scene-visualisation) and verbal tasks (narrative of comic strips) was performed in order to elicit the 

participants’ viewpoints. The same set of tasks was assigned to simultaneous Swedish-Japanese 

bilingual adolescences in Sweden. The bilinguals took the set of non-verbal and verbal tasks twice, 

once in Swedish and once in Japanese. The results demonstrated a clear difference between the 

monolingual groups both in the non-verbal and verbal tasks. The Japanese monolinguals showed a 

higher preference for subjective viewpoint. The bilinguals’ viewpoint preference had a tendency to fall 

between that of monolinguals of both languages. This finding indicates that the bilinguals’ viewpoint 

preference may be influenced by both languages. This study demonstrates for the first time that the 

speaker’s viewpoint can be affected not only in verbal tasks but also in non-verbal tasks. The findings 

suggest that a language may influence the speaker’s way of construing events. It is also implied that 

the influences from different languages in bilinguals can be bidirectional. However, the influence does 

not seem to be all or nothing. Regardless of the language, one’s event construal is more or less the 

same. Nevertheless, the findings indicate that the linguistic subjectivity in a language tends to 

counteract the universal construal. 
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Thinking and seeing for speaking: 

Perspektivpreferens hos svenska/japanska enspråkiga och tvåspråkiga 

personer 

Masako Hayakawa Thor 

Sammanfattning 

Språkrelativitet (Linguistic relativity) har studerats under lång tid. Många empiriska studier har 

studerat om och i så fall hur språk påverkar tänkandet och eventuella skillnader mellan olika språk. 

Denna studie föreslår perspektivpreferens för att beskriva ur vilket perspektiv en berättare återger 

skeenden. Studien utforskar om ett språks lingvistiska begränsningar och preferens för 

subjektiva/objektiva tolkningar av skeenden påverkar personers kognitiva aktivitet som val av 

perspektiv. Japanska är ett tydligt subjektivt framträdande språk medan svenskan inte är det. Därför 

jämfördes data från enspråkiga ungdomar (12-16 år gamla) i Japan och i Sverige. För att klarlägga 

deltagarnas perspektivpreferens genomfördes två delstudier, dels en icke-verbal studie (en 

scenvisualisering) och dels en verbal studie (ett återberättande av tecknade serier). Samma delstudier 

genomfördes också till simultant svensk-japanska tvåspråkiga ungdomar i Sverige. De tvåspråkiga 

deltagarna gjorde de verbala och icke-verbala delstudierna i två omgångar, en gång på svenska och en 

gång på japanska. Resultatet visade en klar skillnad mellan de enspråkiga grupperna, både i den icke-

verbala och verbala delstudien. De japanska enspråkiga deltagarna visade högre preferens för 

subjektiva tolkningar. De tvåspråkiga deltagarnas perspektivpreferens hade en tendens att komma 

mellan de enspråkiga deltagarnas preferenser. Detta indikerar att de tvåspråkigas val av perspektiv 

påverkades av deras tvåspråkighet. Studien visar för första gången att berättarens val av perspektiv kan 

påverkas inte bara i verbala uppgifter utan också i icke-verbala uppgifter. Resultaten från studien 

indikerar att ett språk kan påverka en berättares sätt att tolka händelser, och att påverkan från de olika 

språken hos tvåspråkiga kan vara dubbelriktad. Oberoende av språk återges skeenden på ett likartat 

sätt. Studien indikerar emellertid att lingvistisk subjektivitet i ett språk tenderar att motverka ett 

universellt återgivande av perspektiv.  

 

Nyckelord 

perspektivpreferens, språkrelativitet, japanska, svenska, tvåspråkig, enspråkig, subjektiv/objektiv 
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1. Background 

1.1. Linguistic relativity and bilingual studies 

1.1.1. Linguistic relativity and linguistic studies 

The argument that the language we speak might influence our thoughts has been discussed for a long 

time. Humboldts ([1836] 1988 in Slobin, 1996) pointed out in his work The diversity of human 

language-structure and its influence on the mental development of mankind:  

Language is the formative organ of thought… Thought and language are… one and inseparable from 

each other (Humboldts, [1836] 1988:54 in Slobin, 1996) 

Benjamin Lee Whorf (1956) also developed the same argument through his study of languages 

which the Aztecs of Mexico and the Hopis of Arizona spoke, and called it “linguistic relativity 

principle”: 

“linguistic relativity principle”, which means, in informal terms, that users of markedly different 

grammars are pointed by their grammars toward different types of observations and different 

evaluations of externally similar acts of observation, and hence are not equivalent as observers but 

must arrive at somewhat different views of the world. (Whorf, 1956:221) 

”Linguistic relativity” has been discussed and examined in many research fields (Athanasopoulos 

& Kasai, 2011). In the studies of psycolinguistics, the influence of language on one’s thought has been 

investigated by examining the contents of thought (speakers’ conceptualizations of the world), the 

process of thinking (such as attending, remembering, or reasoning) or more often the combined 

inquiry of those two to examine ways in which differences in linguistic encodings correspond to 

different conceptualizations and lead to differences in cognitive processes (Lucy, 1992). What can be 

considered as evidence of influence of language on thought? Lucy (1997) suggests that evidence both 

from verbal and non-verbal behaviours is needed in order to avoid influence of language on language. 

In Lucy’s words (1997:295), the influence of language on thought will be seen as the case where “the 

particular language interpretation guides or supports cognitive activity and hence the beliefs and 

behaviours dependent on it”. 

1.1.3. Linguistic relativity in bilingual studies 

If the speakers of different languages have different views of the world, how would the process of 

thinking be for bilinguals whose languages have differences in linguistic encodings corresponding to 

different conceptualizations? The idea that the speakers of different languages have different views of 

the world has been controversial. The original idea of linguistic relativity has been misunderstood, and 

bilingualism has been co-opted to deny the hypothesis. Stubbs (1997:359 in Pavlenko, 2005) 

proposed: “But languages are not incompatible. We can translate between them. And bilinguals speak 

different languages but they do not perceive the world differently when they switch from one language 

to another.” Macnamara (1970, 1991 in Pavlenko, 2005) argued that if language relativity was true, 

bilinguals would end up with one of the three patterns: (a) “think” in language A when speaking either 

A or B and thus they would not understand B, (b) “think” in a “hybrid” manner, appropriate to neither 

language and thus they would not understand others, or (c) have two semantic systems and thus they 

could not translate from one language into another. This implication of language relativity met the 

earlier studies on “semilingualism”, such as Saer (1923)’s study which concluded that bilingualism led 
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to mental confusion which caused a reduced effective thinking process and intelligence: “a confusion 

has been carried over from the brain area concerned with language to the related specialised area… 

The bilinguists were found to be much more confused in this respect than monoglots... (Saer, 

1923:38).” 

Benjamin Lee Whorf who learned languages of Hopi and Aztecs himself could not claim that the 

language one speaks determines one’s view of the world once and forever. Pavlenko (2005:436) 

claims that “Whorf’s writings clearly show this belief that additional language learning has the power 

of transforming or enhancing the speaker’s worldview.” Grosjean (2013) defines linguistic relativity 

along the same lines and interprets Humboldt, Sapir, and Whorf as having raised a question of 

linguistic relativity in order to explore what would happen when one learns a new language. Now, 

around half of the world’s population is bi- or multilingual; they are found on all continents and in the 

majority of the countries of the world (Grosjean, 2010:13-16). More people become bi-/multilingual 

due to increasing globalisation, and it is necessary to understand the thinking process or world view of 

not only monolinguals but also bilinguals.  

Pavlenko (2005:437) suggests that “research on linguistic relativity can and should incorporate 

bilingualism as a test case rather than as an argument against the Whorfian hypothesis. Individual 

bilingualism is seen as a conglomerate of linguistic and social trajectories and as a dynamic process 

whereby L2 socialization is viewed as productive site of possible cognitive transformations and 

enrichment.”  

1.1.4. Studies on linguistic relativity within the bilingual field 

Studies on bilinguals’ cognition to date indicate that a cognitive/conceptual restructuring takes place 

when one learns a new language. Pavlenko (2011:246) proposes that cognitive (or conceptual) 

restructuring refers “to changes in speakers’ linguistic categories, seen as a subset of cognitive 

categories”. This cognitive (or conceptual) restructuring is identified as seven processes: (1) co-

existence which refers to bilingual’s ability to maintain the categories and frames of references 

relevant to both languages and to use them in accordance with the constraint placed by particular 

languages; (2) the influence of the L1 on the L2, which refers to cases where speakers’ L2 performance 

is guided by L1 linguistic categories, and it is seen as ‘thinking in L1 for speaking in L2’; (3) 

convergence of L1 and L2 categories, perspectives or frames of reference, which results in bilingual 

participants performing differently from speakers of both the L1 and the L2 in a way often termed ‘in-

between’ performance; (4) restructuring of linguistic categories, perspectives and frames of reference; 

(5) internalization of new categories, perspectives, frames and/or patterns of preference that result in 

target-like performance; (6) L2 influence on L1 linguistic categories, frames of reference or patterns of 

preference; and (7) attrition of linguistic categories or preferences (Pavlenko, 2011:246-248). 

As the evidence for the cognitive (or conceptual) restructuring and its process, Pavlenko (2011) 

presents six areas of empirical studies which have been probed to date: (A) non-linguistic cognition; 

(B) thinking, seeing and gesturing for speaking; (C) word-to-referent mapping; (D) inner speech; (E) 

language, thought and autobiographic memory; (F) negotiation of identities and self-translation. 

Below (B) is presented in detail.  

 “Thinking for speaking” was proposed by Slobin (1996). Slobin considers thought and language as 

activities, and he focuses more on the mental processes between them: 

I propose to replace thought and language with a related but rather different pair of terms: thinking 

and speaking. The consequences of this shift from names of abstract entities to names of activities are 



3 

 

to draw attention to the kinds of mental processes that occur during the act of formulating an 

utterance. (Slobin, 1996:71) 

Slobin points out that events and situations themselves in the world are not encoded in language, but 

“experiences are filtered through language into verbalised events. A verbalised event is constructed on 

line, in the process of speaking (Slobin, 1996:75)”, and formulates this as “thinking for speaking”. By 

comparing children’s descriptions of a picture book in different languages (English, Spanish, German 

and Hebrew), Slobin finds and draws a conclusion:  

The language or languages that we learn in childhood are not neutral coding systems of an objective 

reality. Rather, each one is a subjective orientation to the world of human experience, and this 

orientation affects the ways in which we think while we are speaking. (Slobin, 1996:91) 

Slobin’s definition of linguistic thought as “thinking for speaking” has been broadened to 

investigate not only ‘thinking’ but also ‘seeing’ and ‘gesturing’ or any other processes that accompany 

verbalization of events and actions. To date, three main types of cross-linguistic differences have been 

examined in studies of bilingual speakers (Pavlenko, 2011:238-241): (a) aspect and event construal; 

(b) path and manner of motion; (c) subject position. Some studies within each type are presented 

below. 

(a) Aspect and event construal: The cross-linguistic differences between aspect (progressive aspect) 

and non-aspect languages have been compared frequently. The findings of previous studies suggest 

that speakers of aspect language tend to focus more on ongoingness when selecting and structuring 

event information in contrast to speakers of non-aspect languages who are prone to mention the 

endpoints more frequently (Bylund, 2011). Studies examining descriptions of scenes depicting goal-

oriented motion events (e.g. a man riding a horse-drawn carriage toward a village) (e.g. Bylund, 2011; 

Carroll et al., 2004) report that speakers of non-aspect languages, such as Swedish or German, tend to 

mention the endpoints (i.e. ‘toward a village’ in the example above) more frequently than speakers of 

aspect languages, such as English or Spanish when they are asked to describe what is happening in the 

scenes. It is also reported that speakers of aspect languages, on the other hand, tend to omit endpoint 

components and describe the ongoing phase of the event (i.e. ‘a man is riding’ in the example above) 

more than speakers of non-aspect language.  

In addition to the verbal evidences, there are some non-verbal evidences of the cross-linguistic 

differences in endpoint encoding. The studies using eye-tracking techniques (e.g. Stutterheim & 

Carroll, 2006) demonstrate that speakers of aspect languages are prone to gaze on object in motion in 

contrast to speakers of non-aspect languages gazing at the endpoint area in the visual stimuli. Another 

study conducted by Athanasopoulos & Bylund (2013) examined representations in memory of short 

films depicting goal-oriented motion events. The study suggests that highly endpoint-related still 

images of motion events are represented in memories of speakers of non-aspect languages while less 

endpoint-related still images are represented in memories of speakers of aspect languages. The results 

of these non-verbal studies indicate that language may affect one’s cognition not only when language 

is necessary to perform the task but also without use of language. 

The studies are not assigned only to the respective native speakers but also to bilinguals. In studies 

on bilingualism, influences of L1/L2 patterns of event conceptualization on L2/L1 have been 

examined. Previous studies on event conceptualization in late L2 learners (e.g. Stutterheim, 2003) 

suggest that L1 conceptualization patterns are transferred to the L2, and that learners still retain L1 

patterns of event construal even at high levels of L2 proficiency. Stuterheim’s study (2003) on 

endpoint encodings in descriptions of advanced German learners of English and English learners of 
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German in goal-oriented motion events shows that learners’ scene descriptions contain endpoint 

frequencies that are close to those of monolingual speakers of their respective L1s.  

The findings of the study conducted by Bylund (2009) reveal, however, that AOB (Age of Onset of 

Bilingualism) concerns the retention of L1 patterns of event construal although participants’ L2 

proficiency is at high levels. Bylund’s study on endpoint encodings in descriptions of L1 Spanish L2 

Swedish immigrants living in Sweden in goal-oriented motion events shows that the descriptions made 

by participants with early AOB (earlier than 12 years) contain endpoint encodings significantly more 

than monolingual speakers of Spanish, whereas the descriptions made by participants with late AOB 

(later than 12 years) contain endpoint frequencies that are close to those of monolingual speakers of 

Spanish. The result suggests that there is a point around puberty when there is a change in the 

susceptibility to L1 restructuring (Bylund, 2011:125-126).  

(b) Path and manner of motion: The next cross-linguistic difference is path and manner of motion. 

The manner of motion in satellite-framed languages (S-languages), such as English, German or 

Swedish, is often encoded in the main verb and the path of motion in satellites such as prepositions, 

prefixes or particles, while the path of motion is often encoded in the main verbs and the manner is 

optional in verb-framed languages (V-languages), such as Spanish, Hebrew or Japanese. Studies have 

shown that the speakers of S-languages tend to focus more on manner of motion, and the speakers of 

V-languages focus more on path when they describe pictures of motion (e.g. Slobin, 1996). 

The speakers’ L1 influence upon their L2 has also been identified here. The findings of the study 

by Cadierno (2004) show that L1 Danish (S-language) learners of L2 Spanish (V-language) express 

path in a more complicated way than native speakers of Spanish. The influence between speaker’s L1 

and L2 is not one-way. Brown & Gullberg (2008) suggest that the relationship between L1 and L2 is 

bidirectional from the findings of their studies on L1 Japanese (V-language) learners of L2 English (S-

language) with intermediate proficiency. Bidirectional influences of the L1 on L2 and the L2 on L1 are 

demonstrated not only in the verbal expressions but also in the speaker’s gestures in motion talk. This 

result of Brown & Gullberg’s study, which is the reverse transfer of L2 patterns on the L1 in late 

learners, differs from the findings of a study on aspect and event construal made by Bylund (2009). 

Bylund (2011:126) suggests that some conceptual domains may become more resistant over time to 

restructuring than others, and proposes that age should be conceived of as a factor that modulates the 

L1’s degree of susceptibility to restructuring. 

(c) Subject position: The third cross-linguistic difference is restriction of subject position. In one type 

of languages, such as Russian or Dutch, the subject position of entities is restricted to animate subjects 

or natural forces, which can initiate events. In another type of languages, such as English, the subject 

position is not limited to the same range. The study conducted by Wolff & Ventura (2009) shows that 

monolingual English speakers prefer verbs that stress causality (e.g. make), while Russian speakers 

prefer verbs that stress enabling (e.g. let). The authors found that Russian-English bilinguals speaking 

L1 Russian were influenced by their L2 English in their preference for causal verbs, whereas English-

Russian bilinguals speaking L1 English showed that their preference for enabling verbs was in-

between, using similar proportions of causal and enabling verbs. 

Many empirical studies in other domains such as colour (e.g. Athanasopoulos, et al., 2011; Regier 

& Kay, 2009; Davidoff, Davies, & Roberson 1999; Kay & Kempton, 1984), space (e.g. Majid, 

Bowerman, Kita, Haun, & Levinson, 2004; Levinson, 2003), as well as objects and substances (e.g. 

Athanasopoulos & Kasai, 2008, 2011; Athanasopoulos, 2007; Cook et al., 2006; Imai & Gentner, 
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1997; Lucy, 1992) have also shown that language acts as an attention-directing mechanism for the 

purposes of matching, similarity judgments, and categorization (Athanasopoulos & Bylund, 2013).  

 

Although many empirical studies have been made on cross-linguistic differences, only a few, 

specific cross-linguistic differences have been examined. In the current study, I will investigate 

another cross-linguistic difference, viewpoint, in the area ‘thinking, seeing and gesturing for speaking’ 

in order to explore whether viewpoint in languages acts as an attention-directing mechanism and how 

the cross-linguistic difference between languages affects the bilinguals in the different languages. 

Viewpoint, which is used in this thesis as a synonym for “standpoint”, refers to the place from which 

the speaker/conceptualizer construes the event. Viewpoint preference differs in languages (e.g. 

between Japanese and English), and the viewpoint differences are shown in the speaker’s construal of 

an event, either as subjective construal or objective construal. In the next section, the viewpoint 

differences between languages are discussed. 

1.2. Viewpoint preference and event construal in 

Japanese 

1.2.1. “Fashions of speaking” as linguistic relativity 

By exploring the Hopi language, Whorf (1956) examined his mentor Sapir’s theory: 

The fact of the matter is that the real world is to a large extent unconsciously built up on the language 

habits of the group… We see and hear and otherwise experience very largely as we do because the 

language habits of our community predispose certain choices of interpretation. (Sapir in Whorf 

1956:134) 

To Whorf’s first research question (1956): whether our concepts of ‘time’, ‘space’ and ‘matter’ given 

in substantially the same form by experience to all speakers, he concludes that our concepts are not 

given in the same form to all speakers but depend upon the nature of the language or languages 

through the use of which they have been developed: 

They (our concepts) do not depend so much upon ANY ONE SYSTEM (e.g., tense, or nouns) within 

the grammar as upon the ways of analysing and reporting experience which have become fixed in the 

language as integrated “fashion of speaking” and which cut across the typical grammatical 

classifications, so that such a “fashion” may include lexical, morphological, syntactic, and otherwise 

systemically diverse means coordinated in a certain frame of consistency. (Whorf 1956:158) 

To Whorf’s second research question (1956): whether there are traceable affinities between (a) cultural 

and behavioural norms and (b) large-scale linguistic patterns, he writes that there are connections but 

not correlations or diagnostic correspondences between them. He argues: 

There are cases where the “fashions of speaking” are closely integrated with the whole general 

culture, whether or not this be universally true, and there are connections within this integration, 

between the kind of linguistic analyses employed and various behavioural reactions and also the 

shapes taken by various cultural developments. (Whorf 1956:159) 

Referring to Whorf’s description, Ikegami (2008) characterizes subjective construal as ‘fashion of 

speaking’ in Japanese. Although speakers of any languages may express objective and subjective 

construal, the extent to which speakers of some languages are more readily inclined towards subjective 

construal than others varies. In his studies (2005, 2007, 2008), Ikegami provides some examples to 

claim that the speakers of Japanese tend to prefer subjective construal (which results in a subject-
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object merger), in contrast to the speakers of English and probably of western languages in general, 

who apparently prefer objective construal (which results in subject-object contrast).  

1.2.2. Subjective and objective construal  

Langacker (1990) defines the relation between the conceptualizer and the scene one conceptualizes as 

subjective and objective construal respectively. When discussing subjective and objective construal, 

Langacker (1990:17, 20) gives the following examples: 

(1) Vanessa is sitting across the table from Veronica 

(2) Vanessa is sitting across the table from me 

(3) Vanessa is sitting across the table 

The conceptualizer in sentence (1) is outside of the scene and construes the scene, whereas the 

conceptualizer in (2) and (3) is in the scene, “onstage”, and construes the scene. The conceptualizer 

and the process of the conceptualization are shown in figures as follows: 

 
Figure 1. Diagrams of objective/subjective construal (Langacker 1990:18). 

Sentence (1) above is illustrated in Figure 1 (a), and it shows that the conceptualizer views the scene 

objectively. As for sentence (2), the reference point is identified as the speaker (me instead of 

Veronica) and the speaker construes the scene subjectively. What is, then, different between sentences 

(2) and (3)? The ground (conceptualizer) is encoded as from me in (2), whereas it is embedded and 

zero-encoded in (3). Langacker (1990) argues: “the formal distinction between overt and covert 

reference to the ground iconically reflects its being construed with a greater or less degree of 

objectivity. Thus (2) suggests a detached outlook in which the speaker treats his own participation as 

being on a par with anybody else’s, whereas (3) comes closer to describing the scene as the speaker 

actually sees it. (Langacker, 1990:20)” 

Ikegami (2008:229) is not satisfied with Langacker’s definition which says that the conceptualizer 

in sentence (3) is ‘merged’ with the ‘displaced’ conceptualizer and located “either at the fringe of the 

onstage region or perhaps offstage altogether (Langacker, 1990:21)”. Ikegami (2008:230) proposes the 

notion of ‘ecological self’ in order to account for the zero encoding of the conceptualizer in subjective 

construal. The ‘ecological self’ is the self-considered as an agent in the environment. Ikegami also 

suggests two mental operations when considering subjective/objective construal: ‘self-split’ and ‘self-

projection’. ‘Self-split’ refers to the conceptualizer objectifying her-/himself. In other words, s/he 

conceptualizes her-/himself as the other and describes her-/himself as s/he describes the other. ‘Self-

projection’ refers to the conceptualizer subjectifying someone other than her-/himself. In other words, 

s/he merges her-/himself with someone else than her-/himself and describes the scene as it would be 

perceived by the one with whom s/he is merged. ‘Self-split’ is demonstrated in sentence (2) where the 

conceptualizer who is sitting at the reference point describes her-/himself from a displaced viewpoint. 

