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CONVERSATIONAL ANALYSIS OF SPOKEN ENGLISH IN THE CONTEXT OF
FRIENDLY INTERACTION

This paper explores the value of interpersonal communication in modern culture by providing
a conversational analysis of spoken English in the context of cordial exchanges. In casual contexts,
such as among friends, family, or coworkers, the study examines the pragmatic aspects of friendly
discourse. It utilizes the Santa Barbara Corpus of Spoken American English (SBCSAE) to examine
real-world conversational speech that has been captured in a variety of settings.

The framework that forms the basis of the study was developed by J. Heritage and adapted for
informal encounters. It includes components such as the setting of the conversation, design, turn
transitions, recurring patterns, communicative difficulties, institutional features, and indirect
communication techniques. The research emphasizes the mechanics of turn-taking, the role of gender
in conversations, the dynamics of speech, and the frequent use of discourse markers and hedging
techniques through a comprehensive analysis of dialogues.

Using both qualitative and quantitative methods, the study's methodology involves a systematic
analysis of the audio recordings in the SBCSAE. Key components include annotating transcriptions
for different conversational elements, examining the context and frequency of discourse markers and
hedging strategies, and evaluating turn-taking patterns. A comparative analysis explores how men
and women handle communication differently, focusing on gender variations in conversational
themes and linguistic patterns.

Friendly communication tends to promote openness and trust, but it also reflects underlying
social complexities including role inequalities and emotional support, according to the research. Men
and women have different conversational themes and language patterns. Men tend to have more
competitive dialogues with vitriolic language, while women focus on personal and familial matters
and emphasize supportive relationships and emotional bonds. Overall, this study enhances our
knowledge of the linguistic techniques used in amicable communication as well as the various
variables affecting conversational dynamics.
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MAIN PROVISIONS

In the modern world, the study of interpersonal communication — especially its pragmatic
components — has drawn a lot of interest. The importance of friendly communication in forming social
and personal ties is highlighted. Friendly communication is described as egalitarian, informal
conversation that is not subject to formal restrictions. Through mutual trust, support, and common
interests, this kind of communication strengthens relationships.
The research uses J. Heritage's conversational analysis paradigm, modified for informal settings, to
examine friendly communication. The conversation's environment, dialogue structure, turn
transitions, recurrent patterns, communicative challenges, institutional traits, and an extra emphasis
on indirect communication techniques are some of the elements that make up the model.

The study uses the Santa Barbara Corpus of Spoken American English to analyze audio
recordings that offer a representative perspective of informal speech in real-world encounters,
emphasizing real-world dialogues above idealized ones. By examining turn-taking mechanics, such
as interruptions, self-selection, and smooth and rough transitions, the research reveals the dynamics
of participant roles and discourse asymmetries.
The study highlights the gender variations in conversational themes, pointing out that women prefer
to focus on relational concerns and nurturing topics, whereas males typically use aggressive language
in competitive discussions. These variations show different emotional and communication techniques
for expressing closeness and trust.

The study also looks at how societal norms, situations, and personal roles influence
conversational patterns, emphasizing how social injustices, cultural quirks, and emotional support
affect cordial dialogue.

The study aims to examine and assess the pragmatic components of interpersonal
communication in the setting of casual conversations with friends, family, and coworkers. Using the
Santa Barbara Corpus of Spoken American English, the study seeks to understand the dynamics of
friendly speech. It covers a wide range of subjects, such as how people take turns, how gender
influences conversational themes, how discourse markers and hedging techniques work, and how
social variables combine to influence communication. The ultimate objective of the study is to
increase our understanding of the underlying social complexity that affects conversational dynamics
and the linguistic tactics used in friendly contact.

INTRODUCTION

Interest in the study of interpersonal communication, particularly its pragmatic content, is
constantly growing today. At the current stage of societal development, interpersonal relationships
play a significant role as a condition for a full and effective existence. Friendly communication is one
form of unofficial communication in which communicators are not related by blood ties, and the
interaction is individually selective. Such informal relationships are not restricted by any official
boundaries. The analysis of communicative strategies employed in friendly conversations has
important theoretical and practical significance for successful interpersonal communication.

According to A.N. Baikulova, friendly verbal interaction occurs in the context of everyday
communication at home, visiting friends, or in the workplace. She characterizes friendly
communication as «unofficial, relatively free, initiative-driven, individually selective, interpersonal
and group-based (possibly institutional), role-specific (the role of a friend), and egalitarian in terms
of basic status, although in friendly relationships, social, situational, or psychological inequality, as
well as differences in levels of competence, may manifest» [1:84].
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According to E.V. Ryaguzova, friendly relationships have a pronounced psychotherapeutic
effect [2:76-80]. A.N. Baikulova believes that the foundation of friendship lies in a person’s need for
«additional spiritual and social support, meaning the fulfillment of what, for various reasons, cannot
be provided by a person's family, immediate surroundings, or the environment in which they live»
[1:84]. A number of emotional and psychological factors influence the emergence of friendship, such
as a common area of interest, mutual affection, psychological closeness, the existence of a shared
apperceptive base, mutual trust, self-sacrifice, and others. Participants in friendly communication do
not simply exchange information; rather, they «influence their own relationships—they establish,
support, modify, and break them, and so ony» [3:113].

