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Abstract
Dialogue-based human-AI collaboration can
revolutionize collaborative problem-solving,
creative exploration, and social support. To
realize this goal, the development of automated
agents proficient in skills such as negotiating,
following instructions, establishing common
ground, and progressing shared tasks is es-
sential. This survey begins by reviewing the
evolution of dialogue management paradigms
in collaborative dialogue systems, from tradi-
tional handcrafted and information-state based
methods to AI planning-inspired approaches. It
then shifts focus to contemporary data-driven
dialogue management techniques, which seek
to transfer deep learning successes from form-
filling and open-domain settings to collabora-
tive contexts. The paper proceeds to analyze a
selected set of recent works that apply neural
approaches to collaborative dialogue manage-
ment, spotlighting prevailing trends in the field.
This survey hopes to provide foundational back-
ground for future advancements in collabora-
tive dialogue management, particularly as the
dialogue systems community continues to em-
brace the potential of large language models.

1 Introduction

Human collaboration through dialogue is a funda-
mental aspect of our everyday lives, as we often
engage in conversations to work together, solve
problems, and achieve shared goals (Streeck et al.,
2011). However, effective collaboration through
dialogue is a complex process, as it requires the
participants to take turns, negotiate meaning (Clark
and Brennan, 1991), coordinate actions (Clark and
Wilkes-Gibbs, 1986), and manage conflicts (Traum
et al., 2008), all while maintaining a shared under-
standing of the task at hand. These factors con-
tribute to the complexity of building an automated
dialogue system that can act as a collaborative part-
ner to one or more humans.

It has been a longstanding goal in dialogue sys-
tems research to develop domain-specific systems,

general-purpose frameworks, and algorithms to
build automated agents that can act as collaborative
partners to human users (Rich et al., 2001; Bohus
and Rudnicky, 2009; Allen et al., 2002; Galescu
et al., 2018). However, most approaches that pre-
date the use of neural network models require some
form of manual labor to extend their functionality
to a new domain. Recently, the advent of deep
learning based approaches ushered in a new era
of data-driven methods for carrying out various
tasks within a dialogue system, including natu-
ral language understanding (Louvan and Magnini,
2020; Shah et al., 2019), dialogue management
(Mrkšić et al., 2016; Ren et al., 2018), and natural
language generation (Wen et al., 2015; Santhanam
and Shaikh, 2019). In fact, a long line of work from
the mid-2010s has produced success stories in the
realms of form-filling agents (e.g., used to carry out
tasks such as booking a restaurant table on behalf
of the user) and open-domain agents (also called
chatbots, which engage in open-ended conversation
with the user with no particular end-goal). Never-
theless, compared to form-filling and open-domain
agents, there has been a paucity in both theoretical
advances and practical implementations that use
neural-network based approaches to build agents
for collaborative dialogue.

In this survey, I first explore traditional dialogue
management paradigms used for over three decades
in developing automated agents for collaborative
dialogue. Dialogue management paradigms are
abstract computational models offering guidelines
for processing inputs, guiding conversations, and
maintaining context. Concrete data structures and
algorithms translate these paradigms into function-
ing systems. I provide a concise description of each
paradigm, emphasizing its applications in collabo-
rative contexts, in Section 4.

The survey then narrows its focus to neural
network-based approaches for collaborative dia-
logue management. Since the mid-2010s, various
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methodologies have sought to combine traditional
paradigm strengths with the representational flexi-
bility of neural networks. This integration involves
modifying standard end-to-end neural architectures,
typically used for form-filling and open-domain set-
tings, which is explored in Section 5.

This literature survey systematically explores
these themes through the following two research
questions (RQs):

• RQ 1: What dialogue management ap-
proaches have been utilized to develop col-
laborative dialogue agents?

• RQ 2: What techniques have been applied to
adapt neural network based dialogue manage-
ment approaches to collaborative settings?

The remainder of this paper is organized as fol-
lows. Section 2 provides background on collabo-
rative dialogue systems and the dialogue manage-
ment problem. In Section 3, I list the research
questions and discuss the literature search process.
Section 4 examines various design paradigms for
building collaborative dialogue managers. Before
answering RQ 2, Section 4.5.1 outlines challenges
faced by neural approaches to collaborative dia-
logue management. In Section 5, I focus on adapta-
tions made to neural-network-based dialogue man-
agement approaches for collaborative settings. Sec-
tion 6 discusses survey findings and future research
directions, while 7 concludes the survey with a
summary.

2 Background

This section begins by providing a working defi-
nition of collaborative dialogue systems. Then, it
highlights the role of the dialogue manager within
a dialogue system, which is the module responsible
for guiding the conversation.

2.1 Defining Collaborative Dialogue Sys-
tems

Collaborative dialogue systems are designed to col-
laborate with human users to achieve one or more
shared goals, such as co-creating an artifact or navi-
gating a physical environment (Streeck et al., 2011).
These systems must support functions such as nego-
tiating shared goals and developing a mental model
of the human user. To better understand collabora-
tive dialogue systems, it is helpful to first introduce

two other types of dialogue agents: form-filling as-
sistants and chatbots, and then contrast them with
collaborative dialogue agents.

Form-filling assistants, also known as task-
oriented dialogue systems (Williams et al., 2014a),
perform tasks on the user’s behalf, such as reserv-
ing a table or booking a flight. However, they do
not possess their own goals or agency. Chatbots,
on the other hand, engage users in open-ended
conversations without specific goals, making them
non-collaborative as well (Huang et al., 2020). In
contrast to these two types of dialogue agents, col-
laborative dialogue agents play a variety of roles
that involve working together with the human user.

Some examples of roles that collaborative dia-
logue agents may assume include that of an infor-
mation giver (providing step-by-step instructions to
the human user to follow), a collaborative partner
(planning and working together with the human to
complete a task), a tutor (helping the human user
learn a concept or a skill), and even an opponent
(in a negotiation setting or within the context of a
game). These agents have their own goals that may
be slightly or even greatly different from that of
the human user (e.g., an agent designed to bargain
with a human).

2.2 Role of the Dialogue Manager

Computational approaches to dialogue serves two
distinct purposes: dialogue modeling and dialogue
management (Traum, 2017). Dialogue modeling
focuses on understanding and explaining conver-
sation dynamics without actively participating. In
contrast, dialogue management involves deciding
what to say next based on the dialogue context,
thereby enabling the agent to actively participate
in the conversation. This survey is specifically con-
cerned with dialogue management.

The dialogue manager guides the conversation
within a dialogue system. Conceptually, it can be
divided into representation and decision-making.
Figure 1 shows a standard pipeline architecture of
a dialogue system. Note that while most dialogue
systems can be factored into these components, it
may not always be the case. In this pipeline archi-
tecture, dialogue management is carried out jointly
by the state tracker and the dialogue policy. The
representation, or dialogue state, provides an inter-
nal summary of the current dialogue status, which
needs to be continuously updated throughout the
conversation. The decision-making aspect, or dia-



logue policy, determines the most suitable action
based on the dialogue state and other relevant fac-
tors, such as the state of a shared task. In some
approaches, such as rudimentary script-based ap-
proaches, these two functions may be inseparably
coupled into a single functional module.

Figure 1: A pipeline-based architecture of a dialogue
system, comprising modules for natural language un-
derstanding (NLU), state tracking, dialogue policy, and
natural language generation (NLG). The state tracking
and dialogue policy are jointly responsible for carrying
out the function of dialogue management.

3 Methods

This section outlines the search methodology, in-
cluding the inclusion and exclusion criteria em-
ployed to select relevant works for the literature
survey. Then, it details the approach taken to iden-
tify the modeling themes for answering RQ 2.

