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Abstract

The paper introduces the Multimodal Russian CorpISRCO), which has been created in the framework efRlussian National
Corpus (RNC). The MURCO provides the users with thatgaenount of phonetic, orthoepic, intonational infation related to
Russian. Moreover, the deeply annotated part oMid®CO contains the data concerning Russian gestionlaspeech act system,
types of vocal gestures and interjections in Russiad so on. The Corpus is on free access. The pageribes the main types of
annotation and the interface structure of the MURTI& MURCO consists of two parts, the second partgathia subset of the first:
1) the whole Corpus, which is annotated from théckdx(lemmatization), morphological, semantic, atoégical, metatextual,
socioligical point of view (these types of annaiatiare standard for the RNC), and also from the pafiview of phonetics (the
orthoepic annotation and the mark-up of accentoldgivord structure), 2) the deeply annotated MURC®ickvis annotated in

addition from the point of view of gesticulationdagpeech act structure.

1. Introduction

As the programs of LREC'2008 and LREC’2010 have

shown, the construction and the creation of multedo
corpora are doubtless the mainstream of the cordranp
corpus linguistics. The elaboration of the multirabd
corpora follows 4 lines: 1) speech act classifaratand
identification of the types of the dialogue movesich
are specific for various real situations (StrauBlet2008;
Moller et al., 2008; Georgila et al., 2008; Kosemikt al.,
2008; Brutti et al., 2008, Marasek & Gubrynowic203;
Nallasamy et al., 2008); 2) identification and sfieation
of the human affects and emotions and their coiorest
with speech and gesticulation (Forbes-Riley et24108;
Gnjatovic & Rdsner, 2008; Wilson, 2008; Devillers &
Martin, 2008; Sainz et al., 2008; Fék et al., 2008llen
et al., 2008); 3) investigations in the area ohihéc de-
velopment of dialogue, including the problems o&-an
phora and the reference as a whole (van Son &041§;
Stoia et al., 2008; Gallo et al., 2008; Wilks et 2008); 4)
creation of the specialized gesture corpora omgtsture
components of the multimodal corpora, and elabonatf
the gesture classifications and the set of therpaters of
gesture description (van Son et al., 2008; Savinal.e
2008; Knight & Tennent, 2008; Blache et al., 2008).

The construction and creation of multimodal corpora

come across some commercial and legal obstactstlyFi
the multimodal corpora, which have been createthas
parts of various business projects, very often bero
inaccessible for an ordinary user. Secondly, théimo-
dal corpora dealing with the real persons as tfeenmants
face the legal difficulties concerning copyrighfesfce
and privacy invasion.

It seems that the decisions and suggestions thatlieen

chosen by the MURCO constructors (in spite of their

shortcomings) let us to cross the mentioned olesteanhd
to create the resource which can be useful forréhe
searchers in the diverse fields of linguistics.

2. Basic MURCO Principles

2.1 Spoken Component of RNC

So far, the RNC contains the Spoken Subcorpusrfjust

its volume is circa 8 million tokens), but this sobpus
does not include the oral speech proper — it iresushly

the transcripts of the spoken texts (Grishina, 2006e
structure of the Spoken Subcorpus of the RNC is as
follows:

Types of texts | Million tokens Percentage
Pubhp spoket 4.4 5106
Russial
Prlvafce spokel 0.8 10%
Russial
[Movie speec 3.4 39%

