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Abstract

In this paper, I argue that Thai wh-adjuncts occur in a predictable order relative to
one another though non wh-adjuncts have been traditionally described as not occuring in a
rigid order with respect to one another (Hoonchamlong 1991, Somlertlamvanich,
Charoenporn, and Isahara 1997). Also, I establish a further claim that there are two distinct
classes of wh-adjuncts: VP wh-adjuncts and IP wh-adjuncts. This distinction can explain why
there are asymmetries within the class of wh-adjuncts with respect to focus movement. VP
wh-adjuncts are only locally re-ordered (short scrambling), while IP wh-adjuncts undergo A'

movement. This is attributable to the fact that they both choose different strategies for focus

displacement.

Keywords: VP wh-adjuncts, IP wh-adjuncts, focus, scrambling, A' movement
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1. Introduction

In this paper, I focus on Thai wh-adjuncts which choose different operations for
focus displacement from wh-arguments. Focus is derived by short scrambling for the VP wh-
adjuncis, while IP wh-adjuncts focus is mediated by A’ movement. The question that arises is
‘why do VP wh-adjuncts and IP wh-adjuncts use different operations to mark focus?". The
asymmetries between these two can be accounted for by their distinct positions; VP wh-

adjuncts are introduced in VP scope, whereas IP wh-adjuncts are introduced in IP scope.

2. The position of Thai wh-adjuncts

There are asymmetries within the class of wh-adjuncts in Thai. Temporal and rationale
adjuncts show a systematic pattern of occurrence in that they appear in multiple positions (i.e.
sentence-initially, in-situ} in a clause. Manner and locative adjuncts, however, only appears
in-situ. I propose that Thai wh-adjuncts are analyzed as right-adjoined (Ernst 2002) in which
they are base-generated in their surface position, I show that manner is introduced in a
relatively fow position (i.e. close to V), while rationale adjuncts occur in a relatively high

position.

n CP

Quyy P Rationale

VP Temporal

/A\
VP Locative Adjunct
—
YP Manner
—
T
\Y% Arguments/Locative Argument

Table in (2) shows a fixed ordering of wh-manner and wh-rationale, while wh-locative
and wh-temporal permute freely in general. Wh-manner is found very low close to the verb,
while wh-rationale is found very high, further away from the verb. As shown in table (2),

‘how’ can appear before ‘where’, ‘when’ and *why’. ‘where’, on the other hand, cannot
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appear before ‘how’. The order of ‘where’ and ‘when’ can be reversed. ‘why’ cannot appear

before ‘how’, ‘where’ and ‘when’.

(2) Wh-adjuncts (vertical = 1™ clement, horizontal = 2™ element)

Wh-adjuncts why
How J
Where N
When +
Why LA

Table (3) shows the word order of a declarative adjunct which does not differ from
its wh-question counterpart. It however suggests that locative must precede temporal in terms
of position. Manner behaves in a paralle! fashion to its wh-adjuncts counterpart, in that
manner must precede locative, temporal and rationale. Rationale must be preceded by all

other adjuncts.

(3) Non-wh-adjuncts

Adjuncts Manner Locative Temporal | Rationale
Manner % N J J
Locative * N 7 J
Temporal * B % Errt " 7
Rationale * % - »

2.1 Wh-manner
Manner can be followed by locative, temporal and rationale (Manner >> Locative,
Temporal, Rationale). The answers given confirm the order of wh-adjuncts to be well-

formed.

4 a Q: Kédw doin mow yagpay t"izndy

he pass  stare  how where

He was stared at how where?
A: K'aw  dom

moiy yargdwthick % talist

he pass  stare  offensively at market

He was stared at offensively at the market.
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b. Q: k4w doin momy yagpay mé:aray
he pass  stare  how when
He was stared at how when?

A: K'aw  doin  momy  yaipdurthick miiawainni:

he pass  stave  offensively - yesterday
He was stared at offensively yesterday.

¢. Q K4w doin moiy yappay t"ammay
he pass  stare  how why

He was stared at how why?
A: K'w doin mo:y yamdusthik pri?wd: pay t'als? kap konk"i:yk"sip
He  pass stare offensively because go argue with vendor
He was stared at offensively because (he) argued with the vendors.
The ordering of locative preceding manner, on the other hand, causes the
ungrammaticality in the corresponding answer (*Locative >> Manner). This suggests that

manner is introduced closer to V than Iocative.

G a Q: K'iw doin moim imndy yannay

he pass  stare  where how
He was stared at where how?

Akiiw dorn  mo:gp °hr  talait yaspduithick
he pass  stare at market offensively
He was stared at at the market offensively.

A: K'aw doin ma:p ¢ tala:t doin mo:y yaipdusthik
he  pass stare at  inarket pass stare offensively
He was stared at at the market. (He) was stared at offensively.

