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Abstract

This work aims to determine tls¢ructural height of sentendimal adverbs in
Singapore EnglisH formalise the semanticef two adverbsalready andonly, and
thereaftelexamire their interaction with othescopetakingoperators in order to
determine their structural heiglishow hat sentencéinal already occurs
exclusivelyabove the TP, while sentenfiral only has two possible positions, one
above the TP and ometween TP and MPmore specificallybetween epistemic and
deontic modalsAlready andonly are also shown tbe in complementary distribution
at theadjunctionposition above TH.therefore arguéhat sentencéinal adverbs in

Singapore English are nsimply right-adjoined.
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CHAPTER ONE

OVERVIEW

1.1. Introduction
There exists a rich inventory of elements that occur senferally in Singapore
English, the most salient of which are discourse (pragmatic) particles. In part owing to
their prominence, there have been a significant number of studies examining their
pragmaticand semantimmeanings (KwasTerry 1978; Wee 2004; Kim and Wee 2009;
Ler 2001;Ler 2006;Bao 2009 Teo 2014 and their etymology (Lim 200Hiramoto
2012 Platt and Ho 1989) he discourse particle that occurs most frequently in
writing is lah, andan example of its use is as showiflih Despite controversy
surrounding the substrate languages of Singapore English (Bao 2001; Gupta 1994),
studies have shown that the occurrence of discourse particles can largely be attributed
to the local Sinitic langages, although Gupta (2006) has raised the possibility of
influences from local contact varieties such as Bazaar Malay or Baba Malay.
(1) Have some more foddh!
OHave some more food!O
(Example taken from Wee 2004)
Another feature thaiccursfrequentlyin sentencdinal positionin Singapore
Englishis a clasof sentencdinal adverbssuch anly, also, andalready. An
example of a sentence with sentefioal already is presented i2). Hiramoto
(2015)observeghat these adverbs aar more frequently sentendieally in
Singapore English than in British or Canadian EngBsiggesting that the increased
use of sentenetnal adverbs in Singapore English can be attributed to the non

English languages spoken in the region. Hiramotesithe initial influence dflalay



as well asSinitic languages such as Cantonese and Hokkien on Singapore English,
arguing that sentendeal particles in theseegionallanguages could have led to the
higher frequency of sentenéfieal adverbsFollowing Bao and Hong (2006),
Hiramoto also considers Mandarin as a substrate language of Singapore'Fagiish
makes some comparisons between Singapore English sefitei@sverbs and
Mandarin senteneBnal particlesParviainen (2012), however, attribussntence
final adverbs in Singapore Englishttee influence of Indian English.
(2) | work about four months already. N
Ol have (already) been working for four months.O
(Example taken from Bao 1995)

An issue that has yet to be addressed in egdiierature, however, is the
questionof the syntactigositionof sentencdinal adverbs in Singapore English.
English is a heathitial language, which has heads of phrases to the left in a binary
branching node. However, becassatencdinal adverbsare clausdinal, their
syntactic positions are immediately apparent, thegtcould be attached at several
possible heights.

This paper thereforegendeavours to determine the structural height of
sentencdinal adverbs in Singape English. To this end, two specific sentefical
adverbs, sentendmal already and sentencénal only, will be examined in detail.
These two sentendeal adverbs are especially useful as their semantic meanings are
clearly observable, which maktse process of identifying their scope with respect to
other scopdaking operators more reliable. This paper formalises the semantics for
already andonly, and thereafter, examines their interaction with other operators in

order to determine their strucél height.

! Hiramoto (2012) also notes, however, that the claim that Mandarin is a substrate language of
Singapore Englisis controversialSee also Gupta (1994) and Siegel (2012).



| propose that sentendmal adverbs such amly andalready in Singapore
English are structured as(8). While already has one specific position at the edge of
the clauseonly has two possible positions, one at the edge of the clauséh@nther

at a clausenedial position.

(3) Proposed structure for senterfoeal adverbs in Singapore Englfsh

TP

T

T already/only

TN
DP T/\VP
T

VP only
N
In chapters 2 and 3, | formalise the semantics for senferalalready and sentence
final only respectively, before proceeding to examine their scopal interactions with
operators such as subject quantifiers, negation, and modals. In chapter 4, | examine
the scopal interactions betweaneady andonly, and argue that the structurg(®)
accuratelydescribes the positions of senteffical adverbsalready andonly in
Singapore EnglisH.then showthatalready andonly are in complementary
distributionin the position above the TRyotivating the vievthat they are naimply
right-adjoined. In thdast chapter, | concludgith somesuggestions for future

research.

% Section 4.2 discusses the unsuitability of righjunction as an analysis for sem¢efinal adverbs in
Singapore English. However, for the trees in this wsehiencefinal adverbsalready andonly will be
presenteas rightadjoined for clear and consistent presentation.



1.2. Some terminology
This section outlingthe use of certaiterminologyin this papernamely, the use of
the terms Osentenfigal adverbsO and OSingapore EnglishO.

There are conitting analyses of sentendi@al already in the existing
literature on Singapore English. Some have categoaiseally asa sentencdinal
particles, while others make a distinction between sentmeeparticles, which are
mostly assumed to be discearrelated, and sentenriteal adverbs. Gupta (1992:36)
classifies sentenefnal already as a sentenenal particle, but makes a clear
distinction betweenlready and the other discose particles in her study by analysing
already as a norpragmatic particle. Bao (1995:182), in his studyabwady, also
points out that there may be particles that are regular words in Standard English but
perform grammatical and pragmatic functieimmilarto the particles found ithe
local languges of SingaporeOn the other hand, Hiramoto (2015) and Parviainen
(2012) do not classify sententinal already as a particle but as an adverb, which
seems to be the more intuitive classdlyeady.

This work recognises this discussion, and will useténm sentenegnal
adverbinstead of sentend@al particle to refer talready andonly. Particles, in the
case of the Sinitic languages, have been analysztbminantlyas heads in the CP
domain (Paul 2009; Paul 2014; Li 2006; a.0.). As a casedids e made for the
syntactic status aflready andonly, and becausaready andonly resemble
traditional English adverbs, which have not been analysed as heads, the term OadverbO
will be used. However, this use of terminology doesrulat outtheir possible status
as sentencénal particles.

In this work, | also refer to the contact variety of English used in Singapore as

OSingapore EnglishO, which has also been called OSinglishO and OColloquial



Singapore EnglishO in other studies. It is impottanbte that, in this paper, this term
refers to the use of English by fluent native speaike®&ngaporeand, as Gupta

(2006) points out, must be differentiated from seemingly similar learner varieties.

1.3.Sentencefinal adverbs in Singapore English

As mentioned in section 1.1, the structural positioreatencefinal adverbsm
Singapore Engtih is not immedigly apparentln addition to thistherelation
between adverbs and the constituent that it modiftesekample VP or TP), is
unclear and somewhatntroversialTherefore, thisection outlines three possible
analyses of sentendmal adverbs in Singapore English.

Firstly, sentencdinal adverbs in Singapore Englisbuldbe analysed as
adjuncts. The classic agals of adverbs present them as adjoitoeitie clauset
different heightswhich can iterate to facilitate stacking (Carnie 2013; Ernst 2002).
Ernst (2002) argues thatpostverbal adjunct of a certain headd@iaed to the right,
in a position highethan the hegdvhich is known as rigkadjunction Ernst also
motivates this analysis of adverbs by arguing that+aglunction allows for a less
rigid order of adverbs.

The second analysis of adverbs, adopted by otherkditson (19882004)
and Cirgue (1999, 2003), imidirect opposition toight-adjunction.These analyses
argue that adverbs are not adjunctsrhatitercomplements or specifierisarson
(1988)arguedhat adverbs are generated as the lowest complement, to the right, or
specifier, tathe left, of the verb. The verb then undergoes successsiag and
strands the adverb its postverbal position. Building on LarsonOs (1988) analysis,
Cinque (1999) argues ths¢ntencdinal adverbs are merged in the specifier of VP,

and their postuwibal positions are due to a leftward movement of the VP over the



adverb. LarsonOs (2004) later analysis also supports his earlier view, which he terms
the Oright descending® analysis. He argues for the validity of the Oright descending®
analysis by compang the compatibility of DavidsonOs (1967) analysis of adverbs as
quantifying over events and DiesingOs (1992) OMapping HypothesisO in terms of their
similar descriptions of the elements that appear in the restrictor and scope.

The third analysis of senteefinal adverbs is that they are not adverbs at alll,
but rathey headfinal heads. This view predicts a rigid order for sentedimad
adverbs, an@vould be similar to what has been analysed for serntiemaleparticles
in Sinitic languagegPaul 2009; Bul 2014Li 2006; Law 2002; a.0.)

