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*A DJ-k és szerepkoreik (Dér 2010; Furko 2011)

- valtozatos forraskategoriak (indulatszok, mondatszok, kotoszok,
hatarozok, igeneves szerkezetek stb.);

- extrém kontextusfiiggdség / indexikalitas;

- extrém multifunkcionalitds (diszkurziv €s pragmatikai funkciok);
- (szintaktikai €rtelemben vett) opcionalitas;

- szemantikai alulspecifikaltsag;

. valtozo hatdkor;

- csoportosulas (na hat, nos hat, well then, oh well);

- besz¢lt nyelvben kevés tipus / sok token, irott nyelvben forditva
(=>stigmatizacio);

- attitlidjelolés — konnektivitas — interperszonalis funkciok.



Magyar diskurzusjelolok

1.

aha, akar, azért, aztan, bar, bizony, csak, csakhogy, -e, egyaltaldn,
egyébirant, egyébként, eqgyik, elvégre, éppenséggel, és, de, hat, hiszen,
hm, igy, illetve, is, izé, jaj, [am, legalabb, madr, még, na, nemde, nemhogy,
netaldn, no, pedig, persze, plane, sot, szoval, talan, tehdt, tényleg,
tudniillik, tulajdonképpen, ugy, ugyan, ugye, ugyebar, ugymond, vagyis,
vajon, valoban, viszont, voltaképpen. (Schirm 2011)

2.

d; a masik meg; aha; akkor; azért; aztan,; bdr; bocsanat, hogy
beleszolok; de; de hat; de igen; egyébként; eqgyik; érted,; értem; és; ha;
hat; hm; hm?; hogy; hogyha; igen; igy; illetve; inkabb azt mondom; itt;
izé; ja; ja igen; jaj; jo; latod; marmint; marmint hogy; meg; még azert
visszakérdezek, hogy, még igy visszatérve, mert; mit is akartam;, mmm;
mmm (‘'nem’ jelentésid himmaogés); mondjuk; most; na; nem; nézd; oké;
pedig; példaul; plane; s; sot; szeretnék szolni, hogy; szoval; tehat;
tenyleg; tessek; tudniillik; tudod; ugy; ugy értem, hogy, ugye,; ugyhogy;
thim; tim (‘'nem’ jelentési hiimmdégés); vagy; vagy hogy mondjam;
vagyis; vagyis hogy; vdrj/varjal; viszont; visszatérve (Dér — Marko 2007, 4
f0s tarsalgas)



Angol diskurzusjelolok

- oh, well, but, and, or, so, because, now, then, | mean, y'know, see,
look, listen, here, there, why, gosh, boy, this is the point, what |
mean is, anyway, whatever (Schiffrin: 1987)

- when, as, while, meanwhile; (and) then, next, now, before, after,
because, (and) so, after that, all this time, well, okay, you know, |
mean, mind you, anyway(s) (Redeker: 1990)

- consequently, also, above all, again, anyway, alright, alternatively,
besides, conversely, in other words, in any event, meanwhile, more
precisely, nevertheless, next, otherwise, similarly, or, and, equally,
finally, in that case, in the meantime, incidentally, OK, listen, look, on
the one hand, that said, to conclude, to return to my point, while |
have you (Fraser: 1990)



Az USAS (UCREL Semantic Analysis System) altal
hasznalt szemantikai mezok

A B C E
general and abstract the body and the arts and crafts emotion
terms individual

F G H I
food and farming government and architecture, money and
public housing and the commerce in
home industry

M N
entenamment life and 11'» ing things | movement, location, numbers and
sports and games travel and transport measurement
S

O Q ,
substances. educanon language and social actions, states
materials. objects communication and processes
and equipment
W X b 4
world and psychological science and
environment actions. states and technology
rocesses

Z
names and grammar




USAS cimkékkel ellatott angol diskurzusjelolok

oh_74[i1.2.1 well _74[i1.2.2 but_Z5 and_Z5 or_A13.4[i2.2.1 so_A13.4[i2.2.2
because_Z5/A2.2 now_Z4[i3.2.1 then_Z4[i3.2.2 |_Z4[i4.2.1 mean_Z4[i4.2.2

y'’know_ 799 see_X3.4 look_AS8 listen_X3.2 here_M6 there_M6 why_A2.2 gosh_74
boy S2.2m this_Z8 is_A3+ the_Z5 point_Q2.1 what_Z8 |_Z74[i5.2.1 mean_Z4[i5.2.2
is_A3+ anyway Z4 whatever 78

when_75 as_Z5 while_Z5 meanwhile_T1.1.2

then_N4 next_N4 now_T1.1.2 before_N4 after_Z5 because_Z5/A2.2 so_Z5 after_Z5
that_Z5 all_N5.1+ this_M6 time_T1 well_A5.1+ okay_A5.1+ you_Z8mf know_X2.2+
| Z4[i6.2.1 mean_ZA4[i6.2.2 mind_ZA4[i7.2.1 you_Z4[i7.2.2 anyway_Z4

