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Abstract

This paper studies the influence of subject familiarity on the interpretation of Chinese negative
structure in the form of “X is not the most ...”, and further investigates the applicability of contem-
porary irony processing models to Chinese. The results show that negative constructions with high
subject familiarity are interpreted and rate as ironic by default, while negative sentences with rel-
atively low subject familiarity are judged as literal. Subject familiarity could affect individual's
subjective judgment and should be strictly controlled in interpretation experiment.
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1. RIiEHE#

(—) B4 RIE I TR

MATHE B A5G TR ) B )z M SR 5 = . T ARG, AT &
WERIEME A HIAE SR E K, 808 T ReBRRCR 1], sBttiFikaRl[2], 808 73 NEH3], B8oh 1 IRy
NI “THT7 ARG E[3] [4]. 165 BRI S HIWE R E sS4 7 T L BT BRSO EE
AR M AR . [ B2 60 FEARED, EAM OB R R AR EIG K, P T 5 R [ A
FHIAR . IEAXESS[SIT S, W ARGE M EAE A R TR e B ) g f2, 1 BLA R T AR
Fami BRI FE, DA o E R E R

SV FER ARSI TR DR AE 5 20 75 2GR E . W9 T3 SRR B — AN e XA e 7
KERAEFZIIE S I L, FFRHE T 2R EAB . XSS AT DLEAR S LR LR B TSR (bRt
TR TS, EER) . EESEAER (B EEIARU. RN IR . BRI RL). L&
E P RN

A G R ER I AR L AN B e s A B 15 ) 1 ) LA B Kb B A = T S 5 5 W PR R AN R
Wo BEHUM TAERGA, TRIEE A, B X Jeabii[e6] [7], HRA RIE7m Ut ., 52
MR, BEREAARGE TR EEME, Sperber A1 Wilson Ah, 5885 BEIE G 0 [E B LA Sk
INTERRR[8], AR SR P LARE B REIEIA

(Z) FEREMHU

DA FIRERL 4E R R 1 R, Giora AT #E— bl LA L FONLS 2 AP o, 7EAR B H 1 5 WA 911
el b, R H TSR EARUL[10]. LR RAR VLI EE AR T HHESE AR EOIN TRCRA A Lk A
KIMTIF M i, FRERGRECHETRE LHMBBEAS SE PG REXZHAE
(conventionality). ] ) #42& FE (familiarity) . i F 45K (frequency) A1 i 784 14 (typicality) 55 22 A R 2 52 .
Giora JH 2644 5 € PRI B 45 G090, B3R H 1 BROAE T 1 LR 1O W £ (default non-literal interpre-
tation) [11], BI755E 2 B0S BRI A 210 SRS «

M 1998 UG, Giora HIFELL I AR ULIZ T K S il T AL PR AR AR rh 2 4t v Je A B, 1AV )
SR XRENS B4 B B G BRI SR SR E . PSS AT Y, Bl SR DUKAE —MRRE ITE S A
HEE R A R SRR B o W T ERMANMATI 5, RESURF AR, BRIt RN r) . #%
fi 1 7 2 S

S S BT R, 7 — B DR T8 X T S vs AR FH T BIANE, YONIBSURM AR
) “CHRERE” EERESA[12] ZBUHI A EATTIBOLT, B AL S B P24 e .

Giora X[ H BB VEMG AR AL : BB BINIEHZAIRE, EIEmHRE L. TRER, R
SR e T SR I RAR TR AT EAN R A6 AF R SOM LT AR FE: EEi T, AT, B
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JBUFHNT.(1999) [13]. “HRE” BER LI MR R BAKRE, REBESZILE., WioR, ABE. 15
L AR, REMEEMS, HE O BB A F R, mRE A E T,
BIGNAE S — 18 5 AL A2 AR 1 ) TR 0 AR AR TR SO 2 BN s P A Al e B 1 = AR R
SR, AR SO L HRAT AR, W A Ra, BCE A R QU BRI R I T B
AT HEAMRER. FramRs, sUEHBREESREMTH U . S8R0, FRRBARIANE
I TAFMES RIAR, 2620 TABIT . 1ZE0 LR M ARSI U AR B AE S BT T
SR SRy, TP — AN ER . SIS, R S IX MBI SR8 R B
BN R A & A AR J1[14].