In chapters 2 and 3 of this paffecusses odetermining the structural height
of sentencdinal already andonly, and these thregnalysewill only be revisited in
section 4.2, wherkwill discussthevalidity of these analyses in view of the
arguments put fortim this paperFor the trees in the following chapters, sentence
final adverbsalready andonly will be presented as adjoining on the rightdtaar and

consistent representation.



CHAPTER TWO

ALREADY IN SINGAPORE ENGLISH

This chapter seeks to describe the semantiaebkeddy in Singapore English

Following Soh and GaoOs (2006) work on Mandarin serfieratde, | propose that
already modifies the proposition in its scope with an additional presupposition that

the proposition is not true before the reference time (R). | will then go on to determine
the structural position already through its interaction with negation, subject

quantfiers and modals, and then arghatit is structurally higher thamP.

2.1. The semantics o#lready

Sentencdinal already in Singapore Englishas been noted as an aspectual marker
(Bao 1995; Platt and Weber 1980) addition to this, Bao (2005) notes that the use
of already with stative sentences, or the inchoaiheady in (4), marks a transition
to a new state. The change of state for the inchoaliready takes place at the
reference time R, which is befaifee speech time. However, unlike the inachotive
already, Bao notes that the usealfeady in nonstative sentences instead
correspondloosely to the English perfect or simple past. Senténe¢already,

then, is analysed as having different functiamsdifferent types of predicates.

4) Mary live in New Orleanslready. N
OMary is currently living in New Orleans.O
(Example taken from Bao 2005)

Before R Mary does not live in New Orleans®)

After R: Mary lives in New Orleans (P)



Some paralls have been observed between sentential (sertieatkle in

Mandarin Chinese and senteffo®l already in Singapore EnglisfiBao 2005;

Hiramoto 2015). These studies have cited substrate transfer fronsioitel

languages as a possible reason for the occurrence of sefitehedready in

Singapore EnglistSubstrate transfer also explains the similarity of function between
already and Hokkienliau and Cantonesm, both of which are substrate languages of
Singgore EnglishHiramoto (2015) also attributes the occurrencelady in
sentencdinal position to colloquial MalayFollowing Soh and GaoOs (2006)
unification of Mandarin sentendaal le as a transition marker, and due to the
similarities that haveden noted betweeaiready andle, | show that thispproach

can be extended tdready, and propose a unified account &bready.

Bao argues for three aspectual meaningdrefady, the completive, the
inchoative, and the inceptive, depending on whethepredicate is stative or non
stative. A similar distinction can also be noted in Mandarin Chinese (Soh and Gao
2008), in which the sententil gives rise to a completive reading for a sentence with
a telic (bounded) situation, and yields an inch@ateading for a sentence with an
atelic (unbounded) situation.

The example ir{5), Bao argues, shows the use of the completikeady,
which necessitates that the event has taken place before speech time, and therefore,
the reference time R is befdi® speech time. It should be noted that the sentence
final already in this example also marks a transition between events. More

specifically,-P Ol did not wash my handQ is true before R.



(5) | wash my handlready. N
Ol have washed/washed my hand.O
(Example taken from Bao 2005)

Before R | did not wash my hand-P)
After R: | wash my hand (P)

This approach also appliesBaoQOs inceptivaready, with which an event
can be interpreted as having just started or being abstdrto Similarly,in example
(6), already marks a transition between Onot raining® and Oraining®. The only
difference between sentences with the completikeady and those with the
inceptivealready is that, with the inceptivalready, the reference time R may
coincide wth thespeech time.

(6)  Rainingalready’. )

Olt has started to rain.O  (Adapted from Bao 2005)

Before R It is not raining ¢P)
After R: It is raining (P)

% A sentence witfalready but without theBing suffix can be interpreted in two ways, as shown in (40):
(40) Itrainalready.
Readingl: Olt rained / has rained.O
Reading2: Olt has started to rain.O

In order to avoid thismbiguity, and the on¢hat Zhang (1997) describesgarding sentential
inchoativele (summarised in Soh and Gao, 200&uggest that, in Singapore Englithe progressive
suffix Bing is usedo describe a situation that continues into the pregenéxample of this is
presented below in (30):
(30)  Mary living in New Orleansilready.
OMary is currently living in New Orleans.O
* OMary lived / has lived in New Orleans.O

| believe this also to be the case for sentences with the incefriéady, where the suffibing is often
used for an unambiguis interpretation of a situation that continues into the present, as illustrated in
40):
(40) Itrainingalready.
Olt has started to rain.0
* Olt rained / has rained.O



| have shown that what Bao notes for the inchoativeady can be extended to both
completive and inceptivaready, which have the same presupposition, nameR,
before R. This analysis is congruous with SohOs (2009) study on seleténtial
Mandarin Chinese, which proposes there is a presupposition thii¢eis the past.
Soh and Gao (2006) explain that the inchoative and completive readings for Mandarin
le differ in the points of transitions between atelic and telic situations. They claim that
the transition for atelic situations takes place at the begirof the state, while the
transition for telic situations takes place at the end of the situationaiéligsis is
similar to the case afiready, and therefore, it becomes possible to unify BaoOs three
aspectual meanings afready into one, which ighat of a transition marker.

Following this description ddlready, | propose that the semantic type of
already is <t,t>, and that itdenotation is as outlined (i@). | will go on to show that
this proposed semantics for sentefinal already extendsa all of BaoOs three
aspectual meanings afready and yields the desired meaning of the sentdndhis
semantics of already, the notion of OintervalO is referred to. This intewdth is a
concept expounded upon by Ogihara (2007), can be defsageriod of time before

R. The length of the interval is also determined by the context.

(7) [[already]] =AP;.P=1atR
Presupposition: P = 0 before R, for the duration of the interval
t1.

As shown in the computations {B8), this denotation foalready, when merged with
VP, accurately captureség meaning of the sentence(4), that Mary lives in New

Orleans now, but this was not the case before.

1C



(8)  Truth conditions foK4), with inchoative reading:
[[VP]]¢ = 1 iff Mary lives in New Orleans
[[VP already]]® (Functional Application)
= 1 iff Mary lives in New Orleans at R
Presupposition: Mary does not live in New Orleans

before R

Similar to the inchoative and completiakready, the denotation adlready
outlined n (7) yieldsthe correct meaning for the completive amckptivealready, as
seen in(9) and(10), which are based on examp(®) and(6), respectively. Another
area that nostative sentences, such as those in with the comphdtiealy (9) and
the inceptivalready (10), differs from the inchoativalready is in thelengthof the
period of time before R for which the proposition was false. For the inchoative
already, this period can beken to be indefinite, as {8), Mary was in an indéiite
state of not living in New Orleans, and the proposition P would be false for every
interval preceding R. However, it could also be the case that the period for which P is
false is not indefinite, in that Mary could have lived in New Orleans, anchtbgad
away before moving back to New Orleans again. For the completive and inceptive
readings, this period is not indefinite. Therefonegrder for a clearer reading of the
duration of time before R that isP, it seems necessary to invoke Ogihara@®3)20
concept of intervals, whergis the interval that marks the entire duration before R for

which P is false.

(9)  Truth conditions fo(5), with completive reading:
[[VP]]® = 1 iff g(3) washetg(3)Ds hands

[[TO]P = [[VP]]¥([[already]]) (Functional Application)

11



= 1 iff g(3) washed g(3)Os hands at R
Presupposition: g(3) did not wash g(3)Os hands before R, for the
duration of the intervakt
[[TP]]? = 1 iff | washed my hands at R
Presupposition: | did not wash my hands before R, for th

duration of the intervakt

(10) Truth conditions fo(6), with inceptive reading:
[[VP]]¢ = 1iff it is raining
[[TO]P = [[already]]([[VP]] 9 (Functional Application)
=1 iffitis raining at R
Presupposition: it was not raining before R, for the duration

of the interval &

This analysis of sentendmal already as a transition markean account for more
situationgthan the three meanings explained by Bao (200%h as when the

sentence sees to be refeing to a future event, as (tt1). The computations i(l2)
presents the truth conditions for trentence in the second part(ti), OYou die
alreadyO, using the denotationalfeady proposed in this paper, showing that it

yields the desed meaning of the sentence. The only difference between the three
aspectual meanings afready and this current meaning already is in the reference
time. While the inchoative and completive readings referred to a time before speech
time, and the incdpwe reading referred to one that coincides wlitaspeech time,

this example refers to a time that occurs aftespeech time.

12



(11) Today you never do homework ah? You alieady. N
OYou didnOt do your homework today? You will die later (in class)O

(90) You diealready.
Asserts You will die later (in class)

Presuppose®’ou were not dead before.

