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Preface

This book represents a revised and enlarged English version of my habilitation thesis
“Deskriptive  Grammatik des Maledivischen (Dhivehi) und seiner Dialekte unter
Berlicksichtigung der sprachhistorischen Entwicklung” which | delivered in Heidelberg, 1997.

I started my work on Dhivehi (Maldivian) in 1988 when | had the opportunity to make
some tape recordings with native speakers during a private stay in the Maldives. Shortly after,
when | became aware of the fact that there were almost no preliminary studies of a scientific
character on the Maldivian language and literature and, particularly, no systematic linguistic
studies at all, | started to collect material for an extensive grammatical description of the
Dhivehi language. In 1992, | went to the Maldives again in order to continue my work with
informants and to make official contact with the corresponding institutions in Male, whom |
asked to help me in planning my future field research. During my 1992 stay, my main
informant was Mr. AHMED ABDULLA" from Fua’ Mulaku (Gnaviyani [Naviani] Atoll) who
was living in Male at that time.

In the same year | applied for a special fellowship (Habilitanden-Stipendium) with the
German National Research Foundation (Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft, DFG), because
without financial supply I could neither have managed the field work in the Maldives nor the
following intensive studies which took all my time for four years. | am very grateful to DFG
for supporting my work with a generous three years’ fellowship and for special support
covering the expenses of a three months’ field trip to the Maldives (July-October 1993),
together with a shorter stay in Colombo (Sri Lanka) where | was concerned with archive
studies. Furthermore, | should like to thank DFG for financing the printing of this book.

During my work, | became particularly interested in the southern Dhivehi dialects which
are very different from the standard language. They were never used as a written language
and they never served as an object of linguistic interest before. In this sphere, | am deeply
indebted to Mr. HASSAN SAEED Campapulmage, Hitadu, Addu (Seenu [Sin] Atoll) who is
highly respected as the most reliable authority on the southernmost dialect. For six weeks he
was at my disposal for several hours every day. Thanks to his excellent knowledge of English
and his indefatigable help 1 was able to get a profound knowledge of the grammatical
categories of the Addu dialect within a comparatively short time and to collect approximately
2500 lexemes. HASSAN SAEED also organised a recording session with a professional story
teller, Mr. ALl MANIKUFAANU (Ali Manikufanu, also from Hitadu), whose vivid style of
storytelling deeply impressed me. Furthermore, HASSAN SAEED accompanied me for a ten
days’ research trip to Fua’ Mulaku Atoll in order to help me with the communication prob-
lems | expected visiting this atoll for the first time. Since my 1993 field research, he has
always been ready to answer the questions I sent to him, and when | returned to the Maldives

“In the preface, (Arabic) personal names are not given in the scientific indological transliteration (as
normally used in this book) but in a Latin transcription which is officially used in the Maldives themselves. In
accordance with Maldivian tradition, | have additionally mentioned the “house names” (ge ‘house’) used as a
kind of family names, as far as they have become known to me. The two official names, consisting of a first
name and a father’s name, a first name and a surname, or even two first names, are very often ambiguous
because of the high frequency of a restricted number of names and combinations of names that are met with.
Some elder people use only their house names beside their first names, sometimes even affixing the latter ones.
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in March 1999 and in January 2002 in order to clear up some further problems, he helped me
again. 1 would like to express my gratitude to him not only for his direct contribution to my
research work — without which I could not have written this grammar in its present form —
but also for introducing me to the peculiarities of daily and cultural life of the southern
Maldives.

Concerning the dialect of Fua’ Mulaku, | am particularly grateful to my informants Mr.
ADNAN IBRAHIM, Mr. MUHAMMAD SAEED and Ms. AMINATH MUHAMMAD SAEED (Havitta),
Mr. HASSAN SAEED (Sosan Villa), Mrs. AMINATH SHEHENAZ and Mrs. FATIMATH IBRAHIM
Dipi (Bodurage), Mr. ABDULLAH AFEEF (Luxury), Mrs. Goldan Getu KADDADI and Mr.
Diggamage MUHAMMAD MANIKUFAANU (Manikufanu) for the fairy tales they told and for
their contributions to my systematic collection of lexical and morphological data which were
recorded on tape as well. For some tape recordings of the dialect of Huvadu which | could
undertake in Addu and in Fua’ Mulaku, | am indebted to Mr. MUHAMMAD SHAKEEL (Looking
Glass, Tinadu, Gaafu Alifu [Gaf Alif] Atoll) and Mr. MUHAMMAD HASSAN (Morning Paris,
Fares, Gaafu Dhaalu [Gaf Dal] Atoll).

My studies on the standard language of Male were deeply stimulated by an intensive three
weeks’ cooperation with Mrs. HABIBA HUSSAIN HaABIB, the director of the National Library
in Male, who is also a writer. I am much obliged to her for introducing me into the “palace
language” which was the colloquial and written medium of the nobility at the time of the
sultans, an almost obsolete idiom she is one of the last native speakers of, and | am very
grateful for the numerous tape recordings she allowed me to take. I also owe many thanks to
Mr. MUHAMMAD WAHEED (Madulu) and Mr. ABDULLAH SAADIQ who, as professional
writers, helped me with abundant information on the language of modern Dhivehi prose and
who provided some tape recordings as well. | owe special thanks to the scholar Mr. HASSAN
AHMED MANIKU (Male) who is one of the best authorities on history and culture of the
(Northern) Maldives and who helped me with much scientific information. Furthermore, |
should like to thank Mrs NASEEMA MoHAMED (Male) for detailed information on the colonial
periods of Maldivian history. Last but not least, | have to thank Mr. MOHAMED WAHEED
MANDHU (at that time Deputy Director of the National Centre for Linguistic and Historical
Research) and Mr. ABDUL SAMEEU HASSAN (at that time Assistant Director of the National
Centre) who in 1993 helped me to get access to the southern atolls and to receive special
permits for research on inscriptions in the National Museum of Male and some graveyards.

It would go beyond the scope of this preface to personally express my gratitude to all
those Maldivian people who helped me during my stays on the islands. Instead, | would like
to express thanks to the Maldivians for their warm welcome and their helpfulness | experi-
enced so many times!

For the scientific support | received in Colombo (Sri Lanka) in October 1993, | have to
thank Prof. G.D. WiJAYAWARDHANA and Prof. J.B. DISANAYAKA (both from the Dept. of
Sinhala, Faculty of Arts, University of Colombo), Dr. W. Thelma T.P. GUNAWARDANE
(Director of the National Museum), Mr. Kalasuri Wilfred M. GUNASEKARA (Library of the
Royal Asiatic Society), Dr. Siran U. DERANIYAGALA (Director of the Archeological Survey
Dept.) as well as the Director of the National Archive.

| am also very grateful to Mr. Sisira JAYASURIYA (at that time Male/Colombo), who was
my main informant for colloquial Sinhalese and who helped me with Sinhalese literature for
many years.



VIl

I owe a special thank to Prof. Donald RAYFIELD (Queen Mary College, University of
London) who under difficult circumstances procured a copy of H.C.P. BELL’s book “The
Maldive Islands. Monograph on the History, Archeology, and Epigraphy” (Colombo 1940)
for me. Furthermore | am deeply indebted to him for proof-reading the complete English text
of the present book.

I am also very grateful to Prof.Dr. Monika BOEHM-TETTELBACH (Dept. of Modern Indian
Studies, South Asia Institute, University of Heidelberg) who supported my studies on Dhivehi
from the beginning and who was kind enough to present the German version of the present
book as a habilitation thesis to the Faculty of Oriental and Classical Studies of the University
of Heidelberg. Furthermore | would like to thank Prof. BOEHM-TETTELBACH very much for
proof-reading the German text.

For a proof-reading of the German version, | owe many thanks also to PD Dr. Claus Peter
ZOLLER (South Asia Insitute, University of Heidelberg) and to Prof.Dr. Chlodwig WERBA
(Dept. of Indology, University of Vienna).

I would also like to express my gratitude to the Faculty of Oriental and Classical Studies
of Heidelberg University for having accepted the German text of the present book as a
habilitation thesis. I am particularly grateful to the late Prof.Dr. Hubert PETERSMANN who
was the Dean of the faculty at that time.

The person | have to thank most of all, however, is my husband, Prof.Dr. Jost GIPPERT, a
linguist himself (Chair of Comparative Linguistics, Frankfurt University), who was my
constant companion during all my research stays in the Maldives. Without the inspiring
suggestions he made and the ongoing discussions we had over all the years, this book could
not have been written in its present form. This also holds true for his help with technical
problems, concerning particularly hard- and software difficulties. Furthermore, my husband
made his collection of Old Dhivehi inscriptions and manuscripts (collected in 1993) available
to me which not only enlarged my knowledge of Old Dhivehi but enabled me to describe the
historical development of different categories of this language. Furthermore, | would like to
thank my husband for proof-reading both the German original and the English translation of
this book several times and for preparing the layout and the indexes. | also have to thank my
husband for encouraging me to translate the whole book into English and stimulating me in
those moments when | was about to lose my strength and self-confidence.

Oberursel, 2 March 2002 Sonja Fritz
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Abbreviations”

.. Addu dialect
. Anno Domini
.. Anno Hijrae
.. ablative
. absolutive

accusative
adjective

' adverb

affirmative

. Ardhamagadht

animate

.. Apabhraméa
.. approximately
. Arabic
. Assamese

attribute
auxiliary verb
before Christ
Bengali (Bangla)
BuddhistHybrid Sanskrit
botanical
cardinal number
causative
confer

chapter
classical
conjunction
copula(tive)
compare

dative
declension
definite
demonstrative
diminutive
distributive
Dhivehi

double

and elsewhere

East Huvadu dialect
editor / edited / edition

. editors

. for example
. element

. emphatic

English

. especially

Fua’ Mulaku dialect

. feminine
. following pages

foc. . focus

Fr. .. .. French

fut. .. .. future

gen. . genitive

ger. . gerund

Germ German

Guj. ... Guijarati (Gujaratr)
H. .... Huvadu dialect
Hi. . ... Hindi (Hind1)
hon. ... honorific

IA . ... Indo-Aryan

id. .... thesame

1A . Insular Indo-Aryan
impv. imperative

inact. inactive

inan. inanimate

Ind. Indian / Indic
indef. indefinite

inf. .... infinitive

instr. .. instrumental
interr. . . interrogative

intr. ... intransitive

ipfv. ... imperfective

JM. ... Jaina Maharastri
Lf .. .. long form (participle)
Lat. ... Latin

lit. . ... literally

loc. ... locative

M. .... Male standard language
Mar. Marathi (Marathr)
m(asc). . masculine
MBh. .. Mahabharata
MIA Middle Indo-Aryan
mod. modern

ms..... manuscript
no..... noun

neg. negated

Nep. . Nepali (Nepali)
NIA . New Indo-Aryan
nom nominative

ntr. .. .. neuter

num. .. numeral

obj. ... object

obl. . oblique case

obs. ... obsolete

OIA ... Old Indo-Aryan
Oor..... Oriya (Oriya)

ord. ... ordinal number
Pa. . ... Pali (Pali)

Panj.
part. ...
partc. . .
Pers. . ..
pers. . ..
pfv.
PIE
Pkt. ...
pl(ur). ..
p.n. ...
pol.
Pol.
poss.
postpos.
pot.
pred. ..
pres. . ..
pret. ...
prev. ..
pron. ..

pron.adj

Panjabi (Pafijabr)
participle
particle

Persian

personal
perfective
Proto-Indo-European
Prakrit

plural

proper name
polite

Polish
possessive
postposition
potential
predicate, predicative
present (tense)
preterite

preverb

pronoun
pronominal adjective
person

quotation
Ramayana
reciprocal
reduplicated
reflexive

reprint
respectively
revised

Russian

Rgveda

singular

Sindhi (Sindhr)
Sinhalese
Sanskrit

subject
substantive

. suffix

Saurasent

.. toponym
.. transitive
.. Turkic

. Vedic

verbal noun
namely

. vocational
. volume

West Huvadu dialect

“ For L1 etc., F1 etc., RA and other abbreviations referring to the Old and Modern Dhivehi texts that were
used in the present book, cf. the Survey of historical documents contained in vol. Il, p. 215 ff.



Bibliography

BECHERT (1959): Heinz B., Bemerkungen zur Aussprache des Singhalesischen. Miinchener Studien zur Sprach-
wissenschaft 14, 55-62.

BELL (1883): Harry Charles Purvis B., The Maldive Islands. An Account of the Physical Features, Climate,
History, Inhabitants, Productions, and Trade. Colombo.

— (1922-35): id., Excerpta Maldiviana 1-14. Journal of the Ceylon Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society, vol.
XXIX, 75 (1922), 99-104 [no. 1]; 76 (1923), 194-214 [no. 2]; 77 (1924), 283-303 [no. 3]; vol. XXX, 78
(1925), 132-142 [no. 4]; 79 (1926), 257-270 [no. 5]; 80 (1927), 436-447 [no. 6]; vol. XXXI, 81 (1928), 180-
194 [no. 7]; 82 (1929), 400-414 [no. 8]; 83 (1930), 539-578 [no. 9]; vol. XXXII, 84 (1931), 76-124 [no. 10];
85 (1932), 226-242 [no. 11]; 86 (1933), 372-387 [no. 12]; vol. XXXIII, 87 (1934), 47-90 [no. 13]; 88 (1935),
169-191 [no. 14].

— (1940): id., The Maldive Islands. Monograph on the History, Archeology, and Epigraphy. Colombo.

BERGER (1953): Hermann B., Zwei Probleme der mittelindischen Lautlehre. Miinchen.

— (1992): id., Modern Indo-Aryan. In: Jadranka GvozbANoVIC (ed.), Indo-European Numerals. Berlin - New

York, 243-287.
BUHLER (1934): Karl B., Sprachtheorie. Jena.
CAIN (1992): Bruce D. C., A Grammatical Sketch of Dhivehi. (Pre-publication draft).

— (1995): id., Maldivian Prototypical Passives and Related Constructions. Anthropological Linguistics 37/4,
524-540.

CALDWELL (1875): Robert C., A Comparative Grammar of the Dravidian or South Indian Family of Languages.
London. (Repr. Madras 1961).

CARTER (1936): Charles C., An English-Sinhalese Dictionary. 2nd, rev. ed. Colombo. (Repr. Colombo 1965).

CHATTERJEE (1988): Ranjit Ch., Aspect and Meaning in Slavic and Indic. Amsterdam.

CLOUGH (1892): B. C., A Sinhalese-English Dictionary. Colombo.

D.B.G.: Divehi bahuge gavaidu (ed. National Centre for Linguistic and Historical Research, Male). Male [not
dated].

DE SILVA (1969): M.W.S. de S., The Phonological Efficiency of the Maldivian Writing System. Anthropological
linguistics 11, 199-208.

— (1970a): id., Some Affinities between Sinhalese and Maldivian. Journal of the Ceylon Branch of the Royal
Asiatic Society 1970, 20-27.

— (1970b): id., Some Observations on the History of Maldivian. In: Transactions of the Philological Society
1970, 137-162.

— (1979): id., Sinhalese and other Island Languages in South Asia. Tlbingen.
DISANAYAKA /[ MANIKU (1990): J.B. D. / Hassan Ahmed M., Say it in Maldivian (Dhivehi). Colombo.

DSL (1935-): A Dictionary of the Sinhalese Language, ed. by W. GEIGER / D.B. JAYATILAKA (1935-41,
continued by the University of Ceylon, now ed. by the Ministery of Cultural Affairs). Colombo.
ELIZARENKOVA (1974): Tat’jana Jakovlevna E., Issledovanija po diaxroni¢eskoj fonologii indoarijskix jazykov.
Moskva.
FRITZ (1989-90): Sonja F., Dhivehi. Eine bisher weitgehend unbekannt gebliebene neuindoarische Sprache.
Klagenfurter Beitrége zur Sprachwissenschaft 15-16, 117-129.
—  (1993): id., Wilhelm Geigers Beitrag zur Erforschung des Dhivehi, der Staatssprache der Malediven.
Minchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft 54, 15-32.

FRITZ / GIPPERT (2000): Sonja F. / Jost G., Towards a Historical Phonology of Maldivian. In: Michaela OFITsCH
/ Christian ZINKO (eds.), 125 Jahre Indogermanistik in Graz, Graz, 139-152.

“ This table lists only those titles that are quoted in abbreviated form in the present book.



XV

GAIR (1970): James W. G., Colloquial Sinhalese Clause Structures. The Hague — Paris.
GEIGER (1900): Wilhelm G., Litteratur und Sprache der Singhalesen. Strassburg.

— (1901-02): id., Maldivische Studien. I: Sitzungsberichte der Kéniglich-Bayrischen Akademie der Wissen-
schaften, philosophisch-philologische und historische Klasse, Miinchen [1901], 614-684. 1I: Zeitschrift der
Deutschen Morgenléndischen Gesellschaft 55, 1901, 371-387. Ill: Sitzungsberichte ... 1902, 107-132.

— (1902): id., Etymological Vocabulary of the Maldivian Language. Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society
1902, 909-938.

— (1916): id., Pali. Literatur und Sprache. Strassburg.

— (1919): id., Méldivian Linguistic Studies (transl. by J.C. WiLLIs / ed. by H.C.P. BELL). In: Journal of the
Ceylon Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society 27, Extra Number. Colombo. (Repr. Male 1986).

— (1938): id., A Grammar of the Sinhalese Language. Colombo.

— (1941): id., An Etymological Glossary of the Sinhalese Language. Colombo.

— (1941a): id., Studien zur Geschichte und Sprache Ceylons. In: GEIGER (1973), 523-557.

— (1942): id., Beitrdge zur singhalesischen Sprachgeschichte. In: GEIGER (1973), 560-636.

— (1973): id., Kleine Schriften zur Indologie und Buddhismuskunde (ed. Heinz BECHERT). Wiesbaden.

GIPPERT (1997): Jost G., Palédographische Untersuchungen mit dem Computer. Studia Iranica, Mesopotamica et
Anatolica 2, 1996 [1997], 77-100.

—  (forthcoming): id., Early New Persian as a Medium of Spreading Islam. To appear in: L. PAUL (ed.),
Proceedings of the conference “Early New Persian”, Gottingen.

GUNASEKARA (1891): Abraham Mendis G., A Comprehensive Grammar of the Sinhalese Language. Colombo.
(Repr. Colombo 1962).

GRIERSON (1903-27): George A. G., Linguistic Survey of India. 11 vols. Calcutta.

HACKER (1958): Paul H., Zur Funktion einiger Hilfsverben im modernen Hindi. Abhandlungen der Akademie der
Wissenschaften und der Literatur in Mainz, Geistes- und sozialwissenschaftliche Klasse 4/1958, 189-270.

HINUBER (1986): Oskar v. H., Das ltere Mittelindisch im Uberblick. Wien.

HLSD (1988): Historical and Linguistic Survey of Divehi (ed. National Centre for Linguistic and Historical
Research, Male and Department of Sinhala, University of Colombo). Colombo (typoscript).

Hook (1974): Peter E. H., The Compound Verb in Hindi. Michigan.
ISACENKO (1962): Aleksandr Vasilevi€ 1., Die russische Sprache der Gegenwart. Halle (Saale).
JAYAWARDENA-MOSER (1996): Premalatha J.-M., Aufbauwortschatz Singhalesisch-Deutsch. Wieshaden.
— (1993): id., Grundwortschatz Singhalesisch-Deutsch. Wiesbaden.
KELLOG (1875): S.H. K., A Grammar of the Hindi Language. London. (Repr. London 1955).
LIENHARD (1961): Siegfried L., Tempusgebrauch und Aktionsartenbildung in der modernen Hindi. Uppsala.

MALTEN (1983): Th. M., Malediven und Lakkadiven. Materialien zur Bibliographie der Atolle im Indischen
Ozean. Wiesbaden.

MANIKU (1988-89): Hassan Ahmed M., Vanavaru. 1: Dhevi (1988). 2: Nakaiy (1989). 3: Dhekunu arumaadhu
(1989). 4: Filaaveli (1989). Male.

MANIKU / WIJAYAWARDHANA (1986): Hassan Ahmed M. / G.D. W. (eds.), Isdhoo Loamaafaanu. Colombo.
MAsIcA (1991): Colin P. M., The Indo-Aryan Languages. Cambridge.
MATZEL (1983): Klaus M., Einfiihrung in die singhalesische Sprache. 2. verb. Aufl., Wiesbaden.
MAYRHOFER (1951): Manfred M., Handbuch des Pali. 2 Bde. Heidelberg.

— (1965): id., Sanskrit-Grammatik mit sprachvergleichenden Erlauterungen. 2. Aufl., Berlin.

— (1981): id., Laryngalreflexe im Indo-Iranischen; in Zeitschrift fur Phonetik, Sprachwissenschaft und
Kommunikationsforschung 34, 427-438.

— (1986-): id., Etymologisches Worterbuch des Altindoarischen. Heidelberg.
MCGREGOR (1972): R.S. M., Outline of Hindi Grammar. Oxford.

MHM (1984): Male Hukuru Miskit (ed. Divehi bahai tarixas xidmat kura qgaumi marukazu [National Center for
Linguistic and Historical Research]). Male.



XV

MITE (1996): Glossary: English-Dhivehi, Dhivehi-English (ed. Male Institute for Teacher Education). Male.

MM: Malege miskittak [The Mosques of Male] (ed. Dept. of Information and Broadcasting). Male [not dated].

NAJEEB (2001): All Najib (ed.), Danbidu lomafanu. Male: Divehi bahai tarixa$ xidumat kura gaumi marukazu
[National Center for Linguistic and Historical Research]. (Divehinge tariku, 12).

NCLHR (1985-91): Divehi basfot. Vols. 1-16 (ed. National Centre for Linguistic and Historical Research). Male
[lithographed].

NESPITAL (1981): Helmut N., Das Futursystem im Hindi und Urdu. Ein Beitrag zur semantischen Analyse der
Kategorien Tempus, Aspekt und Modus und ihrer Grammeme. Wiesbaden.

NORMAN (1992): H.R. N., Middle Indo-Aryan. In: Jadranka GvozpanoviIC (ed.), Indo-European Numerals.
Berlin - New York, 199-241.

RHYS DAvIDS (1921-25): T.W. R.D. and William Stede, The Pali Text Society’s Pali-English Dictionary.
Oxford. (Repr. Oxford 1992).

PARANAVITANA (1956): S. P., Sigiri Graffiti. 2 vols. Oxford e.a.

PISCHEL (1981): Richard P., A Grammar of the Prakrit Languages (transl. Subhadra JHA). 2nd rev. ed., Delhi.

PORizKA (1967-1970): Vincenc P., On the perfective verbal aspect in Hindi; in: Archiv Orientalni 35/1 (1967),
64-88; 35/2 (1967), 208-231; 36 (1968), 233-251; 37/1 (1969), 19-47; 37/2, 345-364.
— (1970): id., On some verbal expressions in Hindi, in: Acta Universitatis Carolinae, Philologica 5 (1970),
69-86.

PYRARD / GRAY (1878): A. G., The Maldive Islands: with a Vocabulary taken from Frangois PYRARD DE
LAvVAL. Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 1878, 173-209.

RENOU (1961): Louis R., Grammaire Sanscrite. 2 vols. Paris.
REYNOLDS (1993): Christopher H.B. R., Maldives. Oxford e.a.
SHISHIDO (1983): M. Sh., English-Dhivehi Dictionary. Male [typoscript].

SS (1937-1992): Sifhhala $abdakosaya [Sinhalese Dictionary]. 27 vols. (ed. Ministery of Cultural Affairs).
Colombo.

STEINGASS (1929): F. S., Persian-English Dictionary. London. (Repr. London 1977).
TURNER (1966): Ralph L. T., A Comparative Dictionary of the Indo-Aryan Languages. Vols. 1,1l. London e.a.
— (1969): id., A Comparative Dictionary of the Indo-Aryan Languages. Indexes. London e.a.

— (1971): Ralph L. T./ D.R. T., A Comparative Dictionary of the Indo-Aryan Languages. Phonetic Analysis.
London e.a.

— (1985): Ralph L. T., A Comparative Dictionary of the Indo-Aryan Languages. Addenda and Corrigenda
(ed. J.C. WRIGHT). London e.a.

VYXUXOLEV (1964): V.V. V., Singal’skij jazyk. Moskva.

WEHR (1958): Hans W., Arabisches Wérterbuch fur die Schriftsprache der Gegenwart. Wiesbaden.

WERBA (1997): Chlodwig H. W., Verba Indoarica. Die priméren und sekundéaren Wurzeln der Sanskrit-Sprache.
Wien.

WHITNEY (1885): William D. W., The Roots, Verb-Forms, and Primary Derivatives of the Sanskrit Language.
Leipzig. (Repr. New Haven/Connecticut, 1945).

WIAYARATNE (1956): D.J. W., History of the Sinhalese Noun. Colombo.

WILSON / CHRISTOPHER (1841): Vocabulary of the Maldivian Language, compiled by Lieut. W. Chr., I.N.
Communicated to the Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society by J. W. In: Journal of the Royal Asiatic
Society 6, 42-76.

YULE / BURNELL (1902): Henry Y./ A.C. B., Hobson-Jobson. A Glossary of Colloguial Anglo-Indian Words and
Phrases, and of Kindred Terms, Etymological, Historical, Geographical and Discursive. New edition by
William CROOKE. (Repr. Delhi 1989).

ZOGRAF (1976): G.A. Z., Morfologiceskij stroj novyx indoarijskix jazykov. Moskva.

ZOGRAF (1990): G.A. Z., Jazyki juznoj Azii. Moskva.

ZUHAIR (1991): M. Z., Practical Dhivehi. Male.






Introduction

0.1. Dhivehi, the official language of the Republic of Maldives, represents the southernmost
Indo-Aryan language and even the southernmost Indo-European language, if we consider the
historical distribution of the (earlier) Indo-European languages rather than the comparatively
recent expansion of some colonial languages, such as English, French, Spanish or Portuguese.
Together with the closely related Sinhalese, the Indo-Aryan language spoken by the major
part of Sri Lanka’s population, Dhivehi establishes a special subgroup within the Modern
Indo-Aryan languages which will hereafter be called “Insular Indo-Aryan” (llA). This term,
which is based on purely geographical facts, is legitimate insofar as the area where the two
languages are spoken is confined to the respective insular states.

Because of a high degree of isolation from the Indo-Aryan linguistic area in the Subconti-
nent, the two insular languages are distinguished by many particular developments affecting
different linguistic spheres. In order to understand all these peculiarities it is necessary to
consider historical facts and developments, the cultural influences and the history of the
languages. The preconditions that characterise the study of the two languages in question are
essentially different from each other. While Sinhalese shows the longest continuous literary
and historical tradition of all Modern Indo-Aryan languages, Dhivehi has only a very scanty
written tradition. This is the reason why long periods in the history of the Maldives have
remained almost unknown even today. Inevitably, these facts are also reflected in the history
of scientific research into both languages. Without considering Sinhalese a well-founded
investigation of Dhivehi is practically impossible. Therefore, this introduction begins with a
short outline of the most important stages of the historical studies concerning the two
languages.

0.2. The foundation stone of the historical linguistic analysis of Sinhalese as well as of
Dhivehi was laid by WILHELM GEIGER (1856-1943) whose comprehensive studies of Pali and
Sinhalese are still to be taken seriously. In his 1937 article “The linguistic character of
Sinhalese”, he definitively rejected all attempts to consider Sinhalese as one of the members
of the Dravidic family of languages. Although the Danish linguist RAsSMuUs RAsSK had
classified Sinhalese as a language of the Sanskrit stock as early as 1821, he could not prevent
others from trying to prove a relationship between Sinhalese and Tamil.

The material GEIGER used for his etymological, morphological and syntactical investiga-
tions was taken from the rich Sinhalese literature which he divided into four main periods:
Sinhalese Prakrit (from the 2nd c. B.C. to the 3rd/4th c¢. A.D.; ancient Brahm1 inscriptions);
Proto-Sinhalese (from the 4/5th c. to the 8th c.; later Brahmt inscriptions); Medieval Sinhalese
(from the 8th c. to the middle of the 13th c.; inscriptions and the most ancient documents of
manuscript literature); the period from the middle of the 13th c. up to the present, called
“Modern Sinhalese” by GEIGER, which actually has to be subdivided into Classical Sinhalese
(from the 13th c. to the 17th c.), and Modern Sinhalese proper (from then on). The latter
period comprises the contemporary literary and colloquial language.
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To a large extent, Sinhalese inscriptions have been collected and edited within the series
Epigraphia Zeylanica (Archeological Survey of Ceylon) since 1904. In this connection,
S. PARANAVITANA’s two volume edition of the “Sigiri Graffiti” which was published in 1956
is of special interest. Besides the text of the inscriptions of the rock of Sigiriya it also
contains a comprehensive descriptive grammar of Medieval Sinhalese and, furthermore, the
most detailed paleographical description of Sinhalese that has ever been published.

0.2.1. However, the most important information on the earliest history of the Sinhalese people
is not attested in the Sinhalese language but within two chronicles written in Pali: the
Dipavamsa (“Island Chronicle”)? and the Mahavamsa (“Great Chronicle). The latter covers
the time from 544 B.C. until 362 A.D.; it was continued under the name of Culavamsa
(“Lesser Chronicle”) which was carried on until 1781.° While the language of the Dipa-
vamsa is still inspired by the clerical tradition and, therefore, is characterised by a ponderous
style, the Mahavamsa which combines Buddhist tradition with a rich folklore can be called
a work of poetic artisanship. The author, Mahanama, lived at the end of the 5th c. / beginning
of the 6th c.

It is often difficult to distinguish historical facts from pure myths and legends in both of
these chronicles. GEIGER whose investigations into the chronicles yielded numerous publica-
tions (cf. above), succeeded in filtering much information about historical events and material
culture from these texts. The details would exceed the scope of the present study and only a
few items are to be mentioned here. Thus, e.g., it is nowadays taken for granted that the first
Indo-Aryan colonisation of Sri Lanka took place at about the 5th/4th c. B.C. by tribes coming
from the north of the subcontinent; however, the question whether their “proto-homeland”
was located in the northwest or in the northeast of India, has not yet been proved satisfac-
torily. Most of the toponyms mentioned in the chronicle can be interpreted in favour of both
sides. Thus, ch. VI of the Mahavamsa which relates the colonisation of the island, informs us
that Sthabahu, the father of the legendary first Sinhalese king Vijaya, migrated from the land
of the Vangas where he had married a royal princess, to a region called Lata; there he
founded his residence Sthapura. While Vanga obviously refers to Bengal, the name Lata, in
connection with the hypothesis about the home-land, can be understood in two senses.*
Sthabahu (“lion-arm”) is described as being the son of a lion and a princess; after he killed
his father, he was called Sihala. Vijaya’s successors accepted this name as their ethnonym.

Furthermore we can learn from the Mahavamsa that the island was inhabited by an
aboriginal tribe of an unknown race who can presumably be identified with the ancestors of

2 HERMANN OLDENBERG, The Dipavamsa. An Ancient Buddhist Historical Record (ed. + transl.). New Delhi-
Madras 1992 (1st ed. Berlin 1879). ’

® WILHELM GEIGER (transl.), The Mahavamsa or Great Chronicle of Ceylon. Pali Text Society, London 1980
(1st ed. 1912). — The same (ed.), Clilavamsa being the more recent part of the Mahavamsa. Vols. I, 11. Pali Text
Soc., London 1980 (1st ed. 1925). — The same (transl.) Clilavamsa Part 1. Pali Text Soc., London 1973 (1st ed.
1929). — ANANDA W.P. GURUGE, Mahavamsa. The Great Chronicle of Sri Lanka. Chapters 1-37 (transl. and
commentary). Colombo 1989. — Cf. further W. GEIGER’s articles collected unter the title of “I11. Ceylonesische
Chroniken” as part of his “Kleine Schriften zur Indologie und Buddhismuskunde” (ed. HEINZ BECHERT),
Wiesbaden 1973, 233-313. — WILHELM GEIGER, Culture of Ceylon in Mediaeval Times (ed. HEINZ BECHERT),
repr. Stuttgart 1986.

* Cf. the discussion and the bibliography about the different hypotheses given in DE SILVA (1979), 16 ff.
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the present-day Vedda people.® The Veddas who are neither a Dravidic nor an Indo-Aryan
tribe, still live, to a small extent, as hunters and gatherers. The chronicle informs us about
intensive contacts between the first Sinhalese settlers and the aborigines up to the point of
marriage (Vijaya himself took a yakkhini as his wife), as well as about close relations with
Dravidic tribes from South India. '

Soon after the immigration of the Sinhalese to Sri Lanka manifold contacts with different
regions of India started to develop. To a certain degree, these relations must have influenced
the Sinhalese language. In particular it is likely that the contacts with Tamil which lasted for
many centuries left considerable traces; however, so far these interferences have scarcely been
investigated.

0.2.2. The language of the immigrants was a MIA dialect which essentially developed in the
same way as the MIA vernaculars of the mainland. At the end of the MIA period, Sinhalese
Prakrit had reached a typical Apabhram$a state which is called “Proto-Sinhalese”. The
linguistic categories of Sinhalese achieved their modern form at the beginning of the 8th c.,
i.e. on the threshold of the stage which GEIGER called “medieval”.

0.3. The abundant early attestations of Sinhalese history have no comparable counterpart on
the Maldivian side. The official historiography starts with the year 1153 A.D. which is
considered to be the beginning of the conversion of the Maldives to Islam. From this time on
a national chronicle was written in Arabic, the so-called Tarih (“history™), the original
manuscript of which was destroyed in 1752 during a firestorm in Male. Apart from that, the
periods of rulership of the sultans and sultanas,® as well as a few important historical facts,
were listed in a short chronicle written in Dhivehi, the so-called Radavali, which means
“chronicle of the kings”. At present, three manuscripts of the Radavali have been found in
Male, but it can be taken for certain that originally there were more variants of the text.

0.3.1. With islamisation, the Maldives became an independent sultanate. They officially kept
this status even during the colonial age under the Portuguese, the Dutch and the British.
While the Portuguese period (1558-73) was characterised by an enormous brutality, the
relations with the Dutch were based on an initiative which was taken by the Maldives
themselves; being considered as a protectorate rather than a colony, their only obligations
consisted of an annual present which was sent to the Dutch government from 1645 on. From
ca. 1753 until ca. 1754/5, the Maldives voluntarily delivered themselves under the protection
of the French who were asked for help against the permanent assaults of Malabar pirates. In

® In the chronicle this people is called yakkha-. The Pali word goes back to OIA yaksa- “supernatural
being”; Cf. also Sinh. yaka “demon, devil” (TURNER 1966, I, 601, no. 10395). According to GEIGER, in the
chronicle the word is used for wild tribes living in the mountains. — Cf. furthermore: C.G. SELIGMANN and B.Z.
SELIGMANN, The Veddas, Cambridge 1911; M.W.S. DE SILVA, Vedda Language of Ceylon. Texts and Lexicon,
Minchen 1972; K.N.O. DHARMADASA and S.W.R. DE A. SAMARASINGHE, The Vanishing Aborigines. Sri
Lanka’s Veddas in Transition, New Delhi 1990.

® In the 14th c. there were three de facto sultanas; in the middle of the 18th c. a nominal sultana was on the
Maldivian throne.
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1796, the Maldives became a British protectorate; the only result of this consisted in the fact
that the addressee of the annual present changed. Only later, the British built a military base
on the island of Gan in Addu, the southernmost atoll of the Maldives. On the basis of a
special contract of lease they were allowed to keep this base until 1976, although the
Maldives had been officially independent since 1965.

Although the Maldives never were an Arab colony, Arabic influence in the spheres of
culture and language is very strong. The relations with the Sinhalese which had been very
close in former times were loosened more and more by the Maldivians, obviously as a
consequence of islamisation. Only the three southernmost atolls (Huvadu, Fua’ Mulaku and
Addu) carried on their own commercial activities with Sri Lanka until recently; however,
these special relations were cut off in 1959 by the government in Male, after the southern
atolls had tried to declare their independence as a separate republic. After a first attempt in
1953 to establish a republic, and an intermediate period of a reinstalled sultanate, a second
Republic of Maldives was founded in 1968, based on the laws of Islamic Sharia.

0.3.2. Regarding the time before islamisation, the Maldivians can in a certain sense be called
a “people without history”, because there are no autochthonous sources. In order to reveal
information about the more distant past of the Maldives, it is therefore necessary to refer to
external reports which are, however, not numerous.’

It is highly probable that the Maldives were already known to the Phoenicians. The ancient
geographer, Claudius Ptolemaeus, who lived in the 2nd c. A.D., used Phoenician nautical
charts when he compiled his tables which contain 8000 locations known at that time, along
with their longitudinal and latitudinal degrees. In his work, he mentions 1378 islands near by
the island of Taprobane (Sri Lanka) which most probably are to be identified with the
Maldives and the Lakkadives.® In his report on the year 302, Ammianus Marcellinus informs
his emperor, Julian, about “Divae et Serendivae, nationes Indicae ...” which are located in the
Indian Ocean; without any doubt, he is referring to the Maldives and Sri Lanka.’

" Cf. already FRITZ (1989-1990), 120-21.

8 Claudii Ptolemaei Geographia I-111. Ed. C.F.A. Nobbe. Leipzig 1843-45; repr. Hildesheim 1966. Lib. VII,
Cap. 4, 11,, 175.

¢ .. inde nationibus Indicis certatim cum donis optimates mittentibus ante tempus ab usque Diuis et
Serendiuis, ... (“... from there the Indian nations, being in competition which each other, prematurely sent
aristocrates with presents from the Divis and Serendivis, ...”) quoted from: Ammianus Marcellinus, Romische
Geschichte (Latin and German, commentary by W. SEYFARTH. Part 3, book 22-25, 3rd ed., Darmstadt 1986; 1st
ed. Berlin 1970), 20-21. — Cf. also TOMASCHEK in Paulys Realenzyklopédie der Class. Altertumswissenschaften,
9 (1903), 1231: “Die Form Seren-divae entstammt der Vermittlung durch Perser, welche die Insel Taprobane
(Sailan) Saran- oder Seren-dib benannten mit dem ublichen Eintritt von r fiir |; d.i. skr. Sinhala-dvipa, prakr.
Sihala-diva, ‘Léwen- oder Heldeninsel’, ... Die D(ivae) des Ammian bezeichnen dagegen die zahlreichen Atolle
der Malediven, welche sich westlich von Malabar bis zum Aquator hinabziehen und von pers. Schiffsleuten
haufig besucht wurden.” (“The form Seren-divae reflects the Persian name of the island Taprobane (Sailan)
which was called by the Persians Saran- or Seren-dib, showing the normal substitution of | by r; i.e. Skt.
sinhala-dvipa, Pkt. sihala-diva ‘island of lions or heros’, ... Ammian’s Divae, however, refer to the numerous
atolls of the Maldives which are located in the west of Malabar, extending up to the equator; they were often
visited by Persian ships.”)
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0.3.3. Some further information that might refer to the Maldive Islands is contained in chap.
V1 of the Mahavamsa which relates about the first migration of Indo-Aryans to Ceylon. The
eldest son of the legendary Sinhalese king Sihabahu, prince-regent Vijaya, was of evil
conduct and became a robber; therefore, he was casted out by his father. Vijaya and his male
followers, as well as their wifes and children, were provided with three ships. These ships put
to sea and landed on different islands. The island where the women landed was called
Mahiladipaka (Pali lit. “woman-island”; mahila- “woman” + dipa- <« dvipa- “island” +
suffix -ka).

Obviously, the Arabic name of the Maldive islands which was used in the Middle Ages by
several Arabic travellers and geographers, was derived from the Pali form Mahiladipaka as
well. The first author who mentioned the Maldives is Yaqut (1179-1229) who under the name
of al-dibagat refers to about one thousand islands, some of them inhabited, close by each
other in the middle of the Indian Ocean.!® The first extensive description of the Maldives
was given by the traveller lbn Battuta (1304-1377) who calls the islands dibat al-mahal.11

It cannot be decided with certainty whether the toponym of the Maldives has to be
understood as “island(s) of the women” in the sense of the Pali chronicle. Probably the first
part of the word represents a linguistic phenomenon which is called a “popular etymology”;
nevertheless, the derivation of the second part from OIA dvipa- through MIA dipa- “island”
is with no doubt correct.”?

0.4. If it is true that the toponym Mahiladipaka refers to the Maldives, the report on a
simultaneous departure of three ships from the home country and their respective landing on
different islands, as given in the Mahavamsa, deserves a special interest. On the one hand, the
question arises at what time the first migration of Indo-Aryans to the Maldives took place. On
the other hand, we may wonder whether the first immigrants came directly from mainland
India or via Sri Lanka. If the legend as told in the Mahavamsa is not purely invented, it could
be taken as an indication that the first Indo-Aryan colonists who travelled to the Maldives
arrived there at the same time as those who, coming from India, settled in Sri Lanka. Further-
more, this would imply that Dhivehi and Sinhalese are “sister languages” which developed
from a common Prakrit ancestor.

As to the questions concerning the immigration, there is no written tradition at all on the
Maldivian side so that we have to rely upon other information. In the given case, the explana-
tory quality of historical-comparative linguistics is of special interest. With the help of the
exact methods of a historical linguistic comparison which, in a few auspicious cases, can be
completed by extralinguistic data, it it possible to gain at least a very fragmentary insight into
the early periods of Maldivian history which cannot be gained in any other way. An intensive

1 YAQUT BIN °ABDALLAH AR-RUMI: Mu’gam al-buldan, 2nd vol., Bairut 1979, 495.

1 voyages d’ibn Battuta. Texte arabe, accompagné d’une traduction par C. DEFREMERY et B.R. SANGUINET-
T1, Paris 1979 (1st ed. 1845).

