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Abstract

One of the challenges faced by researchers working on conversational humour across
languages is that the particular scientific metalanguage we use to talk about the phenomenon
in question influences and shapes our understanding of it. The aim of this paper is to explore
the import of such issues for research on conversational humour through an examination of
the labels used by Taiwanese speakers of Mandarin Chinese when talking about what is
broadly termed “teasing” in English. Our aim is to better understand the connotations of these
various native terms, how they relate to each other, and how they are deployed by speakers
when referring to “teasing” events. The study draws on interviews with native Taiwanese
informants and an analysis of large web-based corpus of Mandarin Chinese, the zhTenTenl7
Traditional Corpus, to show that “teasing” is conceptualised in complex ways by Taiwanese
speakers of Chinese, and because of that the same “teasing” event is open to construal in
different ways by those speakers. We conclude that metapragmatic studies of conversational
humour in different languages are important if we are to avoid bleaching out important
cultural properties of teasing and thereby distorting our objects of analysis.

Keywords: teasing, mockery, conversational humour, metalanguage, metapragmatics, Chinese,
Taiwan.

1. Introduction

There has been growing interest in humour studies over the past two decades in the different
forms of humour that arise in conversational interactions (e.g. Norrick 1993; Norrick & Chiaro
2009). While early work on conversational humour tended to focus on different varieties of
English, in recent years there has been increasingly a move to extend the study of
conversational humour to other linguistic and cultural settings (e.g. Dynel & Sinkeviciute 2017;
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Mullan & Béal 2018). Studying conversational humour across languages presents new
challenges, however, including questions around the scientific language we use to identify and
describe conversational humour (Béal & Mullan 2013). While studies of humour styles across
cultures have been undertaken (Ku et al. 2016), one potential problem with such studies is that
the terms used in different languages to identify and describe instances of conversational
humour do not straightforwardly correlate with each other (Goddard 2018; Goddard & Mullan
2020). A second problem is that analysts use terms in ways that sometimes diverge from their
ordinary senses to refer to different or overlapping phenomena (Sinkeviciute & Dynel 2017).

These issues are amply illustrated in the literature on teasing and its role in conversational
humour. A survey of technical definitions of teasing indicates that it invariably involves a
juxtaposition of seemingly contradictory “serious” (e.g. critical, derogatory, insulting,
antagonistic, hostile), and “non-serious” (e.g. playful, joking, humorous, affectionate, bonding)
stances (Haugh 2017a: 207).! However, it is less clear whether such definitions refer to teasing
as a culturally-bound concept (or set of concepts), or as a socially situated practice (or set of
practices), or even both. There has also been only passing consideration given to the question
of whether teasing is understood and practised in the same way(s) across languages and cultures.
Indeed, comparative studies of teasing are few and far between.

One of the challenges faced by researchers working on conversational humour across
languages that has perhaps hindered such cross-linguistic studies is that the particular scientific
metalanguage we use to talk about the phenomenon in question influences and shapes our
understanding of it (Haugh 2016).? As this metalanguage is invariably bound to one particular
language, frequently English, this makes it difficult to know whether we are indeed talking
about the same thing when analysing forms of conversational humour across languages and
cultures (Béal & Mullan 2013; 2017; Goddard 2018; Goddard & Mullan 2020; Mullan & Béal
2018).

Consider the case of teasing. There are a number of related terms used by speakers of
English, not only the term teasing itself, but other words such as kidding, mocking, taunting,
and ribbing (Goddard 2018; Haugh 2017a), as well as idiomatic phrases that are used to
differentiate between potentially different forms of teasing, including, for instance, taking the
piss/mickey, pulling someone’s leg, having someone on, messing with someone, and so on
(Haugh & Weinglass 2020). There are also a diverse range of “teasing” practices that are
referred to by terms (originally) native to other cultures, such as vitsivitsi (lit. ‘joke-joke’) in
Finnish (Haddington 2011), razzing amongst North American Indians (Pratt 1996), and enteab
(‘tease to make angry’) and kegab (‘tease in mock anger’) amongst the Kaluli of Papua New
Guinea (Schiefflin 1986). While we are not suggesting that such terms can necessarily be used
in any systematic way to categorise different forms of teasing, it is clear that ordinary speakers
have recourse to a range of different labels to refer to and comment on putative instances of the
phenomenon in question. These labels can be used to represent and evaluate teasing events in
different ways, and so it is important to understand the underlying conceptual structures of such
terms across languages and how they are used by speakers of those languages. The general
question this raises, then, is when analysing “teasing” across different languages are we

! Teasing is not, of course, always a form of conversational humour, as it is multilayered and
heterogeneous in nature (Haugh 2017a). In this paper, we are primarily concerned with that subset of teasing
where the tease in question is open to evaluation as jocular or playful.

2 Metalanguage refers to language about language (Jakobson 1971).
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studying how teasing as it is defined in English is practised in those various languages, or are
we studying (ostensibly) analogous concepts and behaviours across those different languages?

One approach to addressing such questions is to employ a metapragmatic perspective on
conversational humour (Haugh 2017b; Haugh & Weinglass 2020; Sinkeviciute 2017; 2019;
Dynel 2017). Metapragmatics encompasses the study of reflexive awareness on the part of
users and observers about the use of language, which is displayed through the various ways in
which they use language to refer to and comment on their use of language (Culpeper & Haugh
2014; Hiibler & Bublitz 2007; Verschueren 1985; 2000; cf. Silverstein 1993). Metapragmatic
awareness is thus premised on metalinguistic awareness, that is, our capacity to treat language
itself as an object of reflection through recourse to metalanguage. A metapragmatic label is a
particular subset of metalanguage that is specifically concerned with our use of language
(Culpeper & Haugh 2014).

The aim of this paper is to explore metalinguistic issues in research on conversational
humour through an examination of the metapragmatic labels used by Taiwanese speakers of
Mandarin Chinese when talking about what is broadly termed “teasing” in English. Our aim is
to better understand the connotations of these various native terms, how they relate to each
other, and how they are deployed by speakers when referring to “teasing” events. The paper
begins, in section two, by first briefly outlining the data and methods we use in our study. We
next undertake, in section three, a metalinguistic analysis of a set of “teasing”-relevant terms
used in Chinese, before discussing, in section four, how these different terms are used to label
particular “teasing” events. We conclude by considering the broader implications of our study
for cross-linguistic studies of teasing in humour research.

