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Abstract
Scare quotes are a subtle yet powerful device: they can mark irony, distance, or disagreement about word meaning
or lexical choices. We present a large-scale manual annotation of quoted word usages focused on the scare versus
non-scare quote distinction as well as on their role in managing (mis)alignment in conversation. Our analysis reveals
that scare quotes can mark problematic word usages, and they are often used to contest or criticize other speakers’
word choices. However, non-scare, meta-linguistic usages of quotes are also often involved in explicit efforts toward
lexico-semantic alignment.

Keywords: Scare quotes, Quotation marks, Corpus annotation, Dialog, Conversational alignment, Lexical
semantics

1. Introduction

Quotation marks (QMs, “ ”, ‘ ’) are a typographic de-
vice with a wide range of uses in written language.
In English, they often serve to directly quote some-
one else’s words (He said “I’m hungry”) or mark
meta-linguistic mentions of a word (The word “di-
alogue” is of Greek origin). Among their multiple
functions, QMs are also added to indicate that a
word or a phrase should not be taken entirely at
face value (The “expert” couldn’t answer a single
question). Such usages are typically referred to as
“scare quotes” (Gutzmann and Stei, 2011). Scare
quotes serve as a cue to the reader to direct their
attention to a word that is used in a non-standard
way. The nature of this “non-standardness”1 can be
very varied: they can signal irony, skepticism, the
lack of a better term, or an unusual or questionable
expression.

In this paper, we approach scare quotes as ex-
plicit markers of potentially problematic word us-
ages (Garí Soler et al., 2025a) in conversation; that
is, word usages that may cause a misunderstand-
ing or disagreement of a semantic nature. From
this perspective, scare quotes are particularly inter-
esting: they show the writer’s acknowledgment that
a word may be problematic and their anticipation
of a possible misalignment in meaning between
interlocutors, as well as an attempt to mitigate it by
warning the reader that a word may require careful
interpretation. By pointing the reader directly to
the potential problem source, interlocutors can trig-
ger meta-linguistic and repair-oriented discussions

1Incidentally, these scare quotes serve to acknowl-
edge that this term is not in the dictionary.

aimed at preventing misunderstandings.
While there is an extensive body of linguistic re-

search on different types of quoting, most works
are theoretical in nature (see Section 2). Empirical
work remains limited and has mainly been focused
on quotation as a means for citing someone. De-
spite the widespread use of scare quotes, exist-
ing discussions based on real data rely on small-
scale, non-public datasets and do not explore the
interactional and alignment-oriented role of scare
quotes (Schneider, 2002; Nacey, 2012; Nádraská,
2022; Xiong and Robles, 2023), focusing instead
on other specific aspects such as stigmatization
(Walker et al., 2025).

We fill this gap by introducing the first large-scale,
publicly available annotation of functions of quota-
tion.2 We collect and annotate QM usages from
online written dialog, specifically from social media
debates, which allows us to investigate the function
of scare quoting in interaction. Our contributions
are as follows:
• We provide the first annotated corpus of quoted

word and phrase usages focused on the scare
versus non-scare quotes distinction: SQuiC
(Scare Quotes in Conversation);

• we develop an annotation schema of quote func-
tions grounded both in the existing literature and
in real data, designed to be general-purpose and
easily adaptable to other corpora, which is facili-
tated by the release of our annotation guidelines;

• we analyze the characteristics of quoted items,
highlighting their role in causing, indicating and

2Annotations, guidelines and code can be found at
https://github.com/ainagari/scare-quotes

https://github.com/ainagari/scare-quotes
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repairing lexico-semantic misalignment in con-
versation (Garí Soler et al., 2023);

• we evaluate the ability of large language models
(LLMs) to annotate quoted usages with the scare
versus non-scare distinction.
The paper is structured as follows. Section 2

reviews theoretical and empirical work on QMs
and scare quoting. In Section 3 we introduce
our data collection and annotation process and
our proposed classification schema. Section 4
presents annotation statistics with attention to
lexico-semantic alignment, analyzing the lexical
properties of quoted items; and reports inter-
annotator agreement and LLM classification results.
Finally, Section 5 concludes with a discussion of
our findings and directions for future work.

2. Background

2.1. Quotation Marks and Quoting

The majority of research on quotation has been
theoretical in nature, often centered on the debate
of whether its function is primarily semantic or prag-
matic (Recanati, 2001; Predelli, 2003; De Braban-
ter, 2010; Gutzmann and Stei, 2011; De Brabanter,
2017). A number of classifications of QM functions
have been proposed, varying in scope and gran-
ularity (Cappelen and Lepore, 1997, 2003). For
example, Gutzmann and Stei (2011) distinguish be-
tween five different types: pure quotation (a meta-
linguistic use of a word), direct quotation (repro-
ducing someone else’s words), mixed quotation
(a partial reproduction of someone else’s words
embedded in the author’s own wording, as in He
said that he was “hungry”), scare quotes (marking
non-literal, ironic, or distancing usages) and em-
phatic quotes (giving emphasis to a word). These
categories are not fully mutually exclusive: mixed
quotation may also convey distancing or irony, over-
lapping with scare quoting (De Brabanter, 2010).
Recanati (2001), instead, distinguishes two main
classes: closed and open quotation. The former
includes pure and direct quotation, whereas open
quotation would include all other types.

These taxonomies are grounded on real exam-
ples, but are not established based on large-scale
corpus studies. Despite the heterogeneous set of
functions of QMs, there is relatively little empiri-
cal work examining how they are used in practice.
Most corpus-based research has focused on direct
quotation (Musolff, 2015; Ricci and Rossari, 2018),
often in journalistic or social media contexts (Haa-
panen and Perrin, 2017; Kula and Grzelka, 2022).
Similarly, in Natural Language Processing, works
on quotation detection have concentrated on iden-
tifying cited text (Scheible et al., 2016; Papay and
Padó, 2019).

While QMs can have oral correlates expressed
with intonation (Schlechtweg and Härtl, 2020) or
air quotes (Cirillo, 2019), in this paper we focus our
attention on written text.

2.2. Scare Quoting

Scare quotes (hereafter SQ) are a particular use
of QMs representing “a warning to the reader that
there is something unusual or dubious (in the opin-
ion of the writer) about the quoted word or phrase”
(McArthur et al., 1992).3 They can reflect skepti-
cism, irony, distance, novelty, tentativeness or a
non-standard or inappropriate usage, and can be
seen as metadiscoursal devices that signal some
interaction between writer and readers, or between
a writer and their text (Nádraská, 2022; Hyland,
2010). They can often replace expressions such as
“so-called”, “roughly speaking” or “so to speak” (Pre-
delli, 2003). SQ (or similar, partially-overlapping
concepts) have also been referred to as “nonstan-
dard quotes” (Schneider, 2002) or “perverted com-
mas” (Dillon, 1988). They are often discouraged in
prescriptive style guides such as the Chicago Man-
ual of Style (University of Chicago Press, 2017), yet
they are used by both proficient and novice writers
(Schneider, 2002); they are useful for non-native
speakers when they do not manage to express ex-
actly what they want (Nacey, 2012); and it has been
suggested that their usage may have increased in
the last years (McCullagh, 2017). Despite their
ubiquity in everyday language, early works on quo-
tation often ignored this function of quotes, focusing
instead on direct and pure quotation (Cappelen and
Lepore, 1997).