(12)  Truth conditions for (@), OYou dareadyQ
[[already VP]]® = You dieat R

Presupposition: Yodid not die before R

The computations i(iL2) show that this semantics falready does capture the
meaningof a future event, as seen ir(P

In this section, | have argued for sentefinal already as a transition marke
similar to what has been analysed for Mandarin sentfimakle (Soh and Ga@006).
| have also outlined a denotation &dready, and have shown that it does accurately
capture the desired meaning for various sentefites.analysis of sentendmal
already as a transition marker is also similar to SohOs (2012) analysis of Malay
sentencdinal particledah as marking change, which Hiramoto (2015) notes could

have contributed to the increased uselofady in the sentencénal position.

2.2. Thestructural height of already

Because of the sentenfiral position ofalready, its structural height remains
unclear. There are many possible positionsahaady could occur, such as at the
clauseedge or in a clausmedial position. In this section, | examine the interaction

betweeralready and other operators, such as negation, quantifier NPs and modals, in

13



order to determine the structural heightbtady, which | propose igonsistentlyat

the edge of the clausabove TP.

2.2.1. Negation anduready
In order to examine the interaction between negatioraleddy, all three aspectual
meanings oélready will be examined, as there are minor differencekair t
interaction with negation.

In Singapore Englisithe negative marker Onai€@urring above VP, igsed
to negate the sentence with the inchoativeady, such as in exampl@3). The
sentence i13), OMary donOt live in New OrleahgadyO, assés that Mary doesnOt
live in New Orleans now, and presupposes that Mary used to live in New Orleans

before.

(13) Mary donOt live in New Orleaabeady.
Asserts OMary doesnOt live in New Orleans now.O

Presuppose©Mary lived in New Orleans before.O

Depending on whetheidready takes scope below or above negation, there are two
ways that theéruth conditions of examplE.3) can be computed, asashin in
exampleg14)and(15). In (14), already is structurally higher than negative particle
OnotO, and therefaieeady takes scope over it. Both the assertion and the
presuppositionhat are computed in examg4) capture the meaning ¢£3),

namely, the assertion that Mary doesnOt live in Néea@s at R and the
presupposition that Mary lived in Ne@rleans before R. In examp(&5), already is
structurally lower than negative particle OnotCalagatly takes scope below OnotO.
When the truth aaditions of(13) are computed ii15), the asseidn is simikr to that

of the sentence iflL3) and of the truth conditions ifiL4). However, while the

14



presipposition of the sentence (h3)is that Mary lived in New Orlearsefore, the
computations irff15) shows the presupposition that Mary didnOtitivéew Orleans
before. Tkerefore, the computations [(b5) do not accurately capture the

presipposition of the sentence (h3).

(14) Truth conditions for(13) already > not
[[not P]J° = 1 iff Mary doesnOt live in New Orleans
[[[not P] already]]¢ = 1 iff Mary doesnOt live in New Orleans at R

Presupposition: Mary lives in New Orleans before R

(15) Truth conditions fo(13) *not > already
[P already]]® = 1 iff Mary lives in New Orleans at R
Presupposition: Mary doesnOt live in New Orleans bBfore
[[not [P already]]] ¢ = 1 iff Mary doesnOt live in New Orleans at R

Presupposition: Mary doesnOt live in New Orleans before R

The interaction betweadready and negation, then, suggests thla¢ady takes scope
over negation, and therefore, is stuuatly higher than negation in Singapore
English. This leads us to the conclusion that, structurityady should be above

VP. The trees that follow illustrate the possible positioalady above TP

1t



(16) Inchoativealready takes scope above negation:

TP

N

TP already

y

not \%5

Ms Lin eat cake

The inceptivalready patterns similarly to the inchoatiadready, also taking scope
above negation. However, it should be noted that when BaoOs (2005) examples of
sentences with thaceptivealready are negated, the resulting sentences take on an
inchoative reading, as illustrated (@7). In view of this, the progressive sufiiing,

which can be used for an unambiguous inceptive readasgbeen included in

example(18)in order for the negativeeatence to retain its inceptive reading.

(17) Inchoative reading with negation:

It donOt raialready.
Asserts Olt absolutely does not rain anymore.O

Presuppose®lt used to rain before.O
(Example adapted from Bao 2005)

(18) Inceptivealready takes scope above negation:

Is not rainingalready.
Asserts Olt is not raining now.O

Presuppose®lt was raining before.O

1€



The completivalready does not interact with negation in the same manner as the
inchoative and inceptive, as sentences with the complatisady cannot be negated
with the lower negation without the resulting sentence taking on an inchoative
reading, as seen in examp&®). This can be attributed to the fact that negating telic
situations such as accomplishments and achievements results in the situation no
longer being an accomplishment or achievement, in the same way an event not taking
place is no longer an event. Thisimilarly noted by Paul (2009) in Mandarin
Chinese, where sententlalis incompatible with a sentence containing negatien
which negates the accomplishment of a certain event. Therefore, it seems that the
completivealready can only take scope beldvigher (biclausal) negation, and does
not interact with the lower negative particle OnotO, as has been shown in the other
examples before. However, this proves to be unproblematic for the analysis that

already is above the TPas shown in the tree (9) and its computations i21).

(19) Completivealready takes scope below higher (biclausadgation:

T

TN
Is t/\CP
T

that TP

/\
N\ already
N

Ms Lin eat cake



(20) Inchoativealready (not mompletive takes scope above negation

| donOt wash hand already
Asserts Ol do not wash my hanatsw.O
Presuppose®l used to wash my hands before.O

(21) Completivealready takes scope below higher (biclausal) negation:

Is not that | wash haralready.
Asserts Ol have not washed my hands yet.O

Presupposel did not wash my hands before this.O

I have shown thaalready must be above sentential negation, and suggesiltieatly

is consistentlystructurallyabove TP

2.2.2. Subject gantifiers and already

In this section, | examine the interaction betwekeady and subject quantifiers. As
quantifier NPs are found structurally higher in the clause as the specifier of TP,
examining the scopal relations between subject quantifieralegadly can provide
further evidence for the position alfready. The scopal relions betweesubject
quantifiers and all three typesalteady are similar, and therefore, only the sentence

with an indoative reading, as i{22), will be presented.
(22) No one go schodllready.

Asserts ONo one goes to school.O

Presuppose®©Someone used to go to school before.O

I will try to compute tharuth conditions for the sentence (82) in two ways,

depending on the relative scopeatieady with respect to the subject quantifier.
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Whenalready takes scope below the subject quaetifio one, as in(23) and(24), the
scope oflready is [x goes to school], and it is presupposed that Ox didnOt go to school

before RO, as semm the truth conditions i(24).

(23) Already belowno one (incorrect for (24)): *no one > already

TP
no one/>\
4
VP
VP already
t4 go school
(24) Truth conditions fof22) as(23): *no one > already
[[VP]]® = 1 iff g(4) goes to school
[[already VP]]® = 1 iff g(4) goes to school at R (FA)

Presupposition: @) didnOt go to school before R
[[TP]]? = 1 iff VX € De [x is animate— x didnOgo to schooht R]
Presuppositionyx € D¢ [x is animate— x didnOt go to school

before ]

The second way can be seer{df), wherealready takes scope ovehe

subject quantifieno one, and is merged with TP in senterfo®al positin, as in the

* The presupposition generated by an negative existential quantifier is cosi@b\@eme (Heim

1983) describe it as triggering a universal presupposition while others (Beaver 2001) describe it as
triggering an existential presupposition. Chemla (2009) provides evidence that the presupposition
triggered by the negative existentialantifier projects universally. Therefore, following Chemla

(2009), the negative existential Ono student® is assumed to trigger a universal presupposition (i.e. all
students study Spanish) instead of an existential (i.e. at least one student studi&3 @panis
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treediagram in(25). In (26), the scope ddlready is Ono one goes to sch@ahd it is
presupposed thait (& false that no one went to schbefare RO. The presupposition

in (26) accurately reflectthatof the original sentence {22).

(25) Already takes scope oveo one, above TP already > no one
TP
/\
TP already
no one/>\
4 VP
t4 go school
(26) Truth conditions fo22), (24) already > no one

[[VP]]¢ = 1 iff g(4) goes to school
[[TP]] = 1 iff VX € De [x is animate— x doesnOt go to schpol
[[TP already]]® = 1iff ¥x € D¢ [x is animate— x doesnOt go to
schoo] atR
Presuppositiordx € De [X is animate— x goes to school]

before R.