2. Data and method

There are a large number of different metapragmatic labels associated with “teasing” in
Mandarin Chinese. In order to make our analysis tractable we concentrated our analysis on
labels that were used in interviews by our informants in describing and talking about “teasing”
events, and cross-referenced these with definitions from widely used dictionaries (Manser 2010;
MOE 2015), as well as usage of these terms in a large web-based corpus of Mandarin Chinese.
We settled on six key metapragmatic labels relevant to conversational “teasing” in informal,
everyday spoken interaction (as opposed to institutional or written genres): chdoxido (%55),
chaoféng (WIF), fengci (FAH), ticdo (MAE), tidokan (F1i), and kaiwdnxiao (FHILE).

In this section, we first briefly describe these two main data sources in more detail, before
going on to outline our approach to analysing the usage of these metapragmatic labels in
Chinese.

2.1. Data

Our analysis draws from two types of data: interviews with native Taiwanese informants and
a large web-based corpus of Mandarin Chinese, the zhTenTen17 Traditional Corpus.
Interviews were carried out by the first author with 15 Taiwanese speakers of Mandarin
Chinese who were prompted by recordings of two examples of “teasing” in Chinese to talk
about their understanding of different “teasing” terms in Chinese (the transcripts of those two
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“teasing” events are included in the Appendix to this paper).® Participants were asked which
term(s) they would pick to label two different examples of conversational “teasing” in Chinese,
and to explain why they would use that term (or set of terms). The interviewees ranged in age
from their early twenties to late sixties (20-39: 6; 40-59: 5; 60+: 4); and four were male, while
eleven were female. The professional background of the interviewees also varied. Included in
the group were six homemakers, three university tutors, one medical doctor, one IT specialist,
one university lecturer, one photographer, one retired businessman, and one general
administrative officer. All the interviewees were Taiwanese currently resident in Australia for
two or more years, although their degree of proficiency in English varied from highly limited
(i.e. only able to speak a few phrases) through to comfortably fluent.* The interviews
themselves varied in length from 5 minutes to 8 minutes.

The zhTenTenl7 Traditional Corpus consists of 2.4 billion tokens of Mandarin Chinese in
traditional script, which was scraped from the World Wide Web in August and November 2017
using specialist software that is designed to collect linguistically valuable web content
(Jakubicek et al. 2013). Although the zhTenTen17 Traditional Corpus is not as systematically
structured as other corpora, it has the significant advantage of being the largest corpus of
Mandarin Chinese in traditional script that is currently readily available for researchers.® As it
includes only traditional script, this web-based corpus data represents usage of Mandarin
Chinese in Taiwan (in contrast to Mainland China, for instance). There are likely to be
differences in the usage of such terms in different regions in Mainland China, and across the
Chinese-speaking diaspora in other countries (e.g. Malaysia, Singapore, and so on). However,
exploring potential regional variation in the usage of terms in Mandarin Chinese lies outside of
the scope of this study.

2.2. Analytical approach

Our analysis consisted of two inter-related strands. We undertook a metalinguistic analysis of
the six “teasing” labels to better understand the connotations of those terms and how they relate
to one another. We also undertook a metapragmatic analysis of the use of these labels by native
informants to refer to and talk about recordings of two “teasing” events (see Appendix). The
latter informed the former, as the six labels we analysed were those used by the native
informants in talking about the “teasing” events.

The metalinguistic analysis involved an analysis of the dictionary definitions of those six
terms and the meaning of individual characters of which they are composed (MOE 2015), a
corpus-based analysis of the collocational profile of the different terms based on statistical
analysis of their usage (Lin 1998) in the zhTenTen17 Traditional Corpus®, alongside definitions
of the terms offered by the interviewees in describing the two different “teasing” events. Our
analysis thus tapped into two different ontological bases of meaning (Haugh 2016; 2019): (1)
abstracted, aggregated, additive understandings of different “teasing” terms (i.e. the meaning
of conceptx for populationy at time;) as represented through a statistically-based analysis of the
zhTenTenl7 corpus data; and (2) situated, distributed, non-additive understandings of different

3 The two excerpts we used as prompts were deliberately chosen from the two different ends of the
“biting” through to “bonding” continuum as it applies to “teasing” (Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997).

4 It remains an open question whether there was any influence of the Australian cultural context on the
Taiwanese informants’ conceptualisation of “teasing” in Chinese in these interviews.

> See the Sketch Engine website for further details: https://www.sketchengine.eu/zhtenten-chinese-corpus/.

& This type of analysis is available through the thesaurus function in Sketch Engine (Kilgarriff et al. 2004).
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“teasing” terms (i.e. the meaning of conceptx for persony at time;) as represented through
qualitative analyses of the interviewees’ responses.’

The metapragmatic analysis consisted of showing the interviewees the two “teasing”
events”, and asking them how they would describe the “teasing” and why. We then tallied
which terms were used by the interviewees to categorise the two “teasing” events, and
identified the rationales they provided for their choice of term(s) (Davis 2018; Haugh and
Chang 2019). These rationales were examined through content analysis (Krippendorff 2013),
specifically, a constructivist grounded theory approach (Charmaz 2000). The aim of the latter
part of the metapragmatic analysis was to identify what might account for variability amongst
our informants in labelling these two “teasing” events.

3. The metalinguistics of “teasing” in Chinese

In this section we report on our analysis of each of the six key metapragmatic labels which our
Taiwanese informants identified as relevant to conversational “teasing” in Mandarin Chinese
in turn, and then discuss the key conceptual dimensions that appear to underpin these terms.
For each label we provide: (1) a brief gloss from a monolingual dictionary and a breakdown of
the meaning of its characters; (2) a summary of the corpus-based collocational analysis of that
label; and (3) excerpts from the interviews that further flesh out their specific connotations.
Following Boxer and Cortés-Conde (1997), we initially arranged these labels on a continuum,
starting with those terms that have most “biting” connotations (Chdoxido, chdoféng, fengci),
then moving to discuss those with connotations that might be construed as “nipping” (ticdo,
tidokan), before considering those with connotations that can be interpreted as primarily
“bonding” in nature (kaiwdnxiao).

