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DecomposingColor Expressions in Malayalant

Mythili Menon & Roumyana Pancheva

University of Southern California

1. Expression of color

Although adjectivalstructure and meaninigave beerwidely studied, there have been
relatively few formal investigations of coloadjectivesspecifically(Kennedy & McNally
2010, McNally 2011McNally & de Swart 2011Alexiadou 2013 Moltmann 2013. An
examination ofcolor expressions is warranted because they differ tithrar adjectives
in at least tw ways.

First, color adjectivefave both gradable and ngradablemeaninggas in(1)-(2)).
Gradable adjectivesre compatible withovert degree modifiers, without a meaning
change to the adjective itself (cf. the two usegreenin (1) vs. (2).

(1) Gradable: N
Theleavesare green but thegrenQgreenenough

(2) Non-gradable:
The traffic light is green. # It is greener than the traffic lghthat corner

Other adjectives do not show this pattern. Relatiak, g€xpensiveand absolutefyll,
clean) adjectivesonly have gradable meanings (putting aside idiomatic expressions such
ashigh teg. Non-gradable adjectives such @gech, chemal, femaleneed to be coerced
to a new meaning in ordes be used with degree modifiers, and can dwisio varying
succesge.g.,Mary is more Czech than Susara# Mary is more female than Susana

Y1'we would like to thank Artemis Alexiadou, Elena Anagnostopoulou, Itamar Francez, Andrew Koontz
Garboden, CarmeBobrovieSorin, Anna Szabolsci, an anonymous reviewer, audiences at FASAI" 5, 38
GLOW, and Syntax+ at USC for valuable comments and suggestions. Any errors are dur own.
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Second, color adjectives can appear in nominal positions, unlike other adjectives, as
seen in (3)-(4) and discussed in McNally and de Swart (2011), Alexiadou (2013), a.o.

3) Green suits you
4) *{Big/short/expensive/wet} suits you

This paper contributes to our understanding of the grammar of color terms in
Malayalam in comparison to other expressions used for predications, attributive
modification and comparison in this language. The behavior of color terms prompts a
partial revision to the analysis of Menon and Pancheva (2014). In our earlier work, we
analyzed the internal structure of two classes of ‘adjective-like’ complex expressions in
Malayalam, arguing that both are gradable. Here, however, we note that the properties of
color terms require a more nuanced analysis. In particular, some color expressions show
mixed properties, behaving like non-color expressions of one class in attributive position
but like non-color expressions of the second class in predicative position. We offer a
revised analysis that treats some color and non-color expressions in Malayalam as
inherently non-gradable; further composition with possessive predicates contributes
gradability.

More generally, the paper provides support for a gradable/non-gradable ambiguity in
color expressions (Kennedy & McNally 2010, McNally 2011), although we do not
analyze the different meanings as a case of a lexical ambiguity but as the result of
different representations constructed by syntax below and above the word level. We also
show evidence that color terms in Malayalam can behave as nominals, which we attribute
to their combination with a null noun cOLOR. Thus, Malayalam color expressions show
similar behavior with respect to the phenomena illustrated in (1)-(2) and (3)-(4) and the
analysis we offer in this paper contributes to the understanding of the cross-linguistic
patterns.

2.  Previous account of property denoting expressions in Malayalam

In previous work, we have shown that Malayalam lacks an adjectival category and uses
syntactically complex expressions for predication, attributive modification, and
comparison (Menon 2013, Menon & Pancheva 2014). Specifically, we have argued that
such structurally complex ‘adjective-like’ expressions are built on the basis of property-
concept denoting roots, i.e., roots with meanings such as height, beauty, intelligence
(Chierchia and Turner 1988, Koontz-Garboden and Francez 2010, Francez and Koontz-
Garboden 2015). Lexemes formed on the basis of such roots belong to two classes which
differ in their syntactic category, and correspondingly, exhibit different syntactic
behavior when they build the bigger structures used for predication, attribution and
comparison. The ultimate semantics of the complex attributive and predicative
expressions belonging to the two classes is, however, the same. We will review here the
basic analysis of Malayalam property concept expressions in Menon & Pancheva (2014).
We will then offer a revised account, partly in response to data from Malayalam color
expressions.
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Some examples of Class 1 and Class 2 property concept expressions are given in (5)
and (6). Class 1 expressions are -a-ending reduced (participial) relatives (-a being the
Proto-Dravidian relative marker)® and Class 2 expressions are -am-ending nominals (-am
being a nominal marker). Class 1 expressions are formed on the basis of native roots
whereas Class 2 roots are borrowed from Sanskrit.

(5) valiya ‘big’, Ceriya ‘small’, puthiya ‘new’, pazhaya ‘old’, nalla ‘good’
(6) santosham ‘happiness’, sankatam ‘sadness’, prayasam ‘difficulty’

In Menon & Pancheva (2014) we suggested that both Class 1 and Class 2 property
concept expressions start out as roots denoting abstract mass substances (notated by 77),
which, following Chierchia and Turner (1988), have the type of entities.

(7) a. [ vnall] = the property of goodness (Class 1)
b. [ Vsantosh ] = the property of happiness (Class 2)

2 A reviewer points us to an alternate analysis as explicated in Balusu (2014) where the —a ending is
analyzed as the genitive marker in similar Telugu Class 1 forms.
) a. pillalu ‘children’ ~ pillal-a ‘children’s’
b. pustakaalu ‘books’~ pustakaal-a ‘books’

In Malayalam, however, unlike in Telugu, the only genitive marker is —inte/-ute and it can suffix to the —a
ending forms after they are turned into light headed relatives, such as in (ii), shown attaching to a Class 1
property concept expression, and in (iii), the counterpart of the Telugu examples in (i), where there is no —a
marker.
(i1))  a. nalla-van-te ‘good man’s’
b. nalla-vaj-te ‘good woman’s
c. nalla-t-inte ‘goodness’s’

>

(iii)  a. kutgi-kal ‘child-pl’ ~ kutti-kal-ute ‘children’s’
b. pustakan-pal ‘book-pI” ~ pustakan-pal-ute ‘books’

If indeed —a is a genitive marker in Malayalam, the —a ending forms in (5) should be able to appear
predicatively without the help of pronominalization, which does not happen. Note that the counterpart
forms of Telugu can appear in the predicative position without being turned into nominals (see Menon, in
prep for an explanation). The possessive genitive forms can appear as a complement to a copula directly as
seen in (iv).
(iv) it kallan-te aang
this robber-GEN  EQ-COP
“This is the robber’s.’

Thus, we maintain our analysis that —a in Malayalam is a relativizer and not a genitive marker. A further
piece of evidence suggesting this comes from Judeo-Malayalam, the traditional language of the Cochin
Jews in Kerala, now spoken primarily in Israel. As shown in Gamliel 2013, in Judeo-Malayalam the
participial form is -e instead of -a, and, as we predict if the two are the same morpheme, so is the suffix on
Class 1 roots. Thus, in Judeo-Malayalam, the word for ‘good’ is nall-e rather than nall-a. (Itamar Francez

p.C).
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The core idea is that these roots are turned into predicates of individuals through
possessive predication, and to have /7 means to have an instance, a certain amount, of /7,
1.e., possessive predicates formed on the basis of property-concept roots are gradable.

2.1 Class 1 property concept expressions

The Class 1 roots are verbalized first, with a null possessive v, before the addition of
the relative marker —a. Support for the presence of the null verbal head comes from the
distribution of the relative marker -a: -a only merges with verbs. Hence, Class 1 roots are
turned into nonfinite verbal expressions by the addition of a null v, which, as we
suggested in Menon and Pancheva (2014), has possessive semantics, as in (8).’

(8) [Dy poss ]| =M Ad. Ax. Jy [y is an instance of I7 and x has y and p(y) > d]

The degree argument is bound by the non-overt positive morpheme POS. The meaning
of forms such as those in (9) is norm-related — they are interpreted as making reference to
a standard, as would be expected if POS is binding the degree variable word-internally.

9) [nalla]] = Ax. Ad Fy [y is an instance of goodness & x has y & u(y) >d & d > d;]
~Ax. dd [x’s goodness > d and d > d]

Thus, Class 1 expressions are similar in meaning to a positive gradable adjective good
in English in many semantic accounts. Their syntax of reduced participial relatives and
their semantics of predicates of individuals makes them appropriate attributive modifiers
(as in (10)).

(10) nalla kuti
good child

The equative (EQ) copula completes the predication structure, see (11). The EQ
copula is the canonical predication strategy in Malayalam, as illustrated in (12) — it is the
structure used with predicate nominals. The example in (12b) is particularly relevant,
since it has the same structure as the property concept predicates in (11) — a verb (‘to
hear’) is relativized by -a and turned into a participle; the pronominal then changes the
participle into a light-headed relative — an appropriate nominal to be a complement to the
EQ copula. An analysis that treats Class 1 expressions as morphologically simple, or
assigns —a the status of an adjectival suffix, clearly misses the commonality between the
forms in (11) and (12b) (and ex. (17) later, where —a relativizes the non-finite possessive
copula, resulting in the participial form u//a*). This is an important point in light of

3 Cross-linguistically, possession could be encoded by some other functional head, not necessarily a v. In
Malayalam the functional head must be verbal due to the restriction imposed by the relativizer. What is
crucial for our analysis is not the category of the null element, but the fact that it encodes possession, and
that possession plays a key role in encoding gradability in property concept expressions.

* A reviewer finds the null possessive verb objectionable on the grounds that postulating it amounts to
suggesting that Malayalam has a null ave while lacking an overt have. But notice that Malayalam does
have an overt possessive copula, as seen in (15) and (16). Thus, the null possessive verb is the covert word-
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criticism in Francez and Koontz-Garboden (this volume) that positing a null verb in Class
1 is unmotivated. If —a in nalla in (11) is the same relative marker as —a in (12b) and
(17), then it is attaching to a null verb, since relative -a only ever attaches to verbs.

(11) a. ava! nalla-va! aa"# (Class 1)
she having-goodness-F.SG EQ-COP
‘She is good.’ (lit. ‘She is one having goodness.”)

b. avan nalla-van aa"#
he  having-goodness-M.SG EQ-COP
‘He 1s good.’ (lit. ‘He is one having goodness.”)

(12) a. avan kolayali aa"#
he murderer EQ-COP
‘He is a murderer.’

b. aval kelkkun-a-val  aa"#
she hear-REL.F.SG EQ-COP
‘She is one who can hear.’ (lit. ‘She is one hearing.”)

We see that Class 1 property concept roots participate in canonical predication — with
the EQ copula. Thus, the external syntax and semantics of Class 1 expressions are
compatible with the proposal made in Koontz-Garboden and Francez (2010), Francez and
Koontz-Garboden (2015) concerning adjectives cross-linguistically. Our contribution in
Menon and Pancheva (2014) is to show that the internal syntax and semantics of
‘adjective-like’ expressions also conforms to a generalization Koontz-Garboden and
Francez (2010), Francez and Koontz-Garboden (2015) made concerning property-
concept nominals cross-linguistically: creating attributive and predicative structures on
the basis of nominals requires the use of verbs denoting possessive relations. The Class 1
property-concept denoting expressions of Malayalam are built on the basis of entity-
denoting property concept roots, and thus they too use a possessive strategy, but this
happens covertly below the word level.

2.2. Class 2 property concepgxpressions

Class 2 property concept roots end in —am, a Proto-Dravidian nominal marker. Thus, we
take —am to be the spell out of a nominalizing head. In Menon and Pancheva (2014) we
gave this nominalizing head the semantics in (13), suggesting that it turns abstract
property concepts into measured instances of the property.

(13) [ -amy 1] = $I1. $d. $x [x is an instance of I7 and %x) & d]

internal counterpart of the overt possessive copula. Also, we posit additional evidence for the null
possessive verb from our analysis of Complex color expressions in Section 4. In color terms, we find two
versions — the Simple color term and the Complex color term — the latter showing a spell-out of the v_poss
head.
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The degree argument cae bound byan existential degree quantifiaas in (14)a
measure phraser a comparativequantifier,resulting in structurewithout normrelated
semantics (unlike the case of Class 1 forms, whietgre the addition ofq, i.e., below
the word level,POS binds the degree argument). Class 2 nouns denote predicates of
individuals that are instances &f in contrast to Class 1 forms, whjdswe suggested
in Menon and Pancheva (2014je predicates of individuals that possess instancds of
The form in (14) can be the complement to a néinite (u//a in (15)) or finite (uxza in
(16)) existential EX) copula which encodes possessiohhe individual argument is
existentially closed off, as in regular possessive/existential predication.

(14) a. [[[! pokk+ amy]n+ 3D] (Class 2)
Lit. Obeing an instance of tallness measuring to some degree®
b. [[ pokkam]] = "x 3d [x is an instance of tallness ati(k) $ d]

(15) pokkam u%6 ku&& (Class 2)
tallness having child N
Otalthild.O (lit. Otallnekaving child.O)

(16) avekk' pokkam  u(&' (Class 2)
shepAT  tallness  Ex-cop N
OShe is tall.O (lit. OTo her there is tallness.O)

We see that Class 2 property concept roots participate in oveespogspredication,
with theexistentialcopula, as is to bexpected from nomingbn the account dfoontz
Garboderand Francez (2010) aitlancez and KoontGarboden (2015 But wealso see
that with the help of the same syntactic mechanisms availablélass 1 forms
relativization with -a, and the creation of a ligitaded relative with the help of
pronounsb Class 2 forms can also participate in canonical predicatidh theequative
copula This is illustrated below.

(17) a. av&gpokkamu¥edva aq’ (Class 2)
§he taIInessNhavingF.SG EQ-COP N
OShe is tall.O (lit. OShe is one having tallness.O)

b. avan pokkamu%#wan aq" (Class 2)
be talln~ess hgving/l.se EQ-COP N
OHe is tall.O (lit. OHe is bagng tallness.O)

To summarize,hite main proposals in our previous acco(Menon and Pancheva
2014) are as follows, (i) possession, either covert or overt, is the basis for encoding
property concept predication; (ii) property concepts universally lexicalizzat@gory
less roots, and they denotabstractsubstancdike individuals, requiring possessive
predication; (iii) variation in property concept predication is rooted in the morphosyntax
and semantics of the functional vocabulary that categorizes property concept roots
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3.  Revising the previous account

Our previous analysis posits two different heads which introduce gradability, namely the
v_poss head for Class 1 and the n head spelled out as -am for Class 2. While for Class 1
expressions gradability is tied to the semantics of property possession, localized to
v_poss, this is not so for Class 2 expressions. Uniformity will be theoretically preferable.
Moreover, we need to posit two different nominal heads that are spelled out as -am, since
the nominal —am appears also on nouns that do not have gradable semantics (e.g., the
nominals in (18)). Then the question arises of why a verbal head could not combine with
Class 2 roots, given the freedom of roots like the ones in (18a,b) to combine with both a
verbal and a nominal head. The nominal nature of the functional head that combines with
Class 2 roots is accidental as the same semantics could correspond to a verb.

(18) a. chaat-uka ‘to jump’ — chaat-am ‘a jump’
b. oot-uka ‘to run’ — oot-am ‘a run’
c. sneh-ikk-uka ‘to love’ — sneh-am ‘love’

Here we revise our analysis, arguing that both Class 1 and Class 2 roots compose first
with verbal heads, but not the same verbal head. We retain our previous analysis for
Class 1. We now suggest that Class 2 roots compose with a covert v head without
possessive semantics. There are several implications to this new analysis. Since the
covert v head doesn’t have possessive semantics, it does not introduce a degree argument.
Only the covert v_poss has a degree argument. Crucially, this suggests that only Class 1
expressions are gradable. We will provide evidence for this when we look at how Class 1
and Class 2 expressions encode comparatives in Section 4.2. This new account is also
desirable over the previous account since possession is expressed overtly in Class 2
expressions using the EX copula, and gradability can be encoded in the relation of
possession of a property concept nominal. Thus, gradability, in our revised account, is
tied directly to property possession, with both Class 1 and Class expressions. Finally,
there is no need to posit two nominal —am morphemes in the language.

3.1. Revised Class 2 expressions

The Class 2 property concept roots first compose with the null v head without possessive
semantics. The nominal marker —am then nominalizes this expression. Unlike the
previous account, the null v head does not incorporate a degree argument. The existential
copula then turns the nominal into a gradable predicate.

(19) a. [[[Vpokk + & ]+ amn In (revised, Class 2)
b.[ Dv] =A! . Ax [x is an instance of ! ]
c. [ pokkam ]| =)x. [x is an instance of tallness]

Class 2 expressions are not gradable. They are made gradable optionally overtly using
the comparative marker or a measure phrase. An existential degree quantifier, without
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norm-related semantics (unlike the case of Class 1 forms, where POS binds the degree
argument), binds the degree argument introduced with possessive predication.

After the null v head composes with the Class 2 root and turns it into a verbal element,
one could ask why the relative marker —a does not turn these forms into reduced relative
clauses. We are aware that this is an issue (as also pointed out by a reviewer), but we do
not have a good answer to this question. We could say that the morpheme in (19b) that
turns property concept roots into predicates is not verbal but nominal in category. This
would explain why the —a does not attach to it; recall that —a only attaches to verbs.
However, as we will soon see, we need a null verbal head with the same semantics as in
(19b) to account for the form and meaning of certain color expressions (see the
discussion around ex. (23)). Once that head is available in the inventory of Malayalam,
we will have to stipulate that it does not apply to Class 2 roots. Now we have to stipulate
that Class 2 verbal forms have to be nominalized. At least in the color expressions (next
section), we will see that the same root can compose with a verbal head (with different
semantics) to form a verb (e.g., the two forms of ‘white’). This suggests to us that Class 2
forms too are made verbal first and are then nominalized.

Additionally, one can ask why the Class 2 roots do not combine with the null v_poss
and then with —a. In fact, in other related Dravidian language this is indeed what happens.
In Kannada, Class 2 borrowed roots are turned into reduced relatives using —a. The
semantics of these forms suggests that they incorporate a null v-poss before the addition
of —a.

(20) a. santosha ‘being happy’ i.e., ‘having happiness’
b. dukka ‘being sad’ i.e., ‘having sadness’

As a reviewer points out, the Kannada forms in (20) can be —am ending nominal forms
truncated to —a phonologically. We acknowledge that this may indeed be true given
forms such as (21a), where ‘santosha’ behaves similar to ‘happiness’ with the help of the
past participial form of the “be” verb, namely ‘agi’. However, forms such as (21b) are
also attested. These are similar to the pronominalization seen with Class 1 —a ending
forms in Malayalam (11), suggesting that the forms in (20) show both nominal and
adjectival properties.

21) a. 1 huduga santosha-agi idd-ane
this boy happiness-BE.PST  BE-3P.SG
‘This boy is happy.’

b. huduga santosha-vanu/ hudugi santosha-valu
boy happy-3m.sG/  girl happy-3F.SG
‘The boy is happy.’ ‘The girl is happy.’

In Malayalam, as well as in Tamil, however, forms such as the ones in (20) do not

occur. This could be a language-internal morphological fact: Class 2 roots can only
combine with the non-possessive v just like Class 1 forms in that language only combine

10
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with the possessive v. This is a stipulation, but we think that the insight into the link
between possession and gradability that a compositional analysis of these forms allows
us, makes the stipulation worthwhile. Note that an alternative lexicalist account similarly
involves a stipulation: adjectival lexemes are based on native roots and borrowed roots
are lexicalized as nominals.

3.2 Intermediate summary

The two classes of property concept roots undergo different syntactic derivations, but
crucially start with, and end with, the same meaning. The possessive relation is expressed
at the level of the word, through a covert possessive verbal morpheme, with Class 1 roots,
and at the phrasal level, through an overt possessive verb, with Class 2 roots. Gradability
is directly related to property possession. Only Class 1 lexemes are gradable, Class 2
expressions become gradable only at the phrasal level, through combination with a
copula expressing possessive semantics.

4.  Color expressions in Malayalam

In Menon & Pancheva (2014), we subsumed color expressions under Class 1, since they
are —a ending terms. In this section, we will look in detail at color expressions in
Malayalam suggesting that they exhibit both Class 1 and Class 2 properties, even though
morphologically they belong to Class 1 property-concept expressions.

The revised analysis in the previous section has implications for the analysis of color
terms. Color terms are —a ending, like Class 1 expressions. However, they exhibit two
different forms with different syntactic behavior. We will refer to these forms as Simple
and Complex. The term Simple is meant simply in opposition to Complex, the Simple
form has internal morphological composition, similar to Class 1 expressions (except with
a non-possessive v, as we will see shortly). The Complex form, although —a ending too,
differs from Class 1 expressions in that it is overtly more complex. An exhaustive list of
color terms in Malayalam is given in (22) below.

(22)  Color expressions in Malayalam

ROOT | SIMPLE | COMPLEX | NOMINALIZATION | MEANING
\/we[ wella wellutta welluppa ‘white”
Vkar -- karutta karuppo ‘black’
Vkem -- ¢uvanna cuvappa ‘red’

\/paéé pacca -- paééapp96 ‘green’

> Only the root for ‘white’ exhibits both simple and complex forms. We have to say that the lack of one
form or the other for the remaining color roots is an accidental gap. However, we do note that there exist
words for ‘red’ and ‘black’ that look simple but semantically mean different things, such as kara ‘stain’ and
Cuva ‘taste’. These two terms are nouns and not reduced relatives as seen by the presence of overt case
marking.

11
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Vniil | niila - - ‘blue’
Vmanp | mappa -- -- ‘yellow’
&aar Caara -- -- ‘ash grey’
Vuut uuta -- -- ‘violet’

Among the color roots, the roots for ‘white’, ‘black’, ‘red’, and ‘green’ (Vwe|, Vkar,
Vkem, Vpa&&) can be identified as having Proto-Dravidian origins. These roots have
cognates in other Dravidian languages. The roots for ‘blue’ and ‘violet’ are borrowings
from Hindi-Urdu, and the root for ‘yellow’ is derived from the Tamil word for turmeric
‘manpal’. Apart from these, English terms for colors such as ‘cream’, ‘rose’, ‘pink’,
‘orange’ have been borrowed into the Dravidian lexicon and they are pronounced with
morphology used in borrowing, such as the epenthetic vowel (o in Malayalam, u in
Telugu etc).

4.1 Syntactic and semantic behavior of color expressions
4.1.1. Simple color terms

Simple color terms morphologically resemble Class 1 expressions. However, they depart
in their syntactic behavior exhibiting similarities with Class 2 expressions. Our proposal
is to treat the Simple color terms similar to Class 2 forms up to a point. They compose
with a v head with no possessive semantics and no degree argument. This is intact with
our earlier observation about the composition of —a, the Proto Dravidian relative clause
marker, with verbal elements. Thus, Simple color terms are turned into participial verbal
expressions by the addition of a null v as in (23), the same null v that derives Class 2
expressions according to (19b). Recall that for Class 2 forms, positing the null non-
possessive v was stipulative, at least as far as the syntactic category of the functional
element is concerned. For Simple color terms though, the v is justified on the ground that
the relative marker —a attaches next.

(23) [Dv]=A"Y Ax [x is an instance of V]

The vPs that are created by the merge of the null non-possessive v are further
relativized by the verbal relative marker —a, see (24). This changes the syntactic category,
as the structure is now participial; the semantic type remains unchanged. Note that the
Simple color term we™a means ‘being an instance of whiteness’, which is a predicate of
individuals but of semantically different sortal type than the NP kuppayam ‘dress’ with
which the color expression seemingly combines in (25a). This sortal mismatch disallows
a Simple color form as in (24c) to combine with a noun phrase in the attributive position
directly. Our proposal is to posit a null covert color expression, COLOR (~ la Kayne 2005),
which the Simple color terms modify, and a null expression of possession, (25b). Note

%INote, however, thata!! app" means OgreeneryO. All the other nominalizagfersto the color itself.

12
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that both null elements posited in the attributive structure (24b), which surfaces as (24a),
can be seen overtly in (25¢): the nominal niram ‘color’ and the possessive non-finite
copula U//-a, the same strategy employed in attributive modification in Class 2
expressions. The null possessive element POSS plays the role of linking together the
Simple color nominal expression ‘white color’ with the noun phrase it modifies. We
leave the precise formulation of this structure for future work.”

(24) a. [[!we™! ]y (Simple color)
Lit. ‘be an instance of whiteness’
b. [[twe"+! JJv+ -2l
Lit. ‘being an instance of whiteness’
c. !we™a" =#x [Xis an instance of whiteness]

(25) a. we"a kuppayam (Simple color)
being-whiteness dress
‘a white dress’ (lit. #°being an instance of whiteness dress’)

b. we"a COLOR POSS  kuppayam
being-whiteness color  having dress
‘a white dress’ (lit. ‘being a white color having dress’)
c. we'a niram u'-a kuppayam
being-whiteness color  having-REL  dress
‘a white dress’ (lit. ‘being a white color having dress’)

Simple color terms can appear in the predicative position with the EQ copula without
the help of a bound pronominal morpheme, see (26a). This suggests that in this structure
too, just like in the case of the attributive structure, Simple color terms combine with a
null nominal COLOR; the presence of this nominal makes the pronominal forms
unavailable. The structure behind the surface predication in (26a) is as in (26b). Note that
the posited covert nominal COLOR can also be overt (27). The presence of the covert
nominal makes the use of bound pronouns with the EQ copula (as in Class 1 predication)
unnecessary, by providing the EQ copula with a nominal complement.®

(26) a. kuppayam  we™a aa$% (Simple color)
dress being-whiteness EQ-COP
‘The dress is white.’

7 The question of the nature of the possession-encoding linker in (25a/b) — or even its presence — is tied to
the structure of the predicative use of Simple color terms, as in (26a,b) and (27a).

¥ A question arises as to whether there is a possession-encoding linker in (26a/b) in addition to the null
COLOR. We would expect that to be the case, given the discussion concerning the attributive use of Simple
color terms as in (25). The EQ copula can also take PPs, given its use in locatives, so a complement like ‘of
a white color’ could be possible in (26a/b). However, (27a), with overt niram ‘color’ shows no such linking
element. Similarly the interpretation of (28a) suggests the absence of a possession-encoding element in
these predicative structures. We leave this question open for the future.
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b. kuppayam wella COLOR aa"#
dress being-whiteness color  EQ-COP
‘The dress is white.’!

(27)  a. kuppayam wella niram aa"#
dress being-whiteness color  EQ-COP
‘The dress is of a white color.’

b. kuppayat-in# wella niram u"
dress-DAT  being-whiteness color  EX-COP
‘The dress is white color.’

We see that Simple color terms morphologically belong to Class 1 property concept
expressions but exhibit peculiar syntactic behavior in predicative position. We suggested
that Simple color terms start out as roots that are made verbal using the non-possessive V
head (the same head we suggested combines with Class 2 non-color roots); then they are
relativized by -a. In attributive position, Simple color terms modify a null covert nominal
COLOR. They also combine with additional structure which encodes possession, enabling
modification between the Simple color term and the NP. Simple color terms also exhibit
canonical predication with the help of the equative copula, however, unlike Class 1
expressions, they do not require a pronominal element. We capture this by positing the
same null covert nominal COLOR in the predicative position as in the attributive position,
which the Simple color term composes with. This covert nominal plays a similar role to
the bound pronominal in Class 1 predication, converting the participial Ba form into a
nominal expression. This null nominal is likely behind the ability of color terms in
languages like English to appear in nominal positions, as seen in (3).

Importantly, Simple color terms are non-gradable (as shown in (28)). Gradability is
introduced by the overt existential copula in predicative position, just as is the case with
Class 2 property concept expressions.

(28) a. traffic light pa%®% COLOR aa"#
traffic light green color  EQ-COP
‘The traffic light is green.’

b. # traffic light-in# pa%®& niram u"
traffic light-DAT green color  EX-COP
“The traffic light is green.” (Lit. ‘The traffic light has green color’)

c. #ii traffic light aa traffic lightin-¢ kaal!-um kuu$ittal pa%%«COLOR aa"#

this traffic light that traffic light-AcC than ~ more green color EQ-COP
“This traffic light is greener than that traffic light.’
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As Kennedy and McNally (2010) notnd as shown in ()t is the traffic lightOs
classificatory propertyo be green in color; the propergther obtains or it does not.
Thus, as we can see in the Malayalam examples, when the Simple color term is used in
(28a), only a norgradable, classificatory reading is available. Gradability cannot be
overtly introducedhere using the possessive copuks in (8b), which results in
infelicity. The comparative is also disallowéimilar to# more female

Moreover, Simple color terms can besed as classificatory modifigrasin (29),
which are norgradablgKennedy and McNally 2010).

(29) a. pd a we"am N
greenwater(lit. Ofresh waterO)

b. we"awine
whitewine (in fact, yellow in color)

In the next section, we will see that Complex color terms syntactically and
morphologically behave differentiyom Simple color terms

412 Complex color terms

Complex color terms also morphologically resemble Class 1 expressions, in that they are
Ba ending but they depart from Class rdoncolor and Simple color expressions in
exhibiting more complexovert morphology. Despite theirovert morphological
complexity, they pattern similar to Class nbrrcolor expressions in their syntactic
behavior.We analyze them accordinglyComplex color terms start out as roots that
compose with a nul/_posswith possessivesemantics(30) (repeated from(8)). We
analyze thebutt morpheme as a spalut of thev_poss it is the overt morpheme
counterpart of the null possessivbead (the possessive copula, as we discussed earlier,

is another overt possessive verbal formorphologically free rather than boynd

(30) I v poss =# #d#x"y[yis aninstance df & xhasy & p(y) $ d]
_p

The meaing of Complex colorforms is normrelated b they are interpreted as
making reference to a standard, as would be expected if PORdisg the degree
variable rather than a regular existential degree quantifier. The meaning gi@&h)irs(
similar to the meaning assigned to positive gradable adjectives s@pboadin English
by many semantic accounts.

(31) a. [[[%ve"+ -utty posslv + POS] -a]el (Complex color)

° There is some variability in the phonological realization of this morpheme. As seen, complex Oblackd and
Owhite® have tBatt morpheme, whereas complex Oreaan-ann morpheme. We take this to be a
phonological fact depending on the coda position of the root, lateral endifytf@nd nasal fobann

They are both spebuts of the null_posshead.
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Lit. Ohaving an instance of whiteness measuring to a degree that exceeds the
standardO

b. 'well-utt-a'# "x.! d! y [y is an instance of whiteness and x has y#pj$ d
andd>d
%'x.! d [xOs whitenegsd and d > ¢]

The participial -a-forms can be used in attributive positidh they have the
appropriate participial syntaas well assemantics to be interpreted through predicate
modificationwith nominals such adress Unlike Simple color expressions, there is no
null coLorin attributive position in the case of Complex color expressions.

(32) a.well-utt-a kuppayam (Complex color)
havingwhiteness dress N
Oa white dresglid. Ohaving whiteness dressO)

b.not: well-utt-a COLOR kuppayam (Complex color)
havingwhiteness color dress

The participial-a-forms can also be used in predicative position, after @ineyurned
into lightheaded relatives, i.e., DPs, through the merge of bound pron@iasn the
absence of the null nominabLorwith Complex color terms, the obligatory presence of
the pronominal is expected.

(33) it& well-utt-at& ad & (Complex color)
tAhis havingwhitenesmeutN _ EQcoP B
Oit which has whitenessO (lit. Oit having goodnessO)

Complex colorexpressiongmorphologically and syntactically behave like Class 1
noncolor expressions. They use a covert possessive strategy and display canonical
predication using the equative copulhey also show overt evidence for the existence of
a possessive head, which sglls out as th&utt/-annmorpheme.

4.2. Implications for comparatives

The analysis we have sketched out predicts an asymmetry in comparison. Simple color
terms should behave similar to Class 2 expressions in allowing the comparative marker
Omore@n structures with the possessive predicate needed to introduce gradability
Complex color terms should behave similar to Class 1-cotor expressions in
disallowing an overt comparative markers the degree variable introduced by the
possessivey, with which Ba combines, is closed off by POShe color terms behave
exactly as predicted by the analysis. In both predicative and attributive fauohgttal
Omore( form that only appears in comparativés)optionally allowedwith Simple

color terms andlisallowedwith Complex color term&’ In the case oSimple color

°The issue of optionality dfuduttal!lOmorei® addresed in Menon 2015, in prep.
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terms, the attributive form provides further evidence for our covert nominar. It has
to be overtly pronounced.

(34) a. Simple color: predicative

ii kuppayamaa kuppayathire kadum (kuduttal) wella ad#
thisdress that dressacc than  more white  EQ-coP
OThis dress is whiter than that dress.O

(Iit. This dress isvhite colormore(so) tharthat dress.0)

b. Simple color: attributive

Anil Komalane kadum (kuduttal) wellaniram ulla kuppayam $8

Anil Komalaraccthan  more whitecolor  having dress wore

OAnil wore a whiter dress than Komalan.O

(lit. OAnIl wore a dre$mving whitenesmore than the dreséomalan was wearing.0)

c. Complex color: predicative

i kuppayam aa kuppayathire kadum (*kuu'uttal) wellutta-t# ad#
this  dress that dressacc than more white-pron EQ-CcOP
OThis dress is whiter than that dress.O

(lit. This dress is having whiteness more than that dress.0)

d. Complex color: attributive
Anil  Komalare kadum (*kuu'uttal) wellutta kuppayam i$8
Anil  Komalanracc than  more white  dress wore
OAnil wore a whiter dress than Komalan.O
(lit. OAnIl wore a dress having whiteness more than Komalan.0)

In the comparatives in 43, the semantics of comparison is encoded in the standard
markerthan We leave a detailednalysis of these comparatives for future w(lee
Menon 2015 and Menon in prep)

5. Summary and conclusions

We give below an updated summary of the structure€limss 1Class 2, Simple color,
and Complex color forms. e two classes of property concept roots participate in
different structures, but both start with, and end with, the same me&impgle color
termsare similar toClass 2 formsn that they are negradable and do not havesgposs

in their compositionComplex color termsire similar toClass lexpressions in that they
are formed withv_possand are thus gradable

(35) Class 1: native rootsoncolor
a. [[[w%+! \ poss] + POS ]+ @] (attributive)
Ohaving an instance&that exceeds the standardd
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Obe someone having an instance tifat exceeds the standard®

(36) Class 2: borrowed roots

a. [[Vp [Dp [Vp 12+ v] + aITh] EX.COF%on.ﬁnite] + ael] (attributive)
Ohaving an instance"o®
b. [w[op[w!2+! ]+am] EX.COP] (predicative)

Ohave an instance"dd
C. [vP [DP [[VP [DP [vP 12+ v] + arrh] EX-COPnon-finite] + ael] pron ] EQCOP ]
Obe someone having an instance®f (predicative)

(37) Simple color

a. [[w!SC+! ]+ ael] (attributiveto cCOLOR)
®eingan instance df _cololO

b. [pp[[wp!SC+! ]+ &e] COLOR] (attributiveto noun$
®einga" _colo®

C. [wlop[[w!SC+! ]+ a&e] COLOR | EQCOP ] (predicative)

®ean instance df _colo®
d- [vP [DP [[VP [DP [[VP! SC+! v] + arel] COLOR] EX-COPnon-finite] + Qel proril

EQ.COR ~ (predicative)
Obe someone having an instance_afolotO

(38) Complex color
a. [[[ve! CC+! | poss] + POS ] + @] (attributive)
Ohaving an instance"of colorthat exceeds the standard®
b. [welor[[[vw!CC+! y poss] + POS ]+ @] pron] EQ.COP] (predicative)
Obe someone having an instance ablorthat exceeds the standard®

In this paper, walemonstrated that in Malayalam, a language that does not have a
category of adjectives, adjectige meanings for attributive modification and
predicationinvolving color termsare expressed by complex structures built from roots
denoting property conpés. We provided a analysis of color expressions, by updating
our previous account dfie internal structure of one classpobperty concept expressions
(Class 2 nominals)We arguedthat possession, either covert or overt is the basis for
encoding propey concept predicatigrincluding with color termsVariation in property
concept predication is rooted in the morphosyntax and semantics of the functional
vocabulary that cagorizes property concept rootSolor expressions come in two
avatars, a simpléorm that needsovert possessive predicatido be gradableand a
complexform, which encodes possession covertly gradableand exhibits canonical
predication. We thus provided evidencdrom Malayabm for a distinction between
gradable andiongradable color expressigrsosited byKennedy & McNally(2010 and
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McNally (2011) as a lexical ambiguity, and argued here talmbstinction rooted in the
morphology rather than the lexical semantics of the color terms.

An alternative analysis such as the semantic variation hypothesis, in Francez and
KoontzGarboden (this volume), alspeeds to stipulate why Class 1 roots end up
behaving likeadjectives and Class 2 roots end up as nominals. Our anailyges on
possessin both belowand abovethe word level. Below the word level, possession is
introduced by a functional hedlat also introduces a degree argumé&his head turns
out to be a verbal head in Malayalam, although eliagsiistically this functional head
coud have a different categanfbove the word level, possession is encoded using the
possessive copulavhich also contributes gradability. Our account posits that the source
of variability in the behavior of propergoncept expressions, within Malayalaemd
likely crosslinguistically as well, is morphgyntactic variation,a consequence of
structure building processesd not variability encoded in thexicon.
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Malayalam property concept sentences and the locus of vari@n'

Itamar Francez & Andrew Koontz-Garboden

University of Chicago & University of Manchester

1. Introduction

In Francez & Koontz-Garboden (2015), we call attention tdrdra- and crosslinguistic
generalization about the form of what we call (in the spifitDixon 1982, Thompson
1989) PROPERTY CONCEPT SENTENCEdranslational paraphrases of sentences whose
main predicate is an adjective in some language, such as (1).

(1) Krishna is wise.

We observe that both internal to a single language and angssstically, such sentences
can be eithepredicative or possessiveFor example, internal to English, the canonical
predicative adjective sentence in (1) can be paraphragéd®ji which takes the form of
an English predicative possessive senténce.

(2) Krishna has wisdom.

The possessive pattern is restricted in English; relatifest property concept propositions
can be encoded with such sentences. In other languagesydmweés much more robust

and sometimes practically exclusive, as is the case in HWiisumalpan language spoken
in Nicaragua, the focus of Francez & Koontz-Garboden (20Ibg general question we
are concerned with there is what the source of variation énnttorphosyntactic form of

property concept sentences is. What determines whethespeeny concept sentence is
morphosyntactically possessive or predicative? Two kofdmswers suggest themselves.

'We thank Mythili Menon for engaging with us, both empirigadind theoretically, on this material. We
also benebted from audience comments at FASAL. This worlkbbas supported Pnancially by Arts and
Humanities Research Council Grant AH/H033645/1.

1By canonical predicatiorwe mean the morphosyntactic form used in ordinary non-Vgnkealication,
as with predicative nominals and predicative adjectivee BErancez & Koontz-Garboden (2015) for further
discussion.
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One kind of answer links the differences in morphosyntaxsémantic variation,
specibcally to variation in the lexical semantics of what teen theproperty concept
lexem@lthe lexical item in a property concept sentence respoesfbl introducing the
OadjectivalO descriptive conteriséin (1), wisdomin (2)). On this view, the distribution
of possessive and predicative form ref3ects a contrast batpessessive and predicative
semantics. The semantic choice (between possession atidgti@n) is governed by what
is required, semantically, to express the truth conditioina property concept sentence.
This line of explanation, linking form directly to meaninig, similar to that pursued by
Talmy (1985) in relation to the motion typology, and by Chklaa (1998) in relation to
variation in the distribution of numeral classibPer morpjraax.

An alternative line of analysis is to assume that the sero&otinponents are uniform
across property concept sentences, viewing the variatidhgir morphosyntactic form
as ref3ectingyntactic variation, specibcally variation in how the semantic components
are linked to syntactic elements in particular languagdsmt Eemantic components are
universal and uniform within and across languages is thehyplothesis according to the
strong view argued for by Matthewson (2001) and those faligviner. In particular, on this
view, the distribution of surface possessive and prediedtirms is an artifact of language
specibc facts about the inventory and phonology of funefiomaterial.

In this paper, we examine the consequences of choosing éethese two alternatives,
drawing on the expression of property concept sentencesalaydlam, as described and
analyzed by Menon and Pancheva (2014). In Francez & Kooatb@len (2015) we argue
for a semantic variationist explanation for the distribatof possessive and predicational
forms, linking it to the lexical semantics of property coptiexemes. In contrast, Menon
and Pancheva argue, based on Malayalam, for a syntactatieaist explanation. Specip-
cally, they argue that property concept sentences are nsaie possessive. Whether they
are possessive or predicational on the surface dependfonvigntory and phonological
realization of functional morphemes. Our goal is to reexailenon and PanchevaOs data,
arguing that they are compatible with the semantic vamagieexplanation, and in fact lend
more support for it. We show that the syntactic variatiopssition leads to missed gen-
eralizations and to crosslinguistic expectations that@teseem to be met. Our conclusion
is therefore that overall the observed data are best exguldiy semantic variation, and,
more broadly, that at least some morphosyntactic variatigche form of translationally
equivalent sentencésn some is ultimately due to semantic distinctions (viz.jeBthia
1998; Matthewson 2001 for discussion).

We begin with discussion of the semantic variationist asialpf the phenomenon in
Francez & Koontz-Garboden (2015), and then turn to the Md#ag data that Menon and
Pancheva bring to bear on the discussion. After laying aufdbts as described by Menon
and Pancheva, we describe their analysis, and point outdieons it faces. We then show
how a semantic variationist analysis can capture the faitk®wut running into any of these
problems. We conclude with some broader observations.

2Translational equivalence is a problematic concept at(seste.g., Keenan 1973 for some discussion).
However, for current purposes, we follow standard pradtidbe beld and assume, perhaps somewhat opti-
mistically, that this intuitive concept corresponds to sdatmeoretically viable notion. See Francez & Koontz-
Garboden (In prep, Chapter 1) for further justibcation.
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2. The (lexical) semantic variationist view

The simple intuition underpinning our analysis of variatin the form of property concept
sentences in Francez & Koontz-Garboden (2015) is that pessemorphosyntax ref3ects
possessive semantics and predicative morphosyntax eefesmdicative semantics. What
underlies the choice of strategy is the semanticproperty concept lexemesi.e. the
simplest lexemes contributing the OadjectivalO contemsantence expressing property
concept predication. Property concept lexemes come in énmastic varieties. There are
those which aréndividual characterizing, like wise which characterizes the set of wise
individuals, and those which aseibstance characterizinglike wisdom which character-
izes the set of portions of the substance wisdom. In infoterats, the proposal in Francez
& Koontz-Garboden (2015) is that substance characteriexgmes require a semantics of
possession to express the truth conditions of propertyeqmmredication. This is because
predicating a predicate of substances of an individual dogyield the relevant meaning.
For example, (3a) simply does not have the truth conditidi§3w).

(3) a. KimiswisdomE
b. Kimis wise.

It is a basic empirical observation, illustrated by (3),tthiaect predication with substance
characterizing lexemes does not generate translationalagnts of property concept sen-
tences. However, possessively relating individuals tstuniresioesyield a proposition
that is true whenever the relevant property concept prtipass true?

(4) Kim is wise." Kim has wisdom.

The main point in Francez & Koontz-Garboden (2015) is thagtivar possession or canon-
ical predication is used for expressing a property conceyigsition is entirely predictable
from the denotation of the basic property concept lexemelved, a denotation that, at
least in most cases, can be independently diagnosed, farpsdy investigating what
kind of truth conditions are generated with the lexeme iedtipredication.

The formal details of this theory are developed in Francelzdaontz-Garboden (2015,
2016, In prep), building on the observation that, in famil@nguages, substance char-
acterizing property concept lexemes behave in many wagsnikss nouns. In Francez
& Koontz-Garboden (2015), they are given denotations siniit key respects to those
of other mass nouns, building on LinkOs (1983) foundatimoak. The idea is that in-
dividual and substance characterizing property conce@nies denote in different do-
mains. Individual-characterizing lexemes denote in th@ala of ordinary individuals (in
some way or another, depending on the theory of gradabgagymed), whereas substance-
characterizing lexemes denote in a separate domain, thaidahportions. This domain
is totally pre-ordered by a relation called OsizeO. Substharacterizing property concept

3The reverse direction does not always hold, at least foriEmghhich is one of the reasons why it is not
obvious how to formulate a notion of translational equinakein truth conditional terms.
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lexemes denotsubstanceswhich are mutually disjoint, partially ordered subsetdhod
domain of portions. A theory of substance possession isabdimed in which saying that
an individual OhasO a substance is true if and only if it lBepossessive relation to some
portion of that substance.

With this as background, we now turn to Menon and Panchevafsnge to this pic-
ture from Malayalam.

3. Malayalam: The descriptive facts

Menon and Pancheva (2014) lay out a detailed descriptidmeofietcts of property concept
sentences in Malayalam, which we summarize in this secfiocording to them, there are
two classes of property concept lexeme in the language hahgy call Class 1 and Class
2. At a purely descriptive level, the prst of these is camahigredicating while the other

is possessively predicating. Both classes are robustgtatt in the language.

3.1 Class 1

Class 1 roots are those which become free words when sufbiXiede as shown by the
data in (5).

(5) Malayalam property concepts wordstha(Menon & Pancheva 2014, 290)
valiya Obig&eriyaOsmall@uthiyaOnew@alla OgoodPa g @green@ijla Oblued

As discussed by Menon and Pancheva, the sbif#s, diachronically, a relativizer. Whether
it should be taken to be a relativizer synchronically or soh imatter of debate: Asher &
Kumari (1997, 116117, 350) reject this idea, while othaduding Menon & Pancheva
(2014, 290) argue that it is indeed synchronically prockctiVe are not in a position to
contribute to a resolution of this issue, but nothing we sagelhinges on it.

For reasons that seem to be mysterious to everyone, ancemdin so here, these rel-
ativized forms, in order to be used as predicates, must bedtiinto light-headed relatives,
using sufbxes which Menon and Pancheva claim are bound pnsr{iMenon & Pancheva
2014, 292). Examples are given in (6) (the glosses througdreuMenon and PanchevaOs).

(6) a. nalla-vg
gO0d+.SG
Oshe who is goodO
b. nalla-van
goodM™m.SG
Ohe who is goodO (Menon & Pancheva 2014, 292)

These light-headed relatives serve as the main predicaf®perty concept sentences in
which these Class 1 roots feature, as illustrated by theidd®.

24



Malayalam property concept sentences and the locus of tirania

(7) a. avd nalla-vd aa@
she good¥.SG EQ-COP
Oshe is good.O
b. avannalla-van aa@
he goodM.sSGEQ-CcoOP
OHe is good.O (Menon & Pancheva 2014, 292)

Such sentences feature what Menon and Pancheva call that@egopula@as@ the
copular element generally used for non-verbal predicatidialayalam, as shown by the
data in (8).

(8) a. avankolayali aa@
he murdereEQ-cop
OHe is a murderer.O

b. avd kékkun-a-va aa@
she hearREL-F.SG EQ-COP _
OShe is one who can hear.O (Menon & Pancheva 2014, 293)

3.2 Class 2

Class 2 roots are those that combine with the sdlamto form nouns. Some property
concept words in this class are given in (9):

(9)  santoshan®happinessankaemOsadnesstgdhuranOsweetnesgtayasanOdif-
pcultyOsantamOquietnessiikkamOtallnessO (Menon & Pancheva 2014, 290)

The sufbxPamis Oa productive nominal marker in MalayalamO (Menon & Raac2014,
293), as evidenced by the fact that it forms nouns not onipfpooperty concept roots, but
also from roots that form verbs, as in (10), and other orgimauns, as in (11).

(10) a. chaasaikaOto jump®@paaikaOto run@nek-ikk-ukadto loveO
b. chaammOa jump®oceam Oa runGneh-anDloveO
(Menon & Pancheva 2014, 293)

(11)  paz-amObananagll-amOwater®all-am OtheftO (Mythili Menon, p.c.)

In contrast with Class 1 roots, Class 2 roots combining ®dinform property concept
sentences with possessive morphosyntax. Ordinary pogsess Malayalam are created
with an existential construction, using a special copulhi¢Ww Menon and Pancheva call
the Oexistential copula®) and with a dative marked possasstiown in (12).

(12) avakk@mookutthiuece@

SheDAT nose.pin EX.COP
OShe has a nose pin.O (Menon & Pancheva 2014, 294)
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Precisely the same construction is used to create propenigept sentences with Class 2
property concept roots sufbxed Bam as shown by the data in (13).

(13) avakk@pokkamuece@
sheDAT tallnessex.cop
OShe is tall.O (Menon & Pancheva 2014, 294)

3.3  Summary of the descriptive facts in Malayalam

To summarize, descriptively speaking, there are two ctasé@roperty concept lexemes
in Malayalam. Property concept lexemes in what Menon andltiaua call Class 1 appear
in property concept sentences sufbxed with relative cléarseing morphology and with
morphosyntax otherwise used for canonical non-verbalipagidn in the language. Class
2 lexemes appear in property concept sentences sufpxeduantimalizing morphology
and with possessive morphosyntax.

Notwithstanding this contrast in morphosyntactic behgwWtenon and Pancheva argue
for an analysis which, at a deeper level, treats the two etaas a single, semantically
uniform class of roots, with property concept sentencegdas them also having an
identical semantics, but involving different function&ads. We turn next to the details of
this analysis.

4, Menon and PanchevaOs analysis of Malayalam

Menon and Pancheva (2014) analyze the Malayalam factsvatBistributed Morphology
framework, with the goal of maintaining a uniform lexicahsantics for property concept
lexemes, and for property concept sentences generallyr. 3malysis locates the variation
in the morphosyntactic form of property concept senterioddalayalam and, by hypoth-
esis, crosslinguistically, in syntax and morphophonolddnye key assumption of the anal-
ysis is that property concept lexemes are universally pegcaial roots, and universally
denoteproperties(in the property-theoretic sense of Chierchia & Turner 198Bowing
Koontz-Garboden & Francez 2010). Property concept seatamdilt on these roots always

4Comparatives based on Class 2 are also built on a possessiphosyntax, by contrast with those in
Class 1, as shown by the data in (i) and (ii). Menon and Parch®ke the interesting observation that
comparatives based on class 1 property concept roots|otiskliuoettal Omore®, whereas those based on
class 2 roots optionally allow it, as (i) shows.

0] a. Anil-in@ Komalan-e kaa-um (kuumttal) pokkanuece @
Anil-DAT KomalanAcc thandM more tallnessex.cop
OAnil is taller than Komalan.O (Menon & Pancheva 2014, 299)

b. Anil Komalen-e kad-um nallavidhyarthiaae@
Anil KomalanAcc thanum goodstudent EQ-coOP
OAnil is a better student than Komalan.O (Menon & Panch&#aZ9®)Why this is the case is
unclear to us.
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express the proposition that an individual possesses ata®ieO of the property denoted
by the root. In cases where there is canonical predicatidghesaurface, as with Malayalam
Class 1 roots, possession is introduced covertly by a plogredlly null categorizing head.
In the case of Malayalam Class 1 roots, the null categoriagey is as head, assumed to
have possessive semantics. When possessive morphosys&en on the surface, this is
because possessive semantics has not been introduced hgaitheategorizing the root.
This is the case with Malayalam Class 2 roots, which are caisgd by an head, spelled
out asBam which does not introduce possessive semantics. With soctisypossessive
semantics is instead introduced overtly by a possessivetreation. In what follows, we
detail how this analysis works with the two classes of Malayeaproperty concept roots,
following this by consideration of how they intend their sés to be seen in a crosslin-
guistic context. We then consider the plausibility of thegictions that this analysis gives
rise to.

4.1 Class 1 roots

Class 1 roots are turned into possessive predicates by dnakverbalizer with pos-
sessive semantics, which also introduces a degree arguRuentally speaking, as shown

in (14), this phonologically nul head takes a property denoting root and creates a degree
predicate from itN a function from degrees to a function fremdinary individuals to truth
values which when predicated of an individaednd a degred; is true just in case there

is some instance of the root propérthata has and the measure of the instance of the root
property that has is greater than or equalde.

(14) !0y poss = !'" I'd! x"y[yis an instance of & xhasy & u(y) # d]

As elsewhere in the degree-based literature on propertyegirsentences, a key question
concerns the source of the degree argument in any parteeitéence with a gradable pred-
icate in it. In comparatives, for example, the degree argunsesaturated by comparative
degree morphology. In ordinary predicative contexts |lik®)(the assumption is that there
is a OpositiveO degree which is responsible for the vaguehssch sentences and which
is often phonologically null.

(15) avannalla-van aa@
he goodMm.SGEQ-coP
OHe is good.O (Menon & Pancheva 2014, 292)

Menon and Pancheva avail themselves of such an analysp$ing that in such contexts,
the degree argument of the verbalized property conceptisogdturated by the positive
degree morphology with the denotation in (16).

SMenon and Pancheva are not explicit about what an instanagadperty is, but it is clear that they do
not intend by this an individual instantiating the propeRgther, the notion of an instance of a property they
intend seems to us to be something like the instantiationpybaerty in an individual, a notion similar to
MoltmannOsope (e.g. Moltmann 2009)
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(16) IPOS = ! g<g<et>> ! X d[g(d)(X) & d> d4]

This null morpheme takes a degree predicate (the denotateg., the verbalized property
concept root), and creates a predicate of individuals,dfusn individuala iff the degree
above whichaOs instance of the root property measures is higher thancaomextually
given standardds in (16)).

In schematic fashion, then, their treatment of a propemgcept word likenalla OgoodO
in the context of a sentence like that in (15) is as in (17} Rist verbalized by the phono-
logically null verbalizer, which introduces the possesssemantics required in order to
relate a property to individuals. The null POS saturatesdémgree argument, and intro-
duces a context-sensitive degree of comparison, as dedcaifsove. Finally, relativizing
morphology is afbxed, for reasons which, as described alaogenot well understood, but
are assumed (by all) to be morphosyntactic in nature, ane havmpact on the lexical se-
mantics relevant for our considerations. This givesatiavanOgood4.scO, a denotation
like that in (17b).

(17) a. |l nall + Oy posgv+ POg\Da-vaie
b. I'xld!y]yisaninstance of goodnessx¥hasy & L(y) $ d & d > d4

4.2 Class 2 roots

Class 2 roots are turned into nouns by a nominalizing funelibead realized as th@am
sufbx appearing on such roots. On Menon and PanchevaGsisiiiblyg categorizing can
have different meanings, one of which is a function that $a&keproperty and returns a
relation between degrees and OinstancesO of the propénty]18).

(18) !'Pami= I" I'd! x[xis aninstance df & u(x) $ d]

This sufPx, unlike the verbalizing morphology above, doatsrelate the property denoted
by the root to the individuals possessing it; this has to cnora some where else (overt
possession, as discussed below). This nominabzendoes introduce a degree argument,
which as above, needs to be saturated. In comparative ootistrs, this is done by the
comparative morphology, and in positive constructions [[k9), it is accomplished in the
same manner as with the Class 1 property concept sentehoaggt composition with
phonologically null positive degree morphology.

(19) avakk@pokkamuece@
sheDAT tallnessex.cop
OShe is tall.O (Menon & Pancheva 2014, 294)

Schematically, this gives the structure in (20a) to a prigpeoncept word likepokkam
OtallO. Its denotation in a positive context like (19), aisiaturated degree argument, is
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as in (20b). It denotes a set of instances of tallness whose measure is greater than some
contextually given standard.

r_
20) a. [[[ pokk+ amy,],+ POS]
b. ! x"d[xis an instance of tallness & U(x) # d & d > d;]

Crucially, (20b) is not a predicate of ordinary individuals, and therefore cannot compose
directly with an ordinary individual in order to express the translational equivalent of a
property concept sentence. This is why, on Menon and Pancheva’s analysis, possessive
morphosyntax surfaces with such lexemes in property concept sentences. The overt pos-
sessive morphosyntax seen in (19) introduces the semantics that was introduced by the
verbalizer in the case of class 1 roots.

