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Abstract

In this thesis I examine a variety of linguistic elements which involve “alternative” semantic values—a class arguably
including focus, interrogatives, indefinites, and disjunctions—and the connections between these elements. This
study focusses on the analysis of such elements in Sinhala, with comparison to Malayalam, Tlingit, and Japanese.

The central part of the study concerns the proper syntactic and semantic analysis of Q[uestion]-particles (including
Sinhala do, Malayalam -o0o, Japanese ka), which, in many languages, appear not only in interrogatives, but also in the
formation of indefinites, disjunctions, and relative clauses. This set of contexts is syntactically-heterogeneous, and so
syntax does not offer an explanation for the appearance of Q-particles in this particular set of environments.

I propose that these contexts can be united in terms of semantics, as all involving some element which denotes a
set of “alternatives”. Both wh-words and disjunctions can be analysed as creating Hamblin-type sets of “alternatives”.
Q-particles can be treated as uniformly denoting variables over choice functions which apply to the aforementioned
Hamblin-type sets, thus “restoring” the derivation to normal Montagovian semantics. The treatment of Q-particles as
uniformly denoting variables over choice functions provides an explanation for why these particles appear in just
this set of contexts: they all include an element with Hamblin-type semantics.

However, we also find variation in the use of Q-particles; including, in some languages, the appearance of multiple
morphologically-distinct Q-particles in different syntactic contexts. Such variation can be handled largely by positing
that Q-particles may vary in their formal syntactic feature specifications, determining which syntactic contexts they
are licensed in.

The unified analysis of Q-particles as denoting variables over choice functions also raises various questions about
the proper analysis of interrogatives, indefinites, and disjunctions, including issues concerning the nature of the
semantics of wh-words and the syntactic structure of disjunction.

As well, I observe that indefinites involving Q-particles have a crosslinguistic tendency to be epistemic indefinites,
i.e. indefinites which explicitly signal ignorance of details regarding who or what satisfies the existential claim. I
provide an account of such indefinites which draws on the analysis of Q-particles as variables over choice functions.
These pragmatic “signals of ignorance” (which I argue to be presuppositions) also have a further role to play in
determining the distribution of Q-particles in disjunctions.

The final section of this study investigates the historical development of focus constructions and Q-particles in
Sinhala. This diachronic study allows us not only to observe the origin and development of such elements, but also
serves to delimit the range of possible synchronic analyses, thus providing us with further insights into the formal
syntactic and semantic properties of Q-particles.

This study highlights both the importance of considering various components of the grammar (e.g. syntax,
semantics, pragmatics, morphology) and the use of philology in developing plausible formal analyses of complex
linguistic phenomena such as the crosslinguistic distribution of Q-particles.

Thesis Supervisor: Hans Henrich Hock

Title: Professor Emeritus of Linguistics; Sanskrit; Classics; Germanic Languages & Literatures; Russian, East European, & Eurasian

ii



ATSIqATY

il A-ar Y-ar SIS IELED

D

X el H@ﬂﬁ—% ool e,

Ul 3Ty pagshl ejgl—%ﬁ RS ur,
T SHS didell UaTals 9 9ol e,
MU JHRl TR Ifdars i,

IEEEE]

foa el sl Sl
W 3G T Taur A |
“GUIT TG (Ao Ho 203%)
~TSHST |HH
(STHFHT AL ST FZIGL IT0M)

&€ BBEs 08 86y
BCONEE 80 Dacwwm O
c0uD 0 Ve W

Sigiri graffito no. 135 (late ninth/early tenth century A.p.)

iii



Acknowledgements

That I ended up writing a dissertation about Sinhala is the result of a serendipitous intersection of interests in
Indo-Aryan languages, (morpho)syntactic change, and the semantics of questions. That a dissertation on Sinhala
should be the result of serendipity is appropriate given the word’s etymological origin:— SERENDIP being a Persian
word for “Sri Lanka”! The English form serendipity itself was coined by Horace Walpole to refer to “happy and
unsought after discoveries” in reference to the heroes of the tale The Three Princes of Serendip, who continuously
made discoveries in this manner.”

And, indeed, serendipity played a role not only in the initial genesis of the dissertation, but also in certain aspects
of the development of the analyses herein. The distribution of the particles do and hari in modern colloquial Sinhala
disjunctions remained mysterious to me for a long time; it was only in the examination of the properties of indefinites
formed with do and hari—which presented their own set of mysteries—that I stumbled across what I believe is the
solution to the earlier mystery of the disjunctives.

However serendipity alone does not a dissertation make, and there are numerous people whose contributions to

this study, direct and indirect, I would like to acknowledge.

'The Persian word sarandip or serendip, referring to Sri Lanka, represents a borrowing from an Indo-Aryan word ultimately related to Sanskrit
suvarna-dvipa “golden island”.
2

... I'must tell you a critical discovery of mine apropos: in an old book of Venetian arms, there are two coats of Capello, who from
their name bear a hat; on one of them is added a fleur-de-lis on a blue ball, which I am persuaded was given to the family by
the Great Duke, in consideration of this alliance; the Medicis, you know, bore such a badge at the top of their own arms. This
discovery I made by a talisman, which Mr. Chute calls the Sortes Walpolianae, by which I find every thing [ want, d pointe nommée,
whenever I dip for it. This discovery, indeed, is almost of that kind which I call SERENDIPITY, a very expressive word, which, as I
have nothing better to tell you, I shall endeavour to explain to you: you will understand it better by the derivation than by the
definition. I once read a silly fairy tale, called The Three Princes of Serendip; as their Highnesses travelled, they were always making
discoveries, by accidents and sagacity, of things which they were not in quest of: for instance, one of them discovered that a mule
blind of the right eye had travelled the same road lately, because the grass was eaten only on the left side, where it was worse than
on the right—now do you understand SERENDIPITY? One of the most remarkable instances of this accidental Sagacity, (for you
must observe that no discovery of a thing you are looking for comes under this description,) was of my Lord Shaftsbury, who,
happening to dine at Lord Chancellor Clarendon’s, found out the marriage of the Duke of York and Mrs. Hyde, by the respect with
which her mother treated her at table. . . ” [Horace Walpole, 4th Earl of Orford, Letter To Sir Horace Mann (Bt, KB), Arlington
Street, Jan. 28, 1754 (The Letters of Horace Walpole, vol. 2, Letter 90).]

The Three Princes of Serendip appears in Europe first in the form of Michele Tramezzino’s Italian Peregrinaggio di tre giovani figliuoli del re di
Serendippo (Venice, 1557), adapting an earlier Persian story from the Hasht Bihisht “Eight Paradises” (1302) of Amir Khusrau, an Indian musician
and scholar, who composed in Hindavi (an early precursor of Hindi/Urdu) as well as Persian.

The “mule” referred to in Walpole’s letter is a misremembering of the camel of the original story. The princes of Serendip, upon meeting a
camel driver who has lost a camel, immediately ask him if the camel happened to have been lame, blind in one eye, missing some teeth, and
further had carried honey and butter and a pregnant woman. The camel driver, astonished, assumes that they must have stolen the camel, and
has them thrown in prison. The princes are later released, and reveal that they inferred the attributes of the lost camel through a number of
observations: that the camel was blind in one eye because the grass was only eaten on one side of the path, that the camel was missing a tooth
from the half-chewed nature of the grass, the lameness from the tracks, and so on and so forth. A similar scenario appears in Umberto Eco’s The
name of the rose (Il nome della rosa, Bompiani 1980; English translation by William Weaver, Harcourt, 1983) in the case of the abbot’s missing horse,
about which the main character of the novel, William of Baskerville, infers numerous characteristics, despite never having laid eyes upon it.

iv



First and foremost, of course, the members of my thesis committee played a major role in guiding my dissertation
research, and each of them have helped me to formulate, test, discard, and reformulate hypotheses, and to integrate
the many different elements of this research project.

Hans Henrich Hock has been my adviser for the last six years, and has been my primary guide not only for
the present study, but also for numerous earlier studies, ranging from the synchronic and diachronic analysis of
the morphosyntax of Indo-Aryan compound verbs to the reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European dragon-slaying
formulae. Hans is the reason I chose to pursue graduate studies at UIUC, and the opportunity of working with him
has made me very glad of this choice. His breadth of knowledge and keen insight into language have been invaluable
to me not only for the diachronic aspects of this study, but for the synchronic aspects as well: Hans has provided
useful comments and discussion on all facets of this study, from semantics to syntax to morphology to phonology,
and his advice has often proved key to the unravelling of knotty problems. Hans has read through and provided
comments on innumerable drafts and pieces of this study, in various stages of development, and this dissertation is
much the better for his patient guidance, both in terms of content and coherence.

James Yoon served as chair of my thesis committee, and has long been my guide through the rather dense forest
of Chomskyan syntactic theory. His advice on syntactic and morphological issues, as well as his vast knowledge of
the previous literature on the analysis of SOV languages, has been of great assistance in the non-semantic side of the
analysis. Discussions with James always resulted in my gaining a fresh perspective on various troublesome issues.

Peter Lasersohn kept me honest in my semantic formalism, and guided me through the analysis of a wide range of
semantic issues. Given the centrality of semantics in the thesis, his advice and corrections have been invaluable in the
development of some of what I believe are the most exciting parts of this study. My proposals in some cases involve
rather complicated formalisms, which Peter has always managed to wade through in order to spot inconsistencies
and errors. Discussions with Peter have always left me much clearer on various points of semantic theory, and his
suggestions on how to approach semantic issues have helped me immeasurably in the construction of novel semantic
analyses of a number of perplexing linguistic data.

Karlos Arregi provided invaluable discussion of many of the central issues of this thesis. I always came away
from these discussions with new ideas and, frequently, with more questions to ponder. Karlos has a great ability to
cut through the tangle of complexities to get at the heart of the issue, which not only frequently saved me heaps
of time which would otherwise have been spent in pursuing red herrings, but also served to point me in the right
direction for the construction of meaningful analyses.

I would be greatly remiss if I did not offer my many thanks to my Sinhala consultants: Maheshi Dassanayake
(thanks for attending my defence!), Viveka Kudaligama, and Indu Rupassara (as well as Sanjeewa Rupasinghe who
provided assistance in the earlier phases of the study) for all of their patient help in providing grammaticality
judgements, translations, and explanations of aspects of the Sinhala language which have been crucial to this study.

Other people whose comments, suggestions, and/or kind sharing of data have greatly benefited this thesis are Jim
Gair, Paul Hagstrom, Seth Cable, Malawenna Gamage Lalith Ananda, and Rohana Seneviratne. Paul Hagstrom I have
known since his time as a postdoc at JHU many years ago (when I was a graduate student there), and he has offered
insightful discussion not only on the issues connected with the present study, but also on preceding projects. Also, I
would like to note that the comments and discussion of Kai von Fintel and two anonymous reviewers for Semantics &
Pragmatics were extremely helpful in the case of the analysis of epistemic indefinites which is incorporated here.

I would also like to thank other members of the UIUC Department of Linguistics who have helped to shape my
thinking about language and linguistics, including Richard Sproat, Rakesh Bhatt, Marina Terkourafi (also a co-author),
Abbas Benmamoun, Ryan Shosted (another BIgX aficionado), Jennifer Cole, and Mithilesh Mishra.



In addition my fellow graduate students have also helped to make life in Urbana/Champaign both intellectually-
and socially-stimulating. In particular, I would like to thank—for numerous interesting discussions both linguistic and
non-linguistic, both in the college and over dinners, drinks, and camp-fires, and for their general camaraderie—Matt
Garley (co-author, co-editor, co-conference organiser, and sharer of interesting books); Lisa Pierce (thrower of dinner
parties and sharer of interesting cats); Soondo Baek and Eunah Kim; Adriana Molina Mufioz (co-instructor for
LINGz210, co-Indophile, and another Hock advisee); Liam Moran; Archna Bhatia; Vandana Puri; Jill Hallett; Andrew
Fister (who introduced me to Ubuntu); Karen Lichtman; Sarah Grafton Simeziane; Jennifer Cramer; Erica Britt; Tim
Mahrt; Eun-Kyung Lee; Amanda Huensch; Eunice Chung; Charles LaWarre; Jenna Chi (co-author); Erin Rusaw
(hoster of Minecraft servers); Daniel Carr; Shawn Chang; Gary Linebaugh; Hahn Koo; Aimee Alnet; Ju Hyeon Hwang;
Marco Shappeck (another former Hock advisee); and Indranil Dutta (another former Hock advisee).

My linguistic studies, however, began in Baltimore, and I would like to thank various people at the Johns Hopkins
University who are to blame for my interest in language and linguistics: my undergraduate advisor, the poet/scholar
Allen Grossman, who kindled my interest in formal structures of language; Andrew Kelly, in whose Sanskrit classes I
got my first real taste of linguistics via sandhi rules and Paninian grammar; Gonzalo Rubio, from whom I took my
first historical linguistics class; and Luigi Burzio (my MA advisor), Géraldine Legendre, Paul Smolensky, Bob Frank,
and David Lightfoot (then at the University of Maryland at College Park)—who all served to further my interest in
linguistics and guide me as a neophyte linguist; as well as my then fellow graduate students in the Cognitive Science
Department: Colin Wilson, Matt Goldrick, John Hale, Lisa Davidson, Uyen Le, Fero Kuminiak, and Marina Todorova
(and Paul Hagstrom, then a postdoc at JHU).

I am also grateful to the School of Literatures, Cultures and Linguistics at the University of Illinois for a
Dissertation Completion Fellowship (which has made the last ten months much more productive than they might
have been otherwise), the Center for Global Studies at the University of Illinois for Foreign Language and Area
Studies (FLAS) Fellowship (for advanced training/research in Hindi), as well as the UIUC Department of Linguistics
and the Beckman Institute for Advanced Science and Technology for additional financial support. As well, I like to
thank the various members of the administrative staff of the Department of Linguistics and the School of Literatures,
Cultures and Linguistics who have always been extremely kind and helpful, including Pat Gallagher (now retired),
Cathy Penny, Marita Romine, Lynn Stanke, Geraldine Moore, and especially Mary Ellen Fryer.3

I would also like to offer thanks to a number of people who have influenced my life and academic career in various
(positive) ways. This includes my friends from my early academic days in Baltimore: Bob Mills, Claire Whitner, Omar
Alquaddoomi, Austin Lin; my friends from Shillong: Awadesh Mishra (younger brother of Mithilesh Mishra; it’s a
small world), Michael Nongrum and Imnukshilla Shylla; as well as my long-time friend from Pennsylvania, Jason
Whetstone.

I would also like to thank the late pandit Chavilal Sharma (my dharmic guru) and my extended Nepalese family,
Hem Bahadur Chettri and Rukmani Chettri (parents-in-law), Bikram Chettri and Vicky Chettri (brothers-in-law), all
of who made me feel very welcome and at home during my year-and-a-half sojourn in India, spent mainly in the
lovely hill-station of Shillong, Meghalaya (Skt. “Abode of Clouds”).

Special thanks to my family, including my brothers, Shaun Slade and Peter Slade, and especially my parents, John
Slade and Doris Slade, for their love and support during my long, and often turbulent, academic training.

And finally, to my wife, thanks for everything.

