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1. Introduction

Those who have been working on syntax using lexicase dependency gramma
realize that lexicase 1s a formal and explicit kind of framework that provides a simple too
to account for almost every construction in any language better than other contemporary
syntactic theories. Working under this kind of constrained dependency grammar, it wil
be pointed out . in this paper that not every construction in Thai can be successfully
accounted for. The constructions that will be discussed in this paper include the

~ conditional negative mdy--mdy ‘(if) not, (then) not’ construction, the reflexive (uc?cer
‘oneself’ construction, and a negated quantifier noun phrase. It is the purpose ot thi
paper to attempt to explain how a syntactic theory with considerable explanator
- adequacy, like lexicase dependency grammar, can account for these kinds of syntacti
phenomena in Thai. The result of this study will contribute to a better understanding o

the diversity of languages and shows that the universality of linguistic features can still b
ligitimately claimed.

2. Conditional negative may--mady ‘(if) not, (then) not’ construction

The first construction in Thai that i1s difficult for lexicase dependency grammar t
accomodate 1s the conditional negative mdy--mdy ‘(if) not, (then) not’ construction. [
Thai, a negative construction is formed by using the negative adverb mdy ‘not’ to negat
a verb. (It 1s not the purpose of this paper to discuss the syntactic evidence for treatin
may ‘not’ as an adverb. Those who are interested in this should read Indrambarya 1994.)

There are two main types of negative constructions in Thai. The first type, whic]
(s the common one, is to negate the first commanding verb of a sentence, as in (1-2). Th
second type 1S to negate a resultative verb, if there is one, rather than negating the firs

commanding verb, as in (3-5):
1. pom may dodn pay  roomrion

Pom not  walk go school
‘Pom did not walk to school.’

2. naa may klada khap rot eem)
Na not  brave drive car  oneself
‘Na did not dare to drive by herself.’
3. nok  tat kradaat khaat
Nok cut  paper tear
"Nok cut paper into pieces.’
4. pat klxxm may  khatcay mxx

Pat  pretend not  offend mother



. ‘Pat pretended not to offend her mother.’

3. n::::y tham khwaamsa?aat mdy hay = baan sokkaprok
Noy do cleaning not give house dirty

“Noy cleaned the house so that it would not be dirty.’

1In sentences (1-2), the adverb mdy ‘not’ negates the first commanding verbs déds
‘walk’ and klad ‘be brave’, respectively, whereas in sentences (3-5), mdy negates the
resultative verbs khaat ‘tear’, khatcay ‘offend’, and hdy ‘give’, respectively. Sentences
(3-5) would be ungrammatical if the adverb mdy negated the first commandmg verbs, as
seen in the following sentences: -

6. *nok may . tat kradaat khaat
Nok not cut  paper ~ tear |
7.  *pat mdy kilaa khatcay mxx
Pat not pretend offend mother
8. *nooy mdy tham khwaamsa?aathdy badn sokkaprok
Noy - not do cleanliness give house dirty

The internal structure for the negative construction in which the adverb mc
negates the first commanding verb is illustrated as follows:

.' | ' '
m

N | 3ndex l

pom may +V .~ pay. l

Index 2ndex. = -trns 4ndex |

Nom +Adv +fint +V roonrion
PAT .. 1[+Nom] -trns  Sndex
actr | 1[+PAT -fint - Acc

2A[+Adv]) 1[+PAT]  LOC
4([-fint]) ~ S([+LOC))
3<Q([+Adv])

3>4([-fint])

" STEMMA I

The tree stemma demonstrates that the adverb mdy ‘not’ negates the fir
commanding verb dddh ‘walk’ of sentence (1).

