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Abstract (then, afterwads) and un peu plus tard (a bit

This paperdealswith theway temporal
connectves affect Temporal Structure
aswell as DiscourseStructurein Nar
ratives. It presentsa contrastve study
of Frenchconnectvespuis (then,after
wards)andunpeuplustard (a bit later)
within the framevork of Segmented
DiscourseRepresentatiomheory It
showsthatpuisis amarkerof theNarra-
tion discourserelation,whereasuin peu
plustard blocksNarrationandlicenses
only a weakerdiscourserelation, that
can be consideredas a “weak Narra-
tion” involving only temporalsucces-
sion. In addition, puis blocks Result,
while un peuplustard doesnot.

1 Introduction

It iswell known thattensegrammaticahndpred-
icational aspectare very importantcluesin the
processof temporalinterpretationof sentences,
andof texts (see(KampandRohrer 1983)among
others).As far asdiscoursdevel is concernedit
hasbeenshavn thatworld knowledgeandknowl-
edgeaboutdiscoursestructureplay arole in de-
terminingthetext globaltemporalstructure(Las-
caridesand Asher 1993; CaenepeefndMoens,
1994). In this paperwe wantto focusontherole
of connectvesandtheirintersententiademantics.
We want to give an accountof the way some
temporalconnectvesin Frenchinteractwith dis-
courserelations. We will examine differences
in the behavior of two connecties, namelypuis

later), whendifferentdiscourseaelationshold. At

first sight, the temporalcontribution of thesetwo

connectves shouldshaw little or no difference.
We will seethatmattersarenotsosimple.

This direction of work is inspiredby a study
of puis shaving differencesn behaiour accord-
ing to the discourserelationat stake(Braset al.,
2001). It is also groundedon previous studies
of adwerbialsof temporallocationandaderbials
of spatiallocationand of their role to build the
spatio-temporastructureof discourse(Asheret
al.,1994;Asheretal., 1995a;Asheretal., 1995b;
Asheretal., 2001). We shavedthat, in the con-
text of trajectories,relationaladwerbialslike un
peu plus tard andits spatialcounterpartun peu
plusloin (a bit further) hadsymetricrolesin the
procesf locatingthe eventualitiesin spaceand
time, and could both be given the samespatio-
temporalinterpretation.

We will tacklea comparatie analysisof con-
nectives within the framevork of a theory of
discoursestructureand discourserelations. We
have chosenSegmentedDiscourseRepresenta-
tion Theory(sbrT) for its effective methodology
in investigatingandformalizinghow differentlin-
guisticcluesinteractatthesemantic/pragmatio-
terfaceto recoverthediscoursestructureof a text.

We will first briefly presentsbRT (section2),
and the DiscourseRelations(section3) that we
will usefor ourcontrastveanalysiof puisandun
peuplustard with respecto DiscourseStructure
(sectiord).



2 SDRT

We first presentthe theorical framevork that
we choseto accountfor this interaction,namely
SDRT. SDRT is anontrivial extensionof DRT that
takesdiscoursestructureinto accounendoffersa
theoryof the semantics/pragmatidsterface.We
give a brief outline of sDRT (see(Asher 1993;
Lascaridesand Asher 1993; Asher 1996; Bus-
quetsetal., 2001)for athoroughpresentation).

In SDRT adiscoursds representetly anSDRS.
An SDRS is arecursve structureconsistingof el-
ementaryDRss (i.e., DRSS representing single
clause)and sub-sbrss linked togetherby Dis-
courseRelations suchasNarration,Elaboration,
BackgroundContinuation Result,ContrastEx-
planation. . Theseelementaryprss andthe sub-
SDRSS correspondingo comple discoursesey-
mentsarethe constituent®f the SDRS represent-
ing the discourse.We use Greeklettersasvari-
ablesfor constituentsand &; asconstants.

SDRss arebuilt upincrementally SDRT defines
a“Glue Logic" andan“UpdateFunction"thatto-
getherdeterminea new SDRS for a given SDRS
T representinghe contet (the discoursealready
processed)anda new constituenty representing
theinformationto beintegratedinto that context.
The Glue Logic is embeddedn the framavork
of “Commonsensé&ntailment”(Asherand Mor-
reau,1991),alogic thatexploits both monotonic
(—) andnon-monotonid>)* conditionals. The
GlueLogic is specifiedoy:

o definitionscharacterizingvhich constituents
in 7 areopenfor attachingu,

e axioms detailing what discourserelations
may be inferred, on the basisof a variety
of linguistic andcommonknowledgeclues,
in orderto actualizethe attachmentf « to
someopenconstituenof r,

e axioms specifying the semanticeffects of
thosediscourseelations.

