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Mixed expressives

McCready (2010), Gutzmann (2015)

EXxpressive
content
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AITA for needing the umbrella at a hotel pool?

r/AmltheAsshole - ilya 4|
AITA for needing the umbrella at a hotel pool?

Pretty much this.

| needed the umbrella at a hotel pool (light sensitivity) and the lady next to me said she wanted the
sun. | proceeded to tell her that | needed the shade and popped open the umbrella. She scoffed,
and | said "you don't own the pool"-- which may have been much, but its true?

There was plenty of sunny space next to her, which her husband noticed and helped her scoot over
so she could be in the sun.

AITA?

EDIT: Thanks everyone. | really needed the perspective because | really needed the shade, but |
knew | could have handled that better. | accept the YTA determination.

484 upvotes - 210 commentaires
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The final verdict is: Asshole

Judgement

The top comment was made by u/notrightmeowthx.
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Mixed expressives

McCready (2010), Gutzmann (2015)

Descriptive EXxpressive
content content

He was a poor black

sharecropper’s son who
never dreamed he was
adopted.
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Roadmap

1. Background: Expressive Content
2. Background: Bilinguals

3. Acceptability Task
1. Do we replicate Domaneschi et al.
(2025)7?
2. Do we find the BAA effect?
4. Valence/Arousal Ratings: It. v. Eng

5. Discussion / Work-in-progress



What is expressive content?

Attitudinal and speaker-oriented

That bastard Marco is
talking again...




What is expressive content?

Attitudinal and speaker—orient

( S believes Marco
\ isabadguy /

That bastard Marco is
talking again...




What is expressive content?

Attitudinal and speaker—orient

( S believes Marco

That bastard Marco is is a bad guy

talking again...




What is expressive content?

* Conventional implicature, i.e., semantic content
about the speaker’s attitude

* |Indexical presupposition about the speaker’s
attitude

* Projective lexical items but do not impose a
strong contextual felicity constraint
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Experimental evidence

No clear natural classes

Cl content

* Can be at-issue under the right conditions
* Not clearly different from presupposition

Projective content

» Variable across triggers and contexts
» Sensitive to discourse structure/QUD
* Contextual beliefs modulate projection
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Mixed Expressives: context licensed?
1. Ceporallo et al (2020)

That jerk Marco is

SentenceType (2) talking.
* Referential (that jerk V NP)
* Predicative (N is a jerk)
ContextCondition (2)
 Neutral (no info) © =
» Satisfied (Marco IS a jerk)
LexicalType (2)
* Expressive (jerk)
* NegAdjective (nasty)

5-pt likert

Marco is a jerk.
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Mixed Expressives: context licensed?
1. Ceporallo et al (2020)

Ref structures more
context sensitive

R R e ————— R —

SentenceType (2)

* Referential (that jerk V NP)

* Predicative (N is a jerk)
ContextCondition (2)

* Neutral (no info)

« Satisfied (Marco IS a jerk)
LexicalType (2)

* Expressive (jerk) L

* NegAdjective (nasty) L Worse than Neg Adjs

— R e

e

In Satisfied contexts
jerk = nasty
In neutral contexts
jerk < nasty

5-pt likert
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Mixed Expressives: speaker oriented?
2. Domaneschi et al (2025)

ContextCondition: Marco is a jerk_
 Agent-oriented (S thinks badly of M)
* Target-oriented (Marco IS a jerk)
* Neutral (no information)
Lexical type:
 Expressive (e.g., jerk) (test)
* Adjectives (e.g., rude) (fillers)
Valence (pos. vs. neg., fillers only)

CONTEXT CONDITIONS CONTEXT 2 TARGET
AO Luca dislikes Marco.

Sara, Lucae
Chiara are at the | Int SBJ 1
pub with some

Sara, Luca and Chiara dislike
Marcoy s

friends. Marco | Int SBJ 2 Sara, Luca, Chiara and others Luca sa).'s to Marco is [a] jerk
is drinki dislike Marco Sara:
1s drinking a = S o ad £
coffee at another TO arco 1s a fake and dishonest
table. person.

NEU //




2. Domaneschi et al (2025)

ContextCondition:

 Agent-oriented (S thinks badly of M)

* Target-oriented (Marco IS a jerk)

* Neutral (no information)

Lexical type:

Mixed Expressives: speaker oriented?

