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Generalized Clausal Modifiers in Thai Noun Phrases
Peter Jenks (UC Berkeley)

Abstract The Thai particlethii introduces relative clauses and noun-complement clabsgsjoes not
introduce clausal complements of verbs. This paper prevédenified analysis for these two noun phrase-
internal clauses as modifiers, proposing tthdit is a compementizer which is interpreted as a lambda-
operator that derives CP-sized properties. This analgsextended to the use dfii in factive comple-
ments of verbs, contrastive clefts, and infinitives. Arguaiseare presented against the analysithiyfby
den Dikken and Singhapreec(i2004 Syntax7.1) as aLINKER, a reflex of DP-internal predicate inversion.
Keywords noun phrase - relative clause — noun-complement clausenglementizer — Thai

1. Introduction

Thai is one of several Asian languages, including Mandatim&se (e.gSimpson 2003Tang 1990, Ko-
rean Sohn 2001p. 309) and KhmerGomrie and Horie 1995where relative clauses and noun-complement
clauses are marked with the same particle. The Thai partidie is shown below introducing a relative
clause (1), and then a noun-complement clause (2):

1) [np nékrian [re thii khruu tii _j (miawaannii) ]] son maak
student THil teachemit ec yesterday naughtyvery
‘The student that the teacher hit (yesterday) is very natight

(2 chan maj chdop [np khwaam khit [ycc thli waa khruu khuantii nakrian]]
1P.SsG NEG like idea THII comMp teachershouldhit student
‘I don't like the idea that teachers should hit students.’

In both environmentghii is obligatory.

The patrticlethii is historically derived from a noun meaning ‘place’ with arteérmediate stage in its
development as a prepositiod(lavanijaya 2008, all of these uses still exist in modern Thai. Early ac-
counts ofthii in Thai relative clauses identify it as a relative pronotiags 1964p. 243, Warotamasikkhadit
1972, p. 48). Howeverthii does not resemble any Thai pronoun, given its locative rori@ithers, such as
Ekniyom (1982, conclude thathii is a complementizer.

At first pass, the claim thahii is a complementizer in (1) and (2) seems sufficient, givehitharo-
ceeds clauses in both examples. Yet in noun complementeddbs is followed by another particleyaa,
historically related to a verb meaning ‘to say’ (eTdiepkanjana 1986. 222-225). This particle is glossed
COMP because it also introduces finite clausal complements dky&om whichthii is absent:

| am grateful to Gennaro Chierchia, Norbert Corver, Amy RbBsal, Marcel den Dikken, James Huang, Clemens Mayr,
Andrew Nevins, Pittayawat Pittayaporn, Maria Polinskyd anidiences at the University of Vienna and at Harvard Usitsefor
helpful comments and suggestions on various evolutionayes of this paper. Many Thai consultants and friends geavime
with judgments: Payap Pakdeelao, Prapatsorn Pansangyl&iriyawiboon, Sakonwan Songwasin, Natchaya Tasaaoqt,
Siwaporn Tipsing. In addition, sixty-six anonymous natMeai speakers provided judgments in an online survey. | agplgle
indebted to all of these participants. Last, one anonymevigwer provided judgments and comments that led to a suiisty
improved version of the paper, to whom | am very grateful.r8thaining errors are my own.
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3) a. chan khit/phQutwéaa khawca? jaaj baan

1r.sGthink/say comp 3P PROSPmMovehouse
‘| think/said that he’s going to move.’

b. chanrlu waa khawca? jaaj baan
1p.sGknowcomp 3P  PROSPmMovehouse
‘I know whether he’s going to move.’

c. chan thaamwaa khawca? jaajbaammaj
lrp.sGask coMP3P PROSPMoOve houseYNQ
‘| asked whether he’s going to move.’

So, if waa is a complementizer in Thai, i also a complementizer when they occur together? Why
does onlywaa occur in verbal complements? And why are bate andthii required in noun complement
clauses? This paper addresses these questions, providimfjesl syntactic and semantic account of the
particlesthii andwaa, with special attention to the former.

Relative clauses and so-called noun-complement clausestan analyzed as having different syntactic
relationships with the head noun: relative clauses arenatfjuwhile noun-complement clauses are com-
plements, sisters toN This claim has been challenged. For examflewell (1981, p. 203) argues that
noun-complement clauses are appositive modifiers, ratiagr mominal complements (see alSamshaw
1990andMoulton 2009 ch. 2). Following these proposals, in this paper | proposeited analysis of rela-
tive clauses and noun-complement clauses as modifiers irf{(fik&ing the term ‘noun-complement clause’
a misnomer). The complementizéfi plays a central role in this analysis. | argue that in everrenment
that it occurs before a clause, it serves as a lambda opea@giracting a predicate over a variable position
within the clause.

The paper begins by examining the structure of relativesglaun Thai. An analysis dhii as a fused
relative operator and complementizer is presehtedcality restrictions and reconstruction facts support a
head-raising analysis of relative clauses in Thai, whicigua is followed by reprojection of the NP above
CP Bhatt 2002 Aoun and Li 2003:

4) a. [NP nakrian[RCthii khruu tii _; (miawaannii) ]]
student THII teachemit ec yesterday
‘The student that the teacher hit (yesterday) is very natight

b NP
NP CP
/\
nakrian
C TP
\
thiy

khruu tii X miawaannii

I claim that the semantic function difili in relative clause is to bind the CP-internal variable, tingaa
property (a function of typée,t)) which corresponds in the case of (4) to just that set of iddiis that

Lwhile putative relative complementizers have been obseivenany languages which are geographically close to Thai, i
cluding Mandarin Chinesd.{and Thompson 1981p. 579-585) and Vietnamesglguyen 2004 p. 59-60), they also occur in
the isolating Kwa languages of West Africa, including Yaau@amghosé 1975 Akan (Saah 201)) and GungbeAboh 2005.
They are also found in Bulgariaifapova 201, Swiss Germanvan Riemsdijk 19892003, Irish (McCloskey 19792001), and
Scottish GaelicAdger and Ramchand 2005
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the teacher hit yesterday. This analysis also accounts pog\aously unexplained generalization made by
Kuno and Wongkhomthon@l981h thatthii can only be omitted in subject-relative clauses.

The analysis ofhii in noun-complement clauses is the same: it combines witlu#sel and returns a
property. | takewaato be a complementizer which allows the CP to serve as an rabized (individual-
typed) proposition.Thii binds a variable corresponding to this proposition, cnggt singleton property
which defines that proposition. Syntactically, the two ctengentizers slot into the two different C positions
in the extended CP dRizzi (1997): Force forthii, and Fin forwaa

(5) NP
NP ForceP

Force FinP

| -
thii Fin TP

wha ..

The Fin position ofwaa is supported by its restriction to finite clauses, whii# occurs in both finite and
infinitival clauses. This proposal accounts both for theeabe ofthii and the presence o¥aa in verbal
complements, as hominalized clauses are verbal argunlegss. this analysis accounts for the absence of
waain relative clauses, which must have their arguments aititess relativization.

Thus, the central claim of this paper is thhii occurs before relative clauses and noun-complement
clauses because both must be interpreted as one-placegtesdior properties, of either individuals or
propositions. This interpretation is necessary for thémeses to serve as nominal modifiér§his analysis
is extended to the distribution difli in other clausal environments, such as in clefts and infmitlauses.
While clefts are clearly reducible to relative clausesglugrthat infinitives also serve as clausal properties,
unifying the semantic proposal @hierchia(1984) with the standard syntactic analysis of infinitives as
CPs. To the extent that this analysis is successful, it dessevidence that the mapping between syntax and
semantics in the Thai complementizer system is direct ams$parent.

A different approach tehii is pursued byden Dikken and Singhapreec(iz004), who propose thatii
functions as a.INKER, a marker of DP-internal predicate inversion. | examins firoposal closely and
argue that their analysis does not generalize to the fullibligion of the particlehii. TheLINKER analysis
is also based on problematic assumptions about Thai cssifivhich play a crucial role in the predicate
inversion proposal.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Sectigresents the analysis tfii in relative clauses, which is
extended to noun-complement clauses in se@iddectiond examines the distribution diiii in factive com-
plements of verbs, contrastive clefts, and infinitivesuarg that the analysis presented in the earlier sections
can be extended to those cases as well. Arguments againmoesal byden Dikken and Singhapreecha
(2004) are presented in sectidn

2. Thii as a Relative Complementizer
The example below illustrates a typical exampletdif in a relative clause (RC):

(6)  nagsiithii Nitsii _ maa
book THIil Nit buyecAsp

2A similar structural claim in an earlier theory was madeftiyniyom (1982, p. 60-61).
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‘a/the book that Nit bought’

Semantically, RCs describe a property, which can equitlgibe thought of as a set or a one-place predicate.
In (6), for example, the RC describes the set of items whidtbblight, or a predicate which is true only for
those things that Nit bought. In order to derive this propéidsed meaning for a clause, RCs are assumed
to include a relative operator, which binds a variable gpoading to the gap in the RC:

(7 [erOp ... [rp... X%

Relative operators thus combine with clauses and returropepty. This ‘predicativizing’ function of a
relative operator — often calleBredicate Abstractior{e.g.Heim and Kratzer 1998p. 96) — is uncon-
troversial, going back at least ©@uine(1960. Once the RC denotes a property, the RC is combined with
the head noun, which standardly also denotes a propertyrdaiidate Modification (e.g-leim and Kratzer
1998 p. 65), essentially set intersection.

More controversial than the interpretation of RCs is thestjoa of how the relationship between the
RC operator and the gap is established, and what the syntetdtionship is between the RC and the head
noun. Two kinds of data have been brought to bear on the peoadysis of RCs. The first kind of evidence
is the existence of locality effects typical of well-knowases ofA-movement. These include, for example,
island restrictions and crossover effects. A second kinevafence bearing on the proper analysis of RCs
comes from reconstruction phenomena, in which the reldtea is interpreted as if it were inside of the
RC. Such reconstruction effects have been taken as evident® head-raising analysis of RCs, in which
the relative head is base-generated inside the RC and mioieea RC-external positiof.

The following two sections provide evidence for movemert seconstruction of the head noun in Thai
RCs, which we will take as evidence that the head-raisindyaisaof RCs is correct for Thai. Section
2.3 articulates the analysis tifili as a relative complementizer in the context of this analySisction2.4
examines gapless RCs and free relatives and argues thatthée accommodated in the proposed analysis.
Section2.5 shows that the conditions on the omissiorthif in subject RCs follows from its analysis as a
relative complementizer.

2.1 Evidence for movement
In this section two kinds of evidence are provided for deigvirhai RCs with movement. First, Thai RC
formation is sensitive to the island constraints on movdrdetovered byRoss(1967). Second, relativiza-
tion in Thai leads to weak crossover violatiori¥ogtal 1971 Wasow 197%. Both of these properties are
characteristic oA-movement:

To begin, Thai relativization of both subjects and objestsénsitive to standard locality constraints on

SRecent proponents of the head-raising analysis inchmen and Li(2003; Kayne(1994; Bianchi(1999 andBhatt(2002);
Borsley(1997) is a prominent critique. A variant of the head-raising gsgl is the matching analysis, in which the raised nominal
is identical to the head noun, but deleted. Recent propserieatudeCitko (2001); Salzmann(2006 andSauerland1998. The
head-external analysis, which involves operator movenmastfallen out of favor for English. Arguments against #rialysis were
proposed bysafir (1999 and Sauerland1998. The current consensus for English seems to be that RCsranig@ous between
head-raising and matching (eBhatt 2002 Hulsey and Sauerland 2006

4The concluions below differ from those Bbonchamlong1997), who argues for a movement-free account of Thai RCs due to
the purported absence of island effects, in direct corttiamai to my findings. Earlier drafts of this paper repeatedhidhamlong’s
examples and concluded that Thai RCs did not involve movém&he judgments of an anonymous reviewer conflicted with
Hoonchamlong's judgments, prompting me to conduct an siteronline survey (n=66) with native speakers of Thai. Bois/ey
tested Hoonchamlong's examples as well as some other sestahissue in an earlier draft (see below). The results®tirvey
were provided to reviewers. The survey corroborated thgmenhts of the reviewer and showed that Hoonchamlong’s jedsn
did not match those of most speakers. This led to tests fonstuction in the following section, leading to the pragsenision of
the analysis.
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long-distance dependencies. Two examples are providedbElrst, (8) illustrates that relativization out of
a complex NP is unacceptable: the relative gap is locatedRi@ aithin a noun phrase which is an argument
of the main RC>

(8) a. ??wan.nichan hén[nyp maa [rcthii Nit rGucak|ne dékj [rethii _j kat _;j 1]
today 1r.sGsee dog THil Nit know child  THII ecbiteec
‘??Today | saw the dog that Nit knows the child that bit.’
b. ??wan.nichan hén[nyp maa [rc thii Nit rGucak[ne dekj [rcthii _jjip ]l
today 1r.sGsee  dog THIl Nit know child  TH1I ec shootec
‘??Today | saw the dog that Nit knows the child that shot.’

