Strategic Dialogue Assessment: The Crooked Path to Innocence
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Did you ever falsifty any incident reports
regarding in-flight safety?

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

To my knowledge, there was a case where
my colleague corrected one such report.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

. The response is non-cooperative but beneficial. Because the
. cooperative principles cannot be reliably assumed. While her denial is
: beneficial, 1t also introduces ambiguity. This 1s a beneficial move

- with a trade-off in clarity and relevance.

= Because the response 1s evasive and the lack of direct
GPT-40 | ‘answer raises suspicion, making it detrimental.

Models understand (non-)cooperativity via a Gricean lens, but does not
recognize the strategic value the language carries

SDA: STRATEGIC DIALOGUE ASSESSMENT

WHAT IS “STRATEGIC”?

BUT...HOW UTTERANCES SYSTEMATICALLY CONTRIBUTE
TO GOALS?

Central 1ssue: Whether police interrogation 1s coercive
Prosecutor: It’s mot coercive but routine
Expert: It’s coercive so the detendant’s statements are not reliable
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[ .] The questions were very directly specifying what the
answers should be.

xr >

No. I talked with him for the length of time it took to
produce the transcript here.

In order to answer your question, first I need to break the
interrogation down [...] so that I can cut out parts of it
and focus on a particular part.
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Not relevant to the QUD

Observation

Beneficial
_____________________________ ,
o —'E What content they convey i Detrimental
+ Interpretable E— Neutral
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Frmmm——————————— —1  How they are conveyed | Grice maxims
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N on-interpretable | None

Operationalization

Utility(¢) = Commitment(z) x Manner_of _C(2)

S ,
i The utility of an utterance 1s what it conveys modified by how it is conveyed

| fe(C;)| + Const; X Z;Zl BaT},
if C; € { DETRIMENTAL , NONE }
| fe(Ci)| x (Rel; + Man; + Qual,)
+Const; x ., BaTj, otherwise

fe(C),if C; € { BENEFICIAL , NEUTRAL }
fe(C;) x (Rel; + Man; + Qual,),

if C; = DETRIMENTAL
0, otherwise

CPD: THE CROOKED PATH DATASET

We collected testimonials 1n cross-examinations of three prominent U.S. trials: the West

Memphus Three Trials (1994), the O.f. Sumpson Trial (1995) and the Enron (Lay & Skilling)
Trnal (2006), which amount to 3325 Q/A pairs.
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DOES OUR FORMULATION CAPTURE GOAL REALIZATION?

(1) Annotators show

Metric-level agreement ROC Curve
BAT (Spearman’s p) 0.65 1.0 gOOd agreement
PAT (Spearman’s p) 0.66 OVEr our metrics on

NRBAT (Spearman’s p) 0.83 08
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our dataset

| (Fleiss' k) 0.59 o .

REL (Randolph’s ) 072 & gg (2) Our MELriCs are

MAN (Randolph’s k) 052 2 able to predict each

JQUAL | (Randolph’s ) 0.86 $ 0.4 annotator’s outcome
Q .

EOlETave. TPR) 2% -z . Baseline of the conversation

Outcome-level agreement 0.2 B Logical argument <3> Sensitive to more

Outcome decision (Fleiss's k) 0.29 —A— Emotion obje(:tive

Jaccard similarity (avg. reasons) 0.46 0.0 r

Complete agreement on reasons  29% 00 02 04 06 08 10 component o

decision making.

HOW DO MODELS PERCEIVE THE STRATEGIC VALUE OF LANGUAGE?

False Positive Rate
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' 1) Model h f '
| (1) Model s1ze shows an increase in performance on our metrics |
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' R bility d help but | ly h
| (2) Reasoning ability does not help but largely hurts |
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