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1. Introduction

Sinhala, an Indo-Aryan language spoken in Sri Lanka, has a well-known semantic classification o f 
verbs. All Sinhala verb roots occur in one or two stem classes, commonly known as volitives and 
involitives (see Gair 1990; Gair & Paolillo 1997; Inman 1993; Beavers & Zubair 2010, 2013). The 
(in)volitivity o f a verb denotes the extent to which the external argument is involved in the action 
denoted by the verb. For example, in (la ) , the verb natanswa ‘dance’, in the volitive form, is both 
volitional and intentional on the part o f  the subject Lal. By contrast, in (lb ), with the involitive verb, 
the act o f  dancing is either non-volitional or unplanned as far as Lai is concerned . 1,2

( 1) a. lal natanawa.
Lal.NOM dance.vOL 

‘Lal (actively/voluntarily) dances.’
b. lal-to naetenawa.

Lal-DAT dance.iNVOL 
‘Lal (involuntarily) dances.’

This volitive/involitive contrast correlates with different case marking possibilities on the external 
argument o f  a finite clause (see Gair 1990; Inman 1993; Beaver & Zubair 2010, 2013): a volitive verb 
almost always takes a nominative subject3 ( la )  and (2 ), while an involitive verb most often takes a 
range o f non-nominative subjects, including dative ( lb )  and (3), instrumental (4), and accusative (5):

(2 ) lal/* lal-ta/* lal-athir|/* lal-wo natonowa
Lal.NOM/*-DAT/*-INST/*-ACC dance.VOL.PRES 
‘Lal (actively/voluntarily) dances.’

(3) a. lal-ta naetenawa
Lal-DAT dance.lNVOL.PRES 
‘Lal (involuntarily) dances.’ 

b. lal-ta induwa-k kiyauna.
Lal.DAT song-INDEF sing.INVOL.PAST
‘Lal (involuntarily) sang a song.’ * 2 3
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(4) a. s ita -a th ii]* 4 k a ra m e kaeduna.

Sita-IN ST  tap.ACC break.INVOL PAST 

"Sita ( in v o lu n ta r ily )  b ro k e  th e  tap .' 

b. a m m a -g e r | s in h a la  kaem a h o nd ata  h aed en aw a. 

m oth er-lN S T  S in h a la  tood .A C C  w e ll  m ake.INVOL.PRES  

‘M o th e r  m a k e s  S in h a la  fo o d  w e l l . ’

( 5 )  la m e y a -w a  w a tu ra -[a  w aetuna.

ch ild -A C C  w a te r - in to  fall.INVOL.PAST

‘The c h ild  ( in v o lu n ta r ily )  fe ll in to  w a ter .'

The major goal o f this paper is to investigate the syntactic (structural) conditions o f subject case 
assignment and the driving force o f A-movement in Sinhala, especially in light o f recent developments 
in Minimalism (Chomsky 1995 & thereafter). We focus on the assignment o f nominative case with 
volitives in this paper, and propose that (i) nominative case is a structural case assigned/valued by a 
finite T, whereas non-nominative case is an lexical case assigned by the involitive verb, and (ii) 
involitive subjects remain within vP, whereas the subject o f a volitive verb must raise to spec-TP for 
case assignment/valuation by the finite T. An important consequence o f our proposal is that A- 
movement can be triggered by (structural) case valuation, rather than by a universal EPP requirement 
on T (contra Gair 1990; see also Chomsky 2000, 2001; Epstein & Seely 2006; Boskovic 2002, 2007).

The rest o f this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews Gair’s (1990) analyses o f subject 
case marking and A-movement in Sinhala. Section 3 discusses empirical challenges for G a irs  (1990) 
analysis. We propose a more empirically adequate analysis in section 4. Section 5 discusses subject 
case marking under ECM verbs to support our analysis. Section 6  summarizes our findings and 
discusses their theoretical implications.