31 would also like to thank TEX/ETsX 2¢, GNU Emacs (and other GNU free “as in free speech, not free beer” software), and Linux, and their
initial creators (Donald E. Knuth, Richard M. Stallman, and Linus Torvalds, respectively) and innumerable contributors (including the authors of
the AUCTEX package for Emacs), for making the technical aspects of the production of this study immensely easier and more enjoyable than they
would have been otherwise. Thanks also to the Department of Physics at the University of Illinois for the creation of a BKIiX template/stylefile
for UIUC dissertations, and to the Libertine Open Fonts Projekt for the creation of the Linux Libertine font, the primary font face used in this
document.

vi


http://www.tug.org/
http://www.gnu.org/software/emacs/
http://www.gnu.org/
http://www.linuxfoundation.org/
http://www.gnu.org/software/auctex/
http://physics.illinois.edu/grad/thesis-templates.asp
http://physics.illinois.edu/grad/thesis-templates.asp
http://www.linuxlibertine.org/

Table of Contents

List of Abbreviations . . . . . . . . . . L ix
Chapter1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . 1
11 OVEIVIEW . . . o o o e 1
12 Previousstudies . . . . . . . .. 6
13 Summary/Roadmap . . . . . .. .. L e 10
Chapter 2 Q[uestion]-particles crosslinguistically . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ..., 14
21 (Modern Colloquial) Sinhala . . . . . . . .. . e 14
2.2 Malayalam . . . ... 19
2.3 Japanese . . ... 21
2.4 THNGIt . . . L e 23
2.5 SUMMATY . . .« o v vttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e 25
Chapter 3 Syntax of Sinhala Q-particle constructions . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... . 26
3.1 Preliminaries: Minimalism, basic clausal structure, and formal syntactic features . . . . . . . ... .. 26
3.2 The basic syntactic structure of Sinhala . . . . . . .. .. ... L L 32
3.3 The base position of Q in Sinhala and other languages . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... 33
3.4 The syntax of modern colloquial Sinhala wh-questions . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... .... 37
3.5 The syntax of modern colloquial Sinhala alternative questions & disjunctions . . ... ... ... .. 39
3.6 The syntax of modern colloquial Sinhala yes/no-questions . . . . . ... ... ... ... ....... 40
3.7 The syntax of modern colloquial Sinhala Q-particle indefinites . . . . . ... ... .. ... ... ... 41
3.8 Summary, and why syntax cannot account for the distribution of Q-particles . . . . . . ... ... .. 42
Chapter 4 Syntax of Sinhala focus constructions . . . . . . ... ... ... o oo 44
41 Preliminaries . . . . . . . . . e e 44
4.2 The syntax of focus constructions in modern colloquial Sinhala . . . ... ... ... ......... 51
4.3 Further arguments for a monoclausal analysis of focus constructions in modern colloquial Sinhala . . 52
44 SUMMATY . . . . . ot v v ittt it e e e e e 58
Chapter 5 Semantics of Sinhala focus constructions . . . . . . ... ... ... ... . L0 L. 60
5.1 A Roothian semantics of focus . . . . . . . . . ... 60
5.2 The semantics of modern Sinhala focus constructions . . . . . . .. .. ... ... .. ......... 61
5,3 Q-particlesand focus . . . . . .. 63
5.4 The semantic of constituent negation . . . . . . . . ... ... 63
5.5 SUMMATY . . . . v v v vt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 66
Chapter 6 The semantics of Q-particles in interrogatives . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ...... 67
6.1 A Hamblin semantics of wh-words . . . . . . . . ... 67
6.2 Choice-functions & the denotation of Q-particles . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... .. ....... 68
6.3 Interlude: The semantics of wh-words: Q-particles, Focus, & Intervention effects . . . . .. ... .. 71
6.4 The semantics and pragmatics of Sinhala wh-, alternative-, and yes/no-questions . . . . . .. ... .. 8o
6.5 SUMMATY . . . . . vt v vttt ittt e e e e e e e e e e e e 88

vii



Chapter 7 The semantics of Q-particles in indefinites in Sinhala & other languages . . . . . . .. ... .. 90

7.1 Wh-based indefinites using Q-particles . . . . . . .. ... 90
7.2 How are the Q-particles of wh-indefinites bound? . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... . .. ... ... 90
7.3 Indefinites signalling various levels of ignorance . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... . . .. 92
7.4 Spanish algin: an anti-singleton analysis . . . . . .. ... .. L Lo 96
7.5  Extensionally- and intensionally-unknown indefinites . . . . . . . .. ... .. ... . 0L, 98
7.6 What sort of pragmatic signal is the ignorance component? . . . . . . . ... ... .. ... ...... 108
7.7 Impact of presuppositions on the use of Q-particles in other contexts . . . . . .. ... ... .. ... 111
7.8 Conclusions and Implications . . . . . .. ... ... .. L L 112
Chapter 8 Excursus: A brief note on Q-particles in Sinhala and Dravidian relatives clauses . . . . . . .. 116
Chapter 9 Accounting for the distribution of Q-particles crosslinguistically & diachronically . . . . . .. 119
9.1 Defining Q-particle environments I: Hamblin-semantics restrictions . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 119
9.2 Defining Q-particle environments II: morpholexical restrictions . . . . .. ... ... .. ... .... 121
9.3 Defining Q-particle environments III: syntactic feature valuation-based restrictions . . . ... .. .. 123
9.4 Defining Q-particle environments IV: pragmatic restrictions . . . . . ... .. ... ... ... ... 143
9.5 Summary & Conclusions . . . . . . . . ... 144
Chapter 10 The syntax and semantics of (dis)junction . . . . .. .. .. ... ... . ............ 146
101 Evidence for a category J(unction) . . . . . . ... L L 147
10.2 Maintaining a choice-functional analysis of Q-particles . . . . . ... .. ... ... ... ... .... 148
10.3 Abriefnote on conjunction . . . . ... 156
10.4 Conclusion and implications for generative grammar . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... 159
Chapter 11 Historical developments in Sinhala Q-particle and focus constructions . . . . . . ... ... .. 161
111 The development of the Sinhala focus construction . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... ....... 161
11.2  The development of the Sinhala Q-particles . . . . ... ... ... .. .. .. .. .. .. ... .. 176
11.3 The importance of historical data for synchronic analysis . . . . . ... ... .. ... ......... 186
Chapter 12 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . L 189
121 FocusinSinhala . . . . . . . . . 190
12.2  Accounting for the crosslinguistic similarities of Q-particles and their environments . . . . . . . . .. 191
12.3 Anew analysis of disjunction . . . . ... ... 193
12.4 Syntactic features and language-specific restriction on Q-particles . . . . ... ... ... .. ... 194
12.5 Epistemic indefinites and pragmatic restrictions on Q-particles . . . . . ... ... ... ... 195
12.6 Diachronic analysis of Sinhala focus and Q-particle constructions . . . . .. ... ... ... ... .. 196
12.7 Implications and Directions for futureresearch . . . . . . . . ... ... .. . . L L. 198
Bibliography . . . . . . .. 201

viii



List of Abbreviations

In glosses:

1 = 1st person

2 = 2nd person

3 = 3rd person

A = -a/-a verbal suffix (“neutral”)
ABL = ablative (case)

ACC = accusative (case)
ADJ = adjective

ADV = adverb

ANIM = animate

ART = article

CcoMP = complementiser
COND = conditional

CONV = converb

DAT = dative (case)

DEF = definite

E = -e/-é verbal suffix (“focussing”)
EMPH = emphatic (particle)
F = focus/focussed

FEM = feminine

FUT = future

GEN = genitive (case)

GER = gerund

IMPV = imperative
INANIM = inanimate
INDEF = indefinite

INF = infinitive

INST = instrumental (case)
Loc = locative (case)
MASC = masculine

NEG = negation/negative
NEU = neuter

NMLZ = nominaliser

NOM = nominative (case)
PART = particle

PAST = past

ix

PERF = perfect

PERM = permissive

PL = plural

POL = polite (form)
PRES = present

PTCP = participle

Q = Q(uestion)-particle
REL-PRON = relative pronoun
QUOT = quotative

SG = singular

SUBJ = subjunctive

VN = verbal noun

VvocC = vocative (case)

Languages:

CS = Classical Sinhala

LS = Modern Literary Sinhala
MCS = Modern Colloquial Sinhala
OS = Old Sinhala

OT = Old Tamil

Skt. = Sanskrit

SLT = Sri Lankan Tamil

TNT = Tamil Nadu Tamil

References to texts:

Ama. = Amavatura: Kodagoda (1967)

BhG = Bhagavadgita: van Buitenen (1981)

BhP = Bhagavata-Purana

BJT = Sri Lanka Buddha Jayanti Tripitaka Series
[http://www.metta.lk/sltp/index.html]

DhA = Buddhaghosa’s commentary on the Dhammapada

Panc. = Pancatantra

PST = Pali Text Society

S.G. = Sigiri Graffiti: Paranavitana (1956)

RV = Rg Veda: Bandhu (1963-1966)


http://www.metta.lk/sltp/index.html

Chapter 1

Introduction

That day I could not refrain from questioning him further about the matter
of the horse.
‘All the same, I'said, ‘when you read the prints in the snow and the evidence
of the branches, you did not yet know Brunellus. In a certain sense those
prints spoke of all horses, or at least all the horses of that breed. Mustn’t
we say, then, that the book of nature speaks of us only of essences, as many
distinguished theologians teach?’
—Adso of Melk (chela) to William of Baskerville (guru),
regarding William’s identification of the abbot’s

missing horse, from Umberto Eco’s The name of the rose

1.1 Overview

This study focusses on the formal synchronic syntactic and semantic analysis and the historical development of
“Question-particle” [or Q-particles] in Sinhala, an Indo-Aryan language spoken in the island nation of Sri Lanka, with
comparison of the Q-particles of Sinhala with Q-particles in other languages, including Malayalam, Japanese, and
Tlingit.

In many languages, including Sinhala, these so-called Q-particles appear not only in interrogative contexts, but
also in disjunctions and the formation of indefinite pronouns.* The particles which appear in these latter two contexts
often have a surface form identical to that of the particles which appear in interrogative contexts, and therefore
ideally we should like to be able to provide a unified analysis which accounts for the crosslinguistic tendency for
Q-particles to appear in this syntactically heterogeneous set of contexts.

Unsurprisingly, there are a variety of language-specific differences in the distribution of Q-particles which
also need to be accounted for. Thus while in Malayalam there is single Q-particle which appears in yes/no- and
alternative-questions, disjunctions, and indefinites (but which is absent, in the modern language, from wh-questions);
in Sinhala, Japanese, and Tlingit we find multiple, phonologically-distinct Q-particles. In these latter three languages,
the distribution of phonologically-distinct Q-particles is, however, determined by rather different factors: e.g., in
Japanese only the Q-particle ka may appear in all of the Q-particle environments (interrogatives, disjunctions,
indefinites), the other four Q-particles in Japanese are confined to interrogatives, and in all cases politeness plays
a role in which Q-particle is employed; in Tlingit, there is no overlap in the environments in which the three

different Q-particles appears: only gé appears in yes/no and alternative questions, only sd in wh-interrogatives and

In some languages, including certain stages of Sinhala, Q-particles also appear in the formation of relative clauses. The analysis of relative
clauses involves a number of complexities and largely falls outside of the scope of this study, though I do offer some brief remarks on the topic in
Chapter 8.



wh-based indefinites, only khach’u in non-interrogative disjunctions. In Sinhala, the Q-particle hari is employed in
non-interrogative disjunction, and the formation of a wh-based indefinite pronoun; do appears in all interrogatives
(wh, yes/no, alternative) as well as in the formation of another wh-based indefinite pronoun; thus there is some
overlap in the distribution of these two Q-particles.

Representative examples of Q-particle constructions are provided below.

In Japanese, there is one Q-particle, ka, which may appear in all of the possible Q-particle environments:

interrogatives (1), indefinites (2), and disjunctions (3).

(1) a. gakkoo-niik-imas-u ka?
school-to go-poL-PRES ka
‘(Are you) going to school?’ (Yoshida & Yoshida 1996)

b. John-ga nani-o kaimasita ka?
John-Nom what-aAcc bought.poL ka

‘What did John buy?’ (Hagstrom 1998: 15)
(2) dare-ka-ga hon-o  katta.
who-ka-Nom book-acc bought.
‘Someone bought books. (Kuroda 1965: 97)

(3) John-ka Bill-ka-ga hon-o  katta.
John-ka Bill-ka-nom book-acc bought.

John or Bill bought books. (Kuroda 1965: 85)

As noted above, the other Q-particles of Japanese (no, kai, ndai, kadooka) are confined to interrogative environments,
and in these environments may serve as alternatives to ka—such alternations seem to be largely based on considera-
tions of politeness (ka is the most polite form, and kai and ndai the most informal, with the latter being appropriate
only in male speech).

The Malayalam Q-particle -oo, like Japanese ka, also appears in (yes/no and alternative) interrogatives (4),
indefinites (5), and disjunctions (6), but—in contrast to Japanese—not in wh-questions (at least in the modern

language), as shown in (7).

(4) a. John wannu-(w)oo?
John came-oo0

‘Did John come?’ (Jayaseelan 2001: 67)
b. John wannu-(w)oo, illa-(y)oo?
John came-oo, not-oo
‘Did John come, or not?’ (Jayaseelan 2001: 67)
(5) fan irutt-il ar-e-(y)oo tottu
I  darkness-in who-acc-o0o touched
‘T touched somebody in the dark.’ (Jayaseelan 2001: 66)
(6)  Mary John-ine-(y)oo Bill-ine-(y)oo cumbiccu
Mary John-acc-oo Bill-acc-oo kissed
‘Mary kissed John or Bill. (Jayaseelan 2008: 3)
(7)  aro(*-o0) wannu?
who(*-00) came

‘Who came?’ (Jayaseelan 2001: 67)



In (modern colloquial) Sinhala, the Q-particle do appears in all types of questions (8), and may also occur in the
formation of indefinites (9a), but a distinct Q-particle, hari, may also be used in the formation of indefinites as
shown in (9b), and also appears in non-interrogative disjunctions” as in (10a), while da is not possible in this latter

environment as shown by example (10b).

(8) a. Sunilee poto kieuwa do?
Sunil that book read.rasT.A do

“Did Sunil read that book?”

b.  Sunil monswa do kieuwe?
Sunil what do read.pasT.E

“What did Sunil read?”

c.  Sunil do Ranjit do ee pots kieuwe?
Sunil do Ranjit da that book read.rasT.E

“Was it Sunil or Ranjit who read that book?”

(99 a. Kau doee poto kieuwa
who do that book read.PAST.A

“Someone read that book”

b. Kauru hariee poto kieuwa
who  hari that book read.pasT.A

“Someone read that book.”

(10) a. Sunil hari Ranjit hari ee poto kieuwa.
Sunil hari Ranjit hari that book read.pasT.A

“Sunil or Ranyjit read that book”

b. *Sunil do Ranjit do ee poto kieuwa.
Sunil da Ranjit da that book read.pAsT.A

“Sunil or Ranjit read that book”

Tlingit, like Sinhala, displays the use of a variety of Q-particles, but with a rather different distribution, discussed in

detail later in this study. Table 1.1 provides an overview, including additional data discussed in Chapter 2.

[ | Mod. Sinh [ OldMal [ ModMal [ Tlin [ Jap |
y/n-ques. do -00 -00 gé ka,
no,
kai,
kadooka
wh-ques. do -00 - sa ka,
no,
ndai
wh-indef. do (aff.), -00 -00 s ka
hari (aff.),
vat(neg.)
decl. dis;j. hari (aff.), -00 -00 khach’u ka
vat (neg.)
interr. disj. do -00 -00 gé... [ka]
gwaa

Table 1.1: Distribution of Q-particles in Sinhala, Malayalam, Tlingit, and Japanese

*I use the terms “non-interrogative” and “declarative” disjunctions to refer to disjunctions which are not alternative questions. “Non-
interrogative”/“declarative” disjunctions can in fact appear in interrogative contexts, e.g. in yes/no-questions containing disjunctions, such as “Do
you want tea or coffee?” (where the appropriate answers are “yes” or “no”).



Thus, a comprehensive account of Q-particles requires an analysis which captures both the crosslinguistic

similarities and differences.

1.1.1  Importance of both semantic and syntactic analysis

Beyond uncovering new empirical data and providing a formal analysis which accounts for them, this study also
highlights the necessity of analysis which considers multiple components of the grammar. That is, many linguistic
phenomena are given competing accounts relying on one or other component of the grammar:— for example,
wh-fronting in English is argued alternatively as being semantically-based (quantifier raising) or syntactically-based
(movement triggered by formal syntactic features). However, the current study demonstrates the importance of an
analysis involving the interaction of various components of the grammar, including semantics, syntax, pragmatics,
and morphology.

Specifically, I argue that the crosslinguistic tendency for Q-particles to appear in interrogatives, indefinites, and
disjunction has a semantic basis, while language-specific difference in possible Q-particle environments, as well as
the presence in some languages of multiple Q-particles, requires an explanation in terms of formal syntax (and, in a
minority of cases, also formal pragmatics).

Furthermore, Q-particles interact with a wide range of grammatical phenomena, and thus their analysis has
important implications for the proper treatment of wh-words (and interrogatives more generally), indefinites,
and disjunction. Thus, in addition to adding to empirical coverage of previously unnoticed phenomena (e.g. the
pragmatic differences between da-type and hari-type indefinites, discussed below), this study also makes an important
contribution to our understanding of the formal properties of interrogatives, indefinites, and disjunction. For example,
I present a novel analysis of syntax and semantics of disjunction—drawing on certain aspects of den Dikken (2006)
and Alonso-Ovalle (2006)—but which, moreover, is a natural consequence of the more general semantic and syntactic
analysis I propose for Q-particles.

Another contribution this study makes involves the connection between “epistemic indefinites”—indefinites
which explicitly signal the lack of certain information concerning who or what satisfies an existential claim—and
Q-particles. While the presence of epistemic indefinites has been noted in several languages (see Haspelmath 1997,
Alonso-Ovalle & Menéndez-Benito 2003, 2010, Moore 2003), relatively little attention has been paid to the fact that
in languages which employ epistemic indefinites alongside “plain indefinites” (e.g. Sinhala, Japanese, Malayalam),
it is the epistemic indefinites which involve a Q-particle. Furthermore, consultation with my Sinhala informants
has revealed the fact that some languages may employ a variety of different epistemic indefinites, which vary in the
degree of ignorance they convey. For example, the indefinite formed with do in (9a), repeated below as (11a), signals a
greater degree of ignorance regarding the identity of the person in question than does the indefinite formed with hari

in (9b), repeated below as (11b).?

