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Abstract

This document presents a tentative set of Communicative Acts (CAs) which has been used to label
spontaneous dialogues in both English and Japanese. A Communicative Act is a communicative goal
or aim which (according to native judgments) can be expressed in language L by a distinctive set of
conventional cue patterns in specified discourse contexts. Communicative Acts are thus similar to
speech acts, and similar to the pragmatic categories often called IFTs (illocutionary force types) at
ATR. However, we restrict our attention to communicative goals which can be explicitly expressed
via conventional surface cue patterns, thus excluding goals which are expressed using one-time-only
combinations, goals which are expressed only implicitly, or goals which can only be defined in terms
of relations between utterances. We describe methods of discovering and revising CAs which depend
on native judgments concerning essential equivalence of meanings and functions of cue patterns in
context. While these judgments are subjective, they concern shared conventions regarding objectively
observable objects — the cue patterns and contexts. Thus a consensus can be expected to emerge
during repeated revision. In this important respect, the methodology is data-driven or corpus-based.
The present study also emphasizes comparison of CAs in English and Japanese. We find that most
of our proposed CAs are valid for both English and. Japanese: only two out of 27 CAs seem to be
monolingual for our corpus. We begin by introducing CAs and briefly describing the background,
goals, and status of our research. In later sections, we discuss our methodology in greater depth; we
list our current Communicative Acts, with descriptive glosses, representative sets of surface patterns,
examples, and other information; we present two labeled dialogues in English and two in Japanese;
and finally, we provide an Appendix describing work in progress.
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Abstract
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defined in terms of relations between utterances. We describe methods of discovering and revising
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and Japanese. We find that most of our proposed CAs are valid for both English and Japanese:
only two out of 27 CAs seem to be monolingual for our corpus. We begin by introducing CAs and
briefly describing the background, goals, and status of our research. In later sections, we discuss
- our methodology in greater depth; we list our current Communicative Acts, with descriptive
glosses, representative sets of surface patterns, examples, and other information; we present two
labeled dialogues in English and two in Japanese; and finally, we provide an Appendix describing
work in progress.



-1 Introduction

This document presents a tentative set of Communicative Acts (CAs) which has been used to
label spontaneous dialogues in both English and Japanese.

We begin by introducing CAs and briefly describing the background, goals, and status of our
research.

1.1 What is a Communicative Act?

We can define a Communicative Act as follows:

e A Communicative Act is a communicative goal or aim which (according to native judgments)
can be expressed in language L by a distinctive set of conventional cue patterns in specified
discourse contexts.

INFORM, ACTION-REQUEST, and YN-QUESTION are typical Communicative Acts. The com-
municative goals which they respectively represent are (roughly) (1) “speaker wishes to convey
new information to hearer”; (2) “speaker wishes to convey to the hearer that speaker wishes hearer
to perform some action”; and (3) “speaker wishes to convey to hearer that speaker wishes hearer to
convey to speaker whether a specified proposition is true or not”. According to the shared conven-
tions of English, they can respectively be expressed using (1) declarative clause syntax, sometimes
with various sorts of ellipsis; (2) using expressions like “would/will/can/could you [verb phrase,
bare infinitive]” or “please [verb phrase, bare infinitive]”; and (3) using inverted interrogative
clause syntax and/or special prosody. Essentially the same goals can be expressed by appropriate
cue patterns in Japanese.

Communicative Acts are thus similar to speech acts, and similar to the pragmatic categories often
called IFTs (illocutionary force types) at ATR. However, we use this new terminology to stress
several differences in principle and emphasis.

The most important difference arises because we wish to explore the limits of discourse analysis
based on surface clues. To test these limits, we expect that early experiments will avoid the use
of programs for plan analysis. Thus in our present study we cannot expect to recognize all com-
municative goals. Instead, we restrict our attention to only those communicative goals which can
be expressed using conventional linguistic cue patterns, that is, fixed cue patterns which can be
memorized and used repeatedly as part of speakers’ shared knowledge of a given language. We
reserve the term Communicative Act for only such conventionally expressible goals. Communica-
tive goals which cannot be described as Communicative Acts include utterance goals which are
expressed non-conventionally (using one-time-only combinations); or goals which are expressed
only implicitly; or goals which can only be defined in terms of relations between utterances.

We will describe methods of discovering and revising CAs which depend on native judgments
concerning essential equivalence of meanings and functions of cue patterns in context. While
these judgments themselves are subjective, they concern shared conventions regarding objectively
observable objects — the cue patterns and contexts. Thus a consensus can be expected to emerge
during repeated revision. In this important respect, the methodology is data-driven or corpus-
based.

A second important difference in emphasis arises from our interest in comparing CAs in English and
Japanese (and potentially in other languages). While CAs are defined by monolingual conventions
for expressing certain goals using certain cue patterns, it is possible to compare the conventions
in language A with those in language B by comparing the respective goals and cue patterns. In



practice, we find that most of our proposed CAs are valid for both English and Japanese: only
two out of 27 CAs seem to be monolingual for our corpus.

We discuss all of these points more fully below. For the moment, a few examples will be helpful.

Here is an English utterance labeled with CAs:

e A :so you'll wanna take the subway north to Sanjo station (INSTRUCT) and (you can
catch) you can catch the [ah] subway right there (SUGGEST)

And here are the cue patterns which were used to identify each CA:

e INSTRUCT: “you will want to [VP]”
e SUGGEST: “you could/can [VP]”

Similarly, here is an example for Japanese:
e % (EXPRESSIVE) 3w¥ A (APOLOGY) % 5 —[EFEw L T3 (ACTION-REQUEST)
And here are the corresponding cue patterns:

e EXPRESSIVE: “&.”
e APOLOGY: “FwnEgA”
e ACTION-REQUEST: “[conjunction/adv] HEi~L ¥ 5

1.2 Background and Related Research

In evolving the methodology explained below and developing our current CA set we of course
referred to related work at ATR and in the literature.

Three ATR-based studies were especially helpful starting points: [Kume and Sato 1989}, [Sadanobu
et al. 1991}, and [Nagata et al. 1993]. [Fais 1991} and Toshiaki Iwadera both derived modified
“IFT” (illocutionary force type) listings from these studies which became immediate sources for
our work. (Fais adapted material from the first and second studies, while Iwadera used labels from
the first and third [personal communication].)

Tomokiyo independently compiled a list of “Discourse Labels” from various sources [Tomokiyo
and Morimoto 1992, Tomokiyo 1993a, 1993b] which became a third immediate source.

We began the present study by comparing the Fais, Iwadera, and Tomokiyo lists. (The comparison
records are available from the authors.) We also reviewed and incorporated ideas from [lida and
Arita 1992), Y. Sobashima [personal communication] and [Myers 1990} (who in turn cites [Searle
1975] and [Wierzbicka 1987]). As the study continued and the methodology evolved through
repeated attempts to apply various label sets to our bilingual corpus, we found a great deal of
help, both theoretical and specific, in [Stenstrom 1994] and [Leech 1983]'.

Our aim has been to find a principled way to synthesize these various sources in order to meet the
goals outlined below. We stress the need for principled and structured discovery and evaluation,
since it was not our intention to simply add an intuitive label set to the several sets available in
our sources.

1Special thanks to Masato Ishizaki for bringing the last two valuable sources to our attention. Ishizaki and
Toshiaki Iwadera both contrubuted considerable time to discussion of labels for the Japanese dialogues.” While
retaining responsibility for the current analysis, the authors wish to express their appreciation for this contribution.



1.3 Goals

Why do we want to recognize “conventionally expressible communicative goals” in dialogues? We
can list at least six major aims. The first three relate to translation, and the last three relate to
speech processing.

Concerning translation, we want to:

¢ Identify the CAS of the Current Utterance.

CA analysis of the current utterance is necessary for translation. For instance, in our analysis,
the English pattern “can you *?” may express either an ACTION-REQUEST or a YN-
QUESTION. Resolution of this ambiguity will be crucial for translation into Japanese.

¢ Identify Closely Related Utterances.

Utterances in dialogues are often closely related: for instance, one utterance may be a prompt
and another utterance may be its response; and the proper translation of a response often
depends strongly on identification and analysis of its prompt.

For example, Japanese hai can be translated as yes if it is the response to a YN-QUESTION,
but as all right if it is the response to a REQUEST.

Further, the syntax of a prompt may become a factor in the final translation. Thus, in a
responding utterance hai, sou desu (meaning literally “yes, that’s right”), the segment sou
desu may be most naturally translated as he can, you will, she does, etc., depending on the
structure and content of the prompting question.

The recognition of such prompt-response relationships will require analysis of typical CA
sequences. These are the subject of study in progress (see Appendix). For now, however, we
concentrate on description of the CAs themselves as a prerequisite to sequential studies.

¢ Analyze Relationships Among Segments and Fragments.

Early processing of utterances may yield fragments which must later be assembled to form
the global interpretation for an utterance. CA sequence analysis should help this assembly,
since we hope to learn how CAs typically group together. "Again, description of CAs in
isolation is a prerequisite for sequential study.

Concerning speech processing, we want to:

e Predict CAS to aid speech recognition.

If we can predict the coming CAs, we can partly predict their surface patterns. This predic-
tion can be used to constrain speech recognition. For example, if we can predict the relative
probability that the current utterance is a YN-QUESTION as opposed to an INFORM, we
may be able to differentiate utterance-final ka (a question particle) and utterance-final ga (a
conjunction or politeness particle), which are often very similar phonetically. Once again,
we need to study CAs in isolation before we can effectively study their typical sequences.

¢ Provide conventions for prosody recognition.

Once spontaneous data is labeled, speech recognition researchers can try to recognize prosodic
cues to aid in CA recognition and disambiguation. For instance, they can try to distinguish
INFORMs and YN-QUESTIONs according to their FO curves — a distinction which would
be especially useful for recognizing YN-QUESTIONs with no morpho-syntactic markings.