SQ can have multiple functions. Based on exist-
ing handbooks, Dillon (1988) proposes a taxonomy
which includes shudder quotes (for slang or inap-
propriate words) and figurative senses, among oth-
ers. However, when applying this taxonomy to real
data, Schneider (2002) found categories to overlap,
and uses that were not accounted for. Other re-
searchers emphasize the use of SQ for expressing
insecurity about word choice (Nacey, 2012) or to
mark concepts that are controversial (Nádraská,
2022).

Corpus research on SQ is scarce. Nacey (2012)
investigates the use of SQ in essays by novice
writers. The author proposes her own taxonomy
revolving around “secure” versus “insecure” scare
quotes. Insecure SQ include phenomena such as
substitutions (e.g., using a general word instead of
a more specific one; borrowing from another lan-
guage, etc.). Nádraská (2022) instead explores SQ
in hard news. She focuses on quotes that express
some attitude towards the quoted passage, with em-
phasis on whether the words originate from an in-

3Cited from De Brabanter (2010).
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ternal voice or they can be attributed to an external
voice. The latter would be a combination of mixed
quotation with some attitude. However, these anno-
tations, including Schneider (2002)’s, are not pub-
licly available and were carried out at a small scale
(they each consider less than 100k words, and the
three studies together would amount to about 300
SQ cases). The developed taxonomies are very
specific to the phenomenon or data being studied
and there is no agreement study, since the goal
was to have a classification that stirred further dis-
cussion, rather than a definitive, reliable annotation
(Schneider, 2002; Nacey, 2012). Xiong and Rob-
les (2023) carry out a manual annotation of quoted
usages which is done on a larger scale, but restrict
the data to comments from two online videos, and
the categories they propose are also very specific
to their data (e.g., “political sloganizing”).

The use of SQ has also sparked interest in the
healthcare domain. Although QMs can be seen
as a means for faithfully reproducing a patient’s
words in electronic health records, they are some-
times used in a way that stigmatizes the patients
instead (P. Goddu et al., 2018). Some works have
found that QMs are used more often with black pa-
tients than with white patients (Beach et al., 2021;
Piscitello et al., 2025), although without making a
formal distinction between SQ and other functions
of quotes. Walker et al. (2025) carry out an anno-
tation of quotes with multiple annotators and public
guidelines, but it is restricted to stigmatization.

Our work is thus the first large-scale, empirical
study of SQ with a broadly applicable classification
schema and also the first to focus on a conversa-
tional setting.

3. Data Collection and Annotation

This section presents the data used (Section 3.1)
and our annotation schema and procedure (Section
3.2).

3.1. Data Collection

We base our study on Winning Arguments (Tan
et al., 2016), an English corpus compiled from
the subreddit r/ChangeMyView between 2013 and
2015. In this forum, users post a controversial opin-
ion and invite others to challenge it, which results
in debate-like exchanges. One of the main reasons
for selecting this dataset is that it has been enriched
with Word Meaning Negotiation (WMN) annota-
tions as part of the NeWMe corpus (Garí Soler
et al., 2025). WMN sequences are stretches of
conversation involving a problematic word usage (a
trigger) that prompts a speaker to question said us-
age (with an indicator), often leading to an explicit
meta-linguistic discussion (the negotiation) about

word meaning. This allows us to enrich our analysis
with a perspective on lexico-semantic alignment, as
well as to facilitate further studies on WMN and their
relationship with SQ. See Appendix A for examples
of WMN sequences.

Another reason for selecting this dataset, besides
its conversational nature, is that a debate setting is
particularly conducive to quoting, as speakers of-
ten want to ensure that they are using terms under
the same definitions, or engage in meta-linguistic
discussions of word meaning. Additionally, social
media interactions are interesting because we ex-
pect to encounter more SQ in such an informal
setting, as opposed to more formal contexts where
their use may be prescriptively discouraged.

Following Garí Soler et al. (2025), we restrict our
scope to the 586 conversations with no deleted au-
thors or posts. This consists of approximately 3
million words and 27k posts. We focus on short
quoted expressions of up to three words. This re-
striction is motivated by our interest in problematic
word usages and SQ, which typically involve indi-
vidual words or short phrases, while longer quoted
spans are more likely to contain citations. Limiting
the length thus increases the chances of capturing
instances of SQ while ensuring that the retained
non-scare quote examples are comparable and
potentially confusable with them. We extract can-
didates containing double (“ ”) or single (‘ ’) QMs
using regular expressions. We ignore all Reddit-
formatted citations of previous messages to include
only matches from original posts rather than cited
material. This search yields 9,233 matches from
5,200 distinct posts (19% of all posts).

3.2. Annotation

In this section we describe the composition of the
annotated sample and the annotation stages (Sec-
tion 3.2.1) and present the classification schema
(Section 3.2.2) and the inter-annotator agreement
(Section 3.2.3).

3.2.1. Annotation sample and process

We manually annotated a total of 2,500 instances.
The annotation was carried out by an author of this
paper using the LabelStudio platform.4 For each
quotation mark usage (QMU), the annotator was
shown the post containing the quote as well as
the preceding message chain and all subsequent
replies. Annotation was conducted in two stages.

In the first stage, 1,000 randomly sampled in-
stances were annotated with a coarse-grained dis-
tinction (SQ versus non-scare quotes, NSQ) and a
preliminary set of fine-grained labels derived from

4https://labelstud.io/.

https://labelstud.io/
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1-grams 2-grams 3-grams Total
Total 1,496 669 335 2,500
Unique 1,089 605 319 2,013
Double QM 1,286 590 314 2,190
Single QM 210 79 21 310
WMN 485 149 56 690
Triggers 52 17 5 74
Indicators 160 37 19 216
Negotiation 276 96 33 405

Table 1: Composition of the annotated sample.

the literature. This stage served to enable an in-
ductive analysis of the data for developing the fi-
nal annotation schema and drafting the annotation
guidelines.

In the second stage, after finalizing the annota-
tion schema and guidelines, we first revisited the
1,000 instances to complete and, if necessary, cor-
rect the annotation. Then we selected 1,500 more
QMUs, ensuring (1) full coverage of the conver-
sational phenomena annotated in NeWMe5 and
(2) maximal diversity of threads and quoted pas-
sages. This was enforced by including at least two
QMUs from each available thread, when possible;
prioritizing quoted passages that were not yet in the
sample. Table 1 presents statistics of the annotated
sample.

3.2.2. Classification schema

In designing our classification schema, we followed
multiple criteria. First, we wanted to develop a
general-purpose framework which can be easily
reused in, adapted to, or extended to other cor-
pora (dialogical or monological). This contrasts with
previous studies which proposed highly corpus- or
purpose-specific sets of labels (e.g., writer insecu-
rity (Nacey, 2012) or stigmatization (Walker et al.,
2025)). This adaptability and transferability are fa-
cilitated by the guidelines and by an effort to define
clear categories. At the same time, as noted in the
literature (Dillon, 1988; Nádraská, 2022), ambiguity
and uncertainty are often present in the interpreta-
tion of QMUs and it can be difficult to determine the
function of a QMU without access to the writer’s
intention. To address this, our schema allows for
the annotation of multiple functions for a single
QMU, indicating whether they hold simultaneously
or whether they correspond to different plausible
but mutually incompatible interpretations (with the
addition of an Ambiguous flag).

We also wanted our schema to capture the inter-
personal dimension of SQ. During the first stage,
we observed that QM frequently appear around

5We included all QMUs which were annotated as trig-
ger, indicator or negotiation of some WMN-related phe-
nomenon. 27% of all 2,575 annotated spans in the Reddit
portion of NeWMe involved a short QMU.

words previously used by other participants. In
such cases, they often indicate the writer’s distanc-
ing from the term, functioning as a mechanism of
disalignment. We account for this with a specific
flag (Echo).