(11) a. Kau doee poto kieuwa
who da that book read.PAST.A

“Someone read that book.”

b. Kauruhariee poto kieuwa
who  hari that book read.pasT.A

“Someone read that book.”

3The alternation between kau and kauru is simply morphophonological in nature, with kau being the form the pronoun takes if and only if it is
immediately followed by do. That is, the pragmatic differences between (11a) and (11b) are due to the choice of Q-particle and not the surface form
of the pronoun.



1.1.2 The Importance of Historical Data

In addition to developing a formal syntactic and semantic account of Q-particles, this study also considers the historical
processes involved in the rise of Q-particles and changes in their distribution. In this section of the dissertation, I
concentrate primarily on Sinhala: for here we are fortunate in that Sinhala has a more or less continuous textual
tradition dating back to the 8 century A.p. (prior to the 8™ century, we also find short inscriptions), thus affording
an excellent opportunity for observing historical development of Q-particles, and of the ‘focus construction’ with
which Q-particles are frequently associated. These are the two aspects of Sinhala grammar which I examine from a
diachronic perspective; relevant prior scholarship on these topics does exist: from generative grammar-informed
perspectives, Gair (1986[1998]b) and Paolillo (1994) examine the development of Sinhala focus (including discussion,
to some extent, of interrogatives); more purely descriptive accounts which include some discussion of focus and
interrogative structures in early Sinhala are provided by Geiger (1938), Paranavitana (1956), Reynolds (1964), and
Wijemanne (1984). While all of these prior studies have crucially informed my understanding of the historical
development of Sinhala, the goals of this study required extensive examination of primary texts as well.

I analyse what I consider to be four distinct stages of Sinhala: (1) Old Sinhala, represented by the graffiti texts
on the Mirror Wall at Sihigiri (ca. 8"~10" c. A.p.); (2) Classical Sinhala, represented largely by translations and
commentaries on Pali Buddhist texts (ca. 12"~15" c. A.D.); and two varieties of modern Sinhala: (3) Modern Literary
Sinhala, which differs from Classical Sinhala, but retains a number of archaisms such as overt subject-verb agreement
morphology; and (4) Modern Colloquial Sinhala. The latter two varieties co-exist in a diglossic relationship, with the
literary variety being employed in written and formal situations, but the general archaic nature of the literary variety
justifies its treatment as representing an earlier variety than does the colloquial.*

The historical analysis of this thesis reveals the following overall picture. The Q particle do appears to originate
in Sinhala in alternative questions.> In the oldest substantial Sinhala texts (8th—1oth c.), do appears most frequently
in yes/no questions, more rarely in wh-questions, and not at all in the formation of indefinites. The particle hari (see
above (9b) and (10a)) is of more obscure origins, but appears to be somehow connected with another particle, ho. Ho
in early Sinhala appears only in the formation of non-interrogative disjunctions, first appearing in the formation of
indefinites only in the modern literary Sinhala period.

Thus the examination of the development of Sinhala offers an excellent opportunity to observe how Q-particles
come to have the distributions that they do. Here the diachronic data can illuminate the synchronic analysis:
understanding changes in the distribution of Q-particles helps us to identify which properties of Q-particles are
language-particular and which are universal. Now, arguably, (synchronic) crosslinguistic data is just as informative
in this respect. However, diachronic data can be more useful in the determination of the precise nature of the
language-particular properties. Simple crosslinguistic data provide us only with unrelated snapshots of grammars, but
if we examine different stages of a single language, we may observe how one grammar changes into another. Being
able to observe changes in a grammar, of course, provides valuable information about the nature of that grammar,
and, moreover, about the nature of universal grammar.

The importance of historical data for synchronic analysis can take on a most tangible form in the event of there
being competing formal descriptions of a language. Here diachronic evidence can act as a metric for the evaluation
of competing synchronic analyses. Suppose that L,, is a synchronic stage of a language—or rather some subset of
properties of a synchronic stage of a language—and that there exist two competing formal theories, A and B, both

of which are consistent with the observed characteristics of L,,. Suppose that we also have evidence of a prior

4On Sinhala diglossia, see Gair (1968[1998], 1986[1998]a) and Paolillo (1992).

5The original distribution of do is inferred from the distribution of its cognates in the historically prior languages (i.e. Sanskrit utdho, Pali
udahuy); cf. the examples in B6htlingk & Roth (1855-1875) for Vedic, Speijer (1886) for Classical Sanskrit, and Rhys Davids & Stede (1921-1925) for
Pali. On the relationship between Vedic, Classical Sanskrit, Pali, and other early Indo-Aryan languages, see Hock & Pandharipande (1978).



stage of L,,, which we can refer to as L,,_1. If theory A can account for the transition between L, _; and L, by
positing a change in a single parameter/feature/property, then theory A—all else being equal—is preferable to theory
B, in which L,,_; and L,, differ from each other in terms of several unrelated parameters/features/properties. More
generally, formal synchronic analyses which allow for the diachronic evolution of a language to be described in terms
of plausibly motivated changes are to be favoured over those which do not.

Thus the historical examination of various stages of Sinhala, and the changes which took place between these

stages, plays an important role in delimiting the range of possible synchronic analyses of modern Sinhala.

1.1.3 Progress beyond previous studies

This study is, of course, by no means the first to discuss Q-particles and their proper formal analysis; the syntactic
and semantic properties of Q-particles have been examined by a number of linguists (to cite but a few: Baker 1970,
Karttunen 1977, Cheng 1991). Nor is it the first to examine Q-particles in Sinhala; important contributions having
been made by Gair (1983[1998], 1986[1998]b), Gair & Sumangala (1991), Kishimoto (1992, 2005), and Kariyakarawana
(1998). Moreover, the semantic analysis I adopt owes much to the previous studies of Hagstrom (1998) and Cable
(2007)—who, in fact, also consider some of the same languages examined here.®

However, none of these previous studies provides a complete explanation of why Q-particles appear cross-
linguistically in this particular set of contexts (interrogatives, indefinites, disjunctions). Cable (2007: 72-73n40)
suggests—on the basis of Tlingit data—that the Sinhala Q-particle do and the Japanese Q-particle ka which appear in
yes/no-questions and disjunctions are semantically and morphosyntactically distinct from the Q-particles do and ka
which appear in wh-questions and indefinites, with their apparent identity being simply the result of homophony
(though with a possible, though unspecified, historical basis). However, the fact that there exists apparent identity
between the wh-related and yes-no/disjunction particles not only in Sinhala and Japanese, but also in Malayalam
would seem to cast a degree of doubt on this hypothesis. The null hypothesis (and the more interesting hypothesis),
I suggest, is that these phonologically-identical elements are also identical semantically and morphosyntactically.
Entia non sunt multiplicanda praeter necessitatem: let us not suppose the existence of homophonous particles unless
we uncover compelling evidence for such multiplicity. In this spirit, I posit that Sinhala da, in all of the environments
in which it appears, is the same element, with the same syntactic and semantic properties, and likewise for Japanese
ka, Malayalam -oo.

Accounting for underlying similarities of Q-particles crosslinguistically by positing a unified semantic analysis
thus requires some means of addressing crosslinguistic differences. This is accomplished, as mentioned previously,
largely in terms of language-specific differences in the formal syntactic features borne by Q-particles.

The following section provides a brief overview of previous studies of relevance to this dissertation, noting both
their contributions and shortcomings; the latter of which the present study seeks to address, and to the former of

which it is greatly indebted.

1.2 Previous studies

1.2.1  General studies of Sinhala Interrogatives & Focus

Jim Gair and his students have conducted numerous studies of various aspects of Sinhala syntax within the generative

framework.

%Too late in the dissertation process did I discover Ginsburg’s (2009) thesis treating Q-particles in Japanese and other languages, so few insights
from that research could be incorporated in the present study.



Gair (1983[1998]) (cf. Gair 1970) investigates the synchronic properties of focus and interrogatives in Sinhala,
showing that finite clauses are not islands for wh-movement or focus movement/association, though complex
noun phrases are. Under this analysis, which following Kariyakarawana (1998), we may refer to as the “overt
Wh-movement” analysis, focussed elements move overtly into a FOC position (some sort of complementiser-related
position, thus making focus movement parallel to the overt movement of wh-words to COMP). Gair & Sumangala
(1991) and Kariyakarawana (1998) (though differing in some details) argue that two different types of focus should
be recognised: C-focus (cleft-focus), where the focussed element is “clefted”, involving a biclausal structure; and
E-focus (emphasis-focus), where a morphological focus marker immediately follows the focussed element, involving
a monoclausal structure. I will argue that modern colloquial Sinhala focus constructions, appearances to the contrary,
no longer involve any actual “clefting” (in the sense of being a biclausal construction), though ultimately deriving
from “cleft” structures.”

Kishimoto (2005) argues that the Sinhala Q-particle do serves as a scope-assigner, in the sense that its position
determines the scope of its associated wh-word. The particle do may undergo LF movement (movement post-
Spellout/Transfer), but this movement respects island conditions (such as the Complex NPs).?

These studies are of great importance in terms of establishing the basic patterns for Sinhala interrogative and
focus constructions; however, they are primarily syntactic in nature and thus not provide a full account of the

properties of Sinhala interrogatives and focus.

1.2.2 Analyses of Q-particles

There are several analyses which treat ka (and similar particles) in terms of choice functions. These analyses all rely
on some version of Hamblin’s (1973) treatment of wh-words as denoting SeTs of individuals. Hamblin (1973) proposes
an extension to the formal semantic analysis of English developed by Montague (1970a,b, 1973) which allows for a
formalisation of the semantics of wh-interrogatives. Hamblin (1973) notes that wh-words like who and what behave
syntactically like proper names; that is, who may substitute a proper name like John and what may substitute a proper

name like Syntactic Structures, see (12) and (13).

(12)  John read Syntactic Structures.

(13) a. Who read Syntactic Structures?
b.  Who read what?

However, semantically, wh-words are very different from proper names. So while John and Syntactic Structures
denote individuals, it makes little sense to try to analyse who and what in a like manner. But who and what can be
treated as denoting sets of individuals. Thus, in some pragmatic context, who might denote the set of individuals
{John, Bill, Mary, Kim}.?

This treatment of wh-words as denoting sets in fact produces a reasonable semantics for wh-questions. While a

sentence like (12) denotes a single proposition, a question like (13a) may plausibly be analysed as denoting a set of

7“Cleft” here is used in the sense with which it often appears in the literature on Dravidian languages, namely in reference to constructions
involving a nominalised constituent put into a copular relationship with a focussed element—such constructions are frequently translatable as
English clefts or pseudo-clefts.

8Kishimoto (2005) notes that there are wh-words in Sinhala which are not associated with an overt Q-particle. Specifically, in addition to moko
do “why” we also find @i “why”, which obligatorily occurs witHOUT do. Kishimoto (2005) argues that i involves the insertion of a null operator
which is base-generated in the closest scope position.

9 As discussed in Chapter 9, Hamblin-type sets have special properties, distinct from those of other set-denoting elements; so that while both
who and man denote sets of individuals (in fact, both denote the set of human beings), the semantic rules governing how who composes with other
elements are rather different from those governing the composition of man. For the sake of presentation, I postpone the formalisation of the
composition rules for Hamblin-type elements for later chapters.



propositions (one proposition for each member of the set denoted by who). That is, (13a) might denote (in a some

possible world and pragmatic context):

John read Syntactic Structures,
Mary read Syntactic Structures,
(14)  [(3a)] =

Bill read Syntactic Structures,

Kim read Syntactic Structures

In other words, a question like (13a) denotes a set of possible propositions, where the utterer desires to know which
member of this set is a true proposition. Another way of putting this is that “knowing a question” is equivalent to
knowing what would count as an answer to that question (Hamblin 1958: 162).

Assuming a Hamblin-style analysis of wh-words, Q-particles can be analysed as involving a choice function, a
notion which has been invoked in the analysis of indefinite and/or interrogative pronouns by numerous linguists in
recent years (e.g. von Stechow 1996; Reinhart 1997, 1998; Winter 1997; Kratzer 1998; Hagstrom 1998; Sternefeld 2001;

Yatsushiro 2001, 2009; Kratzer & Shimoyama 2002; Cable 2007)."° Informally we may define a choice function as in

(15).
(15) A function fis a choice function iff, for every non-empty set P, f may apply to P yielding some member of P.

For example, given two sets, A = {a, b, ¢} and B = {x, y, z}, there will exist—amongst other choice functions—three

choice functions fy1, f42, f43 such that:

(16) a f;3(A)=a;f1(B)=y
b. f42 (A) = b; f42 (B) =X
c. fy3 (A) =¢; fy3 (B) =Z

A choice function is thus exactly the sort of element needed to convert the Hamblin-type sets created by wh-words
back into ordinary “Montagovian” denotations.

The earliest of these choice-functional analyses of Q-particles is Hagstrom (1998), who analyses Japanese ka,
Sinhala do, and Okinawan -GA as denoting choice functions. More precisely, he assumes that these particles undergo
obligatory movement, where the trace of this movement denotes a variable over choice functions and the particle
itself denotes an operator which existentially binds the choice function variable. Hagstrom’s (1998) claim that particles
like ka bear inherent quantificational force is based on examples which appear to show that ka cannot “pick up”
quantificational force from their environment (e.g. from an adverb like usually); however, Yatsushiro (2009: 151n21)
reports that her judgements and those of her informants contradict those of Hagstrom’s informants.

Hagstrom (1998) suggests that Japanese and Sinhala Q-particles can be given as similar analysis, namely as
particles which adjoin to (the lowest) wh-word, subsequently undergoing a “migration operation”, in which Q-
particles “migrate” to a “launching-site” position outside of any syntactic islands between the wh-word and the
interrogative C-head, and finally undergo regular movement (overt in the case of Japanese, covert in the case of
Sinhala) to adjoin to the C-head. The second step, the “migration” of the particle to the “launching-site” involves
an unusual type of movement which leaves no traces but which is sensitive to intervention effects. The “migration”
operation is theoretically unattractive in some respects, but Hagstrom (1998) presents certain examples from Japanese

which are difficult to account for otherwise.

°The notion of choice function itself has been around for much longer, and was originally introduced by Zermelo (1904), for general
mathematical set theory, in a paper which gave a proof of the well-ordering theorem for sets.



Yatsushiro (2001, 2009) also analyses Q-particles as involving choice functions, but she argues that particle ka
itself denotes a variable over choice functions, with the binding of the variable being accomplished by existential
closure (Reinhart 1997; Kratzer 1998). Yatsushiro (2001, 2009) concentrates on the analysis of indefinite pronouns
formed from wh-words and the particle ka, as well as the corresponding set of universally quantified pronouns
formed from wh-words and the particle mo.

Both Hagstrom (1998) and Yatsushiro (2001, 2009) assume that indeterminate pronouns denote Hamblin-type
sets of individuals (Hamblin 1973). Cable (2007), who like Yatsushiro (2001, 2009) assumes that the quantificational
force of particles like Japanese ka derives from existential closure, takes a somewhat different approach. Cable (2007),
following Beck (2006), notes that Rooth’s (1985; 1992; 1996) analysis of focus utilises sets of alternatives which are
functionally equivalent to those generated in Hamblin’s analysis of questions. Beck (2006) and Cable (2007) therefore
propose that the sets of alternatives involved in wh-questions are in fact focus semantic values, and that particles like
Japanese ka make obligatory reference to the focus semantic values of their complements. I show that this theoretical
move results in a number of undesirable consequences, and that thus—despite their similarities—we must continue to
distinguish between the sets of alternatives generated by wh-words and the sets of alternatives which constitute the
focus semantic value of an element.

Further, Cable (2007: 72-731n40) in fact claims that the particles which appear in yes/no- and alternative-questions
and other disjunctions are morphologically and semantic distinct from the particles which appear in wh-questions
and wh-indefinites. He bases this claim on the fact that in Tlingit—which resembles Japanese and Sinhala in that wh-,
yes/no-, and alternative-questions and declarative disjunctions all involve the presence of a particle—the particles
which appear in yes/no- and alternative-questions (gé) and declarative disjunctions (khach’u) are morphologically-
distinct from the particle which appears in wh-interrogatives and wh-indefinites (sd). I argue that the particle that
appears in Tlingit yes/no-questions, gé, is a Q-particle in the same sense that Tlingit sa (appearing in wh-interrogatives
and wh-indefinites) is a Q-particle; and that likewise Sinhala do denotes a variable over choice-functions whether
it accompanies a wh-word or appears in a yes/no-question. The basis for this argument is two-fold. Firstly, there
is crosslinguistic evidence which suggests that the particles which appear in wh-interrogatives and wh-indefinites
are identical to the particles which appear in yes/no-questions and other disjunctive contexts. Not only does
Sinhala do appear both in wh- and yes/no-questions, but so too does Japanese ka and Malayalam -oo. It thus seems
unlikely that, as Cable (2007: 74-75n40) suggests, “the use of da/ka in Sinhala/Japanese polar questions reflects the
existence of a separate, homophonous ‘yes/no’ particle”, given that this purported homophony appears fairly common
crosslinguistically. It is of course possible that such homophony could reflect a common diachronic development
rather than a synchronic identity, but the latter would appear to be a better null hypothesis. Secondly, given that
yes/no- and alternative-questions (and other disjunctive constructions) involve a choice between alternatives, it
seems eminently reasonable to expect that these too involve choice functions.

