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ABSTRACT. This paperdealswith the representationof dialogue,including the semanticas-
pects.We have beenworking on a realspeechcorpusof routeexplanationdialogues.Thepaper
follows thetraditionof dynamicsemantics(KampandReyle 1993),andwewill usetheSDRT of
(Asher1993)which proposesa treatmentof thesemantic-pragmaticinterface.Dynamicseman-
tic theorieshave traditionally focusedon discourseissues,but a few studieshave begun to look
at dialoguewithin that framework in the pastfew years. (AsherandLascarides1998). To the
rhetoricalandintentionalstructureproposedby SDRT we adda ”topic structure”closelyrelated
to theinformationalstructure.

1 Intr oduction

Weaddressheretheproblemof representinghumandialogue1. Weareinterestedin
aspecifickind of dialogue: routeexplanationdialogue2. Weplaceourselvesin the
traditionof dynamicsemantics(GronendjikandStokhof1991)(KampandReyle
1993)(Asher1993). Theseapproaches,which have mainly focusedon theprob-
lem of monologue,arenow addressingthe domainof dialogue(Ginzburg 1994)
(AsherandLascarides1998). From anotherperspective, works alsoexist which
enrich dialogue-acttheorieswith semanticcontent,rhetoricalstructureand dia-
loguegames(PoesioandTraum1997).

Here, the chosenframework is SDRT (SegmentedDiscourseRepresentation
Theory)(Asher1993). Severalworksbasedon this theoryhave studiedthe inter-
actionbetweensemanticcontentandDiscourseStructure (Asher, Aurnague,Bras,
Sablayrolles,andVieu1995)(Asher, Busquets,andVieupear).

Thenotionof “topic” is usedin this framework but it is not preciselydefined.
Recentlywe have proposeda treatmentof dialogueglobal topic in routeexplana-
tion dialogues(Pŕevot 2000).After thecollectionof arealcorpus,ouranalysishas

1Dialogueis seenhereasa discoursewith two speakers.
2Seesection2 for a morecompletedefinitionof this kind of dialogue.
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shown thenecessityof takingInformationStructure into account,aswaspredicted
by (AsherandTxurruka1995)(Engdahl,Larsson,andEricsson2000)(Engdahl
2000).

Now, in a prospective work, we want to studythe interactionbetweenInfor-
mationStructure andDiscourseStructure andbetweenInformationStructure and
TopicGlobal Structure.

First, we briefly presentthe corpusthat we have recordedand that we are
studying(section2). Then our analysisof somepiecesof thosedialogueswill
bepresentedin threepoints: first from theSDRT point of view, strictly speaking
(section3.1) ; thenin thelight of Txurruka’s accountof InformationStructure and
DiscourseStructure (section3.2); thirdly, takingglobaltopic into account(section
3.3). Lastly, weproposeaconstructionof a topicstructure(section4).

2 The Corpus

We introducein this sectionthecorpuswe have recorded.At this stage,it is com-
posedof 15 dialoguesfor a total time of 30 minutes.To ensurea large coverage
of the kind of phenomenawe plan to collect moredialogues.As we have said,
it is a corpusof routeexplanationdialogues.This kind of dialoguesinvolvestwo
participants: a giver anda receiver. Thegiver explainsto thereceiver how to go
from onelocationto anotherone.Wehavechosenthedomainof routedescription
becausea lot of work hasalreadybeendoneon it, especiallyin lexical semantics
(motion verbs,spatio-temporalprepositions,����� ) (AsherandSablayrolles1995)
(Muller 1998). It give usa basisfor therepresentationof thesemanticcontentof
utterances.

Many featuresareimportantin thecompletedefinitionof thisdialogues(char-
acteristicsof placesused,of the participants,����� )3. Here, for reasonswe will
explain below, we focuson two of thesefeatures: dialoguesituationandpartici-
pants’knowledge.

As far asthe dialoguesituationis concerned,we will focuson the following
two questions:

� Are thespeakerslocatedin the“explanationplace”?

� Are thespeakerstogether, in asameplace?

