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1, Iniroduction

With and aim toward exploring the implications of the analysis of Japanese nafural conversation data for the
development of conversation feaching materials, the COE language pedagogy group (Research Coordinator,
Usami Mayumi) set out to nake a comparative analysis of several discourse behaviors in both Japanese natural
conversations {hereafler the ‘Corpus of Spoken Japanese' ) and in the Japanese skits from the TUFS dialogue
module (hereafler “Japanese D-module’) . As the data for this analysis, we assembled a corpus of spoken
Japanese using 187 conversations (totaling roughly 643 minutes of transeribed data) fom the natural
conversation data accumulated in Professor Usami’s laboratory, and we also selecied the conversations
contaiiing the 40 discoussefunctions (Yuki 2003) in the D-module.

The purpose of this research is to outline the process of building a corpus of natural conversation materials for
research purposes, and to examine the problems that arise fromit. In this paper, we examined development of a
collection of natural conversational data for a certain purpose, Through this study, our aim is to outline what is
involved in working with a collection of natural conversational data,

2. Natural conversation maferial used in the development of the Corpus of Spoken Japanese

The natura] conversations data accumulated in Professor Usami's laboratory were collected and transcribed
following to the method outlined by Usami (1999, 2001). Before summarizing the data used in the present stady,
we will first explain our metheds of data collection, transcription and ensuring the privacy of the participants
used in the accumulation of the natural conversation data. .

2.1 Using naiural conversation data as transcription material

The data in this study are audio or video recordings, however, while analyzing spaken language data jtself by
using the audio or videotape recorded data is impottant, it is also very essential to analyze the situational factors
surrounding the tape-recorded conversation, such as the relationship between the participants of the conversation,
or the settings of the conversation. In order to deal with these variables, Usami (1999, 2001) stresses the
importance of controlling for such factors when sciting up interviews. She also points out the importance of
' using questionnaires that ask about the characteristics of the participants before the inferview, as well as
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Follow-up questionnaires that ask the participunts about their impression of their interlocutor aficr the interview

session.

Before collecting conversation data, in order to highlight a paticulis factor such as sex that influence

conversation, other factors are controlled for as much as possible. This is neeessary so that changes in language

use can be atiributed (o particular factors. This is also usefid in data collection, as one can continte to increase the

number of data sumples by adhering to the controls, even after the initial data collection. It is also possible to

replicate studies by other researchers using the same coutrol situations. The control factors fall fargely into two

types. One is personal factors about the participants in the interview, and the other is the setiing of the

conversation. The former are, for example, sex, age, birthplace, social status, type of language typically used, etc..

The latter are, for example, the number of participants in the conversation, the relationships between the

participants, tapics of the conversation, the place of conversation, efc.. In addition, munber of the conversation

{e.g. first, second, third) is also an important factor, especially when examining things like the differences in

Janguage use between men and wormen in a specific language actvity.

The transcriptions for this sidy are based on the BTST (Basic Transeription System for Japanesc), developed by

Usami (1997, 2003). Oftentimes, because of listening mistakes caused by the assumptions of the listeners as well

as typing mistakes, transcriptions made by different individuals may be somewhat different even though they
worled with the same tapes, In order to avoid these mistakes, the BTST strongly recommends having the same
transcript checked more than three times by more than two persons. Next step is the calculation of the degree of
agreement by using Cohen’s kappa. This step is conducted to confirm that the segmentation of the utterances is

ot the result of one person’s subjective view but rather an objective result which is enough to establish the
validity of the segmentations. {more detail see Nishigoori (2002)}. In general a kappa of more than0.85 is usually
considered sufficient to establish intervater reliability Bakeman and Gottman. 1986).