¢ Provide conventions for speech synthesis.

Similarly, speech synthesis researchers can try to provide more natural prosody by exploit-
ing CA information. Once relations between prosody and CA has been extracted from



corpora labeled with CA information, they can attempt to supply natural prosody for
synthesized utterances according to the specified CA. For instance, YN-QUESTIONS and
CONFIRMATION-QUESTIONS (including English tag questions) can be made to sound
more natural. (An ongoing project in this area is described in the Appendix below.)

1.4 Status of the Current CA Set

The current CA set is not official in any sense. And it is far from perfect. While it is now relatively
stable, having been applied to numerous English and Japanese dialogues, we do not intend it to
be final, but fully expect it to evolve during use. Readers should carefully note the date of this
report to be sure of getting the latest version.

Further, the current CA set is not intended to be a complete set for either language. Instead,
it attempts only to cover the relevant corpora. The dialogues examined to date are from the
EMMI-ATR. corpus [Loken-Kim et al 1993a, 1993b]. EMMI, the Environment for Multi-Modal
Interactions, permits both telephone-only and media-aided two-way communication experiments
(see the Appendix). We have examined both sorts of dialogues.

With this orientation complete, we can now go on to discuss our methodology in greater depth.
This will be the purpose of Section 2.

In Section 3, we list our current Communicative Acts, with descriptive glosses, representative sets
of surface patterns, examples, and other information.

In Section 4, we present two labeled dialogues in English and two in Japanese.

And finally, we provide an Appendix describing work in progress.



2 Defining and Revising Communicative Act Sets

This section explains the principles which guide the definition and repeated revision of CA sets.
As mentioned, our approach is distinct from prior attempts to define speech acts in two major
respects:

o We focus on communicative goals which are conventionally expressible via surface linguistic
cues, ignoring those which are not.

e We hope to compare such goals in English and Ja.panesé, and perhaps other languages.

We now discuss these points in order.

2.1 CAs Are Assoclated with Conventional Cue Patterns

A cue can be any aspect of the surface syntax, morphology, or prosody of Japanese, English, etc.
A cue pattern, i.e. combination or configuration of one or more cues, ezpresses a Communicative
Act. For instance, the morphological cue pattern “[clause] #»” (ka) can be used to express the
YN-QUESTION Communicative Act in Japanese. The cue pattern “could you (please) [VP, bare
infinitive]” can express the ACTION-REQUEST CA in English.

To repeat, aspects of prosody can be valid cues. For instance, in both English and Japanese,
a certain FO curve can express the YN-QUESTION CA, even when morpho-syntactic cues are
absent. When sufficient non-prosodic distinguishing cues are present, prosodic information can
be associated with cue patterns to add naturalness or aid recognition. However, since we do not
yet have acceptable notations for prosodic features, we will concentrate on text-based cues in this
report.

For early experiments on automatic cue pattern recognition in text transcriptions of spontaneous
dialogues (see Appendix concerning Discourse Context Analysis), cue patterns were described
very simply as expressions in a regular grammar - that is, as patterns with stars representing
wild cards: “would you please *”, etc. This approach is efficient and worked surprisingly well.
However, it is clearly insufficient to permit recognition of all the cue patterns which may interest
us: it will not suffice to recognize more abstract cue patterns like subject-verb inversion (as
required for recognition of the English CA YN-QUESTION), etc. We anticipate that future CA
recognition programs will have access to, and the ability to match against, the full output of
analysis programs, including parse trees, features, etc. The cue patterns presented below use
regular grammar or informal descriptions of abstract grammatical features as convenient.

Segmentation information is needed to recognize cue patterns consistently. For instance, we will
analyze Yes, you can as two CAs, YES plus INFORM, rather than as a single unified response.
We assume that the input will be segmented in a preprocessing stage, before assigning CA labels.

2.1.1 Cue-To-CA Mappings are Many-to-many

We may occasionally find cues which express only one CA and CAs which are expressed by only
one cue or cue pattern. Much more typically, however, the mapping between cues and CAs is
many-to-many. Thus, in the general case, we must consider a set of possible cue patterns for a

given CA, or a set of possible CAs for a given cue pattern. Here we focus on cue pattern sets for
specific CAs.

For instance, we presently analyze “can you [VP]”, like “could you [VP]?, as a cue pattern which
can express a CA ACTION-REQUEST in English. Thus the cue pattern set for ACTION-



REQUEST would contain both patterns, among others. (However, regarding subtle differences
between such patterns, e.g. relating to relative politeness, see below.)

2.1.2 Distinct CAs Must Have Distinct Cue Sets

Our CA definition specifies that distinct CAs can be recognized only if their proposed cue-pattern
sets are distinct (not identical).

Thus one possibility is that cue sets are disjoint (have no members in common). In this case,
no confusion is likely. However, cue sets can intersect, even to a large degree. In this case, cue
patterns which are not in both sets become important for distinguishing the relevant CAs.

A special-case way in which cue sets can be distinct involves hyponymy, or degrees of specificity.
[Knott and Dale 1992:18] make this point in relation to relational expressions in discourse such as
in short or in sum, but it can apply to CAs as well:

If one phrase can always be substituted for another, but not vice versa, then the
latter phrase should be classified in a category subordinate to that of the former phrase.
In this way a taxonomy of synonyms and hyponyms can be constructed. [Knott and
Dale 1992:18]

The claim is that ¢n sum is more specific than in short, in brief and similar summarizing expres-
sions because it can only be used at the end of a discourse segment. By examining many such
relationships, it may be possible to recognize a taxonomy of CAs, in which certain CAs are more
general and others are more specific. We briefly discuss this possibility below.

2.1.3 Precise Pragmatic Description is not Crucial

Definition and recognition of a Communicative Act does not depend on precise pragmatic speci-
fication of the communicative function in question. If native speakers can agree that one or more
cue patterns can conventionally express a certain communicative function in context, and the pro-
posed set of cue patterns is non-identical to all other proposed cue pattern sets, then a distinct CA
can be hypothesized. The precise pragmatic description or gloss of the communicative function
can be investigated later. While each CA also receives a mnemonic name based on the gloss, the
name does not define the CA any more than the gloss does: INSTRUCT, for instance, is the name
we now use for the CA associated with giving transportation directions in our English corpus (see
below); but the CA would be the same one if it were named DIRECT, or CA23, instead.

When several cue patterns are proposed for a given CA, native speakers must judge that they can
all express the communicative goal in question (whatever its precise description may turn out to
be) in the relevant contexts. However, it is not necessary to claim that these cue patterns are
functionally equivalent in every respect. For instance, as already noted, we expect most English
speakers to agree that “could you *” and “can you *” both can express an ACTION-REQUEST;
but many may feel that “could you *” is more tentative and thus more polite than “can you ¥’ We
are aware of many such differences; some of them are indicated below as parameters for specific
CAs. Future CA sets may try to capture some such differences by finely subcategorizing current
CAs.

2.1.4 Methodology I

Let us make a first attempt to summarize our CA basic discovery methodology. Several refinements
will be added below. ‘



¢ To discover a CA set for corpus C in language L:

— Collect conventional cue patterns which appear to express communicative goals;

— Based on native judgments concerning their appropriateness for expressing communica-
tive goals in context, sort the collected cue patterns into distinctive cue pattern sets. In
a specified discourse context, natives should judge that the expressed communicative
goal remains essentially the same in paraphrases based upon set members. It is more
important to recognize that the expressed goals remain the essentially same than to
describe or name them exactly. (Minor variations in the expressed goal, e.g. regarding
politeness, can be tolerated if the essential function is judged to remain constant.)

— Give a name and descriptive gloss to each proposed cue pattern set.

2.1.5 Constraints and Heuristics

The essence of our CA discovery procedure is to collect cue patterns, sort them according to the
goals they can express in context, and then try to describe the goals.

But there are many possible cue pattern candidates, so additional constraints and heuristics con-
cerning cue patterns are welcome. Further, heuristics concerning plausible goals can also be helpful,
in two roles: they can help to justify or filter descriptive glosses when these are attempted; and
they can provide a top-down element to the discovery procedure, a way of working from goals
toward cues which can complement the cue-to-goal discovery procedure described above.

Cue Patterns Must Be Conventional An important constraint on cue patterns is included in
the CA definition: proposed cue patterns for expressing communicative goals must be conventional
That is, they must be configurations of cues which are used repeatedly in a corpus to express a given
communicative goal, rather than expressions composed one time only according to the productive
capacity of the language. Thus they may be atomic cues containing a single element (such as
morphemes or lexemes); but if they are are composed of several elements they must be relatively
fixed.

We assume that the mapping between a cue pattern and a communicative goal is memorized by
a speaker, or listed for a program, as an element of linguistic competence. In this sense, cue pat-
terns and their mappings to communicative goals are “fixed” or “idiomatic”; but this description
is sometimes deceptive, since some cue patterns appear to be compositionally analyzable, e.g., “I’d
like you to tell me *” and “I’d like to ask *”. When we propose such cue patterns as members of
a CA set, it is because they appear repeatedly with only minor and specifiable variation. Thus
their mapping to the relevant communicative goal can indeed be treated as a frozen fact about the
language. Further, for many such cue patterns, their use to express the relevant communicative
goal is not predictable: for instance, “I’d like you to *” is acceptable as a request pattern in En-
glish, but a direct translation would not be acceptable in Japanese. Similarly, from the Japanese
side, while 232 b ¥ L% (wakarimashita) appears to express “I have understood” according to the
standard grammatical rules, learners of Japanese cannot know the conventional use as a standard
acknowledgment (comparable to English I see) without experience or instruction.? Performatives
often provide examples of such apparently interpretable but really fixed and pragmatically unpre-
dictable expressions (as when an English-speaking minister says, I now pronounce you man and

wife).

