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Abstract: Interactive question answering (iQA) is a kind of information communication with conversational,

continuous, correlated characteristics. The relation structure of iQA reflects the contextual association of the
interactive scenario at different linguistic levels. This paper summarizes the dialogue act and sentence relation of
iQA, and presents the relation structure taxonomies based on the results of analysis. To verify the rationality of
the taxonomies, we conduct annotation experiments on the collected iQA corpus from the real world, which
include dialogue act and contextual sentence relation. For iQA, we use the Hiddden Markov Model (HMM) to
analyze the transformational rules of dialogue act, and show the characteristics of sentence relation structure with
the statistical analysis.

Key words: interactive question answering; dialogue act structure; sentence relation structure
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AR, BEESER Siri KRR, MZ RGN T8 RE2E B 2% (nteractive Question
Answering, IQA) IR B BL, ANFT H 3l & — in) — B L ) 2L, A8 B 2R 2R
FAR R Z 50 E R R B LS. LA B R A i R BB A R T — NI I AR E R
B, 2 EEA)E PR ARG O RIE R T — 2 a0 R SOOI ik TR B

“EXRHARRE S E FIE (61573118, 61473101) HMEF EHE AW 7 & BRI (863 %D T H
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5] 25 [P % REG AT AME B T2 T L N e - = RS (Chai and Jin., 2004; Jeong et
al., 2009), & n] LAHE & A A8 B 337 5 1) 1) & AR ECPEBE (Huang et al., 2007).

BT, & ae B2 o8 R I TAERD, PR R —RE TR B ME TS
s, WS R XA 1 v T A2 B B g i i A ge it . Hodr, BONE L
() 5 3 2 1 AT 28 LR B (RS AT RS ok WS 28 L FE R A P 2 A2 4 (He
etal., 2016) ; F& il A 70 1 GRS FE H it 51 N 25 AR AR 1 4742 T 3 vl 280 ) 32 A 4 A )
53 B, Ritter 55 A (Ritter et al., 2010)7F 3T F& 5y /- o] K [P5%F 15 2 (Hidden Markov Model,
HMM) F15] A\ LDA @A (Latent Dirichlet Allocation) %> 3 5 ia]iE 2 ] (RIHE2 /)
A, 3R I 32 RO AR R A A (R 22 LI Z R REIR A o, SEIAS B 3037 5= I S5 M i
BT o 28 3 ) 25 X1 4546 B AR PRI T 28 LA B 70 1 FH Bl B B 2 IR B A Ok R a5 44,
(B A 25 FE B 41 0 BB A s XUZTH L R WL e R . .

QL: M) IR

Q2: W LAZRATART it

Q3: FHlirrang

Al BRI = 2 2 BN HF

Q4: ANILFF TG

A2: ISR

A3 ZHAHE

B2 B3 s i BRSO R, WAL R — M O T A A R AT A B )
(3E A ORI MIE ) ¢ R MM . #lhn, Afantenos &5 A&t 2 A3E H2x 1k HiE )% R
T SARIGNE, RIS & £ R FE (Asher and Lascarides, 2003) fi##22 B 5
35 X LHC IS R (Afantenos et al., 2015) o #RT, A8 B3R Z 0 B R SCORBAMUAFAES
Wi (Q1-3) 5 (AD) Z |18 X ILAC K &, IR 172K T (A3, A2) Z Al {18 AN FE X R

Ik, AR SCERRS A B B G R GG, AT RS B s R i B SOREHE T X 15 4T
NEERFNER) R REMMIGTH R AT, SRR ERAERKREMWIAR; Frmd A 7w
2 HITE R TGN AT 0 RS AR R A S TR AT AR AN B R SCER) SR R IR Ze k. AL
HANEHLWT: 5 2 SN2 B E R R PRSI 7T, 28 3 AN HE
HRFBERIRREMER; B 4 MO NEL NG R REERE M RIGHESE 5
T2 O B R PPN S5 s 28 6 FR e A R .

