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Abstract
The majority of available discourse guidelines have focused on the English language. This predominance
results in a significant lack of research concerning discourse and pragmatic analysis for low-resource
languages. Additionally, computational discourse processing frameworks, such as the Rhetorical Structure
Theory (RST), developed in 1988, have obtained timid updates since then. Aiming to provide resources
for low-resource languages at a discourse and a pragmatic-level analysis and fill this relevant research
gap, we introduce in this paper the first discourse-annotation guideline using the RST framework for low-
resource languages, with examples of coherence relations in Italian, Portuguese, and Spanish. We also
discuss linguistics and theoretical concepts related to RST and provide a short survey with main concepts
that encompass discourse in artificial intelligence, hence offering reliable and accessible introductions to
new researchers and annotators.

1. Introduction
The word “discourse” is derived from the Latin prefix dis- meaning “away” and the root word cur-
rere meaning “to run”. According to word etymology, the discourse describes thoughts in words.
Furthermore, the studies on discourse mainly analyze the use of spoken or written language in a
social context. Corroborating the definition of discourse, a very plausible assumption is that it be
applied to various areas. According to Fairclough (2003), discourse analysis comprises concerns
across the humanities and social sciences. While this definition seems sensible enough as stated, it
is also suited to claim that discourse is also an area of Artificial Intelligence (AI), more precisely
Computational Linguistics (CL).

In recent artificial intelligence literature dealing with computational linguistics, Jurafsky (2020)
argues that language does not normally consist of isolated, unrelated sentences, but instead of
collocated, structured, coherent groups of sentences, and a coherent structured group of sentences
is named discourse. Additionally, Ramsay (2005) defines discourse as an extended sequence of
sentences produced by one or more people with the aim of converting or exchanging information.

According to Moore and Wiemer-Hastings (2003), models of discourse structure and process-
ing are crucial for constructing computational systems capable of interpreting and generating
natural language. The authors also argue that discourse research in computational linguistics and
artificial intelligence encompasses spoken and written discourse, monologues, dialogue (both spo-
ken and keyboarded), and the context created by prior utterances affects the current one regardless
of which participant uttered it. Lastly, research on discourse focuses on two fundamental questions
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within computational linguistics and artificial intelligence. First, what information is contained in
extended sequences of utterances that go beyond the meaning of the individual utterances them-
selves? Second, how does the context in which an utterance is used affect the meaning of the
individual utterances or parts of them? Moore and Wiemer-Hastings (2003).

Furthermore, (Ramsay 2005) argues that discourse-aware models must be built incrementally.
For example, a wide range of discourse sentences accomplishes reference to concepts of the world,
which were already known to the reader in the discourse. The incremental function of natural lan-
guage to knowledge construction provides benefits to referring expressions for following tasks.
This tasks are issues into computational linguistics related to discourse-level phenomena, such
as anaphora, which even though there is notoriously difficult to find a definition, according
to Castagnola (2002), consists of a reference to entities mentioned previously in the discourse;
pronouns, which are used to refer to items that have been mentioned very recently and also it
may be recognized based on very simple characteristic properties; coreference (also called co-
reference), defined by Jurafsky and Martin (2009) as two noun phrases that refer to the same
entity, and coreference resolution, therefore, is the task of identifying the sets of noun phrases that
refer to the same entity; theme, according to Halliday (1995), consists of a sentence as its first
phrase, being the rheme the remainder; rheme, consists of an element responsible for providing
the cohesion of a sentence as a communicative whole Bussmann (1998); topic and focus, such
as claimed by Ramsay (2005) are different devices than theme and rheme, although they achieve
similar effects, mainly if we consider intonation (or its typographical equivalents); presupposi-
tion and entailment are types of inference, presupposition, differently entailment present a wide
range of computational and linguistic proprieties not exhibited by the general class of inferences
Mukherjee and Joshi (2013); implicature (also called conversational implicature), is a pragmatic
concept introduced by British philosopher (Grice 1975), which showed how meaning expressed by
the speaker (speaker meaning) in conversation, not directly encoded in the words, maybe inferred
(recognized) by the hearer; discourse coherence, as defined by Jurafsky (2020), consists of a
coherent structured group of sentences, in which the word “coherence” is used to refer to the rela-
tionship between sentences that makes real discourses different than just random assemblages of
sentences. Besides that, according to Mann et al. (1992), theories of discourse coherence, which
were broadly defined as “the sense of overall unity of a text”, are often used as descriptive tools
in the analysis of coherence.

Discourse and Pragmatic literature have been providing a set of frameworks in natural lan-
guage processing, such as Discourse Representation Structure (DRS), which consists of a set
of discourse referents - corresponding to the set of individuals mentioned in the sentence being
interpreted - and a set of conditions which are propositions involving those referents; The Penn
Discourse TreeBank (PDTB) (Prasad et al. 2008), which was proposed on the simple idea that
discourse relations are grounded in an identifiable set of explicit words or phrases (discourse con-
nectives) or simply in sentence adjacency, it has been taken up and used by many researchers in
the NLP community and more recently, by researchers in psycholinguistics as well. As claimed
by (Jurafsky 2020), PDTB consists of labeling corpus lexical-aware grounded composed of anno-
tation of coherence relation between text spans, they were given a list of discourse connectives,
words that signal discourse relations, such as like because; discourse connectives such as although,
when, since, or as a result, among other. Moreover, the most common discourse organization
framework used in CL (Jurafsky 2020), the Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST) (Mann and
Thompson 1987), is defined as “a theory to help us understand texts as instruments of communi-
cation”. Accordingly, RST “provides a framework for investigating relational propositions, which
are unstated but inferred propositions that arise from the text structure in the process of interpreting
texts”(Mann and Thompson 1987).

In this paper, we introduce the first discourse annotation guideline using the Rhetorical
Structure Theory framework for low-resource languages. First of all, we present a summarized
survey related to the main literature concepts concerning discourse in artificial intelligence dealing
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with computational linguistics. Second, we present and discuss theoretical aspects that encompass
the RST framework. Finally, we present our guideline, which it is composed of 38 (thirty-eight)
coherence relations proposed by relevant literature of area for RST. As a result, this paper pro-
vides a well-structured, accurate, and accessible new resource so as to study, model, and build
discourse-aware applications for low-resource languages, hence offering reliable and summarized
introductions to new researchers and annotators. Our contributions may be summarized as follows:r We focus on an under-explored but surely relevant research gap: providing discourse-aware

resources for low-resource languages. We further study Rhetorical Structure Theory, which
is also under-explored in literature.r We create the first discourse guideline for low-resource languages, which has annotations
at the rhetorical level for low-resource languages, more specifically Italian, Portuguese, and
Spanish. The guideline describes 37 (thirty-seven) coherence relations from RST proposed
by relevant literature of the area.r We present a survey related to the main literature concepts concerning discourse in artificial
intelligence dealing with computational linguistics. We also present and discuss theoret-
ical aspects that encompass the RST framework hence offering reliable and accessible
introductions to new researchers and annotators.

In what follows, in Section 2, a survey is presented that encompasses the main relevant concept
concerning Rhetorical Structure Theory. In Section 3, we introduce our detailed guideline, which
consists of the description and discussion of 37 (thirty-seven) coherence relations according to
RST literature. For each coherence relation, we present relevant information related to coherence
relation constraints, linguistic concepts, and main definitions. Finally, at least three examples of
each coherence relation are provided divided into the Italian, Portuguese, and Spanish languages.
And conclusively, in Section 4, final remarks are presented.

2. Rhetorical Structure Theory
Rhetorical Structure Theory is a relevant framework in Artificial Intelligence literature deal-
ing with computational linguistics at discourse-level analysis. RST was originally proposed for
computer-based authoring and natural language generation, however, this powerful framework is
used ever since in a wide variety of NLP tasks. According to Mann and Thompson (1987), RST
consists of “a theory to help us understand texts as instruments of communication”. Moreover, it
“provides a framework for investigating relational propositions, which are unstated but inferred
propositions that arise from the text structure in the process of interpreting texts”.

In the same settings, Taboada and Mann (2006) define RST as “a theory of text organization
that has led to areas of application ahead of discourse analysis and text generation”. Particularly,
it is “a linguistic theory of how text hangs together, and extended discourses are made out of
sequences of sentences that are related to one another” Thompson and Mann (1988).

There are three central mechanisms in order to be able understand the RST framework,
which according to Mann and Thompson (1987) these mechanisms by nuclearity, schemas, and
coherence relations, which are described in Sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3, respectively.

2.1 Nuclearity
Nuclearity in RST consists of the identification of prominent and complementary text spans.
Organizing them hierarchically within the schema encompasses four main concepts: nucleus and
satellite, as well as mononuclear and multinuclear coherence relations. The nucleus consists of
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text elements that are more central and relevant in the relation. Differently, the supporting units
are named satellites. These drift towards mononuclear and multinuclear coherence relations.

Figure 1. Nuclearity structure in mononuclear and multinuclear coherence relations.

As shown in Figure 1, in the first example, there is a span that is more relevant for under-
standing the text. Consequently, this type of coherence relation is mononuclear, and the nucleus
is signaled by an arrow. On other hand, in the second example, both spans present the same rele-
vance for understanding the text, therefore this type of coherence is multinuclear, and both spans
are considered nuclei.

2.2 Schemas
According to Mann and Thompson (1987)), a schema may be defined as “predefined patterns
specifying how regions of text combine to form larger regions, up to whole texts”. In Figure 2, we
show five different types of schemas originally proposed by RST’s authors.

Figure 2. Types of schemes.

As shown in Figure 2, a schema according to the RST framework must be characterized by a
vertical line pointing to one of the text spans that the schema covers called the nucleus. The other
spans are linked to the nucleus by relations, represented by labeled curved lines, and these spans
are called satellites.
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2.3 Coherence Relations
As already mentioned, RST predicts the construction of a tree of coherence relations (also known
as rhetorical or discourse relations), mainly based on the premise that the content of text units may
be hierarchically organized.

Accordingly, it predicts that some units are more central (salient) to the text than others and
that the other units support the text message. As a result, coherence relations are also described
in terms of schemas (i.e., how one or more satellites or nuclei are related to one another). For
instance, observe the RST tree shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Rhetorical structure tree.

Note that the span G (satellite) is connected with span F (nucleus) by an ANTITHESIS
coherence relation. In the same setting, span C is connected with span B (nucleus) by a
CIRCUMSTANCE relation. Moving forward, span E (satellite) is connected with the block 5-
6 composed by spans [F-G] (nucleus) by a CONCESSION relation. In the same setting, span
D (nucleus) is connected with block 4-5 composed by [E-[F-G]] (satellite) by an EVIDENCE
relation. Then, span A (satellite) is connected with the block 2-3 composed by spans [B-C]
(nucleus) by a CIRCUMSTANCE relation. At last, the block 1-2 composed by spans [A1-[A2-
A3]] (nucleus) is connected with the block 3-4 composed by [A4-[A5[A6-A7]]] (satellite) by a
BACKGROUND relation.

In a summarized way, RST framework is organized in the nucleus and satellite. The nucleus
consists of text elements more central and relevant in the sentence. Differently, the supporting
units are named satellites. Even more, coherence relations may be classified as mononuclear and
multinuclear. Rhetorical relations also are described in terms of the schema (i.e. how one or more
satellites or nuclei) are related to the current nucleus.
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3. Discourse Annotation using Rhetorical Structure Theory
In this paper we present the first discourse guideline focused on low-resource languages. Moving
forward to reach this, we are also inspired in RST guidelines proposed by relevant literature of the
field (Mann and Thompson 1987; Carlson and Marcu 2001; Stede et al. 2017; Vargas et al. 2021).
Furthermore, the coherence relations examples presented in this guideline have been extracted
from the following sources:r Italian language: The examples were extracted from the relevant Italian newspaper titled

ilpost 1, and from the wikipedia.it 2;r Portuguese language: The examples were extracted from the dataset Deceiver3 (Vargas
et al. 2021), which it is composed of 600 RST-annotated documents divided in fake and
truth news being 300 documents written in English and 300 documents written in Brazilian
Portuguese.r Spanish language4: The examples were extracted from the datasets NewsCom-Implicitness
(Schmeisser-Nieto et al. 2022) and DETESTS (Ariza-Casabona et al. 2022), which comprise
comments from online Spanish newspapers about immigration. The comments were seg-
mented into sentences and, subsequently, annotated with the presence or absence of racial
stereotypes. The former also contains annotations on the criteria for identifying implicit
stereotypes, and the latter with subcategories of those stereotypes.

In total, this guideline presents 37 (thirty-seven) description of coherence relations. Table 1
describes the set of rhetorical relations which will be discussed and described to follow sections.

Table 1. Rhetorical relations provides by this discourse annotation guideline.

Author Year Total Description

Mann and
Thompson
(1987)

1988 32 ANTITHESIS (Section 3.1), ATTRIBUTION (Section 3.2), BACKGROUND
(Section 3.3), CIRCUMSTANCE (Section 3.4), CONCESSION (Section
3.5), CONDITION (Section 3.7), COMPARISON (Section 3.8), CONTRAST
(Section 3.9), DISJUNCTION (Section 3.10), ELABORATION (Section
3.11), ENABLEMENT (Section 3.12), EVALUATION (Section 3.13),
EVIDENCE (Section 3.14), INTERPRETATION 3.15, JOINT 3.18,
JUSTIFY (Section 3.19), LIST (Section 3.20), MEANS (Section 3.21),
MOTIVATION (Section 3.22), NON-VOLITIONAL CAUSE (Section 3.23),
NON-VOLITIONAL RESULT (Section 3.24), OTHERWISE (Section ??,
PURPOSE (Section 3.28), RESTATEMENT (Section 3.29, SEQUENCE
(Section 3.31, SOLUTIONHOOD (Section 3.32), SUMMARY (Section 3.33),
UNCONDITIONAL (Section 3.34, UNLESS (Section 3.35), VOLITIONAL
CAUSE (Section 3.36), VOLITIONAL RESULT (Section 3.37).

Carlson and
Marcu (2001)

2001 3 CONCLUSION (Section 3.6), PARENTHETICAL (Section 3.26), SAME-
UNIT (Section 3.30).

Vargas et al.
(2021)

2021 2 INTERJECTION (Section 3.16), IMPERATIVE (Section 3.17).

1https://www.ilpost.it/
2http://wikipedia.it/
3https://github.com/franciellevargas/deceiver
4Warning: On the Spanish language examples, the content may be offensive for the reader given the nature of the dataset.

It does not reflect our way of thinking.
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3.1 ANTITHESIS
According to linguistics studies, antithesis is defined as a figure of speech characterized by the
simultaneous use of terms, words, or sentences that are opposed to the meaning. For example, in
“truth and lies are part of everyday life”, the terms truth and lies form an antithesis construction
due to opposition of meaning between the terms used to create an effect on the reader. In general,
most figures of speech are used to create particular potential effects on the reader.

According to Stede et al. (2017), the ANTITHESIS coherence relation may be defined as a
relationship in which the writer regards the content of the nucleus as more important. Besides
that, this relation is rarely signaled by connectives. In the same settings, corroborating to the RST
framework, when we encounter the ANTITHESIS coherence relation, the situation presented in
the nucleus is found in the contrast with the situation presented in the satellite. The contrast may
happen in only one or a wide range of respects. Additionally, it is always mononuclear – it is a
counteractive relation that distinguishes clearly between the nuclearity of its arguments (Carlson
and Marcu 2001). Table 2 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, satellite,
and the combination of both for the ANTITHESIS coherence relation.