3.1 Search Strategies

The search strategy for RQ 1 and RQ 2 were con-
ducted independently.

3.1.1 Search Strategy for RQ 1
To address RQ 1, the search began with a curated
“seed” collection of influential works presenting
foundational dialogue management paradigms for
collaborative dialogue. Additional works were
identified through the reference lists of these highly
cited publications (snowballing). Specifically, the
inclusion and exclusion criteria for this RQ were
as follows:

• IC1: The work should present either a
novel paradigm of dialogue management or
a domain-independent framework that can be
leveraged to develop a wide range of domain-
specific dialogue systems.

• IC2: A sizeable number of practical dia-
logue system implementations should be im-
plemented using the paradigm.

• IC3: The dialogue management paradigm
should have been used to develop one or more
of the following types of collaborative agents:
collaborative problem-solving, negotiation, or
tutoring.

• EC1: The system or framework should
not specific to one particular domain, in
which case it cannot be considered to be a
“paradigm.”

From reviewing these combined set of works, I
identified five distinct paradigms of collaborative
dialogue management: script-based, plan-based,
information-state based, those based on Allen
et al. (2002)’s collaborative problem solving (CPS)
framework, and neural-network based approaches.

3.1.2 Search Strategy for RQ 2
For RQ 2, a separate and distinct search was con-
ducted with the goal of discovering neural network-
based approaches to developing collaborative dia-
logue managers. A targeted search was performed
using terms such as "collaborative dialogue sys-
tems," "collaborative dialogue state," and "collabo-
rative dialogue" across Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics (ACL) and search engines such
as Zeta Alpha1, Semantic Scholar2, and Google
Scholar3. The inclusion and exclusion criteria for
selecting papers were applied specifically for RQ
2, as follows:

• IC1: Inclusion of neural network-based ap-
proaches to developing collaborative dialogue
managers.

• IC2: Consideration of works primarily pub-
lished post-2016, reflecting the emergence of
neural network approaches during this period.

• IC3: Negotiation dialogue systems; although
commonly characterized as non-collaborative
dialogue, these systems were included as ne-
gotiation frequently features in collaborative
dialogue during planning and shared goal set-
ting.

• EC1: Exclusion of works that lack a data-
driven, neural network-based dialogue man-
ager implementation.

1zeta-alpha.com
2semanticscholar.org
3scholar.google.com

https://zeta-alpha.com
https://semanticscholar.org
https://scholar.google.com/


• EC2: Exclusion of studies focusing on multi-
party collaborative dialogue systems, with the
scope limited to two-party systems.

The final set of papers was derived from a com-
bination of this search strategy for RQ 2 and addi-
tional publications discovered through the citation
networks of these articles that also fit these criteria.

4 RQ 1: What dialogue management
approaches have been utilized to
develop collaborative dialogue agents?

In this section, I describe script-based, plan-
based, information-state, and neural-network based
paradigms to collaborative dialogue management.
In addition, I also describe the Collaborative Prob-
lem Solving (CPS) framework, which was designed
specially with collaborative dialogue management
in mind. Except for the CPS framework, I begin
with a general description of each paradigm and
then touch upon how they have been used specifi-
cally for collaborative settings.

4.1 Script-based Approaches
Script-based approaches to dialogue management
are based on a predetermined, “ideal” flow of dia-
logue and are handcrafted to each specific domain
(Traum, 2017). Specifically, it involves specify-
ing a handcrafted ”script” that both the dialogue
system and the user must follow. A script usually
consists of fixed patterns and pre-written responses,
which can be matched to user input through pattern
matching, keyword extraction, or rule-based meth-
ods. For instance, a script can encode an adjacency-
pair rule stating that a question needs to be fol-
lowed by an answer (Dählback and Jonsson, 1989).
More complex scripts are also equipped to handle
a rudimentary level of deviations, such as clarifica-
tion questions in the dialogue. Examples of popu-
lar, early implementations of script-based dialogue
systems include ELIZA (Weizenbaum, 1966), LIN-
LIN (Dahlbäck et al., 1999), and RailTel (Bennacef
et al., 1996).

Within collaborative contexts, one popular type
of dialogue systems where script-based dialogue
management is extensively employed is dialogue-
based intelligent tutoring systems (ITSs) (Webb
and Farivar, 1999; Strijbos, 2004). ITSs are adap-
tive educational systems that provide personalized
instruction and feedback to learners, employing
techniques from artificial intelligence, cognitive
psychology, and education research to optimize the

learning process (Wollny et al., 2021). Many ITSs
such as CIRCSIM-Tutor (Evens et al., 1997), Auto-
Tutor (Graesser et al., 2004) and Why2-Atlas (Van-
Lehn et al., 2002) make use of dialogue-grammar
based (also called script-based) dialogue managers.
These grammars (or scripts) are designed in such a
way so as to help the user achieve a goal.

For example, the grammar in Why2-Atlas (Van-
Lehn et al., 2002) enforces the student to pro-
vide a comprehensive explanation of a physics
phenomenon. It works by mapping utterances to
an explanation or a misconception using pattern
matching techniques. Once the agent believes it
has identified the right explanation or misconcep-
tion, it then responds with a pre-defined response
corresponding to it. The dialogue manager con-
tinues to cycle through the list of all pieces of the
unmentioned explanations until it is satisfied that
the student understands the concept.

While handcrafted, script-based approaches can
be useful for creating simple, controlled dialogue
systems with predictable conversation flows, they
tend to lack flexibility and adaptability. As a re-
sult, they might be limited in their ability to han-
dle diverse, complex, or unanticipated user inputs,
which can limit their effectiveness in more dynamic
and interactive scenarios. Despite these limita-
tions, handcrafted dialogue management has laid
the foundation for more advanced techniques, and
it continues to be employed in specific contexts
where a well-defined, structured conversation is
required.

4.2 Plan-Based Approaches

Humans naturally ascribe intentions and goals to
their conversational counterparts, expecting ratio-
nal behavior in line with these objectives. Plan-
based methodologies for dialogue management en-
capsulate this collaborative mindset (Papaioannou
et al., 2018). One notable implication of this view-
point is that natural language expressions are per-
ceived as actions (dialogue acts (Searle, 1969)) un-
dertaken by rational agents to achieve goals (Allen,
1983; Pollack, 1992). Several systems also make
use of plan recognition to deduce user’s objective
based on their actions. The goal-oriented nature
of this paradigm offers a degree of coherence and
consistency in a dialogue agent’s behavior that is
challenging to attain through alternative dialogue
management paradigms. As such, this approach
has been adopted in high-stakes application do-



mains such as healthcare (Vannaprathip et al., 2022;
Kane et al., 2022) and education (Freedman, 2000).

Plan-based dialogue management originates
from AI planning (Ghallab et al., 2004), which
can be described as a search problem aimed at iden-
tifying a sequence of actions that, upon execution,
accomplishes a goal. At any given moment, the
agent resides in one of several potential states. Ac-
tions transition the system from one state to another.
Each action possesses a set of preconditions, which
must be satisfied for the action to be deemed eli-
gible by the planning algorithm. The outcome of
performing an action is defined as a series of ef-
fects on the state. Ultimately, a planning problem is
initiated with both an initial and a final goal state.

