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‘ . . , - Abstract. ‘ e

Concepts of causality impl%&{t in natural language weté studied

~%

- by Brown and Fisﬁ~'(1983);ﬂ Using action and state verbs in the

context "Ted . Paul”,* these researchers foynd that causal
< B | N - § : ‘ )
ﬁttributtbnshwere ungqually apportioned between interactants, e.g.,

3

Ted 1ikes ' Paul primérily because- of domething about Paul; not

spmething about Ted. Furthermore, they found an apparent 1link:

- betWeen causal -attributions ta@@ﬁe mibject or object of interactive
. sentences and the availability '!;dlspositional terms (derived from

\ . y : . .
the sentence verb) which describe that subject or object, e.g., in

Ted likés Paul, people percefvé Paul as having caused the liking to
N . - i ) . . . . .
_occur: because he is a likable person. Brown and Fish suggest that an

Agent-Patient, schema :(governing action verbs) and a Stimulus-.
Experiéncer schema' (governing staée yerbs) influence both causal
attributions to the Agent or Stimulus\\I;\NEhe interaction and thef?
developqi?t 6f trait terms that‘re;er to thoée roleg. The‘Agent—
“Patient schema specifies that thigpérson who initiétes of performs an
acpg the Agent of the 1ntéractionkwﬁé perceived as 1its cause; ‘ihe
Stimﬁlus?Experiéncer schema specifies that the person whodétimulates
or glves riseto the experience, the Stimulus of the 1ntera¢£ion3 is
_percéived as ita'caﬁse; "We hypothesi%eé that the ex;sﬁencé of trait
" terms describing the Patiéﬁt’or Experieﬂcéf of an interaction would
~ blas causal attributions to thos; roles,‘ or at least reduce the
t;ndency to assién‘greater causal ‘w 1ghﬁ'to tg; Agent or Stimulus.
Because Brown and" Fish did not ‘Qtudy ‘ygrbs with Patient or

ok

Experiencer adjectives, their research \did not test this possibility.

-
iv
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We compiled a comprehensive 1list of {nteractive verbs -and their
4 ' .

related dispositional terms and pretested a random sample for M':ei;'

. . é .
significance, familiarity, and adequacy 1in “answering the caysal”™

- question: "Why did Ted = Paul?” Vetbs with Patient and .

Experiencer terma"‘,‘ as well as® ones with Aggnt and Stimulus terms,
. . \

»

were used in Experiment 1 to ‘determine whether causal att;'ibut.ion's
differ as a f‘_unetion of type of dgrived adjectival form. In order to
fule out potential c§nfounds in Exp~eriment 1, ﬁohse'nse verbs were
used in- Expgrimen; 2 to ‘test a .similérshypothesis. ‘ In both
experiments, the degree (and to some extent the direction) of bias

toward an interactive role was highly related to the role to which

the derived jdispositional terms refer.
~ N 4
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Introduction
Whort k1956) proposed tﬁnt lunguigo is essentially a system of
words and grammar that lends structyre to our {ideas and our
perceptionsa oﬂf reality. Language may inhorendy‘pouu.l nt‘ruc{urll
or conceptual fcaturea that {nfluence ‘h,?“ Iwe ‘petsalve o‘urul\{u and
our world. &)-a of th’e}e Seatures studied w.ithin the last 15 years isa
implicit causality in natursl language.

w Though not the first researchers to do so (see Garvey &
Caramazza, 1974; Garvey, Caramazza, & Yates, 1977; Caramazza,
Grober, Garvey, & Yates, 1977), Brown and Fish (1983) studied
concepts of causality implicit in verbs. They confirmed that people
cc;nsistently assign the cause of an interaction expressed by a verb
to a‘particular jnteractant, even when they are provided with minimal
information about the event. In interactive contexts 1like
"Ted Paul” «(where the blank is replaced by a verb), people
consistently agree that one of the two {Interactants has a
disproportionate causal 1nf1u,ence on the interaction. For instance,
Ted likes Paul. | Why? People agree that it is something about Paul

‘.
that causes Ted to 1like him, not something about Ted., As in the

above exalmple, such causal attributions are not necessarily
coincident with the sufface subject of interact\ive sentences.

Brown and Fish (1983) found that causal attributions to the
subject or object of their 'sentences were relate.d to the availability

.
of trait terms which describe that subject or object. Por instance,

Ted competes with Paul because Ted i8 competitive; Ted notices Paul

because Paul is noticeable. >

._
.
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e Rather than adopting the Whorfian view that lsnguage influences
thought, however, Brdwn and Fish (1983) suggest that two universal

I .
causal schemas govern both the attribution of causality and the

o

development of language. The Agent-Patient schema, which goveggy

verbs that represent actions, énqouragau the development and use of
adjectives that refer to the Agent of the interaction; e.g., Ted
abused Paul because Ted is abusive, not because Paul {s abusable,
Within the {nteraction, the Agent 1is the role of 1initiating or
performing ad aétion, and the Patient is ‘the role of being "acted

upoa. ~The Stimulus-Experiencer schema, which governs verbs that

represent a state or experience, é¢ncourages the development and use
of adjectives that refer to the Stimulus of the interaction; e.g.,

Ted charmed Paul because Ted 1is charming, not because Paul 1is

-3
charmable. The Stimulus is the role of giving rise to an experience,

and the Experiencer "i1s the role of having the experience. The
4 . K .
English language, viewed as an abstract generative system, does allow

trait terms such as abusable and charmable, i.e., adjectives or nouns

that refer to the Patient and Expétiencer roles in the 1nteract1$n,
but such serms are less frequent than a{: ones referring to the Agent
or Stimulus roles,

Brown and Fish (1983) explaine& their results by postuiating the
existence of the above two causal schemas, primarily because a
Whorfian view of language does not address the issue of by what
principles languag;} develops. In general, Brown and Fish suggést

\
tha;‘dispositional'terms referring to a role develop becguse they'ate

particularly informative about that role. For action verbs;,Agent

adjectives are more informative about the Agent than are Patient



adjectives about the Patient. For instance, {n Ted obhtructed Paul,

\many people (like Paul) have the capacity tg be obbtructed by

someons, but fewer peopla (like Ted) are able. or sor willing to

obstruct others. For state verbs, Stimulus adjec‘tivn ara more

%

informative about the Stimulus than are Experiencer adj’octivu about

the Experfencer. In Ted likes Paul, ‘;nany peoplaw(like Ted) have the
-

human cppac{i;y~ to experlence,\liking for others, but hwir p'ooplo
%
(li'Paul) are generally 11kjhd by others. In both schemas, the

Agent and Stimulus are membera{\ of'a subset of humanity, whereas the.
Patient and Experiencer are members of humanity In general,
According to Brown and Fish (1983), then, dispositional terms ~th»t
refer to the Agent and Stimulus are more {nformative about those
roles and therefore develop more frequently in the English language.
Brown and Fish (1983) compfled three categories of verbs: verbs
:hose derived adj;ctives refer to the Agent [Stimulus] role, verbs
whosé adjectives refer to the Patient [Experiencer) role, and ver.bs
with boph types of adjectives. However, Brown and Fish's causal
attribution studies included only those verbs with adjectives that
refer to the Agent or Stimulus, presumably because they found
relatively few verbs with adjeétives that refer to the Patient or
Experiencer. Out of their sample of around 300 interacti{ve verbs,
they found 18 verbs that have only Patient or E;(periencer adjectives
‘and 31 verbs with adjectives that refer to both t‘he Agent and Patient
or Stimulus an Expetiencer.? Their criteria for finclusion of trait
terms (and tperefore verbs as well) required that the trait term

appear in the Kucera and Francis (1967) 1list of English words that

occur one or more times in a million words of text, that it appear in
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~ ‘ \ .
+ the’ outdated Allport and Odbert (1936) lexicon of trait terms, and

that any trait term. ending in "=ing" be 1isted as .an adjectixe in the

O§¥btd English DictionaqLion Historical Principles. Because this

‘probably reaulted in the exclusipn‘ of many perfectly acceptable

1]

‘modern -verbs and trait terms, we compiled a more comprehensive list

of about fl,SQO interactive verbs and 2,700 related adjectivea and

s

o

nouns;

. Furthermbre,'because'Brown and Fish (1983) did not stady’verbsi

with?Patient and Experiencer gdjectiveeﬁ'their research provided no

q . : . i .

avidence ﬁpr/“or .against a “Whorfian" .interpretation of their"

results, According_to‘Brown»and Fisb‘(1983), if the Agent-Patient

[Stimulus~Experiencer] schepa - leads . people to  make  causal:

A

attributions to the Agent {Stimulus],‘ whether or not Patient’

[Experiepcer] adjectives exist for a given”fverb"should _have no

influence upon causal ‘attributions. foL» instance, the ‘Stimulus~

Experiencer ‘acbema, according 'toa?Brown --and Fish; blases causal

: attributions‘,towards“vthe Stimulus of the interaction.  Therefore,

Y

’ there .should “be ‘no  difference in causal attributions between Ted

likes Paul and Ted cares = about Paul, f.e., the _cause of the

Jihteractioh shduld'be attributed mainly to Paul. .On the other hand,

&

~our hypothesis, suggeats ‘that the existence of adjectives' in the.

