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Abstract of the Dissertation
The Structure of Discontinuous Noun Phrases in Thai:
Right-dislocation and Quantifier Float
by
Khanin Chaiphet

Doctor of Philosophy

in
Linguistics
Stony Brook University

2023

This dissertation investigates two phenomena related to discontinuous noun phrases in Thai:
Right-dislocation and Quantifier Float. These phenomena involve a modifying constituent
positioned at the right edge of a sentence, separate from its head noun. The first part of the
dissertation addresses the question of which modifiers can or cannot undergo right-disloca-
tion, distinguishing between classifier-headed modifiers and non-classifier-headed (stand-
alone) modifiers. It illustrates that demonstratives and a specific indefinite numeral 'one' al-
ways require a classifier, explaining their inability to appear without a classifier in the right-
dislocated position. It also explores the role of classifiers in facilitating right-dislocation,
proposing three properties that enable classifier-headed modifiers to occur in the non-adjacent
position. For non-classifier-headed modifiers, it is suggested that they must be structurally

complex to be grammatical in the right-dislocated position. Additionally, it argues that there

il



is no clear structural difference between right-dislocated modifiers and extraposed relative
clauses in Thai, as both constructions do not behave as if they were moved out of their host
clause.

For the syntactic analysis of Thai right-dislocated modifiers, a version of the bi-
clausal analysis proposed by Ott and de Vries (2012, 2016) is adopted. This analysis posits
that right-dislocation constructions involve underlying biclausal structures, with the dislocat-
ed constituent being a remnant of ellipsis in the second clause. It is argued that right-dislocat-
ed modifiers in Thai can be classified as afterthoughts, serving to introduce discourse-new
information. Two subtypes of afterthoughts are explored: specificational and predicative af-
terthoughts, with a focus on highlighting their distinctions and asymmetries. It is proposed
that classifier-headed modifiers are ambiguous between specificational and predicative after-
thoughts, while non-classifier-headed modifiers are analyzed as predicative afterthoughts.
Furthermore, the specificational afterthought analysis is advocated for both classifier-headed
and non-classifier-headed relative clauses in the right-dislocation construction.

The second part of the dissertation focuses on the phenomenon of Quantifier Float in
Thai. Previous analyses are reviewed, and arguments are presented to support the claim that
Thai quantifier float is driven by focus, and that it results from rightward movement to the
dedicated position of FocusP. The dissertation also addresses the ambiguity between floating
quantifiers and right-dislocated quantifiers, noting that the latter does not affect the semantic
scope of the quantifier. Furthermore, it tackles the issue of the impossibility of forming a sin-
gle constituent between floating quantifiers and their associates, attributing it to the require-
ment of a preposition. A proposed solution suggests that prepositions in Thai can be dropped,
allowing for successful constituent formation between the floating quantifier and the demon-

strative NP.

v



Dedicated to my parents.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES .....ucouiitiiininninensinsnnsesssissssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssas ix
LIST OF FIGURES ......uuouuiiirintiiiisuicnisensaesssisesssssssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssass X
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ....uuconiiiininsnicsnisecssicsssssesssnsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssss xi
CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION ...ucouiirnininsaissanssessanssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssass 1
1.1 DiScONtiNUOUS NOUN PRTASES.....eceiuviiiruiieeiiieeiieeeiiteesieeesteeesaeeessaeeessseeesseesseeesseesssseesnsnes 1
1.2 Thai modifiers and their co-occurrences with classifiers..........cooceevieriiinicniiinicnicenies 3
1.3 Rigidity and discontinuity of NOUN PATASES.........ccvieiiieriieiiieriieitecie e 8
1.4 Overview of the diSSEITAtION .......cceeruiiriiriiriieieeierieee ettt 13
CHAPTER 2
RIGHT-DISLOCATED MODIFIERS IN THAL.....ccoininniienninsnnsensacssnnssessaessasssessscssnses 18
2.1 The two types of right-dislocated nominal modifiers ..........cccceevvvieriieenciienieeeee e, 20
2.2 Deictic modifiers and their obligatory use of classifiers.........c.ccoeeieriieciienciieiienieeenne, 26
2.2.1 The post-classifier numeral “One’...........ccceeuieiieniieiiieiiieieee e 28
2.2.1.1 A close relation between a numeral one and an indefinite article........... 30
2.2.1.2 The history of the Thai numeral ‘One’ ............cccoveeeviierciienieeeie e 33
2.2.2 The unifying analysis of Thai deictic MOdifiers .........c.cceevieeviieriieeeiieeeiie e 36
2.3 The roles of classifiers in right-diSIOCation ...........ccceeviieeiiiieiiieeieececeeee e 47
2.3.1 Classifiers lincense NP-elliPSiS.......cccccureriieriieiiieniieiierie e 48
2.3.2 Classifiers as focal €lements ........c..ccceriiriiiiiiieniiierieeeee e 53
2.3.3 Classifiers are grammaticalized NOUNS ..........ccceeveevierieniiiienieneeeneene e 59
2.4 The complex structure requirement of right-dislocation............ccccceeevveevciiencieecceeee. 63

vi



2.5 Relative clauses at the €Ae........eevvuiiiiiiieiii e e 68

2.5.1 Extraposition vs. Right-dislocation...........c.cceccuiieiiieeriiieiiecieecee e 68
2.5.2 No evidence of movement from other types of extraposition ..............cceeveenneenee. 77
2.0 SUIMIMATY ..evviiiiiieiiieeeite ettt st e e sttt e e s atee e st eeeeteeensaeeensteesnseeessseeensseeesnseesnnseesnnneens 79
CHAPTER 3
THE BICLAUSAL ANALYSIS OF RIGHT-DISLOCATED MODIFIERS..........ccccceceu. 81
3.1 InfOrmation SEIUCTUTE ......coouiiiuiiiiieiie ettt sttt e e eaeeas 82
3.2 Two types of RD: backgrounding and afterthought ..............ccccooeeieiieiiiiiiiniiieee, 86
3.2.1 An overview from Ott and de Vries (2016) .......cccoeevviieiiiieiiieeieeeeeeee e 86
3.2.2 Asymmetries between Backgrounding and ATS.........cccccceeviieiieniieenienieeeeeee e 89
3.2.3 Specificational vs. predicative ATS ........coouiiiiiiiieiiei e 93
3.3 The previous analyses 0f RD........cccuoiiiiiiiiiiiie et 95
3.3.1 The monoclausal analySes.........cccuieeiiieriiiiiiiieeeieeerieeereee e ereeeree e eesvee e 95
3.3.2 The biclausal analysis .........ccccveriieiiiirieiiieiie ettt eseaeeneas 97
3.3.2.1 Dislocated constituents as fragments............ccceeveeeciierienieenienieeeesnens 98
3.3.2.2 The clause-external properties of dXP........ccccoevieviiiiieniiiiieiieiee, 101
3.4 The analysis of Thai right-dislocated modifiers............ccoceeiiiriiiiiiiniiieee 108
3.4.1 The Thai CONSIUCTIONS........iiiiiiiiiieiieiie ettt et sttt et e sbeesaeeeas 108
3.4.2 Right-dislocated classifier-headed modifiers............cccccvveviiiieiiiiiniiiiiie e, 115
3.4.3 Right-dislocated non-classifier-headed modifiers ...........cccceevuvervieciienieiiieeninnns 127
3.5 SUMMATY ..eeiiiiiiieeie ettt e et e e st e e st eesnteeeensteesaseeennseesnaseens 136
CHAPTER 4
QUANTIFIER FLOAT ....cuuiiiinuineisinsuissensesssnssssssesssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssass 139
4.1 The previous analyses of Thai Q-float ..........cceeeviieeiiiieiiiieeeeeceeee e 140
4.1.1 The non-movement analysis: Q-float as adverbials.............ccceeevrevierieeveennennnen. 140
4.1.2 The leftward movement analysis: QP stranding ............c.ccoeeeevveeiienieenieenneennen. 143
4.1.3  Q-float @S QR ....ooiiiiieeiee e e e 147
4.2 The proposal: Rightward Subextraction to FOCUSP ...........ccociiiiiiiiiiiiiee 157
4.2.1 Implications from eXtrapOSItION.........ccrvreeruireerieeeiieeeeeeeireeesreeesreeesreeesereeeeans 158

vil



4.2.2 The landing site of floated qUanNtifiers ...........ccecveeeciieeiiieeieece e 162

4.2.3 Floated quantifiers vs. right-dislocated quantifiers..........ccccceevvveevcieencieeenieeennee. 166
4.2.4 Q-float is Ariven DY fOCUS ......oecviiriieiieiie et e 172
4.2.5 The cOMPIEe SLUCLUIE. .....eccvieiieriieeiierie et eeee et ste ettt e ereesieeebeesaaeebeessaesnsees 179
4.2.6 Quantifier SCOPE and NEZALION .......ccueeruiiriiieiiieiierie ettt 185
4.2.7 An argument for subextraction: P-drop..........ccocceeriiiiiiniiiiii e, 192
TG N1 141 0 | PSSR 195
CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION . .uuiiiiiiiseecssicsnsssecsssssssssessssssssssesssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassans 197
BIBLIOGRAPHY ...cuuiiuineiiinsninsnnsssssisssnssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssas 201

viii



LIST OF TABLES

Table (1): Interpretational differences across modifiers types 8

Table (2): The summary of the nominal modifier types that can/cannot be right-dislocated 24

X



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure (1): Right-dislocation classification 87
Figure (2): Right-dislocated nominal modifiers in Thai 138
Figure (3): The scopal effects of Q-float relative to negation 151



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

No words are good enough to convey the depth of my gratitude to Francisco Ordonez, my
dissertation advisor, syntax professor, encouraging pusher, and supportive mentor. He al-
lowed me to develop my work at my own pace, while gently and consistently motivating me
to achieve success. He was generous with his time, offering me priceless insights and support
from the first day I entered the Ph.D. program to the day I filed this thesis. I would also like
to extend my deepest gratitude to Michael Newman, who introduced me to Francisco and
served as my linguistics professor and academic advisor at Queens College. My academic
journey wouldn't have progressed this far without the help and support from these individu-
als. I am deeply indebted to them.

I am grateful to William Haddican, Jason Kandybowich, and Janet Dean Fodor for
their guidance and support during my time at the Graduate Center, CUNY. I held them in high
esteem as exceptional teachers and sources of inspiration, which drove me to endure and car-
ry on my path.

I would like to thank my dissertation committee members: Jiwon Yun, Daniel Finer,
and Peter Jenks. Their invaluable feedback on my thesis (as well as on my previous work)
and their willingness to generously share their knowledge with me are deeply appreciated.
Peter has earned a special thanks. I gained extensive experience and learned a great deal from
his inspiring work in Thai linguistics, as well as from collaborating with him.

I extend my gratitude to Lori Repetti, Robert Hoberman, Mark Aronoff, Ellen

Broselow, Thomas Graf, John Bailyn, Richard Larson, and the rest of the faculty in the Stony

X1



Brook Linguistics Department. Their expertise and insights have truly enriched my academic
journey. I’'m not sure I could have asked for mentors who were more supportive and dedicat-
ed than the team I had.

I feel fortunate to have known my fellow grad students — Seoyoung Kim, Andrija
Petrovic, Alex Hong-Lun Yeung, Grace Wivell, So Young Lee, Nazila Shafiei, Ayla Karakas,
Hyunah Baek, Hongchen Wu, Aléna Aksénova, Aniello De Santo, Ji Yea Kim, Michelle May-
ro, Hossep Dolatian, Sedigheh Moradi, Russell Tanenbaum, Chikako Takahashi, Veronica
Miatto, Lei Lui, Anna Melnikova, and Yaobin Liu — They really shaped my time in the de-
partment and helped me handle the challenges of grad school, making it feel like home. A big
thank you to Seoyoung and Andrija for being the best cohort ever and for throwing the best
parties on Long Island. Alex, So Young, and Grace have also earned my special thanks for not
only being my best officemates but also my go-to problem solvers and counselors for every-
thing under the sun.

Many thanks to all the members of the (self-initiated) Stony Brook University Thai
Students Association, especially Panu Sam-ang, Sukho Kongtawong, Tanat Peanlikhit, and
Surakawin Suebka. Their support have made my life on Long Island much more enjoyable
and manageable.

I’'m lucky to have the friendship of my incredible Thai friends in the US, particularly
Siwaporn Silasaat, Tana Kokanot, Kwanchanok Klongklaew, Piromporn Angsawothai, Raksit
Lau-preechathammarach, and Prin Chaksmithanont. I thank them all for being an enormous
source of emotional support and for adding vibrant colors to my over 12 years abroad.

Thank you to my partner, Pratchaya Khankaew, for motivating and spurring me on to
complete this thesis, especially during the most challenging phases. His support and presence

by my side throughout this academic endeavor have meant the world to me.

Xii



Finally, and most importantly, thank you to my wonderful Chaiphet family — Mom,
Dad, Pin, and Klui — for their limitless love and encouragement. Everything that has hap-

pened wouldn't have been possible without their support. This thesis is dedicated to them.

xiii



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Discontinuous noun phrases

This dissertation investigates the structural aspects of discontinuous noun phrases in Thai, a
construction where nominal modifiers are separated from the noun they modify. These dis-
placed modifiers are typically shown in the literature to occupy the rightmost position in a
sentence. This study specifically examines two types of discontinuous noun phrases: Right-
dislocation and Quantifier Float. These phenomena are exemplified in (1b) and (2b), where
the floated and right-dislocated modifiers appear at the end of the sentence, respectively. The

(a) examples illustrate their canonical positions (in-situ).

(1) Right-dislocation
a. Canonical position
chan! hén [pp nakrian [agjp chala:t]] l&:w
I see student smart  already
‘I’ve seen the smart student already.’
b. Right-dislocated position

chan hén [pp nakrian] 1&:w  [agjp chala:t ma:k]

I Aspiration is not superscripted and /te/ is represented as /c/ throughout this dissertation.



I see student already smart much

‘I’ve seen the student already, really smart.’

(2) Quantifier float

a. Canonical position
chan hén [pp nakrian [cip [op sda:m] khon]] l&:w
I see student three CLF already
‘I’ve seen three students already.’

b. Floated position
chan hén [pp nékrian] 1é&:w [cip [op sd:m] khon]
I see student already three CLF

‘I’ve seen three students already.’

While the right-dislocation and quantifier float constructions may appear similar on
the surface, with both the adjective modifier and the quantifier positioned at the rightmost of
the sentence. Structurally, however, while right-dislocated modifiers occur clause-externally,
floating quantifiers seem to occur within a clause. Chapters 3 and 4 will demonstrate that
these modifiers occupy distinct positions in the structure. As a result, they belong to different
analyses. Before delving into their detailed discussions, let us now consider the various types

of modifiers and examine the rigidity of word orders that involve nominal modifiers in Thai.



1.2 Thai modifiers and their co-occurrences with classifiers

Thai is considered a right-branching language with rigid word order since dependents strictly

occur on the right of their head. For example, a verb precedes its compliments (3a), an auxil-

iary verb precedes main verbs (3b), a preposition precedes a noun complement (3¢), a com-

plementizer precedes clauses (3d), and, as expected, a head noun precedes all types of nomi-

nal modifiers (3¢e). These are all illustrated below. (The heads are shown in bold.)

3)

. chan [vp sur: [np tho:rasap]]

I buy telephone

‘I bought a telephone.’

. chéan [auxr kamlag [vp str: tho:rasap]]

I PROG buy telephone

‘I am buying a telephone.’

. tho:rasap [pp bon [np t6?]]

telephone  on table

‘the phone on the table’

. ME: [ve rdu [cp wa: chan sur: tho:rasap]]

mother  know comp I buy telephone

‘My mother knew that I bought a telephone.’

. tho:rasap[apr maj]/[op sa:m khrdian]/[cp thi: mé:

sur:])/[pp bon t6?]/[pemp ni:]

telephone new three CLF that mom buy on table this

‘new phones/three phones/the phone that my mother bought/the phone on the table/

this phone



Since we are particularly interested in the discontinuity of a head noun and its dis-
placed modifiers, the kind of modifiers explored will be similar to that in (3e). Iwasaki and
Ingkaphirom (2005) posit that Thai modifiers can be divided into two types according to their
ability to repeat within a single noun phrase. Type I modifiers can appear only once in a noun
phrase, whereas Type II modifiers can appear more than once. The examples of the both types
of Thai modifiers are illustrated below. It is noted that the repetition of the modifiers in Type I
leads to sharp ungrammaticality (4ii) while it is more acceptable to repeat the modifiers in

Type II (511).

(4) Typel
a.  Numeral modifiers
(i) thorasap [sa:m khriiag]
phone three CLF
‘three phones’
(i) *tho:rasap [sa:m khrdiap] [sii  khrdiag]
phone three CLF four CLF
b.  Demonstrative modifiers
(i) thorrasap [khrdian ni:]
phone CLF this
‘this phone’
(i1)) *tho:rasap [khrdiag ni:] [khrdian nan]
phone CLF this CLF that

c.  Interrogative/indefinite modifiers



(i) thorasap [khrdian naj]
phone CLF any
‘any phone’
(i1)) *tho:rasap [khrdian ndj] [khrdian naj]?

phone CLF any CLF any

(5) Typell
a.  Genitive phrases
(1)  thorasap [khd:n chan]
phone of me
‘my phone’
(i)  tho:rasap [khd:y éppdn] [khd:ny chan]
phone of Apple of me
‘my Apple phone’
b.  Adjectival modifiers
(1)  thorrasap [maj]
phone new
‘the new phone’
(1i1) thorrasap [ké:] [maj]
phone cool new
‘the new cool phone’

c.  Prepositional phrases

2 Repetition of ndj is only possible when it is used to intensify the meaning rather than introducing a new mean-
ing, as in tho:rasap khriian ndj ndj ‘ANY phone’. This form of repetition is just an instance of reduplication,
however.



(i) thorrasap [bon t6?]
phone on table
‘the phone on the table’

(i) tho:rasap [naj hdn] [bon t6?]
phone in room on table
‘the phone in the room on the table’

d. Relative clauses

(i)  thorasap [thi: meé:  sur]
phone that mom buy
‘the phone that Mom bought’

(i) thowrasap [thi: mé:  sur:] [thi: ?3:k maj]
phone that mom buy that out new

‘the phone that Mom bought that’s just released’

Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom posit that such a classification is applicable to both Thai
and English. The ability to repeat, however, is not the only difference between the two types
of modifiers. Notice that in Type I, but not Type II, the classifiers must be present3. The pres-
ence of the classifiers plays a crucial role in the analyses of discontinuous noun phrases in

Thai. We will discuss this matter again when we reach the next chapter.

3 The original examples of demonstrative and interrogative/indefinite modifiers illustrated in Iwasaki and In-
gkaphirom 2005 do not require the presence of a classifier. However, the classifiers are added here because their
absence sometimes results in ungrammatical judgment by Thai speakers.



For now, it is important to introduce a so-called ‘classifier-modifier construction’# as
another category of nominal modification in Thai. Descriptively speaking, this construction is
a sequence of a classifier followed by a nominal modifier. All modifiers in Thai, except quan-
tifiers (and numerals)5, can optionally occur with a classifier, yielding a singular-and-specific
interpretation. Table (1) below compares the interpretations of the Thai modifiers in (4) and

(5), and their counterparts containing a classifier. Note that the classifier must precede the

modifiers.
Modifier type Modifier without classifier Modifier with classifier
tho:rasap [sd:m khrdian]
Quantifiers N/A phone three CLF
‘(the) three phones’
?tho:rasap [nan] tho:rasap [khrdian nan]
. phone that phone CLF  that
Demonstratives , ; . ,
‘that/those phone(s) that (one and specific) phone
Interrogative/ ?tho:rasap [ndj] tho:rasap [khrttiap ndj]
) phone CLF any
Indefinite phone any . hone’
modifiers ‘any phone’ any phone

Genitive phrases

Adjectives

tho:rasap [khdon chan]
phone of me
‘my phone(s)’

tho:rasap [maj]
phone new
‘(the) new phone(s)’

tho:rasap [khruian khdon chan]
phone CLF of me
‘my (one) phone’

tho:rasap [khrdian maj]
phone CLF new
‘the (one) new phone’

4 The notion of ‘classifier-modifier construction’ varies depending only the analysis viewpoint. For example,
Jenks (2011) includes only the classifier-modifier sequences that are complements to the null choice functional
determiner (Dcr). I, however, consider all co-occurrences of a modifier and a classifier as classifier-modifier
constructions in this dissertation.

5 There is also a construction in Thai called ‘bare classifier phrase’ which consists of a head noun and a classifier
to the exclusion of a numeral (Bisang 1999; Pichetpan and Post 2021). We will leave this topic aside as its struc-
ture and function are beyond the scope of this study.



Modifier type Modifier without classifier Modifier with classifier

tho:rasap [bon t6?] tho:rasap [khrdian bon t6?]
phone on table phone CLF on table
‘(the) phone(s) on the table’ | ‘the (one) phone on the table’

Prepositional
phrases

tho:rasap [thi: phOom surwu] | tho:rasap [khrdian thi: phom suru]
Relative clauses | phone RELI buy phone CLF RELI buy
‘(the) phone(s) that I bought’ | ‘the (one) phone that I bought’

Table (1): Interpretational differences across modifiers types®

In the table above, the bare noun tho:rasap ‘phone’ is ambiguous between numbers
and between specificities. That is, when the classifier is not present, the entire noun phrase
can be interpreted as singular or plural as well as specific or non-specific. Piriyawiboon
(2010), building on the Kind approach by Carlson (1977) and Chierchia (1998), proposes that
Thai bare nouns are kind-referring expressions. Since the kind interpretation has no distinc-
tion between singular and plural entities, a classifier is required to individuate a level for
counting. Therefore, when the classifier is present, the noun tho:rasap is interpreted as a sin-

gle, specific phone.

1.3 Rigidity and discontinuity of noun phrases

In the previous section, we have seen that nominal modifiers in Thai, both Type I and II, al-
ways appear on the right of their head. When there is only one modifier in the noun phrase, it
usually occur adjacent to the head noun. When there are multiple modifiers, the order can be

as in (6) (Piriyawiboon 2010, p. 123) or (7) (Simpson 2008, p. 1):

6 See chapter 2.1 for the examples of right-dislocated modifiers



(6) Noun > Adjective > Numeral-Classifier > Relative Clause > Demonstrative

(7)  Noun > Adjective > Relative Clause > Numeral-Classifier > Demonstrative

Although not identical, the proposed orders by Piriyawiboon and Simpson suggest
that in Thai, the Adjective functions as the modifier closest to the head noun, while the
Demonstrative closes off the noun phrase. The positions for Numeral and Relative Clause
may be more flexible within the noun phrase. This in fact corresponds to what many linguists
have argued for. For example, Adger (2003) and Abels (2015) argue that Adjective forms a
syntactic constituent with Noun to the exclusion of Numeral and Demonstrative. One source
of evidence for this comes from ‘constituency tests’—a standard tool in theoretical syntax for
detecting hierarchical structure. Hence, the basic constituency structure in English could look

like (8a) while the one in Thai could look like (8b).

(8) a. English b. Thai
Vs
Dem Dem
Num / Num
Adj N N Adj

Along the same lines, Culbertson and Adger (2014) suggest that this [Demonstrative
Numeral Adjective Noun] structure (and other relevant orders) is motivated by considerations
of semantic scope: Adjective first semantically combines with Noun. Then Numeral com-
bines with the constituent [Adjective Noun] (or [Noun Adjective] in Thai) to form countable

units. Finally, Demonstrative maps the entire constituent to individuals. Moreover, The exper-



imental results from Culbertson and Adger (2014); Martin et al. (2019); and Martin et al.
(2020) confirm that there is psychological influence of hierarchical structure on speakers’
word order preferences, using artificial languages as stimuli to show that the speakers com-
bine Adjective with Noun first, then Numeral, and Demonstrative at last. As for the other
(less frequent) word orders, Abels and Neeleman (2012) suggest that they could be derived
via movement.

In Thai, such an order of combination has often been claimed to be rigid and consid-
ered as a canonical word order for elements within the noun phrase. Probably the most well-
known exception for such rigidity is when quantifiers occur separated from the head noun
they modify, commonly referred to as floating quantifiers, as seen in (1). The examples below
compare the canonical position (9a) and floating position (9b) of a quantifier. The quantifier

and its associated noun are in bold.

(9) a. Canonical position
khaw swr:  tho:rasap si:m khrdiay muiawa:n
he buy phone three CLF yesterday
‘He bought three phones yesterday.’

b. Floating position

khaw sur:  tho:rasap sthtr—hehrrg muiawa:n si:m Khrdiang
he buy phone three CLF yesterday three CLF

‘He bought three phones yesterday.’

This quantifier float phenomenon in Thai has received a fair amount of attention and

proper analyses in the literature (e.g. Jenks 2011, 2013; Simpson 2004, 2011; Singhapreecha

10



and Sybesma 2015; Wongbiasaj 1979). The detailed analyses of Thai Q-float will be present-
ed in chapter 4.

Besides, there are other cases of discontinuous modifiers mentioned in Iwasaki and
Ingkaphirom 2005, but never received further scrutinized exploration. In that study, the au-
thors show that there is a subtype of modifiers that can appear after a complete sentence.
They dub these modifiers ‘appended modifiers’. Consider the examples taken from Iwasaki

and Ingkaphirom (2005, pp. 70-71) below.

(10) a. phom sur: 16t ma: lew [khan 1¢k]
I buy car  ASP already CLF small
‘I bought a car — a small one.’
b. chiaj ?aw krapro:y tua maj ma: njj [thi: khwé:n naj th:]
help take skirt CLF new ASP ADV that hang in  closet

‘Can you bring me the skirt — the one hanging in the closet?’

On the surface, these examples bear resemblance to Thai floating quantifiers as the
constituents associated with the head noun end up in the position outside of the noun phrase.
In example (10a), the adjectival phrase headed by a classifier appears at the end of the sen-
tence. Again, this type of modifiers i.e., the modifiers that are headed by a classifier, will be
discussed when we get to ‘right-dislocation’ in chapter 2 and 3. On the other hand, the sen-
tence in (10b) shows a similar pattern to ‘Extraposition from NP’ (henceforth EXNP) in
which a relative clause is separated from the associated head noun and ends up in the sen-
tence-final position. In English, the modifiers that can be extraposed include, but not limited

to, relative clauses and prepositional phrases. The prenominal modifiers like adjectives can-
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not be extraposed. Given this information, one can preliminarily hypothesize that probably
only postnominal constituents can be separated from the noun but prenominal modifiers can-
not. This is not surprising given that there is significantly more flexibility in the postnominal
modifier order observed in the world’s languages than the prenominal one (Abels and Neele-

man 2012; Cinque 2005; Dryer 2018).

(11) Number of languages (N=576) of the noun phrase containing prenominal and postnom-

inal modifiers from Dryer (2018):

a. All three modifiers precede the noun b. All three modifiers follow the noun
Dem-Num-Adj-N 113 N-Adj-Num-Dem 182
Adj-Num-Dem-N 0 N-Dem-Num-Adj 8
Dem-Adj-Num-N 3 N-Num-Adj-Dem 11
Num-Dem-Adj-N 2 N-Adj-Dem-Num 36
Num-Adj-Dem-N 0 N-Dem-Adj-Num 13
Adj-Dem-Num-N 0 N-Num-Dem-Adj 1

The counts show that there are significantly more modification patterns for the post-
nominal modifiers than the prenominal ones. There are also more languages with postnomi-
nal modifiers. This suggests that modifiers might occur less rigidly after a head noun. Fur-
thermore, it can be easily seen in languages with mixed modifier positions like English in
which the order of prenominal modifiers (demonstratives, numerals, and adjectives) is rigid
but that of postnominal modifiers (relative clauses and prepositional phrases) is relatively
flexible. As mentioned above, relative clauses and prepositional phrases can be extraposed
from a noun phrase. The examples of EXNP in English (indicated by strikethrough) are

shown below.
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(12) a. Relative clause EXNP
The guy whe-we-met-yesterday stole a candy who we met yesterday
b. Prepositional phrase EXNP

The girl with-beautiful-hair was here yesterday with beautiful hair.

Because only postnominal modifiers in English can be extraposed, it gives rise to the
fundamental question as to whether this form of extraposition could generally occur with any
postnominal modifier. Specifically, since all modifiers in Thai are postnominal, could they all
be displaced to a position further from the noun? And if they could, would they be accounted
for under the same analysis as English EXNP? The rest of the dissertation will be dealing

with all of these questions

1.4 Overview of the dissertation

The dissertation is basically divided into two parts. Part I consists of chapter 2 and chapter 3,
which discusses right-dislocation in Thai and its analysis. Part II contains chapter 4, which

presents a discussion of Thai quantifier float.

Part I

Chapter 2 of this dissertation examines the first type of discontinuous noun phrase construc-
tions, namely, right-dislocation. It begins by introducing two types of modifiers that can un-
dergo right-dislocation, which are distinguished based on the presence of a classifier head:

classifier-headed modifiers and non-classifier-headed modifiers.
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(13) a. Classifier-headed modifiers
chan hén déki muiawa:nni: [cie Khon [agje sti:n]]i/ [cirp Khon [onep nuun]]i/
I see child yesterday CIt tall Clt one
[cirp Khon [pemp ni:]]i/ [cire khon [pp ca:k ci:n]]i/ [cire khon [cp thi: pa: ti: ]];
CIf this CIf from China CIf REL aunt hit
‘I saw the child yesterday, the tall one/ just one/ this one/ the one from China/ the
one whom my aunt hit.’
b. Non-classifier-headed modifiers
chan hén déki muiawa:nni: [agjp SU:) ma:K]i/ [aqjp sti:n.st:nli/ [pp ca:k ci:n]i/
I see child yesterday tall very tall.tall from China
[cp thi: pa: ti: ]
REL aunt hit
‘I saw the a/the child(ren) yesterday, very tall/ tall-ish/ from China/ whom my aunt

hit.’

In this chapter, I address the question of which modifiers can or cannot undergo
right-dislocation in Thai. While classifier-headed modifiers can all undergo right-dislocation,
not all types of the non-classifier-headed ones can. I illustrate that the classifier in the classi-
fier-headed modifier construction can license ellipsis of the noun and that it shares some
properties with a focal element. As a result, the classifier-headed modifiers that appear at the
right-dislocated position are not just standalone modifiers but rather modifiers with an elided
head noun. In the case of the non-classifier-headed modifiers, right-dislocation can only take
place when the modifiers are structurally complex. That is, the modifiers must contain at

lease one other phrase or be contained within a larger phrase. This thus explains why stand-
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alone adjectives cannot appear in the right-dislocated position, but reduplicated and intensi-
fied (adverbial-modified) adjectives, as well as prepositional phrases, can. As for the specific
indefinite modifier and demonstratives, I illustrate that they form a natural class called deictic
modifiers, following Jenks (2011). The reason why both of these modifier types cannot ap-
pear in the right-dislocated position alone, apart from being not structurally complex, has to
do with the fact that deictic modifiers must always be accompanied by a classifier. Finally, I
suggest that there is no clear structural difference between extraposed relative clauses and
right-dislocated modifiers in Thai. I argue that both of these constructions do not behave as if
they were moved out of their host clause, thus supporting a non-movement analysis.

