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Abstract
The article discusses the challenges of cross-
linguistic dialogue act annotation, which in-
volves using methods developed for a multi-
lingual framework to annotate conversations
in a specific language. The article specifically
focuses on the research on dialogue act anno-
tation in Polish based on the ISO standard. To
ensure applicability across languages, the stan-
dard was designed to be language-independent.
The article examines the differences between
Polish and English in dialogue act annotation
based on selected examples from DiaBiz.Kom
corpus, such as the use of honorifics in Polish,
the use of inflection to convey meaning in Pol-
ish, the tendency to use complex sentence struc-
tures in Polish, and the cultural differences that
may play a role in the annotation of dialogue
acts. The article also discusses the creation of
DiaBiz.Kom, a Polish dialogue corpus based on
ISO 24617-2:20121 standard applied to 1100
transcripts.

1 Introduction: Setting the scene

The process of dialogue act annotation is useful for
natural language understanding, speech recogni-
tion, and various other applications that require the
analysis of spoken language. However, annotating
dialogue acts in one language may not be sufficient
for processing conversations in another language.
In such cases, cross-lingual dialogue act annotation
is required, which involves using methods devel-
oped for one language to annotate conversations
in another language (Bunt et al., 2020; Petukhova
et al., 2015).

The ISO 24167-2:2012 standard included native
speakers of Belorussian, Dutch, English, French,
German, Italian, Japanese, Korean, Romanian, and
Swedish. Yet each language has its own specific in-
struments for expressing communicative functions

1We also consulted the second edition of the standard: ISO
24617-2:2019.

(and qualifiers). That requires addressing various
challenges, such as differences in grammar, syntax,
and lexicon, which can affect the accuracy of the an-
notation process. This paper examines the research
on dialogue act annotation in Polish based on ISO
standard developed for a multilingual framework
(Bunt et al., 2010a). Also, methods used to address
these challenges are outlined.

2 Related works

On multiple occasions, when faced with challenges
in annotating communication functions, we turned
to the literature for inspiration, seeking ideas from
existing solutions. For the theoretical background
we refer to ISO/DIS 24617-2:2012 (Bunt et al.,
2010b, 2012), which is based on particular innova-
tions such as distinguishing between annotations
and representations (according to the ISO Linguis-
tic Annotation Framework (LAF, ISO 24612:2009)
and sets of dialogue participants, dimensions, com-
municative functions, functional segments and
qualifiers (inventory of DiAML). Both manual and
automatic annotation of dialogue segments accord-
ing to the ISO standard have been tested in practice
and described (Keizer et al., 2011; Petukhova et al.,
2014; Bunt et al., 2016; Chowdhury et al., 2016;
Ngo et al., 2017; Gilmartin et al., 2018). The de-
velopment of annotation standards for particular
corpora can be vividly exemplified by the case of
the Switchboard Dialogue Act Corpus (the collec-
tion of telephone conversations). The NXT-format
Switchboard Corpus was created with additional
annotations according to the international standard
ISO 64217-2:2012 (Fang et al., 2012). The re-
annotation shows the significance of both standard
scheme improvement and combining different stan-
dards on the same linguistic material.

The DiaBiz.Kom corpus correlates with the Di-
alogBank corpus – current gold annotation stan-
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dard. Most dialogues from the DialogBank corpus
were taken from other corpora and re-segmented
and re-annotated. All annotations were double-
checked for inconsistencies, errors and omissions.
The data include samples which may be considered
illustrative examples for annotations (Bunt et al.,
2016). Suggestions and remarks with regard to
limitations and extensions of the ISO standard put
forth by the authors of the DialogBank have subse-
quently been implemented in the updated versions
of the ISO standard(Bunt et al., 2018)).

