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Abstract

Thispaperdealswith theway temporal
connectives affect TemporalStructure
aswell asDiscourseStructurein Nar-
ratives. It presentsa contrastive study
of Frenchconnectivespuis(then,after-
wards)andunpeuplustard (a bit later)
within the framework of Segmented
DiscourseRepresentationTheory. It
showsthatpuisisamarkerof theNarra-
tion discourserelation,whereasun peu
plustard blocksNarrationandlicenses
only a weakerdiscourserelation, that
can be consideredas a “weak Narra-
tion” involving only temporalsucces-
sion. In addition, puis blocks Result,
while unpeuplustard doesnot.

1 Introduction

It is well knownthattense,grammaticalandpred-
icational aspectare very importantclues in the
processof temporalinterpretationof sentences,
andof texts(see(KampandRohrer, 1983)among
others).As far asdiscourselevel is concerned,it
hasbeenshown thatworldknowledgeandknowl-
edgeaboutdiscoursestructureplay a role in de-
terminingthetext globaltemporalstructure(Las-
caridesandAsher, 1993;CaenepeelandMoens,
1994). In this paperwe wantto focuson therole
of connectivesandtheir intersententialsemantics.
We want to give an accountof the way some
temporalconnectivesin Frenchinteractwith dis-
courserelations. We will examine differences
in the behavior of two connectives,namelypuis

(then, afterwards) and un peu plus tard (a bit
later), whendifferentdiscourserelationshold. At
first sight,the temporalcontributionof thesetwo
connectives shouldshow little or no difference.
We will seethatmattersarenotsosimple.

This direction of work is inspiredby a study
of puisshowing differencesin behaviour accord-
ing to the discourserelationat stake(Braset al.,
2001). It is also groundedon previous studies
of adverbialsof temporallocationandadverbials
of spatial locationand of their role to build the
spatio-temporalstructureof discourse(Asher et
al.,1994;Asheretal., 1995a;Asheretal.,1995b;
Asheret al., 2001). We showedthat, in the con-
text of trajectories,relationaladverbials like un
peu plus tard and its spatialcounterpartun peu
plus loin (a bit further) hadsymetricrolesin the
processof locatingtheeventualitiesin spaceand
time, and could both be given the samespatio-
temporalinterpretation.

We will tacklea comparative analysisof con-
nectives within the framework of a theory of
discoursestructureand discourserelations. We
have chosenSegmentedDiscourseRepresenta-
tion Theory(SDRT) for its effective methodology
in investigatingandformalizinghow differentlin-
guisticcluesinteractatthesemantic/pragmaticin-
terfaceto recover thediscoursestructureof a text.

We will first briefly presentSDRT (section2),
and the DiscourseRelations(section3) that we
will usefor ourcontrastiveanalysisof puisandun
peuplustard with respectto DiscourseStructure
(section4).



2 SDRT

We first present the theorical framework that
we choseto accountfor this interaction,namely
SDRT. SDRT is anontrivial extensionof DRT that
takesdiscoursestructureinto accountandoffersa
theoryof thesemantics/pragmaticsinterface.We
give a brief outline of SDRT (see(Asher, 1993;
LascaridesandAsher, 1993; Asher, 1996; Bus-
quetsetal., 2001)for a thoroughpresentation).

In SDRT adiscourseis representedby anSDRS.
An SDRS is a recursive structureconsistingof el-
ementaryDRSs (i.e., DRSs representinga single
clause)and sub-SDRSs linked togetherby Dis-
courseRelations,suchasNarration,Elaboration,
Background,Continuation,Result,Contrast,Ex-
planation.. .TheseelementaryDRSs andthesub-
SDRSs correspondingto complex discourseseg-
mentsaretheconstituentsof theSDRS represent-
ing the discourse.We useGreeklettersasvari-
ablesfor constituents,and

���
asconstants.