FELE R R AR VR B 5 T, K& I SRR 78 SRR 14890 R AR5 [10] [13] [15] [16] [17]. MoK
TABBE IR ) IR G A AE BT, 2003 4E Ivanko AT Pexman $2H! T FUIERGE: SHEES L T4 fdiE
SUMT ARG 55 [18] 0 KHILLRFE S B 5L K 41 S fE THB IR AR R 2 K2 T HR BT AMER: 1B
Befe i AN TR e R 5iESAE R & O ik . 2R e TSR T E—JF
CEAEAN UL PR SRR, TR AR 1 O SO B AR AT B OV R RIS 2 A 2 O T bR IR
TR ER A R PR 2IRYE R, Giora 58 A\ [19]38 i DY SLEGAS I6 H PR LB 17 IR AT, SRR 2 SRR
B, RUAEESE R SCRPNREI AR, & ASBERRAS S5 1B AN VTG Y 5% i 7 1 SRl o w0 S B TRy
B(250 Z A0 IR IAT BRI ) A2 A REMR IR, B 10 S e R0 S AT YRR S s ) FRTE B2 PR R 254 T, SR BEIAT 1)
e A (] J2 — A I o SRTT S SN T (1400 =2 A0 R R BRI KL R b 1 72 3. A AR WU S ] R E B
SR U] J AR Rl 5 Bl 1 TR Sl e RS e YRR AR 5 T SRR AR LG, DRI S5 A A v SR T 5 e EE
YR, IRECA BRI R TR B R S A BB 1], P DRI AR R (R R A A N SRt SE IR X, P75
BN T TR AE XS B o SO gt RN, ToRTM, R MIARE BN (7] - AZAE R B3, S8 a3k

AN RN SEER 25 RPTiR, SR AR R AR SOE W AL B L, PR Giora [10] [13] 44t BH 5 3
(A5 SO A R MR Y T R B B i (retention hypothesis): 41 AT 01 40 4 78 SR T g e T 0k A B S
BRG], AERXANE L SEREGLR, s AEaEsm Ty, A 9 euigs)
RN A SN . ERARER. FrarEREE S IR RE A0, FAME R &3R5
) SIESEANTUHED ()R SRS, B FEER BN SIERAHENE XS 5K RAEFRFREE T,
BB T “UiHkE” 5 “sSebrB ik ity ” Z [ smE ) 22 05 DU ORI RO, HIXASZREOC, A
TR Zy BN B A kORI o S i ) SR 75 BN IX P A SCEEAT XL, BT AP AR SRR B TR

=) BAERBR

SRT Giora 72 R B IR R A0 2 A B T2 F 24 B A AT — o n T ACHEAROR R RE, OISR E
fRUE[19] [20] [21]. [FI4EGAEF2Emi e, 2 T BRI (Defaultness Hypothesis): BRI fERS 2 4% 0 2%
PR, BRI R, TEORIERSINTESEE, TESMRBIARRE IR . BE)5 Giora %A
HAT T ORERERE[22] [23] IRSHAI 3 AREF BRI FE[24], #F— il it 2k 2 Nt s ieE 1 BRI,
2020 4F, Giora R ER A0 A i A2 ] A g A e

KRR AL TES &M, EIBAREXNDOER EA) M SRECHEH . FEARE
ZRPAEAME B S I SCHETREZ, WEAMERR TR RIE S R RE R, /o 5 R 1A B BTk
Ao A E AR LI 551 8 ETE R e, R EAR S G Pk H S B S H O TR R L A ) 22 7
83 H BT

2. ARF=E
(—) Bk
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50 A E WA ER A, AR B TAE TR LGE A BEE

(=) Bk

ST S, ST T 60 ATCIBHE A T IERL. FrAiEER Nt 3, )% Giora 2015
R, 2019 AESREGA) A X is not the most.. ASZIGHURINGE — A AL “X AN dgee+++ 17 4.

REEAR LA E R E A .

F AR 2 AR I B A A

60 ZiBkl— 2Ly B4, 55— 30 2 E R B AR ERUK, 55— A1 30 25 B AR 315 2
B

= BF

1) PR ST

F B FAR S BVPRILE SLG B AT IN H BEAT o DRIAR S B EBR 7T 8 1 AR P 1 S TR I T R
FIT DA ZE 15 S0 R 5 5 L A P ] . AR SIS R RTIN N EIE T S s B GR T . 50 ZHR R 80 NS E
SERRIA) T, o 40 BRI EIEARIERAR, 7 40 FREREIEARE RS, Lo mmd. £
SR FEREIMA — N AR ER, ERPEHANEEARAFREEENSUEER, W “1” RE
FERAMER] “5” FIEHE AL Blan:

Rk REEAR S R B A .

VR s V5 1] R 75 R T B P 7 1 [ SRR S 2

WA BRI AR AT 70 5, KA IE R AHEAT i . X TR B AR B AR, VR fm [
10 SRR s 0T IR AR B R RL, PRSI 10 KB R . IR 60 SR
1RSI TR, K1 BRI E R 1R SR FESF34 93 9 1.66 (M = 1.66, SD = 0.87), S5 AHXTH]
e 15 AR B B E R 1) 305 AR FE T3 43 3.84 (M= 3.84, SD = 0.31).

2) WHIPEE

IERSLE—3F 50 A4S 5. BIAHANEKEREISA — N AER, BRI HIZE)
TRAEWHE, M “1” REZBEAWZEERAE] “5” AR MAFZFATRHEER WU

3. BURLGR

SO ZE IR, RS A BRI 240 1.76 (M = 1.76, SD = 0.30), 52 A & 3=
T AR ZH A E R RIS 24043 9 3.27 (M = 3.27, SD = 0.51). #l i\ A 3 15 #0GR B 4 8 R 9 = 1 S
(7, N T R B A IR A IR S

Bt i AT B DR 2505 2200 HT, {3 1BM SPSS Statistics 21 BEATHE /0T . LABAR SR (IR AR B/ R
JE) B AR, PRRIEFE (RR) S/ 51 ) AR A&, 45 RN 1.