English 1anguage that refer to the EXperiencer (or Patient) rdle
i . »
vmight bias causal:attribu&ions towards,those.roles. For example, the

'5Experiencer adjective caring is available, but liking is not, We

L‘tﬁerefore suggkst that more causal weight wibl be. assigned to the

Experiencat 4n- Ted cares about Paul than in Ted likes Paul. ;- ‘

» o

" Our objectiVes*La\this research then, were. to investigate t

. T, . Lo : - Y

A

]
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generality of thé Agent-Patient ;nd'Stimulus-Experiencer'achemas as

poszulated.by Brown and Fish (1983), and to explore the possibility

that the effects' of these schemas ma; depend on the existence of
:

dispositional terms derived from the verb and referring to one or the

other role in the interaction. ‘
Co-pilation of Interactive Verbs and Related Dispositional Ter-s
: Our primary concern in compiling the original list of werbs was VQ
" not to 1include uerbs that are rare or obsoiete in modern eVeryday
English. We therefore:included‘only verbs or forms of verbs‘found in

. Ta

the 1967 Kucera—Francis Computationsl Analysis of Present-Day .

o

American English or their 1982 Frequency Analysis of English Usage: ;f
B/
Lexicon and/Grammar.. Both of these works contain a 1isting of worHsJ

occurring with a frequency of one or greater in a million words of
text. All words that appear in ‘either Of these;sources and-that make

at’ least minimal sense as verbs in the interactive * fontext
, R A .
“Ted o Paul" or. "Ted Mary” were included Vérbs _that

/

/
, require a preposition or adverb to- make sense  in this/ context--a

considerable proportion of the potential candidates-—were aiso ‘

included (e.g., lived with, ticked off), as were ,byphena)bd verbs
o : -/ - .

(e.g., double-crossed). I o/

~ Our initial list included approximateiy 2,16; verbs.  To avold.

' offending our ‘subjects, 4 obsceneiverbs were deleted from the'list.
| =y - | | . _ : ‘
Words that did not. have an entry as verbs in the 1981 Webster's Third

~New  International Dictionary, Unabridged uere also eliminated, as

vere any verbs that required more than one.preposition or adyerb to

make sense in the interactive,context'(eag., knuckled under-to). In



[ ' . ' .
total, 23 verbs-were eliminated by these criteria.

Still, however, the initial 11ist of verbs contained many words
that”did»not'seem to express interactions between people that'were
meaningful in a psychologicai sense, Some éerbs alse expressed an
int@ractidn in which only a smailzminority of the4popuiation could
participate. Where a large proportiorn of the general population is
excluded,‘psychologiCal inferenceSICannot be made about some trait or
.quality of the ‘person, but ﬁsha11§ onlyiﬂabout a role that is

)

We therefore adoptedvthe'following criteria to eliminate verbs

uperformed by the person.
4

that do not permit meaningful causal attributions: ‘ | .

1. The verb must express a reasonably complete and meaningful
interaction in the context "Ted - Pépl" or "Ted -Mary";. it
————— q\.—— . .

. A
must not ‘depend heavily on unstated informatiqn' :

' granted).

L .
s

2. The uerb must name an interaqtion>thaﬁ’is%normally;thought
of as occurring between human beings (e g., not nuzzled),,that can
occur on a one-to—one basis (e.g., not pillaged), and that would not
be considered highly metaphorical or bizarre (e. g., Jumble )

3. The verb must not name an event that is normally thought of

as occurring entirely by accident (e. g., stumbled against) i

B

4o The verb must not name an interaction in which only amsmall
minority of xthe population would normally “be vcapable of‘ engaging.
Specifically, the_verb_must not,nameyan interaction where one of the
two parties must be a membervof‘a'certainioccupation or profession

(e.g., audited) or a member .of a very specific demographic group

(e g adopted) Interactiona ‘that may have gendgr-specific roles

s



.

(e.g.;‘married) wersg, ﬁowever, not excluded on that basis alone.

The two résearchers independently went through the 1list of verbh
and’ eliminated any which did not vsaﬁisfy the above c;iteéia.
AngEmeht' was 86%, and the disag;eements were resolved by
discussion, ‘A tQFal of about 600 verbs were tﬁeresy eliminated, -

" resulting ir a list of about 1,500 verbs,

Dispositional Te;ms | )
| Adjectives and nouns rélated vto’ the verbs wefe initially
compil%é frgm ﬁwo gources:: the 1981 Webster's unabridged dictionary
and thq;:&llbort and Odbert (1936)‘118t of trait terms. Criteria for
including terms dn‘ thg original' 11ist we;ev minimal, the éole
requirements beiné that a teém appear to be morphologically feiaﬁed
to one of the verbs and, 1ﬁ thev case of words appearing only“”in
Webster's, that it be listed as an adjective of noun, This simple
criterion gave us the broédest pdssibie" choice of related trait
terms, OurAiAItigl 1ist included almost 12,000 traﬁf termq‘in total.
Because the Linitial list was developed from a comprehensive

unabridged diétionary and- from a 50-year~old - 1ist of trait terms,

hoﬁever, many of the terms would be uniikely to be used in éveryday

Engiish today, »é.g.; mefitmonger, 'lugtick;‘ jabbernowl, and- other(
wonderful examples of the richness pf the English language. = Sich
trait terms are unlikely to influence the attribution of causality in
modern'situations.. '

‘ In order to obtain a mdre.éu:fent lexicon, 14 judgeé (primarily .
psychology gréqﬁace students and professdta) were asked to review the
liét, each reviewing half of the trait terms, (This procedure was

" ‘actually carriez;jut prior to the review. of the verbs described in

ooy
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the prior sectlon.) They were asked to cross a treit term off the
1ist if: '

1, they ﬁad never heard the word before; or
2, they had no idea what the word means, or

3. aﬁe word did not make reasonable sense In one of the

following sentences:

-

a. He/ehe‘is a(an) .
b. He/she is akan) Hpereon.
IE}et least 4 out of the 7 judges cross;; a word off the liet,
"1t wes'Qeleted. We'consgderedithis‘Criteriqn to'be quite‘liberel

because our judges were much more literatevlthan, the general

population. This procedure reduced the 1ist of tralt terms to

-
&

approximately 6, 300 words. e ' f,'
“Although not deleted by the judgest‘43 of the terhs are 1isted »9
-as archaic or obsolete in Webster 8 and were therefore’ellginated
e.g., calmy. All compé!ative and superlative forms (64 terms in our
1list), S €.8., harder and hardest, were also | eliminated as/
unnecessafily redundant., In addition some verbs from the inital
verb 1list were later ellminateﬁ, and tﬁerefote ‘their associated

o

‘edjectives eﬁd_nouns as well. The list now included just under 5,000
treit'terms. l - ,’ a2 '_’- o / ] \\\g‘

| Althoug}zpthe,_list did now. contain only 'commonly' used
oispositlonal terme, manyl_oft'these 'tetmsA still’ did not. provide
teaaOnable answer to the question "Why does Ted ___  Paul?". Some
trait terms simply’ restated the lnteraetion, €ufe) "Why, did Ted __
'A Btoﬁbeat Paul? lBecaUseePaul is a Bfowbeeteo person.‘ Other trait

-terms diq,not mean the same thing as the verb in the context of the



1hteractiod;W61E;:M§Ihggish in relation to the verb aleggea;
‘In order to weed eef'trait Lefms which do not adequately answer

the causal question, we adoptedithe foliowing criteria for 1ne1uaion:

{1."When. used in ehe centext, "Because Ted (or Peul) s (a)

' (person)", the tern must pfbvide a meanlegful, nonambiguous,

nentrivialv and nontautoiegical answer-ﬁo the question, "Why does Tedru

ok
Ted Paul?" (where the latter blank is replaced by the verb to

]

which the dispositional term is putatively related), -
Some of the types of terms eliminated by this criterion are:
| a. ?erﬁs that merely restate, rather than explain, tha
interaction, e.g., browbeaten. -

[}

b, Terms whose current meanings are unrelated to the

-

current meaning of the corresponding verb, e.g.,

sluggish;-

e "Self-" forms, e.g., self-eonfident.

2, The term must not refer to a role than can be p rﬁ@;med by

only a small ’minority of the population, such /as specific

occupation or profession (e.g., pgyehoanalyst). Hovever,| traits or

roles that may be gender-specific (e.g., motherly) were ndt exclﬁded“‘“

" on that basis alone,
Eizminating dispositional terms based on these criteria reduced .

the list to approximately 2,700 terms. Interrater agreement was 93%,

'with disagreements " resolved by discussion between the two
| , ‘ ,

researchers, ¢ . ¥

Claséification‘of Verbe.and Dispositional Terms

Our next task was to classify verbs as'ections or states. When

we prepared the aforementioned 118t of interactive verbs, Qeifound



manjb;hht are poorly classified as either action or state verbs. gof'

| example, could vé;bs aucﬁ as thought 539“‘- complemented, br'

burgalsed'be readily classified as either actlons or states? Thoughéé
about seems to 'degﬁribe, a 'cognition, not an action or state.