Cable (2007) also differs from Hagstrom (1998) in that he distinguishes what he refers to as “Q-adjunction”
languages from “QP-projection” languages; the former involve the Q-particle directly adjoining to its sister, while
the later involve the Q projecting its own XP-level category and taking its sister as its complement. Cable suggests
that languages like Japanese and Korean are Q-adjunction languages, while languages like Sinhala, Tlingit, English,
German are QP-projection languages. One major difference between these two types of languages is what happens
when “Q” is targeted for movement. In Q-adjunction languages only the Q-particle itself undergoes movement,
while in QP-projection languages the entire QP moves (which Cable suggests is a good explanation for wh-pied
piping effects in languages like English, Tlingit etc.). Positing such a distinction between languages appears to be a
productive hypothesis, given that it accounts for differences between languages like Japanese and languages like
Sinhala.



Though some accounts mention the fact that Sinhala do, Japanese ka etc. also appear in disjunctive structures (e.g.
Hagstrom 1998, Cable 2007), almost no-one has attempted to explain why such particles should appear in disjunctions.
One notable exception is Jayaseelan (2001, 2008), who remarks on the fact that in several languages (Japanese, Sinhala,
Malayalam) there is at least a phonological identity between disjunction markers and question particles, arguing
that what appears to be a question particle is in fact a realisation of the disjunction operator, appealling to Baker’s
(1970) identification of question particles as question operators and the notion that the semantics of the question
operator involves disjunction. Jayaseelan’s analysis shares in common with the approach advocated here the idea
that interrogatives and disjunction both involve operations over sets of possibilities. However, he does not offer a
full formal account of what the semantics underlying disjunction operators would be. Further, his analysis requires
the assumption that disjunction markers and disjunction operators are two distinct categories which happen to be

homophonous in many languages.

1.2.3 Overview of previous work

Previous studies of Sinhala interrogatives and focus and Q-particles crosslinguistically have established a number of
important empirical facts and advanced important theoretical concepts, upon both of which the present study builds.
However, both in terms of empirical and theoretical coverage, several gaps remain which this dissertation seeks to
address.

The importance of the studies of Jim Gair and his students in setting the groundwork for linguistic research on
Sinhala in general, and on interrogative and focus constructions more specifically, cannot be overestimated. However,
these studies, as well as those of Kishimoto (1992, 2005) have concentrated primarily on the syntactic component; as I
argue here, a complete understanding of the properties of these constructions necessitates a complementary study of
semantics alongside syntax.

Hagstrom (1998) importantly introduces the idea of treating Q-particles in terms of choice functions, and the
work done by Cable (2007), following in a similar vein, introduces a number of interesting theoretical proposals
connected with a choice functional treatment of Q-particles, and importantly adds empirical coverage with his
close study of Tlingit. However, neither of these studies provides a complete analysis of Q-particles in all of the
environments in which they appear. Detailed analysis of disjunctive constructions is notably lacking from both
studies, as is examination of the pragmatics of indefinites formed with Q-particles—which show a strong tendency to
form epistemic indefinites.

Thus this dissertation seeks to extend the study of Q-particles, particularly in Sinhala, both empirically and

theoretically, and from both diachronic/typological and synchronic perspectives.

1.3 Summary/Roadmap

In summary, the primary goal of this dissertation is to provide a unified account of the syntactic and semantic
properties of Q-particles in the full set of environments in which they appear crosslinguistically, concentrating
primarily on the properties of Q-particles in Sinhala from the 8"-century to the present day, but also including
detailed analysis of the properties of Q-particles in other (unrelated) languages, specifically Malayalam, Japanese, and
Tlingit. This account builds upon previous analyses of Sinhala interrogatives and focus specifically," and on previous
formal accounts of Q-particle more generally," but seeks to provide a fuller and more comprehensive analysis of the

formal properties of Q-particles than has hitherto been presented.

He.g. Gair (1983[1998], 1986[1998]b), Gair & Sumangala (1991), Kariyakarawana (1998), Kishimoto (2005).
?e.g. Hagstrom (1998), Yatsushiro (2001, 2009), Jayaseelan (2001, 2008), Cable (2007).
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My analysis of Q-particles incorporates certain aspects of the analyses of Hagstrom (1998), Yatsushiro (2001, 2009),
and Cable (2007) discussed above. However, all of these previous accounts focus on the analysis of wh-interrogatives
and/or wh-indefinites, and provide no complete formal semantic account of the role of such particles in disjunctive
contexts (including alternative and yes/no questions), and thus do not present an account which covers the full range
of Q-particle environments. As stated previously, a unified analysis of Q-particles is obviously highly desirable.

In brief, I provide a semantically unified analysis of Q-particles as denoting variables over choice functions.
This choice-functional analysis can account for the fact that, crosslinguistically, Q-particles often appear in a
set of seemingly heterogeneous environments (interrogatives, disjunctions, indefinites). Given that all of these
environments can be analysed as including elements denoting Hamblin-type sets and that the role of a choice
function is to apply to a set and return a single element from that set, the appearance of Q-particles in just this
set of environments can be explained naturally if they are treated as denoting variables over choice functions.
Crosslinguistic and diachronic differences in the distribution of Q-particles are accounted for (primarily) by positing
that Q-particles may bear different (language-particular) sets of formal syntactic features.

For example: Sinhala, like Tlingit, possesses multiple Q-particles—though the distribution of these particles is
rather different than that of Tlingit. Specifically, alongside of da, which appears in wh-, yes/no-, and alternative-
questions, as well as in the formation of certain wh-indefinites, we also find the particles hari and vat. Neither hari
nor vat appear in interrogative contexts (which is perhaps why they have not been much discussed in the literature
on Q-particles), but they are involved in the formation of non-interrogative disjunctions (vat in NPI contexts, hari
elsewhere) and, like do, in the formation of wh-indefinites (again, vat in NPI contexts, hari elsewhere).

The apparent multiplicity of Q-particles in certain languages (e.g. Tlingit sa vs. gé vs. khach’u, Sinhala do vs. hari
vs. vat) and not in others (e.g. Malayalam -o0) suggests that there may be language-specific rules which govern the
surface form taken by a Q-particle in different syntactic contexts. That is, in some languages there may exist different
Q-particles with identical semantic denotations (i.e. as variables over choice functions), but bearing different syntactic
features (of the sort described in Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2008 and Pesetsky & Torrego 2007).

The multiplicity of Q-particles is interesting in other ways as well. Though I maintain that all of these particles
bear the same semantic denotation (though possibly differing in which formal syntactic features they bear), there
is evidence which suggests that Q-particles may differ in terms of their pragmatic as well as syntactic features.
This line of investigation intersects with another aspect of this study which investigates the fact that indefinites
pronouns formed from a wh-word (“indeterminate pronoun”) and a Q-particle, like Japanese nani-ka “something”,
Sinhala mokak do “something” etc., have a crosslinguistic tendency to pragmatically signal that the speaker lacks
certain information about who or what satisfies the existential claim (see Bhat 1981 on Kannada, Jayaseelan 2001 on
Malayalam, Moore 2003 on Japanese, and more generally Haspelmath 1997: 45-51). This fact is in itself interesting and
deserving of a formal account, but Sinhala presents an additional intriguing situation: the combination of wh-words
with different Q-particles results in indefinites which signal different degrees of ignorance. Specifically, a wh+do
indefinite signals a higher degree of ignorance about identity of the indefinite than does a wh+hari indefinite.

I assume that the epistemic properties of such indefinites are pragmatic in nature (cp. von Fintel’s 2000b treatment
of wh-based -ever free relatives in English, and, with more immediate relevance, the treatments by Alonso-Ovalle &
Menéndez-Benito 2003, 2010 of the Spanish epistemic indefinite determiner algin), and, further, that their formal
analysis can be naturally cast in terms of choice functions. My analysis draws on the work of Boér & Lycan (1975),
who present formalisation of what it is to “know” who or what someone or something is, developing the idea of
“Important Predicates”. Important Predicates are singular predicates (i.e. predicates which denote singleton sets of
individuals) for a particular individual with respect to a particular purpose or project (or, we might add, from a

particular perspective). Like choice functions, Important Predicates involve the selection of a unique individual and
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so a correspondence relationship can be established between the two concepts, allowing us to define the notion
of choice functions which approximate Important Predicates. This, combined with the idea of intensional choice
functions (Romero 1999)—choice functions which operate over individual concepts rather than individuals—allows for
a choice-functional explanation of the “ignorance component” associated with epistemic indefinites.

In addition, the analysis of Q-particles as consistently denoting variables over choice functions requires a novel
syntactic and semantic analysis of disjunction, where elements which on the surface appear to play the role of the
disjunction operator are instead analysed as variables over choice functions. Such an analysis still requires the
presence of some element which can apply to the disjuncts and form a Hamblin-type set (cp. Alonso-Ovalle 2006) to
which a choice function can apply; however, at least in the languages examined here, this set-forming element is
phonetically null (which dovetails with the syntactic analysis of disjunction proposed, for independent reasons, by
den Dikken 2006). The analysis advanced herein has implications for the treatment of disjunction and conjunction
more generally, suggesting that in the formation of disjunction, and perhaps in the formation of conjunction as well,
choice-functions are ubiquitous across languages.

Given the interrelation between Q-particles and focus in Sinhala, I also examine the formal properties of the
Sinhala focus construction and their relation to the formal properties of interrogatives.

Finally, I trace the historical development of (1) the focus construction of modern Sinhala, and (2) the Sinhala
Q-particles do and hari. The diachronic component of the dissertation—while important in its own right since it adds
to our knowledge of the history of Sinhala—also crucially informs the synchronic analysis by showing which formal
properties are subject to change and, perhaps more importantly, in what ways these properties undergo change.

I choose to focus this study on the following set of languages: Sinhala, Japanese, Malayalam, and Tlingit, in
part because this set of languages provides a good sampling of different grammatical systems which involve (overt)
Q-particles. Malayalam has only one Q-particle, -oo, which appears in all of the possible Q-particle contexts, with
the exception that -oo does not appear in the formation of wh-questions in the modern language (though it did in
earlier Malayalam). Sinhala, Japanese, and Tlingit constitute important examples of languages which employ multiple
Q-particles, and also exhibit rather different patterns of distribution of these particles. In modern colloquial Sinhala,
the Q-particle do appears in a wide range of environments: in wh-, yes/no-, and alternative-questions, as well as
in the formation of one type of indefinite; while hari appears in disjunctions in affirmative declaratives, and in the
formation of another type of indefinite; and vat acts as the NPI counterpart of hari. In Tlingit, on the other hand, the
distribution of the various Q-particles is rather different. Here, sd appears in wh-interrogatives and in the formation
of indefinites (in other words, in environments including wh-pronouns), while gé appears in yes/no and alternative
questions, and khach’u in disjunctions in non-interrogative contexts. These differences in Q-particle distributions
thus form a solid basis for theorising about the nature of the range of possible language-specific differences in the
properties of Q-particles—which I suggest are largely morphosyntactic in nature. Sinhala forms the central focus of
the dissertation, in part because of its rich literary history, which allows for diachronic study of Q-particles.

The remainder of the dissertation is structured as follows. Chapter 2 provides an overview of Q-particles
crosslinguistically, presenting relevant data from Sinhala, Malayalam, Japanese, and Tlingit. Chapters 3-8 are
concerned primarily with the analysis of Q-particle and focus constructions in Sinhala. Chapter 3 lays out the basic
syntactic formalism adopted and applies this formalism to the full range of Q-particle constructions found in Sinhala.
Chapter 4 examines the syntax of the modern colloquial Sinhala focus construction and Chapter 5 provides a formal
semantic account of Sinhala focus constructions. Chapter 6 presents a formal semantic analysis of Q-particles and
wh-words in the full range of interrogative constructions in which they are found in modern colloquial Sinhala
(the syntax and semantics of disjunction are treated more fully in Chapter 10). Chapter 7 examines indefinites,

in particular epistemic indefinites, especially in modern colloquial Sinhala, and their connection with Q-particles,
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namely the crosslinguistic tendency for indefinites formed with Q-particles to be epistemic indefinites, and provides
a formal pragmatic analysis of the same. Chapter 8 provides a brief excursus on the appearance of Q-particles in
relative clauses in Dravidian and early Sinhala. Chapter 9 proposes that while all Q-particles have the same semantic
denotation, they may differ in (a) the set of formal syntactic features they bear, (b) the lexico-semantics of wh-words,
and (c) in the presuppositions they bear. Here I show that a complete understanding of the distributional properties
of Q-particles requires semantic, syntactic, and pragmatic analysis, drawing on the analyses proposed in the previous
chapters. Chapter 10 presents a more complete discussion of the role of Q-particle in disjunctions, and develops a
novel analysis of the syntax and semantics of (dis)junction more generally. Finally, Chapter 11 provide examinations
of the diachronic development of the Sinhala focus construction and the Sinhala Q-particles do, hari, and discusses
the relevance of these data for the formal synchronic analyses. Chapter 12 provides a summary and discussion of the
greater implications of the synchronic and diachronic analyses proposed here for generative theory, and suggestions

about possible future areas of investigation.
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Chapter 2

Q[uestion]-particles crosslinguistically

In this chapter I provide a brief overview of the environments in which Q-particles appear in (modern colloquial)
Sinhala, Malayalam, Japanese and Tlingit. As indicated in Chapter 1, Q-particle environments are not limited
to interrogatives, but include also disjunctions (even in non-interrogative contexts) and the formation of certain
wh-based indefinite pronouns. In some languages, such as Malayalam, a single type of Q-particles appears in all
contexts, while other languages, such as Sinhala and Tlingit, use Q-particles with different morphological forms in
different syntactic environments. Here I provide an overview for each language, detailing which Q-particles appear

in which syntactic environments.

2.1 (Modern Colloquial) Sinhala

Sinhala is an Indo-Aryan language spoken in the island nation of Sri Lanka (the former Ceylon). It is the southernmost
Indo-Aryan language (together with Dhivehi,' a closely-related language spoken in the Maldives), and has been
isolated from the Indo-Aryan languages of the north Indian mainland for over two millennia. It has, however,
been in contact with southern Dravidian languages (forms of Tamil and the ancestor of Tamil and Malayalam) and
exhibits some degree of convergence with Dravidian in terms of its phonology, syntax, morphology, and lexicon—but
remains recognisably Indo-Aryan.” See further Gair 1982[1998] for a general description of Sinhala and the impact of
Dravidian.

One of the salient features of modern colloquial Sinhala is its use of two morphologically distinct verbal endings:
one, -q, is used in neutral contexts, the other, -¢, is found in “focussing” contexts, which in Sinhala includes most
wh-interrogatives and some yes/no-interrogatives. Sinhala, like other South Asian languages, displays default SOV
word order.

Another relevant feature of modern colloquial Sinhala is its use of “Question particles”. Interrogatives of all
types (wh-, yes/no-, and alternative-questions) employ the particle do, which also appears in the formation of certain
wh-indefinite pronouns. Additionally, we find two other particles, which I will suggest are also Q-particles: hari, used
in the formation of non-interrogative disjunctions and, like do, in the formation of certain wh-indefinite pronouns;
and vat, which is an NPI counterpart of hari.

Wh-questions in Sinhala employ the Q-particle do, and the verb takes the special “focussing” -e ending (following
Kishimoto 2005, I refer to this as the -e ending, glossed as -E), distinguished from the neutral ending (the -a ending,

glossed as -A). Compare the declarative in (1) with the corresponding interrogative in (2).3

'On which see Cain (2000).

2See Gair (1976[1998]: 200-201) who notes “. . . the survival of Sinhala as a clearly Indo-Aryan language might be looked on as a minor miracle
of linguistic and cultural history”; see also Karunatillaka (1977).

3Examples in this section are taken from Kishimoto (2005) unless otherwise noted.
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(1)  Chitra poto gatta
Chitra book bought-A

‘Chitra bought the book’

(2)  Chitra monowa do gatte?
Chitra what  da bought-E
‘What did Chitra buy?’

The -e-ending also appears in focus constructions (as discussed in Chapters 4 and 11.1)—providing evidence that
Sinhala wh-interrogatives involve focus.

Wh-words along with their associated Q-particle (and any intervening material) may also be dislocated to the
right of the verb of the clause over which they take scope, as in example (3). This movement is characteristic of

focussed elements, which also optionally undergo an identical operation (see below Chapter 4).