2. G air’s (1990) analyses of subject case m arking and A-movement in Sinhala

Working within the GB framework (Chomsky 1981), Gair (1990) argues that Sinhala does not 
have typical case-driven A-movement to spec-IP/TP", an operation found in languages such as English. 
Instead, a subject NP in Sinhala receives lexical case from the verb inside vP at D-structure before it 
moves to spec-IP to satisfy the EPP (Extended Projection Principle) on INFL. Given the role o f lexical 
semantics associated with subject case marking, Gair (1990) proposes the Strong Lexical Case 
Assignment Hypothesis to account for subject case marking in Sinhala. in which the case assignment of 
arguments ‘bears an intimate connection with 0-role’ and 'is  fully specified in the lexicon’ (p.73). 
Notice that Gair (1990) does not extend this strong lexical relation between case and 0-role to 
nominative case in Sinhala because he treats nominative as the default case that is not tied to any 
particular semantics. He departs from the standard treatment o f nominative assignment in the GB 
theory in the sense that it is the volitive verb rather than a finite INFL that assigns nominative to the 
subject in Sinhala. Following Kuroda (1998) for Japanese, he proposes that ’weak’ INFL in Sinhala, 
characterized by the absence o f agreement, is unable to assign nominative to a subject NP at Spec-IP. 
As a result, all arguments, including the subject NP. are not only base-generated inside vP but also 
receive (either lexical or default) case from the verb.

Beavers & Zubair (2010, 2013) define nominative as a semantically neutral case and the default 
structural case for subjects that arises only when the semantic conditions for all available quirky cases 
fail. It is worth pointing out that while Beavers & Zubair (2010. 2013). like Gair (1990), treat 
nominative case as the default case in Sinhala. they (p.3) explicitly distinguish lexical 
(dative/accusative/instrumental) cases from the default "structural'’ (nominative) case. In other words, 
their analysis o f  nominative case is completely detached from the verb. Notice that the characterization 
o f nominative case as the default "structural" case implies that the assignment of nominative is subject 
to a certain structural requirement, say. occupying the specifier position o f a finite T, as we see in a

4 Sinhala has two distinct morphological forms associated with the instrumental case: -aihiij and -get) (see Gair 
1990).
4 We use Tense/TP and INFL/IP interchangeably in this paper.
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wide range o f  languages such as English. However, Beavers & Zubair (2010, 2013) do not propose an 
explicit structural rule for the assignment o f  nominative case in Sinhala.

Building upon Beavers & Zubair’s core intuition that nominative case is a structural case, this 
paper aims to argue against G air’s (1990) assumption that the EPP feature on T drives both volitive and 
involitive subjects to spec-TP. Our argument is based on the scope interpretation o f subject quantifiers. 
These heretofore unnoted data examined in the next section lead us to argue for the following three 
points:6

(6 ) a. Only involitive verbs assign lexical case to their external arguments, while volitive verbs are 
not lexically related to subject case marking in any way.
b. Subjects that do not receive lexical case within vP raise to the specifier o f  a finitie T to 
receive the structural nominative case.
c. A-movement in Sinhala is triggered by case valuation, rather than by a universal EPP 
feature on T.

3. Volitivity and the interpretation of quantifier NPs

We find that a subject universal quantifier has scopal interaction with negation only in sentences 
with volitive verbs, as in (7), which is ambiguous between total negation and partial negation. By 
contrast, when we replace the volitive verb in (7) with an involitive counterpart as in (8 ), only the 
partial negation interpretation is available. Therefore, (8 ) cannot be uttered in a context where no child 
danced involuntarily, or no child danced at all.

(7) la m a i h a em o -m o  n a etu w e nashas. 

c h ild r e n  all.NO M -EM P d an ced .V O L  n o t

‘All children did not (voluntarily) dance.’ [Total negation = all > negation]
‘Not all children (voluntarily) danced.’ [Partial negation = negation > all]

( 8 )  la m a i h a em o -fo -m o  naetune naehae. 

c h ild r e n  all-D AT-EM P d an ced .lN V O L  n o t

#‘A11 children did not (involuntarily) dance.’ [#Total negation = all > negation]
‘Not all children (involuntarily) danced. [Partial negation = negation > all]

This effect on the scopal interpretation o f the subject quantifier is previously unnoted to the best o f  our 
knowledge. The contrast between (7) and (8 ) is not easily explained by Gair’s (1990) analysis o f 
subject case marking and A-movement in Sinhala. Suppose we follow Gair (1990) and assume that 
INFL/T in Sinhala is endowed with a universal EPP property that induces obligatory A-movement to 
spec-TP, and follow Nevins (2005) to abandon the Activity Condition in (9). The universal quantifier 
subject NPs in (7) and (8 ) should then both raise to spec-TP to satisfy EPP, even though they have 
already been assigned case within vP, as in (10). Consequently, the negation ncehce c-commands the 
lower copy o f  the universal quantifier subject within vP and is also c-commanded by the higher copy at 
spec-TP .7 Therefore, (7) and (8 ) are wrongly predicted to exhibit both total and partial negation 
interpretations.