Over the past three decades, numerous practi-
cal implementations of plan-based dialogue man-
agement in collaborative dialogues have been pro-
posed. Two notable implementations of plan-
based dialogue managers in collaborative problem-
solving settings are the TRAINS (Allen et al.,
1995) and TRIPS (Allen et al., 2005) systems by
James Allen’s group. More recent works integrate
mixed-initiative capabilities, such as MAPGEN
(Ai-Chang et al., 2004), which implemented a plan-
based system for ground operations of a NASA
Mars Rover and SIADEX (de la Asunción et al.,
2005), which was deployed to help coordinate
forest-fire operations. Various domain-independent
frameworks such as COLLAGEN (Rich et al.,
2001), PASSAT (Myers et al., 2002), and Raven-
Claw (Bohus and Rudnicky, 2009) have been de-
veloped to allow domain-specific agents to be built.

4.3 Information-State Based Approaches

In the information-state based approach to dialogue
management, as proposed by Larsson and Traum
(2000), the dialogue state is defined by a collection
of beliefs, desires, and intentions (BDI) (Rao and
Georgeff, 1991). As the dialogue unfolds, each
utterance leads to an update in the dialogue state.
The precise nature of these updates relies on a se-
ries of update rules and strategies. This approach
allows for a high level of adaptability due to its min-
imal constraints on the dialogue manager, making
it suitable for various dialogue situations, including
collaboration.

When examining the information-state approach
more closely, it can be characterized by three pri-
mary components: informational components, dia-
logue acts, and update rules (Larsson and Traum,

2000).

1. Informational Components. In collabora-
tive settings, information states are catego-
rized into private aspects (individual agent’s
beliefs, desires, and intentions) and shared as-
pects (mutually agreed-upon beliefs, desires,
and intentions). These components can be
either static, such as agent persona and back-
ground knowledge, or dynamic, such as evolv-
ing goals and dialogue history.

2. Formal Representations. Various represen-
tations may be used for informational com-
ponents, affecting their accessibility, ease of
updating, and overall efficiency. These rep-
resentations can include basic data structures,
composite data types, logical forms, or neural
embeddings.

3. Dialogue Moves. Dialogue moves represent
the "illocutionary force" of an utterance as
defined by Searle (1969). They are identified
using domain-specific coding schemes.

4. Update Rules. Drawing inspiration from
plan-based dialogue management (see Section
4.2), update rules consist of preconditions and
effects (Traum et al., 1999). A rule can only
be applied if its preconditions are met; once
they are, the effects are used to update the
information state.

5. Control Strategy. Control strategies dictate
the selection and sequence of applied update
rules. These strategies can involve: 1) apply-
ing the first rule that matches, 2) sequentially
applying all matching rules, 3) employing a
probabilistic rule for selection, or 4) allowing
the user to make the choice.

TrindiKit is a domain-independent framework
for collaborative dialogue management (Larsson
and Traum, 2000). Basilica is another example of a
domain-independent dialogue management frame-
work proposed by Kumar and Rosé (2011). It uses
a unified architecture for authoring tutoring and
collaborative learning agents. Basilica works on a
decentralized network of object-oriented modules,
each one programmed and functioning indepen-
dently through common interfaces. Basilica has
been used to develop several collaborative learning
agents, including CycleTalk tutor (Roman et al.,
2020) and TuTalk (Jordan et al., 2006). To share



information and events across modules, Basilica
uses a shared, global state. This state corresponds
to the information state of the agent. Modules
can perform a wide variety of functions, including
recognition of student affect, monitoring of task
progress, and dialogue management.

4.4 Collaborative-Problem Solving (CPS)
Framework

Allen et al. (2002) introduced the domain-
independent CPS framework for dialogue manage-
ment collaborative agents. The CPS model is de-
signed from ground up to handle more complex
tasks than state-based or script-based models (such
as those in Sections 4.1 and 4.3). The model views
a collaborative dialogue as operating over three
levels of interaction (see Figure 2):

1. Problem Solving Level: This level describes
how a single agent solves problems. It in-
cludes processes such as planning, decision-
making, and execution.

2. Interaction Level: This level involves the
interaction between two or more agents. It
includes processes such as communication,
negotiation, and coordination.

3. Coordination Level: This level involves the
coordination of multiple interactions between
agents to achieve a common goal. It includes
processes such as resource allocation, task
assignment, and conflict resolution.

The CPS model involves multiple agents work-
ing together to solve a problem, with each agent
contributing its own expertise and knowledge to the
process. While the authors are primarily focused
on human-machine collaboration, they believe that
the model will equally well apply to interactions
between sophisticated software agents that need to
coordinate their activities.

Based on the CPS model, Galescu et al. (2018)
introduce the Cogent dialogue shell as a practi-
cal, extensible, domain-independent “shell” on top
of which domain-specific agents can be built. It
achieves this by providing many of the domain-
independent capabilities out-of-the-box, including
general-purpose natural language parsing and col-
laborative dialogue management capabilities.

4.5 Neural-Network Based Approaches
In their most general form, neural-network based
dialogue managers use sequence-to-sequence mod-

els (Sutskever et al., 2014) to generate the dialogue
system’s next response directly from the natural lan-
guage dialogue history. The advantage of building
a dialogue manager this way is that it circumvents
labor-intensive handcrafting of dialogue manage-
ment strategies by learning it from a corpus of
training dialogues. These corpora are typically col-
lected from human-human interactions in the same
or similar domain. This paradigm of training a dia-
logue agent was originally popularized in the con-
text of open-domain chatbots (Shum et al., 2018;
Wolf et al., 2019; Serban et al., 2016a). However,
several works soon followed it up by extending the
paradigm to task-oriented dialogue systems that
performed slot-filling (Bordes et al., 2017; Wen
et al., 2017).

4.5.1 Challenges in Neural Collaborative
Dialogue Management

Before diving deep into the second research ques-
tion, I enumerate some of the key challenges as-
sociated with neural network-based approaches to
building collaborative dialogue systems as back-
ground.

1. Lack of interpretability and explainabil-
ity: The absence of explicit internal struc-
ture and intermediate representations in end-
to-end models can make it difficult to interpret
and understand the decision-making process,
which is particularly important in strategic and
collaborative settings where trust and explain-
ability play a critical role.

2. Difficulty in grounding to real-world enti-
ties: Collaborative dialogue often takes place
within the context of a common artifact such
as a co-observed image (Shinagawa et al.,
2020; Kim et al., 2019) or an environment (Ro-
man et al., 2020; Chi et al., 2020). However,
vanilla neural dialogue models4 often struggle
with grounding, as they lack explicit mecha-
nisms to represent or reason about real-world
entities, leading to contextually inappropriate
or inconsistent responses.

3. Large amounts of training data required:
These models often need extensive training
data to achieve good performance, which may

4The term "vanilla" is used to describe unmodified or basic
versions of architectures, without any special enhancements
or adaptations. It refers to the fundamental, original form
of a model, serving as a foundation for more advanced or
customized variations.



Figure 2: Collaborative problem solving model (Allen et al., 2002)

not be readily available for specialized or
niche domains (Sutskever et al., 2014; Li et al.,
2016; Serban et al., 2016b).

4. Hallucinations and challenges in generat-
ing accurate responses: In the context of
generative language models, a hallucination
refers to a situation where the AI model gen-
erates output that is not grounded in the input
data, factual information, or the intended con-
text (Ji et al., 2023; Cao et al., 2022). This can
happen due to several reasons, such as overfit-
ting, biases in the training data, or insufficient
constraints on the generative process. For ex-
ample, if a language model is asked to gen-
erate an answer to a historical question and
it produces a response with incorrect dates or
events, that would be considered a hallucina-
tion. Hallucinations are, therefore, a challenge
to be dealt with when using neural models for
generating dialogue responses, decreasing the
overall quality and reliability of the conversa-
tion.