MATERIALS AND METHODS

In order to analyze audio recordings of naturally occurring conversational English speech, we
selected audio files of conversational American English from the Santa Barbara Corpus of Spoken
American English (SBCSAE) [4], developed by researchers at the Department of Linguistics at the
University of California, Santa Barbara [5], [6], [7], [8]. The University of California Corpus is based
on a large number of audio recordings of natural conversational speech from residents of the United
States. The corpus includes recordings from informants of varying ages, professions, ethnicities, and
social backgrounds. The recordings were made in a variety of everyday situations: family
conversations, friendly chats, phone calls, card games, cooking, workplace discussions, lectures in
classrooms, meetings in administrative buildings, sermons in churches, and more. The audio materials
of the Santa Barbara Corpus are part of the International Corpus of English (ICE), in which samples
of spontaneous American conversational speech are compared with other varieties of English. The
audio materials are accompanied by orthographic transcription and time-stamped individual
utterances of each speaker.

The experimental texts in this work are based on audio recordings of naturally occurring
conversations. The core research material consists not of idealized and modeled utterances but of real
conversational speech within families, in the workplace, and in social interactions with friends.

In this work, we rely on a model for the analysis of conversational speech developed by J.
Heritage. This model was originally intended for the analysis of institutional conversations but was
later modified by the Russian scholar Yu. M. Ulanovsky for the study of oral conversational speech.
As a result, we have utilized a generalized model in this work, which includes six key components
for conversational analysis:

1) The scene of the conversation;

2) The design of the conversation;

3) Turn transitions;

4) Recurring patterns;

5) Communicative difficulties;

6) Institutional features.

During the analysis of real everyday dialogues, conditions of speech interaction were identified,
the understanding of which requires additional interpretive efforts from the recipient. By adapting
this working model, we also decided to include a seventh component, types of indirect
communication, based on the findings from the analysis of empirical material.

Table 1 provides a description of the seven elements of this model.

Table 1- Conversation analysis model (Table adapted from the work of Yu. M. Ulanovsky and
supplemented by the author [9])
The scene of the
conversation
The design of the General structural organization of the conversation, general characteristics of the
conversation conversation

Setting of the conversation, situation, time, place, additional characteristics

104



1. Yonuxanos ateiaaarsl KY xabapmbicsl. @uionorus cepusicsl. Ne 4 2024 Bulletin of S.Ualikhanov KU.

Becrauk KV umenn 1. Yanuxanosa. Cepust dunonorudeckas. Ne 4, 2024 Philological Series. Ne 4, 2024
ISSN 2788-7979 (online)

Turn transitions Specificity of organizing turns from participant to participant, initiating
takeovers, methods of passing turns

Recurring patterns Reproducing content and interactional elements of a conversation characteristic
of a specific genre or type of conversation

Communicative Communicative difficulties and breakdowns that occur in conversation, and

difficulties ways to overcome them by the participants

Institutional features Specific characteristics of this type of conversation, features of the format, and

forms of asymmetry in the relationships between the speakers

Indirect ways of expressing speech intentions by speakers, implicit meanings that
Indirect communication | arise from the use of linguistic and speech tools (hints, manipulation, language
games, jokes, anecdotes, hedging strategies, etc.)

When describing the mechanisms of turn-taking in communication, we rely on the simplest
systematics for the organization of turn-taking in conversation, developed by American
anthropologists H. Sacks, E. Schegloff, and G. Jefferson (Table 1 is provided by the author from the
work of Sacks H., Schegloff E., and Jefferson G. ‘A Simplest Systematics for the Organization of
Turn-Taking in Conversation’ [10]). According to this systematics, there is an ordered set of rules for
the transition of turns:

- the current speaker selects the next speaker. If this does not happen, then:

- the next speaker self-selects as the subsequent speaker. If this mechanism does not work, then:

- the current speaker may, but is not obliged to, continue the conversation.

RESULTS

In this work, we present the results of a study of conversational speech typical of
communication among friends. Let us consider each aspect in more detail according to the
conversation analysis model.

Scene of the conversation

The recordings were made in the states of California, Louisiana, and Arizona. The ages of the
informants range from 20 to 90 years. The total duration of the recordings is 4 hours and 9 minutes.

The communication setting is informal. The corpus includes conversations recorded in the
following situations: at friends' homes during dinner/lunch, and in the workplace.

Design of the conversation

In friendly discussions, both personal and intimate topics are addressed, as well as topics related
to the daily activities of the communicators, including their hobbies and interests; family
relationships, child-rearing; health and sports; domestic issues such as going shopping, visiting a
doctor, cooking, etc. Important topics for the participants include social problems in American
society: the life and conditions of immigrants in the USA; the increase in crime rates and infectious
diseases among African Americans; the distinctive characteristics of the nations living in the USA;
and the rising prices of essential goods.

In friendly communication, in addition to expressing openness and trust, there is also an
exchange of information. In this regard, the parameter of informativeness allows us to assess the
social and cultural characteristics of the communicators.

In friendly communication among young people, all communicators take an active part, which
can be observed in the equal number of utterances by each participant; friends maintain a playful and
joking tone in their conversation, often accompanied by laughter. However, the study encountered a
dialogue involving only two interlocutors, in which the initiative for keeping the conversation
belonged to one speaker, meaning he was the dominant participant. Thus, a role asymmetry is
observed in the dialogue. It is known that in friendly communication, each participant fulfills different
communicative roles. Asymmetrical roles exhibit an interesting tendency: the speech of the dependent
interlocutor is more explicit than that of their role partner, which is manifested in the increased verbal
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activity of the dominant communicator. For example, during the dialogue, one of the participants
named Alan shows a noticeable difference in the volume of speech, which takes on a monologic
character and is sometimes interrupted by single short phrases and interjections from the other
participant. For example:

ALAN: [Mexi]can national.

...His paintings sold,

..f-fo=r ... generally,

a thousand dollars plus.