Example (9) illustrates that relativization cannot appalyoss an adjunct island. The relative gap is located
inside of an adjunct clause inside a RC:

9 a. ??wan.nichan hén[np maa [rc thii Nit glumcaj[cpphro? _j kat N3oj ]]]
today 1lp.sGsee dog THII Nit worried becausec bite Noy
“*Today | saw the dog that Nit is worried because bit Noy.’
b. ??wan.nichan hén[np maa [rcthii Nit glumcaj[cpphro? Nojjinp i ]l]
today 1lp.sGsee dog THII Nit worried becauséNoy shootec
“*Today | saw the dog that Nit is worried because Noy shot.’

The (a) versus (b) examples for both (8) and (9) demonstnatetidoes not matter whether the relativization
site is in the subject or object position of the island. Iheitcase, the resulting sentence is ungrammatical.

Further evidence for movement comes from the presence & ereasover effects in Thai. Crossover
effects, described in detail for English Bypstal(1971) andWasow(1979), arise whenever a new variable
binding configuration is established by a putative instasid®&movement. The presence of weak crossover
can be shown with an overt pronoun, as in (10-a), but suclesees are somewhat unnatural in Thai
independently due to its preference to have bound pronoamsith When the bound pronoun is null, as in
(10-b), the result is still degraded:

(20) a. ?than chdop [npdek [rcthii [ypmée khaw ]rak 1]
1r.sGlike child THII mother3p lovesec

5A similar, but much more complex, example is claimedHmonchamlond1991) to be grammatical (ch. 3, ex. 111). However,
the survey discussed in (fd) revealed her sentence to be unacceptable.

A second survey (n=19) tested the grammaticality of theesems in (6) and (7) as well as variants with a) resumptionbiuad
classifier intervening between the noun and RC, an instafrte alassifier-modifier construction (see secti)nThe mean scores
for these sentences were lower than a complex but gramrggtasentence, generally by about 1.5 points on a five-phoketrt
cale, with statistical significance at=0.01. This corroborated the intuitions of several natipeaker linguists | consulted with
who did not accept these sentences.

However, several respondents did give the island violatligh marks; 5/5 scores were not uncommon. There are twijmss
explanations for this variability in judgments. The firsp&nation is poor design. Many speakers may not have umndershe
nature of the grammaticality judgment task, and becaussehtences werstill interpretable they still opted to give them high
marks. The second explanation for the discrepancy amopgmesnts is that there was a split among Thai speakers irmetigey
generate RCs by movement as opposed to base generation lbhaaphor in the gap position. The analysis | present belaw c
accommodate both dialects, and my conclusions about thiec@hgplementizer system are largely independent of whic¢loops
chosen.

6The surveys discussed above revealed that resumptionpietisred to a gap in RCs, contra the claimsHafonchamlong
(1991 who claims that resumption is freely available. In islan@sumption has a weak ameliorative effect, but does ndttea
complete grammaticality (cfeestand et al. 201for English). Subject resumption generally leads to gneamelioration than
object resumption (perhaps ? for subjects versus * or ?? Hpmcts), reflecting a general tendency for Thai speakersefep
subject resumption to object resumption.
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?1 like the child who hig mother loves.’

b. ??han Chﬁi)p [Np dék [RC thii [Np mée Pro; ] rak i ]]
1r.sG like child THII mother lovesec
?1 like the child who hig mother loves.’

The existence of of weak crossover corroborates the evidaranovement provided by the existence of
locality effects’

2.2 Evidence for reconstruction
In this section | establish the existence of several ingtsuof reconstruction in Thai RCs. | follo@homsky
(1993 in interpreting instances of reconstruction as evidemceafcopy of the head noun inside the RC.
This evidence forces an analysis of RCs where a copy of tla¢ivelhead is located in the gap position,
rather than, say, a trace of the relative operator. In agalg$ English RCs, such evidence has provided
support for the head-raising or matching analysis of R&€s({t 2002 Bianchi 1999 Hulsey and Sauerland
2006 a.o.).

| consider three kinds of evidence for reconstruction. tFimsxamine idiom chunks, where the idiomatic
interpretation of a head noun is retained despite relatiidn. Second, | consider the interpretation of
RC-external quantifiers, which | show can be interpretedh witope inside of the RC. The third kind of
reconstruction involves deictic modifiers, whose presegiges rise to interpretations indicating that they
can be interpreted inside the RBHatt 200).2

The first test for reconstruction comes from idioms. In Thegre is a common idiom — familiar to
speakers of English — about nuts and trees that carries thaingethat children are often similar to their
parents:

(12) [Gukmaajlon maj klaj tén
nut fall NEG far tree
i. ‘The nut doesn't fall far from the tree.’
ii. ‘Children aren't that different from their parents.’

The idiomatic meaning is retained when the subject of thizession is relativized:

(12) a. lhukmaaj[rcthli _jloy klajton ] nan  haayaak
nut THII fall far tree TOPIC find difficult

Ideally, further evidence for movement could be found frdrorsy crossover effects. Yet these effects are difficulstalglish
for Thai because is both a subject and object topic-dropuagg Hoonchamlong 1991Huang 1984 and marginally allows
resumption. As a result, when a RC contains two coindexedqunaes or gaps not in a A-binding configuration in Thai, thet firs
pronoun can always be interpreted as a resumptive pronoila akater gap could always be seen as an instance of topje-dr
Because of this, the claim byoonchamlong1991, p. 202) that Thai lacks strong crossover effects shouldikent with a grain
of salt. SeeMcCloskey (2006 on similar difficulties in finding evidence for strong crossr effects in languages that allow
resumption. The problem does not arise with weak crossaveossessive pronoun does not license topic drop, so the gstdm
the tail of theA-chain. See sectioB.3for a possible analysis of resumption.

8| do not report reconstruction effects related to bindind anaphora, as the judgments | have received from speakegs ha
shown substantial variation. Complications include ttet fhat the general-purpose reflexive anaphor in Theiscen, also has
logophoric uses, and can appear in subject posititat(lad 2007Hoonchamlong 1991 The easy availability of the logophoric
use makes it difficult to force anaphoric interpretationslning reconstruction into a RC. Regarding quantificagiiopinding of
variables, variable binding in pro-drop languages suchtes filas been observed to be sensitive to whether pronourts/ere
Given the already complicated data regarding resumptiea f{s 6), here too we find multiple difficult theoretical questionkieh
cross purposes. A further is the fact that Thai allows copfeR-expressions to serve as bound variablesgon 2006 Lasnik
1989 Lee 2003.
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i. ‘Nuts that fall far from the tree are hard to find.
ii. ‘Children that are different from their parents are h&rdind.’

b. lOukmagj[rcthli _jlong maj klaj ton ] tham-hajphdo-mée sabaaj-caj
nut THiI  fall NEGfar tree cCAUS parents content
‘Children that aren't different from their parents put thearents at ease.’

In (12-a), both an idiomatic meaning and a non-idiomatic mmegaare available, because the predidste
yaakis compatible with both. In (12-b), on the other hand, onlyitfiomatic reading is available due to the
semantic properties of the matrix predicate.

The availability of the idiomatic interpretation féiuknéaj ‘nuts’ as ‘children’ in (12) indicates that
there is a copy of a relative head inside of the RC. The alilitthis element to receive either an idiomatic
interpretation or the non-idiomatic interpretation iratties that it can be interpreted either inside or outside
of the RC.

A second argument for reconstruction comes from examplesenne relative head is quantificational
and can take scope inside of the RC:

(a3) Nityaak phop[ phra? saamrup} [re thii nakrianthtk khonrGu cak ]
Nit wantsmeet monkthreecCLF THII studenteverycLF know of
‘Nit wants to meet three monks that every student knows.’ > @very, every> 3)

The two relevant readings are 1) there are three monks whaeaydamous, and are thus known by every
student (3> every) and 2) every student knows of three different monkshagps ones from their home-
town (every> 3). The ambiguity of (13) demonstrates that timin-number-classifieconstituent can be
interpreted RC-internally.

The final argument for reconstruction can be made based osctpal properties of certain adjectival
modifiers, followingBhatt(2002):

(14) [ botkhwaanchababsutthaaj] [re thii nit phiutwaa choomskii khiian ;] chii  On Phases.
paper CLF last THil Nit say comp Chomsky write name
‘The last paper that Nit said that Chomsky wrote is “On Phdses

This sentence can have two interpretations based on the ségptthaaj ‘last.” The first is that Nit named
several papers that Chomsky has written, and that the Ipst flzat she named was ‘On Phases.” The second
interpretation is that Nit made an explicit claim about tlaggrs that Chomsky has written, namely, that the
most recent or final paper that he wrote was ‘On Phases.’

These two readings can be characterized as a ‘high’ and aréawliing depending on which embedded
clausesutthaaj ‘last’ is interpreted in.Bhatt (2002 argues that analogous English examples necessitate a
head-raising analysis of RCs due to the interpretatiorgirements of ‘last” Thus, the evidence in (14)
corroborates the evidence from idioms and quantifiers ti@ &an be derived by movement of the head
noun from a CP-internal position in Thai.

2.3 Deriving relative clauses witth1i

This section lays out a detailed analysis of RCs in Thai. €lihe analysis dfhii on analogy with analyses
of whrin-situ in Thai and Chinese. | then extend the analysis toawct for the movement and reconstruction
effects presented in the previous sections.

9An alternative account would involve Quantifier Raising (@Rt of the RC. But as QR is generally clause-bound (@egnhart
1997, an analysis involving reconstruction is to be preferféddependently supported.
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Tsai (1999 argues that in sitwh-arguments in Chinese are unselectively bound by a Q-apeirat
C, following similar analyses of Engliswh-in situ (Pesetsky 1987 Simple evidence for this position in
Chinese comes from the fact that this operator appearsiypearthe clause-final particiee (Cheng 199).
Ruangjaroor{2005 pursues a similar analysis of Thah-in situ, where a Q-operator in C probes to find an
indefinitewh-element.

| take relative complementizers in Thai to be the RC equivalef the Q-operator which occurs in
guestions. These relative complementizers bear a [+prRed}i(1990 or [A] feature Adger and Ramchand
2009 (cf. Cheng and Sybesma 2086r Mandarin), interpreted as Predicate Abstraction (selewv).°
Following Adger and Ramchan(®005), thii is also postulated to bear edfdep] feature which establishes
a coindexation relationship with an unvalued[l] feature borne on a goal via the Agree mechanism of
Chomsky (2000 2001). The bearer of [b: ] is the tail of theA-chain created by relativization. In my
analysis, [b: ] can occur on both pronouns (15-a) and lexical noun phréise$); Adger and Ramchand
only allow the former.

(15) a. fep thﬂ[/\,lD:deq -+ Proyip: 7 - - ]
b.  [cpthiij, ip:dep, epp- - - NPlip: ) -]
C. [cpNPioded [c thiijn, i0:dep, epp- - - (NP) ... ]]

The analysis involving a CP-internal pronoun in (15-a) camlopted in cases not requiring reconstruction
or including a resumptive pronoun. The structures (15-tepyesent a head-raising derivation, needed to
account for instances of reconstruction. In such cabtisyould probe its complement, valuing thedfl]
feature, and triggering movement of the NP to its specifisitipm by virtue of an EPP feature aii.

