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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1. RATIONALE

To communicate effectively, the learners must graspv
structure, meaning and communicative function atterin that
language. They also understand what the roles ofasgcs in
analyzing syntax are and that there is an intemactbetween
semantics and syntax when making an utterances lcenisider the
following examples:

a. | ask the number of students in the class.

b. I inquire the number of students in the class.

Obviously, the two sentences above have the sanaminge
becauseask andinquire are synonyms. In fact, the sentetcis not
correct in grammar due to the fact that the \eduire can’'t have an
object as a concealed question. Therefore, onlyastgos is
impossible to explain the difference between thtesees above.

As another example, a speaker wants to expressStuady
transferred some flowers to Chris at a party. Finst chooses the
verb (maybepresent, give, offer..). He must realize the specific
communicative intention and consequently whetherseéntence will
be active or passive, declarative or interrogatilie, formulation of
the semantic representation and concomitant syntaemplate
selection. Next, he thinks of the discourse stafuthe referents on
the NPs. And finally he gives the output which w&k#ace in the
lexicon like this:
< EDEC<insPASKbe-at’ (party acs, [[dO’ (Sandycy, )] CAUSE
[BECOME have’ (Chriscs, flowerscy)]])>>>.
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To help learners explore the syntax, semanticspaagmatics
interface in the grammatical systems of human lagguin other
words, the production process and comprehensionepsoso that
they can have a good insight into the language @rdmunicate
effectively, we decide to choose this topic. Wetlie research in the
hope that we can also help learners get a higH td@veeproducing
the language they have learned.

1.2. AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

1.2.1. Aims

The fundamental aim of the research is to raiséndimese
learners’ awareness of the linking between the simand syntactic
representations in simple sentences and providen théth the
knowledge of similarities and differences on timilng.

1.2.2. Objectives

The study is expected to find out the syntactic aathantic
representations in English and Vietnamese simpteesees, the
linking between the semantic and syntactic reptesens of a
sentence, the similarities and differences betwkertwo languages
in linking algorithms, and some suggestions torlizgy and teaching
foreign languages.

1.3. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

- What are the syntactic and semantic representaticsimple

sentences?

- What are linking algorithms in the semantic andtagtic

representations of a sentence?

- What are the similarities and differences betwden tivo

languages in linking algorithms?



-5-

- What are some implications of the study to Vietnsene
teachers and learners of English?

1.4. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

To help Vietnamese learners of English have a prafo
understanding of semantics and syntax in English \dietnamese
simple sentences and the interaction between them.

To help them gain the final goal of learning Englis
communicating effectively.
1.5. SCOPE OF THE STUDY

In this thesis we only study the linking betweea #emantic
and syntactic representations in simple sentengesuding an
explanatory framework according to thRole and Reference
Grammar- basedheory,
1.6. ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

The thesis will consist of five chapters:

Chapter 1 — Introduction

Chapter 2 — Literature Review and Theoretical Bamlgd

Chapter 3 — Methods and Procedures

Chapter 4 — Findings and Discussion

Chapter 5 — Conclusion

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW AND
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
2.1. LITERATURE REVIEW

Jackendoff (2002) suggests a view on which semantic

structures and syntactic structures are indepelydganherated, and
the interface conditions may be quite complex.
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Van Valin R.D and LaPolla (1997) assume that the
relationship between the semantic representatiahthe syntactic
representation is not derivational. Rather, the timdependent
representations are linked to each other, in tmses¢hat argument
variables in the semantic representation are aseacwith referring
expressions in the syntactic representation, acelwersa.

Bresnan and Kanerva (1989) propose Lexical-Mappimgpry
to correlate the syntactic structures and repratens with the
predicate argument structure of verbs.

In the study A Relational Syntax — Semantics Interface Based
on Dependency GrammarRalph Debusmann, Denys Duchier,
Alexander Roller, Mavco Kuhlmann, Gert Smolka anef& Thater
propose a syntax — semantics interface that realile mapping
between syntax and semantics as a relation and doesnake
functionality assumptions in their direction.