Wewill seesomeof thesetwo kindsof axioms
belon. The UpdateFunctionis in chage of the

16 > ¢ meansif ¢ thennormally+". From¢ > ¢ and
¢, CommonsensEntailmententailsy “by default”,thatis,
defeasibly in the absencef further information regarding
thetruthvalueof ¢. From¢ > v, ¢ and—), Commonsense
Entailmentnolongerentailsy, but 2.

properhierachizatiorof the structureand of the
resolutionof thepossiblyexisting underspecifica-
tions(e.g.,anaphorandellipses).

3 Discourse Relations

In thefollowing, we only presenthediscoursee-
lationsusedin sDRT thatwill be helpfulto anal-
yseour data: Narrationand Result. Oneimpor-
tantaspeciof SDRT thatis worth emphasizingat
this point is that several discourserelationsmay
simultaneouslyink the sametwo constituents.

3.1 Narration

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

Let usfirst seemorepreciselywhattheseman-
tics effectsof Narrationon discoursecontentare.
Building on the previous analysef (Lascarides
and Asher 1993), we shoved in (Asheret al.,
1995a)that a relation of Narrationbetweentwo
constituentsy and § entailsa temporaloverlap
betweenthe resultingstateof the main eventual-
ity of a (notede,?), post(e, ), andthe preceding
stateof eg, pre(eg), in the absenceof locating
adwerbials.Thisis whataxiom(Al) expresses:

A 1 Narration(e, 3) — posie,) o pre(eg)

(A1) aimsat capturingthe fact that narratves
must coherein the sensethat the eventslinked
togetherby Narration mustfit consistentlyand
without significant spatio-temporabapsas ex-
pressedn (Asher 1996)andobsenedin earlier
work on temporalorderin narratves(seefor ex-
ample (Caenepeel1989)). This doesnt mean
thatthereshouldbe no interval of time between
the two eventse,, andeg, but ratherthatno rele-
vant event canoccur during this interval. From
(A1) and uncontraersial ordering assumptions
on eventsandtheir pre- and post-state$ we can
deducerelationof temporalprecedencbetween

2As regardsthe ontology of eventualities,SDRT keeps
building on DRT, and assumeghe sameDavidsonianap-
proach.Two basicaspectuatlassesredistinguishecamong
eventualitiesieventsandstates.

3Euent(e) — pre(e) DC e DC post(e), where DC
denotegemporalabutment,asusedin DRT, or the “meets”
relationasusedin Allen’stheory(Allen, ).



the eventse, andeg: e, < eg. Actually, to

fully capturethe “no-significant-gap”constraint,
atemporaloverlapis too weak. As we will see
in Sectiord.1,we shouldguarante¢hatpost (e, )

persisty(at least)up to the beginning of ez, and,
corversely that pre(eg) startswhen (or before)
e, ends. Sowe proposeherean improved ver

sion of (A1), wherern denoteghe “intersection”
operatof:

A 2 Narration(«, 3) —
eo DC (poste,) M pre(eg)) OC ep

Narration has anothersemanticeffect. It is
motivatedby the intuition thatthe elementsof a
Narrationmust belongto the “samestory", i.e.,
they musthave somecommonsubjectmatter To
this effect, axiom (A3) expresseghat the con-
stituentsconnectedtogetherby Narration must
have a commonTopic. A topicis a simplecon-
stituent which is contingent(i.e., not vacuous,
not contradictory not tautologic),and subsumes
the constituentof a subsDRS, in this case,the
constituentdinked by Narration. If not already
presentin the contet, it hasto be addedto the
SDRS during the update. (A3) and the rules of
theunderlyinglogic actuallyimply thatNarration
canbe non-monotonicallynferredonly if sucha
topic existsor canbebuilt.

A3 ({(r,a,8) A Narration(e, 3)) -
Iy (Contingenty) A v A v 5)

where(r, a, #) meanghat s is to be attachedo
« in the sbrs 7, and | is a subordinatingdis-
courserelation whose semanticsessentiallyin-
volvessubsumptiorbetweerthetopic andtheel-
ementf thenarrative it summarizes.