" The internal structure for the type of negative construction in which the adver
may negates the resultative verb is illustrated as follows:
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| tat 9 | | |

| 2ndex | Lt |

nok £V kradadt - - 1 khaat

Index +trns 3ndex may ~ 5ndex

Nom +fint Acc 4ndex = +V

AGT - 1[+Nom]-  PAT ~ +Adv -tmns

actr I[+AGT} e | fint

| 3[+PAT] P Tt +rstv

4([+Adv]) - "  1[+actr]
S([-fint]) e 1[+PAT]
2>4([+Adv)) » <
2>5([-fint])

STEMMAT

The tree stemma demoristrates that the adverb mdy ‘not’ negates the resiltati

verb khaat ‘tear’, instead of negating the first commanding verb tat ‘cut’.

Now, consider the following cond1t10nal negative mdy--mdy ‘(1t) not, (then) no

constructions in Thai:

9.

10.

mdy hiw  mdiy kin
not hungrynot  eat
(If 1/ you) don’t feel hungry, (I / you) will not eat.’
miy loon may ruad

not try not know

‘(If 1/ you) don’t try, (I/ you will) not know
Sentences (9-10) are not 1mperat1ve because the interpretation of a pronoun ]

* both sentences can be either ‘T’ or ‘you’ which depends on the speaker. If the speak
talking about himself or herself, the interpretation of the pronoun is ‘I’. If the speaker

11.

12.

- -referring to the person with whom he or she is speaking, the interpretation of the pronot
is ‘you’
- normally imperative sentences in Thai are negated by the negative word yad ‘do not’ «
- hadm ‘(it 1s) prohibited’, as in (10) and (11), respectlvely

.. Another reason why sentences (9-10) cannot be treated as imperative is th

yaa  phuflit sion dan
do not speak voice - loud

‘Do not speak loudly.’ | ,
hadm ‘kin  khanom nay  hoonrion
prohibit  eat  desert in classroom

- (It 1s) pl‘Ohlblted to eat some dessert in the classroom

Sentences (9) and ( 10) cannot be negated by either ya& ‘do not’ or hadm “(it i

prohibited’, as (13-16) illustrate:
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13. *yaa hiw yad  kin

do not hungry do not eat
14, *hadm hiw haam kin
prohibit hungry prohibit eat
15. *vaa [>om yada  ruu
do not try do nat know
16. *haam l>om hadm ruu
prohibit try probihit know

The question arises as to how to determine the internal structure of sentence:

containing conditional negative construction. Consider sentence (10), repeated here a
(17):

17. may I>on may rau
not  try not  know

(If I/ you) do not try, (I / you) will not know).’

There are three possible ways to assign the internal structure to sentence (17)

The first hypothesis is that mdy [>>n and mdy ruu are treated as a coordinated clause
The structure would look like the following:

/ //

| St ¢ | ruu
| 2ndex | dndex
may +V may +V
Index -trns 3ndex -trns
+Adv -fint +Adv -fint
L([+Adv]) 3([+Adv])
STEMMA 111

However, this structure is not possible because if mdy /[=>r and mdy ruir were ¢
be coordinated, it means that the criteria for justifying a coordinate clause would be

applicable with mdy />>n mady ruu clause. Let consider these criteria step by step. The
first criterion is that constituents that are coordinated must have a coordinate conjunction

as 1 (18). However, ther is no coordinate conjunction that can combine mdy /[>57 anc
may ruu, as in (19):

18, maa kap mxxw pen  sattruu kan
dog and cat be enemy reciprocal
‘Dogs are cats are enemies.’

19, *may loon kap may ruu
not  try and not  know
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The second criterion is that constituents in a coordinate clause can be reversible

as in (20). However, mdy [>>n and mdy ruu cannot be coordinated as in (21):

20.

21.

nakrion [x?  aajaan khaw Oprom myywaannii
student and  teacherparticipate work-shop  yesterday
‘Students and teachers participated in the workshop yesterday.’

*mdy lo>on may ruu

not try not know

The third criterion is that constituents in a ccordinate clause can be multiple t

number, as in (22). Again, the conditional negative mdy />>n and mdy ruu cannot b
multiple, as in (23):

22.

maa kap mxxw Ix? kay pen  satruu kan

dog and cat and  chicken be enemy reciprocal
‘Dogs, cats, and chickens are enemies.’

