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Abstract 

This semantic typology study investigates the intentionality of causation event descriptions of ten 

native British English speakers (NBES) and ten native Castilian Spanish speakers (NCSS). Through a 

methodology that implements a picture story as non-verbal stimuli and verbal event descriptions, 

statistical data are gathered on the form and function of the participants’ descriptions. Inferred and 

inscribed characteristics of constructions are collected through a description task, a narration task, 

and a post-task interview. The results show that the NBES participants consistently were more 

varied in their choice of constructions, especially when the picture showed or implied an accidental 

action in the causation event. The frequent use of all constructions for a single picture might indicate 

that English does not provide a clear means for expressing what speakers want to voice in terms of 

intentionality. The functional characteristics attributed to the constructions were for the NCSS 

participants more unified than the NBES participants; all the Spanish constructions demonstrated a 

clear representing majority characteristic. Having more fine-grained distinctions to represent 

intentionality, as the NCSS participants have at their disposal, could potentially lead to less 

constructional variation, as there are options available to speakers for expressing the right intention 

with the use of a more specific construction. These fine-grained constructions also likely provide the 

speakers with more certainty in their judgements since they do not need to select a construction ad 

hoc that best fits the described event. 

 

Keywords: Semantic typology, causation events, intentionality, Spanish speakers, English speakers 

 

Sammanfattning på svenska 

Denna semantiska typologistudie undersöker intentionaliteten i beskrivningar av orsakshändelser av 

tio infödda brittiska engelsktalande (NBES) och tio infödda kastilianska spansktalande (NCSS). 

Genom en metod som implementerar en bildberättelse som icke-verbala stimuli och verbala 

händelsebeskrivningar samlas statistiska data om formen och funktionen för deltagarnas 

beskrivningar. Uttydda och inskrivna egenskaper hos konstruktioner samlas genom en 

beskrivningsuppgift, en berättandeuppgift och en intervju. Resultaten visar att NBES-deltagarna 

konsekvent var mer varierade i deras val av konstruktioner, särskilt när bilden visade eller antydde 

en oavsiktlig handling i orsakssammanhanget. Den frekventa användningen av alla konstruktioner 

för en enskild bild kan tyda på att engelska inte ger ett tydligt sätt att uttrycka vad talare vill uttrycka 

i termer av avsikt. De funktionella egenskaperna som tillskrivs konstruktionerna var för NCSS-

deltagarna mer enhetliga än NBES-deltagarna; alla de spanska konstruktionerna visade en tydlig 

representativ majoritetsegenskap. Att ha mer detaljerade skillnader för att representera avsiktlighet, 

som NCSS-deltagarna har till sitt förfogande, kan potentiellt leda till mindre konstruktionsvariation, 

eftersom det finns alternativ tillgängliga för talare för att uttrycka rätt avsikt med användning av en 

mer specifik konstruktion. Dessa finkorniga konstruktioner ger sannolikt också talarna större 

säkerhet i sina bedömningar eftersom de inte behöver välja en konstruktion ad hoc som bäst passar 
den beskrivna händelsen. 

Nyckelord: Semantisk typologi, orsakshändelser, avsiktlighet, spansktalare, engelsktalare 
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1. Introduction and research aims 

As languages differ in how they interpret and present elements of reality in signs, many 

linguists believe that languages function as filters for our reality and that an individu al’s 

perception of the world is thus shaped by language (Everett, 2013, p. 3). While some 

languages have detailed and multifaceted ways of describing certain phenomena, other 

languages might have few or even no comparable ways of doing so. For example, Spanish and 

English function differently regarding expressions of the purposiveness behind an action, or 

intentionality (Jary & Jary, 2000, p. 336). Both English and Spanish have several different 

ways of expressing the level of intention of an action. However, Spanish has more 

constructions than English for conveying degrees of intentionality (Gibbons, 2003, p. 253), 

and hence displays more fine-grained distinctions. This study is interested in how the 

different constructions are used in descriptions of events and what these constructions imply 

for what speakers want to express. Furthermore, this paper also wishes to shed light on what 

linguistic mechanisms speakers have through their languages, and how precisely or directly 

these mechanisms represent what speakers want to convey. 

     Since an entity needs to cause something to happen to study the purposiveness of the 

action, intentionality is closely related to the domain of causation (Filipović, 2013, p. 3). 

Researchers have investigated how Spanish and English handle and describe causation by 

looking at so-called causation events, which refer to how an entity moves or affects an object  

within a context (Goldberg, 1995, p. 52). While intentionality is an important consideration 

in causation events, few studies have exclusively focused on cross-linguistic intentionality in 

causation events. In particular, research has yet to decompose Spanish and English 

descriptions through a semantic typology perspective, to analyse the languages both in terms 

of form and function. Studying typological differences, such as how languages encode 

intentionality, is useful for a wide variety of reasons. For instance, knowledge about cross-

linguistic intentionality can benefit educational contexts and other important domains such 

as courts. In section 2.1, semantic typology and its importance as a field are presented 

further.   

In line with this, the aim of this paper is to investigate how descriptions of intentionality 

in causation events differ between native British English speakers1 and native Castilian 

Spanish speakers2. British English and Castilian Spanish speakers have been selected to 

minimise any potential confounding variational effects. This study investigates the  formal 

 
1 Native British English speakers will henceforth be  abbreviated as NBES. 
2 Native Castilian Spanish speakers will henceforth be abbreviate d as NCSS. 



2 

 

and functional differences and similarities in the description of causation events acros s the 

two language varieties. Through a methodology that uses a picture story as non-verbal 

stimuli in a description and narration task, as well as post-task interviews, participants are 

recorded describing causation events in order to answer the following research questions:  

• How do native Castilian Spanish speakers and native British English speakers 

describe intentionality? 

o How do the descriptions of intentionality in causation events differ between 

native Castilian Spanish speakers and native British English speakers in terms 

of form? 

o How do the descriptions of intentionality in causation events  differ between 

Native Castilian Spanish speakers and native British English speakers differ in 

terms of function? 

     In the following section (2), background information about relevant ideas and concepts 

such as semantic typology is presented together with previous research on intentionality and 

causation events. Section 3 presents the methodology, or in other words, the  steps taken to 

investigate the research questions. The results of the investigation are presented in section 4. 

Furthermore, in section 5, the findings are discussed. Lastly, section 6 presents the 

conclusions of the investigation.  

2. Background  

In this section, relevant ideas, concepts, and previous research related to intentionality and 

semantic typology are presented. In the following section (2.1), semantic typology as a 

research field is detailed. Section 2.2 presents semantic differences  between Spanish and 

English with a focus on intentionality. Finally, in section 2.3, previous research related to 

intentionality between English and Spanish is explored.  

2.1 Semantic typology 

The field of semantic typology studies the distributions of semantic categories across 

languages to see to what extent they are universal or language-specific (Majid, Boster & 

Bowerman, 2008, p. 1). Evans (2014) describes semantic typology as the area of research that 

centres on expressions of meaning across languages, specifically through signs, and it does so 

in a systematic way (p. 504). The point of interest of semantic typology is to explore the deep 

underlying regularities of a language (Evans, 2014, p. 504f). Semantic typology focuses on 

the variety of ways semantic features converge or differ amongst the world’s languages (Song, 

2014, p. 2).  
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     There is a multitude of reasons why semantic typology is of interest and worth 

investigating. Understanding people in cross-linguistic contexts and having knowledge of 

semantic differences can allow us to avoid miscommunication (Evans, 2014, p. 508). By 

accounting for the language differences and studying them, more knowledge can be gained 

about cross-linguistic variation (Evans, 2014, p. 532). Additionally, clear descriptions about 

typological differences can potentially help language learning students in their learning 

processes. A teacher can also benefit from typological knowledge, as classroom material can 

be developed with differences and similarities in mind (Filipović, 2017, p. 401). 

    To maximise the validity of typological research and to ensure a successful approach, 

specific methods have been developed. According to Majid, Boster and Bowerman (2008), 

data collection and statistical analyses of semantic typology studies have in recent years 

started to follow a standardised way of investigation, spanning a wide variety of languages 

and cultures (p. 1). By adhering to standardised principles and methods, the  whole  field of 

semantic typology arguably benefits. Several principles, or maxims, have been proposed by 

researchers that detail how semantic typology studies should be carried out. According to 

Bohnemeyer (2015), the first of his three maxims any semantic typologist needs to consider is 

whether the observable property of communicative behaviour can be approached 

scientifically and if it is possible to collect data on the phenomenon (p. 14). The second 

maxim asks the researcher to appraise the circumstances and under what kind of approach 

evidence could be collected and how that allows for accurate analysis (Bohnemeyer, 2015, p. 

14). The third maxim the typologist needs to examine is what analytical techniques are the 

most suited and appropriate for a specific data set concerning the research questions 

(Bohnemeyer, 2015, p. 15). Ecological validity is one more aspect that needs to be considered 

as it is essential to not impose one language ’s semantic categories onto another language 

(Moore et al., 2015, p. 192). 

    One more aspect of semantic typology pertains to the type of data most commonly used. 

Research within semantic typology differs from, for instance, morphosyntactic typological 

research since it is rare to find published work with usable records of semantic properties 

that can be reused (Moore et al., 2015, p. 3). The implication of this is that semantic typology 

research usually requires first-hand gathered data (Moore et al., 2015, p. 3). According to 

Moore et al. (2015), data gathering in semantic typology often consists of  devising a study 

that implements non-verbal stimuli, such as drawings, photographs, video clips, toys, or 

coloured cards (p. 3). The reason for using non-verbal stimuli is to not impose one language’s 

semantic categories or features on the stimuli itself. Furthermore, an analysis of elicited data 

can only make generalizations about the kind of scenario that are tested during the elicitation 

(Bohnemeyer, 2012, p. 6). As mentioned in the second maxim above, the circumstances 

under which the evidence is collected can colour the data. While all forms of stimuli are 
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unnatural in the sense that they influence responses, non-verbal stimuli avoid verbal 

influence on participant responses. The maxims and considerations of semantic typology 

research presented in this section form the basis for this study's methodology. In section 3, a 

detailed account is presented. 

2.2 Semantic differences between English and Spanish 

As mentioned above, languages can differ and be similar, depending on geographic proximity 

or historical influence. Spanish and English, while having some similarities, differ in a variety 

of ways. One such way is presented by Talmy (1985), who divided languages into two 

categories, verb-framed languages, and satellite-framed languages, based on how the 

language linguistically encodes motion (p. 114). Romance languages like Spanish were 

categorised as being verb-framed since the verb is the constituent of the language that 

expresses path of movement. In contrast, Germanic languages such as English were 

categorised as satellite-framed since the linguistic features responsible for expressing the  

path of movement are outside the verb, often in the form of adverbials (Talmy, 1985, p. 121). 

Since the divide was drawn based on the differences in expressions of motion, it is  perhaps 

not strange that studies in semantic typology have often approached differences in 

expressions of kinds of motion.  

     Other differences between Spanish and English include causation. While  the cognitive 

domain of causation is practically universal amongst humans, languages differ from one 

another in how they divide the semantic continuum of meanings concerning causation 

(Filipović, 2013, p. 5). Causation events are events in which an actor performs an action 

which triggers that an undergoer changes states.  One language, such as English for example , 

has several ways to describe an event of causation. Instead of saying Anton broke a car, one  

might say a car broke, or a car was broken, for instance. The phrase chosen to describe the 

event might depend on the amount of information known or the amount of agency involved 

(Filipović, 2013, p. 5). Gibbons (2003) writes about Spanish and English with regard to the ir 

respective ways of describing an event of causation. According to Gibbons (2003), the 

description of "blameworthiness" of an event or action is more varied in Spanish than in 

English, as can be seen in Table 1 (adapted from Gibbons, 2003, p. 253). 
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Table 1. Degrees of blameworthiness (in descending order from high to low  blameworthiness) 
Spanish English 

1A. Rompí un coche ‘I broke a car’ (active). 
2A. Rompieron un coche ‘They broke a car’ 

(3pl active) 
3A. Un coche fue roto ‘A car was broken’ 

(true passive) 
4A. Se me rompió un coche ‘It happened to 

me that the car broke’ (reflexive pseudo-
passive with dative of interest) 

5A. Se rompió un coche ‘A car broke’ 
(reflexive pseudo-passive).  

1B. I broke a car (active) 
2B. A car was/got broken (passive) 
3B. A car broke (inchoative use of verb) 

 

 

     While the term blameworthiness focuses on the actor of the action and the amount of 

blame expressed in the construction, intentionality instead refers to the purposiveness 

behind the action (Jary & Jary, 2000, p. 336). The degrees of blameworthiness are also the  

degrees of intentionality since the only difference is that the term of blameworthiness 

emphasises the actor instead of the action. As Table 1 shows, both Spanish and English can 

express an intentional event or action with their top-listed constructions (see 1A and 1B).  

There are also ways to express that it was unknown who broke the car in both languages, with 

the 3A and 2B constructions, e.g., A car was/got broken. However, while there are  ways to 

express unintentional events in both languages, notable differences exist here. In the English 

language, saying I broke the car is ambiguous, as it can be interpreted as someone having 

broken the car on purpose, or having done so by accident. Filipović (2013) explains that 

Spanish speakers have two constructions to express this difference (p. 6). Gibbons (2003) 

explains that when Spanish speakers describe a causation event, they usually mention 

whether what happened was intentional or not. In contrast, English speakers usually leave 

the intentionality unspecified, as the language does not require them to specify it (p. 253). By 

comparing the sentences Rompí un coche ‘I broke a car intentionally’ with Se me rompío un 

coche ‘To me it happened that a car broke’, a difference in intentionality is seen (adapted 

from Filipović, 2013, p. 6). The second Spanish sentence, which uses a reflexive pseudo-

passive construction with dative of interest, is commonly used by Spanish speakers for 

expressions of low intentionality (Pountain, 2003, p. 122). According to Gibbons (2003), this  

pseudo-passive construction is positioned relatively low on the blameworthiness scale  and 

hence in its expression of intentionality (p. 253). The Spanish language has one more active 

construction for expressing a specific intentionality that the English language lacks (Gibbons, 

2003, p. 253). The 2A construction seen in Table 1 expresses high intention, but less so than 

the active 1A construction (Gibbons, 2003, p. 253). Rompieron un coche ‘They broke a car’ 

obfuscates who exactly is to blame but still expresses fairly high intention.  No comparable  

construction to the 2A construction exists for English speakers. 
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2.3 Previous research on causation events and intentionality 

This account of previous research is divided into two sections. Subsection 2.3.1 presents and 

discusses findings from previous research. Section 2.3.2 presents the methodologies of the 

previous research in detail and compares the approaches in terms of advantages and 

disadvantages. 