Chdoxiao (B%) is composed of two characters: chdo (‘explicit ridicule’, ‘sneer’) and
xiao (‘laugh’). The meaning of the term chdoxido combines the meanings of these two
morphemes (e.g. ‘sneeringly laugh’). According to the Ministry of Education Dictionary (MOE
2015), chdoxido is interchangeable with either jixiao (#%5%), which can be translated as ‘to
sneeringly ridicule’, or chdonué (I#]7E), meaning ‘playful ridicule’. The rather negative, biting
connotations of chdoxiao are evident from the collocational profile that emerges from an
analysis of the 15,661 occurrences of it in the zhTenTen17 Traditional Corpus. The results of
that analysis are summarised in Table 1.8

" The existence of these two different bases of meanings and the evident need to examine these terms with
respect to their place in a complex semantic field is the reason why we have not elected to develop semantic
scripts using natural semantic metalanguage (NSM) in this paper (cf. Goddard 2018; Goddard & Mullan 2020).
It remains an open question the extent to which NSM admits the latter type of meaning and whether it can be
readily used in describing complex semantic fields.

8 For the sake of simplicity, we report on only the top three clusters for each term, and up to the first three
terms in each cluster. The figures in square brackets represent the degree of similarity of the collocational
profile of that term with the “teasing” term in question (in this case, chdoxido).
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Table 1. Collocation profile of chdoxiao

Cluster label Words constituting the cluster

1 | qixido giixiao (BU%) (‘make fun of’) [0.278]

gifit (&) (‘bully’) [0.198]

2 manyuan madnyuan (FE52) (‘blame”) [0.232]
anwei (ZRY) (‘comfort”) [0.180]

cuicu (fE{€) (‘urge’) [0.167]

3 baoyuan baoyuan (FFL) (‘complain’) [0.214]
ma (&) (‘scold’) [0.177]

chaojia (VHZ2) (‘quarrel”) [0.159]

What becomes clear from these results is that the connotations of this form of “teasing” are
decidedly negative. It is associated with “making fun of” and even “bullying” others (cluster
1), as well as “blaming” (cluster 2) and “complaining” (cluster 3). Notably, the terms in cluster
2 appear to capture actions both synonymous with “teasing” (e.g. “blaming’) and antonymic
patterns (e.g. “comforting”, “urging”).

These negative connotations were also attested in the interview data. In the following
excerpt, for instance, the participant emphasises that chdoxiao involves directly ridiculing

others and thus causes a high degree of discomfort for the target.®
(1) [191010_1]

Chdoxiao is that [I am] not hiding and directly and blatantly picking up your faults. The
degree of discomfort is definitely very high. I am not afraid to let you know that. You
might conceal a little with chdoféng, but more or less the counterpart can sense that.

(WS 2 A HE AL E BRI HORIERY » P IRIVEmERREE - FEr IRAVEE
FEEERIFE SN » It IRAE - W irE g A — et - HEH 58
B/ DREFIRZ )

In the excerpt above, the interviewee also contrasts chdoxiao with chdoféng in suggesting the
latter is less direct or blunt than the former.

Chaoféng (138 is composed of the characters chdo (‘explicit ridicule’) and féng
(‘implicit ridicule’). According to the Ministry of Education Dictionary (MOE 2015) it is
interchangeable with either jixiao (7%25<), which can be translated as ‘to sneeringly ridicule’,
or fengci (F4]), meaning ‘to implicitly ridicule’, but is also associated with the idiom
léngchdoréfeng (¥ W) 2431, which literally means ‘[simultaneously] frigid and scorching
ridicule’. The somewhat negative connotations of chdoféng are evident from the collocational

9 We provide a translation of all the excerpts we report from the interviews along with the original text in
Mandarin Chinese.
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profile that emerges from an analysis of the 4,521 occurrences of it in the zhTenTenl17
Traditional Corpus. The results of that analysis are summarised in Table 2.

Table 2. Collocation profile of chdofeng

Cluster label Words constituting the cluster
1 fengci fengei (FHA]) (‘[implicitly] ridicule”) [0.247]
2 tidokan ticokan (1) (‘[playfully] provoke”) [0.225]

tiicdo (M) (‘expose faults’) [0.125]

3 | jifeng Jifeng (%3R) (‘ridicule’) [0.218]
waki (FZH) (‘sarcasm’) [0.184]

yéyu (Fi4n) (‘play/fool/mess with”) [0.112]

It appears from these results that chdoféng is closely associated with three of the other “teasing”
labels we are examining (clusters 1 and 2), but takes on a somewhat more biting edge in also
being associated with “ridicule” and “sarcasm” (cluster 3).

These negative connotations were attested even more so in the interview data. In the
following excerpt, for instance, the participant emphasises that chdofeng is used to show one
despises someone, especially when arguing with others or pointing out contradictions between
what they say and do.

(2) [191914_M]

Chdoféeng happens when (people) are relatively close and when they talk to each other. [It
refers to] using words to despise others...When quarrelling with others or when their
speech doesn’t match their actions, [they] will use chdofeng.

(i 2 PEm A B - AR ARV S SR A SRHE A BRI ADDIRAV % > B
SFHITREA AR - & FHEER)

Notably, that participant also claims chdoféng is more serious than féngei (WHERCLEL &%
EE). Fengci (5B4)) is composed of two characters: féng (‘ridicule’) and ci (meaning to ‘sting,
prick, pierce or stab”). It is defined in the Ministry of Education Dictionary (MOE 2015) as
“usmg an implicit way to chdofeng [blunt ridicule] and jici [mock]” (LAREf A 77 =X e

#1). While the meaning of féngci is clearly closely related to chdoféng, the “ridicule” involved
appears to be delivered more “indirectly” or “implicitly” than in the latter case, and the
collocational profile that emerges from an analysis of the 10,789 occurrences of it in the
zhTenTenl7 Traditional Corpus is thus slightly different. The results of that analysis are
summarised in Table 3.

Open-access journal | www.europeanjournalofhumour.org 13



The European Journal of Humour Research 8 (4)

Table 3. Collocation profile of féngci

Cluster label Words constituting the cluster

1 chaoféng chaoféng (WIF1) (‘[explicitly] ridicule”) [0.247]

tidgokan (1) (‘[playfully] provoke”) [0.180]

2 |jifeng Jifeng (%38) (‘ridicule’) [0.158]
xinué (&) (‘ridicule’) [0.123]

gingmié (EEHE) (‘make light of?) [0.092]

3 wakui waku (FZH) (‘sarcasm’) [0.151]

There are clearly close similarities between the collocational profile of chdofeng and fengci, so
the main difference appears to be that féngci is arguably a more implicit form of “teasing
ridicule”.

In the following excerpt, for instance, the participant emphasises that féngci may seem
like a form of “joking” (kaiwdanxiao) due to its more implicit delivery, but it nevertheless causes
“discomfort” (bushifii) for the target due to it being ultimately a form of “ridicule”.