*mdy loon kap miy rua Ix?  may fan

not try and not know and not  listen

The conclusion 1s that the double negative clause mdy [ >>n mdy ruu cannot b

coordinated because their syntactic manifestation is against the criteria of justifying
coordinate construction.

The second hypothesis 1s that mdy />>7 ‘do not try’ is treated as the fir

commanding verb of the clause, the internal structure would look like the following:

e
| 113371 / |

B 2ndex |

may +V | rug

1ndex -trns | 4ndex

+Adv -fint may +V
1([+AdV]) 3ndex -trns
4([-fint]) -fint
2<1([+Adv]) 3([+Adv])

2>4([-fint])

STEMMA 1V

The internal structure illustrated in stemma [V will be discussed along with t}

third hypothesis.

The third hypothesis is that mdy ruu ‘do not know’ is treated as the fir

commanding verb, the internal structure would be like the following:
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.

- 4ndex
| I>oom méy +V
|~ 2ndex = 3ndex - -trns
- miy +V +Adv. = -fint
Index -tms - 2([-fint])
+Adv -fint ' 3([+Adv))
1([+Adv]) _ 4<2([-fint])
ot | © 4<3([+Adv])

" STEMMA V

Ordinarily, in Thai, the criterion used to find the commanding verb in a clause i
that the highest verb can be negated by the negative adverb mdy ‘not’, e.g.,

24. khaw win pay khyn rétmee
he . run go board bus
‘He ran to board the bus.’ -
25. khaw may win pay khyn rdétmee
~ he not run go  board bus -
‘He did not run to board the bus.’ |
26. *khaw win mdy pay khyn rétmee
_ he rmn not go board bus
27. *khaw win pay miy khyn rotmee
| he " run go not board bus
(Sentence (27) is grammatical if it is treated as having two separate predicat
clauses instead of one predicate clause. The two clauses would be khaw win pay ‘he rar
in which win is the first commanding verb and the clause mdy khyn rétmee ‘(he does not
board a bus’ in which khyn is the first commandmg verb.)

The adverb mdy not can negate only the verb wm ‘run’ in sentence (25), but nc
the verbs pay ‘go’ or khyn ‘board’ This means that win is the commanding verb in th

clause. Neither pay nor khyn can serve this function. Thus, the verb win is the verb the
commands the other two verbs but not vice versa.

- However, the negatlon test mdy ‘not’ cannot be used to determine th
‘commanding verb for sentence (17) because sentence (17) both clauses has been negate
by the conditional negative mdy--mdy. The verbs [>on ‘try’ and ruii-‘know’ in bot
‘clauses can be treated as commanding verbs, and they could appear as formulai
structures.

Nonetheless, there is another way to justify the internal structure of sentence (17
That is by an insertion of ko> ‘then’. In Thai, there are two different lexical entries c
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k>> functioning as an adverb: k>>; meaning ‘also’ and k>>) meaning ‘then’. The
differ,in'their'syntactiedistribtition. That is, k55 ] appears without a preceding predicat
dependent sister, whereas k>>7 always appears with a preceding predicate dependen
sister (Savetamalya 1996) Based on the syntactlc characteristic of £>>7, the interna
structure of entence (17) would favor stemma V over stemma IV. That is, if ko>7 i
~ inserted, it must be inserted after mdy Z.:x:n which would bring about sentence (28):

28. miy Ioon kD_‘J, mdy ruu
not try then not  know |
‘(If you) don’t try, then (you) would not know.’

Sentence (28) indicates that k>>) as an adverb requires a preceding predicat

dependent sister which will appear on the left side of the stemma. The structure woul
look like the following:

. B I - | 5ndex .