2 MR ELE
2.1 FHEITARLEN

L H NG RGUE T RN N2 RS, 88 B FE AR B R SO TE B B 1T
W25 (Dialogue Structure). —EL LR, XTUESEHIMENT W FELE H ARE 5 AL #R4Ik  h H
A HEBNHME, JCHRET 2 R T35 RGO 1EHS8 (Wilk, 2006) FXFiE & # (Liu
etal,, 2010) . FERIL H AR BT SCEAICENE, VR 2 XS S M AR 7 1A 2 R
BNl HAELE B — RIDERS A B o8 R a5, F A A AN 0 1l DR T3 6 o it 1)
X147 79 (Dialogue Act, DA) #4737 X A2 B s 0 14T Nas b, v
44 ()2 B K 2E 0 7T /N 4L R HY Y POMDP (Partially Observable Markov Decision Process) X
T FEAEZE (Williams and Young, 2007), 1A 2246 38 X6 5 15 ) (R B AR, s e i
FEH AT E APR38R PIRERES . 30— B 2 & AT AR S BT A RN

B XX EAT N IAR T, BEFEN OB R I BR S R AT KA A (Hidden Markov Model,
HMM) BET 3 S8 RS 204 (Stolcke et al., 2000, 48 A ThRVE RIS BE 31T



SRR 2R 2], FFSEIs B3 R AT IR o 5 SRt F A7 0 4 F TR B ol
2 LA TR 5 S 38 F 3 B GG 5 A8 o A9 Ul o Y 6 AR A 28 I 4% 5 UK 146 1 D 1375 S
TR, FHAE R AR 4 2 SIREE R B R SCE R, RS R 1) B AR R IR
AIE LR, B SEINHE S50 B AT AR

2.2 BEERLEH

22 H A BB A) 2 A AR LT B U MR EIER) R R, BARAES IR ERR
GERIRIE CAF R P RFERE S ot GAiE. A7) ZIAFEERIKEICR, FlingER AR,
IR KR. ARKRFEL LR,

e ERARGEMI R EEME S HAERH A, BEIES BooE BRI E. T,
AR RANFTAL ) B R SCESR,  FEHE A R RS B S5 M E IR PRI IE & Ron IS & e
W & . Hrh, BRI 8 (Rhetorical Structure Theory, RST) & # BRI /7 1 b 25 45
PR, o TR Bk UK o AR EAE SR T MR E S A 4E A, Rl
B EE AR IA SO IR R S BT Z B 196 & (Mann and Thompson, 1988). 1R Z i 7t A G %
TAEREEMEEE (RST), FH4EA TN EMZE (Prasad et al., 2006) 48 5 = 45 M ff b 2%,
M T SCH A48 (Hahn, 2002) #1H 3% (Verberne et al., 2007) S 714538

X T2 H A BT 5, ESEAR Bt E S A A) 2 [0 HAE MO AAAE, RAIS 5E R
HIBAEMR T LN SO SRB I S M B, BT RS B R B SR REE A TS
BT BT A A B AE . 1, Chai 28 (Chai and Jin, 2004) &1 F T SCHE S B F ) 41
FRAIT, IR B SRR AT bR A ) B R R A A, R IR TR ) 3 R R A
Rk, 5B R SCESE A I T S e, AR5 R SR Bk R R A U s R E
R A R, PAIRER I R G T P E R ARRE D

3 XENXEEZFHXRLGH
S A8 B IR B A 5 F S0 AT, A SC 1 S 308 3 B S B 5 ) 7 2k 2 IR 6 3 2 IR
FHELIIR HE, JFE e A2 LR & = 8dE, 36t 32,881 41; e
T AT A SO AN J2 1 73 M 22 B2 5 ORI AT N SRR BN SRR SR R A5 M, IF 4
EH X L AR SR 4 2R
1 EAT A
Tab.1 Dialogue act categories.
AT FEBIE A
i AT ?
St Q: WAL ? A: AR BRATRAIIEN
I & LI S EA BT L.
RN A: XERIOHEE, X ? Q. pa3:0]
e FBIPE A BERE T ~, EEH—T
BN B2 ARV, BN
%2 gy}
i) i PREF, A
A9 XA, SIS