3 Polish dialogue corpus DiaBiz.Kom

The DiaBiz.Kom corpus development is an anno-
tation effort performed simultaneously with the
DiaBiz corpus creation. The DiaBiz (Pęzik et al.,
2022) is a large, multimodal corpus of Polish tele-
phone conversations conducted in varied business
settings, comprising 3,766 call center interactions
based on 110 business scripts. The recordings
were then transcribed and enriched with punctua-
tion. DiaBiz.Kom (Oleksy et al., 2022) was created
as an annotation layer based on the ISO 24617-
2:2012 standard applied to the 1100 transcripts
derived from DiaBiz (10 dialogues for each dia-
logue script). Every dialogue is annotated by 3
persons: 2 independently working annotators and a
super-annotator who resolves all annotation incon-
sistencies. The authors in the first place focused
on communicative function and dimension anno-
tation, then the functional and dependence rela-
tions were annotated. Currently, the corpus con-
sists of 1 277 965 tokens (151 520 final annotations
for communicative functions). The corpus sample
is available under CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license at:
http://hdl.handle.net/11321/886.

4 Language differences in dialogue act
annotation between Polish and English

Dialogue act annotation is the process of labeling
utterances in a dialogue with a specific communica-
tive function or speech act. While Polish and En-
glish share common dialogue act categories, such
as "inform" and "question," their implementation
may bear some noticeable differences between the
two languages (Fang et al., 2012; Biały, 2016).

One difference is the use of honorifics in Pol-
ish. In Polish the use of formal or informal pro-
nouns and verb forms depends on the relationship
between the speakers, their social status, and the
context of the conversation. Although the level of

formality in the annotated dialogues between an
agent and a client is rather consistent throughout
and high, this aspect may still affect the annota-
tion of dialogue acts such as "request", “instruct”
or "apology," which may be expressed differently
depending on the level of formality required.

Another difference is the use of inflection to
convey meaning in Polish. Unlike English, which
relies heavily on word order to convey meaning,
Polish uses inflection to indicate the grammatical
role of a word in a sentence. This can affect the
annotation of dialogue acts such as "command,"
where the inflection of the verb may be more im-
portant than the word order.

Additionally, in Polish there is a greater tendency
to use complex sentence structures2, which can
make it more challenging to identify and annotate
dialogue acts accurately. In English, there is a
preference for simpler sentence structures, which
makes it easier to identify and annotate dialogue
acts. Moreover, English has a more rigid word
order in questions than Polish. In English, the
standard word order for questions is to invert the
subject and auxiliary verb and add a question word
or particle at the beginning or end of the sentence
(1). Polish, on the other hand, allows for more
flexibility in word order in questions. While the
standard Polish word order for questions is similar
to that of English (2a), Polish also allows for alter-
native word orders depending on the emphasis or
focus of the question: inverted word order without
a question particle (2b) and inverted word order
with the verb and object reversed (2c).

(1) Do you like pizza?

(2)
a. Czy lubisz pizzę?
b. Lubisz pizzę?
c. Pizzę lubisz?

Finally, cultural differences may also play a role
in the annotation of dialogue acts in Polish and En-
glish. For example, in Polish culture the intended
meaning may not be explicitly stated, but rather im-
plied through context and cultural norms. This can
make it more challenging to identify and annotate
dialogue acts accurately in Polish. Also, similar
communication behavior may take different forms.
An example is the beginning of a conversation, in

2The assertion is based on the study conducted by Ostalak,
who examined grammatical structures in sentences within
formal topics (Ostalak, 2019). The author established that
complex sentences in Polish constituted 26,23%, while these
in English – 18,97%

http://hdl.handle.net/11321/886
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which the interlocutors establish their positions in
the conversation, for example, one of them shows
willingness In English, it is typically an interaction:

“Can I help you?” [Offer] ↔ “Yes.” [acceptOffer]

In contrast, in Polish it is usually a less elabo-
rate, unidirectional structure. The expression of
willingness to help is only in the form of a question.
Essentially, it is an encouragement to the caller to
state his or her problem right away. For this reason,
we decided to label such segments as Interaction-
Structuring.

5 Morphological richness in the language
and its influence on annotations

Dialogue act annotation in morphologically rich
languages, such as Polish, can be more challeng-
ing than in morphologically poor languages, such
as English. This is because morphologically rich
languages have a greater number of inflections and
grammatical markers that can affect the interpre-
tation of utterances. In morphologically rich lan-
guages the inflection of a word can change its mean-
ing or grammatical function, which can have im-
plications for the annotation of dialogue acts. For
example, the use of a different verb form can indi-
cate whether a request is polite or imperative. The
use of case markers can also indicate the role of a
noun in a sentence, which can affect the annotation
of dialogue acts such as "offer" or "request."

