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Abstract  Discourse structure analysis, especially recognizing the primary-secondary relationship
in discourse structures is an important research topic in natural language processing. Recognition
of discourse primary-secondary relationship not only helps to understand the discourse structure
and semantics, but also provides strong support for deep applications of natural language processing,
such as summarization, topic extraction, question answering, etc. However, discourse primary-
secondary relationship recognition is bottleneck of discourse structure analysis in current discourse
researches. Most existing research views the recognition of primary-secondary relationship as a
dispensable component attached to the analysis of the rhetorical structure, totally ignoring the
important role of primary-secondary relationship played in document level discourse structure
analysis. Nevertheless, this paper regards the recognition of primary-secondary relationship as an
independent task from the discourse rhetorical structure analysis, illustrating its critical role in
discourse structure analysis. First, the paper discusses the definition of primary-secondary
relationship, how to determine the primary-secondary relationship and its importance in discourse

structure analysis. Second, the paper summarizes the research status of recognizing the primary-
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secondary relationship in discourse structure from both macro-level and micro-level, and from

three aspects, i. e. , theory system, corpus resource, computing model. Moreover, this paper

presents our several proposals targeting at the key issues in research on the primary-secondary

relationship. Last but not least, we present several directions of future work related to the primary-

secondary relationship.
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5] 7. (1) They are having a party again next
door; (2)1 couldn’t find a parking space.
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Visitors Fever 1 have ever witnessed was a few

(1) Probably the most extreme case of

minutes ago; (2) when I visited relatives in the
Midwest.

TEX A v TR /N (2) 8L /NV) (1) B
SE I I [RIHEZR, 200 S “ B8 0 &2 7, H RST 4549 4
Fl 4(b) T 7.

5] 9. (1) Peel oranges; (2) and slice crosswise;
(3) Arrange in a bowl; (4) and sprinkle with rum
and coconut; (5) Chill until ready to serve.

TEX A5 X 5 DN/ Z P8 56 R
FRIX 5 DAY BEAT . 5 A/ AT ER S A L
INELZB Rt R R, H RST 25 1 4o
B,

(3) B 451 e

Grosz FI Sidner™*" Ay i 3 2 H A BE Y
PRI B 5 03 A AN BB B R AN S5 A L 0 N B A
i B I ARG ) B AL TE AT AR R T A A
FHE 3T . 43 A 215§ 45 # (Linguistic struc-
ture) . 2= B 45 ¥ (Intentional structure) Fl£E SR &
(Attentional state).

HRHE Grosz il Sidner ¥ S =W E X, e
# 7 K] (Discourse Purpose, DP) i i & & &= K
(Discourse Segment Purpose, DSP) 73 fi# i 535, I
718t R R 2 R R L R — A R R R

WRRTER = B EZE EE X.

(4) F T JEFAMAT N I I 75 45 1 e

Li S AU AR B % AR A R R R A
SIBTWEFE B A b W T R AR R 1 B
AR LR KRS % T BN 5 X %
Fe i) i b 31 07 2 ) ) 45 G DU 52 R AR A BELOE
P TR T3 HMAE Y A G = 45 49 98 (Chinese
Discourse Structure Theory based on Connective-
driven Dependency Tree) , % B i X} 58 4 ) 5 o 4%
P L35 s 3 AL L 3% 42 1) R T 5 M L R R R
RO IAT T RGN E CFHEA.

