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On the
priority of salience-based Interpretations:
The case of irony. (In review)

Negation generates sarcastic
Interpretations by default: Nonsalient vs.
salience-based interpretations. (In review)

Negation
generates nonliteral interpretations by
default. Metaphor and Symbol, 28, 89—115.

Resonating with contextually
Inappropriate interpretations in production:
The case of irony. (Submitted)



1. He'Is particularly bright
2. He Is not particularly brighit

N a context in which
therguyasrarcompletencdiot:

VWhich of the 2 sarcastic UtterancCes IS
easler to derive
the afhiirmative or the negative?
\Whoese creativity IS faster: to come by?



EXPERIMENESHEEORNGERS EUEN/A!
foells o)p)
AEmatversancasm

-

ahCSthENGhatedrSalIENCENHIVOOIESIS
€loral (LS9, 20)0)3))
Experirnents 10-19 and Study 2
focus on
Necgative Sarcasrn

and the
View of Default \{L)n]JJIEQ al Interpretations
Glora &t al, (2010, 2013)




erpretations




the Graded Salience Hypothesis




VWhat are
salience-hased Interpretations

Accorollnel fo Ene Graolee] Safjapce
HIVPOHESISESAalIENGCESASEG

s foratatlons sife Utiarsipce
InNterpretations nNet listed in the
mentalilexicon buit constructed
pPasedionttherselieEni =" CoCEC ahG
pPLOMIhERE=IMEARNINEGSIOIRENE
Utterance compoenents, regardless

el dedgree ol (hon)literalness.
(Gioera, 1997, 20035 Giora et al., 2007)




Predictions Wit

salience-hased Interpretations

- GlIven that lexical PrOCESSES are
Stimultis=driven; Salientimeanings
ahGSalienGCeshaseinitERpPLEAIONS

WillFnoet be blecked by,
even whenmceompatihle:

- Instead, they will be facilitated

unpconelltionelly aven wWaehn
INteErpPretations are




Examples of

salience- based INtErpPretations
VhiatiS the SalieEnce-hasen
IINEET r::.l:a”s Onrefi 1 anar2:
\rtic JarJy orignt
cjnlly 1l eJJUem;
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IprEelliej2niE Earin nllnn;
AcCConding tortherGraded Salience
Hypothesis, theselinterpretations will- e
activated immediately evenin a conteXxit
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INterpretations
are NeNCOeCEd!
INterpretations;, derived en
the bhasisH off contextual infeormation,
efiten regardless of the salienit

meanings ol the' utterance
COmMPORNENtSs:




Derault Nonliteral Interoretations
creativity rnay be 2asy to corne oy,
Sorne nonsalient creative
interoretations e2njoy oriority over
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On the priority: of

sallence-hased Interpretations
e AFIirmative Sarcasm
Hels pakticularl bright

EXoariments =9 2l To Saow in
LS ,)réJJ meJ .Jy sme Jr«1JeJ S*J l2nee
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Experiments 1-9
AfFfIiEmative sarcasm
Specific Predictions

1. Shoehter reading times off targets
prased teoward the salience-hased
than toward context-hased

INtELPretation

2. SheKtEr LESPONSE LIMES O PLOLES
Lelatedrtorsalienceshaseci@diiternald
INterpretations than toe
INtERPLETatIoNS




Experiments 1-3

use dialogues similar to Gliora
et al.’s (2007), strengthened
Py additional

Theraim here s te show: that
even Wwhen contextual

or a
Utterance IS strengthened;
salienGe=hasetieitenMitELal)
INteRpLretatons are not hleocked,
pPUt facilitated tnconditionally.-




T hRish woerksearly today:

1 S0, de yoeu wanit te: ge! ter the moeVvIes?
S Ihdoenit really feeltlike seeing a moevie
1 SO mayhbe we couldigoerdancing?

S NE, at therendioff the night my. feet will
hurt and idifhe tired:

93/ (02 99 (¢ uy)

BE Serky. but Ifverhad a rough week

SE SO What areyou goeing te dorteonight?

Bt thinkeElEstay home;, read a magazine,
and gor te bed early:



Literally: biased contexttliteral speaker+cues

B lnwas invited ter a film by Amos Giitail:
Stihat's fiun: Helis my: favorite GiFECLOK:
Bl knoew, It theought Wellfgoe tegether:
St Great. Wheniis 1t on?

B

iomoerrew. We will have te be in Metulla 1in
the afterneon.

S (na100lly)d L sae ey foupel 2 olaes Eneit IS
raally nles.

