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Motivation Results
Table 1: Frequency of coarse-grained and fine-grained speech acts in offensive language categories
» Several works examine offensive language for linguistic characteristics or Offensive Other Implicit _ Explicit Abuse  Profanity  Insult Total
shenomena £ %] # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
. . . . . . . . . Tt v i “ A
> Especially difficult to detect offensive language which is expressed implicitly Assertive 541 B9 125 375 115 412 80 282 114 518 109 356 15 H3 664 345
Her th it Assert 461 289 | 114 345 95 343 69 243 96 270 92 284 109 308 575 299
rather than explicitly Sustain o 06| 2 06 2 07 0 00 4 11 1 03 3 08 12 06
» However, little research on pragmatic characteristics of offensive language Guess 25 16| 1 03 9 32 2 07 2 06 7 22 5 14 26 14
. .. | . d . h .. _I: _H: . | Predict 30 1.9 2 0.6 6 2.2 7 2.3 6 1.7 4 1.2 7 2.0 32 1.7
> LIﬂgUIStIC analysls regaraing pragmath Characteristics o1 orrensive danguage Agree 11 0.7 y) 0.6 . 0.7 1 0.4 4 11 4 1.2 0 0.0 13 0.7
might contribute to the improvement of hate speech detection Disagree 4 03] 2 06 0 00 1 04 1 03 1 03 1 03 6 03
> Idea: Combining hate speech detection with speech act theory: Expressive 345 216 | 47 142 44 159 73 257 76 214 72 222 80 226 392 204
- Rejoice 4 09 3 09 1 04 6 21 1 03 4 12 2 06 17 09
© AUSt'” (1962) | | | | Complain 232 46| 17 52 37 134 52 183 37 104 45 139 61 172 249 129
o Five classes of illocutionary acts in Searle’s taxonomy (1979): Assertives, Wish o 06/ 1 03 0 00 3 11 3 08 4 12 0 00 1l 06
Dirocti C S = . Declarat Apologize 0 00| 1 03 o0 00 0O 00 O 00 O 00 O 00 1 0.
irectives, Lommissives, txpressives, Declarations Thank 4 03| 4 12 0o 00 O 00 1 03 2 06 1 03 8 04
expressEmoji 85 53| 21 64 6 22 12 42 34 96 17 52 16 45 106 5.5
Commissive 17 11| 3 09 o0 00 3 11 1 03 12 37 1 03 20 10
Engage 1 07| 2 06 O 00 0 00 0 00 11 34 0 00 13 07
H y p ot h eses Accept 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 () ().0) 0 0.0 0 0.0 () ().0) 0 0.0
1 Th directives in offensive than fonsive | Refuse 1 01| o 00 o0 00 1 04 0O 00 O 00 O 00 1 0.
) There are more directives in offensive than in non-offensive language Threat s 03l 1 03 o0 00 2 07 1 03 1 03 1 03 6 03
(excludmg address) Directive 522 327|108 327 99 357 99 349 130 366 85 262 109 308 630 327
2) There are more expressives of type complain in offensive than in non- Request 130 82| 33 100 23 83 23 81 36 100 24 74 24 68 163 85
- Require 65 41| 11 33 7 25 16 56 13 37 13 40 16 45 76 40
oftensive language | | | Suggest 4 09| 1 03 2 07 1 04 4 LI 3 09 4 L1 15 08
3) Speech acts of type assert occur less frequently in offensive than in Greet Il 01| 0 00 O 00 0O 00 0O 00 O 00 1 03 1 0
. A 5 312 19. 3 19.1 24.2 3 20, 21. 4 13. 15.1 375 19,
non_oﬁenSI\/e |anguage ddress 6 O 9 67 9 (.8 T 7 3 3.9 64 8 T 9.5
. : Unsure 113 7.1 37 11.2 I8 6.5 13 3.3 30 8.3 35 10.8 15 4.2 150 7.8
4) Declarative sentences are the most dominant sentence type overall
Other 26 3.3 12 3.6 2 0.7 14 49 3 .4 11 3.4 24 6.8 68 3.5
Total 1594 1000 | 330 1000 277 100.0 284 1000 355 1000 324 1000 354 1000 1924 100.0
Addressing the Hypotheses
Data and Annotation » Hypothesis 1 refuted: o | |
o 16.4% directives in offensive and 16.9% directives (excluding address) in
Dataset non-offensive tweets
> Created within the frame of the second edition of the GermEval Shared » Hypothesis 2 confirmed:
Task on the Identification of Oftensive Language (Struf3 et al., 2019) o 14.6% ot complain in offensive tweets and 5.2% in non-offensive tweets
» German language Tweets
> Task 2 constitutes 3 subtasks: » Hypothesis 3 confirmed:
o Subtask 1: Binary (Offense, Other) o 28.9% of assert in offensive tweets, 34.5% in non-offensive tweets
o Subtask 2: Fine-grained classification (Protanity, Insult, Abuse, Other)
o Subtask 3: Implicit vs. explicit offensive language » Hypothesis 4 contirmed:

o Declarative most frequent sentence type (27.2%)