TEHET AR A W A 0 S 45 4 b i 7 R
FoRH A 75 & B 7 (Elementary Discourse Units,
EDUs) . N #8715 5 k% 4% 1) (Connective) , i % 2 1]
AR I A B AL 2 B FR A R B B (Discourse
Units, DUs). & /n) 2Z 8] i 1o 7% 4 7 JE i i — 2%
0 B L JR A G B TE I — R 58 8 1 I B 4
PR i e 1) B T LA 3R 7R I 55 B0 2 I, AT LR OR
ot B 2 ) 02 T SO AR, — A R IR AT LA
BWA B 2 A L e AR TR
HSORE S ] g Oy T AR R B F L, R
i B AR T E R R BB S AM AR A SE 2L TR
B T By T S A R Rk i 10 g2
— DU L 85 R AR A R T B AR R R R
S5 R PR AL A O T A AR

A==l DGR FrLL
EE (*ﬂ‘ﬂﬂﬂ) Il@gﬂ

Bl 5 il 10 0 i 7 45 44 S 4 AR AT

Bl 10. a5k =4 30 k. b HD BE B A 4
FHise XM Z R TAEL S, d B2 AT
2 e fBAERARF A FL L BT R AR K R R — S B
195 2 4 fib.

5 HP R BERR T B I SRR SR AR
37 PAER Y 5 A 3 4 i) (7 2 5 3 50 3R P O i 4
i) o A R R 5% 2R+ D N 4 3D o AR R
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JIT 3 4 4 ) R Ry e B A U B R 0E 1o %
PR 25 5 R — P A 1 E T 15 B Y
TSP, 3 1R (Y )2 G b A AT DA R B A A
FEAAAS B Xof W ds B 00 AR T B T O O R A [n)
PERT DX 3 s 2 UL Y 3 UK LA L T Sk B LA
Oy T B AL AN Sk 0 ) Ry YR R AL

S AT T S R S e B Y I o AR A
ERARERMEEERRZNNENER, 5
R SCER RO R DL S T Y A G AR B
far AR v I R T A e Xk =R H AR
XANRR AR L B R TR TR R R R A KRR AR
— BB B AT 55 A et Y B AL T R AL albce
TE B B R 5 5 B A de L T Bl A9 38 1A 3 o 3 4%
T AH IR A U T O AR BRI TRk =
YA R A L A2 98 R 7 AL s d e T B AR
Rs IR B FE A, a.boc BRI IR Bk &
it B B
3.1.2 BRI

HHEGW LB E FRCRE/RBEFAZ,H
H S Y B TR A A G R 4 A T A R
(RST-DT) i f5 & [® £ (Discourse GraphBank) Z¢.
T 0T 1) s 5 T R A TR0 A X R i A /b s AL A
2 RST ARic A9 DU TR B RHE (CIPL) ML T i
B AL B DU I B2 R (CDTB).

(1) {5 T 2 A i 5 A0

1 RESER B A E RST-DT (Rhetorical Structure
Theory Discourse Treebank) ™ 52 D 16 F 45 #4 J 15
(RST) 2y HE it (9 5 555 18 A2 phy 58 [ g o ) 8 Jie I
R 2 A A T [ By 0 6 45 s 4 2002 4Ry LDC &
fi. RST-DT FriE 1 385 /R H ik iy S5, 3
KREE 31 A1) B 2124 A6 A 45, - ¥ B9 S0
458. 14 A1), BRI BOA B 176 000 A4S, AR T 1Y
EDU &%k 21789 4.

RST-DT B4 53 0 K 22 5 53 91l & EDUSs
X 43 FR 28 45 A i A . RST-DT & L5 bk
F ) EDUs, I F F 3811 F A1) 15 28 & Ok 4l By EDUSs
) 7). 4R R EDUSs il o i 25 5C R IE iU 454
BREAS I BIE 2y th T 4 R 25 NRIBFE R R IF]
BidE X R — DI OR R X IR &/ LY
JEABTE G R4 8 LCHABB T G R KR RST-DT #5
T 53 PR G R M 25 M 2L OC R 40 16 D4
) o A 2 ELA A ) A T T R

(2) f 75

Wolf Al Gibson" " A 2y 3 F 1 45 14 (1) 5 & 45

R IRAFAE — & 1Y R B S BB A 80K R i) F Z [
FIEZ PR 3O A IGO0, P A ] 42 s FH B 4544
KRS B, IS % Hobbs BRI # S T 9 2 |
(Discourse GraphBank) ©. £ 25 [&] J&£ ) 7 13 3k 1B 2
AT L AR R H R, — AR 7135 5
SCEE 1 R S A