5. Malayalam and the syntactic variationist view
Descriptively, as discussed in §3, Malayalam shows two strategies of property concept

predication. Class 1 roots give rise to canonical predication, as illustrated in (21), while
Class 2 roots give rise to possessive property concept sentences, as in (22).

©3)) ava’ nalla-va’ aa*@
she good-F.SG EQ-COP
‘She is good.’

(22) ava’ kk@pokkam usce @
she.DAT tallness EX.COP
‘She is tall’

On Menon and Pancheva’s analysis, however, this descriptive generalization is an illu-
sion created by morpho-phonological accidents. At a deeper level, there is in fact no dif-
ference in the mode of predication observed with the two classes. Rather, all roots give
rise to possessive strategies of predication. The possession is simply covert with the Class
1 roots, since the morpheme contributing possessive morphology is phonologically null
(i.e., v$ poss). With Class 2 roots, the possession is observed on the surface, in the form
of the existential copula+dative construction. Furthermore, their assumption is that this
kind of contrast governs the surface variation between predicative and possessive property
concept sentences not only in Malayalam, but universally (Menon and Pancheva, 301).
Specifically, they claim that “property concepts universally lexicalize as roots, and they de-
note substance-like individuals, requiring possessive predication.” Crosslinguistic variation
arises as a consequence of (i) morphophonological accidents, such as that observed inter-
nal to Malayalam, where a possessive v is phonologically null, and (ii) differences in the
inventory of functional heads. Generally, property concept sentences are predicative when
possessive semantics is introduced by a null morpheme, and overt when it is introduced
by an overt one. Adjectives, in languages that have them, are assumed on this analysis
to be “syntactically derived categories that too use a possessive strategy of predication, a
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covert one.” The adjectivizing categorizer of roots in languages like English, presumably a
phonologically null head a, on such an analysis, introduces possessive semantics. In short,
on such a theory, as Menon and Pancheva say, the observed variation in the morphosyntac-
tic form of property concept sentences, both language internally and crosslinguistically, is
not a consequence of the nature of the inventory of roots, but rather a consequence of the
nature of the inventory of functional heads and their realization. In the sections that follow,
we discuss a range of undesireable consequences that this view has.

6. Problematic predictions of the syntactic analysis

The intuition underlying Menon and Pancheva’s analysis is that there is a universal lexi-
cal semantics for property concept lexemes and that the variation in the form of property
concept sentences is a consequence of morpho-phonological accidents and variation in the
inventory of functional heads. We see two kinds of problems with such an analysis. The
first kind has to do specifically with overgeneralization in Malayalam. The second kind is
more general, and concerns problems that arise when the crosslinguistic implications of an
analysis pinning variation on language specific inventories of functional morphemes are
considered in more detail. We treat these in turn.

6.1  Problems specibc to Malayalam

Internal to Malayalam, Menon and Pancheva’s syntactic variationist analysis runs into
problems which a semantic variationist analysis does not encounter. The problems include
at least two kinds of missed generalization.

The first concerns the motivation for the functional morphology appealed to by the
analysis. While it is debatable whether the nominal categorizing morphology —am should
be treated syntactically, as it is in Menon and Pancheva’s analysis, there is no doubt that
—am 1s a nominalizer, i.e. a suffix that makes a noun out of a bound root. In the case of
the hypothesized v head that categorizes Class 1 roots, however, there is reason for serious
doubt, since it is never realized phonologically, and Menon and Pancheva offer no other
empirical arguments for its existence.® The arguments, rather, are purely theory-internal
- the semantically uniform treatment of property concept lexemes, and the broader Dis-
tributed Morphology assumptions which entail that all word-formation is syntactic, cannot
be maintained without it.” A more plausible analysis, we claim, would treat the Class 1
roots not as bound roots at all, but simply lexically as (individual-characterizing) verbs.
Such an analysis makes moot the question why there is no evidence for a phonologically
null functional head.?

See Menon & Pancheva (To appear), however, for a possible argument from color terms.

7A Distributed Morphology adherent might argue that there is independent motivation elsewhere for the
view that word formation is always syntactic, and that positing a v head is justified on those grounds. See
Baker (2003, Chapter 5) for a sound rebuttal of this view.

8Both analyses still need to account for the fact that class 1 roots/verbs are restricted in distribution and
only occur with the relativizer —a. One might conjecture that this is because the relevant verbs are native
Dravidian verbs that have become obsolete, and ‘fossilized’ in —a forms. But such a view clearly needs to be
argued for, and we are not in a position to do so here.
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The second problem is that the proposed syntactic view does not in fact make the two
classes of roots natural classes. Specifically, nothing in the analysis laid out by Menon
and Pancheva blocks any root from occurring with any head, whether n or v. To state the
concern differently, the analysis, as stated, actually predicts that all roots should appear in
both canonical and possessive property concept sentences. This is because both functional
heads take property denoting bound roots as arguments, and both Class 1 and Class 2 roots
are roots of precisely that type on this analysis. In fact, however, the roots are restricted
in distribution—Class 1 roots only appear in (overtly) canonical predicating property con-
cept sentences, while Class 2 roots only appear in (overtly) possessive property concept
sentences.

A proponent of Distributed Morphology might argue that this deficiency could be over-
come by appealing to something like the notion of allosemy elaborated recently in Wood
(2015) in the context of DM. The assumption would then be that all roots combine with all
heads, but that the combination of Class 2 roots with n is not assigned any denotation at
LF, and similarly for the combination of Class 1 roots with v. This line of argument seems
to us to simply recreate the problem elsewhere, as nothing explains why it is that, system-
atically, whenever the combination of a root with v is blocked at LF, the combination of
that root with 7 is not, and vice versa. Furthermore, the fact remains that the combination
of class 1 roots with e.g. the nominalizer —am do not exist in Malayalam. It seems to us
that the proponent of Distribute Morphology would have to elaborate a theory that allows
discrimination between head-root selection and LF-blocking, with applicable diagnostics
to tell the two apart. Finally, there is at least one other reason to believe that the two classes
of roots in Malayalam are in fact natural classes, namely the fact that Class 1 roots are
native Dravidian roots, whereas Class 2 ones are generally borrowings.

While we believe that these two Malayalam-internal considerations already call the
syntactic variationist view into question, they are of relatively minor concern compared to
the problems such a view faces when generalized crosslinguistically.

6.2 Crosslinguistic problems

As discussed above, a basic assumption of Menon and Pancheva’s syntactic analysis is that
property concept lexemes are universally precategorial, property-denoting roots. Variation
in the form of property concept sentences across languages is a consequence of differences
across languages in (i) the inventory of categorizing functional heads, e.g., whether the
particular categorizing heads a language has have a possessive semantics or not, and (ii)
whether syntactic material introducing possessive semantics is phonologically realized or
not. This theory gives rise to three problematic crosslinguistic predictions.

First, since verbalizing morphology introduces the possessive relation in property con-
cept sentences that are morphosyntactically predicational on the surface, it follows that
there should be a general link between categorizing morphology and possessive seman-
tics. For example, Menon and Pancheva’s hypothesis about adjectives in languages like
English, where property concept sentences are canonically predicating with an adjectivally
categorized property concept root, is precisely that the adjectivizer head carries possessive
semantics. We should therefore expect to see a crosslinguistically robust coincidence of cat-
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egorizing morphology with possessive morphology. Suchadence arguably occurs for
nominalizers in Ulwa. In that language, it is plausibly tlase that the morphenikathat
occurs on all property concept roots is at once a nominatindra possessive morpheme,
as argued in Koontz-Garboden & Francez (2010) and Franceadat¢-Garboden (2015).
So far as we are aware, however, the Ulwa pattern is very nhebxception rather than
the norm, Huave being the only other language we are awanendfich this pattern of pos-
sessive morphosyntax is used, and only marginally at tlest KSm & Koontz-Garboden
2013 for details). The rarity of such a coincidence arguesnsg an association of nomi-
nalizers with possessive morphology. For other categarjzie situation is much worse,
and no coincidence is ever observed with possessive margydtor example, so far as we
are aware, no language has adjectivizing morphology ongrtpponcept roots that is also
possessive, despite the fact that many languages that Hgatizes have overt possessive
morphemes. Nor are we aware of any language that displaybsarv@able coincidence
of verbalizing morphology and possessive morphology. Thaists serious doubt on the
syntactic view, since, while any syntactic head might wellghonologically null in one
language, it is highly implausible for it to be universallyiin

Second, if property concept lexemes universally denotpeaities, and if all catego-
rization is syntactic, then we expect to see categorizingphnogy systematically diverge
between categorizers of property concept roots and caregsof other roots in the same
syntactic categories. This is on the reasonable assumpiidmotall roots denote proper-
ties, i.e. that the roots of many verbs and nouns @&tor dog) are not property denoting
and do not call for a semantics of possession in combinatitnaxguments. For example,
we would expect a crosslinguistically recurring distinatbetween property concept verbs
and other verbs, as well as between property concept nodrstlaer nouns, in terms of the
categorizing morphology used in word formation with thenitide very least, we expect
this in languages in which categorizing morphology is awaftile seriously corroborating
or disproving this prediction requires a systematic ciogsiistic investigation, which we
have not carried out, we are skeptical that it is borne out.

A third false prediction concerns the syntactic categooieproperty concept words
that overt possessive morphosyntax is found with. Abseditiadal development of the
theory, Menon and PanchevaOs view has it that categorieeisuad in both possessive
and non-possessive guises. So, for exanmileMalayalam, realized bpamlacks posses-
sive semantics, while in Ulwa, therealized bybkadoes introduce possessive semantics.
While this may be unproblematic in the domain of nominakzere are skeptical, and cer-
tainly not aware of any evidence, that there isthat combines with property concept roots
and does not carry possessive semantics. This would meathéra are verbal property
concept words that, in order to form property concept sex@grequire combination with
external possessive morphosyntax. Worse, as we discusarnicdz & Koontz-Garboden
(In prep), it is clear that there are no languages in whick@djal property concept words
occur in possessive sentences to express translatiorishknis of property concept sen-
tences. What this means in the context of the syntactic vievaation is that the adjec-
tivizing headalwayshas possessive semantics. Perhaps there is some expiairative
context of the syntactic view, for why this might be the cdm4,it is unclear to us what this
explanation might be. What is clear, however, is that themhas currently stated falsely
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predicts that overt possessive morphosyntax should, ataoguages, be found with all
syntactic categories of property concept lexemes.

The conclusion of this discussion is that the semanticsedipative property concept
sentences cannot be reduced to that of compositionallytremed, possessive property
concept sentences. Property concept lexemes do not haweeasah lexical semantics. A
theory that maintains that they do leads to overgeneraizat the context of Malayalam,
and, more broadly, to a series of crosslinguistic prediditihat are not (or, in some cases,
at least do not seem to be) borne out.

7. A semantic variationist analysis of Malayalam

If the syntactic approach is undesireable, as we have arguessslinguistically and for
Malayalam, then we need an alternative analysis of the.f&gesbelieve that the right
analysis, both of the crosslinguistic variation and of laage internal variation as observed
in Malayalam, is the one sketched out above, and laid outtailde Francez and Koontz-
Garboden (2015), namely that variation in the form of propeoncept sentences is tied to
variation in the lexical semantics of property concept fegs.

Menon and PanchevaOs Class 1 and Class 2 differ in exactiyath¢he semantic
variationist approach predicts. The former are individcigracterizing, while the latter
are substance-characterizing. Morphosyntactically, ssuae, by contrast with Menon
and Pancheva, that only Class 2 lexemes are bound roots, astcdom categorized before
being used as words. This is the job of the nominal morphogs The fact thabam
appears with nouns of all different kinds, as shown aboveSi2 ssuggests to us that it is
semantically inert, and plays only a morphosyntactic nelord formation, forming nouns
from bound roots. Semantically, it is inert, and returnsrtteaning of the root it combines
with. Unlike Menon and PanchevaOs analysis, then, the sewaniation analysis does not
require multiple denotations f@am and derives the meanings®anmnouns simply from
their roots. Since property concept roots are substanaexcterizing, so too are Class 2
nouns derived from thefClass 1 lexemes, we argue by contrast, are simply lexicabver
(albeit defective ones, see fn. 6) with an individual-cktgezing denotation. Given this
kind of approach, we predict that property concept sentefarened with Class 2 lexemes
will be possessive, while those formed with Class 1 will bearacal-predicating, as is the
case.

This analysis is advantageous because it accounts for Blalayusing the same as-
sumptions that account for other languages. It does nok@sgntactic structure for which
there doesnOt seem to be structural evidence. Furthezsindbovergenerate. Since Class
1 and Class 2 lexemes differ in their semantics as well asein liyntactic categories, the
prediction is that there should be no crossover in classessiuld not bnd Class 1 lex-
emes in possessive property concept sentences or Classn2dsxn canonical predicating

®Menon and Pancheva haBamintroduce a degree semantics with their property-denatiots. We do
not need a degree semantics, since as discussed in Frant&amtz-Garboden (2015), on this analysis
gradability already comes from the pre-order on substariddeson and Pancheva need the degree-based
analysis that they propose because they adopt a propemyetic approach to the semantics of possessive-
predicating property concept lexemes.
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property concept sentences. This prediction is borne out, as discussed above, and contrasts
with the predictions of the syntactic variationist analysis. Most importantly, the semantic
variationist analysis makes the morphosyntactic variation in the form of property concept
sentences systematic. According to this view, we find possession if and only if the property
concept lexeme has a substance denotation. This contrasts with the arbitrary nature of the
variation on the syntactic variationist analysis proposed by Menon and Pancheva, in which
the the variation is a matter of language specific morphological accident, with possessive
sentences arising when there happen to be phonologically null possessive categorizers.

8. Concluding remarks

To conclude, Malayalam presents the same kind of pattern as has been observed within and
across other languages. Some property concept sentences are possessive, others are pred-
icative. The question is what is responsible for this pattern—variation in the semantics of
property concept lexemes, or variation in the inventory and realization of functional heads.
We have argued that the distribution of possessive and predicative form is a consequence
of variation in lexical semantics. Possessive sentences arise with substance-characterizing
property concept lexemes, and canonical predicative ones arise with individual-characterizing
ones.

In contrast, on the syntactic view, at least as articulated in Menon and Pancheva’s anal-
ysis of Malayalam, the distribution of forms is an accident of morphophonology. Property
concept lexemes are universally property-denoting and the semantics of property concept
sentences is always possessive, but this is not always reflected in surface form. Specifically,
possessive Vin Malayalam happens to be null, while nis overt, but happens not to introduce
the semantics of possession.

We have argued that the semantic variationist view is advantageous for several reasons.
First, it aligns the Malayalam facts with a general crosslinguistic pattern. Second, it does
not invoke syntactic structure for which there doesn’t seem to be structural evidence, and
does not overgenerate, making apparent natural classes natural. Finally, it avoids a range of
problematic crosslingusitic predictions. We conclude that this is a clear case where lexical
semantics explains variation in morphosyntactic form. Indirectly, we also view these re-
sults as evidence that the lexicon is an important component of grammar, in which various
grammatically relevant generalizations must be stated.
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Expression of adjectival meaning in Kannadi
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1. Introduction

This paper exploresthe expression of adjectival meaning in Kannadaljectival meaning in Kannada is
expressedhrough nouns, an ideestablished in Amritavall& Jayaseelarf2003) Employingthe semantic
notion of Property Concep{PC) (Dixon 1982), to evaluatelevantdatg the studyproposes, in addition to
nouns,asmall, closeetlass offunctional adjectives in the languagée predication structures required by PCs
in Kannada work to further strengthen the analysis.

A property conceptermor a property conceplexemein the sense of Francez and Kooe®arboden2015,
is a morphologically simple lexical itemwhich maybe lexicalised aan adjectivein languages that have a
lexical category of adjectivedn English, a language that has a lexical category of adjectives, the property
heightis expressed by thadjectivetall. This is the sense in which the teproperty conceptvas stated in
Dixon (1982) However, in a language like Kannada wherein nouns are used to egpypssty concepts),
apply this term to nouns that express a property sutteigbt, weight, angeetc Such terms in Kannada are
hence PC noun#n this paper, as stated earlil put forward the propostdr a small, close@lass ofadjectives
which | shall refer to as PC adjectiv8hus a PC lexeme maybe lexicalised as anctidg a noun or a verb
acrosdanguages to expreasproperty

1 would like to thank my supervisor, Prof .R. Amritavalli and my advisory committee head Dr.Rahul Balusu. All errors rigm@ain m
Kannada in this paper refers to the standard Kannada of Bengéysuru.

2n this paper, | use the notion of Proye@oncept (PC) in its broad sense to refer to lexical items, be it a noun or an adjetitie
express adjectival meaning in Kannada.
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Both these aspects, P@sad therealisation of these PQs attributive and predicative contextsnd to a broad
consensus in understanding the expression of adjectival meaning in Dravidian in receat ®Rallksu (201p
for Telugu andMenon (2013 and Menon & Panchev2@14)for Malayalam

We know that adjectives are analysed as expressions which denote relations between objects or indivi
and abstract measures or degrees according wc#iar analysisn Kennedy (1997)The questiorthenarises
as to how PC nouns in Kannada in particular and Dravidian in geegpkssing properties such asger,
happiness, sadness, hungetc. achieve truth conditions’ lother wordshow arePC nouns related to the
individual they are attrilstive of?In this context, he semantics of possession of thpsgpertiescomes into
question as elaborated Francez and Koom@arboden(2010; 201% wherein certain languages like Ulwa are
described to use genitive case to utilise PC natingutively andpredicatively. In Kannada we shall see that
PC nounsemploy both the genitive and the dative case to encode possession in attributive and predic:
contexts respectively.

Interestingly, the small, closedass of adjectives Kannada are the sameMalayalam and TelugwBy this,
| meanthatthe same group of PCs exhibiting the same characteristics are found in Kannada, Malayalam, Te
and Tamil. However, for TeluguBalusu (201% does not make a mention of this groapd Menonand
Panchevd2014)havechosen to treat them as roots which take the help of functional architecture to be reali
as PCsMy analysis in this paper does not takprelexical perspective as iMenon and Pancheva (201a1)t a
lexical oneand | treat themasa closed classf functional words which exhibit all the characteristics of an
adjective.

In addition, Kannada, unlike its sister languages, has an overt instantiaB@rafuns likeidda p K H ff JWW D
take dative cases inuddakke p K HL $R Wn predication. | analyseddakke and its group members as
adjectives. This supports Amritavall@G -D\DV HH O D Q f(which we skaD Belve into further along)
that universallynounsincorporatento dative cas&o berealised as adjectiveShe Kannada data provides overt
attestatiorfor such a claim.

The outline of the paper is as follows. Sectibmvas an introduction to this papesacing this study in
relevance to the current literature on adjectival expression in Dravidian langu8geson 2is the mainbody
of this paper. Section 2egins with an account of the background work done to arrive at the descfgutis of
the data and is divided into twaubsectionssubsection 21 and 2.2,dealing with PCs in Kannada in the
attributive position and the predicative positi@spectivelySub-section 2.2 dealing with PCs in the predicative
position has twdurther subsectionsSubsection 2.2.1 discusses PC adjectives in the predicative position an
subsection 2.2.2 discusses PC noumghe predicative positionA careful consideration of PC nouns in the
predicative positiortalls for a reformulation inthe two simple groups of PCs in Kannadativated thus far
namely, the functional closerdass of adjectives and nouigection 3 concludes the paper.

2. Property Concepts Kannada

The background work to this paper is as folloWorking with a data set difty PCs in Kannada, tests of
attribution and case marking provided the initial classification of PCs int@adjéttives and PC nouns in
Kannada.l shall elaborate on these tests shof@®yega pJRRGY H[HPSOLILHV WKH JURX
henceforth in this paper | refer to this group asaksgagroup.The predication structures PC noungeveala
further divide based owhether thes@ouns occur ironly dative subject constructiors in dative as well as
nominative subject constructan$ PDMRULW\ Rl WKH 3& QFEORREHED YHR X QN HD|
in dative subject constructionsoopapDQJHUY UHSUHVHQWY WKLV JURXS RI 3& Q
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group as the koopa group. A small group of PC nouns however, occur predicatively in nominative as well as
dative subject constructions. In nominative subject constructions, these PCs take dative case and are realised as
adjectives. Udda ‘height’ represents this group of PC nouns and we shall call this group, the udda-kke ‘height-
DAT’ group. I have summed up here, a three-way classification of PCs that the subsequent sub-sections will
elaborate. The oLLeya group of PC adjectives and the koopa group of PC nouns indicating two ends of the
spectrum of PCs in Kannada and the udda(kke) group of PCs displaying the properties of both these groups. The
dative case hence, plays a crucial role in PC noun predication in Kannada; in the sense of whether it is the
subject that is case-marked or the PC noun which is case-marked.

2.1 Property Concepts in the attributive position

My first step was to identify if Kannada has adjectives at all. I employ a two-fold test in order to identify PC
adjectives in Kannada. The first part of the test is to ascertain whether they can occur in the attributive position
of NPs/DPs. The second part of the test is that the PCs should not take case. A handful of PC adjectives, were
identified and are listed below in (1).

(1) Members of the 0 eegagroup of PC adjectives in Kannada- o//eya ‘good’, kefta ‘bad’, cikka ‘small’, dodda

‘big’, hosa ‘new’, haleya ‘old’, yeleya ‘tender’ and bada ‘poor’

However as the reader may observe in the list in (1) above, it appears difficult to determine a semantic basis
for this group of functional lexemes. Below in (2) is the data for one of these adjectives, o//eya, being
representative of its class, for the two mentioned tests. In (2a) we can see that o//eya occurs attributively in the
prenominal position and in (2b) we can see that o//eya cannot take case.

(2) a. o||eya huduga / o|]eya hudugi / o]|eya hudugaru / o||leya hudugiyaru / o||leya maatu-galu
good boy / good girl / good boys / good girls / good word-PL
‘good boy / good girl / good boys / good girls / good words ’

b. *olleya-da  / *o||eya-vannu / *o||eya-kke / *olleya-dalli / *o||leya-dinda
good-GEN / good-ACC / good-DAT / good-LOC / good-ABL

Comparing this to a PC noun in Kannada like koopa ‘anger’, we see that the opposite holds true. Koopa
cannot occur attributively without the help of genitive case (as seen in 3a-b); and in (3c) I illustrate the fact that
koopa ‘anger’ can combine with various cases in Kannada as any ordinary noun would.
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(3) a. *koopa maatu-gal-u
anger word-PL-NOM

“*anger words’ (intended: ‘angry words’)

b. koopa-da maatu-gal-u
anger-GEN  word-PL-NOM

‘words of anger’ (lit. anger’s words)

c. koopa-da  / koopa-vannu/ koopa-kke / koopa-dalli / koopa-dinda
anger-GEN / anger-ACC / anger-DAT / anger-LOC / anger-ABL

We have seen that koopa a noun, can modify another noun attributively with the help of genitive case. We can
liken the use of genitive case in the example above in (3b) to the genitive PP of in English. In a language like
English too, a noun cannot directly modify another noun without the use of of (with the exception of compound
nouns). This genitive PP signifies possessive semantics as illustrated by these examples- the land of the rising
sun (ref. the rising sun’s land), the home of the deceased (ref. the deceased’s home) and the music of the soul
(ref. the soul’s music).

Other PC nouns like koopaare listed in (4) and the reader may note that the list includes Sanskrit borrowings
as well as native Dravidian nouns.

(4) Some members of the koopa group representing PC nouns in Kannada- koopa ‘anger’, santosha
‘happiness’, sukha ‘contentment’, dukha ‘sadness’, bhaara ‘heaviness’, bhaya ‘fear’, hagura ‘lightness’,

sulabha‘ease’, kg/fa ‘difficulty’, teJuvu ‘thinness’, kobbu‘arrogance’ and beesarasadness/sulk’

The reader may feel that both the o//eyagroup of PC adjectives and the koopagroup of PC nouns seem to end
with —a. Phonologically, Kannada has an open syllable coda rule. Any lexeme, be it a functional or a lexical
one, can never end with a consonant but have to always end in a vowel. As seen in the PC nouns listed in (4)
above, lexemes end in —a, -i, -e or —u. It would therefore not be prudent to do a morphological analysis of all
PCs in Kannada based on the —a in their coda position. Having said this, all PC adjectives in Kannada, without
an exception, end in —a (as seen in 1). The genitive case marker in Kannada is also an —a. We have seen that PC
adjectives resist genitive case marking (as seen in 2b) - o//eya ‘good’ cannot become 0//eyada ‘good-GEN’.
However, we shall discuss a little later on that —a is a very versatile suffix in Kannada and is a case in
syncretism. The —a is a marker of genitive case, a relative clause and a yes-no question.
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The koopagroup of PC nouns do not resist genitive case. Henceathekoopa cannot be genitive case but
is the effect othe phonological rule of Kannada of a lexeme ending in an open sykameaand other PC
nouns ending in-a take genitivecase with a phwlogical consonant epenthesis rule being appliedpa
MDQJHUY kdfag® HD QI HLY There is a clear difference in behaviour between the two groups o
PCs described so fafhus a straighforward —a ending morphologicatestof PCs in Kannadavill lead us
nowhere.

With these tests of attribution and casarking, we have an initial classification of PCs in Kannada into PC
adjectives and PC nouns. PC adjectives are representgtyy l JRRGT DQG 3& QR XQ WkdopaH L
nD QJHU formé&rKddes not combine with various case morphemes in Kannada while the latter da
Furthermore, we have notetlat the former group, i.e.3& DGMHFWLYHV FDQ RFFXU L
attributive positions of NPs while the latter group, i.e., therf®@ns, require genitive case to attributively
modify a noun.

2.2Property Conceptis the predicative position

PC adjectives in Kannada occur predicatively in verbless copular clafiffes kind illustrated belovin (5).
We shall discuss thiselowin 2.2.1.

(5) avazu oxyaavall.
sheNOM  goodshe
pM6KH LV D JRRG SHUVRQ 1

PC nouns on the other hand cannot occur in such verbless copular clauses but require the copula to be
As illustrated below and mentioneghrlier, he members of thé&oopagroup of PC nouns occuanly in dative
subject constructionas seen in @b). The uddagroup of PC nouns can occurboth nominativesubject and
dativesubject constructionss seen in (7). This latter point has been noted along with the corresponding dat
| have presented (#a), in Amritavalli and Jayaseelan (2003; ex.did 22.

(6a) avanige  koopa id-e. /| (6b) *avaru koopa-kke idd-aane.

he-DAT anger be3.N.SG / heN\OM  angeiDAT be3.M.SG

u+H KDV DQJHU ¢ HLQWHQGHG +H LV DQJU\ 1
(7a) avaru udda-kke idd-aane. [ (7b) avarige  udda id-e.

heNOM heightDAT be3.M.SG / heDAT height be3.N.SG
u+H LV WDOO 1 has|ithehf K HLIKW 1
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In Kannada PC nouns, as we shall see shortly, the classification is between PC nouns which can ¢
predicatively only in dative subject constructions vis a W@ rlouns that can occur in both the nominative
subject construction (with the PC noun itself marked for dative case) and the dative subject construction.
shall also see that these two groop®C noundave a semantic basis for classification. Thus, with PC nouns ir
Kannada, the dativease is always present predicativedither on the subject or on the PC noun.

2.2.1 Predication dProperty Concepdjectives

Beginning with PC adjectives in Kannadad have stated that thegccur predicatively in verbless copular
FODXVHV /HW XV H[DPLQH VXFKlobn E@ Dot L& VDb QMEHEENHNFONMN H
strucure as illustrated in example)(&uch constructions are noted in Amritavalll (2 DV pYHUEOHV
of the form NP NP.

(8) John doctoru.
John doctor

H-RKQ LV D WKH GRFWRU 1

O eega 1 J R RaBUFs predicatively in such a clause structure with a suffixal morpheme enwddihgppears
tobeuDJUHHPHQWY IRU QXPEHU DQG JH Q G H UpessriAslthe dadal terboRstiatdsD (
these suffixal morphemes are homophonous with the pronominals in Karanetau 1 K Hfalu pnVKHY D
avaru pWKH\T

(9) avanuhu)uga olleyaavanu. / ava@/hu)ugi olleyaavau. [/ avaru olleyaavaru.
he/boy goodhe [ shelgirl goodhe /| they  goodhey
p+H 7KH ER\ LV D JRRGBISHHUKXRQIEWRO 1€V D JRRG SHUVRQ JLUO ¢
The adjectvoeega fWJRFF®ROQRW RFFXU SUHGLFDWLYHO\ LQ LWV pEDUHY
(10) *avanu/hujuga o &ya.

he/boy good
H,QWHQGHG +HRRKHTER\ LV
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The data in (9) and (10) above, leads us to two ways of analysing the suffixal morpheme on the 0 eegagroup of
functional adjectives in their predicative position. The avanu, avaa and avarumorphemes that combine with
the adjective can be analysed as below, either as adjectival agreement (as in 11a) or a pronominal (as in 11b). At
the phrasal level, the two analyses hence predict different complements, either an AP or an NP complement.

(11a) [[npavanu] [ap[agp avanu] [ap 0 ®F¥a]]] = [NP AP] clause structure

(11b) [[np avanu] [np[rp 0 2%a] [np avanu]]] > [NP NP] clause structure

According to the first analysis as illustrated in (11a), the data in (9) would have an NP AP clause structure,
wherein these morphemes would be analysed as some sort of adjectival agreement in the predicative position
(though they do not show agreement in the attributive position). $GRSWLQJ %DNHU |V VFI
in (12) for predicate adjectives, we could represent the adjectival agreement approach in (13) ° - the AgrP
headed by the avanumorpheme would be a functional layer in the domain of the A.

(12) PredP >VWUXFWXUH IRU p, DP WDOOT
ZI|.3/\ SUHGT
I
Pred FAP
Fo AP
A
tc’|:1||
(13) AgrP (FaP)
Agr(Fp) AP
A
0 eega

*Baker (2008) when discussing Kannada data from Sridhar (1990) suggests treating phrases like oLLeyaavanuas predicate nominal
constructions rather than as predicate adjectival constructions with agreement. Thus, (13) is not a representation Baker uses to explain
the Kannada data. However, for the purpose of this discussion, I adopt % D N H U § Vschematic representation of a predicative
adjective.
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When we consider Baker’s (2008) detailed cross-linguistic analysis of the distribution and behaviour of
adjectives in the attributive and the predicative positiomsgain avanu oegaavanu‘He is a good person (lit.
he goodhe)’ can be analysed as an adjective that attributively shows no agreement but predicatively agrees for
number and gender. In such a case, the subject NP has interpretable features of person, number and
while the avanu in ‘o eegaavanu has uninterpretable features that check for number and gender only
(consistent with Baker’s 2008 theory of adjective agreement). However, Baker (2008: 61-62) argues that
adjectives that don’t agree attributively cannot possibly show agreement predicatively. He bringspuhe
Kannada datdref. Sridhar 1990:24%0) as a poskle counterexample to his propashut goes on to refute
such a possibility. Baker then proposes the solutiondlesgaavanuis not a predicate adjective construction
but a predicate nominal consttion (this is also Sridhar’s view). Then the “agreement” is not by Agree
(Chomsky 2000). Baker (2008:111) would explain it as semantic agreement: the subject NP and the object |
are inserted at random and then their semantic features are mat¢heck 1§ a match the utterance is realised.
Hence, the features on both the nouns are interpretable. This is similar &gcidental cereferenceof
pronominal coreferendeasnik (1976). Sentencé4) is an example of semantic agreement.

(14) He is amactor/ *He is an actress.

If we adopt Baker’s (2008) explanation of this clause structure in Kanngdae run into someproblems.The
semantic agreement solution has not been elaborated upon in his work. Even if we take the semantic agre
as a possiblsolution, there is sufficient proof thahly the subject pronominas referential and the suffixal
pronominal can never be referential. Thus a featuring matching explanation between the two NPs will nc
possible On the other hand, treating the predicate a®\Rnwhich shows agreemerdpes not seem to hold
water. Firstly, it would be problematic to propose a separate clause structure for a small;ctdesedf
functional lexemes. Secondly, as Baker (2008) natégctives that do not show agreement in the attributive
position cannotagree’ predicatively.

Let us turn now tohte second analysas illustrated in (11byvhich would predict an NP NP clause structure
wheren o eega‘good’ would be treated as ‘@ominalised adjective’. Adopting Cinque’s (2010) framework, we
could represent it as follows. The APegais in the [Spec, FP] position where FP represents a functiona
projection. The F head chooses an NP asoitsplement headed by theonominalavaru.

(15 FP
AP F’
PAN
0 eega
- X
N
av|anu

Under this approach theneegamaybe realised asesewhich is a root, which attaches4®, the genitive case
marker in Kannada. The genitive caseahe head of the functional layer which aids the megeto enter the
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derivation process. As explained in (17) below, o/le+ya can now modify its nominal complement. At the
moment, [ am not certain whether I would have to treat the root as a nominal root or a bare root and I keep this
question aside for now. We can now re-analyse the representation in (15) above to capture this idea. We have to
thus motivate a Possessive Phrase (Poss.P), in the re-representation of (15) in (16) below, whose head is the
genitive/possessive case marker —a and whose specifier position hosts the root oLLe-. The specifier-head
combine and the resultant Poss.P selects and modifies its NP complement.

(16) Poss.P
$3 3RVV]
PN
olle-
I]oss NP
-a N
avanu

(17) ofle + (y')a=o]leya OLW PHDQLQJ YRR GRRH/YMY VT
olleya-avanu ZRXOG WKHQ OLWHUDOO\ PHDQ pKH RI JRRGQHVVY pJdr

This idea captured in (16-17) above can be seen through, as all the members of the o//eya group end with —a —
ketta WE DKot LW Q HHafeya WR O&efa pW H QGEihd YV P D O @dfddD WQELHdvever, there is one
problem. The suffix —a is also the relative clause marker in Kannada. Hence, another option would be to treat
o[leya-avanu as a relative clause LQ WHUP VZIRR LR QIheRuUEKal —a in Kannada thus is a case in
syncretism. Its varied uses include being a genitive case marker, a relative clause marker and a yes-no question
particle as mentioned earlier in this paper as well. Either of the two analyses (the genitive case explanation or
the relative clause explanation) posit o//eya in the domain of the NP and hence syncretism does not pose any
real problem to the analysis.

A piece of evidence in support of an NP NP structure is that, the predicate NP can take various case markings.

(18a) o ®Ya-avana / o 2¥a-avanannu / o 2¥a-avarnrige / o 2¥a-avanalli / o ?¥a-avaninda

good-he-GEN / good-he-ACC  / good-he-DAT / good-he-LOC / good-he-ABL

When the data in (18a) is realised in a sentence, the pronominal in the examples below, avanu PKHY LQ
and avaru in (18c), is always non-referential.

* consonant epenthesis rule in Kannada phonology.
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(18b) avau obba o0 &faavanannu maduveyaagalu bayasia@.
sheNOM  one goede-ACC marriagehappen desh@.F.SG
M6KH GHVLUHG WR.DUU\ D JRRG PDQ

(18c)avanu 0 ®Yaavar-ige hak kodiZ sahaaya maaatt-id-danu.
he-NOM gooetheyDAT money give  help -MPER -bePST-3.M.SG
H+H XV HGOWYIRNK oDy to good peopld]

A desirableoutcomeof analysing thes as a genitive case marker would be that, there is a uniform paradigr
for PCs occurring attributively and modifying a nounKannada In such an analysiall PCs in Kannada,
whether PC nouns or PC adjectivemuld take thehelp of genitive casin the attributive positionto modify a
noun

2.2.2Predication of Property Concept nouns

Coming to PC nouns, a suassificationis motivated on the basis of whether thean occur predicatively
bearing dative case in nominatigabject constructions or ndtor the convenience of reading, | haepeated
the data in (&) in (19, 24 and 2b Below is the predication structure of PC naudda p K H Lwihicib®comes
uddakke p KHL $RW S U H G L Fimsislthékddakkegroup.

(19) raama udda-kke idd-aane>
Rama(nom.) heigiDAT be-3.M.SG
uM5DPD LV WDOO ¢

. Uddakkein (19) is analysed as an adjective following the analysis put forward in AmritavallJayaseelan
(2003)thata noun likeuddaincorporates into case to result in a syntactic category of adjedfiteemay hence
represenuddakkeas in (20) below.

S

*fThis construction is attested in my variety of Kannadd may not be in other varieties of the language. Further @srar as my
knowledge goes) this constructiennotattested in Tamil, Malayalanfeluguor Tulu. It is interesting to note however that this pair
(7ab) exists in Marathil would like to hank Ashwini Deo for bringing thi® my notice(p.c).

a. Raam unctha  aahe. /b. Raardaa unchi aahe.
RamNOM heightDAT be3.sg / RaarDAT height be3.sg
pu5DP LV WDOO 1 / UM5DP KhHWKHLJIKW 1
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(20) udday, + -kkegar = uddakkey;

To quote Amritavalli and Jayaseel&003)on the natureof the debateon derived forms such asddakke
(2003; pg 70) p: KHWKHU WKH GHULYHG IRUPYV DU EatégbrdyHdirierent DdnCihe F R
components, has been open to debate. There are only a few indisputable underived adjectives,esgah as
nJ R RTh® §uestion then becomes, what characterises a lexical categamyvigsa semantic type or a
syntactic categoryPo answer this question would be beyond the scope of this paper and | leave this discus:
to further researchl'he study (Amritavalli and Jayaseela®003 adopts the framework of Lexical Relational
Structue (LRS) from Hale and Keyser (1993) to explain the role of case, the dativepeadecally, to propose
that all three of theepresentations beloim (21) can be derived fronthe sameaunderlying thematic structure.
The thematic structure of (21a) is representative of the dative experiencer construction we have noted fo
koopagroup of PC nouns in predicatiofhe to represents the dative case on the subjectTD. thematic
structure of (21b) is representativetbé canonical English adjectivpfedicationand is also representative of
the uddakke construction we just encountered in (18h while English incorporates the dative case into the
noun to result in a separate lexical category of adjectives, Kanrmadalgs overt evidence for such an
incorporationaccountwith uddakke p 3 & Q RPY@Kannada does not have the thematic structure of (21c) a:
the language does not have the ealve.The dative case in English incorporates with libeverb to result in
the verbhave.So while Kannada has (21 in its inventory of thematic structures, it does not have (21c).
English on the other hand attests (2Eb EXW QRW D EHFDXVH LW KDV ORVW uVv

(21) a. teDP be NP e.g. raamaiige koopa ide. [Amritavalli and Jayaseelan 2013; ex 20]
b. DP(hom.) be AdjP  e.g. | am happy

c. DP(nom.) have NP e.g. | have happiness

Thus the occurrence of the dative experiencer construction in a language is in fact a diagnostic to sugges
such a language would not have a lexical category of adjeciiveés.discussion has provided a syntactic
account ofuddakke pK HL $R W

We continuenow to a brief yet interesting semantic accountddakke pKHL $SRW )ROORZLQJ $P
(2013), we may analyseddakke as a resultative with the dative case encoding the pathitavalli (2013)
discusses the example below as an actismpent resultative in Kannada wherein the resuh@€]i pEUH D G
Is a transitive object and the nodappa p(WKLFEFNQHVV Y K Hrodked ¥ndatimsAulivs HheFdle/dd an
adjective.

(22) avanu rd-gannu dappa-kke la 2sida(nu). [Amritavalli 2013; ex 38]

heNOM breadACC thick(nesspAT rolled out
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pH+H UROOHG WKH EUHDG RXW WKLFN 1

The example below again indicatepath with uddakke along which the tres grew.

(23) maragaau udda-kke be@d-avu.
treePL-NOM heightDAT growPST-3.N.PL

H7KH WUHHYV JUHZ WDOO /LW 7KH WUHHV JUHZ WR D KHLJKW

Thesimilar constructionn Englishencogksthe semantics of a resultative with a dateeShe honed her skills
to perfection[Amritavalli 2013 ex 40] Thus, theuddakkegroup of PCs are a group of PC nouns which have
inherent gradability and hence can incorporate with dative case whichdeglpte a degree or extant to the
propertythrough a path projectioffrom the Ramchand (2008) framewoikhe udda group of PCs as listed
below in (26) denote tangible, physical properties and hence | propose, come with inherent gradability ur
thekoopagroup.

Interestingly this sulelass of nouns can also occur in a dative subject construction with the meaXihg®of
the property Y for somethirasg in (2) below.

(24) raamarige  udda id-e.
RaamaDAT height be-3N
U5DDPD KDV KHLJKW ¢

To distinguish these two types of constructiongli and 23, we can understand it better when we draw a
parallel to their respective counterparts in EnglRhama is talland Raama has &ight. Just as in English, in
Kannada tooRaama has heighs the more marked of the two constructions. However, with the right contex
the construction ir§24) is fully acceptable just as it would be in English; for example, in a contexRakena
hasthe height (to join the basketball tearfihis aspect holds true for all the members ofutldakke group as
listedbelow in (35).

The PC nouns that cannotcur in ominativesubject constructionsuch askoopa occur predicatively, only
in dativesubjectconstructionsas seen if25) below.

(25) raamanige koopa id-e. /' *raama koopakke idd-aane.
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RamaDAT anger be&.N.SG / Rama(nom.) anrD&T be3.M.SG
u5DPD LV DQJUN Y /LW 5DPD KDV DQJHU HLOQWHQGHG &

Despite not being able to find a semantic basis footgagroup of PC adjectives, there is a semantic basis
for the koopaand theuddakkegroups The koopa group of nouns(as listed in 4) encodepsychesomatic
properties The udda(kke)group of PCs encode physically tangible or measurable propaerickare listed
below in(26).

(26) Members of theudda(kke) group of PCs in Kannadaudda pKH I BEME pWKLQ@appH V1
HMIDWQHVYV Veétkal |FKNHLHNWETY K R U \apgQldd WZ/ICMW K LW VP RRWHD HKNRW QK V
LF RO Graet W I WRESMNDUGQHVVY HWF

3. Conclusion

The paper began by stating that Kannada employs nouns to express adjeetimalg but also employs a
small closedclass of functional adjectives. By adoptititge notion of Property Concept expressions from Dixon
(1982), we referred to these two groups as PC nouns and PC adjectives. Tests of attributionraatckicese
on a daa set of fifty PCs in Kannada helped sort the PCs into the two grexgsplified bykoopapuD QJHU |
PC nouns andeega WJRRGY IRU 3&WP &G that \ thé Hdttfibutive position, theegagroup of PC
adjectives could modify® 13 LQ WKHHIL UREEFDR XQV FRXOG QRW RFFXU LQ WK
and required genitive case to modify an NP. The predicative position revealed interesting aspects about P
Kannada. Theega JURXS Rl 3& DGMHFWLYHV RFFNXKVVH G BIWHDD B ORD IDYXKH/
are weltattested in Kannada and have an NP NPes&kktructure. We had two choices before us in the
treatment of theavanu oegaavanu uKH JRRY F-QdexthéHtreat it as an NP AP or an NP NP clause
structure.We chose to treat it as an NP NP clause structure wherega in the predicative NP was a
nominalised adjective. Such a nominalisation process was explained by deconmpesiags o eeeand #,
wherein the suffixalia maybe a genitive case marKpossessive marker) or a relative clause head as the san
marker is used for both purposes in Kannada. Either ways, this did not affect the analysis of the pred
ultimately being the maximal projection ohaminal head Coming to PC nouns in the prediive position, we
realise that PC nouns were not a uniform, homogenous category exemplikeddayp D Q Kaédp$occurred
predicatively only in the dative experiencer constructidngroup of nouns exemplified bydda pKHL JK'
occurred predicativelymarked for dative case asldakke uPKHL' $KRW DQG KHQFH DQDO\VHG
according to the Amritavalli and Jayaseelan (2003) account. This was a syntactic accounticufatkice
construction and analyseddakkeasa syntactically derived adjgeal form. | also attempted to provide a brief
account of this construction in terms of a semantic understandindpefkke.Here, the dative case uddakke
denoted a PathP according to Amritavalli (2013) in which the Ramq2@@8) framework was employed
explain achievement resultatives in Kannatlaus a PC noun likeedda phKHLJKWY KDV LQKHUH
measurability and hence combines with dative case which encodes the extant or meaddee $tich an
analysis ofthe uddakke group of PCs is based on very clear and transparent semantics wherein all the gr
members areexamples oftangible, physically measurable properties such as height, weight, width, lengt
temperature and texture. Thkeopagroup of PC nounslso have a semantic basis of being PC nouns which

#
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encode psychgsomatic properties. Thg//eyagroup of PC adjectives are only about eight in number and seer
tobeaclosecODVV ZLWKRXW D VHPDQWLF EDVLV WR WK H,koot3 grébablyH H
DV DQDO\WHG LQ OHQRQ D Qisthéody@uXon Xf DravidianpasLhRangade fanaity

its counterpartare found across Tamil, Malayalam and Telugu.
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Sluicing the verbal cbuble: a view through Meiteilon
Lalit Rajkumar

Jawaharlal Nehru University

l. Introduction

The aim of this study is to explain how the two contrasting issues of sound and meaning
mismatch of Ellipsis and Doubling workhen both strategies are used stakously, using

Meiteilon datalt is a weltknown fact that doubling is a case of oyeonunciation in the sense

WKDW WKH SKHQRPHQRQ RFFXUV ZKHQ pRQH RU PRUH PRUSK
morpheme,a word or, a phrase) are expressed in two or, more times within a sentence,
VHHPLQJO\ ZLWKRXW FRQWULEXWLQJ WR WKH VHPDQWLF LQ'
2013).That is, @ extra pronunciation of eopy (X) of an item (x) where the pranciation of X

does not add up to the meaning already conveyed by x.

1. (% 3)L puk- S i i-m$
1P£5en stomacigoodNzr (Fem.) 1P+Genmother

MP\ EHQHYROHQW PRWKHUT

On the other side, ellipsis is an issue of urg@nunciation which involvetWKH RPLVVLRQ
HOHPHQWYV WKDW DUH LQIHUDEOH IURP WKH FRQWH[WYT $HOE

2. tomb% %  h YN W ¥hunb% 3% QL %u3%
Tomb%¥subj mango ripe eatwill and
tombi-di %% pPE3%QL
Tombi-Top green  eatwill

"I sincerelythank theparticipants of FASALS for their insightful comments and suggestions. This paper owes a lot
to Ayesha Kidwai, Tanmoy Bhattacharya, and Sjef Barbiers and also to the anonymous reviewer daiddueoe
in giving some s#peto it. | am solely responsible for the ersand mistake®undin the paper.
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M7RPED ZUO®O®HHDPMWQJRHY DQG 7RPEL ZLOO HDW JUHHQ XQLU

However, the paper concentrates more on the formation of verb-doubling constructions in
Meiteilon. The reason for concentrating on this phenomenon is that, it will provide a better
platform for its comparison with/co-occurrence in a sluiced environment. Through this
investigation, the paper further intends to illustrate that sluicing appears to solve the over-

pronunciation problem of verb doubling.
Il. Verb doubling in Meiteilon

Verb doubling in predicate-cleft constructions is a well-researched topic (see Koopman
1984, 2000; Abels 2001; Kandybowicz 2007, 2008; Trinh 2011 and others) but a common
consensus has not been reached yet on its formation. The idea so far conceived about it is that
verb-doubling is resulted by verb-topicalization thereby giving a contrastive interpretation.
Nevertheless, the unit of topicalization is always an issue with verb-topicalization resulting to
doubling. Studies on different languages like Vata (Koopman 1984, 2000), Spanish (Vicente,
2007), Hebrew and Vietnamese (Trinh, 2011) show that it is only the verb which is fronted;
while on the other side, languages like Russian (Abels, 2001) and Hebrew (Landau, 2006) can
have the internal arguments along with the fronted verb. In Meiteilon, the verb doubling in
predicate cleft construction (PCC) looks even more peculiar as it appears that the whole VP is
topicalized. The higher copy is marked by either a Topic or Focus marker attached to its non-
Finite form”> whereas the lower copy is the one that bears the verbal inflections (Achom et al,

2013; Rajkumar, 2014a). An example is given below
3. % s$ p$b %li *( pPH-re’ (obligatory doubling)

I meat eat-Nzr-Top eat-Perf

' Topic marker #i becomes i after a voiced sound.

* The higher copy of the verb being non-finite in doubling constructions is not an uncommon occurrence as it has
been found to be the case in languages like Russian (Abels, 2001),Spanish and Hungarian (Vicente, 2007), Hebrew
and Vietnamese (Trinh, 2011) also.

? As it is the case with doubling, an intervener can be inserted in between the doubled items.

% s$ p$b %dli toyn % p$re

I meat  eat-Nzr-Top often  eat-Perf

|As for me eating meat, it is often done
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H$V IR AtikyHnddtjt is eatenf > OLWHUDOO\ p, KDYH VWDUWHG HDW

The oddity in the translation is brought by the manner in which the verb is doubled iTR&C.

is, as already mentioned aboveappearghat in the Meiteilon verb doubling construction it is

not just the verb or, the verb along with the internal argument which is fronted for topicalization.

It, instead, looks to be the case that the external argument i.e, the Subject is also an important

element for verb doubling in the language. An example eacthefdifferent types of erb-

fronting in different languages are as follows:

4. Jugar, Juan
play.INF Juan

LSV I PULRA

5. 'XPDWY &
think that
!
ak WYY knigi
read his  book

suele jugar al futbol los  domingos
HAB play.INF at soccerthe  sundays

-XDQ XVXDOO\ SOD\V VRFFHU RQ 6XQGD\V

Spanish (Vicente 2007)

Xomskij genij on dumaet no
Chomsky  genius he thinks but
ne daet

not reads

H+H GRHV WK LSaNekiksRoBK N \G Rridad Qi Mdok§

Russian (Abels, 2001)

6. % s$ b$b d4li *( p9-re

I meat eatNzr-Top eatPerf

LSV | R AtifkgHinddtjt isdonef EWHUDOO\ p, KDWHDDWJIJ@WHD G\ HDWHQ

Meiteilon

Before one jumps to the complexities of weldubling constructions, let us first go thgh the

derivation of the verundoubled version of (6)

7. % s$ p$re

I meat eatPerf

M, KDYH HDWHQ PHDWY
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vP Perf

VP v
v \
Obj v
sa ¢a

Verb doubling of the type in J6requires topicalizatin. In Meiteilon, this is achieved for
arguments by marking them with the Topic particke. So, let us now check whether
topicalization is a sufficient step for doubling in case of the arguments.
8. Subject Topicalization
a. %6-di s$ PPUH «
| Hop meat eatPerf
g, KDYH HDWHQ PHDW «\RX V KH PLJKW KDYH GRQH VRPH
b. * O di ay s$ Pére
| Hop I meat eatPerf
9. Object Topicalization
a. %  s$di PP UH «
I meatTop eatPerf
LM, KDYH HDWHQ PHDW «EXW QRW RWKHU WKLQJV 1
b. *0h  s&di sa p¢re
I meatTop meat eatPerf

Thus, the above examples (8a,b and 9a,b) show that topicalimatitself is not a sufficient
condition for doublingHowever, for verb doubling to occur, topicalization focalizatioff of

2 Due to the space limitations, the paper will not discuss the other focalized cases of verb doubling.
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the verb is a necessary procedure for the double occurrence’. Let us now see how simple V-
fronting or, VP-fronting is not enough for topicalization of the verb in Meiteilon.

Verb-fronting
10. *[¢a-b Jedi % s$  care
eat-Nzr-Top 1 meat eat-Perf
VP-fronting
11. *[s$ ca-b Yedi %  ca-re
meat eat-Nzr-Top I eat-Perf
vP-fronting

12.[% s$ ca-b%edi da-re
I meat eat-Nzr-Top eat-Perf
u$vV IRU PH HDWLQJ PHDW LW LV GRQHT
It is now clear that verb doubling is licensed by overt vP movement for topicalization®. As
example numbers (10) and (11) above show that neither just V-topicalization (10) nor VP-
topicalization (11) is sufficient to license the verbal double. Rather, as in (12), the vP must

topicalize. It is worth noting that Meiteilon has do-support which occurs only in such verb-

> Verb-Topicalization/Focalization, however, does not always result to verb doubling as it can be a case of predicate-
cleft construction without verb doubling where the lower copy (from head-movement) is not pronounced. The lower

FRS\TV IXQFWLRQ RI VXSSRUWLQJ WKH ¥Yiphdi (RHkunay,| 20 HH) ¥, bRa@uodaV. HLWKHU C
y. s& &b ~di y &y
| meat  eat-Nzr-Top Possibility-Ind

p$v IRU PH HDWLQJ PHDW LW LV SRVVLEOHY >/LWHUDOO\ pu, PD\ HDW PHD
% In order to show that vP forms a constituent a proform test using a demonstrative pronoun that fis performed on a
similar verb-doubling construction. (However, the language lacks simple sentence-initial adverbs but they occur
either as reduplicated elements like ir* & & @ n.).! HEWR'P&* ! +,-1 ). ! [+01&%2! /+#.3,"/3'+#.! 4'35! (%,$!

0 *61%)7! %8IV6@ L58 $.c.1. $+#%.38*! . 196)7'98+-1 4 4+"&:1 #+35%! " #8! %2)01&%.! 435! ."15$(%,$)&

[+#.3,"13'+#.9
a. tomba thabak-tu tow-ba-di t%-re Yubu loy-b %li loy-d-ri
Tomba work-that do-Nzr-Top do-Perf but finish-Nzr-Top  finish-Neg-Prog
s for Tomba doing the work, it is done but it is not yet completed
a’. madu-di t %-re loy-b %li loy-d-ri
that-Top do-Perf finish-Nzr-Top  finish-Neg-Prog

M7KDW LV GRQH EXW YW LV QRW \HW FRPSOHWHG
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fronting environments without giving any change in the meaning of (12) when the lower copy of
WKH YHUE LV UHSODFR®RakubapyPHDH.QLQIJOHVYV

13.[% s$ pIb%edi tow-re

| meat ealNzr-Top DO-Perf
p$vV IRU PH HDWLQJ PHDW LW LV GRQHT

The derivation of (1Rand (13)is combined as (14) in the tree structure below

14.

Top P

[y sa &a] ba-di Top®
Non-Fin P Top
[ov sa éa] T -di
Non-Fin’
\ Perf P Non-Fin

Taking into account the undoubled occurrence in example (7), it is evident that the head
movements of Mo-v (movement (1)andthen to Perf (movement (2)) take place. The crucial
point that | would like to make here is that, at this particular point the vekbaftached to the
Perthead) plays a semargity activerole’. Following the assumption that head movement is a
syntactc operatiorand not a Pfeomponent, it allows us to recover thes\¢éomplex copy which

is not yet deleted after movement (As the construction requires verbal fronting for

" This line of argument follows the arguments put forward by the likes of Matushansky (2006); Bhatt and Keine
(2014) and others who have shown that hemdement shouldat be pushed off as a Riperation. Instead, head
movement does play a role in the syntax and semantics of certain derivations like the German Verb Incorporation
(VI) proposal by Bhatt and Keine (2006) to account for verb clusters in the language. $irtflarhumerous

deictic particles of Meiteilon are incorporated into the verb stem through head movements which are semantically
norrvacuous.

tombs  lampak-lom-ta censil-lu-re

Tomba playgroundtowardsLoc run-inwardsD.Deic-Perf
M7RPED ZHWQRZDUDZY DQG RQ WKH SODVJURXQGT
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topicalization and recalling the need to front the whole vP, it is raised tq Bpe® while
searching for the nearest Spguoovement (3))which accidentally results in a Speead
configurationof vP with its earlier raised heddk, V-v. It does not look like a typical Spétead
agreement configuration as the relationship is between a vP with its compl&xMeaement
(4) deletes the base copy of the vP at SpecPRevforeover, the vP needs to raise further for
topicalizationbut before that the clauseust become a neimite in order togettopicalizeal. So,
movement (4) is an obligatory step for védpicalization in Meiteilon. Interestingly, after the
completion of movement (4), the lowerwcopy from head movement becomsemantically
redundant But, in the presence of another vattelement likea modal in its plac8, verb

doubling does not occur as it is in tteseof undoubled predicateleft constructions.