G=ground (speach event, speaker and 
hearer, in this case, conceptualizer),  
R=reference point,  
Tr=tranjector,  
Lm=landmark 
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Ikegami (2008:230-231) states his impression that the speaker of Japanese is more ready to project 

her-/himself into the other than the speaker of a western language. 

Ikegami (2008) proposes the definition of subjective and objective construal as follows: 

Subjective construal: the conceptualizer is on the very scene s/he is to construe and construes the 

scene as it is perceivable to her/him. Even if the conceptualizer is not on the scene s/he is to construe, 

s/he may mentally project her-/himself onto the scene s/he is to construe and construes it as it would 

be perceived by her/him. 

Objective construal: the conceptualizer is outside the scene s/he is to construe and construes it as it is 

perceivable to her/him. Even if the conceptualizer is on the scene s/he is to construe, s/he may 

mentally displace her-/himself outside the scene s/he is to construe and construe it as it would be 

perceived by her/him. (Ikegami 2008:231) 

In order to illustrate the subjective/objective construal, Langacker (1990) presents scenes with 

diagrams in the relationship between viewer (Ground) and the perceived object. Nakamura (2004, 

2009) reconstructs Langacker’s diagrams and proposes I-mode (Interactional mode of cognition), 

which represents subjective construal, and D-mode (Displaced mode of cognition), which represents 

objective construal.  The definition of the subjective/objective construal by Ikegami (2008) can be 

illustrated more clearly in these diagrams. Nakamura introduces “Conceptualizer” in the diagrams. 

“Conceptualizer” interacts with “Event”, and “Conceptualizer” can shift between in and out of the 

domain of cognition. In I-mode, the conceptualizer is in the domain of cognition. The conceptualizer 

her-/himself participates in the event or s/he interacts with the event within the domain of cognition 

and construes the scene s/he perceives, which means that the conceptualizer construes the scene 

subjectively. Nakamura (2004:3-4) uses “the sun rises in the east” as an example of events. There is a 

relative position relation between the sun which is fixed and we people on the earth which rotates (an 

interaction between the conceptualizer and the event). We on the earth who are conceptualizers 

construe the event as “the sun rises”. In D-mode, the conceptualizer is outside of the domain of 

cognition. Even if the conceptualizer her-/himself participates in the event, s/he construes the event 

from outside of the scene, which means that the conceptualizer construes the scene objectively.  

 

 

 

Oval = Domain of cognition, context or environment, (1) Interaction, (2) Cognitive process, (3) Event,  
C = Conceptualizer 

 

Figure 2. I-mode and D-mode (Nakamura, 2004:36-37, 2009:359 and 363). 

 

I-mode (Interactional mode of cognition) D-mode (Displaced mode of cognition) 



8 

 

Langacker’s (1990) example sentences can be categorised into these two modes. The event one 

construes is “sitting at the table”. The conceptualizer in sentence (1) is located out of the environment 

where the event takes place, and construes it objectively. Sentence (1) can be represented by D-mode. 

Sentence (2) “Vanessa is sitting across the table from me” may also be represented by D-mode. The 

conceptualizer in (2) is in the event, but the conceptualizer’s view is detached from the body and is 

construing her-/himself objectively from outside of the domain of cognition. In sentence (3) “Vanessa 

is sitting across the table”, the conceptualizer is not mentioned. The conceptualizer is merged with the 

participant in the event, and s/he cannot observe her-/himself. The conceptualizer in sentence (3) 

construes the scene subjectively. Sentence (3) can be represented by I-mode. By examining linguistic 

contrasts between Japanese and English, Nakamura (2004:49, 2009:371) claims that Japanese is 

represented by I-mode and English by D-mode. 

Although the construed events can be categorised into two categories, I-mode or D-mode, there 

seem to be different degrees of subjectivity and objectivity. Langacker (1990) constructs his theory of 

subjectification from the maximally objective construal as basic and proceeds to more subjective 

construal. Ikegami (2008) proposes the reversed direction, from the maximally subjective construal, in 

which the conceptualizer is totally embedded in the environment which s/he is to construe, to more 

objective construal. Even though both (1) and (2) of Langacker’s example sentences are construed 

objectively, the mental representation might differ. Kuno (1978) gives an interesting notion of 

viewpoint, “camera angle”. He gives the following examples. There was a couple, John and Mary, and 

one day John hit Mary. When a speaker describes an event, s/he may describe it as follows (Kuno 

1978:129, 132): 

(4) John hit Mary 

(5) John hit his wife 

(6) Mary’s husband hit her  

(7) Mary was hit by John 

(8) Mary was hit by her husband  

Kuno describes the difference among these sentences as the speaker’s “camera angle”. Sentence (5) 

implies that the speaker is viewing from John’s side (C in Figure 3), and sentences (6)-(8) imply 

viewings from Mary’s side (B in Figure 3), whereas sentence (4) gives no hint from which angle the 

speaker is viewing, thus it can be seen from any of the angles (A, B or C in Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3. “Camera angles” (Kuno 1978:132). 
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The locations of the “camera” are not only these three points but unlimited. Figure 4 shows that 

some angles are from John’s side. The maximum case is when the “camera” is in John. It is the case 

when the speaker is identified with John. 

 
Figure 4. Camera angles from John’s point of view (Kuno 1978:133). 

 

Kuno (1978:134) calls the speaker’s identification with x (e.g. a noun phrase) in a sentence 

“empathy”, and he argues that the degree of the speaker’s empathy determines the “camera angle”, 

which is encoded in the syntactical structure of the sentence which the speaker describes. Ikegami 

(2008) refers to the conceptualizer’s empathy towards the third person in the event as ‘Self-projection’. 

1.2.3. Subjective construal in Japanese from a lexical and syntactical 

aspect 

Linguistic typological features of Japanese have been discussed for decades. By means of cognitive 

linguistic analyses, Ikegami (2005) characterizes Japanese as an ‘ego-centred’, or as a ‘subjectivity-

prominent’, language. Ego-centred languages are defined as languages in which the speaker as 

cognizing subject construes the event or situation with contrast between the first person vs. the 

second/third person, or ‘ego’ vs. ‘alter’. In his article, Ikegami gives some indices of the feature in 

Japanese, e.g. psychological predicates, demonstratives, and verbs related to COME/GO.  

The first index is psychological predicates. In Japanese, the predicates referring to private 

psychological states and processes, such as sensations (e.g. ‘be visible’, ‘be audible’), feeling (e.g. ‘be 

glad’, ‘be sad’), having a thought (e.g. ‘seem’), and volitions (e.g. ‘would like to’) can be applied to 

the first person but not naturally to the second and third persons. One can say “I am cold/sad”, but it 

sounds unnatural to say “You are cold/sad” or “He/She is cold/sad” in Japanese. This constraint with 

psychological predicates in Japanese can be considered as an ‘ego’ vs. ‘alter’ contrast.  

The second index is demonstratives. Japanese has a three-term system of demonstratives, ko – so – 

a, which is regarded as ‘proximal’/‘first-person oriented’ – ‘middle’/‘second-person oriented’ – 

‘distal’/‘third-person oriented’. These demonstratives ko – so – a are, however, used in the following 

contrasts: ‘ko’ vs. ‘so’ or ‘ko’ vs. ‘a’. ‘Ko’ vs. ‘so’ corresponds to ‘the speaker’ vs. ‘the hearer’ in the 

typical communicative situation: ‘ko’ is used to describe things related to the speaker and ‘so’ to 

describe things related to the hearer. ‘Ko’ vs. ‘a’ corresponds to ‘the speaker+ the hearer (we)’ vs. 

‘other’ when the speaker merges her-/himself with the hearer into ‘we’: ‘ko’ is used to describe things 

related to the speaker and the hearer, and ‘a’ to describe things unrelated to them. Ikegami points out 

the ‘ego’ vs. ‘alter’ contrast here again. 
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The third index is verbs related to COME/GO, on which the current study will especially focus. By 

comparing the semantics of COME/GO in Japanese and in English, Ohe (1975) observes that the 

differences are based on the viewpoint (the standpoint of the speaker). The semantic contrast between 

COME/GO in Japanese (except certain dialects in the southern parts of Japan) refers to ‘the first 

person as goal’ vs. ‘the second/third person as goal’ (or in Ikegami’s words, “ego” vs. “alter”), 

whereas in English it refers to ‘the first/second person as goal’ vs. ‘third person as goal’ (or “speech 

act participant” vs. “non-speech act participant”). COME/GO in Japanese and in English can be 

illustrated as below (Figure 5). 

 

 
Figure 5. The semantic concepts of COME/GO in Japanese and in English (illustrated by the 

author). 

 

The reason for the semantic differences between Japanese and English can be considered as the 

difference in construal. The speakers of Japanese construe the event subjectively, whereas the speakers 

of English objectively. This can be clearly shown when putting the above-mentioned semantic 

differences into Nakamura’s I-mode/D-mode diagrams (Figure 6). 

 

 
 

Figure 6. The semantic concepts of COME/GO in Japanese and in English illustrated in 

Nakamura (2004, 2009)’s I-mode/D-mode diagrams by the author. 

 

When rotating these diagrams from the same conceptualizer’s viewpoint, the differences of 

definitions of COME/GO in Japanese and English will be clearly shown as follows: 

  

Japanese English 

Japanese English 
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(1)Interaction, (2) Cognitive process, (3) Event, (C) = Conceptualizer 

Figure 7. The semantic concepts of COME/GO in Japanese and in English from the 

conceptualizer’s viewpoint (based on Nakamura, 2004, 2009, illustrated by the author).  

 

As the diagrams (Figure 7) show, from the conceptualizer’s viewpoint, iku (GO) is described as a 

movement from the first person (who is near the conceptualizer or is merged with the conceptualizer) 

to the second/third person (who is far from the conceptualizer), whereas kuru (COME) is described as 

the reversed movement from the second/third person to the first person (conceptualizer) in Japanese. 

In English, a movement between the first person and the second person is the same from the 

conceptualizer’s viewpoint, thus the same verb COME is used. GO is, on the other hand, used for 

another movement which is movement from the first/second person to the third person. This can show 

that the difference in the conceptual contrasts of COME/GO is based on whether the speakers of the 

language construe the event subjectively or objectively, or in Ikegami (2008)’s phrase, the contrast 

between ‘ego’ and ‘alter’. 

The same contrast can be found between BRING/TAKE. BRING/TAKE in Japanese are compound 

words with motte (having) and COME/GO: motte kuru (having+come) for BRING, and motte iku 

(having+go) for TAKE. Thus, the same ‘ego’/‘alter’ contrast is applied here. 

The principle of the COME/GO contrast helps to uncover the reason why there are two kinds of 

GIVE in Japanese, kureru and ageru (yaru): kureru is defined that the gift “comes” to “ego”, while 

ageru is defined that the gift “goes” to “alter”.  

  

Japanese English 
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(1)Interaction, (2) Cognitive process, (3) Event, (C) = Conceptualizer 

Figure 8. The semantic concepts of GIVE in Japanese and in English from the 

conceptualizer’s viewpoint (based on Nakamura, 2004, 2009, illustrated by the author). 

 

As the diagrams (Figure 8) show, depending on the direction of the movement from the 

conceptualizer’s viewpoint, speakers of Japanese need to have two different verbs for GIVE: kureru 

for the movement from anyone else to the conceptualizer, which is distinguished from ageru for the 

movement from the conceptualizer to anyone else. Newman (1996 in Ikegami 2005:140), who 

investigated the verb GIVE in more than one hundred languages of the world, notes that the 

multiplicity of the verb GIVE in Japanese is unique.  

The GIVE verbs (kureru and ageru) are also used as quasi-auxiliary. ‘Another verb (e.g. to read)’ 

combined with ’a GIVE verb as quasi-auxiliary’ implies that the benefit of the event (e.g. to read) 

moves to the receiver. In case of kureru, the receiver of the benefit is the conceptualizer (‘ego’), 

whereas in case of ageru, the receiver of the benefit is anyone else (‘alter’). 

1.2.4. Preference for subjective construal in narratives in Japanese 

The speakers of Japanese tend to construe subjectively even in situations where there is no lexical or 

grammatical restriction (Ikegami, 2008). This tendency is also a sign for the speakers of Japanese to 

prefer subjective construal. It can be understood as ‘fashion of speaking’. 

In the field of linguistics, Ikegami (2008:233-234) gives some examples to show the preference in 

Japanese for subjective construal in contrast to English or German at the pragmatic level.  

(9) (asking the way in a strange place) 

eng: Where am I? 

jpn: Koko wa doko desu ka?  

(Literally: ’Where is here?’ or ’What place is this place?’) 

 

(10) (the speaker’s monologue in an empty room) 

jpn: Dare mo inai. 

(Literally: ’Nobody is (here).’) 

Japanese 
English 
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deu: Es ist niemand da (außer mir). 

(Nobody is here (except me).)  

In Japanese sentences in the example (9) and (10), the speakers are not encoded, while the speakers are 

marked explicitly by use of the first person pronoun in sentences in English or German. It implies that 

the Japanese sentences are based on a subjective construal in contrast to the English or German 

sentences on objective construal.  

Ikegami (2008) presents Uehara’s (1998 in Ikegami, 2008) observations on differences between 

original English texts and their Japanese translations.  

(11)  

eng: Then I saw a big lady standing there. 

jpn: Futotta obasan ga ita no. 

(Literally: ‘A fat lady was (standing there)’) 

(12) 

eng: I heard the wind. 

jpn: Kaze no oto ga kikoeteita wa. 

(Literally: ‘The sound of the wind was being heard’) (Ikegami, 2008:236) 

Perceivers of the scene or the events are totally unexpressed in Japanese translations in the example 

(11) and (12). Uehara (1998 in Ikegami, 2008) points out that this perceiver-less description can be 

transferred through empathy from the first person to the third person, in Ikegami’s phrase, through 

‘self-projection’. 

In the field of the acquisition of Japanese as a second language, Japanese native speakers’ 

preference for subjective construal is also claimed and applied to probe event construal in learners of 

Japanese (e.g. Mizutani, 1985; Tashiro, 1995).  

Mizutani (1985) focuses on pragmatic differences in descriptions of events in English and in 

Japanese, and she claims that speakers of Japanese prefer ‘person (standpoint)-oriented description 

(tachiba-shiko 立場志向)’ which corresponds to subjective construal, while speakers of English prefer 

‘fact-oriented description (jijitu-shiko 事実志向)’ which corresponds to objective construal. Mizutani 

examines, for example, typical descriptions in a situation where a person notices that the person’s 

wallet is stolen. Speakers of Japanese describe normally “Saifu o torareta/surareta. (I had my wallet 

stolen/taken)”, which represents an utterance from the speaker’s (conceptualizer’s) subjective 

perspective. On the other hand, speakers of English normally describes it as “Someone took my wallet,” 

in which the conceptualizer is detached from the event and describes it objectively. When English 

learners of Japanese describe the same situation in Japanese, they tend to say “Dareka ga watashi no 

saifu o totta (Someone took my wallet),“ which is grammatically correct, but which sounds “unnatural” 

for speakers of Japanese. Japanese native speakers use the objective descriptions usually when the 

speaker describes an event which does not concern her-/himself. Thus the objective description 

“Dareka ga watashi no saifu o totta (Someone took my wallet)” sounds “unnatural” for Japanese 

native speakers when the speaker is deeply involved in the situation. Mizutani argues that this misuse 

of construal is due to the cross-linguistic transfer between English and Japanese. Conversely, when 

Japanese learners of English describe this event in English, they tend to describe it as “I had my wallet 

stolen/taken”, which English native speakers do not typically use in this situation. Mizutani (1985:24) 

points out that it is difficult for Japanese/English learners to switch the preferences on construal 

between the languages.  
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Tashiro (1995) investigates the causes of unnatural and unintelligible discourse in Japanese written 

by Chinese and Korean learners of Japanese. She points out that one of the causes is that Chinese and 

Korean learners are likely to switch their viewpoint between characters during narratives, whilst 

Japanese native speakers tend to fix their viewpoint on a character. To date, many studies have been 

conducted on viewpoint in narratives in Japanese written or spoken by speakers of different languages 

in contrast to Japanese native speakers. Most of the studies employ picture description tasks using 

comic strips for verbal elicitation, which is also a common method in inquiries on bilingualism (e.g. 

Slobin, 1996). The studies on picture description tasks assigned to e.g. Chinese (Tashiro, 1995; 

Watanabe, 1995, 1996; Sha, 2008), Korean (Watanabe, 1996), German (Watanabe, 1996), Thai 

(Sawetaiyaram, 2008; Raruaisong, 2013, 2014) and English (Sato, 1997) learners of Japanese have 

shown that the learners tend to switch their viewpoint between characters during narratives, whereas 

Japanese native speakers prefer to tell stories from the view of a fixed character (Tashiro, 1995; 

Watanabe, 1995; Sato, 1997; Sakamoto & Feng, 2002; Nakahama & Kurihara, 2006; Sha, 2008).  

In order to analyse the speaker’s/writer’s viewpoints in narratives, various indicators of viewpoints 

have been used. Nakahama & Kurihara (2006) suggest that the following syntactical expressions can 

be regarded as indicators of the speaker’s viewpoint in Japanese. 

a) Passive voice 

b) Causative expressions, such as MAKE/LET/HAVE someone do 

c) Spatial transfer, such as COME/GO, BUY/SELL, BORROW/LEND  

d) Benefactive expressions, such as GIVE/RECEIVE 

e) Emotive expressions, such as HAPPY/SAD, BE SURPRISED/FRIGHTENED  

f) Subjective expressions, such as THINK, UNDERSTAND, FEEL 

As Ikegami (2005) claims, Japanese is marked by ‘ego’/‘alter’ contrast. Psychological predicates, 

such as emotive expressions (e) and subjective expressions (f), are restricted to use only for expressing 

the speaker (the first person=’ego’)’s psychological condition in Japanese. Spatial transfer (c) and 

benefactive expressions (d) in Japanese indicate direction either to the first person (‘ego’) as goal or 

the second/third person (‘alter’) as goal. Passive voice (a) and causative expressions (b) are basically 

phrases centred on the speaker’s position, and furthermore, passive voice (a) in Japanese is used when 

one suffers damage or feels inconvenience (Mizutani, 1985:116-120), which can be indicators of the 

speaker’s viewpoint.  

There are studies on viewpoint which focus on the usage of passive voice in narratives (e.g. 

Watanabe, 1995; Sawetaiyaram, 2008), studies which focus on benefactive expressions and passive 

voice (e.g. Watanabe, 1996), studies which focus on benefactive expressions, passive voice and spatial 

transfer (e.g. Sha, 2008; Raruaisong, 2013, 2014; Sato, 1997), and studies which examine all these 

indicators (e.g. Nakahama & Kurihara, 2006; Takemura, 2010). From the findings of the study 

focusing on usage of passive voice in narratives, Watanabe (1995) argues that Japanese native 

speakers use passive voice in order to retain viewpoint of a character because of their preference to 

‘person (standpoint)-oriented description’, whilst Chinese learners of Japanese use passive voice less 

than Japanese native speakers although the learners have learned passive voice and are able to use it. 

No matter what indicators the studies focus on, the majority of the studies (e.g. Tashiro, 1995; 

Watanabe, 1996; Sato, 1997; Nakahama & Kurihara, 2006; Raruaisong, 2014) show that Japanese 

native speakers tend to tell stories from the standpoint/viewpoint of a fixed character when they use 

the indicators in their narratives, and which can be regarded as a characteristic preference of Japanese 
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native speakers, in contrast to learners of Japanese who are likely to switch their standpoint/viewpoint 

between characters in narratives. 

The fixed viewpoint is, however, not the necessary preference for all speakers of Japanese. Some 

deviations are also observed (e.g. Sakamoto & Feng, 2002; Nakahama & Kurihara, 2006; Takemura, 

2010). There are not only cases where the viewpoint is switched between the characters, but also cases 

where no viewpoint is recorded. The study conducted by Sakamoto & Feng (2002) shows that 37.4 % 

of Japanese native speakers switched their viewpoints between two characters in their narratives. The 

study conducted by Nakahama & Kurihara (2006) shows that 12.8 % of the Japanese native speakers 

switched their viewpoints between two characters in their narratives and that 17.9 % of Japanese 

native speakers’ narratives contained no indicators, e.g. narratives constructed only of conversations. 

The authors also found that Japanese native speakers’ viewpoints can be switched between characters 

in connection with a change of the aspects/situations (Nakahama & Kurihara 2006:102). Another 

example is a study conducted by Takemura (2010). Takemura employed oral descriptions of pictures, 

while many of previous studies are based on written descriptions of pictures. Takemura’s study shows 

that only 22.2 % of the data elicited from Japanese native speakers’ oral descriptions of comic strips 

has a fixed viewpoint, and 66.7 % of the data has switched viewpoints during narratives and 11.1 % of 

the data gives no indicator for viewpoint. The rates of Japanese native speakers’ fixed or switched 

viewpoints were not significantly different from Chinese learners of Japanese. From the study, 

Takemura claims that the ways of elicitation affect the results: a fixed viewpoint is often identified in 

written descriptions, whereas viewpoints are easily switched during spontaneous spoken narratives. 