Upon ruling out the position @flready below the subject quantifi@o one, the
structural height oélready must be above THhis result is similar to what Sybesma
and Li (2007) analyse for Cantonese sentdimad laa3, the counterpart of Mandarin
sentencdinal le. Extending RizziOs (1997) syfliP approach to Cantonese sentence

final particles, sentenefinal laa3 is said 6 be found in DeikP, which is above the TP
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but below the outermost Force head in Cantonese. However, this position of sentence
final already in Singapore English is contrary to what Erlewiteegppeayrand Lin

(2010) argue for Mandarin senterfoeal le. Erlewine (o appearanalysede as a

sisterto vP based on its scopal interactions between other operators such as negation
and subject quantifiers, while Lin (2010) notes that the subject of a sentence takes
scope above sentenfiral le, and thereforde mustbe found in a positiowithin the

TP.

2.2.3 Modals and already

According to the analysis presented in the previous two sections, alteagy is

argued to be found above TP, the scopal interaction between modalseady is
expected to belready taking scope above modals at various heights. This interaction

can be demonstrated in examg&Y), which is shown below.

(27)  Because she finish her homework, Jodie can galoegdy

OBecause she has finished her homework, Jodie is nowcattoge

out.O
Whenalready takes scope above deontic mockal in exampleg(27), the scope of
already is [Aw [w is compatible with rules and regulations and Jodie goes out]],
which yields the desired meaning that, at the reference time, Jodie goes out because
she has complied with the rules regarding going out (i.e. finishing her homework).
However, wheralready takes scope below ability modain, its scope is [Jodie goes
out], which does not capture the meaning that, at the reference time R, w is
compatible with rules and regulatis. The truth conditions {{28) and(29) also show
the difference between theape ofalready, lending support to the argument for the

position ofalready above TP, as it seems not to take scope below deontic namdal
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(28) Truth conditions fo27):. already > can
[[VP]] = 1 iff Jodie goes out
[[can vP]]" = 1 iff 3w [w is compatible with rules and regulations and
Jodie goes out]
[[TP already]]"™ = 1 iff 3w [w is compatible with rules and regulations
and Jodie goes out] at R
Presupposition: not true thav [w is compatible with rules

and regulations and Jodie goes dgtiore R.

(29) Truth conditions fo27):. *can > already
[[VP]] = 1 iff Jodie goes out
[[vP already]] = 1 iff Jodie goes out at R
Presupposition: Jodie does not go out before R
[[TP]]" = 1 iff 3w [w is compatible with rules and regulations and
Jodie ges out at R]

Presupposition: Jodie does not go out before R

In thischapter, | have formalisétie semantics oélready in Singapore English
following Soh and GaoOs (2006) work on Mandarin senferaide. | have proposed
that, similar to Mandarin sententieal le, already modifies the proposition in its
scope with an additional presupposition that the proposition is not true before the
reference time (R), for the duration of the interyalgiharaOs @B7) concept of
intervals has been included in this denotation in order to account for situations in

which there is a definite duration thaP is valid. | have also shown that, through its
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interaction with negation, subject quantifiers, and modals, #matscefinal already

is structurally higher than both VP am@& in Singapore English.
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CHAPTER THREE

ONLY IN SINGAPORE ENGLISH

This chapter aims to outline a denotation for sentéined¢only and then go on to
determine the structural heightafly through its scopal interactions with elements
that are structurally higher, such as subject quantifiers, and others that are structurally
lower, like negation and modalsargue that there are two position for sentefical
only in Singapore English, @above the TP and otmver than the TRspecifically,
between epistemic and deontic modals.

In this chapter, | will be using RoothOs (1985) notations such]Hd|
represent the focus semantic value, which is the set of alternatives including the

prejacent, and §{]] °to represent the ordinary semantic value of a phrase

3.1. The semantics odnly
Only has been described as a fesessitive operator (Jackendoff 1972), that
associates with focus (Rooth 1985) and is, therefore, sensitivettofaatternatives
generated by the placement of focus (Krifka 2006gre are also othéocus
sensitive operators iBnglish such asadverbsalso andeven. Only has been argued to
alter the truth conditions of a sentence by asserting the falsity @talée
propositions that are not the prejacent valigile the prejacent value is presupposed
to be true

HiramotoOs (2015) study on sentefiital adverbs in Asian Englishes shows

that sentencéinal only in Singapore English (13.1%) is used signifitbamore

24



frequently than in Canadian English (1.7%) or British English (0>6Wh)is increased
use of sentenegnal only in Singapore English, she argues, is a result of substrate
transfer from the local languages, such as Malay and regional Sinitiagegyuather
than from Indian English, as Parviainen (2012) suggests. Parviainen (2012) argues
that sentencéinal focus adverbs such asly andalso have been transferred to
Singapore English from Indian English. This transfer is also said to haveeaxtcurr
between Indian English and other Asian Englishes such as Hong Kong English and
Philippine English.

In Singapore English, sentenfieal only can associate with elementstiire
predicate, as in examp(80). This is congruous with LawOs (2004) analysis for
Cantonese sentendieal zaa (@nlyQ) as well as what Erlewine (2010) and Tang
(1998) note for Mandarin sentendi@al eryi (OonlyQlt is also possible for sentence
final only to associate with othereghents in the predicate, as well as the entire VP, as
in exampleg31)-(33)°.

(30) Claralend the book toJing only, (never lend to other people.)
OClara lent the book only[thngr, (not to anyone else.)O

(31) Clara[lend]- the book talingonly, (never give to her.)
OClara only [lehtthe book to Jing, (she didnOt give it to her.)O

(32) Claralend [the book]to Jingonly, (never lend other things.)
OClara lent onfghe book} to Jing, (not anything else.)O

(33) Clara[lend the book tdingr only, (never do other things.)O
OClara onlflentthe bookto Jindr, (she didnOt do anything else.)O

Sentencdinal only in Singapore English can also associati the subject, as in

example(34), where the subject isfarked. This association with the subject is also

® These percentages reflébe occurrences of senterfieal only as aproportionof all occurrences of
theadverbonly.
® Following von Fintel (1994), markthe focussed @narked)elementas [ .

25



evidenced by the possible continuation that no one other than Clara has lent their
bookto Jing. This finding is similar to LawOs (2004) account of Cantonese sentence
final zaa’, but unlike what Erlewine (20100 appedrnotes for Mandarin sentence

final eryi, where association with the subject is considered ungrammatical.

(34) [Clardrlend herbookto Jingonly, (other people never lend her.)
OOnhyjClargr lent herbookto Jing, (no one else lent theirs to her.)O
Following this description of sentenéieal only in Singapore English and according
to Horn0$1969) and RoothOs (1985) analysis of Engli$)) the denotation of §f
only]] that will be usedn this papeis asoutlined in(35). This denotation asserts that,
for all propositions p in the set of alternatives, if p is not the prejacent value, then p is

false; and presuppes that the prejacent is true.

(35) [laonly]]°=1< VpE[[a]]' (p=[[a]]®—p=0)
Presupposition] o] °is true
(Taken from Erlewine 2016)

Assuming that sentendmal only is above TRPand merges with TRhe computations

in (38) show that this denotation for senteficel only yields an accate meaning

"Law (2004:29) disagrees with TangOs (1998) judgement that sefitahcea (Oonlyd) cannot

associate with the subject, supporting her judgement with two other informants. The sentence in (i)
shows that it is possible for the subject of the sentencetteelfecussed element in Cantonese. This is
evidenced by the grammaticality of the continuation, which states that everyone else other than Clara is
not willing to.

(i) [Clarde — ™~ A H e A B 4L F ozaa H A H OWE OH
[Clardryat go yan hung jze boon syu bei ngo zaa, kae tayan dou mm hung
[Clara)- one CL person willing lend CL book give me SFP, other people all not willing
OOnly [Clara]is willing to lend me the book, everyone else is not.0
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for the sentenc€0), as seen i37). This assumption about the heighbafy will be

tested in the next section.

(36) Tree for sentence in examf{®

TP

TN

TP only

Clara lend the book to [Jing]r

(37) Clara lend the book to [Jingdnly
AssertsClara did not lend the book to anyone else

Presuppose<£lara lent the book to Jing

(36) Truth conditions fo£30), (36):

[[Jing]]® = Jing

[Jing]]’ = {Jing, Sarah, Nicole}

[[TP]]*¢= 1 iff Clara lent the book to Jing (PFA)

[[TP]]"® = {1 iff Clara lent the book to Jind, iff Clara lent the book to

Sarah 1iff Clara lent the book to Nicole}

[[TP only]]® =1iff YpE[[TP])' (p=[[TP]I°—p =0)
= 1iff Clara did not lend the book to Sarah &idra
did not lend the book to Nicole

Presupposition: Clara lent the book to Jing
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3.2. The structural height of only

In this section, | examine the interaction between sentfemaiconly and operators

such as subject quantifiers, negation, and modals in order to determine the structural
height ofonly. | argue that there are two positions the senteneénal only in

Singapore English, one above the TP and the other withinRhas shown in the tree

in (39)°.