15. y. s& a&b ... t &e

I meat eatNzr OBL-Perf
u, KDYH WR HDW PHDWT{

From the above examples, itnst very clear at this juncture whettarch an instancis a case
of a doubling chain formation or, something eldewever, itis indeed very cleathat the verbal
copy, which resulted from head movemdms become semantically vacuous after movement
(5) for topicalization.Thus, theverbal copy at Perhay remain eitheas itis or, maybe replaced

8 This cooccurrence of doubling with a potential configuration for agreement should be researched in a deeper way
as Barbiers (2008) has claimed that agreement is-aaaeéof syntactic doublinfyloreover,except for movement

to Spec, PerfPwhich is too local apointed out by theeviewe)), the vP constituenmovementsare linearizedn a

Spec, Head configuration which meeded to get the required markirgfsthe Head oto the moved constituent

when it lands on its Spec.

® The reviewer has suggestddr a lower position of the nefinite marker-b ..located somewhere below the

Perkctive projectiorwhich was also my initial thoughts but it is not the case aslis@ésshownn Bhattacharya and
Thangjam 2004 as aC’-projection Moreover, extending the head movemsof the verb to the Tdp heal viathe
Perf and NorFin headsequentiallygive rise toan If « then clauskonditionalconstruction in the language.
Byt never afullverbLNH pVOHHST

Iy. S& a&b ... tumme
I meat eatNzr sleepPerf

1 But, it looks more likely the case that because of the presence of a modal head, the lexical verb head cannot cross
it following Head Movement Constraint (Travis 1984). Hence the verb snctide is not doubled without the much
needed head movement and the vP simply undergoes froAtiother, interesting fads that the modalsan also

be doubled using the same mechanisms asd@ubling but it is not discussed here due to its divergence from the
objective of this paper.
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by a meaninglesdo since t is semantically redundarfRajkumar, 2014b)It should also be
noted that the vP at Spec, NBmP is also deleted after (5).

Let us now check the strength of our hypothesis on verb doubling in PCC in Meiteilon by adding

a NegP into the structure.

1.1 Adding a NegP(illustration of 16a,b,cis given in 17

16.
a. % s$ p$b d4li p$d-re

I meat eatNzr-Top eatNegPerf
As for me eating meat,is QRW GRQHY >RU u, KDYH VWRSSHG HDWL
b. % s$ p$b %ali t %-d-re
I meat eatNzr-Top do-NegPerf
As for me eating meat,is QRW GRQHY >RU pu, KDYH VWRSSHG HDWL
c. % s$ p$b %ali n %et-re
I meat eatNzr-Top Dummy Neg-NegPerf

As for me eating meat,is QRW GRQHY >RU u, KDYH VWRSSHG HDWL

17.
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[ey sa éa]-bo-di Top
7 Non-Fin P Top

Top P
-di

[y sa ¢a]- Non-Fin’
G Perf P Non-Fin

Perf”

rew/nar
do/dummy neg

As examples 16a,b,¢ are still cases of vpicalization, there is not much change in the
structure except for the fact that addition of a semantically active Neg introduces another dummy

insertion in the form oh twhich is glossed as@mmy NegThe presence of a dummgrgion

of the negation is possible only when it attaches to a semantic nelgatianset is just like a

negative version of a deupport. Thusthe possibility ofthese dummy insertions nametyy
HGRIND.QGXP P\ inhhlhde of the lower \after vP-topicalization without any change in

the meaning,confirms the earlier formulation that the lower copy of the verb becomes
semanticallyedundant after the vP has been topicalized.

We can now move forward with a more ambitious step by incredbmgize of the unit of

topicalization from just a Vi,
Il .Il NegP-Topicalization construction

18. % s$ pPd % % pbd/t W/*n Yere

21t is to be noted thawhatsoever morpheme which can come in between the verb stem and the nomindlizer
"#$1%&™(&!)*&HS)!'-1). " H#,04),'$!,$11&,)&,/ '$12&3%!"'$4)3+"),'$B-'31 &6H#(./I&T!)*&!"#+A4A#),2&! ('3.*&(&! 5 $7!
)*&1&2,88&3),#/\(#39&BY.7!)*&!8&,"),".#3),"1&%, T bW &F'IV
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| meat eaNegNzr-Top eatNeg/do/Dummy NegPerf

H$VvV IRU QRW HDQ/RWIGRHHW >RV LM, KDYH VWRSSHG HDWLQJ P

19. L

Top’
Non-Fin P Top
Non-Fin’
R Perf P Non-Fin

pert

_re
‘\\ tavw/*nar

v do/dummy neg

As the unitthat we have chosdor topicdization is a NegP and not a vP, it is not a simple case

of verb doubling through bpicalization but rather, a case of negative doubling which contains
verb douling inside the structure. The movement procedures are almost the same as verb
doubling. The V-v-Neg complex, merged as a uttitough head movements213, has escaped

the ellipsis site (which happens after movement @gnce, with similar fronting ph@menon

as that of a vP, the NegP undergoes deletions of its lower copies. The different and most
interesting part of this Negf®picalization is thatdo-support is able to substituteetHower
V+Neg after movement (&s both the V and the Negeaneaningless in this position thereby,
conforming to the earlier postulatioHence, he dummy Neg elememt®cannot be insertetd

the Perf head as it &0 bealways licensed by a semantically active Neg which is not present

anymore after the NegP toplzation.

Since the analysis for verb doubling still holds good even with the addition of a NegP both in
cases of vRopicalization ad NegP topicalization. Trinh (2011) has proposed three types of
predicateclefting structures, namelylType-1, Type2, and Type3 in order to account for the
presence of doubling and ndoubling structures of verb. Due to space limitations, only the
diagrammatic reprel@ WDWLRQV RI 7 lefgnyg fypesS ardd shavilDiiV (20a,b,c). In
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addition to these three types mfedicateclefting structures, propose a fourth type referred as

Type-4, structurally illustrated in (20d).

20.
a.Type-1 b.Type-2 c.Type-3 d.Type-4 (Meiteilon)
v Vo
N N 1] P
................. P P
PN P
v

[l Sluicing the doubled verb

Let uslook at the construction which involves the interaction of agwhbbling and sluicing.
Following from the earlier section (ll), we have seen that topicalization is a motivation
required by the verb to undergo doublinge will now see what happens to tkerb
doubling construction (in thereconstructed ellipsis-site) when the motivation i.e,

topicalization is snatched away by the remnant in the sluice.
21. %n % 3963 ¥a k ¥%-no ¥ % p$b %li b$ N-&

| Subj yesterday samething eaNzr-Top eat?Perf

Hubu % k%no (h$\bP(-di QL-BréL
but |  whatQ sayNzr-Top remembeNegPerf

[@NO®J s p} Ndd©  pot  @u]---RECONSTRUCTED ELLIPSIS SITE

| Subj yesterday eat?-Nzr thing that

H$V | R UatilgHsohtething, dHid yestetUGD\ EXW |, GRQ T W[théHhnpl & Hate ZKD W I
yesterday]
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The above example (20) shows thitieng requires obligatory topicalization of the remnant.
And, it is alreadyshown earlietin section (I) that topicalizain plays a major rolén verbal
doubling construction of Meiteilon. It is then very evident that even if the antecedent has verb
doubling in the structurethe ellipsis site will most probably not have it as the remnant is
obligatorily topicalized.Therefore there is noverb doubling at the ellipsisite, but rather just

head movement of the verlsince the sluice as one constituent can have only a single

topicalized unit which is the remnameré?, the verb in its ellipsisite cannot have it anymore
V. Conclusion

Hence,through the investigation of the sounttaning mismatch problems through Meiteilon
data, four proposals have been made in this paper. Firstlypapehas illustratedhatin a verb
doubling constructionthe higher copy of the verb is in its néinite form. Secondly it also
demonstrates thaNegPRtopicalization introduces the possibility of Negative condike
doublingin the languagethat lacks subjectzerb agreementThirdly, the paper proposes for a
Type-4 variety of predicatelefting construcon in addition to the earlier three types of
predicateclefting with evidence from MeiteilarLastly, it argues thaduicing the verb doubling
construction seems to have repaired the senedning mismatch of the later at the ellipsie.
Apart from thefour proposals, this paper also intends to highlight a furidsrewhich is to
check for the correlation between topicalization (and/or focalization) and the two-is@aming
mismatch problems (i.e., doubling and ellipse) issue which | aim to undeke in my future

work.
Abbreviations

1P- First Personp.Deic Distal Deictic;Fem Feminine;Gen Genetive casdidAB- Habitual;
Ind- Indicative; INF- Infinitive; Loc- Locative; Neg Negation; Non-Fin- Non-Finite; Nzr-

Nominalizer;OBL - Obligation;Perf- Perfective;Top- Topic

13 This is a very weak postulation as the paper has not discussed with instances of topicalized remnant with un
doubled verbs in the antecedent. A preliminary investigation shows that the remnant still needs a topic marker. So, a
much more detailed study iequired on the interaction of doubling and ellipsis which cannot be covered in the
limited space of this paper.
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Sluicing in Dravidian: Tracing the source !

Rahul Balusu

The English and Foreign Languages University, Hyderabad

1. Introduction

Conventionally, Dravidian languages are described as hvelmig-situ (Subba Rao 2012).
Jayaseelan (2004t seq) proposes that there is (partimh-movement to IP internal Focus
positions, taking the fact that thveh-subject surfaces not clause-initially but between the
objects and the bnal verb, as the primary evidence, among other diagnostics. In a revival
of thewh-n-situ idea, Mathew (2014) argues that the Pnite verb in Dravidian is in C, with
the wh-material in-situ, while the other arguments move to Topic positions, creating the
illusion of wh-movement to a preverbal position. This paper seeks to establish which of
these proposals is on the right track for Dravidian, using as the divining rod, characteristics
of sluicing, a phenomenon that has not been discussed in any of the previous literature on
Dravidian.

Dravidian has sluicing, as shown in (1), with a matrix sluice in (1a), and an embedded
sluice in (1b) Nall the data in this paper are from Telugu, but the same essential facts obtain
in the other major Dravidian languages. Cross-Dravidian differences will surely crop up at
various points as the bner details of the terrain of sluicing are covered, and will be explored
as the project progresses. I am using here the terminology of Vicente (2014), where the
term Osluicing® applies to any construction with-semnant.

(1) a. raamueed-oo konnaaDuNavunaa?!eemiTi?
Ramuwhatdisjbought.  Really what
ORamu bought something. NReally?! What?O

b. raamueed-oo konnaaDukaanieemiT-oonaa-kutel-iyadu.
Ramuwhatdisjbought, but whatdisjl-dat know-not
ORamu bought something, but | donOt know what.O

If Dravidian is wh-in-situ (andwh-movement to Spec CP, followed by deletion of IP, is

1] would like to thank an anonymous reviewer, and audiences at FASAL 5 and Grasping ELLIPSIS for
valuable comments and suggestions. Any errors are my own.
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unavailable), there are two possibilities for the source. The brst, the source for sluicing
(or in another terminology, pseudo-sluicin@gMerchant 1998)) is copular Peither a simple
copular structure, with null subject and null copula (as in Chinese; Adams (2004), Wei
(2004)), or a reduced cleft structdr@s in Japanese; Kizu 1997). The second, is the view
of sluicing proposed fowh-in-situ languages like Farsi (Toosarvandani 2008) and Turkish
(Ince 2012), that there is exceptiongh-movement to Spec CP in sluicing, followed by
deletion of IP, and that it is not the wealhfeatures that result in the ovevh-movement,
but what causes and permits the overt raisingvbfexpressions to the CP-domain is the
checking of focus rather thamh-features, that come into play in the information structure
mechanism needed for sluicing.

On the face of it, the IP-internalh-movement structure for Dravidian (Jayaseelan
2001,et seq) runs into trouble as a possible source for the sluice, becausenthemnant
would be an intermediate position that is pronounced, while phrases on either side of it are
elided, and they donOt form a constituent, as shown in (2). But another stribgires
formed in this derivation, prior to the subject moving out of the vP could be a viable source
for the sluice, as shown in (3), because the elided material is one contiguous constituent
separate from thezh+emnant.

(2) ....kaani[|praamy- | [Focuspeed] [vrtikennraabus]] -00] naa-kutel-iyadu
..., but what bought -disjl-dat  know-not

(3) ...,kaani[|p | [Focuspeed] [vpraamukennaab]] -oo] naa-kutel-iyadu
..., but what bought -disjl-dat  know-not

This account will not have any problem accounting for the case-matching effects that we
will see later on, because t+emnant comes from a case-marking position. It will also
not have a problem with multiple-sluicing (that is possible in Telugu), because multiple
wh-elements can occur in focus positions in the preverbal beld in the IP (Jayaseelan 2001).
Mathew (2014) claims that in the verb-Pnal construction in Malayalam, the verb un-
dergoes V-to-C movement, while tieh-phrase is in-situ, and it has no freedom of move-
menP. All the other elements in the clause mandatorily move out of the vP to higher Topic
positions, making thevh-word appear in the immediately preverbal position, creating the
illusion that thewh-word has moved to the left of ¥.The sluice source in such an analysis

2If sluicing is debPned as IP-deletion, leaving behind a CP remnant, where the mévelément is
pronounced in SpecCP, then the term cannot applyhén-situ languages. Instead such constructions are
called Sluicing Like Constructions (SLC), as in Manetta (2013), Paul & Potsdam (2012), Gribanova (2013).

3This is also termed a Truncated Cleft. Even some languages exhibitingvdvenbvement have been
claimed to exhibit cleft strategies to form sluicing structures (Vicente 2008, van Craenenbroeck 2010).

4A structure with a null subject in Spec IP is also a possible source, but that would mean the subject can
sometimes be overt. But it never shows up in the sluices, and therefore rules this possibility out.

5She proposes another structure for clefts,aheuconstruction, that demands obligatory movement of
certainwh-phrases to the pre-auxiliary position, which is much like the exceptishahovement to SpecCP
structure we have already enumerated. Hence we wonOt consider it separately.

6This analysis is contra the analysis in Jayaseelan (2001), thatrtiparases undergo obligatory move-
ment to a Focus phrase at the left periphery of the vP in Dravidian, and that the other elements in the com-
plement of V then moves to the left of the Focus position, to higher Topic positions.
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would be a structure like the one given in (4). At no point in the derivation would the sub-
ject and the verb form a constituent to the exclusion ofthegemnant. Therefore, deletion
would have to involve a discontinuous string, or there would have to be two deletion op-
erations targeting two different constituents. This problem seems unsurmountable for this
approach, if the source of the sluice has to come from a noniakructure derivation.

(4) ...,kaani[cp[Toprraamtr] [vpti eedi kennaabuloo] naa-kutel-iyadu
..., but whatbought  -disjl-dat  know-not

As pro-drop and null copula are both features of Dravidian, as shown in (7)-(9), a
copular structure, like in (6), could be a possible source for the sentence in (1b). But a cop-
ular structure is ruled out because thieremnant gets variously case-marked, obligatorily
matching the case on the correfgtas shown in (11). The subjects in copular structures
mostly bear nominative case, and cannot bear accusative case as shown in (10).

(6) raamueed-oo konnaaDukaani[pro eemiT-o0! | naa-kutel-iyadu.
Ramuwhatdisjbought,  but whatdisj |-dat know-not
ORamu bought something, but I donOt know what.O

(7) vacc-eeDu (8) idi pustakamu
came-3ns this book
O(He) came.0 Othis is a bookO
(9) naa-kurenducarlu (10) *nannupresidentu
I-dat two cars l-acc president
Ol have two carsO OMe, PresidentO
(11) a. raamuevari-n-oo koTTeeDuevari-n-od*evar-oo nhaa-kutelusu.
Ramuwho-accdisj hit, who-accdisjwho-disjl-dat  know

ORamu hit someone, | know who(m).0

b. raamuevari-k-oo pustakamcceeDugevari-k-od*evar-oo naa-kutelusu.
Ramuwho-dat-disj book gave, who-dat-disywho-disjl-dat know

ORamu gave the book to someone, | know who (t0).0

However, when a demonstrative is present along withwthevord, a copular structure
is clearly the source, as shown in (12).

(12) raamueed-oo konnaaDukaani[adi eemiT-oo]naa-kutel-iyadu.
Ramuwhatdisjbought, but thatwhatdisj I-dat know-not
ORamu bought something, but | donOt know what that (is).O

"Telugu obeys the OForm Identity Generalisation 10 of Merchant (2001):

(5) Form Identity Generalisation I: Case-Matching
The sluicedvhphrase must bear the case that its correlate bears.
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At this point, after our initial exploration of sluicing in Dravidian, we are left with three
viable options for the source structure in sluicing constructions Pa cleft source (with ellip-
sis of the CP cleft clause that theh-pivot comes out of); a source with exceptiondi-
movement to SpecCP (induced by focus features) and deletion of IP; and, an IP-internal
move-and-delete source (with movemeniwbfiremnant to IP-internal FocusP and deletion

of the vP with the subject in Spec vP). In one source the CP is deleted (reduced cleft), in the
second source, the IP is deleted (exceptionalvittdimovement), and in the third, the vP

is deleted (IP-internalvh-movement). We can test for the height and extent of the deletion

in Dravidian sluicing by testing with various elements that occur at various heights in the
clausal tree, like adverbs, negation, auxilliaries, etc., to see if they survive elision in the
sluice or not. If they do, elision is below that height, and if they donOt, elision encompasses
that height. Thus, such carefully constructed data will help us choose between these three
possible sources for Dravidian sluicing.

2. Tracing the source: Is it CP, IP, or, vP deletion?
2.1 Testing with material positioned between IP and vP

Here we will use some of the tests developed by Manetta (2013) for diagnosing the sluicing
structure in Hindi-Urdu.

2.1.1 Sentential negation in sluicing structures

In Telugu, when the correlate has negation, negation has to be interpreted inside the site of
the ellipsis, as shown in (13).

(13) a. raamueed-oo kon-a-leedueemiT-oonaakuteliy-adu
Ramuwhatdisjbuyneg  whatdisj I-dat know-neg
ORamu did not buy something. | donOt know what.O
b. = Ramu did not buy something. | donOt know what Ramu did not buy.
c. ! Ramu did not buy something. | donOt know what Ramu bought.

Also, negation cannot appear outside the ellipsis site, as shown in (14).

(14) raamueed-oo kon-a-leedu*eemiTi kaad-oonaakuteliy-adu
Ramuwhatdisj buy-neg what not-disj I-dat know-eg
ORamu did not buy something. | donOt know what not.O

It is standardly assumed that negation is projected below the IP, and the verb picks up the
negation sufpx along the way to I. If sluicing in Dravidian is elision of the vP, with the
wh+emnant in the IP-internal, vP left-adjacent FocusP, then negation should not be present
in the interpretation in (14), and it should be possible for negation to appear outside the site
of ellipsis in (14), along with thevh+emnant. But neither of them is the case here.
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2.1.2 Speaker/Subject oriented adverbs

Along the same lines as the tests with negation, testing with adverbs adjoined above the vP,
as shown in (15) and (16), again reveals that the elision has to include material above the
VP.

(15) a. telivi-gaa evar-oo daakunnaarwevar-oo naakutelusu
intelligence-gaavho-disj hid. who-disjl-dat  know.
OCleverly, someone hid. | know whoO

b. = Cleverly, someone hid. | know who clevery hid.
c. ! Cleverly, someone hid. I know who hid.

(16) telivi-gaa evar-oo daakunnaarutelivi-gaa evar-oo naakutelusu
intelligence-gaavho-disj hid. intelligence-gaavho-disjI-dat know.
OCleverly, someone hid. | know who cleverly.O

2.1.3 Does Dravidian have vP ellipsis in general?

If the elision of vP-sized constituents is generally not possible in Dravidian, it will make
the vP level elision in sluicing a less likely possibility, as that would make it a special and
exceptional mechanism, that is not otherwise available in the language. By examing V/v-
stranding VP ellipsis, and possibly light-verb ellipsis (Toosarvandani 2009), we can bgure
out how widely available vP ellipsis is as a strategy in Dravidian. This exploration is left
for future research, following the lead of Takahashi (2013), and Simesah(2013).

At the end of this sub-section, we can conclude that the height of the elision in the
Dravidian sluice is above the level of the vP, based on the two tests we deployed.

2.2  Isthe sluice derived by IP deletion after high focus movement?

There are languages when-fronting triggered by high focus movement, mediated by
a [Foc]-feature, followed by deletion of the IP, feeds sluicing, as is proposedtfan-
situ languages like Farsi (Toosarvandani 2009), & Turkish (Ince 2012wandovement
languages like Hungarian, Czech & Romanian (van Craenenbroeck & Liptak 2013). Could
the Dravidian sluice structure also involve exceptional focus movement of the interrogative
phrase to a left peripheral position in the C domain, followed by deletion of the rest of the
clause, the IP?

Toosarvandani (2009) proposes that sluicing in Persian is fed by movement to a high
focus projection (above IP). There is evidence that this position is independently active in
Persian for contrastive focus (Karimi 2003), as shown in (17)

(17) qiti midune ke pesTE sohraakxaride. farsi

Giti know.3gthatpistachioSohrabbought.3g
OGiti knows that Sohrab bought PISTACHIOS.O
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While Dravidian features focus movement, it is not left-peripheral but to a preverbal
position inside the IP. Previous work (Jayaseelan 1999, 2001) suggests that the unmarked
position for both interrogative and non-interrogative focus in Dravidian is low, immediately
preceding the clause-bnal verb, as shown in (18)-(20).

(18) raamupustakanravi-ki icceeDu (19) pustakanravi-ki raamuicceeDu
Ramubook Ravi-dat giveJst book Ravi-dat Ramugivepst
ORamu gave the book to RAVI.O ORAMU gave the book to Ravi.O

(20) giti-ki telususohrabpistacio-lukonnaaDu ani
Giti-dat know Sohrabpistachiosbought.3SGhat
OGiti knows that Sohrab bought PISTACHIOS.O

So there is no evidence that a high focus position is independently active in Telugu, and
a sluicing structure derived by high focus movement ofvttneelement to the CP, followed
by IP deletion is unlikely.

2.2.1 Comparison with focus fronting in Persian

If sluicing involves deletion of IP, then we expect that the complementizer should be able
to appear in a sluice. This expectation is borne out in Persian (Toosarvandani, to appear).
Sluicing in Persian can leave behind not justlaphrase remnant, but also a complemen-
tizer and a topicalized phrase.

But this is not possible in Dravidian. Sluicing can leave behind neither the complemen-
tizer nor a topicalized phrase along with tkbremnant, as shown in (21)-(22)

(21) raamueed-oo konnaaDu}kaanieemiT-ooani naa-kutel-iyadu.
Ramuwhatdisjbought, but whatdisjthatl-dat know-not
ORamu bought something, *but | donOt know that what.O

(22) raamupustakaallbbommaluevari-kooicceeDu.*naa-kutelusupustakaalu
Ramubooks toys who-disj gave. I-dat  know books
evari-koo.
who-disj
ORamu gave books and toys to someone. *I know the books to whomO
At the end of this sub-section, we have successfully excluded an IP-deletion account
for Dravidian sluicing.

2.3  Could it be a case of stripping?
Before going further, we should check to make sure that the construction we are examin-

ing in Telugu is, in fact, a type of sluicing and not stripping (Hankamer 1979, Merchant
2005), also called bare argument ellipsis, &gzanne plays cello, and Michael taehere
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everything in the second conjunct goes missing except for the single consMigatel
the nonwh-phrase which is focus-moved.

There are two properties of stripping that distinguish it from sluicing (and the other
ellipsis constructions like verb phrase ellipsis and noun phrase ellipsis) (Lobeck 1995).
First, stripping is ungrammatical in embedded contexts (23), while sluicing is Pne in this
environment (24)

(23) *Suzanne plays cello, and | think that Michael too. STRIPPING
(24) Suzanne plays something, but | donOt think she ever told me whatSLUICING

The sluicing construction in Telugu, too, can be embedded, as shown in (25)b, whereas the
stripping structure cannot, as shown in (25)a.

(25) a. raamuokapustakankonnaaDuravi kuuDaa*(konnaaDu)pro anukunnaanu

Ramua book bought. Ravitoo (bought) thought
ORamu bought a book. *I thought Ravi t00.0

b. ii vigraham3rd century-looceyya-baDDadievari-dwaaraa-n-onaaku
thisstatue 3rdcenturyin madepsv whotby-disj I-dat

telusuani anukunnaanu
know thatthought .
OThis statue was made in the 3rd century. | thought that | know by whoO

Second, stripping cannot occur before its antecedent, as illustrated in (26). This contrasts
with sluicing which, as shown in (27), can precede its antecedent (as long as it does not
command it).

(26) *Michael too, and Suzanne plays cello. STRIPPING
(27) 1 donOt know what, but IOm sure Suzanne plays something.SLUICING
In Telugu, a sluice is also able to precede its antecedent, as shown in (28).

(28) eemiT-ooteliyadu kaani,raamueed-oo vastukonnaaDuani naakutelusu
whatdisj know-notbut, Ramuwhatdisjthingbought thatl-dat know
Ol donOt know what, but | know that Ramu bought something.O

Hankamer (2011) criticizes the analysis of Turkish sluicing in Ince (2012), pointing
out that the seemingly embedded context is actually a root question which has undergone
stripping, followed by the separate assertloionOt knowBut this canOt be a possible
analysis in Telugu, because ta+emnant can intervene between the matrix subject and
predicate as shown in (29), thus ruling out an intonational aside.

(29) raamueed-oo konnaaDukaaninaakueemiT-ootel-iyadu.
Ramuwhatdisjbought, but I-dat whatdisj know-not
ORamu bought something, but | donOt know what.O

Therefore, we can conclude that what we see in Telugu is not an instance of stripping,
because the sluicing construction can tolerate some distance and complexity in structure
between the antecedent and the ellipsis site, whereas stripping has to be extremely local.
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2.4  The source is not a deep cleft / pseudocleft

The source canOt be a pseudocleft either, because the pivot of the pseudocleft always bears
nominative case, it cannot bear any other case, as shown in (30). The sluice in Telugu shows
obligatory case-matching, and can bear non-nominative case, as we saw in (11).

(30) a. *neenukoTT-in-a-vaaDuaamu-ni
I hit-pstrel -3ms Ramuacc
OWho I hitis RamuO
b. *neenupustakamucc-in-a-vaaDu raamu-Kki
I book give-pstrel -3msRamudat
OWho | gave the book to is RamuO

The pivot of the pseuodcleft canOt be non-subject arguments. Objects/adjuncts cannot
be pivots, as shown in (31)-(32). Tdh+emnant of a sluice can be an object/adjunct.

(31) *neenukoTT-in-a-vaaDuaamu (32) *neenubommaicc-in-a-vaaDu raamu
I hit-pstrel -3ms Ramu I toy givepstrel -3msRamu
OWho | hit is RamuO OWho | gave the toy to is RamuO

The verb in the Dravidian pseudocleft agrees with the pivot DP, as shown in (33).

(33) nannukoTT-in-a-vaaDvaalluraamupillalu
[-acc hit-pstrel -3mg3p Ramukids

OWho hit me is Ramu/kidsO

The differences between clefts and pseudoclefts in general are listed in (34), and they
are true of Dravidian as well, as we see from the above data for pseudoclefts, and the
properties of clefts in Telugu that will be presented in the next subsection. So we can draw
a clear line between the two constructions Nclefts and pseudoclefts in Dravidian. This is
necessary because the two are sometimes quite similar on the surface, and we donOt want
to mix up the properties of clefts and pseudoclefts in our analysis of sluicing.

Pseudocleft / Deep cleft Cleft / Shallow cleft

Verb agrees with the pivot DP Verb bears default agreement
No case matching on the pivotCase matching on the pivot
Pivot can only be an argumentPivot is an argument or adjunct

(34)

25 The source is a cleft: CP deletion at work

Obligatory case-matching on the remrfaaind a remnant that can be argument or adjunct,
still leaves a reduced cleft structure as a possible source (also considering that cleft ques-

8This also eliminates a base-generation model of sluicing as in Chung et al. (1995), where the sluiced
wh-phrase is directly merged in Spec CP, because it cannot account for case marking that would have to be
assigned in a case-marking position or merged in a theta position with lexical case. For case-matching, the
wh-phrase must be assigned case in a clause-internal position and then moved before deleting the rest of that
clause.
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tions are such a prevalent strategy in this language family) for sluicing, because the pivots
of clefts can be variously case-marked in Dravidian, as shown if.(B6}lefts in Telugu,
an overt expletive is absent, and the copula is also null.

(35) raamukoTT-in-di ravi-ni (36) raamupustakamis-tun-di ravi-ki
Ramu hit-pst-clm Ravi-acc Ramubook give-cont-clm Ravi-dat
Olt is Ravi that Ramu hit.O Olt is Ravi that Ramu is giving the book t0.0

Reduced-cleft sources of sluicing are possibly formed by ellipsis of a CP constituent in
underlying cleft constructions, as shown in (37). This source is clear in a sentence like
(38), where the cleft marked verb is overt.

(37) ...,kaani[pro[topicAcp ramutikennadi ]] [Focusp€eMIT]-00] naa-kutel-iyadu
.., but . whatdisj I-dat know-not
ORamu bought something, but I donOt know what (it is that Ramu bought).O

(38) a. raamueed-oo konnaaDukaanikonn-adi eemiT-oonaa-kutel-iyadu.
Ramuwhatdisjbought, but boughtelmwhatdisjI-dat know-not B
ORamu bought something, but | donOt know what (it is that Ramu) bought .O

b. ...,kaani[pro[topicFlcp pro ti konnadi ]] [FocuspeEMITi]-00] Naa-kutel-iyadu
..., but whatdisj I-dat know-not

There arewh-in-situ languages, like Turkish, which also show case-matching owkhe
remnant, where a reduced-cleft source for sluicing can be discounted based on multiple
sluicing. In Turkish, while multiplavhremnants are possible in a sluiced structure, multi-
ple wh-pivots are not possible in a cleft structure (Ince 2012), ruling out ellipsis in a cleft
structure as the source. A number of languages, including English, do not allow multiple
pivots in clefts. So multiple sluicing could be a good test to rule out a cleft source Nif a
language allows multiple sluicing, but not multiple pivots in clefts, then clefts canOt be the
source for the sluice.

Telugu allows multiplevh+emnants in the sluice, as illustrated in (39), with multiple
arguments B(39)a, and, an argument plus an adjunct B(39)b.

(39) a. raamuevar-ik-oo eed-oo icceeDugevar-ik-0o0 eed-00 naa-kutelusu.
Ramuwho-dat-disjwhatdisjgave, who-dat-disjwhatdisjl-dat know
ORamu gave someone something, | know whom what.O
b. raamuekkaD-ooeed-oo konnaaDugkkaD-ooeed-o0 naa-kutelusu.
Ramuwheredisjwhatdisjbought, wheredisjwhatdisjl-dat_ know
ORamu bought something somewhere, | know what where.O

Does Telugu also allow multiple pivots in clefts? Controlling for non-interference of comma
intonation, while keeping the focus intonation on the multiple cleft pivots is tricky, but it
does seem like multiple pivots are allowed in clefts, as shown in (40).

9HerecLM = Cleft marker (3rd Person non-masculine agreement).
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a. raamuicc-in-di ravi-ki pustakam

Ramugive-pst-clm Ravi-dat book N
Oltis a book to Ravi that Ramu gave.O

. raamuicc-in-di evari-ki eemiTi?

Ramugive-pst-ciIm who-dat what N
OWhat is it to whom that Ramu gave?O

The properties of the sluicing remnants and cleft pivots match (more data will be illustrated
in ©3). In sluicing in Telugu, thevhremnant obligatorily case-matches the correlate. In
addition, not only argument, but also adjumdtphrases can be sluiced. Postposition pied-
piping is obligatory in sluicing structures BTelugu obeys the OForm Identity Generalisation
110 of Merchant 2001, as shown in (41), and multiple sluicing is permitted.

(41)

a. raamupustakamueeni pakka-noadaaceeDukaanideeni pakka-n-00

Ramubook which nextdisj hid. But which nextdisj,
naakuteliyadu
I-dat know-not

ORamu hid the book next to something, but | donOt know next to which.O

. raamuninna  raattiragpustakamwcadiveeDukaanieppuDuvara-k-oo

Ramuyesterdaynight  book read. But when till-dis;j,
naakuteliyadu
I-dat know-not

ORamu read the book last last night. But | donOt know till when.O

In cleft structures in Telugu, the pivot can bear various cases. Not only argument, but
also adjunct pivots are possible. Postposition pied-piping is obligatory with the pivot, and
multiple pivots are permitted. So clefting in Telugu has all the properties that make it a
good candidate for the sluice source Bthe pivot can get various cases, the pivots can be
multiple, and the elided material in the cleft clause forms a single constituent.

Cross-linguistically, apparentlyh-n-situ, SOV languages have shown two patterns of
sluicing, as given in (42). In the Japan&sgype ofwh-n-situ language, the characteristics
of sluicing match with the characteristics of clefting, making a cleft-source for sluicing
very likely. In the Turkish type ofvh-4n-situ language, the characteristics of sluicing are
very unlike the characteristics of clefting, making the cleft-source unvibles shown in
(42), Dravidian patterns with the Japanese type of languages, with the important exception
of contrastive clefting/sluicing, which is discussed next.

10The data is more complex than is presented here for Japanese, which pertains to a certain subset of the
Japanese sluicing data.

Ynce (2012) proposes that in Turkish sluicing structures, what causes and permits the overt raising of
wh-expressions to the CP-domain is the checking of focus rathenthdeatures, because in Turkisih-
features are weak, as the languagevfsin-situ, and so it cannot beshfeatures that result in the overt
wh-movement of sluicing.
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Japanese Telugu Turkish
Cleft Sluice| Cleft Sluice| Cleft Sluice
Case matching Y
(42) Multiple wh | Y

Adjunctwh | Y
Pied-piped post-positionsY
Contrastiveelsemodibcation

<[ <|<| <
zlzlzz
<[ <|<| <

<| <[ <] <| <
z| <| <] <| <

2.6 A puzzle: no contrast sluicing

In a kind of sluicing construction called contrast sluicing (Merchant 2001), the correlate is
debnite and the remnant asks for alternatives to the correlate. An example from English is
given in (43). In Dravidian, contrast sluicing is not possible, as shown in (44). The vP is
obligatory in the contrastive phrase in these constructions, as shown in (45).

(43) She met RINGO, but | donOt know who else. Merchant (2001, 2008)

(44) a. raamupoddunaokaiDli tinnaaDu.*kaaniinkaaeemiT-oonaa-kutel-iyadu
Ramumorningoneidly ate. but still whatdisjl-dat know-not
Olntended: Ramu ate an idly in the morning, but | donOt know what else. O

b. raamusiita-ki okapustakamcceeDu*kaaniinkaaemiT-00 naa-ku
Ramu Sita-dat onebook gave, but still whatdisjl-dat
tel-iyadu
know-not
Olntended: Ramu gave Sita a book, but | donOt know what else. O

(45) a. ... kaaniraamupoddundinnadi inkaaeemiT-oonaa-kutel-iyadu
but Ramumorningate<imstill whatdisj I-dat know-not
O... but | donOt know what else it is that Ramu ate in the morning. O
b. ... kaaniraamusiita-ki iccindi inkaaemiT-o0 naa-kutel-iyadu
but RamuSita-dat gaveelm, still whatdisjl-dat know-not
O...1 donOt know what else it is that Ramu gave to Sita. O

Why is contrast sluicing not possible in Telugu, when regular and multiple sluicing are?
Could the explanation be a cleft source? After all, clefts donOt allow contrasting in English,
as shown in (46).

(46) John ate an apple. *But | donOt know what else it is that he ate.

So could a cleft source explain why a contrast sluice is not possible in Telugu? As it turns
out, contrastive pivots are possible in clefts in Telugu, as shown in (60).

(47) raamuappletinnaaDuvaaDutin-in-di  inkaaeemiT-oonaakuteliyadu

Ramuappleate. He  eatpstcimstill whatdisj I-dat know-not
ORamu ate an apple. | donOt know what else it is that he ate.O
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The puzzle therefore still remains unsolved. To be in a position to solve it, we brst need to
determine the structure of the Dravidian cleft that is the source for the sluice. This will be
taken up in the next section.

At the end of this section we are forced to conclude that the only viable option for the
source of sluicing in Dravidian is a reduced or truncated cleft. In the next section we get
down to analyzing the exact structure of the copular cleft that feeds sluicing.

3. The structure of the sluicing cleft in Dravidian
The source of the sluicing structure in Dravidian is the cleft, more preciselyyhkseft.

A normalwh-<left construction in Telugu is illustrated in (48)-(49). The neutral position
for the cleft focus is at the end of the sentence, after the cleft-marked verb.

(48) raamukoTT-in-di evari-ni (49) evari-ni raamukoTT-in-di
Ramuhit-pst-clm who-acc who-accRamu hit-pst-cim
OWho is it that Ramu hit?0 OWho is it that Ramu hit?0

| follow Jayaseelan (1999, 2001) in analyzing cleft constructions in Dravidian as move-
ment to focus positiodg in IP, as shown in (50) NThe verb ObeO takes a clausal comple-
ment; and a focused phrase from within this clausal complement is moved into the focus
position above the VP headed by ObeO. The copula is null in Telugu; and since Dravidian
has pro-drop, the subject position can be Pllegbimy

(50) P
/\ .
pro! |
10 FocP
evari-ni Foc
/\
Fod VP
V IP

Ramu t koTTindi

As Jayaseelan & Amritavalli (2005) point out, normally, the movements to IP-internal
topic and focus positions are clause internal, not long-dist&hhere is no independent
evidence for successive-cyclic movementdiphrases in any Dravidian languagewh-
phrase in an embedded clause cannot move to the focus position of the matrix clause, as
illustrated with Telugu data in (51).

12A non-movement analysis of clefts is proposed for Malayalam clefts in Mohanan (1982).

13yt long-distance topicalization, as they note, is always possible to clause-initial position in Dravidian.
So in the default order in Telugu, shown in (48), the entire presuppositional cleft clause is long-distance
topicalized to the left of the cleft pivot, which is in the focus position.
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(51) a. *ravi [raamut; cuuseeDwani] evari-nj annaaDu?

RaviRamu saw compvho-accsaid
b. *ravi evari-nj annaaDyraamut; cuuseeDuwani] ?
Raviwho-accsaid Mary = saw comp

Intended: OWho did Ravi say that Ramu saw?0

This presents a problem for the cleft analysis because/tiighrase does move out of
the embedded clause to the pivot position in the matrix clause. There is also an asymme-
try of Roating in short-distance clefts (clefts with pivots from matrix clauses) but lack of
Roating in long-distance clefts (clefts with pivots coming out of embedded cfdyises

They solve the two problems by analyzing the operations underlying short-distance and
long-distance clefting as different, and showing that the operation that results in the long-
distance cleft allows long-distance extraction but not 3oating, and the operation that results
in the short-distance cleft allows Roating but not long-distance extraction.

We will look at the properties and structure of long-distance and short-distance clefts
next.

3.1 Short and long-distance clefts: IP clefts & CP clefts

Long-distance clefts are clefts whose pivots come out of embedded clauses, as shown in
(52)a - (53)a. The Long-distance cleft does not allow 3oating, as shown in (52)b,c - (53)b,c.

(52) a. ravi naa-kuraamukoTTeeDuani ceppin-(a)-dramesh-ni
Ravil-dat Ramuhit thatsaid+el -clm Rameshacc
Oltis Ramesh that Ravi told me that Ramu hit.0
b. *V rameshninaaku M koTTeeDu ani ceppindi
c. *V naakurameshniM koTTeeDu ani ceppindi

(53) a. ravi raamukoTTeeDuani ceppin-(a)-dievari-ni
Ravi Ramuhit thatsaid+el -clm who-acc

OWho is it that Ravi said that Ramu hit?0

b. *V evari-ni M koTTeeDu ani ceppin-(a)-di

c. *V M evari-ni koTTeeDu ani ceppin-(a)-di

Jayaseelan & Amritavalli (2005) propose that the pivot moves out of the CP cleft clause
in long-distance clefts by relativizatié® a well known long-distance movement, into the
focus position of the (null) copular clause. Relativization uses an Oescape hatchO in the
C-system to extract the phrase out of the relativized clause, as shown in (54). So like rel-
ativization, this clefting operation is also long-distance, is also island sensitive, and also
does not allow 3oating.

4cCrucially, even Roating from the matrix part of the cleft clause is not possible in a long-distance cleft,
as they mention, thus ruling out a ObnitenessO based solution, a possibility, considering that the cleft clause is
nonpPnite.

15They reanalyze the cleft marking, not as default agreement, but as a form of the relativizer.
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(54) Jayaseelan and Amritavalli (2005) structure for the Dravidian long-distance cleft

IP
pro! /\I
/\
1° FocP
/\
evari-ni Foc
/\
Fod VP
/\

Ravi [Ramu t koTTeeDu] ani ceppinadi

On the other hand, in the short-distance cleft, with the pivot extracted from a matrix
clause, the cleft focus can freely Roat into the cleft clause, as shown in (55)-(56). | again
adopt the proposal in Jayaseelan (1999, 2001) that the effect of Roating is created by the
movement to topic positions in the copular clause, above the focus phrase, of the elements
that appear to the left of the cleft focus.

(55) a. R.idi iccin-(a)-di evari-ki (56) a. R.idi iccin-(a)-di Pavan-ki

R. this gaverel -clm who-dat R. this gaverel -cIm Pavandat

OWho is it that R. gave this t0?0 Olt is Pavan that R. gave this to?0
b. R.idievari-ki iccin-(a)-di b. R.idi Pavan-kiiccin-(a)-di
c. R.evari-ki idi iccin-(a)-di c. R.Pavan-kiidiiccin-(a)-di
d. evari-ki R. idi iccin-(a)-di d. Pavan-kiR. idiiccin-(a)-di

According to Jayaseelan & Amritavalli (2005), this clefting operation does not use the
relativization operation at af, it does not move the pivot phrase through any phase-edge
location in the C-system, but instead, moves both the pivot phrase and any phrases that get
topicalized directly from within the transparent cleft clause into the matrix clause, without
any landing site in the C-domain (essentially it is extraction out of a nonpbnite clause, which
shows independent transparency to such operations.)

So in the short-distance cleft, the cleft clause does not project the C-domain at all, it
is merely an IP. Its transparency for extraction in terms of the phase theory does not count
as a violation because the cleft clause does not count as a phase, and therefore a matrix
topic/focus probe can extract a phrase from inside this cleft, which is accessible to the next
phase, as shown in (57). In long-distance clefts, however, as we saw above, the cleft clause
is a CP, a phase boundary, and it does not allow for topic extraction.

16They provide some morphological evidence, through an indirect route, by bringing up another clefting
structure in Malayalam which clearly does not have a relative marker. Their prediction then would be that this
cleft structure will be OtransparentO to extraction, will allow Roating, but will not allow long-distance clefting
(extraction of the cleft pivot from within an embedded clause). This is borne out.
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(57) TopP
Ramuy Top
Top? FocP
evari-Kij Foc
/\
Fod VP
/\
V IP

!
ti tj idi iccindi

In conclusion, the long-distance cleft has a CP-layer, and employs a relativization
mechanism to extract the pivot out of the opaque cleft clause. In contrast, the short-distance
cleft has only an IP-layer, and does not need a relativization mechanism to extract the pivot,
as it is transparent to the next phase. Therefore, [3oating is also possible in this non-phasal
cleft.

We have so far established that the Dravidian sluice is a clefting structure, and we also
saw that there are two kinds of clefts in Dravidian. But which of the two clefting strategies
is the source of the Telugu sluice? We will Pnd the answer to this next.

3.2  The Telugu sluice is a long-distance cleft

We are armed with one very clear test to differentiate short-distance and long-distance
clefts Bshort-distance clefts allow 3oating, long-distance clefts prohibit 3oating. Applying
this test to the sluicing cleft structure will tell us which of the two clefts it is. The Telugu
sluice does not allow R3oating, as shown in (58). Topicalization of non-wh remnants is
not possible, which it should be, if sluicing in Telugu is based on short-distance clefts,
which allow topic extraction, and this happens before deletion of the cleft clause. Hence
we conclude that it must be a long-distance cleft.

(58) *raamuevari-k-oo idi icceeDukaaniraamuevari-k-o0 naa-kutel-iyadu.

Ramu who-dat-disjthisgave, but Ramuwho-dat-disjl-dat know-not
Olntended: Ramu gave this to someone, but | donOt know Ramu who t0.0

3.3  No contrastive focus in sluices and long-distance clefts
We are Pnally in a position to solve the contrast sluicing puzzle that we raised in ©2.6.

We saw that contrast sluicing is not possible in Telugu, as given again in (59). However,
contrastive pivots are possible in clefts in Telugu, as shown again in (60).
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(59) raamusiita-ki bommaluicceeDu *inkaaevari-k-oo naa-kutel-iyadu
Ramu Sita-dat toys gave. still  who-dat-disjl-dat know-not
‘Intended: Ramu gave toys to Sita. I don’t know to who else.’

(60) raamuokabattaaitinnaaDu.vaaDutinn-(a)-di inkaaeemiT-oonaa-kutel-iyadu
Ramuoneorangeate. He aterel-cimstill whatdisjI-dat know-not
‘Ramu ate an orange. I don’t know what else it is that he ate.’

Now that we know that the sluice is a long-distance cleft, we need to check for con-
trastive focus not in the short-distance cleft as above, but in the long-distance cleft, the
source for the sluice. The long-distance cleft prohibits contrastive pivots, as shown in (61)
- (63).

(61) *ravi naa-kuraamukoTTeeDuani ceppin-(a)-dinkaaramesh-ni
Ravil-dat Ramuhit thatsaidvel -clm still Rameshacc
‘Intended: It is also Ramesh that Ravi told me that Ramu hit.’

(62) *ravi naa-kuraamukoTTeeDuani ceppin-(a)-dramesh-ni kuuDaa
Ravil-dat Ramuhit thatsaid+el -clm Rameshaccalso
‘Intended: It is also Ramesh that Ravi told me that Ramu hit.’

(63) *ravi raamukoTTeeDuani ceppin-(a)-dinkaaevari-ni
Ravi Ramuhit thatsaidyel -clm still who-acc
‘Intended: Who else is it that Ravi said that Ramu hit?’

So the solution to the puzzle is very clear. Sluicing in Telugu does not allow contrastive
wh-phrases because the source, long-distance clefts, do not allow contrastive pivots. But
why don’t long-distance clefts allow contrastive pivots, whereas short-distance clefts do? 1
leave this question open for future research.

3.4  The mechanics of sluicing in Dravidian

Merchant’s (2001, 2006) technical implementation of sluicing involves a formal feature
(called [E]), which has syntactic, semantic and phonological effects, that determine ellipsis.
Merchant implements the syntactic restriction of sluicing to Wh-phrases in a language like
English, by giving [E] an uninterpretable [wh]-feature.

What is the specification of the [E]-feature in Telugu? Since we know now that the
source of sluicing is the cleft, and the wh+emnant is a cleft pivot, the [E]-feature in Dra-
vidian has to contain a [Foc]-feature, not unlike the specification in Hungarian (van Crae-
nenbroeck & Liptak 2013), as shown in (64).

(64) The specification of the [E]-feature in Dravidian
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3.5  Thewh-/sluicing correlation

van Craenenbroeck & Liptak (2013) propose that the syntax of sluicing should track that
of wh-movement in all languages, and formalize it as given in (65).

(65) THE WH/SLUICING-CORRELATION: The syntactic features that the [E]-feature has
to check in a language L are identical to the strong featuret-phrase has to
check in a regular constituent question in L.

Going by this hypothesis, if the content of the [E] feature in Dravidian is [+Foc], Wien
phrases in Dravidian also have to check a [+Foc] feature in regular constituent questions.
This indirectly lends support to the proposal in Jayaseelan (1999, 2001) that in Dravidian
there is (partialwh-movement to IP-internal Focus positions, and that Dravidian is not
wh-in-situ.

van Craenenbroeck & Liptak (2013) also note that OThe restrictiwh{mhrases is no
longer a reliable diagnostic for sluicing: the syntax of owehtmovement in a language
determines the syntactic properties of [E], which in turn determines what kind of remnants
can occur in sluicing.O They note that Oif a language has overt movemenpbfases
to Spec of FocP, it should also allow focus sluicing.O, with awlogphrase as remnant.
Indeed, Telugu allows nowh remnants. They can be referential NPs, as shown in (66), or
adverbs, as shown in (67), or PPs, as shown in (68).

(66) raamuevari-n-oo koTTeeDuneenuavi-ni anukunnaanu
Ramuwho-acddisj hit-pst, I Ravi-accthought

ORamu hit someone, | thought Ravi.O

(67) raamuAmericavelleeDu,neenuninna  ani anukunnaanu
RamuAmericagopst, | yesterdaythatthought

ORamu went to America, | thought that yesterday.O

(68) raamuevari-too-noovelleeDu,naakuravi-too ani teliyadu
Ramuwho-with-disjgopst, I-dat Ravi-withthatknow-not

ORamu went with someone, | didn®t know that with Ravi.O
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The indicative complementizer can also be one of the non-wh remnants as seen in (68),
(67), and in (66b-c). These cannot be cases of stripping, because stripping cannot occur in
embedded clauses.

But if the structure allows noms-elements to be remnants, does it mean that we can
no longer call it sluicing? van Craenenbroek & Liptak (2013) point out that the restriction
to wh-guestions is actually not a reliable diagnostic of sluicing and they warn against being
too construction or language specibc: OA revealing example in this respect is the line of rea-
soning initiated by Jayaseelan (1990), who tries to reduce pseudogapping to VP-ellipsis. To
the extent that this analysis is on the right track, it suggests that whatever properties set apart
pseudogapping from VP-ellipsis (e.g. sensitivity to the Backwards Anaphora Constraint)
is not a distinctive trait of VP-ellipsis and hence should not be used in the identibcation of
this construction.O

4. Conclusion

While Jayaseelan (1999, 2001) and Jayaseelan & Amritavalli (2005) have linked IP-internal
focus constructions and cleft constructions in Dravidian and found evidence for two kinds
of clefts in the language family Bshort and long-distance clefts, this paper establishes the
link between sluicing and clefts in Dravidian.

All the properties of sluicing in Telugu can be assimilated to and according to this anal-
ysis fall out of the properties of long-distance clefts. The IP-internal Topic/Focus analysis
also receives indirect support via the wh/sluicing correlation.

Given that the source of the Dravidian sluice is a cleft, and the antecedent is not a
cleft, the identity requirement for sluicing cannot exactly be syntactic isomorphism. The
implication this has for the identity requirement in ellipsis is similar to the implications of
Potsdam (2007)Os pseudocleft analysis of Malagasy sluicing.

One gquestion that remains unanswered is why the sluicing source is always a long-
distance cleft and never a short-distance cleft in Telugu. | speculate that this has to do
with the remnant requiring to land in the C-space to check features, before moving further.
Hence the CP-domain always has to be projected in the cleft, making it a long-distance
cleft.

Another interesting puzzle raised by a cleft source for sluicing in Telugu is Sprouting
Pa sub-type of sluicing, in which the remnaritphrase has no overt correlate in the an-
tecedent (Chungt al. 1995). Sprouting is possible in Telugu, as shown in (69). But if there
is no overt correlate for the cleft in the antecedent, how is the presuppositional cleft clause
generated?

(69) a. raamupustakanraaseeDukaanideeni-gurinc-omaa-kuteliyadu
Ramubook write-pst, but what-aboutdisj I-dat  know-not

ORamu wrote a book. But | don®t know what about.O

b. raamupustakankonnaaDukaanievari-koosam-omaa-kuteliyadu
Ramubook buypst, but who-fordisj I-dat know-not

ORamu bought a book. But | don®t know who for.0
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Finally, it will be fruitful to extend this project to a comparison of Japanese & Dra-
vidian vis-a-vis sluicing and clefting because clefts, in-situ focus, and sluicing/stripping
in Japanese have also been proposed to share the same underlying structure by Hiraiwa &
Ishihara (2012), but with a completely different syntactic structure than the one explored in
this paper Bthey propose a monoclausal structure with focus movement to the CP domain
for clefts and sluicing in Japanese, whereas we have pursued a biclausal structure with IP-
internal focus movement for clefts and sluicing in Dravidian. It would be interesting to see
how much of the Japanese data is amenable to an IP-internal Topic/Focus structure.
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1. Introduction

OMiddle voice verbsO (hence OmiddlesO) form severalelalkd classes, including in-
herent re3exives (Kemmer 1993), where the sole argumenteigpreted as an agent acting
upon himself/herself, so-called Omiddle constructioke®ifnerOs 1993, 147-149 OFacil-
itative MiddlesO; Condoravdi 1989, Fagan 1992, Ackema &8&d¢bmmer 1994, 2005,
inter alia), where the the sole argument is a patient acted upon by alicitrggent on a
generic or habitual reading, anticausatives (Kemmer( 189-147 OSpontaneous Mid-
dlesO; Chierchia 2004, Koontz-Garboden 2009, Beavers &iZ2013), where the sole ar-
gument is a patient not necessarily acted upon by any othiéy,@md passives (KemmerOs
1993: 147-149 OPassive MiddlesO; Siewierska 1984, 16Ma8fonado Soto 1992, 233-
258), where the sole argument is a patient acted upon by apressed agent and the read-
ing is more episodic. These are illustrated for Bahasa lasiam in (1), where each verb
bears thder-middle prebx (see Kemmer 1993, Kardana 2011, Beavers & Wde3@16),
save anticausatives, which bear-, in contrast with activeneN-or unmarked forms:

(1) a. Ali ber-dandan.
Ali mv-dress
OAli dressed (himself).0 (inherent reRexive of trangitiea-)danda
b. Mobil itu ber-jualdenganmudah.
car thatmv-sell with easy
OThe car sells easily.O (middle construction of tran@itize-)jua)

"We would like to thank Ashwini Deo, Itamar Francez, Andrewokitz-Garboden, and | Nyoman
Udayana, as well as the audience at FASAL 2015, for theirtfaeekl

1The Indonesian data represents the Balinese dialect spokBali and the Minagkabaunese dialect
spoken in West Sumatra. Our Sinhala speakers speak KandyhiCalombo dialects. The following
abbreviations are used throughout the paper: 1=prst peBsdhird personAcc=accusative Av=agent
voice, CAUs=causative,DAT=dative, DEF=dePnite, INDF=indePnite, INF=inPnitive, INST=instrumental,
INV =involitive, EMPH=emphaticMv=middle voice NEG=negationNPST=non-past tenseyv=object voice,
PASS=passive voicepL=plural, POST=postpositional cas@RT=participle,PST=past tenseREFL=refRexive,
REL=relativizer,sG=singular,voL=volitive.
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c. Pintuitu ter-buka.
door thatmv-open
OThe door opened.O (anticausative of tran@iia-)buki

d. Mobilitu ber-jualkemarin.
car thatmv-sell yesterday
OThe car sold yesterday.O (passive middieeft-)jua)

A fundamental question is what unibes all of these middlgstteer. One common ap-
proach has focused on the syntactic unity of middles aswwpdetransitivization (Grimshaw
1982, Keyser & Roeper 1984, Ackema & Schoorlemmer 1994, D@@03, Reinhart &
Siloni 2005, Alexiadou et al. 2006, Alexiadou 2010, Alexdad% Doron 2012 For ex-
ample, Embick (2004) debnes predicates like those in (1pBgrojecting a base external
argument, and thus the object must raise to subject pos#itype of unaccusative syntax.
However, there is debate on what the exact syntax of midsgl|@giere some have suggested
that inherent reRexive and middle constructions are utigeg@ee Keyser & Roeper 1984,
Stroik 1992, Embick 2004, Ackema & Schoorlemmer 2005, Rait& Siloni 2005, Alex-
iadou & Sch-afer 2014 for discussion). Others have sugbgstemiddles are instead a no-
tional category, i.e. a specibc reading of independentiysted constructions (Condoravdi
1989, Lekakou 2002, Fabregas & Putnam 2014), or a familps$touctions (Reinhart
2002, Alexiadou & Doron 2012).

