An Investigation of #ay Complex Constructionsin Thai

Suda Rangkupan

(Unpublished paper 1997)

1. Introduction
This paper investigates the syntactic and semantic characterigtics of the lexicdl
item Ady in complex condructionsin Thal. 4dy occurs as a matrix verb in acomplex
congruction, meaning ether "have (Someone do something)' or ‘let (Someone do
something)' asin (1) below. Moreover, it occurs in a non-metrix subdausd unit, forming
various types of condructions, as shown in (2) to (4).

(N nuan  hdy jum ?an nagsut kdn non
Nuan gve Jum read book  before deep
‘Nuan had Jum read a book before going to bed.'
Or 'Nuan let Jum read a book before going to bed.'

2 nuan  bdk hay jum ?an nagsur
Nuan tdl gve Jum read book
‘Nuan told Jum to read a book."

3 nuan yak  hay jum nag lopy
Nuan wat gve Jum st DIR
‘Nuan wanted Jum to St down.’

4 nuan  thip k&w hay tak

Nuan ht gas gve bebroken
‘Nuan hit the glassin order for it to be broken.’
Beside the above occurrences, dy occurs as averb of possesson trander,
meaning 'give and a beneficiary marker, trandated as ‘for' in English, as shown below
respectively.



(5) nuan  hay kha?ndm jum
Nuan gve sweets Jum

‘Nuan gave Jum the swests!
(6) nuan  kamlan  tham kamnban hdy jim
Nuan ASP do homework gve Jum

‘Nuan is doing homework for Jum.’

Due to the semantic Smilarities between hdy as amatrix verb, asin (1), and hay
that is preceded by another verb in such congructions asin (2) to (4), these ingtances of
complex condructions are grouped together and labeled as serid verb condructions.
(Thepkanjana 1986). However, thereis a problem in categorizing alexicd item that
occursinthistype of condruction, thet is, whether it isaverb or a syntactic marker that
functions as alinkage between two dausd units. This problem is crudd for dassfying
congtruction types as serid verb congruction snce serid verb congtructions are defined
as condtructions in which series of verbs or verb phrases are juxtaposed without any overt
marker for dlausd rdations, ill representing asingle event (Zwicky 1990; Hansdll
1993). A amilar phenomenon is found in Saramaccan as shown below.

(7) Kofi h meki a/en go na wowoyo
Kafi meke he/him go LOC maket
'Kaofi made him go to the market.’

(Seuren 1990: 26)
(8) den fado meki den prani  gro
ran fdl make the plaits grow
'Rain fdls so that the crops grow.’

(Sebba 1987: 56)!

'Seuren, Pieter A.M. 1990. Serial verb constructions. In Brian D. Joseph and Arnold M. Zwicky, eds.,

When verbs collide: Papers fromthe 1990 Ohio Sate Mini-Conference on serial verbs Working Papersin
Linguistics No.39. 14-33. Quoting Mark Sebba. 1987. The syntax of serial verbs: Aninvestigation into
serialisation in Sranan and other languages. Amsterdam: Benjamins.



Sebba (1987) argues that meki is reandlyzed as a conjunction to some netive speskers,
agang an andysis of Voorhoeve (1975)% who takes a construction like (8) as an instance
of aserid verb congruction.

We can seethat in languages in which syntactic markers share the same form as
content words one needs independent criteriato define the function of thelexicd itemin

particular condructions. This paper proposes that the ssmantic amilarities anong various
usesof hdy can be explained in terms of a schematic representation of the semantic
components of the lexical item. Consequently, whether 4dy in each congtruction type
functionsasaverb or adausd linkage marker isindependently decided from its syntactic
and semantic relationship with other componentsin the condruction. Moreover, a
systematic andyds of the dausa ructure of each congruction typeis needed. The
andysisis based on the framework of Role and Reference Grammar (Van Vdin 1993;
Van Vdin and LaPolla 1997).

The andyssbeginswith Ady in asmple condruction, induding #dy as averb of
possesson transfer and as a beneficiary marker. The next section dedlswith sdy asa
matrix verb in ajussve condruction. Then, | invedtigate the dausd linkage types of
condructionswith Aay, namdly, jussve, propodtiond attitude and purposive
congructions. The findings would leed to the judtification for syntectic category of Ady in
each condruction type.

2Seuren, Pieter A.M. 1990. Serial verb constructions. In Brian D. Joseph and Arnold M. Zwicky, eds.,

When verbs collide: Papers fromthe 1990 Ohio Sate Mini-Conference on serial verbs Working Papersin
Linguistics, No.39. 14-33. quoting Jan VVoorhoeve. 1975. Serial verbsin Creole. Paper presented at Hawaii
Pidgin and Creole Conference.



2. Semantic propertiesof thelexical item hay
This section gives an introduction to the semantic properties of thelexicd item
hay in three kinds of environments. as averb of possesson trander, asabeneficiary

marker and as ajussive verb. Two semantic agpectsto be investigated are animacy
restrictions on subject NPs and semantic dlasses of verbs.

2.1 hdy asaverb of possession transfer

Asaverb of possesson trandfer, 4dy isfollowed by two arguments, atheme
followed by arecipient. This order isfixed, and the other way around is ungrammaticd.
Toilludrate,

(99 nuan hdy kha?ndm jim
Nuan gve swedts Jum
‘Nuan gave Jum the swedts!

(9  *nuan hdy jum kha?ndm
Nuan gve Jum sweets

Asfor animacy, hdy requiresits subject NP to be animate. Thus, a sentence with
an inanimate subject is not acceptable.

(100 *fon  hay nam  raw
ran gve waer us
'Rain gives uswater.

We cannot use sentence (10) to express for 'rain’ as having a semantic role of possessor
who has an intent to trandfer the possession of ndm 'water' to the receiver.

Thus, the semantic representation of /dy can be formulated asfollows:

(11) [dot(x, /) CAUSE INGR havee(y, 2)]

The above logicd dructure isthe semantic representation of the verb of possesson
transfer hay 'give, which is an achievement verb, represented by the modifier INGR. The
X argument is a participant who trangfers the possession to the other participant,



represented by the y argument, and the z argument is an object of trander. As a causdtive
achievement verb, hdy involves an unspecified action causing ancther date of afairs,
namedy, an achievementt.

2.2 hay asabeneficiary marker
Asabeneficary marker, hdy expressestwo kinds of beneficiaries, namdly,

deputative beneficiaries and recipient. According to Van Vdin and LaPolla (1997), a
deputative beneficiary is the participant who receives benefit from the action without
doing the action. That is, the actor who has the intent thet the beneficiary need not do the
action performs the action; the recipient is a participant who receives concrete objects
from the actor. There are two kinds of recipients marked by 4ay, namdy, intermediate
and ultimate recipients.

(12 nuan  sdk pha: hday lttk sa?ma3:.
Nuan wash cothes gve kid dways
lk lory sék ?em may pen
kid tus wash sdf not adle

‘Nuan dways washes dothes for her kid. Thus, her kid does not know how to
wash dothes her/himsdf.’ (= Nuan washes clothes in her kid's place so that her kid does
not haveto doiit.)

(13) nuan yip nagsur khdny 1on hay jum
Nuan grab book POSS 3% gve dm
phrd? jum  khd: du:
because Jum ask look
'Nuan grabbed her book and gave it to Jum because Jum asked to seeit.’

(14) nuan sur khé&k chin  nan hay ltuk
Nuan buy c&ke CL DEM gwe kid
phrd? Itk yak kin
because kid wat  eat
‘Nuan bought that cake for her kid because her kid wanted to et it

Sentence (12) illustrates the usage of /dy as a deputative beneficiary while sentences (13)
and(14) hay marks recipients, intermediate and ultimate, respectively. Intermediate



recipient refers to a participant that has a semantic role asagod; and ultimate recipient
refers to arecipient to whom the possession is transferred.
Note that 4dy in Tha cannot be followed by an inanimate argument. Thus, the

following sentences are not possble.

(15  *nuan thaisit  hay ban
Nuan pant gve house

‘Nuan painted for the house’
(16) *nuan 1y phlemy hay khwammsantuksanamn
Nuan cry out g gwe fun
‘Nuan sang asong for fun.’

Asfor animecy, abeneficiary marker hdy occurs only in adause with an animete

subject, as shown by the unacceptable sentence below.

(17) *dat sxn hay raw
anigt  dire gvwe us
The sunlight shinesfor us'

Moreover, the beneficiary marker 4y does not co-occur with Sate verbs or

achievement verbs. Toilludrae,

(18) *nuan ditcay hay jum
Nuan beglad gve Jum
‘Nuan was glad for Jum.’

(190 *nuan teor kratpaw thi hay pay hay jum
Nuan find purse REL belos OPR gwvwe Jm
‘Nuan found the logt purse for Jum.’

Theverbin (18) isadate verb and in (19) it is an achievement verb. Both are
unacceptable sentences. Therefore, we conclude thet abeneficiary marked by hdy mey
co-occur only with an activity or accomplishment verb.