Finally, it is important to protect a participant’s privacy when preserving the data and making them available lo
fhve public as a corpus. With this in mind, we first, we requested that the participants sign letters of permission in
wltich it was made clear that the interviews are to be tised for research purposes only and may be made available
1o the public with the stipulation that their anonymity would be protected. To protect their privacy, any
identifying information about the participants is blacked out during making transcription. It is true that we need
access to this personal information to understand the meaning of the conversations, but we must also protect the
privacy of our informants when we make the data public. In order to solving this dilemna, Usami (2003)
proposes an idea for protecting privacy without losing the basic personal information (more detail sec
Usami{2003)).

So fir, we have discussed the basic procedure of data collection, transcription and privacy protection, Mt i is
necessary to maintain these consistent and multi party cantrol procedures when making a farpe scale corpus of
natwral conversation data, Also, by controlling for factors such as the participants’ sccial status or Ihe

conversational setting, it is possible to determine the conversation type, and, by following a uniform tmnscnpllon ;

system for the purposes of a quantitative analysis, natural conversation data collected from a variety of sources
b

can be used for a single study.

"

2.2 Summary of nanral conversation duta used in the present stiedy
To make a spoken Japanese corpus we used natural conversation data from Prof. Usami’s laboratory at Tokyo

University of Foreign Stdies (TUFS). In her laboratory, there are large smounts of conversation data of various P

peisons in varjous scttings, As the aim of this research i3 to compare the TUFS-D modules with natwally
ocewrring data, we focused on conversations between two native Japanese speakers, As outlined in Table |, we
analyzed 186 conversations tofaling 643 minutes. When we selecting the dita, we did our best to choose data that
reflects the various charucteristics of the natural conversation data in Prof. Usami Laboratory. Most of the
cohversations are chats or idle conversation, and others are examyples of praising (complimenting) and requesting,
The participants are either meeting for the first ime or are close fiiends. Their ages range from the teens to the
seventies, although the majority are in their twenties.

Tablel: Basic outling of the data

Mo | Year Content Relation-ship of Mg Hociol status Sex of the HNurmber of the Tinwe
the parkicipams padicipants vonversalion | {iminuies) of
the
Lranscaplion
1994 | Chal Fiest meeting 20405 middle class | Fmale-female 9 27
I compay female-mate o’ n
employes
2002 | Chat First meeting 2040 middle ¢lass § make-male 9 27
2 company female-male 9 27
employse
3 1959 | Chat First meeting 20 Students female-female 3 15
female-mmale 3 15
4 1999 | Chat First meeling 0s Sluclents fenmle-femalke 2 20
Closz friends Ws Students feminte-female 2 0
5 2000 | Chat Close Miends Xis middleclass } female-female L] il
company | male-naale q 60
employes lemale-male 4 4]
6 | 201 | Chat Close fhends teens Higlischool | lemale-fenmle 5 50
studemts male-nule 5 S0
0-103 Middle age | Fenmle-femule 5 )
male-tule 5 S0
-7 | 1998 | Compliment Close friends Wy Students Fensnle-femnle 18 B
8 | 2000 | Compliment close friends 20 Students femnbe-female 15 20
male-male 15 ki)
9 | 1998 | Request acguainiantes 0y Students Tenale-female, (i) 30
male-malke,
femile-male,
Tuotat 180 [k
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3. Examining (he process of maintaining a Corpus of Spuken Japanese
The COE language pedagogy group used the above mentioned naturat conversation data to create the D-madule
separated into 40 discourse functions. Here, we will discuss how we selected the conversations, aid we will

cxamine the eriteria for the 40 functions for coding.

11 Method ]
Sclecting the conversations for cach of the 40 fimetions of the TUFS D-module means coding the conversations
for those 40 fimctions. In other wouds, the 40 fimetions are items for coding, The 40 functions of the TUTS-D
module were selected with reference o a series of research projects in the langage Jaboratory of TUFS in 2002
(Matsumoto, 2003), The fimctions are indicated only by heir titfles and not explained concretely. Therefore, we
need to define each function  for the puposes of coding in this rescarch.

