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ABSTRACT
Try and V construction is prevalent in British and American
English. This construction is found in both spoken and written
English, although with different frequencies. The verb in this
construction only appears in in the base form. The lack of research
on this verb formation leaves many aspects unexplored, one of
which is the transitivity of the verb. Therefore, this study is
intended to find out the number of arguments informed by this
construction by matching the number of arguments to the verb try
and the verb following it after the conjunction and. Two verbs were
used to test this match, i.e., give and bring, which are three-place
predicate verbs, and other two two-place predicate verbs, i.e., see
and answer, were used to validate the finding. British National
Corpus (BNC) and Corpus of Contemporary American English
(COCA) were used to collect the data. The findings show that the
number of arguments matched the verb following the conjunction
and. Therefore, it can be concluded the number of arguments in try
and V construction is not unique to this construction, but it is
similar to the try to V, where V is the non-finite verb which selects
the number of arguments. This result suggests that try and V
construction needs to be included in English grammar textbooks in
order that non-native speakers can use and understand this rare
grammatical rule in appropriate contexts.

1.

Introduction
Most of verb constructions in English follow its standard rules, such as past
participle after the verb have and base verb form after an auxiliary. However, some
constructions only take certain verb forms. One of the famous examples of this
construction is the use of gerund form after certain verbs. Another example is the use
of subjunctive after certain verbs and adjectives like suggest, recommend, essential, and
important. In addition, both American and British English allow V and V construction
as in (1).
(1) a. To enable people who are ill with HIV/AIDS to live and die at home.
b. To enable people who are ill with HIV/AIDS to live at home. To enable
people who are ill with HIV/AIDS to die at home.
In fact, the V and V construction is prevalent in English. Of 79,204 hits found on
BNC, 22,394 were in the base form. In this case, the conjunction is a coordinator that joins
two simple sentences into a compound sentence. This process is presented in (1b).
However, some V and V constructions behave differently from the V and V
construction in (1). One such is the try and V, discussion of which forms the focus of
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this research. Using similar analysis to that of (1), the sentence in (2a) is extracted into
the two simple sentences shown in (2b) and (2c).
(2) a. I came here to try and be clear with you.
b.*I came here to try (with you).
c. I came here to be clear with you.
Extracting the simple sentences from (2a) gives us grammatical sentences in
(2b), and (2c) has a similar semantic meaning to that of (2a). However, the first sentence
extracted from (2a) is not grammatical. The verb try is a two-place predicate in that it
requires a subject and two objects, i.e., direct and indirect objects (Launey & Mackay,
2011). In (2b), the complement clause is not present, making the sentence
ungrammatical. This fact leaves us with the question as to what exactly try and V is.
This construction needs to be addressed, and Matsumoto (2020) suggests it be included
in an English grammar textbook. The lack of adequate information about this
construction makes it less convincing to include it in a grammar book. Therefore, this
construction is alien for non-native speakers of English.
1.1. Conditions for try and V construction
Sentence (3) shows that try and V can be categorized as a verb because it
syntactically shares the grammatical property of a verb. Radford (1997, p. 41) points
out that only a base form of a verb can occur after auxiliaries. Like other Auxiliary + V
constructions, an adverb can be inserted between auxiliary and verb (Azar & Hagen,
2016, p. 453), as in (3e and f).
(3) a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

I will try and hang on to the holiday.
They can try and guess how a story ends.
…. and may try and attack her or the handler when things go wrong.
You must try and find out why you did it.
A solitary horse will always try and join others.
I'd never try and separate him from his mother.

The other grammatical property of a verb proposed by Freudenthal, Ramscar,
Leonard, and Pine (2021) is that it inflects for tense morphologically. Besides its base
form, a verb has at most four inflected forms, formed by adding one of the suffixes to
the base form, i.e., +n for the past participle, +d for past tense or past participle, +s for
the third person singular present tense, and +ing for progressive. Some verbs have
inflected forms similar to the base form (Walker, 2017). In this case, try and V behave
differently from other verbs.
(4) a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Let me try and think of an example that isn't confidential.
*I tried and think of an example that isn't confidential.
*I have tried and think of an example that isn't confidential.
*She tries and think(s) of an example that isn't confidential.
*I am trying and think(ing) of an example that isn't confidential.