The semarntic representation follows what Jolly (1993) has proposed for a
purposive marker. She argues that for in English has two functions causative and
purposive; thus, it has two semantic components, asfollows



(200  Semantic content of purposive for:

(2) want¢(x, LSy)
(2 DO (%, [LS; CAUSELS))

Toilludtrate, an English sentence (21) can be semantically represented in alogica
Sructure as shown below. (Jolly 1993: 303)

(21)  John baked a cake for Rita

The above sentence has a benefactive for, which indudes both semantic componentsin
(20), asillugtrated below:

[want ¢(John, LS;)] U [DO (John, [LS; CAUSE LS;])]
LS; = [ do¢ (John) CAUSE [BECOME bak ed(cake)]]
LS;=[BECOME have¢(Rita, cake)]

Therefore, afully daborated logicd sructurefor (21) isasfollows:

(21¢  [want¢(John, [BECOME have¢ (Rita, cake)])] U (John, [[ do¢(John) CAUSE
[BECOME baked¢(cake)]] CAUSE [BECOME have¢(Rita, cake)]])]

When the benefactive has a deputative reading, the interpretation for LS, isasfollows:

LS, =NOT LS

Thus, when a sentence like (21) has a deputative interpretation, thet is, 'John baked a cake
in place of Ritd, thet isto say, 'Ritadid not bake acake, itslogicd dructureis
represented asfollows:

(21¢) [wanté(John, [NOT dog(Rita) CAUSE [BECOME baked¢ (cake)]])]
U [DO (John, [[ dog (John) CAUSE [BECOME bakedé(cake)]]

CAUSE [NOT do¢(Rita) CAUSE [BECOME bak ede (cake)]]])]

InThal, as shown above, it isfound that 4@y has two readings: deputative
beneficiary and recipient. Following Jolly (1993), sentences of the three beneficiary
readings--deputative, intermediate recipient and ultimate reci pient- - have the fallowing
logicd sructures



(220 nuan  sak pha: hay Itk (Deputative beneficiary)
Nuan wash cothes gve kid
‘Nuan washed clothes for her kid.'

(22¢ [want€(Nuan, LS,)] U[DO (Nuan, [LS; CAUSE LS,])]
LS; =[wash¢(Nuan, pha:)]
LS, =[NOT wash¢(li:k, pha:)]
(23) mnuan yip nagsut khdn 15n hdy jum (Intermediaterecipient)

Nuan grab book POSS 39 gve Jm
‘Nuan grabbed her book and gaveit to Jum.’

(23¢ [want@(Nuan, LS,)] U[DO (Nuan, [LS; CAUSE LS)])]
LS; =[grab¢(Nuan, nansut:)]
LS, = [INGR be-LOC¢ (dum, ninsui:)]

(24) mnuan sur kh&k chin nan hay Ik (Ultimate recipient)
Nuan buy ceke CL DEM gwe kid
‘Nuan bought that cake for her kid.'

(24¢ [want¢(Nuan, LS;)] U[DO (Nuan, [LS; CAUSE LS)))]
LS: =[ buy€(Nuan, khék)]
LS, =[INGR have¢(litk, khé&k)]
To sum up, hay can be used as a beneficiary marker indicating a deputetive
bendficiary, an intermediate recipient and an ultimate recipient. It co-occurs with animate
subjects only. Findly, it is only compatible with activity or accomplishment verbs

2.3 hdy asamatrix verb in acomplex congtruction
So far we have seen thet the lexical item Ady can be syntecticaly categorized asa

verb of possession trandfer and a beneficiary marker. In this section we move to Ady thet
Isused in acomplex condruction as amétrix verb. An example is the following:

(250 mnuan hay jum nag loy
Nuan gve Jm st OPR
‘Nuan had Jum gt down.' Or, 'Nuan let Jum St down.'



Wefirg congder its semantic restriction on animecy. The verb 2dy asamatrix
verb of the condtruction requires an animate subject NP.

(26) nuan  hay jum pit natam
Nuan gve Jum close window
'Nuan had Jum dose the window.'
or 'Nuan let Jum close the window.'

(27) ma: chatni:  hay lik kin klbay kdn
mother gibbon gve offgring eat banana before
"The mother gibbon had its offspring eet the bananafirs.
or The mother gibbon let its offpring eet the banana fird.’

(28) *pharyd? hay jum pit naitaiy
sorm gve Jum cose  window
The sorm had Jum close the window.’
The gorm let Jum close the window.’

In sentences (26) and (27) the subject NPs are animate, that is, 'Nuan' and 'the mother
gibbon'. However, sentence (28) is ungrammatica when the subject NP isinanimate, thet
IS, phazyu? 'sorm’. Therefore, it is obligatory thet the subject NP of the matrix verb hay
be animate.

Interms of animecy, typicdly, the undergoer of the matrix verb Ady, which isdso

the actor of the non-meatrix verb, isdso animate. However, it is dso possble for the actor
of the non-matrix verb to be inanimate, as shown below:

(29) nuan hay ?akat nay hdn tharythe:  samao.
Nuan gve ar in room drculae dways.
hdn tewm  may fap
room thus not  be suffy
‘Nuan |et the air in theroom circulate dl the time. The room is, thus, not Suffy’

Sentence (29) shows that an inanimate NP, 2aka:t 'ar', can be the undergoer of 4ay and
the actor of the non-matrix predicate. However, it is not the case that any inanimate NP
can occur as undergoer of the metrix verb Ady. Consder the following examples.



(30) *nuan hay k&w tak
Nuan gve dglass  bebroken
‘Nuan had the glass become broken.'
Or, 'Nuan let the glass become broken.

(3) mnuan hay k&w klin pay ruayrdiay l&wtewn teap way
Nuan gve gass rdl DIR ocontinudly then hod OPR
‘Nuan |et the glass kegp ralling, and then she hdd it

We can seethat a sentence with kcerw 'glass as an undergoer asin (30) is unaccepteble,
but the same NP as actor of an activity verb in (31) is acceptable. Therefore, thereis no
semantic regtriction of animacy on the shared NP of the congtruction, but the semantic

class of the non-matrix verb is redtricted to activity and accomplishment verbs only.
Compare the following data with the above.

(32) *nuan hay jum diteay
Nuan gve Jum behappy
'Nuan had Jum be happy.'

(33 *nuan hay jum tea: kra?paw thi: hay pay
Nuan gve Jm find purse REL belogt OPR
‘Nuan had Jum find the logt purse’

Sentences (32) and (33) are not possible because the semantic class of the non meatrix
verb is sate and achievement, respectively.

Another important semantic fegture of Ady involves the notion of caustion. As
suggested in the trandation of the above deta, the verb Aay in thistype of corgtruction is
ambiguous with respect to the semantic agpect of causation; that is, without enough
context, it could mean both 'have and 'let’. For example,

(34) mnuan hay jum pay namnliag

Nuan gve Jum go paty
(a)'Nuan let Jum go to the party.’

(b)'Nuan had Jum go to the party.’

Sentence (34) isambiguousin that it could be interpreted as ether the participant Jum
being forced by the other participant, Nuan, to perform the action of ‘going to the party’,
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or Jum being given permisson to paform such an action. However, a specific sense of
the verb is chosen in a particular context. To illudtrate,

(35

(36)

nuan  hdy jum pay namliag

Nuan gve Jum go paty

thanth:  Idn & war jum kliat  pamliap

dthough 39 know CMPL lm hae  party

(a)*'Nuan let Jum go to the party dthough she knows that Jum hates parties.’
(b)'Nuan had Jum go to the party dthough she knows that Jum hates parties!

nuan  hay jum pay pamnhan

Nuan gve Jum g paty

thangthl:  takdn Ion  khoy  hdm

dthough  previoldy 3'F usedto forbid

(8)'Nuan let Jum go to the party athough she used to forbid her before!”
(b)*'Nuan had Jum go to the party athough she used to forbid her before!

We can see that semantic ambiguity of 4ay can be diminated in an adequate context: hay

means 'have (Someone do something)' in (35), but 'let’ in (36).

Such an ungpecified causation can be explained in terms of force dynamic

paiterns, proposed by Tamy (1988). In histerms, "force dynamics' isagenerdization
over thelinguidic nation of "causation”; it involves how entities interact with respect to

force (Talmy 1988: 49-50). There are two patterns of force dynamicsthet hay

condructionsrefer to. Firdt, a sronger force dement impinges againg ancther force
element that has atendency to ret, thus causing it to perform an action. An example of
this pattern is (35) in which Jum, as awesker force dement, does not want to perform the
action, but isforced to do so by Nuan, as astronger force element. Second, astronger
force dement disengages from ancther force dement that has atendency to move. Thisis
exemplified by (36) in which Nuan, ill astronger force dement, releases a blockage that
could prevent Jumfrom performing an action. The property thet both patterns shareis
that an agent isasronger force dement and a non-agent is awesker one. Another

exampleisasfolows
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(370 mnuan hay ?akat nay hdn tharythe:  sama:
Nuan gwve ar in room drculate  dways
(8)'Nuan often lets the air in the room dirculate dl the time!
(b)*'Nuan often hasthe air in theroom circulate dl thetime!

In (37), Nuan as an agent is a stronger force dement while ‘the ar' has tendency to move,
but without the disengagement performed by the agent the circulation would not occur.
That is, the agent, say, opens the door, windows, etc. to dlow the air to circulate. In this
gtuaion, 4dy is not ambiguous Snce the air has an inherent property to move, and the
agent has power to dlow the action by releasing any blockages.