Many linguistic researchers have investigated pingblem in
English in comparison with other languages. In Waghese, there
have been some linguistic researchers who havegbtamut some
views on this field.

2.2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.2.1. Syntactic Representation in English Simpleetences

2.2.1.1. The Layered Structure of the Clause in Simple
Sentences

a. Universal Distinctions in Clause Structure

The predicate and non-predicating elements, andethidPs
and adpositional phrases which are arguments optedicate and
those are not are represented graphically.
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The primary constituent units of the clause are‘theleus’,
the ‘core’, and a ‘periphery’. These distinctiomnstitute the layered

structure of the clause as in the figure 2.2.
CLAUSE
CORE PERIPHERY

NUCLEUS

Figure 2.2: Components of the Layered Structure of the Clause
b. Formal Representation of the Layered Structufethe
Clause
SENTENCE
CLAtlTSE

|
CORE «——+—— PERIPHERY

(ARG) (ARG) NUCLEUS
|
PRED
|
P P (P HPIADV

Figure 2.3: Formal Representation of the Layered
Structure of the Clause

- Non-universal aspects of the layered structuth@fclause.

The non-universal aspects consist of the detacheakes, the
extra-core slots.

c. Operators and their Representation

Elements which are important parts of each sentence
representing grammatical categories, but are wattedd to anything
are considered axperators modifying different layers of the clause.

2.2.1.2. The Layered Structure of Adpositional and Noun
Phrases

a. Adpositional Phrases

There are two basic types of adpositions: predieaind non-
predicative.

-8-

b. Noun Phrase Structure

The layered structure for NPs is similar but netniical to that
for clauses.

2.2.2. Semantic Representation in English Simple Sences

2.2.2.1. A Typology of Sates of Affairsand their Participants

There are four basic types of states of affaBguations
Events ProcessesActions.

22.22. The Lexical Representation of Verbs and their
Arguments

a. Verb Classes

Robert D. and Van Valin, JR proposed four basicss#a:
states, achievements, accomplishments and adiivitie

b. Lexical Representation for Verbs

These distinctions among the basgiktionsarttypes may be
represented in table 2.4.
Table 2.4: Lexical Representationsfor the Basic Aktionsart Classes

Aktionsartclass Logical structure

STATE predicate’ (x) or (X, Y)

ACTIVITY do’ (x, [predicate’ (x) or (X, ¥)])

ACHIEVEMENT INGRpredicate’ (x) or (x, y), or
INGRdo’ (%, [predicate (x) or (X, Y)])

SEMELFACTIVE SEMLpredicate’ (x) or (X, Y)

SEML do’ (%, [predicate’ (x) or (X, ¥)])
ACCOMPLISHMENT  BECOMBpredicate’ (x) or (X, Y)
or BECOMBpredicate’ (x, [predicate’ (x) or (X, y)])
ACTIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTdo’ (x, [predicate;’ (X,
(V)] & INGR predicate,’ (z, x) or (y)
CAUSATIVE a CAUSEB, whereqa, 3 are
logical structures of any type
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c. The Semantic of Predicate- argument Relations
The interpretation of an argument is a functiorthaf class or
subclass of the predicate and its position in digéchl structure.
- Recipients, Goals and Sources
The denifitions of RECIPIENT, GOAL and SOURCE are
shown in (2.11)
(2.11) a. RECIPIENT: first argument in LS configiima
‘...BECOME / INGRhave’ (y, )’
b. GOAL.: first argument in LS configuration ‘...BECQB/V
INGR be-loc’ (y, z)’
c. SOURCE: first argument in LS configuration
‘...BECOME / INGR NOThave’/ be-loc’ (y, z)’
2.2.2.3. Semantic Macroroles
The generalized AGENT-type role is calleactor and
generalized PATIENT-type role is termaeddergoer
The relation between macroroles and logical strectu
argument positions is captured in the actor-undardgerarchy in
figure 2.11.