6 The new  data exam ined  in the n ext section  sh o w  that dative subjects w ith  in v o litiv e  verbs behave d ifferently  from  
nom inative subjects w ith v o it iv e  verbs. W e leave  for future w ork  the question  w hether this contrast extends to the 
rest o f  lex ica lly  assigned  ca ses (e .g ., instrum ental and accu sative).
7 S o m e researchers argue that negation  m ay not be a un ique and rigid head o ccu p y in g  a fixed  sco p e  position  in 
phrase structure (B o eck x  2 0 0 1 , Ladd 1981 BUring &  G u n logson  2 0 0 0  for E nglish  and von  S tech ow  &  Penka 2003  
for G erm an). H ow ever, how  such a  v ie w  on  the sco p e  position  o f  negation  so lv es  the issue at hand in S inhala  
rem ains unclear. In particular, there is no princip led  account for w hy negation  cou ld  have varied sco p e  p osition s in 
relation to the nom inative subject, but not to  the dative subject. T hus, in th is paper, w e  m aintain the h yp oth esis that 
negation  heads a projection betw een  TP and vP in Sinhala.
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(9) a. Inactivity o f  an XP:
An XP that eliminates its uninterpretable features (case, - w h )  is rendered inactive, 

b. The Activity Condition:
Inactive elements are not accessible for further (syntactic) operations.

(10) TP

lamai haemo-mo; 
lamai haemo-fa-mo;

t
For EPP vP

NegP

T'

N eg

T|EPP|

NP

tj n a itu w e  haehae 

t, naetune naehae

A clarification about reconstruction is in order before we can conclude that EPP on T does not 
exist in Sinhala. Note that the scopal contrast observed in (7) and (8) reminds one o f  the scopal contrast 
between nominative and ergative subjects in Hindi/Urdu in (11) (a novel observation made in Nevins & 
Anand 2003 and Anand & Nevins 2006).8

(11) a. koi shaayer har ghazal likhtaa hai [H > V; V > 3]
s o m e  poet-N O M  e v e r y  song-A C C  w rite .m -lM P F  be-PRES  

'S o m e  p o e t  w r ite s  e v e r y  s o n g . ’

b. k is ii s h a a y e r -n e  har g h a z a l lik h ii [ 3 > V ; * V > 3 ]
s o m e  poet-ER G  e v e r y  song-N O M  w rite.f.PE R F  

'S o m e  p o e t  w r o te  e v e r y  s o n g .'

While (11a) with the nominative subject admits an inverse scope reading (V > 3 ) ,  ( l i b )  with the 
ergative subject can only be interpreted with surface scope (3  > V). Anand & Nevins (2006) maintain 
that while nominative case is a structural case based on the cp-AGR.EE relation between T and an NP, 
ergaive case is a lexical case associated with the theta-role o f  agent in Hindi (see also Woolford 1997 
and Ura 2000). In addition, they assume that EPP on T drives the movement o f  both nominative and 
ergative subjects to spec-TP. They claim that the relevant difference between ergative and nominative 
subjects responsible for scopal rigidity in ( l i b )  is the absence o f  a cp-AGREE relation between the 
ergative subject and T, which renders the reconstruction o f  the ergative subject back to spec-vP  
inapplicable, in accordance with the restriction on reconstruction in (12).

(12) Agreement-allows-Reconstruction: Reconstruction o f  an XP from [the specifier of, CTC & 
SH] a head H is possible iff H AGREEs with XP (Anand & Nevins 2006: 10).