12 For the derivation of the word divehi meaning “Maldivian”, lit. “island-inhabitant, islander” cf. 1.3.9.5
and 2.6.2.3.1.4. The spelling dhivehi with initial (dh) as used in the official transcription in the Maldives does
not reflect an aspirated consonant (for the general loss of aspirates cf. 1.3.1) but marks the dental stop /d/ as
against the retroflex /d/ spelled (d). Within this spelling system, the dental stops are generally marked by an
additional ¢h). ’
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cooperation between philologists and archeologists will be indispensable for this task, but
until a short time ago, there were neither the necessary financial means nor a real interest in
saving the remnants of the pre-Islamic era on the Maldivian side. In the most recent past,
however, the common and the official opinion has changed; nowadays, a strong interest in the
non-Islamic period is arising.

Before they were converted to Islam, the Maldivians were Buddhists. Under the ground of
many islands there are ruins of Buddhist temples which are still awaiting excavation. A few
monuments that have already been uncovered — in most cases in a very unprofessional way*®
— bear vivid testimony to this epoch of Maldivian history. As to the possibility of serious
archeological investigations, no more time must be wasted because of the permanent erosion
of the monuments which is caused by the equatorial climate. Until now, no written documents
of the Buddhist period of the Maldives have been discovered. Thus, for lack of evidence, the
pre-Islamic history of the Maldivian archipelago remains practically unknown.

0.5. As was mentioned above, the time following the conversion to Islam, at least with
respect to the reignal years and the names of the sultans, is documented without interruption.
There are also some older documents written in Dhivehi, but the limited number of the texts
which have been preserved cannot compete in any way with the rich tradition of Sinhalese.

0.5.1. The early Dhivehi texts are written in a script named Dives akuru (“Maldivian script”),
the oldest type of which is called Evela akuru (lit. “script of that time™). It is quite obvi-
ous that this syllabary must be related to the medieval Sinhalese script; like the latter, it must
be classified as a subtype of a southern Brahmi cursive. Among the oldest texts we find some
inscriptions in Evela akuru on three statues belonging to the National Museum in Male
(approximately from the 12th / 13th c., still unedited), as well as some decrees on copper-
plates (lomafanu) issued by the early Islamic rulers, the earliest ones dating from the late
12th c. Until now, eight copper-plate documents have come to light, each of them consisting
of several (up to 50) plates; some of them are in a very bad condition, though, and practically
undecipherable. The latest plates must be dated in the 14th c. Two of the lomafanus, which
are in a better state, have recently been edited by representatives of the “National Centre for
Linguistic and Historical Research” in Male in cooperation with members of the Department
of Sinhala of the University of Colombo; in many respects, however, the quality of these
editions does not satisfy scientific requirements.*®

In form, the copper-plates are an imitation of palm leaves, which were the typical writing
material of the whole region until recently. While the art of writing on palm leaves is still
practised in Sri Lanka by a few professional calligraphers, it has been completely lost in the

3 Thor HEYERDAHL’s expeditions and excavations, as attested particularly in his book “The Maldive
Mystery” (London 1986), do not meet any scientific requirements. To a large extent, his conclusions about the
prehistory and the Buddhist period of the Maldives are pure illusion. — A special article on this subject is just
being prepared by the author of this book.

4 Dem.pron. e “that”; vela “time”; akuru “script”.

5 This is especially true for matters in historical linguistics. For further information cf. the material volume
of this book, p. 215 f.
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Maldives. There is good reason to believe that real palm leaves were used as a writing
material in the Maldives in older times as well; the extremely humid and hot climate there
must have destroyed them in their entirety. Even the copper-plates show many traces of
erosion.

The first lomafanu plates were discovered as late as 1922 during an expedition which was
supervised by the British Archaeological Commissioner for Ceylon, H.C.P. BELL, who is also
the author of the most instructive and complete survey on history, geography and ethnology
of the Maldive Islands which has ever been written and which, therefore, has not lost its
importance until the present time.'® Furthermore, BELL collected the written documents of
Dhivehi as far as they were available, and he even tried to analyse them with the active help
of Maldivians. BELL himself had no knowledge of the Maldivian script and language.

0.5.2. Two comparatively extensive inscriptions in Dives akuru date from the middle of the
17th ¢. They are written on a wooden beam and a board and are now stored in the National
Museum, Male. One of these inscriptions was provisionally published by BELL again (1940).
Besides the inscriptional attestations, there are numerous manuscripts in Dives akuru written
on paper (fatkolu “leaf(piece)”, i.e. “manuscript sheet”) which date from the 16th up to the
18th ¢. Two of these texts were edited for the first time by BELL as well. One of the three
Radavali manuscripts (cf. above) is also written in Dives akuru. Furthermore, there are
approximately 20 epitaphs and memorial inscriptions in Dives akuru written on stone; most
of them have not yet been edited (16th-18th c.). They are to be found in Male as well as in
Midu and in Hitadu (Addu-Atoll).

0.5.3. The written documents of the later period, to a larger extent consisting of decrees and
official letters as well, are written in Tana, the right-to-left script which is still in use today.
Tana obviously represents a mixed product of modified Dives akuru characters and Arabic
elements. A curious phenomenon is the use of the Arabic digits for the first nine characters
of the Maldivian alphabet. Typologically Tana is a mixture of a syllabary belonging to the
southern Brahmi type and an alphabetic script which strictly follows phonological criteria. It
is not really known at what time this script emerged. It was used alongside Dives akuru for
a longer period, until the latter was finally given up at the end of the 19th c. It is an interest-
ing fact that in the south of the Maldives the old script was preserved much longer than in
Male.” Several documents from the 18th c. are already written in Tana (some of them have
been published in Maldivian journals by members of the “National Centre” in Male; cf.
above). Almost all of the numerous funeral and memorial stone inscriptions in Tana which
date from the 18th up to the 20th c. (in Male, Fua’ Mulaku and in Gan, Hitadu and Midu,
Addu-Atoll) have not yet been edited. The most extended older text written in Tana is a
complete manuscript of the Radavali which was published in Male in 1979.® The oldest
literary texts, in the proper sense of the word, that are available to us date from the end of the
19th c.

16 Cf. the bibliography.
7 Cf. already FRITZ (1993), 19-20.
18 Cf. also in the material volume of this book.
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0.6. The small amount of linguistic studies (in a wider sense) that have been devoted to
Dhivehi so far'® shows that there has been but little interest in this language. In most cases,
Dhivehi is not even mentioned in general indological literature. Exceptions are R.L. TURNER’S
“Comparative Dictionary of the Indo-Aryan Languages” (1966, I/11), the new edition of
G.A. ZOGRAF’s “Jazyki juznoj Azii” (1990) and C.P. MAsICA’s survey “The Indo-Aryan
Languages” (1991); the information about Dhivehi as given there does not exceed a few
fragmentary notes, however. The amount of special literature having Dhivehi as its subject is
very restricted as well. Only a few publications exist, some of them having a very popular
character; their only value consists in the material they comprise. In most cases, studies of a
more scientific character are not really informative either, and there are practically no works
of reference.

0.6.1. Thus, the very first — and still the only existing — sketch of a Maldivian grammar
which was published by W. GEIGER at the beginning of the 20th century (1901-1902 and
1919), is very fragmentary. GEIGER himself never had the opportunity to visit the Maldives;
his contact with the language remained sporadic. When he was in Colombo in winter 1895-
96, he had three short meetings with the Maldivian aristocrat and merchant A. Ebrahim Didi
Effendi who was the prime minister of the Maldivian Sultan and, at the same time, consul of
the Ottoman Empire and who sojourned in Colombo at that time.?’ The outcome of these
meetings was a small vocabulary and some paradigms and sentences, which GEIGER noted.
Some time later, he was able to enlarge this very restricted material on the basis of an
indirect correspondence with a native speaker of Arabic who had a certain knowledge of
Dhivehi.** As we should expect, the results of these hasty contacts were meagre and not free
from mistakes. Because of his brilliant knowledge of the Sinhalese language, however,
GEIGER was able to publish at least a rudimentary grammatical sketch which has remained the
only printed grammar of Dhivehi until now; its English version was reprinted in unchanged
form in 1986 in Male. In the German original, the chapter on morphology comprises no more
than 20 pages (35 pages in the English translation; the difference is mainly due to the printing
fonts used, not by an enlargement of information).

0.6.2. Besides this, GEIGER (1902) published a small etymological vocabulary of 435 words
which has also remained the only publication of its kind so far. There exists no dictionary yet
which could be used for reliable reference. The word list of the French seafarer Pyrard de
Laval who sojourned in the Maldives in the 17th ¢. (PYRARD/GRAY 1878), as well as the
vocabulary compiled by the British officers J. Wilson and W. Christopher in the 19th c.
(WILSON/CHRISTOPHER 1841) have a certain value for the solution of some problems concern-
ing the historical phonology of Dhivehi, but beyond that their importance is marginal. Some
modern glossaries which contain very incomplete collections of the colloquial vocabulary of
the modern standard language (partly with mistakes) are of a restricted usability as well
(MITE 1986; SHISHIDO 1983; DISANAYAKA/MANIKU 1990). Quite recently, a monolingual
dictionary covering 16 volumes appeared in Male (NCLHR 1985-91; ca. 125 handwritten
pages per vol.). As it contains many instances of inaccuracy, its compilers (members of the

19 Cf. the list given in FRITZ (1993), 15 ff. For further bibliographical information cf. the bibliography.
? Cf. GEIGER (1973), 345.
2 For details cf. FRITZ (1993), 23.
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“National Centre for Historical and Linguistic Research”, Male) already begun working on
a new edition before the project was finished; a first enhanced version has been made
available in electronic form in 2000.

0.6.3. Three articles by the Sinhalese philologist M.W.S. DE SILVA (1969, 1970a, 1970b) must
be considered as the first efforts to investigate Dhivehi on the basis of modern linguistic
methods. DE SiLVA for the first time tried to elucidate and to explain the relationship between
Dhivehi and Sinhalese. The same goal was aimed at by a team of Sinhalese and Maldivian
authors who compiled an (unpublished) study finished in 1988 (HLSD 1988) which comprises
a small collection of phonological, morphological, syntactical and lexical correspondences
between Dhivehi and Sinhalese; the final conclusions about the genetic relation of the two
languages, which are based on poor material and contain many mistakes, do not meet
scientific criteria.

0.6.4. The increasing interest of the Maldivians in their own language, history and culture
which can be observed nowadays manifests itself in the periodical Fattura which contains
articles about Maldivian history and literature, including literary products of contemporary
Maldivian original writers as well as translated texts. In Fattura we also find some articles
about lexical and morphological questions concerning the Dhivehi language.

0.6.5. The philological studies of the Maldivian scholar HASSAN AHMED MANIKU deserve
special interest. Most of his publications are dedicated to the cultural and linguistic heritage
of the Maldives (MANIKU, 1988-1989). In more recent times, Dhivehi was the subject of an
article on the expression of the passive voice and a provisional “Pre-Publication Draft” of a
planned “Grammatical Sketch of Dhivehi” by B. CAIN (1995 / 1992) and two articles by the
author of the present book (FRITz 1989-1990 and 1993).

0.7. The question concerning the approximate time of the first Indo-Aryan migration to the
Maldives, which is regarded as a substantial problem by many Maldivians, has yielded two
contradictory theses which have to be discussed here.

0.7.1. Although GEIGER’s studies about Dhivehi represent the foundation stone of any
scientific linguistic investigation into this language, the material he collected did not suffice
to judge the “degree of relationship” of Dhivehi and Sinhalese. As to the presumptive period
of the Indo-Aryan migration to the Maldive Islands, GEIGER’s basic assumption can be proved
to be wrong. Relying himself on the prejudice that Dhivehi must be a dialectal offspring of
Sinhalese, he concluded that the splitting time was not earlier than the 10th c. A.D. This,
however, would imply a real exodus from Sri Lanka to the Maldives to have taken place in
the middle ages. But there is no convincing reason why thousands of Sinhalese people should
have given up their fertile home country in order to exchange it for the comparatively sterile
Maldive Islands; the only imaginable motive for such an emigration could have been a war
or an epidemic. However, whatever the reason of such a sudden and powerful colonisation of
the Maldives might have been — the Sinhalese chronicle would certainly have mentioned it.
But in fact there is not even a short note which could support GEIGER’S assumption. lbn
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Battuta who in the 14th c. spent one year and a half in the Maldives working as a cadi, noted
everything which seemed to be important to him; if the Maldives had been settled relatively
recently, he would certainly have heard about that. And, last but not least, we should expect
that the Maldivian chronicle, albeit giving more exact dates only from the year 1153 A.D.,
would have reported about such a sudden immigration at least in legendary form. Further-
more, the few Maldivian legends that refer to the pre-Islamic period do not contain any
indications which speak in favour of a recent mass immigration. None of these extralinguistic
arguments supports GEIGER’s thesis, which, however, cannot be disproved by them either.
Until there are serious archeological investigations that testify to an earlier settlement by
Indo-Aryans, we have to look for other pieces of scientific evidence.

0.7.2. The Sinhalese philologist DE SiLvA (1970b) published the hypothesis that the Maldives
were colonised at the same time as Sri Lanka, by Indo-Aryan tribes who came from South
India.?* According to DE SILVA, a first Indo-Aryan immigration, perhaps of a larger extent,
could have taken place as early as the 5th or 4th c. B.C., the possibility of smaller migration
waves during the following centuries, probably also from Sri Lanka, not withstanding. In this
connection, the episode about the ship used by the women which lands on the island Mahila-
dipaka, as reported in the Mahavamsa, deserves a certain interest. It is not difficult to imagine
that some of the ships that were on the way to Sri Lanka missed their original destination
because of adverse winds or currents and thus landed on the Maldives. Comparable incidents
are well known from the more recent past. Besides the attested cases of ships or boats from
far away, driven off course, an enormous number of ships were destroyed by reefs surround-
ing the islands, which are hard to locate for navigators; many of these wrecks are still to be
found around the Maldives. Over the last two-three centuries, several cases of crews who
have had to stay in the Maldives after their vessels were broken are attested. Thus, the
assumption that the first Indo-Aryan settlers might have reached the Maldives by accident, is
not completely unfounded.

0.8. Jakob GrimM’s famous sentence according to which “our language is also our his-
tory”? holds true for many nations and tribes. As to the special case of the Maldivians, the
history of the language even represents the only possible basis for investigations into their
prehistory. Both GEIGER and DE SILVA built their respective migration theses on linguistic
data. GEIGER paid special attention to the common features of Sinhalese and Dhivehi, as far
as they were known to him, while DE SiLvVA, without neglecting the importance of, looked
particularly for features that distinguish the two languages. He tried to find divergences
concerning the inherited categories as well as special developments in the field of areal
typology. However, neither thesis is convincing in its present state; there being but a very
small quantity of Dhivehi material at our disposal, neither GEIGER’S nor DE SILVA’S thesis can
be proved or disproved with certainty. Some facts, however, seem to speak in favour of the

22 Here, the question whether their original homeland was located in the northwest or in the northeast of the
Subcontinent was left open by DE SILVA. In a later publication (1979) he considers the “Western hypothesis”
as more probable.

% “Unsere Sprache ist auch unsere Geschichte.” Kleinere Schriften, I, 1864, 290.
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assumption that Indo-Aryans might already have been present on the Maldive islands for a
certain period, perhaps even a long time before the 10th c. A.D. Neither GEIGER nor DE
SILVA were aware of the complicated dialectal situation that is to be found in the Maldives.
If they had had the opportunity to investigate more than the standard language, which
represents the dialect of Male, and if they had been able to compare more than only some
isolated elements of this particular idiom with Sinhalese, GEIGER’s model would be less rigid
and DE SILVA’s arguments more effective.

0.8.1. Despite some other errors and misleading conclusions, DE SIiLVA, when regarding the
historical-phonological development of Dhivehi and Sinhalese, discovered two essential
features that speak in favour of a very early dialectal separation of the two languages.** The
first feature concerned is the development of the OIA glide /y/ which in initial position is
preserved as /y-/ in Sinhalese while it is represented by /d-/ in the same position in Dhivehi
without exception (cp., e.g., Sinh. yanava vs. Dhiv. (M.) dani “to go” « OIA yati “goes”).
This sound law would be less decisive if the dialectal differentiation could not be traced back
to the MIA period. The second important phonological divergence is not as archaic as the one
just mentioned. It consists in the different development in Dhivehi and Sinhalese of the OIA
and MIA affricates.”® All the other divergences (some of them great) between the phoneme
systems of the two insular languages can be assigned to the modern Indo-Aryan epoch only;
some of these, however, are already attested in the oldest Maldivian texts (12th c., cf. above).
Considering phonological features only, the amount of material which | had the opportunity
to study leaves us no doubt that GEIGER’s thesis is wrong. His assumption that the first Indo-
Aryan settlers of the Maldives came from Sri Lanka and arrived no earlier than the 10th c.,
can no longer be maintained. In morphology, as well, there are many significant differences
between Old Dhivehi and the Sinhalese language of the late medieval period, i.e. the early
form of Classical Sinhalese. It is quite improbable that the fundamental morphological
differences which characterise some verbal categories might have developed within one or
two centuries only, as GEIGER’s temporal framework considering the assumed “splitting off”
of Dhivehi would imply.?

0.8.2. A striking typological difference between Dhivehi and Sinhalese is met with in the
structure of the numeral system. Until the most recent past, Dhivehi disposed of a complete
duodecimal system which was still in use at the beginning of the 20th c. This system which
was characterised by special lexical items based on calculating operations with duodecimal
numbers, determined all weights and measures, as well. In contrast to that, there are no
attestations of a particular duodecimal system in Sinhalese in any period of its well docu-
mented history. However, apart from the obviously dominating duodecimal system, decimal
numbers have always existed in Dhivehi, attestations being found already in the old texts. In
all dialects, the duodecimal numbers have been replaced by the decimal numbers the system
of which shows many innovations as to the formation of the numerals. Some of the more

2 For details cf. 1.7.

B Cf. 1.7,

% Cf. GEIGER (1919), 100: “In one word, Maldivian must have separated from Sinhalese at a time when the
latter had already, in respect of sound, assumed the form which it has at present. And this, as | think I have
proven, was about the year 900 A.D.”
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archaic Maldivian decimal numbers obviously represent prakritisms®” which are not attested
in Sinhalese; they are of particular interest here.

0.8.3. Regarding the lexical items that were borrowed from Sinhalese into Dhivehi, the
Sinhalese language with its unbroken written tradition can be used as chronological parame-
ter. Even though thorough investigations of Sinhalese loanwords in Dhivehi have not yet been
undertaken, it is to be expected that the respective diachronical layers of Sinhalese loanwords
in Dhivehi reflect different stages in the phonological development of Sinhalese; furthermore,
depending on the time when the Sinhalese words were borrowed into Dhivehi, they will also
reflect some of the particular sound changes that are exclusively characteristic for Dhivehi.
Thus, it is possible that a systematical historical investigation into the Sinhalese loanwords
will not only inform us about the intensity and the effectivity of (bilingual) contacts in the
course of time, but will perhaps even allow us to draw our conclusions concerning the
chronology of the migrations from Sri Lanka to the Maldives.

0.8.4. Despite the more extensive research work that has been devoted to Dhivehi in recent
times, and its results which also elucidate parts of the history of the language, it is still too
early to decide with certainty whether Dhivehi and Sinhalese developed at about the same
time from a common Prakrit ancestor which would allow to call them “sister languages” in
the literal sense of the word, as proposed by DE SILVA. We cannot disprove the opposite
assumption that Dhivehi might represent a “daughter language” of Sinhalese which split off
from it in prehistorical time; it is clear, however, that this time must have been much earlier
than GEIGER supposed.

0.9. The relationship between Dhivehi and Sinhalese is not only the most important objective
when the history of the language is concerned, but also an indispensable means for judging
the evolutional background of certain dialectal phenomena occurring in Dhivehi. Within this
framework it is necessary to regard the diglossia which characterises all levels of contempor-
ary Sinhalese. The modern written language is interwoven with many influences from the
earlier stages of the literary language, from poetry as well as from classical prose; further-
more, a permanent infiltration of loanwords (often in the function of mots savants) from
Sanskrit, Pali and Classical Sinhalese can still be observed nowadays. Apart from that, from
the point of view of morphology, syntax and stylistics as well, the modern written language
is heterogeneous. This can be explained by the parallel use of different diachronical strata
which causes the great variety of concomitant stylistic levels we find in the written language.
In contrast to this, the colloquial language is characterised by manifold simplifications both
in morphology and syntax as well as comparatively reduced stylistic means of expression.
The highly developed diglossia we observe in Sinhalese is typical only for languages with a
long and popular literary tradition. Thus, a language like Dhivehi with its relatively meagre
literary resources is likely to exhibit a completely different picture. Concerning its vocabulary,

Z Within the given context the term “prakritism” is to be understood in the sense of a “loanword from a
MIA language”. In Old Dhivehi prakritisms, in correspondence with sanskritisms, were used as mots savants (in
the written language).
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its grammatical categories and its stylistic possibilities, however, Dhivehi is not a “poor”
language at all, given its abundant dialectal variation on the one hand and its rich tradition of
oral folklore on the other hand. It is written poetry of any kind, however, which has devel-
oped only recently as a new literary category and which has remained confined to the
standard language.

0.9.1. The speakers of Dhivehi are scattered all over a vast area, the geographical circum-
stances preventing them from being in very close contact with each other. This situation has
resulted in a remarkable dialectal differentiation. The archipelago which consists of ca. 1200
islands, ca. 200 of them inhabited, covers a distance of 885 km from north to south. If we
take Minicoy (Maliku) into account, an island now belonging to India which is situated at the
northern end of the Maldivian archipelago where Dhivehi is spoken as well, the Maldives
extend to a length of about 1000 km. The numerous subdialects are divided into two main
groups: a northern and a southern one. The latter is restricted to the three southernmost atolls
with the traditional names Huvadu, Fua’ Mulaku and Addu.?® There are some considerable
differences between the particular subdialects of the south. The dialectal divergences between
North and South Dhivehi are of such a quality that northern Maldivians can hardly understand
the southern dialects. The opposite is much easier since the Male standard language has
become widespread. The northern dialect group which extends from the Haddummati (Lam)
Atoll in the south up to Minicay, is very homogeneous. The dialect of Male is a typical
representative of this group.

0.9.1.1. It has been observable during the last years that the active knowledge of the unwritten
dialects is getting lost in favour of an increasing competence of the standard language. The
fact that the standard language is used in education and administration all over the atolls is
not the only reason for this development; the role played by the mass media, television and
radio which broadcast from Male all over the islands, is gaining more and more importance.

0.9.1.2. In many respects, the dialects of Dhivehi represent different diachronical stages in the
development of the language. Especially in the field of morphology, the amount of archaic
features steadily increases from north to south. Within the three southernmost atolls, the
dialect of the Addu islands which form the southern tip of the whole Maldivian archipelago,
is characterised by the highest degree of archaicity. Thus, the different classes of verb
conjugation and nominal inflection are best preserved there, morphological simplifications
and, as a consequence, irregularities increasing from atoll to atoll towards the north. From a
strictly morphological point of view, the southern dialects which are still very rich in forms
correspond more to Classical Sinhalese than to northern Dhivehi which has lost many forms
and even complete morphological categories. On the other hand, the northern Maldivian
dialects, including the colloguial standard language, can be compared with colloquial Sinha-
lese, the morphology of which has also undergone considerable reductions.

% The modern official names are: Gaf-Alif / Gaf-Dal Atoll, Naviyani (Gnaviyani) Atoll and Sin Atoll.
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0.9.1.3. As is to be expected, the dialects also show many differences in their vocabularies.
In many cases different etyma are used for the same concept. But there are also divergences
concerning whole systems. A very prominent example are the personal pronouns where, to a
large extent, the northern and the southern dialects show different etyma.

0.9.1.4. In phonological development the interdialectal differences are less significant. As a
rule, the vowel system of the standard language is more conservative than that of the southern
dialects, while the latter show some archaic features in their consonant system which are not
to be found in North Dhivehi (any longer).? Some of the phonological divergences between
the northern and the southern area can be regarded as archaic.®

0.9.1.5. Comparative syntax does not reveal any systematical differences between the dialects.
The most decisive point of Maldivian syntax consists in the question whether a sentence
contains a finite verb or not. The basic clause structure depends on this predisposition. In
comparison with the significance of this main rule, the other syntactical rules play a subordi-
nate role only.

0.9.2. A special development of Dhivehi which is very peculiar from a typological point of
view, is confined to the standard language. While the expression of the social status, on the
one hand, and politeness, appreciation, despise, intimacy and respect for older people, on the
other hand, is not unknown to the languages of the Subcontinent in general, the hierarchical
system we find in the traditional language of Male is unique within the languages of South
Asia for different reasons. The pure existence of three formally differentiated social degrees
alone would not be surprising as such within the areal context. But, in contrast to the other
Modern IA languages, the Maldivian language perfectly reflects the threefold system of social
status which originally consisted of commoners (1st honorific degree), nobles (2nd degree)
and the king and queen, nowadays replaced by the president and leaders of institutions (3rd
degree). In standard Maldivian the expression of hierarchy is strictly organised and complete-
ly formalised, the social status being represented by the three honorific degrees as indicated.
The language of Male is the only modern IA dialect where all personal pronouns, including
the first person, are systematically distinguished according to the status of the respective
person. Thus, all forms are inambiguously marked, which includes that the relation of the
particular forms to the respective social level is straight-forward and unchangeable. It is
neither possible to change the stylistic level in order to express more intimacy or distance, nor
are there any special forms that refer to a hierarchy of age. The primary criterion of this
system consists in differentiating status and nothing else. All kind of communication depends
on the social rank, acquired by birth, of the speaker, the addressee and third persons referred
to. Politeness is important but has no influence on the choice of the respective pronoun.

The expression of status is not restricted to the pronominal system, however. Thus, nouns
are integrated into the hierarchical order by help of two special suffixes. Even the use of
particles depends on the common status criteria. One of the most remarkable features consists

» Cp., e.g., the phonematic difference between /n/ and In/ as preserved in the southern dialects as against the
uniform /n/ appearing in North Dhivehi; cf. 1.3.7.
% Cp. M. /ll vs. AFF. [d/ as described in 1.3.7.2.
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in a very strict, hierarchically organised verbal system. Three verbal levels are expressed
mainly by causative formations, partly also by lexical means.

The systematic use of the honorific levels has always been a special feature of the capital
and its sphere of influence, where the differentiation of the three status classes was an
omnipresent phenomenon. Nowadays the significance of the threefold social splitting is
loosing importance even here, though, which corresponds with a decreasing competence for
the honorific system of the language. The sociolect of the sultan’s palace (“palace language™)
which represents the most elevated level from the stylistical point of view, is almost forgotten
now, because the courtly lifestyle has disappeared. In the southern Maldives where the society
has always been more homogeneous, there are even no traces whatsoever of a comparable
linguistic differentiation.™

0.10. The primary goal of the present grammar consists in a detailed comparative description
of the morphology of the main dialects of Dhivehi. Furthermore, without a solid knowledge
of the morphological relations it would be impossible to give a correct phonological descrip-
tion, because there are many morphonological processes that play an important role in
Modern Dhivehi.

From the morphological point of view, the dialect of Addu is the most conservative one.
It is of a special interest because of the high degree of regularity and transparency of its
forms. A good knowledge of the morphological system of the Addu dialect helps to judge and
to explain many of the (secondary) developments of the other dialects which seem to be
irregular; this is especially true for modern northern Dhivehi which shows a comparatively
reduced morphology. Furthermore, without the morphological background of the Addu
dialect, it would be difficult to establish the syntactical function of the oblique case in the
standard language, because this inherited case form has almost completely been lost there,
while in the southern dialects it is preserved not only as a syntactical factor but, to a certain
extent (especially in the pronominal system), also as a morphological unit. The dialect of Fua’
Mulaku which essentially corresponds with that of Addu in the manifestation of the formal
categories, at the same time shows many morphologicai peculiarities that are characteristic for
northern Dhivehi. As a result of these overlaps, the dialect of Fua’ Mulaku is less transparent
from the formal point of view. With respect to morphology, the dialect of Huvadu is a more
typical representant of southern Dhivehi. With regard to the phonology, however, there are
some special developments that are characteristic for Huvadu alone.*

% The Maldivian honorific system will be the subject of a separate study which at present is under prepara-
tion. In it, the phenomen will be treated within an enlarged areal context.

% Depending on the (mainly temporal) circumstances of my research stay in 1993, | had to concentrate
primarily on the two southernmost dialects as well as on the standard language. The material | could collect from
Huvadu is relatively restricted and, as a consequence, my Huvadu database is much smaller than the other data
collections. Therefore, the dialect of Huvadu plays only a small role within the framework of this book.






Phonology

1. The sound system

Except for some special developments, the sound system of Dhivehi can be regarded as
typical for a South Indian language. Among the characteristics common to Modern Indo-
Aryan languages, the Maldivian phonemic inventory shows an opposition of long and short
vowels, of dental and retroflex consonants as well as of single and geminate consonants,
furthermore diphthongs and nasalised vowels (the latter having a phonemic value only in the
dialect of Fua’ Mulaku, cf. below). There are three peculiar features that Dhivehi shares with
Sinhalese, viz. the complete loss of the aspirated consonants, the emergence of prenasalised
stops and, finally, considerable vowel changes as a consequence of umlaut-processes.

1.1. To illustrate these basic principles, a concise survey of the most important historical
sound changes that are responsible for the phonological peculiarities of modern Dhivehi in
comparison with its Sinhalese sister language is required.® The essential changes occurred
gradually, following an hierarchical order within the framework of a continuous process
which affected and transformed considerable parts of the sound system.

1.1.1. With the other modern Indo-Aryan languages Dhivehi shares the fundamental sound
changes that mark the beginning of this epoch, the earliest characteristics of which can be
traced back already to late Middle Indo-Aryan times. For instance, it shows no long vowels
in inherited words which could be derived directly from corresponding Old Indo-Aryan long
vowels.* In general, the long vowels of the modern language have emerged as a secondary
result of the contraction of two originally short vowels after the loss of intervocalic conson-
ants during the Middle Indian period.®

1.1.2. Old Dhivehi as handed down in its earliest written documents,® the lomafanus, had
only open syllables. From the fact that there were no closed syllables, it follows that the
prenasalised stops have to be considered as monophonemic (cf. 1.3.4); this coincides with the
fact that they were never written as sequences of nasals + stops. The writing rule also implies
that there were no consonant clusters in Old Dhivehi (cf. 1.3.8). In the language of those
days, the contemporary (nominal and verbal) consonant stems (cf. 2.3.1.3) still ended in -u;
e.g. ratu “island, land” (attested since L1 [f/2,1]; today M. [ra’ (ras)) or eku “one”
(attested since L3 4/1,5; today M. [e7] (ek)), kotu abs. “having done, made” (attested since
L1 [d/1,2]; today M. [ko] (ko$)). The question whether the same rule applied to southern
Dhivehi in ancient times as well, or whether we have to assume a dialectal differentiation

% For a treatise of some general features of the historical phonology of Dhivehi, cf. FRITZ / GIPPERT (2000),
139-152.

% Cf., e.g., MAsICA (1991), 189. — For concrete Dhivehi examples cf. 1.2.1.

% For examples cf. 1.2.1.3.

% For the different types of documents cf. introduction, 0.5.1 and furthermore vol.ii. of the present book.
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similar to that of nowadays,® cannot be answered with certainty, because all linguistic
documents were written in the standard language.

1.1.3. The history of Dhivehi — as far as it is attested by written documents — shows that final
-u in the position after voiceless consonants, nasals and | tended to be apocopated more and
more in the course of the centuries, while it was conserved after retroflex and voiced conson-
ants. As a result of this development, in modern Dhivehi only the consonants /n/, /s/, /k/, It/
and /8 « t/ can be found in final position. While /n/ in final position is articulated as a velar
[7] in all dialects (e.g. mihun [mihuy] “people™®), the other four consonants mentioned are
subject to considerable phonetic changes which for the most part vary from dialect to dialect.
The only phoneme that is realised homogeneously is /-k/ which phonetically occurs as glottal
stop [?7] in the whole Dhivehi speaking area. In the southern dialects, final /-t/ has been
changed phonetically to [?] as well,*® while in the standard language /-t/ is realised as glide
[y] forming a diphthong with the preceding vowel; for this development cp., e.g., the casus
rectus M. [foi] in comparison with A.F. [fo] /fot/ “book”.®® In the dialect of Addu as well
as the standard language, final /-§/ is pronounced as [?] too, while we have to state a com-
pletely different development for Fua’ Mulaku where the phoneme /§/ is never met with in
word-final position. Obviously, there was no tendency in this dialect to omit the following
vowel which, however, underwent some qualitative changes; cf. F. raso “island, land” vs.
M.A. [ra’ /ra§/ (« /ratu/, attested since L1 [f/2,1]).** While final /-s/ remained unchanged
in the standard language and in Addu, the dialect of Fua’ Mulaku shows an allophonic change
of /-s/ to [h] in the same position, followed by a weakly articulated vowel which echoes the
vowel of the preceding syllable; cp., e.g., F. maha with M.A. mas “fish”. The Fua’
Mulaku dialect is peculiar with respect to final /I/ as well, for it is the only dialect where this
consonant has been preserved to this day in its original phonetic quality (cf. 1.2.1.6).

It follows from these observations that [?] has no phonemic value of its own. It only serves as an allophonic
variant of the final consonants M.A.F. /-k/, A.F. /-t/ and M.A. /-§/. It is important to draw attention to the fact
that this phonological function of the glottal stop has to be regarded separately from a pure phonetic
phenomenon typical not only for Dhivehi and Sinhalese, viz. the automatical articulation of a glottal stop [?]
following inevitably every vowel in word-final position, which is a widespread phenomenon throughout the
South Asian languages; cp., €.g., the adjective M. bodu, F. bofido, A. bofida “big”, which is pronounced [bodu?],
[bofido?] and [bofida’], resp. This kind of glottal stop has neither phonological nor morphological significance.

1.1.4. The nasal m, which by apocope of the final -u came into absolute final position, was
changed into -n [7], but it remained m within the paradigm when it was not final. A tendency
of changing -m — -n can be noticed already in the earliest documents. Alongside kamu “fact,
deed” which is attested in this form from L1 (d/2,3) up to the Tana-period, the same word
was written in parallel kan, which can be found as early as L5 (5/2,2) as well; cf. also bimu

¥ Cf. 2.3.1.3.4.1 below.

% Cf. als0 2.3.1.3.1.

* For examples and for the spelling of the two latter phonemes cf. 2.3.1.3.1.
“ For more details and examples cf. 1.2.2.4.

“! For a detailed study on the dative ending F. -a$a cf. 2.3.1.1.3.

2 For some further examples cf. 2.3.1.3.1.
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“earth, soil, ground, land” (F3,14; F6,11) with its variant bin which is attested in fatkolus in
the compounds binbai “share, portion of land” (F6,11; F8,23) and bingafidu “id.” (F4,3).
There can be no doubt that the spelling with final -u does not reflect the actual pronunciation,
at least in later times; these forms must be explained as results of historical spelling instead.

1.1.5. Besides the apocope of final -u we have to deal with a syncope of medial -u- and -a-
which took place under the same phonological conditions. There is much evidence for this
process being as old as the ancient documents. Cp. the name of the island Isdu which often
occurs as isu-duvu since L1 (s/1,4), as against the variant form is-duvu appearing in L2 (7,
2) and L3 (12/1,3) which already shows syncope;® the sibilant s in isdl was preserved
because it belongs to the very few consonants in Dhivehi that are not omitted in final posit
ion (cf. 1.1.3 above). Cf. also the ancient word for “officer”, lit. “the one having received a
task (to do)” which is attested in many documents as kamu-gati (L2 6,2; L6 2,4; F5,39.43;
cf. also the plural kamugatin-ai “and officers” in L5 5/1,4 as well as the indef. plural forms
kamugattakun in L1 n/1,1 and kamugatyakun in L2 37,5), as against syncopated kam-gati
(L4 /1,7 and ¢/1,1; indef. plural kamgatyakun “officers” in L3 3/2,1).* On the other han
d, all consonants which after the loss of the originally word-final vowels could not appear in
final position themselves yielded geminates in syncope environments.”® Cp., e.g., the
contemporary name of the southernmost atoll, Addu, which has to be derived through an
intermediate form at-duvu (L4 a/2,4), syncopated from *ata/atu-duvu, lit. “eight-island-
(atoll)”; cf. also the name of the island Toddu which is attested as totduvu (L2 11,2.3;
L3 10/2,3) from *totu-duvu, approximately “ford-island”. Another consonant that could not
enter final position is t as in batteria “rice man, rice farmer” which is attested in its geniti
ve form written bat-veriage (L2 28,3). Finally, the same kind of syncope is also responsible
for the geminates that characterise the regular formation of causatives (cf. 1.3.9.12).

1.2. The vowels

1.2.1. The vowel system of modern Dhivehi is strictly symmetrical. It consists of five vocalic
qualities which show a phonemic differentiation of quantity: a—a,i—-1,u-u,e—¢, 0-0.
As was mentioned above, there are no inherited words with long vowels that could be derived
directly from the corresponding long vowels of Old Indo-Aryan. GEIGER (1938, 14-15) shows
that the same process is valid for Sinhalese as well where the inherited long vowels merged
with the short ones not later than the Proto-Sinhalese period, i.e., the 5th c. A.D.; cp., e.g.,
Sinh. gama, stem gam- “village” vs. Pa., Pkt. gama-, OIA grama-*’; Sinh. nil “blue, green,
dark” vs. Pa. nila-, OIA nila-*’; Sinh. duma, stem dum- “smoke, steem” vs. Pa., PKkt.

“® For Dhiv. du < duvu “island” cf. 2.6.2.3.1.4.

“ [gat/, gati part.pret. of gannani, originally meaning “to get”, but nowadays meaning only “to buy™; for
more detailed information on this verb cf. 3.11.4.3. — For kam(u) cf. 1.1.5.

“ For details cf. 1.3.9.

“ Cf. GEIGER (1941), 53, no. 777 and TURNER (1966) 1, 234, no. 4368.

4T Cf. GEIGER (1941), 89, no. 1310 and TURNER (1966) I, 426, no. 7563.
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dhuma-, OIA dhiméa-*® etc. Cp. the equivalent words of Dhivehi, gamu “village” (L1 s/2,4
etc.; L2 6,3; L3 3/2,2 and 11/1,2; L4 /2,2 etc.; in Modern Dhivehi only preserved in the
island name Gan®), F. nil “blue” (vs. M.A. ni « *niu « nil®), M.A.F. dun, i.e. [duy]
/dum/ “smoke, steam”.

There are several words in the basic vocabulary of Dhivehi which show medial long
vowels in accordance with long vowels of their correspondents in OIA and MIA. These must
without doubt be classified as sanskritisms or prakritisms, resp. Cp. A.F. vela “time” with
OIA véla- “limit, boundary, time” (cf. TURNER 1966, II, 702, no. 12115); M. uidoli,
A.F. indoli “typical Maldivian wing hanging from the ceiling inside the house” with OIA
hindola- “wing, swing cradle” vs. Sinh. idolu-va “palanquin, sedan”, Hi. hindol(a);*
M.A.F. joli “a baglike seat or wing outside the house” with OIA *jhola- “bag” (cf. TURNER
1966, 1, 299, no. 5415); M. doni, A.F. doni “boat, ship (of the common Maldivian type)”
with Pkt. doni- “boat”, «— OIA droni- “wooden trough” (MBh.), vs. Pa., Pkt. dona- < drdna-
(cf. TURNER 1966, |, 379, no. 6641).

1.2.1.1. Long vowels in initial position are extremely rare in Dhivehi. No verb begins with
a long vowel, and almost all nouns that show a primary initial long vowel can be explained
as sanskritisms such as M.A.F. aditta “Sunday” (OIA aditya- “son of Aditi, name of seven
deities, esp. of the sun”: TURNER 1966, I, 52, no. 1153), or loanwords that obviously have
been borrowed more recently such as M.AF. Ttu “roof tile” (probably from Hi. 1t “id.”,*
cf. Pkt. ittaga-, itta-, OIA fstaka-; TURNER 1966, I, 72, no. 1600); M.A.F. ada “habit, norm,
rule” (« Arab. “adat “id.”), or M. odaru “order” («- Engl. order) etc.

Only a few Dhivehi words that belong to the inherited vocabulary have a long initial
vowel, which in most cases can be explained by contractions. This is true, e.g. for the long
e- of the personal pronouns of the 3.ps.sg., eti “it” and ena “he, she”, of the standard
language which obviously developed by a merger of the demonstrative e “that” with a noun
(eti « e+eti “thatthing”, cf. 2.6.2.5.1.1; ena «— e+V(?)na, cf. 2.6.2.5.3). — Other examples can
be explained by assuming the loss of a consonant between vowels: cf. A. U*® “rope, thread,
cord” « *(h)u(v)u vs. Sinh. huya, stem hu/hu- “id.” « Pkt. suya-, Skt. suta- “id.”,>* or
M.A.F. Uru « *(h)u(v)uru “pig” vs. Sinh. (h)ura, stem (h)uru- “id.” < Pkt. suara- < OIA

“8 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 78, no. 1161; TURNER (1966) I, 392, no. 6849.