ACTOR - UNDERGOER
Arg. of  f'arg. of T arg. of % arg. of  Arg. of state
DO do’ (x, ... pred’ (X,y) pred’ (x,y) pred (x)
[T’ = increasing markedness of realization of wment as
macrorole]

Figure 2.11: Actor-undergoer Hierarchy (preliminary)
2.2.2.4. Valence, Transitivity and Macrorole Assignment
Valence means how many arguments a verb takes.
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Transitivity can be defined in terms of the numbafr
macroroles that it takes.
2.2.2.5. Lexical Entriesfor Verb
The logical structure of the verb is the heart®texical entry.
2.2.2.6. The Representation of Adjuncts and Operators
- Adjuncts: Adpositions and Adverbs
+ Adpositions
Typologically, there are three types of preposgion{l)
argument-marking prepositions; (2) adjunct prepass; and (3)
argument-adjunct prepositions.
+ Adverbs
Semantically, they are treated as one-place predicahich
take a logical structure or subpart of a logicalcture as their
argument.
- Operators
The general scheme is given in (2.16).
(2.16) <IFDEC<EVIDHS<TNSPAST<STAREAL<NEG@<MODD
BLG<DIRg<PERFPROG<LS>>>>>>>>>
2.2.2.7. Lexical Rules
There are some lexical rules mentioned in (2.17).
(2.17) a. Activity [motion] — active accomplishment: given an
activity LSdo’ (x, [pred’ (x)], add ‘& BECOMEbe-Loc’ (y,
x)’ to form an active accomplishment LS.
b. Activity [consumption]— active accomplishment: given
an activity LS do’ (x, [pred’ (x, y)]) ‘& BECOME
consumed’(y)’ to form an active accomplishment LS.
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c. Activity [creation] — active accomplishment: given an
activity LSdo’ (x, [pred’ (X, y)]) ‘& BECOME exist’ (y)' to
form an active accomplishment LS.
2.2.2.8. The Semantic Representation of Nouns and Noun
Phrases
- Possessive Phrases and NP Adjuncts
- Pronouns and Reflexives
- NP Operators
2.2.3. Syntactic Relations and Case Marking
2.2.3.1. Privileged Syntactic Arguments
The markedness of privileged syntactic argumenticehds
captured in RRG in terms of the privileged syntacirgument
selection hierarchy, given in (2.22).
(2.22) Privileged syntactic argument selection hierarchy:
arg. Of DO > T'arg. Ofdo’ > 1% arg. Ofpred’(x, y) > 2
arg. Ofpred’ (x, y) > arg. Ofpred’ (x)
2.2.3.2. Case Marking and Agreement
The casemarking rules cover regular case markirty aae
given in (2.25). They apply to direct core argurseotily.
(2.25) Case assignment rules for accusative cangins:
a. Assign nominative case to the highest ranking nratgo
argument (in terms of (2.22)).
b. Assign accusative case to the other macrorole agtim
2.2.3.3. Other Syntactic Functions
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
3.1. RESEARCH DESIGN

Since a contrastive analysis of the linking betwebe
semantic and syntactic representations in English\denamese will
be executed in this paper, descriptive and comtestnalyses are
considered as the main supporting methods.

3.2. METHODS OF THE STUDY

The thesis is carried out with a combination Dexiwe,
Analysis and Contrastive methods.

3.3. PROCEDURES

Phase 1 Data is collected, time is planned and procedsire
estimated.

Phase 2 The second phase is to find the documents.

Phase 3 Documents are planned to read thoroughly.

Phase 4 The linking between the semantic and syntactic
representations is described carefully. These rfeatare analyzed in
contrast with each other in both languages.

Phase 5 Similarities, differences, conclusion of the wdol
work and some implications are given.