(3) 5 % RST #ridE iy DLIE S =018 R

SRIIECU L RST BE R4R 5 A 2% 1 DUH
SRR RE RS HE AT T DUE R AR R (U 20T
8. CIPL) bR i i 22120, 58 A 97 N R I 22 918
SCEERAE RELS AR U L AR UE T S AL L R L %
a9 AL B B EE G R RN B r £ EDU 1 A% 0
PESE N

TR EIERE D UEBERECRER 124
N FF I oC R AL EFE R R KL R R AR
AR KR AT FOCRASF) AT FhDUEAE T
KR FNMETERRHAA JGHR X 73 1% KR R =
AN A% O ML, B AN fif 25 - N7 SRR R R &R
AL AR T R B B i 2 -S” RN R B R &R
i TR A T O 3 B A7 5 i - M RO iR 2 R A R
B T B AR R O T W RN A KRR
— A EALIR R TERIE R L SR BT B A
B Rk X A3 B AT B A% O R A R — A
1B T O 28 1 19 Ao 0 B X DA ) D o 2 A% 0 R A
ERS A R R A VAR G ol RS O e |
SPSS Xt 10 fa it 9 42 W 5C R b AT 1 — Ek A,
H. Kappa {H# 0. 638.

SRR FE 2 DUE R BB R R i B T
A g 21 IR L BN 1 R TR E R
TR RIS

(4) FET AR B B DU T 5 ) 2

Li 85 AU DL e AR A7 AR 1 o 55 465 4 B0 g ik
il R T DU e B 45 #4175 B (Chinese Discourse
TreeBank,CDTB). CDTB & F B Toi [n] T B 45 1 9K
W of B — B N AR e 4k i Hole R OCR AR E I I
XU JE N A #E AT ARvE. B CDTB 24 500 4~
SCRY 4k A 22 M BUE B JFE (Penn Chinese Tree-
Bank, fij ik CTB)"", A4~ BE i b 4 Ol — B3 #24K
AER AR T 2342 AN 2 (BEvg) . CDTB AR iE
A e ) R AL B R R G R
LN T VA () 71 % VA W B I A e

@ Wolf F, Gibson E, Fisher A, Knight M. Discourse Graph-
bank. Linguistic Data Consortium, Philadelphia, 2005. https://
catalog. Idc. upenn. edu/L.DC2005T08
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CDTB Hhridfs &k & 7310 4, Hp B AR
1814 4~ B oG & 5496 . R B 45 2R Kl 9
BRERERERS PO R 3555 L. 2k
£ 3755 A b R A, UL TERT 2108 A4S,
TE )G 1447 4.

RST-DT 1 CDTB &5 HALL (0 F I E T
P8 5 1 N ) o A7 A — 2 1 DXL LA i X5 A
(D FEFREA RS & 847 % X L, RST-DT of DS J6 15
H 1 0), CDTB By R A B 50— A br s VE A bR
A — BN F BT R B, B (2) 7R %
R Ry HE | RST-DT & A % 8% #:17 ; CDTB &
2 PDTB X 2 2 1) (1 &b 3 77 5K o 8 3 B2 18] 7F by 1 35

B AL (3) fER W X R L 1, RST-DT
% BB RER R A2 52 X CDTB DK 56 2 734 42
WX AT AT — KRR 02 (D eSS
8 1 CDTB Il RST-DT ¥ A] #4) @ 5% 4% 1) i 75 45
FAR s (5) 7R 3 5L B IX 4y |, RST-DT 7E & &
K F A X B A B A0 R TR 1 T R
CDTB R4 4 Jo 2 X 43 R 8 F 17— Fp e R 1
PR o B LA 2 VR T RE IR AS A [R] L 49 U 22 T e e
7%%7 ...... ”ﬂ]“j’{] ...... ﬁﬁ[)/{ ...... ”%Ig%%;é}%,
fEJES Z FF L eeeee piidis i REERIE 1) T 58, 9 R I i
SR e IT LA e e "I B R 45 R 5. RST-DT Al
CDTB B B A XF LS Sl s sk 1 iR,