When locative precedes temporal and rationale, it shows the same pattern as manner in

that it can be followed by them.
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b. Q: Kaw do:n  moig t"indly miiardy
he pass  stare  where when
He was stared at where when?
Ar Khaw doin  mowy ":  taldit mf:awainni:
He pass  stare at market yesterday
He was stared at at the market yesterday.
c. Q: K'iw dom moip t"indly t"ammay
he pass stare where why
He was stared at where why?
Al K'dw doin moip t°1: talast pr3?wa: pay t"ald? kap Konk"i:yk"3ip
he  pass stare ai markes because go argue with vendor
He was stared at at the market because (he) argued with the vendors.
The ungrammaticality of temporal preceding manner gives us additional evidence that

manner is closer to V than the other wh-adjuncts (V >> manner).

6 a Q: kMiw do:n  moip mirardy yanpay
he pass stare  when how
He was stared at when how?
Ar*k"aw doin  moiy méE:awaimni: yamgduosthick
he pass  Stare  yesterday offensively
He was stared at yesterday offensively.
A: K'dw doin moiy mitawamnii doin moiy yapduzthiizk
he pass stare  yesterday pass  stare  offensively
He was stared at yesterday. (He) was stated at offensively,
b. Q: K'aw doin  mo:p mi:ardy "Iy
he pass  stare  when where
He was stared at when where?

Akraw dorn  moip mi:awamni: " talast

ot

he pass  stare  yesterday at market

He was stared at yesterday at the market,
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c. Q: EMdw doin  moiy méEardy t"ammay
he pass  stare  when why
He was stared at when why?
A: K'iw doin mo:y mE:awamnf: pra?wa: pay t"als? kip k"onk"i:yk sy
He pass stare yesterday because go argue with vendor
He was stared at yesterday because (he} argued with the vendors.
2.2 Wh-rationale
Empirical evidence for my claim that rationale sits higher in the tree comes from the
inability of rationale to precede other wh-adjuncts. All the examples in (7) are ungrammatical

when rationale is closer to V.

(N a Q:*k"dw doin  mo:y "ammay yagpay
he pass  stare  why how
He was stared at why how?
AK'dw doin maig p'ro?wa: pay t'als? kap Klonk®diykdiy ya:ndu:thiizk
he  pass stare because go argue with vendor ofensively

He was stared at because (he) argued with the vendors offensively.

In (7b) and (7c), the only available reading provides for this ordering is that ‘he
was stared because he argued with the vendors who were at the market’. The locative and
temporal PP (e.g. at a market, yesterday) do not take scope over the entire proposition, rather
the predicate in the rationale clause. Therefore, the PPs do not answer the questions of the
rationale wh-question that modify the root predicate. From this data, we can.establish that

rationale occupies positions above locative and temporal.

b. QK aw dorn  moin t"ammay t"imnay
he pass  stare  why where

He was stared at why where?
A: K'aw doin matp p"rdtwi: pay t"als? kap Klenk"fiyk'din i talict
he pass stare because go argue with vendor at  market
= (i) He was stared at because (he) argued with the vendors af the market.

# (ii)He was stared af at the market because (he) argued with the vendors.
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c. Q:*khdw doin  moiy t'ammay miiaray
he pass  stare  why when
He was stared why when?
A: K'dw doin moip p"ra?wa: pay t"al3? kap K'onk"i1yk"sty mi:awarnis
he  puass stare because go argue wit'h vendor yesterday
= (i) He was stared at because (he) argued with the vendors yesterday.
# (ii)He was stared at yesterday because (he) argued with the vendors.
In this section, T have shown that manner occupies a very low position, occurring
before all others while rationale occupies a very high position, occurring after all others. This

gives us the order in (8). And in the next section, I determine relative order of the middle two,

wh-locative and wh-temporal.
(8) V >> manner >> rationale

2.3 Wh-locative >> wh-temporal
[ argue that wh-locative adjuncts are generated lower than wh-temporal. The evidence
comes from their non-wh adjunct counterparts. The grammaticality contrast in the answers

given in (9a) and (9b) shows that the order time before place is found to be less acceptable

than that of place before time.

9 a Q k4w domm momy (*indy mi:ardy

he pass  stare  where when
He was stared at where when?
"

A: k"dw  domn  mo:g taliit mirawalnni:

he pass  stare at market yesterday

He was stared at at the market yesterday.

b. @ kK'sw domn mo!y miiardy t"iindy
he pass  stare  when where

He was stared at when where?
A*kMw  dom  moiy mitawamnf: €5 talast

he pass  stare  yesterday ut market

He was stared at yesterday at the market.
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A: mizawamnnf: domm moig tir  talat

yesterday pass stare at market

Yesterday. He was stared at at the market.

There is also evidence from adverbial resumptives. {10b) shows that in the presence
of a resumptive locative, locative must appear before temporal. This supports the ordering of

locative >> temporal.

