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Abstract

In this study, we compared three domains of social cognition (emotion processing, mentalization, and
attribution bias) to clinical and computational language measures in 63 participants with schizophrenia
spectrum disorders. Based on the active inference model for discourse, we hypothesized that emotion
processing and mentalization, but not attribution bias, would be related to language disturbances. Clinical
ratings for speech disturbance assessed disorganized and underproductive dimensions. Computational
features included speech graph metrics, use of modal verbs, use of first-person pronouns, cosine similarity of
adjacent utterances, and measures of sentiment; these were represented by four principal components
characterizing content-rich speech, insular speech, local coherence, and affirmative speech. We found that
higher clinical ratings for disorganized speech predicted greater impairments in both emotion processing and
mentalization, and that these relationships remained significant when accounting for demographic variables,
overall psychosis symptoms, and verbal ability. Similarly, computational features reflecting insular speech also
consistently predicted greater impairment in emotion processing. There were notable trends for
underproductive speech and decreased content-rich speech predicting mentalization ability. Exploratory
longitudinal analyses in a small subset of participants (n=17) found that improvements in both emotion
processing and mentalization were predicted by improvements in disorganized speech. Attribution bias did
not demonstrate strong relationships with language measures. Altogether, our findings are consistent with the
active inference model of discourse and suggest greater emphasis on treatments that target social cognitive
and language systems.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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1. Introduction

Social cognitive impairments and speech
disturbances are prominent characteristics of
schizophrenia spectrum disorders (SSD). Both are
linked to canonical SSD neural pathways and
brain systems (Green et al., 2015; Kircher et al.,
2018); clinically, both are related to poor outcomes
and decreased functioning (Bowie et al., 2011;
Couture et al., 2006; Schmidt et al., 2011; Tan et
al., 2014). Several have suggested that social
cognitive impairments and speech disturbances
may share these characteristics not by
coincidence - but rather, they are causally related
to one another and to the pathogenesis of
psychosis in general (Palaniyappan and
Venkatasubramanian, 2022; Wible, 2012).

Social cognition can be understood in
terms of a lower-level simulation factor, which
encompasses first-order representations of
others’ mental states, and a higher-level
mentalizing factor, which formulates complex
mental state attributions (Oliver et al., 2019).
Alternatively, four domains can be identified,
including emotion processing, mentalization,
attribution bias, and social perception (Green et
al., 2008; Pinkham et al., 2018). Whichever
framework is used, consistent impairments are
found in SSD for all domains and social cognitive
factors (Green et al., 2012; Oliver et al., 2020).
Moreover, these impairments are also present
among individuals at clinical and genetic risk for
psychosis (Green et al., 2012; Kohler et al., 2014;
Tang et al., 2017).

Speech-related disturbances in SSD
have previously been equated with thought
disorder (Andreasen, 1979). While the parallels
between speech and thought are intriguing, in this
study, we have focused on speech qua speech.
Commonly, speech production disturbances in
SSD can be understood as disorganized (roughly
equivalent to positive thought disorder and
incoherence) or underproductive  (roughly
equivalent to negative thought disorder,
impoverishment, and alogia) (Kircher et al., 2018).
As with social cognition, speech disturbances
have also been identified among individuals at
clinical and genetic risk for psychosis (Corcoran et
al., 2018; Morgan et al., 2017; Solot et al., 2020).

The Bayesian active inference model of
discourse can be interpreted to imply a direct link

between social cognition and speech (Brown and
Kuperberg, 2015; Palaniyappan and
Venkatasubramanian, 2022; Vasil et al., 2020).
Simplistically, this model describes an active
feedback process where the speaker monitors
internal and, critically, external signals during
speech production. When an error is detected, i.e.,
a mismatch between predicted versus perceived
outcomes, the “prior” representation for the
intended communication may be updated. For
example, if the speaker begins to discuss how
“Mary said something interesting,” but perceives
confusion on the part of their listener, the speaker
may introduce additional information, “you know,
the postdoc | work with.” Updating the prior too
often or with inaccurate error estimates could then
result in apparently disorganized speech. Thus,
impairments in emotion processing and
mentalization might directly translate to speech
disturbance. Other aspects of the model have also
been used to explain receptive language
impairments and the presence of hallucinations
and delusions in psychosis (Brown and
Kuperberg, 2015).

