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Report Structure

1. RepLeCon: a general description

2. Rhetorical relations

3. Inter-Annotator agreement

4. Results
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RepLeCon

RepLeCon – a database of CONstructions with LExical REPetitions

Five language pairs:
Russian ⇔ English

Russian ⇔ French

Russian ⇔ German

Russian ⇔ Italian

Russian ⇔ Spanish
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Goal

• to provide a deeply annotated dataset of Russian constructions with lexical
repetitions and their equivalents in translation;

• to contribute to theoretical linguistic research on repetitions;

• to elaborate on its practical applications.
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Corpora

Russian National Corpus, OPUS parallel corpus
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Constructions

Tautologies:

• Identity-establishing tautologies: Х есть Х (война есть война)

• Negative tautologies: Х (это) не X (у нас зима это не зима)

• Conditional tautologies: если P, то P (если он придёт, то придёт)

• (Cor)relative tautologies: что Р, то Р (кто знает, тот знает)

• Comparative tautologies: X как X (люди как люди)

• Disjunctive tautologies: P или не P (быть или не быть)

5



Constructions

Tautological infinitives:

• with negation: Vinf не Vfin (видеть не видел)

• without negation: Vinf Vfin (звонить звонил)

Temporal constructions with repetitions:

• NP-Nom в NP-Acc (минута в минуту)

• NP-Nom за NP-Ins (неделя за неделей)

• NP-Gen в NP-Ins (из года в год)

• NP-Gen на NP-Acc (со дня на день)

• NP-Nom от NP-Gen (день ото дня)
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Constructions

And more constructions with repetitions:

• Х так Х (гулять так гулять)

• NOM INS: Х Х-ом (работа работой)

• Х не Х, а (актёр не актёр, а так)

• Vfin не Vfin (ищи не ищи)

• Constructions with reduplicated pronouns: PRN-PRN, а (кто-кто, а Петя
придёт)

• “Grammaticised” repetitions: ни X, ни Y (ни дождь, ни снег)
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Annotation

Five general categories:

1. Context description

2. Structure

3. Semantics

4. Pragmatics

5. Characteristics of translations
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CASE STUDY: RHETORICAL RELATIONS

Rhetorical Structure Theory, Mann and Thompson (1988)

• describes the diversity of structures observed to occur in texts

• posits various relations between text parts

• identifies both the transition point of a relation and the extent of the items
related
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RHETORICAL RELATIONS IN MONOLOGUES

Jasinskaja and Karagjosova’s proposal: (Jasinskaja and Zeevat 2008);
(Jasinskaja 2009); (Jasinskaja and Karagjosova 2021)

Six rhetorical relations

• Resemblance relations: Elaboration, Parallel, ‘semantic opposition’ type of
Contrast

• Contiguity in space and time relations: Narration
• Causal relations: Explanation, Result, ‘denial of expectation’ type of

Contrast.

Taxonomy supported by real data in the domains of connectives and anaphora.
+ Condition
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RHETORICAL RELATIONS IN MONOLOGUES

Condition recognizes how the realization of one situation depends on the
realization of another situation.
(1) You said that every woman is special in her own way. That there’s no two
alike. So if that’s true......then Dee Dee is Dee Dee. Let her be who she is.
[OpenSubtitles2011, Dr. T the Women, 2000]

In the RR of Explanation two discourse units describe two state of affairs, and
one of them is presented as the reason for the other.
(2) I’m afraid I have no choice. Policy is policy. [OpenSubtitles2011, Lexx.
Season 2, Episode 2, 1997-2002]
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RHETORICAL RELATIONS IN DIALOGUES

Asher and Lascarides’ proposal, Asher and Lascarides (2003; 2013)
Segmented Discourse Representation Theory

• Question-Answer Pair suggests that the contribution is a direct response to the
question

• Indirect Question-Answer Pair holds when the contribution is not a direct response
to the question, but the questioner can infer the necessary information from it

• Partial Question-Answer Pair implies that the contribution is may rule out some
true answers, but is not sufficiently informative that the questioner can compute a
direct answer from it

• Correction holds when the contribution is aimed at correcting the previous
utterance

• Denial is employed to rebut the previous contribution
• Acknowledgement is used to express the acceptance of the previous utterance 12



RHETORICAL RELATIONS IN DIALOGUES

Question Answer Pair suggests that the contribution is a direct response to the
question.
(3) — What’s your thesis?

— All I’m saying is people are people. We do what we do...
[OpenSubtitles2011, United States of Tara, 2010]

Indirect Question Answer Pair holds when the contribution is not a direct
response to the question, but the questioner can infer the necessary information
from it.
(4) — With all respect, doctor, I’m counting on Excelsior.

— Excelsior? A ship is a ship Why would you want that bucket of bolts?
[OpenSubtitles2011, Star Trek IV: The Voyage Home, 1986] 13



Inter-annotator agreement (IAA)

“Inter-annotator (or inter-coder) agreement has become the quasi-standard
procedure for testing the accuracy of manual annotations. This process is based
on the assumption that if multiple coders agree in their coding decisions of the
same material we can be certain that — at least for this set of data and this set
of coders — annotations are free of unsystematic and distorting variations”
(Bayerl, Paul 2011).