In neutral contexts:
jerk < rude < kind

 Expressive (e.g., jerk) (test) rEf ZTT: —— ?
- . : XP<«: nNearers inter
* Adjectives (e.g., rude) (fillers) h I\‘I)IARCO DONE H
Valence (pos. vs. neg., fillers only) | WRONG J
-
CONTEXT CONDITIONS CONTEXT 2 TARGET
- AO Luca dislikes Marco.
Chiara are at the | In¢SBa 1 | 5o Luca and Chiara ik
gllcl:)n:lstht\i:rncl; Int SBJ 2 Sara, Ludclz,hggl&r:r ng others Lucg:;).'s 0 Marco is [a] jerk
colf;ien;k;nngt:er TO Marco is a fake and dishonest .
table. PETion.
NEU I




Summary of jerk papers

Contextual licensing: We need to have evidence
of Marco’s assholery to use ‘asshole’ (unlike

‘nasty’)

Blameworthyness: Not so clearly just about
(speaker’s/people’s) attitude, hearers infer Marco

done wrong

Valence Asymmetry: Positive evaluations seem
always good
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What about L2 Speakers?

Do they show the same context sensitivity?

* Bilinguals may know the dictionary translation of an expressive
without having identical pragmatic command over its use.

* If L2 processing preserves semantic/pragmatic licensing,
then the TO > NEU pattern should appear in both L1 and L2.

* |f L2 processing attenuates affective force, then we should see
L1-L2 differences.

* E.G.: participants might show weaker differences between
expressive and adjective items, or, weaker sensitivity to

context

* AND - there is also an effect of valence (exploratory analyses;
Domaneschi et al., 2025).
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L2 Attenuated Affect Effect

Does an expressive need contextual support because of its
semantic/pragmatic licensing conditions, or because its affective
force makes unsupported use feel less acceptable?

* |2 words often have weaker affective force (Ferre et
al., 2018; Imbault et al., 2021; Thoma, 2024)

* Pronounced for Taboo words (Dewaele, 2004) and
terms of endearment (Dewaele, 2008)

e Effects should be more pronounced when bilinguals
have less experience in their L2 (measuring
experience is complicated...)



Pragmatics in L2

Evidence of difficulty with pragmatics
and context-sensitive meaning

YET potential reliance on context cues
to compensate lower linguistic
competence



Measuring Language Experience

Learning and Contexts of Use: Native vs. L2

Native Language:

 Family
Sara, Gianluca and Chiara are attending a university lecture. A few

° Play (ChlldhOOd) places ahead they see Samuele sitting. Gianluca hates Samuele.
° SChOOl Gianluca says to Chiara:
e |Internal mono|ogue "Samuele is an asshole."
* Social, emotional, moral »

learning "Regina George.
L2- She is the .

nastiest _
e Classroom sk*nk b*tch ‘
« Formal work context I have !
_ ever met. -

* Reading Do not trust her,

22



Language Experience & Proficiency

LEAP-Q assesses: The Duolingo bird when | haven't
finished a lesson in two days

e Self-reported proficiency (reading, writing,
listening, speaking)

* Age of acquisition

» Daily language use (% and contexts, e.g.,
reading)

* Immersion (country, school, family)

e Language learning contexts (e.g., friends,
family, class, TV, etc.)

e (Cultural identification

Cuéento [Cuentos

tories)

* Foreign accent
o Correlated variables

Cuenta :
(Bill) Cuanto

O Inform affective engagement =

23




Questions

1. What is the nature of the expressive

content in mixed expressive”?

* (Contextual constraint assymmetry for negative
expressives (neutral < supporting; target-oriented >
agent-oriented)?

e |Lexical assymmetry: only for negative expressives

2. Does language nativeness (L1 vs. L2)

modulate these effects?

» Sensitivity to affect? Nativeness*Valence
» Sensitivity to context? Nativeness*ContextCondition

24



Roadmap

3. Acceptability Task
1. Do we replicate Domaneschi et al.
(2025)7?
2. Do we find the BAA effect?
4. Valence/Arousal Ratings: L1. v. L2

5. Discussion / Work-in-progress



Our Study

Background Context Manipulation Target

(1) Agent-oriented Luca hates Marco

Sara, Luca and Chiara (Luca odia Marco) ’
1t uca says to Sara
are sitting at the bar . Lo i
with some friends. At (2) Target- Marco 1s bad person (Luca lice a oar a),
another table Marco is Oriente% (Marco € una cattiva Aﬁj’” co is an asshole
drinking a coffee persona) (Marco e uno
stronzo)
(3) Neutral //

jerk -> asshole

Note. Conditions are counterbalanced, such that participants see at least two vignettes for
each condition across the 9 target vignettes.