In our work, we want to focuson purelyverballinguistic phenomena.Therefore,
wehave to minimizetheutterancecontext dependency (deicticuses,gestures,face
expressions).Thuswe have notplacedtheparticipantstogetherin asamelocation

3See(Denis1997)for a classificationof routeexplanation.
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andhave recordedtelephoneconversations.

During a previous corpuscollectionwe hadnoticedthat if the receiver didn’t
know anythingaboutthegloballocationincludingtheroute(for examplein atown)
therewasno exchangebetweenparticipants.As we wantedpreciselyto studyin-
teractionsbetweentheparticipantsmentalstates,wechosesubjectswhohadsome
knowledgeaboutthelocation.

Theanalysisof our corpusis directedalongthreelines:

1. StudytheDiscourseStructure/ InformationStructureinteraction.

2. Within eachstructure,studytheinteractionof sententialanddiscursive level.

3. StudytheTaskStructure/ LinguisticStructureinteraction.

Below is a transcriptof a representative examplefrom ourcorpus.

A 1 A: Allons-y! donctu parsd’où?
Let’sgo ! sowhereareyougoingto comefrom?

2 B: Jeparsdoncde chezLaurent,c’est dansla granderue St-Michel
euhàpeuprès200mètresavantla placeSt-Michel.
I will comefrom Laurent’s place, it is in St-Michel Streeter... about200m
beforeSt-MichelPlaza

3 A: 200mètresavant la placeSt-Michel. Donccté plutt versle boule-
varddesRecollets,enpartant....
200m before St-Michel Plaza. Therefore, rather on the side of Recollets
Boulevard, leavingfrom....

4 B: Ouais.
yeah.

5 A: D’accord. Donc pour venir chezPhilippec’est assezsimple. Tu
descendsla granderueSt-Michel.Tu traversesle carrefour.
Ok. Soto cometo Philippe’s,it’ srathersimple. YougodownSt-Michelstreet.
You crossthejunction.

6 B: Ouais.
yeah.

7 A: Tu... euh...Tu prendsla ruePharaon.
you... er... youtakePharaonStreet

A 8 B: La ruePharaon?
PharaonStreet?

9 A: Oui.
Yes.

10 B: Jeneconnaispascetterue.
I don’t knowthat street
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11 A: Tu neconnaispasla ruePharaon.
You don’t knowthat street.

12 B: C’estapr̀esle carrefour, euh?
It’ safter thejunction,..?

13 A: Dansle prolongementeuhoui c’estapr̀esle carrefour.
continuing... er yesit’ safter thejunction.

14 B: Ouais.
yeah.

15 A: Dansle prolongementde la granderueSt-MichelTu asla ruequi
s’appelleje saisplusrueduLanguedocou la rueOzenne.
ContinuingSt-Michelstreet,you’vegotthatstreetcalledi don’t know, Langue-
docStreetor OzenneStreet

16 B: Ouaisd’accord.
yeah,okay

17 A: Bon euh100 mètresapr̀es le carrefour, le grandcarrefourde St-
Michel...euh...il y aunefourche,la ruedulanguedocoula rueOzenne
je saispluscommentelles’appelleobliqueversla droite.
well er 100mafterthejunction,after thebig junctionat St-Micheler... there’s
a fork, LanguedocStor OzenneSt,i don’t rememberits name, it turnsright.

18 B: Ouais.
yeah.

19 A: et tu asdevanttoi unepetiterueàsensunique...qui s’appellela rue
Pharaon.
andyou’vegota smallone-waystreetin front of you...calledPharaonStreet

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

21 A: Donc, tu parcourstoutecetterue... euh...Tu vasarriver à la place
desCarmes.
So,you take this streetand go all the way, er... you will arrive at Carmes
Place

22 B: muhm...muhm...
...

A 23 A: Arrivé à la placedesCarmeseuh...tu tournes̀a gauchedansla rue
desPolinaires,c’est unerue qui débouchesur la placedesCarmes...
Arrivé au27 de la ruedesPolinaires...sur ta droite tu trouveras...euh
le 27où habitePhilippeMuller.
Whenyouare a theCarmesPlace,... youturn left in PolinairesStreet,it’ s a
streetthatgoeson CarmesPlace. whenyouareat the27of Polinairesstreet,
on your right youwill seeer... the27 where PM lives.