As in (4), try and V only occurs in the base form. To confirm this generalization,
we need to find out other conditions in which the base form of a verb occurs and test
the try and V in those conditions. Based on English syntax, the base form in English
occurs in three clause constructions, i.e. imperative (Bolotov, Samorodova, Zakirova,
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& Belyaeva, 2021), infinitival (Rivière, Oetting, & Roy, 2018), and subjunctive
(Kastronic & Poplack, 2021).
(5) a. And do try and appear really keen, Perdit. (imperative)
b. I suggest that you try and pull yourself together. (subjunctive)
c. You'd be advised to try and view these videos on a stereo VCR.
(infinitival)
d. I shall try and stick as close to Mota as possible. (infinitival)
In addition to the above conditions, there is one more condition in which the
base form is used, i.e., after do-support, both in emphatic sentences and negative
constructions in the present tense (Al-Makatrah, Yasin, Sulaiman, & Al-Khawaldeh,
2017).
(6) a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

I do try and keep people alive for a reasonable length of time.
He does try and say what he thinks.
I did try and warn you, Chief Inspector.
If she didn't try and make it up with him, he would change his mind.
He doesn’t try and say what he thinks.
I didn't try and stop them

Examples from (5-6), extracted from BNC, confirm that try and V occurs in all
base form constructions. However, try and V also occurs in the present tense when the
subject is a first-person pronoun or a plural noun. Therefore, it leaves us with the
question of whether plain verbs (verbs without suffix +s or +es) in the present tense
have a zero tense marker or no marker at all. Huddleston and Pullum (2005, p. 31) do
not share the idea that the base form is identical to the present tense form. In fact,
almost all present tense forms are morphologically identical to the base form.
However, the base form of the verb be is not identical to its present tense form as the
idea of zero-marking is not supported in the present tense because the present tense
forms of the verb be are not inflected forms of the base form. Another claim which
supports the zero-marker idea is that if verbs in their present tense forms do not have
any markers, there will be no marker to generate do-Support in negative and question
sentences (Carden & Pesetsky, 1977, p. 84), as shown in (7d).
(7) a.
b.
c.
d.

She understands these things.
She doesn't understand these things
I knowØ what to say
I don't know what to say.

In (7a), the third person –s marker triggers do-Support in (7b). Meanwhile, if
the verb in (7c) does not have the present tense marker, the do-Support should not be
triggered in (7d).
1.2. And as a fake coordinator
The coordinator and in try and V seem to be different from the coordinator and
in other conditions. According to Anderson (2013, p. 65), one category can be preceded
by the coordinator and is a finite VP, as illustrated in the following example.
(8) He dropped the pen and went on typing.
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However, in (8), there are two events: the dropping and the typing. This is not
similar to the coordinator and in try and V, which denotes a single event. One of the
coordinators and usages, which is quite similar to and in try and V, is when it is used to
join a pair of words. However, this construction is partially or fully lexicalized
(Huddleston, Payne, & Peterson, 2002, p. 1287): in expressions such as buy and sell, come
and go, tried and tested, where the words regularly go together. However, this is not
similar to the coordinator and in try and V. In try and V, as the coordinator and joins the
verb try with a lot of different verbs, the term lexicalized pairs cannot be applied.
Because the coordinator and in try and V are not similar to that in other conditions,
Carden and Pesetsky (1977, p. 85) refer to this coordinator as a fake.
1.3. Verb transitivity
A declarative sentence expresses a proposition (Jary & Kissine, 2019). A
proposition consists of a predicate and a set of arguments (Rodríguez-Ferreiro,
Andreu, & Sanz-Torrent, 2014). The term predicate is used to refer to the word, which
is typically a verb (Kroeger, 2004, p. 7), denoting an event described by a clause. This
even involves arguments of the predicate, or traditionally termed as objects (Noble,
Rowland, & Pine, 2011, p. 964). The number of arguments taken by a predicate
determines the type of the predicate, i.e., one-place predicate (intransitive), two-place
predicate (transitive), or three-place predicate (ditransitive) (Bidgood et al., 2021; Shin,
2017, p. 12). A representation of the number and semantic roles of arguments of a
predicate is called argument structure (Akbarnezhad, Sadighi, & Bagheri, 2020). The
argument for predicate includes agent (“causer or initiator of events”), patient (“entity
which is acted upon, affected, or created; or of which a state or change of state is
predicated”), beneficiary (“usually animate entity for whose benefit an action is
performed”), recipient (“animate entity which receives or acquires something”), theme
(“entity which undergoes a change of location or possession, or whose location is being
specified”), and location (spatial reference point of the event) (Kroeger, 2004, pp. 54–
55). The argument structure of the predicate eat, for example, is an agent (the
participant who performs the action of eat) and patient (the participant which is eaten).
Meanwhile, the verb give receives three arguments, i.e., agent (who/what gives),
recipient/beneficiary/ patient (who/what is affected), and theme (who/what is
given), as illustrated below.
eat <agent, recipient>
give<agent, recipient/beneficiary/patient, theme/location>
1.4. The present study
To conclude, previous studies have addressed this construction, including its
link to try to V construction (Desurmont, 2011), its frequency in English corpora (Ross,
2018), its origin and variation across language variation and dialects (Hommerberg &
Tottie, 2007; Ross, 2013), and its historic trace (Tottie, 2012).This construction has been
previously analyzed by Tsuchida (2011). They revealed that this construction only
occurs in base form, and the coordinating conjunction “and” is just a pseudocoordination. However, we have not been presented with empirical data on whether
the transitivity of try and V construction depends solely on the verb try or the verb
following the conjunction. In addition, the function of the verb try in the construction
has not been adequately addressed in previous research. Therefore, this research is
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intended to analyze the transitivity of try and V construction and the function of verb
try in the construction based on two corpora, British National Corpus (BNC) and
Corpus of Contemporary American (COCA). The result of this study provides further
information on the construction of try and V to substitute for what has been left out in
previous studies. It is hoped that this study can make it more feasible to include this
construction in English grammar textbooks for non-native speakers.
2.

