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ABSTRACT

This thesis discusses the syntax of complex sentences in
Sinhalese within the framework of a generative transformational
theory of grammar as outlined in Chomsky (1957), and since developed
by him and others. The particular model for this study is the
'Standard Theory'! of Chomsky (1965).

The Introduction outlines the theoretical framework of the
study, and gives a brief description of Sinhalese. The particular
variety of Sinhalese discussed is specified, and an account of the
linguistic investigation of Sinhalese given.

Chapter 2 presents a phrase gitructure grammar capable of
generating simple sentences in Sinhalese.

Chapter 3 introduces one of the principal mechanisms of
complex sentence formation, relativisation. It is demonstrated that
the processes of relativisation suffice to derive several types of
nominal modifiers.

Chapter 4 introduces another major recursive mechanism,
complementation. Several types of complement constructions are dis-
cussed, and the majority are shown to be NP complements. A few types
appear to be VP complements, but conditions are suggested under
which they could be counsidered NP complements.

Chapters 5 to 8 examine a series of special constructions.

All except one are shown t0 be derived from complex underlying




structures, and it is demonstrated that the general principles of
complementation can handle all these. It is argued that pseudo~cleft
sentences however, are derived from underlying simple senbences.
Chapter 5 deals with modal constructions, Chapler 6 with involitive
sentences, Chapter 7 with causative sentences, and Chapter 8 with
sentences of emphatic assertion and negation, and pseudo-cleft
constructions.

Chapter 9 examines a third major recursive mechanism,
conjunction.

Chapter 10 introduces adverbials, and examines tentatively
the suggesiion that few additional rules are required to account
for such counstructions.

Finally, Chapter 11 discusses, again ‘tentatively, a rather

different type of complex senlence, comparative constructions.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS

ACC : accusative

Adj : ad jective

Adv : adverbial

Anim : animdte

CAUS : causative

Def : definite

Den : demonstrative
Det s determiner
EMPH $ emphasisg

FEM s feminine

Hum s human

Imp : imperative
Indef ¢ indefinite
INVOL : involitive

N : noun

Neg e negative

NP : noun phrase
OBL : obligatory

opT : optional

Postp $ postposition
Post S s post sentence
Pred 3 predicate

Pri s particle

Q : question

S : sentence

SC 3 structural change
SD : gstructural description
T : transformation

v : verb
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X is rewritten as Y

X is transformed into Y
X and Y are concatenated

X and Y are concatenated (confined to
transformational rules)

X is an oplbtional element

X or Y ig selected

X is a constituent belonging to the
category Y

X contains the feature Y

Y ig a positively specified feature
Y is a negatively specified featlure
plus or minus

cover symbols for all possible elements
including zero

zero (used in transliteration)

zero (used in transformational rules)
ungrammatical counstruction
guestionable construction

less than

greater than or equal to
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CHAPTIER 1

INTRODUCTION

The subject of study in this thesis is the syntax of
complex sentences in Sinhalese. Complex sentence formation in
Sinhalese is discussed here within the framework of a generative
transformational theory of grammar as outlined in Chonsky's
'Syntactic Structures?, (1957), and developed and e:q)anded by him
and many others over the past sixteen years. In particular, this
study takes as its model the 'Standard Theory! formulated in
Chomsky's 'Aspects of the Theory of Syntax' (hereafter 'Aspects'),
(1965).1 Research since 1965 has led progressively to a guestioning
of Standard Theory, and various proposals embodying revisions of
the model have now been put forward.2 Relatively minor revisions

are proposed in the work of the tinterpretive semanticistst,

1. The term !'Standard Theory'! is used with reference to the theory
of grammar outlined in ‘'Aspects' in Chomsky (1969) and Bach
(1971a). Postal (1971) uses the term 'Classical Transformational
Theoxry?*.

2. In their Introduction, Jacobs and Rosenbaum (1970) sketch develop-
’ ments in transformational theory since Chomsky (1965), relating
the articles in the volume to different stages of these develop-
ments. In the Overview to Part II (pp. 157-182) of Steinberg and
Jakobovits (1971), H. Maclay discusses the same developments
moxre fully.
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including Chomsky, Jackendoff, Dougheriy, Akmajian etc.d More

4

dragtic changes are envisaged in the 'Case Grammar' of Fillmore,
and in the 'generative semantics' of Lakoff, McCawley, Ross etc.5
The present study deals largely with the less problematic and
controversial areas of complex senténoe formation, and hence a
grammatical model based on Standard Theory suffices for this purpose.
Where the data under consideration necessitates a departure from
this model, this is mentioned in the relevant section, as for
ingtance, in the formulation of the Pseudo-Cleft rule in Chapter 8.
Je Lyons defines the values of the terms 'generative! and
'transformational’ as follows:

"By Chomsky and his followers the term 'generative'! is
usually understood to combine two distinguishable senses:
(i) 'projective! (or 'predictive'); and (ii) 'explicit!
(*formal' vs. 'informal'!) . . .

It was first introduced in the sense of 'projeclive!
(or tpredictive'): to refer to any set of grammatical rules
which, explicitly or implicitly, described a given corpus
of sentences by 'projecting' them upon, or treating them
as a 'sample' of, a larger set of sentences. A grammar of
this kind is 'predictive!' in that it establishes as gramma-—
tical, not only 'actual' sentences, but alsc 'poiential!
sentences « + . most of the grammars that have ever been
written throughout the history of linguistics are generative

3. Chomsky (1969) brings together a number of cases Standard Theory
is incapable of handling, and argues for a modified wversion of
Standard Theory in which not merely deep structures, but also
some aspects of surface structures (and perhaps intermediate
structures as well) are relevant to semantic interpretation.

4. See especially C.J. Fillmore (1966), (1968a), (1969) and (1971)
for a formulation of the theory of Case Grammar.

5. See especially G. Lakoff (1971).



in this first sense of the term . . . :

But the term 'generative! was subsequently used in
this section in a rather particular sense of texplicit!.
This approximates to, and indeed derives from, one of the
senseg in which the fterm 'generate! is employed in mathe-
matics +» + « This second, more or less mathematical, sense
of the term 'generate' presupposes, for its applicability
to grammar, a rigorous and precise specification of the
nature of the grammatical rules and their manner of opera—
tions it presupposes the formalisation of grammatical
theory".©

"If we use the term in a general and rather informal
sense, rather than in the pariticular sense in which it is
defined in any one theory, we can say, guite reasonably,
that the 'deeper connexions' between senbtences which fcut
across the surface grammar! are transformational relation-
ships: this is a perfectly legitimate use of {the term
ttransformational'. Many of these transformational rela-
tionships between sentences are well-recognised in tradi-
tional grammar; but it is only recently that linguists have
made any progress in accouniing for them in an explicitly
generative framework. Any grammar that claims fto assign to
each sentence that it generates both a deep-=structure and
a surface structure analysis and systematically to relate
the two analyses is a transformational grammar (whether it
uses the label or not)".T

In the preface to 'Aspects', Chomsky discusses the

generative function of a grammar as follous:

"The idea that a language is based on a system of rules
determining the interpretation of its infinitely many sen-
tences is by no means novel. Well over a century ago, it was
expressed with reasonable clarity by William von Humboldt
in his famous but rarely studied introduction o general
linguistics (Humboldt, 1836). His view that a language
'makes infinite use of finite means' and that its grammar

6. J. Lyons (1968), pp. 155-157.

70 Jde LyOnS (1968), P 248-
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must describe the processes that make this possible is,
furthermore, an outgrowih of a persistent concern, within
rationalistic philosophy of language and mind, with this
'oreative' aspect of language use. What is more, it seems
that even Panini's grammar can be interpreted as a frag-
ment of such a 'generative grammar', in essentially the
contemporary sense of this term.

Nevertheless, within modern linguistics, it is
chiefly within the last few years thal fairly substantial
attempts have been made to construct explicit generative
grammars for particular languages and to explain their
consequences'.

Thus, a generative transformational grammar is characterised
by its concern for formulating a relatively small number of rules
which nevertheless, account for the infinitely large number of new
sentences possible within a given 1anguage. R.B. Lees summarises
the aim of his study of Bnglish nominalisations as follows:

"Thus, if we are successful, we shall have shown how a
reasonably compact set of formal specifications provides
for the generation of infinitely many new denotative and
connotative expressions in English sentences".9

In general, a generative grammar of any language is motivated
by similar aims. Chomsky comments on the formalisation typical of
generative grammar as follows:

"The search for rigorous formulation in linguistics has a
much more serious motivation than mere concern for logical
niceties or the desire to purify well-established methods

of linguistic analysis. Precisely constructed models for
linguistic structure can play an important role, both nega=-
tive and positive, in the process of discovery itself. By
pushing a precise, but inadequate formulation to an unaccepi-
able conclugion, we can often expose the exact mource of

this inadequacy, and consequently, gain a deeper understand—
ing of the linguistic data. More positively, a formalised

8. N. Chomsky (1965), Preface p. v.
9. R.B. Lees (1960), Preface p. xxvie
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theory may automatically provide solutions for many prob-
lems other than those for which it was explicitly designed".lo

Chomsky (1957) suggests that a transformational component
in & grammar can be justified for two reasons. Wirst, it is justi-
fied where a language lies outside the rgnge of a phrase structure
(constituent structure) analysis. Second, he suggests that it is
justified where a phrase structure analysis can apply 1o a language
only clumsily, constructing a complex and unrevealing grammar,
while the incorporation of transformational rules construects a
simpler and more revealing grammar. He says:

"When transformational analysis is properly formulated we
find that it is essentially more powerful than description
in termg of phrase structure, just as the latter is essen—
tially more powerful than description in berms of finite
state Markov processes that generate seniences from left
to right. In particular, such languages as (10iii) which
lie beyond the bounds of phrase sitructure descripition, as
we have formulated it, can be derived transformationally.
It is important to observe that the grammar is materially
simplified when we add a transformational level, since it
ig now necessary to provide phrase structure directly only
for kernel sentences - the terminal sirings of the ﬁﬂ, F]
grammar are just those which underlie kernel sentences. We
. choose the kernel sentences in such a way that the terminal
strings underlying the kernel are easily derived by means
of a Eﬂ, ] description, while all other sentences can be
derived from these bterminal strings by simply statable
transformations. We have seen . . . several examples of.
simplificatignstre%glting from transformational analysis.
Full—scalq/in%%s%gga%ion of Bnglish provides a great

many more cases".ll

Within this general framework of generative transformational

10. N. Chomsky (1957), Preface p. 5.

11. N. Chomsky (1957), Ch. 5 p. 48.
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grammar, the particular model for this study is the Standard Theory
outlined in 'Aspects'. The special properties of Standard Theory are

gummarised bhelow.

"Thus the syntactic component consists of a base that gene-
rates deep structures and a transformational part that maps
them into surface siructures. The deep structure of a sen-—
tence is submitted to the semantic component for semantic
interpretation, and its surface siructure enters the phono-
logical component and undergoes phonetic interpretation.
The final effect of a grammar, then, is to state how a sen-
tence is interpreted. This relation is mediated by the syn-
tactic component of the grammar, which constitutes its sole
'creative' part.

The branching rules of the base (that is, its cate-
gorial component) define grammatical funciions and gramma-
tical relations and determine an absiract underlying orders;
the lexicon characterises the individual properties of
particular lexical items that are inserted in specified
positions in base Phrase-markers. Thus when we define 'deep
structures' as 'structures generated by the base component?,
we are, in effect, assuming that the semantic interpretation
of a sentence depends only on its lexical items and the
grammatical functions and relations represented in the
underlying structures in which they appear©.l2

Chomsky defines 'grammatical functions' like 'subject' etc.
in terms of relations holding between 'grammatical categories' like
'noun phrase' (hereafter NP), 'verb phrase! (hereafter VP), 'sentence'
(hereafter 8) etc.

"The notion 'Subject'!, as digtinct from the notion 'NP',
designates a grammatical function rather than a grammatical
category. It is, in other words, an inherently relational
notion. We say, in traditional terms, that in (1) [sincerity
may Ffrighten the boy] sincerity is an NP (not that it is the
NP of the sentence), and that it is (functions as) the
Subject—of the sentence (not that it is a Subject). Punctional

12. N. Chomsky (1965), Ch. 3 pp. 135-136.
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notions like 'Subject', 'Predicate' are to be sharply
distinguished from categorial notions such as 'Noun Phrase!,
"Verb'!, a distinction that is not to be obscured by the
occasional use of the same term for notions of both kinds

e o o It is necessary only 10 make explicit the relational
character of these notions by defining 'Subject—of' for
Bnglish, as the relation holding between the NP of a sen-
tence of the form NP Aux” VP and the whole sentence,
fObject-of' as the relation between the NP of a VP of the
form VNP and the whole VP, etc."l13

Hence grammatical funciions are not directly represented in

deep structures, but are derivable from the more general definitions

below.

Subject~of : [ np, 8 ]
Predicate —of : [ vB, & ]
Direct Object—of : [ npy, VP ]
Main Verb-of : [ v, vP ]

F'or Sinhalese too, the term 'subject of a sentence! refers

to the NP directly dominated by S in a given phrase marker, 'object

of a sentence! to the NP directly dominated by VP, and 'main verb of

a sentence' to the V directly dominated by VP etce.

In Standard Theory the recursive property of a grammar is

attributed to the base component, the transformational component

being purely interpretive.

"Phe infinite generative capacity of a grammar arises from
a particular property of these categorial rules, namely
that they may introduce the initial symbol S into a line of
derivation. In this way, the rewriting rules can, in effect,
ingert base Phrase-markers into other base Phrase-markers,
this process being iterable without limit".l14

13. N. Chomsky (1965), Ch. 2 pp. 68-69.
14. N. Chomsky (1965), Ch. 3 p. 142.
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The phrase sitructure rules for Sinhalese formulated in
Chapter 2 allow only for the generation of simple sentences, and
hence do not provide for recursion. The additional phrase structure
rules given in Chapter 3 (6), Chapter 4 (14), and Chapter 9 (21) and
(34) however, introduce the initial symbol S into a line of the
derivation, and thus provide for recursion.

Standard Theory also incorporates the concept of the
"transformational cycle'.

" . . « we construct a transformational derivation by

applying the sequence of transformational rules sequen-—

tially, 'from the bottom up' -~ that is, applying the

sequence of rules to a given configuration only if we have

already applied it to all Phrase-markers embedded in this
configuration”.15

Chomsky (1969) summarises the essential properties of
Standard Theory as follows:

"Observe that a standard theory specifies, for each sen—~

tence, a syntactic structure Y = (Pl, RIS A I Pn)

(where Pi is the deep, and Pn the surface structure), a sem-

antic representation S, and a phonetic representation P. It
asserts, furthermore, ‘that S is determined by Pi and P by Pn

under the rules of semantic and phonological interpretation,
regpectively. More generally, the theory is 'syntactically
based! in the sense that it assumes the sound-meaning
relation (P, S) to be determined by J '".16

The system of grammatical transformations is said to deter-

mine an infinite class K of finite sequences of phrase-markers, each

15. N. Chomsky (1965), Ch. 3 p. 143.
160 N. Choms:k:y‘ (1969), Po 185-
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such seguence Pl’ o o o 4 Pn meeting the following conditions:
(1) P is a surface structure.

(ii) each Pi is formed by applying a certain transformation
to Pi—l in a way permitted by the conditions on

- grammatical rules.

(iii) there is no P, such that Pys Pyy « « « , P meets

conditions (i) and (ii)".17
Lexical transformations are defined as follows:

"a lexical transformation associated with the lexical item
I maps a phrase-marker P containing a substructure @ into
a phrase-marker P' formed by replacing Q by .18

Post-lexical structures, which are the 'deep structures' of”
fAspects?, are thus defined by the following condition:

"eiven (Pl’ o o a9y Pn) in K, there is an i such that for
j< i, the transformation used to form Pj+1
lexical, and for j_ > i, the transformation used to form
Pj+1 from Pj is norlexical.l9

from P, is
J

Deep structures, in such a theory, are therefore held to
to meet several conditions.

"First, they determine semantic representation. Second,

they are mapped into well-formed surface structures by
grammatical transformations (without any subsequent insertion
of lexical items). Third, they satisfy the set of formal
conditions defined by the base ruless in particular, the
rules of the categorial component define the grammatical
functions and the order of constituents, and the contextual
features of lexical entries determine how lexical items can
be entered into such structures".20

17. N. Chomsky (1969), pp. 183-184.
18. N. Chomsky (1969), p. 184.
19. N. Chomsky (1969), p. 184.
20. N. Chomsky (1969), p. 185.
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The grammatical model constructed here to handle complexv
sentences in Sinhalese is, in general, based on such a theory.
Chomsky (1969) discusses a number of cases in which information not
repregented in deep structures seems necegsary for semantic inter—
pretation. In order to accommodate these facts, he proposes a revi-
sion of Standard Theory..

"hege cases suggest that the standard theory is incorrect,
and that it should be modified to permit these rules. These
considerations may not affect the weaker hypothesis that
the grammatical relations represented in deep structure are
those that determine semantic interpretation. However, it
seems ‘that 'such matiters as focus and presupposition, topic
and comment, reference, scope of logical elements, and per-
haps other phenomena, are determined in part at least by
properties of structures of X other than deep siructures in
particular, by properties of surface structure. In shorid,
these phenomena suggest that the theory of grammar should
be reconstructed along the lines intuitively indicated in
(113), using the notation of the earlier discussion:

(113) base ¢ (Ply « « « 5 Pi} (P1 the K-initial, Pj the
vost-lexical (deep) struc-
ture of the syntactic struc-
ture which is a member of X)

transformations ¢ (Piy » « « 5 Pyp) (Pn the surface
- structures

(Pl’ s o s 3 Pn)el{)

phonology : Py —> phonetic representation

semantics

28

(Piy Pn) —> semantic representation
(the grammatical relations
involved being those of P4,
that is, those represented
in P1) ".

In this study, as noted in Chapter 8, sentences derived by

2l. Ne. Chomsky (1969), p. 213.
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the Pseudo-Cleft transformation are examples that cannot be handled
by Standard Theory, and hence, necessitate a modified theory of the

sort proposed above.

Since this thesis deals with the syntax of complex sentences
in Sinhalese, neither initonation and other rules of the phonological
component, nor the rulesg of the semantic component are discussed. A
study of intonation, in particular, might have proved revealing at
various pointse Differences in intonation seem to distinguish the
restfictive and appositive relative phrases discussed in Chapter 3.

A study of intonation might have been helpful in determining the fac-
tors governing the acceptability of sentences like (80)-(82) in
Chapter 3, in contrast to the questionability of the similar senten—
ces (74)=(76). Such a study is beyond the scope of this thesis, but
an examinatbtion of intonation patterns in Sinhalese, which has not

yet been undertaken, would be a welcome contribution to linguistic
research in Sinhalese.22

A study of complex sentence formation is of particular
interest within a generative transformational framework of the type
outlined above. In particular, this themis attempis to formulate a
relatively small set of rules that will nevertheless account for the

infinitely many new sentences possible in Sinhalese. The recursive

22. de Abrew (1963) comments informally on intonation in several
instances, but no full study has yet been underiaken.
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phrase structure rules introduced in Chapters 3, 4 and 9 are the
gpecific mechanisms that permit ¢omplex sentence formation. These
introduce the mechanisms of relativisation, NP complementation, and
coordinate conjunction. The term 'complex sentence' is used essen-
tially in the sense familiar in transformational literature, which

is defined below.

" ., « « any sentence that is generated by a group of runles,
at least one of which contains the initial symbol in the
right-~hand side is a ¢omplex sentences all other sentences

are simple v, 23

This use of the ferm diffgrs from ite use in traditional
wesbern grammars. With respect to the latter, (1) below iz a 'simple!
sentence, (2) a 'complex' sentence, and (3) a 'compound' sentence. In
the sense in which the term 'complex sentence! is used here however,
it applies to all three sentences. (For a demonstration of how (1)-(3)
are derived from complex rather than simplex underlying structures,
see the analysis of Ch. 3 (40), Ch. 4 (1) and Ch. 9 (3)).

(1) pobdi lamoya atiDenevaa
'small' *the child' 'is crying?

(The small child is crying.)

(2) padma aliDone  ekeo pudumayi
Padma~ 'cirying! 'thing' 'is surprising?
girl's

name in Sinhalese!

(It is surprising that Padma is crying.)

23s J. Lyons (1968), Che 6 p. 225.
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(3) padma a¥Denovaayi bat kanevaayi
'Padma' *is crying—and' 'rice' tis eating-and?

(Padma is crying and eating her rice..)

Sinhalese, which is spoken by the majority of the population
in Ceylon (or Sri Lanka, as it has been known since 1972), belongs
to the Indic braﬁeh of Indo-Iranian, which in turn belongs to the
larger family of languages, Indo-Buropean. W.A. Coates (1972) assigns
Sinhalese further to the Indian Ocean subfamily of modern Indo-Aryan
languages. He distinguishes three other subfamilies, the Peninsular
subfamily, comprising languages spoken in northern and central India
and in Pakisteni the Dardic subfamily, comprising languages spoken
north of the Himalayass and Romany, comprising dialects spoken by
gypsies in many parts of the world. He classifies Sinhalese, and
Maldivian, spoken in the Maldive IYslands and on the island of
Minicoy, which is part of India, as the only members of the Indian
Ocean subfamily.

In this thesis, I examine Colloquial Sinhalese, which can
be distinguished at all levels from formal or 'Literary' Sinhalese..
M.W.Se de Silva (1967) discusses the divergence between written and
spoken forms of +the language, tracing the historical developments to
which this divergence can be atitributbed. He comments ag follows on
the distinction between the two forms:

"The written langvage - the language of the press and litera-

ture -~ is different from all forms of the spoken language
e ¢ o The written language is, nonetheless, regarded as the
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téorrect! language, and school grammars are designed to
teach this version over a period of five or six years.
Although every reader can understand the literary grammar,
not everyone can reproduce it according to the accepted
norm: it requires a systematic study". 4

JeWs Gair (1968) also takes as the subject of his study
these two major functional varieties of Sinhalese. He discusses some
of the major differences in the morphology, syntax, vocabulary and
phonology of the two varieties, and uses varying combinations of
these major differentiating features to charaéterise other sub-
varieties of Sinhalese, e.ge the language used in some children's
books and readers, public speaking, radio talks and lectures, sermo-—
nising, some instances of letter writing etc. He comments on the
two major varieties as follows, relating them to CeA. Ferguson's

=
use of the term 'diglossia'.ZJ

"Sinhalese, as currently used in Ceylon, exhibits the kind
of distinction between major functional wvarieties for which
Ferguson's term diglossia has been generally accepted « + .

24, MeW.S. de Silva (1967), pe 6.

25« He refers in pariticular to Ferguson's definitiom of the term
'diglossial:

"a relatively stable language situation in which, in addi-
tion to the primary dialects of the language (which may
include a standard or regional standards) there is a very
divergent, highly codified (often grammatically more com-
plex) superposed variety, the vehicle of a large and respecs
ted body of written ldterature, either of an earlier period
or in another speech community, which is learned largely

by formal education and is usged for most written and formal
spoken purposes, but is not used by any sector of the com—
munity for ordinary conversation®.

CeAe Ferguson (;959), e 435.
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First, there is the language used by everyone, at all
social levels, educated and.uneducated alike, for all nor-
mal face-to-face counversation. While there aite recognisable
sub-varieties, they all share a large common core of basic
gtructural features so thalt they together constitute one
major variety: Colloguial Sinhalese .

Distinct from Colloguial Sinhalese is the language
of virtually all writiten materials, ranging from newspapers
and magazines through official documents and learned jour-
nals to imaginative literature. Despite sub-varieties show-
ing a wide range of surface divergence, there is a shared
get of structural features which serve 1o characterise another
major wvariety. This may be called Literary Sinhalese provi-
ding that the term is not taken to imply a necessary connec—
tion with literature per se. Literary Sinhalese may also be
heard in some public speaking and some radio programming
on Radio Ceylon, including news broadcasting and station
breaks, but it is fundamentally a written variety, likely,
even when spoken, o have been composed beforehand. There
are people capable of impromptu speaking in it without vio-
lating its conventions, but they too would use it only on
formal occasions. It is no one's first language, but gege—
rally acquired within some formal learning si‘bua‘bion“.2

The earliest extant literary work in Sinhalese dates back
to about the ninth century A.D., while lithic records extend consider-
ably further back than this. The earliest extant grammar of the lang-
nage is the 'Sidat Sangarawa', written about the thirteenth century
AsDe, and regarded as the classical, authoritative grammar of the
langunage. Most subsequent grammatical studieg of the language, inclu-
ding some of those of the present century, have, to a large extent,
drawn upon this work. In the present century however, Sinhalese has
been subject to considerable modern linguistic investigation. Much

of this investigation has been historical, but a considerable

26. JoWo Gair (1968), Pl 1=2,
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amount of descriptive work has also been undertaken. Most of this
work however, has taken Literary Sinhalese as its subject.

Although passing comments on the colloguial language are
included in some of these works (e.g. Geiger (1938) includes a brief,
but interesting section on the colloguial verb), Colloguial Sinhalese
itself was not subject to any full-scale examination until recently.
de Silva (1957), de Abrew (1963), and Kekulawala (1964) all provide
in their Introductions, & full account of the history of linguistic
investigation of the Sinhalese language up to this point.

MeWeSe de Silva's thesis, 'The Verbal Piece in Colloguial
Sinhalese : A Phonological Study', (1957), which is the first full-
scale examination of the colloguial language, is also ap,attempt to
employ modern linhguistic techniques for the purpose. In the sixteen
years following his pioneer work however, a sizeable volume of re-
search into Colleoguial Sinhalese has accumulated. Both de Silva's
thesis and that of S.L. Kekulawala, !The Phonology of the Woun in
Golloquial Sinhalese', (1964), discuss the phonology of the collo~
guial language in terms of prosodic phonology. KeKeDe de Abrew's
'A Syntactical Study of the Verbal Piece in Colloguial Sinhalese?,
(1963), discusses morphology, with special reference to that of the
verb, and subsequently, the syntax of the verbal piece, in struc—
turalist terms. DeDe. de Saram's 'The Nominal in Colloquial Sinhalese®,
(1964), which I have not had the opportunity of reading, is another
work in this field.

BeSsS8eAe Wickramasuriya's 'The Nominal Phrasge in Sinhalese
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and. ite Bearing on Sinhalese English', (1965), is baéed on the speech
of the writer in the register appropriate to slow-ceclloguial and

27

semi-formal discourse. This variety of language is however, dis-
tinet from the literary variety, and may be grouped with Gair's lap-
ger functional variety, 'Colloquial!. Wickramasuriya provides an
exceptionally thorough examination of the morphology of Sinhalese,
and then discusses the syntax of the nominal phrase in pariicular,
later assessing its bearing on 'Sinhalese Bnglish'e. His study too,
is largely in sitructuralist terms, but as demonstrated below, he
shows an interest in the transformational derivation of nominal
phrasese K.N.O. Dharmadasa (1967), 'Spoken and Writteﬁ'Sinhalese :

a Contrastive Study?', and I.P. Jayasekera (1970), 'Reduplication in
'Sinhalese! again discuss aspects of the colloguial,.language.

JeWe Gair (1970), 'Colloquial Sinhalese Clause Structures!' is a
gquite comprehensive study of syntactic patterns in Cohlloguial Sin-
halese. He brings together a large and interesting body of data,
discussing it within a 'constructional - transformational! frame~-
worke. Finally, R.P.T. Jayawardana (1971), 'Case in Sinhalese!, mokes
a particularly interesting examination of this subject within the
framework of CedJe Fillmﬁre's theory of Case Grammar. Working within
an explicitly transformatienal framework, Jayawardana discusses

several significant areas of Sinhalese syntax. He distinguishes

27+ Wickramasuriya uses the term 'register' in the sense of Hall-
iday, McIntosh and Strevens (1964), Ch. 4 p. T7e.
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"Séoken' from 'Colloguial' Sinhalese, and bases his study on the
former. Again, as in the case of Wickramasuriya, this variety of
the language is distinct from the literary variety, and may be
grouped with the larger functional variety 'Colloguial't.

In addition, a number of papers, principally by de Silva,
and Gair, have examined more specific areas in Colioquial Sinhalese.
Some of these are, de Silva (1958), 'Gender in Colloguial Sinhalese's
Coates and de Silva (1960), 'The Segmental Phonemes of Sinhalese!';
de Silva (1960), 'Verbal Categories in Spoken Sinhalese'; de Silva
(1961), 'Nasalisation in the Verbal Endings in Spoken Sinhalese!s
de Silva (1963), 'A Phonemic Statement of the Sinhalese Vowels [e]
[a] and [aa]'; Gair (1966), 'Colloguial Sinhalese Inflectional Cate—
gories and Parts of Speech's de Silva (1967), 'Effects of Purism on
the BEvolution of the Written Language : Case History of the Situation
in Sinhalese'; and Gair (1968), 'Sinhalese Diglossia'e

This thesis is therefore an addition 4o the body of already
existing research on Colloguial Sinhalese. Traditional studies of
Sinhalese dealt lérgely with the morphology of the language, comments
on synbtax being incidental. Some of the work on Colloguial Sinhalese
has however, dealt with the syntax of the language. de Abrew, Wick-
ramasuriya, Gair, and Jayawardana, all discuss some aspects of mor-
phology, but concern themselves primarily with syntax. This thesis
too, deals essentially with the syntax of Colloguial Sinhalese, but

examines it specifically within the framework of the generative

k-
e S
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transformational model of grammar proposed by Chomsky in 'Aspects'.

Of the four studies above, the last three have, to a
greafer o lesser extent, drawn on 'transformational'! relationships
(in the sense defined above in p. 12) existing between pairs of con-
structions..

Wickramasuriya (1965) adopts, basically, a structuralist
approach to syntax, but poinis out various traﬁsformational relation=
ships obtaining between pairs of constructions. Discussing the rela-
tionship between the verb forms distinguished in the present siudy
as base and involitive verbs (see Cﬁ. 6), bui ag actives and passives
by him, he commenits:

"Such sentences are transformationally related to senten-

ces containing Active voice verbs in which the Q - element

in sentences of this type occur in the Nominative case func-—
tioning as subjects. This relationship between the two types

of sentences is indicated by the following pairs.

Active Voice Verb Passive Voice Verb

8 v (Act)
(i) babaa aliDonevaa

'The baby is crying!

Q v (Pas)
babaaTe eefiDensvaa
'"The baby i8 crying!

S v (Act) Q v (Pas)
(ii) kolla doDevensvaa ——>  kollaTe deDovensvaa
'"The boy is mattering! 'The boy is mutteréng'
| [eto. "2

In his discussion of modifications and expansions of nomi-
nal phrases in Sinhalese, having classified the properties of each

type, he then giveg a conversion formula deriving each type from an

28 BeSeS.Ae Wickramasuriya (1965), Che 5 p. 111.




29

underlying simple sentence. A typical example is cited below.

" Type A : The participle may be preceded by a nominal
which is in subordinate relation to it. Notionally, the
nominal is the ‘actor', the participle is the ‘'action', and
the head of the whole nominal phrase is the object or
'goalt of the agtion, e.g.,

n I1X NH
(i) lameya kalene geDi *the fruits being plucked
n 11T NH by the boy! |
(ii) kells Tifidepu piYtgaane the plate broken by the girl! |
n ITT NH
(iii) amma uyepu  ksevun 'the sweetmeats prepared by

mother!

Nominal phrases of this type are related to simple kernel
sentences of the 'transitive'! type, with the structure

S +.0 4 V. Thus the conversion formula for the type of momi-
nalisation illustrated in sentences (i) to (iii) above

would be as follows.

Kernel Sentences Nominalisation

Niy + No 4+ Vip — N1 + Participlety =+ N2
lamoya geli kaDesnsvaa lameya kaDone geDi
fechild-fruits-plucks? tchild~plucking-fruits'
'The child is plucking '"The fruits being plucked
fruits! by +the child!

Thus ‘the changes involved are: (i) the conversion of the

finite verb into the participle of the corresponding tenses

(ii) the change of the position of the N2 from pre-verbal

position to post-participial position™.29

This approach highlights significant relationships between
types of constructions, but clearly lacks the explicitness and gene-

rality characteristic of generative transformational grammars out-

lined above. The same is true of Gair's approach to a wider range of

29+ BeSeSeAe Wickramasuriya (1965), Ch. 7 p. 167.
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clausge structures in Sinhalese..

Gair uses as his theoretical framework a combination of
the ‘constructional' (following Hockett) and 'transformational!
approaches to syntax. He distinguishes first a number of !Clause

Construction Types'.

*Clauses built by any of the patterns in this section may
occur as independent clauses « « « and when they so occur
are basic clauses. They also serve as bases for the drans-—
formations « +

Most clause types given in this section are clearly
kernel, but there are some included for which there is evi-
dence poinlting 1o possible transformational deriwvation. For
the latter, the transformations involwved are doubtful ox
not adequately statable from available data'.

The properiies of these types are gpecified in construc-
tional terms.. He then discusses a number of 'Clause Transformations',

which he defines as follows.

"Pransformations applying to clauses fall into two major

groups:

(1) SINGLE -BASE transformations operate upon a single
clause to produce a single clause, and both base and
transform are capable of occurring as independent
clauses..

(2) DOUBLE -~ BASE transformations operate upon itwo clauses,
combining them in some fashion. Commonly, that part of
the transform deriving from one of the clauses is in-
corporated into, or placed in an attributive relation=
ship to, that part deriving from the other . . .

It is possible 1o approach double-base transformations
in a different waye. In hig study of Huicholi, Grimes defines
SHUNTING TRANSFORMATIONS as !transformations that operate
on an independent clause to yield a clause that stands in
a specific grammatical relationship to some other clausef.

In essence this approach looks at double~base transforma-—

tions from the point of view of one of the base clauses: that

which is incorporated or rendered attributive. It has decided

30e JeWe Gair (1970)’ Che. 5 P 560
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advantages at this early stage in the analysis of Sinha-
lese, since it allows us to retain some of the advantages
of a transformational treatment by accounting for a num-
ber of kinds of dependent structures found in the data in
terms of clause patterns already described, while charac-
terising their distributions in constructional terms as
specifically as the evidence allows.. At the same time, it
is consistent with the emphasis in thisg study on single-
clause patiterns, since it is characteristically the form
resulting from the shunting transformation, not that into
which it is introduced, that represents a new variety of
clause.. This approeach ig thus adopted here®. 1

Gair uses, for instance, a transformational formula of the
type illusitrated below to relate sentences with the modal element
aeti (probable) to basic clause constructions. Similar sentences
are discussed in Chapier 5 of the present gtudy, and it can be seen
there thet by using an 'Aspects' type theory of grammar, generali-
sations more extensive than those Gair is able to capture below, can
be capiured.. |

"With z$i as Aux

X V-Af ———ﬁ} X V-nns aebi

Active verbal clauses and impersonal clauses of at least
the perception type may serve as hases. The implication is
past time and probability.

Active Clause as Base :

mahattoa yanowa —— mahattea yamno zeti
tgentleman go-npi-a’t = "The gentleman must have

gone!
[eto. ]“32

Hence, though both Wickramasuriya and Galr note significant

3le JeWe Gair (1970), Che 6 pe 106.
32 J.W. Gair (1970), Ch. 6 p. 110.
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transformational relationships between sets of constructions, neither
of them uses a rigorously formulated generative transformational
model. Gair expressly states that his use of itransformational analy~
- sis sets itself a less ambitious task than that of other contemporary
transformational approaches, but sketches some of the more modest
purposes it may serve. He comments:
U1t is apparent from the growing literature on transforma-
tions that an ‘*orthodox! transformational approach, by
which for lack of a better term we may refer to the kind of
coherent descriptive model advanced by Chomsky, is difficult
if not impossible to apply to any sizeable segment of &
language for which one has only a limited corpus and with
which he lacks native or near-native familiarity . «
Nevertheless, it would appear that transformations could be:
used to advantage even in the comparatively early stage in
the analysis of a language represented by this study".33
Consequently, Jayawardana's examination of case in Sinhalese,
which is conducted within an explicitly transformational frameworlk,
makes a rather different contribution to the development of syntactic
investigation into Colloguial Sinhalese. Jayawardana explores the
syntactic relations between nour phrases and the main verb in Sinha-
lese sentences, basing his study on the Case Grammar proposed by
CeJe Pillmore, and constructs a formal Case Grammar capable of accoun-
ting for a large number of sentence types in Sinhalese. His area of
research however leads him largely to an examination of simple sen—

tences in Sinhalese. Both Wickramasuriya and Gair deal with some

complex constructions, but neither undertakes a large~scale

330 JeW. QGair (1970), Che 1 Pe 20.-
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investigation of +this field.34 In his chapter on 'Modifications and
Bxpansions of the Nominal Phrase in Sinhalese' (Ch. 7), Wickramasuriya
discusses quite fully several types of complex nominal constructions,
but other aspects of complex senbtence formation are not relevént to
his subject. Gair discusses some types of complex sentences in the
sections on 'Shunting Transformations' and 'Hominalising Transforma-—
tions! (Che 6.2 and 6.4), but his treatment of these is, in his
words, 'in the briefest possible fashiont', and he expressly leaves
the formulation of adequate rules for such constructions for later
treatment. Other types of sentences distinguished in the present
study as derived from eompléx underlying structures, are not handled
transformationall& by hime

The present thesis is essentially-one more step in the con-
tinuing line of research discussed above. In particular, I discuss
complex séntence formation, which up 4o now, has not been the subject
of any full study. By working within an 'Aspects!' theory of grammar,
I attempt, in addition, to formulate a relatively small but general
gset of rules that will serve o generate a correspondingly large num-
ber of new sentences. I am specifically interested in how certain
recﬁrsive mechanisms like relativisation, NP compiementatiqn, and

conjunction can be employed 1o generate an infinitely large number

34 de Abrew (1963), Che. 8, 'The Structure of the Verbal Piece in
Complex Sentences', also deals with some types of complex
sentences, but as noted earlier, within a non-transformational
framework.
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of sentencese.

Chapter 2 presents a set of phrase structure rules capable
of generating the deep structures of a large variety of simple sen-
tences in Sinhalese. Various categories introduced in these rules
are discussed and Jjustified, and illustrative examples of deep strue-
tures generated by the rules are given. In addition, certain trans—
formational rules required to derive the relevant surface structures
are introduced. Although an item 'Imp' is introduced in the expansion
of 'Post S' (Ch. 2 (2)) to account for imperative sénténces, such
constructions are not discussed. The chapter also notes a type of
irregular sentence that the phrase structure rules cannot handle, but
these constructiions are not discussed in detail.

Chapter 3 introduces one of the principal mechanisms res—
ponsible for complex sentence formation, relativisation. Several
types of nominal modifiers in Sinhalese are discussed, and it is
demonstrated that an additional phrage structure rule allowing for
the recursive embedding of a sentence in a noun phrase, and three
principal transformational rules, Relative Phrase Formation, Appo—
sitivisation, and Wodifier, suffice to derive such construclions.

Chapter 4 introduces another of the major recursive mecha-—
nisms of the language, complementation. Several types of complement
congtructions in Sinhalese are discussed, and it is shown that a
phrase structure rule allowing for NP complementation serves to

generate the majority of these types. A few types are not as easily
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handled, and a rule alléwing for VP complementation is set up to
account for these. Some suggestions are offered, however, of condi-
tions under which such constructions oo can be considered NP complie-
mentse. If suchﬂsuggestions can be validated, then a single rule of
NP complementation will suffice to generate all complement consitruc—
tions in the language. The chapter also introduces several transfor-
mational rules, some of which are fundamental Ho several other areas
of Sinhalese syntax as well. These are eke or Pronoun Deletion,
Equi-NP Deletion, eko- or Pronoun Replacement, and the Infinitive
rule. -The first three correspond to similar transformational rules
that have been seen to be necessary in English and a large number

of other languages as well.

Chapters 5 to 8 examine a series of special types of con~
gtructions in Sinhalese, modal constructions, involitive sentences,
causative sentences, sentences of emphatic asserition and negation, amd
paseudo=~cleft constructions. Investigation of these typés reveals that,
except for the last type, all the others must be derived from com—
plex underlying structures. It is also demonsitrated that the general
principles of complementation discussed in Chapter 4 can Ve extended
to account, together with relatively few additional transformational
rules, for all these constructions. Chapters 6 and 7 introduce the
concept of 'abstract' verbs. Although such entities have been pro-
posed in several instances in transformational literature, they are

necessarily extremely powerful devices. The conditions under whi.ch

they are introduced in the present study are discussed, and it is
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showp why +the use of such entities seems reasonable in this context.
Chapter 8 argues against a complex underlying structure for pseudo-
cleft sentences, and claims that despite appearances, these coanstruce
tions cannot be considered complex sentences.

Chapter 9 returns to the third and last major recursive
mechanism discussed hére, conjunction. It is shown that two addi-
tional phrase structure rules, generating conjoined sentences, and
phrasally conjoined noun phrases, respectively, are required in the
grammar. The transformational processes of Conjunction Reduction and
Gapping are discussed, and it is argwred that there is evidence only
for the existence of the former in Sinhalese. I refer also to
tgymmetric! and asymmetric' interpretations of conjunctions, and
some properties of Viterative' conjunctionse.

Chapter 10 turas to adverbials. A test is proposed by which
a large and varied collection of constructions can be identified as
adverbials. The chapter examines, rather tentatively, ‘the suggestion
that very few additional rules are required to account for this
assortment of consltructions. Three particular types of adverbials
are discussged in some detail, progressive and perfective adverbials,
agentive adverbials, and one type of reason adverbials. The chapter
only skims the surface of the problems connected with adverbials,
and none of the solutions offered are intended to be definitive.
This is however, a particularly interesting area of complex sentence
formation, and it can only be hoped that the preliminary invegti-~

gation undertaken here will serve as @-uaeful background to
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further research.

Chapter 11, like Chapter 10, is of a more tentative nature
than the earlier chapters. This is an attempt to examine a rather
different type of construction to those handled in the earlier chap-
ters, comparative constructions. Comparative constructions in many
langunages have pr?sented problems of analysis.35 The solutions
offered here are in no way final. In particular, the proposed analy-
gis depends crucially on an extension of the dransformational rule:
of eke or Pronoun Deletion which is not discussed in detail. No
precise formulation of the Comparative Reduction rule is offered
either. However, since such constructions are a somewhat different
type of complex sentence in Sinhalese, it is of interest to examine
to what extent they may be derived by the rules already postulated
to handle other types of complex sentences. If the analysis of
comparatives proposed in Chapter 11 can be validated, no additional
rules other than the optional Comparative Reduction transformation

will be required to derive a large variety of such constructions.

This thesis therefore, covers a fairly wide range of syn-

tactic structures in Sinhalese. My purpose in selecting a rather

35. Comparative constructions in English have received considerable
attention, hoth in independent studies of the subject, and in
incidental discussions of such constructions in texts devoted
to other subjecis. Some of the significant papers dealing with
such constructions are Lees (1961), Smith (1961), Huddleston
(1967) and Hale (1970).
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wide area of research is aptly described by an argument Chomsky
presents as a counter to the argument that work on syntactic theory
is premature at a time when many of the problems arising on the
lower levels of phonemics and morphology remain unsolved.

“The grammar of a language is a complex system with many

and varied interconnections between its parts. In order %o

develop one part of the grammar thoroughly it is often

useful, or even necessary, 1o have some picture of the

character of ‘the completed system".36

By examining one area of syntax, I have, at many points,
been able to find data that is relevant to an apparently unrelated
area of syntax. TFor instance, the analysis of modal constructions,
involitive sentences, and causative sentences in Chapters 5 to 7
depends essentially on the discussion of complement constructions in
Chapter 4. The suggested analysis for perfective adverbials, and then
agentive adverbials, in Chapter 10, reveals facts aboul causative
sentences that would otherwise have gone unnoticed. However, there
still remains a large bhody of date that is not touched on here.
Among other things, imperatives are not handled. Nominalisations

like those in (4)-(6) are not handled.

(4) lameyagee ae¥Dumo sadde vaeDiyi
"the child's" t'crying' ' noisy' 'too much-is!

(The child's crying is too noisy.)

(5) lamoyagee ae¥Dille hari pudumayi
tthe child's!' 'crying' !'very!'peculiar-is'

(The way the child is crying is most peculiar. )

36- Ne Chomﬁ';lw (1957), Ch. 6 P 600
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(6) eyaagee  puTu viyomons hari apuuruyi
hig® tchairsg! tyeaving! tvery' 'fine-is'

(His weaving of the chairs is extremely nice.)

Sentences like (7), which are obviously related to certain
complement types discussed in Chapter 4 by some process of topicali-~
sation or extraposition, are other interesting constructions that
are omitted.

(7) eeke  pudumayi lamoya _ afDene  eke
"that' 'surprising-is' '"the child!' 'crying' 'thingt

(That's surprising, that the child is crying. )
The use of invelitive verbs in passive constructions is
also not discussed. A sentence like (8), in which the involitive verd

s rofibunsa (got or were started) appears, seems to carry a sense of

passivity rather than involition. However, such consgtructions are
not considered in Chapter 6. Footnote 7 in Chapter 6 refers to another
such construction.

(8) samitiys magin sanvardsno kaToyutu  aerofbunaa
'the committee' 'by! 'development' 'projects?! 'started-PASSIVE!

(Development projects were inaungurated by the committee.)

In addition, the fact that this thesis covers a relatively
wide area of research necessarily means ‘that many of the issues
considered cannot be handled in depth. For instance, the discussion
of relativisation in Chapter 3 leaves many unresolved issues (such
cases are mentioned at the relevant points in the chapter). The
discussion of conjoining processes in Chapler 9 deals largely with

one particular conjoining particle, yi (and). The formulation of
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Conjunction Reduction does not take into account more problematic
sentences, e.g those involving quantifiers.

Hence, the present work is in no way intended to be an
exhaustive or a definitive survey of Sinhalese syntax. As will be
obvious to any student of linguistics, and in particular, any student
of the development of transformational theory, this can make only a

rudimentary examination of some of the material available.

The data presented here is drawn primarily from my own
dialect, using the term in the sense of Halliday, McIntosh and
Strevens (1964).37 This dialect is a variety characteristic of the
south western region of Ceylon-38 I am bilingual, and have used both
Sinhalese and English as an L1, having learnt both before the age
of instruction, though each language has been used for different
purposes and in different contexts.Bg Consequently my speech differs
in some respecis from what is coming 1o be known asg 'Standard Sin-
halese’%4o The main differences however, concern thnOIOgy, and ‘the

larger number of loanwords from English, and hence, are not of

37. Halliday, McIntosh and Strevens (1964), Che 4 p. T7.

38. See Jayawardana (1971), Ch. 1 pp. 2-4 for a brief description
of dialect differences in the island.

39 The termg 'bilingual! and 'Li' are used in the sense of Halli-
day, McIntosh and Strevens (1964), Che 4 pe 78

40. The term 'Standard Sinhalese' is used in Wickramasuriya (1965),
Che 1 p. 12, Jayasekera (1970), Ch. 1 p. 13, and Jayawardana
(1971), Ch. 1 p. 16.
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particular relevance to the data used here. Piyaseeli Suriyahetty,
another native -speaker of Sinhalese, has checked all the data pre-
sented, and in particular instances where I have envisaged considerable
variety in informant responses, tﬁe data has been checked with several
native speakers, and any significant variation has been noted in

the text.

The term 'dialect' is also used in this thesis in the sense
in whiéh it is frequenitly used in recent transformational studies,
lees to distinguish varieties of a language which differ with respect
to only omne particular rule of the grammar.4l In this sense, varying
responses to certain questionable sentences presented in Chapter 3
(iees (74)=(76) and (107)-(111)) and Chapter 9 (i.e. (72)) can be
used to differentiate various 'dialects'. As in the case in Chapter 9,
guch differences can often be handled by impoéing different condi-
tions on the applicability of a rule for different dialects. Blliott,
Legum and Thompson (1969) present several arguments as to why such
syntactic variation should be accounted for by grammatical theory.
They comments

“"What we would like to show here is that variation, particu-

larly of the very subtle types which exist among speakers

who apparently have the same dialect, must be considered
part of our data, because variation is a fact and any

41, Akmajian (1970) differentiates three dialects on the basis of
different verbal agreement patterns in cleft sentences. Ross
(1970a), p. 236, refers to a particular type of construction
posgsible in !'Joshua Waletzky's dialeoct'.
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theory of language which ignores it cannot be as complete
as one which does not. Furthermore, these are facts both
about linguistic theory and about the grammars of particular
languages whose existence will be obscured unless variation
iz taken into account. We will see that there are regulari-—
ties underlying what appear to be chaotic disagreements". 2
In some of the examples used in this study, possible, but
uncommon sentences are cited. For example, Chapter 11 quotes equative
comparative constructions like (9), though (10), in which Case Suffix
Deletion has applied to the noun taremsTe (to the extent), is by

far the more familiar sentence.

(9) padma  sunil ‘taromeTo me leej jaayi
'Padma?! 'Sunil- 'the same extent-to! 'is shy!
boy's

name in Sinhalese!
(Padma, is as shy as Sunil.)

(10) padma sunil taram me - leej jaayi
‘Padma' 'Sunil! 'the same extent! 'is shy!

(Padma'is as shy as Sunil.)

In such instances, the use of the more unfamiliar sentence
is not a matter of dialect variation, but merely of convenience, for
the use of the more familiar sentence would involve discussing an
additional rule (in this case, Case Suffix Deletion) which would be

irrelevant to the discussion in hand.

Since this is bhasically a syntactic study, a systematic

device of transliteration suffices to represent all Sinhalese

42. Elliott, Legum and Thompson (1969), p. 52.




examples. The values of the symbols used are approximately as

follows.
Consonants
R | — :
d | =51 g 3 3
‘9 4 e —— L
-0
AR <=
o Rl | |>
Voiceless | p t T k
Plosiwve Voiced b d D g
Pre-—-
Nasalised | ¥b | Bd | YD Yg
Voiceless c
Affricate
Voiced 3
Nasal m n Jﬁ N
Flap r
Lateral 1
Fricative Voiceless 8 h
Prictionless
Continuant v ¥y
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Vowels

Tront Central Back

Close i u
Mid e ] 0
Open e a

Long vowels and consonants are written geminated, e.g. ii, ee,
kk, gg etc.

Bach Sinhalese example is accompanied by an item - by -
item translation, followed by a relatively free translation of the
entire phrase or sentence into Eanglish. The item - By - item trans—
lation is given within single quotation marks, and attempts to trans-
late the Sinhalese item as precisely as possible into English, cap-
turing as far as possible, the exact semantic value of the Sinhalese
item, and using corresponding parts of speech etc. for the English
glosses.

In some cases this leads to case suffixes like en in
Sinhalese being translated variously by the Bnglish prepositions
tin', 'from' etc.; or, in the most extreme case, the adverbial suffix
ve in Sinhalese being translated by the adverbial suffix 'ly! in
Banglish. (Ch. 10 footnote 1l comments on the inaccuracy of this gloss.)
Specifying the exact semantic value of such particles and suffixes

in a langwnage is admittedly unwise, and the sweeping fashion in
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which BEnglish equivalents are given here is not meant to indicate
that I claim any consistent or exact relationship between the Sin-
halese and English items. This is merely done for convenience, in
order to convey the approximate Values of the:Sinhalese examples.

The free translation is given in parentheses below the
item - Py -~ item gloss, and atltempis to render the Sinhalese senlence
in idiomatic English. Such translations do not necessarily use
corresponding grammatical constructions to those in the Sinhalese
examples. In cases where it is impossible to capture in Inglish the
flavour of an example, portions of the free translation are given
within double guotation marks. This device therefore marks un-English
constructions. Progressive adverbials are examples in which this
device is used. In some ingtances un-finglish sentences are followed
by a further translation into idiomatic English, which however,
conveys less adequately the feel of the Sinhalese construction.

In a large number of caser, ungrammatical sentences in
Sinhalese find ungrammatical counterparts in English. In such cases,
the free translation into English is also marked with an asterisk.
Such sentences are éometimes grammatical under an interpretation
other than that being considered for the corresponding Sinhalese
construction. Where such insiances arise in the case of the Sin-
halese constructions, this is noted in the text, but it is not
generally noted separately for the English translation as well.

In other cases only the English glosses are given for
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ungrammatical sentences, and a free translation is omitted. In a
fewer number of cases, the corresponding English sentence is gramma—
tical, for in such cases, restrictions of the sort being discussed
for Sinhalese are not relevant to Bnglishe In these cases the free
translations are not starred.

Ungrammatical constructions are, in general, marked with
an asterisk, and questionable ones with a question mark. In cases
where a particular set of examples represents a hierarchy of
questionability (e.g. Ch. 3 (107)-(111)), an increasing number of
guestion marks is used to indicalte an increasing degree of ques-—

tionability.
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CHAPTER 2

SIMPLE SENTENCES IN SINHALESEH

Simple sentences in Sinhalese can be generated by +the

following set of phrase structure rules.

(1) 5 — NP + VP (Post 8)
() resis  —— e (|3 ])

B ow s [
(4) v Verb Root + Tense

—>
j5667) Pense " { ﬁiﬁﬁPast }
(6§ 5) Pred —

Np
(4 Adj }) + Copula

(#J(&) copula Coyi
? in / tiyerTus
_‘_@_ =t ‘ﬂ&;m&ié,
Adverb,
(8) Adv —_— NP + ) Te
Le
en
NP + Postposition
(9) )3 —_— Det + N
. Def ‘
(10) Det —_— {,Indef 3

(11) Def —_— J4}




48

(12) Indef A ok |2
> 15}

Case Suffixes

In the dialect of Sinhalese dealt with in this study, nouns
appear in five distinct case forms. These case forms are illustratbed

in (13) for the noun lameya (child), with plural form lamayi (children).

(13)
Singular Plural
a lameya Jamayi
b lameya(ve) | lamayin(ve)
c lameyaTe lamayinTe
4 lamoyagee lamayingee
e lameyagen lamayingen

Form a appears in subject NP position (i.e. in rule (1)) and b in
object NP position (i.e. in rule (3)). Forms ¢, d, and e appear only
in 'Adv' (adverbial) position (i.e. in rule (8)). Nouns which appear
in ¢, d, and e forms may have a large variety of semantic values,

e.ge Dative, Instrumental, Genitive, Benefactive, Locative etlce.

l. k is selected for singular nouns, and Q_ for all others.
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Since it would complicate a rule of Case Narking more than is
necessary for our purposes here to include these semantic labels
in our phrase structure rules, I will, for convenience refer to these
NPg in the phrase structure rules by the terms NP+To, NP+ee and
NP+en.- This device is used only for convenience, and a more accurate
get of phrase structure rules would include the semantic terms.2
Although the symbols To, ee and en are used to refer to the
respeciive case suffixes, the surface forms of these in fact, differ
slightly for different nouns. Phonological rules convert ee into gee
in the environment of animate singular nouns as in (13d); into ngee
for animate plural nouns as in (13d); into ee for inanimate singulax
nouns as in potee for the noun pote (book); and into vels for in-
animate plural nouns as in potvels for the noun pot (pooks).
In the case of subject and object NPs, a transformational
rule of Case Marking something like (14) must apply. ve is an option-
al accusative suffix for animate nouns in the dialect under discussion,
but in all further examples I omit the parentheses. Also, except
where it is necessary to do otherwise, these case suffixes are

included in all the following phrase markers.