24 B: OK. Donc,ruedesPharaonsjusqu’̀a la ruedesCarmeset apr̀es...
Ok. So,PharaonStreetup to CarmesStreetandthen...
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25 A: jusqu’̀a la placedesCarmes.
up to CarmesPlace

26 B: Oui placedesCarmes...et à gauche.
yes,CarmesPlace,... andto theleft

27 A: Alors la premìereà gauche,c’estpasla bonnequandtu débouches
surla placedesCarmes.
thenthefirston theleft is not theright onewhenyouarrive at CarmesPlace

28 B: Ouais.
Yeah.

29 A: la secondèa gauchec’est la bonne. C’est au bout de la placedes
carmesenfait. Est-cequetu vois la ruedesFilatiers?
Thesecondoneon the left is the right one. It’ s at the endof CarmesPlace
actually. Do youseeFilatiers Street?

30 B: Ouais.
yeah.

31 A: Eh bientu vasjusqu’̀a la ruedesFilatiers,tu t’engagespasdedans.
Tu regardes̀a tagaucheet tu verrasla ruedesPolinaires.
well, you go to Filatiers Street,you don’t 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 roughoutline of this theory. Asher’s theoryassumesthat a
dialogueis a kind of discourseinvolving two participants.SDRT alsoassumes,as
RST(MannandThompson1987),thatadiscoursecanbeseenasasetof segments
linked with (rhetoricalor intentional)relations.Theserelationscanbehierarchi-
cal or not. Hierarchicalrelationsbetweensegmentsinducea treestructurewhich
imposesconstraintson theinterpretationof currentutterances(e.g.anaphorareso-
lution canbelimited to certainsegmentsof thecurrentinterpretation).More gen-
erally, constraintsbasedon the structureinducedby the segmentationdetermine
what is a coherentdialogue.New utteranceswill beattachedto somesegmentin-
crementallywithin analreadyexisting dialoguestructureasthey come,by taking
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into accountlexical semantics,world knowledgeandsemantic-pragmaticrulesse-
lectinganappropriaterelationin context (see(AsherandLascarides1998)).These
aspectsareoftentakenfor grantedin theoriestakingasprimitivespropositionsand
speechactsrelatedto thesepropositions.Our goal is to accountfor theconstruc-
tion of suchstructureswithin anincrementalinterpretationprocessof thedialogue
seenasa public constructionof a commongroundbetweenparticipants.We will
make useof topicsin thatperspective, focusinghereon questionsandanswersse-
quences.Ourapproachis thusrather“top-down” comparedto (Kruijf f-Korbayova
andKruijf f 1997)who placesheranalysisin the samediscursive perspective but
closerto the sentencelevel. That beingsaid,even thoughwe useSDRT asour
framework, we departsomewhat from someof its choicesmadein thecontext of
dialoguese.g. in (AsherandLascarides1998). We will keepthe following prin-
ciples,while leaving asidethepresentlylessstableaspectsof thestill in progress
theory:

� theglobalrepresentationof adialogueis composedof asetof labelledspeech
acts(SA) andrhetoricalrelationsbetweentheseoccurrencesof SA.A speech
actwill beof theform

�
Speaker� Mode� Content � , wherethemodecanbein-

terrogative, declarative or imperative. Contentcanbeany partof the repre-
sentationof thedialogueor asub-dialogue.A basicsemanticcontentwill be
a DRS, that is a setof linguistic referentsandof conditions(predicates)on
thosereferents.Speechacts,seenin other frameworks ashaving an inten-
tional content,take on an intentionaldimensiononly whenlinked together
by relationsbearinganintentionalcontent.

� In orderto dealwith dialogue,SDRT hadto beenrichedwith new relations,
Thelist of relationsneededby adialogueversionof SDRT is still veryunsta-
ble in theprospective work of (AsherandLascarides1998).Wehavedivided
theminto thefollowing categories:

— discursive relations4: narration,elaboration, explanation,continuation,
background,parallel, contrast,comment,result,consequence;

— dialogic relations: we departfrom the work of Asher by considering
thefollowing relations,dividing questionelaborationsinto precisionrequest5

andconfirmationrequest6. (At this time we don’t make any differencesbe-
tweendirect andindirect partial answer.7. no-answer(linking replies,such

4Thesetpresentedin (Asher, Busquets,andVieupear).
5DividedbetweenYes/NoquestionsandWH-questions.
6This kind of requestdoesn’t introduceany information, it only aska confirmationof already

introducedinformations.SeeB8.
7Probablythesedistinctionsarenecessaryfor theevaluationof the“answerness”of anutterance.

