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Abstract

Verbal humor requires readers to recover an intended interpretation from incongruity.
However, different linguistic routes may pose different demands on processing and
appreciation. While existing literature on verbal humor has focused primarily on nonliteral
meaning, less attention has been placed on morphophonological jokes. This study examined
humor processing and appreciation among Thai speakers by comparing four types of
morphophonological jokes. Thirty native speakers of Thai completed two experiments
between July and September 2025. The theoretical interpretation drew on Relevance
Theory, the Graded Salience Hypothesis, and Benign Violation Theory, while the joke
categories were operationalized using the adapted Dienhart’s (1999) classification of linguistic
triggers in punning riddles. Experiment 1 was a lexical decision task designed to establish a
baseline for lexical access across morphological-semantic, morphological, semantic,
phonological, and control conditions. Experiment 2 was a self-paced reading task using Thai
riddles, followed by 10-point appreciation ratings. Reaction times at the critical and spillover
regions were analyzed using mixed-effects regression models, whereas appreciation ratings
were analyzed using cumulative link mixed models. The models included demographic,
cognitive, psychological, and humor-style covariates, together with a participant-level
morphological priming index derived from Experiment 1. The lexical decision results revealed
facilitation for morphological and morpho-semantic relatedness, indicating sensitivity to

lexical and morpholosical structure. However, in Experiment 2, this baseline priming index
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did not reliably predict joke-processing reaction times or appreciation ratings. Appreciation
ratings stressed a clearer pattern. Homonymy and paraphony were evaluated more favorably
than hahaphony, while linguistic perspective contrasts suggested that same-form ambiguity
and near-sound resemblance supported appreciation more effectively than polysemy or
pseudomorphemic restructuring. By separating baseline lexical facilitation from online joke
processing and final appreciation, the study provides experimental evidence that structural
differences among Thai morphophonological jokes are more clearly reflected in evaluative
judgments than in immediate reading-time costs, highlighting the recoverability of linguistic

form as an important feature of humorous reinterpretation.

Keywords: humor processing; humor appreciation; Thai speakers; morphophonological jokes

Introduction

Humor comprehension embraces multiple interacting processes, including semantic
interpretation, pragmatic inference, and affective evaluation. These processes must be
proceeded under time constraints for humor to be successfully understood and appreciated
(McGraw & Warren, 2010). In verbal humor, listeners must detect incongruity and subsequently
reanalyze an initially possible interpretation in light of contextual cues (Attardo & Raskin, 1991).
This dynamic process places cognitive demands on language users, as multiple competing
interpretations may need to be activated, evaluated, and revised before the intended
humorous meaning is achieved (Giora, 1997; 2011).

From a cognitive-pragmatic perspective, humor comprehension depends on the
interaction between inferential processing and salience-driven activation. Under Relevance
Theory (RvT; Sperber & Wilson, 1986; 1995), listeners infer communicative intentions by
integrating linguistic input with contextual information. At the same time, the Graded Salience
Hypothesis (Giora, 1997; 2011) predicts that multiple meanings of a lexical item may be initially
activated, with more salient interpretations accessed earlier than less salient ones. Humor
may arise when an initially salient interpretation is subsequently overridden by a less salient
but contextually appropriate meaning, requiring reinterpretation.

A further issue concerns the linguistic characteristics of the humor under investigation.
Much of the existing literature has focused on irony or broader forms of pragmatic and
nonliteral language processing, whereas morphophonological humor has received

comparatively less attention (Haimi & Pesonen, 2017; Zurlo & Ruggiero, 2021). This type of
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verbal humor provides a useful route for examining how ambiguity is resolved through lexical
and phonological structures (Dienhart, 1999). This issue is of particular linguistic interest in
Thai, where morphophonological variation can play an important role in meaning construction.

In the present study, the term morphophonological jokes refers to riddle-based verbal
humor in which humorous reinterpretation depends on a recoverable relationship between
linguistic form and an alternative interpretation. The term is used broadly to accommodate
four linguistic routes examined in the study: polysemy, in which one lexical form evokes
related meanings; homonymy, in which the same form (either orthographically or
phonologically) evokes unrelated meanings; paraphony, in which reinterpretation depends on
near-sound resemblance; and hahaphony, in which humor involves playful pseudomorphemic
segmentation or restructuring.

Semantic interpretation is therefore necessary for the comprehension of all four joke
types; however, semantic content is not the primary basis of comparison in the present study.
The analysis does not compare jokes according to their semantic topics or propositional
content. Instead, it focuses on the linguistic route through which an alternative interpretation
becomes recoverable, including lexical identity, semantic relatedness, phonological
resemblance, and apparent morphological structure.

Thai provides particularly clear illustrations of these form-based relations. In the
paraphonic example used in the present study, lap ‘sleep’ and l(dp ‘secret’ differ in tone but
remain sufficiently similar in phonological form to support reinterpretation from the meaning
prompted by the question to the intended answer. Hahaphony involves a more radical
restructuring. In Pa.la.wa.t “act madly’, the initial sequence ?a. can be playfully interpreted
as the independent kinship term ?a; ‘aunt/uncle’, although it is not morphologically
separable from the word in ordinary use. These examples illustrate how tonal contrast,
syllabic form, and apparent morphemic boundaries can participate directly in Thai humorous
reinterpretation.

The present study addressed this gap by examining morphophonological humor
processing and appreciation among Thai speakers. It focused on both processing speed and
humor appreciation ratings across different types of linguistic ambiguity. The aim was to
determine whether observable differences were associated with joke type, demographic
factors, or both. In doing so, the study sought to contribute to research on the linguistic
characteristics of verbal humor by bringing Thai morphophonological humor into closer

empirical discussion (Phakdeephasook, 2003; Bischetti et al., 2019).
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Beyond its theoretical relevance, identifying linguistic structures that make humorous
reinterpretation more recoverable may also offer practical implications for the construction
and use of verbal humor. Joke writers, comedians, advertisers, and other communication
professionals may benefit from preserving recognizable form-based cues while introducing
incongruity, thereby allowing audiences to recover the intended alternative interpretation.
These implications should nevertheless be considered provisional rather than prescriptive, as
the present study examined a limited set of Thai riddle-based stimuli. The controlled
experimental setting may also have elicited responses different from those arising when
humor is exchanged spontaneously among interlocutors. Consequently, the present findings

should not be generalized directly to naturally occurring humorous interaction.

Literature Review

Although humor has been examined from many perspectives, the present study
focuses on theoretical accounts most relevant to verbal humor and its linguistic processing.
The literature review begins with broad theories of verbal humor in order to explain how
humor arises from incongruity, script opposition, and benign violation. It then turns to
pragmatic and processing-oriented accounts, especially Relevance Theory (Sperber & Wilson,
1986) and the Graded Salience Hypothesis (Giora, 1997), which help explain how readers move
from an initially available interpretation to a less expected but contextually appropriate one.
The final part of the review focuses on morphophonological jokes, with particular attention
to how lexical ambiguity, sound similarity, and pseudomorphemic restructuring provide
different routes to humorous reinterpretation. These accounts allow Thai morphophonological
jokes to be examined as structured linguistic phenomena, rather than as one broad category
of verbal humor.

A central claim in linguistic approaches to verbal humor is that humor does not arise
from ambiguity alone. A text becomes humorous when it allows two contrasting scripts or
interpretations to be activated, and when the reader recognizes a shift from one interpretive
frame to another (Raskin, 1985). This view was later developed into a broader account of
verbal humor in which script opposition is only one part of the humorous mechanism. Verbal
humor also depends on the linguistic resources that make the opposition available, including
wording, narrative organization, and the placement of the humorous turn (Attardo & Raskin,
1991). For the present study, this framing is useful as it treats jokes as structured linguistic

objects rather than as general humorous stimuli.
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A related issue concerns why some incongruities become humorous whilst others do
not. Incongruity is not always sufficient, for an unexpected or inappropriate element may
simply be confusing, offensive, or meaningless. According to Tom Veatch (1998), humor is
more likely to emerge when the violation remains acceptable, safe, or interpretable within
the context. Benign Violation Theory (McGraw & Warren, 2010) further develops this idea by
proposing that humor arises when something is perceived as a violation and, at the same time,
as benign. Although this account has often been applied to social norms, taboo topics, or
harmless transgressions, it is also useful for linguistic humor. A morphophonological joke may
violate an expected lexical, phonolosgical, or semantic pattern, but the violation remains
benign when the reader can still recover the intended meaning. In this sense, the humorous
effect depends not only on disruption, but also on recoverability.

