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Recent years have witnessed a flurry of research on questions from various theoretical perspectives. 
This trend coincides with a renewed interest in dialogue and interaction, where questions play a pivotal 
role. Indeed, questions have a significant impact on conversation. In Conversational Analysis, questions 
are viewed as a turn-taking trigger (Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson 1974) that shapes the organisation 
of social interaction. Question-answer relations are represented through adjacency pairs which 
structurally involve utterances that are produced by at least two speech participants (Schegloff 2007). 
Questions are used to request information or confirmation, and also to initiate repair. The study of 
questions in conversation suggests that interaction is biased towards cooperative responses (Stivers 
2010). In formal semantics, it has been proposed to conceive of dialogue as a gameboard (Ginzburg 
2012) or as a Table (Farkas 2020) where questions under discussion, i.e. unresolved issues, are 
processed. Once a question is answered, issues that awaited resolution are removed from the Table 
and propositions can be part of the common ground. The addressee's reactions are crucial to evaluate 
both the acceptance of the speaker's assertions and the nature of the update induced by the speaker's 
questions. An important pragmatic assumption is that the speaker ignores the answer and that the 
addressee knows it. When questions are used in contexts that diverge from this default assumption, 
they are considered to be non-canonical.  
 
While non-canonical questions are well documented, questions in monologic discourse have not been 
explored in connection with the discursive environment and the genre they belong to. Because the 
context suspends the speaker's ignorance assumption, some semanticists have analysed such 
questions as self-addressed questions. But the status of the addressee is unclear and it has been 
referred to as a « second virtual » speaker (Grésillon and Lebrave 1984). According to Farkas (2020), in 
the case of a question that is part of a speech given on television, the addressee is the television 
audience even if the question is analysed as self-addressed. According to Eckardt & Disselkamp (2019), 
however, the audience is regarded as bystanders while the addressee coincides with the speaker: 
 

(1) How does a solar eclipse arise ? (Eckardt and Disselkamp 2019) 
 
The aim of the workshop is to revisit such questions from various perspectives. The goal of 
communication may not be limited to face to face information exchange. The workshop will focus on 
questions in communication settings where they cannot be answered  face to face by an addressee. 
How commitments can be synchronised when the range of addressees and / or mediated 
communication restrict the possibility of response is an open question. This raises issues concerning 
the definition of questions, as most recent approaches tend to characterise questions from a dialogic 
perspective, and their discursive function.  
 
What is the status of questions that are not intended to be answered by an addressee? As the speaker 
keeps the turn, how can the addressee's information state be evaluated and anticipated by the 
speaker? The speaker being the source of information, commitments may be predicted to be 
independent (Gunlogson (2008); Bhadra (2020)). 
 
Can monologic discourse be defined as a genre on the basis of the lack of interaction? To what extent 
is dialogism simulated by questions in monologic discourse (Bakhtine 1984)? Does monologic discourse 
favour certain question types (polar questions, constituent questions, embedded questions, sluices) 



and certain discursive relations between questions and their responses? Do  monologic questions have 
a « textual » function in terms of the topic-comment organization and the textual progression 
(Grésillon and Lebrave 1984) ? 
 
One of the goals of the workshop is to foster dialogue between linguists who have carried out 
annotation from a discourse coherence perspective and those who have annotated questions from a 
dialogic perspective. It is believed that the study of questions can benefit from the insights of each 
perspective. Coherence based models (such as Segmented Discourse Representation Theory, see 
(Muller et al. 2012) or Penn Discourse TreeBank, see Prasad et al. (2017), Prasad et al. (2019)) originally 
intended for narrative text can accommodate questions. For instance, the corpus STAC, a corpus of 
dialogues, annotates QA pairs in the SDRT framework (Asher et al. 2016). And in the third version of 
the PDTB, questions answered by the writter are annotated as hypophora (Webber et al. 2019), 
similarly to the annotation of TED Talks transcripts in the TED-MDB (Zeyrek et al. 2019) and in the 
CRPC-DB (Mendes et al. 2020). Vice versa, how questions are annotated in QUD based models (see 
Westera et al. (2020); Westera & Rohde (2019); Riester et al. (2018)) in terms of information-structure 
(focus vs. topic) and in terms of relevance, may uncover their discursive contribution. 
 
References 
Asher, Nicholas, Julie Hunter, Mathieu Morey, Benamara Farah, and Stergos Afantenos. 2016. 

Discourse Structure and Dialogue Acts in Multiparty Dialogue: the STAC Corpus. Proceedings of 
the Tenth International Conference on Language Resources and Evaluation LREC’16, 2721–2727. 
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/L16-1432 

Bakhtine, Mikhail. 1984. ‘Les Genres Du Discours’. In Esthétique de La Création Verbale. Paris: 
Gallimard. 