However, nearly all such approaches either ignore the sicsaor take it to be het-
erogeneous (e.g. Alexiadou & Doron 2012). Kemmer offers igeuh theory of middle
semantics, proposing that the core semantics is Olow gligtimability of participantsO,
e.g. the verbOs agent and patient are not distinguishely éteen one another, giving rise
to a type of reRexive reading, which she calls Ointrinsithéoléxical semantics of mid-
dle verbsO (p. 94). However, low distinguishability of gisants does not easily extend to
middle constructions and passive middles, which implidegnct agents and patients, nor
to anticausatives, which lack obvious lexical entailmdnhaltiple thematic roles for their
subjects. Kemmer thus generalizes low distinguishabilitgarticipants to Olow elabora-
tion of eventsO N separate subevents in the verbOs meamimgj alifferentiated, where the
subevent associated with the agent is conf3ated with thhegfdtient (inherent re3exives),
left unspecibed (middle constructions and passive mijiddesiot present (anticausatives).
However, Kemmer is not clear on what types of low elaboratimmstitute the semantics of
middles, nor how middles differ from non-specibc expressi(e.g. indePnite pronouns).
The question then is whether there is a true semantic or&mtanity to all middles.

Colloquial Sinhala presents an extreme challenge in tigigrce unlike relatively well-
behaved Indonesianpneof the middles illustrated above are formally identical. dis-
cussed by Beavers & Zubair (2013), anticausatives in Sisnheg¢ overtly coded not by
valence changing morphology of any sort, but by a morphckdgiontrast in the verb stem
that indicates volitive vs. involitive mood, otherwise icating roughly volitional vs. non-

2In at least some middles, such as KemmerQOs cognition midoéebase form takes three arguments
and the middle form takes two, suggesting that the oper&iomore generally reduction of valence by one
argument. We set these more general cases aside and focesamsdivization here, though in principle a
simple generalization of the analysis discussed here dam@xo higher valences as well.
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volitional action. In particular, in (2a,b) the same transi verb can occur transitively in
either the volitive or involitive form respectively, butehnvolitive (and not the volitive)
also has an intransitive form with a nominative subjectegponding to an anticausative,
as in (3) (Beavers & Zubair 2013, 3, (2)-(3)).

(2) a. Aruni Nimal-w@ giluwa.
Aruni Nimal-Acc drownVOL.PST
OAruni intentionally drowned Nimal.® (volitive transitiv
b. AruniatiN Nimal-w@ giluna.
Aruni POSTNimal-Acc drownINV.PST
OAruni accidentally drowned Nimal.O (involitive trawsjti
(3) Nimal giluna/*giluwa.
Nimal drownINV.PST/drownVvOL.PST
ONimal drowned.O (involitive intransitive qua anticaueat

Furthermore, the form in (3) can take an accusative ratreer tftominative subject on a
passive reading, thus realizing another type of middlesitibdicated by subject cade:

(4) Nimal-w@ giluna/*giluwa.
Nimal-Acc drownINV.PST/drownyvoOL.PST
ONimal was drowned (by someone).O (passive middle; B&sxabsir 2013, 3, (4))

This might suggest that the involitive is the middle form imt&la. However, this does
not extend directly to other middle types. Inherent relRexiare realized primarily by a
combination of a participial verb form plus a volitivity-agal light verbgann@takeO:

(5) Mam@nhaa gatta.
1sG bathepPRTtakePST
Ol bathed/had a shower.O (inherent reRexive; Chandr0all38, (62))

Finally, middle constructions are found in both volitivedainvolitive forms, as well as in
thegann@ight verb construction:

(6) Meekakaar-eka pahasuvewikuner@va/vikunar@va/viku gann@ava.
These carsiNDF easily selliNV.NPST/sellvOoL.NPST/sell PRT takeNPST
OThese cars sell easily.O (middle construction; see ald®@a 70-71, 76)

The formal diversity of middle types (plus the semantic regeneity) argues against even
a family of constructions analysis, since there is littlily resemblance across subtypes.

3The morphological distinction between volitive and intigk verbs has to do with a combination of the
place of articulation of the vowels of the verbal root plue tthoice of thematic vowel (conditioned also
by tense). Furthermore, while volitive verbs typically éakominative subjects, involitives assign a range of
quirky cases to their subjects, contingent largely on véabcand semantics. The details are irrelevant here
save where noted; see Beavers & Zubair (2010) for discussion

4Sinhala is gro-drop language and as such (4) has a reading as with an ussggrsubject and with the
accusative DP as the object. However, as Beavers & Zubali3(207-30) discuss, a passive middle reading
is also possible and there is grammatical evidence thatdtigsative DP is the subject in this case. Here and
below all such examples are intended only on this reading.
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Nonetheless, we suggest that there is a unity to middlesimea, building on the anal-
ysis of Sinhala anticausatives of Beavers & Zubair (20138) ismextension to Indonesian
middles in Beavers & Udayana (2016). Following Beavers & Y&, we suggest that
middles represent a mismatch between the syntactic anchsierpeoperties of the middle
form: a semantically dyadic predicate (i.e. describingatien between two individuals) is
realized as syntactically monadic (taking just a surfadgesu argument) through syntactic
valence reduction. While one of the two semantic argumeaaride directly realized as the
sole syntactic argument, the unrealized participant meigtierpreted through some other
means: either coreferential with the expressed argumesitligg a rel3exive reading, or
with disjoint reference, receiving an existential intefation. However, while this opera-
tion can account for all Indonesian middles, in Sinhalaghgr signibPcant interaction be-
tween argument suppression and volitive mood that rulesextdin middles being formed
by this operation. In particular, as argued by Beavers & ZufZ913), Sinhala volitive
mood stems have grammaticalized a notion of agentivity @f tubjects that forces verbs
that undergo middle formation into the involitive mood frtbeir sole arguments cannot
be agents in the appropriate sense. But involitive moodnsasdically incompatible with
some middle interpretations, and in exactly these casemaltive forms in the language
instead express the relevant meanings. Thus while theitlesdvert resemblance across
Sinhala middles, there is a principled explanation for wig/ avert diversity exists.

Before we continue, a brief comment is in order on the natéix®litive and involitive
mood in Sinhala that will be relevant below. Semanticalbfjtive verbs typically indicate
volitional action, whereas involitive verbs indicate newlitional action. However, these
are only default readings. Volitionalifyer seis sometimes cancelable with volitives verbs:

(7) Lam@a piNjaan@@k¥sdiwa, eethitd@ nemeyi.
child plate brokevoL.PsT butintentionwithout
OThe child broke the plate unintentionally.O (Inman 189839))

However, as Beavers & Zubair (2013) discuss, if volitiotyatioes not obtain there is a
requirement that the subject have acted in some way, i.€)iit ¢annot be that the child
broke the vase through accidental neglect. The only naoractading must be volitional
non-action, e.g. in the (8) the causing action of not watenmust have been deliberate:

(8) Joonmal wat@@hok@@ nisaa, mal vinaash@k@aa.
JohnR3owerpL water do.NEG becaus€&owerpL destroy-dovoL.PST
OBecause John deliberately didnOt water the Rowers, oy eshem.O

Thus the volitive requires action, volition, or both of itshbgect, a disjunction Beavers &
Zubair (2013, 14) call OagentivityO.

Similarly, involitives do not always require non-volitiality of their subjects. One case
of a volitional reading is when the involitive is used to eags ironic denial for interlocutors
engaging in playful taunting, as in (9) where speaker B isrgagomething clearly false in
response to what s/he perceives to be a stupid question bgrheéZubair 2008, Beavers
& Zubair 2010), but is describing an action that is clearliti@nal.
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(9) ((B shows A pictures of Nuwara Eliya; A asks if B went therege&oonds.))

Ehe giye? N%%machangMam@atiN par-e hinganna-gerewaa
therego.vOL.PSTNEG dude 1sG POSTstreettOC beggariNsTR 3PL
hor@@ keruna.

steal do.NV.PST
OGo there? No, dude. | stole [the pictures] from a beggareastribet.O

In sum, volitives require agent subjects, while involis\adlow non-agents (see Inman 1993
and Beavers & Zubair 2010 for further discussion of the meguaif (non-)volitionality).

In the following we brst review basic properties of the vasaniddles, and then outline
Beavers & ZubairOs (2013) analysis of anticausatives ditides which serves as a back-
ground for our analysis of other middles.

2. A Overview of Middle Constructions

The middles illustrated in (1) have various semantic andngnatical properties that dis-

tinguish them, and these tend to be relatively similar actasguages. We illustrate some
such propertles with Indonesian. Indonesian has a digimbetween two types of active

voice N agent voicemeN-and unmarked object voice forms N and passilieforms:

(10) a. Tonomen-dandarli.
TonoAv-dress Al
OTono dressed Ali.O (agent voice)

b. Ali Tonodandan.
Ali Tonoov.dress
OTono dressed Ali.O (object voice)

c. Ali di-dandan (olehTono).
Ali pPAssdress by Tono
OAli was dressed by Tono.O (passive)

That the middles in (1) are distinct from canonical active$liOa,b) is evident from the
fact that they take one core argument rather than two. Tlegtdhe distinct from canon-
ical passives in (10c) N and from each other N is motivated it interpretation and
modibcational properties. Middle constructions and passiiddles do not licensgengan
sendirinyaOby itselfO modibers, nor purposive modibers, but theyalbtkat there was
some external, unexpressed causer in the event, consistiribe subject being a patient
but not a causer and there being an unexpressed (and sgallgdtiert) causer in the event:

(11) a.#Mobilitu ber-jualdengansendirinya
car thatmv-sell with REFL
#OThe car sells by itselfO
b.*[ Wanitaitu ]; ber-jual[ PRO;;; untukmen-(t)erimakomisi 10%]
womanthat mv-sell to  Av-receive commissionl0%
*OThe woman sold to receive a 10% commission.O
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c.#Mobil itu ber-jua tapitidakada orangyangmen-jual=nya.
car thatmv-sellbut NEG existman REL Av-sell=3sG
#OThe car sold, but nobody sold it.O

The difference between middle constructions and passigdles is the modal vs. episodic
interpretation. Inherent ref3exives licendengan sendirinyand purposives, but do not
entail external causation, consistent with the subjectdboth the causer and patient:

(12) a. Gadisitu ber-dandardengansendirinya.
girl  thatmv-dress with  REFL
OThe girl dressed by herself.O

b. [Gadisitu ]i ber-dandarf PRQ untukmeng-ikutikontes kecantikari.
girl that Mv-dress to  Av-join  contestbeauty
OThe girl dressed (herself) to join the beauty contest.O

c. Gadisitu ber-dandartapitidakada orangyangmen-dandan=nya
girl  thatmv-dressedut NEG existman REL Av-dress=3G
OShe dressed, but nobody dressed her.0

Anticausatives licensgengan sendiriny®by itselfO (which we discuss further below) but
not purposives, and do not entail external causation, tlessritbing changes-of-state of
their subjects but making no commitment that there is angrsge causer participat:

(13) a. Pasukantu ter-pecahdengansendirinya

troop thatmv-breakwith  REFL
OThe troop broke by itself.O

b.*[ Pintuitu ]; ter-buka [ PRQ, j untukmen-dapatkamawasegar].

door that mv-open to  Av-get air  fresh

OThe door opened to allow fresh air.O

c. Pasukantu ter-pecahduatapitidakada yangmem-ecah=nya.
troop thatmv-breaktwo but NEG exiStREL Av-break=3%G

OThe troop broke into two but nobody/nothing broke them.O
(On intended reading)

Di- passives differ from all of these in not takidgngan sendiriny®by itselfO, but entailing
external causation and taking purposives, with the unegeckcauser as the controller:

(14) a.#Kapalitu di-tambat dengansendirinya
boat thatPAssmoorwith REFL
#OThe boat was moored by itselfO
b. [Orangitu ]i di-jual [PRO;; untukmen-erimekomisi 10%].
man that PAsssell to  Av-receivecommissiorl0%
OThe man was sold to receive a 10% commission.O (e.g. salhirry)

STer- has a separate use marking a type of involitive passive, bueave this interpretation aside here.
Note that Indonesian is generally a causativizing languaige inchoatives are more often unmarked.
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c.#Mobil itu di-jual tapitidakada orangyangmen-jual=nya.
car thatPAsssellbut NEG existman REL Av-sell=3sG
#OThe car (was) sold, but nobody sold it

Another difference between middles and canonical pasg@wesb class restrictions. Mid-
dle constructions are usually assumed to be restrictedrbs ¥bat entail a change-of-state
(e.g. the Affectedness Constraint of Anderson 1979, Jaég86, Tenny 1992, Beavers
2008, inter alia) or to verbs with (potentially) agentive subjects (Ackem&e&hoorlemmer
1994). Anticausatives on the other hand are typically Bohito those caused change-of-
state verbs that lack agentive entailments of their subjéet they take OeffectorO subjects
neutral to agentivity (Guerssel et al. 1985, Haspelmat8188vin & Rappaport Hovav
1995, Van Valin & Wilkins 1996, Reinhart 2000, 2002, Koot@arboden 2009). Inherent
relRexive middles are usually found with specibc subclaskeerbs that describe actions
that are canonically or often performed on the self, suctoddyocare and grooming verbs
(Kemmer 1993, 53-70). Finally, while we are not aware of &iptlaims of the limits of
passive middles, consistent with Indonesian and the dataisised in Siewierska (1984,
162-185), Maldonado Soto (1992, 233-258), and Kemmer (1823-149) these typically
(though perhaps not exclusively) occur with change-afestarbs. Canonical passives are
typically unrestricted lexically. These distinctionstfisthat each class is grammatically
and semantically distinct from the others, and from cararpassives. We now turn to
Sinhala, starting with our earlier analysis of anticawsstiand volitive mood.

3. The Semantic Nature of Anticausativization in Sinhala

Sinhala anticausatives pattern like those in Indonesiiast, Ehe relevant roots are limited
to effector subject verbs as in (15), which lack agentivityadments for the subjects of
their corresponding causative variants, e.g. allowingusitanimate causers but also nat-
ural forces and instruments, something not true e.giofmaranr@murderQ, as in (16).

(15) maranr@m¥reni@kill/dieQvatann@vysenn@drop/fall@ilann@ilenn@drownO,
kadann@k¥senn@Obreak@ann@vrenr@lissanr@issenr@slipO

(16) GaNy@pusaa-v@naruwa/*minim¥ruwa.
river cat-Acc Kkill. voL.pSTmurdervoL.PST
OThe river killed/*murdered the cat.O

They also do not entail an external causer, or ailoeen@Oby itselfO or purposives:

(17) a. Sirigiluna, eetkawuruwat/kisivatyaa-w@
Siri drownINV.PST butnobody/nothing 3sG-Acc
gileuwe N¥4%4.

drownVOL.CAUS.PSTEMPH NEG
Osiri drowned, but nobody/nothing caused him to drown.O
b. Eewaokkon@been@ k¥acen@va.
3pL all by REFL breakINV.NPST
OTheyall just break by themselve® (Henadeerage 2002, 133, (27)-(28))
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c.*[ PRQ kaarekaharigassan@ | d¥Nploot@ek@isser@va.
carDEF repairvOL.INF now carburetor raiseINV.NPST
*QOThe carburetaises now [ PRQto repair the car ].O (Gair 1990, 35D36)

Thus Sinhala anticausatives share the same essentialtes@es those in Indonesian.
Koontz-Garboden (2009), examining Spanish anticausaforened by OreRexivesg
argues for a unibPed analysis of anticausatives and rel¥exina explains these facts,
whereby both are derived by coidentifying the subject arjdcitof a base transitive verb:

(18) [sd="!R!XR(xX)]

Crucially, (18) has different outputs for different verlasses. Verbs like Spanisisesinar
OassassinateO take agent subjects while vermigerObreakO take an effector subject:

(19) a. [asesina}=!y! x! el viagent(x,v) # cause(v, e) # result(y, e, dead)]
b. [rompel] = ! y! x! el v[effector(x,v) # cause(v, €) # result(y, e, broken")]
With se(19a) forms a canonical Oagent act on selfO reRexive andafl@hticausative:

(20) a. El senadorse asesim.
thesenator REFL assassinatedss

OThe senator assassinated himself\agent(s, v) # cause(v, e) # result (s, e, dead)]

b. El vasose rompig.
thecup REFL broke

OThe cup broke.O ! el vieffector(c, V) # cause(y, €) # result (c, e, broken’)]

This analysis explains the lack of external causer entatsésince the patient is the
causer), the non-agentive causer restriction (since tleeamiet reading only arises with
effector-subject verbs), and why anticausatives takétselftype modibers, which gen-
erally only occur with verbs with explicit causer subjedas per Chierchia 2004, Koontz-
Garboden 2009) but not statives or unergatives, since ddexie analysis of anticausatives
the subject is a caus@iFinally, since effectors in context could be interpretecgsnts,
this analysis predicts that anticausatives could licengerposive modibPer on an Oagent
act on selfO reading, something possible in Spanish (K@gatkoden 2009, 100, (52a)):

(21) aqueld@a... cuandcPhili se ahoga [ paraPRQ salvar-le la vidaa Jim]
that day when Phil REFL drowned for save-3Gthelife DAT Jim
OAnNd on that day ... when Phil drowned himself to save Jifa Qi

Thus the rel3exivization analysis of anticausatives adsdonall of the relevant properties.

But as Beavers & Zubair (2013) point out, this analysis camecextended to Sinhala
directly. First, unlike Spanish, agent-subject verbs caraple to Spanishsesinarsen
(20a) have no detransitivzed forms, even on an Oagent agif@reading. Second, Sinhala
purposives are categorically ruled out with anticausatiegen when volitionality is not at
issue, unlike Spanish. This is illustrated by the fact thvaneon uses of the involitive that
can have a volitional subject N such as ironic denial uses Npmsives are unacceptable
(data based on Beavers & Zubair 2013, 23, (41)):

5The degree to whichy itselfmodibers do occur with non-causative verbs a sufbcierdlysontext is
required to establish that the subject is also a causer; s@ecsBs & Koontz-Garboden (2013).
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(22) ((MaryOs mother dies in a car wreck; A asks if it was an actieresponds.))

*Naeaemachang[ PRQ minihagd g¥%l@avenr@ ], eyaga m¥aruna.
no dude husbandNST escape/OL.INF  3SG dieINV.PST

ONo, dude. She died to escape her husband.O

Third, as noted in =1, anticausatives cannot occur in thiéiweimood, even on an Oagent
act on selfO reading. Nothing about a reRexive analysisiespthese facts. Intuitively,
the problem is that the forms that do not permit anticausatiV volitive stems, OmurderO
verbs, and clauses with purposive modibers N all requirér thebjects to be agents. Per-
haps there is an additional constraint on Sinhala anti¢aisstion that requires the subject
to notbe an agent. However, nothing precludes agentivity secslhytie.g. if it is clearly
established that someone agentively acted upon themséivasa clause headed by an
anticausative verb is still necessarily true (Beavers &auB013, 27, (52)):

(23) #Jooneyaa-wam@  giluwa, h¥.baieyaagilune N¥4%a.
John3sG-AcC-REFL drownVOL.PST, but 3SG drownINV.PSTEMPH NEG
OJohn drowned himself, but he didn®t drown.®

Thus anticausatives are regmanticallynon-agentive. They just rejegtammatica) mor-
phological or lexical contexts explicitly encoding agentivity.

A Pnal problem with a re3exivization analysis is accusativigiect anticausatives as in
(24a), which occur with the same verbs in (15) beduire external causation as in (24b),
also resistingbeen@Oby itselfO modibcation as in (24a) and purposives as )n (24c

(24) a. Meeri-w@ (#ibeen®@® giluna.
Mary-AcC by REFL drownINV.PST

OMary drowned.O

b. #Eyaa-w@lissuna, eetkawuruwateyaa-w@ lisseuwe
3sG-Acc slip.INV.PSThbutnobody  3sG-AccC pushvOL.CAUS.PSTEMPH
N%4%a.
NEG
Oshe fell, but nobody pushed her.0

c.*[ PRQ,; Rakshanaalli gann@ ], Meeri-w@ giluna.
insurancemoneytakevoL.INF  Mary-AcC drownINV.PST
*OMarydrowned [ PR@ ; to collect the insurance money .0

This is clearly not ref3exive, being more like a passive. \xatains these properties?
The insight of Beavers & Zubair (2013) is that in canonicait®ila anticausatives N

nominative subject anticausatives N the patient is indes@rpreted reRexively as the
causer, but it is a property or disposition of the patient tased the change rather than
an event it participated in. For exampleTihe vase brok8l assuming no external causers
or anthropomorphism N the reading is that something aboatviise (e.g. a weakness in
its structural integrity) lead to its breaking (see alsoib&& Rappaport HovavOs 1995, 91-
92 internal causation, and Prior et al. 1982 and Copley & "&#fL4 on dispositions as
causers). This differs from agentive causation, where sagtien by the causer lead to the
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change (assuming volitional non-action is eventive, csiesi with descriptions of such
events licensing progressive aspect agohn/*the statue is standing stils per Dowty
1979, perhaps due to having stages a la Landman 1992). Timiagentive causation in-
volves a causing state and agentive causation a causing Beawers & Zubair formalize
this via the following sortal typology (building on Chieliel2004, 37):

(25) all entities Q)

eventualitiesY) individuals (X)

states$ eventsE)

Agentive, non-agentive, and effector causers reRect thging event sort as follows:

(26) a. Agentive causercauset participant of causingvent(in E).
b. Non-agentive causercausel participant of causingtate(in S).
c. Effector -causel participant of causingventuality(in V) or individual (in X).

A key property of this analysis is that event vs. state canisad not just a truth conditional
contrast but also a formal one, i.e. encoded indbit of the causing eventuality.

This opens up the possibility that agentivity in some lampasais grammaticalized,
which Beavers & Zubair (2013) suggest is the case in Sinlalparticular, they propose
that causatives that require agent subjects take subgmtssenting causing eventskh,
while causatives that take effector subjects take a makrgeheral individual irJ:

(27) a. [minimara]=!y! v" E! efcaus&v,e) # result(y, e, dead)]
b. [kada-]="!y! x" U! elcaus&x,e) # result(y, e broken')]

Subject DPs denote Generalized QuantiPers (with everghtag), supplying their VP ar-
gument with a causing eventualityVhwith the DPOs informal referent as taeisel:

(28) [Johr] = ! P! e$v" V[causel(j,v)# P(v,€)]
OJohn is the causer of eventualithat caused evemtdescribed by.O

Combining this interpretation afohnwith a minimara-OmurderO VP resolves the eventu-
ality introduced bylohnto an event irE, thus requiring agentivity, as in (29a). Combining
it with a kada-VP resolves theausé introduced by the verb to an eventuality\inas in
(29b), which could be interpreted in context as ref3ectingnéige ¢ " E) or non-agentive
(v" S causation. (The other effects of mood, and tense, are égiiogre.)

(29) a. Pohn Siri-w@minim¥ruwg (OJohn murdered Siri®)
=1 e$v" E[causel(j,v) # caus&V,e) # result(s, e, dead)]

b. [John pNyaan@@kaduwa] (OJohn broke the plate.O)
=1 e$v" V[causel(j,v) # caus&V,e) # result(p, e, broken')]

’Since agentivity is analyzed via causing eventuality $be rolecauset is hence used for all causers.
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On the basis of this, the agent-restriction of volitive steran be stated as follows: they
require thf—: subject~of the predicate they occur with to ba/eNnteas in (30), which has no
effect on OmurderO-type verbs but will have an effect cakObigpe verbs.

(30) [+0wl=!P!x..I'xq! vl E!€P(X,...Xn,V, €)]
a. [minimara+ Oy = ! y! v! E! elcause(v,e) # result(y, e, dead)]
b. [kada+ O] ="!y! v! E! ecausg(v,e)# result(y, e broken’)]

Purposives can be given a similar analysis, applying to \Wégequiring an event subject:

(31) [PROrakshana salli gan@ (OPRO to collect the insurance moneyQ)
=1 PIv! Ug! e$e[P(v,e) # collect(PRQr,e) #in_order_that (g, e)]

Thus agentivity is partly a formal, grammaticalized prapén Sinhala.

This offers an explanation for the properties of Sinhal&cansatives. Beavers & Zubair
(2013, 31, (62)) suggest that Sinhala anticausativizationore general than rel3exiviza-
tion, representing an operation which strips a causer fimenverbOs argument structure
but preserves it as part of its truth conditional contenglyed as saturation by an open
variable inX, underlined for expository purposives (see also Kaufm&@v2Pi+xon 2012):

(32) Causer Suppression+0cg] = ! P!'y! gP(y,x,e) # x! X]
Precondition% % % [P(y,X,e) & cause(X,e)]

There are two ways of interpreting the open variable vissathe expressed argumeéht:

(33) [kada+ Ocq] = ! y! €lcause(x, €) # result(y, e broken’) # x! X]

a. Causer iso-referentialwith the patient:
I'y! e[cause(y, €) # result(y, e, broken ) #y! X]

b. Causer isiot co-referentialwith the patient (i.e$-bound):
1'y! e$x[cause(x, €) # result(y, e, broken) # x! X]

The two interpretations correspond to nominative and atouessubject anticausatives re-
spectively? Crucially, the resulting verb forms take patient subjeatsich are typed as
individuals inX. This means Sinhala anticausatives are incompatible waghcanstruc-
tions such as volitive mood or purposives that require thgesiti to be inE, as well as
deriving that OmurderO-type verbs will not permit antét&imation since their subjects
are also inE. Conversely, the involitiveloesallow individual causers (since it imposes
no constraints on its subjects). This crucially predictt #tnticausatives will only allow

8The causer is typed as an individuaXnwhich Beavers & Zubair (2013, 37, (75)) assume is compatibl
with an analysis of causation as a relation between everttsdoyeaning postulate in (i) that equates it with
a causing event iW, thus ensuring neutrality to agentivity.

(i) %! X%! V[[caus&x,e)#..]1'$ v! V[causer(x,v)# causeV,e)# ...]]

An alternative would be that the subjects of effector subjecbs are causing eventualities\in However,
this would preclude the ref3exive interpretation in (33a).

9Following Beavers & Zubair (2010, 2014) we assume accusdias a use as a semantic case indicat-
ing a patient acted on by an external causer (cp. the analfsiscusative of Wunderlich 1997), whereas
nominative is checked structurally, e.g. in Spec, TP (Chddeitiarachchi to appear).
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involitive stems. In sum, volitive mood is grammaticallydesemantically agentive, while
anticausatives are semantically unspecibed for agenfthivugh still causative) but gram-
matically resistant to agentivity, predicting that theyhaaccur in pragmatic contexts in
which agentivity does or does not obtain but not grammatioatexts. We next show how
this analysis can in principle be extended to other middtesjsing on Indonesian before
returning to the more complex case of Sinhala.

4, Analyzing Other Middle Types

The key ingredient of Causer Suppression regarding argustercture is that the under-
lying verbal predicate is relational but the output is graatioally intransitive, with the
suppressed argument interpreted in some other way. Ifaargatives are a type of middle,
then the question arises of whether this analysis is agpéc® other middles as well.
Beavers & Udayana (2016) propose exactly this for Indomesialdles. On the simplest
extensionper/ter-just rel3ect overt argument suppression as with Sinh@lgs, with ter-
restricted to effector subject verbs anef-the elsewhere casé:

(34) [ter/ber] ="!P!y! €P(y,x €)]

With both inherent refl3exives as in (1a)/(12) and anticauessias in (1¢)/(13) the reading is
reRexive, with the difference being that anticausativeseawith effector subject verbs and
inherent rel3exives with certain subclasses of agent sinxges (those that reRect bodily
grooming and other event types whose canonical associatidagent act on selfO):

(35) a. [dandarfd="!y! x! e v" E[causef(x,v)$ causdyv,e) $ result{y, e dressed)]

b. [ber-dandafj=!y! el v" E[causei{y,v)$ causdv,e) $ result(y, e, dressed)]
(36) a. [pecaff = !y! x! el v" V[causef(x,v) $ caus§v,e) $ result{y, e, broken”)]

b. [ter-pecaff = ! y! el v" V[causef(y,v) $ causgv,e) $ result{y, e, broken?]
Conversely, middle constructions and passive middle pnétations as in (11) arise from
binding off the suppressed argument, differing in that pasmiddles have existential
guantibcation over the suppressed argument and an epigading, while middle con-
structions refRect either a generic binding of the suppteasgument (a la Condoravdi
1989) or existential binding with the entire predicate edds under a covert generic
modal G (roughly in the spirit of Lekakou 2002, 2006), thedatllustrated here for (1b,d):
(37) a. [ual]="!y!x! el v" V[causef(x,v) $ caus&v,e) $ result{y, e, sold]

b. [ber-jual]l = !'y! e xI v" V[causef(x,v) $ caus&v,e) $ result(y, e, sold]

i. Middle construction: @ el x! v" V[causef{x,v) $ causdv, €) $ result{car” e, sold)])
ii. Passive middlet el x! v* V[causef{x,v)$ causév, €) $ result{car” e, sold]

10Given that in Indonesian there appears to be no grammatchdigentivity, we assume that subjects are
individuals related thematically to appropriate causingrts (and we ignore conditions on the suppressed
argument being a causer, since as Beavers & Udayana (20d8)ssippression can apply other arguments
as well, though these data are not relevant for present pagpo
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Thus all types of middles in (1) are amenable to the same qwlysis, with the differ-
ent subtypes arising from a combination of how the suppteaggiment is interpreted, the
root class suppression is applied to, and the modal intextpwa of the predicate. The ques-
tion is whether Sinhala middles are amenable to this arsalys noted above, SinhalaOs
middles are far more heterogeneous, arguing against adianrdysis as per Indonesian.
However, we suggest that the extension to Indonesian nadgiiplies equally well to Sin-
hala, but there is a signibcant interaction with (in)veétimood that predicts where the
heterogeneity occurs, suggesting a principled core to lesddespite the heterogeneity.

5. Sinhala Inherent Rel3exives - Principled Limits on CauseSuppression

We Pbrst consider re3exive middles, which include anticéwessiand inherent ref3exives.
As discussed above, of course, anticausatives are denwvedthe proposed Causer Sup-
pression operation of Sinhala. But what about inherentxigBs? Given that bodily care
verbs are generally agentive, the expectation is that Ca&igepression will not apply to
them, if agentivity is grammaticalized as a type-theoretinstraint on their subjects as it
is with minimaranr@murderO. Surprisingly, however, there is in fact an sitivarinvoli-
tive form with such verbs which has an agentive, re3exiveiren not entailing external
causation, as in (38) (acceptable in a context where thestuilsjbathing a Railing toddler
with water splashing around, and ends up washing himself).

(38) Nimal sedhuna/n¥wuna, (eetkawuruwat/kisivatyaa-we@
Nimal washiNv.psTbatheINV.PST butnobody/nothing 3.SG-Acc
sedheuwe/n¥aweuwe N¥4%a).

washedvoL.CAUS.PSTEMPH/bathedvOL.CAUS.PSTEMPH NEG
ONimal accidentally washed/bathed, but nobody/nothisgedibathed him.O

This suggests that Causer Suppression is possible witlastt $eme agent subject verbs.
These forms also allovbeen@Dby itselfO, as expected if they are rel3exive causatives (ho
ever, purposive modibcation is out since these are semaiptnon-volitional; see below):

(39) Nimalibeen@ sedhuna/n¥wuna.
Nimal by REFL washINv.PsTbatheINV.PST
ONimal accidentally bathed by himself.O

Still further evidence that (38) is derived via Causer Seppion comes from the fact that
in addition to the nominative subjects as in (38) these faales allow accusative subjects,
crucially on the passive-type reading wherein there is sy an external causer, thus
also rejectingbeen@

(40) Nimal-w@ (#ibeen® sedhuna/n¥awuna, (#eetkawuruwateyaa-w@
Nimal-Acc by REFL washINv.PsT/bathelNv.PST butnobody 3.SG-AcC
sedheuwe/n¥aweuwe N¥4%4).

washedvoL.CAUS.PST.EMPH/bathedvOoL.CAUS.PSTEMPH NEG
ONimal got washed/bathed (#by himself), #but nobody wésseed him.O

The existence of these forms suggests that Causer Sumgprésgpiossible. How could this
be, given that OmurderO-type verbs do not allow this?
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In fact it is not surprising that at least some agent-subjedts allow Causer Suppres-
sion: nothing prevents an agent-subject verb from takinglgest inU rather than irE,
with agentivity ensured by some other means, e.g. as a lexitailment deriving from
the specibc result state a la Beavers & Koontz-Garbodetf(4@.g. part of the content of
bathed in (41)), and thereby being amenable to Causer Suppression:

(41) a. [naaj="!y! v" U! efcausdy,e) # result(y, e bathed)]
b. [naatdcg] = ! y! efcausé(x, ) # result(y, e bathed)]

The output in (41b) derives a ref3exive reading for (38) arsspa reading of (40):

(42) a. $efcausénimal’, e) # result(nimal', e, bathed)]
b. $x$elcaus&(x,e) # result(nimal', e, bathed)]

That bodily grooming verbs behave like a distinct class agnagentive verbs is also not
surprising, as this is the case in other languages as wgllifeEnglish they are ref3exive
with no reRexive pronoun, and in languages in which the basa fs intransitive rather
than transitive the transitive is derived via causativ@abut on an OantireRexivizationO
reading; Krejci 2012). Furthermore, the existence of tHes@s justibes that the Causer
Suppression analysis of anticausatives as ref3exivesusipla, since these data indepen-
dently demonstrate that re3exivization is a possible pntgation for this operation.
However, there is a crucial limitation with this understangdof Sinhala inherent re-
Bexives, namely that these middles are involitive. Thissigxpected given the discussion
above (since Causer Suppression produces forms that camemvolitive). But it does
mean that the reading is therefore necessarily non-voéti¢save for ironic denial read-
ings), something borne out by the fact that they do not pamodibers indicating volition:

(43) Nimal (*hit@) sedhuna/n¥wuna.
Nimal deliberatelywashinv.psTbathelNV.PST
ONimal accidentally washed/bathed (*deliberately).O

The question arises of how one would express the presumatnyg oanonical inherent
re3exive meaning of volitional self-action. There appedré two alternative means.
First, as discussed by Chandralal (2010, 136-139), andstenswith our informants,
inherent re3exives are most canonically expressed viaiitylneutral light verbgann@
OtakeO combined with a participial form of the verbal restglso Gair 1970, 123).

(44) Mam@sedhaa/naa gatta.
1sc washedrRrT/bathePRT takePST

Ol washed/bathed.®

This form (unlike the Causer Suppressed form) has all of éim@gical properties of inher-
ent re3exives, e.g. a volitional reading is possible, aparposives anibeen@D by itselfO,
and no external causation is entailed:

(45) a. Mam@hit@ sedhaa/naa gatta.
1sG deliberatelywashedrR1/bathePRT takePST
Ol deliberately washed/bathed.O
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b. Mam@| PRQ saadaya-&ann@ ] sedhaa/naa gatta.
1sG partyDAT go.vOL.INF washedPRT/bathePRT takePST
Ol washed/bathed to go to the party.O

c. Mam@been@ sedhaa/naa gatta.

1sG by REFL washedrRT/bathePRT takePST
Ol washed/bathed by myself.O

d. Mam@edhaa/naa gatta, eetkawuruwat/kisivamam@v@
1sc washedrRT/bathepPRT takePsT, butnobody/nothing 1.SG-AccC
sedheuwe/n¥aweuwe N¥a%a.

washedvoL .CAUS.PST.EMPH/bathedvOL.CAUS.PST.EMPH NEG
Ol washed/bathed, but nobody/nothing washed/bathed me.O

The existence of a separate form for expressing this medrasgan obvious functional
motivation: the light verb is not subject to the constramsCauser Suppression that nec-
essarily generate involitives, and thus permits volitioeadings, Plling in this gap in the
paradigm. Thus while there is disunity in the expressiombérent rel3exive middles, it is
a principled disunity given the Sinhala-specibc constsdimiting the use of the otherwise
cross-linguistically OcanonicalO way of deriving middles

There is also a second expression for a volitional inhere3éxive, namely a bare
volitive form of the verb that also has a rel3exive reading and caniqmicperties:

(46) a. Nimal (hit@) sedhuwa/n¥awuwa.
Nimal deliberatelywashedvoL.psTbathevoL.PST
ONimal deliberately washed/bathed.O

b. Nimal [ PRQ saadaya-&ann@ ] sedhuwa/n¥wuwa.
Nimal party-DAT go.vOL.INF washedvoL.psTbathevoL.PST
ONimal washed/bathed to go to the party.O

c. Nimal ibeen@ sedhuwa/n¥awuwa.
Nimal by REFL washedvoL.psTbathevoL.PST
ONimal washed/bathed by himself.O

This form is more mysterious, since it looks like the outptiCauser Suppression (i.e.
a nominative subject intransitive variant of an otherwisasitive verb), something un-
expected if Causer Suppression is incompatible with waithood due to a clash in the
subject type. However, there is an alternative analysig4®f, (hamely that it involves ob-
jectpro-drop on a ref3exive interpretation (e.g. a reRexik@e ). There are several pieces
of evidence that this is the correct analysis of (46). First,reRexive reading is not strictly
necessary; a disjoint reference reading is also possibleSjnhala permits objepto-drop
more generally), something not generally true ofgh@n@ight verb construction:

(47) ((Lots of stuff is happening to Aruni. Bill fed her, John &dko her, and now...))

Nimal n¥awuwa/*naa gatta.
Nimal bathevoL.ps7bathPRT takePST

ONimal bathed her.O
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Indeed, as Chandralal (2010, 137-138) explicitly notgghtlverb vs. bare forms alternate
with a rel3exive vs. disjoinpro-drop reading with roots that are not inherent refl3exives:

(48) Ranjithapaa gatta/h%puwa.
Ranjitbit.PRT take PST/bit.vOL.PST
ORanijit bit himself/bit someone.O gat{a=reRRexive, bare verb=disjoint)

This suggests that while the light verb (in at least somes;asse ©6) has an inherently
ref3exive interpretation, the seemingly intransitive thadi form can in principle be disjoint
or ref3exive. However, the ref3exive option only arises wtieirent ref3exive verb classes;
the seemingly intransitive volitive in (48) with a non-irkat reRexive (OobviativeO) verb
does not admit this interpretation. This might argue adairesexistence gbroe¢ in (46),
since if it generally exists it should be possible in (48) adlwith h¥%puwa However,
there is further evidence that there iprac ) in (46), namely that in these cases it is also
possible for the subject to be marked by the postpositiangest-case markeatiN

(49) NimalatiN sedhuna/n¥wuna.
Nimal posTwashINV.PST/bathelNV.PST
ONimal washed/bathed.®

Crucially, as discussed by Beavers & Zubair (2010, 87-88Nonly ever occurs marking
subjects of transitive verbs that take a separate direecoBjP, thus motivating that there
is a nullproe ) in (49) and justifying that this analysis could extend getsil(46) as wellf!
But if proees) is exists in Sinhala, why is it only attested with inherer3axive verbs,
and why is it furthermore the default reading for them? Wegssf) that the available
readings are essentially root-conditioned (building omikeer 1993, Alexiadou & Doron
2012). The simplest analysis would be to say that while abbsean select non-rel3exive
pro in objectpro-drop, it is a special fact about inherent ref3exives that thay also select
for proe ;. However, an alternative analysis may derive this from ntb@sc principles of
markedness. In particular, while both obviative and inhtyereRexive verbs with overt
objects allow ref3exive or non-ref3exive readings dependm¢he choice of object, they
describe events for which the default expectation is sgiba in the case of inherently re-
Rexive verbs and non-self-action in the case of obviativbxé/Ne suggest that this is the
reason the unmarked interpretation of objactdrop for an obviative verb is non-ref3exive
and the unmarked reading for an inherent ref3exive is reBeKigo, that a rel3exive read-
ing is ruled out for obviative verbs can then be explained byppeal to markedness N
this would be a marked reading, and there are overt markagssipns for this reading in
the language, namely the light verb construction, whichuggest therefore block®oe 1
from occurring with these verbs. Conversely, for inherefaxives the marked reading is
the obviative one. But in this case there is no marked olwdakpression equivalent to
pro-drop, and thus obviativero-drop is allowedt? Thus default expectations about inter-
pretation for different verb classes plus form-to-meamragkedness principles can derive

1our informants also acceptedoao-drop reading of (38), though it was dispreferred. Here wggsst
this is a variant of (49) witlatiNdropped (something that showed up occasionally in natuoalturring data
with otherwise transitive verbs). The crucial point is taiNonly otherwise occurs with transitive verbs.

2There are overt pronouns and reRexives in Sinhala, thouggietare not entirely freely interchangeable
with pro-drop in that they convey a different information structtatus of their referents.
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the distribution ofro.e 1|, meaning the data in (46) can be independently explainedend
proposal that Causer Suppression indeed produces onljtive®s can be maintained.

In sum, thegann@ight verb seems to bilne canonical expression of inherent rel3exives
allowing volitional readings, witlproye 1| serving as a secondary strategy, and Causer Sup-
pression arising only in cases where the subject acts nlitiewally. The simplest analysis
of gann@is that it takes a transitive verb permitting eventualitijseats and outputs an in-
transitive form with the same subject, but binding off thégra and introducing conditions
that ensure that whatever referent is introduced by the Géned Quantiber subject DP
as thecauset of the causing evemtis also the patient, thereby deriving a reBexive reading:

(50) [gann@=! P! v" V! e#y[P(y,V,€) $%zcausel(z,v) & z=V]]
Applied to the patrticipial form of (41a), the resulting fomould be (ignoring tense again):

(51) [naagattd = !v" V! etty[caus&v,e) $ result(y, e bathed) $ %zcausel(z V) &
z=yl|

That the subject could still in principle be an eventricenses purposive modibcation.
The denotation for the relevant form in (44) for a causingnéwality in E would be:

(52) [Mam@naa gattd = ! e#v" E#y[causel(l,v)$ causé(v,e)$ result(y, e bathed) $
%[causel(z,v) & z=V]]

The key point is that while there is disunity among exprassiof inherent refl3exives, the
disunity has a principled explanation: the degree to whiahiger Suppression is the Sin-
hala instantiation of the cross-linguistically attestemdialO middle forming operation
posited for Indonesian (and presumably extant in otherdaggs), its use is limited by
an interaction with Sinhala volitive mood to only allow nealitional readings (modulo
specialized uses such as ironic denial). The other possigieessions of the middle lack
this constraint, and serve to Pll in the lacuna, and indeedahn@ight verb in particular
produces forms whose meanings are truth conditionallyadgnt to the output of Causer
Suppression were it to apply among volitive verbs, suggggshat there is a core unity to
allmiddles even if the overt expression differs considtale now consider non-ref3exive
middles in Sinhala, looking Prst at middle constructiond tien middle passives.

6. Existential Binding Middles

Starting with middle constructions, we note brst that it @#iscult to get consistent judg-
ments from our informants since the middle constructiordireg is hard to get across
accurately. That said, three variants arose that seemwe #@s functionality. First, some
speakers found accusative subject involitives to mostratiyuallow this reading?

(53) Vesi-w@ pahasuvewikuner@va.
prostitutesacc easily selliINV.NPST
OProstitutes sell easily.O

13sinhala is a differential object marking language and a$ sucusative maLnIy only occurs on human
DPs, hence the need for plausible human subjects even witis weeaning OsellO.
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These forms disallowbeen@and purposives, but entail external causation:

(54) a.#Vesi-w@ ibeen@ pahasuvewikuner@va.
prostitutesacc by REFL easily sellINV.NPST
#OProstitutes sell easily by themselves.O

b. *Vesi-w@ [ PRQy j tarangayadinann@ | pahasuvewikuner@va.
prostitutesacc contest win.vOL.INF easily sellINV.NPST
*OProstitutes sell easily to win the contest.O
c. #\/esi-w@ pahasuvewikunanuna, eetkawuruwateewa-v@
prostitutesacc easily selliNV.PST, butnobody  3.PL-ACC
vikunaneuwe N¥a%a.

sellvVOL.CAUS.PST.EMPH NEG
#OProstitutes sold easily, but nobody sold them.O

This is all as expected N if the appropriate analysis of aative subject intransitive in-
volitives involves existential binding of the underlyinglgect argument then such a form
with a generic or ability modal interpretation will serveamiddle construction.

However, there are limits to the applicability of this ogéya in forming middle con-
structions since it would only occur with verb forms with geal subjects, i.e. just those
verbs that otherwise form anticausatives and inherentxre€g since in general Sinhala
Causer Suppression only applies to these verbs. Yet assdisdin @2, cross-linguistically
middle constructions occur with a much wider range of (nysthange-of-state verbs.
Causer Suppression indeed does not generate middles Wehaent-subject verbs such
as words meaning OcutO that would otherwise form accepidble constructions in En-
glish (evidenced by the acceptable translation):

(55) *Vesi-w@ pahasuvek¥sper@va.
prostitutesacc easily CULINV.NPST
OProstitutes cut easily.O

This leaves open how (if at all) middle constructions comerebe formed with such verbs.

For some speakers we consulted the light verb constructgiead served as the canon-
ical middle construction expression (and allowed middlastauctions likekapaa gatta
Ocut tookO Ogot cutO, contra (55)), entailing exterrsticaasd rejecting purposives and
ibeem@consistent with other languages:

(56) a. Meekakaar-ekapahasuvewiku  gann@va
this  cardiNDF easily sell PRT takeNPST
OThis car sells easily.0

b.*[ Meekakaar-eka]j [ PRQ, ; tarangayadinann@ ] pahasuvewiku
this cariNDF contest win.vOL.INF easily sell PRT
gann@ava
takeNPST
*QThis car sells easily to win the contest.O
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c. #Meekakaar-ekaibeen@ viku  gann@va
this  cariNDF by REFL sell.PRT takeNPST
#OThis car sells by itself.O (on intended reading)

d. #Meekakaar-ekapahasuvewiku  gatta, eetkawuruwateyaa-w@
this  car4iNDF easily sell. PRT takePsTbutnobody 3.sG-AccC
vikunaneuwe N¥4%4.
sellvOL.CAUS.PSTEMPH NEG

#OThis car sold easily, but nobody sold it.O

For these speakers, the analysisgahn@yiven above N wherein it always generates a
reRexive reading by binding off the patient, stipulatingttthe subject is an eventuality
(and thus ensuring there is @ausel introduced by the subject DP), and equating the
patient with thecausef N is not appropriate. Rather, there must be a separate ugaroi@
that binds off the causing eventuality and introduceauasef distinct from the patient:

(57) [ganr@= ! P!y! e'v# V" x[causel(x,v) $ P(y,V, €)]
Applied to the OsellO root the interpretation would berikeeusative subject anticausative:
(58) [viku gattd = ! y! €' v# V" x[causel(x,V) $ caus&(v,e) $ result(y, e sold)]

The middle construction itself is the result of a generic aliig applied over a clause
headed by such a predicate. In this case the paradigmati@sbbetweer 0csandgann@

is sharpest, essentially rel3ecting volitivity-sensii@re volitivity-neutral variants of the
same operation, albeit achieved through slightly diffemraeans (saturation of an argu-
ment vs. existential binding of different arguments andditions on co-reference/disjoint
reference). That said, other speakers we consoltgdgot a rel3exive reading withann@
examples corresponding to (57) readings are not availalal, and sogann@and Causer
Suppression are not entirely interchangeable for thesakep® Thus for some speakers
middle constructions may be more limited in Sinhala thantirenlanguages.

That said, a further encoding option for middle construdias discussed by Gair
(1970, 70-71, 76), who explicitly notes a class of what heneto as OSubjectless Ac-
tive ClausesO and their corresponding involitives (O8ll#gse Inactive ClausesO) that are
glossed as what seems clearly to be middle constructioes giheir semantics, occurring
in both volitive and involitive mood (adapted from Gair 1970, 76)*

(59) a. Meewat-te  wii waw@@va.
this estatebAT unhuskedrice grow.VOL.NPST
OUnhusked rice is grown on this estate.O
b. Daw@@®@Gt@pol silak  wit@@k¥acen@va.
day-DAT coconuthundredabout cCutINV.NPST
OAbout a hundred coconuts a day are/get picked.O

As Gair discusses, in each case it is possible to insert arh wgject into such construc-
tions with no other grammatical change:

0our informants did not produce these possibilities and veedeit for future research to verify their
acceptability for speakers who also use the middle constngdiscussed above.
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(60) a. Taattameewat-te  wii waw@@va.
father this estatebAT unhuskedrice grow.vOL.NPST
OFather grows unhusked rice on this estate.O (adapteddint® ™, 70)

b. NimalatiN daw@®@@@pol  siiak  wit@@k¥scen@a.
Nimal posTday-DAT  coconuthundredabout cut.INV.NPST

ONimal picks about a hundred coconuts a day.O

This might suggest that the constructions in (59) thereforelve no argument structural
shift at all, but instead reRect a typemb-drop grammatically (which is in fact GairOs anal-
ysis). If data such as this involveso-drop, though, then the relevant null pronoun must be
of an appropriate type to generate the middle constructipa teading, €.gorogne Cru-
cially, this would predict that the volitive examples atdeahould actually allow purpo-
sives modibers, unlike canonical middle constructionspde sharing a related semantics,
though we have so far been unable to verify this. In sum, ieappthat there are a range of
candidates for expressing the middle construction, indase not all necessarily grammat-
ical or semantically fully equivalent, with speaker vainaton what is possible. Crucially,
the options beyond Causer Suppression are also not subatditions ruling out volitive
mood stems, thus again Plling in that lacuna in the paradigtmormalO middle formation.

We now briel3y discuss passive middles, before turning teedmmmader commentary on
these two types of middles together. The existence of pagsigdles in Sinhala has in fact
already been discussed above in &3 N these would corresmo@dtiser Suppressed verbs
with accusative subjects, which crucially show all of theperties of passive middles in
Indonesian, e.g. they reject purposive modibers (unligalee passives in Indonesian) and
ibeen@Dby itself® modibers, but do entail external causatiomeanapisodic readings
(data repeated from (24)):

(61) a. Meeri-w@ (#ibeen® giluna.
Mary-ACC by REFL drownINV.PST
OMary drowned.O

b. #Eyaa-w@lissuna, eetkawuruwat/kisivatyaa-w@
3sG-Acc slip.INV.PST butnobody/nothing 3sG-Acc
lisseuwe N¥a%a.
pushyoOL.CAUS.PSTEMPH NEG
OsShe fell, but nobody/nothing pushed her.O

c.*[ PRQ,; Rakshanaalli gann@ ], Meeri-w@ giluna.
insurancemoneytakeVvoL.INF  Mary-ACC drownINV.PST
*OMarydrowned [ PR@ ; to collect the insurance money 1.0

One signibcant aspect of Sinhala, though, is that theselesidde again restricted to
the verb classes that allow anticausative or inherent ie8eradings, i.e. those that are
amenable to Causer Suppression at all, something thativelfoom the constraints on
which verbs may undergo this operation to begin with. In mekian the verbs that al-
low the passive middle interpretation are those that allwhiddle construction reading,
typically caused change-of-state verbs regardless ofhenetgentivity is entailed or not
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of their subjects, something that as far as we can tell islainm other languages such as
Spanish. At this pointitis again a fair question to ask hdweopassive readings are derived
for other verbs in general. In the case of Indonesian (asigs&d above) there is a separate
personal passivei- form that has signibPcantly more general applicability, g in prin-
ciple there are no particular constraints on which forms stagw some type of passive,
although thali- passives and middle passives are not identical in their gyainal proper-
ties (e.g. the former admilehObyO PPs expressing the agent and the agent is accessible to
purposive modibers, as discussed above, but not in passidtas). In spoken Colloquial
Sinhala there is however no canonical passive equivaletiiiso Rather, as discussed by
Chandralal (2010, 152-160), the functionality of a passjua its role in a language like
English or Indonesian in deemphasizing the agent but priesgit is instead picked up by
a range of other constructions, including topic-commentcstires, various sorts qifro-
drop constructions (both subject and objea-drop), and various uses of the involitive.

In this way, the passive middle and middle construction b@ach in common in terms of
a considerable diversity in encoding: in both cases a widgeaf grammatically and se-
mantically disparate constructions in Sinhala convey wiabme other languages may be
one or two separate constructions. This accords, howevtbrwerk specibcally focusing
on middle constructions that have suggested that thesiuyartmiddles are truly no-
tional, i.e. just a (generic or ability) reading of some otbenstruction (Condoravdi 1989,
Lekakou 2002, Ackema & Schoorlemmer 2005, Fabregas & RuBtd 4). In this case
the expectation is that the various constructions thatesasvmiddle constructions should
in fact behave differently, inheriting whatever propesttee underlying construction has,
and the same would presumably be true of the passive midtlt. Jaid, the argument
suppressing operations that generate other midellds{andgann@are among those op-
erations that middle constructions and passive middlebedrased around, and in general
the semantics of other middle construction and passivedasmonsistent with the kinds
of semantics generated by more explicit middle formatioarapons. Plus the distribution
of different ways of forming these middles follows the linr@gected on the analysis of
Causer Suppression in Sinhala suggested above. Thus diggines of middles have at
least a partially unibed analysis.

7. Conclusion

We have suggested that all middles have a fundamental coalityoan inherently dyadic
verb has its valence reduced but not its truth conditionatexat, with two ways of un-
derstanding the suppressed argument, either ref3exiveljtbrdisjoint reference to the
expressed argument. In principle this plus verb type camgs will derive the core classes
of middles, and in many languages the realization of thigafpmn is consistent across
middles. In Sinhala, however, volitives but not involitbreequire agent subjects in a type-

5The involitive has in fact been argued to simply be a passivenfin some prior literature (see e.g.
Gunasinghe 1985, Gunasinghe & Kess 1989, Kahr 1989, Wijasdtvana et al. 1991), but the semantic
effects of involitivity in terms of non-volitionality andhe restrictions on which verbs show it in which
argument structures strongly argue against this classip¢although as noted it nonetheless may in some
contexts serve a function similar to a canonical passive.
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theoretic (Qqua grammatical) sense, and this interactskgntly with the Sinhala equiv-
alent of the middle formation operation otherwise attegtddnguages like Indonesian to
rule out certain classes of middles from being formed bytiheé®constructions serve to re-
alize the middles that are ruled out due to this clash. Thiexamiddles indeed split along
predicted lines: effector subject verbs and inherent resexXorm middles in a consistent
fashion, but for other verb classes other constructionsitie gaps.