Complemented seems to express a relation between 'the interactants,

‘rather than an ac;ion, state, or experiénce. Surpassed seems to make
a COﬁpariaon between the interactants. We therefore e#cluded from
’thiglstudy any verbs that do not clearly fit the categories‘of actiénv
or state.

Our ‘previoﬁs 1ist provided us with approximately"l,SOO
1ﬁter§ctive verbs, about 400 of which did not have related. trait
terﬁs, or. had tra;t terms that were eliminaggd{ by Qur list
compﬁlation criteria, Of the remainipg verbs; ) élassified
appéoximately 200 verbs as miscéllgneous‘verbs, using the foilowing
category definitionq: |

"1. Action verbs. A verb belongs to this category if and only

: & o : :
if (a) its meaning 1is well accommodated by a term such as to do, to
. \ o - =
act, to behave, to perfotm, or to express, and (b) it names an event,
']

»

or pet of events,.hhét'iptially involves action or behaviour on the
part of the Agent that would be obéervable by someone present in the
relebantjeituation(s).

2, State vefbs,' A verb belongs to this category if and only if

(a) 1ts_meah1ng {s well accommodated by a term such as to experience,

to feel, to be, to inspire, or to affect, and (b) it names an event,
or set of events, that could normally take place entirely within :the
mind (1nc1uding*the emotions) of the'Expériencer-and that would not

necessarily be observable bj someone present in the relevant
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situation(s). \

3. .Miscellaneous verbs. A verb belongs to this category if {t

meets neither of the above sets of crite:ifj or 1f it meets both sets

/

of criteria about equally well. .

-

Some of the kinds of verbs that were classified as miscellaneous
, ¢

are;

a. Verbs with equally strong action and state senses,

2 —_——

e.g., aggravate.

&
b. Verbs that fall between the action and state

categories, i.e., verbs like evaluate and think about.

c. Verbs that express a judgement or comparison on the .

part of an observer, rather than an interaction (e.g.,

complement, deserve, and surpass).
d. A fourth category 2f\eiclud¢d verbs do meet the
criteria for action v;rbs but were excluded because
they seem to name a completeiy bidirectional o
1nteractionv(e;g., dance with) where both parties are,
in a sense, Agents.
Some of the verbs we cléssified; when phrased negatively rather

than affirmatively, have different active and stative senses. For

example, the verb*surg;ised in Ted'surﬁfifed Paul has equally strong

action and state senses, whereas in Ted did not surprise Paul it has

a much sfronger stative sense, Phrésing the verb negatively,
. . N
therefore, sometimes resulted in a different classification of the

verb. The-verb avoided, for instance, has the adjectives Edjectives
avoidant (referring to the Agent) and avoidable (referring to the

. ; o .
Patient) when affirmatively phrased, but did not avoid has only the

4
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adjective unavoidable.. The verb did not avoid was therefore

classified ;s a verb with only Patient dispositional terms. \

Interrater agreement in cléssifying the verbs was 96%, with
dqgagreéments resolved' by discussion between the authors.
APatoximaCely 200 verbs were classified as miscellanéous, leaving a
fin;i.sample'of aboht 900 vefba.

'Dispositional-terms wvere élassified as réferring to either the
Agent, Patieﬁt, S;imuldé, or Experiencer. ' Those that referfed to
more than;one»role in an interaction were eliminated, as were those
‘associated with yerba that were not 1ﬁc1uded.5y'£he above criteria.

Because many of the remaining verbs have multiplé related Fraig
t;;ﬁs} we selected the "best" trait term_ in each gase, 1}e., the térm

which {s most familiar and best answers the causal . question. Fﬁr

example, for the verb trusted, whichaﬁab‘trait terms like trustable,

trustwortﬂy, trusty, trustful, trusting, and overtrusting, we
selected trustwﬁrthz as the best Stimulus term, and trustiﬁg as th;
Best Experiencer term, Differqﬁges of'opinion'were resolved through
discussion.
Pretest

We pretested a subset of the remainiﬁg verbs and dispositional
terms to ensure that those used in Study 1 were®f reasonably high
famili#rity, that the verbs name relativelf significant (not trivial)
1nteractions; and. that the 'dispositional terms provide reasonably
adequate exblanations for ;hf the interaction occurred., Because the
criteria used fof inclusion of vérbs and trait terms on our original
}1sts were faifly minimal, we wén;ed to ensure that we used _in

Experiment 1 only familiar and significant verbs and dispositional

N
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terms, as w;ll as terms that pg:'cjwide n' reasonable explanation for why
the interaction occurred. WeS;‘"aisc; pretested .for interaction and
disposition valence and unusualness, but these ratingds did not form
part of tife “"eligibility” &riteria for the axperimen‘% pex; 'ae; (We

. 4 ¥
did take them into account later, hqwever, when: ch

comparability of verb sets.)

The 1list of action and state and state verbs w ' vided into 6

categories: Action and State verbs, each subdi‘vi.'dedL 3
only dispositional terms that refer to the : a, verbs

with only dispositibnal terms that

[

' Experiencer, and verbs with ,both types of dispositional terms.l' A

random selection from each of the categories provided 243 verbs and
320 related trait terms for our test. Approximately half of the
verbs and dispositional terms were affirmatively phrased ,(e.g.,",

attracted, attractive) and half were negatively phrased (e.g., did

not envy, unenviable),

The total 1ist of 243 verbs was randomly divided into 3
booklets, with 10 subjecté .r\.ja’;ing the verbs in each third of the list
for valence,——unusualness,:‘\- and ;’ignificance of the {interaction, and
familiarity of the word‘s," The :‘vdispos:ltional term 1list was also
randomly divided into 3 boblgléfé so that 10 subjects each rafed one-
third of the total 1list for valénce\ aﬁd_‘lxnusualness of the trait
attribute, and familiarity of the word. Finally, 16 of our subjects
ra;éd ali of the trait terms in a single bookle; on their adequacy in
ansvering the-. causal question, .‘Appendix A presents the exact

fnstructions and rating scales employed, To control for possible

, . 7 . )
order effects, two different orders of {tems were used for each of
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the above tasks. . ‘ \

A total of 76 malg and female native English-speaking uni
students participated in this study, receiving course credih‘ for
their particjpation. Before beginning the rating task, subjec;sv\gere" .
briefly told the purpose of the pretest and asked to excercise éire
in making the ratings. They were especially asked not to skip over |
any ratings, even if they were uncertain sof the 'meaning of thé»
word, Subjeocts were given 1 hr to complete their ratings, ana'
received a full 'debriefing at the end of the se'asio;:l;

C Prior to making the final -gelection of verbs for use 1in
£xperiment 1, the verb ratings were analyzed and all verbs who;e
average familiarity ratings or significance ratings fell below. the
scale midpoint of 5 were eliminate& from our sample. 1In additicym,
all verbs whose dispositional terms either were unfamiliar or did not‘
| adeqhgtely ;mawef the -causal question (mean ratings less than 5) were
also eliminated. Thus, we selected only those words that were
familiar and significant to our subjects, and only those
dispositional terms that prdvided a reasonable explanation for why
the interaction occ;xrred. s
Experiment 1

In this experiment, our objectives were to investigate the
generality of the Agent-Patient and Stimulus-Experiencer schemas,
and, more particularly, to discover if the existence of derived
dispositional forms attributive to ome or the other role might, in
fact, moderate the effects of t1.1e causal schemas, i.e., to examine
whether verbs with only Patient or E;qrrigncer dispositional terms
are given different causal interpretations than yefbs with only Agent

. . v )
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or Stimulus dispositional terms. We predicted that:

1. Thg tendency to Sssigﬁ;mpra causal weight to the Agent than
to the Patient of an interaction will be greater in the case of verbs
having Snly Agent-attributive dinponltiqgal terms than {n the case of
verbs having only Patient-attributive terms,

2. The tendency to asiign more causal weight to the Stimulus
than to the Experience; of an interaction will ba‘greater in the case
of ve:bs having only Stimulus-attributive dispositional terms than in
the case of verbs having only Experiencer-attributive terms.ﬁ

