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The paper proposes an approach for the integration of logical document
structure information into an anaphora resolution system. The approach is
based on previous work from the project A2 “Sekimo” on the integration
of heterogeneous linguistic resources and attempts to close the gap between
application domains of anaphora resolution [Machine Translation, Summa-
rization, Text Mining; e.g. Steinberger et al., 2007, Boguraev and Kennedy,
1999] and the text size that most anaphora resolution systems focus on. The-
se are mostly short dialogues or texts whereas the application domains focus
not only on short texts but - especially in case of summarization - on long
texts, too. For long texts, however, special attention has to be paid to the de-
tection of antecedent candidates. In general, an anaphora resolution system
can be subdivided into different steps: (1) detection of anaphoric discour-
se entities, (2) creation of an antecedent candidate list for each anaphoric
discourse entity, (3) filtering the candidate list according to agreement and
selectional restrictions, and (4) detection of the most likely candidate. The
present paper focuses on the second step, i.e. on the creation of suitable can-
didate lists. Two different approaches exist for the creation of a candidate
list: linear models and hierarchical models.
On the one hand, linear models define the search windows for antecedent
candidates in terms of linear distance, i.e. in terms of tokens, markables, sen-
tences, paragraphs and the like [e.g. Soon et al., 2001, Yang et al., 2004]. On
the other hand, hierarchical models describe referential accessibility and re-
ferential distance in terms of hierarchical discourse structure [Polanyi, 1988,
Cristea et al., 1998, 2000, Chiarcos and Krasavina, 2005]. Whereas hierar-
chical approaches that use rhetorical discourse structure information [e.g.
RST, Mann and Thompson, 1988] lead to good results regarding the predic-
tion of referential accessibility, a caveat to the use of discourse structure is
the difficulty to create annotated data. Although discourse parsers exist, the
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creation of annotated data is a time-consuming task [Carlson et al., 2003].
Therefore, we argue for an alternative to discourse structure: logical docu-
ment structure. Logical document structure describes the structure of texts
in terms of chapters, sections, paragraphs, lists, and the like and it is availa-
ble either in terms of document markup (e.g. DocBook, LaTeX, HTML) or
can be extracted from formatted texts (e.g. pdf files). Power et al. [2003] de-
scribe (logical) document structure to realise rhetorical structure1. Thus, we
assume logical document structure to give valuable cues for the detection of
antecedent candidates in two ways: Logical document structure might have
either (a) a direct influence on the discourse entities (or antecedent life span)
or (b) an influence on the search window, e.g. in terms of different window
sizes according to the NP type of the anaphor [Goecke and Witt, 2006].
Whereas for short texts linear models lead to good results, hierarchical mo-
dels are needed in order to find antecedent candidates in long texts. Corpus
investigation on a set of scientific an newspaper articles shows that only
about 50% of the anaphoric elements find their antecedent within a fixed
search window of 15 markables. However, it is not possible to create candi-
date lists by simply enlarging the search window, as the size of the candidate
lists influences subsequent steps of the resolution process: The bigger the can-
didate list the higher the probability to choose a false candidate instead of
the correct one. Therefore, we have to answer two restrictions when crea-
ting the candidate list. First, the candidate list should include the correct
antecedent and, second, the candidate list should be as small as possible.
The full paper describes the interrelationship of logical document structure
and discourse structure in detail and presents results of a corpus study that
investigates the impact of logical document structure for referential accessi-
bility.
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