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Abstract

The Sinhala volitive/involitive contrast is charactedzey verb stem
and subject case marking alternations, and broadly irekdae voli-
tionality/non-volitionality of the subject, plus other -warying fea-
tures. While superficially a high/low transitivity split la Hopper
and Thompson (1980), we argue that the distinction acteafigrges
from the interaction of just two factors: a realis/irreati®de contrast
relating to expectations of certain event participants amihdepen-
dent semantic case system (building on Inman 1993). Cati@mi of

other semantic features — including volitionality — follewdirectly

from their interaction with semantic case and modality. |Bixjng

this transitivity split through the interaction of lang@agpecific ele-
ments, our analysis refines recent Optimality Theoretic@aghes to

transitivity (Malchukov 2005, 2006) by partly obviatingetmeed for



separate, transitivity-specific constraints and constrainkings.

1 Introduction

Prototype theories of transitivity (Hopper and Thompso8Q,9Tsunoda
1981, 1985, Lazard 1998, 2003, Malchukov 2005, 200t&r alia) main-
tain that transitivity is a gradient notion, wherein a clausay be more
or less transitive based on the degree to which it confornes transitive
prototype defined in terms of some set of distinct but coingrgemantic
features. Much work in this area has looked at so-calledsitigity splits,
where two clauses that differ in one or more relevant seroéeditures also
differ by some overt grammatical distinction. Howevertagr questions re-
garding the nature of the systematic co-variation remaexplained in the
literature: why should the semantic features that tend tg &aross tran-
sitivity splits vary together, and why should they resulspecific types of
grammatical splits? Using evidence from Colloquial Siahegrb classes,
we address these questions, demonstrating that a careflihgmut of the
semantics of the relevant semantic and grammatical traibgiteatures in
particular languages can sharpen our predictions abouvagcation.
Sinhala verbs fall into two stem classes, the volitive andlitive. Sub-
jects of volitives are almost invariably nominative andjsgbs of involitives
occur in nominative, accusative, dative, or the postpmsiti casetin. Voli-
tives generally indicate volitional action and involitszeon-volitional ac-
tion (Gair 1970, Inman 1993). Examples are given in (1), wleetransitive
volitive in (1a) contrasts with both a transitive involigwn (1b), where the

subject is marked bytiy (glossed POST), and an inchoative involitive with



a nominative or accusative subject in (1c) (Beavers and iz@ba9).

(1) a. AruniNimal-ws giluwa.
Aruni Nimal-ACC drown.VOL.PST

‘Aruni drowned Nimal (deliberately).

b. Aruniatip Nimal-wo giluna.

Aruni POSTNimal-ACC drown.INV.PST

‘Aruni drowned Nimal (accidentally)/Nimal drowned.’

c. Nimal-wo/Nimal giluna.
Nimal-ACC/Nimaldrown.INV.PST

‘Nimal drowned (accidentally).

Superficially, (1a) vs. (1b,c) represents a transitivitjt §ince volition-
ality and number of participants (two of Hopper and Thompsteatures)
systematically co-vary with the case marking and stemradtesns. How-
ever, we argue that a careful examination of volitive andlitive semantics
reduces the contrast to just two cross-classifying pragsedf the language.
First, the stem alternation reflects a type of realis/irssadntrast relating to
the intentions or expectations of certain participante@dvent (building on
Inman 1993). This interacts significantly with other featithat reference
intentions, including volitionality and ultimately actavod, but not other
features, predicting when we see co-variation. Secone-cesking pat-
terns follow from an independently motivated set of sentaf. inherent,
non-structural) cases, with nominative (the default $tnat case) surfacing
to cover gaps in the paradigm. The categorical use of the mative in the
volitive follows from the fact that all volitive stems havalgects that fall

into these gaps due to the types of events that volitive vaebsribe.



Our analysis has ramifications for prototype theories ofditavity. First,
it addresses the nature of co-variation, showing that dwdaseelling out of
the semantics of the relevant transitivity features cadiptevhich features
will co-vary and which will not, sometimes in surprising v&ayecond, tran-
sitivity splits may arise partly due to the specific morphusgtic resources
available in a language for marking transitivity featurasher than separate
constraints on transitivity. However, this again requeiedear spelling out
of the semantics of the various resources.

In §2 we review prototype theories of transitivity and unan®eejues-
tions that remain. 1183 we outline the basic morphosyntactic and semantic
patterns of volitive and involitive stems suggesting a srawity split. We
look at these factors more deeplysi#h and argue that the volitive/involitive
contrast is fundamentally a realis/irrealis contrast sutiag and thus pre-
dicting co-variation with volitionality, among others. §6 we examine the
distribution of the different subject cases in Sinhalaparg that each case
is predicted on independent semantic grounds. We conchgte i

Before we begin, we note that Spoken Sinhala consists oflasdiig lin-
guistic system with two related but contrastively definedetees referred
to as Formal and Colloquial Sinhala (Paolillo 1997). Calizdjand Formal
Sinhala are lexically and grammatically distinct, and priggively used in
different social domains. While our data draws primarily@olloquial Sin-
hala, we note that subject case and the interpretation ofiiive verbs is
subject to regional variation. Thus we focus on the semantierlying
certain cases and interpretations when they arise for spgakawing from
previously published and new data. Additional constraiméy apply on an

item by item or speaker by speaker basis.



2 High and Low Transitivity

The prototype theory of transitivity of Hopper and Thomp$b@80) differ-

entiates two types of transitive clauses. A prototypicathegh” transitive,

clause is one associated with a certain set of semantiaésatwhile “low”

transitive clauses are associated with essentially thesifgfeatures (or the

absence of them). These features are given in (2) (p. 2952, (1)

(2)

A. PARTICIPANTS

B. KINESIS

C. ASPECT

D. PUNCTUALITY

E. VOLITIONALITY

F. AFFIRMATION

G. MoDE

H. AGENCY

|. AFFECTEDNESS OFO

J. INDIVIDUATION OF O

HIGH TRANSITIVE LOW TRANSITIVE

2 or more participants 1 participant

(Aand O)

action non-action

telic atelic

punctual non-punctual
volitional non-volitional
affirmative negative

realis irrealis

A high in potency A low in potency
O totally affected O not affected

O highly individuated O non-individuated

Hopper and Thompson further propose that when a clauselyowaatks a

high/low transitivity feature, other features of the clawgll also co-vary in

the same direction, their Transitivity Hypothesis (pp. Z5%, (9)):

(3) TRANSITIVITY HYPOTHESIS If two clauses (a) and (b) in a lan-

guage differ in that (a) is higher in Transitivity accorditeggany of

the features [in (2)], then, if a concomitant grammaticad@emantic

difference appears elsewhere in the clause, that differefitalso

show (@) to be higher in Transitivity.
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For example, they claim that in ergative languages, therashbetween
ERG-ABS vs. ABS-OBL (i.e. antipassive) case frames coegawith sev-

eral transitivity features as follows (Hopper and Thomps@80: 268, (53)):

(4) ERGATIVE ANTIPASSIVE

Verb codes two participants Verb codes only one participant

Perfective aspect Imperfective aspect
Total involvement of O Partitive O

Definite O Indefinite O
Kinetic/volitional V Stative/involuntary V

Active participation of A Passive participation of A

While Hopper and Thompson (1980) initiated many invaluai$eussions
on transitivity, several components of their work requirgtier theorizing.
First, the Transitivity Hypothesis lacks independent graatical definitions
of high and low transitivity through which to verify theiraims. Tsunoda
(1981, 1985) addresses this by tying high/low transitit@gymorphologi-
cal markedness. He asserts that unmarked NOM-ACC or ERG-¢#38
frames reflect high transitivity, while alternative (moranked) case frames
indicate low transitivity. This provides a testable linkilween the seman-
tic factors in (2) and some grammatical consequence, yet doeclarify
whichmarked case frames will occur for any given low transitivegture.