3.4. DATA COLLECTION AND DATA ANALYSIS

Data collection for the study is collected from g®oand
grammar books in English and Vietnamese. The maitenals used
in the study are collected from the sources inclgdhe novels and
short stories, the grammar books written by Englistl Viethamese
linguists, the English — Viethamese and Vietnamesdnglish
dictionaries, the studies published in linguistiorpals, the academic
writing such as linguistic research papers, theridt sources.
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3.5. RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

We have carried out a careful literature reviewhef theory by
means of some standard books and researches, litydogloring
the Syntax — Semantics Interfaty Van Valin R.D, Syntax:
Structure, Meaning and Functidsy Van Valin R.D & LaPolla.... In
addition, the system of linguistic theory is avhi&a All these things
set up a sound theoretical background for the study

Since simple sentences used for analysis in thastlage the
basic and common from reliable theoretical storgkdsan English as
well as in Vietnamese, the analysis of layeredcsine and logical
structure is hardly mistaken. Therefore, the apfibms in the thesis
are reliable and valid.

CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
4.1. LINKING THE SYNTACTIC AND SEMANTIC
REPRESENTATIONS IN ENGLISH AND VIETNAMESE
SIMPLE SENTENCES
4.1.1. The Linking Algorithm

Parser
SYNTACTIC REPRESENTAT g
Syntactic g
inventor £
y Linking %
aIg(lrithm e
QD
E
(72)

Figure 4.2: Organization of Role and Reference Grammar
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4.1.2. Constructional Schemas

The English passive and WH-question constructiorsgaod
examples of interaction of the general and thedagg-specific.

4.1.3. From Semantics to Syntax

4.1.3.1. Linking Procedure

The Summary of the linking procedure from semant@s
syntax is clearly presented in 5 steps.

The linking in the sentencdat gave the book to Chris” is an
example.First, the speaker is realizing a specific commaitive
intention. Then he figures into the formulation thfe semantic
representation along with syntactic template sileciThe activation
level of the referents of the NPs is also represkim the semantic
representation. The result of step (1) is giveRigure 4.3.

<||:DEC <TN5PAST< [dO' (Pat\cv, Q)] CAUSE [BECOME have’
(Chrisscs, bookscy)]>>>

Figure 4.3 Output of Step 1in (4.3)
The second step is actor and undergoer assignment.

... [do’ (ACT: Pakcy, 9)] CAUSE [BECOME have’ (NMR:
Chrisacs, UND: bookcy)]

Figure 4.4 Output of Step 2in (4.3)
The third step is to determine privileged syntaetrfgument
selection and case/adposition assignment.

... [do’ (ACT: Pajcv, 9)] CAUSE [BECOMEhave’' (NMR: Chrisics, UND: bookcy)]

[PSA: NOM] Active, 3sg [ACC] [ACC]

Figure 4.5 Output of Step 3in (4.3)
Step 4 is syntactic template selection showedgnr€i 4.6



- 15 -

SENTENCE
CLz‘l\U =E
COlRE
f—r‘fgg:ei‘—-—‘
PR_lElD

W
|
NT_‘IC
CORE

CLAUSE «——Tense

CLAUSE -—— If NP
SENTENCE CC‘)REN
NL'ICN
s P ;
B NP Nerop N
N{JCN
COlREN «— 1T
DEF —» }‘JP

Figure 4.6: Output of Step4in (4.3)
The final step is shown in Figure 4.7, involvingking the
XPs into the structure.

SENTENCE
o LL‘JLU SE
/”,CQ:RE:X
NP NI MNP FF
Ix}pRop P RlED ( C%RE =] NlP
MU Cy Merop
v Iy
Pat ga:;\:‘e t_be bllo ok__ to Chris
v, -

CORE ™ ", i CORE< NUM
CLAUSE é:'I:;e-nse .
CLAUSE<—If

SENTENCE

Figure 4.7: Output of All Stepsin (4.3)
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All of the relevant linking information from Figuse4.3 — 4.7
is abbreviated in Figure 4.8 below.

@ SENlTENCE
SYNTACTIC
INVENTORY | CLAUSE

s
NP NuC NP PP
PR|_ED
I
Pat gzlwe the book  to Chris

: PEA NOM ACTIVE: 3sg @ to: A|CC ACC

| |
@ ACTOER NME UNDERGOEE

| @~ T
[dl:l!I (Patﬁ‘cv, Q)] CAURE [BECOME have’ (chriSAcs, bOOkAC\f)]

Figure 4.8: Abbreviated Linking Diagram Summarizing
Figure4.3-4.7

4.1.3.2. Application

In this part, we only give the linking of three-péapredicate
constructions.