SDRSsarebuilt upincrementally. SDRT defines
a“Glue Logic" andan“UpdateFunction"thatto-
getherdeterminea new SDRS for a given SDRS� representingthecontext (the discoursealready
processed),anda new constituent� representing
theinformationto beintegratedinto thatcontext.
The Glue Logic is embeddedin the framework
of “CommonsenseEntailment"(AsherandMor-
reau,1991),a logic thatexploits bothmonotonic
( � ) andnon-monotonic( � )1 conditionals. The
GlueLogic is specifiedby:

� definitionscharacterizingwhichconstituents
in � areopenfor attaching� ,

� axioms detailing what discourserelations
may be inferred, on the basisof a variety
of linguistic andcommonknowledgeclues,
in order to actualizethe attachmentof � to
someopenconstituentof � ,

� axioms specifying the semanticeffects of
thosediscourserelations.

Wewill seesomeof thesetwo kindsof axioms
below. The UpdateFunctionis in charge of the

1 �
	�� means“if � thennormally � ". From �
	�� and� , CommonsenseEntailmententails � “by default",that is,
defeasibly, in the absenceof further informationregarding
thetruthvalueof � . From ��	�� , � and � � , Commonsense
Entailmentno longerentails � , but � � .

properhierachizationof the structureandof the
resolutionof thepossiblyexistingunderspecifica-
tions(e.g.,anaphoraandellipses).

3 Discourse Relations

In thefollowing,weonlypresentthediscoursere-
lationsusedin SDRT thatwill behelpful to anal-
yseour data: NarrationandResult. Oneimpor-
tantaspectof SDRT that is worth emphasizingat
this point is that several discourserelationsmay
simultaneouslylink thesametwo constituents.

3.1 Narration

Narration is a relation which is based on
the Griceanpragmaticconstraintof orderliness.
Whentwo clausesare linked by Narration,they
describein sequencetwo successive events “of
thesamestory".

Let usfirst seemorepreciselywhattheseman-
tics effectsof Narrationon discoursecontentare.
Building on thepreviousanalysesof (Lascarides
and Asher, 1993), we showed in (Asher et al.,
1995a)that a relationof Narrationbetweentwo
constituents� and � entailsa temporaloverlap
betweenthe resultingstateof the maineventual-
ity of � (noted ��� 2), �������������! , andthepreceding
stateof �#" , ��$��%�&�#"% , in the absenceof locating
adverbials.This is whataxiom(A1) expresses:

A 1 Narration���(')�* +� post�&� �  -, pre���#"! 
(A1) aimsat capturingthe fact that narratives

must coherein the sensethat the events linked
togetherby Narration must fit consistentlyand
without significant spatio-temporalgapsas ex-
pressedin (Asher, 1996)andobserved in earlier
work on temporalorderin narratives(seefor ex-
ample (Caenepeel,1989)). This doesn’t mean
that thereshouldbe no interval of time between
the two events � � and ��" , but ratherthatno rele-
vant event canoccurduring this interval. From
(A1) and uncontroversial ordering assumptions
on eventsandtheir pre-andpost-states3, we can
deducearelationof temporalprecedencebetween

2As regardsthe ontology of eventualities,SDRT keeps
building on DRT, and assumesthe sameDavidsonianap-
proach.Twobasicaspectualclassesaredistinguishedamong
eventualities:eventsandstates.

3 .0/214365&78149;: <6=>1#78149@?BAC1D?BAE<�F�GH5�78149 , where ?6A
denotestemporalabutment,asusedin DRT, or the “meets”
relationasusedin Allen’s theory(Allen, ).



the events � � and ��" : � �JI ��" . Actually, to
fully capturethe “no-significant-gap”constraint,
a temporaloverlapis too weak. As we will see
in Section4.1,weshouldguaranteethat ����������� �  
persists(at least)up to thebeginning of � " , and,
conversely, that ��$��%�&�#"! startswhen(or before)
� � ends. So we proposeherean improved ver-
sionof (A1), where K denotesthe “intersection”
operator4:

A 2 Narration���(')�+ 0�
� �ELNM � post��� �  OK pre����"% ) LNM �#"

Narration has anothersemanticeffect. It is
motivatedby the intuition that the elementsof a
Narrationmust belongto the “samestory", i.e.,
they musthave somecommonsubjectmatter. To
this effect, axiom (A3) expressesthat the con-
stituentsconnectedtogetherby Narration must
have a commonTopic. A topic is a simplecon-
stituent which is contingent(i.e., not vacuous,
not contradictory, not tautologic),andsubsumes
the constituentsof a sub-SDRS, in this case,the
constituentslinked by Narration. If not already
presentin the context, it hasto be addedto the
SDRS during the update. (A3) and the rules of
theunderlyinglogic actuallyimply thatNarration
canbenon-monotonicallyinferredonly if sucha
topic existsor canbebuilt.

A 3 �>P � '2�Q'H�*R S Narration���(')�* ) �TVU � Contingent� U  @S U;W �XS UYW �* 
where P � '4�(')�+R meansthat � is to beattachedto
� in the SDRS � , and

W
is a subordinatingdis-

courserelation whosesemanticsessentiallyin-
volvessubsumptionbetweenthetopic andtheel-
ementsof thenarrative it summarizes.

Now, how do we infer Narration?Since(Las-
caridesandAsher, 1993), the triggeringaxioms
for Narrationhave changedto reflectthefact that
Narration is not always a default in narratives
(Asher, 1996). It is only a defaultif no otherre-
lation canbe inferred,that is, if in the discourse
therearenocluesthatotheraxiomscouldexploit
to infer otherdiscourserelations:

A 4 �>P � '2�Q'H�*R S Z Clues_[
\�� � '4�(')�+ S
Z Clues_[
]^� � '4�(')�* _Sa`�`�`bS

4We assumethat G2ced
Ggf , whenapplicable,yieldsa new
statelastingthemaximuminterval of timeduringwhichbothG2c and Ggf hold,andwhosepropositionalcontentsis thecon-
junctionof G c and G f ’s propositionalcontents.

Z Clues_[@hi� � '2�Q'H�* ) 0� Narration���(')�* 
where [
\-`�`�`j[@h are all the discourse re-
lations used in SDRT5 but Narration, and
Clues_ [ � � � '2�Q'H�* holds whenever the proposi-
tionalcontentof � and � andthediscoursestruc-
tureof � containcluesthatcouldbeexploitedfor
inferring [ � ���(')�* .

In addition, Narration can be non-
monotonicallyinferredif thepredicateOccasion
holdsbetweentheclausesto berelated:

A 5 �gP � '4�(')�+R_S Occasion�&�Q'H�* ) (�
Narration���Q'H�* 

Occasionholdsif thetwo clausescontainclues
indicating that their main eventualities are of
types that may belongto “the samestory". In
otherwords,Occasionexploits lexical semantics
andsharedknowledgein termsof scriptsconnect-
ing certaineventtypesin sequencesin which one
event “naturally" leadsto thenext. For instance,
(1) is an exampleof NarrationwhereOccasion
holds,sincethereis clearly in thesharedknowl-
edgea script in which, beforeentering,people
knockat thedoor.

(1) Paul frappa à la porte. Il entra. (Paul
knockedat thedoor. He entered.)

Wecanassumethiskindof scripttobeencoded
in thefollowing axiom:

A 6 �gk knock �&� � '4lm'4nV S door-of ��n�'2o6 jpq� 6 S
k enter���#"�'2l-'2o6 jpr�* +� Occasion���Q'H�* 

In thiscase,thesequenceof eventsis only typ-
ical, i.e., “natural": knocking isn’t a necessary
preconditionto enter, and it doesn’t causethe
entering. Obviously, strongerdependencelinks
betweenevent typeslike preconditionandcause
alsogiveriseto Occasion(andby non-monotonic
inference,Narration),but someof themarealso
exploited to infer more specific discourserela-
tions, like thenext oneto bepresentedhere,Re-
sult.

