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Abstract

Objective: The ambiguity characteristics of the emoji itself were explored, the ambiguity characte-
ristics of the emoji itself were measured, the degree of ambiguity was measured, and the relation-
ship between it and its own valence and arousal was studied. Methods: The sentence scoring para-
digm and GT-CS score (Ground-Truth Confidence Score) were used to measure and analyze the
ambiguity of each emoji. Results: 1) GT-CS = 1 with only one emoji, and the rest of the emojis, etc.,
have different degrees of ambiguity; 2) The number of people who selected an emoji as positive (t
= 13.924, p < 0.001) and neutral (t = 9.000, p < 0.01) had significant differences in high and low
ambiguous emojis, but the number of negative emojis was not significant. Conclusion: Only one
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emoji in this experiment is completely unambiguous, and the rest of the emojis have different de-
grees of ambiguity. In this study, emojis were sorted according to the degree of ambiguity, and a
relatively continuous table of emoji ambiguity degree was sorted out; and positive emojis and
neutral emojis are less likely to cause ambiguity, negative emojis are more likely to cause ambigu-

ity.
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1. 51§

FIEFFSEELEPRAEEER, B~ T IRIMELAS R Z JE1E S5 B sk s m = 4Em, HE
15 RF S XHAE AT RAEPE IR S22 (R0 E, VPIHE, 2017; RE V5, 2022; Boutet et al., 2021; Gantiva
etal., 2020; Van Buren, 2002). IRARAREFF S IBAAER, KIEARITER RIETF5 AR5 LRI
KRG, MR, BRAFER. BT HEESRENFSENEUAERERE, CEZEIXZ
MRR ARG S B S HAGE N, 1448 WA B s .

N 175 B A0T858 R 2R 2 15 ) B S E — M B AN T TR, — D7 TR AN [E R I N 2R m e —
ANRIEGEARFREL, 55— J7 AR R 2 3 A 5 AR e B — 1 R R R A SR HAR (52100, 2020). RIETFS
B NKREGRAL, BUCHERIEAR FRE TXWA .. RIEFSE NSOGB, B
Wi 7 VAE, R ET AL 2 RS R TR AR S TSR . BEER DL QQ KA NG, b T RIETF S
R, EMZSAZIT IRIBTIRE, I HAE & 7 HAMEISE BN R, WmREAS, MmN, X
e f55 PR A8 T 2 Je R A 5 1 2 SUME R AR (VS 2, 2008) . A BT T 48 RAE RS 75 N bk i
FITHAREZ, FF o) “Reda” FRITEAIIL & BRI, HEMESZ AR “Prfe” S A AE, Fitbaid
FS AR T B ) O 2 (00545, 2013)0 AR A5 1 A BE SRR RN 28 RAB A5 IR A5 1 3 WL BE
PEAE SZ A P28 RAE A A FIRAR L OB H, 2010). MRIRIHIE HZAR T NS REF 5B LS HER. +
SRSV, BT X7 BSOSl R, R N4 RAG ST, FTRES X5 7= A A NTE %
(MRHiR475, 20165 sk, 2017). HIBEAIAN, BT ABTFURZ L TRIGFT 5 BOCERIA R, EXT3%
15 55 AT BAG I SCME I FORAFAE R B, REASTE AR IR FE R SRS H B SR A, FRIE AR
(1% 155 BT A 32 PO S 15 TS T

H AR T2 45 455 S B SO A FEE A b, SEAE A R A 58 OB S T LSO T — A
Bt e E (g, 2020): EARGHAREI —ANEER, BRBAM 7 NEEATEL (TS PR, 2R
PRER ABG. AF. ik, XEetE4E i E Ekman (Ekman, 1993)% T N EIEAE 4 B 70) ik — D EUK T
—ARIIR G E R . G, FET K EUEHCEESS R O ERONS EE, hn] DR X Tk B
(R B SRR FEE 5 ORI R SRR S LU . AR LR GT-CS (Ground-Truth Confidence Score, H.5Z# {5
FEY o8, T EIE R (Q):