The unvalued [b: ] feature must also occur on lower C (amdheads in cases of long-distance rela-
tivization in order to derive long-distance dependenciast p single phase. Complementizers introducing
finite embedded clauses within the RC are not realizethiagh Thai, but as the general complementizer
waa (e.g. (14)).1* This indicates thathii is only the exponent of the\] feature in Thai, rather than il
probes, which can also occur w@a. Evidence thatvaa can realize [b:dep] comes from the ability ofda
to introduce embeddedh-questions (cfRuangjaroon 2005

Adger and Ramchan2005 argue that locality constraints follow from the inabiliby Agree to probe
into a completed phase, rather than movement itself. Thessdarch operation triggered by the unvalued
[ID: ] feature on the relativized NP or pronoun is sufficient toaet for the locality restrictions observed
on relativization in sectiof.1 If so, once all instances oftjt ] are valued, a process which would proceed
phase-by-phase, the derivation of the RC would be com@eidthe RC could be merged with an external
NP. This would complete the derivation of RCs with a basexgded pronoun, as in (15-a).

In the head-raising analysis, a movement-triggering ERRife must occur othii as well as on inter-
mediate C-heads in cases of long-distance relativizafiéra):

(16) a.  [cplc thiip, Ip:dep, EPP- - - [cpWaaip: , EPR .- NPRip: ... 11l
b [cp NPyoe [c thiiz, 1:ep, pp- - [cp <NP> [c' Waaip:dep, EPP - - -(NP> .l
A
|

|
After the NP moves, the CP must merge with the noun phrase dwbwWhile one could assume that
the relative CP merges with a nulPDas inKayne (1994, an alternative would be to folloBhatt (2002,

1%Huang(2006) presents a novel analysis for Chineebased on the idea thde derives ane)-typed clause in order to match
the type of the head noun, which is assumed to be a kind, alsgpef(e), following Chierchia(1998. This remains a viable
alternative for Thai, given the substantial similaritiegtie nominal syntax of the two languages, but several aspéthe current
proposal would need to be rethought.

11This fact distinguishes Thai from languages such as Iristeras embedded complementizers can be identical to théveelat
complementizer in the top clausél¢Closkey 200
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Aoun and Li(2003), and others, in allowing NP to reproject above CP:

(17) NP

/\
NP cpP
/\
(NP) c

/\

C TP

‘ A
i ...(NP) ...

The [A] feature onthii triggers Predicate Abstraction, the semantic rule for Rth&tion. Predicate Ab-
straction creates a one-place predicate abstracted oagiahle in the base position of the head NP (18-b).
The head-raising analysis directly accounts for the recoctson facts under the assumption that any copy
of an A-chain can be interpreted. Whether the higher or lower cofpthe head NP is interpreted deter-
mines whether reconstruction applies; the other copy itel@! If the head NP is interpreted internal to the
CP, as is required by the cases of reconstruction aboveirtegreted by Trace ConversioRdx 2003,
which allows for reconstruction by virtue of the fact thag flexical content of the head NP is retained with
the lower copy (18-c). If the RC-external copy of the head Blihierpreted, then the RC-internal copy is
deleted, replaced by a simple variable. The abstractedoatedhen combines with the RC-external head,
a property, by Predicate Modification, essentially setrggetion (18-d):

(18)  a. nansii[cp thiijz eppip:dey Nit stu <nél]sii>“D:] maa]

book THII Nit buy book ASP

‘a/the book that Nit bought’
b.  =[np (b0OK [cp AX .Nit bought(book;) ] Predicate Abstraction
C.  =AXq-bought(Nit,iy[book{)Ay = X)) Reconstruction via Trace Conversion
d.  =AXg-book(x)\ bought(Nit,x) No reconstruction, Predicate Modification

Regardless of which copy of the head NP is interpreted, tleeofdhii is clear: it establishes a dependency
with the RC internal gap, and it abstracts a predicate owarghp'®

2.4 Gapless and headless relatives
Thai allows so-called gapless RCs, like other languagdsiditgy Swiss Germanvan Riemsdijk 2008
Chinese Cheng and Sybesma 200@nd Japanes&(no 1973:

(29) [\p chutkhriankéew [rc thii khawtham kéew haaj paj sdon baj ]] penkhdogkhwan
set crystal THII 3P CAUS glassdisappeaPRFtwo CLF BE gift
tegpaan  khaw
wedding3p

120bject quantifiers that are reconstructed into a RC (€18)) must be interpreted in a Quantifier-Raised position withia
RC. QR can feed relativization as both operations are cds&smmvement.

13several issues have been glossed over in this discussaimgeio the inner mechanisms of Trace Conversion and teepire-
tation of bare nouns in Thai, whidbiriyawiboon(201Q ch. 3) andlenks(2011, ch. 3) argue are interpreted as kinds. If properties
and kinds are freely accessible via the ‘nom’ and ‘pred’ tghéting operators, the proposal above is compatible witmd-based
analysis of Thai noungdhierchia 19841998 Partee 198)
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‘The crystal set that he lost two glasses is his wedding ptése (Hoonchamlong 1991p. 181)

While they have been called ‘gaplesslponchamlong1991) argues that RCs contain a null ‘ProPP’ gap
in these cases. In (19) the ProPP would be the null equivalefriom it’, ‘it' coindexed with the relative
head. Similarlyvan Riemsdijk(2003 observes that gapless RCs involve association of the hmauwith
an adjunct in the RC?

The analysis of RCs in the previous section can also be extetwheadless, or free, ROskhiyom
1982, p. 62-65;Hoonchamlong 1991p. 179-180):

(20) a. thii khunhén_ khii tik ‘Sears’
THII you seeecsPECbuilding
‘What you see in front of you is the Sears Tower.’
b. chan maj chia thii khunbdok
1P.SG NEG believeTHIl 2 tell ec
‘| don't believe what you said’ Kloonchamlong 1991p. 179-180)

However,thii in these examples can be preceded by dummy nouns:

(21) a. sip thii khunhén_ khii tik ‘Sears’
thing THII you seeecsPEChuilding
‘What you see in front of you is the Sears Tower.’
b. chan maj chia siy thii khunbdok
1P.SG NEG believething THII 2P  tell ec
‘| don't believe what you said’ Kloonchamlong 1997p. 180-181)

Thus, it is not implausible that the free relatives in (2@ headed by a null element as well, and that these
are, in fact, headed RCs (¢troos and van Riemsdijk 1981

2.5 The optionality othii in subject RCs
In an early study of RCs in Thakuno and Wongkhomthon(L981hy KW) discovered thathii is obligatory
in Thai RCs with the exception of subject relatives:

(22) a. khon [ge (thii) _ sii nagsii l@Bm nii ]
person  THII ecbuybook cCLF this
‘people who bought this book’ (KW, p. 198)
b. sigp [rc*(thii) khon sii _ ]
thing THII  personbuy ec
‘things that people buy’ (KW, p. 205)

As pointed out by KW, this situation is the exact oppositehaf bne found in English, where complemen-
tizers are only obligatory in subject RCs.

In addition to being restricted to subject position, theiptetation of RCs withoutii is different from
RCs withthii. The following contrast illustrates the difference:

141t is interesting that languages that allow gapless RCsamsistently those languages where the relative operatovasiant
regardless of the category or case properties of the gas gémeralization is trivially true for Japanese, which faekrelative
operator altogether, but does non-trivially hold for Clsi@eand Thai, as we have seen, as well as Swiss German, whigh use
wo ‘where’ regardless of the category of the head. That Swissn@e and Thai use transparently locative operators malkes th
postulation of a null ProPP or PP gap all the more plausibsiagh cases.
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(23) a. phdom maychdop [np khon thii sup  burii ]
1P.SG.M NEG like personTHil smokecigarettes
‘I don't like people who smoke.br ‘I don't like the people who are smoking.’
b. phdm maychdop [np khon sup  burii ]
1P.SG.M NEG like personsmokecigarettes
‘I don't like people who smoke.’ (KW, p. 221)

The RC modifying the object in (23-a) can either refer to tkeegic class of smokers or people who are
smoking in a particular situation. That is, the sentenceeitier mean that | don't like smokers in general,
or that | don't like a particular person or group of people vitappen to be smoking at the next table. When
thii is absent, as in (23-b), only the generic meaning is availabl

This same contrast explains the unacceptability of thefotig example withouthii:

(24) phdm may chdop [np khon *(thii) sub  burii naykhana? thii aacaankamlan sdon ]
1P.SG.M NEG like person THII smokecigarettesn momentthatteacheProG teach
‘I don'’t like people who smoke while teachers are teaching.’ (KW, p. 221)

The group denoted by the RC is not a well established kind, dikokers, but is restricted to smokers in a
particular situation. Because the property denoted by tbelées not refer to the general property of being
a smokerthii must introduce it.

In summary, two properties related to the omissionthiif should follow from any analysis. Firsthii
is only optional with subject RCs, and secottdi-less subject RCs must be interpreted generically. If RCs
without thii as barevP participles adjoined to NP :

(25) a. NP b. Ax[persorix) AsmokeXx,cigs)]
on up burii :

smoke cigarettes

As (25-b) illustratesthii can be absent in subject relatives because the type f already the same as the
type of RCs, as the subject position is unsaturated. Theteipks can be directly composed with the head
noun by Predicate Modification, without any need for thetiedaoperator associated withii. Because it

is a @, whenthii is present, the TP projection requiring subjects would l@sgmt as well. This subject
position would then need to be abstracted ovethiliyin subject relatives. The generic interpretation of RCs
without thii also suggests that they lack the tense semantics assowittethe TP projection. Thus, the
optionality ofthii in subject RCs follows directly from the proposal that it isekative complementizer.

3. Noun Complement Clauses as Propositional Modifiers

The proposal thatii is an operator, while natural for RCs, makes its presencetmn+tomplement clauses
(NCCs) a puzzle. This is because the nominal associate M@t is not obviously associated with a gap
in the NCC, and NCCs themselves are traditionally analyzé@s modifiers, but nominal complements. A
further puzzle is the fact thalii co-occurs with the complementizes&ain NCCs, as we saw in example
(2). In this section | argue that despite the lack of a gap, NC@sldtbe analyzed both as clausal predicates
and modifiers, making the presencetldf therein unsurprising.
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First, section3.1 presents arguments that Thai NCCs do not have the syntaxhgilements. Section
3.2 focuses on the contribution of the complementi@i, arguing that it functions to derive argumental
propositions, of typee), from propositions, followingChierchia(1984) and Potts(2002. Following this
observation, sectiof3.3 demonstrates that the propositional nouns that occur WiltC$ such as ‘idea’
and ‘rumor,’ are properties of propositions. Sectibd presents the analysis of NCCs in Thai as clausal
modifiers. SectiorB.5 addresses an asymmetry between NCCs and RCs, unexpectedti@dgresent
analysis, and suggests that it follows from the specificalimature of NCCs.

3.1 Noun-complement clauses are not complements
This section presents evidence that NCCs \tiifin are not syntactic complements of the noun they are
associated with. There are three arguments. First, the ofdelatives and NCCs relative to the noun is
restricted, but not in the way that we would expect if NCCsaveomplements: NCCs must follow RCs.
Second, a classifier, which is a functional projection ofriban, can intervene between the head noun and
NCCs. Third, instances of genuine clausal complementatitinn the noun phrase, such as complements
of event nominals, occur withotitii. All of these facts are compatible with an analysis of NCCeslagsal
modifiers, which is presented in sectignl.

| begin with a puzzle. While RCs can precede NCCs as in (2@@&urring directly adjacent to the
noun, NCCs cannot precede RCs (26-b):

(26) a. chanmaj chio [np khdawdii [rethii chan day-yin  mio-chaaw-nii ] [ncc thii
1P.SG NEG believe  rumor THil 1P.sGhear ectime-morning-this THil
waa khawca? jaaj baan]]
compP 3P PROSPmMovehouse
‘I don’t believe the rumor that | heard this morning that heiove.’

b. *chan maj chio [np khdawtii [yccthli waa khawca? jdaj baan ] [rcthii chan
1P.SG NEG believe  rumor THil COMP 3P  IRR movehouse THIl 1P.SG
day-yin _ mio-chaaw-nii ]|
hear ectime-morning-this
‘I don’t believe the rumor that he’ll move that | heard this mimg.

The requirement that RCs intervene between nouns and N@@&les a compelling argument that NCCs
are not complements, which form tight constituents withrteelecting head in Thaidénks 201,lsection
2.1)16 This restriction is somewhat puzzling, however. If both NG®d RCs are nominal modifiers, why
should they not be able to order freely? | return to this qaesh section3.5.

15This fact was discovered by an anonymous reviewer; eanliEtsiindicated that either order of NCC or relative waswaéid.
The survey discussed above (ff).confirmed that NCCs must follow relatives in Thai.