2 Another confusing point about such patterns is that they can simultaneously express several CAs at once. For
instance, in our analysis, “I'd like you to tell me *” and “I'd like to ask * simultaneously expression INFORM CA
because of their declarative syntax; ACTION-REQUEST because they use the pattern “I'd like (you) to *"; and
WH-QUESTION because they include the more specific cue patterns “I'd like you to tell me *” and “I’d like to
ask *". Regarding multiple interpretations, especially those involving expressions at different levels of specificity,
see further below.




Our focus on conventional cue patterns and their mappings to goals has another consequence:
one-time-only combinations will not be treated as CAs, even if they actually seem to express a
relevant communicative goal. To illustrate, we can use the WARNING CA (which happens not
to appear in our corpus): A speaker who says Watch out for the dog! or FERIERE | (Mouken
chuui!) is using a conventional cue pattern for this CA. However, one who says A mean-looking
dog 1s right behind you! or BOBERA... (Tachi no warui inu ga ...) is using only an INFORM
CA, even though the deeper force, goal, or purpose of the utterance may certainly be understood
In context as a warning (that is, as information about something undesirable which is purposely
provided so that the hearer can try to avoid the problem). [Leech 1983: 222-223] reminds us that
interpretation of the deep force in such cases depends heavily on subjective judgment: if the hearer
is known to love big dogs with sharp teeth, the utterance may not be a warning at all.

A Priori Goal Descriptions as Heuristics Heuristics regarding communicative goals are
provided by abstract characterizations of communicative goals in the literature. For the reasons
already given, we do not wish such descriptions to be central in our definition of CAs; but they can
usefully prompt us to investigate a proposed communicative goal. If that goal is indeed expressible
using conventional cue patterns, then a CA can indeed be hypothesized.

We have found the categorization of English “illocutionary verbs” in [Leech 1983: 198-228] to be
quite useful in this goal-side heuristic role: we agree with Leech that the verbs used in English
to talk about speech acts are useful clues to the conventional speech acts themselves, though a
perfect correspondence should not be expected. (We have included with each CA description
below examples of related illocutionary verbs.)

Leech presents a 5-way categorization of illocutionary verbs. Using it as a reference point, we
can try to clarify what “communicative goals” are. Leech’s categories include (1) Assertive and
(2) Expressive, reflecting a basic distinction between utterances whose goal is mainly to inform
and utterances which have other purposes, such as the expression of emotion. The remaining
three categories are (3) Directive (which can be discussed using verbs like command, request, or
urge); (4) Rogative (discussed using verbs like ask or inquire); and (5) Commmissive (which can
be discussed using verbs like offer or promise). The utterances which these verb types describe
express (3) the speaker’s more specific desires and goals, especially desire for other people’s actions;
(4) the speaker’s desire that the hearer provide information (which may be seen as a special case
of desired action); and (5) the speaker’s reaction to the hearer’s goals and desires (the speaker’s
willingness to perform actions for or with the hearer, and also perhaps — though Leech doesn’t
mention it — to permit actions; suggestions, instructions, and advice about how the hearer may
reach a goal also fall into this area).

Thus, when we describe CAs as “communicative goals” which can be expressed using conventional
cue patterns, we focus broadly on high-level utterance goals — To inform, or not to inform? - and
further on more specific goals or reactions to goals which an informative utterance may inform
about: the speaker’s goals to get other people to provide information or perform other actions, or
the speaker’s reaction toward the hearer’s goals, indicated via offers or promises, suggestions or
advice or instruction, etc.

2.1.6 Methodology II: Evaluating and Revising CAs

Because native judgments of cue pattern usability in context, rather than exact pragmatic de-
scription, is central in our methodology for recognizing CAs, the methodology is, in an important
sense, bottom-up or data-driven: while we may use abstract categorizations of communicative

®Leech presents all five categories as sisters, but it is also possible to view the last three as subcategories of the
general Assertive type, since they all convey information about goals and reactions to them.



goals heuristically, it is the discovery of cue patterns used consistently in the corpus which ulti-
mately justifies a proposed CA.

How are CAs evaluated? By verifying that the proposed mappings between proposed cue patterns
and proposed CAs in the corpus are consistent. Let us now attempt to refine the methodology for
CA discovery introduced earlier by specifying the following evaluation procedure for CAs.

¢ To evaluate a set of CAs:

— Matched cue patterns will give one or more proposed CA for a given utterance segment.
Native speakers can be asked to determine whether the correct label is among these,
and if so, which label it is.

— If the correct CA label is absent, its cue pattern set must be revised.

— 1If the correct CA is present, natives should verify that substitution or parahprase using
alternative cue patterns for the correct CA would preserve communicative function in
context; in case of failure, the cue pattern set should again be revised.

—~ This cyclic revision is a training process, which repeats until little further revision is
required.

Because CAs are defined in terms of surface cue patterns, it is possible to automate the first
step of this procedure, the pattern matching step which proposes CAs. Such automation has the
potential to greatly facilitate the training process.

Given the direct link between cue patterns and CAs, not only automatic CA analysis but automatic
CA generation should be possible, and such generation can provide another important source of CA
evaluation. Specifically, the suggestion is to use CAs as symbols in a representation which serves as
a basis for generation.? Since the purpose of CAs is precisely to symbolize what remains invariant
in a range of cue patterns in context, paraphrases which are generated by varying the cue patterns
during output should preserve the force or function in context. (In effect, such generation would
automate the substitution step in the above evaluation procedure.) If the communicative function
is not preserved, another cycle of revision is necessary to find distinctions or commonalities which
were previously missed. Such an iterative discovery procedure is not new in the semantic area:
it has been termed experimental semantics by [Hutchins 1971, 1975, Leech 1970, 1974, Mel’chuk
and Zholkovski 1970] and others. The present proposal is to extend this sort of investigation to
CAs as well.

We grant that the judgments concerning essential equivalence which form the core of this evaluation
procedure are subjective. However, because they concern shared conventions regarding objectively
observable cue patterns and contexts, a consensus (agreement) can be expected to emerge during
repeated revision. This is the sense in which the proposed methodology is data-driven or corpus-
based. Our present CA set represents such a consensus; but, as we have stressed, the cycle of
revision will continue, and further refinement can certainly be expected.

Automatic selection of the correct CA is beyond the scope of this report. (See the Appendix
regarding work in progress, however.) The current aim is to ensure that the correct CA label is
among those suggested, and that the expressed communicative goal remains constant if alternative
cue patterns for the correct CA are substituted in context.

2.1.7 What is not a CA?

We have been attempting to explain what a CA is. For contrast and comparison, let us discuss
what it is not.

4IFTs are now used in exactly this way in ATR’s ASURA speech translation system.



Some Communicative Goals are not Communicative Acts We have already stressed one
negative several times: to guarantee a direct connection between CAs and surface language, our CA
definition purposely excludes communicative functions which are not associated with conventional
linguistic cues.

Thus our analysis is purposely limited to recognition of conventional surface discourse actions
rather than deep intentions. We saw above that information about a bad dog, when provided
without a conventional warning pattern, might or might not be interpreted as a deep warning,
but in either case does not exemplify a WARNING CA. As a further example of the limitations of
our approach, consider the fox in Aesop’s story: when he says to the crow Would you please sing
a song for me?, we can determine that he has made an ACTION-REQUEST, based on his use
of the pattern “would you please *?”, but we will not expect to discover his deeper plans to get
the cheese which the crow is holding in his mouth. Similarly, It’s cold outside would currently be
analyzed as an INFORM, even though deeper plan-based analysis might show that the underlying
or implied intent is to request the closing of a window.

This narrow focus is designed to enable experiments with computationally light discourse analyz-
ers: initially at least, we can try to avoid the use of programs for deep plan recognition, in order
to explore the limits of such processing.

Semantic Relations and Meta-relations are not CAs, Either Certain semantic relations
have important roles in fostering global discourse coherence, since they can relate the propositions
expressed by clauses, or sentences, or utterances. Relations concerning causation or temporal
sequence are good examples. Since such relations usually can relate other semantic relations, they
can be viewed as semantic meta-relations.

Because of this large-scale cohesive role, such semantic meta-relations are sometimes called “dis-
course relations” in the literature [see e.g. Hovy 1990]. We consider such relations to be important
in analyzing discourse cohesion, but wish to distinguish them from Communicative Acts.> Roughly
speaking, semantic relations and meta-relations represent propositions, while CAs represent com-
municative goals concerning propositions: e.g. the intent to inform about them, or be informed
about them, etc. And so, normally, a CA has a semantic relation, or proposition, as its argument.®
For example, (before a b) or (cause a b) would be treated as propositions, and could appear as
arguments to CAs, as in (YN-QUESTION (before a b)) or (INFORM (cause a b)).

The problem is that in many CAs, some elements can be interpreted either as part of the commu-
nicative goals or as propositional content. For instance, we can consider establishing a DESIRE
CA associated with the speakers’ goal of informing about his or her own desired actions, with
cue patterns like “I'd like/I want [VP, to infinitive]” or “[verb stem] 7z\»” (fai). If we do so, we
will represent the underlying form as something like (DESIRE (do speaker a)), where DESIRE
is presumably a subcategory of INFORM, and the speaker’s agent role in DESIRE is part of the
CA definition. On the other hand, if we view desiring as a proposition, we will instead write
something like (INFORM (desire speaker (do speaker a))), in which desire is a semantic relation
like before or cause. Similar observations apply to BELIEVE and several other possible CAs which
we considered.

Presently, we do not include DESIRE, BELIEVE, etc. as CAs. Since the relevant cue patterns and
their interpretation in context are quite regular, there seems to be little reason to do so; but this
choice is debatable, and we may change our mind in response to further evidence and experience.”
(By contrast, we treat cue patterns like “I’d like/I want you to *” as valid conventional patterns for

5However, discovery procedures similar to the ones proposed here for CAs are equally applicable to semantic
meta-relations: see [Seligman 1991, 1994a).