Method
This research is a quantitative research study which utilizes a corpus linguistics
method. This research design is defined as a design that bases the results on a
collection of corpus data analyzed quantitatively (McEnery & Hardie, 2014). The data
were extracted from two corpora accessed from Mark Davis’ Corpora homepage
(Davies, 2013), which was initially a part of Brigham Young University but moved
outside the campus starting 2015. Since this study compares the use of try and V
construction in British and American English, the British National Corpus (BNC) and
Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) were used to collect the data.
BNC consists of 100 million words from written and spoken language in 1980-1993,
and COCA consists of 425 million words in 1990-2019 (Davies, 2021). The keywords
used for corpus search include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

try and VERB → base form
tries and _v?z → singular form
will try and VERB → future form
_vb trying and _v?g → progressive form
tried and _v?d → singular form
have tried and _v?n → perfect from
to try and VERB → infinitive form

The retrieved data were manually searched in order to eliminate cases in which
the search results were not relevant, and repetition of the utterance due to either the
copying or supplication data entry was eliminated. The data were categorized based
on its subject, verb form, number of objects (intransitive, transitive, and ditransitive),
and type of clauses, i.e., to-clause and other clauses.
Finally, for the primary objective of this study, i.e., to find out the transitivity of
try and V construction in both English varieties, the number of arguments which the
construction take was used as the basis for analysis. The number of arguments was
matched the verb in the construction to be able to conclude whether the number of
arguments depend on the verb try, verb following the conjunction and, or the
construction itself, which means that the argument does not match either the verb try
or the verb following the conjunction and. The semantic roles used in this research are
based on those proposed by Kroeger (2004, p. 9). For this purpose, only the verbs give
and bring were used because they have appeared as the frequent example for
ditransitive verbs in many previous studies (Gerwin, 2013; Huelva Unternbäumen,
2015; Kim & Rah, 2021; Kim, Shin, & Hwang, 2020; Nisbet, 2020). The fact that both
verbs are ditransitive verbs and try is a transitive verb can allow matching the number
of arguments accurately. Collocations such as give up and bring in were eliminated for
relevancy, and duplicate results due to copying were ignored.
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3.