From a pragmatic perspective, verbal humor also depends on the reader’s ability to
infer why an utterance is expressed in a particular way. Relevance Theory, hereafter RvT, treats
utterance comprehension as an inferential process rather than a direct decoding of linguistic
form. The hearer or reader integrates linguistic input with contextual assumptions in order to
arrive at an optimally relevant interpretation (Sperber & Wilson, 1986; 1995). As per this view,
the intended humorous meaning is often not the first interpretation that becomes available.
Readers may initially be guided toward one interpretation before recognizing that another
interpretation better explains the utterance. Humor therefore depends not only on what is
said, but also on the reader’s recovery of why it is said in that particular form (Yus, 2016).

A more processing-oriented account can be drawn from the Graded Salience
Hypothesis. Meanings differ in salience, and more salient meanings are usually activated earlier
than less salient alternatives, even when the less salient interpretation is ultimately more
appropriate in context (Giora, 1997). This is relevant to verbal humor because many jokes
require readers to move beyond an initially available interpretation and recover a less
expected one. Since salient meanings are not easily suppressed, humorous reinterpretation
may involve competition between an early activated meaning and a later contextually
supported interpretation (Giora, 2003; 2011). Extended from this theoretical ground,
morphophonological jokes also often depend on a shift from an expected lexical or
phonological route to an alternative humorous reading.

With a morphophonological focus, riddle-based verbal humor can be understood

through several linguistic triggers, including polysemy, homonymy, paraphony, and hahaphony
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(Dienhart, 1999). These categories distinguish different ways in which a joke can guide the
reader from an initially available interpretation to an alternative humorous reading.

Polysemy involves a single lexical form with multiple related meanings. In the present
Thai materials, tTU. may mean ‘hold’ or ‘observe’, as in observing religious precepts; the riddle
initially activates the physical meaning ‘hold” before the answer redirects the reader toward the
related conventional meaning ‘observe’. Homonymy involves identical or highly similar forms
associated with unrelated meanings. For example, hu. initially denotes the hearing organ ‘ear’,
whereas the answer activates the unrelated exclamative use glossed as ‘Oh!’.

Paraphony depends on near-sound resemblance rather than complete form identity.
The pair lap ‘sleep’ and (dp ‘secret’, for example, differs phonologically in tone while
remaining sufficiently similar to allow the intended expression to be recovered. Hahaphony
involves a still less conventional relationship between form and meaning. In the present
materials, Pa. ‘aunt/uncle’ is playfully treated as if it were an independent morpheme within
Pa.lawa.t ‘act madly’, although such segmentation is not licensed in ordinary morphology.
The four categories therefore represent different linguistic routes by which an initially available
interpretation can be displaced by a humorous alternative.

Thai provides a particularly useful context for examining form-based verbal humor.
Previous research has demonstrated that Thai noun compounding can itself create structural
ambiguity and provide a productive resource for humorous interpretation (Jaroenkiatboworn,
2007). More recent work on contemporary Thai entertainment has likewise identified
wordplay, phonetic patterning, ambiguity, and sound distortion as recurrent strategies for
constructing humor (Woraseeha, 2024). These observations complement earlier accounts of
Thai riddling practices (Phakdeephasook, 2003) and demonstrate that Thai humor can exploit
linguistic form at several levels. In particular, tonal contrasts, syllabic structure, lexical
ambiguity, compound structure, and apparent morphemic boundaries may alter the
relationship between a perceived form and its interpretation. Thai morphophonological jokes
are therefore theoretically useful because they allow the interaction among lexical,
phonological, morphological, and contextual cues to be examined within a single language.

Recent research has increasingly examined verbal humor through online and
neurocognitive measures. Zheng and Wang (2022), using eye tracking with Chinese homophone
puns, demonstrated that contextual support for a less salient homophone was associated
with both online reading behavior and humor appreciation. Using related homophone-pun

materials, the researchers further demonstrated an association between humor experience
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and ongoing reading behavior, illustrating that processing and evaluative responses need not
map onto one another straightforwardly. More recently, Li et al. (2025) provided ERP and
oscillatory evidence that verbal-humor processing recruits greater attentional resources than
non-humorous processing. Within Thai, Woraseeha (2024) also demonstrated the continuing
importance of wordplay, phonetic patterning, ambiguity, and sound manipulation in
contemporary humor. These studies point to growing interest in the interaction among
linguistic form, online processing, and humor experience. However, comparatively little work
has directly compared multiple morphophonological routes within Thai while linking a non-
humorous lexical-access baseline to both online reading times and final appreciation.

The literature stresses that verbal humor should be examined at the level of linguistic
structure. General theories of humor explain why incongruity, opposition, and benign violation
are central to humorous effects. Pragmatic and processing-oriented accounts explain how
readers move from an initially available interpretation to a less expected but contextually
appropriate one. Morphophonological jokes introduce a further level of details by
demonstrating that the route to reinterpretation may differ depending on whether the joke
relies on polysemy, homonymy, paraphony, or hahaphony. The originality of the present study
lies in bringing these distinctions into empirical discussion through Thai data. Rather than
treating humor as a general pragmatic ability, the study examines how specific
morphophonological structures shape both online processing and final appreciation.

The present study therefore investigates humor processing and appreciation among
Thai speakers by comparing different types of morphophonological jokes. By combining a
lexical-access task with a humor-processing task, the study distinguishes between general
lexical facilitation and later humorous reinterpretation. In so doing, it contributes to linguistic
research on verbal humor by illustrating how Thai morphophonological jokes can serve as
evidence for the interaction between lexical structure, sound similarity, contextual inference,

and humorous evaluation.

Methodology
Participants

The study included 30 native speakers of Thai (5 males and 25 females; Mage = 26.73
years, SD = 8.25). Eligibility required participants to be native Thai speakers, to report no visual
or hearing impairment, substance abuse, neurological disorders, or mental health conditions,

and to obtain a pre-recruitment GHQ score not exceeding 1. Note that GHQ was used as a
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pre-recruitment screening measure rather than as an experimental outcome. As the study
examined both reaction-time performance and affective evaluation of humor, elevated
current psychological distress was treated as a potential source of unwanted participant-level
variation in cognitive and evaluative performance. Accordingly, only candidates with GHQ
scores not exceeding 1 were invited to participate in the experimental stage. The GHQ thus
served to establish a relatively psychologically stable participant pool prior to testing, whereas
the BDI-ll, administered during the experimental session, was retained as a continuous
covariate to account for residual individual variation in depressive symptoms.

Of the final sample, 23 participants held a bachelor’s degree and seven had completed a
graduate degree; 19 were students and 11 were employed. The study employed a within-
participant repeated-measures design: each participant contributed 50 experimental lexical-
decision trials in Experiment 1 and 20 experimental riddle trials in Experiment 2. This repeated-
measures structure provided multiple within-participant observations for estimating condition
effects, although it does not remove the limitations associated with a modest participant sample.

No a priori power analysis was conducted to determine the sample size. The sample
size was determined by available eligible participant pool. The modest sample size is therefore
acknowledged as a limitation, particularly for participant-level covariate estimates.

The gender distribution was unequal, with substantially fewer male than female
participants. Biological sex was not a primary variable of theoretical interest and was included
only as a covariate in the statistical models. Given the small number of male participants, the
present data are not suitable for drawing conclusions about sex-related differences in humor
processing or appreciation. The imbalance also limits the demographic representativeness of

the sample and should be considered when generalizing the findings.