6The opposite representation is also possible: a proposition can have a CA as its argument. The important
point is that they are distinct but interrelated.

"There is a further reason for omitting DESIRE, BELIEVE, etc. from our current list: even if they were treated
as CAs, they would presumably be subcategories of INFORM (as mentioned above), and thus perhaps too specific
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ACTION-REQUESTS because (1) the usability of these cue patterns to make requests is not quite
predictable for an “innocent” language learner, and (2) we have independent reason to establish
this CA in association with many specialized cue patterns, including “please *” and “[verb-stem]
TTF&EW (te kudasai).)

Sequence Controllers may be CAs, but ... The status of expressions which control conver-
sational sequencing (lexical temporizers like “let me see”, transition cues like “now then”, even
filled pauses, etc.) is somewhat debatable. Confusingly, these controllers are sometimes called
“discourse markers” in the literature [Schiffrin 1987]. It may be possible to treat them as CAs.
However, the communicative goals which they express seem to differ from the goals which most
concern us here since they concern the manner of communicating rather than the content. In view
of these differences, we postpone consideration of sequence controllers for later work.

However, note that some cue patterns resembling filled pauses receive the label EXPRESSIVE
because they are judged to have an exclamatory element. In particular, Japanese “® 1 ” (a/) and
“% 1”7 (e!) are treated in this way.

Another special problem involves English “Okay” and Japanese “lZ\»” (hai). These cues can
express ACKNOWLEDGE and other relatively canonical CAs. But we judge that they can also
function as sequence controllers, signaling that the speaker has completed part of a discourse and
is ready to begin a new part. (Distinctive prosodic patterns may help to distinguish this use in
the future.) For our current presentation, we supply CA labels in the first case, but not in the
second.

Finally, Japanese “ (T3) #” (desune) has a similar double role, since it sometimes marks the
CAs CONFIRMATION-QUESTION, DO-YOU-UNDERSTAND-QUESTION, etc., but in other
cases functions as a sequence controller with a temporizing or filler function similar to that of
English “you know”. Again, no separate CA label is supplied in the second case.

Fragments are Sometimes CAs, but ... The proper treatment of fragments, too, is uncertain.
On one hand, it seems clear that various sorts of elliptical responses serve as abbreviated INFORM
CAs. In such cases, the hidden INFORM becomes visible if the missing words are added: Who
can do it? You can (do it). or Who is the President? Bill Clinton (is the President).

On the other hand, other incomplete utterances arise from false starts or disfluencies: Bill Clinton
. uh ... Several politicians have been involved in scandals lately. Such fragments should probably
have no independent CA labels.

Since contextual analysis will often be required to distinguish among the various fragment types,
we presently label most fragments INFORM, for consistency. However, this is a temporary measure
pending future research.

2.1.8 Ambiguity and Stages of Processing

As mentioned, a given cue pattern may belong to several cue pattern sets because it can indi-
cate more than one CA. For example, based on surface clues only, and without considering the

context, Japanese hai could (in our current analysis) receive any one of these labels: GREET,
ACKNOWLEDGE, YES .8

Because the mapping between a surface-cue and CA is in general one-to-many, we intend to
separate assignment of CAs into two stages: in Stage 1, we segment the corpus and assign all

for our present consideration.
80f course, some ambiguity can remain even after contextual analysis. Even a native Japanese hearer, for
instance, may sometimes be left unsure whether ha: indicates a YES or just an ACKNOWLEDGE.
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possible CA labels to each segment; in Stage 2, we select the correct label using information from
surface context.

Our hope is that both stages can be performed automatically. (In fact, working programs for both
stages now exist. See Appendix concerning Work in Progress.) In this document, however, we
concentrate upon the preliminary label assignment of Stage 1. That is, we focus upon description
of our labels and the mappings to surface cues which define them. Disambiguation techniques will
be treated elsewhere (see again the Appendix).

In some cases of apparent ambiguity, several apparently competing descriptions can simultaneously
be right. Consider the input Could you please tell me your name: on our current analysis, this
utterance could be identified as ACTION-REQUEST based on the pattern “could you please
*” but it could also be a WH-QUESTION based on the pattern “could you please tell me *”
In general, since an utterance can fulfill several communicative goals at once, we assume that
multiple CAs may sometimes be valid.

Further, as mentioned, it may be desirable to propose a hierarchy of CA specificity in which a WH-
QUESTION is a subtype of ACTION-REQUEST - specifically, a request that the hearer provide a
certain type of information. Automatic CA identification could then aim for a maximally specific
identification to facilitate analysis of CA sequences. In the present example, expected responses to
a WH-QUESTION would be more tightly constrained than expected responses for a more general
ACTION-REQUEST.

Detailed consideration of such hierarchical analysis will appear in [Seligman 1994b]. For now,
however, note that we have purposely omitted from our current set several CAs which we expect
to analyze as relatively fine-grained subcategories of some present CA. For instance, we considered
the possible CA EXPLAIN (with cue patterns like “* you see”, “’cause *”, “it’s just that *”, and
“[clause] F /DTF” (wake/no desu)). However, we came to view this hypothesized CA as a
subcategory of INFORM which is too fine-grained for our present level of experimentation. We
may wish to include such subtypes in future CA sets.

2.1.9 The Need for More Abstract Levels of Analysis

Some plausible communicative functions involve relations among utterances. For instance, a con-
versational prompt, like a YN-QUESTION or an ACTION-REQUEST, usually leads to a corre-
sponding response: one can reply to a question by giving the information which was requested;
and, more generally, one can reply to a request by doing what was asked, promising to do so, etc.

The temptation to define “responsive” communicative acts like YN-QUESTION-RESPONSE or
ACTION-REQUEST-RESPONSE is therefore quite strong.

However, we observe an important distinction: some potential “responsive” CAs have distinctive
cue sets, and thus provide local surface cues to the responsive function in the utterance itself;
while some have no such distinctive sets, so that the responsive role can only be recognized by
contextual analysis.

With this difference in mind, we do allow the CA labels YES and NO as responses to YN-
QUESTIONS, since we do observe distinctive surface pattern sets including cues like “that’s
right”, and “% 5 T3 (sou desu). By contrast, we do not allow any such CA label as ACTION-
REQUEST-RESPONSE, because in our data we found no distinctive surface cue set associated
with this responsive communicative function.

This distinction is rather subtle. If it is not maintained, however, circularities in CA definitions
become a real danger: one tries to define the CA in terms of its relational role, but the relational
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role must be described in terms of the local CAs.® Let us state the distinction as a corollary of
our basic CA definition:

e CA Definition, Corollary 1.

Labels which depend entirely on reference to the context are not permitted in our CA set.
(On the other hand, “responsive” labels which do have distinctive cue pattern sets are indeed
permitted.)

A further example may be useful. In our corpus, speakers very often repeated phrases, especially
noun phrases, in order to confirm the information they had received.

Agent: The fare is 500 yen.
Client: 500 yen.
Agent: 500 yen.

One of our early analyses included a REPEAT-TO-CONFIRM CA, and used it to label the second
and third utterances above. But we eventually abandoned this analysis, in view of the requirement
that CAs be entirely specified by the structural properties of the utterance itself. The proposed
responsive CA did not qualify, because it could only be recognized by noting that the utterance
repeats a previous utterance. (At present we can perceive no distinctive prosody.) Thus we
presently treat such utterances like other fragments: we label them INFORM with respect to
their local cues, as a temporary measure pending future research. (See the discussion of fragments
above.) However, we expect that the confirming function will be recognized at a more abstract
level of analysis.

2.1.10 Future Discourse Analysis

Communicative functions which depend entirely on reference to the context do have a place in our
overall design, but it is not at the level of CAs. Rather, we expect to employ such purely relational
labels during Stage 2 at an abstract level of analysis where dialogue MOVES and EXCHANGES
will be represented. (Compare [Stenstréme 1994].)

This design sometimes leads to the establishment of rather vague labels at the utterance-local CA
level. The current ACKNOWLEDGE label, in particular, (associated with cues like “lk\” (hai)
and “okay”) serves as a catch-all or place-holder for later contextual analysis: eventually, it is
expected to realize various sorts of MOVEs.

2.2 Multi-lingual CAs

A second major emphasis in our approach is the aim to examine the relationships between CAs
in English and Japanese.

While compiling and revising our label sets, we have attempted to apply them to spontaneous
dialogues in both languages. (Our corpora are described in [Loken-Kim et al 1993a, 1993b], and
tagged sample dialogues in both languages are included Section 4 below.)

We include labels in our CA set if they are appropriate for either English or Japanese; and we
find that in practice there is quite a large overlap between these very different languages, since
the large majority of labels are actually suitable for both languages.t?

9We are grateful to Toshiaki Iwadera for bringing these problems to our attention.

10 This strategy for multi-lingual symbol definition has been described as a polylinguel, as opposed to interlingual,
approach in [Kay et al, 1994]. It was also suggested as a possible strategy for the transfer engine of the ASURA
MT system in [Seligman et al 1993, Seligman 1993].
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How do we know that a given CA has the same communicative function in the respective languages?
Our current assumption is that we can confirm that CAs in different languages are at least closely
similar by comparing their cue patterns and glosses: both should be plausible translations. Since
the cue patterns are primary in defining CAs, their correspondence is the primary measure of a close
CA correspondence across languages: a 'simple case is the use of “please *” and “[verb-stem] TF
&\ (te kudasai), among other expressions, as respective cue patterns for ACTION-REQUEST.