2.3.1 Findings from previous research  

While there are plenty of studies that have looked at causation events, few have focused on 

the intentionality of actions in these events. The discussions of intentionality in typological 

studies are often brief and anecdotal in comparison to other semantic features investigated in 

such studies. Below, selected findings from research that mention intentionality are 

presented, even if the research focused on other aspects of typology. 

     In a paper that examined how linguistic typology could potentially be useful in witness 

interviews, it was pointed out that Spanish and English intentionality constructions can be  

troublesome for translations of interview transcripts and interpretations of witness answers 

(Filipović, 2007, p. 264). Filipović (2007) points out how impersonal constructions (as seen 

in example A4 of Table 1) can be especially tricky. In the following excerpt adapted from 

Filipović (2007), a suspect used the impersonal construction frequently when describing 

what happened to a victim (p. 262): 

Question: Okay, you said before that she fell, or you dropped her on the steps? 
(‘drop’ intentional) 

Suspect: Sí, sí se me cayó. ‘yes, yes, to me-it-happened-that-she-fell’  
(non-intentional meaning, 4A construction) 

Interpreter: Yes, I dropped her. (‘drop’ intentional, as used by questioner)  
(Adapted from Filipović, 2007, p. 262). 

     In the excerpt above, a clear miscommunication is observable. The person asking the 

question uses the word dropped, and since it contrasts with the unintentional she fell, it 

implies that the drop would be intentional. As a response, the Spanish speaker answers with 

the clearly non-intentional construction se me cayó ‘it happened to me that she fell’. The 

interpreter uses the verb dropped when translating the suspect’s reply with a non-intentional 

meaning. In English, dropping something or someone can be both an intentional, wilful 

action or something accidental. However, since the question giver used the  verb drop  as a 

contrast to she fell, it looks like the subject admitted to dropping the victim intentionally, the 

opposite of what he actually said (Filipović, 2007, pp. 262-263). Since the English language  

has no similar construction to the Spanish language, the suspect’s message was most like ly 

misinterpreted. The paper by Filipović (2007) clearly demonstrates why the topic of this 

paper is significant and has direct applications. More research on cross-linguistic 

intentionality is needed, as the example above shows how precise translations can be a 
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challenge, and meanings might not be easily transferable between languages.  Specifically, in 

which usage situations semantic differences occur and what the constructions express in 

detail, both in terms of form and function, needs to be investigated. 

     In another study, Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno, and Hijazo-Gascón (2016) set out to 

investigate the role of intentionality in the description of placement events in Danish, a 

Germanic language, as contrasted with Spanish, a Romance language (Ibarretxe -Antuñano, 

Cadierno & Hijazo-Gascón, 2016, p. 144). A placement event is a caused-motion event that 

involves an actor placing an object on a surface, with intention being one  of the observable 

features. While Filipović (2007) approached intentionality by looking at construction use, 

Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno, and Hijazo-Gascón (2016) instead looked at verbs. While the  

study also involved L2 learning as another study focus, this summary will only detail the 

native speaker differences. The ten participants were asked to watch video clips showing 

placement events, one video clip at a time and were then asked to describe  what they saw 

(Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno & Hijazo-Gascón, 2016, p. 145). Findings suggest that 

intentionality was an important semantic component in both languages, but that the 

distribution and focus differed (Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno & Hijazo-Gascón, 2016, p. 

156). The Spanish speakers were more consistent amongst each other in the verbs they chose 

compared to the Danish speakers, who as a group used a wider variety of verbs in total in 

their descriptions (Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno & Hijazo-Gascón, 2016, p. 148). The 

distribution in the categorization of placement events was different between the speaker 

groups (Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno & Hijazo-Gascón, 2016, p. 159). One point of interest 

mentioned by the authors is that while the native Danish speakers paid attention to the 

position of the object in the placement event, with different verbs used depending on object 

placement orientation, the native Spanish speakers instead focused on how gently the objec t 

was placed (p. 155). One potential reason for why the native Spanish speakers were more 

aligned in their choice of verb could potentially be because of the focus on gentleness instead 

of object orientation when deciding which verb to use. In relation to this study, since 

intentionality is concerned with the action of the actor, then the Spanish speaker seem to pay 

more attention to this, while the Danish speakers are more concerned with the change of 

state of the patient (undergoer) and it’s positioning. However, even though verbs can express 

intentionality, there are semantic features that are involved, such as construction type. 

     According to a study by Filipović (2018), native Spanish speakers also seem to be better at 

recalling explicit details about non-intentional events than native English speakers (p. 190). 

Through a methodology that implemented event verbalisations and recall responses to video 

stimuli, participants’ memory of the intentionality of specific causation events was 

investigated (Filipović, 2018, p. 180). Participants were asked two questions about each video 

they saw. One question asked was about what they saw, and the other was if the  action was 
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accidental or purposeful. According to the researcher, these questions were unbiased with 

regard to intentionality (Filipović, 2018, p. 188). Answers were classified as either correct or 

incorrect with regard to the intentionality of the event shown in the video (Filipović, 2018, p. 

190). The findings suggest that the English and Spanish speakers were roughly equally good 

at recalling intentional events, but that Spanish speakers performed better at correctly 

recalling accidental events (Filipović, 2018, p. 190). According to Filipović (2018), the reason 

that Spanish speakers recall accidental causation events more accurately than native English 

speakers is that Spanish allows for a subtler distinction than English regarding such 

descriptions (p. 188). The Spanish pseudo-passive construction with dative of interest (4A) 

was adhered to with remarkable consistency for descriptions of accidental events (Filipović, 

2018, p. 197). Since the native English speakers were ambiguous with whether the action was 

intentional or not in their descriptions, correctly recalling the level of intention proved to be  

more difficult for these speakers. Filipović (2018) concludes by stating her desire  for more 

typological research to take place in relation to intentionality descriptions of languages (p. 

194). 

     The three studies above present some findings on intentionality in causation events in 

different ways. The study by Filipović (2007) shows that investigating Spanish and English 

intentionality is crucial and needs to be understood fully. The investigation by Ibarretxe-

Antuñano, Cadierno, and Hijazo-Gascón (2016) investigated intentionality by looking at 

verbal diversity (i.e., lexical elements), hence why this study instead will look at the  use of 

different constructions (i.e., syntax elements). Lastly, the study by Filipović (2018) shows 

that recall is about memory and hence attention to semantic differences in perception. 

Spanish speakers appear to be more coherent between speakers and pay more attention to 

non-intentional events. To build off the ideas put forward by Filipović (2018), this study 

looks at the production results. It will be interesting to see if this study finds similar results. 

     While previous research has approached typological differences of intentionality by 

studying both verbs and constructions, this paper studies constructions. In short, the reason 

why constructions are well suited for studying differences and similarities in semantics is 

since it is of interest to account for the full range of facts of semantic features about the 

languages involved, without assuming that one part of the language, such as verbs, are the 

only involved factors (Goldberg, 2012, p. 220). According to Goldberg (2012), all levels of 

description involve pairings of form and function and the subtle aspects of the way we 

conceive events is one emphasis of a construction-centred approach (p. 219).  
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2.3.2 Methodologies from previous research 

As the investigation on typological differences of intentionality has not until recently received 

attention, methodologies are often exploratory in their nature. Scholars have approached the 

research area using different methodologies and perspectives to shed light on how languages 

differ with regard to intentionality. This section discusses the methodologies from the studies 

presented in the previous section (2.3.1) in more detail, puts them in contrast, summarizes 

advantages and disadvantages of each approach and relates them to the present study. 

However, as the study by Filipović (2007) only looked at transcriptions of witness interviews 

in a purely qualitative way, the methodology is not discussed in more detail. 

     In the study by Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno, and Hijazo-Gascón (2016), the role of 

intentionality in the description of placement events was studied (Ibarretxe-Antuñano, 

Cadierno & Hijazo-Gascón, 2016, p. 138). Ten native speakers of Spanish and fourteen native 

speakers of Danish participated in the study. All participants were university students and 

were classified as functionally monolingual by the researchers as they mainly used their L1 in 

their daily lives (Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno & Hijazo-Gascón, 2016, p. 143). The task 

implemented in the methodology consisted of 61 short videos of a human actor carrying out 

caused-motion events. The researchers focused on eight of these videos, which were 

specifically relevant for the intentionality of placement events (Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno 

& Hijazo-Gascón, 2016, pp. 144-145). The approach demonstrates some methodological 

issues and difficulties with approaching the topic of intentionality. For instance, using video 

stimuli and relying on only eight of the video clips makes it hard to generalise any findings. 

The video clips used also did not control for what kind of description participants gave . 

Furthermore, only looking at verbs has advantages and disadvantages. While verbs can 

express intentionality, they are only lexical items that belong to a bigger picture. In the 

present study, a non-verbal picture story is instead used as it allows more flexibility and 

reliability. A picture story can be used in multiple tasks where participants can describe  the 

same pictures under different circumstances, something which might affect their 

descriptions. 

     In the study by Filipović (2018), participants’ memory about the intentionality of specific 

causation events were investigated through a methodology that implemented event 

verbalisations and recall responses to video stimuli (Filipović, 2018, p. 180). Similar to 

Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno, and Hijazo-Gascón (2016), a fairly low number of short video 

clips were used with ten target videos and ten distractor items. The distractor items showed 

non-causation events, while the target items showed intentional or accidental causation 

events (Filipović, 2018, pp. 186f). This methodology reaffirms the issues with using video 

clips as non-verbal stimuli. The number of short video clips was low, which makes it 

impossible to generalise any findings. Furthermore, another potential issue is the simplified 
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categorization of causation events as only either being intentional or non-intentional. After 

having seen a video and carried out a distractor task, participants were asked questions about 

the video they saw and were told not to guess (Filipović, 2018, p. 190). Te lling participants  

not to guess is another clear limitation of using a low number of video clips as stimuli. Even if 

the researcher tells participants not to make guesses, it is still bound to happen and affect the 

results. Intentionality has not until recently started to be approached from a cross-linguistic 

perspective and perhaps for this reason methodologies are arguably exploratory, or untried, 

in their nature. 

     The methodologies of the two papers mentioned above shed light on the difficulties of 

approaching the topic of intentionality. Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno, and Hijazo-Gascón 

(2016) used video stimuli, with a focus on eight videos, in order to investigate the 

intentionality of verbs (pp. 144-145). Similarly, Filipović (2018) also used video stimuli and 

event verbalisations to study recall of events of varying intentionality (pp. 186f). The two 

studies show the difficulties of working with video stimuli as both methodologies used a low 

number of video clips. However, while Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno, and Hijazo-Gascón 

(2016) focused on verbs, Filipović (2018) focused on construction, which arguably allowed 

for more noteworthy findings. In the next section (3), the methodology of this paper is 

explained in detail. 

3. Methods 

When approaching any kind of research, it is essential to select a research design that is 

coherent and suits the purpose of the study (Denscombe, 2010, p. 100). Furthermore, 

employing a systematic, justifiable, and logical approach is essential in order to increase the 

likelihood of obtaining valid answers and data (Denscombe, 2010, pp. 4-5). Since the topic of 

this paper is concerned with how speakers of different languages encode intentionality in 

causation events through constructions, the stimuli need to be detached from either 

language. In other words, non-verbal stimuli are the most suitable type of stimuli s ince it is  

essential to not impose one language’s semantic features on the other (Moore et al., 2015, p. 

192). Moore et al. (2015), explains that non-verbal stimuli are often selected for a specific 

purpose and appear in controlled contexts called "elicitation frames" (p. 191). An e licitation 

frame could be explained as a fixed environment that is used to elicit aspects  of languages. 

The data, which often consist of recorded descriptions of these elicitation frames, are then 

analysed (Moore et al., 2015, p. 191). Elicitation frames and recordings of transcriptions  as 

data are used in this study. 
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     In order to study the cross-linguistic variation of intentionality descriptions of the NCSS 

and NBES participants, a picture story task is chosen. The tasks of this research are all 

carried out one participant at a time together with the researcher and consist of two main 

components, a picture description task, and a narration task. Both tasks use the same 

pictures but in different ways. In the description task, the participant is shown a picture from 

the picture story without context and is asked to describe it. The pictures appear in the same 

order for all participants, but not in the correct narrative order. The reason for presenting the 

pictures in a mixed way is to delay the realization that the pictures are part of a story, 

something which is expected to affect the descriptions given. In the second task, the same 

pictures are presented to the participants on their screens and they are asked to order them 

to form a coherent story, which they then retell to the researcher. In a post-task interview, the 

participants are also questioned about specific constructions they previously used to shed 

light on certain functions of constructions. Every elicitation session is conducted through 

Zoom, an online video conferencing tool (Zoom video communications, 2020). The  entire 

encounter except introductions is audio and screen-recorded on the researcher’s end. 