Our classification is hierarchical, with a high-level
distinction between SQ and NSQ. Broadly speak-
ing, SQ express some attitude towards the quoted
word or phrase, while NSQ do not. The fine-grained
classes presented below clarify what cases fall un-
der each category.6 Instances can additionally be
flagged as Unsure at both hierarchical levels. More
details can be found in the annotation guidelines,
and examples are presented in Table 2.

Types of NSQ
• Meta-linguistic comments or mentions referring

to a word’s form, sound or meaning rather than
its referent.

• Direct quotation. The quoted span reproduces
speech, writing, or thought; whether real, in-
vented or hypothetical (Fetzer and Weiss, 2020),
in full and in direct speech.

• Mixed quotation without attitude (MQwoA). A
quoted expression embedded in the writer’s own
sentence. Although mixed quotation is usually
presented as a separate, non-scare function of
quotes, Cappelen and Lepore (2003) note the
similarities between mixed quoting and SQ, as
“reasons for scare quoting are often the same as
reasons for mixed quoting.” This is why we also
consider Mixed quotation with attitude under SQ.

• Emphasis. Although often regarded as incorrect,
QM are sometimes used for emphasis, function-
ing like italics, boldface or capitalization. Contrary
to Dillon (1988), we consider these as NSQ since
such usages do not question a word’s appropri-
ateness.

• Designation. A broad category, not proposed
in previous work, encompassing (i) specialized
terminology; (ii) names and titles (e.g., movies or
abstract ideas); and (iii) objectified expressions
used as conceptual or lexicalized units, which
may sometimes lead to ungrammaticality if they
are not understood as a unit.

Types of SQ
• SQ Word. Quoted words whose non-

standardness stems from the word form
itself (e.g., made-up, incorrect, or so unusual that
its correctness is doubted upon). Code-switching

6Although our main interest is on SQ, we adopt a more
detailed categorization of NSQ mainly to facilitate their
high-level distinction. In practice, it is easier to distinguish
the functions of NSQ than of SQ.
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Function Example

N
SQ

Meta-linguistic Take instead the less-controversial word “desert.”

Direct quotation Should everybody regardless of their conditions take a happy pill and run around smiling at people
and answer “great!” if they ask how are you?

MQwoA Dawkins defines one gene as “one replicator” or “one unit of natural selection” (...)
Emphasis But Hydropower can change how much goes “over” the waterfall versus “under” (via tunnels) (...)
Designation (i) There’s actually a term for this - it’s called the “euphimism treadmill”

Designation (ii) (...) a Christian group which had been very active in trying to prevent it’s passage stood outside
parliament and recited ’First they Came’ by Martin Niemoller!

Designation (iii) Not that I am subscribing to the “he drugged her” theory.

SQ

SQ word This sounds pretty ‘science-y ’ to me.

MQwA Also you are saying that they “should” allow you to not see ads. Why should they do that? (...)

SQ usage Likewise, when trying to “reason” with a person who holds an unreasonable position, logic and
thoughtful argument doesn’t often work.

SQ usage It consumed ALL of this on an implied social debt to society. It “borrowed” from the bank of humanity
with the promise of at least trying to repay it.

SQ usage +
Meta-linguistic

Since “both sides” is a fundamentally inaccurate description of US politics, you have to resort to
hyperbole to present a balanced picture. But no balance exists.

Table 2: Examples of the functions of quotation marks in our classification schema.

and foreign words would also fall into this
category, though none were found in our sample.

• Mixed quotation with attitude (MQwA). Similar
to NSQ’s MQwoA, but the quoted words come
with a clear evaluative stance or judgment toward
what the other person said.

• SQ Usage. A general category for SQ not cov-
ered by the two labels above. It includes ironic or
figurative usages, slang or register mismatches;
controversial words or concepts; vague or am-
biguous terms (often in a negative light); contex-
tually or situationally inaccurate or inexact words;
or instances where the writer distances them-
selves from the term. We opted against further
sub-division of this category due to the difficulty
in reliably determining the writer’s intention.

• Echo. In addition to any SQ label used, this flag
marks SQ cases where the quoted expression
has already been used in the same conversation,
and the writer uses it between quotes to signal
disapproval or distancing of another participant’s
lexical choice.7

Multiple annotation. As noted above, multiple
functions can be assigned to a single QMU. Dur-
ing the initial annotation stage, we observed re-
current patterns, sometimes combining SQ and
NSQ elements. One common case involved critical
meta-linguistic comments that question the appro-
priateness of a word. These were tagged both as
Meta-linguistic and SQ Usage, since they exhibit

7Its annotation is facilitated by automatic detection
of the quoted passage in previous messages, but hu-
man judgment is required to exclude irrelevant matches
(e.g., a word used in a different sense) or annotate false
negatives which were not caught (e.g., due to typos or
morphological variants such as happy/unhappy).

characteristics of both. Other common combina-
tions are discussed in Section 4.1.

3.2.3. Inter-annotator agreement

Once the main annotation was completed, we con-
ducted an inter-annotator agreement (IAA) study on
a sample of 250 instances. The second annotator,
also an author of this paper, was kept uninformed
about the project’s early stages to ensure that judg-
ments would rely solely on the annotation guide-
lines. Both annotators hold a degree in Linguistics
and are proficient in English.

The annotator first read the guidelines, after
which we discussed any unclear points and intro-
duced the LabelStudio platform. We then entered
a training stage consisting of 25 instances. More
details about the training and the subsequent mod-
ifications made to the guidelines can be found in
Appendix D. Finally, the annotator annotated the
250 instances, with access to the updated guide-
lines but no further feedback. The composition of
the sample and IAA results are presented in Sec-
tion 4.4.

4. Corpus Statistics and Analysis

In this section, we report the main results of our
annotation. We start by examining the overall label
distribution (Section 4.1) and then focus on the
subset of cases involved in WMNs (Section 4.2).
We also present a lexical analysis of the quoted
passages comparing SQ and NSQ (Section 4.3).
Finally, we report the results of the IAA (Section
4.4) and of classification using LLMs (Section 4.5).
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Label Total: freq. (combined) Total: pct. Unigrams ngrams n ≥ 1 Single quotes Double quotes
SQ 1,222 48.9% 53.9%* 41.4%* 51.3% 48.5%
NSQ 916 36.6% 31.7%* 44.0%* 32.9% 37.2%
SQ+NSQ 362 14.5% 14.4%* 14.5%* 15.8% 14.3%
Unsure 56 2.2% 1.9% 2.8% 2.6% 2.2%
Ambiguous 87 3.4% 3.6% 3.9% 3.5% 3.5%
Meta-linguistic 448 (269) 28.7% 7.6%* 21.9%* 27.1% 28.7%
Direct quotation 111 (6) 4.7% 2.5%* 8.0%* 1.6%* 5.2%*
MQwoA 22 (20) 1.7% 1.1%* 2.6%* 0.6% 1.9%
Emphasis 31 (27) 2.3% 2.9%* 1.5%* 4.2% 2.1%
Designation 274 (113) 15.5% 7.6%* 27.3%* 16.5% 15.4%
SQ Word 32 (8) 1.6% 1.8% 1.3% 2.9% 1.4%
MQwA 63 (17) 3.2% 2.9% 4.3% 2.3% 3.6%
SQ Usage 1,127 (337) 58.6% 63.7%* 50.5%* 62.3% 57.9%
Echo 0 (599) 23.9% 24.8%* 19.9%* 18.4% 23.5%
Unsure 0 (39) 1.6% 1.1% 2.4% 1.6% 1.6%
Ambiguous 0 (6) 0.2% 0.1% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2%

Table 3: Frequency of each label. Frequencies in parentheses indicate cases involving a combination of
labels (ignoring flag annotations). Percentages are calculated over columns, but using combined frequency
counts (e.g., 7.6% of all unigrams had Meta-linguistic among their labels). Significant differences are
marked with *.