Findings and Discussion
This section presents the results of this corpus study and discusses them by
reporting, interpreting, accounting for the results, and comparing the results to the
literature. For systematicity, the section starts with presenting the difference between
try and V constructions in British English and those in American English. Later, the
transitivity of try and V construction in both accents is reported and discussed.
3.1. Try and V in British and American English
It has been claimed that British and American English differ more in speech
than in writing (Mair & Leech, 2021). Using corpora of written and spoken language,
this paper explored the extent to which this generalization holds for the use of try and
V in to-clauses and in other conditions in quantitative terms.
In BNC, 2477 tokens were found for try and V in the base form. Of those total
tokens, 1361 tokens were in written text. Furthermore, 994 tokens for try and V occur
in to-clauses and 367 tokens in other conditions such as after auxiliaries, dummy-do in
positive (do, did) and negative forms (don't, didn't), and let-imperatives. In addition,
1116 tokens were found in spoken text, with 597 tokens in to-clauses and 519 tokens in
other conditions. On the other hand, 3160 tokens for try and V in base form were found
in COCA. Likewise, 1082 of those tokens occurred in written text: 796 in to-clauses and
286 in other conditions. Furthermore, 2076 tokens occurred in spoken text, with 1596
in to-clauses and 482 in other conditions. The result of corpus analysis from BNC (for
British English) and COCA (for American English) is summarized in the following
table.
Table 1. The Distribution of Try and V in Spoken and Written British and American
English (Raw Number and Percentage)
Condition Written
Spoken
BrE
AmE
BrE
AmE
to-clause
994 (73%)
796 (73.5%)
597 (53.5%)
1596 (76.8%)
others
367 (27%)
286 (26.5%)
519 (46.5%)
482 (23.25)
Total
1361 (100%)
1082 (100%)
1116 (100%)
2078 (100%)
Total
2443 (written)
3194 (spoken)
Table 1 shows the number of tokens and frequency of try and V found in British
and American English corpora. To make it easier to compare the data, the numbers of
tokens in Table 1 are presented in the following chart (figure 1).
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

BrE-W
AmE-W

In to-clause

In other conditions

Figure 1. Try and V in written British and American English
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The chart above shows that, both in written British and American English, try
and V mostly occurs in to-clauses. This finding is not unexpected. Biber, Johansson,
Leech, Conrad, and Finegan (1999, p. 738) drew similar results from LSWE Corpus.
Surprisingly, the percentages of the distribution of try and V, both in to-clauses and in
other conditions, are very similar in British and American English, as previously
reported by Brook and Tagliamonte (2016, p. 321). The figure 2 presents how written
English's frequency differs from that in spoken English.
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

BrE-S
AmE-S

In to-clause

In other conditions

Figure 2. Try and V in spoken British and American English
According to Figure 2, the try and V occur in almost similar percentages across
the two conditions. In spoken American English, however, the use of the try and V is
preferred in to-clauses, which is similar to the finding regarding writing. Therefore,
Figure 2 illustrates an important finding: in spoken English, American and British
forms tend to yield diverging distribution. Apparently, this finding suggests that
British English contrasts more significantly with American English in speech than in
writing. In addition, the data in Table 1 shows that try and V construction is a feature
of spoken American English, as in New Zealand English which appears in Newman
and Rice (2008). However, the data shows that it is contrary to British English. Data
from (Brook & Tagliamonte, 2016, p. 319) also confirm that try and V construction was
found more frequently in spoken British English than in American counterpart.
Because the size of both corpora is not uniform and the coverage years are different,
we cannot draw any conclusion about the preference in the genre – spoken or written
between British and American English.
3.2. Try and V with 3rd-person singular in British and American English
It was previously argued that try and V only occur in the base form (Ross, 2018).
Therefore, this construction is very unlikely to occur in an affirmative sentence in
which the subject is 3rd-person singular and try and V is the finite verb of the sentence,
as shown in (9a). In examples (9b - h), however, the subjects are in the 3rd- person
singular, but the verb remains in base form.
(9) a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

*She tries/try and bite you.
She'll try and bite you if she sees you.
He does try and take a look at the signs they have.
He doesn't try and take a look at the signs they have.
Does he try and take a look at the signs they have?
He did try and take a look at the signs they have.
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g. He didn't try and take a look at the signs they have.
h. Did he try and take a look at the signs they have?
Based on the data presented in Table 3, the try and V construction does take 3rdperson singular subjects, where the construction is not a definite verb. In addition, the
frequency of 3rd- person singular subjects is rather rare. In the following table, very
detailed corpus data is illustrated. The 3rd- person, singular forms in the analysis,
including not only he and she, but it, as well as proper and common nouns. In the next
column after the 3rd- person singular, for both English and American English, the
numbers of tokens for all subjects, including the 3rd-singular person, are given for
comparison.
Table 3. The Try and V in a Sentence When 3rd Person Singular is the Subject of the
Sentence.
British English

American English

Condition

3rd-Person
Singular

All
Subjects

3rd-Person
Singular

All
Subjects

S AUX try and V
S AUX NOT try and V
AUX S try and V

47 (9.5%)
3
2

495
11
23

97 (19.5%)
2
2

411
23
3

S * DO try and V
S DOES try and V
S DOES NOT/DOESN'T try and V
DOES S try and V
S DID try and V
S DID NOT/DIDN'T try and V