5SDRT explicit statesthatthereshouldbeafinite number
of discourserelations,eventhoughwhattheseareprecisely
is not a settledmatteryet. For the purposesof the present
work, we will considerthat theserelationsare: Narration,
Background,Elaboration,Continuation, s (i.e., “Topic"),
Result, Explanation,Contrastand Parallel, for which an
SDRT accountcanbefoundin theliterature.

6 t �vuxw meansthat the condition � appearsin the con-
stituentw .



3.2 Result

TheResultrelationhasthesemanticeffect of im-
plying a causallink betweenthe maineventuali-
tiesof theconstituentsit relates:

A 7 Result�&�Q'H�* *� Cause�����b'4� "  
The predicateCause����\#'4��]4 implies, among

otherthings,that if � \ and � ] areevents,thefirst
temporallyprecedesthesecond:

A 8 � Cause��� \ '4� ]  _S event��� \  yS event��� ]  ) 0�
��\ I ��]

Resultmay be monotonicallyinferred on the
basisof thepresencein � of anexplicit markerof
causationase.g.,theconjunctdonc(therefore) or
theverb to result:

A 9 �>P � '2�Q'H�*R_Szk doncpr�* 0� Result���(')�* 
Resultcanalsobenon-monotonicallyinferred

onthebasisof lexicalsemanticsorof someshared
knowledgeon the typesof eventualitiesin � and
� , asin thefollowing two famousexamples:

(2) Max poussaJohn.Il tomba.(Max pushed
John.Hefell.)

(3) Paul éteignit la lumière. Il faisait nuit
noire autourde lui. (Paul turnedoff the
light. It waspitch darkaroundhim.)

In (2) and (3), it is again genericscript-like
information on pushingand falling event types,
andonswitchingoff thelight eventtypesandbe-
ing darkstatetypesthatenablesthereaderto re-
cover thecausallinks thatthenarratormostlikely
wantedto express.Thepresenceof suchcluesin-
dicatingapossiblecausallink is expressedby the
predicateD-Permissible-Cause. For instance,we
assumethat the following axiomencodesa plau-
siblepieceof sharedknowledge:

A 10 �>k push�&� � '4lm'4nV jpq�{S k fall ����"�'4nV jpr�+ �
D-Permissible-Cause���(')�* 
which is in turn exploited by (A11) to infer Re-
sult:

A 11 �>P � '4�(')�*RVS D-Permissible-Cause���Q'H�* ) (�
Result���(')�+ 

4 Connectives and Discourse Structure

In thissection,wewantto comparethebehaviour
of connectivespuisandunpeuplustard7 in com-
bination with PasséSimple sentencesin order
to find out to what extent they affect Discourse
Structure.We arefirst going to presentseriesof
examplesandgivetheintuitionsthatnativespeak-
ers may have about their interpretation. Let us
first comparetheexamplesin (4):

(4) a. L’acidetombadansle mélange.Une
explosionseproduisit. (Theacid fell
into the mixture. An explosionhap-
pened.)

b. L’acidetombadansle mélange.Puis
uneexplosionseproduisit.

c. L’acide tombadansle mélange.Un
peu plus tard uneexplosionsepro-
duisit.

The three examplesare good. They all ex-
pressa relation of temporalsucessionbetween
the events. But we feel that anotherissueis at
stake.In (4-a),theexplosioneventis not only in-
terpretedas posteriorto, but alsoas a resultof,
the acid falling event. This interpretationis still
valid for (4-c),but it is lost in (4-b). With puis, it
seemsthattheeventsarepresentedfrom anexter-
nal,objective,pointof view, asif thespeakerdid
not intendto expressany kind of resultativelink.

Let usnow look at (5):

(5) a. La petitefille s’endormit. Il semit à
pleuvoir. (Thelittle girl fell asleep.It
beganto rain.)

b. La petitefille s’endormit. Puis il se
mit àpleuvoir.

c. La petite fille s’endormit. Un peu
plus tard, il semit à pleuvoir.