+positive pejorative/expressive (sweetheart)!
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Design

Within-Subjects
* LexicalType (pej,ad))
* Valence (neg,pos)
* ContextCondition (TO,AO,NEU)
12 unique test trial types
36 total trials
counterbalanced in a Latin-Square design
24 filler vignettes

+positive expressives!

Between-subjects:
* Nativeness (ltalianL1, EnglishlL1)

27



Procedure

* Acceptability judgment task with stimuli from Domaneschi
et al. (2025) (minimally modified)

» LEAP-Q bilingual demographics

* + Valence/Arousal rating task

Participants (n = 515)

e |talian L1-English L2 Bilinguals (Study 1, n=300)
 Living in ltaly
« Living in English-speaking countries (n = 190&)
* English L1-Italian L2 Bilinguals (Study 2, n=215)
» Living in English-speaking countries 133 atter
. Living in ltaly (n ~ 22@) exclusions

28




TO: Giovanni is a bad person AO: Luca hates Giovanni

progress

Pier, Gianluca and Luisa a d other friends are jogging. A few meters

Luisa says to Pier:

"Giovanni is an asshole."

How acceptable do you consider the statement in red?

completely
unacceptable

~ completely
o— acceptable

Next

29



progress

Laura, Stefano and Valentina are standing at the entrance of a cinema.
In the queue they see Paolo buying tickets. Laura really likes Paolo.

Laura says to Stefano:

Positive
Negative

Pejorative
Adjective

How acceptable do you consider the statement in red?

completely _ completely
unacceptable o— acceptable

Next
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Analyses

Q1a-c: (replication) Do expressive need
contextual Licensing? Does Valence explain
responses better than Lexical Type? Are there

any Valence Asymmetries?

M1: Acceptability ~ Lexicallype*ContextCondition
M2: Acceptability ~ Lexicallype*ContextCondition*Valence

Q2: Bilingual differences?
M3: M2: Acceptability ~ .. * Nativeness

Likelihood ratio tests for model comparison

31






Analysis

M1 <- Imer(SliderResponse ~ ContextCondition*LexicalType +
(1+ContextCondition|Name) + (1l+ContextCondition|Participant), data = d)

Fixed effects:

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(>1tl)
(Intercept) 63.062 1.629 165.054 38.704 < 2e-16 ***
ContextConditionNEU -20.075 2.139 102.601 -9.387 1.76e-15 ***

ContextConditionT0 6.728 1.145 99.877 5.877 5.53e-08 ***
LexicalTypepej 12.314 2.586 105.022 4.762 6.18e-06 ***
ContextConditionNEU:LexicalTypepej -7.027 2.814 68.336 -2.497 0.0149 *
ContextConditionTO:LexicalTypepej -1.577 1.585 71.341 -0.995 0.3230

M2 <- Imer(SliderResponse ~ ContextCondition*LexicalType*Valence +
(1+ContextCondition|Name) + (1l+ContextCondition|Participant), data = d)

Fixed effects:

Estimate Std. Error df t value Pr(Gltl)
(Intercept) 58 (25 1.848 150.067 31.776 < 2e-16
ContextConditionNEU -28.643 .760 105.751 -16.275 < 2e-16
ContextConditionTO 7.478 .385 74.443 .398 7.72e-07
LexicalTypepej 5.942 .018 108.733 .969 0.051535 .
Valencepos 8.808 .411 110.489 .653 0.000398
ContextConditionNEU:LexicalTypepe]j -7.554 .431 48.907 .107 0.003142
ContextConditionTO:LexicalTypepej 2.543 .936 56.305 .314 0.194303
ContextConditionNEU:Valencepos 21.394 .161 62.045 .898 2.20e-14
ContextConditionTO:Valencepos -1.937 .882 63.699 .029 0.307291
LexicalTypepej:Valencepos 12.599 .269 108.728 .952 0.003873
ContextConditionNEU:LexicalTypepej:Valencepos -3.420 .438 48.907 .995 0.324810
ContextConditionTO:LexicalTypepej:Valencepos -7.782 .738 56.306 .843 0.006224

1
1
3
2
7
1
7
1
4
3
7

SO OO NOOO SO N
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Analysis

M3: Acceptability ~ LexicalType*ContextCondition*Valence*Nativeness

Fixed effects:

Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(Gltl)
(Intercept) 52.1869 .1174 3 .741 < 2e-16
LexicalTypepej -4.1874 .9195 . .068 0.28945
ContextConditionNEU .1598 .0057 : .374 1.66e-09
ContextConditionTO .0133 . 3040 . .478 0.00053
Valencepos .0038 .7918 y .429 0.00115
NativenesslL?2 .9298 .6932 . .837 0.40410
LexicalTypepej:ContextConditionNEU . 9003 .3943 . .854 0.39508
LexicalTypepej:ContextConditionTO .5580 . 9648 . .200 0.23023
LexicalTypepej:Valencepos . 9757 .3624 . .006 0.01175
ContextConditionNEU:Valencepos .6020 .3940 y .597 1.37e-05
ContextConditionTO:Valencepos .9186 .9638 . .322 0.18626
LexicalTypepej:NativenessL2 .9191 . 7979 : .159 0.87447
ContextConditionNEU:NativenesslL?2 .4726 .7186 : .100 0.92030
ContextConditionTO:NativenesslL?2 .3014 26531 . sl 0523933
Valencepos:NativenessL2 .5463 .5756 3 .892 0.06302 .
LexicalTypepej:ContextConditionNEU:Valencepos .8980 . 7998 . .395 0.69345
LexicalTypepej:ContextConditionTO:Valencepos .2923 .1914 : .024 0.30592
LexicalTypepej:ContextConditionNEU:NativenessL2 .1437 .2683 : 407 0.608474
LexicalTypepej:ContextConditionTO:NativenessL2 ezl . 7048 . .344 0.73108
LexicalTypepej:Valencepos:NativenessL2 .0463 .8851 3 .386 0.70051
ContextConditionNEU:Valencepos:NativenessL?2 .0775 .2680 . .584 0.56009
ContextConditionTO:Valencepos:NativenessL2 .9588 . 7041 : .267 0.20535
LexicalTypepej:ContextConditionNEU:Valencepos:NativenessL2 .0641 .4501 . 277 0.78217
LexicalTypepej:ContextConditionTO:Valencepos:NativenessL2 .8120 .6526 . .423 0.67255

aoOoNPUINPUPSDPDPDPUTWPUUNWUNWPAE,WNWWW
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Replication?

J/ {TO, AO} > NEU
ltalian L1 English L2 v

TO > AO

LexicalType ad . pej

80 -
Main effect of o
ContextCondtion 60
2
E
S
o
Q 40-
<
=
o~
201
O-

AO NEU TO

M1: Acceptability ~ LexicalType*ContextCondition
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Replication? X Pej more acceptable!
Italian L1 English L2

LexicalType adj . pej

80 1
Main effect of o
ContextCondition  so-
£
Main effect of ]
LexicalType g0
20+
O-

AO NEU TO

M1: Acceptability ~ LexicalType*ContextCondition
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Reblication? Pej > Adj effect comes
Italiarn) L1 English L2  °utrealyinthe AO

LexicalType ad . pej

801§

Man effect of
ContextCondition 0+

2

. 3

Main effect of g
' 8 40-

LexicalType g

5

=

Slight Interaction
with LexicalType

N
o

M1: Acceptability ~ LexicalType*ContextCondition
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RQ1: Context Effects

Replicated Domaneschi et al. (2025)

Model: acceptability ~ context x lexical type x Nativeness

Context effect:
» Differed by lexical type: stronger for expressives

e But not by language

Negative expressives show:
* Lower acceptability in neutral contexts than supporting contexts (TO & AO)

* Higher acceptability in target-oriented than agent-oriented contexts

801

[*2]
o

Lexical type

. Expressive

Adjective

B
o

Acceptability
Acceptability Rate (mean)

N
o

Neutral Target-oriented Agent-oriented 38 NEU TO
Context Conditions



Valence As
Italian L1 English

Biggest ™
effectof
valencein 3
is the 2
neutral 5
condition =,
"

M2: Acceptability ~ LexicalType*ContextCondition*cVaience

LexicalType

Elzmmetry?

adj - pej

AO

NEU

TO

neg

pc')s

neg

pc')s

p(')s




Valence As
Italian L1 English

Elzmmetry?

| LexicalType

Valence differs |
forpejand adj "
8 5ol
sweetheart/ <€(§
teosoro  §
DRIVES 2 _
ACCEPTABLE
O-

nég pc'>s nég pc')s nég p(')s

M2: Acceptability ~ LexicalType*ContextCondition*cValence
40



BiIinguaI Effects in Study 1?