4.1. Global Statistics

Table 3 (first set of columns) presents the results of
our annotation. Overall, 48.9% of instances were
annotated as SQ, 36.6% as NSQ, and 14.5% as a
combination of both. At the fine-grained level, we
report how often each label appeared alone versus
in combination with other labels, ignoring flags (in
parentheses). Among NSQ categories, the most
common one is Meta-linguistic, followed by Des-
ignation; while Emphasis and MQwoA are rare,
with fewer than 60 instances each. As expected,
most SQ fall under SQ Usage, whereas SQ Word
occurs only 40 times. The overall low frequency
of citation-related categories (Direct quotation,
MQwA and MQwoA) is expected given our focus
on short n-grams. The Echo flag was used in 599
cases, making up 38% of all SQ and SQ+NSQ in-
stances. This highlights that referring back to an
interlocutor’s word choices with some display of atti-
tude or distancing is a fairly common phenomenon
in this corpus.

A total of 84 instances were additionally marked
with Unsure either at the high- or fine-grained level,
meaning that about 3.4% of the data concern tricky
cases. The Ambiguous label was also rarely used,
particularly at the fine-grained level, likely because
multiple interpretations of a QMU were rarely per-
ceived to be mutually exclusive.

Label combinations Combinations were rela-
tively common: 392 instances (16%) received more
than one label if ignoring all flags; or 781 (31%) if
Echo is counted as a label. Table 8 in the Ap-
pendix shows examples of the seven most com-
mon label combinations. Ignoring only the Unsure
and Ambiguous flags, there were 30 different com-
binations. Most of them (17) combined only two
labels. The most frequent pattern, with 368 occur-

rences, was SQ Usage + Echo, showing again the
prevalence of this phenomenon. The next most
common combination paired the same two labels
with a Meta-linguistic comment about the word
in question (175). The combination of SQ usage
and Meta-linguistic is also quite common without
Echo (52 occurrences). SQ Usage + Designation
was also frequent (67), sometimes together with
Echo (13), typically when a term was introduced
or a category delimited while also questioning its
appropriateness. Other combinations were com-
paratively rare. MQwA and Echo occur together 19
times, generally when users quoted interlocutors
within the same thread. Finally, Meta-linguistic
+ Designation also occurred 13 times in QMUs
introducing and defining a term. All remaining com-
binations occur 9 times or less.

Results by ngram type The second set of
columns in Table 3 compares unigrams to longer n-
grams. Chi-square tests of independence (α = .05)
reveal significant differences for several labels. Un-
igram QMUs are more often instances of SQ than
longer n-grams; however, interestingly, they also ex-
hibit a higher proportion of Meta-linguistic cases,
as definitions tend to involve single words. Un-
surprisingly, Direct quotation and Designation,
which often involve phrases, are more common in
longer n-grams. This supports the idea that focus-
ing on shorter sequences, especially unigrams, is
more effective for capturing instances of SQ.

Results by QM type We examined whether sin-
gle and double QMs differ in terms of their functions
(last columns of Table 3). At the coarse-grained
level, they exhibit similar distributions. The analy-
sis at the fine-grained level only reveals one sta-
tistically significant difference: double quotes are
more often used for Direct quotation. This is
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Label WMN no WMN Trigger Indicator Negotiation
SQ 226 32.8%* 996 55.0%* 54.3% 13.2% 40.1%
NSQ 309 44.8%* 607 33.5%* 28.6% 46.4% 46.5%
SQ+NSQ 155 22.5%* 207 11.4%* 17.1% 40.5% 13.4%
Meta-linguistic 232 (148) 55.1%* 216 (121) 18.6%* 39.0% 82.7% 43.3%
Direct quotation 28 (3) 4.5% 83 (3) 4.8% 0.0% 1.8% 6.7%
MQwoA 2 (1) 0.4%* 20 (19) 2.2%* 0.0% 0.5% 0.5%
Emphasis 7 (8) 2.2% 24 (19) 2.4% 1.9% 1.8% 2.3%
Designation 33 (13) 6.7%* 241 (100) 18.8%* 4.8% 2.7% 8.3%
SQ Word 5 (1) 0.9% 27 (7) 1.9% 0.0% 0.5% 1.2%
MQwA 11 (2) 1.9%* 52 (15) 3.7%* 10.5% 1.4% 0.9%
SQ Usage 210 (152) 52.5%* 917 (185) 60.9%* 61.0% 51.8% 51.4%
Echo 0 (239) 34.2%* 0 (360) 20.0%* 19.0% 49.1% 31.9%

Table 4: Annotation results on cases involving Word Meaning Negotiation. Percentages are calculated
column-wise as in Table 3.

likely related to the fact that single QMs occur more
frequently around unigrams (67.7%) than double
QMs (58.7%), and unigrams are less often used in
Direct quotation.8

4.2. Results in WMN Sequences

Table 4 presents the results for QMUs occurring
within WMNs from NeWMe. Compared to the ran-
domly collected instances, we observe multiple dif-
ferences: these QMUs involve significantly more
NSQ and SQ+NSQ cases. This difference is mainly
driven by the fact that they are more often meta-
linguistic in nature (55.1% vs 18.2%). QMUs in
WMNs are also more likely to bear the Echo flag,
as speakers reuse and contest others’ wording.

Breaking the results down by WMN component
also reveals interesting paterns. Triggers predomi-
nantly involve pure cases of scare quoting. Indica-
tors tend to contain NSQ, but compared to triggers
and negotiations, they more often involve QMUs
combining characteristics of SQ and NSQ, typically
pairing a SQ Usage with a Meta-linguistic com-
ment and Echo. Negotiations also frequently in-
volve NSQ, although pure SQ are present in about
40% of cases. This confirms that SQ mark prob-
lematic usages of words that trigger explicit repair
mechanisms, while at the same time a large pro-
portion of the QM used in the subsequent interac-
tions have a non-scare, meta-linguistic component.
QMUs in WMNs were also more often annotated
with multiple labels (39% compared to 28% of the
rest of the corpus). Two combinations stand out:
SQ Usage + Echo + Meta-linguistic (118 cases,
68% of which concern indicators); and SQ Usage +
Echo (107 cases, 79% of which within a negotiation
span). This recurrence suggests that these label

8In American English style conventions, single QMs
are reserved for nested quotations, whereas the opposite
is true of British English. We do not observe consistent
adherence to either convention in our corpus.

combinations may be useful for detecting WMNs
involving quotation.

4.3. Lexical Analysis of Quoted Unigrams

We conducted a series of lexical analyses to com-
pare words appearing in SQ versus NSQ, aiming to
better characterize the properties of words used in
SQ. Although results are specific to our corpus, this
allows us to see how the two types of QMU differ
under a similar setting. Statistical significance was
tested using Chi-square tests of independence or
Mann-Whitney tests, depending on the nature of
the data. Full results of the statistical analyses can
be found in Appendix C.