B lnwanit terleave early in the morning:

St ltcantt, Ifm stucdying in' the: morning-

BEWeEllL Ifmi geing anyway.-

S (200 roVvinely)d Sotnels |1xxe yolul zife ololnie) Lo
havesahealiVanteLESHNGREVERINGE

o)
Uny

est sallanes-ezsge] — excIting; — efu) /)
el aite =W oUNUFNON=WOoNLES

(L @‘



3 pretests controlled for
(@) the

, Whichiinduced a
sighiiicanitly:
compared toe the
noensancastic dialegues;

() the simnar salience status off the S typPes
Ol preke WeKds, Which Were measured
online’ In terms off rESpeRSe! times,;

Tellowing a neutrall conteXxt:

(c) the of the related
PLOLES te the of thelr
relevant target UtteranGes In thelir
LESPECGLIVE contexts, and the
Unkelatedness ol the unrelated prehes:




1. Reading tirnes of target utterances.
2. Response times to probes:

at 7ZS0rms IS (Experiment 1)
2t 1500rmsH ISt (ExXperimenit: 2)
At 2000 msH ISt (ExXpeniment: 3)

-
oyl




Results - Experiments 1-3 (combined analysis)

Salience-based biased targets took less time to read than the

Reading Time
H
N
o
(@]

1200

1100

1000 ;
Sarcastic Context Literal Context




Results - Experiments 1-3 (combined analysis)

Salience-based probes took less time to respond to than
probes and marginally so than unrelated probes
No context-type X probe-type interaction

850
q) —
£800
(¢D}
wn
c
O .
5750 O Sarcastic
oY ®Literal

B Unrelated
700
650 ‘
Sarcastic Context Literal Context




Summary.

EXperiments 1-3

Results from reading times and
response times support the Gradecd
sSalience Hypothesis. They show that
only salience-based Interpretations
are facilitated initially.




EXxperiments 4-9

use Giora et al.’s (2007) 1tems,
while strengthening them further by
disclesing that we are testing

Theraim here IS ter Shoew: that even
When contextual o a
Ltterance IS
Strendthened, salience-hased
MitELpLe A onSEanResiacilitate s
Linconditionally, while
lag behind:




Predictions

SheKLER respoense times! te
salience-hased related PreLES
compared te

related and
Unrelated PrebheEsS,

regardless of conteXxtial hias:




Materials

John was a basketball coach. For the
past week he was feeling restless,
WOKEYyIng about the upcoming game.
It Wwas yet unclear how the two
teams matched up, and he was
anxieus even on the day of the game.
VWhen he got a call telling himthat
the three lead players on the
pPPOSINEEamWIlIINGeE herablerto
playsthat nighitdehnWVIPEGC the
SWweatehiifoihisTioreheacancssald to
nNis friends tnls 1s really farckileplaWs.




John was a basketball coach. For the
past week he was feeling restless,
WOrkying about the upcoming game.
It was yet unclear how the two teams
matched up, and he was anxious even
on the day of the game. When he got
a call telling him that the three lead
players on eam willnet berable te
play; that nMight, John wiped thersweait
i GithisHierehead and sald ter s
frleinlel:

PLERESH SAlIENGESESEUNElated=—Winning;
Felated — losses:
Uinkelated—meals;: non-words



4 pretests

a) the off the
plrased contexts and the sallence-hased bhias
ol the literally, biased Contexts;

) the salience: statls) off the Sitypes ol prohe
WOKGAS, WhIGChhWere measured online; Given

that PLeLES WELE
faster, results served as haseline means.

G) the of the related
PLELES O the Ol thelr relevani

target utterances i thelk respective
contexts, and the unrelatedness of the
Linkelated prehes:

Ad) prekes:



Experiments 4-9

(Fein et al., 201.3)
As In Gliera et al. (2007,
oK a Was! st
manipulated via the design of the
exXperimeni.

, Participanits
Werne presenteditems; alll el which
ended i a

. pParticipanits
Werne presenteditems; hall o vwhich
encded Iin a and
haliin a salience-hased (ohten)
[ftarally olaiseel vtiarapce.