Table 2. Antithesis relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Intentional

Constraints on the nucleus (N) The writer judge N valid

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) N and S are in contrast

Effect on the reader Reader’s ability to comprehend N is increased.

As shown in Table 2, the ANTITHESIS coherence relation presents information intentionally
informed and it is always mononuclear. In addition, there is one constraint on the nucleus, but
there are no constraints on the satellite. In the nucleus, the writer judges the nucleus as valid.
Lastly, the effect on the reader consists of the reader accepting the nucleus better than the satellite.
Figures 4, 5 and 6 shown examples of the ANTITHESIS relation.

Figure 4. Antithesis Relation in
Spanish. (Many immigrants come
here to work [nucleus], many of
them also come here to take
advantage of the benefits [satel-
lite]).

Figure 5. Antithesis Relation in
Portuguese. (I always look for the
good [nucleus], other people look
for the bad) [satellite]).

Figure 6. Antithesis Relation in
Italian. (Despite restrictions and
dangers that still exist [nucleus],
the audience in Italian stadiums is
increasing [satellite]).

As shown in Figures 4, 5 and 6, in an ANTITHESIS coherence relation, the nucleus presents
information of which the author is more favorable than information presented in satellite.
Additionally, the nucleus and satellite are both in contrast, and the reader accepts the nucleus
better than the satellite. Lastly, a final statement is not less important than previous statements.
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3.2 ATTRIBUTION
The ATTRIBUTION coherence relation has been a matter of ongoing debate by literature. In
the original RST manuscript, the authors Mann and Thompson (1987), describe a set of “other
relations” that were considered as part of the proposed coherence relations, although they have not
been formulated formal definitions for them (Potter 2019). As part of this set of “other relations”,
one is highlighted as the QUOTE relation. Nevertheless, the authors decided against this relation.
The authors argue that QUOTE relations were rejected due to “passages that present who said
what or attribute information to certain sources rarely relate to other text spans in such a way
that relational arise”. Besides that, “the function of such attribution is in the domain of evidence
concerning the attributed material and thus reasonably considered not as a distinct entity, but as
part of the proposition that contains the attributional passage” (Mann and Thompson 1987).

Indeed, Potter (2019) claims that only a few of researchers have decided opposition to rela-
tional status for attribution due to a frequent objection that it fails to meet the inter-clausal criterion
for coherence relations (e.g., (Das et al. 2020; Mann and Thompson 1987; Sanders et al. 1992).
According to Stede et al. (2017), “attribution” is a complex phenomenon considering that syntac-
tically, a reported unit is not a discourse unit unto itself, but usually a noun clause complement
of the reporting verb. Therefore, even though a wide range of studies has relied upon attributional
structures for their analyses, nothing approaching consensus has emerged (Das et al. 2017).

While there is no consensus that corroborates the hypothesis regarding the viability of the
ATTRIBUTION coherence relation, it has been accepted by various authors. The primary pro-
ponents of a formal definition for ATTRIBUTION were proposed by Carlson and Marcu (2001),
which according to Potter (2019) have been influential among RST analysts. According to the pro-
posed definition in Carlson and Marcu (2001), “first instances of reported speech, both direct and
indirect, should be marked for the rhetorical relation of ATTRIBUTION”. Moreover, the satellite
is the source of the attribution (a clause containing a reporting verb, or a phrase beginning with
according to), and the nucleus is the content of the reported message (which must be in a separate
clause). Finally, still according to authors, the ATTRIBUTION relation is also used with cogni-
tive predicates, to include feelings, thoughts, hopes, etc. Potter (2019) also proposed a definition
for ATTRIBUTION relation. According to the author, ATTRIBUTION is a mononuclear relation,
which consists of two parts, taking into account an attribution of the predicate and its respective
attributed material. In Table 3, we present the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus,
the satellite, both (nucleus+satellite), and the effects on the reader for ATTRIBUTION coherence
relation.

Table 3. Attribution relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N presents a expression, speech, something or someone’s thinking

Constraints on the satellite (S) S presents something or someone that produces N

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) N and S indicate, respectively the source of a message and the message

Effect on the reader The reader is informed about a message and its source.

As shown in Table 3, the ATTRIBUTION relation is mononuclear and presents semantic infor-
mation. The nucleus must present an expression that indicates the speech or thinking of something
or someone. Conversely, in the satellite, who or what produced the message which was presented.
Lastly, the effect on the reader consists of the reader has been informed about a message and its
source. Figures 7, 8 and 9 shown examples of the ATTRIBUTION relation.
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Figure 7. Attribution Relation in
Spanish. (One of the ministers
claimed [satellite] that many farm-
ers were hiring undocumented
immigrants under a slavery
regime [nucleus]).

Figure 8. Attribution Relation
in Portuguese. (President Luiz
Inácio Lula da Silva said, this
Monday, the 6th,. [nucleus] that he
will transform Brazil into ”a true
building site” [satellite]).

Figure 9. Attribution Relation in
Italian. (We want to demonstrate
that being nonpartisan is actu-
ally positioning or being more
successful [satellite], according to
Washington Post [nucleus]).

Taking into consideration a complementary perspective, Carlson and Marcu (2001) claim that
“instances of reported speech, both direct and indirect, should be marked for the rhetorical relation
of ATTRIBUTION”. Furthermore, according to the author, the ATTRIBUTION relation may also
be used with cognitive verbs. The following verbs are presented by the author as cognitive verbs
5: (e.g. think, believe, know, imagine, suppose, conjecture, wish, hope, predict, fear, estimate,
calculate, anticipate, expect, dream, etc). An example of the ATTRIBUTION coherence relations
in the context of cognitive verbs is displayed in Figure 10.

Figure 10. Attribution relation example using cognitive predicate.

Carlson and Marcu (2001) suggest that when the clause containing the perception verb does not
specify a source, the ATTRIBUTION relation does not apply and the unit should not be segmented
from that clause. This is typical in constructions like with verbs like seem, look, or appear (with it
as subject), and in passive constructions, for example, It wasn’t known to what extent, if any, the
facility was damaged or It is hoped that other Japanese would then follow the leader.

Finally, corroborating the previous discussions, coherence coherence relations are divided into
three different types: semantic, pragmatics, and structural. According to literature, structural
relations operate only on an organization’s function. Differently than in the semantic and prag-
matic relations, which provide substantial linguistic information on the content of spans, the
structural relations are responsible for organizing part of texts, which could not be organized
by any other coherence relations. A set of researchers argue that ATTRIBUTION relations consist
of a structural relation.

5Cognitive verb are categorized using Marzano & Kendall’s four levels of cognitive process: retrieval, comprehension,
analysis, and knowledge utilization (Marzano and Kendall 2007)
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3.3 BACKGROUND
Stede et al. (2017) define the BACKGROUND coherence relation as a type of coherence relation
that settles a relationship between nucleus-satellite, in which the understanding of the satellite
becomes it easier for the reader to understand the content of the nucleus. Therefore, it would
be difficult to comprehend the nucleus without the “background” information provided by the
satellite. Furthermore, the satellite, mostly but not always, precedes the nucleus, and the satellite
at the beginning of the text often serves to introduce the topic of the text. Besides that, Carlson
and Marcu (2001) suggest that in BACKGROUND coherence relation, the satellite is responsible
to provide the context of use or the grounds with respect to which the nucleus is to be understood.
In this case, understanding the satellite helps the reader understand the nucleus. Additionally,
the satellite is not the cause/reason/motivation of the situation presented in the nucleus, and the
reader/writer’s intentions are irrelevant in determining whether such as relation holds.

Considering a contrastive analysis between the CIRCUMSTANCE relation and
BACKGROUND, the information or the context of the BACKGROUND relation is not
always specified clearly or delimited sharply. On the other hand, the CIRCUMSTANCE relation
(see Section 3.4) is stronger than BACKGROUND. Often, in a BACKGROUND relation, the
events represented in the nucleus and the satellite occur at distinctly different times, whereas
events in a CIRCUMSTANCE relation are somewhat co-temporal (Carlson and Marcu 2001).
Lastly, BACKGROUND relations are rarely signaled by connectives (Stede et al. 2017).

In Table 4, we describe the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite along
with the combination of both for BACKGROUND relation.

Table 4. Background relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Intentional

Constraints on the nucleus (N) The reader wouldn’t understand sufficiently N before to read S

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S increases the reader’s ability to understand any aspect of N

Effect on the reader The readers’ ability to understand N is increase.

As shown in Table 4, the BACKGROUND relation is mononuclear and presents intentional
information. The nucleus presents information that must be understood from the information
described in the satellite. There are not any constraints on the satellite. Therefore, the satellite
improves the reader’s ability to understand the nucleus. On the effects on the reader, the reader
understands better the nucleus from the reading of satellite. Figures 11, 12 and 13 shown examples
of BACKGROUND relation.

Note that in both examples in Figures 11, 12 and 13, the nucleus presents the information more
prominent. Nevertheless, the information presented in satellites is relevant to understanding the
nucleus. In other words, without the information presented in the satellite, the reader would not
understand properly the information presented in the nucleus.

3.4 CIRCUMSTANCE
Taking into consideration the linguistic studies, the circumstantial meanings would be analyzed
from different perspectives. According to Martin (1992), studies the circumstantial meanings
taking into account a discourse-semantic perspective would be related to the proposed term “set-
ting”, which refers to mainly locational circumstantial meanings. Nevertheless, it should point
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Figure 11. Background Relation
in Spanish. (A 13-year-old guy
from the Maghreb raped a woman
[satellite]. That is what I call
imported crime [nucleus]).

Figure 12. Background Relation
in Portuguese. (The Attorney
General of the Republic of Brazil,
Raquel Dodge, asked for the con-
demnation of PT (left party) sen-
ator Gleisi Hoffmann [nucleus], in
the context of Lava Jato [satel-
lite]).

Figure 13. Background Relation
in Italian. (With the listing on
the Stock Exchange, an intense
phase of territorial and opera-
tional expansion begins [satellite].
Participation in significant regional
banks with strong local roots
were acquired, including Banca
Agricola Mantovana and Banca
del Salento (later Banca 121)
[nucleus]).

out that, Dreyfus and Bennett (2017) suggest that considering a corpus study analysis, the cir-
cumstantial meaning is separated out from the type of circumstantial meaning from the type of
lexico-grammatical structure that realizes that meaning. For instance, the sentence “I went to the
union that hot Friday”. In this sentence, it is possible to note a type of circumstantial meaning
related to locational circumstantial meanings. On the other hand, the sentence “Lunchtimes on
Friday are always busy in this cafe”, provides a type of lexico-grammatical structure related to
qualifier circumstantial meanings.

More broadly, the circumstantial meaning is a region of ideational meaning that is instanti-
ated across a range of lexico-grammatical structures: from the rank of the clausal constituent of
circumstance in both directions: up to clause rank and down to below or within constituent rank
(e.g. as qualifier) (Dreyfus and Bennett 2017). Shortly, this last one proposes the circumstantial
meaning) within the discourse semantic system of ideational (Martin 1992)

Instead of further embodying the full complexity related to circumstance meanings,
according to RST, only carries a prototypical definition of “circumstance” and proposed a
CIRCUMSTANCE coherence relation, which as claimed by Mann and Thompson (1987), holds
between two parts of a text if one of the parts establishes a circumstance or situation, and the other
part is interpreted within or relative to a framework (e.g., a temporal or spatial framework).

Stede et al. (2017) define the CIRCUMSTANCE coherence relation as a type of relation-
ship between nucleus-satellites, in which the satellite supplies necessarily an event or state that
occurs or has occurred, therefore it is not a hypothetical one. As claimed by Carlson and Marcu
(2001), for a CIRCUMSTANCE relation, the presented situation in the satellite provides the
context in which the presented situation in the nucleus should be interpreted. Besides that, the
CIRCUMSTANCE relation is always mononuclear, and selecting the CIRCUMSTANCE relation
over the BACKGROUND relation when the events are described in the nucleus and satellite is
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somewhat co-temporal. Lastly, the typical connectives found in CIRCUMSTANCE relations are
as, when, while (Stede et al. 2017).

Table 5 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite along with
the combination of both for CIRCUMSTANCE coherence relation.

Table 5. Circumstance relation constraints

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Intentional

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) S presents a realized situation (i.e., not a hypothetical one)

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S provides any situation that the reader may interpret N

Effect on the reader The reader recognize that S provides a situation which N must be
interpreted

As shown in Table 5, the CIRCUMSTANCE relation is a mononuclear relation, which presents
semantic information without constraints on the nucleus. Furthermore, the satellite should present
a situation realized, and the satellite necessarily provides a situation that the reader may interpret
the nucleus. Figures 14, 15 and 16 shown examples of the CIRCUMSTANCE relation.

Figure 14. Circumstance Relation
in Spanish. (When we were all
locked up in our homes during
Covid-19, [satellite] illegal immi-
grants enjoyed themselves in five-
star hotels [nucleus]).

Figure 15. Circumstance Relation
in Portuguese.(The fiercest critic
of the presidential candidate
Jair Bolsonaro was unmasked
[nucleus] when a telephone tap
was made with conversations
with the sister of Aécio Neves
[satellite]).

Figure 16. Circumstance Relation
in Italian. After landing on the
Moon and performing the first
lunar walk in history [satellite], the
astronauts used the Eagle ascent
stage to leave the surface and
rejoin Collins on the command
module [nucleus]).

Carlson and Marcu (2001) argue that in a CIRCUMSTANCE coherence relation, the satel-
lite may not present any cause, reason, or motivation for the situation presented by the nucleus.
Furthermore, the reader/writer’s intentions are irrelevant in order to determine whether such
a relation holds. Accordingly, as shown in Figures 14, 15 and 16, when we encounter the
CIRCUMSTANCE relation, the presented situation in the satellite should provide the context
in which the presented situation in the nucleus should be interpreted.
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3.5 CONCESSION
Historically, the notion of concession according to linguistic studies, is associated to relations
between the utterance segments that imply a contrast. In general, the notion of concession is
defined based on pragmatics and cognitive inferences.

According to Kim (2001), the speaker asserts the propositions of the two related clauses in
question against the background assumption that the two types of situations are generally incom-
patible. For instance, “Even if Einstein tried to solve the math problem, he could not solve it”.
Stede et al. (2017) define the CONCESSION coherence relation, as a type of relationship between
nucleus-satellite, in which the writer regards the content of the nucleus as more important than the
content presented by the satellite. Besides that, in comparison to the nucleus, the writer regards the
content of the satellite as less important, even though the writer does not dispute that the satellite
holds.

In the same settings, Carlson and Marcu (2001) suggest that CONCESSION coherence relation
must be defined as a type of relationship in which the situation indicated in the nucleus is contrary
to expectation in the light of the information presented in the satellite, or in other words, it is
always characterized by a violated expectation. Mostly, the text span is classified as satellite, and
the text span is classified as the nucleus, both do not depend on the semantics of these spans, but
rather on the intention of the writer.

Furthermore, as claimed by Stede et al. (2017), the typical connectives found in the
CONCESSION coherence relation are although, but, skill, despite, which, indeed, seems to carry
substantially any discourse markers.

Table 6 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite along with
the combination of both for the CONCESSION coherence relation.

Table 6. Concession relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Intentional

Constraints on the nucleus (N) Writer regards the content of N as more important

Constraints on the satellite (S) In comparison to N, the writer regards the content of S as less important,
but s/he does not dispute that S holds

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) The writer acknowledges a potential or apparent incompatibility between
N and S

Effect on the reader The reader’s ability to positive regard for N is increased

As shown in Table 6, the CONCESSION relation is a mononuclear relation and presents inten-
tional information, with constraints on the nucleus and satellite. In addition, the writer judges the
nucleus and the satellite in spite of them being incompatible.To follow, in Figures 17, 18 and 19,
are shown examples of the CONCESSION relation.

