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Abstract
This paper proposes a guideline to determine
Thai elementary discourse units (EDUs)
based on rhetorical structure theory. Carson
and Marcu’s (2001) guideline for segmenting English EDUs is modified to propose a
suitable guideline for segmenting EDUs in
Thai. The proposed principles are used in
tagging EDUs for constructing a corpus of
discourse tree structures. It can also be used
as the basis for implementing automatic Thai
EDU segmentation. The problems of determining Thai EDUs both manually and automatically are also explored and discussed in
this paper.

1

Introduction

Elementary discourse unit or EDU is a building
block that can combine together to form a larger
unit or structure in discourse. It is significant to
applications that process discourse such as text
summarization, machine translation, text generation, and discourse parsing. In some applications
e.g. text summarization and machine translation,
an EDU is suitable to be used as an input than a
sentence or a paragraph since it is smaller and
contains a single piece of information, In addition, in languages in which sentence boundaries
are not clearly marked like Thai, determining an
EDU would be more practical and more useful
since an EDU serves as a building block for constructing the discourse structure. However, little
study has been devoted to Thai elementary discourse unit. Previous research on Thai discourse
structure (Charoensuk, 2005; Sinthupoun, 2009;
Katui et al., 2012) did not clearly discussed how
to determine an EDU in Thai. Determining an
EDU is not an easy task. As a result, Carson and
Marcu (2001) had developed a guideline for
determining an EDU in English, which is used
for tagging discourse tree structure. In this paper,
our objective is to propose a guideline to deter-
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mine Thai EDUs. The proposal is grounded on
the framework of rhetorical structure theory by
Mann and Thomson (1988). The background
knowledge related to our paper will be discussed
in section 2. Data used in this work is described
in section 3. In section 4, principles for segmenting Thai EDU are proposed. Problems arisen
with Thai EDU segmentation are explored in
section 5. The last section will be the conclusion.

2

Background knowledge

To analyze the structure of text, the text has to be
segmented into pieces of information and linked
together to reflect the coherence of text.
Rhetorical structure theory (RST), one of the
most widely used in both linguistics and computational linguistics, was proposed by Mann and
Thomson (1988) to explain discourse structure of
written texts. Briefly, RST explains the discourse
relation of two spans of texts. It explains how
parts of text are organized and formed into a
larger structure of text which can be represented
as a tree structure. For any two spans of text, one
of them will have a specific relation to the other.
The one that is more essential is the nucleus
while the other one functioning as a supporting
text is a satellite unit. The discourse tree is
described on the basis of successive rhetorical
relation between these discourse units. The
terminal node of the tree structure represents the
minimal unit of the discourse called elementary
discourse unit or EDU. Relation that holds between two EDUs can be mononuclear or multinuclear. Mononuclear relation holds between
two units which are a nucleus and a satellite.
Multinuclear relation holds between two units
which are both nucleus. An example of RST
analysis of an English text is shown in Figure 1.
In this example, the structure is composed of six
discourse unit. Units 2-6 are hold together with
the relation LIST. All of these units then have a
relation PURPOSE with the first discourse unit.
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written academic texts because written and
spoken languages differ on the structure of discourse. Our written data are randomly selected
from 3 domains which are liberal arts, social
sciences, and sciences, about 2,000 EDUs in
total. Carson and Marcu’s principles for English
EDU determination are adapted and adjusted to
suit the Thai data. At the end, the basic principles
for Thai EDU segmentation are listed as the
guideline for segmentation. The guideline will be
discussed in the next section following by
problems of Thai EDU segmentation.