Therefore, the important semantic component thet the 4ay condruction involves
isthat the agent's intent determi nes the non-agent's performing an action; thet is, the
agent can force or dlow the non-agent to do an action.

To sum up, there are two semantic redtrictions on this type of congtruction: the
subject NP must be animate and the semantic dass of the non-retrix verb must be ether
an activity or accomplishment. Also, with repect to causation, the action in the nort
matrix is performed in accordance with the intent of the agent.

Recdl the semantic Sructure of Ady as abeneficiary marker. We find thet the
schematic representation proposed by Jolly (1993) can dso be gpplied here, snce both
congtructions reguire an animate subject NP, must co-occur with activity or
accomplishment verbs only, and have both an intent and causation astheir semantic
component.

Then, we could provide a semantic representation for the complex verb 4dy as

follows

(38)  [want@(x, LS;) UDO (%, [LS; CAUSE LS])]
LS, = [do&(x, /)]
LS, = (1)dog(y, [prede(y) or (v, 2)])
or (2) BECOME dot(y, [pred¢(y) or (v, 2)])
From this schema, the x argument has the intent for another action to occur as seeninthe
first componernt, that is, want ¢ (x, LS,). It isaso an actor who performs an unspecified

action to cause the action represented in LS,. The unspecified action is represented as
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[do¢(x, A)]. LS, representsalogica structure of the non-matrix verb and its arguments.
LS, can be an activity or an accomplishment.
To illugrate, sentence (39) has the semantic structure represented in (394 below.

(390 mnuan hay jum pit natam
Nuan gve Jum close window
'Nuan had Jum dose the window.'
or 'Nuan let Jum close the window.'

(39¢  want¢(nuan, [BECOME dot (Jum, [close¢ (Jum, n&:tam)])]) U DO (nuan, [[do¢
(nuan, A£)] CAUSE [BECOME dog (Jum, [close¢ (Jum, na:tam)])]])

From the above, sentence (39) can be represented with two semantic components:

(2) want€(x, LS,), where the x argument isNuan, they argument isJum and LS,
iIS[BECOME do¢(Jum, [close¢ (Jum, na:tamn)])]

(2) DO (x, [LS; CAUSE LS;]), where LS, is the unspecified action done by the x
argument, namely, [do¢ (nuen, /)]
To sum up, the congruction with /dy as amatrix verb requires an animate
ubject. Also, it dlows only an activity or an accomplishment as a nort matrix verb. With
respect to its causdity, 4dy can be usad in two types of Stuations (1) aStuation wherea
stronger force dement expressed by the subject NP impinges againgt another force

eement, and (2) aStuation where the stronger force dement disengages barriersfor the
wesker force eement to perform the action. Findly, the semantic structure of the matrix

verb hay inthistype of condruction is consstent with that of the beneficiary marker hay,
that is, they both involve two semantic components: the intent and the causation.
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3. Clausal linkage of the congruction with Ady as matrix verb
This section investigates the juncture and nexus type of complex condructions
with 2ay asaméarix verb. Wefirg begin with areview of the properties of nexus and

juncture typesin Thai. Then, given those properties, we characterize the congtruction in
question.

3.1 Review of juncture and nexustypes

According to RRG, complex sentences are recognized as having alayered
structure such that a complex condruction is a unit that exhibits a particular relationship
with another unit. Such acomplex unit isreferred to as ajuncture, and ardaionship
among juncturesiis cdled nexus. There are three kinds of junctures, thet is, nucleus, core
and clause. Junctures can be related to one another in three nexus types: coordination,
cosubordination and subordinetion.

Asalayered dructure, anuclear junctureis a core composed of multiple nucle, a
core juncture asingle clause mede up of multiple cores, and adausd juncture awhole
sentence made up of two or more clauses. A mgor characterigtic of anuclear junctureis
the argument pooling. That is, the two verbsin the juncture act asif they areasingle
predicate, so that they pool dl their arguments together asasingle sst. Asfor core
junctures, the two cores share a least one argument, and core operators may be dlowed
to have an independent scope over aparticular core. In aclausa juncture, however, eech
dauseisindependent of the others, with respect to the argument redlization, so that
arguments of the clauses are not sructurdly shared, rather any missng arguments are
subject to pragmetic conditions of angphor.

Nexus relations are rel ationships between two subdausa unitsin ajuncture, thus
making up nine possible combinations of nexus and junctures. Their properties can be
broadly summarized asfollows

1) Coordination isakind of relationship among linked junctsthat are Sructurdly
independent at the leve of juncture for example, adausein adausa coordination
congtruction can occur independently on its own outsde the dlausal chain.

2) Subordination, either as an argument or amodifier, isakind of part-whole
relationship between amatrix unit and one or more structuraly dependent juncts; for

14



example, a subordinate clause cannot occur independently on its own outside the dausa
chan.

3) Cosubordination is a relationship among juncts that are interdependent due to
being within the scope of one or more shared operators, for example, acongructionin
which one dlause is dependent on another dause by virtue of shared tenseisa
cosubordination.

3.2 Characterigicsof juncturetypesin Thai

In Thai there are two properties that differentiate juncture types, namely, the
redization of arguments and the occurrence of adverbs.

Theredizaion of argumentsin anon-matrix subdausa unit is an important
property for diginguishing types of juncturein Tha. As mentioned earlier, core
arguments are pooled together in case of anuclear juncture, and & least one argument is
shared by multiple coresin a core juncture, while there is no argument sharingin a
clausd juncture. That isto say, there are gaps or missing NPsin some types of predicates.
Gaps or zeroes are dlowed in many cases, but not al are of the same kind. There are two
kinds of zeroes: alinking zero and an angphoric zero. A linking zero isa zero that
gructuraly occursto yied cohesion among subdausa units, while an angphoric zero is
the one that occurs by virtue of pragmatic principles.

Wefirg condder the following st of examples

(40) mnuan  phlak t6? tua nan 16m
Nuan push téble CL DBEM fdl down
‘Nuan pushed that table down.'

(41) nuan phlak t6? tua nan tcon 16m
Nuan push table CL DEM  unil fdl down

(@) 'Nuan pushed that table urtil it fdl down.'
(b)'Nuan pushed that table until shefdl down.'

There are two predicates in each of the above sentences, thet is, phlak ‘push’ and [om fall

down', and two NPs, that is, Nuan and 76?7 tua ndn 'that tabl€. Sentence (40) showsa
juxtapogtion of the two predicates without any markers or conjunctions, while sentence
(41) has aconjunction #gon 'until’ between the two predicates. Semanticaly, sentences
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(40) and (41) are very amilar in terms of the description of agdate of affars Both involve
an action of "pushing atable indicated in the firgt predicate and the action of bringing
about an event of 'faling down'. What is & stake here isthe fact that when the two
predicates are linked by a conjunction, a context-free sentence like (41) could be
ambiguous. That is, the participant who undergoes the event of ‘faling down’ could be
ether of the participantsin thefirst predicate, that is, ‘Nuan' or ‘thet table€, whereasin
(40) the only possible interpretation isthat it is the ‘table that undergoes the event of
fdling down'. To sum up, the ambiguity in (41) arises from the fact thet the undergoer of
the predicative verb 'fal down' isadiscourse zero, subject to contextud congrud. In (40)
thereis no ambiguity Snce the NP 'tabl€ itsdf isinterpreted as an undergoer of both the
firg predicate and the second predicate by virtue of the congruction itsdlf.

The above smantic interpretation of the Sate of affairs and its participants shows
the possibility for the position before a verb in the second predicate to have an argument,
even in theform of zero. Based on sentence (40), we can goply atest for the acceptability
of argument redization in the condruction, asfollows

(42) *nuan phlak t6? tua nan t6? tua nan 16m
Nuan push table CL DEM table CL DEM  fdl down

(43) *nuan phlak t6? tua nan man 16m

Nuan push teble CL DEM 3 fdl down
The unacceptable sentencesin (42) and (43) show that theredization of an NP asan
argument for the second predicate is not possble. A wel-formed sentence for thistype of
congruction requires the second predicate to share its argument with the preceding
predicate.

Now we gpply the same test with sentence (41), in which thereis aconjunction
before the second predicate.

(44 nuan phlak t6? tua nan tcon  man lém
Nuan push table CL DEM utl 39 fdl down
‘Nuan pushed that table until it fell down.
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(45 nuan phlak t6? tua nan tcon  tua?em 16m
Nuan push tabe CL DEM  unil «f fdl down
‘Nuan pushed thet teble until she, hersdlf, fl down.'

Sentences (44) and (45) are dternations of the sentence (41). In these two sentences, an
undergoer of the rightmost predicete is overtly redlized as man ‘it and fuazey 'salf'
repectively, and the sentences are dill grammatica. We can conclude, then, that a zero
as an undergoer of the result predicate in a congtruction with a conjunction is not
dructurd, rather it is angphoric in that its referent can be obtained via pragmatic
principles.