Italian L1 English L2

Nativeness

L1 [ L2

NEU

TO

No 3 or 4-way -

Interactions -

50+

x Nativeness™CC ;5.

B

N

HBau

Acceptab
o

Valence*Native S 751
ness trending =
but not sig. 50

251

0

sod

. 41

a'dj pej aaj

pej

aaj

pej

M3: Acceptability ~ LexicalType*ContextCondition*Valence*Nativeness







S2: English L1 Italian L2

We can use the Leap Q!

58 participants excluded for
no ltalian knowledge (prolific
error @ oee)

o)
s

A

T
-
=
1
>

U f' ¢

____ 'y prolific

. = ————==

Further exclusions based on
proficiency:
* Reading



S2: English L1 Italian L2

We can use the Leap Q!

58 participants excluded for
no ltalian knowledge (prolific
error @ oee)

o)
s

A

T
-
=
1
>

J/

. = ——=

Further exclusions based on
proficiency:
* Reading



Count

Reading Proficiency

Italian Reading Proficiency

25

20
I

15

10

Reading proficiency

45

10




Count

Reading Proficiency

Italian Reading Proficiency

29

24 excluded

15

10

Reading proficiency

46

10




Reblication? V. {T0.A0}>NEU
Eng|£h L1 Italian L2 v TO>AO0

LexicalType adj . pej

Man effect of
ContextCondtion  *” ==
z =
g
20 A
.

AO NEU TO
M1: Acceptability ~ LexicalType*ContextCondition
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Replication?
English L1 ltalian L2

Man effect of

ContextCondtion

z
Interaction with ~ §,
LexicalType trending
but not significant §
unlike S1)

M1: Acceptability ~ Lexicall

LexicalType

adj [l pej

60§

N
@5

48

*ContextCondition




Valence As
Italian L1 English

Elzmmetry?

LexicalType adj . pej

AO NEU TO

Similar, but
cleaner result: 80

>560‘
Biggest 3
effectof &,
valence in
is the =
neutral o
condition
N

nég pc'>s nég pcl)s nég pc'>s

M2: Acceptability ~ LexicalType*ContextCondition*cValence
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Valence As
Italian L1 English

Elzmmetry?

LexicalType adj . pej

NEU

Similar, but
cleaner result: 87

Valence differs
for pej and ad]

(®))
o

sweetheart/
teosoro

DRIVES 20

ACCEPTABLE

MeanAcceptability
AN
o

nég p(')s nég p<')s nég p(las

M2: Acceptability ~ LexicalType*ContextCondition*cValence
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Bilingual Effects in Study 2?

English L1 ltalian L2

Nativeness

L1 [ L2

NEU

TO

1

Bau

No 3 or 4-way =
interactions -
oU" :I
x Nativeness™ CC s J j
Valence”® <
Nativeness £”
50 -
297
O-

sod

aaj péj51 aaj

pej adj pej

M3: Acceptability ~ LexicalType*ContextCondition*Valence*Nativeness




Rating Task

Instructions from Warriner et al. 2013

progress

rude Valence

Lunhappy 1 2 3 456 7 8 9

happy |

. calm

1 23 45 6 7 8 9 excted |

Arousal

| Idon't understand this word.
Next

52



Italian-English word pairs

English ltalian
reliable affidabile
unreliable inaffidabile
liar bugiarda
obscene oscena
rude scortese
lazy pigra
mean meschina
cruel crudele
disloyal sleale
Kind gentile

53

English ltalian
graceful elegante
wise saggia
careful scrupolosa
cautious cauta
discreet riservata
indiscreet indiscreta
loyal leale
patient paziente
sweetheart | tesoro
asshole stronza




Likert Valence

S1: L1 ltalian-L2 English

~ kind
gentile leale positivo_sweetheart
reliable budn "
. . /onal positive
W'Se% @ tesoro
patient graceful
e ,affidabile good
paziente amO~O—c:areful elegante
riservata - saint .\scrupolosa
cauta .\dijscreet
cautious .
Nativeness
| e L1
.plgra @ L2
Iazy‘ indiscreta scortese ,asshole
indiscreeto\' mean/ ,obsécene
. . . demon
Sgative inaffidabile '//ce 0 g—
e .Wstronzo
negat.lve? ~& meschima—bugiarda
unrealiable cattivo “crudele
ruge
_ cruel
disloyal
2.9 5.0 7.5 9.0