* Gan is the name of the southernmost island of the Addu-Atoll as well as the name of an island in
Haddummati- (= Lam-) Atoll. — For the change of final -m — -n cf. 1.1.4.

% For the change of -1 — -u cf. 1.2.1.6.

*1 Cf. TURNER (1966) 11, 815, no. 14094 and GEIGER (1941), 21, no. 322.

%2 Although it might seem dubious that Dhivehi could have received direct loans from Hindi or Urdu, it is
highly probable that the source of Dhiv. 1tu has to be seen in Hi. 1t. The retroflex /t/ shows that the word has
been borrowed only recently, because otherwise 1t/ would have changed to /3/ in all dialects except Huvadu. As
in many other cases, the word seems to have been imported together with the reale it denotes. Roof tiles and
normal tiles were unknown in traditional Maldivian architecture and have come into a limited use very recently
only; they were imported from India and Sri Lanka. The traditional building material was produced from plants
(mostly from the coconut tree) and from coral stone. — Cp. also the common Sinh. word for “tile”, ulu (e.g. ulu
kataya “(roof) tile”) which cannot be the source of Dhiv. 1tu; the etymology of ulu is not clear, however, cf.
TURNER (1966), 1, 77, no. 1681 and GEIGER (1941) 29, no. 443.

53 Cf. also the case forms A. gen. Ue, dat. ua’ /u-a$/, abl. un /u-un/.

% Cf. GEIGER (1941), 193, no. 2915; cf. also TURNER (1966) Il, 781, no. 13561 s.v. OIA stitra- “id.”.
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sukara- “boar”.%® For the initial long vowel of the presumably inherited numeral M.A.F. ahi
“80” (cf. 2.5.1.4) there is no convincing explanation so far.

1.2.1.2. A special group among the words with initial long vowel is constituted by certain
nominal i-stems in Addu and, to a much higher degree, in Fua’ Mulaku. There, the paradig-
matic loss of the stem-final -i led to a transformation of the phonetic scope of the nouns in
question. In most cases the characteristic trait of this process is the lengthening and subse-
quent accentuation of the root vowel. In the dialect of Addu, this morphonological process
can be noted only sporadically, being restricted, besides a few exceptions, to single oblique
case forms and to the definite and indefinite form only.%® In Fua® Mulaku, however, it has
spread throughout whole paradigms, resulting in the emergence of some nouns with initial
long vowel.”” Cf. the nom. A. ali “ash” beginning with short a- as against the gen. A. ale
« *ali-e with secondary lengthening of the initial vowel; in the Fua’ Mulaku equivalent of the
word, this vowel spread, by analogy, not only to the nom. ali but to the whole paradigm (dat.
alaha, abl./instr. alen); cf. furthermore F.1hi “lobster” vs. M.A. ihi. — The secondary
lengthening of the root vowel is also attested in many i-stems with word-initial consonant, cf.
A. nom.sg.def. meha /mehi-a/ “the fly”, fesa /feSi-a/ “the box”, gen. fese /feSi-e/ as well as
F. nom.sg. mehi “fly”, fesi “box”, fisi “small island, sandbank™ (vs. A. nom. fisi) etc.

1.2.1.3. Long vowels that appear in medial as well as final position in modern Dhivehi®®
have mostly come about as a secondary result of contraction of two (identical or different)
short vowels. These vocalic contractions must have occurred after intervocalic consonants of
the MIA period had been lost. Cp., e.g., M.F. ra, A. (do)ra “fermented juice of the liquid
taken from the palm-blossom, palm-wine, toddy” (Sinh. ra < raha « Pkt. rasa-, OIA rasa-
“sap or juice of plants; taste, flavour™®); M. kis “saw”, F. kiha < nom.def. *kis-a through
MIA kakaca- from Skt. krakaca- “id.” (cf. the still uncontracted correspondent in the
secondary i-stem A. kiéhi « *kiés-i; for more details cf. 2.3.2.8.1.3); M. biru, A.F. biri
“deaf”, Sinh. biri / bihiri < Pkt. bahira- « OIA badhira- “id.”®°; M.A. bes, F. behe “medi-
cine, medicament, drug” (« *bees « *behaja <« *besaja) corresponding to the Sinh. plural
stem behet (with the final consonant being unvoiced) with beheta as a regular nom.sg.
(besides nom.sg. beheda, of the original stem behed- «— *besaja «— Pkt. bhesajja- “id.” < OIA
bhaisajya-.* The final long vowels and diphthongs of most of the nouns that constitute the
group of “root nouns” in Dhivehi® can also be traced back to vowel contraction which must
already have taken place in an early period in this case: cp., e.g., A.F. ge (M. ge) “house”
< MIA geha- « OIA geha-; M. fai, A.F. fa “foot, leg” < Pkt. pa(y)a- < OIA pada- etc.

55 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 29, no. 444 and TURNER (1966) Il, 780, no. 13544,

% Cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2 and the primary paradigm in 2.3.2.11.3.2.

57 Cf. for details 2.3.2.8.1.4 ff.

%8 There are a few exceptions which for the most part can be explained as borrowed or foreign words; cf.
23.14.

% Cf. GEIGER (1902), 932, no. 351 and (1941), 145, no. 2160; TURNER (1966) II, 616, no. 10650. Cf. also
YULE/BURNELL (1902), 927 s.v. toddy.

8 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 123, no. 1832 and TURNER (1966) I, 515, no. 9130.

81 Cf. TURNER (1966), Il, 549, no. 9623.

% For some examples cf. 2.3.1.5.
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1.2.1.4. A few examples of the dialects of Addu and Fua’ Mulaku show the tendency towards
vowel contraction even today. Cp., e.g., A. neduru vs. M.F. niaduru “pomelo”; F. mere vs.
A. miara, M. miaru “shark”®® or F. leni, A. lenai vs. M. liani “write”.%* The medial long
vowel of indefinite infinitives which are used in negated sentencies (cf. 5.5.4), have obviously
developed in the recent past by contraction of two short vowels as well, after the -n- of the
infinitive ending had been lost. Cp., e.g., the infinitives M. kuran “to do” and hadan “to
make, build, create” with their indefinite forms kuraka® and hadaka’ which most probably

have to be derived from *kuran-ak-a$ and hadan-ak-as, resp.

1.2.1.5. In the case of some isolated words the final long vowel can be explained by assuming
a merger of an originally short final vowel with the definite suffix, -a; cp., e.g., A.F. kokko
(vs. M. kokko) “younger brother / sister” from *kokko-a; A. bebe (vs. M.F. bebe) “elder
brother” from *bebe-a (cf. 2.3.1.4).

1.2.1.6. In the standard language, the final long vowel appearing in the direct case of some
nouns is conditioned by the loss of final -1% which is characteristic for northern Dhivehi. In
the remaining forms of the words concerned, /I/ was preserved wherever it was in medial
position.®® In the standard language, the loss of final -1 did not lead directly to a long vowel,
however. Rather, we are dealing with a continuous process here, as the development of M. -el
into -eo (but not -€) shows. The abovementioned tendency is still more evident in the dialect
of Addu where -1 cannot occur in final position either. Here, final -1 was vocalised both after
a and e, leading to diphthongisation (-al — -au and -el — -e0). In the position after u and o,
however, the merger of -1 yields the corresponding long vowel (-ul — -u and -ol — -0), while
the change from -il to -U presupposes an intermediate *-iu. As opposed to this,” the dialect
of Fua’ Mulaku has conserved final -1 even phonetically, as the following examples illustrate:
/mal/ “flower, blossom” — M. ma, A. mau, but F. mal; /gal/ “stone, rock” — M. ga, A. gau,
but F. gal; /all “new” — M. a, A. au, but F. al; /bal/ “hole” — M. ba, A. bau, but F. bal;
/bol/ “head” — M.A. bo, but F. bol; /kol/ “inner side of the cheek” — M.A. ko, but F. kol;
/lol/ “eye” — M.A. lo, but F. lol; /mul/ “root” — M.A. mu, but F. mul; /nil/ “blue” — M.A. nu
< *niu, but F. nil; /vel/ “every kind of creeper” — M. veo, A. veu, but F. vel; /tel/ “oil” —
M. teo, A. teu, but F. tel etc.

In the words M. ha, A. hau, F. haul “cock” and M. va, A. vau, F. vaul “flying fox”,
however, the final long vowel of the standard forms cannot be the result of a secondarily

8 Cf. Sinh. mora-/muvara- « Pkt. magara-, mayara- “shark”. The word goes back to OIA makara-
“crocodile”; for the change of meaning cf. also Pa. makara- “sea-monster” (TURNER 1966, Il, 554, no. 9692).

& Cf. Sinh. liyanava “id.” (GEIGER 1941, 151, no. 2255).

% 1t was only after the apocope of -u (cf. 1.1.3), when closed syllables reappeared in Dhivehi, that /I/ could
become a final consonant; e.g. mal < *malu “flower”, bol < *bolu “head” etc.

% For examples cf. 1.2.2.3.

%7 This phonetic change is not restricted to Modern IA languages; a comparable vocalisation of final -1 is to
be found in other languages as well, such as in South Slavic: “Vokalische Sprachen weisen die Tendenz auf,
Konsonanten zu vokalisieren. Am augenfélligsten geschieht dies im Serbokr(oatischen), wo silbenschliessendes
-l zu -0 wird und wo altes sonantisches | zu u wurde. Ebenso werden auch im Slovenischen, z.B. in der
Aussprache von Ljubljana, die Endungen “Vokal plus I und -ev zu reinem vokalischem u.” (A.V. ISACENKO,
Versuch einer Typologie der slavischen Sprachen, in: Linguistica Slovaca 1/2, 1939/40, 64-76.)
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vocalised -l alone, as the vocalism of the corresponding Fua® Mulaku forms haul and vaul
show (not Thal, val). Here, the diphthong is based on a contraction (« *savulu / *vavulu; cf.
Sinh. savul-a “jungle cock, gallus lafayetti” which (with unexplained umlaut) has to be
derived from OIA capala- “trembling, fickle” through Pkt. cavala-; cf. TURNER 1966, I, 253,
no. 4672 and, for Sinh. vavul-a “flying fox”, Il, 675, no. 11584).

1.2.1.7. The vernacular of Fua’ Mulaku is the only Maldivian dialect that has phonemic nasal
vowels. These vowels occur only in a very restricted area of the originally eight different
local idioms which nowadays have merged together more and more. At present only some
elderly persons speaking the subdialect in question still have the necessary competence for the
inherited nasal vowels which — because of the increasing influence of the standard language
— has been lost by younger people in the recent past.

An example of an inherited long nasalised vowel is provided by F. basi “eggplant”. /a/
here reflects the nasal consonant of OIA bhantaki- (TURNER 1966, Il, 533, no. 9369). The
reason for the lengthening of the root vowel (cp. M.A. basi, Sinh. batu with short a) has to
be seen in the morphonological rule of i-stems which was mentioned above (cf. 1.2.1.2 and
2.3.2.8.1.4.2; cp. also Beng. bhata). — A similar example is F. kasi “thorn” vs. M.A. kasi,
Sinh. katu-va “id.” which corresponds to basi in its whole paradigm; it has to be derived
from OIA kér_ltaka- “id.” (cp. Pkt. kar)@aa-; TURNER 1966, I, 133, no. 2668).

In the following examples, the nasal vowel is conditioned by a root-final nasal consonant:
fani “worm, caterpillar” vs. A. fani, M. fani; Sinh. panu-va (< OIA pranaka- “living being,
animal, worm”®); F. bani “bark” with nasal @ vs. A. bauni (the word has no equivalent
outside the southernmost dialects). — The same condition applies to the final nasal vowel
appearing in the present participle of numerous verbs which can be traced back to an original
-n-. Examples are the a-stem F. nida “sleeping” vs. A.M. nida « *nidana (but cf. the
lengthened form® nidani where -n is preserved) or the e-stem F. rekg vs. M.A. reke “avoid-
ing, escaping” « *rekena (long form rekent “id.”)™.

There are many examples of nasal vowels whose occurrence is not easy to explain, neither
on phonological nor on phonetic grounds. This is true, e.g., for F. kudda “child” (« kudi-a,
sg.def., cf. 2.3.2.8.1.4.3); F. mydi “ring, jewellery” (Sinh. mudu- “finger-ring”; Pkt. mudda-,
OIA mudra- “seal, signet-ring”’*; or F. bazu “eagle, falcon” (< Pers. baz “falcon, (gos-)
hawk”). In the case of F. faha “five” (M.A. fas), F. ha, hy “yes” (M.A. ha), F. yhy “no”
(besides M. nun, A.F. nun), F. fahe “if” (cf. A. fehe) and F. madaha adv. “tomorrow” (cf.
M. madama, A. maduma’), we realise that the nasal vowel is preceded by h which might be
responsible for a secondary nasalisation.”> — There are also verbal forms with nasal vowels
that cannot be explained from a linguistic point of view, for example the ending of the
absolutive of the e-stems which alternates between -J and -I; cf. the variant forms temj and
temr (abs. of temeni “get wet”).”

6 Cf. TURNER (1966) Il, 501, no. 8929; GEIGER (1941), 93, no. 1383.

% For the terminology cf. 3.9.

" For the implied formation rules cf. 3.9.1.

™ Cf. TURNER (1966) Il, 588, no. 10203 and GEIGER (1941), 136, no. 2033.

"2 1t remains possible that the nasal vowel of F. faha “five” represents a direct reflex of that in OIA pafica
(cf. 25.1.1).

" For details cf. 3.10.2.
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The nasal vowel phonemes of Fua’ Mulaku must be clearly distinguished from the common Maldivian trend
to pronounce short or long vowels in a nasalised way when they precede the nasal consonant n; cp., e.g., mihun
“people” pronounced as [mihyn]. Besides this, some speakers show a general tendency to a slightly nasalised
pronounciation of vowels, irrespective of their phonological surrounding. Both these articulations represent purely
phonetic phenomena, they have no bearing on the phonological system of the language.

1.2.2. In contrast to Sinhalese,”* Modern Dhivehi possesses true diphthongs which because
of their apparently ambiguous character need a detailed examination. Basically, we have to
distinguish phonemic diphthongs from numerous kinds of diphthongisations that represent the
phonetic realisation (i.e. the pronunciation) of certain phonological structures but cannot be
interpreted as diphthongs according to phonological rules.

1.2.2.1. The occurrence of phonemic diphthongs is restricted. There are only a few words
which show an identical diphthong throughout the whole Dhivehi speaking area, with the
diphthong remaining unchanged throughout the paradigm. Leaving aside obvious loanwords
such as M.AF.sai “tea”™ this is true for examples like M.A.F. mamui “honey”,
M.AF. vai “wind”,”” M.A.F. gai “body”,”® or M.A.F. oi “sea current”,”® the diphthongs

of which are the result of a vowel contraction of former disyllabic units.

1.2.2.2. As a rule, phonemic au- and ai-diphthongs occur only in the southern dialects,
however. In northern Dhivehi, the corresponding vowel is long monophthongic a in both
cases. Typical examples are F. haul, A. hau “cock” and F.vaul, A.vau “flying fox”
(M. equivalents ha and va, cf. 1.2.1.6), the diphthong of which is based on a contraction of
*-avu-, but also AF. kaisi vs. M. kasi® “ripe coconut” (for cooking) and A.F. naisi vs.
M. nasi® “coconut shell”. The diphthongs of these remain unchanged throughout the whole
paradigm (cf. gen. A.F. haule, vaule; kaie, naiée). From an etymological point of view,
however, the two latter examples cannot be judged in the same way as the divergent root
vowels of the corresponding Huvadu-forms kauti “coconut” and noti “coconut shell” show.

1.2.2.3. The diphthong au as occurring in words of the type A. mau “flower, blossom” or
gau “stone, rock” (vs. F. mal, gal and M. ma, ga; cf. 1.2.1.6) is of another origin than the
homophone diphthong in the examples mentioned above. In the actual cases, au appears as
the result of a vocalisation of a word-final -I; consequently it is nothing but a phonetic variant
of -al in final position. It is important to note that -al is stable in the paradigm of the words

™ Cf., e.g., the short notice in MASICA (1991), 116.

® Cf. 2.3.1.5.

® mamui is most probably a compound consisting of (M.) ma “flower, blossom” and an independent word
*mui ~ Sinh. m1 (stem) “honey” (« Pkt. mahu-, Skt. madhu-; cf. GEIGER 1941, 135, no. 2012.).

" For the etymology cf. 2.3.1.5.

"8 For the etymology cf. 2.3.1.5.

" For the etymology cf. 2.3.1.5.

% The etymology of this word is unknown.

8 The etymology of this word is not easy to establish; cf. TURNER (1966), I, 406, no. 7075 s.v. narikela-
“coconut palm and fruit”. — In HLSD (1988), 31, M. nasi is identified with a Sinh. word natu “shell” whose
connection with Sinh. natu-va “stalk of a leaf or fruit, petiole, pedicel” (cf. CLOUGH 1892, 275; SS 12, 1985,
5881) remains unclear.
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in question (cf. gen. A.F. mali, gali). Examples like M. veo, A.F. veu /vel/ “every kind of
creeper” and M. teo, A.F. teu /tel/ “oil” can be considered in the same way (cf. also 1.2.1.6).

1.2.2.4. In the standard language, word-final (phonemic) sequences of vowel + /t/ are treated
in the same manner: they are realised as (phonetic) i-diphthongs. In contrast to this, final /-t/
is articulated as a glottal stop [] throughout the southern dialects. Cp., e.g., M. dai vs.
AF. da’ /dat/ “tooth”, M. ai vs. A.F. a’ /at/ “hand, arm”, M. nakai vs. A.F. naka® /nakat/
“lunar constellation”, M. fai vs. A.F. fa’ /fat/ “leaf”’, M. foi vs. A.F. fo’ /fot/ “book”, M. goi,
A.F. go’ /got/ “way, manner”. This process also affects Arabic loanwords ending in -at; cp.,
e.g., M. nasehai “advise” < Arab. nasihat “id.”. In medial position -t- remains unchanged in
all these cases, e.g. gen.sg. M. fotuge, A. fote, dat. M.A. fota® /fota$/.

1.2.2.5. In the standard language there is an increasing tendency to pronounce the diphthong
/ai/ as a monophthongised lengthened vowel [d]. As mentioned in HLSD, 11, this [&] is
further developing into [€] in the northernmost atolls so that we find, e.g., [se] and [fevan]
instead of M. [sd] (A.F. sai) “tea” and M. [favan] (A.F. faivan) “shoe, sandal”. These cases
must be distinguished from the development of original word-final ai-diphthongs into M. -a
as in the locative suffix M. -gai (cf. 2.3.2.13) or in the formative of the “absolutive 17,
M. -fai (cf. 3.11.4.1 and 3.11.4.4), which are realised almost always as [ga] and [fa] today
(cf. 1.2.4.3).

1.2.3. Umlaut phenomena

In the prehistory of Dhivehi, the back vowels a, o and u of the first root syllable were
changed into the front vowels e « *4, e and i, when one of the following syllables contained
the front vowel i or the glide y. These “umlaut” processes followed the same principles in
Dhivehi as they did in Sinhalese (cf. GEIGER 1938, 13 ff.), although they were less effective
in the Maldivian language. On the other hand, an interdialectal comparison of Dhivehi shows
that in the southernmost vernaculars there are more examples with umlaut than in the
standard language.

1.2.3.1. The umlauting of a into e is the most frequent one. It is highly probable though not
provable®? that the process went through an intermediate *4 as in Sinhalese where we find
4 still today. Cp., e.g., M.AF. den “then” (Sinh. dan “now”; Pa. (i)dani, Skt. idanim®);
M.A. mehi, F. mehi “fly” (Sinh. masi-/mahi- “id.”, Pkt. macchia-, OIA maksika- f. “fly,
bee™); M. veo, A.F. veu /vev/ “watertank, artificial pool” (Sinh. vév- “id.”; Pkt. vavi-,
OIA vapi- “id.”®); M. veo, A.F. veu /vel/ “every kind of creeper” (Sinh. val- “id.”; Pa.,
Pkt., Skt. valll- “id.”®); M.AF. fen “water” (Sinh. pan “id.”; Pa. paniya-, OIA paniya-
“id.”®"); M. re, A.F. rei “night” (Sinh. ra-, Pkt. ral- < *rati- vs. Pa. ratti-; OIA ratri-

8 Neither Dives akuru nor Tana provide a grapheme for the sound [&].
8 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 74, no. 1085.

8 Cf. TURNER (1966), Il, 554, no. 9696.

% Cf. TURNER (1966) Il, 672, no. 11529; GEIGER (1941), 162, no. 2415.
% Cf. TURNER (1966), Il, 666, no. 11429.

8 Cf. TURNER (1966), |, 456, no. 8082.
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“id.”®); M. medu, A.F. mede “mid(dle), centre” (Sinh. mada “id.”; Pa., Pkt. majjha-, OIA
madhya- “id.”®).

In contrast to Sinhalese, Dhivehi shows a comparatively large number of words containing
a root vowel a which was not changed by umlaut under the given condition. Cp., e.g., masi
“loam, clay” vs. Sinh. mati- (Pkt. mattiya-, Pa. mattika-, Skt. mrttika- “earth, clay”®) or
M.A.F. fani “(coconut) treacle” vs. Sinh. pani/pani “treacle, molasses, honey” (Pa., Skt. pha-
nita- “inspissated juice of sugarcane and other plants”, Pkt. phaniya- “treacle, molasses”™).

1.2.3.1.1. From a morphonological point of view the a/e-umlaut plays an important role in
verbal paradigms as well, viz. with a-stem verbs that have a as their root vowel. On the one
hand, the a of the present stem opposes itself to e in the preterite stem; cp. present stems like
M.A.F. bala- “look (at)”, jaha- “beat” and fa$a- “start, begin (to do something)” with their
corresponding preterite stems M.A.F. beli-, jehi- and feSi-. The preterite participle of the
a-stem verbs, identical in its form with the preterite stem, is formed with the suffix -i which
through intermediate *-1 goes back to OIA -ita; this suffix vowel i causes umlaut regularly.®?

The second morphonological function of the umlaut becomes apparent in the derivation of
intransitive, inactive e-stem verbs from transitive and/or active a-stems with a as their root
vowel. Here, both the a of the root and the stem marker are changed by umlaut; cf. fasani
trans. “to start, begin (something)” vs. feSeni intr. “to begin”, jahani trans. “to beat” vs.
jehent intr. “to fall, hit”, the causative vattani trans. “to let fall (something or somebody)”
vs. vettenr intr. “to fall, be dropped”, fatani “to swim (actively, willingly)” vs. the inactive
feten1 “to sink, drown (by floating)” etc.

1.2.3.2. There are only a few words that show umlaut-change of u to i throughout the Dhivehi
speaking area. In comparison with Sinhalese, Dhivehi provides much fewer examples for this
kind of umlaut. One of them is M.A.F. bin /bim/ “earth, soil, ground” = Sinh. bim « Pkt.
bhumi-, Pa. bhumi-, OIA bhumi-.** As a rule, u-umlaut is more widespread in the southern-
most vernaculars, the corresponding words in northern Dhivehi having preserved u as their
root vowel, which must be regarded as a conservative trait. Cp., e.g., M. musi vs. A.F. miSi
“fist” and the Sinh. stem miti- “id.” < Pa. mutthi-, OIA musti- “id.”;** M. kuli vs. A.F. kili
“pond with fresh water”, and M. diini vs. A.F. dini “bird”. ' '

1.2.3.2.1. There is but one available verb showing this type of u-umlaut, viz. M. duvani as
opposed to A.F. divani “to run” (with i in all forms). Here, too, the u of the root has
remained unchanged in the standard language. The same holds true for Sinhalese which has

8 Cf. TURNER (1966), Il, 619, no. 10702; cf. also 2.3.1.5.

8 Cf. TURNER (1966), Il, 563, no. 9804.

% Cf. TURNER (1966), I, 594, no. 10286.

1 Cf. TURNER (1966) I, 510, no. 9070; GEIGER (1941), 103, no. 1523. — For the binary opposition of /n/
and /n/ in southern Dhivehi cf. 1.3.7.1.

% Cf. the table of a-verbs in 3.1.4.1; for the derivation of the preterite participle cf. 3.9.2.1.

% Cf. TURNER (1966), Il, 545, no. 9557.

% Cf. TURNER (1966) 11, 589, no. 10221 and GEIGER (1941), 133, no. 1977.
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preserved the back vowel u in the present stem duva-, while the preterite stem was changed
by umlaut into divu- (« *divi-).%

1.2.3.3. Concerning the umlauting of o into e, Dhivehi does not show many examples either.
Cp. M. Ie “blood” vs. A.F. lei with a diphthong and Sinh. 1€* (Pkt. Iohiya- “red”, OIA
I6hita- “read, reddish substance, blood”). — In the case of M. doni, A.F. doni “boat, ship” vs.
Sinh. dena “boat, canoe” the umlauting seems to have been omitted; but the Maldivian word
rather represents a prakritism.”” — Obviously there is not even one verb showing an umlaut-
change of o into e (cf. 3.9.2.1).

1.2.4. A comparison of the Maldivian vernaculars reveals some more vocalic alternations
which can only partially be regarded as regular. This holds true for the following variations:

1.2.4.1. Where i is a root vowel in the standard language, it often corresponds with e in the
southern dialects if followed by a in the next syllable. Cp., e.g., M. tila — A.F. tela “shallow
(water); blade”; M. hila — A.F. hela “rock”; M. hima — A.F. hema “thin, fragile”; M. mila
— AF. mela “dirt”; M. riha — A.F. reha “curry”; M. dia — A.F. dea “water, liquid” etc.

1.2.4.2. In some cases southern Dhiv. e corresponds to M. u as a root vowel. Here, too, we
observe that it is followed by a: M. nura — A.F. nera “grey hair”; M. durana — A.F. derana
“ring made from rope”; M. huras — A.F. heras “across, horizontal”; M. furé!u - AF. ferégia
“roof”.

1.2.4.3. A triadic correspondence of root vowels which occurs regularly is that of M. a -
F. ai — A. ei. It is represented in the pronominal adjective M. ha, F. hai, A. hei “all” and, as
a second component, also in the demonstrative adverb M. eha, F. ehai, A. ehei “so” and in
the interrogative pronoun M. kiha, F. kihai, A. kihei “how” (cf. 2.6.7.4.3). Some further
examples are M. vela, F. velai, A. velei “green water turtle”; M. kela, F. kelai, A. kelei
“sandal wood”; M. gura, F. gurai, A. gurei “parrot”; M. fura, F. furai, A. furei “full” and
probably the ending of the “absolutive 17, M. -fa, F. -fe « *-fai, A. -fei.®® In the given
threefold correspondence, the diphthongs that occur in the southernmost dialects must
represent an older pronunciation.

1.2.4.4. There are numerous examples that illustrate the correspondence of M. o — A. e,
F. e/e® Cp., e.g., M. atolu — AF. atele “atoll”; M. toli — A. teli, F. teli “bean”; M. gofidi
- A. geidi, F. gefidi “chair”; M. odi — A.F. vedi “type of (Maldivian) ship”; M. doli —

% For the etymology of this verb cf. GEIGER (1941), 79, no. 1175 and TURNER (1966) |, 284, no. 5168 s.v.
javate “hastens”.

% For the uncontracted variant lehe “blood” cf. GEIGER (1938), 86. For the etymology cf. TURNER (1966)
11, 650, no. 11165.

" For details cf. 1.2.1 above.

% Cf. 1.2.2.5 above.

® The long vowel & of some nominal i-stems is caused by paradigmatic circumstances; cf. 2.3.2.8.1.4.2.
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AF. dedi'® “front part of the chin”; M. kolu — AF. kede “piece; end”; M. 0° /0§/ < *otu
— A.e8a, F.ese “seed, nut, kernel”; M. fonu — A.F.fena “foam, surf”; M. honihiru —
A.F. henahiri “Saturday”; M. honu — A. hena, F.hene “thunderbolt”; M. o$onnani —
A. vesionnei, F. veSionnai “lie (down)”.** All these examples share a phonological
peculiarity in that A. e and F. e/e are followed by a retroflex (or former retroflex) consonant.
As the early documents of Dhivehi show, the e-vocalism of the southern vernaculars repre-
sents an older stage of development as opposed to the o of the standard language. Since the
14th century the language of Male has witnessed a systematic change of /e/ into /o/, where
/el was followed by a single retroflex consonant. Thus, e.g., atelu “atoll” is documented with
e during the whole Iomafanu-period since L1 (n/1,1), while in later times it was almost
exclusively written in the form atolu (e.g. F1,2.4; F4,3; F5,15.16.39; F13,5; F10,9.16;
IDMMM 3,6). Another example is kelu “end” (L3 6/1,2.3.4) vs. modern M. kolu. This word
occurs in the name of the atoll Kolumadulu, which is already attested in the form of the
locative kelumadule in L1 (s/1,1-2). On the other hand, the final -e of A.F. atele and other
examples has to be considered as a secondary development. While final -u was preserved in
northern Maldivian, it was obviously adapted (across the retroflex consonant) to the e of the
penultimate syllable in the southern dialects.

1.2.4.5. For the correspondence of M. u and A.F. e in non-final position cf. 1.3.7.2. For
details on the regular dialectal differences concerning the final vowels in the direct case of
consonant stems (M. -u, F. -0, A. -a etc.) cf. the table and the examples given in 2.3.1.3.4.1.

1.3. The consonants

The consonant system Dhivehi inherited from Old and Middle Indo-Aryan corresponds in
most points with that of Sinhalese. For the phonological development of the consonant
phonemes, it will therefore be sufficient to refer to GEIGER’s comprehensive historical
description of the Sinhalese consonants (1938, 39 ff.). The present treatise will focus in the
combinatorial processes and special developments of the Maldivian consonant system which
are important for a general outline of Dhivehi phonology as well as morphonological rela-
tions. In this context, developments that are common exclusively to the “Insular Indo-Aryan”
languages as well as phonological tendencies that are confined to Dhivehi deserve a particular
interest.

1.3.1. The change of the inherited aspirates into their non-aspirated counterparts can be regarded as a regular
process already of the time of Sinhalese Prakrit (from 2nd century B.C. until 4/5th century A.D.): “BIKU stands
for bhikku, SAGA for samgha ... TERA for thera, DAMA for dhamma ...” (GEIGER 1938, 40'%%). According
to MASICA (1991), 205, this development resulted from Tamil influence, the Tamil consonant system having no
aspirates at all. Cf. also CALDWELL (1875), 130: “Tamil makes no use whatever of aspirates, and has not
borrowed any of the aspirated consonants of Sanskrit, nor even the isolated aspirate h.” GEIGER (ib.) presumes

1% For the correspondence M. /I/ — AF. /d/ cf. 1.3.7.2.

11 For detailed information on this verb cf. 3.9.2.2.3.

192 Cf. modern Sinhalese bik 1. “community of bhikkhus”; 2. “mendicant, bhikkhu” (GEIGER 1941, 121, no.
1808), safiga “multitude, assembly; the community of bhikkhus™ (ib. 171, no. 2565), tera “aged monk, senior
monk” (ib. 67, no. 973), dama “law, doctrine; the Buddhist sacred scriptures” (ib. 70, no. 1026).
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that “... even Sinhalese Prakrit did not possess any aspirated consonant.” If the loss of the aspirates actually took
place in such an early period, it remains doubtful, however, whether the linguistic contact between Sinhalese and
Tamil could have lasted long enough before in order to provoke such an extensive change. It is possible that
already in early Sinhalese Prakrit there was a tendency towards deaspiration which then was reinforced by the
influence of the Tamil sound system.

1.3.2. The table below gives a general view of the consonant phonemes of contemporary
Dhivehi. Loan phonemes which constitute an integral part of the Maldivian consonant system
have been included as well 1

consonants labial | labiodental | dental | alveolar | retroflex | palatal | velar | laryngeal
voiceless stops p t t k

voiced stops b d d g
prenasalised stops mb fid id fg
voiceless affricates c

voiced affricates j

nasals m n n' fit®

vibrants r

laterals | |

voiceless spirants f s § h
voiced spirants z

glides v y

1.3.3. Except for the prenasalised stops (cf. below), the consonant inventory of Dhivehi is
exactly reflected by the modern Tana script;® cf. the following table which represents the
traditional “alphabetic” order:

Tana — ~ Pad ~ @ & P2 P
transcribed h § n r b | k ’

Tana o > / 2 r > = &
transcribed v m f d t | g i

Tana — z & e /1 2 & g &
transcribed s d z t y p j c n'

193 Phonemes that occur only in Arabic loanwords are written by educated people in accordance with the
original spelling. Their pronounciation, however, may be quite distinct from the original sound. The correspon-
ding graphemes will be shown in a special table (cf. 1.3.10.4.).

1% As an independent phoneme, In/ exists only in the southernmost dialects of Dhivehi; cf. 1.3.10.

1% /ii/ is phonemic in loanwords only; cf. 1.3.7.

1% Cf. DE SILVA (1969), 205 ff.

7 The character for retroflex n has become obsolete in standard Dhivehi; it occurs in older Tana texts.
Nowadays it is used by a few writers (poets) who speak a southern dialect as their mother tongue.
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The vocalisation marks which were taken from the Arabic script are superscribed or
subscribed to the basic consonant characters:

v
Y
I
]|

— - Z F3
Tana P o © o o © © © o
- Z

o

.
%

transcribed ta ta ti tr tu tu te te to to t

1.3.4. Within the phonological framework of the Indo-Aryan languages and the Indic lan-
guages in general, the prenasalised stops represent a very particular phenomenon of the two
Insular languages, Dhivehi and Sinhalese, only.*® The articulation of the four phonemes in
question, /mb/, /Ad/, /id/ and /iig/, is marked by a considerable shortness in contrast to the
pronounciation of the corresponding consonant clusters, -mb-, -nd- etc. In the modern
Sinhalese script the prenasalised stops are represented by special aksaras. Within Sinhalese,
the nasal component of the prenasalised plosives has been noted since medieval times, while
it was still unmarked in the older Brahmi inscriptions (cf. GEIGER 1938, 68). We find a quite
different situation in written Dhivehi. Dives akuru never developed any means of writing the
prenasalised stops, and Tana has no particular characters for that purpose either. In modern
times, however, three different ways to solve the problem have been applied. The most
popular one follows the tradition by leaving the nasalisation unmarked and writing only the
plosive element; cp., e.g., M. [kurumba] written as (kuruba) “young drinking coconut”,
M. [uindagu] <(udagu) “difficult”; M. [inguru] (iguru) “ginger”; M. [gandu] <{gadu)
“piece, thing”. — For a certain period, the nasal component was expressed by the so-calied
“empty nun” (hus nun), i.e. an (n) letter remaining without any vocalisation marks or
sukkun, the marker of unvocalised consonants.’® — Only exceptionally, the prenasalised
stops are written as a sequence of full nasal + plosive, but this way of writing is normally
regarded as a mistake. However, even now there are no absolute orthographical rules for the
correct writing of the prenasalised stops.

Two arguments speak in favour of a monophonematic character of the prenasalised stops,
at least in the contemporary language. Support for a monophonematic interpretation of the
prenasalised stops is given by the early documents as well. The oldest written specimens of
Dhivehi, the lomafanu inscriptions, show that the language had only open syllables in older
times, consonant clusters being systematically excluded. A good example is M. [gafidu]
“piece, thing”, written (gadu) “piece (of land)” in L2 (9,4 etc.), L3 (4/1,2 and 6/1,5),
L4 (e/2,1) etc. which means that it has to be analysed as ga-fidu, an analysis 'gafi-du being
impossible because of the given syllable structure. Another example is the syntagm (kuburu
iduna) (L2 28,4) “living in the bushes” which, according to modern usage, must represent
a syllable sequent ku-mbu-ru i-idu-na. — Further evidence for the phonemic status of the
prenasalised stops can be gained from minimal pairs. Some modern Dhivehi verb roots ending
on a prenasalised plosive do not form the causative with the suffix -va-*° but by “lengthen-

18 Cf. MASICA (1991), 105: “... the prenasalised stops of Sinhalese ... are apparently confined to that
language in NIA (although I should add that | have been unable to find any good account of Maldivian
phonology).”

109 Cf. the table in 1.3.3.

10 For details cf. 3.2.1.1.
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ing” f into n, which results in phonemic oppositions of the type -fid- vs. -nd- etc.'* Cp.,
e.g., the transitive verb afdani**? “to burn” and its verbal noun efidun with the causative
andani “to (let) burn” and its verbal noun, endun. Another example is the intransitive verb
engent “to know, understand”; its verbal noun engun forms a minimal pair with the verbal
noun engun belonging to the causative angani “to inform, let know”. If we consider
GEIGER’s derivation of parallel cases in Sinhalese (1938, 71), we may well conclude, how-
ever, that the causative formation of the Maldivian verbs in question can be traced back to an
underlying suffix -va- as well: thus, angani “to let know” has to be derived through the
intermediate forms *afghganl « *afig-va-ni < *afiga-va-n1 from an obsolete a-stem verb
*afganl with the transitive-active meaning “to understand, recognise (something)” as
corresponding to the inactive efigeni “to know, understand”.

GEIGER (1938, 67-71) who interprets the Sinhalese prenasalised stops as a sequence of
“half nasals” + consonants, provides some etymologies in order to show that the prenasalised
plosives always reflect an old nasal which, on the other hand, was not necessarily combined
with a plosive. An example for this assumption is Sinh. (= M.A.F.) kafmburu “(black)smith”
which, through an intermediate form like Pkt., Pa. kammara-, goes back to OIA karmara-
“id.”™3 Such cases seem to be exceptional, though; cp. the counterexamples Sinh. (= A.)
amba, M. ambu, F. ambo “mango” with Pkt., Pa. amba- (but OIA amra- “mango”, fruit and
tree);"** Sinh. ambu “wife, mother”, M.A. afbi, F. ambu “wife” with Pkt., Pa. amba-
< OIA amba- “mother”;**® Sinh. (= M.) ifiguru, A.F. ifigiri “ginger” with Pa. singivera-,
OIA érhgavera- “id.”;*'® Sinh. hafida/saiida, M. hafidu, A. hafida, F. hafido “moon” with
Pa. canda-, OIA candra- “moon, moonlight™ etc.

Dhivehi shows some examples of dialectal variation in the distribution of prenasalised
stops in contrast to normal plosives in the same words. In some of these cases it is hard to
decide whether an inherited nasal was lost within a certain dialectal area or whether we are
dealing with the result of a spontaneous prenasalisation here. Sometimes, both variants appear
side by side even within the same dialect. Cp. M. ufidagu vs. A.F. udagu “difficult”;
M. kurumba vs. A.F. kuruba “young drinking coconut”; F. fendaga vs. A. fedaga “big green
locust”. Usually the southern vernaculars show a stronger tendency towards the plain stops.
An exception to this rule is M. bodu vs. A. boida, F. boiido “big, large”.

Contemporary Dhivehi has many words which show spontaneous prenasalisation. Foreign
words such as sifigiretu («<— Engl. cigarette) with prenasalised g (as against the variant siga-
retu) are good examples for the strength of this tendency.

Sinhalese has a few variants of this kind as well; cf. sidu vs. sifidu “ocean, river” (< OIA sindhu- “river,
Indus; ocean”*®) or magul-a vs. mafigul-a “happiness, good fortune, festival” (< OIA mangala- “auspicious
sign, happiness™**).

11 This must not be confused with the paradigmatic change of -fid-/-nn- occurring in the n-stem class of
verbs; cf. 3.2.2.

112 For the etymology of this verb cf. 3.9.2.2.2.

13 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 37, no. 547 and TURNER (1966) I, 147, no. 2898.

114 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 9, no. 133; TURNER (1966) 1, 57, no. 1268.

115 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 9, no. 131 and TURNER (1966) I, 25, no. 574.

16 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 20, no. 306; TURNER (1966) II, 730, no. 12588.

17 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 188, no. 2849 and TURNER (1966) I, 252, no. 4661.

18 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 179, no. 2699; TURNER (1966) 11, 774, no. 13415.

119 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 126, no. 1875; TURNER (1966) Il, 555, no. 9706.
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1.3.5. Another sound change that is typical for Dhivehi as well as colloquial Sinhalese, is the
transition of /s/ to /h/ in initial and medial position. While Dhivehi has completely lost initial
s- in its inherited vocabulary, Sinhalese shows a large amount of double forms with s- and h-,
the variants with s- being used almost exclusively in the written language and in higher
stylistic levels. In the oldest written sources of Dhivehi we often find s when it is to be
expected from an etymological point of view; cp., e.g., *simu “border” (in the loc. sime,
L2 4,1 and L3 2/2,3, and the compound dia-sin “water line”, L3 4/1,2 etc., spelt dyasin in
L4 ¢/2,6), co-occurring with imu in the earliest lomafanus (L1 mx/2,5, L3 4/1,2 etc.) and
appearing as hin (in dyahin “water line”, F4,3) and in (F4,2 etc.) in later times (cp. Sinh.
ima/hima/sima, Pa. Pkt. Skt. sima- “id.”)."® In the same documents, there are many words
with “unetymological” initial s-. These must be explained as examples of historical or
hypercorrect spelling which implies that in the period in question, written (s) was already
pronounced as [h]. Cp., e.g., the Arabic name Husain, which besides the original orthography
(hus(s)ayn) (often in inscriptions, e.g. in IDMHM 2,15; ITAG 1,7; very often in RC, e.g.
26,4) is attested as (susein) in an Evela akuru lomafanu (L2, 36,3).