Malchukov’s (2005, 2006) Optimality Theoretic interpitada of transi-
tivity partly addresses these issues. Malchukov (2006)exghat high/low
transitive marking follows from the relative ranking of w@us functional
constraints on grammatical encoding (see also WunderhchLakamper
2001, de Hoop and Narasimhan 2005). One such constraine iRéthe-

vance Principle (RelP), wherein the element in the clauseQAV) that



overtly marks high/low transitivity is the one associatedhantically with
the relevant feature in (2). Ranking RelP high means theai¢that overtly
indicates a certain feature is the one that feature pertai(esg. agency of
A is marked on A), whereas ranking it low means we may find mistres
(e.g. agency of A is marked on V or O). In conjunction with tare con-
straints on case-marking for A/O-related features, inclgd faithfulness
constraint on thematic roles, FaithRole, and a TransitieaDit (TransDef)
constraint. FaithRole requires the grammatical outpuhfbe faithful to the
underlying thematic role and TransDef prefers unmarked éasnes. The
relative ranking of these constraints determines diffepatterns. Ranking
TransDef high produces languages that prefer unmarked casenatter
the underlying semantics, while ranking FaithRole highdoices languages
that show more variability based on semantics, even if tadyces marked
cases. Malchukov’s constraints thus reveal a more regedentocess of
transitivity marking than avaliable under Hopper and Theorp(1980).
Malchukov (2005) (building on Tsunoda 1981) furthermorendastrates
that different constraint rankings have different consemges for case-marking
with different verb-types. He proposes the two-dimendigeamantic map
in (5) to explain how verb classes deviate from core highsitavity depend-
ing on how much A deviates from a prototypical agent (uppe) &and how

much O deviates from a prototypical patient (lower tier) (cB1, Fig.1):

(5) *‘ pursuit"‘ (motion)|

<
‘perception/cognitiohf emotion —| (sensation)

high transitivity low transitivity




For example, NOM-ACC and ERG-ABS satisfy all constraintsdifective
action verbs. But as we move down the O-hierarchy we see markeu
cases on O and conversely for A on the A-hierarchy. In addifenguage
type plays a role: an additional Unmarked Case Constrai@Q)Uequiring
one unmarked (nominative/absolutive) argument per clausduces dif-
ferent outputs for ergative and accusative languages rgeemg still more
complex patterns (see Malchukov 2005: 96-107 for a detdaigclission).

Though these updates to Hopper and Thompson'’s proposalsygren-
tribute to developing a testable theory of transitivityga/fproblems remain.
First, as Tsunoda (1985) and Malchukov (2006) note, whigeTtransitiv-
ity Hypothesis in (3) allows for systematic co-variatioofiming inherent in
the hypothesis explains such variation (or predicts whesllibccur). Why
should the features in (2) vary in the same direction whegy toevary?
For example, telicity, affectedness of O, and individuaid O are closely
related (see e.g. Tenny 1994, Krifka 1998, Beavers 2009)tlamnsl intu-
itively are expected to co-vary (though not categoricdllyzard 2003: 175,
Beavers 2009). However, other features are clearly ume{&tg. agentivity
of A and affectedness of O) and intuitively should (and dayvadepen-
dently, contra (3). A suitable Transitivity Hypothesis sltbhave a mecha-
nism for calculating which semantic features co-vary anénvh

Malchukov (2006: 333-334) partly addresses this by proptiat Hop-
per and Thompson’s features can be ranked along a TrahsiBeale (a
one-dimensional semantic map) from those most likely togoeito A, to
those most likely to pertain to V, to those most likely to pertto O.

(6) Transitivity Scale

A-features V-features O-features



animacyvolitionality |kinesidfactivity|tense/aspe[affectedned§O-)individuation

Malchukov argues that adjacency of features predicts wtienee should
be relationships, e.g. O-individuation and affectednessdjacent and co-
vary, but not affectedness and volitionality. Furthermafenon-adjacent
features do co-vary than all features between them mustcals@ary. Al-
though a step towards understanding co-variation, Malohskill does not
fully motivate why the ranking in (6) is the appropriate rarg or if the
semantic map might be multi-dimensional rather than onesdsional. Yet
presumably a scale like (6) should follow from how the feasuare defined
and need not be posited independently. Thus a second idkveSdirectly
from the first, namely giving precise definitions to the featuin (2). Non-
typological work in formal and lexical semantics has foalsa nearly all
of these features (independently or in combination), bdbranately has
rarely been applied to work in transitivity.

A third and final issue is the grammatical flip-side of the setaal-
though Malchukov regiments semantic features into A, O, @mdlated,
thus associating them with A , O, and V-related grammaticatkers, the
guestion still remainsvhich A, O, and V-related features will be exploited
in a language. This is an important question, since the resswavailable
in a language could have an impact on the shape of a split. ¥aong@e,
for Malchukov ranking FaithRole high produces more quirkge patterns.
But what about a language with few semantic cases? CouldetfaithRole
ranked high yet still assimilate most verb types to the itaesdefault?

In the following, we update Malchukov’s Transitivity Scaled OT anal-
ysis as pertains to the Sinhala volitive/involitive spiit.a way that follows

from independently documented semantic patterns of tlewast features.
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The emergent definitions of each feature allows us to makeifgppredic-
tions about when we will get systematic co-variation betwksatures and
when we will not. Furthermore, doing so we show that the seimégatures
do not form a one-dimensional hierarchy, but rather a ndiftiensional
map. Likewise, the devices independently available forkingrlow transi-
tivity have semantic content that also plays a role in pitatjovhen we get

high/low transitive marking, regardless of the underlyotausal semantics.