Note that, as it is shown in Figures 17, 18 and 19, the discourse marker “but”(in Spanish:
“perfo”, in Portuguese: “mas”, and in Italian “ma”), are examples of discourse markers, or in other
words, it is also signals of a CONCESSION coherence relations. Accordingly, it would be agreed
that these discourse markers may be considered such as “clues” to identify the CONCESSION
relations. Moreover, we note an incompatibility between the satellite and the nucleus raises the
reader’s ability to regard the nucleus, such property distinguishes these coherence relations from
others.
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Figure 17. Concession Relation
in Spanish. (It is clear that not
every Muslim put bombs [satel-
lite], but many support terrorism in
silence [nucleus]).

Figure 18. Concession Relation
in Portuguese. (At 9 o’clock the
city had 113 km of slowness,
[satellite] but the average for the
time is 82 km. [nucleus]).

Figure 19. Concession Relation
in Italian. (The Biden administra-
tion has guaranteed that excep-
tions to the ban will be considered
[satellite], but mostly denied: com-
panies like Inter and Samsung
have received temporary releases
to supply their Chinese offices.
[nucleus].)

3.6 CONCLUSION
More broadly, concluding sentences are responsible for providing elements to ensure that the ideas
presented conclude some proposed topic or subjects cohesively. Taking into consideration of the
the RST proposal, the CONCLUSION coherence was not proposed by original RST’s manuscript,
or in other words, the CONCLUSION relation is not proposed by Mann and Thompson (1987).
Therefore, it consists of an updated coherence relation proposed originally by Carlson and Marcu
(2001).

Carlson and Marcu (2001) define the CONCLUSION relation, as a type of relationship in
which the satellite presents a final statement that wraps up the situation presented in the nucleus.
Furthermore, the satellite must present a reasoned judgment, inference, necessary consequence,
or final decision concerning the situation presented in the nucleus.

In Table 7, we present the main definitions related to constraints on the nucleus, the satellite,
both (nucleus+satellite), and the effects on the reader for the CONCLUSION coherence relation.

Table 7. Conclusion relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) S is based on the information presented in the N

Constraints on nucleus and satellite (N+S) S presents a fact concluded from the interpretation of the N

Effect on the reader The reader recognizes that S is a conclusion produced due to interpretation
of the N

As shown in Table 7, the CONCLUSION relation is a mononuclear relation, which presents
semantic information, with constraints on the nucleus and satellite, and the writer judges that S is
a conclusion produced due to interpretation of the nucleus. Figures 20, 21 and 22 shown examples
of the CONCLUSION relation.
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Figure 20. Conclusion Relation in
Spanish. (Friday without papers,
they have no education, many
steal, receive payments. [satellite]
In this way, we cannot receive
them here).

Figure 21. Conclusion Relation in
Portuguese. (What matters is that
Luislinda [satellite] finally got her
freedom. [nucleus]).

Figure 22. Conclusion Relation
in Italian. (He allowed several offi-
cers of the Savoyard army to
join Garibaldi in Sicily [satellite].
Finally, he sent the troops that
allowed the definitive defeat of
Francis II. [nucleus]).

As shown in Figures 20, 21 and 22, the satellites presents a final statement that wraps up the
situation presented in the nucleus (Carlson and Marcu 2001). Besides that, the CONCLUSION
relation should present or not discourse markers, and when it occurs, the typical discourse makers
for the CONCLUSION relation are conclusive connectives.

3.7 CONDITION
According to linguistics studies, conditional sentences present two main parts: (i) the antecedent
titled protasis; and (ii) the consequent denomination titled apodosis. For example, in the sen-
tence “If you come closer, you’ll be able to see the parade”, the antecedent would be “if you
come closer” consists of protasis, and the consequent ”you’ll be able to see the parade” would
be the apodosis. Furthermore, Sweetser (1990) claims that conditional semantics has three dis-
tinct domains: (a) the content domain, which are understood by relating the content of the two
clauses to each other. For example, “If you drop it, it will break”; (b) the epistemic domain, which
are understood as expressions of the reasoning process. For example, in “If the streets are wet, it
rained last night”; and (c) the speech act domain, which are understood such as pre-posting to a
speech act. For instance, “If you leave before I see you again, have a good time”.

Taking into consideration the Rhetorical Structure Theory framework, the CONDITION coher-
ence relation encompasses a wide range of properties described above. For example, according to
Mann and Thompson (1987), the CONDITION relation may be defined as a relationship between
nucleus-satellite, in which the information associated with the nucleus must be a consequence of
the achievement of the condition in the satellite. In the same settings, Carlson and Marcu (2001)
suggest that in a CONDITION relation, the truth of the proposition associated with the nucleus
is a consequence of the fulfillment of the condition in the satellite. Likewise, the satellite pro-
vides a situation that is not realized. Lastly, Stede et al. (2017) claim that in a CONDITION
relation, the satellite must present a hypothetical, future, or in other ways, unreal situation, and
the realization of the nucleus depends necessarily on the realization of the satellite. Besides, the
CONDITION relation is typically signaled by connectives, such as if .. then; in case. Therefore,
the CONDITION relation is defined as a relationship between nucleus-satellites that express
explicitly a condition, and typically the satellite is introduced by connectives such as if, except
that, since.

Table 8 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, satellite along with
the combination of both for the CONDITION coherence relation. As shown in Table 8, the
CONDITION relation presents only one nucleus. Besides, semantic information is provided by
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this relation. There are also no constraints on the nucleus, and the satellite presents a hypothetical
situation. Lastly, the reader recognizes that the realization of the nucleus depends on the realization
of the satellite. Figures 23, 24 and 25 shown examples of the CONDITION relation.

Table 8. Condition relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) S presents a hypothetical, future, or otherwise unrealized situation (relative
to the situational context of S)

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) Realization of N depends on realization of S

Effect on the reader R recognizes how the realization of N depends on the realization of S

Figure 23. Condition Relation in
Spanish (If we do not toughen our
immigration laws, [satellite] crime
will continue to rise [nucleus]).

Figure 24. Condition Relation
in Portuguese (If the creation of
the political party is confirmed,
later this year, [satellite], the PMBa

intends to launch candidates for
mayor in all the capitals of the
country. [nucleus]).

aPMB (Brazilian Women’s Party)
is a center-right Brazilian political
party.

Figure 25. Condition Relation in
Italian (If the child hadn’t been
her son, [satellite] she would have
been careful not to write such a
sentence. [nucleus]).

As shown in Figures 23, 24 and 25, the nucleus presents a fact that may be performed whether
the condition presented in the satellite will be performed. Even though all examples presented the
marker “if” (in Spanish: “si”, in Portuguese: “se”, and in Italian: “si”), according to Mann and
Thompson (1987), the CONDITION coherence relation does not necessarily need to be expressed
with an “if” clause.

3.8 COMPARISON
Somewhat simplified, the action of comparing is slightly orchestrated from the syntax analysis
such as a subordinate clause. Nevertheless, we are not able to commit the carelessness of reducing
the sophisticated lexical mechanism of comparison to a subordinate clause.

As it is known from previous discussions, the RST inherits a wide range of linguistics proper-
ties, mainly from the perspective of functional linguistics. Mann and Thompson (1987) claim that
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“RST is a useful framework for relating the meanings of conjunctions, the grammar of clause com-
bining, and non-signaled parataxis 6”. Although we could not claim precisely that there was an
underlying interdependence between them, COMPARISON coherence in RST seems to carry par-
tially the function of expressing a comparison circumstance, as well as aspects present subordinate
connectors.

While Mann and Thompson (1987) proposed the coherence relation titled COMPARISON,
they have not presented any definition for this relation. Nevertheless, the most relevant litera-
ture of the area has been trying to cover this lacuna. For example, Carlson and Marcu (2001)
define a COMPARISON relation, as a relationship between two textual spans compared along
some dimension, which can be abstract, as well as can convey that some abstract entities that
pertain to the COMPARISON relation are similar, different, greater-than, less-than, etc. In the
case of a COMPARISON relation, the spans, entities, etc. are not in contrast. Therefore, the
COMPARISON relation may be defined as a relationship between nucleus-satellites that expresses
a comparison (of equality, superiority, or inferiority), and the satellite must present the term of
comparison. Moreover, typically COMPARISON relations are classified as adverbial subordinate
clauses and may present adverbial subordinate connectors, such as such, then, as.

Table 9 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite, as well as
the combination of both for the COMPARISON relation.

Table 9. Comparison relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Intentional

Constraints on the nucleus (N) Present a characteristics of something or someone

Constraints on the satellite (S) Present a characteristics of something or someone, which is comparable
with the information presented in N

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) Characteristics of the satellite and nucleus are in comparison

Effect on the reader Reader recognize that the satellite is comparable with the nucleus in
relation to any properties

As shown in Table 9, the COMPARISON relation is a mononuclear, and presents seman-
tic information being the constraints on the nucleus and the satellite. In the same settings, the
constraints on the nucleus consists of presenting a situation realized, and the constraints on the
satellite necessarily provides a situation that the reader may interpret the nucleus. Lastly, the satel-
lite presents the term of comparison. Figures 26, 27 and 28 shown examples of the COMPARISON
relation.

Note that, as it is shown by Figures 26, 27 and 28, the satellite presents a term that signaled the
comparison performed between the information of the nucleus and the information of the satellite.
In addition, even though we may find the COMPARISON relations without discourse markers, we
note in Figures 27 and 28, the occurrence of the same discourse marker: as, which in Portuguese
is como and in Italian is come.

3.9 CONTRAST
Natural languages provide sophisticated mechanisms capable of connecting information. Taking
into consideration a modern linguistic perspective, the “connectors” responsible for connecting
sentences and establishing a coherent relation are called conjunctions. In general, when any

6Parataxis refers to the placing of two clauses next to one another without the use of subordinating conjunctions or
coordinating conjunctions to clarify the relationship between the clauses.
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Figure 26. Comparison Relation
in Spanish (Those who have
a legal job and education can
stay, the others should go home,
[nucleus] as in any serious coun-
try of the world [satellite]).

Figure 27. Comparison Relation
in Portuguese (Since the begin-
ning, FIAT workers unionized
[nucleus] while FORD workers did
not. [satellite]).

Figure 28. Comparison Relation
in Italian (Trump is obliged to tes-
tify before the commission: refus-
ing to do so could lead to prose-
cution, [nucleus] as happened in
the case of his former adviser and
strategist Steve Bannon. [satel-
lite]).

speaker wishes to connect contrastive information, a particular type of conjunction is employed.
They are called adversative connectives or contrastive connectives, as well as contrastive discourse
markers, which are connectors of discourse units whose content refers to an “opposite” or “contra-
dictory”. Furthermore, discourse markers also called discourse connectives, discourse operators,
pragmatic connectives, sentence connectives, and cue phrases are lexical expressions commonly
represented by the syntactic classes of conjunctions, adverbs, and prepositional phrases (Fraser
1999).

According to the Rhetorical Structure Theory framework, parts of texts whose relationship
manifests semantically as an opposition must be classified as a CONTRAST relation. According
to Stede et al. (2017), the CONTRAST coherence relation provides a type of relationship between
nucleus-nucleus with exactly two nuclei being both of equal importance for the writer’s purposes.
Besides that, on the CONTRAST relation, the contents are comparable but not identical, and they
differ taking into account aspects that are important to the writer. In the same settings, Carlson and
Marcu (2001) claim the typical CONTRAST relation includes contrastive discourse cues (e.g. but,
however, while), whereas the COMPARISON relation (see Section 3.8) does not. Additionally,
Stede et al. (2017) suggests that the discourse clues responsible for the identification of the
CONTRAST relation are on the other hand, yet, but. Therefore, the multinuclear CONTRAST
coherence relation establishes the relationship between nucleus-nucleus that expresses an oppo-
site thought, hence it contrasts with the previous thought. Lastly, typically at least a nucleus is
introduced by adversative conjunctions.

Table 10 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, satellite, as well as the
combination of both for the CONTRAST coherence relation.

As shown in Table 10, the CONTRAST relation presents two or more nuclei and semantic
information. Furthermore, the contrast between text spans raises the ability’s reader to regard the
contraction information present in the nucleus. Figures 29 and 30, 31 shown examples of the
CONTRAST relation.

Carlson and Marcu (2001) observe that the CONTRAST relation may happen in only one or
few respects, while everything else can remain the same in other respects. Note that in the exam-
ples shown in Figures 29 and 30, 31, the facts presented in the nucleus are in contrast. Moreover,
there are discursive markers to identify this contrast. Nevertheless, contrastive sentences also may
occur without any discursive marker.
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Table 10. Contrast relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Multinuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) Exactly two nuclei. Both are of equal importance for W’s purposes. The
contents are comparable yet not identical. They differ in aspects that are
important to write

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) Characteristics of the satellite and nucleus are in comparison

Effect on the reader R recognizes the comparability and the difference(s) yielded by the
comparison is being made

Figure 29. Contrast Relation in
Spanish. (The government is trying to
make us believe everything is under
control and immigration is positive,
[nucleus] [however, criminals run free
on the streets and immigrants are
taking all our resources [nucleus]).

Figure 30. Contrast Relation
in Portuguese. (While Brazil
cried seeing several scandals,
[nucleus] those accused ate,
drank and laughed in the face of
the people [nucleus]).

Figure 31. Contrast Relation
in Italian. (While the project is
owned by Bombardier, [nucleus]
the assembly is by Ansaldo Breda
(since 2015 Hitachi Rail Italy) and
Alstom Group. [nucleus]).

3.10 DISJUNCTION
As it is known from previous discussions, the RST is a robust theory that proposes the hierarchical
organization spans of text to textual classification. Indeed, RST inherits syntactic properties as so
to build a hierarchical discursive structure. Taking into consideration the fact that the syntax of
natural languages, there is a set of conjunction used to signal alternative clauses responsible to
express thoughts that exclude or alternate (e.g. or, otherwise).

Moving forward, alternative clauses are classified according to syntax studies as periods com-
posed of coordination. In order words, it consists of coordinated clauses, which may be classified
into two groups: syndetic clauses and asyndetic clauses. For instance, consider the following
sentences:

(1) The hero should marry the chief ’s daughter or be placed in the boiling cauldron.
(2) The justice that corrects or punishes must be inspired by kindness.
(3) Sometimes it takes the ear, sometimes the side.

Note that in the sentences shown in (1), (2), (3), there is the presence of alternative thoughts,
nevertheless, in the first sentence (1), there is a thought that is also forward to exclusion. In other
words, the alternatives are presented in that case one is accepted and the other is excluded. For
example, “the hero must marry, otherwise, he goes for the cauldron of boiling oil”. Conversely,
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in the second sentence (2), “the justice uses the correction or the punishment”, we explicitly
note a distinguished intention between the alternative thought presented in example (1) and the
alternative thought presented in example (2). In the second (2) and third examples (3), two options
are offered, for example, “correction” or “punishment”; “ear” or “side”, in which the speaker may
supply more options, but it is not mutually exclusive.