However, we do not see how the presence or absence o f  tp-AGREE with T helps us with the 
contrast between nominative and dative subjects in (7) and (8). Specifically, suppose we follow  Gair 
(1990) in assuming the presence o f  EPP on T in Sinhala which drives movement o f  both nominative 
and dative subjects to spec-TP, the absence o f  agreement features on T in Sinhala (which Gair also 
assumes) should render both nominative and dative subjects unable to undergo reconstruction back to a 
position below negation, wrongly predicting that the partial negation interpretation is unavailable in (7)

8 Hindi/Urdu is an aspectually-split-ergative language showing ergative subject marking and agreement with the 
object in perfective aspects.
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and (8 ). Therefore, without the help o f  reconstruction (as formulated by Anand & Nevins 2006), once 
we move both volitive and involitive subjects to spec-TP, in accordance with G air’s EPP-based analysis 
o f  A-movement, there is no way for the subjects to go back to spec-vP to yield the partial negation 
interpretation.

Besides, if  we assume Sinhala exhibits phonologically null qj-AGREE with T, and nominative case 
is assigned based on <p-AGREE, the nominative subject would be allowed to reconstruct to yield the 
partial negation interpretation, a correct result. However, an EPP-based analysis would still wrongly 
predict the total negation interpretation in (8 ). Therefore, we conclude that the EPP-based analysis o f 
A-movement in Sinhala is not on the right track, and some other force is responsible for moving only 
the volitive subject, crucially not the involitive one, to spec-TP to yield the total negation interpretation 
in (7), presumably structural nominative case valuation. In effect, this amounts to the claim that 
nominative case in Sinhala is not assigned within vP (as the default case in Gair 1990 and Inman 1994). 
Rather, it is a structural case, in line with Beavers & Zubair’s (2010, 2013) core intuition.

4. Analysis

In this section, we show how the assumptions in (6 ) can account for the empirical challenge 
presented in the previous section. First, the scopal contrast between (7) and (8 ) follows from our 
proposal that only involitive verbs assign lexical case to their subject NP. Therefore, once the involitive 
subject lamai hcemotdms ‘all children’ in (8 ) is base-generated in spec-vP, it receives lexical dative case 
from the involitive verb within the involitive vP and becomes inactive for further movement to spec-TP 
for case valuation, thereby yielding only the partial negation reading, as in (13).

(13)=(8) TP

T

T

Neg

NP
lamai
haemotpmo

v
naetune naehas

lexical dative case

On the other hand, volitive verbs in Sinhala are not lexically related to subject case marking in any 
way. Therefore, in (7), the relevant structure o f  which is shown in (14), the subject NP does not get case 
within the vP, and hence needs to move to spec-TP to value its case feature as nominative. 
Consequently, the negation ncehce c-commands the lower copy o f  the subject quantifier at spec-vP and 
is also c-commanded by the higher copy at spec-TP, correctly yielding the scopal ambiguity.

(14)=(7) TP

NP
lamai hajmomoj

T’

t NegP T f in it ie  

case-driven vP Neg

t, V
nastuwe nashae
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In the next section, we examine subject case marking under ECM verbs to provide further support 
for our assumption that case valuation, rather than EPP, triggers obligatory A-movement in Sinhala.

S. Subject case m arking under ECM  verbs

As first noted by Sumangala (1991, 1992), Sinhala allows exceptional (accusative) case marking 
on the embedded subject by ECM verbs like dannava 'know ’.0

(15) mams [gunapals/gunapals-ws aava kiyala] dannawa.
I.NOM G un ap ala .N O M /G u n ap ala -A C C  c o m e .v o L .P A S T  COMP know .vO L .PR E S  

'I k n o w  (th a t)  G u n a p a la  c a m e .’

What distinguishes our proposal from Gair’s (1990) is that we maintain that structural case valuation, 
rather than EPP, drives obligatory A-movement in Sinhala. Therefore, no matter what the correct 
analysis o f  the nominative/accusative alternation in (15) turns out to be, one clear prediction o f our 
analysis is that only accusative subject, but not the nominative one, moves out o f  the embedded clause 
in (15) to the specifier o f  the verb phrase hosted by the ECM verb. In what follows, we present four 
pieces o f supporting evidence to show that this prediction is borne o u t

First, notice that the embedded subject cannot be bound by the matrix subject when it bears 
accusative, as shown by (16). This is because the embedded subject, to get accusative case, has to move 
to the matrix spec-vP, where its co-reference with the matrix subject would violate Binding Principle B.