16Attentive readers may have noticed both English glossegdhdre grammatical. The difference may follow from the hvai
ability of extraposition in English, but not in Thai, as demstrated in the following example:

27) a. chanhen[ypdek [cpthii khruu khiijtii ___]] mio-chaaw-nii
1rp.sGsee child THII teachelPRFhitEC  time-morning-this
‘I saw the child that the teacher hit this morning.’
b. *chan hen[ypdek tj] mio-chaaw-nii [cpthli khruu khiij ti ___],
1lrp.sGsee child  time-morning-this  THil teachePRF hit EC

This suggests that the NCC-RC order in English may be duee@thilability of extraposition for the RC, a topic | leave fo
future research. Another puzzle is that in Mandarin Chinesehich RCs and complement clauses appear on the left, leonemt
clauses must occuloserto the noun that the RCS{mpson 2008 This is a puzzle both for the analysis here and the propnsal
section3.5.



Generalized clausal modifiers 13

A further argument that NCCs are not complements comes frarability for bare (non-quantified)
classifiers to intervene between the head noun and the NCi@stamce of whaflenks(2011, ch. 5) terms
the Classifier-Modifier Construction. Prepositional pbesgelative clauses, and adjectives can also occur
after a bare classifier in this construction. Below, thesifas riay ‘story, matter, , occurs in this position:

(28) chan maj chio [npkhaawtiiriay [cpthii waa khawca? jaaj baan ]|
1P.SG NEG believe  rumor  CLFP™©P THII COMP 3P PROSPmMovehouse
‘| don't believe the rumor that he’s going to move’

Because classifiers are usually analyzed as functionaggirops of the noun in Thai (e.genks 2011
Piriyawiboon 2010Simpson 2005Visonyanggoon 2000the ability of this projection to intervene between
the noun and an NCC is at odds with the idea that the NCC is ser sif N

A third argument that NCCs are adjuncts comes from factda@lto different kinds of nominalizing
morphology in Thai. While in earlier examples | translatbé nounkhwaam-kft as ‘idea,’ its literal
meaning is ‘thought,” as it is derived from the vdthit ‘think’ via the derivational prefixkhwaam'sense,
essence.” The distribution &hwaamis restricted, as it only combines with adjectives and \&tatierbs,
deriving abstract nouns. Another nominalizing morphemghai iskaan This prefix, also a noun meaning
‘fact, matter, combines with verbs referring to activitiand derives event nominalizatiosHass(1964
p. 29) observes that nominalizations resulting frkean have essentially the same flavor as English
ing gerunds do. When transitive verbs are nominalizeckésn their objects occur directly after them,
unmarked:

(29)  [pp kaan-khiiancot-maaj] naabia
KAAN -write letters  boring
‘Writing letters is boring.’

Returning to our discussion of NCCs, verbs it ‘think’ can occur with both kinds of nominalization,
though only nominalizations formed wikthwaamrequirethii:

(30) a. khwaam-khit [cp*(thli) waa khruu khuantii nakrian]
KHWAAM -think ~ THil comp teachershouldhit student
‘the idea/thought that teachers should hit students’
b. kaan-khit [cp (*thli) waa khruu khuantii nakrian]
KAAN-think  THII cowmpteacheishouldhit student
‘thinking that teachers should hit students’

Thus, while the clause accompanykigvaam-khiis a typical NCC introduced bnii-wéaa, the complement
of thekaanrnominalization resembles a verb-complement clause(8gf. This follows the general pattern
observed fokaannominalizations observed in (29), in that the form of thenptement does not change if
the verb is nominalized. It is clear, then, that clause®thiced bythii differ in some crucial way from true
clausal complements.

Adopting a Distributed Morphology analysis of nominaligimorphemes as categorigaheads Arad
2003 Embick and Marantz 20Q8we can account for the difference betwédnvaamandkaanby propos-
ing they combine with different kinds of elements. Whilewaamcombines directly with a rootkaan
combines with the verhkhit after it has taken its CP complement:

17For more on the distribution of two prefixes, seesithrathsin(1996 2006).
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(31) a. nP b. nP
/\ /\
nP CP f“ vP
A
n/\\/ thii kaan v VP
khwaam khit Vv CP

| —_
khit waa...

This analysis captures the semantic generalizatiorki@inominalizations include an event whiktbwaam
nominalizations do not, supplemented by the assumptidrotiianon-stative verbs introduce everitsdtzer
1995.

In summary, the requirement that NCCs follow RCs, the abibit classifiers to intervene between
between nouns and NCCs, the distinct behavidaaihandkhwaamnominalizations, and the morphlogical
similarity between RCs and NCCs, all support the view thatOd@re not complements of the nouns they
occur with, but adjuncts.

3.2 Propositional arguments
As indicated in the previous section, the complementiza usually introduces finite clausal complements
of verbs (see sectiofi.1for a discussion of some exceptions):

(32) chan khit [cp*(waad) Waanca? jaaj baan ]
1p.sGthink  comp WaanPROSPmMovehouse]
‘| think that Waan is going to move.’

Why iswaanecessary here? As a starting point, | tak&to be [+Fin], the head of the FinP Bfizzi (1997).

This proposal alone is insufficient, failing to account floe ibsence ofidain finite RCs, for example.
Chierchia(1984) proposes that complementizers are hominalization opexrdbr propositions.Potts

(2002 implements this idea via theom/" type shift ofChierchia(1984), specially defined for propositions:

(33)  If pe Dy, then™(p) =[ixP:Vwe p:w < xP]and"P(p) € D). (Potts 2002p. 57)

The conditional clause on the left in (33) restricts the sgpeed propositionaNoM function to the domain
of propositions. The output afom is of type (e), as we see in the right hand side of the definition. Thus,
the overall effect of this operator is to convert a propositia function from worlds to truth values, into
the maximal set of worlds in which the proposition is true eTloperator is a definiteness operator, a kind
of choice function which binds the sorted varialse defined for propositions, and selects the maximum
plurality from the set denoted by the proposition. The nedokrt of the equation ensures maximality: if a
world is in p, then that world is a subpart(] of xP. The subpart operation is as definedLyk (1983.

If waais the morphological realization of theoperator for clauses, it is clear winaais necessary for
CP to function as an argument:
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(34) a. VP b. Ay[think(y,[WAAN-wILL -MOVE])]
\% CP
| \% [WAAN-WILL -MOVE]
khit /\ |
¢ TP AxAyithink(y, X T
‘ ylthink(y, x)] o
Waa - “\naanca? jaaj baan ﬂ‘p

Awjwill.move,(WAAN)]

The bracketed proposition [MAN-WILL -MOVE] represents a propositional individual which serves as the
internal argument of the verkhit “think.” This analysis can be seen as a semantic implementaif
Szabolcsi(1994)'s claim that complementizers are the clausal correlat®,os both C and D serve as
subordinators that allow these categories to function gisnaents-®

To summarizewaaserves two functions in this analysis: finiteness markirgyagument formation. If
waais an argument-forming operator, it provides the first pathe explanation for whyvaa is absent in
RCs: RCs are not arguments. The following section preseitserce that NCCs are not nominal arguments
either, leading to an account for wiiyli must be present in NCCs.

3.3 Propositional properties

Stowell (1981, pp. 197-203) argues, based on semantic observationd\@@s are not internal arguments
of propositional nouns such as “thought” and “rumor.” Heevgs that these nouns denote properties which
hold of propositions? The status of these nouns as properties is shown in that twy as predicates in
copular sentences such as (35-a), while NCCs occur in spe@ifnal/equative copular sentences, as in
(35-b) Higgins 1973 Potts 2002 Stowell 198):

(35) a. Thathe’s going to move is (just) a rumor.
b. The rumor is that he’s going to move.

Simple evidence that (35-a) is predicational while (35s3pecificational in English is the distribution of
articles: the predicate nominal in (35-a) is indefiriitewe can conclude that propositional nouns such as
rumor can be interpreted as tyge t), as properties of propositions.

In Thai the distinction between predicational versus djpational/equative copular sentences is quite
clear, as they are distinguished by different lexical cagdluno and Wongkhomthong 198)Ldn (36) the
nominalkhdaw-ii ‘rumor’ functions as a predicative noun.

(36) [thii [cpwaa khawca? jaaj baan ]] pen[np khaawidi ]
THII compP 3P PROSPmMovehouse BE news-rumor
‘That he’s going to move is a rumor.’

The copulapenin Thai only takes predicative houns as complements. Toerefve can conclude that
khaaw-ii, and by extension other propositional nouns, are propentach can be predicated of sentential

185eeChierchia(1984) andPotts(2002 for additional arguments that CPs are sometimes of tghe

19Grimshaw(1990) argues that nouns such as ‘thought’ are ambiguous betvegent' and ‘result’ nominals, and that the former
cases do take an internal argument. The arguments below @octhe Thai counterparts of ‘result’ nominals. ‘Rumor’ ig@od
choice in Thai because it is not deverbal, bukéllvaamnominalizations should qualify under the analysis in sechi. 1.

20Mikkelsen (2005 argues that subject noun phrases in specificational causéhe rumor’ in (35-b) — are still properties,
and that their definiteness is required for informationdtrcal reasons.
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subjects as in (36}

In contrast, CPs can occur as bare complements of the sp#icifial/equative copulkhii. These com-
plements can optionally be introduced W§a as long as it is followed by a pause, though some speakers
find these examples degraded. Howetkdr,can never occur followinghii, as shown in (39-b).

(39) a. [wpkhaawdi ] khii [cp "waa)khawca?  jaaj baan ]
News-rumor EQ compP 3P  PROSPmMovehouse
‘The rumor is that he’s going to move.’
b. *[np khdawiii ] khii [cpthii (waa) khawca?  jaaj baan ]
news-rumor EQ THil COMP3P PROSPMovehouse

| take predicational copula to be transitive predicatescivitéke predicative objects, of tyge t), and
referential subjects, of typge).?? Following the semantic analysis of specificational clausedikkelsen
(2009, | consider specificational clauses headedhiy to be the inverse cases, transitive predicates which
take predicative subjects and referential objects.

(40) a. [per] =APeyAXe[PX)
b. [[khii]] =A X<e>A P<e7t) [P(X)]

Thus, propositional nouns are properties, while CPs withidgiu are referential. This analysis provides a
natural account of the fact that only referential noun pésasan followkhii (Kuno and Wongkhomthong
19819. | follow the spirit of Heycock and Kroci{1998 1999 in analyzing both predicational and speci-
ficational structures as base-generated, rather thanrgthve latter from the former by inversion, though
little rests on this assumption here:

21Example (36) demonstrates that sentential subjects maat edth thii. | take this as an indication that the subject in (36-a)

is a noun phrase, rather than a CP. The simplest argumetmigardnclusion is that a ‘dummy’ noun/classifigiy ‘story, matter,
can be inserted in (36) befotkii:

(37) [Npriag thii [cpwAa khawca? jaaj baan ]] pen[np khaawiii ]
mattertHil COMP3P PROSPMovehouse BE news-rumor
‘That he’s going to move is a rumor.’

The same facts hold for non-copular sentences with seateutbjects:

(38) a. [np (tiay) thii [cpwaa khawca? jaaj baan ]] (man)jée maak
matterTHl comMP3P PROSPMovehouse it badvery
‘That he’s going to move is terrible.’

b. *[cpwaa khawca? jaaj baan ] (man)jée maak
comMpP3pP PROSPmMovehouse it badvery

If thii is absent, the resulting clause headedMéais ungrammatical (38-b). The straightforward explanatibihis fact is that
the dummy nominatiay can be elided in these contexts, but is always structuraéigent. This entails that subjects must be noun
phrases in Thai, a&lrenga(2005 suggests for English.

22Because nouns may denote kinds in THfigawiboon 2010Jenks 201), the nourpencan be seen as taking a nominal kind
as its complement, and shifting it up to a property. Seaks 2011p. 173) for a sketch of this view.
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(41) a. PredP b. SpecP
o 2
/\ NP Sped
NP Pred (et) (ett)
<e> <e’t> | /\
/\ /\ N Spec cP
NP cp Pred NP e et (&)
‘ /\ <et7 <evt>> <e’t> rumor | ‘ | <
N & Sp | | khii C
\ \ PN pen N |
0 thi C ... | (waa)
L ‘rumor’
waa

To conclude, CPs headed lmaa are argumental, while propositional nouns are propertiésthing has
been said about the requirement ttidit occur with NCCs, to which we now turn.