2. See Jayawardana (1971) for an account in terms of Casge Grammar
of the relationship between various ‘'semantic' cases and
case forms.




(14) CGase Marking

a sp: [ W - X ]g =

1 2
SC ¢ 1f@ 2
» sp: [ x - W -V ]
1 2 3
3C » 1 2+ ve 3
nve

:%
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OBL

OBL

Condition : vo is selected where 2 is singular and
animate, nve where it is plural and ani-

mate, § where it is inanimate

The set of phrase structure rules given above generates

simple sentences like (15)-(18).
(15) padma  akiDonevaa
'Padma~ 'cry-NON-PAST'
girl's
name in Sinhalese!

(Padma is crying.)

(16) padma  bat kanovaa
'Padma' 'rice'! 'eat-NON=PAST!

(Padma is eating her rice.)

(17) padma hayiyen a¥Densvaa
'Padma' 'loudly' ‘'cry-NON-PAST!

(Padma is crying loudly. )

(18) padma atene  bat kanevaa
fPadma' 'there! 'rice' 'eal-NON-PAST'

(Padma is eating her rice over there.)

(19)=(22) are the respective deep structures. a¥Ds (cry) +

NON-PAST is spelt out as aliDonovaa (is crying) by the phonological
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component, and ka (eat) + NON~PAST as kanovaa (is eating).

(19) S
///\\»
NP P
I
v
Verb Root Tense
padma albDo NON-PAST
"Padma! cry!
(20) s
//\
NP P
//\\
NP v
Verb Root Tense
padma bat ka NON~PAST:
*Padma,! 'rice! Teat!
(21) S S
NP S
Adv v
Verb Root Tense
padma, hayiyen atiDa NON-PAST
'Padma ! floudly! tery!




52

(22) S
e w
Adﬁfl,fzgrﬁ%h‘ﬂh*~\&mﬁv
Verb Root Tense
|
padma atons bat ka, NON~-PAST
Padma,’ 'there' ‘rice! teat?

Order of Congtituents

I take the order of constituents as represented in the

phrase structure rules t0 be the basic order in Sinhalese. However,

a sentence like (18) can have corresponding to it a set of twenty

three other grammatical sentences like the following in which there

is no change of meaning or emphasis.3

(23) a padma bat atene kansvaa

'Padma' 'rice''there' 'eats!

b kansvaa atono bat padma,
teats!? 'there! 'rice' 'Padnma!

¢ kanevaa  padma  bat atone
'eats! 'Padma' 'rice! 'there!

4  bat atons  kansvaa  padma etc.
'rice! 'fthere! 'eats' 'Padma,?

Despite this, I take the

order in the phrase structure

3. A change in emphasgis would occur only with a change in intonation

pattern as ins

'padma ateons bat kanovaa!'
or /
'padma, atene bat kansvaa' elce.
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rules to be basic because constituents may appear in orders like

those represented in (23) only in matrix sentences. In all embedded
and conjoined sentences, only the order given in the phrase structure
rules is permissible. The relative phrase in (24a) is grammatical,

but not that in (24b). (See Ch. 3 for a discussion of relative
phrases.) The complement comsitruction in (25a) is grammatical, but

not that in (25b). (See Ch. 4 for a discussion of complement construce
tions. ) (26a) is a grammatical conjoined structure, but not (26b).
(See Ch. 9 for a discussion of conjoined structures.)

(24) a YDat kano lamoya
'rice! 'eating' 'the child!

(the child who is eating rice)

b *kane bat lamoya
teating! 'rice! 'the child!
(25) a padma bat kans eko {“ﬁxﬁuﬁ
Padma! 'rice' 'eating' 'thing! | o
(that Padma is eating rice)
b *kane padma  bat eke
teating' 'Padma' 'rice' 'thing'
(26) a padma  Dat kansvaayi afilonevaayi
'Padma' 'rice' 'is eating-and! 'is crying-and!
(Padma is eating her rice and crying.)
b #padma  kansvaa batuyi aiiDanevaayil

'Padma! 'is eating'! 'rice-and' 'is crying-and!

Hence I postulate that these phrase structure rules generate
gimple sentences in Sinhalese, and ‘that an optional transformational
rule of 'Scrambling! something like (27) operates to permute major

constituents of a sentence (where 'major constituent' refers to any
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congtituent immediately dominated by S or VP).

(27) Scrambling

NP " NP
5D X - gred - gred - % ’::%; OFT
Adv Adv
1 2 3 4
S5C 1 3 2 4

Condition ¢ 2 and 3 are major consgtituents of one 8 and this
S is not an embedded or conjoined S

Tense
Tense is introduced in the phrase structure rules by (4)
and (5), repeated here for convenience..

(4) v —_— Verb Root + Tense

Pagt
(5) Tense —_— { NonePaet }- |
This claims that every main verb in Sinhalese is marked for

tense.. Such rules account for the difference between (15) and (28).

(28) padma  ae¥Duvaa
'Padma' 'cry-PAST!

(Padma cried.)
(29) is the deep structure of (28). aMDo + PAST is spelt out as
& YiDuvaa (oried)vby the phonological component. BExcept, however,
where relevant to the discussion, Tense is omitted in future phrase:

£

markers.
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(29) S
///\\
NP VP
\
v
/"\
Verb Root Tense
padma, ahDe PAST
'Padma! tery!

The Non-Past form of a verb may appear with reference to
both present and future time.. Consequently, sets of time adverbials
like daen (now), ade (today) and also those like passee (later),
heTo (tomorrow) may be inserted imto a sentence like (15). The
resulting sentences mean 'Padms is crying now, today'! or 'Padma will
cry later, tomorrow' etc. The table in (30) on page 56 illustrates
gome btime adverbials with which Past and Non-Past main verbs may
regpectively appear.

The 'Incomplete! and tModifier! forms of verbs are also
distinguished for Past and Non-Past tenses. The Incomplete form of
a verb appears in negative sentences (see section on negative sen—
tences in this chapter), and &n pseudo-cleft sentences, and sentences
of emphatic assertion and negation (see Ch. 8)s The Modifier form
appears in relative phrases (see Ch. 3) and complement constructions

(see Ch. 4). The table in (31) on page 56 illustrates these forms.




(30)

(31)

56

Time Adverbial

Past Non-Past

padma,

iiyee ® Nbhuvaa | *aliDonevaa
'Padma ! tyesterday! 'ecried! 'is crying!
padma | pee yokeTs ubeadi @ NDuvas | ¥alDenovaa
'Padma! 'an hour ago! teried!? “'is erying!
padma taveome *ze WDuvaa alDanovaa
'Padma,’ tyet! ‘cried! - 'is crying'
padma heTs *28 HDuvaa aiDonovaa
"Padma.’ *tomorrow! tcried! ‘will cry!

Past Non-Past

padma, 2 XiDuve nee hee padma aliDanne naechee
*Padmat ‘cried! NEG: Padma' 'is crying' NEG

(Padma didn't cry.)

(Padma ien't crying. )

padmayi

e Duve

TPadma~ig!' t'eried!?

(1t is Padma who cried.)

padmayi afiDanne
'"Padma-is'! 'is crying!

(Tt is Padma who is crying.)

26 ¥iuve
teried?

lamoya
'the child!

| (the child who cried)

afione lameya
'is crying' 'the child!’

(the child who is crying)




There exist in Sgnhalase other verb forms which carry some
indication of future time, e.g. a¥baavi (or, for some speakers,
afiDayi) meaning 'will (probebly) cry!, afiDannam, which is used only
with a first person singular subject NP as a suggestion 'I will cxy!',
alilemu, used only with a first person plural subject NP meaning
'let us cry's None of these forms appear in the Incomplete or
Modifier form, unlike Past and Non-Past verb forms. This is illustra—
ted in (32) on page 58. Hence, these verb forms are largely defective
when considered as possible expansions of '"Verb Root + Fuiture Tense',

and. provide no adequate reagon for setiing up a three-term distinction

for tense in Sinhalese.4

The Copula >

The Copula is introduced in the phrase structure rules (6)

and (7), repeated here for convenience.

NP
(6) Pred — (4443 t) + Copula
Adwr

(7) Copula —_— yi.
, in / tiye
ve

The yi Copula may appear with a noun phrase in a sentence

like (33), with a deep structure (34). Phonological rules allow for

4. One way of handling such forms would be to set up a special
modality constituent in the expansion of 'V'. Alternatively,
such forms could be accounted for by the presence of the item
*Imp*. Both de Abrew (1963) and Wickramasuriya (1965) classify
the last two types as imperatives.




(32)

¥*

padma atiDaavi nae Hae
*Padma' 'will cry' NEG

(Padma won't cry.)

padmayl allaavi
'Padma~is?' ‘will cry!?

(It is Padma who will cry.)

alDaavi padma,
'will cry! 'Padma!

(Padma, who will ory)

mamo aRllannam nae hee
I *will cxry! NEG

(I won't cry.)

mamayi aliDannam
'I-is' ‘'will coxy!

(It is me who will- cry.)

adDannam maime
'will cryt' 'I!

(T, who will cry)

*

*

api alibemu nae hae
'we'! 'let's cryt NEG

(Let's not ory.)

apiyi afDsmu
Twe~ig!' 'let's cry!?

(*1t's us who let's ory.)

afiDemu api
tlet's cry! 'we!

(#*We, who let's cry)

58
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the deletion of yi in certain environments, e.g. following a con-
sonant.

(33) sunil horek (yo)
'Sunil—- 'a thief-is?
boy s
name in Sinhalese!

(Sunil is a thief.)

(34) S
T T
NP WP
Pred
//\
P Copula
sunil horek yi
'Sunil? 'a thief!? tig!

A variety of time adverbials, e.g. deen (now), issere (in

the past), adin passee (after today), avurudu tunekeTe (for three

years), mamo_kolofbo hiTiddi (when I was in Colombo), tavems (yet),

~

mey be inserted in a sentence like (33). Others like haters hamaaraTe

(at four thirty), giye safdudaa (last Monday), heTo udee (tomorrow

morning) may not. Such restrictions are discussed further in Chapter
9 (with reference to (122) there). The yi Copula is in itself in-
capable of tense variation, bul where it is used with appropriate
time adverbials like those given above, a sentence will convey a

sense of past, present or future time as in 'The child ig a thief

now', 'The child was a thief in the past', 'After today, the child
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will be a thief!' etc.

Main verbs in Sinh%lese are not marked to agree in number,
gender or person with subject NPs. However, where a sentence has a
nominal predicate, this NP must be marked to agree with its subject
NP both in number and case. This requires a transformational rule
like (35), which will account for sentences like (36), and also for
the ungrammaticality of (37).

(35) Number and Case Agreement

SD . X - NP - X - NP - X
Nominative Pred
+ Singular
1 2 3 4 5
:::ﬁ? OBL
SC 1 2 3 4 5
Nominative
+ Singular

Condition : 2 and 4 are constituents of the same S

(36) ee lamayi horu (ys)
"those' 'children' 'thieves-are!

(Those children are thieves.)

(37) #sunil horekve {yo)
'Sunil! 'a thief-ACCUSATIVE' ‘'is?

HWhere the yi Copula is used with an adjective a sentence
like (38), with a deep structure (39) is generated. Again, the
insertion of appropriate time adverbials can convey reference to

past, present or future time.

I
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(38) padma  lee jjasyi
- 'Padma' '‘shy-is!

(Padma is shy.)

(39) S
/ \\.:
NP VP
l
Pred
//\
Ad Copula

padma lae jjaa yi
tPadma’ 'shy!? tig!

Where yi is used with an adverbial a sentence like (40),
with a deep structure (41) is generated.

(40) padma atenme (yi)
'Padma' 'there-is!

(Padma is over there.)

(41) s
TP "fﬁ#lfﬂ/ﬁ\\ﬂﬁ\k\““‘vp
PJed
Ad&f’///’h\\\\ﬂaspula
padma atons yi
*Padma! "there! tis!

Sentences like (40) are systematically synonymous with
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others like (42) in which the in/tiye Copula is used.

(42) padma atens  innevaa
‘Padma’ 'there! tis!

(Padma is ever ‘there.)
Hence in deep structures like (41), either yi or in/tiye
may be selected. The latter, unlike yi is capable of tense variation,
and where it appears with Past tense, (43) is generated.

(43) padma atone unnaa
"Padma' 'there! 'bhe~PAST!

. (Padma was over there.)
Where it appears with Non-FPast tense, in/tiye forms its
negative irregularly, the negative being the negative morpheme

naehee , rather than inne naehee as might be expected from the rule

of negative formation (see section on negative sentences).

The form in of the in/tiye Copula appears with animate
subject NPs, and the form tiye with inanimate NPs. Hence (44a) is
grammatical, but not (44b).

(44) a meesee atens tiyenovaa
Tthe table! 'there! 'is-INANTMATE'

b *meesee atone innevaa
tthe table' !'there! 'ig-ANIMATR®

(The table is over there.)
In certain contexlis, e.g. in most relative phrases, there is

no choice between yi and in/tiye. As (45) illustrates, the latter is
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obligatorily selected in such contexts.)

(45) =a leDin inne lameys
*in illness! 'be! f'the child!

b  *lebDin lameya
tin illness! 'the child!
(the child whe is ill)
Not all in/tiye sentences with adverbials have deep struc-
negative
tures like (41). (46) does not have a grammatical/counterpart like

(4T), nor is there a parallel grammatical sentence with yi like (48).

(46) padma  hoWdeTe innevasa
Padma' 'nicely! tig?

(Padma is behaving nicely. )

(47) *padma hoMdeTs neehee
'"Padma ! 'nicely! NEG

(48) *padma  ho¥dsTayi
'Padma' 'nicely-is?

On such evidence we can distinguish a relatively small num-—
ber of adverbial types which occur in deep structure configurations
like (41). Locative adverbials appear in sentences like (49). Time
adverbials may appear in sentences like (50), where the subject NP
is one of a small group of nouns with meanings like 'meeting!,
lecture', ‘'appointment' etc. Some manner adverbials may appear in

sentences like (51).

5. In relative phrases with some adverbials, e.g. atons (inne)
lamoya (the child who is over there), a choice exists.
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(y0) }
(49) padma kaameree S

tPadmat!'in the room'tig!?

(Padma is in the room.)

(50) reesviime hators hamaarsTe §¥§) }
iyenovaa
‘the meeting' 'at four thiriy!® tig!t

(The meeting is at four thirty.)

: . =)
(51) padma leDin gzngvaa}
'Padma! 'in illness! Tig!

(Padma is ill.)

ve is the third option given in the expansion of Copula.
It occurs in (52)~(54) with a noun phrase, adjective and adverbial
respectivelys.

(52) sunil horek venavaa
'Sunil' 'a thief'! 'is becoming?

(Sunil is becoming a thief.)

(53) vpadma lee jjaa vensvaa
'Padma' ‘'shy' 'is becoming!'

(Padma is feeling shy.)

(54) peadma atoneTe vensvaa
'Padma' 'there-to' 'is becoming!

(Padme. gets in there.)
Is there any justification for setting ve up as a form of
Copula? If it is treated as a main verb, then the second noun phrase
in a sentence like (52).must be analysed as object NP. However (55)

illustrates that such a noun phrase cannot appear with the accusative




65

suffix ve.

(55) *sunil horekve vensvaa
'Sunil' 'a thief-ACCUSATIVE'!''is becoming!

Now consider a sentence like (16), which may have two
relative phrases, (56) and (57), corresponding to it, in each case:
a different noun phrase being relativised.

(56) bat kane padma
'rice! 'eating' 'Padma!

(Padma, who is eating her rice)

(57) padma kane® bat
. "Padma' t'eating' 'rice!

(the rice which Padma is eating)
Corresponding to (52) however, we may have (58), but not

(59).

(58) horek vens sunil
'a thief!' 'becoming! 'Sunil?

(sunil, who is becoming a thief)

(59) *sunil vens horek
'Sunil? 'becoming'! 'a thief!

(#a thief who Sunil is becoming)
Both sets of evidence suggest that horek (a thief) cannot
be considered an object NP, but must instead be a predicative HNP.
Consequently, ve appears to be a form of copula, and (52) to have

a deep structure (60).
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(60) S
//\

Np - VP
[
Pred
/
NP © Copula
sunil horelk vensvaa
'Sunil? 'a thief'! 'is becoming'

Sentences like (54) present more of a problem. However, as
the analysis of these is not crucial to anything I say with respect
50 complex sentences, and since the adverbial in such sentences

cannot be omitted, e.g. *padma vensvaa (*Padma becomes), I will for

the present assume that (61) is the relevant deep structure.

(61) s
NP WP
Pred
/ \
Adv Copula
padma ateoneTo venavasa,
'Padma’ 'there~to! 'is becoming!

In Chapter 8, a transformational rule 'Pseudo-Cleft! is

formulated, by which the yi Copula may be attached to any major

constituent of a sentence. For sentences like (52) and (54) it may
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be attached to the predicative nominal and adverbial, deriving (62)
and (63).

(62) sunil Thorek uyi venne
'Sunilt fa thief-is' 'is becoming!

(It is a thief that Sunil is becoming. )

(63) padma atensTayi venne
'Padma' 'there-to-is' 'is becoming!

(It is in there that Padma gets.)
Pseudo-Cleft may not however apply to (53), as demonstrated
in (64)0 -

(64) *padma  lee jjaayi venne
"Padma' ‘'shy-is' 'is becoming'

&
(It is shy that Padma is feeling.)

This suggests that lee jjaa ve (become shy), and other such groups

need to be analysed as units, that is as compound verb roots, rather
than as two constituents. Such compounding is in fact a very productive
method of verb formation in Siﬁhalese. Hence (53) can be assigned a
deep structure configuration like (19) rather than one like (39).
{NP
In the expansion of 'Pred' (predicate), 4 Adj }is parenthe-
Adv

siseds This claims that the Copula can appear as the sole congtituent
of the verdb phrase, or on occasion, with only an adverbial. This
claim is based on the existence of sentences like (65)-(68).

(65) padma  innevaa
"Padma ! tig!?

(Padma is present. )
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(66) meesee tiyensvaa
*the table! ‘t'ist

(The table is there.)

(67) eeksiDenT venavaa
'accidents' 'become!?

(Accidents happen. )

(68) siitela yi
fcold! tis?

(It is oodnd. )
(65) has a deep structure (69). Where an optional adverb

ocours, a sentence like (46), which has already been discussed, is

generated.
(69) //s\ﬁ
NP VP
l
Pred
|
Copula
padma innevaa
'Padma! tis!

Such constructions behave peculiarly with respect to rela-
tivisation, and there is no grammatical relative phrase like (70).
WWhere an optional adverb is present however, the corresponding
relative phrase (71l) is grammatical.

(70) *inne padma,
'"being'! 'Padma!

(*Padma, who is)
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(71) ThoYde™ imme  padma
'nicely! 'being!  'Padma’

(Padma, who is behaving nicely)

(67) has an underlying structure (72). Where adverbs like

mee paaree (along this road), hee medaame (every day), are inserted

into such a phrase marker, further sentences meaning 'Accidents

happen on this road, every day' etc. may be generated.

(72) | S
/’//\~
NP VP
Copula
e ksiDanT vensvaa
taccidents! 'hecome !

The analysis given here claims that a deep structure (73)
underlies (68). Such an analysis is open to question, an alternative

analysis being one in which siitelayi (It is cold) as a whole is said

to counstitute the predicate.

(73) S
—/\\_
NP VP
Copula
siitels yi

teold! tig?
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The former analysis is preferred here for two reasons.

Pirstly, the negative of such a sentence is siitole neehee (It is

not cold). It was noted on page 62 that the negative morpheme

nee hee replaces the Copula in sentences like (42). The discussion
of negétive sentences shows that the negative morpheme which occurs
with nominal predicates is not naehee but nevee. This suggests that
siitele (cold) in (68) cannot be a nominal predicate.

Secondly, there is no relative phrase corresponding to (68).
Relativisation could not operate on such an embedded sentence except
by reducing it to nothing. However, an adverbial may optionally
appear in a deep stiructure like (73), generating o sentence like (74).

(74) sayibiiriyaavee siitela yi
'in Siberia! tcold' t'ig!

(It is cold in Siberia.)
There does exist a relative phrase (75) corresponding to (74).

(75) sayibiiriyaavee siitele
'in Siberia! *the cold!

(the cold in Siberia)
This again suggests that siitels (cold) cannot be a predicative
nominal, asg relativisation is formulated to apply only to non—

predicative nominals (see Ch. 3).

Modals, Perfectives and Progressives

In the phrase sitructure expansion of VP no elements 'Modalt,

'Perfective! or 'Progressive! were introduced. Modal constructions
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in Sinhalese are not derived from simple underlying structures in

which the verb phrase contains an element 'Modal'! but from complex
underlying structures containing complement constructions, and one
of a set of modal adjectives. Such constructions are discussed in

Chapter 5.

(76) and (77) are 'progressive' and ‘'perfective! sentences

respectively.
yi
(76) padma a¥iDe alibe { i nnevas, }
'Padma’ ‘crying-crying' ‘'is!
(Padma is crying. )
(77) pedma albolaa (yo)
innovaa
tiyenavaa

"Padma'! thaving cried! 'ig!
(Padma has cried.)

The fact that the copula occurs in such sentences suggests
that the underlined progressive and perfective elements in each
should be analysed either as adjectives or adverbials.. .It is also
true that the relative phrases corresponding to such sentences must

obligatorily contain the in/tiye Copula. (78) and (79) demonstrate

this.
(78) a *alDo aWDe padma,
'crying-crying! 'Padma?
b alile alile inne padma

ferying-crying! 'being' '"Padma!

(Padma, who is crying)
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(79) a *alDelaa padma,
thaving cried?® 'Padnma’

b aliDelaa inne padma

thaving cried!'being' 'Padma!

(Padma, who has cried)

It was ﬁoted earlier that for most seniences with predica-~
tive adverbials, the corresponding relative phrases obligatorily
contained the iﬂ/ﬁilﬂ Copula. This suggests that progressive and
perfective elements in Sinhalese should be analysed as adverbials.
Por the present a rule like (80) can be postulated to account for

these forms.

(80) Adv _*Mm_> Verb Root +{jPerfect1ve }

Progressive
However, in Chapter 10, I discuss at some length other

possible derivations of these elements.

Irregular Sentences

There exists in Sinhalese a small group of 'weather' verbs

like vahinovaa (It is raining), paayensvaa (It has stopped raining

or There is a drought), gorovensvaa (There is thunder), viduli

koTonsvaa (There is lightning), which in themselves constitute a
complete sentence. Such sentences must be subjectless in deep
structure, and hence cannot be generated by the phrase structure

- rules. I will not examine such sentences in this study, and ‘the
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6

phrase structure component will not account for them.

Determiners

Determiners are introduced in the phrase siructure rules

(9), (10), (11) and (12), repeated here for convenience.

(9) NP — Det + N
o > i ]

(11) Def —_— Ji)
(12) Indef " { k , where k is selected for
1 B singular nouns, and @

for all others.
Teking a single noun, say lameya (child), we see that it
h1134
occurs in subject/position in (81)-(83) in the following forms:

(81) lameyek aliDoneovaa
'a child' 'is crying!

(A child is crying.)

(82) lameyas aliDenovaa
'the child!' 'is crying!

(The child is crying.)

(83) lamayi afDenovaa
'ghildren' or ‘are crying'
'$he children!

(Children are crying or The children are crying.)

(83) demonstrates that plural nouns are not distinguished

6. The irregularity of such verbs does not seem peculiar to Sinhalese
only. D.T. Langendoen (1966), p. 211, discussing the idiosyncrasies
of constructions in English with the expletive 'it', discusses in
this connection verbs designating meteorological phenomena.
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in form with respect to the definite-indefinite distinction. Several

studies of Colloguial or Spoken Sinhalese take note of this fact. |

However, I postulate 'Det' (determiner) as an obligatory element

for all noun phrases in order to account in a systematic way for

the distribution of Demonstrative and K/M particles (discussed in

this section) in both singular and plural noun phrases.
Phonologically, there may be more appropriate ways of

setting up these particular rules..For instance, it is possible to

set wp the plural form lamayi (children) as the base form and give

rules like the following:

Def —_ {

sl

for singular, animate

} » where a is selected
nouns, and'é for plural

NOUIS.
Indefl —_> k 'y where k is selected
E for singular nouns, and

§ for all others.

The original analysis however, makes the point that definite
and indefinite determiners are assigned distinctive forms for singular
nouns, and this is sufficient for the purposes of this study.

The indefinite determiner k may be variously affixed to

bthe noun stem, with a linking vowel e in animate nouns, e.g. lamoyek

(a2 child), or, with a linking vowel a in inanimate nouns, asg in atte

(branch), attak (a branch) etc. However, these details of the

7. Fairbanks, Gair and de Silva (1968), p. 3, 'the definite~indefiniite
distinction occurs only in the singular'. Jayawardana (1971),
Che 1 p. 23, gives a segment-structure rule:
' [ + singular ] > | + definite ] !




phonological component will not be examined here.

Given phrase structure rules like the above, a further

Determiner Attachment rule like {84) must operate to postpose and

attach the determiner to the noun stem..

(84) Determiner Attachment

Def
SD ¢ X - { Indefi} - N - X r—m§> OBL
1 2 3 4
S5C 1 0 342 4

Both indefinite and definite determiners may be used
generically, as in one interpretation of the following:

(85) TUballek mas kanevaa
ta dog' "meat'! 'eats'

(A dog eats meat.)

(86) Tballa sivupaavek (yo)
'the dog' 'a quadruped-is!

(The dog is a quadruped.)

This generic use of determiners however is not discussed

here, and is assumed to need no special rules apart from those

already outlined.

Nouns with definite determiners may also appear with various

demonstrative particles, as in (87)-(89).

{87) mee lamoya aHDenovaa
'thigt 'child' 'is orying!

(This child is crying.)
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(88) oyo lameya  aWDenovaa
'that-near 'child' 'is crying'
you!

(That child near you is crying. )
(89) { are lamoys aYDenovaa

ee '

'that—~near: 'child! 'is crying'

neither you
nor me' or 'that-aforementioned!

(That child over there is crying.or That child who was
mentioned is crying.)

Similarly, indefinite determiners may occur with various

'koyi/mons ' particles as in (90)=(95)s There exists in Sinhalese a

series of'ggzgﬁﬁggg forms like kawvude, mokekds, mokakds, monunds,
monavaada , ali of which are equivalents of the English 'some'. The
varying forms are dependent on the specifications of the features
[Animate], [Human], [Singular] etc. in the nouns with which they
appear. (90)=(95) demonstrate this. There are also a set of question
words kavuru (who), mokek (what animal), mokak (what thing) etc.
that are phonologically very obviously related to these Egli[gggg
(hereafter XK/M)forms. These are discussed in the section on guestion
sentences in this chapter,

(90) kavudes lamoyek aYDonsvaa
'some' 'child' ‘tis crying'

(Some child is crying.)

(91) mokekde ballek buremsvaa
'some!? fdog! ‘'is barking!

(some dog is barking.)

b = bt e = <
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(92) mokakde poitak nmtivelaa
tsomed *hook? 'is lost!

(some book has been lost. )

lamayi afiDansavaa

(93) kavude
'‘children' 'are crying!'

tasome!

(Some children are crying. )

(94) monunds ballo burensvaa
'some! ‘'dogs' 'are barking'

(Some dogs are barking.)

pot nee tivelaa

(95) monsevaads
'hooks' tare lost!

'some!?

(Some books have been loste)

It can now be postulated that all definite determiners are

marked for a feature [Demonstrative]. For sentences like (82) the

deep structure is (96), and the determiner is marked [~ Dem]s

(96) s
//\.
NP TP
/\
Det N v
| .
Def
-Dem
lamoya aliDoanevaa
the! tchild! 'is crying!

Determiner Attachment applies in the usual way to (96).

For (87)-(89) however, the definite determiner is marked [+ Dem].




78

This in turn means that the determiner is marked 'near me' (I),

'near you'! (II), or, 'near neither you nor me' or 'aforementioned!’

(III).8A + Denm { %I } will then be detached from the determiner
I1T .

proper by a rule of 'Demonstrative Pariticle Segmentalisation! which

is a segmentalisation rule of the type proposed in Postal (1966).

(97) Demonstrative Particle Segmentalisation

SD s £ - Det - X ::::;§>- OBL

+Dem | I
1T
111
1 2 | 3
SC : 1 |+Dem ) I [Det] 3
il
TIT

(88) has a deep structure (98). Demonstrative Particle
Segmentalisation then derives (99). Determiner Atitachment then
operates as usual, postposing the definite determiner Q and
attaching it to the noun lameya (child). The segmented demonsbra—~

tive particle oye (that-near you) remains in prenominal position.

8. Gair (1966), p. 44, classifies the demonsirative particles as
First Proximal : mee (proximity to the speaker), Second Proximal
oyo (proximity to , the hearer), Distal : are (away from both
speaker and hearer), and Anaphoric ee (reference to something
preceding in the discourse). In fact, “the distinction between
ars and ee is somewhat blurred in current use, and both may gene-
rally be used in either the 'near neither you nor me' or 'afore-
mentioned' sense. The symbol 'III' therefore refers to both
particles in either sense.




NP VP
/\
Det N
Def
+Dem
IT
lamoya a¥Danavaa
"that-near you! ‘child? ‘is crying!
(99) HR
’///\\
Det N
- /-:/ﬂ\
+Dem Def
1T
oye 9 lameya
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The derivation of K/M elements occurring with nouns with

indefinite determiners can be given in a similar way. I postulate

first that all indefinite determiners are marked for a feature [ K/M].

Por (81) the indefinite determiner will be marked [mK/M], and for
(90)=(95), L+K/M]. (90) therefore has a deep structure (100). A
transformational rule like (101) will then apply deriving (102).

Again, Determiner Attachment applies leaving only kavude (some)

in prenominal position.-
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(100) S
/\\\
s Sy vE
Det w

[ xuse ]

lameya alilenavaa
'some! fchild! Tis crying?’

(101) E/M_Particle Segmentalisalion

SD: X -~ | Det T - | W - X
+K/ M tl Singular :::§> OBL
P Human
etce ’
1 2 3 4
SC 1 | +K/% [Det] 3 4
Singular
Human
etce
L
(102) NP
//\\
" Det N
-K/M T Indef
+Singular
+Human
kavude k lamoya
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Now consider the following set of sentences. (89) and (90) are
repeated for convenience.

(89) are lamoya aXDenovaa
*that! 'child! 'is crying!

(That child is crying. )

(103) *kavude are lameya alDonovan
tsome! tthat''child' 'is crying!

(90) kavude lameyek aMDonovaa
'some' 'child' ‘'ig crying!

(Some child is crying.)

(1L04) are kavude lameyek alDonovas
'that! 'some! fchild'! 'is crying!

(That particular "some child" ig crying.)

(105) kavude are lameyek atDonevaa
'some' '"that' 'child'! 'ig crying!

(That particular "some child" is cryinge )

It appears from this that while a definite determiner
contains only a feature [Dem], an indefinite determiner contains
both the features [X/M] and [Dem]. In all the previous examples the
indefinite determiner was marked [-Dem]. In (104) and (105)
however the determiner is marked [+K/M] and [ +Dem]. (104) and (105)
are completely synonymous, hence I will set up an identical deep
structure (106) %o account for the subject NP in both. K/M and
Demonstrative Particle Segmentalisation each apply, thus deriving
(107). After the relevant rules apply (104) can be derived. A

transformational rule like (108) can then be set up to derive

(105).
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(106) NP
/\
DTt i
i Indef
+K/M
+Dem
IIT
lamaya
fchild!
(107) NP
/\
Det N
T T —
['+Dem +K/ M Indef -
ITT +Singular
+Human
aro kavude k lamoya
tthat! Tsome! 'child!
(108) Demonstrative Particle Shift

SD ¥ - [ pem Prt ] -~
1 2

SC ¢ 1 3

The

miner may be
+Dem

ars lameyek allbenovaa
tthat! 'child-INDER! ‘'is crying!

(109)

[ x/u Prt |

- X ;:;7 OPT

3 4
2 4

guestion now arises as Hto whether an indefinite deter—

marked [”-K/M.]. (109) is grammaticals
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However its semantic interpretation iz 'One of those children is
crying' and a paraphrase relation exists between it and (110).

(110) are lamayingen lameyek  a¥Denovaa
*those'! 'children~of!' 'a child!' 'is crying?

T claim that (109) is transformationally derived from (110),
and that hence, aro in (109) is only transformationally attached to
lamoyek (a child). Since no other semantic interpretation is possible
for (109), it is possible to conclude that an indefinite determiner
may be marked [+Dem] if, and oﬁly if, it is already marked [+K/M].

| Returning to pairs of sentences like (109) and (110), we
find that there are a number of en-phrase nominal modifiers that are
derived by the usual rules of relativisation. The derivation of such
phrases will not be discussed in detail here bul the underlying
gstructure of a noun phrase containing an en-phrase modifier will in
general look something like (111), where Nﬂg refers to something
that is either one of or part of the things or thing referred to by

fan\o

(111) NP

/\ :

gﬂ—Modifier WP,

Ngk Detﬁ EB

Dety, {Nflura%}
NMass
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411 the noun phrases in (112)-(114) below have underlying
structures like that of (111), and the underlined phrases in each
case are the en-Modifier phrases.

(112)  oye baTor ratteolen  podDak
'that!' 'butter' 'pound—of' 'a little!?

(a2 1little of that pound of butter)

(113) magee potvelin  tunak
'my' 'books—of! 'three!

(three of my books)

(114)  pol gasvelin  holdems ' eke
'coconut! "frees-—of'!'! 'best! 'one!

(the best of the coconut trees)
Given an underlying structure like (111), an optional rule
of en~Phrase Reduction may apply in cases where ¢

Nqu = Def 4+ X?lural and . NPP = Indef + XSingular-

(110) has an underlying structure (115).

(115) S

NP VP
en~-lodifier
Nﬂk Detﬁ Nﬁ

DetoL Ny Indef
/\

+Dem Def
1

are $ lamayi ng en k . lameya a¥iDensvaa
1those ! "children'tof! tchild! 'is erying!
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As stipulated, NP@’ lamoya (child), refers to one of those

referred to by Nﬁﬁ’ ars lamayi (those children). The condition for

en-Phrase Reduction is also met since:

ars lamayi = Def 4+ X and lameyek = Indef + X

Plural Singu—

lar
where X = Jlameya
Given an underlying structure (115), the usual rules of
Particle Segmentalisation and Determiner Attachment may apply,

generating (116).

(116) are lamayingen lameyelk
tthose! tchildren=of!' 'a child!

Optionally, Pronominalisation may apply instead, replacing
lamoya (child) in.NPE by ekkenaa (ome), thus deriving (117).

(117) ave lamayingen ekkenek -
tthose! 'children—of'' 'one!

Where Pronominalisation does not apply, en-Phrase Reduction
may apply optionally. This rule applies by reducing (115) to (118).

This is the phrase marker underlying (109).

(118) ///ﬁ\\
NP\ VP
Det ﬁé; N
[—H)em Def  Indef
ITI
ars Ji) k lamoya afiDsnavaa

thoge! ‘child! 'is crying'
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(104) and (105) discussed earlier can now be seen to be
ambiguous, haﬁing either the interpretation assigned to them earlier,
ie@e 'That particular "some child" is crying'!, or an interpretation
in which en—Phrase Reduction has applied. In the latter case (119)
underlies both sentences, and en-Phrase Reduction derives (120).
After Determiner Attachment (104) may be derived. If Demonstrative
Particle Shift also apﬁlies, then (105) results. In both cases the

gsemantic interpretation is now, 'Some one of those children is crying’.

(119) //,/s.\
NP VP
,//\
en=Modifier NPF
NP Det N
oL Detg P
/Q@/ My [—:—K/M ,J Indef
[+Dem Def +Huma,
ITT-
are ‘Q' lamayi ng en kavude k lamaya aiDensvaa
*those! techildren! fof!' 'some! '‘child!' 'is crying?
(120) g
NP VP

T

Det g Det iy
E—DeﬁT Dot [ +K/Mp%aef

I1I +Human

are Ji) kavude k lamoya aliDe nevaa

s

*those! tsome! fchild! 'is crying!




87

It was noted earlier that where an indefinite determiner
is marked [+X/M], it may also be marked [+Dem]. In this case, it

should be possible to generate an underlying structure like (121).

en~Phrase Reduction then derives (122).

(121) S
NP VP
en-Modifier iy
B
2 Det Nég
DefafﬁaNxﬁﬁi [+Dem +K/ M Indef
— ITT_| +Human |
+Dem Def ~
ITI
ars Q. lamayi ng en aro kavuds k lameya alDenevas
"those! tchildren'Yof' 'that! 'some! 'child' 'is crying'
(122) S
NP vp
;: ——

Detﬁ Nﬁ

A AN

aro ars kavuds  k lamoya altDensvaa
"those! 'that' 'some! 'child! 'is crying'

After Determiner Attachment (123) is derived.
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(123) S

NP VP
M‘\
Dety Detﬂ N
are ars kavude lamoyek aliDonovaa
"those' 'that' 'some'! 'a child! 'is crying'

Now (124), which is the output of (123), is ungrammatical..
'(125) however, where Demonstratiwve Particle Shif+t has applied, is
grammatical.
(124) *are are kavuds lamoyek aYDonovaa
(125) are kavude are lameyek aHDonovas

The rules that have been postulated are sufficient to
explain the existence of (125), bul they also generate the ungramma-
tical (124). In Chapter 8 (17) we again note a similar case in which
a sentence generated by the rules is questionable. In both these
cases the common feature is the juxtaposition of two identical items,
e g. are in (124). Tt may be that there exists some rule pertaining
o performénce in Sinhalese that blocks such cases. If such a rule
exists, its precise nature is uncertain, as there are also a Jarge

variety of other cases in which such juxtaposition is grammatica1.9

A further restriction on the use of Demonsitrative particles

9. I.P. Jayasekera (1970) gives a large sample of such cases.
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also stipulates that the Demonstrative particle in Dety carry the
'same feature marking as the Demonstrative particle in Deﬁg; In (123)
both these particles are marked [ III]. The same is true of (126).
(127) and (128) illustrate the ungrammaticality of sentences in which
this restriction is not operative.

(126) mee kavuds mee lamoyek aHDonevaa
tthese' ‘'gome! 'this' ftchild' 'is crying!

(This particular "some one of these children” is crying. )
(127) #*mee kavude are lamoyek a¥Densvaa

(128) *oye kavude mee lamoyek aYDonovaa

Negative Sentences

The element 'Neg® is introduced into the phrase structure

rules in (2), repeated here for convenience.

(2) Post S N (veg) ( {Igp} )

It accounts for all negative sentences in Sinhalese. The
principal typés of positive simple senténces in Sinhalese have
already been discussed, and (129)-(138) below give the negative
counterparts of some of these main types, i.e. of (15), (16), (33),
(38), (40) and (42), (52), (54), (65), (67) and (68) respectively.

(129) padma  a¥Danne nee hae
tPadma' 'is crying! NEG

(Padma is not crying.)

(130) padma bat kanne nee hae
'Padma! 'rice! 'is eating' NEG

(Padma is not eating her rice.)




(131)

(132)

(133)

(134)

(135)

(136)

(137)

(138)

sentences reveals that the main difference between ‘the two types

sunil horek nevee
1Sunil! 'a thief! NEG

(Sunil is not a thief.)

padma lae jjaa naehee
'Padma’ 'ghy! NEG

(Padme is not shy.)

padma  atens nae hae
tPadma' *there! NEG

(Padma is not over there.)

sunil horek venne nae hee
fSunilt' 'a thief!' 'is becoming! NEG

(Sunil is not becoming a thief.)

padma atonaTe venne nae hoe
'Padma' 'there~to! 'becomes! NEG

(Padma does not get in there..)

padma, nachee
"Padma! NEG

(Padma is absent.)

aeksiDanT  venne nee hae
Taccidents!'! 'become! NEG

(Accidents don't happen..)

gsiitels neshee
tcold!? NEG

(1% is not cold.)

A comparison of the respective positive and negative

90

consists of a difference in the relevant main werbs or predicates.

In the negative sentences with a verb, Copula ve or Past tense

Copula in/tiye, this appears as a¥Danne neehae , kanne nae hee etc.
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iees 'Verb Root + Tense' appears in the 'Incomplete! form, followed
by the negative particle naehee. In senlences with Copula yi or
Non-Past iﬂ/ﬁiﬁﬁa this Copula disappears completely and the negative
particle is attached to the predicative element. For adjectival and
adverbial predicates, 'Neg' manifests itself as usual as nashee. In
the case of nominal predicates only it appears as nevee. To handle
all these cases, a single rule of 'Neg Placement' as in (139) can

be set upe. Special phonological rules. will interpret ! v .
Pred/ Incomplete .

4+ NBEG ' in the relevant way in each particular case..

(139) Neg Placement

. | v Q
sD: X - 1 - (Neg) - ( { } )
{ PredJ finite N Lmp
1 2 3 4
_,_____; OBL
56 s 1 l_zlncomplet;l+3 0 4

Quesgtion Sentences

A simple mentence like (18), repeated here for convenience,
may have a number of question sentences like (140)~(143) corresponding
to it.

(18) padma atone  bat kansvasa,
'Padma! 'there' 'rice! 'i€ eating!

(Padma is eating her rice over there.)




(140) vpadma atens  bat kanevaade
'"Padma'! 'there! 'rice'! 'is eating'! Q

(Is Padma eating her rice over there?)

(141) kavuru atene  bai kanevaade
'who! "there! 'rice' 'is eating' Q

(Who is eating rice over there?)

(142) padme  koteme  bat kansvaade
'Padma' 'where'! 'rice! 'is eating! Q

(Where is Padma eating her rice?)

(143) padma atens monavaa kaneovaads
Padma? 'there! 'what! tis eating' Q

(What is Padma eating over there?)
'Q! is introduced in the phrase structure rule (2),

repeated below.

(2) Post S — (Neg) ({Iﬁp} )

No further rules are required to generate (140)-(143).

(144) is the deep structure of (140), and can be derived by the

usual rules, with Q being realised as the interrogatiwe particle de.

(144) I S
Adv NP v
padma ateons bat kansvaa  do

Padma ! *there! Ifrice! 'is eating!
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(141)~-(143) are the Sinhalese equivalents of Wh—guestions
in English. As noted earlier, there exist in Sinhalese a series of
koyi/mone question words, e.g. kavuru (who), mokek (what), monevaa
(what), kotens (where), kohomo (how) etc. The underlying forms of

some Of these are illustrated below.

NP NP NP

De:/\ﬂ ]Je'b/\ I‘V net/\l
|

/M '[+ Pro 1 X/m [+ Pro /M [+ Abstract]

+ Humen _| - Animate + Locative

kavaru mona|avaa kotens
‘vwhot : Ywhat! Twhere!

Such noun phrases are not distingunished for definiteness
or indefiniteness, and hence the determiner contains a single element,
K/M. This distinguishes such noun phrases from the ¥K/M particles dig-
cussed earlier, for in these cases the presence of K/M in a deter—
miner was dependent on it being indefinite. Although the obvious
phonological relationship existing between these iwo sets of forms
suggests that they may be related at other levels as well, T assume

for the present that the relationship is only phonological.lo

10. Such relationships exist in many languages. Bach (1971lb), p. 158,
quotes the often noted fact that interrogative words and

contd. on the next page
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Consequently, the use of the label K/M refers only to phonological

form..
Given a set of question words like the above, (141)-(143)
may be generated quite simply. (145) is, for example, ‘the deep

structure of (141), which like (140) may be derived by the usual rules.

(145) /ﬁ\
-\\

NP vp Q
Det ) Adv NP v

[
/M + Pro ]
+ Human

atone bat kanevaa ds
tyhot "there! 'rice'lis eating!

Sentences like (146) and (147) which contain more than one

noun phrase with K/M may be derived similarly.

Footnote 10 contd. from the previous page

indefinite pronouns are often morphologically related or even
identical in a wide variety of genetically unconnected languages.
He sags, 'Thus in Japanese dare ka (ka = question particle)
means "someone or other" while dare means "who" and we find
esgentially the same connection in German, Greek, Amharic, Malay
and many other languages.' Precisely this connection exists in
Sinhalese too.
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(146) kavuru monevaa kansvaade
'who Twhat ! 'is eating' Q

(Who is eating what?)

(147) kavaru  kaafTe gee huvaads
'who! twho~to! thit! @

(Who hit whom?)
There also exists a guestion like (148) to which (18)
congtitutbtes a possible answer.

(148) padma  momevaa kerensvaads
‘Padma' ‘'what' 'is doing' Q

(What is Padma doing?)

monovaa keronovsadd (is doing what) may in general be used

to question all verb phrases with activity verbs. Other such verb

phrases also occur in Sinhalese, e.g. monovaa venovaade (what is

happening) may be used to question'verb phrases with involitive

verbs of the type discussed in Chapber 6.
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CHAPTER 3

RELATIVISATION

This chapter deals with a set of nominal modifiers in

Sinhalese like the underlined phrases in (1) - (5).

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

constituents that appear in sentences, noun phrases, verbs, adjectives

bat kano lamayi
'rice! tleating' 'children!

(the children who are eating rice)

poDi lamoya
Tgmall! 'the child!

(the small child)

lamsya kano bat
*the child' 'eating' 'rice!

(the rice that the child is eating)

gaha, yaTe bat keeog vo lamdya
'the tree! 'under' 'rice!' 'ate! "the child®

(the child who ate his rice under the tree)

bat kans mams
'rice! l'eating' 'I!

(T, who eat rice)

It can be seen that these modifiers contain all types of

and adverbials. The verbs in these may be Past or Won-Past in tense,

as in (1) and (4). In addition, the noun phrases to which the modi-

fiers are attached stand in varying relationships to theme In (1),
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lamayi (children) is understood as the subject of the action designa-
ted by the modifier, but in (3), bat (rice) is understood as the
object. Hence, these modifiers exhibit much of the internal sitructure

of a sentence.

Transformational literature contains a large number of
references to the process of relafivisation, by which sentences are
embedded in noun phrases to form various types of nominal modifiers.

A sample of such references is given helow..

" o o o WH-transforms of assertions will have just the right
form for Relative Clauses. We need only permit the insertion
of such a WH-transform on a certain nominal after any
occurrence of that same nominal in any sentence®.

"Most noun modifiers can be accounted for in a generative
grammar by three transformational rules. The first of these
adjoins a sentence to a noun as a relative clause, and the
other two form postnominal and prenominal modifiers by the
operations of deletion and order change respectively”.

"One senience may be embedded to another as a relative
clanse if the two sentences share a noun phrase, as Harris
and many others have pointed out™. 2

“In many languages (I should be bold and say 'all') there
are transformations which operate on two sentences to embed
a version of one sentence into the cther as a modifier of a
'word' which occurs in both of the underlying sentences. In
English such transformations yield sentences with relative
clauses, attributive adjectives, possessive constructions,

1. R.B. Lees (1960), Ch. 3 p. 86.

2+ CeS. Smith (1964), p. 37 and p. 39 respectively.
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and a few other types « + 3

In Sinhalese too, there appears to be a process of rela—
tivisation by which sentences embedded in noun phrases form prenomi-
nal modifiers of the types illustrated in (1)=(5). In the case of
restrictive relatives ag in (1)~(4), I will assume that the embedded

sentences are introduced by a phrase structure rule like (6).

(6) NP »-~—~€> S + NP

For appositive relatives like that in (5), I will argue
that such modifiers are introduced transformationally into noun
phrases from underlying conjunctions.

(6) is one of the recursive rules of the grammar, and

generates underlying structures like (7), in which there is multiple

embedding.
(7) NP
“/’/‘A\
S NP
NP VP S N
/\m\"\.
%P P
P
- , |
bat kans gindu kiyenevaa. lameya bat lamoya
lamoya kansvaa,
*the child who ‘ig singing?! the child' ‘'is eating 'the child?
is eating rice!? rice!

3' ls Bach (1965), Pe 50
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A deep structure like (7) will result in a surface struc—

ture (8).
(8) sindu kiyene bat kano lameya
tsinging! 'rice! ‘eating' 'the child!

(the child who is eating rice who iz singing)

Theoretically, (6) allows for an infinite number of senlen—
ces to be embedded in a single NP node.

In constructions like (1)-(4), relativisation appears to
operate by déleting an identical ocourrence of a noun in the embedded
sentence, and converiting the main verb or predicate to its 'Modifier?
form. In the case of main verbs iike kanevaa (eat), the Modifier

form is kano (eating), where the vea suffix is deleted. The Non~Past

Modifier forms inns, tiyens and vens of the.ig[ﬁizg and ve Copula
are similarly derived.. In tﬂe case of predicates with the yi Copula,
¥yi is deleted. |

Two transformational rules like (9) and (10) are sufficient
to account for these processes. Further phonological rules will then

adjust [:V appropriately.

Preé] Modifier

(9) Relative Phrase Formation
SD s x-[[x—-NP-x]S-NP]NP-XjOBL
1 2 3 4 5 6

SC s 1 2 0 4 5 6

Condition : 3 = §




(10) Modifier

v
sp: x - [[x - { Pred}'finite Is

1 2

56 ¢ 1 [.ZModifiertl

=

)
NP NP
[F]
3

OBL
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Given these rules (11) and (12) can be derived from deep

structures (13) and (14) respectively.

(11)

(12)

bat kane lamsya ahDenovaa
'rice' ‘'eating' 'the child' 'is crying!

(The child who is eating rice is crying.)

bat kane lamoyek aliDenovaa
'rice' ‘'eating' 'a child!' 'is crying!

(4 child who is eating rice is crying.)

Relative Phrase Formation applies first to both (13) and

(14), deleting the identical noun phrase in the embedded sentence.

T-Modifier then applies, converting the main verb of the embedded

sentence to its Modifier form kane (eating).

(13)

!

1the

S
M
P
S Dﬁt N
Def

/7 /
méggz?;at kenevaa lamoya

tig eating ‘child!

child! rice!

aliDonovaa
'is crying!
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(14) S““"““--~«M~_Nmﬁm
NP VP
/”——7\\“
th N
LSS$ESE Indef
§§§;§%k bat kansevaa k lameya a¥iDsnevaa
'a child' 'is eating rice! tchild! 'is crying?

I have assumed in (13) and (14) that the common nouns in
matrix and embedded sentences aléo have identical determiners.
Kuroda (1968) gives syntactic arguments to prove that in English
the shared noun phrase may take different determiners in the matrix
and congtituent sentenoesr4 He says further:

"le observed earlier that if an adverbial clause contains

a co-referential occurrence of a noun which also occurs in
the main clause, both occurrences cf the noun are assigned
an identical determiner. We have Jjust observed that co-
referential occurrences of a noun in the matrix and consti-
tuent sentences of relativisation are also assigned an
identical determiner in the basic form, unless the noun is
pivotal in relativisation. Thus, it appears that, in general,
if a complex sentence contains two co-referential occurrences
of a noun, one in the main clause and the other in the
subordinate clause, both of these occurrences are assigned
an identical determiner. But the pivotal noun in relativisa-
tion is exceptional to this general statementt.D

4. Kuroda also refers in footnote 17 to independent claims in
Annear (1965) and Kuroda (1965 a & b) that a noun modified by
a relative clause may take different determiners in the matrix
and constituent sentences.

5. S.Y. Kurode (1968), p. 260.
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I have not been able to find adeguate data to suggest that
a similar situation exists in Sinhalese. In appositive relatives
with definite noun phrases as in (15) it is clear that the noun
avve (sun) must be assigned a-definite determiner in both its
occurrences. This follows from the fact that such noun phrases name
unigues, and cannot in this context, take an indefinite determiner.

(15) Thaemodaame daskke avve agee dee nuyi
teveryday! 'saw' 'the sun' 'of value! 'now-is!

(It is now that we appreciate the sun, which we used to
see everyday. )

For appositive relatives with indefinite noun phrases the
situation is not so clear. In restrictive relatives as in that
underlined in (16) it is clear thal in such contexts noun phrases
may be assigned both indefinite and definite determiners. This is
seen by the occurrence of the indefinite noun phrase avvak (a sun)
in the same senbence. Hence in such cases, it is possible that the
noun modified by the relative phrase may be assigned either identical
or different determiners in the maitrix and constituent sentences.

If or when it can be shown that the determiners must be different,
then Relative Phrase Tormation will delete an identical noun irrespec—
tive of the difference in determiner. In such a case, the condition

for Relative Phrase Pormation will no longer be 3=5, but N.=N_.

375
(16) engalantee avvak tibunaale eeko lankaavee avvo
'in FEngland' 'a sun' 'is-although' 'it' 'Ceylon's Tsun'

vagee nevee
like? NEG

(Although there is a sun in Bngland, it is not like the Ceylon sun.)
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Returning to (12), we find that it is ambiguous. Under
one interpretation, it has a deep structure (14). Under its second

interpretation, it has a deep structure (17).

(17) ///s\
R 7P
en-~Modifier /j??i\\‘\
NEy Deig Ly
, S Dete W) Indef
\\mg//w\rp Dot
.
€§§§§§§§;
~Iamayi  bat $ lomayi ng en k lamoya atiDenevaa
kansvaa '
'the tare eating 'the tof! ‘a child!? 'is crying!

children! rice! children!
(One of the children who are eating rice is crying. )

Relative Phrase Formation and T--Modifier apply first to the
embedded sentence in the en-Modifier deriving a relative phrase

bat kano (rice eating). en-Phrase Reduction then derives (18).

(18) S
NP VP
S Deﬁi Detﬁ N
bat kane 'Q k lamoya afiDonavaa
'rice eating!' "ehild! 'is crying'




104

(19)-(21) are derived from deep structures in which the
determiner contains a Demonstrative or K/M particle as well.

(19) bat kane are lameye aliDonovaa
tpice! 'eating' 'that'! 'child!' ‘'is crying!

(That child who is eating its rice is crying.)