(3) [191010_1]

It sounds like a joke, however, it actually has an uncomfortable element in which the other
party can hear that it is joking (ka@iwdanxiao) on the surface, but actually it is fengci which
contains elements of uncomfortableness.

(e BRIk - HEE L&A ARV EME - 78] IR AR R E L
ERIBE > (HEFEEN] > AN EF IRV E A )

Tiicdo (M:#8) is a transliteration of term originally from Hokkien (thuh-tshau) via
Taiwanese (Minnanhua) into Mandarin Chinese usage in Taiwan (and increasingly in Mainland
China). The first character, thuh, means to ‘disclose, expose’, while the second character, tshau
literally means ‘smelly’, but metaphorically stands for ‘shortcomings’ or ‘weakness’ in
Hokkien. Notably, it invariably involves making fun of someone in front of an audience of
some sort or another, and so can be regarded as somewhat analogous to the (North American)
notion of ‘roasting’ (Test 1980; see also Dynel and Poppi 2019). The more “nipping”
connotations of zicao are apparent from the collocational profile that emerges from an analysis
of the 7,380 occurrences of it in the zhTenTenl7 Traditional Corpus. The results of that
analysis are summarised in Table 4.
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Table 4. Collocation profile of ticdo

Cluster label Words constituting the cluster
1 tidokan tidgokan (A1) (‘[playfully] provoke”) [0.184]

chaoféng ("izR) (‘[explicitly] ridicule”) [0.125]

2 gantan gantan (JE{) (‘sigh”) [0.146]
gantan (FYEN) (‘sigh) [0.134]

gankai (EVEE) (‘feeling’) [0.116]

3 chengzan chéengzan (fH3) (‘praise’) [0.146]

zanshang (F&E) (‘appreciate’) [0.101]

Tiicdo appears to fall between “biting” (i.e. chdofeng) and “nipping” (i.e. tidokan) forms of
“teasing” (cluster 1). In addition, apart from being associated with outpouring of emotion
(cluster 2), there is also an interesting association with “praising” and “appreciating” (cluster
3), which in this case appears to reflect the way in which ticdo may constitute an ironic form
of “teasing flattery”.

According to the interviewees, tiicdo is common practice where one jokingly points
out the shortcomings of others, and makes a “big deal” of something relatively trivial for “fun”.

(4) [191010_1]

It is half joking (kaiwdnxiao), half picking out shortcomings. Maybe it’s just about picking
out shortcomings, making a big deal of it, and turning it into a joke. This is a way of
socialising with others. When people are just chatting, then you #icao to make fun, to make
a big deal and joke about it. This can be a cultural practice of socialising...To be able to
tiicdo, it requires a certain degree of familiarity. If [you are] not familiar [with each other],
you wouldn’t see it as tfiicao but like fengci. If [people are] not familiar with each other or
there is no rapport [between them], the interpretation will be different.

CEBISTSE R BRI T3 S FURHB IR EIOA - AR (BT - 1%
({8l social 4T3,  JEERHGTRIBUEIME - BOKIRAIIRTS - AL
Btk B EsE B Ry social HY G E....... M- SH — ElaiZ e - SRR 5
95+ B IUNER 9 TR ARG - R AT -
GR—HE )

Notably, in the above excerpt, the participant also emphasises that this kind of “teasing” only
occurs when there is some degree of familiarity between the producer and target of the “tease”.

Tidokan (FAfil) is composed of the characters tido (‘provoke’) and kdn (‘cheerful, idle’).
According to the Ministry of Education Dictionary (MOE 2015) it is interchangeable with
chaoféng (WIER), yéyu (BBAT) or wakii (¥217), meaning to ‘explicitly ridicule’, ‘play/fool/mess
with’ or ‘speak sarcastically’, respectively. While it is related to other more biting terms for
“teasing”, such as chdofeng and féngci, the somewhat playful connotations of tidokan are

Open-access journal | www.europeanjournalofhumour.org 15



The European Journal of Humour Research 8 (4)

evident from the collocational profile that emerges from an analysis of the 3,669 occurrences
of it in the zhTenTenl7 Traditional Corpus. The results of that analysis are summarised in
Table 5.

Table 5. Collocation profile of tidokdn

Cluster label Words constituting the cluster

1 chaofeng chaofeng (R (‘explicit ridicule”) [0.225]

fengei () (‘implicit ridicule) [0.180]

2 tiicao tiicdo (M-f8) (‘expose faults’) [0.184]

3 | diqu daqii (FT78) (‘fun’) [0.176]

zichdo (18 (‘self-ridicule’) [0.125]

While we can see some similarities with the collocational profiles of chdoféeng and fengci
(cluster 1), tidokan is also closely associated with having “fun” at the expense of both others
and self (cluster 2 and 3). It thus lies somewhere between “ridiculing” and “joking”, as attested
in the following excerpt from one of the interviewees.

(5) [191914_M]

M: Tidokan is a little bit joking (kaiwdnxiao), but is also a little bit fengci. Tidokan
happens between people who are closer.

I: If you don’t know them, then it is less likely [for tidokan to occur]?

M: [Yes], less likely.

I: Why?

M: Because [people] are afraid of being misunderstood [if they are not close].
(M: F AT A —BEBABTEE - X — B, 3 O & HER EEsaT iy A Z [ -
| REER AL LA G ?

M: EEBT 8 -

|: Ry{tIEE -

M: R RSB RTF IR ARGE )

Once again, it is notable that the participant emphasises that this kind of “teasing” only occurs
When there is some degree of familiarity between the producer and target of the “tease”, and
that if they are not close it may be misunderstood as a more serious form of “teasing” (such as
fengci) and thus cause offense.