(10) a * Kaw s Kandm mIowainni: t"inan
he buy  snack yesterday there
He bought some snacks yesterday there,
b. kK'aw sf:  K'andm t":nan mi:awainnis
he buy  snack there yesterday

He bought some snacks there yesterday.
This section concludes my discussion of positions of wh-adjuncts. With regard to

relative position and linear ordering, the default order of Thai wh-adjuncts are as follows:
{11)  V>> Manner >> Locative >> Temporal >> Rationale

In the next section, I will distinguish VP wh-adjuncts from IP wh-adjuncts. Since they
are different in their attachment sites-adjoining at the edge of VP vs at the edge of IP, yields
different construals-this leads me to conclude that only IP wh-adjuncts are allowed to move.

VP wh-adjuncts use short scrambles similar to wh-arguments when it comes to VP focus.

3. VP wh-adjuncts vs. IP' wh-adjuncts

The scopal behavior of wh-adjuncts suggests a split within the class of wh-

adjuncts. T argue that wh-adjuncts fall in two different kinds.

(i2) P
/\
ip Rationale

VP Temporal
/\\.
VP Locative Adjunct

A
VP Manner
i N
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.3.1 Wh-manner and wh-locative as VP wh-adjuncts
Wh-manner strictly appears only in-situ and with a narrow scope. Wide scope

‘how’ is not possible in Thai. Further, the only construal that *how’ can have is a manner or a

method construal’.

(I13) a. Nit sOpshy wii  Kw  K'ap 16t [yannay]
wonder comp he drive car how
# (i) What was the manner x such that Nit wondered?
= (i) Nit wondered what was the manner x such that he drove a car?
It is ungrammatical when ‘how’ is in medial position in the clause over which it has
scope.
b. * Nit sogsdy wi:  [yagpay] Kaw K'ap bt
wonder comp  how he drive car
# (i) What was the manner x such that Nit wondered?
= (i) Nit wandered what was the manner x such that he drove a car? )
It is also ungrammatical when it is in sentential initial position because it cannot have
scope over the matrix clause.
c. * [yaggay]l Nit  sdgsay wii Kaw Kk"ap rét
how wonder comp he drive car
# (i) What was the manner x such that Nit wondered?
= (ii) Nit wondered what was the manner x such that he drove a car?
This is unlike Chinese where Tsai (1999) notes that ‘how’ has several interpretations:
a method/manner reading, a causal reading, and a degree reading with attatchment sites
corresponding to different interpretation; adjoining VP, adjoining IP and within VP

respectively. In Thai, locative adjuncts behave in a parallel fashion to ‘how?’.

(14) a. Nt sopsily wi: K'aw sf:  mamfiag [t"indiy]

wonder comp he buy  mango where
= (i) Where was the place x such that Nit wondered?

= (ii) Nit wondered where was the place x such that he bought mangoes?
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b * Nit sogsiy wi:  [t"indy] k'aw si: mimi:ag
wonder comp  where e buy marngo
c. * [tMmdy] Nit  sopsiy wa:  Kdw si: méimiizag
where wonder comp he by mango

3.2 Wh-temporal and wh-rationale as IP wh-adjuncts
In the following data, I compare That ‘how” and ‘where’ — ‘when’ and ‘why’ with
respect to their abilities to take scope. The data shows that ‘how’ and ‘where’ can only be
construed as questioning the embedded clause when in-situ. ‘when’ and ‘why’ on the other
hand are able to question both matrix and embedded clauses. This scope restriction suggests

that VP wh-adjuncts are restricted to the VP domain, whereas IP wh-adjuncts are restricted to
the IP domain,

(15) a. Nit sorsay wa:  kK'w K"3p 16t [yanpoay]
wonder comp  he drive  car low
# (i) What was the manner x such that Nit wondered?
= (ii) Nit wondered what was the manner x such that he drove a car?
b. Nit sogsay wi:  K'aw  si:  mimai:ap [t"i:niy]
wonder comp  he buy  mango where
# (i) Where was the place x such that Nit wondered?

= (ii) Nit wondered where was the place x such that he bought mangoes?

(16) is ambiguous in that ‘when’ and ‘why’ are both able to have scope over the

matrix clause.

(16) a. Nit sopsay wa:  k"aw  pay  talait [mi:aray]

wonder comp  he 20 market when
= (i) When was the time x such that Nit wondered?
= (ii} Nit wondered when was the time x such that he went to a market?
b.  Nit sogsay wi:  Klaw  famrdty tuale:y [t"ammay]
wonder comp ke hurt self why
= (1) What was the reason x such that Nit wondered?

= (ii) Nit wondered what was the reason x such that he hurt himself?

30



<f o o -
NIIMUAMIEnT TR 27 aUui 2 unniax — Gquisy 2552

It is not only in the scope restriction that they show their differing behavior but also in
island sensitivity. IP wh-adjuncts are island sensitive while VP wh-adjuncts show apparent
island, suggesting that they are base-generated.

(A7) a.  K'un col  [pp krapiw [cp 12 Nit  t"amhity] yagnay
you Jind purse comp lose how

How did you find the purse that Nit lost?

Answer: accidentally

b.  K'n ca!  [op krapaw [cp "2 Nit  ("amhiry] "i:niy]
you find purse  comp lose where
Where did you find the purse that Nit lost? Answer: in the ladies’ rocom

IP wh-adjuncts on the other hand are sensitive to island effects. Note that the way in
which wh-temporal and wh-rationale interact with island constraints is the same as IP wh-

adjuncts as opposed to VP wh-adjuncts.