GT-CS = Max/Sum (@h)
fEIXH, GT-CS 24 &N, Wt iuifrikEEGH A 8 S GT-CS 8. XA 2 LB HET,
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SR — ik GO AR B A ) R R, T4 K I TR A B BOZ 2 AL — 801, B RS 4 )
—MiELE, RZ MR BRI GT-CS = 1 R UFITENL, XEWRE ITA N T Rl —/Mr%s. 1l GT-CS
= UT it i Z RGN, XEWRE AR T H GRS ZEGAHF ), AT A 1 A WL AL T
BEATLAE I (42150 2020) o A TE J5 ST 78 HH AR E0AIE T BEFP 757k 8 20, DR AR Sl 3 B A T I Rh 7 vk o

AR H ST PRI T 20 454, EORILHRYE Ekman (Ekman, 1993)HF 78 FR i) 7 Filt N BRI A 24
ARG IR, RN ZSRFAENTEGMIE S T s, e RSP S 7 35 T L
AL, X TR AR I R A TR SO KSR, 2019) 0 X AR — e FRE L EDIE T R AF 1B SORYE
TIHALH AN ES 25 5 FR R . Kinchella 455735y 145 2IAN R 5CSCREBE ) THI AL, AEAATT AR 72
HH I T A N THT 0 R IR AR 2 (PR 5 B IR AN [R] b A9 ) >R 82 B (Kinchella & Guo, 2021), 7] DA BH B S
FAG R RO H RIS BA 2 MG B LS 5 LU F M= AR . AR R st gL, AT LA, T
FU N B SRS B 3 AT AR A [ 25 2 v . ME— (0 ELI 45 o FURE R v, o) oL B R JE TSR M
—AMIRECUIERYE, R TTIRIEI E D IE A S S, MM e [ —MEE R L,
T HA A TR R e 2 T

BRI, ASHIE 7o HoR i b SR U, AR S B (45100, 2020) (0 73250 AN [ 26 45 455 5 8 S 2 Hodk A7 1+ B E
HEFE,  [RINUSCEE R 15 75 (R A5 IR B AT 255 20 b7, 73t R AR %

H1: RERRSESH AR R AR, HYE GT-CS /0%, 2ok, B UFEEMAK: 79 H0MAK,
FAERFT BOUHE Bk

H2: AR IR AE 75 B SRR B TR AR, R A% 1475 TR B SR B o

H3: MafgfE T I, AR 28 AT AR A 26 0 2 1 ¥ 5 e e R B vy HL 3 s TR MR S 4 5

2. AR FF%
2.1. BHEIR

Bl i 30 AW LI TR )2k, FIER N 22.8 + 329 %, Hrh 28 4 ALk, 74 NHE.
BEAMIBHERIONDGE, RIRBUFIEM A IER, BA GG, ragalse At B, AES s
RIS ATHS TG RES, SSi s Ra IR E MR .

2.2. SEHMPR

SR FH 3 ) A 1 5 5ok H R AEAES Ik (http://www.emojiall.com) .

RATETE RG-S FEIT 824 . IEHbRHE: 1) UK 2) AR —@ AYPIRE; 3) HEBRA
e N IEEA AT R Z O 6 EE) . EBWRIES% T Franco (Franco & Fugate, 2020) 1) HF 5T
T ADRIEFFS 10 PR [E 8 120 x 120, 1% 4 141 H Ekman (Ekman, 1993)#F 7t Hh N JS16 7 R AE 24,
EAVHE B, . RUR. R B . R HECEE.

2.3 SEER{UAR

SEIGFE oK FH O B 2 S IO SRR S/ E-Prime 2.0 W5 . SEIOAPRHE 13 JE~F R C AN F 2. B
FEHEE NN 2160 x 1440 B E, RIFZE N 60 Hz, RIHH S UL 120 x 120 0 #8R LU AT g,

2.4, KBRT

SR B R 2R GRS 5) il A Be Tt AT S5
Az Ty GT-CS 70 5 2 i e g2 . GT-CS 704, BIRCSKE(EE, AUREWSATSIESRE, %

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.136275 2226 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.136275
http://www.emojiall.com/