We also included a priming manipulaéien in thia-study;r Half of
our- subjects were primed with the dispositional terms related to the.
verbs used in the main experiment by being asked to think of words
similar in meaning. Our primary reason for 1nclﬁéing this condition
was simply to maximize our chances of ;finding an effect of
dispositional term on causal attribution. Howgvés, the results of
this manibulation might also furnish §ome evide&ce for or against the
possibility that/cognitive accessibility of the term is somehow an

integral part of the attribution process, even though we did not

advance any formal predictions regarding its effect.
Method

Verb selection. A total of 48 verbs were used in this

experiment. We included 12 verbs from each of the.four categories:
Agent Only verbs (whose derived disposilional terms refer té the
'Agent‘role), Patient Only verbs (whose dispositional terms refer to
the Patient role), Stimulus Only verbs (whose dispositional terms

refer to the Stimulus role), and Experiencer Only verbs (whose

dispositional terms refer to the Experieuncer role), Half of the
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verbs in each category were affirmatively phrased (a;g., follé&gd),

and rulf w;re negatively phrased (e.g., did not challenge). In order
to c}ntrol for possible effects of sentence position on attribution
to qwrole, half of the verbs had the Agent or Stimulus as the subject
of the sentence, and half 'had the Patggnt or Experiencer as the

subject. Although state verbs exist that have the Stimulus as the

object of the sentence (e.g., Ted detested Paul) as well as the

subject (e.g., Ted thrilled Paul), action verbs almgst always have

the Agent as the subject of the sentence. We therefore.Phrased half

of the action verbs in the passive voice (e.g., Ted was ignored by

Eggl). wherg the Patient becomes the surface subject of the sentence.
‘ As previously mentioned, wé randomly selected 48 verbs from our
pretested sample. This selection'proéess wés reaaonabiy successful
in equating the verb categories on the four dimensions of interaction
" valence, interaction unusualness, disposition valence, and
disposition unusualness, in order to preclude alternative
explanations for our results. (For example, it maj be that negative
dispositional terms bias attributions toward the Agent or Stimulus
rather than toward the Patient or Experiencer.) Foftunately, the 12
Agent Oﬁly verbs did not differ, as a group, from the 12 Patient Omly
verbs on any of the four dimensions. However, the 12 Stimulus Only
verbs did differ from the 12 Experiencer Only vegbs in one respect--
the interactions named by the Experiencer Only ;erbs were rated as
aoméwhat more unusual, on average, than the interactions named by the
Stimulus Only verbs, p < .05. Because the rated unusualness of the
state verb Interactions turned out to be somewhat positively /

>
correlated with the tendency to assign greater causal weight to the -

-
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Stimulus, ~ however, this difference actually works against our
hypothesis,

In sum, the structure of the total 48-verb set can be
conceptualized as a 2 (Type of verb: action vs. state) x 2 (Type of
diapoaitional term: Agent/Stimulus ve. Pationt/Exportc?cor) x 2
(Sentence subject: Agent/Stimulus vs, Paticht/Experie;Eer) x 2
(Phrasing: affirmative vs. negative) fully crous;d factorial, with 3
verbs in each of the 16 cells.

f}‘hough verbs in each of the 16 categbties were randomly
selected from the pretested verbs that met our criteria, it was
necessary to make one exception to this procedure. One of the 16
categories is very rare, {.e., affirmatively phrased Experiencer Only
verbs where the Stimulus is the subject of the sentence. Only two

]

verbs and their related dispositional terms in this category met our

-

criteria-~obsessed and obsessive, and overexcited and
overexcitable, To avoid unequal numbers of yerﬁb in the 16

categories, we used worried as the third verbd, Althq}gh this verb
does have an adjective that refers to the Stimulusf4worrisome) as
well as an adjective that refers to the Experiencer (worrywart),
worrisome did not meet our criteria for explanatory adequacy. Agaln,
this addition could only work against our hypothesis in that the
adjective worrisome might bias causal attributions to the Stimulus
despite the influence of the Experiencer adjective worrywart.
Procedure, The experiment was introduced to subjects as
rese;rch into how people perceive the cause of an event when provided

with minimal information about that event. Subjects were seated at

individual tables in a large room. All instructions (see Appendix B)

-
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and tasks were provided in envelopes labelled 1, 2, and 3. Subjects
qére required to ﬁrdceéd through the emvelopes in thatAorde;;

Envelope 1 contained the priming manipulation, presented as a 15

. min task shpposedlyuassessing_gubjects' intuitions about the meﬁnihgsl;'

of Enéliah words. In the Primed, condition, subjects reviewed each of
48 dispositional terms, and were required to write down a word that

" is roughly similar in meaning to each of the terms. The terms were

those associlated with the 48;verbs involved in the causal-attribution

phase of the study. In the Unprimed condition, subjécts reviewed

eéch of 48 non-dispositional words unrelated to the verbs and were
: : e ,

aLBo'fequired to write down a word that 1is roughly similar in meaning

" to each of ;hé;té;ms. In both conditions, we inserted 3 buffer items

o.

at the beginning and-end of the’term lists,
N\ The contents of Envelopé 2 instructed subjects  (see Appégdix B)

tbwanswér ‘the 48 questions that constituted .our causal-agtributioh\\ .
measures. Each question was presented. in the following format:

]

"Ted did not like Paul.

. . ‘ " L/:)
To what extent was this because of:‘

S 1. some characteristic of Ted's? »
’ . . ‘ e . C ﬁ . . g
, v Ttoa Verys..., 12 3 45 9 7 8 9 ....to aiery

small extent . ' oo large extent

2. some”chapacteristic.of Paul's?
. to arvéry.r.t'l 2 3 &4 5 6 7. 8l‘ 9 ....to aIVefy :
small extent s large extent
Two -different randoﬁvofaéfs of verhé (al1 in the pést'cense)
. vwere uged inithg'booklété,.' Anvarietfvéf personal namés,?ere éisé

“QSed.,all-male;  Eor half the "subjects, the two,nameé.used for a

given verb were listed in one order (e.g., Bill noticed Pete), and
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for the other half, the names were listed in the reﬁerse,o;deryge.g;.

L

. ) ' - [ *
Pete noticed B111). : ' : ;,;; :
. . . v “ . . ’,’9’\‘ .

Envelope 3 contained a suspiciousness probe. All subjects were

'then provided with a complete written debriefing. '%
’ y ) 4“??; “ ' - - .
Subiécts “and Desigﬂ.u The .subjects were 56 native English-

speaking’ undergraduates who participated in partial fulfillment of a
2

[y

There were é subjects (3-4 males  and. 3-4'
E - \.
“females) in ‘each cell of _the 2 (Unprimed Js. Primed. éondition) x 2

course requirement.

' (Name order) x 2 (Verb order) betggen-subjects design.'

Results and Discussion

We predipted that the tendency to assign more causal weight to

the Agent than to the "-:tient ‘of an interaction would be greater in

. : 2 N
the case of verbs having only Agent-attributi:s terms. . For state
. ' 4 '

verbs, we predictedfthat the tendency to assigr nors ;eusei welght to

- . . v,

the Stimulus*Dthan "to the Experiencer of an. interaetfon uould” be

greater for verbs having only Stimulus—-attributive terms. That was.
exactly what we found. a ’ ) ! kN

Mean causel ﬁeightings for each verb for“the'Priméd.and‘unprimed
conditiéns are shown in Tables 1 to 4 in order of largest to smallest
predidted effect. ' In the Unprimed condition, the Adjective x Role

interaction effect for action verbs ‘was significant F(l 27) = 48, 06,
p < .001. As the means in Table 5 suggest, the tendency to. assign

- \ .
more causal weight to the Agent thanto the Pstient was substantially

reduced in the case of Patient iny"(di\ference = +0.17), compared to
Agent Only (difference = +1.71) verbs.- For state verbs, the
Adjective x Role .interaction was also significant, F(1,27) = 15:Oi, 1

p < ~001. Slightly greater causal weight was assigned to the
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Table 1
‘CausaIVWQLShtingé for Agent Only Verbs: Méanauand Standard ' <
: ‘ B , P
Deviations (in Parentheses.) )
‘(,,j - : Unprined Primed
Verb Dispositional Term . Agent Patient Agent Pa}ienﬁf”
obstructed _ ‘oﬂstru;tiye‘ © 7,00 \ 4.68 - 7.29 3.75
' ' _ ' Aglfso) 1.49) (1.41) (2.07)
was defied by _ deflant 7.32 4,75 7.18 4.14
: ' o - (1.28) (2.14) (1.19) (1.98)
was'mishanaggd by mismanaging 6.79 5.43 7.21 4.18
B (1,97). (2.25) (1,793 (1.91)
did not confess to vuhconfeséing 7.18 4,75 6.71 5.00
' : - " (1.70)  (2.34) (1.72) (2.36)
did not repent to ' unrepentant 7.04 4,32 6.07 4.89
was not preached * unpreaching ' 7.04 5.43 6.18 4,46
~at by o - o (1.67) (2.41) (2.28) (2.28)
'combafked .'  combative 7.11 5.65 - 7.14 5.54
was not assisted by unassisting 6,21 5.14 6.46 4,54
‘ . (1.81) (2.07) ~(1.95) (2.19)
was protected by ‘prétective 6.96 5.89 °  -6.86 5.14
did not aggress - uﬁaggressive v 7.1& 5.82 ° 6.39 - 5.04
against I (1.53) (1.76) (1.85) (2.19)
vas not smiled at by umsmiling 7,11  4.96  5.75 - 5.50
. : - : ‘ o (1.23) (2.35) "(;597) (1.95)
~ followed ~ follower 6,39 5.86  5.25 “6.64

‘4 e , (1.89) (2.24) - (2.15) (2.02)




Tablf 2

Causal Weightings fdr Patiént’Only Verbs: Means and’Standard

.Deviations (in‘Pargstheaes)

Unprimed Primed

.