Giventhistes asadidtinction for types of zeroesin Thal complex congructions,
we find that in a sentence with aconjunction linking two predicates, there isa position
for acore argument before the linked predicate such that an omitted argument, if any, is
subject to angphoric principles. Therefore, we can say that in dlausa junctures core
arguments in non-matrix predicates are optiondly redlized, and thet any congructions
that exhibit azero as an obligatory property are nuclear or core junctures.

Ancther test for juncture typein Thal isthe intervention of adverbs between two
juncts. It isfound that postverbd adverbs that modify the matrix verb occur at the end of
the matrix dausein adausd juncture. In acore juncture, adverbs that modify only the
verb in the matrix core must occur after the non-matrix core, not the matrix core. Butina
nuclear juncture, no adverbs that modify only the verb in the matrix nucleus are dlowed.
Toilludrate,

(46) nuan thap k&w bay nan remre:n
Nuan  ht dass CL DEM quitehad
tcon  man  tak
wtl 39 bebroken
‘Nuan hit that glass quite hard until it was broken.'

(469 *nuan thip k&w bay nan
Nuan  hit gass CL DM
tcon man  tek remre:n
utl 3 bebroken very hard
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Sentence (46) contains two dauses linked with a conjunction fgon ‘until’, with an adverb

reeyreey, ‘quite hard,” which modifies the ectivity verb thiip "hit'. The adverb can occur a

the end of the dlause where the modified verb occurs only, so sentence (469 where the
adverb is placed a the end of the other clause is unacceptable. Thus, sentence (46) isa
claus juncture.

Next we congder the occurrence of adverbsin a core juncture.

(47) phon  chuan nuan  kin khaw dudy @ siap rara
Phon  persuade Nuan eat rice with voice cheaful
'Phon persuaded Nuan, with cheerful voice, to eat.’

(479 *phon chuan nuan duay  siap raray kin khaw
Phon persuade Nuan with voice cheaful  eat rice

(47® *phon chuan dudy  siap raroy nuan  kin khaw
Phon persuade with voice  cheaful Nuan eat rice
In sentence (47) a postverba adverb phrase diiay siay  ramramy ‘with cheerful voice
modifies the matrix verb chuan 'persuade. It occurs a the end of the clause containing
two cores. Sentences (479 and (47d) are unacceptable when the adverb phrase occurs
between the two cores, neither before nor after the shared argument. We conclude thet in
acore juncture, adverbs that modify only the matrix core are dlowed but they must occur
at the end of the core juncture, not between the two cores.
Asfor nudear junctures, the matrix junct is not alowed to have an adverb
spedificdly modify only the verb in the matrix. Toilludrate,

(48) “*nuan thup k&w bay nan remre:n  tak
Nuan ht gas CL DBEM quitehad bebroken

(48¢ *nuan thup k&w bay nan tak remre:
Nuan ht gas CL DEM bebroken quitehad

In both (48) and (489 the adverb ree:yree:y ‘quite hard which modifies only the activity
verbisnot dlowed to occur ether at the end of the matrix nudeus, or a the end of the
juncture,
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Tosumup, in Tha there are two mgor festures thet distinguish complex
condructionsinto different juncture types, namely, the redization of arguments and the
occurrence of adverbs between two juncts. Nuclear junctures have pooled arguments and
do not dlow amatrix verb to be independently modified by a postverba adverb. Core
junctures have obligatorily shared arguments and dlow a matrix verb to be independently
modified by a postverbd adverb but require that the adverb occur at the end of the
juncture. Clausdl junctures do not have ether pooled or shared arguments and require thet
apostverba adverb, if any, occur a the end of the dlause that containsthe verb it
modifies

3.3 Characterigtics of nexustypesin Thai

According to RRG, there are three kinds of nexus rdations, which are
relaionships between two subdausal units, namely, coordination, cosubordination, and
subordination. This paper proposes two tests to be used in distinguishing nexus types of
congructionsin question, namely, the What-question test for subordination and the
operator dependency for coordination and cosubordination.

Frgly, aWhat-question test isto be used to find out whether the reaionship
between the two subdausd units & issue is subordination. In Thal, interrogetive
expressons occur in Stu, o a NP in ordinary argument position can be replaced by a
question word to form aquestion. Toilludrae,

(49) nuan hdy kha?ndm juim
Nuan gve swesets Jum
‘Nuan gave Jum the swedts!

(49¢ nuan hay Taray jum
Nuan gve wha  Jum
'What did Nuan give Jum.’

(499 nuan  hay kha?ndm khray
Nuan gve swedts who
To whom did Nuan give the sweets?

The above dataillugtrate question expressonsin Thal. Sentence (49) is anon-question
with the verb hdy followed by two arguments, an undergoer and arecipient. Toform a
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question asking about each argument, we replace each argument with aquestion word. In
(499 Zaray ‘what' is a question word for non-human arguments; in (49%) khray ‘'who'is
for human arguments. These question words occur in the same podition as argumentsin
non-question forms.

Likewise, in acomplex condruction asubdausal unit thet functionsasan
argument can be replaced by the question word ?Zaray in the same pogdtion. Toilludrate,

500 A: mnuan  diteay Paray
Nuan beglad what
'What is Nuan happy about?

B: nuan diteay thi: wanni: pen wanyut
Nuan beglad CMPL today be holiday
‘Nuan is happy thet today is a holiday.'

Theissueisto find out the relationship between adause marked by ¢hi: and its preceding
matrix unit in (50B). We ask the What-question in (50A), and find that (50B) isapossible
answer for the question. We, thus, conclude that the thz: dauseis an argument

subordination.
More examples are asfollows:

(1) A: *nuan thap  ?aray
Nuan hit what
'What did Nuan hit?

B: nuan thip k&w bay nan taek
Nuan  hit gass CL DBEM  bebroken
‘Nuan broke that glass!'

The pat & sakeis kexw bay nan teexk, meaning ‘the glassis broken'. To find out if the
condruction is an argument subordination, we replace the string with the What -question
word, as shown in (51A). The result isthat the question is not compatible with the
intended answer. We conclude that the nexus is not an argument subordination.

In order to differentiate cosubordination and coordinetion from eech other, we
aoply atest of operator dependency. If one junct can be modified by operators
independently from the other junct, they are related as coordination; if thetwo juncts are
operator-dependent, they are related as cosubordination. However, operators correspond
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to the layered structure of the sentence; thus, what operators can be used to test for nexus
type rely upon the juncture type. For example, core junctures can have independent
nuclear operatorsin each core, but it would not count as a defining fegture for core
coordination. Therefore, theilludration of the test for nexustypeis provided in the

section of each type of condruction after we investigate its juncture type.

This section summarizes aframework for deding with complex congtructions.
According to RRG, complex condructions can be dassfied in terms of units and
relationship among the units, asjunctures and nexus. In order to identify the juncture and
nexus type of each congtruction in Thal, some test frames are proposed. In the following
sections we gpply these tests to find out the juncture and nexus type of the congtructions
in question.

4. Juncture and nexustype of the congruction with Ady asa matrix verb
Basad on the test proposed in section 3, this section investigates the nexus and
juncture type of complex congructionswith 4ay as amatrix verb.

4.1 Juncturetype
As shown earlier, an important criterion for identifying juncture typesin Thai is
the redlization of syntactic and semantic arguments. In nuclear and core junctures,
semantic arguments are elther obligatorily pooled or shared, respectively, whilein dausd
junctures they are optiondly relized, depending on pragmatic principles. Given this
criterion, the complex condruction with 4dy asametrix verb isacorejuncture. To

illudrate,

(520 phon hay jum pay namliag
Phon gwve Jum go paty
(a)'Phon let Jum go to the party.’
(b)'Phon had Jum go to the party.’

(53) *phon hay jum Ildn pay panlian
*Phon gve m 39 go party
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In sentence (52) there are two verbs, 4dy 'give and pay 'go,” and two core arguments thet
are syntecticaly redized, Phon and Jum. The core argument Jumis an undergoer of a
meatrix verb Ady, and dso an actor of the non-matrix verb pay 'go. (53) showsthat the
non-meatrix verb 'go’ cannat have its semantic argument syntacticaly redized. Thus, for
thistype of condruction it is obligatory to have a shared core argument. Therefore, this
type of condruction isanon-dausd juncture Snce it has obligatorily shared core
aguments.

Notice that the argument redization in thistype of condruction isnot akind of
argument pooling Snce only the core argument that is an undergoer of the matrix junct is
shared by the NP in asubject position of the nor-matrix junct. To illudrate,

(54) mnuan hay jum teap somsi:  way
Nuan gve Jum catch Somsi OPR
‘Nuan hed Jum catch Somgi tightly.

Sentence (54) shows that Jum isthe only shared core argument, thet is, it is an undergoer
of the verb hdy, and aso an actor of the two-place predicate verb tcap 'catch’ in the non-

metrix junct. But the NP Somsri, as an undergoer of the verb 7¢ap 'catch, is not

gructurdly shared by the matrix verb. We condude, then, thet the congtruction with Aay
as amdrix verb is not anudear juncture Snce semantic arguments are not pooled
together; rather, it isacore juncture.

The above finding is confirmed when we gpply the test of the adverbid
intervention. For this type of congruction adverbs can modify only the matrix core but it
has to occur at the end of the juncture, as shown below.