Figure 1. RST tree structure of English text
“They parcel out money so that their clients can
find temporary living, buy food, replace lost
clothing, repair broken water heaters, and
replaster walls.” (Carson and Marcu, 2001)

4

tion

However, RST does not specify what
minimal discourse unit should look like. It only
provides general explanation of the relation
among those units in discourse. Later, Carson
and Marcu (2001) who were trying to interpret
and make use of the theory, proposed a guideline
to determine an EDU in English in his discourse
tagging reference manual for building an annotated RST corpus (Carson et al., 2001; Carson
and Marcu, 2001). Their EDUs were based on
the balance between granularity of tagging and
ability to identify units consistently. It is wellrecognized that their EDU determination is
widely accepted, and thus, has been adapted in
other research concerning the use of EDU.
Carson and Marcu’s EDU is not always a clause
or sentence. Phrases can be EDU too but with
restricted conditions. Coordinated verb phrases
are not treated as separate EDUs if they are transitive verbs sharing the same direct object or
intransitive verbs sharing a modifier.
There are a few studies on Thai discourse
structure in computational aspect. Those studies
determined an EDU differently. That is,
Sinthupoun (2009) and Katui et al. (2012) took
only clauses as EDUs while Charoensuk (2005)
took clauses and phrases with strong discourse
markers as EDUs. Charoensuk and Katui et al.’s
works are based on RST. However, they did not
provide a clear explanation of what should be
considered an EDU in Thai. In this paper, our
focus is proposing a guideline for determining
Thai EDUs boundaries and exploring problems
in segmenting Thai EDUs.

3

Basic principles for Thai EDU segmenta-

In this section, we present a guideline for
segmenting Thai EDUs on the basis of the data
as described in the previous section. Our goal is
to determine the minimal units in every possible
structure in discourse. The proposed principles to
segment Thai EDU must be clear enough to be
used consistently. After segmenting, those EDUs
should be able to combine together to reflect the
rhetorical relation holding between them.
In this study, the conventions used in our
examples are as follows. The EDUs are marked
in square brackets. Boldface and italic are used
to highlight items being mentioned. Subscripts
indicate the number of unit. We follow Carlson
and Marcu’s (2001) basic idea that clauses and
noun phrases with strong markers are treated as
EDUs. The proposed principles to determine
what is or is not a Thai EDU are listed below.
4.1 Finite clauses
Finite verb is a verb form that can function as a
root of a clause. In some languages, finite verb
can be inflected for gender, person, number,
tense, aspect, mood, and/or voice. However, Thai
is an isolating language, its verbs do not inflect
to show whether they are finite or non-finite. The
criterion to test whether the verb in question is
finite or non-finite is to insert an auxiliary such
as ต้อง-'must', ควร-'should', จะ-'irrealis marker', เคย'perfective marker' or กำลัง-'progressive marker'.
Only finite verbs can co-occur with those words
(Hoonchamlong,
1991;
Yaowapat
and
Prasithrathsint, 2008). A clause can be classified
into a finite clause and a non-finite clause
according to finiteness of verb. Like Carson and
Marcu’s basic principle, we treat a finite clause
as EDU but with some exception which will be
discussed later. If it starts with a discourse

Data collection

The data used in this paper are collected from the
Thai National Corpus (TNC). We choose only
492
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[เนื่องจำกขำดกำรศึกษำและวำงนโยบำย]1[ทีช่ ัดเจน]2]อันจะทาให้
ประชาชนสามารถตัดสิ นใจได้]3
[since ∅ lack of studying and planning
policy]1[that is clear]2[which will make
people be able to decide]3

marker, that marker is treated as a part of EDU.
In contrast, non-finite clause is not treated as
EDU.
A finite clause can be independent or
dependent clause. Independent or main clause is
a clause that can stand alone while dependent or
subordinate clause cannot stand alone and
always depends on the main clause. Independent
and dependent clauses can link together with a
subordinate conjunction and hold mononuclear
relation whereas two independent clauses can be
combined with a coordinate conjunction and
hold multinuclear relation between them.
On the basis of function, a dependent clause
can be divided into subject/object clause, finite
relative clause, and adverbial clause. According to Carson and Marcu’s EDU determination,
relative clause and adverbial clause are marked
as EDUs while subject or object clause is not
EDU. Furthermore, coordinate clauses are also
treated as EDUs while coordinate verb phrases
are not. We will discuss more about these types
of dependent clause below.
4.1.1