7Un peuplus tard is to be consideredasrepresentinga
classof adverbialswhich have the samesyntacticschema
NP plustard/aprèsandthesamesemanticfunction,i.e. ad-
verbialssettinga temporalrelation betweentwo temporal
referents.Suchrelationaladverbialsintroducethemselvesa
new time referentby coerciononly in contexts requiringa
temporalanchorageas in: Paul entra dansla pièce. Cinq
minutesplus tard, Marie pleurait. (Paul enteredthe room.
Five minuteslater, Mary wascrying.). Noticethatpuiscan-
not be coercedthis way: Paul entra dansla pièce. *Puis
Marie pleurait. We herecomparea whole classof adver-
bialsto thesingleadverbpuis.



We feel that the useof puis in (5-b) is not as
straightforwardastheuseof un peuplus tard in
(5-c). In orderto interpret(5-b) —and(5-a) to a
lesserextent—it seemsthatwehave to imaginea
specificcontext, for example“the storyof a little
girl lost in thewoods",in which thecontribution
of eachsentenceto thecoherenceof thediscourse
is obvious.Un peuplustard doesnot requirethis
kind of constraint.

The differenceis lessimportantwhenthereis
alreadya link betweentheevents,asin (6):

(6) a. Marie écrivit unelonguelettreà son
cousin. Elle alla la posterauvillage
voisin. (Marie wrote a letter to her
cousin. Shewent and post it to the
next village.)

b. Marie écrivit unelonguelettreà son
cousin.Puis ellealla la posterauvil-
lagevoisin.

c. Marie écrivit unelonguelettreà son
cousin.Un peu plus tard, elleallala
posterauvillagevoisin.

Herewe do not needa particularcontext to in-
terpret(6-b)—nor(6-a).Nevertheless,theevents
seemto be more disconnectedin (6-c) than in
(6-b) or (6-a). Now we wantto examinehow the
intuitions describedabove maybeaccountedfor
in theSDRT framework.

4.1 Puis and un peu plus tard with Narration

In (Bras et al., 2001), we argue that puis is a
rhetoricalmarkerwhich introducesa relationof
Narration:

A 12 �>P � '4�(')�*R_Sak puispr�* 0� Narration���(')�* 
In both (5-a) and (5-b), Narrationwill be in-

ferred,by defaultwith (A4) for (5-a), thanksto
puiswith (A12) for (5-b). Our hypothesisto ac-
count for the different interpretationin (5-c), is
that un peu plus tard blocks Narration. But let
us explain further. Let us first considerthe tem-
poral effect of Narrationdescribedin (A2), set-
ting thattheintersectionof thepoststateof � � and
the prestateof ��" exists andfills the interval be-
tweenthe two events.Again, this meansthat the
eventsmust fit consistentlyand without signifi-
cantspatio-temporalgaps.A way to testthepos-
sibility of a relevantspatio-temporalgapbetween

the two eventsis to try to inserta third eventbe-
tween� � and �#" suchthatit terminates�����#�#��� �  ,
i.e,aneventwhosepoststateis incompatiblewith
����������� �  , for instancetheeventof thelittle girl’ s
wakingup: 8

(7) a. La petite fille s’endormit. Il se mit
à pleuvoir. *Elle venait juste de se
réveiller. (Shehad just wokenup.)
/ *Entretempselle s’était réveillée.
(Meanwhileshehadwokenup.)

b. La petitefille s’endormit. Puis il se
mit àpleuvoir.*Elle venaitjustedese
réveiller. / *Entretempselle s’était
réveillée.

c. La petite fille s’endormit. Un peu
plus tard, il semit à pleuvoir. Elle
venait juste de se réveiller. / En-
tretempselles’étaitréveillée.