In chapter 3, I adopt a version of the “biclausal” analysis proposed by de Vries
(2009a, 2013), Ott (2012; 2015), and Ott and de Vries (2012; 2016) to account for right-dis-
location in Thai. I illustrate that there are two main types of right-dislocation — background-
ing and afterthought — and right-dislocated modifiers in Thai are of the afterthought type
since it expresses discourse-new information. The analysis argues that right-dislocation con-
structions are underlying biclausal structures, in which two clauses are juxtaposed. Within the
second clause, the dislocated peripheral XP (or dXP) is fronted to the edge of the clause and
the remainder undergoes ellipsis. The host of the first clause (the “correlate”) has a cataphoric

(or anaphoric) relation to the dXP. The representation is schematized below.

(14) [cp1...correlate. .. ] [cp2 dXPif—t~——]

Furthermore, I propose that right-dislocated modifiers in Thai belong to different subtypes of
afterthought, following the distinction made by Ott and de Vries (2016). Right-dislocated

classifier-headed modifiers specify the meaning of the correlate and thus are called “specifi-
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cational afterthoughts”. On the other hand, right-dislocated non-classifier-headed modifiers
act as predicates. They attribute some property to the referent of their correlate and are called

“predicative afterthoughts”.

Part I1
Chapter 4 discusses a type of construction in Thai that involves IP-internal displacement of

quantifiers, known as quantifier float.

(15) chan hén nakrian; Ié&:w [cie [op sda:m] khon];
I see student already three CLF

‘I’ve seen three students already.’

I begin by presenting three previous analyses of quantifier float in Thai: adverbial,
stranding, and QR analyses, as well as their shortcomings. Building on the idea of Ross
(1967), I propose that Thai quantifier float can be straightforwardly accounted for using the
subextraction analysis similar to the one proposed for extraposed relative clauses. Additional-
ly, I propose that the landing site for subtracted quantifiers is at the dedicated position of Fo-
cusP since the movement of quantifier float in Thai is driven by focus. The structure for both

subject and object quantifier float is illustrated below.

(16) Rightward subextraction to FocusP

[1p [pp Subject ¢ ][ [ v [pp Object ¢ ]] [Focuse Q-CIf]]]
. ' é
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Furthermore, I propose that rightward movement of the floating quantifier has a
clear floated position. As a [P-internal movement, the landing site is located right above vP
but lower than the position of high adverbs (e.g. temporal adverbs) and sentence-final parti-
cles. Since quantifier float involves IP-internal movement, it cannot be positioned above IP.
However, I argue that quantifiers that appear at the edge of the clause are ambiguous between
floating quantifiers and right-dislocated quantifiers, with the latter occurring IP-externally.

Finally, I address some potential challenges to this analysis and provide solutions for them.
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CHAPTER 2

RIGHT-DISLOCATED MODIFIERS IN THAI

This chapter investigates various types of nominal modifiers that occur at the outer right edge
of a clause. These modifiers are considered ‘displaced’ or ‘non-canonical’ since their position
is not local to their associated noun (their correlate) on the surface. The construction contain-
ing them is known as ‘right-dislocation’ (henceforth RD). I categorize right-dislocated nomi-
nal modifiers in Thai into two types based on their occurrence with a classifier. The following
examples demonstrate that right-dislocated adjectives (in bold) can occur with a classifier, as
in (1a), or without it, as in (1b). Note that in this particular example, the type of adjectives

used is reduplicated adjectives.

(1) a. Right-dislocated classifier-headed adjectives
chan hén deki muiawa:nni: [khon sti:g.sti:n];
I see child yesterday CIf tall.tall
‘I saw a child yesterday, the pretty tall one.’
b. Right-dislocated non-classifier-headed adjectives
chan hén deki muiawa:nni: [sti:g.st:n];
I see child yesterday tall.tall

‘I saw a child yesterday, (he is) pretty tall.’
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As we continue, we will introduce other types of modifiers, including the indefinite
modifier (post-classifier numeral 'one'), demonstratives, relative clauses, and prepositional
phrases, in addition to adjectives (or adjectival phrases). It is important to note that these
terms are used to refer to the complete constituent that may contain only a single phrase or
other modifying phrases. On the other hand, when referring to the maximal projections of
specific lexical or functional categories in a more technical sense, terms such as NP, DP, CP,
PP, AdjP, CIfP, OneP, DemP, and so on will be used.

The main point of this chapter is to address the question of which modifiers can or
cannot undergo right-dislocation in Thai. The chapter is outlined as follows. In section 2.1, I
present in details the two types of Thai nominal modifiers that can undergo right-dislocation.
These two types of right-dislocated modifier are distinguished based on the presence of a
classifier head, thus referred to as “classifier-headed modifiers” and “non-classifier-headed
modifiers”. We will observe that when a modifier is headed by a classifier, creating a classifi-
er phrase, it can undergo RD with ease. However, if a modifier appears alone without a clas-
sifier, only certain types of modifiers may be placed in that position. Section 2.2 introduces
the first two types of modifiers that cannot undergo right-dislocation, namely non-classifier-
headed demonstratives and a non-classifier-headed indefinite modifier (deaccented numeral
‘one’). I illustrate that these modifiers form a natural class called deictic modifiers, following
Jenks (2011). The reason why both of these modifier types cannot appear in the right-dislo-
cated position alone has to do with the fact that deictic modifiers must always be accompa-
nied by a classifier. Section 2.3 delves into the first type of right-dislocated modifiers, namely
classifier-headed modifiers, in detail. It aims to explore the role of classifiers in facilitating

the ease of right-dislocation in this construction. I illustrate that the classifier in the classifier-
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headed modifier construction can license the ellipsis of the noun, that it exhibits certain prop-
erties akin to a focal element, and that it is a grammaticalized noun. Consequently, the classi-
fier-headed modifiers appearing in the right-dislocated position are not merely standalone
modifiers, but rather modifiers with an elided head noun. In Section 2.4, I investigate non-
classifier-headed modifiers and discover that right-dislocation can only occur when the modi-
fiers are structurally complex. In other words, the modifiers must contain at least one other
phrase or be encompassed within a larger phrase. This clarification elucidates why standalone
adjectives are unable to appear in the right-dislocated position, whereas reduplicated and in-
tensified (adverbial-modified) adjectives, as well as prepositional phrases, can. Finally, in
section 2.5, I suggest that there is no clear structural difference between extraposed relative
clauses and right-dislocated modifiers in Thai. I argue that both of these constructions do not
necessarily exhibit a direct connection with the noun correlate in the host clause and do not
behave as if they were moved out of their host clause, thereby supporting a non-movement

analysis.

2.1 The two types of right-dislocated nominal modifiers

It is important to first differentiate between Right-dislocation and Quantifier Float, even
though both constructions appear at the rightmost position of the sentence. One key distinc-
tion is that floating quantifiers cannot appear after sentence-final particles, indicating that
they should not be considered as occurring outside of a clause. Therefore, if we consider Q-
float as occurring clause-internally, it becomes apparent that it requires a distinct analysis

from any right-dislocation phenomenon. This is because right-dislocated constituents can ap-
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pear outside of the clause, specifically after sentence-final particles or a prosodic break. Due
to this distinction, Q-float and its analysis will not be included in this section. Instead, they
will be postponed to Section 4. For this section, we will solely focus on the types of right-dis-
located modifiers. As mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, these modifiers will be di-
vided into two types based on their co-occurrence with a classifier: classifier-headed and non-
classifier-headed modifiers.

Building on the idea of Ott and de Vries (2016), I propose that both of these types in-
volve a “host clause” that is linearly followed by the “dislocated XP” (henceforth dXP). The
correlate is an element of the host clause that is anaphorically (or cataphorically) linked to the

dXP. The dislocated modifiers are schematized in (2).

(2) a. Classifier-headed modifiers b. Non-classifier-headed modifiers
dXP dXP
—~A— —~A—
[cp...Correlate;...] [CIf [XP]]; [cp...Correlatei...] [XP];

The detailed analysis of RD will be provided in chapter 3. In that chapter, I will ex-
plain how these modifiers can be syntactically accounted for using the “biclausal” approach,
following the analyses of Kuno (1978), Park and Kim (2009), Takita (2014), Tanaka (2001),
Truckenbrodt (2013, 2016), Whitman (2000), and in particular, de Vries (2009a, 2013), Ott
(2012, 2015), and Ott and de Vries (2012, 2016).

For the time being, I will provide examples of classifier-headed modifiers and non-
classifier-headed modifiers in Thai in (3a) and (3b), respectively. The co-indexation between
the head noun dek ‘child’ and its modifiers illustrates that the latter modify the former. Note

that the presence of a classifier affects the interpretation of the entire noun phrase, leading to
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the singular-and-specific interpretation. Moreover, these right-dislocated modifiers (with the
exception of quantifiers) tend to occur “outside” of a clause, specifically following sentence-

final particles or a prosodic break?’.

(3) a. Classifier-headed modifiers

(1) Classifier + Adjective
chan hén déki muwiawa:nni: [khon sii:p];
I see child yesterday CIf tall
‘I saw the child yesterday, the tall one.’

(i1) Classifier + Specific indefinite numeral ‘one’
chan hén déki muiawa:nni: [khon nun];
I see child yesterday CIf one
‘I saw the child yesterday, just one.’

(ii1) Classifier + Relative clause
chan hén déki muawa:nni: [khon thi: chan kha:y ca:];
I see child yesterday Clf RELI ASP meet
‘I saw the child yesterday, the one I’ve met before.’

(iv) Classifier + Demonstrative
chan hén deki muwiawa:nni: [Khon nan];
I see child yesterday CIf  that
‘I saw the child yesterday, that one.’

(v) Classifier + Prepositional phrase

7 To explore the contrast between modifiers with and without a prosodic break, refer to section 4.2.2, which dis-
cusses the floated position of Quantifier Float.
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chan hén dék; muwawa:nni: [khon ca:k ci:n];
I see child yesterday CIf from China

‘I saw the child yesterday, the one from China.’

b. Non-classifier-headed modifiers
(1) Reduplicated or intensified adjective
chan hén deki mudiawa:nni: [sti:p-sti:nli /[sti:n Khoot]; /*[sti:n]i
I see child yesterday tall-tall tall very tall
‘I saw a/the child(ren) yesterday, somewhat tall/very tall/*tall.’
(i1) Specific indefinite numeral ‘one’
*chan hén deki muwawa:nni: [nupl;
I see child yesterday one
‘I saw a/the child(ren) yesterday, just one.’ (intended)
(ii1) Demonstrative
*chan hén déki muiawa:nni: [nan];
I see child yesterday that
‘I saw a/the child(ren) yesterday, that one.’ (intended)
(iv) Relative clause
chan hén deki muiawa:nni: [thi: chan khaay cd9];
I see child yesterday REL 1 ASP  meet
‘I saw a/the child(ren) yesterday, who I’ve met before.’
(v) Prepositional phrase
chan hén deki muawa:nni: [ca:k ci:n];

I see child yesterday from China

23



‘I saw a/the child(ren) yesterday, from China.’

In (3a), the noun dek ‘child’ is modified by classifier phrases (classifier-headed
modifiers), it is thus interpreted as ‘the child’ or, more specifically, a certain/specific child.
On the other hand, the noun dek in (3b) is modified by regular modifiers (without classifiers),
so it does not render the singular-and-specific interpretation. This noun is ambiguous between
being singular and plural as well as being specific and non-specific, and can be interpreted as
‘a child’, ‘the child’, *children’, or ‘the children’.

To summarize, While classifier-headed modifiers in (3a) can all undergo right-dislo-
cation, not all types of the non-classifier-headed ones in (3b) can. The ability of these modi-

fiers to be right-dislocated is summarized in the table belows.

Modifier type Right-dislocation ability
Classifier + Demonstrative v
Classifier + numeral ‘one’
Clas;i(f)i;rf:l};f:ded Classifier + Adjective

Classifier + Prepositional phrase

Classifier + Relative clause

Demonstrative
Numeral ‘one’
Non-classifier-headed | Adjective (standalone)

modifiers Reduplicated/Intensified Adjective

Prepositional phrase

R RN X %X x x| < <

Relative clause

Table (2): The summary of the nominal modifier types that can/cannot be right-dislocated

8 We will continue to refer to these modifiers as 'right-dislocated modifiers' or 'RD' for the time being. Their
classification as either backgrounding or ATs will be discussed in chapter 2.
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The constituents appearing at the right sentence periphery have different functions
depending on what occurs there, such as whether they provide old or new information. Before
delving into the discourse functions and the structures of right-dislocated modifiers in Thai,
which will be discussed in following chapter, it is crucial to first address the question of why
not all types of modifiers can undergo RD. That is, according to table (2), RD only allows
some types of the non-classifier-headed modifiers (i.e. reduplicated and intensified adjectives,
relative clauses, and prepositional phrases), but not others (i.e. standalone adjectives, numeral
‘one’, and demonstratives). Furthermore, we aim to understand why all forms of the classifi-
er-headed modifiers can undergo RD without any difficulty. We will observe what roles the
classifiers play in allowing the classifier phrase (CIfP) to occur at the right periphery more
easily compared to those modifying phrases not headed by a classifier. The rest of this chap-
ter is devoted to answering all these questions. Here is a list of questions that will be ad-

dressed in each of the upcoming sections.

* Section 2.2 — Why is right-dislocation not possible for non-classifier-headed
demonstratives and the specific indefinite numeral ‘one’?

* Section 2.3 — What roles does a classifier play in facilitating the ease of right-
dislocation for all classifier-headed modifiers?

e Section 2.4 — Why is it possible for all other types of non-classifier-headed
modifiers to undergo right-dislocation, except for standalone
adjectives?

* Section 2.5 — Can extraposed relative clauses be analyzed in the same manner

as other right-dislocated modifiers?
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The rest of this chapter is devoted to answering all these questions.

2.2 Deictic modifiers and their obligatory use of classifiers

According to table (2), there are three types of modifiers that cannot occur as RD when the
classifier is absent: adjectives, demonstratives, and the specific indefinite numeral ‘one’. In
this section, we explore the latter two and demonstrate that these types of modifiers cannot
occur in the right sentence periphery because they always require a classifier even in their
canonical positions. Jenks (2011) observes that both the demonstratives and the deaccented
specific indefinite numeral ‘one’ in Thai form a natural class called ‘deictic modifiers’. The
examples of the demonstratives and the deaccented specific indefinite numeral ‘one’ in Thai

are illustrated below.

(4) a. chan ra:cak [pp nakrian *(khon) ni:/nan/né:n]
I know student ~CLF this/that/yonder
‘I know this/that/yonder student’
b. chdn ra:cak [pp nékrian *(khon) nuwn]
I know student CLF one

‘I know a (certain/specific) student’
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Therefore, if the classifier is not present in the examples above, the phrase will
sound odd or ungrammatical. Note that the requirement of the classifier is due to the presence

of the modifiers, not the noun since the classifier cannot occur alone with the head noun.

(5) *nékrian khon

student CLF

On the other hand, the noun can be elided (represented by strikethrengh) when its

identity is already known from the context, as exemplified below.

(6) néksian khon niv/nwm chalait  wa:
student CLF this/one smart  very

‘This (student) is very smart.’

The examples in (5) and (6), therefore, suggest demonstratives and the numeral
‘one’ should form a constituent with a classifier rather than a head noun.

Semantically, in the case of demonstratives, classifiers serve the function of picking
out individuals from the nominal domain so that only definite and singular outputs will result.
Without the presence of classifiers, bare nouns in Thai can lead to ambiguities in terms of
definiteness (definite or indefinite) and number (singular or plural). These ambiguities are

referred to as having “kind” interpretations (Piriyawiboon 2010), exemplified in (7a).

(7) a. nakrian chala:t

student smart
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‘A smart student/smart students/the smart student/the smart students’

Furthermore, the requirement of the classifier with the numeral 'one' could be at-
tributed to the fact that this type of modifier functions as a quantified noun phrase, similar to
cardinal numerals that precede classifiers. As a quantifier, the presence of a classifier is
obligatory. To support this claim, I present both syntactic and historical evidence for the spe-
cific indefinite numeral 'one' in section 2.2.1, highlighting its strong connection with the car-
dinal numeral 'one'. As the specific indefinite numeral 'one' appears after the classifier, it will

m

be referred to as the "post-classifier numeral 'one'" moving forward. Similarly, the cardinal
numeral 'one' that occurs before a classifier will be referred to as the "pre-classifier numeral

'one'". In section 2.2.2, a unified syntactic analysis will be provided for both the demonstra-

tives and the pre-classifier and post-classifier numerals.

2.2.1 The post-classifier numeral ‘one’

This section addresses the question of why the specific indefinite noun phrase?, i.e. the post-
classifier ‘one’, always requires a classifier in the right-dislocation construction. We establish
a strong connection between the post-classifier ‘one’ and the pre-classifier cardinal numeral
‘one’ cross-linguistically. In addition, I present the historical evidence from Li (1978) to
demonstrate that this specific indefinite noun phrase is in fact derived from the quantified NP

containing a cardinal number ‘one’, i.e. the pre-classifier ‘one’. Given their shared quantifica-

9 Earlier analyses by Li (1978), Goral (1978), Singhapreecha (2001), among others, suggest that the post-classi-
fier ‘one’ is interpreted similar to English indefinite articles a/an. However, there are some cases that show that
the post-classifier ‘one’ cannot take narrow scope below higher scopal operators and instead exhibits a specific

reading (see Piriyawiboon 2010 or Jenks 2011 for details). These different meanings can be disambiguated con-
textually.
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tional nature, both constructions allow the post-classifier 'one' to undergo floating or right-
dislocation when accompanied by its obligatory classifier, similar to the behavior of the pre-
classifier ‘one’.

To begin, let us consider the distributional, phonological, and interpretational differ-
ences between the specific indefinite noun phrase and the quantified NP containing a cardinal

number ‘one’, exemplified below.

(8) a. Post-classifier ‘one’
dek khon nunp
child CLF one
‘a certain/specific child’ Specific indefinite reading
b. Pre-classifier ‘one’
dék nuy khon
child one  CLF

‘one child’ Enumerated reading

The numeral ‘one’ in (8a) occurs in a post-classifier position, exhibiting the specific
indefinite reading. Note that such a position is unique for the numeral ‘one’ and no other nu-
merals can occur here. The ‘one’ in (8b), like other cardinal numerals in Thai, occurs in the
pre-classifier position and exhibits the enumerated reading. Apart from their syntactic and
semantic differences, the ‘one’ in (8a) and (8b) are also phonologically distinct. While the
numeral ‘one’ in (8b) carries a low tone, the one in (8a) usually has a mid tone. However, it is
important to note that in formal register or written text, some Thai speakers may use the low

and mid tones interchangeably for the post-classifier 'one' in (8a).
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2.2.1.1 A close relation between a numeral one and an indefi-
nite article

By comparing the post-classifier ‘one’, the pre-classifier ‘one’, and other classifier-headed
modifiers, we found that the first two constructions pattern together in both the floating and
right-dislocation constructions. The example below, taken from Singhapreecha and Sybesma

(2015, pp. 10-11), shows all the positions where floating quantifiers can occur in Thai.

9 [N ] V. (N) ... (Aspect) Q-CIf (‘already’) Q-CIf (Final particle)

d 1

As expected, only the specific indefinite noun phrase (the post-classifier ‘one’), but
not other types of classifier-headed modifiers (classifier-adjective, classifier-demonstrative,

classifier-relative clause, and classifier-prepositional phrase), can be floated:

(10) a. [N ] V. (N) ... (Aspect) Clf-one (‘already’) Clf-one (Final particle)

! 1

b. [N 1 V.(N) ... (Aspect) CHf-Adj (‘already’) CH-Adj (Final particle)

X * ]
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c. [N ] V.(N) ... (Aspect) CIf-Dem (‘already’) Clf-Dem (Final particle)

X * !

d. [N ] V. (N) ... (Aspect) Cf-RC (‘already’) CHf-RC (Final particle)

X * !

e. [N ] V. (N) ... (Aspect) CIf-PP (‘already’) CIf-PP (Final particle)

X * !

Thus, we can simply conclude that the fact that only the post-classifier ‘one’ and the
pre-classifier ‘one’ can occupy the positions where floating quantifiers occur is because both
of these constructions involve quantification where as the others do not.

But how come the two constructions are really similar? Previous analyses of the nu-
meral ‘one’ in Thai by Haas (1942); Piriyawiboon (2010) and in particular Jenks (2011, 2012)
treat the post-classifier ‘one’ and pre-classifier ‘one’ as two distinct elements. Even though
these linguists do not deny that there is a close relation between the two elements, their syn-
tactic analyses do not reflect that fact. Here, I emphasize the idea that the post-classifier ‘one’
and pre-classifier ‘one’ should be thought of as the same element. One reason is because nu-
meral one and the indefinite article are homophonous cross-linguistically. In many languages,

they have the same form, as illustrated in the following examples.

(11) a. un homme French
one/a man

‘one/a man’
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b. un libro Spanish
one/a book

‘one/a book’

Even in English, where numeral one and the indefinite article are usually thought of
as distinct elements, Kayne (2017, 2019) suggests that one is actually bi-morphemic and that
it contains a/an as part of its morphology. Particularly, one consists of /wa + n/ where /wa/ is
a singular classifier and /n/ is an indefinite article, following from Perlmutter’s (1970) idea
that English a/an is a reduced form of one. Consider the English example of a DP containing

a (12a) and one (12b) from (Kayne 2017, p. 4) below.

(12) a. A spider has eight legs and many eyes.

b. One spider has eight legs and many eyes.

Only the DP in (12a) can have a generic reading. When one is used, as in (12b), it
engenders a specificity inference, signaling that only a single referent is intended. The idea
that one contains a singular classifier and that the generic reading is lost in (12b) corresponds
to the fact from Chinese that a DP containing a singular classifier cannot be interpreted as
generic (Cheng and Sybesma 1999, 2012, as cited in Kayne 2017).

Turning to Thai, unlike English, the post-classifier ‘one’ and pre-classifier ‘one’ are
usually thought of as the same element. Regardless of their positional difference, the numeral
‘one’ in Thai can be analyzed on par with the word un in French and Spanish. The fact that un
only has one form and can be interpreted as enumerated or indefinite suggests that there must

be a close relation between its status as the numeral ‘one’ and indefinite article. Such behav-
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iors can be seen in the case of the post-classifier ‘one’ and pre-classifier ‘one’ in Thai and
thus lead us to analyze them as the same element. Moreover, their orthography appears to be
the same in writing. The low-tone ‘one’ spelling is used in both pre-classifier and post-classi-
fier positions although they are usually pronounced with different tones. This discrepancy in
tones, however, is arguably a relatively minor one. In fact, in a more formal register such as
speech from news anchors or television hosts, the low-tone ‘one’ can be used in both pre-
classifier and post-classifier positions. Given the fact about their identical orthography, the
use of the low tone in both positions and a close semantic relation between them, it is more

sensible to treat the post-classifier ‘one’ and pre-classifier ‘one’ as the same element.

2.2.1.2 The history of the Thai numeral ‘one’

We begin with the observation by Li (1978) that the post-classifier ‘one’ is used predominant-
ly in early Thai grammar books (e.g. Pallegoix 1850; Wershoven 1892). He also presents the
data from the third side of the Ram Kamhaeng inscription of the 13th century, the earliest ex-
ample of the Thai script, in which the numeral ‘one’ is used only in the post-classifier posi-
tion. The examples modified from Li (1978) (13a) and from other lines in the inscription

(13b) are shown below.

(13) a. mi: sa:la: sd:p Pan  ?an num chdr sd:la: phra?ma:t
have pavilion two CLF CLF one name pavilion Phra Mas
‘There are two pavilions, one is named Phra Mas pavilion...’

b. ca:rik ?an  nuiy mi: naj mwan chaliay
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inscription CLF one has in city Chaliang

‘One inscription is in the city of Chaliang.’

From all the four sides of the inscription, no any usage of the pre-classifier ‘one’ has
been found. Only the numerals bigger than one occur in this pre-classifier position. The
prevalent usage of the post-classifier ‘one’ is also seen in other inscriptions and many other
documents. The one that clearly shows the word order distinction between the enumerated
‘one’ and other numerals is a document of 1784. It is a list of gifts offered to the Chinese
Emperor (Li 1978, p. 143). In this list, it shows that the numeral ‘one’ is placed after a classi-

fier while their combination, say the numeral ‘two’, occurs after a classifier.

(14) Phaai Chaan 1
male CLF one
Chaap 2 Chaay
elephant two CLF
Phan Chaag 1

female CLF one

Moreover, there is a document of 1782 that shows a list containing various kinds of
satin offered as gifts to the Siamese King. The original Chinese version of this list has not
been found. In its latest Thai translated version published in 1964, it is found that the numeral

‘one’ is placed before a classifier. This list is presented with the English gloss in (15).
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(15) dragon-design  satin 2 Dbolt
brocaded satin 2 Dbolt
glossy satin 1 Dbolt
Phian-brocaded satin 1 bolt
white-colored  satin 4 bolt

together 10 bolt

However, the use of the numeral ‘one’ before a classifier like in (15) only appears in a
more modern version of the publication. In the original translated manuscript found in the
National Public Library in Bangkok, this numeral ‘one’ is placed after the classifier ‘bolt’, as

in (16).

(16) glossy satin bolt 1

Phian-brocaded satin bolt 1

Li assumes that perhaps the editor of the 1964 version has changed the position of the
numeral ‘one’ so that it conforms with the other numerals. This could probably be considered
as one of the most recent syntactic shift within Thai DPs.

All the pieces of evidence above suggest that the thai numeral ‘one’ might originally
occurs in the post-classifier position, and that the pre-classifier ‘one’ is a recent development
since the ‘one’ in the pre-classifier position is not found in Older Thai. We have summarized
such differences in (17) together with the data containing the numerals bigger than ‘one’.

These numerals are represented with Num.
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(17) a. Older Thai b. Modern Thai

N-CIlf-One N-CIlf-One
N-One-CIf
N-Num-CIf N-Num-CIf

In summary, despite the semantic and phonological differences that exist in the
present-day usage, the numeral 'one' in both the pre-classifier and post-classifier construc-
tions function as quantificational noun phrases. Within a sentence, the post-classifier 'one'
behaves similarly to a floating quantifier, as it can occur in the same positions as other quanti-
fiers in Thai. When positioned at the right sentence periphery, after the sentence-final particle,

it functions as a type of right-dislocation.

2.2.2 The unifying analysis of Thai deictic modifiers

The marked linguistic behaviors of the post-classifier numeral ‘one’ lead to two divergent
syntactic analyses in the literature. The first analysis considers the post-classifier ‘one’ as an
indicator or a deictic modifier (Haas 1942; Jenks 2011, 2012; Piriyawiboon 2010). This view
makes a clear syntactic distinction between the pre-classifier ‘one’ and the post-classifier
‘one’. Their syntactic structures reflect no relation between the two positions: the pre-classi-
fier ‘one’, like other numerals, originates in the Spec of the CIfP projection (the view adopted
by Chierchia 2010; Piriyawiboon 2010; Saito et al. 2008; Watanabe 2006), while the post-
classifier ‘one’ is analyzed on par with adjectives, adjoined to the CIfP projection (see Jenks

2011, 2012 for detailed analyses). The examples in (18) show the structural difference be-
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tween the pre-classifier ‘one’ as well as other cardinal numbers, represented by NumP (18a),
and the post-classifier ‘one’, represented by OneP (18b)10. Note that there is an NP movement

to the Spec of DP in order to derive the word order in Thai in both cases!!.

(18) a. Pre-classifier ‘one’ (Spec of CIfP) b. Post-classifier ‘one’ (Adjunct to CI{P)
DP DP
/\ /\
NP; D’ NP; D’
N D CItP N D /(ltP\
E NumP CIf : C l|fP ()TeP
: Num CIf f; . CIf One

This view successfully accounts for the individual structures of the numeral ‘one’ in
Thai. What it does not show, however, is a syntactic relation between the pre-classifier and

post-classifier positions. Although they occupy the different structures and are interpreted dif-

10 In both cases, the D0is empty. Chierchia (2001) argues that this empty DO can be utilized as a source of defi-
nite and specific interpretations. There is a choice functional operator that encodes uniqueness and familiarity,
which Jenks (2011) calls Dcr. The presence of an existential operator is regulated by a feature on Dcr, [=def].
Definiteness arises due to the pragmatic restriction of the CF domain; definiteness arises when the context only
contains a single individual (or plural individual) (Jenks 2011, p. 222):

(i) tharian simm lak (ii) DP
durian three CLF /\
‘(the) three durians’ NP, 5
Ilj /\
| D) Cifp
thirian |

CFiper  NumP CIf

| TN
Num CIf ¢

saam ltuk

11 See Visonyanggoon (2000); Kookiattikoon (2001); Singhapreecha (2001); Simpson (2008) and Piriyawiboon
(2010) for the motivation for the NP-movement in Thai.
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ferently, Thai speakers do not think of them as two distinct elements. In the following section,
we will provide evidence that this analysis is problematic because both of the positions in
(20) can be occupied by a null numeral ‘one’ when it co-occurs with a demonstrative.

The second view, on the other hand, reflects this idea that there is only one numeral
‘one’ and the discrepancies can be accounted for by movements (Simpson 2008). Simpson
proposes that the underlying structure for the DP containing a numeral has the order of Num-
CIf and that there is movement of an NP and CIf over ‘one’ to derive the order of Clf-Num.
Note that in his analysis, numerals are not specifiers of the CIfP projection but instead they

head functional projections of the noun. The detailed structure is shown in (19).

________________

(19) DP
Nuﬁ?ﬁx \‘_‘D’
NP; ' Num’ Num; tx
N o4 CIfP |
’ ! | \
o ar =
E E CIf t E

Simpson assumes [pp D [nump Num [cip CIf [np N]]]] as the underlying structure of
(19). In the absence of the demonstrative, DO is empty. The derivations begin with the move-
ment of the numeral ‘one’ from the Num? to D9 position. The reason why it moves to DO is
because the post-classifier ‘one’ and the demonstrative in Thai compete for the same position,

as shown in (20c) below.
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(20) a. dek khon nunp
child CLF one
‘a (certain/specific) child’
b. dék khon nan
child CLF Dem
‘that child’
c. *dek khon nwmpy néan
child CLF one Dem

‘that one child’

Next, there is regular movement of the NP over Num and CIf to the Spec of NumP!2.
This step of movement is assumed again in order to derive the N-initial word order in Thai.
The final step is the movement of the entire NumP over DO (the position where Num® has
moved into), resulting in the order in which the numeral ‘one’ follows the classifier.