18) a. 7 k'un cal  [pp krapaw [cp ti: Nit  famhdy mdiaray])]
you find purse comp lose when
When did Nit lose her purse?
b. * k"un c"31p  [ppnangsi: [ept'i: Nit  K':an "ammay]]
you like baok comp write  why

Why did you like the book that Nit wrote?

4. Focus displacement strategies
The contrast between VP wh-adjuncts and IP wh-adjuncts appears to demonstrate
different focus displacement strategies. While wh-arguments and VP wh-adjuncts exhibit

short scrambling, IP wh-adjuncts undergo A' movement for focus displacement in Thai.

(19) VP wh-adjuncts JP wh-adjuncts
Wh-manner | Wh-locative Wh- Wh-rationale
temporal
A' movement x x N ~
short scrambling V Y V? X
Wh in-situ Ni N < N
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4.1 Short scrambling of VP wh-adjuncts

As discussed by Miyagawa (1997), there is a scope restriction between short
scrambling and long-distance serambling. Short scrambling is local and restricted to the VP
domain, while long-distance scrambling can cross a clause boundary. This difference

corresponds to a difference in the adjunction site of wh-adjuncts in Thai.

(20) —
C P
] /\
Q[Whl P Rationale

VP Temporal

/\
VP Locative Adjunct

/"\
VP Manner

—TT

A4 Arguments/Locative Argument

In-situ VP wh-adjuncts can be locally re-ordered but declarative adjuncts do not
exhibit short scrambling. It is more common to scramble at most two wh-words than three or
four of them?. When an XP is focused, it must be scrambled to the rightmost position, where
it is adjacent to the verb. Empirical evidence of how VP wh-adjuncts can be scrambled but IP
wh-adjunct cannot has been shown on the position of wh-adjuncts (see section 2). AlthoughI
will not explore this in great detail, I think it is related to the fact that the closer VP adjuncts
are to the VP, the more restricted they are with respect to the movement.

4.2 Deriving wh-focus adjuncts as A" movement

I will look at temporal ‘when’ and rationale ‘why’ wh-adjuncts and argue that wh-
focus temporal and wh-focus rationale are derived by A' movement. Wh-and focus
movement have been argued to target the same projection across a range of languages (e.g.
Italian (Rizzi 1995), Hungarian (E Kiss 1988)). This section will show that Thai focus-
fronted wh-adjuncts land in a wh-projection (Spec CP). There is no need to project a separate
functional category such as a focus projection (FocP). This supports the claim that “focus is
not a primitive of UG; focus-marking is the by-product of more basic operation’ (cf.
Hagstrom 1998, Déchaine 2002).

I claim that for the wh-focus adjuncts, sentence-initial position is attributable to wh-

movement, rather than wh-focus words moving to SpecFocP. What triggers wh-focus
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movement in wh-adjuncts is the [+foc] marker that occupies a preverbal position higher than
I, but lower than the subject. Based on the data we have seen so far, it appears that focus in

Thai shows an obligatory left edge effect to Spec CP,

Schematically:
(21) cP
—T
wh-adjuncts; _ "
C P
| /\
Quuny DP —
I VP
[ /\
fiy VP G

4.2.1 Focus morpheme t"iy

"3y is inherently associated with focus, generally appears preverbally (22a), and
can only co-occur with root modals (23).

Context: Nit is having a final exam tomorrow.
(22) a. Nit "y un  ndpsi:

even  read book
lit = This is why Nit read the book (which is unusual for Nit).
Nit is even reading the book.

Context: Nit has been beaten up for some time.
b, Nft "Iy 3y ya:

even must  divorce

lit = (This is the reason) why Nit needs to get divorced.

£y cannot co-occur with the root modal that expresses weak obligation (23a) or
epistemic modals (possibility) as shown in (23b).
(23) a. * Nit %y Kwan ca? P nigsi:

even  should will  read book
* Nit should even read the hook.
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b. * Nit '8y 2t ca?  Pam  nagsi

evenr may will read book

Nit may even read the books.

This indicates that the morpheme /£y is associated with volitional and obligational

modals which are agent-oriented.

(24) Co-occurrence of t"i’y with volitional and obligational modals

1" iy allowed
weak obligation and epistemic modals *
volitional and obligational modals <

Interestingly, when the focus morpheme #%y is used and associated with the wh-

temporal and wh-rationale, only A' movement is possible (not wh in-situ). The next section

demonstrates the relation of t”.}.’g ‘even’ and wh-adjuncts how they both tie to the focus

phenomenon.

4.2.2 Interaction between 7" ‘even’ and wh-focus adjuncts
In the case of wh-adjuncts, it appears that t"a‘&'y behaves as a focus marker that

attracts wh-adjuncts to the leftmost projection (Spec CP), triggering wh-movement.
4.2,2.1 Wh-temporal vs. wh-rational
(25) is a simple wh-question requesting information. (26) in which the wh-adjunct

ts moved, has a different interpretation from the sentence where it remains in-situ.