Now, how do we infer Narration? Since(Las-
caridesand Asher 1993), the triggering axioms
for Narrationhave changedo reflectthe factthat
Narrationis not always a defaultin narratves
(Asher 1996). It is only a defaultif no otherre-
lation canbe inferred,thatis, if in the discourse
thereareno cluesthatotheraxiomscouldexploit
to infer otherdiscourseelations:

Ad ((r,a,5) A —Clues_Ri(r,a,3) A
—Clues_Ry(t, o, B) A ... A

“We assumehats; M sz, whenapplicableyieldsa new
statelastingthemaximumintenal of time duringwhichboth
s1 andsz hold,andwhosepropositionakontentss the con-
junctionof s; andss’s propositionatontents.

—-Clues_R,(r, a, #)) > Narration(a, )

where R,...R, are all the discourse re-
lations used in SDRT®> but Narration, and
Clues R;(r, a, 3) holds wheneer the proposi-
tional contentof @ and andthediscoursestruc-
tureof 7 containcluesthatcouldbe exploitedfor
inferring R; (o, 3).

In addition, Narration can be non-
monotonicallyinferredif the predicateOccasion
holdsbetweerthe clausego berelated:

A5 ((r,a,p) A Occasiola, 3)) >
Narration(«, )

Occasiorholdsif thetwo clausesontainclues
indicating that their main eventualities are of
typesthat may belongto “the samestory". In
otherwords, Occasionexploits lexical semantics
andsharedknowledgein termsof scriptsconnect-
ing certaineventtypesin sequencems which one
event“naturally" leadsto the next. For instance,
(1) is an example of Narrationwhere Occasion
holds, sincethereis clearlyin the sharecknowl-
edgea scriptin which, before entering, people
knockatthedoor.

(1)  Paul frappaa la porte. Il entra. (Paul

knodkedat thedoor. He enteed.)

We canassumehiskind of scriptto beencoded
in thefollowing axiom:

A6 ([knok(e,,z,y) A doorof(y,z)]a® A
[entefeg, z, 2)]3) — Occasioltw, 3)

In this casethe sequencef eventsis only typ-
ical, i.e., “natural": knockingisn't a necessary
preconditionto enter and it doesnt causethe
entering. Olviously, strongerdependencdinks
betweenevent typeslike preconditionand cause
alsogiveriseto Occasior(andby non-monotonic
inference Narration),but someof themarealso
exploited to infer more specific discourserela-
tions, like the next oneto be presentedhere,Re-
sult.

SsDRT explicit stateghatthereshouldbea finite number
of discourseelations,eventhoughwhattheseareprecisely
is not a settledmatteryet. For the purposef the present
work, we will considerthat theserelationsare: Narration,
Background,Elaboration,Continuation,{ (i.e., “Topic"),

Result, Explanation, Contrastand Parallel, for which an
SDRT accountcanbefoundin theliterature.

8[#]« meansthat the condition ¢ appearsin the con-
stituento.



3.2 Result

The Resultrelationhasthe semanticeffect of im-
plying a causallink betweenthe main eventuali-
tiesof the constituentst relates:

A 7 Resul{a, §) — Causée,, e3)

The predicateCausée, e;) implies, among
otherthings,thatif e; ande; areevents,thefirst
temporallyprecedeshesecond:

A 8 (Causéeq,ez) A evenie;) A eveniey)) —
€1 < €9

Resultmay be monotonicallyinferred on the
basisof thepresencén 5 of anexplicit markerof
causatiorase.g.,the conjunctdonc(therefore) or
theverbto result

A9 ((r,a,p) A [donds) — Resulfa, 3)

Resultcanalsobe non-monotonicallyinferred
onthebasiwf lexical semantic®r of someshared
knowledgeon the typesof eventualitiesin o and
3, asin thefollowing two famousexamples:

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

(3)  Paul éteignitla lumiére. Il faisait nuit
noire autourde lui. (Paul turned off the
light. It waspitch darkaroundhim.)