Instruments

Participants completed instruments assessing demographic, cognitive, and
psychological characteristics. At recruitment, they completed a language and demographic
background questionnaire covering age, biological sex, education, occupation, and language
background. General mental well-being was assessed using the Thai version of the General
Health Questionnaire (GHQ; Nilchaikovit et al., 1996). During data collection, attentional and
executive control were examined via the Attention Network Test for Interaction (ANTI; Callejas
et al.,, 2004), and working memory capacity was measured using the Corsi Block-Tapping Task

(Corsi, 1972), both administered through online platforms. Participants also completed the
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Humor Style Questionnaire (HSQ; Martin et al,, 2003), using a Thai version translated by the
researcher, and the Thai version of the Beck Depression Inventory-Il (BDI-Il; Thavichachart et
al,, 2009). These demographic, cognitive, and psychological measures were included as

covariates in the statistical analyses where relevant.

Experiments
Two experimental tasks were designed to examine lexical access as a prerequisite for

processing verbal humor involving morphophonological plays.

Experiment 1: Lexical Access

This lexical decision task, following the experiment of Chanchaochai (2019), was used
to measure the participants’ baseline lexical processing speed, included to account for
individual differences in general language processing that may influence humor
comprehension. The prime-target pairs were classified into five conditions according to the
relationship between the root and the comparison item. The morphological-semantic (MS)
condition contained the root form as a morphological constituent while retaining a
semantically related interpretation. The morphological (M) condition shared the relevant
morphological form with the root but did not preserve the same semantic relationship
represented in the MS condition. The semantic (S) condition was semantically related to the
root without sharing its relevant morphological form. The phonological (Ph) condition
contained a phonologically similar form but lacked the intended morphological and semantic
relationship to the root. Finally, the control (C) condition was selected to provide no intended
morphological, semantic, or phonological relationship to the root. Table 1 illustrates these
distinctions using the root mé&. ‘mother’. The task assessed whether different types of lexical

relatedness facilitated access to the target word.

Table 1

Stimuli sample for experiment 1

Root MS M S Ph C

Thai wal wiLin wsitadn 130N \nAous Weuly

IPA mé: mé: dek’ mé: ek ma.n da. klWa r€: thian khéj
Meaning ‘mother’ ‘mother’

‘mother’ ‘magnet’ < ‘mineral’ < ‘candle’ <

(whole) < (formal)
Meaning ‘mother’ ‘mother’ + NA ‘salt’ + ‘candle’ +
(parts) + ‘child’ ‘iron’ ‘mineral’ ‘fat’
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In this experiment, each condition was observed 10 times. In addition, 200 filler items
were included and distributed using a Latin square design. Participants were asked to decide
whether each letter string formed an actual Thai word.

Experiment 2: Morphophonological Humor Processing

This self-paced reading task was designed to examine participants’ reaction times at
the point of disambiguation. It specifically examined whether resolving linguistic ambiguity
requires additional processing time. The experimental materials comprised 20 Thai riddles,
with five items representing each of four morphophonological categories: polysemy,
homonymy, paraphony, and hahaphony. An additional 40 question-response fillers were
included, producing 60 trials for each participant. The experimental riddles were constructed
by the researcher based on the adapted classification of Dienhart’s (1999). Note that an expert
in experimental linguistics was invited to verify the items in terms of linguistic classification
and experimental suitability of the stimuli. No separate formal cultural-validation or pretesting
procedure was conducted to quantify comprehensibility, perceived naturalness, cultural
appropriateness, or prior familiarity before the main experiment. Accordingly, possible
variation in these characteristics across items is acknowledged as a limitation of the stimulus
set.

Candidate items were retained when the question established an initially plausible
interpretation and the response provided a recoverable alternative interpretation
corresponding to one of the four predefined linguistic categories: polysemy, homonymy,
paraphony, hahaphony.

(1) Polysemy

A: thuu: ?z‘a.raj maj  puat khE:n
hold what NEG ache arm

‘What can one hold without getting arm pain?’

B: thul: siin pEt
observe precept eight
‘Observe the eight precepts.’
(2) Homonymy
A: hU:  araj tham palk kwaln
ear what make mouth wide

‘What kind of ear makes the mouth wide?”
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B hU. phemn fgan
Oh!  expensive INTENS

‘Oh! That’s very expensive.’

(3) Paraphony
A: lap ?a.raj ham klon ru:
sleep what forbid person know

‘What kind of sleep must not be known by others?’

B: lap (t&p) sut Dt
sleep (secret) extreme peak
‘Top secret.’

(4) Hahaphony

A: Pa: ?z‘a.raj t/éhﬁip s\llahr] dahn
uncle what like sound loud

‘Which uncle likes to make loud noise?’

B:  Pallawalt
act madly
‘Act madly.’

The Thai word thU. as in (1) is played polysemously. That is, its meaning ‘to hold” is
activated first according to the context of the question and later its less salient definition ‘to
observe certain rules’ is activated by the answer. In Thai, the definitions of thull: as in (1) are
related to one another. Meanwhile in (2), a homophonous play of the word hU. is present.
The context of the question guides the hearer to think of its meaning related to an organ.
Later, the answer activates the less expected use of hU. as an exclamative expression in Thai.
In this case, both of its meanings, an organ for hearing and an exclamative expression, are not

related. They accidentally sound identically.
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In (3), the modified sound of (dp (secret) as (ap (sleep) is used in the question to steer
the reader’s processing toward the meaning of the latter. However, the interpretation toward
secret is more appropriate according to the further attribute given in the answer. Both (dp
(secret) and (ap (sleep) best exemplify the paraphonic play. Finally, the pseudomorpheme
Pa’in (4) is the main source of humor. The word ?a,', referring to an aunt or an uncle, is
presented in the question to trick the hearer to think that the answer should be something
about relatives. However, the solution Pa’lawalt (act madly) allows the humorous
interpretation to emerge as the riddle plays with the apparent morpheme Pal, though not
genuinely extractable in ordinary morphology.

Besides the observations, 40 filler items in question-response format were included
and rearranged in sets using a Latin square design. In total, each participant completed 60
trials in this task. Each trial was followed by a 10-point rating in which participants evaluated
how funny they found the question-response pair, with 1 indicating not funny at all and 10
indicating truly funny. In the present study, this measure is referred to as humor appreciation,
representing participants’ subjective evaluative judgment of the humorous stimulus rather

than an objective measure of successful humor communication.

Data collection procedures

Data collection consisted of a pre-recruitment stage and an experimental stage. In the
pre-recruitment stage, interested individuals completed an application form containing the
first part of the language and demographic backeround questionnaire and GHQ. Only
candidates with GHQ scores not exceeding 1 were invited to the experimental stage to reduce
possible confounds related to psychological distress or health-related factors. In the
experimental stage, participants read an information sheet, provided written informed
consent, and completed the tasks in the following order: ANTI, the Corsi block-tapping task,
Experiment 1, Experiment 2, the second part of the language and demographic background
questionnaire, HSQ, and BDI-Il. The BDI-Il was administered to quantify individual variation in
depressive symptoms for inclusion as a continuous covariate in the statistical analyses.
Practice sessions were provided before the ANTI and each experimental task to familiarize

participants with the procedures prior to the actual trials.
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Research ethics

This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board of Chulalongkorn
University (COA No. 504/67; Research Project No. 670362). Prior to the data collection, all
participants were informed about the purpose of the study and the procedures involved.
Written informed consent was obtained from each participant. They were also informed that
their data would be treated confidentially and anonymously and that they could withdraw
from the study at any point without penalty. The study was conducted in accordance with

the approved protocol.

Statistical analysis

Data were analyzed using mixed-effects models to account for repeated observations
across participants and items. Experimental condition was treated as the main predictor in the
lexical decision task, whilst joke type was treated as the main predictor in the humor-
processing and appreciation analyses. Relevant demographic, cognitive, psychological, and
item-level covariates were included, while all continuous predictors were standardized prior
to model fitting. Reaction times below 5 ms and above 5000 ms were excluded, log-
transformed, and further inspected through residual-based model criticism. In addition,
observations with standardized residuals beyond +2.5 SD were excluded before refitting the
primary models (Harald Baayen & Milin, 2010). Model diagnostics included residual normality,
heteroscedasticity, influential observations, multicollinearity, convergence, and singular fit. As
per the appreciation ratings, cumulative link mixed models were fitted, for the 10-point scale
was treated as ordinal (Burkner & Vuorre, 2019). Gaussian LMMs and Gamma GLMMs were

considered as sensitivity checks where appropriate.