Corroborating the “alternative” phenomenon presented by the examples above, the RST pro-
vides a coherence relation titled the DISJUNCTION. It is a multinuclear relation whose elements
can be listed as alternatives, either positive or negative (Carlson and Marcu 2001). Therefore, the
DISJUNCTION coherence relation is multinuclear and expresses thoughts of alternation, never-
theless, it is not necessarily mutually exclusive, and the situation presented in the nuclei does
not move in the opposite direction. Besides that, the alternative coordinate clauses are candi-
dates for the DISJUNCTION coherence relation. Lastly, a typical discourse marker consists of the
connective or.

Table 11 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite along
with the combination of both for the DISJUNCTION coherence relation.

Table 11. Disjunction relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Multinuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) an alternative information

Constraints on the satellite (S) an alternative information

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) An item presents a (not necessarily exclusive) alternative for the other(s)

Effect on the reader R recognizes that the linked items are alternatives

As shown in Table 11, the DISJUNCTION relation presents two or more nuclei. Moreover,
semantic information is presented. Furthermore, the alternative between text spans raises the abil-
ity’s reader to regard the alternative information present in the nuclei. Figures 32, 33 and 34 show
examples of the DISJUNCTION relation.

Figure 32. Disjunction Relation
in Spanish (There is a legitimate
and well-founded right to pre-
vent these foreigners from tak-
ing advantage of our economy
[nucleus] or destroying our econ-
omy [nucleus]).

Figure 33. Disjunction Relation in
Portuguese (Send messages by
e-mail to Gilmar Mendes [nucleus]
or even call him expressing all his
indignation [nucleus]).

Figure 34. Disjunction Relation in
Italian (There are two conflicting
trends: on the one hand you have
what history tells you, [nucleus] on
the other a lot of data according
to which elections will be in the
balance [nucleus]).

As already mentioned, the DISJUNCTION relation is multinuclear, and the nuclei should
present a piece of alternative information. Accordingly, as shown in Figures 32, 33 and 34, there
are explicit intentions of the writers to express alternative thoughts. In addition, it should point
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out that the typical connective on the DISJUNCTION relation is or, even though it may not present
any discourse markers.

3.11 ELABORATION
ELABORATION is a kind of coherence complex to identify it accurately. According to a study
proposed by Marcu and Echihabi (2002), the CONTRAST and ELABORATION coherence rela-
tions presented only 61 from 238 discourse markers (26%). Additionally, Carlson and Marcu
(2001) claims that the ELABORATION relation is extremely common at all levels of the dis-
course structure, and it is especially popular to show relations across large spans of information.
Nevertheless, towards identification of the ELABORATION relation, the satellite must give
additional information or detail about the situation presented in the nucleus. Besides that, the
ELABORATION relation may be used when none of the other, more specific, relations apply
(Carlson and Marcu 2001).

Stede et al. (2017) define the ELABORATION coherence relation as a relationship between
nucleus-satellites, in which the satellite provides details or more information on the state of affairs
described in the nucleus, however, it is not on a single entity mentioned in the satellite. In addi-
tion, the nucleus, taking into account the ELABORATION relation proprieties, must precede
the satellite in the text. Lastly, the typical relations between the nucleus and the satellite are:
[set → element], [whole→ part], [abstraction→ instance], and [procedure→ step]. Accordingly,
we allow ourselves to propose a complementary definition for ELABORATION mononuclear
rhetorical relation. According to our definition, an ELABORATION relation consists of a rela-
tionship between nucleus-satellites, in which the satellite typically provides a qualification or
specification of the nucleus, as well as the adjective subordinate clauses, are candidates to be an
ELABORATION relation.

Finally, as claimed by Stede et al. (2017), the typical connectives in ELABORATION relation
are: in particular; for example. Additionally, according to Vargas et al. (2021), we may find the
presence of the following discourse markers to identify the ELABORATION coherence relations:
that and as.

Table 12 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, satellite along with
the combination of both for the ELABORATION coherence relation.

Table 12. Elaboration relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) S provides details or more information on the state of affairs described in
N (but not on a single entity mentioned in N

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S presents additional detail about the situation or some element of subject
matter which is presented in N or inferential accessible in N in one or more
of the ways listed below

Effect on the reader R recognizes S as providing additional detail for N. Moreover, R identifies
the element of subject matter for which detail is provided

As shown in Table 12, the ELABORATION relation presents only a nucleus and semantic infor-
mation. Besides, there are no constraints on the nucleus and satellite, and the satellite typically
presents any additional information about the nucleus. Finally, the reader’s ability to recognize
additional information in a satellite that refers to the nucleus. Figures 35, 36 and 37 show examples
of the ELABORATION relation.
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Figure 35. Elaboration Relation
in Spanish. (The new measures
proposed by the central govern-
ment were approved by the ple-
nary this Friday. [nucleus] These
include the regularization of more
than 600,000 undocumented peo-
ple [satellite].)

Figure 36. Elaboration Relation
in Portuguese (Brazilian social
media comedian Marcelo
Adnet, [nucleus] who had been
announced as a possible replace-
ment for the Programa do Jôa

[satellite]).

aPrograma do Jô was a Brazilian
television program hosted by come-
dian Jô Soares.

Figure 37. Elaboration Relation
in Italian (The latest discussions
took place due to an amendment
to a decree law, proposed by the
majority, [nucleus] which would
have extended the authorization
to send weapons to Ukraine until
the end of 2023, without going
through a parliamentary discus-
sion [satellite]).

3.11.1 ELABORATION-GENERAL-SPECIFIC
The ELABORATION coherence relation is also applied on the follow context: the satellite pro-
vides more specific information to help define a very general concept introduced in the nucleus.
According to Carlson and Marcu (2001), when the ELABORATION relation presents specific
information into satellite, the ELABORATION is classified as a type of ELABORATION relation
more specifically titled ELABORATION-GENERAL-SPECIFIC. Figures 35, 36 and 37 exhibit
examples this specific context related to the ELABORATION relation, used to capture generic or
non-specific information.

Figure 38. Elaboration-General-
Specific Relation in Spanish (Go
to any country to see how ille-
gal immigration is like, [nucleus]
which apart from expel them, you
could not access a doctor, rent
anything, or have any kind of ser-
vice [satellite]).

Figure 39. Elaboration-General-
Specific Relation in Portuguese
(The Brazilian social media come-
dian, Marcelo Adnet, [nucleus]
who had been announced as a
possible replacement for the Jô
program [satellite]).

Figure 40. Elaboration-General-
Specific Relation in Italian (Today,
there are a total of 357 speak-
ing deputies: [nucleus] this means
that there can be a maximum of
three candidates [satellite]).
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3.11.2 ELABORATION-OBJECT-ATTRIBUTE
In the same settings, the ELABORATION relation also may involve a clause, usually a post
modifier of a noun phrase, that is required to give meaning to an animate or inanimate object.
The modifying clause is the satellite, and the object it modifies is the nucleus. The satellite is
intrinsic to the meaning of the nucleus, and/or essential to understanding the context, and is
almost always an embedded unit (Carlson and Marcu 2001). While the ELABORATION rela-
tion present this propriety, according to Carlson and Marcu (2001), more specifically, this type of
the ELABORATION relation is titled ELABORATION-OBJECT-ATTRIBUTE. Figures 41, 42
and 43 display examples of the ELABORATION-OBJECT-ATTRIBUTE.

Figure 41. Elaboration-Object-
Attribute Relation in Spanish.
(Spain cannot leave people unat-
tended. [nucleus] The country
with the best health in the world
[satellite]).

Figure 42. Elaboration-Object-
Attribute Relation in Portuguese
(According to the IBGE, the coun-
try reached the end of October
with around 9 million unemployed,
[nucleus] which corresponds to
the lowest number since July
2015 [satellite]).

Figure 43. Elaboration-Object-
Attribute Relation in Italian (For
now, the only one being proposed
is Penny Mordaunt, [nucleus]
a former Undersecretary of
Commerce [satellite]).

3.11.3 ELABORATION-PART-WHOLE
In the same settings, the ELABORATION relation may also present the satellite that specifies
or elaborate on a portion and/or part of the nucleus. In accordance with Carlson and Marcu
(2001), this type of ELABORATION relation must be classified such as the ELABORATION-
PART-WHOLE relation. Figures 44, 45 and 44 display examples of the ELABORATION-PART-
WHOLE. Note that, as it is showed in Figures 44, 45 and 44, in this type of ELABORATING
relation titled ELABORATION-PART-WHOLE, a typical discourse marker is the connective with.

3.12 ENABLEMENT
According to linguistics studies, enablement sentences present possibilities or hypotheses. For
instance, the particles “can” and “may” in general connect assumptions semantically organized
to express a possibility, and pragmatically intended to raise the reader’s belief that the fact is
unrealizable, nevertheless, there is possible to perform them. Enablement linguistic strategies are
often used by journalists and publicity papers, partially when employing verbs in the future tense.
The future tense is used to refer to something or someone that could have happened afterward in
a past situation, such as “could”, “would like”, and “would do”.

Stede et al. (2017) Claim that the ENABLEMENT relation is a genre of editorial, and also it is
rarely found in other textual types. While it is difficult to find, according to the RST framework,
the ENABLEMENT coherence relation is defined as a nucleus responsible to present information
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Figure 44. Elaboration-Part-
Whole Relation in Spanish.
(Spain will become a communist
country, [nucleus] with poverty
wages and the Spanish begging
[satellite])

Figure 45. Elaboration-Part-
Whole Relation in Portuguese.
(Low learning rates are among
the topics discussed on the pan-
els at the event, held in São Paulo
[nucleus] with the participation
of researchers, educators and
education secretaries. [satellite])

Figure 46. Elaboration-Part-
Whole Relation in Italian. (In
2022, growth is expected to be
3.2 percent, [nucleus] 0.2 points
more than in July [satellite])

on a situation that is unrealized. Furthermore, the action presented in the satellite increases the
chances of the situation in the nucleus being realized (Carlson and Marcu 2001).

Table 13 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite along
with the combination of both for the ENABLEMENT relation.

Table 13. Enablement relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Intentional

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N presents an action by R (including accepting an offer), unrealized with
respect to the context of N

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) R comprehending S increases R’s potential ability to perform the action in
N

Effect on the reader R’s potential ability to perform the action in N increases

As shown in Table 13, the ENABLEMENT coherence relation presents only a nucleus, in other
words, it is mononuclear relation. Besides that, the writer’s intention consists of an information
intention. While there are no constraints on the satellite, the nucleus presents an action or fact
that may be realized whether the possibility presented in the satellite is true. Furthermore, the
reader’s ability to act as the nucleus is increased. Figures 47, 48 and 49 exhibit examples of the
ENABLEMENT relation.

According to Mann and Thompson (1987), the ENABLEMENT relation “provides information
designed to increase the reader’s desire to act”., as shown by Figures 47, 48 and 49, Additionally,
according to the RST literature, both the ENABLEMENT and MOTIVATION (see Section 3.22)
relations evoke a reader’s action, and they are found in texts that exhort readers to act by presenting
offers, requests, invitations, commands, or suggestions.

As shown in Figures 47, 48 and 49, the nuclei present an unrealized situation, and compre-
hending the satellite makes it easier for the reader to perform the action described in the nucleus
(Stede et al. 2017).
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Figure 47. Enablement Relation
in Spanish. (The massive influx of
illegal immigrants to the Canary
Islands [satellite] it would replace
its population in a few years
[nucleus]).

Figure 48. Enablement Relation
in Portuguese. (The child’s name,
in this case, is associated with a
political character, [satellite] which
could expose the child to bullying
and physical and psychological
violence [nucleus]).

Figure 49. Enablement Relation
in Italian. (In recent months, the
Draghi government had approved
a total of five shipments of arms
to Ukraine. [satellite] the new gov-
ernment led by Giorgia Meloni
would like to authorize a sixth
shipment of arms, presumably in
early 2023 [nucleus]).

Furthermore, it should be noted that after observing the examples presented in Figures 47, 48
and 49, we would agree that the identifying of the ENABLEMENT coherence relation is not a
trivial task. As already mentioned, according to linguistic studies, the “enablement” sentences are
a pervasive pragmatic process, hence it is certainly a relevant challenge. As stated, the challenges
around the ENABLEMENT relation identification probably are derived from the vague definition
with the weak accurate background of this relation from the original proposal of the Mann and
Thompson (1987). Indeed, this phenomenon also occurs for other RST coherence relations.

3.13 EVALUATION
Subjective information or subjectivity in natural language refers to aspects of language used to
express opinions, evaluations, and speculations (Wiebe et al. 2004). Worldviews and points of
view are built to evaluate situations, events, and objects in the world, and this information is
analyzed at the discourse level.

Taking into consideration the Rhetorical Structure Theory framework, the EVALUATION
coherence relation provides subjective information. In other words, this type of coherence relation
should contain a point of view, appraisal, estimation, rating, interpretation, or assessment of a situ-
ation. Therefore, the entire and each piece of subjective information is signaled by EVALUATION
relation.

As claimed by Carlson and Marcu (2001), the EVALUATION coherence relation is defined
as a relationship between nucleus-satellite, in which one span evaluates the situation presented
in the other span of the relationship on a scale of good to bad. Besides, according to Stede et al.
(2017), usually the “evaluating” segment follows the “evaluated” one. Nevertheless, sometimes
the order is the opposite. Therefore, the EVALUATION relation occurs when the satellite typically
presents any subjective information. Table 14 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on
the nucleus and satellite along with the combination of both for the EVALUATION relation.

As shown in Table 14, the EVALUATION relation is mononuclear and presents semantic infor-
mation. While there are no constraints on the nucleus and satellite, the satellite provides subjective
content. Furthermore, the reader recognizes the subjective value of information in the satellite.
Figures 50, 51 and 52 shown examples of the EVALUATION coherence relation.
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Table 14. Evaluation relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) Description of a state of affairs, or a subjective statement (but not from a
writer’s perspective)

Constraints on the satellite (S) A subjective evaluation (positive/negative, desirable/undesirable) from
writer’s perspective

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S relates N to the degree of writer’s positive or negative regard toward N

Effect on the reader Reader recognizes that S assesses N and recognizes the value it assigns

Figure 50. Evaluation Relation
in Spanish. (Education is a long
and slow process, and it is difficult
to take it to backward countries.
[nucleus] That is the bad thing
about it [satellite]).

Figure 51. Evaluation relation in
Portuguese. (More than 53,000
candidates scored ZERO in the
ENEMa test. [nucleus] Candidates
did not perform well. [satellite]).

aENEM is a non-mandatory, stan-
dardized Brazilian national exam,
which evaluates high school students
in Brazil.

Figure 52. Evaluation Relation in
Italian. (The situation within the
government majority is no less
complicated and bad. [satellite]
Meloni’s party, the Brothers of
Italy, is the one that most of all has
taken a clear and unitary position,
in favor of sending new weapons
[nucleus]).

Note that the satellites provide subjective information in Figures 50, 51, and 52. In other words,
in order to identify the EVALUATION relations, the satellite should necessarily present any point
of view on the topic presented in the nucleus at a scale between bad and good.

3.14 EVIDENCE
Stede et al. (2017) define the EVIDENCE coherence relation as a type of relationship between
nucleus-satellites, in which the nucleus presents a subjective statement or thesis or claim, whereby
the reader might not accept or might not regard as sufficiently important or positive, and the
satellite provide a statement that the reader is likely to accept. EVIDENCE relation is also defined
by Carlson and Marcu (2001), as a type of coherence relation in which the satellite should present
a situation that is responsible to provide any evidence or justification in relation to the situation
described in the nucleus. Additionally, in the opinion of authors, the EVIDENCE relation “pertains
to actions and situations that are independent of the will of an animate agent, as well as the
evidence is data on which judgment of a conclusion may be based, and is presented by the writer
or an agent in the article to convince the reader of a point”. Lastly, the typical connectives found
in the EVIDENCE relations are the causal connectives (Stede et al. 2017).
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Table 15 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite along
with the combination of both for the EVIDENCE relation.