(25) Q: Lék ca?  rilancdp [m#:ardy]
will  graduate when
When will Lek graduate? Wh in-situ
A: pit nd:
year next
Next year
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(26)  Q: [mi:ardy] Lék ¢d?  riancdp

when will  graduate

When is it exactly that Lek will graduate? Wh-movement
A: hén wii  ca?  sdip klaip di:an na:

see comp will  defend middle month next

She told me that she will be defending in the middle of next month.

Both (25) and (26) involve a contextual presupposition that Lek has been studying for
a degree her Ph.D in Canada for more than six years). The speaker in (25) wants to know
when Lek will graduate. On the other hand, (26) is emphatic in that the speaker expects a
specific answer as to the particular time of Lek’s graduation.

Wh-focus movement cannot occur in a past time event, as shown in (27b), because we
cannot focus the sub-interval time event that already took place. Hence, when wh-temporal is

focused, only a future reading is possible.

(2 a. Nt ya: [mi:aridy]
divorce when
When did Nit divorce? Wh in-situ
b. * [mi:aray] Nit ya:
when divorce
When was it exactly that Nit divorced? Wh-movement
Wh-rationale, on the other hand, allows focus-fronting in past time events. It is

obligatory for wh-rationale to move to the left edge when t".i"y appears in preverbal position,

Leaving wh-rational in-situ causes an ungrammaticality. This pattern is also found in

negation constructions as shown in (28).

(28) a. * Nit i3 ya  [t"ammay]

even  divorce why
Why was it exactly that Nit divorced? Wh in-situ

b. [tammay] Nt g ya

why even  divorce

Why was it exactly that Nit divorced? Wh-movement
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Negation also induces wh-focus movement in order to have a focus construal,
(29) a. Nt miy ya  [t"ammay]
neg  divorce why
= (i) Nit did not divorce and why is that so? Wh in-situ
= (i1) Why was it exactly that Nid did not divorce?
b. [t"ammay] Nit miy  ya:
why neg  divorce
Why was it exactly that Nit did not divorce? Wh-movement

Wh-focus movement is also forced where a root modal (30b) appears in a wh-

question.
(30) a. * K'4w '8y By  ?am  ndgsi: [ammay]
he even  mod read book why
Why must he even read abook? Wh in-situ

b. [t'ammay] k"aw iy By Paun  nigsi:

why he even mod  read book

Why is it exactly that he must read a book? Wh-movement

Wh-focus movement is obligatory when the focus morpheme t”i’y, root modals or

negation appear in the clause.

(3D
| Wh-focus temporal ‘Wh-focus rationale
¢a? obligatory N
ca? optional *
iy obligatory N
{* £y optional *

The questions that arise are ‘can focus movement target the same projection as wh-
movement? and “What position does this focus marker occupy in the syntactic structure?’
4.2.3 Wh-adjuncts as A' movement
I begin the discussion by accounting for Wh-adjuncts as A' movement. I now
compare Thai and English and show that movement of wh-focus adjuncts in Thai has the

properties of wh-movement.
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Wh-focus adjunct movement is unbounded similar to that of wh-movement.

(32)  a mfiardy; Kun k't wAr f Nit  ca? rizancdp ¢

when you think  comp Jut graduate
When do you think that Nit will graduate?

b. t'ammay K'un KMt war Romn nicdk Nit ¢
why you  think  comp know

Why do you think that Ron knew Nit?

Wh-focus adjunct movement is also sensitive to island effects. When rationale ‘why’
and temporal ‘when’ are inside the islands (e.g relative clause and adjunct island), they are
ungrammatical, unlike in-situ wh-arguments (Ruangjaroon 2007). These two adjuncts cannot
occur freely in islands nor can they be extracted out of the islands. This indicates that overt

wh-focus adjuncts show the usual island properties associated with movement.

Ungrammaticality in relative clause islands®

(33)  a%un ™5:p  [oe ndpsi: leet"t: Nit  K'ain t*ammay]]
you like book comp write  why
lit = You liked the book that Nit wrote for what reason.
= Why did you like the book that Nit wrote? Wherationale
b.*k"un ¢dip  t'ammay, [pp ndgs¥: lpt:  Nit Kfam g])
you like  why book comp write

lit = You liked the book that Nit wrote for what reason,

= Why did you like the book that Nit wrote? Whe-rationale

Note that the rationale adjunct is only interpreted as modifying the matrix clause.
c. ammay; K'un '3 P t [ppnagsE: [eefMr Nit Kian t1]
why you  like book comp write
= (i) What was the reason that you like the book?