Because the post-classifier numeral ‘one’ is in a complementary distribution with the
demonstrative and that they both belong to to the deictic modifier category, we would expect
similar analyses for both of these modifier types. The two analyses are illustrated below for
both the numeral ‘one’ and demonstrative. Note that, in the OneP movement analysis by
Simpson (2008), there is a Onef-to-DO (or Num?-to-D%) movement at the beginning of the
derivation, followed by the NP and OneP (or NumP) movements, exemplified in (21b(i)). In
the case of the demonstrative, the movement to D9 does not occur since the demonstrative is

base-generated in DO. Moreover, in the case where numerals are not present, the NP should

12 For the arguments between base-generation and movement analyses of NP, see Jenks (2011, Ch. 3.2.3)
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move to the Spec of CIfP instead of OneP (or NumP), and the entire CIfP moves to the Spec

of DP, exemplified in (21b(i1)). The tree with the OneP/DemP adjuncts in (21a) is repeated

from (18b).
(21) a. OneP/DemP as adjunct to CIfP b. (i) OneP movement over DO
DP DP
N|P, D’ OnePx D’
N D CIfP N|Pj i % One; i
! CIfP OneP/DemP N o Ciﬂ) !
: | ¢ ! |
! Clf One/Dem | | Clf :
| TS E
: CIf ti ! l CIf fi !

DP
CIfP; D
NP, CIf D t
/\ Dem

The adjunct analysis, represented in (21a), treats OneP and DemP as adjuncts to the
CIfP. However, we have seen earlier that these modifiers always require a classifier and they

must be adjacent to it. In addition, the example in (20c) shows that only one deictic modifier
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can occur in the post-classifier position. Based on these observed properties, it is reasonable
to conclude that OneP and DemP should not be analyzed as adjuncts to CIfP since they
mandatorily occur with a classifier and that they cannot occur more than once. Moreover, the
adjunct analysis of the numeral ‘one’ treats the pre-classifier ‘one’ and post-classifier ‘one’ as
two separate elements belonging to different syntactic categories (a cardinal numeral vs. a
deictic modifier), and there is no syntactic relation between them. However, we see that there
is a significant relation between numeral one and an indefinite article cross-linguistically
which is not shown in the syntactic structures proposed within the adjunct analysis, and that
the historical evidence suggests that the numeral ‘one’ in Thai originally occupies the post-
CIf position while the pre-Clf position is a recent development. Therefore, the adjunct analy-
sis does not seem to provide an inclusive representation for these modifiers.

The movement analysis, on the other hand, treats both the post-CIf ‘one’ and
demonstrative as located in DO. While the demonstrative is base-generated as D9, the post-CIf
‘one’ is derived through movement from One® to DO, having originally occupied the position
as the head of its own projection (OneP). For the case of the demonstrative in 21b(ii), DO
takes CIfP as its complement. Then, the CIfP moves over D? to the Spec of DP, followed by
the mandatory NP movement. The fact that the post-Clf ‘one’ and the demonstrative must be
located in DO highlights the idea that they both belong to the same syntactic class and are in
complementary distributions. Moreover, to emphasize the requirement of the classifier, I fol-
low Simpson (2008) in proposing that both the post-CIf ‘one’ and the demonstrative are lo-
cated in D9, which takes CIfP as a complement. This way, we can uniformly account for why
deictic modifiers always occur with a classifier.

However, I argue that Simpson’s proposed [pp D [nump Num [cie CIf [np N]]]] struc-

ture should not be posited as the underlying structure of the deictic modifiers in Thai. The
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main reason comes from the historical evidence that illustrates that the numeral ‘one’ in Thai
originally occupies the post-Clf position and that the pre-Clf position is a recent development.
To emphasize this fact, I propose that the structure in (22) below, where the demonstrative is
base-generated in D0 and One® must move to DO. These deictic modifiers take CIfP as their

complement.

(22) The underlying structure of Thai deictic modifiers
a. Post-Clf numeral ‘one’ (via Onel-to-DY movement)

(1) [pp D [cie CIf [oner One [np N]]]]

(i1) DP
DI
D Clfp
4
: Clf
CIf OneP
One’
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b. Demonstratives (base-generation)

(1) [op D [cie CIf [[ne N]]]

(i1) DP
DI
D Clfp
Dem
CIf
CIf NP

To derive the word order in Thai, two other derivational steps are required: the NP
movement from the complement position of One?/CIf to the Spec of CIfP, and the movement
of the entire CIfP from the complement position of D? to the Spec of DP. These steps are il-

lustrated below for the post-Clf ‘one’ and demonstratives.

(23) a. Post-Clf numeral ‘one’ b. Demonstratives
DP DP
lePk D' (:lﬂ_)J Dv
NP, CIf Ol‘le/\fk ~IN N
| o P 1 : NP Clf D f
N  ICIf  OneP | | N Dem |
Lo | | N vaf s |
o : o E :
E | fi t E i . E ______________ |
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Another advantage of positing this underlying structure is that we can represent the
pre-Clf cardinal numeral ‘one’ and the post-Clf numeral ‘one’ as also having the same under-
lying structure. Additionally, the structure of the pre-CIf cardinal numeral ‘one’ is derived
from the post-Clf numeral ‘one’, corresponding to the evidence we have seen in the previous
sections. This same underlying structure between the pre- and post-Clf numeral ‘one’ empha-
sizes the fact that there is a significant relation between the numeral one and an indefinite ar-
ticle cross-linguistically. Additionally, the historical evidence above suggests that the numeral
‘one’ in Thai originally occupies the post-Clf position, while the pre-CIf position is a recent
development. The semantic differentiation between the two positions in today's speech ap-
pears to be a secondary development that occurred after both positions became acceptable for
‘one’13. To derive the structure of the pre-ClIf cardinal numeral ‘one’, we begin the derivation
by moving the NP to the Spec of OneP. The entire OneP then moves to the Spec of CIfP and
then that CIfP chunk moves over the D? to the Spec of DP. The derivation steps are provided

below.

(24) Pre-Clf numeral ‘one’
a. Underlying structure: [pp D [cip CIf [oner One [ne N]J]]
NP movement over One: [pp D [cite CIf [wp N i [oner One £ ]]]
OneP movement over CIf:  [pp D [[np N ]i [oner One #]]j[cite CIf #]]

Movement over DO: [[Ixp N ]i [oner One £]]j [ae CIf )]k [pp D # ]

13 One could argue that the structures of the pre-Clf and post-CIf ‘one’ should be different since they exhibit
different interpretations. Moreover, while the tone on the post-Clf ‘one’ can alternate between low and mid/re-
duced tones, the tone on the pre-Clf ‘one’ must be low. While these statements are correct, they do not empha-
size the above facts about the relation between the numeral one and an indefinite article as well as the historical
development of the the pre-Clf and post-CIf ‘one’, which I consider as primary when proposing the structures of
the Thai numeral ‘one’.
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DP
cifp, o
_ t — /\
OneP; ; Clf D
//T\ | /\
NP, © One | CIf f
N  One ti !

Notice that such movement is unique to the numeral ‘one’ in Thai as it is the only
numeral that can occupy in both positions. Other cardinal numerals only occur before a clas-
sifier. Therefore, for the numerals bigger than one, I propose that they are base-generated in

the Spec of CIfP. The NP initial order in this case is achieved by moving the NP, which is

- - - - =y

base-generated as a complement of CIf, to the Spec of DP.

(25) The structure of the cardinal numerals bigger than 1

DP
NP D'
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The idea that the numeral ‘one’ has such a unique structure is not so far-fetched. Fol-
lowing Kayne (2019), I propose that ‘one’ does not form a homogeneous class with other
numerals. We have seen in the previous section the numeral one in English is associated with
a singular classifier. It is actually bi-morphemic, consisting of /wa + n/ where /wa/ is a singu-
lar classifier and /n/ is an indefinite article. We have seen the fact in Thai that the numeral
‘one’, unlike other numerals, can occur either before or after the classifier. French also dis-
plays a similar asymmetry with additive compound numerals 21, 31, 41, 51, 61 and 71. An
overt coordinator et ‘and’ is required as in vingt-et-un livres ‘twenty-and-one books’ while
such an element is not used with the other numerals (Kayne 2019, p. 5). Moreover, suppletion
in small ordinals in many languages seems to set ‘one’ (and maybe other smaller numerals)
apart from other numerals!4. Thai is one of such languages that has a suppletive ordinal réek

“first, as shown in (26) below.

(26)  Cardinal Ordinal
numy ‘one’ re:k “first’
sd:m ‘two’ thi:sd:n ‘second’
sd:m ‘three’ thi:sd:m ‘third’
si: ‘four’ thi:si: ‘fourth’
sip ‘ten’ thi:sip ‘tenth’
numrd:j ‘one hundred’ thi:nuigrd:;j)  ‘one-hundredth’

14 Kayne (2019) actually proposes that there are three major subclasses for numerals. The numeral ‘one’ is the
only member in its subclass. ‘Two’, ‘three’ and ‘four’ together form their own subclass. ‘Five’ and above also
belong to another subclass.
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When the numerals bigger than one are used as ordinals, they are formed by the word
thi: ‘place’ followed by a cardinal number. However, the word ré:k ‘first’ is suppletive and
does not conform with other numerals in Thai. All these pieces of evidence suggest that the
numeral ‘one’ probably requires a structure distinct from the other numerals. My proposed

underlying structure is thus unique the numeral ‘one’.

2.3 The roles of classifiers in right-dislocation

In this section, I explore the roles that classifiers play in facilitating the ease of right-disloca-
tion for all classifier-headed modifiers. I propose that there are three properties of classifiers
that enable classifier-headed modifiers to occur in the right-dislocated position, even though
it is non-adjacent to the head noun. First, following Jenks (2011), I illustrate that the classifier
in the classifier-headed modifier construction can license the ellipsis of the noun. Conse-
quently, the classifier-headed modifiers appearing in the right-dislocated position are not
merely standalone modifiers, but rather modifiers with an elided head noun. Second, building
on ideas of Warotamasikkhadit (1979), I propose that the classifier head (Clf) contains a
[+FOCUS] feature when occurring with a nominal modifier, resulting in the entire noun
phrase being emphasized. In other words, classifiers act as focal elements which enables the
classifier phrase to be focused. I further show that other focal elements in Thai also ease RD,
allowing more elements to be right-dislocated. Finally, I demonstrate that most classifiers in
Thai are grammaticalized nouns, so they have the ability to function as if they were full DPs

on their own.
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2.3.1 Classifiers lincense NP-ellipsis

Thai is considered a numerical classifier language, meaning it is a language that employs
classifiers to use with quantified noun phrases. Hence, a classifier always appears with a

quantifier rather than a noun alone.

(27) a. tho:rasap sa:m khrdiy
phone  three CLFMACHINE
‘three phones’
b. *tho:rasap sa:m
phone  three
c. 7?7sa:m tho:rasap

three phone

Moreover, if the classifier and the head noun do not agree, i.e. the classifier does not

classify the correct noun, the phrase will become semantically awkward, as in (28).

(28) dek  ha: Kkhon
child five CLFPERSON

‘five children’

(29) #dek  ha: tua

child five CLFANIMAL

48



‘five children’ (intended)

The noun phrase in (28) contains a classifier khon which is a classifier for human
being while the one in (29) contains tua, a classifier for animal. Thus, the classifier must
agree with the noun it classifies.

However, a classifier must still classify its head noun even when the noun is omitted.
The answer in (30) shows that when numeral-classifier sequence is in focus, i.e. represents
new information, it can appear alone without the head noun. The classifier for phone (or any

mechanical equipment) must be used even the noun does not appear on the surface.

(30) Q: ke: mi: tho:rasap thawraj
you have phone  how-many
‘How many phones do you have?’
A: mi: sda:m khrim
have three CLFMACHINE

‘I have three.’

The reason why the quantifier-classifier pair can occur without its head noun is that
NP-ellipsis can be licensed by classifiers. This can be illustrated by the fact that NP-ellipsis is

impossible if the classifier is not present (adapted from Jenks 2011, pp. 91-92)

(31) a. Nat cha:p thurian suk bon t6?
Nat like durian ripe on table

‘Nat likes ripe durians.’
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b. suan Nit chd:p *(tharian) dip bon t6?
but Nit like  durian unripe on table
‘Though Nit likes unripe (ones).” (intended)

c. suan Nit chd:p (tharian) lu:k dip bon t6?
but Nit like durian CLFroundobject ynripe on table

“Though Nit likes the unripe one.’

Example (31a) provides information about the specific type of durian that Nat likes,
which are the ripe ones on the table. The sentence in (31b) becomes ungrammatical if the
noun thurian is omitted. None of the elements in (31a) would allow for NP-ellipsis in (31b),
even if the noun can be inferred from the context. On the other hand, the example in (31c)
demonstrates that the use of a classifier allows for NP-ellipsis to be licensed. Therefore, the
examples in (31) collectively serve as compelling evidence that NP-ellipsis cannot be li-
censed by a modifier alone, but rather requires the presence of a classifier to be licensed.

Recall that there are two positions that classifiers can occur in Thai, one after quanti-
fiers and the other before all other types of nominal modifiers. The two positions can be ex-
emplified again below, using the pre-classifier and post-classifier numeral 'one' to highlight

the contrast between the two positions.

(32) Pre-classifier numeral ‘one’
chan ru:cak [(dek) nuwiy khon]
I know child one CLF

‘I knew one child.’
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(33) Post-classifier numeral ‘one’
chan rt:cak [(dek) khon nuwn)]
I know child CLF one

‘I knew a (specific) child’

As expected, the noun dek can be optional in both of these constructions. This indi-
cates that NP-ellipsis can be licensed regardless of whether the classifier precedes or follows
the modifier, and the noun is recoverable from the context.

As for the structures of classifier-headed modifiers, I propose that they consist pf
CltPs, which contain a CIfV that takes demonstratives and the post-classifier numeral ‘one’ as
their complements. On the other hand, other modifier types such as adjectival phrases, prepo-
sitional phrases, and relative clauses function as adjuncts to CIfP. I assume that CIfP is a
complement of the DY, following Jenks (2011). Furthermore, as we observed in the previous
section, NP-movement occurs from different positions depending on the base position of the
NP. In the case of demonstratives and the post-classifier numeral ‘one’, NP is base-generated
as a complement of Dem? and OneY, respectively. For other modifiers, NP moves from the
complement position of CIf0. In the case of standalone modifiers (non-classifier-headed mod-
ifiers), the CIfP is not present in the structure. Therefore, the NP directly serves as a comple-
ment of D, and the modifiers are adjuncts to the NP. As a result, there is no NP-movement in

this structure. All of these three structures are illustrated below.
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(34) a. Classifier-headed modifiers (DemP and OneP)

DP
A
NP D'
f ../\
: D CIfP
|
CIf
/\
CIf OneP/DemP
|
One'/Dem’
/\

One/Dem t

b. Classifier-headed modifiers (AdjP, PP, and CP)

DP
NP D'
A /\
D CIfP
CIfP AdjP/PP/CP
CIf t
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c. Non-classifier-headed modifiers

DP
/\
D'
/\
D NP
/\
NP OneP/AdjP/PP/CP
L

2.3.2 C(lassifiers as focal elements

Recall that unlike the non-classifier-headed modifiers, the classifier-headed modifiers can be
right-dislocated more easily, as shown in table 2. There are reasons as to why the classifier-
headed adjuncts, but not the non-classifier-headed ones, can occur in a wide range of posi-
tions in Thai. One comes from the fact that the classifier can behave as if it were a head noun
itself. Since most classifiers in Thai are grammaticalized nouns, they can sometimes appear
together with their identical head nouns. The example in (35) shows that the two identical

words serve as different functions within the same noun phrase.

(35) a. khon s3:n khon
person two CLFPERSON
‘two people’
b. thawi:p ceét thawip

continent seven continent
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‘seven continents’

Second, the classifier-headed modifiers can occur freely without their head noun as
long as interlocutors know the entity they refer to in the context. In the absence of the head

noun, the classifier somehow functions like a pronominal referring back to that noun.

(36) a. kép na:lika: phen wéj naj ta:
keep watch expensive PRT in closet
‘Keep an/the expensive watch(es) in the closet.’
b. kep an phe:n w4 naj ti:
keep CLFINANIMATE expensive PRT in closet

‘Keep the expensive one in the closet.’

Of course, the head noun na:lika: can occur together with the classifier an, and is

unambiguously interpreted as a singular and specific watch, as in (37).

(37) kép na:lika: an phe:n waj naj ti:
keep watch  CLFINANIMATE expensive PRT in closet

‘Keep the expensive watch in the closet.’

The sentence above is in fact similar to the construction presented in the pioneering
study of Thai information structure by Warotamasikkhadit (1979). In that study, he shows that
the head noun can be followed by a third person pronoun when it contains a [+FOCUS] fea-

ture in the deep structure. In (38a), the head noun phs: ‘father’ occurs alone and hence is not
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focused. In (38b), the third person pronoun khdw ‘she/he’ is used to refer to the head noun in
(38a). Finally, when the head noun ph3: contains the [+FOCUS] feature, it is followed by the

third person pronoun, as in (38c) (Warotamasikkhadit 1979, pp. 314-315, adapted).

(38) a. ph3: chd:p stwia maj

father like shirt new
‘Dad likes the new shirt.’

b. khaw chd:;p stia maj
he like shirt new
‘He likes the new shirt.’

c. phd:rocus; khaw chd:p sdia maj
father he like shirt new

‘DAD likes the new shirt.’

The attachment of the pronoun khdw allows the head noun ph3: to be emphasized
(focused). Moreover, just like the classifier, this “attached pronoun” adds the specificity in-
terpretation to the noun — it emphasizes which entity the speaker intends to identify in the
discourse.

Therefore, if preposing or dislocation takes place, the attached pronoun will help
specify the head noun that is generic or indefinite so that its identity becomes clear. It also

behaves like a focal element, so the preposed or dislocated material containing such a pro-

55



noun can easily occur in a focus position, such as the left or right sentence periphery!s. The
example in (39) illustrates the canonical sentence containing the attached pronoun. The co-
occurrence of the attached pronoun suggests that the noun phi: ‘brother’ is in focus and that

the identity of the noun is clear among the interlocutors.

(39) phi:rrocus; khaw maj chd:p kin phak 1o:
brother he NEG like eat vegetable at-all

‘The brother doesn't like to eat vegetables at all.’

The sentences in (40) illustrate the case in which RD takes place. The contrast be-
tween (40a) and (40b) shows that only the noun with the attached pronoun is preferred when

RD takes place.

(40) a. *maj chd:p kin phak la; [phi:]
NEG like eat vegetable at-all brother
b. maj chd:p kin phak lo:j [phi:i+rocus;  khaw]
NEG like eat vegetable at-all  brother he

‘He doesn't like to eat vegetables at all, the brother.’

15 However, when left-dislocation takes place, the preposed material receives the [+FOCUS] feature instead
while the noun phrase in the host clause will become defocused. The sentence in (i) shows that when the object
noun phrase stia tua nan ‘that shirt’ is preposed, the head noun ph3: is no longer in focus despite the presence of
the attached pronoun khdw.

(i) [stha tua nan]irocus) phd: khaw chd:p

shirt CLF that father he like
‘That shirt, Dad likes.’
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Nevertheless, with the help of a focal element, i.e. a? (41a), or a noun with a clear

identity, e.g. a combination of a kinship term and a name (41b), RD can also be possible.

(41) a.

maj chd:p kin phak la: [phi:+rocus; a?]
NEG like eat vegetable at-all brother FOC

‘He doesn't like to eat vegetables at all, the brother.’

. maj chd:p kin phak lo: [phi: nit]

NEG like eat vegetable at-all brother Nit

‘He doesn't like to eat vegetables at all, (brother) Nit.’

We can see that the classifier that heads different kinds of nominal modifiers shares

some properties with the attached pronoun in Thai. These properties are summarized below.

(42) a.

Both the classifier and attached pronoun must agree with the head noun:
the classifier agrees with the noun in terms of class (noun type) while the attached

pronoun agrees with the noun in terms of gender, number, and person.

. Both the classifier and attached pronoun specify the identity of the head noun:

their co-occurrence with the head noun turns a generic or indefinite noun phrase into

a specific one.

. Both the classifier and attached pronoun serve as focal elements:

their co-occurrence with the head noun allow dislocation to take place with ease.

Because of all these properties shared between classifiers and attached pronouns, I

follow Warotamasikkhadit in proposing that there is a [+FOCUS] feature marking the fo-
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cused/emphatic phrase in the clause. However, instead of positing that [+FOCUS] is on the
noun, | propose that it is the focal element (i.e. the classifier) that bears this feature (NP

movement is assumed but not shown in this structure):

(43)
DP
NP D'
D CIfP
/ -
~
~ ~
CIfP AdjP/PP/CP
/ N
~
~
CIf{+FOCUS} OneP

The structure for the noun phrase phs: than ‘father he’ in (44) is illustrated in (45a).
Notice that this is similar to the structure of the noun phrase containing a classifier phrase

where the Clf head itself can contain the [+tFOCUS] feature, exemplified in (45b).

(44) ph3: thanprocus) chdp sdia maj

father he like  shirt new

‘DAD likes the new shirt.’
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(45) a. Pronominal phrase

DP
— T
NP D'
A ..—ﬂ/\
ph3: D PronP
I
Pron'
|
Pron
I
than{+FOCUS}
b. Classifier phrase
DP
A
NP D'
PAN —_— T
ph3: D CIfP
|
CIf'
/\
CIf OneP
| AN
khon{+FOCUS} nwin

2.3.3 Classifiers are grammaticalized nouns

As mentioned above, classifiers license NP-ellipsis, and this elided NP is easily recoverable

from the context. In terms of semantics, the reason why they can appear alone in the RD con-

struction without being semantically awkward is that they are grammaticalized nouns. Some

words such as khon ‘person’ can be used as either a noun or a classifier. Although they can

occur at the same position on the surface, they belong to different positions in the syntactic
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structure. Since they do not function the same in the sentence, their interpretations are differ-

ent, as exemplified below. Again, NP-movement is assumed but not shown here.

(46) a. [[n khon] thi: chén co: muiawa:n] khwi: phtian chan
person REL I met yesterday COP friend me

‘The person who I met yesterday was my friend.’

DP
/\
D'
/\
D NP
T
NP CP
/\
IL thi: chdn ca: mlawa:n
kh‘on
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b. [[N D ][cr khon] thi: chan co: muwawa:n] khur: phiian chén
Clfperson. REL | met yesterday COP friend me
‘The one who I met yesterday was my friend.’

(khon refers to a singular and specific human in the discourse)

DP
T~
NP D'
/\
é D CIfP
/\
CIfP CP
‘//\
C:lf thi: chdn ca: mawa:n
Clfi+rocus)
khon

The last example illustrates the case in which identical N and CIf occur together
within the same DP, confirming that they are two separate elements despite their similar posi-

tion when occurring alone on the surface.
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N khon| [cir khon| nan w: phdian chan
(47) [[~n khon] [arr khon] an| khur: pha h4
person Clfperson. DEM COP friend me

“That person is my friend.’

DP
/\
NP D'
/\ T
khon D CIfP
|
CIf'
/\
CIf DemP
| JAN
khon nan

In conclusion, the classifier in classifier-headed modifier constructions exhibits three

properties that enable it to facilitate the ease of right-dislocation. First, it is common for nom-

inals to occur in dislocated positions. Since the classifier-headed modifiers appearing in the

right-dislocated position are not standalone modifiers but full nominals containing an elided

head noun, it is not surprising that they can undergo right-dislocation with ease. Second, the

right peripheral position serves as a locus for constituents expressing discourse-new informa-

tion. The classifier, behaving like a focal element, can occupy this position without causing

semantic awkwardness. Finally, certain classifiers are grammaticalized nouns, which can be

be interpreted similarly to their head nouns. This characteristic allows them to effectively

serve as placeholders in the right-dislocated position.
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2.4 The complex structure requirement of right-dislocation

In this section, I address the question of why reduplicated and intensified adjectives as well as
relative clauses and prepositional phrases can be right-dislocated without the presence of the
classifier or any focal markers. I propose that all right-dislocated modifiers in Thai must obey
the complex structure requirement, as illustrated in (48). The definition of structurally com-
plex modifiers is given in (49). This explains why single adjectives or prepositions cannot

undergo RD. The condition is stated below.

(48) The complex structure requirement

Only structurally complex modifiers can be right-dislocated without focal elements.

(49) Structurally complex modifiers:
A modifier XP is structurally complex iff it contains another phrase or is contained

within a larger phrase.

This condition excludes irrelevant right-dislocated constituents in terms of structural
complexity. [ propose that right-dislocated constituents are structurally complex if they con-
tain embedded phrases. Therefore, this condition precludes the structurally ‘simple’, i.e. non-
embedded, constituents in the right-dislocation construction (the right-dislocated constituents

are bracketed):
(50) a. *chan hén dék muwawa:nni: [agip st:n]
I see child yesterday tall

‘I saw a child yesterday, tall.” (lit.)
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b. *chan hén dék muiawa:nni: [agip Khajan]
I see child yesterday diligent
‘I saw a child yesterday, diligent.” (lit.)

c. *chan hén dék muwawa:nni: [aqp talok]
I see child yesterday funny

‘I saw a child yesterday, funny.’ (lit.)

Therefore, if the right-dislocated constituents in (50) are embedded, the first condition

will be met, as exemplified in (51).

(51) a. chan hén dék muwawa:nni: [cip khon [agp st:n]]

I see child yesterday CLF tall
‘I saw a child yesterday, the tall one.’

b. chan hén dék muiawa:nni: [cip khon [agip khajdn]]
I see child yesterday CLF diligent
‘I saw a child yesterday, the diligent one.’

c. chan hén dek muwawa:nni: [cip Khon [agp talok]]
I see child yesterday CLF funny

‘I saw a child yesterday, the funny one.’

In (51), the right-dislocated adjectives are embedded within the classifier phrase,
hence satisfying the condition in (48). Likewise, the reduplicated adjective contains an adjec-

tive that is embedded in another one, as in (52a). Moreover, the intensified adjective contains

an embedded adverb, as in (52b).
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(52) a. chan hén dék muiawa:nni: [[agip SU:] agip st:n]
I see child yesterday tall tall
‘I saw a child yesterday, pretty tall.’
b. chan hén dék muiawa:nni: [[aawvp Kho:t] agip st:p]
I see child yesterday very tall

‘I saw a child yesterday, very tall.’

The complex structure requirement can also explain why prepositional phrases can be

right-dislocated without the classifier: they consist of a preposition and an embedded NP.

(53) chan hén dék muiawa:nni: [pp [p ca:k] [np ci:n]]
I see child yesterday from China

‘I saw a child yesterday, from China.’

As expected, if there was no embedded NP in this phrase, then it would be ungrammati-
cal. Some prepositions, such as bon ‘on’, illustrate ungrammaticality when their structures are
not complex, i.e. when used without an NP object (54a). However, if an NP object (54b) or a
classifier (54c-d) is added, it makes the structure more complex and the phrase containing

those prepositions becomes grammatical.

(54) a. *jip swia h3j chan njj [pp [p bon]]
get shirt for me please on

‘Please get that shirt for me, the one above.’ (intended)
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b. jip sdia haj chan nJj [pp [p bon] [np t6?]
get shirt for me please on table
‘Please get that shirt for me, the one on the table.’
c. jip stwia haj chan njj [cip tua [pp [p bon]]]
get shirt for me please CIf on
‘Please get that shirt for me, the one above.’
d. jip stia haj chan ndj [cip tua [pp [p bon] [xp t62]]]
get shirt for me please CIft on table

‘Please get that shirt for me, the one on the table.’

The reason why the structures of right-dislocated constituents have to be complex
might have to do with the fact that intonational main contour only arises in structurally com-
plex constituents. In other words, structurally complex constituents, regardless of their syn-
tactic forms, demand a sentence-like intonational contour for naturalness. Without this into-
national main contour, they may sound odd. The example in (55) illustrates the right-dislocat-
ed prepositional phrase in Dutch where a second intonational main contour arises, containing
its own pitch accent (de Vries 2016, p. 644, building on the idea of Truckenbrodt 2015). Sen-
tence accents are indicated by small caps indicate, and a major rise or fall in pitch are repre-

sented by slash (/) and backslash (\), respectively.

(55) Joop had iets interessants gelezen: een ar/Tlkel over TAAL\kunde

Joop had sth. interesting read an article on linguistics

‘Joop had read something interesting, an article on linguistics.’
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Turning back to Thai, if the right-dislocated constituents are not structurally com-

plex, no intonational contour will be present.

(56) a. jip stia haj chan njj [pp [P b/on] [np tO\?]

get shirt for me please on table
‘Please get that shirt for me, the one on the table.’

b. jip sdia hdj chan nJj [cip t/ua [pp [p bon] [np tO\?]]]
get shirt for me please CIft on table
‘Please get that shirt for me, the one on the table.’

c. *jip swia haj chan nyj [pp [p bon]]
get shirt for me please on

‘Please get that shirt for me, the one above.’ (intended)

Likewise, structurally simple adjectives cannot be right-dislocated because they also

lack the intonational contour!.

(57) *swia khd:n tha: staj ma:k [adgip [agj de:p]
shirt of  you beautiful very red

“*Your shirt is really beautiful, red.’

16 On the other hand, the exception occurs if the structurally simple adjective de:y is emphasized. When this
occurs, the intonational contour arises and the vowel becomes longer. I leave the topic on the role of prosody in
the structure of Thai right-dislocation for future research.

swia khd:p tha: staj mak [aqp [aq /dep\]

shirt of  you beautiful very red
“Your shirt is really beautiful, RED.’
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All of the data above have pointed to one conclusion: reduplicated/intensified adjec-
tives, and prepositional phrases can be right-dislocated without their accompanying classi-
fiers because they are structurally complex; and the reason behind this complex structure re-

quirement has to do with the presence of the intonational contour!”.

2.5 Relative clauses at the edge

2.5.1 Extraposition vs. Right-dislocation

Previous studies of RD provide a clear distinction between right-dislocated and extraposed
constituents: while dislocation is concerned with a constituent that appears at the outer edge
of a ‘gap-less’ clause, extraposition features a displaced constituent that leaves behind a gap
in the matrix (host) clause. Therefore, since a relative clause that appears at the right edge of
the clause leaves behind the gap in the host clause, it is usually categorized as a form of ex-
traposition rather than dislocation. That is to say, extraposed relative clauses involve move-
ment out from the host DP to the right sentence periphery. Below, the extraposed relative
clause is illustrated in the bracket while the empty category (e) represents the gap in the host

clause.

17 This, in turn, offers prosodic evidence to back my assertion that right-dislocated modifiers should be analyzed
as afterthoughts rather than backgrounded constituents. According to Truckenbrodt (2015), the intonational dis-
tinction between afterthought and backgrounding lies in the former carrying sentence stress and requiring an
obligatory pause before the dislocated constituent, whereas the latter does not.
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(58) chtiaj du: [pp deék ei] haj ndj [cpthl: kamlag win 1én naj khrua];
I 4

help watch kid ASP ADV  that PROG run play in kitchen

‘Please watch the kids _ for me, who are running around in the kitchen.’