Table 15. Evidence relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Intentional

Constraints on the nucleus (N) Reader might not believe N to a degree satisfactory to the writer

Constraints on the satellite (S) Reader believes S or will find it credible

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) Reader’s comprehension of S increases the reader’s belief of N

Effect on the reader Reader’s belief in the N is increased

As shown in Table 15, the EVIDENCE relation is mononuclear and presents semantic infor-
mation. Despite the fact that there are no constraints on the nucleus and satellite, the relationship
between satellites is performed through the writer’s subjective content. Furthermore, the reader
recognizes the subjective value of information in the satellite. In addition, the reader also recog-
nizes the intention of the writer to provide credibility to the information presented in the nucleus.
Figures 53, 54 and 55 shown examples of the EVIDENCE coherence relation.

Figure 53. Evidence Relation in
Spanish. (The increase in Covid
cases has nothing to do with
the latest arrival of immigrants
from the Canary Islands. [nucleus]
According to the Ministry of
Health, the increase is due to
recent holidays [satellite]).

Figure 54. Evidence Relation
in Portuguese. (The Government
proposed a measure that revoked
the removal of the senator from
the mandate [nucleus] due to lack
of legal and constitutional basis
[satellite]).

Figure 55. Evidence Relation in
Italian. (Strongly opposed to new
shipments of arms to Ukraine are
instead the parliamentarians of
the alliance between the Greens
and the Italian left party. [nucleus]
Luana Zanella, group leader in the
Chamber of the alliance, also pre-
sented a motion asking the gov-
ernment to ”change strategy and
approach, giving priority to build-
ing a peace process and activat-
ing negotiating channels” and to
”interrupt the supply of equipment
military to Ukraine. [satellite]).

According to Stede et al. (2017), the EVIDENCE relation often provides connections between
a larger satellite segment to a shorter nucleus. For example in evidence whose source is a thesis.
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Taking into consideration the examples shown in Figures 53, 54 and 55, we note that the satel-
lite provides explicit information that serves as contestable or incontestable evidence to support
information claimed in the nucleus. Furthermore, the EVIDENCE coherence relations may also
present statistical information.

3.15 INTERPRETATION
The INTERPRETATION coherence relation may be posed as a coherence relation complex to
identify. According to Mann and Thompson (1987), the INTERPRETATION relation is mononu-
clear and may be defined as a type of relationship between nucleus-satellite, in which the satellite
relates the situation presented in the nucleus to a framework of ideas not involved in the nucleus
itself and not concerned with the writer’s positive or negative regard. Figure 56 shows an example
of the INTERPRETATION coherence relation.

Figure 56. Example of the INTERPRETATION coherence relation.

According to Mann and Thompson (1987), the INTERPRETATION relation presents the
satellite evaluating the knowledge presented by the nucleus in terms of the writer’s positive
or negative regard. In the same settings, Carlson and Marcu (2001) claim that to identify the
INTERPRETATION relation “one side of the relationship gives a different perspective on the sit-
uation presented in the other side”. It is subjective, presenting the personal opinion of the writer or
of a third party”. Additionally, Stede et al. (2017) suggests that in INTERPRETATION relation,
the nucleus precedes the satellite in the text, and the satellite “shifts the content of the nucleus to
a different conceptual frame. It should be pointed out that this does not imply an evaluation of the
nucleus (or the evaluation is of only secondary importance)”. Furthermore, the typical connective
is thus. Lastly, in order to identify the INTERPRETATION coherence relation, the reader should
keep in mind that whenever the satellite primarily provides an assessment (on the positive/negative
scale) of the nucleus, the EVALUATION coherence relation (see Section 3.13) is to be used, rather
than INTERPRETATION. Therefore, the INTERPRETATION relation is a type of mononuclear
relation that provides a relationship between nucleus-satellites, in which the satellite has a neutral
subjective description. In other words, while the reader recognizes that there is subjective infor-
mation, it does not provide a semantic polarity positive or negative. The semantic polarity, in this
case, must be neutral.

Table 16 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, satellite along with
the combination of both for the INTERPRETATION relation. As shown in Table 16, in the
INTERPRETATION coherence relation, the content of the nucleus is presented to a different
conceptual frame. This does not imply an evaluation of the nucleus (or the evaluation is of only
secondary importance). Furthermore, the reader recognizes that the satellite relates the nucleus to
a framework of ideas not involved in the knowledge presented in the nucleus itself (Stede et al.
2017). Figures 57, 58 and 59 shown examples of the INTERPRETATION relation.
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Table 16. Interpretation relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) Reader’s comprehension of S increases the reader’s belief of N

Effect on the reader Reader’s belief in the N is increased

Figure 57. Interpretation Relation
in Spanish. (Now inflation comes
because money is being issued
without control and the euro is
worth less and less. [nucleus]
Ruin will come in the long run
[satellite]).

Figure 58. Interpretation Relation
in Portuguese. (The desperation
in seeking immunization against
Covid-19 [satellite] led a group
made up of businessmen, liberal
and self-employed professionals
from the Capital to plan a proba-
ble trip to Cuba, budgeted at R$
3.6 million. [nucleus]).

Figure 59. Interpretation Relation
in Italian. (Earlier this year, Musk
himself contacted Sweeney via
private message on Twitter asking
him to close the @ElonJet profile,
[nucleus] which he defined as a
risk to his security [satellite]).

As shown in Figures 57, 58 and 59, for the INTERPRETATION relations, the expression of a
viewpoint of the writer or another agent in the text (Carlson and Marcu 2001). We would like only
to reiterate that the INTERPRETATION relation presents high ambiguity with the EVALUATION
relation. Therefore, it is important to salient the importance of a specialist in order to accu-
rately identify the coherence relations taking into consideration the Rhetorical Structure Theory
framework.

3.16 INTERJECTION
We agree that natural languages are socially transmitted. Furthermore, according to Dingemanse
(2017) the structure of language forms the evolutionary landscape for linguistic items, and there
are unrefined linguistic structures that signal proprieties of the margins of language. This type
of linguistic structure is a conventional lexical form that is monomorphemic and typically consti-
tutes an utterance of their own (Wilkins 1992). Accordingly, in natural languages, the interjection
phenomena also may be defined as a construction with the intention to transmit sudden emotions.

Despite the fact that the RST provides a set of coherence relations that supply pragmatic
information, no previous coherence relations exist to signal intentions that manifest emotions,
sensations, and states of mind using unrefined linguistic structures. Therefore, Vargas et al. (2021)
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propose a new mononuclear relation titled INTERJECTION, which is described in Table 17 in
terms of constraints on the nucleus, satellite, and effects on the reader.

Table 17. Interjection relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear.

Type of relation Intentional.

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) The satellite presents any context that provides a piece of information with
sudden emotions, sensations, states of mind.

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) Reader’s comprehension of S increases the reader’s belief of N.

Effect on the reader Writer’s intention consists of leading the reader to adopt a certain behavior
without the need to make use of more elaborate linguistic structures.

As shown in Table 17, the INTERJECTION relation is mononuclear and presents pragmatic
or intentional information. Besides that, the satellite presents necessarily uncomplicated linguis-
tic structures that express information analogous to sudden emotions, sensations, and states of
mind information. Moreover, there are not any constraints on the nucleus, and the writer leads
the reader to adopt a type of behavior using an unrefined linguistic structure analogous to sudden
emotion, sensations, and states of mind. Lastly, on the constraints on the nucleus and satellite, the
reader’s comprehension of the satellite increases the reader’s belief in the nucleus. Examples of
the INTERJECTION coherence relation are shown in Figures 60, 61, and 62.

Figure 60. Interjection in Spanish.
(Come on! [satellite] Paychecks,
allowances, medical attention
to all those lowlifes, and the
Spanish people paying this party
[nucleus]).

Figure 61. Interjection Relation
in Portuguese. (Well, [satellite] he
showed to himself to be the most
disgusting of all repulsive politi-
cians [nucleus]).

Figure 62. Interjection Relation
in Italian. (Huh? [satellite] As you
said? [nucleus]).

As shown in Figures 60, 61 and 62, in accordance with the INTERJECTION relation defini-
tion, the satellite presents necessarily uncomplicated linguistic structures that express information
analogous to sudden emotions, sensations, and states of mind information.

3.17 IMPERATIVE
Levels of analysis followed by different linguistic structures encompass the information passed
in natural languages. Linguists around the world have been spending thousands of centuries
understanding and proposing theories that explain the complex human language phenomena. An
elementary fundamental of language structure is that the vocabulary of most languages may be
classified according to word class or grammatical categories. The languages usually present the
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following distinctive word classes: noun, adjective, pronoun, verb, article, numeral, adverb, con-
junction, and interjection. Each one of these categories is responsible for signaling events into
natural language. For instance, nouns are responsible for naming objects and beings in the world.
Differently, the actions performed by the objects and beings in the world are usually signaled
by verbs. Therefore, verbs are an important word class that expresses an action, state, or pro-
cess. Furthermore, a wide variety of verbs may supply discourse and pragmatics information. For
instance, observe the following sentence:

(1) I insist that he leaves the house right now.
(2) Get out of the house right now!

Note that in the example (2), we observe that the writer intends explicitly to give an order
in an authoritative way. On the other hand, in the example (1), even though there is a typical
order intentionally signaled by the verb “insist”, it is not expressed explicitly in an authoritative
way. Taking into consideration the RST framework, the first sentence would be classified as a
MOTIVATION coherence relation (see Section 3.22). Therefore, a new coherence relation was
identified by Vargas et al. (2021) titled IMPERATIVE. Table 18 presents the definition that we
propose to this relation.

Table 18. Imperative relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Intentional

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) The satellite expresses an explicit order, advice, or request

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) The nucleus precedes the satellite in the text

Effect on the reader The writer intends explicitly to give an order in an authoritative way. The
reader recognizes the presence of an order, advice, or request

As shown in Table 18, the IMPERATIVE relation is mononuclear and presents pragmatic
information. The satellite expresses an explicit order, advice, or request, and there are not any
constraints on the nucleus. On the effects on the reader, the reader understands that there is
the presence of order, advice, or request. Figures 63, 64 and 65 exhibits an example of the
IMPERATIVE coherence relation. As shown in Figures 63, 64 and 65, the satellite presents a piece
of information in an imposing way or, in other words, the satellite in IMPERATIVE coherence
relation provides an order, request, or advice.

3.18 JOINT
The multinuclear relation titled JOINT holds between two segments that talk about different things
(Marcu 2000). According to Stede et al. (2017), the JOINT coherence relation is a type of rela-
tionship between nucleus-satellite in which the nucleus provides “different kinds of information,
that are not of the same type, hence they are not in an identifiable semantic or pragmatic relation,
nor do they form an enumeration”. Furthermore, the JOINT relation is also used when a multi-
nuclear relation is needed (from the text-global perspective), however, it is no specific relations
are applicable. Accordingly, in the JOINT coherence relation, the nucleus adds information that
is not comparable and also is not in temporal sequence. For instance, observe the following sen-
tence I bought a boot, a sneaker, and a slipper. The terms “boot”, “sneaker”, and “slipper” are
semantically compatible, accordingly, it is not an example of the JOINT relation. Differently, in
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Figure 63. Imperative Relation in
Spanish. (We don’t wanna immi-
grants here, [nucleus] Immigrants
out now! [satellite]).

Figure 64. Imperative Relation
in Portuguese. (Could it be that
Pastor Santiago was able to
”extract” the president’s tithe?
[nucleus] Get out there, Satan!
[satellite]).

Figure 65. Imperative Relation
in Italian. (The station? [nucleus]
Turn left here [satellite]).

the sentence the talented young plays the piano and constantly enjoys traveling to Asia, we note
that information is distinct, and the information not comparable are connected in order to describe
the “talented young”. Therefore, this last sentence is an example of the JOINT coherence relation.
Lastly, according to Stede et al. (2017), the typical connectives for the JOINT relation are additive
connectives.

Table 19 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, satellite along with the
combination of both for the JOINT coherence relation. As shown in Table 19, the JOINT relation
provides semantic information and presents at least two nuclei. Therefore, it is a multinuclear
coherence relation. Despite the fact that there are not any constraints on the nuclei, the reader
recognizes that the nucleus holds between two segments that denote different things. Figures 66,
67 and 68 shown examples of the JOINT coherence relation.

Table 19. Joint relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Multinuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) The nuclei provide different kinds of information, which are not of the
same type. They are not in a clearly identifiable semantic or pragmatic
relation, nor do they form an enumeration. Still, there is a coherent link, as
they contribute in similar ways to the overall text function

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) N/A

Effect on the reader Reader recognizes that each nucleus contributes its own message, which
however serve the same overall text purpose

As shown in Figures 66, 67 and 68, the nuclei present a segment of information that even
though related denote different aspects. We also note that the additive connective “and” is a strong
clue to identify the JOINT coherence relation. Nevertheless, it is necessary to evaluate firstly
whether it would be classified such as the LIST coherence relation 3.20 or the SEQUENCE
coherence relation (see Section 3.31. Other examples of additive connective are in addition,
additionally, also.
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Figure 66. Joint Relation in
Spanish. (The politicians want
to give them an allowance with
the money they steal from usm
[nucleus], in addition, they want
to give them the right to vote
[nucleus]).

Figure 67. Joint Relation in
Portuguese. (The child’s parents
coincidentally have the surname
Silva, [nucleus] and wanted to
register the baby with the name
Lula da Silvaa) [nucleus]).

aLuis Inácio Lula da Silva was
reelected Brazilian’s President in
2022.

Figure 68. Joint Relation in
Italian. In the space of a year,
the Draghi government has imple-
mented several measures to miti-
gate energy price hikes [nucleus]
and has stepped up efforts since
the start of Ukraine [nucleus]).

3.19 JUSTIFY
According to the most relevant literature on discourse studies, “justifications” consist of linguis-
tic structures with argumentation functions. According to Ducrot et al. (1980); Ducrot (1987),
the justification phenomenon presents two main elements: argumentation conjunctions and
argumentation indicators. In the same settings, Tseronis (2011) explains that augmentation
conjunctions present a function of connecting two or more propositions while argumentation
indicators are expressions or words like “only” and “almost”, which change the argumentation
potential within the boundaries of a proposition and it connects a sentence to another sentence.

Moving forwards, the RST inherits a set of this proprieties as so to define the JUSTIFY coher-
ence relations. According to Mann and Thompson (1987), in a JUSTIFY relation, the “reader’s
comprehension of the satellite increases the reader’s readiness to accept the writer’s right to the
effect”. Similarly, Carlson and Marcu (2001) claim that, in the JUSTIFY coherence relation, the
satellite presents acts as an argument to converse the reader on the information presented by the
writer within the nucleus. Furthermore, as claimed by Stede et al. (2017), in the JUSTIFY rela-
tion, “the nucleus present a subjective statement or thesis or claim, in which the reader might not
accept or might not regard as sufficiently important or positive, as well as the satellite, provides
a statement of a fundamental (e.g., political, moral) attitude of the acting person”. Therefore, the
JUSTIFY coherence relation consists of a relationship between nucleus-satellite, in which the
nucleus provides a piece of information that is justified by the information presented by satellite.
Lastly, the typical connectives are explanatory coordinate conjunction.