4.1.3

Adverbial clause is a clause that combines with
the other clause to give additional information
through some rhetorical relation of time, manner,
condition, reason, etc. Generally, this type of
dependent clause is marked by a subordinate
conjunction. Each type of subordinate conjunction is an important clue for identifying rhetorical relation because its grammatical meaning can
tell what kind of rhetorical relation two clauses
are holding. For instance, purposive conjunctions
เพื่อ-‘for’ and เพื่อว่ำ-‘for that’ show purpose relation
while contrastive conjunctions แต่-‘but’ and ส่วน‘whereas’ show contrast relation between two
clauses. (Chanawangsa, 1986; Matthiessen,
2002) The following example shows how adverbial clause in boldface is segmented into EDU.
[ให้ควำมสำคัญแก่กำรวำงโครงเรื่ อง]1[ที่สลับซับซ้อน]2[เพือ่ หลอก
ล่ อให้ คนอ่ านเดาเรื่องไม่ ออก]3
[∅ emphasize on plot planning ]1[which is
complicated]2[in order to make the readers
unable to predict the story]3

Subject and object clause

A clause functioning as subject or object of
predicate is not treated as separate EDU because
it is not a modifying part of any text portion and
cannot be omitted or separated into a stand-alone
unit. Moreover, subject or object clause does not
hold any relation to the matrix clause. Example
of subject clause is shown below in boldface.
[ผู้จบปริญญาเอกด้ านวิทยาศาสตร์ ตอ้ งมีคุณสมบัติอย่ำงไรบ้ำง]1
[What qualification should one who receives
a doctorate of science have?]1
4.1.2

Adverbial clauses

4.1.4

Coordinate clauses

Coordinate clauses are composed of two
independent clauses with or without a coordinate
conjunction. Note that coordinate clauses are
different from coordinate verb phrases in the way
that verbs in coordinate clauses do not share the
same object or modifier while verbs in coordinate verb phrases always share the same object
and modifier. We treat coordinate clauses as
EDUs since they hold elaboration relation. On
the other hand, we do not separate coordinate
verb phrases because they do not have any
rhetorical relation to one another. The following
examples show how coordinate clauses and
coordinate verb phrases are segmented
respectively.
[ควำมยำกจนเป็ นปัจจัยนำไปสู่กำรเกิดพยำธิ สภำพแก่ปัจเจกบุคคล]1
[และมีผลกระทบต่อส่วนรวม]2
[Poverty is a cause of individual pathology]1[and affects the community at large]2
[แต่หลำยส่วนลอกและเพิ่มเติมมำจำกกฎหมำยตรำสำมดวง]1
[But many parts were copied and inserted
from the Three Emblems Law]1

Finite relative clause

A finite relative clause is a type of dependent
clause and also a noun modifying clause. It will
be treated as an EDU. In Thai, relative clause can
be formed by either gap strategy or pronoun
retention strategy. A relative clause formed by
gap strategy does not contain any overt
coreference to the head noun while a relative
clause formed by pronoun retention contains a
pronoun realizing the head noun in the relative
clause. The clause may or may not be introduced
by a relativizer. Thai relativizers include ที่-‘that’,
ซึ่ง-‘that’, and อัน-‘that’. (Yaowapat and
Prasithrathsint, 2008). Example is shown below
with relative clause in boldface.
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tive verbs mentioned above. The following
examples show an EDU containing clausal complement of noun and of verb in boldface and
their heads in italic.
[บทควำมนี้มีวตั ถุประสงค์ ทจี่ ะศึกษาเปรียบเทียบลักษณะเด่ นและ
ลักษณะร่ วมระหว่ างเรือนพืน้ ถิ่นของกลุ่มไทลาว]1
[This article has an objective to compare
outstanding characteristics and common
characteristics among local houses of Lao
Tai people]1
[หำกพร้ อมทีจ่ ะปลูกสร้ างเรือนใหม่]1[จึงแยกเรื อน]2
[if ∅ (be) ready to build a new
house]1[then ∅ separate the house (‘move to
the new house’]2

4.2 Non-finite relative clauses
We do not treat non-finite relative clause as a
separate EDU because of its non-finite status of
verb. Non-finite relative clause or reduced relative clause is a type of noun modifier without a
relativizer. The verb in this type of relative
clause is non-finite, therefore, cannot co-occur
with auxiliaries or tense-aspect markers. For
instance, "ดี "in "คนดี”-‘nice people’ is a non-finite
relative clause used for modifying the head noun
"คน" (Yaowapat and Prasithrathsint, 2006).
Example of non-finite clause is show below.
Text in boldface is considered a non-finite
clause.
[โดยได้แสดงวิธีกำรวิเครำะห์สำรสาคัญจำกตำนำนเรื่ องอีดีพุส]1
[By demonstrating an analysis of important
contents from the Oedipus myth ]1

