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ABSTRACT. This paperdealswith the representationf dialogue,including the semanticas-
pects.We have beenworking on a real speecthcorpusof routeexplanationdialogues.The paper
follows thetraditionof dynamicsemantic§KampandReyle 1993),andwe will usethe SDRT of

(Asher1993)which proposes treatmenbf the semantic-pragmatimterface. Dynamicseman-
tic theorieshave traditionally focusedon discoursdssuesput a few studieshave begunto look

at dialoguewithin that framework in the pastfew years. (AsherandLascaridesl998). To the

rhetoricalandintentionalstructureproposedy SDRT we adda "topic structure”closelyrelated
to theinformationalstructure.

1 Intr oduction

We addreseretheproblemof representingiumandialogué. Weareinterestedn
aspecifickind of dialogue: routeexplanationdialogue®. We placeoursehesin the
tradition of dynamicsemantic§Gronendjikand Stokhof1991) (KampandReyle
1993) (Asher1993). Theseapproachesyhich have mainly focusedon the prob-
lem of monologueare now addressinghe domainof dialogue(Ginziurg 1994)
(AsherandLascaridesl998). From anotherperspectie, works also exist which
enrich dialogue-acttheorieswith semanticcontent,rhetorical structureand dia-
loguegamegPoesioand Traum1997).

Here, the chosenframenork is SDRT (SegmentedDiscourseRepresentation
Theory)(Asher1993). Severalworks basedon this theoryhave studiedthe inter-
actionbetweersemantiacontentandDiscourse Structue (Asher Aurnague Bras,
SablayrollesandVieu 1995)(Asher BusquetsandVieu pear).

Thenotion of “topic” is usedin this framework but it is not preciselydefined.
Recentlywe have proposeda treatmenibf dialogueglobaltopicin routeexplana-
tion dialoguegPréwot 2000). After the collectionof arealcorpus,ouranalysishas

IDialogueis seerhereasa discoursawith two spealers.
25eesection2 for amorecompletedefinition of this kind of dialogue.
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shavn the necessityf takingInformationStructue into accountaswaspredicted
by (Asherand Txurruka 1995) (Engdahl,Larsson,and Ericsson2000) (Engdahl
2000).

Now, in a prospectie work, we wantto studythe interactionbetweeninfor-
mation Structue andDiscousse Structue andbetweennformation Structue and
Topic Global Structue.

First, we briefly presentthe corpusthat we have recordedand that we are
studying (section2). Then our analysisof somepiecesof thosedialogueswill
be presentedn threepoints: first from the SDRT point of view, strictly speaking
(section3.1); thenin thelight of Txurrukas accountof InformationStructue and
Discourse Structue (section3.2); thirdly, takingglobaltopicinto account(section
3.3). Lastly, we proposea constructiorof atopic structure(section4).

2 The Corpus

We introducein this sectionthe corpuswe have recorded At this stageijt is com-
posedof 15 dialoguesfor a total time of 30 minutes. To ensurea large coverage
of the kind of phenomenave plan to collect more dialogues. As we have said,
it is a corpusof routeexplanationdialogues.This kind of dialoguesinvolvestwo
participants. a giver andarecever. The giver explainsto the recever how to go
from onelocationto anotherone.We have choserthedomainof routedescription
because lot of work hasalreadybeendoneon it, especiallyin lexical semantics
(motion verbs, spatio-temporaprepositions, .. ) (Asherand Sablayrolles1995)
(Muller 1998). It give usa basisfor therepresentationf the semanticcontentof
utterances.

Many featuresareimportantin the completedefinition of this dialogueqchar
acteristicsof placesused,of the participants,... )3. Here, for reasonsve will
explain belawv, we focuson two of thesefeatures dialoguesituationand partici-
pants’knowledge.

As far asthe dialoguesituationis concernedwe will focuson the following
two questions

e Arethespeakrslocatedin the“explanationplace™?
e Arethespeakrstogetherin asameplace?

In our work, we wantto focuson purely verballinguistic phenomenaTherefore,
we have to minimizethe utterancecontext dependengc(deicticusesgesturesface
expressions)Thuswe have not placedthe participantgogetherin a samelocation

3See(Denis1997)for aclassificatiorof routeexplanation.
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andhave recordedelephoneconversations.