The final term associated with “teasing” by the participants was kaiwdnxiao (FAILER),
which is composed of three characters: kai (‘open’), wan (‘play(ful)’) and xido (‘laugh, smile’).
According to the Ministry of Education Dictionary (MOE 2015), it means to xinue (‘playfully
ridicule’) or zhuonong (‘playfully fool/mess/toy with’) someone through verbal remarks or
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non-verbal conduct (LA 53k BIEAELFERLHE = N). The light-hearted, bonding nature of
kaiwanxiao is reflected in the collocational profile that emerges from an analysis of the 7,012
occurrences of it in the zhTenTenl7 Traditional Corpus. The results of that analysis are
summarised in Table 6.1

Table 6. Collocation profile of kaiwdnxido

Cluster label Words constituting the cluster
1 wanxido wanxiao (Bt5) (‘fun’) [0.113]
2 shuohuashi shuohuashi (£ 5EHF) (‘when speaking’) [0.099]

shuodehua (E5RHYEE) (‘words said”) [0.065]

3 tidokdn tidokan (FA1i) (‘[playfully] provoke’) [0.096]

Kaiwanxiao, perhaps not surprisingly given its etymology, has a somewhat different
collocational profile from the other terms for “teasing” we have examined in this section, as it
associated with talk or speech through which “jokes” are made (cluster 2). While it appears to
have some overlap in some of its connotations with tidokan (cluster 3), a notable characteristic
of its collocational profile is its association with “fun” (cluster 1).

The primarily bonding function of kaiwdnxiao was also apparent from descriptions of it
by interviewees. In the following excerpt, for instance, the interviewee makes reference to the
positive atmosphere created through kaiwdnxiao.

(6) [191914_M]

[It is used when a person] wants to make the atmosphere better and resolve a lot of
unpleasantness. It carries a relatively relaxed atmosphere.

(REERR A EY - (BIR AV PR - A — L LR )

In addition to emphasising the way in which this form of “teasing” can bring about a more
“pleasant” atmosphere, the interviewees also noted that it can be not only other-directed, but
self-directed as well, as can be seen in the following excerpt.

(7) [190126_G]

Kaiwanxiao is not necessarily about personal attack. You can also kaiwanxiao about
yourself, just like you can tigdokan yourself, but you can’t féngci yourself.

(PR —EEgEMA T E - R A LI B OB - SR (Rt =] LI
HC » EEFRLEWERINEC - )

Notably, it was also claimed by this interviewee that tidokan can be directed at self as well,
while féngci cannot.

10 In the case of kaiwdnxiao we analysed occurrences of it in noun phrases rather than verb phrases, unlike
the other five terms for “teasing”, as the connotations of kaiwdnxiao were more readily tractable from an
analysis of collocational profile of it in the former case.
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The overall picture that emerges from a metalinguistic analysis of these terms is that they
constitute a much more complex semantic field than can be represented by the simple linear
continuum we initially outlined (i.e. from “biting” to “nipping” through to “bonding”). A
semantic field or Wortfeld (Trier 1931; Ullmann 1962) refers to a structured set of conceptually
related terms. Various kinds of relationships can hold between terms within a semantic field,
including varying degrees of semantic similarity (synonymy) and opposition (antonymy), as
well as semantic superordination (holonymy) and subordination (meronymy). In our analysis
we have focused primarily on synonymic relationships between these metapragmatic labels
(that is, the degree to which the labels occur in syntactically similar types of co-text).

Figure 1 broadly sketches some of the key relationships that appear to hold between them.
In order keep this figure tractable for the readers, we have only included the top three cluster
labels for each term found in Tables 1-6, as well as the relationships between each of the key
“teasing” terms when they are not listed as one of these top three cluster labels.!* The aim of
this figure is to broadly sketch how the metapragmatic labels broadly relate to each other for
heuristic purposes. The actual connotations of each are, of course, much more complex than
this, as we have seen in this section.

wakii (‘sarcasm”) Jjiféng (‘ridicule’)
0.151 0.158 0.218
fengci chaoféng
0.247
0.180 0.225 0.125
ddqu tigokdn ticao 0.146  chéngzan
(‘fun’) 0.176 0.184 (‘praise’)
\.167 O.N
0.096 quixidao gdntan
(‘make fun’) (‘sigh’)
278
wanxiao kaiwdnxiao chaoxiao 0.232  mdnyuan
(‘fun”) 0.113 (‘blame”)
0.099
0.214
shuohua baoyuan
(“speech’) (‘complain’)

Figure 1. Collocational relationships between “teasing” terms in Mandarin Chinese.

One key finding that emerges from this analysis is that tidokan appears to be an important
anchor term within the semantic field for “teasing” terms in Mandarin Chinese. It is the only
term that is conceptually linked with all of the other five key terms we have examined here.
Plotting the position of individual terms within the semantic field for “teasing” is, of course, a

11 The only exception to this is that we have added the fourth cluster label (giixido, ‘make fun of) in the
case of tidokan in order to show the putative link with chdoxido.
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much complex task than simply analysing the collocational profiles of terms, as it will become
clear from our analysis of the interview data, in the following section, that we are dealing with
a number of different underlying attributes of “teasing”. For that reason, there is no attempt to
visually represent the strength of those relationships in Figure 1.

A second key finding is that there is considerable variation in the connotations of these six
terms. The kinds of actions with which these different terms for “teasing” are associated varies.
For instance, chdoxiao is associated with criticising, blaming, and complaining to others, féngci
and chaofeng are associated with mocking others, especially through sarcasm, ticdo is
associated with exposing the shortcomings of others (including through teasing flattery), and
Kaiwdnxiao 1s associated with entertaining others. There are also different constraints on
associated participation footings: while tidokan and kaiwanxiao can be directed at both self and
other, chdoxiao, chaoféng, and féngci can only be directed at others. There is also variation in
the perceived affective responses of targets. For instance, chdoxiao and fengci are linked with
feelings of discomfort, while kaiwdnxiao is associated with generating good feelings in others.
Finally, there is variation in the kinds of relationship associated with these different terms for
“teasing”. It is claimed that chdoféng, tigokan, and tiucdo are only allowable in close
relationships, for instance, while chdoxiao and kaiwdnxiao may also arise in less intimate
relationships (cf. Haugh 2017a).

A third key finding is that Boxer and Cortés-Conde (1997) continuum of “teasing from
“biting” to “nipping” through to “bonding” appears to conflate two different, albeit inter-related
dimensions: affective and relational. On the one hand, “teasing” can be perceived to lie on a
valenced continuum with respect to affect, ranging from hostile or attacking through to non-
hostile or friendly. On the other hand, “teasing” can be perceived to index different degrees of
relational intimacy, ranging from close, long-term relationships through to non-intimate,
passing relationships. One important consequence of this is that the use of a particular
metapragmatic label (as opposed to another in that semantic field) to refer to or discuss a
“teasing” event foregrounds different assumptions about the perceived affective and relational
implications of that instance of “teasing”.

In the following section, we examine in more detail how different metapragmatic labels
for “teasing” can be used by Taiwanese speakers of Mandarin Chinese to construe and evaluate
the same “teasing” event in markedly different ways.