(62) Interpretation Verb Type Middle Type
Effector Subject Verb$ Other
ReRexive NOM subj+Vipy + Ocs N/A Anticausatives
NOM subj+Vip, + Ocs | V+gann@rore s +Vin vol Inherent rel3exive
I -binding ACC subj+Vipy + Ocs Various Passive
ACC subj+Vpy + Ocs | V+gann@prognetVing vol | Middle construction

In Indonesian no such distinction exists, and all verbsraaged identically via one Causer
Suppression operation. Thus the core unity is the samesatanguages, but the way it
manifests in different languages due to language inteatabfs can create the appearance
of dissimilarity, albeit dissimilarity that is principlad nature.
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Causation in Hindi-Urdu: Care for your Instruments and Subjects’

Sakshi Bhatia

University of Massachusetts, Amherst

1. Introduction

This paper seeks to highlight novel differences between direct and indirect causatives in
Hindi-Urdu with respect to Ooptionaé®phrases and OcauserO subjects. As opposed to the
singular instrumentse phrase in the case of direct causatives, indirect causatives allow
multiple -se phrases - two instruments and an intermediate agent. While the licensing of
the intermediate agersephrase in indirect causatives has been the cornerstone of various
theoretical accounts of Hindi-Urdu causatives (Kachru 1980, Saksena 1982, Bhatt & Em-
bick 2003, Ramchand 2008, 2010 & Richa 2011 among others), the additional instrument
-sephrase in indirect causatives has not been discussed in detail hitherto.

In this paper | demonstrate that this observation regarding instruments can be best ac-
counted for under a conceptualization of indirect causation as being structurally and se-
mantically more complex than the direct causative. In particular, it is the bi-eventiveness
of indirect causation, as opposed to the mono-eventiveness of direct causation, that me-
diates the licensing of an additional instrument. In this way this paper provides evidence
against the analysis of indirect causatives as involving an event structure which lacks an
interpretive boundary between the causing and caused events (Ramchand 2008, 2010).

The relativization of argument licensing to event structure, in the vein of a long line of
work from Carlson (1984) to Williams (2015) recently, allows for a uniform analysisef
phrases in causatives. The proposed unibcation of the broad class of Oostpaies,
thus, seeks to take forward an enterprise initiated by Ramchand (2010), albeit with differ-
ent theoretical assumptions, tools and consequences. Rather than having the interpretation
of -sephrases be sensitive to the presence of QimplicitO sub-events, | argue for an analysis
which cashes out the varying interpretationssd#phrases as a consequence of the mod-

"I would like to thank Kyle Johnson, Rajesh Bhatt, Angelika Kratzer, Lyn Frazier, John Beavers, Bar-
bara Partee, Seth Cable, Ellen Woolford, Vincent Homer, Michel Clauss, Leland Kusmer, Jyoti lyer, Eka-
terina Vostrikova, Ethan Poole,Jon Ander Mendia, Mioko Miyama, Yutaka Ohno, audiences at the Syntax
Workshop, the Syntax-Semantics Reading Group, the Second Year Mini-conference at the University of
Massachusetts, and participants of FASAL 5 for helpful discussion and feedback. Parts of this project were
funded by a Summer Research Grant (2015) from the University of Massachusetts, Amherst.
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ification of distinct syntactico-semantic objects in each case. The analysis presented here
has the advantage of being straightforwardly able to capture the licensing and interpretative
conditions on instrument ‘causer’ subjects across the causative verbal alternations, without
taking recourse to any additional stipulations regarding causers themselves.

The paper is organized as follows: §2 provides a brief overview of the causative verbal
alternations and -Sephrases along with recapitulating previous accounts of the phenomena.
§3 discusses the additional data motivating the movement away from pre-existing analyses
and presents the analysis for -Sephrases in causatives. §4 discusses the consequences of
the proposal for ‘causer’ subjects and §5 concludes the paper.

2. A short tour of Hindi-Urdu causatives

Hindi-Urdu has a productive morphological causativization paradigm. This involves suffix-
ation of causativizing morphemes to verbal roots (Kellogg 1876, Kachru 2006, inter alia).
Two types of causatives are identified: The direct causative (DC)realized with the suffix
-aaor stem alternation and the indirect causative (IC) realized with the suffix -vaa This
three way alternation is illustrated in (1) with an unaccusative verb as the first member of
the paradigm and transparent suffixation indicating causativization. Unergatives, transitives
and ditransitives also participate in the causative alternation, but this paper does not explore
these additional paradigms due to space constraints.

(1) The causative paradigm.
Unaccusative | Direct causative | Indirect causative
jal jal-aa jal-vaa
burn burn cause to burn

The use of the terms ‘direct causative’ and ‘indirect causative’ is based on Saksena (1982).
The use of the direct causative suffix -aa ‘signifies that the verb is a causative with a per-
sonally involved causer’ (Saksena 1982: 2) and the indirect causative suffix -vaasignifies
that the ‘verb is a causative with a non-involved causer’. Thus, in (2) the ergative marked
nominal zamindaar‘landlord’, is understood to be directly involved in the burning of the
house as its agent when the corresponding verbal form is that of the -aa suffixed direct
causative. In contrast, when the verbal form is that of the -vaasuffixed indirect causative,
the landlord is not understood to be involved in the burning of the house itself, with that
task having been delegated to an unmentioned intermediate agent in this case.

2) a. ghar jal-aa
House burn-PFV
‘The house burned.’

b. zamindaar-ne ghar jal-aa-yaa
Landlord-ERG house burn-DC-PFV
‘The landlord burned the house.’
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c. zamindaar-nghar jal-vaa-yaa
Landlorderg houseburnic-pPrv N
OThe landlord had the house burned.O (Based on Bhatt & Embick 2003)

Causativization can be realized through stem alternation for some predicates, for instance,
khul Oopen (unaccusative)O, (3). See Bhatt & Embick (2003) for a detailed discussion.

(3)  Stem alternation.
Unaccusativq Direct causativq Indirect causative

khul khol khulvaa
open open cause to open

In addition to the OcoreO arguments discussed above, causative predicates permit a range
of Ooptional® arguments bearing the case mag(ese phrases These-sephrases may
introduce aninstrumentand anintermediate ageninto the syntax, seeashaalOtorchO

in (4-a) andDakait ObanditO in (4-b) respectively. The intermediate agent is distinct from

an instrument in that it is an animate entity capable of performing the action described
volitionally and is licensed only when the corresponding verb form is that of the indirect
causative, (4-c). Arguably, it is this distinction regarding the licensing of the intermediate
agent that has been almost debnitional of indirect causatives (Saksena 1982). The basic
distribution of-sephrases is summarized in (5).

(4) a. Yye ghar mashaalsejal-aa thaa
this housetorchiNST burnPFvbePAST
OThis house was burned with a torch.O
(i.e. the burning happened with a torch)

b. zamindaar-ngDakait-se€) (mashaal-seghar jal-vaa-yaa
Landlord£RG banditiNST torchiNST  houseburn{c-prv
OThe landlord had the house burned by the bandit.O

c. zamindaar-ng* Dakait-se) (mashaal-seghar jal-aa-yaa
Landlord£RG banditiNST torchiNST houseburnDC-PFV
OThe landlord had the house burned by the bandit.O

(5)  Distributions of -se phrases.
-se phrase Unaccusative Direct causative Indirect causative
Instrument ! ! !
Intermediate agent ! ! !

2.1  Previous accounts of Causatives
Previous accounts of Hindi-Urdu causatives have varying empirical coverage - Bhatt &

EmbickOs (2003) account concentrates more on the intermediate seyeimtase, while
RamchandOs (2010) proposal also deals with the interpretation of one instsepbrdase.
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| will brie3y present their ideas before turning to additional data that neither of their pro-
posals sufpbciently captures.

2.1.1 Bhatt & Embick 2003: The embedded passive

In Bhatt and EmbickOs (2003) proposal the DP agent of the transitive (direct causative) is
licensed by an agentiwe This argument is added to the structure Eigent Identibcation
(Kratzer 1996). The syntactic structure for a basic direct causative under their account is
given in (6). Like the direct causative the DP agent of an indirect causative is also licensed
by an agentivesr under their proposal. Thig embedsa passive complemenwhich is a

VP that contains an agentiwe but no case feature and no DP in the speciber of this head.
With the embedded vP lacking an external argument, the resultant structure has the matrix
subject be the agent of the causing event but not the embedded event and the embedded
event does not have an explicitly realized agent, giving us the structure in (7). The agent
of the embedded event - the intermediate agent - can then be introduceddplaase
modifying the passiveP.

(6)  Direct causative. (7) Indirect causative.
vP VP
NP/>\ /X

| VP v NP
Sub —+_ e \ VPpass \Y
NPV Subj T~ e
\ VP Vpass
Obj —~—+_ €O
NPV
\
Obj

The corresponding semantic denotation for the direct causative is in (8-a) and for the
indirect causative in (8-b). There is no overt causative component for the direct causative
in this account. By having two agentiveheads as part of the indirect causative structure,
Bhatt & EmbickOs proposal allows for the introduction of two events since each agentive
v introduces a new event. Event identibcation is not available for events introduced by
agentivev heads as that would be semantically anomolous and a causation relation holds
between the two event arguments introduced by thesefgo

(8) a. Direct Caysative.
[[subjobj V=" e Agent(subj)(e) & V(obj)(O) ]

b. Indirect Causative.
[[subjobj V vpassV]] =! esAgent(subj)(e) &' eGCAUS(e,eO)
& "xe[Agent(x)(e0)] & V(obj)(e0)]

Even though Bhatt & Embick do not engage with the issue of licensing instruments, we
will see in ©3.1 that the distribution of instruments also pushes us towards a bieventive
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account of indirect causatives with an interpretive distinction between and causation event
and a caused event.

2.1.2 Ramchand 2008, 2010: Modifying Overt and Covert Subeventualities

Ramchand®Os (2010) analysis-s# phrases builds on her (2008) proposal and takes the
functional sequence corresponding to V to have been put together from a recursive embed-
ding of eventuality descriptors - init(iator)P, proc(ess)P and res(ult)P - whose specibers are
systematically interpreted locally as the OthematicO element of each sub-description. The
account assumes that tbause/leads teelation holds between sub-events such that there
are two loci of causation in a maximally complex event.

Based on the additive nature of the morphology of alternation, she argues for a structure
building analysis where the direct causative (transitive) alternant is structurally larger than
the intransitive version. The direct causative counterpart of an unaccusative verb would
have the structure in (9). The indirect causative does not differ from the direct causative in
having additional overt syntactic structure, (10). Rather, it differs from the direct causative
in that there is no temporal overlap or common lexical content that is asserted for the
proc andres subevents in the case of indirect causative, such that the whole event will be
interpreted as involving an Oindirectly causedO result.

(9) Direct Causative. (10)  Indirect causative.

initP initP

DP1 DP1
init procP init procP
-aa -aa
< DP1> < DP1>
'?rgc resP proc resP
v DF,2/>\ ! Dl{>\
res XP !re\; XP
< V>

[prod]

Furthermore, with thevaa sufpx multiply inserting into botlmit andproc, any verb
root that combines with it will have to leave some of its own category features unassociated.
This has the consequence that there exists an underassquiateith the verbal phase
whose encyclopedic content is still accessible to the semantics. Thus, rather than arguing
for the presence of an implicit argument (for example, the intermediate agent) in a verbOs
argument structure, she argues in favour of implicit sub-eventual structure for the indirect
causative.

The unibed analysis ofse phrases based on this event-structural account,-$@as
phrases be sub-event modibers, such that the OinstrumentO interpretation arises if the overt
procis modibed, while the Qintermediate agentO interpretation arises if the underassociated
procis modibed. In providing an analysis where both instruments and intermediate agents
form a uniform class of adjuncts in that they are Onon-volitional direct causersO, she argues
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against the Bhatt & Embick (2003) style analysis where the intermediate agpitrase
has a privileged status as it functions as the by-phrase agent for an embedded passive.

However, since the implicjprocis distinct from the ovenproc only in terms of the for-
mer lacking its independent projection or lexicalization and there is no difference between
the implicit and overtproc in terms of their encyclopedic content, there are some con-
cerns regarding the implementation of RamchandOs (2010) analysis. If both instruments
and intermediate agents are Onon-volitional direct causersO, as Ramchand suggests, then
what prevents ase marked intermediate agent from modifying the oyadc in a direct
causative structure and have it be interpreted (and licensed) as an intermediate agent in that
case, contra the observation in (4-c)? Similarly, in the case of the indirect causative, her
account does not prevent a derivation where-gemarked intermediate agent modibes
the coverfproc and the instrument modibes the ovembc from converging.

Thus, in the absence of further delineation of differences between the two types of
proc, the empirically attested interpretive differences between intermediate agents and in-
strument do not follow through. Furthermore, as we will see in the next section, there are
additional challenges with respect to extending this account to include the licensing of the
second instrumentephrase that is available with indirect causatives.

3. The syntax-semantics ofsephrases

In this section | explore the multiplicity of instruments made available by indirect causation
and what that implies about the event space for different types of predicates. | also look at
additional evidence supporting the Bhatt & Embick proposal which treats the intermediate
agent like the agent of the passive. Finally, | present my accouséphrases in causatives.

3.1  Motivation 1: Being the instrument of an event

The syntactic distribution of instruments is not so much a factor of the valency of a pred-
icate, but rather the predicateOs status in the causativization paradigm. Unaccusatives and
their (transitive) direct causatives forming a distinct grouping compared to the indirect
causatives, since the former group only permits a single instrument -se phrase, which | re-
fer to as annstrument of the result (instrumengs). The greater valency of the transitive is
unaccompanied by the availability of a greater number of instrursepthrases, see (11).

In contrast, the indirect causative permits an additional instruntiereats in (12). This
additional instrument will be referred to as imstrument of causation (instrumeng,,s.

(11) *zamindaar-nenaachisse mashaalseghar jal-aa-yaa
|§nd|0rdERG matchstickiNST torchiNST houseburnDC-PFV B
OThe landlord burned the house with a torch with a matchstick.O

(12)  zamindaar-neapni dhamkii-seDakait-se mashaal-sghar jal-vaa-yaa

Landlord€RG SELFG threatiNsT banditiNST torch4NST houseburn-IC-PFv N
OThe landlord used his threats to get the house burned by the bandits with a torch.O
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While an instrumentysis intuitively distinguishable from an instrumegt- the former
category largely includes abstract means used to make an intermediate agent perform a
desired action and the latter category includes concrete means to effect an action affecting
the theme argument - there is no motivation for claiming the status of distinct semantic
primitives for them and both are considered realizations of the instrument role.

The availability of an instrumegfysas asecondnstrument in indirect causatives Ries
in the face of the long held observation that a semantic relation associated with one depen-
dent cannot be repeated by another, irrespective of whether it is an adjunct or an argument,
that is Oeach dependent is interpretexkhaustingts semantic role, naming all of its satis-
persO (Williams 2015). This observation has formed the basis of the various conceptions of
thematic uniquenesa the literature (Carlson 1984 inter alia) and has recently been recast
as the principle of Role Exhaustion by Williams (2015).

(13) Role Exhaustion
When a dependent is assigned a relation to s(@raup of) event(s)it identibes
all and onlythe individuals in that relation tthat (those) event(s)

As an illustration, let us look at (14-a) and (15-a). Here, the evemsnadckinghas two

roles associated with it: amackerand asmackeeGiven (13) , (14-a) and (15-a) entail

their respective counterparts in (b). However, assigning the role assigribd teall in

(14-a), to two objectshe wall andthe Roorin (15-a) leads to an inconsistency, that is,

(15-a) cannot be used to express the meaning in (15-b).

(14) a. Nik smacked the wall.

b. There was smacking, and in it only the wall was smacked, and only Nik was
a smacker. (Williams 2015)

(15) a. * Nik smacked the wall the 3oor.
There was smacking, and in it only the wall was smacked, only the 3oor was
smacked, and only Nik was a smacker. (Williams 2015)

=

As a semantic principle that governs how any dependent is interpreted, the Role Exhaustion
principle requires that a single dependent refer to the entirety of a given relatum, thereby
accounting for the unacceptability of (15-a), as well as (11) where having two dependents
referring to a single role - that of the instrument - is unacceptable as well.

The co-occurence of two instruments in indirect causatives, (12), would be in clear
violation of the Role Exhaustion principle unless, in keeping with the formulation of the
principle, which relies on the connection between events and argument structure, we have
two (groups of) events at play in indirect causatives. The conclusion, therefore, is that each
of these events has an independent existence in the semantics which allows for each of them
to be independently modibable. This in turn allows two instrument roles to be licensed.

Furthermore, this predicts that multiple exponents of other dependents bearing the same
relation might be attested. Location is one such candidate. Thus, in (16), two independent
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locations, London and Delhi, indicate the site of JohnOs initiation of the entire causation
event and the site of MiraOs initiation of the caused event respectively.

(16) a. Context: John owns property in Dehradun. Since he is in London, he has to
get his lawyer Mira, who is in Delhi, to divide it up for his family.
b. john-ne london-se miiraa-se dilli-se jaaydaadaNt-vaa-yi
john-ERG londoniNST Mira-INST delhi-INST property divide-IC-PFVv
From London, John got Mira to get the property divided up from Delhi.

Thus, multiple instruments (and multiple locations) bolster the conceptualization of indi-
rect causation in Hindi-Urdu involving multiple events. This position has been explored
independently in the semantic literature on causation. For instance, Kratzer (2005: 27) al-
ludes to indirect causation as being a relation which involves Opossibly very long causal
chains connecting the mentioned cause to the mentioned effect®. Therefore, indirect causa-
tion is bi-eventive at the very least and by extrapolation it is this property that is responsible
for the differentiation observed between indirect causatives and other predicates in Hindi-
Urdu as evidenced in the domain of licensing of instruments.

The bi-eventive analysis of indirect causation for Hindi-Urdu has been challenged by
Ramchand (2008, 2010) who argues for a complex event structure decomposition for these
causatives, but without an interpretive boundary between the causation event and the caused
event. However, the modulation of semantic relations suaisasimenty the event struc-
ture argued for above suggests that the event structure decomposition in indirect causatives
is in fact associated with an interpretive differentiation. Furthermore, accommodating the
second instrument in indirect causatives - instrurget while remaining true to the spirit
of RamchandOs account is not straightforward. Two possibilities are explored here - ei-
ther the instrumegfys modiPes an additional oveptocP or it modiPes the singular overt
procP of the indirect causative along with the instrumegntThe former line of thought
would necessarily have to be accompanied by constraints on the numprecBbs since
empirically the number of instruments is not unrestricted. This option also has the conse-
guence that the indirect causative structure would be syntactically more complex than the
direct causative, and there would be more than two loci of causation in this sort of event.

The second line of thought - multiple instrumeséphrases modifying the same overt
procP - would have to be accompanied by guidelines for the interpretation of two instru-
ments relative to one sub-event since this is not the standard state of affairs given the Role
Exhaustion principle. Furthermore, having the instruments be in roughly the same syntactic
position would also fail to capture the effect of the verb root on an instrygadnit not
an instrumeng,,s It has been noted in the literature that the kind of singular instrument a
transitive predicate takes is determined by the lexical meaning of the verb root in question
(Rissman 2012) or is encoded as part of the lexical entry of a verb (Erteschik-Shir & Rap-
paport 2007). Thus, what constitutes a valid instrument varies from one predicate to another
- burning events requiretorchesand matchsticksand cutting knives In Hindi-Urdu, we
only see this variation with respect to the instrumgrdcross the verbal inventory while
the class of possible instrumegisis not constrained by the properties of the caused event.
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This suggests that there exists an asymmetry between instrdgreemd instrumentys
which is not captured by this second extension.

3.2 Motivation 2: Intermediate agents are agents, not instruments

In this section | provide support for the claim that the intermediate agent differs from
instruments and not (passive) agents. For one, intermediate agents are able to control into
-kar adjunct clauses both when overt (Clauss 2014) and vitngficit while this is not
available even tovertinstrumentsephrases.

(7) a. kabir-ne (miraj-se) john-ko [PROy ;1 cilla-kar] jag-vaa-yaa
Kabir-ERG Mira-INST JohnbAT scream-davake4C-PFV
OKabirgot Johp woken up (by Mirg) through his/her /1« shouting.0
(Based on Clauss 2014)

b. kabif-ne kainchi-se kapRa [PROj j; 1 Psal-karcir-vaa-ya
Kabir-ERG scissorsNsT cloth slip-do teariC-PFV
OOn slipping, Kabir tore the cloth on the scissors.
Unavailable: OThe scissors slipped and Kabir tore the cloth on them.O

Another domain where the intermediate agent patterns with agents is that of binding the
possessive anaphapnaa This anaphor has been traditionally described to be subject ori-
ented in Hindi-Urdu (see for instance Dayal 1994). However, as Srishti (2014) notes the
intermediate agent is also a possible binder, as in (18-a). The passive counterpart of SrishtiOs
example also allows for this binding possibility, as in (18-b).

(18) a. miinagnemiikuuj-se apnag, j darwaazahul-vaa-yaa
Mina-ERG Miku-INST SeLr® door _ open-ICPFV
OMina made Miku open his/her door.O (Srishti 2014)

b.  miinag-dwaaraamiikuuj-se apnag, j darwaaza&hul-vaa-yaaga-yaa
Mina-BY Miku-INST SELFG door open-ICPFV go-PFV
OMina made Miku open his/her door.O

Finally, intermediate agents can bear the markeaaraaObyO used for agents of regular
passives instead e$g and the use of this marker on instruments is very marked.

(19) miiraa-neraam-dwaarad-seaarii ??-dwaarad-selakRii kat-vaa-yii
Mira-ERGRam -BY/INST ~ saw -BY/INST  wood cut-ICPFV
OMira had the wood cut by Ram with a saw.O

Together, all of the evidence presented above suggests that the similar syntactic treatment
of (passive) agents and the intermediate agegphrase has its merits.
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3.3  The proposal

Given the structural and interpretive differences between direct and indirect causatives with
respect to instrumenise phrases - (a) unaccusatives and their direct causatives license
a single instrumenisephrase - instrumepg; (b) bieventive indirect causatives license an
additional-sephrase - instrumegys (c) the range of possible instrumegtss constrained
strongly by the meaning of the verb root as expressed by the caused event - | propose an
alternative unibed account efephrases which takes these distinctions into consideration.
Under my proposal the indirect causative has the structure in (20).

(20) voiceP
Agent
voice
seP
|nstrumentcaus
seP VoiC€pasd
Intermedlate Agent
VOIiCEpass
seP
|nstrumentreS /\v
/\’\ eé

\
Obj

Here the (stative) verb root composes with the theme argument. This VP is selected by
an event argumergQntroducingv head. The intermediate agesephrase is merged in

the speciber of thpassive voicéead which selects this vP and is interpreted as the agent
of the embedded event as in Bhatt & Embick (2003). However, following the arguments
presented in Srishti (2011) | assume thaiceandv are not bundled (see Pyl&ken 2008).

The embedding/ introduces a second event argumerdnd selects for the voiggsd.
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The conbguration of two event arguments which cannot be identibPed with one another is
interpreted through theAuse relation standardly debned as in (21).

(21) [[cAusE]="! fg! e eJCAUSe e)& f(e)]

With both the embedded and embeddirigtroducing event arguments into the semantics,
instrumentsephrases get a uniform treatment since both instrupagand instrumentus

are modifyingvPsand are thereby interpreted as intersective event modibers (as in David-
son 1967 and Parsons 1990). The interpretive differences between the two instruments -
such that only the class of possible instrumggts determined independently by each
predicate - follows from the structural asymmetry of the wioeads themselves and the
consequent relativization of the interpretation of instruments to the different events.

4. Implications for causer subjects

In this section we look at the Osubjettf@irect and indirect causatives with the aim of
highlighting how my account of instruments in causatives derives restrictions on possible
candidates in this slot. Beginning with direct causatives, we can see that these predicates
permit animateagents as well as inanimate eventive or instrumeausers. This is in

line with cross-linguistically attested patterns of there being a range of argument types
that can be subjects (see Fillmore 1968, Parsons 199@f&cP012 inter alia). Thus, in

direct causatives, instruments can be introduced eithesephrases, seeaabi OkeyO in
(22-b), OR subject positions, see (22-a), with no observable restriction other than a single
utterance being barred from having both an instrument subject and an instrse@mase
simultaneously in line with the Role Exhaustion principle.

(22) a. [anujinnkejaadu /caabi]-ne taalaakhol-aa
anu / djinn GEN magic/ hammererc lock openpc-pFv
OAnu / the djinnOs magic/ the key opened the lock.O

b. anu-ne caabise taalaskhol-aa
JohnERGkey-INST lock openbc-PFV
OAnu unlocked the door with a key.O

In contrast, as brst noted by Ramchand (2010), there seem to be some additional restrictions
at play with respect to indirect causatives. In (X8jtleis not a suitable subject for the
Indirect causative verbbal-vaaOcause to boilO even as it constitutes a licit subject for the
Direct causative variant in thieoil paradigm. This contrast may appear to be surprising
given that other types of causers, for instance, eventive causers continue to be acceptable
subjects in indirect causatives, (24).

IDiagnostics for Osubjectsd in Hindi-Urdu: (a) Participation in the nominative/ergative split; (b) Binding
of subject oriented anaphoric possessives; and (c) Anti-subject orientation effects for pronominal possessives.
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(23) kettle-ne paani(jaldi-jaldi) [ubaal-aa /*ubal-vaa-yaa]
kettle-ERG water(quick-quick)boil-Dc-PFVv boil-Ic-PFV
OThe kettle boiled the water/ had the water boil quickly.0
(based on Ramchand 2010)

(24) paagalpake daure-neravi-se na jaanekya-kya kar-vaa-yaa
madness GEN bout£RG ravi-INST notknow what-whatdo-ic-PFv
OThe bout of madness caused Ravi to do all sorts of things.O

Ramchand (2010) takes these empirical facts to suggest that inanimate and stative causers
are systematically impossible as subjects of indirect causatives, and that in effect, the sub-
ject of a direct causative differentfrom the subject of the indirect causative, in that the
former is a purenitiator while the latter must be anndergoer-initiator However, there

is reason to question this reading of the empirical observations given the additional data in
(25) where we do bnd inanimate causeasglass of wateanda lost key- to be licit with

indirect causatives.

(25) a. [k gilaaspaani-ne] kar-vaa-ydalaaq
Oneglass water£RG do-Cc-PFV divorce
OOne glass of water caused there to be a divorce.O
Unavailable: OA glass of water was the means of the divorceO
(Article Headline Patrika News, Peter Hook, p.c. via Rajesh Bhatt)

b. (khoyihui) caabii-nekaran-se taalaakhul-vaa-yaa
lost bepPFvkey-ERG KaraniNSTlock openiC-PFV
OThe (lost) key caused Karan to unlock the lock.0
Unavailable: OThe key was the means of the unlocking.O

Based on the data in (25), animacy and stativity of the causer appear not to be key here.
| argue that the unlicensed instrument subjects in indirect causatives has its basis in the
specibc properties of the indirect causative. Recall the discussion in ©3.1 which highlighted
that indirect causatives can license two distinct kinds of instruments - an instrygaert
an instrumentys Re-examining (23), whereettleis clearly an instrumepds, would then
suggest that the restriction observed here is an interpretive one.

Furthermore, not all instrument subjects are banned in indirect causatives. Comparing
(12) with (26) shows that the distributions of different subject types are better stated as in
(27). The emergent generalization would then be of the form in (28).

(26) zamindar-ki dhamkii-ne Dakait-se mashaal-sghar jal-vaa-yaa

IzandlordGEN tfll’eatERG banditiNST torchiNST houseburn4C-PFV N
OThe landlordOs threat caused the bandit to burn the house with a torch.O
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(27)  Subjects of Causatives
Direct causative Indirect causative

Animate agent ! !
Eventive causer ! !
Instruments ! !
Instrumentaus - !

(28) Instrumenigs can be subjects of direct causatives but not an indirect causatives.
Instrumengayscan be subjects of indirect causatives.

Thus, rather than distinguishing between the basic properties of subjects themselves, | ar-
gue that the interpretation of an instrument subject is relativized to the event structure of the
predicate in question. Given the bi-eventive analysis of indirect causatives and the seman-
tic operation of existential closure, (29), the caused event is not available for modibcation

once thecAUSE relation comes into play.

(29) Existential Closure (EC) saturates open argument positions by existentially quan-
tifying over them.EC is the default mechanism for saturating event argument po-
sitions. (Davidson 196Via Chung & Ladusaw 2004)

This means that all of the participant roles of the caused event - intermediate agent, instru-
ment, affected object - are existentially closed if they remain unsaturated once the causation
operation is applied and therefore cannot be modibed further. Thus, any element merged
into the structure at this stage will be evaluated only with respect to the causingearent

not the caused eveaOThis allows us to account for the interpretive restriction exempliped

in (25-b), where the only well-formed interpretation is one whasgis understood to be
modifying the causing evemti.e. as a causer & and interpreting th&eyto be modifying

the caused event, that is the actual unlocking, is illicit.

5. Conclusion

This paper focused on two differences betwedmect and indirect causatives in Hindi-

Urdu regarding their instruments. On examining the domaksephrases we saw that in
addition to licensing an intermediate agent, which is the traditional identibPer of indirect
causation in the language, the indirect causative also allows an additional instrseent
phrase. This is in contrast to the unaccusative and the direct causative which are lacking
in this regard. The availability of the instrumegls was argued to be an indicator of the
bi-eventiveness of indirect causatives. In additions®phrases this paper also examined

the restrictions on the OsubjectO slot of direct and indirect causatives. It was observed that
the direct causative permits its subject slot to be occupied by an instrggerttile the
indirect causative permits its subject slot to be occupied by an instrggaebtt not an
instrument that would ordinarily be construed to be modifying the result state. Thus, it
was concluded that the complexity of indirect causation, in particular its bi-eventiveness,
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predicts the distribution of causer subjects and additional differentiation of the agents of
direct and indirect causatives is not required.
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Perspectival rel3exivity (or what makes rel3exives special)
a case study from Tamil

Sandhya Sundaresan

University of Leipzig

1. Overview

The goal of this paper is to analyze the nature of the perspédependency between an anaphor
and its antecedent when the two are arguments of the samiegiee@.e. are co-arguments) N
using the Dravidian language, Tamil, as a case-study. Iheiticeforth reserve the term OreRexiv-
ityO for this type of relation. Like cases of reRexivity inngdanguages (see Reinhart & Reuland
1993, Jayaseelan 1997, Reuland 2001b, 2011, for an oventlas dependency is distinguished
from other cases of anaphora in the language by being slyemiarked. This in turn suggests
that ref3exivity is special and requires recourse to adwhligrammatical devices beyond what is
needed by other types of anaphora where the antecedent apldaarare not co-arguments.
RelZexive structures in many dialects of Tamil, and in othexvidlian languages like Kannada
(see, for instance, work by Lidz 2001, 2004, et seq.) areyatdrily marked by a morphem&@0
which is sufpxed onto the predicate which the anaphor arghitscedent are arguments of. The
sentence in (1) shows a non-ref3exive sentence which iglittie absence &fo’. The minimal pair
in (2)-(3) shows relRexive variants of this sentence witlamat withko', respectively, and illustrates
thatko' cannot be licitly omitted in a standard ref3exive constarcti

(2) Kalpana Siva-v¥s ki”-in-ad.
Kalpananom SivaAccC pinchPSF3FSG
OKalpana pinched Siva.0

(2) *Kalpana tann-% ki”-in-ad.
KalpanaNOM ANAPH-ACC.SG pinch-PSTF3FSG

'| am grateful to Tom McFadden for discussing various aspefdisis paper with me on numerous occasions and
to the audiences at FASAL 5 at Yale University, at the Perthgeation Workshop at GLOW 39, GSttingen and at
the Linguistics Colloquium at the IIT Delhi, where versiooisthe ideas herein were presented, for their feedback
and questions. Special thanks to John Beavers for his veajlett and helpful comments on an earlier draft, which
helped in no small measure to improve the current one, andhoRBalusu for his (co-)editorial patience. This paper
presents a revised version of an analysis of perspecti@akieity developed in my dissertation (see Sundaresan,2012
particularly the chapters in Part I11). While much of theedata and theoretical background remain the same, the main
analysis has been extended and (hopefully) improved inksigmt ways, in particular by sharpening the discussion of
perspective-holding with testable inference patternstascburse contexts, data involving non-anaphoric petséc
expressions and perspective-shifting, and motivatingpireon co-argument antecedence in purely structural terms.
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OKalpanapinched herseliO (Intended)

3) Kalpana tann-%; 1 j, Ki" -i-ko-+< -ad.
KalpanaNOM ANAPH-ACC.SG pinCh-ASP-kO'-PST3FSG
OKalpangpinched herseff, ;.0

Non-reRexive anaphora in Tamil N i.e. structures where thaghor and its antecedent are not
co-arguments as in cases of long-distance anaphora anghogoN successfully obtains even in
the absence dfo’, however. In (4), (2) is embedded under an attitude verbkerf2), however,
the resulting complex sentence in (4) is perfectly gramcaatiRel3exive anaphora is still ruled
out: i.e.Kalpanastill cannot antecede the anaphafa)n but the matrix subjecdivadenoting the
attitude-holder may licitly Olong-distanceO antecedartaphor, despite the absenceéof

(4) Siva [cp Kalpang tann-%; , j, ki -in-ad-unnu] nene-tt-aan.
Siva Kalpana ANAPH-ACC.SG pinchPST3FSG-COMP think-PSTF3MSG
OSivathought that Kalpanapinched hing; , ;.0

That said, nothing prevenks’ from being present in such structures. Thus, we could come up
with a minimal variant to (4) N as in (5) below N which differsrbm (4) only in that there is a
ko'-morpheme marking the embedded verb:

(5) Siva [cp Kalpanatann-%; Ki"i-ko-e< -ad-unnd] nene-tt-aan.
Siva Kalpana ANAPH-ACC.SG pINChPSTF3FSG-COMP think-PSF3MSG
OSivathought that Kalpangpinched hinyherself.O

This sentence is also grammatical, with the only differelyoeg in the range of possible an-
tecedents for the anapht@(a)n Where in (4) the matrix attitude-hold8ivais the only possible
antecedent, in (5), botBivaand the co-argumeitalpanaare possible antecedents for the anaphor.
Given our prior observation th&b’ makes rel3exive antecedence possible, this indeed is gxactl
what we expect. Taken by themselves, the minimal pairs ptedan (2)-(3) and (4)-(5) suggest
that anaphoric dependencies show a clear demarcation egfiect to their distribution witko':
co-argument anaphora (or rel3exive dependencies) reqhe@esncomitant presencekd, but all
other types of anaphoric dependency do not.

However, ref3exive structures involving psych predicatisach as those in (6) and (7) compli-
cate this simple, binary picture. Consider the minimal paglow:

(6) PSYCH REFLEXIVE WITH DATIVE SUBJECT
a. Kalpana-ukkg tann-%; i pi<ikk¥a-1%4.
KalpanabAT  ANAPH-ACC.SG like-NEG
OKalpanadidnOt like herself j;.O
b. *Kalpana-wkku tann-3 pi<i-ttu-kko" ¥4-1%4.
KalpanabAT  ANAPH-ACC.SG like-ASP-ko'-NEG
OKalpanadidnOt like hersel® (Intended)
(7) PSYCH REFLEXIVE WITH NOMINATIVE SUBJECT.
a. Abinaya tann-¥%; s virambu-gir-ad.
AbinayaNOM ANAPH-ACC.SG love-PRS3FSG
OAbinaygaloves herself , ;.0
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b. *Abinaya tann-% virumb-i-ko'’ u-gir-ad.
AbinayaNOM ANAPH-ACC.SG love-ASP-ko'-PRS 3FSG
OAbinaygloves herselfO (Intended)

The minimal pairs in (6) and (7) involve reRexive structungh OquirkyO dative and nominative
subjects, respectively. These show precisely the oppbshavior withko' from that exhibited by
non-psych reRexives like those in (2)-(3): i.e. reRexiva@rora obtains in the obligatoapsence
of ko'. It can, furthermore, be shown that the barkonstems not from restrictions imposed by the
reRexive dependency, but from properties of the psych padels. This can be gleaned from the
fact thatko' is disallowed in the non-reR3exive counterparts of the pgyeldications in (6)-(7), as
well, as shown below:

(8) Kalpana-wkku Siva-v¥a pi<ikk¥a-1%/*pk ittu-kko” ¥a-1%4.
KalpanabAT SivaAcc like-NEG/*like- ASP-kO'-NEG
OKalpana didnOt like Siva.O

(9) Abinaya Dhanush-% virumbu-gir-aa/*vir umb-i-kkd -gir-ad.
AbinayaNoM DhanushAcc love-PRS 3Fsdlove-ASP-ko'-PRS 3FSG
OAbinaya loves Dhanush.O

We thus have potentially three classes of anaphora in T&tmiictures involving standard ref3ex-
ives (i.e. rel3exives under non-psych predicates) whichireghe presence &', those involving
non-ref3exive anaphora (i.e. long-distance anaphora ajaplmra) which obtain in the absence
of ko' (though its presence is not banned), and those involvingxig&s under psych predicates
which require the absence kd (though, again, this ban &o' seems to be independent of rel3ex-
ivity and driven by an incompatibility with psych predicateore generally).

The central question that this paper asks is why rel3exiVidpea(as opposed to other types
of anaphora in this language) requires special marking énfélhm of ko', and how this relates
to the nature and grammatical representation of persgeddvcorollary point of investigation
has to do with understanding what makes perspectival refdexirosslinguistically special. The
line of argumentation that | will pursue here consists offthilowing analytic pieces. The basic
idea that | will motivate is that grammatical perspectivetisicturally instantiated. In languages
with perspectival anaphora, the anaphor must be syntégtimaund within its local Perspectival
Phrase or PerspP (a binding domain with the additionalictisin that the binder has to denote a
perspective-holder). The antecedent, on the other hanst, Ineuoutside the perspectival domain.
RelRRexives, | will then propose, fundamentally differ frother types of anaphora in the following
way: they instantiate the only structure where the interatedcedent is also a co-argument of the
anaphor. This has the consequence that, in reR3exives, teeeaent is also contained inside the
local PerspP of the anaphor, which yields an anti-locaffigot. Many languages, | believe, simply
avoid such a conPguration altogether N which may in turn hedplain why perspectival reRexives
are typologically so uncommon. Other languages, like Tahaile recourse to special means for
modifying the offending conbguration (thereby allowinggpectival rel3exivity to obtain after all).
This, | propose, is precisely what the additiorkof helps to do.

First, | will show that rel3exivity in Tamil (both witko' and in the context of psych predicates)
is perspectivally regulated, like other types of anaphaor#his language. For the standakd
ref3exives, given the model of anaphora motivated here ntieigns thako selects a PerspP in
its complement. Second, | will argue thed’ spells out a head with an affectedness semantics
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above a resultative aspectual head (Agpvhich itself is merged above Kratzer (1996)Os \oice.
Third, ko' thematically raises (in the sense of Ramchand 2008) thera{targument in the Spec

of Voice to its own speciber and assigns it anotheple. These observations have the following
consequences. If the raised external argument is the covengt DP of an anaphor in a rel3exive
structure, this has the (entirely epiphenomenal) consesguthat, enroute to being raised to Spec,
ko' P, this DP now escapes the binding domain (PerspP) it prelyishared with the anaphor. From

its new raised position in Spekp' P, the external argument can thus now antecede the anaphor
without violating anti-locality. Psych predicates, | sagg are already lexicalized with this much
functional structure, and thus the additiorkof is not necessary to license ref3exivity.

2. The perspectival nature of anaphora in Tamil

Long-distance anaphora, in languages that display thisgghenon, has typically been character-
ized as being Osubject-orientedO in the literature (seerk®gReuland 1991, and the citations
therein for an initial description). Such a characterativas supposed to capture the restriction
that such anaphors could typically be anteceded by syaotswiijects but not by objects in a num-
ber of languages, like Icelandic (Sidgeson 1990, 2010, Réand 2001a, a.o.), Italian (Bianchi
2003, Giorgi 2006, 2010), Malayalam (Jayaseelan 1997nh&3@ (Huang & Tang 1991, Huang &
Liu 2001), Norwegian (Hellan 1988) and others.

At brst glance, non-local anaphora in Tamil also seems tabgest-oriented in this manner.
Thus, in (10), the medial obje#tristin may not anteced&a(a)nin the unmarked discourse sce-
nario; only the superordinate subje&andhyaandSudhamay do so:

(20) [cp Sandhya nene-tt-aa [cp Sudha Kristin-kios@e [cp Champa
SandhyatoM think-PsF3FsG ~ Sudhanom Kristin-OBL Champanowm

tanjiig  Viicaekka mue umaasatikku var-av-ad-unnu
ANAPH.GEN housebAT three monthDAT comeFUT-3FSG-COMP
so-nn-a&nnud]]].
sayPST3FSG
OSandhy¢hought Ep that ~Sudh.atold Kristing [cp that Champa will come to hgr; 114
house for three months]]O

However, there are systematic exceptions to this subgsttiction: an observation that is in-
cidentally crosslinguistically robust, having been madednaphoric systems in Italian (Giorgi
2006, 2010), Malayalam (Jayaseelan 1997), Japanese (S&W and even English (Minkoff
2003) among others, as well. In psych-predications, foraimse, the chosen antecedent is not
the syntactic subject, but the experiencer object, as ijn (11

(11) [cp[pp Taan;, j avvdawl ee¥s-jaag¥irund-adi] Raman-%.
ANAPH[NOM] so POOrADJ bePSF3NSG.NOM RamanAacc
romb¥s-vedaadi-jina-kkir-adil.]
very-EMPH affect-bePRS3NSG
Obp His;; 1 j; having been so poor] has really affected Rajvany much.O

(11) shows that it is not necessary to be a subject to antesedeaphor in Tamil. (12) shows that
it is not sufbcient either N if the subject is non-sentiengannot antecede (unless, of course, it is
anthrophomorphized, as in a fairy-tale scenario):
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(12) Tan-akik;,j pinnaal¥iru-nd-¥%. maratt-Ykoend¥/*vasc ij  i<i-tt-adu.
ANAPH-DAT behind be-PSTREL treeAcc child.NOM/carNOM hit-PST3NSG
(?[The child]hit [pp the tree ¢p that was pp behind itself; | J-}]]].O
O*[The car]hit [pp the tree ¢p that was pp behind itself]]].O (Intended)

Part of what made the subject-orientation proposal appgalias that it lent itself readily to
a standard syntactic analysis of long-distance binding €sg. the I-to-l movement analyzes of
Pica 1987, Huang & Tang 1991, and relativized subject hyggithof Manzini & Wexler (1987),
Progovac (1993)). But such an approach is sharply undethigdogophoric sentences like that
in (13) below N where the anaphor refers to a discourse-salmtecedent across the sentence
boundary (see e.g. Clements 1975, Sells 1987, Kuno 198TarH£988, Koopman & Sportiche
1989, Sigursson 1990, Pearson 2013, a.o. for crosslinguévidence to the same effect):

(13) Ko¥nd3 a>u-d-adl. Tan-akKk; , jj rombapasittadi.
child.NOM cry-PSF3NSG. ANAPH-DAT very hungry.
O[The child]wept. I; ,  was very hungry.O

In fact, the unifying property of anaphoric antecedenceamil (and potentially also in lan-
guages like Icelandic, Italian, Malayalam, Japanese, #émeks) is not syntactic subjecthood, but
perspective-holding: in particular, OA potential antecédfta(a)nis a nominal which [denotes
an individual that has] a mental, temporal or spatial pestpe with respect to a CP, PP, or DP in
which the anaphor is a participant (i.e. thematic argun@ii®undaresan 2012, 70, see also Sun-
daresan 2016b). To understand what this means more cdgcoetesider a simplibed version of
the sentence in (10), as in (14) below:

(14) [cp Sudha Kristin-kiog@ [cp Champa tan 1y vii calkka mu:e u
SudhanoMm Kristin-oBL ChampanoM ANAPH.GEN housepAT three
maasatikku var-uv-ad-unnd) so-nn-ag.
monthDAT comeFUT-3FSG-COMP sayPSTF3FSG
OSudhaoId Kristing [cp that Champa will come to hgryy house for three months]O

(14) combines the use of the anaptafa)nin the innermost clause with that of another perspective-
sensitive item, namely OcomeO. Relative locative expresigie Ocomed and OgoO have long been
known to be perspective-sensitive items (or PSIs) in theesémat the truth or falsity of proposi-
tions containing such expressions is relative to the pointiew or perspective of a perspective-
center (PC) or judge (see Mitchell 1986, Fillmore 1997, @&hR006, a.o. for discussion). Thus,
given that | live in Leipzig, | cannot utter (16); | must saypjlhowever, when embedded under an
attitude-verb, either OcomeO or OgoO may be used (1) 4dasHerattitude-holder N in this case
Champal does notlive in Leipzig):

(15) Sudha is coming to Leipzig next month.
(16) # Sudha is going to Leipzig next month.
@an Champa said:p that Sudha is going/coming to Leipzig next month]

101l assume the following discourse context for (14): Suliteher friend Kristin, lives in Berke-
ley; Champa lives in Chennai; the sentence is uttered by mlegipzig. To understand the rele-
vance of perspective fda(a)n, we need to contrast this sentence with the minimally vayygine
in (18):
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(18) *[cpSudha Kristin-kiag@ [cp Champa tan 1y vii calkka mu:e u
SudhanoMm Kristin-oBL ChampanoM ANAPH.GEN housepAT three
maasatiakku poo-v-aa-unnd] so-nn-ag.
monthDAT  gO-FUT-3FSG-COMP sayPSTF3FSG
OSudhaoId Kristing [cp that Champa will go to hgrhouse for three months]O

In (18), the PSI Ocomed has been replaced with anothery 2goé. But this yields ungram-
maticality. WhatOs even more interesting is that such omgedicality does not obtain when OgoO
co-occurs with a coreferent pronoun instead of the anagalfajn, as in (19):

(29) [cp Sudha Kristin-kio8é [cp Champa avdyj iy Vviicaekku mueu
SudhanoM Kristin-oBL ChampanoM sheGEN housepAT three
maasatiakku poo-v-aa-unnd] so-nn-ag.
mMonthDAT  gO-FUT-3FSG-COMP SayPST3FSG
OSudhaoId Kristing [cp that Champa will go to hgrhouse for three months]O

These patterns are precisely what we expeet(d)nis also a PSI and its antecedence governed by
the condition on perspective-holding described above. i€lBne because OgoO can be interpreted
from the spatial perspective of the utterance-contextlsgre@ne) who lives in Leipzig, and the
deictic pronouravd (OsheQ) places no independent perspectival restrictionstrast, (18) is un-
grammatical because OgoO again must be interpreted frepatiaéperspective of me in Leipzig,
but the use ofa(a)nplaces independent perspectival restrictions that fdreeehosen antecedent
(Sudha to be the perspective-holder. We thus have two clashingpeetives in a local domain,
yielding ungrammaticality. Finally, in (14), there is nash at all, because the locative PSI used
here is Ocome® not Ogo0, which is compatibBudfia the chosen antecedent of the anaphor,
being the perspective-holdkr.

The mental perspective-holding condition on antecedeocectly explains the subject-orientation
in the unmarked discourse scenario (seen in sentenced0Keand excludes the syntactic objects
because, fomdependenteasons having to do with how grammatical functions are redgmto
thematic roles, subjects N functioning as Agents and Exgrerers N tend to denote perspective-
holders in natural language (see Mitchell 1986, for disiumssf the correlation betweeh-roles
and perspective-taking). The advantage of this approatttaist can also be extended to account
for antecedence in structures involving logophoric depecds, as in (13): here again, the an-
tecedent is the entity denoting the mental perspectiveenalith respect to the proposition con-
taining the anaphor. The object antecedence in (11) is aldonmger puzzling: the experiencer
object denotes the mental perspective holder with respehetpredication containing theiEME
anaphor, so this is the chosen antecedent for the anaphuoe imimarked discourse scenario. Fi-
nally, the ban on non-sentience is also explained, assutinatgerspective-holding requires some
kind of sentience. Building on prior work concerning the s@ics of self-ascription, Sundaresan
& Pearson (2014) propose that all perspectival predicatastify over elements of a set that are
designated by a sentient entity as candidates for the aothellocation or world of that entity. The

For detailed data and discussion showing that PSls in adtaeahin must Oshift togetherO, i.e. must always denote
the same perspective-holder N akin to the Shift Togetheregalization proposed for shifted indexicals (Anand &
Nevins 2004) N see Bylinina et al. (2014).
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difference between spatial, temporal, and attitudinglZppredicates, lies merely in the choice of
this coordinaté.

Formal, theoretical accounts of perspectival anapholiarstain relatively sparse in the lit-
erature and, as far as | am aware, focus primarily on the stereamd pragmatic aspects of this
phenomenon. Part of what makes the Tamil data relevanttig ravides evidence that perspecti-
val dependence on anaphora must already be encoded at¢heflsyntax. Such evidence comes
from verbal agreement. Normally, agreement on the verlggered by the nominal marked nomi-
native; but when this nominative DP is the anapiaga)n, the agreement is not obviously triggered
by the anaphor (e.g. the agreement may be 1st person eveghtkiwelianaphor itself may never
take 1st-person antecedents); it is also not triggered éwibecedent of the anaphor (which may
have different! -features from the agreement and also be non-local to it)etheless, it seems
to track the antecedent (i.e. its features vary as a functiots identity)3 So | conclude that, in
these special cases, the agreement must be triggered g alent in the local domain N e.g.
a silent pronoun (opro). But in addition to triggering agreement, thigo must also mediate the
dependency between the anaphor and its antecedent: thig @xqulain why the agreement tracks
the antecedent. Given that anaphora in Tamil is perspédiivapro must then also be perspecti-
val: more broadly, then, perspectival information mustyrgactically accessible (and available at
the point of triggering -agreement).

In particular, | propose that the perspectipab is introduced in the speciber of a Persp head
(in a Perspectival Phrase or PerspP) and encodes the parapeenter (PC). Although it is by
default set to denote the utterance-context speaker, isltidinto denote other salient perspective-
holders under relevant circumstances, e.g. in attitudeptamments. In clauses with a successfully
bound perspectival anaphor it denotes the individual spwading to the antecedent. The real
binder of the anaphor is then not the apparent antecedettidypito in its local Spec, PerspP (see
Koopman & Sportiche 1989, for an earlier proposal alongdHe®es), which then counts as its
local binding domain. Thipro mediates the relationship between the anaphor and itseatgrt
in the evaluation context, which thus corefer by trandiiysee Sundaresan 2012, 2016b, for a lot
more detail, data and discussion of these points, and Sesalaf016a for more on the agreement
patterns).

A central further component of the proposal, which will tourt to be crucial in the pages ahead,
is that there is one unique Persp (and thus one unique pérsb@co) per (structural) domain (see

2Thus, a PSI like Obehind0 in (12) would have a lexical ekéryhat in (i), withKhorasticbeing analogous to
Doxastic but for locations (Sundaresan & Pearson 2014, 15):

i. 'behind'cxtWa = " x"y" 71 s[s'# Khorastigw: $ yis behindxin w att relative tos]. Where:

a. Khorastigwt = KhorastiGerceptuay,,; OF KhorastiGmagined.y,:

b. KhorastiGerceptuaky, = {S: it is compatible withxOs perceptual experiencevitt for s, to bes}, where
scwt = the spatial coordinate ofin w att.

c. Khorastigwt = KhorastiGmagineg,,, oNnly if:
a. x= Speakefc), and
b. there is some contextually salient entitysuch that for every elemeist of KhorastiGmagineg,, it IS

compatible with whak believes inw att for u to be located as .

3Specibcally, 1st-person agreement on the verb is triggemgdwhen the anaphoric antecedent is the agent of
a speech predicate in the immediately superordinate clans#l other cases, obligatory 3rd-person agreement is
triggered on the verb. What this shows is that the 1st-pesgopement is somehow sensitive to the structural position
and thematic properties of the anaphoric antecedent thooigks actual -features.
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Bylinina et al. 2014, for crosslinguistic evidence from g@ctive shifting for this point). What
counts as a perspectival domain may well be parametrizetth. &pect to Tamil, at least (certain)
CPs, PPs, and DPs count as perspectival domains. | will tutinet status of VRP below, since
these will be central to the discussion of reRexives. Evéddar this comes from the fact thiai(a)n

can be perspectivally anteceded across all these domamhshat anaphors can be shown to have
different antecedents just in case they are in differentalos Under the proposal briel3y sketched
here, this means that the extended projections of (cer@s) PPs, and DPs must contain Persp.
More recently, Nishigauchi (2014) and Charnavel (2015¢tagued, on the strength of data from
OempathicO binding in Japanese and OexemptO anapharetinrEspectively, that grammatical
perspective must be syntactically represented in this eranrthese languages as well.

3. Back to refl3exivity in Tamil

We have just seen that anaphora in Tamil is perspectiveqatrive. a DP cannot serve as an an-
tecedent unless it denotes a perspective-holder along émeaimor spatio-temporal dimensions
toward the minimal PerspP containing the anaphor. We canretiwn to cases of ref3exivity in
this language and see how they fare against this baseline.

3.1 ReRexivity is also perspectival

A survey of the descriptive conditions on antecedence iex@@ structures in Tamil makes it
apparent that ref3exivity, too, is perspective-drivensti-ithe nominals that are allowed to serve
as relR3exive antecedentsko constructions areGENTS (as in (3) OrEXPERIENCERS(as in (6a)
and (7a): DPs that, by virtue of their thematic roles, regadénote perspective holders (the latter
invariably along the mental dimension, the former alongtieatal or spatio-temporal dimensions)
in the unmarked discourse scenario. The non-sentiencectest on antecedence, observed in
cases of long-distance anaphora (see again (12)) obtamnef@xive structures in Tamil as well.
(21) is degraded to the point of ungrammaticality in the disse scenario in (20):

(20) Scenario: There is a vibrating alarm clock on a smalkety bedside table. This morning,
the alarm clock vibrated violently and, as a consequencts aiwn vibrations, slid to the
edge of the table and fell down to the 3oor.

(21) *GaigaaramKkii>¥%a vis-undatann-% tu” am-tu’am-aag¥s

clock[NoMm] downfell-AsP ANAPH-ACC small-smallADJ

o< e§u-ko-< -adil.

smashAsSP-ko'-PST3NSG

O[The clock]fell down and smashed itselfito smithereens.O (Intended)

But if the clock in (21) is magically made to come alive, asamiext of theBeauty and the Beast
fable, say N a reading we can accentuate by replacing Ofai@mwagentive verb like OjumpO N
the sentence becomes licit; the same gaigaaram denoting this anthropomorphized, suicidal
clock, may now indeed antecede the anaphor:

(22) Gaigaaramkii>¥ kudi-§§-u tann-%; , j; tu”am-tu’am-aag¥a
clock[NoM] downjump-ASP ANAPH-ACC small-smallADJ
o< e§u-ko-< -adil.
smashAsSP-ko'-PST3NSG
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O[The clock]jumped down and smashed itgelfy into smithereens.O

Assuming, as we did earlier, that non-sentience is banneglise it is incompatible with perspective-
holding, this again underscores the relevance of persgebtlding for re3exivity in Tamil. For
these reasons, | will propose that reR3exivity, or co-argunamaphora, just like all other kinds
of anaphoric dependency in Tamil, is perspective-drivématTs, the antecedent of the anaphor
ta(a)n must denote some individual who holds a perspective, mantor spatio-temporal, to-
wards some predication containing the anaphor. Given tli&graund of structural perspective
described so far, this entails the following:

(23) The complement dfo' contains a Perspectival Phrase (or PerspP) with a pergplgmid
that locally binds the anaphor. ko'-rel3exives, the co-argument of the anaphor corefers
with this perspectivapro.