Table 2: Frequency of sentence types in offensive language categories

Offensive Other Implicit Explicit Abuse Profanity Insult Total
i % #t Yo i %0 #t %o i %o kil %o i % I To
» Annotation scheme inspired by Searle (1979) and Compagno et al. (2018) Alt-f 302 2 06 0 00 0O 00 1 03 2 06 0 00 5 03
> B |d W . (2018) t . | d t | | . Decl 434 27.2 90 27.3 92 33.2 70 24.6 73 20.6 93 28.7 106 29.9 524 27.2
uliding upon vvelsser J ILINCIUAES TWO 1EVETS. Excl 133 83| 10 30 16 58 47 165 28 79 23 71 19 54 143 74
o Syntactical Level: Describes the sentence type of each speech act (14 F 63 40| 19 58 17 61 7 25 16 45 13 40 10 28 8 43
Frag 270 16.9 59 17.9 43 15.5 31 10.9 59 16.6 74 22.8 63 17.8 329 17.1
sentence types) Hashtag 57 36| 14 42 4 14 15 53 7 20 12 37 19 54 71 37
o Speech Act Level: Type of speech act, divided into coarse-grained (6 Imp 45 28| 6 18 2 07 10 35 10 28 11 34 12 34 51 27
. . Intj 5 0.3 2 0.6 0 0.0 3 1.1 2 0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 0.4
speech acts) and tine-grained speech act level (23 speech acts) Kon 27 23] 8 24 13 47 © 32 € 17 2 06 1 20 45 23
Ment 310 19.4 63 19.1 66 23.8 59 20.8 78 22.0 43 13.3 64 18.1 373 19.4
Mult 7 04| 2 06 0O 00 2 07 1 03 3 09 1 03 9 05
__ | Speech Acts: |Assertive | Expressive Commissive |Directive  Unsure |Other Non-txt 85 53 | 2I 6.4 6 22 12 42 33 93 18 56 16 45 106 5.5
C]>) Coarse- Other 36 5.4 22 6.7 10 3.6 5 1.8 23 6.5 26 8.0 22 6.2 108 5.6
3 grained W-f 59 3.7 12 3.6 8 2.9 14 4.9 18 5.1 4 1.2 15 4.2 71 3.7
= SpeechActs: Assert, Reioice, Fngage, Request,  Unsure | Other Total 1594 100.0 | 330 1000 277 100.0 284 1000 355 1000 324 100.0 354 1000 1924  100.0
< Fine-grained | Sustain, Complain, Accept, Require,
- .
O Guess, Wish, Refuse, Suggest,
O Predict, Apologize, Threat Greet, I .
Qo Soree, | Thanlk Sddiess Conclusions
Disagree | expressEmoji : : : : .
B E = J » Offensive language mainly differs from non-offensive language in the respect
% that offensive language contains more expressives and less assertives than
—1 | Sentence Alternative Question, Declarative, Exclamative, Yes-/ No-Question, non-offensive |anguage
S | Types Fragment, Imperative, Interjection, Conjunctive, Mention, Multiple, > Biggest difference when comparing tweets containing implicit offensive
e Non-textual, W-Question . .. . .
O language with tweets containing explicit offensive language
c o Implicit: Seem to lack the tendency to overtly express emotions
< « Have the lowest frequency of expressives (excluding non-offensive
tweets) and the highest frequency of assertives
» Annotation with INCEpTION (Klie et al., 2018) o Explicit: Show the opposite
> Final dataset consists of 600 XML files « Lowest frequency of assertives and highest frequency of expressives
» Results suggest that differences exist regarding the distribution of speech acts
IDIRECTIVE | ADDRESS | ment| . _F_F . | d _F_F : |
—— in offensive language and non-offensive language
T » Remains to be seen if an accurate speech act classifier can be developed as
Lesen Sie meinen Tweet noch mal und achten Sie dabei auf die gewdhlte Form des Hilfsverbs: one additional Component Ta |arger hate Speech detection System
IASSERTIVE | ASSERT | decl
Es steht im Konjunktiv II.
[IRECTTVE | ADDRESS [ ment | UNSURE | UNSURE [ frag! [EXPRESSIVE | expressEMOJI | non-txi] _ . _
@cydinginside @66Norweger66  Die Glickiichen 0 References: https://github.com/MelinaPl/speech-act-analysis#references
[EXPRESSIVE [CONPLAN [frag] Dataset, Examples, Code: https://github.com/MelinaPl/speech-act-analysis
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