Some further examples for s — h in initial position are M. haiidu, A. hafida, F. haiido
“moon” vs. Sinh. haida/safida “id.” (Pa. canda-, OIA candra- “id.”);"®> M. hialu,
F. hialo, A. hivala “fox, jackal” vs. Sinh. hivala/sivala “id.” (Pkt. siyala-, Pa. sigala-, OIA
§rgala-);*2 M. huvaidu, A. huvaiida, F. huvaiido “fragrance, perfume” vs. Sinh. suvafida
“id.” (Pkt. suandha-, Pa., OIA sugandha- “id.”);*®* M. ha, A.hau, F.haul “cock” vs.
Sinh. savul-a “jungle cock”, gallus lafayetti (Pkt. cavala-, OIA capala- “trembling,
fickle™).'?*

In medial position, the change s — h has infected inherited words without any exception in
all Maldivian dialects; cp., e.g., *divesi — A.M.F. divehi “islander”; *mesi — M.A. mehi,
F. mehi “fly”; *jasani — M.A.F. jahani “beat” (trans.) etc. Medial s was conserved only
when it was geminated for morphonological reasons.'?

Word-final -s has remained unchanged in northern Dhivehi and in Addu while it developed
into h in Fua® Mulaku where it is followed by a secondary short (echo) vowel which is not
phonemic. This echo vowel is identical with the vowel of the last syllable; cp., e.g., F. maha
/mas/ “fish” (M.A. mas), F. gehe /ges/ “tree” (A. ges, M. gas), F. uhu /us/ “tall, high”
(M.A. us), F. faha ffas/ (M.A. fas “ground, soil”), F. bihi /bis/ “egg” (M.A. bis), F. goho
/gos/ “going, having gone” (absolutive of dant “to go”; M.A. gos) etc.”

In contrast to the inherited vocabulary, s has been preserved in loanwords and foreign

words not only on the phonemic, but also on the phonetic level. Cp., e.g., M.A.F. alanasi

“Ananas”,”¥ M.A.F. musun “monsoon, season”,*® M.AF. gamis “shirt”,'® etc. The

120 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 22, no. 341; TURNER (1966) II, 775, no. 13435.

121 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 188, no. 2849 and TURNER (1966) I, 252, no. 4661.

122 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 193, no. 2906 and TURNER (1966) 11, 729, no. 12578.

123 Cf. TURNER (1966), 11, 776, no. 13454.

124 Cf. also 1.2.1.6.

12 For details cf. 1.3.9.5 and 1.3.9.5.1; for the morphological peculiarities cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2.2.

126 For more examples cf. 2.3.1.3.1; on general tendencies and developments of final consonants, cf. 1.1.3;
for the change of /s — h/ in Huvadu cf. 1.3.6.3.

127 For the worldwide dissemination of the fruit as well as the word denoting it, cf. YULE-BURNELL (1902),
25 ff. s.v. ananas; Dhivehi most probably received it via Portuguese.
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derivation of M.A.F. sitl “letter” seems to be more complicated. If the word had emerged
from OIA *cista- “message™® directly or through an intermediate (not attested) MIA form,
we would expect neither initial s- nor medial -t-*** for contemporary Dhivehi. Even if the
Dhivehi word represented a prakritism (in the sense of a mot savant), -t- could not have been
conserved as such. Therefore, the most probable source of siti is Hi. citthi “letter”;**? in
this case, the change of initial c- — s- has nothing to do with the similar sound change in the
early history of Dhivehi (cp., e.g., Old Dhiv. saiidu <« MIA canda- “moon”).

1.3.6. In the more recent past, Dhivehi has been affected by two remarkable sound changes:
/p — f/ and /t — §.* It is not possible, however, to establish the exact date of these
changes, because (f) and (§) were never written with separate characters before the Tana
period. Thus it remains uncertain, since when the Dives akuru characters for p and t can be
taken to represent [f] and [§], resp. Cp., e.g., the Dives akuru forms pasvana “fifth” (ordinal
number™*; IDMD 2,4) and apuremenge “our” (pers./poss.pron., 1.pl.gen.’®*; RB 1,11) as
against their Tana equivalents fasvana (ITMHM 4,3; ITAM 1,6) and afuremenge (RC 3,13).
For Dives akuru {t) vs. Tana (§), cp. kotu (absolutive of kurani “to make, do”,**® attested
209 times, beginning with L1 d/1,2), ratu “island, land” (attested 84 times, beginning with
L1 [f/2,1] as well) as against kosu (ITMKM 1,13) and rasu (RC 32,12) written in Tana.
While Maldivian documents do not provide exact information about the time of the spirantisa-
tion of /t/ and /p/ themselves, external evidence can be gained from PYRARD’s and CHRISTO-
PHER’s wordlists which witness both to the changes of p — f and t — § (in initial and medial
position). PYRARD, who sojourned in the Maldives from 1602 to 1607, noted (p) in his
wordlist in all cases concerned, while CHRISTOPHER, who came to the Maldives in 1834,
already wrote (f) without any exception. Examples from PYRARD’s list are {alipan) (M. ali-
fan) “fire”, (penne) (M. fen) “water”, (Bouraspaty) (M. burasfati) “Thursday”, {piohy)
(M. fiéhi) “knife”, {niapaty) (M. niafati) “finger nail” and the name of the island (Mas-
pillaspoury) (cf. M. fusi “small islet, sand bank™); in contrast to these spellings, CHRISTO-
PHER’s list shows (alifang), (feng), (Burasfati), (fiohi), {niafati). We may conclude that
the change of p into f must have taken place not earlier than the early 17th century and not
later than the early 19th century.

128 Cf. Arab. mausim “season, time of festivities and harvest” (WEHR 1958, 950); cf. also YULE-BURNELL
(1902), 577.

129 « Arab. gamis (cf. WEHR 1958, 704).

13 Cf. TURNER (1966), |, 262, no. 4832.

31 For details on the development of -t- — -§-, cf. 1.3.6.1.

13 Direct loans from Hindi or Urdu are quite common in modern Dhivehi. The Maldives always had both
trading contacts and cultural relations with many parts of the subcontinent, the contacts to Pakistan being
particularly close. There are many educated people in Maldives who dispose of a good knowledge of Urdu or
Hindi. Last but not least, there is a tradition of visiting India and other countries of the subcontinent regularly
because of serious health problems.

133 For detailed information on the geminates -pp- and -tt- cf. 1.3.9.6.

13 For the ordinal numbers cf. 2.5.2. R

% For details cf. 2.6.2.3.1.2.

36 For details on this irregular absolutive formation cf. 3.10.4.
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1.3.6.1. For an exact dating of the change of t — §, however, the two wordlists do not give
any reliable indication. The only fact that can be stated with certainty is that already in
PYRARD’s time, the non-geminated phoneme /t/ was not realised as [t] any longer in medial
position. The spellings (caré) “ripe coconut” (M. kasi), (tori) “peel, shell, bark” (M. tosi),
(ystarin) “hair” (M. istasi), (aret) “eight” (M. ase’ /as-ek/, indef. form) as well as the
name of the island (Maspillaspoury) indicate that medial -t- was already pronounced as a
palatal fricative r sound, the articulation being somewnhere in between Czech ¥ and Turkish
-r. CHRISTOPHER indicated a similar spirant by spellings like (karhi) “ripe coconut”, {rorhi)
“flat bread” (M. ro&i), (barhi) “eggplant” (M. basi), or (forhi) “box” (M. fosi), while in
the case of (tori) “bark”, (istari) “hair” or (tari) “plate, dish” (M. tasi) he used plain {r)
as PYRARD did. GEIGER, who styled this spirant “a sound peculiar to Maldivian, difficult to
describe” (1919, 115 / 1986, 116; 1901-1902, IIl, 127), transcribed it with (F), while BELL
used (r). The pronunciation of medial /§/ (< /t/) as a palatal spirant similar to ¥ can still be
heard in Fua’ Mulaku and also from the speakers of the “palace language” in Male,**” who
alternate between [f] and [§] without phonological reasons. It is only on the basis of an
intermediate pronunciation [hufi] that the peculiar development of the participal form M. huri
(« huti, cp. A. hisi, F. hisi [long form] and H. huti, cf. below) can be explained.

1.3.6.2. In the vernacular of Huvadu, the retroflex /t/ is preserved in its original quality
without any exception, as the following examples illustrate: H. kauti “ripe coconut” (M. kasi,
AF. kaisi), H. galahutte gen./loc. “(on) the island Galafusi” (i.e. “stone-sandbank”, « gala-
hutye « gala-futi-e, cf. A.F. gen./loc. fise), H. huti part.pret. “being, remaining; standing”
(A hisi, F. his1, M. huri, cf. M. hunnant “to stand, remain, be”; 3.9.2.2.1). The same holds
true for the inherited ending of the dative, -ata, which is preserved in its original form ending
in a vowel as well as an apocopated variant ending in -t in Huvadu. Cp., e.g., H. dorata dat.
“(to) the door” vs. M.A. dora® /-a$/, F. doraha'®; H. mattat “upward(s)” vs. A. matta’,
M. macca’ /-a$/, F. mattaha (dat. of the i-stem mati “top; above”). '

1.3.6.3. The fricative /f/ which had emerged from /p/ in the whole Dhivehi speaking area,
finally developed into /h/ in Huvadu. While a similar sound change has remained exceptional
in the other dialects (cp., e.g., M. aharen « afuren « *apuren, pers.pron.1.ps., originally
meaning pl. “we”, nowadays sg. “I”,”*° or M. kulafiduru huhi, F. kerafidul huhi vs.
A. kerafduru fufi “bee hive”), it spread out in Huvadu, where it has affected a wide area.
According to HLSD, 154, the subdialect of the eastern parts of the Huvadu-Atoll seems to be
more conservative in this respect; cp., e.g., East-H. fula “navel” vs. West-H. hula (cf.
M.A.F. fulu). The material that has been collected so far does not suffice to draw final
conclusions yet. There is no doubt, however, that no other dialect of Dhivehi shows such a
strong tendency towards despirantisation in its phonemic system as does Huvadu. This agrees
with the fact that the development of s — h which can be observed in Dhivehi in general has
reached a higher level in Huvadu than anywhere else in this language.

17 For more information on this sociolect cf. the introduction, 0.9.2.
138 On the particular problem of the dative ending in Fua’ Mulaku cf. 2.3.1.1.3.
39 For details cf. 2.6.2.3.1.2.
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1.3.7. The phonemes /I/ and /n/:

In contrast to Sinhalese where the retroflex lateral /I/ coincided with /I/ in pronunciation
which led to a permanent confusion in orthography,'*’ Dhivehi has preserved the phonemic
difference between the laterals. The retroflex /n/, which has also phonetically coincided with
its dental counterpart /n/ in Sinhalese,*" has lost its phonemic status in Standard
Dhivehi,*? while the southern dialects still provide many examples of the retroflex nasal
and, furthermore, even some minimal pairs contrasting this with dental /n/.

1.3.7.1. Thus, e.g., M. fani “worm, caterpillar” is homophone of M.A.F. fani “(coconut)
treacle™*® with dental /n/ in the standard language, while the Addu and Fua’ Mulaku
dialects show a distinctive retroflex /n/ in A. fani, F. fani “worm™*. An example of a
minimal pair that is only distinguished by the two phonemes /I/ and /I/ is M.AF. ali “light”

7 145

(noun and adj.) vs. M.A. ali, F. ali “ash, grey”.

Some further examples of words containing /l/ and /n/ are M.A.F. kukulu “hen”; M. atolu,
A.F. atele “atoll”; M. toli, A. teli, F. teli “bean”;** M. kuli, A.F. kili “(fresh water) pond,
tank, lake”; M. finolu, A. finola, F. finolo “sandbank (island)”; M.A.F. nali “Maldivian
weight unit of about 1 kilogram™*" etc. — For the correspondence of M. n — A.F. n cf.
M. doni vs. A.F. doni “common Maldivian boat type”; M. hunu vs. A.F. hunu “warm, hot™;
M. ukunu vs. A.F. ukunu “flea, louse™; M. kuni vs. A.F. kuni “dirt; dirty, rotten”; M. duni
vs. A.F. dini “bird”; M. dekunu vs. A.F. dekunu “south” etc.

1.3.7.2. There are some isolated examples of a correspondence of M. | and A.F. d in
Dhivehi. Besides the words M. furalu / A. ferada “roof”**® and M. ruli / A. ridi “anger,
temper”, which are doubtful from an etymological point of view, we have to note M. valu /
A. vada, F. vado “well” which is related to Sinh. vala “hole, pit”. This word originates from

140 Cf. GEIGER (1938), 56: “In some words there is an uncertainty concerning the spelling | or | and the
dictionaries ... quote alternative forms.” — MATZEL (1983), 17: “Zwischen | und | besteht ein Unterschied der
sprachgeschichtlichen Herkunft, der sich in den Schreibungen | und | erhalten hat. Die Aussprache beider Laute
ist jedoch die gleiche.” ’

11 Cf. GEIGER (1938), 62 on the phonetic loss of Sinh. /n/, often occurring in the written language even
nowadays: “But owing to the fact that there is no difference now in pronunciation between n and n a great
confusion has arisen in the Sinh. orthography ... and many words and forms are spelt with n by some people and
with n by others.”

2 The retroflex pronunciation of /n/ as [n] in medial position after /a/ and before a following vowel which
is typical for Standard Dhivehi, is exclusively bound to this phonotactic position and therefore has no phonemic
basis; cp., e.g., M. /danan/ “I shall go” (1.ps.sg.fut. of dani “to go”), which is pronounced as [danay] regularly.

13 Cp. Sinh. pani/pani “treacle, honey, molasses”; for the etymology cf. 1.2.3.1. )

4 Cp. Sinh. panu-va “id.” (GEIGER 1941, 93, no. 1383).

5 For the secondary lengthening of the root vowel which is caused by a morphonological rule, cf.
2328142

18 For the secondary lengthening of the Fua’ Mulaku variant cf. 2.3.2.8.1.4.2.

7 For details on the the traditional weights cf. BELL (1883), 118 f.

148 The etymological connection of this word with OIA, Pa. patala-, Pkt. padala- “roof” is rather problema-
tic (cf. TURNER 1966, I, 433, no. 7694). In the Dhivehi forms, both the consonants and the long Dhiv. a could
not be explained on this basis.
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OlA avata- “hole in the ground” which through Pkt. avada-*** developed directly into
southern Dhivehi A. vada, F. vado. The development of d into | which we observe both in
northern Dhivehi and in Sinhalese, must be secondary as against this.

The verb M. ulent “to live, be, behave” with its equivalents A. veident and F. veénnal must
be considered within the same framework. While in the modern standard language and in
Addu, the inflection of this verb shares the pattern of the e-stems, the Fua’ Mulaku variant
shows the paradigm of the n-stems. The correlation of the dialectal variants becomes evident
by means of the finite forms; cp., e.g., the 1.ps.sg.pres. M. ulen vs. A. veiiden and F. vendin,
or the 1.ps.sg.pret. M. ulunin vs. A. veRdenen, F. vehdunin.’® We cannot take it for granted
that the northern and southern variants represent the same etymon, but we have to consider
that besides the correspondence of the retroflex sounds | and fid, there are also some older
variants of the verb which speak in favour of an etymological relation.’* For the older
standard language, two variant forms of the part.pres. of this verb are attested, viz. velena
(L4 e/1,1) and vulena (L4 c/2,4; L2 22,3 etc.).’% It seems obvious that vu- represents a later
development here, just as -o- in atolu is opposed to -e- in older atelu. Thus we can assume
that it was the retroflex consonant which influenced and changed the quality of the preceding
vowel here in the same way as e became o in the position before a retroflex consonant (cf.
1.2.4.4).

Another example of the |-d-correspondence is provided by the dialectal variants of the
part.pret. of kurani “to make, do”. The form M. kula “made, done”, which is attested
frequently since L1 (mn/2,2) but is no longer used nowadays, opposes itself to F. kela and to
A. kede. In all probability, the e vowel of the southernmost dialects represents an earlier
phonological stage here, too, just as the retroflex plosive -d- in A. kede seems to be more
archaic than the retroflex lateral -I- of the other forms.* '

1.3.8. Like Sinhalese, Dhivehi does not tolerate consonant clusters in any position.” Thus,
all words that show consonant clusters in initial or final position must be of foreign origin;
cp., e.g., M. gasd “intention” « Arab. gasd “aim, purpose, intention”, or the sanskritism
pratama “the first” which is attested in L2 33,2 (< Skt. prathaméa- (cf. 2.5.2). In contrast to
that, consonant groups in medial position can be based on two different developments. Either
the words in question are of foreign origin as well (like hafta “week” « Class.Mod.Pers.
hafta, ilmu “knowledge” « Arab. ‘ilm, uxtu “sister” < Arab. uht), or — in all other cases — the
cluster extends over a morpheme boundary of compound words (like M. donkeo, A. donkeu,
F. donkel “banana” « don “light, white; fairhaired, lightskinned” + /kel/ “longish fruit”;
M.A. domveli, F. domveli “fine, white coral sand” « don “bright, light” (s.a.) + M.A. veli,
F. veli “sand”).

In normal pronunciation, consonant clusters occurring in sanskritisms or other foreign
words are decomposed by means of anaptyctic vowels, regardless of their position within the

149 Cf. TURNER (1966) I, 34, no. 774 and GEIGER (1941), 160, no. 2393.

150 The prenasalised stop in the southern variants of the n-stems is regular; cf. also the tables given in 3.2.2.1
and 3.3.2.

151 Cf. also 3.9.2.2.4.

52 For more details cf. 3.9.1.1.3.

155 A detailed account of this participle is given in 3.9.2.2.5. For Sinh. kala “done” cf. GEIGER (1938), 57.

% Cf., e.g., MASICA 1991, 125-7. ’
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word. Frequent words show these vowels even in their written form; cp., e.g., fikuru
“thought, thinking, idea” < Arab. fikr; tarujama “translation” < Arab. targamat; vagutu
“time” «— Arab. waqt; iskuru “screw” «— Engl. screw; furatama “at first” «— pratama (L2 33,2)
« Skt. prathama-; M. burasfati (this spelling is already attested in ITAG 3,2 and ITFM 2,6),
F. berasfati, A. berasseti (with -sf- — -ss-) “Thursday” <« *bri/ahaspati < Skt. brhaspati-
“name of a deity / the planet Jupiter” (cf. also Sinh. brhaspatinda / brahaspatinda, Skt.
brhaspatidiva- / brhaspativara- “Thursday”; cf. TURNER 1966, 11, 527, nos. 9303 and 9304).

1.3.9. Geminates

DE SiLvA has shown in his table (1969, 203) that in modern Dhivehi all consonants with the
exception of the prenasalised stops, the palatal spirant § and the glottal spirant h can occur as
geminates. In contrast to DE SILVA’s statement according to which the retroflex lateral I, too,
appears only as a single consonant, there are a few examples showing geminated -lI- in
Dhivehi. It seems, however, that all the words in question are of foreign origin. None of the
numerous geminates in Dhivehi can be derived directly from a corresponding geminate in
MIA, because during the transition period between MIA and NIA all MIA geminates were
reduced to single consonants.®® Most of the geminates that occur in contemporary Dhivehi
can be explained by secondary assimilations of different consonants,’®® the assimilatory
processes being progressive or regressive. There are clear indications that progressive assimil-
ations began earlier than those directed backwards; nowadays, however, Dhivehi exhibits
much more examples that are due to regressive assimilations. As a matter of fact, regressive
assimilations are regularly met with until now as a result of word formation processes or —
in rare cases — by phenomena of sandhi®® combining two words. The regressive
assimilation of consonant clusters which leads to the formation of geminates has been
reflected by the writing system of the standard language in recent times only. The most
common spelling of geminates is ('C), while (CC)*® is used less often (e.g. evana “(the)
first”,”° now written (e’vana) as against original (ekvana) in ITAG 3,1 and ITAM 1,4).
In some cases, the various stages of the historical development of geminates is attested in
detail in the written sources, as we will see below.

1.3.9.1. -Cv- becomes -CC- or -vv-. The occurrence of progressive assimilations as well as
regressive ones at morpheme boundaries is attested by parallel variants such as rattehi
“friend, compatriot” and ravvehi “native, local, indigenous, resident”. rattehi, being obsolete
in the modern standard language, is still known in the southern dialects, where it has an
antiquated touch, as well. The word is attested in its indefinite form ratvesyaku already in
F11,28, in the 18th century. Dhiv. *ratvehi- corresponds to Sinh. ratavasi(ya) “inhabitant or
native of a country”, which according to GEIGER has to be traced back through an intermedi-

1% Cf., e.g., GEIGER 1938, 39 or MASICA 1991, 187.

1% On the historical development of the geminates cf. 1.1.5.

5" For details on the sandhi rules cf. 1.6.

1% The spelling of one and the same word can vary even nowadays, because there are no orthographical
rules.

159 For details cf. 2.5.2.
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ate form like Pa. rattha-vasi(n)- to Skt. rastra-vasin- (from OIA rastra- “kingdom, country”
+ vasin- “inhabiting”.*®® While the geminate -tt- in rattehi is the result of a progressive
assimilation of -tv-, the form ravvehi, which is no longer associated with rattehi by the native
speakers of Dhivehi, obviously has to be traced back to a regressive assimiiation of -tv- into
-w-. Considering ravvehi, there are two different ways of formation which have to be taken
into account. On the one hand, ravvehi could be derived directly from *ratvehi as well.
Although it seems rather unlikely, we cannot exclude the possibility that the two assimilation
processes in question occurred at the same time (-tv- — -tt- and — -wv-), within one and the
same dialect. On the other hand, we have to take into consideration that the form ravvehi
could represent a (relatively) recent formation, namely a compound consisting of Dhiv. ra’
/ra$/ < ratu “land, island” and vehi < *vesi “inhabitant, resident; inhabiting” (= Sinh. vasiya
“inhabitant”; cf. also divehi « *divu-vesi “islander, inhabitant of the islands, i.e. the Mal-
dives”, 1.3.9.5) which could have developed independently from the inherited compound
*ratvehi. While ratu is well documented in Old Dhivehi (since L1), there are no attestations
of *vehi as a single word at all. This is why we cannot expect to find out at what time *vehi
became obsolete in the spoken language. By all means, even if ravvehi were of comparativly
recent origin, *vehi still must have been in use at the time of its formation. One more
example of a progressive assimilation of -tv- — -tt- is avatteria < *avat-veri-a “neighbour”
(lit. “village-person”; M. ava® /avas/ < /avat/ “viilage” + def. form veri-a “the person”; cf.
2.3.2.4.1). — Further examples showing regressive assimilation of -Cv- — -w- are, e.g.,
M. hivvaru /hit-varu/ “courage, encouragement” (hi’ /hit/ “heart, mind, feeling”; varu “force,
size, greatness”); M. kivve /ki*-ve/ “why” (cf. 2.6.7.2.5), M. evves /ek-ves/, A. ewvies, F. ewi-
as “even” (cf. 2.6.7.5).

1.3.9.2. In northern Dhivehi final -ti and -di were affricated when they were followed by -e
or -a. Through intermediate -ty- and -dy-, they developed into the geminated affricates -cc-
and -jj-. In contrast, the southern dialects show a progressive assimilation in these cases,
which leads to the geminated plosives A.F. -tt- and -dd-. While the formation of the voiceless
geminate -cc-, which is attested already for the OIld Dhivehi period, has survived in the
standard language as a living phonological process until nowadays, the voiced affricate -jj-,
which derived from -dy-, was restricted to some isolated examples. The same holds true for
the southernmost vernaculars, where -ti before -e and -a is phonetically realised as -tt- while
the corresponding development of the voiced geminate, -dd-, is met with in a few words only
which can be considered as frozen forms.

1.3.9.2.1. From the synchronic point of view, the occurrence of the geminates M. -cc- and
A.F. -tt- is a morphonological feature in the formation of the indefinite form and the dative
of the very rare i-stems with -t as their final root consonant. In addition to this, the mor-
phonological change in question has a paradigmatic function in deriving the following forms
in the southernmost dialects: the definite form and all the case forms based on it in Addu; the
gen./loc.sg. in Addu and Fua® Mulaku; the abl./instr. in Fua’ Mulaku. The effect of these mor-
phonological rules may be illustrated with two nouns of this type which are in use nowadays:

160 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 144, nos. 2138 and 2137; 162, no. 2417. Cf. also TURNER (1966) Il, 620, no. 10721
and 676, no. 11605.
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The indefinite form of the i-stem M.A.F. eti “thing”, M. ecce’, F. ette’ but A. etta’, has to be derived from
*gti-ek/*eti-ak through the intermediate stage *etyek/etyak.'s' Other current forms are: M. dat.sg. ecca’ /eti-as/;
F. gen.sg. ette /eti-e/, dat.sg. ettaha /eti-a$/, abl. etten /eti-en/; A. nom.sg.def. etta /eti-a/; gen.sg.def. ettai /eti-a-
i/, dat.sg.def. etta® /eti-a-a$/, abl.sg.def. ettain /eti-a-in/; the distributional plural form M. ecceti, A.F. etteti /eti-
eti/ “thing by thing, all things” (cf. 2.3.2.5). Cp. the earliest attestations, etyak (nom.indef.: sic L5 5/2,6), etyaku
(obl.indef.; F5,26), etyakatu (dat.indef.; F3,1), etye (probably instead of *etyek as nom.indef.; F3,1), etyeti
(distributional plural form; F3,7; F2,14; F5,41; F8,29.30). — The case forms of M.A.F. mati “top, surface”,
which are mainly used as local adverbs correspond to those of the preceding noun, cp., e.g., dat. M. macca’,
A. matta’, F. mattaha /mati-a$/ “to the top; up (to), upwards” (cp. the early attested form matyata in L2 5,1);
gen./loc. A.F. matte /mati-e/ “on the surface, at/on the top; above, overhead”. ’

1.3.9.2.2. In the standard language, the affrication of final -ti is due to a certain kind of
sandhi,"®® when adjectives in predicative position precede the quotation marker -&
/-evel.'® Cf. M. riti “beautiful” as against mi kotari riccé /riti-eve/ “this room is beautiful”
or M. hiti “bitter” as against sai hicce /hiti-eve/ “(the) tea is bitter”.

1.3.9.3. As was stated above, there are only a few examples of the development of -di — -jj-
in the standard language and of -di — -dd- in the southern vernaculars. In contrast to the
change of -ti into -cc-/-tt-, which is regularly connected with a paradigmatic function, the
parallel sound change of the voiced stop is restricted to isolated unchangeable forms. Thus,
in southern Dhivehi, the i-stems kudi- “child” and kalamidi- “prince” show this
morphonological process only in their definite nom.sg. and the depending case forms; cf. the
nom.sg.def. A. kudda (F. kudda) « *kudi-a “the child”. In the standard language, besides
kujja < *kudya <« *kudi-a the indefinite form is affected as well by the affrication; cp.
M. kujje’ « *kudyek < *kudi-ek “a child”.*®* — The nom.sg. kalamidi “prince”, which is
well attested in the history of the language (L6 1,2 and 2,3; RA 21,1; kalamedi in F5,38 and
RC 14,5), has kalamijja as its definite form which has to be derived through *kalamidya from
*kalamidi-a; all of the (frequent) attestations of this word show {-nj-) which was the usual
spelling of [-jj-], hence the written form is regularly (kalaminja) (e.g. RC 12,10; RC 22,11
etc.). — The modern Dhivehi word for “state, empire”, originally “kingdom”, which appears
in the dialectal variants M. rajje (cf. divehi rajje as the official name of the Maldives) and
A.F. radde, represents a sanskritism. While the form radya (Skt. rajya- “kingship, kingdom”,
cf. TURNER 1966, II, 619, no. 10694), which is attested already in L1 (g/2,5), L2 (6,1) and
L3 (2/1,2 and 3/1,5) with the spelling {-dy-) for -jy-, represents the nominative, the numerous
variants ending in -e which appear in different spellings such as raddye (F5,13; F6,10;
F7,13.20; F8,18; F13,2; F10,12.15; F11,9.17; IDME 3,25 and 27), ratde (F3,8.11), randye
(F9.4; RB 1,3), ranje (RC 8,7), rajje (with Arab. (z) RA 1,4) have to be explained as a
locative form “in the kingdom, in the state”. In Modern Dhivehi the frozen form of the
locative has been re-interpreted as a nominative.

161 For the distribution of the two suffixal variants cf. 2.3.2.1 (A.), 2.3.2.2 (F.), 2.3.2.3.1 and 2.3.2.3.1 (M.),
resp.

182 For the sandhi rules cf. 1.6.

183 Cf. 2.4.

164 For further details on the morphology and on the use of these forms in the modern language, cf.
2.32.7.1.2,2328.14.3and 2.3.29.1.3.2.
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In standard Dhivehi, the formation of the “preterite IV” which contains dani “to go” as
an auxiliary verb must be explained within this framework; cp. 1.ps.sg. -jjain <« *-diain,
2./3.ps.sg. and 3.ps.pl. -jje < -dye « *-dia, 1./2.ps.pl. -jjaimu < *-diaimu.’® The historical
development is clearly shown by the early attestations of M. vejje “became”, 3.ps.sg. pret.IV
of vani “become”, viz. veddya (F10,18), veddye (F5,21.24; IDMHM 4,21), vedye (F10,10),
vejja (spelled (venja); RC 29,11) and (ve’ja) (RC 5,3 and 30,13); the earliest attestations of
the contemporary form vejje (spelled {ve’je)) can be found on a tombstone of the graveyard
of the Male Hukuru Mosque (ITMHM 1,7; the dating is uncertain) and in RC (2,6).

1.3.9.4. The gemination and palatalisation of -n- preceding a stem-final -i in combination with
the indefinite suffix is restricted to northern Dhivehi. Cf. the indefinite forms dofifie’
« *donye’ « *doniek < *doni-ek'®® “a boat” (M. doni “boat, ship”) or dufifie’ < *dunye’ «
*duniek « *dani-ek “a bird” (M. duni “bird)”).**" The same holds true for the ending of
the dative (dofifia’, dufifia® /-as/).

1.3.9.5. The paradigmatic interchange of -h- (« -s-) and -ss- occurring in some i-stems can be
found in the whole Dhivehi speaking area, the phonological development of -si+V — -siV —
-syV — -ssV being equivalent with A.F. -ti- — -tt- and -di- — -dd- (cf. 1.3.9.2). Cp., e.g.,
M.A.F. divehi “Maldivian” vs. the nom.sg.indef. M.F. divesse’ /divesi-ek/, A. divessa’ /divesi-
ak/ (« *divu-vesi “islander”*®®). While the nouns ending in -hi (« -si) have survived as a
comparatively homogeneous group in Addu, they were subject to morphonological simplifica-
tions in Fua’ Mulaku and even more so in the standard language.*®® Cf. M.A. mehi, F. mehi
“fly” < *mesi (cp. the Sinh. stem masi-/méhi- « Skt. maksika- “fly, bee”™), where in
Addu -s- is preserved within the geminate -ss- almost throughout the paradigm while we find
a compensatory change of -s- to -h- in Fua’ Mulaku: cf. A. nom.def. messa /mesi-a/, nom.
indef. messa’ /mesi-ak/ (besides meha / meha’), gen. messe /mesi-e/, dat. messa’ /mesi-a$/ vs.
F. nom.indef. (only) mehe® /mesi-ek/, gen. mehe /mesi-e/, dat. meha’ /mesi-a$/.

1.3.9.5.1. The formation of causatives from verbs with -s as their original final root consonant
is affected by the same morphonological interchange of -h-/-ss-; cf. jahani < *jasani “beat,
strike, kick; blow (wind), ring (bell)” with its causative jassani < *jasvani < *jasa-va-ni1 (cf.
1.3.9.12.1 and 3.2.1.1).

1% For more details cf. 3.11.4.5.1.

1% For the loss of /n/ in the standard language cf. 1.3.7.

167 The statement of HLSD (1988), 15 according to which “a morphophonemic feature of Divehi is that
morphemes containing the dental nasal ‘n’ in the final syllable ... replace this nasal by ‘fifi’ when they are
followed by certain suffixes”, is not exact enough, because this is not a question of “certain suffixes”. Besides
the indefinite suffix, the phonetic process is also triggered by the ending of the dative, i.e. all nominal suffixes
with initial vowel are concerned. — On the status of the palatal nasal fi cf. 1.3.10.

168 On *divu “island” cf. 2.6.2.3.1.4 (s.v. uren « vuren); for *vesi “inhabitant” cf. 1.3.9.1.

159 For details and examples cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2.2 and 2.3.2.11.3.3 (Addu), 2.3.2.8.1.4.4 and 2.3.2.12.5.2 (Fua’
Mulaku) and 2.3.2.9.1.3.1 (Male). .

0 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 133, no. 1975 s.v. massa and TURNER (1966) I, 554, no. 9696 s.v. maksa-.
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1.3.9.6. The geminates -pp- and -tt- are of particular interest because the inherited Old
Maldivian stops /p/ and /t/ are preserved in their original quality only within these geminated
consonants (cf. 1.3.6). There are only a few examples as to this, which will be treated below.

1.3.9.6.1. The geminate -pp- occurring in the kinship term M. bappa, A.F. bappa, A. appa
“father” cannot be analysed any further because the word obviously originated in children’s
language. — M. fuppame, A.F. fuppamei “lungs” contains Dhiv. fuppa-, which does not exist
as an independent word; it second part is M. me, A.F. mei “liver”.'* Dhiv. fuppa- can be
identified with Sinh. papu- “lungs” which, according to TURNER (1966, II, 511, no. 9090) has
to be derived from OIA phupphusa- “lungs”. In Sinhalese, we also meet with a word
pupphusa “lungs” which, like Dhiv. fuppa- (with the regular change of p- — f-), must be
explained as a sanskritism. — A few consonant stems with final /t/ which were combined with
the honorific suffix -pulu (— -fulu) in the standard language were obviously fixed in this
combination before /p/ developed into /f/. The geminate -pp- occurring in these words is the
result of an regressive assimilation of -Cp-; cf. appulu « *at-pulu “hand of a person of high
social status” and dappulu « *dat-pulu “tooth of a person of high social status”. Most prob-
ably, the island name duppoli (L2 15,1) shows the same development as well. — In a similar
way the stem final -p of some verbs was preserved in their causative forms (cf. 3.2.1.1)
because of a progressive assimilation leading to geminated -pp-. Cp., e.g., M.AF. hifani
« *sipan1 “to hold, catch (something)” with its causative hippani < *hipvani « *hipa-va-ni
“to let hold, let catch; stick” (cf. also the substantive M.A.F. hippi “sticker”, reflecting the
part.pret. “sticked” of the causative hippani); cp. also kafani < *kapanr “to cut (something)”
with the simple causative (meanwhile being obsolete) *kappani < *kapa-va-n1 “to let cut”
and the double causative (cf. 3.2.1.1.1) M. kappavani “to have something cut (by someone
of a lower social class)”.

1.3.9.6.2. The geminate tt in many cases has its origin in a progressive assimilation of -tv-,
as in the compound nouns rattehi « *rat-vesi “friend, compatriot” and avatteria « *avat-
veri-a “neighbour” (cf. 1.3.9.1). This is also true for causative formations with -tt- being
based on primary verbs with original -t- (for § « t cf. 1.3.6.1). Cf. M.A.F. ko$ani < *kotani
“to chop, cut (e.g., wood)” with the double causative M. kottavani “to let someone (belong-
ing to a lower social class) chop”; the primary causative *kottani « *kota-va-ni does not exist
any longer (cf. 1.3.9.12.1 and 3.2.1.1). N '

1.3.9.6.2.1. The sound change -tt- < -ty- is attested, e.g., in puttai < *puti-ai “and the island”
(L1s/1,1, L2 8,4 etc.; nom. putl in L1 mx/2,1, L2 9,2 etc.; cf. M. fusi, A. fisi, F. fisi “small
island”) and kottai « *koti-ai “and the enclosure” (L2 15,5 etc.; L3 6/2,2; L4 d/2,5), kottakai
« *koti-ak-ai “and an enclosure” (L2 26,4), kott-evyana « *koti-eviana “being named
‘enclosure” (L2 15,5); cf. the i-stem koti “enclosure, garden, fenced-in area” (cf. modern
M.A.F. kosi “cage”). '

1 The etymology of me / mei is not clear.
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1.3.9.6.3. The geminate -ff- must be of later origin, because it cannot have developed before
the transition of /p/ into /f/. All examples concerned can be explained by assuming regressive
assimilations; cf. M. raffu® < *ras-fus “landscape, rural district” (for ra’ /ras/ “land, island”
cf. 1.3.9.1; putu as the previous form of /fus/ “back, surface, top side” is attested, e.g., as a
locative asu pute “on horse back” in L1 (d/1,4); cf. also GEIGER'? who connects (fufu)
“side” (his speliing (F) means /6 « t/) with Sinh. pita < OIA prstha- “back, hind part”;
M. fuffu® « *fus-fus “grain, cereals” (distributive plural “corn by corn”, cf. 2.3.2.5); M. fu’
ffu§/ “flour” corresponds to Sinh. piti “id.”, « OIA pista- “crushed, ground; flour”*";
A. daffa “sole of the foot” « *das(u)-fa, actually “underside of the foot” (cf. the earlier form
datu in L2 22,2; L5 5/1,2; F3,6; F10,19 etc. and daSu in RC 5,12 “underside, bottom”; datun
abl. “from the underside, from below” in F6,20; F7,32.38; F9,16; F11,22 etc.; F13,18;
IDMHM 1,12; IDMEM 3,26); M. fai, A.F. fa “foot” belongs to Sinh. pa- “foot”, < OIA
pada-'"; A. effahara’ /ek fahara$/ “one time, once (upon a time)” (e /ek/ num. *“one”;
/fahar-a$/ dat. of A. fahara/fara, M. faharu “time”) etc.

1.3.9.7. Different geminates emerged in recent times as a result of assimilation on the
morpheme boundary of compounds; cp., e.g., M.A.F. nikkuri /nit-kuri/ “forehead” (cf. M. ni’
/nit/  “forehead”); M. ebbas “agreement” (/ek/ “one” + /bas/ “word, language”);
M.A.F. emme /ek-me/ “all, entire, whole”*”. It cannot be excluded that M.A.F. uddaidi
Juk-daidi/ “sugar cane” reflects a loan compound from Sinhalese (cf. Sinh. uk, uk-danda,
also ik, ugu, ifgu “sugar cane” « OIA iksa- “id.”*™). B

1.3.9.8. As a rule, geminates that occur in foreign words are not changed in modern Dhivehi.
Cp., e.g., M.A.F. aditta “Sunday” (sanskritism; cf. 1.2.1.1); M.A.F. buddi “mind, intellect,
spirit” (sanskritism; cf. Skt., Pa. buddhi-, Pkt. buddhi- “intelligence, discernment”*’’;
M. budda “old man” (mot savant; cf. Pa., Pkt. buddha- “old”)'"®; M.A.F. tayyaru/-a/-o
“ready” (¢« Pers. tayyar “ready”); M. mudarris “teacher” (< Arabic “id.”); M.A.F. billuri
“(of) glass” (« Arab. balluri, billaurt “crystal, of glass”); M. muazzif “employee, official”
(Arab. muwazzaf “id.”; cf. WEHR 1958, 960); etc.

1.3.9.9. Nevertheless, many geminates remain that cannot (yet) be explained historically. Cf.
M.A.F. batteli “Maldivian type of sailing boat”*’®; M. datta, A.F. datta “elder sister; older
woman”; M. bokkura, A.F. bokkora “small rowing boat”; M. kokko, A.F. kokko “younger
brother or sister”; M.F. labba “yes™®; M. amilla, A. amella, F. amilla “self, private”;
M. kullava “mangrove”; A. baddela “green grasshopper”; M. digga, A. digge “hibiscus”;
M. mamma, A.F. mamma (A. also amma) “mother”; M.A.F. asseri “beach”; M.F. mussaidi,

172 (1902), 920, no. 153 and (1941), 104, no. 1539.

13 Cf. TURNER (1966) I, 465, no. 8218 and GEIGER (1941), 104, no. 1540.
74 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 95, no. 1417.

%5 For detailed information about the pronominal adj. emme cf. 2.6.7.4.1.
176 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 24, no. 364 and TURNER (1966) I, 70, no. 1550.

Y7 Cf. TURNER 1966, II, 525, no. 9277.

78 Cf. TURNER 1966, II, 524, no. 9271.

9 About the Maldivian boat terms cf. 2.3.2.7.3.2.

180 In contrast to that cp. A. ha “yes”.
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A. mussanti “rich”; M.A.F. iyye “yesterday” (cf. Sinh. 1ye “yesterday”, Pkt. hio, hijjo, Pa.
hiyyo, Skt. hyah “id.”**"); M. falli “Christian church / Buddhist temple” (palli already in
L1 [d/2,3 and t/1,3], cf. Sinh. palliva, stem palli- “church” with alveolar -11-*%),

1.3.9.9.1. Concerning the regular correspondence of certain consonant clusters and geminates,
we have to note a few specific developments that occur only in a restricted dialectal area.
Cp., e.g., M. burasfati “Thursday” (ITAG 3,2, ITFM 2,6), F. berasfati vs. A. berasseti with
a transition of -sf- to -ss- (cf. 1.3.8) or M. istasi “hair” vs. A.F. issaéi with a change of -st-
— -ss-. — There is also the very surprising correspondence of M. -tt- vs. A. -tt- in M. kattala,
A. kattela “sweet potato, batata” as well as A. -gg- vs. F. -jj- in A. eggon /eggom/ (nom.def.
eggoma), F. ejjun “single blossom of the coconut tree”.** From a phonological point of
view, these correspondences cannot be explained yet.