     The reason for using the stimuli for two tasks and a post-task interview is twofold. Firstly, 

by looking at the participant’s descriptions and constructions use of two tasks, different kinds 

of descriptions can be collected. Secondly, since the narration task takes place after the 

participant has had the time to process the picture fully, interpretation errors can be 

corrected for the retelling. San Roque et al. (2012) argue that a description and narration task 

should be implemented in tandem in order to gather “enriched language data” (p. 135). A 

picture description task like the one described above allows for researchers to record 

relatively naturalistic data, while the narration task allows for an additional speech type using 

the same set of stimuli that is more controlled (San Roque et al., 2012, pp. 162f).  

     In the following section (3.1), the research material development is presented. In the 

section which follows (3.2), the data collection and its initial pilot are accounted for in detail. 

In section 3.3, the participants of the study are presented and described. Following this,  in 

section 3.4, preparation of the data for analysis is discussed as it gives insight into how the  

data was handled and approached. Lastly, in section 3.5, ethical considerations pertaining to 

this study are discussed. 

3.1 Material development 

In order to investigate intentionality in causation events from a semantic typology 

perspective, stimuli are needed to elicit responses. In order to create suitable stimuli, a 

decompositional semantics analysis was carried out to create a model that, in turn, can assist 

in the creation of the stimuli. This section accounts for the creation of a model of 

intentionality (3.1.1) as well as the stimuli used in the two tasks of the experiment (3.1.2). 
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3.1.1 Model of intentionality 

Any research within semantic typology bases the investigation on a framework to uphold 

scientific procedures (Moore et al., 2015, p. 191). There are several such decompositional 

frameworks that serve a variety of purposes, needs and objectives. The framework chosen for 

this investigation is called the Unified Eventity Representation, or UER, and allows for a 

graphic representation of the event in so-called eventity frames (Schalley, 2004, p. 183). An 

eventity in broad terms is an entity that represents some form of phenomena that takes place 

within time (Schalley, 2004, p. 21). In this case, an eventity representation is needed that 

would allow the semantic study of differences regarding Spanish and English intentionality in 

causation events.  

     Schalley (2004) presents a UER model for causations event that formed the basis  of  the  

semantic decomposition of Spanish and English intentionality of this research (p. 163). The  

adapted UER representation of the intentionality of causation events is composed of several 

components. An essential part of intentionality is an actor, or instigator, of the action of the 

event. The actor in the model of intentionality is categorized as either an agent, an effector or 

can also be unknown in the event context. An agent is someone who carries out an action on 

purpose or wilfully while an effector is an entity that simply causes the event to take place  

(Schalley, 2004, p. 205). The actor may also be unknown in the model for non-intentional 

constructions. 

     An additional aspect of the model has to do with the attributes of the actor, as the  entity 

can be specified or underspecified in the event context. If the actor is  specified, it means that 

the actor is known. The following is an example of the actor being specified: El chico rompío 

un coche ‘The boy broke a car’. In the example, it is clear that the boy was the entity that 

destroyed a car, hence being classified as specified. Comparatively, if the actor is 

underspecified, it means that it is not precisely known precisely who caused the action, but a 

rough idea is still provided. In Spanish, an underspecified actor expresses a lesser intention 

compared to a specified actor (Gibbons, 2003, p. 253). The following is an example of the 

actor being underspecified: Rompieron un coche ‘They broke a car’. In the example, we know 

that some group of entities broke a car. However, it is not known exactly who caused the 

breaking of the car, as only a vague, impersonal, and underspecified indication is provided.  

     Another element to the intentionality model is the patient, the undergoer of the action. 

The patient refers to the entity that is affected by the action (Schalley, 2004, p. 220). Without 

the patient, the event could not be a causation event as something needs to be affected. In the 

following example, the car is the patient: Una chica rompío un coche ‘A girl broke a car’. The  

car is the affected element and it got broken by a girl in the example. 

     The last element of the model is the dynamic core, which reflects the dynamic events of the 

eventity (Schalley, 2004, p. 163). In other words, the dynamic core shows the interaction 
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between the actor and the patient. The graphical modelling in Figure 1 shows that the actor x 

is carrying out an underspecified action (indicated by the solid line in the rectangle with 

rounded sides) and that the patient y changes state into that of be ing ‘Broken’. A property 

related to the dynamic core that is particularly relevant in the model has to do with whether 

the action is foregrounded or backgrounded in the event context. Expressed differently, one 

point of interest is whether the outcome or result is in focus or if the action takes centre stage. 

Furthermore, if the action is foregrounded, the nature or characteristics of the action, more 

specifically, if the action is accidental or wilful, is of relevance to intentionality. Please see 

Figure 1 for a visual representation of the model of intentionality. 

     In order to semantically decompose intentionality expressions of the two languages, the 

UER model was analysed in order to find where differences in intentionality could arise 

within the model. Four dimensions were established based on this analysis. 

 

Figure 1. A model of intentionality3 

 
3 This model is based on the Unified Eventity Representation (UER) and hence uses the graphical 
conventions of the framework, which cannot be introduced here in detail. Please refer to Schalley 
(2004) for more information. 
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     In table 2, the dimensions from the intentionality model are placed in the columns and 

construction types appear in the rows. Dimension I is concerned with whether the actor is an 

agent, effector or if the nature of the actor is unknown. Dimension II is whether the  actor is  

specified or underspecified in the context. The third dimension looks at the fore - and 

backgroundedness of the action within the event. The fourth and final dimension only applies 

if the action is foregrounded and has to do with whether the action was wilful or accidental. 

The Spanish reflexive pseudo-passive construction and the English construction with 

inchoative use of the verb both are non-causation constructions and are included here to 

show the full scale of high intentionality to no intentionality. 

 
Table 2. Dimensions aggregated across the construction types  

 
EN = English, SP = Spanish, CL = classifier, DAT = Dative, SG = Singular 
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3.1.2 Stimuli 

After establishing a model of intentionality, including the four dimensions, it was possible  to 

create non-verbal stimuli for the data collection. A set of black and white illustrations of 

different causation events was created, first 19 pictures for the pilot and then 32 pictures for 

the full experiment. Importantly, the drawings also formed a non-verbal story. The pilot and 

the experiments are accounted for separately in section 3.2 in detail. The process of creating 

the drawings was a collaborative effort between the researcher and Esther Nilsson4. Every 

picture was created with the intentionality model in mind, and each illustration targets an 

intended construction (see table 4 below for a detailed overview). In the creation process of 

the pictures, the aim was to have a roughly equal number of pictures targeting all 

constructions. In order to test that the event depicted in a picture elicited the presumed 

degree of intentionality, anonymous online users from imageboards were asked to describe  

what they saw happen in the images. An important consideration was to have each intended 

construction appear an equal number of times in the experiments. For a full overview of the  

pictures, please refer to appendix 5. Descriptions of the final pictures of the stimuli are given, 

together with the targeted constructions per picture, in Table 3. In table 4, the picture 

distribution per construction is shown for an overview.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
4 A thank you to my sister for her assistance! 
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Table 3. Pictures and targeted constructions 

Picture number and description Targeted (bold) and potential constructions 

Picture 1. A boy waking up. 3B, 1B, 2B, 5A, 1A, 3A 

Picture 2. A boy going to his desk. Distractor item 
Picture 3. A boy writing and his pencil snaps. 3B, 1B, 5A, 4A 

Picture 4. A boy brushing his teeth, toothbrush 
snaps. 

2B, 3B, 1B, 3A, 5A, 4A 

Picture 5. A boy falling and breaks toy. 2B, 3B, 1B, 3A, 5A, 4A 

Picture 6. Dog running away with toy. Distractor item 

Picture 7. A girl going towards a house. Distractor item 

Picture 8. A girl seeing a broken window. 1A, 3A, 5A, 1B, 2B, 3B 
Picture 9. A garden being messy. 1A, 3A, 1B, 2B 

Picture 10. A girl ringing the doorbell. 3A, 1A, 1B, 2B 

Picture 11. A girl hearing noises. 1B, 2B, 1A, 2A, 3A 

Picture 12. A girl knocking on door, ornament 
falling. 

3B, 1B, 4A, 5A 

Picture 13. A girl hanging ornament on door. 1A, 3A, 1B, 2B 

Picture 14. A door falling. 4A, 5A, 2B, 3B 
Picture 15. A girl peeking. 2A, 3A, 2B, 1B 

Picture 16. A boy chasing dog. 1A, 4A, 1B, 3B 

Picture 17. A girl is thinking. 1A, 2A, 4A, 1B, 2B, 3B 

Picture 18. A girl shouting to get boys attention. Distractor item 

Picture 19. A boy catching dog. 1A, 2A, 3A 1B, 2B 

Picture 20. A boy telling dog to drop toy. 1A, 3A, 1B, 2B 
Picture 21. A boy and dog being sad. 4A, 3A, 1B, 2B 

Picture 22. A mother dropping bag in shock. 2B, 3B, 1B, 1A, 5A, 4A 

Picture 23. A mother looking out the window and 
dropping vase. 

2B, 3A 

Picture 24. A mother being shocked. 2B, 1B, 1A, 3A, 4A 

Picture 25. A mother being sad. 2B, 3A 

Picture 26. A vase falling. 5A, 3B 
Picture 27. A boy explaining to his mother. 2A, 4A, 1B, 2B 

Picture 28. A mother fixing a toy. 1A, 3A, B1, 2B 

Picture 29. A family cleaning the house. 1B, 1A, 2A 

Picture 30. A broom breaking. 3B, 1B, 4A, 5A 

Picture 31. A family laughing. 1B, 1A 

Picture 32. A family recycling. 1B, 1A, 2A 
 
Table 4. Pictures per construction 

Spanish constructions (decreasing intentionality) 

Code Type of construction Corresponding pictures 

1A SP Active construction (9), (13), (16), (20), (28), (31) 

2A SP Third person plural construction (11), (17), (27), (29), (32) 

3A SP True passive construction (8), (10), (15), (19), (21), (23), (24b), (25) 

4A SP Reflexive pseudo-passive with dative of 

interest construction 

(3b), (4), (5), (22), (24c), (30) 

5A SP Reflexive pseudo-passive construction (1), (3c) (12), (14), (26) 

0A Distractor item (no causation event) (2), (3a), (6), (7), (18), (24a) 

English constructions (decreasing intentionality)  

Code Type of construction Targeted pictures 

1B EN Active construction (3b), (4), (5), (9), (13), (16), (20), (22), 
(24c), (28), (29), (30), (31), (32), 

2B EN Passive construction (8), (10), (11), (15), (17), (19), (21), (23), 
(24b) (25), (27) 

3B EN Construction with inchoative use of 
verb 

(1), (3c) (14), (14), (26) 

0B Distractor item (no causation event) (2), (3a), (6), (7), (18), (24a) 

SP=Spanish, EN=English, a, b, c=reference to a smaller picture within another picture 
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3.2 Data collection  

In order to gather typological data concerning how NCSS and NBES participants describe the 

intentionality of causation, an experiment was devised. The pilot that was carried out in order 

to test the material is accounted for in section 3.2.1. In section 3.2.2, the data collection of 

this paper is accounted for in detail. 

3.2.1 Pilot 

An initial draft of the picture story was created and developed systematically, showing 

causation events of different intentionality degrees. Assumed answers or example responses 

were assigned to each construction in order to see whether all the dimensions were covered 

by the stimuli. The pilot’s main intention was to figure out if the material would be successful 

in eliciting all the expected constructions. As there is no absolute interpretation of what a 

picture shows, including how an individual interprets an event, the number of pictures 

included was reasonably high to increase the likelihood of participants expressing varied 

intentionality. In addition to the picture story, an interview was carried out after the 

participants had described all the images. This was done in order to get first -hand data on 

why certain expressions were chosen. 

     In order to conduct the pilot, two NBES participants and two NCSS participants were 

contacted. At a time that suited the participants, 1-on-1 meetings via Zoom (Zoom video 

communications, 2020) were scheduled for the data collection. The information le tter and 

consent form can be found as appendices (appendices 1 and 2). When a Zoom meeting began, 

a presentation about the researcher, together with a brief overview of the project’s ethical 

principles and considerations was given. Before data collection could begin, participants were 

asked if they had read the information letter and if they had any questions. It was also made 

clear explicitly that if the participant wanted to cancel or withdraw from the meeting at any 

time, they were free to do so without comment. Once the participants had answered a digital 

survey about their language background, the data collection began. The pilot material 

consisted of two tasks involving the initial version of the picture story stimuli. The first task, 

called the description task, involved the participant describing each picture they were shown 

with a few sentences. In this task, the pictures of the picture story are shown in a 

predetermined scrambled order and all participants see them in the same order. The  reason 

for presenting the pictures in this way is to avoid a narrative-like description and maintain a 

picture-per-picture type of description for as long as possible.  

     When this task was concluded, the second step called the narration task began. 

Participants were told to reshuffle the pictures with a web-tool called Prezi. In the task, the 

participants received the pictures in the same order as in the description task together with a 

list of numbers with empty spaces to place the pictures. By dragging and dropping, 
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participants could, in their own time, reorganize the illustrations into a picture story that 

made sense to them. When the participant finished their ordering, they were asked to retell 

the story picture-per-picture. 

     Finally, after both tasks, an interview took place where the researcher asked the  

participants about six pictures and the descriptions given to them. The reason for the 

interview was to shed light on the function of the constructions used. By asking why the 

participant chose one form of description over another, qualitative data on construction 

differences could be gathered. The main objective of the pilot was to test if the intentionality, 

the established dimensions, and the picture story needed tweaking for the actual data 

collection of the paper. The outcomes of the pilot are addressed in the following section 

(3.2.2), which presents and discusses the final design of the data collection. 

3.2.2 Conducting the investigation 

After the pilot had been conducted, several key issues were discovered. The first finding was 

that not all construction types were elicited. While the NBES participants used all of their 

constructions, a clear preference towards using the active construction (1B), the construction 

with inchoative use of the verb (3B) and the non-causation event construction (0) was 

observed, with the active construction being the most frequent. Regarding the NCSS 

participants, certain constructions were preferred over others while others were almost 

entirely absent from the descriptions. The impersonal third-person plural active construction 

(2A) was generally not used, as few drawings elicited the underspecified actor dimension. 