4.4 Serial verb construction
Serial verb construction (SVC) is one of the
common characteristics of the Thai language.
Thai SVC can be classified into basic and nonbasic types. The basic SVC consists of two contiguous verb phrases with no overt linker while
non-basic type consists of two or more verbs
interrupted by markers or objects of verb
(Thepkanjana,
1986;
Takahashi,
2009).
According to Foley and Olson (1985), each verb
in SVC has the same status as predicate and they
are all finite. Moreover, there are some studies
about negation in Thai SVC. It is found that
negation word ไม่-‘not’ can occur in front of the
first verb and also in the middle of serial verbs
(Takahashi, 1996). Though this evidence proves
the finiteness status of Thai verbs in serial, SVC
expresses only one unite single event and represents one piece of information. This comes to our
decision that SVC should be treated as a single
clause and segmented into a single EDU. The
following example is Thai SVC with direct
object in the middle of two verbs. The whole
construction is treated as one EDU with serial
verbs in boldface.
[ขณะเดียวกันก็รอคอยโชคชะตำมาพลิกผันชีวิตให้ แปรเปลีย่ นไป]1
[Meanwhile, ∅ waiting for the destiny to
come and change the life]1
However, if there is an attributive verb
within SVC, that SVC should be broken into
separate EDUs. This only occurs with grammaticalized SVC which contains a grammaticalized
verb ว่ำ-‘say/complementizer’ The following
example shows SVC that is broken into two
EDUs because it contains an attributive verb คิด‘think’. The grammaticalized verb ว่ำ-‘say/comp.’
plays a role of a complementizer rather than a

4.3 Clausal complements
A complement is a constituent of a clause and an
obligatory element that completes the meaning
of its head (Dowty, 2003). It can be in the form
of phrase or clause. In case of clausal complement, its verb can be either finite or non-finite.
Finite causal complements are found in complements of attributive verbs. Attributive verbs
include verbs of reporting speech and verbs of
cognition. Examples of attributive verb in Thai
are ยอมรับ-‘accept’, คิด-‘think’, เชื่อ-‘believe’, แสดง‘show’, สันนิษฐำน-‘assume’, เสนอ-‘propose’, รู ้‘know’, อธิ บำย-‘explain’, แนะนำ-‘suggest’, ตัดสิ นใจ‘decide’, สมมติ-‘suppose’, ถำม-‘ask’, สงสัย-‘doubt’,
etc. The clausal complements may be introduced
by a complementizer ว่ำ or ที่. We treat clausal
complement of attributive verb as a separate
EDU since it shows attributive relation to its
verb head. The following example shows EDUs
with attributive verb in italic and its clausal
complement in boldface.
[ชี้ให้เห็นชัดเจน]1[ว่ ามีการละเมิดสิ ทธิข้นั พืน้ ฐานของประชาชน]2
[∅ point out clearly]1[that there is violation
of citizens' fundamental rights]2
In contrast, non-finite clausal complement is
not treated as EDU. According to Jenks (2006),
the complements in Thai are usually introduced
by infinitival complementizer. The complementizer ที่จะ-‘that+irrealis marker’ and ที่วำ่ -‘that+say’
is used to introduce the clausal complement of
noun while ที่จะ and จะ is found in the clausal
complement of verbs, except for that of attribu494
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[ตำนำนปรัมปรำเป็ นกำรอธิ บำยถึงกำเนิดของจักรวำล โครงสร้ำง
และระบบของจักรวำล มนุษย์ สัตว์ ปรำกฏกำรณ์ทำงธรรมชำติ]1[
เช่ น ลม ฝน กลำงวัน กลำงคืน ฟ้ ำร้อง ฟ้ ำผ่ำ]2
[Legend is the explanation about the creation, structure, and system of the universe,
human beings, animals, natural phenomenon]1[such as wind, rain, day, night, thunder,
and lightning ]2
[กูห้ นี้ยืมสิ นมำ]1[เพือ่ กำรต่อสูค้ ดี ]2
[∅ borrow money]1[for fighting the case]2
In addition, noun phrases in the form of
parentheticals, name of the title and author, and
other nominal units linking with the body of the
text are possible to be EDUs. The following
example shows how noun phrase in parenthesis
is marked as an EDU.
[อพยพมำจำกเวียงจันทร์]1 [(ลาวเวียง)]2
[∅ migrated from Vientiane]1[(Lao Vieng)]2