Right at the outset, it should be noted that the idea thatxief®e in Tamil is perspectival
describes a somewhat striking state of affairs. ReReximifgnglish, for instance, does not seem
to be perspectival in the same way. Thus, under the scenaén op (20), the English counterpart
of the Tamil sentence in (21) would be perfectly licit. Butdlieve that English and English-like
languages are the norm, while Tamil and Tamil-like langsage the exception. Rel3exives in
Tamil are able to be perspectival only because it has reedarthe morphemko'.

3.2 Astructural restriction: or why perspectival re3exivity is special

We started this paper with the observation that, in the geroase, ref3exivity in Tamil obtains
only in the presence of tHey morpheme sufbxed to the main predicate, yielding the mihiaia
repeated below:

(24) *Kalpana tann-%; 1 j, ki’ -in-ad.
KalpanaNoM ANAPH-ACC.SG pinch-PST3FSG
OKalpanapinched herseliO (Intended)

(25) Kalpana tann-%; 1 j, Ki" -i-kko-e< -ad.
KalpanaNOM ANAPH-ACC.SG pinCh-ASP-kO'-PST3FSG
OKalpangpinched herseff, ;;.O

Informally, (24) shows that the co-argument of the anapbarnable, by itself, to antecede the
anaphor: i.eKalpanais unable to denote a perspective-holder relative to somgigation (what-
ever this may be) containing the anaphor. (25) shows thadt#gion ofko' bPxes this problem: i.e.
in (25), Kalpanais suddenly able to denote a perspective-holder with respesome predication
containing the anaphor, thus is now able to antecede it. ¢tic®e2, | argued that the perspectival
pro in Spec, PerspP corefers with the antecedent in the evatuedintext and binds the anaphor
ta(a)nat LF; thus, the anaphor and antecedent corefer indirdmtlyransitivity. Formally, there-
fore, the observations regarding (24)-(25) entail (26):

(26) The perspectivgiro that bindsta(a)nand a co-argument of the anaphor typically cannot
corefer. Exceptionko' ref3exives; psych predications.

| propose that (26) ensues from a seemingly trivial (in fdetpnitional) property of re3exives
N namely that they constitute the only instance where theeeedent of the anaphor is also its
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co-argument. Relevant empirical evidence has been brdodbgar in recent work by Bylinina
et al. (2014), Bylinina & Sudo (2015) based on crosslingaigata involving perspective-shifting
with respect to various structural domains, which can helpgure out why this might yield (26).
In particular, they argue that VP, i.e. the constituent aomming the V + internal argument (but not
the external argument) is not a shifting domain becausenwa®S| appears as the main predicate,
it cannot shift its perspectival center to the subject of #emtencé.Under the current proposal,
this would translate into the following:

(27) There is no Persp between VP and \oice, i.e. betweemtéeal and external arguments.
In rel3exive structures, the anaphor and its co-argumertoantained inside the same min-
imal PerspP.

I would like to argue that this essentially leads to an amtality effect, where the anaphor and
its co-argument are simply too close together for the ldtieserve as antecedent. To see why,
consider what would happen if, in a sentence like (24), thargoment of the anaphdtalpana
could indeed antecede the anaphor. Kalpanawould corefer with the perspectivaro (that
bindsta(a)n in Spec, PerspP, in contradiction of (26). But we have jesnsin (27) that the
anaphor and its co-argument are both contained inside the $#acal PerspP. This means that
Kalpanawould not only corefer with the perspectivatio in the evaluation context, it would also
be asymmetrically c-commanded by it in the structure. Tloal lead to a Condition C violation.
ReplacingKalpanawith a pronoun likeavd (Oshed) wouldnOt improve matters much, because it
would yield a Condition B violation instead. Either way, therivation would crash. To generali2e:

(28) Explanation for (26) (but not its exceptions): In perspectival anaphora, ancadlent is
a nominal that corefers with the perspectipab in Spec, PerspP that binds the anaphor.
In reRexive structures, the intended antecedent is alscofagument of the anaphor, and
is thus contained in the same local PerspP as the anaphor3@,/jhe antecedent not
only corefers withpro, it is also asymmetrically c-commanded by it, yielding witdbns of
Conditions B or C, causing a crash.

The goal of the rest of this paper is to explain the exceptionisis rule, in particular to investi-
gate what special properti&s’ brings to the table that allow the anti-locality ban on rafigxto
be lifted. At the end of the paper | will turn, though more Biyeto the second kind of exception,
namely that of psych rel3exives.

4The authors provide examples like OJohn is handsomeO ttagperspectivaljasTe- predicate OhandsomeO has
to be evaluated from the utterance-context speakerOsgiirs@nd cannot be evaluated from that of John. In contrast
in OIf a handsome man comes in, John will be startledO, th@@HdomeO is ambiguous and may be evaluated either
from the speakerOs perspective or from JohnOs.

51t must, of course, be noted that violations of Conditionsr8l & are tolerated to a much greater degree than
are violations of Condition A, and can be signibcantly aorelied by factors like contrastive focus. This has led to
speculation that the former do not involve transgressidnsaorow-syntactic principles but of interface conditions
or, perhaps, even Neo-Gricean principles. A discussiohede issues is outside the scope of this paper (see Hicks
2009, for an excellent summary). What is relevant hereisphj, that having the co-argument be properly embedded
within the minimal perspectival domain creates a conbgumahat is independently dispreferred, however this may
be implemented.
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4. Interactions betweenko' and ref3exivity

The argumentation in (28) allows us to clarify in structueaims the kind of repair strategy that the
presence oko' must make possible, which in turn feeds re3exivitykthrreRexives like (25), the
co-argument and the anaphor must not be contained insidsathe local PerspP. Rather, the co-
argument must be outside the minimal PerspP containingrtapher. Here, | will argue that this
becomes possible becaus® has the following properties. It spells out a head above&/cand
introduces below it a PerspP that is also above Voice. Itliematic raising predicate (Ramchand
2008) with an affectedness semantics: it raises the extargament from Spec, VoiceP to its
own Spec. Irko'-reRexives, this external argument is the co-argumenteftmphor. But in its
new raised position in Spekg'P, it is no longer asymmetrically c-commanded by pihe in the
Spec, PerspP introduced beléw. There is thus no Condition B/C violation wh@no and the
co-argument corefer. Such coreference may thus licitlgiobyielding perspectival rel3exivity.

4.1  The structural properties of ko

In this section, | will motivate the Prst piece of the prodpsamely thatko' instantiates a head
above \oiceP, so that the PerspP it introduces is also aboieeR? As part of this, | will brieBy
show thako' is not itself an instantiation of Voice.

As it happensko may also be sufbxed onto unaccusatives, as in (29) below:

(29) Marakki¥ (sumaj-134) va¥-n -kko-< -adil.
Tree brancinom weightLoC bendASP.INTR-KO'-PST3NSG
OThe tree branch became bent (under its weight).O (Rosjaticm)

The distribution oko' in Tamil thus seems initially reminiscent of the (partigthsretism between
reRexive and unaccusative structures observed in GreakicSRomanic, and German (Embick
2004, Sportiche 1998, SchSfer 2008, Medovt 2009, a.o.,emndidz 2001 for such a proposal
for ko' in the related Dravidian language, Kannada). Howevereclospection reveals that the
distribution ofko’ in Tamil is independent of the valency of the predicate.tFks is actually
optional on unaccusatives (29):

(30) Marakki¥s sumaj-1% va¥s-n -adl.
Tree brancinom weight10C bendASP.INTR-3NSG
OThe tree branch bent (under its weight).O

Secondko not only appears on rel3exives and unaccusatives but maypalsofpxed, again op-
tionally, onto non-reRexive transitives (31):

(31) Sudha marakki¥s-j%  va Yagu-kko-< -ad.
SudhanoM tree branchacc bendASP.TR-KO'-PST3FSG

OSudha bent the tree-branch.®

Third and Pnally, there is morphological evidence tkaitspells out a head distinct from Voice,
coming from gemination yielding morphophonological voigicontrasts in the verbal stem (see
Sundaresan & McFadden To appear, for data and discussiongider (32) below:

SRecall that there can be no PerapRier\oiceP.

In the example in (31), | explicitly gloss the transitivityompheme as such as this is the focus of the discussion,
but donOt do so for the other examples in this paper for rea$qrerspicuity.
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(32) Linear sequence of verb-forms withko':
va¥s-n U-ko+< -adll = ROOT-ASP.INTR-KO'-PST3NSG
va ¥-L@-ko+< -ad = ROOT-ASP.TR-KO'-PST3FSG

Thus,va¥%-r a-kko-in the intransitive (29), contrasts withe! ¥-z@-kko- in the transitive (31)
with respect to gemination and voicing on the morpheme abowe&erbal root. This sufbx amal-
gamates transitivity (representing the Voice head) witlagmect head (Amritavalli & Jayaseelan
2005). In Sundaresan (2012), | present arguments that whatdlved is a head Asg that yields

a derived result state from the main event encoded by its gt (VoiceP in transitives). I.e.
IAspes’ = ! Rest>! ss' eR(€) " Resul{e, s). Informally, It existentially binds off the event in its
complement and introduces a result state to it.

What is important to note here is thied’ in these forms appeagdter the morphemenl /§{:-
where the gemination alternation appears, which marksitreity and thus realizes the \Voice
head. That isko' is independent of Voice, realizing a distinct syntacticchedich | call Mid
(see Sundaresan & McFadden To appear, for detailed argatimmtvith respect to these points).
Based on the discussion so far, we may summarize the prepeifto as follows:

(33) ko spells out a head Mid, which is above Agpwhich is above Persp, which is above
\Voice. |.e. Mid > Aspes > Persp > Voicé.

4.2  The meaning contribution ofko

In this section, | turn to the question of the meaning contrdn ofko'. Specibcally, | will motivate
the idea that it is a thematic raising predicate in the madescribed above with an affectedness
(Jackendoff 1990, Beavers 2011a,b) semantics.

4.2.1 Affectedness reading

The addition ofko' to most verbs in Tamil is actually optional. This allows ustmsider a wide
cross-section of different transitive, unergative andagnaative verbs (examples of verbs were
taken from Levin 1993) and construct sentential minimatgparound them with and witholt'.
Such minimal pairs then give us a way to tease apart the mganimtribution ofko' by itself. As

an example, consider the transitive pair below:

(34) Mansipaal-¥% uutt-in-aa.
Mansimilk-ACC pourAsp--PSF3FSG
OMansi poured the milk.O

(35) Mansipaal-¥: uutt-i-kko-< -ad.
Mansimilk-AccC pourAsp-ko'-PST3FSG

8The relative hierarchy of Persp with respect to Asjs unclear. | assume that Agpis merged above Persp but
nothing serious hinges on this choice, as far as | can sedféetit option might be to assume that Agpncludes
additional perspectival properties and is thus a semadlytigaxed category of sorts: thanks to John Beavers (p.c.)
for this idea. A different point that should be mentionedehleas to do with selection. In particular, | do not assume
thatko' selects PerspP, but that their relative position is hanidiéerms of a rigid functional sequence or Extended
Projection.
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OMansi poured the milk for herself EnRING 1
OMansi poured the milk on herself@ARNG 2

(34) has the straightforward meaning that Mansi poured .nfike addition ofko’ to the verb
in (35) adds the reading that Mansi poured the nidkherself or, alternatively, that she poured
the milk on herself (accidentally). |.e&ko' contributes a reading of affectedness N namely, that
the AGENT Mansi became affected by the end result (or outcome) of theiqpg event in some
sense. Readings 1 and 2 share the core meaning of affectdulntetiffer in terms of whether this
affectedness reading is interpreted in a mental or spa&tisles Reading 1 haswentalaffectedness
reading: i.e. Mansi poured the milk and the end result of théripg event benebtted her in some
way (see Jackendoff 1990, for the idea that benefectiveiseggype of affectedness). Reading
2 has aspatial affectedness reading: i.e. Mansi poured the milk and theresdlt of the milk
physically affected her in some way (e.g. she spilled thé& oml herself).

| believe the lexico-semantic meaning laf is itself underspecibed as to whether the affect-
edness is mentally or spatially interpreted. This will tHe restricted both by the discourse-
pragmatics and by the inherent meaning of the main predioatdichko attaches. For instance,
the addition oko' to an inherently directed motion verb is quite degraded tigreading that Ra-
man was spatially/physically affected by the outcome of #vient. Given that the event of falling
down already involves a notion of affectedness to the play4iody of Raman, any additional
affectedness reading contributed ky is superRuous, thus marked. However, an affectedness
reading along thenentaldimension may still be contributed ' (to the extent thati>u (OfallO),
like its English counterpart, may be coerced into an agemttading) N e.g. in a scenario where
Raman deliberately fell down (or, perhaps more precisebpped down) to avoid being seen.

(36) Raman Kii>¥ vi>u-nd-aan/??vir-ndia-kko-< -aan.
RamanfoM] downfall-PsT3MsG/??fallASP-KO' -PSTF3MSG
ORaman fell down.O

Other types of affectedness reading are simply ruled outagrpatic grounds. For instance, when
ko attaches to the versx ipacu (Oinjure®), the resulting sentence is degradedkavittitogether:

a spatial affectedness reading is ruled out for the samemeaass that in (36). But a benefactive
meaning is pragmatically marked too since one doesnOaliygigure oneself voluntarily.

The affectedness contributed kg thus places restrictions on the types of verb #wtmay
attach to. As mentioned, with most classes of predidatesufbxation is actually optional, but
some verbs occur more readily with the sufpx than otherdsMrat are readily compatible with
an affectedness reading such as grooming, postural, drlesedfactive verbs frequently co-occur
with ko', as withvaat (OcombO) in (37) below:

(37) Krishnan talai-j% vaar-i-ko=< -aan.
KrishnanNoM] hair-Acc combAsSP-ko' -PSTF3MSG
1. PHYSICAL AFFECTEDNESS READING OKrishnan combed the hair and came to be phys-
ically affected by the outcome of this event.O I.e. OKrisksoanbed his (own) hair.O
2. MENTAL AFFECTEDNESS READING OKrishnancombed his (or someone elseQOs) hair
and came to be mentally affected by the outcome of this édent.

The structure in (37) withko' is, in fact, the standard way to express the reading thahKas
combed his own hair. However, we may also understand theibatibn of ko' in (37) along the
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mental dimension: (37) would then mean that Krishnan contbhedhair (his own or someone
elseOs) but that the result of the hair-combing event meheaiebted him in some way.

In contrast, verbs which donOt take thematic arguments ikelweather verbs and raising
predicates, are incompatible with'; verbs of creation and disappearance (OdieO) are alstedegra
with ko', which is also unsurprising, given that the argument is mes@nt through all the relevant
stages of the eveftAlso incompatible are verbs whose meaning is at odds withitiof affect-
edness semantics that contributes, e.gku u (OgiveO). This fails to readily combine withfor
the same reason thsglfbenefactive verbs are so readily compatible with it: the@#dness read-
ing in ko'-structures applies to the external argument in the triaesstructures under discussion,
S0 a structure that already involves a distinct affectegriral argument (i.e. theoAL), is at odds
with this (see also Lidz & Williams 2005, for discussion ofated Kannada factsy.

4.2.2 ko vs. psych verbs

We had observed at the beginning of this paperkbat incompatible with psych verbs (see again
the examplesin (8)-(9); the latter is repeated below). Aetdook shows us thab' is signibcantly
more degraded with stative psych predicates than with aeohes. Consider a stative psych
predication with and withouto':

(38) Abinaya Dhanush-%, virumbu-gir-ad/*vir umb-i-kko -gir-ad.
AbinayaNoM DhanushAcc love-PRS 3FsGlove-ASP-KO'-PRS 3FSG
OAbinaya loves Dhanush.O

Recall (cf. (33)) thako' itself attaches to a resultative aspectual head gswhich is merged
with the main event (VoiceP in transitives) and creates alretate out of it. This means that the
meaning thako' introduces applies not to the main predication (encodeddgel), but to the
outcome (or derived result state) of that predication N tBigrecisely what we observed with the
ko'-sentences seen so far. But a result state can only be craateflan event, not out of a state
(a point that is implicit in the denotation for Agg). This entails thako' cannot be combined with
stative predicates likei>umhi OloveO in (38). ConbPrming this point is the factkbias actually
licit with certain eventive psych predicates, likaja- (OfearO) below:

(39) Raman baja-nd-aan.
Ramanfiom] fearPSF3MSG
ORaman got scared.O (Rough translation)

9E.g. with Odie0, the individual denoted by the argumentida@igmentally or spatially) affected by the outcome
her death simply because she, by depbnition, ceases to #gisher death.

OInterestingly, and as may be expectkd, is still possible in these structures as long as we can bnscaualise
context where the external argument nadso be construed as affected, as in a context where Sudha givéese
Champa, an expensive book for her birthday to win her favi) ibelow:

i. SudhaChampa-kig@pustagatt-3#u< U-tti-kko-< -ad.
SudhaChampafo book-Acc give-ASP-ko'-PSTF3FSG
OSudha gave the book to Champa.O

11(39) and (40) have nearly identical meaninigs is presumably still contributing an additional mental aféeiness
reading that then pertains to the experiencer, but it is asnydear what this is.
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(40) Raman baja-ndi-kko-< -aan.
Ramanfowm] fearAsP-ko'-PSTF3MSG
ORaman got scared.O

4.2.3 Thematic raising and the rebounding effect

Regardless of how the affectedness readinkpbfs actually formalized, it is clear that it involves
a kind of OreboundingO effect commonly noted with certgiestyf middles crosslinguistically
(see Kemmer 2003). Informally, the outcome of the main eyeatication thako attaches to
comes back to affect one of the participants of that sametelvetine transitive structures we have
primarily considered here, this has been the external aegtiof that event? This, indeed, is
why ko' was seen to be degraded with predicates which apply thetedieess reading to a new
argument B as with verbs like OgiveO. In this skrise,not an applicative head (" la PylkkSnen
2008): it doesnOt introduc@ewargument into the structure and assign it an affectednas&ng
Rather, the affectedness semantickafapplies to an argument that has already been merged
in the structure N namely to the external argument in its ctengent, in Spec, VoiceP. Here,
IOIl model this observation in two steps. First, IOl peplost the affectedness semantickof
applies as d -role to the argument that is merged in its speciber. Sedbrglargument must be
internally, not externally, merged: i.e. it must tz@sedinto this position from within the structure.
This, indeed, is what yields the rebounding effect, engutivat the meaning d€o’ will affect an
individual that is already a participant of the main everarfiRhand 2008). In transitives, this is
the external argument in Spec, VoiceP: this DP gets an Ageate from Voice and then raises up
to Spec-MidP to get an additional affectedness role from.Mid

Many aspects of the precise meaningkof remain to be worked out and formalized. For in-
stance, it is not entirely clear what the unibed notion oé@#dness is that underlies the contri-
bution of ko' in unaccusatives (see again (29) with ObendO) and temsitipromising line of
investigation might be the proposal in Beavers (2011b) tvhigues that affectedness involves a
transition between states on some scale, with differerdkof affectedness involving different
scales. | leave this for future research.

5. Back to the beginning: re3exives an#o

The discussion so far has established kwaspells out a Mid(dle) head that selects a PerspP in its
complement, which is crucially above VoiceP. Furthermbteave argued that Mid is a thematic
raising predicate. We now have all the pieces of the puzadedto understand wlky' is required
for rel3exive anaphora in the standard case, i.e. with ngokpgredicates.

Consider again &0 -relRexive like that in (3), repeated below which, given wivave argued,
must have the structure given in (42):

(41) Kalpana tann-%; 1 j, Ki"i-ko-e< -ad.
KalpanaNOM ANAPH-ACC.SG pinch-ASP-KO' -PST3FSG
OKalpanepinched herseff, ;.0

12This restriction is, incidentally, absolute. The affeceadument in a transitive structure must be the external
argument and cannot be the internal one. This can simply bdelieal as a function of Minimality: the external
argument is closer to the Mid head ttkat spells out that is the internal one.
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(42) MidP

DP MidO
Ka|pana /\
ASpresP Mid
|
/\ ko
PerspP Aspres
PerspO
\VoiceP Persp
DP Voice®
/\
Kalpana Veausd® \oice
| /\
N Vcause
P |
DP T 0
—
ta(a)n

The matrix subjedKalpanais externally merged in Spec, VoiceP where itis assignexzENT
I -role. It is then thematically raised up to the Spec, MidP sehiis assigned an additional Af-
fectee! -role by Mid, identifying it as the affected argument of tlesult state of the main event
in the scope of Mid3 As a result of thisKalpana which had earlier been properly contained
inside the minimal PerspP containing the anaphor, now Iszase outside the PerspP. From this
new raised position in Spec, MidP, it can thus corefer wigaglo in Spec, PerspP without in-
ducing a Condition C violation. As such, it can lictly antde¢a(a)nin (41)1* WhenKalpanais
the only salient antecedent available, as in (41), it is #isochosen antecedent, yielding ref3ex-

B3Here, the salient reading is one of mental affectednes® SiminchO lexically already subsumes a reading of
physical affectedness.

14The precise syntactic properties of the perspectivalin Spec, PerspP need to be claribed further. What is
absolutely crucial to my account here is that it not count(@safnominalO for the purposes of Principle B, which
would otherwise be violated by a coreferring co-argumergxBression or pronoun) in Spec, MidP. Such an approach
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ive anaphora. When there are other potential antecedeaitalale, as in (5) D repeated below N
then either might be chosen, yielding either ref3exive aoeptue to antecedence Kglpanaor
non-ref3exive anaphora due to antecedenc8izyg

(43) Siva[cp Kalpanatann-%; j, Ki” -i-kko-*< -ad-unni] nene-tt-aan.
Siva Kalpana ANAPH-ACC.SG pinch-AsP-ko'-PSTF3FSG-COMP think-PSF3MSG
OSiva thought that Kalpanapinched hinyherself (for his/her own benebt).0 (Rough
translation)

Finally, to complete the paradigm, let us consider how otiyees of perspectival anaphora in
Tamil are able to obtain in the absencekof. The answer is something we have noted already.
RelRexive anaphora (debPnitionally) instantiates the anlicgiral conbguration where the targeted
antecedent of the anaphor is its co-argument; this is thagsthe only conbguration where the tar-
geted antecedent starts out in the same minimal PerspP assapkor (recall that there is no mini-
mal PerspP in the clausal domain that is smaller than VoidaR)I other cases of anaphora N i.e.
logophora and long-distance anaphora across CPs, PPsPand he targeted antecedent already
begins its life outside the minimal PerspP containing thapaior, thus can denote a perspective-
holder, assuming independent thematic and discourseragriston this are satispéd thereby
gualifying as a potential antecedent for the anaphor.

We have thus explained the cd@ patterns in rel3exives and non-ref3exive anaphoric strestur
in Tamil that we started this paper with. It is important taaan this context, thato Os interaction
with reRexivity N in particular, the idea that it imbues the-argument of the anaphor with extra
properties that allow it to serve as its antecedent N is arirelytincidental by-product of its
thematic raising property, which itself follows from thehgrent meaning of the Mid head that
spells out. There is ndirect connection betweeko and ref3exivity: while (non-psych predicate)
relRexives must occur witko', ko' can freely occur with non-ref3exive transitives, unacausat
and unergatives. In this sense, it is also misleading tsiflako as a reRexive marker.

There is one last point that still needs to be claribed. Tassth do with the obligatory absence
of ko' in psych rel3exives, as illustrated by the patterns repdadkmiv:

(44) Kalpana-ukky tann-%;  j, pi< ikk¥a-134/*pk i-ttu-kko” ¥4-1%/4.
KalpanabAT  ANAPH-ACC.SG like-NEG/*like- ASP-kO'-NEG
OKalpanadidnOt like herseglfi ;.0

(45) Abinaya tann-%; 1 j virumhi-gir-aa/*virumb-i-ko'’ u-gir-ad.
AbinayaNOM ANAPH-ACC.SG love-PRS 3FsG*love-ASP-ko'-PRS 3FSG
OAbinayaloves herself | ;.0

There are two theoretical aspects to these empirical pattdihe brst is the fact th&b' is
incompatible with stative psych predicates. We have alreaglained why this is the case, arguing
that it follows from the fact that most psych-predicatessiegive and that the Agp head in the
complement oko' can only combine with eventives. As we sa&w, is, in fact, licit with eventive
psych predicates as in (39)-(40).

may also be necessary to explain why it is the external argtimeSpec, VoiceP and not the perspectpal (which
is minimally closer) that is raised to Spec, MidP.

15Recall that, in the unmarked discourse scenario, subjemtitd be able to denote perspective-holders more readily
than objects, with the exception BKPERIENCERObjects.
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The second has to do with the availability of rel3exive anaplihothe absence &'. Here, we
must reason backwards. Rel3exive anaphora in psych priedisa also regulated by perspective:
in particular, the co-argumeBXPERIENCERantecedent denotes a mental perspective holder with
respect to the PerspP containing the anaphor. This, in toast mean that psych verbs involve
a structure containing a PerspP, and thateEkeeRIENCERargument of a psych verb is merged
(or perhaps moved) above this PerspP. If it were properlyasoad inside the minimal PerspP
containing the anaphor, we would get a Condition B or C viofaif it also anteceded the anaphor,
as we have already argued.

Neither of these is an unreasonable conclusion to drawe$isgch predicates denote a mental
or psychological experience, it seems reasonable to padithiey involve a mental PerspP as part
of their argument-structure (much like attitude verbs @)e way to ensure that tlEXPERIENCER
is higher than the minimal PerspP (which would contain thephiericTHEME argument if there
is one) would be to say the argument-structure of a psyctiiqate is structurally larger and more
complex than those of other types of verbs and that, in paatictheEXPERIENCERIS merged
higher than Spec, VoiceP. Such a proposal is actually inviitie others N Adger & Ramchand
(2006) e.g. argue that psych predication in Scottish Gaeliclves experiencers that are base-
generated higher than other stative subjects. Positinggarlatructure may crucially also help
explain the hitherto puzzling possibility of backward bimgl (Minkoff 2003) in psych-predicate
structures. This is a matter for future research.
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1. Introduction

How languages expresie seattitude reports in Pnite clauses is subject to a large atnoun
of cross linguistic variation. For example, English andentindo-European languages do
not distinguishde seattitudes fronde reattitudes. Thus, the utterance in (1) can be used to
report an attitude with the attitude holder fully aware tiet said attitude is about himself
(i.e.,de sé or unaware that the attitude is about himself (ide rg. This allows (1) to be
used to felicitously report both the scenario in (2a) and.(2b

(1)  John said that he is smart.

(2) a. Johnsaid, Ol am smart.O
b. Johnsaid, Ohds smart.O

However a number of authors have recently noted that in mamyuagesge seattitude
reports are expressed vralexical shiff where a brst person pronoun is used to refer to the
attitude holder. This is shown in (3) for Zazaki (Anand & Newi2004, 21, see this work
for evidence that we are not dealing with a quoted clause)here

(3) HEsenj va [KE Ezj dBwletia]
HesenoBL said[thatl  rich.bePREY
OHesen said that he was rich.O

A large body of literature has tried to account for such va&ta(e.g., Schlenker 1999,
2003, von Stechow 2002, 2003, Anand 2006, Sudo 2012). Deavidnguages have shown

'Thanks to Radhika Shiradkar for her patience and genersitigaring their language with me. | also
thank Jonathan Bobaljieljko Boskovi<, Jon Gajewski, Magdalena Kaufmann, ke &ASAL 5 reviewers
and audience for comments and questions about the topisemiesl here. Finally thanks to the FASAL 5
proceedings editors and an anonymous reviewer for suggssthat lead to many improvements of this
paper. All errors are my responsibility.
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an interesting different pattern. For instance, in Tamikrd brst person pronouns do not
shift, but the agreement morphology can be brst person wiersubject refers to the
matrix subject under verbs of speech. (Asher 1985, Wooli®89, Sundaresan 2012).
This is shown in (4).

(4)  Murukeesatftaan var-r-een-nnui] So-nn-aarw
Murugesan [ANPH COMEPRES 1SG-COMP| sayPAST-3MSG
OMurugesan said that he would come.O

In this paper, | investigate this phenomenon in Telbds (5) shows, ale seattitude report

in Telug? has a third person pronoun controlling Prst person agreeamethe embedded
verb very similar to what we bnd in Tanil.

(5) Rani[@nuexampassajj-aa-n-ani nam-mu@indi.
Rani[3sG exampasshappenPAST1SG-COMP] believePASTF.SG
ORani believed that she passed the exam.O

Following Sundaresan, | will refer to this type of agreemgattern asmonstrous agree-
ment | will show that monstrous agreement has the same intévprgtoperties and syntac-
tic distribution as indexical shift. Despite these sinitlas, previous accounts of indexical
shift cannot straightforwardly account for agreementtshif this paper, | propose a uni-
form analysis for the two. The basic idea of the analysisas th languages like Telugu,
when a third person pronoun is interpretise it is semantically pPrst person but morpho-
logically third person (in a way to be made explicit latefielagreement probe, responsible
for verbal morphology, targets the semantic features o€tmtroller (Corbett 1979, 1983,
2006). Since my analysis attempts to cover similar datag@ttalysis given in Sundaresan
(2012), I will brielRy compare the two. | will then show thaethnalysis can be expanded to
account for indexical shift and other formsad semarking while also giving a principled
explanation for a previously unnoticed typological gap.

1The Telugu data presented here comes from multiple elwitatessions with a linguistically untrained
Telugu consultant. The semantic judgments were obtained) s Truth Value Judgment Task procedure
where the consultant was presented with a scenario and eansenand was asked to judge whether the
sentence was true in the given scenario. These judgmengsstadile across multiple consultation sessions.

2A reviewer notes that there is cross linguistic variatiowhich embedding predicates allow for indexical
shift/logophors/monstrous agreement, with some langaiagly allowing these phenomena to happen in a
subset of attitude contexts. As we will see in section 2.3)d& appears not have these restrictions and
monstrous agreement can occur in any attitude context.

3Curnow (2002) notes what seems to be the same agreememhpattiee Nilo-Saharan languages Kari-
mojong and Lotuko. | also present data that the related gegNuer also has this phenomenon in Messick
(in preparation). There are also languages like Don@{Csily 1994), where brst person agreement appears
to be controlled by logophors. | discuss this in section 5.
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2. Agreement in Telugu embedded attitudes

In this section, | will introduce the Telugu monstrous agneet data. Where relevant, |
will compare agreement shift to the better studied casesdafical shift. | will show that
like other cases of indexical shift, monstrous agreemerfieingu can only be used to
expressle seattitudes; also, as with indexical shift in Uyghur, the satic distribution of
agreement shift is tied to a special type of complementizer.

2.1 Background on Telugu agreement

Telugu displays verbal agreement with non-case marke@stshjThe agreement paradigm
for matrix clauses is given in (6) (putting aside number).

(6) a. neenyarig€d¥s¥anu
1SG run-PAST1sG
Olran.O

b. nuvvuparige®¥.¥avu
gSG run—E’AST-ZSG
OYou ran.O

c. @nuparige®¥,%Du
3SG rUN-PASTM.SG
OHe ran.O

d. @nuparigebin-di
@SG rUN-PAST-F.SG
OShe ran.O

Before we continue, | would like to note that what | gloss astttird person pronou@nu
is cognate t@(a)nfound in other Dravidian languages such as Malayalam (Ar2006)
and Tamil (Sundaresan 201&x(a)nin these languages is usually not treated as a third
person pronoun, but a logophoric pronoun or a long-distanephor@anuwas evidently
also once logophoric, however in current usage, speakerg as a non-logophoric third
person pronoun (Krishnamurti & Gwynn 1985, 73).

This can be seen by examining the distributioofu Logophoric pronouns are typi-
cally found in embedded attitude reports; they cannot benkeix subject of an out of the
blue sentence. This is shown in (7) for the logophoric prongin Ewe.Ye can be used in
attitude reports (7a), but not as the matrix subject of arofdubhe-blue context (7b) (data
taken from Pearson in press).

(7) a. kobbe ye-dzo

KobsayLoG-leave
OKobpsaid that heleftO
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b. *yé dzo
LOG IeaveA .
Intended: OHe leftO

Tany, on the other hand, can be used in both environments as sho8).iNot only
can@nube used in embedded attitudes (8a), but also in matrix cainseut-of-the-blue
contexts (8b).

(8) a. Raju@nuparigeb¥¥nuani gepp¥a3sDu
Raju3sG run-PAST-1SG COMP SayPAST-M.SG
ORaju said that he ran.O

b. @nupariged¥,3Du
§SG run-PAST-M.SG
OHe ran.O

(8b) can even used deictically (i.e., accompanied by a pgrgesture). So | take the
treatment ofanuas a third person pronoun to be empirically well-founded.

As noted in section 1, Telugu allows for monstrous agreemetit pronouns with
embedding in attitude reports. When the report expressestande about the attitude
holder, the agreement on the embedded verb can be eithéip#rison (9a) or brst person
(9Db).

(9) a. Raju@nupariged¥:3%Duani] cepp¥¥Du
Raju3sSG run-PAST-M.SG COMP SayPAST-M.SG
ORaju said that he ran.O

b. Raju[@nupariggd¥3snuani] cepp¥¥Du
Raju3sG run-PAST-1SG_COMP SayPAST-M.SG
ORaju said that he ran.O

In order to rule out the possibility that the embedded clasigpartially) quoted, | provide
two diagnostics from matrix question formation and NPI fiseg. As has been noted in
the literature on indexical shift (e.g., Anand & Nevins 20@4), grammatical dependen-
cies cannot cross quotation marks. This is shown for Engilig¢h0). In (10a), avh-element
is moved out of the quoted clause into the matrix clause amddsulting utterance is un-
grammatical. Likewise, the ungrammaticality of (10b) isisad by the fact that the matrix
negation cannot license the NP1 in the quoted clause.

(10) a. *Whatdid Bob say, Ol atg0?
b. *Bob didnOt say, Ol ate any bananas.O

As is the case with monstrous agreement in Tamil and indesloét in languages like

Zazaki, Telugu allows such dependencies between the erabeattd matrix clauses in-
dicating that the embedded clause is not a quotation. Thekasvn in (11). In (11a), a
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wh-elementeemiin the embedded clause can scope into the matrix clause egigdeana-
trix question interpretation. In (11b), negation in the matlause can license the NPI in
the embedded clause.

(11) a. Raju@nueemitinn-aa-nu  ani] cepp¥34Du
Raju[3sG whateatPAST-1SG COMP| SayPAST-M.SG
OWhat did Raju say | ate?0
b. Raju[@nuee aratipanD-luinn-aa-nu ani] cepa-le€n
Raju[3sG anybananaPL  eatPAST-1SG COMP| SayNEG
ORaju did not say that he ate any bananas.O

Having ruled out a quotation analysis of monstrous agreémnenelugu, let us turn
to investigating what elements can control monstrous ageeé In addition t€ny, the
second person pronouruuvucan also control monstrous agreement. As shown in (12),
nuuvucan control either second person (12a) or brst person (I2egment:

(12) a. nuuvpariggd¥s¥avuani  nuuvuceppYadavu
2SG IUN-PAST-2SG COMP 2SG  SayPAST-2SG
OYou said that you ran.O

b. nuuvuparigg®¥%nuani  nuuvucepp¥s¥avu
2SG run-PAST-1SG COMP 2SG SayPAST-2SG
OYou said that you ran.O

Monstrous agreement is only acceptable in embedded cladsaratches are disallowed
in matrix clauses, as in (13).

(13) a. Gnupariged¥3Du
3SG run-PASTM.SG
OHe ran.O

b. *@nuparige®¥sanu
3SG run-PAST-1sG
OHe ran.O

A Pnal note: what sets monstrous agreement apart from icaeshift is the fact that
pronouns do not shift. In other words, Prst person pronourst always refer to the current
speaker and cannot refer to the attitude holder. This is sBhoWl4). The embedded brst
person pronoumeeny obligatorily refers to the current speaker.

(14) Raju neenu eemitinn-aa-nu  ani  gepp-¥%-Du?
Raju 1sG j;s whateatPAST-1SG COMP sayPAST-M.SG
OWhat did Raju say that | ate?0O

4A reviewer notes that monstrous agreement with second persmouns may also occur in some dialects
of Tamil as well. | leave the investigation of this possilyila matter for future research.
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2.2 The interpretation of monstrous agreement

Moving on to the interpretation of attitudes with monstraggeement; monstrous agree-
ment is only allowed if the report is@de seattitude. For that, it must meet the criterion in
(15) (from Pearson 2012).

(15) a. Aboutness conditiorthe attitude is about the attitude holdard
b. Awareness conditiorthe attitude holder is aware that the attitude is about
herself

To test whether monstrous agreement only occumderseattitudes, a scenario must be
constructed where the condition in (15b) is not met to sdesisentence is judged felicitous
in such a situation. This is done in (16). In this scenariqifR@anot aware that she has an
attitude about herself; the sentence with monstrous agreeis judged to be infelicitous
while the sentence without monstrous agreement is judgbd txceptable.

(16) SCENARIO: Rani took an exam, and later saw the top 10 scores with the<gs
student ID numbers. She forgot her own ID number, so did notwkwho was
who. Looking to the top score, she thinks: OThis studentitippassed!O But it
turned out she was that student.

(17) a. raan[@nuexampassajj-in-andani] nam-mu@indi
Rani [3sG exampasshappenPAST-F.SG-COMP| believePAST-F.SG
.ORani believes that she passed the exam.

b. #raanj@nuexampassajj-aa-n-ani] nam-mueindi
Rani [3sG exampasshappenPAST-1SG-COMP| believePAST-F.SG
ORani believes that she passed the exam.O

A similar interpretative restriction has been found fordaages that allow for indexi-
cal shift: clauses with indexical shift can only exprelgsseattitudes. This is shown for
Ambharic in (18) (Schlenker 1999, 97; see also Sudo (to appeatyghur).

(18) SCENARIO: Jon, who is a candidate in the election, is so drunk he doesnO
member who he is. He watches TV and sees a candidate he brilds,terinking
that this guy must be a hero. This candidate happens to beidelhthough he
doesnOt realize it.

(19) a. #Jonl@gnan@h-H yil-all
Johnhero CORPF1sO3M.sayAUX.3M
OJohn says that he is a hero.O

b. Jon Svyew I@gnan-awala
Johnthe-marhero is said
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OJohn said the man is a hero.0

A question one may have at this point is: do attitude repoitisout monstrous agreement
like those in (9a) and (12a) also havdexsereading or are they always redd re? This is a
more difbcult question than it appears at Prst because pisicases, utterances witlta
seattitude entail the one with de reattitude. Despite this, there are ways to test whether
an attitude has de sereading. Below | deploy a test developed in Percus & Sauerlan
(2003). This test involves the scenario in (20).

(20) SCENARIO: Rani, Raju, Rahul, and Troy all took an exam. Later the exeones
were posted next to the studentOs ID numbers. Rani was theanitdent one
and thought, Ol passed the exam.O Raju and Troy had fortjmieD numbers
and both were pessimistic about how they did, thinking thesy failed. They saw
the two top scorers and thought that those students deyppésted. It turned out
they were those students. Rahul also thought he had failkkd/ds conbdent about
Rani and thought she had passed.

In this scenario, there are four individuals: one hdge aghought, two havele rethoughts
about themselves, and one hagearethought about the brst individual. The test sentence
then reports that only the Prst individual has the attitdhe prediction of the test is that if

a report has de sereading, then the sentence will be judged true in this siehacause

it is true that she is the only one who has thee seattitude, but if the report only has a
de rereading, then it would be judged as false because other @a@ophe scenario have
de rebeliefs about themselves or the prst individual. As indiddby the judgements in
(21), both clauses with monstrous agreement and clausleswinonstrous agreement are
judged to be true in such scenarios, suggesting that bothtegipave ale sereading.

(21) a. raan-e [@Gnuexampassajj-in-an@ani nam-mu@indi
Rani+oc [3sG exampasshappenPAST-F.SG-COMP] believePASTF.SG
OOnly Rani believes that she passed the exam.O

b. raan-e [@nuexampassajj-aa-n-ani nam-mueindi
Rani+0C[3sG exampasshappenPAST-1SG-COMP] believePAST-F.SG
OOnly Rani believes that she passed the exam.O

2.3 The distribution of agreement shift

As discussed in the previous section, monstrous agreefileninost cases of indexical
shift, can only occur in embedded clauses. For many languadle indexical shift, index-
icals only shift under certain attitude verbs. For examiplgexicals in Amharic only shift
under the verb meaning Oto sayO (Anand 2006). This is desteshéd (22). While the
embedded prst person morphology can refer to the attitudehio (22a) when embedded
under the verlal@this is not the case in (22b) where Prst person morphologst nefier
to the speaker of the current utterance.
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(22) a. Johd@gnan@h+H yil-all
Jphnhero CORPF-lsO3|v|.say~Aux.3M
OJohn says that he is a hero.O

b. Johni@gnan-H+ yiS@ig-all
Jphnhero CORPRESlSOthink.NIMPERF-BSM
OJohn thinks that | am a hero.O

Other languages appear to be more permissive. Uyghur,adiays for shifting to occur
under verbs of saying, belief, knowledge and direct percagSudo 2012). This is shown
in (23).

(23) a. Ahmeprokim-ni jaxshik-er-imen di-di
Ahmetpro who-AcC well SeetMPERF.1SG sayPAST.3
OWho did Ahmet say that he likes?0

b. Ahmetprokim-ni jaxshik-er-imen dep bil-du
Ahmetpro who-Acc well seetMPERF.1SG COMP believetMPERF.3
OWho did Ahmet believe that he likes?

c. AhmetAyg+l-din progaysi imtihan-din-et-tim dep
AhmetAygl-frompro whichtest-from passPAST.1SG COMP
angla-di
hearPAST.3

OWhich test did Amhet hear from Ayg-l that he passed?0

Sundaresan (2012) conjectures that the licensing enveatsrfor indexical shift fall
on the implicational hierarchy developed by Culy (1994)lémophoric pronouns, given in
(24). (24) should be read as stating that if indexical shiliciensed by a class of embedding
verbs then all other verbs to its left will also license it.

(24)  SPEECH> THOUGHT > KNOWLEDGE > DIRECT PERCEPTION

Sundaresan (2012) shows from survey work that there aredfalects of Tamil that differ
on where in the hierarchy they fall.

Where does Telugu fall on this hierarchy? It appears to falthe far right. Not only
does it allow for agreement shift with verbs of saying anddighs demonstrated in the
previsous section, but also with verbs of knowledge and tipecception. This is shown in
(25).

(25) a. raan[@nuexampassajj-aa-n-ani] @lusukun-di.
raani[3sG exampasshappenPAST 1SG-COMP KNOW-REFL-F.SG
ORani found out she passed the examO

SFor a comprehensive list of verbs that license agreemeftisste Messick (in preparation).
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b. raani[@nuexampassajj-aa-n-ani] santogangand.
raani[3sG exampasshappenPAST1sG-COMP] happy CoP
ORani is happy that she passed the examO

Interestingly monstrous agreement in Telugu only occursoimplements introduced by
the complementizeani. This again patterns with indexical shift in Uyghur. In Uygh
complements introduced by the complementidep allow indexical shift. Interestingly,
bothani anddepare forms of the verb meanirig sayin Telugu and Uyghu?.

3. An analysis of agreement and indexical shift

In this section, | will propose an analysis of monstrous egrent that can also cover the
basic cases of indexical shift. The basic idea is that whamwaqun is interpretede seit

is semantically brst person. In languages with indexicét,gshe morphology allows for
those features to be spelled out as brst person, but in lgeguaithout indexical shift,
the morphology forces the features to spelled out as a tleirsigm pronoun (putting aside
logophors for the time being). What happens in Telugu agesgishift is that the semantic
features of the pronoun are able to control agreement onntiee@ded verb. | will make
all these intuitions explicit in the upcoming sections.

3.1  Semantic features and agreement

Descriptively, Telugu agreement shift is a mismatch betwasgreement controller and the
target where it appears that the semantic interpretatiaheo€ontroller is infuencing the
agreement target. In a series of typological studies, Go(b@79, 1983, 2006) has shown
that semantic features of nominals can control agreemerigict, sometimes a nominal
can control semantiand syntactic agreement in the same utterance. An example bf suc
semantic agreemeig given in (26). In (26a), a semantically plural nocommitteecan
control plural agreement in British English. In (26b) a graatically masculine noun can
control feminine agreement in Russian when the referenh@foun is female. Finally,
(26¢) shows a case of so called unagreement in Spanish wtiere person NP can control
Prst person agreement when the speaker is included in the gre NP is referring to.

(26) a. The committee has/have decided.

Novyj vray skazala
NEWMASC doctorsaiQFEM
ONew doctor said...O

c. Quaesgraciadasomoslas mujeres!
howunfortunate be.IPL thewomen
OHow unfortunate (we) women areO

8]t has long been speculated that logophoric pronouns aadad in complements introduced by com-
plementizers that are forms of verbs of saying (e.g., S&I&’L For the role such complementizers play in
licensing indexical and agreement shift see Messick (ipauation).
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The relevance to Telugu is apparent. | suggest that agraeshéhis part of this larger
paradigm where semantic features are available as agréemetnollers. How do we
model the ability of semantic features to control agreeméntommon way is to allow for
nominal elements to carry two sets/ofeatures, one that interfaces with the semantics and
the other with the morphology (e.g., Wechsler & Zlatie 20@3, Smith 2015, Landau
2015). The same can be done to account for Telugu agreemiftnEshconcreteness, letOs
adopt the system developed in Smith (2015). Smith propdssrt the narrow syntax, all
nominal elements come with interpretable features thatfiate with the semantics and
uninterpretable features that interface with the morpgmltn most cases, the two are the
same, but this is not always the case. Thamsnmitteenouns in British English have the
feature set in (27).

27) I number= [UF:singular,jF:plural]

When the nominal is sent to spell-out, the features are; shbtuFs are sent to the PF
interface, and thés are sent to the LF interface.

Once we have two sets of features, we must explain how agregmabes can target
both uFs andiFs. Following Chomsky (2000, 2001), letOs assume that te kof the
agreement probe for subject agreement is on the T(ense) &iedelso that -features on
T are uninterpretable. In this system, this will mean thanlydas one set of -features,
which furthermore do not need to be sent to the LF interfaclowing Arregi & Nevins
(2012) and Bhatt & Walkow (2013), letOs also assume that SkydDaGREE operation is
decomposed into two sub-operatioMxTCH andVALUATION . | assume the dePnition of
MATCH in (28) (from Bhatt & Walkow 2013, 972).

(28)  MATCHING is a relation that holds of a probe P and a goal G. Not every link
inducesvALUATION . To do so G must (at least) be in the domain D(P) of P and
satisfy locality conditions. The simplest assumptionstfee probe-goal system
are shown below:

(29) a. Matching is feature identity.
b. D(P) is sister of P.
c. Locality reduces to Oclosest c-commandO

While MATCH is a syntactic relation, the authors above argue that ther stib-operation
VALUATION , the actual sharing of features between the probe and thecgoaoccur either
in syntax or PF. Smith (2015) argues that wh@mnUATION occurs in the syntax, it may
target either the interpretahl€ or the uninterpretableF of the goal, but if it occurs in the
PF component, then only the uninterpretaltfeis available as a targét.

"For discussion of and extension to the locality of semargie@ament in the system, see Smith (2015).
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3.2 De se attitudes

Following Lewis (1979), Chierchia (1989), Schlenker (199®n Stechow (2002, 2003),
Pearson (2012); a.o., | assume that the complement of &undattrerb is not a proposition,
but rather a property of type! st™, as shown in (30§.

(30) ATT[/ X !w[...x...iInw]]

Attitude verbs then quantify over individual-world pais,centered worldsThe denota-
tion of believein this system is given in (31).

(31) a. !believe9="!Pggp.! Xe. I We. #y, wWO$ DOX(X, W)[P(Y)(WO)]
b. pox(x,w) ={!y, wO: wO is compatible with xOs beliefs in w and x identibes
asyinw®

To illustrate howde seinterpretations arise, | provide a sample LF and semantivaten
in (32). The abstractor over individuals in the embeddeds®#abinds the pronoun in its
scope,; this, along with the meaning postulate in the verbabthtion in (31), will result in
the pronoun being interpreteld se

(32) a. Ep1! wi. [wy Pete believesdpy ! X2. I wa. [w3 hey is smart]]]]
b. !CP2'9=1!x.!w.xissmartinw
c. ICP1'9=1w.#y, wO$ pDox(Pete, w)[y is smart in wO].

I will assume that the LF fode seattitude reports for languages that have indexical shift as
well as languages with monstrous agreement is that of (8&ay.then do we account for
the variation? | follow here a modibed version of the systeretbped in Schlenker (1999,
2003) (see also Baker 2008).assume, following Kratzer (2009), that bound pronouns
may be born as variables without any feature values (Kr@geninimal pronouns). The
features are then valued during the course of the derivaioeminimal pronoun is shown

in (33).

(33) X{uF:_;iF:_]

When the minimal pronoun is bound by the abstraction ovewviddals in the left pe-
riphery of the embedded clause, i andiF are valued JUTHOR; %C*] (cf. KratzerOs

8] am putting aside tense as it is inconsequential for my aisly

9As a reviewer notes, there are also similarities betweeprigosed analysis and the analyses presented
in von Stechow (2002, 2003). As noted above, both analysesrasthe same LF fate seinterpretations;
however, the locus of variation differs in both analysesvdn Stechow, the locus is the ability for verbs in
some languages to check features of embedded pronouns.daortent analysis, the locus of variation is the
vocabulary insertion rules of the embedded pronouns.
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discussion of relative pronouns and PRO receiving featwres bound)® The AUTHOR
feature marks the pronoun as tthe secenter of some speech context, while thé* fea-
ture indicates that the pronoun is not the author of the &sjpeech context. Following
Schlenker (1999, 2003), the variation between languagesised here comes from how
these features are spelled out. In Telugu, the spell outoutbe brst person pronoun spec-
ibes that the pronoun must refer to the author of the actwddpact. In languages with
indexical shift, the Prst person pronoun is unspecibed fachkvspeech act the pronoun
refers to. This is shown in (34).

(34) a. Telugu[AUTHOR][+C*]" neenu
b. Zazaki[AUTHOR]" E

Since the brst person pronoun cannot be used in Telugu totoetee author of an em-
bedded speech act, the pronoun must be out another way.r(@If1ab) indicate that the
embedded pronoun inherits the features of the matrix sybjeg when the matrix subject
is third person, then the third person prondanuis used and when the subject is sec-
ond person the embedded pronoun is also the second perswuprauuvu The relevant
examples are repeated below in (35).

(35) a. Rajy@nuparig&®¥¥nuani] cepp¥a3Du
Raju3sG run-PAST-1SG COMP sayPAST-M.SG
ORaju said that he ran.0
b. nuuvuparigg®¥:%nuani  nuuvucepps¥avu
2SG run-PAST-1SG COMP 2SG SayPAST-2SG
OYou said that you ran.O

Although these features are transmitted to the embeddewpny they do not seem to be
interpreted. For illustration, examine the embedded puosan (36). Even though John is

a woman in all contexts compatible with his hopes, the maseyronoun can be used in
(36a). Similarly, in (36b), the matrix subjects have thegsiarde sethought (i.e.] am the
smartest student in the wopldout the plural pronoun can be used in the embedded clause.

(36) a. John, a transexual, hopes that he will become a wonththat society will
accept him.
b. We all think that we are the smartest student in the world.

There are a number of proposals that attempt to deal witle tlaess (e.g., Schlenker 1999,
2003, von Stechow 2002, 2003, Rullman 2003, Anand 2006, H€68, Kratzer 2009,

Landau to appear). | will follow Heim (2008) and Landau (tgegr) in assuming that
these features are transmitted to the pronoun in the PF aoempof grammar; hence they

10 Baker (2008), the features are lexically specibed on thagun, however, they must be licensed by
being bound by an operator in the left periphery.
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are invisible to the interpretation at LF. With the necegdackground in place, we can
now analyze monstrous agreement.

3.3  Putting it all together

In this section, | will give partial derivations for indexcshift and agreement shift to illus-
trate how the system developed in the previous sectionsswvbvill begin with indexical
shift, as it is simpler. Lets skip ahead to where the embeddeds already constructed,
as this is where the action begins. Assuming the languagesuigiect agreement (like
Ambharic), the pronoun and T undergmTCH.

B7)  breTu_ - L X i 1]

The pronoun will move from its thematic position and the teg periphery of the em-
bedded clause is then constructed. The abstractor ovetdodis binds the pronoun and
values itsF anduF with theAUTHOR and -C* feature values.

BINDING

|
(38) [P "X "W.[TP..-Xur:AUTHOR; -C* iF:AUTHOR; -C*] -+ Tur_ -]

The pronoun and T can undergaLUATION , copying the value of th& of the pronoun
onto T11

VALUATION
" " | ‘
(39) e "X "W.[..XyrAUTHOR: -C* iF:AUTHOR: -C*] - -+ Tul AUTHOR; -C* -1l

The clause is then sent to spell out. The result is that thequno and the agreement mor-
pheme are spelled out as brst persén.

Moving to the more complicated case of agreement shift)Irfoan the discourse sce-
narios constructed in (16) and (20), that when a pronountépretedde sein Telugu, it
can either control brst person agreement (m@nstrous agreemendr third person agree-
ment. All the steps will be the same up until (39) for langusag@h agreement shift. So
let us pick back up there. Recall that in Telugu the prst pepsonounneenycan only be
inserted with the feature valuesJTHOR] [+ C*], so unlike languages with indexical shift,
the pronoun cannot be spelled out here in Telugu. | propasertthis situation feature
transmission with the matrix subject can be invoked as aréssirt measure to allow the

10ne may have the worry thaaLUATION occurs counter cyclically. There are several ways to oveeco
this technical problem: one way is to assume, following Chikyr(2008), that all operations within a phase
occur simultaneously (or that the cycle is debned on phaaesjher possibility is to follow Frampton &
Gutmann (2000) and assume that once the pronoun and T unslemEH (their feature sharing, their
features can be valued simultaneously when the pronouruiso

12yaLuATION could occur at PF as well, however the result would be the $moause for languages with
indexical shift there is never a mismatch betweErandiF.
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pronoun to be spelled out (see Messick (in preparation)ismugsion of the last resort na-
ture of feature transmission). Following Heim (2008) anddau (to appear), | assume that
feature transmission is post syntactic feature sharingdsst two DP$2 This is shown for

a third person matrix subject in (4&].

FEATURE TRANSMISSION

| l
(40) Subjeqgly .sg ATT[[.. - X[uF:M.S@] - - Ty AUTHOR: -C* *- 1

As a result of feature transmission with the matrix subjé,pronoun can now be spelled
out, but as a third person pronoun. However, the T probe angribnoun had already un-
dergonevALUATION in the syntax, resulting in thi& features of the pronoun being copied
onto T. Since these features wer@fHOR] [! C*], in this derivation, the agreement mor-
pheme is spelled out as Pbrst person. Recall from the prewectson thatvALUATION
can be delayed until PF. What would happeraf UATION between the pronoun and the
embedded agreement probe on T is delayed until PF? For lgagweaith indexical shift,
it is inconsequential (see footnote 12). For languages agtteement shift, since feature
transmission results in a mismatch betwe€randiF, if VALUATION took place in PF this
means that it would only have access totReof the pronoun. In (40), this would result in
theM.sG being copied onto T, as shown in (41).