(16) rajathum a, e y a ^ /e y a -w a ,,^  w e e r a y e -k  k iy a la ]  h ith a n a w a . 

king.N O M  he.N O M /he-A C C  hero-FNDEF COMP think.VO L.PRES  

'T h e  k in g  th in k s  th a t h e  is  a  h e r o .’

Second, the embedded subject can bind the anaphor in the matrix adverbial only when it bears 
accusative case, as shown by the contrast between (17) and (18). The embedded subject, if  assigned 
nominative, does not move out o f  the embedded clause, so the embedded nominative subject is not at a 
position high enough to bind the anaphor in the matrix adverbial, violating Binding Principle A.

( 1 7 )  ra ja th u m a a em a th iw a ru n -w a  w aerad-i k iy a la  th a m a -th a m a n g e  w a r e -d i o p p u -k a la .  

king.N O M  m in isters-A C C  g u i l ty - i s  COMP e a c h -o th e r ’s  tr ia l-d u r in g  prove-P A ST  

'T h e  k in g  p r o v e d  th e  m in is te r s  to  b e  g u ilty  d u r in g  e a c h  o th e r ’s tr ia l.’

( 1 8 )  ? ? ra ja th u m a  aem ath iw aru  w asrad -i k iy a la  th a m a -th a m a m g e  w a r e -d i o p p u -k a la .

king.N O M  m in isters.N O M  g u il ty - i s  COMP e a c h -o th e r ’s  tr ia l-d u r in g  prove-P A ST  

'T h e  k in g  p r o v e d  th e  m in is te r s  to  b e  g u ilty  d u r in g  e a c h  o th e r ’s  tr ia l.’

Third, the placement o f  adverbs also lends support to our proposal. Notice that the adverb 
modakama-ta ‘foolishly’ in (19) modifies the ECM verb hithanawa 'th ink’, so it should adjoin to the vP 
hosted by the ECM verb to take scope over the ECM verb. * (i)

9 N o tice  that the accusative case  in (1 5 ) becom es unavailable w hen either the ECM  context is rem oved as in (i) or 
the em bedding verb dannava is replaced by a non-EC M  verb like dcekka s e e ’ as in (ii). This confirm s the 
assum ption that the accusative case  on the em bedded subject in (1 5 ) com es from the matrix ECM  verb d a n n a v a  

k n ow ’.

(i) gunapata/*gunapalo-w 3 aava.
Gunapala.NOM/*-ACC come.voL.PAST 
'Gunapala came.’

(ii)  m am s [gunapala/’ gunapala-w a aava kiyala] daekka.
I.nom Gunapala.NOM/*-ACC come.voL.PAST comp see.voL.PRES 
I saw (that) Gunapala came.'
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(19) minissu J' . modakama-ta rajafouma/rajathuma-wa weeraye-k kiyala hithanawa.
|i[ people.NOM foolishrly ■/ king. NOM/-ACC hero-INDEF COMP think.PRES .

4 People foolishly think that the king is a hero. ’

Hntriguingly, the embedded subject, if marked accusative, could precede the adverb sitting high in the 
matrix clause, as in (20a). In contrast, the nominative-marked subject must follow the adverb, as shown 

|in(20b). . '■ - ;V: ^

i;|(20) a. minissu rajathuma-wa modakama-ta weeraye-k kiyala hithanawa.
p people.NOM king-ACC foolish-ly hero-INDEF COMP think.PRES.
|  b. *minisSu rajathuma , modakama-ta weerayer-k kiyala. hithanawa.
PI people.NOM king.NOM , ; foolish-ly hero-INDEF COMP think.PRES

:This contrast follows from our proposal because the embedded subject, to get accusative case from the 
ECM verb in the matrix clause, must raise to spec-vP. Besides, the flexible relative order of the 

|;accusative subject with the matrix adverb can be explained if we follow Chomsky’s (1995) proposal of 
Bare Phrase structure with multiple specifiers, where traditional adjuncts can be treated as (additional) 
specifiers. In fact, the traditional specifier-adjunct distinction can be eliminated under Bare Phrase 
structure. Therefore, there is flexible ordering between the (raised) accusative subject and the matrix 
adverb.