(20)  Dbat kane kavude lamoyek a¥Densvaa
'rice! teating' ‘'some' !'child' 'is crying’

(some child who is eating its rice is crying.)

(21)  bat kane aro lamoyek aXDenovaa
trice! 'eating! 'thosettchild! Yis crying!

(One of those children who are eating their rice is crying.)
Intermediate phrase markers (22), (23) and (24) respectively

underlie these.

(22) ///s\
NP P
— T
S Det N
+Dem ~ Def
IIT
bat kans ara Q lameya aliDenavaa

irice eating' 'that' tchild? 'tis crying!
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(23) S

NP""*“ﬂ“'ﬁﬂw’“~_““W—“h~h_“"-“"““‘“V9
/\N

Indef
+Human
bat kane  kavude k lameya aliDensvaa
'rice eating'! 'some' ‘child!? 'is crying!
(24) s
/m\-
NP P
EE-MOEEE;;?~*~—_~bh“_ﬁP
NP Det N
S ”’”ﬁwgﬁmzﬁuh""“*w Tnd % a
e OL ol noae
[ng;i\\ﬁéf
ITT ¢
bat ars g lamayingen k lameya  aXDenevaa
kans ‘
'rice 'those! *children''of! tchild! 'is crying!?
eating!

In the discussion of determiners it was stipulated that
the indefinite determiner in NPﬁg in deep structures like (24) could,
as usual, be marked [+K/M] (see Ch. 2 (119)). If in (24), Deﬁg was
marked [+K/M], a terminal string like (25) would be generated.

(25) %bat kene are kavude lameyek aHDonovaa
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The semantic interpretation of (25) should be 'Some one of
those children who are eating fice is crying's However, ‘the only
interpretation under which it is grammatical is 'That particular
"some child", who is eating rice, is crying'. Hence, it is necessary
to postulate a restriction suppressing a K/M element in Detﬁ when
NR& contains an embedded sentence, if en-Phrase Reduction is to
apply. If it does not apply, the K/M olement is not suppressed, and
(26) is derived.

(26) ars bat. kano lamayingen kavude lamoyek
*those! 'rice! 'ealing' 'children-of' ‘'some! ‘'child?®

alDenevaa
'is crying'

(some one of those children who are eating rice is crying. )
Now, there exists a set of sentences (27), (28) and (29)
which are fully synonymous with (19), (20) and (21) respectively..

(27) ave bat kana lamoya : afiDensvaa
'that! 'rice! 'eating' 'child!' 'is crying!

(That child who is eating its rice is crying.)

(28) kavuds bat kans lamoyek aliDonovaa
'tgsome! 'rice! 'eating'! T'child! 'is corying!

(Some child who is eating its rice is crying.)

(29) are bat kane lameyek a¥Densvaa
'those! 'rice!' 'eating' 'child' 'is crying?

(One of those children who are eating their rice is crying.)
The deep structures underlying these must therefore be (22),
(23) and (24) respectively. All three may be derived quite simply by

getting up a rule of Determiner Particle Shift which shifts either
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a Demonstrative or K/M particle to the left of a relative. This rule
is distinct from Demonstrative Particle Shift (Ch. 2 (108)) which
positions a Demonstrative particle with respect to a K/M particle.
Determiner Particle Shift positions both Demonstrative and K/M

particles with respect to an embedded sentence.

(30) Determiner Particle Shift

SD s X = 8 - DetPrt -~ N - X -»_4i> OPT
1 2 3 4 5
SC 1 3 2 4 5

Condition : 2-4 is a NP

In (31), the subject WP contains an embedded sentence, and

Demonstrative and K/M particles.

(31) bat kans are kavuds lameyek aliDonovaa
'rice eating' 'that'! ‘'some! ‘'child?! 'is crying!

(That particular "some child who is eating rice" is crying. )
Both (32) and (33) are paraphrases of (31). In (32)
Determiner Particle Shift has moved both Demonstrative and K/M
particles to the left of the relative. In (33) Demonsirative Particle
Shift has also applied, further interchanging the positions of ars
(that) and kavude (some).

(32) are kavude bat kane lameyek alDsnsvaa
'that! 'some'! 'rice' teating' ‘child! 'is crying!'

(33) kavude are bat kane lamoyek aYDenovaa
'some' 'that! 'rice'! 'eating' 'child' 'is crying'
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All the embedded sentences discussed so far have had verb
phrases expanded by the rule VP —> NP + V. In (34) the verb phrase

contains only a verb.

(34) aliDone lameya geders yanevaa
‘erying' 'child' ‘'home' 'is going!

(The child who is crying is going home. )
Where the determiner contains a demonstrative element (35)

should be generated. But (35) is uhigrammatical. Where Determiner

Particle Shift applies however, the grammatical (36) is derived.

(35) *atiDons are lameya gedere yanavaa
'crying' 'that' 'child' 'home' 'is going’
(36) are aliDene  lameya gedere yanavaa

'that! 'crying' ‘child' ‘'home' 'is going!

(That child who is orying is going home. )
(37), (38) and (39) demonstrate that the same situation
exigts when the noun head of the relative phrase is indefinite.

(37) aYDene lamoyek gedere yanovaa
‘crying! f'child' ‘'home! 'is going!

(A child who is crying is going home.)

(38) *a¥ibene kavude lamsyek geddro yanevaa
‘crying' ‘some!' 'child' ‘'home' 'is going!

(39) kavude aY¥Dene lameyek gedeors yanovaa
"tgome! 'crying' 'child' ‘'home! 'is going!
(some child who is crying is going home. )
In the discussion of appositive relativisation it will be

seen that (35) and (38) are grammatical under an appositive
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inbterpretation, but under a restrictive interpretation they are
ungrammatical.

Turning to sentences in which the verb phrase consists of
an adjectival predicate we find that a similar situation obtains
there. (40) is such a sentence.

(40)  poDi lamoya a¥iDenovaa
*small' 'the child' 'is crying’

(The small child is crying. )
(41) and (42) illustrate the cases in which the determiner
containg a particle.

(41) *poDi are lameya aliDenevaa
'small' *'that' 'child' 'is crying!

(42) are poDi lameya alillonsvaa
Tthat! 'small' fchild! 'is crying!
(That small child is crying.)

Hence a constfaint which makes Determiner Particle Shif+
obligatory seems to exist in cases where the sole (remaining)
constituent in the relative is the Modifier form of a verb or an
ad.jectival predicate. That this constraint is not determined by the
length of the verb or adjective can be seen by substituting sevidine

(walking), nidaavee Tens (falling asleep), kammee li (lazy), kasgilibisili

(*busy-body'ish) ete. for poDi (small) in (41) and (42) respectively.
(41) still remains ungrammatical, and (42) grammatical.
Some of these will be grammetical when given an appositive

interpretation, but they are clearly not grammatical here. Hence,
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whenever a restrictive relative contains a single constituent, either
the Modifier form of a verb, or an adjectival predicate, Determiner
Particle Shift is obligatory.

Where the predicate of an embedded sentence contains a noum
phrase, relativisation cannot apply. This blocks ungrammatical sen—
tences like (43).

(43) *horek lamoya adlonevaa
'a thief! 'the child! 'is crying!

(The child who is a thief is crying.)

This means that a further condition must be imposed on
Relative Phrase Pormation, i.e. 'the embedded sentence does not have
a nominal predicate's. It is interesting to note that in Literary
Sinhalese, the syntax of which differs at various points from that
of Colloguial Sinhalese, such siructures can be relativised.

In Chapter 2 (45), we noted that in most cases where the
predicate of an embedded sentence contains an adverbial, the ig[iizg
Copula must obligatorily be selected. (44) and (45) below demonsirate
that where the determiner of the noun head of such a relative phrase
containg a particle, Determiner Particle Shift is as usual optional.

(44) leDin inne are lameya afiDonovaa
'in illness!' 'being!'! 'that' 'child' 'is crying!

(45) axe leDin inno lamoya a¥Densavaa
'that' 'in illness' 'being' 'child' 'is crying!
(That child who is ill is crying.)

Where the predicate of an embedded sentence contains only
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the Copula, we noted in Chapter 2 for in/tiye (p. 68 (70) and

pe 69 (71)) and yi (p. 70) that relativisation may apply only if
the predicate contains an opiional adverbial consgtituent. In the
case of the ve Copula, (46) demonstrates that relativisation may
operate as usual.

(46)  vens vee Do hari  pudumayi
'"vecoming! 'things' ‘'very'! 'surprising-are!

(The things that happen are very surprising.)

All the examples discussed so far bhave illustrated restric-
tive relativisation. However, relativisation processes in Sinhalese
include appositive (or non-restrictive) relativisation as welle I
use the terms 'restrictive' and ‘appositive! to refer to the tradi-
tional distinction between ftwo main types of relativisation. Lees
and. Smith below define these in fterms of the formal properties of
the two types in English. Lakoff explains them in funcitional terms.

"Relative Clause modifiers may be either 'rvestrictive' or

'non-restrictive’, the latter type being set off from the

rest of the sentence phonolog%cally by receiving its own
separate intonation contour'.

Mfhere are two kinds of relative clause: restrictive, with
wh directly following the noun, and appositive, with wh
separated from the noun by comma or comma intonation®.

6. ReB. Lees (1960), Ch. 3 p. 86.

7o CeS. Smith (1964), p. 38.
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Whe difference in funcition between restrictive and non-
restrictive relative clauseg is well-~known. As their names
suggest, restrictive clauses limit the scope of ‘the noun
phrases they are associated with, while non-restrictives
do note

(75) a. Drug manufacturers who are rich are thieves.
be Drug manufacturers, who are rich, are thieves.

In (a), 'who are rich' ig a restrictive clause; in
(b), it is non-restrictive. In (a) we are not talking about
all drug manufacturers, only about the rich ones. But in
(v) we are discussing all drug manufacturers and are making
the additional assertion that +they are rich. Note that in
(a) we_are not asserting that all drug manufacturers are
rich“.8

A gimilar difference in function can be seen in the relative
phrases of (47) and (48).

(47)  bat kans lamayi afiDonavaa,
'rice!' 'eating' 'children' 'are crying'’

(The children who are eating rice are crying.)

(48)  bat kano mee lamayi aliDonovaa
'rice'! 'eating' 'these'! 'children' '‘are crying'

(These children, who are eating vrice, are crying.)

In (47) bat_kans (rice eating) is restrictive, and in (48),
under one interpretation, it is appositive (a restrictive interpreta-
tion is also possible, and will be similar to that given for (19)).
In (47) we are not talking about all children, only about those who
are eating rice. In (48) we are discussing all 'these children! and
are making an additional assertion ‘that they are crying.

The formal properties of apposiltive relative phrases in

8. G. Lakoff (1966), p. 36.
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Sinhalese are discussed below. Appositive relativisation may apply
when the shared noun phrase is a proper noun, as in (49).

(49) allspu gedoro inne padma  hohds kells
tadjoining' 'house! 'staying' 'Padma' 'good!' 'girl!

(Padma, who stays next door, is a good girl.)

(49) may be given a restrictive interpretation as well. In
this case it is interpreted 'The particular Padma who stays next door
is a good girl', and padma refers to one of a group of individuals
having this name.

Appositive relativisation also applies to personal pronouns,
as in (50) and (51), to abstract nouns as in (52), to mass nouns as
in (53), and to nouns naming ‘'uniques' as in (15), repeated here for
convenience. The appositive relatives are underlined in each case.

(50) ahake  inne ma'Te karsders keranne epaa
tagide! 'staying' 'me-to! bother! 'do not!

(Don't bother me, who am minding my own business. )

(51) baDaginne inns apli geene eyaaTls gaanak naze hae
'in hunger' 'staying' 'us' 'about' 'him-to'! 'a care' NEG

(He is not at all concerned about us, who are hungry. )

(52) hee mooma igenoganne aritesaastroys maTe pennanne bae hae

'everyone'! 'learning' ‘'Economics'’ 'me-=to!' 'to show' 'impossible’

(I can't stand Bconomics, which everyone reads.)

(53) heemodaamo kaalaa purudu bat nee tuve
leveryday'! 'having eaten' 'accustomed! 'rice' 'without'

eyaaTo amaaruyi
'thim—-to! fdifficult-is!

(He finds it difficult without rice, which he was accustomed
to eating daily.)
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(15) heemedaame doekke avve agee dae nuyi
leveryday'! 'sauw! *the sun' 'of value'! "now-is?

(It is now that we appreciate the sun, which we used to
see everyday.)

All such noun phrases, i.e. proper nouns, personal pronouns,
abstract and mass nouns, and nouns naming 'uniques' like the sun eilc.
are, it will be noticed, noun phrases referring to uniquely deter-
mined objects. Unlike in the case of such noun phrases, appositive
relativisation cannot apply to any noun with a definite or indefinite
determiner. Sentences like (11) and (12) discussed earlier are open
to restrictive interpretations only.

Appositive relativisation can apply to such nouns if, and
only if, the definite and indefinite determiners are marked [+3em]
or [+K/M]. Hence in (48), where the determiner contains a [+Dem]
particle mee (these), the sentence is open to both an appositive

and restrictive interpretation..

+ It has been suggested that appositive clauses in English
are derived from deep siruciture conjunctions.9 There are two reasons
that suggest that appositive phrases in Sinhalese too may be derived
thus.

Rosg and Lakoff both note that in Bnglish, appositive

clauses cannot appear after noun phrases whose determiners are ‘any',

9. J.R. Ross (1967), Ch. 6 pp. 239-241, and G. Lakoff (1966),
PDe 36""42.




115

'no!' etc., and that in these cases, the corresponding conjoined
sentences are also impossible. In Sinhalese there exist a set of
indefinite pronouns with vat suffixes which occur in certain environ-
ments only. I have not made any detailed study of such forms, but

it can be noticed that they replace the usual indefinite pronouns in
negative sentences. (54)-(56) demonstrate this.

(54)  kavude a¥iDonavaa
'someone! 'is crying'

(Someone is crying. )

(55) *kavude a¥iDanne nee hae
'someone'! 'is not crying!?

(56) kavuruvat a%Danne naehse
fanyone! 'is not crying!

(Wo one is crying.)

Now, indefinite pronouns like kavuds (someone) appear in
sentences that may be interpreted appositively. They may also appear
in the corresponding conjoined structures. (57) and (58) illustratie
thige

(57) Tbat kane kavude (kenek) aliDsnovaa
'rice eating' 'someone' 'is crying!

(Someone, who is eating rice, is crying.)

(58)  kavuds bat kenevaayi a¥iDe nevaayi.
'someone'! f'rice! 'is eating~and! 'is crying-and!

(Someone is eating rice and crying.)
However, when the corresponding vat form of an indefinite
pronoun appears with a relative phrase, this phrase may only be inter-

preted restrictively. (59) is ungrammatical under an appositive
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interpretation. In such cases, the corresponding conjoined structure
(60) is also ungrammatical. This fact needs to be explained, and an

analysis which derives appositive relatives from underlying conjunc—
tions is able o do so.

(59) *bat kane kavuruvat a¥Danne naehae
'rice eating' Tanybody' 'is not crying?

(*Anyone, who is eating his rice, is not orying.)

(60) *kavuruvat bat kansvaayi alfilanne naeheoe yi
tanyone' 'is eating rice-and' 'is not crying-and!

(*Anyone is eating rice and not crying.)
3econdly, in Chapter 9, it is noted that conjoined sentences
in Sinhalese may, among other interpretations, be given a symmetric
or an asymmetric interpretation. This claims that & sentence like
(61) may be understood to mean either that Padma ories and eats her
rice simultaneously, or that she first crieg, and then eats her rice.

(61) padma a¥Denevaayi bat kanevaayi.
'Padma' '‘cries~and' ‘'rice! 'eats-and?

(Padma cries and eats her rice.)
When the sentence is understood symmetrically, an adverbial

ce gamanmo (at the same time) may be inserted in the second conjuncte.

When it is understood asymmetrically, an adverbial issellaa (first)

may be inserted in the first conjunct, and another, iiTepassee

(after that) in the second. Now, the appositive phrase in (62) may
may similarly be understood either symmetrically or asymmetrically.

(62) atiDeme padma  bat kansvaa
terying'! 'Padma' 'rice! ‘'eats!

(Padma, who cries, eats her rice.)
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(62) can be taken to mean something like either 'Padma, 4
who ig crying, is eating her rice too', or, 'Padma, who starts off
by erying, later eats her rice'. The same adverbials that may be
inserted in (61) may be inserted in (62) as well, as (63) and (64)
demonstrate.

(63) a¥Dome padma ee gomanme bat kanovaa
‘crying' 'Padma'’ 'at the same time'! frice! 'is eating!

(Padma, who is crying, is simultaneously eating her rice. )

(64) issellaa aWDone  padma  iiTopassee  bat kansvaa
'First' ‘tcrying' 'Padma! tafbter that! 'rice' 'eats!

(Padma, who cries first, then eats her rice.)
These adverbials cannot be used with restrictive relative
phrases, as seen in (65) and (66).1°

(65) *aYiDene lameya ee gamanmo bat lkanevaa
erying!' 'the child' 'at the same time' 'is eating rice!?

(*The child who is crying is simultaneously eating his rice. )

(66) *#issellas a¥Dene lameya iiTepassee bal kanovaa
'first* ‘l'erying!' 'child! tlater' ‘'eats rice!

(¥The child who first cries later eats his rice.)
issellaa (first) is a time adverbial which when it appears
in conjoined structures, is necessgarily followed in subsequent con-

juncts by other time adverbials like iiTepassee (after that).ll

10. Relative phrases as in (65) and (66) can in fact be interpreted
appositively, and this means that the constraint blocking
appositive relativisation for noun phrases with definite and
indefinite determiners without [+Dem]| and [+K/H] features must
be relaxed in such contexbs.

11. igsellaa in other uses however, may be used independently, as
in issellae aliPone lamoya (the child who is first to cry).
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Hence where the relative phrase itself is derived from an embedded

conjoined sentence, issellaa and iiTepassee may appear in restrice

tive relative phrases as in (67).

(67) issellaa batl kaalaa iiTopassee valture bivve
tfirst?! 'rice! talbe—and!''after that'!''water! 'drank!'
lamoya  alDenavaa

fchild' 'is crying'

(The child who first ate his rice and then drank some water
is ocrying. )

Again, these are facts that suggest that appositive relatives

must be deriwved from deep structure conjunctions. This data also
indicates that it is in fact the first conjunct that is transforma—
tionally introduced into a noun phrase in the subsequent conjunct,
and not vice versae

Therefore, a transformational rule (68) can be set up %o

account for appositivisation in Sinhalese.

(68) Appositivisation

SD s [[XMNP—Xel:;L_]S--[X-NP-X-—;_,P_J':_]S—-Sn]S

12 34 5 6 7 8 9
::,_LfOPT
SC ¢ 5 [ 1 2 3 0] «+6 7 O 9

& 2:6
E 2 refers 4o a uniguely determined object or
hasg a Det marked [+K/H] or/and [+Dem]

Condition

Given a deep structure (69) Appositivisation will derive

(70).
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(69)
NP
padma bat kansvaa sunil padmave tallukslaa
"Padma?! 'rice! 'is fand! 'Sunil!'Padma’ 'pushed' tand?
eating!
(70) S
”’,’.——/‘A\
NP VP
/\
NP v
W
) NP
———»—’—“"-’__d\
e P
/ﬂ\
\Es NP v
\\\\\\
NN
‘\\\:::;
sunil :§%£;E> bat kanevaa  padmave tallukelaa
'Sunil' 'Padma® T'rice! tis 'Padma?® tpushed?
eating'

Relative Phrase Tormation now applies as usual deleting the
shared noun phrase padms in the transformationally embedded sentence.
P-Modifier then applies converting the main verd fo its modifier

form kano (eating), and the terminal phrase marker (T71l) is derived.
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(73) ///g\‘
NP v
/\\,'
S P
sunil bat kano padmave tallukelaa
'Sunil? ‘rice eating! 'Padma?t "pushed'

(3unil pushed Padma, who was eating her rice.)

Where a conjoined sentence contains n conjuncts, all of
which contain a common noun phrase, up to n-1 of the conjuncts may
form appositive phrases modifying the shared noun phrase in the nth

conjunct. Hence (72) is derived from a deep structure like (73).

(72) gindu kiyone sadde kerene raa bone kavudes-
'singing’ 'noise making' 'ftoddy drinking! ‘'some'
minissu vageyak  paaree inneovaa
"men’ 'a crowd! 'on the rocad! the!

(There is a crowd of some singing, shouting, toddy-drinking
men on ‘the road.)

(73) S0
S s % S
kavude minissu kavuds minissu kavude minissu kavuds minissu
vagoyak paaree vageyak sindu vageoyak sadde vagoyak raa
1nnevasa kiysnevaa wen keronevaa . bonsavaa e
"There is a 'A crowd of some,  'A crowd of somg'A crowd of some,
crowd of some men are siaging! are shoubing!' are drinking

on the road! toddy!
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It has been stated that all noun phrases referring to
uniguely determined objects, and noun phrases whose determiners are
marked [+Dem] or {+K/M]‘may be appositively relativised. In the case
of the former class however, certain restricltions seem to operate
in some cases. (74)-(79) below, in which the noun head of the relative
phrase is the personal pronoun mameo (1) demonstrate this. Obher noun
phrases referring to uniquely determined objects,; e.g. padma, may be
substituted with the same results.

(74) “?bat kans ma'Te karodere keranns epaa
'rige eating' 'me—to! ‘'do not bother?!

(Dont't bother me, who am eating my rice.)

(75) <%bat kg ez vo male nidimatayi
'rice!' ‘'ate! 'me—to!' 'sleepy-is'

(I, who have eaten my rice, am feeling sleepy.)

(76) ?bat kaalaa inne maTe nidimatayi
'rice! 'having eaten!' 'am' ‘*me-~to' 'sleepy-is!

(I, who have eaten my rice, am feeling sleepys.)

(77)  Dbat kaalaa, unne maTo nidimate vunaa
'rice' 'having eaten''was' 'me-to' 'sleepy! ‘'became’

(I, who had eaten my rice, became sleepy.)

('18)  bat kakaa inne maTe karedere keranne epaa
'vice! 'ealting-eating' ‘'am' 'me-~to! 'do not bothexr!

(Don't bother me, who am in the middle of eabing my rice.)

(79) Dbat . kakas unnd male nidimate vunaa
'rice! 'eating-eating' 'was' 'me~to! 'sleepy' ‘'became'

(Ig who was in the middle of eating my rice, became sleepy.)

Of this group of sentences, only (77)=(79) are completely
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acceptable in my speech. All these sentences would be acceptable in
formal Sinhalese, but in my dialect of Colloguial Sinhalese,
(74)=(76) are questionable. L2

I am not quite certain how these facts can be generalised.
It can be noticed that (74) and (75), in which the Modifier form of
an ordinary verb is the last item in the relative, are questionable.
In (77), (78) and (79), which are all acceptable, the Modifier form
of the Copula’igﬂiigg intervenesg between an ordinary verb and the
noun head. However (76), in which this condition is met, is gues~
tionable. In (76), the Non—Past form of the Copula in/tiye, preceded
by the perfective form of an ordinary verb forms the lagt itém in
the relative. A constraint seems to operate that renders guestionable
any appositive relative modifying the class of noun phrases in
question, in which the last item is the Modifier form of an ordinary
verb, of the Non-Past form of in/tiye preceded by a perfective. As
it stands, this seems a strange constraint.

Now consider (80)-(82).

(80) kaaTovat karodore keranne naetuve  magee paaduvee
tanyone=to! '"bothering! 'without' 'on my own!
bat kane maTe karedere keranns epaa

'rice eating' 'me-to' 'do not bother!

(Don't bother me, who gm eating my rice on my own without
bothering anyone. )

12. Other native speakers have varied in their responses to these
sentences, but many have agreed that (74)~(76) are either rather
"formal', or unacceptable. One pointed out that substituting the
alternative Modifier form kaapu (ate) for kaesve (ate) in (75)
made the sentence more accepiable.
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(81) wudenms bah keeseve  maTe nidimatayi
'very early?! 'rice' ‘aite! 'me~to! *'sleepy-is!

(I, who had my rice very early, am feoeling sleepy. )

(82) ekolaha hamaree iHMdan bal kaalaa inne
'eleven thirty! 'from! t'rice! 'having eaten' 'being!'
maTo nidimatayi

'me-to! 'sleepy~is'

(I, who finished eating my rice at eleven thirty, am
Teeling sleepy. )

The appositive phrases in these are derived from the same
sentences as in the unacceptable (74)-(76), except for the fact that
these sentences are much longer because they contain additional
adverbial constituents. It seems therefore, that the additional
length of the relative phrase affects the acceptability of the sen-
tences. I do nol propose to examine the stress or intonation patbterns
of such sentences here, but it is possible that these may be signi-
Ticant factors in determining the acceptability of such sentences.13
Correspondingly, no significant generalisation can be made here
regarding the constraints operating in guch instances.

The questionable sentences discugsed above become acceptable
when a Demonstrative particle is present in the determiner of the

noun head. (83) illustrates this.

(83) Dbat kane mee maTo karodors kerannd® epaa
'rice eating' '"this' 'me-to' 'do not bother!

(Don't bother "this" me, who am eating my rice.)

13. Lakoff (1968), pp. 10-1l, demongtrates how siress may be a factor
determining grammaticality in certain instances of pronomina-
lisation in finglish.
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Similarly, a proper noun wilth a Demonstrative particle,

like oye padmaTe (to that Padma) could substitute for mee maTo (to

this me). Second and third person pronouns however cannot accept

Demonstrative particles, and therefore, *oys oyaale (to 'that! you),

*co eyaaTo (to 'that' him) etc. cannot be substituted. Again, it
seems to be the insertion of some additional element that results
in the acceptability of sentences like (83). For the present however,

the constraints operating in this area are difficult to state.

Now, we noted earlier that sentences like (19) and its
paraphrase (27), repeated here for convenience, both contained rela-
tive phrases that could be interpreted restrictively. Both (19) and
(27) were interpreted as 'That child who is eating its rice is
crying'e.

(19) %bat kane are lamoya aHDeonsevaa
'rice eating' 'that! fchild' 'is crying!

(27) are bat kane lameya aYDenovaa
tthat' 'rice eating' 'child!'t'is crying!?

By our analysis of appositivisation, (19) is also open %o
an apposgitive interpretation, 'That child, who is eating its rice,
is erying's. However, (27) cannot be interpreted this way. The
ungrammaticality of (84) and (85) illustrate this.

(84) *are bat kano lamoya eegamanmo afiDonevaa
"that! 'rice eating' 'child' 'at the same time' 'is crying!

That child, who is eating its rice, is crying simultaneously.)
? = b4
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(85) *are issellaa bat kans lameya diiTepassee alflensavaa
"that! 'firgt! 'rice eating'! 'child!? 'later! 'cries!

(That child, who first eats rice, later cries.)
Hence, Delerminer Particle Shift cannot apply in the case
of appositive relatives. Now, we noted for resirictive relatives, that
where the relative phrase contained a single constitvuent, either the
Modifier form of a verb or an adjectival predicate, Determiner Particle
Shift was obligatory. Some of the examples given were (35), (36), (41)
and (42), repeated here for convenience.

(35) *aXDone ars lamoya gedeors yansvaa
'erying'! 'that' 'child' 'home' 'is going'

(36) are a¥Dens lamoya geders yanovaa
'that' 'crying' 'child' 'home! 'is going!

(41) *pobi are lameya a¥Denovaa
'small! 'that! 'child?®! 'is crying!

(42) awre poDi lamoya a¥Deneovaa
*that! 'small' 'child' 'is crying'

When thege surface struclures are given an appositive inter-
pretation, (41) remains ungrammatical, but (35), (36) and (42) are
grammatical. Therefore, Determiner Particle Shift seems to be an
optional transformation applying to restrictive relatives only,
eieepﬁ when the relative phrase contains a single constituent. Where
this constituent is an adjectival, it is obligatory for both restric-
tives and appositives. Where the constituent is the Modifier form of

a verb, it is obligatory for restrictives, and optional for

appositives.
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So Tar, we have discussed mainly relative phrasges modifying
the subject NP of a sentence. (86)-(91) demonstrate that relative
phrases may modify noun phrases in all positions in a sentence. The
positions given are respectively object NP, Te NP, ee NP, en NP,

NP + Postposition, and predicative WP positions.

(86) sunil bat kane lamoyave +tallukelaa
'Sunil'trice eating' 'child! 'pushed?

(sunil pushed the child who was eating rice.)

(87) sunil bat kane lameoyaTe gae huvaa
'Sunil ''rice eating' 'child-to' 'hit!

(sunil hit the child who was eabing rice.)

(88) sunil bat kane lameyagee yaaluvek
'Sunilt'rice eating' ‘*child—of!' 'a friend?

(Sunil is a friend of the child who is eating rice.)

(89) sunil Dbat kane lamoyagen vature illuvaa
'Sunil ''rice eating' *'child-from' 'water! 'asked'

(sunil asked for some water from the child who is eating rice.)

(90) sunil bat kans lamoya loYge iHdegattaa
'Sunil!'rice eating' 'child! ‘'near! tgat!?

(Sunil sat down near the child who was eating rice.)

(91)  sunil  hari nareke lameyek
'Sunil! fvery bad! ta child!

(sunil is a very bad boy.)
Similarly, in all examples up to now, the shared noun in the
embedded sentence has been in subject position. This noun ‘too may
occupy a variety of positions, though it is subject to more restric-

tions than its counterpart in the matrix sentence.
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The deep structure of (92) is (93), in which the shared noun
is object NP in the embedded gsentence. Relative Phrase Formation
deletes the whole NP, including the case suffix.

(92) padma deekke lamoya alDenovaa
'Padma' 'saw'! ‘'child!' 'is crying'

(The child Padma saw is crying. )

(93) ' S

NP VP

padma \;;;Bbya dae kkaa  lameya ahDenavaa

"Padma! *the child' 'saw' - 'the child! 'is crying'

Since the accusative ve suffix is optional, (92) may be
ambiguous asg to whether Padma saw the child, or the child saw Padma.
In my dialect in such contexts, if it is the child who saw Padma,
then it is usual for padma to be marked with the ve suffix. In a

relative phrase like padma dsekke vpote (the book Padms saw), where

the object WP of the embedded sentence is an inanimate noun pote
(book), a guestion of ambiguity does not arise, since inanimate noun
phrages cannot, in any case, be the subjects of transitive sentences.

The deep structure of (94) is (95), in which the shared
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noun is a'gg NP in the embedded sentence. Again Relative Phrase
Formation deletes the entire noun phrase, including the Te suffix.

(94) mame keemsti lameya alDonovaa
It tliket 'child' 'is crying!

(The child I like is crying.)

(95) S
/\\\\
np VP
/\
S np
M
NP VP

.—-—-‘M\

\ﬁ££g§; Pred

mame ;;;Esya kaematiyi lameya aliDonavaa
T 'the child-~to! ‘'like' "the child! 'ig crying!

However, when the embedded sentence contains several noun
phrases other than the deleted Te NP, questionable sentences like

(96) are derived.

(96) “?mame pote dunne lameya alDensvaa
'I' T'book!' fgave! 'child' 'is crying!

(The child to whom I gave the book is crying. )
The problem seems to be connected with the difficulty of
identifying the posiltion of the deleted noun phrase. In (94), where
the cooccurrence restrictions of keemeti (like) specify that it must

appear with a subject NP and a Te NP, and where there is only one
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other noun phrase present in the relative phrase, identification is
not difficult. In (96), where the.relétive phrase contains two noun
phrases, identification is more complicated. Hence Relative Phrase
Formation seems subject in such situations to the more general con-—
dition on all transformations, that any delete& item be uniquely
recoverable.

A similar situvation exists in the case of other noun phrases
in the embedded sentence. (97), with deep structure (98), is gramma-
tical, but (99), in which the relative phrasé contains an additional
noun phrase, is questionable.

(97) opadma nidaaganne aefde keeDilaa
"Padma' 'sleeps! 'bed'! 'is broken!

(The bed on which Padma sleeps is broken. )

(98) S
//-/—/\\

npP P
M
S NP

\N?\

NP

padma ::;gﬁﬁha nidaagannavaa aelde kee Dilaa

"Padma' 'the bed-on! '‘sleeps! tthe bed!? 'is broken'

(99) “?Tpadma  lamsyave nidikele aeide keeDilaa
'Padma' 'the child' 'put to sleep' ‘'bed!' 'is broken'

(The bed on which Padma put the child to gleep ig brokeﬁ.)
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In the case of en NPs, if the shared noun phrase is deéleted

in a deep structure like (100), the questionable (101) results.

(100) S
//)\_\\_L
NP VP
/—,M e — '
3 NP
M\
NP e
_/‘\mh"m___‘__
N\?ygﬁ\ NP+To v
\\s
sunil ;;§Iign ballale gee huvaa, polls kae Dunaa
'Sunil ' *the stick 'the dog-to' 'hit! "the stick! 'broke!
—~with?
(101) “?sunil ballaTe geehuve polle  kaeDunaa
"Sunil!' "the dog—~to' ‘thit! 'gstick' 'broke!

(The stick with which Sunil hit the dog broke.)

On the other hand, a number of familiar household terms in
Colloquial Sinhalese are noun phrases conbaining relatives derived
from embedded sentences in which an en NP has been deleted. paan

kapane pihiye (the bread knife, literally, 'the bread cutting knife'),

bat kane heetdi (dessert spoons, literally, 'rice eating spoons'),

bat bedsns haetdi (table spoons, literally, 'rice serving spoons')

are exampleg., In these cases, the fact that a spoon is commonly
used as an instrument with which rice is served or eaten, rather than

say, a receptacle into which rice is served, seems to provide a means

by which the position and the case suffix of the deleted noun phrase
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can be identified.

Where the deleted noun phrase in the embedded sentence is
a possessive ee NP, an interesting paradigm of acceptability is
encountered. (104)=(111) below are all derived from deep structures

similar to (102), which is the deep structure for (103).

(102) S
/\\
NP VP
M
S NP

Lameyaeee konDe digayi lamoya aiiDonovaa
'the child's! " thair! ‘iz long! "the child' 'is crying!

(103) konDe dige lameya aliDensvaa
Thair!' 'long! 'childf® 'is crying!

(fhe child with long hair is crying.)

(104) date vaeTune lamoya aY¥Densvaa
"tooth! 'fell' ‘'child!' 'is crying

(The child whose tooth came out is crying. )

(105) kakule kseDune lameya aliDenovaa
tleg! 'broke! 'child!' 'is crying!

(The child whose leg got broken is crying. )

(106) amma, mae rune lameya allensvaa
"mother' 'died!' f'child!' 'is crying'

(The child whose mother died is crying.)
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(107) ?nangi mee rune lameya aliDensevaa
fyounger sister! 'died!' 'child' 'is crying'

(The child whose younger sister died is crying. )

(108) ?Pgavume irune lameya aWDensvaa
tfrock! 'tore' 'child' 'is crying'

(The child whose frock tore is crying.)

(109) ??poteo  naetivune lameya a%Donsvaa
'book? 'got lost?! 'child!' 'is crying!

(The child whose book got lost is crying. )

(110) ??Ppaensolee neetivune lameya aliDensvaa
‘pencil!' 'got lost!' 'child'! 'is crying’

(The child whose pencil got lost is crying.)

(111) 2???balla meerune lameya afDenovaa
'dog! 'died!' ‘'child!' 'is crying'

(The child whose dog died is crying.)

Though identical in coustituent structure the subject NPs
of these sentences form a hierarchy of acceptability. The hierarchy
ig given here on the basis of my own dialect, but I have tested these
sentences amd others like them with several native speakers. There
was a greal deal of variety in informant responses, and some speakers
distinguished as few as two levels of acceptability. There was also
much variation in the points at which new levels of acceptability
were set up. However, all responses corroborated, by and large, the
validity of the ordering of +the hierarchy.

An examination of the !'possessed! noun phrase in each case

suggests that the restriction operating here may be connected to the

concept of alienable vs. inalienable possession in Sinhalese. In the
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completely acceptable phrases, the possessed noun is a body part
or a parent. At the next level it refers to a sister and a garment
of the possessor. At the lowest level represented, it refers to the
dog of the possessor. It could be that it is easier to identify the
cagse suffix of the deleted noun phrase as a possessive suffix in
cages where the connection between the possessor and the possessed
element is felt to be closer.

Whatever the nature of the restrictions operating in such
cases, relativisation in Sinhalese can be gseen to operate freely

when the shared noun phrase is in subject position in the embedded

sentence, almost as freely when it is in object position, but subject

%o a number of constraints when it is in other positions. It may not
operate at all when the shared noun phrase is in a postpositional
phrase in the embedded sentence. Hence both (113) and (114), which

might be possible outputs of (112), are ungrammatical.

(112) NP
/M\\
S NP
TN
NP VP
—————
WP+Postposition P v
sunil lamoya geens kataavak kivvaa lamaya
tSunil'! tthe child-about' 'a story! ‘'related! *the child'

(the child about whom Sunil related a fine story)
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(113) #*sunil geene  kataavak kivve lameya
'Sunil! 'aboub' 'a story! 'related' 'child!

(114) *sunil kataavak kivve lamaya
Sunil' 'a story!' 'related' 'child!

Relativisation may also not operate if the shared noun phrase
is in predicate position in the embedded sentence. This blocks sen-—
tences like (116) being derived from deep structures like (115). But
such a derivation is in any case prevented by the more general con-
straint that blocks relativisation when the predicate of the embedded

sentence contains a noun phrase (see p; 110 (43)).

(115) //g\
NP VP
_,.,-—/"'"'— MMM_*—-—*__<
NP v
/’A--\‘\
S ) NP
»A
NP " Pred

polisiys sunil horaa(ys) horaavas ae lluvaa
"the police! !'Sunil! '"the thief-was!'the thief! ‘caught!

(116) *#polisiys sunil horaave aelluvaa

(¥The police caught the thief who Sunil was.)

Thus, relativisation processes in Sinhalese derive several

types of nominal modifiers. Both restrictive and appositive relati-

visation operate in Hinhalese. These processes are subject to various
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constraints, some of which are difficult to generalise. Relativisation
may apply to all kinds of noun phrases in a matrix sentence. The
position of the shared noun phrase in the embedded sentence however

ig subject to various restricltions.
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CHAPTER 4

COMPLEMENT CONSTRUCTIONS

The term 'Complement Constructions' is used here to refer
to the two types of complementation distinguished by Rosenbaum as
"Predicate Complement Constructions',l ie.ee NP and VP complementation.
some other types of complementation referred to by him are relati-
visation and subordination of various 'l:ypes.2 Certain types of such
constructions in Simnhalese are discussed in Chaplter 3 and Chapter 10.
The underlined portions in (1)-(6) are distinguished here
as examples of NP complementation.

(1) padma a¥iDone  ekeo pudumayi
'Padma' 'crying' 'thing' 'surprising-is!

(It is surprising that Padma is crying.)

(2) sunil padma _ a¥Donovaa  daekkaa
'Sunil?' 'Padma' 'is crying' ‘'saw’

(sunil saw Padma crying. )

(3) sunil padma  allene  vittiye dannovaa
'Sunil! 'Padma' ‘crying' 'fact! "knows!

(Sunil knows that Padma cries.)

(4) sunil padma  a¥Donevaa(yi) kiyensvaa
tSunil! 'Padma' 'is crying' 'says!

(Sunil says that Padma is crying.)

1. P.S. Rosenbaum (1967), Ch. 2 p. 21.
2. P.S. Rosenbaum (1967), Ch. 2 p. 2l.
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(5) sunil padma aMDomovaa(yi) kiyelaa dannevaa
'Sunil' 'Padma' ‘'ecries! tthat! 'knows'

(sunil knows that Padma cries.)

(6) sunil padma  a¥iDomevaa(yi) kiyens eke dannevaa
'Sunil' 'Padma' ‘'cries! *that? tknows!?

(Sunil knows that Padma cries.)
That the underlined phrases above must all be instances of
NP is clear from the fact that each of them in turn constitute
grammatical answers to the questions below. (9) is thé appropriate
question for (3), and also for (5) and (6). monovaa (what), which is
the K/M qﬁestion word that appears in all these guestions, has a
feature specification ~+N , and grammatical answers %o

+Pro
_—Animate

guestions containing it muét substitute a similarly marked NP for it.

(7) monsvaa pudume do
'what' ‘'surprising' Q

(What is surprising?)

(8) sunil monovaa deekkaa de
'Sunil' ‘'what! tsaw! Q

(What did Sunil see?)

(9) sunil monevaa dannevaa de
'Sunil' ‘what? 'knows' @Q

(What does Sunil know?)

(10) sunil monevaa kiyensvaa de
. "Sunilt' 'yhat?! 'says!? Q

(What does Sunil say?)

The underlined phrases in (1)-(6) also seem 1o all contain
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embedded sentences. The phrase in (1) for instance, contains a noun
phrase and a verbal element, which seem to stand in subject - main

verb relationship to sach other. It would also be possible to sub-

stitute a phrase like (11) in (1).

(1) sunil iiyee padmave daekke eko
'Sunil' !yesterday! 'Padma' 'saw' ‘'thing!

(that Sunil saw Padma yesterday)

Such a phrase contains other constiftuents like an object NP
and an adverbial as well. The verbal element in such phrases may
appear both with Non-Pagt and Past tense, as illustrated in (1) and
(11) respectively. Hence such phrases exhibilt the internal structure
of a sentence, and therefore, in addition to being dominated by NP,
they must contain embedded sentences.

Some of these phrases, e.g. (1), (3) and (6), also contain
an additional noun, eke (the thing), or vittiys (the fact). vittiye
is frequently replaced by other nouns like bave and vage which have
approximately the same meaning. Occasionally, other nouns like
kataave (the story), sz ree (occasion), vataave (occasion) also
appear in similar constructions, as ins:

(12) eyaa €ens kataave mamo visvaasgo keranne neehee
the! 'coming! f'storyt' 1'I! '"believe'! NEG

(I don't believe the story that he iz coming. )

(13) lamoya aliDene aflons see ree eyaa duvenavaa
'the child!' 'cyrying' 'crying' 'occasion' 'she! ‘runs'!

(Bach time the child cries she goes to him.)

This suggests that a phrase structure rule like (14) must
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be set up to generate such noun phrases.
(14) NP —_— Det + (S8) + N

The NP complements in (2), (4) and (5) however do not
contain noun heads. Verbs and other predicative elements in Sinha-
lese are usually marked to take only a particular complement con-
struction. An adjective like boru (falge) may only appear with the
type of complement construction in (1) or (6). Hence (15) is gramma-
tical, but not (16).

(15) padma  a¥Dene  eke boru
'Padma'! 'crying' 'thing' 'false-is!

(It is not so that Padma is crying. )

(16) *padma  alfiDenevaa yi  boru
'Padma' 'is crying! 'false~ig!

Now consgider (17).

(17) sunil padma oMDonovaa yi kiysnevaa eel ee(ke) boru
'Sunil' 'Padma’' 'is crying' Tsays! tbut' 'it! 'false-ig?

(sunil says that Padma is crying but that is not so.)
The pronoun eeke (it) in the second conjunct of the sentence

refers to the complement construction padma aliDonsvaayi (that Padma

is crying) in the first conjunct, and by the rules of pronominalisa-
tion must substitute for a noun phrase identical in deep structure

with it. It has already been noted that a sentence like (16) is im-
possible and that only (15) is possible with the predicate boru (false).
Consequently, (17) must be derived from an underlying structure (18),

in which the underlined noun phrases are identical in deep structure.
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(18) sunil padma aXDonovaa yi kiyenovaa eet
'Sunil' 'Padma’ 'is crying! 'says! "but !

padma, alDens eks boru
'Padma' 'crying! 'thing' 'false~is!

(Sunil says that Padma is crying but it is not so that Padma
is orying.)

‘ Now, it has already been claimed that the second noun phrase,
which has a noun head eke (thing) must be generated by (14). Since
the first noun phrase must have an identical deep structure, it too
must be generated by the same rule. Therefore, I 61aim that all NP

complements are in general generated by this rule, and have in deep

structure a noun head eks (thing), which has a feabure specification

+N |, or one of a handful of other nouns like vittiye (the
+Pro
+Abstract

fact) eltc. discussed above.

Complement constructions like that in (1) will be distin~

guished here ag eks complements, and are derived from deep structures

like (19). In addition 4o being | 4N ‘ s eko has a definite
+Pro
+Abstract

determiner, and is thus distinguished from its indefinite counterpart
ekak (a thing)e In the following phrase markers however, this deter—
miner is omitted for convenience.

In Chapter 3 (p. 100) a transformational rule T-Modifier
wag formulated, which applied given just such a structural descrip-

tion as (19). In all cko complements it applies obligatorily, con-

verting the main verb or predicate of the embedded sentence to its
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Modifier form, in this case alfiDens (erying), and deriving a surface

structure like (1).

(19) P
NP VP
S N
TN
NP VP
padma, afiDensavaa eks pudumayi
'Padma’ 'is crying! the thing! 'is surprising'’

Such complements, and in fact all NP complements, may occur
in a variety of positions. In (20)~(24) the complement occurs in
object NP, To NP, ee NP, en NP and NP + Postposition position

respectively. -

(20) sunil padma  akDons  eke visvaase keranne mncehee
'Sunil! 'Padma' 'crying' *'thing?! Tbelieves' NEG

(Sunil doesn't believe thal Padme éries.)

(21) sunil padma  a¥iDone  ekeTo purudu velaa
'Sunil' 'Padma' 'crying' 'thing-to' 'has become accustomed’'

(Sunil has grown accustomed %o Padma crying. )

(22) padma  aiDone  ekee teerume  mokadde
"Padma' 'crying' 'thing—of' 'meaning' ‘what' Q

(What is the meaniﬁg of Padma orying like this?)

(23) padma aWDonme  eken maTo karederayi
'Padma' 'crying'! 'thing-from' fme~to! ttrouble-igs!

(It's a nuisance to me that Fadma cries.)
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(24) sunil padma a¥Dene  eke gaene  tbarahayi
'Sunil' 'Padma’' 'crying' 'thing! 'about! ‘angry-is!

(sunil is angry about Padma crying. )

eke complements occur commonly with verbs like harivanne

AR IR A i

v

accustomed), matak ve (become remembered), matak kere (remind), s ke

kere (doubt), visvaase kere (believe)s predicative adjectives like

aetto (true), boru (false), holide (good), nareke (bad), pudume

ot

matoke (remembered), anumaane and saeke (doubtful); and with predi-

cative nominals like karedersyak (a trouble), lee jjaavak and

aporaadeyak (a shame).

Complement constructions like that in (2) will be distin-

guished here as vaa complements, and are derived from deep structures

like (25).

(25) ,/”S\\
NP VP
M
NP v
M_w
S N
/\m‘.
HP VP
sunil ~ padma atiDeonsvaa eks dee kkaa
'Sunil! 'Padma! 'is crying! "thing! 'sow!
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The motivation for such a deep siructure has already been
discussed. In order to derive a surface structure like (2), a further

rule of eke Deletion is required.

(26) eko Deletion

SD s X « [ 8 ~ ecke ]NP - X —__—_> OPT
1 2 3 4
SC s 1 2 0 4

T-Modifier can now be formulated as an obligatory rule that
is ordered after the optional eke Deletion. eko Deletion cannot apply
if the embedded sentence contains a non-verbal predicate, except
where the main verb of the matrix sentence is kiye (say). This blocks
sentences like (27) and (28), but correctly allows (29).

(27) #sunil padma  lae jjaayi dackkaa
'Sunil!' 'Padma' ‘'shy-is'! 'saw!

(Sunil saw that Padme was shy.)

(28) #padma  sunil horek(ye) deekkaa
‘Padma' 'Sunil' 'a thief-is' ‘'saw'

(Padma saw that Sunil was a thief.)

(29) sunil padma lee jjaayi kiyenevaa
'Sunil' 'Padma' 'shy-—is! 'says!

(sunil says Padma is shy.)
vaa complements occur commonly with verb roots like daki

(see), balaagens in (be watching), ahagens in (be listening to),

daene (feel), pee (see), purudu ve (become accustomed); and with

predicative adjectives like vaeDi (more_gg too much), madi (too
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little), aDu (less), purudu (accustomed), mateke (remembered),
anumaano and sseke (doubtful).

(30) illustrates another common type of complement construc—
tion which occurs with verb roots like aha (ask), bale (examine),

vimege and prasne kere (question).

(30) sunil padma aWDenovas do  ahansvaa
tSunil' 'Padma'! 'is crying' Q 'is asking!

(Sunil is asking whether Padma is crying. )
The distinguishing feature of such constructions is that
the embedded sentence appears with the guestion particle ds, and may

in addition, contain X/M words. Hence the phrases kavuru ahDonsvaade

(who is corying), padma kotono afDonsvaade (where Padma is crying),

with question words kavuru (who) and kotene (where) may be substituted
in (30).

One way of analysing such constructions would be to postu-
late that question sentences may be embedded in complement construc—
tions. In this case, eke Deletion will operate as in (25) and
surface structures like (30) will be derived. Since there is no
Modifier form of a 'V + Q' form, eke Deletion will apply obligatorily
in such cases. This seems to be a satisfactory explanation, especially
as it is in the cases of the complement constructions in (2), (4)
and (5), in Which T-Modifier does not apply, that parallel construc-~
tions with do exist. (30), and also (31) and (32) which are synony-

mous with it, illusitrate this.
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(31) sunil padma aliDenovaa dee (yi) ahanevaa
'Sunil' 'Padmal 'is cryiag' Q 'is asking!

(Sunil is asking whether Padma is crying.)

(32) sunil padma aliDenevaa de kiyelas ahansvaa
tSunil! 'Padma' 'is crying! @ 'is asking'

(sunil is asking whether Padma is crying. )
Another way of analysing such consiructions would be to
postulate a special complementiser de which is transformationally
attached to the embedded sentence when the predicate of the matrix

sentence belongs Lo the class of verbs ahanevaa (ask), vimosensvas

(question) etc. This would lead o an argument similar to one putb
férward by Robin Lakoff for imperatives in Latin,3 by which the
rarticle deo in questions in Sinhalese could be shown to demonstrate
the presence of an abstract verb of the ahansvaa (ask) class in the
underlying structure of guestions.

I assume the former analysis here. (onsequently, no new
rule of de Complementiser Placement is needed, but it is necessary
to permit guestion sentences to appear as embedded sentences in

complement constructions.

Complement constructions like that in (3) will be distine
guished here as vittiys complements, and are derived from deep
structures like (33). As noted earlier, a few other nouns like bave
and vago can replace vittiye (fact) as noun head. The structural

description of T-Modifier is met in (33), and hence this will apply,

3+ Re Lakoff (1968), Ch. 5.




146

converting ailonevaa (cry) o its Modifier form a¥lene (crying), and

deriving a surface structure (3).

(33) S
/‘M\\‘
NP VP
»—‘—'———"—-——_—'_“——’_——\_\*ﬁ
np v
M-
S N
..—-"‘—"'A\\
NP VP
sunil padna aDenovasa vittiye dee kkaa,
'Sunil!' 'Padma? 'is crying! tfact! 'saw!

vittiye complements occur commonly with verb roots like

aaranci ve (become rumoured), presidds ve (become famous), kiye (say),

penne (show), denne (inform), matak kere (remind), teerum kero (make

clear), prosidde kere (make famous), deene (feel), pee (see), daki

(see), dan (know), hite (think)s; and with predicative adjectives like

aaranci (rumoured), prosidds (famous), and mateke (remembered).

Complement constructions like that in (4) will be distin-
guished as yi complements, and are derived from deep structures
like (34). A transformational rule like (35) is needed to handle

such congtructiong.
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(34) S
NP VP
M
NP v
m
S N
/"’\*\
NP VP
sunil padma afiDonevaa eko kiyensvaa
'Sunil'! 'Padma,! 'is crying!' "thing! 'says'

(35) Complementiser FPlacement

SD s X - [ s - cke lgp — X —> OBL
1 2 3 4

SC s 1 2+(yi) 3 4

Condition ¢ 2-3 is object WP of kiye (say)

(35) attaches a complementiser (yi) to afiDonsvaa (is crying).
eko Deletion, which must be obligatory in such conﬁexts,~wi11 now
apply, and surface structure (4) is derived.

The condition on (35) specifies (yi) as a special com-
plementising morpheﬁe used only with kiye (say). That this complement

construction does not occur with any other predicates is demonstrated

by (36) and (37).4

4. In fact, (31) shows thal it does occur after question sentences
with verbs of the aha (ask) class. This however, is the only other
example of its ocecurrence, and I will not account for it in this

Studyo
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(36) #sunil padma.  aliDensvaa yi dannevaa
'Sunil' 'Padma' 'is crying' 'kaows !

(Sunil knows that Padma is crying. )

(37) “*padma sunil Thorek yo  hitensvaa
Padma! 'Sunil' 'z thief!' 'thinks!

(Padma thinks Sunil is a thief.)

The verb root kiye (say) is distinguished from other verb
roots in Sinhalese by some idiosyncratic properties. I differentiate
kiye (say) from kiye (order, say to do, tell). The latiter occurs
with a special form of complementiser which will be discussed later
and also appears with other verbs of ordering like ane kere (order)
etc. As shown above, the former appears with a special complementiser

of its own.

Complement constructions like those in (5) and (6) will be

distinguished as kiyslaa and kiysnos eks complements respectively.

The analysis of such constructions presents a problem. A possible

analysis is one in which (yi) kiyelaa and (yi) kiyons eke are intro-

duced as complementisers into a deep structure like (38).

(38) //g%_\
NP vp
M
NP v

__,___.’-——-"""'_“‘"‘_'———'———‘_‘

S N
/-\\\v
NP VP

sunil padma, aiDanovaa eka dannavaag

'Sunil!? 'Padma! 'is crying' "thing! tknows !
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However, such an analysis lacks explanatory power for

several reasons. Firstly, kiyone eko consists of the pronominal head

eko (thing) of the other complement constructions, and the Modifier

form of the verb kiye (say). Secondly, both kiyelaa and kiyene eks

are identical to derived forms of the verb root kiye (say), the former
being the perfective form of this root. Thirdly, yi, which was seen

to be a complementising particle peculiar to kiye (say), is an
optional element in both these phrases.

Now, there exists in Sinhalese a general rule by which the
subject NP of a sentence which is unspecified other than for the
feature | +Animate] may be deleted. (39) and (40) are grammatical
sentences, and are interpreted as indicated below, or more literally,
as 'At Vesak time, people erect pandals' and 'Some people are cutting
treest,

(39) vesak kaaleTe  toran batdinevaa,
"Tesak'! *time-alt! 'pandals' 'erect!?!

(At Vesak time, pandals (decorated arches) are erected.)