Experiments 4-9

(Fein et al., 201.3)

Here, In addition, contextual
expectancy, Was further strengthened:

In the
participantsiwere infermed that we

WeErRe examining

FUrthermore, Ionger PrecCessIing times
werne allowed, wWithr ISisT ranging
petween v50-3000rms

Here toe we' expected to replicate
Previeus resulits;, demonstrating the
orlorlity o sealllapca-oeisieol jptaroretaitlon)s
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Experiments 4-9 (combined analysis)

Mean response times at all ISIs
(after subtraction of baseline means)

Salience-based probes took less time to respond to than
probes
Salience-based probes took less time to respond to than unrelated probes
No expectancy X probe-type interaction

500
450
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

O Sarcastic
ELiteral
B Unrelated

Response time differences

+Expectation -Expectation




Summalry.
EXperiments 1-9
SUpPPEKt the priekity. of
sallence-hased Interpretations of;
aliiicmativVersanGCasin

ASIpLedicted by the
S ECERSAIIENCERINVPOMIESISH
resulits fromiSrexperimenits
leo)idinle) 2Vt cififl FaneiElv/e Selfeaisin
pProvide sUpport for
inle orlority of
lIENCESHESECNNERPRE T ONS
OVEK

2
(2)



Nonsalient interpretations
of affirmative sarcasm

don’t come easy.

They are difficult to
activate probably because
they are derived

indirectly.



Study 1
Corpus-based study of
Discourse Resonance

The Graded Salience Hypothesis
Predictions

Given that salience-based
Interpretations

are expected to be facilitated
Immediately

the context of a utterance will
resonate with 1ts salience-based
Interpretation more often than with Its




: What Is
Discourse Resonance?

According to Du Bois (2002),

resonance pertains to the activation
of relational between
utterances.

Neighboring utterances of a
statement may therefore resonate
either with Its salience-based and/Zor

Interpretation.




: Resonating with
sallence-based Interpretations of
affirmative sarcasm

“Hooray to the Israeli Air Force

pilots doing a splendid job' effused
Brigadier General Avi Benayahu, the
IDF spokesperson, talking to Yonit
Levy - white turtleneck against a
background of tanks, Vvis a VIS
hundreds of funerals In Gaza - a token
of the “ > of our pilots
(Levy 2008Db).




Resonating with

Interpretations of
affirmative sarcasm

The man |Olmert] who made a number
of courageous statements about

peace late In his tenure has
orchestrated no fewer than two wars.
Talking peace and making war, the

= “and ™ “ Prime
Minister |[Olmert] has been revealed
as one of our greatest fomenters of
war (Levy 2009b).




Discourse Resonance
Affirmative Sarcasm
(Giora, Raphaely, Fein, Livnat, 2013)

Predictions

According to the Graded Salience
Hypothesis, the environment of a
sarcastic utterance will resonate
with Its salience-based rather
than with Its

INtErpPretation.




Eindings
(In 0.7% cases, a sarcastic utterance was classified twice, since it was

addressed both via its sarcastic interpretation and its salience-based
interpretation when later developed into an extended sarcastic irony)

Type of Contextual Resonance (,?eL:?enrﬂ%e P value
with Irony Interpretations out of 1612)

NoO resonance 689 (42,7%0)

With both sarcastic and
salience-based interpretations EECEEERE0)

Extended sarcastic Ironies 160 (9.9%)

Only salience-based

_ : 589 (36.5%)
mterpretatlons p< 0001

Only sarcastic Interpretations 122 (7.5%)

Total 1624




Conclusions

The environment of
affirmative sarcasm

reflects 1ts salience-based
Interpretations,

thus supporting
the view that




On the priority of nonsalient
nonliteral interpretations of

negative utterances
rl2 IS not oariictlzirly orlc)nlt




On the priority of nonsalient
nonliteral interpretations of
negative utterances

rlg IS not ogzirciel farly ofie

salience-based (literal)




W/ prait olo)a)s [t fo) 02 <

default nonllteral




\VhatEUeeSHittakeorhera

olalfau) it

Iptaroratation?

For 2l nonliteral lnteroretation o
02 fawverad gy elSifallllE, Uitsrances
have to meet the conditions for
default nonliteral interpretations
WHTChIRGUELEINEE SRt yetts

ootential ambiguity

ogatweaan lltaral sinjel nonllis ]
IpEeroretations IS allowee a priori:




oW elo Wa efUElfzinige geranitlel
2100010 Ul [y 2




HIOVVAC ORVENG UiENEENIOLEN U
21pnolef Uity 2

For ytieranpces to 92 gotantially
2 0lejUous

2) Familiarity snotile 92 2ol

») Semantic anomaly or internal
incongrulty snotlle o avoijcleel;