1.3.9.10. When a consonant stem ending in /-t/ comes into the position before a word with
initial consonant, the resulting phonetic process occurring on the morpheme boundary is not
the same in northern and southern Dhivehi. While in the standard language the development
leads to a diphthong (Vt+C- — ViC-), in the southern dialects a corresponding geminate
emerges by regressive assimilation (Vt+C- — VCC-). Cp., e.g., M. aitila /at-tila/ vs. A.F. at-
tela /at-tela/ “palm” (/at/ “hand, arm” + M. tila, A.F. tela “shallow (water); blade”);
M. aidaidi vs. A.F. addaidi “arm” (/at/ “hand, arm” + dafidi “stick”); M. daidoli vs.
A.F. daddoli “chin; jaw(bone)” (/dat/ “teeth” + doli “cheekbone”); A. dakkasi /dat-kasi/
“alveols” (kasi “bone™); M. raiga vs. A. raggau, F. raggal /rat-gal/ “red coral” (lit. “red
stone”, /rat/ adj. “red” + /gal/ “stone”); M. raimas vs. A. rammas, F. rammaha /rat-mas/
“soldier fish” (actually “red fish”, /rat/ “red” + /mas/ “fish”).

1.3.9.11. While in the standard language -rr- in sirru “secret” (« Arab. sirr “secret, mys-
tery”) is articulated as a geminated alveolar vibrant, the ablative form A. /sirrun/ shows a
regular dissimilation into [sidrun]. For a similar development in external sandhi cf. 1.6.

1.3.9.12. Geminates in the verbal system

Generally speaking, the gemination of the last consonant of the verbal root has an important
morphonologic function in the formation of causatives. In many cases the historical
development of causatives can thus be traced back both from the formal and from the
semantic point of view (for further details cf. 3.2.1.1). Cp. the following examples:

1.3.9.12.1. M.F. fattani « *fatvani « *fata-va-ni “to sink” (trans.),"®** actually “to let swim, cause to swim”,
from the basic verb fatani “to swim”; M.F. duvvani, A. divani “to drive, ride, sail”, lit. “to let run, cause to
run”, from M.F. duvani, A. divani “to run”; M.A.F. jassani < *jasvani “to land, turn (on)” from M.A.F. jahani
« *jasani “to beat, kick, blow”. M.A.F. dakkant “to show”, lit. “to let see” is derived from the transitive verb

181 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 24, no. 363 and TURNER (1966) I, 815, no. 14108.

182 Cf. CARTER 1936, 61.

183 This word is unknown in the standard language. For the single blossom the common word meaning
“flower, blossom”, ma /mal/, is used here instead.

18 fattani does not exist in Addu; for the causative meaning “to sink” the suppletive verb heruvani is used.
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*dakant “to look” which is obsolete in the modern standard language (but cp. the intr. verb M. dekenr “to see”
which is derived from the same stem and, furthermore, the n-stem pres. A.F. dak- “to see” (intr.), with the
pres.part. (“long form”) A. dakunei, F. dakonar). M. rissani “to ache”, lit. “to let ache” (e.g. boluga /-gai/
rissanl “to have a headache”, lit. “to cause pain in the head”) is derived from the trans. *risani (cf.
M.A.F. riheni « *risent intr. “to ache”). From a formal point of view, M.A.F. huttani trans. “to stop, finish”

together with its intransitive derivative, hutteni “to stop”, are causatives of the irreguiar n-stem verb M. hunnan,
A. hinnei, F. hinnar “to stand; remain, be” (cf. the part.pret. Old Dhiv. huti, A. hisi, F. hisi, and Sinh.
hitinava'®). The transitive verb M.A.F. kakkani “to cook” formally is a causative of the non-attested basic

*Kkakanr; cf. the intr. verb kekenT “to boil” (of liquids).

1.3.9.12.2. The whole morphological pattern of n-stem verbs such as M. bannani “to tie”,
innani “to sit, marry, be married”, dannani “to know, understand”, hunnant “to stand, stay,
remain, be”, vannani “to enter” etc.’®® is characterised by the geminate -nn-; cf. also 3.2.2,
3.6.5 and 3.9.1.2.

1.3.9.12.3. In the following verbs, the geminates are of different provenance. M. koppani
/kosfani/ “to push” is composed of ko’ /ko§/ “doing, making” (abs. of kurani “to do, make”)
and a (nowadays obsolete) verb *pani with unknown meaning, which seems also to be the
second part of M.A.F. lappani {la’pan1) “to close” (as to the verbal constituent la® which
cannot yet be explained, cf. M. laggani (la’gani) “to float, drift ashore; toss” = A. lavvant;
the infixation of the negation particle ni in the negated 3.ps.sg.pres. A. la’ ni vei “(it) is not
tossed” proves that la® must be an independent word which is used as a constituent of a
compound verb here). One more compound verb containing the absolutive /ko$/ is M. kollani
/ko$lani/. The exact meaning of this verb is “to put down (by doing)”; it only occurs in

M. du kollan1 “to leave” (lit. “to put down slackening” = “to leave by slackening [the
boat]”). — The first part of M. ekkurani /ek-kurani/ “to add, mix” consists of the numeral ¢’
/ek/; thus, the basic meaning of the verb can be translated with “to make (in) one”. — M. hik-

kani “to let dry” (only in M. dia-hikkan1 “to bail water from a leaky boat”) obviously is a
denominative verb; cf. M.AF. hiki “dry”. — M.A.F. vikkani “to sell” goes back to the
present stem Skt. vi-krina- (Pa. vikkina-, Pkt. vikkina-) “to sell”*¥” via *vikina-, *vikna-, the
geminate reflecting the older sequence of -kn-.

1.3.10. Loan phonemes

While in HLSD (1988, 14), fi is described as a phoneme of its own,*® DE SILvA (1969,
204) analyses fi as a cluster consisting of the phonetic components [ny] which, of course, has
no phonemic status as such. Obviously DE SILVA’s analysis starts out from such cases as
dufifie’ < *dunye® < *duniek < *duni-ek “a bird”, the secondary geminated fifi of which is
hardly phonemic.'® There are some isolated words with initial fi- in Dhivehi, however,

185 For the etymology of hunnant cf. 3.9.2.2.1.

185 A complete list of the n-stem verbs is given in 3.4.2.3.

187 Cf. TURNER 1966, II, 678, no. 11640.

188 “On the one hand, our corpus of data does not contain any minimal pairs in which this sound contrasts
with the dental ‘n” ... In our analysis, the palatal nasal will be treated as a distinct phoneme on the grounds that
it occurs frequently as a geminate cluster and the Divehins recognise it as distinct unit in their system of writing
(faviani).”

189 For details about the geminate fifi cf. 1.3.9.4.
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the fi of which cannot be analysed as a sequence of n and y by means of morphonological
criteria. As most of these words must be explained as (presumably) old loanwords, it seems
to be adequate to see a loan phoneme here, i.e., a sound with a “low phonemic level” within
the Maldivian phonological system. There are only a few words with undisputable initial /fi/
in Dhivehi,®® M.A. fiaki “aimless, foolish talk”; fieku “mentally retarded”; fakas “a sexual
practice”; flam fiam (fiamu fliamu) “a tropical fruit”, bot. “Cynometra cauliflora” (rare on
the Maldives); the corresponding tree, which was imported from Sri Lanka, is called
M.A. fiam fiam gas/ges, bot. “Fabacea leguminosa”. It cannot be excluded that the first three
of these words contain the negation particle in its original form, ni (cf. modern A.F. ni vs.
M. nu) which might have been reduced to ny in the position before a vowel.

1.3.10.1. A very frequent phoneme, which occurs exclusively in loanwords from Arabic and
Persian, is /h/. In most cases it is pronounced in its original phonetic value as [x]. Cp., e.g.,
M.A.F. tarix “date, chronicle, history” < Arab. tarih “id.”; A.F. xadima “servant” < Arab.
bhadim “male servant”, hadima “female servant”; M. alr buxairi, A. ali boxar1 “Bukhara
plum” « Pers. alu-boxara “(dried) prune” etc.

1.3.10.2. There is one more loan phoneme, which can often be heard in its original phonetic
quality, viz. /z/. Cf. M.AF. taza “fresh” « Pers. taza “id.”, M. bazaru, A. bazara “(oriental)
bazaar, market” < Arab./Pers. bazar etc. In contrast to that, we find the original voiced
fricative /z/ substituted by [-d-] in earlier loanwords; cp., e.g., namadu “prayer” (attested
since L1 d/2,1) « Pers. namaz).***

1.3.10.3. All other foreign phonemes (as listed in the table below) are substituted by
autochthonous phonemes until nowadays; cp., e.g., M. hagigi “real” < Arab. haqiqr “id.”,
M. fagiru, A.F. fakiri “poor” « Arab. faqir “id.”; M.A.F. bagica “garden” « Pers. bagta
“id.” etc. Only a few people with a good knowledge of Arabic try to pronounce the sounds
in question according to their original value.

1.3.10.4. The following table shows Arabic characters and their transliteration into Tana:

Tana = P 2 — — P 5 5
Arabic e z I o o @ ¢ J
transcribed hx h ¢ d s t g q
Tana i 3 2 5 < © P &
Arabic o 5 I3 5 B) L L 3
transcribed § d g w r t z z

1% The examples noted here are taken from the monolingual dictionary of Dhivehi (NCLHR 1985-91, 15, 1);
HAssAN SA‘ID confirmed that they are used in Addu as well.
181 For this type of substitutions cf. GIPPERT (forthcoming).
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Examples of Arabic words transcribed into Tana:

English Tana Arabic English Tana Arabic
>z . >0 < o
dust S sks heart @25 215
> < - . > -0 - -
stone S e ambergris <o~ o
>Z_ < . R > 0~ .
alms o5 S slBas wine <> o
. >z . Y 2o - _
filter ey ealn beat @ (g
. > zo0?, L > e | .
captain P 46 book 4 5 5
idd > 22, s d 2 - -
midday oo JG_L, roa .r;"f,’ dJJL,
- . 2 o
hand s Y middle o5 Loy
- N 222 -
month ) s sun s 5

1.4. Syllable and word structure

As the earliest written documents of Dhivehi show, there were only open syllables in Old
Dhivehi (cf. 1.1.2 ff.). It was only because of the systematic occurrence of the processes of
apocope and syncope (cf. 1.1.3 and 1.1.5 above) that in the course of time new types of
closed syllables emerged.

The following survey illustrates the most important patterns of word and syllable structure
of modern Dhivehi. Geminates are treated like sequences of two different consonants.

1.4.1. Monosyllabic structures: CV (consonant-vowel): M.A.F. de “two”; VC: A.F. a’ /at/
(M. ai) “hand, arm”, M. o° /o§/ (A. eSa, F. ese) “seed, kernel”; M.A.F. en /em/ “bait fish”;
CVC: M.AF. kan /kam/ “fact”; M.A.F. hun “fever”; M.A.F. tir “arrow”.

Monosyllabic words which consist of a single long vowel in the standard language, such as a “new”, do not
represent open syllables from a phonological point of view. Instead we have to deal with the phonetic realisation
of a closed syllable here, as the correspondent forms A. au and F. al show.'*? As a matter of fact, there is no
word in Dhivehi which consists of only one long vowel.

1.4.2. Disyllabic structures: VCV: M.A. ihi, F.1hi “lobster”; M.A.F. udu “sky”; CVCV:
M.AF. hudu “white”; M.A. basi, F. basi “eggplant”; VCVC: M.A. atun, F. aten (abl.)
“from, by the hand”; CVCVC: M. benun, A.F. benun “wish, will”’; VCCV: M.A.F. emme
lek-me/ “all, whole”; CVCCV: M. datta, A.F. datta “elder sister/’woman”; M. bappa,
A.F. bappa “father” VCCVC: M.A.F. emmen /ek-men/ “all (persons)” (pl.).

182 For more details cf. 1.2.1.6.
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1.4.3. Trisyllabic structures: VCVCV: M.A.F. ifigili “finger, toe”; CVCVCV: M.A.F. huturu
“ugly”; M. himaru, A. himara, F. himaro “donkey”; CVCVCVC: M.A.F. miturun (nom.pl.)
“friends”; CVCCVCV: M.AF. batteli “a kind of Maldivian sailing boat”; M. bokkura,
A.F. bokkora “a small boat type”.

1.4.4. Word structures like CVCVCVCYV as well as longer sequences of syllables occur in
compound words only. Cp., e.g., M.A. vareduni, F. vareheduni “rain bow”.

1.4.5. The phenomenon of hiatus is met with very frequently in the southern varieties of
Dhivehi. In contrast to that there seems to be a strong tendency in the standard language to
avoid sequences of two vowels and, furthermore, to avoid hiatus by insertion of the glide y
or the glottal stop []. Thus, there are oppositions like M. ¢hiya) — A. hiau “shadow”,
M. (fiya) — A.F. fia “1) petal, 2) wing” or M. (tari®e’, tariye’) — A.F. tarie’ /tari-ek/ “a
star” which seem to be dialectal variants. In pronunciation, however, there is no clear
difference between the dialects here. The widely held view of native speakers of the standard
language that an intervocalic -y- or [’] is audible in such cases, is obviously caused by the
spelling. Palaeographic research shows that the assignment of the phonetic value y to a given
letter is a comparatively recent development in the history of Dhivehi writing. In Dives akuru
there were only two series of characters designing the initial vowels of words or syllables
which could be used at random. It is possible that one of these series has to be traced back
to a row of aksaras containing y-. We have to consider in this connection that there was no
word-initial y- in Dhivehi, inherited /y/ having developed into /d/ in early times (cf. 1.7.1).

1.5. Word accent as a rule falls on one of the first two syllables in Dhivehi. At the same
time, the following tendencies can be made out:

1.5.1. When both syllables are short, or the first syllable is long and the second short, the first
syllable is stressed; cp., e.g., M.A.F. méhi “fly”; M. bddu, A. boida, F. béndo “big, large”;
M.AF. tiki “drop”; M.A.F. bakari “goat”; M. atolu, A.F. atele” “atoll”. — M.A.F. nali
“weight unit, ca. 1 kg”; M.AF. misun “monsoon, season”; M.A.F. besveria “medical
doctor; traditional naturopath”; M.A.F. safu “clean, clear”; M.F. bokiba, A. bokoba “pan-
cake”.

Because of their special accentuation, three nouns with a paradigmatic interchange of -h- and -ss- in the
position before a stem-final -i**® have to be treated as a particular group within the i-stems. Although their first
two syllables are short, the stress falls on the second syllable, i.e., on the vowel followed by h / ss. Cf.
M.A.F. divéhi “islander, insular”, i.e. “Maldivian”, indef.sg. M.F. divésse’, A. divéssa’ “a Maldivian (man or
woman)”; A. fiéhi, M.F. fiohi “knife”, indef.sg. A. fiéssa’, M.F. fidsse’ “a knife”; A. kiéhi “saw”, indef.sg.
kiéssa’ “a saw” (no exact M.F. equivalent'*).

1% Cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2.2.
1% Cf. F. nom.sg. kiha, indef. kihae® and M. nom. Kis.
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1.5.2. When the first syllable is short and the second long, it is the second syllable which is
stressed; cp., e.g., MAF. tima “self”; M. ufaveri, A. ufa “happy”; M. furalu, A. ferada
“roof”; A. fehe, F. fahé “if”; M.A.F. falo “papaya”. — This rule is not effective, however,
when the long syllable is preceded by a geminate; cf. A.F. bappa “father”, A.F. mamma
“mother” (M. bappa, mamma).

15.3. When the first two syllables are long, the first syllablle is stressed; cp., e.g.,
M.A.F. miha “(the) man”; M.A.F. kafuru “camphor”.

1.5.4. When in words with three or more syllables the first two syllables are short and the
third is long, it is the latter one which is stressed; e.g. M.A.F. alanasi “pine apple”; M. baka-
munu, A.F. bakamunu “owl”; A. belela (def.) “the cat”.

To sum up these observations, the basic rule of Maldivian word accentuation can be stated
as follows: The first long syllable in a word is stressed. This comprises syllables that are
closed by geminates or consonant clusters.

1.6. Sandhi phenomena do not play an important role in Dhivehi. There are only a few rules
that can be considered as unquestionable.

1.6.1. On the basis of orally recorded stories from older native speakers of the Fua’ Mulaku
dialect we may state the rule that word-final glottal stops (« -k or -t) are realised as -d before
initial I- or r-. Cf. the following two examples:

F. /ruk labagen/ — ru’ laban'*® — [rud-laban] (T6, 26.31) “bending the coconut trees down”

F. /enek rukaha/ — ene’ rukaha — [ened-rukaha] (T4, 44) “to another coconut tree”.

1.6.2. The realisation of geminates®® instead of sequences consisting of glottal stop +

consonant at the word boundary must be considered as a sandhi phenomenon as well; cf. e.g.:
F. /de ruk de-etere/ — de ru® detere — [de rud-detere] (T4, 44a) “between two coconut trees”.

1.6.3. In the Addu dialect, final -° «<— /-§, -k, -t/, occurring in the position before initial vowel
or h, is changed to -u; cf. the following examples:
A. /eage rasas ebege/ — [eege rasau ebege] (T16, 35) “he went to his (own) island” (ebege 3.sg.pret. of (M.)
dani “to go”)
A. /findana gos efdas$ arai/ — [fidana gos efdau arai] (T1, 11) “the F.-bird, having gone (there) and having

climbed up to the bed ...” (gos abs. of (M.) dani “to go”, arai abs. of arani “to climb”)

1.6.4. For the affrication of final -ti in predicative adjectives preceding the quotation marker
-e /-eve/ in the standard language, cf. 1.3.9.2.2.

1% Jaban « labagen, abs.111 “bending / having bent” of labani “to bend (down)”,; for the contraction of the
abs. Il frequently occurring in the F. dialect, cf. 3.11.4.3,
1% About the phonological rules concerning the formation of geminates cf. 1.3.9.
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1.7. On the historical relationship of Dhivehi and Sinhalese

DE SiLvA (1970b, 157 ff.) put forward several arguments that might speak in favour of an
early dialectal differentiation of Dhivehi and Sinhalese. In the course of the present investiga-
tion, DE SILVA’s observations as to the comparative-historical phonology of the Insular Indo-
Aryan languages deserve of being discussed in detail.

1.7.1. Although DE SiLVA had only a very restricted corpus of Maldivian language material
at his disposal, he noticed that the initial Sinhalese glide y- as inherited from Old and Middle
IA y-, corresponds to the voiced dental stop d- in Dhivehi. He realised that d- must have
developed through the palatale affricate *j from the original glide, y. At the same time DE
SILVA recognised that the few Maldivian words which show initial y- must be of foreign
origin; cp. the following examples: yotu(-doni) “yacht(-boat)” <« Engl. yacht, yagin “cer-
tain(ty)” « Arab. yaqin “id.”; yaumiya “records, chronicle” «<— Arab. yaumiyat “chronicle of
everyday life”. For the regular correspondence of Dhiv. d- and Sinh. y-, DE SILVA listed the
following correspondences (1970b, 157-8):%%

M. dani / Sinh. yanava “to go”; cf. Pa. yati, but Pkt. jai “id.” < OIA yati “goes, proceeds, moves, walks,
travels”.*® The nouns M. daturu and Sinh. yaturu- “journey”, which belong to the same root
etymologically, are mots savants, as the consonants in medial position show; cf. OIA yatra- “journey”,
Pa. yatra- (a sanskritism itself) “id.”, but Pkt. jatta-.'®°

M.AF. da(gaiidu/-a/-0) “iron (bar)” / Sinh. ya “iron”; cf. Pa. aya(s)-, Pkt. a(y)a-, OIA ayas- “metal,
iron” 2

M.A.F. dan /dam/ “unit of time covering three hours” — Sinh. yama “(night) watch”; cf. Pkt. jama- vs.
Pa. yama-, Skt. yama- “night watch of three hours” 2"

One more undisputable example which has to be treated in this context is Dhiv. dasu (RC 5,12) « datu
(attested since L2) “underneath™®? as against Sinh. yata adv., postpos. “below, beneath” (< OIA
adhastat). 2

1.7.2. DE SiLvA accordingly divides the Indo-Aryan languages into a “y-group” and a
“j-group”, depending on the fact whether OIA initial /y/ was preserved or changed into /d/
through intermediate /j/. He comes to the result that Sinhalese is a “y-language” in its main
stock while Dhivehi belongs to the j-languages. Without any doubt DE SILVA was right in
considering this twofold phonological development as a dialectal differentiation which
originated in the Prakrit period. It is also right that it can be taken as an indication for a
comparatively early separation of Sinhalese and Dhivehi.

97 Supplementary remarks as well as corrections as to DE SILVA’s treatise are not particularly noted.

1% Cf. TURNER (1966), 11, 604, no. 10452.

19 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 140, no. 2087; TURNER (1966) 11, 604, no. 10456.

20 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 140, no. 2081; TURNER (1966) I, 26, no. 590.

#1 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 141, no. 2095; TURNER (1966) I, 605, no. 10467.

22 1n modern Dhivehi this word has only a locative meaning; cf. loc. M. dasuga, A.F. dasi “below,
beneath”, abl. M.A.F. daSun “from below”, dat. M.A. dasa’, F. daSaha “down”; Old Dhiv. dasu is a common
noun still.

23 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 140, no. 2085.
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1.7.3. One more regular difference between Sinhalese and Dhivehi that was already treated
by DE SiLVA consists in the development of the palatal affricates of the Old and Middle Indo-
Aryan period. In Sinhalese the initial /c-/ of inherited words developed into /s-/ which
regularly changed into h- later; cf. Sinh. safida/hafida “moon” « MIA canda-, OIA candra-
“id.”®* An inherited initial /j-/ became /d-/ in Sinhalese, as, e.g., in divi “life” « PKkt.
jivi(y)a- < OIA jivita- “living, life”.*® Old and Middle IA /-c-/ and /-j-/ in medial position
led to Sinh. /-d-/, which in word-final position further developed into unvoiced -t; thus, e.g.,
Skt. krakaca- “saw” at first developed, through an intermediate form like Pa. kakaca-, to
Sinh. *kiyad-, then (by devoicing of the stem-final d) to the modern stem kiyat-.*® Old
medial -cc- became Sinh. /s/,%” while an inherited medial -jj- developed into Sinh. /d/; cf.
Sinh. mada “central, middle, centre” « Pa., Pkt. majjha- < OIA méadhya- “id.”*® The latter
sound change can also be found in Dhivehi; cp., e.g., M. medu, A.F. mede “id.”.

Besides the sound change of -jj- — -d- treated above, DE SILVA realised that the heterogen-
eous substitution of the inherited palatal affricates in Sinhalese opposes itself to a very homo-
geneous development in Dhivehi. As a matter of fact, all the corresponding phonemes, which
still existed in MIA, merged into a single phoneme in Dhivehi, viz. /s/ which in initial and
medial position subsequently changed into h.2® When the Maldivian language material is
judged comprehensively, DE SILVA’s perceptions of these historical sound changes must be
regarded as right in their main points; there are several particular problems, however, that
cannot be solved without contradictory results even now. Thus, e.g., OIA rajan- “king” (cp.
Pa. nom. raja)®! exists in Dhivehi not only in the form ras (attested since L4 [b/2,3 etc.])
which represents the expected development of -j- — -s-, but also as the stem radun which
seems to reflect the original -n-stem reinterpreted as a pluralis maiestatis (attested since
L5 [2/2,2: maharadun], cf. 2.3.2.7.4.1). Besides these two variants which occur side by side
until nowadays, the singular forms rada (L4 g/1,6; F1,3 etc.; (raja) L2 3,1) and radu
(F10,18 etc.) are attested as well. The corresponding Sinhalese form is rada as expected (cf.
the older variants rad/rat and the inscriptional form (raja)®'). It must be assumed that all
Maldivian variants of this word which contain d have to be considered as mots savants. In
these cases, -d- must have substituted the Skt. phoneme -j- which did not exist as such in the
sound system of Old Dhivehi.

204 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 188, no. 2849 and TURNER (1966) I, 252, no. 4661.

205 Cf. TURNER (1966), |, 289, no. 5252.

26 \With good reasons, TURNER (1966, 1, 185, no. 3570) points out that GEIGER (1941, 43, no. 635) did not
recognise that the Sinh. nom.sg. kiyata “saw” (stem kiyat-) has to be traced back to an original stem *kiyad-
(with -d- « -j- « -c-); the stem-final -t can be explained by the assumption that the pure stem was used as a
plural which led to a devoicing of -d, the final result being kiyat. The modern form of the nom.sg. (cf. above)
was thus derived from this allophonic variant. For a parallel development (from the late MIA period, after early
MIA -c- « -c- and -jj- « -jy- had coincided into the affricate -j-), cp. the Sinh. stem behet- “medicine”, a plural
form from which the nom.sg. beheta is derived, with the variant beheda from an original stem behed- which
through *beseja emerged from Pa., Pkt. bhesajja- “id.” (cf. TURNER 1966, Il, 549, no. 9623). Cf. also DE SILVA
(1970b), 158 f., and 2.3.2.8.1.3 below.

27 However, there seem to be almost no examples attesting this sound change, cf. GEIGER (1938), 49.

28 Cf. GEIGER (1941), 131, no. 1958 and TURNER (1966) II, 563, no. 9804.

29 For more details cf. 1.3.5.

210 Cf. TURNER (1966), 11, 618, no. 10679.

21 In the earliest inscriptions of Sinhalese, long and short vowels are usually not distinguished from each
other; cf., e.g., GEIGER (1938), 14.
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2. The nominal categories

The nominal system of Dhivehi comprises nouns, pronouns, adjectives and numerals as parts
of speech. Despite of their partially remarkable morphological differences, all Maldivian
dialects show the same grammatical categories, viz. case, number, definiteness and
indefiniteness.

2.1. In Maldivian the noun has lost grammatical gender as a category of its own. This makes
a great difference in comparison with modern Sinhalese, where the inherited grammatical
distinction of animate masculine and feminine substantives has been preserved until now-
adays, natural sexus and grammatical gender always corresponding with each other. Further-
more, the opposition of animate vs. inanimate nouns is expressed in manifold ways in the
morphological categories of Sinhalese. The combination of both systems led to a threefold
distinction of grammatical gender, animate masculine and feminine nouns being opposed to
inanimate neuters. In the nominal system of Dhivehi, however, the morphological expression
of the dichotomy of animateness and inanimateness plays a comparatively insignificant role.

2.1.1. Without any doubt GEIGER’s observation that the inherited case system was sharply
diminished already in Prakrit times in the prehistory of Sinhalese®*? is valid for Dhivehi as
well. Basically the inherited case forms of Old Indo-Aryan were reduced to distinctive forms
of a direct case (casus rectus) and an oblique case (casus obliquus), the latter one serving as
a basis for the formation of secondary case forms which developed in the period of Modern
Indo-Aryan only. While the declension of northern Dhivehi, just like the one of Sinhalese, is
rather agglutinative, the southern dialects show a much greater variety of inflectional declen-
sion patterns. In comparison with the paradigms of MIA, most of these case forms are
secondary, however. In particular, the case system of South Dhivehi consists of a direct and
an oblique case, a genitive-locative (the two forms being formally identical), a dative and an
ablative, the latter serving as an instrumental case as well. In contrast to that, the case
inventory of North Dhivehi comprises a special agglutinative locative which is different from
the genitive. There is no formal accusative in Dhivehi; the object is morphologically
expressed by the direct or the oblique case. Usually the direct case occurs in nominative
function as the subject case of finite predicative verbs. When the predicate is infinite,
however, the oblique case can serve as a subject case.

2.1.2. In modern Dhivehi the classification of nominal stems derives from the different
declension types. Thus, the nouns can be divided into consonant stems, a-stems and i-stems,
stems ending in other vowels being rare. On the other hand, consonant stems and i-stems
have many subtypes. However, neither the stem classes nor the declension paradigms of
modern Dhivehi can be derived directly from corresponding Old and Middle Indo-Aryan
types, most of the formations in question being the result of secondary developments.

212 «“In der prakritischen Grundlage des Sgh. war der Unterschied der alten Declination bereits aufgehoben”
(GEIGER 1900, 56).
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2.1.3. The number system, which is characterised by the distinction of singular and plural,
is interrelated inseparably with the categorical dichotomy of definiteness and indefiniteness.
The correlation of these two categories led to a very complex system which is preserved
unaltered only in the dialect of Addu. It is characterised by the fact that the pure nominal
stem as a rule functions as a plural form. This is the primary basis of the plural paradigms
from which the definite and the indefinite singular forms are derived by additional markings.
As to the formation of number, words designing human beings (persons) usually show a
peculiar behaviour. In these cases the singular must be considered as primary, the plural being
marked by special suffixes. The number system of North Dhivehi differs widely from this
system. Here, the plural is regularly formed by a uniform suffix, the original meaning of
which is “so much / many” as the earlier written documents of Dhivehi show. Furthermore,
these texts reveal that in the language of Male some hundred years ago the correlation of
number and definiteness was practically identical to that preserved in Addu to this day.
Comparing the linguistic areas in question, the treatment of number in the Fua’ Mulaku
dialect is of special interest, because here, both systems intermingled with each other. In Fua’
Mulaku all peculiarities of the categories of number and definiteness can be found on the spot
to a certain extent; this special constellation caused the emergence of a great variety of
morphological and morphonological irregularities. A functional overlap of the categories of
number on the one hand and of definiteness and indefiniteness on the other hand, which is
quite similar to that of Addu, also exists in Sinhalese.”®

2.1.4. In function, the pronouns of Dhivehi can be divided into personal, demonstrative,
possessive, reciprocal, interrogative, reflexive and indefinite pronouns and pronominal
adjectives. In Dhivehi as in Sinhalese, the relative pronoun was lost already at an early
period; instead of relative clauses, both languages use participial constructions regularly.?*
Furthermore, there are no particular negative pronouns in Dhivehi; “nobody, no one, nothing”
and the like have to be expressed periphrastically. In congruence with the noun, the pronomi-
nal system of Dhivehi distinguishes the categories of case, number, and, to some extent, also
definiteness and indefiniteness. Corresponding to what has been said about the nouns, there
is no formal expression of grammatical gender in the pronouns of the standard language and
the Addu dialect. In contrast to that, the pronominal system of the Fua’ Mulaku vernacular
shows a few traces of gender differentiation. Some of the pronouns can be used as attributes
as well as independently. Partly the pronominal categories show considerable dialectal
divergences; thus, e.g., even some personal pronouns of the northern and southern vernaculars
represent different etyma. In Male, where the social status of the speaker in comparison with
that of the addressee is expressed in the first person, different pronouns are used to denote the
different hierarchical levels. In southern Dhivehi, we do not find any traces of such a
sociolinguistic differentiation. Here, however, the old formal distinction of the direct and the
oblique case, which was lost in northern Dhivehi, has been preserved in the pronominal
system. Despite the many differences, the Maldivian pronominal system is rather homogene-
ous in comparison with the “diffuse” pronouns of Sinhalese.?®

23 Cf. GEIGER (1900), 57 and 63.

24 For the invariable form yam, which can be traced back to the old relative pronoun, and for the expression
of relative clauses in Sinhalese in general cf. GEIGER (1941), 7 and 69 / (1973), 564 and 626.

25 For Sinhalese pronouns cf. GEIGER (1938), 123 ff. and (1900), 66 ff.; cf. also MATZEL (1983), 30 f.
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2.1.5. Neither in attributive nor in predicative position, the adjective does not show any
morphological variation of its own in both Maldivian and Sinhalese?®. In particular, there
are no suffixal formations of comparatives. Degrees of comparison are expressed by quanti-
fiers such as “big”, “great”, “more”, “rather” or “very”. Furthermore, adjectival comparison
can be expressed by purely syntactical means. When used independently, however, adjectives

have the same inflectional variety as nouns.

2.1.6. The numeral system of Modern Dhivehi is the result of a manifold restructuring. Its
most striking feature is a particular mode of counting based on a purely duodecimal system,
which attracts special attention from a typological point of view. This system which in earlier
times was used all over the Maldives, is almost lost nowadays. It is surprising that a similar
system, built on duodecimal units, is not attested for Sinhalese at any time of its long history
(cf. DE SILVA 1970b, 149). In Modern Dhivehi, as well, a decimal system prevails, in which
relic forms of the old autochthonous numeral system are mixed with many sanskritisms and
prakritisms. From the cardinal numbers (like nouns), an indefinite form can be derived by
suffixation. Ordinal numbers are derived from cardinal numbers by means of a suffix, too.

2.1.7. In Dhivehi the term “adverb” is not related to a specific part of speech; it has to be
understood as a functional general term instead. Adverbs derived from nominal parts of
speech, such as, e.g., nouns or adjectives, but also pronouns, will be treated in the context of
their underlying formations.

2.2. There are almost no word formation procedures in Dhivehi. As a rule, adjectives and
nouns are not distinct from each other by special morphological marks. There are at least four
suffixal elements of different productivity, however, by means of which adjectives can be
derived from nouns or from already existing adjectives without further morphological marks.
The frequency and the distribution of the particular suffixes within the different dialectal
areas is subject to a considerable variety. Thus, the suffix -teri is obviously restricted to North
Dhivehi (cp., e.g., M. benunteri “useful”), and the same holds true for the rare suffix -(v)eti
which almost exclusively occurs in the standard language (e.g. M. lobiveti “dear”). In
contrast to that, the adjective suffix -veri, which goes back to a former independent noun,
occurs all over the dialects (e.g. M.A.F. buddiveri “wise”). By means of the adjective gada
“rich, strong”, which still occurs as an independent word as well, compound adjectives are
derived from nouns. These secondary adjective formations represent a reverse type of
1 217

bahuvrihi compounds, cp., e.g., M.A.F. aligada “bright”, lit. “(being) rich (in) light”.

2.2.1. For the formation of nouns, there is only one kind of productive derivation in Dhivehi.
In order to create nouns with abstract meaning, the word kan /kam/, “fact”,**® is added to
semantically corresponding adjectives and substantives. Cf. M. riti adj. “beautiful” vs. ritikan
“beauty”, M.AF. ufaveri adj. “glad, happy” vs. ufaverikan “happiness”, A. bofida “big,

416 Cf. GEIGER (1938), 116 f.

27 For more details and examples cf. 2.4.4.

28 Dhiv. kan /kam/, Sinh. kama <« Pa., Pkt. kamma(n)- < OIA karman- “act, work”; cf. TURNER (1966), I,
147, no. 2892, — In the local grammar, kan is also used as the term for “verb”.
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large” vs. bofidakan “bigness, largeness”, A. fakiri adj. “poor” («— Arab. fagir “poor (one)”)
vs. fakirikan “poverty”; cf. also veri as an originally independent nominal stem meaning
“person; leader™® vs. verikan “government”.

2.2.2. There are practically no diminutive formations in Dhivehi. In all the investigated texts
there is only one attestation of a suffix with diminutive function, which is joined to a nominal
stem. In the Fua’ Mulaku version of the fairy tale Makana “The Crane”, we find ralo-mana
instead of F. ralo “wave”, mas-mana instead of F. maha /mas/ “fish”, daro-mana instead of
F. daro “firewood” etc. (further examples in 5.3.3). Possibly -mana reflects Dhiv. mani
“pearl”. This word, albeit being attested already in L1 (f/1,1), is obsolete in the modern
language. Most probably the same etymon®? occurs also in M. maniku < maniku which was
originally used as an aristocratic title (for an etymological discussion cf. 2.6.2.4.6).

2.2.3. There are two honorific suffixes in Dhivehi, the usage of which is confined to the
standard language as well. -fulu « -pulu (cf. 1.3.9.6.1) is added to nouns denoting inalienable
objects, while -kolu is joined to nouns denoting alienable objects; in both cases the function
of the suffixes is to morphologically express the high social level of the owner of the objects
in question. Cp., e.g., ifigili-fulu “finger” or appulu /atpulu/ “hand” (of a noble person) as
against gamis-kolu “shirt” or galam-kolu “pen” (of a noble person). As a consequence of the
increasing democratisation of the Maldivian society, however, the two suffixes are becoming
more and more obsolete in the modern language.

2.3. The noun

2.3.1. Case system and stem types

In Dhivehi the formation of the nominal stem types is closely connected to the rules of case
formation. Within the system of nominal declension, there is a considerable divergence
between the southern and northern dialects. While there are no remarkable differences in the
function of the case forms all over the Dhivehi speaking area, their formation is very hetero-
geneous. Alongside some relics of the inherited inflectional system, an agglutinative declen-
sion developed in northern Dhivehi, while the southernmost dialects have preserved more
archaic inflectional patterns until nowadays. The actual paradigms cannot be derived directly
from the well known declension types of Old and Middle Indo-Aryan, however. According
to GEIGER, they had already disappeared to a high degree by the time of Sinhalese Pra-
krit.??! Comparing the Sinhalese data with the system we find in Dhivehi, we are forced to

9 For more details cf. 2.3.2.4.1, 2.3.2.4.2.

220 Claus Peter ZOLLER (personal information) proposes to derive the suffix from OIA manak “a little” (Pkt.
mana etc., cf. TURNER 1966, Il, 564, no. 9824).

221 Cf. GEIGER (1900, 56): “In der prakritischen Grundlage des Sgh. war der Unterschied der alten Declina-
tionen bereits aufgehoben; der Process, den wir im P(ali) beobachten, ist nunmehr vollzogen. ... Die Flexion be-
steht ... nur noch aus spérlichen Resten. Sie beschrénkt sich in der masc. und fem. Declination auf die Bildung
eines Casus rectus und eines C. obliquus der beiden Numeri. Die neutr. Declination hat die alten Pluralformen
vollsténdig eingebuRt, im Sing. dagegen ausser dem Nominativ-Accusativ auch den Instrumental und den Locativ
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assume that the inflectional state of the presumable Maldivian Prakrit must have been quite
similar. The case system of modern Dhivehi and Sinhalese is based on the difference between
a direct (or nominative) case (casus rectus) and an oblique case (casus obliquus), the latter
being identical with the pure nominal stem. While the function of the direct case is restricted
to the use as a nominative, the oblique case is the basis of all the other case forms. In
Dhivehi this holds true for genitive, dative, and ablative in general. Besides this, the northern
dialectal area has a particular locative case, too, while in the southernmost vernaculars the
locative morphologically coincides with the genitive.

2.3.1.1. In the following paragraphs, we will give a comprehensive survey of the case
suffixes in particular and — whenever possible — of their etymology. While the nominative
and the oblique case have no homogeneous suffix in Dhivehi, all the other cases are charac-
terised by unambiguous formal markers.

2.3.1.1.1. In the southern dialects, two different kinds of genitive formations can be distin-
guished. The morpheme variants which are used in the formation of the genitive of nouns and
pronouns designating “non-persons” in general (A. -e, -i; F. -e/-ei, -i*?), cannot yet be
etymologised with certainty. It is quite probable, however, that they correspond with the
genitive endings -& and -hi which PARANAVITANA (1956, I, cxi) attests for medieval Sinhalese
(8th to 10th century A.D.). Following PARANAVITANA, these endings (besides the genitive
endings Sinh. -a, -hu, -u und -yahu, occurring in the same inscriptions, which obviously have
no equivalents in Dhivehi) have to be derived from “-sya in Old Indian which, in Middle
Indian, is -ssa”.??® They are opposed to the genitive suffix -ge, which in the South Maldiv-
ian area is used exclusively with nouns and pronouns designating “persons” in a wider sense,
while it has become the only formal marker of the genitive in North Maldivian. This suffix
must be derived from the locative of ge “house” without any doubt. According to GEIGER,
the corresponding genitive ending of Sinhalese, -ge, has been contracted from geyi “in the
house”; thus, goviya-ge daruvo has the meaning of “the children (in the house) of the
farmer”. In this connection, the original genitive meaning of the oblique case preceding -ge
is still recognisable, at least when appearing in archaic forms.??* Cf. also PARANAVITANA’S
statement (ib., cxiii): “Ge may therefore be equated with Skt. gehe ‘in the house’, i.e. “in the

erhalten.”

222 Basically the distribution of the variant endings in the dialect of Addu depends on the different stem
types. In consonant stems, special phonological rules depend on the particularities of the phonological structure
of the nouns in question; cf. 2.3.2.11.1 for details. For the dialect of Fua’ Mulaku which presents an even more
complicated picture, cf. 2.3.2.12.1.

228 |n this connection cp. the genitive forms rasunasya (L2 1,5), rasunsya (L2 1,4 and 2,1; L3 1/1,2 etc.) and
rasunusia (L2 1,2) “the king’s”, which are attested in some written documents of Old Dhivehi and which have
to be judged as sanskritisms (mots savants). In contrast to that the same documents also show the “real
Maldivian” genitive rasun-ge “the king’s, of the king” which represents today’s normal genitive formation of
nouns designating persons (L1 ms/1,2; L2 34,5 and L3 15/1,5).