Experimental results have largely borne
out the relationship between social cognition and
speech suggested by the active inference model.
Healthy volunteers were found to adjust how they
referenced entities based on assumptions about
their conversation partners’ mental states (Achim
et al., 2017). Similarly, mentalization ability among
people with SSD was associated with the degree
to which they aligned their word usage with that of
the experimenter (Dwyer et al., 2019). In a meta-
analysis of 123 studies, there was a moderate
association between clinical ratings related to
speech (disorganization, alogia, or thought
disorder) and mentalization (r = -0.35) as well as
emotion recognition (r = -0.33), but smaller effect
sizes for social perception, emotion regulation,
and attribution bias (r = 0.1-0.2) (de Sousa et al.,
2019). When accounting for non-social
neurocognition,  emotion  processing and
mentalization each explained additional variance
in speech disturbances (Docherty et al., 2013).
Notably, these studies have largely used
subjective clinical ratings for speech. In one


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.18.22272633
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.18.22272633; this version posted March 21, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Characteristics Overall Sample Longitudinal Subsample p value
N 63 17
Age (yrs = SD) 254 +48 25.8+5.0 0.69
Gender n (%) 0.49

Man 41 (65%) 11 (65%)

Non-Binary 4 (6%) 0 (0%)

Woman 17 (27%) 6 (35%)
Sex n (%)

Female 22 (35%) 6 (35%) 1.00

Male 41 (65%) 11 (65%)
Race n (%) 0.78

Asian 9 (14%) 3 (18%)

Black 27 (43%) 6 (35%)

Multiple 5 (8%) 1 (6%)

Other 7 (11%) 1 (6%)

White 13 (21%) 6 (35%)
Hispanic Ethnicity n (%) 8 (13%) 1 (6%) 0.31
Education Level (yrs + SD) 13.5+1.8 145+23 0.06
TLC Global Score (Mean + SD) 1.3+0.9 0.8 +0.7 0.005
BPRS Total Score (Mean + SD) 40.6 £13.5 35.1+£10.6 0.05
WRAT-3 Standard Score (Mean + SD) 97.8 +12.9 103.3+10.3 0.12
ER40 Score (Mean + SD) 295+57 324 +4.0 0.02
Hinting Task Total (Mean + SD) 13.1+£4.3 155+3.2 0.008
AIHQ Total (Mean + SD) 74.6 +23.8 66.5+17.8 0.22

Table 1. Participant Characteristics

Note: TLC Global Score — derived from the global rating of speech and language disturbance (0-4) based on the
Scale for the Assessment of Thought, Language and Communication. A score of 1.3 falls between “mild” and
“moderate” TLC disorder; a score of 0.8 falls between “none” and “mild.” Significant differences between the
longitudinal subsample and overall sample are bolded.

Yrs — years. SD — standard deviation. BPRS — Brief Psychiatric Rating Scale. ER40 — Penn emotion recognition task.
AIHQ - Ambiguous Intentions and Hostility Questionnaire
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exception, an aggregated measure of social
cognition was found to be modestly associated
(r=-0.28) with a computational measure of
simplicity (Minor et al., 2019). However, a limited
number of features was examined and it remains
to be determined how different domains of social
cognition relate to objective measures of speech
disturbance in SSD.

In this study, we examined the
relationships between social cognition and
subjective clinical ratings for speech disturbance
alongside objective computational features
derived from automated analyses. The domains of
emotion processing, mentalization, and attribution
bias were evaluated. Based on the Bayesian
active inference model for discourse, we
hypothesized that emotion processing and
mentalization would be significantly related to
clinical and computational measures of speech
disturbance in SSD, even when accounting for
variability in overall psychosis symptoms and
verbal ability. We further expected that attribution
bias would be less directly related to speech
disturbance as it does not have an integral
function in the active inference model for
discourse.

2. Methods

2.1 Participants and Overall Design
Participants with SSD (N=63) were recruited from
inpatient and outpatient facilities at Zucker Hillside
Hospital in Queens, New York, and underwent
informed consent (Table 1). All procedures were
approved by the Institutional Review Board at the
Feinstein Institutes for Medical Research. A
subset returned for a follow-up assessment after
12 weeks (n=17). The longitudinal subsample was
primarily recruited from stable outpatients, so they
had milder symptoms and higher social cognitive
ability than those who did not return for a follow-up
visit.