5. Difficulty incorporating external knowl-
edge and adapting to changes: Such mod-
els have trouble incorporating external knowl-
edge or adapting to changes in the environ-
ment during a conversation, which is a com-
mon requirement in strategic and collaborative
applications (Sutskever et al., 2014; Weston
et al., 2018).

5 RQ 2: What techniques have been
applied to adapt neural network based
dialogue management approaches to
collaborative settings?

To systematically analyze the 17 selected works
for addressing RQ 2, I employed a three-step ap-
proach to investigate each work, extract relevant
architectural modifications, and classify them into
overarching themes. The process unfolded as fol-
lows:

1. In-depth examination: I analyzed each work,
delving into the proposed architectural alter-
ations and evaluating their significance for
neural dialogue management.

2. Extraction and preliminary grouping:
While assessing each work, I extracted and
recorded all architectural changes, observing
their distinct attributes and qualities. This pro-
cess led to an initial collection of categories
that encompassed the diverse facets of the
modifications.

3. Thematic integration: After completing the
extraction and preliminary categorization, I
executed an extensive synthesis of the find-
ings. Through a recursive process of analysis
and comparison, I discerned connections and
patterns among the various categories.



Table 1: Overview of different papers and their corresponding modeling themes. Columns with boolean values are marked with a check symbol for true and left empty for
false. The columns represent the following: (1) Paper, (2) Participant Roles (* indicates the participant being modeled), (3) Incorporating Shared Artifacts or Environments, (4)
Decoupling Semantics and Surface Realization, (5) Graph-Based Representations of Dialogue State, (6) Incorporating Domain-Specific or Expert Knowledge, (7) Theory-of-Mind
Modeling, (8) Modality Encoding/Fusion

Paper Participant
Roles

Modalities or Task Decoupling Graph Domain ToM Modality

Bara et al. (2021) Player 1*,
Player 2*

theory-of-mind
questionnaires,
Minecraft 3D game state

✓

Chi et al. (2020) Navigator*,
Instructor

3D room environment ✓ ✓

de Vries et al. (2018) Guide*,
Tourist

Map of a City ✓

He et al. (2017) Friend 1*,
Friend 2*

Knowledge Bases of
Friends

✓

He et al. (2018) Buyer,
Seller

Negotiation Scenario +
Item Details

✓

Jayannavar et al. (2020) Builder*,
Architect

Blocks World ✓

Li et al. (2019) User*,
Attacker

Private Profile
Information

✓ ✓

Kim et al. (2019) Teller*,
Drawer

Drawing Canvas with
Objects

✓

Narayan-Chen et al. (2017) Builder*,
Architect

2D Blocks World ✓

Continued on next page



Table 1: Overview of different papers and their corresponding features (Continued)

Paper Participant
Roles

Modalities or Task Decoupling Graph Domain ToM Modality

Narayan-Chen et al. (2019) Builder*,
Architect

3D Minecraft World ✓

Qiu et al. (2022b) Player*,
Other Players*

Game State (including
Persona Descriptions)

✓ ✓ ✓

Santhanam et al. (2020) Persuader*,
Persuadee

Charity Donation ✓

Shi et al. (2022) Architect,
Builder*

3D Minecraft World ✓

Yarats and Lewis (2017) Negotiator 1*,
Negotiator 2*

Private Negotiation
Goals + Item Pool

✓

Zhou et al. (2019) Buyer,
Seller,
Coach*

Product Listing ✓

Zhou et al. (2020) Negotiatior 1*,
Negotiator 2*

Product Listing (for
CraigslistBargain)

✓

Zhou et al. (2022) DM*,
Players

Game Background Story
+ Game State

✓



The above process led to the consolidation of
five overarching modeling themes. In this section,
I examine these main modeling themes, discussing
the details and features of neural dialogue manage-
ment models. Table 1 maps each work to one or
more modeling themes that are identified.

5.1 Decoupling Semantics and Surface Real-
izations

In this section, I review approaches that address
an important limitations of vanilla end-to-end
trained models of dialogue: separation of seman-
tics and surface realization. In vanilla sequence-
to-sequence modeling of dialogue, a trained neural
network processes raw dialogue history as input
and directly generates the subsequent natural lan-
guage response without distinct intermediate steps
for natural language understanding, state track-
ing, and generation. Crucially, traditional end-to-
end training approaches fail to distinguish between
"what to say" (semantics) and "how to say it" (sur-
face realization), leading to complications as a sin-
gle concept can be expressed in numerous ways.

5.1.1 Conditioning Response Generation on
Intermediate Symbolic Representations

He et al. (2018) propose an approach that sepa-
rates a dialogue system’s strategy from the natu-
ral language surface realization in a negotiation
setting. They employ two distinct sequence-to-
sequence models to represent the dialogue (see
Figure 3). The first model operates directly on
the tokens in natural language utterances, while
the second model works with coarse dialogue acts
corresponding to the utterances. First, a parser
is trained to map an utterance, xt−1, to a coarse
dialogue act zt−1, which captures the high-level
dialogue flow. A dialogue act consists of an in-
tent and optional arguments. For instance, the
utterance "I would like to pay $125 for it. How
does that sound?" is mapped to the dialogue act
propose(price=125). The dialogue act on-
tology includes inform, inquire, propose,
counter, and agree. Both sequences are mod-
eled using LSTMs (Hochreiter and Schmidhuber,
1997). Given zt−1 and the dialogue history, x<t,
the dialogue manager predicts the coarse dialogue
act of its response, zt. Finally, a natural language
response is generated based on zt.

Santhanam et al. (2020) present an approach that
generates an intermediate "plan" to condition the
natural language response. They demonstrate this

method on the PERSUASION FOR GOOD dialogue
corpus (Wang et al., 2019), in which the agent per-
suades a listener by offering compelling incentives.
The process consists of two steps: first, generat-
ing a pseudo-natural language plan, and second,
conditioning the model on this plan to produce
the final response. Figure 4 illustrates an example
dialogue context along with a system-generated
intermediate plan. In response to B’s final ut-
terance, the model first generates a plan with an
ask and framing, such as PERFORM [provides
[relief]]. It then creates a natural language
response, such as "Save the Children is an inter-
national non-governmental organization that pro-
motes children’s rights, provides relief, and sup-
ports children in developing countries" (surface
realization).

5.1.2 Conditioning Response Generation on
Latent Representations

In contrast to approaches that employ symbolic in-
termediate representations like dialogue acts and
plans, some methods utilize latent variables in-
stead.

Yarats and Lewis (2017) propose generating a
short-term plan using latent sentence representa-
tions. The natural language response is then gener-
ated by conditioning the response generation step
on this plan. To learn these latent sentence repre-
sentations from data, the authors deviate from the
traditional paradigm of maximizing the likelihood
of the current utterance xt given the latent repre-
sentation zt. Rather, they train zt to maximize the
likelihood of the response at the next turn, xt+1.
This approach is motivated by the observation that
while the traditional method effectively models se-
mantic similarity, it fails to capture the influence
of an utterance on the dialogue partner’s response.
This distinction can be crucial in negotiation set-
tings, where even subtle lexical substitutions such
as using "two" instead of "one," can significantly
affect the final outcomes of the conversation.

5.2 Incorporating Shared Artifacts, Envi-
ronments and Knowledge

Collaborative dialogues often take place when par-
ticipants are working on a shared artifact or within
a co-observed environment (e.g., an architect and
a builder collaborating to build a Minecraft struc-
ture). Collaboration can also involve an asymmetry
in the knowledge that the participants are privy
to (e.g., the architect may have a bird’s eye view



Figure 3: In He et al. (2018), the natural language parser generates dialogue acts, z<t, corresponding to the
utterances x<t respectively. The next response is generated in two steps: (1) generating the next dialogue act, zt
based on the previous dialogue acts, z<t and 2) generating the natural language response based on both the dialogue
history, x<t and the preceding dialogue act, zt.