Table 1: Spoken Russian in RNC
It is absolutely natural that to supplement ancefdenish
the Spoken Subcorpus of the RNC, or, to be moreigae
to transform it, we have to work out the generally
accessible and relatively fair-sized multimodalpecs. To
avoid the legal problems mentioned above, we have
decided to use the cinematographic material in the
MURCO.
Naturally, in the future we are also going to imgtin the
MURCO the patterns of the public and private spoken
Russian, but the cinematographic Russian is thet mos
appropriate material to begin the project witlsHbuld be
mentioned inter alia that the usage of the cinegrafthic
material to elaborate and test the annotation sysfethe
pioneering corpus is far more promising than thegesof
the “natural” (public or private) spoken RussiarheT
main reason for it is the fact that the cinemaldek
exceptionally manifold set of situations, and thisia-
tional variety results in the linguistic varietyhdrefore, to
annotate the movie Russian we need greater nunfber o
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definitions and more elaborated system of conctqats All these types of annotation will be preservedtlie
to annotate the “real-life” Russian. In other wortise MURCO.
exercised annotation of the movie Russian will beful Three types of annotation, which are specific foe t
for the markup of the “natural” Russian, but thepogite MURCO, are as follows:
is not right. * the orthoepic annotation
There are some features, which distinguish therahtu * the speech act annotation
spoken speech and the cinematographic one (firaflof * the gesture annotation. _
we mean the parameter of the text coherence)theut  We'l descr_lbe these new annotation types_belov_zvught
differences though remarkable are not crucial (seetO Pe mentioned thatthe orthoepic annotation diffeom
(Grishina, 2007a, 2007b) about the usage of thendise the speech act and gesture annotation from the pbin
markers in the movie transcripts; the strategy heirt view of the obligation degree. Since the orthoepic
usage is virtually the same in the natural and rome annotation is planned to be automatic, it will idigatory
tographic spoken Russian); that is to say, the drigh in all texts which will be included in the MURCOnCphe
coherence of the movie transcripts in comparisdh thie ~ contrary, the speech act and gesture annotatioes ar
transcripts of the natural spoken texts does not toe manual; therefore, they will be used in the soechll
former into the written texts: they remain spokeres  “deeply annotated” texts
(Forchini, 2009). .

3.1 Standard RNC and MURCO Annotation
2.2 Outputting Units in MURCO

The MURCO is the collection of the clixts.dlixt is the ~ <-1.1.  Metatextual Annotation o

pair of aclip and the correspondingext (i.e. the Eve_ry te?<t m_the RNC_: is sup_phed with the_ extrglimstic
corresponding part of a movie transcript). It ipposed somologlcgl _mformat_lon, which characterizes attex a
that a user will have the opportunity to download only whole. Th's |nformaF|or_1 forms the so called met_mak

the text component of a clixt (=marked up tranggriput a_nnotatlon. The main |t’ems of the _m_etatextual imfr
also its sound/video component, so after downlgpain  tiOn concern the author’s characteristics (name) agd
user may employ any program to analyze it. Thettra the text-as-a-whole characteristics (title, datereftion,

of a clip is within the interval of 5-20 sec. genre, and so on). In the_ MURCO the meta@extual an-
As we have mentioned above, just now the total melu notation of_a movie transcnpt as ayvhole will eilauted

of cinematographic transcripts in the Spoken Syheor to every clixt derivable of this movie.

of the RNC is 3.4 million tokens. In the near fetuwe
will bring it up to 5 million tokens. Therefore, ifve
manage to transform this subcorpus into multimstkte,
we will obtain one of the largest open multimodadpora,
so the task is ambitious enough.

3.1.2. Morphological Annotation

The morphological annotation in the RNC is provided

with the automatic morphological parser “MyStem”,

which has been elaborated by the team of the Yaridex

biggest Russian search engine. Every token in e R

3. Types of Annotation in MURCO supplied with morphological information. The morjio
gical string contains a lemma, a part of speeadh ctin-

stant grammatical characteristics (e.g. gendenéams,

aspect and transitivity for verbs), the variablamgmatic-

al characteristics (e.g. case for nogesidercase-number

for adjectives, person for verbs, and so on). Hach is

possible according to all these parameters.

Since a clixt contains sound (=speech) and/or vidazks,
it will be annotated from the point of view of tesbund
and video. Therefore, the total structure of the RGO
annotation ought to be as follows:

Annotation zone Types of annotation
Standard RNC annotation 3.1.3. Semantic Annotation
Text Speech act annotation The texts in the RNC are semantically tagged wiih t
Sound Orthoepic annotation program name&emmarkugelaborated by A. Polyakov),
Video Gesture annotation which is bgsgd on thg semantic dictionary of th_eCRN
The latter, in its turn, is founded on the datalaesdco-
Table 2 graph, elaborated under the leadership of E. Paducheva

o and E. Rakhilina (Russian Academy of Sciences).

So, we see that some types of annotat|on.|n the MOR  Every word in the RNC is supplied with the semantic
are standard and quite usual for the RNC; the @ihes paracieristics, which includes three types of:tags

are absolutely new and specific only for the MURCO. « Class (a name, a reflexive pronoun, etc.)