verb since it cannot co-occur with negation
word.
[เพรำะเขำคิด]1[ว่ าเขำขาดโอกำสทำงธุ รกิจ]2
(Literally) because + he + thinks + say/that
+ he + lacks + opportunity + business
(Translation) Because he thinks that he lacks
business opportunity.
*เพรำะเขำคิดไม่วำ่ เขำขำดโอกำสทำงธุ รกิจ
(Literally) because + he + think + not +
say/that + he + lacks + opportunity + business
4.5 Cleft
Cleft is one of focusing devices used to emphasize a particular element. Although it appears as
a complex clause consisting of one independent
and one dependent clause, there is no rhetorical
relation between them. Like Carson and Marcu’s
criteria for English, Thai cleft is not treated as a
separate EDU. Thai cleft construction can be
noticed by the copula เป็ น-‘be’ or คือ-‘be’, which is
the main verb of the whole cleft construction
followed by a cleft clause, which is usually a
relative clause (Taladngoen, 2012). Thai cleft is
treated as a part of one EDU as in the following
example.
[เขำเป็ นคนที่ทอดทิ้งภรรยำให้เดียวดำย]1
[He is the one who abandons the wife]1
[คนไหนคือคนที่นิดแอบชอบ] 1
[Which one is the man whom Nid like]1

4.7 Same unit construction
Sometimes, a clause is split up by an insertion of
another clause. Carson and Marcu (2001)
proposed a multinuclear pseudo-relation called
“same-unit” which is the relation holding
between two parts of the clause that is being
interrupted. Though being separated part, the
same-unit construction is treated as one single
EDU. Same unit constructions can be found in
construction with relative clauses, appositives,
and parentheticals. The following example
shows an embedded unit in normal font and a
split EDU in boldface. The units subscripted as 1
and 3 are same unit constructions and are treated
as one EDU.
[ต่ อมาในสมัยหลังสมัยใหม่]1 [(Post-modern)]2 [ได้ เกิด
วรรณกรรมแนวทดลอง] 3
[Later in post-modern period]1 [Postmodern]2 [there comes an experimental literature]3

4.6 Phrases with strong markers
Phrases can be EDUs if they are preceded by
strong discourse markers. The strong discourse
markers are markers that not only function as
connectors but also have strong meaning to show
relation to other units in discourse. These
markers are important clues to identify EDU
boundaries and discourse relation between discourse units. In Thai, we found two kinds of
strong markers. One shows example relation and
the other shows purpose relation. Examples of
Thai strong discourse markers are เช่น...ฯลฯ-‘for
example…etc’, ได้แก่...เป็ นต้น-‘for example…etc’,
ยกตัวอย่ำงเช่น-‘for example’, อย่ำงเช่น-‘for example’,
เพื่อ-‘for’, etc. The markers are not strong makers
and do not make the following phrases an EDU
if they do not show neither example nor purpose
relation. The boldface in the following examples
show strong discourse markers followed by noun
phrases.