Figure 4: Separation of NLG into planning and surface
realization (Santhanam et al., 2020).

of the world, while the builder only has a first-
person view). In this section, I provide a high-level
overview of the approaches taken by collabora-
tive dialogue systems to incorporate three common
modalities: navigable environments, co-created ar-
tifacts, and text-based background knowledge5.

5.2.1 Navigable Environments
Visual-language navigation (VLN) (Park and Kim,
2023; Lukin et al., 2018) is a broad research area
that explores the interplay between natural lan-
guage instructions and visual perception to enable
autonomous agents or robots to navigate complex
environments. Typically, a leader (e.g., a human

5Note that I do not delve into fine-grained details of multi-
modal encoding and fusion methods. Several existing surveys
on multimodal dialogue systems cover those topics, and I refer
readers to works such as Liu et al. (2022) for a comprehensive
overview of such techniques.

user) provides natural language directions to a fol-
lower (e.g., a robot) navigating the environment.
The follower may ask clarification questions to re-
solve ambiguities in either the environment or the
instructions. In this section, I discuss two VLN sys-
tems, Chi et al. (2020) and de Vries et al. (2018),
focusing on their world and dialogue state repre-
sentations, how these representations are used in
dialogue management, and their approaches to han-
dling clarification questions.

In Chi et al. (2020), a human user instructs a
navigating robot situated in a 3D environment with
commands such as, “Walk straight, right before
you reach the bed”. The authors propose a navigat-
ing agent modeled as a Markov Decision Process
(MDP) with states representing the agent’s position
and orientation. The agent’s action space consists
of environment-defined "navigable locations" and
an additional clarification question action. Visual
perception, position information, and user instruc-
tions serve as multimodal input to an LSTM model
(Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997), outputting a
softmax distribution, P t, over the action space. The
authors explore both supervised and reinforcement
learning methods for training.

In supervised learning, the environment calcu-
lates the shortest path Rt = {vt, vt+1, . . . , vn}
from the current viewpoint vt to the target location
vn at each time step t. Training loss is determined
by the cross-entropy loss between the predicted
action and the next action in the shortest path. For
reinforcement learning, the agent selects its action
by sampling from the action distribution P t. A re-
ward of +2 is granted if the final location is within
3 meters of vn, and -2 otherwise. The Advantage



Actor Critic (A2C) algorithm (Konda and Tsitsiklis,
1999) is utilized for RL training. The reward mech-
anism is further adjusted to encourage the agent to
disambiguate its future trajectory by minimizing
clarification questions.

A closely related work is that of de Vries et al.
(2018), where a Tourist agent and a Guide agent col-
laborate using natural language dialogue to reach
a target location that is known only to the Guide.
While the Guide has access to a 2D city map, the
Tourist only has a first-person view of the local
surroundings.

5.2.2 Co-Created Artifacts
Many collaborative activities involve co-creating
some kind of artifact. Artifacts can range from
block-based structures in a Minecraft game (Shi
et al., 2022; Narayan-Chen et al., 2019) to draw-
ings (Kim et al., 2019) to source code (Griffith
et al., 2022). The two participants may be set up
in either an asymmetric leader-follower setup or a
symmetric one where both of them possess equal
knowledge and skills.

Minecraft is a widely-used platform for study-
ing collaborative dialogue in "Architect-Builder"
scenarios, where the Architect agent instructs the
Builder agent on constructing a target structure
in the game environment. Narayan-Chen et al.
(2019) introduce a dialogue model for the Architect
that utilizes two types of counters—global and lo-
cal block counters—to track the building progress.
Global counters monitor overall block placements,
upcoming placements, and removals, while local
counters focus on a 3x3x3 region surrounding the
Builder’s last action. These block counter vectors,
capturing attributes such as position and color, are
processed through a fully-connected layer and com-
bined with the word embedding vector for the de-
coder. This integration of dialogue history and
world state representations enables the generation
of contextually accurate instructions and a mental
model of the target structure.

Shi et al. (2022) explore generating clarification
questions from the Builder’s perspective. Unlike
previous works, which prioritize Architect commu-
nication and Builder actions, their study addresses
the generation of Builder utterances. The dialogue
state consists of dialogue history, world state (with
3D voxels represented as 8-dimensional vectors),
and the last action (encoded as a vector detailing ac-
tion type, block color, and location). These three el-
ements are transformed into vector representations

through a convolutional neural network (CNN) and
merged using a neural fusion module, resulting in
the final dialogue state representation.

Figure 5: Architecture Diagram from Narayan-Chen
et al. (2019).

Kim et al. (2019) present a goal-driven col-
laborative task very similar to the Minecraft set-
ting, involving two participants—a Teller and a
Drawer—where the Teller describes a drawing to
the Drawer, who then recreates it based on the in-
structions. The authors propose initial models for
automating both agents, assuming the Drawer does
not ask clarifying questions. The Teller’s role in-
volves understanding the drawing and generating
natural language descriptions, while the Drawer is
expected to comprehend the Teller’s instructions
and replicate the drawing. Neural models are pro-
posed for both agents, with the Teller’s model using
a conditional language model with an LSTM and
two attention modules that attend to individual clip
art pieces in the drawing. The Teller model also
incorporates an auxiliary training objective to track
which parts of the scene have been communicated,
using the LSTM’s output at each utterance separa-
tor token to classify whether each clip art has been
described or not.

5.2.3 Textual Background Knowledge
In many instances, it is common for the background
knowledge pertaining to the collaborative task to
be in the form of text. For example, in Qiu et al.
(2022b), a game agent is provided background and
situational knowledge of the world using three
pieces of text: the setting (e.g., The main foyer
is massive. A grand staircase sits to the back of
the foyer leading to the upstairs . . . ), the agent’s
self-persona (e.g., Servant. I come from the lower



class. I do what I am told without question. I can
not read. I have not seen my family in a long time.
I carry a duster, a small bucket, a rag . . . ), the
partner’s persona (e.g., I am a king of the whole
empire. I give rules and pursuit them. I am brave
and fearless. I am carrying a crown and a scepter).

The proposed model in Qiu et al. (2022b) en-
codes this text-based representation by feeding it
into GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020), a large language
model (LLM) as part of its prompt. For exam-
ple, the above description is fed into the model
as follows: “The following is a conversation that
happened in a game of Dungeons and Dragons:
[Context] [DM Text] [Player Name]:[Player Abil-
ity Check] Question: What do you think that the
DM is trying to guide the player to do by mention-
ing [Extracted Guiding Sentence]? Answer”.

5.3 Graph-Based Representations of Dia-
logue State

Graph-based dialogue state representations strive to
strike a balance between rigid data structures, such
as slot-value pairs, and completely unstructured
continuous vector representations. By employing
graphs, these representations closely mirror the
inherent structure of real-world tasks or domains.
This approach offers semi-interpretable and robust
neural representations, blending the advantages of
visualizations with the potential for adaptable rep-
resentation. Such representations learn entity rep-
resentations from data, and their popularity has
surged in recent years for task-oriented dialogue
applications (Walker et al., 2022; Andreas et al.,
2020). In this section, I discuss the components
(nodes and edges) of a graph and the methods em-
ployed to update the graph as the dialogue unfolds.