During a previous corpuscollectionwe hadnoticedthatif the recever didn't
know arythingaboutthegloballocationincludingtheroute(for examplein atown)
therewasno exchangebetweerparticipants.As we wantedpreciselyto studyin-
teractiondetweerthe participantanentalstatesyve chosesubjectsvho hadsome
knowledgeaboutthelocation.

Theanalysisof our corpusis directedalongthreelines:

1. StudytheDiscourseStructure/ InformationStructureinteraction.

2. Within eachstructure studytheinteractionof sententiabnddiscursve level.

3. Studythe TaskStructure/ Linguistic Structureinteraction.

Below is atranscriptof arepresentate examplefrom our corpus.

A

1

2

10

A: Allons-y! donctu parsd’ou?

Let'sgo! sowhele are yougoingto comefrom?

B: Jeparsdoncde chezLaurent,c’est dansla granderue St-Michel

euha peupres200metresavantla placeSt-Michel.

I will comefrom Laurent’s place it is in St-Michel Streeter.. about200m
before St-Midchel Plaza

A: 200 métresavant la placeSt-Michel. Donccté plutt versle boule-
varddesRecolletsenpartant....

200m before St-Midchel Plaza. Themefore, rather on the side of Recollets
Boulevard, leavingfrom....

B: Ouais.

yeah.

A: D’accord. Donc pour venir chezPhilippe c’est assezsimple. Tu

descend$a granderue St-Michel. Tu traversede carrefour

Ok. Soto cometo Philippe’s,it’ srathersimple YougodownSt-Michelstreet.
You crossthejunction.

B: Ouais.

yeah.

A: Tu...euh...Tu prendda rue Pharaon.

you... er... youtake Pharaon Street

B: LaruePharaon?
PharaonStreet?

A: Oui.

Yes.

B: Jeneconnaispascetterue.
| don't knowthat street
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

A: Tu neconnaigpasla rue Pharaon.
You don't knowthat street.

B: C'estapesle carrefoureuh?
It' safterthejunction,..?

A: Dansle prolongemeneuhoui c’estapiesle carrefour
continuing... er yesit’ safter thejunction.

B: Quais.
yeah.

A: Dansle prolongemente la granderue St-Michel Tu asla rue qui
s'appelleje saisplusruedu Languedomu la rue Ozenne.
ContinuingSt-Midhelstreet,you'vegotthatstreetcalledi don't know, Langue-
doc Streetor OzenneStreet

B: Ouaisd’accord.

yeah,okay

A: Bon euh 100 metresapes le carrefour le grandcarrefourde St-
Michel...euh..il y aunefourche laruedulanguedo®ularueOzenne
je saispluscommentelle s’appelleobliqueversla droite.

well er 100mafterthejunction,afterthebig junctionat St-Micheler... there’s
afork, LanguedocStor OzenneSt,i don't remembeits name it turnsright.

B: Quais.
yeah.

A: ettu asdevanttoi unepetiterueasensunique...qui s'appellelarue
Pharaon.
andyou'vegota smallone-waystreetin front of you...called Pharaon Street

B: Ah ouaisd’accord.OK. Jesitue.
Oh,yeah,okay | see

A: Donc, tu parcourgoutecetterue... euh... Tu vasarriver a la place
desCarmes.

So, you take this streetand go all the way; er... youwill arrive at Carmes
Place

B: muhm...muhm...

A: Arrivé ala placedesCarmeseuh...tu tournesa gauchedansla rue
desPolinaires,c’estunerue qui débouchesurla placedesCarmes...
Arrivé au 27 dela rue desPolinaires...surta droite tu trouveras...euh
le 27 ou habitePhilippeMuller.

Whenyou are a the CarmesPlace... youturn left in PolinairesStreet,it's a
streetthat goeson CarmesPlace whenyouare at the 27 of Polinairesstreet,
onyourright youwill seeer... the27 whee PM lives.

