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Anaphoric pronouns and their antecedents

Example (Existentials, proper nouns, and negation)

@ John owns a car. It is red.

@ dxcarx Aownjx A red x

@ John doesn’'t own a car. It is red.
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What we've learned from DRT:

o Indefinite noun phrases (existentials) introduce discourse referents

o Negation limits the accessibility of discourse referents (existentials # proper nouns)
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@ Jean est a
I’hopital.

@ Marie lui a cassé
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What we've learned from theories on rhetorical structure

@ Segments of the discourse stand in relation to each other

o Depending on the relation (coordinating, subordinating), discourse markers are
accessible or not




Formal framework
Motivations

Requirement: Standard notions of interpretation

@ Unlike DRT/DPL:
o Dynamic scoping
e Destructive assignment

@ SDRT: idem

Requirement: Declarative approach to accessibility constraints

@ Accessibility defined on the representation language, not on a meta-level.
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© Motivations
@ Accessibility According to DRT
@ Accessibility According to Discourse Hierarchy
@ Theoretical Framework

O Aims
o Adapting [de Groote(2006)]
@ Modelling of Other Theories: the RFC

© Context Management: [de Groote(2006)]'s approach
@ General Ideas
@ Negation
@ Negation Revisited

@ Application to the RFC
o |Its Modelling
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Existential quantification

Yx.Px £ \e¢.Ix.P x (x::e)o

Negation

“AL Nep~(Ae(Xe.T)) A de

Problems with the negation

@ No new discourse referent is added to the environment given to the continuation

@ But proper nouns should be added
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Reminder: Negation

“AL Nep~(Ae(Xe.T)) A de

Alternative proposals

~A éAeqS.ﬁ(Ae()\e'.(ﬁe))
"A 2 ep.~(Ae(Ne.(de)))

A 2 Nered.—(Aerex(eeh.~(deler)))
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1> 11>
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[red] = APxceie2¢.(Px ce1 e ¢) A (red x)

Example (d=John doesn't own a car. He is ecology-minded)

[d] (A)nilnil ¢pe = (—Ty.(cary A owejy)) A ecolo(sel(j :: nil))

with ¢ = Acerer.—(c TL)
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Coordinating and Subordinating Sentence Composition

@ Two compositions: —.c— and —.s—
A
Q@ K= ’y — "}/ — ’y

25 —y—y—(s—y—y—t)—t

°
@ Coord = A5t dom.dom and Sub = Alosedom. ast U dom
II51~552]] = AC/ast om¢-ﬂslﬂ 9 last dom(ACllastldomZ-[[SQ]] SUb lastl (C Iast dom) ¢)
[[51-c52ﬂ = )\Clast om¢~[[slﬂ c last dom()\cllastldomz-[[52]] Coord /astl (C last dom) ¢)
Hypothesis:

John est & I'hépital.s(Marie lui a cassé le nez..Pierre lui a cassé le bras.cIl I'a méme mordu)
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Subordinating and coordinating composition

Coord = Alastdom.dom and Sub = Alastdom. fast U dom
Hsl-ssﬂ] = AClastdom(i)-[[51]] c last dom(AC/lastl dom2~[[52]] Sub /astl (C Iast dom) (,b)

[[sl.sszﬂ5ub = )\/ast om¢-[[sl]] Sub /ast dom(AC//astldom}[[SZ]] Sub /astl (/ast U dom) ¢)
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Subordinating and coordinating composition

Coord = Aastdom.dom and Sub = Alastdom. fast U dom
[[51~SSQI| = >\C/ast om¢~[[slﬂ c last dom()\cllastl dom2-[[52]] Sub lastl (C /ast dom) ¢)

/N

S1

S2

[s1.552]Coord = Alastdom@-[51] Coord last dom(AC” last1 doma.[52] SUb fst1 (dom) @)
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Subordinating and coordinating composition

Coord = Astdom.dom and Sub = Aasedom. last U dom
[[SI'CSQH = AClast om¢~[[51ﬂ Cc last dom(AC/lastldom}[[sQ]] Coord /astl (C last dom) ¢)

/N

S1 S2

[51.c52]Sub = Alsstdome.[51] SUb ast dom(AC fast1doma.[52] Coord lust1 (fast U dom) ¢)
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Subordinating and coordinating composition

Coord = Astdom.dom and Sub = Aasedom. last U dom
[[SI'CSQH = AClast om¢~[[51ﬂ Cc last dom(AC/lastldom}[[sQ]] Coord /astl (C last dom) ¢)

N

S1 S

[s1.cs2] Coord = Aclsstdom.[51] Coord lst dom(AC’ last1 domy-[52] Coord last1 (dom) @)



Conclusion

o Extension of [de Groote(2006)]'s modelling of negation
o Different contexts according to their accessibility properties
@ Account of the RFC

Perspectives

o Negation?
@ Anaphora hierarchy
@ Complex discourse structures (Discourse pops, DAG rhetorical structures)

@ Interaction with lexical semantics (cf. contrast, parallel)/salience feature
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