The test on the temporaleffect of Narration
only fails in (7-c). It is successfulin (7-a) and
(7-b),astheinsertionof anintermediateeventap-
pearsto be very difficult. Let us insist that our
examplesarebuilt in suchawaythattheinterme-
diateeventsactuallyimpliestheendof post��� �  ,
hencea temporalgapbetween� � and �#" . If not
so, the addingof anotherevent with entretemps
posesnoproblem.For instance:

(8) La petitefille s’endormit.Puis il semit à
pleuvoir. Entretempsla nuit était tombée.
(Meanwhilethenighthadfallen.)

is perfectly acceptable,since the falling of the
night does not imply that the little girl is no
longer asleep. Let us also note that it might
be possibleto improve (7-a) and (7-b), by in-
troducing the third event with somethinglike
Ajoutons/précisonsque,entretemps,la petitefille
s’était réveillée(Let’s add/ pointout that,mean-
while,thelittle girl hadwokenup). In suchacase,
however, thereis anexplicit phenomenonof cor-
rection(of thewaytheeventshavebeennarrated),
andsoit is notsurprisingthatthetemporaleffects
of Narrationshouldberevised.

We comenow to the secondsemanticeffet of
Narration, topic requirement(A3). As we said

8See(Caenepeel,1995) that investigatesthe conditions
for theinsertionintermediateeventsin anarrativesequence.



above,wedonotneedany specialcontext to inter-
pret(5-c). On thecontrary, a link seemsto bere-
quiredbetweenthetwo eventsin (5-a)and(5-b),
whichcorrespondsto (A3) topicrequirement.Let
usnotethatthis requirementseemsto bestronger
in (5-b). This is an indicationthat puis is more
demandingon topic thana simpleNarration.We
leave thisapartfor now, andturn to thedifference
betweenpuisandunpeuplustard.

At this point, we needto addressthe issueof
therelationbetweenthesentence� introducedby
un peuplus tard andthe sentence� . Of course,
un peuplus tard contributesa temporalrelation
of successionbetweentheevents.But apartfrom
this contribution, the relation between� and �
doesnot matchthesemanticeffectsof Narration.
This leadsus to claim thatwith the temporalin-
dicationcontributedby un peuplus tard, the re-
lation of Narrationdoesnot hold. Now, (7-c) be-
ing a coherentdiscourse,whatdiscourserelation
holds? We hypothesizethat it shouldbe a rela-
tion thatonly supportstemporalprecedence,that
couldbeviewedasa kind of weakNarration.To
accountfor this,we proposeto view Narrationas
a gradualrelationthat normally occursunderits
strongform, andalwaysat leastunderits weak
form:

A 13 Narration�&�Q'H�* ;� Strong-Narration���(')�* 
A 14 Narration�&�Q'H�* 0� Weak-Narration���(')�+ 

Thischangeimpliesupdatingtheaxiomsgiven
in theprevioussections:Narrationhasto besub-
stitutedby Strong-Narrationin the axioms(A2),
(A3), (A5) and(A12). In (A4), the generalNar-
ration relation remains. Weak-Narrationhasno
requirementon topicnordoesit have the“no gap
constraint”. The only semanticeffectsof Weak-
Narrationis temporalprecedence:

A 15 Weak-Narration���(')�+ *�|� �}I ��"
With such limited semanticeffects, un peu

plus tard is obviously compatiblewith Weak-
Narration. It mustbenotedthough,thatherewe
donotclaimthatadverbialsof thiskind shouldbe
consideredasrhetoricalmarkersof this relation.
Unlike puis, syntacticallythey do not behave as
conjuncts. Moreover, their main semanticcon-
tribution materializescompositionallywithin the
constituentitself, specifying not only temporal

successionbetweentwo temporalreferents,but
also the lengthof the temporalinterval between
thesereferents.