This way of analysis is known as the subtraction analysis first proposed by Ross
(1967). In this analysis, the extraposed constituent is extracted out of its host and right ad-
joins to what Ross called the first cyclic node, i.e. CP.

If instead we analyze the construction in (58) using the non-movement approach, we
would expect no gap inside the matrix clause. If there was no gap, the extraposed relative
clause would not be derived via movement from the host clause, in contrast to Ross’ analysis
of extraposition above. One of the recent non-movement analyses of RD — the biclausal
analysis — treats the right-dislocated constituent as occurring in a juxtaposed semantic-
equivalent clause and hence unrelated to the noun in the host clause (Kuno 1978; Park and
Kim 2009; Takita 2014; Tanaka 2001; Truckenbrodt 2013, 2016; Whitman 2000, among oth-
ers). The initial attempt to apply this analysis to the Thai sentence in (58) is illustrated in (59)

below.

(59) [cp1 chiaj du: [pp dek ] haj ndj]
help watch kid ASP ADV

[cp2 ehtiaj—du—Tfpp—dek [cp thi: kamlan win 1én naj khrua]l hé—ndj]
help watch kid that PROG run play in kitchen ASP ADV

‘Please watch the kids for me, who are running around in the kitchen.’
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In (59), the relative clause in the second clause (CPz2) is not associated with the noun
dek in the first clause (CP1). Instead, it directly modifies the same noun in the second clause,
which consecutively undergoes ellipsis!'8. Therefore, given the problem regarding VP-
fronting in Ross’ approach, this RD analysis seems to be an alternative to analyze the kind of
relative clauses we see above. This, however, begs the question about the terminological dif-
ference between extraposition and RD, whether the idea we see above — extraposition leaves
a gap but dislocation does not — is really accurate. Perhaps, the analysis of extraposition that
does not involve movement from the host clause (i.e. does not leave a gap) is just not differ-
ent from that of RD.

There are also other reasons to believe that Thai extraposed relative clauses might
not involve movement from the host clause. Since they are not directly associated with their
head noun in the host clause, there is no gap to leave, hence resembling the analysis of RD
rather than extraposition. Before we determine whether this type of relative clauses should be
considered as RD or extraposition, let us collectively call them “right-periphery relative
clauses”. Thus, throughout this section, the term right-periphery relative clauses refers to rel-
ative clauses that occur at the end of the sentence, regardless of whether they are right-dislo-
cated or extraposed.

The first reason that right-periphery relative clauses might not involve movement
from the host clause is that Thai relative clauses can appear “headless”, i.e. without the asso-
ciated head noun. If the identity of the head noun is already known by the interlocutors, it can
be omitted completely. In the example below, the omitted constituent could be any DP that is

referential with ‘that child’ such as ‘the girl’, ‘the student’, etc.

18 The detailed analysis of RD is provided in the following section (section 3).
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(60) [e thi: chan ra:cak] khw: dek khon néan
REL I know BE child CLF Dem

¢ that/who I know is that child.’

Therefore, while other kinds of nominal modifiers such as adjectives generally occur
close to the head noun, relative clauses can occur on their own and the reference of the head
noun can be recovered from the context. Because native speakers can easily process headless
relative clauses when the proper context is given, right-periphery relative clause (with an
omitted head) should not be processed with much difficulty. The reason why some speakers
do not like right-periphery relative clauses might have to do with the adequacy of the context
given, as well as, just as extraposed constituents in general, the weight of the relative clause.
We still need more empirical evidence to ensure that Thai speakers really permit extraposi-
tion, however.

Second, the movement account of extraposition usually associates the moved ele-
ment (extraposed relative clause) with its head noun in the host clause. This seemingly clear
picture, however, is blurred by the fact languages such as Thai can omit the head noun any-
where when the proper context is given. For example, if the interlocutors know which kids

they are referring to in the context, the sentence below can be used naturally.

(61) chuaaj du: haj  njj [thi: kamlag wig 1én naj khrua]

help watch ASP ADV that PROG run play in  kitchen

‘Please watch (the kids) for me, who are running around in the kitchen.’

71



In this sentence, the noun ‘the kids’ is dropped within the matrix clause. It makes
natural sense to assume that this noun undergoes pro-drop, whereas the one that heads the
relative clause is omitted, resulting in the headless relative construction, as illustrated in (62).

This fact confirms that there need not be a gap inside the matrix clause.

(62) chbaj du: pro haj ndj [dek thl: kamlan wipg 1€n naj khrua]
help watch ASP ADV kid that PROG run play in kitchen

‘Please watch the kids for me, who are running around in the kitchen.’

Lastly, the movement facts between complement and adjunct extraposition that hold
in many languages suggest that right-periphery relative clauses in Thai do not seem to in-
volve movement. Fox and Nissenbaum (1999) propose that complement extraposed con-
stituents involve movement. They show that there exists a distinction between complement
and adjunct extraposition with regards to movement: only constituents of the former behave
like moved constituents. Because of this difference, adjunct extraposition cannot have the
same derivation as complement extraposition. Fox and Nissenbaum analyze adjunct extrapo-
sition as the result of post QR merger of an adjunct.

Below I show that such a discrepancy between complement and adjunct extraposi-
tion does not hold in Thai by using the diagnostics presented in Fox and Nissenbaum 1999.
The results show that the complement relative clauses and complement prepositional phrases
in Thai behave different from their English counterparts.

The first type of restriction imposed on extraposition has to do with the extraction
effect on definite NPs. Fox and Nissenbaum illustrate that while complement extraposition in

English shows the definiteness restriction when the extraposed constituent is extracted, ad-
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junct extraposition behaves like it has not been extracted out of the source NP, as in (63a). On
the other hand, complement extraposition and adjunct extraposition in Thai both result in un-
grammaticality (63b). Note that in both languages, the prepositional phrases are associated

with the noun the (best) picture or phaap nan, not the verb.

(63) Definiteness

a. English
Complement extraposition
7?71 saw the (best) picture yesterday of the museum.
Adjunct extraposition
I saw the (best) picture yesterday from the museum.

b. Thai
Complement extraposition
chan hén pha:;p nan muwawa:n khd:n phiphitthaphan
I see picture DEM yesterday of museum

‘I saw that picture yesterday of the museum.’

Adjunct extraposition
chan hén phd:p ndn muwawa:n ca:k phiphitthaphan
I see picture DEM yesterday from museum

‘I saw that picture yesterday from the museum.’

In the Thai examples, no ungrammaticality has been found, implicating that move-

ment might have not taken place in these examples.
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Second, extraction of a constituent is possible out of coordination only if it occurs
across the board (ATB). Fox and Nissenbaum show that displacement is attested ATB in
complement extraposition but not in adjunct extraposition. Thus, the constituent is moved
only in complement extraposition but not in adjunct extraposition. On the other hand, both of
the Thai examples below are ungrammatical, similar to the English adjunct extraposition.

This thus indicates that there is no ATB extraction and that the constituent might not move.

(64) Coordination
a. English
Complement extraposition
I wanted to [present an argument ] and [discuss evidence ]
very badly that what John told me is right.
Adjunct extraposition
*I wanted to [present an argument | and [discuss evidence ]
very badly that John told me about.
b. Thai
Complement extraposition
*chan ja:k [sand: hé:tphon ] 1€? [phitca:rana: laktha:n ]
I want present argument and discuss evidence
jayma:k thi:wa: co:n bd:k chan wa: man thu:k
badly that  John tell me that it right
‘I wanted to present an argument and discuss evidence very badly that what John

told me is right.’
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Adjunct extraposition
*chan ja:k [sand: hé:tphon ] 1€? [phitcarana: lakthan ]
I want present argument and discuss evidence
jayma:k thi: co:n phi:tthun
badly  that John mention
‘I wanted to present an argument and discuss evidence very badly that John talked

about.’

Finally, complement extraposition licenses Parasitic Gaps, suggesting that it is de-
rived by movement of the extraposed constituent. Adjunct extraposition, on the other hand,
cannot license Parasitic Gaps and must be derived by some other manner (i.e. late merger,
according to Fox and Nissenbaum). However, the ungrammaticality shown in the Thai exam-

ples suggests that both the complement and adjunct PPs do not license Parasitic Gaps.

(65) Parasitic Gaps
a. English
Complement extraposition
I read [a book ] before reading [an article ] about John
Adjunct extraposition
*I read [a book ] before reading [an article ] from John’s library
b. Thai
Complement extraposition
*chan ?a:n  [nansur:  Jkon  ?ain [botkhwaim ]

| read book before read article
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kiawkap coon

kiawkap co:n

‘I read a book before reading an article about John.’
Adjunct extraposition

*chan ?a:n  [nansur: ~ Jkdon  ?ain [botkhwaim ]
I read book before read article

cak  hdngsamut co:n

from library John

‘I read a book before reading an article from John’s library.’

The data above suggest that English and Thai may need different approaches of ana-
lyzing extraposition. While English needs two separate analyses for complement and adjunct
extraposition, it could be that extraposition in Thai does not involve movement or it is not
employed at all in the definite, coordinate, and parasitic gap constructions. Because all these
facts about the right-periphery relative clauses seem to favor the non-movement approach
rather than the movement one, the picture regarding the difference between extraposition and
RD now become clear: if movement does not take place, then there is no difference between
extraposed relative clauses and RD. In chapter 3, I will demonstrate that both extraposition

and RD can be analyzed using the same approach, namely the biclausal approach.
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2.5.2 No evidence of movement from other types of extraposition

We have seen in chapter 2 that Thai is claimed to lack extraposition in general. However, the

right-periphery (non-classifier-headed) relative clause like (66) is not ungrammatical.

(66) chan hén dék muwawa:nni: [thi: képkeén]
I see child yesterday REL smart.smart

‘I saw a child yesterday, who is pretty smart.’

Putting aside the possibility of the RD analysis, would it be adequate to say that Thai
does not entirely lack extraposition but allows it to some certain degree? If so, why extra-
posed relative clauses are not as bad as other kinds of extraposed constituents in Thai? The

examples from the previous chapter are reproduced below.

(67) a. Comparative clause extraposition
pa: thampa:n [nak 4] tante: sa:wsa:w *[kwa: phuian];
aunt work hard since young more.than  friend
‘My aunt has worked harder since she was young than her friends.” (Intended)
b. Second conjunct extraposition
chan hén [lun 4] thi:  ha:y mdiawa:nni: *[1€? pa:];
I see uncle at mall yesterday and aunt
‘I saw my uncle at the mall yesterday and my aunt.’ (Intended)
c. PP complement extraposition

pa: [nwaj £] tante:: sa:wsad:iw *[kap la:n];
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aunt tired since young with  grandchildren

‘My aunt has been tired since she was young of her grandchildren.” (Intended)

The examples in (67) are uncontroversially ungrammatical, suggesting that move-
ment cannot take place in these constructions. This fact thus accounts straightforwardly for
the unavailability of the movement analysis of extraposed relative clauses.

On the other hand, one could argue that the source of ungrammaticality does not in-
volve movement but comes from the weight of the extraposed constituents. That is, if the ex-
traposed constituents are too light, whether syntactic or phonological, the sentence will be-
come ungrammatical. However, adding weight to the extraposed constituents in (67) does not
ameliorate the grammaticality of those sentences. The instances of “heavy” extraposed con-
stituents are illustrated in (68). Note that the sentences are still considered ungrammatical by
native speakers. Because there is no evidence for movement from these extraposed clauses, it
points to the conclusion that movement from the host clause is not a necessary ingredient for

the analysis of extraposition in Thai.

(68) a. Comparative clause extraposition
pa: thamna:n [nak 4] tante: sarwsaiw
aunt work hard since young
*[kwa: phuian thak Khon thi: tha: mi:];
more.than friend all CLF REL she have
‘My aunt has worked harder since she was young than all the friends that she has.’

(Intended)
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b. Second conjunct extraposition
chan hén [lun 4] thi:  ha:y muawa:nni:
I see uncle at mall yesterday
*[1€? la:kld:k thi: phdn rian cop ca:k mahi:laj);
and children REL just study end from university
‘I saw my uncle at the mall yesterday and his children who have just graduated from
a university.’ (Intended)

c. PP complement extraposition

pa: [nwaj #] tagte: sdawsdaw
aunt tired since young
*|kap la:n thi: to:nni: pen selép chui:dang kh3d:n muwanthaj];

with grandchild REL now COP celebrity famous of Thailand
‘My aunt has been tired since she was young of her grandchild who is now a famous

celebrity of Thailand.” (Intended)

2.6 Summary

In this section, the two types of right-dislocated nominal modifiers — classifier-headed and
non-classifier-headed modifiers — were investigated. First, we observed that when a modifi-
er is headed by a classifier, creating a classifier phrase, it can undergo RD with ease. Howev-
er, if a modifier appears alone without a classifier, only certain types of modifiers may be
placed in that position. Second, I illustrated that non-classifier-headed demonstratives and a

non-classifier-headed indefinite modifier (deaccented numeral ‘one’) form a natural class
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called deictic modifiers, following Jenks (2011). The reason why both of these modifier types
cannot appear in the right-dislocated position alone has to do with the fact that deictic modi-
fiers must always be accompanied by a classifier. Third, I illustrated that the classifier in the
classifier-headed modifier construction can license the ellipsis of the noun, that it exhibits
certain properties akin to a focal element, and that it is a grammaticalized noun. Consequent-
ly, the classifier-headed modifiers appearing in the right-dislocated position are not merely
standalone modifiers, but rather modifiers with an elided head noun. Next, I investigated non-
classifier-headed modifiers and discovered that right-dislocation can only occur when the
modifiers are structurally complex. This clarification elucidates why standalone adjectives are
unable to appear in the right-dislocated position, whereas reduplicated and intensified (adver-
bial-modified) adjectives, as well as prepositional phrases, can. Finally, I suggested that there
is no clear structural difference between extraposed relative clauses and right-dislocated mod-
ifiers in Thai. I argue that both of these constructions do not necessarily exhibit a direct con-
nection with the noun correlate in the host clause and do not behave as if they were moved

out of their host clause, thereby supporting a non-movement analysis.
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CHAPTER 3

THE BICLAUSAL ANALYSIS OF RIGHT-DISLOCATED

MODIFIERS

In this chapter, I adopt a version of the “biclausal” analysis proposed by de Vries (2009a,
2013), Ott (2012, 2015), and Ott and de Vries (2012, 2016) to account for right-dislocation in
Thai. The goal is to demonstrate whether the properties of right-dislocation observed in Ger-
manic languages can be applied to a non-related language like Thai. I will illustrate that there
are two main types of right-dislocation — backgrounding and afterthought — and right-dis-
located modifiers in Thai are of the afterthought type since they express discourse-new in-
formation. The biclausal analysis argues that right-dislocation constructions are underlying
biclausal structures, in which two clauses are juxtaposed. Within the second clause, the dislo-
cated peripheral XP (or dXP) is fronted to the edge of the clause and the remainder undergoes
ellipsis. The host of the first clause (the “correlate”) has a cataphoric (or anaphoric) relation

to the dXP. The representation is schematized below.

(1) [cp1...correlate...][cp2 dXPif—t~——1]

The chapter is outlined as follows. In section 3.1, I discuss the interface between the

syntactic structure and meaning of linguistic utterances, namely information structure. I in-
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troduces various discursive terms and demonstrate how word order and sentence structure are
influenced by the communicative goals and intentions of speakers. Section 3.2 introduces two
types of right-dislocation: “backgrounding” and “afterthought”, as well as two subtypes of
afterthought: “specificational afterthought” and “predicative afterthought”. It also highlights
the asymmetries between backgrounding and afterthought, as well as specificational and
predicative afterthoughts. Section 3.3 presents the previous analyses of right-dislocation, with
a focus on the biclausal analysis. The biclausal analysis explains that right-dislocated con-
stituents or dXPs are “fragments”, meaning remnants resulting from the subsequent deletion
of redundant material in CP2, as shown in structure (1). This section also presents arguments
that support the idea that right-dislocated constituents exhibit clause-external properties and
demonstrates that they are underlyingly clausal. Section 3.4 examines the Thai right-dislocat-
ed data, considering the distinction made by Ott and de Vries (2016). I suggest that right-dis-
located classifier-headed modifiers in Thai can be categorized as specificational ATs because
they provide specific information that clarifies or specifies the meaning of the correlate. On
the other hand, right-dislocated non-classifier-headed modifiers can be considered predicative
ATs since they function as predicates, attributing a certain property or characteristic to the

referent of their correlate. Section 3.5 provides a conclusion.

3.1 Information structure

One of the most fundamental criteria in classifying languages concerns the distribution of ba-
sic elements within a sentence. In linguistic typology, the word order that is unmarked (i.e.

pragmatically neutral) is typically referred to as the canonical word order. For example, while
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the canonical word order in Thai and English is SVO, that in Japanese and Burmese is SOV.
In daily conversations, however, interlocutors barely use sentences that are pragmatically
neutral. When they converse, they share a common ground — the set of propositions that are
presumed to be common knowledge among all the interlocutors in a conversation (Stalnaker
1974) — at a particular moment. Because the interlocutors keep updating this common
knowledge when they communicate, i.e. keep adding information to certain referents or
events, sentences are not always uttered in a canonical order. The packaging of information,
i.e. the set of linguistic mechanisms that organize and convey an information in a discourse,
is called information structure (Lambrecht 1994). Two relevant concepts claimed to play a
role in the study of information structure are givenness and focus!® (Kritka 2007; Kritka and
Féry 2008; Ladd 1980; Rooth 1992, among others). Focus is typically associated with new,
non-presupposed information and can also indicate alternatives relevant for the interpretation.
Ladd (1980) proposes that there are three types of focus structures: broad, narrow and con-
trastive focus. The examples are given below. The domain where the focus constituent occurs

is represented with the subscript F.

(2) Focus structures
a. Broad focus: What happened? — [Nit ate a grasshopper.|r
b. Narrow focus: What did Nit eat? — She ate [a grasshopper.|r

c. Contrastive focus: Did Noi eat a grasshopper? — [Nit]r ate a grasshopper.

19 Givenness and focus are not the only notions that are crucial in explaining information structure. In fact, topic
and comment appear to be used widely as well in the previous studies related to the right-dislocation phe-
nomenon. In this dissertation, the terms focus and comment will be used interchangeably to refer to old or given
information, while givenness and topic will refer to new information.
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We can see that the focused constituents in all of the above answers represent new
information as they have never been mentioned before. The notion of focus must be distin-
guished from that of givenness in that the latter refers to the background of an utterance, i.e. a
constituent that has been mentioned before or given in a context (i.e. old information). This
term has been used interchangeably with topic (Erteschik-Shir 1997; Erteschik-Shir 2007;
Lambrecht 1994; Rizzi 1997, among others)20. The answer to the question below shows that
it is a background/given information since it has already been mentioned in the question and
hence is assumed to be familiar with the interlocutors. The domain of the background con-

stituent is represented with the subscript BG.

(3) Background: Did Nit eat a grasshopper? — Yes, [Nit ate a grasshopper.]|sg

Information structure has been argued to have an impact on word order, meaning that
the notions of givenness (topic) and focus can often alter the canonical word order of a par-
ticular language. Below is an example of how word order can change through the process of

topicalization (or fronting) in Thai (Warotamasikkhadit 1979, p. 303).

(4) a.SVO
dichan kliat [phi:cha:j khon ndn] ma:k
I hate man CLF that much

‘I hate that man a lot.’

20 However, some linguists such as Fabregas (2016), Fanselow (2006), Lopez (2009), and Rubio (2014), have
argued that the definition of topic (and comment) is not precise and thus falls short in capturing a broad range of
natural phenomena.
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b. OSV
[phi:cha:j khon nan] dichan kliat ma:k
man CLF that I hate much

‘That man [ hate a lot.’

The sentence in (70a) illustrates the canonical SVO word order in Thai, whereas in
(70b), the object ‘that man’ is topicalized to the position at the left sentence edge. Topicaliza-
tion and other related left-edge phenomena have been extensively explored in Thai syntax
literature, but only a handful of studies have delved into the phenomenon of RD.When RD is
mentioned, it is typically introduced with only a few examples and little elaboration. For in-
stance, Warotamasikkhadit (1979, p. 304) discusses the movement of arguments to the end of
the sentence, dubbing it “backing topicalization”. Depending on the level of emphasis, an ar-
gument can be relocated to the end or middle of a sentence. In sentence (5b), the subject ‘fa-

ther’ is right-dislocated to the end of the sentence, where it gets emphasized.

(5) a. Canonical word order
phd: ca paj ngj
father will go where
‘Where are you going?’

b. RD
ca paj ng  phd:
will go where father

‘Where are you going, Father?
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Furthermore, Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom (2005) provide a couple of examples of “ap-
pended modifiers”, which are nominal modifiers that occur in the position after a complete
sentence. While these amount to the existence of the right-dislocated modifiers in Thai, the
true question lies in the syntactic relationship between the right-dislocated constituents and
the noun they are associated with (the correlate). Do these constituents simply appear further
away from their head noun within the clause, or is there something different about their

placement?

3.2 Two types of RD: backgrounding and afterthought

3.2.1 An overview from Ott and de Vries (2016)

The term RD has been used somewhat confusingly in the literature as a cover term for vari-
ous phenomena related to discontinuous noun phrases. In this chapter, we adopt the distinc-
tions made by Ott and de Vries (2016), Kalbertodt (2019), Averintseva-Klisch (2009), among
others, classifying RD into two subtypes: backgrounding and afterthought (henceforth AT)?2!.
The AT type of RD can be further classified into two subtypes: specificational and predicative
ATs, depending on their semantic relationship with the head noun. All of them are schema-

tized below.

21 These phenomena have been differentiated both phonologically and syntactically from extraposition. We will
discuss this matter in section 3.6 when we cover relative clauses.
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(6) Right dislocation (RD)

/\

Backgrounding Afterthought (AT)

/\

Specificational AT Predicative AT

Figure (1): Right-dislocation classification

Backgrounding is used to shift non-prominent or less important information to the
right periphery, indicating a lower degree of relevance or prominence. It helps to set the
background context or provide additional details that are not crucial to the main message of
the sentence. AT, on the other hand, involves placing a constituent at the right edge of the sen-
tence as an afterthought or added information. It can be further classified into two subtypes:
specificational AT and predicative AT. Specificational AT is used to provide additional speci-
fication or clarification about a specific entity or referent mentioned earlier in the sentence. It
helps to narrow down the reference or provide more details about a particular element. Pred-
icative AT, on the other hand, involves adding a predicative element at the right periphery of
the sentence. It serves to provide additional information about the subject or object of the sen-
tence, often in the form of a predicative adjective or phrase.

All these types of RD are classified based on their differences in discourse functions,
but they look quite similar on the surface. They all involve the "host clause" followed linearly
by the dislocated constituent (dislocated XP or dXP). The element inside the host clause that
is cataphorically linked to the dXP is called the “correlate”. The basic syntactic representation

is illustrated below (Ott and de Vries 2016, p. 642).
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host clause
P e S N

(7) [cp ... correlate; ... | dXP;

In the backgrounding construction, a host-internal pronoun is a correlate which resumes
a discourse topic, and a coreferent deaccented XP is a dXP located at the right sentence edge.
German (8a) and Dutch (8b) examples below are taken from Ott and de Vries (2016, p. 643)

(low and level intonation is indicated by small italics):

(8) a. A: Kennstdu den Peter? — B:Ja, den kenne ich, den Peter.
know you the Peter yes him know I the Peter
A: ‘Do you know Peter?” — B: ‘Yes, | know him, Peter.’
b. Tasman heeft ze  gezien, die = Maoris.
Tasman has them seen  those Maoris

‘Tasman saw them, those Maoris.’

Note that this backgrounded dXP is discourse-given. The correlate in backgrounding
resumes a discourse topic and thus is typically a pronoun or epithet. In AT, on the other hand,
the dXP expresses discourse-new information about the referent of its correlate and is conse-
quently realized with focal stress (represented by capital letters). The example from Dutch is

shown below (Ott and de Vries 2016, p. 643):

(9) Jan heeft iets moois  gebouwd: EEN GOUDEN IGLO
Jan has something beautiful built a golden igloo

‘Jan built something beautiful: a golden igloo.’
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According to Ott and de Vries, this afterthought type of RD is called “specificational
AT”. It should be distinguished from “predicative AT” in that the former is always specifica-
tional within the anaphoric juxtaposition of the correlate and dXP while the latter attributes
some property to the referent of their correlate rather than specifying it. Another example of
specificational ATs is provided in (10a) and a predicative AT is in (10b) (Ott and de Vries

2016, p. 682):

(10) a. Specificational AT
Ich habe einen Star getroffen: DEN JOHN TRAVOLTA!
I have a star met the. ACC John Trovolta
‘I met a star: John Travolta!’
b. Predicative AT
Ich habe den John Travolta getroffen, EIN BERUHMTER STAR!
I have the John Travolta met a.NOM famous.NOM star

‘I met John Travolta, a famous star!’

3.2.2 Asymmetries between Backgrounding and ATs

A number of asymmetries between ATs and backgrounded dXPs that lead Ott and de Vries to
assume that the former are plausibly taken to be structurally unconnected expressions, where-
as the latter bear a syntactic relation to their host. Ott and de Vries illustrate that ATs but not
backgrounded dXPs permit sentence adverbs and discourse particles, as observed by Averint-

seva-Klisch (2009) and Truckenbrodt (2016), as cited by Ott and de Vries (2016).
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(11) a. Maria hat einen Star getroffen, {vermutlich / wohl} DEN JOHN TRAVOLTA.
Maria has a star met presumably PRT the John Travolta
‘Maria met a star, presumably John Travolta.’
b. Maria hat ihn getroffen, (*{vermutlich / wohl}) den John Travolta.
Maria has him met presumably PRT the John Travolta

‘Maria presumably met John Travolta.” (intended)

Truckenbrodt also shows that elements of this kind are licensed only in environments
that constitute speech acts, and concludes from this that ATs are speech acts separate from the
host clause, whereas backgrounded dXPs and their hosts together constitute a single speech
act. Ott and de Vries contribute to this with two observations that uphold this conclusion.
First, ATs, unlike backgrounded dXPs, have the ability to diverge from their hosts in illocu-

tionary force. Consider the German example below.

(12) a. Peter hat offenbar  irgendeinen beriihmten Star getroffen — DEN
Peter has apparently some famous star met the
JOHN TRAVOLTA (vielleicht)?
John Travolta perhaps
‘Apparently Peter met a famous star — (perhaps) John Travolta?’
b. *Peter hat ihn offenbar  getroffen, den John Travolta (vielleicht)?
Peter has him apparently met the John Travolta perhaps

‘*Peter apparently met him, (perhaps) John Travolta?’
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Furthermore, the propositional meaning of an AT can be negated without affecting

the proposition put forth by the host clause:

(13) A: Peter hat einen beriihmten Star getroffen: DEN JOHN TRAVOLTA.
Peter has a famous star met the John Travolta
‘Peter met a famous star: John Travolta.’
B: Nein, (das war) Bruce Willis (den er getroffen hat).
no  that was Bruce Willis who he met has

‘No, (it was) Bruce Willis (who he met).’

In this case, B's response doesn't negate the proposition conveyed by A's CP1 (Peter
met a famous star), but solely the content of the elliptical CP2 (Peter met John Travolta).
Such independent negation is not achievable with backgrounded dXPs.

Because of such asymmetries, Ott and de Vries propose that backgrounding and AT
should exhibit two different structures. Under the “biclausal” approach, which analyzes the
RD construction as having underlyingly biclausal structures with elided constituents, the
CP1—CP> juxtaposition in backgrounding is an instance of specifying coordination in this
sense. The two clauses are grammatically equivalent, but stand in an asymmetrical semantic
relationship, the linearly second clause specifying the first by adding relevant information to
it. The structure of backgrounding from (8b), repeated in (14a) is roughly shown in (14b).
This contrasts with the purely discursive anaphoric juxtaposition of host clauses and ATs in

(15b), reproduced from (10a) in (15a). The triangle symbol “A” represents an elided struc-

ture.
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(14) a. Tasman heeft ze gezien, die  Maori's.
Tasman has them seen those Maoris
‘Tasman saw them, those Maoris.’

b. [ [cP1...2€i...] [: [cp2 die Maori’s; A 1]]

(15) a. Ich habe einen Star getroffen: DEN JOHN TRAVOLTA!
I have a star met the. ACC John Trovolta
‘I met a star: John Travolta!’

b. [cpi ... einen Star; ... ] [cr2 DEN JOHN TRAVOLTA; A ]

The coordinated structure in (14b) inherently forms a singular prosodic unit along
with a unitary speech act. In contrast, the juxtaposed clauses in the structure of (15b) form
distinct speech acts and separate prosodic units. The full derivation of (14) and (15) will be
discussed when we cover the biclausal approach in section 3.3.2 and the application of this
analysis to Thai will be discussed in section 3.4.

Therefore, the syntactic difference between ATs and backgrounded dXPs in (14) and
(15) explains why only ATs can be used by a different speaker: since the host clause and dXP
are not structurally connected, they do not represent a unitary speech act. Consider the exam-

ple in (16), which can be used by speaker B:

(16) A: Maria hat einen Star getroffen — B: DEN JOHN TRAVOLTA!

Maria has a.ACC star met the.,ACC John Travolta

A: ‘Maria met a star.” — B: ‘(She met) John Travolta!’
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On the other hand, the conversation would be infelicitous if the backgrounded dXP is
used by a different speaker, say speaker B. B’s response in (17) is peculiar even when the

dXP is a discourse topic:

(17) A:Tasman heeft ze  gezien.— B: #Die Maori’s.
Tasman has them seen those Maoris

A: ‘Tasman saw them.” — B: ‘(He saw) Those Maoris.’

Therefore, the assumption put forth by Ott and de Vries, which posits that back-
grounded dXPs are structurally connected with their host clauses, yielding a unified speech
act, and that ATs stand independently from their host clauses as instances of “discourse-
anaphoric juxtaposition”, is ultimately supported by the data presented above.

Given such a distinction above, it is likely that right-dislocated modifiers in Thai are
of the AT type since they always express new information rather than resuming discourse top-
ics. In section 3.4, I propose that the two types of right-dislocated modifiers, classifier-headed
and non-classifier-headed modifiers, belong to the AT type of RD since both of them express
discourse-new information. However, determining which AT subtype they belong to depends

on whether they are interpreted as specifications or predicates.

3.2.3 Specificational vs. predicative ATs

Recall that there are two subtypes of ATs: specificational and predicative. The former is al-

ways specificational within the anaphoric juxtaposition of the correlate and dXP while the
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latter attributes some property to the referent of their correlate rather than specifying it. The

sentences below show the difference between these two types.