We have given a primary place in our methodology to native judgments that several cue patterns
perform essentially the same communicative function in context. While it may be questioned
whether natives can actually make such judgments effectively, it is generally accepted that good
translators can provide translations which preserve most essential communicative functions. Thus
we might at some point consider using translation judgments as primary clues in discovering
CAs. In this case, rather than use monolingual CA cue pattern sets to define monolingual CAs
and then compare the CAs cross-linguistically as we now do, we might start by surveying cue
pattern translation sets. We would then expect to discover only the CAs which were valid in all
of the relevant languages. CA discovery would then be treated as a specialty within the area of
example-based translation. This possibility remains as a topic for future research.

Only two CAs in the present set seem appropriate for only English or only Japanese. We now
describe these two.

e English but perhaps not Japanese: INSTRUCT

Our corpus indicates that in English, when giving transportation directions, the patterns
like “you [VP, present tense]”, “you will ¥’ and “you want to *” form a distinctive set for
this discourse function. Thus we establish a CA label INSTRUCT. In Japanese, however,
the patterns used for such instructions appear to compose a subset of the patterns used for
making ACTION-REQUESTSs: “[verb-stem] T\ 7% <” (te itadaku), “[verb-stem] TW7c ¢
WT” (te itadaite) etc., comparable to English “(would you) please * (for me)”. And so
INSTRUCT, if it is a distinct CA in Japanese, would probably be analyzed as a relatively
fine-grained subtype of ACTION-REQUEST. We now ignore several apparent fine-grained
CA subcategories of this sort (like EXPLAIN, see above). Thus we will avoid the use of
INSTRUCT in labeling Japanese dialogues for now, and leave future use as an open question.
However, we do include this CA in our polylingual listing, with a warning.

e Japanese but not English: CONFIRMATION-QUESTION-TO-SELF

In both languages, a dialogue participant can use a CONFIRMATION-QUESTION to ask
a partner to confirm a proposition: This is the Kyoto-bound train, isn’t 11?2, TOEHER
FETETT R (Kono densha wa, kyouto yuki desu ne?) And in both languages, s/he
can “think out loud” by addressing a CONFIRMATION-QUESTION to him/herself: [mus-
ing] Hmm, I guess this would be the Kyoto-bound train, eh?, 5 —A~ TOBEIEETE
%25 57%. (Uun, kono densha wa kyouto yuki darou na). In the first case, a confirmation
or disconfirmation is expected; but in the second case the partner need not respond un-
less an error is likely. In Japanese, it appears that surface cues can distinguish these two
types of CONFIRMATION-QUESTION in our corpus: we saw two examples of a confir-
mation question addressed by the speaker to himself, and in both, the informality of the
questioning pattern (“[NP/adv/adj/verb] %25 %5 %” (darou na)) marks the utterance as in-
appropriate for addressing the partner (for this purpose, the appropriate pattern would
be “[NP/adv/adj/verb] TUL x % 2a” (deshou ne)); and so the only remaining candidate for
addressee is the speaker. In English, however, no such indications of the addressee are avail-
able in the text, so currently we have no local, cue-based ways of distinguishing confirmation
questions to oneself from those addressed to others. (Future consideration of prosodic cues
might add the necessary cues.) Thus we could not justify separate labels in a monolingual
English treatment, but do make the distinction in our polylingual CA set.
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Having stated our goals and principles, we now present our current list of Communicative Acts,
with examples, explanations, and representative sets of surface patterns.
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3 Tentative Lists of CA Labels: English and Japanese

For each tentative CA label in English or Japanese, we provide the following information:

3.1

Explanation or 8. A gloss giving the approximate sense of the label.

Illocutionary verbs or ZfTE)&. Verbs or phrases which can be used to talk about the
Communicative Act. See the above discussion of Leech’s illocutionary verbs and their use
as heuristics for CA discovery.

Pattern or -3 % — . Cue patterns for the CA. May contain variable locations marked with
* or constraint descriptions in [brackets].

Parameters or 54, Dimensions along which this CA can vary while still preserving its
essential function. For example, an ACTION-REQUEST can vary in politeness.

Examples or EEF. Taken from the indicated EMMI dialogues in most cases. Some
invented examples are also included to supplement attested examples. (Examples are omitted
when cue patterns themselves provide sufficient illustration.)

English CA Labels

. INFORM

explanation

S gives H information. INFORM can be elided, as in short answers to
questions (“Who can do it?” “You can.” “Who is the President?” “Bill
Clinton.”)

illocutionary verbs

assert, state, tell, let someone know, inform, indicate, go on record

pattern

Declarative clause syntax, with possible ellipsis and wide variety of as-
pectual and mood combinations. Fragments are presently considered IN-
FORM,; see discussion.

parameters
examples Conference office; You can travel a number of different ways; You’re located
right here (E-MM-01)
OFFER
explanation S informs H that S is willing to perform some act A for person P (often H)

if P wishes A. Often presented as a question about whether P wishes the
act. The OFFER category often overlaps with PERMISSION-REQUEST
for service roles (“May I help you?”).

illocutionary verbs

offer; extend /make an offer

pattern let me/us [VP]; why don’t I/we [VP]; can/may I/we [VP] (especially
Can/May I help you?); I/we can/could [VP]; how/what can/may/could
I/we [VP] (especially How can I help you?, What can I do for you?). Many
fixed expressions.

parameters politeness; formality

examples How can I help you? (E~TL-03); Let me pull up my map here (E-MM-02)
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7. YN-QUESTION

3. OFFER-FOLLOW-UP

explanation

As for OFFER, but used when some act has already been performed for
person P to indicate that S is willing to perform another act. As for OF-

FER, this category often overlaps with PERMISSION-REQUEST. Usually
fixed expression, as in examples below.

illocutionary verbs

pattern

*anything else*?; *any other*? Clause syntax must be interrogative yn-
question.

parameters politeness; formality
examples Is there anything else I can help you with? (E-MM-07); Can I help you
with any other things? (E-MM-05)
. INSTRUCT
explanation S informs H how to reach H’s goals (e.g. how to get somewhere) with

authority or certainty, often by indicating the steps.

illocutionary verbs

give (you) instructions; tell/show (you) how

pattern

you [VP, present or future tense] (especially you (will) want/need to [VP],
you (will) [VP], you are going to [VP]); imperative clause syntax.

parameters politeness
examples You want to go to the area in the middle here; At this station you’ll want
to change subways (E-MM-02)
. SUGGEST .
explanation S informs H how H’s goals can possibly be reached, but without authority

or certainty. S typically says that some action is possible, or might be good,
or asks rhetorically whether some action would be possible or good, etc.

illocutionary verbs

suggest, submit, propose

pattern

why don’t you [VP]; you could/can/might [VP]; could(n’t) you [VP]?; how
about [VP, ing form|?

parameters

politeness, formality

examples

You can have them take you directly to the International Hall; You can
catch a cab right there (E-MM-01)

. ACTION-REQUEST

explanation

S informs H that S wants H to perform some action, but without authority.

illocutionary verbs

request

pattern

will/would/can/could you [VP]'7 please [VP]; I/we would like you to [VP];
can/may I/we ask you to [VP]?

parameters

politeness, formality

examples

Can you give me a printout of this map (E-MM-02); Could you tell me
please how to get from Kyoto Station to your conference center (E-TL-10)

explanation

S informs H that S wants H to provide information about the truth or
falsehood of a proposition.

illocutionary verbs

ask, request information

pattern

Yes-no interrogative clause syntax, with wide variety of aspect and mood;

can/could/would you (please) tell me if/whether *; I’d like you to tell me

1f/whether *; I'd like to ask (you) if/whether *; may I ask (you) if/whether
*. prosodic cues can also identify.

parameters

examples

Do you see the map?; If I say this in English, will the taxi driver understand?
(E-MM-01)
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8. CONFIRMATION-QUESTION

10.

11.

12.

13.

explanation

S informs H that S wants H to provide information about the correctness
or incorrectness of a quoted proposition.

illocutionary verbs

confirm

pattern CLAUSE, (is that) right?; CLAUSE, tag question.
parameters
examples That’s coins, right? (E-MM-06); The train goes east, doesn’t it (fabricated

example)

. DO-YOU-UNDERSTAND-QUESTION

explanation

S informs H that S wants H to provide information about whether some
information has been heard or understood, is satisfactory, etc. Can be a
separate question (“Okay?”) or a tag (“CLAUSE, okay?”) following a plain
INFORM, an INSTRUCT, etc.

illocutionary verbs

confirm one’s understanding/satisfaction/approval

pattern (CLAUSE) OKY; prosodic cues can also identify.
parameters
examples You just get on the Kyoto subway going north, OK (E-MM-07)

PERMISSION-REQUEST

explanation

S informs H that S wants H to provide information about whether H will
give permission for someone (often S) to perform some action. Often used
as ACTION-REQUEST or (YN/WH-QUESTION), as in the first example

below.

illocutionary verbs

request permission/consent

pattern May I/we [VP]?

parameters politeness, formality

examples May I ask your age?; May I speak with you? (fabricated examples)
WH-QUESTION ‘

explanation S informs H that S wants H to provide information about something other

than truth or falsehood.

llocutionary verbs

ask, request information

pattern

wh-interrogative clause syntax with wide variety of aspect or mood;
could/can/would you (please) tell me *; I'd like you to tell me *; Id like to
ask (you) *; may I ask (you) *?

parameters

examples What is the best way to get there?; How long a ride is it (E-MM-01)
YES

explanation S informs H that the response to H’s YN-QUESTION, CONFIRMATION-

QUESTION, or DO-YOU-UNDERSTAND-QUESTION is affirmative.

tlocutionary verbs

answer in the affirmative

pattern yes; yep; yup; yea; uhum; (that’s) right.
parameters politeness
examples
NO
explanation S informs H that the response to H’s YN-QUESTION, CONFIRMATION-

QUESTION, or DO-YOU-UNDERSTAND-QUESTION is negative.

illocutionary verbs

answer in the negative

pattern

no; nope; naw

parameters

politeness

examples

18




14. ACKNOWLEDGE

explanation

S informs H that information given by H has been heard, received, under-
stood, etc. ACKNOWLEDGE is often used to maintain communication
and be polite, without strong indication of understanding or agreement.