Part-of-Speech (PoS) We use spaCy (Honnibal
et al., 2020) to PoS-tag posts containing annotated
unigram QMUs (774 SQ and 453 NSQ). Chi-square
tests revealed that words in SQ were more often
verbs, while NSQ contained more proper nouns,
pronouns, interjections, subordinate conjunctions
and auxiliaries. This intuitively aligns with their
functions: verbs tend to have more vague and
context-dependent semantics than nouns (Dölling
and Heyde-Zybatow, 2007), and speakers may ex-
press that through scare quotes. In contrast, proper
nouns and interjections are more typically expected
in Designation or Direct quotation, such as titles
or short expressions (“Yes”).

Frequency An analysis by frequency using the
wordfreq library (Speer, 2022) showed that words
in SQ are less frequent than words in NSQ, sup-
porting the idea that SQ involve rarer or less con-
ventional lexical choices.

Number of senses We also compare the number
of senses of 686 SQ and 300 NSQ content words
using WordNet (Fellbaum, 1998). Mann-Whitney U
tests showed that SQ words had significantly more
senses on average. This suggests that words in SQ
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tend to be more polysemous, and thus potentially
more ambiguous, than words in NSQ. This aligns
with the finding on PoS, since verbs also tend to
have more senses than nouns.

Concreteness We use Brysbaert et al. (2014)’s
ratings to compare the concreteness level of 701
SQ and 372 NSQ unigrams. No significant differ-
ence was found between the two groups.

Affective properties We use the MPQA Subjec-
tivity Lexicon (Wilson et al., 2005) for subjectivity,
the SO-CAL Lexicon (Taboada et al., 2011) for in-
tensity and the NRC Emotion Lexicon (Mohammad
and Turney, 2013) for polarity. Based on our ob-
servations and the definition of SQ, we expected
words in SQ to exhibit higher subjectivity, stronger
intensity and a more negative polarity than NSQ
words. While our choice of lexica tried to maximize
coverage, these experiments are limited by an over-
all smaller sample size, with a smallest size of 142
NSQ words for intensity. No significant difference
was found in subjectivity or intensity. Polarity, how-
ever, showed a significant difference in a direction
opposite to our expectation: NSQ contained more
negative words (31.8%) than SQ (24.3%), while SQ
included proportionally more neutral words (42.3%
vs 32.7%). It is possible that SQ tend to be used
with neutral words and that any perceived nega-
tivity or subjectivity stems from the context or the
SQ themselves rather than the word. However, this
hypothesis would require a more in-depth analysis
that we leave for future work.

In summary, our analyses show that words in SQ
are more polysemous, less frequent, more likely to
be verbs, and more neutral in terms of affect than
words in NSQ.

4.4. Inter-Annotator Agreement Results

The composition of the IAA sample is provided in
Table 10 in Appendix D. To ensure sufficient rep-
resentation of all categories, we included at least
14 instances of each fine-grained label and the
three most common SQ+NSQ combinations. The
remaining instances were randomly sampled to re-
flect the overall corpus distribution. We calculate
Krippendorff’s α (Krippendorff, 2013) at the high-
and fine-grained levels, both globally and by label.
At the high-level, the task was treated as a 3-class
problem, but at the fine-grained level, where multi-
ple labels can co-occur, we used an overlap-based
distance function, following Garí Soler et al. (2025).
Results are presented in Table 5.

Global high-level agreement (.69) fell within the
range typically considered reliable (α ≥ .67) (Krip-
pendorff, 2018). Disagreements mainly concerned
mixed SQ+NSQ cases, while pure SQ and NSQ

Label α Label α
SQ .77 SQ Usage + Meta .47
NSQ .71 SQ Usage + Designation .27
SQ+NSQ .52 SQ Usage + Emphasis -.03
SQ Word .67 Meta-linguistic .66
MQwA .27 Direct quotation .64
SQ Usage .61 MQwoA .06
Echo .39 Emphasis .38

Designation .39

Table 5: IAA results by label. Global agreement
was .69 (high level) and .49 (fine-grained).

cases reached solid levels of agreement (.77 and
.71). Overall agreement at the fine-grained level
was lower (.49), which is expected given the higher
complexity of the task. Only two labels approached
a satisfactory level of α reliability: Meta-linguistic
and SQ Word, suggesting these are conceptually
clearer and better defined in the guidelines. To
contextualize these α values, however, annotators
agreed on at least one label in 74% of instances.
This indicates that, despite variability in precise la-
bel assignment, broad consistency was maintained
in the interpretation. Results on combined labels
were close to randomness. In fact, global fine-level
agreement was much higher on instances with a
single label in the reference annotation (.52) com-
pared to those with several labels (.24).

We also compared high-level agreement on
instances without any Unsure tag (230 cases)
against those where one annotator indicated they
were unsure (20 cases). The agreement on the
former increased to .74, whereas for the latter it
dropped to .07, close to random agreement. This
confirms the presence of particularly ambiguous
and borderline cases, which can be marked to ei-
ther be excluded from quantitative analyses or ex-
amined in a deeper qualitative analysis.

Overall, results show that the broad SQ/NSQ dis-
tinction is reliably identifiable, but the finer catego-
rization is harder to agree upon. Allowing multiple
labels allows for richer characterizations but also in-
troduces strong disagreements. Results also point
to possible areas of improvement of the guidelines
which may benefit from more extensively discussed
examples and have subsequently been updated ac-
cordingly. Examples of disagreements between the
two annotators and a confusion matrix are provided
and discussed in Appendix D.

4.5. Automatic Classification with LLMs

To assess the feasibility of performing automatic
high-level annotation, we test three open-weight
LLMs: OLMo-2-7B-Instruct (Groeneveld et al.,
2024), Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct (Qwen-Team, 2024),
and Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct. We design 12 differ-
ent few-shot prompts which differ in their verbosity,



11842

Metric Qwen OLMo Llama Baseline
α global .03 -.38 .17 -.27
α SQ -.03 -.29 .17 -.38
α NSQ .13 -.16 .27 -.21
α SQ+NSQ -.02 -.59 .08 -.11
F1 (3-class) .52 .14 .42 .50
F1 (binary) .75 .59 .77 .78
F1 (pure) .71 .56 .74 .73

Table 6: LLM agreement and classification results
compared to a majority baseline.

the examples used, and their framing of the task as
a 3-class or binary problem. To ensure that model
outputs are interpretable, decoding was restricted
to the set of expected answer tokens, selecting the
one with the highest logit. The best prompts were
selected on a development set of 250 instances
disjoint from the IAA sample. Full details on the
prompts can be found in Appendix E.

For comparison with the second human annota-
tor, we compute Krippendorff’s α on the IAA sam-
ple. We also evaluate the models on the remaining
2,000 instances. For the 3-class setup, we report
micro-averaged F1-scores. In the binary setting,
we consider SQ+NSQ as an instance of SQ, as it
contains elements of scare quoting; but we also
report results excluding these mixed cases (“pure”).

Results (Table 6) show overall poor performance.
On the IAA sample, several α values reflect ran-
domness and even disagreement with the refer-
ence annotation. The worst model overall is OLMo,
which strongly over-predicts the SQ+NSQ class, a
behavior that is heavily penalized by α. On the test
set, performance was almost always worse than
a trivial majority baseline that always predicts the
most common class in the development set, SQ. In
the binary setting, we observe an over-prediction
of the SQ class by Llama (72%) and Qwen (83%),
when its prevalence in the binarized test set is 64%.

These results indicate that, under few-shot
prompting, open-weight LLMs of these sizes strug-
gle with the subtle semantic and pragmatic infor-
mation required for high-level QMU classification.