¢) Sosclile anel lnformatlyve
contextual information snould
HERCWOICEEE




(a) Familiarity should be avoided

't sallent/ cocdecd nonliteral
m;amimgs o)f e\‘<,)re Slons cnlel
colloczitions (2.¢)., tne coclecl popliiaral
rneznlne)s oif Mrmjiar lellopniart]e,
rmgs%,)h@r]cab SeliCeSHGh JJ" 2\ )Y
forrntlale exorasision, see Glora 20038)),
prefabs (Errnzn & Wsarrem 200 L), or
convantlonpaliZzeel, rfituzllsilc, situation
bound utterances, suchn tnat occur I
Sitel el EIZECRCONIITUHITCEUINE
SJF..JsJLJJﬂJJJ (K2esEs 1999, 2000))
SHIOUIENYE e,gcJ,JJsJ_J

U)
©
criﬂ
p)

V) v 4 8 4 A KD



NS EG UV ENGETNISIENE
consleleracl; tnay snotllcl NOE

0 Negldgwe Polariey liams
oUlt snoullel pave 2
acceptable znel rneaininefiul
aifflfrnetlve counterpart, so
et conventionality ey o
a\volclael,




(b) Semantic anomaly should
be avoided (since 1t's Knownl Lo
thHEERMEEPHORHCAUINESSREN
Sazrelslay 1958) or ainy Kinel oif
internal incongruency, any
OPPOSTHOHNERVEENRVORIENMENIES
of Tne onrasea ftsali (Know/n fo
trlejejar ain) ]mm]c/“ﬂrcas”r]c‘ rezlellnie),
saa Partincfion 20:10) snollle not 0=
INVOIVECRSOR 1EIRY 0N IEET e NG

ponlitaral intarorataitions weollle o
OERNMISSIIEE

(1)




(c) Specific and informative

contextual information

should be avoided so that pragma tic
Incongruity - = orscen o ,)r«um«\r ‘
s ofF conries¢ UAJ IS (2.¢).; Grlce
1975) - on Ene ons nealnel sinel supportive
biasing information (including explicit
marking, intonation/prosodic cues,
gestures, facial expressions, etc.), on
e otper, ey not lnviie of olociK @
nonlitaral Intaroratacion (2.¢., €190
1994k, 20025 Kaliz 2009 KaiiZz, BlasiKo, &
KaZmarsi 2004)




In this part of the talk
the focus IS on

More broadly, on the PHeKItY, of
INtErpretations
0)jj UEtErances
QVEr thelr

INterpretations



Experiments 10-16:

test the following |

constructions:

X s/he is not

X is not her forte

X is not her distinctive fFeature

]




Wil e)e
(a) Interpreted sarcastically oy default,
(b) rated as rnore sarcastic
thansthelnoeyvelfaiimative:

CoUNtERPaNEST
siplel Willee
(c) read 7 asmer 1) sarcastlcally ansn

- A

sallance-oaseacd |Jtarally olasine coniest



Experiments 10-11:
Default sarcastic interpretations

X s/he is not
Meticulous she is not
Ambitious she is not

(e el nnly/ naker LEWzErs eleinlel N plowy/ dingles ale e

rezieilen: S0l Eloel ploy® Eeteiinll™

Basically slfpayihermnoratte NG ULRING,
NOVEIMBEREXCE P OIASKVERANE R/ OLSCURE!
JuestEHonsiatsall Mo USRI EN Gy anEMie nit:
§upportive she ain't.

MR/ 72006 NanoVWH M GrOLO7IMOU Ul ES/NEWL BYATEWLOPICIPHPZP OSSN U =2 A A



(a) interpreted sarcastically by dafault
zlplel Will o2

(b) rated 23 rnore sarcastic
thansthernovelratiigmative
COUNERPAGES




lIitermsiwerer 18 el revy
UittERaNGESI Ol thier oM

XES/NENSIVES
XES/NENSINGIE
poetentallyampiguelsihetween

litaral 2anec nonliteral
INERPretations







NeVeEltyratinGSAWVELEICOIIECTECNTLOIMN22
HIELEVW S EAKELSE
RESUIESISHOWEGRh AU oh
inle negative itsms
WI=2,84 S\ D)=0), 48]
ahGRth eTFElIHE NV ESCOUNEERPANLS
VISEARSOISIDE MG
WereiuniamiiaiasScoR NG significanily,
lower than 3 on = 7= 0onlt | «mmJJJar]”;y Scaler
Negative ((l7)=95.9:1, 0,000l
Afflrrnative ;(4/)_43,293‘., 0=,000)I