(18) a. Specificational AT
Ich habe einen Star getroffen: DEN JOHN TRAVOLTA!
I have a star met the. ACC John Trovolta
‘I met a star: John Travolta!’
b. Predicative AT
Ich habe den John Travolta getroffen, EIN BERUHMTER STAR!
I have the John Travolta met a.NOM famous.NOM star

‘I met John Travolta, a famous star!’

Ott and de Vries propose that these two subtypes of AT differ in their underlying
structures. Specificational ATs (e.g. (18a)) are remnants of a redundant repetition since their
meaning is largely redundant except for the discourse-new constituent inside the dXP. On the
other hand, predicative ATs (e.g. (18b)) are remnants of predicational copular clauses. The
dXP of this type of AT derives from the predicational copular clause in (19a), and its underly-

ing structure and derivation are shown in (19b).

(19) a. Erist ein berithmter  Star.
he is a.NOM famous.NOM star
‘He 1s a famous star.’

b. [cp1 ich habe den John Travolta getroffen] [cp2 ein beriihmter Star; ist—er—¢]]
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Furthermore, according to Ott and de Vries, the specificational and predicative ATs
like (18a) and (18b) yield different interpretations. In (18a), the dXP den John Travolta ‘John
Travolta’ is interpreted as a specification. It serves as a referential phrase which identifies
einen Star ‘a star’ (den John Travolta = einen Star). It is used if the hearer does not know
who einen Star is, who is then identified as John Travolta. On the other hand, in (18b), the
dXP ein beriihmter Star ‘a famous star’ is a predicate and is interpreted as a property of John
Travolta. It is used if the referent is contextually given: the hearer knows John Travolta, per-
haps only by name, but does not know that he is a famous star. In the context of RD in Thai,
which will be addressed in section 3.4, I suggest that right-dislocated classifier-headed modi-
fiers can be categorized as specificational ATs. This is because they provide specific informa-
tion that clarifies or specifies the meaning of the correlate. On the other hand, right-dislocated
non-classifier-headed modifiers can be considered predicative ATs. This is because they func-
tion as predicates, attributing a certain property or characteristic to the referent of their corre-

late.

3.3 The previous analyses of RD

3.3.1 The monoclausal analyses

Gundel (1977) proposes that RD is derived from LD (left-dislocation) since the two construc-
tions are similar and hence should share the underlying syntax. She proposes that LD be base-
generated in the logical structure of a sentence. According to the logical structure hypothesis,
left-dislocated phrases are hypothesized to originate in their surface structure position. As-

suming the structure in (20) as the underlying logical structure for LD, it follows that the fea-
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tures of NP1 are copied to the placeholder in S, and this placeholder is pronominalized based

on those copied features.

(20) Logical structure of LD (Gundel 1977, p. 55)

S
/ \
NP1 S’
x1: these women I’ll never be able to figure x out.

To derive RD, NP1 moves to the right of S’. Since this movement occurs after the
stress placement rule has already applied, it explains why right-dislocated phrases do not bare

stress. The derived structure of RD is presented below.

(21) The structure of RD

S
// \
NP1 S’ NP1
x1: these women I’ll never be able to figure x out. X1: these women

In contrast to Gundel (1977), Averintseva-Klisch (2009, p. 54) argues against the der-
ivation of RD from LD, citing distinct discursive functions between the two constructions.
She argues that while RD marks the discourse topic, whereas LD marks the sentence topic.

Instead, she analyzes RD as an adjunct to IP, as illustrated in (22). However, it is unclear
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whether Averintseva-Klisch assumes that this dislocated NP1 is base-generated in the adjunct

position of IP or it is moved there.

(22) RD as adjunct to IP (modified from Averintseva-Klisch 2009, p. 54)

IP

T

IP NP1

T~ /N

I'll never be able to figure theml out. these women

The monoclausal approaches suggest that the right-dislocated constituents should be
connected to the correlate within the same clause. However, as we will explore in the follow-
ing section, this assumption leads to several problematic issues. We will also observe that an-
alyzing the correlate NP and its dislocated constituent as generated in different clauses can
provide more comprehensive explanations and address all the issues that the monoclausal ap-

proaches may encounter.

3.3.2 The biclausal analysis

The fact that discontinuous modifiers in Thai appear after a sentence-final particle strongly
suggests that they locate outside of the clause. The most accurate way to analyze right-dislo-
cated modifiers in Thai, therefore, is to treat the dislocated constituent as a material that oc-

curs in a different clause. One of such accounts is known as the biclausal analysis (Kuno
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1978; Park and Kim 2009; Takita 2014; Tanaka 2001; Truckenbrodt 2013, 2016; Whitman
2000, among others). In particular, de Vries (2009a, 2013), Ott (2012, 2015), Ott and de Vries
(2012, 2016) manifest that RD is underlying biclausal, meaning that the dislocated con-
stituent is in a separate clause from the host clause. Then, the clause containing the dislocated
constituent undergoes clausal ellipsis, leaving the dislocated constituent as a “remnant” of the
ellipsis process.

In the following sections, I present supporting arguments for the biclausal analysis of

RD as discussed in Ott and de Vries 2016. The main arguments are in an order below:

The right-dislocated constituent is a fragment: it is a remnant of the ellipsis opera-

tion.

* The right-dislocated constituent is in a separate clause from the clause hosting its
antecedent (the host clause): it exhibits the properties incompatible with the
movement account, and as such is external to the host clause.

* RD in Thai (both arguments and adjuncts) shares the same properties with those in
Germanic languages, as discussed in Ott and de Vries 2016.

* The two subtypes of RD (backgrounding and ATs) have different properties, hence

subject to different analyses.

3.3.2.1 Dislocated constituents as fragments

According to the biclausal approach, right-dislocated constituents are fragments (Merchant
2005). These fragments are also called remnants, which refers to constituents that survive the

ellipsis operation. This biclausal analysis includes RD as part of clausal ellipsis phenomena.

98



van Craenenbroeck and Merchant (2013) define clausal ellipsis as a subtype of ellipsis in
which a complete clause is absent, encompassing both the standard subject position and the
agreement domain, often while leaving out specific components within the clause. Clausal
ellipsis phenomena include sluicing (Merchant 2001; Ross 1967) (23a); stripping (Depiante
2000; Wurmbrand 2017) (23b); fragment answers (Merchant 2005; Temmerman 2013) (23¢);
or split questions (Arregi 2010) (23d) (all the examples are cited in Ferndndez-Sanchez 2020,

p. 73:

(23) a. John said something, but I couldn’t hear what Jehn-said.
b. Hillary collects stamps and Bill eeHeetsstamps too.
c. A: Which exotic fruit did John buy?

B: John-beught a kiwano.

d. Which exotic fruit did John buy, didJehnbuy a kiwano?

All of the phenomena in (23a-d) share similar properties. To illustrate, the split ques-
tion in (23d) involves two structurally similar clauses: CPk is the elided clause which hosts
the remnant; and CPa for is a host or antecedent clause. Notice that CPa is semantically simi-
lar to CPg, except that the object in CPeis a DP, while it is a wh-word in CPa (Arregi 2010).
This element in CPa is called correlate, which has a semantic link to the remnant in CPz. The

abstract structure of split questions is represented in (24):

(24) [ CPa correlate ... ] [ CPe... remnant |
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In the case of RD, the remnant is a dislocated constituent, and the correlate is a noun
or pronoun that is anaphorically linked to the remnant. Following Ott and de Vries (2016),
our analysis for Thai will also follow the two-step derivation. First, the two clauses, called
CPj and CP», are juxtaposed. CP; is the host clause containing the correlate and CP> contains
the dXP, which is anaphorically linked to the correlate in the host clause. Their structures are

schematized below.

(25) [cp1...correlate...][cp2...dXP...]

The dXP in CP: is fronted to the clause periphery to escape deletion?2, as in (26a).

Subsequently, the remainder of the clause is elided at PF, as in (26b):

(26) a. [cp1...correlate...] [cp2 dXPi[...%#...]] — PF-deletion

b. [cp1 ... correlate . .. | [cp2 dXP; f=—ti—]

To illustrate, consider the examples of backgrounding and specificational ATs given
in the preceding section, repeated in (27a) and (27a). According to this proposal, these are

represented as shown in (28b) and (28b), respectively (Ott and de Vries 2016, pp. 645-646):

(27) a. Tasman heeft ze  gezien, die = Maoris.
Tasman has them seen those Maoris
‘Tasman saw them, those Maoris’.

b. [cp1 Tasman heeft ze gezien ] [cp2 die Maori’s; [heeft Fasman+—gezien]|

22 See Fernandez-Sanchez (2020) for an argument against dXP fronting.
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(28) a. Ich habe einen Star getroffen: DEN JOHN TRAVOLTA.
I have a star met the John Trovolta
‘I met a star, John Travolta’.

b. [cp1 Ich habe einen Star getroffen ] [cp2 den John Travoltas; [habeteh+—getrotfen]]

In these examples, The dXP is fronted to the clause periphery within CP2. Then, the
redundant material in that clause is elided, revealing the surface pattern of RD. Ellipsis cre-
ates an anaphoric link between CP; and CP», in addition to the cataphoric link between the

correlate and dXP.

3.3.2.2 The clause-external properties of dXP

According to Ott and de Vries (2016), right-dislocated constituents (dXPs) are traditionally
analyzed as internal to the host clause (CP1). In this subsection, we will explore the clause-
external properties exhibited by the dXP, which are not necessarily connected to its correlate
in the host clause. Additionally, we will demonstrate that all the clause-internal properties of
the dXP can be adequately captured by the biclausal approach.

The monoclausal approaches we have previously encountered syntactically analyze
dXPs as being connected to the correlate in the host clause. The explanations for this claim
are, for example, the right-dislocated constituent gets assigned a theta-role within the host
clause, so it must be originated within that clause. Likewise, the right-dislocated constituent
is marked with the same case as the correlate in the host clause. This case matching may sug-

gest that they are actually inside the same clause, and the right-dislocated constituent proba-
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bly undergoes movement to the right sentence periphery. The examples below illustrate the

case matching (in bold) between the correlate and the dXP in German (p. 658).

(29) a.

Ich habe ihm geholfen, { *der / *den / dem} Peter.
I  have him.DAT helped the. NOM  the. ACC the.DAT Peter

‘I helped him, Peter.’

. Ich habe heute einen Star getroffen: DEN JOHN TRAVOLTA!

I have today a.ACC star met the. ACC John Travolta

‘I met a star today, John Travolta!’

Moreover, RD is argued to have reconstruction effects and island sensitivity, hence

implying movement from the host clause. Consider the bound pronouns inside the dXPs in

the following examples from German (p. 660).

(30) a.

Backgrounding
Die hat doch [jeder Lehrer]; gerne, seine; Schiiler.
them is PRT every teacher likes his students

‘Every teacher likes them, his students.’

. AT

[Jeder Lehrer]; mag einen Schiiler ganz besonders: SEINEN; KLASSENPRIMUS.
every teacher likes one student very especially his best.in.the.class

‘Every teacher likes one student especially: his best student.’
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In both cases, the bound readings are available, suggesting the dXPs’ traces are c-
commanded by the binding correlates in the host clauses.

While these reasonings seem to support the idea that dXPs are syntactically internal
to their host clauses, Ott and de Vries argued the biclausal approach can also capture all these
facts. Within this approach, theta-role and case assignments do not necessarily occur within
the host clause. The assignments can take place in both clauses — the host clause (CP1) and
dXP (CP2) — because they enter into parallel grammatical relations in each CP. Since ellipsis
is part of the biclausal approach, the two clauses must be semantically identical in order for
ellipsis to be licensed. The example from Icelandic in (31b) shows that the case assignment in

CP; and CPz occurs in parallel both clauses exhibit parallel syntactic structures (p. 658-659).

(31) a. Eg pekki hana ekkert, dottur hans.
he know her.ACC nothing daughter. ACC his
‘I don’t know her at all, his daughter.’
P v T v
b. [cp1 €g pekki hanaacc ekkert] [cp2 ég pekki ekkert dottur hansacc] —

[cp1 ég pekki hanaacc ekkert] [cp2 dottur hansacc [ pelde-ég-eldkert 7]

As for reconstruction effects, positing that the RD is biclausal explains why the c-
command relation holds, yielding coreference between the correlate and the right-dislocated
anaphor within the elided clause. Likewise, movement out of islands can take place within
the elided clause, explaining locality restriction and island sensitivity.

Besides the arguments from Ott and de Vries above, Fernandez-Sanchez (2020) ar-

gues for the clause-external properties of dXP. First, there is a c-command paradox in the

103



case of reconstruction. It has been claimed that the principle C violation can be accounted if
the dislocated constituent is originated within the host clause (Lopez 2009). Here, the matrix
subject pro cannot corefer with the R-expression inside the object dXP. The violation is

shown in the Spanish example below (Fernandez-Sanchez 2020, p. 31).

(32) *proilo metio en la secadora,el suéter de [Anal;
it put in the dryer the sweater of Ana

‘(* )She; put it in the dryer, Ana;’s sweater.

Here, the sentence is ungrammatical because the dislocated constituent el suéter de
Ana ‘Ana’s sweater’ is interpreted within the host clause and is c-commanded by the prever-
bal subject pro, hence a binding principle C violation. If the dXP el suéter de Ana were at-
tached to a position higher than pro, as exemplified below, we would expect the coreference

to be grammatical.

(33)

TP
/\
TP DP
T~
PI'O/.\T el suéter de{Ana ;

lo metio en la secadora

Therefore, the dXP must be located within the c-command domain of the host clause

which contains pro. Nevertheless, if this is true, it means that any dislocated constituent
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would violate principle C because it is also in the c-command domain of the host clause.
This, however, goes against the general fact about right-dislocation, where correlates typical-
ly corefer with R-expression dXPs. In (34), although the coreference between the subject pro
and the R-expression Ana leads to ungrammaticality, the correlate /o can still refer cataphori-

cally to the dXP el suéter de Ana:

(34) prog+ix; lo metio en la secadora, Eel suéter de [Ana]ié

| I I

Under the biclausal approach this problem is solved. The correlate does not c-com-
mand the dislocated constituent for the obvious reason that they belong in two different
clauses. In turn, the reconstruction effects arise in the elided clause, which contains the dislo-
cated constituent, i.e. CP».

Second, there does not seem to be any kind of derivation link between the correlate
and the dislocated constituent. It has been observed that the host clause should be a complete
clause from a syntactic, semantic and prosodic point of view. Thus, the correlate (in this case,
a pronoun) is compulsory and must be present. In some languages, however, the correlate
may be absent. One such case would be when a language does not have the relevant weak
pronoun that would refer to the dislocated constituent. The evidence that shows a link be-
tween the correlate and the dislocated constituent could come from Catalan (Fernandez-

Séanchez 2020, p. 32).

(35) a. Ja hem anat al mercat
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already have gone to market
‘We’ve already been to the market.’

b. Ja hi hem anat, al mercat
already have PREP.CL gone to market

‘We’ve already been to the market.’

In this case, the prepositional clitic /i is an element that fills a gap in the host clause.
In other words, it shows that the host clause is complete despite the absence of a pronoun.
Nevertheless, Spanish dislocated prepositions do not employ the prepositional clitic and

therefore there is no link between the correlate and the dislocated constituent in this language.

(36) a. Ya hemos ido al mercado
already have  gone to market
‘We’ve already been to the market.’

b. Ya _ hemos ido, al mercado
already have gone to market

‘We’ve already been to the market.’

Finally, apart from the fact that the host clause must be complete, another problem to
the claim that the dislocated constituent undergoes movement is that it does not behave like
other types of movement. A standard claim within the advocates of a movement analysis of
right-dislocation is that the operation involves A-movement. However, as noted by several
authors (Villalba 2000, among others), right-dislocation does not seem to involve A-move-

ment because it does not give rise to weak crossover effects (37a) and because it does not li-
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cense parasitic gaps (37b), as shown by the following two examples in Italian (Frascarelli

2002, p. 102, as cited in Fernandez-Sanchez 2020):

(37) a. Sua; madre I’ ha sempre apprezzato, Gianni;
his mother him has always appreciated Gianni
‘His mother has always appreciated him, Gianni.’
b. ¥’ ho cercato senza trovare e, quel libro
it have searched without finding this  book

‘(* )I’ve searched it without finding, this book.

However, the impossibility to license parasitic gaps and the non-existence of weak
crossover effects are expected under the biclausal approach. First, a parasitic gap is possible
as long as the gap is interpreted as a trace of an A-movement chain. Obviously, in the host
clause where the parasitic gap is there is no chain at all, as the dislocated constituent is cru-

cially in an independent clause:

(38) [L’ho cercato senza trobare e | [he-eercato-senza-trovare quel libro]

Similarly, the dislocated constituent does not cross any variable in the elided clause

where it belongs, so no weak crossover effect is expected.

(39) [Sua madre I’ha sempre apprezzato] [sua-rmadre-hasempre-apprezzate Gianni|
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3.4 The analysis of Thai right-dislocated modifiers

3.4.1 The Thai constructions

In this section, we will explore and categorize the Thai RD constructions. Like many
other languages, Thai exhibits both types of RD (backgrounding and ATs) for any types of
DPs. We have seen the German and Dutch examples in the previous section that the main dif-
ference between backgrounded and afterthought dXPs is that the former bear a syntactic rela-
tion to their host while the latter are structurally unconnected expressions. Below, I provide
comparative examples between the Germanic languages (from Ott and de Vries 2016, pp.
643-644) and Thai. The Thai examples also show that the dXPs can be both subject (40b &
41b) and object (40c & 41c) arguments. Here, the backgrounded dXPs are indicated by small

italics (40) and the (specificational) ATs are underlined (41).

(40) Backgrounding
a. Tasman heeft ze gezien, die  Maori’s

Tasman has them seen those Maoris

‘Tasman saw them, those Maoris.’ (Dutch)
b. khaw hén plakraw lé:w nakrian khon su:psi:n

he see us already student CLF tall.tall

‘He saw us already, the pretty tall student.’ (Thai: subject RD)
c. chan hén khaw lé&:w nakrian khon siu:ysi:p

I see him already student CLF tall.tall

‘I saw him already, the pretty tall student.’ (Thai: object RD)
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(41) Afterthought

a. Jan heeft iets moois  gebouwd: een gouden iglo

Jan has something beautiful built a golden igloo

‘Jan built something beautiful: a golden igloo.’ (German)

b. miusikd thi: niujo:k phdny da:j ra:gpwan tho:ni: mu:len ra:t
musical in  New York just get award Tony Moulin Rouge
‘A musical in New York has just won the Tony Award: Moulin Rouge.’
(Thai: subject RD)
c. paj du:  miusikd thi: niujo:k kan mu:len ra:t
go watch musical in New York together Moulin Rouge

‘Let’s go to watch a musical in New York: Moulin Rouge.’ (Thai: object RD)

The syntactic representations below illustrate that the pronouns ze (42a), khaw (sub-
ject) (42b), and khaw (object) (42c) are the correlates of the host clause that are cataphorical-
ly linked to the backgrounded dXP. In (43), on the other hand, the correlates are the focused

indefinite DPs with their meanings being specified by the afterthought dXP.

(42) Backgrounding
a. [HostClause Tasman heeft [cormelate z€] gezien], [axp die Maori’s] = (45a)
b. [Host Clause [Correlate Khaw] hén pliakraw 1é:w] [axp ndkrian khon sii:psu:y] = (45b)

C. [HostClause chan hén [correlate Khaw] 1€:W] [axp ndkrian khon su:ysii:y] = (45¢)
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(43) Afterthought

a. [HostClause Jan heeft [correlate 1€ts moois] gebouwd]: [axp een gouden iglo] = (46a)

b. [Host Clause [Correlate miusikd thi: niujd:k] phan da:j ra:pwan tho:ni:] [axp mu:len ra:t]
= (46b)

C. [HostClause Paj du: [Correlate miusikd thi: niujd:k] kan] [axp mu:len ra:t] = (46¢)

Recall that the analysis for RD we are adopting here is the biclausal analysis by de
Vries (2007, 2009a, 2009b, 2011) and Ott and de Vries (2016)23. The biclausal structures and

derivation steps are schematized again below.

(44) a. Step 1: Create a biclausal structure
[cpi...correlate...][cp2 ...dXP...]
b. Step 2: Front the dXP to the edge of the clause
[cpi...correlate ... ] [cp2 AXPi[...ti...]]

c. Step 3: PF-deletion (except for the dXP)

[cp1...correlate . .. ] [cp2 dXP; f—#—~—]

Furthermore, we have seen that backgrounding and AT constructions also differ in
their discursive roles. The backgrounded dXP (CP2) constitutes a single speech act together
with its host (CP1): it specifies its host by adding relevant information to it. The afterthought

dXP (CP), on the other hand, is a speech act that is separate from the host clause (CP1): it is

23 Treating the dXP as part of the (elided) identical clause to the host clause explains why there is no structural
interaction between the dXP and the host clause. However, we see that the dXP does interact with its host clause
anaphorically. Ott and de Vries explain that the binding effects, in fact, do not occur between clauses since the c-
command relation does not hold across sentences. Rather, c-command occurs within the elided clause (i.e. the
dXP).
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the purely discursive anaphoric juxtaposition of the host clause. Therefore, the juxtaposition
of CP; and CP; in backgrounding is analyzed as an instance of specifying coordination,
whereas that in AT manifests separate speech acts. Their schematized representations are il-

lustrated again below (‘A’ = elided structure).

(45) a. Backgrounding
[ [cp1 ... correlatei . . .] [: [cpz dXPi A ]]]
b. Afterthought

[cp1 ... correlate; . . .] [cp2 dXPi A ]

Before departing from this section, it is important to point out that the AT we are
dealing with is the specificational AT. We have seen earlier that there is also another sub-type

of ATs called predicative ATs, as exemplified below.

(46) Hij kwam binnen, doodsbleek
he came inside pale white

‘He came in, pale white.’ (German)

In (46), doodsbleek does not specify the meaning of the pronoun #ij, but rather at-
tributes some property to it. Thai also exhibits such a construction with the dXP being both an
AdjP and a PP. The examples below illustrate that these modifiers can occur after a high ad-
verb muiawa:n and a sentence-final politeness marker khrdp, respectively, suggesting that

they occur after complete utterances.
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(47) Predicative AT in Thai
a. chan paj du:  miusikd ma: muiawa:n sanuk ma:k
I go watch musical ASP yesterday fun  very
‘I watched a musical yesterday, very fun.’ (AdjP AT)

b. phom ja:zk du:  miusikd thi: niujo:k khrap  chbanchtian na:nd:w

I want watch musical in New York POLITE around winter

‘I really want to watch a musical in New York, around the winter time.’ (PP AT)

Following Ott and de Vries (2016), I assume that the AdjP and PP above can function
as ATs. The underlying structure of the dXP containing the AdjP sanuk mda:k ‘very fun’ is a

predicative copular clause where it is used predicatively?4:

(48) Underlying structure
[cpi chan paj du:  miusikd; ma: muiawa:n] [cp2 man; [sanuk ma:k]]?5
I  go watch musical ASP yesterday it fun  very

‘I watched a musical yesterday, it was very fun.’

Then, this predicative AT follows the steps of derivation in (49): the dXP sanuk
ma:k ‘very fun’ is fronted to the edge of the clause and the redundant material — the subject

of CP> — undergoes ellipsis, as exemplified below.

24 See examples in section 4.4.3 where AdjPs and PPs are used as main predicates in Thai.

25 The lack of a copula in this sentence has led some researchers to analyze APs like sanuk md:k as a sub-type of
verbs. In modern Thai, a specificational copula can be used to mark emphasis on such APs, as in the example
below. We will therefore continue to regard them as adjectives rather than verbs throughout this dissertation.

(i) khonsa:t ni:  sanuk ma:k (ii) khonsa:t ni: khwr: sanuk ma:k
concert this fun  very concert this COP fun  very
“This concert is very fun.’ “This concert is very fun.’
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(49) Derivation: dXP fronting & PF-deletion

[cp2 man [sanuk ma:k]] — [cp2 [sanuk ma:k]; [man—#]]

it fun very fun  very it

Moreover, the fact that the AdjP and PP in (47) occur after high adverbs and sen-
tence-final particles strongly supports our biclausal approach, which analyzes right-dislocated
modifiers as base-generated in CP2. This is because the high adverbs and sentence-final par-
ticles already close off the first clause (CP1), preventing the right-dislocated AdjPs and PPs
from being located within the same clause. Additional evidence for the biclausal analysis
comes from the disfavor of having multiple AdjPs or PPs within the same noun phrase with-

out coordination or relativization, as is the case in English26. (Chaiphet 2021, p. 39, adapted).

(50) Adjective

a. Adjective

Thai: ?thu?rian [adgjp [agj mén]]  [adip [agjjaj]] phe:n ma:k
durian smelly big expensive very
thu?rian [aqp [agj men]] 1€?  [aqgp [agij3j]] phem ma:k
durian smelly and big  expensive very

English: The [adjp [adj big]] [adip [a¢j smelly]] durian is very expensive.

26 Right-dislocation of stacked modifiers is also not possible unless they appear with a classifier. Nevertheless,
the sequences of stacked classifier-modifier have been analyzed as apposition rather than right-peripheral dislo-
cation. For a more detailed discussion, refer to Chaiphet (2021).
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b. Preposition

Thai: ?thuriian [pp [p caak] suan] [pp [pnaaj] thun] phe:n ma:k
durian from farm inside bag expensive very
thuriian [pp [p caak] suan] thi: ju: [pp [pnaaj] thup] pheny ma:k
durian from farm REL BE inside bag expensive very

English: The durian [pp [p from] the farm] [pp [p inside] the bag] is expensive.

When one of the AdjPs/PPs undergoes RD, occurring as an AT, the sentences above
become fully grammatical. We cannot assume a movement operation here since the two Ad-
jPs/PPs cannot form constituents at their original positions. On the other hand, analyzing the
right-dislocated modifiers as located in a different clause will eradicate such discrepancy.

Alternatively, we can analyze right-dislocated AdjPs and PPs as having (reduced)
relative structures, following Cinque (2010). His relative clause analysis accounts for the
predicative readings of these modifiers by positing relative structures as a source and the
modifiers are derived from those structures. While this seems to be a plausible analysis, ana-
lyzing afterthought AdjPs and PPs as reduced relative clauses needs an additional explanation
regarding their parenthetical status. Since the afterthought dXP has a parenthetical status rela-
tive to its host, these reduced relative clauses should be analyzed as right-peripheral paren-
thetical clauses, similar to appositive or non-restrictive relatives. However, as discussed by de
Vries (2007), ATs, right-peripheral parentheticals, and dislocated parenthetical phrases or
clauses (e.g. appositive relative clauses) are all the same: they occur non-restrictively in the
right periphery and provide new information. Therefore, whether afterthought AdjPs and PPs
are underlyingly predicative copular clause or reduced relative clauses, their properties can be

captured by the biclausal analysis.
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In the following sections, two main issues regarding the existence of RD (both back-
grounding and ATs) for the nominal modifiers in Thai will be discussed. The first one lays out
the analysis of the classifier-headed modifiers, showing that their behaviors at the right sen-
tence edge could be analyzed as both specificational ATs and the predicative ones. The sec-
ond concerns the analysis of the non-classifier-headed modifiers in Thai, arguing that they

should be considered as predicative ATs.

3.4.2 Right-dislocated classifier-headed modifiers

In this section, I show that the classifier-headed modifiers in Thai can undergo RD, and that
they occur as discourse-new information, hence categorized as ATs. In (51a), the classifier-
headed modifier has been argued to occur adjacent to the head noun it modifies in its canoni-

cal position. The example in (51b) shows that it can have a form of RD.

(51) a. Canonical word order
chan hén [pp nakrian [cip khon su:nstn]] l&:w
I see student CLF tall.tall  already
‘I saw the pretty tall student already.’
b. Right-dislocated word order
chan hén [pp ndkrian] lé&:w [cip khon st:nstin]
I see student already CLF tall.tall

‘I saw the student already, the pretty tall one.’
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The question arises as to how we would analyze the right-dislocated classifier-head-
ed modifiers (technically CIfPs), as in (51b). For one thing, we know that this kind of con-
struction is not backgrounding because we do not have a pro-form correlate which resumes a
discourse topic. On the other hand, the dXP (the CIfP khon si:psi:p in this case) expresses
discourse new information about the referent of its correlate (the DP ndkrian), hence the AT.
Moreover, the dXP in (51b) seems to behave like an AT in that it constitutes an independent
speech act separate from the host clause. One piece of evidence comes from the observation
by Averintseva-Klisch (2009) and Truckenbrodt (2015) that only ATs can permit sentential
adverbs and discourse particles, which are licensed only in environments that yield speech
acts. The German examples taken from Ott and de Vries (2016, p. 647) are presented along

with the Thai examples (my examples) below.

(52) German
a. Maria hat ihn getroffen, (* {vermutlich / wohl}) den John Travolta
Maria has him met presumably PRT  the John Travolta
‘Maria presumably met John Travolta.’ (intended) (Backgrounding)

b. Maria hat einen Star getroffen, {vermutlich / wohl} den John Travolta

Maria has a star met presumably PRT the John Travolta
‘Maria presumably met a star, presumably John Travolta.’ (AT)
(53) Thai

A

a. mé& co: khaw lé&w  ndkrian khon su:psi:p *{la?man}
mom met him already student CLF tall.tall probably

‘Mom probably met the relatively tall student.” (intended) (Backgrounding)
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b.

mé: co: nakrian lé:w khon sti:nst:n {la?man}

mom met student already CLF tall.tall probably

‘Mom met the student already, probably the relatively tall one.’ (AT)

Furthermore, Ott and de Vries observe that the dXPs of backgrounding and ATs dif-

fer in their ability to be negated independently of the host clause: only the propositional

meaning of ATs can be negated without negating the proposition expressed by the host clause,

as illustrated below.

(54) AT

a.

b.

A:

A:

Peter hat einen beriihmten Star getroffen: den John Travolta.

Peter has a famous  star met the John Travolta

Peter met a famous star: John Travolta.

: Nein, (das war) Bruce Willis (den er getroffen hat).
no  that was Bruce Willis who he met has
‘No, (it was) Bruce Willis (who he met).’ (German)
me: co: nakrian l&:w khon su:psti:n

mom met student already CLF tall.tall

‘Mom met the student already, the pretty tall one.’

: majchaj, khon khi:kiat

no CLF lazy

‘No, the lazy one.’ (Thai)
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In both German and Thai, B’s responses are not negating what is said in the host
clause (CP1), but are so only in CP». That is, the propositions expressed by A’s CP; are inde-
pendent of the one expressed in CP;.

Given that the right-dislocated classifier-headed modifiers behave like ATs rather
than backgrounded dXPs, one could raise a question concerning the type of ATs they are. It is
not so clear whether we should analyze these modifiers as specificational or predictive ATs.
Following Ott and de Vries (2016)’s proposal which distinguishes the syntactic structures be-
tween the specificational and predictive ATs, the Thai counterparts could potentially have the

following underlying structures.