4. Metapragmatic labelling of “teasing” events

It is well established that the way in which we describe events shapes our perceptions of social
reality, including aspects of social interaction. However, it is also clear that different languages
offer different sets of metalinguistic resources that both afford and constrain ways of describing
and evaluating interactional events. In the previous section, we saw that there are a variety of
different labels for “teasing” available to speakers of Mandarin Chinese, which vary both in
their individual connotations and in how they relate to each other. When talking about a
“teasing” event, then, people have choices with respect to the metapragmatic labels they use to
refer to that event, and by implication, the terms they have chosen not to use. In this section,
we explore how two different “teasing” events were referred to by our group of 15 interviewees
and the rationales they provided for their choice of label(s).

The first “teasing” event we asked the interviewees to discuss was taken from a recording
between two female friends, Lin and Chen, who in the excerpt concerned are talking about a
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recent shopping trip to a department store. Chen “teases” Lin over a series of turns that she
buys more than she needs, and even suggests she can introduce her to a hospital for psychiatric
treatment for her addiction to shopping. Lin responds with laughter and aligns with it as
“teasing banter” through self-directed “mockery” and “counter-teases”.*?

When asked what they thought of the interaction, 8 of the informants used a single
metapragmatic label, 5 used two different labels, and 2 used three different labels to describe
the “teasing” event. Amongst the informants who categorised the “teasing” event using a single
metapragmatic label, 5 referred to it as tidokan, 2 referred to it as kaiwdnxiao, and 1 referred
to it as chaoxiao. There were five different combinations of metapragmatic labels used by the
remaining 7 informants: ticdo/chdofeng (1), tiaokan/chaoxiao (1), tidokan/ticdo (1),
tidokan/kaiwanxiao (2), and tigokan/ticao/kaiwanxiao (2). Overall, then, the most frequently
used label was tidokan (7.66) followed by kaiwdnxiao (3.66), then tiicao (1.66), chdoxiao (1.5),
and chdoféng (0.5), as summarized in Figure 2.1

chdoxiao  chaofeng fengci tiicdo tidokan  kaiwanxiao

O B, N W b U1 O N 0O ©

Figure 2. Use of metapragmatic labels with reference to “teasing” event 1.

An important point to note here, then, is that a wide range of different metapragmatic labels
were used to talk about the same “teasing” event. A common theme that emerged, however, is
that in providing rationales for their choice of metapragmatic label(s), the informants frequently
made reference to their presumption that the two interactants are close.

In the following excerpt, for instance, the informant suggests that the use of relatively
“intimidating” expressions is allowable when participants have known each other for a long
period of time.

(8) [190501_T]

Tidokan, it seems they know each other for a long time. [They are] allowed to use relatively
intimidating expressions without getting angry.

R > R R MR TR A T > AT DA — 28RS intimidating HIJE &5 -
A AP A AR 4 5R)

12 See Haugh and Chang (2015: 403-405) for a more in-depth analysis of this excerpt.
13 To calculate these summative figures, we assigned 1.0 when a single label was used, 0.5 to each when
two labels were used, and 0.33 to each when three labels were used.
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A common theme amongst the informants was thus that the way in which this “teasing” event
should be construed depends on the perceived relationship between those participants.

In the following excerpt, the informant claims it could be construed as either tigokdn or
chdoféng, depending on how close the participants are. If the participants are close, she claims
it would be a case of tigokan, but if they are less close then it is a case of chdofeng. She
concludes that they are probably close, and so it is an instance of tidokan in this case.

(9) [190430_S]

Depending on their relationship, it could be tidokdn or chdofeng. If [they] fengci [each
other], that means they don’t value their relationship and it is fine to sipolidn [reckless
disregard each other’s face]...I think tidokdan is not that “serious” and also [the people] can
still maintain an amicable relationship. Looking at this conversation, | think they seem to
be quite close. | think tidokan is relatively less serious and hurtful. Sometimes moderate
tidokan makes people feel humorous.

(EEMMIIR G > R RRUEM 0 - EAABUEEER - AR - sLERFER
FEPA IR KRR (5 > BRB AR B (%  FRRIA BRBR LI . ARG S (Y R 4
AHIEE serious > A LAGRFFIRARAVAAFRA (4  BiE(EBERERA MRS > BREHR0
EEECA AR > RN A > ARHREERVR( - SR AR GHMEE - )

The informant also mentions that it could only be construed as fengci if the participants were
not invested in maintaining a relationship with each other, in which case the “teasing” would
be regarded as a form of sipolidn (lit. ‘tear face’), that is, attacking the “face” of the other. The
informant also makes reference to affective dimensions of this “teasing” event in suggesting
that the “teasing” here is “less serious and hurtful” and potentially “humorous”.

In other cases, the informants suggested that two or more labels could be legitimately
applied to describe this “teasing” event. In the following excerpt, for instance, the informant
suggests it could be construed as either tidokan or tiicdo. The rationale for choosing these two
metapragmatic labels over kaiwdnxiao is that it involves an attempt to “persuade” her friend
(i.e. to shop less), and so is “slightly harsh”.

(10) [191914_M]

[It’s] either tidokan or tiicdo because it sounds like she is persuading her friend but trying
not to be direct. This is not kaiwanxiao. Kaiwanxiao is simply light-hearted which is not
harsh. This is rather slightly harsh. Tidokan sits between kaiwdnxiao and fengci.

(FATECELE - N R ERIML - (B XNABEIESRE - BENERIEE -
PO AU RIS R > BARISEACA GRIEHY - B (EA R E. R U
FRBABTSEER TR Z [ - )

The claim that the “teasing” is not an instance of kaiwdnxiao was, however, contradicted by
other participants who claimed it was, at least in part, an instance of kaiwdanxiao.

In the following excerpt, the informant claims it could be construed as either tidokan, tiicao
or kaiwanxiao. Notably a similar rationale is provided for this choice of labels to that of the
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informant in excerpt (10), namely, this “blunt” (zAijié) talk is allowable because they are very
close friends.

(11) [190824_Y]

Tidokan, tiicao and kaiwdnxiao. It sounds like the relationship between them is very
intimate. [They] sound like they are very good friends. Normally if I am a very close friend
to you, | can talk bluntly, #iicao you on purpose or tidokan you. If they are not familiar,
they wouldn’t talk like this. There would be more distance between. It sounds like they
were quite happy without making others feel uncomfortable or hostile.