3 \Volitive and Involitive Verbs - Syntax and Semantics

The Sinhala volitive/involitive stem contrast is markedébgombination of
morphophonological features (Inman 1993: 23-27). Preserse involitive
stems have front root vowels and a thematic voveelwhile present tense
volitive stems have no place restrictions on their root Mieya&nd have the-
matic vowels-a- or -i- . Past tense stems for both volitive and involitive
forms have front root vowels, but the thematic vowelus- for the involi-
tive and-u(w)- or -i(y)- (with additional final consonant gemination) for
the volitive. The inflected forms are derived by appendingva (simple
present),-a(a) (simple past), ornno/ndo (infinitive). Example paradigms

are given in (7) (adopted from Inman 1993: 24-25, (1)-(2)):

(7) Present Stem Formation Past Stem Formation

gloss volitive involitive volitive involitive

‘wash’ hood-a-mwa heed-e-mwva heed-u(w)-a heed-un-a
‘suck’ ur-a-nowa ir-e-rowa ir-u(w)-a ir-un-a
‘make’ had-a-nmwa  heaed-e-swa heed-u(w)-a hesed-un-a

‘open’  ar-i-nowa ger-e-owa aer-i(y)-a ger-un-a

10



\olitives take nominative subjects and indicate volitibaation as in
(8a) for an unergative verb and in (8b-e) for (di)transitreebs. Direct ob-
jects may be accusative (8c) or dative (8d), although, s8ickala is a dif-
ferential object-marking language, only animates showsative (8b,c),

and then only optionally (8c). Indirect objects are datiséra(8e).

(8) a. Malini dalada maaligaw-to diuwwa.

Malini TempleTooth-DAT run.VOL.PST
‘Malini (deliberately) ran to the Temple of the Tooth.’

b. Aliya nestomalt(-*vs) biuwwa.
elephannhestomalt drink.PST
‘The elephant drank nestomalt (chocolate milk).

c. Aruni Nimal(-w) giluwa/maeruwa.
Aruni Nimal(-ACC) drown.VOL.PST/kilL.VOL.PST
‘Aruni (deliberately) drowned/killed Nimal.’

d. Aliya Joon-b geehuwa.
elephantiohn-DAThit.VOL.PST
‘The elephant hit John with his trunk.’

e. Eyaamab meesumaane seelli dunna.
he 1SG.DATthis week.GENmoneygive.VOL.PST

‘He gave me this week’s money.’ (Gair 1970: 64)

Semantically, volitive verbs do not strictly entail votitiality. At least some
volitives may occur in explicitly non-volitional contexts (9), the verb has
a volitive stem and a nominative subject, but can occur withrmodifier

hitaola nemeyiwithout intention’, indicating accidental action.
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(9) Lanwvyapiggaarvyo keeduwa, eethitola  nemeyi.
child plate broke.VOL.PSThutintentionwithout

‘The child broke the plate unintentionally.” (Inman 19938, 939))

Nonetheless, some volitives require volitionality, irdilug the verb for ‘mur-

der’, which is incompatible with a continuation denyingitiohality:

(10) #SiriGunee-w minimeeruwa, eethitola nemeyi.
Siri Gunee-ACQOnurder.VOL.PSTbutintentionwithout

‘Siri murdered Gunee, but not intentionally.’

Therefore while some volitives entail volitionality, otlsdeave it unspeci-
fied. We thus assume volitionality can be a property of thé veot, but for
roots that do not entail volitionality, we assume it arisg€avicean implica-
ture (in contrast with the involitive stem), which we dissusrther below.
Turning to involitives verbs, as noted K1 subjects of involitives are
found in a range of different cases. Subjects of transiteids are marked
by the postpositioatip or by dative case as in (11a,b) respectively. Subjects
of intransitives may be dative, accusative, or even nonvieaas in (11c-
e) respectively. In addition, the unaccusatives in (11epyjesent detran-
sitivized versions of (8c). Crucially, unlike volitive stes, most involitives

categorically entail non-volitionality, as also shown iri}.

(11) a. Siriatip (#hitola) pingaarvyo keeduna.
Siri POST(intentionally)plate break.INV.PST

‘Siri accidentally broke the plate #intentionally.

b. Lamvya-b (#hitola) saddbyakeehuna.
child-DAT (intentionally)noise  hear.INV.PST

‘The child accidentally heard a noise #intentionally.’
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c. Amma-d»  (#hitola) wewuluna.

Mother-DAT (intentionally)shiver.INV.PST

‘Mother involuntarily shivered #intentionally.’

d. Lamvya-w (#hitola) giluna/meeruna.
child-ACC (intentionally)drown.INV.PST/die.INV.PST

‘The child involuntarily drowned/died #intentionally.’

e. Aruni (#hitola) giluna/meeruna.
Aruni (intentionally)drown.INV.PST/die.INV.PST

‘Aruni involuntarily drowned/died #intentionally.’

Conversely, these are acceptable witthitaa'unintentionally’ (though our
informants note some redundancy). On the surface thewaktnd involi-
tive contrast supports the Transitivity Hypothesis: yaditverbs have NOM-
ACC case frames while involitives have frames that deviaimfthis. This
corresponds to the volitionality feature (E) in (2) as wallthe number of
participants feature (A) for unaccusatives. Also, all & subjects in (8) are
actors, in the sense of performing some action or exertingesaternally-
derived force; the closest match here with one of Hopper drahipson’s
features would be agency (H) (A is high in potency). Actorthalmes not
hold for involitives, which can also have patient and exgecer subjects.
However, this apparent co-variation is as yet unexplairedthermore,
the correlation is incomplete: unergatives sucllawanm ‘run’ in (8) ap-
pear in the volitive on volitional readings but have one amgut; thus (A)
and (E) conflict. We argue next that a careful spelling ouhefsemantics
of the relevant features predicts co-variation, with thditoh of another

feature.
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4 The lrrealis Nature of Involitive Stems in Sinhala

As depicted in previous analyses (Inman 1993, Henadeer@g2)2the
semantics of the involitive are complex beyond a simpleeatation with
non-volitionality. Inman (1993) analyzes volitionalitgtensionally, build-
ing on Kratzer (1977, 1981). Kratzer proposes that interadionodal op-
erators consist of at least two core components: (1) the hiodze, rep-
resenting either necessity or possibility of a propositieing true in some
world(s) and (2) the modal base, representing the relevamtecsational
background against which the modal force is interpretechaim analyzes
the intentions/expectations of individuals a set of possible worlds, such
that if = intends for P to be true, then's intentions are a subset of the
worlds at whichP is true. Thus if there exists any world in the intention set
such thatP is false, P was not intended, yielding the following definition
of unexpectedness/unintendedness (drawing from InmaB: 129, though

we also allow for cases whezehas no intentions):

(12) P is unintended by/unexpected:taff there is some possible world
in which z’s intentions/expectations are realized in whiels false,

or z has no intentions.

We follow Inman in analyzing the involitives in (11) as retieg a modal
operator over the propositiai expressed by the predicate indicating unin-
tendedness aP by the subject. The modal base is’s intentions and the

force is possibility (there is some world in the base at whitis false):

(23) Involitive (version 1): inv Pistrueiff Pistrue andP is unexpected

to the subject. (cf. Inman 1993: 138, (107))
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Our updated definition in (12) covers not just cases whersubgect did not
intend to makeP true, but also cases where the subject had no intentions at

all, thus permitting inanimate subjects with unaccusatagin (14).

(14) Piggaarvyo mesyen weetuna.

plate table.INSTfall.INV.PST

‘The plate fell from the table.