i : Dispositional Term = Agent Patient Agent Patient

was not corrupted by incorruptible 4,54 7.29 3.64  7.46
. ’ (2.44) (1.72) - (2.16) (2.32)
recomended recommendable 5.11  7.64 3,89 7.64
‘ . ' ~ (2.06) (1.22)  (1.81) (1.57)
was not bribed by‘lj unbribable 5.07 6.50 3.75 6;96
- (2.46) (2.27) - (2.19) (2.22)
v g , - o
was identified by © identifiable 5,32 6.04 4,21 6.57
: — (255 (2524 —(2710)(2:28)——
was not stopped by unstoppable " 6.11 .5.96 4,79 6.39
o : (2.33) (2.59) (2.08). (1.85)
sucked in sucker 7.07  6.57  6.43  6.93
¥ . o - '
did not heal . unhealable =~ =~ 5,71 5.29 4,89 - 4.93
1 : (2.29) (2.54) (2.18) (2.92)
did not challenge unchallengeable 6.86 6.04 5.54 5.50
| | (1.82) (1.86)  (2.17) (2.28)
was ignored by o ignofable ' 7.07 . 5.57 5.64 6,00
S ' (1.51) (2.04)  (2.30) (2.09).
. %
was presented by presentable 6.18 3.93 5,32 5.3;‘
: : : e (2.44)  (2.36) (2.23) (2.16)
. S 59 » -
“did not avoid unavoidable 6.82  4.50 5.68 5,39

(1.39) (2.41) - (2.28) (2.17)

outwitted witless 7.64  6.18 7.36  5.14
" (1.54) (2.18) . (1.50) (2.21)

<
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Deviations (in Parentheses)

‘Cgusal Wei htiqgs:for Stimulus Only Verbs: Means and Standarfﬁ#S

- 22

<

(2,16)

Ncrrage
. Unprimed " Primed
Verb ' Dispositional Term Stimulus Exper. - Stimulus. Exper.
thrilled thrilling 7.25  5.61  7.75  3.82
: S (1.27) (2.11) (0.84) (2.02):
bedazzled = bedazzling » 7.43 5.54 7.68 }4,21/
| | (1.48) (2.12).  (1.56) (2.06)
uplifted © uplifting 7.07 5.57 7.54 3.86
- (1.80) (1.81) - (1,40) - (2.17)
__ " noticed noticeable . 6.29 6.04 7.43 3,61
(1.82) (1.99) (1.64) (1.79)
detested detestable 6.39  6.32 7.07  4.54
| (2.04) (2.20) (1.76) (2.28)
did not 1ike unlikeable 6.61  6.07 €75 4.79
v. (1.89) (1.88)  (° »8) (2.06)
 did not interest uninteresting 6.00‘ 6.18 6.32 4.96
= (1.94) (2.28) (2.06) (2.19)
did ﬁot motivate unmotivating - 5,75 - 5.86 6.04  5.32
"did not accept unacceptable 6.04 6.32 6.21* 6.11
- (1.92)‘_(1.98) (1.81)  (1.89)
did not surprise Qnsurprising 5.43 6.18 5.79  5.39
misinterpreted misinterpretéble 5.46  7.39 - 4.82 6.21
' S ‘ (1.99) (l.32) (2.132 (1.71)
did not remember “unmemorable . 4,79 7.04 4,64 6,32
(2.32) (1.53) (2.06)
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Table 4 | , Qg .
bauQal Weigpcings for Experiencer Only Verbs: Means and Standard

Deviationsv(ih Parenthésés)

R : ' Unprimed v Primed
Verb Dispositional Ter Stimulus Exper. Stimulus Exper.
_ \ _ . , .
did not resent - unreseatful 4,32 7.07 5.07 6.39

- (1.83) (1.41)  (2.07) (1.91)

doted on doting - 4.54 7.1 5.14 6.39
‘ , (1.64) = (1.47)  (2.07) (1.77)

did not appreciate unappreciative . 3.96 6.75 4,89 5,86
: ‘ (1.88) (1.67) (2.27) '(2.07)

overestimated #qygnesximaxingm__f5451_~_~6,19;m;*¢~4151_;~46;68;~—#_

(1.91). (2.02) (2.17) (1.36)

did not daunt " undauntable 5,04 6.43 4,79 6,29 -
' ' (1.93) (1.45) . (2.06) (1.90).

did not care about uncaring 5.46 6.50 5. 46 6.68
T : ' (1.90) (2.24) (2.17) (1.52)
obsessed obsessive 5.96 6.32‘ , 5;89 6.32

’ - ' - (2,50) (2.11) (1.81) (2,24)

softened tbward - sofﬁ-hearted 5,93 6.71 6.11 5.86
: : - (2.09) (1.78) (1.57) (1.60)

did not discourage .undiscouragéable 6.39  5.75 5.21 5.75
- (1.73) (2.22) (2.48) (2.34)
did not fulfill . unfulfillable 21 6,57 6.32  5.82
: overexcitedf , overexcitable 6.36 6.39 6.32 5.89
T : L - (2,04) (2.22)  (1.54) (2,02)
‘worried o worrywart 6.79 5.82 6,00 5.61
. T (1.71)  (2.14) (2.37) (1.93)
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. 4
Table § |
Primed #nd Unprimed Causal Weightings by Verb Class
W » Y
Schematic Rbie
Verb Categories Agent/Stimulus ~—~ Patient/Experiencer

i*ﬁ Action Verbs

. L}

Agent Only

Patient Only

State Verbs
Stimulus Only

Expériencet Only

Unprimed Condition

6.94  5.23

6.12 - 5.96
6.21 6.18
5.5 6,52

Action Verbs
" Agent Only

Pat;ént Only

State Verbs -
Stimulus Only

Exberiencer Only

\

Primed Condition

6.54 4,90

5.10 6419
6.50 - 4,93
5.48 6,13
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jimulug in the case of Stimulus Only verbs (difference = +0.03),

‘ereas greater causal weight was .assigned to the Experiencer in the

NN

case of Experiencer Only verbs (difference = -0.97). For both action

and state verbs, a main effect was %ao‘ f&t}nd for schematic role,
F(1,27) = 19.57, p < .001 for action verbs, and F(1,27) = 5:67. p <
«05 for state verbs. However,.the effect for state verbs was not in
the diréction predicted by Brown and Fish (1‘983)>, i.e., towardAtha
* Stimulus. In fact, there was a téndency- to assign greater causal
weight to the Experiencer than f.o the Stimulus,  although this
p_r:imarily occurred ‘;vhen the verb was ,negé,t:i,ve,ly.,,_phras'ehd—. | ":I'hete was
no role effect for affirmatively ph‘rased state verbs, 4

’ Inv the Primed condition, the Adjective'_x Role interécuqn was
. highly signifiéant for. action verbs, F(1,27) = 74.75, p < .001, More
causal welght was assigned to the Agent thén to the Patient of an
interaction if the verb had only Agent-attributive .terms '(differem’:‘e'
= +1.64), and more to the Patient than to the Agent if the verb ﬁad
only Patient-attributive terms .(‘difference = -1.10). Again, for
state verbs the 1interaction effect was alsor significant, 1(1,27) -
o 44;00; p < .001. More causal weight was assigned to the Stimulus of
‘an interaction than to the Expériencer' i1f the verb had oniy Stimulus-
at‘tri.butive terms. ‘(diffefgnce = +1.57), and more }5 the Experiencer -
than to the Stimulus if the verb had only Experienicer-attributive
terms (difference = -0.65). A maiﬁ effect was found fof schems:
»role for state verbs, 1(1,27) = 5.93, p .02, but rioi: for = .

verbs, F = 1.64, ns. e

As shown iﬁ ‘Table 5, bprim‘in'g the related dispopitional te

‘the overall effect of increasing the causal weight assigned to the ™

A
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corresponding role. ‘myhe. Priming condition x Adjectlv?' X Role
interaction was significant, both for action verbs, F(1,55) = 9.41, p
< .01, and for state verbs, F(1,55) = 8.21, p < .0l.

It 1s evident from our results that we found strong support for
~our hypotheses, even in the Unprimed condition which more closely
approximates everyday life. ‘The tendency to assign greater causal

weight to the role referred to by .dispositidnal terms related to the

-Qerb seems to be thé most influential determinant of causal

attributions’to a given role.

It 1is interesting to note that the verb worried, which was
classed as an Exberiencer’Only verb thpugh if has both Stimulus and
Experiencer terﬁ\, ha; only a causal weighting of 5.71 to the
Experiencer and 6.39 to the Stimulus,over both priming conditiouns,
1.e., it 18 one of our weakest results. | » .

— R .
Even though we found significant differences between the various

.sets of verbs, we cannot unequivocally rule out the possibility that

some other difference between the verb sets might have accounted for

our results. Because our verb-categories may be confounded with

other features of the English‘ languagg; it is possiblé that some
third vaéiable could explain th; findings in Experiment l.i Ve
‘therefofe suppf:mented this essentially éofrelatiggal; ‘natural-
language study with a truly experimental investigation using nonsenseu
verbs and adjéctives.
Experiment 2
Certain adjectival suffixés;in the English language normally
. : v

refer to the subject of the sentence, and others refer to the object

of the sentence. For example, “-ing"” suffixes normally"refer‘to the

~
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subject of the untgnca, not the object (e.g., loving), and “-able*

suffixes normally refer to “the object of the santence, not the

subject (e.g., recommendable). We therefore‘préaadted subjects with
sentences which suggest that a given nonsense verb represents either
an action or a state, as well as information about the existence of
certain dispositional adjectivesyﬁssociated with the verb. If our
hypothesis , is correct, we should find that available forms of
nonsense dispositional terms derived from the nonsense verbs
influence causal attributions, above and beyond any effect of whether
the verb :epresentﬁ an action or a state.