Afler coding, we usually check whether the coding is significant or not, and we calculate of the degrec of
interrater reliability by using Cohen's kappa. In the casc of the present research, in order to determine if the
selected conversations correspond with the aforcimentioned functions, it is necessary to establish interater
reltability for about 10% of the data.

In the next section we will describe the process of this work concretely and consider the adequacy of the methed.

3.2 ltewms for analvsis

There are two of items under analysis in this section: the 40 functions of the TUFS D-module, and the
representative linguistic forms of these functions. The relationship between these two falls into one of three
categorics (to be discussed below), '

3.3.1 An exenination of the individual fiimctions in the TUFES D-madule )
Two steps were involved in selecting the conversations with the 40 functions set in TUFS D-module ﬁ'om
natural conversational data.  IFirst, we divided the 40 functions into seis of 4 -6 and assigned each set to a
researcher. The conversations were then selected according to the crteria that each researcher set by himvher.
After the first round of seleetion, we discussed the criteria and the conversations selected based on those criteria.
This discussion allowed us to define each finetion operationally. In the second step, we used the operational
criteria to reevaluate the duta and reselect conversations., . K
Here we will discuss the  process of defining the individual 40 functional criteria of the TUFS D-module, First
of all, there are two types of fiunctions in the TUFS D-module, functions that allow for selection based only o
the function heading, and functions that do not. “Compromising™ is an example of the laticr type. Eachi
researcher can imaging sitvations in which compromising occurs; however, in conversations such as small talk, lt
is difficult to identify utterances displaying the aforementioned functions. Therefore, we focused our attention ot
the representative linguistic forms of those functions. In determining the representative linguistic form, wé
referred to the representative forms given in the D module scripts, and to those that cccumred frequently in the
first round of selection. For example, we defined “-temo ii{desu}” as the typical linguistic form of the function
“compromising.”
Additionally, different researchers who were assigned fo work with  different functions set quite simitar crilesia,
This is an inevitable result becanse we did not define each function before the first selection. Examples of this ar
“Directives / Imperatives™ and  “Demanding” for which the researchers set the criteria as “a conversation in

which agents tell others to take a particutar action,” and “a conversation in which agents demand others to fake
particular action,” respectively.

Te summunrize, this reseurch seeks (o examine natural language data with a focus on idle conversation in which
there is no particular conversational goal. As such, one must make use of the context and linguistic forms when
atterapting to identify a purticular function. That s, it is necessary to operationatly define each individual finetion,
rather than relying on the Lieadings of the 40 functions in the D-module. In other words, after determining
examining the data in the first rotmd of selection, it was possible to the define each individual functon. Tor the
purposes of the present study, we first defined the functions, then added the linguistic forms thal can be
considered to be representative of those functions.

3.3.2 Couling of the selected conversations

By focusing on the aforementioned functions and their representative examples, we came across a new problem
in determining the definition for ench function. For the funciion “apologizing,” for example, a farze number of
conversations containing the form “sumimasen” were selected. However, among Lhase, there were several in
which it seemed just as appropriate to say “arigato (thank you).” That is, there may be a linguistic form that can
be considered to be the representative form for a given function, but it is not always the case that it is used
exchisively to perform that function,

At this point we considered which linguistic forms were representative of the given fimctions and proposed the
classification given in Table 2, below.

Table.2 criteria classifying discourse behaviors into 4 types

Atiribuied function
Yes No
Typical lingistic Yes Type t Type 3
form No Type2 Type 4

As indicated in Table 2, utterances in which the representative linguistic form of a given function appears r;m! the
utterance can be considered to carry out that fimetion are Type 1. Utterances in which the representative linguistic
form of'a given function does #of appear but the utterance can be considered to carry out that finction are Type 2.
Utterances in which the representative linguistic form of a given finction does appear but the utterance can st
be considered to cany out that finction are Type 3. And finally, utterances in which the representative linguistic
form of 4 given function does not appear, #or can the utterance be considered to carry out that function, are Type
4. For the purposes of this study, we will exclude Type 4 in order to focus on conversations that do exhibit one or
miore of the 40 functions in the D-module.
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Example 1. Type 1; Function 7 ‘saying good-bye?