Takemura argues that it might not be necessary to fix viewpoint on a character in oral descriptions 

since the study conducted by Sakamoto & Feng (2002) shows that 50 % of the Japanese native 

speakers consider that narratives from switched viewpoints are more comprehensible than narratives 

from a fixed viewpoint, or that there is no difference between them. 

It is worth noting that the definition of ‘viewpoint’ has been also frequently discussed in the 

studies. Saeki (1978) and Miyazaki & Ueno (1985) divide the concept of viewpoint into two different 

notions, ‘standpoint (shiza 視座)’ from which the conceptualizer sees the event, and ‘point of gaze 

(chushi-ten 注視点)’ at which the conceptualizer is gazing. Saeki (1978:230-232) claims that 

‘standpoint’ should be fixed, whilst ‘point of gaze’ can be switched in a sentence.  

The studies on viewpoint in the narratives which are presented above investigated speakers’ 

‘standpoint’ in narratives, but there are also studies which investigated speaker’s ‘point of gaze’ in 

narratives. Speakers’ ‘point of gaze’ refers to the grammatical agents of a main clause in narratives. 

Watanabe (1996) investigated speakers’ ‘point of gaze’ in the narratives in Japanese and in their native 

language of comic strips elicited from Chinese, Korean and German learners of Japanese at advanced 

level compared with the narratives elicited from Japanese native speakers. Watanabe reported that 71.4 

% of Japanese native speakers had a fixed ‘point of gaze’ in their narratives whilst the rates of fixed 

points of gaze were lower among the learners of Japanese (Korean, 51.6 %; German, 23.5 %; Chinese, 

19.4 %). Analysing the learners’ narratives in their native language, Watanabe found that the rates of 

fixed/switched point of gaze and the style of their narratives in Japanese were correlated with the rates 

and the style of their narratives in their native language. Thus, Watanabe draws the conclusion that the 

learners’ narratives in Japanese are influenced by their native language. However, other studies 

(Tashiro 1995; Takemura 2010) on Chinese and Korean learners of Japanese also compared with 

Japanese native speakers showed that speakers’ ‘point of gaze’ was switched between the characters 

even in the narratives elicited from Japanese native speakers and no significant difference was found 

between the groups. In conclusion, there is little agreement among previous studies which have 
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investigated the speaker’s ‘point of gaze’. Hence, speakers’ fixed ‘point of gaze’ on one character 

might not be the most proper factor to analyse speaker’s viewpoint. Yet, an advantage of analysing 

speaker’s ‘point of gaze’ in the narratives is that ‘points of gaze’, which refers to grammatical agents 

of main clauses, can always be found in the narratives both in Japanese and in other languages, 

whereas the speaker’s ‘standpoints/viewpoints’ cannot be examined in the narratives elicited in other 

languages than Japanese and even in the narratives elicited in Japanese without using indicators (e.g. 

the five syntactical indicators suggested by Nakahama & Kurihara, 2006) in their narratives.  

1.3. Research questions and hypotheses 

As seen in the review above (1.1.4. Studies on linguistic relativity within the bilingual field), studies 

on a few cross-linguistic differences have been conducted in the area ‘thinking, seeing and gesturing 

for speaking’. By investigating another cross-linguistic difference, viewpoint, the current study will 

explore (1) whether the cross-linguistic difference affects the speaker’s cognitive activity and if so, (2) 

how the difference between linguistically contrastive languages affects the bilingual’s cognitive 

activity in the different languages. 

For linguistically contrastive languages, Japanese and Swedish has been chosen for this study. As 

shown above (1.2.3. Subjective construal in Japanese from a lexical and syntactical aspect; 1.2.4. 

Preference for subjective construal in narratives in Japanese), Japanese is a “subjectivity-prominent” 

language, which is represented by some syntactical restrictions and some lexical concepts, and this 

linguistic subjectivity in Japanese can be illustrated as Japanese speakers’ preference for subjective 

event construal. These linguistic features of Japanese differ from English and probably other western 

languages in general (Ikegami, 2005, 2008), including Swedish. In the current study, data were 

gathered from Japanese and Swedish monolinguals, as well as Swedish-Japanese simultaneous 

bilinguals. The reason for the choice of simultaneous bilinguals is to investigate the possible influence 

of languages in viewpoint preferences despite AOB (Age of Onset of Bilingualism). As shown in the 

review above, previous studies in the field of bilingualism (e.g. Stutterheim, 2003; Brown & Gullberg, 

2008) indicate that bilinguals, who acquire an L2 that is a linguistically contrastive language to their 

L1, undergo a conceptual restructuring in their mind (Pavlenko, 2011:246-248), and previous studies 

suggest that some cross-linguistic differences, such as aspect and event construal, have susceptibility 

to L1 restructuring depending on AOB, while other cross-linguistic differences, such as path and 

manner of motion, do not. Since viewpoint as a cross-linguistic difference has not been examined 

before, the possible influence needs to be investigated despite AOB. 

The possible influence of languages was investigated in both verbal and non-verbal tasks in order 

to avoid influence of language on language (Lucy, 1997). The main question in this thesis is the 

performance in non-verbal tasks. To the best of my knowledge, there is no study that investigates 

whether the linguistic restriction on and preference of subjective or objective construal in Japanese and 

English (and other western languages) may influence respective monolinguals’ non-verbal event 

construal. Among the various lexical/syntactical features of Japanese which show restriction and 

conceptualization of subjective event construal, this study focuses on the concepts of verbs related to 

COME/GO to examine the influence on the speaker’s performance in non-verbal tasks. As for verbal 

tasks, there are several studies on speaker’s viewpoint preference in narratives of picture description 

tasks assigned to e.g. Chinese, Korean, Thai and English late learners of Japanese compared to 

Japanese native speakers (e.g. Tashiro, 1995; Sato, 1997; Nakahama & Kurihara, 2006; Sha, 2008; 

Raruaisong, 2014). There is, however, no study assigned to Swedish learners of Japanese. There are 
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few studies performed on simultaneous bilinguals either. In order to compare viewpoint preference in 

verbal tasks, narratives of picture description tasks are assigned to Swedish-Japanese simultaneous 

bilinguals in this study, instead of Swedish learners of Japanese, so that speakers’ language 

proficiency and their explicit knowledge on Japanese would not influence their viewpoint preference.  

 

The main hypotheses are as follows:  

H1. The lexical concept of the verbs and the syntactical restrictions habitually influence the 

speaker’s event construal. The influence emerges as the speaker’s viewpoint. The lexical 

concept of the verbs and the syntactical restrictions in Japanese are different from those in 

Swedish. In non-verbal cognitive tasks, Japanese monolinguals will construe event 

descriptions with the verbs related to COME/GO subjectively, while Swedish 

monolinguals will do so objectively. 

H2.  Swedish-Japanese bilinguals are influenced by both languages. In non-verbal cognitive 

tasks, the bilinguals will construe event descriptions with the verbs related to COME/GO 

more objectively than Japanese monolinguals and more subjectively than Swedish 

monolinguals: the bilinguals will fall in-between.  

H3. The speakers of Japanese have subjective construal as a fashion of speaking, while the 

speakers of Swedish do not. When performing verbal tasks, Japanese monolinguals will 

describe events mostly in subjective construal with the fixed viewpoint on a character in 

the narratives, whereas Swedish monolinguals will describe events mostly in objective 

construal, being more likely to switch their viewpoint between characters in narratives. 

H4.  Swedish-Japanese bilinguals are influenced by both languages. When performing verbal 

tasks, Swedish-Japanese bilinguals will fall in-between monolinguals of Swedish and 

Japanese. They will describe events in Japanese more objectively, being more likely to 

switch their viewpoint between characters in narratives than Japanese monolinguals. 

However, they will describe events in Swedish more subjectively, being less likely to 

switch their viewpoint between characters in narratives than Swedish monolinguals.  

As stated above (1.2.4. Preference for subjective construal in narratives in Japanese), the term 

‘viewpoint’ has been defined in various ways. In this thesis, the term ‘viewpoint’ is used 

synonymously with ‘standpoint’, from which the conceptualizer sees and construes the event. The 

term ‘point of gaze’ is used synonymously with ‘grammatical agent’.  
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2. Methods 

2.1. Participants 

Adolescents (aged 12-16) were chosen as participants in this study, for the reasons that they have been 

exposed to their mother-tongue(s) and have acquired it/them implicitly; that they can think and express 

abstractly; and that they have not learned their mother-tongue explicitly (they have their mother-

tongue as a subject in school, but mother-tongues are not taught explicitly in the same way as foreign 

languages).  

Table 1 provides a summary of the participants. Three groups were studied: one group with 11 

simultaneous Swedish-Japanese bilinguals (5 females, 6 males), one with 11 Swedish monolinguals (6 

females, 5 males), and one with 13 Japanese monolinguals (9 females, 4 males).  

Those Swedish monolinguals who took part in the study were born and had been raised in 

Stockholm. The mean age of the group was 13.3 years (range=12-15) (Table 1). Their parents were 

Swedes and the language used at home was Swedish, and they went to Swedish schools. 

There were sixteen Japanese monolinguals (11 females, 5 males) who participated in this study. 

However, the data of three Japanese monolinguals (2 females, 1 male) were excluded from the 

analysis, and so their data were not included in Table 1 below. Two of the first participants who took 

part in the experiments did not seem to understand the performance which they were required to do 

due to the author’s unaccustomed instruction. The third participant seemed to try intentionally to be 

novel or to perform differently. Thus, the data of thirteen Japanese monolinguals were analysed. Those 

Japanese monolinguals (9 females, 4 males) were born and had been raised in the Greater Tokyo Area. 

The mean age of the group was 13.9 years (range=12-16) (Table 1). Their parents were Japanese and 

the language used at home was Japanese, and they went to Japanese schools.  

Those simultaneous Swedish-Japanese bilinguals who took part in the study had been exposed to 

both languages sequentially from birth and they were functional bilinguals who were using both 

languages daily at home. They were living in Sweden (Stockholm). The mean age of the group was 

14.1 years (range=13-16) with a mean length of residence in Sweden of 12.7 years (range=9-15) 

(Table 1). The participants in the group had mothers who were Japanese and fathers who were Swedes, 

like the majority of the Swedish-Japanese families in Sweden. They had spoken Japanese at least with 

their mothers consistently, and some of them also with their sisters and brothers at home. Mean use of 

Japanese per day was 25.7 % but varied from 5 % to 60 % according to the participants’ self-reported 

data (Table 1). The participants in the group went to local Swedish schools in weekdays (9 participants 

went to Swedish schools and two participants went to Swedish-English schools where some subjects 

were taught in English). In addition to that, they had been attending Japanese supplementary school in 

Stockholm every Saturday (9.00 a.m.-2.00 p.m.) at least for 6 years (from age of 6 to at least 12 or up 

to 15). In the Japanese supplementary school, they had studied Japanese and mathematics in Japanese 

following the Japanese academic curriculum using the same textbooks as the ones used in Japan.  
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Table 1. A summary of the participants 

 Swedish monolinguals  Japanese monolinguals  Simultaneous Swedish-

Japanese bilinguals 

N 11 13 11 

Mean age (range) 13.3 (12-15) 13.9 (12-16) 14.1 (13-16) 

Gender 6 F/ 5 M 9 F/ 4 M 5 F/ 6 M 

Residence Sweden (Stockholm) Japan  

(Greater Tokyo Area) 

Sweden (Stockholm) 

Mean length of 

residence in Sweden 

(range) 

N/A N/A 12.7 years (9-15) 

(SD=2.19) 

Mean use of Japanese 

in daily life (range) 

N/A N/A 25.7 % (5-60 %)* 

(SD=17.17) 

Mean use of Swedish 

in daily life (range) 

N/A N/A 69.3 % (40-95 %)* 

(SD=15.06) 

*Self-reported data 

The participants in this study had not taken part in this kind of study before, and the participants 

were not informed about the purpose of the study before they had participated in the experiments.  

Prior to the actual study, pilot studies were conducted in order to examine the materials and the 

procedure of the experiments. The participants in the pilot studies were five Japanese monolinguals 

and one Swedish monolingual. They did not participate in the actual study, and their data were not 

included in Table 1. 

2.2. Materials 

2.2.1. Scene-visualisation for non-verbal elicitation of viewpoints 

In order to elicit speakers’ viewpoints in non-verbal event conceptualization, scene-visualisation tasks 

were created and employed. Scene-visualisation tasks imply that participants listen to a description of 

a scene, imagine the scene in their minds, and then visualise their imagery with Lego figures and 

bricks.  

This study focuses on concepts of verbs related to COME/GO among the linguistic features of 

Japanese which show a preference for the subjective event construal. Two of the spatial transfer verbs 

(iku=go / kuru = come) and three verbs for benefactive expressions (ageru = give+go/ kureru = 

give+come / morau = receive) were selected. With either a spatial transfer verb or a benefactive 

expression as a verb or as a subsidiary verb, 18 short sentences were constructed in Japanese (Table 2). 

The texts were descriptions of scenes with one or two persons. The persons in the texts were described 

as person A, B, C for the third persons and I/me for the first person. In order to distract attention from 

the intention of the experiment and to help participants become familiar with the procedure of the 

experiment, 5 distractor sentences with other types of verbs (verbs whose concepts would not elicit 
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subjective/objective viewpoints such as “to eat”, “to drink” or “to take a walk”) were also composed 

and added. 

These 18 Japanese sentences were translated into Swedish. Two of them can be described in two 

different ways in Swedish but not in Japanese, so two extra sentences were added in Swedish: “Jag 

kommer mot person A (I am coming toward person A)” and “Person A går mot mig (Person A is 

going toward me.)” The texts were intended to express on-going actions so that participants would 

imagine the scene where the action was taking place. Swedish has no grammatical marking of 

progressive aspect on the verb as one can express with verb-ing in English. Although Japanese has 

grammatical marking of progressive aspect, this cannot be used for verbs for e.g. spatial transfer or 

benefactive expressions in order to express the action in progress. Thus sentences in both Japanese and 

Swedish were expressed either in the present tense or in the present perfect tense. 

 

Table 2. The texts used for the scene-visualisation experiment 

1-8: The texts with spatial transfer verbs 

 

Persons 

in the 

text 

A verb 

used in the 

text Japanese Swedish (English translation) 

1 

A first 

person 

and a 

third 

person 

Iku 

Go 

Watashi wa, A-san ni 

chikazuite ikimasu 
Jag går mot A I am going toward A 

2 
 

Come 
(No text) Jag kommer mot A I am coming toward A  

3 Go (No text) A går mot mig A is going toward me 

4 
Kuru  

Come 

A-san ga, watashi no hou 

ni chikazuite kimasu  
A kommer mot mig A is coming toward me 

5 Two 

third 

persons 

Iku  

Go 

B-san ga, C-san no hou ni 

chikazuite ikimasu  
B går mot C B is going toward C 

6 
Kuru  

Come 

B-san ga, C-san no hou ni 

chikazuite kimasu  
B kommer mot C B is coming toward C 

7 
A third 

person 

and a 

thing/ 

place 

Iku  

Go 

B-san ga, gakkou ni 

ikimasu 
B går till skolan B is going to school 

8 
Kuru 

Come 

B-san ga, gakkou ni 

kimasu  
B kommer till skolan B is coming to school 
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9-14: The texts with benefactive expressions (giving and receiving things) 

 

Persons 

in the 

text 

A verb used 

in the text Japanese Swedish (English translation) 

9 

A first 

person 

and a 

third 

person 

Ageru 

Give+Go 

Tatta ima, (watashi wa) 

A-san ni purezento o 

ageta tokoro desu  

Jag gav precis A en 

present 
I am giving (have just 

given) A a present 

10 
Kureru 

Give+come 

Tatta ima, A-san ga 

(watashi ni) purezento o 

kuremashita  

A gav precis mig en 

present 
A is giving (has just 

given) me a present 

11 

Morau 

Receive 

(come) 

Tatta ima, (watashi wa) 

A-san kara purezento o 

moraimashita  

Jag fick precis en 

present av A 

I am receiving/getting 

(have just received/got) 

a present from A 

12 

Two 

third 

persons 

Ageru  

Give+Go 

Tatta ima, B-san ga, C-

san ni purezento o ageta 

tokoro desu  

B gav precis C en 

present 
B is giving (has just 

given) C a present 

13 
Kureru 

Give+come 

Tatta ima, B-san ga, 

watashi no otouto/ 

imouto* ni purezento o 

kuremashita  

B gav precis min bror/ 

syster* en present 

B is giving (has just 

given) my brother/ 

sister* a present 

14 

Morau 

Receive 

(come) 

Tatta ima, C-san wa, B 

san kara purezento o 

moraimashita  

C fick precis en present 

av B 

C is receiving/getting 

(has just received/got) a 

present from B 

* Any family member or relative the participant had. It had changed to older/younger brother/sister, 

cousin, or father/mother depending on the participant. 

 

15-20: The texts with benefactive expressions (offering and receiving assistance) 

 

Persons 

in the 

text 

A verb used 

in the text Japanese Swedish (English translation) 

15 

A first 

person 

and a 

third 

person 

te ageru 

Give+Go 

Watashi wa, A-san no 

omoi nimotsu o isshoni 

motte agemashita  

Jag hjälper A att bära ett 

tungt paket 

I am helping (have 

helped) A to carry a 

heavy package 

16 
te kureru 

Give+come 

Watashi no omoi 

nimotsu o, A-san ga 

issho ni motte 

kuremashita  

A hjälpte mig att bära 

ett tungt paket 

A is helping (has 

helped) me to carry a 

heavy package 

17 

te morau 

Receive 

(come) 

Watashi wa, omoi 

nimotsu o A-san ni issho 

ni motte moraimashita  

Jag fick hjälp av A att 

bära ett tungt paket 

I am getting (have got) 

help of A to carry a 

heavy package 

18 

Two 

third 

persons 

te ageru 

Give+Go 

B-san ga, C-san no 

omoi nimotsu o issho ni 

motte agemashita  

B hjälper C att bära ett 

tungt paket 

B is helping (has 

helped) C to carry a 

heavy package 

19 
te kureru 

Give+come 

B-san ga, watashi no 

otouto / imouto* no 

omoi nimotsu o issho ni 

motte kuremashita  

B hjälper min 

bror/syster* att bära ett 

tungt paket 

B is helping (has 

helped) my brother/ 

sister* to carry a heavy 

package 

20 

te morau  

Receive 

(come) 

C-san wa, omoi nimotsu 

o B-san ni issho ni 

motte moraimashita  

C fick hjälp av B att 

bära ett tungt paket 

C is getting (has got) 

help of B to carry a 

heavy package 

* Any family member or relative the participant had. It had changed to older/younger brother/sister, 

cousin, or father/mother depending on the participant. 
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21-25: The distractors, the texts with verbs whose concepts would not elicit subjective/objective 

viewpoints 

 

Persons 

in the 

text 

A verb used 

in the text Japanese Swedish (English translation) 

21 
A first 

person 

and a 

third 

person 

(drink, eat) 

A-san wa, mirukusheiku 

o nonde ite, watashi wa 

aisukuriimu o tabete 

imasu  

A dricker milkshake, 

och jag äter glass 

A is drinking a 

milkshake, and I am 

eating ice-cream 

22 
(take a 

walk) 

Watashi to A-san wa, 

issho ni sanpo o shite 

imasu  

Jag promenerar 

tillsammans med A 
I and A are taking a 

walk together 

23 

Two 

third 

persons 

(eat) 
B-san wa, C-san to 

keeki o tabete imasu  
B äter tårta med C 

B and C are eating 

cake(s) 

24 (drink) 

B-san wa aisukuriimu o 

tabete ite, C-san wa 

mirukusheiku o nonde 

imasu  

B äter glass och C 

dricker milkshake  

B is eating ice-cream 

and C is drinking a 

milkshake 

25 
(take a 

walk) 

B-san to C-san wa, 

issho ni sanpo o shite 

imasu  

B och C promenerar 

tillsammans 
B and C are taking a 

walk together 

 

The participants were told to imagine the scene and to build the scene on a white paper using the 

following Lego figures, bricks and toys: person A, B, C, I/me (watashi 私/ jag), extra persons (brother, 

sister, cousin, father/mother) when needed, a present, different types of heavy packages, cakes, ice 

cream, milkshake, and a school. 

 
Figure 9. The Lego-figures, bricks and toys used in scene-visualisation experiment. 

 

The reason for employing the free form of the scene-visualisation task in this study was that forced 

choice tasks which gave three or more options with prepared photographs of possibly imagined scenes 

did not work in the pilot studies. By conducting pilot studies, it became obvious that both the 

backgrounds and angles of the scenes which came up in participants’ minds varied significantly, and 

that the participants could not recognize any of the prepared photographs as the scene which they 

imagined.  

2.2.2. Narratives of comic strips for verbal elicitation of viewpoints 

In order to elicit speakers’ viewpoints in their narratives, six different types of comic strips without 

texts were used. The reason for using different types of comic strips in this study was that the study 

The Lego figures from left to right, I/me 

(represents the participant her-/himself), 

person A, B, C, a present, different types 

of heavy packages, cakes, ice cream, 

milkshake. A school behind the figures. 
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conducted by Takemura (2010) showed that viewpoints may switch depending on the comic strips. A 

summary of the comic strips used in this study is provided in Table 3. Three of the comic strips were 

chosen from previous studies (comic 1: Raruaisong, 2013, 2014; comic 3: Nakahama & Kurihara, 

2006; comic 5: Watanabe, 1995). The comic strip 1 was a modified version of the original one. The 

last panel (panel 10) was excluded because the participants in the pilot studies could not understand 

what the picture in panel 10 showed, and because the story itself would not be changed with or 

without panel 10. The other three comic strips (comic 2, 4 and 6) were chosen from the other sources 

by the author to offer a variation to types of comic strips. Only comic 6 contained some Japanese text 

which showed a shop’s name and a simple signboard in front of the shop. The texts were translated 

into Swedish by the author. In the pilot studies, all comic strips were tested on both Japanese and 

Swedish monolinguals in order to ensure that no cultural matters would hinder persons from 

understanding the stories. 