But for themoment,within theapplicationof our rules,we only considerthat thereareutterances
which give an answer(direct, indirect or partial) and somewhich don’t. In technicalterms,the
relationanswerrecoversQAP (QuestionAnswerPair), IQAP (IndirectQuestionAnswerPair), and
PQAP(PartialQuestionAnswerPair) SDRT relations.
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as,“I don’t know”), acknowledge, andcorrection. For instanceanswer� α � β �
relatesa turn β to its correspondingquestionα.

conf irm-r — answer

B 7 A: Tu...sss...Tu prendsla ruePharaon.
You ...sss...You take Pharaonstreet.

8 B: La ruePharaon?
PharaonStreet?

9 A: Oui.
Yes.

π7

π8

π9

It shouldbenotedthat intonationis crucial in this example.Theinterrogative
mode,thatweusefor theinferenceof theconfirmation-requestrelation,is givenby
an interrogative intonation. This kind of questionsis preciselyidentifiedby Reis
(citedby (Engdahl2000))as“echodecidingquestion”.Hereif we don’t have the
rising intonation,(8) couldbeanacknowledgementof (7).

3.2 Inf ormation Structure,Asher and Txurruka analysis

In this sectionwe aregoingto presenttheaugmentedSDRT of (AsherandTxur-
ruka1995).

As wassaidbefore,dialogueanalysishasto take into accountinformational
structure. Thequestionis how to explain why a singlepropositionalcontentmay
have different realizationsin dialogue(Lambrecht1994) (Vallduv́ı and Engdahl
1996).Thepartitioningof thecontentof a sentenceinto two parts–sentencetopic
andsentencefocus–structuresthesentencein termsof informativeness.Thepar-
tition criteria variesamongauthors: given/in discussion,presupposed/asserted,
����� 8 andthesedifferentdefinitionsraisedifferentdenomination: topic/comment,
topic/focus,ground/focus. In spite of theseheterogeneityin the sentencetopic
definition,we will usethecommonnotionof topic emphasis.This Informational
Structure is assumedto begivenby thesyntacticandintonationalanalysis(Lam-
brecht1994)(vanKuppevelt 1995).

Now we focuson AsherandTxurruka’s propositions.They study the inter-
actionbetweenDiscourseRelationsand InformationalStructure9 of utterances.
They assume,as their main hypothesis,a doubleinteractionbetweenDiscourse

8For a completetaxonomyof topic/focuspartition,see(vanKuppevelt 1998).
9They speakof informationalpartition with the aim to underlinethe two separatepartsof the

sentence.
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Structure and InformationalStructure. The informationalstructurewill be influ-
encedby thepreviouspieceof discourse,but thediscourserelationwhichlinks two
segmentshelpsto disambiguatetheinformationalstructureof thesecondone.

They claim for a systematicstudy of context impact on the determiningof
informationalstructure.

Very roughly, wecansaythatin their theory:

� Discourserelationsforceconstraintson InformationalStructure. (DS � IS)

� Theconstraintsatisfaction is an importantclue for theestablishmentof the
discourserelation.(IS � DS)

Now we aregoing to considerour examplefrom AsherandTxurruka’s point
of view. We now look morepreciselyat (25) turn of (A) (a correction).Thecor-
rectedutterancewill be calledthe target (here24). AsherandTxurrukasaythat
a correctionintroducesan inconsistentpropositionwith someprevious discourse
proposition. In the example,thereis no inconsistency in a strict sense. (Asher
1998)extendsthis definition andproposesa semanticfor thecorrectionrelation.
Herewe have only studiedonekind of correction. In the future we will have to
look at theotherones.