Sources of disagreement:
• gaps in the annotation guide,
• difficulty in interpreting a markable item,
• annotators’ carelessness.
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IAA calculation scheme

Agreement measures:
• Percentage agreement (number of items on which annotators agree /

total number of items)
• Chance-corrected agreement measures (Bennett, Alpert

Goldstein’s S, Scott’s pi, Fleiss’ kappa etc.)

IAA calculation steps:

1. The fields of the RepLeCon database were divided into “technical” fields and
“interpretable” ones.

2. All “interpretable” fields were annotated by two coders with year-long
annotation experience.

3. The received data was analyzed using percentage agreement and
chance-corrected agreement measures. 15



Number of agreed responses

130 constructions with lexical repetitions
The fields where information about the rhetorical relations of constructions
with the preceding (prec) and following (foll) discourse.

Role = core vs satellite
RR = rhetorical relations

field N of consistent annotation
role-prec 128
role-foll 127
rr-prec 126
rr-foll 104
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IAA calculation

R “irrCAC” package
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/irrCAC/index.html

The coefficients were calculated for each of the 4 fields (“rr-prec”, “role-prec”,
“rr-foll”, “role-foll”) separately.

Raw dataset (“rr-prec”):

Annotator1 Annotator2
PQAP PQAP
PQAP PQAP

E E
P P
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IAA calculation results

Six coefficients of agreement: Percent Agreement, Gwet’s AC (AC1), Fleiss’
Kappa, Krippendorff’s alpha, Conger’s Kappa, and Brennan Prediger’s agreement
coefficient

• pa — the percent agreement

• pe — the percent chance agreement

• coeff.val — the estimated value of an agreement coefficient

• coeff.se — the agreement coefficient standard error

• conf.int — the confidence interval
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Agreement coefficients

• Percent agreement exceeds 90% in all cases, except for the examples of
marking the role of the construction in rhetorical relation with the following
discourse fragment (rr-foll).

• Gwet’s AC (AC1) values are in the range [0.78; 0.98]

• Fleiss’ Kappa, Krippendorff´s Alpha, Conger’s Kappa values are in the range
[0.73; 0.97]

• Brennan and Prediger’s agreement coefficient (AC2) values are in the range
[0.78; 0.98]
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Agreement coefficients
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Сonclusions

(Landis and Koch 1977) benchmark scale
Coefficient thresholds:

values falling in the range [0.81; 1.00] could considered as “almost perfect”
values falling in the range [0.61; 0.80] could considered as “substantial”

First conclusion:
Annotators perform markup in a consistent way, the instruction is successfully
compiled and does not require significant revision.
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Number of categories

The probability of a random response depends on the number of categories
in a coding scheme.

fields categories
role-prec, role-foll 2
rr-prec, rr-foll (dialogues) 6
rr-prec, rr-foll (monologues) 7

The average percentage agreement for core vs satellite role markup is 94%.
The average percentage agreement for marking rhetorical relations (rr) is 88%.
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Number of consistent annotations

fields N of CA total percent agreement

rr-prec (monologues) 12 13 92.31

rr-foll (monologues) 10 13 76.92

rr-prec (dialogues) 114 117 97.44

rr-foll (dialogues) 94 117 80.34

Fisher’s exact criterion, results:
• differences in the N of agreed and unagreed responses in the “role” and “rr” fields are statistically

significant (p < 0.001)
• differences in the N of agreed and unagreed responses when comparing dialogical and monological

fragments are statistically insignificant (p = 0.383)
• differences in “rr” field annotation results when comparing dialogical and monological contexts are also

insignificant (p = 0.517)
• comparison of the N of agreed and unagreed responses, categorized by “foll” and “prec”, showed

statistically significant differences (p < 0.001).
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Conclusions

1. annotators consistently determine what is the nucleus and what is the
satellite,

2. the influence of the number of categories in the annotation scheme on
consistency is confirmed by our data (annotators handle the markup in the
“role” field significantly better than in the “rr” field),

3. annotators assign tags of rhetorical relations with the preceding discourse
(compared to the following one) in a more consistent way.
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Lexical markers of rhetorical relations

Observable rhetorical relation markers: potomu čto ‘because’, no ‘but’, nu ‘well’,
prosto ‘just’, vsë-taki ‘still’, as well as i kogda ‘and when’, xotja ‘though’, tak čto
‘so what’, krome togo ‘besides’, etc.

Hypothesis: the presence of explicit markers in the analyzed context simplifies the
rhetorical relations annotation.

field N of CA N of markers
rr-prec 126 46
rr-foll 104 46

The hypothesis for the observed data should be rejected, since the number of
markers matches. 25



General conclusions

1. annotators demonstrate either an almost perfect or substantial agreement,
i.e. the annotation guidelines are successfully compiled and do not need to
be modified significantly

2. annotators assign the role of tautologies in the rhetorical relation
significantly more consistently than the particular rhetorical relations

3. the influence of the number of categories in the annotation scheme on
consistency is relevant for our data

4. rhetorical relations with the preceding discourse fragment are annotated in a
more consistent way than those with the following fragment
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Thanks for your attention!
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