3.4 NCCs as modifiers

In section2 thii was analyzed as a relative complementizer, interpretedaslada-operator. Two deriva-
tions were considered for RCs, both of which resulted incstmes where the CP was effectively adjoined
to NP. Evidence that NCCs are not complements was presentatiion3.1, suggesting that the standard
analysis of RCs as NP adjuncts can be generalized to NCCs.

A loose end in this analysis is haii andwaa can be accommodated in the phrase structure of NCCs,
where both occurRizzi (1997 proposes that there are two types of C-heads, Raod Firf, and that the
latter are structurally higher than the former. Its cotielawith finiteness indicates tha@ais in the lower
Fin® position, whilethii is in Forcé, just as Rizzi proposes for relative complementizers:

(42) a. chanmaj chbop khwaam-khit thii waa khruu khuantii dek
1rP.sG NEG like idea TH1I comp teachershouldhit child
‘I don't like the idea that the teacher has hit children.’

b. NP
NP ForceP
|
N
| Forc FinP
khwaam-khit P
thii ,
F|n[+f,n] TP

waa  “phruu khuan ti dek

Thus, thii andwaa map transparently into Rizzi's articulated left periphe@ur final puzzle relates to the
status ofthii, which was argued to bind a CP-internal variable or trace @s.RAs there is no equivalent
empty category fothii to bind in NCCs, it is not clear what its function is in suchesas

In the last two sections, howevevaa was argued to serve as a nominalizer, and it was further drgue
that propositional nouns were properties of propositiafigype (e,t). We are now in a position to under-
stand whythii is necessary before NCCs: propositional houns cannot ecabiectly with a nominalized
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proposition, such as those headeda@a, as this would produce an expression of type

(43) a. *khwaam-khitvaa khruu khuantii dek

idea compteachershouldhit child
b, = NP
(t)
NP CP
(et) (e
kwaam-khit
Axideax)] C TP
<<s,t‘>,e> (s;t)
waa

AY["PyY]  khruu khuan tii dék
Aw[hity(TEACHER)(CHILD))]

Without thii, the NCC would saturate the the propositional noun, regulti an anomalous noun phrase of
type (t). Instead, NCCs and propositional nouns must compose vididate Modification, the semantic
rule which combined RCs with their head in sectib(cf. Moulton 2009 p. 28). This is wher¢hii comes
in.

Before RCsthii abstracts a property over the trace of the relative head.A@#\thii must produce a
property based on the content of the proposition itselfloohg Potts(2002 ex. 41), | take these latter
cases to require the application IOfENT, which a rule which derives predicates from argumeftsrige
1986). The definition ofiDENT is given below:

(44) IDENT(X) = Ayly =X

This analysis can incorporate Adger and Ramchafidis | features used for RCs. Assume that the two
pieces ofiDENT are split two piecesthii is [ID : deg, as before, whilevaaitself beargIp: | which must
be valued by Agree. Whewaa receives thélD : deg feature, the Force node must introduce a variable,
which is bound bythii due to its [\] feature. It is striking that the effect of this rule is sermeally identical
to Trace Conversion.

WhenIDENT applies to the propositional individual, we get the righgule a complex predicate of type
(e,t) which can be combined with the propositional noun by Preditbodification (=PM). Below a partial
interpretation 0f42) under this analysis is provided:



Generalized clausal modifiers 19

(45) a. NP,
(et)
NPy ForceP
(et) (et)
A
khwaam-k"it
Ax[idea(x)] Force FinP
(e <T,t>> (€
thii
A xAyly=X Fin TP
<<S,t‘>,e> (st)
waa
AY["Py]  khruu khuan tii dek
Awlhity(TEACHER)(CHILD))]
b. (i) [FinP]=]y=[TEACHER-SHOULD-HIT-CHILDREN]] (by IDENT-A)
(i) [ForceR = Ayly = [TEACHER-SHOULD-HIT-CHILDREN]] (by IDENT-B)
(iii)  [NPy] = Ax[idea(x)\[X = [TEACHER-SHOULD-HIT-CHILDREN]|]]  (by PM)

In the output of this derivation, the NP as a whole has the dgpeeas the propositional noun, typet).
An alternative implementation would be to simply alltivii in NCCs to be interpreted aseNT when there
is no variable available in its complement.

The benefit of this account is that it explains wkéais absent in RCs. Becaus@asemantically ‘seals
off’ the clause below it as a reified proposition, the presesiovaa in RCs would block the ability ofhii
to abstract a predicate over one of the arguments of its comait?®

3.5 The ordering restriction on NCCs and relatives

In section3.1, NCCs were shown to obligatorily follow RCs in Thai. This isaxpected under the analysis
above, as NCCs and RCs are both adjuncts, and both have thecategory and interpretation with respect
to the head noun. Another related problem is that NCCs anddRfDses cannot be coordinated, as shown
by the following example:

23An anonymous reviewer has pointed out that the nominalikereaamand kaan introduced in sectior8.1, can function
directly as the heads of apparent NCCs, though these casex adwolve the complementizevaa

(46) a. kaan thii khawlaa?ook tham-hajphuan oy
KAAN THII 3P quit cause friend confused
‘That he quit confused his friends.’
b. khwaam thii khaw hiw tham-h&jphuaan oy
KHWAAM THil 3P hungrycause friend confused
‘That he was hungry confused his friends.’

As kaanis the nominalizer for events ahdhwaanfor states, in (46) the two nominalizers occur before everdnd stative clauses,
respectively. This indicates that in these cab@smight not be abstracting over the proposition or an argunimitrather over the
event or state variable inside each clause. Such an analsiggested bizheng and Sybesn{2006) for related facts in Chinese.
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(47) *chan m@j chdop [np khaawdii [nccthii waa khawca?  jaaj baan ] 1€? [rethli chan
1P.SG NEG like rumor THIl coMP3P PROSPMovehouse and  THII 1P.SG
day-yinmio.chaaw.nii ]
hear time.morning.this
*| don't like the rumor that he’ll move and that | heard thisonming.’

The analysis above incorrectly predicts that this cootthnashould be grammatical because both RCs and
NCCs are CPs headed Hvii.
Another difference between NCCs and RCs is that only therlatin be stacked:

(48) a. chanmdj chdop [np [Np Maa[cpthii dek tii ]] [cpthli haw méaak]]]
1P.SG NEG like dog  THII child hit THII barka.lot
‘I don't like dogs that children hit that bark a lot.’
b. *chan maj chdop [np [np Khdawidii [yccthli waa Nitca?  laa?dok caaknaan ]] [ nce
1P.SG NEG like rumor THil coMP Nit PROSPresign from work
thii waa khawca? jaaj baan ]
THIl COMP3P  PROSPMovehouse

Again, this is unexpected if NCCs are adjuncts, which gdlyesfiow recursion. To summarize, then, NCCs
must occur inside of RCs, they cannot be coordinated with, BRENCCs cannot iterate, all contrary to the
predictions of the analysis above which takes NCCs to benatu

| propose that these restrictions on NCCs are due to a serr@mistraint which states that restrictive
modification must be informative. For example, the abilifyRCs to iterate is rooted in the recursive
definition of Predicate Modification, which takes two prdpe and returns a complex property. Unlike
RCs, however, NCCs are distinct from RCs because they esthérapplication ofbENT, which produces
properties which uniquely identify one individual. Thiscaants for the unacceptability of NCC recursion,
which produces truth conditions requiring different prsitions to be identical:

(49) a. [NPin (48-a] = Ax[dog(x)\hit(child,x)Abarks(x)
b. *[NPin (48-b)] = Ax[idea(x)\[x = [NIT-WILL-MOVE]] A [X = [NIT-WILL -RESIGN]]

The truth conditions in (49-b), resulting from multiple N€Gnfelicitously identifies the relevant “rumor”
with two separate propositional individuals, due to mudtippplications ofDENT. No such problem is
encountered in (49-a), however, as there is no conflict ingahdwing both properties denoted by the two
RCs.

With this restriction in mind, | attribute the restrictiom ordering RCs before NCCs to semantics; RCs
combine with nouns before NCCs because restrictive motditanust be informative. After the NCC
combines with the head noun, the relevant proposition hes laentified, further modification is no longer
informative. This amounts to an appeal against applyingiiPage Modification to a singleton sets. In other
words, specification must occur higher in the structure tiestriction?*

24Evidence that modification must be informative comes froenstiangeness of modifying properties that are alreadyueniq

(50) a. #The president that lives in the White House
b. #My nose that is on my face

Both noun phrases above only make sense in contexts witlipheytresidents or noses. NCCs do not allow this pragmasicuiag
because the NCC serves to associate the NCC with a partmalpositional individual.
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In summary, the analysis dfii as an operator introduced in the analysis of RCs can be esdetud
NCCs, withthii shifting an argumental CP into a property MieNT. The purpose athii in both NCCs and
RCs is to abstract a predicate from a clause, thereby alipthia clause to be composed with the noun by
Predicate Modification.

4. Other Environments for Thii

In this section the analysis proposed fbti in the last two sections is shown to account for the use of
thii in three environments which do not obviously resemble RGE resun complement clauses: verb-
complements, contrastive specificational clefts, anditifes.

4.1 Verb complement clauses wilfii
Ekniyom (1982 observes that certain verbs can take complements heatied lgythii or waa:

(51) a. Jjaaj khonnanché#a waa saamii maj khooj ndokcaj kee 10oj
womancLF thatbelievecomp husbandNEG PRF cheat 3r at-all
‘That woman believes ithe notionthat her husband never cheats behind her back.’

b. jaaj khonnanchi#a thii saamii maj khooj ndokcaj kee 109j
womancLF thatbelieveTHIl husbandNEG PRF cheat 3P at-all
‘That woman believes ithe factthat her husband never cheats behind her backZkniffom
1982 p. 74)

The glosses indicate the different interpretations cpoading to the choice of complementizer: the clause
introduced bythii presupposes the truth of the embedded clause while thaseuiced bywéaa do not. In
their classic analysis of factive claus&$parsky and Kiparsky1970 conjecture that the difference between
factive and non-factive complement clauses should be estw the presence of a null nominal head in
factives. Adopting a null nominal head to explain factivity(51-b) is appealing, a$ii has been shown to
occur more generally in noun phrase internal clausal maslifie

Supporting evidence for this analysis comes from the faat thethii complement in (51-b) can be
followed bywaa and preceded by the nouiy ‘story, matter’ with no change in meaning:

(52) jaaj khonnanchéa rion thii wAa s@amii maj khooj ndokcaj kee looj
womancLF thatbelievemattertHil comMmP husbandNEG PRF cheat 3P at-all
‘That woman believes in the fact that her husband never shetind her back.’

Thus, the factivity of verbal complements introducedtbly can be attributed to their status as concealed
NCCs. The trigger for the factive presupposition is the ngun, whose presence, even if covert, necessi-
tates the inclusion ahii.?®

4.2 Contrastive clefts
Ruangjaroor(2005 ch. 4) examines the structure and interpretation of castte clefts in Thai:

25Alternatively, Haegeman antrogdi (2010 argue that factive clauses aeferential clauses which involve the movement of
some operator to clause initial position. The Thai factsvalmould be transparently mapped onto this proposaiioif was such
an operator whose movement was triggered by the preserh@. of



Generalized clausal modifiers 22

(53) a. Nikthii _ pen khon tham caantsek.
Nik THII ec PREDpersoncAus platebreak
‘Nick was the one that broke the plate’
b. khrajthii _ pen khon tham caanttek.
who THII ec PREDPErsoncAuUs platebreak
‘Whowas the one that you think broke the plate?’

At first glance thii is funcitoning as a relative complementizer in these sesteas expected: it is followed
by a gap, and this gap is associated with the nominal pregékiin However, ifthii introduces a RC, and
everything followingthii is part of the RC, these sentences lack a main predicatectiiey

Ruangjaroon convicingly demonstrates that examples su8ab) are not cases of ovartrmovement.
Ruangjaroon carefully illustrates that the informatiomstural properties of (53) involve contrastive focus.
First, (53) is associated with an existential presuppmsitthat is, it is associated with the presupposition
‘someone broke the plate’. Second, the sentences in (53saaeiated with a uniqueness presupposition:
there is only one person that broke the plate. Last, thalmitun phrase must be focused in such examples.

In the structure provided by Ruangjarog@enfunctions as a main predicate, whiék thii or khraj thii
is its subject. She claims thdiii in these examples functions as a definite marker, given thiguaness
is a property of definiteness. In this analysis, the exampl€52) are seen as simple predicational copular
sentences.