(3)  Chitra gatte monowa do?
Chitra bought-E what  do
‘What did Chitra buy?’

The Q-element is obligatory in wh-questions, regardless of the form of the verb, as shown in (4).

(4) *Chitra monowa gatta/gatte?
Chitra what ~ bought-A/bought-E

‘What did Chitra buy?’
The -e marking of the verb is obligatory in wh-questions, see (5) and (6), respectively.*

(5) *Chitra monowa do gatta?
Chitra what  do bought-A

‘What did Chitra buy?’

(6) *Chitra monowa gatta/gatte da?
Chitra what ~ bought-A/bought-E Q
‘What did Chitra buy?’

Without the -e marking, a wh-word accompanied by a Q-element is interpreted as an indefinite, as can be seen by

the contrast in (7a) and (7b).5

(77 a. mokak do weetuna.
what do fell-A

‘Something (unidentified) fell” (Gair & Sumangala 1991)

b. mokak do weetune?
what do fell-E

‘What fell?’ (Hagstrom 1998)

The verb in -e marks the scope of the wh-word. This can be seen in examples (8a), (8b) below.°®

4Unless do appears clause-finally, which it cannot generally do when the wh-word is in the matrix clause, see further at (14) ff.

5See Ramchand (1997), who discusses a similar situation in Bengali.

5The form kiyola, glossed as ‘that’, is morphologically a gerund-form (of the type Hindi kar ke ‘having done’ or Nepali gar-era ‘having done’) of
a verb meaning ‘to speak’, and thus in origin appears to be a quotative (like Nepali bhani, bhanera, bhanne (kura)). However, it perhaps is better
analysed as having become a complementiser by this stage.
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(8) a. Ranjit[[[kau do]aawa ] kiyola ] danne?
Ranjit [ [ [ who do ] come.pasT.A ] that ] know.prEs.E

‘Who does Ranjit know came?’

b. Ranjit [ [ [ kau do ] aawe ] kiyola ] dannowa.
Ranjit [ [ [ who do ] come.PAST.E | that ] know.PrES.A

‘Ranjit knows who came’

In (8a) the matrix verb bears the -e marking, giving a matrix wh-question reading, whereas in (8b) the embedded verb
bears the -e marking, thus the wh-word takes scope only over the lower clause.

As early as Gair 1983[1998] it was noted that though wh-words appear to be insensitive to islands, in the sense
that wh-words can scope out of islands, there can be no island barrier (e.g. complex NP) between the Q-element and

the verb in -e, cp. (9) with (10).

(9) *Chitra [ [ [ [ Ranjit [ monowa ] do gatta ] kiono ] katokataawo ] ashuwe ?
Chitra [ [ [ [ Ranjit [ what ] dobought-A ] that ] rumour ] heard-E

‘What; did Chitra hear the rumour that Ranjit bought t;?’

(10)  Chitra [ [ [ Ranjit monowa gatta ] kiono ] katokataawo ] do eehuwe ?
Chitra [ [ [ Ranjit what ~ bought-A ] that ] rumour ] do heard-E

‘What; did Chitra hear the rumour that Ranjit bought t;?’

That the complex NP in (9) is indeed an island is demonstrated by the fact that overt extraction out of Complex
Noun Phrases [CNPs] is also ungrammatical, no matter whether the extracted element is a wh-word (11), (12) or not

(13)—regardless of the placement of do.

(11) *Chitra [ [ [ [ Ranjit t; ] do gatta ] kiono ] katokataawo ] eehuwe monowa; ?
Chitra [ [ [ [ Ranjit t; ] do bought-A ] that ] rumour ] heard-E what; ?

‘What; did Chitra hear the rumour that Ranjit bought t;?’

(12) *Chitra [ [ [ Ranjit t; gatta ] kiono ] katokataawo ] eehuwe monowa,; do ?
Chitra [ [ [ Ranjit t; bought-A ] that ] rumour ] heard-E what; do?

‘What; did Chitra hear the rumour that Ranjit bought t;?’

(13) *Chitra [ [ [ Ranjit t; gatta ] kiono ] katokataawo ] eehuwe ee poto;.
Chitra [ [ [ Ranjit t; bought-A ] that ] rumour ] heard-E that book

‘It was that book; which Chitra heard the rumour that Ranjit bought t;?’

The Q-element associated with a wh-phrase may appear in clause-final position in a restricted set of contexts: (i)
when the wh-phrase is embedded under a verb like dannowa ‘know’ as in example (14), (ii) when the wh-phrase is in

the matrix clause, only when the wh-phrase is kidenek ‘how many (animate)’ or ki-ak ‘how many (inanimate)’ as in
(15).7

(14) Ranjit [ [ [ kauru aawa ] do ] kiyela ] dannowa.
Ranjit [ [ [ who came-A ] do]that ]know-A

‘Ranjit knows who came’

(15)  kiidenek poto kieuwa do?
how.many book read-A do
‘How many (people) read the book?’

7E-forms of the verb appear in yes/no questions only when the verb in question takes scope over do.
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Note that when the Q-element appears clause-finally, the verb takes the neutral -a marking rather than the -e
marking.
Whenever the Q-element can appear in clause-final position, it is also possible for it to occur in the non-final

position (adjacent to the wh-word or a constituent containing the wh-word), as shown in (16) and (17).

(16)  Ranjit [ [ kau do aawa ] kiyola | dannowa.
Ranjit [ [ who do came-A ] that ] know-A

‘Ranjit knows who came’ (Gair 1992)

(17)  kiidenek do poto kieuwe?
how.many ds book read-E

‘How many (people) read the book?’

However, these two variants carry different presuppositions. The clause-final positioning of the Q-element
carries no presupposition that there must be at least one value which satisfies the proposition, whereas the non-
clause-final positioning of Q does (see Kishimoto 2005: 9—11). That is, when the Q-particle appears clause-finally
in a wh-interrogative like “How many people read the book?”, the speaker does not assume that there is a true
answer to the question, allowing the possible response “No-one read it”. When Q-particles in wh-interrogatives occur
in their usual position (adjacent to the wh-word, or, in case of an island, on the edge of the island containing the
wh-word), the speaker does suppose that there is some true answer, thus making a response like “No-one read the

book” infelicitous. Consider the following question-answer pairs in (18)—(21).%

(18) a. Q:kiidenek poto kieuwa do?
how.many book read-A Q
‘How many (people) read the book?’

b. A:kauru-wat kieuwe naee.
anyone read-E not

‘No-one read it.
(19) a. Q:kiidenek do poto kieuwe?
how.many doa book read-E
‘How many (people) read the book?’

b. A:# kauru-wat kieuwe neaeze.
anyone read-E not

‘No-one read it

8In the answers [A] in (18)—(21) below, it should be noted that the E-form of the verb of the matrix clause appears because of the negation naa;
this negation always triggers E-forms of the verb, for reasons which are at this point unclear to me.

17



(20) a. Q:oyaa[[kauruaawa do ]kiyola ] dannowa do?
you [[who came-A do]that ]know-A do

‘Do you know who came?’

b. A:oo0. kauru-wat aawe ne®.
yes anyone  came-E not

‘Yes. No-one came’

(21)  a. Q:oyaa[[kau doaawe ]kiyola ] dannowa do?
you [ [ who docame-E ] that ]know-A do

‘Do you know who came?’

b. A:#o0o. kauru-wat aawe neee.
yes anyone  came-E not

‘Yes. No-one came’

Additionally, not all verbs allow for clause-final do in their complement clauses. Verbs which do so include
dannowa ‘know’, hoya boronowa ‘examine’, pariksa koronowa ‘look into, inspect’, and térenowa "understand’; verbs not
allowing clausal final do include ahanowa ‘ask’, prasno koronowa ‘question’, and hitenowa ‘consider’ (see Kishimoto
2005: 8 and Gair 1983[1998]). The parameters determining these classes of verbs are not clear. The classes cannot be
defined on the basis of the ability of a verb to take an interrogative subordinate clause (ahanowa ‘ask’ does not allow
clause-final do) or by their ability to select a declarative complement in addition to an interrogative complement
(hoya baronowa ‘examine’ allows for clause-final do, but cannot take a declarative complement).

In contrast to the use of do in wh-interrogatives, do in yes/no questions can freely occur in clause-final position

even in matrix clauses. Indeed, clause-final placement of do is the unmarked position for the yes/no particle (22).

(22) Chitraee poto kieuwa do?
Chitra that book read-A do

‘Did Chitra read that book?’ (Kishimoto 2005: 11)

The particle do may also appear after a constituent smaller than IP—in which case it marks that constituent as

focussed (23), and, as expected, the verb appears in the -e form.

(23) Chitraee poto do kieuwe?
Chitra that book da read-E

‘Was it that book which Chitra read?’ (Ibid.)

Do is also used to form interrogative disjunctions, as shown in example (24), but is not possible in non-interrogative

disjunctive contexts, as shown by the ungrammaticality of (25).

(24) Gunopalo do Chitra do gamoto  giyé?

Gunapala do Chitra da village.DAT go.PAST.E

‘Was it Gunapala or Chitra who went to the village?’
(25) *Gunopalo do Chitra do gamoto  giya.

Gunapala da Chitra do village.DAT go.PAST.A

‘Gunapala or Chitra went to the village’

In addition to do we also find two other particles which are used in the formation of both indefinites and disjunctions:
hari and vat. The particle do is used to form interrogative disjunctions, but cannot be used in declarative disjunctions

as shown in (25), where we instead find the particle hari in affirmative contexts, and vat in negative contexts.
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(26)  Gunopalo hari Chitra hari gamoto  giya.
Gunapala hari Chitra hari village. DAT go.PAST.A
‘Gunapala or Chitra went to the village’

(27)  Gunopals vat Chitra vat gamoto  giye n&
Gunapala vat Chitra vat village.DAT go.PAST.E NEG

‘Neither Gunapala nor Chitra went to the village’

In addition, both hari and vat can be used, like do, to form indefinite pronouns. Again, vat appears in negative

contexts, (28) and hari in affirmative contexts, (29).

(28) Kauru hari gamoto  giya
who hari village.DAT go.PAST.A
‘Someone went to the village.

(29) Kauruvat gamoto  giye ne
who  hari village. DAT go.pAST.E NEG

‘No-one went to the village’

Both hari and do indefinites pragmatically signal that the speaker lacks knowledge concerning the identity of the
individual in question—in contrast to ‘plain’ indefinites formed from a noun-+the indefinite suffix -ek, as in example

(30).

(30) Ken-ek gamoto  giya
human-INDEF village.DAT go.PAST.A

‘Someone went to the village’

Example (30), unlike the hari and do indefinites in examples (28) and (7a), carries no additional pragmatic signals and
thus can be uttered even when the speaker knows who it is who went to the village.

The difference between hari and do indefinites is subtle, but the general distinction is that do indefinites signal a
greater degree of ignorance than do hari indefinites, see further Chapter 7.

In the following sections I examine the distribution of Q-particles in Malayalam (including both Old Malayalam

and Modern Malayalam), Japanese, and Tlingit.

2.2 Malayalam

Malayalam is a Dravidian language spoken in the state of Kerala in southern India. It is closely related to Tamil,
spoken in nearby state of Tamil Nadu as well as in Sri Lanka—in fact the language referred to as Old Tamil (ca. 1st -
8th centuries A.D.) is the common ancestor of both Tamil and Malayalam.” Malayalam bears a special relation to
Sinhala in that Sinhala has long been in contact with the closely related Dravidian language Tamil.

Like many other Dravidian languages, Malayalam employs particles in a wide variety of syntactic contexts,
including interrogatives, indefinites, relative clauses (optionally), and disjunctions. Unlike many of the other
languages examined in this study, we find only one Q-particle in Malayalam, -oo. Like Sinhala and other South Asian
languages, default word order in Malayalam is SOV.

The particle -oo appears in yes/no and alternative questions, as in examples (31) and (32).

9What I refer to as Old Malayalam dates from roughly the 15th — 19th centuries A.p.
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(31)  John wannu-(w)oo?
John came-o0o0

‘Did John come?’ (Jayaseelan 2001: 67)
(32) John wannu-(w)oo, illa-(y)oo?
John came-oo, not-oo

‘Did John come, or not?’ (Jayaseelan 2001: 67)
This particle also appears in declarative disjunctions, as in example (33).

(33) Mary John-ine-(y)oo Bill-ine-(y)oo cumbiccu
Mary John-acc-oo Bill-acc-oo  kissed

‘Mary kissed John or Bill. (Jayaseelan 2008: 3)

Here we may note an important difference between Sinhala and Malayalam: while Sinhala do is restricted to
interrogative disjunctions (with hari or vat appearing in non-interrogative contexts), Malayalam -oo appears in both
interrogative (32) and declarative disjunctions (33).

Like Sinhala do, Malayalam -00 can also be used to form indefinites, as in (34).

(34) ANan irutt-il ar-e-(y)oo tottu
I  darkness-in who-Acc-oo0 touched

‘T touched somebody in the dark.’ (Jayaseelan 2001: 66)

And, again like Sinhala indefinites formed with do or hari, the indefinite formed from wh-word+-oo0 carries a pragmatic
signal that the speaker lacks further knowledge of the individual in question.*

In contrast to Sinhala, wh-questions in modern Malayalam do not employ -00, as shown by examples (35), (36).

(35) aro wannu?
who came

‘Who came?’ (Jayaseelan 2001: 67)
(36) [ awan ewide pooyi ennos ] fian coodiccu
[he wherewent C ]I asked

‘T asked where he went. (Jayaseelan 2001: 67)
However the particle is present in archaic, (37), and old Malayalam, (38), (39), wh-questions.

(37) it-entu  katha-(y)oo?
this-what story-oo

‘What story is this?’ (Raman Pilla 1918: 151, cited in Jayaseelan 2001: 68)
(38) entu-kil-oo rajya-ttinnu want-a upadrawam?
what-be-o00 kingdom-DAT came-RELATIVISER trouble

‘What is the trouble that has come to the kingdom?’ (“Ambarrishoopakhyanam”, Narayanapilla 1971: 21)

1° Again, a ‘plain’, pragmatically-unmarked indefinite, formed from a NP preceded by “one”, is available, as in example (i).
(1) fian innale  oru al-e paricayappettu

I  yesterday one person-acc met
‘T met someone yesterday’ (Lit. ‘I met a person yesterday.’) (Jayaseelan 2001: 66)
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(39) maharsi nintiruwadi entu-nimittam-akil-oo iwidam  nookki ezhunnalli?
great-sage (hon. title) what-reason-be-oo  this-place seeing came.HON
‘For what reason is it that the great sage has been pleased to come to this place?’ (ibid., p. 32, cited in

Jayaseelan 2001: 68)

This difference between the old and modern languages seems to reflect differences in the semantics of the wh-word

itself (discussed further in Chapter 9.2).

2.3 Japanese

Japanese, like Sinhala and Malayalam, uses SOV word order. Unlike Malayalam, Japanese employs a number of
different Q-particles, though the particle ka has the widest distribution and is the only Q-particle which appears
outside of interrogative contexts.

Interestingly, early Japanese employed a construction referred to as kakari-musubi (see Sansom 1928, Ogawa 1976,
1977, Whitman 1997, Hagstrom 1998: 24-28, Watanabe 2002, Yanagida 2006, amongst others), which is reminiscent of
constructions employing -e verbal forms in Sinhala—in that it involves a clause-internal (rather than clause-final)
particle which induces a special marking on the verb. Particles participating in this construction include not only the
Q-particle ka, but other particles including koso, zo, and namu, which seem to be emphatic particles. An example of

an Old Japanese wh-construction is given below in (40).

(40)  sisi  husu-to tare ka kono koto oomae-ni  maosu
beasts lie-Quot who ka this thing Emperor.DAT say.M"

“Who reported to the Emperor that beasts were lying?” (Nihon Shoki [720]:75, Ogawa 1977: 221, from Hagstrom
1998: 25)

In Old Japanese, unlike modern Japanese (see below), but similar to the situation of Sinhala ds in wh-questions,
the Q-particle ka occurs suffixed to the wh-word tare “who”, and the verb takes a special form (recalling the special
-e verbal form of Sinhala). See further, Hagstrom (1998: 24-28, 37—40). In this study, however, I will be primarily
concerned with the distribution of Q-particles in the modern language.

In modern Japanese the particle ka may appears in wh-, alternative, and yes/no-questions, as well as in the
formation of declarative disjunctions and indefinites. In addition, Japanese has a number of Q-particles which are
used in a subset of the contexts in which ka appears, these are: no, ndai, kai, and kadooka. The choice of Q-particle in
part is a matter of politeness: ka is the most polite form, while no is less polite than ka but not as informal as kai or
ndai (see further Miyagawa 1987, 1998; Ginsburg 2009).