0
0
0
0
1
3

27
0
0
0
14
10

0
2
3
1
1
4

41
3
6
1
13
21

DID S try and V

0

0

1

23

Note: S= Subject, AUX=Auxiliary
Table 3 shows that try and V can occur after an auxiliary, regardless of what the
subject is. In both English varieties, the frequency of its occurrence falls dramatically
when a negative marker follows the auxiliary and when the auxiliary is inverted in an
interrogative sentence. After the dummy do in the past negative form (didn't), in
question forms and when do is used as emphatic expression, virtually no tokens are
found in BNC or COCA. However, after the dummy do in the present negative form
(doesn't), in question forms and when does is used as an emphatic expression, try and
V does not occur in British English. Although it does occur in American English, the
frequency is extremely rare. Meanwhile, the try and V occur in base form, including
AUX do, to do, and in interjection, but none is found in 3rd person singular subject.
3.3. Transitivity of try and V construction
Based on previous research studies, it is still unclear which verb determines the
type of predicate and the selection of arguments for try and V construction. There are
three possible candidates responsible for this selection, i.e., try, verb following try and,
and both. To determine the argument structure of the predicate try, a simple sentence
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shown in (10a) is a good starting point, and more complex sentences as shown in (10b)
will be ignored for this analysis. For reasons of simplicity, simple sentences were used
to analyze the three candidates.
(10) a. They try things first out of curiosity.
b. You should try to read as much as you can.
As shown in (11), the verb try is a two-place predicate because it takes two
arguments, i.e., agent and patient or agent and outcome.
try <agent, patient/outcome>
Sentences in (11) are used to determine the argument structure of verbs following the
try and. For this purpose, two verbs that occur in the try and V in BNC are selected.
(11) a. We give the child two pencils of equal length side-by-side.
b. They bring me much joy.
c. We have to try and bring him home.
The verb give and bring, in (11), are three-place predicates – the verb takes three
arguments, as illustrated in the following.
give <agent, beneficiary, theme>
bring <agent, beneficiary, theme>
bring <agent, beneficiary, location>
After analysing the argument structure of both verbs, try and the verbs following the
conjunction and, and comparing these argument structures with those of try and V in
Table 5 later, we will be able to decide which verb determines the selection of
arguments in try and V. The table 4 shows the number of arguments for each verb in
(11).
Table 4. Number of Arguments for Try and V for Give and Bring
Number of arguments
Try and ….

BrE

AmE

1

2

3

1

2

3

give (spoken)

0 (0%)

2 (10%)

19 (90%)

0 (0%)

4 (11%)

33 (89%)

bring (spoken)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

12 (100%)

0 (0%)

2 (4%)

52 (96%)

give (written)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

9 (100%)

0 (0%)

6 (8%)

73 (92%)

bring (written)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

13 (100%)

0 (0%)

1 (2%)

75 (99%)

Table 4 shows that the number of arguments almost always matches the verb
following conjunction and. However, this conclusion needs to be tested because it is
possible that try and V construction takes three arguments regardless of the verbs
following the conjunction and. Therefore, the verbs see and answer were used for the
validation because they take two arguments as in (12), and the results are provided in
Table 5.
(12) a. I am going to try and see Steen.
b. The article is set out to try and answer some of your questions.
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The arguments involved with the verbs are illustrated in the following.
see <agent, patient>
answer <agent, patient>
Table 5. Number of Arguments for Try and V for See and Answer
Number of arguments
Try and ….
1

BrE
2

3

1

AmE
2

3

see (spoken)

1 (5%)

20 (95%)

0 (0%)

4 (22%)

14 (78%)

0 (0%)

answer (spoken)

3 (25%)

9 (75%)

0 (0%)

2 (9%)

20 (91%)

0 (0%)

see (written)

0 (0%)

18 (100%)

0 (0%)

7 (7%)

100 (93%)

0 (0%)

answer (written)

0 (0%)

5 (100%)

0 (0%)

9 (21%)

33 (79%)

0 (0%)