(55) Underlying structures (preliminary)
a. Specificational AT
[cpi chan hén nakrian; 1é:w] [cp: [méksian; khon sti:nstn]; [ehénhén——téw]]
I  see student already student CLF tall.tall I see  already
‘I just met a student, (I met) a pretty tall one.
b. Predicative AT

[cp1 chan hén nakrian; 1€:w] [cp2 [mékeian; khon stipst:n]; [khaw—pen—i]]

I see student already student CLF tall.tall she COP

‘I met the student already, (she is) a pretty tall one.’

Notice that the structures in (55a) and (55b) differ in their underlying forms, which
replicate those Germanic examples in Ott and de Vries 2016. Recall that classifier-headed
modifiers are not just modifiers, but full DPs containing an elided head noun. Therefore,

there must be an additional ellipsis operation for the NP ndkrian within the fronted dXP. This
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elided NP, which could be thought of as a dropped pro, is anaphorically linked to the corre-
late (represented with the same subscript i), but it survives the first ellipsis operation because
it gets fronted as part of the dXP. Note that the additional ellipsis operation is not licensed by
the anaphoric link between the two clauses, but by the presence of the classifier itself. These
detailed derivation steps are provided in (56). All the steps are repeated from the derivations
in example (44) except for the additional step (step d), which is created for right-dislocated

classifier-headed modifiers in Thai.

(56) a. Step 1: Create a biclausal structure
[cp1...correlate...][cp2 ...dXP...]
b. Step 2: Front the dXP to the edge of the clause
[cp1...correlate ... ] [cp2 dXPi[...%...]]
c. Step 3: PF-deletion (except for the dXP)
[cp1 . ..correlate . .. | [cp2 dXP; =]
d. Step 4: PF-deletion (NP-ellipsis licensed by a classifier)

[cp1...correlate ... ] [cp2 [axp NB CIP]; f=——ti—]

By applying all the derivation steps outlined in (56) to the specificational AT struc-

ture in (55a), we obtain:

(57) a. Step 1: Create a biclausal structure

[cp1 chan hén nakrian; 1é:w] [cp2 chan hén nakrian; khon st:psiin 1é:w]

I see student already I see student CLF tall.tall already

b. Step 2: Front the dXP to the edge of the clause
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[cp1 chan hén nékrian; 1é:w] [cp2 [nakrian; khon sti:psti:n]; [chan hén # 1&:w]]
c. Step 3: PF-deletion (except for the dXP)

[cp1 chan hén nakrian; 1€:w] [cp2 [nakrian; khon su:nstin]; [ehanhén—t—tew]]
d. Step 4: PF-deletion (NP-ellipsis licensed by a classifier)

[cp1 chan hén nékrian; 1&:w] [cp2 [mékstan; khon stinstin]; [ehénhen—+—tew]]

Moreover, we have seen that specification and predicative ATs like (55a) and (55b)
yield different interpretations. In (55a), the dXP serves as a referential phrase which identifies
nakrian ‘student’. It is used if the hearer does not know the student, who is then identified as
the pretty tall person. In (55b), the dXP is a predicate and is interpreted as a property of the
student. It 1s used if the referent is contextually given: the hearer knows the student, perhaps
only by name, but does not know that this student is pretty tall. Both of these interpretations
are clearly available for the right-dislocated classifier-headed modifiers in Thai. We have also
seen that in German, the two interpretations can be distinguished by different cases on the DP

at the surface, as below.

(58) a. Specificational AT

Ich habe den Jan getroffen, meinen Nachbarn

I  have the Jan met my.ACC neighbor. ACC
‘I met Jan, (I met) my neighbor.’
b. Predicative AT

Ich habe den Jan getroffen, mein Nachbar

I  have the Jan met my.NOM neighbor.NOM

‘I met my neighbor Jan.’ or ‘I met Jan, who is my neighbor.’
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The matching accusative case between the correlate den Jan and the dXP meinen
Nachbarn in (58a) gives rise to the specificational interpretation: they both are the object ar-
guments of the verb. However, the dXP in (58b) is marked with the normative case, suggest-
ing that it could underlyingly be the subject of a (copular) clause, as seen above. Although
such a case distinction is not employed in Thai, the type of copulas can tell us whether the
dXP should be interpreted as specificational or predicative. In a specificational (or equative)
copular clause, khw.: is the head of the clause, whereas pen is a copula that heads a predica-
tive copular clause. While the classifier-headed modifier is compatible with both copula
types, yielding different interpretations depending on the context, the object noun ndkrian

‘student’ cannot be present in the predicative copular construction, as in (59b).

(59) a. Specificational copula khuu:
Nit khuu: (ndkrian) khon su:nst:p
Nit COPSpee student CLF tall.tall
‘Nit is a tall student.’
b. Predicative copula pen
Nit pen (???mékrian) khon st:pstn
Nit COPPred student CLF tall.tall

‘Nit is a tall student.’ (intended)

The reason why the presence of ndkrian degrades the grammaticality of (59b) is due
to the fact that the noun phrase ndkrian khon si:ysu:y does not denote a property of the

proposition. Instead, it picks out a specific entity in the discourse, which in turn explains why
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the interpretation of the specificational copular clause in (59a) is felicitous. As stated at the
beginning of the chapter, the combination of a noun and a classifier phrase (classifier-headed
modifier) leads to a definite interpretation. Here, when the head noun ndkrian combines with
the classifier phrase khon su:psi:1, it denotes a specific student who is somewhat tall, known
to the speaker. On the other hand, if there is only khon sii:ysii:y without the presence of
nakrian, it will be interpreted as generic or non-specific, just like the interpretation of bare

nouns in Thai. The examples below illustrate this difference.

(60) a. do:jthGapajlé:w ndkrian st:pst:ny mak  mi: tha:w j3j
generally student tall.tall usually have feet big

‘Generally tall students have big feet.’

b. do:jthtapajlé:w khon siipst:y mak  mi:  thaw jaj
generally CLFhuman  ta]l.tall usually have feet big

‘Generally tall people have big feet.’
c. ?do:jthiapajlé:w nakrian khon st:pst:y mak  mi:  tha:w j3j
generally student CLFhuman ta]] tall usually have feet big

‘Generally the (specific) tall student has big feet.” (literally)

Like other bare nouns, the noun phrase ndakrian su:ysii;y in (60a) is interpreted as
generic, meaning tall students in general. Likewise, in (60b), the classifier phrase khon
su:pysu:n means tall people in general and thus receives the generic interpretation in this con-
text. The sentence in (60c), on the other hand, is infelicitous because the specific noun phrase
nakrian khon sii:ysu:y fails to be interpreted as generic in this particular context. Piriyawi-

boon (2010, pp. 42-43) illustrates that the interpretations of bare nouns in Thai are four-way
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generic as below.

(61) a. nu: klaj  st:nphan

mouse almost extinct

‘Mice are almost extinct.’

.ni: ?a:sd) tam thd:na:m

mouse live in  sewer

‘Mice live in the sewer.’

. mwawa:n ni: khaw ma: naj khrua
yesterday mouse enter come in  kitchen
wanni: nii: ~ ha;j pa l&w

today mouse disappear ASP already

ambiguous. Therefore, when nouns occur without a classifier, they can also be interpreted as

(Kind)

(Generic)

(Indefinite)

(Definite)

‘Yesterday, a mouse/mice came in the kitchen. Today, the mouse/mice disappear.’

If we modify the bare noun nii: with a classifier-headed modifier tua chala:t ‘CLF

(62) a. nu: tua chala:t klaj  st:nphan

mouse CLF smart almost extinct
‘The smart mouse is almost extinct.’
.nl:  tua chalait ?a:sdj tam thdmndim

mouse CLF smart live in  sewer

‘The smart mouse lives in the sewer.’
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smart’, then all of the interpretations in (61) will become definite, as exemplified in (62).

(Definite)

(Definite)



c. muawa:n nu: tua chala:t khaw ma: naj khrua  (Definite)

yesterday mouse CLF smart enter comein kitchen

wanni: ni:  tua  chala:t ha;j paj l&w (Definite)
today mouse CLF smart disappear ASP already
“Yesterday, the smart mouse came in the kitchen. Today, the smart mouse

disappears.’

This therefore suggests that the underlying structure of the predicative AT in (55)
should only contain the dXP that must be interpreted as generic. One way to revise this struc-
ture is to say that the structure can only contain the classifier-headed modifier to the exclu-
sion of the head noun in the dXP, so that the dXP is not definite. The underlying structure of

the revised predicative AT should look like the following. The dXP is in bold.

(63) [cp1 chan hén ndkrian; 1é&:w] [cp2 [khon su:psu:pn|; [khéwi—per—4]]
I see student already =~ CLF tall.tall she COP

‘I met the student already, (she is) a pretty tall one.’

However, when replacing the classifier head khon with other classifiers such as the

object classifier 7an, the dXP becomes less acceptable.

(64)  ???[cr1 chan hén pakka:; 1&:w] [cr2 [2an__jajjajli [man—pen—it]]
I see pen already CLF bigbig it COP

‘I saw the pen already, (it is) a pretty big one.’
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Recall the discussion of classifiers as grammaticalized nouns in chapter 2.3.3. The
ungrammaticality of example (64) can be attributed to the fact that Zan lacks the ability to
function as a noun, while khon can serve a dual purpose as both a human classifier and a

noun.

(65) a. khon kamlarg kin  kha:wchéa:w
people ASP eat breakfast
‘People are eating breakfast.’

b. *?an ju: bon  t6?
BE on table

‘(Something) is on the table’ (intended)

Furthermore, the position occupied by khon in (63) can be filled with any noun that

forms a generic DP with its modifier, as exemplified below.

(66) [cp1 chan hén nakrian; 1&:w] [cp2 [dék su:psu:n]i [khéwi—pen—it]]

I see student already  kid tall.tall she COP

‘I met the student already, (she is) a pretty tall kid.’
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Therefore, the word khon that has been earlier analyzed as the classifier head in the
predicative AT construction is not really a classifier proper, but rather a head noun. The revi-

sion of the preliminary structures in (55) is shown in (67) below?7.

(67) Underlying structures (revised)
a. Specificational AT
[cp1 chan hén nékrianj 1é:w] [cp2 [mékrian; Khon su:psi:n]i [ehénhén—t—1éw]]
I  see student already student CLF tall.tall I see  already
‘I just met a student, (I met) a pretty tall one.
b. Predicative AT
[cp1 chan hén ndkrian; 16:w] [cp2 [Khon sti:psti:n]i [khawi—pen—it]]
I  see student already  person tall.tall she COP

‘I met the student already, (she is) a pretty tall one.’

Consequently, the classifier-headed modifiers that appear in the AT constructions are
actually full DPs with an elided head noun in the specificational AT construction, and generic
DPs consisting of a noun and a modifier in the predicative AT construction.

In (67a), the redundant repetition from CP; is elided within CP», except for the dis-
course-new dXP. CP; and CP> are anaphorically linked via the correlate noun ndkrian in CP;
and the elided noun ndkrian in CP,. In (67b), on the other hand, CP> contains the predication-

al copular clause which is elided to the exclusion of the dXP. Note that, since the noun ndakri-

27 This analysis of RD is different from the predicate inversion analysis by Moro (1997), Mikkelsen (2005), den
Dikken (2006) and so on. In their analysis, both types of copular clauses are argued to be derived from the same
structure and have the same semantics of predication, but they differ in the kind of constituents that raises to
Spec IP. In specificational copular clauses, the small clause subject is raised to Spec IP. In predicational copular
clauses, on the other hand, it is the small clause predicate that is raised.
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an 1s not allowed a copular clause in CP2, CP; and CP; are now anaphorically linked via the
correlate noun ndkrian in CP; and the subject pronoun khdaw which is elided within CPa.
Again, these two syntactic representations reflect different interpretations: the former has the
specificational reading represented by the semantically equivalent structures of CP; and CP»,
and the latter exhibits the predicative reading represented by the copular clause containing the
predicative copula. Moreover, given the fact above about the unavailability of the definite
noun phrase within the predicational copular clause, we see that the preliminary version in
(55) and the revised version in (67) differ in that the specificational AT involves the occur-
rence of the head noun ndkrian inside CP2 while the predicational copular clause in the pred-
icative AT does not. Again, the reason for such a difference is that the dXP of the specifica-
tional AT serves as a referential phrase identifying the intended person — ‘the pretty tall stu-
dent’ in this case. On the other hand, the dXP of the predicative AT is interpreted as a proper-

ty of the student, so the dXP cannot refer to the specific entity in the discourse.

3.4.3 Right-dislocated non-classifier-headed modifiers

We have seen that all categories of nominal modification in Thai can be headed by a classifier
and that they can undergo RD with ease, unlike the standalone modifiers (non-classifier-
headed modifiers). We also observed that there are three properties of classifiers that enable
classifier-headed modifiers to occur in the right-dislocated position, even though it is non-ad-

jacent to the head noun. These properties are summarized again below.

(68) a. The classifier in the classifier-headed modifier construction can license the ellipsis
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of the noun. Consequently, the classifier-headed modifiers appearing in the right-
dislocated position are not merely standalone modifiers, but rather modifiers with
an elided head noun.

b. The CIf® contains a [+FOCUS] feature when occurring with a nominal modifier,
resulting in the entire noun phrase being emphasized.

c. Most classifiers in Thai are grammaticalized nouns, so they have the ability to

function as if they were full DPs on their own.

If the occurrence of the classifier is the reason why the modifiers can be right-dislo-
cated with ease, it accounts straightforwardly for the RD fact of the non-classifier-headed
modifiers: because these modifiers are not accompanied by the classifier, they are unable to
appear at the right sentence periphery. However, recall that RD can still occur with certain
types of non-classifier-headed modifiers. These subtypes of nominal modifiers — reduplicat-
ed/intensified adjectives, prepositional phrases, and relative clauses — can occur at the right
periphery without the presence of the classifier. Can we say then that they all belong to the
same natural class, say right-periphery modifiers? Or could it be that reduplicated/intensified
adjectives, prepositional phrases, and relative clauses are all derived from the same underly-
ing structure? Kayne (1994) suggests that AdjPs that can occur as main predicates without
intervention of a copula could be analyzed as “reduced relative clauses”. The reduced relative
clause analysis seems appealing since Thai adjectives (and prepositional phrases) and relative
clauses all look very similar on the surface. According to Kayne, for antisymmetry reasons,
full relative clauses are not generated as right adjuncts. Instead, they are analyzed as CPs se-
lected by DO. He posits that the antecedent noun raises from within the clause to the Spec of

CP. Such operations also apply to reduced relative clauses where a noun moves out of an IP
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domain containing a postnominal participial constituent. This is illustrated in (69) (Kayne

1994, p. 97).

(69) pr[the [cp booki [c [ip # sent to me]]]]

Here, the noun book generates inside the (reduced) relative clause and raises to the
Spec of CP. Because there is no relative pronoun, C° is empty.

The main problem for this idea, though, is that we would have to assume that both
adjectives and prepositional phrases always project a clausal structure. In fact, this is not true

since they can freely modify a noun within a DP, as illustrated below.

(70) a. Adjective
[dek [agjp chala:t]] ca? khawcaj  rew
kid smart ~ will understand quick
‘Smart kids will understand it quickly.’
b. Prepositional phrase
[dek [pp naj chumchon ni:]] ca? khawcaj rew
kid in community this will understand quick

‘Kids in this community will understand it quickly.’

Because this assumption does not seem to be on the right track, we will not attempt
to analyze them as belonging to the same category as relative clauses.
On the other hand, we have seen that reduplicated/intensified adjectives and preposi-

tional phrases are syntactically heavy when they occur at the right edge of the sentence. The
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weight of the right-dislocated constituents accounts for why they can appear at that position,
along the lines of Rochemont and Culicover (1990), Takami (1998), Wasow (2002), Hawkins
(2004), among others, who propose that the heavy constituents at the right periphery are pro-
cessed more efficiently in comprehension and production. Besides being heavy, we have seen
that reduplicated/intensified adjectives and prepositional phrases can also occur as predicates
without the presence of the copula in a sentence. The examples of the predicative use of these

modifiers are provided below.

(71) a. Nit [agp kho:t st:p]
Nit very tall
‘Nit is very tall.’
b. chan hén Nit [pp bon we:thi:]
I see Nit on stage

‘I saw Nit on the stage.’

Because these modifiers can be used predicatively without the copula, they transpar-
ently reflect the intuition that the right-dislocated constituents should be considered as predi-
cates, as in (71), favoring the analysis of predicative ATs we have seen in the previous sec-

tion, exemplified in (72).

(72) Right-dislocated non-classifier-headed modifiers
a. chan hén Nit mdiawa:n [agip kho:t st:n]
I see Nit yesterday very tall

‘I saw Nit yesterday, very tall.’
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b. chan hén Nit muiawa:n [pp bon we:thi:]
I see Nit yesterday on stage

‘I saw Nit yesterday, on the stage.’

(73) Predicative AT analysis
a. [cpi chan hén Nit mdiawa:n] [cp2 [kho:t st:n]i [khéw—t]]
I see Nit yesterday very tall she
‘I saw Nit yesterday, very tall.’
b. [cpichdan hén Nit murawa:n] [cp2 [bon we:thi:]i [khéw—f—=u]]
I see Nit yesterday on stage she COP

‘I saw Nit yesterday, on the stage.’

Ott and de Vries argue for the predicative AT analysis of right-dislocated adjectives
like that in (73a). They provide evidence from German that right-dislocated adjectives must
be used predicatively, not prenominally. In German, predicative adjectives bear no inflection,

whereas the prenominal ones require the inflectional marker -e, as illustrated below (p. 685).

(74) a. Predicative adjective
Sie st wunderschon.
she is very.pretty
‘She is very pretty.’
b. Prenominal adjective
eine wunderschon-e junge Frau

a  very.pretty-AGR young woman
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‘a very pretty young woman’

In the case of right-dislocation, the adjective wunderschon ‘very pretty’ bears no in-

flection, hence corresponding to the predicate use of the adjective.

(75) Hans hat eine junge Frau  geheiratet, wunderschon.
Hans has a  young woman married  very.pretty

‘Hans married a young woman, (she is) beautiful’.

In Thai, it is not so clear-cut whether adjectives are used predicatively in the RD
construction since both attributive and predicative adjectives must follow the head noun, as

exemplified below.

(76) dék [agip kho:t st:p]
child very tall

‘The very tall child’ or “The child is very tall.’

Such an identical distribution sometimes creates ambiguities and there is no inflec-
tional marker to distinguish between the two types of adjectives. The examples below com-
pare the two potential analyses of right-dislocated adjectival phrases. While the predicative
analysis (77a) involves the underlying predicational copular clause that undergoes ellipsis in
CP:> to the exclusion of the dXP (i.e. the adjectival phrase), the specificational analysis (77b)

requires the redundant repetition from CP; be elided within CP> except for the dXP.
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(77) a. Predicative AT analysis
[cpi chan hén dek; muawa:n] [cp2 [kho:t su:n]i [khawi—4]]
I see kid yesterday very tall she
‘I saw the kid yesterday, very tall.’
b. Specificational AT analysis
[cpi chan hén dékj muiawa:n] [cp2 [dek; kho:t su:n]i [ehanhen—t—mtrawa:n]]
I see kid yesterday kid very tall I see yesterday

‘I saw the kid yesterday, very tall.’

However, recall that these structural differences between the two analyses of ATs
also yield different interpretations. In (77a), the dXP is a predicative adjectival phrase within
the copular clause in CP». It is used if the hearer knows the kid, perhaps only by name, but
does not know that this kid is very tall. In (77b), the dXP kho:¢ sii:y serves as a postnominal
attributive adjectival phrase modifying the head noun dék within CP>. It can be used if the
hearer does not know the kid, who is then identified as the very tall person. However, unlike
the AT analyses for the classifier-headed modifiers which are compatible with both predica-
tive and specificational ATs, the right-dislocated adjectival (and prepositional) phrases lack
the specificational AT interpretation. The referent (the kid) must be contextually given and
the dXP is interpreted as a property of the kid, hence a predicate. Therefore, the specification-
al AT analysis, as in (77b), is disregarded. Only the predicative AT analysis is adopted for the
right-dislocated reduplicated/intensified adjectives and prepositional phrases, along the lines
of the proposal by Ott and de Vries.

As for relative clauses, their occurrence at the right periphery are usually accounted

for by the movement analysis of extraposition, which leaves behind a gap in the host clause,
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rendering the discrepancy between extraposition and right-dislocation. In chapter 2, I pro-
posed that extraposed relative clauses are actually unnecessarily related to the correlate noun,
hence no movement from the host clause. This idea in fact corresponds to the asyndetic coor-
dination approach proposed by Koster (2000). In this approach, the extraposed constituent is
base-generated in a position that is external to the host. Koster proposes the theory of Parallel
Construal which employs the type of asyndetic coordination adopted by de Vries (2002). He
uses a Colon Phrase (:P) to conjoin the extraposed material with some XP in the matrix
clause that contains the acting host. The example below shows that the Colon Phrase is used

to conjoin the extraposed relative clause with VP.

(78) 1 [.p [vep met [pp a linguist] this morning] [.p : [cp Who is from East Africa]] ]

The coordinated structure is in fact similar to the biclausal analysis of RD as both
conjoin the host clause and the extraposed constituent with the Colon Phrase. If we adopt the
same biclausal analysis of AT as above, we have two possible analyses: the specificational

and predicative AT analyses. These are exemplified below.

(79) a. Specificational AT
[cp1 chan hén nakrian; 1€:w] [cp2 [nékrian; thi: st:nsi:n]; [chénhén—tléw]]
I  see student already student REL tall.tall I see already
‘ I’ve seen a student already, who is a pretty tall one.
b. Predicative AT
*[cp1 chan hén ndkrian; 1&:w] [cp2 [thi: sti:psi:n]i [khéwi—pen—-rist ]]

I  see student already REL tall.tall she COP
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‘I’ve seen the student already, who is pretty tall.’

There are three reasons to explain the ungrammaticality of the predicative AT struc-
ture in (79b) and why right-dislocated relative clauses should be analyzed as specificational
ATs rather than predicative ATs. Firstly, relative clauses cannot function as predicates, unlike
adjectival phrases and prepositional phrases. Therefore, it would be unusual to analyze them
as predicative ATs. Secondly, right-dislocated relative clauses cannot have the same interpre-
tation as predicative afterthoughts. Recall that the two underlying structures in (84a) and
(79Db) yield different interpretations. In (79a), the dXP thi: sii:y sii:n serves as a relative clause
modifying the head noun ndkrian within CP;. It can be used if the hearer does not know the
student, who is then identified as the tall person. In (79b), the dXP is part of a predicative
phrase within the copular clause in CP». It is used if the hearer knows the student, perhaps
only by name, but does not know that this student is tall. However, only the former interpreta-
tion is available for right-dislocated relative clauses, forcing us to dismiss the structure of the
predicative AT in (79b). Finally, relative clauses are similar to classifiers in that they can li-

cense NP-ellipsis. Consider the examples below.

(80) a. Relative clause
(nékrian) thi: kamlan kado:d pen phtizan chan
student REL PROG jump BE friend me
‘The student who is jumping is my friend.’
b. Adjectival phrase
*(ndkrian) chala:t pen phtian chan

student smart BE friend me
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‘The smart student is my friend.’

The examples above show that the NP ndkrian can be omitted when occurring with a
relative clause, but not with an adjective.
All these reasons indicate that the specificational AT structure should be employed

for the analysis of right-dislocated relative clauses in Thai.

(81) Non-classifier-headed relative clauses as specificational ATs
[cp1 chan hén nékrianj 1€:w] [cp2 [néksian; thi: su:psu:n]i [ehanhen—#Htew]]
I see student already student REL tall.tall I see already

‘ I’ve seen a student already, who is a pretty tall one.

The structure above follows the steps of derivation discussed in (56). It starts by con-
structing a biclausal structure with two clauses adjacent to each other. Then, the dXP ndkrian
thi: su:ysu:y is fronted to the edge of the clause. Subsequently, the redundant material inside
CP2 is deleted. Finally, NP-ellipsis of ndkrian occurs, which is licensed by the relative

clause.

3.5 Summary

In this chapter, we discussed how word order and sentence structure are affected by informa-
tion structure. Furthermore, we saw that right-dislocated constituents can have different dis-

cursive functions. Those that express given/discourse-old information belong to the back-
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grounding type. For the right-dislocated modifiers in Thai, we are particularly interested in
the afterthought type of right-dislocation. This is because both classifier-headed and non-
classifier-headed modifiers in Thai express focus/discourse-new information. The main points

of my proposal in this chapter are listed below.

* Right-dislocated classifier-headed modifiers are actually not modifying phrases,
but full DPs containing a head noun, which provide specific information that speci-
fies the meaning of that same noun in the host clause.

¢ Right-dislocated classifier-headed modifiers are ambiguous between specificational
ATs and predicative ATs. As specificational ATs, they are full DPs with an elided
head noun and a modifier. As predicative ATs, they are full generic DPs with a
noun and a modifier.

* Right-dislocated non-classifier-headed modifiers function as predicates of the
clause, attributing a certain property or characteristic to the referent of their corre-
late. The modifiers of this type are structurally complex adjectival phrases (redu-
plicated and intensified AdjPs) and prepositional phrases.

¢ Right-dislocated non-classifier-headed relative clauses are analyzed as specifica-
tional ATs. This is due to their inability to function as predicates themselves, their
distinct interpretation compared to predicative ATs, and their capacity to license

NP-ellipsis similar to classifiers.
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The schema below summarizes all the relevant facts regarding right-dislocation in

Thai:

(82) Right-dislocated nominal modifiers

Backgrounding Afterthought
N/A
Specificational Predicative
Classifier-headed modifiers: Classifier-headed modifiers:

(CIf-DemP, CIf-OneP, CIf-AdjP, CIf-PP, CIf-CP)  (Clf-DemP, Clf-OneP, CIf-AdjP, CIf-PP, CIf-CP)

Non-classifier-headed modifiers: Non-classifier-headed modifiers:
(CP) (Reduplicated AdjP, intensified AdjP, PP)

Figure (2): Right-dislocated nominal modifiers in Thai
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CHAPTER 4

QUANTIFIER FLOAT

The second type of discontinuous nominal constructions in Thai that we will investigate is the
so-called ‘quantifier float’ (henceforth Q-float) construction. In this construction, the quanti-
fier-classifier sequence appears in the position further away from its associated noun, as ex-
emplified in (1). This floating quantifier in Thai can occur in the position higher than VP,

hence either before adverbs (2a) or at the end of the sentence (2b). The base position is shown

in (1).

(1) nakrian thik-khon  [vw»dwm nam paj] l&w
student  every-CLF drink water ASP already

‘Every student drank water already.’

(2) a. ndkrian [v» duim na:m paj] thuk-khon I[&:w
student drink water ASP every-CLF already
b. nakrian [vv dim na:m paj] l&w thik-khon
student drink water ASP already every-CLF

(both) ‘Every student drank water already.’
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Chapter 4 is composed of two main parts: the previous studies on Thai Q-float and the
proposed analysis. I begin the chapter (section 4.1) by presenting arguments from Jenks
(2011) who illustrate that the adjunction (adverbial) analysis cannot explain the Q-float phe-
nomenon in Thai. Likewise, Simpson (2011) argues that the quantifier stranding analysis is
also problematic for the analysis of Thai Q-float, and suggests that Q-float should be ana-
lyzed as a result of rightward movement, similar to extraposition. Finally, I present a study by
Jenks (2011, 2013) who analyzes Thai Q-float as a covert instance of Quantifier Raising
(QR), and point out some shortcomings in this analysis. In section 4.2, I propose that Thai Q-
float can be straightforwardly accounted for using a rightward subextraction analysis, as sug-
gested by Simpson (2011). Additionally, I argue that the floated position of floating quanti-
fiers is in a dedicated position of Focus Phrase (henceforth FocusP) because Q-float is driven

by focus. Section 4.3 concludes.

4.1 The previous analyses of Thai Q-float

4.1.1 The non-movement analysis: Q-float as adverbials

One analysis of Q-float suggests that floating quantifiers can be analyzed as verbal adjuncts
since they appear in the adverbial positions28 (Belletti 1982; Bobaljik 1995; Dowty and
Brodie 1984). Jenks (2011) presents an argument based on Nakanishi’s (2007) adverbial
analysis that floating quantifiers are not actually quantificational determiners as they do not

take their associated host as their restrictor. This has to do with the fact that the floating quan-

28 See section 4.2.5 for the argument against the claim that floating quantifiers occur in the adverbial positions
by Singhapreecha and Sybesma (2015).
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tifiers have been argued to be associated with both a distributive and a plurality-of-events

reading. Consider the examples below (Nakanishi 2007, pp. 133-134, as cited in Jenks 2011):

3)

4

a. Gakusei san-nin-ga  kinoo Peter-o tatai-ta.

student-NOM three-CLF  yesterday Peter-ACC  hit-PAST

‘Three students hit Peter yesterday.’

. Gakusei-ga kinoo san-nin Peter-o tatai-ta.

student-NOM yesterday three-CLF Peter-ACC  hit-PAST
‘Three students hit Peter yesterday.’

Plurality-of-events reading: Peter was hit multiple times yesterday by three students.

. Gakusei san-nin-ga  kinoo Peter-o korosi-ta.

student-NOM yesterday three-CLF Peter-ACC  kill-PAST
‘Three students killed Peter yesterday.’

Distributive reading: Three students killed Peter together yesterday.

. 77Gakusei-ga kinoo san-nin Peter-o korosi-ta.

student-NOM yesterday three-CLF Peter-ACC  kill-PAST
‘Three students killed Peter yesterday.’
??Plurality-of-events reading: Peter was killed multiple times yesterday by three

students.

When the verb is tatai-ta ‘hit-PAST’, only the sentence with Q-float in (3b) exhibits

the plurality-of-events reading. However, this reading is not plausible with the verb korosi-ta

‘kill-PAST’ in (4b), as the interpretation of Peter being killed multiple times by three students
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is unacceptable. The unavailability of such an interpretation suggests that the Japanese float-
ing quantifier does not take its host as its quantificational restrictor. The floating quantifier
should thus be viewed as an adverbial rather than a quantificational determiner. Now, consid-

er the Q-float structures contrasting the same two verbs in Thai below (Jenks 2011, p. 278):

(5) a. nakrian ti: pi:td: muawa:nni: si:m-khon
student hit Peter yesterday three-CLF
‘Three students hit Peter yesterday.’
b. nakrian kha: pi:itd: muwawa:nni: sa:m-khon
student kill ~ Peter yesterday three-CLF

‘Three students killed Peter yesterday.’