VALUATION

. =
(41)  Subjegy s ATT[[...Xur:M.5G] -+ TwM.SG - - -]

This will result in both the pronoun and agreement morphemedispelled out as third
person. The optionality of agreement shift occurring wig¢hsegpronouns then boils down to
the timing of VALUATION : if VALUATION takes place in the syntax, thies of the pronoun
are copied onto T, resulting in the agreement morpheme Ispielled out as brst person. If
VALUATION takes place in PF, theFs of the pronoun are copied onto T; this results in the
agreement morpheme being spelled out as third person irates @bove, as the pronoun
had itsuF valued by feature transmission with the third person matibject. Now recall
from (16) that when the pronoun is not rede seg it crucially cannot control agreement
shift (i.e., it must control third person agreement). Thetegn developed here also accounts
for this; if the pronoun is nade sgthis means that it was not bound by the abstraction over
individuals in the embedded clause, hence cannot receamUthHOR feature. Hence, the

13A reviewer notes that there needs to be some way to ensuriathambedded pronoun will undergo fea-
ture transmission with the matrix subject and not some diffiefe.g., a matrix object). This could potentially
be done through the use of Pearson (20120 feature.

140ne may worry that feature transmission appears to crossta R boundary which constitutes a
phase. There are several ways to get around this technadalgon. One way is to follow Kratzer (2009) and
assume that feature transmission chains are broken intibesrsieps: the matrix subject shares its features
with v which in turn shares them with C which can then transmit thethé pronoun. Another alternative is
to follow Bogkovie (2007) and assume that agreement tigmesgbut not movement operations) can occur
across phases.
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T probe will never have access to the brst person featuressitthe pronoun is reate
15
se

4. Comparison to Sundaresan (2012)

Since this paper attempts to cover similar data as Sundaf264a2), | will brie3y com-
pare the two analyses. Sundaresan (2012) treats monsgmevaent as a sub type of the
phenomenon known as the anaphor agreement effect (AAEZ2i(E380) stated in (42).

(42)  Anaphors do not occur in syntactic positions constmighl agreement.

Sundaresan treats Tantdlan as a long distance ref3exive anaphor, hence it is subject to
the condition in (42). Sundaresan further assumes thaetheériphery of complements

of verbs of communication contains a perspective phradectirdains a null pronoun in

its speciber. In the case of monstrous agreement, this rarlopin will have Prst person
features. When thé-probe on T undergoes search, it encountaas, however it cannot
agree with it due to (42). It continues to probe upwards uintdaches the null pronoun in
the speciber of the Perspective projection. This null poonwill value the! -probe on T.
This is shown schematically in (43).

AGREE

(43)  [perp PIO! 15t [per [P ta@nN it [yp...] T1-_ 1] Per]]

The main difference between the analysis presented in $esala(2012) and the one pre-
sented here is what we take the controller of agreement tdhmeanalysis presented here
allows for the matrix subject of the embedded clause to bedhg&oller, while Sundaresan
(2012) argues that it is a null pronoun. These differentydital choices lead to different
empirical predictions. Specibcally, Sundaresan (201&lipts that monstrous agreement
should only occur when the embedded subject is an anaphbatsstthe only time the

I -probe on T would probe beyond the subject.

As | discussed in section 2.1, Telugu appears to violateptigdiction sinc&anuis no
longer used as an anaphoric element as evidenced by thédaatuised in larger range of
environments than anaphors. Outside of Dravidian there amember of other languages
that allow for non-anaphoric third person pronouns to aaritrst person agreement. Ka-
rimonjong for instance allows for this agreement pattesrglaown in (44) (Curnow 2002).
(45) shows that the pronoun can be the subject of an out of Ithkeedontext suggesting
again that this is not an anaphor.

(44) abu papa tlim Boe al©z0 iNezmorot®.
Aux fathersay that1SG-go-NEST 3sG Moroto
OThe father said that he was going to Moroto.O

5For de seinterpretations otle repronouns, it is possible to have the relation between tlitei@ét holder
and theresbe one of identity. This way we can also have the interpi@tatiith the centered world semantics.
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(45)  ©Okotacapi iNez W
vyeedCAUSE 3sG 1INCL N
OHe will cause us to weed.O

Even putting aside the status@hu, the Telugu data presented here is problematic for the
account given in Sundaresan (2012) since it was shown teasé¢bond person pronoun
nuuvualso had the ability to control monstrous agreement, asefpeated example shows
below:®

(46)  nuuvupariged¥s3anuani  nuuvuceppadavu
2SG run-PAST-1SG COMP 2SG  SayPAST-2SG
OYou said that you ran.O

This type of example is unproblematic on the account presehere as the embedded
pronoun and matrix subject will share features via the feattansmission mechanism
discussed in section3.

5. Extended typology

Let us now examine two other ways that languages use to desdeattitudes. One way
is through the use of logophoric pronouf¥sNow if logophors can also be reatk se
this means that they can also be bound bydéeecenter. Under the current system, this
would lead us to expect to Pnd logophors which can contralgenrson agreement in some
languages, as they would also recemgrHOR features when bound by the embedded
abstraction over individuals. And indeed, we do Pnd suchuages, as shown in (47) for
Donno O(Culy 1994).

47) OumatinyemEjENbO pazabolum mi+ tagi
OumarLoG  sackpr dropleft.1sG 1sG.oBJinformed
OOumar told me that he had left without the sackO

We have seen that the system in place can account for langwatieindexical shift, lan-
guages with agreement shift, and languages with logopatis &nd without brst person
agreement). Now how does the system handle a language |dlesEnwhere there is no

16A reviewer points out that only bound uses of these pronotmalale to control monstrous agreement.
In order for the data presented here to fall under the AAHeeithe condition in (42) would have to be
amended to block agreement with bound uses of pronouns orontellave to posit an ambiguity between
bound uses of pronouns and their free uses.

17If the controller of monstrous agreement is indéaan in Tamil, we still need a explanation of why it
appears to violate the anaphor agreement effect. One ajgtionclaim that the AAE is paramaterized and
agreement with anaphors is allowed in Tamil. Another optimuld be to treataannot as an anaphor but
rather a logophoric like pronoun along the linegadnin Malayalam (Anand 2006).

18Note that | am not saying that logophoric pronounsairgatorily de seas Pearson (in press) has shown
that logophors can be rede re | am making the weaker claim that such pronocasbe used to expreste
seattitudes.
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marking ofde s@ There are two potential ways: one way is to follow Anand @0éand
assume thatle sereadings in English only occur as a special forndefre another way

is to assume that the LF for Englisle seis the same as for other languages, but that
agreement in English only occurs in the PF component forgmeagreement. This would
meanvALUATION of the probe on T would only have access totkeof the pronoun. Both
options are fully compatible with the system developed h&a&ing into account all the
languages discussed here, we have the following typologynfeddedie semarking.

(48)  Typology of de se marking

Language de semarking

English Third person pronoun

Ambharic, Zazaki Indexical shift

Ewe Logophor

Donno O Logophor with brst person agreement

Telugu Third person pronoun with brst person or third person ages¢m

The system developed here has been shown to have the Rgtibeiccount for all of this
variation. Notice, however, that there is a gap in the tygglm (48). In this hypothetical
language, @le seattitude would be expressed with a brst person pronoun armbgérson
agreement, as shown in (49).

(49) John said | is a hero.
Intended: OJohn said thaghgis a heroO

In the current system, in order to be interpreted@seand be spelled out as a Prst person
pronoun both thesF andiF would be brst person, so no matter whenuATION takes
place prst person features will always be copied onto T. Elghe agreement pattern from
(49) is underivable under the system developed here, altp@air a principled explanation
of this typological gap.

To conclude, this paper presented new data from Telugu teated a new way of
markingde seattitudes. It was shown that monstrous agreement behaweang respects
like indexical shift. The system developed here to accoantfonstrous agreement can
also account for other ways languages naelse additionally explaining a hitherto unno-
ticed typological gap.
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Obligatory Additive Particle on Negation

Ishani Guha

MIT

1. Introduction

In Bangla, he negated complement of the existential mpdadicatepar- (in epistemic
andin deontic readingsghows an obligatory additive particBO.

Epistemicuse of the modal:
Q) Ritu 3%khon bdi-te na#() thakte pare
Ritu now homeloc negO stayinf may.pres.3
Gt is possible thaRitu is notat home now.fihay > neg]
#Olt is not possible thattu is at home now.O [# neg > may]

(2) Ritu %khon bdi-te na thakte#(0) pare
Bitu now homeloc neg stayinf _ may.pres.3
(¢ is possible thaRitu is not at home nowW

While (2) is more general, (1) is particularly used for polarity contrastiould
concentrate oanalyzing(1) in this squib

Deontic use of the modal:

3) tumi ice-cream!a na#() khete paro
you icre-creamcla. negO eatinf may.pres.2
OYou are allowed twt eat the icereamO

The papertries tounderstandhis particular instance afbligatorinesf the Additive
particle

2. Background
2.1 Background on Negation in Bangla

The position of sentential negation in Bangla usually depends on the presence or absence
of the Tense inflection on the verb. The negation follawsrbform that is marked with
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Tense((4) below) while it precedes aerb fam lacking Tense inflectiomn embedded
clauses(see Simpson and Sourq2014). The protasis of conditional provisi@n
exception to this distribution, as this clausethe negatioroccursbefore a verb form
marked with Tensésee Ramchan®014)for ananalysis)Forthe purposes of this paper
it is importantto note that only the negation in prerbal position can host an Additive
particle (or any emphatic clitic)Moreover, even among pserbal negation, the
appearance of the Additive particle isniied to only two constructions: the cases
illustrated in (1) through (3) and in Concessive conditionals. | refrain from discussing
Concessive Conditionals in this paperthe sake of brevity

In examples (1}hrough (3, the existential modal has gm0 over negation. To get the
negation over modal reading, the negation has toldmedafterthe modal. Example {4
with postverbal negation on the matrix modal predicptee represents the negation
over modakeading.

4) Ritu %khon bdi-te thakte pare na
Ritu now homeloc stayinf may.pres.3neg
Gt is not possible thaRitu is at home noviIneg > may]
#It is possible thaRitu is not at home now. [# may > neq]

2.2 Background onthe Additive Particle

The Additive Particle-o is one of the two OemphaticO clitics in the langBsyer and

Lahiri (1990) (among others) discusses the distribution of the particle and gives a
syntactic account of its scope. The partiddriggers an Alditive presupposition about

its Associate which is often the constituent the particle cliticizes.tdhe following
examples illustrate the variation in meaning resulting fronditferent positions ofo in

simple sentences

On Subject: )
Context:Manojcame to the party last night, andE

(5) Robro eSedilo.
RobtO came3
(QRobilr came t00.0

The sentence assettsat Robicameand thebBo on Robigives rise to the presupposition
thatsomebodwther thanRobi came.
The presence dib on the subject triggers alternatives of the sentenb&h areof

the form [camé&): x ! D¢] and the particle is anaphoric to atleast one such alternative
salient in the context.

! The particle can atsmean OevenO in appropriate contexts. It is a close parallel ditinds discussed
in Lahiri (1998).
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!
On Object: )
Conext: Robi read the magaziremce

(6) Robi boi-laeso0  poréche
Robi book-cla-O read.3 N
ORobi reafthe bookr as wel.O

The sentence assettsat Robi has read the bo@ad thebo on book gives rise to the
presuppositionhat other than the book there is something else that Robi has read.
With Bo on the objecin the given contextwe are considering alternativestbé form

[read(r, X): X! Dg].

OnIntransitiveverk
Context: Robi has done the assignment, he went to the party, andE

(7) Robighumiyeo-che
Robi sleep.pfvO-asp.pres.3
ORobi hafslepir as well.O

The sentence assertBat Robi has sleptand the Bo on slept gives rise tothe
presuppositiorthat other than sleeping, Robi has done something(eésesome other
predicate is true of Rohi)

The additive particlenarks alternatives of the form [R(r)! RD<ets]

On a Transitive verb:

(8) Robi boi-la poré-o-che
Robi bodk-cla readpfv-O-pfv-pres.3
ORobi has [readhe book as well.O

In (8), -0 attaches to the verb, triggering relevant alternativekeoform[R(r, the book:
R! Detdy . The construction is usable in contexts where there is an antecedent that
entilsthat Robi did something else with the book. For example,

(9) Robi Sudhuboi-Ta kenei-ni, Robi boi-Ta po!e-o-che
Robi only  bookclabuy.pfwI-negpfv, Robi bookcla read.pfO-asp.pres.3
ORobi not onljpbought the book, h¢readr it as well.O

In the cases abo\® to 9, Eo clearly marks the constituent which has to be replaced with
elements of the same tye obtain the focus value of the senteriBeing an additive
particle it presupposes that one of (bentextual) alternates of the sentence is true

There are constructions in which thenstituent that i®o marked and theonstituent that

is actuallyfocused danot match.The clearest example at hand is a construction like (6)
above, except used in a different context.
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On Object: )
Context: Robi watered the plants andE

(100 E o boi-la-0  poleche
_pron.3 bookcla-Oread.3
OEhe read the book as well.O

In (10), the Additive presupposition iat Robi did something else, other than reading
the bookTherefore even thoughbo appears on the object, the entire VP is foduss is
fitting to the contextand consequentlyhe relevant alternatives of the sentence are of the

form [R(r) : R! De<et].

Considering just these casdsseemshe occurrence dio is like anF-marker wih usual
F-projection propertie$lt can be shown thafo behavedike the additive operator as
well (Guha 20161s).

3. Additive particle on negation
3.1 The meaning of the construction

Assuming the Additive attribute &b, the meanig of sentence (1) auld be:
Q) Ritu 3%khon bdi-te na-#(o) thakte pare

Ritu now homeloc negO stayinf may.pres.3

Olt is possible th&itu is not at home now.O

a. Assertion: It is possible th&itu is notat home now.
b. Presupposition: It is possible tHaitu is at home now.

So in effect, uttering (1) in Bangla amounts to utterinig also possible thaRituis not
at home novin English.

Interestingly, the following sentence shows that this intuition is on the right track.
Consider:

(11)  Ritu¥%khon bdi-te  na-(#0) thakte pare na’
Ritu now homeloc negO stayinf may.pres.3 neg
Olt imot possible thaRitu is notat home now.O

Here BEo cannot appear on the embedded negation, because if it did it would lead to a
contradictory Additive presupposition as predicts/ the meaning above. Let us see the
meanings ofthe infelicitous version of (11), which is ()2with na-o in the embedded
clause.

2o does not appear on attributive adjectives @§AP]), or on nouns inside postpositional phrases (*[NP

o P]), and the idea d being an Fmaiker would require further qualifications for such cases. (see Bayer
and Labhiri (1990), for a syntactic proposal)

3 A metalinguistic use of the matrix negation might make the construction acceptabBwith
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(12) #Ritu %khon bdi-te na-o thakte pare na
Ritu now homeloc negO stayinf may neg

a. Assertion: It isnotpossible thaRitu is notat home now.
b. Additive presupposition: It inot possible thaRitu is at home now.

Clearly (L2a) and (1B) are contadictory.Within the same domain of worlgRitu has to
either be at home or not be at home. Both of these canridbbpossibleGnfpossiblé
as the assertion and tipeesupposition would yieldThat is why the use dib in this
sentence is infelicitous

3.2 The affirmative complementof par-

In contrast with the negative complemémat we have discussed so,fdre affirmative
complement of the existential modaledicatepar- does notappear withan obligatory
additive particle.

(13) Ritu 3%khon bdi-te thakte-(0) pare
Ritu now homeloc stayinf-(O) may.pres.3
Olt is possible th&ltu is at home now.O

3.3 Context dependency

A brief survey reveals that the obligatorines$ofin the complementf the existential
modal is dependéron the context. When the antecedentailsthatit is possible that
Ritu is at home nowthe utterance must contain the additive particle in the negative
complement.

Scenario 1:
A: Ami Ritur bai jacchi. O Sadharonotizkhonbaitei thake.
@ am going taRituOs place. 8hs usually at home no@.

B: Right, but

14 Ritu %khon bdi-te na-#(o) thakte pare
Ritu now homeloc negO stayinf may.pres.3
Olt imlsopossible thaRitu is not at home now.O

In Scenario 1, AOs utteranceadlsthe propositionit is possible thaRituis at home now
which is also what BOs utteraiité) presupposes by the partidle.

On the other hand, wen the antecedeattails it is possible thaRituis notat home now
the utterance must contain theditive particle in the affirmative complement.

Scenario 2:

A: Ii%itu Sadharonotéskhonbdi-te thakeng.
@Ritu is usually not at home at this hdur.
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B: Right, hut,
(15) Ritu 3%khon bdi-te thakte-#(0) pare
Ritu now homeloc stayinf-O may.pres.3
Olt is also possible tHRitu is at home now.O

In Scenario 2, AOs utteranceadsthe propositionit is possible thaRituis not at home
now, which is also what BOs uttera(it®) presupposes by the partiée.

To summarize, Wwen the context takes it for granted thatq ], and the speaker wants to
assert that![ (A p), the alditive particle has to be used to refer to firesupposed
possibility. Similarly, in a context that takels (A p) for granted, theasseion[! p ]
must signal that the other possibility is also available.

Note thatp andA(p) are mutually excluse and cannot hold in the same world.

3.4. The meaning contribution ofBo as an anaphor

Kripke (1990ms./2009rgued thatoo is an anaphor that refers to parallel information in
the “active' contextHeim (1992) had formally represented the proposalkoipke by
makingtoo coindexed with the relevant constituent in the antecedent. For example, notice
the indexing irthe following example.

(16) Piku lives in Delhi and Anglives in Delhi tog
which says: Anu lives in Delhi, in addition to Piku.

Heim takeghe general rule for the interpretationtod to be:
(17) !'["gJtoo; presupposes ¥ " I 1 (x)=1

Chemlaand Schlenker(2012) analyzedoqo to be a propositional anaphor. They defined
tog in Rooth's Alternative semantics. An expressitbhas & ordinary emantic value
IE", and a focus semantic valu&";. The interpretation function is relativized to an
assignment functiog and an evaluation world. If too takes a clausk as its argument,
the resulwill have the value in (18] # means "undefad')

W

(18) ! toq"z' = # unless,
a. g(w)=1
b. IgQ)'e! "
c. Iglyo# N

gw

gw gw
If Il too" ##, then!! tog" =1I1"
(o] o (o]

Among the definedness conditior($8.9 says the proposition th&io is anaphoric to is
true; (18.b says the ordinary semantic valuetlod proposition is an element of the focus

167



Obligatory Additive Particle on Blgation
|

semantic value of the utterante (18.9 says the ordinary semantic value of that
proposition is different from the ordinary semantic valué.ofhe last line says th&io
does not have any contribution in theserted content bf

For the additive particleo, | adopt HeimOs analysis ®hemla and Schlenk®s
formulation.That is,| take-o to beanaphoric to a constituent that is an alternative of the
focusedconstituent in the utterande. (14) above, théocused constituent NOT.

In Bangla, vihen two embedded Intransitiw®s are contrastegb can appear only on the
verb and nobn the negation in the negated

(19 Robi asteo pare, na jeteo pare
Robi cane.infFO may, not go.inf-O may
"Rolk may come and not go as well.'
(20) *Robi asteo pare, neo jete pare
Robi  come.infO may, notO go.inf may
"Robi may come and not go as well.'
However in Polarity contrasthe best option is to have on negabn.
(21) Robi asteo pare,na0  aste pare
Robi come.irHO may, notO come.inf may
"Robi may come and he may not come as well.'

The example (21is like example (14) in Scenario 1, which motivates the conclusion that
NOTis focused in (14).

Going back to the meaning ¢f4) in Scenario 1, the antecedent entails [It is possible that
Ritu is at home] which can be represented a84Y [AFF; [Ritu be at home]]], where
"AFFO is the affirmative operatthe relevant alternative &fOT. Consideringeo as the
anaphor;o bearsthe index@O

The utteranc€l4) in Scenario an be represented as:

(22) [Not-0] "7 [MAY [t 7 [Ritu be at home]]]

Let,! be the function'y [MAY [t 7 [Ritu be at home]]

Then,

(23) 1(13)) =![NOT-0]! "  =#unless,

a. ! (g())w)=1 .
b. 1g(i)"s! INOT"
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c. lg(i)o! ! NOT":

E where g(i) = AFF

These definedness conditions form theaning contribution dio in (14)* :
24) [" (AFF)(w)=1! TAFF",! !NOT"? I TAFF',! !NOT":]

3.5. Asymmetry in availability of alternatives

There is an inherent asymmetryteen | (p)] and | (A p). For | (A p) the additive
particle seems obligatoriput for [ (p)] that is not the casentil one adds![(A p) in the
context

In terms of alternatives, this asymmetry can be restatetl @ ] by default has![ (p)]

as a formal alternative, but not vice versa()] can have![ (A p) as an alternative only
when it is made salient as a contextual alternative.

The asymmetry in terms of altetivees can be readily captured in terms of the notion of
(structural) Conplexity asdefinedfor the derivation of Formal alternativas Fox and
Katzir (201).

(25) Focussensitive version of Complexity frofFox and Katzir (2011):
The set offormal alternatives o§ F(S)is defined as the set of all structures obtained

from S by replacing focused constituentsthin S with constituents that arat most as
complex aghe original constituents.

(26) Source of substitution for a given constituent X in context C:
a. The lexicon
b. The subconstituents of X
c. Theset of salient constituents @

For the case under dissisn, Complexity, will allow (27) to have (2&s one of its
formal alternatives.

(27) [Itis possiblehat John is netat home]

(28) [Itis possiblehat John is at home]

To implement Fox and Katz{011)Os notion of Complexity iristtaseappropriately |
would have to assun#P (Laka 1990), so thidEG can haveAFF as an alternative.

(29) [It is possible that John igd[not]- at home] }
(30) [Itis possible that John igd[Aff] at home] ]

*In Guha(2016ms.) | discaproblems with thisneaning (2%and suggest a modification.
® For Bangla$P, above TP, would be the highest projection below CP. The clause that does &R have
will have TP as its highest projection.
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But, Complexity will prevent (31) from having (B2s a formal aétrnative, as (32is
structurally more complex than (Blbecause according to LakaOs propassimple
affirmative sentence (31) does not hawe, but (32 does.

(31) [ltis possiblehat John is at home]
(32) [ltis possiblehat John is[r not at home]]

Only when (32 is made salient in the conte{32) wouldbe part of the set of alternatives
of (31).

Note, F we assume thdtP has a different type from TP, then a tyjased theory of
alternatives could also derive the asymmetry.
There is an interestingspect of using! P syntax here. Laka argues that emphatic
affirmatives John did comghave! P in their structure. So the prediction would be,
when | (p)] is an emphatic affirmative,! [(A p)] would be available as a formal
alternative. So for affirmativesve have two options! [(p)] and | (p)-0]. The latter
could represent the emphatic affirmative, which ha@\[p) as alternative. Fot [(A p)
we do not have such structural ambiguity.
3.6. Implicatures

For sentence (34n Scenario ltheutterarce is:

33 " =[Ap]' ['p]

SinceNOTis Fmarkedthe only formal alternative df in context Cthat we consider is:
(34) ALT("#£):[' p]! [! Pl

The ALT in (34) is entailed by the $Therefore,it does not lead to a S.{Secondary
Implicature)

If we consideed just the prejacent (35) of the additive particleand that the entire
sentence is focused, so thath the modaland the negation afecusedthen we derive
mutualy exclusive alternatives to.

(35) %=! (Ap)

(36) ALT(",C):

a !'p
b. ! (Ap)
c. ' p
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Assuming a opinionated speaker,
(37) Quality Implicatur¢Q.l.): Bs[! A(p)] (the speaker believes thaf\(p))
(38) Primary Implicature@.1)) :

a. /}BS[!pl
b. ABs[! (Ap)]

The ALTs (36.a) and (36.lgre mutually contradictory and (36.cpntradicts theQ.l.
(and 36.h. Therefore, nonef them would lead to Secondary Implicatuglj, and we
would get gnorancenferences from (38.a) and (38.b)

However, the ALT (36.)ais presupposed, shatcamot be&eomean Ignorance Inference

In that case, ALT (B.b) canlead toa S.I. that is consistent with the Q.l. an@ don't
derive any Ignorancenferences.

(39) Secondary Implicatu(s.l.): BsA[ (A p)]
As it happens, the S(39)is equivalent to the presuppositidnd].

3.7. Deriving Obligatoriness Maximize Presupposition

The maxim of Maximize Presuppositictates Omake your contribution presuppose as
much as possible!O (from Sauerl&@D80s interpretation of Heim 1991) The maxim
applies at situations when we encounter a competition between a maintektually
equivalentsentences S and SO, such that S has a presupposition and SOS{oesndie
used only if the speaker is certdhat the presupposition is not common ground or if the
speaker is not certain whether the presupposition is common ground.

Applying the maxim to the case at hand:

The contexbf the utterance entailfit is possible p]

Utterance:

(40) It is also possild A p.

The prejacent of the Additivearticle is the Assertion

(41) " =[ltis possible Ap

The Presupposition is (##vhich is the formalad contextual Alternative of (41

(42) ! =[ltis possible p

The utterance is:
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43) [*!!]
If the speaker did not eghe Additive particleshe would in effect utter just.

Uttering " would implicate A [ ! 1], which in turn would implicate that the
presuppositiort is not common ground

~ A

(44) "1V APt 1]=A" " Al
(A" ) is ruled out by the utterante Therefore!' implicates(A!).
(45) [!]= [ltis possible p]

[A ! ] here indicateshatthe speaker knows thhtis not satisfied omorecrucially, that
the speaketdoesnotknow whether! is satisfied.

However, [It is possible p] is alreaghart of the common grewl. Hencethe Implicated
Presupposition Gertain A (It is possible p)lor [A Certain (t is possible } is
incompatible with this discourse. Therefote,avoid the Implicated Presuppositidhe
speaker has to Maxrize Presupposition!

4. Extending the analysis
4.11.Discussion of ¢ther Mutually E xclusive cases

We have discussethe case op andA(p) under an existentiahodal predicate. Since,
andA(p) cannot hold in the same worlih, a context that takgs for grantedone cannot
felicitously assert [ (A p)]. In other words, the narrow scope of the Additive particle is
contradictory in the case under discussimerause that would make the assertion and the
presupposition contradictary

Let usnow look at cases involving mutually exclusiviéeanativesunder the possibility
modal which are equally OcomplexO.

Scenario 4

News on TV:

Uhe World Chess kampionshipis being played between Anand and Carlsen
Carlsen has already won two games.O

A: ¥ikhono p&Ta game baki ache.
Q' hereare still five games to go.

(46) Anand-#(0) Championshipra jit-te  pare

AnandO championshigcla  win-inf may.pres.3
@nandmay winthe Championshipo.0
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The context makes the possibility of Carlsen winning the Champiosahgnt since he
is alreadytwo games upBut A thinks that AnandOs chance of winning is still ogen.
takesthe context to entajl win (carlse)] andutters [! win (anand]-also.

Since, the antecedent isWin (carlser)], alsoin the utterance (44s anaphoric tat, and
not just to thecomplement clause [win (carlser@f the exclusion of the modadh other
words,alsohas wide scope in this context.

(47) Wide scope:
a. Assertion: It is possible th&nandwill win.
b. Additive presupposition: It is possible tf@arlsenwill win.

Given[win (anand)] and [win (carlsen)] are mutually exclusive alternatives, the narrow
scope ofalsois ruled out.

(48) Narrow scope:
a. Assertion: It is possible that Anand will win.
b. (#) Additive presuppositiorthat Carlsenwill win.

Thus effectivelywe will get the inference (due tdoQal effectOix is possible that Anand
and Carlsen will winwhich is not permissible in the given scenario.

4.1.2. Regular mutually compatible cases

As is evident from the discussion abgué we do not set upnutudly incompatible
opposition then theo callecharrow scope reading would become possible.

Scenario 5
Ritu wants to visit Robi and Shomir now.

A: Robiis at home now.

B:

(48) Somir-#(0) ¥khon bai-te thakte pare
ShomirO now homeloc stayinf may.pres.3
Olt is possible th&homiris also at homaow.O

(49) Narrow scope:
a. Assertion: It is possible th&homiris at home.
b. Additive presuppositiorRobiis at home.

In the context of what A sayin the conversation abové49.b) is the salient additive
presuppositionThis presupposition is obtained ltlge narrow scope othe Additive
particle

If the scenario was set appropriatetythis caséhe wide scopeauld be infelicitous.
It is easy to see that with the deontic mquat “mayO.
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Scenario 6
A: Robi had the ice crearthough he was not allowed to have it.

(50) #Samir-o icecreamTa kh¢ée pare
ShomirO icecream eatinf may.pres.3
a. Oxis allowed that Bomir also eats the icecream.'
b.# Gt is also allowed that Siair eats the icecream.'

The reading ir(50.b) in Scenario 6looks like the wide scope readimgth the inference

it is allowed that Shomir and Robi eats the icecreBowever, this inference sightly
diffent from the wide scope reading anddige to vhat has been called the “obligatory
local effect@Tonhauser et al. 201.3)The narrow scope of the additive along with the
projection processes gives rise to such a meaning in this case.

4.2 Obligatoriness of additive particle inmutually exclusive scearios
In Scenario 4it is part of the commo ground that![ win (anand).

(51) Utterance! =! win (carlsen) ! win (anand)

Since [! win (anand) is already part of the common grounide additive particle has to
be used in BOs utterance to avoid thplibated presuppositiofCertain Al! win
(anand)]] or ACertain[! win (anand)], which areincompatiblewith the discourse.

The discussiomn section (4)shows that when the complement clause of the existential
modal holds an Additive Particle, the sleapf the presupposition triggered is dependent
on whether we are considering mutually exclusive alternatives or mutually compatible
ones.

Summary

In this squib | have discussed cases of mutually exclugaes ofalternatives placed
under the possibty modal. In Banglgand in other South Asian languagesg see an
obligatory additive particle showing up in such casBased on the literature on
obligatory presuppositions have tried to reason that not using the addpaeicle with

one possibity excludes the possibility of the other. So in scenarios, wdlenhe
possibilities are open, the speaker is obligated to use the additive particle to signal this
opennessThe paper also shows that in such constructions we always get a wide scope of
theadditive.

The squibgives rise to important questions that must be addressed in future Qvaek.
needs to understand the predicgi@- as opposed to other predicates expressing
existential modality.It is important to include the concessive conditional& the
discussiorfor a fuller analysis of the phenomenon.
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Interaction between prosody and focus types: Evidence from Bangénd Hindi "

Arunima Choudhury & Elsi Kaiser

University of Southern California

1. Introduction

This paperrepors a series of psycholingstic experiments investigag the prosodic
encoding of information structure in Bangla and Hindi. We testieether speaksrd

these languagesncode the informatiestructuraldistinction between nexwformation

focus and corrective focus prosodically, and if so, what prosodic dimensions (e.g.
fundamental frequencffFO, duration, intensity) are use@e also tested to what extent
listeners are able to perceive prosodic cues to information structure.

The term Oinformation structuis@sed to refer to parts of the sentence that can be
classified aggiven and topical information or ag.w/focused informatione(g. Chafe
1976, Valdw’ 1990, Lambrecht 1994, FZry & Krifka 2008)he category of focus is
often classified into two broad types: (a) New Informatiorcus) and (b) Contrastive
Focus. New-information focus isprimarily associated with newnonpresupposed
information and acommonly used diagnostic for namformation focus is the use of wh
guestons asin (1a) from Zimmermann & Onea (2011)he focus constituer{marked
with square brackets and the subscriptsihe part of the sentence that corresponds to
the answer to the whuestion(e.g. Jackendoff 1972, Gussenhoven 2008, Kanerva).1990

(2) a. A: Whatcolor did Peter paint his bicycle?  B: He paintedti[blue].

Following Zimmermann & Onea(2011) we define newnformation focus as
follows: A focused constituer{e.g.bluein 1a)expressesew informationif the focused
elementintroducesnew information to the Common @ind (the mutually shared
knowledgebetween speaker and addre3seenalternatives to the focused element had
not been explicitly mentioned in the prior discoutSentrastive focus, on the other hand,
occurs vihen one or more of the alternatives to the focused constituent have been
mentioned.For example, in (1b), one speaker claims that Petetguahis bicycle red

" We are grateful to the audience at FASAL 5 (Y&lgp15) for thoughtful comments and suggestiaNis.
also thankProf. Andrew Simpson for his valuable feedback and support at various stages of this project.
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The other speaker corrects this and says that out of the possible colors that Peter could
have pairted this bicycle, hegainted it blue.The contrastivelyfocused elemenblue
competes witlanother, explicittymentioned member in treet of possible bicycle colors

(red) for introduction in the Common Groulgsee Zimmermann &nea 201}

Q) a. A: Peter painted his bicycle red. B: No, he painted ifblue]k.

The type of focusn (1b) is more specificallknown ascorrective focus, which is
sometimes regardeds a subtype othe more general class obntrastivefocus, and
sometimes as distinct fromwontrastivefocus (for discussion, see.g. Zimmermann&
Onea 2011Dik 1997, Gussenhoven 2007n this paper, we investigate the prosodic
encoding of newnformationfocus and corrective focus, since these two focus tgpes
intuitively distinct andreliably elicited by whguestions and correction contexts

Despite examples like (1a,b), researchers disagvhether contrastive focus
constitutes an informatiestructural category of its own, distinct from naviormation
focus.Some researcheBlargely with a syntactic focu® arguethat cortragive focus is
a focus type independet of newinformation focus €.g. Chafe 1967, Halliday 1967,
Rochemont 198&iss 1998, Valduv& Vilkuna 1998 Molnir 2002. On the other hand,
otherslike Bolinger (1961),Rooth (1992), Krifka (1993and Schwarzschild (1999p
largely with a semantic foc8have claimed that contrastive focus is not fundamentally
different from information focus, as far as its semantics aneezoed.

Work on prosody has identifiedifferent intonational properties for nanwformation
focus andcontrastive/corrective focus. Zubrrata (1998) believesewinformation
focus and contrastive focus to be informatstructurally distinct and to havdifferent
intonational realizations in Romance languages like Italian and Spanish. Pierrehumbert
(1980)and others working withiautosegmental metrical phonologypsitdistinct pitch
accentsn Englishfor newinformation focus (H*) and contrastive fa€ (L + H*).

Psycholinguistic worksuggests that speakers encode different focus types with
different prosodic cues and that listeners are sensitive to this, botajhyg@ng between
focus types and prosody may not be straightforward. For example, a d¢wngpien
study byWatson et al. (2008)n Englishshowed that. +H* accents are interpreted as
having acontrastive interpretationrwhereas H*accentscan mark either contrastive
referents or newinformation referents A series of producticandperception
experiments byBreen et al. (2010)oind that peakers distinguish ceective and non
corrective focs reliably only when they araware ofthe prosodic ambiguity present
across different information structurel that case, speakers producsmhtrastivéy
focused elementsith greater intensity, longer duration, afperhaps surprisinglyipwer
mean and maximurR0 than norcontrastivelyfocused elements.

On the perception side, Breen et al. observedahanwhen speakersO productions
distinguished caective and noitorrective focus, listeners did not successfully identify
focus type (ListenersO performanoa focus typesmproved when an attributive phrase
Ol heard thatO preceded the critical SVO sentence, which Breattabate to speakers
prosodically marking OlIO when the sentences were contiaB@entproductionwork
by Katz & Selkirk (2011)found that contrastive focus and neviormation focus are
prosodically distinct, but Katz and Selkirk did not test perception.

In sum, within thecetical linguistics there is an ayoing debateaboutwhether we
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should have a grammatical representation of contrastive focus that is distinct from that of
newinformation focus. Current psycholinguistic work exploring the distinctness (or lack
thereof) & newinformation focus and corrective focus has led to mixed results,
especially when we look at both production and perception.

In the current studywe investigate the production and perception of né@wormation
and corrective focuwith native Bangleand Hindispeakersto see how two languages
which are typologically related to each other but which differ from English in some key
respectscan contribute to this debate. As will become appateaking at two related
languages turns out to be highigformative wth respect to the question efhat
prosodic/acoustic dimensions languages use for encoding focus.

1.1  Background: Bangla and Hindi

Bangla and Hindi are a part of the modéday Indic/IndeAryan branch of the Indo
European family of language$heir canonical word order is SOV, but word order is
relatively flexible. Both Bangla and Hindi have a Odefault focus position® which
immediately precedes the verdad. Choudhury 2010 Bangla, Kidwai 2000 on Hindi),

and thispositionhas been suggested to be the default position for new information focus
in both languages (S [Q) V). Furthermore,native speaker judgments indicéateat
contrastivelyfocused elementsan also occur irhts position(S [Olkor V). Furthermore,

in canonical SOV word ordethe subject can be in namnformation focus [Slnew O V)

or contrastively focused ([$} O V)." Hence,the canonical SOV word ordén both
Bangla and Hindcan hae the followinginterpretations:

() S [O]newV - New-information focus ombject; subject is unfocused
(i) S [OlecorV - Correctivefocus onobject; subject is unfocused
@ii)  [S]new O V - Newinformation focus orsubject object is unfocused
(iv)  [Slcorr O V - Correctivefocus onsubject, object is unfocused

Now, let us turn to what is known about the prosodic properties of Hindi and Bangla.
Previous studiegHayes & Lahiri 1991, FZry 2010, Patil et al 2008, Moore 1965,
Harnsberger 1994, Khan 2007) have shown that kmtguages have an L¥Hpitch
accent on the focused constituent (based on thesegutental metrical phonology
framework, see Pierrehumbert 1980). both languagesgeach content word forms its
independent phonological phrase and each phonological phrasesgea low tone and a
high phrase boundary associated with the right edge of the prosodic word. Both Bangla
and Hindiclauses also exhibié downstep intonation patterflowever, not much is
known about the quantitative values of fundamental frequencgtidn and intensity of
the focused constituents in Hindi and Bangla. Also, we do not know much about the
prosodic differences between focus types in Harttl Banglaand whether Bangla and

! Noncanonical OSV order does not seem to allow the sentritied argument to be in nesmformation

focus ( * [Olew S V) although contrastive focus seems to be possible,{[6]V). See Choudhury (2015)

for further discussion and experiments regarding OSV order in Hindi and Bangla. Here, we focus on SOV
order. It is also worth noting that Bangla and Hindi have fgaurticles (e.g. Bhatt 1994, Sharma 2003 on
Hindi, Choudhury 2010 on Bangla), biltey are only used in certain contextsdamly with corrective

focus. We do not investigate them heDeir experimental stimutio not require focus particles.
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Hindi encode the focus types distinctly using prosddyr work ams to contribute to
these questions.

1.2 Research Questions

The first research question that our experiments address is wispibakersof
Bangla and Hindi encode the distinction between-mdéarmation focus and corrective
focus prosodically, and if so, what poatic dimensions (e.dundamental frequenclyO,
duration, intensity) are used, and are they the same in both langudteszond
research question is whethiestenersof these two languages are able to perceive the
prosodic cues used to signal focus tyge® listeners able to differentiate between new
information focus and corrective fogughen word order provides no cues?

These two questionwiill provide new dataon the encoding and perception of
information structure in Bangla and Hindi, and they atdate tothe debateegarding the
relationship betwen newinformation focus and contrastive/corrective fackispeakers
of Hindi and Bangladistinguish prosodically between the two focus types and listeners
are sensitive to these prosodic cutsgs will provide us with further crosslinguistic
evidence that focus types are encoded as separate categories.

Conducting gparallel investigation of twaloselyrelated languagesill allow us to
gain insights into how variable languages are in terms cffggeificprosodic dimensions
that they use to encode information structuseveral studie®n Chinese language
suggesthat even typologically closely related language may employ different prosodic
cues to encode focus (Xu 1999 for Mandarin, Wu & Xu 2010 for Cantonese, Chen et al
2009 for Beijing Mandarin, Taiwanese Mandarin andvBaes¢. Thus, we should not
assume an\werly simplistic view regarding the Odivision of laborQ between differe
prosodic dimensions such B8, duration and intensity.

We conducted three sets of experiments. All three experimemmsist of a
production study followed by a perception studyeventhe production study recordings
were used as stimuli for the perception study. Experiment 1Eapdriment 2 were
conducted with native Bangla speakers, &xgeriment 3 was conducted with native
Hindi speakersExperiment 2 (Bangla) and Experiment Bin{di) use sentences with
Adverb-SubjectObjectVerb word order. This was done based on the results of
Experiment 1 (Bangla), which used SubjétijectVerb sentences. In Experiments 2
(Bangla) and 3 (Hindi)the subject is no longer at the senteimiteal position, but the
object is still at the default focus positiorhi§ allows us to seehether the results of
Experiment 1 could be due to specific prosodic properties of senidtiak elements.

For all three studiesye first describe the design andethods used in the prociion
phase followed by the perception studdnd the results of the perception study, and
finally theacoustic analyses of the stimuli

2. Experiment 1: SOV word order in Bangla
2.1 Production phase

In the production phase, we elicit&hngla SOVsentencesvith newinformation or
corrective focus on the subject or the ohjddte data from this study was analyzed and
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used aghe stimuli for the perception studghase of Experiment. Five adult native
Bangla speakers (3 female, 2 male) participatedhe production phaseill were
originally from Kolkata, India, and had been in the U.S. for at most 3 years.

Participants produced SOV sentences in contexts designed to elicit either new
information foc or corrective focus. We used aghestions to elicit newnformation
focus (following Gussenhoven 2008, Kanerva 1989 atiteis),and yes/no questions to
elicit corrective focusffllowing Breen et al 2010 as in (2a)}(2d). We manipulated
focus type (newnformation focus vscontrastive focus) and the grammatical role of the
focused element (subject wsbject) This resulted in four conditions: SiNew, Ob}
New, SubCorr, ObjCorr (Table ). The word order of the answer isetsame in all
conditions (SOV). The verbs were in the simple past tearsgmouns were 2.15 syllables
long on averag@&ill subjecs were [+human], and all objects were inanimate.

Table 1.Experiment 1: Roduction studyesign (Underlining indicaes foas)

Subject Object
Newinformation Focus SOV SOV
Contrastive Focus SOV SYOAY

(2a) Subject whquestion to elicit nevinformation focugSubbNew information)

Q: ke garikinlo? A: [baba]newinfo gari kinlo
Who car bought father car bought
Who bought a car? OFather bought a car®
(2b) Object whquestion to elicit nevinformation focugObj-New information)
Q: baba ki  kinlo? A: baba [gari] newinfo Kinlo
Father what bought father car bought
OWhat did father buy?0 OFather bought a car®
(2c) Subject yes/no question to elicit corrective focus (Sobrective)
Q: protibeshi gari kinlo  ki? A: [baba]cor gari kinlo
Neighbor car bought Q father car bought
Did neighbor buy a car? OFather bought a car®

(2d) Object yes/no question to elicit corrective fo¢@®j-Corrective)
Q: baba kompyutar kinlo ki?  A: baba[gari] cor kinlo

Father computer bought Q father car bought

Did father buy a computer? OFather bought a car®

Participants saw a questiamswer paiion the screen, and said the answer out loud.
They were encouraged to speak naturally, a8 & conversatioA.The responses were
recorded. This study was run on a PC using Paradigm software (Perception Research
Systems). We ceted 20 target items and 3fller items. Each speaker produced four
targets per conditioBfor a total of 16 target®as well as 16 fillers. We did two rounds
of recordings for each speakgll 32 trials in an initialround, and then all 32 trials
again), to minimize disfluencseThe recordings from the second round were used for all

2When answeng the yes/no questions, participants were instructed to avoid saying Ono® explicitly.
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subsequent analyses. Eapleaker produced 16 targets out of the fuHlit2én target set,

and 16 fillers out of the full 3zem filler set; this kept the study at a reasonable duration.
The full taget and filler sets become relevant for the design of the perception study. In
the next section, we present the perception study that used these sound files as stimuli. In
Section 2.3, we present the acoustic analyses for these sound files.

2.2  Perceptionphase

The perception phadest whether Bangla speakers perceive a distinction between new
information focus and corrective focus in the sentences generated during the production
phase, ando see ifthe grammatical role of the focused elemenpacts perception.
Twelve adult native speakers of Bangla participat@d originally from India, all had

been in theU.S. for less than five yegrs None of these participants took part in the
production studyThe materials for this study were thedawufiles from the production
phase. This study had 20 targets and 32 fillers, in a{Sgjurare desigrEvery list had an

equal distribution of target sentences spoken by all five speakers in all four conditions.
Thestudywas run using Paradigm softwdRerception Research Systems).

On critical trials, participants saw a wgouestion and a yes/no question on the screen
(Figure 1). The grammatical role focused by the questions matched the grammatical role
focused in the sound file&When participants saw subject whquestion and a subject
yes/no question, they heard a sound file eliciteda)w subject wkguestion oty (b) a
subject yes/no questio@onversely when they saw an object vguestion and an object
yes/no question, they heard a sound filgted by (a) an object whquestion oby (b)an
object yes/no question. Thallows us to test tetherlistenerscan distinguish new
information focus and contrastive focus. Left and right locations of question types were
counterbalanced. (The questions were shown in Bangla scHpttjcipantétask was to
choose whether the sound file is an answer to thewesion or the yes/no corrective
guestionbi.e., which question is most appropriate for the sentence that they heard.

Figure 1. Experiment 1Schemati@xample(SubNew condition)

Ke gari kinlo? Protibeshi gari kinlo ki?
Who bought a car? Did neighbor buy a car?
(Subject wiquestion) (Subject yes/no question)

Presented auditorily (example of SMew condition)
[baba] Newlnfo gaRl kinlo
father car bought

2.2.1 Resultsfor perception phase

We present the results in terms ledw often the participants choseettwhquestion
Since whquestions elicit nevinformation focus this can be thought of as thate of
newinformation interpretationsFigure 2shows the rate of wiguestion responses for
each condition. Because participants only had two choicesq@estion yes/no
guestion), this means thahenever they did not choose a-ghestion, they chose a yes
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no-question Therate of yes/naquestion responsesan thusbe inferred from Figure .2
(The wh-question is the OrightO answer for sounds eliciteéwinformation focus
contexts, but the OwrongO answer for sound files elictedaativefocus contexts.)

Figure 2 Experiment 1Rate of whquestion boices (indicating newnformation focus)
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As can be seen ifigure 2 the perentage of wkguestion responseb i.e., the
percentage of the timgarticipants perceived the focus as being-n@armation focusb
is well over 50% in all conditions$n other words, participants have an overall preference
for a newinformation interpretation (for discussion of why this might be the case, see
Choudhury 2015). What is relevant for us here is tivatpreference for whuestions is
weakenedor sound files elicited in a corrective contexvhen compared to sound files
elicited in a newnformation contextin objectfocus conditions, the rate of wjuestion
choices is 92% for sound files elicited in a Aeformation focus context (i.e., preceded
by a whquestion), but only 70% for sound files been elicited in a corrective focus
context (i.e., preceded by a yes/no question). The same numerical pattern is observed in
subjectfocus conditions, but at a smaller magnitude: 83% ofguéstion choices with
newinformation focus sound files; 73% wguestion choices with corrective focus sound
files. Linear mixedeffects regressions confirm that the difference is significant in the
case of object focus (p<.05) but not significant in the case of subject focus (p=.14)

We also tested for main effects and interactions here and in the sb#tistical
analyses reported in this paper. However, due to space limitatiomapst/ focus on
the plannedcomparisons between the two different focus types on subjects antsobjec
Please see Choudhui3015 for additional details anfill results of allanalyses.

Thus,our results indicate th&angla listeners are able to distinguish corrective focus
and newinformation focus using only prosodic informatiatmen the focused ement is
the objectbut not when it is the subject

2.3. Acousticanalyses ofproduction phase

We now turn tohie prosodicacoustic propertiesf the focused constituent#/e report on
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two main prosodic cues, namely fundamental frequei® gnd duratior). (We also
looked at intensity, normalized over time, but found no significant eftddtscus type,
so we will not discuss the intensity data further. It seems that intensity does not play any
role in encoding focus types in Bangla. Please $emi@hury 2015 for detailsTihe main
purpose of the acoustic analyses is to determine which of these prosodic cues is
facilitating the perception of the focus types, and to see if we can learn more about why
listeners ar@otable to distinguish focus tymhfferences at the subject position.

The production data was analyzed using Prosody Pro (Xu-200% and Praat
(Boersma &Weenink2009. We analyzed the timeomalized fundamental frequency
and relative duratiarFor the timenormalized measuregje uised Prosody Pro to divide
each constituent into 10 equal time points/time segmeéntsthe FO analyseseported
throughout this papemnve focus on(the average ofjhe last 5 of these time points,
because of the pitch accenting alignment of both Hindi Bagla (Hayes & Lahiri
1991, FZry 2010see Choudhury 2015 for additional discuskitMe alsoanalyzed the
relative duratiorof the focused element$o account for differences in speech rate, we
followed Ito et al.(2006 andKaland et al(2011), andcomputed the relative duration of
a constituent by dividing its absolute duration with the absolute duration of the sentence.

2.4  Results of productionphase

Figure 3shows thefundamental frequency (FO) patterns for the four conditions in
Experimentl, on SOV sentences in Bangla. As can be seen in the figure, it looks like the
subject in 8 conditions ends with a higRO at the right edge of the word, regardless of
whether or not it is focused. Objects the other hand, have higBs at the right ége

when they are focused and loweds when they are unfocused. Furthermore, we see that
numerically, correctively focused objects (triangles) have a hidgiterthan new
information focused objects (diamond$tatistical analyses (twiailed paired -tess)
confirm thatFOOs are significantly higher for corrective objects thaninfsmation
objects (t(4)=4.019; P<0.05), botrrective subjects vs. nemformation subjectshow

no significant effect of focus type (t(4)%.849; P=0.138).

Figure 4shows tle mean relative duration of the focused constituent (subject or
object) in all four conditions in Experiment@orrectivelyfocused constituents appear to
be considerably longer than constituents in 4rgarmation focus.Statistical analyses
(two-tailed paired ttests) confirm thathe mean durations are significantly higher for
elements ircorrective focus than falements imew-information focugsubjectst(4)=-
4.958 p<0.05 objects:t(4)=-7.217 p<0.01). In sum, the duration analyses show that
corredively-focused constituents are indeed significantly longer than constituents4n new
information focus

2.5 Discussion of Experiment 1 (Bangla SOV sentences)

Experiment 1 consisted ofpgioduction and perception study looking at SOV sentences in
Banglato test whether and with what prosodic dimension speakers encode the difference
between newnformation focus and corrective focus on subjects and objed¢ts. T
acoustic analyses show tH&d in Bangla encodes a difference between focus types on
objects butnot on subjects, whereas duration encodes a difference between focus types
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on both subjects and objects. (Intensity does appear to reflect focus types.) Hawever,
the perception phase of this study (which used the stimuli from the production phase as
its stimuli), listeners were able to distinguish the two focus types reliably on objects but
not on subjects. This is in line with the acoustic analyseB@pbut seems surprising in

light of theduration data.

Before considering the implications of these findings further, it is important to
mentiona possiblecomplicationin Experiment 1 Couldthe asymmetricaFO results for
subjects and objects be an artifact of the sentenita position of the subject, vith is
known to be associated with prosodic prominence. Could it be that this was masking
potential effects of focus type on the subject? Experiment 2 addibss issue, by
testing SOV sentences that have an adverb in senrta@tiaeposition.

Figure 3. Experiment 1. Timenormalized FGontours of th&OV target sentences
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Figure 4: Experiment 1: Mean relative duration of the focused constituent (in seconds)
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3. Experiment 2: Adv-SOV word order in Bangla

Experiment 2 tests if the absence of focus type effects on subjects exists even if the
subject is not in sentenaaitial position. Bangla is known to hawe downstep pitch
pattern (Hayes & Lahiri 1999, By 2010). This raises the question of whether the
sentenceanitial prominence could be masking potential differences between new
information focus and contrastive focus on the subjegperiment 2 uses sentences
where the subject is no longer in sentemigal position We addeda sentencanitial
adveb in front of the subject, as in example (3).

Similar to Experiment 1, this study is divided into two parts: a production study,
followed by a perception study. The sentences generated during the production study
were used as stimuli for the perceptitudy.

(3a) Subject whguestion to elicit nevinformation focus (SubNew)

Q: gotokal ke garikinlo? A: gotokal  [babakwinio gari kinlo
Yesterday who car bought yesterday  father car bought
OWho bought a car yesterday? OFather bought a car yesterday®

(3b) Object whquestion to elicit newinformation focus (Obj-New)

Q: gotokal baba ki  kinlo? A: gotokal baba [gaFdwino kinlo
Yesterday father what bought yesterday father car bought

OWhat did father buy yesterday?0 OFather bought a car yesterdayO

(3c) Subject yes/no question to elicit corrective focus (Sub-Corr)

Q: gotdkal protibeshi gari kinlo  ki? A: gotokal [babaj.r gari kinlo
Yesterday neighbor car bought Q yesterday father car bought
Did neighbor buy a car yesterday? OFather bought a car yesterdayO

(3d) Object yes/no question to elicit corrective focus (Obj-Corr)

Q: gaokal baba kompyutar kinlo ki? A: gotokal baba [garih kinlo
Yesterday father computer bought Q yesterday father car bought
Did father buy a computer yesterday? OYesterday father bought a car®

3.1  Production phas

Similar to Experiment 1, the data froitme production phaseas acoustically analyzed
and used astimuli for the perception studyFive native Bangla speakers (3 female, 2
male all originally from West Bengal, Indiallhad been in the U.S. for atost 5 years
participated in the production phad&ne of the participants participated in the previous
experiment.The design was the same as in pineductionphase of Experiment 1, with
four conditions (SutiNew, ObfNew, SubCorr, ObjCorr). We used hie same 16 targets
asin Experiment 1However, now participants produced ABOV sentences instead of
SOV sentencesn target trials The SOV part of the sentences was the same as in
Experimentl, andwe now added asentencenitial adverb(ex.3). The aderbswere all
singleword expressions in Bangla anere of three types: time adverbs (eygsterday,
last_night), manner adverbs (e.gmmediately, quickly and place adverbs (e.gside,
therg. All of these can naturally and felicitously occur sentencenitial position in
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Bangla.A total of ten commoradverbs were used, repeated twice, of wiiazhr were
time adverbs,four manner adverbs, anthree place adverbs. The adverb was also
mentioned in the question, as shown in ex.(3), to maxima&aralness. The adverbs
were single worgand 23 syllables in length.The study also included 32 fillers, which
were similar to those in Experiment 1 but some had adverbs in different pogitions
sentencanedial and sentengaitial B because adverbs veealso added to the targets.
The production phase was conducted inghme was as iExperiment 1 participants
saw questioranswer pairs and were instructed to say the answer,aoddthe second
round of recordings was used for all analyses

3.2  Perceptionphase

In this phase, similar to Experiment 1, we test whether participants can perceive
differences between subjects and objects in-imdgrmation focus vs. Contrastive focus.
The design of this perception study whe same athe perception stly in Experiment
1. Twenty adult native speakers of Bangfeom India participated(all had been in the
U.S. for less tharb year9. None of them took part in the production phase tbfis
experiment or in th@erceptionphase of Eperimentl, but four of the participants had
participated in thggroductionphase of Eperimentl. This was primarily due to the lack
of native Banglaspeakers in and around UniversitfySouthern CaliforniaHowever, an
average o4 months passed between the timeen these four participants completed
the production phase of Experiment 1 and pgkeception phase of ExperimentThus,
we do not expect their participation to distort the data.

As in Experiment 1, the sound files from the production phase were usheé as
stimuli for the perception phas&here were 20 targets and 32 fillers, in a L&quare
design.The lists were created such that every list had an equal distribution of target
sentences spoken by all five speakers in all four conditidmes procedre wasthe same
asthe perceptiophase oExperiment 1

3.2.1 Resultsfor perception phase

Similar to Experiment 1, we plot the results in terms of the pexgerdf OwhesponsesO
shown in Figureb. The rate of wiresponses can thus be thought ofhesrate of new
information focus interpretations.