In (2) and (3), it is againgenericscript-like
information on pushingand falling event types,
andon switchingoff thelight eventtypesandbe-
ing dark statetypesthatenableghereaderto re-
coverthecausalinks thatthenarratommostlikely
wantedto express.Thepresence®f suchcluesin-
dicatinga possiblecausalink is expressedy the
predicateD-Permissible-Causeror instancewe
assumehatthe following axiomencodes plau-
sible pieceof sharecknowledge:

A 10 ([pusheq,z, y)lo A [fall(es,y)]B)  —
D-Permissible-Cause, )

which is in turn exploited by (A11) to infer Re-
sult:

A 11 ({r, a, ) A D-Permissible-Caude, 3)) >
Resulfa, 3)

4 Connectivesand Discour se Structure

In this sectionwewantto comparehebehaiour
of connectvespuisandun peuplustard’ in com-
bination with Passé Simple sentencesn order
to find out to what extent they affect Discourse
Structure.We arefirst goingto presentseriesof
examplesandgivetheintuitionsthatnative speak-
ers may have abouttheir interpretation. Let us
first comparehe examplesin (4):
(4) a. Lacidetombadansle mélange.Une
explosionseproduisit. (Theacid fell
into the mixture. An explosionhap-
pened.)
b. L'acidetombadansle mélangePuis
uneexplosionseproduisit.
c. Lacidetombadansle mélange.Un
peu plus tard uneexplosionsepro-
duisit.

The three examplesare good. They all ex-
pressa relation of temporalsucessiorbetween
the events. But we feel that anotherissueis at
stake.In (4-a),theexplosioneventis notonly in-
terpretedas posteriorto, but also as a resultof,
the acidfalling event. This interpretationis still
valid for (4-c), butit is lostin (4-b). With puis; it
seemghattheeventsarepresentedrom anexter
nal, objective, point of view, asif the speakedid
notintendto expressary kind of resultatie link.

Let usnow look at (5):

(5) a. Lapetitefille s'endormit.ll semit a

pleuvwoir. (Thelittle girl fell asleep It
beganto rain.)

b. La petitefille s’endormit. Puisil se
mit a pleuvoir.

c. La petitefille s’endormit. Un peu
plustard, il semit apleuvoir.

"Un peuplustard is to be consideredasrepresenting:
classof adwerbialswhich have the samesyntacticschema
NP plustard/aprésandthe samesemantidunction,i.e. ad-
verbials setting a temporalrelation betweentwo temporal
referents.Suchrelationaladwerbialsintroducethemselesa
new time referentby coerciononly in contets requiringa
temporalanchorageasin: Paul entra dansla piéce Cinq
minutesplustard, Marie pleurait. (Paul enteedthe room.
Five minutedater, Mary wascrying.). Noticethatpuiscan-
not be coercedthis way: Paul entra dansla piéce *Puis
Marie pleurait. We herecomparea whole classof adwer
bialsto the singleadwerbpuis.



We feel that the use of puisin (5-b) is not as
straightforwardasthe useof un peuplustard in
(5-¢). In orderto interpret(5-b) —and(5-a)to a
lesserxtent—it seemshatwe have to imaginea
specificcontext, for example“the story of alittle
girl lostin the woods",in which the contribution
of eachsentencéo thecoherencef thediscourse
is obvious. Un peuplustard doesnotrequirethis
kind of constraint.

The differenceis lessimportantwhenthereis
alreadyalink betweertheevents,asin (6):

(6) a. Marie écrivit unelonguelettrea son

cousin. Elle alla la posterau village

voisin. (Marie wrote a letter to her
cousin. Shewentand postit to the
next village.)

b. Marie écrivit unelonguelettrea son
cousin.Puiselle allala posterauvil-
lagevoisin.

c. Marie écrivit unelonguelettrea son
cousin.Un peu plustard, elleallala
posterauvillage voisin.

Herewe do not heeda particularcontet to in-
terpret(6-b) —nor (6-a). Neverthelessthe events
seemto be more disconnectedn (6-c) thanin
(6-b) or (6-a). Now we wantto examinehow the
intuitions describedabore may be accountedor
in the SDRT framework.