Which was,

.. for me,

JON:... A lotta [money in those days].[7]

As can be seen from the fragment, the unit of constructing turns consists of simple sentences,
sometimes interjections from the dependent speaker.

Additionally, the dominant participant exhibits a characteristic in his manner of narration, such
as speaking at length and not very coherently, subtly changing the topic of conversation without
noticing. His speech also stands out due to digressions from the main topic and references to his past
life experiences. For example:

ALAN:we could've had a party for fifty people XXXXX.

Three bathrooms in it,

... (two bedrooms,

so they had,

but they had an extra guest bathroom XX,

.. big ba=r,

... It was circ-,

open on two sides,

of course we didn’t have anybody there but the two of us,

... And | remember the New York Yankees were ... training there.

So it probably was,

the season opens in .. April,

so it probably was February or March [7]

As can be seen from the example, the communicator begins the conversation with one topic but
gradually transitions to another, accompanying his speech with details from a distant past. At the
beginning of the first fragment, Alan describes a hotel room and then mentions that at that time the
New York Yankees baseball team was in training.

In some cases, a sharp change in the topic of conversation is noted. For example, in one of the
dialogues, the discussion was about smoking, and after the topic was exhausted, one participant asks
the third interlocutor about her son. In another instance, the conversation was about the expansion of
a local supermarket, but once that topic was concluded by the communicators, one participant's
attention was drawn to her friend's accessory. Thus, the abrupt change of topic is associated with the
fact that the previous topic has been fully exhausted by the participants of the speech act and no longer
holds.

Turn transitions

Next, we will examine the mechanisms of role distribution in communication using examples
from dialogues.

1) The technique of 'the current speaker selects the next speaker:

JAMIE:Aren't you guys gonna stick up for me?

and beat up on him or something?

MILES: He's bigger than [I am]. [8]

As can be seen, during a light-hearted conversation, one participant asks a question that requires
an answer and receives it from one of the interlocutors. Since the question was not directed to a
specific participant, we can observe the self-selection of one of the participants here.
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In cases where the next speaker is not designated nominally in the dialogue, they are implied.
For example:

ALAN:I can’t remember,

one of the roughest rides,

and if you ever been to Mexico City,

you [made that] ride,

JON: [<Yeah >].

ALAN: = some kinda city,

about ..hundred miles away,

| th=ought we were gonna die= going down there. [7]

In the example, the participant does not direct a question to their interlocutor. However, they
lead the conversation in such a way that the interlocutor is prompted to respond to their remark. The
fragment includes the statement ‘if you've ever been to Mexico’, which elicited a response from the
interlocutor, who eagerly shared information about the city.

A direct way of conveying a communicative move is also identified, which manifests in a direct
nomination to the interlocutor:

MILES: What are you planning on doing with dancing, Harold?

You were taking some classes last fall=?

HAROLD: I'll take a few more.[5]

In conversational speech, there are two types of speaker shifts: smooth and non-smooth. A
smooth shift occurs without interrupting the partner, and the participants in the dialogue allow each
other to finish their thoughts. For example:

DORIS: You gave him some [kind of herb].

SAM: [Did I give him some] --

| gave him a red pepper.

DORIS: 1 think you- --

| think you gave him ... some ... herb of some [kind].[7]

Next, we will provide an example of a non-smooth speaker shift, which involves interrupted
and unfinished remarks. For instance:

SAM: ..I don't have any this year,

| forgot to plant it,

..I have oregano,

ANGELA: .. Yeah.

SAM: a good stand of it,

if you want any,

ANGELA:Yeah.

... | have a lot of dried ... or- oregano.[7]

It is important to note that in the presence of two speakers, the distribution of communicative
roles applies to all participants in the conversation. In a conversation between two people, the current
non-speaker cannot miss the transition point. However, as the number of participants in the
conversation increases, the orderly turn-taking may be circumvented. In this case, if the current non-
speaker wishes to join the conversation, they will have to resort to self-selection.

Next, we will consider examples related to the technique of self-selection:

ANGELA: are --

... what do you call it.

SAM: .. A tail?

DORIS: ... No.

The tight.

It- [the band].[6]

The example shows that communicators demonstrate self-selection by clarifying information
or providing hints.
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The next mechanism, ‘the current speaker continues the conversation until they are interrupted
by other participants’, it is realized through self-advocacy as the next speaker:

HAROLD: .. Fifty perc-] --

It was some --

.. Like,

. a-m---

half or more than half of,

and it was .. fairly young men,

... but,

were,

had been exposed to HIV virus.

It wasn't necessarily that they were ... infected.

MILES: .. Well,

if you're HIV positive,

... it's the same difference,[6]

According to the simplest systematization of turn-taking by H. Sacks, 'in a conversation
between two people, the current non-speaker can skip any relevant transition point that is not
obligatory (i.e., one where the technique of ‘current speaker selects the next” has not been used) with
complete confidence that at some point they will become the ‘next speaker’. Therefore, in the
analyzed dialogue, if the current non-speaker wished to join the conversation, they had to engage in
self-selection at any subsequent transition point.

In the technique of self-selection, starting first is allowed. Generally, the first person to start
continues the conversation until another participant interrupts them. For example:

ALAN:... | got a story to tell you,

it's a shaggy dog story,

but as long as we’re talking about that recorder and six-hundred dollars,

= I’ll tell you the story,

= oh gosh,

uh (Hx),

Rae and | and Sue and Buddy,

... took a trip,

... to Mexico City,

JON: ... (SNIFF)

ALAN: It must've been,

... four to six months after my dad died.