B: OK. Donc,ruedesPharaongusqualaruedesCarmestapies...
Ok. So,Pharaon Streetup to CarmesStreetandthen...
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25 A:jusqualaplacedesCarmes.
upto CarmesPlace

26 B: OuiplacedesCarmes..etagauche.
yes,CarmesPlace... andto theleft

27 A: Alors la premerea gaucheg’estpasla bonnequandtu debouches
surla placedesCarmes.
thenthefirstontheleft is nottheright onewhenyouarrive at CarmesPlace

28 B: Ouais.
Yeah.

29 A: la secondex gauchec’estla bonne. C'estau boutde la placedes
carmesnfait. Est-cequetu vois la rue desFilatiers?
Thesecondoneon the left is theright one It's at the endof CarmesPlace
actually. Do youseeFilatiers Street?

30 B: Quais.
yeah.

31 A: EhbientuvasjusqualaruedesFilatiers,tu tengagegpasdedans.
Tu regardesatagaucheettu verrasla ruedesPolinaires.
well, you go to Filatiers Street,youdon' take it. You look on your left and
youwill seePolinairesStreet

32 B: D’accord.
Okay

33 A: C'estbon?
All right ?

34 B: Ouaisc’estbon.
yeah,all right.

3 Elementsof dialogueanalysis

3.1 DialoguestructuresasDiscourseStructures

We will now give an SDRT-orientedanalysisof a pieceof this dialogue,but first
we will give a very rough outline of this theory Ashers theoryassumeghata
dialogueis a kind of discoursdnvolving two participants. SDRT alsoassumesas
RST(MannandThompsorl987),thatadiscourse&canbeseenasa setof segments
linked with (rhetoricalor intentional)relations. Theserelationscanbe hierarchi-
cal or not. Hierarchicalrelationsbetweensggmentsinducea tree structurewhich
imposesconstrainton theinterpretatiorof currentutterancege.g.anaphoraeso-
lution canbelimited to certainsegmentsof the currentinterpretation).More gen-
erally, constraintsbasedon the structureinducedby the segmentationdetermine
whatis a coherendialogue.New utterancesvill beattachedo someseggmentin-
crementallywithin analreadyexisting dialoguestructureasthey come,by taking
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into accountexical semanticsyworld knowledgeandsemantic-pragmatialesse-
lectinganappropriategelationin contet (see(AsherandLascarided.998)). These
aspectareoftentakenfor grantedn theoriesakingasprimitivespropositionsand
speechactsrelatedto thesepropositions.Our goalis to accountfor the construc-
tion of suchstructuresvithin anincrementalnterpretatiomprocesf thedialogue
seenasa public constructionof a commongroundbetweerparticipants.We will
make useof topicsin thatperspectie, focusinghereon questionsandanswersse-
guencesOur approachis thusrather‘top-dovn” comparedo (Kruijf f-K orbaywa
andKruijff 1997)who placesheranalysisin the samediscursve perspectie but
closerto the sentencdevel. That beingsaid, even thoughwe use SDRT asour
framework, we departsomeavhat from someof its choicesmadein the context of
dialoguese.g. in (AsherandLascaridesl998). We will keepthe following prin-
ciples,while leaving asidethe presentlylessstableaspectf thestill in progress
theory:

¢ theglobalrepresentationf adialogueis composeaf asetof labelledspeech
acts(SA) andrhetoricalrelationsbetweertheseoccurrencesf SA. A speech
actwill beof theform (Spealer,Mode, Cortert), wherethemodecanbein-
terrogatve, declaratve or imperatve. Contentcanbe ary partof therepre-
sentatiorof thedialogueor a sub-dialogueA basicsemanticontentwill be
a DRS, thatis a setof linguistic referentsand of conditions(predicatespn
thosereferents. Speechacts,seenin otherframewvorks ashaving an inten-
tional content,take on an intentionaldimensiononly whenlinked together
by relationsbearinganintentionalcontent.

¢ In orderto dealwith dialogue, SDRT hadto be enrichedwith new relations,
Thelist of relationsneededy a dialogueversionof SDRT is still very unsta-
blein theprospeciie work of (AsherandLascarided998). We have divided
theminto thefollowing cateyories:

— discursive relations: narration, elabomtion, explanation,continuation,
badground,parallel, contrast,commentresult,consequencge

— dialogic relations we departfrom the work of Asherby considering
thefollowing relations dividing questiorelaborationsnto precisionrequest
andconfirmationrequest. (At this time we dont make ary differencesbe-
tweendirectandindirect partial answer'. no-answer(linking replies,such

4Thesetpresentedn (Asher BusquetsandVieu pear).