[BF08 (Female)] borrows a handout in class from her younger classmate {YTO7(Female)]

LineNo| DS DSC | Speaker Utterance
No.
15 14-1 BFO8  Livkopi®shite sugn ni modotie kuru kara,,
So, 'l make a copy and will be back right away,
16 i3 * YF27  |Hai
OK.
17 14-2 * BFO8  |Chotto matte fe.
Just a second.
18 16 * YI27  |Hai.
OK.
19 17 * BF0O8  (Gomen ne.
Sormmy.
20 18 * YF27  |Do’co.iththe hiudasal
Here it is, #H.
21 19 * BFOS  Yehimmoku fropit i itte iru aida Mavigato
silence [while making a copy)/ Thanks.
22 20 * YE27T A, <do™itashi mashite= (<},
You're welcome.
23 21 * BF0%  |<warai>{>}.
<laugh>
24 22 * BF08 Vg, matane,
See you
25 23 * YF27  |\Hal sayonara,
Good-bye.

106 102 * SFOL  jskeant han desievo e,
[Yes, It tukes 2 and a half hours.
07 { 103 | * | JBMOl |<pu [ f>{<t
Well.
108 104 * SFO1  |< J Jwatashi gyoku ni>{=pshivoio  deanofiisswn ai sundery

Veertr |t o toko i Gial dazunete it toki (hail, nantonak, kitnn
(osite wa figaeri shuchcho tte inka... <warai>,
when | went on business to visit someone who lived in Fujisawa, at tha

time, [ felt it was rather a small joumey for me. <laugh=>

Inline 104, [SFQ! (Female)] succeeded in obtaining the infonmation about her addressec’s comumule time, so we
can assume that this example canies out the finction of *asking for information (time)"

Exaniple 3. Function 26: *Giving a reason®
[BM12 (Male)] bermows a ‘how-to-write-a~dissertation’ book from his friend [SMd(Male))

In lines 24-25, [BFO8 (feimale)] says ‘ja, matane <See you>,” and then her classmate [YT07 {Female)] responds
by saying ‘hai, sayonara<Geod-bye>." These expressions are the typical linguistic forms of the function *saying

good-bye.”

Example 2, Function 12: ‘Asking for information {lime)
Adfter an exchange about their places of residence

Line No.| DS DSC | Speaker Ulterance
No.
104 100 * SFO1  |Kekko™hakari masu yo ne, fifisawn kara da to ne.
t's quite a long way, from Fujisawa.
105 101 * IBMOL  |fya,2jikan han desu kara.
0, it’s only 2 and a half hours.

Line DS DSC Speaker Uticrance
No. No.
1 | * BMI2 | E-fo, senshut no, nandakke, sotstvon no shippitsi tebiki mitai na

sasshi atta desho?.
Unm, last week, what was it, something like a
how-to-write-a-dissertation book, you know?

2 2 * SM44 | <Un>f<t
Yeah.

3 3 * BMI12 <sore->ua.fina mottern? >4,
Do you have it now?

4 4 * SM44 | A mottern yo.
Yeah, I do,

5 5 * BMI2 | Jasorechotio kashite fam nai?.
Can 1 borrow it for a Little while?

6 6 * SMd4 | Aiiyo.
Okay.

7 7 "' BMI12 | Chorto nakushi chatte, kopi- st kara,
1 lost mine. I'll make a copy.

8 8 * SMa4 | A wakerta,
Oh, OK

9 9 * SMA4 | Sore ja, kastiyo.
Here it is.

10 10 * BMI12 | Un, arigato™
Tappreciate it

11 11 * BMI12 | Ja, kondo atta told kaesu kara.

I'll retumn it when I see you next,
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12 12 * SM4d | A voroshiku.
That's fine.