% 1 RST-DT 5 CDTB gy xtEk

B3] RST-DT CDTB
A 5 SRR FAL A RRA - AREL T FHLATE Y. A RFARAEEA T4
M i) WA % 1 i ) BRIk o B 2 7 A5 A o )
MR U4 U U IR HEAT A FEL 32 0 0 R0 6 A o 0 0 WL 38006 R AR L 1 i B
gy T L 5 e R AT L 5 e R R 5 T
ERKR 115 B 6 2 2 e i 4 R DR 5 0 R I
3.1.3 IHEER AP0 A o 7 S0 T Il R R TR A AR

TE LR PTE R R IR b A X B RO R AR
RIS 3 B4 P A0S T 45 A 0 55 B (RST-DT)
FIHE T 34 5 MOAF 4 A DUTE R S0 5 (CDTB) |, X
S RN AE X AN TR R B AR T T RO Y G B R

(1) 5T RST-DT 55 & F WK R HE A

T T A5 A BRI A A ST IO £ RO
RCOBL- DR UREERR ZERTR) .,
IS SR e B E IR R R R RIE I, F L TP AE
FETE TE S5 40 T 2 A0 P A JE 4 A v, SR T L B
AW I AR T BRI REN— DL
WEFERT G M4 HAE N i 558 R 45 A 20 A i) — 1
BB PR AR TE R A A 2 X S SR TR

FET RST-DT 195 58 45449 43 #r 32 2 A 46 W 4>
TALSS I3 i 2 B A = AL EDUs 1981 4> Fis
TG AR A

EDUs(Elementary Discourse Units, & 4% 55 &
B X 53 AT 55 F2 R T B SCAR AT IE AR YT E
LB 5T 45 £ Soricut I Marcu™ 3R Fi M 56455 71 45
B B KA SR AR T FIAH I 18 B0 80 S B3 1k AT SCAR )
g3 AT FR S SPADE, 7 A5 A1) A 4 3R 15
T 84. 7% 1y F1 tEfE. Tofiloski 28 A% H] F /) i A
WL SRR XT 64T EDUS (%43 %, 76 @ sh /A ik 1
B8 T 84% 4 F1 PERE. Hernault 2 AP ¥ EDUSs

A A IR AR ERAE L R ] CRF BT EUAS T 94 % /)
F1 tgg. H RT3 F RST-DT (% EDUs %l 40T %
ALY =W/ A el 5] N

1 s 355 245 4 26 B TG 1 8 U AS 2 B AL Soricut
M Marcu™ #£ SPADE 53 v, Il F o 2 #0380 35 A
BHEAT ) F R G R A5 4 B H FLPE RE A #
49.0%, B X Z N F1 PERE R 30. 9%. Hernault
G T 5T SVM 5 5 45 4 4 Hr 4% HIL-
DAL 2 43 #r i XF i 55 500 Y1) 43 A OG & i 18
SVM il %k T 432 4% R FH ST AR By B ] E /0 5 a4y
HERS LS SR EE R U Y FL(E R 47, 3%.
LeThanh &8 A PSAE 4] 7 2 51, R FH )35 5 BRI ZR
F AT B U TS5 s 7R U K A AR
AT E BRI Z5 0 {5 B Rl A B4 R R (Beam
Search) Bk v, DT FEAIK T 4 72 4540 A2 i 8 R =8
i), H F1 PERE N 53. 7%, ER KR IMH F1 PEGE>
47.1%. Duverle 2 A% F] Fi AL | 45 ¥4 1k % 43 1 /)
DA RRAE AT RS T AE A A BT B T 48. 10011 F1
P BE. Feng fl Hirst™® 78 HILDA B9 3 al b . 3 m
TS FRE, LR AR FL M AR
55. 8704, Joty 45 N AE A ATT A A7) DY R B 25 A4 4y
Bt g AR RE L 43 50 N ) P R e Ta) A B
A CRF LAY, g £ f) 5 2050 F i 2 00 19 53 B 4%
i FH ) F GO0 BT S i 0 CKY 3835 Ak )
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Al R LS R, 45 I B M RE F1OR
55.71%. Ji Fl Eisenstein™®! % 2 1§ B 2% 3] (Deep
Learning) (4 75 , >R I £ P 722 48 3R T 4 ik % 1k
B 5 8] i A7 % B2, (45 32 06 &R A
# 71.13%.