Table 5 shows that most the number of the arguments almost always match the
verb following the conjunction and in BNC. There are some unexpected results in
COCA, where some try and see and try and answer take one argument. However, the
following example shows that another argument is understood from the previous
sentence, as also shown by Gebhardt (2013, p. 177).
(13) a. Allaire sipped his beer as he stared down at the iPad, leaning closer to
try and see [the iPad], adjusting his glass.
b. If you have a question, I will try and answer [the question] in the
comment section ASAP.
Sentence (13b) shows that try and answer is a two-place predicate (if try and V is
considered as one verb), and it takes agent and patient as its arguments, which is
similar to both the verb try and the verb following try and.
try and answer <agent, patient>
However, try and V in Table 4 is not similar to the verb try. It is a three-place
predicate. It has similar argument structures to those of the verb give, which is the verb
following the conjunction and.
The result in Table 5 is expected, and it confirms that the number of arguments
matches the verb following the conjunction and. All the tokens extracted from both
BNC and COCA do not take three arguments, and thus the conclusion based on the
data in Table 4 is confirmed. Therefore, the verb determining the type of predicate and
number of arguments a try and V takes is the V (the verb following the conjunction
and). This raises an important question of “What is the function of the verb try in the
try and V construction?”.
It has been shown that the verb try does not determine either the type of
predicate or the selection of arguments of the try and V. In order to determine the initial
function of try in the construction, we should analyze how the verb try is used.
Hommerberg and Tottie (2007, p. 45) point out that the verb try can be used in two
different ways, i.e. with to and and. When it is used with to, the verb try as in (10b)
takes outcomes. It also has a non-finite complement, as it lacks an overt subject.
However, in (14b), there is an understood subject of eating her salad, which is marked
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as PRO in this example. The primary subject, in this case, is the controller and the
understood subject is the controller (Tallerman, 2020, p. 253). Therefore, when the verb
try is used with to, it is called a control predicate (Kristoffersen, 2011, p. 259).
(14) a. She tried [to eat her salad]
b. Shei tried [PROi to eat her salad]
In this less simple sentence, the argument structure of the verb try is <agent,
outcome> rather than <agent, patient>, which is true in simple sentences, as shown
previously in (10a).
Carden and Pesetsky (1977, p. 85) have proposed that try and V is a paraphrase
of try to V. Citing evidence found in Longman Spoken and Written English Corpus (LSWE
Corpus). The data in the current research, which shows that the number of arguments
matches the verb following the conjunction and rather than the verb try, confirms that
try and V construction is originally try to V, which is also related to serial verb as
discussed in Altakhaineh and Zibin (2018) and Roberts (2012). Biber et al. (1999, p. 738)
suggest the reason for this paraphrasing is that the use of conjunction and is to avoid
the repetition of to because the try and V is mostly found when the construction is in a
to-clause, which is supported by our data where 73% of the tokens are found in toclauses. Therefore, we can conclude that the verb try in the try and V construction is a
finite verb of the clause.
The research result has offered a significant implication in the field of English
grammar and the teaching of grammar in English as a foreign language (EFL) context.
While native speakers of English acquire this type of unique grammatical construction,
non-native speakers could not rely on language acquisition through language
exposure for try and V because its frequency is too small. In addition, it is more likely
that EFL learners’ standard English grammatical knowledge would block the
acquisition on a rare form such as try and V when they do encounter it in context.
Therefore, this type of construction needs to be directly taught, and thus it has to be
included in future editions of English grammar coursebooks. The transitivity of the
verb occupying the V position can be included as one of the subtopics in the
coursebooks.
4.

Conclusion
The research results have shown that the number of arguments for try and V
construction represents the number of arguments following the conjunction and rather
than the verb try. Therefore, it can be concluded that the verb try is a finite verb in a
clause, while the verb follows the conjunction and is a non-finite verb on which the
argument is based. The result of this study confirms the previous prediction that try
and V construction is a paraphrase of try to V.
The results of this study have provided significant information in the field of
English grammar. However, the generalizability of these results is subject to certain
limitations. First, we did not have access to a new version of BNC, where more recent
data have been added. Therefore, the frequency of try and V construction might be
different if new BNC, i.e., BNC2014, was used. Therefore, future research is
recommended to use more recent corpora. Second, this research only used two English
dialects, i.e., British English and American English. Other English dialects such as
Australian English and Canadian English might show different uses of try and V in
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terms of its transitivity. Thus, it opens a potential for further research. Finally, the
emergence of recognition for outer and expanding circle varieties of English creates a
need to investigate try and V construction in those English varieties. The current study
has not considered this development, and therefore, further research is encouraged.
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