(40) gas kapenavaa,
'trees! 'are cutting'

(Trees are being cut.)
In general, such deletions seem more natural when an adver-

bial like vesak kaaleTe (at Vesak time) in (39) is present, and when

the main verb of the sentence is Non-Past in tense. I have not in-
vestigated these conditions closely, but for the present a rule of

Unspecified NP Deletion can be formulated very approximately to look
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something like (41). kavude has a feature specification | 4N
+Pro
+Animate

(41) Unspecified NP Deletion

sD: [ kavude - X JS j> 0P
1 2
S0 s 0 2
and,

Given such a rule,/the properties of kiyslaa and kiyeome eke

complements noted above, it would seem that the deep structure of

(5) and (6) should not be (38) but (42).

(42) S
NP VP
/\.
NP v
5 /\N
——-—'"'_—“-‘n\\-
NP VP
M
NP v
./_\“‘"--—.\
S N
sunil kavude padma eks kiye- ekeo dannevaa'
aliDenovaa nevaa
'Sunil’'® ‘some '"Padma is "thing!'says?! *thing! knows '
Pro! crying!

Nothing significant happens in Cycle l. In Cycle 2
Complementiser Placement, eke Deletion and Unspescified WP Deletion

apply, deriving the embedded sentence padma aflDonsvaayi kiyeonovaa
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(Padma is said to cry). On Cycle 3, T-Modifier applies as usual
deriving (6). Alternatively, a new complementiser process would need
to0 be set up, applying afler eke Deletion and converting the main
verb of the embedded sentence to ils perfective form g%gglgg,(having
gaid).

However, this analysis runs into even more problems. In (5)

and (6) kiyelas and kiyens ecke are semantically empty, as is indi-

cated by the interpretations assigned to them. A deep structure like
(42) on the other hand, generates a sentence identical in Fform to
(6) but having an interpretation 'Sunil knows that Padma is said to
cryt!. No sentence like (6) can have this interpretation.

Again, in a deep structure like (42) it is possible to sub-

stitute kiye + Past (said) for kiye + Non-Past (says), thus derivings

(43) sunil padma afiDonovaayi kivve eke dannevaa
fSunil' 'Padma' ‘'cries' 'tsaid! 'thing' ‘'knows'

(Sunil knows that Padma was said to cry.)
No such tense varistion is possible in the complement

constructions in (5) and (6) where kiyelaa and kiyeno eke are seman—

tically empty. The fact that these are semantically empty items
‘suggests that they may be transformationally introduced. Claiming
this involves positing (38) as deep structure for both (5) and (6),
and then setting up a second. form of Complementiser Placement.

This rule would look something like (44), where kavude and kiyensvaa

are emply items.
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(44) Complementiser Placement

sn:_x~[s~glsg_]NP-x:>OPT
1 2 3 4

SC 1 [kevude - 2 + eko ~ kiyenevaa]s 3 4

Again, a new complementiser process applying after eko-
Deletion and converting kiyenevaa 1o its perfective form would be
additionally needed to account Ffor (5).

A transformation like (44) seems counter-intuitive, but
there seems no other way of accounting for the facis. An alternative
would be to set up two verbs kiys, one of which would be semantically
empty and incapable of tense variation, and allow either verb to
appear in deep structures like (42). This héwever seems even more
counter~intuitive than the former solution. Hence for the present I

suggest the former analysis for kiyslaa and kiyene eke complements,

and set (44) up as an addition to the Complemenbtiser Placement rule.
Since the earlier rule (35) must apply obligatorily to the output of
(44), (44) must be ordered before it. Hence in the list of trans-
formational rules given in the Appendix, (44) is referred to as
Complementiser Placement a, and is ordered before (35), which is
referred to as Complementiser Placement b (see Appendix, Part II,
(6) and (7)),

Both kiyelas and kiyens eke occur commonly with verb roots

like matak ve (become remembered), saseke kere (doubt), visvaase kore

(velieve), aaranci ve (become rumoured), prosidde ve (become famous),
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penne (show), danne (inform), matak kere (remind), teerum kers

(explain), prosidde kors (make famous), dan (know), pee (see),

dee ne (feel)s and with a predicative adjective like matolke (remem-
bered).
However there are some verbs which may occur with kiyslaa

but not kiyone eke. daki (see), hite (think), balazporottun ve (expect)

and kiye (say) itself, are some of {hese. Consequently, (45) is a

possible sentence, but not (46).

(45) sunil padma afiDenovaa yi kiyelaa kiyenovaa
'Sunil' 'Padma' ‘'cries!? 'says?

(46) *sunil padma a¥iDonsvaa yi kiyene eke kiyensvaa
'Sunil' 'Padma' ‘'cries! 'says'

(sunil says that Padma cries.)

Six main types of NP complemenis have been discussed above.
There alsgo exists another very common type of complement construction
in Sinhalese. This is illustrated in (47)-(57), and will be distin-
guished as the infinitive complement construcition.

(47) mame yamnoe  hitaagatiaa
"It '$o go! ‘'decided!

(I decided to go.)

(48) api yanne  tiindukelaa
'we' 'to go! ‘'decided!

(We decided to go.)

(49) sunil pulu viyanne dannevaa
'Sunil! 'chairs' 'to weave'! ‘'knows'

(Sunil knows (how) to weave chairs.)




154

(50) mame padmaTe yanne  kivvaa
'I' ‘'Padma-~to' 'to go' 'hold!

(I told Padma to go.)

(51) padma yaund® keemeotiyi
'Padma' 'to go' 'fond-is!

(Padma likes to go. )

(52) padma yanne  ckolge vunaa
'Padma' 'to go' 'agreed!

(Padma agreed to go.)

(53) padma  yanne  laeee sti vunaa
'Padma' 'to go! 'prepared!

(Padma got ready to go.
&

(54) mame padmaTe yanno  avoserd illuvas
'I' 'Padma—~for' 'to go!' 'permission' 'asked! N

(I got permission for Padma to go. )

(55) mame padmaTe yanne  aliDegaehuvaa
'T*  'Padma~-to!' 'to go' t'called!

(I called Padma to go. )

(56) padma yanno palangattaa
'Padma’ 'to go!' ‘'began'

(Padma started to go.)

| (57) padma, yanne  vaee eeyam Korensvaa
j '‘Padmat 'to go! 'ig {trying!

(Padma is trying to go.)

Barlier we distinguished the complement constructions in
(1)=(6) as WP complements because they formed grammatical answers to
gquestions (7)-(10), which contained the X/M question word monevaa

(what). Applying the same test here we find that the underlined
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portions in (47)-(49) form grammatical answers to (58)=(60), and can

thus be analysed as NP complements.

(58) mame monsvaa hitaagattas de
it 'what! ‘decided? Q

(What did I decide on?)

(59) api monavaa ‘tiindukelaa de
'we'! ‘'what! tdecided!' Q

(What did we decide on?)

(60) sunil monevaa dannevaa de
'Sunil!' 'what! 'knows' Q

(What does Sunil know?)

In (47) and (48), the complement contains only a verbal

element, and in (49), a verbal element and an object NP. In all three

no subject WP is present, but the subject NP is understood to be

identical with the subject of the main sentence. Therefore (47), for

example, should have a deep structure like (61).

(61) S
NP ””””F’#r*Jffﬂwﬂ*_“znmN‘\M“\“~\NVP
/\\
NP v
/ \—N.
S N
TN
NP vp
mame mame yanavaa cko hitaagattaa
‘It It tgo! "thing' 'decided?
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A rule of Equi-NP Deletion can now be sel up which oblir
gatorily deletes the subject NP of a complement when it is identical
with another noun phrase in the matrix sentence.5 The relevant noun
phrase in the matrix sentence can be defined for Sinhalese as well,
in terms of Rosenbauvm's Principle of Minimal Dis’hance.6 Thig prin-
ciple specifies that NPj may be. erased by NPi if and only if there
is a Sp¢ such that (1)1\IPj is dominated by So( (2)1\IPi neither domi.-

nates nor is dominated by S, (3)for all NP, neither dominating nor

k
dominated by Sp{, the distance between I\TPj and. NPk is greater than
the distance between NPj and I\TP:.L where distance between two nodes is

defined in terms of the number of branches in the path connecting

them. This rule can be formalised to look something like (62).

5« In the majority of cases liqui-~-NP Deletion appears to be obligatory.
Some sentences like those below, in which Pronominalisation
applies instead of Equi-NP Deletion, seem to be counterexamplese.

I have not examined such cases in detail, but it is possible
that further conditions may need to be imposed upon the rule as
formulated in (62) to account for these.

a  padma afiDens ekeo eyaalo ho¥ide nee hee
'Padma' 'crying' 'thing' 'her-to! 'good! NEG

(It is not good for Padma to cry.)

b  padma tamaa vibaagen agsomat vuns bave dannavaa
"Padma! 'self?! 'the exam-from! 'failed! 'fact® ‘'knows!
(Padma knows that she has failed the exam.)

c padma tamaa vibaagen asemat vunaayi kiyonsavaa
"Padma! 'self! !'the exam-~from?! tfailed! 'says!

(Padma says she hasg failed the exam.)

6. See Rosenbaum (1967), Ch. 1 p. 6, also Rosenbaum (1970).
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(62) Bgui~NP Deletion

SD X - [ wp - x ]S - X ::::§> OBL

SC s 0 2

Condition : 1 is identical with the nearest NP in the S
being processed which does not dominate 1

(61) meets the structural description of (62) since the only
NP in the sentence being processed which does not dominate the subject
NP of the embedded sentence is one identical with it, mamo (I). Hence
mame may be deleted in the embedded sentence. In later examples, it
will be seen that the Minimal Distance Principle makes the correct
predictions for Sinhalese when there is more than one noun phrase in
the matrix sentence.

eko Deletion must now apply to (61), and after this a fur-
ther rule which converts the main verb of the embedded sentence
yanovaa (go) to its infinitive form yanno (%o go) will need to
operate. eko Deletion must in general, be constrained to apply obli-
gatorily when Tgui-NP Deletion hag removed +the subject NP of a
complement sentence. What form the Infinitive rule should take will
be examined afler a discussion of all the complement types in (47 )~
(57). (48) and (49) can be derived from deep structures similar to
(61), by the same processes.

The monsvaa (what) test can also be successfully applied to

(50), the underlined portion in it counstitubting a grammatical answer

to (63).
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(63) mame padmafTe monovaa kivvaads
71 'Padma-to! ‘yhat! *told!' @

(What did I ask Padma to do?)
Therefore yanne (to go) in (50) too must be a NP complement.
Again this éomplement comprises a single verbal element, but its
subject is uniquely understoocd to be the noun phrase padma. (64)

suggests ilself as a probable deep structure.

(64) //S\
P VP
NP+To NP v
o N
'_-—'-’_.-w—_‘-\-—
NP P
mnamo padmale padma yanavaa eke kivvaa
I 'Padma~to' 'Padma’ 'ogoeg! 'thing' 'told!

Here, padma is the subject of the embedded sentence. The
sentence being processed whioh does not dominate it contains two noun
phrases, the subject NP mamo (1), and the To WP padmaTe (to Padma).
The disbtance between the subject NP of the embedded sentence and

mame is five branches, and that between it and padmaTe 1is four.

Since the latter ig the nearest relevant noun phrase, and is identi-
cal with it, padma must be erased by Bgui-NP Deletion. This is an
instance in which the Minimal Distance Principle distinguishes

correctly between two relevant noun phrases in the matrix sentence.
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After Bqui-NP Deletion applies, eke Deletion must apply to
(64). Subsequently the Infinitive rule must apply, thus deriving a
surface structure like (50). The verb root kiye (tell) in this sen-
ﬁegoe is that referred to on page 148, and which together with other
verbs of ordering in Sinhalese, regularly appears with infinitive

complement constructions.

Returning now %o sentences (51)=(57), and applying the
monovaa (what) test to them, we find that the underlined portions in
them do not constitute grammatical answers to (65)-(71) respectively.
In fact, except for (70), the questions themselves are ungrammatical.

(65) *padma moneovaa keemoti de
fPadma' ‘'what! fond! Q

(66) *padma  monovaa ekolgs vunaa do
- fPadma' ‘'what! 'agreed! Q

(67) *padma monovaa lacaesti vunaa da

'Padma’ 'what' 'prepared' Q
(68) *mamo padmaTe monovaa avesors illuvaa de
'I' 'Padma-~for' 'what' 'permission! tasked! Q
(69) “¥mamo padmafTe monovaa ahDogaehuvaa do
tit tPadma~to' ‘what! ‘called! Q

(70) padma  monavaa paTangatiaa de
'Padma' ‘'what!? "began' Q

(71) *padma  monsvaa vee agyam kereneavaa deo
"Padmat! 'what! 'is ‘brying!? Q

How, although (65)-(69) are ungrammatical, they cease to be
so when momevaa (what) is replaced by a To NP monovaaTe (%o what). In

addition, the complements in (51)=(55) then constitute grammatical
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answers to them. This suggests that these are in fact NP complements,
but not subject or object complements, but instead complements
embedded in a To NP. In this case, the deep structure of (51), for
example, would look something like (72). Again, the complement con-—

tains a single verbal element, but its subject is uniquely understood

to be padma.
(12) S
NP‘“""“F“’“—"—"dﬁﬂ_—P'ﬁr‘x§\~\ﬁNﬁﬁ*~“vP
NP+To Pred.
S
-/"_,’—.-\
NP VP
padma padma yanovaa eko Te kee motiyi
'Padma' 'Padma’ tgoes! ‘tthing? tto! tfond~ig!

Now, if the subject NP of the embedded sentence were mamo
(I) rather than padma, either (73) or (74) could be derived by the
rules already discussed.

(73) padma mamo yanevaaTe kaemetiyi
'Padmat 'It togo-t0? tfond-ig!

(74) vpadma mame yane ekoTo kee motiyi
'"Padma' 'I' T'going' 'thing-to!' f!fond-is?

(Padma likes me $0 go.)

In (73), the optional eke Deletion has applied. In (74),
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since eko Deletion has not applied, T-Modifier applies obligatorily.
Now, given a deep structure like (72), two sentences corresponding %o
(73) and (74) can be derived, in which the subject of the embedded
sentence is not deleted, but appears with a reflexive or emphatic
particle mo as padmame (Padma herself). Alternatively this may be
replaced by the pronominal form tamaamo (she herself). Bolh sentences
would mean 'Padma likes to go herself?.

However, (72) meets the structural description of the ob-
ligatory Equi~NP Deletion. To account for the facts above it is
necessary to stipulate that Bgui-NP Deletion applies after some
process of emphatic reflexivisation. Where the emphatic reflexive
particle me is not attached to padma Equi-NP Deletion applies obli-
gatorily to (72). Again eke Deletion must apply, and then the Infini-
tive rule. In this case it appears that the Infinitive rule applies
only when Bqui-NP Deletion has occurred. For sentences like (73) and
(74), and the parallel sentences with padmame (Padma herself), in all
of which the subject NP of the complement is present in surface struc-
ture, the usual rules discussed For the NP complements in (1)-(6)
applye.

The deep structures for (52)-(55) will be similar to (72),
and the surface structures can be derived by the same processes out-
lined above. Again, the deep structures of (52) and (53) can generate
other surface structures without infinitive complements, if the

subject NP of the complement sentence is not identical with the

nearest noun phrase in the matrix sentence, or contains the emphatic
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reflexive particle mo. The deep structures of (54) and (55) contain
two noun phrases in the matrix sentence, and the subject of the
complement is understood to be padma. The deep structure of (55) for

example, will therefore be (75).

(75) #///,S\
NP VP
NP+ NP+To v
3 N
— N\
NP VP
mama padmafe padma  yansvaa eke To aftDo -
gee huvaa
T 'Padma~to! 'Padma' ‘'goes' ‘'thing!''for!' 'called!

Although the matrix sentence contains two To NPs, the
semantic values of these differ. By the Minimal Distance Principle
the nearest relevant noun phrase to the subject of the embedded
sentence is the identical To NP. Equi-NP Deletion therefore applies.
Subsequently, eke Deletion and the Infinitive rule must apply. A
similar situation exists for (54).

Hence, so far, all the complements considered in the group
(47)~(57) have been amenable to analysis as NP complements. To deal
with them, two new rules, Bgui-NP Deletion, and the Infinitive rule,

are required. Up to now, it appears to be the case that the Infinitive
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rule applies only to complements in which the subject NP has been
deleted by Bqui-NP Deletion. This is made guite clear when sentences
like (51), and (73) and (74) are compared, and it is seen that both
sets are derived from similar deep structures; that where Equi-NP
Deletion applies, the Infinitive rule also applies; and that where

Equi-NP Deletion does not apply, the usual processes operate.

Returning to (56) and (57), we find that the complement
constructions in them do not constitute grammatical answers to (70)
and (71), or to any other possible questions in which question word
noun phrases appear. Does this mean that these constructions must be
distinguished as VP complements? This would mean that in addition to
(14), another phrase structure rule like (76) is needed to account

for complement consiructions in Sinhalese.
(Adv) + (WP) + (8) + V
(76) P 3 ‘{(Adv) + (8) + Pred
Sentences like (56) deserve further examination. The predi-

cate of the main senbence here is paTangattaa (began). It has been

noted for English that there are two verbs 'begin', an intransitive
verb which appears with abstract subjects, and another (transitive
or intransitive) which appears with animate subjects and complement

sentences (NP or VP complements ).7 Can it be suggested for Sinhalese

7o See DeM. Perimutiter (1970). G. Lakoff (1966), pp.20-21, refers to
a suggestion by Rosenbaum for an intransitive analysis of sentences
like 'John-began to run'.
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that sentences like (56) have a deep structure (77)?

(77) [
NP VP
M
S N
—-—"""_‘/A\\
NP VP
padma yanavaa eke paTangattaa
"Padma' tooes! thing? ‘began'

Firstly, there exist sentences like (78), which can only
be assigned deep structures like (77), since vahinevaa (It is
raining) is a subjectless sentence (see Ch. 2 pe T72).

(78) vahinne  paTangattaa
'to rain! 'began'

(It began to rain.)
Secondly, the usual rules may operate on a deep structure
like (77) to generate a sentence like (79). (80) is a more natural
example of the same type.

(79) padma _ yane eko paTangattaa
"Padma' 'going' 'thing! ‘began'

(The process of Padma depariting started.)

(80) mame paaDam keranno hadene koTeme paare hadens
It to study? Tyt tywhen! 'the road' 'repairing!'
ekd paTangatitaa
"thing! 'began'

(They started repairing the road just as I sat down to study.)
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These two facts suggest that a deep structure (77) is
possible. Further, in (79) and (80), the underlined portions appear
t0 be subject NP complements, because they constitute grammatical
answers to (81).

(81) monavaa palangatitaa deo
"what! 'began! Q

(What began?)
The complement in (56) however is not a grammatical answer
to either (70) or (81). In addition, notice that it can appear in
seéntences like (82) in which Conjunction  Reduction has applied to a
subject NP padme (see Ch. 9 for a discussion of Conjunction Reduction).

(82) padma yanne  paTangattaayi  aeiDuvaayi
"Padmat 'to go! began' 'and'! 'cried' 'and'

(Padma started to go and cried.)

This suggests that padma, and not o senlence, as in (77), is
the subject of (56).

A plausible alternative analysis exists. Barlier we noted
that the Infinitive rule applied when the subject NP of a complement
sentence was removed (by Bqui-NP Deletion, in the cases discussed).
In (56) the Infinitive rule has applied, and padma is understood to
be the subject of yamms (%o go). If padma is removed from the
complement sentence of (77), a regular basis can be established on
which the Infinitive rule applies.

Transformational literature refers to an optional rule of

Pronoun Replacement (also called It-Replacement, It-Substitution or
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Raising), that can apply to deep structures like (77).8 Several
problems have been noted in the formulation of such a rule. Lakoff
(1966) discusses Rosenbaum's formulation, and examines some of +the
difficulties connected with the rule.9 He suggests that the theory
of transformational grammar be expanded to allow the rule to have not
one, but two simultaneous structural descriptions, and allow the
structural change to refer 1o both structural descriptions. The
relevant rule for Sinhalese might look something like (83). (83)
covers only the first part of the process discussed by Lakoff, and
must probably be followed by a process which attaches the remaining
portion of the complement sentence to the node VP, as a sister con-—
stituent of V. The data seems to suggest this, but I will not discuss
the rule in detail here, and will iﬂstead agsume for the present

that (83) is followed by such a2 process.

(83) eke Replacement

SD & X - [ [ wp - vpP ]S ~ eke ]NP X
1 2 3 4 5

::::j;; OPT
SC s 1 0 3 2 5

If a rule like this applied to (77), a derived structure

8. Rosenbaum (1967), Ch. 1 p. 7, formulates a rule of Pronoun
Replacement.

9¢ Ge Lakoff (1966), pps 17-27.
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like (84) would result.

(84) /,/55\\
NP VP
S \'
padma yanevaa paTangatitaa
'Padma’ 'goes! 'began!

The subject NP padma of the embedded sentence would replace
the pronoun eke (thing) as the head noun of the noun phrase. The
remaining portion of the complement sentence wounld then be attached
to the node VP as a sister constituent of V. The result would be
(84). since the complement sentence now appears without a subject,
the Infinitive rule could apply to it, converting the main verb
yanevaa (goes) to Yanns (to go). Such a derived structure would ex-—
plain why Conjunction Reduction can apply in (82), and also why the
'complement! in (56) is not a gramﬁatioal answer to either (70) or
(8L).

If such an analysis of (56) is valid, then no new rule like
(76) is needed to generate it. At the same time a rule of Pronoun or
cko Replacement must be formulated. The Infinitive rule must also be
stated. There does exist a type of subjectless complement to which
the Infinitive rule doesg not apply. This type is illusirated by a

sentence like (85) in which the complement is sentence (40) (discussed
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earlier), to which Unspecified NP Deletion has applied.

(85) mame  gas kaponovaa dae kkaa
I 'trees?! 'are cutting! ‘'saw!

(I saw trees being cut.)
For the present, I will formulate the Infinitive rule as
applying obligatorily when Equi-NP Deletion or eks Replacement has
removed the subject NP of the embedded sentence. There is a possibi-

lity however, that the conditions on it may be more general.

(86) Infinitive

SD ¥ - | x Veinite ]S - X ~—%;>OBL
1 2
SC 1 [2infinitive1

Condition : Bqui-NP Deletion or eke Replacement has
removed the subject NP of 1-2

Pinally, the complement in (57) remains to be classified. It
seems that a phrase siructure rule like (76) must be added to the
grammar to account for it. This also meansg that the Infinitive rule
must be generalised to operate on VP complements fto which Bqui-NP
Deletion has applied.

Re Lakoff discusses some of the VP complements discussed by

10

Rosenbaum, in terms of the theory of rule government and the

exception mechanism set up in G. Lakoff (1970). She suggests that

10. R. Lakoff (1968), Ch. 2 pp. 60-66.
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the VP complements that are said to occur with verbs like 'endeavour!
in English can be analysed as NP complements if such verbs are marked
in the lexicon as having to meet the structural description of
It-Deletion, that is if they are verbs that must obligatorily be
followed by 'It-S'e.

Is it possible to extend such an argument to the Sinhalese

verb root vaeszeyam kers (try) in (57)? If vaeseyam koro is marked in

the lexicon as having to meet the structural description of eke-
Dele%ion, it must be preceded by 'S-eko's. Consequently, the appro-
priate guestion for sentences containing this verb would be something
like (87) and not (71).

(87) opadma monevaa keranne vapaeyam keronovaa do
'Padma’ 'what' 'to do! tig trying' Q

(What is Padma trying to do?)
(87) is a grammatical gquestion, and the complement in (57)
is a grammatical answer to it. This suggests that this analysis is
a possibility. Alternatively, a phrase structure rule like (76) must
be added to the grammar, and the Infinitive rule generalised to apply

to VP complements.

(47)=(57) illustrate some of the main types of infinitive

complements in Sinhalese. Verb roots like hite, kalpenaa kere (think

to do) appear frequently in sentences like (47)3 verb roots like

ane kero, niyeme keroa (order), matak kore (remind) in bentences like

(50)s predicative adjectives like aasaa (fond), leeee jjaa (shy),
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bayo (frightened), hors (unwilling) in sentences like (51); verb

roots like keemoti ve, aasas ve (agree to or show a liking to) in

sentences like (52)3 verb roots like ille (ask), lacze sti kere (make

preparations for) in sentences like (54); and verb roots like

katas kers (call) in sentences like (55).
Verb roots like gan and ve (take to) appear in one of their
respective meanings in sentences like (56). Similarly, verb roots

like bals, utsashe kers, hade, all meaning "try', and mahansi ve,

mahansi gan (take pains to) all appear in constructions like (57).

Hence, seven principal types of complement constructions
can be distinguished in Sinhalese, those illustrated in (1)~(6), and
in the set of sentences (47)=(57)¢1} Those in (1)~(6) can all be
analysed as NP complements. Most of the complements in (47)-(57) are
also amenable to such an analysis. Those in (56) and (57) present
problemg of analysis, and no conclusion is drawn here as to whether
they must be analysed as NP or VP complemenis. One of the rules
required for hendling infinitive complements is the Infinitive rule.

This rule is tentatively formulated in (86). A phrase structure

11l. The particle lu in Sinhalese also acts as a complementising
particle in constructions like the following, but I do not
digcugs such constructions here.

padma  aliDensavaa lu
'Padma' 'is crying!

(Apparently, Padma is crying or It seems, it is said that
Padma is crying. )
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rule like (14) must be added to the grammar to account for NP comple-
ments, and if it is necessary to generate VP complements, then a

rule like (76) as well. Such rules both allow for recursion. (88)

is a sentence where (14) has applied recursively, and it contains
three eko complements. In (89), (14) has again applied recursively,
But the three'complements it contains are of different types, a

kiyelaa, vittiye, and eke complement respectively.

(88) padma  ahDene  cke sunil deekke eko mame
'Padma! 'crying' 'thing' 'Sunil' ‘'saw' 'thing' ‘I
danne ekos hoHdayi

‘knowing' '"thing' 'good-is!
(It is a good ‘thing that I know that Sunil saw that Padma cries.)

(89) padma  a¥Denevaayi kiyelaa sunil daekke vittiye mame
'Padma! tecries! 'Sunil?! ‘tsaw! "fact!? I
danna eke ho¥idayi
tkknowing' ‘'thing' 'good-is!

(It is a good thing that I know that Sunil saw that Padma cries.)
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CHAPTER 5

MODAL CONSTRUCTIONS

There are three principal modal adjectives in Sinhalese,

geti, puluvan and oonee (oone, oonse ae for some speakers), and these

express respectively a sense of probability, possibility, and
necessity. In some dialects, ashese ki replaces puluvan, or occurs
interchangeably with it. All the examples below however, contain
puluvanes

In addition to special properties idiosyncratic to modals,
all three modal adjectives exhibit some of the properties common to
the usual class of adjectives in Sinhalese. In (1), predicate
position is occupied by lee jjaa (shy), a member of the usual class
of adjectives. In (2), (3) and (4), it is occupied in turn by each
of the modal adjectives.

(1) lameya lee jjaa yi
'*the child!' 'shy-is'

(The child is shy.)

(2) liywmak  zeti *
'a letter' 'probable-ig!

(There will probably be a letter.)

l. asti may also mean 'sufficient', and under this interpretation,
(2) means 'One letter is sufficient'. This eeti belongs to the
usual class of adjectives, and. shares its properties.
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(3) veeDee puluvan (i)
*the job!' 'possible-ig!

(The job is one that can be done.)

(4) minihek oonee
'a man' 'necessary-ig!

(A man is needed.)

In (5), the adjective lae jjaa (shy) appears in prenominal
modifier position. The derivation of such adjectival and other nomi-
nal modifiers is discussed in Chapter 3. In (7) and (8), the modal
adjectives puluven (possible) and oonee (necessary) appear in this
position. (6) indicates that zeti (probable), unlike the other modal
adjectives, cannot appear in this position.

(5) lee jjaa lameya
"shy' ‘'the child!

(the shy child)

(6) *aeti liyume
'probable!' *'the letter!

(the letter that there probably will be)

(7) puluvan vee Dee
'pogsible! 'the job!

(the job that is possible to do)

(8) oonee miniha
'necessary' 'the man'

(the man who is needed)
However, the modal adjectives differ in significant ways
from the usual class of adjectives. Where one of the usunal class is

predicate of the matrix sentence, subject complemenis are generally




174

eke or wvaa complements. (9) and (10) illustrate this.

(9) padma  alDone ekeo pudumayi
'Padma' ‘crying' 'thing' 'surprising-is?

(It is surprising that Padma is crying. )

(10) padma a¥Denevaa maTe - matokayi
‘Padma' 'is crying' 'me~to! 'remembered-isg!

(I remember Padma orying.)

(11)=-(14) illustrate typical constructions in which the modal
adjectives appear. It will be argued later that the underlined poriions
in each are derived from subject complements. Unlike with the usual
class of adjectives, these complements are infinitive complements,
except in (11). In (11), the main verb of the embedded sentence is
understood to be Non-Past, and a vas complemeni occurs. In (12),
where an ianfinitive complement appears, the main verb of the embedded
sentence is understood to be Past. (To reflect this, alDanne, which
is glossed elsewhere as 'to cry', is glossed here as 'to have cried'.)
This alternation occurs only with 2 ti (probable).

(11) padma a¥Denevaa  eeti
Padma' 'is crying' ‘probable-is!

(Padma is probably crying.)

(12) padma  a¥Danne ge §i
'Padma' 'to have cried! 'probable-~ig!

(Padma probably cried.)

(13) padma __ a¥Danne puluvan (i)
'Padna' 'fo cry! 'pogsible~ig!

(It is possible that Padma will cry.)
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(14) vpadma yann® oonee
'Padma' 'to go! 'necessary-is'

(Padma must go.)
It has been assumed that the underlined portions in (11)-(14)
are derived from subject complements. However, in (14), Ffor example,

padma yanne does not consgtitute a grammatical answer to the question

in (15), where monevaa (whalt) appears in subject position.

(15) monevaa oonee de
'what' 'necessary' Q

(What is needed?)

On this basis, it seems doubtful that padme yanne is a

subject complement. The ungrammaticality of the question in (16)
suggests that it cannot be a Te NP complement either. (17) and (18),
in which monovaa (what) appears in object and To NP position respec-—
tively, can be used to test whether yanno (%o go) in (14) is an
object or Te NP complement. The ungrammaticality of these suggests
that these too are not possible analyses.

(16) *monevaaTe oonee do
'what-to' I'necessary' @

(17) #padma  monevaa oonee do
'"Padma' ‘'what' 'necessary' Q

(18) *¥padma  monsvaale oonee do
'Padma!' 'vhalt-to' 'necessary'! Q

Hence, the analysis of the complement in (14) presents a
probleme The same holds true for (11)-(13). Can these be analysed as
VP complements to be generated by a phrase structure rule like that

suggested in Chapter 4 (76)? This would mean that a sentence like
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(14) would have a deep structure like (19). This is not an attrac—
tive solution as it would mean reformulating the phrase structure

rules to allow for subjectless sentences.

(19) ?
VP
S Pred
/"\\\
NP vp
padma, yanavaa oonee
'Padma? ‘goes! 'is necessary!

It is not possible to suggest, as in Chapter 4 for vee se yam
kore (try) in (57), that modal adjectivwes must be marked in the lexi-
con to meet the structural description of eke Deletion, for (2)-(4)
provide evidence to the contrary.

What is possible is an analysis like that suggested in
Chapter 4 for paTangan (begin) in (56). Under such an analysis, (14)

has a deep structure (20).

(20) S
NP VF
/\\\_
S N Pred
T —
NP VP
padma yansvaa eke oonee

'Padma* tgoes! fthing! 'is necessary!
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eko Replacement now applies, deriving an intermediate phrase

marker something like (21).

(21) S
?P VP
N S Pred
padma yanaovaa, oonee
'Padma! 'goes! 'ig necessary!

Since the subject NP of the embedded sentence has been
removed. by eko Replacement the conditions for the Infinitive rule are
met, and it applies to (21), converting yanovaa (goes) to its infini-
tive form yanne (to go), then deriving a surface structure like (14).
Similar deep structures and derivations can be postulated for (12)
and (13). Por (11), a special restriction is necessary, which blocks
the Infinitive rule when a complement with a Non-Past main verdb
occurs with seti (probable).

This means that despite the evidence of (15), padma yanevaa

is analysed as a subject complement. The derived structure in (21)
explains why (15) is not a relevant question.

The fact that Conjunction Reduction (see Ch. 9) can derive
(23) from (22), and (25) from (24), illustrates that padma must be
subject NP in sentences like (11)-(14), and yanne (to go), afiDanno

(to cry) etc. must be part of the verb phrase.
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(22) padma yanne oonee eot padma adimadl kerensvaa
'Padma' 'to go' 'is necessary''but' 'Padma' 'is trying to
baclk out!?

(Padma must go but she is trying to back out of it.)

(23) padma  yanne oonee eet adimadi kerensvaa
'Padma' 'to go! 'is necessary''but'! 'is trying to back out!

(Padma must go but is trying to back out of it.)

(24) padia alllanns ae ti eet padma dee n
tPadma'! 'fto have cried'! 'is probable'! 'but' 'Padma' 'now!
bat kansvaa
'is eating rice!

(Padma may have cried, bubt she is now eating her rice.)

(25) padma atDanne aeti eet deen bat kansvaa
'Padma' 'to have cried' 'is probable' 'but'! 'now' 'ig eating
rice!

(Padma may have cried, but is now eating her rice.)

Since (17) and (18) demonstrate that yanno (to go) in (14),
for example, cannot be either an object complement or a Te NP comple-
ment, and since (23) demonstrates that it must be part of the verb
phrage, the deep structure and derivational process suggested seem

to be the most appropriate.

aeti (probable) differs from the other modal adjectives in
several ways. In (6), it was noted that it could not appear in pre-
nominal position. (11) demonstrates that where it appears with a
complement with a
/Non-Past main verb, a different complement construction is selected.
Although (11) is grammatical, (26), in which the complement has a

Pagt tense main verb, is not. (12) is the grammatical 'Pagt' sentence

! corresponding to (11).

L




179

(26) *padma  ee¥Duvaa eeti
'Padma' ‘'cried!' ‘'ig probable!

(Padma probably cried. )

Also, as illustrated in (27) and (28), e ti (probable) can
occur with complement sentences in which the predicate containg an
adjective or adverb. In these cases, the predicate appears in the
Incomplete form. zeti may not however appear with complements with
nominal predicates, as in (29).

(27) padma lae jjas eeti
'Padma! 'shy! t'probable~is!

(Padma is probably shy.)

(28) padma atens aeti
"Padma' '"there' 'probable-is?

(Padma is probably over <there.)

(29) *#sunil horek ae ti
'Sunil! 'a thief' 'probable-is!

(Sunil is probably a thief.)
Where the complement sentence with e ti (probable) is a
negative sentence, a ve suffix is alfixed to the negative particle,
as in (30).

(30) padma  alDanne / a¥Danne nee tuve zeti
'Padma' 'is /was crying' NEG 'probable-is'

(It is likely that Padma isn't crying / didn't cry.)
puluvan (possible) and oconee (necessary) may, on the other
hand, appear in prenominal position, and occur only with infinitive
complements. Ag (31)-(34) illustrate, they cannot occur with comple-

ments in which the predicate is non~verbal or negative.
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(31) *padma laejjaa puluvan / oonee
'"Padma ' 'shy! ‘'possible''necessary' tis!

(It is possible that Padma is shy. / Padma must be shy.)

(32) #padma atens  puluvan / oonee
'Padma' 'there' 'possible!‘'necessary! 'is!

(It is possible that Padma will be over there. / Padma must
be over there. )

(33) #*sunil  horek puluvan / oonee
'Sunil' 'a thief!' 'possible''necesgary' 'is!

(It is possible that Sunil is a thief. / Sunil must be a thief.)
(34) *padma ,{aﬁDanne‘] nae tuve puluvan / oonee
.a¥Danns [

'Padma! ‘eries!? NEG 'posgible ! 'necesgary’ tis?

(It is possible that Padma won't cry. / It is necessary that
Padma shouldn't cry.)

The facts in (31)-(34) can be explained by the fact thatb
there is no infinitive form of non-verbal predicates or negatives.
Notice that the Infinitive rule is formulated to apply to verbs. The
examples with ze ti (probable) contradict this generalisation, but I
can find no explanation at present for the idiosyncratic behaviour

of astie.

It was noted earlier that both the usual class of adjectives
and the modal adjectives could take subject complements. In the case
of normal adjectives, no restrictions are placed on the Te NPs that
may optionally appear in sentences with subject complements. In the
case of seti (probable), no To NPs may appear in such seniences. Any

To NPs that appear in surface structure belong in deep structure to
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the embedded, and not the matrix sentence. In the case of puluvan
(possible) and oonee (necessary), the only To NP that may cooccur
with a subject complement is one identical to the subject NP of the
embedded sentence. (35) and (37) are ungrammatical, but (36) and (38)

are note.

(35) *sunilTe padma  afDanne puluvan (i)
'Sunil=~to!' 'Padma' 'to cry'! 'is possible!?

(*Sunil is able for Padma fo cry.)

(36) padmale a¥iDanne puluvan (i)
tPadma-to! 'to cry! 'ig posgible!

(Padma is able to cry.)

(37) *sunilTe padma  yanne  oonee
tSunil-to! 'Padmat' fto go' 'is necessary!

(sunil wants Padma to go.)

(38) padmaTo yanne  oonee
'Padma~to' 'fto go!' 'is necessary!

(Padma wants to goe)
The subject NP of the complement sentence does not in fact
appear in the surface structures (36) and (38). The deep structure of

(38), for example, is something like (39).

(39) S
//A\-
NP ' TP
.—-—-—-‘—""_—d_.’\\__ ""'_—‘—‘/\\
S N NP+To Pred

WP

padma yansvaa eko padmaTe oonee
'Padma.’ ‘goes! "thing! 'Padma~to ! 'is necessary!
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(39) meets the structural description of Bqui-NP Deletion,
and hence the subject NP of the embedded sentence, padma, is obli-
gatorily deleted. After eko Deletion deletes the noun head of the
complement construction, the Infinitive rule obligatorily converts
yanovaa (goes) to its infinitive form yanne (%o go). The surface
structure thus derived is (38). A similar process occurs inAthe case

of (36).

Modal sentences like (40)-(45), which contain the infinitive
form venna (4o be, become) of the ve Copula, present a problem of
analysis.

(40) padma  afDenevaa venns zeti
'"Padma' 'is crying' 'to be' 'is probable!

(It is probable that Padma is crying. )

(41) padma ee¥Duvaa venns eeti
'Padma' ‘cried! 'to be'! 'is probable!

(It is probable that Padma cried.)

(42) padma alDensvaa venne® puluvan
'Padma'! 'is crying' 'to be' tisg possible!?

(I% is possible that Padma is crying.)

(43) padma aefDuvaa venne puluvan
'Padma' 'cried' 'to be!' 'is possible!

(It is possible that Padma oried.)

(44) vpadma aliDonovaa vennd®  oonee
"Padma! 'is crying! 'to be'! 'is necessary!

(It must be that Padma is crying.)
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(45) padma  acHDuvaa venne  oonee
"Padma'! ‘'eried! 1'to be' 'ig necessgary!

(It must be that Padma cried.)
At first sight, it might appear as if such sentences could

be derived quite simply from an underlying structure like (46).

(46) //,g_\\
e e
S N
M_
NP VP
™ M““"""’“’M—nw
S N
M
NP VP
ze ti
. puluvan
padma a¥iDe + Mense eko venavaa eko . oonee
‘Padma' ‘cry! ‘thing' *becomes! 'thing!

However, several problems arise from such an analysis. First,
the behaviour of aeti (probable) in other complex sentences would

lead ue to expect venns aeti sentences to be derived from underlying

occurrences of 'vunaa (became) + =zeti's Correspondingly, it could be

expected that a form vensvaa aeti might be derived from an underlying

occurrence of 'venovaa (becomes) + aeti'. Instead, (47) is ungramma-—
tical.

(47) *#padma  a¥Denevaa vVvenovaa e i
tPadma' 'is crying' 'becomes'! 'is probable!

(?It is probably happening that Padma is crying. )
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Secondly, the ve Copula may occur as the sole constituent
of a verb phrase with abstract nouns like vee Dee (the thing),
ae ksiDonT (accidents) etc., bubt may not ocour with sentential sub-
ject NPs. The higher embedded sentence in (46) is, as (48) indicates,
ungrammatical as an independent sentence.

(48) *padma  alfDenovaa vensvaa
'Padma' 'is crying! 'becomes!

(¥Padma crying happens.)

Hence, postulating an underlying structure like (46) would
mean that the phrase structure rules would have to be reformulated to
allow such seniences to be éenerated if, and only if, they are
embedded in the subject NP of sentences with modal predicates.

Thirdly, it can be noticed that the presence of vemne (to be)
in (42)-(45) allows for interpretations in which Padma's crying
occurse in present or past time. (13) and (14) on the other hand, carry
only a sense of futurity. Similarly (40) and (41) allow for interpre-
tations in which Padma's crying occurs in present or past time. In
(11) on the other hand, the Non~Past form a¥iDonevaa (is crying, will
cry etc.) may as usual, be ambiguous between present and future time.
Hence (11) may be interpreted as either 'Padma is probably crying' or
'Padma will probably cry'. For (40) however, only the former inter-
pretation is possible.

These facts seem to indicate that venns (0 be) in sentences
like (40)-(45) may be a transformationally inserted element, which

allows for {ense variation in the complement sentence. I am not sure
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at present however, how these facts can be adequately formalised.

Thus, modal adjectives in Sinhalese exhibit some of the
properties of the usual class of adjectives, but also differ from
these in significant ways. Notably, they appear in sentences with
subject complements to which eke Replacement applies. Infinitive
complements are then derived by the usual rules outlined in Chapter
4. In the case of puluvan (possible) and oonee (necessary), such

complements usually carry a sense of futurity. In the case of seti

(provable), infinitive subject complements usually carry a sense of
pastness. Where the main verb of the complement sentence is Non-Past,
the Infinitive rule is blocked, and a vaa complement is derived. Such
complements carry as usual, a sense of non~pastiness. In general, seti
(probable) behaves somewhat differently to the other two modal
adjectives. Sentences with the others are constrained to conbain only
To NPs that are identical to the subject NP of the embedded sentence.
Sentences with ge ti may not contain Te NPs at all. As discussed above,
there is also a set of sentences with modal adjectives in which the
infinitive form of the ve Copula appears.

Modal constructions like (36) and (38) have negative
counterparts like (49) and (50). baehze (impossible) is a negative

modal adjective.corresponding fo puluvan (possible), while conee naehse

(necessary NBG) is, predictably, the negative counterpart of oonee
’ 22088

(necessary).
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(49) padmaTe afiDanns baehee
'Padma~to! 'to cry'! 'impossible-isg!

(Padma is not able to cry.)

(50) padmaTe yanne  oonee nee hae
'Padma—~to! 'to go!' 'necessary'! NEG

(Padma doesn't want to go.)
By the usual rule of Neg Placement it might also be expected
that (11)=(14) would have negative counterparts like (51)-(54). Of
such sentences however, only (54) is grammatical.

(51) *padme  aMDenovaa  aette nee hee
"Padma' 'is crying' 'probable!' NEBG

(It is not probable that Padma is crying.)

(52) #padma  a¥Danns ee tte nee hee
‘*Padma' 'to have cried! 'probable! NEG

(It is not probable that Padma cried.)

(53) #*padma  aYDanne baehsoe
'Padma' 'to cry!' 'impossible~is!

(It is not possible that Padma will cry. )

(54) padma  yanns oonee nae hee
'Padma' 'to go' 'necessary' NEG

(Padma need not go.)
Corresponding to (13) and (14) however, there also exist
grammatical hegative sentences like (55) and (56), in which nominal
predicates related to the modal adjectives puluvan (possible) and

oonee (necessary) are used.

(55) padma alDanne puluvankamak nee hae
‘Padma' "to cry' ‘a possibility!? NEG

(There is no possibility of Padma crying. )




187

(56) padma  yanns ooneekamak naehee
"Padma' 'to go' 'a necessity'! NBG

(There is no necessity for Padma to go.)

In the case of (11) and (12) no corresponding negative
sentences occur. The only similar negative sentence indicating proba—
bility is (57), in which a subject complement with a pronominal head
ekak (a thing) occurs. Such a sentence however carries a sense of
futurity, rather than pastness or presenitness, as in (11) and (12).2

(57) ©padma a¥Dene  ekak nee hee
tPadma' 'crying' 'a thing' NEG

(It is not likely +that Padma will cry.)
Hence negative modal constructions display several irregu-
larities. Again, aeti (probable) is distinguished from the other

two modal adjectives, by having no possible negative counterpart.

2. Negative gentences like (57) exhibit several interesting
properties, but will not be discussed here, as they are not
relevant to a study of the modal adjectives.
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INVOLITIVE SENTENCES
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Verb roots in Sinhalese appear in two disgtinct classes of

finite inflected forms. Some verb roots are defective, and appear in

only one of these forms, but all formg that do occur can be fitted

into one of the two classes below. The table given in (1) illustrates

what the Non-Past forms of these two classes

of verb roots.

(1)

Verb Rooti Class 1 Class 2
afiDe (cry) a¥iDenevaae, ee ¥Denovaa
babole  (shine) babslonsvaa bae balensvase
ans (knead.) ansnavaa a8 nenavaa
ani (prick) aninovaa ae nenavaa,
dattigele (wriggle) da¥golonevaa
aevidi  (walk) se vidinevas, e videnevaa
goto (knit) gotenavaa getensvaa
pers (strain) persnovaa, perensvaa
ure (suck) ursnsvaa irensvaa
ire (tear) irenavaa irensavaa
pupe (bloom) pipensvaa
vidi (pierce) vidinevaa videnavaa

look like for a selection

Verb roots are in general represented here as that part of




189

Class 1 forms that remains when the nevaa suffix is removed. The

term 'verb root' is used ag an abstraction that refers to the common
properties of a set of inflected verb forms, and hence the represen—~
tations of verb roots given in (1) do not necessarily represent forms
that actually occur in the language. For instance, in the case of
verbs which have no Class 1 form, verb roots are set up in such a

way that the corresponding Class 2 form can be predicted from it in

a regular way. pupe (bloom) in (1) is such a verb root. dafgols
(wriggle) on the other hand, is a verb root which has no corresponding
Class 2 form.

Class 1 and (Class 2 verb forms are phonologically and
semantically distinct, but nevertheless, certain consistent phono-
logical and semantic relationships exist between them. The Non-Pasti
forms of both classes, as represented in (1), consist of a suffix
novaa and a stem.

A three-term difference, close, mid and open, can be set
up for vowels in Sinhalese. These vowels may also be distinguished
approximately as front, central or backe (2) is an approximate

tabulation of the vowel sounds in these terms.

1. For a detailed description of the vowel system in Sinhalese
gsee M.WeB. de Silva (1957), vol. 1’ Che 3 PP 41'—430
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(2)

Front Central Back

Close i u
Mid e ] o
Open ae a

In Class 1 forms, the stem may contain vowel sounds of

every category. ane, babele, zevidi, goits, pers, ure, ire illustrate

this. The stem—=final vowel may be either mid central, or close front

as an® and ani illustrate. In the corresponding Class 2 forms, the

stem-final vowel is always mid front, as in aene, sevide , gete,

pere, ire etc. Back vowels in the stem are related ito their counter-
parts in Class 1 stems by a process of fronting, while all other
vowels remain constant. Thus, Class 1 stems urse and irs have close
front and close back vowels respectively. The corresponding Class 2
stem ire has a close front vowel in both cases. 2
Hence, given a Class 1 form, it is always possible to pre-—
bt cee Pebd i tg ble O

dict the corresponding Class 2 form. The converse is not true.;blass 2

stem =6 ne may have a corresponding Class 1 stem ane (knead) or

2. This is a much-simplified account of the phonological relation-
ship between Non-Past Class 1 and Class 2 forms. See MeW.3. de
Silva (1957), vol. 1, especially Ch. 6 pp. 208-211, for an
examination of the phonology of all Class 1 and Class 2 forms,
referred to there as 'Active! and 'Passive'.
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ani (prick). Similarly the Class 2 stem ire has two corresponding
Class 1 forms, ire (tear) and urs (suck). That it does not have a
third, iri, is accidental rather than predictable.

Similar systematic relationships can be noted between the

rast forms, and in fact all other forms, of these verb classes.

The semantic relationship between some Classg 1 and Class 2
forms is similar to that pointed out by Fillmore as existing between
the Ehglish verbs 'die! and 'kill'.3 McCawley suggests that 'kill?

is derived from an underlying instance of 'cause to die' or 'cause

4

to become not alive!, where 'die' itself is semantically complex.
The verbs in the Sinhalese equivalents of the English sentences
'Mary died' and 'John killed Mary' are phonologically, as well as
semanticélly, related.

The relationship between other pairs of Class 1 and Class 2

forms resembles that between the two occurrences of topen' in

e i A €3 e S

('The door opened! and ‘John opened the doorA Millmore considers

Sk el
s

such uses of ‘'open' in terms of Case Grammar.5 Lakoff postulates a

6

causative transformation that relates such sentence types.

3. CeJ. Fillmore (1968b), p. 377.
4. J.D.. McCawley (1968), p. 73.

6. G. Lakoff (1970), Che. 5 pp. 41-43.
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The relationship between other pairs cannot be demonstrated
as simply in English, and can at best be given s;mewhat inadequately
as that existing between the underlined portions in sentences like

'Padma cried' and 'Padma couldn't help orying, or, burst out crying',

and other pairs like 'Padma laughs volitively' and 'Padma laughs

involitivell'.

In all these cases, Class 1 and Class 2 forms seem 1o be

differentiated by an element of volition.

The a sentences in (3)-(6) below are those in which Class 1
forms typicaliy appear. They include both transitive and intransitive
sentences. The b, ¢ and 4 sentences in (3)=(6) are those in which
Class 2 forms typically appear. These are all intransitive sentences.
dome of them contain Te NPs, and some contain a NP + Postpositions !
(3) and (4) contain Non-Past forms, but (5) and (6) introduce Past

forms.

7. atin phrases like those which appear in (5d) and (6d) are also
sometimes used to convey a sense of agency rather than instru-
mentality, as is conveyed in these sentences. sunil atin carries
this sense of agency in a sentence like:

sunil atin hari vee Do kerensvaa
'‘Sunil-by! 'fine things'! ‘'doing happens?

(Fine things are done by Sunil.)

Class 2 forms are used in such sentences 1o convey a sense of
'passiveness' rather than 'involition's The relationship of such
'passives! to either sentences with Class 1 forms, or other
sentences with Class 2 forms, is not examined here.




(3) a lameya alDenevaa
"the child''criest

(T™he child cries volitively.)

o

lamsyaTe ae Henavaa
'$he child-to!' ‘erying happens!

(The child cries involitively.)

(4)

o

padma naTonavaa
"Padma' 'dances!

(Padma dances volitively.)

Iz

padma'le nee Tenavaa
'Padma-to!' 'dancing happens!

(Padma danceg involitively.)

padma(ve)  noePensvaa
"Padma 'ACC 'dancing happens!

1o

(Padma's body sways involitively.)

(5)

lo

sunil gaha kae puvaa,
t3unil! 'the tree! tcut!

(sunil cut the tree.)

I

gaha kae punaa
"the tree' 'cutting happened!

(The tree got cut.)

lo

gaha lanuvsTo kas punaa
tthe tree' 'the rope~to' 'culting happened!

(The tree got cut by the rope.)

e

gaha sunil atin kee punaa
'the tree' 'Sunil's hand~by'’culting happened!

(The tree got out down accidentally by Sunil.)
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(6) a sunil padmave tallukelaa
'Sunil' 'Padma'ACC 'pushed!

(Sunil pushed Padma. )

b  padma(ve) talluvunaa
'Padma'ACC 'pushing happened!
(Padma got pushed.)

¢ padma(ve) hulo¥geTe talluvunaa
'Padma'ACC 'the wind-to! 'pushing happened!
(Padma got pushed by the wind.)

d padma(ve) sunil atin talluvunas

fPadma'ACC 'Sunil's hand~by!'pushing happened?

(Padma got accidentally pushed by Sunil.)

Is it possible to set up sentences with both Class 1 and
Class 2 forms as simple sentences generated by the phrase structure
rules in Chapter 2? Senfences like the a sentences in (3)-(6) are
discussed in Chapter 2, and it is shown that the phrase structure
rules formulated there are capable of generating them. If the b, c,
and d sentences are also to be regarded as simple sentences, then
these phrase structure rules must account for them as well. This
raises problems.

Firstly, sentences like (3b) and (4b) contain no subject NP
in surface structure. If they are classed as simple sentences, the
phrase structure rules must be reformulated to generate subjectless
sentences as well. (3b) and (4b) both contain only one noun phrase in
surface structure, and this ig a To NP. That this cannot be regarded

as a subject NP is clear frem the evidence below.
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In Chapter 3, we noted that relativisation operates freely
when the noun head of a noun phrase is identical with the subject NP
of a sentence embedded in it; almost as freely when the identity is
with the object WNP; but subject to various restrictions when the
identity is with any other noun phrase. When a sentence like (3b) is
embedded in a noun phrase lamoya (the child), relativisation cannot
apply. This is seen in the ungrammaticality of (7).

(7) ¥z HDene lamsya
‘crying happening' 'the child!

(the child to whom crying happens)

Hence, it is clear that lamoyaTo (%o the child) in (3b)
cannot be analysed as subject NP, but is, as the Te suffix indicates,
a To NP within fthe verb phrase.

In (8), (3b) is the second conjunct of a conjoined sentence
in which the subject NP of the first conjunct is lameya (the child).
If lameyaTle (to the child) were the subject NP of (3b), then it might
be expected that Conjunction Reduction could apply to (8) to derive
a sentence like (9). The ungrammaticality of (9) shows that this is

not possible.

(8) lameya bat kanevaa yi lameyaTe @ #Denavaa yi
"the child!' 'rice' 'is eabing'tand' 'the child-to'‘'crying ‘and !
happens’

(The child is eating his rice, and he is crying involitively. )

(9) *lamoya bat kanevaa yi @ KDensvaa yi
'the child! 'rice' 'is eating''and' 'crying happens''and!

Secondly, the only noun phrase in a sentence like (6b),

padma{v@! appears with an optional accusative suffix. If this noun
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phrase is ‘taken to be the object NP of the sentence, then (6b) too
is subjectless in surface structure. The same holds true for (6c)
and (6d), in which the only other noun phrases are in a To NP, and
a NP+Postposition, both of which occur in the verb phrase.