Table 20 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, satellite along with the
combination of both for the JUSTIFY relation. As shown in Table 20, on the JUSTIFY relation,
there are not any constraints on the nucleus and satellite. Nevertheless, Stede et al. (2017) claim
that the nucleus in a JUSTIFY relation is presented as “a subjective statement or thesis or claim,
which the reader might not accept or might not regard as sufficiently important or positive, and
in the satellite has presented a statement of a fundamental (e.g., political, moral) attitude of the
acting person”. Additionally, as observed in Table 20, the constraints on the nucleus and satellite
consist of the understanding that the satellite will make it easier for readers to accept the nucleus,
or to share the particular viewpoint of the writer. Finally, the JUSTIFY relation affects the reader’s
readiness in order to better accept the writer’s information presented in the nucleus. Figures 69,
70 and 71 shown examples of the JUSTIFY coherence relation.

Note that in Figures 69, 70 and 71, the nucleus presents a fact related to the writer, which
is justified by information provided in the satellite. Therefore, in order to identify the JUSTIFY
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Table 20. Justify relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Intentional

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) Reader’s comprehending S increases reader’s readiness to accept writer’s
right to present N

Effect on the reader Reader’s readiness to accept writer’s right to present N is increased

Figure 69. Justify Relation in
Spanish. (Immigration is very pos-
itive for the country [nucleus]
because they do the jobs that the
Spanish don’t want and pay taxes
[satellite]).

Figure 70. Justify Relation in
Portuguese (Tomorrow I’m going
to put my expulsion in a gilded
frame, [nucleus] because from the
hands it came from, it’s a certifi-
cate of good conduct for my CV
[satellite]).

Figure 71. Justify Relation in
Italian. (The reconfirmation of Xi
Jinping as leader for a third term is
rather unusual: [nucleus] the rules
and regulations which had guar-
anteed the stability of Chinese
politics over the last forty years
provided for the incumbent presi-
dent to be replaced after ten years
[satellite]).

relation, the nucleus should present a proposition, which is justified by the proposition presented
in satellite. And, according to Mann and Thompson (1987), in the JUSTIFY coherence relation,
as well as in the EVIDENCE coherence relations (see Section 3.14), both involve the reader’s
attitude toward the nucleus.

3.20 LIST
Mann and Thompson (1987) suggest that a good example for the LIST relation would be a list
of ingredients. For example [peel oranges], [and slice crosswise], [arrange in a bowl], [and
sprinkle with rum and coconut], [chill until ready to serve]. Carlson and Marcu (2001) define the
LIST relation as a type of relation multinuclear that the primary insight to capture the structure
inherent in the text, the listed items, are first linked via the multinuclear LIST relation. Therefore,
in a multinuclear LIST relation, the nucleus presents comparable elements grouped by a writer
using often additive conjunctions.

Table 21 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, satellite, as well as a
combination of both for multinuclear LIST relation.
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Table 21. List relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Multinuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) an item comparable to others linked to it by the LIST relation

Effect on the reader R recognizes the comparability of linked items

As shown in Table 21, the LIST coherence relation is multinuclear and provides semantic
information. Furthermore, the nucleus presents comparable elements commonly chained by addi-
tive conjunctions. Notwithstanding no constraints on the nucleus and satellite, the nuclei content
raises the reader’s readiness to regard the comparability of chained elements. Figures 72, 73 and
74 shown examples of the LIST relation.

Figure 72. List Relation in
Spanish. (Today we worry about
our children having an education.
[nucleus]. Tomorrow we will worry
about their safety [nucleus]).

Figure 73. List Relation in
Portuguese. (The edited excerpts
from the edited audio could jeop-
ardize Joesley Batista’s marriage
[nucleus] and also Michel Temer’s
marriage [nucleus]).

Figure 74. List Relation in
Italian. (Some media quoted Milo
Yiannopoulos, a far-right journal-
ist and activist and Giorgia Meloni,
current far-right Italian presidenta

[nucleus]).

a2022

As shown in Figures72, 73 and 74, the nucleus provides a type of information that shares
semantic information, in which this information is compared. Therefore, each nucleus in the LIST
relation must present comparable information.

3.21 MEANS
The process for identifying the MEANS coherence relation is not a trivial. According to Carlson
and Marcu (2001), the the MEANS coherence relation is defined as a type of relationship between
nucleus-satellite, in which the satellite specifies a method, mechanism, instrument, channel, or
conduit for accomplishing some goal. It should tell you how something was or is to be accom-
plished. In other words, the satellite answers a “by which means?” or “how?” question that may
be assigned to the nucleus. In the same settings, Stede et al. (2017) claim that the MEANS relation
may be posed as a mononuclear relation, where the nucleus provides “an activity or action, and the
satellite provides information that makes the realization/execution of the nucleus more probable
or simple (e.g., an instrument)”.
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Table 22 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite along
with the combination of both for the MEANS relation.

Table 22. Means relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N presents an activity

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S presents a method or instrument that tends to make realization of N more
likely

Effect on the reader R recognizes that the method or instrument in S tends to make realization
of N more likely

As shown in Table 22, the MEANS coherence relation is mononuclear and presents semantic
information. Even though there are no constraints on the satellite, the nucleus provides an activ-
ity, and the satellite provides information about a method or instrument, or manner that raises
the reader’s readiness to believe in the realization of the nucleus. Figures 75, 76 and 77 shown
examples of the MEANS relation.

Figure 75. Means Relation in
Spanish. (It would be good to stop
believing all that fake news they
tell us, [nucleus] fed with myths of
the past [satellite].

Figure 76. Means Relation in
Portuguese. (Then, the removal of
the senator from the 5-year term
was revoked [nucleus] due to lack
of legal and constitutional basis
[satellite]).

Figure 77. Means Relation in
Italian. (Cesare himself then wrote
two historiography works on his
exploits, [nucleus] narrating him-
self in the third person: the De
bello gallico and the Del bello
civili. [satellite]).

As shown in Figures 75, 76 and 77, in accordance with Carlson and Marcu (2001), the MEANS
relation is often indicated by the preposition “by”, however, MEANS relations may occur without
this preposition. Furthermore, the reader recognizes that the method or instrument in the satellite
tends to make the realization of the nucleus.

3.22 MOTIVATION
Mann and Thompson (1987) claim that the MOTIVATION relation is “commonly found in texts
evoking an action on the part of the reader, although advertising text typically largely consists of
motivating material”. In the same settings, Stede et al. (2017) define the MOTIVATION relation,
as a relationship between nucleus-satellite, in which the nucleus should present an action to be
performed by the reader, and the satellite presents a reason for performing the action described
in the nucleus. Besides that, typical connectives used by the MOTIVATION relation are causal
connectives. Therefore, the MOTIVATION relation relates to any utterance which expresses the
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speaker’s desire that the hearer performs some action (the nucleus) which material will justify the
requested action (the satellites).

Table 23 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite along
with the combination of both for the MOTIVATION relation.

Table 23. Motivation relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Multinuclear

Type of relation Intentional

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N is an action in which the reader is the actor (including accepting an
offer), unrealized with respect to the context of N

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) Comprehending S increases the reader’s desire to perform action in N

Effect on the reader Reader’s desire to perform action in N is increased

As shown in Table 23, the MOTIVATION relation presents only one nucleus (mononuclear)
and provides pragmatic (intentional) information. It includes constraints on the nucleus, which
should present an action unrealized. Moreover, there are not any constraints on the satellite. As is
known from the previous discussion, each RST coherence relation holds different effects on the
reader. Taking into consideration the MOTIVATION relation, there is desire of the reader to act on
the nucleus is increased. Figure 78, 79 and 80 shown examples of the MOTIVATION coherence
relation.

Figure 78. Motivation Relation
in Spanish. (Let’s invite educated
and prepared people, [nucleus] so
we will be able to make this coun-
try grow for real [satellite]).

Figure 79. Motivation Relation in
Portuguese. (Dilmaa has already
announced that she will run for
senator of the republic. [satellite]
Michel Temerb may even return as
president. [nucleus]).

aDilma was Brazilian President
during 2011 to 2016.

bMichel Temmer was vice presi-
dent in Brazil during 2011 to 2016.

Figure 80. Motivation Relation in
Italian. (Meloni seems to want to
continue on this path, [nucleus]
also because starting to remove
these aids right now would be
economically counterproductive
and very unpopular [satellite]).

According to Mann and Thompson (1987), in the MOTIVATION relation, the nucleus must
“to present an action in which the reader is the actor (including accepting an offer), unrealized
concerning the context of the nucleus”. Corroborating this definition, in Figures 78, 79 and 80, the
nucleus provides an action to be performed, and in the satellite some information that fruitfully
motivates the reader to perform that action. Lastly, according to Stede et al. (2017), taking into
account the set of intentional (pragmatics) relations, the MOTIVATION coherence relation may
only be used when the reader is encouraged to perform a certain activity (nucleus), on the grounds
of the satellite.
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3.23 NON-VOLITIONAL CAUSE
More broadly, the definition for “volition”, taking into consideration linguistic studies, is related
to the intentional or unintentional nature of a subject or agent to act. According to the typology of
modalities, and later revisited and expanded according to Discursive-Functional Grammar (GDF)
(Hengeveld 2008), the volitional modality, as it is denominated by authors, the volitional concept
is understood, concerning the domain semantic, as a type of modularization relating to what is
(un)desirable, being situated, therefore, on the axis of volition, and presenting three types of modal
orientation: participant, event and proposition(Hengeveld 2004).

The NON-VOLITIONAL CAUSE coherence relation, according to the RST, is defined by a
nucleus that provides a volitional action unrealized, and on the satellite, there are no constraints.

Table 24 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite, as well
as the combination of both for the NON-VOLITIONAL CAUSE relation.

Table 24. Non-Volitional Cause relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N is not a volitional action

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S, by means other than motivating a volitional action, caused N; without
the presentation of S, reader might not know the particular cause of the
situation; a presentation of N is more central than S to the writer’s purposes
in putting forth the N-S combination

Effect on the reader Reader recognizes S as a cause of N

As shown in Table, the NON-VOLITIONAL CAUSE relation presents only a nucleus and
semantic information. Besides that, the nucleus should hold at least one non-volitional action.
Otherwise, there are no constraints on the satellite. As previously stated, the RST coherence rela-
tions carry an effect on the reader. Therefore, in this case, the reader recognizes the satellite’s
direct cause of the nucleus. Figure 81, 82 and 83 shown examples of the NON-VOLITIONAL
CAUSE relation.

According to Mann and Thompson (1987), the NON-VOLITIONAL CAUSE presents “the
satellite with a situation that, by means other than motivating a volitional action caused the sit-
uation presented in the nucleus, without the presence of the satellite”. Taking into account this
definition, we note that in the example exhibited in Figures 81, 82 and 83, the nucleus is caused
by the non-volitional fact provided in the satellite.

3.24 NON-VOLITIONAL RESULT
This significant point of departure on the NON-VOLITIONAL RESULT coherence relation con-
sists of the fact that it presents the same set of proprieties from NON-VOLITIONAL CAUSE,
nevertheless, the position of the nucleus and satellite are inversely proportional.

As discussed previously, the definition of “volition” refers to the intentional or unintentional
nature of a subject or agent to act. In the same setting, according to the Rhetorical Structure
Theory framework, the NON-VOLITIONAL RESULT coherence relation is defined as a type
of relationship between nucleus-satellite, in which the satellite accommodates necessarily a non-
volitional action, even though there are no constraints on the nucleus. Note that the nucleus-
satellite relation is inversely proportional to the NON-VOLITIONAL CAUSE.

Table 25 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus and satellite along with
the combination of both for the NON-VOLITIONAL RESULT relation.
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Figure 81. Non-Volitional Cause
Relation in Spanish. (The social
and economic crisis has left us
without resources for emergen-
cies. [satellite] After the flood, we
don’t have money left to repair
anything [nucleus].)

Figure 82. Non-Volitional Cause
Relation in Portuguese. (Michel
Temer tried to use this fact
[nucleus] as an instrument of his
defense [satellite]).

Figure 83. Non-Volitional Cause
Relation in Italian. (The Great
Depression was a severe eco-
nomic and financial crisis that
shook the world economy in the
late 1920s. [nucleus] It origi-
nated from contradictions similar
to those that had led to the eco-
nomic crisis of 1873-1895 [satel-
lite]).

Table 25. Non-Volitional Result relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) S is not a volitional action

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) N caused S; presentation of N is more central to the writer’s purposes in
putting forth the N-S combination than is the presentation of S.

Effect on the reader R recognizes that N could have caused the situation in S

As shown in Table 25, the NON-VOLITIONAL RESULT relation is mononuclear and provides
semantic information. There are no constraints on the nucleus, however, the satellite should supply
a non-volitional action. Additionally, in the NON-VOLITIONAL RESULT relation, the reader
recognizes that the nucleus could have caused the information provided in the satellite. Figures
84, 84 and 84 shown examples of NON-VOLITIONAL RESULT coherence relation.

According to Mann and Thompson (1987), in the NON-VOLITIONAL RESULT coherence
relation, the nucleus presents information more relevant than the situation presented in the satel-
lite. Corroborating this definition, we observed in the examples shown in Figures 84, 84 and 84
that the nucleus provides the information more relevant in order to understand the context, and the
information presented in the nucleus caused the situation in the satellite.

3.25 OTHERWISE
Carlson and Marcu (2001) define the OTHERWISE coherence relation as a type of mutually
exclusive relation between two elements of equal importance, in which the situations presented
by both the satellite and the nucleus are unrealized. In addition, the realization of the situation
associated with the nucleus will prevent the realization of the consequences associated with the
satellite.
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Figure 84. Non-Volitional Result
Relation in Spanish. (The more
immigration we accept, [satel-
lite] the less jobs we will have
[nucleus]).

Figure 85. Non-Volitional Result
Relation in Portuguese. (All of
them died [nucleus] due to the
antibody dependent increase
[satellite]).

Figure 86. Non-Volitional Result
Relation in Italian. (The Beirut
explosion occurred in the port
area of the Lebanese city on
August 4, 2020 at around 18:08,
[nucleus] killing 220 people and
injuring 7,000 others. [satellite]).

In the same settings, Stede et al. (2017) suggest that the OTHERWISE relation consists of
a type of relationship between nucleus-satellite, in which the nucleus presents a hypothetical,
future, or in other words, unreal situation, and the satellite presents a hypothetical, future, or in
other ways unreal situation. Lastly, the realization of the nucleus impedes the realization of the
satellite. Table 26 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite
along with the combination of both for the OTHERWISE relation.

Table 26. Otherwise relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N is an unrealized situation

Constraints on the satellite (S) S is an unrealized situation

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) The realization of N impedes the realization of S

Effect on the reader Reader recognizes the dependency relation of prevention between the
realization of N and the realization of S

As shown in Table 26, the OTHERWISE relation is mononuclear and provides semantic infor-
mation. Furthermore, the satellite, as well as the nucleus, should hold an unrealized situation.
Finally, the reader recognizes the dependency relation of prevention between the realization of the
nucleus and the realization of the satellite (Stede et al. 2017). Figure 87, 88 and 89 show examples
of the OTHERWISE relation. Note that, as shown in Figures 87, 88, and 89, the nucleus provides
a hypothetical or future situation. Likewise, the satellite also provides a hypothetical or future sit-
uation. Accordingly, in the OTHERWISE relation, the nucleus and satellite should accommodate
an unrealized situation.