Similar to the pattern observed for Sinhala and Malayalam, in Japanese, ka appears clause-finally in yes/no

questions, see example (41).
(41  gakkoo-ni ik-imas-u  ka?
school-to go-poL-PRES ka

‘(Are you) going to school?’ (Yoshida & Yoshida 1996)

The particles no or kai*> may also occur here rather than ka, as well there is the possibility of zero-marking:*3

"The gloss “M” (for musubi) indicates the special adnominal form that the verb takes in kakari-musubi constructions.
2Kadooka may also be employed, but only in embedded clauses.
3Yes/no and wh-questions formed without any Q-particle are possibilities found in informal speech (see Yoshida & Yoshida (1996)).
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(42) gakkoo-ni ik-imas-u  (no/kai/@)?
school-to go-pPoL-PRES no/kai/e

In contrast to Sinhala and old/archaic Malayalam, in wh-questions ka appears clause-finally, rather than following

the wh-word, as shown in (43), (44).

(43) John-ga nani-o kaimasita ka?
John-nom what-acc bought.roL ka

‘What did John buy?’ (Hagstrom 1998: 15)

(44) John-ga [ Mary-ga nani-o katta ka ] sitteiru
John-Nom [ Mary-Nom what-acc bought ka | knows
TJohn knows what Mary bought. (Hagstrom 1998: 16)

In wh-questions like (43), ka may be replaced by no, ndai, or no marking:

(45) John-ga nani-o  kaimasita no/ndai/e?
John-Nom what-acc bought.poL no/ndai/e

Like Sinhala da, hari and Malayalam -oo, Japanese ka can also be used to form indefinites, as in example (46). In
contrast to wh-questions, in Japanese wh-based indefinites the particle ka follows the wh-word rather than appearing
clause-finally. Again, like Sinhala and Malayalam wh-indefinites, Japanese wh-based indefinites like (46) signal the
speaker’s lack of knowledge of the identity of the referent (Moore 2003)."

(46) dare-ka-ga hon-o  Kkatta.
who-ka-Nom book-acc bought.

‘Someone bought books. (Kuroda 1965: 97)

It appears that Japanese, like Sinhala (see Section 2.1), may be able to encode two levels of speaker ignorance, but
using a rather different mechanism. Yatsushiro (2001: 12) provides examples of ka indefinites in which ka attaches to
a postposition or to a higher noun phrase containing a wh-word which seem to signal a greater degree of speaker
ignorance than do corresponding examples in which ka attaches directly to the wh-word: compare (47a) with (47b)
and (48a) with (48b)."

%4As in Sinhala and Malayalam, there are ‘plain’ NP-based indefinites in Japanese which carry no pragmatic signal about the speaker’s
knowledge.

(i) Watashi-ni mise-tai mono-ga aru n daroo.
I-DAT show-DEs thing-Nom exist NMLz probably

‘I take it you’ve got something for me to look at. (Moore 2003: 605)

5See also Nishigauchi (1990: 121-123) and Shimoyama (2006).
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P

Dare-ka-kara tegami-ga todoita.
who-ka-from letter-Nom arrived.

(47)

‘A letter arrived from someone. (ibid.)

b. Dare-kara-ka tegami-ga todoita.
who-from-ka letter-Nom arrived.

‘A letter arrived from someone (or other).” (ibid.)
(48) a. [Dare-ka-no hahaoya]-ga paatii-ni Kkita.
[who-ka-GEN mother]-Nom party-Loc came
‘Someone’s mother came to the party’ (ibid.)
b. [Dare-no-ka hahaoya]-ga paatii-ni Kkita.
[who-GEN-ka mother]-NoM party-Loc came

‘Someone (or other)’s mother came to the party’ (ibid.)

Though Yatsushiro (2001) does not discuss any possible difference in the epistemic signals of these indefinites,
her translations are suggestive. If these examples really do represent something parallel to the distinction between
Sinhala do and hari indefinites, it is interesting that Japanese encodes the pragmatic distinction morphosyntactically
rather than lexically. Note that the distinction is only possible in certain contexts (e.g. where the wh-word takes
a postposition or is an argument of a higher noun), as ka appears not be able to attach directly to the right of a
case-marker like ga.

Japanese ka can also form declarative disjunctions like Sinhala hari and Malayalam -o0o0, as in example (49)

(49) John-ka Bill-ka-ga hon-o  Kkatta.
John-ka Bill-ka-NoMm book-acc bought.

TJohn or Bill bought books.” (Kuroda 1965: 85)

Japanese alternative questions are somewhat more complicated, involving ka appearing after the disjuncts (as in a
declarative disjunction), but with an additional Q-particle occurring clause-finally (perhaps as a sort of ‘scope-marker’;

see Fukutomi 2006), as in (50).

(50) John-wa coffee ka ocha ka docchi-o nonda no
John-TOP coffee katea ka which-acc drank no

‘Which of these two things did John drink: coffee or tea?’ (Fukutomi 2006)

Japanese, like Sinhala, thus exhibits a variety of Q-particles. Some of this variation is tied to politeness: ka is the
most polite form, with no occupying a middling level of politeness above kai and ndai (the last of these is apparently
appropriate only to informal male speech, see Miyagawa 1998); the particle kadooka apparently is neutral with respect
to politeness (see Ginsburg (2009: 81)). Only ka and no can occur with both wh- and yes/no-questions; kai and
kadooka are restricted to yes/no-questions and ndai to wh-questions. There are also differences with respect to which
particles may occur in main and embedded clauses: ka may occur in both matrix and embedded clauses, while no,
ndai, and kai are restricted to matrix clauses, and kadooka to embedded clauses only. Most relevantly for the purposes

of the present study, only ka occurs in the formation of indefinites and declarative disjunctions.

2.4 Tlingit

Tlingit is classified as a member of the Na-Dene language phylum, which also contains Eyak and Athabaskan
languages such as Navajo and Apache (Campbell 1997). It is spoken primarily in the southeastern part of Alaska, as
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well as in areas of British Columbia and the Yukon Territory; and has only about 300-400 living native speakers
(Cable 2007: 41-43). Tlingit word order is most typically (S)OV, but (S)VO ordering is also common, and in general
word order is fairly free (Cable 2007: 56).

Tlingit, like Sinhala, displays morphologically-distinct Q-particles whose distribution is regulated largely by
differences in syntactic environment. There are at least three distinct Q-particles: gé, appearing in yes/no and
alternative questions; sd, appearing in wh-interrogative and indefinites; and khach’u, appearing in declarative
disjunctions.

I have only two examples of gé in Tlingit ((51), (58)), but, based on these examples, gé appears to be a second-

position particle.

(51) Lingit gé x’eeya.axch?
Tlingit gé you.understand.it
‘Do you speak Tlingit?’ (Cable 2007: 74)

Tlingit wh-questions, as in English, involve fronting of the wh-word; as in Sinhala and Malayalam, the Q-particle sa

occurs following the wh-word, as shown in example (52).

(52) Daa sa aawaxaa i éesh?
what sd he.ate.it your father

‘What did your father eat?’ (Cable 2007: 75)

The Tlingit particle sd also forms indefinites in a limited set of circumstances. It appears to freely form NPI-indefinites,

as in (53), and free-choice indefinites, as in (54).

(53) Tlél goodéi sa xwagoot.
not where.to sd Lwent

‘Tdidn’t go anywhere. (Cable 2007: 73)

(54) Kéet axa daa sa.
killer.whale he.eats.it what sd

‘A killer-whale will eat anything. (Cable 2007: 66)

Sa also appears to be able to form plain existential indefinites when followed by the focus particle wé, (55), or

5, e

preceded by ch’a “just”, (56). Whether these indefinites signal any degree of speaker ignorance, I do not know.

(555 Daa sa.wé yo6o  dikéenax.a
what sd.Foc-PART yonder far.out.across.one

‘There was something up there’ (Nyman & Leer 1993: 14, cited in Cable 2007: 107)
(56) Ch’adaa si aagaa kukkwatées’...
just what sd it.for Lwill.search

Tl look for something there’ (Nyman & Leer 1993: 180, cited in Cable 2007: 107)
Declarative disjunctions involve yet a third particle, khach'u, as shown in example (57).*°

(57) Tlél aadéoch s& kéox awuxhé khach’u chaayu awdana.
not who.ERG sdrice ate khach’u tea drank

“Nobody ate rice or drank tea” (Seth Cable, p.c.)

6The sd of (57) is part of the NPI indefinite aadéoch sd “nobody” (see above discussion) and plays no role in the formation of the disjunction.
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Finally, alternative questions have the appearance of yes/no questions, in that gé appears in the second position, with

the second and subsequent disjuncts being followed by an element gwda, as shown in (58).

(58) Kaxwei gé i tuwaa sigdo, chdau gwaa, héen gwaa?
coffee gé you.want, tea  gwda, water gwda

“Do you want coffee, or tea, or water?” (Seth Cable, p.c.)
Note that though Tlingit is like Sinhala in having a set of Q-particles whose distribution depends on syntactic
environment, the relevant syntactic environments are very different.
2.5 Summary

Thus, crosslinguistically, what has come to be known as a “Question” or “Q-particle” (cf. Baker 1970; Hagstrom 1998;
Cable 2007)—nomenclature notwithstanding—surfaces in a wide variety of syntactic environments, occurring not

only in interrogative contexts, but also in disjunctions and in the formation of certain types of indefinites. See Table

2.1.Y7
[ “ Mod. Sinh [ Old Mal [ Mod Mal [ Tlin [ Jap ]
y/n-ques. do -00 -00 gé ka,
no,
kai,
kadooka
wh-ques. do -00 — sa ka,
no,
ndai
wh-indef. do (aff), -00 -00 sé ka
hari (aff),
vat(neg.)
decl. dis;j. hari (aff), -00 -00 khach’u ka
vat (neg.)
interr. disj. do -00 -00 gé. .. [ka]
gwaa

Table 2.1: Distribution of Q particles in Sinhala, Malayalam, Tlingit, and Japanese (repeated)

As indicated previously, I will argue that the crosslinguistic uniformity of the set of possible Q-particle contexts
can be explained by positing a single, unified denotation for Q-particles, namely as variables over choice functions (see
Chapters 6, 7). The crosslinguistic differences in the distribution of Q-particles within particular languages can then be
accounted for by supposing that different Q-particles may bear different formal syntactic feature specifications—and
it is these features which determine that Q-particle’s licit environments.

The next chapter lays out the basic syntactic formalism adopted and presents an in-depth analysis of the syntax

of Q-particle in modern colloquial Sinhala.

7Square brackets indicate some additional complication.
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Chapter 3

Syntax of Sinhala Q-particle constructions

‘Not entirely, dear Adso, my master replied. “True, that kind of print
expressed to me, if you like, the idea of “horse”, the verbum mentis, and
would have expressed the same to me wherever I might have found it. But
the print in that place and at that hour of the day told me that at least one
of all possible horses had passed that way. ..’

—William of Baskerville to his pupil Adso of Melk,

in Umberto Eco’s The name of the rose

In this chapter I provide a formal syntactic account of the syntax of Sinhala Q-particle constructions. I begin
with a brief discussion of the basic syntax assumed in Section 3.1 and an overview of the basic syntactic properties
of modern colloquial Sinhala in Section 3.2. I then discuss a more general theory of possible base-positions for
Q-particles, building on Cable (2007), and propose a preliminary account of the possible base-positions of Q-particles
in Sinhala in Section 3.3. Sections 3.4—3.7 provide specifics of the syntax of various Q-particle constructions in
Sinhala.

3.1 Preliminaries: Minimalism, basic clausal structure, and formal syntactic

features

In this study the syntactic formalism adopted is essentially that of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995, 2001,
2004, 2007). Using this formalism, a syntactic derivation proceeds in several steps. Firstly, lexical elements are
selected from the lexicon, where the lexicon consists of “atomic elements, lexical items LI, each a structured array of
properties” (Chomsky 2007: 6). Then these elements are Merged to create a binary-branching structure. So if the
numeration (the set of elements chosen from the lexicon) contains {the, zeppelin, in}, then we may Merge the and

zeppelin to create (1) and then Merge in with the output of the first Merge, as in (2).

(1) DP

N

D NP

the zeppelin
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(2) PP
N

P DP

in D NP

the zeppelin

The set of possible Mergers can be constrained by positing that elements enter the derivation with certain selectional

requirements, e.g. determiners select for nouns.' Such a restriction rules out Merging, for instance, the and in:

At some point the derivation is Spelled-out; that is, it is handed off to both the phonological module and the semantic
module of the grammar, the PF (phonological form) and LF (logical form) interfaces, respectively (re-named the
sensorimotor and conceptual-intentional interfaces, respectively, in Chomsky 2008).> Recent work (e.g. Chomsky
2001, 2008) suggests that the derivation is not Spelled-out all at once and only when the numeration is empty, but
rather that the Spelling-out (or Transfer) takes place in “phases”. The distinction between these two approaches will
not concern us here for the most part.

Note that—in additional to local dependencies like selectional requirements—elements may bear other features
which are dependent on the presence of certain other features on some other element in the derivation. That
is, Chomsky (2001) suggests that in addition to (semantically) interpretable features, elements may also bear
uninterpretable features. Uninterpretable features cannot be interpreted by the interfaces (LF & PF) and thus the
presence of any uninterpretable features in the derivation when it is Spelled-out causes the derivation to crash.
Uninterpretable features are features with no value—in contrast to interpretable features, which are always valued.
Uninterpretable features may pick up a value in the course of the derivation, at which point they are deleted and
thence present no interpretation problem for the interfaces.

Only unvalued features are active, and only active features can Probe. Note that, unlike Chomsky, I do not assume
that only elements bearing active (that is, unvalued) features can be the TARGET of a Probe. An element may Probe
within its c-command domain,? therefore an element bearing an unvalued ua[ ] feature can only acquire a value by
Probing when the element bearing a matching feature occurs lower in the tree, as in example (4), but not when a
matching instance of the feature occurs higher in the tree, as in (5).# As shown by (4), when an element bearing an
unvalued feature Probes and Agrees with an element bearing a valued instance of that feature, the unvalued feature

acquires a matching value and can then be deleted, as in (4b).

'In some recent analyses, e.g. Chomsky (2005), selectional properties are recast in terms of “edge features”.

*In the remainder of this study I usually refer to these interfaces as PF and LF, for familiarity’s sake.

3There are further restrictions on the domain within which an element may Probe imposed by the Phase-Impenetrability Condition, though
these will not concern us here for the most part: see Chomsky 2000, Chomsky 2004.

4I indicate uninterpretable features with a u- prefix, e.g. uc, and interpretable features with an i- prefix, e.g. if3.
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Additionally, I assume that when an Agree relation is established between two elements, Y, Z, any unvalued
feature of either Y or Z, matching any valued feature on the other element, acquires a matching value. This is
illustrated by example (6). Here Y bears an unvalued feature ua and a valued feature i3, and being thus Active,
Probes and locates Z, which bears a valued instance of icv and an unvalued instance of uf. In this configuration,
not only does the ua feature of Y acquire a value matching that of the i« feature of Z, but the uf feature of Z also

acquires a value matching that of the if feature of Y, as shown by (6b).
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7P
Z[la[+], uf| ]]
b XP
/\
YP XP

I do adopt one aspect of the feature-valuation system of Pesetsky & Torrego (2007), namely the notion of
‘feature-sharing’, so that the result of Agree is actually the sharing of a value by both instances of the matching
feature. One important consequence of this move is that Agree between two unvalued features is not vacuous: if
two unvalued features have established a feature-sharing via Agree, then any subsequent Agree relation which is
established between either of the ‘shared’ unvalued features and a valued instance of that feature will result in both
of the unvalued features acquiring a value. Consider the tree in (7) below, where subscripts on features indicate a
shared value. In (7b) an Agree relation is established between Z, and Z3, and consequently both features become
‘shared’ (indicated by the subscripting); the same occurs at the next step, as shown in (7¢), between Z; and Z,. Thus,
when an Agree relation is established between Y and Z; in (7e), the result is that not only is Y’s ua feature valued,

but also the ug feature receives a value on Z; and—due to the feature-sharing—also on Z, and Zs.