(FEOLFASCSENIEAE > N ABRESM MR R ELAE RS > RFHIR - 3
HERIT R E R A - IEshl b E 3 > G RECEAE IR - L HFrR
ERAIRELEA R - TR A & BN - LA 7t fIry
s [ REREM PSR LY - AEARBEEA T IRAEEEAEE)

Once again, reference is also made to the affective dimensions of this “teasing” event, as the
informant suggests it sounded like the participants are “quite happy” (hdi mdn kaixin) and were
not “uncomfortable” (bushiifir) or “hostile” (diyr) with each other.

The second “teasing” event we asked the interviewees to discuss was taken from a
recording between two male friends, Wang and Guo, who in the excerpt concerned are talking
about what Wang said he overhead another friend, Huang, saying to a mutual female friend.
Huang is reported as “teasing” the girl that her face looks swollen as if someone has beaten her
up. After a brief digression Wang then reports that Huang compared her to a “floating corpse”,
which generates considerable laughter on their part, as well as laughing comments that perhaps
that friend had gone “too far” (Chang, Haugh & Su forthcoming).

When asked what they thought of the interaction, 9 of the informants used a single
metapragmatic label and 5 used two different labels to describe the “teasing” event, while one
informant opted out of categorising it. Amongst the informants who categorised the “teasing”
event using a single metapragmatic label, 6 referred to it as chdoxiao, 2 referred to it as
chdofeng, and 1 referred to it as femgci. There were five different combinations of
metapragmatic labels used by the remaining informants: chdoxidao/tiicdo, chdaoxiao/kaiwanxiao,
chadofeng/kaiwanxiao, Chdoxiaolchdofeng, and chdaoxiaolféengci. Overall, then, the most
frequently used label was chdaoxiao (8) followed by chdofeng (3), then fengci (1.5), kaiwanxiao
(1), and tiicdo (0.5), as summarized in Figure 3.
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chdoxiao  chaoféng fengcl tiicdo tigokan  kaiwdanxiao

O B N W b U O N 0 O

Figure 3. Use of metapragmatic labels with reference to “teasing” event 2.

An important point to note here is that once again a wide range of different metapragmatic
labels were used to talk about the same “teasing” event. In providing rationales for their choice
of metapragmatic label(s), the informants frequently claimed that “teasing” about someone’s
appearance like that is inappropriate or unacceptable, and would upset or offend the target.**
In the following excerpt, for instance, the informant claims the “teasing” here is an instance of
chaoxiao because it involves putting down or devaluing the target.

(12) [191501_Y]

Chdoxiao, because xiado means looking down on others. “How did you become so fat” has
the meaning of putting down, devaluing others. Generally speaking, it could be considered
kaiwanxiao but this has bad intention, even if this is not spoken in front of the target. It is
just kaiwanxiao if it is not spoken to target’s face. When it is spoken in front of the target,
it is quite hurtful because the description is too strong.

(#% » ABEEZAEBERANET » EEEEEEN - Al REARAESE,
EAR EERIE - (HEWAEEN - aREMEA EEAMEANER, - FriR
B AR ERDE - RS EmEERE A > N A RE )

She notes that it might be construed as kaiwdnxiao, but only if it were not directed at a co-
present target (i.e. in joking about an absent third party). However, in this case it is chdoxido
because the description is “hurtful” (shang rén) for the target and “too strong” (tai zhong).
Another informant claimed the “teasing” is chdofeng because it makes reference to a “floating
corpse”, and would make the target “feel bad” (bu hdo de ganshou).

(13) [190430_S]

Chaofeng. It is not appropriate to describe another using [the term] “floating corpse”.
There is a limit to kaiwanxiao even between good friends. This description makes people
feel uncomfortable.

141t is worthwhile noting that none of the informants raised the rather concerning gender dynamics at play
in this “teasing” event.
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(el - 58 A2 b iE (st A KIEE - S AR th A (IR - S
sl ANZATFHIREZ ©)

She also claims there is “limit” (xiandi) to what one can “joke about” (kaiwdnxiao) even
among good friends, and this instance “teasing” goes beyond that limit. One informant even
described the “teasing” as “unbearable” (shou bulido) because it associates the target with
death.

(14) [190901_C]

He is fengci. This is an unbearable joke. This description cannot be accepted in general.
Generally speaking, [people] wouldn’t associate death with others...How can [that person]
use such an unbearable description.

(EAEFRR] - B —EEAZA TR - HlEAER A Re 2 s — (% -
— AR EREE AR EA T, EE R DU AR A Z A TR - )

However, while most of the informants construed the “teasing” as inappropriate and going too
far, a small number of them claimed that it could also be construed as ticdo or kaiwanxidao. In
the following excerpt, for instance, the informant claims that while it seems closer to chadoxiao
because it targets the girl’s appearance, it might also be regarded as kaiwdnxiao.

(15) [190126_G]

I think it’s more about chdoxido when [you] target someone’s appearance...Although it
might sound like kaiwdnxiao, the person might get upset.

(FTEGaE N MR K L8 2 N8 B AR P RESE B DL SR, Al B ARG N K AT RE &
ANBHCIE)

The informant notes that even if it were treated as kaiwdnxiao, the target would likely be “upset”
(bu kaixin) by the “teasing”.

In sum, then, we have seen that the same “teasing” event can be referred to using a range
of different metapragmatic labels that have quite different connotations. In talking about these
“teasing” events the interviewees repeatedly invoked the affective response of the target and
the presumed relationship between the producer and target of the “tease” as critical elements
of the rationales for their choice of label(s). The variability we have seen in the ways in which
native informants refer to and talk about the same “teasing” event makes clear that these
different labels constitute an important metapragmatic resource. As these labels invoke
different assumptions about the perceived affective and relational impact of particular “teasing”
events, it means the seeds for discursive dispute about “teasing” events are built into the very
metalanguage we use to describe them.

5. Implications for cross-linguistic studies of conversational humour

While the findings of this analysis are necessarily tentative, “teasing” appears to be
conceptualised in complex ways by Taiwanese speakers of Chinese. Rather than defining
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“teasing” in terms of the putative intentions of speakers (e.g. to wound or bond with the other),
speakers of Chinese make situated distinctions based on the anticipated affective response(s)
from targets of the “teasing”, as well as the relationship that is presumed to hold between the
producer and target of the “teasing”. A second key finding was that different metapragmatic
labels for “teasing” may be used to refer to the same “teasing” event. This variability in
labelling situated instances of “teasing” is, in part, a function of how the target’s affective
response and relationship with the producer is construed by the speaker doing the labelling. A
theory of teasing should not, of course, elevate such lay terms to the status of theory as they
are inherently discursive and so cannot be used in a scientifically rigorous manner to identify
and analyse instances of teasing. However, a cross-linguistically valid theory of teasing must
account for the way in which such terms constitute a resource for participants in
conceptualizing and evaluating instances of teasing.