(4.15) He placed the baby on the woman'’s lap.

From the general semantic representation for thlaee
predicate constructions, we have the logical gmmectof this
sentence:do’ (3sg, 9)] CAUSE [BECOMBbe-on’ ([have.as.part’
(woman, lap)], baby)]. The leftmost argument onltiggcal structure
“3sg is selected as actor and the rightmost argumtr baby is
undergoer: this is the unmarked choice selectiohe Dblique
argument lap” marked by an adpositionot’ is non-microrole
argument because in RRG, actor and undergoer aer blique
arguments within the core. ‘Goal’ may be definedtlas location
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argument in the logical structure. The linking 41() is represented

in Figure 4.21.
SENTENCE

SYNTACTIC |
INVENTORY CLA?LUSE
CORE PERIPHER Y

NP NUC FP

He placed the baby  on the wornan's lap

PSA:|NOM ACTIVE: 33g on A(ljc A(ljc
@ AC|TOR @@ NM|R UN|D
[do’ (3sg, &)] CAUSE [BECOME be-on’ {(have.as.part’ (woman lap)], baby,)]

Figure 4.21: Semanticsto Syntax Linking in the English Sentence
with Three-place Predicate Construction

A similar three-place predicate construction intW#énese is

analyzed as follows:
(4.16) Ong gidiéu thuc la vao got giay

@ SENTENCE
SYNTACTIC |
INVENTORY [ ° CLAUSE

CORE PERIPHERY
woe W o
PI‘QED
xlr
Ong éi difuthude 14 vao got giay
(»)
PEA NCM ACTIVE @ i ACC ACC
NlM_R UN]:l)ERGOER

O N KON
[do’ (Ong, 0)] CAUSE [EECOME be-in' (got gity, diduthude 14)]

Figure 4.22: Semanticsto Syntax Linking in the Viethnamese
Sentence with Three-place Predicate Construction
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Because this sentence has the same structure Badhgh one
in (4.15), so the actor i€Ing’ functioning as the privileged syntactic
argument, &iéu thuwc I1&" is the undergoer andybt giay is a non-
microrole core argument marked by an adpositiore Thking is
represented in Figure 4.22.

4.1.4. From Syntax to Semantics

4.1.4.1. Linking Procedure

There are so many steps in the linking algorithrd #or any
particular language it will involve only steps ttaae relevent to that
language.

The application of this linking algorithm to Endliscan be
illustrated with a simple sentence likéax melted the iceThe first
step is to identify the verb and its voigeeltis a transitive verb and
unmarked voice, which means that the privilegedastic argument
is the actor and the direct object following thebvis the undergoer.
The second step is to retrieve the logical strectifrmelt from the
lexicon, do’ (x, )] CAUSE [BECOMEmelted’ (y)], in which x =
actor and y = undergoer. In step 3 the arguments the sentence
are linked to the logical structure arguments tesglin ‘x = Max
and 'y =the icé. This is illustrated in Figure 4.35.
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SENTENCE

Ll J

@ T PlT_ED

Voice? -- Active melted the 1ce
c|3tor' Undergoer
| i

v
Actor Un dTrgo er

Oy
[do’ (x, @)] CAUSE [BECCOME melted’ (v)]

Figure4.35: Syntax to Semantics Linking in the English Sentence
with a Transitive Verb
4.1.4.2. Application
The first sentence we want to analyze containsabbai
undergoer selection.