224 Cf, GEIGER (1942), 32 / (1973), 589: “-gg, das dem Sprachgefiihl als Endung gilt, ist kontrahiert aus geyi,
in dem Hause; goviya-ge daruvo bedeutet ‘die Kinder (im Hause) des Landmannes.’ Die urspr. genetivische Bed.
des vor -ge stehenden K.obl. ist wohl erkennbar und tritt auch in den archaischen Formen zutage.” — Cf. further
GEIGER (1941), 57, no. 841 s.v. geya “house”; GEIGER (1900), 62 and (1938), 110 as well as TURNER (1966)
I, 227, no. 4240 s.v. grha- “house”; cf. also WIJAYARATNE (1956), 143-4.
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place’. The change in meaning from the loc. to the gen. is a natural one: what is one’s house
is one’s own, so the postposition ge came to denote ownership.” PARANAVITANA proves that
in early medieval Sinhalese -ge occurs only as a genitive suffix in connection with personal
names, not yet competing with the inherited synthetic formation of the genitive.?”® This
observation agrees with what we find in the early written documents of Dhivehi which show
that in the earlier stages of the standard language genitive endings in -2 were usual.
Furthermore they prove that the suffix -ge, originally added only to nouns designating persons
or to personal names, slowly developed into a general marker of the genitive. In the modern
standard language, genitives in -e are completely unknown.

2.3.1.1.2. In the vernaculars of Addu and Fua’ Mulaku the locative of all nouns designating
inanimate objects or non-persons is formally identical with the genitive. Hence, the mor-
phemes that denote the locative are A. -e, -i and F. -e/-ei, -i. In many cases we can decide
only by the context, whether the forms in question have to be interpreted as genitives or as
locatives (e.g. A. fen-e, F. fen-ei “of the water” or “in the water”). In older Dhivehi, most
forms in -e represent locatives, while an unambiguous genitival use of the same morpheme
with inanimate nouns is comparatively rare. Some of the forms attested in L2, which are
taken by MANIKU/WIJAYAWARDHANA (1986, viii-ix) to represent the possessive function of
the locative, have to be interpreted as locative forms without any doubt in the given context,
while other examples remain ambiguous. In two of the passages in question, madule appears
together with the participles ot (otu) (pres./pret.: L2 10,4) and ovuna (pret.pres.: L2 18,4)
“being (there), lying™®*" and has to be translated as “(being) in the district” (in contrast to
MANIKU/WIJAYAWARDHANA, who translate “of the atoll” [in the sense of an administrative
district]). The form sime which is rendered as “of the boundaries” (ib.) can be interpreted as
a genitive or as a locative as well; cf. the phrase sime sataru munu “(the) four sides (munu,
lit. “face’) on the border” or “(the) four sides of the border”, occurring in L2 (4,1-2) and
L3 (2/2,3). geme, translated as “of the village” (ib.), rather seems to have the function of a
genitive in some passages; cp., €.0., geme kulaata “to the family/lineage of the village”
(attested two times in both L1 g/1,4 and L2 4,5).2%

2.3.1.1.2.1. For the formal identity of the genitive and the locative, we find an exact parallel in modern
Sinhalese: nouns meaning inanimate objects or plants have the ending -€ in the genitive and locative singular;
cp., e.g., mal-e “of/in the flower”, gam-e “of/in the village” (cf. MATZEL 1983, 22). Following GEIGER (1938,
105), the Sinh. suffix -e, serving as a genitive and locative marker, has to be traced back to -ehi and, further, to

5 In modern Sinhalese -ge has the function of a genitive ending with all animate nouns (plants excluded);
cf., e.g., MATZEL 1983, 22 and 67.

%5 1t has not yet been proved by means of the written documents that -a- occurring in the last syllable of a
substantive could give rise to a gen./loc. ending in -i in the older language of Male, as it is the case in the dialect
of Addu (cf. 2.3.2.11.1).

%7 For the suppletive distribution of the verbs onnant “lie, be (there)” and tibent “be (there)”, depending
on the number of the subjects involved, cf. the detailed information given in 3.14.1.

228 The gen./loc. gem-e of the stem gam- “village” shows a type of umlaut which is very unusual in Dhivehi.
The regular form would be gam-e. Such a form is indeed attested in L1 (mx/1,5; instr./abl. gamen in md/1,2-3
and 6), but it is not yet certain whether gam- has the meaning of “village” in these passages. The umlauted stem
gem- is well attested in other case forms too (cp., €.g., the instr./abl. gemen in 2.3.1.1.4.1), but it is the only
example of this kind of umlaut within a nominal paradigm that has become known until now.
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a common basic form (“loc. of -as- stems™), which already in the earliest period could have represented both
case forms. For lack of convincing evidence, GEIGER’s supposition cannot be proved, however, the possibility
of a syncretism of separate formal elements characterising the genitive and the locative remaining valid. GEIGER
maintains that the locative suffix -& (cp., e.g., bim& “on the ground”, gama “in the village”; for the gen.suff.
-a cf. above), which frequently occurs during the 9th century, is the “result of a contraction” of earlier -e. This
assumption cannot be proved by examples or parallel developments, either.

2.3.1.1.2.2. At a relatively late time an analytic locative formation came into use in the
standard language of Male which completely replaced the inherited forms in -e. The modern
locative suffix -ga /-gai/ which can be added to inanimate as well as animate nouns, repre-
sents the inherited oblique case of the noun gai “body”. The original meaning of “on, in, at
(something or somebody)” was “on/in/at the body (of something or somebody)” accordingly
(for more details cf. 2.3.2.13). In the standard language, this formation has already become
rigid and is no longer perceived in its original sense. But in the dialect of Fua’ Mulaku there
exists a special declension type constituted by a few nouns designating animals only, which
yields immediate insight into the development of the word gai into a case marking suffix (cf.
2.3.2.12.55).

2.3.1.1.3. The dative ending is -a° /-a$/ in the standard language as well as in Addu. In Fua’
Mulaku, however, it has the variants -aha, -ha, -asa besides -a’ /-a$/, depending on the type
of the nominal stem and some additional phonological and phonetic criteria?®®. Without any
difficulties the ending M.A.F. -a’/-a§/ and the variant F. -aSa can be traced back to the dative
ending -at(a) which is frequently attested in the older written documents of Maldivian. This
is obviously identical with the Sinhalese dative ending -(a)ta which through the intermediate
stages of Pkt. attham and atthaya (cf. Pa. attham and atthaya) can be derived from Sk.
artham or arthaya, i.e., the acc./dat. of artha- “aim, cause”.?® It is difficult to decide,
however, whether the two variants F. -aha and -ha represent pure allomorphs of the ending
/-a8/, because a phonetic development of inherited t through § into F. h (in all positions)
would be an exception, as can be shown by many comparable examples (cf. 1.3.6.). Instead,
there are some indications which suggest an identification of F. -aha/-ha with a genitive
ending -asa/-aha, which is attested for the most archaic stage of Sinhalese in the function of
a dative as well.

2.3.1.1.3.1. GEIGER (1938, 108-9) and (obviously following him) PARANAVITANA (1956, I, cxi) even assume that
all Sinhalese dative formations are based on old genitives. GEIGER tries to document the development beginning
with the Prakrit period. In the oldest inscriptions, genitives in -asa and -aha were used as datives, just like the
genitives®™* in -assa of Pali and Prakrit. Beginning with the 1st century A.D., these genitives occur in combina-
tion with a following -ata (<- MIA *-attham) or -ataya (<— MIA *-aithaya) / -ataye (<- MIA *-atthaye). GEIGER
and PARANAVITANA demonstrate this development by means of the dative of safiga “multitude, assembly;
community of bhikkhus” («— Skt. samgha-; cf. GEIGER 1941, 171, no. 2565), which is attested in inscriptions with
and without sandhi in the form (sagahata) (< MIA *sanghassattham) besides (sagaha ataya/-ye) (< *san-
ghassa atthaya/-ye). GEIGER postulates that Sinh. *sagata or *sagataya (¢« *sanghattham, atthaya) must have
been possible forms as well. In the plural, -ata is joined to the gen. pl. in -ana (< -anam). GEIGER illustrates this

2% More extensive information as to this will be given in 2.3.2.12.2.

20 Cf, TURNER (1966), I, 29, no. 638 and further GEIGER (1941), 59, no. 865; (1900); 62; (1938) 108 f.; for
the part the dative plays in the formation of the infinitive cf. 3.6.1.1 ff.

Z1 The genitives in question have the function of denoting an indirect object.
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with the formation sava satanata “to all beings”, which occurs in a 4th century inscription and which he derives
from *savva-sattanattham?2, The co-occurrence of different formations of this type can be observed up to the
medieval period of Sinhalese, where we meet with datives in -at (e.g. gamat “to the village”) and -ahat (e.g.
maharad’hat “to the great king”) as well as pl. forms in -anat (e.g. maha- -safiignat “to the great community™;
minisnat ‘to the people™). From the 11/12th century on, -ata, with a secondary final -a, comes into use again
(cp., e.g., mituranata “to the friends”). In the 12th century, too, the syncopated formant -ta is attested for the
first time with a pIuraI meaning (mehe-karuvanta “to the workers”). The other variants continue to be used, as
well, together with a pseudo-suffix -hata as in s'aga—ha@a which must be explained by a metanalysis of the type
sagahata “to the community of bhikkhus” (cf. above).”® The given development is summed up by PARANAVI-
TANA as follows: “Having developed so early and merging itself in the gen. ending, -ta and -hata may be
considered as dat. case-endings; but when -ata, -hata, or -ta is abstracted from a dat. form in Sinhalese, what
remains is a gen.” — Both GEIGER and PARANAVITANA seem to postulate that every Sinhalese dative form must
necessarily be based on a genitive. We cannot exclude, however, that the compound forms with the dative
arthaya “for the sake (of)” (cf. above), occurring so frequently in OIA, might have served as a starting point
of the formation in question, the derivation of -hata given above notwithstanding. This can be illustrated by two
Skt. examples of compounds (with a verbal noun as their first member) taken from the Ramayana, viz. raksa-
narthaya “for the sake / purpose of protection / shelter” (R. 3,8,7; raksana- “guarding”, of raksati “guards”;
cf. TURNER 1966, 11, 610, no. 10547 and WERBA 1997, 468) and harsanarthaya “for the purpose of frightening”
(R. 1,48,7; harsana- “(state of) excitement, agitation, emotion, stimulation”, of the root hrs- “to bristle; get /
become / be glad, excited; shudder”; cf. TURNER 1966, II, 818, WHITNEY 1885, 208 and WERBA 1997, 387).

2.3.1.1.3.2. In particular cases, it will hardly be possible to find out the correct derivation of
a given dative form if this is not attested continuously. Even in Sinhalese with its outstanding
written tradition, this condition is fulfilled only in special cases. It goes without saying that
the situation in Old Dhivehi, with its fragmentary documents, is much more hopeless, the few
attested dative forms offering no chance for an exact analysis. We find, e.g., only a handful
of plural dative forms such as Sinh. minisnat and Old Dhiv. misunata (L2 5,1), mihunatu
(L6 1,4), mihunan®* (F10,21) “to the people” that can be traced back to underlying geni-
tives without any doubt.

In the case of the dative endings -aha/-ha and -a$a/-a’, occurring side by side in Fua’
Mulaku, we may presume with a certain probability that the former variants are based directly
on an old genitive ending identical to Sinh. -aha/-asa, while the latter ones in all likelihood
developed in the same way as the dative endings M.A. -a’ /-a§/ and Sinh. -(a)ta. Considering
the fact that the vernacular of Fua’ Mulaku represents a melting-pot of manifold peculiarities
and influences, such a double-tracked development would not be astonishing at all.

2.3.1.1.3.3. In Dhivehi the dative has not only the function of marking indirect objects but
also of expressing local and temporal directions, responding to the questions “where (t0)?”
and “when, (towards) what time?”. Besides this, the dative of some nouns and adjectives
which are suited from the semantic point of view can be used for the expression of adverbial
meanings (manner) without further formal additions or changes; cp., e.g., M. barabara’ /-a$/
as an adverb “excellently” belonging to the adj. barabaru “excellent”.

%2 Sinh. sav/hav “all” < Pkt. sawa-, OIA sarva-; cf. GEIGER (1941), 190, no. 2875. — Sinh. sata (stem sat-)
“living being, irrational animal” « Pa., Pkt. satta-, OIA sattva-; cf. GEIGER (1941), 172, no. 2578 and TURNER
(1966) 11, 759, no. 13111.

238 For this case and for further evidence cf. GEIGER and PARANAVITANA (ib.). GEIGER also gives details on
the use of the suffix variants in Sinhalese.

2% About the frequent spelling of final /-t/ by (-n) cf. 3.6.3.2.3.
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2.3.1.1.4. The inherited ending of the ablative/instrumental is -in or -un in the standard
language and in Addu, while Fua’ Mulaku uses the homogeneous form -en (with only one
exception, cf. below). In Modern Dhivehi the rules governing the distribution of the given
variants are easy to define. In Addu and in the standard language, all consonant stems (cf.
2.3.1.3) as well as the stems enlarged by the indefinite suffix (cf. 2.3.2.1) build an abl./instr.
with -un; cp., e.g., the cons. stem mas “fish” with M.A. mahun /mas-un/; abl./instr.indef.
M.A. mahakun. As against this, -in is the abl./instr.-ending of all i- and a-stems (cf. 2.3.1.2.1
and 2.3.1.2.2, resp.), as well as a few stems ending in other vowels (cf. 2.3.1.4) and root
nouns (cf. 2.3.1.5); cp., e.g., the i-stem M.A. tari “star” with M. tarin, A. tarin, or the a-stem
M.A. afiga “mouth” with M.A. afigain). -in is also used with those nouns in Addu that are
enlarged by the definite suffix -a; cp., e.g., mahain /mas-a-in/ “from / by (means of) the
(definite) fish™), as well as the frozen definite form in -a of northern Dhivehi (cf. 2.3.2.9). In
Fua® Mulaku, however, all variant endings (if they ever existed in this vernacular) coincided
into -en. In the case of stems ending in a vowel and frozen definite forms, -en is joined to the
vowel in question without merging phonetically with it; cp., e.g., mahen “by/from the fish”;
tarien “by/from the star”; afigaen “by/from the mouth”. The only case where the variant -un
is conserved in Fua’ Mulaku is the abl./instr. of the indefinite form; cp., e.g., F. kedak-un “of
a piece” (F.A. kede = M. kolu “piece, end”) or the interrogative pronoun F. kontak-un “by
what means, through / by / with which” (cf. 2.6.7.1.3).

In all varieties of Dhivehi, the synthetic formation of the abl./instr. is confined to inanimate
nouns and pronouns (in the sense of “non-persons”) today, and there are no exceptions to this
rule?®. It seems that in all dialects the use of the ablative/instrumental in -in/-un/-en is
further restricted to the singular and the primary plural (cf. 2.3.2.1); at least, there is no
evidence so far of analytic plural formations being enlarged by -in, -un or -en.

2.3.1.1.4.1. Considering medieval Dhivehi, MANIKU/WIJAYAWARDHANA (1986, ix) state that “only singular
forms of the ablative are recorded”; they do not take into account, however, that the formal appearance of the
plural in the older language was considerably different from that of the modern standard language. The early
documents show that the generic plural meaning of the pure nominal stems, which can still be found in the
dialect of Addu (cf. 2.3.2.1), was a feature of the northern Dhivehi speaking area in former times, too, while the
analytic plural formation was of comparatively little importance at that time (cf. 2.3.2.3). The statement that the
only attestations of the ablative are singular forms, is true from the point of view of the morphology of the
modern standard language; but it does not consider the fact that enormous semantical changes have affected
some of the forms in question. Furthermore, MANIKU/W1JAYAWARDHANA failed to notice that the ablative in Old
Dhivehi ended not only in -en and -un, but also in -in. Cp. the following early attestations of ablatives /
instrumentals:

Abl./instr. in -in: (1) i-stems: (fenai) masin “from (water and) clay” (RC 1,6%); bolin “from the shells”
(L1 g/2,3; boli “shell”, obviously meaning a medium of currency here); rudin “in the manner (of)” (L2 21,1
etc.; *rudi “manner, fashion, way”). (2) A frequently attested example of an ablative in -in of an a-stem is
higrain “since the Hijra”. higra, an Arabic loanword,”" is normally written in Arabic characters, while the

%5 Native speakers of the Dhivehi standard language reject the form mihain "from the person" quoted in
MANIKU / DISAYANAKA (1990, 36).

%6 The passage in question gives a description of the creation of the first man. — fen “water” = Sinh. pan
« Skt. paniya-, cf. GEIGER (1941), 103, no. 1528; masi “clay” = Sinh. mati- “clay” « Skt. mrttika- “clay,
earth”, cf. GEIGER (1941), 131, no. 1952. ’ ’

27 Arab. higrat “emigration”; the “Hijra” of the Prophet, Muhammad, is normally used as the stating point
of the Islamic era in older Maldivian texts. '
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Dhivehi ending is mostly added in Dives akuru (cp., e.g., F3,7 or IDMHM 3,1) or in Tana (e.g., ITMHM 3,1);
in a few cases only the ending is written in Arabic too (unambiguously vocalised, e.g., in F8,16; RC 30,8; IDAM
1,19; cf. also F5,11; F7,12 etc., RC 9,2 and diverse inscriptions). Cp. also makkain “from Mekka” (< Arab.
makka), written in Dives akuru or Tana throughout (F2,2; F3,4; F10,7; F11,7; RA 2,4).

The abl./instr. ending -en appears, e.g., with the consonant stem gam- in the form gemen “from the vill-
age”?® (cf. gemen nikume (nikme)®* “coming out of the village” in L1 n/1,1, L3 3/2,1, and L2 6,2, or ma-
gemen “from the great / large village” = “from the capital” in L1 n/1,3 etc., L2 27,3 etc.; L3 15/1,4 etc.); cp.
also disen®® (from dis-) “from the direction of” (L1 md/2,6 etc.; L3 4/1,2 etc.; L4 has the later variant dihen:
¢/2,3 etc.), mi veren (from veru “land, terrain, ground”) “from this terrain” (L4 b/1,1; veren also in L3 10/1,4).

The variant ending -un occurs, e.g., in baidun (badun) “from / out of the womb” (L1 d/1,1, ITMHM 4,6,
RC 13,3 etc.; bafidu “belly, stomach”), mahun /mas-un/ “(starting) from (the) month” (RA 2,6 ~ RB 1,13 = RC
9,3 / 10,3), hafidun (hadun) “from the moon/month” (ITAM 1,4; hafidu “moon”), reakun “from / (in) one
night” (ITAH 2,4; abl.indef. of re “night, evening”), kauverikamun “by / under the reign” (RC 1,5; kauverikan
“reign, rule”); mi uren*! atun “from the hand of these people” (ITMP 2,4). It seems that the distribution of
the suffix variants -en and -un is not governed by specific rules as some double forms show; cp., e.g., dabuduven
(L3 10/2,3.5) and dabuduvun (L3 3/2,5 and 4/1,5) “from Darfbudu” (name of a Maldivian island®?) or
isduven (L4 c¢/2,3) / is(u)duvun (L2 6,3.4; 8,1) “from Isdu” (name of the island L2 refers to).

2.3.1.1.4.2. Following GEIGER (1938, 104), the corresponding Sinhalese suffix variants -en
and -in go back to -ena, the instr. ending of the OIA a-declension. Thus, M.A. atun, F. aten,
Sinh. (medieval) atin can be derived from Skt. hastena “by / with the hand”?*. For medi-
eval Sinhalese, GEIGER claimed that “there can be no doubt that originally -in had its place
after a heavy and also after two light syllables, -en after a single light syllable™®*. This rule
does not apply to Dhivehi, however, as far as we can tell by its historical development. It has
to be stated, though, that the distribution of the suffix variants as described above cannot be
found in modern Sinhalese, either. Beginning with the 10th century, GEIGER registers double
forms like desen and desin “from the direction (of)” or kusen and kusin “from the womb”
(= Dhiv. kihun, e.g. in L8 1,5, cf. Skt. kuksi- “womb”).

2.3.1.1.4.3. PARANAVITANA (1956, I, cx) was certainly right in seeing the starting point of the
Sinh. formations with -in in the i-stems: “Asin would be the normal development of Skt.

28 For the peculiar umlaut of the stem gam- “village” cf. fn. 228 above.

%9 For the Mod.Dhiv. absolutive nukume of the verb nukunnani “to go / come out, leave” cf. 3.10.3.6.

#0 Corresponding Sinh. forms are the ablatives desen and desin “from the direction of” of desa, stem des-
“land, region, direction” <« OIA de$a- (cf. GEIGER 1938, 104 and 1941, 81, no. 1198; TURNER 1966, |, 374, no.
6547); in contrast to that, Dhiv. dis- seems to reflect the OIA root noun dis- “direction” (cf. TURNER 1966, I,
363, 6339).

#1 For uren cf. 2.6.2.3.1.4.

#2 For du “island” and the variant forms of this word cf. 2.6.2.3.1.4. — The Maldivian island name
Dambudu (today Dambidu) means “rose-apple tree island” and corresponds to Skt. jambudvipa-, Pa. jambudipa-,
Sinh. darmbadiva, all meaning “India”; its basis is Skt., Pa. jambu-, Sinh. damba “rose-apple tree” (cf. TURNER
1966, 1, 283, nos. 5134 and 5131, as well as GEIGER 1941, nos. 1022 and 1021, resp.). The Maldivian island in
question is located in Haddummati Atoll (nowadays administration district Lam Atoll). — The inherited word
darmbu is obsolete in modern Dhivehi. Today the loanword M.A.F. jambu is used for “rose-apple”.

#3 For the modern equivalents of OIA hasta- cf. TURNER (1966), 11, 811, no. 14024.

24 GEIGER (1938), 104 illustrates this by some “examples from medieval inscrs. (8th-12th c.): atin from the
hand (P. hattha), gédmin from the village (gama), bimin from the ground (bhumi), ambaranin with the ornament
(abharana); but kulen from the family (kula), diyen by the water (daka), parapuren by the lineal descent
(parampara).” For further examples cf. WIIAYARATNE (1956), 156 ff.
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aksina through Pkt. acchina; but -in has been taken from words like this and used in those
like bara (barin).”?* The other variants of the ablative ending noticed by PARANAVITANA
(1956, I, cxi) for medieval Sinhalese, have no equivalents in Dhivehi (Sinh. -an, -&na, -ani,
-ini, -ina, -ena, -eni, -ni, -nen). On the other hand, there is no evidence for an ablative variant
in -un in Sinhalese at any time. In modern Sinhalese the variant endings have been generally
reduced to -in and -en, with the addition of -gen as a new suffix characterising the ablative
meaning (< *gen <« *gehen = Pa. gehena “from the house”; cf. GEIGER 1900, 62 and further
2.3.1.1.1 above).

2.3.1.1.4.4. Besides the synthetic formation, we find also analytic expressions of ablative and
instrumental meanings in both Dhivehi and Sinhalese. In all Maldivian dialects, the ablative
of nouns denoting persons, and pronouns referring to persons can be expressed exclusively by
means of a combination of the genitive in -ge and A. faratun, F. faraten “from the side (of),
by” or F. aten “from / by the hand” (for the frozen abl./instr. forms faratun/-en and aten cf.
2.3.2.11.4 and 2.3.2.12.4); cp., e.g., A. sg. mihage / pl. mihunge faratun, F. sg. mihage / pl.
mihunge faraten/aten sg.“from/by the man”, pl. “from/by the people/men”.

2.3.1.1.4.5. In the modern standard language and in the older written documents there are no
ablative/instrumental forms that are based on the genitive. In Old Dhivehi the instr./abl. of
nouns denoting persons is built with kuren (sometimes written (kren)) which follows the
obligue case of the noun as a postposition. Cp., e.g., the plural nouns mi uren kuren “from/by
these people” (ITMP 1,3); duvesin kren “from/by the islanders”, i.e. “from/by the Maldiv-
ians” (L2 25,2); darin kren “from/by the children” (L2 32,3). As already noticed by GEIGER
(1901-1902, 11, 375), kuren corresponds in form and function to medieval Sinh. keren; cf. the
expression kamiyan keren “from/by the workers”, attested in the 10th century (k&miyan
obl.pl.; cf. GEIGER 1938, 110). Until now the etymology of keren cannot be established with
certainty. GEIGER (1941, 48, no. 704) hesitatingly follows PARANAVITANA Who proposes to
regard keren (in analogy with aten “from/by the hand”, cf. above) as an abl./instr. sg. of kara
“hand” with umlaut (cf. GEIGER 1941, 38, no. 560).

2.3.1.1.4.6. In modern standard Dhivehi, the postposition kuren, following the oblique case of
nouns meaning persons, must be translated as “from the side of, from the part of, from”. Cp.
the following example:

M. e hisabun aharen katibu kuren ituru suvalutake’ kurane benume® o° kamaka® nun fenun eve. (T8, 168)
“From then on, | saw no need”, lit. “from that moment on it did not seem desirable to me,” “to ask any
further questions from the side of the mayor about the present fact.” (e dem.pron. “that”; hisab-un abl.
of hisab “mathematics, arithmetics; moment” (< Arab. hisab); aharen pers.pron. 1.ps.sg., here subject of
the part.fut. kurane; katibu obl.sg. “mayor” + kuren postpos. “from the side of” = abl.; ituru “further,
more” (cf. 2.4.5.2) + /suvalu-tak-ek/ “any further questions”, indef.pl. of suvalu “question” (< Arab.
su’al “question”); kurane “going to make, do” part.fut. (kurani “to do, make”), attributed to /benum-ek/,
nom.indef. “a wish”; /ot/ part.pret. of onnani “be there, lie”, attributed to the indef.dat. /kam-ak-a$/ “to
a fact” of the nom. kan /kam/; nu negation particle; /fenunu/ part.pret.(intr.) “(having) appeared, seemed”
(fenent “appear, seem”) + eve g.partc.

5 For OIA &ksi- “eye” cf. TURNER (1966) I, 2, no. 43; cf. also GEIGER (1941), 19, no. 286 on Sinh.
asa/aha, stem &s-/ahi- “eye”. For Sinh. bara “weight, load” cf. GEIGER (1941), 119, no. 1774.



62 Morphology

2.3.1.1.4.7. Like the dative, the ablative/instrumental can be used to express adverbial
meanings. As an example for Old Dhivehi cp. mi tak aharun “(during) so many years” (mi
tak “this/so many/much”®®; aharu “year”); for the modern language cf. M. e hisabun
“from that moment (on), from then on, since then” (cf. above, 2.3.1.1.4.6).

2.3.1.1.5. The following table presents a concise survey of the case suffixes used in Modern
Dhivehi. The attributes “animate” and “inanimate” have to be understood in the sense of
“person” and “non-person”, resp.

cases Male Addu Fua’ Mulaku
anim. -ge -ge -ge
gen. - - P
inan. -e, -i -e/-ei, -i
loc. -ga /-gai/ -e, i -e/-ei, -i
dat. -a’ [-as/ -a° [-a8/ -aha, -ha; -asa, -a° /-a$/
abl/ anim. obl./gen. + kuren, faratun gen. + faratun gen. + faraten/aten
instr. jnan. -in, -un -in, -un -en, indef.suff. + -un

2.3.1.2. The nominal stems of Modern Dhivehi can be divided into two main groups, viz.
stems ending in a vowel and stems ending in a consonant. Within vocalic stems, stems in -i
and -a form the largest groups by far, while stems ending in other vowels are restricted to a
few words.

2.3.1.2.1. Despite of some variants which are characterised by certain morphonological
patterns within the declension paradigm of the southern dialects, the i-stems represent a very
homogeneous group in Dhivehi. Regarding some secondary morphological and phonological
developments, we can state that all of the real i-stems share two distinctive formal features:
first, the stem of the nouns in question ends in -i without exception in all dialects; second, the
ablative ending is always -in in Male and in Addu (as against -un occurring with the conson-
ant stems); note that in contrast to the other dialects, Fua’ Mulaku uses -en as the ablative
suffix for all stem types (cf. 2.3.1.1.4 above). Cp., e.g., the nominal stems M.A.F. tari “star”
and M. toli, A. teli, F. teli “bean” with their ablative forms M. tarin (« *tari-in), A. tarin
(but F. tari-en) and M. tolln (¢ *toli-in), A. telin (but F. telen « *teli-en). Whenever one of
these two characteristics is missing, the noun in question is not an i-stem but a consonant
stem which must have undergone a special development in a particular dialectal area (cf. the
table given in 2.3.1.3.4.1 below).

As was stated above, the non-enlarged form of the direct case of the i-stems is character-
ised by a final -i without any exceptions in all dialects; cp., e.g., M.A.F. tari “star”; A. teli,
F. teli, M. toli “bean”; M.A. mehi, F. mehi “fly”; M.A.F. divehi “Maldivian, islander”;
M.A.ihi, F.1hi “lobster”; M.A. basi, F. basi “eggplant”; A. gefidi, F. geidi, M. goidi

%6 For the later development of the pronominal adjective tak into a plural suffix cf. 2.3.2.3.
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“chair” etc. The i-stems can further be subdivided into different declension classes, depend-
ing on whether the stem vowel remains unchanged within the paradigm or whether it disap-
pears because of certain morphonological rules and, as a consequence, causes a secondary
lengthening of the preceding syllable.

2.3.1.2.2. The a-stems form a large, widely homogeneous group in Dhivehi. They are
characterised by a stem vowel -a which can be distinguished throughout the whole paradigm.
While in northern Dhivehi all nouns with a nominative in -a belong to the a-stems, in Addu
and in Fua’ Mulaku this stem class is not determined by the nominative alone. In these
dialects, a nominative ending in -a can represent an a-stem or a consonant stem. To ascertain
the stem class, it is necessary to know the genitive, dative or ablative forms of its primary
paradigm, i.e. the paradigm which is marked neither for definiteness nor indefiniteness. The
respective case forms of a-stems are gen. A.F. -a-i, M. -a-ige; dat. A.M. -a° < -a-a$, F. -asa
<« -a-aSa; abl. A.M. -a-in, F. -a-en; cp. the following examples (primary stems only):
M.AF. fia “wing; petal” (abl. M.A. fia-in, F. fia-en); A.F. kuruba, M. kurumba “young
(drinking) coconut” (abl. A. kuruba-in, F. kuruba-en, M. kurumba-in); A. farabada, F. faro-
bada, M. farubada “mountain” (abl. A. farabada-in, F. farobada-en, M. farubada-in);
ALF. hela, M. hila “rock” (abl. A. hela-in, F. hela-en, M. hila-in); A.F. mela, M. mila “dirt”
(@abl. A. mela-in, F. mela-en, M. mila-in); M.AF. aiga “mouth” (abl. M.A. afga-in,
F. aiga-en); A.F. attela, M. attila [aitila] “palm (of the hand)” (abl. A. attela-in, F. attela-en,
M. attila-in); A.F. faitela, M. faitila “foot” (abl. A. faitela-in, F. faitela-en, M. faitila-in);
M.A.F. dida “flag” (abl. M.A. dida-in, F. dida-en); M.A.F. faga “bitter gourd” (abl.
M.A. faga-in, F. faga-en); A.F. ohi-bada, M. mai-bada “vertebra” (abl. A. ohibada-in,
F. ohibada-en, M. maibada-in); A.F. reha, M. riha “curry” (abl. A. reha-in, F. reha-en,
M. riha-in); M.AF. aditta “Sunday” (abl. M.A. aditta-in, F. aditta-en); M.A.F. homa
“Monday” (abl. M.A. homa-in, F. homa-en); M.AF. afigara “Tuesday” (abl.
M.A. aiigara-in, F. afigara-en); M.A.F. buda “Wednesday” (abl. M.A. buda-in, F. buda-en);
M.A.F. kafa “cotton” (abl. M.A. kafa-in, F. kafa-en); M.A.F. kara “land” (abl. M.A. kara-in,
F. kara-en); A.F. dea, M. dia “water, liquid” (abl. A. dea-in, F. dea-en, M. dia-in);
M.A.F. vina “grass” (abl. M.A. vina-in, F. vina-en) etc. In some cases, we meet with words
which because of their declension have to be judged as a-stems in one dialect but must be
classified as consonant stems in another dialectal area. Cp., e.g., the noun M.F. buma “eye-
brow” (abl. M. buma-in, F. buma-en) which in Male and Fua’ Mulaku appears as an a-stem,
unlike Addu bema which is a consonant stem (abl. A. bem-un). Cf. also fena “foam, surf”
which is a (secondary) a-stem in Fua’ Mulaku, as opposed to the consonant stems A. fena,
M. fonu (abl. F. fena-en, but A. fen-un and M. fon-un). '

2.3.1.3. In comparison with the i- and a-stems, the consonant stems form a very heterogen-
eous group, the divergences mostly depending on the stem-final consonant. Here we have to
take into account that only a restricted subset of consonants can appear in word-final position,
all others requiring a “supporting” vowel®; the quality of these secondary vowels varies
from dialect to dialect. As we stated above, there are also some consonant stems whose direct
case form ends in -i (for particular cases which are found all over the Maldives, cf. 2.3.1.2.1)

247 For the particular auslaut correspondences cf. the table given in 2.3.1.3.4.1 below.
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or in -a (only in the southernmost dialects, above all in Addu; cf. 2.3.1.2.2). It follows that
in the case of most consonant stems, it is impossible to deduce the stem class from an
isolated nominative alone. Hence, the correct classification of a noun with respect to a
particular stem class depends on the knowledge of certain items of the declension paradigm,
and, if available, of the corresponding stem forms of the other dialects.

2.3.1.3.1. As a result of peculiar sound laws concerning the auslaut of words in Modern
Dhivehi, only a small number of consonant phonemes can occur in word-final position, viz.
Inl, Isl, I/, It/ and /§/ (< It/) (cf. 1.1.3 above). Furthermore, their phonetic realisation is quite
different from that in medial position, so that a remarkable variation has developed in the
paradigms of stems ending in these consonants; there are also many dialectal differences. The
most consistent realisation is that of the dental nasal /n/, which is pronounced as a velar [r]
throughout the Maldives when occurring in final position (cp., e.g., M.A.F. nom. musun
[musuz] “monsoon, season”).

All the other consonants mentioned above are subject to significant phonetic changes when
occurring in final position. Thus, final /-k/ is in all dialects realised as a glottal stop, []] (cp.,
e.g., M.ALF. nom. bo’ /bok/ “frog”; A.F. nom. fua®, M. nom. fo° /fuak/ “betel nut”). In Fua’
Mulaku and in Addu, final /-t/ is represented allophonically by [?] as well, while in Male the
glide [-y] is pronounced instead (cp., e.g., A.F. nom. fo’, M. foi /fot/ “book”; A.F. nom. fa’,
M. nom. fai /fat/ “leaf”). In the older documents of Dhivehi, however, /k/ and /t/ are still
attested as such in word-final position; cp., e.g., the nominatives bulat “betel” (L1 g/2,2 etc.,
L2 5,3 and 25,4) and puvak “areca nut” (L1 my/1,1; L4 e/2,1), or the spelling puvak mulok
for the name of the island Fua® Mulaku, lit. “areca-nut ground” (L4 e/2,1; possibly also in
L1 md/1,2, where only -ku muloku is preserved). In contrast to that, the spelling fuvas mulaku
occurring in a later text (Tana-inscription on a gravestone nearby the Hukuru-Miskit in Male:
ITMHM 2,7), already indicates the phonetic change of final /-k/ (and other stops) to [’].

In Addu and Male, [°] also serves as an allophone of final /-§/ (cp., e.g., M.A. nom. ra’
/raé/ as against F. nom. raso “island, land” with a vocalic extension, cf. below). On the other
hand, final /-s/ is preserved in Male and in Addu in the nominative, but within the paradigm
forms of stems in -s, there is a regular interchange with [h]; in contrast to that, in Fua’
Mulaku /s/ has developed into [h] in final position as well, a secondary short vowel which is
identical with the vowel of the preceding syllable being attached (cp., e.g., M.A. nom. as vs.
F. nom. aha “horse”; M. nom. mirus, A. nom. miris vs. F. nom. mirihi “chili”’; M.A. nom.
bes vs. F. nom. behe “medicine”, M. nom. gas, A. nom. ges vs. F. nom. gehe “tree” etc.).

2.3.1.3.2. In auslaut position, stem-final /I/ is preserved exclusively in Fua’ Mulaku. In the
other vernaculars, it appears only medially within the paradigm. Cp., e.g., the nominative
forms F. haul vs. A. hau, M. ha “cock”; F. bol vs. M.A. bo “head”; F. gal vs. A. gau, M. ga
“stone”; F. tel vs. A. teu, M. teo “0il” etc.).
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2.3.1.3.3. No other consonants occur in word-final position, at least in inherited words.*®

As a rule, even foreign words ending in a consonant are enlarged by secondary vowels; cp.,
e.g., the recent English loanwords M. botu “boat”, sigaretu “cigaret”, ticaru “teacher”.

2.3.1.3.4. The attachment of short vowels after a given consonant stem in the formation of the
nominative (direct case) can be shown to be a comparatively archaic feature of Dhivehi,?*
given that the same phenomenon is met with in Modern Sinhalese in the corresponding
nouns. The interdialectal differences in the quality of these vowels must be regarded as
secondary.

2.3.1.3.4.1. The table given below shows the regular correspondences of additional vowels in
the neutral, non-enlarged form of the casus rectus of consonant stems. The first two corre-
spondences are by far the most frequent ones, while the correspondences (3) to (7) are
restricted to a few words only.

correspondence Addu Fua® Mulaku Male
(1) -a -0 -u
(2) -u -u -u
3) -a -u -u
(4) -e -e -u
(5) -a -e -u
(6) -u -u -i
()] -i -i -u

If nothing else is indicated, the following examples are listed in the order Male — Fua’
Mulaku — Addu.

(1) adu - ado - ada “sound, noise, voice”; aharu — aharo — ahara “year”; balu — balo — bala “dog”; doru
—doro — dora “door”; fiavalu — fialo — fiavala “foot, step”; fodu — fodo (A. foda is not used as a stem
form, only the nom.sg. def. foda and indef. foda’ occur) “drop”; gaidu - gaiido — gaiida “vessel”; hafidu
- haiido - hafida “moon”; himaru — himaro — himara “donkey”; hialu — hialo — hivala “fox, jackal”;
karu — karo — kara “neck, throat”; kofidu — kofido — kofida “shoulder”; ko$aru — kosaro — kosara “store-
house”; kotalu — kotalo — kotala “bag”; massaru — massaro — massara “month”; madu — mado — mada
M.F. “kernel of the coconut”, A. “(kernel) of a nut”; nanu — nano — nana “fishing line”; naru — naro
- nara “vein, nerve, blood-vessel”; onu - ono — ona “bamboo”; \}a!u - véu_jo - vada “well”.

(2) M. bakamunu, F.A. bakamunu “owl!”; M. dekunu, F.A. dekunu “south”; M. faidigumakunu, F.A. fadigi-
makudu “spider”; M.F.A. fulu “navel”; hakuru “sugar”; hukuru “Friday”; M. hunu, F.A. hunu “heat;
hot, warm”; M.F.A. itu “tile”; jawu “atmosphere”; kafuru “camphor”; kaduru “date(palm)”; mugu
“lentil,gram; green”; muiidu “sarong”; M. munu, F.A. munu “face”; M.F. niaduru, A. neduru “pomelo,
shaddock™ M.F.A. udu “sky”; ufigu “lap™; uturu “north™; Gru “pig”; vagutu “time”; M. jamburolu,
F.A. jafburozu “star apple”; M.F.A. jabu “rose apple”; M. kahatbu (kahabuy, F.A. kahumbu
“tortoise”; M. kalu, F.A. kaulu “crow”. — -u as a common final stem vowel is also present in a few

8 For more extensive information about the phonological rules implied, cf. 1.1.3.
2% An exception to this are the short vowels which are attached to stems in -s in Fua® Mulaku: these have
to be judged as secondary. Cf. 1.3.5 and further below.
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words from the numerous group of nouns denoting persons that are characterised by morphological
peculiarities (cf., e.g. 23.2.1.2). Cf. MAF. eduru “teacher”®’; haturu “enemy” (obs.)*%
M.A. keolu, F. keulu “chief of the dhoni-crew”; M.A.F. mituru “friend” (obs.)®?; uxtu “sister”
(< Arab.uht).

(3) faru - fauru - favara “wall”; M.F. feru, A. fera “guava”. The three following words have to be seen as
exceptions within this class, because they are inflected as a-stems in Addu (two of them are loanwords):
bazu — bazu - (baza) “eagle, falcon” (« Pers., Urdu baz “falcon”); M.F. naringu (A. naringa) “orange”
(cf. Pers. nareng / nareng / naring “(bitter) orange”, narangr “mandarine”; Urdu naragi “orange”). The
contracted form A. henna < *hefiduna “morning”, whose original final vowel must have been -u (like in
M.F. hefidunu), has to be regarded as a secondary a-stem as well.

The following correspondences are documented by a few examples only:

(4) M. atolu, F.A. atele “atoll”; M. kolu, F.A. kede “piece, end”; M. efidu, F.A. efide “bed”; M. medu,
F.A. mede “middle”.

(5)  miaru — mere — miara “shark”; honu — hene — hena “thunderbolt”. A. bera “drum” is a secondary
a-stem as well while M. beru, F. bere belong to the consonant stems (cp. correspondence (3) above).

(6) In the two examples belonging to this type an original final -u, preserved in its original quality in the
southernmost dialects, changed into -i in Male; cf. F.A. kehuru against M. keheri “fur” and F.A. guguru
against M. guguri “thunder”.