V) b 4 8 4 A KDy

Vi



119 par”ﬂs..],)amgs WeERETaSKEUMO
et peinEscaleENVNOSE
ramJer]y] InNStehtated
Vgl (=0) of 2
§arca§& (=7) lntaroeitziilon) o
2achn Itern) the proximity of the
mterpretatlon of the items to
any of those instantiations at
therscalesSTENGISE




Supportive she is not

[ L] L] il L] al al

N
n

)
=2 M

S disparaging

dundermining

Q)




S,Je.cmc cgmsé,@s, thEeNnit w
themovelnegatve ]Zcem:zs WEre
sarcastic, scofinle) alleln) o] '
Vi= 5.99. SP=0).54;

SIghiiicant\y/AghEFthants
ol 2l 7= 000t Sarcasm szl

(A)=255; g=1003




A

© 18] pleio) fany §p)eak@rs WELETaSKECUMO
faite) elelo) e o Szlfezisinn ol =l 7
0 0)lflt Sarcasm sczlle:




Supportive she is yes/not

il [] L] al L] []

[]

Highly sarcastic




JRESUIESTShiowWeE G thiat
noval negative viiarapess wears

feitslol 215 pploirs SArcastic ca=in calelr

NOVEIREUIHEVESCOUNTERIANES

VI=5.92. Sp=0),!
Vi=2.97, Sp=1l,5}s]
| (42)=1l11,55) 0)<,000)
2 (L) =415),5)5), 0)=100)0)|

H‘J







wmm 4 s/me JS floE

Will e reacdl e 13”;91' I
sarcastlcally an 1n literally
PIASING chse,s”ss




Examples

Roetemwillifnever amoeunt teranything With
the way: she'conducts herself, slouched all
day/ in fireont o the )\, or chatting away: el
hoeurs eon her cellfphone: I sherever Shows
any. concentration I'sswhen she; catches: uUp
on therlatest gessip:. Andilfishe ever MmoVeES
her bUtt, It's enly, I erder te by her
StinNKING Clgarettes.

AS far asishe's concerned:..

WhenrRetem has her mind set onrachieving
semething, she usually, dees;, but It'S never,
a fiar-reaching ebjective. Her goeals are
respectanle; but rather hanal: ArnbIteus
SHENS NeETAS far as She's COnNCERNEed...






RESUIES shewed thait
embedded In pPIasing contexits

SCOKEd as high on sarcasm  as didithelir

counterparts en literalness
when embedded i literally biasing contexts:

W= SD=0-37)
W=5592 S D)=10),5]0))
tCI)=1.42, p=.17 (tWo-tail)

\We thius confirmed that both contexts wWere
egually.constraining.-




AN CI PaNts FEAERthENYASSaAUES
SEUIMENFLYASECIMENIE GV ANCING
i ESEXES YA PLESSINGRERKEY AN
thercompuitermeastuhec the
readinGrtimeSioifthertanget
UFteraeNCESTENER EMIEXTEZANVORES
thatsollowedi(iorspilli=eoVer;
EHECES) hertextSaveELesoliowed
DyFfarcomprehensioniguestion®




A

Results showed that
sarcastically biased targe

fastear coeln tp2lr sallene
PIASEC VEersIions

V=S8 S (SP)=1LSS))
MEOAONTIS(SD=234)

A(AS)=1.75, p=<-055 2(17)=

Noerspillover effects

VISFSY s (SP= z.J-J-),

MI=EHHE! (5_) 2111

tl (-}_3)\_, NS 2 (1IS) <45 nEst

~

(1>

— 1



Mean reading times (ms)

1000

950 -

900 -

Reading Time

850 -

883

800 -

Literal Sarcastic



ASIPheUICEECTAVHIENNIKESEN ”5 of ]
ISellzitle)nl; vaeJ negative Iterns

are
(a) interpreted sarcastically oy default
el e

(b) rated as rore sarcastic
smam smeJr vagJ alfiiative

¥

hJ
(c) read fesitar iy sarcastically iinzll 1o
SAlIENCE=HASECUNIIASEURCONEEXES




Experiments 12-15

Default sarcastic interpretations
S

Exp. 12-13: Punctuality is not his forte
Exp. 14-15: Hospitality is not his
best attribute
IOMESAVaIRISICURLENEHYASIVEALSIIMOLES
or-lass. Punctuality is not his forte.