Participants were screened with the
psychosis and mood portions of the Structured
Interview for the DSM-IV (First and Gibbon, 2004)
and met DSM-5 criteria for schizophrenia
spectrum  disorders  (schizophrenia: n=39
schizophrenia; schizoaffective disorder: n=10;
unspecified psychotic disorder: n=8;
schizophreniform disorder: n=5; delusional
disorder: n=1) (American Psychiatric Association,

2013). Dimensional ratings of overall psychosis
symptoms were obtained using the Brief
Psychiatric Rating Scale (BPRS) (Overall and
Gorham, 1962). Verbal ability was assessed with
the reading portion of the Wide Range
Achievement Test-3 (WRAT-3) (Snelbaker et al.,
2001). In addition, all participants provided
recorded responses to three picture description
tasks and two open-ended narrative prompts (e.g.,
“Tell me about yourself”). Recordings were made
either in person via a standalone recorder (n=15),
virtually through video conferencing software
(n=19), or via an integrated iPad app developed
by Winterlight Labs with in-person research
coordinators facilitating the process (n=29). There
was a significant interaction between data
collection method and ascertainment, as all virtual
participants were stable outpatients, all
participants through the iPad app were inpatients,
and most in person assessments were with
inpatients.

2.2 Social Cognitive Assessments

Social cognition domains were assessed with
validated instruments with good psychometric
properties (Buck et al., 2017; Pinkham et al.,
2018). Emotion processing was assessed with the
Penn Emotion Recognition Task (ER-40), a
computerized battery where participants identify
40 images of faces as angry, fearful, sad, happy
or no emotion (Kohler et al., 2003; Moore et al.,
2015). Mentalization was assessed with the
Hinting Task (Corcoran et al., 1995) using revised
scoring from the SCOPE study to decrease the
ceiling effect (Pinkham et al., 2018). Participants
read 10 vignettes about social interactions and
then answered questions regarding the
characters’ intentions. Attribution bias was
assessed with the Ambiguous Intentions and
Hostility Questionnaire (AIHQ), where participants
rate their perceptions of intentionality, anger, and
blame for social vignettes (Combs et al., 2007).
Per the psychometric evaluations by Buck et al.,
we used the overall blame scores from 5
ambiguous and 5 accidental scenarios with higher
scores signifying greater attribution of hostility and
intentionality (Buck et al., 2017). Table 1 reports
raw scores. Because the ER-40 and Hinting Task
scores were left-skewed, we transformed and
standardized the scores via the Yeo-Johnson
method prior to statistical analyses (Yeo and
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Johnson, 2000). AIHQ scores were normally
distributed and z-transformed.

2.3 Clinical Language Ratings

Participants were rated on 18 items and a global
score using the Scale for the Assessment of
Thought Language and Communication (TLC)
(Andreasen, 1986). The TLC includes items
associated with disorganization / positive thought
disorder (e.g., tangentiality, incoherence,
derailment), as well as underproductive speech /
negative thought disorder (poverty of speech).
The TLC items for clanging, word approximations,
echolalia, blocking, stilted speech, and self-
reference were omitted from the assessment
because they were uncommon and interrater
reliability was not ideal (ICC < 0.9). Because we
wished to study speech disturbance in general, we
additionally included the SANS items for latency
and decreased vocal inflection. Coordinators
underwent an iterative training process and
demonstrated excellent interrater reliability for the
included items (ICC > 0.9). Ratings were provided
for each participant holistically, based on the entire
research encounter.

2.4 Computational Language Measures
Recordings from the three picture descriptions and
two open-ended narratives were transcribed
verbatim by human annotators and reviewed for
accuracy prior to automated analyses;
disfluencies such as filled pauses, incomplete
words and repeats were manually tagged during
transcription and removed. Utterance boundaries
were determined manually based on syntactic
completeness and the presence of pauses. Within
each utterance, tokens were identified by NLTK
word-tokenizer (Loper and Bird, 2002). Each token
was tagged for its part-of-speech (POS) and
lemmatized using spaCy modules (Honnibal and
Johnson, 2015). All computational processing was
completed using Python.