Bhadra, Diti. 2020. ‘The Semantics of Evidentials in Questions’. Journal of Semantics 37 (3): 367–423. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/jos/ffaa003. 

Eckardt, Regine, and Gisela Disselkamp. 2019. ‘Self-Addressed Questions and Indexicality — The Case 
of Korean’. In Proceedings of Sinn Und Bedeutung, edited by M. Teresa Espinal, Elena Castroviejo, 
Manuel Leonetti, Louise McNally, and Cristina Real-Puigdollers, 23:383–98. Universitat Autonoma 
de Barcelona: Proceedings of Sinn und Bedeutung. 
https://doi.org/10.18148/SUB/2019.V23I1.539. 

Farkas, Donka F. 2020. ‘Canonical and Non Canonical Questions’. UCSC/UCLA, Princeton. 
Ginzburg, Jonathan. 2012. The Interactive Stance: Meaning for Conversation. Oxford ; New York: 

Oxford University Press. 
Grésillon, Almuth, and Jean-Louis Lebrave. 1984. Qui interroge qui et pourquoi? In La langue au ras du 

texte. Presses Universitaires de Lille. 
Gunlogson, Christine. 2008. ‘A Question of Commitment’. Belgian Journal of Linguistics 22 (December): 

101–36. https://doi.org/10.1075/bjl.22.06gun. 
Mendes, Amália, Pierre Lejeune and Carolina Nunes. 2020. Perguntas-respostas em textos escritos: 

uma análise no âmbito das relações discursivas. Revista da Associação Portuguesa de Linguística 
7: 226-241. https://doi.org/10.26334/2183-9077/rapln7ano2020a14 

Muller, Philippe, Marianne Vergez-Couret, Laurent Prévot, Nicholas Asher, Farah Benamara, Myriam 
Bras, Anne Le Draoulec, and Laure Vieu. 2012. ‘Manuel d’annotation En Relations de Discours Du 
Projet ANNODIS’. Rapports internes du CLLE-ERSS 21. Carnets de Grammaire. Toulouse: Université 
de Toulouse-Le Mirail. 

Prasad, Rashmi, Bonnie Webber, and Aravind Joshi. 2017. ‘The Penn Discourse Treebank: An 
Annotated Corpus of Discourse Relations’. In Handbook of Linguistic Annotation, edited by Nancy 
Ide and James Pustejovsky, 1197–1217. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-024-0881-2_45. 

Prasad, Rashmi, Webber, Bonnie, Lee, Alan, and Joshi, Aravind. 2019. ‘Penn Discourse Treebank 
Version 3.0’. Linguistic Data Consortium. https://doi.org/10.35111/QEBF-GK47. 

https://doi.org/10.26334/2183-9077/rapln7ano2020a14


Riester, Arndt, Lisa Brunetti, and Kordula De Kuthy. 2018. ‘Chapter 14. Annotation Guidelines for 
Questions under Discussion and Information Structure’. In Studies in Language Companion Series, 
edited by Evangelia Adamou, Katharina Haude, and Martine Vanhove, 199:403–44. Amsterdam: 
John Benjamins Publishing Company. https://doi.org/10.1075/slcs.199.14rie. 

Sacks, Harvey, Emanuel A. Schegloff, and Gail Jefferson. 1974. ‘A Simplest Systematics for the 
Organization of Turn-Taking for Conversation’. Language 50 (4): 696. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/412243. 

Schegloff, Emanuel A. 2007. Sequence Organization in Interaction: A Primer in Conversation Analysis. 
Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Stivers, Tanya. 2010. ‘An Overview of the Question–Response System in American English 
Conversation’. Journal of Pragmatics 42 (10): 2772–81. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2010.04.011. 

Webber, Bonnie, Rashmi Prasad, Alan Lee, and Aravind Joshi. 2019. The Penn Discourse Treebank 3.0 
annotation manual.  

Westera, Matthijs, Laia Mayol, and Hannah Rohde. 2020. ‘TED-Q: TED Talks and the Questions They 
Evoke’. In Proceedings of the 12th Language Resources and Evaluation Conference, edited by N 
Calzolari, F Béchet, P Blache, K Choukri, C Cieri, T Declerck, S Goggi, et al., 1118–27. Marseille: ACL 
Association for Computational Linguistics. 

Westera, Matthijs, and Hannah Rohde. 2019. ‘Asking between the Lines: Elicitation of Evoked 
Questions in Text’. In Proceedings of the Amsterdam Colloquium, 10. 
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