¿FromAsher and Txurruka’s point of view the interactionbetweenthe dis-
courserelationof correctionandthe InformationStructure of (25) is fundamental
for dialoguecoherence.In particular, thedistinctionbetweenthe linguistic mate-
rial sharedby correction(25) andtarget (24) (until theCarmes)andcontradicting
information(place/square) is givenby Informationstructure. Theinconsistentin-
formation(relatedto a sharedsituation)will be in focuswhereassharedinforma-
tion will appearassentencetopic element.

In our example,it is the intonationwhich stressesthefocus. The Information
Structure is crucial here; indeedif the stressedelementwas not only the word
”place”, thediscourserelationwouldbedifferent.

C 24 B: OK. Donc,ruedesPharaonsjusqu’̀a la ruedesCarmeset apr̀es...
ok soPharaonstreetup to Carmesstreetandafter...

25 A:...jusqu’̀a la PLACEdesCarmes.
...upto CarmesSQUARE10

26 B: Oui, placedesCarmes.
Yes,Carmessquare.

The(24-25)pair satisfiesthecorrectionconstraint11: Thecorrection(25) and
the target (24) differs in onepoint. The focusof the correctiondoesnot match

10We write in capitalsthestressedpartof utterances.
11See(AsherandTxurruka1995), (Asher1998) for a morecompleteaccounton correction in

SDRT.
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with the correspondingelementin the target. Here the stressedelement“place”
(square)doesnotmatchthe“rue” (street).If wedidn’t have this intonationalstress
on “place”, (25)wouldbeacontinuationof theexplanationof theroute(figure1.)
insteadof a correction(figure 2.). We noticethat here,we don’t have an incon-
sistency12 betweenthecorrection(25) andthe target (24). So,a strictly semantic
analysiscannotprovide uswith thecorrection.HereInformationStructure is not
only acuein theanalysisbut really theonly way to obtaintheright interpretation.

correction — ack

continuation — ack
π24 π25

π26

� Fig1 � �

π24

π25

π26

� Fig2 � �

3.3 Global Topics

Dialoguesof our corpusareall task-oriented.This kind of dialoguearestudied
by a lot of researchers,mainly in a human-machineinteractionperspective. A
widespreadideaaboutthesedialoguesis that they obey a generalpurpose,which
constrainsthe structureof the whole dialogue. (Groszand Sidner1986) speak
abouttheDiscoursePurposedistinguishedfrom theDiscourseSegmentPurpose.
(vanKuppevelt 1995)enrichesthisview with hisdefinitionof topic in termof topic
constitutingquestions. Heclaimsthatin aTaskOrientedDialogue,asin anarrative
discourse,“the utterancesbelongingto themainstructureform togetherananswer
to a singletopic-constitutingquestion”. We follow this ideathat thereis a topic
which archesover theothertopics(which becomesub-topics).In this sectionwe
studytheeffectof globaltopic,notonly theoverarchingonebut alsothesubtopics
correspondingto sub-dialogues.Froma generalpoint of view, thedialoguetopic
is givenby thecontext of dialogue(linguistic or not; verbalisedor not).

In our corpus,theoverarchingtopic is a routeexplanation. We have to repre-
senttheroutecomponentsrelatedto theexplanation: thereis astartingpoint,and

12In fact,if therewasaCarmesstreetleadingto aCarmessquare,therewouldbenocontradiction
between(24)and(25). It is theintonationthatpointsout thecorrectionnatureof (25). SoAsherand
Txurruka’s propositionfor theconstraintsoncorrectionrelationmustbeextended.
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endpoint, anda prescriptionsequence(Denis1997), introducingrecursive sub-
itinerary descriptions.The two participantsaresupposedto fill in an incomplete
structuremadeof theseelements.Thispresupposedstructuregivesusacanvasfor
theconstructionof thefinal, sharedstructure.Wecall theseelementsthedialogue
topics (DT). It will beusedin a top-down manner. Wegive thefollowing form :

ab c d

start(a)
end(b)
path(c)
direction(d)

Fig3 �

We have to explain what is a “path” in this context. Thereareseveralwaysof
definingpathsin theoriesof space13. But in theroutecontext, apathis usuallyseen
asanactionsequence.Eachactionof thesequenceis a movebetweentwo places.
Weareinterestedin thelinguisticaspectof routes,sowefocusontheprescriptions
of theseactions.Participants(A andB) aregoing to establisha sequenceof pre-
scriptionof theactionsthatB hasto do in 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
establishthestartingpoint. It is a subtopicelaboratingtheoverarchingone. It is
relatedto the referent“a”. This sequenceis a specificationof “a” which fills out
thecanvas. We don’t give herethedialogueanalysisof this establishmentof the
startingpoint,but wegive therepresentationfor thisdialoguesegmentwith anap-
proximatetranslationin English(Fig4 � )1415.