We chose features from five
computational strategies based on a priori
hypotheses that they would be sensitive to
differences in social cognitive ability and the active
inference process. 1) Network properties of
speech graphs quantify the scope and
interconnectedness of discourse (Mota et al.,
2012). These features have been associated with
disorganized and impoverished speech in

psychosis (Mota et al., 2017; Palaniyappan et al.,
2019). Consistent with the methods described by
Mota et al. (2012), we formed speech graphs by
connecting lexemes (nodes) based on their
sequential relationships (edges). Graph features
include density, diameter, average shortest path
length (ASPL), largest strongly connected
component (LSCC), largest clique, average
weighted degree, and average clustering
coefficient. Counts of nodes and edges were
highly correlated with average degree, so were not
included. 2) Modal verbs like “should,” “will,” “can,”
and “could” express states of possibility, obligation
and intention, which is relevant to mentalization.
We quantified the use of modal verbs by counting
their occurrence and standardizing by the number
of total verb phrases. 3) Previous work found that
individuals with SSD were more likely to use first
person singular pronouns and less likely to use
first person plural pronouns (Tang et al., 2021).
We quantified the number of first person singular
and plural pronouns and standardized the counts
based on total word count from each task. Only the
open-ended narrative tasks were used because
first person pronouns are not expected
consistently on picture description tasks. 4) Local
coherence, as measured by the cosine similarity
between pairs of adjacent utterances, has been
shown to be a predictor of dimensional speech
disturbance, SSD diagnosis, and later
development of psychosis among youths at
clinical high risk (Bedi et al., 2015; Corcoran et al.,
2018; lter et al., 2018; Krell et al.,, 2021). We
computed cosine similarities using mean
embeddings from GloVe (Pennington et al., 2014),
Word2Vec (Mikolov et al., 2013), and latent
semantic analysis (LSA) (Elvevag et al., 2007;
Landauer et al., 1998). 5) Speech sentiment may
be related to emotion processing as well as
mentalization, and was quantified using
standardized measures of valence (i.e., happy vs.
sad), arousal (i.e., excited vs. calm), and
dominance (i.e., in control vs. controlled) (Warriner
etal., 2013).

2.5 Statistical Analyses

Statistical analyses were completed in R (R Core
Team, 2016). To reduce the dimensionality of the
clinical and computational language measures,
principal component analyses using the promax
rotation were conducted with the psych package
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C1- C2- C1 - Content- C2- C3 - Local C4 -

A) Clinical Items Disorganized Underproductive B) Computational Items Rich Insular Coherence Affirmative

TLC1 - Pov. Speech 0.87 Graph - Avg. Degree 0.88

TLC2 - Pov. Content Speech 0.80 Graph - Density -0.92

TLCS - Pressure 0.74 Graph - ASPL 0.86

TLC4 - Distractible 0.63 Graph - Clustering Coeff. -0.43 0.66

TLC5 - Tangentiality 0.87 Graph - Largest Clique 0.31 0.91

TLC6 - Derailment 0.80 Graph - LSCC 0.82 0.42

TLC7 - Incoherence 0.50 0.36 Graph - Diameter 0.90

TLCS8 - lllogicality 0.71 Modal Auxiliary Verbs 0.46

TLC10 - Neologism 0.32 Embedding - Glove 0.86

TLC12 - Circumstantiality 0.80 -0.31 Embedding - LSA 0.47 0.63

TLC13 - Loss of Goal 0.68 0.37 Embedding - Word2Vec 0.88

TLC14 - Perseveration 0.79 Pronouns - 1st Per. Singular -0.42 0.51

SANS6 - Dec. Vocal Inflection 0.69 Pronouns - 1st Per. Plural 0.54

SANS11 - Inc. Latency 0.63 Sentiment - Valence 0.44 0.68
Sentiment - Arousal -0.79
Sentiment - Dominance 0.76

Table 2. Principal Components of Clinical and Computational Speech Measures
Note: Loadings above an absolute value of 0.3 are shown.