Now consider (10) and (12), both of which contain (6b) as
a second conjunct. In (10) the first conjunct has a subject NP adma.,
in (12) the first conjunct has an object NP padmave. (11) shows thatb
Conjunction Reduction may apply to (10), but the ungrammaticality of
(13) indicates that it may not apply to (12). It thus appears that
though padma(ve) occurs with an optional accusative suffix, it

functions as the subject NP, and not object NP of sentences like (6b).

(L0) padma  aYDensvaa ¥yi padma (ve)  talluvunaa yi
'Padma' 'is crying''and!' ‘'Padma' AGCC 'pushing tand!
' happened’
(Padma is crying and she got pushed.)
(11) padma  alDensvaa yi talluvunaa yi
"Padma' 'is crying'fand' T'pushing Tand' -

happened!
(Padma is crying and got pushed.)

(12) sunil padmave tallukelaa yi padma (ve) (kaameree ayineTe)
'Sunil' 'Padma' ‘'pusghed' 'and''Padma' ACC 'to the corner of
‘the room!
talluvunaa yi
'pushing happened!'and!

(sunil pushed Padma and she got pushed to the corner of the
rOO0m. )

(13) #*sunil padmave tallukelaa yi (kaameree ayine'Te)
fSunil' 'Padma' ‘pushed' ‘'and!' 'to the corner of the room!
talluvunasa yi
'pughing happened!'and!

The ungrammatical (14) indicates that the optional accusative
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vo suffix of padmave in (L0) cannot remain after Conjunction
Reduction. However, when Conjunction Reduction applies 1o a sentence
like (15) in which both subject NPs occur with the optional suffix,
it may be retained as in (16). |

(14) *#padmave alDemsvaa yi talluvunaa, yi
'Padma'ACC 'is crying''and' 'pushing happened!‘'and!

(15) padma (ve) +talluvunaa yi padma (ve) kaamoree ayineTo
'Padma' ACC ‘'pushing 'and! 'Padma' ACC 'to the corner of
happened ! the room! '
yae vunaa yi

'sending happened!'and'

(Padma. got pushed and she was flung to the corner of the T00M. )

(16) padma (ve) talluvunaa yi kaamoree ayineTe yeevunaa yi
'Padma' ACC 'got pushed''and' 'to the corner of 'sending 'and'
the room! happened!

(Padma got pushed and flung to the corner of +the T0OOM. )

Since padma(ve) in sentences like (6b) are to be analysed
as subject NPs, a gquestion arises as to whether ve must be claimed
to be an optional nominative suffix as well. (17) indicates that it
cannot be a nominative suffix in sentences with Class 1 main verbs.

(17) *padma vo  alDenevaa
'PadmatACC ecries!

Thirdly, analysing sentences with both Classl and Class 2
formg as simple sentences ignores the consistent and systematic
phonological and semantic relationships between the two sets of verb
forms.

In Chapter 2 (p. 95), it was noted that monsvaa keronsvaado

(is doing what) could be used to question all verb phrases with
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activity verbs. Correspondingly, monovaa venovaads (what is happening)

can be used to question 2ll verb phrases with Clags 2 verbs. Hence
the b and ¢ sentences in (4), for example, constitute grammatical
answers to (18).

(18) padmaTe monevaa vensvaa de
'Padma—=to' 'what' 'is happening' @

(What is happening to Padma?)

Purther, adverbial elements like ooneevaaTo (deliberately)

cannot appear in sentences with Class 2 verbs. (19) illustrates this.
There are also no Class 2 imperative forms. (20) illustrates this.

(19) *padmaTe ooneevaale 28 WDenovaa
Padma-to! 'deliberately'! torying happens'

(¥Padma cries involitively deliberately.)

(20) *z YiDenns
'crying happen!

(*Cry involitively.)
These facts suggest that some common feature, 'involitive!
say, is present in all Class 2 forms. In the following discusgion I
use the term 'involitive'! to refer to all Class 2 verbs, and the term

'volitive! 4o refer to all Class 1 forms.

1f an abstract verb [ INVOL] is set up, it is possible to
postulaté complex underlying structures for all involitive sentences,
in which volitive sentences are embedded as subject complements. In

this case, the deep structure of (3b) will be something like (21).
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(21) S
/M\
NP P
S N NP+To v
/ﬂ\. e

NP VP

lamoya afiDone vaa eko lameyaTe L InvoL ]
"the chilad! 'is crying' ‘'thing!' 'the child-to!

The structural descripition of Equi~NP Deletion is met in
(21), and hence the subject NP of the embedded sentence, lamoya (the
child), is obligatorily deleted. Ordinarily, eko Deletion would now
apply obligatorily, and then the Infinitive rule would apply obliga—
torily to aHDenovaa (ories). Where the main verb of the matrix sentence
is an absiract verb however, a rule of 'Verb Raising' must apply to
raise the main verb of the embedded sentence into the abstract main
verb of the matrix senbtence. Rules of this type are discussed by
Ge Lakoff as 'Inchoative' and 'Causative', by McCawley as 'Predicate
Raising' and by R. Lakoff as 'Plugging-in'. R.P.T. Jayawardana
refers to a similar rule of 'Verb Raising' for Sinhalese.8 For the

present purpose, the rule can be sgtated as follows.

8. G. Lakoff (1970), Ch. 5 pp. 33-433 J.D. McCawley (1968),
pp. 71-80; R. Lakoff (1968); and R.P.T. Jayawardana (1971), Ch. 7.
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(22) Verb Raising

sD: [X-[[X-7V], - eke] -%X- [ﬁ v o] —>08L
S a—— +Pr;1 5
1 2 3 4 5 6
SC 1 2 0 4 5 643

This rule will now apply to (21) %o raise afDonsvaa (cries)
into the abstract verb [INVOL]. Since eke (thing) does not occur as
part of the subject NP in involitive sentences, eke Deletion must be
constrained to apply obligatorily when the main verb of the matrix
sentence is an abstract verb. The subject NP of (21) will now be
reduced to zero, and the derived phrase marker will look something

like (23).

(23) T
vp
NP+To v
lameyaTe [ INVOL
4

alDonovasa
"the child-to' 'is crying!' INVOL

Given an input 'INVOL+alDonovaa', the phonological component

will derive the involitive form ae ¥Densvaa (crying happens). In

subsequent diagrams, involitive forms will be given, for convenience,

instead of a more accurate representation of the main verb as in (23).



201

A derived phrase marker like (23) accounts for the lack of a subject

NP in surface structures like (3b) and (4b).

Given an abstract verb [INVOL], it can be suggested that the
deep structure of a sentence like (6b) is (24). A similar deep struc-

ture can be postulated for (5b).

(24) S
M
NP VP
S N
—-"""""—”—’—\\—.
NP P
/—/ \\
NP v
kavude padmave tallukelaa eke [ INVOL ]
‘'some Pro' ‘'Padma' 'pughed! 'thing!

Verb Raising now incorporates the main verb of the embedded

sentence, tallukelaa (pushed), into the abstract main verb of the

matrix sentence. After phonological rules apply, the involitive form

talluvunaa (got pushed) is derived. By the constraint placed on ekeo—
Deletion, this rule now applies obligatorily. In Chapter 4, an optional
rule of Unspecified NP Deletion was formulated. The embedded sentence
in (24) meets the structural description of this rule, and hence the
unspecified subject NP may be deleted. For such cases however,
Unspecified NP Deletion needs to apply obligatorily.

This leaves the object NP of the embedded sentence,




202

padmave, as the sole constituent of the subject NP in (24). Since
Case Marking has already applied on the first cycle in (24), this
noun phyase is already marked with the accusative suffix ve. General
pruning conventions of the sgort postulated by Ross now delete the

S -~ node of the embedded sentence,g yielding a derived phrase marker
like (25), in which padmave occurs as subject NP. Such pruning con-—
ventions are, by Ross's definition, not considered a part of the
orvdered rules of the grammar, but rather as conditions upon the

well~formedness of trees, which are stated once in a linguistic theory.

(25) S
A
NP VP
padma(ve ) talluvunaa
'Papdma ! 'pushed! INVOL

Since padmave is now in subject NP position, it should be
marked with the nominative suffix‘é when Casge Marking applies on the
second cycle. However, the presence of an optional ve suffix in sen-
tences like (6b) seems to indicate that this does not always happen.

It seems rather that the accusative suffix is not obligatorily

deleted except in some environments, e.g. where Conjunction Reduction
applies to (10) to derive (11). Such a derivation offers some expla-
nation for the presence of an opitional accusative suffix in the subject

NP of sentences like (6b).

9+ J.R. Ross (1966); and also (1967), Ch. 3.
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kavudo (some Pro) in (24) is a noun phrase unspecified other
than for the feature [+Animate], and refers to some unknown, unspeci-
fied or imaginary force responsible for the action. In general,
only animate noun phrases occur as subjects of transitive sentences
in Sinhalese. Transitive sentences occasionally occur with semantically
inanimate subjects, as in (26). In such cases, there usually exists
a corresponding sentence like (23) in which the noun phrase in ques-
tion appears as an instrumental adverbial.

(26)  gallvature kutiburu paalukelaa
'"the floodg!' 'the fieldst! 'devastated!

(The floods devastated the fields.)

(27)  gaNvatureTo ku¥buru paaluvunaa
'the floods~to' 'the fields' 'devastating happened!

(The fields got devastated by the floods.)

Such pairs generally ococur with nouns like avvs (the sun),
vee ggo (the rain) etc. which designate elemental forces, and in sen—
tences like (265, such nouns can be considered to contain a gramma-
tical feature [+Animate]. Similarly, kavude, or more accurately,

+I refers 1o some unspecified force which is marked [+Animate]
+Pro .
+Animate

In some cases, an analysis like (24) necessitates claiming
the existence of unusual sentences. In the case of a sentence like
(28) for example, it is claimed that a sentence like (29) is embedded

in its deep structure. Barlier we noted that pipensvas (blooms) had

no volitive counterpart. But it is, in fact, possible to envisage
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unusual, but grammatical sentences like (30). Hence, the fact that
some unusual sentences will be embedded in deep structures like (24)
does not necessarily mean that these sentences cannot be generated
by the existing rules, or that they are ungrammatical.

(28)  mals pipenevaa
'the flower!''blooming happens!

(The flower blooms. )

(29) kavude male ?puppenevaa, popiyonsvaa
'some Pro!' 'the flower!' "blooms !

(Some Pro makes the flower bloom.)

(30) vidyaagpayaa male ?puppe ndvaa, popiyonavaa
tthe scientist! 'the flower! 'blooms!

(The scientist makes the flower bloom. )
Sentences like (6c) and (6d), and also (5¢) and (5d) can be
derived from deep structures similar to (24) which, in addition,

e it

sunil atin (by Sunil's hand) in the matrix sentence.

Sentences like (4¢) present a problem for an analysis of the
type suggested. Though the subject NP_B§§ma(vaz appears with an

optional accusative suffix, the main verb nee Tensvaa (dances involi-

tively) has no corresponding transitive volitive form, but rather an

intransitive volitive form naTenevaa (dances). In such a case, a

sentence like (31) would not only be unusual, but also ungrammatical.

(31) *kavude padmave naTensvaa
'some Pro' f'Padma' 'dances'

However, only a few other motion wverbs, if any, may occur
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in such counstructions. sevidensvaa (walk involitively), nee giTensvaa

(rise involitively) are some examples. As in (4c¢), the sentences in
which these appear seem to carry a sense of a person's body being
affected by the relevant motion. Since there are very few such
examples I will not alter the analysis suggested here in owxrder to

account for them.

In addition to imposing special constraints on eke Deletion,
and Unspecified NP Deletion, the analysis of involitive sentences
suggested above involves postulating an abstract verb [INVOL]. The
concept of abstract verbs has been introduced into transformational
grammar by several linguists.

Ge Lakoff postulates two pro~verbs 'Inchoative' and ‘'Causa-
tive! for English on the basis of the semantic relationships existing
between the verbs in pairs of sentences like 'The sauce is thick! and
'The sauce thickened'! on the one hand, and pairs like 'The sauce
thickened! and 'John thickened the sauce' on the other.10

Robin Lakoff sets up absiract verbs on a somewhat different

basis.ll

She sets up 'meaning-classes! of verbs, where a 'meaning-
class! is defined as 'a set of semantic markers that can function in

syntactic rules', and is a class which may contain an unlimited

10. G. Lakoff (1970), Ch. 5.

11l. R. Lakoff (1968), Ch. 5.
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number of real verbs, but only one abstract verb. On this basis, she
sets up abstract verbs of ordering etc. for Latin and English. Such
verbs are later deleted by a special abstract verb deletion rule.

Kiparsky and Staal postulate an abstract causative verb for
Sanskrit, and justify assigning complex underlying structures to
causative sentences in Sanskrit on the grounds that it enables the
explanation of a range of other grammatical facts. They claim:

a "A system such as Panini's, in which sentences are noi

derived transformationally, is therefore unable to treat
reflexivisation as a single process'.

Fey

" . o o ‘the transformational derivation of causatives
from simple sentences funciioning as objects of a verd
of causation also enables us to explain the case forms
in which_pnoun phrases of the causative construction can
appear'. ‘

J+R. Ross (1970&) presents syntactic arguments to suggest
that in underlying structure declarative sentenceg are object comple-
ments of an abstract verb containing the features [+ communication,

+ linguistic, + declarative].

In the case of involitive sentences in Sinhalese, the con-
sistent and systematic phonological and semantic relationships that
exigt between volitive and involitive forms seem to provide some
Justification for postulating an abstract verb [INVOL]. This verb will
be specified with a feature [+ Involitive], which among other things,

prevents it occurring with adverbials like ooneevaaTe (deliberately),

12, P. Kiparsky and J.F. Staal (1969), p. 102.
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or in imperatives. It must also be questioned by a special form,

monovaa venovaade (what is happening).

A special rule of Abstract Verb Deletion is not needed for
elements like [INVOL]. Instead, a rule of Verb Raising incorporates
the main verb of the complement sentence into it. Involitive wverb
forms are then derived by the application of phonological rules to
instances of [INVOL] plus a volitive form. This accords with the fact
noted earlier, that given a volitive form of any verb in Sinhalese,
its involitive counterpart may be uniguely determined.

Postulating an entity [INVOL] also explains why sentences
like (3b) and (4b) are subjectless in surface structure, without
necessitating the reformulation of the phrase struciure rules to
generate subjectless sentences as well. It also provides an explanation
for the presence of an optional accusative ve suffix in the subject

NP of sentences like (6b).



CHAPTER 7

CAUSATIVE SENTENCES
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Chapter 6 dealt with two distinet classes of finite verbs

in Sinhalese, volitive and involitive verbs. Volitive verbs themselves

include two distinct sets of finite forms. In Chapter 6 only one of

these sets, Class 1 verbs, were discussed. These Class 1 forms con-

trast both phonologically and semantically in a consistent way with

another set of volitive forms which are distinguished in the table in

(1) as 'Causative' verbs.

(1)

Verb Root Class 1 Causative
a¥iDe (cry) afiDenevaa, a¥iDevensvaa
nato (dance) naTenevaa naTovenevaa
tallu kers (push) tallu kerensvaa tallu kerovenovaa
kapo (cut) kaponavaa kappansvaa

Though Class 1 and Causative verbs are phonologically and

semantically distinct, nevertheless, as with volitive and involitive

verbs, systematic pholological and semantic relationships exist

between them. The table in (1) represents the Non-Past Class 1 and

Causative forms of certain verb roots. In general, causative stems

are formed by affixing a ve suffix to the verb root. In certain
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environments, the phonological component effects other changes,
deriving for instance, a causative stem kappe from a verb root Eggg.l
Such differences however are predictable, and are not strictly rele-
vant to this study.

Semantically, the two sets of verb forms are distinguished
by a feature of causation.

The a sentences in (2)~(5) below are those in which Class 1
forms typically appear. They include both transitive and intransitive
sentences. The b and ¢ sentences are those in which causative forms

typically appear. These are all transitive sentences. Some of them

contain a NP + Postposition, sunilTe kiyolaa, glossed here as 'hy

Sunii'. In my dialect a similar agentive adverbial, sunil lavvaa

(also 'by Sunil'), may substitute for this in the types of senlences
illustrated below.

(2) a padma a¥Densvaa
'Padma' ‘cries!

(Padme, cries. )

b  mame vpadmave alDovensvaa
T 'Padma?! 'céry' CAUSE
(I make Padma cry.)
¢ mame sunilTe kiyslaa padmave alDevensvaa

' 'by Sunil! 'Padma' ‘'cries'! CAUSE

(I get Sunil to make Padme cry.)

l. This is an oversimplified account of the processes involved. For
a more detailed discussion of the phonology of causative forms
see M.W.S. de Silve (1957), especially vol. 1, Ch. 1 pp. 8-11,
and Ch. 5 pp. 138-141.
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(3) a padma naTonovaa
'Padma! ‘dances!

(Padma dances. )

b mame padmave naTevensvaa
‘It 'Padma' 'dances' CAUSE
(I make Padma dance.)
¢ mame sunilTe kiyslaa padmave naTovensvaa
T 'by Sunil!? "Padma' 'dances' CAUSE
(1 get Sunil to make Padma dance. )
(4) 2 mame gaha kapsnevaa
'I'  'the tree!' 'am cutting?
(I am cutting the tree.)
b mame sunilTe kiyelaa gaha kappeonsvaa
'I 'by Sunil? 'the tree''cut'! CAUSE
(I am getting Sunil to cul the tree.)
(5) a mame padmave tallu koronsvaa
T 'Padma! tpush'
(I push Padma. )
b mame sunilTs kiyelaa padmave +tallu kersvensvae

T by Sunil® fPadmat' ‘'push' CAUSE

(I get Sunil to push Padma. )

Although all the b and ¢ sentences in (2)=(5) are transitive,
b and ¢ in (2) and (3) demonstrate that causative counterparts of
intransitive sentences with Class 1 verbs may appear with or without
an agentive adverbial. In (4) and (5) however, the causative counter-—
parts must obligatorily contain an agentive adverbial. (6) and (7)
below are ungrammatical, except under an interpretation in which I

get an unspecified someone to cut the tree, or push Padma.




211

(6) *mame gaha kapponevaa
*I'  'the tree! 'cut' CAUSE

(7) *mame padmave tallu kersvenevaa
‘T 'Padma' 'push' CAUSE

As noted earlier, the phrase structure rules formulated are
capable of generating senfences like the a sentences in (2)-(5). If
the b and ¢ sentences are alsc considered simple sentences generated
by the phrase structure component, there is no explanation for why
all causative verbs must appear in transitive sentences, but only
some must occur with an obligatory agentive adverbial. Such an analy-
sis also ignores the phonological and semantic relationships between
Class 1 and causaltive verbs.

Can the causative b and ¢ sentences be derived from complex

underlying structures? If an abstract verb [_CAUS:I is postulated, it
-V =

is possible 1o set up a deep structure like (8) for (2b), in which a
sentence with a Class 1 form appears as object complement of the

abstract verb.

(8) S
-——————’_—_’/‘—\*'-.
NP VP
«'/ﬂ\\ ——,
f NP v
_,A———“‘—"ﬂﬂ\m
S N
ﬂ—/ﬁp\\\_
NP vp
CAUS
mame padma aYDenovaa eko ~VO
1T 'Padma,' 'cries! "thing!*
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(8) meets the structural description of Verb Raising, and
hence this rule will apply to it, raising a¥Donevaa (cries) into the

abstract main verb of the matrix sentence, [ CAUSjl. In Chapter 6
-

eko Deletion was constrained to apply obligatorily when the main verd
of the matrix sentence was an abstract verb. Such a constraint is
needed because ekeo (the thing) does not appear as part of the subject
NP in involitive sentences, or as part of ﬁheiobject NP in causative
sentences. Given this constraint, eke Deletion now applies to (8) to
delete the noun head of the object complement. padmg is then left as
the sole constituent dominated by the object NP node in (8). The
general pruning conventions referred to in Chapter 6 now apply to
'delete the S ~ node dominating padma, and leave it under the immediate
domination of the object NP node of the matrix sentence. (9) is the

resulting derived struciure.

(9) S
/\
wp VP
.-———-—’_’_————(—-—_'.‘-“\-‘—-A
NP v
| CAUS
—x_a——
mama padma +
ahDonsvaa
‘I 'Padma' 'cry! CAUSE

On the second cycle, Case Marking will apply as usual to
mark the animate object NP padma in (9) with the accusative suffix

Vva. Phonological rules will subsequently spell out CAUS
_-Y-.E)_—
+
aliDensvas
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ag aliDovenevaa (cause to cry). In future examples, causative forms
like the latter will, for convenience, be given directly in derived
phrase markers. (2b) is the resulting surface structure.

Sentences like (2c¢) seem to be derived from similar deep

structures in which the matrix sentence containsg a NP + Postposition

sunilTse kiyslaa (by Sunil). Similar derivations can also be suggested

for (3b) and (3¢).

With an abstract causative verb, it is also possible to set

up a deep structure like (10) for (5b).

(10) s
M
NP VP
“
f NP+Postposition NP v
/’\
S N
s T
NP VP
TN
NP Vv
CAUS
mame sunilTe mame padmavo tallu eks Ak
kiyelaa ksronsvaa
‘It "oy It 'Padma.? 'push!' ‘'thing’
Sunil!

It will be noticed that the subject NP of the embedded
sentence is given as mamo (I) rather than sunil. In order to derive
a surface structure like (5b), the following transformational rules

must apply to (10): Equi-NP Deletion, Verb Raising, and e¢ke Deletion.
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The subject NP of the embedded sentence must be such that it can be
deleted by Equi~-NP Deletion. Verb Raising will then raise tallu-
keronovaa (push) into the abstract causative verbs eko Deletion will
delete the pronominal head of the object complement; and padmave will
be left as the sole constituent dominated by the object NP node of
the main sentence. After tree pruning, a derived structure like (11)
will result. Since padmave is now object NP of the derived phrase

marker, Case Marking will apply vacuously to leave it in this same

form.
(11) /s\
NP VP
e T —
NP+Postp NP v
mama sunilTo padmave tallu
kiyelaa keraveonavaa
It by Sunilt' ‘Padmal tpush' CAUSE

Given an underlying structure like (10), the nearest noun
phrase to the subject NP of the embedded sentence in the sentence
being processed, which is not dominated by it, appears to be sunil

in the NP + Postposition sunilPe kiyolaa (by Sunil). Hence it might

geem that if the structural description of Equi~-NP Deletion is to bhe
met, the subject NP in the embedded sentence must be sgunil and not

mame (I). However, the agentive adverbial sunilTe kiyelaa (by Sunil)

has some strange properties. kKiyslaa usually appears as the perfective

form of the verb root kiye (say, tell). sunilTe has the same form as

|
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a To NP. The whole phrase can, in some other context, mean ‘having
told Sunil'.
It has already been noted that a similar agentive adverbial

sunil lavvaa may replace sunilTe kiyelaa in all the sentences given

above. What is more significant is that there are a number of such
tagentive adverbials! that may appear in the appropriate causative
sentences. (12)-(15) are examples.

(12) mame sunilve daalaa gaha, kapponsvaa
Tt tSunil ! thaving put ' 'the tree!' fcut! CAUSE

(Having put Sunil on to the job, I am getiting the tree cut. )

(13) mamd visidenekve yodavelaa vee Dee kerovonevaa
'I' 'fjwenty people' 'having employed! 'the job' 'do! CAUSE

(Having employed twenty people, I am getting the job done.)

(14) padma  saapuveTe diilaa gavume massanevaa
'Padma' 'the shop-to' 'having given' 'the frock' 'sew' CAUSE

(Padma is getting the frock tailored by the shop.)

(15) mame padmaTe  baarediilaa ke vun hee devvaa
TI' 'Padma-to!'thaving entrusted! 'kavun' 'make' CAUSH

(I got kavun (sweetmeats) made by Padma.)
The underlined phrases are all agentive adverbials of the

same ‘type as sunilTe kiyelaa (by Sunil). They all contain perfective

verb forms, daalaa (having put), yodevelaa (having employed), diilaa

(baving given), and baarediilaa (having entrusted). They also con-

tain noun phrases. In some cases, these noun phrases appear with the
accusative suffix ve, and in others with the Te suffix that appears

in sunilTe kiyelaa. The fact that both the accusative suffix and To




216

appear with such noun phrases seems to indicate that these are regular
case affixes. The variety of perfective forms that appear indicates
that these and kiyelaa are not postpositions, but real perfective
formg. Hence the agentive adverbials in deep structures like (10) must
be treated as adverbials containing-perfective verb forms, rather than
as examﬁles of NP + Postposition.

In addition, sentences like (16) demonstrate that recursion
ig possible within such adverbials.

(16) mame sunilTe kiyolaa Lamo yaTd kiyelaa
'Y 'Sunil-to!'! 'having told! 'the child-to' 'having told!

malliTe kiyalaa padmave tallukersvensvaa
'Malli~to' 'having told' 'Padma' ‘'push' CAUSE

(I get Padma pushed by asking Sunil to tell the child to tell
Malli (younger brother) to do it.)

The possgiblity of recursion suggests that such adverbials

migt contain embedded sentences..

In Chapter 10, I discuss both perfective verb formes and
\ agentive adverbials like the above in some detail, and suggest that
the underlying structure of (10) might in fact, look something like

(17). In this case, the nearest noun phrase in 8. to the subject NP

1
of 8, is no longer sufil but mamo (). Thus (17) will meet the struc-—
tural description of Hqui-~NP Deletion only when the subject NP of

32 is mame (I). The discussion in Chapter 10 also reveals that the

deep structures of sentences like (2¢), which contain agentive adver-

bials, are more complex than appearsg at first sight.
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(17) 5,
_——/‘—_‘—_———-\\\
NP VP
- T
Adv NP v
T ——
S N
..--———""'""—'—-_—h"z\
NP VP
w v
cAUS
mame mama padmave $allu eko ~Vo -
kersnevaa |
T T 'Padma’ 'push! *thing!
NP 3
—— T
NP+To NP Pred
5 N
.-——‘—"—“_—""\
NP VP
e T —
NP v
mama sunilTe sunil padmave tfallu eks kiyolaa
. ko rensvaa
‘I tSunil=-to''Sunil' 'Padma' ‘'pushes''thing'‘'having told!

The subject of the embedded sentence in (8) is not identical
with the subject of the matrix sentence. Consequenily the correspon-—
ding surface structure (2b) indicates that I cause the action, bub
am not the doer of the action. This notion of indirect causation
seems central to causative verbs. In an underlying sbtructure like (10),
the subject NPs of the embedded and matrix sentences are identical.

Consequently, unless an agentive adverbial with a different noun
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phrase is present in the matrix sentence, the sentence will indicate
that I cause the aection and am also %he doer of +the action. This
seemg to provide an explanation for why causative sentences like (4b)
and (5b) must contain obligatory agentive adverbials, while such con-
stituents are optional in the b and ¢ sentences of (2) and (3).

Thus, postulating that causative sentences are derived from
complex underlying structures requires setting up an abstract causa-
tive verb. Apart from this, no rules other than those which are
independently motivated are

/require& to derive causative constructions from the complex underlying
structures suggesited. Such an analysis takes note of consistent phono-
logical and semantic relationships between Class 1 and causative verbs.
It provides an explanation for why agentive adverbials must appear
obligatorily in some causative sentences, but only oplionally in

others. It also explains certain properties of sentences like (18).

(18) sunil malliTe kiyslaa padmave tallukerovensvaa eet

Sunil? 'by Malli! 'Padma'! ‘'push' CAUSE "out!
eyaams kavedaavat eheme® keoranne nee hee
'he himself! Tever! tit? 'does!? NEG

(Sunil gets Malli (younger brother) to push Padma, but he
never does so himself.)

In both Chapter 2 (p. 95) and Chapter 6 (pp. 197-198) it

was noted that monevaa kerensvaads (is doing what) was a form used

to question verb phrases with activity verbs, and that monovaa
venovaade (what is happening) was the corresponding form used %o

guestion verb phrases with involitive verbs. Similarly, eeks keronsvaa

(do it) and chemo keronovas (do so) occur frequently as pro~forms for
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verb phrases with activity verbs. The corresponding formg for verb

phrases wibth involitive verbs are ecke vensvaa (it happens) and

ehemo venovaa (it happens thus). In (20) eheme keranne (do so =

Incomplete) substitules for the repeated verb phrase in (19).

(L9)  sunil padmave +tallukersnevaa eet mame padmave
'Sunil!' 'Padma’ 'pushes! out!' I 'Padma’

tallukeranne nsze hae
'push? NEG

(Sunil pushes Padma, but I don't push her. ).

(20) sunil padmave tallukersnovaa eet mame echemo koranne naehse
'Sunil' 'Padma! "pushes! tbutt ¢ 'do so! NEG

(Sunil pushes Padma, but I don't do so.)

Now, (18) contains an instance of the pro-form ehems keoranne

(do go ~Incomplete). The only other wverb phrase present in surface

structure is padmave tallukeroveonevaa (get Padma pushed). If the

pro-form refers to this verb phrase, then (18) must be derived from
an underlying structure like (21).

(21) *gunil malliTe kiyslaa padmave +tallukerovenevaa eet

Sunil? by Mallit 'Padma' ‘'push'! CAUSE Tbut !
eyaame kavodaavat padmave tallukerevanne neehae
'he himgelf! 'ever! tPadma' 'push'! CAUSE NEG

(*8unil gets Padma pushed by Malli (younger brother) but he
himself never gets Padma pushed.)

However (21) is ungrammatical, as is predictable from the
fact that sentences like (7) are ungrammatical, except under a

different reading. (18) is instead understood to be derived from a

sentence like (22). In this case, the verb phrase padmave tallu-

koranne (pushes Padma — Incomplete) must be repeated elsewhere in
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(22) if cheme keoranne (do so — Incomplete) is to be permitted to

replace it in (18).

(22) sunil malliTe kiyolaa padmave +tallukerovensvaa eet

'Sunil? 'by Mallit 'Padma' ‘'push' CAUSE "hut!
eyaamo kavedaavat padmave tallukeranne neehee
he himself! fever! tPadma! tvushes! NEG

(sunil gets Malli (younger brother) to push Padma, but he
never pushes Padma himself.)

If causative sentences are analysed as being derived from
complex underlying siructures, then the first conjunct in (22) will
have an underlying structure like (10). The embedded sentence in

this underlying structure has a verb phrage padmave ‘tallukeronevaa

(pushes Padma). In this cage padmave tallu kers (push Padma) occurs

in both conjuncts, and hence the pro-form chems kero (do so) may

replace it in the second conjunct in (22). Thus, postulating complex
underlying structures for causative sentences provides an explanation

for the presence of the pro-form eheme kere (do so) in (18).

In the discussion of involitive senltences and causative
sentences, I have shown that deriving such constructions from complex
underlying structures takeg note of systematic phonological and
semantic relationships between different pairs of verb forms in Sin-
halese. I have also claimed that such analyses provide some expléna—
tion of facts in the grammar that would otherwise have been difficult
to account for. On these grounds, I have set up two abstract verbs

4

[INVOL] and [ OAUS.] , which appear as main verbs in involitive and
—D -
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causative sentences respectively. I have also sel up a special trans-—
formational rule of Verb Raising, and imposed additional conditions
on the rule of gke Deletion, and Unspecified NP Deletion. Throughout
the discussion in both Chapiter 6 and Chapter T, Class 1 forms have
been considered as base forms.

Lakoff suggests that Bnglish sentences like 'John thickened
the sauce' be derived from a complex underlying structure containing
a causative pro-verb, and an object complement with an embedded sen-
tence 'The sauce thickened'.2 Extending such an analysis to Sinhalese
would involve claiming that sentences with Clags 1 forms are derived
from underlying siructures with an abstract causative verb and
embedded sentences with involitive verbs,

Is it possgible to set up involitive verbs as base forms,
and postulate that Class 1 forms and causative forms are derived from
them, in that order, by two consecutive processes of Causativisation?
This would suggest that (23)-(25) form a hierarchy with respect to
Causativisation.

(23) padma(ve) +tallu venovaa
'Padnma,’ 'pushing happens!

(Padma gets pushed.)

(24) sunil padmave ‘lallukersuevaa
'Sunil' 'Padma’ 'pushes?

(sunil pushes Padma. )

2. G. Lakoff (1970), Ch. 5 p. 43.
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- (25) mame sunilTe kiyelaa padmave +tallukerevensvaa
T by Sunil!? 'Padma' 'push' CAUSE

(I get Sunil to push Padma.)

There are several reasons why such a claim cannot be made
for Sinhalese. Firstly, it has been noted that given any Class 1
verb in Sinhalese, it is possible to determine unigquely the corres-—
ponding involitive and causative forms. It was also seen that it is
not possible, given an involitive form, to determine uniguely the
corresponding Class 1 form. Hence suggesting that involitive forms are
base forms would involve serious consequences for the phonéiogical
componente.

Secondly, Chapter 6 outlined some problems that arise if
involitive sentences are to be treated as simple sentences. These
problems remain if involitive forms are to be considered base fTorms.

Thirdly, consider the semantic difference between sentences
like (26) and (27).

(26) padma  aiiDensvaa
"Padna' 'is crying!

(Padma is crying.)

(27) padmaTe  =¢ ¥Densvaa
'Padma~to ' 'crying happens'

(Padma can't help crying, cries involitively.)
In Chapter 6 such sentences were discussed in detail, and
it was pointed out that a feature of volition differentiated the pair.
It is not clear how the difference between such pairs can he accounted

for by a feature of causation.
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Fourthly, even if sentences like (23) and (24) are said to
be differentiated by a fealure of causation, this feature must be
rather different to ‘the one which characterises the indirect causa-~
tion which was said {to be central to causative verbs in Sinhalese. In
(24), even if Sunil can be said to 'cause'! Padma to be pushed, he is

also the doer of the action. It was noted that a very different

situation exists in the case of sentences like (25) and other senten-
ceg which have been defined as causatives in this chapter.

It is also worth noting that Class 1 forms were shown to
include both transitive and intransitive forms. On the other hand,
involitive verbs are all intransitive, and causative verbs are all
transitive. Postulating that Class 1 forms are base forms takes note
of the transitive—intransitive distinction in the language.

Hence, there seems reason to claim that Clagss 1 forms are
base forms which appear in simple senbences generated by the phrase
structure rulesg. Chapter 2 discusses the derivation of such simple
sentences, and demonsitrates that the phrase structure rules formulated
there are capable of generating them. T have now postulated two
abstract verbs, and suggested that involitive and causative construc—
tions in Sinhalese are derived from complex underlying structures in
which these appear as main verbs. An additional rule of Verb Raising
is required for such derivations. It is also necessary to consbrain
eko Deletion and Unspecified NP Deletion to apply obligatorily in
complement constructions when the main verb of the matrix sentence is

an abstract verb.
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CHAPTER 8

PSEUDO-CLEFT SENTENCES AND EMPHATIC ASSERTION AND NEGATION

Any sentence in Sinhalese may have corresponding to it a
parallel sentence of emphatic assertion or negation. (1) is a simple
sentence of the type discussed in Chapter 2. (2) is an emphatic
assertion corresponding to it. Similarly, (3) emphatically negates it.

(1) vpadma aliDenovaa
'Padma' 'is crying!'

(Padma is crying.)

(2) vpeadma aliDonsvaa tamayi
'Padma' 'is crying! BEMPH

(It is definitely the case that Padma is crying.)

(3) padma  alDenevaa nevee
'Padma' 'ig crying! NEG

(It is not the case that Padma is crying. )
(3), in which the negative particle nevee occurs, can be
compared with (4).

(4) . padma  a¥Danne nee hae
tPadmat 'is crying! NEG

(Padma is not crying. )
By the formulation of WNeg Placemenit given in Chapter 2
(p. 91 (139)), (4) is the regular negative sentence corresponding to
(1)s In (4) the main verb appears in its Incomplete form as a¥Danne,

and the negative particle nse hee , which occurs with main verbs and
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non-nominal predicates, is present. In (3) the main verb aHDonsvaa

is in its finite form, and nevee, the negative particle which appears
with nominal predicates, is present. In addition, (3) and (4) are
semantically distinct, as the free translations indicate. This
suggests that (3) is not derived by the usuwal rule of Neg Placement
from a deep structure in which a sentence like (1) occurs with the

element 'Neg', but is instead & neéegative sentence parallel to a sen—

tence like (2). Since (5) cannot be considered a possible deep struc—

ture for (3), (6) suggests itself as the underlying structure of both

(2) and (3).

(5) s
T T —
NP VP NEG
padma atDeonevasa
'"Padma! 'is crying'
(6) s
NP VP
/"-—k\h——\-—‘;
S N
/\
NP VP
padma aliDensvaa eko tamayi / nevee
'Padma’ 'ig crying! "thing! BEMPH NEG

In (6), the negalbive particle nevee occurs as the sole con-

stituent of the verb phrase. In Chaplter 2 we noted that nevee occurs
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only with nominal predicates, and that nee hee occurs in all other
cases. The negative counterpart of (7), in which siitele (cold) is
analysed as subject NP, is (8), and not (9).

(7) siitela yi
tcold' 'ist

(It is cold.)

(8) siitele neeheae
tcold? NBG

(It is not cold.)

(9) #*siiteles nevee
tcold? NEG

Hence the usual rules seem o predict that nee hee and not
nevee should occur in (6).

Now consider the grammatical pair of sentences (10) and (11).
Ip these the emphatic particle iamayi, and nevee appear as predicates.
A corresponding sentence like (12) exists in which nsehese occurs. This
sentence however is understood as the negative counterpart of (13)
rather than (10), and can be derived quite regularly by Neg Placement.

(10) eeke tamayi
it BMPH

(It is so.)

(11) eeke nevee
tig? NBG

(It is not so.)

(12) eeke neehee
'it!'  NEG

(It is not there.)
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(13) eeks tiyensvaa
it tig!

(It is there.)
The grammaticality of (10) and (11) indicate that tamayi
and nevee may appear in predicate position when the subject NP is
" +Pro 7 « In this case the appearance of nevee in (6) is regular
+Abstract
and (6) may therefore be posited as the deep structure of (2) and (3).
Now although (9) is ungrammatical, (14) and (15) are not.

(14) siitela yi  nevee
tcold! tig! NEG

(It is not the case that it is cold.)

(15) siitele nachese nevee
teold! NEG NEG

(It is not the case that it is not cold.)
If deep structures like (6) are set up for sentences of
emphatic assertion and negation, then just these surface structures
can be derived by the usual rules. (16) would be the underlying

structure of (14).

(16) S
/\_
NP P
A
S N
siitelayi eks nevee
'Tt is cold! "thing! NEG

eko Deletion would need to apply obligatorily 1o complex

configurations in which tamayi and nevee occur as predicates. A
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surface structure like (14) can be then derived. The process of
derivation is therefore the same as that of any vaa complement.

As (15) illustrates, negative sentences may occur as the
embedded sentence in such deep structures. However where the embedded
sentence itself contains the negative particle nevee, the resulting
surface structures are somewhat awkward, as in (1"{).1

(17) ?sunil  horek nevee nevee
tSunil' 'a thief' NEG NEG

(It is not the case that Sunil is not a thief.)

In Chapter 2 (p. 88 (124)) a case was noted in which a
sentence generated by the rules was ungrammatical. (17) can be derived
by the usual rules, but is awkward. In both (17), and the case in
Chapter 2, two identical items are juxtaposed. In (17) this item is
nevee. If, as is suggested in Chaptler 2, there exists some rule
pertaining to performance in Sinhalese that blocﬁs such cases, the
awkwardness of (17) as opposed to the acceptability of (15) can be
explained.

Sentences like (18) and (19), in which emphatic tamayi and
nevee both appear, are possible when they are used as echo sitatements,
to deny or assert emphatically another emphatic statement that has

just been made. However, recursive embedding in such emphatic

l. In my dialect (17) is decidedly awkward. The assessmenl of other
native speakers varies from 'ungrammatical' to 'rather awkward'.
To one speaker the sentence was acceptable when the second nevee
was read with heavy giress.
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congtructions is not permissible to any further degree. (20) and (21)
demonstrate that recursive embedding is not possible at all where
the predicates of the embedded and matrix sentences are both either

tamayli or nevees 2

(18) padma atDonevaa tamayi nevee
'Padma' *is crying!' BMPH NEG

(It's not 'Padma is definitely crying'.)

(19) padma a¥Densvaa nevee tamayi
'Padma' 'ig crying! NEG EMPH

(It definitely is 'It's not so that Padma is crying'.)

(20) *padma  aliDenovaa tamayi +tamayi
'Padma is crying' EMPH EMPH

(21) *padma  alDonevaa nevee nevee
'Padma is crying' NEG NEG

Now, corresponding to any sentence in Sinhalese there also
exists a set of parallel 'Pseudo~Cleft' sentences. (23)-(25) are
the pseudo-cleft sentences corresponding to (22).

(22) padma  kaamoree bat kanevaa
'Padma' 'the room—in' 'rice' 'is eating!'

(Padma is eating her rice in the room.)

(23) kaameree bat kanne padma yi
'the room=in' 'rice! 'is eating''Padma-is’

(It is Padma who i eating her rice in the room.)

2. Again, one speaker I consulted felt that (20) and (21) too were
acceptable when the second tamayi or nevee was read with heavy
stress.
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(24) padma  kaamoree kanne bat (uyi)
'Padma' 'the room-in' 'is eating' 'rice-is!

(It is rice that Padma is eating in the room.)

(25) padma  bat kanne kaamoree (yi)
'Padma! 'rice' 'is eating' 'the room-in-is!

(It is in the room that Padma eats her rice.)

Though Sinhalese sentences of this type are referred to
here as pseudo-clefts, the properties they exhibit are not identical
to those of either pseudo-cleft or cleft sentences in English.3
However the term is used on the basis of certain similarities between
the relevant English and Sinhalese sentence types. Akmajian, in his
discussion of the gimilarities between these two tyﬁes of sentences
in Bnglish, uses the term 'focus' to refer to a constituent in both
which bears the heaviest stress, and is clearly being focussed upon,
or being made prominent. This constituent appears in both types of
sentences in immediately post-copular position. In (23)=(25), padma,
bat (rice), and kaameree (in the room) respectively are in a sense
constituents which are being focussed upon, and they appear in
predicate position with the yi Copula. Akmajian also refers to 'the
clause' in such sentences, using the term to refer to the initial
reduced relative clauses in pseudo-cleft senlences, and the clause
immediately following the foous in cleft sentences. In (23)-(25),

the underlined portions act in some sense as units. The fact that

3. See Akmajian (1970) for a discussion of the properties of
pegeudo~cleft and cleft sentences in English.
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Conjunction Reduction cannot apply to (26) to derive (27) indicates
that padma in (25) (which is the second conjunct in (26)) is not the
subject NP of the sentence, but must be considered as part of a
larger constituent, the underlined portion. At the same time the fact
that Conjunction Reduction can derive (29) from (28) indicates that
padma is the subject NP of the underlined portion of (25). In the
same way, bat (rice) and kaameree (in the room) caﬁ be shown to func-
tion as object KP and ee NP of the underlined portions of (23)-(25),
but not of the sentences themselves as a whole. These underlined
portions therefore exhibit the internal structure of sentences, and
seem to parallel the clause in pseudo-cleft and cleft sentences in
English. Hence (23)-(25) and other similar sentences in Sinhalese
contain constituents similar to the focus and clause of pseudo-cleft
and cleft sentences in English. Since the clause in Sinhalese precedes
the focus, and this is a feature which differentiates English pseudo-
clefts from cleft senbences, Sinhalese sentences like (23)=(25) are

referred fto here as pseudo-cleft sentences.

(26) vpadma aMDensvaa yi padma  bat kanne kaameree yi

'Padma' 'is crying' 'and' 'Padma' 'rice' 'is eating''in the tand!
room—is'

(Padma is crying and it is in the room that she is eating her
rice. )

(27) *padme. aYDenevea yi bat kanne kaamoree yi
'Padma' 'is crying' 'and! 'rice!' 'is eating' 'in the tand!

room~ig!

<k A V\bu\m ara»{x
(28) padma bat kanne yi padma nidaaganne yi mee kaameree(yi)k
'Padma''rice''eats!'and' Padma’ ‘'sleeps' 'and''this room-in-im!

(It is in this room that Padma eats her rice and that Padma
sleeps. )
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(29) padma  bat kanne yi nidaaganne yi mee keamoree (yi)
'Padma' 'rice!' 'eats' *and' 'sleeps! tand! 'this room-in-—is!

(It is in this room that Padma eats her rice and sleeps.)

Sentences like (23) and (24) are rather similar in meaning
to (30) and (31) respectively.

(30) kaamoree bat kane ekkenaa padma yi
tthe room-in''rice' 'eating?! 'the person' 'Padma-is'

(The person who is eating her rice in the room is Padma.)

(31) padma kaameree kane dee bat (uyi)
'Padma' 'the room-in' 'eating' 'the thing' 'rice-ig!?

(The thing that Padme is eating in the room is her rice.)
A sentence like (30) is derived by the usual processes of

relativisation from a deep siructure like (32).

(32) /ﬁ‘;\\\
NP vp
S N Pr%d
NP VP
MW
Adv NP v
ekkenaa kaamoree bat kansvaa ekkenaa padma yi
'the person' 'in the room''rice''is 'the person' ‘'is Padma’'
eating'

The similarity in meaning might suggest that (23) too is

derived from a similar underlying structure. However, the sentence
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parallel to (25) which contains a relative phrase is (33). Unlike the
pairs (23) and (30), and (24) and (31), (25) and (33) differ somewhat
in meaning. (33) has the meaning that a certain place is located in
the room, not that Padma is located in & certain place. Akmajian
notes similar facts in the case of the Bnglish sentences 'It was in

the garden that I found John' and 'The place where I found John wag

in the gar&en'.4 ( »qwj@v? T
Ly e Tuvn bEgeme
(33) padma bat kane . ‘taeno { xaamoree (yi)

'Padma' 'rice' 'eating' 'the place' 'the room=-in-ig!
(The place where Padma eats her rice is in the T00M. )

When more data is considered, more problems arige in assign-
ing complex underlying structures like (32) to pseudo-cleft sentences
in Sinhalese.

The b sentences in (34)-(36) are pseudo-clefts corresponding
to the simple a sentences. The ¢ and d sentences correspond to the b
sentences, and contain relstive phrases.

(34) a padma sunilve deekkaa
"Padmat! 'Sunil' 'saw!

(Padma saw Sunil.)

b padma daekke sunilve (yi)
'Padma'’ 'saw' 'Sunil'ACC'is
(It is Sunil who Padma saw.)

¢ padma  deekke ekkenaa sunil
Padma' 'saw! 'the person''Sunil-is?

(The person who Padma saw is Sunil.)

4, Akmajian (1970), pp. 161 and 162.
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4 *padma daskke ekkenasa gunilve
'Padma'® 'saw' 'the person' 'Sunil' ACC ‘'is!
(35) & padma tarahaTe aiDonavaa,
'Padma' 'anger-~for' 'ig crying!
(Padma is crying out of anger.)
b padma  alDanne tarahafe (yi)
'Padma' 'is crying' 'anger-for-ig!
(It is out of anger that Padma is crying. )
¢ *¥padma  a¥Dene  kaarsnee taraha (yi)
'Padma' 'crying' ‘'reason' ‘anger-is?
(?The reason for which Padma is orying is anger.)
d *padma  a¥Dene  kaaronee tarahaTe (yi)
'Padma' 'crying' 'reason' tanger-for-is'
(?The reason for which Padma is crying is out of anger.)
(36) a padma atin bat kanevaa

"Padma'! thand-with! 'rice! ‘'eats!

(Padma eals her rice with her fingers.)

b padma  bat kanne atin (uyi)

"Padma' 'rice' 'eats' 'hand-with-is!?

(It is with her fingers thal Padma eats her rice. )
¢ *padma  bat kano eko ate (yi)

'Padma' 'rice' 'eating' 'thing' 'hand-is!

(*The thing with which Padma eats her rice is her fingers. )
4 *padma  bat kane eke atin

'Padma' 'rice' 'eating' 'thing' 'fingers-with'

(*The thing with which Padma eats her rice is with her
fingers. )

In (34b), the noun phrase in focus position is marked with

the accusative suffix ve. The Number and Case Agreement rule in
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Chapter 2 (p. 60 (35)) specified that nominal predicates be marked
nominative. Hence, though sunilve appears with the yi Copula in
predicate position, it does not behave like a nominal predicate. On
the other hand gunil in (34c) is clearly a nominal predicate, and 4
demonstrates that it cannot occur in such constructions with the
accusative veo suffix. Hence (34).3 and ¢ clearly differ in underlying
structure. Similar facts are itrue for (35) and (36). There are no
grammatical sentences with relative phrases corresponding to (35b)
and (36b), in which a To NP and én‘gg NP respectively appear in
predicate position. The ungrammaticality of (35¢) and (36c) can be
explained by the constraints operatihg on relativisation when the
shared noun phrase in the embedded sentence is not subject or object
P. The fact that the pseudo-cleft sentences corresponding to these
are grammatical shows that the b and ¢ sentences cannot share a
similar underlying struciure.

It was also noted in Chaplter 2 that predicate position
allows only eithe? nominative noun phrases, or adjectives, or ceritain
manner adverbials and adverbials of time and location. The b sentences
in (34)=(36) illustrate that a varielty of other types of noun phrases
appear in focus pogition in the pseﬁdo—cleft sentences. Therefore,
unless the phrase structure rules are reformulated, it is difficult
to consider the focus in these sentences as the predicate, or the
remaining part of the sentence as the subject HP.

Pseudo-cleft sentences not only allow constituents other

than those that usually appear in predicate position to appear in
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focus position, they also disallow adjectives, which usually appear
as predicates, to appear as focus. Thus there is no grammatical
pseudo~cleft sentence (38) corresponding to (37).

(37) padma pobi lameyekve dea kkaa
'Padma' 'small' 'a child! 'saw!

(Padma saw a small child.)

(38) *padma  lamoyekve deelkke poDiyi
'Padma' 'a child! 'saw! ‘'small-is!

(*It is small that Padma saw a child.)

Hence, pseudo-cleft sentences are distinguished by the
following features. Any major constituent of a sentence other than
the main verb or predicate appears in focus position with the yi
Copula, where 'major constituent' refers to any constituent immediately
dominated by the S or the VP node. This position therefore accommo-
dates some counstituents that do not usuwally appear in predicate
position, but disallows adjectives, which usually appear in predicate
position. The remaining part of a pseudo~cleft sentence behaves as a
unit, and exhibits the internal structure of a sentence, except for
the fact that the main verb or predicate appears in its Incomplete
form, e.g. kanne (is eating-Incomplete) in (23), and some constituent
present in a sentence is missing in it, e.g. the subject NP in (23),
the object WP in (24) etc. The constituent that appears in focus
position in such sentences is of the same catbtegory as this missing
constituent. In (23), a subject NP is missing in the underlined

portion, and a NP marked with the nominative case suffix appears in
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focus position. The clause of the pseudo-cleft sentence also differs
in structure gquite obviously from a relative phrase.

These facts suggest that such sentences are not derived from
complex underlying structures, but rather from simple sentences by

some kind of extraction transformation like (39).

(39) Pseudo-Cleft

oD

[X”Y"X‘{gred}]s —> OPr

1 2 3 4

1 0 3 [l4Incomplet§] 24yl

Condition ¢ Y is a major constituent

SC

20

A transformation of this sort will affect the meaning of a
sentence in some way. It does not affect the truth-value of a sentence,
nor the grammatical relations represented in deep structure, but it
does affect both the focus and presuppositions of the sentence. In
Chapter 1 (p. 19), I refer 4o a proposed revision of Standard Theory
by Chomsky. Chomsky (1969) discusses a class of cases in which it
appears necessary to postulate rules of semantic interpretation that
make use of information not represented in deep structure, and
suggests this modified Standard Theory to accommodate these facis.
In pseudo-cleft sentences in Sinhalese, the surface structures
resulting from a transformation like (39), and not the relevant deep
structures determine the focus of the sentence. Thus such sentences

are examples thatl cannot be handled by #tandard Theory, and necessitate
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a modified theory of the sort proposed in Chomsky (1969).

The Pgeudo~Cleft transformation may apply to negative
sentences. In (40), it may derive the b and ¢ sentences from the
simple sentence in a. It may also apply to question sentences. In
this case, the question particle de, and not the yi Copula, is attached
to the constituent which is moved into focus position. The b sentence
in (41) is derived thus from the a sentence.

(40) a vpadma  bat kanne nae hee
"Padma'! 'rice! 'is eating! NEG

(Padma is not eating her rice.)

b bat kanne nee tte padmayi
'rice! 'is eating! NEG 'Padma~is?
(It is Padma who is not eating her rice.)
¢ padma  kanne neette bat (uyi)
'Padma' 'is eating' NEG 'rice~ig!
(Tt is her rice that Padma is not eating.)
(41) a kavuru bat kanevaa da
twho! 'rice!' 'is eating' @
(Who is eating rice?)
b bat kanne kavu(ru) de
'rice' 'is eating' 'who! Q

(Who is it who is eating rice?)

Timphatic Assértion as discussed earlier may also apply to
pseudo-cleft sentences. Hence, corresponding to the pseudo-cleft
sentence in (23), there is an emphatic sentence like (42). (43)

however is a regular negative sentence in which nevee appears with
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a nominal predicate.

(42) kaamoree bat kanne padma. tamayi
'in the room' 'rice!' 'is eating' 'Padma’ EMPH

(It is definitely Padma who is eating her rice in the room.)

(43) kaamoree bat kanne padma  nevee
'in the room' 'rice! 'is eating' 'Padma’ NEG

(It is not Padma who is eating her rice in the room. )

In general, the negative particle nevee appears in all nega-
tive pseudo-cleft sentences. (44)-(46) illustrate this. This raises
difficulties since adverbial predicates like kaameree (in the room)
usually occur with the negative particle nee hee and not nevee. Again,
this indicates that constituents in focus position in pseudo-clefd
sentences behave differently to thosevin predicate position in simple
sentences. The consistent ocourrence of nevee in such sentences, and
the fact that there are no sentences of emphatic negation with pseudo-
cleft sentences, seem %o suggest that (43)=(46) are in fact not
derived by the usual rules of negalbtion, but from complex underlying
structures like (6).