SDividedbetweenYes/NoquestionsandWH-questions.

6This kind of requestdoesnt introduceary information, it only aska confirmationof already
introducednformations.SeeBg.

"Probablythesedistinctionsarenecessarjor the evaluationof the “answernessbf anutterance.
But for the moment,within the applicationof our rules,we only considerthatthereare utterances
which give an answer(direct, indirect or partial) and somewhich don't. In technicalterms, the
relationanswerrecorers QAP (QuestionAnswer Pair), IQAP (Indirect QuestionAnswerPair), and
PQAP (Partial QuestionAnswerPair) SDRT relations.
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as,’l dont know”), acknowledg, andcorrection Forinstanceanswe(a, 3)
relatesaturn 3 to its correspondingjuestiona.

confirm-r — answer

T
B 7 A:Tu..sss...UprenddaruePharaon.
You ...sss..Youtake Pharaonstreet. T
8 B: LaruePharaon?
Pharaon Street?
9 A: Oui. T
Yes.

It shouldbe notedthatintonationis crucialin this example. The interrogatve
mode thatwe usefor theinferenceof theconfirmation-equestelation,is givenby
an interrogatve intonation. This kind of questionds preciselyidentifiedby Reis
(cited by (Engdahl2000))as“echodecidingquestion”. Hereif we dont have the
rising intonation,(8) couldbe anacknavledgemenof (7).

3.2 Information Structure, Asher and Txurruka analysis

In this sectionwe aregoingto presenthe augmentedDRT of (Asherand Txur-
rukal1995).

As was said before,dialogueanalysishasto take into accountinformational
structue. The questionis how to explain why a single propositionalcontentmay
have differentrealizationsin dialogue(Lambrecht1994) (Vallduvi and Engdahl
1996). The partitioningof the contentof a sentencento two parts—sentencéopic
andsentencdocus—structureghe sentencen termsof informativeness.The par
tition criteria variesamongauthors: given/in discussionpresupposed/assed,
... 8 andthesedifferentdefinitionsraisedifferentdenomination topic/comment,
topic/focus,ground/focus In spite of theseheterogeneityin the sentenceopic
definition, we will usethe commonnotion of topic emphasis.This Informational
Structue is assumedo be given by the syntacticandintonationalanalysis(Lam-
brecht1994)(vanKuppevelt 1995).

Now we focuson Asherand Txurrukas propositions. They study the inter
action betweenDiscourseRelationsand Informational Structure® of utterances.
They assumeas their main hypothesisa doubleinteractionbetweenDiscouise

8For a completetaxonomyof topic/focuspartition, see(van Kuppevelt 1998).
9They speakof informationalpartition with the aim to underlinethe two separateartsof the
sentence.
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Structue and Informational Structue. The informationalstructurewill be influ-
encecdby thepreviouspieceof discoursebut thediscourseelationwhichlinks two
segmentshelpsto disambiguateéheinformationalstructureof the secondne.

They claim for a systematicstudy of context impact on the determiningof
informationalstructure.
Veryroughly we cansaythatin theirtheory:

e Discourseelationsforce constrainton InformationalStructue. (DS — IS)

e The constraintsatisactionis animportantclue for the establishmentf the
discourseelation. (IS — DS)

Now we aregoingto considerour examplefrom Asherand Txurruka’s point
of view. We now look morepreciselyat (25) turn of (A) (a correction). The cor
rectedutterancewill be calledthe tamget (here24). AsherandTxurrukasaythat
a correctionintroducesan inconsistenpropositionwith someprevious discourse
proposition. In the example,thereis no inconsisteng in a strict sense. (Asher
1998) extendsthis definition and proposesa semanticfor the correctionrelation.
Here we have only studiedonekind of correction. In the future we will have to
look atthe otherones.