# (ii) You liked the book that Nit wrote for what reason. Wh-rationale

Ungrammaticality in Adjunct island*

3BH  ataw krdit  [proPwa: Nit  kiap "%y bam  miraray]
he angry  because comne arrive home when
When were you angry because Nit got home? Wh-temporal
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b.#k aw krdit miiardy [pro?wd: Nit klap "8y  bam ]
he angry when because come arrive home
When were you angry because Nit got home? Wh-temporal

c*miardy; kK'dw kedit t  [p'rd?wid: Nit klap ©ig bam g]
when he angry because come arrive home
When were you angry because Nit got home? Wh-temporal
Having discussed how wh-adjuncts involve A' movement in their structural facus, now
I turn to the bigger question of how topicalization and wh-movement interact and why we do
not need a focus phrase projection.
4.2.4 The interaction between topicalization and wh-movement
Topicalization in Thai is characterized by the fronting of an NP to the beginning of
the clause and the presence of a resumptive pronoun related to the fronted NP
(Hoonchamiong 1991). The speaker has an emphatic assertive force about the question.
Context: Kayono’s best friend back in Japan has been waiting for her every year to come
home and she is anxious to know when is it exactly that Kayono will be back in J apan.
(35) a Karyond;, [mi:ardyl; Kliw, t'fgca?  klp  yipin ¢
when she even fut return Japan
Kayonoj, when is it exactly that she; will return to Japan?
b*Katyond; K'aw; t"ip cia?  Klap  ylipin [mirardy]
she even  fir return Japan when
When is it exactly that Kayono will return to Tapan?
Context: The speaker has a strong presupposition that Vancouver is a nice place to live and
she wonders why is it that Kayono would want to return to J apan.

In (36), the wh-focus word appears between a topicalized argument and its subject

resuimptive pronoun.
(36)  a. Kaiyons; [tammayl, K'aw; ¥y ca? klap yhpin
why she  even  fi return Japan
Kayono;, why is it exactly that she; will return to Japan?
b*Kaiyond; k'aw; t"3ip ca?  klap  ylipin [“ammay]
she  even  fut return Japan why

Why is it exactly that Kayono will return to Japan?
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The fact that topicalization and wh-movement co-occur in (35) and (36) suggests the
presence of separate categories for each. And the fact that topicalization precedes wh-focused
adjuncts suggests that a topic projection (TopP) targets a higher projection than wh-focused
adjuncts. The subject co-indexed resumptive pronoun, on the other hand, targets Spec IP. CP
is the only remaining projection above IP. Thus, there is no need to have additional
projection between TopP and IP. Wh- and focus are licensed in the same projection: Spec
CP. In order to account for cases of focus displacement of wh-adjuncts, I use the notion of
probe-goal relation with agree to keep it in the line of Ruangjaroon’s analysis (2007). In terms

»

of probe-goal relation, an element r"iy ‘even’ has a [+foc] feature and in this case it is a probe
P t".i“y and wh-adjuncts share a [+foc] feature as a match relation. Agree establishes the

feature checking relation between the probe and its goal, triggering movement.

(37N TopP
/\
Kaiyong; __—~___
Top cp
/\
t"ammay; T
why C IP
//\
he 1 VP
/\ /\
thin ca? VP 4

even Jut 4_\_\.

Within the system of probe-goal relation, wh-adjuncts are associated with focus via
Agree. This is captured quite elegantly within the present framework.

4.2.5 Wh-focus adjuncts as topicalization?

In this section, T will extend consideration to topicalization and cleft and argue that
wh-focus adjuncts undergo a kind of A' movement. At first glance, the absence of the
complementizer when wh-adjuncts (i.e. temporal and rationale) are fronted can be evidenced
for a topicalization analysis. However, Thai wh-adjuncts do not have properties with respect
to topicalization. I provide three arguments to support the claim that wh-focus adjuncts would

have to be analyzed as an instance of A" movement. The first argument cotnes from the
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inability of wh-focus adjuncts to occur recursively while topicalization can as shown in (38).
There is a parallel between adjunct wh-fronting and topicalizatiox‘l in Thai. In Thai, a
topicalized constituent is moved to a sentence-initial position which does not require the
presence of the complementizer.
(38) a miwrdy Kaiyous cd?  klap  yi:pln
when Sue return  Japan
When is it exactly that Kayono will return to Japan?
b. t"ammay Ka:yoné ca? klap  ylipin
why Jur return Japan
Why is it exactly that Kayono will retum to Japan?

When a wh-adjunct is topicalized, the resultant structure is identical to topic strategy.

(39)  a. p'ragni:  Ka:yons cd?  kl3p yipin
toinorrow Jut retwrn  Japan
Tomorrow, Kayono will return to Japan,

b. p'rd?  Ka:yoné rizancdp  Iérw laty ca? klap yiipin

because graduate already then fiur  return Japan
Because Kayono has already graduated, (she) will return to Japan.

However, Rizzi (1997) argues that one of the characteristics of topic construction is
that it is recursive. The data in (39) show that both wh-adjuncts and temporal adverbial and
rationale clauses do not appear (o be recursive in Thai.

40)  Q: *mi:aridy t"ammay Ka!yons ca?  klap  yi:pin
when why S return Japan
*When, why will Kayono return to Japan?
A: *p°rignf: p°r3? Katyond ri:ancop léiw iy ca? Kklap yiipin
tomorrow because graduate already then fut  return Jopan
Tomorrow, because Kayono has already graduated, (she) will return to Japan.