4.8 Punctuation
Punctuation is treated as a part of EDU. In Thai,
some punctuation can be used to identify EDU
boundary. From the data, we observed that
punctuation that is always at the end of EDU is
question mark (?). Punctuation that is in pairs
and usually found at the beginning and the end of
EDU is parenthesis ((…)) and quotation marks
(“…”). Other punctuation such as dash (-),
separator in numbered lists, comma (,), period
(.), colon (:), semi colon (;), Thai punctuation
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‘that+say’ since a non-finite clause is usually
introduced by these markers
However, testing finiteness of verb by inserting tense, aspect, mood markers, and infinitival
markers requires Thai native speaker to judge
whether the sentence is valid or not. This method
is not suitable for automatic segmentation. How
to determine finiteness automatically is a
challenging task.
The second problem is about Thai compound
noun. In Thai, a new word can be created by
forming a compound noun. One pattern of noun
compound is a noun + a transitive verb (+ a
noun). For example, หม้อกรองอำกำศ-‘air filter’ is
composed of a noun หม้อ-‘pot’, a transitive verb
กรอง-‘filter’, and a noun อำกำศ-‘air’. This compound noun may be incorrectly detected as a
sentence by a machine because its pattern is the
same as a sentence (Kriengket et al., 2007).
Thus, to avoid this kind of mistake in EDU
segmentation, compound noun boundary must be
disambiguated first.
The third problem is about syntactic ambiguity of a relative clause as in this example ลูกหลำน
ของคนยากจน-‘descendants of people that are poor’.
The verb ยำกจน-‘poor’ in boldface can be
analyzed as a relative clause without a relativizer
or a non-finite relative clause with คน-‘people’ in
italic as its head noun. The difficulty in EDU
segmentation is that this type of relative clause
does not have any clue to show that it is a nonfinite clause and should not be marked as EDU.
Moreover, the word ยำกจน-‘poor’ can be seen as a
modifying verb and the string คนยำกจน-‘people +
poor’ can be analyzed as a compound noun-‘poor
people’. In the latter case, it will be the problem
of compound noun identification discussed earlier.
The fourth problem is concerned with Thai
SVC. This is not quite a problem when segmenting EDUs manually. But when it comes to segmenting EDUs by a machine, Thai SVC identification can be a difficult task. Since Thai SVC is
a complex predicate structure consisting of two
or more finite verbs in which each verb can have
its object, it can be very confusing whether each
verb phrase should be segmented into separate
EDU or not. For example from the previous
section, the verb รอคอย-‘wait’ takes โชคชะตำ‘destiny’ as its direct object, serialized verbs มำ
พลิกผัน-‘come + change’ takes ชีวิต-‘life’ as its
direct object, and serialized verbs ให้แปรเปลี่ยนไป-

used to abbreviate certain words (ฯ), Thai punctuation used to indicate more of a like kind (ฯลฯ),
and Thai punctuation used to indicate repetition
(ๆ) usually appear inside EDU and do not play a
role in EDU boundary identification.

5

Implementation

To ensure that the proposed principles above are
suitable for automatic segmentation, we did a
pilot on automatic EDU segmentation. A set of
training data (90%) and testing data (10%) are
prepared using this guideline. The system relies
on Thai word segmentation and POS tagging as
preprocessing. We used support vector machine
training algorithm to build a model that assigns
EDU boundaries of strings of texts. In a preliminary experiment in which 240 EDUs are used in
the testing, the precision is 95% and the recall is
70%. This indicates that the proposed principles
are practical for automatic EDU segmentation.

6

Problem with Thai EDUs segmentation

Based on the use of the proposed principles on
the test data, we found some characteristics of
the Thai language that pose difficulties in identifying EDU boundaries. The problems we
encountered are as follows.
First, Thai verbs have only one form and are
not inflected for any grammatical information.
Therefore, they are difficult to be determined
whether they are finite or non-finite. But since
finiteness of verb is the main criterion for EDU
determination, this topic becomes an issue for
both manual and automatic EDU segmentation.
For manual EDU segmentation, it can be solved
because there are criteria to test whether the verb
is finite or non-finite. Since a finite verb is the
locus of grammatical information such as tense,
aspect, and mood, we can test finiteness of verb
by observing whether the verb in question
co-occur with time adverbs and aspect/mood
markers such as จะ-'irrealis marker', เคย'perfective marker', กำลัง-'progressive marker', and
แล้ว-'perfective marker'. In the case that there is
no overt marker, we can try inserting some of
those markers to verify its finiteness. In a similar
way, we can test whether the verb is non-finite
by inserting infinitival markers จะ‘irrealis
marker’, ที่จะ-‘that+irrealis marker’ and ที่วำ่ -