4.1 Puisand un peu plustard with Narration

In (Braset al., 2001), we aigue that puis is a
rhetoricalmarkerwhich introducesa relation of
Narration:

A 12 ((r,a, ) A [puigs) — Narration(«, 5)

In both (5-a) and (5-b), Narrationwill be in-
ferred, by defaultwith (A4) for (5-a), thanksto
puiswith (A12) for (5-b). Our hypothesido ac-
countfor the differentinterpretationin (5-c), is
that un peu plus tard blocks Narration. But let
us explain further. Let usfirst considerthe tem-
poral effect of Narrationdescribedn (A2), set-
ting thattheintersectiorof the poststat®f ¢, and
the prestateof 5 exists andfills the interval be-
tweenthe two events. Again, this meanghatthe
eventsmustfit consistentlyand without signifi-
cantspatio-temporagjaps.A wayto testthe pos-
sibility of arelevantspatio-temporajapbetween

the two eventsis to try to insertathird eventbe-
tweene, andes suchthatit terminategost (e, ),
i.e, aneventwhosepoststatds incompatiblewith
post(e,), for instancehe eventof thelittle girl's
wakingup: 8

(7) a. La petitefille s’endormit. Il se mit
a pleuwir. *Elle venaitjuste de se
réweiller. (Shehad just wokenup.)

/ *Entretempselle s’était réweillée.

(Meanwhileshehadwokenup.)

b. La petitefille s'endormit. Puisil se
mit apleuwir.*Elle venaitjustedese
réweiller. / *Entretempselle s’était
réweillée.

c. La petitefille s’endormit. Un peu
plustard, il semit apleuwir. Elle
venait juste de se réwiller. / En-
tretemp<lle s'étaitréweillée.

The test on the temporal effect of Narration
only fails in (7-c). It is successfuln (7-a) and
(7-b),astheinsertionof anintermediateventap-
pearsto be very difficult. Let us insist that our
examplesarebuilt in suchawaythattheinterme-
diateeventsactuallyimpliesthe endof poste,,),
hencea temporalgapbetweene, andeg. If not
so, the addingof anotherevent with entretemps
poseso problem.For instance:

(8) Lapetitefille s’endormit. Puisil semit a
pleuwoir. Entretempda nuit étaittombée.

(Meanwhilethenighthadfallen.)

is perfectly acceptablesince 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/préciensque,entretempsla petitefille
s'étaitréveillée(Let's add/ point outthat, mean-
while, thelittle girl hadwokerup). In suchacase,
however, thereis an explicit phenomenoiwf cor
rection(of thewaytheeventshave beemarrated),
andsoit is notsurprisingthatthetemporalkeffects
of Narrationshouldberevised.

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

8See(Caenepeel1995)that investigateghe conditions
for theinsertionintermediateeventsin a narratve sequence.



above,wedonotneedary speciacontet to inter-

pret(5-c). Onthecontrary alink seemso bere-

guiredbetweerthe two eventsin (5-a) and(5-b),

which correspondso (A3) topicrequirementLet

usnotethatthis requiremenseemsgo bestronger
in (5-b). This is anindicationthat puisis more
demandingon topic thana simpleNarration. We

leave this apartfor now, andturnto thedifference
betweemuisandun peuplustard.

At this point, we needto addresghe issueof
therelationbetweerthesentences introducedoy
un peuplustard andthe sentencex. Of course,
un peuplustard contributesa temporalrelation
of successiometweerthe events.But apartfrom
this contribution, the relation betweena and 3
doesnot matchthe semanticeffectsof Narration.
This leadsusto claim thatwith the temporalin-
dication contributedby un peuplustard, the re-
lation of Narrationdoesnot hold. Now, (7-c) be-
ing a coherentdiscoursewhatdiscoursaelation
holds? We hypothesizahatit shouldbe a rela-
tion thatonly supportgemporalprecedencehat
couldbeviewedasakind of weakNarration.To
accounffor this, we proposeo view Narrationas
a gradualrelationthat normally occursunderits
strongform, and alwaysat leastunderits weak
form:

A 13 Narration(«, 8) > Strong-Nar@tion(«, 3)
A 14 Narration(«, ) — Weak-Naration(«, 3)

Thischangempliesupdatingthe axiomsgiven
in the previoussections:Narrationhasto be sub-
stitutedby Strong-Narratiorin the axioms(A2),
(A3), (A5) and(A12). In (A4), the generalNar
ration relation remains. Weak-Narrationhasno
requirementbn topic nor doesit have the“no gap
constraint”. The only semanticeffects of Weak-
Narrationis temporalprecedence:

A 15 Weak-Naration(«, 3) — e, < eg

With such limited semanticeffects, un peu
plus tard is obviously compatiblewith Weak-
Narration. It mustbe notedthough,thatherewe
do notclaimthatadwerbialsof this kind shouldbe
consideredasrhetoricalmarkersof this relation.
Unlike puis, syntacticallythey do not behae as
conjuncts. Moreover, their main semanticcon-
tribution materializescompositionallywithin the
constituentitself, specifyingnot only temporal

successiorbetweentwo temporalreferents,but
alsothe length of the temporalinterval between
thesereferents.