13See(Muller 1998)for a presentationof thesedefinitions.
14The“d1” directionis presupposedby the“avant” use.It is not thesamewith “d” (from overar-

chingglobaltopic)whichcomesfrom thepreliminarycontext.
15For a morepreciseaccountof thesemanticrepresentationof a route,see(Krause2000).
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e f d1g h

Laurent(e)
chez(e,a)
rue(f)
nom(f,”St-michel”)
dans(a,f)
place(g)
nom(g,”St-michel”)
direction(d1)
avant(a,g,d1,c)
distance(a,g,200m)
rue(h)
nom(h,”Recollets”)
du-cote-vers(a,g)

e f d1g h

Laurent(e)
a is Laurent’s place
street(f)
name(f,”St-michel”)
in/on(a,f)
square(g)
name(g,”St-michel”)
direction(d1)
before(a,g,d1,c)
distance(a,g,200m)
street(h)
name(h,”Recollets”)
near(a,g)

Fig4 �

All the informationsexchangedin this sub-dialogconcernsthestartingpoint.
This factis crucialinformationin theanalysisof thedialogue.

The(8-20)sequenceis theestablishmentof Pharaonstreetintroducedby (7).
We do not study herethe constructionof this establishment.At the end of the
sequence,Pharaonstreetis groundedandthesharedinformationis only thetaking
of thestreetby B (Fig5 � ) .

g e1

street(g)
name(g,“Pharaon”)
take(B,g,e1)

Fig5 �

Wecanseein thefinal routestructurethatsomeof theinformationintroduced
in thedialogueis preservedandsomeis left out. Typically thepieceof information
keptis whatis shared(i.e. accepted)by bothparticipants.

Thebuilding of thissharedinformationismainlyguidedby therhetoricalstruc-
ture of the dialogue. However, trying to processit as a sharedplan within the
rhetoricalrepresentationof thedialogue,asin (AsherandLascarides1998),yields
clumsyrepresentationsof the dynamicsof the processitself (e.g. for correction,
no-answers,...),andobscuresthedifferencebetweenthecourseof a dialogueand
its underlyingobjectives. We thereforeproposeto createanotherstructure,based
on thenotionof topic, for integratingthis information.

As wehaveseenbefore,in taskorienteddialogues(in whichrouteexplanations
canbeincluded)these“topics” comesfrom two sides: sentencelevel (see3.2)and
discourselevel (see3.3). We think thatwe mustintegratethesetwo sidesof Infor-
mationstructureto contribute to theconstructionof ahierarchictopic structure.
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4 Constructing topic and rhetorical structur esin parallel

Our proposalis to enrichtherhetoricalstructurewith a parallelstructurekeeping
trackof topic constructions.For this we considertopicsaspropositionalcontents
linkedby specificrelations,calledtopical relations, eithertopic sequenceor topic
elaboration. In classicalSDRT, theserelationsaresomewhat relatedto the plan
relationsof SDRT (e.g. thereis a plan-elaborationrelation),but arenot separated
from rhetoricalrelations,while we think it is importantto distinguishthecourseof
adialoguewith theconstructionof acommon-ground(whichis oftenthesharingor
communicationof a plan in task-orienteddialogues).Besides,the topicsof some
partsof thedialoguesarejust thesepartsof the taskto beachieved. In this sense
we join the(TraumandNakatani1999)point of view on themulti-level approach
of dialogue.Ourglobaltopicrecoversthemesoandmacrolevelsof Traumandand
Nakatani. Nonethelesstopic relationsintendto go beyond plansin task-oriented
dialogue,by introducingamoregeneralinformationstructure.