13 13 * BMI2Z | Un, arigaio’
Ok, thanks.

Iix this example, the representative Hinguistic fonn carries out an exceplional fimetion. Taking into account the
selected discourse behavior, it is reasonable lo suppose tiat the typical linguistic forms of the function “stating an
opinion” would be ‘~ta omoi masu <pie thinks tat...>, or ‘iiAvari desune <that’s nice/bad>.". Howewver, ina
conversation in which a single opinion is stated, there are utterances that contain the representative forms as well
as those that do not, mndl tor this reason it makes no sense to classify the utterances into types from the viewpoint
of the formi-fienction refationship, Hence, we did not classify the types for the function *stating an opinion.”

Finally, as regards intermter reliability, due to the large amount of data we were not able to examine the extent of
the agreement between coders by using Colen's kappa in our fimited amount of time, . However, in the same
manner that we check our transcrptions, we did have the selected conversations analyzed twice by other persons.

4. Results and discussion
4.1 Resulis fiont the tipe analvsis
The classification of the corpus of the spoken language corpus is shown in Table 3 below.

Table 3 ¢ Results obtained by classilying the type-combinations of selecied discourse examples, based

on [unctional eriteria

18 [Stating an opinion / / 32
19 [Talking about likes and dislikes (things) 18 | "
20 [Talking about likes and dislikes (activities) 15 0 5
21 [Sequencing events 21 0 21
22 lAsking how someone is doing 4 0 4
23 [Stating conditions 13 0 43
24 Comparisons s {comparutives and superlatives) 96 0 o
25 Making supgestions 3 2 5
26 Givinga reason 15 0 15
27  IMaking requests : 39 2 ]
28 [Giving an example 15 1 16
29 Compromising ] 0 6
30  |Asking for permission 4 s} 4
31 |Asking about responsibilities (obligations) 0 2 2
32 [Stating prohibitions 3 1] 3
33 [Directives/ Imperatives 7 0 7
34  [Telling someone not to do something 5 4 9
35  |Asking about responsibilities {non-obligation) 0 0 0
36 [twitations 0 0 0
37 [Giving advice 5 2 7
38 [Demanding 3 1 q
39 [Expressing hopesiwishes 28 0 2B
40  [Introducing someone 0 0 0
Totaf (579) 1) T02{670)

Fm;]c:on Funetions Typel Typc2 FT:;IC::IIEY

1 Greetings 40 0 40

2 |Cxpressing Thanks 18 2 20

3 [Drawing one's notice 14 0 14

4 [nroducing Oneself _ 39 0 39

5  lApologizing 20 0 20
__G6__Giving something lo someone 6 5 1

7 Say poodbye q 0 4

8 Asking about prices 3 1 q

9 Asking for information(expericnce) 5 12 17

10 Stating plans | i 2
M iAsking ”_tjt_)‘rq infom]aﬁon (degree) 6 6 12
__ 12 _ iAskingabout time 24 1 25

13 |Asking for information (figures) 13 0 13

14 (Talking about doing something with something 8 0 8

15 |Asking about skills and ability 12 25 37

16 Asking about existence and locatiun 26 23 49

17 jAsking for information (atiribution) 30 0 30

The talk used by this research exhibited 37 out of the 40 functions as shown in table 3. The 3 fimctions that did
not appear are “Asking about responsibilities (non-obligation)” (finction number 35), “Invitations™ (function
number 36), and “Introducing someone™ (function mupber 40). Also, because it is difficult to classify this
funetion according to type, in the present study, we do not classify “Stating an opinion™ (function number 18)
according to type, and only the total frequency is show. In the discussion that follows, we will examine the
classifications according to the type for the remaining 36 functions.

Type | examples comesponded to 35 functions and there were 579 individual examples of this type. That is, type
1 to be heaping an atributed finction on and for the typical linguistic form to appear at it appears in most
function. Next, type 2 examples were seen with 17 fimetions and the number of examples was 91. From the
examples of type 2, it is clear that, even if the typical linpuistic form doesn't appear, the attributed funclion is
carried out through reference to the discourse level context.