The standard RNC annotation includes 5 types (RNC,, | exjcal and semantic features (a lexeme's thematic
2006; RNC, 2009):

* metatextual annotation

« morphological annotation ! Naturally, we do not plan to annotate every filmioh

« semantic annotation will be included in the MURCO, from the point oewi of

« accentological annotation its speech act and gesture structure. We suppase th
« sociological annotation volume of the deeply annotated subcorpus of the BOR

ought to be about 1 million tokens.
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class, indications of causality or assessmen), etc.
« Derivational features (a diminutive, an adjectiaal
verb, etc.)
The set of semantic and lexical parameters isreiffiefor
different parts of speech. Moreover, nouns aredeii
into three subclasses (concrete nouns, abstraospand
proper names), each with its own hierarchy of tags.

3.1.4. Accentological Annotation

The annotation of thepokentexts (including the movie
transcripts) in the RNC contains in addition theeado-
logical (Grishina, 2008; Grishina, 2009a; Savci2(09;
Grishina et al., 2010) and sociological (Grishing5&v-
chuk, 2009) information.

It is widely known that the stress in Russian &efand
mobile, so the accentological information and tbssp
bility of finding a word with this or that locatioof the
stress mark is very important for a user. Moreovee,
transcripts of the movies give us the possibildyeflect
the real (as opposed to normative) Russian acargitall
system.

3.1.5. Sociological Annotation

The sociological annotation includes the data irgjetb a
speaker (his age, sex, occupation, and if a speskar
actor, then his name). Strictly speaking, the nieétures
of the sociological annotation coincide with the ima
traits of the metatextual annotation. Howevelpag as
spoken monologues are very seldom, in spoken spbsor
the sociological information ought to be attachetlanly
to the text as a whole, but to every cue of a text.

This task being fulfilled, the special program riplies
the sociological characteristics of a cue and assigto
every token. Therefore, a user can formulate hiphmm
logical, semantic, lexical, accentological queriaking
into account this or that sociological characterssbf a
speakerd.g.there is the possibility to form the subcorpora
of masculine/feminine cues, of the speakers ohaeHge,
of a certain actor, etc.; it is also possible tarshk this or
that token/lexeme, morphological/semantic/accegiolo
al feature in combination with the sociological ceie-
ristics of a speaker).

3.2 Automatic, Semi-automatic and Manual
Annotation in MURCO

3.2.1. Automatic Annotation
The annotation process in the MURCO may be aut@mati

analyze the history and contemporary situationoashie
Russian pronunciation. For example, we may firstly
obtain all word combinations, which include thetdet
combinations [d#]] and [t#l]] (# means word boundary
Then, listening to the corresponding clips we maslyze
the manner of the pronunciation of this letter carabion.
The obtained result seems to be very interestimghe
combination ‘empty word + full word’ the difference
between voiced [d] and voiceless [t] persists this.word
combination functions as one word; in the comboratf
two full words the voiced [d] sounds as the voissl],
i.e. the word boundary # functions here as a veg=l
consonant; as for the word combinatiotad li ‘scarcely,
hardly’, its sounding ([dI] or [tl]]) depends on thkace and
the date of the speaker’s birth.

The Spoken Subcorpus of the RNC is partially accent
uated (namely, in the movie transcripts, which faha
considerable part of the Spoken Subcorpus, thesstde
syllables are marked). Therefore, we may in aut@mat
mode annotate the accentological structure of ayag.
we may mark first, second and so on pretonic voviiess,
second and so on post-tonic vowels, quantity dabigs,
quality and number of a stressed vowel. It meaas ith
the MURCO we may receive a set of the clips which f
our accentological query. For example, we may k&cei
the clips which may illustrate different types bétvowel
reduction in the second pretonic syllable in Russia

3.2.2. Semi-automatic Annotation

The accentological and the sociological annotatinrise
RNC and in the MURCO are semi-automatic. To maek th
stressed vowels, the spoken texts have been peatess
with the special program and after that they areected
manually according to the real pronunciation. Tokhe
sociological characteristics of the spoken textsythave
been tagged manually and after that they are psedes
with the special program, so that the input mark@ig
cue is assigned to every token.