Table 1. One-way ANOVA analysis of the experiment
R 1SRG HRRRE T ZE 4

SFIr A df By F REME
41 ] 1057.763 4 264.441 164.647 0.000
HH 2690.234 1675 1.606
SR 3747.998 1679

FRK RN, 5 MEREAE 5 B 1 ORI PP A B2 M (p < 0.05). Ak, REEHE
JEE BT 5E G5 K B IR A5 73 B 3R T i 1 AR R A 15 72 S5 A IR P 7
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4. G5t

WS EE AR, W RPN A T B SN, IR ARRR S KIS E S (TEA S o TS
TELERN X A dieee 107 YRR, AT HE, 50RO AR B ) R i T R AR BT
FRTE 55, A it 12 )7 PR R IR SCIR T e M FE FEAR . IR AT N n] AR A IR BE 61 T
AR O B3 P 75 5 45 04 1) ) B AN R A 7 BT AL (0 B AR . A)FII B R BRI —DA, Al
EMRA ALY . EIEXFEIT, A1 B 7R 3, AL e % 3 2 A m stk 2
AT AR, Hoan i ANE P AR B 25 1 . ARYE Giora £ AR A5, o\ Ao S8 PR 3 1 st S [ 7 S
I AR FENA[11] [25] [26]. 1E 2019 4F Giora HISLIGHT, 15 5675 € G5 M TERHS A NIRRT . 72
AR, RSN A S B SHESE, Giora T 2019 fESEIERIY I E T HIR, HSL R
BAEHIER EIEARE. WEZENET Giora MiBENEAYE RMEEEE. Hil s MR E LMK,
MASERAE R NI . FIEARER MMM EER R —.

g5 BRI, AR SREG B A 8 S5 ) B R A T S i R AR . W R A AR R R 0
M B R, AT TR0 ) 0 AR A IKUR

2013 4, Giora Al Fein S5 NG5 G AE B E W, $2H 7 — /MBI BOAET I 3OS EAR R (default
nonliteral utterance-interpretation), XM H fU7E TR ST SCHE TR Z TH BRI\ 5 e St 2 42 BR
WA SO B PR o i R BRI AR I SUBRE I =26 033l AERAER R | 8 S AR A AN R -

1) i, AR AT A FR AR, nRGER IE . R, R RIS .

2) DB NG T, WE SR (7 RS ), BT AR AN L g 0 S R (2 AR AR
X))o

3) BEAIMIE S, WREE MBS R, EEiEEEGEREAR IS AT, R SRR ).

B e ARG A0, 7558 G5 o] DLSS FRIR 1 BRI RR) S o Biltn: A 2 R R B 7
XAPTE BRI SR s ARX AN NARTEH . & ARSI T I SURE: AbAE  B sAi@BmmN, AR
ELAt BE A R IR N

Giora T 2015 FH2 H M ERINB L4k T JE7 1 SCURIEARRE I = AN, SRR 35 2 S5 M M BRI iR 2
WO . FEA AT AR AR RS IR 1 5 R, W F AR EM G R R 2 H ), BRI S ERERA 1Sk
A FLARTE R, ZE O BRI @A TR, B DUAZR FEXT AATTIE & B PP R A R e 1. A
SRR RARURIAEERYL, ABEIEMEE T RERE, HARRRE 5 e 4546 Bt Ml 55 1 2515 (AR
WAER 2R, SOABRIRERTEE T, BEAEHOBT “UitioR” 5 “SehriB ik Z [ 5mEH i) 22 B LA
BRI, HaXANZEREERR,  AATTERES 5y B 2 kR, SO R B S R A SO AT X
bbo 750 S M H T H 85 7 ARG ST = AT BROA R KU 1 AR

TEVEH AR X —ME— BRI AT, LI IS IRIE I 7 AT T 75 2 45 0 1) B AR e 1) 32
B RS B ARREE R RN AR R ARG AIR, gt 2 B ) T4 A e S5 M S RS YRR
SR, ARBHE,  NATT 2 SR I T 2 T SO AR AR RS R B e 454 .

5. B4

B AR A AGETR L GE T X5 E A A T R S R SIRSE RAEY], ERIEABE ST
SERIT I, AT B3R MR IR 110 3 15 2R B AR 0 75 08 F) BTN 7 L. #AGE
BRI BRI E SGE RN, 575 E &M B € MR & S AR R e, DR ki 15 BB B
5 58 41 S Sy R B IRFIATPEF O R PE R . SR, #B ik | EIR AR RN G ER T, A
Jr BRI FUAR BER 15 %€ Ak A 7 PR IE R R BEE 1 R AL
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