Additionally, the pseudo-passive with dative of interest construction (4A) was also not 

elicited often enough. Furthermore, some pictures were misinterpreted because  of a lack of 

background detail in the pictures. As a result of the above-mentioned problems, additional 

illustrations were created, and detail was added to existing pictures. Many improvements 

were made by discussing changes with Spanish-speaking and English-speaking 

acquaintances. In the end, the improved and altered picture story consisted of 32 pictures  

(see appendix 5).  

     The general idea and layout of the experiments did not change for the main data 

collection. The description task changed in the number of illustrations used and the order in 

which they were presented. Additionally, a few changes were made to pictures that were hard 

to interpret in the pilot or that had background object inconsistencies. In figure 2 below, the  

layout of what the researcher and participant saw for each picture of the description task is  

shown as an example. Notes were taken on pictures that received unexpected descriptions or 

constructions. 
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Figure 2. Example of a picture in description task 
 

     Each picture was shown on full screen with the help of PowerPoint, and the researcher was 

responsible for changing the pictures. After the participant had given the description, the 

next picture would be presented after a brief pause, until the task was completed.  

     The narration task changed in a similar way to the description task as there were more 

pictures to organize into a story compared to the pilot. However, since the number of 

illustrations increased from 19 to 32, changes were needed to facilitate the  ordering part of 

the narration task. One of the findings from the pilot was that the task of dragging and 

dropping the pictures from a vertical list was problematic for participants without a computer 

mouse. Some participants needed more time to move pictures in the pilot, so changes were 

made to the final data collection approach. To allow for ease of access, all pictures are placed 

in a rectangular box above the box where participants would order the pictures (see appendix 

6 for a closer look at the pictures). Figure 3 below shows how the ordering part of the 

narration task changed from the pilot to the data collection. 
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      A= Pilot layout of narration task, B= Final layout of narration task 
Figure 3. Changes made to the narration task 
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     As the number of pictures increased in the tasks, an increase in time needed to carry out 

the ordering part of the narration task was anticipated and accounted for. However, since the 

task required less scrolling and since the pictures were more detailed and adjusted in terms 

of legibility, the ordering part of the narration task usually only required between 15 and 20 

minutes. After the participants had ordered the images into a story, they were asked to 

narrate it from start to finish.  

      Some changes were also made to the implementation of the post-task interviews. In order 

to keep a comparability between the participant interviews, a semi-structured method was 

implemented. Six pictures were pre-chosen that targeted different constructions in both of 

the languages. Additionally, more pictures were discussed if interesting or deviating 

descriptions were provided elsewhere in the interview. The semi-structured nature of the 

interviews meant it was possible to shed light on some functional aspects of constructions, 

based on the native speakers ’ own perceptions and beliefs. The interviews naturally took 

longer with the larger number of pictures. All meetings lasted for about one hour, resulting in 

roughly 20 hours of recordings that were transcribed, annotated, and analysed. In total, 640 

constructions were annotated for both the description and narrating tasks, resulting in a total 

of 1280 annotations. Additionally, the six pictures that were chosen for the post-task 

interview were discussed and annotated in terms of functionality, or inscribed 

characteristics5. Out of all the annotations, half of the constructions were NBES constructions 

and the other half was NCSS constructions.  

3.3 Participants  

For the main data collection, NCSS and NBES participants were contacted and asked to 

participate through online language forums, anonymous discussion boards, and through 

friends. In order to partake in this study, participants had to be at least 18 years old, and 

either have British English or Castilian Spanish as first languages. All communication with 

potential participants was done entirely in private through messaging systems. In the end, 

eleven NBES participants and eleven NCSS participants took part in the data collection. As 

one participant needed to be withdrawn from the data collection because of audio issues, the 

number of analysed participants was ten NBES and ten NCSS speakers, to keep the  groups 

balanced. This section presents some information about the language background, age and 

gender of the participants. 

     In order to gather useful background information about the participants, a survey was 

answered by each participant at the beginning of the meeting. Participants were asked about 

 
5 The characteristics that are interpreted and annotated by the researcher from the description and 

narration tasks are referred to as inferred characteristics, since they are inferred from the participant 
descriptions. Comparatively, the characteristics that are reported by the participants through the post -
task interviews are referred to as inscribed characteristics. 
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their year of birth, gender, and their languages. Furthermore, participants were asked to 

provide information on language proficiency (L2, L3, L4.), daily usage, and the age of 

acquisition of their languages. Regarding additional language proficiencies, participants 

needed to state if they considered their level to be beginner, elementary, intermediate, upper-

intermediate, advanced, or proficient (please see appendix 3 for the full survey). 

Table 5. Overview of participants 

Part  YOB Gen L1 
L1 

L2 
L2 L2 L2 

L3 
L3 L3 L3 

L4 
L4 L4 L4 

Use Use AoA Prof Use AoA Prof Use AoA Prof 

EN1 1994 F Eng 75% Spa 11y/o UpInt 20% Fre 9 y/o Int 5% Iri 8 y/o Beg 1% 

EN2 1990 M Eng 50% Fre 14y/o Ele 25% Spa 14y/o Ele 25% - - - - 

EN3 1994 M Eng 75% Spa 20y/o Adv 25% - - - - - - - - 

EN4 1967 M Eng 90% Fre 1y/o Adv 10% Spa 1 y/o Ele 0% Ita 15y/o Ele 0% 

EN5 1960 M Eng 90% Lat 11y/o Ele 10% Iri 11 Ele 0% - - - - 

EN6 1986 M Eng 100% Spa 28y/o Beg 0% - - - - - - - - 

EN7 1993 M Eng 100% Fre 11y/o UpInt 0% Spa 14y/o Beg 0% Lat 11y/o Beg 0% 

EN8 1991 M Eng 95% Por 23y/o Ele 5% Spa 21y/o Beg 0% - - - - 

EN9 1989 M Eng 100% - - - - - - - - - - - - 

EN10 1992 F Eng 100% - - - - - - - - - - - - 

SP1 1993 F Spa 55% Eng 3 y/o Adv 45% - - - - - - - - 

SP2 1992 M Spa 66% Eng 14y/o Adv 33% - - - - - - - - 

SP3 1996 F Spa 66% Val 3 y/o Adv 33% - - - - - - - - 

SP4 1992 F Spa 75% Eng 6 y/o Adv 25% Jap 18y/o Ele 0% Kor 18y/o Beg 0% 

SP5 1993 F Spa 50% Eng 9 y/o UpInt 50% - - - - - - - - 

SP6 1987 F Spa 59% Ita 21y/o Adv 29% Por 21y/o Int 3% Cat 23y/o Ele. 9% 

SP7 2002 M Spa 57% Eng 3 y/o Pro 43% - - - - - - - - 

SP8 1980 F Spa 66% Eng 11y/o Pro 33% Fre 15y/o Beg 0% Ita 15y/o Beg 0% 

SP9 1963 M Spa 80% Eng 10y/o Ele 20% - - - - - - - - 

SP10 1999 F Spa 80% Eng 7 y/o Int 20% - - - - - - - - 

Part=participant, AoA=age of acquisition, YoB=year of birth, Gen=gender, L1= first language, L2= 
second language, L3= third language, L4=fourth language, Prof= proficiency, M=male, F=female, 

y/o=years old, Por=Portuguese, Fre=French, Spa=Spanish, Eng=English, Val=Valencian, Lat=Latin, 
Jap=Japanese, Cor=Korean, Cat=Catalonian, Iri=Irish, Beg=beginner, Ele=elementary, 
Int=intermediate, UpInt=upper-intermediate, Adv=advanced, Pro=proficient  
 

     Attempts were made to keep the two speaker groups balanced in terms of gender and age. 

However, in the end, each language skewed towards having more participants of one gender. 

As can be observed in Table 5, there were three male and seven female Castilian Spanish 

speakers, while the British English participants were comprised of eight male and two female 

speakers. While gender is not as balanced as would have been desired, the  researcher does 

not anticipate gender to be a factor in which constructions speakers use. Regarding the 

balance of age, almost every speaker had a comparable counterpart in the  other language, 

with an arguably small difference in years, with the only exception be ing one young NCSS 

participant born in 2002. 

     Amongst the NBES participants, there were two monolinguals. While attempts were made 

to find two counterpart monolinguals for the NCSS participants, in the end, no such 

monolinguals were found. However, there are several speakers of more than two languages in 

both speaker groups with similar proficiencies. The groups are reasonably well balanced  in 

terms of bilingual speakers of different proficiencies based on self-reporting. 
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3.4 Data analysis 

To analyse the data from the recorded meetings, the audio data were  transcribed, and the  

main construction used for a picture ’s description was annotated for construction type  (i.e ., 

its form) and semantic dimensions (i.e., its function). It is important to note that the 

constructions and their function in context were annotated independently so that they could 

in turn be contrasted potentially to verify the proposed model of intentionality.  

     The annotation tool ELAN (Wittenburg et al., 2006) was used for both transcribing and 

annotating the recordings. By marking the section on the timeline of the recording and 

entering text, transcriptions can be placed at precisely the moment of the description. Each 

individual transcription was also linked to an annotation of the construction type used in the  

description. Furthermore, picture number was also annotated in order to make it easier to 

see which picture corresponded to which description in the analysis. The inscribed or 

inferred characteristics of what is said are also annotated together with any potential 

transcription notes. 

 

Figure 4. ELAN transcription and annotation example 

 
     In Figure 4 above, an example is shown of how transcriptions and annotations were 

handled. The participant description is the following: Lavandose los dientes y se le rompe el 

cepillo de dientes ‘the boy is brushing his teeth and he breaks the toothbrush (accidentally) ’. 

First, the utterance is transcribed verbatim, including hesitation markers, false starts, and 

repairs, if applicable. Second, the construction (i.e., form) is annotated; in this case, the 

construction is the Spanish reflexive pseudo-passive construction with dative of interest (4A). 

Third, the transcription is annotated with the correct picture code, in this case , its Picture 

25_Toothbrush snaps. Fourth, the inferred characteristics of the sentence are annotated. The 

inscribed characteristics only pertain to the post-task interviews and do therefore not apply 

in this example. The characteristics are the following: The actor is a boy, and functions as an 

effector (E) in this case. The actor is known and specified in the context (S). The action is 
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foregrounded (F) and took place accidentally (A). The inferred characteristics are thus ESFA 

for this description. This kind of transcription and annotations were done with every 

description provided by each participant. After all data had been checked, analyses on 

construction frequency, constructions per picture, and inferred functions per constructions 

were carried out with the help of SPSS Statistics.  

3.5 Ethical considerations 

Researchers and scholars carry great responsibility when conducting research for a variety of 

reasons. The Swedish Research Council’s guidelines stress the fact that scholars have critical 

social roles and for this reason need to consider every choice made from an ethical 

perspective (Swedish Research Council, 2017, p. 8) and follow a code of ethics (Denscombe, 

2010, p. 62). 

     The guidelines and recommendations for sound research presented in Denscombe (2010) 

are the foundation for the procedures applied in the present study, including the handling of 

participant information and data. One of these central and fundamental aspects of good 

research practice is being honest and truthful at every step possible  (Denscombe, 2010, p.  

63). In other words, it is essential to not misrepresent the participants and data in any way or 

to deceive anyone. In this study, all participants were informed of the project’s general cross-

linguistic objective, without revealing the exact nature and purpose of the research tasks, and 

how their information would be handled. It was stressed that all participation was voluntary 

and that the option of withdrawing from the study without comment at any time existed. 

Another crucial aspect of sound, ethical research put forward by Denscombe (2010) is 

informed consent (p. 67). Additionally, Karlstad University requires participa nts to be  well 

informed of the research in which they partake. Information letters and consent forms were 

given out before any data collection took place (see appendices 1 and 2). Furthermore, before 

any data collection would begin during the Zoom meetings, participants we re asked if they 

had read the information letter and the consent form and whether they had any questions. 

Also, verbal consent was collected and recorded as part of the recording of the  meeting. All 

participants were informed both in written form and orally that their names would not be 

recorded anywhere in the study; instead, data referring to them would be using numbers or 

codes (Denscombe, 2010, p. 65).  

     Further steps were taken to follow regulations on data-handling and to respect the 

participants’ security and privacy. All meetings were carried out through Zoom but with the 

camera turned off so that only voice and the zoom window with tasks were recorded. 

Additionally, all recordings, work related to transcribing and other work related to the project 

were carried out in a secure place on a secure computer. Important documents were kept as 

safe as possible with the help of password-protected file encryptions and external hard 
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drives. Importantly, all handling of data and raw data was done in accordance with the 

General Data Protection Regulation (2018, §1). When the recordings no longer were needed, 

these were destroyed by hard formatting the external drive. The section of the recordings 

about the giving of consent was extracted and was stored with the researcher on an encrypted 

and safely kept USB-drive. 

4. Results 

In this section of the paper, an analysis of the collected data on the intentionality of causation 

event descriptions of the NCSS and NBES participants is presented. In section 4.1, the 

findings regarding differences and similarities in terms of form between the speakers are 

analysed. In section 4.2, an analysis is given for how the speakers differ on a function  level 

when describing intentionality in causation events. 

4.1 Differences and similarities in terms of form 

This section presents an account of the similarities and differences in terms of form found in 

the data. In the following section (4.1.1), an overview of the distributions of constructions 

(form) is presented. In the section which follows (4.1.2), notable findings from the 

description task are highlighted. Section 4.1.3 discusses some of the notable differences 

found by comparing constructions between the description task and the narration task. 

Section 4.1.4 presents an analysis of how the speakers differed between one another within 

the same participant language group. Lastly, section 4.1.5 summarizes the findings regarding 

the differences and similarities of form. 