3.2.3. Manual Annotation

It is obvious enough, that we have no possibiliby t
annotate the speech acts and the gestures in the mo
clips automatically or in semi-automatic mode. ©hthe
reasons for that (to say nothing of all technictialties)

is the fact that to elaborate automatic or at lesest
mi-automatic tagging of the speech acts and theuges
we need to have a test corpus to train a speecbract
gesture tagger. So, we face the circularity: taawban

semi-automatic and manual. Automatic annotation is automatic annotator we need a corpus, to obtaorus

provided with the corresponding parser. In the RN

we need an automatic annotator.

in the MURCO the morphological parser and semantic Therefore, to annotate the speech acts and thergesh

annotator are fully automatic.

The orthoepic annotation in the MURCO will also be
fully automatic. We may automatically annotate ¢ben-
binations of consonants and vowels within the wionits
and at the word boundaries. The morphophonemicdfpe
the Russian orthography gives us the possibilifyatss on
from the orthographical combination of the letterghe
orthoepic combinations of the sounds. Thereforemag

the MURCO we may use the manual mode of annotation
only. Maybe in future the MURCO will become onelué
possible sources to create the sought-for speeqiaeser

or gesture tagger.

It is well known that the main shortcoming of angmmal
annotation is the inability to provide the unifotynand
commonality of the markup. In addition, the manual
annotation includes a lot of chores which may bermat-
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combinations, which may present a difficulty. Natiy,
all these combinations suppose to become searchable

ed. These two circumstances cause the necessitgdte
the special workbenches for the annotators to ntlage
process of the annotation the easiest one anc$udt of
this process essentially normalized one. The wargbhes
“Marker” (the workbench to annotate speech acts) an
“GesturesMarker” (the workbench to annotate gesjure
offer an annotator the possibility to move frommidio
point answering the questions and selecting thithar
variant among the displayed ones (the detailedridien

4.2 Queries on Accentological Word Structure

It is well known that the dynamic quality of Russitress
leads to the great degree of the reduction of tistressed
syllables in a word. Consequently, it is very intaot to
give a user an opportunity to obtain informatioon
¢ > AIE cerning the position of the stressed syllable amel t
of both workbenches see in (Kudinov & Grishina, 200 quality of the stressed vowel, the position/quatifythe
In conclusion of the section we may summarize tated pre- and post-tonic vowels, and so on. Owing toftiue
above. The types of annotation in the MURCO may bethat the majority of the clixts in the MURCO are- ac
characterized like this: centuated, it is possible to annotate the accegitb
structure of any token in automatic mode. The quré

Method ofl Automatic Semu-_ Manual the possible requests is defined in line with tabl& 4:
. . automatic
annotation| (obligatory) . (selected) -
Assignec (obligatory) quality of number of
vowel syllable
o text metatf?ual _ _ stressed vowel A 1
annotation pre-tonic vowel B 2
morphological, -
; pos-tonic vowel C 3
semantic, -
orthoepic | sociological, quantity
to word annotation, |accentologics - |SyIIabIeS 4
annotation of | annotation
accentological Table 4.
word structure In the table cells A—C a user may specify the tette
to clixt metatextual speech ac deS|gnat|or_| of a vowel (in the stressed, pre- arsd-fonic
(text+clip) annotation - and gestur syllable), in the cells 1-3 — the number of the
annotation corresponding syllable, in the cell 4 — the quantit the
syllables in a word. All these parameters are iedéepnt,
Table 3. so a user can freely combine them if necessary. For

example, a user may request all tokens containjrtgel
second post-tonic syllable, 2) the stressed swylapl3)
three syllables, 4) vowelin the second pre-tonic syllable,
while a token has 4 syllables and the stressed Mowe

All these parameters are very important for the
phoneticians, specialists in orthoepy, dialectaitsyiand
investigators in the area of the history of Russikn
addition, the importance of orthoepic and acceigfiokd
annotation can scarcely be overestimated, havimgjrial
the professional interests of the teachers of Ruossi
uppermost as a foreign language.