It should be noted that examples of the functions of “Asking about responsibilities (non-obligation).”
“Invitations,” and “Introducing semeone™ did not appear due (o the characteristics of the conversation data used.
In other words, those functions did not appear because small talk deals mainly with conversations between 2
persons.
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Type 3 examples were scen with 13 functions. That is, even if the linguistic form is representative of a certain
finction, it is possible for it to achieve » different function depending on the context and the status of the
utterance, It is possible to say that type 2 and type 3 utterances cun be best undenstood by considering the actual

conversation dynamically at the discourse level.

Tabled: type 3 [unctions
5 lApologizing
15 king about skills and ability
16 lasking about existence and location
19 Talking about likes and dislikes (things)

21 Sequencing events

24 Comparisons s (comparatives and superiatives)
26 Giving a reason

29 Compronising

30 [Asking for permission

a2 Stating prohibitions

33 Directives / Imperatives

34 Telling someonc not to do something
39 [Expressing hopes/wishes

Typel is characterized by typical linguistie forms, and its discourse behavior is finctional. So for fimetions that
are exclusively Type 1, the discowrse behaviors found are functional with the typical linguistic forms, such as in
the cases of “Saying goodbye” and “Introducing oneself™ On the other hand, finctions with both Type 1 and2
discourse behaviors are -functional even without the typical linguisttc forms, such as in “making requests.”
Functions with Type 1 and 3 discourse behaviors result from typical linguistic forms not finctioning in the usual
way, depending on the contexts.

4.2 Discussion

As we show fable 3, type | discourse was found for 36 fimctions, This is because we set the typical linguistic -
forms of the attributed functions in the operational criteria of the 40 functions of the TUFS D-module.  We
attempted 10 set particutar linguistic forms as cues for the second round of sefecting the conversations for the ease
of sclection. So, the attributed fimctions are easy to understand if they appear with the typical linguistic forms of
the functions, .
We also found some functions that occurred without their typical linguistic forms. For example, the utterance ‘
“sumimasen’ i example 4, ling 21, is indeed an expression of apology, but it also expresses thanks in a cerain .
sense, because this utterance oceuwrs immediately after réceiving some benefit. “Sumimasen® is the typical

linguistic form of apologtzing, but it is also used to *draw one’ notice” or to *express thanks.”

Lxample 4: ‘apologizin

r* with multifunctional typical linguistic forms

Line No. DS DSC Speaker Utterance
No,

8 6 * OF30 | So®  iebusensin®™  ang  mankee-w0,50"0™ Qliareshii
hanashiv.e-tosekat de ichibun non dukkeschai e
ichibuan utsiknsiii e kara,nenka so™ in purinto ga atia
foomou. .

Well, last week, Let me see, Oh yes, something new, Yes,
the best what in the world? The best painting in the world?
I had a paper on something like that, T think.
9 7 * OF30 | Un.aita kana.
Yes, [ did have that, ! feel.
10 8 * BFO8 |e-
yes
11 9 * BF08 [ Chotto ana-keri ti 1 elesu kedo. ...
If s0.] would like to borrow it for a little bit. ..
12 10 * OF30 | Hai.
Sure.
13 11 * BEOB | A, i clest ka?.
Oh, can T borrow it?
14 12 * OF30 | livo.
Yes, OK.
15 13 * OF30 | Ima. mottertt kara.
1 have it now.
16 14 * BFO8 | A, chatto i, sukoshi jifem arimasi k.
O, justa. .. Do you have just a sccond now?
17 15 * OF30 | Haiavimasufoi.
YesIdo, Yes.
18 16 * BFOB | A fo.anc-kopi- Shite kurn de.isoide kopi- shite ks de,
choito kashite morae s ka?.
Then, let me go and capy it right now, please, So, can |
borraw it for a second?
19 17 * OF30 | Aiivo<warai>.
Certainly. <laughing>
20 18 * OF30 | Ja, do'=o.
Here, you are,
21 19 * BFO8 | Asumimasen,sugu modotte kimasu hara.
great, I'll be right back.
22 20 * QF30 Hal.
OK.
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Here we see tat, although we set up our analysis 1o examine the existence of typical linguistic forns and their
attributed functions, the two do not necessarily comespond, as in example 4, where the expression of apology is
also an expression of tanks. 1t is difficult 10 detenming if the discourses with typical linguistic fonus have their
attributed function or not, as, it depends on the situations of the conversations, contexts of the utteraunices, and so