Morphologically poor languages, such as En-
glish, have fewer inflections and grammatical mark-
ers, which can make it easier to identify and an-
notate dialogue acts. English relies more on word
order and lexical cues to convey meaning, which
makes it easier to identify the main clauses and
subordinate clauses in a sentence.

However, morphologically poor languages like
English also have their own challenges in dialogue
act annotation. For example, English often uses
indirect speech acts, where the intended meaning
is not explicitly stated, but rather implied through
context and cultural norms. This can make it more
challenging to identify and annotate dialogue acts
accurately in English. However, it is still possible
to achieve accurate and reliable results with careful
annotation guidelines and a thorough understand-
ing of the language’s grammar and syntax.

6 Multipolysemous words: Selected
examples

Another issue that adds up to the challenges of dia-
logue act annotation in Polish is the notion of pol-
ysemous words. Such words have multiple mean-
ings that can lead to ambiguity in their interpre-
tation (Gruszczyńska et al., 2019; Lewandowska-
Tomaszczyk and Thelen, 2013). When annotating
dialogue acts, it is important to disambiguate the
meaning of polysemous words to ensure that the
intended dialogue act is accurately labeled (Silvano
et al., 2022).

While annotating problematic examples, we
were more likely to interpret words with identi-
cal orthographic form that have distinct meaning
as different lexical units rather than as polysemous
words. Thus, we were closer to a structural perspec-
tive (Apresjan, 1974; Bogusławski, 1976), than,
for instance, a cognitive one (Lakoff, 2008). One
challenge is identifying the context in which the
polysemous word is used. Context plays a crucial
role in disambiguating the meaning of a word (Mo-
hammed, 2009; Schmidt, 2008). Therefore, it is
important to consider the surrounding words and
the larger context of the dialogue when annotating
dialogue acts.

Annotators may also need to rely on their own
personal (and subjective) knowledge and experi-
ence to disambiguate the meaning of polysemous
words. This can be especially challenging when
annotating dialogues that cover a wide range of
topics.

Another challenge is to distinguish between the
various meanings of a polysemous word. Some
polysemous words may have meanings that are
closely related, making it difficult to differentiate
between them.

To mitigate these challenges, it is important to
provide annotators with clear guidelines and in-
structions that specify how to disambiguate polyse-
mous words. These guidelines should also include
examples and explanations of how to interpret and
annotate these words in different contexts. We have
also developed substitution tests for selected cases.
Additionally, it was helpful to have multiple itera-
tions as well as annotator reviews and discuss the
annotations to ensure consistency and accuracy in
the labeling of dialogue acts.

Let us consider below a number of examples
of polysemous words along with the approach we
have adopted on the basis of annotator domain-
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specific knowledge and experience, tests as well as
additional contextual information

6.1 “Proszę”
The most common translation of the Polish word
“proszę” into English is “please”. However, de-
pending on the context and usage, it may also be
translated as “thank you”, “you’re welcome”, “ex-
cuse me” or “here you are”. The range of possible
translations inevitably triggers the number of func-
tions it may take when annotating dialogue acts.

“Proszę” in Polish and “please” or “you’re wel-
come” in English can be categorized as markers of
politeness or as a response to a polite request or
gratitude. In dialogue act annotation, the specific
meaning of “proszę” would depend on the context
and the speaker’s intention. For instance, “proszę”
in a phrase could be annotated as a Request (e.g.,
“Proszę mi pomóc”, Eng. “Please help me.”), or
as an Accept Thanking in the dialogue turns like
- “Dziękuję. - “Proszę bardzo.” (Eng. - “Thank
you” - “You’re welcome”). In English, these two
functions – namely Request and Accept Thanking
would be split between two separate lexical items,
the former function being reserved for “please”,
whilst the latter for "you’re welcome".

All in all, we have distinguished five different
dialogue functions (Accept Thanking - 19 cases,
Accept Offer - 7, Contact Indication - 30, Contact
Check - 1, Auto Negative - 1) for “proszę” illus-
trated in (3)-(7) below.