However, Inman notes that the intentions of the subject atavays
at question. Another (less common) use of the involitive ere the event

is unexpected from the speaker’s perspective (cf. Inmag:1B%0, (41)):

(15) Kelloatip maaluageed pihermwa.
girl POSTfish  very.wellcook.INV.PRS

‘The girl can cook fish very well.’ (despite expectations)

Here the reading is that the girl cooked well on purpose, listwas un-
expected to the speaker, a reading Inman refers to as “doxdst capture
this, Inman (1993: 140-152) suggests that the modal badseahvolitive

can in some cases be the expectations of the speaker, diephgpequal:

(16) Involitive (version 2): inv Pistrueiff Pistrue andP is unexpected

to speakey or subjectz.

Thus the involitive seems to have as its semantics (a) teawant occurred
and (b) that it was unexpected from the viewpoint of either shbject or
the speaker, where the modal force is that of possibilitgrétexists at least
some world in the modal base at which the event did not occur).
Unfortunately, our informants were unable to verify Innmsadoxastic
examples. However, we did find an additional ironic use oftikielitive that

occurs during “smack talk” (playful taunting and insultjngn example is
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givenin (17), where B uses the volitive form of a verb for “alaitto claim
C participated in a certain watching event, and C countetts avi involitive

use todenythat the event occurred (cp. sarcastic intonation in Ehylis
(17) ((Cis explaining why he left work late the night of his carident))
A: @i parakkuwela ehenggiye?
why late happen.PSthere go.PST
‘Why did (you) leave there (work) so late?’

B: Okkomla godoro giyaa-b passegrorn beeluwa.
everyone home go.PST after pornwatch.VOL.PST

‘when everyone left (he) looked at porn.’

C: Ouumachangpkkomla gedro giyaab passanam atin
yes dude everyonehome go.PSTafter 1SG POST
weelabaelenwa.
porn watch.INV.PRS
‘Yeah | look at porn when everyone leaves.’

Additional examples are given in (18)-(19).
(18) ((Ais surprised that B has cooked for himself))

A: Uyembwe-b? Oyaaatip iwerowa, naeee.
COOk.PRES-@SG POSTcook.INVOL.PRESNEG
‘(You) cooked? You cook, no.

(19) ((B shows A pictures of Nuwara Eliya; A asks if B went there))

B: Ehe giye? NeaesemachangManp atip pare
therego.PSTNEG dude 1SG POSTstreet-LOC
hinganna-genewa horakon keruna.

beggar-INSTRhemsteal do.INV.PST

16



‘Go there? No, dude. | stole them from a beggar on the street.’

Such data have two important consequences for analyzingntoétive.
First, contra Inman, the propositions are not asserted tiouge— rather,
their truth is denied. Second, the modal force is necessitge it is not just
that the speaker did not expect for the proposition to be tsuerather the
speaker expects it to be false, i.ealhworlds in the modal base.

Thus factoring out the semantics common to all involitiwes,first see
that assertion oF is not part of its semantics; it obtains only on some uses.
Second, the strongest modal force across all uses is pagsiecessity the

ironic use is a stronger reading, leaving the core semainti@o).

(20) Involitive (final) : inv P is true iff P is unexpected to the speaker

or subjectr.

In the ironic use the modal force is strengthened to “entitelexpected”
and the modal base is the speaker’s intentions. In the nbiewal and dox-
astic readings is additionally asserted to be true, though the two readings
differ in the modal base (subject’s intentions vs. speaki&mitions respec-
tively). Thus Inman’s modal analysis (with some modificatipprovides a
simple way to capture the range of uses of the involitive, iffgtnces in
modal base, modal force, and truth of the proposition.

Nonetheless, Inman does not give a corresponding defirafitre voli-
tive, which we provide in (21b), based on the definition oéimdedness in
(21a), whereP must be true and (by default) must be intended by the subject

(the modal base is the subject’s intention and the modaéfieraecessity):

(21) a. Pisintended by iff for all possible worlds in whiche’s inten-

tions/expectations are realizednadeP is true.
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b. Volitive: vol P is true iff P is true and (by defaultpP was in-

tended by the subjeat

Note that (21a) is not the negation of (12). First, intenassrn(unlike unin-
tendedness) requires not just thaxpectsP to be true, but expects to make
P true (e.g. if one expects to be forced to do something thererpectdo

do it but does nointendto do it). Second, vacuous universal quantification
over an empty intention set allows inanimates, which lat&ritions, to oc-

cur with volitives, a prediction borne out for natural fosand instruments:

(22) a. Hulone hamonowa.

wind blow.VOL.PRS

‘The wind blows.’ (Inman 1993: 182, (82b))

b. Mitiyo piggaamys keeduwa.
hammermplate break.VOL.PST

‘The hammer broke the plate’

Thus on our analysis, the definitions of (un)intendednes$kpectedness
in (12) and (21a) taken together exempt inanimates from eh@paiting of
intentions, explaining their occurrence as subjects oh lkatds of verbs.
To explain why volitional readings arise for animates whehantailed, we
propose the pragmatic principle in (23), a variant of thegiple of Holisky
(1987: 118-119) for interpreting human effectors as agerttse absence of

evidence to the contrary (see also Van Valin and Wilkins 1388-317):

(23) Principle of Volitional Subject Interpretation: Interpret the sub-

ject of a volitive verb as volitional unless contextuallynasd.

Crucially, now that we have spelled out the semantics oftiveliand

involitive stems, it is clear that the contrast does not amdntally mark
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volitionality vs. non-volitionality, since doxastic antbhic involitives may
be volitional and some volitives are non-volitional. Thhg fgrammatical
contrast does not necessarily co-vary with volitionall) (n Hopper and
Thompson’s system in (2). However, there is one constaferdiice be-
tween volitive and involitive stems: the volitive is necasly realis — the
event must have occurred in the real world and in all worldhexmodal
base — while in the involitive the event may not have occumad fur-
thermore the involitive involves calculating other worldsvhich it did not
occur. Thus the transitivity feature in (2) that systenalycco-varies with
volitivity marking is the (ir)realis mode feature (&).