5.3.1 Graph Representation
Among the reviewed works, He et al. (2017) uses a
graph-based dialogue state representation for a task
that involves identifying a mutual friend from a
knowledge base through text-based dialogue. Their
proposed approach consists of a knowledge graph,
graph embeddings, and an utterance generator. The
knowledge graph comprises the following three
types of nodes, with edges between them represent-
ing their relations. When an utterance t mentions a
new entity, it is added as a new node to the knowl-
edge graph.

1. entity nodes representing people, universities,
and companies,

2. item nodes corresponding to a single row-
entry in the agent’s knowledge base (e.g., a
friend), and

3. attribute nodes that represent relationships be-
tween entities, such as a person’s connection
to a university

In Qiu et al. (2022b), a knowledge graph is used
to represent the agent’s mental state at a given point
in a game. The graph is initialized by parsing a
text-based description of the agent’s persona into
constituent entities and relations using a rule-based
parser. The nodes in the graph correspond to the
agents involved in the game, persona descriptions,
objects, descriptions of the objects, and descrip-
tions of the environment. The edges describe the
relationships between the agents and the objects as
present in the agent’s mental state. Figure 8 shows
an example “mental state graph.”

5.3.2 Graph Encoding and Updating
In He et al. (2017), the final dialogue state represen-
tation is obtained from the dialogue state graph’s
node embeddings (Figure 6 provides a sample snap-
shot of the dialogue state used in this system).
Given a dialogue of T utterances, T graphs (Gt)

T
t=1

are constructed for each agent A. The graph Gt is
constructed by updating Gt−1 with any new enti-
ties not previously mentioned. To obtain a latent
representation of the graph, an embedding is asso-
ciated with each node in the graph, v ∈ Gt. A node
embedding Vt(v) is built from structural properties
of an entity in the knowledge base, embeddings of
the utterances in the text-based dialogue history,
and the message passing between the graph nodes.
Each of these is elaborated below.

1. Structural properties: The structural prop-
erties of a node v are encoded using a featur-
ization function Ft(v), which encodes various
pieces of information such as the degree, type
and number of mentions of the node.

2. Mention vectors: A mention vector of a node
v contains an aggregate representation of the
mentions of that entity so far in the dialogue
history. At every dialogue turn t, the mention
vector Mt(v) is set to Mt−1(v) if utterance
t does not contain mention of the entity and
a soft weighted sum of Mt−1(v) and ũ if the
utterance does contain mention of the entity.
ũ is obtained by using an LSTM to encode the
utterance.



Figure 6: Architecture of symmetric collaborative dialogue state from He et al. (2017).

3. Recursive node embeddings: It is impor-
tant to take into account information from
neighboring nodes in the knowledge graph.
For example, to answer the question “anyone
went to colombia?” as in Figure 6, the model
should take cognizance of the entity nodes of
type person who went to COLOMBIA univer-
sity (in this case, JESSICA and JOSH). This
is achieved through a mechanism known as
belief propagation.

In Qiu et al. (2022b), the graph update step
is broken down into two update types: discrete
and continuous. The actions in the game environ-
ment, which can be converted into simple, text-
based templates are modeled as discrete graph up-
dates, while the unconstrained natural language
utterances, which are harder to model, are incor-
porated to the representation through a continuous
graph update instead.

1. Discrete update: In the discrete update step,
δgt is a set of ADD and DEL operations. Each
action in the game environment is parsed into
a set of these atomic operations over the graph.
For example, the action “give object to agent”
is parsed into DEL(actor, object, carrying)
and ADD(agent, object, carrying).

2. Continuous update: The continuous update
step is motivated by the reasoning that an ut-
terance can also have implicit effects on the
agent’s mental state. This step is handled by
a recurrent neural network in the following

steps:

δgt = fδ(hGt−1 , hOt)

ht = RNN(δgt, ht−1)

Gt = MLP(ht)

Here, fδ is a bi-directional attention layer
(Yu et al., 2018) that aggregates information
from the previous graph state and the latest set
of observations to generate the graph update,
gδ. A graph convolutional network (GCN)
(Schlichtkrull et al., 2018) and a BERT-based
text encoder is used to encode Gt−1 and the
text-based dialogue history into their latent
representations hGt−1 and ht−1 respectively.
The RNN is modeled by an LSTM (Hochre-
iter and Schmidhuber, 1997), which models
an intermediate hidden state, which is finally
used by a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) to
generate the updated graph.

5.4 Incorporating Domain-Specific or Ex-
pert Knowledge

Neural dialogue management methods aim to be
data-driven without manual feature engineering.
Nonetheless, encoding domain-specific or expert
knowledge as inductive biases can be advantageous,
as it may accelerate learning or reduce data de-
pendency. In this section, I examine various ap-
proaches taken in the selected works to incorporate
domain-specific or expert knowledge into neural
dialogue managers.

5.4.1 Utterance-Level Labels
One straightforward method to encode domain
knowledge into neural dialogue managers is
through the use of handcrafted taxonomies for ut-
terance classification. For instance, in a negotiation



context, Zhou et al. (2019) initially classify each
dialogue utterance into one or more tactics from a
predefined set. This set of tactics, derived manually
from behavioral science research, includes tactics
such as communicate politely, use hedge words,
and show dominance. A sequence model is trained
on the sequence of these tactic labels to determine
the subsequent dialogue move. Similarly, Zhou
et al. (2020) transform utterances into a sequence
of tactic and strategy labels for another negotiation
scenario.

5.4.2 Vector Featurization
Domain knowledge can also come into play while
designing one-hot representations preceding an em-
bedding layer. Kim et al. (2019) develop a neural
dialogue model to act as a Teller agent that de-
scribes a clip-art drawing to a Drawer through a
natural language dialogue. From human-human di-
alogues in the same environment, they observed
that humans use compositional language to de-
scribe clip-art configurations and attributes (e.g.,
"where is trunk of second tree, low or high"). To
help understand such utterances, each clip-art piece
in the scene is represented using a vector that is a
sum of learned embeddings for attributes such as
type=Mike, size=small, etc.

Another example of domain-specific vector fea-
turization is in developing an Architect for the
visual-language navigation setting described by Shi
et al. (2022). Each voxel in the 3D Minecraft en-
vironment is first encoded using a one-hot vector
that captures the voxel’s 3D position, its colors,
and its neighboring voxels. Along with that, their
representation also includes the location at which
the Builder last made a move. This is motivated
by the observation that Builders often refer to their
recent actions in their utterances.

5.4.3 Response Ranking
Qiu et al. (2022b) train a dialogue agent to be-
have in a “socially intelligent” way. Their agent
is situated within a large-scale, crowd-sourced fan-
tasy text-adventure game called LIGHT (Urbanek
et al., 2019). In their work on intercultural re-
search, Schwartz (1992) identify a set of univer-
sal basic human values that transcends cultures
(see Figure 7), which Qiu et al. (2022b) adopt
in the response generation step of their model.
Specifically, a learned value function fv(·) (v ∈
{achievement, power, security, . . . }) takes in
an action (or utterance) and outputs a scalar value.

The value function is learned from a knowledge
base of human values from the VALUENET dataset
(Qiu et al., 2022a). During response generation,
the agent first narrows down the action space based
on feasibility, and then ranks the filtered actions
based on the equation below (here, p is a text-based
description of the agent’s persona that the agent
is seeded with (elaborated in Section 5.2.3)). The
main purpose of doing the second step is to ensure
that the agent’s responses are consistent with its
own value system.

u(ai) =

√∑
v∈V

(fv(p)− fv(ai))2

Figure 7: Theory of basic human values used in Qiu
et al. (2022b)’s socially intelligent agent.