4. MURCO Interface

4.1 Orthoepic Queries

The orthoepic annotation in the MURCO is founded on
the morphophonemic principle of the Russian ortho-
graphy, which means that there are quite transparen
correspondence between the word spelling and thid wo
pronunciation. Therefore, we receive the possibiti
annotate the combinations of letters to obtain pghe
nunciation of the correspondent sounds.

The crucial types of sound combinations in Rusai@nas 4.3 Speech Act Queries

follows:

e C...C = combination of two or more consonants withia th o L . .
word limits 4.3.1 Sociolinguistic Characteristics of Clixt

* V...V = combination of two or more vowels within therd 1 Qqantlty of part|C|pants (1, 2, 3, many). We dis-
limits tinguish clixts with one, two, three and many paptnts.

» C...C#C...C = combination of consonants at the word “Slnce we des::rlbe a clixt fro‘!’n the pomEof wemspéech,
boundaries a participant” here means “a speaker”. Therefdrene

e V...V#V...V = combination of vowels at the word _Of the c_hara(_:ters of _a clixts is S|Ier_1t (even n%l:l:haracter
boundaries is gesticulating), this character is not considessda

participant of this clixt. The physiological actigs (see
below) are not regarded as speech specimensasthi-
racter in a clixts only sighs, spits, groans, amas, this
character is not considered as a participant sfdlikt.

2. Participants’ sex(Mas, Fem, Mixed). So, there are
three possibilities here: Male (all the participgaot a clixt

e C...C#V...V = combination of the consonants before the
vowels at the word boundaries

Obviously, it is quite easy to annotate such couams

of letters in a text automatically. Consequentty,any

tokens in the MURCO will be assigned the set ofi¢iter

2956



are of male sex), Female (all the participants \aoe
men/girls), Mixed (there are men and women in gt)cli

annotated speech acts, so we face the circulayiting B)
suppose we manage to elaborate the wanting spetch a

3. Language (Russian, Russian with accent, Foreign classification based on the pure logical and sifient

(Ukrainian, English, and so on), Quasi, Secret.. ligtés
open). Naturally, the main language used in the OR
is Russian. But also there are a lot of inclusioifereign
languages, which ought to be marked. It shouldlbe a
noted that an annotator has the possibility to nuarkhe

grounds; may we be sure that this classificationldide
taken as equally logical by an annotator? We ddhink
S0, because it is obvious enough that in the fraonewf
the humanities the classification, which seemsetqjite
logical and objective to one person, is interpreted

occurrences of “Russian with accent” (for instance, absolutely subjective by the others. Thereforas ifar

south-Russian dialect, north-Russian dialect, uamer

more preferable to rely upon and give credencentgso

Russian dialect). Also an annotator may mark up thenative language and one’s everyday speech activitie

usage of a Quasi-Language (the participants ofxascl
speak non-existent language) and a Secret Landtlae
participants of a clixts speak a secret languadmegtwis
familiar to them, but is incomprehensible to thefane;
this secret language may be generated from theahatu
Russian according to the definite set of the ralamay be

a kind of argot or social/professional slang).

4. Social situation(Telephone call, Dinner speech, Talk
with authorities... the list is open). The main sbositua-
tion, which is marked up in the MURCQO, is “non-sifiec
situation”. It means that the participants of axtckre
connected with the non-official or private relasoif the
relationships between the clixt participants aréciaf
and public, the fact is specially marked. Amongeosh
we tick off Telephone calls, Dinner speeches, Talkh
authorities, Shop talks, Restaurant and Taxi ordens so
on. Bearing in mind, that the annotation of thedkimay
be combined also with the gesture annotationviegius
the opportunity to analyze the special social agste
formulas, which are specific for this or that sbcia
situation.