3.1 FHEITHER

MIEFEHE S, ST NI T AR 5 Rk B H TR 8 H 5 s
1T R F BRI BT XCHIRTEERIBEE L BRI P 2R, B 715 T
e KOG R 4504

Shttp://www.taobao.com/



g B ZE R FE AT, ASCE T 9 FAS B R B I E AT IR,
W 1 PrR. BN B LR S0, G T AN [F X 1547 9 PE B SEAS B s AT
TR R, FEED AT AICECAAT A
1. A7 NULHED: MATEA) S arR B AR T AR LB R, — BT ARZE
NRAZ B BXE. R L s, FAREE Sam 150 QL MK TR /7 I T B
), ZPEIEA ALBHMT T CRBR, FRETIEA A2 S SZER ERLEE R HEE .
FE) 1
QLl: &2 1 SHmns
Al M
A2 AT
2. TR MENERSITRIERAEATARE LKA R R, —BORZE N GER
HEWEAE BB N, BRSO AT RSN . WFEE) 2 s, AR E Soida s
A AL W R EHEAT R, BEE N TAER P RHER QL A R — SN, BIE
HiEA) A2 BHATIRERME E .
FEGI 2:
QL H—F, PHmAKIK
Al I
A2 B8R ] DAF|
3.2 IBAIRFAAF
HSAZ B s ) B R SO SR R T A8 HL R B R A iR SR R G5, TR T8 UM R
R B R SCES . IRIEERAE BX RAE, 22 B3R & H 5 A) 6 &R 32 B REE LD
KRAFE AR R
1. B NULERR: HMEnisa) 2 T NG B, 51535 b i B sCisEa) i e
B ERULRL R R, XFXRBEEARIL T 2 B S EAB CR . W 3 s, 15
f) A2 5 QL i), iEH) Q2 5 AL Z [MAFEE L ILHEL O & HAiEhA) Q2 A& 4T i i Y
SRS AL BME B, HIR A GGEIEA) A2 4 HI% T A Q1 I R B R R
FEGI 3:
Ql: XNFEENFREHEERZ /DK
AL IR SRR 1)
Q2: vi8
A2 FHEHMPEE A 10-15
2. WESANRKR: HANEAEAZ BN ST 7 3 5 oA T A E Uk TR, IR OR
FARI T A B A Z R HIRE B BT SO R WIREE) 4 B, BT SR Al
Wrt) QL. Q2 Fl1 Q3 ZI[AJE K 1 il kbR KR, MiEH) A3 &R ItiEH) A2 MIE R4 7.
FEA5) 4
QL: KR H) IR
Q2: AT LAZRATAA i hi
Q3: FHLr LG
Al R =R ZHA T
Q4: ASCRFUEILIL G
A2: ISR
A3 ZHAHE
Q5: Mft4
Ad: RN FE T 5N IR T




A2 H 3R B P TR R R R R BEROR 1A LA R BE AR TR SUR TR TR SRR, E1R K
REPE EAAREL T S8 T A v ) U R A

4 ZEREENXREWRES TR
T8 R R IENE RARTEAT R R, A SO S AR B R ) 1,975 HAC .5
YT 7R AR B R REE AR, FEPRVE T 31, 660 MES], 20 albei A2 AR A
BRI POEAT B TR SOE A Z A A8 SR &R, IR B 128 B AR B I 16 AT 9
RIS A) R RE kM.
4.1 IEITAME
XA B AR BRI AT bR, ARSOWRE B T SO i A 2 [ AT A HOBUIE &L, €
T 9 MR AT N RIIRE A ik e i R b I AT e, BRI 1 R
TR 6 A brit N S iEAT 28 B 28 A0 AT hsiE, PREAN R =2, &4 2
No Hrp N 3 ST IOARVE, AR driE s, JFiEid Kappa 5 8ok & w4 bR
TR — 30, SR Nk ~0.846; FIRA 1AL G2 A ST PR MR I 99 2 pmvt Bois i) A — i,
AN — B 100 T2 B3 A A AR U 5 A PR I 5] 2 T8
R 2 XEAT IVRER ST 45
Tab.2 Statistics of dialogue act annotation.

WHEAT N i LA51 (%)
ST 7,305 23.07
S 9,687 30.60
Eafa 4,109 12.98
Wik 822 2.60
(% 280 0.88
sk 1,155 3.65
B2 1,008 3.18
il i 2,907 9.18
PRI 4,387 13.86

XPIEAT N IIAREG T 45 R W3R 2 fvs e AT RURIL,  IRASHAT A LE N I 2 o A% r 1 L
AL i 51(30.60%) , A8 HLIZ e IR ST 9 AL F P AR B i E R R
BRI, DA RS S R I R 5 VRN RGBT RIKEAT N, & IR S AT A
F B FE TR SIS S AR SR R K R T P E B A & BhAb,
AT 53 3 3R A0 PR 0 ) 77 =R A e A EL AR R AN RE R 2%, TR R 47 R
TR SR 128 B s b — e Ll