There are several problems with this analysis. First, ibisciear why these clauses should be associated
with focus on the subject, as the subject of predicationputar clauses are not usually focused. Second, as
| take these sentences to be clefts, the absence of a RC igaated. The analysis difii as a definiteness
marker introduces more complications. First, the noungesaNik thii and *khraj thii are meaningless in
isolation. Neither cathii appear with common nouns, e.gnda tHi ‘dog THII." It is not even clear thathii
forms a constituent with the preceding noun in these exasnplast, it is strange that a definite marker would
occur with both a proper noun, which is inherently definited a wh-expression, an indefinite pronoun.

Rather than pursuing Ruangjaroon’s analysis further, padwe proposal oEkniyom (1982 which
retains the analysis d@fili as a relative complementizer as well as providing an accdourhe focus on the
subject. Ekniyom proposes that the contrastive clefts &) &e inverted specificational pseudoclefts, with
an initial copula, the specification&hii, deleted.

Ekniyom (1982 provides three arguments for this analysis. First, catitra clefts can be preceded by
the specificational copulkhii, though it is often omitted:

(54) (khii) phiuyin khonnii najla? thii chOajphajaabaaphdom.
SPECwoman CLF thisFoc THII help take-care 1
‘It is this lady who took care of me!’ Hkniyom 1982 p. 141-2)

Note that in Ekniyom’s examples there is an overt focus maiddéowing the initial noun phrase. These
markers are also optional; the noun phrases they attachetintrpreted with focus in these examples
regardless of whether the focus markers are present.

The second piece of evidence that this construction is agrtie specificational copular sentence is
that (54) can be negated. The negated counterpadtiigfwhich ismaj chdj ‘not correct’, occurs sentence-
initially: 26

?6The specificational copulkhii cannot occur under the scope of negation. Sagavate(1999 for more on the polarity
sensitivity of Thai copula.
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(55) maj chdj phauyiy khonnii 150k thii chlajphajaabaaphom.
NEG correctwoman CLF thisFoc THII help take-care 1
‘It is not this lady who helped take care of me.’ EKniyom 1982 p. 141)

Last, the sentences in (54) and (55) can occur as pseudoclefistandard SVO order where the copula
are also obligatory:

(56) a. thii chlajphajaabaaphdmkhii phauyin khonnii najla?.
THII help take-care 1p.sG SPECwoman CLF thisrFoc
‘(The person) who helped take care of me is this lady.’
b. thii chOajphajaabaaphdmmdj chaj phiuying khonnii 15ok.
THII help take-care 1P.SG NEG correctwoman CLF thisFocC
‘It is not this lady who helped take care of me.’ EKniyom 1982 p. 142-3)

In these sentences, the subject is a headless RC, which mgeexan sectior?.4to involve a deleted head.
To account for the optionality dfhii when it occurs initially, Ekniyom proposes an optional rofélnitial
Identificational Copula Deletion.’

In sum, the surprising distribution ¢ffii in contrastive clefts and the apparent absence of a main pred
cate can both be explained by Ekniyom’s proposal: thesesees are inverted specificational pseudocleft
with a deleted specificational copula. Under this analytbis,analysis ofhii as a relative complementizer
can be retained.

4.3 Infinitives as properties

In addition to occuring in factive complements of verbs andtrastive cleftsthii also occurs before in-
finitival clauses, both infinitival RCs such as (57-a) andnitifial complements of control verbs such as
(57-b):

(57) a. Nitmii nagsii thii ca?  ?aan léew
Nit hasbook THII PROSPread already
‘Nit already has a book to read.
b. Nitjaak thii ca? thamkaanbaan
Nit wantTHII PROSPdO  homework
‘Nit wants to do her homework.’

I will not discuss infinitival relatives such as (57-a) in ahgtalil, as it is clear that the analysistbfi as a
relative complementizer can be straightforwardly extehidethese examples: the head nauisii ‘book’
is identified as the object of the infinitival relative, whishabstracted over tiyii. The control complement
in (57-b) is more difficult to account for, however, as cohtmmplements are clausal arguments, rather than
nominal modifiers.

Singhapreech#2010 proposes an alaysis of control complements such as (57sp)red byKayne
(2000’s analysis of the Italian prepositional complementiderShe proposes thétii is base-generated in
a projection above the main predicaéak ‘want’ and triggers movemnt of an IP headed by the prospec-
tive/irrealis markerca? to its specifier position. Therhii moves to a higher projection, Modal(lrrealis)P,
where it triggers movement of the remnant VP to its specifier:
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(58) M(lrrealis)P
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(cf. Singhapreecha 2016x. 53)

This proposal is puzzling for two reasons. Firstftdsis not a verbal head marking aspect or modality,
it is not clear why it occupies a head position between thé elad and a modal head. Second, it is not
clear why the M(lrrealis)P is associated withii, and is the highest functional head in the matrix clause,
given 1) that the clear locus of the irrealis meaning in tieistence is the embedded clause, and 2) the clear
reflex of this meaning is the prospective mark&?, which occurs in the embedded clause.

Under the view ofthii as a relative complementizer, infinitival complements afitoa verbs can be
analyzed without these complications. Following the asialpf control inChierchia(1984 ch. 3), control
complements can be viewed as nominalized properties. &mikChierchia’s analysis, where control com-
plements are analyzed as simple VPs, we can analyze thes#ernants as full CPs, headed tbyi, and
with the caseless, subject oriented null category PRO baserated in subject position:

(59) VP
\Y, CP
| /\
jaak NP, c

ca?  tham kaanbaan

PRO is bound bythii, resulting in a property. For Chierchia, this property mih&n be nominalized to
derive an individual-typed element which can function as¢bmplement of the control verb. | leave the
implementation of this part of the analysis to further work.
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In conjunction with the analysis dhii-less relatives in sectioh.5, the proposal above can account for
the observation byenkg2006) thatthii is optional in control complements of verbs. This is becanasgrol
clauses may also occur as ‘reduced’ VP properties with aatureted subject argument as in Chierchia’s
original proposal.

In conclusion, the analysis dfii as a relative complementizer can be maintained whenevexdefes a
clause, whether itis finite or infinitival. In all of these @@nmentsthii derives a clausal predicate, allowing
the clause either to semantically combine with the head nimuRCs and noun-complement clauses, or to
satisfy the selectional requirements of a control verb.

5. AgainstThii as a Marker of Predicate Inversion

Den Dikken and Singhapreecli2004 DS) argue for a radically different approach to the syntathi. In

a comparative study of French and Thai noun phrases, DS egangtances of direct and indirect modifi-
cation of nouns by adjectives in both languages:

(60) a. une pizzachaude
a-FEM pizzahotFEM
b. une pizzade chaude

a-FEM pizzaDE hot-FEM
Both: ‘a hot pizza’ (French, DS ex. 2)

(61) a. dek keey
child smart
b. dek thii keen
child THII smart
Both: ‘the/a smart child’ (Thai, cf. DS ex. 3)

DS propose that61-b) and(60-b)involve predicate inversion (Pl), a focus-related A-moeatnoperation.
For the examples above, they argue that the particle imergéetween the noun and adjective iISMKER,

a syntactic pivot for PI. Another similarity is indicated time interpretation: botk61-b)and(60-b)can be
interpreted with contrastive focus on the adjective (thosge below for the optionality of this interpretation
for Thai).

While DS acknowledge the occurrencetldif before subject RCEL) and noun-complement clausgs,
they take this distribution to be an argument for their asialyespecially in light of the presencewda in
NCCs. They argue that both environments involve PI. Yet westseen thathii is generally obligatory in
both of these constructions; it is puzzling why an informatstructurally driven operation such as Pl would
be obligatory. In the two following subsections | will shotat the Pl-based analysis is also problematic
because of its assumptions about Thai noun phrase struidrbecause of the general distributiorttof.
Instead, the occurrence tfii before adjectives as in (61) can be reduced to an instanceudfjact RCs.

5.1 Problems with the derivation
Predicate Inversion was proposed to account for specditalticopular sentence#!16ro 1997, and has
been argued to occur within DPs as wele( Dikken 1998 In the constructions for which Pl has been
proposed, semantic predicates appear in the surfaceguositit subjects usually occupy, a property which
serves as a basic diagnostic for PI.

However, in the putative examples of PI(0-b)and(61-b), the subject (noun) and predicate (adjective)
occur in their canonical order. To maintain a Pl-based at;dS posit an additional movement operation
which applies after PI, reinstating the original order. Bhguments for their analysis are based on particular
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details of Thai DP syntax, then extended to French. The maheaiof this section will argue that the analysis
is untenable for Thai.

In the view of DS, P’ begins when aINKER, herethii, merges with a small clause (62-b%)).The
adjectival predicate then moves to the empty specifieriposif thii (62-b-ii):

(62) a. dek thii keey
child THII talented
‘The/a talented child’
b. () [rpthii[scchild talented ]]
(i) [pptalented[g thii [scchildti]]]
A |
The output of Pl is Athii-N, which is unattested in Thai.

This analysis thus requires a further step in the derivat@nstating the original order of noun and
adjective. To this end, DS claim that in Thai, multiple clfiess can occur within a single noun phrase,
and that a classifier can intervene between a noun and ariiegljdollowing Singhapreech001). They
provide the following example, though there are some qoestabout its grammaticality (see below):

(63) (??) rom  (khan)jaj saamkhannan
umbrellacLF  big threecLF that
‘those three big umbrellas’ (DS, ex. 32)

DS claim that the classifier is in complementary distributiath thii in sentences likés2-a)(p. 20). In light

of this claim they propose a null classifier is present whextlijsate inversion applies. Because classifiers
are usually analyzed as functional heads in the extendgdation of NP, theLINKER moves to CIf by
head movement (64-a). This head-movement permits the NRot@ o the specifier of the CIfP (64-b),
reinstating the original order of subject and predicite:

_—— - - - - - — - —

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

The motivation for each of these steps is different. WhaelitPl occurs because of focus on the adjective,

head movement in (64-a) presumably occurs in order to pegatitbnological support for the classifier head.

As for the uninversion in (64-b), classifiers cannot be mteted independently of the nouns that project

them, and so, DS argue, it is not surprising that the classifid noun might need to occur locally.
However, there are several problems with the assumptioostdbe syntax of classifiers arhii that

DS base their proposal on. The first problem is DS’s claimtieclassifier anthii are in complementary

distribution, contrary to fact. Examples such as (65-agnmtboth occur, are quite natural:

(65) a. dek khon thii keer
child cLF THII talented
‘the child who is talented’
b. *dek khonkeey thii
child cLF talentedTHiI!

27DS present the derivation of a more complex DP with two cfassiand an overt demonstrative (pp. 20-21, ex. 35a-c),lwhic
has been simplifiednutatis mutandigto focus only on the central component of their proposal.

28This proposal is repeated ien Dikken(2006 ch. 5), where the small clause also contains a REILATOR. The same
arguments apply to both versions of this proposal.

29This step involves movement of the remnant small clausinDikken 200§see fn.28).
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c. *dek thii khon keey
child THII cLF talented

While thii can occur with a classifier, the attested word order in (65-apt predicted by the derivation in
(64). At the same time, the ungrammatical word orders inf@3-are predicted to be grammatical. The
ill-formed (65-b) might be expected to result if the oveessifier blocked the head movementtaf. On the
other hand, ithii moved and left-adjoined to the classifier, the ungrammiadicter in (65-c) would result.
Example (65-a) could only result from rightward head-adjion ofthii to the classifier, prohibited by DS’s
assumption of the Linear Correspondence Axidtayne 1994. On the other hand, thii-Adj is simply seen
as a subject RC, its alternation with an adjective are sirafigrnate realizations of the Classifier-Modifer
Construction Jenks 2011ch. 5).

Second, the constituency (64) is problematic. Evidence from coordination suggests tmactassifier
does not form a surface constituent witfii-Adj. When twothii-Adj constituents are coordinated, the DP
can be interpreted as referring to a single individual oro$éndividuals with a complex set of properties
(66-a). Yet when twCIf-thii-Adj sequences are coordinated, the DP must be interpreteceasngto two
separate individuals (66-b):

(66) a. dek khon [thii keey] 1¢? [thii ruay]
child cLF THII talentedandTHII rich
‘The rich and talented child(ren)’
b. dek [khonthii keeg] 17 (dek)[khon thii ruay]
child cLF  THII talentedandchild cLF  THII rich
‘The rich child(ren) and talented child(ren)’

The meaning of the second example is unchanged if the headisoepeated in the second conjunct. This
indicates that conjunction of the classifier correspondsotgunction of the entire DP. These facts do not
follow from the structures i§64), but are compatible with an analysis whehé forms a constituent with
the adjective, as in the relative complementizer analysis.