Results

Experiment 1: Lexical access

Regarding the control condition, both M and MS accommodated faster responses.
Condition M held a negative coefficient, indicating shorter standardized logRT than Condition
C (B =-0.151, SE = 0.060, p < .05). Likewise, Condition MS demonstrated the same direction
with a larger estimate (B = -0.205, SE = 0.062, p < .05). Meanwhile, Conditions Ph (B = -0.061,
SE = 0.066, p = .36) and S (B = 0.042, SE = 0.063, p = .50), despite relatedness toward target

words, failed to significantly accommodate faster lexical access speed. In addition, among
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covariates included in the model, grapheme count was positively associated with RT (B =
0.201, SE = 0.014, p < .05), indicating slower RTs for longer stimuli.

In conclusion, Experiment 1 suggested that lexical access was facilitated by
morphological and morpho-semantic relatedness. The findings suggested Thai speakers were

sensitive to lexical and morphological relations in a non-humorous task.

Experiment 2: Morphophonological joke processing and appreciation

The analyses toward the statistical models for Experiment 2 were divided into two
parts: the RTs obtained from the critical and spillover regions (Giora, 2011; Marsden et al,,

2018; Jegerski & Keating, 2023), and for the appreciative ratings (Sperber & Wilson, 1986; 1995).

Reading Times at the Critical and Spillover Regions

With hahaphony as the reference condition, no joke category attained the statistical
significance threshold: Homonymy (B = -0.025, SE = 0.063, p = .69), paraphony (B = 0.041, SE
= 0.065, p = .53), and polysemy (B = -0.086, SE = 0.067, p = .20).

Thousgh the joke types did not exhibit a broad critical-region effect in the primary
hahaphony-reference model, several covariates indicated associations with the RTs. Age (B =
0.486, SE = 0.173, p < .05), executive control (B = 0.246, SE = 0.114, p < .05) and student status
(B = 0.702, SE = 0.248, p < .05) were positively associated with RTs. Note that these effects
are treated as covariate adjustments rather than as the main interpretive result as they are
not the central theoretical focus of the article.

Pertaining to the priming effect index, the model did not indicate its effects on the
critical-region RT in the model (B = -0.009, SE = 0.112, p = .94), suggesting an extremely small
effect and non-significant index. Thus, the critical-region data provide no evidence that the
morphological priming effects obtained from Experiment 1 could explain immediate
morphophonolosgical joke processing in morphophonological joke processing.

In addition to the hahaphony-reference model, other models with different reference
levels were fitted to observe the linguistic domain comparisons: semantics (polysemy versus
homonymy), morphology (paraphony versus hahaphony), and phonology (homonymy versus
paraphony). First, the semantic contrast did not demonstrate a reliable difference between
polysemy and homonymy (B = 0.061, SE = 0.066, p = .35). Thus, jokes designed with a shift
between related lexical meanings were processed neither more quickly, nor more slowly than

those relying on unrelated meanings with the same form at the point of disambiguation.
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Likewise, the phonological contrast indicated no reliable effect. In the homonymy-
reference reduced model, paraphony did not differ from homonymy (B = 0.066, SE = 0.064,
p =.30), stressing that near-sound resemblance feature did not generate a measurable critical-
region effect relative to ambiguity with similar phonological form. The contrast on the
morphological perspective demonstrated the same overall pattern. That is, hahaphony did
not impose different processing time cost (B = -0.041, SE = 0.065, p = .53). This finding
underlined that the additional restructuring demand was not clearly reflected in critical-region
RT when compared with phonologically recoverable sound play.

The contrasts across linguistic perspective did not provide strong evidence that
semantic, phonological, or pseudomorphological routes induced clearly different critical-
region RT. Any structural differences among the joke types may therefore have emerged more
clearly in later evaluative judgment than in immediate RT.

Regarding the RTs in the spillover region, the findings based on the hahaphony-reference
model did not demonstrate reliable effects across joke types: homonymy (B = -0.036, SE =
0.123, p = .77), paraphony (B = 0.046, SE = 0.123, p = .71), and polysemy (B = -0.140, SE = 0.123,
p = .26). In addition, the participant-level priming predictor was likewise not significant (B = -0.055,
SE = 0.114, p = .63). Thus, as in the critical region, baseline morphological facilitation from
Experiment 1 did not explain RT differences at the post-critical cue region.

The contrasts based on the three linguistic angles pointed to the similar overall
conclusion. As per the semantic contrast, homonymy did not differ reliably from polysemy
(B =0.104, SE = 0.123, p = .40), indicating that the distinction between related lexical meanings
and unrelated meanings sharing form was not reflected in this region. For the phonological
contrast, no reliable differences between paraphony and homonymy were significant
(B =0.082, SE =0.123, p = .51), This highlights that near-sound resemblance did not contribute
to a measurable post-critical cost relative to same-form ambiguity. Likewise, the morphology-
related contrast exhibited no reliable effect, as hahaphony did not differ from paraphony
(B = -0.046, SE = 0.123, p = .71). In other words, pseudomorphemic restructuring did not
produce a measurable spillover-region difference compared to phonologically recoverable
sound play.

It could be concluded that the spillover-region findings did not highlight clear evidence
that semantic, phonological, or pseudomorphological routes triggered different post-critical
processing speed. The hahaphony-reference model did not stress broader differences among

joke types, while the three linguistic contrasts were non-significant. Furthermore, the priming
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effect index did not predict spillover RT. The Gamma GLMM sensitivity checks stressed the
similar substantive conclusion. The spillover data therefore underline that any structural
differences among the joke types were not robustly expressed as delayed RT effects, and that
the clearest evidence for joke-type differences should be further explored in the appreciation
ratings rather than in post-critical RT.

Humor appreciation scores

In addition to processing time, appreciation ratings were analyzed as the evaluative
outcome of this experiment. Contrary to RT, the score data reveal the participants’ final
judgment toward each morphophonological joke worked after the humorous interpretation
had been reached. As per the descriptive statistics, uneven appreciation across joke types was
found across all joke types. That is, homonymy received the highest mean rating (M = 5.65,
SD = 2.80), followed by paraphony (M = 5.57, SD = 2.80). Meanwhile, hahaphony (M = 4.87,
SD = 2.68) and polysemy (M = 4.84, SD = 2.63) were reported with lower averaged ratings.

In the hahaphony-reference model, it was demonstrated that homonymy (B = 0.691,
SE = 0.306, p = .024) and paraphony (B = 0.643, SE = 0.308, p = .037) were rated with higher
appreciation ratings than hahaphony. In contrast, polysemy did not differ from hahaphony (B
= 0.036, SE = 0.306, p = .91). Therefore, a clearer evaluative separation between hahaphony
and the two form-based joke types, homonymy and paraphony, were stressed than between
hahaphony and polysemy.

In addition, the priming effect index was not able to predict appreciation ratings.
According to the primary CLMM, the index did not reach the statistical significance threshold
(B =-0.510, SE = 0.355, p = .15). The contrasts across three linguistic perspectives were in
parallel with the interpretation of the score pattern. Semantically, homonymy was rated higher
than polysemy (B = 0.655, SE = 0.305, p < .05).

Contrastively, a different pattern was observed from the phonological contrast.
Paraphony did not differ from homonymy (B = -0.048, SE = 0.305, p = .87), underlying that
near-sound resemblance and same-form ambiguity contributed to comparable appreciation
levels. As per the morphological domain, hahaphony was found to contrast paraphony. That
is, hahaphony received significantly lower ratings than paraphony (B = -0.643, SE = 0.308, p <
.05).

In conclusion, the findings regarding the appreciation scores underscore a pattern not
evident in the RT analyses. The critical and spillover RT models revealed limited evidence for

differences among the linguistically defined routes, whilst the score model differentiated the
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joke types more clearly. Same-form ambiguity and near-sound resemblance appear to have
supported appreciation more effectively than related lexical ambiguity or pseudomorphemic
restructuring in the present data.