4.1.1 An overview of the speakers’ usage of constructions in the tasks 

The NCSS and NBES participants differed in how they described the pictures and what 

constructions they used in the experiments. Between the NBES and NCSS participants, the 

two most preferred constructions were the active constructions 1A and 1B and the non-

causation constructions o, 3B and 5A, in both the description and narration task. The Spanish 

true passive construction and the English passive constructions were both relatively 

uncommon, especially so for the NCSS participants. The Spanish active third person plural 

2A construction was about as uncommon as the true passive construction, and they only 

accounted for about 3% of the total construction numbers in both tasks. Refer to figure 5 for 

an overview of the construction distribution percentages. 
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Figure 5. The distribution of constructions per task and speaker group  

4.1.2 Notable findings from the description task 

Since the NBES and NCSS participants have different constructions for describing varying 

degrees of intentionality, it is perhaps not surprising that descriptions varied across the 

pictures of the experiment. This section of the paper intends to discuss some of the more 

prevalent differences and similarities found between the speakers and pictures. Beginning 

with the first task of the data collection, namely the description task, several differences  or 

phenomena were found. In Figure 6, the distribution of constructions per picture of the 

description task is presented (alternative figures are available in appendix 4). 
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Figure 6. Distribution of constructions used in description task by the speakers 

 

     While much can be drawn from the data, four major observations are detailed in this 

paper. These prominent findings were selected based on the following criteria: The 

observation needed to show a difference larger than a 10% increase or decrease for a 

construction between the speaker groups, and the difference needed to be between 

constructions of varying intentionality (the o, 3A and 5B constructions all are non-intentional 

constructions). Firstly, one difference between the two speaker groups in the description task 

occurred where the picture showed or implied an accidental action in the  causation event. 

Secondly, prominent differences between the NBES and NCSS participants is  observable in 

their usage of their passive construction (2B) and true passive construction (3A), 

respectively. Thirdly, some observations can be made by looking at the non-causation event 

descriptions (0) and distractor items. Fourthly, a difference can be seen regarding usage of 
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the active construction for some accidental causation events. This section discusses these four 

phenomena. Please refer to Table 6 below for the exact percentages of the constructions used 

for the pictures that will be mentioned later in this section. Each phenomenon will be 

discussed in turn, and example pictures will be mentioned in this discussion.  

 

Table 6. Percentages of construction related to the observed phenomena 
 Constructions 

Phenomenon Picture 1A 2A 3A 4A 5A 0A 1B 2B 3B 0B 

1 P_19 0% 0% 0% 70% 30% 0% 10% 20% 60% 10% 
P_23 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 10% 20% 70% 0% 
P_25 0% 0% 0% 80% 20% 0% 10% 10% 80% 0% 

P_28 20% 0% 0% 50% 10% 20% 80% 0% 10% 10% 
P_30 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 90% 0% 10% 0% 
P_31 60% 0% 0% 30% 10% 0% 60% 0% 30% 10% 

2 P_1 10% 0% 10% 0% 10% 70% 0% 30% 10% 60% 
P_11 40% 0% 0% 0% 60% 0% 40% 20% 30% 10% 
P_23 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 10% 20% 70% 0% 
P_27 0% 0% 0% 10% 90% 0% 40% 20% 30% 10% 

3 P_3 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 
P_7 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 
P_24 70% 0% 0% 0% 30% 0% 60% 0% 40% 0% 

P_29 50% 0% 0% 0% 10% 40% 60% 0% 10% 40% 
4 P_6 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 60% 10% 20% 10% 

P_16 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 60% 0% 10% 30% 

 

     A clear difference between the two speaker groups in the description task was seen in how 

the speakers described pictures of accidental causation events. As can be observed for 

pictures 19, 23, 25, 28, 30 and 31, NCSS participants overwhelmingly used the 4A 

construction for accidental causation descriptions. The NBES participants used the 1B and 3B 

constructions most of the time for the same events. For instance, when looking at the 

descriptions for picture 19, which shows a boy mopping a floor when suddenly the mophead 

falls off, a clear difference in construction used was evident. While every single construction 

was used at some point by the NBES participants for picture 19, the NCSS group used two 

constructions exclusively. Most of the NCSS descriptions used the pseudo-passive 

construction with dative of interest (4A). A similar case was observed with picture 23, where 

a boy accidentally snaps a pen. While the NCSS participants all chose the pseudo-passive 

construction with a dative of interest (4A), the NBES divided their answers into three 

construction types. With picture 25, which shows a boy accidentally snapping his toothbrush, 

and picture 28, which shows a woman dropping her handbag in surprise, a similar difference 

was observed. While most of the NBES participants described the two pictures with a 3B 

constructions (inchoative verb construction), almost all the NCSS participants used the 

pseudo-passive construction with dative of interest (4A) in their descriptions. The last picture 

with a noteworthy usage of the 4A construction was with picture 31. While both speaker 

groups used the active 1A or 1B construction the most in their descriptions, the differences 

were seen in the other constructions used. For the NBES group, the  second most common 
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type was the construction with inchoative verb use (3B). The NCSS group had ins tead the 

pseudo-passive construction with dative of interest (4A) as the second most common. In 

general, it was observed from the analysis that whenever the 4A construction was prevalent 

for the NCSS participants, the 3B or the 1B construction was almost always the  most used 

construction for the NBES participants. One potential explanation for why the NBES 

participants often chose different constructions for accidental events while the NCSS 

participants consistently used the 4A construction could be because the NBES participants 

lacked the means of clearly expressing accidental events in English. 

          The second phenomenon, or the second of the more prominent differences between the  

NBES and NCSS participants, was seen in the tendencies to use their passive  (2B) and true 

passive constructions (3A), respectively, in the causation event descriptions. While the 

passive construction was used for 7.5% of the descriptions by the NBES speakers in the 

description task, the NCSS participants used it for 2.2% of the cases. The NBES participants 

used all their constructions, including the passive construction; meanwhile, the NCSS 

participants rarely used the true passive, instead opting for the pseudo-passive constructions. 

In this account, only the usage of the passive and true passive constructions of pictures is  

discussed, for the full distribution of constructions, please see Table 6. One example  of this  

difference was observable in pictures 1 and 23 in the description task, which showed a girl 

looking through a doorway into a messy house and a boy accidentally breaking his pen, 

respectively. While some of the NBES speakers used a passive construction (2B) to describe 

the two pictures, the NCSS participants never used a true passive (3A) construction for either 

picture 1 or picture 23, instead opting for mostly 4A constructions. A similar difference was 

observed with picture 11, which showed a girl knocking on a door causing an ornament to fall. 

For the NBES participants, the passive construction (2B) was used by two speakers while the 

NCSS participants never used the true passive and instead use 1A and 5A constructions for 

picture 11. When describing picture 27, which showed a boy falling on his toy and breaking it, 

the NBES participants use every construction. Comparatively, the NCSS participants almost 

exclusively used the pseudo-passive construction (5A) in this case. While the passive 

constructions never were the predominant constructions for either speaker group, they still 

were actively used by the NBES participants. Every NBES participant except EN1 and EN10 

used the passive construction at least once in their descriptions. In section 4.2.2, an analysis  

of the interview data sheds light on the differences of the passive constructions in terms of 

functionality. Again, these findings seem to indicate that English does not provide a clear 

means for expressing what speakers want to express and they, therefore , chose  what they 

thought might have been the best for the description, hence the variation of construction use. 

It should be mentioned that even pictures that were created to elicit passive constructions 
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failed to do so for both speaker groups. Since the passive constructions were never the 

majority constructions, they only appear as outlier cases. 

     Some observations were made by looking at the non-causation event descriptions (0) and 

distractor items. While the non-causation was used for 33.4% of the descriptions by the 

NBES speakers in the description task, the NCSS participants used it for a slightly lesser 

29.5% of the cases, which is a small difference. In cases where no causation is explicitly 

evident in the picture, neither speaker group used anything but a non-causation description 

(o). Examples of this were the distractor items 3 and 7. However, the two other d istractor 

items 24 and 29 still elicited 1A and 1B constructions which imply high intentionality. One 

potential reason for this might be, as these pictures appeared near the end of the description 

task, participants might have understood that intentionality was the point of interest in the  

study and thus might have provided a description accordingly. This idea is supported by the  

fact that picture constructions in the descriptions were overall more aligned in the narration 

task. 

     The fourth point of interest can be observed by looking at pictures 6 and 16, which showed 

a boy chasing a dog and as a consequence breaking items in the house, and a boy explaining 

how the mess happened to his mother, respectively. In these two cases, the NCSS participants 

all used the active construction (1A) for their descriptions. The NBES participants also used 

the active construction, but many opted instead for any of the other constructions. It is 

surprising that the NCSS participants used the active construction (1A) when the breakage of 

items should have been implied to be accidental. It is possible that the pictures were 

misunderstood in terms of the intentionality level or that the speakers focused on different 

elements of the pictures. 

     One further observation found from analysing the construction variation was that the 

NCSS participants were overall more uniform and in agreement between each other on what 

construction or constructions were the most adequate. Despite having fewer constructions to 

choose from, the NBES participants differed more within the speaker group with the 

constructions used. For the 32 pictures, the NBES participants use d a greater number of 

constructions in 13 out of the 32 cases. The NCSS participants only had more constructions 

for 6 out of the 32 pictures. In 13 out of the 32 pictures, the participants used the same 

number of different constructions for the picture descriptions. This point will be discussed in 

the discussion section of this paper (Section 5). 

4.1.3 Comparing the form of intentionality between the description and 

narration task 

In addition to the differences and similarities between the speakers of the two  languages in 

the description task, an additional consideration is how the speakers adapted their 
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descriptions after having organized the pictures into a story and narrating it based on the 

chosen order. This section examines constructions where differences were evident between 

the description task and the narration task. Figure 7 below presents the distribution of 

construction for the narration task (alternative figures are available in appendix 4). 

 

Figure 7. Distribution of constructions used in narration task by the speakers 

 

     The distributions above show that the participants had changed their perception of the 

events portrayed in the pictures, as the usage of constructions changed. In total, 17 out of the  

32 pictures elicited clear differences in construction types used between the description task 

and the narration task. However, the remaining 15 pictures were identical or close to 

identical, with only one participant choosing a different construction. Often, participants 

changed their construction used in the description to one close on the intentionality scale for 
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the narration task. For instance, the variation accounted for in picture 4 of the narration task 

only differed between pseudo-passive (5A) and non-causation construction (0). 

     A point of difference was seen in the number of constructions used by the speaker groups 

per image depending on the task. Out of the total 64 descriptions in the narration task, 34 of 

them were identical in the number of kinds of constructions used as in the descr iption task. 

However, 17 of the pictures received less variation in constructions used compared to the 

description task. The remaining 13 descriptions received more variation in the narration task 

compared to the description task. For the NCSS participants, 16 out of the 32 descriptions 

had the same number of constructions as in the description task. 7 out of the 32 pictures 

received a smaller number of different constructions compared to the description task while  

the remaining 9 received more variation of constructions. Comparatively, for the NBES 

participants, 18 pictures were described with the same number of different constructions as 

in the description task. However, 10 of the pictures received less variation in the 

constructions used. The last 4 pictures received more variation in the chosen construction. 

Interestingly, the NBES participants had more cases with less variation compared to the 

NCSS participant group and fewer cases of pictures with a lower number of constructions 

used. One potential explanation for this could be that English and Spanish differ in how 

much the speech style or context affect the construction use. 

     The difference and similarities in constructions used in the task descriptions were 

observed in three ways: increases in used constructions, decreases in used constructions and 

cases were the distribution shifted between tasks. Phenomenon 1 refers to the  pictures that 

increased in uniformity of construction choice in the narration task. Phenomenon 2 refers to 

the pictures that received a greater variation of constructions in the narration task. Lastly, 

phenomenon 3 refers to pictures which saw a shift in construction use due to new 

perspectives arising after having ordered the picture story. The phenomena were based on 

the following criteria: The observation needed to show a difference larger than a 10% increase 

or decrease for a construction between the tasks, and the difference needed to be  between 

constructions of varying intentionality. In Table 7, the percentage change between tasks for 

the three phenomena is given. 
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Table 7. Percentage change of construction related to the observed phenomena 
 Constructions 

Pheno
menon 

Picture 1A 2A 3A 4A 5A 0A 1B 2B 3B 0B 

1 P_1 10%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

10%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

10%> 
0% 

70%> 
100% 

0%> 
0% 

30%> 
10% 

10%> 
10% 

60%> 
80% 

P_4 10%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

10%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

30%> 
20% 

50%> 
80%% 

0%> 
0% 

10%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

90%> 
100% 

P_5 10%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

20%> 
0% 

0%> 
40% 

10%> 
20% 

60%> 
40% 

10%> 
0% 

20%> 
10% 

10%> 
0% 

60%> 
90% 

P_13 10%> 
12.5% 

10%> 
0% 

10%> 
12.5% 

0%> 
12.5% 

70%> 
62.5% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

20%> 
0% 

70%> 
90% 

10%> 
10% 

P_15 90%> 
42.9% 

10%> 
57.1% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

90%> 
100% 

10%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

P_27 0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
10% 

10%> 
0% 

90%> 
80% 

0%> 
10% 

40%> 
30% 

20%>
0% 

30%> 
60% 

10%> 
10% 

2 P_6 100%> 
66.7% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
11.11% 

0%> 
22.2% 

60%> 
40% 

10%> 
10% 

20%> 
10% 

10%> 
40% 

P_8 0%> 
28.6% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
14.3% 

90%> 
28.6% 

10%> 
28.6% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

80%> 
55.6% 

20%> 
44.4% 

P_30 0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

100%>
66.6% 

0%> 
22.2% 

0%> 
11.1% 

90%> 
88.9% 

0%> 
0% 

10%> 
11.11% 

0%> 
0% 

3 P_24 70%> 
37.5% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

0%> 
0% 

30%> 
62.5% 

60%> 
66.7% 

0%> 
11.1% 

0%> 
0% 

40%> 
22.2% 

P_28 20%> 
16.7% 

0% 
>0% 

0%> 
0% 

50%> 
33.3% 

10%> 
50% 

20%> 
0% 

80%> 
50% 

0%> 
0% 

10%> 
10% 

10%> 
40% 

    

     The first phenomenon refers to the construction types becoming more uniform during the 

narration task, as mentioned above. Pictures 1, 4, 5 and 27 all saw a bilateral increase  in 

uniformity across the speaker groups. As an example, during the description task, several 

construction types were used to describe picture 1, which showed a girl looking into a messy 

house, by both speaker groups. However, the constructions became more  uniform in the 

narration task as all of the NBES participants and almost all of the NCSS participants used a 

non-causation construction (0). Some pictures, namely 13 and 15, increased predominantly 

for one language. As an example, such a change can be observed between the two tasks in the  

descriptions of picture 15, which showed a person hanging an ornament on a door. 