Likert Arousal
54



Likert Valence

9.0

7.9

O
o

2.9

0.0

0.0

elegante reliabl

affidabi

" positivo
.{Ad X p.osmve
e—Jood sweetheart

gentlle.leale -acerdoyal
paziente saggla/.' patient N\wise ~tesoro
santo . .;reful saint
riservata discreet
@ »
® 0
cautious cauta
®
scrupolosa

indiscreta
pigrasobsecene / 0sceno
mean h‘scgaet lmeSC:%scortese
@@fﬂd |Ie eaWbuglarda

' demone
egati
?;\ dele
demon _

liar cattivo

ungealia

lazy b/.

negative “rude
disloyal

25 5.0 7.5
Likert A5ré>usal

Nativeness

9.0

S2: L1 English-L2 Italian

e L1
e L2



Likert Valence

9.0

7.9

O
=

2.5

0.0

0.0

S2: L1 English-L2 Italian

elegante e Tehable _ reS _
i L and posmv

buono\} % o'e

N / e e—good sy #otheart

ace Joyal ,

il 4

i1~ saint
riservata discreet

® 5
® o0
cautious .Cauta N
scrupolosa L

e L2

}-bugiarda

cattivo

2.5 5.0 e 5.0
Likert Arousal



Evidence for Attenuated Affect!

Nativeness ~ Valence*Arousal

Joint interaction of valence and arousal



Centered Arousal

S2: L1 English-L2 Italian

Predicted Probability of L2

-4 % 0 2 4
Centered Valence

P(L2)
0.7

. 0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3

Valence alone not sufficient L2 has more extreme values:

Symmetrical V-A trade-off:

* When V or A is low, the other predicts

Nativeness L2 has more variability:
Greater dispersal of values

» At high V or A, the effect decreases

58

deviation from the group mean
stronger for valence than arousal



Likert Valence

9.0

7.9

O
o

2.9

0.0

0.0

elegante reliabl

affidabi

" positivo
.{Ad X p.osmve
e—Jood sweetheart

gentlle.leale -acerdoyal
paziente saggla/.' patient N\wise ~tesoro
santo . .;reful saint
riservata discreet
@ »
® 0
cautious cauta
®
scrupolosa

indiscreta
pigrasobsecene / 0sceno
mean h‘scgaet lmeSC:%scortese
@@fﬂd |Ie eaWbuglarda

' demone
egati
?;\ dele
demon _

liar cattivo

ungealia

lazy b/.

negative “rude
disloyal

25 5.0 7.5
Likert A5ré>usal

Nativeness

9.0

S2: L1 English-L2 Italian

e L1
e L2



Centered Arousal

S1: L1 lalian-L2 English

Predicted Probability of L2

P(L2)

0.56
0.52
0.48

0.44

2 4
more extreme values:

deviation from the group mean
stronger for valence than arousal

0
Centered Valence
L2 has

Low valence+high arousal you
can predict L1,
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Likert Valence
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Next Steps

1. Recover LEAP-Q data from Exp 1
* Need additional ethics approval (GDPR - linking)

2. Manipulating the syntactic position of the pejorative (e.g.,
“that asshole Luigi” vs.“Luigi is an asshole”)

3. Extend to other terms (“mixed expressives” McCready; “hybrid
evaluatives”, Ceporallo & Stojanovic 2016; “value-associated terms”

Willemsen & Reuter)

4. Different Language Groups
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Summary

Do we replicate the contextual constraint asymmetry for
negative expressives? Yes

* neutral < supporting ? Yes

* target-oriented > agent-oriented? Yes

Does valence impact acceptably judgements? It’s complicated
Is there a valence asymmetry? Yes

Does language nativeness (L1 vs. L2):

* interact with context? No?

* interact with valence? Yes-ish

* change based on lexical category? No differences (so far)

What about the ratings? Potential L1-L2 differences in the
mapping of valence and arousal in the affective space

63



VALENCE
ASYMMETRIES

the European Union

Universitat
upf Pompeu Fabra w xR
Barcelona
Funded by  European Research Counci

UNIVERSIDAD
DE GRANADA

.IS3\.

Thank You

Valence Asymmetries, ERC Advanced Grant,
grant n° 101142133