A H A OHEAT A RIL T A8 B R A 2 AN TEE SO R, W T2 B &
X IEAT N5 T R T s A2 ELE AR o 10 FH P 2 1) = R AN SRS LK B R S5 A K 4« i,
KSR B /R AT R (HMMD 384722 B A & RHEE HMM = (A B, ), SEIIAS
B QA PIXEAT bR, BT ARTE FIXHEAT gl g th 22 B QR & I RHEAT A 454
Horb, A=[a ], B TEAT NEPIRESF R, Horb N O EAT RS, W& 1
B = [0 (K)In.ow s IR B0 1 A1) 27 T X UL 2 R % 110 b (k) D el 201 1) (8 SRR T X
FERSIRE 264 FRMK) MR, MZHEAR AR K FRHE RS T171E R Unigram,
Bigram I Trigram #4534 (Stolcke et al., 2000); = = (7;) FRAZ H A Z MR A
MER A, 1 KN RERIEAT NPEAR B B o b



BEXIAZ B B O TR AT A I AR, A SCAE X IR S A AR T, X TR AT N
(5% A B T 2 AR IR AT N (B A2 7 IR T AN R SR R Y, # Vg o ASCRER
AT N HPIRESFRE MR A IEAT MR AR, BV = &y, FRIEEX1EAT W APIRES 12
TR 00 R gt L0 28 L 0 B PRI R AT G54 o 1 1 2 A8 L 3R] B X 5 AT 45 ) IR A &5 SR
MR AT BLR IAZ HL 3 B o R AT AR AFAE BAT B

(1) WFE: X TR IR B REARERT S, S8 LR P IEAT AR
BAUMY, —Meand g, wil. B BN IERANHERZ AT R .

() WHE: XTI R RIS, ARSI G 8] X AT A N T
IR F o BN, 2L A i 2 b B AR AT 9t s MR 2 7 R 1 B SR AT

(3) s E: T RAERAC H g5 AR AT N R, A [FIAS TN G T8 (R T AT
NAMIER TS BIIfE IR iR R, P SRR 108 (i ot
D AT REVEE, TSR R 1R REBTIHIAT A

R
0.23
Y

0.21
N . 0.08
fa] {i% > ER
0.12
0.11 h 4
> K] e
ry
0.12 0.12
0.14 h 4 v
o 0.18 i
i > ik
0.23 i
0.23 0.17
A 4 Y
0.09 .
fEfE - ik D18 022
0.10
Y A J
0.13 - 0.15 -
> BT > R

0.14
Y
s 0.22

B 1 A2 H A BRI AT NS5
Fig.1 The dialogue act structure of iQA.

4.2 BRIRERE

X122 B AR E I B SCE R R RBRVE, Ao BEN A AE Bz b bR SCE A (RS X
VLR RAE AN R R AT N ThniE. fEbmvEd s, WA e ehrEZ asd 524
HIEHA) ID fFAEE UL R RANE AN R RIER d M d, s A5 nldEid e ik &
M =1D+d 1 C = ID+d RKERE HHTIE A AR TE UL EC K RATE AN TR R A T2 5
(M, C)o W3R 3 a8 BN R A B R SCIER) R RARERES .

X F BRSO R ARy, WA EE T 10 ZhniE N 5 58 AR 2 37 S AU B A 0 R PRV,
FRIEN 200 = 4H(G1=4,G2=4,G3=2), G1 0/ G2 {7 BT HE kst APt brit: B,
JFiEid Kappa ROk AT & P HArEr— 2, 4588 ©~0.805; G3 A 5T 1PN AR IEFRTE
BARPIA—FBEE O . FRiE IR B A R RA — R B T Y b R EA] [ 5 2
MEAFETE LK R,



# 3 EAI K RMIBRERE]
Tab.3 The sample of sentence relation annotation.
IR A 5 X ILES P&

1 Ql: MEFE A HIF 3 0
2 Q2: T LAgh A fi it it 2 -1
3 Q3: FHlLuegng 1 -1
4 Al HETIREREMZHR L 3 0
5 Q4: ARk 1 0
6 A2: 3 1 0
7 A3: ZHASTH 2 -1
8 Q5: Aft4 1 0
9 A4 [RONIEIETE 5N\ IR 1 0

R 4 o, AZEAE T LR R R 51 b 78 5% &R Al By 2:1, 3X5RH
T HESHEE R A E AR E I R AL 1 X 1 A EILR R R, Wi A MHAAE 1
X2 MER L EIRB K FR . B, X E BRI ERRRR R, DAERTE X
DLHC IS 2 I 1R 2 RN R A% H e DL SE 8RR S B A 5 1 7R ST SR Bk

R4 AR ARER SR

Tab.4 Statistics of sentence relation annotation.