BT, IR

SIBURRR, BRI - BoBkN, BOCREREE R, BUEYSREDN[LT, 1), TR LA (2):
GT-CS = Max/Sum @)

XFTRANFMERE S, T RIER S 5 NIRRT, A0 7T 2% lE SR TR IG5 1
A FARG R B () PE R . JA Russel (Russell, 1980)%5 A4t 7 —FhFE T~ Valence-Arousal HL| H i R ALY o
WEFRIA, AR AE ATk 1175 18 AT L4 f# 4 valance 1 arousal PRAN4ESE, b valence BBRAUNE,
BTG B FRALE, 1 arousal EIRMEEE, FEAR TSR W . #ill, 4 valence A arousal
AR i, BRERIBH T R M.

2.5, EWEFMRE

ARWFFR A A PRS0 (Walther, 1992), MR EE & — MRS 1% “ENTER” BB, EH1%
RS EE G, EEM EXNZERERS IEE SN (R ik BRI TIESE i
FEHEAT Likert? f3E5) .

R PR R AGEN . BRI S S, R AR = AT SRR P St I T s .
MR e 2 g, B AR B A A S R DRI A SR IR AR P B AR TG R, RS A AR SE R . B
WA FFE E2IMRE RS, Hpar 5 MRE/F S A%, SHRGI4 R, JFRIERe,
ANSIG I FE KL FRSE 15 A3, IR TR 1 R .
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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of the experimental process
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Table 1. Emoji ambiguity degree poll results (partial)
# 1. RIEFSEXIEEREERERS)

. BERA . | R
R B MEN MBI i
BrE BB MR MR B B i 5
U + 1F974 1 8 6 8 7 5 8 8 43 0.186 @
U + 1F975 6 12 10 1 7 5 5 12 46 0.261 @
U + 1F925 0 5 7 0 10 8 11 11 41 0.268 (:7
U + 1F616 7 14 13 0 14 0 0 14 48 0.292 &
U + 1F630 1 11 17 0 12 10 2 17 53 0.321 @
U + 1F635 2 6 4 2 6 15 11 15 46 0.326 (.)
U + 1F92F 12 5 11 1 4 17 2 17 52 0.327 @
U + 1F625 0 9 9 1 17 9 5 17 50 0.340 @
U + 1F928 5 11 1 0 0 14 10 14 41 0.341 @
U + 1F608 13 8 2 9 0 0 6 13 38 0.342 E
U + 1F600 0 0 0 29 0 0 3 29 32 0.906 (=)
U + 1F606 0 0 1 29 0 0 2 29 32 0.906 ()
U + 1F60B 0 1 0 30 0 0 2 30 33 0.909 &
U + 1F62D 1 0 1 0 30 0 1 30 33 0.909 &
U + 1F601 0 0 0 30 1 0 2 30 33 0.909 &
U + 1F603 0 0 0 29 1 0 1 29 31 0.935 \'?'/
U+ 1F971 0 2 0 0 0 0 30 30 32 0.938 @
U + 1F604 0 0 1 30 0 0 0 30 31 0.968 &
U + 1F634 0 1 0 0 0 0 30 30 31 0.968 \v_vj
U + 1F60A 0 0 0 30 0 0 0 30 30 1.000 ©

EREEREZW], ARG SEH A DX B GT-CS %, RGN 5H, (X1
BT R SE A B BOU I ARIETH N, HSREAFE(GT-CS 0/, (AR, HE
R, ARESCRE R, & 1 AT 10 MRIFI D BURIL, RRESGEE S J& 10 MRIEN Y
o, ARFRBORE R AR.

3.2. 1BEBUN 4T

TEB RN T, AR A B R — R IG5 IR B AL, 53] 78— DRIERFS XF R RN,
o aE RN 2.