However, the fact that this specific modal operator refezsraubject
intentions most often means thatypically boils down to a volitional/non-
volitional contrast, even if it fundamentally is not one gitver words, (E) in
(2) is reducible to a particular subtype of (G), and becadisiei®additional
property of this particular modal operator, the effect i® af systematic
co-variation of (E) and (G). Likewise, recall that subjeatsolitives must
be actors (H), another co-varying feature. Why should tl@2 blere we
tentatively suggest that it has to do with the pragmaticqipile in (23):
for someone to act volitionally is for her to intend to makeeaent occur,
and thus she must be capable of bringing it about, i.e. am.ddtas action
by the subject is a prerequisite for (23). Conversely, fopiitives no such
constraint applies, and both actor and non-actors arelgessi

Thus co-variation between mode, volitionality, and acbathis expected
semantically. Conversely, co-variation with other featuisnot expected.
For example, number of participants is not inherently a maidanction,

and thus we predict (and see) no correlation. That being #agile is a
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partial correlation: since the modality of volitives remps actorhood, pa-
tient subjects are precluded, correctly predicting thatcgnsatives occur
exclusively in the involitive. Furthermore, our analysisapredicts that co-
variation should not be categorical when it does occurpalgh free varia-
tion is strictly limited. For example, volitives can be ngalitional, but only
if explicitly canceled in context, something not possilie &ll roots. Con-
versely, involitives can be volitional, but only if the sjpe&s expectations
are taken into account instead, meaning that involitivesiat a general way

of encoding volitionality. The overall picture of co-vatiian is as follows:

(24) volitive stem inolitive stem
(+realis—+actor) (-realis)
volitional non-volitional volitional non-volitional

(canceled implicature)  (ynexpected to subject)

This analysis makes predictions that differ from Malchugawansitiv-
ity Scale in§2. Malchukov puts mode (“factivity”), adjacent to tens@ast
but separated from volitionality. Yet our discussion hasvaithat volition-
ality can be effectively reduced to a subtype of the mode tilesemantics
of volitionality are better spelled out. This means that mmodn be both an
A-related and V-related feature, depending on the specifidahoperator
(indeed also supporting the Relevance Principle, sincéetitere is marked
on both elements via stem form and quirky case). But of coirsged not
be; other modal operators may make no reference to A or Ocjatits.
Likewise, the mode to actorhood connection (mediated tjnoolition-
ality) is also unexpected in general, but predicted in tladipular case.
More fundamentally, our analysis demonstrates that tregiogiships be-

tween features are not one-dimensional, but multi-dingeradj contingent
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on the specific meanings of the specific features in a givayulage.

Ideally, once the semantics of each feature is spelledtoere should be
no need for a Transitivity Scale to predict co-variation +oélthe predic-
tions follow from the semantics, recognizing a more fluidadetteractions.
Our analysis has shown that this is possible for three feattelevant for
the involitive. With this analysis of the volitive/involite stem contrast as a

backdrop, we turn next to the case variation we see in irivetif

5 Subject Case and Verb Type

Recall that Malchukov (2005) proposes that verb type (asrdebhant of
thematic roles for A and O) interacts with argument reail@@atonstraints
to produce different case patterns in different langualgescever, the Sin-
hala data above pose an interesting puzzle for this propeddlve verbs,
regardless of verb type, are always coded as high trarsitivay should
this be? One might suggest that realis mood — the only corerfedor
volitives — is necessary for effective action. But why wotihis manifest
as an unmarked case frame except through the A-relateddezftuolition-
ality, which does not hold categoricalfy&lternatively, it could be that the
constraints are ranked differently for volitives and intreés, so that Trans-
Def (preferring unmarked case frames) is ranked more hifgitlyolitives
than involitives. But why should this be?

We argue that the high transitive case frames of volitivesexpected
once we make a careful examination of the semantics of tkegast cases.
In particular, the quirky cases found with involitives adie independently

motivated meanings that are all ruled out for volitivesyleg the default
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case, nominative, as the only possible subject case. Indeed among in-
volitives there are gaps in the semantic case paradigmigtireglthe pres-

ence of nominative — and thus high transitive marking — ttzerevell.

5.1 Dative vsatin Subjects

Subjects marked bytin occur exclusively with transitive caused change-
of-state verbs (e.gssenm ‘lift’; kaedena ‘break’, aerenm ‘open’; ellenro
‘hang’; hellenm ‘shake’; paelenn ‘split’ (as in wood); keepkenrn ‘turn’,
weelenp ‘twine’; see Wijayawardhana et al. 1991: 113-122), while da
tive subjects occur primarily with unergative verbs (esgdenr ‘cry’; hi-
naawenp ‘laugh’; wewulenp ‘shiver’; asenumak serenfyawn’; naeenr
‘dance’;eewidenn ‘walk’; Henadeerage 2002: 137-140). We could analyze
the distribution ofatin and dative structurallyatin only occurs with transi-
tives and dative only with intransitives (i.etiy indicates the presence of a
lower argument as in the analysis of ergative case by Wuicet997).
However, this analysis is clearly insufficient, since (ascdssed above)
unaccusative verbs are intransitive but do not take datitagests. Further-
more, we also find dative subjects with some transitive itivelverbs, in-
cluding performance verbgigowenn, ‘read’, paewena ‘perform’, kiyenm
‘speak, say, recite’), psych-verbdagnenn, ‘feel’; peenn, ‘see’; a&ehenn,

‘hear’; teerenn, ‘understand’), and verbs of receiviniggbenn, ‘receive’):

(25) a. Mat/*mamp atip pot kiyowewuna.

1SG.DAT/1SGPOSTbookread.INV.PST

‘| (accidentally) read the book.’ (i.e. may eyes just fellign
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b. Lamvya-b/*lamoyaatin saddyakeaehuna.

child-DAT/child POSTnoise  hear.INV.PST

‘The child hear a noise.’

c. Lamayi-b/*lamayi atin  teeesegileebuna.
child.PL-DAT/child.PLPOST(ift.PL receive.INV.PST

"The children received gifts.’

Thus we cannot simply associatéy with transitives and dative with in-
transitives. An alternative is to take a partly semantiewié the two cases.
Inman (1993: 32-34) argues thatiy represents a “generalized ergative”
(following the terminology of Kiparsky 1992), wherein itssttibution is
determined structurally as the “default” subject of intigé verbs, super-
seded only by a more specific semantic case. Dative, he angussman-
tically determined, marking participants that do not imtdor the event to
occur (p.161ff). Further support for this comes from the that on this use

datives are ruled out for inanimates. Indeed, our speaketsftural force

subjects acceptable with involitive unergatives, but theynominative:

(26) Hulogo heemenwa.

wind blow.INV.PRS

‘The wind blows.’

However, as Inman also notes, sometimes dativeaaindlternate (In-

man 1993: 163, (8); glosses from original):

(27) a. Andbreeatin  weelikeewenwa.
Andare POSTsandeat.INV.PRS

‘Andare happens to be eating sand.
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b. Andbree-b weelikeewenwa.

Andara-DATsandeat.INV.PRS

‘Andare happens to eat sand involuntarily.’

Inman argues that in (27a) the subject acted intentionpéyhaps to eat
something, but ended up eating sand, while in (27b) the stldje not
intend to do anything at all, yet found himself eating sand.réturn to this
below, but the fact that the verbs in (25) dot allow an alternation while
(27) does suggests that there is a semantic restrictiaipas well.