TEWE 5 T Soricut 4 A, LeThanh & A | Her-
nault 2 NI Joty S8 N5 & R R M58 TAR
J& - REAS ¢ B 55 32 KOG &R WU 5 0 B 45 2R
HA R SCHE AT A AH SCWF I LR A 2 PR, X
FEor UL TR RO RPN Z T A A A i)
HEE

®2 ETRST-DTHREEERX RN %R

ik i T E R i B 45 K M AR
W%/ % B/ % FHE/% FAE/ %
Soricut #1 Marcu 54.0 21.6 30.9 49.0
LeThanh % A 47. 8 46. 4 47.1 53.7
Hernault 25 A 61.9 58.3 60. 0 47.3
Joty % A — — 68. 4 55.7

(2) 5T CDTB i & F WK R B

AEN T 96 SO B 458 43 B 78 RST-DT Ck A T
2002 4F) B A C TAE . DUB R B A EIR KA
O3 BRI 28 T 86 (R AR 0 e . G DRI 2 L B 1Y UG
B TERE U R AL AR A M T S R R R R
WHTSC 3. 1. 2 B prik s AR WA 4 RST bR g L
T BB B E & A T 2008 4, Li 48 KL 10 AR ATF
B B AR PR A AT T 2014 AF 3K PR S 1 RHZE X O
) EXR KR IAT T AR IF B HAEMUA CDTB B
PSR =R R R T

Li®“7£ CDTB i RHE B & T — A A K Lk
DL B S5 A A & %0 B A4 AR A L
Feial R 5 o 25 B R B 00 R 1HUN RN R R 32
YRR ) A5 0 A e 2 it — > S0 3 1 e B A R L
b TR ) FE bR A AR R B3RS 95 1%/ F1 Ok
A, AR AR F1PERE N 69. 3% el &=L &R
PHRIE F1 PEBE P S 32.4% 35 25 77. 3% . f#
YL 51. 826, F w5 LN AE B s 14 A A B
AR E g F1 PERE R 46.4%. Chu 28 ASYF A 1
N SCHRRAE | ] iR P R AR R IR 6 R AE S R AT TS
o B RO R I AT B R A0 R 0 AE
JE X 3 PR E R R IR GIPERE F1(H
3k 51.58%.53.59% .54. 64 %.
3.2 BEEMNERXZR
3.2.1 MR

AT WA B T B o B AR R AR S5 ) 5 R
il TR S B A O AN TR I R 1 e P e AN T

O IES TR By i s % i e 3 s A DS 1]
R JETT o TN 12 I8 J2 T 1) s 55 Ao HE 82 D) 3l o]
ERWN S IN I AN IR/ H (1 TR D E £ R AR v D

K6 & — DR E g5 (3 van
Dijk 78 1988 4£ 35O iZ 450 th A3 T 4> 2 4R
7 R (Summary) 1 18 (Story) , & iR A & br il
(Headline) Fl 515 (Lead) 1 4~ 43 1M 41t 3 £, 45 1%
£ (Situation) 5 ¥ (Comments) B %843 » 338 1
— BTN )2 GO R R AR AL A T R
T EG K. Horp bR R T 1 S e A SR G 3 A,
18 FOR RO IE B TR A R (R E A58 5
RS SN PRI E B MBS
A