¢FromAsherand Txurrukas point of view the interactionbetweenthe dis-
courserelationof correctionandthe InformationStructue of (25) is fundamental
for dialoguecoherenceln particular the distinctionbetweenhe linguistic mate-
rial sharedby correction(25) andtarget (24) (until the Carmes)andcontradicting
information(place/squag) is givenby Informationstructue. Theinconsistenin-
formation(relatedto a sharedsituation)will bein focuswhereasharednforma-
tion will appeaassentenceopic element.

In our example,it is the intonationwhich stresseshefocus. The Information
Structue is crucial here; indeedif the stressedelementwas not only the word
"place”, thediscourseelationwould be different.

C 24 B: OK.Donc,ruedesPharaongusqualaruedesCarmestapees...
ok soPharaon streetup to Carmesstreetand after..
25 A:..jusquala PLACE desCarmes.
...upto CarmesSQUARE°
26 B: Oui, placedesCarmes.
Yes,Carmessquake.

The (24-25)pair satisfiesthe correctionconstraint!: The correction(25) and
the target (24) differs in one point. The focus of the correctiondoesnot match

10we write in capitalsthe stressegbartof utterances.
11see(Asherand Txurruka 1995), (Asher 1998) for a more completeaccounton correction in
SDRT.
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with the correspondingelementin the target. Herethe stresseclement‘place”
(square)doesnot matchthe“rue” (street).If we didn't have thisintonationalstress
on“place”, (25) would be a continuationof the explanationof theroute(figure1.)
insteadof a correction(figure 2.). We noticethat here,we don't have anincon-
sisteng'? betweerthe correction(25) andthe target (24). So, a strictly semantic
analysiscannotpravide uswith the correction. Here Information Structue is not
only acuein theanalysisbut really the only way to obtaintheright interpretation.

corredion — adck

cortinuaion — adk Tioa
Ty Ths
Ths
The
The
(Figl.)
(Fig2.)

3.3 Global Topics

Dialoguesof our corpusareall task-oriented.This kind of dialogueare studied
by a lot of researchersmnainly in a human-machinenteractionperspectie. A
widespreaddeaaboutthesedialogueds thatthey obey a generalpurpose which
constraingthe structureof the whole dialogue. (Groszand Sidner1986) speak
aboutthe Discourse Purposedistinguishedrom the Discouise SgmentPurpose
(vanKupperelt 1995)enricheghis view with his definitionof topicin termof topic
constitutingquestionsHe claimsthatin a TaskOrientedDialogue asin anarratve
discourse’the utterancedelongingto the main structureform togetherananswer
to a singletopic-constitutingquestion”. We follow this ideathatthereis a topic
which archesover the othertopics (which becomesub-topics).In this sectionwe
studythe effect of globaltopic, notonly the overarchingonebut alsothe subtopics
correspondingo sub-dialoguesFroma generalpoint of view, the dialoguetopic
is givenby the contet of dialogue(linguistic or not; verbalisedor not).

In our corpus,the overarchingtopic is a route explanation We have to repre-
senttheroutecomponentselatedto the explanation: thereis a startingpoint, and

12| fact,if therewasa Carmesstreetleadingto a Carmessquaretherewould beno contradiction
between(24) and(25). It is theintonationthatpointsout the correctionnatureof (25). SoAsherand
Txurrukas propositionfor the constrainton correctionrelationmustbe extended.
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end point, and a prescriptionsequencéDenis 1997), introducingrecursve sub-
itinerary descriptions.The two participantsare supposedo fill in anincomplete
structuremadeof theseelementsThis presupposedtructuregivesusa carvasfor

the constructiorof thefinal, sharedstructure We call theseelementghe dialogue
topics (DT). It will beusedin atop-down mannerWe give thefollowing form:

abcd

start(a)
end(b) Fig3.
path(c)

direction(d)

We have to explain whatis a“path” in this context. Thereareseveralwaysof
definingpathsin theoriesof spacé?. Butin theroutecontext, apathis usuallyseen
asanactionsequenceEachactionof the sequencés a move betweenwo places.
We areinterestedn thelinguisticaspecbf routes sowe focusontheprescriptions
of theseactions. Participants(A andB) aregoingto establisha sequencef pre-
scriptionof theactionsthatB hasto doin orderto follow thepath(c) in adirection
(d) from (a) to (b).