Method

Subjects and design. Subjects were 36 native English speaking

Jniversity students in 1introductory psychology classes, receiving
AY
course credit for their participation. The design of this study was
a 2 (Type .of verb: action vs. state) x 2 (Type of dispdsitionQI term:
Sentence subject vs. Senteﬂce object) factorial. Both factors are
within-subjects, Four nonsense verbs were developed for use in the
study, e.g., verd. ’. )
Four staﬁement versions were prepared, one for each of our four
conditions, with one nonsense verb‘éer'condition (see Appendi* c).

Each version -contained two statémenta leading subjects to believe

that the nonsense verb was either an action (e.g., To "verd" someone

is- to perform a certain action .toward that person and When someone

verds another person, this action is always apparent to anyone else

who might be present) or a state (e.g., To "verd” someone is to

experience a certain feeling toward that person and When someone

verds another person, this feeling may or mgi not be apparent to
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anyone else who might be present). An ‘additional' two statemen'ts

provided information about the related nonsense adjectives and the
‘role to which they referred. For nonsense adjectives that referred

to the Agent or Experiencer, the statements were: A "verding person”

can be defined as one who tends to verd other people and The phrase,

"a verding person”, {3 sometimes used to describe an ihdividud&. For

adjectives that referred to the Patient or Stimulus, the statements
were: A "verdable person” can be defined as one who tends to be
_ p= : ‘ .
verded by other people’ snd The phrase, "a verdable person”, is
f —
sometimes used to deacribe;ggrinéividual

- A Latin square was used to counterbalance the order of
: presentation of the four atoricn, and the pairings ({M~fart1cular
nonsense verbs with the four verb-adjective counditions, Each of the
36 subjects in this experiment received one of the four ‘bboklets,
each given to 9‘subjedt3¢(5 females and 4 males).

’-\Procedure. Our study was introduced tofﬂ%bjects as research
into how people come to underbtand the meanings of words. Shbjects
were seated at individual tables in a iarge»}oom,‘ Ail instructions
and tasks were provided to subjects in—one booklet. ’

THE booklet contained the instructions (see Appendix C) and the
four statement versions. Subjects were asked to éa?efully read each
story and answer the qﬁestion following it. Our dependent measures
were their answers tq those questions, e.g.; ’
Consider the following event: Ted verds Paul.'

To what extent is this ptobaﬁly because of:

1; Some characteristic of Ted‘s?

toavery ...l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9...toa very
small extent large extent
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Some characteristic of Paul's?

toavery ... 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9.,.,.toa very
small extent ‘ large extent

ﬂ?*Results and Diecu;aion

| As predicted, when we examined the Adjective x Role interaction
»effects, we found that greater causal weight Qaa assigned to the
Agent than to the Patient if the’ verb had a related Agent adjective,
and that greater weight was assigned to the Patient th‘an to the Agent
1f it had a related Patient adjective, F(1,35) = 17,34, B, < .001.
Similarly, greater ca}lsai welght was assigned to the Stimulus than to
the Experiencer 1f the verb had a. related Stimulus adjective, and
greater wéight to the Experiencer than to the Stimulus if it had only
related Experiencer adjectiveé, F(1,35) = 7.05, p < .02 (see Table
6). The main effect for role was not significant’ for either action

/’
or state verbs, both Fs < 1,

The results <;f our nonseﬁse verb and adjective study are
consistent with the findings in Experiment 1. Our hypotheses were
supported in both experiments, in that the tendency to assign greater
causal weight to roles referred tos by 9ispositional terms related to,
the verb is consistent throughout. Although we did find some effects
for schematic roles in Experiment 1, we did not 1in Experiment 2,
' This difference may be due to the fact that our action-state verb
manipulation was simply mt‘mt strong enough to instantipte schematic
processing of the éausal attributions. In every day 1life, the
action-state distinction may be more relevant,

Ceneral Discussion

It is evident from our results that the évallability of

dispositional terms that refer to a particular role in a human
- R
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Nonsense Verbs: Causal Weightings by Verb Class

Verb Categories

Schematic Role
. .

Agent/Stimulus Patient/Experiencer

Action Verbs
Agent Onlf

Patifent Only

State Verbs

Stimulus Only

Experiencer Only

6.42 4.86
4.61 6.28
6.11 4.92
4.82 5.86
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interactiog can influence causal interpretations of that interaction,
gliven tﬁat thoss  terms are familiar and eignificant to the
attributor, and that ihey provide a reasonable answer to the chusal

A}

question "Why does Ted Paul?” Our {ntent not to suggest,
however, that the Agent-Patient and Stimuluu-Exparienc:; schemas are
entirely unimportant 1{in causal attributions. The results of
Experiment 1 do suggest that the. schemas may play a part in
atgributing the cause oE an ag}ion or experience to a particular
interactant {n everydéy life, although priming diap;aitional terms
related to the verbs seems to change the pattern of tﬁe attributions.
If we further investigated a causal aschema explanation for our
results, we would find it necessary to expand Brown and Fish's (1983)
verb classification scheme., A two-part classification of verbs as
action or state seems too limited for the many different igteractive
verbs that exist in the English language. Au (1986) suggested that
the Agent-Patisnt schema be subdivided into the Action-Agent schema
for verbs that Egpresqpt mainly intended 'or self-initiated actions
(sdmilar to Brown and Fish's Agent-Patient schema), and the Action-

Patient schema for verbs that represent a reaction to some prior

{
event. Action-Patient verbs such as praised or congratulated

presuppose that an actipnipn the part of the Patient has caused the

».

Agent to react, thetefo}e biasing the caugé of the reaction to the

Patient; €.,y Ted punisei Paul because Paul had previously doqg
something to merit praise:f However, we do not feel that either Brown
and Fish's or Au's verb classification scheme accounts for the
complexity of situations that verbs represent. Furthermore, it would

v

be necessary, according to our results, to postulate two further
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B
A

f%gaua_al schemas = for verbs  with only Patient . or Experiencer.
dispositional terms. This argument then becomes circular in nature
and redundant with a Wh'orfian explanation of our' res‘ults.‘

]
A more fruitful approach may be to examine the ways the causal

question, "Why does Ted. Paul?" is answered. For example, some
trait ‘terms seem to “answer - the causal question by implying that a

deficiency e¥ists on’ the‘ p_art of one of the., interactants that the o

interaction somehow remedies; e.g., Ted directed Paul because 'Paul

was ditecti'onless;. >Other terms seem to answer the causal ques_,:ion by

implying a process of contagion, such that... the state or experience of

one interactant elicits a related state or experience in the other;.

7 . . N . |
e.g8+, Ted panicked:  Paul because Ted was panic-stricken. Although
: ) ; g "

these e).camplgs do not exhaust the possible types of answers to the '
causal question, 'th'ey may . leaci us to'r investigate‘ alternative causal
schemas, \and alternative ‘cognitive.\explanations for pur'results.
A'strictly Whorf1ian interpretation of our findings? as Brown and
Fish (1983k) outlined more ‘simply suggests that dispositional terms

might influence causal attributions by a. priming process. When a

particular verb (e. g., hur(% is activ“ated by the presentation of a

‘sentence (e.g.,. Ted hurts Paul), that activation may flow to any
trait term \'_‘deri’ved f%rom' the verb and- stored'in the memory network'
‘(e.ﬂg;. ; hurtful).v Activation of ‘the dispositional term in turn may .

activate the definition of that term (e g., the kind of person who

hurts people), whiph may bias causal - attributions toward the

.} interactant referred to by the dispositional term (e. g., Ted - h}gts'

Paul. because Ted is the kind of person who hurts Jeople) Our

results are consistent with a priming model of causal attribution, in



“ - 33
- g o ~ : .
‘that causal attributions are indeed biased toward the interactant
Jloe, o e L T ‘ N ‘
/ipefanged to by.the dispositional term, and that priming the related
f dispositional term stEengthens that causal attribution.