We argue thaktin marks involuntary causers while dative marks a host
of thematic roles sharing non-volitionality in common.dgjrdative gener-
ally marks experiencer subjects (as in many Indo-Aryanuanggs; see the
papers in Verma and Mohanan 1990). For example, experisnbgects of

non-verbal predicates can also be dative:

(28) Api-ge lanvya-b tikakasoniipay.
1PL-GENCchild-DAT a.bit sick-ASN

‘Our child is a bit sick.’ (Gair and Paolillo 1988)

Thus the dative in (25b) can be assimilated under a more gleumsg of the
dative for experiencer subjects. Dative also indepengemdrks possessors,
including both possessor subjects and indirect objectssftitive volitive in
(29a) being a very rare example of a non-volitional, quindigjsct volitive,

which we treat as a lexical exception):

(29) a. Lanwya-b sellagpbaduwaktiyerowa.

child-DAT toy exists.VOL.PRS

‘The child has a toy.’ (Gair and Paolillo 1997: 66)

24



b. Eyaamab meesumaane salli dunna.

he 1SG.DATthis week.GENmoneygive.VOL.PST

‘He gave me this week’s money.’ (Gair 1970: 64)

Thus the dative in (25¢) can also be subsumed under a moreajjerse
of the dative. Indeed, these two datives may be collaps#deargued by
Mohanan and Mohanan (1990) based on data from Malayalanrevexe
periencers may be expressed as the goal argument of a lighitdaotion
verb with the stimulus as a theme (cp. Englistppiness came to hjmrhus
a single notion of “goal” may underlie both uses of the datarther the goal
of a physical object or the goal of a mental/physical sensati

However, this analysis does not obviously explain why aedilso marks
subjects of unergatives or subjects of performance veddsasithose mean-
ing ‘read’, ‘perform’, and ‘recite’. Before we offer a tetitze solution to
this, we first argue that these two uses of the dative are sbindi. As
suggested by Tenny (1994), and then argued (in differensay Beavers
(2009) and Rappaport Hovav (2008), performance verbs arstandard
agent/patient transitive verbs on par with verbs meaningak’ or ‘cool’.
Rather, these verbs take direct objects that measure oenéimé by the sub-
ject’s progress through the object — the subject “movesiulgh the book
in (25a), much in the same way that the subject moves alonggtieobject
in John hiked the trailEvidence for this comes from the fact that perfor-
mance objects pattern like path objects in terms of meadusesps: in both
casesV DO halfwaymeans roughly half of DQ an equivalence that does

not maintain for most change-of-state verbs:

(30) a. John hiked half of the traik- John hiked the trail halfway.
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b. John read half of a book- John read a book halfway.

c. John cooled half of the soup John cooled the soup halfway.

In (30c) the first clause is true if half of the soup becomescaojer, while
the second clause is true only if there is a contextuallyifpddarget tem-
perature for the soup to which John has cooled it halfway. Blmasate
contexts are possible for the pairs in (30a,b). Furtherptbee subjects in
(30a,b) are in a sense “in motion”, albeit abstractly in (3@t not for
(30c). This can be seen in (31), where for (31a,b) the suigeattailed to

be “in the middle” of the object, but not so for patient obgeirt (31c).

(31) a. Johnis hiking the trail, so he is somewhere in the haiddlit.
b. Johnis reading a book, so he is somewhere in the middle of it

c.#John is cooling the soup, so he is somewhere in the mididle o

This is again explained if performance verbs are analyzeabagact mo-
tion verbs, where the subject progresses through the dibgett, which in
turn measures out the event (see Beavers 2009 for a detaddysss). On
this analysis, performance verbs are abstract unergagnesyand thus the
dative is subsumable under the same analysis as more cahamézgatives.
With this reduction, we argue that the subject role for irtixa unerga-
tives is that of involuntary actor. Evidence comes from a parison with
the semantics odtin, which we suggest marks involuntary causers. It is a
crucial difference between clauses that takg and those that take dative
that the former have causative semantics, i.e. in standemt decomposi-
tional terms we can say that causative events have thewteunot(32a) and
unergatives have the structure in (32b) (following the hoteof Rappaport

Hovav and Levin 1998: 108 for expository convenience).
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(32) a. [xCAUSE [y BECOME< STATE > ]] (z, y individuals)

b. [XACT (y)] (x, y individuals)
Causation can be probed for by scope ambiguities with maoslifiech as
negation (Dowty 1979: Ch.5). Negated causative clausesmbgguous be-
tween a reading where the causing event did not occur, thétaasevent
did not occur, or neither occurred, as in (33a). This is natsfae with
non-causative verbs as in (33b), there being only one sabevé32b).

(33) a. John did not break the vase.
I. The vase broke by itself. (negated cause)
ii. The vase did not break, though John hitit. (negated tesul
iii. John neither acted nor did the vase break. (both negated

b. John did not run/read the book. (no ambiguity)

Crucially, clauses that takein subjects show ambiguity under negation, but

those that take dative do not, as in (34), supporting outyaisal

(34) a. Eyaaatiy piggaamyo keedune neeee.

3SG POSTplate break.INV.PSTNEG

‘She did not accidentally break the plate.

i. The plate broke by itself. (negated cause)
ii. The plate did not break, though she hitit. (negated tgsul
iii. She neither acted nor did the plate break. (both negated

b. Mato pot kiyowewune naese

1SG.DATbookread.INV.PSTNEG

‘| did not (accidentally) read the book.’ (no ambiguity)
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Further evidence for the contrast between clausesatiijtsubjects and
those with dative subjects comes from verbs that show amaltien. As
noted above, the verb meaning ‘eat’ in (27) allows eititgror dative; with
the former the subject intended to do something, thoughmetat sand,
while in the latter case the subject had no intentions aCalicially, with
eatverbs the subject is both an actor and a causer: the subjéecs Wwis way
through the sand in (27) like a motion verb (Ramchand 2008)samulta-
neously the sand comes to be affected (eaten) by the actithre (fubject
like an agent/patient verb (Beavers 2009). This event tgphematized
in (35) (again borrowing for convenience the notation faranplishments

with associated actions of Rappaport Hovav and Levin 1908).1
(35) [[XACT]CAUSE [y BECOME< EATEN > ]](x,y individuals)

If dative marks involuntary actors aradin marks involuntary causers, the
dual nature of the subject’s role explains the alternatiot e semantic
contrast. If the action is intentional but the causationas the subject is
an involuntary causer, yieldingtig. Alternatively, if the action itself is un-
intended, the subject is an involuntary actor and dativecenked. Thus
the semantic contrast reflects the variable scope of thditiecoperator,
providing further motivation for the contrast in the two eas

We now ask what independent evidence there is for theseseslifor
datives, we tentatively suggest that an involuntary actessentially an ex-
periencer, albeit an experiencer of a physical sensatiqguedbrming an
action rather than a psychological or static physical samsalhe expla-
nation for the lack of dative inanimate involuntary actoraynfiollow from
this fact (since inanimates cannot be experiencers), an &gestriction of

dative to actors that are truly non-volitional, requiritngt they have inten-
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tions (i.e. unlike the involitive operator more generailhanimates are not
exempt from computing intentions if dative).