Let us now comeback to example(6) in the
light of theseconsiderationson the role of un
peuplus tard. In both (6-a) and(6-b), a Strong-
Narrationrelation will be inferred, becauseOc-
casionholds and (A5) is triggeredfor (6-a), by
(A12) for (6-b). Unlike for example(5) justanal-
ysed,Occasionholdsin both cases,andthuswe
canassumeit is easyto buid a commontopic to
bothsentences.Theexamplein (6-c) is perfectly
all right, but bearsa slightly differentinterpreta-
tion: herethestronglink betweenthe two events
is lost. It is indeedquitepossibleto introducean
interveningevent,as(9-c)shows,while thisis not
possiblefor thetwootherexamples,viz. (9-a)and
(9-b):

(9) a. Marie écrivit une longue lettre à
son cousin. Elle alla la posterau
village voisin. *Entretemps, elle
l’avait retouchéeàplusieursreprises.
(Meanwhileshehadalteredit several
times.)

b. Marie écrivit unelonguelettreà son
cousin.Puis ellealla la posterauvil-
lagevoisin. *Entretemps,elle l’avait
retouchéeàplusieursreprises.

c. Marie écrivit une longue lettre à
son cousin. Un peu plus tard,
elle alla la posterau village voisin.
Entretemps,elle l’avait retouchéeà
plusieursreprises.

Therefore, un peu plus tard blocks Strong-
Narrationnot only when it could have beenin-
ferredby default,but alsowhenOccasionholds.
In ordertoaccountfor thisblocking,weintroduce
thefollowing axioms:

A 16 �>P � '4�(')�*R S k unpeuplustardpr�* �
Z Strong-Narration���Q'H�* 
A 17 �>P � '4�(')�*R S Occasion���(')�+ S
k unpeuplustardp~�* ;�XZ Strong-Narration���(')�* 

(A16) will block the inference of Strong-
Narration in absenceof other relations(i.e., a
Strong-Narrationthat could have been inferred
with (A4) and(A13)). (A17) is neededaswell
for thecasesin which Occasionholds. Applying



thePenguinPrinciple,it circumventsaNixon Di-
amondschemabetween(A5) and(A16) thatpre-
cludestheinferenceof any relationatall9.

Let us comebackagainto (6) to addthat the
perceptionof differencebetween(6-a) and(6-b)
on the one hand, and (6-c) on the other hand,
is certainlyalsodueto a particularityof un peu
plustard concerningplans.As a matterof fact, it
seemsthatthepresenceof unpeuplustard hasthe
effectof blockingtheinterpretationthatevents���
and ��" arepartof aplan(aplanin which � � is in-
tendedto leadto �#" ). The differencein termsof
planningis moreobviousonexampleslike (10):

(10) Marie rejoignit son ami, puis lui glissa
à l’oreille qu’elle voulait partir. (Marie
rejoinedher friend, thenshedroppedin
hisear thatshewantedto leave.)

This example lendsitself to an interpretation
in which Marie reachesher friend in orderto tell
him something.But theplaninterpretationseems
to besuspendedwhenpuisis replacedwith unpeu
plustard10:

(11) Marie rejoignit son ami ; un peu plus
tard, elle lui glissa à l’oreille qu’elle
voulaitpartir.

It seemsto us that the differencein behaviour
evidencedhereshouldbeexplainedoncemoreat
the rhetoricallevel. It would probablyrequirein
somecontextstheuseof a relationof Enablement
(Sandström,1993), allowed by puis, and again,
blockedby un peuplus tard. We leave this for
furtherresearchsincehow exactly Enablementis
to beaccountedfor in SDRT hasnot yet beenin-
vestigatedin theliterature.

4.2 Puis and un peu plus tard with Result

Let usnow comebackto (4). We wantto account
for thedifferentinterpretationsof (4-a)and(4-c)
on the onehand,andof (4-b) on the otherhand.
Assumingthatthereis mostprobablysomepiece
of sharedknowledgeon chemicalsimplying that

9From �
	�� , � 	 � � , � : � , � and � , � (andnot � � )
is inferred(Penguinprinciple).From �
	�� , � 	 � � , � and� , if � and � arelogically independent,CE cannotconclude� nor � � (Nixon Diamond).