Table 3. A summary of the comic strips 

comic  

strips 

Title 

(named by 

the author) 

Number  

of the 

panels 

Characters Story Expected verbal 

elicitation 

1 The camera 9 panels  Two characters (two boys) in all 

panels of the comic strip in lateral 

position  

No punch 

line 

Benefactive expressions 

(GIVE/RECEIVE: 

offering and receiving 

assistance) 

2 A caterpillar 8 panels  Two characters (a boy and a man) 

in all panels of the comic strip in 

lateral position  

No punch 

line 

Spatial transfer 

(COME/GO) 

3 A grandpa 

and a 

grandchild 

5 panels  Two characters (a child and an old 

man) in all panels of the comic 

strip in lateral position  

Punch 

line in 

the end 

Spatial transfer 

(COME/GO) 

4 Pickpockets 4 panels  Two characters (a pickpocket in 

black suits and a man in grey 

suits) in all panels of the comic 

strip in vertical position  

Punch 

line in 

the end 

Spatial transfer 

(COME/GO) 

5 A piggy 

bank 

4 panels  One character (a boy) from the 

first panel to the third of the comic 

strip  

Three characters (a boy, his 

mother and a man) in the last 

panel  

Punch 

line in 

the end 

Benefactive 

expressions 

(GIVE/RECEIVE: 

giving and receiving 

things) 

6 A balloon 4 panels  One character (a man) in the first 

and second panels of the comic 

strip  

Two characters (a man and a shop 

assistance) in the third and last 

panel  

Punch 

line in 

the end 

Benefactive 

expressions 

(GIVE/RECEIVE: 

offering and receiving 

assistance) 
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To elicit spatial transfer (COME/GO), three comic strips (comic 2, 3 and 4) were chosen, and three 

comic strips (comic 1, 5 and 6) were chosen to elicit benefactive expressions (GIVE/RECEIVE). 

While two comic strips (comic 1 and 2) had no specific punch line in the stories, the other four comic 

strips (3, 4, 5 and 6) end with an unexpected humorous twist. Whereas two comic strips (comic 5 and 

6) had one character in the beginning and two or three in the end, four comic strips (1, 2, 3 and 4) had 

two characters in all panels: one (comic 4) of which had two characters in vertical position, and three 

(1, 2 and 3) of which had characters in lateral position.  

The reason for using the comic strips with two characters in all panels in this experiment was to 

examine whether the participants would choose one of the characters as their fixed viewpoint during 

their narratives. The comic strips with one character in the beginning and two/three in the end were 

also used in order to clarify whether it would be easier to keep the viewpoint through the whole stories 

when beginning with one character.  

If the conceptual of the verbs for benefactive expressions or spatial transfer was understood 

differently by the speakers of Swedish and the speakers of Japanese, the character positions in the 

comic strips might concern the narrative viewpoint. In the comic strips which are often used in 

previous studies (e.g. Watanabe, 1995; 1996, Raruaisong, 2013, 2014; Nakahama & Kurihara, 2006), 

two characters are illustrated in lateral position. Since the author found one comic strip with two 

characters illustrated in vertical position (comic 4), it was used in this experiment to examine the 

possible effect of the character positions in the comic strips.  

Previous studies about viewpoint expressions in narratives of comic strips have not discussed 

whether the development of the plot affects the choice of the viewpoint. Some Japanese monolinguals 

in the pilot studies mentioned that they experienced difficulties in telling the stories when comic strips 

had no punch line. 

2.3. Procedure 

The participants were tested individually in a quiet room at home or a quiet café in Sweden or in Japan 

between March and May, 2015. After the participants were interviewed about their language 

background, the experiments for verbal elicitation of viewpoints (narratives of comic strips) were 

conducted first, and then the experiments for non-verbal elicitation of viewpoints (scene-

visualisation). The experiments were held in this order for the purpose of activating the participants’ 

(especially the bilingual participants’) language mode in which the experiments were held, and also in 

order to start with a more defocused experiment before a more focused experiment with repetitive 

descriptions of certain verbs. For the monolinguals, all instructions were given in their respective 

native language, and the monolingual participants also answered in their respective native language. 

As for the bilingual participants, they took the same set of experiments twice (once in Swedish and 

once in Japanese) with at least one week between the trials. Half of the group (six participants) took 

the set of experiments with all instructions and answers in Swedish first, and the other half of the 

group (five participants) took it in Japanese first. A set of experiments took between 45-90 minutes 

depending on the participant’s needs. 

2.3.1. Scene-visualisation  

The author was sitting close, right next to the participant on the same side of a table. A white paper 

was laid on the table. The participants were informed that they would listen to short sentences which 
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described events taking place live in front of them. The participants were told that the sentences they 

would listen to were descriptions which they would pretend to be narrating as events taking place right 

now. The live narrations of the scenes were the short sentences (23 sentences in Japanese and 25 

sentences in Swedish) which were given and read one by one in random order by the author. After 

each sentence, the participants were instructed to visualise the scene and to build it using Lego figures, 

bricks and toys on the white paper in front of them. The participants were given sufficient time for 

consideration of each scene. They were instructed to visualise the very first scene which came to mind, 

since the image could change while the participants were building the scene. After the participants had 

built the scene, they were asked to tell the angle from which they were viewing the scene and to take a 

photograph of the scene using a digital camera from the angle which they had stated so that the 

photograph would depict as similar as possible to their first visual image. The author looked in the 

viewfinder together with the participant, and shaded the scene from the unconcerned background with 

another piece of white paper if needed. The participants were also informed that they should ignore the 

genders, forms, sizes, facial expressions and fashions of the Lego figures and the other bricks or 

materials to build the scenes, since the materials would not match exactly the persons and things that 

the participants were imaging. Each time after a photograph was taken, all materials were cleared 

away from the white paper, and the next sentence was presented. The participants were told that the 

sentences were not related to each other. 

2.3.2. Narratives of comic strips  

Six comic strips were printed on paper and presented one by one to the participants. The participants 

were instructed that they would tell the stories of six comic strips for someone who had not seen the 

pictures to understand the stories, which means that it is not adequate to tell only what the characters 

in the comic strips are possibly saying, and that it is necessary to tell the situations and what is going 

on. The participants were given sufficient time for consideration of the stories. Their narratives were 

audio recorded and transcribed by the author for analysis. The plots of the comic strips were open to 

different interpretations, and the participants’ own interpretations were respected.  

The reasons for eliciting  the verbal tasks by oral descriptions of comic strips instead of written 

descriptions were : (1) to reduce time and the burden on the participants when collecting data; (2) for a 

fair method to both monolinguals and bilinguals taking the gap in writing skills into consideration. The 

participants of this study were living in different places/cities within Stockholm and the Greater Tokyo 

Area. Since the scene-visualisation experiments had to be conducted individually, the narratives of 

comic strips were also conducted individually at the same time for practical reasons. Since writing the 

stories of six comic strips would take longer time than telling them orally, the narratives were audio 

recorded so that the time for the experiments and the burden on the participants would be reduced. In 

addition to this, the oral description was chosen so that the method would not be disadvantageous for 

the bilingual participants when describing stories in Japanese. Although simultaneous Swedish-

Japanese bilinguals living in Sweden state that they use Japanese daily in conversation with their 

family members, they have fewer opportunities to write texts in Japanese in their daily lives than 

monolingual Japanese participants. Just memorizing around two thousand Japanese characters is 

laborious for them. Thus, bilinguals do not usually have as good writing skills as Japanese 

monolinguals have. Oral descriptions were considered a fairer method to compare both groups. The 

oral description was chosen in order to ensure that the collected narratives were told by the 

participants themselves with their own words without any influence or help of any other persons.  
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2.4. Data analyses 

2.4.1. Viewpoints in the scene-visualisations 

Due to the free form nature of the task, the backgrounds and angles of the photographs taken by the 

participants varied. Figure 10 and Figure 11 respectively show a random selection of the photographs 

taken by participants to visualise the scenes: “Person B is coming to school.” (Figure 10) and “Person 

B is helping my brother/sister to carry a heavy package.” (Figure 11) 

(a)  (b)   

(c)  (d)  

(e)  

Figure 10. Example: scene-visualisations of “person B is coming to school.” 

(a) The viewpoint is beside the school 

building, and B is walking toward the 

viewpoint. (b) The school is viewed from 

some distance, and B is walking from 

the left toward the school. (c) The 

viewpoint is located far from the school, 

and B is walking from the same side as 

the viewpoint toward the school. (d) 

The viewpoint is in a classroom, and B 

is opening the door and entering the 

room toward the viewpoint. (e) The 

viewpoint is in a classroom on the 

second or third floor of the school 

building, looking out of the window and 

seeing that B is walking toward the 

school through the school gate. 
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(a)  (b)   

(c)  (d)   

(e)  (f)  

Figure 11. Example: scene-visualisations of “person B is helping my brother/sister to carry a 

heavy package.” 

 

Although a scene description was visualised in various ways, only the direction of the event 

movement and the position of the conceptualizer in the photographs were analysed. Interpretations of 

photographs from the experiment “scene-visualisation” was based on the theories of I-mode and D-

mode suggested by Nakamura (2004, 2009; see also section 1.2.2. Subjective and objective construal). 

The participant’s viewpoint is located at C (conceptualizer).  

 

 

 

Oval = Domain of cognition, context or environment, (1) Interaction, (2) Cognitive process, (3) Event,  
(C) = Conceptualizer 
 

Figure 12. I-mode, which represents subjective construal, and D-mode, which represents 

objective construal (Nakamura, 2004:36-37, 2009:359 & 363). 

 

(a) B is standing beside the participant’s 

brother and they are carrying a heavy 

package together. (b) B and the 

participant’s brother are standing across a 

heavy package. The viewpoint is behind the 

participant’s brother. (c) B is carrying a 

heavy package on his back and the 

participant’s sister is supporting from the 

back. (d) B and the participant’s sister are 

dividing a heavy package into two loads 

and are carrying one each. (e) The event is 

viewed from above. (f) The participant is 

also helping to carry a heavy package. The 

figure “I/me” which represents the 

participant is standing on his/her brother’s 

side. 

I-mode (Interactional mode of cognition) D-mode (Displaced mode of cognition) 
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The concepts of verbs related to COME/GO in Japanese which were examined in this experiment 

describe movements. A verb related to GO refers to a movement from the first person (who is near the 

conceptualizer or is merged with the conceptualizer) to the second/third person (who is far from the 

conceptualizer), whereas a verb related to COME refers to the reversed movement from the 

second/third person to the first person (conceptualizer) in Japanese (Figure 13). 

 

(a)   (b)  (c)   (d)  

(1) Cognitive process, (2) Event, (C) = Conceptualizer,  

(a) Subjective construal of GO, (b) Objective construal of GO, (c) Subjective construal of COME, (d) 

Objective construal of COME 

 

Figure 13. The semantic concepts of GO/COME in Japanese from the conceptualizer’s 

viewpoint (based on Nakamura, 2004, 2009, illustrated by the author). 

 

The Japanese verbs related to GO used in this study were the spatial transfer verb “iku (=go)” and the 

verb for benefactive expression, “ageru (=give+go)”. The Japanese verbs related to COME used in 

this study were the spatial transfer verb “kuru (=come)” and two verbs for the benefactive expressions 

“kureru (=give+come)” and “morau (=receive)”. 

The photographs in Figure 14 can be interpreted as the visualisation of typical subjective and 

objective construal. 

 

(a)  (b)  

Figure 14. Scene-visualisations of subjective and objective construal of the description 

Example: “Person B is giving (has just given) person C a present.” 

 

Because of the free form nature of the task, not all photographs could be categorised simply into 

either subjective or objective construal; also some deviations occurred.  

One of the deviations was the photograph (e.g. Figure 15 (a)) which presents the scene from a 

contra-theoretical viewpoint. For example, the description of a scene with a verb related to GO 

theoretically refers to a movement from the first person (who is near the conceptualizer or is merged 

with the conceptualizer) to the second/third person (who is far from the conceptualizer) and the scene 

is expected to be depicted from the conceptualizer in Figure 15 (b) if the scene is construed 

Photograph (a) can be 

considered to depict the 

participant’s subjective 

construal, and photograph 

(b) to depict the 

participant’s objective 

construal. 

C 

B C B 
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subjectively. If the scene is construed objectively, the scene may be construed and depicted from the 

conceptualizer in Figure 15 (c). The reversed concept of a verb related to GO is the same as the 

subjective construal of a verb related to COME, which is represented in (Figure 15 (d)). Thus, the 

photographs taken from the contra-theoretical viewpoint might be considered as a misunderstanding of 

the concept of the verb. However, since photographs which show contra-theoretical construal were 

found even among the photographs taken by Japanese monolinguals, they could not be regarded as 

misunderstandings. As Ikegami (2008:231) describes object construal: “Even if the conceptualizer is 

on the scene s/he is to construe, s/he may mentally displace her-/himself outside the scene s/he is to 

construe and construe it as it would be perceived by her/him, ”the photographs which show contra-

theoretical construal can be considered as a form of object construal.  

 

(a)  (b)  (c)   (d)    

(a) An example of photograph which shows contra-theoretical construal of GO: a visualisation of the 

description “I am going toward person A.”; (b) Subjective construal of GO; (c) Objective (neutral) 

construal of GO; (d) Objective (contra-theoretical) construal of GO.  

Figure 15. An example photograph which shows contra-theoretical construal of GO, and the 

subjective/objective construal (neutral, contra-theoretical) of the event with a verb related to 

“GO” in Japanese (based on Nakamura, 2004, 2009, illustrated by the author)  

 

Using Nakamura’s D-mode diagram, the conceptualizer in the “contra-theoretical” objective 

construal is illustrated as construing the event from the position C2 in Figure 16, whereas the 

conceptualizer in “neutral” objective construal construes the event from the position C1. 

 

 

Figure 16. Variations in objective construal: the “neutral” objective construal when the 

conceptualizer construes the event from the position C1, and the “contra-theoretical” objective 

construal when the conceptualizer construes the event from the position C2 (based on D-mode 

suggested by Nakamura, 2004, 2009, illustrated by the author). 

 

Oval = Domain of cognition, context 

or environment,  

(2) Cognitive process, (3) Event,  

(C1)/(C2) = Conceptualizer 

I 

A 

D-mode (Displaced mode of cognition) 
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Another type of deviation was the photographs which did not clearly show whether the participant 

construed the event subjectively or objectively. One example was the photograph in Figure 17 which 

was taken by a participant to visualise the description “Person B is giving my brother/sister a present.” 

The viewpoint in the photograph fits that of “conceptualizer” in neither I-mode nor D-mode, but in-

between. The photographs in this kind were categorised as “in-between”. 

 

(a)  (b)   (c)  (d)   

(a) An example of photograph which is a visualisation of the description “Person B is giving my 

brother/ sister a present.”; (b) Subjective construal of COME; (c) Objective (neutral) construal of 

COME; (d) in-between, neither subjective nor objective construal. 

Figure 17. An example photograph which shows neither subjective nor objective construal of 

COME, and the subjective/objective construal (neutral) of the event with a verb related to 

“COME” in Japanese (based on Nakamura, 2004, 2009, illustrated by the author). 

 

Thus, all photographs taken from the experiment “scene-visualisation” were interpreted and 

classified into the following five categories according to the Japanese semantic concepts of 

the verbs (Figure 18): Subjective construal (S), In-between subjective and neutral (S/N), 

Neutral (objective construal) (N), In-between contra-theoretical and neutral (C/N), and 

Contra-theoretical (objective construal) (C). 

 

 Subjective construal    

  Objective construal 

 Subjective (S) 

In-between, 

subjective and 

neutral (S/N) Neutral (N) 

In-between, 

contra-

theoretical and 

neutral (C/N) 

Contra-

theoretical (C) 

GO 

     

COME 

      

Figure 18. Interpretation of the photographs taken for the experiment “scene-visualisation” 

(based on Nakamura, 2004, 2009, illustrated by the author). 

B 

My syster 



31 

 

The interpretations of the photographs which were categorised as in-between were based on the 

“camera angle” theory suggested by Kuno (1978; see also section 1.2.2. Subjective and objective 

construal). Kuno (1978) argues that the degree of the speaker’s empathy determines the “camera 

angle”, and the nearer the camera angle is located to x, the more strongly the speaker identifies her-

/himself with x (e.g. ”John” in Figure 19). 

 

Figure 19. Camera angles from John’s side (Kuno 1978:133). 

 

Applying Kuno’s theory, photographs which were classified as S/N (In-between, subjective and 

neutral) showed the conceptualizer’s stronger empathy than photographs categorised as N (Neutral), 

but weaker empathy than photographs categorised as S (Subjective). 

Among the photographs which were classified as S (Subjective), two patterns were observed 

to visualise descriptions with the first person. Some participants used the Lego figure “I/me” 

which represented the participant her-/himself and viewed the event from behind oneself (Figure 

20 a). Other participants who were merged with the figure “I/me” when they viewed the event 

did not use the figure “I/me”. (Figure 20 b) 

 

(a)  (b)  

Figure 20. Two patterns of the visualised event description with the first person, “I am going 

toward person A.” 

 

Ikegami (2008:230) argues that the maximally subjective construal is that “the conceptualizer 

is on the very scene, verbalizing what s/he directly perceives and experiences.” Using Kuno’s 

explanation (1978), the maximum case is the “camera” in the person on the scene that perceives 

and experiences the event. Thus the photograph in Figure 20 (b) is regarded as depicting the 

In photograph (a), the conceptualizer is 

located behind the figure “I/me” (the 

participant her-/himself) and views the 

event including her-/himself. In 

photograph (b), the conceptualizer and 

“I/me” in the event are merged and 

viewing the event through “my” eyes, so 

that figure “I/me” is not visible. 

 

A 

I 

A 
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maximally subjective construal. In this study, both patterns were, however, classified as 

Subjective construal (S) in Figure 18.  

Another deviation was that 4 of 872 photographs were taken from above as if the conceptualizer 

was looking down on the event (Figure 21). Those photographs were interpreted in the same way as 

the photographs viewed from the side. The conceptualizer was regarded as being located on the 

ground of the photograph frame square, and the photographs were classified depending on the event 

direction of the movement from the conceptualizer’s location. 

 

(a)  (b)  

Figure 21. Two examples photographs taken from the above. 

2.4.2. Viewpoints in the narratives 

The recorded narratives were transcribed and analysed to investigate the speakers’ viewpoints by 

examining whether the speakers’ viewpoint was fixed on a character or not.  

In order to analyse the narratives in Japanese elicited by Japanese monolinguals and bilinguals, the 

following syntactical indicators of viewpoint suggested by Nakahama & Kurihara (2006) were 

applied: (a) Passive voice; (b) Causative expressions, such as MAKE/LET/HAVE someone do; (c) 

Spatial transfer, such as COME/GO, BUY/SELL, BORROW/LEND; (d) Benefactive expressions, 

such as GIVE/RECEIVE; (e) Emotive expressions, such as HAPPY/SAD, BE 

SURPRISED/FRIGHTENED; (f) Subjective expressions, such as THINK, UNDERSTAND, FEEL. 

These syntactical indicators were marked in the transcribed narratives, and the story characters of 

which each syntactical indicator showed the viewpoint were noted. The indicators which appeared in 

conversational sentences were not counted as they would not give any information about the narrator’s 

viewpoint. An example of an analysis from a narrative of comic strip 3 told by a participant is shown 

as follows: 

(A part of the narrative of comic strip 3 in Japanese elicited from a Japanese monolingual and 

viewpoint marking.) 

ある日、 おじさんの家に、 男の子が 本を貸してと頼みに 

Aru hi,  o-jisan no ie ni,  otoko-no-ko ga hon o kashite to tanomi ni  

One day, to a man’s house a boy  to ask (the man) to lend him a book  

来ました。 

kimashita (Spatial transfer: COME) [viewpoint =man]. 

came (Spatial transfer: COME) [viewpoint =man]. 

(English translation) “One day, a boy came to a man’s house and asked the man to lend him a 

book.” 

Based on the markings and notes, the number of the viewpoint indicators and the number of 

viewpoint switches in a comic strip were counted. In addition, the number of panels that elicited 

Photograph (a) (“I am 

receiving/getting (have just 

received/got) a present from 

A”) was classified as C 

(Contra-theoretical), whilst 

photograph (b) (“person B is 

helping my brother/sister to 

carry a heavy package”) was 

classified as N (Neutral). 

I 

A 

B 
My  

syster 
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viewpoint indicators in a comic strip was also counted, considering that the number of panels in a 

comic strip was not the same for all comic strips and also that the story of a comic strip might be told 

without describing every panel or without using viewpoint indicators.  

Since the syntactical viewpoint indicators proposed by Nakahama & Kurihara (2006) are based on 

the concept of words and syntax in Japanese, they could not be applied to the narratives in Swedish. In 

order to extract the speaker’s perspectives as data from narratives not only in Japanese but also in 

Swedish, the narratives were also analysed by another indicator: ‘point of gaze’. A speaker’s ‘point of 

gaze’ has been investigated as an alternative measurement to examine the speakers’ viewpoint. Strictly 

speaking, the speaker’s fixed ‘point of gaze’ on one character cannot be confirmed as a characteristic 

preference of Japanese native speakers in narratives, because previous studies (e.g. Tashiro, 1995; 

Watanabe, 1996; Takemura, 2010) have not always showed that Japanese native speakers are more 

likely to fix their ‘point of gaze’ on one character during narratives than speakers of other languages. 