(3)

Agent: Dobrze. Proszę. [acceptThanking: SOM] “Agent: Alright. You’re

welcome.”

Klient: (...) Dobrze. Dziękuję bardzo. [thanking: SOM] “Client: (...)

Good. Thank you very much.”

(4)

Agent: Jasne. Tak, mogę, mogę złożyć taką dyspozycję wyłączenia.

[Offer: Task] "Agent: Sure. Yes, I can, I can make such an exclusion order."

Klient: Proszę. [acceptOffer: Task] "Client: Please."

(5)

Klient: Proszę. [contactIndication: Contact Management/ opening: Dis-

course Structuring] “Client: Hello."

Agent: (yy) Dzień dobry. Czy ja dodzwoniłam się do pani..."Agent: (yy)

Good morning. Have I reached Mrs...

(6)

Klient: (yy) siedemdziesiąt trzy, zero, osiem, zero, dwa. "Client: (yy)

seventy-three, zero, eight, zero, two."

Agent: Proszę... proszę... [contactCheck: Contact Management] "Agent:

Go on. . . go on. . . / Yes. . . yes. . . "

Klient: Zero, osiem... "Client: Zero, eight...

(7)

Klient: Tak, tak. "Client: Yes, yes."

Agent: To tak. "Agent: That’s right."

Klient: Proszę? [autoNegative: Auto-Feedback] "Client: Excuse me?"

6.2 “Dobrze”
The word "dobrze" in Polish does not have its one
English counterpart – the meaning lies on the verge
of "okay" and "alright" (as expressions of agree-
ment or acceptance), which makes it even more
difficult to compare the two languages. In Polish
"dobrze" can be used to indicate agreement, ap-
proval, or satisfaction, but it can also be used to in-
dicate understanding or comprehension. In English,
"okay" or "alright" are generally used to indicate
agreement or acceptance, but – unlike in Polish –
they may also be used to indicate indifference or
lack of enthusiasm. The decision of the speaker
to use "dobrze" in Polish can also depend on the
social and cultural context of the conversation. For
example, "dobrze" can be used to indicate polite-
ness or deference to a speaker who is perceived
to be of a higher social status. In English, "okay"
or "alright" are generally used regardless of social
context, but can be used to express politeness or
informality depending on the situation. "Dobrze"
in Polish can also imply a sense of satisfaction
or contentment with the situation or outcome. It
can also suggest a positive evaluation or endorse-
ment of something. In English, "okay" or "alright"
generally do not carry the same level of positive
evaluation or endorsement. We have distinguished
three different dialogue functions (Auto Positive -
3111 cases, Accept Request/Offer/Suggest - 400,
Contact Indication - 12) for “dobrze” illustrated in
(8)-(12) below.

(8)

Klient: Tak jest, dokładnie. Wróblewskiego szesnaście jest. "Client: Yes,

exactly. It is Wróblewskiego sixteen."

Agent: Dobrze. [autoPositive: Auto-Feedback] "Agent: Good.

(9)

Agent: Ale proszę się jeszcze tam skontaktować, [Suggest: Task]

(...)"Agent: ’But please still get in touch there, (...)

Klient: Dobrze. [acceptSuggest: Task] Dziękuję. "Client: Okay. Thank

you."

(10)

Agent: Dobrze, proszę o chwilę cierpliwości [Request: Time Management]

"Agent: Well, please be patient for a moment"

Klient: Dobrze. [acceptRequest, wymiar: Time Management] "Client:

Okay.”

(11)
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Agent: (...)proponuję, abyśmy tutaj (...) wspólnie, w trakcie trwania

połączenia, wystawili, wystawiły reklamację do tej faktury, dobrze? [Offer:

Task] "Agent: (...) I propose that we here (...) together, during the call, issue

a claim to this invoice, alright?"

Klient: Dobrze. [acceptOffer: Task] "Client: Alright."

(12)

Agent: Czterdzieści trzy. Tak? "Agent: Forty-three. Yes?"

Klient: Tak. "Client: Yes."

Agent: Dobrze. [contactIndication: Contact Management] "Agent: Go

on."

6.3 “Tak”
The third word we wish to consider is the word
"tak" in Polish, which may be roughly translated
as “yes” in English.