Across both experiments, the results demonstrated a rather clear contrast between
processing time and evaluative judgment. Experiment 1 highlighted that lexical access was
facilitated by morphological and morpho-semantic relatedness, providing a baseline for the
humor task. Meanwhile In Experiment 2, this baseline facilitation did not reliably predict either
critical-region or spillover-region RT. All models of the processing speed did not reveal
evidence that the three linguistic routes toward reinterpretation induced different online
processing patterns. The appreciation ratings however pointed to a clearer structure.
Homonymy and paraphony were rated more favorably than hahaphony. The analytical
contrasts suggested that same-form ambiguity and near-sound resemblance were more
associated with appreciation than polysemy or pseudomorphemic restructuring. Thus, joke

structure was more visible in final appreciation than in immediate or post-critical RT.

Discussion
Lexical access and priming effect index as a baseline for humor processing

Experiment 1 served as both lexical-access evidence and a non-humorous baseline for
interpreting Experiment 2. The facilitation as observed from the morphological and morpho-
semantic conditions demonstrates that participants were sensitive to lexical and
morphological relatedness in lexical decision. Nevertheless, the priming effect index failed
predict RTs or appreciation ratings in the humor task, even after joke type and covariates were
considered. This pinpoints that morphophonological humor processing cannot be reduced to
general morphological facilitation. Rather, lexical access provides only a baseline condition.
That is, joke comprehension and appreciation depend on whether each joke type offers a

recoverable route from an unexpected answer to a humorous reinterpretation.

Online processing and the limited evidence of RT differences

Neither the critical nor spillover-region RT models exhibited reliable differences among
joke types. At the critical region, the hahaphony-reference model and contrasts did not
distinguish semantic, phonological, and pseudomorphological routes, suggesting no clear
evidence of different immediate processing costs. However, the spillover models also

demonstrated no reliable joke-type differences. The priming effect index did not predict post-
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critical RT. This absence of robust RT effects may reflect the short answer segments, which
typically contained only three syllables. Longer answer regions may be needed to determine

whether such effects emerge later.

Appreciation ratings and routes to humorous reinterpretation

The appreciation ratings provided a clearer direction toward how morphophonological
structure shaped humor evaluation. Unlike RTs, appreciation ratings capture participants’ final
judgment after the intended interpretation has been recovered. The results underline that
humor appreciation was driven less by general processing ease than by the recoverability and
resolution of the reinterpretive route. Homonymy was rated higher than polysemy, indicating
that semantic relatedness alone was not sufficient to produce stronger appreciation. Instead,
the sharper shift in homonymy may have supported a clearer movement between competing
interpretations, rendering the humorous resolution more salient as a joke (Raskin, 1985;
Attardo & Raskin, 1991).

Paraphony was appreciated as strongly as homonymy and more strongly than
hahaphony. This pattern pinpoints that near-sound resemblance can guide readers toward the
intended humorous meaning as effectively as same-form ambiguity, whilst hahaphony requires
a more marked pseudomorphemic restructuring that may be less reliably recoverable.

Overall, the appreciation results indicate that higher-rated morphophonological humor
in the present task was associated with a recoverable route to reinterpretation with sufficient
contrast. The linguistic form must provide enough information for readers to recover the
intended meaning while also allowing an interpretive shift to be evaluated as humorous.
Importantly, successful linguistic decoding should not be equated with successful humor
communication. A participant may recover the intended alternative meaning without finding
the stimulus highly amusing, and a favorable numerical rating does not necessarily entail
spontaneous laughter, smiling, emotional engagement, or social success in an interpersonal
setting. The present measures therefore distinguish processing effort, meaning recovery, and
subjective appreciation, but do not directly measure observable amusement or the
interpersonal success of a joke.

The Thai data also allow the appreciation pattern to be interpreted in relation to
language-specific form-meaning resources. The paraphonic contrast between lap ‘sleep’ and
lap ‘secret’ illustrates how a tonal difference can redirect lexical interpretation while

preserving substantial phonological similarity. Hahaphony, by contrast, requires the reader to
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treat 2a. ‘aunt/uncle’ as an apparent morpheme within Pa.lawa.t ‘act madly’, although
this segmentation is not available in the ordinary morphological structure of the word. This
difference may help explain why paraphony was appreciated more strongly than hahaphony
in the present data: the former preserves a recognizable phonological pathway to the
intended expression, whereas the latter requires a less conventional restructuring of linguistic
form. This interpretation is consistent with previous observations that Thai humor makes
productive use of compounding, ambiguity, wordplay, phonetic patterning, and sound
manipulation (Jaroenkiatboworn, 2007; Woraseeha, 2024). These properties do not imply that
Thai is unique in exploiting phonological or morphological humor; rather, Thai provides an
informative linguistic setting in which tonal, syllabic, lexical, and apparent morphemic
relationships can jointly contribute to humorous reinterpretation. At the same time, these
morphophonological mechanisms constitute only one part of a rather broader Thai humor
repertoire. The four categories examined here therefore should not be interpreted as
representing the full range of Thai humor, which may also draw on discourse, performance,

social relationships, cultural references, and other verbal and nonverbal conventions.

Theoretical implications
Relevance Theory (RvT)

As per RvT, the way readers have to infer the intended meaning embedded with
statements is relevant to the self-paced reading task that the participants had to do. The
stimuli become humorous only when the readers can construct an interpretation, which make
the “inferential effort worthwhile (Sperber & Wilson, 1986, 1995; Yus, 2016). As per the
appreciation findings, it was suggested that homonymy and paraphony supported this process
more effectively than hahaphony.

This pattern may be explained by the quality of the cues available for reinterpretation.
Homonymy preserves morphological identity, whereas paraphony provides sufficient sound
resemblance to guide readers back to the intended expression (Yus, 2016). Hahaphony, by
contrast, depends on a less conventional restructuring of form, requiring readers to accept a
playful rather than conventionally licensed morphemic analysis. Its lower appreciation
therefore suggests that successful verbal humor depends not only on incongruity, but also on

how recoverable the relevant interpretation is.
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Benign Violation Theory (BVT)

The appreciation pattern can also be interpreted through BVT (McGraw & Warren,
2010), arguing that humor emerges when a violation is perceived as acceptable or playful
rather than merely wrong or confusing. However, in the present study, the relevant violation
is linguistic, unlike moral or social violation as discussed in previous studies related to the
theory.

The jokes disrupt ordinary expectations about how meanings, sounds, and word forms
should relate to one another. Homonymy and paraphony appear to keep this violation
relatively recoverable. That is, homonymy preserves the same form while shifting meaning,
whilst paraphony preserves sufficient sound resemblance to guide the readers toward the
intended expression. Hahaphony, by contrast, requires a less conventional pseudomorphemic
restructuring. Its lower appreciation ratings point out that a linguistic violation may become
less successful as humor when the route to recovery is less direct.

In this sense, the findings extend the application of Benign Violation Theory to
morphophonological humor. The discussion suggests that such disruption can support humor
when readers can still recover it as playful word use, but becomes less effective when the
intended reinterpretation is harder to stabilize.

In details, homonymy and paraphony may have been appreciated more as their
violations were easier to remain benign. Homonymy shifts meaning while preserving the same
form. Paraphony changes the form but preserves enough sound resemblance to aid recovery.
Furthermore, hahaphony requires the reader to accept a pseudomorphemic restructuring that
does not belong to ordinary morphology. The violation is still linguistic play, but becomes too
challenging to resolve smoothly (McGraw et al,, 2012). If the intended meaning is not
recovered with sufficient confidence, the violation risks remaining strange rather than funny.

This point explains why the RT and score results diverged. A reader may process the
answer without a measurable delay. However, the final judement still depends on whether
the violation becomes recoverable and worthwhile. The study therefore extends BVT into the
domain of linguistic form. That is, morphophonological humor succeeds when the violation
of lexical, phonological, or morphological expectation remains recoverable enough to be

treated as playful.