3.26 PARENTHETICAL
The PARENTHETICAL coherence relation such as the ATTRIBUTION relation (see Section
3.2, is a matter of ongoing debate among the researchers in the area. The main aspect
debated consists of the fact this relation is to be classified as structural relations. Besides
that, the PARENTHETICAL relation was not proposed in the original RST manuscript. Mann
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Figure 87. Otherwise Relation
in Spanish. (I hope this is a
bot [nucleus], otherwise it is per-
fectly understandable why Spain
is today a third-world country
[satellite]).

Figure 88. Otherwise Relation in
Portuguese. (That’s why we talk
about English and Brazilian vari-
ants, [nucleus] on the contrary,
already present in our bodies due
to mass vaccinations [satellite]).

Figure 89. Otherwise Relation in
Italian. (Musk now has a few days
to close the Twitter [nucleus] deal
and avoid prosecution and could
hardly get a new postponement
[satellite]).

and Thompson (1987). it was proposed by Carlson and Marcu (2001), which defines the
PARENTHETICAL as a type of relationship between nucleus-satellite such as structural.
According to Carlson and Marcu (2001), “the expressions that occur within the boundaries of
a single sentence are generally treated as embedded EDUs, even if they appear at the end of
the sentence”. Accordingly, the PARENTHETICAL structural relation is used only to signal a
“break” accomplished by boundaries. Moreover, it presents necessarily on the satellite a piece of
information within the parentheses. Table 27 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on
the nucleus, satellite, and the combination of both for the OTHERWISE relation.

Table 27. Parenthetical relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Structural

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) S is a part of text within parentheses

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) N/A

Effect on the reader N/A

As shown in Table 27, the PARENTHETICAL relation consists of a structural relation, in other
words, it does not provide any semantic or intentional information. Furthermore, the constraints
on the satellite present the text within parentheses. Figures 90, 91 and 92 show examples of the
PARENTHETICAL relation. Note that as shown in Figures 90, 91 and 92, the nucleus provides
a piece of information related to a piece of information inside brackets presented in the satellite.
Besides that, the information presented in the satellite must be a piece of information inside of the
brackets.

3.27 PREPARATION
According to Stede et al. (2017), the PREPARATION coherence relation, is a type of relationship
between nucleus-satellite in which the satellite precedes the nucleus in the text, and the satellite
orients the reader toward the topic of the nucleus. Furthermore, the reader is more ready, inter-
ested, or oriented for reading the nucleus. Lastly, it is used as a “introductory formula” and it is
rarely signaled by connectives, however, they may come accompanied sometimes by a colon.
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Figure 90. Parenthetical Relation
in Spanish. (The population pyra-
mid makes pensions unfeasible
if there are no more people
[nucleus] (by birth or immigration)
[satellite]).

Figure 91. Parenthetical Relation
in Portuguese. (The 8th Criminal
Group of the Federal Regional
Court of the 4th Region [nucleus]
(TRF4) [satellite]).

Figure 92. Parenthetical Relation
in Italian. (In recent days CCTV
[nucleus] (Central Television of
China) [satellite]).

In the same settings, Mann and Thompson (1987) claim that in the PREPARATION relation,
the satellite must orient the reader towards the topic of the nucleus. In accordance with Stede
et al. (2017), the PREPARATION relation also must be used when the satellite does not serve
any stronger purpose than setting the topic for the nucleus or when it consists of an introductory
formula. Table 28 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, satellite, and the
combination of both for the PREPARATION relation.

Table 28. Preparation relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S precedes N in the text. S orients reader toward the topic of N

Effect on the reader Reader recognizes the dependency relation of prevention between the
realization of N and the realization of S

As shown in Table 28, the PREPARATION relation presents semantic information and only one
nucleus (mononuclear). Furthermore, there are no constraints on the nucleus and satellite, even
though the satellite precedes the nucleus in the text, and the reader is more oriented to reading the
information supplied in the nucleus. Figures 93, 94 and 95 show examples of the PREPARATION
relation. Note that as shown in Figures 93, 94 and 95, when the reader has access to information
provided by the satellite, they create an expectation on a “relevant” or “main” information in
the following segment of text. Besides that, a relevant observation here consists of the presence
of a colon within the satellite in both examples. As already mentioned, the satellite provides
information based on the nucleus.

3.28 PURPOSE
Carlson and Marcu (2001) claim that in the PURPOSE relation, the situation presented in the satel-
lite is only putative, i.e., it is yet to be achieved. Besides that, this relation may be paraphrased as
“nucleus to satellite”. In the same settings, Stede et al. (2017) defines the PURPOSE relation as a
causal relationship in a wide sense. In other words, the difference between the relations volitional
and non-volitional cause and result is that within the PURPOSE relation, the satellite is signaled as
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Figure 93. Preparation Relation in
Spanish.(Like it or not, one thing
is clear: [satellite] if there were no
Moors in Europe, this would not
happen [nucleus].)

Figure 94. Preparation Relation
in Portuguese. (Hard-face has
no limits: [satellite] Zé Celso
files MPa against Silvio Santos
[nucleus]).

aMP: Brazilian Public Ministry.

Figure 95. Preparation Relation
in Italian. (An issue that in recent
months had clearly divided the
parties: [satellite] among other
things, it had partly motivated
the split of the 5 Star Movement
[nucleus]).

hypothetical/unrealized, and represents the intention or goal of the acting person. Typical connec-
tives in PURPOSE relation are to, and to. Therefore, the PURPOSE relation expresses purpose,
objective, or end, and typical PURPOSE relation is introduced by the final adverbial subordinate
conjunctions (e.g. to, that, in order to), as well as clauses classified as final adverbial subordinate
clauses are candidates for this relations. For example, “It is necessary for us to fight, in order
that we can triumph”. Table 29 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus,
satellite, and the combination of both for the PURPOSE relation.

Table 29. Purpose relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N is an activity

Constraints on the satellite (S) S is a situation that is unrealized

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S is to be realized through the activity in N

Effect on the reader Reader recognizes that the activity in N is initiated in order to realize S

As shown in Table 29, the PURPOSE relation presents only a nucleus and semantic infor-
mation. Moreover, the nucleus provides an action, and the satellite provides a situation that is
unrealized. Regarding the effect on the reader, the information provided in the nucleus is recog-
nized as a started activity in order to realize the satellite. Figures 96, 97 and 98 show examples
of the PURPOSE relation. Note that in Figures 96, 97 and 98, the nucleus supplies an activity or
action, and in the satellite, a hypothetical or unrealized situation is presented. Moreover, Carlson
and Marcu (2001) claim that a PURPOSE clause with the particle “to” to indicate the infinitive
verbs, should not be confused with a post-nominal modifier, because in this case, the correct
rhetorical relation is ELABORATION. For instance observe the following sentence [SA Brewing,
an Australian brewer, last Thursday was given approval], [to acquire an option for up to 20% of
Bell Resources Ltd., a unit of Bond Corp]. Note that, in the second segment of text, the particle
“to acquire” in underlining may suggest the presence of a PURPOSE relation, however, it should
be classified such as the ELABORATION relation.
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Figure 96. Purpose Relation in
Spanish. (We are reporting this
fake news [nucleus] in order to
close this account permanently
[satellite]).

Figure 97. Purpose Relation in
Portuguese. (If necessary, they
will go to the Federal Supreme
Court [satellite] to provide this
tribute to the greatest president
in the history of Latin America
[nucleus]).

Figure 98. Purpose Relation in
Italian. (To decide which munic-
ipalities to give money to and
which ones not, [satellite] a crite-
rion already used in the past was
introduced: the IVSM, the social
and material vulnerability index
elaborated by ISTAT, the national
statistical institute [nucleus]).

3.29 RESTATEMENT
Mann and Thompson (1987) define the RESTATEMENT coherence relation as a type of rela-
tion mononuclear that establishes a relationship between nucleus-satellite, in which “the satellite
restates the nucleus, where the satellite and the nucleus are of comparable bulk”. Furthermore,
Carlson and Marcu (2001) claims that the RESTATEMENT relation is always mononuclear, where
the satellite and nucleus are of (roughly) comparable size. Besides, the satellite reiterates the infor-
mation presented in the nucleus, typically with slightly different wording, nevertheless, it does not
add to or interpret the information.

In the same settings, according to Stede et al. (2017), the RESTATEMENT relation provides
a “nucleus that precedes the satellite in the text, and the satellite repeats the information given in
the nucleus using a different wording”. Accordingly, the nucleus and satellite are of roughly equal
size, and the reader recognizes the satellite as a restatement of the nucleus. Lastly, the typical con-
nective that occurs in the RESTATEMENT relation is in other words. Hence, the RESTATEMENT
coherence relation provides a relationship between the nucleus-satellite, in which the satellite
presents a reformation of the information from the nucleus. Besides that, paraphrases7 are
candidates for the RESTATEMENT coherence relation.

Table 30 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, satellite, and the com-
bination of both for the RESTATEMENT relation. As shown in Table 30, the RESTATEMENT
relation is mononuclear and provides semantic information. Furthermore, while the absence of
any constraints on the nucleus and satellite, in accordance with Stede et al. (2017), the nucleus
precedes the satellite in the text, and the satellite repeats the information given in the nucleus using
different wording. Also, the nucleus and satellite are of roughly equal size. Figures 99, 100 and
101 show examples of the RESTATEMENT relation.

It should be noted that such as shown in Figures 99, 100 and 101, the nucleus presents
information, which was reformulated by piece of information given by the satellite.

7Paraphrases consists of a linguistic phenomenon in which to repeat something written or spoken using different words,
often in a humorous form or in a simpler and shorter form that makes the original meaning clearer - Cambridge Dictionary
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Table 30. Restatement relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S restates N, where S and N are of comparable bulk; N is more central to
write’s purposes than S is.

Effect on the reader Reader recognizes S as a restatement of N

Figure 99. Restatement Relation
in Spanish. (Public health should
not be denied to any human
being. [nucleus] We are all people
and should have the same rights
[satellite]).

Figure 100. Restatement
Relation in Portuguese. (Thiago
Leifert will be in charge of the BBB
(Big Brother Brazil). [nucleus]
Thiago Leifert will be the next
presenter of the Big Brother Brazil
program [satellite]).

Figure 101. Restatement
Relation in Italian. (It is necessary
to adapt to a series of incon-
veniences that in the long run
can become difficult to support,
[nucleus] just as it is not for
everyone to live away from home
and without a fixed place to settle
[satellite]).

3.30 SAME-UNIT
Similarly to the PARENTHETICAL relation, the SAME-UNIT is an RST-updated relation. In
other words, both relations were not proposed by the original RST manuscript proposed in (Mann
and Thompson 1987), and they consist of structural relations proposed originally by Marcu (2000),
which it was applied originally by authors for a specific application: discourse parsers. While
there was no consensus on the effectiveness of structural relations such as the SAME-UNIT and
PARENTHETICAL relations in RST, in this guideline, we assume that structural relations are part
of the RST framework.

Moving forwards, Carlson and Marcu (2001) define the SAME-UNIT relation as a “pseudo-
relation used as a device for linking two discontinuous text fragments that are a single EDU, which
are broken up by an embedded unit”. For example, the SAME-UNIT relation should be used
on the embedded units that can break up other EDUs including relative clauses, other nominal
postmodifiers, parentheticals, participial clauses, etc. According to the authors, by convention,
this relation is always multinuclear. Table 31 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on
the nucleus, satellite, and the combination of both for the SAME-UNIT relation.

As shown in Table 31, taking into consideration the SAME-UNIT relation constraints, there
are not any constraints on the nucleus, and it is not expected any effect on the reader. We should
only reiterate that structural relations are used only for a better text representation in the coherence
relations tree. Figure 102, 103 and 104 show examples of the SAME-UNIT relation.
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Table 31. Same-Unit relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Multinuclear

Type of relation Structural

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) N/A

Effect on the reader N/A

Note that in examples presented in Figures 102, 103 and 104, the SAME-UNIT relation is
multinuclear and it is used only to connect two discontinuous text fragments that are a single
EDU. Accordingly, these relations must be applied only to two discontinuous text fragments to
provide a better organization of an EDU.

Figure 102. Same-Unit in
Spanish. (The police investi-
gation, commissioned by the
prosecution, [nucleus] reported
that the video includes events
that did not happen in Spain, but
in Brazil [nucleus]).

Figure 103. Same-Unit Relation
in Portuguese. (Senator Kátia
Abreu (without party-TO)
[nucleus] said that [nucleus]).

Figure 104. Same-Unit Relation
in Italian. (The cycle threshold
(CO) [nucleus] required to detect
the virus [nucleus]).

3.31 SEQUENCE
SEQUENCE coherence relation provides information sequentially chained. Additionally, the
authors argue that “temporal succession is not the only type of succession for which the
SEQUENCE relation might be appropriate. Others could include descriptions of a group of cars
according to size or cost, colors of the rainbow, who lives in a row of apartments, etc.”.

Carlson and Marcu (2001) define the SEQUENCE relation as a type of relation multinuclear
that establishes a relationship between nuclei in which a list of events is presented according to
chronological order or inverted chronological order. In the same settings, Stede et al. (2017)
suggest that the SEQUENCE multinuclear relation consists of a relationship between two or var-
ious nuclei, in which the “nuclei describe states of affairs that occur in a particular temporal
order, and the reader recognizes the succession relationships among the nuclei”. Lastly, the typical
connectives are then, before, afterward.

Table 32 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite, and the
combination of both for the SEQUENCE relation. As shown in Table 32, the SEQUENCE is a
type of multinuclear relation that provides semantic information. The relevant property of this
relation consists of the fact that the nuclei present situations in an order temporal. Furthermore,
the main difference between the SEQUENCE relation and other multinuclear relations such as the
LIST and the JOINT relations is the secession temporal relationships among nuclei. Figures
105, 106 and 107 show examples of the SEQUENCE relation.
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Table 32. Sequence relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Multinuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) There is a succession relationship between the situations in the nuclei

Effect on the reader Reader recognizes the succession relationships among the nuclei

According to Stede et al. (2017), the SEQUENCE relation is multinuclear and belongs to the
semantic type, while the others may present semantic, pragmatic, or textual, depending on context.
Accordingly, in Figures 105, 106 and 107, the information presented in the nuclei provides a type
of semantic information in sequence. Therefore, the reader must recognize easier the presence of
a sequence among the nucleus.

Figure 105. Sequence Relation
in Spanish. (Finally, we will pay
for the crisis together, [nucleus]
and then there will be cuts,
[nucleus] and again to start from
scratch[nucleus]).

Figure 106. Sequence Relation
in Portuguese. (Do Moroa live
like a citizen buys an apartment
worth 10 million [nucleus] and
then declares it on the income
tax five years in a row [nucleus]
and then an apartment worth 20
million appears without any expla-
nation? [nucleus]).

aSérgio Moro is a Brazilian jurist,
former magistrate, university pro-
fessor and politician, affiliated with
União Brasil (UNIÃO).

Figure 107. Sequence Relation
in Italian. (In 192 Draghi became
advisor to Giovanni Goria, min-
ister of the Treasury in the
fifth Fanfani government, at the
suggestion of his predecessor
Beniamino Andreatta. [nucleus]
Between 1984 and 1990 he was
Executive Director of the World
Bank in Washington [nucleus]).