consequently A2.2 also_N5++ above A13.2[i8.2.1 all _A13.2[i8.2.2 again_N6+
anyway_Z4 alright_A5.1+ alternatively_A6.1- besides_Z5 conversely_A6.1-
in_Z4[i9.3.1 other_Z4[i9.3.2 words_Z4[i9.3.3 in_Z5 any_N5.1+ event_A3+/A11.1+
meanwhile_T1.1.2 more_A13.3 precisely _A4.2+ nevertheless_Z4 next_N4
otherwise A6.1- similarly_A6.1+ or_Z5 and_Z5 equally_A6.1+ finally_N4
in_Z4[i10.3.1 that_Z74[i10.3.2 case_Z4[i10.3.3 in_T1.3[i12.3.1 the_T1.3[i12.3.2
meantime_T1.3[i12.3.3 incidentally_Z4 OK_A5.1+ listen_X3.2 look A8
on_Z4[i13.4.1 the_Z74[i13.4.2 one_Z4[i13.4.3 hand_Z4[i13.4.4 that_Z8 said_Q2.1
to_Z5 conclude_X6+ to Z5 return_M1 to Z5 my Z8 point_Q2.1 while_Z5 | Z8mf
have A9+ you Z8mf



DJ tipusok cimkézése

- DJ-relevans cimkék:

- Z4 “discourse bin” (pl. oh, | mean, you know, basically, obviously, right,
yeah, yes)

- Ab5.X “evaluative terms depicting quality” (pl. as well, OK, okay, good,
right, alright)

. DJ-1rrelevans cimkek:

- A4.1 General/abstract terms denoting types, groups, examples

- N5 Terms depicting quantities

- Q1.1 Terms relating to communication in general

- T1.1.2 General terms relating to a present (period/point in) time
- Z5 Grammatical bin (Prepositions/adverbs/conjunctions, etc.)

- X2.1 Terms relating to reasoning/thinking



Kutatasi kerdések

(1) A gyakori DJ tipusok esetén a DJ és nem D)

tokenek megkilonboztetésére alkalmas-e az
USAS?

(2) A cimkézés soran tapasztalt hibahatar (9%) a
DJ-tokenek cimkézésére is vonatkozik-e?

(3) Az egyes DJ-k tekintetében a hibahatar
mennyire hasonld vagy eltéro?

(4) Amennyiben az egyes DJ-k tekintetében a
hibahatar eltérd, milyen formalis-funkcionalis
jellemzok okozhatjak az eltéréseket?



Ket azonos meretu (100.000 szavas)
alkorpusz:

 MPI alkorpusz: 37db, egyenkeént 60
perces mediainterju atirata a BBC
Hard Talk es Newsnight programjal
alapjan (http://bbc.co.uk);

e Cl alkorpusz: 50db egyenkent 45
perces mediainterju a CNN Larry King
Live programjai alapjan
(http://www.cnn.com).



A leggyakoribb DJ tipusok USAS altal cimkézett DJ és nem DJ

well (429)
sort (38)
now (299)
(you) know (346)
like (97)

(1) mean (141)

(in other) words
(11

actually (165)
(1) think (549)

right (114)

360xA5.1

14xZ74

4x74

205xZ74

6xZ4

114x74

4x74

165xA5.4

126x74

55x74, 53xA5.3

elofordulasai

312xA5.1

25x74

1xZ4

455x74

17x74

201xZz4

13x74

72xA5.4

121x74

211x74, 98xA5.3

14x11.1, 55xN5

21xA4.1, 3xAl1.1.1

288xT1.1.2, 7xZ5

140xX2.2, 1xZ6

51x75, 40xE2+

27xQ1.1

7xQ.3

423xX2.1

6xT1.1.2

1xA7, 2xB2,
24XN5

10xA4.1

229xT1.1.2, 6xZ5

307xX2.2

238x7Z5, 139xE2+

30xQ1.1, 5x52.2.2

7xQ.3

319xX2.1

12xN3.8, 16x57.4,
15xT1.1.2




(10a) | Z4[i1.2.1 mean Z74[i1.2.2 the Z5 long-term_T1.3+
plans X7+ for Z5 Britain_Z2

are_A3+for _Z5a 75 second N4 West M7[i3.2.1
Coast._M7][i3.2.2 mainline_M3

railway M3c. PUNC

(10b) Well _A5.1+, PUNCyes Z4, PUNC/I Z8mf do Z5
mean Q1.1 that Z8. PUNC

(11a) Getting A9+ crime_G2.1- down_Z5 below_ 75 what 78
it Z8 used A1.5.1, PUNC

you 74[i1l.2.1 know Z74[i1.2.2 , PUNC otherwise A6.1-
would A7+ be A3+ . PUNC

(11b) You Z8mf know X2.2+ the Z5 answer Q2.2 to 75
that_Z5 question Q2.2 . PUNC



(12) | Z8mf want_ X7+ to_Z5 assure A7+ you Z8mf
that Z8 1 74]i1.2.1 mean Z74[i1.2.2