(39) Proposed positions for senterfagal only

TP

RN

TP only

DP/>\

4 VP

TN

VP only

3.2.1. Subject quantifiers anthnly

A sentence such as the oné€40) can be ambiguous in Singapore English. The first
reading can be understood in a context where teach&gsanish are disappointed

that students do not learn new languages in university. However, teachers of French
and Japanese dispute this mlaandutterthe sentence i®0), with the meaning that

it is only the case that no students study Spanish, but students study other languages

like French and Japanese. The second reading is more accessible, and can be

® The clausamedial nodehat directly ecommands sentendmal only will be labelledonlyP to
facilitate clear presentation of the computations and trees
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understood in a context where all studenthenuniversity study other languages in

addition to Spanish.

(40) No student study [Spanisignly.
Reading 11t is only the case that no student studies Spanish, some
students study French and Japanese.
Reading 2There is no student who studies only Spareskerystudent

(also) studiegrenchor Japanese.

In order to determine the structural height of sentdimes only, the truth caditions

for the sentence if41), which is the first reading #0), are comptedin (43). For

this examplepnly is hypothesizedo be at the edge of the clause, where it takes scope
over the whole TP as well as the subject quantifier Onengidas seen in the tree in
(42). The meaning dered from the computations {#3) is congruous with the truth
conditions ofReading 1where there are students who study other languages such as
French and Japanese, but no student studies Spanish. Therefore, this shows that the
position of sentene@nal only canbe above the TP his psition foronly is in

agreement with what Paul (2009) describes as the position fé8Fd®s in Mandarin

Chinese, at the edge of the claua&ingscope over the entire TP.

(41) Reading 1No student study [Spanistgnly.
Olt is only the case that stadent studies Spanish.O
Asserts Some students study French and Japanese

PresupposedNo student studies Spanish
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(42) Only takes scope abov® student only > no student

TP

T

TP only

no student/> \

4 VP

N

t4 study [Spanish]r

(43) Truth conditions fof41) Only > no student
[[Spanish]f = Spanish
[[Spanish]] = {Spanish, French, Japanese}
[[VP]] *¢ = 1 iff g(4) studies Spanish
[[VP]]"9 = {1 iff g(4) studies SpanisH, iff g(4) studies FrencH, iff
g(4) studies Japanese}
[[TP]]° = 1 iff ¥x [x is a student> x doesnOt study Spanish]
[[TP]]" = {1 iff Vx [x is a student> x doesnOt study Spanish], 1M
[x is a student> x doesnOt study French], 1% [x is a
student— x doesnOt study Japangse]
[[TP only]]® = Liff VpE [[TP]]' (p=[[TP]]°—p = 0)
= 1 iff false thatvx [x is a student> x doesnOt study
French]andfalse thatvx [x is a student> x doesnOt
study Japanese]
Presupposition¥x [x is a student> x doesnOt study

Spanish]
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The ®cond reading is outlined {#4), whereonly takes scope below the subject
quantifier. This meaning is computed in (4@3inga secongbossible position foonly

in Singapore English within TP, which is able to account for the ambiguity described
earlier. This position foonly is comparable to the position of Mandarin ¥, as
argued by Erlewinetd appeay, where lowSFPs such agyi arefoundat a clause

medial position, identified as the vP phase edge.

(44) Reading 2: No student studies [Spanism]y.
OThere is netudent who studies only Spanish.0
Asserts All students study Frenar Japanese

Presuppose®\ll students study Spanish

(45) Only takes scope belono student No student > only
TP
no student/>\
4 VP
VP /\(mly

t4 study [Spanish]r

(46) Truth conditions fo43) No student > only
[[VP]] °¢ = 1 iff g(4) studies Spanish
[[VP]]"9 = {1 iff g(4) studies SpanisH, iff g(4) studies FrencH, iff
g(4) studies Japanese}

[[VP only]]® = 1iff Yp€E [[VP]J' (p= [[VP]]° = p = 0)
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= 1 iff g(4) doesnOt study Freranidg(4) doesnOt study
Japanese
Presupposition: g(4) studies Spanish
[[TP]] = 1 iff ¥x [x is a student> false that X doesnOt study French
and x doesnOt study Japaljese

Presupposition¥x [x is a student= x studies Spanigh

This section has argued for both a higher and a lower structural position for sentence
final only in Singapore English. However, it is possible to attribute the difference in
scopal relations between sentefiical only and the subject quantifier to syntiac
reconstruction, where the subject quantifier is interpreted in its position at LF. If the
subject quantifier undergoes reconstruction, senténakonly does not have to be at
the clausesdge to take scope above the subject quantifier, rathepasssble that

only remains in a clausmedial position, and the subject quantifier is interpreted
within the VP. In this waypnly can take scope above the subject quantifier without
being at the edge of the claubeother words, it is possible to argtmat the cause of
these two readings is the interpretation of the subject quantifier at different heights
instead obnly at different heightsThe argument for reconstruction, therefore, would
make it seem that there is only one claosslial position foonly. However, this is

not the case faBingapore Englishand the next section provides evidence for this

analysis, as negative particlet is not assumed to reconstruct.
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3.2.2. Negation ananly

Throughevidence presented ihe interaction between negation amdy, only is
argued to have two positions in Singapore English. The first positiamyois higher
than the TP and the second positiowiihin the TP.

Sentences with sentenfiral only in Singapore English can b&o-way
ambiguous, as shown in the previous section. This is also the case for semténces
only that are negated with the negative partide as demonstrated in exame),
where there are two readings the sentencelrhe ambiguity can be accded for by
positing two different syntactic positions for sentefinal only, shown in the trees in
(48) and(49Y. In (48), only takes scope below sentential negation, whilin), only

takes scope above sentential negation.

(47) John donOt spefikench} only.
Reading 1John does not only speak French, he speaks other
languages as well
Reading 20ut of a list of languages, John only does not speak French

but he can speak all the other languages on that list

(48) Reading 1: John donOeaf [Frenchjonly. not > only
Asserts John speaks Engligir Mandarin
Presupposesiohn speaks French

° For the trees represented in tsétion as with the other sectionsonquantificational subject ©John®
is represented in its base positigrhich does not make a difference for the computations.
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TP

N

not VP

T

VP only

John speak [French]r

(49) Reading 2John donOt speak [Frenobly. only > not
Asserts John speaks English and Mandarin

Presupposesiohn does not spe&kench

TP

N

TP only

R

not VP

N

John speak [French]r

The truth conditions that ammputed in50) and(51) accurately capture the two
distinct readings in exampl€48) and(49) respectively, and gives weight to the
analysis for sentend@al only at two different structural heights. The pamsitiof

only above the TP is congurous with PaulOs (2009) analysis of low sefiahce
particles at the edge of the clause, taking scope above the entire TP. The second,
clausemedial position obnly in Singapore English is similar to what Erlewinte (

appeay argues for Mandarin sentenfieal le, which is positioned above the vP.

(50) Truth conditions folReadingl, (48) not > only

[[VP]]° = 1 iff John speaks French
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[[VP]]" = {1 iff John speaks French, 1 iff John speaks English, 1 iff
John peaks Mandarin}

[[VPonly]]° = 1 iff John doesnOt speak English and John doesnOt speak
Mandarin
Presupposition: John speaks French

[[not [VP only]]]° = Not(John doesnOt speak English and John doesnOt
speak Mandarin)
Presupposition: John spedk®nch
= 1 iff John speaks English or John spéesliendarin

Presupposition: John speaks French

(51) Truth conditions folReading2, (49) only > not

[[VP]]° = 1 iff John speaks French

[[VP]]" = {1 iff John speaks French, 1 iff John speaks English, 1 iff
John speaks Mandarin}

[[TP]]° = 1 iff John doesnOt speak French

[[TP]]" = {1 iff John doesnOt speak French, 1 iff John doesnOt
speak English, 1 iff John doesnOt speak Mandarin}

[[TP only]]° = 1 iff false that John doesnOt speak English and false that
John doesnOt speak Mandarin

Presupposition: John doesnOt speak French

3.2.3 Modals andonly
This section examines the scopal interactions between seffiteaiaaly and deontic

and epistemic modals. The pattern of ambigiatysentences witbnly and deontic
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modals is similar to the previous sections, where sentences aveagwambiguous.
These twaeadings can be accounted for by the argunietttthere aréwo stuctural
heights foronly. However sentences witbnly and epistemic modals do not have the
same ambiguity as the other sentences in the previous seliifeand, these
sentences are found to be semantically unambiguous. The possible reason for this
unambiguous meaning will be explained in section 3.2.Bt2s lack of ambiguity is
reflectedalsoin its syntactic structurassentences with epistemic modals have only
one structurewith only taking scope below epistemic modals. This section provides
evidence for the two heights ofly, and argues for a clausgedial position obnly
between the epistemic and deontic modals. For this section, the deontic modal in
Singapore Englishan (Hiramoto2012) and epistemic modeadnfirm (Kang, 2015)

will be usedo test for the positions of senteribeal only.