The second point is that only arguments are left-dislocated topics in Thai
(Hoonchamlong 1991). Topicalized arguments are co-indexed with optional resumptive
pronouns, while adjuncts have no corresponding resumptive pronouns that link to true

adjuncts when they appear in initial position 41).
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(41)  a Kaiyoné; t"ammay (k"awy) ca?  Klap yiiplin
why she  fut refurn  Japan
Kayono, why will she return to Japan?
b.*2ast"itt":1¢ 1w K'4w hity pay ndy ma: cMizag  we:la: nin
week-last he  disappear gc; where come interval time dem

*Last week;, where did he go that time;?

Finally, as Hoonchamlong (1991) points out, topicalized constructions in Thai wh-
movement are not subject to island constraints as my third argument.
(42) a cMn diyyin K'2w wi:  Swmi tégga:n

I - hear news  comp marry
I heard the news that Soomii married.
b. Sumi cn  dayyin Kaw  wa: (k"awy) téggan
F{ hear news comp she marry
Soomii, I heard the news that she married.

Temporal adjuncts, on the other hand, are constrained by islands. In (43a), the adjunct
is inside a relative clause having an embedded scope intecpretation. When it is moved out of
the island, it no longer has an embedded interpretation as shown in (43b).

(43) a cn dayyin K'aiw wir  Swmi téggamn  Paritt:ésw
I hear  news comp marry week-last
Theard the news that Soomii married last week, .

b. Pait'ittiléiw,  cMdn  dayyin Kuw  wa Suimi tépnain t;

week-last I hear  news comp marry
Last week, I heard the news that Soomii married,

As mentioned in section 4.2.3, the fact that wh-adjuncts movement is sensitive to
islands suggests that they are not topics because topicalization in Thai does not involve
movement and is not subject to island constraints (Hoonchamlong 1991). These three pieces
of evidence show that topicalization is not an appropriate analysis for wh-adjunct movement.

4.2.6 Wh-focus adjunects as cleft?
Fronting of Thai wh-adjuncts can also be argued for cleft structure. The only
difference between the fronting of wh-adjuncts and wh-arguments is that the commplementizer

is deleted in the former, while the absence of this complementizer yields an ungrammatical
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structure for the latter. This can provide a unified analysis for both fronting of wh-adjuncts
and wh-arguments. Temporal and rationale adjuncts can be clefted but the complementizer
cannot be deleted. So the absence of complementizer of wh-focus adjuncts does not follow

from cleft structure.

(44)  a. wanp™it K'i:  wan  *(™ i) Nik  pay  talast

day-Wed  be day comp go market

Wednesday is the day that Nick goes to the market.
b.k'waim bi:a K':  sfthdt *(@1) Mam  hdy  k"w I3:k ritan
nomt boredoin  be cause  comp make give  him  quit study

Boredom was a cause of him quitting his study.

The purpose of this section has been to explore the idea of wh-adjuncts (i.e. temporal
and rationale) undergoing A' movement to SpecCP for focus fronting. The focus sensitive
operator occupies a preverbal position, triggering overt wh-movement to the Spec CP at PF
level. I have shown that focus position in Thai is dedicated to a left edge position for both
wh-arguments and wh-adjuncts, and the difference between them is the way they mark focus
structurally. While wh-focus argument properties are attributable to cleft structure, wh-focus

adjuncts are marked through A" movement.

(45) VP-Intemal VP-External
Wh-arguments | Wh-argument | Wh-temporal Wh-
locative rationale
focus-marked
through cleft N v X X
strategy
focus-marked
through A' x x v +
movement

5. Conclusion and typological implications

I have argued in this paper that focus is not a lexical primitive, but rather ‘focus-
marking is the by-product of more basic operation® identified by Dechaine (2002). Thai
structurally marks focus via cleft structure in the case of wh-arguments whereas wh-adjuncts
do so through A' movement. To close, I will address some typological claims about wh-

questions and suggest how Thai wh-questions fit info the typology of wh-questions. Thai is a
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language which marks focus structurally. The properties of Thai focus-displacement derive
from different operations.

(i) Wh-argument focus is mediated by cleft (argument scope).

{ii) Wh-argument focus also participates in short scrambling.

(iii} VP wh-adjunct focus is via short scrambling (VP scope).

(iv) IP wh-adjunct focus is attributable to A' movement (CP scope).

I have investigated the syntactic structure of Thai polarity items and shown that
unselective binding of Q) operator is the correct analysis for wh in-situ languages iike Thai.
We have seen in this paper that wh-arguments can occur inside islands without any
observable effects. This insensitivity to island constraints is not only restricted to in-situ wh-
arguments but also wh-cleftings. In general, this tells us that the movement of Qpwy) cperator
is not required in this language. Bven in contexts where movement is required in other
languages, such as focus movement operation, wh-movement is still not required in Thai to
derive the syntax of focus. In wh-focus constructions, Thai polarity items are base-generated
in subject position at the left edge of predicates via wh-cleft.