(44) padma  daekke sunilve nevee
'Padma' ‘'saw' 'Sunil'ACC NEG

(It was not Sunil that Padma saw. )

(45) padma  a¥Danne tarahale nevee
'Padma' 'is crying' 'anger-for! NEG

(It is not out of anger that Padma is crying. )

(46) padma  batb kanne kaamoree nevee
'Padma' 'rice' 'eats' 'in the room! NEG

(1t is not in the room that Padma eats her rice.)
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The rule of Neg Placement as gpecified in Chapter 2

(pe 91 (139)) stipulates that the negative particle be attached to
the main verb or the predicate of the sentence. If the analysis of
pseudo-cleft sentences given above is correct, then the main verb or
predicate of the deep structure is part of the clause of the pseudo-
cleft sentence, and another constituent, which is being focussed upon,
appears with the yi Copula. This provides a reéson for why the nega-
tive particle can no longer be freely attached o the main verb or
predicate, and hence, why Neg Placement cannot apply to pseudo-cleft

sentences.

Pseudo-cleft sentences may occur as conjuncts of conjoined
sentences as in (26), discussed earlier. As noted in (27) however,
Conjunction Reduction cannot apply freely in sﬁch cases. Relativisa—
tion may not apply when the embedded sentence is a pseudo-cleft
sentence. (47) illustrates this. Its ungrammaticality is explained
by the fact that the shared noun phrase bat (rice) is no longer a
constituent in the pseudo-cleft sentence, but only a consti%uenﬁ of
the clause, in this case bat kanne (is eating rice).

(47) *kanne padmayi bat
'is eating'! 'Padma-is' 'rice!?

(*the rice which it is Padma who is eating)
Pgeudo~cleft sentences may occur only in some complement
constructions. (48)-(52) illustrate the characteristic distribution.

Predictably, this distribuition is the same as for other szentences
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with non-verbal predicates.

(48)

(49)

(50)

(51)

(52)

*afiDanne padma eks sunil dae kkaa
'is crying' 'Padma' 'thing' 'Sunil' I'saw!
\

(Sunil saw that it was Padma who was crying.)

*alDanne padmayi sunil  dae kkaa
'is orying' 'Padma-is'! 'Sunil' ‘saw'

(sunil saw that it was Padma who was crying.)

alDanne padma  bave sunil dee kkaa
'is crying' 'Padma' 'fact! 'Sunil' 'saw!

(Sunil saw that it was Padma who was crying. )

aiDanne padmayi kiysnavaa
'ig crying' 'Padma~is' 'say'

(It is said that it is Padme who is orying.)
albDanne padmayi {"kiyene ek@} sunil dee kkaa
.kiyslaa

'ig crying' 'Padma-is' 'Sunil' ‘'saw'

(sunil saw that it was Padma who was crying.)




242

CHAPTER 9

CONJOINING PROCESSES

In discussing conjoining processesg in Sinhalese, I will in
general, accept the description of conjunction given in Chomsky (1957).

WIf Sl and 32 are grammatical sentences, and S1 differs
from 82 only in that X appears in Sl where Y appears in S

(i.e. S

2

1=+ X..and8,=..7.. ), and X and Y are

constituents of the same type in Sl and 32, respectively,
then S3‘is a sentence, where 83 is the result of replacing

Kby X+ and +Yin 8 (i.ec S5;=+ « X+ and + Y . . yn.d

Gleitman (1965) points out that the 'X' and 'Y' referred to

above, which are constituents of the same type in Sl and 82, and by

which alone Sl differs from 82, may in fact be S, and S, themselves.

1 2

"It is ordinarily assumed that all sentences described by a
generative grammar share the initial symbol S3 thus every
two sentences of English have in common at least one phrase
structure representation. Assuming further that identical
common strings are the necessary condition for conjunction,
we could suppose that all English sentences are conjoinable
by virtue of the shared sitring S. These assumptions are, in
general, borne out by informant responses, even to rather
pointless conjoined sentences like this one:

(11) I wrote my grandmother a letter yesterday and six men
can fit in the back seat of a Ford."

I assume here thgt this is true for Sinhalese too, and that

l. N. Chomsky (1957), Ch. 5 p. 36.

2. L.R. Gleitman (1965), p. 262.
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all Sinhalese sentences are conjoinable. A view like that put
forward in R. Lakoff (1971), that any two sentences are not freely
conjoinable unless they share a 'common topic', runs contrary to
this assumption.
"T'wo sentences may be conjoined if one is relevant to the
other, or if they share a common topice « « o the common
topic is not necessarily, or even usually, overtly present
and identifiable in the sentences . . . ¥
In Sinhalese, a sentence like (1), in which there appears to
be very little connection between the two conjuncts, is an unusual
sentence, but it is possible to envisage several contexts in which it

would be perfectly acceptable.

(1) padma  bat kanevaa yi 1505 di prutugiisikaareyoo
'Padma’ 'rice! 'is eating''and! t'in 1505' 'the Portuguese!

lankaaveTe aavaa yi
*Ceylon—-to! 'came!'and!

(Padma is eating her rice and the Porituguese came to Ceylon in

1505. )
I therefore claim here that such sentences are grammatical.
Their unusualness in some contexts can be explained with respect to
the 'Cooperative Principle' which H.P. Grice (1967) suggests must
govern conversation. Grice outlines sefs of maxims, which if observed
in a ‘talk-exchange, will yield results in accordance with the

Cooperative Principle.4 The unusualness of a sentence like (1) can

3. R. Lakoff (1971), p. 118.

4. H.P. Grice (1967), Lecture II pp. 7 and 8.
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then be shown, under cerlbain circumstances, to be the result of
non-observance of a maxim like 'Be relevant'.

Exceptions to the assumpition that all sentences are freely
conjoinable in Sinhalese arise in some cases where identical senten~

ceg are conjoined. Such cases are discussed later.

This chaplter considers mainly those conjoined structures in
which common constituents are present in the conjuncts. It also
concentrates largely on the coordinating conjunction yi (and). yi
appears typically in sentences like (2)=(5).

(2) padma  afDenovaa yi sunil  hinaavensvaa yi
'"Padma' 'is crying''and' 'Sunil' 'is laughing!'and’

(Padma is crying and Sunil is laughing. )

(3) vpadma afDenevaa yi bat kanovaa  yi
'"Padma'!'is crying''and' 'rice' 'is eating''and'

(Padma is crying and eating her rice.)

(4) padma bat uyi maalu yi kansvaa
'Padma'! t'rice''and' 'fish''and' 'is eating'

(Padma is eating rice and fish.)

(5) vpadma yi sunil wuyi bat kansvaa
'Padma''and! 'Sunil'tand' 'rice' tare eating'

(Padma and Sunil are eating their rice.)
Although the conjoining particle yi is identical in form to
the yi Copula, it is clear from the following examples that it is not
the same particle. In (6) both the copula and the conjoining particle

appear. In the synonymous (7), the conjoining particle is optionally
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omitted in surface structure after the yi Copula. In (8) & and b
the yi Copula is not overtly present in surface structure. In the
corresponding conjoined sentence (9), the conjoining particle must
obligatorily be present.

(6) padma suduyi uyi sunil usayi uyi
'Padma'! 'falr-is!'and! 'Sunil! 'tall-is!tand?

(Padma is fair and Sunil is tall.)

(7) padma suduyi sunil usayi
Padma' 'fair-istl'and'! 'Sunil' 'tall-igt'?and!

(Padma is fair and Sunil is tall.)

(8) a padma  kammee liyek
'Padma' 'a lazybones-is!?

(Padma is a lazybones. )

sunil horek
Sunil'ta thief-isg!?

{3

(Sunil is a thief.)

(9) padma  kammae liyek uyi sunil  horek uyi
'"Padma' 'a lazybones-is''and' 'Sunil' 'a thief-ig!'and!

(Padma is a lazybones and Sunil is a thief.)

In the pseudo-cleft sentence (10), the yi Copula is attached
to the subject NP which is in focus position, and the main verb in
the clause appears in its Incomplete form as kanne (is eating-Incom—
plete). In (5) too, yi is attached to the subject NPs, but in this
case the main verb appears in its finite form kanevaa (is eating).
Hence the sentence cannot be interpreted as a pseudo-cleft construc-
tion, and the yi attached to the subject NPs must be the conjoining

particle. (11) shows that in the pseudo-cleft construction
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corresponding to (5), the yi Copula may optionally be omitted after
the coordinating conjunction. (It is in fact usual for it to be
omitted. )

(10) padmayi bat kanne
'Padma~is! 'rice! 'is eating'

(It is Padme who is eating rice.)

(11) padmayi sunil uyi  (uyi) YDat kanne
'Padma'tand' 'Sunilt'tand! 'ig' 'rice!' ‘are eating!

(It is Padma and Sunil who are eating their rice.)
There are two other principal coordinating conjunctions in

Sinhalese, eet (but) and (ekko)-hari (either—or).”? eet appears in

sentences like (12) and (13).

(12) padma aHbDonevaa eet sunil hinaavenavaa
tPadma' 'is crying' 'but! 'Sunil' 'is laughing’

(Padma is crying but Sunil is laughing.)

(13) padma aKDenevaa eet  batb kansvaa
Padma' 'is crying' 'but' 'rice'! 'ig eating'

(Padma is crying bulb eating her rice.)

5. There are other coordinating conjunctions which are not discussed
here. One is % (also), which may be used in place of yi (and),
with only a slight change in meaning, in sentences like the
following:

a2 padme  alDensvaa 1t bat kanovaa i
'"Padma! 'is orying!'also’'rice!' 'is ealing''also!

(Padma is crying and also eating her rice.)

Another is vat, which occurs only in negative sentences
like the following:

b padma val sunil vat bat kanne nee hee
'"Padma''or' 'Sunil''or! 'rice' 'is ealting' NEG

(Neither Padma nor Sunil is eating their rice.)
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(ekko)-hari appears in sentences like (14)-(17). Though

glossed above as 'either', ekko appears optionally with two or more
conjuncts, and may be given more accurately as ‘'alternatively'.

(ekko)=-nze tnam often occurs interchangeably with (ekko)-hari, but

only the latter is used in all examplegs below.

(14) ekko padma  afilenovaa hari sunil hinaavensvaa hari
'either' 'Padma' ‘'cries! 'or!' 'Sunil' ‘'laughs' tor!

((Bither) Padma cries or Sunil laughs.)

(15) padma (eklko) atiDenevaa hari bat kansvaa hari
'‘Padma' 'either' ‘'cries! tor' 'rice' ‘'eats! tor!

(Padma (either) cries or eats her rice.)

(16) padma (ekko) TDat hari maalu hari kanevaa
'Padma''either! 'rice' ‘or' 'fish' ‘'or' ‘leats!

(Padma eats (either) rice or fish.)

(17) (ekko) padma hari sunil hari bat kanevaa
fgither' 'Padma' T'or! 'Sunil? ‘or!' 'rice!' 'is eating!

((Bither) Padma or Sunil is eating rice.)

eet (but) differs from yi (and) and (ekko)-hari (either-or)

in several ways. It cannoit conjoin constituents other than sentences
and verb phrases. Hence (18) and (19) are ungrammatical. It cannot
conjoin more than two constituents. Hence the ungrammaticality of (20).
I will not deal with eet (but) here, nor will I formulate rules to
account for sentences like (12) and (13), in which it appears.

(18) *padma  bat eet maalu kansvaa
‘Padma! 'rice' 'but! 'fish' 'is eating'

(*¥Padma is eating rice but fish. )
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(19) *padma eet sunil bat kansvaa
'"Padma' 'but' 'Sunil' 'rice! 'is eating!

(*Padma but Sunil is eating rice.)

(20) *padma  a¥Denevaa eet hinaavensvaa eet kahinovaa
Padma' 'is crying!' 'but' fis laughing' 'but' 'is coughing!

(¥*Padma is orying but is laughing but is coughing. )

A phrase structure rule like (21) is needed to generate the
deep structures of sentences like (2) and (14) with yi (end) and

(ekko)=hari (either-or). Deep structure configurations like (22)

will result.

i

(21) S —_— {;j%ﬁko)-hari}' st , ny 2

O\\\\

i s _ s
'{(ekko)—hari‘} 1 2 3 n-1 n

A further obligatory transformational rule like (23) is

then needed, and will operate {to derive intermediate structures

like (24).

(23) . Conjunction Copying

. - yi - - ¥ -
5D+ X L {(ekko)—hari}' b Y ]Y X ::;> OBL

1 2 3 4 5 6
0 443 543 6
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(24) | S

The rules (21) and (23) account for sentences like (2) and
(14). (21) is one of the phrase structure rules that allow for recur—
sion, and hence theoretically an infinite number of conjuncts may
ocour in such conjoined structures. In (25), four conjuncts are con-

joined with yi (and). Similar sentences occur with (ekko)-hari

(alternatively-or).

(25) padma  alDensvaa yi sunil hinaavenovaa yi amma,
Padma' ‘'eries' ‘'and' 'Sunil' 'laughs! Tand!' 'Amma!
baninevaa yi mam® balaagen® iunnevaa yi
'scolds' 'and' 'I! 'watch? tand!

(Padma cries and Sunil laughs and Amma (mother) starts scolding
them and I have to watch it all.)

Where a set of conjuncis have one or more consgtituents in
common, it seems to be a properity of conjoining processes in many
languages that this shared constituent may optionally occur only once
in surface structures, instead of being repeated in each conjunct.
Conjunction Reduction and Gapping are the two principal rules that
have been formulated in transformational literature to deal with such

instances.

Within the framework of transformational grammar, two
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alternative ways of accounting for sentences like (3)-(5), and
(15)~(17) suggest themselves. One method is to postulate a phrase
structure rule like (26), instead of (21). This generates not only
conjoined sentences but also conjoined verb phrases, noun phrases,
predicates, adverbials etc., and together with Conjunction Copying
can account for all the sentences (2)-(5), and (14)-(17). 'Major
constituent' is used to refer, as in earlier instances, to any con-

stituent of a sentence immediately dominated by the S or VP node.

n

(26) r — ‘{(%%ko)—hari } T “;3’2’

where Y is a major constituent of a S.

This suggests that the verb phrases in sentences like (27)

and (28) are conjoined verb phrases in deep structure.

(27) padma  iskooleTe  giyaa yi deen aliDeneovaa aeti yi
'Padma' 'school-to! 'went!'and' 'now' 'is crying' 'is Tand!
probable!
(Padma went 4o school, and is probably crying now.)
(28) padma  bat kanovaa yi alDanne paTangannsvasa yi
'Padma' 'rice! 'eats! tand!' 'to cry! "vegins! ‘and!

(Padma eats her rice, and begins to cry.)
However, by our analysis of modal consiructions (Ch. 5),
and complement constructions with paTangan (begin) (Ch. 4 (56)), the

second verb phrasesin both (27) and (28), deen a¥Denovaa e ti (is

probably crying now) and a¥Danne® paTangannovaa (begins to cry), are

derived verb phrases, and cannot be constituents in deep struciure.

This suggests that a phrase structure rule like (21) must generate
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underlying structures like (29), and that surface structures like

(27) are derived by a transformational rule of Conjunction Reduction.6
(29) padma  iskooleTe giyaa yi padma dsen a¥Denovaa
'Padma' 'school-to! ‘'went''and! 'Padma' 'now' 'is crying!'
ae ti yi

'is probable!'and!
(Padma went to school, and she is probably crying nows.)

A rule like (26) could account for the & sentences in
(30)-(33), in which the conjoined noun phrases are understood as a
unit rather than as two separate entities. That such sentences cannot
be derived from underlying structures with conjoined sentences is

seen from the ungrammaticality of the b sentences.

(30) 2 padma yi sunil uyi  prasne gaene saakaccaa keolaa
'"Padma' tand' 'Sunilt'and' 'the question-about' 'discussed!

(Padma and Sunil discussed the question.)

b *padma prasne gaene saakaccaa keolaa
'Padma' 'the guestion-about' 'discussed!
(*Padma discussed the question.)

(31) a padma yi sunil wuyi  isTeesemeedi mune gae hunaa

'Padma'tand' 'Sunil''and' *'the station-at! "met!
(Padma and Sunil met at the station.)

b *padma igTeesomeedi muno gae hunaa
Padma' 'the station-ai! '‘met !

(*Padma met at the station.)

6. See R.C. Dougherty (1970) for arguments in favour of a different
analysis of coordinate conjoined structures.
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(32) a sunil tel uyi vatura yi kavelam keranne hadenavaa
ISunilt foil''and! ‘water!'and! 50 mix! 'is trying!

(Sunil is trying to mix oil and water.)

b  *sunil tel kavelam keranne hadonevasa
fSunil' 'oil! "to mix! Tis trying?
(*3unil is trying to mix oil.)
(33) a sunil uyi padma Yyi jaaDiyoTe muubiye vagee
'Sunil''and!' ‘Padma'tand' 'the pot—to' 'the lid' 'are like!
(sunil and Padma are made for each other.)
b  *padma JaaDiysTe muudiye vagee

'Padma' 'the pot-to!' 'the lid' 'is like!

(*Padma is made for each other.)

However, the existence of sentences like (27) and (28)
indicate that two phrase structure rules are needed instead of a
single rule like (26). These are a rule like (21), which will generate
deep structure conjunctions of sentences, and another like (34), which
will generate conjoined noun phrases in deep structure, in the case

of sentences like (30)-(33).

(34) NP —_—  yi W%, 022

CeSe Smith (1969) presents grammatical evidence that leads
to the postulation of two kinds of conjunction, phrasal and sentential.
A phrase stpructure rule like (34) generates the first type of construc-
tions, and a rule like (21) the latter. Lakoff and Peters (1966)
discuss phrasal conjunction at length, giving examples of conjoined

elements that could not have resulted from deep structure sentential
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conjunction. They also demonstrate a relationship beitween sentences
containing conjoined subject NPs, and sentences in which the second
conjunct appears as a postverbal prepositional phrase.

In Sinhalese, there are predicates like those in (30)-(33)
which can only take phrasally conjoined noun phrases as subject. As
the b sentences illusirate they cannot have sententially conjoined
paraphrases. There are other types of constructions too, like those
noted by Smith and illustrated below, in which the subject NP can

only be interpreted as phrasally conjoined. The ungrammaticality of

(35) b where oys_piligaane (that plate) is coreferential indicates
that a cannot be derived from a sentential conjunction.

(35) a padma yi sunil wuyi oye pitigaane bindaa
‘Padma''and' 'Sunil''and' "that'! t‘plate' ‘'broke'

(Padma and Sunil broke that plate.)

io

*padma  oy® pitigaans bindaa yi sunil oye
'Padma' 'that'! ‘!'plate! ‘broke!'t'and! *'Sunil' 'that!

pifigaane bindaa yi
'plate' 'broke'!'and'

(*¥Padma broke that plate and Sunil broke that plate.)

In other cases, there is a systematic ambiguity in sentences
like (36) and (37). (36) may be interpreted to mean that Sunil and
Padma each bought the new booke In this case it has a paraphrase in
a sentential conjunction, and may also occur with adverbials like

veno venemo (separately), tani taniveme (individuwally), denname (both).

(36) may alternatively be interpreted to mean that Sunil and Padma

together bought a copy of the new book.e In this case it has no
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sentential conjunction paraphrasze, and it may occur with adverbials

like ekoTo (together), denna ekke (the two together), havule (jointly).

(36) sunil uyi padma yi alut pote gattaa
'Sunil''and' *Padma''and' 'new' 'the book' 'bought'

(Sunil and Padma bought the new book.)

(37) padma kiri yi pee ni. yi kanevaa
'Padma' 'curd!'and' 'treacle!''and' 'is eabing!

(Padma is eating curd and treacle.)

The presence of the two sels of adverbials cannot however
be uged to test instances of phrasal and sentential conjunction asg
there are sentences like (38) in which denname (both) can appear,
but which contains a phrasally conjoined subject NP3 and others like
(39) in which ekeTeo (together) cannot appear, though it contains a

phrasally conjoined subject NP.

(38) a sunil uyi padma yi dennams eks  puTuvee
Sunil'tand® 'Padma'tand' 'both'! t'one! 'the chair-on!
vaalivunaa

tsat!

(Sunil and Padma both sat on the same chair.)

b  *sunil eke puTuvee vaaDivunaa
'Sunil!' 'one' 'the chair-on! tgat!

(*sunil sat on the same chair.)

(39) #*sunil wuyi padma yi ekoTo isTeesomeedi hamuvunaa
'Sunil 'tand' ‘Padma''and! 'together! 'the station-at!'med!

(*¥Sunil and Padma met together at the station.)

Thus, the deep structure of sentences like (3) and (15)-(17)

must be generated by a rule like (21). The surface structures must
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then be derived by a transformational rule of Conjunction Reduction.
In (4) and (5), the conjoined noun phrases may be generated by (34).
Alternatively, the deep structures of these sentences may be gene-
rated by (21), the relevant surface structures being derived after

Conjunction Reduction applies.

Conjunction Reduction is a transformational rule Which
raises several problems. B.H. Partee notes that it is another case
in which a rule as traditionally stated is meaning=-preserving, except
when it occurs with quantifiers.T Sentences with quantifiers are not
discussed here, and for the present purpose a traditional formulation

of Conjunction Reduction, as in (40), will suffice.

(40) Gonjunction Reduction

SD : ‘{ zi?y I3z 1-x]y [z,  1y%1"

(ekko)—~hari

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
— OPT
8C 0 2 1+3+46 4 0 0 0

Conditions: a 2 =5

b 4 =17

The rule of Conjunction Copying was formulated to apply to

any set of conjoinediconstituents dominated by a node Y. In the

7. B.H. Partee (1971), p. 12.
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cages considered earlier, like (2) and (14), the particular node in
guestion was S. In a sentence like (3), the relevant deep structure,
(41), is generated by (21). Since both conjuncts in (41) have an

identical subject NP padma, Conjunction Reduction may optionally

derive (42).

o) .
¥i S S2
NP VP NP VP
padms, alDenovaa  padma bat kansvaa
tand!? '"Padma' t'is crying' 'Padma' 'is eating rice’
NP VP
yi VP VP
padma, allDensvaa bat kansvaa
'Padma?t tand! 'is crying'‘is ealbing rice!

(42) meets the structural description of Conjunction
Copying, the relevant node in this case being VP, and hence phrase

marker (43) is obligatorily derived.
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(43) 5o
r//\
NP VP
padma, aliDenovaa yi bat kansvaa
*Padma' 'is crying''and’ 'is eating rlce"and'

(43) is the terminal string underlying (3). Where optional
Conjunction Reduction fails to apply, (41) meets the structural des-
cription of Conjunction Copying, the relevant node in this case being
S. When this rule operates on (41) a surface structure (44) is

derived.

(44) padma  a¥Densvaa yi padma  bat kanovaa  yi
'tPadma' 'is crying'tand' 'Padma' 'rice' 'is eating''and!

(Padma is crying and Padma is eating her rice.)

Conjunction Reduction and Conjunction Copying may also apply
to the relevant underlying structures to yield terminal phrase
markers like (45)-(48). In (45), the conjuncts have a common subject
and object NP3 in (46), a common subject NP and main verb; in (47),

a common VP; and in (48), again a common subject NP and main verb.

(45)-(48) have surface structures (49), (4), (5) and (50) respectively.
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(45) s
e o
NP v
_—‘f‘—_‘\'&\‘
v v
padma bat hadenevaa yi kansvaa yi
"Padma! 'rice! 'cooks!' 'and' ‘'eats' 'and!
(46) S
NP VP
,m,
NP v
M.
NP NP
padma bat uyi maalu yi kanavaa
'"Padma,! 'rice! 'and! tfigh''and' 'is eating'
(47) s
/\
NP VP
/ \\
P NP
padma yi sunil uyi bat kansvaa

'Padnma! 'and ' 'Sunil' tand! 'are eating rice!
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(48) S
/—A\‘\‘,
NP P
/\\\M
Adv )

A—.
Adv Adv

sunil gahen  uyi wvahalen uyi vee Tunaa
'Bunil' 'the tree'and''the roof 'and! tfell?
~from! ~from!*
(49) padma  Dbat hadensvaa yi kansvaa yi

"Padma! 'rice!' 'cooks! tand! feats!' tand!
(Padma cooks and eats the rice.)

(50) sunil  gahen uyi  vahalen uyi  vae Tunaa
'Sunil ttthe tree-from!'and! *the roof-from!'tand'! T'fell?

(sunil fell from the tree and from the roof.)

Since main verbs in Sinhalese are not marked to agree in
person, gender or number with the subject NP, no further adjustiments
are necessary in phrase markers like (47), in which two singular
noun phrases are transformationally conjoined. Where a conjoined
sentence has a nominal predicate however, the usual Number and Case
Agreement rule (Ch. 2 p. 60 (35)) must operate to adjust the predicate
to agree in number with the subject NP. Thus in (52), the deep
structure conjuncts are (51).§ and By, in each of which the nominal
predicate is horek (a thief). In (52), after Conjunction Reduction
transformationally conjoins the singular subject NPs padma and

sunil, the agreement rule applies to adjust the nominal predicate
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to the plural horu ({thieves).

(51) a2 padma  horek b sunil  horek
'Padma'! 'a thief-ig! tSunil' 'a thief-is!
(Padma is a thief.) (Sunil ie a thief.)

(52) padma yi sunil wuyi  horu
'Padmatl'tand! 'Sunil'!tand! 'thieves-—are!

(Padma and Sunil are thieves. )

An additional operation is needed in consgtructions where
sentences like (53).g and b are conjuncts. Here the object NP in each
case is potak (a book). Where the repeated noun phrase is not corefe-
rential, after Conjunction Reduction has applied, a further rule must
apply %o yield a plural object NP pot (books) as in (54). C.S. Smith

discusses the need for similar rules in H}nglish.8

(53) a2 padma  potak gattaa b sunil potak gattaa
'Padma' 'a book' 'bought! 'Sunil' fa book' 'bought!
(Padma bought a book. ) (sunil bought a book.)
(54) padma yi sunil uyi  pot gattaa

'Padma''and' 'Sunil!'and' 'books' tbought!

(Padma and Sunil bought books. )

Gapping, as formulated by J.R. Ross, operates to delete
indefinitely many occurrences of a repeated main verb in a conjoined

structure.” He formulates the following hypothesis:

8. C.S. Smith (1969), p. 78.

9. J.Rs Ross (1970b), p. 250.
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"The order in which GAPPING operates depends on the order
of elements at the time that the rule appliesy if the
identical elements are on left branches, GAPPING operates
forwards if they are on right branches, it operates
backward".

Forward and Backward Gapping are collapsed by him into a
single rule. (55) and (56) are the respective schematic representa—
tions Rosgs gives of Forward and Backward Gapping. He represents them
diagrammatically as (57) and (58). Ross indicates that for speakers
of gome languages (59) may seem a more natural analysis of the
structure derived by Backward Gapping, but suggests that in general,

there seems to be justification for collapsing both varieties of

Gapping into a single rule.

(55) a SVO + SVO + SVO 4 ¢ « « + 8SVO pr—
_'p_ SVO 4 SO o4 SO e e & SO
(56) =& SOV 4+ SOV + SOV 4+ + « « + SOV m~a§>
3)_ S0 + SO 4+ o o e 4 SO + SOV ’
(57) a S b S
///-.'N\
S 8 S S S S
NP VP NP VPNP VP NP NP VP NP VP
A /\ A\ \ §
V NP V NP V NP Vv NP NP P

10. J.R. Ross (E970b), p. 251.

) Yord
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(58) a S b S
g /\ S 5 — \ g
7N PN N <
NP VP NP VP NP VP N VP
N N i
NPV NPV NP NPV
(59) S
//Jgir\\
S v
g //\ o
NP/\VP NP/\VP
/ S
NP NP

As indicated in the formulation of the rule of Scrambling
(Ch. 2 p. 54 (27)), the only order of constituents possible in
conjoined structures in Sinhalese is subjeci-object-verb. Hence,
according +to the principles given above, if a rule of Gapping exists
in Sinhalese, it must operate backward.

(60) is a grammatical sentence of Sinhalese, and must have
a deep structure (61). If Backward Gapping applies to (61), then (62)
is derived. (62) meets the structural description of Conjunction
Copying, and this rule then yields a terminal phrase marker (63). (64)
is the resulting surface struciture.

(60) padma  bat uyi sunil paan uyi kansvaa
"Padma' 'ricef'and! 'Sunil' 'bread!'and' 'are eating!'

(Padma is eating rice, and Sunil bread. )




263

(61) s
— T —
I S S
///‘\ __,,»—/ v\
NP vp WP VP

N —TN

NP v NP v
padma bat kanevaa sunil paan kansvaa

tand! 'Padma' ‘'rice''is eating''Sunil''bread''is eating!

(62) s
yi S 8
’_"’__,__——"—’\ ///\\
NP VP NP P
" e N
NP NP
padma bat sunil paan kanovaa
tand! 'Padma! 'rice! "Sunil'! 'bread'!'is eating!
(63) s
//’\\_
S S
///\ ,.,/\\\
NP VP yi NP VP yi
NP WP
padma bat sunil paan  kanovasg
tPadma' 'rice! Tand?' 'Sunil''bread''is eating! tand!
(64) #padma bat uyi sunil paan kansvaa  yi

'Padma' 'rice''and' 'Sunil!' 'bread' 'is eating''and’

The ungrammaticality of (64) indicates that Backward
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Gapping as formulated cannot apply to conjoined structures like (61).
However (61) also meets the structural description of Conjunction
Reduction, the common constituent in the conjuncts being the verb
kanovae (is eating). If Conjunction Reduction applies, a derived
structure (65) resulits. Conjunction Copying must now apply obligatorily,
deriving the berminal phrase marker (66). (60) will then be the

resulting surface siructure.

(é5) S
S v
‘_//7'\
yi S S
NP P NP P
/ /
NP NP
padma bat sunil  paan kanovaa
tand' 'Padma' 'rice! 'Sunil' ‘bread! tare eating!
(66) s
/‘M\
//S\ V
S ]
M M
NP VP i WP P i
/ JL 2V g
NP NP
padma bat sunil paan kansvaa
'Padma! 'rice' 'and'! !'Sunil''bread!' ‘tand' ‘'are eating'

Hence, it appears that surface structures like (60) are
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derived by the usual rule of Conjunction Reduction,ll

and that
Gapping, as formulated by Ross, does not apply in Sinhalege. Similar
facts can be shown to be true for surface structures like (67), in

which adverbials, and not object NPs are present.

(67) padma  gahen uyi sunil vahalen uyi vae Tunaa
'Padma' 'the treetand' 'Sunil' 'fhe roof'and! tfell?
~from!' -from!

(Padma fell from the tree and Sunil from the 100f. )

Conjoined structures with nominal predicates provide further
evidence that Gapping does not.apply in Sinhalese. By Rossg's formu-
lation of Gapping, the only verb present in a derived structure like
(58b) appears as a constituent of the last conjunct. Hence, in
langnages where agreement rules operate, it must agree with the subject
NP of the last conjunct. This is illustrated in the Russian examples

quoted by Ross, and repeated below.12

Backward Gapping operates on
(68) to derive (69), in which the verb pila (drank) agrees in gender
with Anna, but not ja (I). pila (drank) also agrees in number with

Anna.

(68) ja wvodu pil, i Anna  vodku pila
'TY 'yater' 'drank' tand' 'Anna' 'vodka'! 'drank!

(I drank water, and Anna drank vodka.)

11. J.M. Maling (1972), footnote 4, explains that her use of the term
'Node Raising! distinguishesg this type of Conjunction Reduction
from the other types discussed above.

12. J.R. Ross (1970b), p. 251.
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(69) ja wvodu, i Anna  vodku pila
"I''water! tand' 'Anna' 'vodka' 'drank!’

(I drank water, and Anna vodka.)
Now consider the Sinhalese sentence (70). Both conjuncts
have a common nominal predicate haponek (an expert), which agrees in

number with the respective subject NPs sunil and padma. In the second

conjunct, the nominal predicate may also optionally agree in gender

with the subject NP, then appearing as haponi(yek) (an expert~FEM).

If Gapping applied to such a sentence, (71), in which the nominal
predicate is singular, and also optionally feminine, would be the

resulting surface structure. (71l) however is ungrammatical.

(70) sunil sindu kiyanne hapenek uyi padma
'Sunil! 'to sing! 'a clever one~is'land' 'Padma'
naTanno hapeonek uyi (or hapeni(yek) uyi)
'to dance' 'a clever one-is!'and! ‘a clever one-ig''and!

FBEM

(Sunil is an expert at singing, and Padma is an expert at
dancing. )

(71) #*sunil sindu kiyanna yi padma  naTanna yi
'Sunil? *to sing' tand' 'Padma' 'to dance!'and'
hapenek (or hapeni(yek))
'a clever one-ig! 'a clever one-FEM-is!

(Sunil is an expert at singing, and Padma at dancing. )

There exists a sentence like (72) corresponding to (70),
in which the nominal predicate occurs only once. In this case however,
the predicate is the plural hapannu (experts). This suggests that the
underlying structure of (72) is (73), which must be derived from an

underlying conjoined structure by Conjunction Reduction. Since the

subject in (73) is understood to be both Sunil and Padma, the usual
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agreement rule operates to mark the nominal predicate as plural.

(72) sunil gindu kiyanna yi padma.  naTanna  yi hapannu
'Sunil! o sing! 'and' 'Padma' 'to dance'!'and' ‘clever
ones-are'

(sunil and Padma are experts at singing and dancing. )

(73) S
/\\\
S Pred
/\
] S
ww~’~"“”’“:;7ﬁ\‘\\\. /f/ﬁkt:tf“*-“
NP /‘IP yi NP yp Jyi

sunil sindu kiyanns padma  nalanne hapannu
'Sunil! 'to ging' ‘tand' T'Padma' 'to dance!'and'! 'clever oneg-are!

In my dialect (72) is a slightly odd sentence. Other
informants have varied in their responses, and to several it has been
a completely acceptable sentence. All informanis have however agreed
that where an alternative like (74), which has an adjectival predicate
t0 which the agreement rule need not apply, is available, it is the
more 'matural' and hence preferable version.

(74) sunil sindu kiyanna yi padma nafanna yi hapan
'Sunil? '*to sing!? Tand! 'Padma' 'to dance'tand' 'clever-are!

(Sunil is expert at singing, and Padma at dancing. )
It would seem that in those dialects where (72) is completely
accepiable, the Number and Case Agreement rule must be permitted %o

apply 1o split subject NPs like sunil and padma in (73). In other
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dialects, the oddness of (72) can be explained by the fact that the
applicability of the agreement rule to a configuration like (73) is

questionable.

In the examples discussed up to now, the identical consti-
stuents in conjuncis have appeared either at one or both ends of a
sentence. In a deep structure like (75), on the other hand, the con-
Juncts share an identical object NP pot (books), which occurs in the

middle of the sentence.

(75) S
/‘-’F\,
yi s 5
NP ///ﬂﬂlﬁ\\\ NP VP
//_A\
NP v NP
sunil pot gannavaa  padma pot kiysvensvaa
tand! 'Sunil' ‘'books! "huys! 'Padma' ‘'books! 'reads!

(75) does not meet the structural description of Conjunction
Reduction, and hence this rule cannot apply. If the repeated occurrence
of pot (books) is to be deleted, some kind of gapping or object dele—
tion rule must exist in Sinhalese. The ungrammaticality of both (76)
and (77) demonstrates that no such rules exist. The only rule that
can apply in such a case if the two occurrences of pot (books) are

coreferential, is Pronominalisation, which would derive surface
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structures like (78) and (79).

(76) *sunil pot gannavaa yi padma.  kiyevenevaa yi
'Sunil' 'books' 'buys' 'and! 'Padma' ‘'reads' tand!

(*Sunil buys books and Padma reads.)

(77) *sunil gannavaa yi padma  pot kiysvensvaa yi
'Sunil! "buys' 'and!'Padma' 'books' 'reads? tand'

(Sunil buys and Padma reads books. )

(78) sunil pot gannsvaa yi padma eevaa kiysvensvaa yi
'Sunil!' 'books! 'buys! 'and' 'Padma' 'them! 'reads' tand'
(8unil buys books and Padma reads them. )

(79) sunil pot gannevaa yi padma  ee pot kiyevensvaayi
'Sunil' 'bhooks! "buys! 'and'! 'Padma‘' tthose!'books!'reads!‘and!?

(Sunil buys books and Padma reads those books. )

(80)=(83) show that the same facts are true when a consti-
stuent other than the object NP, but which occurs in the middle of a

sentence, is repeated in all the conjuncits.

(80) sunil mame yane eko geene  tarabayi (uyi)
'Sunil' 'I' ‘'going' "thing' 'about' 'is angry'‘'and’
padma mame yano eke geens  dukayi (uyi)
'Padma' 'I' ‘tgoing' 'thing' 'sboult'! 'is sad'‘'and’'
(Sunil is angry about my going, and Padma is sad about my going. )
(81) *sunil mame yane eke gaene  tarahayi (uyi)
Sunil' 'I' ‘'going' 'thing' 'about' ‘'is angry'‘tand!
padma  dukayi (uyi)
'Padma' 'is sad''and!
(Sunil is angry about my going, and Padma is sad.)
(82) #*gunil  tarahayi (uyi) padma mame yans  eke £ag no
'Sunil' 'is angry''and' 'Padma' 'I' 'going''thing''aboul'

dukayi (uyi)
'is sad!''and'

(Sunil is angry and Padma is sad about my going.)
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(83) sunil mame yane eko geend  tarabhayi (uyi)
'Sunil' 'I' ‘'going' 'thing' 'about'! 'is angry!tand!'

padma  ee(ke) geene  dukayi (uyi)
'Padma' Tit! tabout! 'ig sad''and!

(Sunil is angry about my going, and Padma is sad about ite)
However, there exists a rule of Adverb Preposing in Sinha-

lese by which some adverbial constituents are optionally moved to

the front of a sentence. The b sentences below are all derived by

this rule from the corresponding a sentences.

(84) a padma mame_ yane cke gaene  dukayi
'Padma' 'I' T'going' 'thing' 'about' 'is sad!
b mame yans eko gae nd padma  dukayi

'T* 1going' 'thing' 'aboul! 'Padma' 'is sad!

(Padma is sad about my going.)

(85) a padma sunil ekke tarahayi
'Padma' 'Sunil! 'with' 'is angry!
b sunil akko padma  tarahayi
tSunil' ‘with' 'Padma' 'is angry!
(Padma is angry with Sunil.)
(86) a padma  pokuns lafige vaaDivunaa
'Padma' 'the pond'! 'near' 'sat down!'
b polkune la¥igo padma  vaaDivunaa

tthe pond' 'near' 'Padma' 'sat down!

(Padma sat down near the pond.)

This rule will not be discussed here or stated formally, butb
(84)-(86) show that some such rule must exist. This rule is distinct

from the Scrambling rule discussed in Chapter 2 (p. 54 (27)),
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because it can apply to sentences in conjoined sitructures. Hence, it

can apply to the conjuncts in (80) 0o derive a surface structure

like (87).

(87) mame yane eko gaend  sunil  tarahayi (uyi)
'I' ‘'going' 'thing' 'about' 'Sunil' 'is angry'tand!
mame  yaus eks gaene padma  dukayi (uyi)

T tgoing! 'thing!' 'about! 'Padma' 'is sad''and!
(sunil is angry about my going and Padma is sad about my going.)
Now in a derived siructure like (87), the repeated adverbial
constituent is no longer in the middle of each conjunct, but at the
extreme left. In this case, Conjunction Reduction can apply to derive

a surface structure (88).

(88) mame yano eko geend sunil  tarahayi (uyi)
'I' 'going' 'thing! 'about' 'Sunil' 'is angry!'‘and!

padma  dukayi (uyi)
TPadmat! 'is sad'!tand!?

(sunil is angry, and Padma is sad, about my going.)

The way Conjunction Reduction operates on conjoined struc-
tures in which the only repeated constituent is a negative verb
raiges interesting problems. There are itwo reduced sentences, (90)
and (91), corresponding %o the conjoined structure in (89).

(89) padma  bat kanne naehee yi sunil paan kanne nsshae yi
'Padma' 'rice! ‘'eats' NEBG ‘'and'! 'Sunil' ‘bread' 'eals' NEG 'and'

(Padma doesn't eat rice and Sunil doesn't eat bread.)

(90) padma  bat kanne yi sunil  paan kanne yi nee hee
'Padma' 'rice' 'eats'tand' 'Sunil!' 'bread' 'eats''and' NEG

(Padma doesn't eat rice and Sunil doesn't eat bread.)
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(91) padma  bat uyi sunil paan  uyi kanne neehee
'Padma' 'rice'tand' 'Sunil' 'bread''and! ‘eats’ NEG

(It is rice that Padma doesn't eat, and bread that Sunil
doesn't eat.)

In (90), yi (and) is attached to the Incomplete main verb
kanne (eat-INCOMPLETE) in each conjunct. In (91), it is attached to
the respective object NPs bat (rice) and paan (bread). What raises
a problem is that (90) and (91) are not s&nonymous though they should
presumably be so, if they are both derived from (89) by Conjunction
Reduction. Instead, only (91) has a paraphrase in the pseudo-cleft

construction corresponding to (89), (92).

(92) padma  kanne neette batuyi sunil kanne nee tte
'Padma'’ feats! NBG 'rice-ig''and''Sunil' 'eats! NEG
paanuyi

tbread—is' tand!?

(It is rice that Padma doesn't eat, and it is bread that Sunil
doesn't eat.)

These constraints on the application of Conjunction
Reduction to conjoined sitructures with negative sentences seem to
provide an argument in favour of deriving pseudo-cleft constructions
from the corresponding simple sentences as suggested in Chapter 8,

rather than from complex underlying structures.

R. Lakoff (1971) distinguishes between 'symmetric' and
tasymmetric' uses of 'and!', 'but' and 'or' in English. She uses the
concept of 'presupposition' to distinguish between symmetric and

asymmetric uses of 'and', suggesting that:
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"+ « o in the latter [symmetric conjunction], the predicate
of the presupposition can be of any class; but in asymmetric
conjunction, the predicate is a member of the small class
of asymmetric two-place predicate—taking verbs: cause and

precede . . . Letc.]"13
G. Lakoff and S. Peters suggest on the other hand, that

asymmetric conjunctions with ‘'and'! are derived from sentences in
which ordinary symmetric 'and! is followed by a deep structure
occurrence of 'then' which may be deleted under certain condi‘bions.14
Conjoined structures with yi (and) in Sinhalese may be inter-
preted in several ways. In a sentence like (3), repeated here for

convenience, the Non-Past verbs aliDenovaa and kanovaa may refer to

present time (cries, is crying etc. ), generic time (uswally cries etc.)
or future time (will cry etc.). However even when the verbs are taken
to refer specifically to generic time, any of the four interpreta-
tions of (3) given below are possible.

(3) padma aliDeneovaa yi bat kanevaa yi
tPadma’ ‘crieg'land! 'rice! leats!''and!

(Padma cries and eats her rice.)

& Padma does both things simultaneously, cries and eats her rice.

b  Padma does the two things consecutively, cries and eats her
rice.

¢ Padma does two things, cries and eats her rice, but the
relative timing of the actions is unspecified.

4 Padma does two things in continuous alternation, cries and

eats her rice.

13. R. Lakoff (1971), p. 131.
14. G. Lakoff and S. Peters (1966), footnote 10.
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I will not attribute the differences in these possgible
interpretations to corresponding differences in the underlying
structures. H.P. Grice suggests that the different ways in which
constructions with items like 'and!' and 'or'! are understood should

not be attributed to different 'meanings' of such items, bubt rather

- . - - . . r‘
to some general principles governing discourse or rational behav1our.13

He says:

"It is a commonplace of philosophical logic that there are,
or appear to be, divergences in meaning between, on one
hand, at leasl some of what I shall call the formal devices
o, P, YV Loty (), (4 x) ', tt'\_’le’ (when
these are given a standard two-valued interpretation), and,
on the other, whal are ftaken to be their analogues or
counterparts in natural language, such expressions as 'not',
'and', ‘or', 'if', 'all?!, 'some' (or 'at least one'), 'the'.
« o« « I wish, rather, to maintain that the common assumpition
« « « that the divergences do in fact exist is (broadly
speaking) a common mistake, and that the mistake arises
from an inadeguate attention to the nature and importance
of the conditions governihg conversation".l

In accordance with this view, I assume here thal general
principles pertaining to convers?tion or discourse, rather than
different 'meanings' of the particle yi (and) account for the four
possible interpretations of a sentence like (3). However, I will
refer to an a type interpretation as a symmetric interpretation of
a conjoined sentence, and a b type interpretation as an asymmetric

interpretation.

15. HeP. Grice (1967), Lectures I and ITI.

16. H.P. Grice (1967), Lecture II, pp. l-4.
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Under a symmetric interpretation a conjoined sentence may
appear with an adverb ckevars (simaltaneously), or, the adverb

ee gamanmo (a2t the same time) may appear in a second conjunct. Hence

(93) and (94) are open to symmetric interpretations only.

(93) padma  ekovare afDonsvaa yi bat kanevaa yi
'Padmat 'simultaneously!? tecries! 'and'! 'eats hexr rice!''and!

(Padma cries and eats her rice simultaneously. )

(94) padmna alDonsvaa yi eegamanms bat kanovaa yi
"Padma,* tecries!' 'and' 'at the same time''eats her rice!'and!

(Padma cries, and eats her rice at the same time.)
Under an asymmetric interpretation, the adverb issellaa

(first) may appear in a first conjunct, and an adverb iiTepassee

(after that) in a subsequent conjunct. (95) is therefore only open
to an asymmetric interpfetation. Iurther, under an asymmetric inter—
pretation, the conjuncts may not be reversed without affecting the
way in which the sentence as a whole is understood. Hence, if the
conjuncts are reversed in a sentence like (3), under an asymmetric
interpretation it will then be understood that Padma first eats her

rice, and then cries.

(95) padma  issellaa aliDonevaa yi iiTepassee bat kansvaa yi
'Padma' 'firgt! ‘cries' 'and' 'after that' 'eats her rice''and!

(Padma first cries, and then eats her rice.)
In Chapter 3 it is noted that. sentences with appositive
relative phrases are open to both symmetric and asymmetric interpre-—
tations, and this is one criterion on which it is claimed that such

sentences are derived from deep structure conjunctions.
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It was noted earlier that exceptions to the general claim
that all sentences are freely conjoinable in Sinhalese arise in some
cages where identical sentences are conjoined. In a large number of
cases it is true that two constituents cannot be conjoined if they
are identical. Lakoff and Peters note the exigtence of this constraint
for English.17 In Sinhalese, the ungrammaticality of sentences like
(96)~(98) can be accounted for by such a constraint.

" (96) “*padma  lankaaven aavaa yi padma  lankaaven aavaa yi
'Padma' 'Ceylon~from' 'came''and'! 'Padma' 'Ceylon~from''came''and’

(*Padma came from Ceylon and Padma came from Ceylon.)

(97) *padma aHDeonevaa hari a¥Donsvaa  hari
'Padma’ 'is crying' . ‘'or' 'is crying' ‘'or®

(*Padma is orying or is crying.)

(98) *padma yi padma yi a¥iDenavaa
tPadma''and' 'Padma’‘tand' 'is crying!

(*¥Padma and Padma is crying. )

Again, if some principle like the Cooperative Principle
outlined by Grice is shouwn to govern conversation, then the existence
of such a constraint can be explained by the fact that a large number
of cases in which identical constituents are conjoined wviolate a
maxim like ?'Be relevant'.lS

\

There exist in Sinhalese some special cases in which sen-

tences with conjoined identical constituents are grammatical.

17. G. Lakoff and S. Peters (1966), p. 121.

18. See footnote 4.
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(99)~ (103) are examples.

(99) padma aHDenevaa yi afiDonevaa yi
'Padma' 'is crying''and' 'is crying!'and!'

(Padma is crying and crying.)

(100) padma alDone afiDeone saeree sunil hinaavensvaa
'Padma' ferying' 'crying' ‘'time! 'Sunil! tlaughs'

(Sunil laughs each time Padma ories.)

(101) sunil horek horek horek oyaa koccars
'‘Sunil' 'is a thief! 'is a thief' 'is a thief' 'you' 'how much’
nee hageyi Lkivvat horek

'no! 'say—-even' 'is a thief!

Sunil is a thief, a thief, a thief, however much you deny
2 ?
it, he is a thief.)

(102) sunil usayi usayi usayi pol gahak
'Sunil' 'is tall' 'is tall' 'ig tall! 'coconut! 'a tree!

taram usayi
'extent-to' 'is tall!

(Sunil is tall, tall, tall, tall as a coconut tree.)

(103) padma apiTe paan petts pette  dunnaa
'Padma' 'us—-to' 'bread' 'slice! 'slice' 'gave!

(Padma gave us a slice of bread each.)

The conjoining of identical constituents in (99) and (100)
conveys a sense of iterative action. In (101) and (102), this device
is used to convey a sense of emphasis. In such cases, the conjoining
of identical constituents is relevant to the special purpose of such
sentences, and hence these examples do not vieclate the principle of
relevance. In (103), the repeated instances of pette (slice) are

not coreferential, and hence such senltences are not counterexamples
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to the claim that identical constituents may not be conjoined.19
Iterative conjunctions like (99) exhibit certain interesting

properties. Such senltences are open only %o‘an agymmetric interpreta-

tion. A sentence like (104), in which the second and third conjuncts

appear with the adverbial iiTepassee (aflter that), is unusual, butb

grammatical. The same ig true of (105). (106) in which the second

conjunct appears with the adverbial eegamanmo (2t the same ‘time)

however, is ungrammatical.

(104) padma  a¥Densvaa yi iiTepassee  a¥Densvaa yi
'Padma' 'cries! t'and'! 'after that' t'cries' tand!
iiTepassee  aliDonevasa yi
'after that' ‘'eries! ‘tand!

(Padma cries, and cries again, and cries again.)

(105) padma eke hamaarsTe aliDensvaa yi ekayli tis ekeTo
"Padma'! 'at one thirty!' 'criesg' ‘'and' 'at one thirty one!
aliDenevaa yi ekayi tis deke'Ts ailonovaa yi
'cries! tand'! 'at one thirty two' 'cries' 'and'

(Padma cries at one thirty, and cries at one thirty one,
and cries at one thirty two.)

(106) *padma aliDonovaa yi eegamanmd allDenevaa yi
'Padma! tecries! 'and''at the same time!'cries!' 'and!

(¥Padma cries, and cries at the same time.)

Lakoff and Peters note several idiosyncrasies of such

20

iterative conjunctions in English. They note that such constructions

19. See I.P. Jayasekera (1970) for an interesting collection of
such reduplicative constructions in Sinhalese.

20. G« Lakoff and S. Peters (1966), footnote 8.
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do not undergo Conjunction Reduction. In fact, (99) must be derived
from (107), which is also an iterative conjunction, by Conjunction
Reduction.

(107) padma  aliDonevaa yi padma alDensvaa yi
'Padma'’ 'is crying!'and!'Padma' 'is crying''and!

(Padma is orying and Padma is crying. )
However, Conjunction Reduction may not conjoin any consti-
tuents other than main verbs. The ungremmaticality of (98), given
earlier, and (108), given below, demonsirate this.

(108) *padme. bat uyi Tbat uyi kensvaa
‘tPadma' 'rice''and' 'rice'tand! 'is eating!

(¥Padma is eating rice and rice.)

An explanation has already been suggested for why identical
constituents like padma and bat (rice) may not be conjoined. A sen~
tence like (98) also demonstrates that the repeated occurrences of
the verb a¥Denevaa (cries) in (107) msy not be reduced. In such sen—
tences, the main verb is the only constituent which indicates the
time reference of the sentence. Hence it seems likely that if such
sentences are to be understood asymmetrically, the identical main
verb cannot be reduced. In contrast, in a sentence like (105) in
which the time adverbials indicate the time reference of each con-
Junct, the identical verb can be reduced, (L09) being the reduced
version.

(109) padma eke hamaarsTa yi, ekayi tis ekeTa yi, ekayi tis dekeTa yi -

‘Padma'tat one thirty''and!'at one thirty 'and't!at one thirty 'and!
one'! two?

ahDensvaa

teries!
(Padm? cries at one thirty, one thirty one, and one thirty
twWwo.
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Lakoff and Peters attempt to explain the idiosyncrasies of
such conjunctions by suggesting that they are not derived from deep
structure conjunctions of identical sentences, but by a late itransg-
formational rule from a deep structure in which the conjoined sentence
is the complement of an abstract verb of the 'keep'!, fcontinue!
class. They suggest that this abstract verb, or bundle of features,
is deleted in the transformation forming the conjunction. They point
out that only certain types of predicates may appear in iterative
conjunctions, and that it is this same set of predicates only that
may appear in complements of verbs like 'keep! and 'continue’.

(99), repeated here for convenience, and (110)-(117)
demonstrate that only certain types of predicates may appear in
iterative conjunctions in Sinhalese. Some of the sentences marked
ungrammatical below are grammatical under certain readings. As (101)
illustrates, (113) is grammatical when interpreted as an emphatic

conjunction. (114) is grammatical when bikdinevaa (smash) is taken

to mean ‘break bit by bit' rather than *‘smash in one go'. (115) is a

possible sentence if kasaads bahdinevaa (marry) refers to a conbinuous

process of marrying Sunil, divorcing him, and remarrying him etc.
However all these sentences are ungrammatbical under the particular
readings assigned to them below.

(99) padma afDenevaa yi a¥Denevaa yi
'Padma' 'is crying''and' 'is crying'‘'and!

(Padma is crying and crying.)
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(110) sunilTe hinaayansvaa yi hinaayansvaa yi
'Sunil-to! ‘'laughing happens'tand' !laughing happens''and!

(Sunil laughs and laughs involitively. )

(111) padma  sunilve dakinevaa yi dakinevaa yi
Padmat 'Sunil? 'seeg' ‘fand! tseog! tand!?

(Padma sees and sees Sunil.)

(112) *padma lae jjaayi lae jjaayi
'Padma' 'is shy''and' 'is ghy''and'

(*¥Padma is shy and shy. )

(113) *gunil horek uyi  horek uyi
'‘Sunil' 'is a thief''and' 'is a thief!'t'and!

(*Sunil is a thief and a thief.)

(114) *sunil piYgaans biKdinevaa yi  biNdinevaa yi
'Sunil' 'the plate' 'ig smashing!'and! 'is smashing!'and!

(*Sunil is smashing and smashing the plate.)

(115) *padma gunilve Lkasaadse bahdinevaa yi kasaade balidinevaa yi
'Padma' 'Sunil! 'marries’ 'and! 'marries’ Tand!

(¥Padma marries and marries Sunil.)

(116) *meesece tiyenavaa yi tiyensvaa yi
'*the table? 'is* 'and' 'is' 'and!'

(*The table is there and is there.)