™~ = , '
Another poesibility is that Brown and Fish (1983) were cdrect

’in* suggesting that dispositiopel terms develop because thay nre'

. .
1nformative about a given role in an interactio . As we mentioned 1in
introducing this study, Brown and Fish claim that  adjectives that
refer to the Agent or//timulus .are generally more 1nfgrmative about

~ : N
those roles than are adjectives . that refer to the Patient or

Expertencer. For example, in Ted obstructed Paul, 1t may be thatzTed
is seen as the cause of the 1nteraction because many people like‘il
could be obstructed by others, but fewer people are capable of, or
willing to, obstruct someone. The adjective obstructive 1s more

v

informative about Ted than the adjective obstruotable (1f it existed)

would be about Paul, because to know that:Ted is,obsttuctIVe'could be
used’ to predict his behaviour whéreas to know that Paul s

_obstructable is to know nothing more than that he-isna_partfof the

human race. As Brown and-Fish suggest, the less general‘arguments
.are probably so‘ because ”the disﬁOsitions in 'question_ depend on
individual ~learﬁ1ng 'experiences aod histoties. | If someone is a
..meﬁber'ofvtﬁe human‘tace, we know that person'is.capeble of the?bhoie
specttum of.human emotions, e;periences, and'traits. However, tte

‘possession of a particular trait ‘or disposition by someone 18

neCesSaril& the result of that'person's 1ndividual'genetic heritage

" . and personal history of experiences. ' .

Though a "Whorfia;;//eebunt of 1mp11cit causality may adqquately

explain how the availab 1ity of dispositional terms i&!luencee causal
* / .

A Y
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‘attribution,‘as in the priming modei; it does%not address‘the issue
of how tbese dis;ositionaliterns came to be available in the English
language.' It simplf suggestsftbatvthese terms are somehow ava&lable,
and does not comment on the principies'.by' uhich ‘they come to be
auailable. .To explain this lackv we suggest tbat a portion of Brown
and Fish's (1983) hypothesis may in fact beyaccurate-—dispositional;
terms may indeed develop because they are more informative about
ww'given roles. Although ,Brown and Fistx»postulate that, ixaigeneral,
most dispositional terms that deuelop refer’to the Agent or Stimulus
' roles because those 52121 are - more informative,iit‘seens unnecessary
to pbstulate the existirce of'intermediate causal schemas governing
" verbs in thé”developmental process. All verbs can be individually'

considered in terms of an informativeness hypothesis. For example,

in Ted obsessed Paul, many people (;ike~Ted) could be the object of

someone's obsession, but fewer ’people ‘(11ke Paul) would become.
obsessed by someonelelse; In this case, the cause of the interaction ‘
is seen as beingi éaul (because he 1is ‘an obsessive person).
Similariy, in Ted reconmended Paul, Paul is seen'asvthe‘cause of the

interaction because ‘he is a recommendable _person while few others

vare. If ‘Wwe were to suggest that addectives like obsessive ‘and
: recommendable are simply more\&nformative~about the interaction than

)

are other possible adjectives that could develop in the English

‘ language, we would adequately account fog why causal attributions are

-
‘blased toward the Experiencer or Patientﬁior these verbs.‘ It would
: &

,not be necessary to general e. by suggesting that Stimuli or Agents

(

‘are . alwaxs perceived as the . cause of the interaction and governed by

‘a particular cognitiye schema, Thejinformatixeness hypothesis can be
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ueed to eXplain eausa; attributions for each interactive verb in the
English language, *rather than classes of vepbs, as Brown and Fish
(;983) hypoghesiged. | | o

Brown and Fish (1983), furthermore,,pdhggest that these
attriputidn patte;ns are related to attribution theoty»as formplated
by Harold Kelley (e.g.,” 1967; Kelley and Michela, l979).l Kelley - B
suggests the; people use Ceeqensqs, Distinctiveness, and Consistency
information to make judgemente about the causes of eventa. If we
: thel event are persons, cpnsensuq and distinctiveness . kinds of
information ceulﬂ be applied to ‘attributions about interpersonal
‘1eterectiohs (consistency information is not 1mp0rtant to our
argument here). For exemple, if'Ted“obstructs Paul, few ether people
obstruct Paul (Low Consensus), and Ted obstructs many people othep
than Paul (Low Distinctiveness), then a causal attribution is. made tov
the Agent of the 1nteraction, Ted. If Ted 1ikes Pault many other
_peqple 1ike Pauix(High Consensus), and Te dabk o5 few peeple other
than Paul (High-Dietinctiveness), then a cew aptribution is made

to the Stimulus of .the 1nteraq§}bu, Paul. If the 1nformativeness

.hypothesis also applies to verbs with only ‘Patient or Experiencer

)
dispositional terms, we would expec; ‘the next two examples to ‘conform
with the actual causal ‘attributions made in Experiment 2, For "

instance, if Ted obsesses Paul, other people also obsess Paul (Low

Distinctiveness), and Ted obsesses few ‘people other than Paul (Low
Consensus), then the cause of thefinteraction is attributed to Paul,

the Experiencer of the interaction, because he 1s, an obsessive -
persoﬁ.phif Ted reeommendstaul, other people also recommenleeul

~
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3

(High Cocsensus). and Ted recommends few people_qthcr than Paul (High

. Distinctiveness), then Paul is seen as the cause of the interactfbn

Because'he is a recommendable person. In these cases, whether the -

person 1is the Agent or Patfent [Stimulus '6r‘ Experiencer] of the

ot

of the {nteraction. "However, the attributive pattern of who 'ié‘

perceivéd as the cause of the interaction is consistent, i.e., both
Low Consensus and Low Distinctiyeness information,‘and High Consengus
and Hkgh Distinct;;cness.infotmétigc, seem to define the intetactant
wﬁo is perceivcd as having cacséd the interaction. Furthermore, this
attributive..pattern Hmay also define to which role tﬁe reicted

~ dispositional terms refer. For example, 1f we were. unfamiliar with

the English langufge, and knew that most people have occassion to

recommend someone at sbme‘point in their lives, whereaé.fewer people
, _ " | ‘ T
are :ecommended by others, we could probably predict with reasonable. -

" accuracy that the adjective recommendable exists 1n the English

1cnguage.

¥

Recent research has shown that} in fact, Consensus and

we

»

Distinctiveness"inforﬁation’ does account for ' about 40-SOZ of the’

interaction is not directly‘rclevant to who 1is pérceived as the cause

‘causal attribution variance—for- 1ndtvidua1 verbs"‘but*atsowthat<there-v~4*~—

is a 3ignificant adjective-attribution relation that 13 ngediated by

" that 1nformation (Hoffman, 1988,, personal communication). It is

possible that the implicit characteristics of the verb from which the
dispdsitional ‘term 1is derived may - also 1nf1uence which potential‘
:dispositional term is - considered more informative and therefore comes‘

- to be commonly used in the English 1anguage. Once the dispositionalr

term exists in English, it may further 1nf1uence causal attributions
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by a "Whorfian" priming process. Alternative cqgniflve,séhemal may
also play a part, |
This research, however, was not designed to test: potential

explanatory models, but only to demonstrate that an effact of related

dispositionél term on causal attribution exists, Fupther research

will be necessary. to pin down th
poﬁential model. | Whatever those fcontribu 8 may be, wa“,suggeét
that the availability and info:m iv of dispopitioﬁall terﬁs
derived from the wverb 1s a key ‘facfor in detér
pgfticipént in a Ainterpergonal’ interaction 1§ perceived to be

causally responéib e for that interaction.

réMtive contributions of each’

#ng which’

<7
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Footnotes

lye found that rougﬁly 95% of ﬁhe (éffirmapiyely.phrased) action'
Qétbd haVe,terhs attributive to the Agent and that roughly 25X have
terms attributive ta the Patieﬁt (these percentageé sum to more than
a hundred because many verbs vhave both »tfpes of terms). The
cofresbonding.percentagea reported by Brown and Fish (1983) for their
smaller sample of’.verbs‘ WQré 94% and 14%? Roughly 85% of our
(affi:mat;vely :phraaed) state verbé have termé attributive to the
Stimulus and rohghly 40% have.terms attfibutivé to the Experiencer;

the p;rcentagea reported‘by Brown and~Fish were 95% and 15%.
2_Five additional subjects were actually run in Experiment 1 but
were later replaced: two responded mechanically; two omitted a page
of responses, and one included én excessive nu@ber of 1naépropriate

responses to the primingftask;
i} ‘

~
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Appendix A

"Pretest Instructions
"y

INSTRUCTIONS

On the follo;ing pages, you will‘find sentences describing
interactions between two peopie, and also describing a trait or
quality of one of thefpersons, e.8.y "Ted questioned Paul because Tad
is a questioning personJ and "Ted lamented Paul because Paul is a
lamentﬁbleAbérson"f ‘Please read each sentence carefully, and rate
the underilned trait on the following scale., Circle the number fhat
most closely pepresents’your opinion.

o

VERY INADEQUATE... 1 2 3. 4 5 6 7 8 9 ...VERY ADEQUATE
EXPLANATION - . EXPLANAT ION

Hbﬁ adequately does the underlined trait provide an explanation for
‘why the interaction occurred?

[

Fb: exampie, in the sentence "Ted questioned Paulbbecause Ted 18 a
questioning person”, how'wéll,is Ted:s‘qnestibning Pﬁul explainéd by
the fact thg;‘ATed is. a quéstioning pefson? In the sentencé "Ted
lamented??aul because Paul is a laméntablé person”, how well is Tedf;~
lamenting Paul Explaiged by the fact that Paul iz a lamentablg
persog?