News Report

Summary Story
Headline Lead  Situation Comments
Episode Background Verbal Conclusions
/\ Reac‘tlons l
Pl;\/Iam Consequences  Context ~ History Expectations Evaluations
vents Y, |
Circumstances Previous

Events

Pl 6 BT I P U S5 (i A van Dijk £ 1988 (3837

AR TR] A8 44 3 F A A [\] Y 3 58 Jr =0, BN []
it e L R AR R R A AU R WAl
Hoey " 4 faj 3 452 202 SO “ M9 LR 3 06 R 9 4l
B R R RS R E BT S R R O, &R
RRE R R g R & FREIE R T & A
FiE 0y AL R R L G5 0 RS R AR X S 2
i 5% 20 A A S ] — 400 R 7 S ] 7 DA R 8 ST 1
E RS N R NN N NN = n v s R LIPS
fift Yo 45 3 (Problem-Response Pattern)” ., “# [a]-[A]
Z LR (Question-Answer Pattern)” . “ Eik-f F 7k
#i3 (Claim-Counterclaim Pattern)” Fl “ — f%-4¢ 5k
#i3 (General-Particular Pattern)” 25567 7(a)
A 7Cb) I3 0 Fe7m 1 i) RE-fife phe A 07 0 32 5K F
F kB i AR

) R R B X — R AL AR 4 ARy A 2
“I% & (Situation)”, “[A] # (Problem)” ., “ f# B Jp 1
(Response) ” fil“$F Al (Evaluation)”, 2w “ [a] 517 Fl
AR IPE T S A B TR A R A T A R
3 s BT B G2 BN SR A X A TR I 2k B PEAN S
A A PE AR AN T 2 AR OR UL W] e AR AR
T B PR R kS B R AR A — i e
3t (Situation) ™ * FE 5K (Claim) "1 )2 F 5k (DeniaD)
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5

Situation(optional )

Aspect of Situation Requiring a Response(i.e.
Problem)

Situation

Claim

Affirm

Reason for Claim

Response
or Denial or Negative Evaluation of Reason for
/ or. Claim Affirm
Positive Positive Positi S
S ositive Result/ R ;
. ! - eason for Denial
Evaluation Result Evaluation combined
in a single statement i
(optional ) L Correction
Basis Positive evaluation l
(optional ) (optional ) Reason for Correction

(a) 1R

(b) k- R FKAK

7 ] i phe A ORI 32 - RS

ZRARA R I A R R S FE R R IR Y
A0 T EE 53 5 T A 0 AN I 0 45 TR . NS
AR R A o AN () 8 s 5 2 ey A ) 7 3 5 0
YREEFR 4314 1 o B 32 RO &R 1 A L 7 225 K )
Tt B A 10 45 ) A L

T B WL T OO R ST Y A G BHOE 2 B AL 4G
Martin F1 Rose B8 37 FLIE Al van Dijk (1) 22 W 25
Fa PRI

(D & FE A

Martin fil Rosel™ 4 Halliday"**?*) o i 15 1k #
W AR AR CRE BB B A e b 3
i B BT Z T AR TR R R Bk A —
4] (Topic sentence)” . M A EF , X4 F
)R] DL AR A B v JE i A, B 347 (Hyper
Theme)”, 17 #8 3 A7 7 17] 38 A “ % W F A (Macro
Theme)”, B J2& 8 15 )2 R B FE A7 C1) 40 22 A A D
T ENLZ FIR T DLEHETT 2 0 2 R 2 W
a5 45 09 B 55D . 8 32050 A 08 A7, B 250 A1 B2
1) 205 B RETE Bh s M 2 R Rl ) H % R
I = 4 I S AN O i< B S VA = a v s N O o =
KB T E R (Hyper New)” i 07 i H 5
14 BT A5 B HE — 0 i R L UE W RN R R BB 15 B 4%
Bryg N A — Ak L e AR E R
W — )2 M AR W FE - W HT (B (Macro
New)”.