5. Discussion and Future Work

We have introduced the first annotated corpus of
short quotation mark usages focusing on their in-
teractional functions in conversation. Our annota-
tion schema achieves a reliable agreement at the
coarse-grained level, while finer distinctions, espe-
cially in multi-label cases, remain more subjective.
Our lexical analyses show differences in the words
used in scare versus non-scare quotes, for example
regarding their part-of-speech and frequency.

Scare quotes are often involved in interactional
clashes on word meaning, as reflected by the pro-

portion of WMN spans involving them (15%). They
can be triggers of a WMN themselves, and thus
problematic word usages, but they are also often
observed in indicators (especially when marked
with Echo) and negotiations. Crucially, they of-
ten signal lexico-semantic misalignment despite
apparent superficial lexical alignment. However, a
larger proportion of QM in this type of interactions
are actually of a non-scare, meta-linguistic nature.
While our sampling method does not allow us to
estimate the proportion of SQ and meta-linguistic
NSQ usages naturally involving WMN, this overlap
suggests that these labels could be a useful cue
for automatic WMN detection.

An interesting direction for future work, though
likely challenging, would be to distinguish between
(a) predictable SQ marking an already surprising
lexical choice (i.e., an ironic or clearly anomalous
usage) and (b) informative SQ that add an interpre-
tive layer to an otherwise natural-sounding usage.9
De Brabanter (2023) argues that QMs are always
optional, but deliberately excludes SQ from the dis-
cussion. However, even in cases where QMs are
superfluous, their presence helps in processing
irony (Schlechtweg and Härtl, 2023). These two
cases (predictable and informative SQ) probably
exhibit different characteristics and differ in how
problematic they are for communication, which may
have an impact on their automatic classification.
Measures like language model surprisal, which in-
dicates the predictability of a word in a sequence,
could potentially help capture this distinction.

We also plan to extend our annotation to cover
other genres, situations, speakers and periods,
which will allow us to test the robustness of our
annotation schema; and eventually propose a finer-
grained taxonomy of SQ types. Another direction
will be to test supervised models trained on this or
extended data, which may outperform LLMs and
eventually support large-scale SQ prediction and
analysis; for example, to investigate claims that
their frequency has increased (McCullagh, 2017).
Detecting scare quotes could benefit NLP tasks
where understanding subtle speaker intentions is
crucial: properly interpreting sarcasm or criticism
can affect the outputs of machine translation, sum-
marization, sentiment analysis or dialogue sys-
tems.

Overall, we have seen that scare quotes play an
important role in managing meaning in interaction.
Our annotations, which are made publicly available,
will facilitate further empirical research on scare
quoting.

9For example, The man eating the cake is on a “diet”
and I really like this “painting”.
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6. Limitations

The main limitation of our study is the use of a sin-
gle corpus with very specific characteristics (i.e.,
debate-like exchanges). However, although this
limits the usefulness of our new resource, we still
see our work as a valuable first step. The use of
scare quotes likely differs across genres and con-
versational situations; for this reason we do not
generalize our findings beyond the dataset studied
and plan to extend the annotation to a broader spec-
trum of interactions in future work. Our analysis
also focuses exclusively on English, but speakers
may use scare quotes differently in other languages,
both functionally and in terms of punctuation con-
ventions.

We also acknowledge the potential subjective
bias associated with having a single main annota-
tor, as well as the possible bias arising from the
non-fully-random selection of the sample. Involving
additional annotators, conducting agreement on a
larger subset, and implementing a full double an-
notation would strengthen the resource and should
be considered in future work. This would be par-
ticularly relevant for fine-grained categories, where
distinctions are more challenging. At the same time,
our two rounds of guidelines refinement provide a
foundation for future efforts in this direction.

Additionally, the fact that our lexical analyses are
limited to unigrams excludes from our conclusions
a portion of quoted items that could provide a more
complete picture of scare quote usage. However,
they would require a dedicated methodology and
a more qualitative analysis, which was beyond the
scope of this work.
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A. Examples of Word Meaning
Negotiation

Word Meaning Negotiation (WMN) sequences
can reflect a problem of misunderstanding, non-
understanding or disagreement with regard to word
meaning. Sequences in this debate-centered Red-
dit corpus often involve disagreement. See Table
7 for examples of WMN involving quotation marks.

B. Annotation Results: Label
Combinations

Table 8 contains the frequencies and examples of
the six most common label combinations found in
our annotation.

C. Full Lexical Analysis Results

This section provides additional details on the lexi-
cal analyses conducted on quoted unigrams.

PoS We analyze 774 SQ and 453 NSQ unigrams.
Chi-square tests of independence were run for ev-
ery PoS occurring at least 3 times in one subset.
Table 9 summarizes the main results.

Frequency We apply Mann-Whitney tests on
“zipf frequencies” (base-10 logarithm of occur-
rences per billion words, 774 SQ and 453 NSQ).
SQ unigrams are significantly less frequent than
NSQ (p = .004, U = 158245.5, medians: 4.56 vs
4.73).

Number of senses The number of senses is cal-
culated aggregating all possible senses of the un-
igram regardless of PoS (686 SQ and 300 NSQ).
SQ words exhibit significantly more senses: p <
.001, U = 116552.0, mean values 8.3 and 6.5.

Concreteness Mann-Whitney tests to analyze
701 SQ and 372 NSQ unigrams for concreteness
did not show any significant difference between SQ
and NSQ (p = .585, U = 133027.5).

Subjectivity and intensity The subjectivity anal-
ysis included 327 SQ and 168 NSQ unigrams which
were classified as having a weak or strong subjec-
tivity. Chi-square tests revealed no statistically sig-
nificant difference (p = .057). 45.9% of unigrams
in SQ were strongly subjective, against 44.6% in
NSQ. To derive intensity scores from SO-CAL, we
took the absolute value of the score associated
with every word. For 301 SQ and 142 NSQ uni-
grams, Mann-Whitney tests showed no significant
difference (p = .172, U = 19730.0).
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A: (...) If the only way that a person can get “married” is to do so in a way that gives none of the rights that other
groups of people who are married get is exactly equal. Their marriages are void. They aren’t married (...)
B: In my opinion, that isn’t what marriage is about. Filling a box saing that you are married isn’t what marriage is
about. It is an emotional attachment to another person. No state can truly ever take that away from two people. (...)
C: in the u.s., a marriage is a legal contract between spouses that establishes rights and obligations between them,
between them and their children, and between them and their in-laws. on a governmental standpoint, it has
**nothing** to do with love.
A: If you call some people "normal" then you are calling the others "abnormal". And the word "abnormal" has a
negative connotation (...)
B: Regardless of connotations or how people feel about words, abnormal does not mean negative. (...)
A: (...) If you tell me a word, it dosen’t matter what its dictionary definition is. The only things that do matter are what
you wanted to convey with that word and how I understood it. When you call something "normal" other people hear
you saying "this is the way it should be". If "normal" really only meant "most common" then there would be no
controversy and this thread wouldn’t exist.
A: It’s not my job to take care of drunk friends (...) it’s not acceptable that people just drink too much and expect their
friends to take care of them.
B: I think you need to seriously reevaluate your definition of the word "friend".
(Negotiation missing)

Table 7: Examples of annotated Word Meaning Negotiation sequences from NeWMe (Garí Soler et al.,
2025) and Winning Arguments (Tan et al., 2016) involving quotation marks. Triggers are marked in green,
indicators in red and negotiations in blue.