However, this alternative measurement was also investigated in this study to enable a comparison of 

the narratives both in Japanese and in Swedish elicited by all three groups: Japanese monolinguals, 

Swedish monolinguals, and bilinguals.  

The speaker’s ‘point of gaze’, at which the conceptualizer is gazing, refers to the grammatical 

agent of a sentence. In this study, the grammatical agent of every main clause was marked and noted. 

The grammatical agents which were other than the characters in the comic strips, such as the 

descriptions of a background such as a tree, a signboard etc., were not counted. In order to determine 

speaker’s points of gaze in the narrative in Japanese, the criteria used for Takemura’s study (2010:291) 

were adopted: (a) agents in active voice, (b) agents in passive voice, (c) agents determined by the 

verbs in the absence of agents. An example analysis of a narrative in Japanese and a narrative in 

Swedish of comic strip 3 is shown as follows: 

 

A part of the narrative of comic strip 3 in Japanese elicited from a Japanese monolingual and marking 

of ‘point of gaze (agent)’: 

ある日、 おじさんの家に、 男の子が 

Aru hi,  o-jisan no ie ni,  otoko-no-ko ga [agent= boy] 

One day, to a man’s house a boy [agent= boy]   

本を貸してと頼みに 来ました。* 

hon o kashite to tanomi ni  kimashita. * 

to ask (the man) to lend him a book  came. 

(English translation) “One day, a boy came to a man’s house and asked the man to lend him 

a book.” 

* A viewpoint (standpoint) and a ‘point of gaze (agent)’ of the same sentence can be different. The 

viewpoint (standpoint) of this sentence is “the man”, but the ‘point of gaze’ of this sentence is “a boy”. 

 

A part of the narrative of comic strip 3 in Swedish elicited from a Swedish monolingual and marking 

of ‘point of gaze (agent)’: 

En liten pojke [agent= boy] kommer in  i en gubbes hus,  och ber om en bok. 

A little boy [agent= boy] comes into a man’s house, and asks for a book.  

(English translation) “A little boy comes into a man’s house and asks for a book.” 
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Based on the markings and notes, the number of marked ‘point of gaze (agent)’and the number of 

switches between the characters in a comic strip were counted. The number of panels elicited 

viewpoint indicators in a comic strip was also counted.   
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3. Results  

3.1 Viewpoints in the scene-visualisations 

3.1.1. Event construal 

When the Japanese monolinguals and the Swedish monolinguals were compared (Table 4 and Figure 

22), 59.8 % of all Japanese monolinguals’ photographs were taken from the subjective viewpoint 

(without counting in-between), whereas only 30.0 % of all Swedish monolinguals’ photographs were 

taken from the subjective viewpoint. On the other hand, 47.7 % of all Swedish monolinguals’ 

photographs were taken from the neutral viewpoint (i.e. from the objective viewpoint, without 

counting either the in-between or the contra-theoretical viewpoint), whilst 26.9 % of all Japanese 

monolinguals’ photographs were taken from the neutral viewpoint.  

The results indicate that the majority of the Japanese monolinguals likely construed the event 

descriptions subjectively, whilst the Swedish monolinguals construed the event objectively. A chi-

square test confirmed that the difference between the Japanese monolinguals and the Swedish 

monolinguals was statistically significant, χ
2 
(4, N = 454) = 41.595, p = 0.000 (Table 5). However, the 

Japanese monolinguals did not construe all events subjectively in the scene-visualisation experiment 

although the texts used for the scene-visualisation experiment contained either a spatial transfer verb 

or a benefactive expression, whose semantic concept is considered as one of the indices of the feature 

in a ‘subjectivity-prominent’ language (Japanese). Since the Japanese monolinguals were assumed to 

have the correct concept of the verbs, the linguistically theoretical concept might not always have been 

clearly shown in the photographs in the scene-visualisation experiment.  

Regarding the bilinguals’ preference for the event construal, it was neither subjective nor objective 

(Table 4 and Figure 22). For the event descriptions in Japanese, 51.0 % of the bilinguals’ photographs 

were taken from the subjective viewpoint (without counting in-between), which was 8.8 % less than 

the percentage of the Japanese monolinguals’ photographs taken from the subjective viewpoint 

(59.8 %). On the other hand, the percentage of all bilinguals’ photographs taken from the neutral 

viewpoint (28.8%) was 1.9 % more than the percentage of the Japanese monolinguals’ photographs 

taken from the neutral viewpoint (26.9 %). Concerning event descriptions in Swedish, 47.3 % of the 

bilinguals’ photographs were taken from the subjective viewpoint (without counting in-between), 

which was 17.3 % more than the percentage of the Swedish monolinguals’ photographs taken from the 

subjective viewpoint (30.0 %). On the other hand, 30.0 % of all bilinguals’ photographs were taken 

from the neutral viewpoint which was 17.7 % less than the percentage of the Swedish monolinguals’ 

photographs taken from the neutral viewpoint (47.7 %). In brief, bilinguals’ preference for the event 

construal fell in-between Japanese and Swedish monolinguals. The difference between monolinguals 

and bilinguals was statistically significant in the event descriptions in Swedish. The bilinguals 

construed the event descriptions in Swedish more subjectively than the Swedish monolinguals did 

(Table 5). As for the bilinguals’ event construal in Japanese, it was not clearly significantly different 

from the Japanese monolinguals’, since the p-value on a chi-square test between the groups was not on 

p≤0.05 but on p=0.061: χ
2 
(4, N = 432) = 9.004 (Table 5). However, the bilinguals had a tendency to 

construe the event descriptions in Japanese more objectively than the Japanese monolinguals did. 

Concerning the bilinguals’ event construal of descriptions in Japanese and Swedish, no significant 
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difference between them was found. Yet, the bilinguals showed a tendency to construe the event in 

Japanese more subjectively than in Swedish (Figure 22). 

Table 4. Viewpoints of the photographs taken for the experiment “scene-visualisation”  

viewpoint 

Subjective construal    

 Objective construal 

Subjective (S) 

In-between 

subjective and 

neutral (S/N) Neutral (N) 

In-between 

contra-

theoretical and 

neutral (C/N) 

Contra-

theoretical (C) 
Number 

of photos % 

Number 

of photos % 

Number 

of photos % 

Number 

of photos % 

Number 

of photos % 

Japanese 

monolinguals 

(n=234) 140 59.8 % 17 7.3 % 63 26.9 % 5 2.1 % 9 3.8 % 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in 

Japanese (n=198) 101 51.0 % 16 8.1 % 57 28.8 % 3 1.5 % 21 10.6 % 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in 

Swedish (n=220) 104 47.3 % 21 9.5 % 66 30.0 % 12 5.5 % 17 7.7 % 

Swedish 

monolinguals 

(n=220) 66 30.0 % 22 10.0 % 105 47.7 % 8 3.6 % 19 8.6 % 

 

 

 

Figure 22. Viewpoints (in percentage) of the photographs taken for the experiment “scene-

visualisation”.   

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Swedish

monolinguals

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in Swedish 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in Japanese 

Japanese

monolinguals Subjective (S)

In-between subjective

and neutral (S/N)

Neutral (N)

In-between contra-

theoretical and neutral

(C/N)
contra-theoretical (C)



37 

 

Table 5. Chi-square value and significance level of difference between the participants’ 

viewpoints of the photographs taken for the experiment “scene-visualisation”  

 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in Japanese 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in Swedish Swedish monolinguals 

Japanese 

monolinguals  

χ
2 
(4, N = 432) = 9.004, 

p=0.061 

χ
2 
(4, N = 454) = 10.725, 

p=0.030 

χ
2 
(4, N = 454) = 41.595, 

p=0.000 

Bilinguals’ 

event construal 

in Japanese   

χ
2 
(4, N = 418) = 6.058, 

p=0.195 

χ
2 
(4, N = 418) = 23.786, 

p=0.000 

Bilinguals’ 

event construal 

in Swedish    

χ
2 
(4, N = 440) = 18.323, 

p=0.001 

3.1.2. Construal of the first person’s events 

When the photographs for only the first person’s event descriptions taken by the Swedish and 

Japanese monolingual groups were analysed, 87.5 % of the Japanese monolinguals showed their 

preference for a subjective viewpoint, while only 50.9 % of the Swedish monolinguals did so (Table 6, 

Figure 26). The Swedish monolinguals to a higher degree preferred to detach themselves from the 

event and to construe the event objectively (39.9 % in total: from the neutral viewpoint (N 33.6 %) and 

from the viewpoint against the semantic theoretical concepts of the Japanese verbs (C/N 1.8 %+C 4.5 

%)) (Table 6, Figure 26). Differences between Japanese monolinguals and Swedish monolinguals 

were significant, χ
2 
(4, N = 214) = 34.119, p = 0.000 (Table 7).  

Example scene-visualisations of the first person’s event descriptions construed subjectively by 

Japanese monolinguals and objectively by Swedish monolinguals are shown in Figure 23 and Figure 

24.  

(a)     (b)   

Figure 23. Scene-visualisations of the first person’s event descriptions. Example: “I am giving 

person A a present.” (a) is construed subjectively by a Japanese monolingual (only the hands 

of “I” are seen); (b) is construed objectively by a Swedish monolingual. 

 

(a)     (b)   

Figure 24. Scene-visualisations of the first person’s event descriptions. Example:  “Person A 

is coming toward me.” (a) is construed subjectively by a Japanese monolingual (“me” is the 

person who is taking the photograph and invisible in the photograph.); (b) is construed 

objectively by a Swedish monolingual. 

I 

A 

A 

me 

I A 

A me 
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Comparing the photographs for only the first person’s event descriptions taken by the bilinguals 

with both groups of the monolinguals, differences between the bilinguals’ event construal in Japanese 

and the Japanese monolinguals were not significant, χ
2 
(3, N = 192) = 3.832, p = 0.280, whereas 

differences between the bilinguals’ event construal in Swedish and the Swedish monolinguals were 

significant, χ
2 
(4, N = 220) = 14.873, p = 0.005 (Table 7). When all groups (Table 7) were compared, 

the Swedish monolinguals’ event construal was significantly different from the other groups (the 

Japanese monolinguals’ and the bilinguals’ event construal in Japanese and in Swedish). The Swedish 

monolinguals showed objective viewpoint preference for the first person’s event descriptions 

significantly more than the other groups. In contrast, the bilinguals construed the first person’s events 

subjectively both in Japanese and in Swedish as the Japanese monolinguals did (albeit the bilinguals 

had a tendency to construed the event more objectively than the Japanese monolinguals).  

Example scene-visualisations of a first person’s event description are shown in Figure 25. The 

examples show that the Japanese monolinguals and the bilinguals both in Japanese and in Swedish 

construe the event subjectively, whilst the Swedish monolinguals do so objectively. 

    
(a)  

 

(b)  

 

(c)  

 

(d)  

 

Figure 25. Scene-visualisations of the first person’s event description. Example: “Person A is 

coming toward me” is construed (a) by a Japanese monolingual; (b) by a bilingual for the 

description in Japanese; (c) by the same bilingual for the description in Swedish; (d) by a 

Swedish monolingual.  

  

A 

me 

A 

me 

A 

me 
A me 
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Table 6. Viewpoints of the photographs taken for the first person’s event descriptions  

viewpoint 

Subjective construal    

 Objective construal 

Subjective (S) 

In-between 

subjective and 

neutral (S/N) Neutral (N) 

In-between 

contra-

theoretical and 

neutral (C/N) 

Contra-

theoretical (C) 
Number 

of photos % 

Number of 

photos % 
Number 

of photos % 
Number 

of photos % 
Number 

of photos % 

Japanese 

monolinguals 

(n=140) 91 87.5 % 4 3.8 % 8 7.7 % 0 0.0 % 1 1.0 % 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in 

Japanese (n=88) 70 79.5 % 8 9.1 % 7 8.0 % 0 0.0 % 3 3.4 % 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in 

Swedish (n=110) 82 74.5 % 8 7.3 % 15 13.6 % 1 0.9 % 4 3.6 % 

Swedish 

monolinguals 

(n=110) 56 50.9 % 10 9.1 % 37 33.6 % 2 1.8 % 5 4.5 % 

 

 

Figure 26. Viewpoints (percentage) of the photographs taken for the first person’s event 

descriptions.  

  

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Swedish

monolinguals

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in 

Swedish 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in 

Japanese 

Japanese

monolinguals

Subjective (S)

In-between

subjective and

neutral (S/N)

Neutral (N)

In-between contra-

theoretical and

neutral (C/N)

contra-theoretical

(C)
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Table 7. Chi-square value and significance level of differences between the participants’ 

viewpoints of the photographs taken for the experiment “scene-visualisation” (the first person’s 

event descriptions) 

 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in Japanese 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in Swedish Swedish monolinguals 

Japanese 

monolinguals  

χ
2 
(3, N = 192) = 3.832, 

p=0.280 

χ
2 
(4, N = 214) = 6.569, 

p=0.160 

χ
2 
(4, N = 214) = 34.119, 

p=0.000 

Bilinguals’ 

event construal 

in Japanese   

χ
2 
(4, N = 198) = 2.587, 

p=0. 629 

χ
2 
(4, N = 198) = 22.566, 

p=0.000 

Bilinguals’ 

event construal 

in Swedish    

χ
2 
(4, N = 220) = 14.873, 

p=0.005 

3.1.3. Construal of the third person’s events 

Compared with the first person’s event descriptions, the rates of subjective construal for the third 

person’s event descriptions (Table 8, Figure 34) were considerably lower (Table 6, Figure 26). Only 

9.1 % of the Swedish monolinguals construed the third person’s event descriptions subjectively. Even 

together with the category “in-between subjective and neutral”, only 20 % (S 9.1 % + S/N 10.9 %) of 

the Swedish monolinguals construed subjectively. On the other hand, 61.8 % of the Swedish 

monolinguals construed the events from the neutral viewpoint (Table 8, Figure 34). Together with the 

categories “In-between contra-theoretical and neutral” and “Contra-theoretical”, 80 % (N 61.8 %+C/N 

5.5 %+C 12.7 %) of the Swedish monolinguals preferred objective construal of the third person’s 

descriptions (Table 8, Figure 34). As for the Japanese monolinguals, 37.7 % of them construed the 

event clearly subjectively (Table 8). When the category “in-between subjective and neutral” was 

included (S 37.7 % + S/N 10.0 %), nearly a half (47.7 %) of the Japanese monolinguals construed the 

third person’s event descriptions subjectively (Table 8, Figure 34). The difference between the 

Japanese monolinguals and the Swedish monolinguals was also confirmed statistically, χ
2 
(4, N = 240) 

= 27.445, p = 0.001 (Table 9). Typical examples of the Japanese monolinguals’ subjective construal 

and the Swedish monolinguals’ objective construal of the third person’s event descriptions are shown 

in Figure 27 and Figure 28.  

 

(a)   (b)   

Figure 27. Scene-visualisations of the third person’s event description. Example: “Person B is 

giving person C a present” is construed (a) by a Japanese monolingual; (b) by a Swedish 

monolingual. 

 

B 

C 

C B 
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(a)    (b)   

Figure 28. Scene-visualisation of the third person’s event description. Example: “Person B is 

coming toward person C” is construed (a) by a Japanese monolingual; (b) by a Swedish 

monolingual. 

 

What is noteworthy is that all participants without exception raised protests against the different 

descriptions of the same events during the experiment. When a description of an event, e.g. “person B 

is giving person C a present”, was presented after a description of the same event from another 

perspective, e.g. “person C is receiving/getting a present from person B”, had been presented, all of 

participants pointed out in an irritable voice that s/he had already had that description. When the 

author stated that the exact same descriptions would not be presented, the participants built a scene 

which looked similar to the one they built before for the description of the same event from another 

viewpoint. The Swedish monolinguals’ photographs of the different descriptions of the same events, 

e.g. “person B is giving person C a present”, and “person C is receiving a present from person B”, 

looked similar to each other. This might account for the fact that the Swedish monolinguals often 

construed the events objectively from a neutral position (Figure 29). On the other hand, the Japanese 

monolinguals often construed the events subjectively, which resulted in the photographs of the 

different descriptions of the same events looking different since the same event was viewed from a 

different point of view (Figure 30). 

(a)  (b)  

Figure 29. Photographs of the different descriptions of the same events. Example: (a) “Person 

B is giving person C a present” and (b) “person C is receiving a present from person B”, taken 

by a Swedish monolingual. Both photographs are taken objectively from a neutral viewpoint. 

 

(a)  (b)  

Figure 30. Photographs of the different descriptions of the same events. Example: (a) “Person 

B is giving person C a present” and (b) “person C is receiving a present from person B”, taken 

by a Japanese monolingual. The photograph (a) is taken from person B’s point of view, and 

the photograph (b) is taken from person C’s point of view. 
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As for the bilinguals, their preferences for construal of the third person’s event descriptions in 

Japanese and in Swedish were not statistically significantly different from those of the respective 

monolinguals (Table 9). However, the bilinguals had a tendency to construe the third person’s events 

more objectively than the Japanese monolinguals and more subjectively than the Swedish 

monolinguals (Figure 34), i.e. in-between. When the bilinguals’ event construal of the descriptions in 

Japanese and in Swedish were compared, the bilinguals showed a tendency to construe the third 

person’s event more subjectively in Japanese than in Swedish (Figure 34). Consequently, the 

following three patterns were observed: (1) the bilinguals construed the third person’s event 

description both in Japanese and in Swedish subjectively as the Japanese monolinguals did (Figure 

31); (2) the bilinguals construed the third person’s event description both in Japanese and in Swedish 

objectively as the Swedish monolinguals did (Figure 32); (3) the bilinguals construed the third 

person’s event description differently in Japanese and in Swedish: in Japanese subjectively as the 

Japanese monolinguals did and in Swedish objectively as the Swedish monolinguals did (Figure 33).  

 

    

(a)  

 

(b)  

 

(c)  

 

(d)  

 

Figure 31. Scene-visualisations of the third person’s event descriptions. Example: “Person B 

is coming to school” is construed (a) by a Japanese monolingual, (b) by a bilingual for the 

description in Japanese, (c) by the same bilingual for the description in Swedish, (d) by a 

Swedish monolingual. (“The school” is invisible on the photographs (a) (b) and (c), but 

located behind the camera. The grey bricks are the gate to the school according to the 

participants’ explanations.) 
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(a)  

 

(b)  

 

(c) 

 

(d) 

 

Figure 32. Scene-visualisation of the third person’s event descriptions. Example:“Person B is 

giving my brother/ sister a present” is construed (a) by a Japanese monolingual, (b) by a 

bilingual for the description in Japanese, (c) by the same bilingual for the description in 

Swedish, (d) by a Swedish monolingual.  

 

    

(a)  

 

(b)  

 

(c) 

 

(d) 

 

Figure 33. Scene-visualisation of the third person’s event descriptions. Example: “Person B is 

giving person C a present” is construed (a) by a Japanese monolingual, (b) by a bilingual for 

the description in Japanese, (c) by the same bilingual for the description in Swedish, (d) by a 

Swedish monolingual.  
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Table 8. Viewpoints of the photographs taken for the third person’s event descriptions  

viewpoint 

Subjective construal    

 Objective construal 

Subjective (S) 

In-between 

subjective and 

neutral (S/N) Neutral (N) 

In-between 

contra-theoretical 

and neutral (C/N) 

Contra-

theoretical (C) 
Number 

of photos % 

Number 

of photos % 
Number 

of photos % 
Number 

of photos % 
Number 

of photos % 

Japanese 

monolinguals 

(n=130) 49 37.7 % 13 10.0 % 55 42.3 % 5 3.8 % 8 6.2 % 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in 

Japanese 

(n=110) 31 28.2 % 8 7.3 % 50 45.5 % 3 2.7 % 18 16.4 % 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in 

Swedsih (n=110) 22 20.0 % 13 11.8 % 51 46.4 % 11 10.0 % 13 11.8 % 

Swedish 

monolinguals 

(n=110) 10 9.1 % 12 10.9 % 68 61.8 % 6 5.5 % 14 12.7 % 

 

 

Figure 34. Viewpoints (percentage) of the photographs taken for the third person’s event 

descriptions.  
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Table 9. Chi-square value and significance level of difference between the participants’ 

viewpoints of the photographs taken for the experiment “scene-visualisation” (the third person’s 

event descriptions) 

 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in Japanese 

Bilinguals’ event 

construal in Swedish Swedish monolinguals 

Japanese 

monolinguals  

χ
2 
(4, N = 240) = 8.215, 

p=0.084 

χ
2 
(4, N = 240) = 12.278, 

p=0.015 

χ
2 
(4, N = 240) = 27.445, 

p=0.000 

Bilinguals’ 

event construal 

in Japanese   

χ
2 
(4, N = 220) = 8.107, 

p=0.088 

χ
2 
(4, N = 220) = 15.802, 

p=0.003 

Bilinguals’ 

event construal 

in Swedish    

χ
2 
(4, N = 220) = 8.476, 

p=0.076 
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3.2. Viewpoints in the narratives 

3.2.1. Viewpoints in the narratives in Japanese 

The speakers’ viewpoints in the narratives elicited in Japanese from the Japanese monolinguals and 

the bilinguals were analysed by means of the syntactical indicators of viewpoint suggested by 

Nakahama & Kurihara (2006). The results indicated that the percentage of the participants whose 

viewpoints were fixed on one character is slightly higher among the Japanese monolinguals (66.7 %) 

than among the bilinguals (60.6 %) (Table 10, Figure 35). However, a chi-square test revealed that 

there was no significant difference between the groups, χ
2 
(df=2, N = 144) = 0.569, p = 0.752.  