29



¥[ua{ JiB[+]] Pi,

/\
A/\

XP, Zy [104 +uB[ } J1

AA

XPy Zo 1a[+]u5[] J2

b YP
Y[ua[],iﬁ[+]] JP1,
A
Xpy 71 [ial+ul]] K P2,
RN
XPs 22[1a[+]1uﬁ[]z JZA
RN
o XPy Zs[ial1uB(l]
c P
/\
¥[ual 1Bl 1,
/\
7P, P,
SN T
Xby 7 [ia(s]iuBl]2] I Pzq
o ZPs P2,
RN
Xy Zo[iaf+]1.u8[ ]2 JZAZPE.
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d. YP

/\

v[ual+] 1Bl PP1g
7P, JPy,,
N T
XP1 7 [ial+]uBl):] T P2y,
i /\
2 ZPo JPa,
N
XPy Zo [ia[+]1,uﬁ[+]2] Jz/\ZPs
...... A
o XPs zg[ia[+]1.u/3[+]2]
e N
/\
v[satdrisl): ] Py,
ZPq JPy,,
/\
XPy 71 [ial+]1uBtdz] K JP2,
__ /\
0 7P, P2,
N
XPy Zo [ia[+]1,ﬂ5{-+-}7] Jz/\ZPs

The merger operations shown above in (1) and (2) are instances of “external Merge” (Chomsky 2001), which is an
operation which introduces new material into the derivation (taken from the numeration). In addition there is also
an operation of “internal Merge” (Chomsky 2001)—called Move in the older generative framework—which does not
introduce any new material into the derivation. An element with an unvalued/uninterpretable feature which Probes
and Agrees with an element bearing a matching valued/interpretable instance of that same feature may serve as a
trigger for “internal Merge” movement. Formally this involves the Probe bearing an EPP feature (Chomsky 2000,
re-termed “edge feature” in Chomsky 2008), triggering the Remerger of the element which the Probe Agrees with.
For example, entertaining the idea that in English interrogative complementisers bear unvalued uWh[ ] features and
also EPP/edge-features can be seen as explaining the overt “fronting” of wh-words in English. That is, assuming the

derivation has reached the stage:
(8)  [ip John ate what],

at which point an interrogative COMP is merged:
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(9)  [cp COMP™ [1p John ate what]]

Assuming COMP™ bears uWh[ ] and an EPP/edge-feature and that what bears a valued iWh[+] feature, when
COMP™ Probes in order to value its uWh[ ] feature; its EPP/edge-feature triggers Remerger of what at this point of

the derivation, resulting in what being Remerged into SpecCP:
(10)  [cp what; COMP™ [;p John ate t;]]

Assuming the syntactic formalism developed in this section, I turn in the next section to the examination of the basic

syntax of modern colloquial Sinhala.

3.2 The basic syntactic structure of Sinhala

Sinhala displays a basic SOV word order, with focussed constituents (including wh-words, their associated Q-particle,
and any material intervening between the two) being optionally displaced to the right of the surface position of the
verb—a position which is generally the rightmost position of the clause (see further Chapter 4).

In order to account for the basic word order of Sinhala, I assume that VP, vP, IP, and CP are left-branching.5 As
discussed in Chapter 4, I propose that the -e focus-associated verbal ending of modern colloquial Sinhala resides in the
head of FocusP. I assume FocusP to be left-headed, with focussed elements optionally undergoing overt movement to
SpecFocusP, which thus linearly follows the -e morpheme.

Let us then assume the following abstract structures for “non-focussing” (11) and “focussing” (12) constructions in

Sinhala (see Chapters 4 and 5).

CP
IP (COMP)

PN

vP I

N

DP vP Vi -a

(11)

VP t;
\I
DP V

/
/
’

t;

In a neutral construction like (11), the head of VP raises successively to v and then to I—accounting for the verb-final

basic structure of Sinhala.

5Certain other phrases, such as NP, DP, and JP (“Junction Phrase”, see below Section 3.5 below and Chapter 10) are right-branching.
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(12) CP

/\

FocusP (Comp)
FocusP (SpecFocusP)
P Focus
vP I V;-e
DP vPoot
/N
VPt~
/N
DP V
t;

In a focus construction, like (12), we find an additional projection, the Focus projection, in which resides the focus-
associated -e morpheme. Here the verb raises from V to v to I to the head of FocusP, where it picks up the -e

morpheme.°

3.3 The base position of Q in Sinhala and other languages

Previous accounts, including those of Hagstrom (1998) and Kishimoto (2005), have analysed the Q-particles of both
Japanese and Sinhala as elements which adjoin to wh-words or to constituents containing wh-words. I follow Cable
(2007) in assuming that while this is the correct analysis for languages like Japanese, in other languages, including
Sinhala, English, Tlingit, and German, Q-particles should be analysed as heading their own projections.

Thus in QP-Projection languages, where Q is targeted for movement, the entire QP is moved, rather than just the

Q-particle itself. This, Cable argues, underlies wh-pied piping like that in (13a) (contrast with the ungrammatical
(13b)).

(13) a. [ What friend of his mother’s ] did John see t;?
b. *What; did John see [ t; friend of his mother’s ]?

In QP-Projection languages with overt Q-particles, like Sinhala, we see that when Q-related movement occurs, it is
the entire QP which moves, rather than the Q-particle alone. Observe the sentences in (14): in (14a) the wh-word
and its associated Q-particle remain in situ; in (14b) the wh-word and its associated Q-particle both move to the
focus position right of the verb; but the Q-particle alone may not move to the focus position, as shown by the

ungrammatical (14c).

%Alternatively, rather than raising from I to Focus, we might assume that the verb remains in I pre-Spellout and that some sort of
(morpho)phonological restructuring takes place post-Spellout which concatenates the V+v+I element and the Focus -e element. This could be
analysed in terms of Distributed Morphology (see Halle & Marantz 1993, Embick & Noyer 2001, Embick & Noyer 2007, amongst other).
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(14) a.  Chitra [o, monowa do ] gatte?
Chitra [ what  do ] buy.pAST.E

b.  Chitra t; gatte [or monowa do ];?
Chitra t; buy.PasT.E [y what do |;

c. *Chitra [o, monowa t; ] gatte do;?
Chitra [y, what t; ] buy.pasT.E do;
“What did Chitra buy”

In contrast, in Japanese wh-questions it is in fact the Q-particle alone which moves to the clause-final position, as

shown by (15).

(15 John-ga mnani-o kaimasita ka?
John-Nom what-acc bought.poL ka

“What did John buy?”

Cable (2007) presents further differences between Q-Projection and Q-Adjunction languages which concern possible
positions of Q-particles. For example, in Tlingit, which Cable deems a Q-Projection language, a Q-particle may not

intervene between a post-position and its complement:

(16)  (from Cable 2007: 100)
a. Tléil aaddo teen sa xwagoot.
not who with sdLwent
“I didn’t go with anyone.”

b. *Tléil aaddo sa teen xwagoot.
not who sd with Lwent

But such configurations are possible in Q-Adjunction languages like Japanese, as shown by:

(17) a.  Taroo-wa doko-ka-e itta.
Taro-ToP where-ka-to went.

“Taro went somewhere.”

b. Taroo-ga [ dono tosi]-ka-e ryoko sita-rasii.
Taro-NoM [ which city ]-ka-to travel did-seems.

“Taro seems to have travelled to some city” (Cable 2007: 171)
To account for these differences, Cable (2007: 122) proposes the following constraint on Q-Projection languages:

(18)  The QP-Intervention Condition
A QP cannot intervene between a functional head and a phrase selected by that functional head. (Such an

intervening QP blocks the selectional relation between the functional head and the lower phrase.)

Assuming, as Cable (2007) does, that the particles associated with yes/no and alternative questions (like Tlingit gé)
are not “true” Q-particles, the constraint in (18) correctly predicts the distribution of Tlingit particle sd.”

Though (18) appears promising and potentially well-motivated,® it presents certain empirical difficulties. One

7Correctly disallowing sa from positions between a post-position and its complement, a possessor and the possessed NP, and on the right edge
of a matrix clause.

8Cable (2007: 122n71) remarks that if we accept a distinction between s-selection and c-selection (Grimshaw 1981; Pesetsky 1982), and assume
that only functional heads c-select (select for a particular syntactic category) for their arguments while lexical heads only s-select (select for a
semantic type) for their arguments, a QP will be unable to satisfy all of the selectional requirements of a functional head.
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major difficulty is that (18) is tenable only if we accept Cable’s assertion that particles associated with disjunctions,
yes/no- and alternative-questions are not “true” Q-particles, even where—as in the case of Sinhala, Japanese, and
Malayalam—the particle which appears in these contexts is form-identical with the particle appearing in wh-questions.
In this study, I argue against this assertion and for what I would consider to be the null-hypothesis, namely that these
phonologically-identical elements are in fact one and the same particle. Given that, for instance, Sinhala do routinely
appears in clause-final position in yes/no-questions as in (19), Cable’s (18) is obviously problematic if we accept that

the particle do which appears in yes/no-questions is the same do that appears in wh-questions.

(19)  Chitraee poto kieuwa do?
Chitra that book read-A da

‘Did Chitra read that book?’ (Kishimoto 2005: 11)

However, even if we were to accept Cable’s claim that only the wh-associated particles are “true” Q-particles, Sinhala
is still problematic for the condition in (18), given that even the do associated with wh-questions can occur in positions
which (18) does not allow. Recall from Section 2.1 above that under special circumstances, wh-questions may be
formed in which the verb takes the “neutral” A-form rather than the “focussing” E-form otherwise obligatory in
wh-questions, and that in such constructions the Q-particle do appears not adjacent to the wh-word, but rather

clause-finally.® The relevant examples are repeated below as (20) and (21), respectively.*

(20) oyaa[ [ kauruaawa do ] kiyela ] dannowa do?
you [[who came-A da]that ]know-A do

“Do you know who came?”

(21)  kiidenek poto kieuwa do?
how.many book read-A doa

“How many (people) read the book?”

The configuration in (20) might be argued to conform to the condition in (18), if we analyse kiyola “that” as a lexical
rather than a functional element—although that would seem to require special pleading.

In (21), however, the Q-particle do unarguably occurs in the clause-final position of the matrix clause—a position
which (18) rules out for Q-Projection languages like Sinhala. Note, again, that the configurations of (20), (21) are only

possible where the verb appears in the A-form:

(22) “oyaa[ [ kauru aawe do ] kiyola ] dannowa do?
you [[who came-E do]that ]know-A do

(“Do you know who came?”)
(23) “kiidenek poto kieuwe do?
how.many book read-E doa

(“How many (people) read the book?”)

We may correctly predict the possible base positions of Q-particles in Sinhala by assuming a syntactic restriction to
the effect that QP can select any of the following: DP, AdvP, IP," in addition to the semantic restriction that QP must

9Recall also that such constructions differ pragmatically from the normal constructions in that they do not presuppose that there is at least one
value which satisfies the proposition.

19 Again, we are here concerned with the position of do in the subordinate clause, not the do of the matrix yes/no question.

"Whether this can be reconciled in some way with Cable’s (2007) proposal of a QP-Intervention Condition (18) I leave for future research.
The fact of the matter is that Cable’s QP-Intervention Condition as it stands, regardless of one’s position on the status of particles in non-wh-
environments, cannot account for the complete range of Sinhala data.
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select an element of the right semantic type (i.e. a set to which a choice function can apply)—see Chapter 9.1.

When QP selects IP, then do appears clause-finally on the surface. We have seen this position of do in “neutral”
yes/no-questions and in “special” non-presupposition wh-questions. However, whenever do appears clause-finally,
the verb must appear in the A-form (and not the “focussing” E-form). It remains to account for this restriction.

In “neutral” sentences where the verb appears with the A-form, QP may select for IP, as shown below in (24).

(24)

However, in focussing constructions where the verb appears in the E-form, if the QP selects for IP, then the raising of

I to Focus is blocked, as shown below in (25).

(25) CP
FocusP (COMP)
QP Focus
IP Q Vi-e
A /
vP I !
A 8
DP vt
/N
VP ot
\l
DP V
t;

I assume that the structure in (25) involves a violation of the Head Movement Constraints (see Travis 1984: 181,

Chomsky 1986)—since the head of IP attempts to move over the head of QP to reach FocusP—accounting for its
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ungrammaticality."

3.4 The syntax of modern colloquial Sinhala wh-questions

Given the constraints on the base-position of Q-particles discussed in the above Section 3.3, the remainder of the
syntax of wh-questions is relatively simple. Q may select any category from DP, AdvP, or IP which contains a
wh-word (on the latter constraint see Chapter 6).

One point which requires further explanation is why wh-words but not their associated Q-particles may be
internal to islands (relative to the CP over which the wh-word takes scope), as in the examples below repeated from

Chapter 2.1.

(26) *Chitra [ [ [ [ Ranjit [ monowa ] do gatta ] kiono ] katokataawo ] sshuwe ?
Chitra [ [ [ [ Ranjit [ what ] dobought.A ] that ] rumour ] heard-E

‘What; did Chitra hear the rumour that Ranjit bought t;?’

(27)  Chitra [ [ [ Ranjit monowa gatta ] kiono ] katokataawo ] do schuwe ?
Chitra [ [ [ Ranjit what ~ bought.A ] that ] rumour ] do heard-E

‘What; did Chitra hear the rumour that Ranjit bought t;?’

These data indicate the existence of a dependency relation between Q and C which cannot be satisfied if Q is internal
to an island. I assume that this dependency relation involves feature-valuation; specifically positing that interrogative
complementisers bear valued iInt[+] features and unvalued uQ[ ] features, the latter of which must be valued via
Agree with do, which bears a valued iQ[+] feature. The details of this feature-based analysis are provided in Chapter
9.3.83

There is, however, an additional issue involved in wh-interrogatives. Recall also that, like focussed elements,
wh-words along with their associated Q-particle may optionally dislocate to the right of the verb of the clause over

which they take scope, as in example (28b), contrast with example (28a), both repeated from Chapter 2.1.

(28) a. Chitra monowa do gatte?
Chitra what ~ do bought-E

‘What did Chitra buy?’

b.  Chitra gatte monowa do?
Chitra bought-E what ~ do
‘What did Chitra buy?’

Taken together, these data suggest that there is an additional dependency relation between QPs (more properly,
between the heads of QPs) in wh-questions and some element within the CP-layer. Since non-wh elements which are
focussed also optionally undergo an identical movement operation, it is reasonable to assume that the dependency

relation involves Focus. Specifically, I assume that do in wh-questions obligatorily bears an interpretable iFocus[+]

2 Alternatively, if we assume that a post-Spellout PF operation—like Local Dislocation (see Embick & Noyer 2001, Embick & Noyer 2007)—is
responsible for the concatenation of I (the verb) and Focus (the -e suffix), then the intervening material, i.e. do in the head of QP, would block this
morphophonological operation.

3This can be formalised in terms of a phase-based derivation (Chomsky 2001, 2005, 2008). We can take relevant phases to consist of CP, vP,
and DP (on DPs as phases, see Chomsky 2005). A phase is Spelled-out/Transferred only once the next relevant phase is reached (Chomsky 2001:
13). Assuming that a phase HP which complete (but not yet Spelled-out), in the next phase ZP, the domain of H is not accessible (to operations like
Agree), only the head H itself and its Edge are accessible (Chomsky 2001: 14). In the case of (27), this implies that the QP Ranjit. . . katokataawo do
must have first been raised (covertly) to the Edge of vP, from where it would be accessible to the head of CP in the next phase. In the case of (26),
the QP monowa do is trapped inside of the complex NP island, and thus is unable to raise to a position from which is accessible to operations in
subsequent phases.
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feature and an unvalued uExist[ ] feature (see further below Chapter 4.2), and that the head of FocusP bears an
uninterpretable uFocus| ] feature and an interpretable iExist[+] feature. This allows us to capture the entailment that
wh-questions trigger the appearance of the -e morpheme (which is the head of the FocusP).* Optionally, the head of
FocusP may bear an EPP feature, which triggers movement of the QP to SpecFocusP, accounting the possibility of
(28Db).

Kishimoto (1997, 2005) proposes a rather different analysis (also adopted by Hagstrom 1998) which attempts to
unite the presence of -e verbal marking and the appearance of do in interrogatives. Specifically he suggests that finite
verbs bearing -e endings entails that the verb bears an uninterpretable [+Q] feature, which can be checked by the
Q-particle do (Kishimoto 2005: 22). Where do moves overtly to SpecCP, this [+Q] is checked and deleted, resulting
in the verb bearing an -a ending; where no such overt movement takes place, the [+Q] feature surfaces in PF as
the -e ending. Kishimoto proposes this analysis to account for the co-existence of examples like (29a), the standard
case where the verb appears with the -e ending and do occupies a position within its scope, with examples like (29b)
(which, again, are permissible only under special circumstances, e.g. when the verb in question is the complement of

dannowa “know”), where the verb appears with the “neutral” -a ending and is immediately followed by do.