Let us now comebackto example (6) in the
light of theseconsiderationon the role of un
peuplustard. In both (6-a) and(6-b), a Strong-
Narrationrelationwill be inferred, becauseOc-
casionholds and (A5) is triggeredfor (6-a), by
(A12) for (6-b). Unlike for example(5) justanal-
ysed,Occasiorholdsin both casesandthuswe
canassumat is easyto buid a commontopic to
both sentencesThe examplein (6-c)is perfectly
all right, but bearsa slightly differentinterpreta-
tion: herethe stronglink betweerthe two events
is lost. It is indeedquite possibleto introducean
interveningevent,as(9-c) showns,while thisis not
possibldor thetwo otherexamplesyiz. (9-a)and
(9-b):

(99 a. Marie écrvit une longue lettre a

son cousin. Elle alla la posterau

village voisin.  *Entretemps, elle

I'avait retouchée plusieursreprises.

(Meanwhileshehadalteredit several

times.)

b. Marie écrivit unelonguelettrea son
cousin.Puiselleallala posterauvil-
lagevoisin. *Entretempselle I'avait
retouchée plusieursreprises.

c. Marie écrivit une longue lettre a
son cousin.  Un peu plus tard,
elle alla la posterau village voisin.
Entretempselle I'avait retouchéea
plusieursreprises.

Therefore, un peu plus tard blocks Strong-
Narrationnot only whenit could have beenin-
ferredby default,but alsowhenOccasiorholds.
In orderto accounfor thisblocking,weintroduce
thefollowing axioms:

A16 ((r,a,5) A [unpeuplustard]s) >
—Strong-Narmation(«, 3)

Al7 ((r,a,B) A Occasiorfa, 3) A
[unpeuplustard]s) > —Strong-Nar@ation(«, 3)

(A16) will block the inference of Strong-
Narrationin absenceof other relations (i.e., a
Strong-Narrationthat could have beeninferred
with (A4) and (A13)). (Al7) is neededaswell
for the casesn which Occasiorholds. Applying



the PenguirPrinciple,it circumwentsaNixon Di-
amondschemaetweenA5) and(A16) thatpre-
cludestheinferenceof ary relationatall®.

Let us comebackagainto (6) to addthatthe
perceptionof differencebetween(6-a) and (6-b)
on the one hand, and (6-c) on the other hand,
is certainlyalsodueto a particularity of un peu
plustard concerningplans.As a matterof fact, it
seemghatthepresencef unpeuplustard hasthe
effect of blockingtheinterpretatiorthateventse,,
andeg arepartof aplan(aplanin whiche, isin-
tendedto leadto eg). Thedifferencein termsof
planningis moreobviouson exampledike (10):

(10)  Marie rejoignit sonami, puis lui glissa
al'oreille gu’elle voulait partir. (Marie
rejoinedher friend, thenshedroppedin

his ear that shewantedto leave)

This examplelendsitself to an interpretation
in which Marie reachederfriendin orderto tell
him something But the planinterpretatiorseems
to besuspendedhenpuisis replacedvith unpeu
plustard?®:

(11)  Marie rejoignit sonami ; un peu plus
tard, elle lui glissaa l'oreille qu'elle

voulait partir.

It seemdo usthatthe differencein behaiour
evidencedhereshouldbe explainedoncemoreat
the rhetoricallevel. It would probablyrequirein
somecontetstheuseof arelationof Enablement
(Sandstrém1993), allowed by puis, and again,
blockedby un peuplus tard. We leave this for
furtherresearctsincehow exactly Enablementis
to be accountedor in SDRT hasnot yet beenin-
vestigatedn theliterature.