Martin fll Rose 8 Halliday (19 “ 3 fi-# 5 87
SRR B 52 b B mUBOTR =X A 2 R
RER VAR IS i X Ay F TR PSPV a9 Ve X A
TR WUB R B 4 .

(2) WA B

Tl B 5 A5 M B ) van Dijktt R
WK F G M R T 10U 25 4 5 2 485 4 1) J2 TR 6

Z SOULZE A 2 T 5 R B — A R0 1 PR R A 6 A
AN RS 1 2 (] B 2 A L R B R T Y
VB R) 22 1) A T S35 BT 5 T 2 WL 5 R o B i = IR R
oy B T T ) R Dk 4% RS A L i
SCHE B L L 2 0T e 0 1A 4% 0 73 22 ) ) S B

ZLAE A B A L B A E SR B P
JZE W < BIOVL 254 32 BRI WL ) 3 B3 GOV 25 44 i B
P8 LAk SO P 7 BT 5P A e R A T AR
I8 B i AR S22 ) AR L AR B — A I S S —
PR, 2 W45 R 3% BT 48 S B e B B R AR A i
SCEEH R iy TR R 45 IF 2 200 i TR IS
— YRR AR LA TR a2 TR0 B A % L B A
FE A J80RE I T B 2 R

Joei B 5 W5 R LA AR R R PR B 4 AL T
B4 I 14 75 LS R AR el A TR R U BT 4
A PR T P AT A A RS2 OB S LA R A
TV 25 4 3 75 L5 A i — A 108 P 3 2 1 4 i
Pl 8 25t T e B 2 WA 4 43 AT 1) — A~ e AR

M,
1
1 1
M M M
AN |
7N I
7N |
’ ! N |
|
Z2 -2 -2
M M N{*
RN //]I |
4 \ 4 |
/ N | |
o}
/]\/I\l\
P, P, P,

I SR
TER B R A T, Py o Py Py oo RN EIRZ
WA HTT T M) R — BT, s e %
ARJEU AR j R % WL ITAE 2 = Y. 7E
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EXAZRER T EIRE G TR R ICR N A
b JE BT S5 R AT SCHR 2 R R — )2
JUHY LA i RELZH RS o AR 2 DR 2 2 3 4% =
i B AOLH) EEAF R LB E— R R EROL. R R
BJE M IE A2 )2 O B 5 R LA U AE
BARENSHE EEA -S4 g s
AT T A A IR A4 X TR R B L e
J2 B i R K 11 A o 1 R LT S A
van Dijk 4t 7 4 472 000 U A fift e b OuL 25
) 1) 5 WL 235 ) 3 110 [ 0. (1) UMD o 00 ) ) o 4
A SRR G B AL R A R (2) MR
FEIU. I S — AR B B (P 1 T 33 11 LN 2
BT — R AL (PO o IR AR P65 7
Py (3) BEARHLIN. FT s — S BES VE i RS AR
FLAR B R R O E S s () IR = 1F
HE T IR — A WA 5 B R % 2 AR 2R
e L BT R B . L v ) 53k L ) D 3 % L ) A S B
Hh BB R AT S R O A AP A R T R R Y
T AT U I B A A RO Y. T A
) R0 U1 S D D) R M 358 B O Y ) 7 U
WA AFAE  BOR O T8 SO SRR B L A
REAR T L Ur RO 45 2R 32X 4 2% 2% WAL I 9 71 Xk A A