TLC — Scale for the Assessment of Thought Language and Communication. SANS — Scale for the Assessment of Negative Symptoms. ASPL — Average shortest
path length between any two nodes. LSCC — Number of nodes in the largest strongly connected graph component. LSA — Latent semantic analysis
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(Revelle, 2021). Based on visual examination of
the scree plots, two components were chosen for
the clinical ratings, and four components were
chosen for the computational features. Spearman
coefficients were used to calculate the correlations
among social cognition and language measures.
To account for multiple comparisons (3 domains x
2 clinical components or 3 domains x 4
computational components), we adjusted p values
for the correlations using the false discovery rate
(FDR) method (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995).
To evaluate potentially confounding relationships
with data collection method, demographic
variables (age, sex, education level), overall
psychosis symptoms, and verbal ability, we
evaluated multiple linear regressions with these as
covariates. All reported B coefficients are
standardized. Longitudinal relationships between
social cognition and language measures were
evaluated using linear mixed models from the
nime package (Pinheiro et al., 2022). We
predicted social cognition with fixed effects of
timepoints and language measures, and random
effects of participants.

3. Results

3.1 Principal Components of Speech Measures
Table 2 details principal components and item
loadings for clinical ratings and computational
language features. The two-component solution
for clinical language ratings yielded expected
results: (1) Disorganized Speech, and (2)
Underproductive Speech. The four-component
solution for computational language features
yielded the following: (1) Content-Rich Speech,
characterized by more extensive unique content
and use of modal verbs; (2) Insular Speech,
characterized by greater quantities of speech
focused around the same interconnected content
and use of first person singular pronouns like “I”;
(3) Local Coherence, characterized by cosine
similarities between mean embeddings of
adjacent sentence pairs; and (4) Affirmative
Speech, characterized by positive valence, high
dominance (“in control”), low arousal (“calm”), and
use of first-person plural pronouns like “we”.

3.2 Relationships between Social Cognition
and Clinical Speech Ratings

Accounting for multiple comparisons,
disorganized speech was significantly correlated
with impairments in both emotion processing (r=-
0.56, p<0.001) and mentalization (r=-0.47,
p<0.001). There was a trend for mentalization and
underproductive  speech (r=-0.27, p=0.06).
Attribution bias was not significantly related to
either clinical component. Figure 1A illustrates
these relationships and effect sizes for individual
clinical items.
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Figure 1. Correlations between Social Cognition and Measures of Speech Disturbance: Spearman correlation coefficients
are illustrated for: A) Clinical Measures, including two principal components describing disorganized speech and
underproductive speech; B) Computational Features, including four principal components describing content-rich speech,
insular speech, local coherence, and affirmative speech.

A) Emotion Processing B) Mentalization C) Attribution Bias

Clinical Components

= CI-Di d

€2 - Underproductive

Emotion Processing Z-Score
Attribution Bias Z-Score

0 2 H 0 2 H 0 2
Clinical Language Component Z-Score Clinical Language Component Z-Score Clinical Language Component Z-Score

Figure 2. Associations between Clinical Language Components and Social Cognition: Scatterplots and linear best fits
for: A) Emotion Processing, B) Mentalization, and C) Attribution Bias.

Figure 2 shows scatterplots and linear method, age, sex, education level, overall
best fits for social cognition and clinical speech psychosis symptoms and verbal ability as
components. We examined data collection potentially confounding variables. However,
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Figure 3. Association between Computational Language Components and Social Cognition: Z-scores for social
cognition and computational component scores were compared. * Significant relationships. # Notable trends.

disorganized speech continued to be significantly
related to emotion processing (f =-0.58 to -0.47)
as well as mentalization (=-0.54 to -0.43), and
underproductive  speech continued to be
significantly related to mentalization ($=-0.39 to -
0.32).

3.3 Relationships between Social Cognition
and Computational Speech Features

Figure 1B illustrates correlations among social
cognition domains, computational components
and individual features. After adjusting for multiple
comparisons, emotion processing ability was
correlated with higher content-rich speech (r=0.41,
p<0.05), lower insular speech (r=-0.37, p<0.05),
and higher affirmative speech (r=0.38, p<0.05).
Other notable trends were between mentalization
and content-rich speech (r=0.27) as well as
between attribution bias and local coherence (r=-
0.32); however, these relationships were not
significant after accounting for the multiple
comparisons.