4.2 Puisand un peu plustard with Result

Let usnow comebackto (4). We wantto account
for the differentinterpretation®f (4-a)and(4-c)

on the onehand,andof (4-b) on the otherhand.
Assumingthatthereis mostprobablysomepiece
of sharedknowledgeon chemicalamplying that

*From¢ > ¢, ¢ > -, ¢ — ¢, ¢ and(, ¥ (andnot—y))
isinferred(Penguirprinciple). From¢ > ¢, ¢ > =, ¢ and
¢, if ¢ and¢ arelogically independentce cannotconclude
¥ nor—y (Nixon Diamond).

190, for thatmatter anotheradverbialindicatinganeven
shortertemporalseparatioriike immédiatemerapres

D-Permissible-Caudeoldsbetweernthetwo con-
stituentsrepresentinghe two clausessbRT non-
monotonicallyconcludesResultwith (A11). As
wasshavn in (Brasetal., 2001),puisblocksthe
non-monotonidnferenceto Result. Notice that
(4-b) remainsneutralregardingthe truth value of
Cause(eq, €3) andit could still be that the two
eventsdescribedareactuallycausallyconnected.
Simply, thenarratordoesnt commithimself. Puis
directly blocks the rhetoricalrelation of Result,
andnot the factualrelation of Cause.Hencewe
needasanadditionalaxiom:

A 18 ((r,a, ) A [puig) — —Resulta, 5)

For its part, un peuplustard doesnt seemto
directlyinterferewith theResultrelation.In (4-c)
we get the readingof a mere“delayed” result,
whichthetheoryaccountdor by inferring Result
justlike for (4-a). However, in somecontets, un
peuplustard alsoappeargo block Result:

Max trékucha. Il tombaet secassa

la jambe. (Max stumbled. He fell

andbrokehisleg.)

b. Max trélucha. Puis il tombaet se
cassda jambe.

c. Maxtréhucha.Un peu plustard, il

tombaetsecassda jambe.

12) a.

In both (12-b) and (12-c), the causalreading
of (12-a)is lost. The preferredreadingis not
thatthe narratordoesnt wantto commit himself
regarding the causalconnection,but ratherthat
he is describingtwo unrelatedtemporallysepa-
rated,occasionn which Max lost his balance.
A Causerelationbetweentwo eventsmay entail
a more precisetemporalrelation than temporal
successionSharedknowledgemay stipulatethat
somekinds of eventscausallyrelatedoccurin a
single flow, without ary temporalgap at all be-
tweenthem. This strongertemporalrelationcor
respondsto the OC relation, and is clearly in-
compatiblewith ary indicationthat there exists
a (non-null) temporalinterval betweenthe two
events.In (12-a),it seemsndeedthatassoonas
the stumblingends,the falling hasstarted. With
thispieceof knowledge bothpuisandunpeuplus
tard prevent C'ause(e,, e3) to hold, sincethey
both specifythe existenceof a temporalinterval
betweere,, andeg.



We here againseethe usefulnesf theoret-
ically separatinghe rhetoricallevel of the dis-
courserelationsfrom the level of the description
of the facts,to which the temporalrelationsbe-
long.

5 Conclusion

We wantedto comparetwo connectvesandthe
waythey affect TemporalStructureandDiscourse
Structure. From the temporalpoint of view, we
have obsenred that both puis and un peu plus
tard expresstemporalsuccessionbut that puis
hasa strongetemporalsemanticeontentge, D
C (poste,) M pre(eg)) DC eg). Fromthe Dis-
courseStructurepoint of view, we have shavn
thatpuisis a markerof Strong-Narrationinvolv-
ing the notion of telling the “samestory” (topic),
whereasinpeuplustard blocksStrong-Narration
andlicencesWeak-Narrationjnvolving no more
semanticeffectsthantemporalsuccessionln ad-
dition, puisblocksResult,while un peuplustard
doesnt. We believe it particularlyinterestingto
notice that a priori temporallyequivalentadver
bials may have so differenteffects on Discourse
Structure. On the one hand, puis hasan impor-
tantrole at the rhetoricallevel, which is no sur
prise givenits conjunctcharacter On the other
hand,un peuplustard is notthe purelytemporal
adwerbial thatone could expect, sinceit is capa-
ble of blocking somediscourseelations,among
which Strong-Narrationthe usualcaseof Narra-
tion. And thisis certainlynot anobviousfact for
an adwerbial primarily indicating temporalsuc-
cession.
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