Specifically, the NCSS participants went from almost exclusively using the active construction 

(1A) to slightly over half instead of using the less specific third person plural active 

construction (2A). Regarding the NBES group, the difference was one participant who use d 

the passive construction (2B) in the description task but aligned with the others whom all 

used the active construction (1B). It is likely that participants changed to these more aligned 

constructions because of increased time to conceptualise the story or think the story through 

and due to increased contextual knowledge. 

     Several descriptions of pictures received a greater variation instead during the narration 

task. Significant changes were observed for pictures 6, 8 and 30. One  case of a decrease in 

uniformity was seen in picture 6, a picture which showed a boy running behind a dog that 

breaks vases. Going from the description task to the narration task, the active construction 

(1A) decreased slightly while an increase of the non-causation (0) construction was seen. In 

comparison, the NCSS participants all used the active construction (1A) in the description 

task but divided their responses between three constructions in the narration task. One more 
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language-specific increase in constructions used was observed for picture 30, which showed a 

woman accidentally dropping a vase. In the description task, every NCSS participant used the 

pseudo-passive construction with dative of interest (4A). However, in the narration task, 

some participants instead used the pseudo-passive construction (5A). No changes were made 

by the NBES participants between the tasks. While it was expected that some descriptions 

would become more uniform in the narration task due to more context, the decrease in 

uniformity for these picture descriptions was unexpected. One explanation for why these 

pictures might have elicited more variation could potentially be owed to differences in story 

or picture interpretation. 

     As can be seen in Figure 7, some descriptions such as for picture 24 and 28 changed 

between the description and narration task since the participants now had a different idea of 

what some pictures showed and since these now were presented in a narrative structure. One  

clear example of change was observed in the significant differences between the descriptions 

of picture 24, which showed a girl trying to get a boy’s and dog’s attention. For the NBES 

participants, the most noteworthy difference was the decrease of non-causation constructions 

while the NCSS participants shifted from predominantly using the active construction (1A) to 

the non-causation constructions (0).  

     Speech style clearly seems to affect the kind of constructions used in both languages. 

Seemingly, during a narrative description, the passive descriptions are not used as frequently 

if we compare the two tasks.   

4.1.4 Comparing inter-speaker variation 

Another consideration regarding the descriptions and construction types given by the 

participants is the inter-speaker variation of constructions used by the respective speaker 

groups. To shed light on inter-speaker variation, the descriptive task specifically is  analyzed 

as every participant described every picture in this task. To find out if speakers had a 

particular tendency to choose different constructions, outlier cases are counted and 

compared across the speakers. An outlier is defined as a participant who gave a description 

construction that deviated from the most chosen construction. Of course, looking at outliers 

is of interest since they can shed light on the flexibilities of the languages regarding 

expressions of intentionality. 

     In Figure 8 below, the number of outliers is presented for the NBES participants. The 

variation amongst the NBES group spans from 5 outlier cases to the highest with 12 outlier 

cases. For the NBES participants, the median for the number of outlier constructions is  7. 

The two participants that had the highest number of outlier cases were participant EN8 and 

EN6 with 11 and 12, respectively. The number of deviating construction choices per 

participant can be observed in Table 8 below. Second language backgrounds seem to have 
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little influence on the constructions used in the descriptions regarding the NBES participants 

as the monolinguals EN9 and EN10 performed similarly to bilingual participants.  

 

Figure 8. The inter-speaker variation of the NBES participants in the description task 
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Table 8. Outlier per native British English speaking participant 
Participant Number of outlier constructions 
EN1 5 
EN2 6 
EN3 8 
EN4 9 
EN5 5 
EN6 11 
EN7 6 
EN8 12 
EN9 8 
EN10 5 

 

     As can be seen in Figure 9 below, despite having more constructions to choose from, the 

NCSS participants were more aligned with one another in their choice of construct ions. For 

the NCSS participants, the median number of outlier construction choices is 4.5, which is 

lower than for the NBES participants. Furthermore, the inter-speaker variation is 

considerably lower compared to the NBES participants with the lowest be ing  3 outliers for 

participant SP2 and SP4 and 7 outliers for participant EN9, as can be observed in Table 9 

below. The two participants with the highest number of outliers were SP9 and SP8 with 7 and 

6, respectively. Just like with the NBES participants, the L2 proficiency and overall 

bilingualism seem not to have any influence in the increase of the number of outlier cases, as 

participant SP9 and SP8 are relatively monolingual in comparison to other participants. 

While these differences are unexpected, it should be noted that the data set is relatively small, 

with 10 participants per language. 
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Figure 9. The inter-speaker variation of the NCSS participants in the description task 
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Table 9. Outlier per native Castilian Spanish speaking participant 
Participant Number of outlier constructions 
SP1 6 
SP2 3 
SP3 4 
SP4 3 
SP5 5 
SP6 4 
SP7 5 
SP8 6 
SP9 7 
SP10 4 

4.1.5 A summary of differences and similarities in terms of form 

When comparing the form of the task responses between the NBES and NCSS participants, 

some differences were found. First, the use of constructions differed between the two speaker 

groups when the picture showed or implied an accidental action in the causation event. One 

explanation for why the NBES participants chose different constructions for accidental events 

while the NCSS participants consistently used the 4A construction could potentially be  that 

the NBES participants lack the means of expressing fine degrees of intentionality. Similarly, 

was seen in their higher usage of the passive construction (2B) compared to the true passive 

construction (3A), the active usage of all constructions could potentially indicate that English 

lacks means for conveying what speakers might want to express. For this reason, participants 

need to choose what construction was the best suited depending on the situation. Overall, it 

was found by looking at the distribution of constructions used in the responses that the NBES 

participants were more varied in what construction they used, both in the  description and 

narration tasks. For the NCSS participants, the median number of outlier construction 

choices was lower than for the NBES participants. 

4.2 Differences and similarities in terms of function 

 This section presents an analysis of the data that sheds light on the functional characteristics 

of the constructions used by the two participant groups. The first section (4.2.1) presents an 

overview of the distribution of all the inferred characteristics in the participant responses  of 

both tasks. In the section which follows (4.2.2), the inscribed characteristics from the post-

task interviews are analysed. Section 4.2.3 presents a comparison of the inferred 

characteristics, inscribed characteristics, and the model of intentionality. Finally, Section 

4.2.4 summarizes the findings regarding the functional aspects of the participant responses. 

4.2.1 Overview of distributions of inferred characteristics 

By looking at the types of characteristics coded for each construction, several findings were 

observed. It is evident from looking at the data shown in Figure 10 that the NCSS participants 

were more unified compared to the NBES participants. With the exception of the pseudo-

passive construction (5A), all the Spanish constructions had a clear predominant 
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characteristic or coded functionality. Foregrounded descriptions were  preferred in almost 

every case, with the exception being a sizable portion of each lowest intentionality category 

(5A and 3B) appearing as foregrounded and backgrounded. Moreover, the last general 

observation that is evident is that many of the English 1B constructions were analysed as 

ESFA and ASFP. Since English only has three construction types for expressing varying 

intentionality and uses the active construction for both intentional and accidental 

descriptions, this was hypothesised. In Figure 10 below, the inferred characteristics for each 

construction are presented. 

Figure 10. The inferred functional characteristics for each construction 

4.2.2 The inscribed characteristics from post-task interviews 

Besides the inferred characteristics of each picture description, the post-task inte rview also 

provided data regarding the form of inscribed characteristics. In other words, participants 

were asked about their use of specific constructions for some pictures to shed light on some 

of their functional aspects. Furthermore, the post-task interview also allowed for negative 

evidence to be collected. Negative evidence provides data on what is deemed as not 

acceptable by speakers (Schalley, 2012, p. 9). The exploratory perspective of these interviews 
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is useful as it sheds light on the linguistic awareness of participants. This  part of the  paper 

investigates further why certain constructions were used in specific situations by providing 

an account for the participants’ reasonings (see appendix 7 for an overview of the interview 

pictures). 

     In order to see if the participants had similar beliefs about non-causation event pictures or 

distractor tasks, the interview began with questions about picture 18, which shows a girl 

looking at a messy garden. Every participant chose a non-causation construction (0). Nine 

out of the ten NBES participants and nine of the NCSS participants answered either directly 

or indirectly that since there was no apparent actor (or causer of the mess) visible, it seemed 

unsuitable to use anything that would assign intentionality to someone on someone. 

Participant EN7, who used the passive construction, mentioned that he thought the passive 

would work well here. Similarly, the NCSS outlier used the true passive construction (3A) as 

he believed someone must have made the mess, but it was not clear who had caused it. 

     The second response that all participants were asked about pertained to picture  9, where  

all except one of the NBES participants used the active construction (1B). Picture  9 s hows a 

boy jumping and catching a dog. When asked why the active construction made the most 

sense for this image, most participants answered that since the boy was the doer of the 

action, the active construction felt the most natural. Participant EN10 gave an account for 

why he chose the active construction for this picture: …because it feels like, almost like a 

comic strip, I guess. It is like currently happening, like actively happening (participant 

EN10). An outlier was participant EN9 who instead described the picture with a non-

causation construction (i.e., the dog was caught). However, the participant changed his mind 

during the interview and said that the active construction made more sense after seeing and 

working with all the pictures: The boy is probably the most active part of this scene. He is the 

one that chases the dog. He is the one doing the action (Participant EN9). For the NCSS 

participants, all participants agreed that the active construction made the most sense. 

Participant SP2 summarized the thinking process shown in most of the replies: It is the 

active part, the boy, it is the boy who catches, who acts out the action (Participant SP2, 

translated). 

     Picture 15, which shows a pair of hands hanging an ornament on a door, was also 

discussed in the post-task interviews. Regarding the NBES participants, all except one 

participant (EN6) answered with the active construction (1B). When asked why the active 

construction was preferred here, answers implied that it had to do with the  action be ing in 

the foreground. Participant EN1 phrased it like this: The focus for me isn’t on the object, it ’s  

the person doing the action (Participant EN1). The only exception in construction use was 

participant EN6, who instead used the passive construction. The reasoning provided was that 

both an active and passive construction probably worked fine but that he likely chose the 
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passive because his focus was on the object and not the girl. The NCSS participants have 

similar construction use with nine out of the ten using the active construction (1A). The 

reasonings provided through the interviews mentioned that it sounded better. When pressed 

further and asked if the passive would be all right in this case, participants SP1, SP2, SP4, 

SP8, SP9, and SP10 all mentioned that the passive voice would sound strange and would not 

be used by a Castilian Spanish speaker. Furthermore, participant SP6 and SP7 would prefer 

the active construction in this case but were indifferent to the passive construction. However, 

participant SP3 and SP5 said that the passive construction would be  regarded as perfectly 

acceptable and that they were surprised that other speakers found this odd. 

     One picture where the constructions differed was picture 25 of a boy accidentally breaking 

his toothbrush. The NBES participants mostly (8 out of 10) used the construction with 

inchoative use of the verb (3B). Answers differed between the participants, but amongst the  

eight who used the 3B construction, a common answer was that if you would use the  activ e 

construction (1B) then you would imply that it was the boy’s fault. The following was said by 

participant EN6: I think if you say the boy snapped the toothbrush, you are kind of putting 

the blame on the boy, right? (Participant EN6). However, participant EN4, who used the 

active construction (1B), answered slightly differently. While affirming his choice, he also said 

that even if the boy snapped the toothbrush, it was not purposeful: The boy, yes, whilst he is  

using it, isn’t intentionally breaking it (Participant EN4). Participant EN7 also used an 

outlier construction with opting for a description using the passive construction (2B). 

According to participant EN7, the passive might be better since it expresses less 

intentionality: You know, he’s using it normally, as far as I’m aware, and you know, in the 

picture, his eyes look surprised that the toothbrush has broken (Participant EN7). Eight out 

of the NCSS participant chose the pseudo-passive construction with dative of interest (4A). 

When asked why the 4A construction was preferred here, the overarching response was that 

the boy did not break the toothbrush intentionally, hence the construction. Participants SP1, 

SP4 and SP9 all mentioned that the action also happens in the now besides the action be ing 

accidental. In comparison, Participants SP3 and SP10 both chose the reflexive pseudo-

passive construction (5A) instead and implied that it was possible that the toothbrush was 

already broken before the boy started brushing, hence the reflexive pseudo-passive 

construction (5A). 

     All participants were also asked why they chose the constructions that they did regarding 

picture 8, which shows a vase falling off a table. Eight out of the ten NBES participants u sed 

the construction with inchoative use of the verb (3B) while two participants (EN9 and EN10) 

both used a non-causation construction (0). The participants were asked why they had 

chosen the construction they did, and answers were fairly aligned within the speaker group as 

all of the eight speakers who used the 3B construction said that they did so since no person 
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explicitly causes the vase to fall. Participants EN1, EN3, EN5, EN6 and EN7 mentioned 

explicitly distance to the vase as a factor. The idea of proximity is summarized by participant 

EN6:  

I would probably choose the words "the boy, for example, knocked over the vase", 

but because there’s no one close in proximity, like very close to it I guess (…) I don ’t 

know who knocked it over or if it was knocked over, it just eventually kind of fell by 

itself because of the whole tussle (Participant EN6).  