That’s how I remember it,

he [died in s]ixty-s=- --

JON: [Oh God].[5]

It is assumed that the first speaker sets 'interpretative frames for all subsequent statements. The
dominant partner is one who can change the topic and track the sequence of roles [11:104]. Such a
partner controls the sequence of their interlocutor's replies and programs their style and manner of
speaking.

One of the common forms of exchanging communicative roles is the simultaneous form of
exchanging communicative roles, which is characterized by overlaps and interruptions:

HAROLD:[Was he a little kid2]?

MILES:[No he's sixteen now=].

JAMIE [No he's like] --

... Yeah he's a teenager,

but he teaches [these classes in New York].

MILES:[< That > boy,

.. he's supposed to be awe]some.

JAMIE: Yeah.
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... Really fa[=st].[6]

In the example, we observe overlaps and interruptions during the conversation. Some overlaps
occur when the next speaker inaccurately anticipates the end of the previous speaker's turn. However,
overlaps are not considered violations of communication rules; they are rather viewed as unintentional
errors. Interruptions, on the other hand, are regarded not only as a violation of the turn-taking system
but also as a hostile act aimed at taking away from the current speaker their legitimate right to express
themselves. However, from the fragments presented, it is evident that the interruptions by the
participants in the dialogue are not hostile acts but arise as a function of supporting the interlocutor.
For example:

MILES:Are they ... teaching ... any more lambada,

at= uh --

JAMIE:school?

MILES:Yeah.[6]

In this fragment, one speaker is trying to remember a word they want to use, and during this
time, the other participant interrupts them and suggests the needed word.

However, situations where multiple people speak simultaneously are typically brief. If two or
more participants in the conversation begin to deliver their turn at the same time, one of them will
usually stop before the other, thereby resolving the difficulty. The reason for the occurrence of
simultaneous speaking situations lies in the fact that overlaps happen at relevant transition points, i.e.,
‘at the points where current speakers can or should stop speaking, thereby excluding the overlapping
component’[10:159].

Recurring patterns

The ‘question-answer-comment’ scheme is the most frequent pattern in the sequence of turns
among communicators. This scheme is represented as follows: one participant asks a question, to
which another participant responds and accompanies their answer with comments. For example:

ANGELA:Can | grow some basil?

From seed?

SAM:Yes,

that's how I've- --

| don't have any this year,

but I've grown it other years.[7]

In the example, one participant in the conversation poses a question about the possibility of
growing basil at home, while another participant provides an answer and accompanies it with
additional information.

The dialogues feature such pause fillers as long vowels in words, which help the speaker find
the right word while simultaneously indicating that their thought is not complete. Additionally, the
use of interjections with pragmatic meaning is noted for filling pauses: Yeah, Mm, Oh, Hm, hunh,
Mhm, uh. These interjections are also used to support the conversation to show that the interlocutor
is engaged in the discussion:

Fragment 1

JAMIE: Yeah.

Really fa[=st].

PETE: [Hm].[7]

Fragment 2

JAMIE:OId and rickety and brittle.

PETE:[Mhm],

HAROLD[Mhm], uncoordinated and .. unflexible [7]

Fragment 3

JAMIE:[She's] pregnant.

She's totally pregnant.

HAROLD: Oh.[6]
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It is known that discourse markers make a communicative event dynamic, give a personal
coloring to speech, and serve as signals for the beginning and end of a speech turn. In our dialogue,
the following markers were identified: really, yeah, right, well, you know, so, that’s right, I mean, I
guess, like, anyway, surely. Markers such as | mean, you know, so, and | guess serve to connect one
statement to another. The markers | mean and | guess are used to express a point of view or opinion,
as well as to clarify the expressed thought: | guess that means his broken leg is doing okay; | mean
that was what I first thought; I guess she must; I guess the ones below are women; I mean that looks
kinda like a Black person; | mean. Markers like God, Gross, Gosh, gee, oh God express negative
emotional feelings:

Fragment 1

I'm thinking, Go=d, these guys don't waste any ti=me.

Fragment 2

HAROLD:Go[sh,

MILES:[But I just thought that] [6]

The discourse marker ‘so’ helps the speaker to indicate cause-and-effect relationships: ‘So 1
should do that’; ‘So they tried on the men's clothes’; ‘So I threw it away’; ‘Friday night, so the kit
was a different band’.

In the dialogues, the following types of discourse markers were identified:

1. Markers of uncertainty: So it probably was, he season opens in .. April; maybe spent a
hundred and fifty dollars; We were down there maybe ten days; probably seventy-two Olympics, I've
had that painting for ... thirty-five years | guess; What the hell they call the district in New York; of
course the price was right for me; Obviously I didn’t know what I was missing; certainly we didn’t
spend five-hundred dollars for... for,.. novelties and things of that nature; I sure wasn’t prosperous;,

2. Markers of dissatisfaction: he wanted that damn ... recorder; I'd have to buy that damn thing
for Rae;

3. Markers of surprise: and my god,there must've been <thou=sands> of paintings; God you've
been in here,.. so many times that; You are kidding; Oh man it was;

4. Markers of agreement: okay;

6. Markers of contrast: But it was an art colony; of course the price was right for me, but |
didn’t buy em; Uh he was .. prominent then,but not ... world famous; It’s a beauty though; those
things were really antiquated although we used em a lot;

7. Markers of specification/detailing: 1 mean,we .. we we stayed in a f=irst rate; | mean
chemistry,physics,.. medicine.

A special place is occupied by the markers ‘you know’ and ‘well’, which are among the most
frequent in conversational speech. The pragmatic meaning of the marker "you know" can be described
as “indicating an imagined common knowledge between interlocutors,” meaning that this marker
allows communicators to simulate a shared understanding between them, which helps establish a
connection. The marker ‘you know’ is used with various pragmatic meanings: 1. To change
communicative roles; 2. To indicate a change of topic in the conversation; 3. To clarify and specify
a statement; 4. As a way of expressing a thought, usually accompanied by a pause; 5. To illustrate the
information being conveyed. [12:298-299]. Let us now consider examples with this marker exhibiting
different pragmatic meanings:

1) Marker with explanatory pragmatic meaning:

"Oh h]ell I w- 1 you know I w- I, I would s- | would say probably

2) Form of expression of thought:

Fragment 1

... You know I've had that painting for ... thirty-five years | guess.