(7)  The correspondence of the nominative endings M. -u and F.A. -i seems to suggest an intermediate
position between consonant stems and i-stems. There can be no doubt, however, that the words in
question have to be considered as consonant stems, at least within the standard language. Most of the
Addu examples have been adapted to the i-stems as their ablative ends in -in; cf. M. haviru, F.A. haviri,
A. abl. havirin “evening”; M. honihiru, F. henihiri, A. henahiri, abl. henahirin “Saturday”; M. ifiguru,
F.A. ifigiri, A. abl. ifigirin “ginger”; M. kulu, F.A. kili, A. abl. kilin “saliva”; M. menduru, F.A. mendiri,
A. abl. mendirin “noon”. In contrast to that, some Adqﬁ examples have preserved the old variant of the
ablative: M. iru, F.A. iri, M.A. abl. irun “sun”; M. kiru, F.A. kiri, M.A. abl. kirun “milk”.%*

2.3.1.3.4.2. The phonological rules that have caused the change of the final sound can easily
be identified in the case of correspondence (4), A.F. -e vs. M. -u, where the quality of the
final vowel was obviously adapted to that of the penult in the A. and F. words, the triggering
element of the process being the retroflex consonant.®* In other cases, however, the vocalic
change has just to be noted, without a phonological reason being perceivable; cp., e.g., the
numerous examples of the correspondence of A. -a and F. -0 as against the more archaic -u
we find in Male (correspondence 1), or the correspondence of A.F. -i as against the original

%0 Cf. Sinh. &duru “teacher”; Jaina-Pkt. (AMg.JM.) ayariya-, other Prakrits (S. etc.) aaria- (Ch. WERBA,
personal communication; cf. PISCHEL 520 etc.); Pa. acariya, OIA acarya-; cf. GEIGER, (1941) 17, no. 268.

%1 Dhiv. haturu, Sinh. saturu / haturu represent a mot savant which has to be derived from the OIA u-stem
§4tru- “enemy”. The word cannot be considered as an inherited direct successor of the the original u-stem,
because the OIA cluster -tr- must have changed as early as MIA, yielding a prototype such as Pa. sattu-
“enemy” (P.E.D., 673). Cf. the antonym mituru which shows the same secondary development of -tr- (cf.
fn. 252).

%2 | ike haturu “enemy” (cf. fn. 251 above), mituru represents a mot savant; cf. the correspondent Sinh.
word mituru, which opposes itself to the synonymous Sinh. form mit which developed directly from MIA (Pa.,
Pkt. mitta-, Skt. mitra-; GEIGER (1941), 133, no. 1986).

%3 From a phonological point of view, some adjectives have to be treated within this group as well; cf.
M. biru, A.F. biri “deaf”; M. digu, A.F. digi “long”; M. tunu, A.F. tini “hot (spicy)”. They are declined only
when being used as nouns. For adjectives in general, cf. 2.4.1. ’

%4 About the influence of retroflex consonants on the surrounding vowels in the southern dialects cf.
3.9.2.2.3 (for oSonnant), 3.9.2.3 and, further, 1.2.4.4.
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-u preserved in Male again (correspondence 7). If we compare the final vowels occurring in
the direct case of the consonant stems both interdialectally and with their equivalents attested
in Old Dhivehi, we cannot but conclude that as far as this development is concerned, the
language of Male is more conservative that the southern dialects.

2.3.1.4. Vocalic stems ending in other vowels than -i and -a are confined to a few words in
Dhivehi. Stems with a long-vocalic ending suggest that the word in question is of foreign
origin, except for a few cases which can be explained as frozen definite forms of the nom.sg.;
cp., e.g., M.F. bebe, A. bebe (presumably from the def. form *bebe-a) “elder brother”;
M. kokko, A.F. kokko (presumably from the def. form *kokko-a) “younger brother / sister”.
In the case of M.A.F. falo “papaya”, it remains uncertain, however, whether its final -0 can
be interpreted as a reflex of the definite suffix. Although it seems to be sure that falo has to
be derived from OIA phéla-, Pa., Pkt. phala- “fruit, seed of a fruit, grain”, the exact deriva-
tion of the Dhivehi word cannot be ascertained. While Sinh. pala “fruit” can go back directly
to an equivalent MIA form, the retroflex -I- of Dhiv. falo speaks in favour of another inter-
mediate form; maybe Dhiv. falo is a loanword (cp., e.g., Konkani phala).?®® M.A.F. jadu
“magic, sorcery” reflects Persian gadu “id.”, either directly or via its Urdu equivalent. The
etymology of M.A.F. kara “water melon” is unknown.

2.3.1.5. Words that can be classified as root nouns are very rare in Dhivehi. This category
is represented by nouns the root of which is restricted to the minimal structure of {consonant-
vowel} in their stem form as well as their paradigm; the vowel in question can be short or
long, but also a diphthong. Most of the root nouns belong to the inherited vocabulary. Cp.,
e.g., nom.sg. M. ge, A.F. ge “house”,®® gen. A. ge, M. gege, dat. M.A. gea’, abl. A. gen,
M. gein; the nom.sg. A.F. ge seems to be a frozen definite form (cf. above) < *ge-a. This
example demonstrates that in Male the original declension has been replaced by the aggluti-
native paradigm also in the case of root nouns; hence the declensional forms of the following
examples will be given only for the Addu dialect. Cp., e.g., nom.sg. M.AF. gai “body”*

%5 Cf. TURNER (1966) 11, 508, no. 9051 and GEIGER (1941), 96, no. 1429. The semantic restriction from a
general meaning “fruit” to “papaya” might have occurred because the papaya is one of the most important fruits
on the Maldive islands, where only a few plants are cultivated.

%6 Cf. Sinh. ge, Pkt., Pa. geha- < OIA geha-/grha-; cf. BERGER (1953), 40, no. 72; GEIGER (1941), 57, no.
841 and TURNER (1966) |, 227, no. 4240. ’

%7 GEIGER (1902), 920, no. 156 regards Dhiv. gai as a correspondent of the Sinh. nominal stem gat- “limb,
body” which he derives from OIA gétra— via MIA gatta- (cf. GEIGER 1941, 52, no. 762). In contrast, TURNER
(1966) 11, 822, no. 14445 associates the Dhivehi word (for which he notes an obviously non-existent variant
“gat” besides gai), with Sinh. gaya “strength of body” which he also derives from gétra- “limb, member of
body” (RV); “body”. Both derivations are problematic as they stand. Via MIA gatta-, OIA gétra— would have
led to an intermediate Dhiv. *gat. As a phonological input form, however, this *gat (as posited by TURNER)
would have yielded M. *[gay — gae, gd] and A.F. *[ga’]; cp. in this connection the word /fat/ “leaf” (= Sinh.
pata, stem pat- «— Pkt., Pa. patta-, OlA pétra-, cf. GEIGER (1941), 93, no. 1385 and (1902), 918, no. 122), which
shows a similar development: M. [fai] — [fae, f&]. M.A.F. gai can nevertheless represent OIA gétra- if we
assume that its MIA predecessor was *gata-, not *gatta-; in this case we should compare A.F. rei, M. re “night”
from OIA ratri- which could yield MIA *rati- alongside Pa. ratti- according to the MIA “law of two moras”.
For the alternative results produced by this law cf. GEIGER (1916, 42-3) and, further, n. 262 below; cf. also
1.23.1.
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(A. gen. gai /gayi/, dat. ga’ /gaya$/, abl. gain /gayin/); A.F.fa, M. fai “foot, leg”®®
(A. gen. fai, dat. fa’, abl. fain); nom.sg. M.AF. vai “wind”®*° (A. gen. vaye, dat. va’
Ivaya$/, abl. vain /vayin/); A.F.gu, M. gui “excrement”®® (A. gen. gue, dat. gua’, abl.
guun); M.AF. 0i®* (besides A. oivara, M. oivaru) “current” (A. gen.sg.def. oyei, other def.
case forms missing; A. gen. oye, abl. oyin; dat. only oi-vara’); A.F. rei, M. ré “night”??
(no case forms). From its root structure and its declension, the loanword M.A.F. sai
“tea””®® (A. gen. saye, dat. saya’, abl. sayin) must be regarded as a root noun as well.

2.3.2. Number, definiteness and indefiniteness

In Dhivehi, the category of number comprises singular and plural. From the formal point of
view, the morphological expression of plurality is one of the most heterogeneous elements of
Maldivian grammar and, by consequence, of great typological interest. Considering the
interdialectal divergences and overlaps of the plural formations, it seems reasonable to
describe the particular formations separately for each dialect.

The vernacular of Addu is the only dialect of Dhivehi that has preserved without restric-
tions the archaic system in which the formal expression of singularity is linked to that of
definiteness and indefiniteness. Regarding the treatment of number, the dialect of Fua’
Mulaku, although belonging to southern Dhivehi as well, represents a kind of transitional
idiom between the southern and northern dialects. In the modern standard language, the
semantic distribution of the concepts of singular and plural and the morphological realisation
of number deriving from them, is, to some extent, diametrically opposed to the situation we
find in Addu.

2.3.2.1. One of the most characteristic particularities of the dialect of Addu consists in the
fact that the pure nominal stem is frequently used as a generic plural form, if this is not
contradicted by the semantics involved. Being unmarked from the morphological point of
view, this plural form can be regarded as the primary form of the given noun; this is why the
paradigm based on it will hereafter be called the “primary” one. When the plural form is the
generic one, singularity must be expressed by additional special suffixes added to the stem.
Generally speaking, there are two different singular forms that can be derived from a nominal
stem, viz. a definite and an indefinite one, the former being characterised by the definite
suffix -a or its variant -(y)e (« /-ya/). The etymological origin of this suffix is not clear, as

%8 In Sinhalese the corresponding nominal stem is pa, nom. paya “foot”; cf. Pkt. pa(y)a-, Pa. pada-, Skt.
pada- “foot” (GEIGER 1941, 95, 1417).

259 Cf. the Sinh. stem va “wind”, Pkt. va(y)a-, Pa. vata-, Skt. vata- (GEIGER 1941, 161, no. 2394).

%0 Cf. Sinh. gu, OIA gutha- (GEIGER 1902, 921, no. 172; TURNER 1966, II, 827, no. 14449).

%1 The Sinh. correspondents of the Maldivian word are the variants soya, hoya, oya, so and 0 “small river,
rivulet” which by order represent the particular stages of phonological development (< Pkt. so(y)a-, Pa. sota(s)-,
Skt. srétas-; cf. GEIGER 1902, 932, no. 342 and 1941, 33, no. 486; cf. further TURNER 1966, |1, 803, nos. 13889
and 13891). B

%2 Cf. the corresponding Sinh. stem ra-, nom. réya “night”, Pkt. ral-, *rati- as opposed to Pa. ratti/i-, Skt.
ratri/i- (cf. GEIGER 1941, 146, no. 2167).

%3 probably the word meaning “tea” reached Dhivehi in its Arab. form 3ay (as contrasting with Pers. tay

etc.), together with the product itself; for further informations cf., e.g., YULE-BURNELL 1902, 905 ff.
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GEIGER stated when he described the same phenomenon for Sinhalese®*. In contrast to that,
the derivation of the indefinite suffix is less problematic. Obviously, A. -a° /-ak/ and -e° /-ek/
developed from the stem of the cardinal number “one”, e’ /ek/, in the same way as the
Sinhalese indefinite suffix -ek / -k which represents the corresponding numeral.®® In Addu
the distribution of the suffixes -a (def.) and -a’ (indef.) vs. -(y)e (def.) and -(y)e® (indef.)
depends on a simple rule: The suffixes -e and -e” which are preceded by a glide y in order to
avoid hiatus, are joined exclusively to i-stems. In contrast to that, the suffixes -a and -a° occur
with all other vocalic stems and with all consonant stems. Besides this, those i-stems which
are characterised by a secondary vowel lengthening in the penult, together with a loss of the
stem-final -i in the genitive and dative as well as the definite and indefinite nominative, can
also take the suffixes -a and -a’ cp., e.g., the i-stem A. fesi “box” (nom.pl.), gen. fese
(« *feSi-e), dat. fesa® /fesas/ (« *feSi-as), nom.sg.def. fesa (« *fesi-a), nom.sg.indef. fesa’
/feSak/ (« *fesSi-ak); for further examples cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2.3.

2.3.2.1.1. As to the origin of the indefinite form of the a-stems, it is not clear from the
synchronic point of view whether this represents the suffix -a’ /-ak/ as a whole or a shortened
variant /-k/ as in Sinhalese (cf. above). In the former case we would have to assume that it
was influenced by the consonant stems, because otherwise we would expect a form *-a° */-ak/
which is not even once attested in Modern Dhivehi. In the older documents of the language,
however, there are some indefinite forms of a-stems (among them some sanskritisms, possibly
also prakritisms in -a), which end in -a-ak; cp., e.g., anga-ak-un (RC 1,12) “from one limb
/ from one of the limbs”, abl./instr.indef. (Sinh. afiga “limb” « Pa. anhga-, Skt. &nga- “limb,
body”; cf. GEIGER 1941, 3, no. 34 and TURNER 1966, I, 6, no. 114); boga-ak (L5 5/1,1,
beside boga-ek in F3,14; F5,22 etc.) “a benefit” (Dhiv. boga- obviously is a sanskritism,
because an inherited intervocalic -g- would not be preserved (Pa. bhoga-, Skt. bhdga-
“enjoyment, use, possession, hire, wages”, cf. TURNER 1966, Il, 549, no. 9625); ma-aku
bafa-ak-ai (RC 1,5-6) “a mother and a father” (cf. 2.3.2.7.4.1.1). The meaning of the
following examples can be established only approximately: vellakara-ak (L4 g/1,1, besides
vellakara f/1,7) “an officer”, gadyana-ak (L2 5,4) “a bag” (Skt. gadyana-), hinna-ak (F8,25
and IDMMM 2,6) “a piece of land which is cleared, rooted out” (cf. sinya in L2 6,5 etc.),
kiba-ak-an (F6,19) “in a manner” (dat.; for the spelling of the dative ending /-a$ < -at/ in the
form (-an) cf. 3.6.3.2.3). We must not conclude from the forms given above that the
indefinite suffix of the a-stems has to be traced back to -ak in general, however. Variants like
boga-ak and boga-ek (cf. above) or the indef. a-stem pada-ek (F4,1) “a manner, kind”, which
are attested only with the suffix -ek, show that at least already at the time when the fatkolu
document F4 was written (17th century), a-stems could be combined also with the suffix
variant -ek.

2.3.2.1.2. Besides the expression of a generic plural meaning by the pure nominal stem, the
dialect of Addu also shows secondary plural formations by means of two suffixes which,

%4 “Der Casus rectus (Nominativ) der Masculina hat im Sing. jetzt die Endung -a, deren Entstehung schwer
zu erkléren ist. Es fragt sich namentlich, in was flir einem Verhaltnisse sie steht zu dem Ausgange -e, welchen
der N(ominativ) Sg. in den altesten Inschriften zeigt.” (GEIGER 1900, 56).

%5 Cf. Skt. éka-; note that both Dhivehi and Sinhalese presuppose a MIA variant &kka-. For more extensive
information cf. GEIGER (1941), 30, no. 445.
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however, are used only in a very restricted semantic sphere. In the case of nouns denoting
kinship terms, special social relationships and official functions, the fundamental rule, which
says that the pure stem has to be understood as a regular plural form, is not effective. Some
of the nouns in question use the pure stem as a nominative singular, while in the case of
other nouns the definite form of the direct case can be found in this role, though deprived of
its original definite meaning. The nominative plural of these nouns is formed with the suffixes
-in / -un and -men which do not overlap in their range of use. The suffix -in / -un has an
exact parallel in the Sinhalese ending -an / -in / -un which is used for the formation of the
oblique case in the plural. Following GEIGER it reflects Old Sinh. -ana (Skt. -anam,
Pa. -anam, Pkt. -ana(m)) which developed into Sinh. -an regularly, -in and -un being later
variants.® The second plural suffix of Dhivehi, -men, goes back to an adverbial element;
cf. the Sinhalese adverb men “like, similarly, exactly as” which can be derived from Pa., Skt.
samena “together”®’. The Dhivehi suffix -men, which is exclusively added to the definite
singular form, is not only joined to kinship terms but also to nouns denoting animals; in
combination with the latter ones, however, -men has the special meaning of “a certain amount
(of animals)” or “an assessable number of (animals)”. In order to express the unspecified
plural meaning “(many) animals”, the pure nominal stem is used in most cases. In Addu,
-men does not serve as a plural formant for pronouns as it does in Male. The only exception
is the isolated form A. miamen “both” which obviously reflects the pronominal stem mi
“this” in its definite form, mia. The first evidence for -men in combination with a pronominal
meaning is kalemen “you”, pers.pron. 2.ps.pl., attested in F6,14, a document from
1123 AH. /1711 A.D.

2.3.2.2. In Fua’ Mulaku, plural formation is less heteromorphic than in Addu. Unlike Addu
usage, in Fua® Mulaku the unmarked form of a noun cannot automatically be considered as
a plural form. It always represents a singular from which an explicit plural can be formed in
different ways. This means that normally the singular is identical with the nominal stem, with
some exceptional formations recalling the situation in Addu. The fact that in Fua’ Mulaku the
nominative singular has to be regarded as the primary form must be the main reason why the
formation of a definite singular ceased to be productive in this dialect. While in Addu the
definite suffix represents the only means of marking a singular form which is at the same
time morphologically distinct from the indefinite singular, the neutral plural or an ambivalent
meaning of number, the grammatical process of number formation has been simplified in Fua’
Mulaku to a considerable extent. Here, the pure nominal stem represents the basic singular
form, but also expresses definiteness (in contrast to indefinite forms which have to be
marked). Hence, it is no longer necessary in Fua’ Mulaku to distinguish morphologically the
basic singular and a special definite form. On the other hand, there is no reason to suppose
that the definite suffix -a might not have been productive in the older language, though in a
less extensive form than in Addu; obviously the suffix -a was only connected to nouns
denoting living beings. This is clear from those nouns which have kept the suffix in their
ending as a “frozen” morpheme until nowadays, without a trace of its original meaning. In
contrast to that, the indefinite form still has the same function in Fua’ Mulaku as in Addu. In
both dialects, the indefinite suffix has the variants -e° /-ek/ and -a’ /-ak/, but the distribution

%5 Cf. GEIGER (1900), 57 and (1938), 99-100.
%7 Cf. GEIGER (1900), 69 and (1941), 138, no. 2060; TURNER (1966) II, 762, no. 13173 s.v. sama-.
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of these variants does not follow the same strict phonological rules in Fua’ Mulaku as it does
in Addu: While -a’ is comparatively rare in Fua’ Mulaku, -€” is here attached not only to
i-stems but to all other nominal stems as well.

2.3.2.2.1. As for the use of the two suffix variants, there seems to be no connection between
the category of animateness and inanimateness in Fua’ Mulaku,®® such as we find in
Sinhalese, where the distribution of the indefinite suffixes is governed by strict rules. In
modern (colloquial) Sinhalese -ek is added only to animate nouns, while -ak combines with
inanimate nouns; (cp., e.g., Sinh. nom.sg. miniha “the man” vs. nom.sg.indef. minihek “a
man”, or nom.sg. nama “the name” vs. nom.sg.indef. namak “a name”).?*®

2.3.2.2.2. In Fua’ Mulaku, there is no other way of forming the plural than by adding the
suffixes -un(/-in), -men and -te’ /-tek/ to the nominative singular form. Concerning the
distribution of the variants -un and -in, we may state the same observations as for the
indefinite suffix. The original (probably purely) phonological rule is not effective any more;
while -in has almost completely dissappeared in the modern dialect of Fua’ Mulaku, -un being
also combined with i-stems. As to the semantics of the variants, there are no differences to
what applies to Addu (cf. above, 2.3.2.1.2).

The morphological basis of the suffix -men is the same as in Addu. Normally, it is
attached to the definite singular, although the original meaning and function of this form are
lost in the modern vernacular of Fua’ Mulaku. As we stated above, the definite singular
formant -a occurs only with nouns denoting living beings here; agreeing with this, the plural
suffix -men, morphologically depending on this element -a, appears only in combination with
animate nouns. In contrast to the semantically restricted function that the suffix -men has in
Addu (cf. above, 2.3.2.1.2), it is used as an ordinary plural suffix in Fua’ Mulaku in that it
can be added to all nouns denoting animals as well as to some terms designating persons,
without expressing anything else than the purely grammatical meaning of plurality.

The suffix -te’ /-tek/ is the most frequent and, considering its meaning, also the most
neutral of all plural suffixes that are used in Fua’ Mulaku. -te’ is a phonetical variant of the
North Maldivian suffix -ta°® /-tak/ which — except in the dialect of Addu — has become the
most common Dhivehi plural suffix of today. The modern grammatical function of the suffix,
whose original meaning was “so many/much”, is the result of a relatively recent develop-
ment.

2.3.2.3. During the period of the oldest written Maldivian documents, the expression of
number was not much different in the language of Male from the system we still find in the
Addu dialect. As textual tradition shows, the radical differences delimiting the northern

%8 Cf. the examples given in 2.3.2.8.1.

%9 For further examples from Colloquial Sinhalese cf., e.g., MATZEL (1983), 22; cf. also 2.3.2.3.1.2. In
earlier Sinhalese, however, “a differentiation was made between the three genders and between the oblique case”
(GEIGER, 1938, 113 f.; masc. (dir.) -ek / (obl.) -aku, fem. (dir.) -ak / (obl.) -aka, neutr. (dir.) -ak, -ek / (obl.)
-ak); for evidence from medieval inscriptions cf. WIJAYARATNE (1956), 180 ff. To a certain extent, this formal
differentiation is still reflected in the written form of Modern Sinhalese; cf., e.g., MATZEL, 1983, 78 or JAYA-
WARDENA-MOSER, 1993, 21.
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Dhivehi area from the southern dialects, especially from Addu, in the field of nominal
morphology, has developed only in the last centuries. In the medieval language of Male, the
pure nominal stem was still an unmarked form which in some cases could have plural
meaning. Furthermore, at that time also the formation of a definite singular was still in use.
On the other hand, there are also the first attestations of plural forms with the suffix -tak in
the early texts.

Most probably the plural formation of northern Dhivehi developed in the following way:
the more the principle of suffixation gained importance as a plural formant, the more it was
led to a re-interpretation of the pure nominal stem as a singular form. From the semantic
point of view, the suffix -men was not abstract enough to be able to serve as a general plural
suffix; in contrast to that, the pronominal adjective tak was obviously neutral enough in its
meaning to adopt the function of the generic plural which has been conserved in Addu until
nowadays. tak, an originally independent word, developed into a plural suffix which was
attached to the nominal stem by means of agglutination.

From a morphological point of view, the system of plural formation is not as rich in
northern Dhivehi as it is in the dialect of Fua’ Mulaku, where the formal characteristics of the
northern area have coincided with those of the southern ones, thus establishing a very
complicated system with many synchronic irregularities. The formation of the indefinite form,
however, is similar in the modern standard language and in Fua’ Mulaku. The same holds true
for the occurrence of the definite singular which is confined to some isolated “frozen” forms
in both varieties of Dhivehi.

2.3.2.3.1. For the formal expression of indefiniteness in a strict sense, only the suffix -e° /-ek/
is used in Male. Besides this, however, a suffix variant -ak is preserved in several oblique
case forms. The suffix -aku, as an unenlarged form of the oblique case, is mainly added to
nouns expressing undetermined or uncertain local or temporal meanings; cp., e.g., M. €’
duvahaku /ek duvas-aku/ “one day”. CAIN (1992, 21) calls this suffix “the nonspecified suffix
-aku”. In HLSD (1988, 36), it is documented by some examples such as mihaku (of miha
“man”), kujjaku (of kujja “child”), veriaku (of veria “person”), gahaku (of gas “tree”), or
miskitaku (of miski’ /miskit/ “mosque”); there is no indication, though, of the role -aku plays
within the case system (cf. 2.3.2.13.2). From the morphological point of view, the suffix -aku
is an exception, because it is obviously the only formal element of the casus obliquus which
has been preserved as such in the nominal system.?

2.3.2.3.1.1. -aku very frequently occurs in connection with a formant -1 which will be called
a “focus-marker” hereafter. Its (purely syntactical) function consists in indicating the rhema-
tisation of the following part of the sentence. The -1 element can be added only to the oblique
form of the indefinite suffix which then has the form -aki (from *-aku-1). Cp., e.g., aharenge
nam-aki nevi kudatuttu “my name is Nevi Kudatuttu” (aharenge poss.pron. “my”, nan /nam/
“name”, -ak-1 indef.suff.obl. + focus-marker).?’* It is important to note that there is no
corresponding enlarged suffix form "-eki which would be derived from the nominative.

710 For the syntactical use of the suffix cf. 5.2.1.
21 More details about the syntactical construction and more examples are given in 5.2.2.
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DE SILVA (1970b, 155), who seems not to have noted that -aki is an enlarged form of the indefinite suffix,
took it for “... the emphatic particle akii which often, though not exclusively, emphasises the subject noun or the
noun phrase.” According to DE SILVA, the imaginary “emphatic particle” Dhiv. akii has to be regarded as a
functional equivalent of OIA khélu, Pa. khalu “certainly” (cf. TURNER 1966, I, 202, no. 3846) with its corre-
sponding form vuu kali in classical Sinhalese. Furthermore, DE SILVA thought to have found an extra-Maldivian
cognate of the element akii in Sinhalese Prakrit: “It has been recorded, however, that a Prakritic commentarial
work called the Helatuva, written in Ceylon about three centuries before Christ, makes some use of an emphatic
particle akii as a subject-indicating device. Another commentarial work written in Sinhalese during the ninth
century, the Dhampiya atuva gatapadaya, quotes some sentences from the Helatuva containing this particle. e.g.,
rahado vadanaki avatahi nami ‘the word rahado is the name for a well’.” Concerning this latter work,?? De
SILVA came to the foliowing conclusion: “That the Dhampiya atuva gatapadaya, which does not use this particle
at all, quotes sentences with it, only to supply further explanatory notes, is to testimony to the fact that it was
no longer in use in the ninth century. This form has not been attested since. akii has not been attested in that
form in any Prakrit either. The presence of akii in Maldivian seems to suggest that it might well be a residue of
a pre-ninth century stratum of language, and if so, that stratum must have been closely related, if not contempor-
aneous with, the language of the Helatuva.” The fact that DE SiLvA obviously failed to analyse the enlarged
suffix form -ak-1 morphologically and regarded it as an independent particle and, furthermore, as a prakritism,
may have a simple reason. With the help of the article in question, DE SILVA, having only a limited knowledge
of Dhivehi himself, wanted to support his own thesis of a very early Indo-Aryan colonisation of the Mal-
dives®™; at least he wanted to give counterevidence to GEIGER’s thesis (1902, 909) according to which the
Maldives were settled by Sinhalese people at a time not earlier than in the 11th or 12th century, Dhivehi
consequently being a late dialectal offspring of the Sinhalese language only. Basically DE SILVA’s assumption,
that in the case of a very early separation of Maldivian and Sinhalese we should expect to find prakritisms in
Dhivehi which could serve as evidence, is right. -aki, however, cannot be explained as a prakritism and,
therefore, cannot be used as a proof of DE SILVA’s theory.

2.3.2.3.1.2. Concerning the southernmost dialects, the formal difference between the direct
and the oblique case consists only in the final -u of the latter one, i.e., -ak vs. -aku. When the
focus-marker -1 is added to -aku, the final -u is preserved in Fua’ Mulaku (cf. F. mihaku-1
from miha “man”), while it gets lost in Addu as well as in Male (A. mihak-1).

Sinhalese, too, shows a formal differentiation of the direct and the oblique case in the indefinite form, the

distribution being closely connected with the grammatical distinction of gender. The following table is a
graphical representation of the Sinhalese system on the basis of GEIGER’s data (1938, 114):%

declension casus rectus casus obliquus
I'm. -ek -aku
If -ak -aka
I n. -ak, -ek -ak

In modern colloquial Sinhalese, the old difference in the distribution of the suffix variants, which was purely
grammatical in the beginning, has developed into a differentiation based on semantic criteria only. Thus, in the

22 Cf. GEIGER (1900), 4: “Fir das &lteste Prosawerk in singhalesischer Sprache gilt Dampiya Atuva
Gatapada Sannaya. Es ist dies ein Glossar zu dem Commentar des Dhammapada, welches von Louis de
Zoysa i.J. 1875 aufgefunden wurde, und von dem man annimmt, dass es um die Mitte des 10. Jahrh. geschrieben
wurde.”

23 Cf. the introduction, 0.7.2 above.

274 For a similar table cf. WIJAYARATNE (1956), 180.
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spoken language the indefinite suffix -ek is only added to nouns denoting living beings, while -ak occurs with
inanimate nouns.”®

2.3.2.4. In comparison with the semantically neutral plural suffix -ta’, which is attached to
nouns of any stem class and meaning in the Dhivehi standard language, the other plural
suffixes play only a secondary role. The suffix -men has lost its productivity but is still used
in connection with kinship terms as in the southern dialects. In Male, however, it is not added
to a (formerly) definite form as in Fua’ Mulaku, but directly to the pure stem. The suffix
doublets -un/-in, which in the northern area are used with the same group of words as in the
southern dialects (kinship terms, nouns denoting occupations and titles), have been extended
to foreign words denoting living beings.

2.3.2.4.1. The stem veri “leader, chief, head; person”, with its definite form M.A.F. veria and
its plural M.A. verin, F. verun, must also be treated in connection with the plural formations
in -in/-un. In modern Dhivehi, veri almost never appears as an independent word; what we do
find is fix combinations such as M. beleni veria “guardian”, occurring as an isolated forma-
tion which consists of the attribute beleni, inact. part.pres. of balani “to look”, and the
“frozen” definite form veria.”®Besides this, -veri regularly occurs as the second part of
some nominal compounds in which case it indicates special occupations or particular roles in
social life; cp., e.g., M. atolu-veria, A. atele-veria, F. atele-veri “atoll-chief”.?”" In the early
documents of Dhivehi, the role of veri as the second part of compounds is already well
attested; cp. makai-veri “head of Mekka” (relating to the Prophet’s grandfather; RC 4,11);
bat-veri “rice-lord” (L2 28,3: gen. -veriage); kardda-veri “officer, official” (L4 f/2,5: indef.
-veriak); tauliyamula-veri “chief-inspector, supervisor” (part of an abstract -veri-kan: F3,15;
F5,36; etc.); pemus-veri (with unknown meaning; F13,7); plural forms are kardda-verin
“officials” (L5 5/2,5; with all probability also in L4 b/2,7 karudaveriin); tauliya-verin
“inspectors” (F8,27); varu-verin “tax collectors” (L5 5/2,4). veri can also be attached to
other parts of speech; cp. A. de-verin, tin-verin “two/three people; a unit of two/three people”
etc. Here the plural verin is used to substantivise the cardinal number in the sense of a
collective number (cf. also 2.5.3.1).

2.3.2.4.2. In the following three compounds, veri serves as the first part: veri-ra’ /-ra$/ “capital”, veri-kan /-kam/
“government”, veri-farai /-farat/ “owner”. One more function is to be found in the use of -veri as a suffixal
element in the formation of adjectives, e.g. M. lobu-veri “dear”, buddi-veri “wise” etc. (cf. 2.4.4.2). The
etymological derivation of veri is not without problems, all the more since there seems to be no direct equivalent
in Sinhalese. TURNER (1985, 14, no. 2218a) derives Dhiv. “veri ‘leader, possessor’” from *uparika- “upper”,
which seems to be reasonable from the phonological and semantical point of view. Another possibility should
at least be mentioned, however. In the earliest written documents of Dhivehi we find the forms lokapala-varun
“ministers” (L1 t/2,1), upasaka-varun “laymen” (L3 15/2,1) and kadi-varun “cadi-people” (L3 12/2,4 etc.). The
suffix -varun, which occurs nowhere else in Dhivehi, obviously finds a parallel in the Sinhalese plural suffix
-varu, obl. -varun which, besides the pure plural function, also has a honorific meaning; it expresses respect as
in amma-varu “mothers”. For this suffix cf. GEIGER (1938, 103): “There can be no doubt that -varu is pl. of

75 For the use of feminine forms with -ak in modern Sinhalese cf. JAYAWARDENA-MOSER (1993), 21 and
MATZEL (1983), 22 and 78; cf. also fn. 269 above.

26 HLLSD (1988, 36) mentions the indefinite forms verie® and veriaku, both translated as “person”.

27 Further examples are given in 2.3.2.7.4.1.2, 2.3.2.8.2.2.1, 2.3.2.8.2.5 and 2.3.2.9.2.1.
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st(em) vara ..., and that this vara corresponds to Pk., P(ali), Sk. vara which is so frequently used at the end of
a compound.” A relation between Dhiv. veri and O/MIA vara- “(the) best”?”® cannot be completely denied;
in this case, however, veri would have to be traced back to an extended form *vara/ika-, because otherwise the
umlaut would remain unexplained. All in all, the derivation proposed by TURNER seems to be more probable.

2.3.2.5. According to HLSD (1988), 39, Modern Dhivehi uses the reduplication of nominal
stems for the formation of plurals at least “to a limited extent”. This statement cannot be
confirmed by linguistic facts, however. The examples listed in HLSD which will be quoted
below in the original transcription as given there, were not accepted as correct Dhivehi forms
by any one of the informants®® that were asked: “ruh ruh — trees, bas bas — buses, ...
goLi — square, goLi goLi jeh [sic]*®® gamiis ‘the shirt with squares’; rogu — stripes, lines,
rogu rogu demi munDa ‘the sarong with lines’”. Nevertheless, some of these examples
coincide with a few examples appearing in a small Maldivian school grammar (DBG, 16),
viz. bas-bas “busses”, kan-kan /kam-kam/ “facts”, ava$-ava$§ “villages”, got-got (got
“manner”), ru’ru® /ruk-ruk/ “coconut trees” and ras-ras “islands”. The latter formation is
attested for Fua® Mulaku in the form [rad-raso] /ras-ra$/ (F. raso “island, land”); its meaning
is approximately “from island to island”. Without doubt, the given examples do not represent
plural formations in the literal sense but distributional forms. Such forms are also known from
the older written documents where they do not occur frequently either, however. In the
following example from the Gan- or Fila-Fatkolu (F3,6), both the governing noun and a
participle depending on it appear in a reduplicated form: fahun vi-vi ras-ras-kalun has to be
translated as “each one of the kings who followed afterwards” = “all the kings, whosoever,
who followed” (fahun “after”; vi “having become”, part.pret. of vani “to become”; ras
“king”, kal-un pl. of the def.nom. kala “sir, noble, aristocrate”)®. The same document
shows one more distributional form enlarged by kalun, namely bei-bei-kalun (F3,6-7),
approximately meaning “high-ranking people, gentlemen” (lit. “sir-sir-noblemen”). Two
further distributional plural formations are kaukalun /kal-kal-un/ (RA 1,9: dat. kaukalunas$)
“all the sirs, gentlemen” and ras-ras-beikalun-ai®®? (RC 8,11) “all the royal gentlemen”.
Another distributional form seems to be represented in atol-atolu “atoll by atoll” (F5,39).

In this connection cf. also GEIGER (1919, 64): “Sometimes, in the formation of the plural,
the substantive is doubled: faffalo-ta’ “fruits’ (from fal-falo); mis-mihun ‘human beings’.” It
should be noted, however, that in both these cases the reduplicated nouns are enlarged by
means of the typical plural suffixes -ta’ and -un. A “frozen” distributional form can also be
found in the plural formation of the adverbial interrogative pronoun A. kontantaki /kon-tan-
tan-ak-i/, F. kon-tan-tan-ek-i “where?”, “at which places” (tan “place”; cf. 2.6.7.2.1). The
pl. M. ecceti, A.F. etteti /eti-eti/ “things™ (sg. eti) represents a distributional formation as
well; it is used for the plural formation of pronouns (cf., e.g., 1.3.9.2.1 and 2.6.7.1.3).

78 Cf. also TURNER (1966), 11, 659, no. 11308.

9 For the names of the main informants cf. the preface of this grammar.

%0 jeh obviously represents a misprint; the correct form would be jehi “beaten”, part.pret. of jahani “to
beat” (probably in the sense of “lined, draped with stripes™).

%1 For more extensive information on this word cf. 2.6.2.4.3.1.

%2 For details about bei- cf. 2.6.2.4.4.
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2.3.2.6. Words denoting “boats” or “ships” have a special position within the nominal
morphology of Dhivehi. Thus, in the dialect of Addu, all the nouns in question are invariable
concerning the categories of number, definiteness and indefiniteness; in normal usage, all
these grammatical concepts are expressed only by means of the nominal stem (cf. 2.3.2.7.3.2).
In contrast to that, in northern Dhivehi the indefinite form and, to a limited extent, also the
normal plural in -ta’ can be formed from the corresponding nouns. Furthermore, there exists
a special plural formation in the standard language which is confined exclusively to nouns
belonging to the semantic field of “ships”, viz. the suffixation of the element -faharu (cf.
2.3.2.9.2.4). It is hardly astonishing, though, that the words denoting ships show notable
particularities in their formal development, given that all things that are connected with
navigation play a special role in Maldivian life; in particular, the presence of ships is a
guarantee of survival.

The following examples, which are meant to illustrate the categories treated above, will be
given separately for each of the dialects in question. In order to show the historical morphol-
ogical changes in a more explicit way, the sequence in the description of the dialects will be
Addu - Fua’ Mulaku — Male.

2.3.2.7. Addil

2.3.2.7.1. In the following paragraphs, the words which serve as examples for the formation
of definite and indefinite forms are specified according to their stem classes. As described
above, both the definite and the indefinite forms are derived from the pure nominal stem
which in all cases given below has a plural meaning.

2.3.2.7.1.1. Consonant stems: bo’ /bok/ “frogs”, bok-a “the frog”, bok-a’ /bok-ak/ “a frog”;
fo® /fot/ “books”, fot-a “the book”; fot-a° “a book™; hau /haul/ “cocks”, haul-a “the cock”,
haul-a’ “a cock”; makunu “bugs”, makun-a “the bug”, makun-a’ “a bug”; mideu /midel/
“mice, rats”, midel-a “the mouse”, midel-a’ “a mouse”; mas “fish” (pl.), “fish (as a generic
term or food)”, mah-a “the fish”, mah-a° “a fish”; mau /mal/ “flowers”, mal-a “the flower”,
mal-a® “a flower”; rala “waves”, ral-a “the wave”, ral-a’ “a wave”; nana “fishing lines”,
nan-a “the fishing line”, nan-a° “a fishing line”. For the declension of the consonant stems
cf. 2.3.2.11.1. '

2.3.2.7.1.2. As to i-stems, some particular morphonological developments within the paradigm
resulted in the existence of different subgroups in modern Addu. All these groups represent
different stages of a process which, however, in the dialect of Addu has not been accom-
plished even in a single case, but which in Fua® Mulaku consequently affected the whole
paradigm of many nouns. The differences between the particular groups depend on the fact
whether the stem-final -i which precedes the suffixes marking case forms, definiteness and
indefiniteness remains unchanged within the paradigm and, furthermore, whether the root of
the noun remains unchanged as well. If the stem-marking -i gets lost, the structure of the
nominal root changes; then, in most cases, the root vowel is lengthened and falls under stress.
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There are a few exceptions which do not show a lengthening of the root vowel but a
gemination of the consonant preceding the stem-final sound. Cp. the nominal stem (with
singular meaning) kudi “child” the -i of which is preserved in its plural formation: nom.pl.
kudin, gen.pl. kudinge etc. In the indefinite form kuda® /kudak/ “a child”, the stem vowel -i
gets lost, the root vowel u being compensatorily lengthened to U. In contrast to that, the
definite form *kudi-a, despite the expected loss of the root vowel, did not develop into 'kuida
but into kudda. In this connection, cf. also the i-stems which show a paradigmatic interchange
of -h- and -ss- in the primary genitive and dative forms as described in 2.3.2.7.1.2.2.%

Depending on whether any forms of the paradigm lose the stem-marking -i, and how many
of them do so, the nouns in question can be divided into different groups. While in Fua’
Mulaku there are many examples showing this effect throughout the paradigm, the correspon-
ding i-stems in Addu present only individual stages of this complex development, which
sometimes cannot be clearly separated from each other.

2.3.2.7.1.2.1. The following nouns derive the definite and indefinite forms without a change
of the root or the stem-final sound; but all of them show a lengthening of the root vowel in
the primary genitive and dative (for the complete declension paradigm cf. 2.3.2.11.3.2): tari
“stars”, tarie “the star”, tarie® /tari-ek/ “a star”; boli “shells”, bolie “the shell”, bolie® “a
shell”; madi “beetles”, madie “the beetle”, madie’ “a beetle”; teli “beans”, telie “the bean”,
telie’ “a bean”; issasi “hair (pl.)”, issasie “the hair”, issasie’ “a hair”; melamfati “butter-
flies”, melarnfatie “the butterfly”, melamfatie’ “a butterfly”; mudi “rings; jewels, jewellery”,
mudie “the ring”, mudie® “a ring”; toSi “peels, bark (of fruits, vegetables, trees)”, tosie “the
peel”, tosie® “a (piece of) peel”; keraiduru fufi “beehives”, keranduru fufie “the beehive”,
keranduru fufie’ “a beehive”; etc.