(117) *¥padma eette dannsvaa yi dannevaa yi
'Padmat 'the truth' 'knows' ‘'and''knows'! ‘'and!

(*Padma, knows and knows the truth.)

Now exactly the same paradigm of grammaticality is encoun-

tered if adverbials like navetinne nae tuve (without stopping),

iversyak naetuve (without an end), digeTomo (continuously) are

inserted in adverbial position in (118)-(126).
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Such adverbials in Sinhalese convey a sense of continuity
similar to that conveyed by Inglish verbs of the 'keep', 'continue!
clasg. In addition, the identical paradigm of grammaticality is

encountered if adverbials of duration like aTee iHdolaa dolahs

venskal (from eight o'clock to twelve otclock) are inserted in adverbial

position in (118)-(126).

(118) padma Adv aHDenevaa
'Padma, ! 'cries!

(Padma cries Adv.)

(119) sunilTe  Adv  hinaayansvaa
'Sunil-to! 'laughing happens'

(sunil laughs involitively Adv.)

(120) padma Adv sunilve dakinevaa
'Padma! 'Sunil! 'sees!

(Padma sees Sunil Adv. )

(121) *padma Adv  lee jjaayi
'Padma’ 'is shy!

(Padma is shy Adv.)

(122) #sunil Adv  horek
tSunil? 'ig a thief!

(sunil is a thief Adv.)

(123) *gunil Adv  pilgaane bitidinevaa
'Sunil!? 'the plate' 'smashes!

(Sunil smashes the plate Adv.)

(124) *#padma Adv  sunilve kasaade bahdinovaa
'Padma’ 'Sunil! 'marries’

(Padma marries Sunil Adv.)
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(125) *meesee Adv  tiyenevaa
'"the table! tig!

(The table is there Adv.)

(126) “*padma Adv aette dannevaa
'Padma ! 'the truth'! ‘'knows'

(Padma knows the truth Adv.)

The predicates in the ungrammatical sentences are of two
distinct types. One type are predications held to be true for all
time, or long stretches of time, rather than for particular points
in time, e.g. tiyenovaa (is), lee jjaayi (is shy), horek (is a thief),
dannsvaa (knows). The second type are predications which can be true

at only one point in time, and not for consecutive points in time,

e. g piligaane bihdinovaa (smash the plate), kasaade ba¥dinsvaa (marry).

It seems predictable that such predicates cannot appear in iterative
conjunctions, or with adverbials indicating continuity, or adverbials
of duration.

A clear relationship exists between sets of sentences like
(99) and (110)~(117), and (118)-(126). There is no evidence to indicate

however, that either set must be derived from the other. The relation-

ship can be explained instead in terms of the particular properties
of the predicates used in each set. Hence, there seems to be no

reason to suggest that iterative conjunctions are derived from sen—
tences like those in the second set. On the contrary, it was shown
earlier that explanations exist for the idiosyncrasies of iterative

conjunctions, and thus, that there is no reason why they should not
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be derived quite regularly from deep siructure conjunctions.

Summarising, in this chapter I claim that all Sinhalese
sentences are freely conjoinable. The oddness of some guch conjunctions
in certain environments (see (1)) can be explained with reference to
general principles of the sort suggested by Grice which govern
conversation or discourse. Three major coordinating conjunctions are
referred to, and a phrase structure rule is formulated to generate

sentential conjunctions with yi (and) and (ekko)-hari (either-or).

Cases are also noted which necessitate a rule of phrasal conjunction,
and hence a further phrase structure rule generating deep structure
conjunctions of noun phrases is formulated.

A transformational rule of Conjunction Reduction is outlined,
and the way it operates on some typical conjoined structures is
digscussed. I argue further that Gapping does not apply to Sinhalese.

I then refer to several possible ways in which conjoined
structures may be interpreted in Sinhalese. Some properties of
symunetric and asymmetric conjuncitions, in particular, are noted.

Iinally, I suggest that the constraint which prevents the
conjoining of identical constituents in a large number of cases can
be explained in terms of the Gricean principles mentioned above. I
note some cases in Sinhalese in which identical constituents can be
conjoined. Of these, iterative conjunciions are examiﬁed in some

detail. Though such constructions display several idiogyncratic




285

properties, 1 argue that they can be derived quite regularly

from deep siructure conjuncitions.
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CHAPTER 10

ADVERBIALS

In the phrase sitructure rules in Chapter 2, adverbials are

expanded by a rule:

(1) Adv —_— Adverb
To
NP + {'gg

en

NP + Postposition

'Adverb! refers to a category of single word adverbials like

nitore (frequently), hoHdeTo or hotdin (well), ikmensTe or ikmenin

T ket e it A

(fast), hayiyen (loudly or hard), ade (today), iiyee (yesterday),
doen (now), metons (here) etc.
To
‘NP + | ee \ ' is used as a convenient label to refer to a
en
variety of adverbials which can be categorised semantically as
Instrumental, Dative, Benefactive, Locative, Separative etc. and
which appear with the case suffixes To, ee and en. The following are
some examples of these: pihiyen (with ‘he knife), lamoyalo (to, for
the child), kaamsree (in, of the room), kaamsren (from the room).
'NP + Postposition! refers to a variety of postpositional

phrases in Sinhalese which appear with postpositions like uDs (on

top of), yale (under), lalge (near), geeno (about or concerning) etbc.
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The following are some examples of these: meesee uDe (on top of +the

table), meesee yaTe (under the table), meesee latge (near the table),

lamoya geeno (about the child).

The phrase structure expansion of NP is given as follows

in Chapter 2.

(2) P ~——> Det 4+ W

In order to account for two processes of complex sentence
i
formation, relativisation and NP complementation, this rule is

extended in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to include (3) and (4).

(3) NP ——> S + WP
(4) NP —— Det + (8) + N

Hence, as shown earlier in the relevant sections, the
expansion of 'Adv' can also account for such adverbials as the

following: lameya afDonovaale (for the child's crying), lamoya

aliDonovaayee (in the child's crying), lamoya afiDonovaayin (by, from

the child's crying), adDene lameyaTe (to, for the child who is crying),

afiDone lamoyagen (from the child who is crying), lamoya alDone eke

gee no (about the child's crying), afDone lamoya lalge (near the child

who is crying).

There are other types of adverbials in Sinhalese however
which apparently cannot be accounted for by the existing set of rules.
In Chapter 8, a rule of Pseudo-Cleft formation is postulated, by

which the yi Copula can be attached to any major constituent of a
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sentence. Consequently, it follows that this particle can be attached
to any adverbial in a sentence. Hence, it is possible to determine
whether any item or set of items in a senbtence, other than the

subject NP, object NP, main verb or predicate, is an adverbial by
testing whether the yi Copula may be affixed to it in a corresponding
pseudo-cleft construction. (5)-(7) below demonstrate that a coordinate
conjunct in a conjoined sentence cannot be considered an adverbial.
(8) and (9) demonstrate that sentences with suffixed particles % (even)
and Te (although) are also not of adverbial status. This indicates
that t and Te are probably some kind of subordinating conjunction, but
they are not discussed here. (10)-(31) however are all grammatical,
and hence the underlined portions in them are delbermined as adverbial
constituents.

(5) *padma  batb kanne padma a¥Donovaa yi (uyi)
TPadma' 'rice! 'eats'! 'Padma'! 'criesg! tand.! tig!

(¥It is Padma cries and that Padma eats her rice.)

(6) *padme  bat kanne padma alDensvaa eet uyi
'Padma'! 'rice' 'ealg! 'Padma' 'cries! "but! 'is!

(*#1t is Padma cries but that Padma eats her rice.)

(7) *padma  bat kanne (ekko) padma aWDemevaa hari uyi
'Padma' 'rice' 'eats' 'either' 'Padma' 'cries! tor' 'ig!

(*¥It is (either) Padma cries or that Padma eats her rice.)

(8) *padma  bat kanne padma 2e HDuvai uyi
TPadma' 'rice' 'eats' 'Padma' 'crieg-even'! 'is!

(*It is even though Padma cries that Padma eats her rice.)
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(9) *padma  bat kanne padma e HDuvaaTe vi
'Padma! 'rice' 'eats' 'Padma' ‘cries-although'! ‘'is!

(*It is although Padme cries that Padma eats her rice.)

10 adma bat kanne kaamoree i
Y Kaamaree y
'"Padma'! 'rice! feats' 'the room-in'! tig!

(It is in the room that Padma eats her rice.)

(11) padma Dbat kanne dolahaTa yi
'Padma' ‘rice' 'eats' 'twelve-—at'! fig!

(It is at twelve that Padma eals her rice.)

(12) padma bat  kanne geha yaTa yi
"Padma' 'rice! '!'eats!' 'the tree-under! ‘'is?

(1% is under the tree that Padma eats her rice.)

(13) pitgaans bikdune sunil atin uyi
tthe plate! 'broke' 'Sumil! Thamd by' 'is'

(It was Sunil who accidentally broke the plate.)

(14) padma Dat kanne mahat venna yi
'Padma’ 'rice! 'eats! 'fat' 'to become! 'isg!

(It is to become fal that Padma eats her rice.)

(15)  padmaTe oonee yenna yi
'Padma~to' 'is necessary''to go''is!

(It is to go that Padma wants.)

(16) padma  afbanne bat kanevaaTe veeDiyen uyi
'Padma' 'cries' ‘'rice'! 'eats~to! 'greater' 'isg!

(it is more than she eats her rice that Padma cries, i.e. Padma
does more crying than rice-esating.)

(17) padma bat kanne atDo aliba yi.
'Padma' 'rice' 'eats' ‘crying-crying' 'is!?

(It is "crying—-crying", i.e. while she is crying, that Padma
eats her rice.)




(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

padma  bat kanne a¥Delaa yi
'Padma' 'rice! 'eats' 'having cried! 'ig!

(It is after she has cried that Padma eats her rice. )

mams gaha kappanne sunilTe kiyelaa yi
'Y 'the tree! 'get cut! by Sunil! tig!?

(It is by Sunil that I get the tree cut.)

mame gaha kappanne sunil lavvas yi
11t *'the tree! 'get cutb!? Thy Sunilt' t'ig!

(It is by Sunil that I get the tree cut.)

padma aiDanne mamd® yanovaayil kiyslaa yi
'Padma! 'cries! 'T* T'am going' thaving said''is’

(It is because I am going that Padma cries.)

padma  bat kanne aliDeno gaman uyi
'Padma! 'rice! 'eats''crying'! 'time' 'is!

(It is while she is crying that Padma eats her rice.)

padma  bat kanne oeHDuve gaman uyi
'Padma’ 'rice' 'eats' 'cried! 'time!' tis!

(It is as soon as she has cried that Padma eats her rice.)

padma  bat kanne a¥done koTa yi
'Padma' 'rice!' 'eats! 'crying' 'while! 'is!

(1t is while she is crying that Padma eats her rice.)

padma  bat kanne e WDuve koTa yi
'Padma' 'rice! 'eats! 'cried! ‘'while' 'is!

(I% is when she has cried that Padma eats her rice.)

padma  bat kanne alDonse kal uyi
'Padma! 'rice' 'eats' 'crying' 'until!' 'isg!

(It is until she cries that Padma eats her rice.)

padma  vevulanne aliDona hindaa yi
'Padma' 'is shivering' 'crying' ‘'because! 'is!

(It is because she is crying that Padma is shivering. )

290
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(28) padma vevulanne @ HDuvot uyi
"Padma' 'shivers'! ‘crieg-if?t 'is!?

(I% is if she ories that Padwa shivers.)

(29) padma vevulanne = ¥Duvaa ma yi
'Padma' 'shivers' ‘cried! 'when' ‘'isg!

(It is when she has cried that Padma shivers.)

(30) padma vevulanne aHDonsvaa nam uyi
'Padmat! 'shivers! I'crieg! Tifr  tis?

(It is if she cries that Padma shivers.)

(31) padma bat kanne aXDaddi yi
'Padma' 'rice' 'eats' ‘crying-while' ‘'ig!

(It is while she is orying that Padma eats her rice.)

Of this assortment of adverbials, those in (10)=(13) can be
gquite simplyAaccounted for by the rules already stated for adverbial
expansion. The adverbial in (14) is an infinitive complement of the
type discussed in Chapter 4, and that in (15) is also an infinitive
complement, but of the type discussed in Chapter 5, in relation to
modal constructions. Adverbials like that in (16) occur in comparative
constructions, and it will be suggesfed in Chapter 11 that they may
be derived by the existing rules.

However, adverbials like those in (17)=(31) cannot be as
simply derived. In this chapiter, I do not attempt to discuss in any
detall the exact derivation of all such constructions. Instead, I
examine a few of these consiructions in detail, and attempt to show
that no new rules are reguired to handle them. The congtructions

that are examined below are progressive and perfective adverbials
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of the type in (17) and (18)3; agentive adverbials of the type in

(19) and (20)3 and reason adverbials with kiyslaa (having said), as

in (21). I also suggest that the other types of adverbials in (22)-(31)
may turn out to be amenable to derivation by the existing rules. The
purpose of this chapter is not, therefore, to give a comprehensive
account of all types of adverbials in Sinhalese, but rather to make

a preliminary investigation of whether such adverbials can be handled
by the present seit of ruless and also of whether it is necessary to
postulate a separate category 'Adverb' in the phrase structure

expansion of adverbials.

To begin with, it seems possible to analyse mogt of the

single word 'Adverbs' given above as instances of NP + | To « Those
ee
en

like hotdeTe or ho¥din (well), ikmoneTo or ikmenin (fast), hayiyen

(1oudly_g£ hard) appear with the case suffixes To or en. Corresponding
forms ho#de (goodness), ikmons (hurry), hayiye (hardness) may occur

as subject or object NPs. Sevéral other commonly used single word
adverbials which do not have To, ee or en case suffixes, appear in
sentences like the b sentences below. The fact that such b sentences
are synonymous with the corresponding a sentences provides some
motivation for setting up a Case Suffix Deletion rule which applies

o some commonly used types of To, ee and.en NPs.




(32)

(33)

(34)

(35)

(36)

i

o

IFey

lp

jot

{3

I

)

I

padma  hariyeTe lee jjaayi
'Padma' 'a right extent-to!' 'is shy!

padma  hari lae jjaayil
'Padma' 'right' 'is shy!
(Padma is very shy.)

padma eccoraTo lee jjaayi
'Padmat 'that extent-to!' 'is shy!

padma eccors la;jjaayi
'Padma't 'that extent' 'is sghy!
(Padma is as shy as that.)

padma gedoraTe yanavaa
'Padma' 'her home-to! 'is going'

padma, gedsrs yanovaa
'Padma' 'home' ‘'is going'
(Padma is going home. )

padma  davesskeTo o WDuvaa
tPadma' 'a day-for!' ‘'cried!

padina davesak = HDuvaa
"Padma' 'a day! tcried!

(Padma cried for a day.)

padma  ves Diyen e Whuvaa
'Padma'! 'a greater extent~in' ‘'cried!
padma  vee Diye e Khuvaa
'Padma! 'a greater extent' 'eoried!

(Padma cried all the more.)

293

If such a rule can be shown 10 exist, then the adverbials in
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the b sentences can be transformationally‘derived from the correg~
ponding Te and en NPs in the a sentences. If the rule is constrained
to apply obligatorily in certain cases the adverbials in (37) and (38)
can also be accounted for,

(37) a *padma  huligokeTe leze jjaayi
'Padma' 'a lot-to! 1'is shy!

b padma huligak la jjaayi
'Padma' 'a lot' ‘'is shy!

(Padma ig very shy.)

(38) a2 *padma  aDi pshakeTo  usayi
"Padma' 'five feet-to' 'is tall! :
b padma  aDi pahak usayi

'Padma! 'five feet! 'is tall!

(Padma is five feet tall.)

Though there is no substantial evidence at present for
postulating such a rule, if it exists, then a category 'Adverb'is
not required in the phrase structure expansion of 'Adv' to account
for single adverbials of the type discussed above.

In the case of locative adverbs like metens (here) and ads
(today), such forms can be compared to the underlined locative

adverbs in (39)-(41).

(39) kolo¥be loku varaayak tiyenovaa
'in Colombo! tbig' 'a harbour! tig!

(There is a big harbour in Colombo. )
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(40) mame avurudu hayak nuvers hiTiyaa
L 'years! 'six' 'in Kandy' 'was!'

(I lived in Kandy for six years.)

(41) padma gedors innavaa
'Padmat! 'at home! 'ig!

(Padma is at home. )
Locative adverbials like kole#bs (in Colombo), nuvers (in
Kandy) and gedore (at home) appear consistently without a locative
case suffix ee. (42) demonstrates that not all nouns ending in [a]

appear without this case suffix, for here gaalls (Galle) appears with

the locative ee.

(42) gaallee poDi. varaayak tiyenovaa
'in Galle' ‘'small! 'a harbour! tig!?

(There is a small harbour in CGalle.)
Some obligatory rule of Case Suffix Deletion appears o
operate in (39)=(41). The conditions of such a rule are not clear,
but whatever form such a rule takes, it can also account for adverbs
like metono (here) and ade (today).
Single word adverbials like deen (now) and nitere (frequently)
are more difficult to account for. Historical evidence might suggest

that the latter is derived from older forms like nirantereyen,

nireturuve (incessantly, frequently), but I will not examine these

forms here. The facts above however provide gome evidence to suggest
that some, if not many, single word adverbials are a form of

NP +

i2lels
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The underlined adverbials in (17) and (18), a¥De akDe
("crying-crying") and alDelaa (having cried), are respectively
progressive and perfective adverbials in Sinhalese. As suggesied in
Chapter 2 (p. 72), it would be possible to generate such adverbials
by adding a rule like (43) to the grammar. |
(43) Adv —— Verb Root + { Perfective }

. Progressive

Apart from the fact that this would add to the complexity
of the rule for adverbial expansion, such a rule would run into
difficulties in the case of sentences like (44)-(47), iﬁ which the
perfective and progressive adverbials are themselves part of a larger
adverbial constituent containing other items like subject NPs, object
NPs, and adverbialse

(44) padma  bat kaalaa atDonevaa
'"Padma' 'rice' 'having eaten' 'is crying'

(Having eaten her rice, Padma is crying.)

(45) padma  ikmeneTe bat kakaa aYiDensvaa
'Padma! 'fast’ 'rice''eating—eating' 'is orying!'

(Padma is crying while eating her rice fast.)

(46) sunil padma  dee ko dee ke maave konittensvaa
'Sunil!' 'Padma'’ 'seeing-seeing' 'me' 'is pinching!

(sunil is pinching me in front of Padma's very eyes.)

(47) padma  kaalaat bat ituruvunaa
'Padma' 'having eaten-also! t'rice! 'remained!

(Bven after Padma had eaten, there was rice left over.)

In such sentences, the underlined adverbial constituent is
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understood as containing a further constituent in underlying structure
which is identical with a constituent in the matrix sentence. In
(44) and (45) this comstituent is understood to be a subject NP

padmas; in (46), a NP complement sunil maave konitisunovaa (Sunil

pinching me), which serves as object NP of the adverbial; and in (47),
an object NP bat (rice).

This means that the deep structure of (44) must be something
like (48). Similar deep structures would have to be set up for sen—

tences with progressive adverbials.

(48) s
NP vp
‘M.
Adv v
§ o
NP~ VP

NP Pred ?

padma padma bat kaalaa a¥Donsvaa

"Padma' 'Padma’ ‘rice' ‘'having eaten' 'is crying'

kakaa ("eating-eating") and kaalaa (having eaten) cannot
appear without a copula in predicate position in independent sentences,
and hence they cannot be analysed ag main verbs. Consequently, they
must be analysed as adverbial predicates. Now, there exist copular

sentences like (49) and (50), in which progressive and perfective
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adverbials appear in predicate position with some form of copula.

(49) padma  bat kakaa, { yo
innavaa
'Padma! 'rice! 'eating-eating' tig!

(Padma is eating her rice.)

innevaa

tiyenovaa
'Padma' 'rice' 'having eaten! tig!

(50) padma  batb kaalaa {(ye) }

(Padma has eaten her rice.)

It is possible to postulate a deep structure like (51) for
both sentences, and claim that the predicative adverbial is generated
by a rule like (43). It could then perhaps be argued that the embedded

sentence in the adverbial in (48) is derived from a structure like

(51) plus some adverbialising element.

(51) S
e '
NP Pred
/‘—/\'
Adv Copuls
padma, bat kakaa
‘eating—-eating?

kaalaa

'Padma! 'rice! ‘having eaten! tig!

Though this is a possible source for progressive and

perfective adverbials, alternative analyses can be made. First, note
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that the negative sentences (52) and (53) have no grammatical posi-
tive counterparts (54) and (55).1

(52) padma  aliDanne nae tuve  innevaa
'Padma' 'is crying' NEBG 'ly! tig!

(Padmea is refraining from crying.)

(53) padma  ee¥Duve neetuve  unnaa
'Padma' 'cried! NEG 'ly' ‘was'!

(Padma, refrained from crying.)

(54) *padma  a¥Denovaa ve  innevaa
'Padma' 'is crying''ly! tig!t

(Padma is crying.)

(55) *padma e ¥Duvae ve  unnaa
"Padma'! 'was cryingt'tly! tyas!

(Padma was crying. )
The same vo ("ly") suffix that appears in (52) and (53)

shows up agein attached to the modal adjectives in (56).

(56) padma  yanna  oonee vo / puluvan ve / Tbeeru ve
'Padma' 'to go' 'necessaryt'!ly! ‘pogsible!'ly' ‘impossible'’'ly!?
innavaa

'isi

(Padma is in a state of wanting / being able / being unable
to go, i.e. Padma wants / is able / is unable to go.)

Second, notice that all these phrases with ve suffixes may

l. In all the examples below, the suffix ve is glossed as 'ly'. In
the following discussion I argue that ve is a suffix attached to
sentences in Sinhalese in order to derive manner adverbials.
Although 'ly' in English is also typically associated with manner
adverbials, it can be seen that the distribution of these suffixes
in the two languages differs guite radically. Hence the gloss
given here is inaccurate, though it is the closest available.
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be given as answers to the question (57).

(57) padma kohome / koyi heseTiyeTe / koyi  vidiheTe
'Padma' ‘'how' 'what! ‘way-to! twhat' ‘'way-to!

inneovaa ds
tig!t Q

(How, in what manner is Padma (waiting)?)

There are only two other categories of adverbials that may
be given as answers to (57). One is a set of manner adverbials like
tarahen (angrily or in anger), saniipen (in good health). The other
consists of progressive and perfective adverbials. Thus, (58) groups

together a set of grammatical answers to (57).

(58) a alDanne naetuve (without crying)
b yame ooneeve (wanting to go)
¢ yanne puluvanve (able to go)
4 yanne bes ruve (unable to go)
& ‘tarahen (angrily or in anger)
£  saniipen (in goo.d health)
g atiDe  aliDe ("erying-crying®)
h  atDelaa (having cried)

a—d appear with the suffix ve, and e and f with the usual

en case suffixe g and h are the progressive and perfective forms of

the verb root aibe (cry). The fact that a-h all constitute grammatical

answers to (57) suggests that they are all a type of manner adverbial.

This indicates that a sentence like (52) is derived from an underlying

structure like (59), where vo is a suffix attached to sentences in
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order +to derive manner adverbials.

(59 S S
o oo

Aﬁg;““*--\**m Copula

NP Vo

A —

S N
TN
NP VP
padma padma a¥Danne nee hae oke innsvaa
'Padmaf 'Padma' 'isn't crying' 'thing''ly’ tig!

This ve suffix appears in Colloguial Sinhalese only after
the negative particle, or after the positive and negative modal
adjectives. It does not appear following nominal or other adjectival
predicates, or after positive verbs. Now, it is significant that
progressive and perfective forms have no negative counterparts. Hence,

the ungrammaticality of (60) and (61).

(60) *padma aliDe aliDe nee tuve  innevaa
"Padma' 'crying-crying' NEG 'ly* tig?

(Padma is in a state of not “eorying-crying", i.e. Padma is
not orying. )

(61) *padma  a¥iDelaa nee tuve  innevaas
'Padma' 'having cried! NEG 'ly! 'ig!

(Padma is in a state of not having cried, i.e. Padma has not
cried. )

This complementarity between negative verbs and manner
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adverbials with ve on the one hand, and positive verbs and manner
adverbials with progressive and perfective forms on the other, seems
to suggest that sentences with progressive and perfective adverbials
might be derived from underlying structures like (62), in which the
embedded sentences contain positive main verbs, and where ' V + ve !
is spelt oul by the phonological component as either a progressive

or perfective adverbial.

(62) S
NP VP

' //\
: Adv Copula
' NP vo

S N

Fal

7/ N\
Vs AN
AN
eks
"thing! iyt

If this is so, what kind of embedded sentences underlie
progressive and perfeclive adverbials respecltively? Progressive
adverbials may appear with either a Non-Past or Past tense copula,
as in (63) and (64). In (63), the progressive adverbial denotes an
action occurring continuously in non-past btime; and in (64), an
action occurring continuously in past time.

(63) padma aliDe akDe innevaa,
'Padma' 'crying-~crying' tig!?

(Padma is crying.)
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(64) padma a¥De aliDe unnaa
'Padma! ‘crying-crying' 'was!

(Padma was crying.)

This means that tense in the embedded sentence is understood
as identical to tense in the matrix sentence. For (63) therefore, the
embedded sentence in (62) should have a Non-Past main verb a¥Densvaa
(cries). This implies that such sentences with progressive adverbials
can be derived when any positive, non-modal sentence with a Non-Past
predicate is inserted in (62). There are however, many such sentences
which give the wrong result if inserted. The progressive adverbials
in (67)-(72) below are derived from such predicates, but these are
ungramma*tical.2 On the other hand, such a constraint correctly allows
(63), and (65) and (66).

(65) sunilTe hinaa yeevi yeevi tiyenovaa
'Sunil-to' 'laughing happening-happening''is!

(8unil is involitively "laughing~lavghing", i.e. Sunil keeps
bursting into giggles.)

(66) padma  sunilve daseke daeke . innevaa
'Padma' 'Sunil' ‘'seeing-seeing! tig!

(Padma is "seeing-seeing" Sunil, i.e. Padma is always seeing
Sunil. )

(67) *padma lee jjaa laejjaa  innsvaa
‘Padma’ 'shy-~shy! tig?

2. As noted in Chapter 9 for similar examples, some of the sentences
marked ungrammatical are grammatical under other readings,
e.g. (69) is grammatical when bihde (smash) is taken to mean
'break bit by bit' rather than 'smash in one go' etc. These
interpretations however are not relevant here.
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(68) #*gunil horek horek innsvaa
'Sunil' 'a thiefw-a thief! Tig?

(69) *gunil piligaane bifide bitde innevaa
tSunil' '{$he plate' 'smashing-smashing' Tis!

(#8unil is "smashing-smashing" the plate, i.e. Sunil is
continuously smashing the plate.)

(70) *padma  sunilve kasaade baelde baeide innevaa
'Padma' 'Sunil’ ‘marrying-marrying! Tig?

(*Padma. is "marrying-marrying" Sunil, i.e. Padma is
continuously marrying Sunil.)

(71) *meesece tibi  tibi tiyensvaa
"the table' 'being-being! tis!

(#The table is "being-being" there, i.e. The table is
continuously being there. )

(72) #padma  aette dee no daene innevaa
'Padma!' tthe truth' 'knowing-knowing! tig!?

(¥Padma is "knowing-knowing" the truth, i.e. Padma is
continuously knowing the truth.)

In Chaptef 9, other sets of sentences are considered which
display exactly the same paradigm of grammaticality as (63), and
(65)=(72). The first of these sets are iterative conjunctions. The
facts discussed above indicate that sentences with progressives
might be derived from deep structures like (62) when the embedded.
sentence contains positive, non-modal predicates, but that further
constraints operate to disallow sentences like (67)=(72). The same
constraints operate in iterative conjunctions. I suggest therefore
that progressives are derived from deep structures like (62) when

the embedded sentence is an iterative conjunction. In this case,

sentences like (67)-(72) are eutomatically blocked, since the
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corresponding embedded sentences are themselves ungrammatical.
It seems possible therefore, that (63) and (64) are derived
from an underlying structure like (73), in which Tense in the embedded

gentence is identical with Tense in the matrix sentence.

(73) S
NP VP
Adv Copula + Tense
fohnﬁ%ﬁ%“~"ﬂqﬁhm‘“~—f-“vs

NP oow

VP VP

S I

padma  padma ailiDo+fense ggh aDs+Tense yi eks
'‘Padma' 'Padma' 'cry! 'and! ‘cry! tand! 'thing''ly' 'be!

Bqui-NP Deletion applies to the emhedded sentence in (73)
to delete padma, and then eko Deletion deletes the pronominal head
of the noun phrase in the adverbial counsitituent. The phonological

component would then need a rule like (74).

(74) Verb Root + Tense + yi + Verb Root + Tense + yi + vo

::Z::::€:> Progressive

Assuming for the present that we can account in this way

for progressive adverbials, perfeciives have still to be accounted
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for. Several recent studies have discussed the possibility of the

English perfect being derived from an embedded past, e.g. Bach (1967),

BeJ. Darden (1968), and McCawley (1971). I shall examine here whether

any arguments can be presented for deriving perfective adverbials in

Sinhalese from embedded pasts.

Such an analysis would mean that the underlying sitructure

of sentences like (75) and (76), which contain predicative perfectives,

would look something like (77).

(75) padma atiDelaa (yo)
Padma' 'having cried' tis!
(Padma has cried.)
(76) a padma aliDelaa innevaa
'Padma' 'having cried' ‘'is!
(Padma has cried.)
b padma alilDelaa unnaa
"Padma' ‘having cried' 'was!
(Padma had cried.)
(17) I
NP VP
Adv Copula
S—
NP i)
e ———
' S N
padma padma alle 4+ Past ekoa
'Padma' 'Padma’ 'cried! 'thing''ly! 'be!
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There is also another type of perfective sentence like (78).

(78) a padma a¥Dolaa tiyenevaa
'Padma' 'having cried’ tis!
(Padma has oried.)
b padma ahDolaa tibunaa

'Padma' 'having cried! 'wasg!?

(Padma had cried.)

In (76), some form of in, which is the copula that appears
with animate subject NPs, occurs. In (78), tiye, which appears only

with inanimate subject NPs, occurs. This suggests a deep structure

like (79) for (78).

(79) ///S\
NP VP
— T l
S N Copula
padma afle + Past eke
'Padma' = ‘'cried' "thing! The!

Since it has been suggested that vo is some sort of
adverbialising suffix, and since it is also being suggested that
perfectives may be derived from instances of 'Verb Root + Past + ve',
a problem arises in deriving perfectives in deep structures like (79).

(80) demonstrates that Conjunction Reduction can apply to
conjoined structures in which (78&) is the first conjunct, and the

second is a sentence with padma as subject NP.
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(80) padma  aliDslaa tiyensvaa yi bat kansvaa yi
Padma’ Thas cried! tand! 'rice! 'is eating''and!

(Padma has cried and is eating her rice.)

This means that eko Replacement must apply to a deep struc-—
ture like (79), raising padma out of the embedded sentence, and sub-
stituting it for the pronominal head eke (thing) of the subject NP.

In this case the rest of the embedded sentence is then attached to
VP as a sister constituent of the Copula. It can now be surmised that
ve is then attached to this sentence as an adverbialising suffix. (81)

would then be derived.

(81) S
/\
NP P
S Copula
padma, aliDs 4+ Past Vo
'Padma’ 'cried! ly! The!

After Bqui-NP Deletion, and eke Deletion apply to (77), it
would now be possible to set up a common phonological rule like (82),
which would operate on both (77) and (8L) to derive the perfective

adverbial aliDelaa (having cried).
(82) Verb Root + Past + vo **———~f> Perfective

It can be seen below that there is some slight evidence in

favour of such an analysis of perfectives ™ in Sinhalesge. It was shown

in Chapter 2 (p. 56 (30)) that the time adverbials iiyee (yesterday)
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and p yokeTe ubadi (en hour ago) could occur with Past tense, but

not Non-Past tense verbs; and that the time adverbial taveme (yet)
could occur with Non-Past tense, but not Past tense verbs. Now, the
paradigm of time adverbials that can be inserted in (76a) is the same
as for Non-Past tense verbs, while the paradigm for (78a) is the same
as for Past tense verbs. Since both (83) and (84) take the same set
of time adverbials as Non-Past verbs, the difference above cannot be
attributed to any idiosyncrasy of the tiye Gopula.

(83) padma  innevaa
‘Padma! tig!

(Padma is here, present.)

(84) meesee tiyensvaa
'the table' 'ig!

(The table is there. )

This difference must therefore depend on time adverbials in
(76a) modifying innevaa (is), whereas time adverbials in (78a)
modify ahDelaa (having cried). If this is so, the paradigm of time
adverbials that can occur with aWDslaa is the same as for Past tense
verbs. Though this does not necessarily constitule evidence that
afiDolaa must be derived from an underlying Past tense, it does mean
that it cannot be derived from an underlying Non-Past tense.

Again, when the corresponding negative sentences are sub-
stituted for the embedded sentences in deep structures like (77) and

(79), ungrammatical sentences like (85) and (86) are generated.
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(85) *padma = HDuve nae tuve  innevaa
"Padma' ‘'cried' NEG 'ly! 'ig!

(*¥*Padma is without having cried.)

(86) *padma  eeHDuve nam tuve  tiyensvaa
'Padma' 'cried' NEG 'ly! tig!

(*pPadma is without having cried.)
However, when other negative sentences are inserted in such
deep structures, grammatical sentences like (52) and (53), repeated
here for convenience, and (87) result.

(52) padma  alfDanne nee tuve  innevaa
'Padma’ 'is crying' NEG 'ly! tig!

(Padma is refraining from crying. )

(53) padma eet¥Duve neetuve  unnaa
'Padma' ‘'cried! NBG 'ly' ‘'was!

(Padma refrained from cryings.)

(87) padma  a¥Danne ne tuve  unnaa
'Padma' 'is crying' NEG 'ly' ‘'was!

(Padma refrained from crying.)

In (52), the verbs in both embedded and matrix sentences
are Non-Past in tense; in (53), they are both Past. In both, the time
reference of the verbs in the embedded and matrix sentences is
understood to be identical. In (87), the verbs of the two sentences
differ in tense. However, (87) is completely synonymous with (53),
and the time reference of the verbs of the embedded and matrix
sentences is understood (as in (53)) as being identical. It appears
therefore, thal the time reference of the verb in the embedded

sentence in such constructions is always understood as identical +to
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that of the verb in the matrix sentence, an optional rule allowing
Non-Past and Past variants like a¥Danne (is crying-Incomplete) and
2 XibDuve (cried—Incomplete) to appear in surface sgtructure when the
verb of the matrix sentence is Past. Such a rule accounts for the
synonymity of (53) and (87), and derives them from identical deep
structures.

(85) and (86) however are ungrammatical, and the grammar
apparently cannot use deep structures of the sort that must underlie
them to express the priority of the action denoted by the embedded
sentence. This sense of priority can however be conveyed in sentences
like (88).

(88) padma | atiDanne nee tuve  ildelaa tiyensvaa
'is erying'!

ae fiDuve
'Padma’' |, 'cried! NEG 'ly' 'having been'! 1'isg!

(Padma has been without crying, i.e. Padma has not cried.)

Here the perfective form of the in Copula, ildelaa (having
been), occurs in the embedded sentence, making it possible to express
a sense of priority. It seems therefore that the only mechanism
available in such constructions for expressing the pastness of an
action is the use of the perfective. This again is evidence of, at
least, a very close relationship between past ltense verbs and perfec-
tive adverbials. It is also significant that the Non-Past and Past
tense variants aliDanne (is crying~Incomplete) and oe BDuve (cried-

Incomplete) may occur in (88) with no consequent change in meaning.
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It was shown for (53) and (87) that the identical sort of variation
is possible where the main verb of +the higher sentence is a Past
tense verb. This again suggests that ilidelaa (having been) in (88)
is very probably derived from a deep structure occurrence of unnaa
(was).

Hence, there seems to be some evidence in favour of deriving
perfectives in Sinhalese from underlying Past tense verbs, and
progressives from the verbs of underlying iterative conjunctions. If
such analyses can be conclusively shown to be correct, then it would
not be necessary to add a rule like (43) to the existing rule for
adverbial expansion. For the analysis suggested, a rule forming
manner adverbials by attaching a suffix ve ("1y") is reguired. Such
a2 rule however is independently reguired to deal with the correspon-
ding embedded negative and modal sentences. In addition, two rules

like (74) and (82) are reguired in the phonological component.

I furn below to agentive adverbials of the type illustrated
in (19) and (20). In Chapter 7, it was suggested that agentive

phrases like sunil® kiyelaa (by Sunil) and sunil lavvaa (by Sunil)

were derivgd from more complex underlying structures than NP + Post-
position. Assuming, for the moment, an analysis of perfectives like
that given above, it is possible to outline what such complex struc-
tures might look like.

In Chapter 4, a verb root kiys (order, say to do, tell),
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belonging to the class of verbs of ordering, was discussed. kiyelaa
(having told) is the perfective adverbial form corresponding to this
root. In a causative construction like (89) I cause an action to be
done by Sunil. Presumably, one method of getting the action done is
by telling Sunil to do it. What are the consequences if a deep struc-—
ture like (90) is set up for (89)?

(89) mame sunilTe kiyelaa padmave +tallu kerevenevaa
'T' 'Sunil-to!' 'having told! "Padma' 'push'® CAUSEH

(I get Padma pushed by asking Sunil to do it.)

(90) 8,
//———_——\‘
NP , VP
- T
Adv NP v
—/\_
Yo So N
mama mam® padmave talluksreonsvaa cks ~Vo—
I ly* 'I' 'Padma! Tpush! 'thing' 'cause!
NP
-
S3 N
.4/‘\
NP VP
e TN
Adv NP v
/'—“_“\“—-______‘____
/4\ N

mams sunilTe sunil padmave talluksransvaa eke kivvaa eks
'Lt 'Sunil—-to!'Sunil!' 'Padma’ "pusheg! ‘'thing''said!'thing'
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The structural description of BEqui-NP Deletion is met in
both 84 and 82, and hence the respective subject NPs, sunil and

mamo (I) must be obligatorily deleted. What then remains of both

34 and 32 is the identical padmave tallu keronsvaa (push Padma). If
some S-Deletion rule operated to delete a repeated occurrence of a
sentence, then what remains of S4 could be deleted under identity with
S2. Lakoff (1966) discusses the operation of such a rule under similar
conditions in English.3 Some such rule is needed in any case in Sin-
halese to account for sentences like (46). Lakoff's discussion of the
rule in BInglish demonstrates that it is not deep structure identity
that 1s reguired in such cases. I asgsume rather than justify such a
rule here, and hence the validity of the suggested analysis depends

on evidence being found for the rule in Sinhalese. Assuming this
however, once eke Deletion as well applies to the object NP of 33,

this noun phrase is reduced to zero. S, meets the structural descrip-

3
tion of Bqui-NP Deletion and hence its subject NP mame (I) must be
deleted. eko Deletion then applies to the noun phrase embedded in
the adverbial in Sl’ and the rules of perfective formation apply to

this adverbial to derive sunilTe kiyelaa (having told Sunil). The

rules of causative formation (see Ch. 7) then apply as usual to Sl

to derive a surface structure (89).

If S-~Deletion does not apply to 84 y after Equi-NP Deletion

3. G. Lakoff (1966), pp. 63-65, and 67~68.
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convert its main verb to its infinitive form tallu keranns (to push).

The process of derivation will then continue in the same way as
outlined above, resulting in the grammatical (91).

(91) mame sunilTe padmave tallu keranne kiyolaa
'TY 'Sunil-to' 'Padma! "o push' 'having told!

padmave tallu kerevensvas
"Padnma' 'push'! CAUSE

(I get Padma pushed by asking Sunil to push her.)

Hence, if a deep structure like (90) is set up, only an

additional rule of S-Deletion is reguired to derive (89). The fact

that it can generate a grammatical output like (91) by the usual
processes provides additional support for its validity as a deep
structure.

Can a deep structure like (93) be then postulated for
(92)7

(92) mame sunilTe kiyelaa padmave alDevensvaa
tIt 'Sunil-to!' thaving told' 'Padma' 'cries' CAUSE

(I get Sunil to make Padma cry.)
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(93) /,fz\
NP VP
Adv™ NP v
vo ”;ﬂyd#’,,»fg\\ N
NP VP
— —“\'
NP v
/’/\\
S N 1
afiitih; \ CAUS CAUS
mamsa mamoe padma, eke ~vo—- | eksd —~Vo -
alDonovaa - =
it 1yt 1! 'Padma, 'thing! 'cause' '*thing''cause'!
cries!
NP
/ ———
S3 N
/\\\‘
NP VP
\\ )
Adv /,jgl“““-~\‘h\_~ v
84 N
—//\
NP VP
/\-\u
w_
S N
mam® sunilTe sunil padma eke | CAUS eks kivvaa eks
afiDensvaa ~yo—
'I' 'Sunil-to!'Sunil'‘*Padma 'thing! 'cause' 'thing!'said''thing!'
cries!

The usual processes of causative formation apply to both
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32 and 54 to yield respectively mame padmave a¥Devensvaa (I make

Padma cry) and sgunil padmave aiDevenevas (Sunil makes Padma cry).

Bgqui-NP Deletion then obligatorily deletes the subject NPs in both
32 and. 84. After this S-Deletion applies as outlined above to delete

34. Again as outlined above, an agentive adverbial sunilTe kiyelaa

(having %told Sunil) is then derived. After causative formation applies
to 84, (92) results.

This asserts however that the causative main verb of 32,

afiDovonovaa (cause to cry), can be raised into a further abstract

causative verb in Sl to derive again the same form aWleveonsvaa. At

present, I know no other way of handling the datba. It is also true

that if S-Deletion does not apply to 34 after Equi~lP Deletion, the:
Infinitive rule and other usuval rules apply to derive the grammatical
(94).

(94) mam2 sunilTe padmave aliDsvanns kiyalaa
'TY 'Sunil-to!' 'Padma' 'to cry~CAUSE' 'having told!

padmave aliDevonevaa
'Padma' 'cry! CAUSE

(I make Padma cry by asking Sunil to make her cry.)
The fact that (93) can generate a grammatical output like
(94) by the usual rules provides support for its validity as a deep
structure. In contrast to (91), the adverbial constituent in (94)
contains a causative infinitive akDovanne (to make cry). This con-
firms thatb S3 must contain only one embedded sentence in (90), but

two in (93). Hence if S-Deletion is to operate as suggested, 32 must
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be a simple sentence in (90) but a complex causative construction
in (93).
In Chapter T reference was also made to sentences with

recursive occurrences of To kiyslaa agentive adverbials (see p. 216

(16)) An analysis like that suggested above allows for multiple
embedding, and hence is capable of handling such caseg of recursion.
The other types of agentive adverbials mentioned in Chapter 7
(pe 215 (12)~-(15)), in which perfective forms of other verbs appear,
can algo be handled similarly. )

In the case of lavvaa agentive adverbials like that in (20),
minor complications arise. The form lavvaa itself does not occur

anywhere else in Colloguial Sinhalese. The corresponding form in

Literary Sinhalese is lavaa. lavaa too occurs only in agentive

adverbials {n contemporary Literary Sinhalese. In earlier Sinhalese
texts however la (put) is a common verb root, and has a regular
perfective form lavaa (having put). It can therefore be argued that
a phonological variant lavvaa developed which was then carried over
into modern Colloguial Sinhalese asg an idiom, though the verb root
la itself dropped out of use. Hence lavvaa very probably need not be
regarded as a special agentive posgtposition, agentive adverbials in
vhich it appears being amenable to the same type of analysis as that
suggested above for other such forms.

Thus it seems that agentive adverbials like those in (19)

and (20), and all others of the same type can be generated by the
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usual rules. The only additional rule needed to account for these is
a rule of 3~Deletion. It seems that such a rule is needed %o account
for other parts of the grammar as well, but the justification for,

or ‘the formulation of such a rule is not discussed here.

I turn now to reason adverbials with kiyelas (having said),
like that in (21). The simple sentence corresponding o the pseudo-
cleft construction (21) is (95), and given the suggested analysis
for perfectives,; this can be derived quite simply from a deep struc-—

ture like (96).

(95) padma mame yansvaa yi kiyelaa afiDonavaa
'Padma' 'I' ‘'am going! thaving said! 'is corying!

(Padma is crying because I am going. )

(96) 8y
e .
Adv v
/\\'
NE_ ve
S2 N
/”’J\ .
WP VP
NP v
/A"‘*\
S N
A '
padma padma, mamo eka kivvaa eke atiDensvaa
yansvaa
'Padmat 'Padma' 'I am "thing' 'said' ‘thing' 'ly' 'is crying'

going'




320

On the first cycle, S3, mame yanovaa (I am going), is derived.
On cycle 2, Complementiser Placement b applies as is usual where the
main verb of the matrix senlence is kiye (say) to attach (gi) to the
embedded sentence, and then eko Deletion occurs. BEgui-NP Deletion
deletes the subject NP of 82, padma. On cycle 3, eke Deletion applies
to the noun phrase in the adverbial and then perfective formation
converts fivvas (said) + va' to the perfective form kiyslag (having
said). (95) is the resulting surface structure. Thus such adverbials
of reason can be accounted for quite simply by the rules of perfective

formation.

Of the other iypes of adverbials listed in (22)-(31), a large
number consist of some word or particle like gaman ((22) and (23)),
koTo ((24) and (25)), kal (26), hindaa (27), ot (28) etc. preceded by
a Non~Past or Past Modifier form of a verb, e.gs afiDone (cry+Non-Past-
Modifier), aeiDuve (cry+Past-Modifier). In other sentences, the
adverbial may contain other constituents like object NPs and other
adverbials followed by the Modifier form of a verb. (97) illugtrates
this.

(97) padma  gaha yalo bat kane gaman aliDenevaa
'Padma' 'the tree' 'under' 'rice' 'eating! 'time' 'is crying!

(Padma is crying while eating her rice under the tree.)
The internal structure of such adverbials, and the fact that
the Modifier form of verbs appears in them, suggests that they consist

of a noun head plus an embedded sentence. In (97), the subject NP of
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the embedded sentence could be deleted under identity with the
subject NP\of the matrix sentence. In this case, the words and par-—
ticles listed above would need to be analysed as nouns, and the
ambedded sentences attached to them either as relative phrases or

NP complements. Words like gaman and kal do in fact occur indepen—

dently with meanings like 'occasion'! and !'time'. The meanings
attached to them in the adverbials in question are slightly different,
.8 'while', 'as soon as', 'until' efc., but they are close enough
to speculate, as in the case of lavvaa, that such nouns are now used

with a fixed idiomaltic meaning. Particles like koTe, hindaa and o%f

are more problematice However the fact that all these adverbials
contain a head word or particle preceded by a phrase containing the
Modifier form of a verb, and displaying the internal structure of a
sentence, is significant.

In (29) and (30), the same facts hold true, except that the
verb is in its usual form as in vaa complements. In (31), the verb
root albs (cry) occurs with the additional locative suffix di which

usually occurs after a locative case suffix in nouns, e.g. in (98):

(98) padma  iskoolee di afDonavaa,
'"Padma' 'school-in-di' 'cries!

(Padma cries in school. )
The presence of this suffix in (31) seems %o indicate the
presence of some noun head in underlying sitructure, perhaps &

pronoun later deleted by eko Deletion.
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Summarising, it appears to be possible to generate a large
number of adverbials in Sinhalese by means of a phrase structure rule
like (99).

(2o

(99) Adv — NP + ee

en

NP + Postposition

At Tfirst sight, it seems that there are a large number of
other {ypes which reguire special rules. In Chapter 2, the phrase
structure rule for adverbial expansion includes a category 'Adﬁerb'.
It is shownlhere that a number of single word adverbials can be derived
without setting up such a category. For peréeotive and progressive
adverbials, (43) outlines what a special rule to generate these might
possibly look like. Some evidence is presented however to show that
there may be reason to claim that progressives and perfectives are
derived from embedded main verbs. In the case of agentive adverbials
in causative constructions, and one type of reason adverbial, it is
shown that assuming the analysis of perfectives given above, such
congtructions can be derived guite simply by the existing rules.
Several other classes of adverbials are not discussed in any detail.
However it seems worth investigating the possibility of such construc-—

tions being derived from embedded sentences attached to noun heads

as relative phrases or NP complements.
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CHAPTER 11

COMPARATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

This chapter discusses certain types of comparative
constructions in Sinhalese. In the earlier chapters I outlined a
possible set of phrase giructure rules for Sinhalese, and discussed
transformational rules that were necessary to derive various types
of simple and complex sentences. Comparative consgtructions are a
rather different type of construction to any of those discussed

earlier. This chapter examines how far the rules already formulated

are adequate for handling the types of comparative sentences discussed

here. Only a tentative analysis of such consitructions is attempted,
but if this analysis can be validated, the rules already Fformulated,
together with an additional rule of Comparative Reduction, will
suffice to derive these.

Sentences like (1) and (2) in Sinhalese contain compara-
tive counstructions.

(1) padma sunilTe vee Diye  atDenovaa
'Padma' 'Sunil-~to! ‘'more!’ 'ig crying!

(Padma is crying more than Sunil.)

(2) padma  sunilTe vee Diye  lee jjaayi
"Padma' 'Sunil-to!' 'more! 'is shy!

(Padma is shyer than Sunil.)
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As noted by R.B. Lees for similar examples in English,l
sentences corresponding to (1) and (2) in which padma is compared to
meegee (table), and not sunil, are ungrammatical.

(3) #*padma meeseeTo vee Diys a¥Donevaa
'Padma! 'the table-to! 'more! 'is crying!

(*Padma is crying more than the table.)

(4) *padma meeseeTo vee Diys 1lee jjaayi
'Padma' 'the table-to! 'more! 'is shy!

(*Padma is shyer than the table.)
In the ungrammatical (5) and (6), the cooccurrence
restrictions of afDonovaa (is crying) and lee jjea (shy) prevent
them from appearing with a [—Human] subject NP.

(5) *meesee afiDensvaa
'the table'! 'is crying'

(*The table is crying.)

(6) *meesee lee jiaayi
© 'the table' 'is shy!

(¥The table is shy.)
meegee (table) in (3) and (4) seems subject to the same
type of restrictions as in (5) and (6). If it is postulated that the
deep structures underlying (3) and (4) contain embedded sentences
like (5) and (6), then a single phenomenon can be used to account
for the similarity of the restrictions meesee (table) is subject to
in both sets of sentences, i.e. the cooccurrence restriclions of

afiDonovaa (is orying) and lee jjas (shy).

1. R.B. Lees (1961), pp. 172-173.
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This means postulating that (3) is derived from the
corresponding ungrammatical (7), and (1) from the corresponding
grammatical (8).

(7) *padma  meesee aiDsnovaaTo vee Diye aHDensvaa
'Padma' 'the table! 'is crying-to! 'more' 'is crying'

(*Padma is crying more than the table is crying. )

(8) padma sunil a¥Denevaale veeDiyse aYDensvaa
'Padma' 'Sunil' 'is crying-to' 'more! 'is crying'

(Padma is crying more than Sunil is (erying).)
That (8) is, in fact, a grammatical sentence which is
synonymous to (1) seems to validate such a claim. This means that an

underlying structure something like (9) could be set up for both
(1) ana (8).

(9) s
»—-————"'—.———-_———’-.—__——‘\\b.‘
NP VP
b—*——“_—-—-——‘—_—.\h
Adv v
S
padma sunil alDensvaa  To wvee Diyo aliDensvaa
'Padma ! 'Sunil is crying' 'to' 'more’ 'ig crying’

(8) can be derived from (9), and then some form of
Comparative Reduction rules must apply to derive (1). At present it
seems as if this should be some sort of abbreviatory device deleting

any repeated items in the embedded sentence. With such a device,
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a¥Donovaa (is orying) can be deleted in the embedded sentence in (9),

thus allowing To veeDiye (more than) to be atlbached to the remaining

portion of the embedded sentence, gunil.

It is worth examining the unlabelled element To vee Diye

(more than) further. There seems no reason o consider To any different
to the usual case suffix To, and yet, given an underlying structure
(9), no explanation can be found for its association with vee Diye
(more). veeDiye itself, can be replaced in all the grammatical sen-
tences above by a variant veeDiyen (in greater quantity). It can be
suggested that vegDiyen is an en NP, and therefore generated by the
rule of adverbial expansion discussed in Chapter 10. This means that

vee Diyen can be assigned an analysis like (10).

(10) Adv

vee Diye en
'more, bigger
quantity, excessg!' 'in!
vee Diye itself occurs very rarely, if at all, as a subject
or object NP in Sinhalese. The indefinite form vee Diyak (an excess)

however, does ocour in sentences like (11).

(11) apiTe  hat vee Diyak nee hee
'ug~to! 'rice! 'an excess'! NEG

(There is no excess of rice to us, i.e. The rice is not
too much for us.)
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With such an analysis of veeDiyen (in greater quantity), it
is possible to postulate underlying structures like (12) for compara-

tive structures with vaeDiyen.

(12) Adv

|

vee Diye sunil eko Vi vae Diye
aliDonavaa

'the 'Sunil is 'thing!''to' 'is' ‘'excess' tin!

excess' crying! .

gko Deletion would apply first, deriving an intermediate

structure like (13).

(13) Adv
NP en
/’N -
S N
—TTTTN
NP VP

vae Diye sunil alDensvaa Teo yi vaeDiys

'the 'Sunil is crying''to''is''excess!' 'in!'

excess!




328

Relative Phrase Formation would then apply, deleting the
identical noun phrase veeDiye (excess) in the embedded sentence, and
subsequently T-Modifier would convert the predicate to its Modifier

form sunil a¥DonovaaTle (to Sunil's crying). (14) would result.

(14) sunil aYiDensvaaTe  veeDiyen
'Sunil is crying-to! 'in excess!

(more than Sunil is crying)

In Chapter 10 a possible Case Suffix Deletion rule is dis-
cussed, which derives certain single word adverbials from correspon—
ding To and en NPs. In particular, it is suggested that veeDiys (more)
might be derived by this rule from vee Diyen (in greater gquantity).
(See Ch. 10 p. 293 (36).) In this case, comparative constructions like
(15), which appear in sentences like (8), can be similarly derived
from those like (14).

(15)  sunil alDenevaale  vaeDiye
'Sunil is crying-to!' ‘more’

(more than Sunil is crying)

I have argued so far that (1) is derived from (8) by some
sort of Comparative Reduction rules. Sentences like (16), in which
the main verb in the comparative construction is not identical to
the main verb of the sentence, and to which therefore, Comparative
Reduction cannot apply, are further evidence that such comparative
sentences must contain embedded sentences in their deep structure.