Fragment 2

.1,

you know I,

| forgot where | went.

Fragment 3
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Well you go to so many places,

on a cruise particularly,[you know],

3) Indicator of the change of communicative roles:

Fragment 1

JON:The Village.

ALAN:..You know all the all these artists put their --

Well they had,. must've had three areas like that.

Fragment 2

JON: [I've s]=een that somewhere before.

ALAN... You know I'’ve had that painting for ... thirty-five years | guess.

As can be seen, in dialogs with this marker, only four pragmatic meanings are realized. In
addition to textual functions, A.A. Bliudneva also points out interpersonal functions of this marker,
such as a call for solidarity and understanding from the interlocutor, increasing the assertiveness of
speech, and decreasing the assertiveness of speech. If increasing the assertiveness of speech is
associated with the speaker's attempt to emphasize their conviction in their statement, then decreasing
assertiveness is used in situations of conflict mitigation. In the examples provided, we have noted
only the function of solidarity and understanding in friendly communication.

Communicative difficulties

One interesting aspect of analyzing everyday conversations is the difficulties in understanding
the interlocutor's speech, i.e., asking for clarification in complex places. Asking for clarification is
characteristic of situations when the speech of the interlocutor was not heard, or when there are
external noise disturbances during the conversation, such as lively street traffic, voices of third parties,
etc. For example:

Fragment 1

JON:...Eight [or ni]ne-hundr[ed]?

ALAN:[Eight-] --

[Eigh]t or nine-hundred dollar.

Fragment 2

ALAN:...Well,

... they took us to this guy’s studio.

JON:... He what?

Fragment 3
JON:...You walked into his studio,
or,

ALAN:...It was a gallery.

As can be seen, the second participant in the conversation asks their interlocutor for clarification
or carefully specifies complex or sensitive points for a better understanding of the topic of discussion.
In the dialogues, situations were noted where participants experienced difficulties in conveying
information to their interlocutor or expressing their opinions. For example:

Fragment 1

ALAN:...And is also signed by the artist,

it was done for a=,

. uh,

JON:...Poster?

ALAN...A benefit,

it was a poster.

Fragment 2

ALAN... where do the dark ones come from,

JON:.. [Ethiopia].

ALAN:[Ethiopia].[5]

In the first excerpt, it is evident that the first participant has difficulty finding the right word
and uses the filler word ‘uh’ which signals to the interlocutor to suggest an appropriate word. In the
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second excerpt, the first communicator directly asks their interlocutor to help them find the necessary
word.

In some situations, communicators asked questions but then provided their own interpretation
of the understanding of the situation immediately afterward:

DORIS: what do you call it?

... The water pill.

. Diarrhetic.

... Take .. one of the capsules,

and two of the white.

... Las- .. Lazex?

Or [something like] —[6]

In the example, a participant named Doris asks a question to her interlocutor because her
statement caused confusion for Doris. However, Doris then interprets the situation from her own
perspective.

Institutional features

Conversations among older adults, particularly older women, have their own distinctive
features. For instance, conversations between female friends are leisurely, with participants exhibiting
a slower speech tempo, and communicators prefer detailed discussions. For example:

Fragmentl

ANGELA:and I put some onion powder ... in the mayonnaise,

.. and put it on some .. boiled eggs.

...Opened em up,

and | didn't stuff the eggs.

| just put that mayonnaise on top.

And they said,

< oh= that's good.

How did you do that >.[6]

Fragment 2

ANGELA: And they found out,

... that,

...It was easier,

..they went back out the truck,

and gota g- --

.. a whole assembly,

for one side.[6]

In the first fragment, one of the participants describes in detail the preparation of a dish, while
in the second fragment, she talks about the process of repairing a chair with a reclining backrest,
accompanying her speech with detailed descriptions of the surroundings, time, circumstances, and
including the reactions of other participants involved.

Older adults are typically characterized by an interest in social innovations. However, in the
analyzed dialogue, an opposite reaction to social innovations is noted. For example:

Fragment 1

ANGELA:WEell they needed to expand the pharmacy,

I've never been there,

but,

what | had to wait and wait and wait

Fragment 2

SAM: But this Wallmart needs=,[6]

needs a larger building.

ANGELA:.[Yeah].

SAM: It's= just too cramped.[6]
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As a rule, older adults (gerontologists) are inclined to share their life experiences and offer
advice to those around them. For example:

ANGELA:Can | grow some basil?

... From seed?

SAM:...Yes,

that's how I've- --

| don't have any this year,

but I've grown it other years.

ANGELA:=[< Well >] --

SAM:[There's] no problem.

It will not take any frost. [6]

In this fragment, one of the participants in the dialogue asks for advice on growing basil at
home, and the other friends provide her with tips on cultivating this plant. When analyzing the
segments from this dialogue, it is noted that each participant expresses a desire to offer advice or
recommendations not only on everyday matters but also on issues related to social and community
organization.