PLEASE DO NOT OMIT ANY RATINGS. . ' ENSURE THAT YOU MAKE A RATING EVEN

IF YOU ARE UNSURE.
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INSTRUCTIONS

On the following pages, you will find sentences describing
' personal traitsNOt attributes., Please read each sentence carefully,
and rate the underlined trait on each of the following scales.
" Circle the number that most closely represents your opiniqn. This
page has been separated from the others so that you may refer to it

as you proceed through the sentences.

VERY NEGATIVE... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ...VERY POSITIVE
~ TRAIT ‘ © TRAIT
Does the underlinéd_word represent a negative trait or a positive

trait?

VERY UNUSUAL.... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ... .VERY COMMON
_TRAIT ' _ TRAIT
Does the underlined word represent an unusual trait or a common

trait?

L

VERY UNFAMILIAR, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ...VERY PAMILIAR

| WORD o | WORD
Is the”underlined term itself a familiar word or an unfamiliar
word? ROTE that whereas the first two qﬂes;ioﬁs ask you about
the 553153 this question is about the word itself.

For exampie, consider the sentence, “Ted is a lamentable person”.
The firs§ question asks yoﬁ td rate the extent to which "lamentable"

is a negative vs{ a positive personal trait. The second question
asks you to rate the extent to which “lamentable" is an unusual or a
- common tfait for a person_to_have. HOWEVER, the last question asks
you to rate the extent to which the word “1amen£ab1ef is- unfamiliar

vs. familiar to you, as opposed to the trait described by the word.

PLEASE DO NOT .OMIT ANY RATINGS. ENSURE THAT YOU MAKE A RATING EVEN
IF YOU ARE UNSURE. '

%
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INSTRUCTIONS
On the following pages, you will find sentences describing

interactions between two persons, Please read each sentence
carefully, and rate the underlined verbor verb phrase on each of the
following scales. Circle the number that most closely represents
your opinion. This page is separated from the other pages so that

you may refer to it as you proceed through the sentences.

VERY NEGATIVE..... 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ,,.VERY POSITIVE
INTERACTION ‘ INTERACTION

Does the underlined verb or verb phrase represent a negative or
a positive interaction? S
VERY UNUSUAL...... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ,...VERY COMMON
INTERACTION INTERACTION

.
Does the underlin&d verb or verb phrase represent a unusual
interaction or a common interaction? :

VERY INSIGNIFICANT 1 - 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 VERY SIGNIFICANT
INTERACTION INTERACTION

Does the underlined verb or verb phrase represent a trivial,
insignificant interaction or a meaningful, significant
interaction? .

VERY UNFAMILIAR... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ...VERY FAMILIAR
‘'WORD ’ : , e WORD

Is the underlined verb (or the verb in the underlined phrase)
itself a familiar word or an unfamfliar word? NOTE that whereas.
the first three questions ask you about the intetaction, this
question is about the word itself.

For example, consider the sentence, "Ted controverted Paul", The

first question asks you to rate the extent to which fcontroverting"
is a negative vs. a positive Interaction. The second question asks
'you to rate the extent to which "controverting” is an unhsual'va. a
common interaction. The third question asks you to rate the extent
to which “controverting” 1is a triviél, >1nsigﬁificant vs, a
meaningful, significant interaction. HOWEVER, the last question asks
you to rate the extent to which the word "controverted” is unfaﬁiliar
vs. familiar to you, as opposed to the interaction deséribed él the
word. | . '

PLEASE DO NOT OMIT ANY RATINGS. ENSURE THAT YOU MAKE A RATING EVEN
IF YOU ARE UNSURE. |

N
\\

N
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Appendix B

Experiment 1 Instructions

In this questionnaire, you are being asked to think about the
interpersonal interactions listed on the following pages. After each
interaction. you .are aakgﬁ to what extent the interaction occurred
because of one or the other of the persons mentioned. Please read
each interaction carefully and circle the number that most closely
represents your opinioﬁ.

For example,

Herb irritated Hank,
To what extéht was this because of:

1. s8some characteristic of Herb's?

to a very.... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

small extent

9 ....to a very
large extent

2. some characteristic of Hank's?

to a very.... 1 2 3 4
small extent

6 7 8 9 ....to a very

large extent

In 6ther words, what we are asking you to do 1is judge the extent
to which the interaction was due to some characteristic of Herb's vs.
the extent to which the interaction was due to some characteristic of
Hank's,

a very difficult task,

We realize that what we are asking you to do is in some ways
in that we are providing you with only minimal
information about the i{interaction. We further realize that more .
complete information about the nature of, or "background" to, the
interaction would provide a more meaningful basis for the judgements
we are asking you to make. However, the purpose of this particular
study 1is precisely to discover how people make these sorts °ﬁﬁﬁﬁ;
Judgements on the basis of very incomplete information.

Tgia questionnaire is the most 1mpofi!5} part of this study, and
is your figal major task in today's session (the questionnaire in
envelope three takes less than a minute to complete). Therefore,
please take your time and try to respond carefully. Please respond
to every ques;ion, even if you are unsure., Im other words, please do
not omit any ratings. When you are finished, please replace this

questionnaire in its envelope, and proceed to envelope "3".
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| App.na%;ﬁf
Experiment 2 Instructiofi§ and Sl@plo Booklet

Important: Please read these irfstructions carefully before examining
the contents of this booklet, Once you begin, work
through the pages of the booklet in exactly the order in
which they appear. Do not look forward or backward to
other pages, It is very important that you follow this
procedure exactly. Thank you for your cooperation.

This study has to do with how people learn the meanings of new

words. To study this question, we have created some new words (or

“nonsense words” as they are usually called) and have written
L//pemeﬂcea containing information about the words.

udy the sentences gilven for each word and
jstions on each word. Answer the questions
ge rating scale that best corresponds .to

Your task 1is simply tog
then to answer the two
by circling a numbe
your opinion.

Please note the follow

1. Try not to read any meaning into the nonsense words other than
that which is provided by the sentences using the words. That is,
try not to respond to the nonsense word itself, but rather to the
information given about the word. :

2. No two of the sentence-sets on any of the four nonsense words are
exactly alike, although certain pleces of information are .repeatad
from one sentence-set to another. -

3. Try to deal with each of the four words independently of the
others; that 1is, try not to let your ratings about one word be
1nf1uenced by your ratings about previous words.

4. Please make sure you give a rating for each of the two questions
asked about each of the four words, even if you are unsure or feel
that you are just guessing.

5. Please study the sentences given for each word very carefully,
until you have thoroughly "digested” all of the information in the
sentences, before you make your ratings on that word. )

Thank you.



To "quim” someone is to perform a cé;tain action toward that'person.‘

A "quimming person”. can be defined as one who tends to quim other
people. o -

0 .
\Jhen someone quims another person, this action 18 always apparent to

anyone else who might be: present.

The phrase, "a quimming peraon," 1s sometimes uéid to describe an .
individual. = s .

* % * % k&

Considet the following‘event: Ted quims Paul. ; \\ .
To wvhat extent 1s this probably because of: .
1. 'some characteristic of Ted's?

to a very 1 2 3 4.5 6 7 8 9 toav ry
small extent , ' large extent

2. some characteristic of Paul®s?

toavery 1 2 3.4 5°6 7 8 9 toavery \
* small extent < R large extent.
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To “gelf" someone 1is‘to experience a certain feeling toward that
person. : \ *

. : Vo ‘ ! ‘

A "gelfable person” can be defined as one who tends\to be gelfed by
other people, N , .

When someone gelfs another person, this feeling may or may not be.
apparent to anyone else who' might be present.

The phrase, 'a gelf;ble person,” is sometimes used. to describe an
individual. ‘ ; : -

* * % * % . .
W ) /

Consider the following event: Don gelfs Mike.
" To what extent 18 this probably because of:
1. some characteristic of Don's?

.to avery 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 '8 "9  to a very
small extent . o large extent

Z; some charecieristic of Mike's?
"to .a very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 o avery
small extent . : , : large extent
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To "zick" someone is to experience a certain feeling toward that
peraon. _ .

1

A zicking person” can be defined. as one who tends to zick other
people.

- When someone zicks another person, this feeling may or may not be
" apparent to anyone else who might be present.

The phrase, 'a zicking person," i1s sometimes used to describe an
individual. .

* % *x * %

¥

Consider the following event' Gary zicks John.

To what extent is this probably because of:

1. some characteristic of Gary's? . ,
to a very 1 2 }? 4 5 6 7 8 9 to a very

© - small extent v large extent
2, some characteristic of John's?

to a very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 toa very
smald, extent ) : : large extent
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To "verd” someone is to perform a certain action toward that peteon.

A "verdable person” can be defined as one who tende to be verded by
other people.

When someone verds another person, thie action is alwaye apparent to
anyone else who might be present. e . .

The phrase,. a verdable pereon,"'ie sometimes used to deecribe an 1
individual., -

* % * * % .
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Consider the follow ﬁg\étht' Allen verds T;m.

To what extent is this probably because of:
\ ' ' ' !
W : ‘ Y
- 1. "~ some characteristic of Allen's? -
to a very - 1 2 3 & 5 6 7 8 9. toavery
small extent - ' o large extent
. B .

2. some characteristic of Tim's?

to a very - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 to a-very
small extent : ) ‘ : large extent
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