3.32 SOLUTIONHOOD
According to Mann and Thompson (1987), the SOLUTIONHOOD coherence relation establishes
a relationship between nucleus-satellite in which the reader recognizes that the body of the text
presents a solution to the problem of having to clean floppy disk heads too often. Furthermore,
the terms “problem” and “solution” are broader than one might expect. In Carlson and Marcu
(2001), the authors titled PROBLEM-SOLUTION the SOLUTIONHOOD originally proposed by
RST manuscript. According to the authors, “in a PROBLEM-SOLUTION coherence relation, one
textual span presents a problem, and the other text span presents a solution. Corroborating from
this proposal, the SOLUTIONHOOD relation would be mononuclear or multinuclear, depending
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on the context. When the problem is perceived as more important than the solution, the problem
is assigned the role of the nucleus and the solution is the satellite.

Taking into consideration Stede et al. (2017), the SOLUTIONHOOD is a mononuclear relation,
and it is defined as a type of relationship between nucleus-satellite, in which the content of the
nucleus can be regarded as a solution to the problem in the nucleus. Furthermore, the nucleus
precedes the satellite in the text, and the reader recognizes the nucleus as a solution to the problem
presented in the satellite.

Table 33 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus and satellite along with
the combination of both for the SOLUTIONHOOD relation.

Table 33. Solutionhood relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N is a solution to the problem presented in S

Constraints on the satellite (S) S presents a problem

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) N is a solution to the problem presented in S

Effect on the reader R recognizes N as a solution to the problem presented in S

As shown in Table 33, in a SOLUTIONHOOD relation, the content of the satellite may be
regarded as a problem. Otherwise, the nucleus presents a solution to the problem presented in the
satellite. Furthermore, as claimed by Stede et al. (2017), the SOLUTIONHOOD relation is rarely
signaled by connectives, as well as the reader recognizes the nucleus as a solution to the problem
presented in the satellite. Figures 108, 109 and 110 show examples of the SOLUTIONHOOD
relation. As claimed by Stede et al. (2017), the SOLUTIONHOOD relation rarely is signaled by
connectives. Accordingly, in Figures 108, 109 and 110, the nucleus and satellites, do not present
any discourse marker or connective. Nevertheless, we observe that the satellite explicitly provides
a solution proposal for the event presented into the nucleus.

3.33 SUMMARY
Carlson and Marcu (2001) claim that the SUMMARY relation is mononuclear. Furthermore, a
relevant point of departure consists of the fact that the size of the summary presented in the satel-
lite is shorter than the size of the information presented in the nucleus. Therefore, the satellite
summarizes the information presented in the nucleus, and the emphasis is on the situation pre-
sented in the nucleus. In the same settings, Stede et al. (2017) define the SUMMARY relation
as a type of relationship between nucleus-satellite in which the satellite succeeds the nucleus in
the text and repeats the information given in the nucleus, however in a shorter form. Lastly, the
typical connectives are short and shortly. Table 34 describes the definitions in terms of constraints
on the nucleus, and satellite, as well as the combination of both for SUMMARY relation. As
shown in Table 34, taking into account the SUMMARY relation constraints, the nucleus presents
more than one EDU. Even though there are no constraints on the satellite, the nucleus position is
succeeded by the satellite position. The satellites present the same information presented in the
nucleus, however, shortly. Figures 111, 112 and 113 show examples of the SUMMARY relation.

According to Mann and Thompson (1987), the SUMMARY relation provides a relationship
between nucleus-satellite, in which the “satellite presents a restatement of the content of the
nucleus, which is shorter in the bulk”. Therefore, as it is shown in Figures 111, 112 and 113,
the satellite summarizes the information presented in the nucleus.
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Figure 108. Solutionhood
Relation in Spanish. (It’s a shame
to read the comments and see
everyone laughing at this situa-
tion. [nucleus] People should take
to the streets outraged to demand
that politicians stop once and for
all this importation of riffraff that
is turning society into garbage
[satellite]).

Figure 109. Solutionhood
Relation in Portuguese. (The
coronavirus pandemic has killed
millions of people around the
world. [satellite] Only the vaccine
can minimize the damage caused
by this virus [nucleus]).

Figure 110. Solutionhood
Relation in Italian. (The United
States completed this step after
consultations with not so deter-
mined allies, and with a double
goal. [nucleus] The intended
and claimed effect is to prevent
China from using advanced chips
to develop or improve military
technologies such as nuclear
weapons and hyper-sonic missile
systems [satellite]).

Table 34. Summary relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N must be more than one unit

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S presents a restatement of the content of N, that is shorter in bulk

Effect on the reader R recognizes S as a shorter restatement of N

3.34 UNCONDITIONAL
The UNCONDITIONAL coherence relation is not a coherence relation originally proposed by
the RST manuscript. Therefore, it consists of RST update coherence relation. This relation is
defined as a coherence relation of type mononuclear, in which the satellite conceivably could
affect the realization of the nucleus. Furthermore, the nucleus does not depend on the satellite.
Table 35 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus and satellite along with
the combination of both for the UNCONDITIONAL relation.

As shown in Table 35, taking into consideration the UNCONDITIONAL relation constraints,
there are no constraints on the nucleus, while the satellite conceivable must affect the realization
of the nucleus. Besides that, the reader must recognize that the nucleus does not depend on the
satellite. Figures 114, 115 and 116 show examples of the UNCONDITIONAL relations. It should
point out that, as it is shown in Figures 114, 115 and 116, the nucleus may or not presents a
discourse marker, and the reader is able to recognize that the information presented in the nucleus
does not depend on the information presented in the satellite. Finally, the UNCONDITIONAL
relation may also be accurately recognized from the discourse marker even if.
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Figure 111. Summary Relation in
Spanish. (Great controversy has
generated the case of the immi-
grant workers of the fruit har-
vest in Andalusia, enslaved in
inhumane labor regimes. [satel-
lite] Last year, the story of immi-
grant women from North Africa
who worked without a contract for
16 hours seven days a week on
land of more than 5,000 hectares
in southern Spain came to light
[nucleus].)

Figure 112. Summary Relation
in Portuguese. (Sérgio Moro
is the great honoree of Army
Day.[satellite] Judge Sérgio
Moro was honored at the most
important event of the Brazilian
Army [nucleus]).

Figure 113. Summary Relation in
Italian. (ISIS has announced the
death of its leader, Abu al Hasan
al Hashimi al Qurashi: [satellite]
according to what the terrorist
group reported through its propa-
ganda organs, he would have died
”in battle”, but no further details
on the death have been released
[nucleus]).

Table 35. Unconditional relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) S conceivably could affect the realization of N

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) N does not depend on S

Effect on the reader Reader recognizes that N does not depend on S

3.35 UNLESS
The UNLESS coherence relation is not a canonical RST relation, therefore it was not defined
originally by RST manuscript (Mann and Thompson 1987). The UNLESS coherence relation
consists of an updated coherence relation, and it is defined as a mononuclear relation, in which
the satellite affects the realization of the nucleus, as well as the nucleus, is realized ever since the
satellite is not realized. Besides that, the reader recognizes that the nucleus is realized ever since
the satellite is not realized.

According to Stede et al. (2017), in the UNLESS relation, the nucleus presents a hypothetical,
future, or in other ways, unrealized situation, and the satellite presents a hypothetical, future, or
in other ways unrealized situation. Additionally, the satellite determines the realization of the
nucleus, and the nucleus is only realized if the satellite is not being realized. Lastly, the typical
connective for the UNLESS coherence relation is unless.



Discourse annotation guideline for low-resource languages 51

Figure 114. Unconditional
Relation in Spanish. (Imagine one
of those countries where there
are millions of people from the
lower classes who do not protest
[nucleus] even if they are treated
like rats [satellite]).

Figure 115. Unconditional
Relation in Portuguese.(The
stake has not been transferred,
[satellite] although it is the final
intention of Telefônica S.Aa to do
so in the future [nucleus]).

aTelefónica S/A is a Spanish
telecommunications company.

Figure 116. Unconditional
Relation in Italian. (Anyone who
does not agree with this corner-
stone will not be able to be part of
the government, at the cost of not
being a government. [nucleus]
Italy with us in government will
never be the weak link of the
West, the unreliable nation so
dear to many of our detractors
[satellite]).

Table 36 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus and satellite along with
the combination of both for the UNLESS relation.

Table 36. Unless relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S affects the realization of N. And, N is realized since that S is not realized

Effect on the reader R recognizes that N is realized provided that S is not realized

As shown in Table 36, on the UNLESS relation constraints, there are no constraints on both
nucleus and satellite. However, while there are not any constraints on the nucleus and satellites, the
satellite must affect the realization of the information into the nucleus, and the nucleus necessarily
is realized when the satellite is not realized. The reader must recognize that the nucleus is realized
since that the satellite is not realized. Figures 117, 118 and 119 show examples of the UNLESS
relation. Note that in examples exhibited by Figures 117, 118, and 119, the satellite may provide
the discourse marker unless. Therefore, the discourse marker unless would be a relevant “clues”
to identify the UNLESS coherence relation.
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Figure 117. Unless Relation
in Spanish. (All foreigners have
the right to make their life here
[nucleus] unless they don’t
respect our traditions [satellite]).

Figure 118. Unless Relation
in Portuguese. (All accused at
judgment will be jailed [nucleus]
unless acquitted by the court
[satellite]).

Figure 119. Unless Relation
in Italian. (On Sunday Johnson
explained that in the absence of
a united party in supporting him,
while saying he is sure he already
has 102 MPs on his side, [satel-
lite] his decision is not to partici-
pate in the vote which should have
been held in the next few days
among the 170,000 members of
the party to choose between any
two candidates who have come
out of the parliamentary primaries
[nucleus]).

3.36 VOLITIONAL CAUSE
According to Mann and Thompson (1987), the VOLITIONAL CAUSE relation is defined as a
type of relationship between nucleus-satellite in which the nucleus provides the cause of the voli-
tional8 action presented in the satellite. In the same settings, Stede et al. (2017) claim that in the
VOLITIONAL CAUSE relation, the nucleus and satellite should provide a state or event in the
world. In order words, the state/event in the nucleus should be caused by the state/event in the
satellite, and the reader should recognize the satellite as a cause of the content provided in the
nucleus.

Furthermore, the VOLITIONAL CAUSE relation is frequently confused with the
MOTIVATION relation (see Section 3.22). Nonetheless, the main element that distinguishes them
consists of the intended effect of the MOTIVATION relation to make the reader want to perform
an action evoked in the text.

Table 37 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus and satellite along
with the combination of both for the VOLITIONAL CAUSE relation. As shown in Table 37, the
VOLITIONAL CAUSE relation is mononuclear and provides semantic information. Moreover,
it is defined as a type of relationship between nucleus-satellite without any constraints on the

8Volitional is acting as a result of a decision or choice; done because someone has decided or chosen to do it: mental
processes over which we have volitional control The action is not mechanical; it is volitional (Cambridge dictionary)
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satellite, while the nucleus must provide information on a volitional action. Besides, there are con-
straints on the nucleus and satellite together, and typical connectives are because, since, therefore.
Figures 120, 121 and 122 show examples of the VOLITIONAL-CAUSE relation.

Table 37. Volitional Cause relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N is a volitional action or else a situation that could have arisen from a
volitional action

Constraints on the satellite (S) N/A

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) S could have caused the agent of the volitional action in N to perform
that action; without the presentation of S, R might not regard the action
as motivated or know the particular motivation; N is more central to W’s
purposes in putting forth the N-S combination than S is

Effect on the reader R recognizes S as a cause for the volitional action in N

As shown in Figures 120, 121, and 122, that the nucleus presents necessarily a volitional
information. As it is known from previous discussions, the conception of “volition” according
to linguistics studies is related to the intentional or unintentional nature of a subject or agent to
act.

Figure 120. Volitional Cause rela-
tion in Spanish. (We already enjoy
in Europe the third world customs
that this riffraff [nucleus] brings us
thanks to the laws promoted by
our progressive politicians [satel-
lite]).

Figure 121. Volitional Cause
relation in Portuguese.(The sci-
entific genius backed up the
claims of other eminent virologists
[nucleus] after studying vaccine
ingredients [satellite]).

Figure 122. Volitional Cause
Relation in Italian.(Bagnaia’s vic-
tory has become increasingly
probable in recent weeks [satel-
lite] and is now considered almost
certain).

3.37 VOLITIONAL RESULT
In accordance with Mann and Thompson (1987); Carlson and Marcu (2001), the VOLITIONAL
RESULT coherence relation presents a volitional action or situation that could appear from a
volitional action.

In Stede et al. (2017), the VOLITIONAL RESULT relation is also titled “RESULT” relation,
and in the same settings, they define this relation as a coherence relation, in which the information
presented in the satellite is the cause of the situation presented in the nucleus.

Furthermore, the result, which is the nucleus, is the most important part of this coherence rela-
tion. Therefore, without accessing the satellite, the reader may not know what caused the result in
the nucleus. Lastly, according to Stede et al. (2017), the typical connectives for the VOLITIONAL
RESULT relation are because, since, therefore.
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Table 38 describes the definitions in terms of constraints on the nucleus, and satellite, and the
combination of both for the VOLITIONAL RESULT relation.

Table 38. Volitional Result relation constraints.

Type Description

Type of nucleus Mononuclear

Type of relation Informational

Constraints on the nucleus (N) N/A

Constraints on the satellite (S) S is a volitional action or a situation that could have arisen from a volitional
action

Constraints on the nucleus and satellite (N+S) N could have caused S; presentation of N is more central to writer’s
purposes than is presentation of S

Effect on the reader Reader recognizes that N could be a cause for the action or situation in S

As shown in Table 38, the mononuclear VOLITIONAL RESULT relation accommodates
semantic information and the relationship nucleus-satellite. In this relation, the very important
point that we should keep in mind consists of the fact that the constraints on the nucleus and
satellite present information inversely proportional to the VOLITIONAL CAUSE relation.

For instance observe that there are no contractions on the nucleus, and the satellite provides a
volitional action in VOLITIONAL RESULT relation. Conversely, in VOLITIONAL CAUSE the
nucleus provides a volitional action and no contractions there are on the satellite. Additionally,
in VOLITIONAL RESULT the reader recognizes that the nucleus probably has caused the action
supply in the satellite. Figures 123, 124 and 125 show examples of SUMMARY relation.

Figure 123. Volitional Result
Relation in Spanish. (The contin-
uous terrorist attacks that Europe
has suffered in the last decade
[nucleus] have led to the harden-
ing of laws by the vast majority of
countries [satellite]).

Figure 124. Volitional Result
in Portuguese. (Luiz Cláudio
installed security cameras in the
apartment’s rooms. [nucleus] The
installations were made after he
was cited in Operation Zealots
[satellite]).

Figure 125. Volitional Result in
Italian. (Meloni seems to have
understood this, [nuclues] and for
this reason he never mentions
structural changes to the PNRR
approved by the Draghi govern-
ment [satellite]).

As shown in Figures 123, 124 and 125, both satellites provide necessarily the presence of
volitional information. Besides that, as is known from previous discussions, the conception of
“volition” according to linguistics studies is related to the intentional or unintentional nature of a
subject or agent to act.
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4. Final Remarks
This paper provides the first discourse annotation guideline using Rhetorical Structure Theory
framework for low-resource languages. We present thirty-seven coherence relations, which
encompass initial and updated coherence relations proposed by literature. Furthermore, a short
survey concerning discourse in artificial intelligence was presented, aiming to provide a reliable
and accessible discourse-aware resource to new researchers and annotators. Finally, we would
like to remark the value of the examples presented, which comprise three romance languages
and three different ways of communicating information, such as news, fake news and stereotyped
comments of news. It can be an interesting tool for linguistic and cultural studies within this type
of discourse, as well as a useful guideline for future works on the creation of corpora annotated
with RST and systems that benefit from it.
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