(55) khaw hay tehan pay pamlian kap khaw  yamsiamayday
3IM  gve 1% Qo party with 3%M  umwillingy
'He unwillingly let me go to the party with him.’

(55¢ *khaw hay yanpsiamayddy techan pay npamnlian kap khaw
3™  gve umillingy 1 @ paty with 39

(55@ *khaw hay tehan yamsiamayday pay namnlian kap khaw
3M gwe 1 uwillingly Q@ party with 3%M
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Ungrammetical sentences (559 and (55&) show that a postverbd adverb, yacysiamayday
‘unwillingly' in this case, isnot alowed to occur between the two juncts, neither before

nor after the shared argument. However, when it occurs at the end of the juncture, asin
(55) the sentenceis possible. We conclude that this type of congtruction is a core juncture
gnce only an adverb that modifies the matrix coreis alowed and it hasto occur a the
end of the core juncture, not between the two cores.

4.2 Nexustype of hay congtruction

Applying aWhat-question test to 4dy core juncture, we find that a norn matrix

junct cannot be replaced by an equivaent question word as an argument can. Examples
are shown below.

(56) A *nuan hay jum ?ara
y ] y
*Nuan gve Jum what

*'Whét did Nuan have Jum do?

B: nuan hay jum teap somsi: way
Nuan gve Jum catch Somsi OPR
Nuan had Jum catch Somgi tightly.

(569 A: nuan hay jum tham  ?aray
Nuan gve Jum do what
'What did Nuan have Jum do?

The data above show that we cannot subgtitute a question word as an argument for the
whole core. Rather, we have to use the verb of unspecified action tham 'do’ before a
question word asits argument asin (56¢). Therefore, a nonmétrix corein ahdy-
condruction is not an argument of the verb 4dy, so it is not subordingtion.

Now we test for the dependency of operators between two cores. An important
feature of core cosubordination is the operator dependence. It isfound thet eech corein a

hay core juncture can have independent core operators. Therefore, the 4dy condructionis
core coordination. To illudtrate,
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57 m& iy hay jim pay pamnlag kap phon
mother muds gve Jum go party with  Phon.
k3: phrd? jum répraw
then because Jum insg
'Mother must let Jum go to the party with Phon. That's because Jum inssted.’

58 *m&: hay jum tdy pay panliag kap phon
mother  gve Jum mut Qo paty with  Phon
k3: phrd? jum répraw
then because um ingg

*'Mother had Jum be obliged to go to the party with Phon. That's because Jum
indsted.’

In (57) themodd of obligation 75y 'mudt’ is before the matrix verb sdy, where the

referent mee: 'mother’ is under obligation to 'dlow’ the Stuation in the non-metrix to
occur, but the obligation is not extended over the Stuation in the non-meatrix junct. The
context following this sentence helps darify that 'Jum’ as the referent of the action ‘going
to the party' is not under obligation. On the contrary, in (58) the modd is before the non-
matrix verb, and so the obligation is on Jumwho hasto 'go to the party with Phon, such
that (58) is ot acceptable because it contradicts the next sentence. This means that each
core is independent with respect to core operators. Therefore, the 4dy condruction isnot
core cosubordination; rather, it is core coordination.

The following example shows the semantic interpretation a sentence recaives

when the core operator occurs in the non-matrix core.

(59) m&  hay  jum tdy ?an nagsut  thikwan
mother gve Jum mus  read book every day
(8)'Mother has Jum be obliged to read everyday.’

(b)*'Mother let Jum be obliged to read everyday.'
(c)*'Mother was obliged to have Jum read everyday.’

A core operator may occur in the non-metrix predicate in a preverba postion, and hasa
scope only over its core. In (59) a core operator 5y 'mudt’ occurs before the verb 7an

read’, and it has scope at the core leve, that s, it indicates the obligation that the referent
Jumhasto perform the action 'reed’. Notice that when the Stuation in the non-meatrix core

isunder obligation, only one meaning of the verb Aay isinvoked. (59b) showsan
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excluded reading. Also, since the core operator occurs within the non-matrix core, it does
not have scope over the other core as shown in the impaossible reading in (59¢).

Inthis section, following RRG, the juncture and nexus type of acomplex
condruction with 4dy as amétrix verb was investigated. Since the congtruction exhibits
the argument sharing property, it is consdered a core juncture. The result is confirmed by
the fact that adverbs are not dlowed to intervene between the two cores. A What-question
frameisused to tes for Tha argument subordination. To distinguish coordination from
subordination, operator dependency is examined. It isfound that the congtruction cannot
be asked by a What-question, and that each core can be independently modified by core

operators, so it isacore coordination.

5. hayin other complex congtructions

This section investigates complex congructions that have the lexicd item Aay
fallowing verbs of various groups, forming three kinds of condructions: jussive,
propositiond attitude, and purposive condructions. The discussion for each type of
congtruction begins with the semantic properties of each component in the congruction,
following section 2. Then, the congtruction is categorized for itsjuncture and nexus types.

5.1 Jussive congructions
Jussive congructions involve a commeand, request or demand made by one
participant toward another participant in order for the latter would perform an action.
(VanVdin & LaPolla, 1997: 427) Thistype of condruction in Thai isformed by

communication verbs, as matrix verbs, which are followed by the/ay juncture. Such

verbs are chuan 'persuade, kha: ‘ask for afavor', bk tdl', and say ‘order’. An exampleis

asfollows

(60) nuan bdk hay jum nag lop
Nuan tdl gwe Jum gt DIR
‘Nuan told Jum to St down.’
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5.1.1 Semantic accounts

It seems obvious that when we talk about communication, it isonly human
communication to which we have access. Verbsin this group, therefore, require human
actors. The other ssmantic question that we investigate is restrictions on the semantic
class of verbsin the ultimate resultant Sate of affairs, expressed in the non-matrix junct

of the dy juncture. It isfound thet the dlasses of verbs that cannot occur in the non

matrix junct of the idy juncture are achievement and date verbs, as shown below.

(61) m&  bak hay jum kin khaw
mother tdl gve Jum edtrice
‘Mother told um to eat.’

(620 m&: bak hay jum pay pamlia nan kap phon
mother tdl gve Jum go paty DEM  with Phon
‘Mother told Jum to go to that party with Phon.’

(63) *ma& bdk hay jum teor kra?paw  thi: hay  pay
Mother tdl gve Jm find purse REL belog DIR
‘Mother told Jum to find the logt purse’

(64 *ma& bdk hay jlim hiw
mother tdl gve Jum behungry
'Mother told Jum to be hungry.’

The above examplesilludrate the co-occurrence of verbsin the non-matrix junct and
communication verbsin the matrix. They are categorized as verbs of different semantic
classes kin'et’ asactivity, pay ya:nliay ndn 'go to that party' as active accomplishment,
tear 'find' as achievement, and 2iw 'be hungry' as sae. The first two verbs are compatible
with the jussive congruction while the lagt one, which is agate verb, is not. Therefore,
we can conclude that the jussive congiruction does not allow an ultimate Sate of affairsto
be an achievement or Sate.

So far, we have seen that the semantic characteridtics of the jussve condruction

with communication verbs as matrix verbs are smilar to the condruction with 4dy asa

matrix verb in many respects. Firs, both require the subject NP to be agent and the
ultimate Sate of affairsto be some verb class other than state or achievement. Still, they
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differ in thet participants in the communicative event mugt be animate and that the force
dynamic pattern is determined by the congtruction type to be one of impingemen.

Recall the example from a previous section in which a shared argument of azay
core juncture is dlowed to be an inanimate NP, having a semantic role of force. On the
contrary, thisis not dlowed in ajussve condruction, with communication verbs as
metrix verbs. To illudrate,

(65 muan hay k&w klip pay rdiayrdiay
Nuan gve dgas rdl DIR ocontinudly
‘Nuan let the glasskeep ralling.

(66) *nuan bdk hay k&w klinp pay ruiayrifiay
Nuan tdl gve glass rdl DIR continudly
‘Nuan told the glass to keep ralling.’

The above data show that in ajussive condruction the shared argument within the 2ay
corejunctureisrequired by the matrix verb, the communication verb, to be animate.

With respect to the force dynamic pattern, the interpretation of the Stution in the
ultimate coreis limited to only one type of causation, that is, impingement. In other
words, the agent forces the non-agent to perform an action. What kind of obligationit is
depends upon the matrix verb itsdlf, say, if the matrix verb is say 'order’, the actor of the

ultimete core is ‘forced' under strong obligation whileif it is kA 'ask for afavor', then,

the actor isforced under wesk obligetion. By al means, they are obligations on the actor
to perform the action without any ambiguity.

To sum up, thistype of congruction requires that an agent as subject and the Seate
of afarsin the ultimate core is highly redtricted. Fird, both participantsinvolved in the
action mugt be animate. Second, the action must be ether an activity or an
accomplishment. Findly, the force dynamic reaion involved is one of impingement.
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5.1.2 Clausal linkage

Thejuncture and nexus type of the jussve condruction with 4ay is core
coordination.

Asfor itsjuncture type, shared arguments are obligatory in this congruction, so it
isacorejuncture. To illudtreate,

(67) mnuan bak hay jum nag log
Nuan tdl gwe Jum gt DIR
‘Nuan told Jum to St down.’