Table 10. Viewpoints on characters in the narratives of comic strips 1-6 in Japanese.  

 n 

Viewpoint fixed on  

1 character 

Viewpoint switched 

between 2 characters no indicators 

Number of 

participants % 

Number of 

participants % 

Number of 

participants % 

Comic 

strip 1 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 7 (53.8 %) 5 (38.5 %) 1 (7.7 %) 

Bilinguals  11 5 (45.5 %) 6 (54.5 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

Comic 

strip 2 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 5 (38.5 %) 8 (61.5 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

Bilinguals  11 6 (54.5 %) 4 (36.4 %) 1 (9.1 %) 

Comic 

strip 3 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 12 (92.3 %) 1 (7.7 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

Bilinguals  11 8 (72.7 %) 3 (27.3 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

Comic 

strip 4  

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 2 (15.4 %) 11 (84.6 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

Bilinguals  11 2 (18.2 %) 9 (81.8 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

Comic 

strip 5 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 13 (100.0 %) 0 (0.0 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

Bilinguals  11 10 (90.9 %) 1 (9.1 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

Comic 

strip 6 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 13 (100.0 %) 0 (0.0 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

Bilinguals  11 9 (81.8 %) 2 (18.2 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

Total 

Japanese 

monolinguals  78 52 (66.7 %) 25 (32.1 %) 1 (1.3 %) 

Bilinguals  66 40 (60.6 %) 25 (37.9 %) 1 (1.5 %) 

 

 

Figure 35. Viewpoints on characters in the narratives of comic strips 1-6 in Japanese. 
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As Table 10 shows, the Japanese monolinguals’ viewpoints in narratives of comic strip 1, 2 and 4 

were not fixed on a character. Their viewpoints were either switched between characters or not 

indicated at all. On the other hand, more than 90 % of the Japanese monolinguals kept their viewpoints 

on one character in narratives of comic strip 3, 5 and 6 (Table 10). Since this study aims to examine 

the bilinguals’ possible difference from the monolinguals, the results of comic strip 3, 5 and 6 were 

compared between the Japanese monolinguals and the bilinguals (Table 11, Figure 36). When the 

narratives of comic strip 3, 5 and 6 were focused on, the bilinguals were more likely to switch their 

viewpoints between two characters, whereas the Japanese monolinguals fixed their viewpoints on one 

character. A chi-square test confirmed that the difference was statistically significant, χ
2 
(1, N = 72) = 

4.967, p = 0.026. 

Table 11. Viewpoints on characters in the narratives of comic strips 3, 5 & 6 in Japanese 

 n 

Viewpoint fixed on  

1 character 

Viewpoint switched 

between 2 characters No indicators 

Number of 

participants % 

Number of 

participants % 

Number of 

participants % 

Total 

(comic 

3, 5 & 

6) 

Japanese 

monolinguals  39 38 (97.4 %) 1 (4.6 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

Bilinguals 33 27 (81.8 %) 6 (18.2 %) 0 (0.0 %) 

 

 

Figure 36. Viewpoints on characters in the narratives of comic strips 3, 5 & 6 in Japanese. 

 

Since comic strips 5 and 6 have one character in the beginning and two or three in the end, all 

Japanese monolinguals fixed their viewpoint on the character presented in the first panel and kept their 

viewpoint on the same character through the whole narrative (Table 10). Although comic strip 3 has 

two characters from the first panel to the last, 92.3 % of the Japanese monolinguals fixed their 

viewpoint on one of the characters (the same character was chosen) and told the whole story from this 

character’s point of view (Table 10). The character on which the Japanese monolinguals chose to fix 

their viewpoints was the same. 

81,8% 
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Example descriptions of comic strip 3 panel 3-4 elicited from a Japanese monolingual and a 

bilingual illustrate the differences: 

* [man] and [child] show the speaker’s viewpoint. 

(1) A narrative of comic strip 3 panel 3-4 elicited from a Japanese monolingual:  

すると、また男の子が来て[man]、もう三冊だけ本を貸して欲しいと頼みに来ました[man]。

おじさんは 3冊本を貸してやりました[man]。おじさんは、そして少し様子を伺いに行きま

した[man]。 

Suruto, mata otoko-no-ko ga kite [man], mou san-satsu dake hon o kashite hoshii to tanomi ni 

kimashita [man]. Oji-san wa 3 satsu hon o kashite yarimashita [man]. Oji-san wa, soshite sukoshi 

yousu o ukagai ni ikimashita [man]. 

(English translation) Then the boy came [man] again and asked the man to lend/give him other three 

books. The man gave/lent [man] three books to the boy. The man went out [man] to see what the boy 

was doing. 

(2) A narrative of comic strip 3 panel 3-4 elicited from a bilingual:  

そうしたら、Aさん（子ども）は「その本とその本もちょっととってくれませんか」と聞

きました。Bさん（おじさん）はその 2冊の分厚い本も Aさん（子ども）に渡して[man]、

Aさん（子ども）はその 3冊の分厚い本を借りて[child]、外に出ました。 

Soushitara, A-san (the child) wa “sono hon to sono hon mo chotto totte kuremasenka” to kikimashita. 

B-san (the man) wa sono 2 satsu no buatsui hon mo A-san (the child) ni watashite [man], A-san (the 

child) wa sono 3 satsu no buatsui hon o karite [child], soto ni demashita. 

(English translation) Then, person A (the child) asked person B (the man) “Can you give me that 

book and that book as well?” Person B (the man) gave/handed [man] the two thick books over to 

person A (the child). Person A (the child) borrowed [child] the three thick books and went out. 

Example (1) shows that the Japanese monolingual keeps her/his viewpoint at the man in the 

narrative, while the bilingual in example (2) switches her/his viewpoint between the man and the child 

in the narrative.  

 

The Japanese monolinguals did not, however, always fix their viewpoint on one character. The 

highest percentage (84.6 %) of viewpoint switches was observed in the narratives of comic strip 4. 

(Table 10). A qualitative content analysis on their narratives of comic strip 4 shows that 9 of the 11 

narratives had one thing in common: the Japanese monolinguals’ viewpoint was fixed on one character 

from panel 1 to 3, which was then switched to the other character in panel 4. Due to the plot 

developing (the main character is leaving the scene, and the sub-character is focused and reveals a key 

secret to the end of the story in Panel 4), it seemed to be hard to tell the story without changing the 

viewpoint.  

 

The ways of telling the stories of the same comic strips varied from one participant to another: 

from short and summarized descriptions to long and detailed descriptions; much or little use of the 

viewpoint indicators; frequent or infrequent viewpoint switches. When the number of panels in a 

comic strip which elicited viewpoint indicators, and the number of the viewpoint indicators as well as 

the number of viewpoint switches were counted (Table 12), however, there was no clear difference 

between the Japanese monolinguals and the bilinguals in the numbers in the narratives of all comic 

strips (comic strip 1-6) (Table 12).  
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When the narratives of only comic strip 3, 5 and 6 were focused on, the number of viewpoint 

switches in the bilinguals’ narratives (M=0.24, SD=0.61) was significantly higher than for the 

Japanese monolinguals’ (M=0.03, SD=0.16), which was confirmed by a t-test, t (70) = 2.124, P = 

0.037.  

Table 12. The number of panels in a comic strip eliciting viewpoint indicators, the number of 

viewpoint indicators and the number of viewpoint switches in the narratives in Japanese. 

 n 

Number of panels eliciting 

viewpoint indicators/ Max 

number of panels 

Number of viewpoint 

indicators 

Number of viewpoint 

switches 

Total /Max 

Mean per 

participant 

(SD) /Max Total 

Mean per 

participant (SD) Total 

Mean per 

participant (SD) 

Comic 

strip 1 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 26 /117 2.00 (1.35) /9 27 2.08 (1.50) 6 0.46 (0.66) 

Bilinguals  11 22 /99 2.00 (1.18) /9 22 2.00 (1.18) 10 0.91 (1.04) 

Comic 

strip 2 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 51 /104 3.92 (1.89) /8 57 4.38 (2.18) 20 1.54 (1.66) 

Bilinguals  11 27 /88 2.45 (1.92) /8 39 3.55 (3.59) 7 0.64 (1.03) 

Comic 

strip 3 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 43 /65 3.31 (0.75) /5 53 4.08 (1.66) 1 0.08 (0.28) 

Bilinguals  11 33 /55 3.00 (1.34) /5 49 4.45 (2.34) 5 0.45 (0.93) 

Comic 

strip 4  

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 40 /52 3.08 (0.76) /4 59 4.54 (1.45) 14 1.08 (0.76) 

Bilinguals  11 38 /44 3.45 (0.69) /4 50 4.55 (2.16) 12 1.09 (1.04) 

Comic 

strip 5 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 41 /52 3.15 (0.80) /4 54 4.15 (1.28) 0 0.00 (0.00) 

Bilinguals  11 30 /44 2.73 (1.19) /4 49 4.45 (1.69) 1 0.09 (0.30) 

Comic 

strip 6 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 28 /52 2.15 (0.90) /4 39 3.00 (1.53) 0 0.00 (0.00) 

Bilinguals  11 25 /44 2.27 (1.10) /4 31 2.82 (1.40) 2 0.18 (0.40) 

Total 

(all 

comic 

strips) 

Japanese 

monolinguals  78 229 /442 2.94 (1.30) /34 289 3.71 (1.80) 41 0.53 (0.98) 

Bilinguals  66 175 /374 2.65 (1.33) /34 240 3.64 (2.33) 37 0.56 (0.90) 

Total 

(comic 

strip 3, 

5 & 6) 

Japanese 

monolinguals  39 112 /169 2.87 (0.95) /13 146 3.74 (1.55) 1 0.03 (0.16) 

Bilinguals  33 88 /143 2.67 (1.22) /13 129 3.91 (1.96) 8 0.24 (0.61) 

3.2.2. ‘Point of gaze (grammatical agent)’ in the narratives in Swedish 

and Japanese 

The ‘point of gaze (grammatical agent)’ was switched between two or three characters in all narratives 

of comic strip 1, 2 and 3 elicited from all groups (Japanese monolinguals, bilinguals told in Japanese 

and Swedish, and Swedish monolinguals), whilst the fixed ‘point of gaze (grammatical agent)’ on one 

character was partly found in the narratives of comic strip 4, 5 and 6 elicited from all groups (Table 13 

and Figure 37). Yet, a Chi-square test showed that the differences between the four groups on the 

whole were not statistically significant, χ
2 
(3, N = 276) = 4.321, p = 0.229.  
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Table 13. Speaker’s ‘point of gaze (agent)’ on characters in the narratives of comic strips 1-6.  

 n 

‘Point of gaze’ fixed on  

1 character 

‘Point of gaze’ switched 

between 2 or more 

characters 

Number of 

participants % 

Number of 

participants % 

Comic 

strip 1 

Japanese monolinguals 13 0 (0.0 %) 13 (100.0 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Japanese 11 0 (0.0 %) 11 (100.0 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Swedish 11 0 (0.0 %) 11 (100.0 %) 

Swedish monolinguals 11 0 (0.0 %) 11 (100.0 %) 

Comic 

strip 2 

Japanese monolinguals 13 0 (0.0 %) 13 (100.0 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Japanese 11 0 (0.0 %) 11 (100.0 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Swedish 11 0 (0.0 %) 11 (100.0 %) 

Swedish monolinguals 11 0 (0.0 %) 11 (100.0 %) 

Comic 

strip 3 

Japanese monolinguals 13 0 (0.0 %) 13 (100.0 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Japanese 11 0 (0.0 %) 11 (100.0 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Swedish 11 0 (0.0 %) 11 (100.0 %) 

Swedish monolinguals 11 0 (0.0 %) 11 (100.0 %) 

Comic 

strip 4 

Japanese monolinguals 13 2 (15.4 %) 11 (84.6 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Japanese 11 2 (18.2 %) 9 (81.8 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Swedish 11 2 (18.2 %) 9 (81.8 %) 

Swedish monolinguals 11 2 (18.2 %) 9 (81.8 %) 

Comic 

strip 5 

Japanese monolinguals 13 9 (69.2 %) 4 (30.8 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Japanese 11 5 (45.5 %) 6 (54.5 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Swedish 11 3 (27.3 %) 8 (72.7 %) 

Swedish monolinguals 11 5 (45.5 %) 6 (54.5 %) 

Comic 

strip 6 

Japanese monolinguals 13 7 (53.8 %) 6 (46.2 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Japanese 11 4 (36.4 %) 7 (63.6 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Swedish 11 3 (27.3 %) 8 (72.7 %) 

Swedish monolinguals 11 1 (9.1 %) 10 (90.9 %) 

Total 

Japanese monolinguals 78 18 (23.1 %) 60 (76.9 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Japanese 66 11 (16.7 %) 55 (83.3 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Swedish 66 8 (12.1 %) 58 (87.9 %) 

Swedish monolinguals 66 8 (12.1 %) 58 (87.9 %) 
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Figure 37. Speaker’s ‘point of gaze (agent)’ at characters in the narratives of comic strips 1-6. 

 

Since this study aims to examine the bilinguals’ possible difference from the monolinguals, the 

‘point of gaze (agent)’ in the narratives of comic strip 4, 5 and 6, where the participants’ fixed 

grammatical agent was found, was focused on and compared between the groups (Table 14, Figure 38). 

Although the majority of the participants in all groups switched their ‘point of gaze (agent)’ between 

two or three characters in the narratives of comic strip 4, 5 and 6, 46.2 % of the Japanese monolinguals 

had a fixed ‘point of gaze (agent)’, whereas only 24.2 % of the Swedish monolinguals had a fixed 

‘point of gaze (agent)’ (Table 14, Figure 38). A Chi-square test showed that the difference between 

Japanese monolinguals and Swedish monolinguals was almost statistically significant, χ
2 
(1, N = 72) = 

3.720, p =0.054.  

When the bilinguals and the monolinguals were compared, the percentage of the bilinguals whose 

‘point of gaze (agent)’ was fixed on one character in narratives in Japanese (33.3 %) was lower than 

for the Japanese monolinguals (46.2 %), but higher than for the Swedish monolinguals (24.2 %). Even 

though the difference were not statistically significant, the bilinguals had a tendency to switch their 

‘point of gaze (agent)’ between characters during narratives in Japanese more often than the Japanese 

monolinguals did, but less than the Swedish monolinguals (Table 14, Figure 38). However, no 

difference was found between the Swedish monolinguals (24.2 %) and the bilinguals elicited in 

Swedish (24.2 %) (Table 14, Figure 38), whilst the percentage of the bilinguals whose ‘point of gaze 

(agent)’ was fixed on one character in narratives in Swedish (24.2 %) was lower than in their 

narratives in Japanese (33.3 %).   
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Table 14. Speaker’s ‘point of gaze (agent)’ on characters in the narratives of comic strips 4-6 

 n 

‘Point of gaze (agent)’ 

fixed on  

1 character 

‘Point of gaze (agent)’ 

switched between 2 or 

more characters 

Number of 

participants % 

Number of 

participants % 

Total 

(comic 

strip 4, 

5 & 6) 

Japanese monolinguals 39 18 (46.2 %) 21 (53.8 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Japanese 33 11 (33.3 %) 22 (66.7 %) 

Bilinguals’ elicitation in Swedish 33 8 (24.2 %) 25 (75.8 %) 

Swedish monolinguals 33 8 (24.2 %) 25 (75.8 %) 

 

 

Figure 38. Speaker’s ‘point of gaze (agent)’ on characters in the narratives of comic strips 4-6 

 

The Japanese monolinguals had a tendency to fix their ‘point of gaze (grammatical agent)’ more on 

one character than the Swedish monolinguals did even though the tendency was not observed in the 

narratives of all comic strips, (Table 13, Figure 37, Table 14, Figure 38). Significant differences were 

observed in the descriptions of panel 3-4 of comic strip 6, where two characters are shown. The event 

was described by 10 of 11 (90.9%) Swedish monolinguals with both characters as grammatical agents, 

whereas 7 of 13 (53.8 %) Japanese monolinguals described the same event using only one of the two 

characters as grammatical agent (Table 13). A typical example of the descriptions from each group is 

shown as follows: 

* [man] and [shop assistance] show the speaker’s ‘point of gaze (the grammatical agent)’. 

(3) A narrative of comic strip 6 panel 4 elicited from a Japanese monolingual:  

しかし、(男性は)[man]風船だけに目が行ってしまい、洋菓子を買ったにもかかわらず、(男

性は)[man] バッグや洋菓子を忘れてしまい、風船だけを持って帰ってしまいました。 

Shikashi, (dansei wa) [man] fuusen dake ni me ga itte shimai, yougashi o katta nimo kakawarazu, 

(dansei wa) [man] baggu ya yougashi o wasurete shimai, fuusen dake o motte kaette shimaimashita. 

(English translation) But (the man) [man] focused so much on the balloon that (the man) [man] went 

home only with the balloon without carrying his bag and the cakes.  
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(4) A narrative of comic strip 6 panel 4 elicited from a Swedish monolingual:  

Han [man] tar ballongen när han har betalat och går ut med den, så den som jobbar på konditoriet 

[shop assistance] får komma ut springandes med bakelsen, för den glömde han bakom sig. 

(English translation) After he has paid, he [man] takes the balloon and goes out with it. Then the 

person who is working at the bakery [shop assistance] runs after him with the cakes since he forgot to 

take them with him. 

In example (4), what both the man and the shop assistance are doing were described, while in 

example (3) the acts of only the man were told without mentioning anything about the shop assistance 

though the shop assistance is drawn in panel 3 and 4 of comic strip 6. The Japanese monolinguals’ 

preference to the fixed viewpoint on a character in a narrative may influence their tendency to keep a 

fixed agent on one character.  

As for the ‘point of gaze (agent)’ in the narratives elicited from the bilinguals (Table 13, Figure 37, 

Table 14, Figure 38), the following two tendencies were observed:  

(A) the bilinguals had a tendency to switch their ‘point of gaze (agent)’ between characters in their 

narratives in Japanese more than Japanese monolinguals did, but less than their own elicitation in 

Swedish or the elicitations from Swedish monolinguals  

(B) the bilinguals had a tendency to switch their ‘point of gaze (agent)’ between characters in their 

narratives in Swedish more than their elicitation in Japanese and as often as Swedish monolinguals did.  

Since the bilingual participants had at least one week between the first and the second trials, there 

was no one who described the comic strips in both languages exactly the same as if they translated one 

into the other. Thus, the tendencies were not caused by the influence between their own elicitations in 

both languages. 

By qualitative content analyses on ‘point of gaze (agent)’ in the narratives elicited from the 

bilinguals, three patterns of correlations between their narratives in Swedish and Japanese were 

observed: (a) with the same agent usage; (b) with different agent usage; and (c) with partly the same 

and partly different agent usage. The followings are examples of each type. 

 

(a) The narratives in Japanese and Swedish with the same ‘point of gaze (agent)’, elicited from a 

bilingual 

* [boy] shows the speaker’s ‘point of gaze (the grammatical agent)’. 

(5) A narrative of comic strip 5 panel 3-4 in Japanese  

(男の子は) [boy]それ(貯金箱)を壊そうと思っている間、後ろにある窓をピシッと壊して、そ

の貯金ばこに入っていたお金を、お母さんに、窓を直すためにあげることになってしまった。 

(otoko-no-ko wa) [boy] sore (chokin-bako) o kowasou to omotte iru aida, ushiro ni aru mado o 

pishitto kowashite, sono chokin-bako ni haitte ita o-kane o o-kaasan ni, mado o naosu tame ni ageru 

koto ni natte shimatta. 

(English translation) The boy [boy] managed to crack the window behind him while he tried to break 

his piggy-bank, so he [boy] had to give all his money in the piggy-bank to his mother to repair the 

window. 

(6) A narrative of comic strip 5 panel 3-4 in Swedish  

…när han drog bak armen för att slå till spargrisen så slog han [boy] till fönstret bakom honom och 

det gick sönder, så istället för att köpa de roliga saker han ville ha för sina pengar fick han [boy] 

istället betala för ett nytt fönster med alla sina pengar, när mamma ber honom. 
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(English translation) …when he pulled back his arm to hit the piggy bank, he [boy] hit the window 

behind him and it broke. So instead of buying the things for fun he wanted to use his money for, he 

[boy] had to pay for a new window with all his money as his mother asked him to do. 

Regardless of the language, this bilingual participant described the scene from the boy’s perspective. 

The speaker’s ‘point of gaze (agent)’ was fixed on one character, albeit three characters (a boy, his 

mother and a window repairer) are drawn in the comic strips. 

 

(b) The narratives in Japanese and Swedish with different ‘point of gaze (agent)’, elicited from another 

bilingual. 

* [man A] and [man B] show the speaker’s ‘point of gaze (the grammatical agent)’. 

(7) A narrative of comic strip 4 in Japanese  

サングラスの男は[man A]、遠くからある男性が歩いてくるのを見ました。(サングラスの男

は)[man A]お金が欲しいなとずっと考えていたので、すれ違ったときに財布を取りました。

だが、(サングラスの男は)[man A]自分も財布を取られていたことに気づきませんでした。 

Sangurasu no otoko wa[man A], tooku kara aru dansei ga aruite kuru no o mimashita. (Sangurasu 

no otoko wa) [man A] okane ga hoshii na to zutto kangaete ita node, surechigatta toki ni saifu o 

torimashita. Daga, (sangurasu no otoko wa) [man A] jibun mo saifu o torarete ita koto ni kiduki 

masendeshita. 

(English translation) A man with sunglasses [man A] saw another man walking towards him. (The 

man with sunglasses) [man A] wanted money and stole the wallet from the other man when they 

passed each other. But (the man with sunglasses) [man A] did not notice that he had his own wallet 

stolen by the other man. 

(8) A narrative of comic strip 4 in Swedish  

Mannen med glasögonen [man A] vill så gärna ha pengar. Han [man A] ser en annan man komma 

förbi och planerar då att ta hans plånbok. Han [man A] låtsas krocka in i mannen B och tar hans 

plånbok, men mannen B [man B] tog också mannen med glasögonens plånbok, så helt plötsligt har 

mannen B [man B] väldigt mycket pengar. 