3.2.3.1 Deontic modal can and only

Hiramoto (2012) notes that, among the various useanah Singapore English, it is

also possible focan to be used as a deontic modah similar manneas in Standard
English. For the purposes of this paper, this specific instanm ofill be analysed

as a existential (possibility) deontic modal. In the tree as well as the computations, the
existentiad andDeONT are taken together to represent thalaioan. The sentence

in (52) is ambiguous, having two possible readings as illustrated below.

(52) John can speak [Englishh classonly.
Reading 1John is only allowed to speak English in class, and not
other languages.
Reading 2John is allowedio speak only English in class, but he may

also speak other languages.
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The truth caditions for the sentence {62) is derived, as shown {5). In (55), only

takes scope abowan, and presents the other alternatives that are not the prejacent as
false. Here, the truth conditiorsserthat there does not exist a world w, where w is
compatible with rules and regulations, and John speaks French or Mandaaiss.

It is presupposei that there exists a world w, where w is compatible with rules and
regulations and John speaks Engirsklass In other words, the truth conditions state
that it is not possible that John is allowed to speak either French or Mandarin in class.
This captures the desired méag of the first reading i(62), where John isot

allowed to speak any other languages but English in presummaBlyglish class, as
presented it{53).

(53) Reading 1: John can speak [English]classonly.
Asserts John is not allowed to speak Mandarin or French in class

Presupposesiohn is dbwed to speak English in class

(54) Tree for(53)*": only > deonticcan

CP

T

TP only

T/\

/\ VP

3 DEONT
v John speak [English]r in class
can
(55) Truth conditions fof53), (54):. only > deonticcan

[[VP]]° = 1 iff John speaks English in class

9 The nonquantificational subject OJakn®presented in its base position inside the vP. Again, this
does not make a difference for its computed meaning.
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[[VP]] = {1 iff John speaks Englisim class, 1 iff John speaksench

in class,1 iff John speaks Mandarin class }
[[can]]" = [[3])([[ DEONT]])
=A\g<s,t> 3w [w is compatible with rules and regulations
and gq(w) = 1]
[[TPII*™ = [[TN " (Aws . [[VP]]*"9) (Intensional FA)
=1 iff 3w [w is compatible with rules and regulations and
John speaks English clas$
[[TP]™" = {1 iff 3w [w is compatible with rules and regulations and
John speaks English class], 1 iff3w [w is compatible with
rules and regulations and John speaksdfrenclass], 1 iffaw
[w is compatible with rules and regulations and John speaks
Mandarinin class]}

[[TP only]]° = 1 iff it is not that3w [w is compatible rules and
regulations and John speaks Freimcblass] and not
that3w [w is compatible with rules and regulations and
John speaks Mandarin class]

Presuppositiordw [w is compatible with rules and

regulations and John speaks Engirsklass]

The meaning that iderivedby these computations show that, wioaly takes scope

above modatan, it is similar to the one i(53), providing further evidence that

sentencdinal only can be found above the TFhe secondeading for the sentence in

(52)is outlined in(56).
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(56) Reading 2: John can speak [English]classonly.
Asserts John may be allowed to speak Mandarin or French in class

Presupposesiohn is allowed to speak English in class

The truth conditiong59), show the assertion that there exists a world w, where w is
compatible with rules and regulations alwhn is allowed not to spk French or

Mandarin in class(59) also shows the presupposition that there sxasworld w,

where w is compatible with kes and regulations arddhn speaks English. This

means that it is possible that John is allowed nep&ak French or Mandarin in class,
and allowed to speak only English in this class. This reading can be understood in a
context where John is most comfortable speaking in English, but in this class, John is
encouraged to sometimes speak in languages thieEnglish, so as to practice his
foreign language skills with other students. A possible continuationsteehience is

as shown i{57), which makes it clear that John can speak Mandarin and French in

class in addition to English.

(57) John can spak English in classnly. But teacher encourage him to
speak Mandarin or French sometimes.
OJohn is allowed to speak only English in class. But the teacher also
encourages him to sometimes speak Mandarin or French.O
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(58)

(59)

Tree for(56):. deonticcan > only

TP

_
N

_— P

can VP only

P

John speak [English]r in class

Truth conditions fo(56), (58): deonticcan > only
[[VP]]° = 1 iff John speaks English in class
[[VP]]" = {1 iff John speaks English in class, 1 iff John speaks French
in class,1 iff John speaks Mandarin in class}
[[VPonly]]° = 1 iff John does not speak French in clasdJohn does
not speak Mandarin in class
Presupposition: John speaks English in class
[TPIY = [[T11 " (Aws . [[VP]]°"9) (Intensional FA)
=1 iff 3w [w is compatible with rules and regulations
John does not speak French in clasdJohn does not speak
Mandarin in class]

Presupposition: John speaks English in class

The computations i(b9) capture the meaning of the second readin®6), where

sentencdinal only takes scope below deontic modah, which is evidence for the

clausemedial position obnly. Theresultsin this sectiorlead to the aforementioned
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conclusion that there are two possible positions for senferaeonly in Singapore

English.

3.2.3.2 Epistemic modalconfirm and only

Kang (2015) notes that the semantics of epistemic noodélm is largely similar to
epistemianust, and expresses a higher degree of certainty on the part of the speaker.
For current purposespnfirm is taken tde a universal (necessity) epistemic modal,
and will be represented as neces¥itgndEPISTIin the trees and computation of truth

conditions.

(60) John confirm speak [Englishgnly.
OJohn definitely speaks only English.O
Asserts John definitelydoes not speak Mandarin or French

Presupposesiohn speaks English

The truth conditias in(62) assert that it is not true that for all worlds w, such that w

is compatile with the speakerOs knowledimhn speaks French and Mandarin, and
presuppose thdor all worlds w, such that w is compatible with the speakerOs
knowledge, John speaks English. In other words, the assertioronlye¢akes scope
abovemodalconfirm is that it is not necessarily definite that John speaks French and
Mandarin, which meamnthat it is uncertain whether John does or does not speak these
languages. However, this does not accurately captanméaning of the sentence in

(60), where it is asserted that John definitely does not speak French and Mandarin.
This rules out the pasbn of sentencdinal only taking scope above epistemic modal

confirm.
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(61)

(62)

Tree for (60): *only > confirm

TP

N

TP only

-
N IS

EPIST VP
DV A

confirm John speak [English]r

Truth conditions fo60), (61): *only > confirm
[[VP]]° = 1 iff John speaks English
[[VP]]" = {1 iff John speaks English, 1 iff John speaks Frefdiff,
John speaks Mandarin}
[[T11" = [[VII(I[ Epistemid])
= (MP<s,t>- M<st> - YW [p(w) =1 and g(w) = 1])Kws. w is
compatible with speakerOs knowledge)]
= \g<s,t> .Vw [w is compatible with speakerOs knowledge and
q(w) = 1]
[[TPII*™ = [[TN " (Aws . [[VP]]*"9) (Intensional FA)
= 1 iff Vw [w is compatible with speakerOs knowledgk an
John speaks English]

[[TP]™" = {1 iff Yw [w is compatible with speakerki®wledge and
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John speaks English], 1 ¥fw [w is compatible with speakerOs
knowledge and John speaks French], Yiff [w is compatible
with speakerOs knowledge and John speaks Mandarin]}

[[TP only]]° = 1 iff it is not that¥w [w is compatible with
speakerOs knowledge and John speaks Framtinjs
not that¥w [w is compatible with speakerOs knowledge and
John speaks Mandarin]
PresuppositionyYw [w is compatible with speakerOs knowledge

and John speaks English]

Unlike sentences with the deanthodalcan, only seems to have only one specific
position in sentences with the epistemic madafirm, as shown ir§63). This result

is surprising, as it is expected that similar ambiguity would exist for both sentences
with deontic modals and sentenegth epistemic modals.

Von Fintel and latridou (2006:174) argue for a constraint on quantifiers and
epistemic modals that they term the Epistemic Containment Principle (ECP), which
states that a quantifier cannot take scope above an epistemic modaCH'lvan be
interpreted as saying that parallel facts are not compatible with epistemic modals (von
Fintel and latridou 2006:175). What von Fintel and latridou note about epistemic
modals is reflected in the inaccurateaning that is computed (62), where the fact
that John speaks English is not compatiblénwdahn possibly speaking French and
Mandarin as well. The ECP can be appliedrtly, which has been describedaas
operator with Osome quantificational forceO (Partee 1991:174).densit/e
adverbs can be understood as quantifying over sets that are in contrast with the

focussed element (Partee 1991), which is, in other words, the set of alternatives.
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Therefore, inability of epistemic modainfirm to scope over sentenéi@al only can
be accouated for by the ECP.