2.3.2.7.1.2.2. A special group within the i-stems is characterised by a paradigmatic inter-
change of -h- and -ss- in the position before the final -i of the nominative form (cf. 1.3.9.5.).
The nouns in question belong to the same type of declension as the examples mentioned in
2.3.2.7.1.2.1, but they do not show a secondary lengthening of the vowel preceding the
geminate -ss- in the primary genitive and dative (for the complete paradigm cf. 2.3.2.11.3.3).
In some cases the definite nom.sg. ends in -a and the indefinite nom.sg. in -a°. Cp., e.g., mehi
“flies”, messa (besides secondary meha) “the fly” and messa’ (besides secondary meha’) “a
fly”; fiéhi “knives (for food)”; fiéssa “the knife”, fiéssa® “a knife”. Concerning the category
of number, some words of this group are defective. In the case of kiéhi “saw(s)” and suhi
“empty coconut(s)”, the primary nominative expresses both numbers; a definite form for the
morphological expression of the singular is missing, while the indefinite form exists: kiéssa’
“a saw”, sussa’ “an empty coconut”. The nominative lahi “1/4 kg” has only a singular
meaning, contrasting with the indefinite form lassa’. Three words which belong to this
declension type show the paradigmatic interchange of -ss- and -h- only in parts of their
paradigms, in that they preserve the final sound of the nominative both in the definite and the
indefinite form: cp. nom.(pl.) ihi “(spiny) lobsters” with nom.sg.def. ihie, nom.sg.indef. ihie’
but gen.pl. isse, dat.pl. issa’ /issas/; nom. (pl. and sg.) fehurehi “whale shark(s)” with
gen.sg.def. fehurehiei, nom.sg.indef. fehurehie® but gen.pl. fehuresse, dat.pl. fehuressa’; in the

%3 For the parallels occurring in Fua® Mulaku cf. 2.3.2.8.1.4.3, for Male parallels cf. 2.3.2.9.1.3.2.
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same way nom. (pl. and sg.) mavahi “large wave in the open sea” has gen.sg.def. mavahiei
and nom.sg.indef. mavahie® but gen.pl. mavasse, dat.pl. mavassa’.

Considering the interchange of -h- and -ss-, the words divehi “Maldivian, islander” and
rattehi “friend, compatriot” have to be classed in this group as well, as the indefinite forms
divessa®and rattessa’ suggest. Within their case formation, however, there are no traces of the
morphonological interchange, both nouns showing the peculiar features of words denoting
persons (cf. 2.3.2.11.4.1).

2.3.2.7.1.2.3. In the case of some i-stems which also belong to the declension type mentioned
in 2.3.2.7.1.2.1, the lengthening of the root vowel in the primary dative and genitive co-
occurs with a lengthening in the definite and/or indefinite forms; cp., e.g., nom.pl. fesi
“boxes”, gen.pl. fese, dat.pl. fesa® /fesas/, nom.sg.def. fesa, nom.sg.indef. fesa’ /feSak/; nom.pl.
foli “(flat) bread, pancake (as a generic term); loaves of bread”, gen.pl. fole, dat.pl. fola®
/folaé/, nom.sg.def. fola, nom.sg.indef. fola® /folak/; nom.pl. afidun huli “ulcers of the lower
eyelid”, gen.pl. a° hule, dat.pl. a° hula’, nom.sg.def. a° hula, nom.sg.indef. a° hula’.

2.3.2.7.1.2.4. In many examples the stemform serves as a nominative of both plural and
singular, while a definite form is missing; cp., e.g., nom.sg./pl. basi “eggplant(s), brinjal(s)”,
gen. base, dat. basa’ /basas/, nom.sg.indef. basa® /basak/; nom.sg./pl. tasi “dish(es), plate(s),
glass(es)”, gen. tase, dat. tasa’ /tasa$/, nom.sg.indef. tasa’ /tasak/; nom.sg./pl. fisi “little
island(s)”, gen. fise, dat. fisa® /fisas/, nom.sg.indef. fisa® /fisak/; nom.sg./pl. vasi “basket(s),
bin(s)”, gen. vase, dat. vasa’ /vasa$/, nom.sg.indef. vasa’ /vasak/; nom.sg./pl. geidi “chair(s)”,
gen. gefde, dat. gefida’ /gefida$/, nom.sg.indef. gefida’ /gefidak/; etc. '

2.3.2.7.1.2.5. In some isolated cases, the lengthening of the root occurs only in the indefinite
form and in the primary genitive and dative, but not in the definite form; cf. nom.pl. kasi
“(fish)bones, thorns”, gen.pl. kaSe, dat.pl. kasa® /kasas/, nom.sg.indef. kasa® /kasak/, but
nom.sg.def. kaSie. A reverse example is the nom.sg./pl. fali “oar”, with a lengthening of the
root vowel in the definite nom.sg. fala but not in the indefinite nom.sg. falie® /fali-ek/. This
word obviously represents a transitional morphological stage, as can be seen not only from
the difference in the formal realisation of the definite and indefinite form but also from the
existence of a definite singular form alongside a pure nominal stem with the meaning of a
singular. The next example has a transitional character as well: of the nom.pl. gadi “hours (as
a unit of time and date), watches, clocks”, we find both the more archaic definite nom.sg.
gadie and a secondary form gada (and gen.pl. gade, dat.pl. gada’ /gadas/).

2.3.2.7.2. As mentioned above (2.3.2.7.1.2.4), there are many nouns in Addu the stem of
which has the double function of denoting both a (generic) plural and a singular. In most of
these cases, which are spread about all declension classes, the form of the definite nominative
singular is obsolete while the indefinite nominative singular exists. Some of the substantives
in question have only a primary declension paradigm (cf. 2.3.2.1 above) with both plural and
singular meaning, while others have developed separate paradigms for plural and singular,
although their nominative is ambivalent considering number. Thus, e.g., the nominal stems
fehurehi “whale shark” and mavahi “large wave in the open sea” represent the forms of a
nom.pl. and a nom.sg. at the same time, but nevertheless they show particular declension
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paradigms for the two numbers each. In contrast to that, there are some nouns which use the
whole primary paradigm for both singular and plural; cp., e.g., ge “house”, ra’ /ra$/ “island,
land”, fisi “little island”, gefidi “chair”, vali “knife” etc.

2.3.2.7.3. Besides the isolated nouns with a defective paradigm as discussed above, there exist
several semantical groups in Addu which are characterised by the absence of one or more of
the morphological categories in question.

2.3.2.7.3.1. Thus, in the case of most nouns denoting single or paired parts of the body, the
complete primary declension paradigm expresses both numbers; an indefinite nom.sg. can be
derived, but there is no definite form. Cf. nom.sg./pl. 1o /lol/ “eye(s)”, nom.sg.indef. lola’;
nom.sg./pl. a° /at/ “hand(s), arm(s)”, nom.sg.indef. ata’; nom.sg./pl. faitela “feet, foot”,
nom.sg.indef. faitela’; nom.sg./pl. bo /bol/ “head(s)”, nom.sg.indef. bola®’; nom.sg./pl. nefa’
/nefat/ “nose(s)”, nom.sg.indef. nefata® etc.

Two nouns denoting parts of the body do not fit into this scheme, viz. nom.sg./pl. da’ /dat/
“teeth, tooth” and ifgili “fingers, toes” which has only plural meaning. From these stems we
find both indefinite (data® and ifgila®) and definite forms (nom.sg. data, ifgila). Most
probably, the existence of a definite singular form of these stems is based on the fact that
both nouns designate parts of the body which are not single or paired but represent something
like a set; hence, the terms in question can be understood as pluralia tantum.

2.3.2.7.3.2. Special attention must be drawn to the fact that in Addu, all words denoting
“boats” or “ships” are completely indifferent towards the categories of number, definiteness
and indefiniteness from a formal point of view. Thus, the basic forms of the i-stems doni,
vedi, batteli and bokkora (traditional types of Maldivian boats and ships) serve as a nomina-
tive of both singular and plural; besides that, they are also used when a definite or indefinite
singular form would be required, the actual grammatical meaning depending on the context.
On the other hand, the nominative bokkora (M. bokkura) most probably reflects a “frozen”
definite form (if it is not a loanword ending in a long vowel); this supposition is not only
founded on the existence of the long-vocalic ending -a, but also on the case forms: assuming
an original consonant stem *bokkorV, the case formations could be analysed as gen.
bokkor-a-i, dat. bokkor-a-° < /bokkor-a-a$/, abl. bokkor-a-in. All other words denoting boats
have a primary paradigm which expresses both numbers, without any markings of definiteness
or indefiniteness; cp., e.g., gen. don-e, dat. don-a’ /-a$/, abl. don-in).

2.3.2.7.3.3. It is not surprising that nouns denoting substances of any kind are not differenti-
ated as to the categories of number, definiteness and indefiniteness. All the substantives in
question have only a primary declension paradigm. Cp., e.g., fen “water”, ba’ /bat/ “cooked
rice”, teu /tel/ “oil”, fani “treacle”, fena “foam, surf”, vare “rain”, bin /bim/ “earth, land,
ground”, dara “firewood”, dun /dum/ “smoke”.

At least for some of the words which belong to this group, there is a way of expressing
some kind of “singularisation”. This is provided by special nouns with a basic meaning of “a
little, a bit, a piece (of)” which can be combined with the oblique case of terms harmonising
with them from the semantical point of view. This results in the expression of the “smallest
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possible unit” of the substance in question on the basis of words denoting a “counting unit”.
In combination with words denoting liquids, it is mainly foda® /fodak/, def. foda “a / the
drop”, and tika® /tikak/, def. tika “a / the tiny drop” (smaller than foda®) which are used in
this way. Cp., e.g., fen “water”, fen foda® “a drop of water”, fen tika® “a (tiny) drop of
water”. In the same way, e$a’ /eSak/, def. eSa “a / the seed, kernel (of nut)” is added to
nouns denoting a mass consisting of kernels etc. such as rice, cereals, or nuts; cf. badan
“peanuts” with its definite singular badan e$a “the peanut” and its indefinite singular badan
esa’, “a (single) peanut”. The indefinite singular form -gaida’ /gafdak/, originally an
independent word meaning “thing, piece”, does not have this status any more but has been
reduced to a suffix expressing the “singularisation” of nouns denoting solid substances; cp.,
e.g., pan “bread” with pangafida’ “a (loaf of) bread, a piece of bread”.

2.3.2.7.4. Secondary plural formation in Addu

As described in 2.3.2.1.2, in the dialect of Addu the plural formation on the basis of suffixes
is confined to a few groups of animate substantives which can easily be defined from the
semantical point of view. The suffix variants -in/-un, which are added to the pure stem, occur
only with nouns designating persons, i.e. kinship terms and terms of social relationship and
occupation. Within this framework, -in/-un are used in a wider range than the suffix -men
which occurs only with kinship terms denoting close relatives. Besides this, however, -men
is also used in the formation of a secondary, semantically restricted plural of nouns designat-
ing animals in Addu. While the pure stem expresses the general plural meaning in these
cases, the plural forms with -men have the connotation of “a certain amount of animals, the
number of which can be estimated within one moment”. As a rule, -men can only be added
to the form of the definite nominative singular.

2.3.2.7.4.1. Among the most frequent examples of the plural formation with -in/-un, we find
nom.sg. mitha “(the) man, human being”, nom.pl. mithun; nom.sg. kudda “(the) child”,
nom.pl. kudin; nom.sg. anhena “(the) woman”, nom.pl. anhenun. In all these cases the
nom.sg. represents “frozen” definite forms, the original stem forms mis- and kudi- being
obsolete. The oblique stem anhen is still in use, but only in the function of an attributive
quasi-adjective meaning “female” (e.g. anhen geri “cows”). Some nouns can be singularised
by means of the definite nom.sg. miha “man” being added to their obliquus: cp., e.g., firi
mriha “husband”, nom.pl. firin; vadi miha “carpenter”, nom.pl. vadin; anhen miha “woman”
(besides anhena, cf. above), nom.pl. anhenun. Some nouns use the pure stem as a nom.sg.
form; cp., e.g., nom.sg. dari “child”, nom.pl. darin; nom.sg. lian “brother-in-law”, nom.pl.
lianun; nom.sg. ambi “wife”, nom.pl. ambin; nom.sg. divehi “Maldivian”, nom.pl. divehin;
nom.sg. rattehi “friend”, nom.pl. rattehin. At least three nouns which form the plural with
the ending -un have become obsolete nowadays; these are nom.sg. mituru “friend” (Skt.
mitra-; cp. also the “frozen” definite form mitura), nom.pl. miturun; nom.sg. haturu “enemy”
(Ved. satru-), nom.pl. haturun; nom.sg. eduru “teacher” (Ved. acarya-), nom.pl. edurun. One
more word belonging to this group is the title “king, sultan”, nom.sg. rasgefanu, which has
the two suppletive plural forms radun and raskalun.

2.3.2.7.4.1.1. Within kinship terminology, there is a remarkable group of words denoting
subgroups within the family. These special terms occur only in the plural formed with the
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suffix -in. Cp., e.g., de bofa-in “father and son”, lit. “two (together with the) father” (de
“two”; bofa < bafa “father”, now used in the def. form bafa only); tin bofa-in “father and
two sons”, lit. “three together with the father” (tin “three”); ma-in bafa-in “parents” (lit.
“mothers [and] fathers™); kau bofa-in “forefathers, ancestors from the paternal side” (kau
represents /kal/ “sir” with a regular change of final -l into -u, cf. 2.6.2.4.3.1); muni-kafa-in
“ancestors from the paternal side”, consisting of muni (obviously an obsolete stem; in this
connection cp. the def. form munna “grandmother from the paternal side” which must be
traced back to *munya < *muni-a) and kafa “grandfather from the paternal side” (today only
used in its definite form, kafa); muni-mafa-in “ancestors from the maternal side” (the stem
mafa- “grandfather from the maternal side” is obsolete as well; only the definite form mafa
is still in use).

2.3.2.7.4.1.2. As mentioned above (cf. 2.3.2.4.1, 2.3.2.4.2), there is a stem -veri (nom.sg.def.
A. -veria, nom.sg.indef. -verie®, nom.pl. -verin) which denotes professional or official posi-
tions when appearing as the second part of nominal compounds. In Addu, the compounds in
question are very often used only in their definite form when a singu'lér is meant; cp., e.g.,
nom.sg. rahumatteria < rahumat-veri-a “friend” (rahumat < Arab. rahmat “compassion,
mercy”) vs. nom.pl. rahumatterin; bes-veria “medical doctor” (bes “medicine”); mas-veria
“fisherman” (mas “fish”); atele-veria “atoll-chief” (atele “atoll”); dua-veria “man leading
the prayer; preacher” (dua « Arab. du‘a’ “prayer”); kamburu-veria “blacksmith” (M. kambu-
ru “id.”); feran-veria “weaver”; tede-veria “honest man” (substantivisation of the adjective
tede(veri) “honest”). In one case -veri is used for the formation of a kinship term. This is
faha-veri “sister-in-law” which represents the nom.sg. form as a pure stem while the gen.sg.
fahaveria-ge is derived from a definite form no longer occurring as a nominative as such.

In combination with cardinal numbers, -verin is used for the formation of collective numerals; cp. A. de-verin
“two people; a group of two people”, tin-verin “three people; a group of three people”, hatara-verin “four
people; a group of four people”, etc. (cf. also 2.5.3.1). Beyond that, -verin also appears in the plural formation
of the pronoun ea, e “he/she/it; that”, serving as a substantivisation formant; cf. nom.pl. e-verie and obl.pl. e-
verin “they; those” (cf. 2.6.2.5.5).

2.3.2.7.4.2. Examples of plurals with -men:

As mentioned above (cf. 2.3.2.1.2), in the dialect of Addu the plural suffix -men is found with
two semantically defined groups of nouns only, both of them having a closely delimited
character.

2.3.2.7.4.2.1. Like the suffix -in/-un, -men is used for the plural formation of particular nouns
denoting kinship relations and, furthermore, some isolated nouns referring to other members
of the social community. Obviously, there are no cases of overlapping in the use of the two
suffixes in Addu, except for the very special compound terms which denote particular units
within the family (cf. 2.3.2.7.4.1.1). In all these cases, -men is suffixed to the form of the
definite singular. Cf. bappa / bafa / appa “father” with pl. bappamen / bafamen / appamen;
mamma / amma “mother” with pl. mammamen / ammamen; mafa “grandfather from the
maternal side” with pl. mafamen; mama “grandmother from the maternal side” with pl.
mamamen; kafa “grandfather from the paternal side” with pl. kafamen; munna “grandmother
from the paternal side”, pl. munnamen; datta “elder sister; older women”, pl. dattamen; bebe
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“elder brother” (probably «— def.nom.sg. *bebe-a), pl. bebemen; kokko “younger brother /
sister; younger man (m./f.)” (probably < def.nom.sg. *kokko-a), pl. kokkomen.

2.3.2.7.4.2.2. On the other hand, -men can be used in Addu in the formation of a secondary
plural of nouns denoting animals, but only under special circumstances: either the number to
be denoted is small enough so that it can be estimated at a glance, or it is a selected part or
a sector of a herd, swarm, or shoal which is referred to. In all other cases the pure nominal
stem is used as plural form. With names of animals as well, -men is suffixed to the definite
nominative singular so that the plural it constitutes will best be called “definite” t00.® Cp.,
e.g., bo® /bok/ “frogs” vs. boka-men “the(se) frogs (all) together”; “a certain amount of
frogs” (nom.sg.def. boka); beleu /belel/ “cats” vs. belela-men “the cats” (nom.sg.def. belela);
boRda “lizards” vs. borida-men “the lizards” (nom.sg.def. boiida); mas “fish” (pl.) vs. maha-
men “the fish” (nom.sg.def. maha); mideu /midel/ “rats, mice” vs. midela-men “the rats or
mice” (nom.sg.def. midela); boli “shells” vs. bolie-men “the shells” (nom.sg.def. bolie); ihi
“lobsters” vs. ihie-men “the lobsters” (nom.sg.def. ihie) etc.

2.3.2.8. Fua’ Mulaku

In comparison with Addu, the formation of number, definiteness and indefiniteness in Fua’
Mulaku shows many simplifications. Thus, e.g., the formation of a definite singular is not
productive at all in this dialect. This agrees with the fact that the pure nominal stem, except
for some special cases, can no longer be regarded as a plural form in the modern language
(cf. 2.3.2.2).

2.3.2.8.1. The formation of the indefinite form still follows the same principle as in Addu
(cf. 2.3.2.1), but nowadays in many cases the distribution of the suffixes -a° /-ak/ and -e /-ek/
does not depend on phonological rules (any longer) in Fua® Mulaku. The suffix -e°, which was
confined to the i-stems originally, more and more has taken the place of the suffix -a’.
Probably this development is due to an increasing influence of the standard language where
the suffix -a° has been lost completely.”® In Fua’ Mulaku, however, this suffix variant still
occurs in some isolated word forms like e5a’ “a kernel, seed” (nom.sg. eée), foda’ (besides
fode?) “a drop” (nom.sg. fodo), lihboya’® “a lime” (nom.sg. limboi), tela® “a shoal, shallow
(place in the sea)” (nom.sg. tela), lika® “a manner, kind” (stem /lik/), mitura’ “a friend”
(obsolete; nom.sg. mituru). When preceding the conjunction -a (« -ai) “with”, the suffix -a°
has preserved its productivity even without exception. When -a is added to the indefinite form
of a noun, the original final -k of the suffix is regularly geminated; cp., e.g., haul-akk-a “with
a cock” vs. the indef.nom.sg. haul-e°; midel-akk-a “with a rat” vs. the indef.nom.sg. midal-e°
/ midel-e° etc.

2.3.2.8.1.1. In Fua’ Mulaku, the indefinite form of consonant stems is in most cases derived
with the suffix -e” (about -a’ cf. above) which follows the stem-final consonant, the secondary

%4 For the formation of the definite singular cf. 2.3.2.1; for further examples cf. 2.3.2.7.1.
%5 For the suffix -aku of the modern standard language cf. 2.3.2.3.1.
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short vowels in the ending of the nom.sg.”®® being eliminated. For the declension of the
consonant stems in Fua’ Mulaku cf. the paradigms given in 2.3.2.12.5.1.

2.3.2.8.1.1.1. For consonant stems without enlarging vowels in the nom.sg. cp., e.g., faivan
“shoe, sandal” — faivane’; fa’/fat/ “leaf” — fate’; ihal “blossom of the coconut tree” — ihale’;
hi® /hit/ “heart” — hite®; kan /kam/ “fact; verb” — kame®; kafdul “mangrove” — kafidule®; kel
“banana tree” — kele®. The original s-stems, today ending in -hV in Fua’ Mulaku (cf. 1.3.5.),
also belong to this group; cf. aha (« as) “horse” — ahe’; maha (« mas) “fish” — mahe®; behe
(« bes) “medicine” — behe’; ehe (« es) “jewel” — ehe’; gehe (« ges) “tree” — gehe’.

2.3.2.8.1.1.2. For consonant stems that are enlarged with final -u in the nom.sg. cp., e.g.,®
bazu “eagle, falcon” — baze’; belalu “cat” — belale®, fauru “wall” — faure®; hefidunu “morn-
ing” — hefdune? Ttu “tile” — Tte* jambu “rose apple” — jambe® kaduru “date (palm)” —
kadure®; kahumbu “tortoise” — kahurhbe®; karunu “tear” — karune® midalu “mouse, rat” —
midale’; munu “face” — mane” etc. ' '

2.3.2.8.1.1.3. For consonant stems that are enlarged with final -0 in the nom.sg. cp., e.g.,*®®
ado “noise, sound, voice” — ade’; aharo “year” — ahare’; balo “dog” — bale’; doro “door”
— dore®; gafido “vessel, jar” — gafide®; hafido “moon” — hafide®; himaro “donkey” — himare;
hialo “fox, jackal” — hiale* karo “neck, throat” — kare®; kosaro “store-house” — kosare;
massaro “month” — massare®; nano “fishing line” — nane®; naro “vein, nerve, blood-vessel”
—> nare’; ono “bamboo” — one’; raso “island, land” — rase’ etc.

2.3.2.8.1.1.4. Consonant stems that are enlarged by -e are very rare.”®® As the quantity of
the final vowel is not affected by the suffixation of -e°, we may assume that the original final
-e of the nom.sg. gets lost in these cases, the suffix -’ which characterises the definite form
being added directly to the stem-final consonant. Cp., e.g., bere “drum” — bere’; efide “bed”
— efide’; mere “shark” — mere®.

2.3.2.8.1.2. In a-stems, the stem vowel preceding the suffix -e” is preserved, the resulting
hiatus being tolerated; cp., e.g., F. nom.sg. (but A. pl., cf. above) kasa “spike, thorn” —
F. kaSa-e’ (vs. A. kasa®); F. nom.sg. (A. pl.) mada “harpoon” — F. mada-e’ (vs. A. mada’).
Other examples are F. attela “palm” — attela-e’ faitela “foot” — faitela-e* buma “eye-brow”
— buma-e®, dida “flag” — dida-e”; esfia “eye-lash” — esfia-e°; faga “bitter gourd” — faga-e’;
ifa “branch — twig” — ifa-e’ ila “fibre of the coconut” — ila-e’; nera “grey hair” — nera-e’,
ohibada “vertebra” — ohibada-e’. For the declension of the a-stems in Fua’ Mulaku cf. the
table given in 2.3.2.12.5.3.

%6 For the enlargement of consonant stems by means of short vowels cf. 2.3.1.3.
%7 For the corresponding forms of the other dialects cf. 2.3.1.3.4.1, 3.4.2, 2. and 3.
%8 For the corresponding forms of the other dialects cf. 2.3.1.3.4.1, 1.

%9 Cf. also 2.3.1.3.4.1, 4. and 5.
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2.3.2.8.1.3. In the case of nom.sg. forms ending in a long vowel, this vowel is preserved in
the indefinite form, independently of the etymology of the words in question (cf. also 2.3.1.4).
Cp. the following examples which most probably represent “frozen” definite forms in their
basic shape (cf. also 2.3.1.4): kokko “younger brother / sister” — kokko-e°; bofida “lizard” —
bofida-e”; Kiha “saw” — Kiha-e’ etc. '

In bofida and kiha, -a is preserved throughout the paradigm (gen. boiidai, kihai; dat. bofidasa, kihasa; abl.
boiidaen, kihaen) which thus corresponds exactly with the productive declension pattern of the definite singular
in Addd (cf. 2.3.2.11.1.1). F. Kiha represents the “frozen” definite form of the nominative kis of the standard
language which must have developed directly from *kiyes « *kiyas (through an intermediate form like Pa.
kakaca- « Skt. krakaca- “saw”; cf. 1.7.3). The corresponding nom.pl. and sg. A. kiéhi < *kiyesi*® obviously
shows an analogical influence of the i-stem A. fiehi “knife” (M. fiohi; cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2.2).

2.3.2.8.1.4. According to the formation of the indefinite forms, the i-stems can be divided into
two main groups in Fua’ Mulaku, the classification being based on morphonological criteria:
either the indefinite suffix is added to the complete stem or it is added to a shortened variant
of it which lacks the final -i. In the latter case the formation of the indefinite form co-occurs
with a lengthening of the root vowel which normally effects the whole paradigm in Fua’
Mulaku, while the same morphonological process has been realised only gradually in Addu
(cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2). Depending on whether the nouns in question pertain to one of the two main
paradigm types or whether they represent intermediate stages, different morphological
subtypes are constituted which, from a synchronic point of view, exhibit a very complicated
system (for the particular declension types cf. 2.3.2.12.5.2). The only way to clarify the
system of the i-stems in Fua’ Mulaku consists in a diachronic comparison which must take
into account all main dialects of Dhivehi. But even if the historical development is clear, it
is not possible to predict the correct indefinite form of an actual i-stem without a doubt. Thus,
the following description of the main types is meant to yield a general synchronic view of the
existing forms rather than to give standardised rules for deriving the correct indefinite form
of every i-stem.

2.3.2.8.1.4.1. In the most stable type of the i-stems, the indefinite nom.sg. is formed without
any changes of the root: when -e° is suffixed, the stem vowel -i is preserved. Cp., e.g.,
F. alamari “cupboard” — indef. alamarie®, alanasi “pineapple” — indef. alanasie’, bakari
“goat” — indef. bakarie’; boli “shell” — indef. bolie”, gadi “hour, watch, clock” — indef.
gadie® koli “cloud” — indef. kolie*; madi “beetle” — indef. madie® tari “star” — indef. tarie’
etc. While in Fua® Mulaku the root vowel of all disyllabic nouns belonging to this group
remains unchanged throughout the paradigm, the corresponding Addu words show a second-
ary lengthening of the root vowel (cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2.1). N

2.3.2.8.1.4.2. In another group of nouns, the lengthening of the root vowel affects all forms
of the paradigm, the stem-final -i having disappeared; hence, the indefinite suffix is added
directly to the final consonant of the root in these cases. Cp., e.g., hom.sg. basi “brinjal”
(gen. base, dat. basaha, abl. basen) — indef.nom.sg. base’; teli “bean” — indef. tele’; dari
“child” — indef. dare”; esnali “inflammation of the upper eye-lid” — indef. esnale’; fali “oar”

20 Cp. A. nom.sg.indef. kiessa’, gen. kiesse, dat. kiessa’, abl. kiehin.
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— indef. fale®; fani “worm” — indef. fane’; fesi “box” — indef. fese’; fisi “little island” —
indef. fise> kasi “bone, thorn” — indef. kase> mgdi “ring, jewellery” — indef. myde®; tasi
“dish, plate, glass” — indef. tase® etc. The dialect of Fua’ Mulaku is the only vernacular of
Dhivehi which has systematised this morphonological process; a similar trend can be observed
in Addu, but only in an initial stage (cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2.4 and 2.3.2.7.1.2.5).

2.3.2.8.1.4.3. Even in Fua’ Mulaku there are a few isolated examples, however, in which the
lengthening of the root vowel affects but parts of the paradigm. This is true for two i-stems
at least. One of them is the word meaning “child” with the nom.sg. kudda, obviously a
“frozen” definite form of the original stem kudi which is obsolete in modern Fua’ Mulaku
(for the corresponding form in Addu cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2, 2.3.2.7.4.1). In this word, a lengthened
root vowel is found only in the indefinite form kude® and in the plural (nom.pl. kudun, gen.pl.
kudunge, dat.pl. kudunna®, abl.pl. kudun aten), while in the singular forms the short vowel
preceding the geminate -dd- remains unchanged (cf. gen.sg. kuddage, dat.sg. kudda$a, abl.sg.
kudda aten). It is true that in inherited Maldivian words there are generally no long vowels
preceding a geminated consonant so that the vocalism of the singular paradigm cannot serve
as a definitive argument; nevertheless, this word can be taken as an indication of the fact that
the indefinite form was the starting point of the lengthening of the root vowel, for kude® must
have been derived directly from the original stem kudi before this one became obsolete. The
other example which has to be mentioned in this connection is the word meaning “wife” with
the nom.sg. ambu and the indef. form ambe’. As a former i-stem, this word shows a
lengthened root vowel throughout the plural as well (nom.pl. ambun, gen.pl. ambunge, dat.pl.
ambunna’, abl.pl. ambun aten). The original singular paradigm does not exist any longer,
however, all singular forms being extended with miha “man” (gen.sg. ambu mihage etc.; the
same development can be observed in Addu, cf. the gen.sg. ambi mihage). The supposition
that the lengthening of the root vowel must have originated in the indefinite form is further
supported by the corresponding words in Addu where the lengthening of the vowel has
remained restricted to the indefinite forms kuda® and amba’ (cp. the nom.sg. A. kudi, ambi
and the nom.pl. A. kudin, ambin).

2.3.2.8.1.4.4. The i-stems with a paradigmatic change of -h- and -ss-, which constitute a
considerable subgroup in Addu (cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2.2), are restricted to a few examples in the
dialect of Fua® Mulaku. Here, some of the words in question have been affected by analogical
adaptations. Cp., e.g., thi “lobster” and mehi “fly”, the whole paradigm of which shows the
intervocalic -h- in combination with a lengthened root vowel; the indefinite forms are 1he® “a
lobster” and mehe’ “a fly”. These examples must be classified as belonging to the type
described in 2.3.2.8.1.4.2.

Even in Fua’ Mulaku, however, there are some words that have preserved the old phono-
logical change of -h- and -ss-; cp., e.g., rattehi “friend” — indef. rattesse’; divehi “Maldivian”
— indef. divesse fiohi “knife” — indef. fiosse mulehi “abscess” — indef. mulesse’. Possibly,
the decisive factor to be seen here is the number of syllables of the word in question, which
seems to determine whether the older phonological stage is still preserved or the paradigm
has been simplified by the morphonological changes mentioned above. It is a striking fact
indeed that all words that have conserved the change of -h- and -ss- are obviously trisyllabic,
while those having generalised the intervocalic -h- are disyllabic in their basic structure.
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2.3.2.8.2. Plural formation in Fua’ Mulaku

2.3.2.8.2.1. The use of the pure nominal stem as an ordinary plural form, which is very likely
to have been common to the whole Dhivehi speaking area in former times and which is still
typical for the dialect of Addu, has become obsolete in Fua’ Mulaku in favour of secondary
formations. Nowadays, there are only a few stem forms that can still be used as plurals; cp.,
e.g., sg. belal(u) “cat”, pl. belal and sg. midal(u) “mouse, rat”, pl. midal. The nouns in
guestion have secondary plural formations as well, however (cf. 2.3.2.8.2.3.2 and 2.3.2.8.2.4).
For the special declension of these words cf. 2.3.2.12.5.5.

2.3.2.8.2.2. In principle, the plural suffixes -un and -in are used in the same way as in Addu
(cf. 2.3.2.7.1.2, 2.3.2.7.4.1), but the phonological distribution of the two suffix variants has
lost its productivity in Fua’ Mulaku (cf. 2.3.2.2.2). The suffix -in, which originally was
confined exclusively to the i-stems, is almost obsolete now; the only example that has
conserved -in is the plural firin of firi “husband”. All the other nouns belonging to the group
in question use -un for the plural formation, independently of their stem class. Cp., e.g., miha
“man” — pl. mithun; kudda “child” — pl. kudun; dari “child” — pl. darun; afbu “wife” — pl.
ambun; mituru “friend” (obs.) — pl. miturun; rattehi “friend, compatriot” — pl. rattessun;
divehi “Maldivian” — pl. divessun; vadi “carpenter” — pl. vadiun (sic); etc. h

As in Addu (cf. 2.3.2.7.4.1), the word meaning “king” shows a suppletive plural formation
in Fua’ Mulaku as well; cf. F. nom.sg. radun “king”, nom.pl. raskalun. Originally radun was
a plural form itself, probably used in the sense of a pluralis maiestatis.

In Fua’ Mulaku, there are some terms designating special units within the family or among
the ancestors. These words occur only as pluralia tantum; cf. maun “mother and child”,
maun bafaun “parents” and kabafaun “ancestors” (for the formation cf. 2.3.2.7.4.1.1).

2.3.2.8.2.2.1. The stem -veri and its “frozen” definite form -veria are used in the same way
and occur with the same nouns as in Addu (cf. 2.3.2.7.4.1.2; for the derivation of the word
cf. 2.3.2.4.1, 2.3.2.4.2). In Fua’ Mulaku, however, the nom.pl. has the form -verun. Cp., e.g.,
ateleveri “atoll-chief” — nom.pl. ateleverun; fahaveri “sister-in-law” — pl. fahaverun;
masveria “fisherman” — pl. masverun; rahumatteria (< rahumat-veri-a, cf. ib.) “friend” — pl.
rahumatterun; etc.

2.3.2.8.2.2.2. As in Addu (cf. 2.3.2.7.4.1.2), -verin is used in Fua’ Mulaku as a suffix to build
an animate plural of cardinal numbers which serves as a kind of collective numeral (cf. also
2.5.3.1); cp., e.g., asoverin “eight people” (F. aso “eight”), fahaverin “five people” (faha
“five™). The use of the older form -verin instead of the more recent variant -verun underlines
the archaic character of these formations.

2.3.2.8.2.3. Considering the morphological role of the plural suffix -men, there are no
differences between Fua’ Mulaku and Addu. In both dialects, it is added exclusively to the
definite singular in -a, which as a rule is obsolete in modern Fua’ Mulaku, occurring only in
“frozen” forms (cf. 2.3.2.2.2 and 2.3.2.7.4.2). As to the semantical connotation of the suffix,
both dialects agree in most points.
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2.3.2.8.2.3.1. A noteworthy difference consists in the fact that there are a few overlaps of the
suffixes -men and -un in the plural formation of kinship terms in Fua’ Mulaku, a feature
which has not been observed in Addu. Cp., e.g., F. nom.sg. fahaveri “sister-in-law” with the
regular nom.pl. fahaverun opposing itself to the plural form fahaveri-a-men, which, although
being semantically identical, is derived from the old definite nom.sg.

2.3.2.8.2.3.2. Another divergence relating to Addu is a semantical one. While in Addu the
suffix -men has the restricted meaning of “a certain amount (of animals)”, it serves as a
neutral plural formant without any secondary meaning in Fua’ Mulaku. Cp., e.g., bo® /bok/
“frog” — pl. bokamen “(many) frogs”; bakari “goat” — pl. bakariamen “(many) goats”;
belalu “cat” — pl. belalamen “(many) cats”; fehuressei “whale shark” — pl. fehuressey(y)a-
men “(many) whale sharks”; Thi “lobster” — pl. thamen “(many) lobsters”; kakidi “crab” —
pl. kakidamen “(many) crabs”; mehi “fly” — pl. mehamen “(many) flies”; midal(u) “mouse,
rat” — pl. midalamen; vaul “flying fox” — pl. vaulamen; rehi “sprot” — pl. rehiamen; balo
“dog” — pl. balamen,; etc.

2.3.2.8.2.3.3. From the morphological point of view, nouns forming their plural by means of
the suffix -men can be divided into two groups in Fua’ Mulaku. In the first group, the nom.sg.
is identical with the pure stem; this is true, e.g., for bazu “eagle, falcon”, bo° /bok/ “frog”,
bakari “goat”. In the formation of the plural, the ending -a of the obsolete definite singular
reappears in these cases; cf. baz-a-men, bok-a-men, bakari-a-men. In the second group, it is
the stem form itself which is obsolete. In these words the “frozen” definite form generally
functions as an unmarked nom.sg.; cp., e.g., bappa “father” — pl. bappa-men; kafa “grandfa-
ther from the paternal side” — pl. kafa-men; bofida “lizard” — pl. bofida-men (the original
nominatives bappa, kafa and bofida no longer exist in modern Fua’® Mulaku). With all
probability, the two kinship terms kokko “younger brother / sister” and bebe “elder brother”
with their plural forms kokkomen and bebemen belong to this group as well (cp. A. kokko
< def.nom.sg. *kokko-a, bebe < def.nom.sg. *bebe-a; cf. also 2.3.2.7.4.2.1). As a rule, words
pertaining to this group cannot have a plural in -un (cf. 2.3.2.8.2.2 above) or -te’ (cf.
2.3.2.8.2.4 below) because these suffixes are added immediately to the stem, but never to the
definite form.

2.3.2.8.2.4. The plural formation by means of the semantically neutral suffix -te® /-tek/** is
very common in the dialect of Fua’ Mulaku. The suffix is added to the nom.sg. of animate as
well as inanimate nouns; in particular cases it can also be added to nouns denoting persons
(cf. 2.3.2.8.2.2.1, 2.3.2.8.2.5 below).

In many cases, -te’ can be used instead of -men, e.g. with most nouns denoting animals (cf.
2.3.2.8.2.3.2 above). Cp. the plural forms botte® /bok-tek/ “frogs”, bakari-te® “goats”, belal-te’
“cats”, fehuressei-te® “whale sharks”, Thi-te® “lobsters”, kakidi-te® “crabs”, kahumbu-te’
“tortoises”, mehi-te’ “flies”, balo-te’ “dogs”, rehi-te” “sprats”, vaul-te® “flying foxes” etc.

In Fua’ Mulaku, the suffix -te” is also used for the plural formation of words denoting parts
of the body, while in Addu the plural meaning of these nouns is expressed by the pure

9

21 For the etymological background of this suffix cf. 2.3.2.2.2.
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nominal stem (cf. 2.3.2.7.3.1). Cp., e.g., F. @’ /at/ “hand, arm” — pl. at-te’; faitela “foot” —
pl. faitela-te’; hi’/hit/ “heart” — pl. hit-te”; ifigili “finger, toe” — ingili-te’; kakul “knee” — pl.
kakul-te’; kasi “bone” — pl. kasi-te’; lol “eye” — pl. lo-te’; issasi “hair” — pl. issaSi-te’; fia
“wing” — fia-te’ etc.

The following examples represent different semantical spheres of inanimate nouns and
botanical expressions: fa’ /fat/ “leaf” — pl. fat-te”; gehe /ges/ “tree” — pl. ges-te’; ihal “blos-
som of the coconut tree” — pl. ihal-te’; kaisi “coconut” — pl. kaisi-te”; kel “banana tree” — pl.
kel-te’; kaduru “date (palm)” — pl. kaduru-te®; kara “water melon” — pl. kara-te’; jambu
“rose-apple” — pl. jambu-te’; bere “drum” — pl. bere-te’; faro “reef” — pl. faro-te®; hene
“thunderbolt” — pl. hene-te* ifidoli “Maldivian wing” — pl. ifdoli-te*; joli “Maldivian chair”
— pl. joli-te* kan /kam/ (indef.sg. kame?) “fact, verb” — pl. kan-te; kan /kan/ (indef.sg. kane)
“corner” — pl. kan-te’ etc.

2.3.2.8.2.5. As mentioned above (2.3.2.8.2.4), there are many nouns in Fua’ Mulaku, in
particular words denoting animals, whose plural can be built with both suffixes in question
without a difference of meaning; this is true, e.g., for bakariamen / bakarite® “goats” (<
bakari) and vaulamen / vaulte® “flying foxes” (« vaul) (for further examples cf. 2.3.2.8.2.3.2
and 2.3.2.8.2.4). One more noun showing a twofold plural formation is the kinship term kafa
“grandfather from the paternal side”; besides the original plural kafamen (cf. 2.3.2.8.2.3.3) we
find also kafate®. In a few cases there are even three plural formations existing side by side
without any semantical differences. Cp. nom.sg. belal(u) “cat” with its plural forms belal
(pure nominal stem), belal-a-men and belal-te’ “cats”, or fahaveri “sister-in-law” with its
plural formations fahaver-un, fahaveri-a-men and fahaveri-te. Although both the latter form
and kafate’ “grandfathers” obviously represent exceptions, the use of -te” in connection with
the two kinship terms shows that -te’ is becoming more and more productive in its function
as a plural suffix. Probably this development is due to the increasing influence of the standard
language. This is suggested by edurunte’, the only plural form of eduru “teacher” attested in
Fua® Mulaku, which is now obsolete throughout the Dhivehi speaking area, and which seems
to have been remodelled after M. edurunta’ vs. A. edurun. In contrast to Fua’ Mulaku where
formations with this type of double marking are treated as normal plural forms, their counter-
parts still have a special meaning in the standard language (cf. 2.3.2.9.2.3).

2.3.2.9. Male

In northern Dhivehi, the nominal stem is used as a normal singular form from which the
indefinite singular and plural are derived by help of the particular suffixes (cf. 2.3.2.3). As in
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Fua® Mulaku, the occurrence of the definite form is confined to “frozen”, “relic” formations
consisting, as a rule, o