[ 220]



NI seETuITeuasinmg uIng1fevandend, 8(2): wawaau - davnAu 2569

Research and Development Institute Joumal of Chaiyaphum Rajabhat University, 8(2): May - August 2026

Synthesis across processing levels

The findings point to a dissociation among lexical access, online joke processing, and
final appreciation. Morphological and morpho-semantic relatedness facilitated lexical access,
but the participant-level priming index derived from this facilitation did not account for later
reaction times or appreciation. Joke type was likewise more clearly differentiated in
appreciation than in online processing. Rather than representing a single continuum, lexical
access, online reinterpretation, and final evaluation therefore appear to capture partly
separable components of morphophonological humor processing.

One interpretation is that lexical access primarily reflects sensitivity to form-based
relatedness, whereas humor appreciation depends more strongly on whether an alternative
interpretation can be recovered with sufficient contrast to produce a satisfying humorous
resolution. This difference in processing demands may explain why the clearest joke-type
effects emerged in evaluative ratings rather than in immediate reading times. The findings
therefore refine a simple processing-ease account: easier access to linguistic relations does
not necessarily translate into faster humorous reinterpretation or stronger appreciation. More
broadly, the present design extends experimental work on verbal humor by separating a non-
humorous lexical-access baseline, online joke processing, and final evaluation, demonstrating
that these levels need not vary in parallel.

Limitations and future directions

Several limitations of the research should be considered. First, the number of
participants and items was modest and each joke type contributed a limited number of
observations per participant. A larger stimulus set would allow stronger examinations of
whether the similar pattern holds across a wider range of Thai morphophonological jokes.

Second, the use of self-paced reading with text-only stimuli necessarily restricted the
communicative cues available to participants. The experimental riddles were presented
without vocal intonation, prosody, facial expressions, gestures, storyteller persona, shared
atmosphere, or interpersonal interaction, all of which may contribute to humor in naturally
occurring communication. The controlled written format was useful for isolating linguistic
processing, but the findings therefore represent humor processing under controlled text-based
experimental conditions rather than the full experience of humor in everyday interaction. In
addition, self-paced reading may not detect subtle timing differences as precisely as eye-

tracking or event-related potentials (Rayner et al., 2006; Haimi & Pesonen, 2017).
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In addition, the numerical appreciation ratings should not be equated with
spontaneous amusement. Participants could assign a rating without laughing, smiling, or
displaying other emotional or behavioral responses, none of which were directly measured in
the present study.

Besides, participants may also have differed in their familiarity with particular riddle
formats, wordplay conventions, linguistic patterns, or culturally familiar joke structures. Prior
exposure could plausibly facilitate the recovery of an intended interpretation or influence
how amusing a joke was perceived to be. Because familiarity with individual stimuli and
broader exposure to these humor conventions were not directly measured, their possible
contribution to both reaction times and appreciation ratings cannot be separated from the
effects examined here. Other unmeasured individual differences, including lifestyle, media
exposure, frequency of exposure to humorous content, and previous experience with verbal
humor, may likewise have contributed to variation in the responses. Although age, biological
sex, education, occupation, cognitive measures, psychological measures, and humor styles
were incorporated where relevant, the modest sample was not designed to support strong
comparisons among demographic subgroups. Replication with a larger and more
demographically diverse sample is therefore warranted.

Finally, the present study focused on four morphophonological joke types in Thai
riddle-like stimuli. Other humor formats may produce different patterns, including mental
humor (Bischetti et al., 2019). Future research should extend the present design to a broader
range of humor categories and more naturalistic modes of presentation. Spoken and
audiovisual stimuli could incorporate prosody, facial expression, gesture, and performer
characteristics, while interactive or naturally occurring humor could provide stronger evidence
concerning interpersonal humor communication. In addition to reaction times and numerical
ratings, future studies could examine laughter, smiling, facial behavior, physiological responses,
interviews, or qualitative feedback. Larger and more diverse samples would also permit
comparisons across demographic groups, levels of humor exposure, and different Thai humor
traditions.

More specifically, the scope of the conclusions is psycholinguistic rather than broadly
socio-cultural. The present study provides evidence about lexical access, online reading, and
evaluative responses to controlled written verbal-humor stimuli. It provides more limited
evidence about humor as experienced in everyday Thai communication, where prosody,

gesture, facial expression, interpersonal relationships, performer identity, cultural familiarity,
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and immediate social context may jointly influence whether humor is understood,
appreciated, or socially successful. Accordingly, the findings should be understood as applying
to the four linguistic mechanisms and riddle format examined here, rather than as a general

characterization of Thai verbal humor.
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Appendix
Polysemy
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-POO1 fiu ozls Tai WAy Bu
kin Paraj maj khyj Pim
eat what NEG already full
‘What does people eat but cannot make them full?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
fiu Ta 3
kin tBaj teahn
eat heart much
‘Touched very much.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO02 iy azly AY Tad %o
ton ?a.raj kNon maj tGh51p1
tree what human NEG like
‘Which tree does human not like?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
iy \Fos 1
ton rlan Naj
cause DECOMP PRT
‘The cause of the issue.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO03 T vl oy ngn Wi
tBaj ?a.raj kl.Uap1 jut1 tén
Heart what almost stop beat
‘Which heart almost stops beating?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
T az ane
tBaj @ lalj
Heart melt DECOMP
‘The heart that melts.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO04 Aon ozls Tad i nav
dok’ Paraj maj mi: Kip”
flower what NEG have petal
‘Which flower does not have petals?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
ADA e U
dok’ bia baln
interest DECOMP growing

‘Rising interest.’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO05 fiu azly il us u
tiin araj mi: t€: khdn
foot what have just hair
‘Which foot has just hair?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
fiu fin un
tiin tuk’ kE!
velcro DECOMP DECOMP
‘Velcro.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO06 fio ozls lad 1 WUy
thul; ?a.raj maj puat1 kh€:n
hold what NEG pain arm
‘What could be held without causing arm pain?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
fio fia wi
thau: siin pEit’
Observe.POLY precept eight
‘Observe eight precepts.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-POO7 Tu ozls T Y #i
baj a.raj maj mi. ton
leave what NEG have tree
‘What has leaves without tree?
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
v & &1
baj san ja:
prescription DECOMP medicine
‘Medical prescription.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO08 Il ogls fou ii an
faj ?a.raj rJ.n thi: sut
fire what hot at most
‘What fire burns the hottest?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
Il an 0
faj teuk’ tut’
fire tight ass

‘The upcoming deadline.’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO09 nils a¢ls 9 Ui 4
nan Paraj du: l€w naan
movie what watch already sleepy
‘What movie makes ones sleepy?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
il o Beu
nan U rian
book DECOMP study
‘A textbook.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO10 na a¥ls D G um
@&an Dara) pen sl d€n
back what be color red
‘Which back is red?”
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
" a1 Tuad
an kha: bt
back roof church
‘The roof of a church.”
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO11 U ozls Tad §i99 19
réom Para) maj td: n kain
umbrella what not must open
‘Which umbrella does not have to be open?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
e 3u 3
réom rlin teahn
shady.POLY pleasant quite
‘Quite shady.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
18-PO12 o o¥ls Tl i ih
mW: ?a.raj maj mi. niw
hand what NEG have fingers
‘What hand does not have fingers?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
fio fio 19
mul: thul: Naj
hand hold PRT