4.3.1 Intensional Characteristics of Clixt

1. The types of the speech acthe basic principle of

the meaningful characteristics of a speech acthi t
MURCO is founded on 2 hypotheses: A) in the procdss

this paper we have no possibility to describe theesh
act system of the MURCO in detail (see (Grishirt)3b),
where the interface of the MURCO is outlined), gt
ought to mention that the list of the Russian shesmts
includes about 150 items, grouped into 13 tygei(ess
or call, Agreement, Assertion, Citation, Complinzent
Critical utterance, Etiquette formula, Imperativégke,
Modal utterance or performative, Negation, Question
Trade utterance The majority of these 150 speech acts
corresponds to the Russian locutionary verbs, lhertet
are the speech acts lacking the correspondingito@ary
verbs, for instance, different types of questioapef,
closed, indirect, critical, feedback), some typésega-
tions (alienation), some etiquette formulas (Notaht,
etiquette modesty), and so on. This lack of cofimis,
however, does not change the main principles of the
definition of the speech acts in the MURCO. To gver
clixt may be attached more than one type of spaeth
and moreover, every speech act in a clixt may ke ch
racterized from different points of view (e.g.,@ssertion
may be characterized at the same time as informatio
declaration, statement). Thus, the classificatibspeech
act is not tree-like, it is faceted.

2. The completeness of an utteranc&his markup
Zone gives an annotator a possibility to definetypes of
utterance breakings. On default an utterance ikedaup

everyday communication a native speaker easily dis-as full one. The types of breakings are as folloijs:

tinguishes one speech act from the other, otherthise

self-interruption — a speaker breaks his utteranuder

communication between the members of a speech comthe influence of his own change of speech strat&)y;

munity must fail; B) the main types of speech aats
embodied in the speech verbs of this or that laggua
These hypotheses, being adopted, let us buildattetéd
classification of the Russian speech acts, whicichily
addresses not the linguistic investigations coringrthe
different types of speech acts, but the naturajuistic
intuition of an annotator and the experience ofvjmes
language usage, which has been engraved in thedgag
itself. Naturally, this decision has a lot of dragks (and

interruption — a speaker breaks his utterancesruthee
influence of some external circumstance (for instara
listener interrupts a speaker); C) unfinished attee — a
speaker has not intended to finish his utteranoe, f
example, if its completion is absolutely prediceahD)
gesture instead of word — the variant of the pnevitem:
an utterances is finished with a gesture, not woEjs
continued utterance — the variant of the item €peaker
invites a listener to finish a speaker’s utterange;

the most serious of them seems to be the unaveadabl question without answer — an unaccomplished ques-

subjectivity of the annotation), but there seembeono
other choice. The striving to stick to the pureestific
and logical methods in the field of the speechdadini-
tions leads us to the following risks: a) the ingib#ity to
carry out any speech act annotation of the MURCa@llat
for lack of generally accepted scientific classifion of
the Russian (English, French, German, and so @®csp
acts (let alone the fact that to create the cliassgion of
the kind we need the missing corpus with the mayual

tion-answer complex; G) overlapping cues — theasibum,
when two or more cues are uttered simultaneousliy,is
difficult to make them out.

3. The types of repetitiondt is widely known that the
repetitions in the spoken speech are of great itapoe
and go far beyond meaning transference. Within ahis
notation zone it is possible to mark up: A) the -evoad
/many-word/single/multiple repetitions; B) repetiis
with intensifiers yery, never, often, alwayspbsolutely
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and so on); C) repetitions of the same text wiffecknt
intonation; D) repetitions with the change of addee (a
speaker repeats the same text, addressing to ediffer
persons); E) repetitions during the overinterragai— a)
repetitions in answer$m going to Chita. — Where? —
Chita.b) repetitions in questionsm goingto Chita.

— To Chita? — YesF) echo repetitions — a listener
repeats a speaker’s cue or its part with the satoeation;
G) mimicking — a listener mimics a speaker’s cuthihe
special mimicking intonation; H) envelope repetiso—
the repetitions of a word at the beginning andhatend of

a elementary discursive unit (EDU); I) relay repetis —
the repetitions of a word at the end of the presiBDU
and at the beginning of the following EDU; J)
simultaneous speaking — a cue or its part is uttbyetwo

or more speakers at the same time; K) redirectibn o
question — one person questions another, and thas-q
tioned person redirects the same question to thid th
person; L) imitation — a listener tries to imitdbe speech
behaviour of a speaker.

4. The manner of phonationin this zone an annotator
marks up different types of phonation and pronuaia
of a cue. The types of phonation/pronunciation rhay
determined with a speaker’s mental/physical statgn(g,
laughing, drunken, talking to oneself; articulatidrs-
orders, slip of the tongue, inarticulate cue, eiserstress,
out of breath), a situation of speaking (declanmtiead-
ing, singing, dubbing-in, dictation); at this stagkan-
notation the special types of phonation are alscketh
(shout, whisper, ventriloquism, muffled shout, divag
scanning, humming, parcelling out).