In the dialogue among friends, there is also a display of complimentarity typical of female
communication. For example:

DORIS:Your shirt and beads= .. are most becoming.

ANGELA:.= Well you know,

| think they weigh about a quarter of an ounce.

[And that's] the right kind of beads,

DORIS: Your shirt and beads= .. are most becoming.[6]

For example, in this fragment, Doris compliments her interlocutor on her jewelry, which is
uncharacteristic of the features of male interaction.

Indirect communication

The analysis of episodes from friendly interactions revealed various linguistic means of hedging
in the speech of the communicators. Hedging, a term first introduced into the scientific discourse by
J. Lakoff in his work ‘Hedges: A Study in Meaning Criteria and the Logic of Fuzzy Concepts,"
includes the most frequent components such as modal verbs and verbs with modal meanings, adverbs,
indirect questions with modality, self-corrections, hesitations, and false starts [13:465]. For instance,
in the example of a women's conversation, we noted that women often use intensifying adverbs such
as mostly, really, very, quite, maybe, etc.:

Fragmentl

ANGELA: ..how's !Ted doing.

SAM:.He's keeping very busy,

he's on mostly= uh evening hours,[6]

Fragment 2

DORIS: Your shirt and beads= .. are most becoming.

ANGELA: .. = Well you know,

| think they weigh about a quarter of an ounce.

[And that's] the right kind of beads,[6]

As can be seen from the two fragments, Sam and Doris use adverbs such as ‘very’, ‘most’ and
‘mostly’ to emphasize their subjective emotional attitude towards objects in their environment and
the actions of other communicators. In the first episode, in response to a question about her son's
situation, Sam does not give a direct answer; however, from her remark, we understand that her son
has a rather busy work schedule in the evenings, and she is concerned about this fact. In the second
fragment, Angela uses a different hedging component, namely the verb with modal meaning ‘to think’
in response to a compliment about her necklace, which has a pragmatic function of imprecision,
approximation, and uncertainty.

In the communication within the group of friends, the use of jokes is observed as implicit
communicative meanings, which are also interwoven with hints:
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HAROLD:Usually we just have r=eally loud salsa parties across the street.

JAMIE:That's fun too.

And teenagers.

kissing each other on the side[walk].

HAROLD:[Hm=].

PETE:Hm=.

HAROLD: (KISS) (LATERAL_CLICK) (LATERAL_CLICK)

PETE:And little kids throwing p=aint in your backya=rd.

HAROLD: Yeah=.[6]

In this segment, spouses Harold and Jamie jokingly imply that they live in a rather unsafe area
of the city, where one might encounter various inconveniences related to personal safety.

DISCUSSION

To comprehend the intricacies of human communication, it is essential to examine
conversational speech in its natural setting. A thorough basis for conversational analysis is provided
by using the Santa Barbara Corpus of Spoken American English (SBCSAE), which provides a robust
dataset that includes a variety of speakers and contexts. This corpus allows academics to explore the
social and environmental factors that influence conversational interactions in addition to the linguistic
features of speech.

A comprehensive approach to conversational analysis is made possible by the seven-
component model that was developed from the frameworks of Yu. M. Ulanovsky and J. Heritage.
Every element plays a crucial role in encapsulating the subtleties of casual conversation. We
investigate how context—such as environment, time, and participant characteristics—influences the
kinds of interactions that take place, for example, by looking at the conversation scene. This is
consistent with sociolinguistic research showing how important situational context is in determining
communication patterns [14:5].

A systematic examination of the way conversations develop is made possible by the
conversation component's architecture, which places an emphasis on the dialogue's structural
arrangement. Turn-taking processes are essential to the structuring of conversations, and our adaption
of these systems emphasizes how crucial it is to comprehend how structure affects interaction flow.
Our research confirms their claim that coherent and mutually understandable talks depend on smooth
transitions between turns.

Furthermore, our analysis's incorporation of turn transitions and recurrent patterns highlights
the presence of certain interactional norms and expectations that define various conversational genres.
Finding patterns in family discussions, for example, may reveal specific social dynamics, while
recognizing patterns in professional interactions might provide light on how professional identities
are negotiated via language [15:4].

We also discuss the prevalence of communication problems, which can break the flow of a
conversation. Previous research on conversation repair mechanisms supports the idea that examining
how speakers handle breakdowns offers important information into the tactics people use to preserve
communicative coherence. Conversational partners' ability to bounce back from setbacks
demonstrates how cooperative communication is and how crucial mutual understanding is to keeping
the discussion going.
The inequalities and organized character of some talks, particularly those that take place in
professional contexts, are highlighted by the institutional features component. In order to have a better
understanding of power dynamics in communication, this component is especially relevant when
examining how roles and authority might influence speech.

Lastly, we acknowledge the intricacies and nuances inherent in human relationships by
introducing a seventh element: indirect communication. An interpretative lens is necessary to
determine the intended meanings of activities like humor, hedging, and anecdotal allusions since
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indirect communication frequently reflects cultural norms and communications styles that value
hidden meanings.

CONCLUSION

The results obtained from the conversational analysis of casual speech in the dialogues of
friendly interactions allow for a number of conclusions. In the context of friendly relationships, the
gender aspect plays an important role. When comparing male and female speech communication in
the studied dialogues, it should be noted that the main parameters of verbal friendly interaction
manifest in both men's and women's speech. The research materials showed that despite the
assumption of equal relationships in friendship, there can be role asymmetry in the speech interactions
of friends. The results indicated that this situation is characteristic of friendly interactions among men,
where the initiative in conversation belongs to the dominant partner. Men exhibit greater freedom in
the use of invective vocabulary, with derogatory language not directed at a specific individual but
used to express negative emotions. Gender differences are also reflected in the choice of conversation
topics. Women tend to discuss personal subjects related to family, hobbies, and current events, while
men talk about politics, socio-economic issues in society, etc. In women's conversational speech,
there is also a tendency to complementarity in friendly communication and emotional support, which
is uncharacteristic of male friendships.