For atin we propose that its distribution derives from its etymolody
is synchronically identical to the instrumental formatib ‘hand’, i.e. it is
superficially identical to the expression ‘by hand’. Howeubere is evi-
dence that it has grammaticalized into a substantive psiipo (Gair 1970:
73) that heads a PP that is the subject of the involitive €la&gst, the
[ DP atiy ] phrase is a constituent, as can be shown by constituenty tes
For example, while scrambling is possible in Sinhala, asvshio (36a-c),

atin cannot be scrambled away from the DP it marks, as shown ing¢R6d

(36) a. Siriatiy piggaaryo weendilla binduna.
Siri POSTplate accidentallybroke.INV.PST
‘Siri broke the plate accidentally.’
b. Pinggaarvyo Siri atin weepdilla binduna.
c. Piggaamyo weendilla Siri atin binduna.
d. *Siri pigpgaarvys atip waepdilla binduna.
e. *Siri pipgaarpyo waepdilla atin binduna.
Thusatinp forms a constituent with the DP to its left, and is not (for mxa
ple) an instrumental adverbial. However, the resultanstitrent shares an
index with the embedded DP, not the postposition. As Inmaf8§153-56)
makes clear, these PPs can act as antecedents for variesofygnaphors,
including the null subject PRO of adverbial clauses as im)2nd reflexive
pronouns as in (37b) (Inman 1993: 54-56, (52), (57)).
(37) a. [PRO; weedh karono gamay ], Gunee atin ~ Siri-wo
work do.PRTwhile  Gunee POSTSiri-ACC
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wiweeoneekeruna.
criticism  do.INV.PST
‘Gunee criticized Siri; while PRQ,,; working.’

b. Nimal, atip Siri-wo taman-gegedro-di tallu
Nimal POSTSIiri-ACC self-GEN house-at pushing
keruna.
do.INV.PST

‘Nimal; pushed Sirj at self’s,; house.’

These data confirm thatip phrases are not literally translated as ‘(by) X's
hand’, since otherwise the referent of the phrase would lseh$hd, not
X, and these binding facts would be surprising. Thtig is historically an
instrumental, but synchronically a case-marking postosi

However, we suggest that two (vestigial) aspectstofs erstwhile in-
strumental semantics explain its use marking involuntanses in transitive
clauses. First, we consider the semantics of instruméntasi-a-vis causa-
tion. Croft (1991:178) analyzes the English instrumewigh as a marker of
causal intermediacy, i.e. an entity intermediate in thenéyéorce-dynamic
structure, being acted upon by an external causer but dapsiar to some
patient. This general semantics subsumes the two diffarees ofwith
marking canonical instruments as in (38a) and so-callespldced themes”
(Rappaport and Levin 1988: 28-31) as in (38b), with the comrwoce-

dynamic semantics illustrated in the (simplified) Croftlstdiagrams.

(38) a. John cut the bread with a knife. John— knife— bread

b. John filled the glass with water. John— water — glass
The Sinhala instrumental case shows the same two uses,ssinggeé also
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encodes causal intermediacy:

(39) a. Chamarakothuroti atin kaewwa.

Chamarakothuroti hand.INSTeat.VOL.PST

‘Chamara ate kothu roti with her hand€.! — hands— roti

b. Manb wiiduru-ws wature-n piruwa.

1SG glass-ACCwater-INSTR(ill.VOL.PST

‘I filled the glass with water. | — water— glass

This in turn explains the restriction thatip always occur with transitive
causation verbs: the causal intermediacy requires thepcef some other
entity in the clause that is acted upon, which requires tesgnce of a lower
argument, effectively replicating the Wunderlich (199@alysis of ergative
case noted above. The only aspect of causal intermediagyresérved is
the requirement of an external causer, though this may heea lost in
grammaticalization sincetiy is not referential on its own.

Likewise, the exclusive use atiy in involitive clauses may also derive
from its erstwhile instrumental status. Instruments arel&§ynition unwit-
ting, so that we might expeeitin to only occur in non-volitional clauses.
However, as noted above, doxastic and ironic uses atithare volitional,
suggesting that non-volitionality is not a synchronic camgnt of its mean-
ing. Nonetheless, it is plausible that this component dfrimsentality has
grammaticalized into a restriction thatin only occur with involitives. Thus,
while postpositionadtip is not attested outside of involitive clauses, its dis-
tribution may have an independent diachronic semanticagetion.

We can thus sweep non-nominative subjects of transitivaiaecgative

verbs under two semantic cases:
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(40) a. Dative ="“goal” (goal, recipient, experiencer, ihuttary actor)

b. atip = causally prior participant (for involitives)

We turn next to intransitives, and argue that semanticsddsermines the

subject cases there, although at least one case may indeatkfeult case.

5.2 Nominative vs. Accusative Subjects

Unaccusative verbs occur exclusively in the involitive efd are at least
two types of unaccusatives: externally caused changéatd-€ECOS) (e.g.
meerenn ‘die’; waeenrp ‘fall’; gilenro ‘drown’; hirowenr ‘get stuck’; lis-
senm ‘slip”) and internally caused change-of-state (ICO3pénr» ‘bloom’)
(Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995: 90ff.). Subjects of ICOBseare nec-
essarily nominative, while subjects of ECOS verbs are edbeusative (In-

man 1993) or nominative (Henadeerage 2002), as in (41).

(41) a. Aruni-ge raturosa(-*wo) pipuna.
Aruni-GENred rose-*ACCbloom.INV.PST

‘Aruni’s red rose bloomed.’

b. Lanvya/Lampya-ws giluwa/maeruna.
child/child-ACC  drown.INV.PST/die.INV.PST

‘The child drowned/died (accidentally).

The fact that nominative subjects occur with involitive b®lis surprising
— Inman claims that nominative never occurs with involitkegbs, though
Henadeerage gives numerous examples and our informantfiradsthem
acceptable. Beavers and Zubair (2009) propose that thenadine/accusative

contrast reflects ultimate causation, illustrated in (42) é43). In (42), a
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nominative subject is compatible with a context in whichréheas no ex-
ternal causer, but not an accusative subject. Similadyethphatic/reflexive
clitic -mo (which conveys a “by himself/herself” reading) is only caattiple

with nominative subjects as shown in (43).

(42) a. Amma lissuna, eetkowwuruwateyaa-ww
Motherfall.INV.PST butsomebody 3SG-ACC
lisseuwe neeee.

push.CAUS.PSTNEG

‘Mother fell, but nobody pushed her.’ (No external cause)
b.#Amma-w  lissuna, eetkowwuruwateyaa-vw

Mother-ACCfall.INV.PST butsomebody 3SG-ACC

lisseuwe neeee.

push.CAUS.PSTNEG
‘Mother fell, but nobody pushed her.’ (#No external cause)
(43) a. Shameela-mm hirowuna/lissuna.
Shameela-REFget.stuck.INV.PST/slip.INV.PST
‘Shameela got herself stuck/slipped on her own.’ (reflexive
b.#Shameela-wmo hirowuna/lissuna.
Shameela-ACC-REFQget.stuck.INV.PST/slip.INV.PST

‘Shameela got herself stuck/slipped on her own.”  (#reflexiv

Beavers and Zubair argue that ECOS unaccusatives are diémra tran-
sitive causative volitive verbs by a process of causer fg3wn that may
result in two possible interpretations — the suppressedearas interpreted
reflexively as co-identified with the patient argument, asiexistentially

bound and is interpreted as distinct from the patient. Thwsemeanings
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are represented in (44b,c) respectively. ICOS verbs wenassare non-

causative and reflect only inchoative semantics as in (44a).