on.

5. Conclusion

T this research, we showed how to set up and accumulite the transeripts of natural conversation data concretely.
After that, we described the process of the Corpus of Speken Japanese using the natural conversation data
accumulated in the Usami Laboratory, These consist of excerpts extracted from natural conversation data, which
have all of the 40 functions instituted in the Japanese D-Module. Through the process of making the Corpus of
Spoken Japanese s its results, we found some implications that appeared at the discourse level, indicating that
the typical Linguistic forms of particular finctions depend on the contexts,

Natural conversation ¢ata can become the analyzable data for a specific analysis to develop through a systematic
method, and itis a very important process in discourse analysis. It is for this reason that we focused on examining

the process of developing data in this paper.

Appendix / Key to Transcription Symbols

Line Ne. Line number
DS No. Discourse sentence (Usami2002) number
DSC Discourse sentence {Usami2002) completion marker

Among the symbols used in BTSJ, enly those relevant for this paper are listed here.

. {period) At the end of a single discourse, a period(.) is used if it is namative, and if it is intemrogative 01'E
seeking information, a quest mark(?) followed by a period(?.) is used. However, even if the final
particle indicating interrogation is missing, (?) is alse used at the end of sentences in whichi
intonation makes it clear that a question is being asked or confinmation being sought, :

' Commas are used where they are conventionally placed to facilitate reading inside a
complement sentence. '

" The mark ,, is used when the conversation partner’s utterance comes at the end of a mid-semencct
phrase , for example, to indicate that the discounse is not yet complete. Then a new line is made:
and the partner’s utierance is recorded. Afer the insertion of parmer’s utterance, another line IS'
made, the continuing discowrse is recarded, and(.)or(,,)is used at the end of the sentence. i

Used when word endings are muddled or mumbled, or when a sentence is grammatically cut off
in the middle. !
? Interrogative sentence. In discowrse which is shown to function interrogatively by a ris'mé
intonation, even though the sentence is not marked by an imerragative particle. 7. is used at the
end of the sentence. Likewise, 7, is used when required in mid-sentence because of an invcrled'

question of phrase with such a finction. Furthenmore, the question marker is the character for.

indicating a phrase’s interrogative function, but docs not necessarily indicate a rising intonation!

As lor intonation, 1— |ane used to indicate special stress that is out of the ordinary, ete. , only on
words and phrases requiring spectal notation.

= No or shorter-than-average pause between sentences,

< >{<} When ufterance oceur simullaneously, both of the overlapping parts are enclosed  in< >, Afler
<>, {<} is attached to the utterance that is overlapped by the other.

< >{>} Likewise, After <>, {<} is attached to the utterance that overlaps the other.

() Short mtefections with no special meaning are enelosed in parentheses in the position that is
closest to the actual utterance within the speaker's discourse.

< > Explanations of discourse spuken while kughing, as well as other laughter, for example, ure
enclosed in < >, such as <while laughing>, and <both laugh>. In the event that Jaughter itself
functions as reply to something, for example, it takes its own line. Otherwise, it is generally
noled at the end of the most recent discourse fine,

< =

—

When laugter overlaps with the partier’s discourse while she or he is talking, it is recorded in

the same way as short intejections:{(<laugh>).