5. The vocal gestures, interjections and physiological
activities. In this zone an annotator marks up: A) the
interjection, i.e. the non-verbal words, which hahe
standard written forms (for instanc&h (meaning
agitation, admiration, pity, mockery, distrust, asaon),
Ah (meaning understanding, pain, fright, reply toradd,
scorn, and so onyJh huh(meaning approval, agreement,
backing-yes), and so on); B) the vocal gestures, i.
non-verbal words, which lack the special writtemnie
(for instance, iconic sounds, teasing sounds,rfgadbld,
intensity of feeling, and so on); C) physiologieativities,
i.e. a speaker’s or a listener’s physiological adts
instance, sigh, cough, yawn, chuckle, whistle,, dpss,
and so on. In fact, the deeply annotated part ef th
MURCO lets us investigate these important lingaisti
phenomena on a new level.

4.4 Gesture Queries

During last three decades the investigation ofrtte of
the gesticulation in different languages has preggd to

a large degree. Now it is the current opinion thittime

to elaborate the gesture corpora to base the igegisn

of the gesture systems on a hard ground (see tteziaia
of LREC'2008 and their review and the main biblio-
graphy in (Grishina, 2009b)).

The MURCO seems to be the resource, which is gbyera

user with the annotation and interface concerningsin
gesticulation.

The basic principles and ideological grounds for ou
gesture classification we gave described earlieistiha,
2009b). So, in this paper we list the main itemshaf
MURCO interface, concerning the gesticulation sabje
matter.

4.4.1 Sociolinguistic Characteristics of Gesture

1) The name of an actofif it is known).
2) The sex of an actofMale, Female).
3) The sex of a charactefMale; Female; Unknown

(for example, in the animated films); Men, playfegnale
role (for example, John Travolta iairspray); Woman,
playing male role (this is practically impossibléyien
pretending to be a woman (for example, Dustin Haffm
in Tootsi§; Woman pretending to be a man (for example,
Julia Andrews inVictor Victorid)). It is obvious that the
last 4 items are very important for the investigatbf the
gender specificity of the gesticulation.

4) The actor's age and the character's ag€hild,
Teenager, Adult, Aged, Unknown).

It should be mentioned that any specific socialagibn,
in which the gesticulation takes place, ought toraeked
up while annotating a clixt, so there is no nedgsi
mark it up once more the gestures being marked up.

4.4.2 Involved Objects

The gesticulation often enough supposes the obgzaje.
This fact, naturally, ought to be mentioned whilarking

up this or that gesture. The objects in questioy play
three main roles.

1) The substitutesThese are the objects, which sub-
stitute any gesticulating human organ (for example,
pointer or a pencil instead of a speaker’s forefmig a
deictic gesturéo show with a forefingégr

2) The spoilersThese are the objects, which impede a
gesticulating person and prevent him from pureigest
culating (for example, some clothes in the speaksahd,
which spoila greeting handshale

3) The accessoriesThese are the whole set of the
objects, which are involved in the gesticulatiohe(t
substitute, the spoilers, and the adaptors). Ttierlare
the objects, which act as the necessary componétits

or that gesture and at the same time are not thepthe
human body (for example, a watch is the adaptotHfer
gestureto check timga surface is the adaptor for the
gestureo bang one’s fist on snjth

4.4.3 Repetition Factor

In the MURCO single and multiple gestures are dis-
tinguished (single gestures are labelled with tifes,
multiple ones with imperfectives).

4.4.4 Active Organ
The active organs of the gestures are distributéal 6
groups according to the main organs of the humaly.bo

accessible and quite considerable as for its voJume 1- Main organ:head (brow, brows, chin, ear, eye, eyes,

moreover, the MURCO is planned to include a lot of
video tracks. So, it is absolutely necessary twidema

face, forehead, head, lips, lower lip, mouth, nésegue,
upper lip, upper teeth)
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2. Main organbody(body, shoulder, shoulders, back)
3. Main organ; arm (arm, fingers, forefinger, fore-
finger+long finger, forefinger+long finger+fourtimger,
forefinger+long finger+thumb, forefinger+thumb, fthu
finger, hand, little finger, long finger, thumb)

4. Main organarms (arms, hands, forefingers, fingers)
5. Main organieg (foot, shin)

6. Main organiegs(feet, legs)

we ought to invent the missed name.