(68) *nuan bdk Idn hay jum nan lon
Nuan tdl 3% gwe dum st DIR
‘Nuan told Jum to St down.’

The above data show that there is a shared core argument, that is, the actor of the
communication verb bk 'tell' and the actor of the verb 4dy; only one NPissyntacticaly

redized.

Furthermore, to express the semantic relation of jussve, it isrequired thet the
undergoer of the matrix verb isthe addressee that occurs as an actor in the ultimate core.
Thus, the obligatorily shared argument is a semantic argument of three predicates,
namely, the communication verb, 4dy and averb in the ultimate core. Thiscan beseenin
the following examples.

(69) phon bak nuan hay jum nag loy

Phon tdl Nuan gwe Jum gt DIR

'Phon told Nuan, "Make Jum st down'™.'
The sentence (69) ispossblein Thal if one wantsto expresswhat is shown inthe
trandation, but it is not ajussive congruction. The request from the participant Phonis
not adirect obligation upon the ultimate participant Jum, and it tends to be interpreted as
just aquotation.

I, therefore, conclude thet in ajussve congtruction the matrix verb of
communication is relaed to the ay juncture & the core level because shared arguments

are obligatory to yidd the jussve condruction.
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Also, thetest of adverbid intervention confirmsthat in ajussve congruction the
communication verb isrdaed to the verb Aay a the corelevd. Toilludrate,

(700 phon bak hay jum nan loy diay sian su?phap
Phon tdl gve Jum gt DIR with  voice polite
'Phon told Jum to St down with polite voice'

(704 *phon bak diay  sian sutphatp hay jum nan lopy
Phon tdl with voice polite gve Jum gt DIR
'Phon told Jum to St down with palite voice!

?Phon told with polite voice, "Let Jum St down." '
In (70) the adverb phrase diiay siay surphd:p ‘with polite voice, which modifiesthe
matrix verb bk 'tell', occurs at the end of the juncture. But when we put the adverb

phrase between the communication verb and the /dy juncture, the sentenceis
unacceptable, as seen in (704). We come to aconcluson that in ajussve condruction the
communication verb is relaed to the iay juncture at the core level.

To test for argument subordination, we apply the What-question as proposed
before. It turns out that the jussive condruction fals the What - question test.

(7)) A: “*phon bdk ?aray
Phon tdl what
'What did Phon tell?
B: phon bdk hay jum nag lop
Phon tdl gw Jm dSt DIR
'Phon told Jum to sit down.

(71¢ A: phon bdxk hay jum tham  ?aray
Phon tdl gwe Jum do what
'What did Phon tell Jum to do?

The above data show that we cannot replace the /dy core juncture with a question word
to compose aquestion: (71A) is not an associative question for an answer in jussive form,
asshownin (71B) . A compdtible question for (71B) would be (719, where averb of
unspecified action tham 'do’ replaces a verb in the ultimate core and then is followed the
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question word Zaray ‘whet'. Therefore, the rdationship between the communication verb

and the hay core juncture is not one of subordination.

To didinguish between coordination and cosubordination, we condder the
semantic dependency of operators: operators can modify the matrix core independently.
Therefore, the nexus is coordination.

(72) ma: 3y kh3: hay jum kin khaw
mother mud ask gve Jum eat rice
'Mother had to ask Jum to est.’

In sentence (72) the moda of obligation 57 'mugt’ occurs before the matrix verb khd:
'asK’, in which only the referent mce; 'mother' is under obligation of ‘asking for afavor'.
Also, as discussed before, the degree of obligation on the participant of the ultimate core
depends on the matrix verb. Since the matrix verb is khX: 'ask for afavor', the obligation

iIsweek. However, 5y 'mud’ isamodd of strong obligation, and yet the 2dy junctureis

compatible with the metrix verb modified by #57. This means that the matrix core can
have independent core operators, and that the obligation on the participant in the ultimate
coreisnot afected by such amodification. Therefore, this type of congruction is core
coordination.

Findly, the ssmantic representation of the jussive condruction can be formulated

asfollows

(39¢  want¢(nuan, [BECOME do¢(Jum, [close¢ (Jum, na:tam)])])
U DO (Nuan, [[ do (nuan, /8] CAUSE [BECOME dot (Jum, [close¢(dum,

na:tam)])]1)

(73)  [wanté(x,LS;) UDO (X, [LS; CAUSELS))]
LS:= [DO(x,[express(a).to.(b).in.language.(g) ¢(x, y)])]
LS, = [do¢(y, [prede(y) or (y, 2)])] or [BECOME predé(y)

or (y, 2)]
where a,g

b

/e
y

The schema proposed by Jolly (1993) is adopted. The participant represented by the x
argument has intent for a Sate of affairs represented by LS,. The participant x dso
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performs a communicative action, represented by LS, with intent for an impingement on
the other participant, represented by the y argument, to perform an action. They
argument is both the addressee of the communicative Situation and the actor intended to
perform an action in the ultimate core. Thus, the'y argument, is obligatorily shared by the
matrix core of the communication verb and the 4dy core juncture. Note thet thea and b
arguments of expr esstare represented as zeroes because the utterance is unspecified and
the language isirrdevant. Asametter of fact, it isnot merdy an utterance; rather, itisan
order of some kind. The semantic representation of 44y is combined with thet of a
communication verb. The ultimate core, LS, requires animate subjects and verbs of
activity or accomplishment.

The following illustrates the semantic representation of ajussive congtruction.

(74 m&: bak hay jum  kin khaw
mother  tdl give um eatrice
‘Mother told Jum to eat.’

(749  [want®(mz:, [do¢ (dum, [eat® (Jum, kha:w)])]) U DO (m&, [[DO (mz:,
[expresstk(a).to.(b).inlanguage.(g) ¢(ma:, Jum)])] CAUSE [do¢ (Jum, [eat ¢
(um, kha:w)])1])]

5.2 Propogtional attitude congtructions

Propostiond atitude congructions involve the expression of a participant's
atitude, judgment or opinion regarding adate of affars (Van Vdin & LaPolla,
forthcoming: 427) In Thai they are formed by verbs of psych-action followed by Aay and
asubclausd unit. Verbs of psychraction are such asyack ‘want (informa)’ t5yka:n 'want
(formd)', and practthand: ‘wish'.

An example of thistype of congtruction isshown in (75):
(75 jum yak  hdy nuan pay pamnlian

Jum wat gve Nuango paty
"Jum wants Nuan to go to the party.’

Sentence (75) indicates a dedire of the participant Jum, expressed as the subject NP, for
anaction of Nuan, another participant.
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5.2.1 Semantic accounts
With respect to semantic redtrictions, these verbs, by themselves, dways require

their subject NPs to be animate, as shown below.

(76)

(77)

jum yak pay pamlidy  kap phon
Jum wat go paty with  Phon
"Jum wanted to go to the party with Phon.’

*phaxyt?  yak phat  pay thay nan
sorm wat blow DIR way thet
The gorm wants to blow towards that direction.’

Thedaain (76) and (77) show that only an animate subject is dlowed for the psych-

action verb yack ‘want'.

Besgdesanimacy, another important semantic aspect is the semantic dass of the

verb in the non-matrix junct. There is no semantic redtriction on the dass of the verb thet
indicates an ultimate date of affarsintended by the participant expressed in the subject
pogtion. Toilludrate,

(78)

(79)

(80)

(81)

nuan  yak hdy jum  kin khaw
Nuan wat gve Jum eat rice
‘Nuan wants for Jum to eat.’

nuan  yak hay ?akat nay hdn tharythe:
Nuan wat gwve ar in  room drculate
‘Nuan wants the air in the room to circulate’

nuan yak  hay jum teor kra?paw  thi: hay pay
Nuan wat gve Jm find purse REL belot DIR
‘Nuan wants Jum to find her logt purse’

phon  yak hay rét sia

Phon wat gve car bebroken

phrd? khaw may yak pay romrian

because 3M not wat go school

'Phon wishes the car would bresk down because he does not want to go to schoal .

Sentences (78) to (81) show ingances of the congtruction with verbs from various classes,
activity, accomplishment, achievement and State, repectively. They show thet verbsin
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the non-matrix junct are not restricted to only activity or accomplishment asin the case
where hdy isthe only matrix verb in the juncture.

To sum up, apropostiond atitude congtruction with a psych-action verb in the
matrix core, followed by another junct beginning with Aay, requires the subject to be
animate but the semantic class of the embedded verb is not restricted.

5.2.2 Clausal linkage

Regarding its juncture and nexus type, the propositiord attitude congruction with
apsych-action verb as amatrix verb preceding ancther junct beginning with Ady is core
subordination. It isrdaed to the dy juncture &t the core level because a postverba

adverb is alowed to modify the matrix verb but restricted to occur at the end of the
juncture; it is subordination because it is compatible with the What - question test.

For thistype of congtruction, there is no semantic argument thet is shared by the
two cores Toilludtrate,

(82 phon yak  hdy nuan pay pamnlian
Phon wait gve Nuan go party
'Phon wanted Nuan to go to the party.'

(83 phon yak  pay mnanlian
Phon wat go paty
'Phon wanted to go to the party.’