As a whole, Experiment 2 replicates the outcomes of Experimdntdbjectfocus
conditions, the rate of whuestion choices is 93% for sound files elicited in a-new
information focus context (whuestia), but only 75% for sound files been elicited in a
corrective focus context (yes/no question). Similarly, in sulfgmis conditions, the rate
of wh-question choices for neiformation focus sound files is 88%, and 79% for wh
guestion choices with corgve focus sound files. In other words, the overall- wh
preference isgainweakened for sound files elicited in a corrective context.

Linear mixedeffects regressions confirm this asymmetry: The difference in the rate
of wh-question responses is signifitain the case of object focus (p<.05) but not
significant in the case of subject focus (p=.1lhese results are consistent with the
perception phase of Experiment 1. Thus, even with an adverb at the sentigce
position, Bangla speakers are unatoleperceive the prosodic difference between focus
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types on subjectsalthough they can do so on objecEsis suggests that the difference
between subjects and objects is not an artifact of theslg sentenaetial position.

Figure 5.Experiment 2Rate of whguestion choices (indicating nemformation focus)
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Because thdocustypesresults for subjects are approaching marginal significance
(commonly definedas 0.1! p > 0.05), we wanted to check whether we might be
overlooking a meaningful rei due to lack of statistical powero test this, we decided
to conducta combined analys on Experiments 1 and Blowever, lefore combining the
perception data dExperimens 1 and 2 we firstcompared the experiments witpeated
measures ANOVA with Oexperimentd as a betwsejects factor and found no
significant effects of experiment (p419. We then combined the perception data from
Experiments 1 and 2 to seeeffects that ar@lmostmarginal in the individual studies
would reach significare with more dataHowever, mixeeeffects logistic regression
analyses yield the same results as we obtained for eeqriment individually: With
focused objects, we find significantly more \ghestion choices when the object had
been elicited with nevinformation focus than with corrective foc(js<0.05). However,
for focused subjectshere is no significant difference in the rate of selection of wh
questions§=0.931). These resultsroborate our conclusion thaative Bangla listeners
can distinguistiocus type on thémmediately preverbabbject, but not on the subject.

3.3. Acousticanalyses ofproduction phase

Theacousticdata was analyzed in the same way as in Experimesxkcept that because
the sentences contained an adverb, for the-tionmalized analyses we now uséd
segments (segments -IL0: adverb, segments 20: subject, segments 0. object,
segments 340: verb). (Similar to Experiment 1, walso looked at intensity, normalized
over time, but found no significant effeab$ focus type, so we will not disiss the
intensity data furthen this papel)
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3.4  Resultsof production phase

Figure 6shows thdundamental frequency E0) patterns for Experiment 2, on Adverb
SOV sentences in Bangla. As can be seeithe figure, itlooks like even with the
presenceof a sentence initial adverb, the subjstil has a prosodic prominence, which
may be related tprosodic resetting. However similar to SOV sentences in Esqment
1, we see that numerically, correctively focused objects (triangles) have a higtiem
newinformation focused objects (diamond$tatistical analyses (twiailed paied t
testy confirm that focused objects have significantly high&0 when they are
cortrastively focused than when they are in Aafermation focugt(4)=-4.850; P<0.05),
butno such difference is found on focused subjé¢ty=-1.946; P=0.124)in sum, even
whenthe subject is not ahe sentencenitial position, the prosodic distincin between
newinformation focus and contrastive foctisat we see on objects $ill not reliably
present on subjects.

Figure 7shows themean relative duration of the focused constituent (subject or
object) in all four conditions in Experiment 2. Simita SOV sentences in Experiment 1,
correctivelyfocused constituents appear to be considerably longer than constituents in
newinformation focus.Statistical analyses (twiailed paired tests) confirm thathe
mean durations are significantly higher &ements ircorrective focus than falements
in newinformation focus(subjects:t(4)=-3.111 p<0.05 objects:(t(4)=-3.420 p<0.05).
Thus, orrectivelyfocused constituents are indeed significantly longer than constituents
in newinformation focusregardless of grammatical role.

Figure 6. Experiment Zlimenormalized FQontours of the AdBOV target sentences
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% A question that comes up regarding Figéeoncernghe potential occurrence of &0 reset after the
adverb and before the subject. It may be thatSOV part othe sentence forsa separate phonological
phrase This would explain why the subjedhé first constituent ohe hypothesizeghonological phrage
has highF0 and the downstep begins after the subja leave this as a question for future work.
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Figure 7: Experiment 2: Mean relative duration of the focused consti(aadtadverb)
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3.5 Discussion of Experiment 2 (BanglaAdv-SOV)

Experiment 2 addressed a question left open by Experiment 1, namely whethesckt

of significant focs type effects on thEO measurements of subjects could be due to the
sentencenitial position of the subject in Experiment 1. To test this, in Experiment 2 we
used adverinitial sentencesThe results showhat even when the subje no longer
sentencanitial, (i) Bangla spakers us€&0 to encode a difference between focus types on
objects bumot on subjectsand (ii) listenersare able to distinguish the two focus types
reliably on objects butoton subjectslin sum, the results are very much in line with what
we found inExperiment 1. Furthermore, it is also importanfptant outthat in both
Experimens 1 and 2, we find effects of focus type on the relative duration of both
subjects and objects (correctivébcused elements are longer than elements in- new
informationfocus). In light of this, it is intriguing th&anglalisteners do not seem to be
sensitive to these duration cues. We return to this in the General Discussion section.

4. Experiment 3: Adv-SOV word order in Hindi

We conducted a study parallelEgperiment 2 in HindiAs we will see, even two closely
related languages do nuaittern alike in terms d@he prosodic encoding of focus types.

4.1  Production phase

The production phase was parallel to Experiments 1 and 2, except that the studwwas no
conducted in HindiFive adult native Hindi speakers (3 female, 2 madd living in

Delhi, India at the time of testirand had lived there for most of their liygmrticipated.

The participants did not speak any other Indian language apart from Hneddesign

was the same as Experiments 1 and, 2vith four conditions (Soi New, Obj New, Sub
Corr, ObjCorr). Also, similar toExperiment 2 sentenceénitial adverbs were used (4)
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The design, methods and procedure were the same as Experiment 2,fexdbpt
language of the stimuli.

(4a) Subject whguestion to elicit nevinformation focus (SubNew)

Q: parso kisne gari kharidi? A:parso [bhaiyy@ehewinio gari kharidi
day-beforeyesterdaywho car bought day-beforeyesteday brothercar bought
OWho bougttar day before yesterday? — OBrother bought car day psfdagO

(4b) Object whquestion to elicit newinformation focus (Obj-New)

Q: pasro bhaiyyae kya kharida? A: parso bhaiyyae [garilewinfo Kharidi
day-beforeyesterdayorother what bought  dayeforeyesterdayorother cabought
OWhat did brother buy day before yesterday? OBrother bought car dayshedg®

(4c) Subject yes/no question to elicit correctiveus (SubCorr)

Q: parso papae gari kharida kya? A: parso [bhaiyyaelor gari kharidi
day-beforeyesterdayathercar bought Q  daleforeyesterdayrothercar bought
ODid father buy car day before yesterday? OBrother bought a car day before ystdayO

(4d) Object yes/no question to elicit corrective focus (Obj-Corr)

Q: parso bhaiyyane skutar kharida kya?A: parso bhaiyyane [garilor kharidi
day-beforeyestedaybrotherscooter bought Q dayeforeyesterdayorother cabought
@id brother buyscooter day beforesyday?OODay beforesyday brother bought carO

4.2  PerceptionPhase

The perception phase was again parédid&=xperiment 2Twentyadultnative speakers of

Hindi (all living in Delhi at the time testing, and had lived there for most of their)lives
participated in the study. The participants did not speak any other Indian language. None
of these participants took part in the production plrafghis experimeniThe design and
procedure wabe same athe perceptionphase of Eperiment 2 except that the stimuli

were now in Hindi

4.21 Results for perception phase

We again present the results terms of the perceage of wh-responsesi.e., the
percentage of trials where the participants chose -@uelktion(indicative of a new
information focus interpretation)n objectfocus conditions, the rate of wjuestion
choices is 82% for sound files elicited in a AEformation focus conteXpreceded by a
wh-question), but only 67% for sound files elicited in a corrective focus context
(preceded by a yes/no question). Similarly, in subectis conditions, the rate of wh
guestion choices for nemformationfocus sound files is 76%, and 63&% wh-question
choices with corrective focus sound filésnear mixedeffects regressions confirm tha
there is a main effect of focus type (p<.05), no effect of grammatical role (p=.2) and no
interaction (p=.76)Thus, participants are able to perceive difference between the two
focus types equally well for subjects and objects. This is different from Bangla, where the
participants were only able to distinguish the focus types for objects, and not subjects.
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Figure 8.Experiment 3:Rate of whqueston choices (indicating nesmformation focus)
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4.3. Acoustic analyses ofproduction phase

For the acoustic analyses, the datas analyzedas in Experiment 2. (Similar to
Experiments 1 and 2, we also looked at intensity, normalized over time, but found no
significant effectof focus type, so wdo not discuss the intensity data furttere)

4.4  Resultsof production phase

Figure 9showsthe fundamental frequency ¢0) patterndor each of the four conditions

in Experiment 3. We clearly see a general detap pattern after the subject. However,
the adverbs (segmentslD) and subjects (segments2@) both have almost equally high
(peak)F0Os. Th&O starts to gradually fall after subjects such that the objects (segments
21-30) have a much lower (peak) than the subjects followed by the ve(segments
31-40), which have the lowes$t0. Statistical analyseshow that there is no effect of
focus type on either subjects or objedtsus,unlike Bangla, where we fourah effect of
focus type or0s for the objectin Hindi we do not find an¥*0 differences in the focus
types foreithersubjector objects.

Figure 10shows themean relative duration of the focused constituent (subject or
object) in all four conditions in Hindi. Similar to Bangla in Experinsefit and 2,
correctivelyfocused constituents appear to be considerably longer than constituents in
newinformation focus. Statistical analyses (twiailed paired tests) confirm thathe
mean duations are significantly longdor elements ircorrective focus than f@lements
in newinformation focus(subjects: t(4)=3.679 p<0.05; objectd4(4)=-3.302 p<0.05).
Thus, contrasvely-focused subjects and objects are produced with reliably longer
duration than subjects and objects in Aifermation focusin Hindi. Thus,similar to
Experiments 1 and i Bangla, Hindi speakers enathe difference between the focus
types using dration and these duration cues are equally strong for subjects and objects
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Figure 9: Experiment 3Timenormalized FGcontours of the Ad®OV target sentences
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Figure 10: Experiment 3: Mean relative duration of the focused constifaedtadverp
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4.5  Discussion of Experiment 3 (Hindi AdvSOV)

The acoustic analysdsr Hindi indicate thatspeakerqi) are not using=0 to encode

focus types, but(i) are using duration because words ircorrective focusare
significantly longerthan words in newnformation focus The results of the perception
study show thaHindi listeners can reliably differentiate between the two focus tgpes

both subjects and objects. In light of the acoustic analyses, this leads us to conclude that
Hindi listeners are sensitive to duration cues but né0toues.
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5. General Discussion

We conducted three productiperception studies to investigatéhether speakers of
Bangla and Hindi encode the distinction between-mdéarmation focus and corrective
focus prosodicallyin sentences with canonical SOV ordand if so, what prosodic
dimensions (e.gF0, duration, intensity) are usedhetherthey are the same in both
languagesWe also teste@vhether listenersf these two languages are able to perceiv
the prosodic cues used to signal focus tyfyeshe absence of any word order cues).
These studies provide new empirical information about Hindi and Bangla and also
contribute to thdongstanding debate regarding the status of the focus typeshether
newinformation and corrective focushould be regarded as distinct notions, or as two
subtypes that do not differ in their basic semantics.

Our results for Bangla show that Bangla speakersFOst® encode the distinction
between newnformation bcus and corrective focus on objects but not on subjects.
Interestingly, however, Bangla speakers use duration to distinguish focus types on both
subjects and objects. Hindi speakers, on the other hand, do not seem to Ib® asiat)
to encode distinabins in focus type on either subjects or objects. Like Bangla speakers,
however, they produce correctivelgcused elements with reliably longer duration than
elements in nevinformation focus.

The finding that speakers in these two languages reliablyglissh newinformation
focus and corrective focus provides support for the idea that these two focus types are
distinct categoriesAs discussed in section 1, there has been a-stargling debate
regarding whether different focus types are informasitmacturally distinct. Orthe one
hand linguists like Kiss (1998), Vallduv’ &Vilkuna (1998), Hartmann & Zimmermann
(2006) and Zimmermann & Onea (2011), distinguish between contrastive and new
information focus On the other handothers likeRooth (1992), Swwarzschild (1999)
and Krifka (1993) arguethat contrastive/corrective focus is not fundamentally different
from information focus, as far as its underlying semantics are conceWwedind that
speakers of both Bangla and Hindi produce elements inimfewnation focus and in
contrastive focus with reliable prosodic differences, which is compatible with the idea
that these two focus types are informatstructurally distinct.

What about the perception side? Duration provides a reliable cue for focssirtype
both Bangla and Hindi on both subjects and objects, so it seems reasonable to expect
listeners to be able to distinguish neMormation focus from corrective focus on both
subjects and objects in both languadéswever, as we saw, whereas Hindidistrs are
indeed able to do so, Bangla listeners are only able to distinguish focuselipbly
when the object is in focus, not when the subject is in fqd@ire data for the subject are
going in the right direction, but do not reach significance.sTlewenf we were to say
optimistically, that Bangla listeners are somewhat able to distinguish focus types on the
subject, they armuchbetter at doing sevhen the focused element is the object.)

When we combine the production and perception data, ave igentify some
intriguing asymmetries between Hindnd Bangla Although both languages encode
focus type distinctions using duration, it appeta Hindi listeners rely on duration
cues during perception more than Bangla listeners. Bangla listanemtrast, sem to
rely more onFO cues (and are thus not able to reliably detect differences in focus type
on the subject).Thus, our work provides the first crosslinguistic psycholinguistic
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evidence thathat Bangla and Hindifwo closelyrelated modertndo-Aryan languages
which share a lot of common syntactic propertéifer somewhat in the specifics of
how focus types are encoded by speakers, but differ more strikingly in how sensitive
listeners are to different kinds of prosodic cues. The deepsons for these differences

are an intriguing direction for future work.
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Verb Agreement in Hindi and its Acquisition*

Benu Pareeki\yesha Kidwai & Sonja Eisenbeiss

Jawaharlal Nehru Universityniversity of Essex

1. Introduction

The paper exploreshe theoretical implications of an elicited production study of
acquisition of Case marking in Hindi spoken in the Delhi regidine results of this

study indicate that while children as young as 3 years and 5 mon#h® no errors in

verb agreemenwith an ergative casenarked subjectverb agreemenerrors in the

context ofnominative subjectgielded surprising results. We found that these emag

be split, withthe lower auxiliaryverbs showing agreement with thasemarked object

and the highlr with the nominative subject®Ve describe thisSFKLOGUHQTV GLYHUJI
both in terms of adherence to a universal condition and partial or incomplete adherence to

a language specific condition whereby agreement with an overtlyntaded nominal is

notallowed on the verbal constituents.

The paper is organized as followSection 2provides a brief description of the
psycholinguistic experiment and the methodology employfd the study of the
acquisition of Hindi case and agreement by children growipgin standard Hindi
speaking householdfollowed bythe findings for the use of case by children. Section 3
discusses the verb/auxiliary pleature agreement phenomenon as seen in the adult
grammar of Hind and the combination of conditis of transitvity andtemporal aspect
that governt. Section 4 discusses in some detail the findings for verb agreémiret
experimentEDVHG RQ REVHUYHG SDWWHUQV LQ FKLOGUHQTV
an analysis to account for theeaknesses in the dsweping grammar keeping the
structural implications of the adult grammar as bacdkgdy andin Section 6 we
conclude the paper.

“IWe thank the anonymousviewer forcomments that helped strengthen the arguments in the paper.
We also thank Raj Laxmi Singh for her insights on the complexities of aspectual/verbal structure for
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ WKH FKLOGUHQYY GHYHORSLQJ JUDPPDU

2 The study was funded by a JNU/Essex Dev@dpQW )XQG JUDQW WR VWXG\ p7KH $FT
&DVH ODUNLQJY FRQUGKEBWHG LQ 'HOKL

% Henceforth age is representaslY;MM. For example, 3 years 5 months as 3;5.
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2. The Study: Acquisition of Hindi Case Marking®

The study consisted of an elicited production task with pairs of picture$5fqr2
practice items) verbs, with the intention of eliciting full definite noun phrases, with
nominative, ergative,c@usativédative instrumental andepitive casesConducted in the
Delhi region with21 children aged between 3;5 and 5;11 (10 boys argirls), the study
comprised of pictures for Transitive and Ditransitive predicates, with easily recognizable
human characterand inanimate itemsr Subjectsand ObjectsAll the children in the
study were from Hindi speaking households where the pyinterguage spoken by
parents/caregivers was Hindi.

(1)  List of Verbs for the study
Simple Predicates| Complex Predicates

Vi |Nom-Acc | 1. khiiNc (pull) |1. dhanyavaad keh (thank)
2. nehlaa (bathe)| 2. byekar (wave)
3. dhakkaa de (push)
4. gale lagaa (hug)
5. kisskar (kiss)
6. gudgudi kar (tickle)
Vi [Nom-Gen - 1. madad kar (help)
2. piichaa kar (follow)
Vi |Nom-Soc - 1. haath milaa (shakehand)
Vg INom-Dat- | 1. likh (write)
Acc(Null) | 2. dikhaa (show)
3. de (give)
4. bhej (send)

The table above lists the verbs included, alongside the predicate structures for the
respective verbs. For each verb, two pictures with the same actidiffergntcharacters
were shown to the children and they were encouraged to talk about the e\mitstlie
pictures in complete sentences, using full definite noun phrasesuse of different
characterszDV QHFHVVDU\ WR DYRLG DUJXPHQW REBa¥VLRQV LQ W
of these target sentences were elicited in two rounds: in one round the children described
the ongoing event in the progressive aspect; the second round comprised of the children
talking to a puppet, telling him/her about what had earlier happentt ipictureslf
children were unable to respond in the required complete sentence, which could have
been due to incomprehension of the event in the picture, or a novel complex predicate,
cues were provided to prompt the appropriate response. Much cataekeaghat these
cues did not prime the case forms that the study aimed to elicit by omitting the arguments
and or verb forms as they would appear in the contBetow are pictures from the task
IRU WKH YHUEV uSXVKY DQG pJLYHY
LULLRRRVUL LU L LU v uurrr o ey

* This study was part of a cross linguistic reseatieh design/tools for whiclvere based on the work
GRQH LQ &267 $FWLRQ ,6 3/DQJXDJH ,PSDLUPHQW LQ D OXOWLOLQJXDO
URDG WR $VVHVWROMOPW ™ ZZZ EL
"YRU LQVWDQFH WKH IROORZLQJ ZDV WKH FXH SURYLGHG WR WKH FKLC
ye tasviir dhakkaa dene ke baare me hE
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(2) 3LFWXUHV IRUIWSKYKYT DQG

i‘r\&: ’ﬁ

Since all the images used for the task were of an ongoing event, as can be seen in
pictuUHV IRU pSXVKY)DRIGenddiofdiyitebd@d to describe the event in the
progressive aspect repeatedly. The second round of elicitation wadexdtto encourage
the children to use the perfective aspect, by narration to a puppet, who was asleep, and
ZKR QRZ LQVLVWHG RQ EHL @épaat&dattempBvebdy madeSIGHQHG
VZLWFK WKH FKLOGUHQYV QDUUDW LRelimy¢ RIsdVikckideIH U I H F W
prompting with the perfective form of theeskb. The objective was to obtain utterances
with an ergative marked subject, which appear in the perfective aspect of transitive
clauses in Hindi.

2.1 The use of Morphological Case by children

/IRRNLQJ DW WKH FKLOGUHQYV XVH RI PRUSKmMARJILFDO F
targeted predicate structures, we observed a very high accuracy in the use of all case
forms. We briefly discuss below these findingsr the use of different casearkers that

this study aimed to capture.

'LWK WKH FKLOGUHQYY SUHIHUHQFH WR XVH WKH SUR.
the coursef the experiment that theyould display a large number of ergative marking
omissions in their use of perfective asp This however was not the case, as children
were seen to use the ergative marker on the subject of a perfesget @onstruction
with ease and accurac@f the 580 perfective responses with overt subjects, there were
only 15 instaces (approximatel®2.5%)by 6 children where the ergative markar the
subject was omitted. A perusal of the conversatioound thes®missions leads us to
attribute each of #se to performance, owing to a difficulty in switching the narrative
from the progressive to thgerfective aspectThe following utterancesstantiate the
correct use oérgative marked subjects inetiperfective aspect for a simple predicate (3)
and a complex predicate (4).

(3) laRke ko aunty ne khiiNcaa (AG1:3;7)
boy-OBL. ACC. aunty ERG. pull-PERF.
M.SG. F.SG. M.SG.

HM7KH DXQW\ SXOOHG WKH ER\Y

this picture push  give-INFI GEN. about LOC. BePRES.
H7KLY SLFWXUH LV DERXW SXVKLQJY
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(4) cook ne ek laRkii kaa piichaa kiyaa thaa (TA:4;7)
cook ERG. ne girl GEN. follow do-PERF. bePST.M.SG
M.SG. F.SG. M.SG. M.SG. 3P.M.SG.

H7KH TXHHQ IROORZHG WKH VROGLHUY

This findingconfirms 1DUDVLPKDQYV UHVXOWYV LQ ZKLFK FKLO(
be sensitive to the role of agency and aspectual conditions in their use -efggtive
casemarking. Moreover, her finding that children do not eggtend the e ergative
marker to agentsfdransitive constructions in negperfective contexts is corroborated by
our study as wellThere were 596 utterances in the +panfective aspect with a nen
omitted subject, and each of these ie@ria null case marking on them, as required in the
adult gammar of Hindi.
Similarly, there was very high accuracy with respect to the use of -&eemtarking
on indirect objed (5), the null accusative direct objectS) and the bare use of the
nominal in complex predicat€s).

(5) raajkumaar ne doctor ko ghaRii dii (HA:4;7)

prince ERG. doctor ACC. watch give-PERF.

M.SG. M.SG. F.SG. F.SG.

pH7KH SULQFH JDYH D ZDWFK WR WKH GRFWRUY
(6) cook ne raanii ko kiss kiyaa (HA:4;7)

cook ERG. queen ACC. kiss do-PERF.

M.SG. F.SG. M.SG. M.SG.

HM7KH FRRN NLVVHG WKH TXHHQY

There was approximately 94% accuracy in the us&kafmarking onindirect objects

RXW RI RYHUW LQGLUHFW REM HIRE\DLackaty erK LOGUHQ TV
null accusative direct objecfeut of 413 overt direct objectsand93% accuracyn *o
marking on objects in transitive predicafesit of 560 overt objectsfach of the errors
in these categorids safely presumed to be the result of reasons other than a shortfall in
the childreffV DSSOLFDWLRQ RI WKH UXOHV JRnithg @& QJ FDVH LQ
GLVFXVVLRQ RI WK ithebddds® iGdkierQtH thexe/HdreRduts, emphasize
that children have attained the full adult Hindi competency by the age of 3, for the use of
morphological case markers and assignment. We discuss this adult grammar of Hindi in
the next section.

3. Verb Agreement inthe adult grammar of Hindi

The noun class system of Hindi assign®asculine offeminine gender to each noun in
the lexiconand has a binary number distinction of singular and plural features in the

L L |

® The errors in the use of the dativko on indirect objects in ditransitives are all in the predicates for

MZULWHY DQG pvVHQGY LQ HDFK RI ZKLFK WKHUH LV DQ DOWHUQDWH D
argument, instead of Theme role. The former of these takes a different morphalage#han the latter.

The errors in theko marking on objects in transitive predicates can be attributed to either of the following:

wrong theta role assignment, or the use of an unfamiliar complex predicate for the first time by the child.
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grammar. These features manifest in the form of an inflectional agreement system that
shows up on various grammatical categersuch as adjectivethie possessive marker
and verb categories, the last of whids what this study focuses on. The main verb
participles in their future, imperfective and perfective forms, progressive auxiliaries,
mood auxiliaries and the verbal head of an N+V complex predicate show inflection for
agreemat with a nominal in the clause. This agreemisngubject to acombination of
transitivity and aspetcof the clause in Hindi, which is more specifically an aspectpk
in the agreement paradigmesulting inagreement witlthe higheston-overtly case
markednominal.

In theimperfective aspegtas seen in (7and (8) the main verb is in its bare form,
the progressive auxiliary agrees with the subject in gender and number, and the present
auxiliary as well agrees in person and number with thgesub

(7 Ram kitaab paRh rahaa hE
Ram book read PROG. bePRES.
M.SG.F.SG. M.SG. 3P.SG.
uM5DP LV UHDGLQJ D ERRNY

(8) MEN axbaar paRh rahi huuN
I newspaper read PROG. Be-PRES.
F.SG. M.SG. F.SG. 1P.SG.

M, DP UHDGLQJ WKH QHZVSDSHUT

The same tense and aspect conditions will trigger the same agreement pattern in
complex predicates and ditransitive predicates.

In the Perfective aspett Hindi, on the other hand, gender and number agreement on
the perfectiveparticipleis with the objectbut the present tense auxiliary in this case does
not seem to agree in persanall with the present nominals in the claus® can be seen
in (9) and (10.

(99 Ram ne kitaab paRhi hE
Ram ERG. book readPERF. bePRES.
M.SG. F.SG. F.SG. 3P.SG.
u5DRDYV UHDG WKH ERRN 1

(10) mE ne axbaar paRhaa hE
I ERG. Newspaper readPERF. bePRES.
F.SG. M.SG. M.SG. 3P.SG.

M, KDYH UHDG WKH QHZVSDSHUY

There is, however, an additional difference in the agreement system in the past tense.
In the progressive past, the tense auxiliary will agree in number and gender only. The
progressive auxiliary and the main verb behave the same way as in the progressive
present.

"We limitthH XVH Rl WKH WHUP pLPSHUIHFWLYHY WR pSURJUHVVLYHTY L
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(11) Ram kitaab paRh rahaa thaa
Ram book read PROG. bePAST.
M.SG.F.SG. M.SG. 3P.M.SG.
u5DP ZDV UHDGLQJ WKH ERRNY
(12) tum axbaar paRh rahi thii
you newspaper read PROG bePAST
2P. M.SG. F F.SG.

M<RX ) ZHUH UHDGLQJ WKH QHZVSDSHUY

In the perfective past, the perfective participle agrees with the object foergand
number.

(13) Ram ne kitaab paRhi thii
Ram ERG. book readPERF. bePAST
M.SG. F.SG. F.SG. 3P.F.SG.
u5DP KDG UHDG WKH ERRNT
(14) tum ne kitaab paRHhi thii
you ERG. book readPERF. bePAST.
2P. F.SG. F.SG. 3P.F.SG.

H<RX KDG UHDG WKH ERRNT

An important rule that is seen to operate in the adult grammar of Hindi ig/inctt
limits the scope of person agreement to the subferbss all tenses and aspects, it is
only the tense auxiliargf Hindi that shows agreement for person (and numbérgreas
perfective participles and the progressiah- auxiliary agrees only for gender and
number.We resort to the putative universal of Baker (2008) Structural Condition on
Person Agreement (SCOPA) to discuss and explain the operation of this limitation on
person agreement.

(15) Structural Condition on Person Agreement
A functional category F can beardHeatures +1 or +2 if and only if a projection
of F merges with an NP that has that feature, and F is taken as the label for the
resulting phrase

The central intuition underlying SCOPA is that the person agreement must always
involve a SPEchead configuration outside the vP, and where such configurations are not
achieved agreement is always partial, based on number and gender alone. Baker (2008,
2011) discusses these restrictions on person agreement with cross linguistic evidence for
partial agreement on predicate adjectives (Swahili, Hindi, Spanish, Arabic, Mayali and
Tariana), partial agreement withh-expressions ifiSpec,CP (nonstandard Englishjhe
impossibility of number and gender/animacy agreement with the first person theme
argument in doubblREMHFW FRQVWUXFWLRQV LQ VWUXFWXUHV OLNH
Southern Tiwa and Shambala), the impossible long distance agreement wish a fir
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person object in a gerund construction (&gk and Dative subject constructions with
first or second person objects (Chicasaw and Icelandic).
In Hindi, just as SCOPA predicttere ispartial agreement on predie adjectives
as seen in (1pand (@7), where theiaa ending adjective agrees in gender and number
with the subjectwhereas theopula agrees in gender, number as well as person with the
subject 7KLV SDUWLDO DJUHHPHQW IROORZV IURP %DNHU
predication, wherebthe subject is merged {&pec,PredR which disallows licencing of
person agreemerithe derivation of17) would then look like that in @.

(16) tum sab laRke lambe ho
you all boysOBL. tall be-PRES.
M.PL. M.PL. 2P.PL.
pH$OO \RX ER\V DUH WDOOT
(17) mEN lambaa huuN
I tall bePRES.
(M.SG.) M.SG. 1P.SG.

H, 0 DP WDOOT

(18) mEN lambaa huuN
!

! ! TP
1 1] !
" !
I Ii’redP | T
. . . [PRES.J[1P.SG.]
1" !
NP l
1 1]
[1P.M.SG.] l
! ! ! AP Pred.
! ! ! !!!#
lambaa
[M.SG.]

Looking back to the examples of agreement with-subject nominal phrases that we
have described in this section, it is obvious that in the adult grammar of Hindi speakers,
SCOPA would always be respected as direct/indirect objects or the nominal parts of a NV
complex predicate can never raise to [SPE].2 The other probable probe v lacks an

"IDouble object constructions are not exactly the ideal contexts to show that SCOPA holds for Hindi,
for the simple reason that either of a theme direct object or a goal indirect objewtceissarily be marked
for morphological casé it is a first or second person argume8tich differential object marking, that is,
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EPP feature, so 1P and 2P agreement will never be allowed in this part of the structure.
As a consequence, when the interaaumentglA) become accessible for agreement
they only trigger agreement for numband gender and never person on the verbal
perfective/imperfective participlierms of theverly’.

These restrictions on person agreement then lead the diagnosis that the PROG
auxiliary originates quite low in the structure and never raises to T. Consgqwent
never expect it to show agreement for person. The tense auxiliary though must raise to at
least the vicinity of T, as there is always a person agreemethioauxiliary for person
in this context. In the perfectiteo the aspectual heaahust never move to the vicinity of
T, as we saw that in this context, there is never a person agreement perféotive
aspect

The implications for this general analysis of the adult Hindi grammar predict that in
nonperfective aspects all Hindi subjs should trigger subject agreemeanforming to
SCOPA Secondly, it is expected that in the perfective aspect all Hindi direct objects
should trigger SCOPA respecting object agreement. However, we see in the following
examples that these expectatiors ot fully applicable in all contexts.

(19) tum ko/ ram ko bhuukh lag rahi hE
you DAT./ ram DAT. hunger feel PROGbePRES.
2P. M.SG. F.SG. F.SG. 3P.SG.
M<RX DUH 5DP LV IHHOLQJ KXQJHUY
(200 mujh se/ ram se hii ye khiRkii  khultii hE
[-OBL. INST. Ram INST. EMPH. this window operIMPERFbePRS.
1P.SG. M.SG. F.SG. F.SG. 3P.SG.

p2QO\ , DP 5DP LV DEOH WR RSHQ WKLV ZLQGRZY

In the experiencer dative structure in Hindi in (19), the subject does not trigger
agreement, as is also the casdhie abilitative construction in (20). It is the nominal in
the N+V complex that controls the agreement in the former and in the latter, it is the
object.

IR R NN AR RR NN RN AN R RN AR RRRRIITTTTTR Y

the accusativedko marking is obligatory for these objects owing to their high prominence on the Animacy
and Definiteness scale (Aissen 2003).

® Ravi ne mujh ko dilli bhejaa hE
Ravi ERG. [-OBL. ACC. delhi sendPERF. bePRES.
M.SG. DO (F.SG.) IO-F.SG. M.SG. 3P.SG.
pu5DXKDV VHQW PH WR 'HOKLY
(i) Ravii ne mujh ko billii dii hE
Ravi ERG. I-OBL. ACC. cat give-PERF. bePRES.
M.SG. I0-(F.SG) DO-F.SG. F.SG. 3P.SG.

pus5DYL KDV JLYHQ PH D FDWT
° A full discussion of the range of independent evidence that indicates thatddisjdcts do raise to
[Spec,TP] would take us too far afield. See Kidwai (2000) and the references to earlier work cited therein
for evidence from the subject orientation of reflexives and thesabiect orientation of pronouns as
evidence for a raising@t[Spec, TP] analysis of Hindi external arguments.
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(21) Ram ne almaarii dekhi thii
Ram ERG. cupboard seePERF. bePAST.
M.SG. F.SG. F.SG. 3P.F.SG.
puS5DP KDG VHHQ WKH FXSERDUGY
(22) Ram ne almaarii ko dekhaa thaa
Ram ERG. cupboard ACC. seePERF. bePAST.
M.SG. F.SG. M.SG. 3P.M.SG.

us5bDP KDG VHHQ WKH FXSERDUGT

In the simple transitive structure in the perfective aspect in (21), the cjeirdls
agreement as predicted by the analysis so far, but if the same objkotnmrked for
differential object marking, this agreement is not allowed. Instead, there is a default no
agreement, that,i& masculine singular agreement appears as altigfem.

The evidence provided in the discussion of structures like those in (19) tbha\a2)
led Hindi grammarians to conclude that the object agreement at play in the ergative is
only a subcase of a larger condition on verb agreement in Hindi, by which
morphological Casenarking renders noun phrases invisible to agreement processes,
which must then look to the next available unmarked argument. We frame the larger
condition inmore contemporary terms as stated in.(23

(23) The Hindi Case Blocks Agreement Condition
Overt Case marking renderthe phifeatures of nominal phrases invisibier
agreement (i.eto T and v probés

The CBAC forces objectagreement wheréhe subjects overtly casemarked or a
default agreement in case the object too is overtly case makaghmiri, Marathi amd
Punjabi are other ergative lod\ryan languages knowto show this property of overt
casemarking rendering the nominal phrase invisible for agreetfiéritis entails that the
Hindi verb agreement is with the highest bare (not morphologically-roasked)
argument.

Drawing all the strands of the discussiomghfar together, the adult grammar of
Hindi as far as verb agreement is concerned is one in which SCOPA abBAEwork
in tandem. While SCOPA regulates which features can be expressed by the agreement
relation basedon the structural configuration of éghagreeing heads, th€BAC
determines which noun phrases can count as agreement controllers in the first place. In
effect, SCOPA forces nesubject verb agreement to be insensitive to person.

4. The Acquisition of Verb Agreemert

With SCOPA and CBAC restrictg and governing verb agreement in the adult Hindi
grammay we try to look for evidence if the same are to be found functional in the

“Nepali and Guijarati, on the other hand, show agreement engéitive marked subjects arwith
overtly marked accusativebjects respectivelyBhatt (2005) suggests that this difference in the treatment
of casemarkers and their ability to block agreement may be a matter of parametric variation in the
languages.
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FKLOGUHQYY GHYHORSLQJ JUDPPDU-wweéd br\i¥ ohevis dntt HLWKHU R L
the otherin not. If CBAC wereactivein the developing grammar, but SCOPA is not,

then we expect children to do person agreement on the PROG and the TENSE auxiliaries

in nonperfective contexts. If, however, SCOPAastivg but CBAC is not, then we

expect children to show gender amember agreement on the PROG auxiliary and person

agreement on the TENSE auxiliary with an overtly case marked arguwehtthese

guestions in mind, we look at the data for verb agreement in the corpus and talk about the
observations in detail in this cen.

Unlike the high accuracwy our findingswith respect toCasewhich we discussed in
Section 2 we found thatchildren made more errors in verb agreement both in the
progressive angerfective aspects The numbers per child for total utterances lie t
progressive and the perfective along with the rate of accuracy in verb agresment
presentﬁd in the table below. Boldfaced percentages represent more than one instance of
an error-.

(24) Summary of Agreement Errors in the Progressive and PerfectivetAspec

ACCURACY IN
S.NO. CHILD AGE TOTAL UTTERANCES VERB AGR. %42
TOTAL |PROG. PERF. PROG. |PERF.
1. CP 3,5 56 29 27 86.20 96.29
2. ST2 3,7 59 30 29 96.66 75.86
3. RG1 3;7 49 26 23 80.76 100
4. AG1 3,7 53 26 27 88.46 100
5. SS1 3;9 63 32 31 100 87.09
6. RG2 4,3 53 23 30 86.95 83.33
7. SR 4:4 59 30 29 80 75.86
8. TA 4;7 60 33 27 100 100
9. HA 4,7 59 31 28 100 92.85
10. RM 4;7 61 32 29 96.87 82.75
11. AS 4:7 65 33 32 100 93.75
12. TB 4;9 64 31 33 100 96.96
13. KR 5,0 57 28 29 100 96.55
14. NK 51 61 31 30 100 96.66
15. HSS 5;3 64 32 32 90.62 87.50

1 The entire corpus comprised of over 8000 utterances. The 17 pairs of pictures, elicited twice for each
of the 21 children, gave a target numbel 428 responses. For each of the target sentences, the response
closest in similarity to the target structure was chosen as representative. Eliminating the irrelevant
responses, null responses, gave us a total of 1238 responses for purposes of ttel stadigtsis of the
corpus.

12 All percentages have been approximated to two decimal places.
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16. HP 55 64 33 31 96.96 90.32
17. SS3 5;6 59 33 26 100 96.15
18. IS 5,6 49 33 16 75.75 62.50
19. AG2 5;8 54 31 23 96.77 100

20. SM 59 65 33 32 100 100

21. AKS 511 64 33 31 96.96 80.64
TOTAL 1238 643 59% 93.95 90.24

In the subsections that follow, we discuss these errors in the progressive and
perfectiveaspects in soméetail, analysing the possible causes for these errors based on
the pattern of their occurrence, if any.

4.1  Acquisition of Verb Agreement in the Perfective Aspect

In the perfective aspect with an ergative marked subject, agreement on the perfective
participle and the TENSE auxiliashould bewith the noncase markedirectobject, or
there isa default agreement of third person, masculine, singtildre object is &o
marked for DOM, or in the case of complex predicates agreement is with the nominal
part of the N+V.We see instances of theseWKH FKLOGUHQYV XWWHUDQFH
(26)and (2).

(25) watchman ko ghaRii dikhaaii mere papa ne (CP: 3;5)
watchman  DAT.. watch showPERF. my father ERG.
M.SG. F.SG. F.SG. M.SG.
puoO\ IDWKHU VKRZHG WKH ZDWFK WRWKH ZDWFKPDQY
(26) aunty ne laRkii ko nehlaayaa (TA:4;7)
aunty ERG. girl ACC. bathePERFE
F.SG. F.SG. M.SG.
HM7KH DXQW\ EDWKHG WKH JLUOY
(27) doctor ne nurse ko gudgudii Kii (SM:5;9)
doctor ERG. nurse ACC. tickle do-PERF.
M.SG. F.SG. F.SG. F.SG.

H7KH GRFWRU WLFNOHG WKH QXUVHY

The table below quantifies the findings of the stulRU FKLOGUHQYV XVH
agreement in the perfective aspect.

206



Pareek, Kidwai & Eisenbeiss

28) &KLOGUHQYYV 9HUE $JUHHPHQW LQ WKH 3HUIHFWLYH $VSH
No. Of perfective responses 595
No. Of perfective responses with overt subject 580

No. Of correct agreement in perfective 539
No. Ofincorrect agreement in perfective 56
Incorrect agreement 56
(not with DO/N of N+V)
Ditransitives 36 M agreement'lnstead of F agreement 32
F agreement instead of M agreement 4

. M agreement instead of F agreement 12

Complex predicates 19 F agreement instead of M agreement 7
| Transitive 1 | F agreement instead of M agreement 1 |

| Agreement with Ergative Subjects: 0 |

Of the 595 perfective responses, there were 56 responses with incorrect agreement on
the perfective participle, which is less than 10 percEmese errors wer@ 36 responses
for ditransitive predicates (‘give’, ‘send’, ‘write’, ‘show’), 19 of complex predicates
(‘tickle’, ‘kiss’, ‘hug’, ‘push’, ‘help’) and 1 simple predicate (‘bathe’). In either predicate
type, the only discernible pattern in these errors that may give an insight into the
children’s application of the rules of Hindi agreement is that in 44 of the 56 errors, which
make up close to 80% of these, masculine agreement appears when the gender value of
the controller of agreement is feminine. Because this masculine agreement occurs
irrespective ofthe grammatical gender of either of the argurmesf the sentencene
analyse this to ban overgeneralization of theefault system of no agreementthese
responses.

In the ditransitive constructions, gendend numberagreement on the perfective
participlewas required to be with the theme DO with yomert case marking, but there is
ambiguity in these instances between the childremgus default masculineagreement
as it seems to be in gR (all the referents to the nominals are singular in numimer)
assigninga masulinegender tadhe borrowed Engsh counterpart for the nominaistead
of the feminine gender value of the Hindi caenmplart, as it seems to be in }36r the
children not assigning the correct gender value to particular ngragai(31).

(29) uncle ne aunty ko CiTThii bhejaa (ST2:3;7)
uncle ERG. aunty ACC. letter sendPERF.
M.SG. F.SG. F.SG. M.SG.

‘The uncle sent a letter to aunty’

207



Verb Agreement in Hindi & its Acquisition

(30) aadmiine laRkii ko letter bhejpa (SS1:3;9)
man ERG. girl ACC. letter sendPERF.
M.SG. F.SG. F.SG. M.SG.
‘The man wrote a letter to the girl’

(31) cook ne raajkumaar ko cammac dii (HA:4;7)
cook ERG. prince ACC. spoon give-PERF.
M.SG M.SG. M.SG. F.SG.

‘The cookgave the spoon to the prince’

In the complex predicatstructures, the errors in verb agreementthe perfective
participle made ¥ children appear to be caused by the use pfeaiously unfamiliar
predicate or the result of an incorrect gender value assigned to the nominal part of the
N+V complex predicatén the children’s vocabulary.

(32) nurse ko doctor ne gudgudi karaa
nurse ACC. doctor ERG. tickle do-PERF.
F.SG. M.SG. F.SG. M.SG.

‘The doctor tickled the nurse’

An important point to note here though is that there is absolutely no systematic
evidenceto suggest an agreement controlled by ergative marked subjects in these
erroneous instances of perfective constructidiBesides, in spite of all nominals in the
study being third person referents, we saw absolutely no violation of person agreement on
the perfective participle. These facts very strongly indicate the presence of both SCOPA
and CBAC in the children’s grammar.

4.2  Acquisition of Verb Agreement in the Progressive Aspect

Agreement in the imperfective aspect in adult Hindi is with the nominative (null case
marked) subject for gender and number on the PROG auxiliary, and for number and
person on the TENSE auxiliarWhile 9 children have a hundred percent accuracy in
their ise of verbal agreemeilffor gender and numb®) in the progressive asped,
children had only one error, which we may attribute to a performance asrarnon
recurring phenomenortven though the average percentage of verb/auxiliary agreement
errorsin the represented sample seless tharv% of the total number of responses in the
progressive aspedhesearemostlyconcentrated in those @fchildren.

13 The only nomnominative subjects in the study were ergative subjects, but we predict that these
findings hold for other nomominative subjects as well, such #e instrumental marked abilitative
constructions and the dative marked experience subject constructions.

14 Since # the referents to the target nominal phrasethe pictures were singular in number, but
varied in gender, we are assuming that gendémamber agreement occurs simultaneously.
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33) &KLOGUHQYV 9HUE $JUHHPHQW LQ WKH 3URJUHVVLYH $VE

No. of progressive responses 643

No. of correct agreement in progressive responses | 606

No. of incorrect agreement in progressive 37

Category of error No. of errors|% of errors
Agreement withF object/IO instead of M SU on PROGUX. 12 32.43
Agreement with Mobject/IO instead of F SU oRROGAUX. 22 59.45
Ambiguous® 3 8.11

Total 37 100
Agreement with F object/IO on PROG AUX and M | 3

SU on TENSE AUX™®

The 12 errors in whickeminine agreemerdppearsnstead of masculine are those in
which agreement on theah- progressive auxiliary isclearly controlled by a
morphologically casenarked object insteadf the noncasemarked subjet, as seen in
(34), (35) and (36)

(34) laRkii laRke ko uThaarahaa hE (AG1:3;7)
girl  boy ACC. lift PROGbePRS.
F.SG. M.SG. M.SG. 3P.SG.
M7KH JLUO LV OLIWLQJ XS WKH ER\T

(35) raajaa is laRKkii ko khiiNc rahii  hE (SR:4;4)
king this girl ACC. pull PROGbePRES.
M.SG. F.SG. F.SG 3P.SG.
M7KH NLQJ LVIZXOELQJ WKLV

(36) queen cook ko tickly kar rahaa hE (1S:5;6)
gueen cook ACC. tickle do PROGBe-PRS.
F.SG. M.SG. F.SG. M.SG. 3P.SG.
H7KH TXHHQ LV WLFNOLQJ WKH FRRNT

There are 22 instances of ungrammatical masculine agreenséedd offeminine
agreementas in () and(36) aboveand(37)", (38) below. It could be argued that some
of these are a result of a default, no agreement system allowing a masculine singular
agreement, buve see that each of these utterancesalaasculine gender objeutith
overt casemarking

UL L
!5 The ambiguities in these 3 errors arise, as it appears the grammatical gendassighued to the
nominalis uncertain in the grammar of these children.
® These 3 utterances were not part of the representatiZeP SOH VHW EXW DUH SDUW RI WKH
attempts to utter the target resporiBee reasons to especially include them in discussion here will become
clear as the analysis proceeds in this section.
*IThe utterances in (36) and (37) are by two diffecdrildren, hence not the same.
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(37) queen cook ko tickly kar  rahaa hE (RG2:4;3)
queen cook ACC. tickle do PROG.be-PRS.
F.SG. M.SG. F.SG. M.SG. 3P.SG.
HM7KH TXHHQ LV WLFNOLQJ WKH FRRNY

(38) ek fairy magician ko kiss kar  rahaa hE (IS:5;6)
one fairy magician ACC. kiss do PROG.be-PRS.
F.SG. M.SG. F.SG. M.SG. 3P.SG.

u$ IDLUN LV NLVVLQJ WKH PDJLFLDQY

Data such as that in (34) to (38), suggests a violation of CBAC in these utterances,
allowing a morphologically case marked nominal to control the agreement on PROG
auxiliary. It is not clear, however, if the TENSE auxiliary is in its default form, or it is
agreeing with the subject or the object. The following three utterances, two of which are
by the same child"®, not only support our observation of agreement with a case marked
object, but also provide additional clues to the malfunctioning system in place in the
developing grammar."’

(39) aur raajaa laRkii ko gift de rahii  thaa (SR:4;4)
and king girl ACC. gift give PROG.be-PAST
M.SG. F.SG. M.SG. F.SG. M.SG.
HDQG WKBIVNLIYIL®J D JLIW WR WKH JLUOY
(40) eklaRkaa.. us kaa  madad kar  rahii thaa (RM:4;7)
one boy that GEN. help do PROG.be-PAST
M.SG. SG. M.SG. F.SG. F.SG. M.SG.
uH$ ER\ ZDV KHOSLQJ KHUY
(41) eklaRkaa... laRkii kii madad kar  rahii thaa (RM:4;7)
one boy girl  GEN. help do PROG.be-PAST
M.SG. F.SG. F.SG. F.SG. F.SG. M.SG.

u$ ER\ ZDV KHOSLQJ D JLUOY

These instances of a simultaneous agreement, as seen in (39), (40) and (41), show
more than one layer of agreement, wherein the aspectual head agrees in gender with the
case-marked feminine object, and the past TENSE auxiliary agrees with the null case-
marked masculine subject.

Even though this phenomenon of simultaneous agreement with more than one
argument is rare in the corpus, it is strongly indicative that agreement on the TENSE
auxiliary is restricted by SCOPA to be with the subject only. The CBAC, however,

LULLLLLLL LU ULt e nn o e

"¥Refer to footnote 16.

' As noted by the anonymous reviewer, all of the examples of CBAC violation show progressive
auxiliary agreement with the linearly closer but case marked object, which may reflect memory constraints
in WKH FKLOGUHQTVY JUDPPDU RU HIIHFWV RI GHFD\ RI WKH
aware of and are planning to address in future work. As yet, however, we are not in a position to address
this, as our corpus does not contain the relevant information.
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appearsW R EH IDOOLEOH L Q nvirkbi tieHagp&reérdtendibh@niite udelibtRe

progessive and perfective aspedige suggesthat this is a gramman transitionfor two

reasons: firstthe rate of the occurrence of these errors is very émdsecondyounger

children seem to make more of these errors than the olderTdmeg out ofiive 3 year

old children (60%), two out of seven 4 year children (29%), and two out afine 5

year old children (23%) had recurring instances of these éfrtirappears that the Hindi

ODQJXDJH VSHFLILF &%%$& WDNHV D ZKLOH WR VWDELOL]H LQ
the progressive aspect than in the perfective aspethe next section, we analyse in

some detail this developing grammnaard the derivatioal system employed by them, to

account for this observable pattern in errors.

5. $Q DQDO\VLV RI $JUHHPHQW LQ D &KLOGYTV '"HYHORSLQJ *

In order to analyse the derivational system in the developing grammar of children, we
WXUQ WR &KRPVN\Peftation of Agree tdRiirst discuss the adult system that
governsphi-featureagreement on the verbal constitueimtddindi. We take recourse to
Heck and Richards (2007) version of Agree as given below:

(42) Agree
FDQ DJUHH ZLWK ZLWEXQBOSHdFHwd:WIR D IHDWXUH
a. . EHDUV DW OHDVW RQH XQYDOXHG SUREH IHDWXUH
YDOXH RI D PDWFKLQJ JRDO IHDWXUH LQ =
. FFRPPDQGYV
C. LV WKH FORVHVW JRDO WR .
d. EHDUV DQ XQYDOXHG FDVH IHDWXUH

o

Where features are central to the minimalist framework, the uninterpretable features
enter into the derivation unvaluatidmust be valued and deleted from the dation by
spellout. This valuation takes place in the operation AGREE, whereby a Probe, for
instance T or a v, looks in its domain for a set of interpretabléephires on a Goal, to
match its own set of corresponding uninterpretable feativh the v probe object
agreement in a transitive clause of Hindi then occurs presumably alongsidmatac
licensing. Subject agreement, on the other hand, as well as nominative licensing occurs
when T is the probe. The ergative case, however, does not relate to either,dshese
license by the perfective aspect. Although it is often assumed ABRere and
ASPwvpere are merged in the same position, we suggest the two have different merge
positions i the structuré> We consider the implications of these structurally different
configurations for the perfective and imperfective aspects, wpopeothat for some
children CBAC is not firmly in place for vAsgeere, Which is a biclausal phrase
comprising of two monadic predicates. The biclausal struche&tes an additional layer

L L |
2 Refer to the table in (34
2L A theoryof merge of the two @ects in different positions has been exploregaent research, such
as that byCoon (2010), which proposes a difference in the clausal structure on the basis of an aspectual
split. This analysis argues for a monoclausal structure for perfective aspect and a biclausal structure for the
imperfective aspect. While this paper does naeed into details of this analysis, we think it worthwhile to
explore and consider its ramifications in future work.
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of predication wherehe PROG auxiliary takes as complement adophrase headed by
the main verb.

The perfective structurdor which we adopt Anand and Nevins’ (2006) approach, is
a simpler monoclausal structure that licentes ergative, whicltconsiders the Hindi
ergative to be assigned by a perfectiveAs. can be seen in the structure in3j4 the
location of the VAspers the only goals available for it to seek for Agree are in the
internal argument(s). The subject, therefore, cannot possibly provide the goal for the Asp
probe in this configuration.

(43) Perfectiveaspect is low in the structure
TP
T vP
EA VAspP

VASPrERF /\
V 1A

The imperfective gsect mergeshigher in the structuras in (4) below. The external
argument EA) is merged in the [Spec,vP] and tlwternal argumentIf) in the
complement of V, both merged lower than Asp. The Asp is able to then seek goals in
both the external and the internal argument(s).

(44) Imperfectiveaspect is higher in the structure

VASPIMPERF. vP
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A common characteristic of both the Asp heads in both the perfective and progressive
aspects that comes to the forefront here is that they both lack an EPP feature preventing
the movement of an argument to its specifier. By SCOPA this accounts for the absence of
person agreement in the language on either Asp.

Turning to children’s grammar of the perfective aspect to begin with, which we
discussed in Section 4.1, we found evidence for the presence of CBAC, similar to its
presence in the adult grammar as well. More specifically, for vAsppgrr children seem to
have CBAC operational, as a result of which agreement takes place only with objects or
in the default. The CBAC for T is also operational in the grammar which prevents an
Agree relation with ergative subjects. This structure can be seen in (45) below.

(45)  Adult/children’s grammar in the Perfective Aspect
TP

T vP

VASppERF VP

NumGen

u
' 1"
CBAC .
n n n n V IA
In nominative subject predicates in the progressive aspect, the Asp finds that the EA
is the closest position to probe for Agree. The EA then raises to (Spec,TP] to meet its

EPP requirement, where agreement for person takes place. The structure for this adult
grammar version of such a clause in the progressive aspect would like that in (46).
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(46) Adult grammar in the imperfective aspect

T
l n
T VAsSpP
uPer
l 1]
CBAC
VASPIVMPERF. vP
Num Gen
u
' "
CBAC .
mn n n EA V
l 11
m n n n V VP
!
\ 1A

In some of theFKLOGUHQYTYVY YHUVLRQ RI WKH XQJUDPPDWLFD
aspectonstructionswe predict that both the EA and the IA are visible to the progressive
auxiliary, even though the IA is case marked in these utterances for DOM or the
accusative. And since the children are seen to agreetigitase marked IA, we suggest
that forthese childrenCBAC is as yet fallible on the vAgperr. This lack of CBAC on
the aspectual head then lets the case marked nominal control the agreerhenkaim t
auxiliary. Agreement on th@ ENSE auxiliarydoes not at all come under tharview of
this violation as T agrees with the subject only after subject raidilegknow this from
appearance of a double layer of agreemdmrein the aspectual head egg in gender
and number with the casearkedobject DQG WKH WHQVH PDUNLQJ HEHY DX
the null casanarked sulgct, as was the case in [3%40) and (4L This suggests the
SUHVHQFH RI DQ DGGLWLRQDO VXE G Rdeeloing §rdmmDarU HH P H «
at the vP level that generates such a dual agreement.

6. Conclusion

The observations made our psycholinguistic studhave led us to conclude that the
FKLOGUHQYYVY JUDPPDU ODFNYV ICBAOINRR@Ndr&sswE gspect) SSOLF
while it is not so in the perfective aspe@y our analysis SCOPA is available to
FKLOGUHQTV JU bvrrédDpdmibvé, WhekeBsliz CBAC does not stabilize in

the developing grammar until after the age ofShrprisingy, his instability seems to

have no bearinR Q WKH FKLOGUHQYY OHDUQLQJ RI FDVH 7KH U]
use of different morphological cases in the language indicates that the adult system for
casemay havebeen acquired by the children edively earlier thartheagreemensystem
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