5.4.4 Reward Functions for RL
Another way to incorporate domain-specific knowl-
edge is through the use of handcrafted reward func-
tions for reinforcement learning. In Cuayahuitl et
al. (2015), a dialogue agent is trained to engage
in conversations within the context of the Settlers
of Catan game, focusing on resource trading. An
example trading offer might be, "I will give anyone
sheep for clay." The reward function is manually
defined within the environment through a user sim-
ulator. Specifically, the reward, r, is constructed as
a piecewise function that depends on the number
of points obtained in the game. This information is
used to train a deep reinforcement learning model.

r =

{
GainedPts× wgp, if GainedPts > 0

TotalP ts× wtp, otherwise

In the reward function above, wgp and wtp rep-
resent weighted hyperparameters that are manually



set by the authors. The function assigns a reward
based on the number of points gained during a
specific action (GainedPts) or the total points ac-
cumulated in the game (TotalPts), depending on
whether any points were gained during that action.

5.5 Theory-of-Mind Modeling
Theory-of-Mind (ToM) (Premack and Woodruff,
1978) is a concept in cognitive science that refers
to the ability to attribute mental states such as be-
liefs, desires, intentions, and emotions to oneself
and others, understanding that these mental states
may differ among individuals. The incorporation
of a Theory-of-Mind model into a collaborative
dialogue manager is closely related to the BDI (be-
liefs, desires, and intentions) framework (Gratch,
2000) used in plan-based approaches.

This section examines the chosen works to detail
how they incorporate ToM in their dialogue man-
agement. Specifically, it discusses two things: 1)
the aspects of the mental state captured and 2) the
methods used to collect labels for training machine
learning models that can predict theory-of-mind
variables from the dialogue context.

5.5.1 Dimensions of Mental State
Among the reviewed works, the aspects of mental
states that are modeled include both task-related
(e.g., what a participant is currently working on
or believes the task state to be) as well as aspects
related to a participant’s personality and emotion
(Qiu et al., 2022b).

In Bara et al. (2021), the authors investigate a
setting involving two partners (Player A and Player
B) collaborating to create a target material in a
Minecraft environment by mining and combining
blocks. Owing to the asymmetry in both their skills
and knowledge, the participants engage in rich nat-
ural language dialogue to develop a strong mental
model of the task requirements, their own task-
state, their partner’s knowledge, and their partner’s
task-state. Specifically, the proposed ToM model
in their paper seeks to capture 1) a player’s own
task status (whether a specific material has already
been created or not), 2) a player’s self-knowledge
(whether a player knows how to create a material
or not), and 3) their partner’s current task (what a
player thinks their partner is working on at a given
point in time).

The setting of dialogue in Qiu et al. (2022b) is
a fantasy text-adventure game, LIGHT (Urbanek
et al., 2019), in which agents can talk to other

agents in free-form text, take a closed set of ac-
tions, or express certain emotions. In this setting,
Urbanek et al. (2019) present a “socially-aware” re-
sponse generation model that explicitly models the
mental state of the agent as a time-varying graph.
The graph is constructed (and updated) based on
three sources: 1) an initial persona description asso-
ciated with the agent, 2) the dialogue history, and 3)
the game state. A sample graph from their model is
shown in Figure 8. The nodes correspond to natural
language descriptions of agents and objects in the
world.

Figure 8: Graph-based mental state representation of
the Servant agent in the LIGHT fantasy text-adventure
game (from Qiu et al. (2022b)).

Zhou et al. (2022) develop an agent that can play
the role of a Dungeon Master (DM) in a Dungeons-
and-Dragons (D&D) game. The agent’s goal is to
produce utterances such that the remaining players
are incentivized to perform a specific action that
the DM has in mind. This action, in turn, is de-
signed to make progress in the story that the DM
has constructed. Therefore, the specific aspect of
the player’s mental model that is modeled by the
DM agent in this work is the following: How will
the player react to my utterance?

5.5.2 Label Collection Methods for ToM
Modeling

Collecting training labels is a crucial challenge
when training machine learning models for ToM
modeling. In this section, I discuss three ap-
proaches identified from the reviewed works.

Simulated Environment. In the agent proposed
by Qiu et al. (2022b), situated within a simulated
game, the dialogue agent has full visibility into the
game state. This visibility enables the construction
and updating of the mental state representation di-
rectly from the available information. The agent’s



mental state is represented as a graph, initialized
by parsing the "seed" natural language description
of the agent’s persona. As the conversation pro-
gresses, the dialogue history and game state are
used to incrementally update this graph representa-
tion.

Human-in-the-Loop. In the setting proposed by
Bara et al. (2021), dialogue agents operate within
a Minecraft world and collaborate with a partner
to combine primitive blocks into a target block. To
collect labels for ToM modeling, they employ an
online human-in-the-loop data collection methodol-
ogy, prompting users to reveal their mental models
during the interaction. A machine learning model
is then trained to predict the mental models of
both partners based on dialogue and task context.
The proposed model utilizes either an LSTM or a
Transformer to process inputs from three different
modalities: a video feed encoded with a convolu-
tional neural network, knowledge in the form of a
graph encoded using a gated recurrent unit (GRU)
network (Chung et al., 2014), and dialogue utter-
ances encoded with a BERT model. User-prompted
questions at 90-second intervals are also encoded
and combined with the Transformer representation,
which is then fed into a feed-forward network pre-
dicting the partner’s ToM attributes. This architec-
ture is depicted in Figure 9.

Leveraging LLMs to Generate Labels. Zhou
et al. (2022) propose a method designed to circum-
vent the expensive nature of human-in-the-loop
approaches. The dialogue agent plays the role of a
Dungeon Master (DM) in a Dungeons and Dragons
game, with the objective of generating utterances
so as to generate utterances that maximize the like-
lihood of players making a specific move intended
by the DM. The agent predicts the players’ next
moves to a given utterance using a set of language
models working together to generate affordable
proxies for user responses. The process consists of
the following steps:

1. Annotators label a small number of Dungeon
Master’s (DM’s) utterances in a collected cor-
pus of interactions, identifying the specific
span that influenced the players’ actions.

2. An "inverse dynamics model (IDM)" is
trained over these labels to predict the spe-
cific span that influenced the player’s actions,
given their next action (from the future).

3. An intent generator is trained by first mining
intents from the DM’s utterances and then
training another model over the mined intents.

4. A player model is trained to predict the
player’s next move based on the dialogue his-
tory.

5. Lastly, the DM model is trained using re-
inforcement learning (RL) to generate utter-
ances that lead to the player performing an
action aligned with the DM’s intent.

Both the IDM and the intent generator are trained
by prompting GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020) to 1)
output excerpts from the DM’s utterance and 2)
generate natural language descriptions of intents,
respectively.

6 Discussion

This section summarizes the findings from the lit-
erature review and discusses open challenges and
future research directions for neural collaborative
dialogue management.

6.1 General Trends
I begin by outlining some general trends uncovered
through this literature review.

Historical Trends. Most of the works that laid
the foundation for collaborative dialogue systems
(outlined in Section 4) came about in the period
from the late-1980s to the mid-2000s. Through-
out the late-2000s and the 2010s, dialogue systems
research became predominantly focused on slot-
filling assistants and open-domain chatbots, result-
ing in limited advancements in both theoretical and
practical frameworks for collaborative agents. Sim-
ilar observations about the research trends have
been echoed by notable researchers in the field (Co-
hen, 2019; Papaioannou et al., 2018).