496

PACLIC-27

[คนเล่ำนิทำนไม่ได้เล่ำ]1[ว่ำ นำงเอื้อยในนิทำนเรื่ อง “ปลำบู่ทอง”
มีหน้ำตำ รู ปร่ ำง หรื อมีนิสยั ใจคออย่ำงไร]2
(Translation) The story teller did not tell how
Nang Uay in "Pla Boo Thong" looks like or
what personality she has.
In addition, Thai words can have multiple
meanings. For instance, a discourse marker ส่วน‘whereas’ can also be a noun meaning ‘part’.
Yet, a discourse marker of one form may have
several functions. For example, the word แล้ว can
be a sequential marker meaning ‘then’ and also a
perfective marker meaning ‘already’. Therefore,
POS tagging has to be applied correctly before
doing automatic EDU segmentation.

‘give + alter + go’ has no object. The correct
EDU segmentation is that the whole SVC should
be marked as one single EDU. This is why
automatic segmenting SVC is a challenging task.
[ขณะเดียวกันก็รอคอยโชคชะตำมาพลิกผันชีวิตให้ แปรเปลีย่ นไป]
(Literally) meanwhile + discourse marker +
wait + destiny + come + change + life +
give + alter + go
(Translation) Meanwhile, ∅ wait for the destiny to come and change the life.
The fifth problem is about clauses with no
overt discourse marker. Discourse marker is not
only an important clue to help identify the EDU
boundary but it also signals the type of rhetorical
relation holding between clauses. Normally, a
subordinate clause and coordinate clause are
linked to the other clause by a discourse marker.
However, it is possible for two clauses to have
rhetorical relation to each other without a
discourse marker between them. As in the example below, two clauses are holding consequence
relation between them without a consequence
marker. Without the presence of overt marker, a
machine may find it difficult to identify EDU
boundary.
[นโยบำยพลังงำนเป็ นเรื่ องใหญ่]1 [สำมำรถกระทบชีวิตคนทุกคน
ทั้งโดยตรงและโดยอ้อม]2
(Literally) [policy + energy + be + big deal]
[∅ + can + affect + every life + both +
directly + and + indirectly]
(Translation) Energy policy is a big deal
(because it) can affect everyone both directly
and indirectly.
The ambiguity of spaces can also cause a big
problem for EDU segmentation. In Thai, text is
written without a space between words. Instead,
a space is used in Thai text to segment parts of
discourse. However, the use of space in Thai text
can be ambiguous because not every space functions as a sentence or clause separator. This is
because Thai does not have strict and precise
convention of using a space. Thus, we cannot
rely on every space to determine EDU boundaries. To illustrate, the following sentences are all
correct and the meanings are the same, even
though the spaces are placed in different positions. Still, their EDU boundaries are all the
same.
[คนเล่ำนิทำนไม่ได้เล่ำ]1[ว่ำนำงเอื้อยในนิทำนเรื่ อง “ปลำบู่ทอง”
มีหน้ำตำรู ปร่ ำงหรื อมีนิสยั ใจคออย่ำงไร]2
[คนเล่ำนิทำนไม่ได้เล่ำ]1[ว่ำนำงเอื้อยในนิทำนเรื่ อง “ปลำบู่ทอง”
มีหน้ำตำ รู ปร่ ำง หรื อมีนิสยั ใจคออย่ำงไร]2

7

Conclusion

The principles of Thai EDU determination
proposed in this paper can be used as a guideline
to segment Thai EDUs in written text. The
creation of EDU segmented corpus is the first
step in building a resource for the study of Thai
discourse structure and automatically EDU
segmentation. We believe that EDU is a suitable
unit to be an input for Thai text processing
because Thai writing system does not use any
explicit marker for sentence boundary. Thai
discourse is a continuation of text chunks
holding together with or without a connection or
a discourse marker. However, we found that
determining EDUs in Thai text is not clear and
easy especially for a machine. Further studies on
automatic EDU segmentation using machine
learning algorithms should be explored. But in
order to do this, a corpus which is EDU
segmented using the principles proposed in this
study has to be built first. Therefore, the
guideline proposed in this paper is the essential
first step for this line of study.
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