(English translation) The man with eye glasses [man A] wants to get money. He [man A] sees 

another man come by, so he plans to steal his wallet. He [man A] pretends to bump into the man B 

and takes his wallet, but the man B [man B] takes also the wallet of the man with the eye glasses, so 

that the man B [man B] suddenly gets an enormous amount of  money. 

Although both narratives (7) and (8) were elicited from the same bilingual participant, the descriptions 

were different. The speaker’s ‘point of gaze’ was fixed on one character “man A” in the narrative in 

Japanese (7), while the agents in the narrative in Swedish (8) were switched between two characters, 

“man A” and “man B”. 

 

(c) The narratives in Japanese and Swedish with partly the same and partly different ‘point of gaze 

(agent)’, elicited from another bilingual. 

* [boy], [window repairer] and [mum] show the speaker’s points of gaze (the grammatical agents). 

(9) A narrative of comic strip 5 panel 3-4 in Japanese:  

貯金箱を壊そうとしたとき、後ろのガラスを壊しちゃって、(男の子は) [boy]お母さんにし

かられました。後ろで、ガラスを直してくれるおじさんが[window repairer]座っている。 

Chokin-bako o kowasou to shita toki, ushiro no garasu o kowashi chatte, (otoko-no-ko wa) [boy] o-

kaasan ni shikarare mashita. Ushiro de, garasu o naoshite kureru o-ji-san ga [window repairer] 

suwatte iru. 
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(English translation) When he is about to break his piggy-bank, he (the boy) [boy] happened to break 

the window behind him, and he [boy] was scolded by his mother. A man [window repairer] who 

repairs the window for the boy is sitting behind the boy and his mother. 

(10) A narrative of comic strip 5 panel 3-4 in Swedish:  

När han ska ta sönder spargrisen så lyckas han [boy] slå till glasfönstret som är bakom honom. 

Senare så kommer en kille [window repairer] som lagar fönstret åt familjen, medan barnets mamma 

[mum] skriker åt barnet. 

(English translation) When he [boy] will break his piggy-bank, he manages to hit the glass window 

behind him. A man [window repairer] who repairs the window for the family comes later, while the 

child’s mother [mum] is shouting at the child. 

This bilingual participant’s ‘point of gaze (agent)’ was not consistently fixed on one character. It 

switched between “boy” and “window repairer” in her/his narrative in Japanese (9). However, whilst 

another agent, “mum”, was found in her/his narrative in Swedish (10), the same scene was described 

in passive voice (i.e. he [boy] was scolded by his mother) to keep the speaker’s point of gaze on the 

“boy” instead of describing the event with “mum” as agent in her/his narrative in Japanese (9). 

 

The number of panels in a comic strip which elicited ‘point of gaze (agent)’, the number of elicited 

‘point of gaze’ and the number of ‘point of gaze (agent)’ switches were examined (Table 15). The 

number of ‘point of gaze (agent)’ switches in the Swedish monolinguals’ narratives of all comic strips 

(M=3.18, SD=2.57) was significantly more than in the Japanese monolinguals’ (M=2.42, SD=1.97), t 

(142) = 2.005, P = 0.047. At the same time, however, the number of elicited ‘point of gaze (agent)’ in 

Swedish monolinguals’ narratives of all comic strips (M=7.09, SD=2.15) was significantly higher than 

in Japanese monolinguals’ (M=5.19, SD=1.73), t (142) = 5.878, P = 0.000.  

Focusing on the narratives of comic strip 4, 5 and 6, the number of ‘point of gaze (agent)’ switches 

in the speakers’ narratives (Table 15) failed to correlate with the number/percentage of speaker’s fixed 

or switched ‘point of gaze (agent)’ (Table 14, Figure 38). The number of ‘point of gaze (agent)’ 

switches in the Japanese monolinguals’ narratives (M=1.10, SD=1.35) was almost the same as that of 

the Swedish monolinguals (M=1.09, SD=0.91) (Table 15), whereas the percentage of the Japanese 

monolinguals who had fixed ‘point of gaze (agent)’ on one character in the narratives (46.2 %) was 

almost significantly higher than the percentage of the Swedish monolinguals (24.2 %) (Table 14, 

Figure 38).  

When the data of the bilinguals were compared with the data of the monolinguals, the number of 

‘point of gaze (agent)’ switches in the bilinguals’ narratives elicited in Japanese (M=1.24, SD=1.48) 

was not significantly but slightly more than in Japanese monolinguals’ narratives (M=1.10, SD=1.35), 

which is correlated with the percentage of participants’ fixed ‘point of gaze (agent)’ (Table 14, Figure 

38). However, the number of ‘point of gaze (agent)’ switches in the bilinguals’ narratives elicited in 

Swedish (M= 1.24, SD=0.97) was more than in the Swedish monolinguals’ (M=1.09, SD=0.91), 

which was not correlated with the percentage of participants’ fixed ‘point of gaze (agent)’ (Table 14, 

Figure 38). 
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Table 15. The number of panels in a comic strip eliciting ‘point of gaze (agent)’, the number of 

elicited ‘point of gaze’ and the number switching ‘point of gaze’ in the narratives. 

 n 

Number of panels eliciting  

‘point of gaze (agent)’/  

Max number of panels 

Number of elicited 

‘point of gaze 

(agent)’ 

Number of ‘point of 

gaze (agent)’-

switches 

Total /Max 

Mean per 

participant 

(SD) /Max Total 

Mean per 

participant 

(SD) Total 

Mean per 

participant (SD) 

Comic 

strip 1 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 81 /117 6.23 (1.54) /9 88 6.77 (1.69) 52 4.00 (1.41) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Japanese  11 74 /99 6.73 (1.79) /9 81 7.36 (1.86) 58 5.27 (2.61) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Swedish  11 85 /99 7.73 (1.27) /9 103 9.36 (2.38) 65 5.91 (1.64) 

Swedish 

monolinguals  11 93 /99 8.45 (0.69) /9 101 9.18 (1.17) 65 5.91 (1.30) 

Comic 

strip 2 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 73 /104 5.62 (1.26) /8 81 6.23 (1.69) 52 4.00 (1.63) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Japanese  11 69 /88 6.27 (1.10) /8 84 7.64 (1.63) 62 5.64 (1.36) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Swedish  11 75 /88 6.82 (1.25) /8 105 9.55 (2.21) 68 6.18 (1.66) 

Swedish 

monolinguals  11 83 /88 7.55 (0.69) /8 97 8.82 (1.72) 68 6.18 (1.40) 

Comic 

strip 3 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 60 /65 4.62 (0.51) /5 75 5.77 (1.30) 42 3.23 (1.64) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Japanese  11 50 /55 4.55 (0.82) /5 77 7.00 (1.90) 48 4.36 (2.20) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Swedish  11 52 /55 4.73 (0.65) /5 90 8.18 (4.00) 44 4.00 (2.41) 

Swedish 

monolinguals  11 52 /55 4.73 (0.47) /5 75 6.82 (1,54) 41 3.73 (1.90) 

Comic 

strip 4 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 47 /52 3.62 (0.51) /4 57 4.38 (0.96) 26 2.00 (1.47) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Japanese  11 41 /44 3.73 (0.47) /4 50 4.55 (1.51) 21 1.91 (2.12) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Swedish  11 36 /44 3.27 (0.79) /4 57 5.18 (1.94) 15 1.36 (1.03) 

Swedish 

monolinguals  11 40 /44 3.64 (0.50) /4 56 5.09 (1.76) 16 1.45 (1.21) 

(The table continues to the next page) 
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(Continued from the previous page) 

 

 

Number of panels eliciting  

‘point of gaze (agent)’/  

Max number of panels 

Number of elicited 

‘point of gaze 

(agent)’ 

Number of ‘point of 

gaze (agent)’-

switches 

Total /Max 

Mean per 

participant 

(SD) /Max Total 

Mean per 

participant 

(SD) Total 
Mean per 

participant (SD) 

Comic 

strip 5 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 41 /52 3.15 (1.03) /4 48 3.69 (1.49) 7 0.54 (0.97) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Japanese  11 39 /44 3.55 (0.82) /4 57 5.18 (2.14) 10 0.91 (0.94) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Swedish  11 43 /44 3.91 (0.30) /4 75 6.82 (2.99) 15 1.36 (1.03) 

Swedish 

monolinguals  11 43 /44 3.91 (0.30) /4 65 5.91 (1.81) 9 0.82 (0.87) 

Comic 

strip 6 

Japanese 

monolinguals  13 50 /52 3.85 (0.38) /4 56 4.31 (0.63) 10 0.77 (1.17) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Japanese 11 44 /44 4.00 (0.00) /4 55 5.00 (1.48) 10 0.91 (0.94) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Swedish  11 44 /44 4.00 (0.00) /4 67 6.09 (2.21) 11 1.00 (0.89) 

Swedish 

monolinguals  11 44 /44 4.00 (0.00) /4 74 6.73 (1.62) 11 1.00 (0.45) 

Total 

(all 

comic 

strips)  

Japanese 

monolinguals  78 352 /442 4.51 (1.46) /34 405 5.19 (1.73) 189 2.42 (1.97) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Japanese  66 317 /374 4.80 (1.58) /34 404 6.12 (2.11) 209 3.17 (2.66) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Swedish  66 335 /374 5.08 (1.83) /34 497 7.53 (3.08) 218 3.30 (2.64) 

Swedish 

monolinguals  66 355 /374 5.38 (1.97) /34 468 7.09 (2.15) 210 3.18 (2.57) 

Total 

(comic 

strip  

4-6) 

Japanese 

monolinguals  39 138 /169 3.54 (0.76) /13 161 4.13 (1.10) 43 1.10 (1.35) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Japanese  33 124 /143 3.76 (0.56) /13 162 4.91 (1.70) 41 1.24 (1.48) 

Bilinguals’ 

elicitation in 

Swedish  33 123 /143 3.73 (0.57) /13 199 6.03 (2.44) 41 1.24 (0.97) 

Swedish 

monolinguals  33 127 /143 3.85 (0.36) /13 195 5.91 (1.81) 36 1.09 (0.91) 
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4. Discussion 

With viewpoint as the cross-linguistic difference between subjectivity prominent languages and other 

languages, e.g. Japanese and Swedish, this study investigated the possible influence of language on the 

speaker’s cognitive activities. 

Four hypotheses were stated: two predictions about Japanese monolinguals’ more subjective 

construal in non-verbal cognitive tasks (H1) and in verbal tasks (H3) compared to Swedish 

monolinguals’; and two predictions about Swedish-Japanese bilinguals’ more objective construal than 

Japanese monolinguals’ and more subjective construal than Swedish monolinguals’ in non-verbal 

cognitive tasks (H2) and in verbal tasks (H4). These hypotheses were tested by conducting non-verbal 

cognitive tasks and verbal tasks on Japanese and Swedish monolinguals as well as Swedish-Japanese 

bilinguals. In the following section, the findings and implications of the study are discussed in light of 

the hypotheses.  

4.1. Hypotheses and findings 

4.1.1. Differences in viewpoint preference in non-verbal cognitive tasks 

The first hypothesis (H1) stated that Japanese monolinguals would construe event descriptions 

subjectively in non-verbal cognitive tasks, while Swedish monolinguals would construe event 

descriptions objectively. The hypothesis was confirmed. The Japanese monolinguals showed their 

overall preference for the subjective construal of the events, and the Swedish monolinguals for the 

objective construal. The findings indicate that the linguistic subjectivity of the language spoken, e.g. 

Japanese, influence the speaker’s cognitive activity: viewpoint. Although there are studies which 

indicate that the linguistic non-subjectivity of other languages influence the viewpoint preference of 

learners of Japanese in verbal tasks (e.g. Tashiro, 1995; Watanabe, 1995; Sato, 1997; Nakahama & 

Kurihara, 2006), to the best of my knowledge, this is the first study to demonstrate that Japanese as a 

subjectivity prominent language influences event construal of the speakers of Japanese in non-verbal 

cognitive tasks.  

It is theoretically understandable to construe and visualise the events of the third person objectively 

since the events do not concern the conceptualizer her-/himself, and Swedish monolinguals generally 

did so. However, 47.7 % of the Japanese monolinguals construed the events of the third person 

subjectively. This phenomenon can, in Ikegami (2008)’s words, be regarded as ‘self-projection’, 

which refers to the conceptualizer subjectifying someone other than her-/himself. In other words, s/he 

merges her-/himself with someone other than her-/himself and describes the scene as it would be 

perceived by the one with whom s/he is merged. A Japanese monolingual as a conceptualizer likely 

views the event subjectively as if she or he had carried out the action even when the event is 

performed by the third person.  

Concerning the first person’s events, it would be theoretically possible to think that the events 

would be construed and visualised subjectively since the events are carried out by the conceptualizer 

her-/himself. Most of the Japanese monolinguals (87.5 %) did so, but, on the other hand, 39.9 % of the 

Swedish monolinguals construed the first person’s events objectively. This suggests that a Swedish 

monolingual as a conceptualizer likely detaches her-/himself from the events and views them where 



59 

 

s/he her/himself is involved. In Ikegami (2008)’s words, Swedish monolinguals’ construal can be 

regarded as ‘Self-split’ which refers to the conceptualizer objectifying her-/himself. In other words, 

s/he conceptualizes as someone else and describes her/himself as if s/he were describing someone else.  

In the context of universal tendency in languages, however, it should be taken into account that the 

influence of the linguistic features does not always obviously represent the viewpoint of the speakers. 

For the first person’s event descriptions, 60.0 % of the Swedish monolinguals showed their preference 

for the subjective construal in non-verbal tasks; and for the third person’s event descriptions, 52.3 % 

of the Japanese monolinguals showed their preference for the objective construal. These results imply 

that in the larger picture the speakers of both languages tend to construe the first person’s events 

subjectively and the third person’s events objectively despite the linguistic subjectivity / non-

subjectivity, although the linguistically subjective/objective encodings of the respective languages 

tend to counteract the universal construal.  

An important factor which might affect the results is the methodology. It is difficult to investigate 

the participants’ actual conceptual viewpoint on a photograph. Japanese monolinguals tend to easily 

subjectify someone else than themselves with their mental conceptualizer (in Ikegami (2008)’s words, 

regarded as ‘self-projection’), while their eyes view the event from an objective viewpoint. This was 

clearly observed in the pilot studies. In the pilot studies, the participants were not asked to visualise 

and build the scene by themselves. Instead, some photographs prepared by the author were used. The 

author showed photographs of scenes which were taken from the first person’s perspective, the third 

person’s perspective and from an objective/neutral viewpoint. The photographs were presented 

simultaneously to the participants, and they were supposed to choose the photograph which best 

visualised the scene. However, they were not able to select the best one. They stated that all the 

photographs depicted the event correctly. This reaction from the participants demonstrates that when 

they see readily depicted photographs, they can easily adjust their viewpoint.  

Another interesting implication of this study might be that the participants seem to perceive an 

event description as an image and hold the image in memory, not as a literally description. All the 

participants without exception raised protests against the different descriptions of the same event. 

When a description of an event was presented after the same event had been described from another 

viewpoint, all of the participants complained and insisted that they had already heard it before. This 

could be interpreted as the participants having memorized the event description as an image. The 

images which the Swedish monolinguals visualised of the same event described from different 

viewpoints actually looked almost the same (Figure 29), because of their objective construal. 

Meanwhile, the images which the Japanese monolinguals visualised of the descriptions of the same 

event from different viewpoints often looked different because the same event was visualised from 

different viewpoints because of their subjective event construal. However, there are no data in this 

study indicating whether the Swedish monolinguals had stronger reactions to the descriptions of the 

same events from different viewpoints than the Japanese monolinguals did.  

When differences in event construal between Japanese monolinguals and Swedish monolinguals 

were observed in non-verbal tasks, the next question of this study was how then the cross-linguistic 

difference between Swedish and Japanese would influence the bilinguals in the non-verbal cognitive 

tasks. The second hypothesis (H2) predicted that Swedish-Japanese bilinguals would be influenced by 

both languages and that they would construe event descriptions more objectively than Japanese 

monolinguals and more subjectively than Swedish monolinguals in non-verbal tasks. Previous studies 

on other cross-linguistic differences, such as objects and substances (e.g. Athanasopoulos, 2007; 

Athanasopoulos & Kasai, 2008, 2011) as well as colour (e.g. Athanasopoulos et al., 2011) demonstrate 
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that bilinguals can be influenced by both languages in non-verbal tasks. In line with these previous 

studies, the results of the current study might indicate that bilinguals are influenced by both of their 

languages. This study shows for the first time that bilinguals’ cognitive preference for event construal 

as viewpoint was investigated in non-verbal tasks, and that the influence of the cognitive preference 

from both languages are shown in non-verbal tasks. The results suggest that bilinguals’ conceptual 

restructuring may be influenced by their two linguistically contrastive languages. The results showed 

that the Swedish-Japanese bilinguals had a tendency to construe event descriptions in Japanese more 

objectively than the Japanese monolinguals did, and that the bilinguals construed event descriptions in 

Swedish more subjectively than the Swedish monolinguals did. From the result that the bilinguals’ 

cognitive preference for event construal may be influenced both in their Japanese and Swedish, there 

are indications that the influence between the languages can be bidirectional.  

4.1.2. Differences in viewpoint preference in verbal tasks 

The third and fourth hypotheses concern the speaker’s viewpoint in verbal tasks. The third hypothesis 

(H3) stated that Japanese monolinguals would construe event descriptions subjectively when 

performing verbal tasks and that they would describe events mostly in subjective construal with a 

fixed viewpoint on one character in the narratives, whereas Swedish monolinguals would describe 

events mostly in objective construal, and they would be more likely to switch their viewpoint between 

characters in narratives. The fourth hypothesis (H4) predicted that Swedish-Japanese bilinguals would 

fall in-between those of monolinguals. That is, they would describe events in Japanese more 

objectively, being more likely to switch their viewpoint between characters in narratives than Japanese 

monolinguals, while they would describe events in Swedish more subjectively, being less likely to 

switch their viewpoint between characters in narratives than Swedish monolinguals.  

Both from the analysis of viewpoint indicators in the narratives in Japanese (Table 11, Figure 36) 

and from the analysis of ‘point of gaze’ in the narratives in Japanese (Table 14, Figure 38), it was 

observed that the Japanese monolinguals tended to describe events subjectively with a fixed viewpoint 

on one character in the narratives. On the other hand, the Swedish monolinguals tended to describe 

events objectively by switching their viewpoint between characters in narratives. The results from the 

analysis of ‘point of gaze’ in the narratives (Table 14, Figure 38) showed that the difference between 

the Japanese monolinguals and the Swedish monolinguals was almost significant. This indicates that 

the findings support H3. 

Comparing the bilinguals’ preference with the Japanese monolinguals’, the difference in viewpoint 

preference was observed from the analysis of viewpoint indicators in the narratives in Japanese (Table 

11, Figure 36) and also from the analysis of ‘point of gaze’ in the narratives in Japanese (Table 14, 

Figure 38). Even though the differences were not statistically significant, this may indicates that the 

findings may support H4. However, comparing the bilinguals’ preference with Swedish 

monolinguals’, the difference was not clearly observed from the analysis of ‘point of gaze’ in the 

narratives in Swedish (Table 14, Figure 38), which does not support H4. 

Although there are indications that the results more or less support H3 and H4, some issues of the 

methodology need to be discussed below.  

4.1.2.1. Viewpoint indicators and factors of comic strips eliciting the speaker’s fixed viewpoint 

In accordance with previous studies on the narratives in Japanese (Tashiro, 1995; Watanabe, 1995; 

Sato, 1997; Sakamoto & Feng, 2002; Nakahama & Kurihara, 2006; Sha, 2008), the analysis of the 

viewpoint indicators showed that the Japanese monolinguals described the comic strips with a more 
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fixed viewpoint on one character throughout the stories than the bilinguals. However, contrary to 

previous studies, the Japanese monolinguals’ viewpoints in the narratives from the current study were 

not always fixed on a character. Depending on the comic strips, the results were changed. Analysing 

viewpoint indicators, high rates of viewpoint switches were observed in the narratives of comic strip 1, 

2 and 4 elicited from the Japanese monolinguals in this study. These comic strips have the common 

factors:  

(1) A change of the central character;  

(2) Neither central character nor clear ending;  

(3) Many panels, which might cause the high rates of viewpoint switches. 

Factor (1) A change of the central character 

It seems to be difficult for the Japanese monolinguals to tell the story of comic strip 4 without 

changing viewpoint due to a change of the central character (while the main character is leaving the 

scene, the sub-character is focused on and reveals a key secret to end the story in panel 4). Nakahama 

& Kurihara (2006) claim that Japanese native speakers tend to keep their viewpoint on one character 

during the same aspect/situation of the story, but the viewpoint may be switched between characters 

related to a change of the aspects/situations.  

Comic 5 and 6 have one character in the beginning and two or three in the end, and all Japanese 

monolinguals fixed their viewpoint on the character presented in the first panel and kept their 

viewpoint on the same character throughout the whole narrative. Since the comics have one character 

in the beginning, it may be easy to set this character as central. Nevertheless, the bilinguals were more 

likely to switch their viewpoint between the characters at the end of the comic strips. Although comic 

3 has two characters from the first panel to the last panel, almost all Japanese monolinguals fixed their 

viewpoint on one of the characters and told the whole story from this character’s point of view. It can 

be presumed that it is easy to choose one of the characters as the central character since the story has a 

clear ending with a punch line.  

Factor (2) Neither central character nor clear ending 

Comic strip 2 was chosen by the author in order to elicit spatial transfer (COME/GO). As expected, 

many expressions of spatial transfer were elicited from Japanese monolinguals in their narratives. 