Computing the truth aaditions for the sentence {60) with only taking scope
below confirm, the meaning it yields is that, for all worlds w, such that w is
compatible with the speakerOs knowledge and John does not speak French and
Mandarin, with the presupposition that John speaks English. In other wordsns
that it is necessary that John does not speak French or Mandarin. This derivation
yields the desie meaning of the sentence(B0), showing that sentendmal only

does take scope below the epistemic modal.

(63) Tree for(60): confirm > only
TP
T /\
A EPIST
V’ /\
confirm VP only

T

John speak [English]r

(64) Truth conditions fo60), (63) confirm > only
[[VP]]*?= 1 iff John speaks English
[[VP]]"® = {1 iff John speaks English, 1 iff John speaks Freadff,
John speaks Mandarin}
[[VPonly]]*?= 1 iff John does not speak FrerardJohn
does not speak Mandarin

Presupposition: John speaks English
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[TPI™ = [[T11"(Aws . [[VP]I*™9) (Intensional FA)
= 1 iff Vw [w is compatible with speakerOs knowledge

John does not speak FreraidJohn does not speak Mandarin]

Presuppositioniohn speaks English

It has been noted crosslinguistically that epistemic modals are found structurally
higher than deontic modalhich are higher than ability moddSinque 1999). As
clausemedialsentencdinal only is able to take scope above deontic modals but only
below epistemic modalswing to the ECPthe structural height of clauseedial

only seems to be somewhere between epistemic modals and deordis,rasdhown

in the tree in(65). ErlewineOgd appea)y analysis of the scopal relations between
Mandarin senteneénal eryi (Oonly®) and modals yield a similar result. Senfieate
eryi is shown to take scope above ability maualg (OableO) and below epistemic

modalkeneng (OmayO).

(65) Possilke position of clausenedialonly: EPIST> only > DEONT

N
DP T

EPIST
only

DEONT VP

This section on the interaction between modals and sertieatenly has provided

evidence for the assertion that there are two heights for setitealcenly in
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Singapore English. This section has also determined the position for-oladss

only, providing evidence for its position between epistemic and deontic modals in
Singapore English. A pos$gébstructure is presented (@6), where the first position

of only is above the TP, and the second positioondf is above the vP, between the

epistemic and deontic modals.

(66) Two positions obnly in Singapore English

R

EPIST
only

DEONT VP

Previous studies on senteragal only in Mandarin and Cantonese are divided on the
positions in whiclonly is basegenerated at.aw (2002) notes that, because
Cantonese sentenfieal focus particleaa3 can associate with the subject of a
sentence, its scope is not limited only to the VP, and therefore, dhkaktope over
the entie TP. This analysis is in agreement with Sybesma and Li (2007), who also
argue for a structure that plaaas3 below the Force head but above the TP.
Differing from these analyses, Erlewirte @ppearargues for a lower position of
Mandarin senteneBnal focus particleeryi, which is said to be in a claussedial

position.
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In this chapter, | have shown that the semantics for exclaslyeas outlined
by others KHorn 1969; Rooth 1985), can be aiguol to sentencénal only in
Singapore English. | have also shown, through its scopal interactions with subject
quantifiers, negation, and modals, that sentdimas only occurs at the edge of the
clause and in a clauseedial position, between epistenaicd deontic modals. These
two positions obnly is also evidenced by the fact that sentences with sertieate

only have two different syntactic structures and are semantically ambiguous.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE RELATIVE HEIGHT OF ALREADY AND ONLY

4.1. Sopal relations betweerulready and only

In order to determine the relative heightabrfeady andonly, sentences where
sentencdinal already andonly occur together will be used to examine the scopal
relations between thes®o elements. The sentenceg(@ya)can be taken to mean that
there was a certain time in the past, before the reference time, that students used to
just attend school for their education; but now, after the reference time, all students
take part in other activities to supplement theiriegay such as tuition and remedial
classes. Based on the previous sectialisady has only one position, which is above
the TP. However, since senteffawl only has two possible positions, there are,
therefore, two ways that senterfagal adverbs candostructured when there are two

in a sentenceThe first is illustrated ir{69), wherealready occurs at the clause edge,
andonly occurs in the middle of the clause. ™eeond structure is shown(ir0),

where the position ifiP iteratesvhen there areno sentencdinal adverbs within the
same phrasé\lote that(67b), in whichthe order of adverbanly andalready have
beenreversed, is considered ungrammati€alkther evidence of this rigid ordering

can be seen in exam@8), where the inclusion @lready beforeonly is considered

unacceptable.

(67) a. No student [attend schoplnly already™* )
ONowadays, no student only attends school.O

b.*  No student [attend schopRlready only

1 The acceptability of this sentence is not universally agreed upon. Sefiee the formonly liau/liao
instead obnly already.
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(68) John movdo Ang Mo Kio (*already) only, not like he move to

America sia.

OJohn only moved to Ang Mo Kio, he didnOt move to America.O

(69) Already at clauseadge,only at clausemedial position

TP

N

TP already
/ \
no student / \
4 VP

N

VP only

P

t4 [attend school]r

(70) Bothalready andonly at edge otlause

TP

T

TP already

T

T

no student \ / \ v
N

t4 [attend school]r

only

The truth conditions i§71) show the assertion that all students go for tuition and

remedial classes at the reference time, and the presupposition that before the reference

time, not all students went for tuition or remedial classes, and that each stlsdent
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attends school on top of all these activities. These truth condition accurately capture
the desired meaning of this sentence, and therefore rtiotuse in(69)is an accurate

representation of the structure of sentefical adverbs in Singaporenglish.

(71) Truth conditions for(69): already > no student »nly:

[[VP]] *¢= 1 iff g(4) attends school

[[VP]]"¢ = {1 iff g(4) attends school, 1 iff g(4) goes for tuition, 1 iff
g(4) has remedial classes}

[[VP only]]®¢ = 1 iff g(4) doesnOt go for tuitiamdg(4) doesnOt have
remedial classes
Presupposition: g(4) attends school

[[TP]] = 1 iff ¥x (X is a student> x goes for tuitioror x has
remedial classgs
Presupposition¥x (x is a student> x attends schodl

[[TPalready]] = 1 iff ¥x (x is a student= x goes for tuitioror x has
remedial classesit R.
Presupposition: false th¥ix (x is a student= x goes for
tuition or x has remedial classdsgfore R

Presupposition¥x (x is a student> x attends schodl

The truth conditions of70) have also been computed to determine if there is another
possible structure for sentenrfieal adverbs. Theesultsin (72), however, do not
accurately capture the desirmeaning for the sentence(Bva)as both the
presuppositions do not reflect the meaning of the sentence. This structure yields the

presupposition that all students did not have remedial classes or go for tuition before
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the reference time. However, tligsinaccurate as, in examgg7a) it is possible that

some students had remedial classes and went for tuition before the reference time, but
not all students did so. The presupposition here states does not capture this meaning in
the original sentence and therefore, poiatan inaccurat structure ir{70). The

second presupposition {2) is also inaccurate as it states that all students do not

attend school, which is not the desired meaningp@friginal sentence (67a)

Therefore, wecan rule out the structure (i@0), wherethe psition inTP is iterative

and where bothlready andonly can occupy different positioris TP.

(72) Truth conditions fo(70), already > only > no student

[[VP]]*¢= 1 iff g(4) attends school

[[VP]]"¢ = {1 iff g(4) attends school, 1 iff g(4) goes for tuition, 1 iff
g(4) has remedial classes}

[[TP]]° = 1 iff ¥x (x is a student> x doesnOt attend school)

[[TP]]" = {1 iff Vx (x is a student> x doesnOt attend school), 1k
(x is a student> x doesnOt go for tuition), 1 ¥x (x is a
student— x doesnOt have remedial clagses)

[[TP only]]° = 1 iff false thatvx (x is a student> x doesnOt go for
tuition) andfalse thatvx (x is a student> x doesnOt
have remedial classes)

Presupposition¥x (x is a student> x doesnOt attend
school)

[[[TP only] already]] = 1 iff false that¥x (x is a student> x doesnOt

gofor tuition) at R andalse thatvVx (x is a

student— x doesnOt have remedial classes) at R
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Presupposition¥x (x is a student> x doesnOt go for
tuition) before Ror Vx (x is a student> x doesnOt have
remedial classes) before R

Presupposition¥x (x is a student> x doesnOt attend

school)

The truth conditions in this section provide evidence fosthectue in(69), where,
when there are two sentenriteal adverbs in a single clausdready occupies the
higher position abov&P andonly occupies the clausaedial position at as a sister to
VP.
This is also the case with subject quantiéiary, asin example(73). The
computations ir{74), wherealready takes scope above the subject quantifiercahygl
takes scope below it, show the assertion that everyone does not use CDs or casettes.
There are also presuppositions that, firstly, before R, it is nethiat everyone did
not use CDs or casettes, and secondly, everyoseSyssify. The derividons in(74),

therefore, yield the desired meaning of the sentence.

