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The Rhapsodie project aims at annotating and exploiting a corpus of 33000 words of Spoken 

French with the aim of modeling the interface between syntax and prosody and of identifying 

the existing correlations between prosodic and syntactic boundaries.  

 

One of the basic tenets of the Rhapsodie approach concerns the modularity of the annotation. 

The syntactic and the prosodic annotations are conducted separately by two different teams. 

This approach aims at providing an independent characterization of each of the two levels of 

analysis to be studied at their interface.  

 

For the prosodic annotation, we have chosen to provide a complete annotation of acoustic 

prominences. This has led to the identification of three degrees of prosodic boundaries 

(rhythmic, intonational and periodic boundaries), as well as to tonal annotation and 

disfluencies annotation. We have developed a specific methodology presented in Obin et al. 

(2011) for the manual annotation of syllabic prominences and disfluencies. The semi-automatic 

detection of prosodic boundaries of different ranks is based on the work of Lacheret and 

Victorri (2002), Avanzi et al. (2008). The automatic tonal annotation has been conducted by P. 

Mertens with the Prosogram software.  

 

For the syntactic annotation, we have chosen to provide a complete morphosyntactic tagging 

of the corpus and to annotate the dependency relations between words. The syntactic models 

adopted for treating our corpus have often needed to be readapted and extended. In particular, 

we have found that the annotation of the dependencies between words is not enough to 

account for the whole of connections between speech units characterizing spoken texts and 

permitting to identify (presumably prosodically marked) syntactic units.  

 

We have therefore extended our syntactic annotation in two directions.  

 

On the one hand we have provided a systematic annotation of all listing phenomena in the 

corpus. Building on Blanche-Benveniste (1990) we claim that all cases of multiple realization of 

the same structural position constitute a list: coordinations, repetitions, disfluencies, etc. 

(Gerdes and Kahane 2009, Kahane 2011, Bonvino et al 2009). We have annotated all lists and 

tagged them as for their semantic function (e.g., addition, approximation, hesitation, etc.)  

 

On the other hand we have included a level of macrosyntactic annotation in our corpus. For the 

annotation of this level we have borrowed and refined the apparatus of units defined in the 

macrosyntactic theories elaborated at Aix-en-Provence (Blanche-Benveniste et al. 1990), at 

Fribourg (Berrendonner 1990) and at Florence (Cresti 2000) (Benzitoun et al. 2010, Duffort et 

al. 2010). We have segmented the corpus in macrosyntactic major and minor units: the 

illocutionary units and their components (noyau, pre-noyau, postnoyau, that we suggest to 

translate as nucleus, pre-nucleus, post-nucleus). Our annotation schema has allowed us to 

provide at the same time a segmentation and an indirect tagging of the linear position and 

pragmatic function of macrosyntactic units.  

 

The first studies conducted at the interface between the syntactic and the prosodic annotation 



have made clear that both lists and macrosyntactic units are prosodically marked by prosodic 

boundaries (Lacheret et al. 2011).  

 

In a sense, the annotation of our corpus is not so distant from the annotation of the Spoken 

Italian corpus Lablita (Cresti and Moneglia 2005) and the Spoken Brazilian Portuguese Corpus 

C-Oral Brazil (Mello and Raso 2009). These corpora, treated within the frame of the Language 

in Act Theory (Cresti 2000) include a thorough annotation and tagging of the prosodic and the 

macrosyntactic structure.  

 

Two facts, though, distinguish the Rhapsodie experience from the Lablita and the C-Oral Rom 

Brazil experiences.  

 

First of all, the annotation of the Rhapsodie corpus is based on a genuine syntactic rather than 

a pragmatic interest. This different perspective has led us to highlight the role played by lists 

(defined as syntactic objects) in spoken languages, which is quite neglected in the Lablita and 

C-Oral Rom Brazil experiences. On the other hand, our corpus is not endowed with the rich 

pragmatic tag set developed for the Italian and Brazilian corpus.  

 

Secondly, the modularity of the annotation led us to develop an independent annotation for the 

two levels of analysis and to study the prosodic/syntactic interface only at the exploitation 

stage. This approach is quite different from the Lablita and the C-Oral Rom Brazil approaches 

which identify macrosyntactic units through a preliminary analysis of prosodic units.  

 

The present work aims at precisely identifying (and accounting for) the similarities and the 

differences between the pragmatic/prosodic approach and the modular syntactic prosodic 

approach to spoken corpus annotation.  

 

We have applied our annotation schema to two small samples of the Lablita and the Rhapsodie 

Corpus which had been previously annotated with the Lablita schema (Cresti et al. 2011a, 

Cresti et al. 2011b).  

 

On the one hand, we have observed an interesting overlapping between the segmentations 

provided by the two approaches, which prove the robustness of both of them.  

 

On the other hand, we have observed some differences and some inconsistencies in one and 

the other annotation that can be overcome by using the criteria adopted within the other 

framework.  

 

As a result of our analysis, we expect to provide a precise evaluation of the two annotation 

systems and to indicate whether and to what extent the two approaches can be integrated for 

a richer and finer annotation of spoken languages.  
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