3.2.2 R UR AT AR A
EHINEE R P DT SV E VD ERC T
TERL % T A A N A R Y B S

4 7F7E (o) 75 F0 A 53 R B

i 1 e RO RS BUIR 89 20 AL wT LK
B T SRR A BRI A o0 A o AR T B AR G
HhC A A R T SRS B I U S A T A
WA H T2 4w SGE R N AR 2
[ {8 K Bk, AR T S H R AE SOV A 5 LI AR
HEAE WS o FL 1 AR AT B T HE RO AN 2 LAY 32 056 &R
BAVE—DRARMBFTERT G 98 b B 1Y A
JESR T WO T RS 2R A% WL T U 56 A% A A ARG« 7
75 W BRI WA A RO HE 2R 271 W e 3 3 oML &%
Fy 8 20 HE 7E R TT 5 TR0 ZS M BT RN 2t 2
RSB F B R AR 55 0. DR OR BOUL A
WL TR R AR A R — B IR L T INAT S
45 H AT S BT K

B FE WK R TAE R E BRI R

TR A AR A X = Ay T AT A e A
WEFE 43 BT - FRATT A 45 i &5 O R SR o B Al
AEAE 1 [0 L, -1 3 AH I 09 BIF 5 SR gk

(D HIE R R T H

JRE 1975 4 AE Grimes AR P C S8R E T
T TR 4 OC R MR B BROTAFAE BIRZ 8 Z I Wt
FEH S OUL A BE G TS5 R B WA A R AL
BLINR = U R A LG (15 R S S W < B 7
FERMR R SO AN A BE (R B R O R 1
FUASTR] < BOWL A B 32 WK 45 e 1 0 i A5 /) 1 P R
T B RE R Z AR BB T OC R HOM I 1 “ 4% 0
TR WA 5 10 2% 0 # 3 ROC & & T T B
7 (] BT ) 0 32 RN IR EEOC F . R UG RO A s 0
FWR )2 ORI T VR E A — o 1 25 R

FUOWL AN 25 W 32K 56 2R 1Y e AN TR 0 R AN
[Fi) P S M. GO0 )22 T /) F () A K R LA R L A
B AN BN [E] 1Y OC &R L AT DA S48 T 4 1 1R
VO I T 3% A AR 1 o B 5 A R R A7 40 BT R
W 5 7 W J2 1 B ] 1Y) 32 58 00 R AR ) IR 4
B AE R, I T B R ) EE T R A 06 R D A
5 S5 T R SR IE, T DLSS G T R LA b S R
W I A R AR 38 303 A ) XL R AT 0 o
S548 3 B A O R ARG AE.

TE ) 28 T B RO R I W6 R Y 3 A 3
SN T IR FEAR Sy A D 0 A0 4 ey S0 SR
P i 0] 2 A S Y e T AL BE RS AR AR BT TE L R )2
M ELENAREEL RS B KRB 25
W48 ) 2 1 o B B AL AE AT G Jr 0 Dt D[] B e
SeaXMERRAE.

X RO R 25 8 3 IR R AR B AR A A A TR
W5 #6) PRI B RESS 8 BRI SE , AT LLH 98— SO0
MEMGE— 1 = EWR R RS AR NIRRT
AR Z T A5 A 1 T Xk R R = 1 2 IR
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component attached to the analysis of rhetorical structure.

Generally speaking, there exist two hierarchical levels of
primary-secondary relationship: micro level and macro level.
Most popular discourse-related theories are developed at the
micro level, such as rhetorical structure theory, discourse
purpose theory, and connective-drive dependency tree theory,
etc. As a result, there exist several corpora annotated under
the guide of those theories. On the contrast, very few theories
are proposed at the macro level.

In this paper, we explore to recognize the primary-
secondary relationship which plays a critical role in discourse
structure analysis. Specifically, in contrast to existing work,
we view it as an independent task from the discourse rhetorical
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of discourse primary-secondary relationship analysis through
discussing the key issues and challenges in discourse analysis,
and presenting our resolutions as well as future work.
Discourse primary-secondary relationship analysis not
only is helpful in understanding the discourse center themes,
discourse structure and semantics, but also provides strong
support for deep applications in natural language processing,
such as summarization, topic extraction, question answering,
etc.
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