10Or, for thatmatter, anotheradverbialindicatinganeven
shortertemporalseparationlike immédiatementaprès

D-Permissible-Causeholdsbetweenthetwo con-
stituentsrepresentingthetwo clauses,SDRT non-
monotonicallyconcludesResultwith (A11). As
wasshown in (Braset al., 2001),puisblocksthe
non-monotonicinferenceto Result. Notice that
(4-b) remainsneutralregardingthetruth valueof���%� ���%�&� � '4��"% andit could still be that the two
eventsdescribedareactuallycausallyconnected.
Simply, thenarratordoesn’t commithimself.Puis
directly blocks the rhetoricalrelation of Result,
andnot the factualrelationof Cause.Hencewe
needasanadditionalaxiom:

A 18 �>P � '4�(')�*RySzk puisp~�* 0��Z Result���Q'H�* 
For its part, un peuplus tard doesn’t seemto

directly interferewith theResultrelation.In (4-c)
we get the readingof a mere “delayed” result,
which thetheoryaccountsfor by inferringResult
just like for (4-a). However, in somecontexts,un
peuplustard alsoappearsto block Result:

(12) a. Max trébucha. Il tombaet secassa
la jambe. (Max stumbled. He fell
andbrokehis leg.)

b. Max trébucha. Puis il tombaet se
cassala jambe.

c. Max trébucha.Un peu plus tard, il
tombaetsecassala jambe.

In both (12-b) and (12-c), the causalreading
of (12-a) is lost. The preferredreadingis not
that the narratordoesn’t want to commithimself
regarding the causalconnection,but rather that
he is describingtwo unrelated,temporallysepa-
rated,occasionson which Max lost his balance.
A Causerelationbetweentwo eventsmay entail
a more precisetemporalrelation than temporal
succession.Sharedknowledgemaystipulatethat
somekinds of eventscausallyrelatedoccurin a
singleflow, without any temporalgapat all be-
tweenthem. This strongertemporalrelationcor-
respondsto the LNM relation, and is clearly in-
compatiblewith any indication that thereexists
a (non-null) temporal interval betweenthe two
events. In (12-a),it seemsindeedthatassoonas
the stumblingends,the falling hasstarted.With
thispieceof knowledge,bothpuisandunpeuplus
tard prevent

���V� ���%��� � '4��"% to hold, since they
both specifythe existenceof a temporalinterval
between� � and �#" .



We here againseethe usefulnessof theoret-
ically separatingthe rhetorical level of the dis-
courserelationsfrom the level of thedescription
of the facts, to which the temporalrelationsbe-
long.

5 Conclusion

We wantedto comparetwo connectivesand the
waythey affectTemporalStructureandDiscourse
Structure. From the temporalpoint of view, we
have observed that both puis and un peu plus
tard expresstemporalsuccession,but that puis
hasastrongertemporalsemanticscontents( � �EL
M � post��� �  (K pre���#"V ) LNM �#" ). From the Dis-
courseStructurepoint of view, we have shown
thatpuis is a markerof Strong-Narration,involv-
ing thenotionof telling the“samestory” (topic),
whereasunpeuplustard blocksStrong-Narration
andlicencesWeak-Narration,involving no more
semanticeffectsthantemporalsuccession.In ad-
dition, puisblocksResult,while un peuplustard
doesn’t. We believe it particularly interestingto
notice that a priori temporallyequivalentadver-
bials may have so differenteffectson Discourse
Structure. On the onehand,puis hasan impor-
tant role at the rhetoricallevel, which is no sur-
prise given its conjunctcharacter. On the other
hand,un peuplus tard is not thepurelytemporal
adverbial thatonecouldexpect,sinceit is capa-
ble of blocking somediscourserelations,among
which Strong-Narration,theusualcaseof Narra-
tion. And this is certainlynot anobviousfact for
an adverbial primarily indicating temporalsuc-
cession.
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