(44) a. [y BECOME< STATE > | (ICOS)
b. [ x CAUSE [ x BECOME< STATE > | ] (Refl. ECOS)

c. Ix[ x CAUSE [y BECOME< STATE >]] (3-bound ECOS)

What unifies (44a) and (44b) is that in neither case is theengailment of
external causation, i.e. reflexive ECOS verbs are de faciSi@erbs. We
thus suggest that accusative in Sinhala has a semantic atsiadicates a

patient of an externally caused event (cp. Wunderlich 1997)
(45) ACC = Patient of an externally caused event

Thus any verb that takes a patient argument and entails amekicauser
will realize that argument as accusative, including ECO®wven the read-
ing in (44b) plus all transitive change-of-state verbs.é\tbiat for such argu-
ments dative andtip are of course ruled out: these participants are neither
actors nor causers. Unfortunately, this definition of aatius is something
of a stipulation — accusative is also a structural case andtark non-
patient arguments as well. Nonetheless, all externallyipudated patients
are accusative, so that the stipulation represents a entiinal correlation.
This leaves the distribution of nominative, which reali¢ggsactor sub-
jects of volitive verbs (which are by default volitional, tomot always),
(b) inherently non-volitional patients of involitive IC@®flexivized ECOS
verbs, and (c) non-volitional inanimate subjects of ungvga. Prima facie
there is no semantic unification of these roles since it wbalee to cover
both volitional and non-volitional participants as wellagh actors and pa-

tients. The obvious conclusion is simply that nominativihesdefault case,
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and arises due to gaps in the paradigm: the arguments tleahtekinative
are unable to bear any of the semantic cases discussed above.

Among involitives, unaccusative subjects cannot be malbledin since
there is no causal precedence, nor dative because they tairevolointary
actors, recipients/goals, or experiencers. If there isresl causation ac-
cusative is possible, but minus that there is no semantelefis Likewise,
inanimate actors such as natural forces cannot be marke@ daice they
have no intentions, no4tin or accusative due to lack of causally subse-
guent/prior entities. In all cases, default nominativelishat is left.

Among volitives, animate subjects of unergatives may nodagve
since its inherent non-volitionality clashes with the npretative principles
governing volitives. Inanimate subjects are ruled out fatieka priori. Ac-
cusative may not mark subjects of volitives since no vaitakes a patient
subject (as discussed i), andatip is (as argued above) restricted to in-
volitive clauses and thus also never occurs with volitiidsis again default
nominative is the only case left. Note thatstpossible to have quirky sub-
jects in the volitive; as shown in (29a) dative possessgestbare possible.
Thus the only explanation is that nominative fills in the gapeere other

cases fail, and there are more such gaps with volitive véudns involitives.

5.3 The Interaction of Verb Type, Semantic Case, and \bjitiv

To summarize, we have argued for particular semantic diefivsifor dative,
atip, and accusative that predict their distributions. Nomugas not associ-
ated with any semantics, and shows up when no more speciéapgdies,

including nearly all volitive verbs and even some invokisv The patterns in
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63 and§§5.1-5.2 emerge through the interaction of three factond ukass,
the modal operators associated with the two stem types, lendyistem
of specific semantic cases found in the language. In termsaltikov
(2005), FaithRole (overtly indicate thematic roles) issumably ranked
highly in Sinhala, explaining why we get quirky cases atldbwever, were
we to focus just on Malchukov’s constraints, we might exjgeche volitives
with quirky subjects, and likewise no nominative subjentsolitives. We
could overcome this by saying TransDef (prefer unmarkedés) is ranked
more highly just for volitive stems, but this would not exiplaaominative
subjects with involitives. On our analysis, no rerankingnéeessary: even
with FaithRole ranked highly across the board, if there isage for a given
thematic role, then nominative is all that is left (i.e. R&lble is vacuously
satisfied). However, it is only by examining the semantigsasficular cases
in detail that this conclusion emerges, adding an additi@val of expla-

nation beyond Malchukov’s broader constraints on surfaca$.

6 Conclusion

We have argued that the Sinhala volitive/involitive costrs a high/low
transitivity split that reduces to two factors: a stem aé&tion indicating
a realis/irrealis distinction that has significant intéi@e with volitionality
and actorhood, and a system of semantic cases. In contrsistithukov’s
one-dimensional Transitivity Scale, our analysis indésahat semantic fea-
tures form a multi-dimensional map. The crucial factor sway particular
semantic features are independently defined, so that modet-rommally

considered an A-related feature — happens to be an A-reflestdre here.
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Likewise, the resources available in a language for markingtransitivity
are semantically contentful but may contain gaps that tesithe emer-
gence of high transitive (default) marking through intéiacwith semantic
features. This gives Sinhala the appearance of presemangitive defaults
across verb types in one stem but not the other. Thus exagniw the
semantic and grammatical transitivity features in the legge interact of-
fers an explanation behind this superficial pattern. Thisvshthe necessity
of a close examination of semantic and grammatical featiigsplay into
transitivity splits, since relying on constraints purely surface form alone

may not fully capture all of the co-variations seen withimaguage.
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>There are of course other modalities in Sinhala (e.g. fuiemee) that vary indepen-
dently; we refer here just to the specific modality assodiatith (in)volitive-marking.

SAlternatively, volitive-marking could be a type of evid@ltmarking, which is inde-
pendently known to express non-volitionality (Curnow 2D03owever, while evidentials
and involitivites clearly overlap in functionality, as Guow (p.40) notes, the key feature
of evidentiality is reference to the source of the inforroatconveyed by the proposi-
tion, something not encoded by volitivity-marking. Thuditree-marking is not a type of
evidential-marking, though there is clearly a semantik;lime leave this for future work.

4There is some evidence of this in other languages as welhd3(2006) notes a paral-
lel situation with German cipient-dativestoo-comparatives similar tdhe soup is too hot
(to me).Brandt argues that the predicate expressing too hotnessajes a presupposition
that there is some other index (world) in which this stateffafies does not obtain, and this
index is associated with the dative-marked participanictvine analyzes as a predicate
internal subject of sorts. Thus again computing possiblddsaesults in A-marking.

5The difference between (26) and the volitive variant in (d8ahat the involitive typ-
ically conveys a meaning that the blowing is unexpectediplaéned to the speaker, i.e. a
doxastic use. To simply say that the wind blows, the volitb#he preferred form. Thisis as
expected on our approach. Since the subject has an emptyiameet, the non-volitional
reading of the involitive means the same as the volitivehla tase we would expect the
unmarked volitive to be preferred, leaving the involitiar fises that do not code subject
intentions, such as the doxastic. Thanks to an anonymoiesrexfor pointing this out us.

6As noted in§3 Sinhala is a differential object-marking language, sa twusative
never occurs with inanimate objects and only optionallyussavith animates. However,
(42)-(43) show that overtly accusative subjects have edifft reading from overtly nomi-

native ones, suggesting that when marking subjects thess eae not in free variation.
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