The aim of this paper has been to show how an analysis of the semantic field that underpins
the conceptualisation and use of “teasing” terms amongst Taiwanese speakers of Mandarin
Chinese amongst enables us to move beyond simple “working definitions” to a much more
nuanced analysis of the kind of phenomena we are interested in. While straightforward working
definitions in English may seem at first glance to make our object of analysis more tractable,
it is clear from our analysis that such definitions also bleach out potentially important culturally
salient meanings. Thus, although working definitions allow us a way to roughly identify
potential phenomena for analysis or broadly identify analogous phenomena in the literature,
they are not sufficiently precise for the purposes of analysis itself as they are invariably based
on the conceptual toolkit of one language (usually English), which thereby distorts the object
of analysis itself through (inadvertently) neglecting those indexical meanings that are culturally
relevant to participants themselves. Such definitions also vastly underestimate the extent to
which labelling a behaviour or practice is itself an action that is very often open to discursive
dispute by participants. It is important to acknowledge in research about conversational humour
that disputes about what to call things often lies at the very core of what it is we are studying.
It is also apparent that studying and defining terms in isolation may neglect potentially
important situationally relevant meanings. Metapragmatic studies of “teasing” in different
languages are thus important for two key reasons. First, they allow us to identify phenomena
without bleaching out their cultural properties. Second, they enable us to calibrate empirical
studies and to undertake truly like-with-like comparisons of conversational humour across
languages.

In sum, then, it is clear that we need to consider more carefully the terms we use in
analysing “teasing” across different languages. There is further work to be done, however, in
comparing the semantic fields of such ‘teasing’-related terms in different languages, as well as
in examining potential regional variation in the use of related terms in the same language. More
generally, in conversational humour studies we need to appreciate that our objects of analysis
— behaviour or practices that are open to evaluation as humorous — are inevitably located within
broader conceptual fields that confer meaning on that behaviour or practice. In undertaking
research about conversational humour across languages and cultures we need to compare both
our specific objects of research, along with the culturally salient conceptual fields within which
they lie. In this way, then, we can push back against the constraints that the use of English as a
scientific metalanguage places on our study of conversational humour across languages and
cultures.
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Appendix
Excerpt 1:
MSC of Talwanese Mandarin: Shopping: 1:30%
1 Lo B, AR, EERNERATE T, KA, W]
(ah, [I] really want to go shopping although [I] just spent a lot yesterday. Hehehe)
2 C: Igugng, ATDAAEL, ANEHELHE T2
(hahaha, can you not buy [any] unnecessary [things] again?)
3 L Rt AEm!
(I want to [do so])
4 C: HEM
(oh)
5 L HAEKE. menamE
(1 feel sorry for my father. hehehe)
6 C: Hf, FEEAAZIBMEEL, MK,
(yeah, [1] reaIIy think that [you] are a shopaholic)
7L Jmwh, PRITIEAIE K. W] ]
(nonsense, you guys are the same. hehehe)
8 C: Mg, WEITHNRA ERIUEL, A
(I haven’t shopped at all recently. [I’m] saving money)
9 L RAKHEEER?
(how do [you] explain the shopping in the Hou Train station?)
10 C: R kHEuFEEMLKRE?
(who did the most shopping in the Hou Train Station?)
11 L WEWRuS
(hahaha)
12 C: MEREEMARES.
(when [I] think of this, [I think you] are amazing)
13 L FtREAECEH.
(I’'m compelled [to do it])
14 C: fREZEEBAER?
(you should see a doctor)
15 L. M
(haha)
16 C: EARNEHRE PG
([1 can] help introduce you to a psychiatric hospital)
17 Lo BRI N IRELM, LS, #a, Rz
(otherwise we can go to Shilin next time, things are cheaper there and-)
18 C: EAFRELARNIEE, FIAAEELE,
19 FRWE R A BEBA VAT ANRE, AR E 1 P&, e aa] e

(I'think I need to be [there] with you guys, so you won’t buy unnecessary [stuff]. Yesterday I
was only away for just thirty minutes and you guys almost spent $10,000 NT dollars on

15 This excerpt is taken from the Multilingual Spoken Corpus (MSC) of Taiwanese Mandarin. The full
recording and transcript is accessible at: http://www.coelang.tufs.ac.jp/multilingual_corpus/zt/.
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shopping, hahaha)

20 Lo mepmarme, SN RE LT T .
(hehehe, then [let’s] go to Shilin night market next time)
21 C: MEE, IRMEAEES, IRMZEAZHRERIAE
(wow, you guys never bring [any] money, you guys almost always borrow [money] from me)
22 L REIATH e
(you are our financial sponsor!)
Excerpt 2:

NCCU Taiwan Mandarin Corpus: m011: 14:30%
M2: Ay TR R A FRAE B e (L) T 350 () A2 MEFEAR T RIS (AR 1

1

2

3

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

(I'was on the street- [and he asked her], “Yushuting who beat you up like this?”)

M1: IS IS IS

M2:

W:

(hahaha)

PR ERR(. )RR

(quickly tell me- then)

((section omitted))

R LAE KA TR A T SR A% JIER ek ) TS A

(it’s [like] soaking in the water for a long time)
VR () MM, FRM LLA VR EEGHASRE AR (.) RO S A AR BT (..) A
(floating corpse, hahaha, | thought you were going to say the big Lucky God')
ANFE M

(no)

Al AT ..) o7 e

([and] it turns out [that you meant] floating corpse)
P R S 5 S 2 ¢ PR R )

(it was said by Huang)

IS G

(hahaha)

TR E IR (). 5

(I think Huang went too far)

MRS G

(hahaha)

AN K[ B

(describing her as a floating corpse)
MRS, LA A

(hahaha, was it really said by him?)
B, B A

(yes, it went too far)

IS G

(hahaha)

IS G

(hahaha)

16 This excerpt is taken from the NCCU Taiwan Mandarin Corpus. The full recording and transcript is
publicly available at: https://ca.talkbank.org/access/TaiwanMandarin.html.
17 This is a reference to the Seven Lucky Gods where a full figure represents good fortune.
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