‘A mobile phone; lit. hand-held’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO13 g azly Tad il #
na. ?a.raj maj mi. siw
face what NEG have acne
‘What face does not have acne?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
i Un T
na pok” Naj
page.POLY cover page PRT
‘The cover page.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO14 N3 ozls T 49 AU
krof) Paraj maj khan khon
cage what NEG confine people
‘What cage does not confine people?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
n3e 18y Wi
kron lep” mEiw
cage nails cat
‘A cat’s claw.
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO15 néne vl Tl Wu an
kluaj ?a.raj maj pen Wk
banana what NEG be fruit
‘Which banana does not come in fruit?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
née née 14
kluaj kluaj Naj
banana banana PRT
‘Very easy.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO16 ih ozls Tad Tou 18
na’m Daraj maj tehd:p” ¥
water what NEG like at all
‘What water is hated the most?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
ih i 19
na.m na. Naj
water face PRT
“Your face.’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO17 R ozls o Tl Wiy
tal Paraj md:n maj hén
eye what look NEG see
‘What eye cannot see?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
A1 A e
ta: tum Naj
ankle DECOMP PRT
‘The ankle.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO18 1nse ayls 1§ nag an
khro:n Paraj raj kra dulk’
skeleton what without bone DECOMP
‘Which skeleton does not have bones?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
QGEE ns Asy
khroll’] kain khrap”
structure.POLY project PRT
‘A project.”
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO19 Uin ozls 0 Tad 1%
palk1 ?a.raj ph01t1 maj daj
mouth what speak NEG can
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
U1n ih s
pack’ na.m pho:
Pak.POLY Nam-POLY NAME
‘Paknampho.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PO20 N3 ozls W Vo Ao
tha:n Daraj ha:m hdj kho:
gold what prohibit wear neck
‘What gold necklace is prohibited to be womn?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
N4 Ty A%u
tha:n muan Krap”
rolled wafer.POLY DECOMP PRT

‘Rolled wafer.”
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Homonymy
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HOO01 U ozls 199 U h
khdn ?a.raj t6Y. paj thaa
hair what find g0 everywhere
‘What hair can be found everywhere?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
U G AU
kNon soh khrép1
deliver.HOM delivery man PRT
‘Delivery man.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO02 Ty a¢ls oy Ind 1N
khaw Paraj jul klaj maik’
mount what be near much
‘Which mount is very close?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
1 YU du
khaw tehdp’ tghan
35G.HOM like 1SG
‘He likes me.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO03 Ay ozls \ilo vileu ey
khon ?a.raj nWa nian Y
human what skin fine much
‘Which human has very fine skin?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
AU UMY U
khon na.n na:n
stir HOM long long
‘Stir for a long time.”
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO04 A a¢ls Yy 0 #
kha: ?e‘a.raj tham sut” tua
cost what invest all body
‘What cost has to be all invested in?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
G $n 18
kha: rak’ Pen
1SG.HOM | love 25G
‘I love you.’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HOO05 RN ozls U Tl @59
teha:n Paraj Na:n maj set”
technician what work NEG finish
‘Which technician does not finish his work?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
49 EY] 0oy
teha:n man thy
let.HOM 35G be
‘Let it be.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO06 A ozls bk Ny min
da’j ?a.raj tham Na:n nak’
thread what do work hard
‘Which thread works hard?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
fne Ay i
dalj kha mé:
Yes.HOM PRT mom
‘Noted that, mom.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HOO07 10 vl 13 i du
thd: ?a.raj raj AN san
jar what without color EXPR
‘Which jar is not vivid in color?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
10 ki 0
tho: tehi: wit”
Oh.HOM life DECOMP
‘Oh! Darn, life.”
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO08 7 ozls f 09 Ay
tha: Paraj mi’ sélr] kNon
pier what have two people
‘What pier has two people?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
i a 159
tha: mi. thy:
if. HOM have 25G
‘If I have you”
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO09 W azly n Tl 199
khdn araj ha: maj ey
hair what find NEG meet
‘What hair cannot be found?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
U 99 nil
knon kh510 ni.
pack.HOM things flee
‘Pack things up and flee.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO10 f1 ozls 3y bk Ny
ta. Paraj Tm tham Nain
eye what start do work
‘Which eye stars working?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
f1 du wda
tal tehan l&w
turn.HOM 1SG already
‘My turn now.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO11 Hlu ovls 1y g M
fOn araj pen sl dam
rain what be color black
‘What rain is black?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
ol i navy
fOn kNam tdip
blacken.HOM answer DECOMP
‘Blacken the selected answer.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO12 i 8515 LL%\? kb3 an
fan araj khér] r€n mak’
tooth what strong DECOMP much
‘What tooth is very strong?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
Hu Tl i
fan maj khaw
stab.HOM NEG enter

‘unable to be killed.’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO13 Y ozls a3 A YU
khun araj KNraj Kd: tGh51p1
you what who PRT like
‘Which (one of) you does anyone like?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
Ao am 1a
khun phap’ Naj
quality DECOMP PRT
‘Quality.”
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO14 a5y ozls e Tl ot
sa araj walj maj daj
pool what swim NEG can
‘In which pool can’t one swim?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
asy Y 3
sa.ra bu ri:
Saraburi.NAME DECOMP DECOMP
‘Saraburi.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO15 a5 ozls Tl az ae
sdin Darg maj la lalj
substance what NEG melt DECOMP
‘What substance can’t be dissolved?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
a3 AN 81y
san ta: jalj
Shrine.HOM granddad grandma
‘Ancestral spirit shrine.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO16 @59 ovls Ny i 1Y
set” ?araj Nain khaw ¥j
finish what work enter PRT
‘What is finished that can cause a trouble?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
@59 Ty ui
set” man €w
be trapped.HOM 3SG already

‘We’re trapped already.’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO17 g azly AY gt nil
na. Paraj khon wil) ni.
face what human run flee
‘What face makes people run away?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
i na o8
na. klua t@ar)
Frightening.HOM DECOMP PRT
‘So frightening.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO18 m ozls 67 a s
ka: araj tua sl d€n
crow what body color red
‘What crow is red?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
n 9 1
ka. tgha:t’ Naj
Red Cros.HOM DECOMP PRT
‘The Red Cross.”
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO19 Y ozls i Un n319
hu: araj tham pack’ kwa:n
ear what make mouth wide
‘What ear causes surprise?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
7 W 3
hu: phe:n t@an
Ooh.HOM expensive PRT
‘Ooh! So expensive.
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HO20 wil avls o Ind #
ni: araj ju K3 tua
debt what be near body
‘What debt is so clse?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
Wil 19 150
ni: Naj thy:
Here. HOM PRT 25G
‘Here, it is.”
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Paraphony
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PAO1 A ozls e ADe W
khaj ardj md: ko faw
camp what doctor wait look after
‘What camp has doctors to guard?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
fing 1Fon 20N
kha:j Wiat' 20K
camp.PARA blood exit
‘Blood-letting camp/ dengue fever.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PA02 Ax ozls el e Vet
khum ?a‘raj tehuaj ha:j puaj
control what help recover illness
‘What is controlled to help recover from illness?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
A ) Asu
khum md: khrap1
control.PARA doctor PRT
‘Control-doctor/ doctor.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PAO3 9 ozls %419 1 e
wa:n Daraj tgha:n na: bWa
whale what INTENS DECOMP boring
‘What whale is so boring?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
1% Fums 14
wa:n tBan Naj
whale.PARA Monday PRT
‘Whale-Monday/ Monday.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PAO4 1Ay ovls W Al WJu
khem araj tham kNon tGep”
salty what make people pain
‘What is salty that can cause pain?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
1Ay in &
khem tehit’ ja:
salty.PARA inject medicine

‘Salty-inject medicine/ syringe.’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PAQ5 N ozls ot Uy Wie
Nuah Paraj ju: bon tiahn
trunk what be on bed
‘What trunk is on bed?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
NN o Ly
Nuan teah ¥j
trunk.PARA much PRT
“Trunk very much/ sleepy very much.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PA06 i ozls 1% Az W
thua ?araj daj kha n€n
nut what get point DECOMP
‘Which nut can earn points?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
i Al Asu
thua tom khrap”
beans.PARA boiled.PARA PRT
‘Beans-boiled/ correct answer.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PAOT Uan azls §i99 N &1
pl&akﬂ ?é.raj tﬁir] tha:n ja:
termite.PARA what must take medicine
‘Which termite must take medicines?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
Jann 2] 3
pliak” hUa tGan
termite.PARA head PRT
‘Termite-head very much/ headache.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PAO8 N avls i f e}
thl\:lr] Daraj mak’ mi’ huah
bag.PARA what often have hole
‘What bag often has holes?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
09 i 84
thlin baln jan
bag.PARA home yet