 

     Participants EN9 and EN10 both ignored the vase in picture 8 and did therefore not 

mention anything with regard to intentionality, hence a non-causation construction (0). The  

NCSS speaker group also used one construction overwhelmingly, namely the reflexive 

pseudo-passive construction (5A). When asked for the reasoning behind this, the responses 

were similar to the NBES participants in that there is no clear connection between the vase 

falling and the family on the right. Proximity and the state of the boy and dog were 

mentioned several times. The consensus is that the boy and dog did not cause this vase to fall  

in this picture. The only exception to the construction use was participant SP1, who used a 

non-causation construction (0) in the initial description task; however, the participant 

changed her mind and chose the 5A construction like the rest of the NCSS participants.  

     The last picture every participant was asked about in relation to their choice of 

construction was picture 30, which shows a woman dropping a vase in surprise. For this 

picture, all of the NBES participants chose the active construction (1B), except EN3 who 

chose the construction with inchoative use of the verb (3B). All of the participants were asked 

why they believe they chose the construction they did. The majority of the participants who 

chose the active construction had a harder time explaining why the active construction was 

chosen here. Participant EN5, EN9 and EN10 mentioned that the active construction felt 

natural since the action took centre stage, it happened in the now. Participant EN5 explained 

his choice with the following: If you are right in the action, if you ’re right there, for me it’s 

like it makes it more immediate and more ‘it’s happening now’, in front of you (Participant 

EN5). The one participant who instead used the inchoative construction (3B), EN3, was 

surprised that he had described the picture with a 3B construction. He said this to being 

asked why he described the picture the way he did: That’s interesting, because in this case it 

is the lady’s fault almost, because she’s holding, she picks it up and drops it (Participant 

EN3). Comparatively, the NCSS participants were all aligned, and all used the pseudo-passive 

construction with dative of interest (4A). All participants said that the action was accidental, 

but that the woman was the one who caused the action to take place. Deja caer ‘le t fall’ was 

not suitable according to all participants since that implies a willing and intentional drop. 

According to participant SP10, using se le cae ‘he/she let it fall accidentally’ (construction 
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4A) also indicated that the action is caused by someone: For the woman to let-it-fall-

accidentally (se le cae), you are also saying that it is the woman who is carrying out the 

action (Participant SP10, translated). 

4.2.3 Comparing the inscribed and inferred characteristics to the model of 

intentionality 

The inscribed characteristics from the post-task interviews are in this  section compared to 

the inferred characteristics from the description and narration tasks as well as  the model of  

intentionality (refer to section 3.1). By comparing the inferred characteristics to the inscribed 

characteristics, several observations can be made. While the inscribed characteristics align 

overall with the inferred characteristics of the two tasks, differences are also present. The 

explanations provided by the NBES and NCSS participants aligned fairly well with the 

inferred characteristics for most pictures. Curiously, the inscribed characteristics  from the 

post-task interviews gave more uniform distributions than the inferred ones from the 

description and narration tasks. As seen from the interview analysis, participants sometimes 

changed their responses in the interviews, something seen with the NBES participants  EN3 

and EN9.  It is possible that this uncertainty could indicate an inherent ambiguity in the 

constructions available to them, and thus them being constantly forced to make suboptimal 

choices. 

     For non-causation constructions (0, 3B and 5A), characteristics were essentially always 

either XXBU or XXFU, regardless of whether in a task or an interview. Pictures that showed 

an agent doing an intentional action in the causation event showed that both NCSS and 

NBES participants described the picture with an ASFP construction (both inferred and 

inscribed). Pictures showing accidental causation events with an effector sh owed that the 

NCSS participants generally described the picture with ESFA characteristics (both inferred 

and inscribed). The NBES participants also described the accidental causation event with 

ESFA characteristics, but with the addition of the XXFU characteristic in the inscribed 

characteristics from the post-task interviews. Figure 11 shows the distribution of 

characteristics (both inferred and inscribed) from the description task, the narration task and 

the post-task interviews, regarding the six preselected pictures from the post-task interview. 

In order to compare the inferred and inscribed characteristics, the distribution of encoded 

dimensions of descriptions is shown in the pie-charts. 



44 

 

Figure 11. A comparison of inferred and inscribed characteristics 

 

     The model of intentionality (Section 3.1) aligns well with both the inferred and inscribed 

characteristics. As was predicted with the model, the type of actor (agent, effector or 

unknown) proved to be accurate when comparing the model to both the inferred and 

inscribed characteristics. Furthermore, while the actor was seldom mentioned explicitly in 

the interviews in relation to how specific the entity was in the context, it can be inferred 

between the lines for most participants that this aspect is an important factor in the  tasks. 

The third dimension mentioned in the model was whether the action or result was the focus 

in the description, or in other words, whether the action was foregrounded or backgrounded. 

From both inferred and inscribed characteristics of the tasks and interviews, it was clear that 

the backgroundedness or foregroundedness of actions and events were considered. The last 

dimension is concerned with the nature of the action (wilful or accidental).  While  the last 

dimension was predicted to produce mostly XXBU characteristics, XXFU was more common. 

As the 5A, 3B and 0 constructions are all non-causation constructions, the fact that some 
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constructions were outside of the prediction has little consequence on the viability of the 

model of intentionality.  

4.2.4 A summary of differences and similarities in terms of function 

Several differences and similarities were observed regarding functional differences in the  

participant description constructions. The characteristics encoded through the constructions 

were for the NCSS participants more unified compared to the NBES participants , as  all the 

Spanish constructions demonstrated clear representing characteristics or coded 

functionality. Since the NBES participants have three construction types for expressing 

varying intentionality and use the active construction for both intentional and accidental 

descriptions, these findings were expected. Furthermore, the model of intentionality (Section 

3.1) aligned well with both the inferred and inscribed characteristics from the tasks and post-

task interview. Similarly, the explanations provided by the NBES and NCSS participants  

aligned fairly well with the inferred characteristics for most pictures. 

5. Discussion 

Several differences, similarities and points of interest were found when comparing the 

descriptions provided by the NCSS and NBES participants, both in terms of form and 

function. This section discusses the findings of the data analysis and presents comparisons to 

previous research and literature. 

     By analysing the overall constructional variation, it was found that the NCSS participants 

were overall more uniform and in agreement with each other on what construction to use.  

While the NCSS group had more constructions to choose from compared to the NBES 

participants, the NCSS descriptions were more aligned with each other. The difference was 

prominent in both tasks. One hypothesis for why this might be the case is that English 

speakers are more often in the position where they do not have a construction which is 

perfectly suitable and then have to decide which of the available ones come closest. As a 

consequence, the data showed that NBES participants sometimes chose the 3B construction 

with inchoative use of the verb, even if the active construction (1B) is generally preferred by 

other speakers, to make sure no intentionality is assigned to the actor as a result of 

misinterpretation on the part of the hearer. While this paper can make no definite claims as 

to why the NCSS participants were more consistent than the NBES participants, one 

hypothesis is that the Spanish language has formal distinctions that correspond to the 

functional distinctions when it comes to expressing intentionality since there are tools within 

the language to express a number of different levels of the intentionality. The study by 
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Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno and Hijazo-Gascón (2016) that focused on intentionality of 

Spanish and Danish verbs resulted in similar findings of higher consistency amongst the 

Spanish speakers (p. 16). Filipović (2018) also found that participating Spanish speakers 

adhered to the usage of the pseudo-passive construction with dative of interest (4A) with 

remarkable consistency when describing accidental events, just as in this paper (p. 197). The 

consensus from this discussion is that the NCSS participants are able  to, thanks to the 

semantic features of their language, express more fine-grained distinctions of intentionality 

in causation events compared to the NBES participants. More fine-grained distinctions 

potentially lead to less inter-speaker variation in expressions since there exist 

straightforward ways to express the right intention with the use of a construction. It is  also 

probable that these fine-grained construction differences provide speakers with more 

certainty in their judgements since they do not need to decide ad hoc which construction 

might best fit in a particular situation. The NBES participants need to choose the 

construction which comes closest to the meaning or function they want to express  since the  

language is more ambiguous in its nature compared to Spanish. 

     Constructions in the responses also became overall more uniform in both speaker groups 

from the description to the narration task. The increase in uniformity could potentia lly be 

explained by the contextual knowledge the participants would have had of the picture  story 

during the narration task. As more elements are known, and less is guesswork, it is likely that 

uniformity in construction use increases as a result. Furthermore, some pictures that were 

hard to interpret in the first task would have received more thought and consideration in the  

second task. One other reason why the narration task gave more uniformity in construction 

use could be owed to the fact that the task lends itself towards certain constructions. For 

instance, several participants in the post-task interview mentioned that the active voice made 

sense in a narrative context and using the passive (2B), or true-passive (3A) constructions 

were awkward or unnatural. San Roque et al. (2012) observed similar differences between a 

picture description task and narration task for kinship expressions (pp. 162f). In their 

experiment, the description task received a variety of expressions by the participants while 

the narration task received less variation, as most of those expressions focused on the main 

character (San Roque et al., 2012, pp. 163f). Just like in this study, San Roque et al. (2012) 

found that using two tasks gave greater insight into a range of linguistic practices (p. 164).  

The experiences from San Roque (2012) and this study show that one cannot rely on any 

production task, but that different types of tasks need to be compared. The NCSS participants 

were more vocal about constructions that did not work compared to the NBES participants in 

the post-task interviews. While the NCSS participants commented that using a construction 

other than the one they had used sounded odd or did not work, the NBES participants often 

answered that other constructions would be fine in English. 
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     Some observations can be made by looking at the non-causation event descriptions (0). 

The NBES speakers demonstrated a more pronounced tendency towards using the non-

causation construction than the NCSS participants. This could once again be rooted in the  

fact that the NBES speakers have fewer choices of constructions. It is, of course, a possibility 

that they simply have other interpretations as well. As mentioned by Filipović (2013), English 

speakers tend to be intentionally ambiguous and using a non-causation construction might 

be one way of avoiding assigning intentionality (p. 5). In cases where no causation was 

explicitly evident in the picture, neither speaker group used anything but a non-causation (o) 

construction. A few pictures elicited non-causation constructions by both speaker groups, 

potentially implying that the semantic features of each language are fairly similar for this 

purpose. 

     When comparing the functional characteristics of the constructions in the participants’ 

responses, several points of interest were mentioned in the analysis. Firstly, since the 

characteristics follow fairly closely to what was proposed, most of the assumptions made for 

the model of intentionality are accurate. However, some deviations were found between the  

model and the inferred characteristics. Specifically, the construction with inchoative  use of 

the verb (3B) and pseudo-passive construction (5A) mostly had foregrounded actions 

compared to the more backgrounded results-focused alternative that was anticipated initially 

to be more common. Whether the action happens in the foreground or background of such 

events is of no consequence.  What is evident from looking at the data are the arguably more 

unified characteristics of the NCSS participants’ descriptions compared to the NBES 

participants’ descriptions. A possible explanation for this might be because Spanish speakers 

seem to pay more attention to the gentleness of the action instead of object orientation when 

making the decision of which verb to use (Ibarretxe-Antuñano, Cadierno & Hijazo-Gascón 

(2016, pp. 148f). As anticipated, the active constructions differed in how they function, as the 

English active construction (1B) filled the purpose of both the Spanish active construction 

(1A) and the pseudo-passive with dative of interest construction (4A). The third person plural 

active construction (2A) was found to be seldomly used, possibly thanks to slight limitations 

with the research design of using elicited data. 

     Several findings regarding functional characteristics were obtained through the post-task 

interviews. Participants from both language groups mentioned an aspect related to tense 

when describing why they opted for a construction. When describing why the pseudo-passive 

construction with dative of interest (4A) was used, the NCSS participants said that the action 

happened in the now. Similarly, some NBES participants mentioned that the active 

construction felt necessary since the action took centre stage, and it felt as if it were 

happening now. The element tense and events occurring ‘in the now’ could be one way of 

defining foregrounding of the action. Another finding was the apparent difference in meta-
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awareness of whether the actor is an agent or effector. In the post-task interviews, NBES 

participants sometimes struggled to describe why a construction was better than another, 

while the NCSS participants generally had a clear idea. This difference in meta-awareness 

could potentially be owed to the fact that the Spanish speakers need to keep track of the type  

of actor to use the right construction, while the English speakers do not. 

     The methodology of this study should also be discussed. To find answers to the resea rch 

questions about differences and similarities of form and function in descriptions of 

intentionality, both general observations and finer patterns were looked for by comparing the 

participants’ constructions. The two-task approach allowed for two different kinds of 

elicitations of speech styles, and findings clearly show a difference in used constructions per 

task. The post-task interviews allowed for additional insight into the thoughts of participants 

and what the constructions convey. It was also possible to collect negative evidence that is  

impossible to collect through a naturalistic data collection. Another benefit of the  post-task 

interview is that it allows for an exploratory perspective which is useful as  it sheds light on 

the linguistic awareness of participants. 

     This study also has several limitations that need to be discussed. One such limitation is the 

overall few cases of the passive and true passive constructions (2B and 3A) in the data. A 

possible explanation for this was provided by participants SP4 and SP10, who both said that 

using the passive when describing a story is unnatural in Spanish. Similarly, participant 

EN10 mentioned that the active construction would be the more obvious choice when 

retelling a story. Looking at how the NBES responses differed between the description and 

narration task, the idea of the passive being awkward or less suitable could potentially be 

supported as even fewer of the descriptions used the passive (4.48% compared to 7.50%). 