what 78 I 74[i2.2.1 say 74[i2.2.2 when 75| Z8mf
tell Q2.2 you Z8mf | Z8mf

appreciate E2+ your Z8 contributions_ A9-. PUNC

(13) As 75 you 74[i1.2.1 know Z4[i1.2.2, PUNC
the 75 Government G1.1csays Q2.1

it Z8's A3+ too N5.2+ early T4+ to 75 tell Q2.2
about 75 that Z8 . PUNC



(1) No Z4 , PUNC that Z8 was A3+ n't Z6
exactly A4.2+the Z5 reason A2.2. PUNC
Actually A5.4+, PUNC what Z8 it Z8
was_ A3+, PUNCis Z5 | Z8mf felt X2.1
that_Z5 films Q4.3 were_Z5 getting A9+
they_Z8mfn started_T2+ to_Z5 be_Z5
repeating. N6+ . PUNC

(2) They Z8mfn re_ A3+ one_T3 of Z5

the Z5 few N5- cats L2mfnin Z5 the Z5
world W1 that Z8 can A7+ actually A5.4+
swim_M4 under M4[i619.2.1

water M4[i619.2.2



(3) Good Z4[i1297.2.1 heavens Z4[i297.2.2
, PUNC such Z5 an Z5 intelli-gent X9.1+
man_S2.2m is Z5 excited X5.2+ about Z5
a Z5 mOV|e_Q43 star_Wl ’?_PUNC
Now T1.1.2 what Z8 about Z5 her Z8f
and Z5the Z5 Kennedy Zlmf's Z5?

(4) Somebody Z8mfc explain Q2.2/A7+
to Z5 Paris Z2 and _Z5 Nicole Z1f, PUNC
ive L1+ means X4.2 we Z8 're A3+
on Z5 television Q4.3 right T1.1.2[i7.2.1
now T1.1.2[i7.2.2. PUNC




(a) My roommate never cleans when | ask him to. Like, | asked him
yesterday to clean, and he never did it. (Like_E2+, PUNC | _Z8mf

asked Q2.2 him_Z8m yesterday T1.1.1to Z5clean B4, PUNC and_Z5
he_7Z8m never T1/7Z6 did_A1.1.1it Z8. PUNC)

(b) This guy is so cool. | mean, he’s like the coolest person you could
meet. (I_Z4[i1.2.1 mean_Z4[i1.2.2, PUNC he_Z8m s _T1.3 like_Z5
the 75 coolest _04.6-person_S2mfc you Z8mf could A7+ meet_S3.1
._PUNC)

(c) | went to the clerk to ask him where the beer was, and he’s like, ‘|
don’t know, I’'m new here’, so I’'m like, yeah, sure, like, you should know
this, man! (so_Z5 Im_Z99 like 75, PUNCyeah 74, PUNC sure A7+
,_PUNC like_Z4 , PUNC you_Z8mf should S6+ know_ X2.2+ this 78
,_PUNC man_S2.2m)

(d) | missed like 40 questions on the exam. (I_Z8mf missed_A5.3- like 75
40 _N1 questions_Q2.2 on_Z5 the 75 exam_P1 . PUNC)

(e) Could you, like, loan me $100? (Could A7+ you Z8mf, PUNC like 74
,_PUNC loan_A9- me_Z8mf $100 799 ? PUNC)



Az automatizalt és a manualis annotacio kozti (annotatorkozi)
kiilonbségek

92.75 0.854519  0.854527 371




1.

Konkluziok

Az USAS altal alkalmazott egyértelmdsitési modszerek hatékonyak a
leggyakoribb DJ-tipusok DJ és nem DJ el6fordulasainak, azok
aranyanak kiszamitasahoz: Az USAS hasznalata lehet6vé teszi a kutato
szamara, hogy globalis képet kapjon a vizsgalt lexikalis elemek D-
ertékeirdl.

Az észlelt hibahatar altalaban a DJ-k globalis azonositasara is

vonatkozik, tobbszavas egységek esetében (pl. you know, | mean) a
hibahatar még alacsonyabb.

Nagyfoku eltérést tapasztalunk a nem tobbszavas DM-ek cimkézési
pontossagdban / hibahataraban. A valtozé pontossag a DJ-k
jellemzdivel magyarazhato: a forraskategoria rétegz6désével, a
szintaktikai fliggetlenséggel, a valtozo / funkciondlis hatékorrel. Ezek
a jellemzék kihivast jelentenek az USAS altal alkalmazott
egyértelmUsitési mdédszerek szempontjabdl (is).
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Koszonom szépen a figyelmet!