‘Bag-home yet?/ arrived home yet?’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PA09 i azly §io 5% T
tha: Paraj tﬁil’] ra wah)
discouragement what must careful DECOMP
‘What kind of discouragement must people be careful?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
719 5% e
tha: ra ba:j
discouragement.PARA drainage DECOMP
‘Discouragement-drainage/ drainage ditch.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PA10 W ozls il AY Wie
Naw ?araj mi. khon diaw
shadow what have person one
‘What shadow has only one person?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
g 39 \ae
Naw teal) ¥j
shadow.PARA much PRT
‘Shadow-much/ so lonely.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PA11 Uan ozls G név tu
pla: a.raj Bk klap1 bain
fish what want return home
‘What fish wants to go back home?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
UJan Y #ie
pla: tehum tO:
fish.PARA meeting continued
‘fish-meeting next/ has a meeting next.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PA12 1 ozls i 09 A
KNaw Paraj mi: sélr] kha:
mount what have two legs
‘What mount has two legs?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
W1 Wi Ay
KNaw m&iw khrap”
mount.PARA owl PRT

‘Mount-owl/ an owl.”
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PA13 wh 9513 AU bN3Y VU
paw Paraj khon kre:) kha:m
blow what human frightened frightened
‘What is blown that makes people frightened?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
wh u u
paw bun tein
blow.PARA Bao Zheng DECOMP
‘Blow-Bao Zheng/ Bao Zheng.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
18-PAL4 y o¢ls #ioa i nay
pu: ?a.raj tf)II] mi: klin
crab what must have smell
‘What crab must have some smell?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
it by I
pu: ra. Naj
crab.PARA fermented PRT
‘Crab-fermented/ fermented fish.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PA15 fin azls Wiy ¥n LU
ml:t” ara) hén tehat” tBein
dark what see clear EXPR
‘What is dark but can be clearly seen?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
fn 8 6
mUlt” i to!
dark.PARA cleaver DECOMP
‘Dark-cleaver/ a cleaver.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PAL6 319 ozls Tl \AE Wi
muh) ?a.raj maj khYIj hén
gather around what NEG never see
‘What is gathered around but is never seen?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
319 WJu 1as
mun pen khraj
gather.PARA be who

‘Gather-who?/ Who are you?’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PAL7 B ozls AY gt il
jim Paraj khon win) ni:
smile what people run flee
‘What (kind of) smile does people run away from?’
Pre-critical Spillover
B K oy
jim NY¥:n nJj
smile.PARA money PRT
‘Smile-money, please/ Can | borrow some money, please?
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PA18 399 ozls il wan @
o Ny Paraj mi. ak’ sl
trench what have many color
‘What trench has many colors?’
Pre-critical Spillover
399 Wi why
din thaiw t€
trench.PARA sandal DECOMP
‘Trench.sandal/ sandal.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PA19 RN ozls i Y 9
sain Para) tham Nain daj
build what do work able
‘What can build something that can do some jobs?’
Pre-critical Spillover
4519 W wén
sa.h maw [€lw
build.PARA drunk already
‘build-drunk already/ Sober now.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-PA20 ey a¢ls gH Al g
lap1 ?a.raj haim khon ru.
sleep what prohibit human know
‘What is asleep that people must not know?’
Pre-critical Spillover
& an gon
lap sut” Bt
sleep.PARA extreme top

‘Sleep-top/ top secret.’
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Hahaphony
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HAO1 N3 ozls W Ay W
krun Paraj haim khon khaw
city what prohibit people enter
‘What city prohibits people to enter?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
N3 ua o
krun teE! to]3
pseudo.key.HAHA DECOMP lock
‘A key lock.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HAO2 M ozls 279 Weu ]
ka: ?araj wait’ khian daj
crow what draw write able
‘Which crow can draw and write?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
iy Y e
ka: dait’ plaw
pseudo.paper.HAHA DECOMP blank
‘Blank paper.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA03 Uan gls Win 1 wén
pla: ?a.raj KY¥t paj €:w
fish what be born g0 already
‘What fish has already been born?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
Uan win AnEns
pla: wat’ salt’
pseudo.history.HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘History.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HAO4 nsy ozls o0 N L
phra ?a.raj ot thon ken
monk what restrain from bear skillful
‘Which monk can bear skillfully?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
W3 38| [IEN
phré ja: ja:m
pseudo.effortful HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘Effortful.’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HAO5 ¥ ozls #n il e
ma: ?a.raj mak” mi: phit1
horse what often have venom
‘What horse is venomous?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
b uas Uas
ma: [€n pdn
pseudo.scorpion.HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘Scorpion.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA06 " ozls #n Wi 0
ma. araj mak’ priaw teat”
come what often sour very much
‘What comes here that is so sour?
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
) gt Jou
ma. kha:m pﬁlm
pseudo.Indian gooseberry. HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘Indian gooseberry.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HAO7 3 ozls g 9 4
ra. Paraj na: kan won
mold what likely worry DECOMP
‘What mold is worrying?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
91 3 ug
ra. wal) na
pseudo.be careful.HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘Be careful.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA08 GEE avls nn AL fla
sa ?araj thak” kon nif
pool what every person stay still
‘What pool makes every person stay still?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
a5y nn I
s kot teit
pseudo.hypnotize. HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘Hypnotize.’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA09 i o¢ls oy Ind Ind
kam Daraj jus klaj klaj
hold what be near near
‘What is held that is close by?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
M & fe
kam lan thtn
pseudo.almost there. HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘Almost there.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA10 M azly Tad f M
kNam ?a.raj maj mi. kham
word what NEG have word
‘What word does not have words?
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
fn U L8
kham nuan &k’
pseudo.calculate.HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘Calculate.”
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA11 W ozls a3 A i
thak” Darg khraj Kd: mi.
greet what who PRT have
‘What can greet that anyone has?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
¥in Wy 14
thak’ sa Naj
pseudo.skill. HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘A skill.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA12 n avls Uan Tl et
na. ?a.raj pLqu1 maj daj
field what plant NEG able
‘What filed cannot be planted with anything?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
u A M
na: \ ka:
pseudo.clock.HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘A clock.’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA13 4] azly AY 3 il
rah Paraj khon wih) ni.
nest what people run flee
‘What nest makes people run away?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
F g P
raf sl tea
pseudo.ray.HAHA DECOMP PRT
‘Aray.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA14 0N ogls fiod i GBI
team Daraj Ny haim Wwm
remember what must prohibit forget
‘What is remembered that should not be forgot?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
oul o U
team nd:n bain
pseudo.mortgage.HAHA DECOMP house
‘A house mortgage.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA15 a ovls Tl Hu Udos
lam Daraj maj pen ptﬁj n
trunk what NEG be stem
‘What trunk has no stems?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
a T I
lam pholn Naj
pseudo.speaker.HAHA DECOMP PRT
‘A speaker.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HAL6 &u agls &4 Ju an
sép1 ?araj jan pen ik’
chop what still be whole
‘What is chopped but still
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
du Uz 30
sép1 pa rot’
pseudo.pineapple.HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘Pineapple.’
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ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA17 | ozls 1A naon Asu
kha: Dargj kho:n a0t Khrap”
leg what bow always PRT
‘What leg always bends?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
U 9 %
kha: ra wa
pseudo.bow.HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘Bow.’
ID Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA18 91 ozls lai o TR
Da araj maj teha) jat
Uncle what NEG be relative
‘Which uncle is not a relative?’
Critical Spillover
91 9138 S|
Pa: teain kha:
pseudo.teacher.HAHA DECOMP PRT
‘Teacher.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA19 21 azls YoU Ve #i9
Pa. araj tehd:p’ sian dan
Uncle what like sound loud
‘Which uncle likes to make noise?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
81 eald)
Pa 4 walt’
pseudo.act madly.HAHA DECOMP DECOMP
‘Act madly.’
ID Question1 Question2 Question3 Question4 Question5
1B-HA20 & ozls Ay S0R 15
Pam ?a.raj khon ro:n haj
tease what people cry DECOMP
‘What teases someone that can make that person cry?’
Pre-critical Critical Spillover
8 an wéd?
Pam la: [€w
pseudo.goodbye.HAHA DECOMP already
‘Goodbye.’
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