Combination Freq. Example

SQ Usage + Echo 368
[STA-CITE] Photographers were reviled by painters, digital photographers reviled by film
photographers, photoshoppers reviled by “pure digital photographers,” and so on and so
forth. [END-CITE]I’m not “reviling” digital cinematography at all.

SQ Usage +
Meta-linguistic +
Echo

175

This quote could be held as true only under the premise that “religion” in this case does
not refer exclusively to theistic religions. Any system of rituals or beliefs that people
follow, including the patriotic following of orders you referred to, is a religion in this
context.

SQ Usage +
Designation 67

Honestly I think you should change your view on the basis that a framework for
mitigating the impact on debt repayment by the poor already exists and that simply
expanding those protections will achieve much of what you want without requiring a
“debt jubilee” which would be economically disruptive.

SQ Usage +
Meta-linguistic 52 Most people use the word “humbled” to mean the opposite of what it actually means,

and should stop immediately.

MQwA + Echo 19
I think you’ve got two separate issues here. One is what you posted about, which is
whether these days should be “considered” Federal holidays, and whether they “warrant”
a company deciding to close and give everyone the day off.

Meta-linguistic +
Designation 13

The name “Canada” was also derived from an Iroquois word, so “Native Canadians”,
while also a pretty outmoded term these days, neatly avoids exactly the issue OP was
worried about anyway.

SQ Usage + Echo +
Designation 13 Premise 2 is true because time literally began with the big bang; thus, there is no

“before” the big bang.

Table 8: Frequency and examples of the six most common label combinations. Target QMUs are
underlined and in blue.

PoS p-value χ2 % in SQ % in NSQ
VERB <.001 33.86 18.9 6.6
PROPN <.001 27.93 1.6 7.7
INTJ <.001 24.72 0.4 4.6
PRON <.001 14.77 0.9 4.4
SCONJ <.001 14.60 0.0 2.2
NUM .014 6.07 0.0 1.1
AUX .016 5.82 0.5 2.2
ADJ .102 2.67 35.7 30.6
NOUN .186 1.75 39.5 35.3
ADV .433 0.61 2.2 3.1

Table 9: Results of the PoS analysis.

Polarity Our analysis relied on 428 SQ vs 211
NSQ unigrams. Chi-square tests showed a signifi-
cant difference (p = .044, χ2= 6.26). SQ consisted
of 42.3% neutral, 33.2% positive and 24.3% neg-
ative words, while NSQ included 32.7% neutral,
33.6% positive and 31.8% negative words. Small
percentages not accounted for correspond to words
belonging to both polarities.
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D. IAA Details

D.1. Training stage

The training sample consisted of 25 instances (12
SQ, 9 NSQ, and 4 SQ+NSQ cases). After review-
ing it, disagreements were discussed in a feed-
back session. As a result, a few modifications were
made to the guidelines, notably making a clearer
distinction between the Echo and MQwA labels,
and emphasizing the possibility – and desirability –
of assigning multiple labels to an instance, instead
of trying to choose the most representative one.
While some systematic disagreements could be
detected and corrected, other differences, stem-
ming from different interpretations of a situation,
are expected and unavoidable.

D.2. IAA sample composition

Table 10 contains information on the labels of the
250 instances used in the inter-annotator agree-
ment study. As explained in the paper, we included
at least 14 instances of each fine-grained label and
the three most common SQ+NSQ combinations.
The remaining instances were randomly sampled
to reflect the overall corpus distribution.

D.3. Examples of disagreement

Figure 1 shows the confusion matrix for the high-
level labels. The most notable disparity con-
cerns NSQ and SQ+NSQ: instances classified as
SQ+NSQ by the main annotator were sometimes
labeled as NSQ by the second annotator. A closer
examination of the corresponding fine-grained la-
bels reveals that, in 8 of the 14 cases, the disagree-
ment involves the label Emphasis, which the main
annotator treated as co-occurring with SQ Usage.

In Table 11, we present three examples of dis-
agreements between the two annotators. In the
first example, one annotator saw “social contract”
as neutrally used terminology and annotated it as
Designation, while the other saw this particular
instance of “social contract” in quotes as express-
ing the non-literal, abstract nature of the term. In
the second example, the main annotator saw this
again as an instance of SQ Usage, with the speaker
expressing that their word “action” may not have
been a clear lexical choice. The second annota-
tor saw this instead as an instance of MQwoA, as
the speaker is citing themselves and simply clarify-
ing what they meant. Finally, in the third example,
both annotators agreed that “inherently” could be
an echoed SQ Usage, but the main annotator also
saw this as a potentially Ambiguous case with Em-
phasis.

These cases serve to demonstrate the subjectiv-
ity of the task and how the same situation can be

Figure 1: Confusion matrix between the reference
annotator and the 2nd annotator for high-level dis-
tinctions.

Label Freq. Pct.
SQ 112 44.8%
NSQ 86 34.4%
SQ+NSQ 52 20.8%
Meta-linguistic 25 10%
Direct quotation 17 6.8%
MQwoA 14 5.6%
Emphasis 15 6.0%
Designation 14 10.0%
SQ Word 15 6.0%
MQwA 17 6.8%
SQ Usage 80 32.0%
SQ Usage + Meta-linguistic 19 7.6%
SQ Usage + Designation 15 7.2%
SQ Usage + Emphasis 15 6.0%
Other combinations 4 1.6%

Table 10: Composition of the IAA sample.

interpreted in multiple valid ways.

E. LLM prompts

Figures 2 and 3 present the prompt templates used
for the 3-class and the binary settings respectively.
The class definitions with three different levels of
verbosity can be found in Figures 4 and 5. Finally,
the sets of examples used are presented in Figures
6 and 7. The Llama and Qwen models worked best
with the prompts with the lowest verbosity level and
the smaller set of examples (set B) in both the 3-
and 2-class settings. OLMo, instead, obtained the
best results with the medium verbosity level, using
example set A in the 3-class setting and example
set B in the binary setting. Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct
was used with 4bit quantization.
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Reference 2nd annotator Utterance

SQ Usage Designation

I would like to talk about this statement you keep making: [STA-CITE]>but consensus
can’t make something true [END-CITE]I think this doesnt hold up in certain models of
morality. There is a certain model called the [Social
contract](http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_contract) perhaps most famously
postulated by Thomas Hobbes (although I think it came from Epicurus first), it states
(in regards to ethics) that we only abide by ethics because then in turn, other people
will abide by the same ethics, ergo in this model, what everyone does actually will
dictate what is moral, after all, you are all in the ’social contract’. Ethical discussion
do have a habit of boiling down to ’your model of ethics versus mine’, but I think this is
an example in which ethics are indeed relative due to society’s views. So by a
technicality your title is not sound.

SQ usage MQwoA

The “action” I’m talking about is not necessarily going to war with these people. I
make donations to charities that help at refugees for example. These videos will exist
for people to watch regardless of who watches them, or who doesn’t. Just because
they can be used for recruitment does not mean they cannot be used to show their
crimes.

SQ Usage +
Echo +
Emphasis

SQ Usage +
Echo

[STA-CITE]> None of these things are inherently cheap - it’s just that oftentimes,
when a director pulls one of these out, he/she uses it cheaply. [END-CITE]They are
indeed not ’inherently’ cheap, just like a prince saves the princess is not an
’inherently’ cheap plot device. But I think both became cheap by being overdone and
becoming a simple addition in a story to transform in something that is intended.

Table 11: Examples of disagreements between annotators. The target QMU is underlined and in blue.