An importantnotion for defining the topic structureis the resolvednessof a
topic. Thecontentof a resolvedtopic is sharedbetweentheparticipants:this kind
of topic is in the commongroundof the conversation. By contrast,the content
of an unresolved topic is still underdiscussion,it canbe pulled out of the topic
structure.Wewill markanunresolvedtopicwith “*” andweremove “*” whenthe
topicbecomeresolved.

We now give a setof constructionrulesfor thetopic structure.Topic structure
constructionis donein parallelwith semanticinterpretationandestablishmentof
rhetoricalrelations.For everyrhetoricrelationwehaveto triggeroff a topicupdate
rule.

� Confirmation request(α,β) : unresolvestheα associatedtopic.

� Precisionrequest(α,β) : introducesa new unresolved topic, attachedto the
topicassociatedto α with aTopic-Elaborationrelation.Theactualcontentof
this topic will dependon thenatureof thequestion(Y/N, WH).

� Answer(α,β) :
— to aconfirmationrequest: resolvesthetopic associatedto α.
— to a precisionrequest: Resolves the topic associatedto α anddestroys
unresolvedsub-topicelaboratingit.16 Moreoverwehave to addnew focused
(information)from β in theDT.

� No Answer : This rhetoricrelationhasno effectson thetopicstructure.

� Acknowledge(α,β) : An acknowledgementresolvesthe topic associatedto
α.

16Wedestroy theunresolvedtopicbecausethey arenoteestablishedin thecommongroundandso
they don’t participatein theconstructionof theglobaltopicstructure
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� Continuation(α,β) : A continuationresolves the topic associatedto α and
introducesanunresolvednew topicattachedto thetopicassociatedto α by a
topicsequencerelation.

� Correction(α,β) : A correctionreplacesin thetopic associatedto α thecor-
rectedelementby thefocusof thecorrection(β)17.

Consideringthatwe have thecorrectionrelationin therhetoricalstructure(in-
ferredwith anIS account);consideringtheprecedingrules;we give thefollowing
constructionfor the(24-26)turns.Thisstructurerecoversthemesoandmacrolev-
elsof (TraumandNakatani1999).In ourstructure,themeso-level is down andthe
macro-level is up.

* follow(B,a,e1)
 street(b)

until(a,b,c,d)
 name(b,"Carmes")

*

(25)

(24)

(26)

follow(B,a,e1)

until(a,b,c,d)
 name(b,"Carmes")

** follow(B,a,e1)

until(a,b,c,d)
 name(b,"Carmes")
 square(b)  square(b)

Fig6 �

5 Conclusion

We have proposedherea way of structuringthe analysisof a dialogueby taking
into accountworks on topicsin a semantic-pragmaticframework. We adopteda
still-opentheory, theAsher’s SDRT, showing how to modify it to build in parallel
a dialoguestructureanda topic structurereflectingtheconstructionof a common
groundbetweentwo participantsin a task-orienteddialogue. Our approachhas
remainedglobal(ignoringthespecifictaskof building a dialoguetopic from a di-
alogueturn) andto a certainextent prospective. We claim that topicshave to be
consideredin a systematicmannerat any segmentof a dialogue,andnot only oc-
casionallyto solve specificlocal problems.

One of our preoccupationsis to stay as closeas possibleto the real speech
corpus. Indeed,if we want to take InformationStructure into accountwe must
bepreciseandintegrateprosodicandintonationalcomponents.We don’t want to
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

17The correction rule that we give hereconcernsa specificuseof correction. The area lot of
differenttypesof corrections(counterevidence, contradiction) whicharementionedin (Asher1998)
(Prévot 2000).
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transcripts.Insteadof usingthe“written” punctuation,wearegoingto usespecific
speechnotations,developedin speechcorpusdomain(Blanche-Benveniste.1997)
(Valli andVéronis1999)for thespeechphenomenon(pauses,overlaps,truncated
words).

Many openproblemsremainto befully investigatedin thatperspective. First
sentencetopicandsentencefocushave to bemorepreciselylinkedto thediscourse
topic, to seehow they contribute to thewholestructure.Then,we have to seein
whichcontexts thecomputationof discoursetopicsinteractwith thedetermination
andacceptabilityof rhetoricalrelations.We have so far only looked at the cases
whereselectingtheserelationsprecedesconstructingthetopics.
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