illocutionary verbs

acknowledge; recognize

pattern I see; great; uhum; (that’s) fine; OK; you too; (all) right.
parameters politeness
examples

15. EXPRESSIVE

explanation

Fixed expression or interjection expressing emotion (e.g. being excited or
impressed) or cognitive state. Signals of task-oriented errors like hitting the
wrong key or dropping something are presently included in this category.

illocutionary verbs

exclaim

pattern wow; whoops; oops
parameters
examples
16. GREET
explanation Fixed expressions used for greeting.

llocutionary verbs

greet, welcome

pattern hi, good morning, hello
parameters politeness
examples

17. FAREWELL

explanation

Fixed expressions used for terminating conversations.

illocutionary verbs

bid farewell, say goodbye, close

pattern goodbye; bye
parameters politeness
examples
18. GOOD-WISHES
explanation Fixed expressions used for expressing good wishes, usually before

FAREWELL.

illocutionary verbs

extend/offer good wishes

pattern have a good day/trip/etc.; take care
parameters politeness
examples

19. GOOD-WISHES-RESPONSE

explanation

Fixed expressions used for responding to good wishes, usually before
FAREWELL.

illocutionary verbs

extend/offer good wishes in return

pattern you too; same to you
parameters politeness
examples
20. THANK
explanation Fixed expressions used for expressing thanks.

illocutionary verbs

offer/express thanks/gratitude/appreciation

pattern thank you (very much); thanks (very much)
parameters politeness
examples
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21. THANKS-RESPONSE

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

explanation Fixed expressions used for responding to thanks.
illocutionary verbs | offer/express thanks/gratitude/appreciation in return
pattern (you’re) welcome. -
parameters politeness
examples
APOLOGY
explanation Fixed expressions used for apologizing. Often used to signal a speech error

before a correction.

illocutionary verbs

offer/express apologies, apologize

pattern (I'm) sorry.
parameters politeness
examples I’'m sorry, (that’s going east) (E-TL—-02); (Oh wait) I’'m sorry (that’s east)

(E-TL-03)

APOLOGY-RESPONSE

explanation

Fixed expressions used in responding to an apology.

illocutionary verbs

forgive; accept one’s apology

pattern

that’s all right

parameters politeness
examples
ALERT
explanation Fixed expressions used by S to get H’s attention. Compare VOCATIVE.
illocutionary verbs | get one’s attention
pattern excuse me; hey
parameters politeness
examples

CONFIRMATION-QUESTION-TO-SELF

explanation Not a Communicative Act in English.

illocutionary verbs

pattern

parameters

specific forms

examples
INVITE

explanation S informs H that S wants H to inform S whether H wants to do something

which is of benefit to both S and H, often together with S. Compare OFFER.

illocutionary verbs | invite, extend an invitation

pattern would you like to [VP]?

parameters politeness, formality

examples Would you like to come over for dinner?; Would you like to see my etchings?
VOCATIVE

explanation Name or role title used by S get the attention of a particular H. Compare

ALERT.

illocutionary verbs

address one (as)

pattern

Proper name, or title such as nurse, waitress, sir

parameters

examples

Fred! Waitress! (fabricated examples)
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3.2 Japanese CA Labels

1. INFORM

At HLTFRHEETCERED XD

ZTHE | Mbed. B

FE—v | TR (B EB0). B GRAE) L 57, F, ; Be (BA)T <8, £7
B, ¥EAF, KT (wc) B BE (BE)+ 0 (L) B, b0 ; BE (K
1)+ 9, &8 + °F, 0% ; YEBEER, BE (EH)+ <2k

54 TEE, BrER, BROBEC X > TRERPRE D

il BEREEEEER Y vEYY LOAE~TELVWATTTE

2. OFFER

A HLFPHEFOFRICED C L X RET D

ZITEE | BET 2, HLI?

A Z =y | R BT ORE SRS BiF (M) 238, AW, BLBGE

il RELZODWEEC L > THEERHRE RS

#l BARME 7 v Y bCEoCHONETER LS KL TEHEZTONE D

3. OFFER-FOLLOW-UP

A HLUFEXRHEFOFRICA 2 C L2 BERET S

ZTEF | HERET D, HEHPLHES

RE—v | X B COERERTRE: » LFAHE T nEdidh; dEicdrs
Tngdih

54 Fic /fick CRIFIOZEIED D

#l BEFCH»B I CLY 5D

4. INSTRUCT

EiE Not a Communicative Act in Japanese?

ZTEF

RNE—

54

il

5. SUGGEST

g # LEO RN A ECH EFERZR~3

ZEF | BT

RE—v | EX - BRICETRE: wWHhRTTh, 5T, EESATTINED

5 (k] OICHRIHIT 2 FWREMED b

#l O R HTHEL LEFILEES ATTIRLE D

6. ACTION-REQUEST

iR HLTFHPHEFTAYERT D

ZTEE | BRI 5, kDD

RE—v | B a3 B B B (BA)+ TR AT, kWil TER AR,
¥37%; BiF @)+ c &

il ERT A > THBEEREER S

#l FCRVPREYVCBNTCHEELT
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7. YN-QUESTION

10.

11.

12.

13.

e ZLFAREFIC TEN] 25 TWwni | TEZ bNSBE%T 5

ZOEE | Bh5, 1<

Ra—v | BRG BE GBI+ ATl Sk, bUTL xS, TETL XS, 47+
T, BE (B4 ¢ L x 52, B GBR)+ £

S HEOEEYSNR 20 RN E2E:Nd ), FRAFHELFODNEE CEBELIE
V) :

#i NRZEGF—D R TRATT

. CONFIRMATION-QUESTION

BEH ELFRHEF RT3

FTEE | el 5, e
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4 Labeled Dialogues in English and Japanese

4.1 Two Dialogues in English

In the English transcriptions below, these conventions are used:

e Square brackets [...] denote filled pauses such as [um] and [ah].

o Curly brackets {...} denote speech which overlaps the speech of the other participant. +...+
can also be used to avoid confusing multiple uses of {...} when several instances of simulta-
neous speech occur close together.

e Round brackets (...) denote false starts.
e Slashes /.../ denote non-language sounds such as laughs or lipsmacks.

¢ 7thi” and ”¢” indicate non-reduced pronunciations of the and a.

4.1.1 Conversation E3A

A : good morning (GREET) conference office (INFORM) {how} can I help you (OFFER)

BM : {/breath intake/} hi (GREET) I just arrived in Kyoto. (INFORM) and I need directions
to get to the International Conference Center (ACTION-REQUEST)

A : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) (you’re [ah]) you arrived in Kyoto (on the [s]) on the subway (INFORM)
BM : [y] [a?] no (NO) actually I just arrived on the Shinkansen (INFORM) I'm at Kyoto
station(INFORM) .

A : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) [ah] you can get to thi International Conference Center by a
number of ways (INFORM) either by bus taxi or the subway (INFORM) {how} would you
like to travel (WH-QUESTION)

BM : {/breath intake/} [ah] I would prefer by the subway (INFORM)

A : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) [ah] (to) to get to thi International Conference Center by the
subway (you’ll want to get on thi) let’s see here you’ll want to get on thi
Higashiyama (INSTRUCT)

BM : [uh{um]} (ACKNOWLEDGE)

4 : {line} and you can catch that at the second level floor platform (SUGGEST)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) {second level} (INFORM)

A : {so (you’re)} you’re now on the first floor platform (INFORM) [ah] if you walk
up [ah] some steps to the second level (INFORM)

BM : [uhu{m]} (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : {th}ere’s one platform (INFORM)

BM : [uhu{m]} (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : {and} the subway leaves from there only north (INFORM)

BM : 0K (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : you’ll wanna take the subway north to Sanjo station (INSTRUCT)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : at Sanjo station you’ll need to change subways so get off at Sanjo [an]

get on thi Keihan Kyotsu line (INSTRUCT)

BM : Keihan [kyots] (INFORM) how do you spell Kyotsu (WH-QUESTION)

A : [ah] Kyotsu is K Y O T S U (INFORM)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : so you’ll take the Keihan Kyotsu line (INSTRUCT)

BM : {[mm]}(ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : {to} the second stop and that is Keage station (INFORM)
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BM : [kee] (INFORM) [ho?] and how do you spell that (WH-QUESTION)

A : that’s K E A G E (INFORM) -
BM : {[m]} (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : {th}at’s the second stop (INFORM)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) -
A : you’ll get off at Keage station and walk west on Sanjo dori (INSTRUCT)

BM : so west (INFORM)

A : oh (ALERT)(I) wait (ALERT) I’m sorry (APOLOGY) that’s east (INFORM)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : you’ll be walking east /while laughing/ on Sanjo dori and you’ll walk

east to the very first street (INSTRUCT)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : you’ll go left on the first street (INSTRUCT) it’s a hairpin left (INFORM)

BM : {0K} (ACKNOWLEDGE)

4 : it’s a {very sharp} left (INFORM) and you’ll walk about a half a mile (INSTRUCT)
BM : [uhum] (ACKNOWLEDGE)

4 : the International Hotel is on the left in a great big large grey building (INFORM)
BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : 0K (DO-YOU-UNDERSTAND-QUESTION)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) great (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : O0{K} (ACKNOWLEDGE)

BM : {tha}nk you {[mm]} (TEANK)

A : you’re welcome (THANKS-RESPONSE) {have a go}tod day (GOOD-WISHES)

BM : you too (GOOD-WISHES-RESPONSE) {byebye} (FAREWELL)

A : {bye} (FAREWELL)

4.1.2 Conversation E3B

4 : Good morning (GREET) conference office (INFORM)

BM : Hi (GREET) [um] I just arrived in Kyoto and I’m looking for the

International Conference Center (INFORM)

A : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) are you at Kyoto Station? (YN-QUESTION)

BM : Yes (YES)

A : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) [ah] we have three methods of travel to get to thi International
Conference Center (INFORM) [ah] you can either go by subway bus or train (INFORM) what
would you prefer (WH-QUESTION)

BM : [um] I would prefer the quickest route (INFORM)

A4 : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) the quickest route would really be taking a taxi (INFORM)

BM : {OK} (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : {and [uhl} I can call up the map here and [ah] we can take a look at how to get to
the taxi stand for you (OFFER)

BM : {0K} (ACKNOWLEDGE) -
A : {O0K} so lets see (I’m gonna show you) this is a layout of the train

station (INFORM)

BM : {[um]} (ACKNOWLEDGE) : .
A : {Where} you’re located right now (INFORM)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)

4 : and you are on thi second floor platform right here (INFORM)

BM : 0K (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : and thi taxi stand is located to the north of the train station [ah] to thi [ah] east
of the bus stop (INFORM) so to get there you take this passage way (INSTRUCT)

BM : {[uh-huhl]} (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : {across} the train station (INFORM) go through the door by the ticket office
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across the street into the bus stop (INSTRUCT) and then there’s a pathway that leads
you right to the taxi stand (INFORM) that’s {where} you can pick up a taxi (INFORM)

M : {[ohl} OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) and is this all above ground? (YN-QUESTION)
A : [ah] yes (YES) the taxi stand is above ground (the platform) (INFORM) if you can see
these steps here will take you down to thi first floor (INFORM)

M : {[uh-huh]} (ACKNOWLEDGE)
A : {and then} down to the ticket office and up to the taxi stand (INFORM)
BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)
A : {OK} (DO-YOU-UNDERSTAND-QUESTION)

M : {great} (ACKNOWLEDGE) OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) and I can catch the taxi right in the front
{there} (YN-QUESTION)
A : {Ye}s (YES) you can get the taxi right there (INFORM)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) great (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : Is there anything else I can help you with {cost} (OFFER-FOLLOW-UP)

M : {[nnnnl}
A : or anything (YN-QUESTION)
BM : [um] actually can you tell me (what) how much I can expect to pay (WH-QUESTION)

A : Yes (ACKNOWLEDGE) the taxi will run you about ten thousand yen (INFORM) and [ah]

I°11 show you (in relation to) [ah] [ah] in the Kyoto area where the International
Conference Center is (INFORM)
BM : [mK] (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : So you’ll have an idea (where) where you’re going here (INFORM) OK we’re gonna

look at another map now (INFORM)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) ([th?]) thi International Conference Center is located right here (INFORM)
BM : [um~huh] (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : and you’ll be coming in on your taxi through this route then up here (INFORM)

0K (DO-YOU-UNDERSTAND-QUESTION)

BM : and that’s ten thousand yen (YN-QUESTION)

A : {that’s ten thousand} yen for +the+ ride (INFORM)

: {/breath/[?]} +[?]+ If I wanted to do something not quite as expensive could I take

the subway (YN-QUESTION)

4 : yes (YES) you can take the subway (INFORM) and I will call up another map (INFORM) and we
can take a look at [ah] where you catch the subway at (INFORM) (the subway) lets see here
OK we’re going back to (thi) [ah] the map of the subway
now (INFORM)

BM : [um-huh] (ACKNOWLEDGE)

4 : [ah]l on the second floor platform where you came in (INFORM)

BM : [um-huh] (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A4 : [ah] you can catch the same subway and (it goes) [ah] its thi Shinkansen Line (INFORM)
BM : [um-huh] (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A and get on the subway (INSTRUCT) and it will take you to Sanjo Station (INFORM)

M : 0{K} (ACKNOWLEDGE)

4 : {so you}’ll wanna take the subway north to Sanjo station (INSTRUCT) and (you can catch)
you can catch the [ah] subway right there (SUGGEST)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) now [ah] (when you're at [s] Sanjo Station) (I’1l go look) [ah] lets see
go back to the International Hotel (INSTRUCT) and I’11 (give you) show you directions (INFORM)
here you’ll take the [ahl subway north to Sanjo Station (INSTRUCT) {here’s San}jo (INFORM)
M : {[uh-huhl} (ACKNOWLEDGE)
A : station (INFORM)

BM : ’K (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : at that station you get off and change subways (INSTRUCT)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)
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4 : and you’ll get on thi Keihan-Kyotsu Line and go to the second stop on the Keihan-Kyotsu
Line (INSTRUCT)

M : {0K} (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : {and that} will take you over here to ([kiagel) Keage Station (INFORM)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : At Keage Station you’ll want to get off the subway and walk east on Sanjo Dori (INSTRUCT)
BM : [uh-huh] (ACKNOWLEDGE)

4 : to the first street (INFORM) the first street take a left (INSTRUCT) walk about a half
a mile (INSTRUCT) and the International Conference Center is on the left (INFORM)

BM : OK (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : {0K} (DO-YOU-UNDERSTAND-QUESTION)

M : {/breath/} OK (ACKNOWLEDGE) great (ACKNOWLEDGE) {thank} you (TEANK)

A @ {[0?]} you’re welcome (THANKS-RESPONSE) {have a} good day (GOOD-WISHES)

M : {[mm]} you too (GOCD-WISHES-RESPONSE)

A: good{bye} (FAREWELL)

M : {bye} bye (FAREWELL)

4.2 Two Dialogues in Japanese
4.2.1 Conversation J1A

A 1 Ewv (GREET) ERR&EEHHE©F (INFORM)

MW : & (EXPRESSIVE) T W34 (APCLOGY) D ¥ » 5 OBEREEEEERE Y v+
T LhDLEEE~FTE WA TF T E (INFORM)

4 : [ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW @ Zod EFO3W5R5IKITohkbWnnATL X 5% (WE-QUESTION)
A: 2ot WEEBBLICWHLSL 23 TL X 5D (WH- QUESTION)
MV @ WF FEEEED A & RATFFE (INFORM)

A ¢ Zwv (ACKNOWLEDGE) 25 & T¥h

MW : (X\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A i— FERODPOBAM D FHCTHE ¥ LT (ACTION-REQUEST)
MW : B (INFORM)

A NREESTHLATTFED (ACTION- REQUEST)

MY : BFLEjcF 2 (YN-QUESTION)

A BwE5C3 (YES)

MU : E5n5FERELATL x 5P (WE-QUESTION)

A Ho— Bic (INFORM)

MW : X\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A Ao TELATTHNRE (INFORN)

MW : {2\ (ACKNOWLEDGE) BEFHT D (INFORM)

A: T (ACKNOWLEDGE) T§ih

MW : HyO (INFORM)

L : |3\ (ACKNOWLEDGE) T% b b % HTJHWT (ACTION-REQUEST)
MW : &\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A 1 NRWEHE-TCHE T (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : 3w (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : v (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MU : NRBEELITFONZFES L bWNATT S (WH-QUESTION)
Azt FHR=4FFTF (INFORM)

MW : RER=%1T (INFORM)

A : {t\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : (kv (ACKNOWLEDGE)
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A Z— Fo>THEE ¥ LT (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : {3\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A BOKAEADOHERE=LTE > CIHE ¥3 (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : {3\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A TEBIALWTT D (DO-YOU-UNDERSTAND-QUESTION)

MW : {3\ (YES)

A : 2w (ACKNOWLEDGE) 2 — FhibTih Ho— HAFEE (INFORM)
MW : PRAEHE (INFORM) {:\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : » (EXPRESSIVE) T \WwE#A (APOLOGY) ¥ H 54 % Lk (INFORM)
MW : % - (EXPRESSIVE ) {X\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : HLH LU (ALERT)

MW : 3 (EXPRESSIVE) {3\» (ACKNOWLEDGE) {\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A FRREBICOREDHL CnAKE ¥ LT (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : 3\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE) JRE R ERSR T3 %> (YN-QUESTION)

A @ lEw (YES) REFDHIKfT->CHE ¥3 (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : {3\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A TTERCho— 2ok Thi— BEORKERETIATTINRE D (INFORM)
MW : % (EXPRESSIVE) ¥ ¥4 A (APOLOGY) % 5—[E#Eiv» L ¥3 (ACTION-REQUEST)
A : % (EXPRESSIVE) # k< (INFORM)

MW : b (INFORM)

A : X\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : &5 wn55r$ 2 (WH-QUESTION)

A BY BT oTcELATTERE D (INFORM)

MW : Bi_E (INFORM)

A : {Zv (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : &t _EER (INFORM)

A : %53 (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : (3w (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A 25b0FE%ED CIHE % L < (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : (& (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A 22— dflocdh HO»bHTEX ¥4 (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : {3\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE) dtfHlcoH! D (INFORM) {&\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : {3 (ACKNOWLEDGE) £ — Z % bitflloHiO %k HTwi7Z\v»Tah b (ACTION-REQUEST)
HD— b HADUKREDFHCETHAIK (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : (X (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A: $HWCIHE ¥ LT (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW @ &-o& KE->THAO»LES LAlIKA %A TF 5 (WE-QUESTION)

A . HOEHOEFHFRTT (INFORM)

MW : BEOHETHRE (INFORM) (3 v» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : % 50 (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MY . BEECAIEENWICELD A CF 2 (YN-QUESTION)

4 : ® (EXPRESSIVE) % 5-C7 (YES)

MW : {3\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A ¢ &\ (ACKNOWLEDGE) 24— " A—T"FHA— LB EHEWTCIEE ¥ L (ACTION-REQUEST)
Y325 b ¥ 3 D¢ (INFORM)

MW : (& (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A 2L b EEMIICHZ > TIHE ¥ 5 (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : Z“HA— FLDOYFEE%E (INFORM)

A : [Zv (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : 2 -o¢& GZ (WH-QUESTION)

A : ZTF (INFORM)