Figure 3 shows scatterplots and linear
best fits for social cognition and computational
language components. Emotion processing was
significantly predicted by insular speech even
when accounting for all covariates (8=-0.32 to -
0.27). However, the relationship between emotion
processing and content-rich speech was no longer
significant when accounting for education
(B=0.30, p=0.07) or verbal ability (B=0.19,
p=0.25); also, the relationship with affirmative
speech was no longer significant when accounting
for psychosis symptoms (B = 0.23, p = 0.11) or
data collection method (B = 0.32, p = 0.13).
Mentalization was significantly related to content-
rich speech when accounting for data collection
method, age, sex, psychosis symptoms, and
verbal ability (8 = 0.29 to 0.35), but not when
covarying for education level (=0.23, p=0.17).
Attribution bias was related to local coherence
when accounting for demographic variables and
verbal ability (8=-0.38 to -0.35) but trend-level
when covarying for psychosis symptoms (f=-0.26,
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p=0.07) and data collection method (B=-0.32,

3.4 Longitudinal Exploratory Analyses

In the subsample of participants who returned for
a followup assessment at 12 weeks (n=17), we
explored whether changes in language measures
predicted longitudinal changes in social cognition.
Among clinical measures, improvement in
mentalization was predicted by reductions in both
disorganized (B=-0.49, p<0.001) and
underproductive speech (B=-0.37, p<0.01).
Improvement in emotion processing was predicted
by reductions in disorganized speech (f=-0.59,
p<0.001), with a trend for underproductive speech
(B=-0.23, p=0.06). There were no significant
longitudinal relationships among social cognitive
domains and computational language features.

4. Discussion

In this study, we found strong evidence that
emotion processing and mentalization are related
to language disturbance in SSD, and particularly
disorganized speech. On the other hand,
attribution bias largely did not demonstrate
consistent relationships with language measures.
Using clinical ratings for disorganized and
underproductive  speech, we found that
disorganization significantly predicted emotion
processing and mentalization both within a single
timepoint and in a longitudinal exploratory
analysis. The cross-sectional relationships
remained significant even when accounting for
potential demographic, clinical, cognitive and
methodological confounding variables. There was
also evidence that underproductive speech relates
to emotion processing and mentalization.
However, there were no significant correlations
between attribution bias and either clinical
language component. Our results were consistent
with those of the previous meta-analysis, which
found consistent relationships between speech
disturbance and both emotion processing and
mentalization, but relatively sparse evidence for
attribution bias (de Sousa et al., 2019). The effect
sizes we report are somewhat larger, but in a
similar moderate range.

Our findings were largely recapitulated
using objective computational language features.
Impairment in emotion processing was

significantly predicted by insular speech, which is
characterized by large quantities of speech on the
same interconnected topics (in contrast to speech
which explores multiple content areas). This
relationship remained significant even when
accounting for data collection method,
demographic variables, psychosis severity, and
verbal ability. Initially, emotion processing ability
was also correlated with more content-rich speech
and more affirmative speech. However, the
correlation with content-rich speech may be
explained by confounding relationships with
education level and verbal ability, and the
correlation with affirmative speech may be
explained by a confounding relationship with
psychosis severity. There was a notable trend
between mentalization and content-rich speech,
but this was not significant when accounting for
education level. Also, there was a trend between
higher attribution bias and reduced local
coherence, but this may be explained by a
confounding relationship with psychosis severity.
Few other studies have directly evaluated social
cognition and computational language features.
However, our results are consistent with previous
findings that social cognition and metacognition
are associated with objective measures of
syntactic complexity and cognitive complexity,
respectively (Buck et al., 2015; Minor et al., 2019).
Furthermore, psychosis in general has been
associated with lower local coherence and
negative valence (Birnbaum et al., 2020; Corcoran
et al., 2018; Elvevag et al., 2007); therefore, it is
plausible that similar features may be associated
with social cognitive impairment.