Finally, additional evidence comes from Long Distance Scrambling (LDS) in Sinhala. Similar to 
Japanese (see Saito 1985; Tanaka 2002), Sinhala does not allow LDS of an embedded subject to the 
matrix clause initial position, as shown in (21). But surprisingly, this restriction does not apply to the 
accusative-marked subject as shown in (22).

(21) *eyaj rajathuma ft weeraye-k kiyala] hithanawa.
he.NOM king.NOM hero-INDEF COMP think.PRES 

‘The king thinks that he is a hero.’
(22) eya-waj rajathuma ft weeraye-k kiyala] hithanawa.
p he-ACC king.NOM hero-INDEF COMP think.PRES
! ; ‘The king thinks that he is a hero.’

One possible explanation for this contrast based on our proposal is that.the embedded subject moves; 
out of the embedded clause for accusative case, thereby becomes free from the restriction of LDS of 
embedded subjects.10

i,;;

'■j One may argue that the syntactic properties exhibited by the embedded accusative subject in ECM contexts do 
rtot necessarily follow from syntactic movement from the embedded clause to the matrix clause; rather, the 
accusative subject might be base-generated at the matrix clause, along the lines suggested by Wechsler’s (1995) 1 (i) 
analysis of Korean ECM; We maintain that this base-generation analysis is not tenable in Sinhala because the 
scopal ambiguity of nominative volitive subjects in relation to the negation discussed in the last section also holds , 
iri the ECM context, regardless of the nominative/accusative alternation on the embedded subject. If the accusative 
subject were base-generated in the matrix clause, we would wrongly predict the lack of scopal interaction between ! 
the embedded negation and the accusative subject.

(i) siri lamai haemo-ma nastuwe naehae kiyala dannawa.
I-; Siri.NOM children all.NOM-EMP danced.VOL not COMP know.PRES :
■ ‘Siri knows that all children did not dance.’ [Total negation = all > negation]; 

lr [Partial negation = negation > all]
(ii) siri lamai . hasmo-wa-ma naetuwe naehs kiyala dannawa.

jil Siri.NOM children all-ACC-EMP ' danced.VOL not comp know-PRES; 
i1 ‘ Siri knows that all children did hot dance.’ [Total negation = all >  negation] /

[Partial negation = negation > all]
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6. Sum m ary and Theoretical Im plications

In this paper, we argue that nominative case in Sinhala is not a default case. Rather, it is a 
structural case assigned by a finite T, and the need for structural case valuation drives the movement o f 
subject NPs o f  volitive verbs to spec-TP. Two important implications o f our proposal are that (i) there 
is no universal EPP requirement on T in Sinhala (contra Gair 1990), and (ii) case-valuation can be the 
driving force o f  A-movement to spec-TP. We have seen how Gair’s EPP-based account o f A- 
movement in Sinhala yields incorrect predictions about the scopal interpretation o f subject quantifiers. 
In this section, we would like to discuss the second implication about the motivation o f A-movement.

There are several proposals concerning a motivation for A-movement in generative literature. 
Three distinct driving forces identified by different researchers that are responsible for triggering A- 
movement to spec-TP include (i) the unvalued (p-features on T (e.g., Kuroda 1988; Miyagawa 2005), 
(ii) the EPP feature on T (e.g. Chomsky 1995, 2000, 2001;Lasnik 1995, 1999, 2001;Nevins 2005), (iii) 
the unvalued Case feature on an NP (e.g. Epstein & Seely 1999, 2006; Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 
1998; Boskovic 2002, 2007). The data examined in this paper lead us to conclude that neither EPP nor 
(p-features on T triggers A-movement in Sinhala. Recall that Gair (1990: 142) maintains that “AGR 
plays no role in Sinhala, to the extent that there is no element within INFL that plays its subject case 
assignment role”. Here, we provide an additional piece o f evidence for the lack o f agreement features 
on T in Sinhala. Note that as is well-known, English does not allow subject reflexives in a finite clause 
as illustrated in (23):

(23) *John thinks that him self is hard-working.