(29) a. Ranjit[[[kau do]aawe ] kiyola ] dannowa.
Ranjit [ [ [ who do ] come.PAST.E | that ] know.PRES.A

‘Ranjit knows who came’

b. Ranjit [ [ [ kauru aawa ] do ] kiyola ] dannowa.
Ranjit [ [ [ who came-A ] do]that ]know-A

‘Ranjit knows who came’

This account is problematic in a number of respects. Firstly, as shown in Chapter 4 below, verbs with the -e suffix
also appear in non-interrogative contexts: they appear wherever a focussed element is present. This makes the
assumption that -e is some sort of PF-reflex of an unchecked [+Q] feature difficult to maintain, since -e can appear
even when there is no interrogative element present in the derivation. Secondly, allowing PF to “interpret”/Spellout
unchecked features is theoretically unappealling. In the current analysis, unchecked features sent to the interfaces
cause the derivation to crash, which would make this proposal especially problematic. Kishimoto (2005) adopts an
earlier Minimalist analysis (of the Chomsky 1995-era) in which features may be either strong or weak, with weak
features allowing checking/movement to be Procrastinated until LF. Even assuming this version of Minimalism, it is
not clear how PF would be able to see and interpret unchecked features. If the features are “weak” and thus do not
trigger a crash within PF (though they must obtain a value within LF), then presumably they should also be invisible
with respect to PF, and not subject to interpretation.

I thus propose that it is preferable to treat -e, not as the reflex of an unchecked [+Q] feature, but rather as the
head of FocusP. This allows us to naturally express the fact the -e appears in focussing contexts, and not only in
interrogatives, and does not require any dubious PF-interpretation of unchecked features. The possibility of (29b)
alongside (29a) can be accounted for instead by positing an analysis which directly reflects the difference of the two
with respect to the presence of an existence presupposition—which I take to be carried by the -e morpheme itself.
Before this alternative analysis can be developed, however, more needs to be said about the syntax and semantics
of focus (see Chapters 4 and 5, respectively). The restrictions on the position of the Q-particle with respect to the

presence/absence of the -e morpheme have been dealt with in Section 3.3 above; the semantic consequences are

4These feature specifications are in fact not entirely obligatory for Q-particles in wh-questions. Under special circumstances, described above
in Chapter 2.1, wh-questions do not carry existence presuppositions, and under these circumstances Q-particles may enter without Focus or Exist
features. See further below. In general, however, as in English and other languages, wh-questions do tend to involve an existence presupposition
(i.e. they tend to presuppose that there is some true answer to the question).
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deferred to the appropriate place for their discussion, namely Chapter 6.
At this point I turn to the consideration of alternative questions—which also involve the presence of do—and

disjunction more generally.

3.5 The syntax of modern colloquial Sinhala alternative questions &
disjunctions
The Q-particle do also appears in the formation of alternative questions in Sinhala, as in example (30) below.

(30) Gunopalo do Chitra do gamato  giyé?
Gunapala do Chitra da village.DAT go.PAST.E
‘Was it Gunapala or Chitra who went to the village?’

Note here that -e verbal marking is obligatory when the disjunct is in the c-command domain of the verb; the -a

marking is inadmissible in this context, as shown by (31).

(31) *Gunopals do Chitra do gamats  giya.
Gunapala do Chitra dba village.DAT go.PAST.A

‘Gunapala or Chitra went to the village.

I account for this fact by assuming that da, as it does in (normal) wh-questions, also bears iFocus[+] and uExist[ ]
features in alternative questions. This is a reasonable assumption given that alternative questions of this sort in
Sinhala also carry existence presuppositions (see Chapter 6 below).

The syntax of alternative questions, especially the use of multiple Q-particles (one for each disjunct), requires a
novel analysis for disjunction more generally—if the semantically-unified analysis of Q-particles is to be maintained.
This analysis is laid out in detail in Chapter 10; here I provide a much briefer sketch.

At first blush, do in alternative questions like (30) above, as well as hari in non-interrogative contexts like (32),

appear to be similar to English or, which is traditionally analysed as a “disjunction operator”.

(32)  Gunopalo hari Chitra hari gamoto  giya
Gunapala hari Chitra hari village.DAT go.PAST.A

‘Gunapala or Chitra went to the village.

However, given that this thesis assumes a unified semantic denotation for Q-particles across different syntactic
contexts as variables over choice functions, we cannot treat do or hari as “disjunction operators” (in Chapter 10 I
argue that English or, in fact, should not be analysed as a “disjunction operator” either). This entails that the actual
disjunction must be accomplished by some other element. Adopting an analysis similar to that proposed in den
Dikken (2006) (see Chapter 10 for further discussion of this analysis and its motivations), I assume that universal
grammar makes available a “Junction” element J—which is the actual “(dis)junction operator” in contexts like (30)."5
Such an analysis makes it possible to maintain a semantically-unified treatment of do and other Q-particles across
different syntactic contexts. See further Chapters 6 and 10.

Under this analysis, the structure of disjunction in (30) would be as shown in (33), with JP containing the disjuncts

and QPs adjoining to each disjunct.’®

5The head of JP, at least in English and Sinhala, is phonologically-null.
More precisely, each QP adjoins to the minimal JP containing both the head of J and the disjunct with which it is associated.
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(33) JP,

T

QP JPy

| N

Q1 DP, JP.

I N

do Gunapala QPy,  JPg

VAN

Q2 J DPy

do o Chitra

The surface ordering of do with the respect to the disjunct I treat as a reflex of post-syntactic clitic alignment (on

which, see Chapter 10):

(34) “PF-Structure” of (33):

JP,
/\
QP JPy
| T
do DPq JP.

. N
v Gunapala+do QP» JP,

S ) ‘ /\

d ] DP,

| ‘ ‘
\

v o Chitra+do
N 5

In the next section I examine the use of Q-particles in yes/no-questions.

3.6 The syntax of modern colloquial Sinhala yes/no-questions

I treat yes/no-questions as a special sub-type of alternative question which involves ellipsis.'” Note that the sentences
in (35) are all semantically equivalent, suggesting that (35a) and (35b) can be treated as instances of (35¢) where

certain constituents have been elided, as represented in (36).

(35) a. Did John drink tea?
b. Did John drink tea or not?
c. Did John drink tea or did John not drink tea?

(36) a. Did John drink tea &7 did/Jehid/mo dyinkl ted?
b. Did John drink tea or did/Jghit not ik te/d?
c. Did John drink tea or did John not drink tea?

7See also Han & Romero (2002), Romero & Han (2004).
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Thus a yes-no question like (37) can be analysed as involving an elided or not. .. component, as shown in (38).

(37) Chitraee poto kieuwa do?
Chitra that book read-A do

‘Did Chitra read that book?’

(38)  [jp [ [ip Chitraee poto kieuwa ] do ]J[ [1p Ohitta é6 potd kiehiwe  nokoe ] 4a? ] ]
[ [ [ip Chitra that book read-A ] do ]J [ [1p Qhitta thay book tead+ET WiG 1 ds 1]

‘Did Chitra read that book (Ovy (it AZHitd MOY tedd/ thay biook?

So (22) is really an alternative question, where the alternatives are “Chitra read that book” and “Chitra didn’t
read that book”. In other words, in (neutral) yes-no questions the disjunction takes place at the IP level. Since the
disjunction takes place at the IP level, the focussing form of the verb in -E is not available, because if the -e morpheme
is generated in the head of FocusP, a Q-particle which takes the IP as a complement blocks the required raising
of I to Focus (see above Chapter 3.3). Additionally, in “neutral” yes/no questions there does not appear to be any
element which bears focus in any case, and thus no trigger for the appearance of E-form of the verb in the first place.
Therefore, in “neutral” yes/no-questions the verb must appear in the A-form.

On the other hand, in “focussed” yes/no questions like (39) the disjunction takes place at a lower level, in the
case of (39) at the level of the DP. Since “focussed” yes/no questions do involve a focussed element, we find the verb
appearing in the E-form. As in the case of (37) the elided element is an or not. .. component, where the negation
is constituent negation, which applies to the DP (see Chapter 5.4 for discussion of the semantics of constituent

negation).

(39) Chitraee poto do kieuwe?
Chitra that book da read-E

‘Was it that book which Chitra read?’ (Ibid.)

(40) Chitra[pp [[ppee poto ]do]J[ [pp £ pots naee ] da ] ] kieuwe?
Chitra [jp [ [pp that book ] da ] J [ [pp that hook NG | s ] ] read-E

‘Was it that book (Y tiot/thét bodk which Chitra read?’

Again, focussed yes/no-questions like (39) also involve an elided or not. .. component, as shown in (40).

3.7 The syntax of modern colloquial Sinhala Q-particle indefinites

Sinhala Q-particle indefinites are form-identical with wh-interrogatives, as is the case as well in other languages like
Japanese (for which the term “indeterminate particle” was coined, indicating a form used both as an interrogative
pronoun and an indefinite pronoun, see Kuroda 1965). In modern colloquial Sinhala, wh-interrogative constructions
differ morphosyntactically from wh-indefinite constructions in that the former trigger the use of the “focussing” -e
verbal suffix, while in the case of the latter the “neutral” -a verbal suffix is employed; compare the declarative in (41a)

with the interrogative in (41b).

BThe appearance of an apparent -e verbal form in the negative disjunct is a quirk of the morphosyntax of negation in Sinhala, see below
Chapter 4.3.2 for discussion.
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(41 a. mokak do weetuna.
what do fell-A

‘Something (unidentified) fell. (Gair & Sumangala 1991)

b. mokak do weetune?
what do fell-E

‘What fell?’

In the case of wh-based indefinites, unlike in the case of interrogatives, there seem to be no Q-related dependencies.
Semantically and pragmatically, however, these indefinites present a number of interesting features, as discussed in

Chapter 7.

3.8 Summary, and why syntax cannot account for the distribution of

Q-particles

The syntactic analysis of Sinhala Q-particle constructions developed in this study is couched within a Minimalist
theory of syntax, assuming that syntax consists of binary-branching structures built through successive application of
the function Merge (including both external Merge, which introduces new elements into the derivation, and internal
Merge, which operates over elements already present in the derivation). There may exist both local (head-complement)
and more distant dependencies between elements of syntax; these are formally encoded using the notion of syntactic
features. Syntactic features may be interpretable/valued or uninterpretable/unvalued; uninterpretable features
present when the derivation is shipped off to the interfaces result in an interpretation crash (= ungrammaticality).
Syntactic elements which enter the derivation with uninterpretable features may value and delete such features if
the uninterpretable features can be valued, via the establishment of an Agree relationship with another syntactic
element bearing a valued instance of the same feature. Agree relationships are established by an active element (an
element which bears an unvalued uninterpretable feature «) Probing within its c-command domain in order to locate
an element with an instance of feature . Such Probe domains may also be limited in terms of syntactic phases (CP,
vP, DP etc.).

Given these syntactic assumptions, we see in the case of Sinhala wh-interrogatives that there are no dependency
relationships between either a wh-word and the CP of the clause over which it takes scope or between a wh-word and
its associated Q-particle. However, there is a syntactic dependency between a Q-particle and the CP of the clause over
which the Q-particle’s associated wh-word takes scope. For disjunctive contexts, including alternative questions, I
have posited a novel syntactic treatment of disjunction (similar in some respects to that of den Dikken 2006) in which
(dis)junction involves a JP (junction phrase) with a phonologically-null head J (this is discussed in much more detail
in Chapter 10). Yes/no-questions I treat as a special subtype of alternative question with ellipsis of certain elements.

Syntactically, the set of contexts in which Q-particles appear in Sinhala (and in Malayalam, Japanese, and Tlingit—
see above Chapter 2) is heterogeneous. Wh-interrogatives and wh-indefinites both involve wh-words, but Q-particles
also appear in non-wh-contexts, such as yes/no and alternative questions—thus the presence of wh-words alone
cannot account for the presence of Q-particles. Nor can we say that Q-particles occur only in interrogative contexts,
since we find Q-particles not only in wh-indefinites but also in non-interrogative disjunctions. Syntactically, there is
nothing which unites disjunctive, interrogative, and wh-contexts. However, these contexts can be united semantically,
as I show in Chapters 6, 7, 9.1, and 10, as all being contexts involving an element with Hamblin-type semantics.

We can then turn to the semantic interpretation of the syntactic structures described in this chapter in Chapter 6,

which treats the semantics of interrogatives in Sinhala, and Chapter 7, which treats the semantics (and pragmatics)
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of indefinites in Sinhala. However—since focus is involved in many of these Q-particles constructions in Sinhala,
and since the presence of focus has semantic consequences—before examining the semantics of Sinhala Q-particle
constructions, I first provide analyses of the syntactic and semantic structure of focus constructions in Sinhala, in

Chapters 4 and s5, respectively.
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Chapter 4

Syntax of Sinhala focus constructions

Given that many types of interrogative constructions in Sinhala require the use of the special “focussing” form of
the verb appearing with the -e suffix, in order to understand the syntactic structure of such interrogatives we must
examine the structure of focus constructions in more detail. This chapter therefore provides an account of the syntax
of “focussing” constructions (where we find the verb appearing with the -e suffix) in modern Sinhala.

I consider the morphological and syntactic evidence which pertain to the structure of modern colloquial and mod-
ern literary Sinhala “focus” constructions, arguing that—in contrast to neighbouring Dravidian “cleft” constructions,
which are superficially similar—modern colloquial Sinhala “focus” constructions are best analysed as monoclausal,

not biclausal.

4.1 Preliminaries

Though the modern colloquial Sinhala verb does not show any overt subject agreement morphology—see example (1)
below—it does have a special ‘focussing’ form that appears when there is a focussed element in the verb’s c-command
domain; wh-constituents are obligatorily focussed as well." The type of construction examined in this chapter,
especially when it involves dislocation of the focussed element, is often referred to in the literature on South Asian
languages (particularly Dravidian languages and Sinhala) as a “cleft” construction. Such South Asian constructions
are not, in fact, structurally equivalent to English clefts or pseudo-clefts, but they bear semantic interpretations
comparable to those of an English cleft. The structure assumed for South Asian “clefts” usually involves a nominalised
constituent put into a copular relationship with a focussed element; however, I show in this section that such an

analysis is not appropriate for modern colloquial Sinhala focussing/“cleft” constructions.?

(1 a mamo gamoto yanna
I.Nnom village-DAT go.PRES.A

T go to the village’ [MCS]

b. eyaa gamoato yanna
he.Nowm village-DAT go.PRES.A

‘He goes to the village’ [MCS]

When one of the constituents of the clause bears focus (notated here as a superscripted F), the verb takes the

E-form, as shown by (2) and (3) below. Again, there is no morphological realisation of subject-predicate agreement.3

In most cases. The exception to this rule is that when the Q-particle do has moved to the clause-final position following the main verb, in
which case the verb appears in the ‘neutral’ form, see Chapter 2.1.

*Though the ancestor of the modern focus construction was in fact a true (South Asian type) “cleft” in certain earlier stages of its development;
see Chapter 11.1.

3Following Kishimoto 2005 I gloss the ‘focussing’ form of the verb, which appears as the suffix -e/-¢, as -E, and the neutral default form,
appearing as -a/-g, as -A. The alternation in the endings of the verbs in Colloquial Sinhala between -a and -a and -e and -€ is of no morphological
significance, but simply reflects a phonological rule.

44



(2) a mamo gamoto” (y/tamay) yanne
Inom village™-DAT (EMPH)  go.PRES.E

‘It is to the village I go’ [MCS]
b. eyaa gamoto” (y/tamay) yanne
he.Nowm village®-DAT (EMPH)  go.PRES.E
‘It is to the village he goes’ [MCS]
(3) a  mamo gamoto” (y/tamay) giyee

Lnowm village'-DAT (EMPH)  go.PAST.E
‘It is to the village I went. [MCS]

b. eyaa gamoto” (y/tamay) giyee
he.Nnom village'-DAT (EMPH)  go.PAST.E

‘It is to the village he went. [MCS]

The focussed element is marked by prominence in intonation. It may be followed by an emphatic particle, such as y(i),
tamaa, tamay, and the focussed element itself often occurs to the right of the verb, but intonational prominence alone
is sufficient to mark focus—so neither dislocation of the focussed element nor the presence of a particle is obligatory.

These various possibilities are illustrated in (4) (assuming prosodic focus on gamata).

(4) a. mamogamoto®  yanne
Lnom villagef .paT go.prES.E

‘Tt is to the village I go’ [MCS]

b. mamo gamato-y yanne
Lnom villagef .DAT-EMPH go.PRES.E

‘Tt is to the village I go’ [MCS]

c. mamoyanne gamoto’
Lnom go.prEs.E village® .paT

Tt is to the village I go’ [MCS]

d. mamoyanne gamoto-y
Lnom go.pres.E villagef .paT-EMPH

‘Tt is to the village I go’ [MCS]

Let us contrast this pattern with that found in modern literary Sinhala [LS], where the neutral forms of the verb po

show morphological agreement with the subject, in both present, (5), and past, (6) tense.

(55 a mamagamata  yami
ILnom village.DAT go.PRES.1SG

T go to the village’ [LS]
b. he gamata  yayi

he.Nnowm village. DAT g0.PRES.35G

‘He goes to the village’ [LS]

(6) a. mamagamata  giyemi

I.NoM village.DAT g0.PAST.1SG

‘Twent to the village’ [LS]
b. he gamata  giyaya

he.noM village.DAT g0.PAST.35G

‘He went to the village’ [LS]
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As shown below in (7) and (8), Literary Sinhala too has E-forms