(84 *phon yak nuan
*Phon want Nuan
*'Phon wanted Nuan.'

In both sentences (82) and (83) the matrix verb isfollowed by a subdlausa unit wheress
in (84) alexica argument Nuan. The data show that the psych-action verb yak ‘want' can
have only a subdausd unit, not alexicd argument. This means thet the semantic

dructure of the verb yark does not have a semantic argument to be shared with alogica
gructure in another subdausd unit.
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Although this type of congtruction does not exhibit the property of shared
semantic arguments, it is dassified as a core juncture when we gpply the test of adverb
intervention. To illustrate,

(85 khaw yak  hay tchanpay npamnlian kap khaw Iuiakonn
3M  wat gwe 1% g paty with 3M  excessvdy
'He wants badly for me to go to the party with him.’

(85¢ *khaw yak lwiakon  hay tehan pay namnlian kap khaw
3M  wat  excessvdy gve 1% @ paty with 3M

Sentence (85) is acceptable when the postverbd adverb luiaka:n 'excessvey', which
modifies the matrix verb yak 'want', occurs at the end of the juncture. But when we put
the adverb after the psych-action verb and before Aay, the sentence is unacceptable, as
seenin (859). We can conclude that a propogitiond attitude congtruction isacore
juncture,

Asfor the nexus type, the 4dy core juncture can subgtitute for the argument
position of the psych-action verb, astested in aWhat-question, S0 it is classfied as
subordination. To illudrate,

(86) A: phon tihpkan  ?aray Pk 1a? khra:wni:
Phon  wat wha aan PPRT thistime

'Whét does he want thistime?
B: khaw tdgkam  hdy tchan pay pamlian kap khaw phrinni:
3™ want gve 1% o paty with 3% tomorrow

'He wanted for meto go to the party with him tomorrow.’
The question and answer in (86) shows that the relationship between the two coresis one
of argument subordination.
The semantic representation of a congdruction of this kind would be asfollows:
87) [want€(x, L]

From the above logica structure, the psych-action verb has two arguments: the x
argument, and a subclausa unit, represented by LS, which expresses any kind of Sate of
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afars Thefollowing illugtrates the semantic representation of the propositiond atitude
congruction.

(88 nuan yak  hdy juim kin Kkhaw
Nuan wat gve Jm ea rice
‘Nuan wants for Jum to eat.’

(88¢ [want€¢(Nuan, [DO (eat¢(Jum, kha:w))])]

Sentence (88) is represented as a semantic structure in (88¢), which hastwo arguments, a

lexicd argument and a core.

5.3 Purposive congructions
Purposive condructionsinvolve an action performed with the intent of redizing
ancthersate of affars (Van Vdin & LaPolla, forthcoming, 427) In Thal, matrix verbsin
thistype of congruction incdlude awide range of semantic fids, for example, baykhdp

force, plby 'rdease, phlak 'push’, dwy 'pull’, and thiip 'hit. An exampleis asfollows
(89) mnuan phlak jum hay tok nam

Nuan push Jum gwe fdl water
‘Nuan pushed Jum in order for her to fdl into the water.'

Sentence (89) is made up of an activity verb phlak ‘push’ asamatrix verb, followed by

another junct, beginning with /dy, expressng agate tok ‘fdl' as an ultimate result.

5.3.1 Semantic accounts

With respect to the animacy redtriction, verbsin this group dlow an inenimate
subject NP, but when they combine with a dy juncture, they require an animate subject
NP.

(90) phaxya? kamlan  phat  pay than ta?la:t
sorm PROG blov DIR towards maket
The gorm is blowing towards the market.'
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(91) phaya? phat  ban khaw  phan
gorm blow house 3%  bedamaged
"The sorm blew his house down.’

(920 *phaxyG? phat hay ban khaw  phap
gorm  blov gve house 3%  bedamaged
*The sorm blew in order for his house to be broken down.'

The above examples show the usage of the verb phdt ‘blow'. In asimple condruction, as
in (90), it can have an inanimate subject pha:yii? 'sorm’. Likewise, in acausdtive
condruction in (91), the same verb dlows an inanimate subject. However, when the
matrix junct isfollowed by ajunct with 2ay asin (92), the sentence is not possible.
Therefore, we conclude thet the purposive congtruction reguires an animate subject.

Asfar asinterdausa semantic relations are concerned, the fact thet inenimate
subjects are not competible with this kind of congruction confirms thet this type of
condruction is not a causative condruction, which requires an intentiond agent inits
semantic component. Rather, this congtruction is a purposive congruction.

The next question concerns the semantic characteridtics of the ultimate Sate of
afarsin the non-metrix junct folowing zay.

(93) nuan phlak k&w  hay klip pay rayrdiay
Nuan push gass gwve rol DIR continudly
‘Nuan pushed the glassin order for it to kegp ralling.’

(94) nuan thup ké&w  hay tak
Nuan ht gdass gve bebroken
‘Nuan hit the glass in order for it to be broken.'

(95) mnuan khon namtan  hay lalay
Nuan  dir ugar gve mdt
‘Nuan gtirred sugar in order for it to melt.

(9%6) mnuan lak tehuiak  than  sdny seén hay bantcop  kan
Nuan pdul rope both two CL gve med eech other
‘Nuan pulled both ropesin order for them to meset.

Sentences (93) - (96) exemplify purposive condructions with an ultimate Sate of affars
from various semantic dasses, namdy, activity, Sate, accomplishment, and achievemert,
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respectively. Thus, we seethat for thistype of congruction thereis no redtriction on the
semantic dass of the ultimate Sate of affairs.

At this point, we can summarize thet the only semantic regtriction affected by the
occurrenceof Ady thet remainsin thistype of condruction isthe animacy on the subject

NP.

5.3.2 Clausal linkage

Interms of dausd dructure, the purposive condruction can be classfied as
clausal coordination. Matrix verbs are consdered to relae to the non-matrix junct at the
clausd leve because the condruction does not require an obligatory shared argument and
adverbs can intervene between the matrix verb and the Aay juncture.

Frgt, compare the following sentences:

97 mnmuan dum @ day hay khat
Nuan  pul threed gve betorn
‘Nuan pulled the threed in order for it to become apart.’

(98) mnuan dum day hay day kha:t
Nuan pul threed gve thread betorn
‘Nuan pulled the threed to haveit; become torn gpart.’

Both (97) and (98) are indances of purposive congructions. In (97) thereisamissing
argument, that is, the undergoer of the verb khact 'be torn', but the reference of the zero

can be recovered as the undergoer of the matrix, thet is, da:y ‘thread'. Sentence (98) has
the same interpretation as (97), but the undergoer of the ultimate Seate of affarsis
redized asafull noun phrase. This shows that the missng argument, or zero, ina
purposve condruction is not obligatory.

Also, we can have a sentence in which only the undergoer of the ultimate coreis
redized, leaving a ggp in the postion of undergoer of the matrix verb, as shown below.

(99 mnuan dwm hay day  khat
Nuan pl gve thread betorn
‘Nuan pulled it/them/; in order for the threed to be apart.’
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Thereisazero as an undergoer of the matrix verb duy ‘pull’ in (99). However, its
reference is not bound to the redlized noun phrase in the ultimate core. It is possible thet
the zero refersto other noun phrasethan da:y ‘thread’. The following sentenceisto
illustrate such a possihility.

(100) raw tdny teap  tatkhep thag  sdn kham
we mug  had Seam both two dde
l&tw  dwm  hay day — khat
then pul gve thread betorn
'We mugt hold both seams;. Then, we pull them in order for the thread to be

apart.’
The sentences in (100) show that a zero argument of the matrix verb is not necessarily a
null form of the undergoer of the ultimate junct. The undergoer of the verb duy isazero

pronoun referring to tazkhep 'seam’, not ‘thread'.

The above shows that in a purposive condruction the matrix junct isrelaed to the
non-matrix junct at the dausal leve. Thisis confirmed by the fact that the two juncts can
be intervened by adverbs Toilludrate,

(101) nuan  khayaw  t6? ramraenm hay k&w klin payma:
Nuan shake table quite hard gvwe dgas rdl DIR
‘Nuan shook the table quite hard in order for the glassto kegp ralling.’

(102) ’nuan khayaw t6? hdy kéw  klin payma: remrem
Nuan shake table gve glass rdl DIR quite hard
*'Nuan shook the table quite hard in order for the glassto keep ralling.’

In (101) the matrix verb is modified by an adverb reemyreey 'quite hard' and it has to occur

right a the end of the matrix junct; when it occurs at the end of the non-matrix unit, the
sentence is unacceptable, asin (102). In other words, matrix adverbs occur between the
two junctsin thistype of congruction, so the congruction isa clausa juncture.

Asfor its nexus type, the nonmetrix junct with 4dy cannot be substituted for the

argument pogtion of the matrix verb, as shown by the What - question test, 0 it is not
argument subordination. To illudrate,
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(103) A: *phon dwm  ?aray
*Phon pul what
*'Wheat did Phon pull?
B: nuan dum  hay day kha:t
Phon  pl gve thread betorn
'Phon pulled it/them/; in order for the thread to be apart '

The above data show that we cannot replace the /dy non-matrix junct with aquestion

word to compose aquestion. Thus, (103A) is not acompatible question for an answer in
(103B). A competible question for (103B) would be the question in (104) asfollows

(104) A: phon dum  thammay

Phon  pdl why
'Why did Phon pull?