The absence of a contrast between the two Q-float structures in Thai implies that
Thai floating quantifiers do not have a quantificational scope over events, and they consis-
tently take their host noun as the quantificational restrictor, unlike in Japanese. Additionally,
Jenks argues against the analysis of Q-float as adverbs, as it seems counterintuitive to assume
that the quantifier-classifier pairs do not take their nominal hosts as their quantificational re-
strictors, especially considering the semantic agreement between the hosts and classifiers.
Thus, this adverbial hypothesis might not be the best approach to account for the Thai Q-float

phenomenon.
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4.1.2 The leftward movement analysis: QP stranding

Simpson (2011) suggests that Thai Q-float should be considered as a form of extraposition.
Specifically, he considers the extraposed quantifier as a result of rightward movement, con-
trary to the more recent analyses like the stranding analysis and adverbial analysis. Simpson
provides multiple arguments to show that Thai Q-float behaves differently from that in other
languages.

The stranding hypothesis is widely adopted by many researchers (Giusti 1990; Simp-
son 2004, 2011; Sportiche 1988). It involves the leftward movement of the NP host of the
floating quantifier to the subject position: the subject originates in a lower VP-internal posi-
tion and moves to a higher position, leaving this floating quantifier behind. The separation

according to this analysis is schematized below:

(6) NP......... QNP......... (Simpson 2011, p. 133)

(7) [The students] have | all [the-students]] arrived. (Simpson 2011, p. 118)

In (7), the host subject ‘the students’, originated in a VP-internal position, moves
leftward to the higher position, stranding the quantifier ‘all’.

The stranding analysis seems to be the most widely adopted since it can account for
several phenomena. One of them involves the explanation why the quantifier can appear be-
tween two auxiliaries in the passive construction, as in (8). The quantifier can be optionally

stranded which gives rise to the floating pattern. This is illustrated in (9) below:
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(8) The criminals have all been arrested.

(9) |The criminals] have [all the-eriminals] been arrested [al-the-eriminals|

(Simpson 2011, p. 118)

Although the stranding analysis is adopted to explain the Q-float phenomenon in
various languages, deriving it via movement seems problematic for Thai. The more recent
work of Q-float, such as Simpson’s (2011), suggests that the stranding analysis might not be
the right analysis for Thai Q-float. He provides more arguments to show that English and
Thai floating quantifiers occupy different positions in a sentence, indicating that Q-float in
Thai should not have the same syntactic derivation as that in English. First, unlike English, a
floating quantifier cannot occur in the position between an auxiliary and a main verb. Such a

difference is exemplified in (10)-(11) below:

(10) a. The children will all have arrived by now.
b. The children will have all arrived by now.
c. *phliak-dék ?a:t-ca? thuk-khon ma: I&w

children may every-CLF come ASP (Simpson 2011, p. 123)

(11) a. The cars were all stolen.

b. *rot-ma:si:dé:s thu:k si:sipha:-khan khamo:j

car-Mercedes PASS 45-CLF steal (Simpson 2011, p. 123)
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The second difference is that English floating quantifiers actually never occur in the

post-verbal object position (12a). That position, however, is possible for the floating quanti-

fiers in Thai (12b).

(12) a. *The cars were stolen all.
b. rot-ma:si:dé:s thu:k  khamo:j si:sipha:-khan
car-Mercedes PASS steal 45-CLF

‘45 Mercedeses were stolen.’ (Simpson 2011, p. 123)

A third difference is that the floating quantifier does not occur in the object-of-verb
position, following the verb khamooy ‘steal’, but instead occur in the sentence-final position,
following the adjunct PP naj muany Stuttgart ‘in Stuttgart’. This thus suggests that, unlike
English, the quantifier is not located in the position where the associated NP host rot-Mer-
cedes might have been moved from, say after the main verb (see the schematized example in

(11)). This is illustrated in (13) below:

(13) rot-ma:si:dé:s thu:k khamo:j ... naj muan satatka:t si:sipha:-khan
car-Mercedes PASS steal ... In city Stuttgart 45-CLF
‘45 Mercedes were stolen in Stuttgart.’ (Simpson 2011, p. 123)

Further data also indicate that floating quantifiers in Thai occur in the positions that
their associated NP could not have occupied earlier. The evidence comes from the occurrence

of the direct object quantifier in clause final position, following a PP complement that con-
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tains an indirect object. This position can never be occupied by a direct object NP. Consider

the following example:

(14) a.khaw haj ponm  kap phom s3:pri:j-ba:t

he give money to me  200-Baht

‘He gave me 200 Baht.’
b. *khaw h3j ... kap phom pon
he give ... to me money (Simpson 2011, p. 124)

Furthermore, this position of Thai floating quantifiers, which is not possible for ob-
ject NPs, becomes more noticeable when the object is separated from the quantifier by as-
pect-marking elements like yuu, maa, paj, set and lé:w, etc. The examples (15a) and (16a)
show the positions where the object NPs are originated from. (15b) and (16b), on the other

hand, show that the object NP cannot occur in the position that is occupied by the associated

floating quantifier.

(15) a.phom mi: ka:pgke:p di:di: Ju: khg: tua-diaw

I have trouser good-good ASP only CLF-single

‘I only have one really good pair of trousers.’ (Simpson 2011, p. 124)
b. *phom mi: ... ju: ka:pke:p di:di:
I have ... ASP trouser good-good

(16) a. khaw sur: nidpstr: ma: sd:p-lém
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he  buy book ASP two-CLF
‘He bought two books.’ (Simpson 2011, p. 124)
b. *khdw sur: ... ma: nagsu:

he  buy ASP book

In sum, the patterns of Thai Q-float illustrated above suggest that floating quantifiers
in Thai typically appear in positions where their associated nouns couldn't have been placed
previously or from which they couldn't have been moved, given what have been analyzed in
the previous standard analyses of movement of dislocated elements. This thus leads to the

conclusion that Q-float in Thai, unlike English, cannot be analyzed as resulting from strand-

ing.

4.1.3 Q-float as QR

Jenks (2011, 2013) claims that Q-float in Thai is not part of a more general phenomenon of
rightward movement. In his (2011) dissertation, he proposes that both Q-float and Quantifier
Raising (henceforth QR, Chomsky 1976; Chomsky and Lasnik 1977; May 1977, 1985) share
many properties in common and that Q-float is an overt instance of QR. He further argues in
his (2013) paper that Q-float is driven by focus on the floated quantifiers. In this section, our
focus will be on discussing the motivations and syntactic structures of floating quantifiers

within the QR approach to Q-float.
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There are altogether three properties that are essential implications for movement
and strongly support the QR analysis. The list in (17) shows these properties proposed by

Jenks (2013):

(17) a. Q-float can apply to any quantifier.
b. Q-float is sensitive to locality restrictions.

c. Q-float affects the scope of quantifiers relative to negation.

First, the fact that every quantifier can float in Thai suggests that Q-float is general
and can apply to any quantifier (17a). Secondly, the locality restrictions implies that this phe-
nomenon must involve movement (17b). Thai floating quantifiers are only associated with
the NPs that are arguments of the main predicate. For example, no quantifiers can float from
genitives (18), NP complements (19), NPs within relative clauses (20), or NPs within an ad-
junct PP (21). These locality constraints on Q-float imply that it involves movement, which
cannot cross multiple phrase boundaries. The examples from Jenks (2013, pp. 3-4) below

manifest these locality restrictions on Thai Q-float:

(18) No Q-float from genitives
a. pdny ca? [ve haj [pp napsur: khd:y [pp dék  2-khon]] kap nat ]
Pong will give book POSS child 2-CLF  to Nat
‘Pong will give the two children’s book to Nat.’
b. *pdn ca? [vphdj [ppnagsur: khd:p [ppdek ]] kap nat] 2-khon

Pong will give book POSS child to Nat 2-CLF
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(19) No Q-float from noun complements
a. co: wa:t[pp phd:p ma: sa:m-tua] l&:w
Joe draw picture dog 3-CLF already
‘Joe drew a picture of three dogs already.’
b. *co: wa:t [pp pha:;p ma: ] l&w sa:m-tua

Joe draw  picture dog already 3-CLF

(20) No Q-Float out of relative clause
a. phom kho:j co: [ppphl:cha:j [cpthi: mi: rot kwa:-sip-khan]] ma: l&:w
I PRF meet man that have car exceed-10-CLF ASP already
‘I have met men who have owned more than 10 cars.’
b. *phom kho:j co: [pp phlicha:j [cpthi: mi: rot]]ma: lé&w  kwa:-sip-khan

I PRF meet man that have car ASP already exceed-10-CLF

(21) No Q-float out of prepositional phrases
a. biw rop [pp naj sand:mrép  thuk-hén] ja:pkla:ha:n
Bill fight in Dbattlefield  every-CLF  bravely
‘Bill fought bravely in all the battlefields.’
b. *biw 1O6p  [ppnaj sand:mrop]  ja:pkla:ha:n  thuk-hén

Bill fight in Dbattlefield bravely every-CLF

These clear locality restrictions on Q-float implicate movement, which basically

form the basis of the analysis of Q-float as QR.
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Lastly, the effects of Q-float on the scope of quantifier relative to negation directly
imply the existence of QR (15¢). In (22), Jenks (2013, p. 94) shows that Q-float affects scope

relative to negation.

(22) a. Q-float lowers the scope of subject quantifiers relative to negation.

b. Q-float raises the scope of object quantifiers relative to negation.

To illustrate, when the subject quantifier is in the canonical position, it must scope
above negation (23a). However, Q-float can lower the scope of subject quantifiers. The

negated element can now scope over the universal quantifier, resulting in an ambiguous sen-

tence (23b).
(23) a. nakrian thik-khon (an) maj  [ve kin kha:w]
student every-CLF still  NEG eat rice
‘Every student still hasn’t eaten.’ V> *¥=>V
b. nékrian (jag) maj [vep kin kha:w] thuk-khon
student still  NEG eat rice every-CLF
‘Every student still hasn’t eaten.’ V>—->VY

On the other hand, the object quantifier must take scope below negation. In the ob-
ject Q-float construction, the quantifier can now scope over negation, hence raising the scope

of object quantifiers relative to negation.

(24) a.co: maj [vp phép ndkrian thuk-khon]  muwawa:nni:
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Joe NEG meet student every-CLF  yesterday

‘Joe didn’t meet every student yesterday.’ * > >V
b. co: maj [vp phop nakrian] muiawa:nni: thuk-khon

Joe NEG meet student yesterday every-CLF

‘Joe didn’t meet every student yesterday’ V>—->V

All these facts are summarized in figure 3 below (Jenks 2013, p. 96).

V> =a>V

Subject-Q  NP-V...—...
Subject-FQ NP...—~...V
Object-Q - ...NP-V...
Object-FQ —...NP...V

Figure (3): The scopal effects of Q-float relative to negation

Jenks proposes that Q-float is an overt instance of QR. The DP containing a head
noun, a quantifier, and an obligatory classifier ([pp N Q-CLF]) undergoes covert movement
(QR) to a position in which it can be interpreted, which in this case to the right. The positions
of subject and object Q-float would account for the scope facts relative to negation as seen in
(25) and (26). Notice that there can be multiple attachment sites available for negation in

Thai, which can alternate .
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(25) a. Subject-Q (V >, *—> V) =(23a) b. Subject-FQ (¥ > -, = > V) =(23b)

TP

/\

DP TP

N

student every-CLF T

vP
— N\

Neg VP
‘|1 DP
eat rice
(26) a. Object-Q (*V >—, —~> V) =(24a) b. Object-FQ (V > —, = > V) =(24b)
N e Sy
DP TP DiP /P\
/N _—\ student T /vP\

vP DP

NegP
_——\ PN
v /Ne< rice every-CLF
N\

vP

VP

A% DP Neg /VP\
| T DP

eat rice every-CLF

student T /i
Neg /\

v

eat rice every-CLF
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The evidence for the variable position of negation comes from the fact that negation
in Thai can be freely generated in the specifier of verbal auxiliaries, following Visonyang-

goon (2000, p. 166).

(27) khaw maj na:-ca? maj tdy maj tham pa:n
he  NEG should NEG must NEG do work

‘It is unlikely that he does not have to not work.’

Jenks (2013) further accounts for why the specifiers can be on the right, and what
permits the discontinuity between the noun restrictor and the quantifier, using a constraint-
based analysis of Q-float. The reason why floating quantifiers occur on the right in Thai,
while specifiers such as subjects and topics generally occur on the left in Thai, and why the
noun restrictor and the quantifier are pronounced in different positions in the structure, is be-
cause floating quantifiers always represent new/focused information in the discourse and that
Q-float is driven by focus on the floating quantifiers. The constraints proposed in his con-
straint-based analysis of Q-float consist of Argument Transparency, Scope Transparency, and
Focus Prominence. The Argument Transparency constraint requires that syntactic relations
must be reflected at PF. The Scope Transparency constraint requires transparent mapping be-
tween syntax and semantics. Finally, the Focus Prominence constraint is an attempt to incor-
porate the relationship between focus and Q-float. When two syntactic objects are identical, a
focused one, which appears on the right in Thai, is more prosodically prominent than non-fo-
cused one (See Jenks 2013, section 5 for more details).

Despite the success of Jenks’ analysis of Thai Q-float, the overt QR account requires

an additional constraint-based analysis to explain why the noun is pronounced where it is
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generated, while the overt copy of the Q-CIf pair needs to be pronounced in the raised/recon-
structed position. One of the reasons for this is the reluctance to adopt the rightward move-
ment account for Thai Q-float. Jenks argues that Q-float should not be considered part of a
more general phenomenon of rightward movement, as Thai lacks extraposition. However, this
claim is not accurate since extraposition does exist in Thai. The data he provides to reject the
extraposition proposal, as suggested by Simpson (2011), do not align with the judgments of
many Thai speakers. Consider the extraposed relative clause in (28) below. Note that in Jenks

2011, p. 270, the example in (28b) is ungrammatical.

(28) Relative clause extraposition
a. chan hén [np dek (khon) [cp thi: khru: kha:j ti:  ]] miawa:nni:
IsG see child CLF that teacher PRF hit yesterday

‘I saw [ the child whom the teacher hit | yesterday.’

b. chan hén [npdék ] mdiawa:nni: (khon) [cp thi: khru: kha:j ti:]

IsG see child  yesterday CLF REL teacher PRF hit

Following the process of extraposition, the relative clause appears at the rightmost
position of the clause, further from its NP in the object position. The acceptability of this sen-
tence suggests the property of being non-specific, parallel between extraposition and Thai
rightward floating quantifiers, and in turn supports the analysis of extraposition. The extra-
posed relative clause can be used when the NP is introduced into the action for the first time,

described in a discourse situation (Simpson 2011). I further provide another acceptable sen-
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tence with relative clause extraposition below in (27). This shows that the relative clause can

also move from its NP in the subject position as well.

(29) [~pndkrian ] klap bain paj lé&w  (khon) [cp thi: phii:t thaj daj]
student _ return home ASP already CLF REL speak Thai can

“The student who can speak Thai went back home already.’

The judgment issue in the data that Jenks provides to reject this extraposition analysis
also extends to adjectives, prepositional phrases, and demonstratives. I show that these extra-
posed constructions are in fact available in Thai by presenting additional data judged gram-
matical by Thai speakers in the (c¢) examples along with the ones that are judged ungrammat-
ical in Jenks 2011, p. 271 (the (b) examples). Note that while these are instances of extraposi-
tion in the literature, we analyze them as right-dislocated constituents (See chapter 2 and 3 for

more details).

(30) Adjective extraposition
a. chan hén [np dek  [khon [ap son ]]] mulawa:nni:
I see child CLF naughty  yesterday

‘I saw the naughty child yesterday.’

b. chan hén[npdek | mdiawa:nni: [khon [ap son ]]
I see child = yesterday  CLF naughty
c. [nenakrian | rdp thunka:nsuiksa: muiachd:w-ni: [khon [ap chala:t]]
student  get scholarship morning-this  CLF smart

‘The smart student received a scholarship this morning.’
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(31) PP extraposition
a. nadkrian ?a:n [np nangsur:  1ém [pp bon t6? ]] mulawa:nni:
student read book CLF on table yesterday

‘The student read the book on the table yesterday,’

b. nakrian ?a:n [np nangsur: ] miawa:nni: 1ém [pp bon t6? |
student read book  yesterday CLF on table

c. nakrian haj [Npypon | kap chan mwawa:nni: [pp ca:k krapaw |
student give money  to me yesterday from bag

‘The student gave the money from that bag to me yesterday.’

(32) Demonstrative extraposition
a. [npnakrian [khon ni:] ] kin kha:w I&:w
student CLF this eat rice already

‘This student already read a book.’

b. [nendkrian | kin kha:w l&:w  [khon ni:]
student ~ eat rice already CLF this
c. chan ca? sur [npswia | phrinni: ?i:-krd:p  [tua ni:]
I will buy shirt ' tomorrow more-time CLF this

‘I will buy this shirt again tomorrow.’

Furthermore, Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom (2005, pp. 70-71) provide a couple of exam-

ples of “appended modifiers”, nominal modifiers that occur in the position after a complete

sentence. One of these examples is an extraposed relative clause.
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(33) Appended relative clause
chiiaj ?aw krapro:n tua maj ma: ndj [thi: khwén naj th:]
help take skirt CLF new ASP ADV that hang in closet

‘Can you bring me the skirt — the one hanging in the closet?’

All these examples, therefore, amount to the existence of extraposition in Thai. Since
these instances of extraposition exist, it does not seem odd to consider Q-float as part of a
general phenomenon of rightward movement, as argued by Jenks. Building on the analysis of
Ross (1967), I propose that Thai quantifier float can be straightforwardly accounted for using
the subextraction approach similar to the one proposed for extraposed relative clauses. Addi-
tionally, I propose that the floated position for the quantifier is in FocusP since the movement

of quantifier float in Thai is driven by focus. The following section is devoted to this analysis.

4.2 The proposal: Rightward Subextraction to FocusP

In this section, building on the idea of Ross (1967), I propose that Thai Q-float can be
straightforwardly accounted for using the rightward subextraction analysis suggested for ex-
traposed relative clauses by Simpson (2011). Additionally, I propose that the floated position
of extracted quantifiers is at the dedicated position of FocusP since the movement of quantifi-
er float in Thai is driven by focus. This position is located right above vP but lower than the
position of high adverbs (e.g. temporal adverbs) and sentence-final particles. Since quantifier

float involves clause-internal movement, it should be positioned lower than CP. Finally, I ar-
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gue that quantifiers that appear at the edge of the clause are ambiguous between floating

quantifiers and right-dislocated quantifiers, with the latter occurring clause-externally.

4.2.1 Implications from extraposition

Simpson suggests that there could be other instances of ‘rightward movement’ which might
support the analysis of Q-float in Thai. He assumes that the structure of Q-float in Thai can
actually be a form that is closely related to ‘extraposition’ similar to the schematized exam-

ples below:

(34) [Areview ] appeared in the Times [of a new book about Roosevelt].

(35) I'met[aman ] yesterday [who had known your father in the 1960s].

All in all, Simpson shows that Thai Q-float could be thought of as a form of extrapo-
sition. Although he stops short of fleshing out this rightward movement analysis, his sugges-
tion could be taken as a potential analysis for Q-float in Thai (apart from the problematic ad-
verbial and stranding analyses).

The rightward movement approach suggested by Simpson is in fact similar to the
‘subextraction analysis’ originally proposed by Ross (1967). In this analysis, the extraposed
material is extracted out of its host and right adjoins to what Ross called the first cyclic node,

i.e., CP.

158



(36) I'met [pp a linguist e1] this morning [cp who is from East Africa]

| 1

However, Baltin (1978, 1981) and Guéron (1980), and later Rochemont and Culi-
cover (1990) observed that the extraposed relative clause does not always behave as if it were
adjoined to CP. Overfelt (2015, pp. 148-149) presents the contrasting grammaticality patterns,
adapted from Baltin (1981, p. 269), which suggest that the height of the extraposed material
correlates with the height of the host. (37a) and (38a) show the extraposed construction with-
out VP-fronting. The contrast between (37b) and (37c) can be taken to show that a relative
clause that has been extraposed from a DP in a direct object position cannot be stranded by
VP-fronting, thus it must form a constituent with the VP. The contrast between (38b) and
(38c¢), on the other hand, suggests that the opposite is true of a relative clause extraposed from
a DP in subject position. The extraposed relative clause cannot be considered as part the VP

constituent with regards to VP-fronting.

(37) a. Though we may [vp invite [pp someone]; tomorrow
[cp who is from East Africa]i ], ...
b. [ve Invite [pp someone]; tomorrow [cp who is from East Africa]i ]2
though... we may ez, ...
c. * [vp Invite [pp someone]; ]2

though we may ez [cp who is from East Africa], ...

(38) a. Though [pp someone |1 may have been [vp invited

[cp who is from East Africa ]i ], ...
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b. * [vp Invited [cp Who is from East Africa |1 ]2
though [pp someone ] may have been e, . . .
c. [ve Invited ]2 though [pp someone |1 may have been e>

[cp who is from East Africa ], . . .

Therefore, while the extraposed constituent from the object DP seems to attach to the
position within VP (or vP), the one from the subject DP is likely to attach to some position

higher. The structure below illustrates these two positions for extraposition.

(39) CP
ol EX;
co TP
DP, P
Subject; ’ ‘p
el EX;
\"?/ \\\'P
V' Object,

Overfelt then adopts the QR + Late-Merger analysis by Fox and Nissenbaum (1999)
to account for relative clause extraposition. According to Fox and Nissenbaum, the host of the
extraposed material undergoes QR and the extraposed material is subsequently late-merged

into the higher copy. This is shown in a two-step derivation below:
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(40) QR + Late-Merger
Ist step (QR):

[pp every camper] left this morning [pp every camper] |
[

2nd step (Late merge):
[pp every camper] left this morning]

[pp every-eamper [cp Who was at any of the sites with flooding]]

As expected, the covert movement and late merger take place in the higher projec-

tion above vP/VP. The example below is taken from Overfelt (2015, p. 179).

(41) a. Covert movement

P
Ii; ]5P1
DP, VP D S
D'B NP left ... N
every | g—ampef
N° ,

camper
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b. Late-Merger

IP
P DP,;
DP; VP D° NP
° Teft ... ’ . i
D I\|P N° op
every ) ol
N Nc G&ﬁipei- ) //// \\\\,\
camper who ... any

4.2.2 The landing site of floated quantifiers

The tree in (39) in turn provides a clear picture for Thai Q-float since quantifiers in Thai only
float inside IP. That is, floating quantifiers should not appear outside of a clause since the IP-
external area could be associated with constituents such as right-dislocation, as seen in the
previous chapter. One piece of evidence comes from the fact that floating quantifiers never
appear after sentence-final particles such as an interrogative marker mdj (42), an affirmative

marker na? (43), and a politeness marker khrap/kha? (44) (Jenks 2011, pp. 273-274):

(42) a. nakrian [fa:n  nangsur: 1ém-ni:] thik-khon  mjj
student read book CLF-that every-CLF  YNQ
‘Has every student read this book?’
b. *nakrian  [?a:n  nansur 1ém-ni:] maj  thik-khon

student read book CLF-that YNQ every-CLF
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(43) a.

(44) a.

‘Every student read this book, right?’

nakrian [Pa:n  nagsun: lém-ni:] thik-khon na?
student read book CLF-that every-CLF  AFF

‘Every student read this book, right?’

. *nakrian  [?a:n  napsun 1ém-ni:] na?  thik-khon
student read book CLF-that AFF  every-CLF
nakrian [fPa:n  nagsur lém-ni:] thik-khon  krap/kha?
student read book CLF-that every-CLF ~ POLITE

‘Every student read this book.’ [polite]

. *ndkrian  [?a:n napsur 1€ém-ni:] krap/kha? thik-khon

student read book CLF-that POLITE every-CLF

Moreover, Jenks (2011, pp. 272-273, adapted) illustrates that floating quantifiers

must occur outside of VP because they cannot appear before low adverbs, including aspect

markers (45) and manner adverbials (46).

(45) a.

nakrian [Pa:n  nangsur:] paj-lé:w sd:n-khon
student read book ASP-already 2-CLF
“Two students already read the book.’

*nakrian  [?a:n  nagsu:] sd:p-khon  paj-lé:w

student read book 2-CLF ASP-already
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(46) a.

nakrian [kin tharian] kap muw:  s3:n-khon
student eat durian with hand 2-CLF

‘Two students eat durian with their hands.’

. *nakrian  [kin tharian] s3:p-khon kap muu:

student eat durian 2-CLF with hand

On the other hand, floating quantifiers can follow higher adverbs, such as temporal adverbs,

with a requirement for a prosodic break before a floating quantifier. Double horizontal lines

(||) indicate the prosodic break.

47) a.

(48) a.

nakrian [Pa:n  nangsur:] sd:p-khon  muiawa:nni:
student read book 2-CLF yesterday

“Two students read the book yesterday.’

. nakrian [?a:n  nagsur:] mtawa:nni: || s3:p-khon

student read book yesterday 2-CLF

nakrian [kin tharian] s3:p-khon do:jthanthi:
student eat durian 2-CLF immediately

“Two students immediately ate durian.’

. nakrian [kin thurian]  do:jthanthi: || s3:p-khon

student eat durian  immediately 2-CLF

Because floating quantifiers can reorder with higher adverbs, it is likely that they are

able to occur above the projection of high adverbs, which is usually associated with IP or As-
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pectP. However, Jenks suggests that basic position of floating quantifiers should be roughly at
vP since floating quantifiers preferentially precede higher adverbs in general. Therefore, if we
adopt the rightward movement analysis, the landing site for the movement of Thai floating

quantifiers should be around vP rather than some higher projection above IP, as illustrated

below.
(49) -
e P
Subject; IF
© P
) vP FQ12
V° \ P
Ve Objects

In the subsequent section, I demonstrate that the quantifiers occurring after high ad-
verbs (and a prosodic break) and sentence-final particles can freeze the quantifier scope. In
other words, they do not affect the scope in the same way that they typically do in a standard
case of Thai Q-float. This observation, in turn, supports the structure outlined in (49), where
floating quantifiers cannot occupy the position that c-commands the subject. On the other
hand, I adopt the biclausal analysis, as presented in the previous chapter, to account for this

type of quantifier behavior.
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4.2.3 Floated quantifiers vs. right-dislocated quantifiers

In the examples in (47) and (48), we see that floating quantifiers can reorder with higher ad-
verbs. However, the requirement of a prosodic break can be taken to indicate that the follow-
ing constituents are associated with high attachment (i.e. the CP-field), and thus occur outside
of the IP domain. Because these quantifiers must be set off by a prosodic break, they behave
just like right-dislocated constituents, where their position is located in another clause (as-
suming the biclausal analysis). Furthermore, novel evidence suggests that these “right-dislo-
cated quantifiers” manifest different scopal effects relative to negation from the regular float-
ing quantifiers. Recall that when quantifiers float, they affect the semantic scope relative to
negation. The example in (23) is repeated below in (50). Note that in this example, the

prosodic break is not present.

(50) a. nédkrian thuk-khon (an) maj  [ve kin kha:w]
student every-CLF still  NEG eat rice
‘Every student still hasn’t eaten.’ V> *¥=>V
b. ndkrian (jan) maj [vp kin kha:w] thuk-khon
student still  NEG eat rice every-CLF
‘Every student still hasn’t eaten.’ V>—->V

Nevertheless, the example in (51a) shows that when the sentence is pronounced with
such a prosodic pattern, the scope of the subject quantifier remains higher than that of the

negated element. The prosodic break functions as a cue, creating boundaries between some of
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the sentence constituents (Wagner and Watson 2010). The example in (52b) also shows the
same scope taking behavior: the quantifier that appears after a sentence-final particle (e.g. a
politeness marker) does not lower the scope of the subject quantifier, unlike the floating

quantifier exemplified above.

(51) a. ndkrian (jap) ma [VP kin khaw] || thuk-khon
student still NEG eat  rice every-CLF
‘The students still haven’t eaten, all of them.’ V> *=>VY
b. nakrian (jan) ma [VP kin kha:w]  khrép thuk-khon
student still  NEG eat  rice POLITE every-CLF
‘The students still haven’t eaten, all of them.’ V>— >V

Likewise, Q-float raises the scope of object quantifiers only when the sentence is pro-
nounced without a break. The example is illustrated in (24), repeated in (52). However, when
the prosodic break (53a) or the sentence-final particle (53b) is inserted before the quantifier,

the object quantifier cannot take scope over negation. As a result, the sentence remains un-

ambiguous.
(52) a.Joe mjj [vp phép ndkrian thuk-khon]  muwawa:nni:
Joe NEG meet student every-CLF  yesterday
‘Joe didn’t meet every student yesterday.’ * > >V
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b. Joe majj [vp phop ndakrian] muiawa:nni: thuk-khon

Joe NEG meet student yesterday every-CLF

‘Joe didn’t meet every student yesterday’ V>—-->V

(53) a. Joe maj [vp phop ndkrian] muawa:nni: || thuk-khon

Joe NEG meet student yesterday every-CLF

‘Joe didn’t meet every student yesterday’ * > >V
b. Joe maj [vp phop ndkrian] muawa:nni:  khrap thuk-khon

Joe NEG meet student yesterday POLITE every-CLF

‘Joe didn’t meet every student yesterday’ * > >V

In Thai orthography, the prosodic break can be indicated by white spaces. Spacing is
used similarly to commas in Roman scripts. Wagner and Watson (2010) suggest that spacing
serves as “explicit prosody” for readers. However, the insertion of a space before floating
quantifiers does not seem consistent among Thai speakers. Sometimes the Q-float sentence is
not written with a space, but the pause is inserted when speaking, and vice versa. In other
languages like German and Dutch, the afterthought construction always written following a
colon or a comma, or as a separate clause. A couple of them are illustrated below (Ott and de
Vries 2016, p. 643). The example of Thai orthography (with a prosodic break) is also added

below.
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(54) a. German
Ich habe heute einen Star getroffen:
I have today a star  met

‘I met a star today: John Travolta.’

b. Dutch
Hij kwam binnen, doodsbleek
He came inside pale white

‘He came in, pale white.’

c. Thai

v

Talailanwurinawianuil nnau
co: majdaj phdp nakrian muiawa:nni: ||
Joe NEG meet student yesterday

‘Joe didn’t meet every student yesterday’

Again, these afterthought constructions express discourse-new or focused informa-
tion. This is the reason why they always appear at the end of the clause (or even in a separate
clause). Thus, their discourse function is relatively similar to that of floating quantifiers in
Thai because Thai Q-float also expresses new information. In fact, floating quantifiers in
Burmese and Japanese are also analyzed as afterthoughts, contrary to those in Thai (Simpson
2011). This is because post-verbal elements in these languages are often interpreted separate-
ly from the preceding clause and hence are assumed not being syntactically integrated into

that clause. Simpson (2011, p. 27) shows that it is possible for floating quantifiers in Burmese
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and Japanese to occur following the verb in a clause, as illustrated in (55) and (56), respec-

tively:

(55) mangeka thuu z@e-hmaa sa-ouq we-te, thoun-ouq
yesterday he market-in book buy-REAL  3-CL

“Yesterday he bought books in the market, ..three to be precise’

(56) Taroo-wa Kinokuniya-de hon-o katta, san-satsu
Taroo-TOP Kinokuniya-in book-ACC  bought 3-CL

‘Taroo bought books in Kinokuniya, ..three it was.’