At the beginning of the dialogue(turns1 to 5), thereis a first sub-dialogto
establishthe startingpoint. It is a subtopicelaboratingthe overarchingone. It is
relatedto thereferent‘a”. This sequencés a specificationof “a” which fills out
the carvas. We don't give herethe dialogueanalysisof this establishmentf the
startingpoint, but we give therepresentatiofor this dialoguesegmentwith anap-
proximatetranslationin English(Fig4.)*41°.

135ee(Muller 1998)for a presentatiomf thesedefinitions.

14The“d1” directionis presupposebly the“avant” use. It is notthe samewith “d” (from overar
chingglobaltopic) which comesfrom the preliminarycontext.

15For amorepreciseaccounof the semantiacepresentationf aroute,see(Krause2000).
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efdlgh efdlgh

Laurent(e) Laurent(e)

chez(e,a) ais Laurents place

rue(f) street(f)

nom(f;St-michel”) name(f,St-michel”)
dans(a,f) infon(a,f)

place(g) square(qg) Figa
nom(g;St-michel”) name(d'St-michel”) )
direction(d1) direction(dl)
avant(a,g,d1,c) before(a,g,d1,c)
distance(a,g,200m distance(a,g,200m)

rue(h) street(h)

nom(h;Recollets”) name(lfRecollets”)
du-cote-ers(a,qg) near(a,g)

All theinformationsexchangedn this sub-dialogconcernghe startingpoint.
Thisfactis crucialinformationin theanalysisof thedialogue.

The (8-20) sequencés the establishmenof Pharaorstreetintroducedby (7).
We do not study herethe constructionof this establishment.At the end of the
sequenceRharaorstreetis groundedandthe sharednformationis only thetaking
of thestreetby B (Fig5.) .

gel \

street(g)
name(g,“Pharaon”
take(B,g,el)

Fig>5.

We canseein thefinal routestructurethatsomeof theinformationintroduced
in thedialogueis preseredandsomeis left out. Typically the pieceof information
keptis whatis sharedi.e. acceptedpy bothparticipants.

Thebuilding of thissharednformationis mainly guidedby therhetoricalstruc-
ture of the dialogue. However, trying to processt as a sharedplan within the
rhetoricalrepresentatioonf thedialogue asin (AsherandLascarided.998),yields
clumsyrepresentationsf the dynamicsof the processtself (e.g. for correction,
no-answers,...andobscureghe differencebetweerthe courseof a dialogueand
its underlyingobjectives. We thereforeproposeto createanotherstructure based
onthenotionof topic, for integratingthis information.

As we have seerbefore,in taskorienteddialoguegin whichrouteexplanations
canbeincluded)these'topics” comesrom two sides. sentencdevel (see3.2)and
discoursdevel (see3.3). We think thatwe mustintegratethesetwo sidesof Infor-
mationstructureto contrilbute to the constructiorof a hierarchictopic structure.
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4 Constructing topic and rhetorical structuresin parallel

Our proposalis to enrichthe rhetoricalstructurewith a parallelstructurekeeping
track of topic constructionsFor this we considertopicsaspropositionalcontents
linked by specificrelations,calledtopical relations eithertopic sequencer topic
elabomtion. In classicalSDRT, theserelationsare someavhat relatedto the plan
relationsof SDRT (e.g. thereis a plan-elaboratiomelation),but arenot separated
from rhetoricalrelations while we think it is importantto distinguishthe courseof
adialoguewith theconstructiorof acommon-groundwhichis oftenthesharingor
communicatiorof a planin task-orientedlialogues).Besidesthetopicsof some
partsof the dialoguesarejust thesepartsof the taskto be achieved. In this sense
we join the (TraumandNakatani1999)point of view on the multi-level approach
of dialogue.Ourglobaltopicrecorersthemescandmacrolevelsof Traumandand
Nakatani. Nonethelessopic relationsintendto go beyond plansin task-oriented
dialogue by introducinga moregenerainformationstructure.