\ - loom koo, may +V
| ~ 2ndex 3ndex  4ndex -trns
may +V +Adv +Adv -
Index -?trns | 2 ( [-ﬁnt])
tAdv fint - 3([+Adv])
I([(+Adv])) L &([AdV)
- - 5>2([-fint])
5>3([+Adv])
5>4([+Adv])
STEMMA VI

The structure illustrated i 1n stemma VI helps vahdlﬁlmg that the internal structure of the

conditional negative clause mdy 13377 mdy rui must be the same as that illustrated in
stemma V., -

The conclusion here is that by usmg lexicase dependency grammar in analyzin
the conditional negative mdy--mdy ‘(if) not, (then) not’ construction in Thai, there is
strong syntactic argument which could justify selecting one structure over other structure
and would conform with native speaker’s interpretation of this type of construction.
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3. Reflexive construction

In Thai, a reflexive construction is introduced by the reflexive pronoun (uc’cen
‘oneself’. Generally, in an accusative language, the reflexive pronoun is coindexed with
the actor, not a nominative zase form marked a constituent (which bears a case relation),
or in other words, “An antecedent of a reflexive pronoun 1s an actor which 1s not
necessarily the grammatical subject of a sentence.” (Starosta 1996: p.c.). [f the retlexive
pronoun is not coindexed with the actor, the grammar would predict that the sentence is
ungrammatical. Compare (29) and (30):

29. phim ladn caan dudy tud%een

AGT ~ PAT MNS
Nom
actr
Pim wash dish by oneself

‘Pim washed the dishes by herself.’
30. *caan ladan dudy tud?een

PAT MNS
Nom

-actr

dish wash by oneself

In (29), the reflexive pronoun (uc?eern ‘oneselt” coindexes with the actor of the
clause phim ‘Pim’, which in this case is also the grammatical subject marked by the
feature [+Nom] (nominative). If there is no actor, but a nominative subject, the retlexive

pronoun cannot be coindexed with the actor, thus resulting in the ungrammaticality of the
sentence (30).

In Thai, the reflexive pronoun fuc’een 1s always coindexed with the noun
marked with the feature actor [+actr], as in (31). The interpretation of the reflexive

pronoun fuc?een ‘oneself’ is interpreted as associating with one single event. Consider
the following sentences:

31. nit thaasi badn tud?een
Nit  paint house oneself
"Nit painted the house herself.’
32.  nit chom tudeen
Nit  admire oneself
‘Nit admired herself.’
nit hen  tud?een nay  kracok
Nit  see oneself n mirror
‘N1t saw herself in a mirror.’

L)
('S

The interpretation of the reflexive pronoun fuc’een ‘oneself’ in sentence (31-33)
corresponds to only one single event. [n sentence (31), the interpretation is that “Nit
painted the house herself’. In sentence (32), the interpretation is that "Nit admires (only)
herself’”. And in sentence (33), the interpretation is that "Nit saw (only) herself in a
mirror . However, if the actor nouns are coordinated, the interpretation of the reflexive
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pronoun fuc’een “oneself” can be interpreted as associating with either one single event
or multiple events. as in (34-36):
34, nit kap  phim thaasii bain tud?een

Nit  and Pim paint house oneself

a. “Nit and Pim painted the house themselves.’

b. "Nit and Pim painted their own houses.’

35, nit kap  phim chom tuc”een
Nit and Pim  admuire oneself
a. ‘Nit and Pim each admired themselves.’
b. "Nit and Pim admired themselves.
306. nit kap phim hen  tud?een nay  kracok

Nit and Pim  see oneself In MIIrror
2. "Nit and Pim each saw themselves in a mirror.’
b. *Nit and Pim saw themselves in a mirror.”