Amount of Research Activity. The search for
works proposing neural network-based techniques
in constructing collaborative agents yielded only
a small number of results, despite the flurry in re-
search activity for neural network based techniques
for task-oriented and open-domain dialogue sys-
tems during the same time period. I hypothesize
three reasons for this disparity:

1. The lack of straightforward automated eval-
uation methods in complex collaborative di-
alogue settings (elaborated below in Section
6.2)



Figure 9: Architecture of the ToM-prediction model proposed in Bara et al. (2021).

2. Immediate commercial impetus for task-
oriented and open-domain dialogue provided
by the proliferation of “virtual assistants” such
as Amazon Alexa, Apple Siri, and Google
Home, and

3. The lack of collaborative analogues of
large benchmark corpora such as MultiWOZ
(Budzianowski et al., 2018) and Schema-
Guided Dialog (Rastogi et al., 2020; Mehri
and Eskenazi, 2021) as well as shared commu-
nity challenges such as DSTC (Williams et al.,
2014b), which were instrumental in catapult-
ing research activity in task-oriented dialogue
systems.

6.2 Challenges to Holistic Evaluation
We see that in all the works identified under RQ
2, the tasks, domains, environments, and objec-
tives are carefully curated so as to facilitate auto-
mated, quantitative evaluation. However, in this
process, the authors are often forced to make sim-
plifying assumptions that might not be reflective
of the full complexity of the real-world. For ex-
ample, a common simplifying assumption made in
Leader-Follower setups such as (Kim et al., 2019;
Chi et al., 2020; Narayan-Chen et al., 2019, 2017)
is that the Follower cannot initiate dialogue, but
can instead only receive instructions, or at best, ask
clarification questions.

As another example, Sanders et al. (2022) ob-
serve, in the context of a persuasion dialogue for
charity donation, that a strict definition of success
such as the amount of money donated by the lat-
ter may not accurately capture the performance of
the Persuader agent since the Persuadee’s decision
can be influenced by factors out of the Persuader’s

control, such as the Persuadee not having money
to donate. In such a situation, holistic, automated
evaluation can be challenging. Such difficulties in
evaluation is a general trend among most collabora-
tive dialogue settings excluding a few well-defined
cases such as certain types of negotiations, where
the outcomes can be captured quantitatively by the
end result of the dialogue.

In general, the roadblock for holistic evaluation
is that on one hand, automated measures can only
evaluate individual modules of a dialogue system
or individual aspects of what makes a successful
collaborative dialogue. On the other hand, com-
plete end-to-end human evaluation is expensive.
Existing works mostly take the former, piecemeal
approach to evaluating a dialogue system, which,
albeit useful, may not be fully capture the features
that stakeholders ultimately care about.

6.3 Combining the Strengths of Neural and
Plan-Based Approaches

The works identified for RQ 2 reveal a clear trend
of incorporating features typically found in plan-
based approaches to dialogue management. Specif-
ically, the modeling approaches proposed in these
works, such as decoupling semantics from surface-
level representations (Section 5.1), moving towards
human-interpretable representations of dialogue
state (Section 5.3), and incorporating Theory-of-
Mind models (Section 5.5), can all be mapped
one-to-one with constructs that are “natively avail-
able” in plan-based dialogue managers (Section
4.2). Plan-based dialogue management techniques
(Section 4.2) employ discrete action-spaces, can
explain their decisions (Shams et al., 2016; Noth-
durft et al., 2015a; Honold et al., 2014; Nothdurft



et al., 2015b), and maintain explicit notions of their
partners’ beliefs through the use of belief-desire-
intention (BDI) models in their architectures (Co-
hen and Galescu, 2023). Given this inherent ap-
plicability of plan-based dialogue management for
collaborative dialogue, exploring ways to combine
the strengths of both approaches presents a promis-
ing area for further research. Neural approaches
can learn directly from data and provide high repre-
sentational power and flexibility, while plan-based
approaches are recognized for their reliability, con-
sistency, and dependability.

6.4 LLMs for Data Generation

Deep learning has achieved remarkable success in
various NLP tasks, including question-answering,
text classification, and natural language generation.
Nevertheless, dialogue management remains an
unresolved problem, as collecting extensive data
for new domains is often exceptionally difficult
and impractical. Although reinforcement learning-
based approaches can learn from interactions with-
out a large corpus to begin with, deploying sub-
optimal dialogue policies in sensitive areas such as
medicine, aviation, and education may lead to detri-
mental or even fatal consequences. However, the
potential of large language models (LLMs) could
transform this situation.

Traditionally, gathering training data for neural
dialogue models in specific domains involves ei-
ther using a small number of in-house researchers
as annotators (e.g., graduate students) or enlisting
larger groups of individuals through crowdsourcing
platforms like Amazon M-Turk. Both methods de-
mand substantial effort and incur significant costs.
This issue becomes even more pronounced when
deep domain expertise is required for annotation,
as crowdsourced annotations from the general pop-
ulace may not be reliable. Recently, Gilardi et al.
(2023) demonstrated that instruction-tuned LLMs,
such as ChatGPT, outperform crowdworkers in an-
notation quality for several NLP tasks. Figure 10
compares ChatGPT and M-Turk crowdworkers in
terms of inter-annotator agreement with trained
annotators. Advancements in harnessing large lan-
guage models for annotating data, creating new
datasets, and augmenting existing ones are promis-
ing directions to help address this challenge.

6.5 Absence of a Software Ecosystem

Finally, despite over four decades of research, the
software landscape for practical authoring tools
and development frameworks for developing col-
laborative dialogue systems is still largely limited
to research prototypes and narrow domain-specific
techniques. Developing general-purpose tools for
system designers to quickly prototype an agent in a
completely new domain continues to be non-trivial
even today. This situation is in striking contrast
to the current landscape for form-filling and open-
domain assistants, where widely accessible com-
mercial tools such as Google DialogFlow6, Ama-
zon Lex7, Rasa8, LUIS9, and ParlAI10 empower
individuals without expertise in dialogue systems
or natural language processing to create agents suit-
able for a vast range of scenarios.

Schema-driven dialogue system design (Kane
et al., 2022; Mehri and Eskenazi, 2021; Rastogi
et al., 2020) and prompt-based techniques (Kaplan
et al., 2020; Wei et al., 2022) represent two promis-
ing classes of interfaces for dialogue system au-
thoring. However, to determine the optimal type
of interface for a specific user and domain, further
human-centered research is needed, including user
studies that encompass diverse user groups and
various dialogue systems.

7 Summary

This paper begins by reviewing foundational
paradigms for developing collaborative dialogue
agents that have emerged over the past four decades
of dialogue systems research. Each dialogue
paradigm is described, and the applications in han-
dling collaborative dialogues are illustrated. The
focus then shifts to data-driven, neural approaches
for collaborative dialogue management that require
minimal handcrafting. The limitations of "vanilla"
end-to-end neural networks and slot-based meth-
ods for dialogue state representation are discussed,
serving as motivation for reviewing neural model-
ing approaches for collaborative dialogue. From
a selection of 17 works, this review identifies five
core modeling themes and examines the implemen-
tation of each theme by the respective studies in
specific domains. Lastly, the overarching trends

6https://cloud.google.com/dialogflow
7https://aws.amazon.com/lex/
8https://rasa.com/
9https://www.luis.ai/

10https://parl.ai/

https://cloud.google.com/dialogflow
https://aws.amazon.com/lex/
https://rasa.com/
https://www.luis.ai/
https://parl.ai/


Figure 10: Gilardi et al. (2023) shows that ChatGPT outperforms M-Turk crowdworkers when it comes to inter-
annotator agreement against a trained annotator.

are analyzed, and the paper concludes by present-
ing a set of open challenges and future research
directions for the field of collaborative dialogue
management.
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