XPEe 2 W PR S ETRAE G BN I ANEGHAT IO FEA t ke, AR BN, BRERET S,
TR N E . IRECU AR B B3 2 5 (t = 13.924, p < 0.001), &£ RT#IE NIRE RIS A
R 2 TR B = BOCRAE I NEG rERAE RS, X E 0.01 7K EAFLE 35 72 7 (t = 9.000,
p < 0.01) Hi%E PR G A s B N EUIS T 18 B HOM ARSI N B (RFE VSR I A5 I 0 T W #1022
SARE, SRWE S,

=

l

.
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Table 2. Emoji sentiment valence (partial)

*® 2. RIFFFSHELM D)

UK R %
a2 Ean @ 22)
ST & s
B RSCE) &as) @827y
=) &0 29)
&9 € 1s) & s)
en @ & 2s)
& 28) &27) @(29)
B L 2g) 24y <(28)
& (29) & (20) &7 (29)
& (30) (3'3(30) @ (26)

T $55 WORIE R RTR TS IZIE B AL

Table 3. The difference between the number of people with high and low ambiguous expressions selected for different
emotion valences

3. TENFEHNERS. REXFBEARNERLE

L B UK (n = 15) B (n = 15)
A t
M SD M SD
B R 28.40 1.140 14.20 3.271 13.924™
ikt 27.4 2.302 18.40 2.074 9.000™
HRRE 27.4 1.817 22.00 6.633 1.835

: "p<0.05, “p<0.01, Tp<0.001, FR.

PR 28RN T RS I BUSOREEERAT AT 200 M, SRR, RERME 28 20 T SO
JEHZE 5 i35 (F = 12.144, p < 0.001), 2 RS RARW], TR G AN h PR X BOCRE EE A AE 0.001 1)
K LR ST ARGRN,, (B Z B A S, SR 2, H2 Ut riEse, R
IR IERT 5 BB SR R R IR

EIREERRY, ARBUO R SRR i BB BCEZ, HRE U W REC R 1=
PR HOR R B AR R R BUE B, ERRIER SO, m . ARECCR SR T AT
FEZE T o (BRI 252800 T BRI 17 5 HEAT BOSCRE FE R 70 A B, AR A 155 [ 80 R B BRI o

3.3. MREEFE orif

FE MR FE T T, MR A 0] A — 3R AB AT 5 R I B G BL) , 4931 16— N RIE AT 5 0F IO AR e 2

PRI L8R T ARG AT 5 WM L ) (B AT B R R T ZE 00T, S REoR, BRI 48 R T el
(K125 5% (F = 9.011, p < 0.001), ZHLILEEREM, MR SHPRERMEZ 2 RN ZERA R,
{EL ARG MR EAE 0.001 /KT B FrpdERIERT 5, BURERSE MIMeiE 27 0.01 MK b Tk
18, H3 BHESRE LM, 48R ILIA 3.
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Figure 2. The degree of ambiguity varies under different emotional valences
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Figure 3. Differences in arousal under different emotional valences

B 3. FRIFEMMN THIMEEEER

ERAREY], BRANH G RIEFTSWMBEEE w, EA 5 SRR LRGN, AR
RPN R e TR PRI I 7 T A AR ERT -

4. S5t

PN G55 78 W 447 30 P A TSR 22, AR RN TITIR SR S A5 72 A A I B2 2L o
FEXTRAEFT S B S MIRZE T, BATEIL ARG SRS BRI, TS A E
PE2 S BUE BB B, DA 7 B R RAR 75 5 AU PEREAT TR TT.

TSR AT TR SO O AR RS B EREAT I & . 70 K5 Kinchella £5£(4 €5,
2019; Kinchella & Guo, 2021)J LA FIWFFCH, o1 T BB FLIE A Se s dtrt, BRA T2
—HALFREZ T M, IR AR SRR T RSREE S Tk RSN (G, 2020)
i GT-CS 70 it SN R SO 5 i R B AR — 4. BRMAEWT U B E T — R B AR T 5%, B
A A BT AR 5 [ — R 5 v (R i K 28 SR 0 R SR LU LA S — RS ISR . AERATTIIBE 7T
RS LA AR AR S (BRI AT 7 HE AR AR S #Rp R B— ANBRE R KL
I BRYRARR BOCRE By, 2 TR FEBRA TR AT R A — RS 51a8oy 1, AR
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ARG EESR . RTICAHTHNEE —FmTEE, KA Jones (Jones et al., 2020)7E M 7T HH $i Hi 175 45 TH %
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