5. Conclusion

Thus we can see that the MURCO considerably extends
searching possibilities up about the charactesisté
spoken Russian. We may illustrate the fact with the
queries, applying to the Russian greeting form((ak)

(see Table 5).

. Corpus Spoken MURCO
4.4.5 Passive Organ. . . ) Types of queries Subcorpus of
The set of the passive organs is specific for thishat RNC
activg organ. The basic passive organs are asvgliNo 1. Lexical queries the retrieve
passive organ, arm, arms, back, body, breast/stomad of the specific lexemes, used + +
chin, eat, eye, face, fingers, hair, hand, heaud Hips, lips, | GF (e.gzdravstvujtshow do
lower lip, mouth, neck, nose, shoulder, throat. you do?’,privet ‘hi’’, and so
on)
4.4.6 Adaptor 2. Morphological queries: the
Adaptor is the object, which is the necessary carepp | retrieve of the specific " *
of this or that gesture, but is not one of the nggaf | MO'Phological characteristics
human body. The main types of adaptors are aswsilo of the GF lexemes (e.gdrav-
) ! stvujte(PI or courtesy) vs
No adaptor, cloth, earth, external object, glasglesies, | zqravstvuj(Sg), privet (Noun)
handset, headwear, heavy object, interlocutor,epigic | vs privetstvuju(Verb), and so
furniture, pocket, sky, surface, tableware, tiessads, on)
watch, wristlet. 3. Sociological queriesthe . N
forming of the gender and
4.4.7 Dimensional Characteristics of Gesture chronological subcorpora to
1. Palm orientation: up, down, one opposite the other, to| Nvestigate the peculiarities of
, . . the GP usage
speaker’s body, outside, perpendicularly to spésker ;
body 4. Se_mantlc & s_peech act 3 .
. . . . queries: the retrieve of all
2: Direction of movement: backward, differently | g ssian GP simultaneously
directed, does not matter, downwards, forvyard, for 5. Orthoepic/accentological
ward-backward, from right to left, from the outsitethe queries: the retrieve of the - +
center, from within outside, horizontal circle, i axis, types of the vowel contractiorfs
outside, to oneself, to the center, upwards, \@rticcle. and the shortening of the
consonant groups in the GF;
4.4.8 Gesture Meanings and Gesture Types the reduction of the pre- and
Till the moment we have marked out about Z&@ture  LROStIONIC vowels in GF
meanings which are grouped into lgesture typesThe | & Speech act queriesthe _ "
gesture types are as follows: retrieve of the types of
. : . repetitions, used in GF; the
* Adopted, Conventional, Corporate, Critical, Decora- | ypes of vocal gestures and
tive, Deictic, Etiquette, Gestures — speech actst@es interjections, accompanying
of inner state, Iconic, Physiological, Regulating,| the different types of GF; GF,
Rhetorical, Searching used in the man/woman
Every type includes some gesture meaning. For eleamp | didlogues; see ?"50 the item 4
some of the etiquette gestures are as follows: 7. Gesture queries:the B .
« gratitude {o applaud, to move one’s head forward, | fetrieve of the gsswr.es' oF
twice-repeated kiss, to close one’s eyes, to rothuch Zcorpanyng e

smb, to bow, to touch smb’s hand, to kiss smbjs® k
smb’s hand, press one’s hands to one’s breasd so on)

< apology (o beat one’s breast, to nod, to move one’s
chin outside, to press smb’s hand to one’s brdagiress
one’s hand to one’s bregst

 invitation ¢o nod, to show smth with one’s hand, to
bow), and so on.

So, the meaning of a gesture is described as ainatitn

of 3 parameters: 1) its contextual meaning in thishat
consituation, represented in a clip/clixt, 2) theet of task
which is fulfilled with the gesture (=the gestuyes), and

3) the traditional Russian name of the gesture g=th
gesture name). The latter may be lacking, andignddsse

Table 5.
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