(16) sunil  hinaavensvaaTe vee Diye padma  alDsnevaa
'Sunil' 'is laughing—to' ‘'more!' ‘'Padma' ‘is crying!

(Padma is crying more than Sunil is laughing.)
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I have also attempted to show what the underlying structures
of such sentences might look like. For sentences like (2) however, in
which the predicate is an adjective and not a wverb, there is no
corresponding grammatical sentence to which Comparative Reduction has
not applied. This is seen in the ungrammaticality of (17). Similarly,
sentences with comparative constructions in which the respective
predicates of the embedded and matrix sentences are non-identical
adjectives, are ungrammatical. This is seen in (18).

(17) *padma  sunil 1le jjaayiTe  veeDiye lee jjaayi
'Padma' 'Sunil' 'is shy-to! 'more! 'ig shy!

(#Padma is shyer than Sunil is shy.)

(18) #padma  sunil  bayayiTe vee Diye lee jjaayi
tPadma' 'Sunil' 'is afraid-to! 'more! 'ig shy!

(*Padma is more shy than Sunil is afraid.)

In the case of (2) and (17) it is possible to set up a
common deep structure for both, and account for the ungrammaticality
of (17) by making Comparative Reduction obligatory when the identical
predicates are adjectives. No such explanation is available for (18).

What is interesting is that there exists a grammatical sen-
tence (19) synonymous to (2). There is also a parallel grammatical
sentence (20) which differs from the ungrammatical (18) in the same
way that (19) differs from the ungrammatical (17).

(19) padma sunil lae jjaa taromeTe vee Diye lee jjaayi
'"Padma' 'Sunil’ 'shy' ‘extent—to' 'more! 'is shy!

(Padma is shyer than the extent Lo which Sunil is shy,
i.e. Padma is shyer than Sunil.)
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(20) padma  sunil baye taroms To vaeDiye 1lee jjaayi
'"Padma' 'Sunil' Tafraid' 'extent~to! 'more! 'is shy!

(Padme is more shy than the extent to which Sunil is afraid,
i.e. Padma's shyness exceeds Sunil's fear.)

The lexical item fareme (amount or extent) belongs to a
class of items like teens (place), velaave (time), hee Ti (way or
manner), kaarsnce (reason) etc. which have a feature specification

[+N ], each being specified in addition for some other
+Abstract

feature like extent, place, time, manner, reason etc. Where they are

specified [+X/M] as well, the items kotene (where), koyi velaave

(what time), koyi taram or koccers (how much)etc. are generated, and

vwhere they are specified [+Dem], items like ee taram or eccers (+that

much), mee taram or meccors (this much) etc. J.R. Ross (1967) quotes

3eY¥. Kuroda, and notes that in BEnglish, similar nouns like 'time!,
'way', 'manner', 'place' etc. may not be pronominalised, or moved
away from any preposition with which they appear.2

The phrase sitructure rules already formulated allow the
generation of sentences like (21), with a deep structure (22).

(21) padma  tarsmokeTe lae jjaayi
'Padma' 'an extent-to' 'is shy!

(Padma is somewhat shy.)

2+ J.Re Ross (1967), Ch. 4 pp. 119.
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(22) 8
“‘_’_’_‘__’——_t\.
NP VP
/A\
Adv Pred
it
NP
padma taremak Ts leoe jjaayi
"Padma! tan extent''lo! 'is shy!

The synonymous (23) can then be derived from (21) by the

Case Suffix Deletion rule discussed earlier.

(23) padma  tarsmak lae jjaayi
'Padma' 'an extent! 'is shy!

(Padma is somewhat shy.)
Since deep structures like (22) are possible, an underlying

structure like (24) can be postulated for (19).

(24) S,
___________———-———'_""__——-_——__————-\
NP VP
/\\a
Adv Pred
o
32 NP+en
T
NP VP
T —
Adv Copula
T —— .
S NP+Ta
3 iy
padma  veeDiyd sunil taremak taramo To yi veeDiyen 1lee jjaayi
lae jjaayi
'Padma' 'the 'Sunil is shy 'extent~to''is''in excess!''is shy'

exceasg! to an exbtent!




332

Relative Phrase Formation applies to the To NP in 52’
deleting the identical NP taremak (an extent) in S3’ and T-Modifier

then operates on the predicate of S3. (25) is the derived structure.

(25 B N
NP VP
A—"'—/M_—_‘\\\“
Adv Pred
.._/_.—w&—-_..______—__ﬁ—“—_—" 1
82 NPng
c—’—‘—'/\\\‘
Np VP
T —
Adv Copula
,/‘“——-_.____,
S NP+To
3 et
padma, vee Diye sunil lee jjaa taremeTe yi vaeDiyen lee jjaayi
'Padma, ! 'the tsunil shy! ‘textent~to''isg''in excess't'is shy!
excess!

Relative Phrase Formation and T-NModifier now apply in the
same way as to (13), and then Case Suffix Deletion applies, as to (14),
thus deriving (19). (20) can be similarly derived.

It has already been noted that (2) and (19) are synonymous.
Hence, it is worth investigating whether (2) too can be derived from
an underlying structure like (24). It was stated earlier that Compa-
rative Reduction appears to be some sort of abbreviatory device by
which any repeated elements in the embedded sentence are deleted.
Bven with as general a description of Comparative Reduction as this,

(2) cannot be derived from (24). What would be derived is the
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ungrammatical (26).

(26) *padma  sunil  taromeoTe vee Diyo lee jjaeyi
'Padma' 'Sunil' 'exbtent-to!' ‘'more' ‘'is shy!

(*Padma iz shyer than the extent to which Sunil.)
Clearly if (2) is to be derived from (24), some condition

must exist which enables the deletion of tareme (extent) in (26).
Three sorts of environments can be envisaged in which a noun like
tarems (extent) can be deleted.> In Chapter 4 (p. 150 (41)), a rule
of Unspecified NP Deletion is formulated by which the subject NP of
a sentence which is unspecified except For the feature [+Animate]
can be deleted. Other types of unspecified noun phrase deletion
must also exist to account for senlences like (27) in which the
trangitive verb kanovaa (is eating) appears in surface structure
without an object NP. Here, the cooccurrence restrictions of the verb
specify that it must take an object NP in deep structure which must
be minimally specified with the feature [-Abstract]. Hence the deleted
item is uniquely recoverable asg +N .

+Pro

~Abstract

(27) padma  kansvaa
'Padma' 'is eating'

(Padma is eating. )

We noted that tareme (extent) belonged to a class of nouns

3. See Katz and Postal (1964), Ch. 4 pp. 79-84 for conditions
governing deletion transformations.
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marked |4N s but was in addition marked [+Bxtent]. It is
+Abstract

conceivable therefore, that in an appropriate context, where the
cooccurrence restrictions of a predicate specify that it must occur

with a noun phrase minimally specified as +Abgtract] , tareme
+EBxtent

(extent) could be deleted by some sort of unspecified noun phrase
deletion. The sort of deletion rule that must operate to derive sen-
tences like (27) however applies usually to object NPs only.

It is also conceivable that barems (extent) could be dele-
ted under some type of identity conditions with a noun phrase in a
higher sentence. Equi~NP Deletion and Relative Phrase Formation are
both rules which depend on thisg kind of identity condition.

Thirdly, a rule of eke or Pro Deletion was formulated,
which deletes instances of |+N in certain environments.

+Pro
+Abgtract

(See Ch. 4 ps 143 (26).) In an appropriate context, where the
cooccurrence restrictions of the predicate specify that it must
occur with a noun phrase marked [+Extent], it seems possible that a

noun phrase deleted by eke or Pro Deletion could be recovered as

+N T, i.e. tarome (extent).
+Pro

+Abstract

+ixtent

None of these conditions for deletion seem applicable at
present to tareme (extent) in (26). However, if it can be shown that
such conditions do exist for the delelion of tareme, then there is

nothing to prevent an analysis like (24) being extended to
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comparative sentences with verbs as predicates. In such a case, we
would be claiming that (1) and (8) are both derived Ffrom the same
deep structure underlying (28), and (16) from that underlying (29).

(28) padma sunil a¥Dene  taremeTo vee Diye aHDonovaas
'tPadma' 'Sunil' ‘!crying' 'extent-to' 'more' ‘'is crying!

(Padma is crying more than the extent to which Sunil is crying,
ise. Padma is crying more than Sunil.)

-

(29) padma sunil  hinaavens tarsmeTe vee Diye alDenovaa
'Padma' 'Sunil! 'laughing' 'extent-to' 'more' ‘'is crying!

(Padma is crying more than the extent to which Sunil is laughing,
i.e. Padma is crying more than Sunil is laughing. )

There is no significant difference in meaning between (1)
and (8) and (28), or between (16) and (29). This would mean that a
single type of deep structure is postulaited for comparative construc—

tions with both verbs and adjectives as predicates.

At this stage, it is revealing to turn from comparative
constructions of this sort, to 'equative'! comparative constructions.
(30)-(35) are all equative constructions. The optional particle me
which follows tavemoTo (to the extent) in these is an emphatic

particle, giving here a sense of 'to the same, selfsame, very extent'.

As equative counstructions appear most frequently with, rather than
withoutl, this emphatic particle, I include it in all further examples
without further explanation of its meaning. In constructions like
those below, a variant taram(me) (the same extent) frequently

replaces taremoTo(md) (4o the same extént). I do not discuss such
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sentences here, but the suggested rule of Case Suffix Deletion
would serve to derive these from the counterparts discusged here.

(30) padma sunil taremsTo(me) lee jjaayi
'Padma' 'Sunil! 'same extent-~to! ‘'is shy!

(Padma, is as shy as Sunil.)

(31) padma sunil lee jjaa taremoTo(me) lee jjaayi
"Padma' 'Sunil'! 'shy! ‘'same extent-to' 'is shy'

(Padma is as shy as Sunil.)

(32) padma sunil  baye taremeTe (me ) lae jjaayi
"Padma' 'Sunil' 'afraid' 'same extent~to! 'is shy!

(Padma is as shy as Sunil is afraid.)

(33) padma sunil taremsTe(me) a¥iDenevaa
'Padma' 'Sunil! 'same extent—~to' 'ig crying!

(Padma is crying as much as Sunil.)

(34) padma sunil alilene  taremeTe(mo) aliDonsvaa
"Padma'! 'Sunil' 'crying' 'same extent-to! 'is crying!

(Padma is crying as much as Sunil is (crying).)

(35) padma sunil hinaavens taremeTe (ms) a¥iDonsvaa
‘Padma' 'Sunil' !laughing! !'same extent-to' ‘'is crying!

(Padma is crying as much as Sunil is laughing. )

The pairs (30) and (31), and (33) and (34) are synonymous.
Also, by the same argument used earlier, we can show that by deriving
sentences like (30) and (33) from those like (31) and (34) respec-
tively by a process of Comparative Reduction, we can account for the
ungrammaticality of sets of sentences like (36)-(38) by a single
phenomenon, the cooccurrence resgtrictions of the predicate lae jjaa

(shy).

L M
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(36) *padma meesee taromeTo (me ) lae jjaayi
'Padma! 'the table' 'same extent-to'! ‘'isg shy!

(*Padma is as shy as the table.)

(37) *padma  meesee lae jjaa taremeTs (me) lae jjeayi
'Padma' 'the table! 'shy!' ‘same extent-to' 'is shy!

(¥Padma is as shy as the table is shy.)

(38) *meesee lee jjaayi
'the table! 'is shy!

(¥The table is shy. )

In (30) and (33), Comparative Reduction has deleted the
repeated predicates lee jjaa (shy) and aiDons (crying) in the compara—
tive construction. In (32) and (35), the reduction process cannodb
apply as there are no repeated elements in the comparative construc-—
tion.

The deep structure of an equative sentence like (31) must

gquite clearly be something like (39).

(39) [ Y
NP P
Adv Pred
e ——— e
So NP+To
f”'f—"\\
NP VP
i e —
Adv Pred
padma sunil taremak lae jjaayi ‘taremoTe(mo) lee jjaayi
'Padma! t‘Sunil' ‘'to an 'is shy' ‘'same extent— 'is shy!

extent? to!
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Relative Phrase Formation applies to the To NP in Sl’

deleting the identical NP taromak (an extent) in Sz. T~-Modifier then

operates on the predicate of S (40) is the derived structure.

2.

(40) _ Sl\\
NP VP
Ad‘\'r”dﬂé\RPred
Sém——uﬂﬁ_*hhhﬁ&_ﬁﬁfgg
N
padma sunil lae jjaa taremeTo (mo) lee jjaayi
'Padma’ 'Sunil shy'! 'same extent-to' ‘'is shy!

What is of interest here is that in (39), tarsmak (an extent)

in 82 is matched by a corresponding taremo (extent) in Sl

by identity with this that the noun in 82 ig deleted. This suggests

that the deep structures of the type of comparative constructions

, and it is

discussed earlier could also be similar, and have an occurrence of
taromo (extent) in both embedded and matrix sentences.

This means claiming that sentences like (1), (8), (28) and
(41) are all derived from an identical deep structure containing two
occurrences of tareme (extent), and that (2), (19) and (42) are
derived from a similarly identical deep structure. It is noteworthy
that there is no significant difference of meaning between the sen-
tences in the respective sets, and that the longer formg are relatively

less common in.occurrence than the reduced versions.
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(41) padma sunil albone  taremeTo vee Di(ys) taromokeTs
'Padma' 'Sunil' 'crying' 'exbtent-to! 'more! Tan extent-to!
aXiDonsvaa

'is crying!

(Padma is crying to a greater extent than the extent to which
Sunil is crying, i.e. Padma is orying more than Sunil.)

(42) padma sunil lee jjaa taremeTe veeDi(ye) taromekefo

'Padma' *Sunil!? 'shy! ‘'extent-to'! ‘more! tan extent-to?
lae jjaayi
'ig shy!
(Padma is shy to a greater extent than the exbent to which
Sunil is shy, d.e. Padma is shyer than Sunil.)
The deep sbtructure underlying the set (1), (8), (28), and
(41) would be something like (43).
(43) 81
A \
NP VP
n-——"’—“""‘"" —‘”\
Adv v
So NP+Te
,,——-—"'"/\.
NP VP
Adv Pred
/’\.
NP+Te
53 +18
padma taremeo sunil taromoTe veeDiyi taromeksTe alDensvaa
taremak
alDsnevaa
"Padma' 'the ‘Sunil is 'extent- 'is 'an exbent~ 'is crying'
extent! crying to to! more! to!?
an extent!

Relative Phrase Formation applies to the Te NP in S5
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deleting the identical noun phrase taremak (an extent) in S..

3
T-Modifier then operates on the predicate of 83. (44) is the derived

gtructure.
(44) | 8,
NP VP
Adv v
S2 NPfgg
..’-—-—“"""——»\u
NP P
I/A\\“
Adv Pred
.»—""”-\\,
83 NP+To

padma  tarems sunil taremeTe veeDiyi taromeksTe aliDensavaa

afiDene
'Padma' ‘the 'Sunil textent— lis tan extent- 'is crying!
extent' crying! to! more! to!

Now, in deep structure (43), the predicate of 82 is veeDi
(more). veeDi is a predicate which may occur either with a subject NP
only, or with a subject NP and a Te NP, all of which must contain a
feature [+Extent]. In (45)-(48) it occurs with a subject NP only, and
the first three sentences are grammatical only when the noun phrases
are interpreted as 'the extent, i.e. number of books', 'the extent,
i.e. amount of flour', *the extent, i.e. amount of noise'. The
ungrammaticality of (48) seems to stem from the fact that its subject
NP is singular, and therefore canunol be interpreted as 'the extent,

or the number of book'. Hence, it seems the case that | +Count
~Singular
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nouns like pot (books), " ~Count '] nouns like piTi (flour), and
~Abstract

~Count nouns like sadde (noise) may be marked [+Extent], but
+Abstract

not [ +Count | nouns like pote (the book). madi (too little) may
+Singular

replace veeDi (more, too much) as predicate in all the sentences.

(45)  pot vee Diyi
'"books' 'too many-are'

(There are too many books.)

(46)  piTi vee Diyi
flour' 'too much-is!

(There is too much flour.)

(47) sadde  vaeDiyi
noiset! '4$oo0 much-is?

(There is too much noise.)

(48) *pote vaeDiyi
'the book! 'too much-is!

(#¥The book is too much.)

(49)-(52) contain both a subject NP and a To NP. Again, the
first three sentences are grammatical only when the noun phrases are
interpreted as 'the extent, i.e. number of books, tables! etc. and
the ungrammaticality of (52) seems to stem from the fact that its
subject NP is singular and cannot be interpreted 'the extent or
number of Padma'. aDu (less) may replace veeDi (more) as predicate
in all the sentences.

(49) oye po't mee meesoveloTo vee Diyi
'those'! 'books! 'these!' !'tables~to! 'more-are!

(There are more of those books than there are of these tables.)




(50)

(51)

(52)
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oy® piTi mee seenivelaTo wveeDiyi
*that'! 'flour! 'this'! tsugar-to! "more-ig!

(There is more of that flour than there is of this sugar.)

magee duke oyaagee satuTeTe vseliyi
'my! !'sorrow' ‘'your! 'joy—to! 'more-ig!

(My sorrow is greater than your joy.)

*padma.  oye potvelaTe vaeDiyi
'Padma' 'those' 'books—to! 'more-is!

(¥Padma is more than those books.)

+Count ’ "—Count s and | =Count T nouns may
~3ingular ~Abstract +Abstract

also appear as possessive modifiers of nouns like taroms (extent)

+3Singula

which are marked [+Extent]. l:+Count 1 nouns like padma however
T

may not. (53)~-(56) illustrate this.

(53)

(54)

(55)

(56)

pot tareme  or  ganene
'hooks ' 'extent? "number!

(the extent, i.e. number of books)

piTi taromo
tflour!' 'extent'

(the extent, i.e. amount of flour)

dukee tarsms
tgorroy~of! 'extent!

(the extent, amount of sorrow)

*¥padmagee  ftareme  or  gandne
"Padma~of!' 'extent! 'number!

(*the extent or number of Padma)

Where the possessive modifier is specified [+Count], either

taromo (extent) or ganene (number) ocours, the latter being preferable.
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-

The fact that | +Count 7 nouns may not occur in such contexts
+3ingular

suggests again that such nouns may not be marked [+Extent]. Where a
noun like padma is marked [—Count} however, it can be marked [+Extent],

and padmagee tarome, for instance, is grammatical in ‘the sense

'Padma‘'s extent or size'. ¥padmagee ganone (%the number of Padma) is

excluded by the fact that ganone (number) occurs only with [+Count]
nouns.

Returning to deep structure (43), the properties of the
predicate of 8,, veeDi (more) specify that the subject NP and To NP
with which it occurs must be marked [+Extent]. We noted earlier +that
it was conceivable that tareme (extent) could be deleted by some form
of unspecified noun phrase deletion or Pro deletion in an appropriate
context where the properties of the predicate specified that it must
ococur with a noun phrase marked [+Extent]. These conditions are met
in 8, in both (43) and (44).

Unspecified NP Deletion of the sort that must apply here
however operates only on object NPs, and hence oannbt applys. An
extended version of eks or Pro Deletion of the sorit suggested earlier
however can. I will not examine the possibility of such an extension
of eko Deletion in detail, and hence, the analysis proposed for
comparative constructions here, which depends crucially on it, remains
tentative. (57) and (58) however, provide some support for such an

extension. (57b) is a grammatical sentence, and does not differ

semantically in any significant way from (57a). The predicate in
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both sentences is vee Di (more). The a sentence has a sentential
subject NP with no noun head, while the corresponding noun phrase in
the b sentence has a noun head tarems (extent). (58b) however, though
also grammatical, differs semantically from (58a). The predicate in
both sentences is peensvaa (can be seen). Like in (57), the a
sentence has a sentential subject NP with no noun head, while the
corresponding noun phrase in the b sentence has a noun head tarsme
(extent). This seems to suggest that the deleted noun head is tarome
(extent) in (57a), but eke (thing) in (58a). If this is so, Pro -
Deletion must delete tarems rather than eke in sentences with a
predicate v Di (more).

(57) a padma ahDenovaa  vaeDdiyi
'Padma’ 'is crying' 'Hoo much~is!

(Padma is crying too much. )

b padma aliDene  tareme  veeDiyi
'Padma' 'crying' 'extent! 'too much~ig!?
(Padma is crying to too great an extent.)
(58) a padma  a¥Densvaa  peenovaa
tPadma'’ 'is crying' 'is seen!
(Padma can be seen crying.)
b  padma  alilens  tareme  peensvaa

'Padma' 'crying' 'extent' 'is seen!

(The extent to which Padma is crying can be seen.)

In the discussion below, I assume that tarome (extent) in
the To NP in (43) and (44) may be deleted by a form of Pro Deletion

under such conditions.
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Now, in Chaptler 3 a transformational rule T-Modifier is
formulated which applies obligatorily to all sentences embedded in
a noun phrase. The structural description of this rule necessitates

the presence of a noun head in such noun phrases (see Ch. 3 p. 100

(10)). In Chapter 4, T-Modifier is ordered to apply after the optional

eko Deletion. By this ordering, it is possible to block both rules
operating on the same sentence. In deep structures like (43), if
tarems (extent) in the Te NP in 8, is deleted, then the adverbial in
52 no longer meets the siructural description of T-Modifier. In this
case, only Relative Phrase Formation will apply to the Te NP, and

the derived structure will be (59), and not (44).

(59) S w
NP VP
1//\
Adv v
M ;
ufﬂf,ﬂ.——ff““ﬁg\\\ NP+To
NP VP
Pred
padma taremo sun11 To veeDiyi taromekeTe alDensvas
allDonevaa
tPadma' 'the Sunil is 'to' 'is 'to an 'is crying'
extent' crying!’ more' extent!

It was stated in Chapter 4 (p. 143) that eko Deletion

could not operate on a noun phrase when the sentence embedded in it

. .
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contained a non-verbal predicate. If this condition on deletion is

generalised to apply not only to eks (thing), but also to a noun

head tareme (extent), then, where Sy in (43) is not sunil taremak

afiDenovaa (Sunil is crying to some extent), but sunil taremak

lee jjaayi (Sunil is shy to some extent), Pro Deletion will not be
able to delete the noun head of the Teo NP, tarome (extent). In this
case only an intermediate structure like (44) can be derived. One
like (59) is not possible. This then provides a more natural expla~
nation for the ungrammaeticality of (17) than a constraint making
Comparative Reduction obligatory when the predicate of the embedded
sentence is an adjective.

‘Relative Phrase Formation may now apply to the Te NP in Sl

in both (44) and (59), deleting the identical subject NP tarsme

(the extent) in S T-Modifier then converts the predicate of 8

2° 2
to its Modifier form veeDi(ys) (mowre). (60) and (61) are the respec—
tive derived structures, and these account for the surface structures

(41) and (62) respectively.

(60) S,
» ~ ’*\\4
NP VP
M

Adv v

M .
1
S2 NP+To
padma sunil albene taremeTe taromeks o aiDenavaa
vee Diys

'Padma' 'Sunil!'crying''extent~to?' 'an exteni-to''is crying’
f 1
more
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(61) 8,
NP VP
, ’_______"__._-'an-._.. _._M
Adv : v
M .
Sy NP+To
padna sunil a¥DenevaaTe veeDi(ye) taremokeTo aliDonovaa
'Padma' ‘'Sunil''is crying=to''more®’ 'an exbent— 'is crying'

to!

(62) padma  sunil a¥DenovaaTe veeDi(ye) taremekeTe
'Padma' 'Sunil' 'is crying-to'! ‘more! 'an extent-to!

atiDonovaa
'is crying'

(Padma is crying to a greater extent than Sunil is crying,
i.e. Padma is crying more than Sunil.)

Now, the subject NP in S, in (44) and (59) is deleted by

Relative Phrasge Formation on identity with the noun taremak in the

Ts NP of Sqe Since the deleted noun phrase cooccurs with veeDi (more),
it must necessarily be specified as | 4N . By identity, the
+BExtent

the noun in the Te NP of Sl must also be specified with these
Ffeatures. Hence the presence of vaeDi(ye) (more) in surface structure

necessitates that the Te NP in S

1 be minimally specified as {+N Jj
.t

+BEten

Under these conditions, and given that some form of tarsme Deletion
is possible with veeDi (more), this rule can apply again. When it
applies to the derived phrase markers (60) and (61), surface struc-

tures (28) and (8) respectively are derived. (1) can then be derived,
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ag suggested earlier, by Comparative Reduction. Hence, by setting up
a deep structure like (43) we can generate a whole set of synonymous
sentences, (1), (8), (28), (41) and (62). Postulating a similar deep
structure for (2), (19), and (42) will also account in a natural way
for the ungrammaticality of (17), and will provide a single explana-
tion for the ungrammaticality of both (17) and (18).

The deep structure itself appears to be justified. If some
form of tarems Deletion is possible with veeDi (more), then no addi-
tional rules need be added to the grammar to permit the derivation
of a range of sentences thal seem to be synonymous. The justification
for the deep struciure however ig independent of their synonymity. The
fact that similar deep structures exist for equative comparative con-—
structions seems to be supporting evidence in favour of this analysis.
Hence, though such a deep sitructure claims that comparative sentences
contain at least two embedded sentences in underlying structure, and
depends essentially on the possibility of eke Deletion being extended
to some sort of tareme Deletion in sentences with a predicate vee Di
(more), it accounts for a variety of cases, and appears to be other—
wise based on valid arguments. The fact that deep structures of
equative constructions, e.g. (39), do no% contain vee Di (more)
explains why taremo (extent) is not deletable in these.

If an analysis like (43) were after all to be proved wrong,
then the alternative analysis for comparative constructions would be

something like (24). Some of the problems such an analysis run into
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have already been noted. In addition, it necessitates allowing a
definite noun phrase vae Diye (the excess), though such a form rarely
or never occurs elsewhere; and permitting a sentence like vea Diye

sunil a¥DenovaaTayi (The excess is to Sunil orying.), which even

if allowed to be grammatical, never occurs independently as an
acceptable sentence.

Failing even this, it would be necessary to resort to an
underlying structure like (9), which though 'simpler!' in the sense
that it contains fewer embeddings, is nevertheless clearly lacking

in explanatory power.

Are there any positive advantages in an analysis like (43)7?
R. Huddleston (1967) lists six main types of matrix structure in
English comparative constructions according to the value or function
of 'more'.4 A. Hale (1970) refers to these same six types, and adds
a seventh. The gix positions distinguished by Huddleston are:

a ordinator in a nominal group:
Mary bought more records than Peter.

b  head in a nominal group:
Mary achieved more than Peter.

¢ head in an adverbial group:
Mary talks more than Peter.
4 modifier of an adjective head:

Mary is more talkative than Peter.

4. R. Huddleston (1967), p. 92.
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e sub-modifier of an adjective modifier:
Mary bought a more expensive car than Peter.

py modifier of an adverb head:
Mary talks more quickly than Peter.

Hale distinguishes a and b as detérminer position with and
without a noun head present, ¢ and d as adjective position in the
predicate, and in a noun phrase, respectively, and e and f as adverb
position with an adverb and a verb respectively. He adds a seventh
position identical to ¢, that of adjectival verbal oomplementfsThis
ig illustrated in g.

8 John washed the window cleaner than Bill did.

With the type of analysis proposed in (43), all seven types
above can be accounted for with no additional rules. Type a finds a
Sinhalese counterpart in (63).

(63) padma  sunille vee Diye pot gattaa
'Padma' 'Sunil-to! 'more! 'books'! 'bought!'

Under the particular interpretation we are interested in,
(63) is synonymous not to (64) but (65).

(64) padma  sunil  pot gattaale vee Diye potb gattaa
'Padma' 'Sunil'! 'books' 'bought-to' T'more!' 'books' 'bought'

(Padma bought more books than Sunil bought books, i.e. Padma
did more book-buying than Sunil did.)

(65) padma sunil gatte potvela®e vee Diye pot gattaa
'Padma' 'Sunil' *bought'! 'books—to!' ‘'more!' 'books' 'bought!

(Padma bought more books than the books Sunil bought, i.e. Padma
bought a greater number of books than Sunil. )

5. A. Hale (1970), pp. 35=36.
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I have already argued that & noun phrase tarome (extent)
oceurs in both the embedded and matrix sentences of comparative
constructions. Given such a claim, bolh (63) and (65), and the set
of other gynonymous sentences in which one or more barome (extent)

appears overtly, must be derived from an underlying structure like

(66).

(66) Sl
/"__——_-—-———_—\
NP VP
/\\V
NP

/_—_——_—————-A' .
So Modifier NP

, ~ .

pot tarsmal gattaa
'Padma* \\\\\\\ "books!'tan extent''hought'
NP VP
/\ /\\\
Modifier NP ﬁgy Pred
— S ——
l 83 Mod?fier NPFEQ
pot tarems pot taromeTo vee Diyi
tbooks ! 'the extent! 'books! *the extent-~to''is more!
NP V/P_\\\
B v
Modifier ﬁP ‘
sunil pot tarsmak gattaa
'Sunil? '"books!' ‘'an extent' ‘'bought'

pot tareme (the extent, i.e. number of books) is a complex

noun phrase in which po} (books) is, as noted for (53), a possessive
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modifier derived by the usual processes of relativisation. The
detailed derivation of such noun phrases is not given in (66), and
pot (books) is analysed as 'Modifier!.

Relative Phrase IFormation applies to the To NP in SQ’ dele~-

ting the identical object NP pot taromak (a number of books) in §

3

P-Modifier then applies to the main verb in 83. (67) is the derived

phragse marker.

(67) 51\\\
NP V3¢_\h
NP v
Se‘”#" Modﬁfier TP
padma pot taromak  gattaa
'Padma! 'books''an extent!'bought!
mP v
Modifier NP Adv Pred
83 Modifier  NP+To
pot tarsme sunil pot tarsmaTe vee Diyi
gatto
'books ! 'the extent!'Sunil 'books'textent—to! 'is more!
bought!

taromo (extent) in the To NP in S, may be deleted since it

2
cooccurs with vee Di {more) and is the head of a complex noun phrase.
In this case, To will be affixed to pot (books), and after phonological

rules apply 'pot + To' will be spelt out as potvelefe (to the books).
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Alternatively, tarome (extent) may be retained. A similar option is
available in the case of taremak (an extent) in the object NP of Sl'
Hence the proposed analysis can account, with no additional rules,
for type a constructions.

Type b finds a Sinhalese counterpart in (68) and (69) etlc.

(68) padma sunil kelaaTe veeDiye kelaa
'"Padma' 'Sunil' 'did-to! ‘more! tdidt

(Padma did more than Sunil (did).)

(69) padma sunil kele  taremeTe vee Di(ye) taremak kolaa
'"Padma' 'Sunil' 'did' ‘'extent-to! 'more! 'an extent''did!

(Padma achieved a greater amount than the amount Sunil achieved,
ie.e. Padma did more than Sunil.)

Both these and the other related sgentences can be derived

from a deep structure like (70).

(70) S,
M\\-
NP VP !
//\
P v
_.____,__,__-———-"""_—_‘\
82 ﬁP
padma tarsmak kolaa
"Padma! tan extent! raid!
NP VP
ST —
Advyr Pred
m«
NP4
S3 PTHQ

tarome ' tareomoTe vee Diyi
'the extent! 'the extent—~to!''is more!

sunil tarsmak

kalaa
'Sunil'!'an extent!tdid!?
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(69) is derived by the usual processes. tarome (extent) in

the Te NP of 32 and taromak (an extent) in 8., may both be deleted

1
under the same conditions as before. Where the former is deleted,
T-Modifier cannot apply to the main verb of the embedded S3. (68) and
the other related sentences can be accounted for thus.

Type ¢ finds a Sinhalese counterpart in (1), which we have

together

already disousse@/with other related forms. Similarly, d finds its
parallel in (2) and its set of related sentences. e has a parallel in
(71) and other related constructions. (72) is the relevant deep

structure.

(71) padma sunil  gatto poteTe vee Diye ganan
"Padma' 'Sunil' 'boughi' 'book-to' ‘'more'! 'expensive'

potak gattaa
'a book! *bought!

(Padma bought a more expensive book than the book Sunil
bought, i.e. Padma bought a more expensive book than Suail did. )

In (72) (given on p. 355), Relative Phrase Formation and
T-Modifier operate on S5, which is embedded in the noun phrase pote

(t+he book), deriving a noun phrase sunil gatte pote (the book Sunil

bought). The same rules then operate on S4, which is embedded in the

To NP taremoTo (to the extent), deriving a noun phrase sunil gatto

pote ganan tarsmoToe (ﬁo the extent the book Sunil bought is expensive).
Since ganan (expensive) is an adjective, taromo (extent) cannot be

deleted here, and hence the ungrammatical *sunil gatte pots gananTe

(*to the book Sunil bought is expensive) is blocked. The same two

rules above then operate on S3, which is embedded in the To NP




(72) 8,
\\——h-"‘%_..
NP VP "
WY
NP ‘
padma poJak gattaa
'Padma’ 'a book! "bought!t
So
M,
NP VP
I Pred
NP+To
pote taromeokeTe ganan
'the book! 'to an extent''is expensive!
S
/3\
NP VP
2T
Adyv ed
NP+Ts ’
tarsms taromaTo vee Diyi
tthe extent! 'to the extent''is more!
5
/\‘
NP VP
NP Adﬁf’f““‘“‘-*“‘“7PTed
pote taremeokeTo ganan
"the book! 'to an exbtent' 'is expensive!
S
5
/\\‘
NP VP
//\
NP v
sunil potak gattaa
fSunil!? 'a book! boughti !

355
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taromokeTe (to an extent), deriving a noun phrase sunil gatte pote

ganan taromoTo veeDi(yo) taremekeTs (to an extent greater than the

extent to which the book Sunil bought is expensive); and then on 52,

which is embedded in the noun phrase potak (a book), this time

deriving a noun phrase sunil gatte pots ganan taremsTo vaeDi(ge)

taromekeoTo ganan potak (a book expensive to an exbent greater than

the extent to which the book Sunil bought is expensive). The resulting

surface structure isg (73).6

(73) padma sunil gatte pota ganan taromeTo
tPadma' 'Sunil!' 'bought! 'book! 'expensive'! 'extent-to!
veeDi(ys) taromekeTs ganan potak gattaa

"more! 'tan extent-to''expensive! 'a book'! t'bought!

(Padma bought a hook expensive to an extent greater than the
extent to which the book Sunil bought is expensive, i.e. Padma
bought a more expensive book than Sunil did.)

be
taremokoTo (to an extent) may optionally/deleted by

tarome Deletion. Comparative Reduction may also apply, deleting all
repeated elements in the embedded construction. After this, taromo-
Deletion may apply again, this time deleting taremeTo (to the extent).
(71) is the result.

Type f finds a Sinhalese parallel in (74) and other related

sentences. (75) is the relevant deep structure.

6. (73) is an incredibly clumsy sentence in Sinhalese, and 1o some
speakers inadmissible. For these speakers tarsme Deletion must
be obligatory in such contexts.
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(74) padma sunilTo vee Diys ikmenin kataakerensvas
Padma' 'Sunil-to! 'more! 'guickly! "talks!

(Padma talks more guickly than Sunil.)

(15) 8,

NP VP

NPfEH

padma, ikmenin kataakorsnovaa
Padma’ 'quickly!? talks?
So
WM
NP VP
/\.
Adyv Pred
NP+To
ikmene taromsTo vee Diyi
"the gquickness!? '$0 the extent''is more!
53
/‘—_—M’.’\\
NP VP
. e
Adv v
sunil taromoksaTo kataakeroanovaa
'Sunil! to an extent! "talks!?

Pinally, type g has a parallel in (76), which has a deep

structure (77).
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(76) padma sunil janeelee heeduvaaTe vaeDiye suddeTo
"Padma' 'Sunil' 'the window'‘!washed—to! 'more! 'clean!
Jeneelee heeduvaa

"the window'! 'waghed!

(Padma washed the window cleaner than Sunil did.)

(77) 8,
_.——-——”‘—-._——-——_—_‘—__—_\
NP VP
T T —
NP Adv v
NP+To
padma Janeelee suddeTe heeduvaa
'Padma ! *the window!? 'to a cleanness'!yashed!
S5
NP vp
Adv Pred
—
NP+To
suddee taremoTo vee Diyi
‘the cleannesg! 'to the extent'! 'is more!
o
3
—’.—_‘/__’.—-—————-’_/"\\
NP VP
.
NP T AQv v
sunil Jjaneelee taremoks To heeduvaa
'Sunil'? 'the window!'to an extent! "washed!

Hence, it is possible to extend an analysis of comparative

constructions like that in (43) to all seven positions referred to

by Hale.
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This analysis can also account for both the texplicitly!
and 'implicitly' defined standards of comparison referred +to in

Huddleston. He says:
"« . . in the former, the comparative expansion consists

of than plus a nominal group; in the latter, than introduces

a clause « . o "

He gives as an example of the former 'the attacks come as
Tfrequently as once a day'!, and comments:

"Indeed, Lees derives (11) [The attacks come as frequently
as once a day] by reduction from 'the attacks come as
freguently as the attacks come once a day'. Not only is
this dissatisfying from an intuitive semantic point of view
(it suggests that one is comparing the freguency of ‘the
attacks with the frequency of the attacks); it also makes
his grammatical rules less general than they could and should
be®.

The deep structure for a similar Sinhalese sentence (78)

would be (79).

(78) wvaeDe wvarjons maasckels saeroyak  taram
'gstrikes! 'a month-for' 'a time!' 'an extenti-to!
nitorems tiyensvaa
'frequently’ tare!

(Strikes occur as freguently as once a month.)
Thus an analysis of this type capitures the distinction
between Huddlegton's 'explicitly!' and 'implicitly! defined standards

of comparison.

7. R. Huddleston (1967), p. 92.

8. R. Huddleston (1967), p. 93.
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(79) 8,
//\
NP VP
Adv Copula
NP
vee Do varjone nitoreamo tiyenovaa
'strikes! 'frequently? tare!
//,j_e\
NP VP
Adv Copula
NB4To
nitore taroemeTo yi
*the frequency! tto ‘the extent! tig!
53
M\
[
NP VP
NP Copula
tarome maasekoTo sae royak yi
'the extent! 'for a month-once! tig?

Comparative constructions may also occur with the item
aDuven or aDuve (less) instead of veeDiyen or veeDiye (more). (80)
is such a sentence.

(80) vpadma sunilTe aDuven akDonovaa
'Padma’ 'Sunil-to' ‘!less!' 'ig crying!

(Padma is crying less than Sunil.)




361

Such constructions may be derived by the same processes
as constructions with veeDiye (more).

The transformational rule of (omparative Reduction remains
to be formulated. It has been suggested that it is some sort of
abbreviatory device by which repeated items in the embedded sentence
are deleted. That this process operates irrespective of word order
is seen in the set of sentences (63)-(65). Both (64) and (65) are
reduced to the ambiguous (63), presumably by a process which deletes
the identical items in the embedded sentence. These items occur in
different orders in (64) and (65).

Comparative Reduction can apparently reach down into only
some types of subordinate clauses. (81) is derived from an underlying
structure (82).

(81) vpadma sunilve dannevaafe veeDiye hoHdeTo mame
Padma' 'Sunil' ‘'knows—to! ‘'more! tywell T
sgunilve dannevaa
fSunil? 'know!

(I know Sunil better than Padma knows Sunil.)

(82) [ R
NP vp
B S
Adv NP v
.-—-——"‘"/\\
S NP+-To
mamd padma sunilve hotide Teo sunilve dannevaa
dannsvaaTls veeDiye
'I' 'more than Padma knows 'well! 'Sunil? tknow!
Sunil'!
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Here, Comparative Reduction is able to delete the repeated

items sunilve and dannovaa (knows), deriving the reduced sentence (83).

(83) mame padmaTe vee Diyo ThoHdeTe sunilve dannevaa
'I' 'Padma~to! 'more' 'well!?! 'Sunilt' 'know!

(I know Sunil better than Padma. )
(84) is derived from an underlying structure like (85).

(84) ee ayeo padmna sunilve dannevaayli kiyonevaaTe veeDiys
'they! t'Padma' 'Sunil'! tknows ! 'say-to! '‘more
ho¥idoTe mamd sunilve dannovaa
'well!? 17 'Sunil!' 'know!

(I know Sunil better than they say Padma does. )

(85) //,i\
NP VP
Adv /P\NP\ v
s NP+.To

T~

mam® ee ays S kiyensvaale hoXdaTe sunilvs dannevaa
vee Diye
'I* "they! 'say=to! 'well! 'Sunil ! tknow!
'more!

padma sunilve
dannsvaayi
'Padma' 'Sunil' 'knows'

In such cases, Comparative Reduction cannot delete the
repeated items gunilve and dannsvaa (knows), apparently because they

occur in an embedded sentence. Where these items are deleted, the

ungrammatical (86) results.
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(86) *ee ayo padma kiyonmevaaTe veeDiyo holdeTe mame
'they! 'Padma! 'say-to! 'more! twell? 11

sunilve dannevaa
'Sunil' t‘know!

(*¥I know Sunil better than they say Padma. )

This restriction does not appear to hold for embedded
sentences in modal constructions. (87), which contains two sentences
with the modal adjective puluvan (possible) has an underlying struc-
ture (88). (tareme (extent) cannot delete beceuse puluvan (possible)

is an adjective.)

(87) padmaTe sunilTe kanns puluvan taremeTe
'Padma~to' 'Sunil-to' 'to eat! 'possible! 'extent-to!
vee Diyes Ikanns puluvan
'more' 'Ho0 eat'! 'is possible!

(Padma, can eat more than (the amount) Sunil can eat.)

(88) /ﬁi\
NP VP
S N Adv Pred
padma 5] kanevaa eko padmaTle puluvan
'P%iTi;//;~‘“\lEfiEl‘gﬁmliﬁiiﬁlﬁﬁﬁh:iiifi:f°' 'is possible!
sunilfTe S puluvan taramoTo vee Diyo

'Sunil-to:////ﬁ\\\:f?ssible"exﬁentmto"more'

sunil kanevaa
'Sunil! teats!

Here, even though the repeated item kamme (to eat) occurs in
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an embedded sentence, Comparative Reduction can apparently delete
it, thus deriving the grammatical (89).

(89) padmaTe sunilTo puluvan taremo To vee Diye
fPadma~to! 'Sunil-to' 'possible' 'extent-to! ‘'more!?

kanne puluvan
'to eat! 'is possible!

(Padma can eat more than (the amount) Sunil can.)
Thig is true for the other modal adjectives as well. I%
is worth digressing for a moment to note that the modal adjective
oonee (necessary) appears to be the only adjective in Sinhalese after
which noun head deletion can occur. Where tarsme (extent) is deleted
in (90), oonee (necessary) takes on a verbal suffix vaa, and after
Comparative Reduction applies, (91) is derived. Where tarems (extent)

is not deleted, (92) results after Comparative Reduchion.

(90) s
NP VP
M_
S v
padma, kann® oonee kansvaa
'Padma’ 40 eal!'necessary! Teats!

tarsmeTe vee Diye
'extent~to! 'more?

(91) padma - ooneevaaTe vaeDiye kansvaa
'Padma' 'necessary-to! ‘more! 'eals!
(Padma eats more than is necessary.)

(92) padma  oonee taremes To vaeDiye kanavaa
'Padma' 'necessary! 'extent-to' 'more! teats!

(Padma eats more <than the necessary amount.)
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At present, it seems difficult to give any precise formula-
tion of the Comparative Reduction rules. What is clear for the moment
is that some such rules operate, that they delete repeated items
irrespective of order, bul that they are subject to ‘the constraints

noted above,

Summarising, it is suggested in this chapter +that compara-
tive constructions in Sinhalese contain underlying instances of
tarome (extent) in both matrix and embedded sentences. RBguative
comparative constructions must be derived from such underlying
structures, and there is some reason for suggesting that other types
of comparatives are also similarly derived. It is shown that if such
an analysis can be justified, it can account for a wide range of
construction types. The analysis depends however on the possibility
of eke or Pro Deletion being extended in certain environments o
delete the noun tareme (extent). This possibility is not examined in
detail here.

It is alsgo shown that a transformational rule of Comparative
Reduction must éxist in Sinhalese. The rule is not formally stated,

but some constraints it is subject to are noted.
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APPENDIX

This appendix counsists of three parits.

Part I lists the phrase structure rules necessary for
Sinhalese. It brings together the sel of phrase structure rules
outlined in Chapter 2 for simple sentences in Sinhalese, and others
which were found to be necessary for complex sentence formation in
Chapters 3, 4 and 9.

Part IT presents an ordered list of the transformational
rules discussed in the text. I have not investigated the problem of
rule ordering in detail, but the order indicated here appears to
be a viable one for Sinhalese. In the case of some rules only, the
discussion in the text has already indicated that they must be
ordered before certain others.

It was noted that Complementiser Placement a must precede
Complementiser Placement b. By ordering Appositivisation before
Relative Phrase Formation, it is possible to allow the latter rule
to apply to sentences embedded, both in deep structure and trans-
formationally, in noun phrases. Since the application of the Infini-
tive rule is dependent on the prior application of either Bgui-NP
Deletion or eke Replacement, it must be ordered after both these.
Since Verb Raising and not the Infinitive rule must apply obligatorily
after Bgui~NP Deletion in cases where the matrix sentence contains

an abstract verb, Verb Raising must precede the Infinitive rule.
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The optional eke Deletion must be ordered before the obligatory
Modifier rule, in order that both may not apply to the same deep
structure.

Part III presents each of the transformational rules in
turn. Bach rule has already been formally stated elsewhere in the
text, but further conditions on certain rules discussed in subseguent

chapters are incorporated into the versions given in Part IIT.
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PART I

PHRASE STRUCTURE RULES

1 " yi s, nz 2
) " z { (%Eko)—hari } ?

(Ch. 9 p. 248 (21))

(2) S s WP + VP (Post 8)

(Che 2 p. 47 (1))
(3) Post S — 5 (Neg) { Tmp }

(Che 2 p. 47 (2))

@ m g m e

(Ch. 2 po 47 (3))

(5) v ~— > Verb Root + Tense
(Che 2 p. 47 (4))

(6) Tense —— [ Past }

Non=-Past

(Che 2 p. 47 (5))

(7) Pred —_— < { e } ') + Copula

Adv

(Che 2 p. 47 (6))




(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)
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in / tiye
ve

Copula —_— { yi }

(Che 2 p. 47 (7))
Adv _— Adverb W
To
NP +{ ee
on )

NP + Postposition

(Che 2 p. 47 (8))

n

NP _— yi wp, n;;:z
(Che 9 p. 252 (34))
NP , s (8 + WP ‘}
Det + (S) + N

(Ch. 3 p. 98 (6) and Ch. 4 p. 139 (14). The
rule in Ch. 4 makes Ch. 2 p. 47 (9) redundant.)

X Def
Det — {_Indef ]
(Che 2 p. 47 (10))

Def —_— P
(Che 2 p. 47 (11))

Indef 5 { % } y where k is selected

for singular nouns,
and § for all others.

(Che 2 p. 48 (12))



(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)
(22)
(23)

PART I

RULI ORDERING

Conjunction Reduction
Conjunction Copying
Demonstrative Particle Segmentalisation
K/M Particle Segmentalisation
Determiner Attachment
Complementiser Placement a
Complementiser Placement b
Appositivisation

Relative Phrase Formation
Determiner Particle Shift
Demonstrative Particle Shirlt

Equi-NP Deletion

eko Replacement

Verb Raising

eko Deletion

Infinitive

Modifier

Neg Placement

Case Marking

Number and Case Agreement
Unspecified NP Deletion
Pseudo~Cleft

Scrambling

(oPT)
(0BL)
(OBL)
(0BL)
(OBL)
(oPT)
(OBL)
(oPT)
(0OBL)
(oPT)
(opPm)
(OBL)
(oPT)
(OBL)
(oPT)
(0OBL)
(0oBL)
(0BL)
(0OBL)
(OBL)
(opPT)
(opT)
(oPT)
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PART TII

TRANSFORMATIONAL RULES

(1) Conjunction Reduction

SD : { Lekko)—%“iari} - Lx-la dy=xlg - (27, | Jyx]g

1 2 3 4 5 6 T
:::;> oPT
SC s 0] 2 1l+346 4 0 0 0
Condition : a 2 =5
b o4=7

(Ch. 9 p. 255 (40))

(2) Conjunction Copying

SD : X-—[{ ﬂ}—y-'f‘]y-x

(ekko)~hari

1 2 3 4 5 6
:> OBL
SC s 1 2 0 443 543 6

(Che 9 p. 248 (23))




(3) Demonstrative Particle Segmentalisation

5D X - Det - X
+Dem I
II
II‘
1 2 3
SC s 1 +Dem I [Det] 3
II
III

(che 2 p. 78 (97))

(4) X/M_Particle Segmantalisation

SD X = Det ~ N
' +K/ 1 Singular
. Human
etc.
1 2 3
SC ¢ 1 |+k/M [Det] 3
Singular
Human
ete. |

(¢h. 2 p. 80 (101))

(5) Determiner Attachment

SD 3 X - ' Def - N - X
Indef

1 2 3 4

SC¢ s 1 0 342 4

(Ch. 2 ». 75 (84))
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;::;> OBL

- X .::;>0BL

——> OBL
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(6) Complementiser Placement &

SD X - [ 8 = eke ]NP - X ==> OPT
1 2 3 4
oC 1 [kavuda-2+eke—kiyenavaa]S.3 4

Condition : kavude, kiyenovaa are semantically emptiy

(Che 4 p. 152 (44); the condition given
here is stated informally on the same page.)

(7) Complementiger Placement b

SD ¢ x - [ 8 - ek Jpp - X  —=» OBL
1 2 3 4

oC 1 2+(yi) 3 4

Condition : 2=3 is object NP of kiys (say)

(Ch. 4 p. 147 (35))

(8) Appositivisation

spo: [[X-wP-xyily - [XZ-WP-X-yilg - 8"l == oPr

12 34 56 78 9
SC 5 [1230]+6 70 9

a 2 =206
b 2 refers to a uniquely determined object,
or has a Det marked [+K/M] or / and [+Dem]

Gondition

(Ch. 3 p. 118 (68))
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Phrase TFormation

(9) Relative
[[ x - vp - X Ig

oD X -
1 2 3 4 5 6
:::;7 OBL
SC 1 2 0 4 5 6
Condition ¢ & 3 =5
b 2-4 does not have a nominal predicate
(Che 3 p. 99 (9)3 condition b is discussed

in Ch. 3 p. 110.)

(10) Determiner Particle Shift
SD: X - 8 - Det Prt - N - X —> OPT
1 2 3 4 5
SC 1 3 2 4 5
2-4 is a NP

Condition
(Ch. 3 p. 107 (30))

(11) Demonstrative Particle Shift
¥ - [ DempPrt ] - [ XK/uPrt] - X —> OPT
3 4

2 4

3D
1 2

3
(Chs 2 p. 82 (108))

SC ¢ 1
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(12) Bqui-NP Deletion

SD s X - [ mwp - X ]s - X  ==>OBL
1 2
SC 3 0 2

Condition 1 is identical with the nearest NP in
the S being processed which does not
dominate 1

(Che 4 p. 157 (62))

(13) ekeo Replacement

SD : X = [ [ wp - vp lg - seke Jyp = X
1 2 3 4 5

::j> OPT
8C 1 0 3 2 5

(Ch. 4 p. 166 (83))

(14) Verb Raising

o [x - [[x - V] - e ]y - X - [v+Pro]]S
1 2 3 4 5 6
—> 0BL
SC @ 1 2 0 4 5 6+3

(¢h. 6 p. 200 (22))
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(15) eke Deletion

SD s X - [ 8 - eke ]NP - X == OPT
1 2 3 4
SC : 1 2 0 4

Condition a cannot apply if 2 contains a non-verbal
predicate, except where the main verb
of the matrix S is kiye (say)

lo

obligatory when Iiqui-NP Deletion hasg

removed subject NP of 23 when main verb
or predicate of matrix S is an abstract
verb, kiye (say), or tamayi/nevee (ENPH)

(Ch. 4 p. 143 (26); condition a is stated informally

on the same pages; condition b is discussed in Ch. 4 p. 157,
Ch. 6 p. 200 and Ch. T.p. 212, Ch. 4 p. 14, and

Ch. 8 p. 22 respectively.)

(16) Infinitive

SD : X - [ x Vs nito ]S - X —> OBL
1 2
8¢ = . [?Infinitive}

Condition 3 BEqQui-NP Deletion or eke Replacement has
removed subject NP of 1-2

(Ch. 4 p. 168 (86))

(17) Modifiex

sD: X - [[x - {greé} Iy - { gp}.]NP - X =»0BL
finite
1 2 3
56 = ! LzModifieI] 3

(Ch. 3 p. 100 (10))
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(18) Neg Placement

SDs X - v - (Neg) - ( { Q }-) '32i> OBL
{’Pred } . Lmp
finite
1 2 3 4
5C + [anoomplete.]+3 O 4

(Che 2 p. 91 (139))

(19) Case Marking

a SD : [ wp - X ]S ——> OBL
1 2
SC s 1+8 2
b SD s [ 2 - v -V ]y == OBL
1 2 3
SC

1 2 +{ %§é}3

Condition : vo is selected vhere 2 is singular and
animate, nve where it is plural and
animate, and‘Q_where it is inanimate

(Che 2 p. 50 (14))

(20) Number and Case Agreement

SD s X - NPyominative | = * ~ [NPPreQ] - X —OBL
+9ingular
1 2 3 4 5
SC = 1 2 3 4Nomina,ﬁive 5
4Singular

Condition : 2 and 4 are constituents of ‘the same S

(Ch. 2 p. 60 (35))
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(21) Unspecified NP Deletion

SD [ kavude - X ]S —_—j OPT
1 2
SC s 0 2

Condition : obligatory when 1-2 is embedded in matrix S
with main verb [ INVOL]

(Ch. 4 p. 150 (41)s the condition given here is discussed
in Ch. 6 p. 201.)

(22) Pseudo=Cleft

sD: [ X - Y - X - {wlired} ly = opr

1 2 3 4

-

8C ! © 3 L4Incomplete.] 24y

Condition : Y is a major constituent

(ch. 8 p. 237 (39))

(23) Scrambling

SD : X - NP - | wp - X == OPT
v v
Pred | Pred
Adv Adv
1 2 3 4
SC 2 1 3 2 4

Condition : 2 and 3 are major constituents of one S, and
this 8 is not an embedded or conjoined S

(Che 2 p. 54 (27))
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