In Polish "tak" can be used in a variety of situa-
tions, including to answer yes or to acknowledge
understanding. It can also be used as a discourse
marker to indicate agreement, to signal a willing-
ness to continue the conversation, or to show polite-
ness. In English, "yes" is generally used to answer
a question or to indicate agreement or affirmation.

The use of "tak" in Polish can also depend on
the social and cultural context of the conversation.
For example, "tak" can be used to indicate polite-
ness or deference to a speaker who is perceived
to be of a higher social status. In English, "yes"
is generally used regardless of social context, but
can be used to express politeness or informality de-
pending on the situation. The word "tak" in Polish
can also imply a level of certainty or emphasis in
agreement or affirmation. It can also suggest that
the speaker is more committed to their agreement
or affirmation than "yes" in English. In contrast,
"yes" in English is generally more neutral in terms
of emphasis or certainty. We have distinguished
four different dialogue functions (Confirm - 739
cases, Contact Indication - 1311, Auto/Allo Posi-
tive - 257, Agreement - 326) for “tak” illustrated in
(13)-(16) below.

(13)

Klient: Autobus 121 odjeżdża z rogu Podleśnej w kierunku Wrzeciona,

prawda? [checkQuestion: Task] "Client: Bus 121 leaves from the corner of

Podleśna towards Wrzecion, correct?"

Agent: Tak. [Confirm: Task] "Agent: Yes."

(14)

Klient: A czy. . . "Client: And is..."

Agent: Tak? [contactIndication: Contact Management] Agent: Yes?

Klient: Czy to wtedy (yy) przyjdzie ktoś osobiście... "Client: Is it then (yy)

that someone is going to come in person...

(15)

Agent: Wystawiła pani trójkąt i co najmniej sto metrów przed pojazdem

pani postawiła. "Agent: You pulled out a warning triangle and put it out at least

a hundred metres in front of your vehicle."

Klient: Tak. [alloPositive: Allo-Feedback] "Client: Yes."

(16)

Klient: (yy) Aż tyle mam możliwości. "Client: (yy) So many possibilities."

Agent: Tak. [Agreement: Task] "Agent: [Yes.]

7 Conclusion / General discussion

Dialogue act annotation involves assigning a spe-
cific communicative function or speech act to each
utterance in a conversation. The process of anno-
tating dialogue acts can be affected by differences
in language between Polish and English. In Pol-
ish honorifics and inflection are commonly used
to convey meaning, which can make it difficult
to accurately identify and annotate dialogue acts.
The complexity of Polish sentence structures can
also present a challenge. Morphologically rich lan-
guages, like Polish, have more inflections and gram-
matical markers that can complicate the annotation
process. Additionally, polysemous words can cre-
ate confusion and ambiguity when trying to distin-
guish between multiple meanings. To address these
challenges, clear guidelines and instructions should
be provided to annotators, and multiple rounds of
reviews and revisions should be performed to en-
sure accuracy and consistency. Context and cultural
norms can also be helpful in disambiguating the
meaning of polysemous words.

The ISO standard serves as a suitable framework
for annotating dialogues in different languages.
The existing categories provided a means to ad-
dress cases where language differences emerged,
while considering the contextual factors played a
crucial role in reaching final decisions. To ensure
the adoption of specific solutions, it is important to
maintain a consistent approach to dimension recog-
nition. Given the variations across languages, the
ISO standard should have a well-defined theoretical
foundation, as English examples may not always
be sufficient.

To enable effective utilization of the model,
guidelines are necessary, empowering annotators to
conduct a comprehensive analysis that incorporates
both conceptual frameworks and specific textual
structures. This entails providing clear and practi-
cal definitions of annotated categories, establishing
a solid theoretical basis, as well as discussing illus-
trative examples.
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Apostol, and Anna Bączkowska. 2022. Iso-based
annotated multilingual parallel corpus for discourse
markers. In International Conference on Language
Resources and Evaluation.

http://www.lrec-conf.org/proceedings/lrec2014/pdf/169_Paper.pdf
http://www.lrec-conf.org/proceedings/lrec2014/pdf/169_Paper.pdf