MW : (& (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : {3\ (ACKNOWLEDGE) TE-E HFWTIHE F L b (ACTION-REQUEST)
MW : (& (ACKNOWLEDGE)
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L BHAECEFOSCLBENRALTE WD 3 0 (INFORM)

MW : I\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE) ZICHIA - T4 F 4 (CONFIRMATION-QUESTION)
At %5CF (YES) X\~ (YES)

MW : iEVbd ) ¥ LA (ACKNOWLEDGE) 3 (EXPRESSIVE) ¥ 53 H bt 5 ¥ kL.
(THANK)

A : 3 (EXPRESSIVE) & 5 % (THANKS-RESPONSE)

MW : X\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A ¥B3%%O0T (GOOD-WISHES)

MW : % (EXPRESSIVE) Z\~» (ACKNOWLEDGE) & 5 % (GOOD-WISHES-RESPONSE)

A : LU ¥ (FAREWELL)

A @ LU %3 (FAREWELL)

4.3 Conversation J1B

A : v (GREET) EBR&EHIEH/ T3 (INFORM)

MW : 2 (EXPRESSIVE) b x o Lo TTF & \» (ACTION-REQUEST)

A : » (EXPRESSIVE) {2\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : % (EXPRESSIVE) % L% L (GREET)

4 : % L% L (GREET) EHE (INFORM)

MW : % (EXPRESSIVE) 3-\¥-+A (APOLOGY)

A ¢ I\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : Aot %x50boBREFEECSEHR Y vEY Y A0SHEIC

A: v (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW: 5% A WwA T30 ¥ (INFORM)

A : {Zv» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MU @ D b xo tBERIbhARVATT X (INFORM)

A : I\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : ZNTH x5 B2 1 CHE WA TF & (ACTION-REQUEST)

A : {3\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE) D — SHIEE b bICnb o L £ \»¥3 5 (WH-QUESTION)
MW : 2ok STERERMEYD & & THRATF (INFORM)

A : FUERER-C3 2> (YN-QUESTION)

MW : X\ (YES)

A : v (ACKNOWLEDGE) 4> & 355 X \» (ACTION-REQUEST) D — SBEEMEICTT
B b EF (INFORM) OBEFEFROHMT AA T T E S (INFORM)

MW : {3\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A HO—nE FHEHInboLeWnETOTL & 55 (WH-QUESTION)

M SFEEEROEMoC X ERS AT E (INFORN)

A : X\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : lZ\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A 2ot TTHDLTCLEDDD— THLOFEEY 13> THE ¥ LT (ACTION-REQUEST)
MW : i3\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A ZZFoLiE->TIHE %7 (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : {3\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A TROMBEIC B LR AT E AHE© (INFORM)

MW : 13\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : izt oCIHE ¥3 (ACTION-REQUEST) —BEFICHTC ¥ 3T C ORELAL AW
k& T A% T (INFORM??)

MW : E\v» (ACKNOWLEDGE??)

A ¢ HFfFoTIH% %3 (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : 13\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A THIFo>TEWT (ACTION-REQUEST) T Z DRk # [ <TE % ¥ 3 (ACTION-REQUEST) &
MW : J&\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

30



A BDOEHAATOICHTE WY %3 (INFORN)

MW : ZPHEHEDH (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : v (ACKNOWLEDGE) TT ¥ - & HCIH% % L (ACTION-REQUEST) 2 b T HbDYN
KHD— NZ{EHRD Y F3 (INFORM)

MW : X\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

4 : {Z\» (ACKNOWLEDGE) % (EXPRESSIVE) C b oD TThdD— BERZHEODDOLA
=&FEHfTotT

MW : =&FEBEfTCt 2, (YN-QUESTION)

A HIANRCFE ST E ¥ 5 (ACTION-REQUEST)

MY : {Z\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A ¢ v (ACKNOWLEDGE) 2—& ~NADE5TThi— HEETHE->THE $J (ACTION-REQUEST)
MW : X\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

At

MW SR e A E T (INFORM)

A : BFZw% 5733 (ACKNOWLEDGE) {X\» (ACKNOWLEDGE) b x » ¢ - TR} ¥ 72> (ACTION-REQUEST)
MW : {X\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A Aot ZEFER»LTTR

MW : X\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

b FPCRERICEE > CIHE 3 (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW R b FEBGRERRCT 2 (YN-QUESTION)

A @ (YES) 2o

MW : ZREES (INFORM)

A : X (ACKNOWLEDGE) B OAEfT T3 (INFORM)

MW : X\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : |oTIEEF LT (ACTION-REQUEST) —ERHT (INFORM)

MY : {X\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A Do LEWSERICE WD ¥4 (INFORN)

MW : —ER (INFORM)

A : ZER-C (INFORM)

My : $tE (INFORM)

A : % 5% (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : 3> (ACKNOWLEDGE) i E->TW 5 D¥ 5 WnHZEREL ATT 2 (WH-QUESTION)
A 2ok BY ETZoTELATTINRE D (INFORM)

MW : X\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : % (EXPRESSIVE) b» b £33 CL x 52 (DO-YQU-UNDERSTAND-QUESTION)

MW @ BrolBaEY EIF3 (INFORM) B x - & b3A Kk \WTF (INFORM)

b 2— brotIEEb T\ (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : [\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A TDESARERIORRATT IR E S (INFORN)

MW : 3 (EXPRESSIVE) {Z\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A4 : &\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MY EHPHEDHID (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A ¢ % (EXPRESSIVE) £H0LDHICL —EiT-oCIEE ¥4 & (ACTION-REQUEST) TF 4
MW : X\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A bxolfF-oTHTE3 2 (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : ® (EXPRESSIVE) {i\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : % (EXPRESSIVE) ¥ L { ¥ L% (INFORM)

MW : Zv (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A B DTF i (INFORM)

MW : X\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A TTHE EoBARATF 2 (INFORM)

MW : & (EXPRESSIVE) {X» (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : '\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE) TCZ b bR AEAHE ¢+ ot (INFORM)

MW : {Z\» (ACKNOWLEDGE)
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A EBFFHEKED > THWTHE T LT (ACTION-REQUEST)

MW : I\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A EFOYERYEICHZ > CHE %3 (ACTION-REQUEST)

MY BEVEHIEDH (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A BAEBEEELTEE 3 (ACTION-REQUEST) & »0EFoHictihe b b (INFORK)
MW : &\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : B b3 (CONFIRMATION-QUESTION)

MW : (XPH1E D (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A THLOHREBENELTE WY ¥3 0O T (INFORM)

MW : {3\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : X\ (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : P (EXPRESSIVE) b2 Y ¥ U7 (INFORM)

A T b Y EF O (INFORM)

MW : & (EXPRESSIVE) & 5 % (THANK) JE ICd 3 B AT wEY & it i
“C3 2> (YN-QUESTION)

A : 2 (EXPRESSIVE) R LAY HEIC A2 3D2H D &AL (INFORM) DOXTEBOH
D37 Y KE REYITF OT (INFORM)

MW : EHEddD (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A FKHNB LB wEd (INFORM)

MW : Zwbd ) E LA (ACKNOWLEDGE)

A : {Zv (ACKNOWLEDGE)

MW : {X\» (ACKNOWLEDGE) & 5 % (THANK)

A : Zv (ACKNOWLEDGE) ¥ % % 2J T (GOOD-WISHES)

MW : [\~ (ACKNOWLEDGE) 2&fLU %3 (FAREWELL)

A ¢ 2ktL\»7% LE T (FAREWELL)
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APPENDIX: WORK IN PROGRESS
EMMI Experiments

A series of experiments is being conducted in the ATR Environment for Multimodal Interaction
(EMMI) in which speakers engage in a direction finding task and hotel reservation task in a variety
of media: human interpretation, machine interpretation, by telephone, and via multimodal config-
urations. (Available media include on-screen video, a typescript interface, and on-screen graphics
such as maps and documents which can be seen by both parties. Touch-screen technology permits
drawing on maps which can also be seen by both participants.) The goal is to provide information
on human-human and human-machine interaction which can inform the design of a multimodal
component of a speech processing system. Part of the investigation focuses on the CAs used in
various communication contexts. This research has required that all the dialogues from the first
EMMI experiment,.both English and Japanese, be labeled with CA labels. Based on this labeling,
two papers have already reported on the use of CAs in the Japanese dialogues [Yato et al. 1994,
Loken-Kim et al 1994], and an extended version of the second paper, intended for publication
in a special collection of papers from the 1994 ICSLP conference, will include comparable statis-
tics for the use of CAs in the English dialogues. - As the analysis of the experimental work in
EMMI continues, it is expected that CAs will be a useful tool for furthering our understanding of
communicative interactions in various contexts.

Speech Synthesis Application

Alan Black of ATR-ITL Department 2 is investigating the various intonation contours used in
different CA labeled phrases. He will extract rules that identify how accent types and boundary
tunes differ with respect to communicative act. The rules will be used to synthesize the appropriate
prosodic tune for an utterance based on the CA of that utterance. The hope is that by giving
the speech synthesizer the information that an utterance is, for example, an ACKNOWLEDGE,
the machine will give that impression from its speech by producing an appropriate intonational
pattern.

Discourse Context Analysis

Mutusko Tomokiyo of ATR-ITL Department 4 is analyzing Japanese dialogues for machine transla-
tion using CA labels. Spontaneously spoken Japanese consists of short clauses which are connected
by auxiliary sequences, conjunctions, or adverbs. Utterances often contain repetitions, insertions,
or revision fragments. To handle these linguistic phenomena, an utterance is segmented using pre-
determined sequence cues into simple sentence-like units called stars. A CA label is then assigned
to each star. Thus the final representation of an input utterance consists of a sequence of stars,
each associated with a descriptive label representing its discourse function. Specialized functions
are under development for selecting the appropriate CA label in context when pattern matching
vields ambiguities. '
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