The identified mechanisms for distributing communicative roles in conversational speech have
the following features:

1. Smooth transitions of communicative roles are characteristic of casual speech involving no
more than two participants. Here, one communicator continues to speak until the other speaker
interrupts them. The speech of older individuals tends to be complete, somewhat monotonous, and
involves longer utterances.

2. Rough transitions of communicative roles are typical in communication within groups of
more than two people. Such transitions in turn-taking are characterized by interruptions and overlaps
that are not hostile but rather supportive.

3. The simultaneous form of communicative role exchange is brief and ceases once one of the
conversational participants continues their turn. This simultaneous form of transition occurs in places
where partners show significant interest in the topic of conversation and a desire to express their
viewpoints.

The most frequent discursive markers in conversational speech are “you know” and “well,”
which are used for various pragmatic purposes such as changing the topic of conversation, explaining
or supplementing what has previously been said, and expressing thoughts.

Communicative difficulties among conversation participants manifest in requests for
clarification and reiteration in complex situations, when conversational partners ask each other to
help recall specific words. In some cases, communicators, not understanding the essence of the
problematic situation, attempted to delve into it themselves and provide their perspective on what
was happening.

A variety of indirect communication techniques, including jokes, hedging, and hints, were
identified through the examination of events in amicable speaking encounters. These studies show
how people deal with communication difficulties, which enhances our knowledge of interpersonal
relationships.

The study also has important ramifications for communication research, especially in terms of
gaining a deeper knowledge of interpersonal communication. It improves our understanding of
pragmatic insights in friendly communication by examining casual discussions, exposing the ways
meaning is created in day-to-day encounters.

Further investigation into how gender roles affect communication dynamics is further
encouraged by the research's identification of unique language patterns and themes linked to various
genders.
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Additionally, the study highlights important discourse markers and hedging techniques,
promoting further investigation into their cultural variants and discourse analysis contributions. When
taken as a whole, these observations provide a thorough grasp of the intricacies of interpersonal
communication and how people have cordial conversations.
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byn maxanaoa oocmwuix anmacy KOHmMeKCmMiHOe a2blIuibIH MINIHIK COlllecy Mmadicipubecin
manoay apkulivl Kazipei Malenuemmezi MYNAApaAlblK  KapblM-KAMbIHACMbIY — KYHObLIbIb
Kkepcemineen. Jlocmap, ombacel Hemece apinmecmep apacblHOAbl KAPLIM-KAMBIHAC CUAKMbI
Oetipecmu Konmexcmmepoe 3epmmey OO0CMbIK RIKIPMAIACMbIY NPASMAMUKAILIK ACNeKMIiepi
Kapacmuipaovl. Canma-bapbapadan rencen AmepuxanoblK AbliublH MINIHIY KOPRYCbl dPMYpPIi
wapmmapoa Hcazvli2an HaKmul aybl3eKi couneyoi maioay yYuiH KoJI0aHbLIAObI.

3epmmeyoin nezizin Kypazan mooenvoi Joic. I'epumaosic scacazan sncamne betipecmu kezoecynep
ywin es2epmincen. On aHeiMeHi opHamy, counecy OU3AUHbl, HCON0AP ApPACLIHOARLL AyblCylap,
KaUumananamoli yazinep, KapblM-KamblHAC KUbIHObIKMAPbL, UHCMUMYYUOHALObIK MYMKIHOIKmep
JHCOHe JHcaHama 6aunanvic a0icmepi CUAKMbL KOMNOHEHmMmepol Kammuovl. 3epmmey Ke3eK Kymy
MEXaHUKacblHa, aH2imenecyoe2i HCblHblCMblH polite, collley OUHAMUKACLIHA, OUANIOSMAapObl MYKUSIM
manoay apywiivl OUCKYPC MapKepiepi MeH xeodcupiey 20iCmepin Hcui Koa0any2a 6azulmmanat.

Jlocmuix Kapbim-KamelHac aulblKmMblK NeH cenimee biIKnajl emeoi, COHbIMEH Kamap poenoep MeH
IMOYUOHANOBIK KOJIOAYOA2bl MEHCI30IKmi Koca, Hezcizel aleyMemmiK KUblHObIKMAapovl Kepcemeoi.
Epnep men auienoepoiy cetinecy maxvipvinmapvl men min yaeinepi apmypai. Epnep ademme
KayCmuKkanvl miimen 0Oacekeee KabOilemmi ceiinecedi, an auenoep HceKe HcoHe OmOACLLIbIK
Macenenepee  Hazap  ayoapaovl,  KOIOAYwibl  KaApbIM-KAMbIHACMAD  MEeH  IMOYUOHANObIK
batinanvicmapea b6aca Hazap ayoapaovl. Tymacmau aneanoa, Oyn 3epmmey OOCMbIK KAPbIM-
KamvlHACmMa KOJLOAHLLIAMbIH TUHSBUCTNUKATILIK 20icmep, COHOAl-aK colllecy OUHAMUKACHIHA acep
ememin apmypai hakmopnap mypanvl mycinieimizoi Keyetmeoi.