NP/ ZEESTWWOEOCWINGROKRIZ0B e/ BB oahu/ie acintmi 2= =
S &ui=1L7 L1l

e o 48 AL L D



INOVE] meJa IWVENEm'S
OIFth ENORMIEISINOENE RGO
wWill e

(a) Interpreted sarcastically oy
defatlits

(b) rated as rnore sarcastic
thansthenshevelrahiihimatyve
cJJmser,) \rss‘-,
ziplel Wll o

(c) read faster 10 sarcastically ©nzin 1nl
IEREUNVARIASTNERCONLEXELS




(a) interpreted sarcastically by dafault
zlplel Will o2

(b) rated 23 rnore sarcastic
thansthernovelratiigmative
COUNERPAGES




w era] and nonliteral

NELPrEtAtoONS




gojinl Enls Negative lisp
M=2.09 SD=0.49

anGSth el aliinneia\ErcoUn;

WMI=2.04 SP=0),4.8
WenLersImilaymovelStHES

Negatlve
Nrflrrnacive

ns




l) o)f <l

nES e feieziiieon) o)
2 2 proximity of the
mterpretation of the items to
any of those instantiations at
therscalesSTENGISE




Punctuality is not his forte

i 2l [] W 2l i S
e 1S fairly : :
e 7 T e IS Not
hctual but there J 1
L sl ' y DL ([‘ e | a;;a
other things he bl




M=5.51, 5_) 33

- ' -

Inificantly nigher than 5
2l /= p@]m':c sarcasm scale:

S

)|
= 1G]
{ab

{18 =5144 = 00]0)l




20FHERREVVESEaKERSAVELETASKEU O
Lateldegreeloifsancasimioniasvapoinit
sarcasm scale,

RESUIIESISHIOWEGIRE
noval negative ute

WEKE Lated

er S
eI noevel

e
2lS) frlofs sarcastic inkin)
el eV EFCOUNEE DU ::

toh)
IS

V=6.02, SD=0,78
Vi=2.87, SD=11,0l

(1 (G)=il51 45} o= 000
zz(! =220 0=.000)!

F-.,-







Preolietions
NoVelfnegatVventems ol

tnla e ren 2€ 1S noiE
Wil e e read raster 1n

sarcastically than In
sallence-oasead [ftarally
BlaSinEcontexts




Examples

Shay had te take s father to the dentist: Altheuigh
his father remincded himitime andagain that he
MUSE be there at precisely 10:00 hecalse he hates
pPeIng late; Shay was halffan hoeurlate; arnving at
105380 Later, Whilerhaving dinner, Shay:s father,
complained tornis wWiterabout Shay st henavior;,
embarkassing hiimiin front of the dentist. “\Well;
Whiat did yoeu expect’?” answered s wite, “wwe Know.
nimawellfenotgh, denstwWeZ ARG thiSisthiot the first
time he has given you a Ilft

S Herhasireceved: .

Shay: had tertake his father to the dentist at 1:0:00.
Henwas a lew minutes earnly andiwalted for his
father outside his place. During the dental
treatment, Shay/ s father couldmoet Sstep bragging
apoeut his son, telling the dentist hew stuccessiulfhe
IS, and responsible; andwhat as levely girlfriend he
hasiana a gheat Caneerntoo::; he dentist
FECIprocateds wYeah, andilive noticed thiatihe KNeWS
an appoeintmentistan appoeintment: Most of my.
patients act like timers nmsignifiicant ihesiatner,
agreediwhileradding: Yes, he'ls usually on time;
albeit bunctuality is not his forte. He has received..”
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Results shew that the
empedded in pPlasing contexts

SCOKed as high on sarcasin as did thelr,

counterparts en literalness
Wwhen embedded inlicerally, biasing contexts:

W= S) D)=10)8)2))
W=5.58 S P)=0);8/%))
t(13)=0.52, p=.61 (two-tail)

WWe thus established that both contexts were
egually, constraining.







Results shewed thait
targets were read

than thelr terally BIaSEet VEerSIons

V= Sp="10)1))
V=720 s (SP=357£2))
t1(43)=4.69, p=.0001
2(13)=4.48, p=.0005

SpllleVer elfects:

W= SP=1122))

M=vSOims (Sh=196)

EH(438)=2.90] p=-0005; 2(1S)=1.94) p=-05


Presenter
Presentation Notes
M=1349 ms (SD=401) 
M=1790 ms (SD=579)
t1(43)=4.69, p<.0001 
t2(13)=4.48, p<.0005

Spillover effects:
M= 647 ms (SD=192); 
M=739 ms (SD=196) 
t1(43)=2.90, p<.0005; t2(13)=1.94, p<.05



Mean reading times (ms)