(4.30) He handed me a lens
SENTENCE

CLATUSE

PEA = Actor

©r 5

N'&IC NP
PITED
&) !
Voice? - Active He handed mle a lTns
PEA = Actor Actor Won- acI:or MR NP

oy |
|
[do’ (x, )] CAUSE [BECOME have’ (y, z)]

Figure 4.36: Syntax to SemanticsLinking in the English Sentence
with Three- place Predicate Construction
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The first step is to determine the voice of thebydtris active
voice, so the privileged syntactic argument isahtor. Because it is
dative case, macrorole status to the other dire® argument is not
assigned. The next step is to call up the logitaicture forhand
from the lexicon, do’ (x, )] CAUSE [BECOMEhave’ (y, z)]. Step
2 is then carried out, with the result that x = #utor. Because there
is a variable undergoer selection with the verlbengoer cannot be
assigned. The non-macrorole argumankensis not marked by a
locative-type preposition, so it is linked with teBecond argument
position in the state predicate. And since the latlka preposition
impacts the same information as the occurrence obralocative
preposition, i.e. the non-actor argumem does not link to the first
argument potition in the two-place predicate in lingical structure
of the verb. By step 3 the two actors may be linkbis leaves the
non-actor MR in the clause and the y argument ia libgical
structure unassigned, and the two remaining argtsnamst be
linked in order to satisfy the completeness comgtrahe result isHe
= actor = x;me= undergoer =y, and lens= z. The linking in (4.30)
is shown in Figure 4.36.

A similar structure in Vietnamese is also given tmutompare.
(4.31) Ong Xuan wa gsi téi mgt céi th.

This example follows the same steps and has thee sam

interpretation as in the sentence in (4.30). Iltgasstic and semantic
represetations are linked in Figure 4.37.
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SENTENCE

__" CLATUSE

NP N'?C NP
PITED
Voice? -- Active OngXuin vira gdi tai mdt cal thu

P34 = Actor Actor Mon- act::n“ MR P

@ Actor N,
LEZICON | vy
[do’ (x, @] CAUSE [BECOME have’ (y, z)]

Figure 4.37: Syntax to Semantics Linking in the Viethamese
Sentence with Three-place Predicate Construction

4.2. SUMMARY

4.2.1. Similarities

One of the most important features both of the laggs have
is that both belong to accusative languages wighatder SVO, in
which the subject is marked with nominative case e object is
marked with accusative case. Moreover, both of ldmguages
include a voice opposition. Consequently, when yapglthe theory
RRG in Vietnamese, we can have the actor-undergbeice, the

privileged syntactic argument selection, and casepreposition
assignment rules similar to English. More cleatlye analyzed
examples in the last part show that the Vietnanesestructions
which are analogous to the English ones almost hagesimilar
linkings.

4.2.2. Differences

First, Vietnamese is a morphologically invariabdnduage.
Therefore, the assigning the agreement markinghto rhain or
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auxiliary verb fails to be done in Viethamese. Besj in English,
pronouns are irregular morphologically and theyl W@ represented
in terms of their relavant features, e.g. persamber, and gender.
Vietnamese pronouns, on the other hand, are repeesby the stem
in logical structure.

As for the attributive predication constructionisittompulsory
to use the copula “be” in English, but the copuéd,“the equivalent
of “be”, is optionally used in Viethamese.

In addition, in English WH-questions, question woalways
appear in the initial position of a sentence whietnamese WH-
guestions have interrogative pronouns which standhie usual
positions they replace as in the declarative. Whthinitial position,
the ‘precore slot’ can be assigned to them, butaige of the other
positions, they may function as other usual nouaggs.

Another difference is related to the passive vol#th the
passive consisting of agent, Vietnamese does nat thee linking as
English does because of being considered as a dincomplex
sentences.

CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION
5.1. CONCLUSIONS

Conclusions drawn from the process of investigatimiude
the followings, in summary.

* The findings show that the syntactic representaisothe
presentation of the layered structure of the claoased on two
fundamental contrasts: between the predicate amdprexdicating
elements, and between those NPs and adpositioregqshwhich are
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arguments of the predicate and those are not. film&agy constituent
units of the clause are the ‘nucleus’, the ‘coasid a ‘periphery’ and
non-universal aspects consist of the detached @hr#éise extra-core
slots. When analyzing the layered structure of ¢theuse in its

representation, we find that Viethamese mostly s similar

layered structure of the clause to English in timd& of common
simple sentences, except for some variations of pibgitions of

argument adjunct prepositions.