Last, there are issues with DS’s assertion that the classifieurring before the adjective i©3) is
optional. This is only partially true. In Thali, classifierscoirring outside of quantificational environments
in the Classifier-Modifier Construction (see &28)) give rise to a definite singular interpretatiofe(iks
201% Piriyawiboon 201

(67) a. dek thii keey
child THII talented
‘The/(A) child(ren) who is/are talented who are talented’
b. dek khon(thii) keen
child cLF THII talented
‘The talented child’

The definite interpretation associated with the CMC onlydoees evident without an overt demonstrative
or quantifier which mask the effect of the classifier, ag6f). This may be why the classifier appeared
optional to DS, whose examples mostly include demonséstivihe correlation between the Classifier-
Modifier Construction and a definite singular interpretatior the noun phrase indicates that the classifier
is not strictly optional. Jenks(2011, ch. 5) argues that such noun phrases have a completelyediffe
structure which does not involve adjunction of the RC to them

A related problem is the more fundamental question aboutteptability of(63). Visonyanggoon
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(2000 marks the following, nearly equivalent, sentence, asamgnatical:

(68) *naajkhonkdn  sdon khon
bosscLF formertwo CLF
(Visonyanggoon 20Q&h. 3, p. 82)

Visonyangoon argues that these sentences are ungramnrapeat becauselassifier-adjectivesequences
require that the noun phrase be interpreted as singularedsave just seen, in conflict with the numeral.
(68) is different from(63) in that in (68) the adjective is not predicative. Yatiyawiboon(2010, p. 107)
provides a similar judgment with respect to a predicativiective 3°

To summarize, there are at least three independent reasdoslit whether a classifier phrase is always
present in Nehii-A constructions. First, classifiers can occur adjacefitifian a position that cannot be ac-
counted for by the predicate inversion analy§is-a) Second, the classifier does not form a constituent with
thethii-A unit (66). And third, an overt classifier before adjectives affectsititerpretation and structure of
the DP, casting doubt on an analysis which assumes that littmigays be present.

5.2 The productivity ofhii

If a way around these structural issues could be found, agpiErdent problem exists in the distribution
of thii. DS contend thathii is restricted to quantificational environments with costikee focus on the
adjective, as has been observed for the Fréae-Aconstruction. | show in this section that the Thai con-
struction is more productive than its French counterpanth n terms of its interpretation and its syntactic
distribution.

Previous literature on the Frenbhde-Aconstruction in60-b)(Azoulay-Vicente 1985Hulk and Verheugd
1994 observes that it is restricted to quantificational envinents, including indefinites, wh-constructions,
and focus constructions. In additioN;de-Ais associated with a particular information structuralfibeo
where the adjective is discourse-given but contrastivetyised.

In contrast, Nthii-A does not have to occur in a quantificational environmenkhai; it is compatible
with non-quantificational noun phrases including defin{&3a) (see als¢7-b)) and generics (69-b):

(69) a. nagsau thii ndasodncajlém nii
book THII interestingcLF this
‘this interesting book’
b. té? (thli)suupghaa yaak
tableTHn tall searchdifficult
‘Tall tables are hard to find.’

Thus, Thai Nthii-A has a more general syntactic distribution than Frelethe-A This fact casts doubt on
whether the two constructions share the same structurerigatien.

In addition, unlike FrenchiN-de-A contrastive focus on the adjective is not a necessary tondor
N-thii-A. Consider the following discourse:

(70) a. 7?67 sém té? tua (thii) suuy may
NAME buytablecLF THII tall YNQ
Q: ‘Did Oh buy the table that's tall?’

30The question remains why examples suclié&) are sometimes judged to be grammatiéasonyanggoor(200Q p. 70-74)
demonstrates that while similar constructions are allgulegl involve cases where classifiers are used predicgtaed the class
of classifiers which can be so used is limited. It might be thatpredicative use of classifiers, especially with adjestisuch as
‘big’ in Thai, are grammatical for some speakers.
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b. maj.chays? st kaw.?ii (thii) siug
no NAME buychair THII tall
A: ‘No, he bought a tall CHAIR.

The question establishes ‘tall table’ in the discourse. f@sponse only differs from the question in the
content of the noun, resulting in contrastive focus on ‘chdihe adjective remains given. StilN-thii-A is
possible in the response. So we cannot conclude that thetiadjenust be contrastively focused fibiii to
occur, contrary to the claims of DS.

The ability of N-thii-A to occur in contexts with contrastive focus is on the adyeatiould be accommo-
dated by the analysis ®f-thii-A in Thai as a subject RC. Like many isolating languages, &idgsdo not
require a copula when they serve as a clausal predicate in Tha

(71)  dék khonnii keey  (maak)
child cLF thistalentedvery
‘This child is (very) talented.’

The absence of a copula hrthi-A is not a problem for its status as a subject relative. As REdidly
productive, their presence in generic and definite DPs, dlsaweavith or without contrastive focus on the
adjective, is expected. Additionally, there is intuitiyelreater emphasis on the adjective when it is the
predicate in a RC compared to an attributive position.

In summary, all of the problems with the proposaldein Dikken and Singhapreec(2004) discussed
in this section, including the distribution of classifieifse constituency ahii-A, and the productivity oN-
thii-A, can be accounted for ifiii-A is simply a subject RC. On the other hand, Frehcde-Amay require
a different analysis due to its focus-related interpretaand distributional restrictions. But the problems
with the analysis oN-tHi-A in terms of predicate inversion undermine the plausibibfysuch an analysis
for French.

6. Summary

This paper presented an analysis of the Thai parti@leas a relative complementizer which was extended
to its use in noun-complement clauses, clefts, and infastivin all of these environments, the clause in-
troduced bythii was argued to be interpreted as a property. Noun phraseatiterthe clause must be
interpreted as a property in order to modify its nominal hbgdPredicate Modification. With infinitival
clauses, on the other hand, clausal properties are dirseliyted by the verb, followinGhierchia(1984),
makingthii necessary.

Three larger questions are raised by this proposal. Fiost, ¢dan variation between the Thai relative
complementizer and relativization systems in other laggaebe accommodated? Second, to what extent
can the unified treatment of relative clauses and noun camgrieclauses be extended to other languages,
or perhaps be claimed to be universal? Third, what does thesystem reveal about the interface between
syntax and semantics?

Beginning with the question of variation in relativizatieyistems, in sectio®.3, a contrast was observed
between Scottish Gaelic and Irish on one hand and Thai ontlies. dn the former cases, relative comple-
mentizers occur both on the relative clause and any embedaleses out of which relativization occurs. In
Thai, thii only occurs in the top clause. | proposed in secfidsthat the complementizer in Scottish Gaelic
and Irish realizes the unvaluedfl ] probe on C, also present in lower clauses in order to ersigeessive
cyclicity, while thii simply spells out the predicate-forming]ffeature. This view can account for the fact
that the same complementizers are used for relativizatidnf@ wh-questions in Irish and Scottish Gaelic
(Adger and Ramchand 200BIcCloskey 1979e.g) whilethii is only used in relative clauses.
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In Mandarin Chinese, the operatiglikewise seems to be the pure realizatiol/gf(Cheng and Sybesma
2006, while the equivalent ofvaais morphologically silent. Japanese and English, on therdthnd, only
realize C features on Fin, and have no equivalent of ffjebparing complementizers of Thai and Gaelic.
This may be becausgh/[I D]-features in these languages are generated on noun plinaseselves in these
languages, as has been suggesteddyer and Ramchan@005 for English andAoun and Li(1993 and
Tsai(1999 for Japanese.

This brings us to the second question, which is the extenthictwrelative clauses and NCCs might
be treated on par in languages besides Thai. As noted intifeelirction, Khmer, Chinese, and Korean all
introduce relative clauses and NCCs with the same partinldlandarin Chinese, however, this “comple-
mentizer”,de is also used with modifiers which are not CPs. The wideridigion for deindicates that it
may not be categorically specified as a complementizer igdhee way thathii is in Thai. In Japanese, rel-
ative clauses lack a relative complementizer; only NCCsainrihe complementizeo (Matsumoto 1988
just aswaa is only present in noun-complement clauses in Fhain this same regard, in Gungbe, fact-
clauses and relative clauses are introduced by the samdermemtizer, though they differ in the position
of the definiteness marker in the noun phragbah 2005. These facts together suggest that the unified
analysis | proposed for NCCs and relative clauses in Thdddoe extended to many other languages.

The last issue raised by this proposal is the nature of thesygemantics interface. Because pred-
icate formation is reliably realized dkii in the complementizer system of Thai, syntax in this case is
transparently mapped to semantics. The connection betw&aand argument formation provides further
evidence for this tight connection. However, the discussibove regarding morphological differences in
complementizer systems reveals that the connection betsyggax and semantics may be obstructed by the
morphological irregularities of a given language. Thisauasion fits well into one of the general desider-
ata of contemporary syntactic theory, namely, the rednaticcrosslinguistic variation to differences in the
functional inventory and its morphological realization@ss languages.

References

Aboh, E. 2005. Deriving relative and factive constructiaom&wa. In Contributions to the thirtieth incontro
di grammatica generativeed. L. Brugé, G. Giusti, N. Munaro, W. Schweikert, and Grarno, 265-285.
Venice: Libreria Editrice Cafoscarina.

Adger, D., and G. Ramchand. 2005. Merge and modependencies revisitedLinguistic Inquiry
36:161-193.

Alrenga, P. 2005. A sentential subject asymmetry in Englisth its implications for complement selection.
Syntax8:175-207.

Aoun, J., and Y.-H. A. Li. 1993. On some differences betwebin€se and Japane¥éhelements.Lin-
guistic Inquiry20:265-272.

Aoun, J., and Y.-H. A. Li. 2003Essays on the representational and derivational naturerafgnar: The
diversity of Wh-constructionsCambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Arad, M. 2003. Locality constraints on the interpretatidirants: The case of Hebrew denominal verbs.
Natural Language & Linguistic Theor®1:737—778.

Azoulay-Vicente, A. 1985Les tours comportant I'expression de+adjectibeneva: Librarie Droz.

Bamgbosé, A. 1975. Relative clauses and nominalizedcesees in Yoruba. IfProceedings of the Sixth
Conference on African Linguisticgolume 20 ofOhio State Working Papers in Linguistjc02—-209.

31Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for making this connection.



Generalized clausal modifiers 31

Bhatt, R. 2002. The raising analysis of relative clausesdé&nhce from adjectival modificationNatural
Language Semantid€):43-90.

Bianchi, V. 1999.Consequences of antisymmetry: Headed relative claigedin: Mouton de Gruyter.
Borsley, R. D. 1997. Relative clauses and the theory of jghstisicture Linguistic Inquiry28:629—647.
Cheng, L. L.-S. 1991. On the typology of wh-questions. PlliBsertation, MIT.

Cheng, L. L.-S., and R. Sybesma. 2006. A Chinese relativ@rg¢ranizing grammar: Linguistic studies in
honor of Henk van Riemsdijjled. H. Broekhuis, N. Corver, R. Huybregts, U. Kleinhenz] dnKoster.
Mouton.

Chierchia, G. 1984. Topics in the syntax and semantics afiiivies and gerunds. Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Massachussetts, Amherst.

Chierchia, G. 1998. Reference to kinds across langudg@siral Language Semantiés339—-405.
Chiravate, B. 1999. Polarity sensitive copular verbs iniTN&ster's thesis, Michigan State University.

Chomsky, N. 1993. A Minimalist Program for linguistic thgotn The view from Building 20ed. K. Hale
and S. J. Keyser, 1-52. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Chomsky, N. 2000. Minimalist inquiries: The framework. Step by steped. R. Martin, D. Michaels, and
J. Uriagereka, 219-394. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Chomsky, N. 2001. Derivation by phase. Ken Hale: A life in languageed. M. Kenstowicz, 1-52.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Citko, B. 2001. Deletion under identity in relative clausésProceedings of NELS 3131-145.