(73) Everybody use [Spotify]only already
ONow, everyone only uses Spotify.O
Asserts no one uses CDs and saies now
Presupposesome people used CDs andsedies before and everyone

uses Spotify.

(74)  Truth conditions fo(73). already > every> only

[[VP]]°? = 1 iff g(6) uses Spotify
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[[vP]]" = {1 iff g(6) uses Spotifyl iff g(6) uses CDs, 1 iff g(6) uses
casettes
[[VP only]]®¢ = 1 iff g(6) doesnOt use CDs atfl) doesnOt use
cassettes
Presupposition: g(6) uses Spotify
[[TP]]? = 1 iff ¥x (x is animate— x doesnOt use CDs andoesnOt use
casettey
Presuppasion: Vx (x is animate— x uses Spotify
[[TP already]] = 1 iff ¥x (x is animate— x doesnOt use CBBdx
doesnQise casettes) at R
Presupposition: not true thelk (x is animate— x
doesnOt use CBadx doesnOt use sattes) before R

Presupposition¥x (x is animate— x uses Spotify

However, when bothlready andonly take scope above the subject quantifier, the
meaning that is dered in the tuth conditions i(75) do not accurately capture the

desired meaning of the sentence. Hére truth conditions show the assertion that not
everyone uses CDs and segites at R, meaning that there could be some people who

do use CDs and csedtes, but not everyone. However, the meaning of the sentence
should have the assertion that no one @d&s and cagettes at R. This shows that

only should not be able to take scope above subject quantifiers, and should remain at a

medial position in the clause.

(75) Truth conditions fo(73). *already > only > every

[[VP]]°? = 1 iff g(6) uses Spotify
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[[vP]]" = {1 iff g(6) uses Spotify, 1 iff g(6) uses CDs, 1 iff g(6) uses
casettes

[[TP]]®9= 1 iff VX (x is animate— x uses Spotify)

[[TP]]"® = {1 iff V¥x (x is animate— x uses Spotify), 1 iffi’x (x is
animate— x uses CDs)] iff Vx (x is animate— x uses
cassettes)}

[[TP only]]° = 1 iff falsethatVx (x is animate— x uses CDs) and
false thatvx (x is animate-> x uses cssettes)
Presupposition¥x (x is animate— x uses Spotify)

[[[TP only] already]] = 1 iff falsethatV¥Vx (x is animate— x uses CDs)
andfalse thatvx (x is animate—> x uses
casettes)] aR
Presupposition:{{x (x is animate-> x uses
CDs)or Vx (x is animate— x uses
cassettes)] before R

Presupposition¥x (X is animate— x uses

Spotify)

This chapter has shown that, wretready andonly occur together in the same
sentence, the only configuration that yields the desired meaning inahteady

taking scope above the subject quantifier amg taking scope below it. In other
words, despéonly usually having the option of scoping either higher or lower, when
the higher position is occupied by another elefgengady, the position obnly

becomes restricted. This points to the fact tinsily, the higher positiofor sentence

final adverbsabove TRloes not. Secondly, when above ®#/ly andalready are in
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complementary distribution, which serves as evidence that tuexpp the exact

same position above TP

4.2. Discussioron sentencefinal adverbs

In section 1.3three analyses that provaipossible account®r the status of
sentencdinal adverbs in Singapore Engliglere suggested: senteriogal adverbs as
adjuncts, sentendial adverbs as specifiers, arshtencefinal adverbs as heads

above TP This disaission attempts to consider these three possible analyses against
the evidence presented in this work.

The analysis o$entencdinal adverbs as adjuncts that are adjoined on the
right predicts that these adverbs are able to iterate and have a flegitevtien
stacked. Howeverhe fact that the sentenéieal adverbs in this section are in
complementary distribution and do not seem to iterate may serve as evidence that
these adverbarenot adjuncts, which are generally accepted as iteréfisenie
2013). In addition, the rigid ordering of sentenrfieal adverbsalready andonly in
Singapore English, wherdready occursafteronly, also serves as further evidence
that sentencéinal adverbs are not rigtaidjoined.

Thereforethis leavesentencdinal adverbs in Singapore Englighth two
possibilities The first of which is that these adverbs are merged as specifiers, as
Larson (1988) and Cinque (1999) have analysed. However, a problem with this
analysis is that these sentetiitel adverbsin Singapore Englishre found to the
right of the phrase, whereas specifiers are usually found on thBd#itLarson and
Cinque posit a movement of the VP that strands the adverb in the caseadrpast
adverbs. Howevethe reason for the mowaeross the adverb is not apparevitich

makes it difficult to extend this analysis to sentefiigal adverbs in Singapore
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English Nonetheless, this analysis proves usefulratyaing senteneénal adverbs
as specifiers predicts a rigid order of aded@inque 1999)which is congruous with
the evidence presented in this paperalogady andonly.

The last option analyses senteiffical adverbs akeadfinal headsAs heads,
a rigid hierarchy is predicted, as seen in other studies on the CP dor8aiitin
languagesThis analysis is amterintuitive ast classifiessentencdinal only and
already asheadsnstead of adverbs, which continues to be controversial. However,
this analysis may not be entirely surprising as others such as Gupta (19®3aan
(1995) have hinted at the possible statusliiady asakin tosentencdinal particles,
which are generally accepted as functional heladgsarticular, Bao (1995:182) points
out that therenay be regular words in Standard English,thmSingapoe English,
performfunctions similarto particles found imtherlanguages of Singapore.

There are both positives and negatives to analydiegdy andonly as
specifiers or as heads, and thigrk does not attempt to argue for the correctness of
one over the other. However, | have shown with evidence that seffitemicedverbs

in Singapore English are clearly not rigddjoined.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION

5.1. Summary

In this paper, | have formalised the semantics of sentémedealready andonly, and
have shown that these proposed definitions apply to a range of examgples
accurately derive their meaningllowing Soh and GaoOs (2006) work on sentence
final le in Mandarin Chinesd,have also proposed a unified account of sentéinaé
already in Singapore EnglishChapters 2 and 3 providedvelevidence for the
structural heights of senten@iaal already andonly. Evidence showthatalready is
above the TP and takes scope over the entire sentencepmifers two possible
positions, one above the TP and ama clausanedial positiorbetween epistemic
and deontic modals. In chapter 4, | examined the scopal interactions betreadn
ard only. | showed thatwhen these two sentenfieal adverbs occur in a single
clausegalready always scopes abowaly, in its position above the TP, whitaly
takes scope below, its clausemedial positionl arguedhat, in view of the fact that
already andonly are in complementary distribution above the fhiese sentenenal

adverbsmust not be rightidjoined adjuncts.

5.2. Future research

Previous studies on the senteffical particles of Singapore English have been
influential inthe study otontact languagesioweverthere remain a number of
interesting aspectd sentencdinal particles that have not been discussed as
extensively. Gupta (2006) notes that studies into Singapore English seimahce

particles have largely examined theniratividual elements instead of as a larger
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systemNotable exceptionmcludeher earlier work (Gupta 1992), which classifies
Singapore English particles into three main groups according to degree of
assertiveness, and her more recent study (Gupta 2@6&jituates discourse particles
within a Gramework of epistemic modaliy This highlights the need for further
research intthe system o$entencdinal particles as a whole.

If the analysis thatentencefinal adverbs as hedithal headss accurateit
mightthen be possible to extend analyses of the CP domain in Sinitic languages to
elements that occur senterfagally in Singapore English.aw (2002)and Paul
(2015)observethat certain sentendeal particles can occur in both embedded and
root contexts while others can occur only in root contextsch provides a clue that
there are other positions in the CP donmvalrereroot sentencéinal particles are
basegeneratedin addition to this, there seems to be a rigid order in which sentence
final particles can be stacked, as seen in exa(ip)e

(76) a. We got to gaalready lah huh?

OWe have to go, right?0O
b.*  We got to gaalready huh lah
OWe have to go, right?0O
Especially given the Sinitic substrate influence in Singapore Englismaissible
that sentencéinal particles in SingaperEnglish can be modelled af@FPs in

Sinitic languages.
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