» As for the semantic representation, it is the orféchv
consists of the logical structure for verbs andirttguments,
combined with the presentation of adjuncts and aipes. The
determination of semantic roles is very importamtthe semantic
representation. Semantic macroroles are generalized, each of
which subsumes a number of specific argument-typas. logical
structure of the verb in English as well as in X#&hese is refered to
the Lexical representations for the basiktionsart classes the
Definitions of thematic relations in terms of Lyament positions
andthe lexical entries for verbsSince this is an English theory, all
the verbs analized in Vietnamese are interpretedEnglish so as to
have their logical structure. Consequently, théclExepresentations
for both languages are similar if expressed withdimilar meaning.

» There are more similarities than differences betwee
English and Vietnamese. The majority of the stmegun the scope
of the investigation in the thesis have the similgyntactic
representation.

 In spite of a number of similarities, there are som
differences in the linking. Within the semantic regentation, there is
a small difference in the representation of promounm English,
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pronouns which are irregular morphologically wié bepresented in
terms of their relevant features, e.g. person, rmrmband gender,
while Vietnamese includes pronouns which seem teehan

invariable stem; hence they will be representethbystem in logical
structure.

With regard to the syntactic representation, theme more
differences than the semantic representation.

The first difference is the failure in the assigminef the
agreement marking to the main or auxiliary verb thuéhe fact that
Vietnamese is a morphologically invariable language

Second, in the attributive predication constructithre copula
“be” in English is always showed as an auxiliarybvim the syntactic
representation, whereas the copula “la”, the edgmtaof “be”, is
optionally used in Vietnamese.

Third, English interrogative pronouns are alwaysnsat the
beginning of clause, that is, in the ‘precore sloti the other hand, in
Vietnamese WH-questions, interrogative pronounsdsia the usual
positions they replace as in the declarative, ttaaybe represented as
the ‘precore slot’ or other usual noun phrases.

The passive voice with agent in Viethamese doehaat the
same syntactic representation as that in Engliscause in
Vietnamese it is considered a complex sentence.

5.2. IMPLICATION FROM THE STUDY

This thesis is done in the hope that Vietnamese Eglish
learners can grasp the linking between the actmattsral form of
utterances and the meaning of linguistic expressi®he findings of
the thesis are also hoped to make a modest cotiribto better
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understanding and more effective use of the syiotattucture and
its meaning in English and in Viethamese by languaggrs.

The RRG helps language learners turn to a new way t

understand and analyze the grammar of the leargtuge. This new
theory takes a rather different view of grammaticzghtions from

other theories and the syntactic function positeRRG is not part of
the same system of oppositions as the traditiootbms of grammar
relations. In addition, two types of semantic rolgkich play a

crucial role in the linking system are thematiatieins and semantic
macroroles.

The thesis partly contributes to the discoveryhef interaction
among structure, meaning, and communicative funciio English
and Vietnamese.

Finally, the study proves to be a trustful refeeefar language
users who wish to render correctly in their commation. It helps
them gain the perfection of using a language by dbmbination
between the form and its content.

5.3. LIMITATIONS

There are some following limited points in the wsh due to
the limited time and sources of materials relatethé problem under
investigation, particularly English materials.

First, three elements: the syntactic representatisemantic
representation and discourse-pragmatics interattt @ach other in
the linking algorithm. However, the aim of this eash is to
investigate the linking between the syntactic repntgation and the
semantic  representation, leaving the discoursenpatigs
unsatisfactorily explained. Furthermore, the infation about
Vietnamese based on the theory RRG for our referemcscarce;
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therefore, in this research the Vietnamese simghtences analyzed
are only the ones which have the similar structticethe English
simple sentences.
5.4. SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

One aspect that is the most promisingdiiigking the semantic
and syntactic representations in English and Vietaae complex
sentences

Other aspects ard.ocative Predicates in English and
Vietnamese; The Role and Reference Grammar Anadfysiiree-
Place Predicates in English and Vietnamese; Theorinétion
Structure in the Linking Algorithm