ER)R R B 451 (%)
DA UN 12,359 66.13
D& 6,331 33.89

S PRER B SCEAISCR, ASCHATAC IR B IR R AT, P R S HL 1
RIKTERIFA, WA PTARER 1,975 A5tk 12,359 751, JEo st X RIE A
Fr 3 5% 5 2 2% FEANIE £ 5% A B B BEAT Se i 0 A e

(1) WA 2 fron, ZKEAFE PR LIFAERAAE L4 1 R RR, Hh
£ 40.5% 122 H R R A7 AE R 2k 2 AT AR S &R

(2) Wil 3 fow, ZHAFE TR R E AR IR B SO, L 51.5% 1 Al 2
KRB AR RIERRT 2, HEAAED BRI 2 FR T HE )R R EEE KT 10,

8000 7342

1 2 3 4 5
mirE 7342 3204 1178 389 154 52 22

B 2 15A) R R ) R ST

Fig.2 Statistics of the relational complexity.
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5 HIETEN

FETFbRiE ) 1,975 A2 H A& 5 30, A SO 8 RHEAT A bRiE e A ) 58
FRARAT S0 RIS A AL B B8 R AR R G HNE . A8 B & R REE 1A &R
IEARTEI, ASCEE 2 B A Mg TR R BRI (H-RNNs), 5258
W fdi B 1450 37 s 8RR R RN ZREE,  HoAth 525 2037 S B A il il 4R

R PRI BRF BT i), X AR B R B AT AR, AR SO T B E R AT R
B HMM (Stolcke et al., 2000). 25 fFFEHLIZ#E A CRF (Renetal.,, 2013) FIETIRERIZA
WA 2% (147 kR R RCNN  (Kalchbrenner and Blunsom, 2013); ii). %38 B0 2 |
NIOEAR RN, ARSO T EE T A KA O R AR DCRF (Joty et al.,
2012). FET-HFIPL LK (B A VLR AL CNN (Hu et al., 2014). DL I T IR ARLE 9 2%
)55 2 AEHTREAL RNN (Mrksié N et al., 2015).

XPUEAT PRSI 45 RN 5 Fn, JETIRBEAE M 2% A8 RCNN F1 H-RNNs 1)
STAEAT NARHTEERE ] S AR TR E R PR HMM F1 CRF. 32 SR Ay 5L TR B 4 48 o 28 (1) 1)
FIE SRR B A A SEIANM AR A I P B BRI 2T, Rk TR E LA I
AU o i) BT SCRFE R 7 IR i e 1) R

R 5 XEAT IARIE M LB 45 5
Tab.5 Results of dialogue act labeling (%).
ik HMM CRF RCNN H-RNNs
NREES 61.81 62.71 65.04 64.64

EAR RN ISLIR A5 R AR 6 Frow, 28 Bl & v G AN OC R TE AL G
R AMELARAT . A 2R R SOE SCRBAER KA E3ET 7! H-RNNs X T
2 H R E A8 Uk RIANTYERS, X TE XU X B AIE SR8 56 RANTI F 15531
e 1 11.8%F1 33.3% . SL40 45 AMLEGHE 1 F SGE SRS BT 28 B a2 08 RE5 M AT
PE M, BRI T A B AR A R R R RN E R, JUH R LA Bk A) Z B G
MANFRK R




R 6 AR AN SLI AR

Tab.6 Results of sentence relation parsing (%).

7k i LT S: R i UM R
W % EIEES F i R EIEES F fi
DCRF 46.40 58.90 52.26 16.95 14.37 15.55
CNN 63.60 66.73 65.12 43.48 18.07 25.53
RNN 63.43 71.69 67.30 46.34 13.08 20.40
H-RNNs 77.82 80.49 79.13 64.81 48.97 55.78

6 ZEip

ASCHE T A BB IR R AR R, 20 aE I ANE R B 722 B 2
(R SCIE R TR R R 58 R AR AT N R SRR OC &R I IE I TER R ( — SR IRAIE T 5%
REFGNE R BTGB F38 HaA B XEAT A A, AR SOt 132 5 R
XTI AR R S B B TE )R R AR AT T IR B E AP A1 P O &
RIRRE o A il Hdl P — P IR 1 A2 B 2Ok R AR R R AT EEE

FESLIERS b, R BB AR RN R R KR A B ) 5 &
SRR, RO E A B R R AT B SC T B R IR B R R A
AT I3, SEBIL 1) 58 EL 237 55 4 ) 2 R

S ER
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