Overall, the results support our initial
hypotheses and are consistent with the active
inference model of discourse which posits that
accurate updating of priors based on internal and
external (including social) cues is required for
receptive and productive language (Brown and
Kuperberg, 2015; Palaniyappan and
Venkatasubramanian, 2022). Emotion processing
(or alternatively, simulation) and mentalization
could therefore be considered crucial components
of linguistic functioning. In contrast, attribution bias
is not directly involved in language production, but
might be a separate output of another active
inference process. As expected, we found that
emotion processing and mentalization showed
fairly consistent relationships with clinical and
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computational language  measures, while
attribution bias was not strongly related to
language, especially when accounting for overall
psychosis severity. As an alternative to the active
inference model, social cognition and language
may also be connected via non-social
neurocognition. That is, general cognitive
impairments may cause both poor social cognitive
performance as well as language disturbances.
We did not directly assess all domains of non-
social cognition, but we did find that verbal ability
did not account for the relationship between
disorganized speech and emotion processing or
mentalization. Previous work also found that social
cognition predicted additional variance in
communication errors beyond a multidimensional
assessment of neurocognition (Docherty et al.,
2013). Moreover, if neurocognitive impairments
were the driver of these relationships, we would
have expected that social cognition would be more
closely related to underproductive speech
because of the close links between neurocognitive
impairment and negative symptoms (which
include alogia). Instead, we found that
disorganized speech was more closely related to
emotion processing and mentalization than
underproductive speech. In another alternative,
the universal human grammar describing cause
and effect has been proposed as the basis for all
human thought (Hinzen, 2014). Viewed through
this framework, there might be primary disruptions
in the grammar apparatus and semantic networks
of individuals with SSD, which then cause
impairments in social cognition. This explanation
is not contradictory to the active inference model,
as there could be a pathological feedback loop of
language and social cognitive impairments.

On the whole, there were slightly larger
effect sizes and more consistent findings for
emotion processing than for mentalization. This is
superficially surprising because mentalization
seems more conceptually tied to the generation of
a shared conversational framework. However,
there are several potential explanations for this
finding. The speech samples used for
computational analyses were taken from tasks
with little interaction between conversation
partners. It may be that mentalization would be
more closely related to language features from an
interactive task (Achim et al, 2015). Also,
mentalization is a less tangible ability than emotion

processing, and therefore more difficult to
measure objectively. The Hinting Task requires
subjective judgements which may introduce noise
and therefore weaken the results for
mentalization.

There are direct clinical implications if we
assume that there is a causal relationship between
social cognition and language in SSD. Several
effective social cognitive treatments have been
developed, and some have been found to broadly
improve outcomes (Horan and Green, 2019; Penn
et al., 2007; Tang et al., 2020). Recent
investigations also explore the role of targeted
transcranial magnetic stimulation in improving
social cognition (Oliver et al., 2021). If disruptions
in active inference operations lead to psychosis
symptoms, and if mentalization and emotion
processing are critical for accurate feedback in
social situations, then this further motivates the
development of therapeutic strategies which target
social cognition. Inversely, targeting linguistic
functioning might improve social processing and
functioning. It has been suggested that cognitive
behavioral therapy (CBT) may improve psychosis
symptoms by normalizing propositional meaning
and deictic references—i.e., how we think about
cause and effect and navigate shared
assumptions (Zimmerer et al., 2017).

While suggestive, the current study
neither provides proof for the active inference
model of discourse nor establishes causal
relationships between social cognition and
language disturbance in SSD. In addition, our
sample size was limited, particularly for the
exploratory longitudinal analyses. There were
several notable trends, including in the longitudinal
analysis of computational features, which were not
statistically significant but which were consistent
with our overall findings. Further study in larger
cohorts should be conducted to determine
whether these were Type Il errors. It is difficult to
tease apart effects of data collection methods (in-
person, virtual, or app-based) because different
methods were used for different patient
populations. Likely, the reported effects of data
collection methods on our results are better
explained by ascertainment differences. We relied
on single measures for each social cognition
domain. Convergent results from different tasks
would provide further confidence for our findings.
Similarly, studying the relationship between social
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cognition and receptive as well as productive
language functioning would also provide further
clarity.

Altogether, our results indicate that
language disturbance in SSD is closely related to
emotion processing and mentalization ability, but
not attribution bias. This is particularly true for
disorganized speech. Objective computational
measures of speech also reflect these findings.
Moreover, exploratory results suggest that
longitudinal changes in social cognition are
reflected by changes in speech measures. These
findings are consistent with an active inference
model of discourse, which could be a powerful
framework  for  understanding psychosis
pathology.
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