However, Thai adjunct wh in-situ are split into three separate domains where wh-
argument locative and wh-argument temporal are introduced in the VP-internal domain
because they can be bound by non wh-operators the same way as argument wh in-situ are
introduced; a VP-external domain where wh-manner, wh-adjunct locative are introduced and
higher than the VP-external domain where wh-adjunct temporal and wh-rational are
intreduced. The use of wh-words as wh-variables for wh-adjuncts are split according to their
distinct syntactic structures. This is not surprising because crosslinguistically argument wh
in-situ and adjuntct wh in-situ do not behave similarly (Huang 1982, Aoun and Li 1993, Rizzi
1997, Cinque 1990). The different properties between the two are normally addressed as an
objectual vs. non-objectual distinction (Huang 1982), a referential vs. non-referential
distinction (Aoun and Li 1993), individual vs. proposition with respect to scope (Denham
2000) or VP-internal vs. VP-external (Cook 2004),

We see here that Thai exhibits some apparent wh-argument and wh-adjuncts
asymmetries. The question that needs to be addressed is how the syntax of Thai polarity
items and Thai wh-adjuncts fit into typological claims of wh-questions. Typological claims
proposed by Cole and Hermon (1998) and show how their analysis accounts for Thai.
Following Cheng (1991), Aoun and Li (1993), and Tsai (2002), they too claim that wh-
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questions consist of a question operator OP and a variable. For them, languages differ on
whe.ther the operator-variable are combined in a single lexical item.

Their typological claims are applicable to English in that when operator and variable
are combined as a single lexical item, they together move at the PF level. Chinese on the
other hand operator and variable are not joined as a single item, rather the operator is
generated separately from the variable as two items bound by OP.

(46) a Q [OP+VAR ] English
b. QI[OP... VAR] Chinese

Cole and Hermon argue for Malay that it allows both options because it shows not
only wh-movement but also wh-words as polarity items. As a result, Malay combines
operator and variable as a lexical item on the one hand, on the other hand the variable is
bound by a separate phonologically null operator. Cole and Hermon'’s analysis of Malay
(1998} is shown in (47) although I leave their mention of the co-occurrence of the morpheme
meng which is used as one of the diagnostics for wh-movement.

(47) Cole and Hermon’s analysis of Malay (1998)

Types of wh- Feature on Matrix Types of Consequences
questions Q wh-words
1. Wh NPs Full movement Stwong Q [OP+VAR] Overt movement,
Obey wh-islands
In si-tu Strong Q [OP... ...VAR] Unselective
binding
No island effects
2, Wh NPs Partial movement Strong Q Null [OP+VAR] Overt movement
wh-expletive of [OP+VAR] to
inserted intermediate Spec
cp
Then, LF OP
movement
Obey wh-islands
3. Wh Adverbs Full movement Strong Q [OP+VAR] Overt movement
QObey wh-islands

Adopting these typological claims by Cole and Hermon, Thai only exhibits one option
with regard to the combination of the operator and variable as two separate items in that the

variable can be bound by either null Q operator or non wh-operators.
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(48) The syntax of Thai's wh-questions

Types of wh- Feawre on Matrix Q Types of Consequences
questions wh-words

1, Wh-argumnents In si-tu Strong Q [OP... ...VAR] Unselective
binding
No island effects

2. VP wh-adjuncts | Short scrambling | Strong Q ...VAR]

3. IP wh-adjuncts Full movement Strong Q {OP+VAR] Overt movement
Obey wh-islands

Notes

' (i) has a construal of “by what form of transportation will he amrive?”
(i) kK'dw ma:  [yagpay]
he come  how
By what means did he arrive?

% In such cases, it is contextually restricted (i.e. in an investigation scene) which includes wh-
arguments as shown in the following examples.

(i)  K%w pay tamrdly K'ray yapgpay iy miaray

he  go hurt who  how where wien
He hurt who how where when?

: Ungrammaticality in relative clause island
() a*k"n ca: [ppkrapiw [  Nit t"amhily mi:aray]]
you find  purse comp lose when
When did you find the purse that Nit lost?
b.*k'un car  miardy; [ppkrapiw [t Nit t"amhdty t]]
you find when purse comyp lose
When did you find the purse that Nit lost?
c*miardy; K'un col [opkrapiw [ce: Nt (amhity t]]
when you find purse comp lose
When did you find the purse that Nit lost?
¢ Ungrammaticality in adjunct island
(i) aINft krdit [p"r$? Romn sdm rét t"ammay]
angry because fix  car why
Nit was angry that Ron fixed the car for what reason.
b.*Nft kedit t"ammay; [p'r6? Roin $3m rét ]
angry why because fix  car
Nit was angry that Ron fixed the car for what reason.
c. t"ammay; Nit krd:t [p'r4? Roimn sBm rét ]
why angry  because fix  car
= (i) What was the reason that Nit was angry
# (ii) Nit was angry that Ron fixed the car for what reason.
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