However, and despite the NCSS participants SP4 and SP10 both explaining that it is  more  

natural to use the active voice when telling a story, the true passive constructions increased 

slightly (from 0.84% to 2.80%) when going from the description task to the  narration task. 

The takeaway here is that the participants preferred not using the passive constructions in 

these tasks compared to other options. This notion is supported by Gibbons (2003), who 

claims Spanish speakers only use the true passive in certain more formal situations and much 

less frequently compared to English speakers (pp. 254-255).  

     While attempts were made to keep the distribution of the targeted constructions of the  

stimuli as equal as possible, it is possible that the uneven and distribution could affect the  

results slightly. As a countermeasure to the risk of uneven elicitation, the number of 

illustrations was intentionally high to maximise the likelihood of obtaining valid data. 

However, the uneven distribution should be regarded as a limitation regardless.  

     A further limitation of the study has to do with ecological validity. While the pictures were 

created to elicit specific constructions, participants were sometimes drawn towards other 
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constructions instead. One could argue that it is natural for the passive constructions to be  

less frequent as they most likely are less common in natural speech. While the two-task 

approach was created to allow for relatively natural elicitations, this is a clear limitation. As 

explained by Bohnemeyer (2012), an analysis of elicited data can only make generalizations 

about the kind of scenario that are tested during the elicitation (p. 6). The stimuli of this 

study were likely, from the start, to elicit certain kinds of constructions more than others. 

Because of this, and in tandem with the relatively small number of participants, the reader is  

well-advised not to generalise the findings. 

6. Conclusion 

In this paper, the intentionality descriptions of causation events of NCSS participants and 

NBES participants were investigated. Of particular interest was how the speaker descriptions 

would differ in terms of form and function. In order to answer the research questions, 

previous research and literature on relevant ideas and concepts were presented. While 

typological research has been carried out in relation to causation events, no research has 

previously specifically approached intentionality of causation events. In order to investigate 

intentionality of causation events from a semantic typology perspective, a model of 

intentionality was devised. Based on this model, non-verbal stimuli were created to elicit 

participant descriptions. These stimuli consisted of 32 pictures in a picture story format. The  

pictures were used in two tasks, a description task and a narration task, and supplemented by 

a post-task interview. Participating in this study were ten NBES participants as well as  ten 

NCSS participants. Participants were asked to describe the pictures in both tasks, first 

without context, second in a narrative format after having ordered the pictures themselves. 

After the two tasks, a short interview focused on six pictures where the participants were 

asked why they had chosen one description over another. The two tasks allowed for the 

collection of which constructions were used as well as the inscribed and inferred 

characteristics of these constructions. An analysis was carried out on the  over 20 hours of 

recordings. Lastly, the findings were discussed and compared to previous research and 

literature. 

     Findings suggest that since the NBES participants have fewer constructions to choose from 

compared to the NCES participants, they have formal distinctions that correspond to the 

functional distinctions with which constructions are all right to use and which are out of 

place. The NBES participants were more varied with which constructions they used in both 

tasks and between each other compared to the NCSS participants. Despite having fewer 

constructions to choose from, the NBES group also used in general more varied construction 
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types per picture. The NCSS participants were often in higher agreement in the group on 

what construction was the most suited for the picture, with some exceptions.  

     The NBES and NCSS participants also differed in regard to the function of their 

constructions. The NBES active construction (1B) accounted for both descriptions of high 

intentionality (ASFP characteristics) and accidental causation (ESFA characteristics) events. 

While the NCSS participants were able to use their reflexive pseudo-passive construction 

with dative of interest (4A) for accidental events (ESFA characteristics), the NBES 

participants had to use the active construction (1B) or the construction with inchoative use of 

the verb (3B) for the same events, leading to differing descriptions within the participant 

group. 

     The findings presented above have implications for applied contexts. With regard to 

teaching, findings of this paper, such as the different functions and uses of certain 

constructions, can help avoid miscommunication and allow for in-depth reflections on cross-

linguistic differences. Additionally, law and courts that work with cross-linguistic cases could 

potentially also benefit from the findings of this paper. Forensic linguistics as a field can use 

the model of intentionality and the findings of differences of form and function in 

participants descriptions to develop further a deeper understanding of cross-linguistic 

intentionality.  

     For future semantic typology research in relation to intentionality in causation events, 

more investigative work is still needed. For instance, it is possible that transfer effects 

between languages could influence the participants’ beliefs and practices with regard to the  

functions of the constructions. For example, would a bilingual with Spanish as their first 

language (L1) and English as their second language (L2) face the risks of unlearning the 

function of the true passive (3A) if predominantly exposed to English? Approaching and 

comparing bilinguals to monolinguals in relation to the ideas presented in this  paper could 

shed light on the factor of language background. The aspects of time and proximity from the 

post-task interviews also need to be investigated further. As was said in the discussion, a 

temporal aspect could potentially affect the choice made by the participant. More research is  

needed to explore what role tense has in regard to functional characteristics of constructions. 

Also, speaker meta-awareness in relation to the actor could be investigated further. 

Furthermore, it is likely that more dimensions than the ones accounted for in this paper play 

a role in the selection of constructions. Lastly, comparing other languages with different 

typological distances could also help researchers understand the complex dynamics of 

intentionality across languages, especially from different language families.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Information sheet 

INFORMATION SHEET 
for participants 
Research project: Event descriptions of native Castilian Spanish and 

British English speakers 

This letter provides information about what this project is about and will he lp you make an 

informed decision regarding your participation. If there is anything you find unclear in this  

information sheet, please ask the researchers for further clarifications before consenting to 

the project. 

Why is the research being conducted and what is it about? 

You are invited to participate in a project investigating similarities and differences in how the 

NCSS participants and NBES participants describe events. Research on how different 

languages function in certain situations can be useful since it may he lp people  understand 

one another better in complex situations when linguistic details and nuances are important. 

Past research has shown that the Spanish language has different features from the  English 

language regarding how certain events are described. 

 

I. Your responsibilities as a participant 

What does participation involve? 

After the information letter and consent form have been read, and verbal consent has been 

given, the data collection may begin. Participation in this project will consist of a digital 

meeting through the conferencing software Zoom, where you will be asked first to take a 

short survey about you background. Following the survey, we will begin a task that involves a 

set of simple drawings. Afterwards, you will participate in a short interview where we will 

discuss some aspects of the previous task. It is expected that the meeting will take about 

between 60 - 70 minutes in all. The tasks are carried out with one participant at a time. After 

consent has been given verbally, the meeting will be recorded. While shared documents will 

be visually recorded, we ask you to not use your web camera in order to protect your identity 

as much as possible. The meeting will be scheduled at a convenient time for you. 

Who may participate in the project? 
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The project will involve Castilian Spanish speakers and British English speakers. In order to 

participate in the project, you must be at least 18 years of age and have either British English 

or Castilian Spanish as your native language. You also have to consent to completing a short 

survey about your background, picture description tasks, and a concluding brief interview. In 

order to participate you will need an internet connection and a web browser with Adobe 

Flash (You can download Adobe Flash for your web browser here:  

(get.adobe.com/se/flashplayer/otherversions/). 

Are there any risks involved? 

We do not expect there to be any risks for you. 

 

II. Your rights as a participant 

Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary, and you may withdraw your 

participation at any time during data collection. You may wish to opt out of answering a 

specific question, if you so desire. Simply leave the question unanswered or state your 

decision to not answer. 

What are the possible benefits of participating in this project? 

Participation in this project may not be directly beneficial to you, but by analyzing similarities 

and differences between languages elements of miscommunication and misunderstanding 

can potentially be explained.  

Will my data be kept confidential?  

In this project, the protection of the identity of all participants is of high priority. The project 

has undergone an ethics check by Karlstad University and follows the law regarding e thics 

testing of research projects as well as the data protection act GDPR. The materials involved in 

this project are handled with care and confidentiality and are only used for this research 

project. The survey is answered through the web-based survey tool Survey & Reports, and all 

data are stored on an encrypted hard drive and on Box, a cloud-based storage  utility. Both 

Survey & Report and Box are provided by Karlstad University and approved for safe  data 

storage in research projects. When data are presented in the form of transcripts, all names 

will be anonymized. Your name and email address are deleted right after the  interview has 

concluded. The recordings will be destroyed latest on publication of the results of the project. 

All work on the project is done in a private location.  

Who should I contact if I have a question regarding the project or my 

participation? 

Karlstad University is responsible for personal data. According to the Personal Data Act (the 

Data Protection Ordinance as of 25 May 2018), you have the right to access all information 

about you that is handled free of charge and, if necessary, have any errors corrected. You also 

have the right to request deletion, restriction or to object to the processing of personal data, 
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and it is possible to lodge a complaint with the Swedish Data Inspectorate. Contact 

information for the data protection officer at Karlstad University is dpo@kau.se. 

If you have any questions pertaining to the project or your participation, or if you would like  

additional information before you agree to join, please contact Rickard Nilsson through 

either of the means listed below. 

Contact information: 

Rickard Nilsson, Master’s student of English linguistics at Karlstad University. Phone 

number: +46725650358 E-mail address: ricknils05@student.kau.se 

Andrea Schalley, Professor in English and Deputy head of the Department of Language, 

Literature and Intercultural Studies at Karlstad University. E-mail address: 

andrea.schalley@kau.se 
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Appendix 2 – Consent form 

CONSENT FORM 
Research project: Event descriptions of native Castilian Spanish and 

British English speakers 

Contact information: 
Student: Rickard Nilsson, Master’s student of English linguistics at Karlstad University 
Phone number: +46 (0)72-5650358 
E-mail: ricknils05@student.kau.se. 
Supervisor: Andrea Schalley, Professor in English and Deputy Head of the Department of 
Language, Literature and Intercultural Studies at Karlstad University 
E-mail: andrea.schalley@kau.se 
 
I confirm the following: 

• I have read the information presented in the information letter about the project 

conducted by Rickard Nilsson, master-student at Karlstad University, and Andrea 
Schalley, Professor in English and Deputy Head of the Department of Language, 
Literature and Intercultural Studies at Karlstad University.  

• I have had the opportunity to ask questions related to the project and have  had any 

questions answered to my satisfaction. If I have any additional questions, I can 
contact the researchers.  

• I was also informed that my participation is entirely voluntary, and that I may 
withdraw from the project at any time during the recording, without comment.  

• I agree to fill out a survey about my year of birth, my gender, the languag es I know 
and age of acquisition.  

• I agree to being interviewed and that this interview will be video recorded, with the  

knowledge that this recording will be destroyed at the date of publication of the 
research results. I understand that I will not use my web camera during the recording.  

• I give my consent that transcribed and anonymized contributions from me might be  
published in public research outlets.  

• I hereby give my consent verbally and agree to participate in this project. 

 

For all other questions contact Rickard Nilsson at +46 (0)72-5650358 or by sending an email 

at ricknils05@student.kau.se or to Andrea Schalley at andrea.schalley@kau.se 
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Appendix 3 – Survey of participant background 
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Appendix 4 – Alternative graphics for construction use 
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Appendix 5 – Picture story (narrative order) 

 

Picture descriptions: 
1. A boy waking up. 
2. A boy going to his 

desk. 

3. A boy writing and his 
pencil snaps. 

4. A boy brushing his 
teeth, toothbrush 
snaps. 

5. A boy falling and 

breaks toy. 
6. Dog running away 

with toy. 
7. A girl going towards a 

house. 
8. A girl seeing a broken 

window. 

9. Mess outside. 
10. A girl ringing the 

doorbell. 
11. A girl hearing noises. 
12. A girl knocking on 

door, ornament falls. 
13. A girl hanging 

ornament on door. 
14. A door falling. 
15. A girl peeking inside 

house. 
16. A boy chasing dog. 
17. A girl is thinking. 

18. A girl shouting to get 
boys attention. 

19. A boy catching dog. 
20. A boy telling dog to 

drop toy. 
21. A boy and dog being 

sad. 

22. A mother dropping 
bag in shock. 

23. A mother looks out 
the window and drops 
vase. 

24.  A mother being 
shocked. 

25. A mother being sad. 
26.  A vase falling. 
27. A boy explaining to 

his mother. 
28. A mother fixing a toy. 
29.  A family cleaning the 

house. 
30. A broom breaking. 
31. A family laughing. 
32. A family recycling. 
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Appendix 6 – Picture story (description task order) 
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Appendix 7 – Interview picture descriptions 

Picture 18 – Mess outside 

This picture was chosen for the post-task 

interview since it was intended to elicit a 

description of a result of a distanced action 

(the right side of the dynamic core of the 

intentionality model) or alternatively a 

non-causation description.  

Targeted construction: 2B, 0, 3A, 0 

 

Picture 9 – A boy catching a dog 

This picture was chosen for the post-task 

interview since it was intended to elicit a 

active action with a clear agent and a 

results focused event in one picture. It 

would both be interesting to see which 

picture participants focused on and 

described, if not both. 

Targeted construction: 1A, 3A 1B, 2B 

 

 

Picture 15 – A boy catching a dog 

This picture was chosen for the post-task 

interview since it was intended to elicit a 

clear active action with a clear agent.  

Targeted construction: 1A, 1B 

 

 

 

 

Picture 25 – A boy brushing his 

toothbrush, toothbrush snaps. 

This picture was chosen for the post-task 

interview since it was intended to elicit a  

clearly accidental action with an effector.  

Targeted construction: 4A, 1B 
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Picture 8 – A vase falling. 

This picture was chosen for the post-

task interview since it was intended to 

elicit a non-causation description, but 

still knowing the reason why it fell. The  

idea was to see if anyone would blame 

the boy and the dog here. 

Targeted constructions: 5A, 3B 

 

 

 

 

Picture 30 – A mother looks out 

the window and drops the vase. 

This picture was chosen for the post-

task interview since it was intended to 

elicit an accidental action. 

Targeted constructions: 4A, 1B, 3B 

 

 

 

 