Comrie, B., and K. Horie. 1995. Complement clauses verdasive clauses: some Khmer evidence. In
Discourse grammar and typology: Papers in honor of John Widihaar, ed. W. Abraham, T. Givon,
and S. A. Thompson, volume 27, 65—-75. Amsterdam: John Béngam

den Dikken, M. 1998. Predicate inversion in DP Possessors, predicates and movement in the Determiner
Phrase ed. A. Alexiadou and C. Wilder. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

den Dikken, M. 2006 Relators and linkersCambridge, MA: MIT Press.
den Dikken, M., and P. Singhapreecha. 2004. Complex nowssphrand linkersSyntax7:1-54.

Ekniyom, P. 1982. A study of informational structuring inailsentences. Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Hawaii.

Embick, D., and A. Marantz. 2008. Architecture and blockihghguistic Inquiry39:1-53.

Fox, D. 2002. Antecedent contained deletion and the copyryhef movement.Linguistic Inquiry33:63—
96.

Grimshaw, J. 1990Argument structureCambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Groos, A., and H. van Riemsdijk. 1981. Matching effects gefrelatives: A parameter of core grammar.
In Theory of markedness in generative grampeat. A. Beletti, L. Brandi, and L. Rizzi, 176-216. Pisa:
Scuola Normale Supirioe.



Generalized clausal modifiers 32

Haddad, Y. A. 2007. Subject anaphors: Exempt or not exerbpiguistic Inquiry38:363-372.

Haegeman, L., and RJrogdi. 2010. Referential CPs and DPs: An operator movémesount. Theoretical
Linguistics36:111-152.

Hass, Mary R. 1964Thai-English student’s dictionaryStanford: Stanford University Press.

Heestand, D., M. Xiang, and M. Polinsky. 2011. Resumptidhdstes not rescue islandkinguistic Inquiry
42:138-152.

Heim, I., and A. Kratzer. 1998Semantics in generative grammavialden, MA: Blackwell.

Heycock, C., and A. Kroch. 1998. Inversion and equasion putar sentences. IRapers in linguistics
10, ed. A. Alexiadou, N. Fuhrhop, U. Kleinhenz, and P. Law, 74-Berlin: Zentrum for allgemeine
Sprachwissenschatft.

Heycock, C., and A. Kroch. 1999. Pseudocleft connectednbswlications for the If interface level.
Linguistic Inquiry30:365—-397.

Higgins, F. R. 1973. The pseudo-cleft construction in estgliPh.D. dissertation, MIT.

Hoonchamlong, Y. 1991. Some issues in Thai anaphora: A gowvemt and binding approach. Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Wisconson-Madison.

Huang, C.-T. James. 1984. On the distribution and refereh@npty pronominals.Linguistic Inquiry
15:531-574.

Huang, Shi-Zhe. 2006. Property theory, adjectives, andifination in Chinese.Journal of East Asian
Linguistics15:343-369.

Hulk, A., and C. Verheugd. 1994. Accord et opérateurs nalssdes projections adjectivalesRevue
Québkecoise de linguistiqu23:17—-46.

Hulsey, S., and U. Sauerland. 2006. Sorting out relativesela.Natural Language Semantid<:111-137.

Jenks, P. 2006. Control in Thai. Wariation in control structuresed. M. Polinksy and E. Potsdam. Online.
URL http://accent.ucsd.edu/pdf/Thai_Jenks_UCSD_06.pdf

Jenks, P. 2011. The hidden structure of Thai noun phraseB. Bissertation, Harvard University.
Kayne, R. 1994 The antisymmetry of syntaiCambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Kayne, R. 2000Parameters and universal®New York: Oxford University Press.

Kiparsky, P., and C. Kiparsky. 1970. Fact.Progress in linguisticsed. M. Bierwisch and E. Heidolph. The
Hague: Mouton.

Krapova, I. 2010. Bulgarian relative and factive clausethvén invariant complementizer.Lingua
120:1240-1272.

Kratzer, A. 1995. Stage-level and individual-level predés as inherent generics. The generic bogked.
G. N. Carlson and F. J. Pelletier, 125-175. Chicago, IL: Ersity of Chicago Press.

Kullavanijaya, P. 2008. A historical study dfii in Thai. In The Tai-Kadai languageed. Anthony Diller
and Jerold A. Edmonson, 445-467. Routledge Press.


http://accent.ucsd.edu/pdf/Thai_Jenks_UCSD_06.pdf

Generalized clausal modifiers 33

Kuno, S. 1973 The structure of the Japanese langua@ambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Kuno, S., and P. Wongkhomthong. 1981a. Characterizatemmaidentificational sentences in Th8tudies
in Languages:65—-109.

Kuno, S., and P. Wongkhomthong. 1981b. Relative clausefan Btudies in Languags:195-226.

Larson, M. 2006. The Thais that bind: Principle C and bouratessions in Thai. IIProceedings of NELS
36, ed. Christopher Davis, Amy Rose Deal, and Youri Zabbal-420.

Lasnik, H. 1989 Essays on anaphordordrecht: Kluwer.
Lee, F. 2003. Anaphoric R-expressions as bound variaBigstax6:84—114.

Li, C. N., and S. A. Thompson. 1981Mandarin chinese: A functional reference grammaBerkeley:
University of California Press.

Link, G. 1983. The logical analysis of plural and mass noudnkattice theoretic approach. Meaning, use,
and interpretation of language=d. R. Bauerle, C. Schwarze, and A. von Stechow. BerlirGster.

Matsumoto, Y. 1988. Semantics and pragmatics of noun-myiogdifconstructions in Japanese. Papers
from the 14th Meeting of the BL.$66—175.

McCloskey, J. 1979Transformational syntax and model theoretic semanticsagecstudy in modern irish
Dordrecht: D. Reidel.

McCloskey, J. 2001. The morphosyntax of Wh-extraction ishirJournal of Linguistics37:67—-100.

McCloskey, J. 2002. Resumption, successive cyclicity, #wedocality of operations. lDerivation and
explanation in the Minimalist Prograned. S. Epstein and T. D. Seely, 184-226. Malden, MA: Bladkwe

McCloskey, J. 2006. Resumption. Trhe Blackwell companion to syntagd. M. Everaert and H. van
Riemsdijk, volume 4, 94-118. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Mikkelsen, L. 2005. Copula clauses: Specification, predication, and equatidimsterdam: John Ben-
jamins.

Moro, A. 1997. The raising of predicates: Predicative noun phrases andtiie®ry of clause structure
Cambridge: Cambridge Unviersity Press.

Moulton, K. 2009.Natural selection and the syntax of clausal complementatiolume 99 ofOpen Access
Dissertations University of Massachussetts.

Nguyen, T. H. 2004. The structure of the Viethamese nounsghrgh.D. dissertation, Boston University.

Partee, B. 1986. Ambiguous pseudoclefts with unambigu®es In Proceedings of NELS XVEkd.
S. Berman, J.-W. Choe, and J. McDonough. Amherst, MA: Usitieof Massachusetts at Amherst.

Partee, B. 1987. Noun phrase interpretation and typetgiifirinciples. InStudies in discourse represen-
tation theory and the theory of generalized quantified. J. Groenendijk et al. Foris, Dordrecht.

Pesetsky, D. 1987. Wh-in-situ: Movement and unselectinelibg. InThe representation of (in)definites
MIT Press, Cambridge.



Generalized clausal modifiers 34

Piriyawiboon, N. 2010. Classifiers and determiner-lesgages: The case of Thai. Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Toronto.

Postal, P. 1971Cross-over phenomen&lew York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.
Potts, C. 2002. The lexical semantics of parenthetisand appositivavhich Syntax5:55-88.

Prasithrathsint, A. 1996. Stylistic differentiation obén/ and /khwaam/ nominalization in Standard Thai.
In Pan-Asiatic Linguistics: Proceedings of the Fourth Inttional Symposium on Languages and Lin-
guistics volume 1V, 1206-1216.

Prasithrathsint, A. 2006. Nominalization and categoitrabf verbs in thai. IPapers from the Fifteenth An-
nual Meeting of the Southeast Asian Linguistics Socey Paul Sidwell. Canberra: Australian National
University.

Quine, W. V. O. 1960Word and Object Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Reinhart, T. 1997. Quantifier scope: How labor is dividedMasin gr and choice functionkinguistics and
Philosophy20:335-397.

van Riemsdijk, H. C. 1989. Swiss relatives.3antential complementation and the lexicon. studies imhon
of wim de geested. Dany Jaspers, Wim Klooster, Yvan Putseys, and PieteeSeDordrecht: Foris.

van Riemsdijk, H. C. 2003. East meets West: Aboutness vefain Swiss German. IGermania et
alia: A linguistic webschrift for Hans den Bestesd. J. Koster and H. C. van Riemsdijk. Online. URL
http://odur.let.rug.nl/ ~koster/DenBesten/contents.htm

Rizzi, L. 1990.Relativized minimalityCambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Rizzi, L. 1997. The fine structure of the left periphery.Hlements of grammar: A handbook of generative
syntax ed. L. Haegeman, 281-327. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Ross, J. 1967. Constraints on variables in syntax. Ph.Bedation, MIT.

Ruangjaroon, S. 2005. The syntax of wh-expressions adlesian Thai. Ph.D. dissertation, The University
of British Columbia.

Saah, K. K. 2010. Relative clauses in Akan. Tiopics in Kwa syntaxed. E. O. Aboh and J. Essegbey,
91-108. Springer.

Safir, K. J. 1999. Vehicle change and reconstruction in Adbains.Linguistic Inquiry30.

Salzmann, M. 2006 Resumptive prolepsis: A study in indirect A’-dependencligdT Dissertation Series
136. Utrecht: LOT.

Sauerland, U. 1998. The meaning of chains. Ph.D. dissamaIT.

Simpson, A. 2003. On the status of modifyidgand the syntax of the Chinese DP.®m the formal way
to Chinese languageed. S.-W. Tang and C.-S. L. Liu, 74-101. Stanford, CA: CSlblRations.

Simpson, A. 2005. Classifiers and DP structure in Southesist AnThe Oxford handbook of comparative
syntax ed. G. Cinque and R. Kayne, 806-838. Oxford University £res


http://odur.let.rug.nl/~koster/DenBesten/contents.htm

Generalized clausal modifiers 35

Singhapreecha, P. 2001. Thai classifiers and the structwamlex Thai nominals. IProceedings of the
15th Pacific Asia Conference on Language, Information, anch@unicationed. B.K. T'sou, O. O. Y.
Kwong, and T.B. Lai, 259-270. City University of Hong Kongahguage Information Sciences Research
Center.

Singhapreecha, P. 2010. Modals and control infinitives: éwof Thii. Lingua120:1288-1312.
Sohn, H.-M. 2001 The Korean LanguageCambridge, U.K.: Cambridge Unviersity Press.
Stowell, T. 1981. The origins of phrase structure. Ph.Dsatigtion, MIT.

Szabolcsi, A. 1994. The noun phrase. Syntax and semantics, vol 27: The structure of Hungareth
Ferene Kiefer and Katali&. Kiss. London: Academic Press.

Tang, C.-C. J. 1990. Chinese phrase structure and the exteXietheory. Ph.D. dissertation, Cornell
University.

Thepkanjana, K. 1986. Serial verb constructions in ThaiDPtissertation, The University of Michigan.
Tsai, W.-T. D. 1999. On lexical courtesyournal of East Asian Linguistic®.39-73.

Visonyanggoon, S. 2000. Parallellism between noun phi@asgslauses in Thai. Ph.D. dissertation, Michi-
gan State University.

Warotamasikkhadit, U. 1972 hai syntax: An outlineThe Hague: Mouton.

Wasow, T. 1979Anaphora in Generative GrammaGhent: E. Story-Scientia.



	Introduction
	Thîi as a Relative Complementizer
	Evidence for movement
	Evidence for reconstruction
	Deriving relative clauses with thîi
	Gapless and headless relatives
	The optionality of thîi in subject RCs

	Noun Complement Clauses as Propositional Modifiers
	Noun-complement clauses are not complements
	Propositional arguments
	Propositional properties
	NCCs as modifiers
	The ordering restriction on NCCs and relatives

	Other Environments for Thîi
	Verb complement clauses with thîi
	Contrastive clefts
	Infinitives as properties

	Against Thîi as a Marker of Predicate Inversion
	Problems with the derivation
	The productivity of thîi

	Summary