2000

1800

1600 -

1400 -

Reading Time

L 1349

1000 -

Literal Sarcastic



ASHS ;)f‘JJJCEQJ nle)v/sl | hEGelt Ve tems
forrn X is not her Forte

1>

Elrthe

U)

e
(21) interpreted sarcastically by default;
(9) rated =5 sarcastic Wnn

-

PRESENRECNRNSOIZH N

(c) understood faster in sarcastically
tnan 1n sallence-oasead |fiarally
PIESINGFCONIEXESE

oo 48 AL L D



e —
Experiments 14-15

(repllcatlon of 12-13)

lal

Agility is not her rnost dis
Supportiveness is not uh]a' she excels at

I ethievvaspeciesioishumanitysighitinGriorn
thelpshaneroilst hje, WOKE? E] ERETANVENVAITNS
AIISEORCAUNACESS Sh«\meJ the world has
never been hurmanity’s defining atirioute,

pIEce)s /£ AWy ieniele).eeen Leiele Ae0)29)0)3)3 4L /

Vv o 4K AL 4


http://www.imdb.com/title/tt0290334/
http://www.imdb.com/title/tt0290334/
http://www.imdb.com/title/tt0290334/

NOVEINEGYaWVENEEMS

Off; ;me TORMPXEISINOENEFRESE
@M@ﬂgu@e

WIlIFE

(2) Interpreted sarcastically oy
pefalit:

(b) rated a3 rnore sarcastic
thansthernnoeyvelrakiicmatywe
COUNEROEIESE
ziplel Wl e

(c) read faster in sarcastically than

IRNIEERENNARIASTRERCONLEXES

ﬁ)



(a) interpreted sarcastically by deafault
zlplel Wil o2

(b) rated 23 rnore sarcastic
thansthernovelraiigmative
COUNERPAGES




mera] anc nonliteral

LtERPrERHIONS




INOVEIAAUNYSIO = =
COlIECTEURHONIF ORI e EVISEAKETSH
RESUILSISHI

oeojin) inle Negative itans

M=1.47 SD=0.36

ahGRth eTEFIRENEHVESCOUNTERDANS
M=1.30 SD=0,:15

Werersimilar yaneVvelft((Ji) SRS 6 R =09 o=taul))

Negative ¢Lh)=5.11l " 0=,000)5
Afflranertiva f (L) =115,80). ©=.00)0)l




Punctuality is not his best attribute

1] ] ] ] ] ] ]
He IS fairly He IS not
punctual but thel punctual at a

||




l) o)f <l

nES e feieziiieon) o)
2 2 proximity of the
mterpretation of the items to
any of those instantiations at
therscalesSTENGISE




RESUIES Sheowed that ouitSICE Ol a

SPECIHGC CONtEXITS
Jmser,)re a”]Jm§ @)'f

]

Slelnkilesinih/ nlgjner than 5
o)fl 2l Z=00lnt Sarcasm scals
H D) =35552 0,0)0)0):1




LA ORI EEVVISHEBRENSAWVEREFASKEURO
et EYHEEILIFSARCASTNNOIRUIE
UteranGesionia 7 ,@ersarcasm SCeller

RESUIESTShioWEG thiait:
noveal negative vtiar

WEKE Lated

cNICES
as mure sarcastlc Tzha a]r hoeVvel







PLECICEHIONE

NoVelhegatventems
Wil es reacd faster in
sarcastically than ]

sallence-oasead |[ftarally
PISSINEFCONIEXLES

=)




Examples

Shay had te take his father to the dentist. Altheough
nis father reminded him time and again that he
MmUSt be there at precisely 10:00 hecallse he hates
peIng late; Shay was halifanhourlate, arkiving at
105380 Later, While having dinner, Shay:’s father,
complained ternisswiterabout Shay's behavior;,
ermbarrassing himin front off the dentist: “\Well;
what did yoeu expect?” answered his\wife
disparagingly; WwerknoewW himavellrfenough, clon:t:
We?Z And thiST IS noet the St time he glve%you a It
THenas ...