An importantnotion for definingthe topic structureis the resohednessof a
topic. Thecontentof aresohedtopicis sharetetweerthe participantsthis kind
of topic is in the commongroundof the conversation. By contrast,the content
of an unresoled topic is still underdiscussionjt canbe pulled out of the topic
structure We will markanunresoledtopicwith “*” andweremove “*” whenthe
topic becomeresohed.

We now give a setof constructiorrulesfor thetopic structure. Topic structure
constructionis donein parallelwith semantidnterpretationand establishmenof
rhetoricalrelations.For everyrhetoricrelationwe have to triggeroff atopicupdate
rule.

e Confirmation requestf,) : unresolesthea associatedopic.

e Precisionrequestf,f) : introducesa nen unresoled topic, attachedo the
topicassociatetb a with a Topic-Elaboratiomrelation. Theactualcontentof
this topic will dependon thenatureof the question(Y/N, WH).

e Answer(a,B) :
— to aconfirmationrequest resohesthetopic associatedo a.
— to a precisionrequest Resolesthe topic associatedo a anddestrys
unresohed sub-topicelaboratingt.'® Moreover we have to addnew focused
(information)from 3 in the DT.

e No Answer : Thisrhetoricrelationhasno effectson thetopic structure.

e Acknowledge@,B) : An acknavledgementesohesthe topic associatedo
a.

18We destry theunresoledtopic becausehey arenoteestablishedh thecommongroundandso
they dont participatein the constructiorof the globaltopic structure
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e Continuation(a,B) : A continuationresohesthe topic associatedo a and
introducesanunresoled new topic attachedo thetopic associatedo o by a
topic sequenceelation.

e Correction(,p) : A correctionreplacesn thetopic associatedo a thecor
rectedelementoy the focusof the correction(3)*’.

Consideringhatwe have the correctionrelationin therhetoricalstructure(in-
ferredwith an1S account);consideringhe precedingules;we give thefollowing
constructiorfor the (24-26)turns. This structurerecorersthe mesoandmacrolev-
elsof (TraumandNakatani1999).In our structurethe meso-leel is down andthe
macro-leel is up.

* follow(B,a,el) * follow(B,a,el) follow(B,a,el)
street(b) :> square(b) :> square(b)
name(b,"Carmes") (25) name(b,"Carmes") (26) name(b,"Carmes")
until(a,b,c,d) until(a,b,c,d) until(a,b,c,d)

(24)
Fig6.

5 Conclusion

We have proposecherea way of structuringthe analysisof a dialogueby taking
into accountworks on topicsin a semantic-pragmatiframevork. We adopteda
still-opentheory the Ashers SDRT, shaving how to modify it to build in parallel
a dialoguestructureanda topic structurereflectingthe constructionof acommon
groundbetweentwo participantsin a task-orienteddialogue. Our approachhas
remainedylobal (ignoring the specifictaskof building a dialoguetopic from a di-
alogueturn) andto a certainextent prospecire. We claim thattopics have to be
consideredn a systematianannerat ary segmentof a dialogue,andnot only oc-
casionallyto solve specificlocal problems.

One of our preoccupationss to stay as closeas possibleto the real speech
corpus. Indeed,if we wantto take Information Structue into accountwe must
be preciseandintegrateprosodicandintonationalcomponentsWe don't wantto
avoid the problemsrelatedto the oral natureof the corpusandwe think that on
this subject,we have to do a lot of work. In the future we plan to modify our

1"The correction rule that we give hereconcernsa specificuseof correction. The are a lot of
differenttypesof correctiongcounteevidence contradiction) which arementionedn (Asher1998)
(Préwot 2000).
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transcriptsInsteadof usingthe“written” punctuationwe aregoingto usespecific
speecmotationsdevelopedin speecttorpusdomain(Blanche-Beweniste.1997)
(Valli andVeéronis1999)for the speectphenomenorfpausespverlaps,truncated
words).

Many openproblemsremainto befully investigatedn thatperspectie. First
sentencéopic andsentencéocushave to bemorepreciselylinkedto thediscourse
topic, to seehow they contritute to the whole structure. Then,we have to seein
which contexts the computatiorof discoursdopicsinteractwith the determination
andacceptabilityof rhetoricalrelations. We have sofar only looked at the cases
whereselectingtheserelationsprecedegonstructinghetopics.
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