However, the majority of the Japanese monolinguals switched their viewpoint between characters 

during the narratives. One conceivable reason for the switches is that there is neither a central 

character nor a clear ending. Tashiro (1995:34) claims that Japanese native speakers tend to fix their 

viewpoint on the central character of the story and to tell the whole story without changing their 

viewpoint to other characters. Without a punch line or a clear ending in comic strip 2, the participants 

might feel difficulty in choosing one central character. Consequently, the story was told objectively 

with many viewpoint expressions frequently switched between the characters. The narratives did not, 

however, sound unnatural in this case.  

Comic strip 1 has neither a central character nor a clear ending. Comic strip 1 was chosen with the 

expectation of eliciting benefactive expressions (GIVE/RECEIVE). However, benefactive expressions 

were used in the conversation parts of the narratives and they cannot be counted as viewpoint 

indicators since they do not show the speaker’s viewpoint. Comic strip 1 was adopted from the study 

by Raruaisong (2013, 2014). In Raruaisong’s study, the participants were requested to write the story 

as a friend of one of the characters in the comic strip. However, in the current study, the participants 

were not required to tell the story in any particular way as the author wanted to know in what way the 



62 

 

participants would tell the story without any instruction. As a result, the viewpoint indicators were 

elicited mainly in the conversation parts, which were not counted. Hence, the narratives were 

considered as objective descriptions without many viewpoint indicators. The reason for the 

participants choosing the neutral description using conversation styles might also be that there is 

neither a central character nor a clear ending in the comic strip. Japanese native speakers in the pilot 

studies commented that they experienced difficulties in telling the story of the comic strips since the 

story has no punch line to joke about and no clear ending of the story.  

Factor (3) Many panels  

Another conceivable reason for the viewpoint switches may be the number of panels in a comic 

strip. Comic strip 1 consists of 9 panels; comic strip 2 has 8 panels; comic strip 3 has 5 panels; while 

each of the other comic strips consists of 4 panels. The more panels a comic strip has, the more 

chances of viewpoint switches are created. However, the fact that comic strip 1 with 9 panels gave 

fewer viewpoint switches than comic strip 2 with 8 panels indicates that the number of the panels 

alone does not cause the viewpoint switches.  

4.1.2.2. Points of gaze/grammatical agents and their reliance 

When it is observed that speaker’s viewpoint preferences in Japanese narratives are different between 

Japanese monolinguals and Swedish-Japanese bilinguals, what is, then, the explanation? A 

conceivable cause is that Swedish speakers’ viewpoint preference differs from Japanese speakers’, and 

Swedish-Japanese bilinguals might also be influenced by the Swedish preference when they describe a 

story in Japanese. As far as I am aware, there are few studies which have explored speakers’ viewpoint 

preferences in verbal tasks in other languages than Japanese. Since the same syntactical viewpoint 

indicators proposed by Nakahama & Kurihara (2006) cannot be applied to other languages than 

Japanese, other methods for analysis are required for other languages. There are, however, few tested 

measurements. In this study, the analysis of the speaker’s ‘points of gaze (grammatical agents)’ 

proposed by Watanabe (1996) was adopted because the speaker’s ‘points of gaze (grammatical 

agents)’ can be found both in Japanese and in Swedish. 

The results statistically supported H3 (difference between Japanese monolinguals and Swedish 

monolinguals), whilst they only partly supported H4 (Swedish-Japanese bilinguals fall in-between 

those of monolinguals). Instead of refuting the hypotheses through the results, the reliance of the 

‘point of gaze (grammatical agents)’ as evidence for the speaker’s viewpoint should be discussed. The 

analysis of ‘point of gaze (grammatical agents)’ showed that the majority of the participants in all 

groups, even the Japanese monolinguals, switched their ‘point of gaze (grammatical agents)’ between 

the characters in their narratives, whereas the analysis of ‘viewpoint indicators’ showed that the 

majority of the participants both the Japanese monolinguals and the bilinguals had a fixed viewpoint in 

their narratives. The analysis of ‘viewpoint indicators’ showed that most of the Japanese monolinguals 

fixed their viewpoint in the narratives of comic strip 3, 5 and 6. However, the analysis of ‘point of 

gaze (grammatical agents)’ indicated that most of the Japanese monolinguals fixed their ‘point of gaze 

(grammatical agents)’ in the narratives of comic strip 4, 5 and 6. The results of ‘viewpoint indicators’ 

and ‘point of gaze (grammatical agents)’ were incongruent. 

Although Watanabe (1996) argues and adopts ‘point of gaze (grammatical agents)’ to analyse the 

speaker’s viewpoint, other previous studies (Tashiro, 1995; Takemura, 2010) indicate that speakers’ 

‘point of gaze’ may be switched between the characters in the narratives in Japanese elicited both from 

learners of Japanese and from Japanese native speakers. Even though ‘point of gaze (grammatical 
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agents)’ may show the tendency of the speaker’s viewpoint, it may not be the most proper 

measurement for the speaker’s viewpoint. Hence, there is so far no reliable measurement for the 

speaker’s viewpoint to analyse narratives elicited in other languages than Japanese. Methods used in 

future studies should therefore be reconsidered.  

4.1.2.3. Methodology for further research 

For further research, the methodology for verbal tasks to elicit and analyse speaker’s viewpoint should 

be reconsidered in the following points: (1) the method of elicitation; (2) the method of counting the 

indicators; (3) the type of comic strips; (4) other methods. 

(1) The method of elicitation 

In order to reduce time and the burden on the participants when collecting data, and for a fair method 

to both monolinguals and bilinguals taking the gap in writing skills into consideration, the data for the 

verbal tasks were elicited by oral descriptions of comic strips. However, the results showed that even 

Japanese monolinguals switched their viewpoints, which might be caused by the method of elicitation. 

Takemura (2010) who also relied on oral descriptions of comic strips found that Japanese native 

speakers fixed scarcely their viewpoint on one character, which differs from the results of other studies 

(e.g. Tashiro, 1995; Nakahama & Kurihara, 2006; Sha, 2008; Raruaisong, 2014) with data elicited by 

written descriptions of comic strips. In the current study, even monolinguals’ oral descriptions of 

comic strips contain syntactically and morphologically inappropriate expressions, which could have 

been corrected by them if they had been described in written form. It is assumed that unnatural 

viewpoint switches could have been avoided in written descriptions. Further studies are needed to 

explore whether Japanese monolinguals to a higher degree fix their viewpoint on one character in 

written descriptions than oral descriptions in order to find out the best method to elicit the speaker’s 

viewpoint. 

(2) The method of counting the indicators 

Related to the previous point, the method of counting ‘indicators’ or ‘point of gaze (grammatical 

agents)’ plays an important role. Two difficulties in counting and comparing them are: (a) 

Spontaneous oral descriptions contained syntactically incorrect sentences, for example, speech errors 

and restating. (b) Some participants express an event in many short sentences with a subject and a 

verb/adjective, while others express it in a long sentence with one subject and many verbs/adjectives. 

Or some participants describe the events in small details, while others describe only the central event 

for the story. Syntactically incorrect sentences might be reduced in written descriptions. However, 

how different length and details of a story could be comparable still remain as unsolved issues.  

(3) The type of comic strips  

As previously discussed (4.1.2.1. Viewpoint indicators and factors of comic strips eliciting the 

speaker’s fixed viewpoint), even Japanese monolinguals do not always fix their viewpoint depending 

on the type of the comic strips. First, the comic strips in which Japanese monolinguals fix their 

viewpoint on a character in the narrative have to be examined. Then, only those comic strips should be 

used in order to compare bilinguals with Japanese monolinguals and explore possible differences. 

(4) Other methods  

Since the present method of the verbal tasks might result in obtaining unstable results, other methods 

which elicit the speaker’s viewpoint in verbal tasks need to be tested. One possibility is a reversed 

version of the scene-visualisation task. A number of video clips which show actions with transfer 
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(related to COME/GO) will be recorded from different viewpoints. The participants will watch the 

video clips one by one, and they will be asked to describe what is going on in the video crips. Then the 

participants’ viewpoint in their elicited descriptions will be analysed. This idea is based on the closer 

content analyses of the narratives of panel 1 in comic strip 4 (Figure 39) in the current study. In this 

picture of the panel, two characters are drawn in vertical position. All of the Japanese monolinguals 

and bilinguals construed this scene from the viewpoint of “a man in black”, that is “a man in black” as 

‘point of gaze (grammatical agents)’ (Figure 40). Three Swedish monolinguals (27 %), on the other 

hand, construed this scene from the perspective of “a man in grey” (Figure 40).  

* [black] and [grey] show the speaker’s ‘points of gaze (the grammatical agents)’. 

(12) A narrative of comic strip 4 panel 1 from the perspective of “a man in black” elicited from a 

Japanese monolingual 

ある日、黒いめがねをかけた人が道を歩いていると、向こうから金持ちそうな男の人が歩

いてくるのが見えました [black]。 

Aru-hi, kuroi megane o kakaeta hito ga michi o aruite iru to, mukou kara kanemochi sou na otoko no 

hito ga aruite kuru no ga miemashita [black]. 

(English translation) One day, when a man wearing black glasses was walking along the street, he 

saw [black] that a prosperous-looking man was walking toward him from over there. 

(13) A narrative of comic strip 4 panel 1 from the perspective of “a man in grey” elicited from a 

Swedish monolingual  

En gubbe i prickiga kläder [grey] går på en väg mot någon som inte ser så god ut. 

(English translation) A man in a dotted suit [grey] is walking along a street toward someone who 

looks wicked. 

 

Figure 39. Panel1 in Comic strip 4 

 

(a)  (b)  

Figure 40. (a) The Japanese monolinguals’ viewpoint in the narrative of panel1 in Comic strip 4; 

(b) some of the Swedish monolinguals’ viewpoint in the narrative of panel1 in Comic strip 4 

 

A man in black 

A man in grey 

A man in black 

A man in grey 
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Figure 41. Panel 1 in Comic strip 4 in I-mode (subjective construal)  

and in D-mode (objective construal)  

(based on Nakamura, 2004, 2009, illustrated by the author) 

 

Using I-mode and D-mode diagrams proposed by Nakamura (2004, 2009), the Japanese monolinguals 

and the bilinguals described the scene subjectively from the view of the conceptualizer in I-mode 

diagram (Figure 41), whereas the Swedish monolinguals described the scene from the view of the 

conceptualizer in D-mode diagram (Figure 41). The viewpoint differences were demonstrated. This 

result could be interpreted as meaning thatJapanese monolinguals are prone to merge themselves with 

the nearest person from the camera angle when two persons are depicted in vertical position, and that 

Japanese monolinguals describe the scene as it would be perceived by the one with whom they are 

merged (“self-projection”, Ikegami 2005). On the other hand, Swedish monolinguals seem to be prone 

to describe the scene objectively as it would be perceived from the neutral position regardless of 

whether the two depicted persons are in lateral position or in vertical position. Swedish monolinguals 

may also merge themselves with the one who is located far from the camera angle in the depicted 

scene and describe the scene. From this tendency, it is presumed that video clips showing actions with 

transfer (related to COME/GO) between two persons in lateral position and in vertical position 

recorded from different viewpoints may be used in order to elicit the perspective from which the 

speaker construes the event. The participant’s descriptions of the video clips will simply be the actions 

which are going on in the video clips. Contrary to using comic strips which may influence the 

participants’ descriptions depending on the story lines, the speaker’s viewpoint would be elicited 

clearly by using this kind of video clip. Possible differences between Japanese monolinguals and 

Swedish monolinguals, and also between monolinguals and bilinguals, can be analysed in more detail. 

  

A man in black 

A man in black 

A man in grey 

A man in grey 

Oval = Domain of cognition, context or environment, (1) Interaction, (2) Cognitive process,  
(3) Event, C = Conceptualizer 

D-mode (Displaced mode of cognition) I-mode (Interactional mode of cognition) 
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4.2. Limitations and further research 

Although the current study gives strong indications for viewpoint preference as a type of cross-

linguistic differences and for its influence on the speaker’s cognition, there are some limitations to the 

study.  

First, this set of verbal and non-verbal experiments had not been conducted in previous studies. 

Especially the scene-visualisation experiment for the non-verbal task was invented and used for the 

first time in this study. To confirm the reliability of the results, the experiment should be conducted by 

others and on monolinguals and bilinguals who speak other languages. As discussed in the previous 

section, the methods and materials for verbal elicitation should be developed to provide stable results. 

The methods and materials for verbal elicitation in Japanese have been examined in previous studies. 

Nevertheless, the methods and materials have not provided stable results. In addition, the methods for 

analysing the speaker’s viewpoint in narratives elicited both in Japanese and in the other languages 

should be investigated. 

The second limitation is the number of participants in the current study. Both the bilingual group 

(n=11) and the monolingual groups (Swedish: n=11; Japanese: n=13) were rather small. For more 

robust statistical analysis, more participants would be needed. If possible, twice as many bilinguals are 

required in order to conduct the verbal and non-verbal experiment only once in one language, instead 

of twice in both Swedish and Japanese. However, it is practically difficult to find a higher number of 

Swedish-Japanese simultaneous bilinguals of the same age, with almost the same language proficiency 

in both languages and with almost the same length of residence in the same area. It would probably be 

easier to find English-Japanese simultaneous bilinguals with almost the same language proficiency and 

same background. 

The third limitation is the factors of the bilinguals. In order to investigate the possible influence of 

language in viewpoint preferences despite AOB (Age of Onset of Bilingualism), simultaneous 

bilinguals were chosen for the current study. As expected, the influence of language in viewpoint 

preferences was observed. Further research is needed on late learners with different age of onset of L2 

to examine whether AOB has a strong impact on the bilinguals’ preference for viewpoint. Not only 

AOB but also other factors, such as language proficiency, length of residence in an L2 environment, 

and frequency of language use, could have possible correlations with bilinguals’ viewpoint preferences. 

For a more accurate correlation between the language proficiency and the viewpoint preference of the 

participants, a grammaticality judgement test should be employed to measure the participants’ 

language skill in Japanese.   
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4.3. Implications of the study  

The aims of this study were to explore (1) whether the linguistic constraint and preference of 

subjective or objective construal can affect one’s cognitive activity as viewpoint, and if so, (2) how the 

viewpoint difference between linguistically contrastive languages affects bilinguals in the different 

languages. The current study implies that: 

Regarding the first point, a difference in viewpoint preference was shown between monolinguals of 

Japanese and Swedish in both verbal and non-verbal cognitive tasks. This suggests that the linguistic 

constraint and preference of subjective or objective construal can affect one’s cognitive activity as 

viewpoint. At the same time, the finding also leads to the conclusion that viewpoint could be 

considered as a type of cross-linguistic difference between subjectivity-prominent languages and other 

languages. Therefore, viewpoint can be proposed as a new domain in the area ‘thinking, seeing and 

gesturing for speaking’. Since cross-linguistic differences in cognitive activities between linguistically 

contrastive languages have been proposed as evidence for the influence of language on thought (e.g. 

Lucy, 1992), the findings of the current study contribute to the larger picture of the Whorfian effects 

and suggest that language may impact upon the speaker’s thought. The findings of this study indicate 

that the lexical concept of verbs and syntactical restrictions might habitually influence the speaker’s 

event construal. However, in line with previous studies (e.g. Athanasopoulos & Bylund, 2013), the 

findings from the current study indicate that the language impacts on one’s thought are not an all-or-

nothing phenomenon, but that different languages highlight different patterns of thinking out of the 

universal tendency in languages. It is also implied that the language specific patterns of thinking 

emerge not only during the verbal descriptions but also during the cognitive non-verbal processes. 

As for the second point, the results, that the Swedish-Japanese bilinguals’ viewpoint preference had 

a tendency to fall in-between that of monolinguals of Swedish and Japanese, may indicate that 

bilinguals’ viewpoint preference is influenced by both languages, which means that the influence can 

be bidirectional. The linguistic subjectivity in Japanese may influence the linguistic non-subjective in 

Swedish and vice versa in Swedish-Japanese bilinguals’ viewpoint preference. This finding implies 

cognitive/conceptual restructuring in bilinguals. However, how strongly each language influences 

bilinguals’ preference for viewpoint is unclear. The results from the non-verbal cognitive tasks showed 

that the Swedish-Japanese bilinguals were more influenced by the linguistic subjectivity in Japanese, 

whereas the results from the verbal cognitive tasks did not clearly show the same tendency. The 

question of which factors affect bilinguals’ viewpoint preference is unresolved. Previous studies 

suggest that length of residence in the L2 country (e.g. Athanasopoulos, 2009; Cook et al., 2006), the 

context of immersion (immersion in L1 or L2 country) (e.g. Pavlenko 2003; Pavlenko & Driagina, 

2007), language proficiency (e.g. Athanasopoulos, 2006; Cadierno & Ruiz, 2006) and frequency of 

language use (e.g. Athanasopoulos et al., 2011) are factors which may influence bilinguals’ conceptual 

restructuring. Contrary to previous studies, these factors do not always seem to influence the Swedish-

Japanese bilinguals’ preference for the viewpoints. The bilingual participants in this study have lived 

in Sweden at least nine years and have had partly immersion education in a Swedish context. Even 

though the bilingual participants’ proficiency in Swedish or Japanese was not measured, a majority (9 

of 11) of the bilingual participants stated in interviews that they have a better command of Swedish 

than Japanese and that their mean use of Swedish is higher than Japanese in their daily lives, which 

indicates that their dominant language is Swedish. Nevertheless, the Swedish-Japanese bilinguals’ 

viewpoint preference in non-verbal tasks was more influenced by Japanese than Swedish. These 

contrary results obtained by the bilingual participants in this study could be affected by another 

important factor, AOB. AOB would affect bilinguals’ cognitive behaviour. Hohenstein et al. (2006)’s 
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study on manner and path shows that early age (before puberty) of L2 acquisition is an essential factor 

in bilinguals’ target-like preferences in the use of L2. There are also studies (e.g. Bylund, 2009) where 

L2 acquisition in early years is the most susceptible factor in L2 influence on L1. As earlier studies 

demonstrate (e.g. Hohenstein et al. 2006; Bylund, 2009), the bilinguals in this study showed their 

target-like preferences in Japanese (L2) and their Japanese (L2) influence on Swedish (L1) in non-

verbal cognitive tasks. Bylund & Jarvis (2011) explain that the reason for the susceptibility of the 

bilinguals with a low age of onset of L2 acquisition is that they have come into contact with L2 before 

their patterns of L1 were firmly established and before they had developed stable preferences in L1. 

The bilinguals with a higher age of onset of L2 acquisition have, on the other hand, already well-

established L1 preference and they were less sensitive to L2 influence. A clear implication of which 

factors influence bilinguals cannot be offered only from the results of the current study. However, 

simultaneous bilinguals were chosen for the current study in order to investigate the possible influence 

of language in viewpoint preferences despite AOB. This study demonstrates that bilinguals with 

linguistically contrastive (subjective/objective) languages could be influenced in their viewpoints in 

non-verbal tasks and in verbal tasks from both languages. Further studies should be conducted to 

investigate how strongly each language influences the bilinguals’ preference for viewpoint and what 

factors affect the bilinguals’ viewpoint preference. 
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Appendix 

1. The data of the participants 

 

Swedish monolinguals  Japanese monolinguals 

 Age Gender Residence   Age Gender Residence 

01 14 male Stockholm  01 13 female Greater Tokyo area (Chiba) 

02 12 male Stockholm  02 16 female Greater Tokyo area (Saitama) 

03 15 male Stockholm  03 12 female Greater Tokyo area (Chiba) 

04 12 female Stockholm  04 15 female Greater Tokyo area (Chiba) 

05 12 female Stockholm  05 12 female Greater Tokyo area (Chiba) 

06 15 female Stockholm  06 13 female Greater Tokyo area (Chiba) 

07 14 male Stockholm  07 12 male Greater Tokyo area (Chiba) 

08 12 female Stockholm  08 16 female Greater Tokyo area (Saitama) 

09 14 male Stockholm  09 15 male Greater Tokyo area (Chiba) 

10 14 female Stockholm  10 16 female Greater Tokyo area (Chiba) 

11 12 female Stockholm  11 14 male Greater Tokyo area (Chiba) 

     12 15 male Greater Tokyo area (Chiba) 

     13 13 female Greater Tokyo area (Chiba) 

 

Swedish-Japanese bilinguals 

 Age Gender Residence Length of 

residence 

in Sweden 

(years) 

Use of 

Swedish in 

daily life 

(years)* 

Use of 

Japanese in 

daily life* 

Stronger > 

Weaker 

language* 
swe=Swedish, 

jpn=Japanese 

01 13 female Stockholm 13 77 % 23 % swe>jpn 

02 15 male Stockholm 9 65 % 15 % swe>jpn 

03 16 male Stockholm 15 80 % 10 % swe>jpn 

04 13 male Stockholm 11 80 % 20 % swe>jpn 

05 13 female Stockholm 10 50 % 50 % jpn>swe 

06 14 female Stockholm 15 65 % 10 % swe>jpn 

07 15 male Stockholm 15 40 % 60 % jpn>swe 

08 15 female Stockholm 11 70 % 30 % swe>jpn 

09 13 female Stockholm 13 95 % 5 % swe>jpn 

10 13 male Stockholm 13 75 % 25 % swe=jpn 

11 15 male Stockholm 15 65 % 35 % swe>jpn 

*Self-reported data 
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2. The comic strips used for the narratives  

No. 1 

 

Source: Raruaisong (2013, 2014). 

 

No. 2 

 

Source: EI-Publishing https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6KIpNtHG-as (accessed 2015-02-28) 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6KIpNtHG-as
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No. 3 

 

Source: Nakahama & Kurihara (2006). 

No. 4 

 

Source: CAG Teaching materials Development Group (1993)  



75 

 

No. 5 

 

Source: Watanabe (1995) 

 

No. 6 

 

Source: CAG Teaching materials Development Group (1993)  
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