LLM Prompt Template (3 classes)

• Task: Classify the use of quota-
tion marks into scare-quotes (S)
or non-scare quotes (N), or Both
(B).

• Definitions:

{DEFINITIONS}

• Rules:

1. Classify only the text inside
<target>...</target>.
2. Answer with exactly ONE of: S
/ N / B.

• Examples:

{EXAMPLES}

• Your turn:

Utterance: {UTTERANCE}
Your answer (S, N, or B):

Figure 2: Template of the prompts shown to LLMs
for the 3-class setting.

LLM Prompt Template (2 classes)

• Task: Classify the use of quota-
tion marks into scare-quotes (S)
or non-scare quotes (N).

• Definitions:

{DEFINITIONS}

• Rules:

1. Classify only the text inside
<target>...</target>.
2. Answer with exactly ONE of: S
/ N.

• Examples:

{EXAMPLES}

• Your turn:

Utterance: {UTTERANCE}
Your answer (S or N):

Figure 3: Template of the prompts shown to LLMs
for the 2-class setting.
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Definitions (3 classes)

High verbosity
- S (Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is not to be taken at face
value. For example, the expression is a suboptimal lexical choice (e.g.,
because it doesn’t fully apply to the situation being described, or because
the writer is unsure that this is the correct word to use), it is used in
a figurative sense, or with irony (e.g., "the ’generous’ lady donated one
cent to charity"). Alternatively, the writer seems to want to distance them-
selves from the usage, perhaps because the word is connotatively loaded or
controversial, or because it comes from a different register (e.g., "This
lady works as an ’influencer’ on Instagram"). It can also be a word that is
unusual, incorrect or made-up. Finally, the writer may express, implicitly
or explicitly, some attitude towards someone else’s words.
- N (Non-Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is to be taken at face
value, with no added attitude. For example, quotes enclose a meta-linguistic
usage ("’Cat’ has three letters"), they are used to cite someone else ("He
said ’I’m hungry’"), or mark specialized terminology, titles ("Have you
watched ’Gone with the wind?’") or abstract categories. They can also be
used for emphasis.
- B (Both): Cases where content between quotes exhibits characteristics
from both S and N. For example, a meta-linguistic comment about word meaning
accompanied by some distancing or criticism.
Medium verbosity
- S (Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is not to be taken at face
value. For example, the expression is a suboptimal lexical choice, it is
used in a figurative sense, or with irony. Alternatively, the writer seems
to want to distance themselves from the usage because the word is connota-
tively loaded, controversial, or because it comes from a different register.
It can also be a word that is unusual, incorrect or made-up. Finally, the
writer may express, implicitly or explicitly, some attitude towards someone
else’s words.
- N (Non-Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is to be taken at face
value, with no added attitude. For example, quotes enclose a meta-linguistic
usage, they are used to cite someone else, or mark specialized terminology,
titles or abstract categories. They can also be used for emphasis.
- B (Both): Cases where content between quotes exhibits characteristics
from both S and N. For example, a meta-linguistic comment about word meaning
accompanied by some distancing or criticism.
Low verbosity
- S (Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is not to be taken at face
value (suboptimal lexical choices, figurative or ironic usages, controversial
concepts, incorrect or made-up words...) or some attitude is expressed about
it.
- N (Non-Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is to be taken at face
value (meta-linguistic usages, citations, specialized terminology, titles,
abstract categories or emphasis).
- B (Both): Cases where content between quotes exhibits characteristics
from both S and N. For example, a meta-linguistic comment about word meaning
accompanied by some distancing or criticism.

Figure 4: Definitions of each class at different levels of verbosity shown to LLMs in the 3-class setting.
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Definitions (two classes)

High verbosity
- N (Non-Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is to be taken at face
value, with no added attitude. For example, quotes enclose a meta-linguistic
usage ("’Cat’ has three letters"), they are used to cite someone else ("He
said ’I’m hungry’"), or mark specialized terminology, titles ("Have you
watched ’Gone with the wind?’") or abstract categories. They can also be
used for emphasis.
- S (Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is not to be taken at face
value. For example, the expression is a suboptimal lexical choice (e.g.,
because it doesn’t fully apply to the situation being described, or because
the writer is unsure that this is the correct word to use), it is used in
a figurative sense, or with irony (e.g., "the ’generous’ lady donated one
cent to charity"). Alternatively, the writer seems to want to distance them-
selves from the usage, perhaps because the word is connotatively loaded or
controversial, or because it comes from a different register (e.g., "This
lady works as an ’influencer’ on Instagram"). It can also be a word that is
unusual, incorrect or made-up. Finally, the writer may express, implicitly
or explicitly, some attitude towards someone else’s words, even if there is
some meta-linguistic comment about them.
Medium verbosity
- N (Non-Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is to be taken at face
value, with no added attitude. For example, quotes enclose a meta-linguistic
usage, they are used to cite someone else, or mark specialized terminology,
titles or abstract categories. They can also be used for emphasis.
- S (Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is not to be taken at face
value. For example, the expression is a suboptimal lexical choice, it is
used in a figurative sense, or with irony. Alternatively, the writer seems
to want to distance themselves from the usage because the word is connota-
tively loaded, controversial, or because it comes from a different register.
It can also be a word that is unusual, incorrect or made-up. Finally, the
writer may express, implicitly or explicitly, some attitude towards someone
else’s words, even if there is some meta-linguistic comment about them.
Low verbosity
- N (Non-Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is to be taken at face
value (meta-linguistic usages, citations, specialized terminology, titles,
abstract categories or emphasis).
- S (Scare Quotes): The expression in quotes is not to be taken at face
value (suboptimal lexical choices, figurative or ironic usages, controversial
concepts, incorrect or made-up words...) or some attitude is expressed about
it, even if there is some meta-linguistic comment about them.

Figure 5: Definitions of each class at different levels of verbosity shown to LLMs in the 2-class setting.



11851

Few-shot Examples (three classes)

Set A
Utterance: I do not know the meaning of <target>’diplomacy’</target>.
Answer: N
Utterance: This so-called <target>’diet’</target> allows him to eat ice-
cream.
Answer: S
Utterance: <target>’Masculine’</target> is a wrong way of describing this
person.
Answer: B
Utterance: He said <target>’hello’</target> and went to grab some coffee.
Answer: N
Utterance: He said he was the <target>’humblest person ever’</target>, can
you believe that?
Answer: S
Utterance: I think you don’t know what a <target>’promise’</target> means,
it is not about trying to do something, it is about actually doing it.
Answer: B
Set B
Utterance: What does <target>’errand’</target> mean?
Answer: N
Utterance: Phagocytosis means that, we could say, cells <tar-
get>’eat’</target> other cells.
Answer: S
Utterance: <target>’Moral’</target> is too vague of a concept, you need to
speak clearly.
Answer: B

Figure 6: Sets of examples provided to the LLMs in the 3-class setting.

Few-shot Examples (two classes)

set A
Utterance: I do not know the meaning of <target>’diplomacy’</target>.
Answer: N
Utterance: This so-called <target>’diet’</target> allows him to eat ice-
cream.
Answer: S
Utterance: He said <target>’hello’</target> and went to grab some coffee.
Answer: N
Utterance: He said he was the <target>’humblest person ever’</target>, can
you believe that?
Answer: S
Set B
Utterance: What does <target>’errand’</target> mean?
Answer: N
Utterance: Phagocytosis means that, we could say, cells <tar-
get>’eat’</target> other cells.
Answer: S

Figure 7: Sets of examples provided to the LLMs in the 2-class setting.
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