The question in (104), with the question word thammay ‘why', is acceptable for an
answer that is a purposive condruction with dy asin (103B). Therefore, the relationship

between the matrix verb and thedy core juncture is not the argument subordingtion.

Thefalowing isto find out whether the purposive condruction is coordination or
cosubordination. Since the purposive congruction isa clausa juncture, operatorsto be
used would be clausdl operators. Crucidly, the last junct is not alowed to be

independently modified by tempora operators.
Condder thefollowing examples.

(105) nuan  tea?  khayaw  t6? hay k&w  klip payma:
Nuan FRUT  shake téhle gvwe das rdl DIR
‘Nuan shook the table in order for the glassto roll back and forth.'

(106) *nuan khayaw  t6? hay k&w  tea? klin payma:
Nuan shake table gwe gass HUT  rol DIR

From the above we see that sentence (105) has a future marker modifying the matrix verb

khayaw 'shake. However, when we modify the ultimate junct with the same marker, asin

(106), the sentence is not acceptable. Note that the ultimate Sate of affairsisaresult
intended by the participant, expressed by the subject NP, to occur subsequently.
Therefore, the ungrammaticality of (106) cannot be ascribed to semantic factors.
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It should be noted that in a purposive congtruction with aconjunction phuiia ‘for
(conj.)" has an irredlis marker, which is a dausal operator, as shown below.

(107) nuan  khayaw  t6? phtiia k&w  teatday  klin payma:
Nuan shake table  for(ocon) das IRR rol DIR
‘Nuan shook the table in order that the glass would roll back and forth.'
Sentence (105) shows thet an irredis modifier t¢a?day occursin the non-meatrix dause
However, comparing the two kinds of purposive condructionsin terms of
tempora modification, we find that the one with a conjunction must be overtly marked
for irredis, while the onewith /ay cannot have an overt marker, but the irredlis reading is

implied by virtue of the congtruction type. To illudrate,

(108) *nuan khayaw  t6? phtiia k&w  klip payma:
*Nuan shake table for(con) odas rdl DIR
*'Nuan shook thetable in order that the glasswould rall back and forth."

(109) nuan  khayaw  t6? hay k&w  klip payma:
Nuan shake table gwe gass rdl DIR
‘Nuan shook the table in order for the glassto rall back and forth.'

Therefore, the operator modification in the ultimate dausein a purposve
condruction with /dy is not independent, rather it relies on the overal condruction. We
conclude that the nexus type of the purposive congruction with Ady is cosubordination.

Thus, we can formul ate the semantic representation of this type of congtruction as
follows

(110) [want¢(x, LS;)] U [DO (X, [LS; causeLS))]

The schema proposed by Jolly (1993) is adopted. The participant represented by the x
argument has intent for a gate of affairs represented by LS, that is caused to occur by an
action represented by LS.

The fallowing illugtrates the semantic representation of the purposive
congtruction.
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(111) nuan  khayaw  t6? hay k&w  klinp payma:
Nuan shake table gvwe gdass rdl DIR
'Nuan shook the table in order for the glassto roll back and forth.'

(1119 [want¢(nuan, [dot (k:w, [roll ¢ (kexw)])])] U [DO (nuan, [shake¢ (nuan, t6?)
CAUSE <pir[do¢ (k&:w, [ral ¢ (ke:w)])]>])]

Sentence (111) is represented as a semantic sructure in (1119, which has two arguments,

alexicad argument and acore.

5.4 Thesyntactic category of hay: A verb or a marker

We have seen that 4ay occurs after three kinds of verbs, forming three types of
congruction: jussive, propositiond attitude and purposive. The last question for this
andydsiswhether hay itsdf isaverb or adausd linkage marker.

According to Van Vdin & LaPolla (1997), linkage merkers (LM) are category of
markers that function as linking subdausd units, induding such dements as adpositions,
determiners and case markers. Clausd linkage markers tend to occur in core and dausa
junctures, not in nuclear junctures.

Since these three congiructions are either core or clausal junctures, Ady inthese

cases could be analyzed as LM. However, Ady in purposve and propositiond attitude

congructions, on the one hand, and /4dy in jussve congructions, on the other, are
different with respect to its occurrence in question. To illudtrate,

(112) phon bxk hay jum tham  ?aray
Pron tdl gvwe Jum do what
'What did Phon tell Jum to do?

(113) phon tdnkam  ?aray
Phon  want what

'What does Phon want?
(114) phon dwm  thammay
Phon  pul

Why did Phon pull?
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From the above, to ask about adesire, which is presumably to be answered in a
propositiond atitude form, we do not include 4ay in aquestion. Likewise, to ask about a
purpose, with an intended answer in a purpodve form, 4dy is not expressed in aquestion.
However, it is not the case for jussve, in which we do not have any other waysto express
aquestion in such aform thet it would not include Ady. It is concluded thet #dy ina

jussive condruction functions as a verb proper while in apropostiond atitude
congtruction and a purposive condructionitisaLM.

Ancther evidence is from the fact that the restriction on the semantic dass of
verbsin the ultimate core in ajussve condruction isthe same as that of the condruction

with #dy asamatrix verb. Thet is, both ajussve congruction and a congtruction with sdy
asamatrix verb do not alow date verbs or achievement verbsto occur in the ultimate
core. In other words, the Ay corejuncture is Smply conjoined to the metrix verb of
communicetion; 4y retains its semantic properties as averb in this type of construction.
However, in apropogtiond attitude congtruction and a purposive condruction, a

semantic class of averb in an ultimate core or clause, respectively, is not restricted, rather
it can be any dass, an activity, accomplishment, state, or achievement. This confirms that

only 4dy in ajussive condruction isaverb, whilein a propostiond attitude congtruction
or apurposive condruction sdy isadause linkage marker.

To sum up, akdy subdausd unit occurs after verbs of various kinds, making up
three different types of congructions. A jussive congruction, compaosed of matrix verbs
of communication followed by the 4dy core juncture, is core coordination. A
propogitiond atitude congtruction is core subordination. It is formed by conjoining a
metrix core of psych-action verb with ancther core by the LM Ady; and, the nonmatrix
coreisan argument. A purposive condruction, which isadausa cosubordination, has
two clauses conjoined by the LM hay.
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6. Concluson

This paper investigates 2ady complex congtructions, aiming to find out the neture
of the dausdl linkage between the dy condruction and other verbsin the congtruction. It
proposes that in order to achieve such agod, semantic properties of thelexicd itemin
various types of congructions should be investigated in aunified manner. sdy, asaverb
in smple condructions, isaverb of possesson transfer, and has a component of
causdion in its semantic Sructure. Besides, it isabendficiary marker, indicating
deputative and recipient beneficiaries, which has two semantic components, namely,
intent and causation. Asafocus of interest, 4ay isaso amatrix verb in acomplex
congruction, involving the intent of one participant for an action performed by another
participant to occur. Consdering these three usages, we find shared semantic properties
among them: 4y requiires an animate subject with an intent towards an action of another

participant. Whenthe ssmantics of /4y isasaverb of possession transfer or a beneficiary
marker is compogtiondly represented in the semantic Sructure whileit is overtly
redizedwhen hay, together with other verbs, forms a complex congruction. This

corresponds to the schema proposed by Jolly (1993) for a purposive marker for in
English, asshownin (115).

(115) [want€(x, LS;)] UDO (x, [ LS; U CAUSE LS])]

When we investigate complex congructions with respect to these semantic
components, we find that each congruction has different retrictions on each component.
A jussive condruction, which is a core coordination, has the most regtrictions on the
semantic dasses of LS, and an obligation on the other participant isrequired. A core
coordination, with 2ay as amatrix verb, requires LS, to be only an ectivity or
accomplishment as well, but does not impose a necessary obligation on the other
participant. The psychaction condruction has no semantic redtriction on LS. But asan
agument of the matrix verb, LS, isnot sructuraly independent. Ina purposve
congtruction, the non-matrix clause marked by Aay is sructuraly independent but it is
operator-dependent in the sense that itstempora setting can beimplicationd only, by
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virtue of the condruction type. The juncture and nexus type of each congtruction can be
summarized in the table below.

Properties Causative Jussive Propostional Purposve
Attitude

Verb 1. Activity & Yes Yes Yes Yes
class Accomplishment

2. State & No No Yes Yes

Achievement

Syntactic category Veb Veb LM LM

Juncture | 1. Obligatorily shared Yes Yes No No

argument

2. Intervention of No No No Yes

adverbs between cores

Juncturetype Core Core Core Clausal

Nexus 1. What-test No No Yes No

2. Independently Yes Yes Yes No

modified by operators

Nexustype | Coordination Coordination Subordination  Cosubordination

This paper suggests that sudying complex condructionsin Thal requiresan

analyss of various kinds of semantic properties Thelexicd item Ady can be classfied as

averb and amarker. Congdering only its syntactic behaviorsis not adequate to account
for itswide range of usages. RRG provides a consgtent framework for both its semantics

and syntax to yield a unified account for this phenomenon.
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