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A Schema for Illocutionary Act Identification with Prosodic Feature

Masafumi TAMOTO Takeshi KAWABATA

- NTT Basic Research Laboratories
- 3-1 Morinosato Wakamiya, Atsugi—city, Kanagawa 243-01 Japan
tamoto@Qidea.brl.ntt.co.jp

Abstract We propose a new discrimination schema for illocutionary acts using prosodic features
based on experimental results. We aim to construct a system that successfully incorporates prosody, and
to analyze the dialog coordination in human-machine conversation. Several problems are remained in
the course of this study, such as reliable extraction of an intonation contour processing and simultaneous
syntactic analysis. We performed a series of experiments in which subjects were asked to identify the
sentence type and intonation contour of given stimuli. Given the transcribed sentence with intbnationa.l

information, the subjects were able to identify correctly the sentence type of 90% of 290 sentences.
key words Speech Understanding, Prosodic Feature, Dialogue Coordination, JUNO
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Table 3. Estimation efficiency of speech act by
sentence type
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Table 4. Estimation efficiency of speech act by
intonation type

Intonation

type — Act precision recall
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Table 5. The frequency distribution of the speech
act of utterances

Sentence Intonation type Speech
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Figure 1. Falling intonation with sustained power
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