M I | are used when they enhance understanding by visually setting of a word or a phrase, such as
the cxplanation of & kanji reading or the title of a book, Also, names and other proper nouns are
rendered, for example, as  Tpesson’sname J or man’sname | soas to protect the privacy
of subjects.

# This symbol is used when a portion of the discourse is inaudible. The number of # signs
corresponds to the estimated number of syllables in that portion.

[ 1] Paralinguistic and non-verbal information, In order to best understand the situation swrrounding a
certain discourse, special vocal characterstics will be noted, such as that thought to require
special mention{e.g., accent, intonation, high or low voice, loud or quiet voice, speed).as well as
nen-linguistic information. Furthermore,  *f— ) are used to mdicate rise, no change, or fall in
intonation.

{[ 1] When the 2ud speaker’s utterance starts before the 1st speaker’s utterance is completed,  and as

the resull, the kst speaker's utterance was finished.

References

BAKEMAN, R. and GoTTMan, 1. M. 1986, Observing interaction: an introduction to sequential analysis.
Cambridge University Press.

Marsumoto, Koit. 2003, TUFS-D Module ni okeru skit no itizuke to sono sakusei ni kansuru kosatsu [On the
development and roles of dialogues in the TUFS-D Module). Gaikokngo kyvonifu kenkyu. 6.21-36

NEUSTUPNY, I, V. and MIYAZAKI,SATOSHI. 2002, Kenkyi no holio [Methodology of studies]. Tokyo: Kurasio
Syuppa.

NisHIGOR], Jro. 2002. Shizenkaiwa-data *guzen no syctaimen' no kokai: sono hoho-ron ni tsuite

{Public release of the authentic conversational data THE ACCIDENTAL ACQUAINTANCE: The
methodology]. Jinbun gakitho.330. Tokyo Metropolitan University. 1-18.

Usawmr, MaYUML, 1997, Kihonteki na mojika no gensoku (the Basic Transcription System for Japanese: BTSI)
no kaihatsu ni tsuite [On the development of the Basic Transcription Systemn for Japanese: BTSI). Mifonjin no
donwar-kodo o Sscriptistrategy no kenkyi to mndtismecdia kyvozai no shisaky [Studies on the script-sirategies in the



218

discouse  behavior of Japanese speakers and on the trial development of nultimedia  teaching
materials]. :Heisei7-8 Monbusho kagakukenkyuhi-Kibankenkyu (C)(2) - Kendoyu seika hokokusho [Heisei 7-8"
research report for Scientific Research (C) (2) funded by Grants in Aid for Seientific Research]. 12-26.

UsAMI, MAYUML 1999, Danwa no tehryoteki bunseki: gengo-syakaishinrigaku-teki approach [Quantilative
analysis of discourse: A sociul psychological approach). Niftougagakn. 18(10}. 40-56

UsAMI, MAYUML. 2003, Kaiteiban: Kitionteki na mojika no gensoku [The revised edition: Basic Transcription
Systems for Japanese (BTSJ)). in Usami (Researcher in chief). Trbnmka kyosel-shakol i okern ibimka
comnuntication kvoilu no tame no kisotel kembou [Core research for the education in cross-cultural
commmunication in the multicultural society]. Heiseil3-14 kagaku kenkyu hi hojoldn kiban kenkyu (C)2) -
Kenkyu seika hokokusho [Heisei 13-14" research repost for Scientific Research (C) (2) finded by Grants in Aid
for Scientific Research]. 4-21.

XIE, YUN. et. al. 2003. Shizenkaiwa data to TUFS-D module ni oke danwa-kodo no hikekubunseki [A
comparative analysis of discourse behaviors in natural conversation and in TUFS dinlogue modules:
Implications for the development of conversation teaching materials].

Yuxi, KENTARO, 2003, Kinou-syllabus ni okeru user no shitennkara mita kinou bunari [The classification of
finctions on the finctional syllabus from the viewpoint of users). Gatkokugo kyotikt kerkyu, 6. 5361