Kinm ce30ep: aneimenecyoi manoay, 0ocmulK KapblM-KAmblHAC, dHIIMeHI manoay Yaeici,
aH2imenecyOi opuamy, aHeimenecy OU3atiHel, aybiCylap, KaumaiaHamsly yaziiep, KapblM-KamblHAC
KUBbIHObIKMAPbL, UHCMUMYYUOHALObIK epeKuleNiikmep, Hcanama 6aiianbic.
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KoMMyHUKATHBHBII aHAJIU3 PAa3rOBOPHOI0 AHIIMIICKOI0 A3bIKA B KOHTEKCTE JAPY/KECKOro
B3aMMO/AeiCTBUA

M.K. Kanpoga?, K.C. Kemxuroxunna?, E.A. Komernanu
MMapnonapckuii nenarornueckuii yausepcuteT uM. ©. Mapryian, [asnomap, 140000, Pecry6iuka
Kazaxcran

’Eppasuiickuii HannoHanbHeIH yrusepcuteT uM. JL.H.I'ymunesa, Acrana, 010000, Pecrry6muka
Kazaxcran

SPoccuitcknii yausepcuteT Tpancrnopta (MUUT), 101000, Mocksa, Poccus

3

B oOannot cmamve noOUEPKUBAEMCS YEHHOCb MENCIUYHOCMHOU KOMMYHUKAYUU 8
COBPEMEHHOU KyIbmype yepe3 aHalUu3 pa3e080PHOL NPAKMUKU AHSIULICKO20 A3bIKA 8 KOHMeEKCme
opyaceckux oomenos. Hccnedyromes npaemamuyeckue dacnekmol OpPYHCECKOU OUCKYCCUU 8
He(hOPMATbHBIX KOHMEKCMAX, MAKUX KaK o0ujeHue mexcoy Opy3bamu, cembéll unu Koireeamu. Jnsa
AHAU3A PeanbHOU PA32080PHOU peyl, 3AUKCUPOBAHHON 8 PA3IUYHLIX YCIO0BUAX, UCHOIb3YEemcs
KOPNYC pa32080PHO20 AMEPUKAHCKO20 anenutickoeo uz Canma-bapbapebi.

Mooenv, xomopas neena 6 O0CHO8Y ucciedosanus, oOviia cozoana Joc. Xepumuodicem u
Mooughuyuposaua ons HeghopmanvHuix ecmpey. Ona sKIOUaem Maxue KOMIOHEHmMbl, KAK YCMAHO8KA
paszeoeopa, e20  OuzauiH, nepexoobl  Mexcoy  PeniuKaAMu,  NOBMOPAIOWUECs — WAOIOHDI,
KOMMYHUKAMUBHbIE MPYOHOCMU, UHCIUMYYUOHATbHbIE OCOOEHHOCMU U KOCBEHHble MEeXHUKU
obwenus. B uccredosanuu akyeHmupyemcs 6HUMAHUE HA MeXaHuKe o4epEOHOCMU 8blCKA3bI8AHUIL,
PO, NONA 6 paze080pax, OUHAMUKE pedl U YACMOM UCHOIb308AHUU OUCKYPCHBIX MAPKepos U
Memo008 XeOHCUPOBAHUSL Yepe3 MuiamenbHblil AHAIU3 OUAI0208.

Hpyoiceckas KomMmyHukayus, Kak HpAeusio, CnocoOCmeyem OmKpbIMOCmuU U 008€puio, HO
Makdice ompaxjcaem CKpolmvle COYUANbHbIE CLONCHOCMU, BKIIOUAsSl HEPABEHCME0 8 pOJAX U
IMOYUOHATILHYIO NOOOEPIHCKY. Mydcuunbl U JHCeHUWUHbL UMEION DPA3Hble memMamuieckue JUHUU
Paze080po8 u A3vlkosvle nammeprwvl. Myocuunsvl CKIOHHbL 8ecmu Oolee KOHKYpeHmHuble becedbl ¢
SA36UMENbHBIM SI36IKOM, 8 MO 8PeMs KAK HCEHUWUHbL COCPeOOMAUUBAIOMCS HA TUYHBIX U CeMEUHbIX
80NPOCAX, NOOUEPKUBASL NOOOEPIHCUBAIOUUE OMHOUEHUS U IMOYUOHANbHBLE C653U. B yerom oannoe
uccnedosanue pacuupsem Hau npeoCmasieHusi 0 TUHSBUCTUYECKUX NPUEMAX, UCHOIb3YeMbIX 6
OPYIHCECKOM 0OWeHUU, a MAKICe PA3TUUHBIX (PAKMOPax, GIUSIOWUX HA OUHAMUKY PaA32080pd.

Kniouesvie cnosa: aumanuz paszeosopa, Opyceckoe 63aumooeticmeue, MoOelb AHAIU3A
Paze080pa, YCMAanosKa pazeosopa, OU3aiih pazeo08opa, nepexoovl 8 04epeoHOCHU, NOGMOPIOUUECs]
nammepHvl, KOMMYHUKAMUGHbIe MPYOHOCU, UHCIUMYYUOHAIbHbIE O0COOEHHOCMU, HenpsaMas
KOMMYHUKAYUSL.
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SEMANTIC DERIVATION OF APPLIED GEOMETRY TERMS IN KAZAKH
LANGUAGE

This article considers the semantic derivation of applied geometry terms in Kazakh language.
The actuality of the topic is conditioned by the fact that in spite of rather extensive research in the
field of semantic derivation of both lexicon in general and terms of various sciences, the problem of
semantic derivation in the sphere of terms of applied geometry in Kazakh language has not been
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