Semantically, a coordinate subject noun phrase regards a retlexive pronoun as :
separate participant, which correspond to the interpretation of a single event. represente
in the (a) meaning of sentences (34-36). or as one single unit, which corresponds to the
interpretation of multiple events. represented in the (b) meaning of sentences (34-36)
Syntactically, by looking at the internal structure of a sentence there 1s no way to captur
the two different interpretations. The two-way intefpretation is directly assigned by the
predicate of the clause. That i1s. the predicate would interpret an action which woul
consequently refer back to the actor nominative subject. The presence or absence of
reflexive pronoun has nothing to do with the two-way interpretation ot a whole clause
The multiple interpretation 1s built-in in a coordinate noun phrase and results in this two
way Interpretation. Consider the following tree stemmas of sentence (31) and (34)
respectively:

N

|

|

| thaasii | |
. 2ndex | |
nit +V baan tud?een
I ndex +1rns 3Index dndex
Nom +fint Acc Acc
AGT 1[+Nom] PAT COR
actr [[+actr]

1[+AGT]

3[+PAT]

4([+COR]))

2>4([+COR])

STEMMA VII
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I » 5ndex | -
thanuu | +V paw
Index | +int 6ndex
Nom | ludk  1[+Nom] Acc
AGT | 4ndex [+AGT] PAT

| thuk +N  6[+PAT]

|  3ndex +prdc

may +Adj 1{[+Nomy}))

2ndex 2([+Adv]) 1([+PAT))

Adv  ~+cltv 3([+Ad)])

STEMMA IX

The internal structure of the noun phrase thanuu mdy thik luik in (40)
demonstrates that mdy "not’. as an adverb, is the dependent sister of the adjective rfuk
‘every’ and in turn thuk is the dependent sister of the classifier /uiik. Since mdy is the
dependent sister of rhuk, it means that semantically mdy directly negates (hitk. As a
result, there can be only one semantic interpretation for this noun phrase, which is "not a
single arrow’. The question arises as to how the grammar could predict the other possiblc
meaning of the noun phrase thanuu mdy rthuk luiik ‘not every arrow’. The semantic
ambiguity of a negated quantifier noun phrase can be accomodated within lexicase
dependency -grammar by setting up a semantic default feature marked on the adjective
thuk “every’. |

The feature [+cltv] (collective) 1s a semantic default feature which will be
introduced into lexicase dependency grammar in this paper for the first time. The [tcliv)
implies a default interpretation. That is, the feature [+cltv] marks a collective meaning.
whereas [-cltv] marks an individual meaning. If the negative adverb mdy ‘not’ negales
the feature [+cltv], we would get the interpretation of ‘not a single one’. [f the negative
adverb mdy ‘not’ negates the feature [-cltv]. we would get the interpretation of “not every
one’. For sentence (40), the default interpretation is individual, thus the interpretation of
"Not every arrow hit the target.” is preferable to the collective interpretation ol *Not a
single arrow hit the target™. This interpretation matches native speaker intuition.

Thus, introducing a semantic default feature into lexicase dependency grammar
would assist in explaining how the two-way interpretation dealing with individual and
collective meanings has arisen in the negated quantifier noun phrase in Thai.
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5. Conclusion

This paper has demonstrated that lexicase dependency grammar can successtully
account for three different kinas of constructions in Thai. They include the conditional

negative mdy--mdy ‘(if) not, (then) not’ construction. the reflexive pronoun (ud?een
‘oneself’ construction, and a negated quantifier noun phrase. What we have learned trom
the paper 1s that lexicase dependency grammar has reveaied its explanatory capability in
accounting for such syntactic phenomena. However, it could be pointed out that some

constructions, such as the reflexive pronoun ruc?een “onesell’ cannot be accounted for in
purely Grammancal terms, but must be explained in terms of semantics instead. This

leads to the introduction of the semantic default feature which is marked on a quantifier
phrase in Thai.

Major constructions in Thai, such as Noun-headed constructions and Verb-headed
constructions, have already been sucesssfully accounted for by lexicase dependency
theory. By analyzing minor constructions in Thai, such as the conditional negative mdy--

mdy °(if) not, (then) not’, the reflexive pronoun fuc’een ‘oneself’, and a negated
quantifier noun phrase, which have limited occurrence, this paper has shown that the
theory can be further refined through the introduction of new concepts. Other mysteries

of syntax linger on to challenge those who are fascinated with the expleoration of the
world of syntax.
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