Shay had te take his father to the dentist at 10:00:
Hewas a few minutes eanly andwailted for his
father euitside his place: During the dental
treatmenit, Shay/s father couldnot step hragging
aboeut his sen, telling therdentist hew: successiulihe
IS, andiresponsible; andiwhat a' levely ginlfriend he
has and a gheat Caneertoo::; ihe dentist
LECIprocateds Yeah, andilive noticCed thiat e KNOEWS
an appeintmentistan appointments MoSt: off my.
patientsractlike timensinsigniiicanit:c e father
agreed while addings S YEs, hels usually en time,
albelt puinCEUalIty ISTnoL: MiSIBESt attrabuiteis PElRas:.
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we,J thiatsthie negatlve items
1) sarcastically olzisiinle) go)piiedtss
nlleln) OnISaNCASINIIASIC CIERETT

flej €ejp]

tWo=taul)

1l higher than 5.5 on 2 7 oolnle







ResultSTshowed thal
sarcastically biase
(s sthansthels e raJJy

VISR PA TS ID=588)
VIEZADSE IS (SD=83S)
(51)=6-19; p=<-0001
2(11)=2.93, p=.01
Splllever: effects:
V=090 s (SP=20)s))=
MEVZENS (SD=275)
L (51)=1.48; p=-0i
Z2(11)==1n.s:

V" J

were reac le|
SEG VEXSIONS



Mean reading times (ms)

2500

2300 -

2100 -

1900 -

Reading Time

1700 - 1821

1500 -

Literal Sarcastic
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o fUrther test the hypothesIs
that negation generates) SarnGCastic
Interpretations by default,

of the fronted
CONStrUCGLEIONS rather than the
marker that accounts
for this effect.



Experiment 16 was designed to
directly weigh degree of
negation (not/yes) against
degree of structural markedness
(+/-fronting).



Predictions

Altheough! structlralimarkedness
miIght prompit sakcasm,
WoUld preve to be the

thIgger:.

VErSIons off Utterances
wWillFalwaysibe maore
than thelr afficmative
counterparnts, regardless oi;
degree structural markedness:



Stimuli
EXPERmeEntalNtems
INCIUCECIGICONCEPLS
(LakentiemEEXPERMENtS
IIP=dIS)reachirappeaninGiine.
olfififg fapt copsitrtiet]eo nss,
mariked zipel tnnpzlri<eels




Stimuli

SUPPGKENVENESSI IS her,
orte/best attribute

« SUPPGLKEIVENESS IS Vesiher
lorte/best attribute

Her forte/best attribute IS
SUPPOKEHVENESS

= Fler forte/Zhest attribute IS VeES
SUPPOLEHVENESS



Participants

Participants were 60
students of Tel Aviv
University and The
Academic College of Tel
Aviv-Yaffo. They were all
native speakers of Hebrew.



Trask

Participants were asked to
the degree of sarcasm of
each utterance on a /-point
scale.



WeERERaUWa EIS -”r]
«wurrmsuve cJ,Jmler',)* I Markednes did
not play a role in affectlng sarcasim.
IMVERZEWWaSAN ONASTShoWEG
. a slignificant rnain effect of Nagation
F(L59) =112 8, 0=,000)1l;
7 CLES) =TS T2, 0)=,0010)L;
. no significant effect of Markedness
F (L S9)=1080) =19 5 (15 A5) <1 ntst,
. no Negation X Markedness interaction
S ERCIE509) <18 nirsh ESEAS) =<1l NS




Sarcasm ratings

Results

2,2

4,87

5,04

2,24

= Affirmative

1 Negative

Unmarked

Marked




NEGEOhratherthan
Structlral markednessi plays:a
determinant relenn atfecting
sarcastic Interpretations oy
default:




Sumrary: Experiments 10-1%
On the priority of nonsalient

interpretations of negative utterances
RasuUlts eotalneel fromm 7 o rirnants Snowy Enal
unllike affirrnative sarezisinn, naejeition lneltcas
nonsalient sarcastic interoretations oy oefau s
Noveal pgefaiilve fiems af Ene formm
X s/he is not, X is not her Forite/best attrioute
2fe

n 1]
> regardless of structural markedness.



Given that
Interpretations

are expected to be facilitated
Immediately

The context of a utterance will
resonate with Its
more often than with 1ts
salience-based Interpretation



Unlike affirmative sarcasm, the

environment of

exhibits resonance with the
Interpretation



Forte/most prominent characteristic Only Only Both None Total | p-values
constructions sarcastic | literal

Patience i1s not my/our/his/her forte (Hebrew)

English 1s not my/our/his/her forte (Hebrew)

Humor is not my/our/his/her forte (Hebrew)

Patience is not my/our/his/her forte (English)

French is not my~/our/his/her forte (English)

Humor 1s not my/our/his/her forte (English)

X IS not my/Zour/his/her most prominent
characteristic (Hebrew)

Total




Nonsalient interpretations
of negative sarcasm
do come easy.

They are easy to activate
probably because

they are processed
directly.
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Thank youl!
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