Note that while I make a clear distinction between floating quantifiers (floating
quantifiers) and right-dislocated quantifiers in Thai, I will continue to use the term “af-
terthought floating quantifiers” when discussing floating quantifiers in languages like
Burmese and Japanese, as suggested by Simpson. What can be inferred from this is that there
must be different syntactic analyses between floating quantifiers and right-dislocated quanti-
fiers in Thai, as well as those post-verbal afterthought floating quantifiers in Burmese and
Japanese. The right-dislocated quantifiers in Thai, and afterthought floating quantifiers in
Burmese and Japanese could be grouped together as they have the same discourse function
and possibly the same syntactic structure. Moreover, as suggested by Simpson, the prosodic
break that is present with post-verbal floating quantifiers in Burmese and Japanese sets the
quantifier off from the rest of the preceding clause, so their structure should not be integrated

into that clause, unlike that of the floating quantifiers in Thai. The structure below illustrates
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different positions between Thai floating quantifiers versus right-dislocated quantifiers and

Bermese/Japanese afterthought floating quantifiers.

(57) cp
b Thai Right-dislocated Q
C/;;/ \fP Burmese/Japanese FQ
Subject; bt
r WP
\.P < ~
P Thai FQ12
Ve VP

Ve Object

The structure, as shown above, suggests that the quantifiers may not attach to such a
high position in the structure, but instead originate in a different clause. In fact, analyzing
right-dislocated quantifiers as a separate clause turns out to be what a number of linguists
have discussed in their studies (e.g., de Vries 2011; Ott 2012; Ott and de Vries 2016, among
others). In the previous chapter, we discussed the biclausal analysis of afterthoughts in more
details. We can adopt this analysis to account for Thai right-dislocated quantifiers and
Burmese/Japanese afterthought floating quantifiers. Their example sentences ((58a) and

(592)) and derivations ((58b) and (59b)) could look like the following:

(58) Thai right-dislocated quantifiers

a. co: maj [vp phép ndkrian] muawa:nni: || thuk-khon
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Joe NEG meet student yesterday every-CLF
‘Joe didn’t meet the students yesterday, all of them.’
b. [cp1 co: mdj phép nakrian muiawa:nni:]
Joe NEG see student yesterday
[cp2 [nakrian thuk Kkhon]; [eo—ma—phdép—t—mnawa:nni|]

studentevery CLF student Joe NEG see yesterday

(59) Burmese afterthought floating quantifiers
a. mangeka thuu z€e-hmaa sa-ouq we-te, thoun-ouq
yesterday  he market-in book buy-REAL  3-CLF
‘Yesterday he bought books in the market, three to be precise’
b. [cp1 mangeka thuu z€e-hmaa sa-ouq  we-tg]
yesterday he market-in book buy-REAL
[cr2 [sa-Buq thoun-Ouq]i [maneeka—thuu—=zee-hmaa——t—wete]]

book  3-CLF yesterday he market-in buy-REAL

4.2.4 Q-float is driven by focus

In this section, I present arguments from Simpson (2011) and Jenks (2013) who demonstrate
that the reason why Q-float must appear on the right in Thai is due to focus. That is, floating
quantifiers represent important, new information in the discourse.

Simpson (2011) suggests that Thai floating quantifiers are associated with focus on

the quantifier, expressing new information. He illustrates that there are three contexts in
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which floating quantifiers are used. First, floating quantifiers are commonly found in presen-
tational sentences, where new referents are being introduced into the discourse. An example

of this can be seen with the use of the existential verb mi: (Simpson 2011, p. 135):

(60) mi: deék ma: npamnpa:ti: ra:w  si:sip-kwa: khon
have child come work.party around forty-plus CLF

‘There were more than forty students that came to the party.’

Second, floating quantifiers are observed in cases of re-presentation and partitivity.
In instances where the NP is already known to the hearer and speaker, representing old in-
formation, the NP and quantifier can be split. The splitting results in partitive interpretations,
which emphasizes the characteristics of a specific number of items within the set represented
by the NP. Therefore, while the floated quantifier represents new information, its associated

noun phrase represents previously introduced information (Simpson 2011, p. 135):

(61) bapkalo: k5: wam ju:  sd:p/sa:m-lan
bangalow PRT vacant ASP 2/3-CLF

“Two or three of the bungalows are free.’

Finally, the use of floating quantifiers is often perceived as more natural when the
quantifier is accompanied by additional focus or qualifying particles such as khé: ‘just’, tdy
‘as many as’, kuiap ‘almost’, ra:w ‘approximately’, or when it has a remarkable or high value

(Simpson 2011, p. 136):
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(62) mi: khon ma: tan-ha:sip-khon
have people come as.many.as-50-CLF

‘As many as 50 people came.’

Furthermore, according to Jenks (2013, p. 100), quantity questions offer additional
support to the association between Q-float and new information on the quantifier. Floating
quantifiers are observed to be preferred in quantity questions and their corresponding an-
swers, as in (63). The quantifier itself can function as the answer to the following question,

allowing for the ellipsis of the remaining part of the sentence.

(63) Q:nakrian chd:p kin ?a:ha:n-faran ki:-khon?
student like eat food-western how.many-CLF
‘How many students like to eat western food?’
A: (nékrian chd:p kin ?a:ha:n-faran) sda:m-khon
student like eat food-western three-CLF

‘Three students like to eat western food.’

Floating quantifiers can also serve as the positive answer to a polar question, sug-
gesting that it expresses new information. In the example below, the quantifier thuk-khon
‘everyone’ can be used as the answer instead of chdj “yes’, and the position where it occurs is

the floated position (Jenks 2013, pp. 100-101, adapted):

(64) Q:nakrian chd:p ?a:hd:n-faran thik-khon maj?

student like food-western every-CLF YNQ
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‘Did every student like western food?’
A: (chd:p) thiuk-khon

(like) every-CLF

‘Yes.’

A’: 77thuk-khon chd:p

He further demonstrates that quantifiers can occur in the floated position as a posi-

tive response to a polar question, even though they are not floated in the question itself:

(65) Q: nakrian thuk-khon chd:p ?a:ha:n-faran maj?
student thuk-khon like  food-western YNQ
‘Did every student like western food?’
A: (chd:p) thuk-khon
(like) every-CLF
‘Yes.’

A’: 77thuk-khon chd:p

Therefore, the presence of floated quantifiers as the affirmative response to a polar
question strongly supports the notion that the floated position of the quantifier is associated
with new information.

Given the aforementioned observation that floating quantifiers express new informa-
tion, the syntactic representation of Thai Q-float should promptly provide the focal structure

for positions that are always in focus. I propose that there is a position available for Focus
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Phrase (FocusP) above the vP to indicate that an element occurring in this position expresses
new information and is considered in focus in Thai, aligning with the analysis proposed by
Belletti (2001, 2004). The structure below is the modified version of that in (49). In this
structure, the quantifier undergoes extraction from the subject/object DP to the dedicated po-
sition of FocusP. This FocusP projection is located directly above vP, positioned within the IP

domain.

(66) Ip

..—-""""/\
IP

A

FocusP

A

FocusP Q-CLF12

It should be noted that the movement to FocusP in Thai is unique to quantifiers since
it is a clause-internal movement that does not occur at the right (or left) periphery of IP.
While the dedicated position of FocusP could potentially accommodate other types of focus
movement, including topicalization and VP-fronting, it should be located in the above the IP
level rather than around the vP. In other words, Q-float is not an IP-peripheral phenomenon

like other types of focus movement in Thai. The structures below exemplify the focus move-
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ment of topicalization (67a) and VP-fronting (67b) in Thai. The position of FocusP must be

located high in the structure since it is the movement to the left-peripheral position.

(67) a. Topicalization

[pp kha:w]i  nakrian maj kin 4
rice student NEG eat

‘Rice, the student won’t eat.’

CP
/\
FocusP
/\
DP FocusP
A /\
kha:w Focus TP
N N
DP TP
YA N
nédkrian T NegP
/\
Neg vP
VAN
méj v VP
/\
A% t
|
Kin
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b. VP-fronting

[vp kin kha:w]i ndkrian  na:ca? md] ¢
eat rice student might NEG

‘Eat rice, the student might not.’

CP
FocusP
vP FocusP
N N
v VP Focus TP
A% DP DP TP
kin  kha:w nikrian T AspectP
Aspect NegP
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4.2.5 The complete structure

In this section, building on the idea of Ross (1967), I propose that Thai quantifier float can be
straightforwardly accounted for using the subextraction analysis similar to the one proposed
for extraposed relative clauses. Additionally, I propose that the landing site for subtracted
quantifiers is at the dedicated position of FocusP, right above VP, since the movement of

quantifier float in Thai is driven by focus.

(68)
XP
///\
XP Final
— T particles
XP High
N adverbs
IP
/\
IP
M
FocusP
”
FocusP Q-CLF1;,
vP
A
[Subject-NP # ] vP
H /\
vP Low
N adverbs
vP Low
/N adverbs
v VP

A

V [Object-NP ;]
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The above structure incorporates high adverbs (e.g. temporal adverbs), low adverbs
(e.g. aspect markers and manner adverbs), as well as sentence-final particles. As we have
seen above, floating quantifiers cannot appear after high adverbs and sentence-final particles.
I propose that while the floating quantifier is in FocusP, these elements must be in some high-
er projection above it.

By applying this structure to the sentence with Q-float in Thai, we have the follow-

ing complete structure.
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(69) [nékrian # ] kin kha:w paj lé:w  [sd:m-khon]i miiawa:nni: khrap
student eat rice ASP already three-CLF yesterday =~ POLITE

‘Three students already ate rice yesterday.’

XP
—/”””’\
XP khrab
A
XP yesterday
N
IP
A
IP
A
FocusP
A
FocusP QP
A A
vP si:m-khon
A f
DP vP '
A /\
[nakrian # | vP lé:w
, /\
vP paj
/\
v VP
kin N\
V DP
yAN
khaw

However, Singhapreecha and Sybesma (2015) illustrate that the there are in fact two
available positions where Q-float can occur, which in turn distinguish Q-float from other
kinds of adverbials in Thai. These two available positions for Q-float are schematized below.

The examples are also shown along the side.
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(70) a. Subject FQ

[N ] V(N) ... (Aspect) Q+CIf (‘already’) Q+CIf

d ]

(1) [deék ] wip r3;p sana:m paj/ma:/sét lé&:w  sa:m-khon
kid 3-CLF run around field  ASP already 3-CLF

‘Three kids have already run around the field.’

(i) [dek ] winp r3:;p sanda:m paj/ma:/sét sd:m-khon I&é:w
kid 3-CLF run around field  ASP 3-CLF already
b. Object FQ
N V [N ] ... (Aspect) Q+CIf (‘already’) Q+CIf

! !

(1) dek kin [kha:w ] paj/ma:/sét lé&:w  sd:m-ca:n
kid eat rice 3-CLF ASP already 3-CLF
‘The kids have already eaten three bowls of rice.’

(i1)) dek kin [kha:w ] paj/ma:/sét sd:m-ca:n l&:w

kid eat rice 3-CLF ASP 3-CLF already
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According to Singhapreecha and Sybesma, the adverb /é:w ‘already’ is treated as a
event/sentence-level modifier, which is positioned higher in the structure, above IP. I propose
that there are two positions within the structure where /¢:w can occupy, either as a low adverb
or high adverb. As a low adverb, which we have seen in (69), /é:w is located as an adjunct to
vP, immediately above the aspect paj/ma:/set. In the case where /é:w occurs higher than the
floated quantifier, I propose that /¢é:w occupies the position above IP, which is interchangeable
with other high adverbs. Together with the high adverb and sentence-final particle, the sen-
tence in (71), where the floating quantifier occurs between the aspect paj and the adverb /é:w,

can have the structure below.
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(71) [nékrian # ] kin kha:w paj  [sda:m-khon]i l1&:w  muiawa:nni: khrap
student eat rice ASP three-CLF already yesterday POLITE

‘The students have eaten rice yesterday, namely already three (of them).’

XP
/\
XP khrab
/\
XP yesterday

//‘\

XP lEew
3
/\IP
,/\
FocusP
/\
FocusP QP
TN PN
vP sd:m-khon

DP vP
TN TN
[ndkrian #] VP paj

"\

v VP

kin /\

vV DP

VAN

khaw

The evidence that supports the claim that /é:w can function as either a low adverb or
a high adverb comes from its dual availability in two distinct positions. Within a single sen-

tence, /£:w can be occupied at the same time, as exemplified below.
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(72) phom  ?0:n nan paj (l&:w)  muwawa:n (1&:w)  khrap
I transfer = money ASP already yesterday already POLITE

‘I already transferred the money yesterday.’

In conclusion, I propose that both subject and object quantifiers move to the dedicat-
ed position of FocusP in the Thai Q-float construction. This FocusP is located immediately
above VP since the floated position must be lower than high adverbs. I finally propose that

there are two available positions for the adverb /é:w in the structure.

4.2.6 Quantifier scope and negation

Recall that Q-float affects the scope of quantifiers relative to negation. In Jenks’ (2011, 2013)
analysis, the different scope effects are represented by overt movement of QR. For subject
quantifiers, non-floating quantifiers always take scope above negation and NegP is attached
immediately above VP. On the other hand, floating quantifiers take scope below negation (i.e.
subject Q-float “lowers” the quantifier scope), where NegP is attached under TP29. To account
for the different scope interpretations between the subject quantifier cases, we assume the
similar structures in Jenks” QR approach, which locates the subject high (i.e. in the Spec of

TP)30. When the subject quantifier floats to FocusP, and the negation is attached high (i.e.

29 We can assume the Scope Principle (Aoun and Li 1989) which states that when QP A c-commands QP B, QP
A takes scope over QP B. While the scope patterns of Thai Q-float align with the Scope Principle, our current
proposal addresses the scope and c-command interactions between quantifiers and another scope-bearing ele-
ment, specifically negation.

30 Assuming that subjects start high is useful for explaining the different scope interpretations of Q-float, al-
though VP is not fully exploited. I will leave this as a puzzle for future research.
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above FocusP), the interpretation where negation takes scope over floating quantifier is ob-
tained. The sentence and structure below illustrate the quantifier scope effects relative to

negation for subject quantifiers.

(73) a. No subject Q-float
[pp nakrian thuk-khon] méj; kin kha:w]
student every-CLF  NEG eat rice

‘Every student hasn’t eaten.’ V>— *¥=>V

TP

/\

DP TP

/\/\

ndkrian thik-khon T vP

T

v NegP

T

Neg VP

| N
mj \Y DP
| AN

kin kha:w

b. Subject Q-float
[pp ndkrian] maj  kin kha:w  [Focusp thuk-khon ]
student NEG eat rice every-CLF

‘Every student hasn’t eaten.’ V>—-->V

186



/\

DP TP
[nakrian ] T NegP
; A
Neg FocusP
//\
m|ﬁj FocusP DP

PN

thik-khon

/\P
v VP :

In the case of object quantifiers, we also account for the different scope interpreta-
tions between non-floated and floated object quantifiers by postulating the movement to Fo-
cusP and providing the two attachment sites for negation. Non-floated quantifiers must take
scope below negation, hence a non-ambiguous interpretation. NegP is attached under TP.
When object quantifiers float, they can take scope below negation (i.e. object Q-float “raises”
the quantifier scope), and the position of NegP alternates to the position immediately VP. The
sentence and structure below illustrate the quantifier scope effects relative to negation for ob-

ject quantifiers.
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(74) a.ndkrian maj kin [pp kha:w thik-ca:n] l&:w

student NEG eat rice every-CLF  already
‘Joe hasn't eaten every bowl of rice.’ *N > o>V
TP
/\
DP TP
A /\
ndkrian T NegP
/’\
Neg vP
/\
mlﬁj vP AdvP
/\
\ VP IEAW
/\
\Y DP
/\
k!n kha:w thik-ca:n
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. ndkrian maj kin [pp kha:w] 1&wW  [Focusp thuk-ca:n]

student NEG eat rice already every-CLF
‘Joe hasn’t eaten every student.’ V>—-->V
TP

//\
DP TP
A

nakrian T FocusP
FocusP QP
vP thuk-ca:n

/\ f

vP AdvP 5

v NegP 1€:w
Neg VP
maj \Y% DP

AN

kin  [kha:w #]

To summarize, Q-float manifests the scopal effects of quantifiers relative to negation.

To represent this fact in the structures of Thai Q-float, we utilize the potential sites of Thai

negation. These sites can alternate between non-floated and floated quantifiers, as well as be-

tween subject and object quantifiers. Negation can be attached either high (under TP) or low

(above VP) to illustrate the scope behaviors of floating quantifiers.

Moreover, these scope effects are only observed in the ‘true’ Q-float construction.

We saw in section 4.2.3 that this is not the case for right-dislocated quantifiers. The examples
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below compare the scope interpretations between floated and right-dislocated quantifiers, re-

peated from (52) and (53).

(75) a. Canonical position
[pp nakrian thuk-khon] m3&j  kin kha:w
student every-CLF  NEG eat rice
‘Every student hasn’t eaten.’ V> *¥=>V
b. Floated position
[pp ndkrian] maj  kin kha:w  [qp thuk-khon]
student NEG eat rice every-CLF

‘Every student hasn’t eaten.’ V>, ->V

c. Right-dislocated position

nakrian maj kin khaw || [op thik-khon]
student NEG eat rice every-CLF
‘The students haven’t eaten, all of them.’ V> *=>VY

I propose that the frozen scope of the right-dislocated quantifier thuk-khon in (75¢)
follows from the biclausal analysis adopted to account for the structure of Thai RD. Assum-
ing our biclausal analysis, thuk-khon originates in CP2, so it is not a result from the move-
ment out of CP1. In fact, right-dislocated modifiers stay in their original position, and their
occurrence at the right edge of the sentence is just a remnant of the ellipsis of the redundant
materials in CP2, copied from CP1. Notice that the quantifier thuk-khon cannot be used as a

predicate, so it is analyzed as a specificational afterthought. The structures below illustrate
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the biclausal analysis of the right-dislocated quantifier in (75c¢). The bracket representation is

shown in (76a) and the tree is in (76b).

(76) a. [cp1 ndkrian; maj kin kha:w] [cp: [mékrian; thuk-kKhon]i [—t—ma—ldnikhaw]]
student NEG eat rice student every-CLF NEG eat rice

‘The students haven’t eaten, all of them.’

b. CP1 CP2
CP CP
/\ /\
TP TP
/\ /\
DP TP DP TP
AN /"
nakrian T NegP sékrian thik-khon T NegP
/N 7\
Neg vP Neg VP
VAN VAN
mij v VP Mmaf v VP
/\ /\
V DP V DP
VAN VAN
kin kha:w Kinkhiw

Because the quantifier thuk-khon never undergoes movement to the position lower
than negation in the RD construction, the interpretation where the negation takes scope over

the quantifier, as in the case of Q-float, is not obtained.
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4.2.7 An argument for subextraction: P-drop

One of the main arguments for the QR analysis of Q-float by Jenks (2011, 2013) is that Q-
float is sensitive to locality restrictions, suggesting that there is movement involved. My pro-
posal is in line with Jenks in this respect since the analysis involves movement out of DP.
Nevertheless, Singhapreecha and Sybesma (2015) argue that the Q-float phenomenon in Thai
does not involve movement in general, as quantifiers cannot have been generated with a
demonstrative NP to start with. This directly poses a problem for the subextraction analysis,
which assumes that a quantifier and a demonstrative NP form a single constituent at the base
position. The example in (76) shows that the quantifier sdam khon ‘three-CLF’ can float out

of the demonstrative NP (Singhapreecha and Sybesma 2015, p. 16):

(77) khaw  haj [dekphli:cha:;j  klum nan] wig r3;p  sanda:m [sa:m khon]
he make boy CLFgowp  that run around field three CLF

‘He ordered three of those boys to run round the field’

The problem arises if we posit that the floating quantifier sdam khon has been originat-
ed within the NP containing a demonstrative. This is because, according to Singhapreecha
and Sybesma, sdam khon can never be combined into one phrase with the demonstrative NP

dekphii:cha:j klum ndn ‘those boys’. The sentence in (78) illustrates this fact.
(78) *khaw haj [dekphii:cha:;; sd:m khon klum nan] wip r3:p  sana:m
3S make boy three CLF CLFgouwr  that run around field

‘He ordered three of those boys to run round the field’
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Note that the floating quantifier cannot occur at the end of the NP either since the
quantified expression must form a constituent with the noun before combining with the
demonstrative phrase, as argued above by Culbertson & Adger (2014). The only case in
which the demonstrative phrase k/tim nan can follow the quantifier is when it is set off by a
prosodic break. However, the presence of the prosodic break would suggest that the demon-
strative phrase behaves like a non-restrictive (appositive) phrase rather than the regular re-
strictive one, hence subject to a different type of analysis.

Moreover, Singhapreecha and Sybesma claim that the interpretation of the sentence
in (77) 1s even more unambiguously partitive than that of the NP containing only the bare
noun dekphii:cha:j, giving rise to the interpretation ‘three of those boys’ rather than ‘these
three boys’. This partitive reading suggests that there could exist a null preposition of as a

head of the complement demonstrative phrase klum ndn. This is exemplified in (79) below.

(79) dekphii:cha:j [sa:m khon] (ca:k) klum nan
boy three CLF (of) CLFerow  that

‘three of those boys’

This null preposition fact is actually not new. Bobaljik (2003) shows that the English
floating quantifier a/l cannot form a constituent with a DP containing a demonstrative in the
base position, as in (80b). However, adding the preposition of, as in (80c), will solve the

problem. Consider the examples (adapted from Bobaljik 2003, p. 124) below3!.

31 Jenks (P.C.)

193



(80) a. The thief, the smuggler, and the pirate were all about to attack the ship.
b. *All the thief, the smuggler, and the pirate were about to attack the ship.

c. All of the thief, the smuggler, and the pirate were about to attack the ship.

The quantifier each also exhibits the same problem, moreover. The preposition of’
must be absent when each is floated, but not when it is in the base position (Bobaljik 2003, p.

123):

(81) a. These children have each read a different book.
b. *Each these children has read a different book.

c. Each of these children has read a different book.

According to Bobaljik, this mismatch between the Q-float construction and the un-
derlying NP can be simply explained by the morphological process like preposition insertion
(or deletion). In English, this of can be dropped when occurring with the quantifier a//, as in
the sentence all (of) these children are from NY. In Thai, the preposition drop (P-drop) phe-
nomenon is more general. For example, Hoonchamlong (1991) shows that the prepositions
that can be dropped in Thai include those that specify location (82a), direction (82b), and

possession (82¢):

(82) a. khaw nan  (bon) kaw?i:
he sit on chair
‘He sat on the chair.’

b. khaw tok  (lop naj) lum
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he fall down in hole
‘He fell into the hole.’

c. pa: (khd:y) raw cajdi:
aunt of us kind

‘Our aunt is kind.’

Thus, if we posit that the demonstrative NP containing a quantifier in (79) in fact
contains the preposition ca.:k ‘of” which is dropped in the base position, the claim that quanti-
fiers cannot have been generated with a demonstrative NP to start with can be proven wrong.
Since they can form a grammatical constituent, the movement issue as pointed out by Sing-

hapreecha and Sybesma should no longer exist.

4.3 Summary

In this chapter, I argue that Thai Q-float can be straightforwardly accounted for using the
rightward subextraction to FocusP analysis because it clearly demonstrates in the structure
what moves and why it moves.

This analysis follows the suggestion from Simpson (2011) who argues that the left-
ward quantifier stranding analysis is problematic for Thai. This is because floating quantifiers
in Thai typically occur in positions where their associated noun could not have previously
occupied or been moved from, as indicated in the previous standard stranding analysis. Like-
wise, the adverbial analysis fails to explain why floating quantifiers in Thai are always inter-

preted with their restrictor, which sets them apart from typical adverbs and poses a challenge
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to the adverbial analysis. Finally, the QR analysis of Q-float rejects any rightward movement
analysis since it is claimed that Thai in general lacks rightward movement phenomena such
as extraposition. The QR analysis effectively explains the scope-taking behavior of Thai Q-
float. However, it requires a separate analysis to account for why the noun restrictor and the
quantifier are pronounced in different positions in the structure, as well as what motivates the
rightward position of floating quantifiers. The proposed analysis, on the other hand, demon-
strates that the quantifier and its noun restrictor constitute a single constituent in the base po-
sition. The subsequent movement of the quantifier to the dedicated position of FocusP is mo-

tivated by and driven by focus.
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CHAPTER §

CONCLUSION

This dissertation begins by providing an introduction to the topic of discontinuous noun
phrases in Thai. The first chapter discusses the classification of Thai modifiers based on their
occurrences with classifiers. It also explores the rigid word order in Thai, where dependents
always occur on the right of their head, and provides various examples to illustrate the word
order patterns in Thai sentences. Furthermore, the chapter discusses the rigidity and disconti-
nuity of noun phrases in Thai. It presents the typical order of modifiers within noun phrases,
with adjectives closest to the head noun and demonstratives at the end. The chapter concludes
by briefly discussing the exception to the rigid word order, namely floating quantifiers, and
introduces the concept of appended modifiers, which appear after complete sentences. Final-
ly, the chapter establishes questions regarding the possibility of displaced nominal modifiers
in a postnominal language like Thai, comparing them to relative clause and prepositional
phrase extraposition in English.

In chapter 2, I examined the first type of discontinuous noun phrase constructions,
namely, right-dislocation. In section 2.1, I introduced two types of modifiers that can undergo
right-dislocation, which are distinguished based on the presence of a classifier head: classifi-
er-headed modifiers and non-classifier-headed modifiers. The main question addressed in this
chapter is which modifiers can or cannot undergo right-dislocation in Thai and why. I started

discussing demonstratives and a specific indefinite numeral ‘one’ in section 2.2. I illustrated
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that they form a natural class called deictic modifiers, following Jenks (2011). The reason
why both of these modifier types cannot appear in the right-dislocated position has to do with
the fact that deictic modifiers must always be accompanied by a classifier. I further highlight-
ed a strong connection between the specific indefinite numeral ‘one’ and the cardinal numeral
‘one’, providing both syntactic and historical evidence to show that the latter is derived by the
former. I ended the chapter by offering a unified syntactic analysis for both the demonstra-
tives and the specific indefinite and cardinal numerals. In section 2.3, I explored the roles that
classifiers play in facilitating the ease of right-dislocation for all classifier-headed modifiers. I
proposed that there are three properties of classifiers that enable classifier-headed modifiers
to occur in the right-dislocated position, even though it is non-adjacent to the head noun. I
illustrated that Thai classifiers can license ellipsis of the noun, that they can share some prop-
erties with focal elements, and that they are grammaticalized nouns. As a result, the classifier-
headed modifiers that appear at the right-dislocated position are not merely standalone modi-
fiers but rather modifiers with an elided head noun. I then proposed in section 2.4 that right-
dislocated non-classifier-headed modifiers (certain types of adjectival phrases, prepositional
phrases, and relative clauses) are only grammatical when they are structurally complex. That
is, the modifiers must contain at lease one other phrase or be contained within a larger phrase.
This thus explains why standalone adjectives cannot appear in the right-dislocated position,
but reduplicated and intensified (adverbial-modified) adjectives, as well as prepositional
phrases and relative clauses, can. Finally, in section 2.5, I suggested that there is no clear
structural difference between extraposed relative clauses and right-dislocated modifiers in
Thai. I argued that both of these constructions do not behave as if they were moved out of

their host clause, thus supporting a non-movement analysis.
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The syntactic analysis of all the Thai right-dislocated modifiers is discussed in chap-
ter 3. In this chapter, I adopted a version of the “biclausal” analysis proposed by de Vries
(2009a, 2013), Ott (2012, 2015), and Ott and de Vries (2012, 2016) and demonstrated that the
properties of right-dislocation observed in Germanic languages can be applied to a non-relat-
ed language like Thai. I illustrated that there are two main types of right-dislocation — back-
grounding and afterthought — and right-dislocated modifiers in Thai are of the afterthought
type since they express discourse-new information. In section 3.1, I discussed information
structure and introduced various discursive terms. Next, in section 3.2, I investigated back-
grounding and afterthought, as well as the two subtypes of afterthought, namely specifica-
tional afterthought and predicative afterthought, in more detail. It also highlights the asymme-
tries between these concepts of right-dislocation. Section 3.3 presents the previous analyses
of right-dislocation, with a focus on the biclausal analysis. The biclausal analysis explains
that right-dislocated constituents or dXPs are remnants from the subsequent deletion of re-
dundant material, that they exhibit clause-external properties, and that they are underlyingly
clausal. I then examined the Thai right-dislocated constituents in section 3.3, suggesting that
right-dislocated classifier-headed modifiers in Thai can be categorized as specificational ATs
because they provide specific information that clarifies or specifies the meaning of the corre-
late. On the other hand, right-dislocated non-classifier-headed modifiers can be considered
predicative ATs since they function as predicates, attributing a certain property or characteris-
tic to the referent of their correlate. Finally, I demonstrated that relative clauses, irrespective
of their classifier head, should be regarded as specificational ATs in the RD construction. This
is due to their inability to function as predicates themselves, their distinct interpretation com-

pared to predicative ATs, and their capacity to license NP-ellipsis similar to classifiers.
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The last chapter of the dissertation explores clause-internal displacement of quanti-
fiers, known as quantifier float. I started the chapter by presenting three previous analyses of
quantifier float in Thai: adverbial, stranding, and QR analyses, as well as their shortcomings
in section 4.1. In section 4.2, building on the idea of Ross (1967), I proposed that Thai quanti-
fier float can be straightforwardly accounted for using the rightward subextraction analysis
suggested for extraposed relative clauses by Simpson (2011). Additionally, I proposed that
the floated position of extracted quantifiers is at the dedicated position of FocusP since the
movement of quantifier float in Thai is driven by focus. This position is located right above
vP but lower than the position of high adverbs (e.g. temporal adverbs) and sentence-final par-
ticles. Since quantifier float involves clause-internal movement, it should be positioned lower
than CP. Furthermore, I argued that quantifiers that appear at the edge of the clause are am-
biguous between floating quantifiers and right-dislocated quantifiers, with the latter occurring
clause-externally. Finally, I illustrated the effects of Q-float on the quantifier scope when the
negation is present in the structure, following Jenks. I ended the section by addressing the
problem of the impossibility for the floating quantifier and its demonstrative associate to have
formed a single constituent, as a preposition is required in between them. I offered a solution
suggesting that prepositions in Thai can be dropped in general. In this case, the floating quan-
tifier and the demonstrative NP can successfully form a constituent since the preposition has

been dropped at the base position.
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