Rizzi (1990) proposes the anaphor agreement effect in (24) and argues that the reason why anaphors are 
barred from the subject position o f  tensed clauses as in (23) is that anaphors cannot agree.

(24) The anaphor agreement effect11
Anaphors do not occur in syntactic positions construed with agreement.

Citing Icelandic and Italian data, Rizzi (1990) argues that neither nominative case (see Brame 
1977, Koster 1978, Anderson 1982, Mating 1984, Everaert 1991) nor the subject position (see Kayne 
1984, 1994, Chomsky 1986) accounts for the ban on subject anaphors. Rather, it is agreement that 
causes the ungrammaticality (cf. Chomsky 1981, George & Komfilt 1981, Johnson 1985, Picallo 
1985). He maintains that the anaphor agreement effect "holds quite systematically in natural languages” 
(Rizzi 1990:26). Building upon Rizzi’s work, Woolford (1999) argues that the anaphor agreement 
effect is universal and can be a diagnostic for the presence or absence o f (covert) agreement. With this 
conclusion, consider the grammatical occurrence o f subject anaphors in (25).12

11 There are several analyses aim ing at deriv ing (2 4 ). For exam ple, C hom sky (1 9 8 1 :2 0 9 ) regards agreem ent on T 
as an access ib le  SU B JE C T  for the purposes o f  determ ining the b inding dom ain, so  a subject anaphor exh ib iting  
agreem ent m ust be bound by the agreem ent on T; how ever, this leads to an /-w ith in -/ v io lation  w here the subject 
anaphor and the agreem ent on T enter into an in fin itive regression relation due to dependence on each other for 
reference (see  a lso  Johnson 1985 for a sim ilar proposal).
12 U n like C h inese (see  H uang & Liu 2 0 0 1 ), S inhala does not have the bare-com pound distinction  o f  the 
m orphological form  o f  reflex ives. It on ly  has the bare reflex ive thaman s e l f .  A ccord ingly , on e  m ay w onder  
w hether thaman, as an em bedded subject, is used as a logophor w h o se  distribution has nothing to do w ith the 
presence or absence o f  ((/-features on T, and hence (2 5 ) does not constitute an argum ent for the lack o f  (p-features 
on T in Sinhala. N o te  that H uang & Liu (2 0 0 1 ) show  that the bare reflex ive ziji in C h inese can be used either as a 
logophor or an anaphor. Im portantly, w hen occurring as an em bedded subject, ziji is not subject to various 
logophoric cond itions (e .g . under a de se scenario). T his observation  carries over to the bare reflex ive thaman ' s e l f  
in Sinhala. The sentence in (2 5 ) can be uttered under a non-de se scenario in w hich the coreference betw een  
thaman and Siri is reported purely as speaker’s know led ge from the speaker's ow n  perspective. T his indicates that 
thaman in (2 5 ) can be an anaphor, rather than a logophor. and thus its gram m atical occurrence as an em bedded  
subject constitutes an argum ent against the presence o f  (p-features on T in Sinhala.
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' (25) Siri hitanawa [thaman awanka-i kiyala]. !
p; Siri think.PRES self.NOM honest-is COMP ,
I! ‘Siri thinks that himself is honest.’ - :

The grammatical occurrence of subject anaphor in Sinhala suggests that there are no agreement features 
on T in Sinhala to either drive A-movement to spec-TP or value subject’s case feature as a reflex of tp- 
feature valuation as proposed by Chomsky’s (2000, 2008). In addition, thaman, as the embedded 

i subject, can carry the accusative case from an ECM verb, as shown by (26).

(26) mama [thaman/thaman-wa para dannawa kiyala] dannawa
I.NOM self.NOM/-ACC J way know.voL.PRES comp know.yOL.PRES 

j ‘I know m yself to knw the way.’

The accusative case on thaman in (26) provides overt evidence that thaman is able to carry case 
markers. Therefore, even though nominative case is-not morphologically realized in Sinhala, we can 
assume that in (25), thaman carries nominative case valued by the embedded finite T, in the absence of 
agreement features On T. Thus, given that neither EPP nor <p-features on T is responsible for the A- 

; movement to spec-TP in Sinhala, we conclude that case-feature valuation alone can motivate A- 
movement.
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