Voice, Agree and Locality in Paiwan (and Some Formosan Languages)

1. Introduction Formosan languages, Philippine-style Austronesian languages spoken in
Taiwan, are famous for their complex voice systems. For example, voice affixes on the verb
in Paiwan, a Formosan language spoken in southern Taiwan, agrees with ® roles/features of
grammatical subject, as in (1). However, there exists an agreement mismatch between voices
and O roles/features of grammatical subject in causative verb constructions in Formosan
languages. This paper aims to offer a ‘structural position” explanation (cf. Chang 2008, Chang
and Yeh 2008) toward such an agreement mismatch in Paiwan (and some Formosan
languages). More concretely, we argue that the Undergoer Voice projections (i.e. PV, LV, and
I/BV) can license a [+EPP] phasal Applicative projection where a lowest argument can(not)
leapfrog to its outer edge and next to the [Spec, Voice].

2. Two Types of Causatives We argue that there are two types of causative verbs in Paiwan
(and other Formosan languages such as Puyuma and Saaroa). First, we argue that the
morphological causative (m-causative) location verbs p-i- ‘cause to be at’ and p-u- ‘cause to
move’ can be decomposed into two heads, a causative prefix p(a)- and a location verbs i- and
u-, which allows the Theme DP to c-command the Goal DP (cf. 2). By contrast, the
Mm-causative possession verb p-uU- comprises of a causative prefix p(a)- and a possession verb
u-, which projects a Recipient/Goal DP complement and a Theme DP specifier (cf. 3). Under
this account, the m-causative p-i-/p-u- can only incorporate a Goal DP not to violate ECP. The
same principle applies to the m-causative p-u- (cf. 4). Similarly, lexical causative (I-causative)
location verbs are different from I-causative possession verbs in Paiwan (and other Formosan
languages): The Theme DP in (5a) appears in the matrix clause, occupying a higher position
than the Goal DP. By contrast, variable binding indicates that in (5b) the Possessor DP
c-commands the Theme DP. Furthermore, in anticausative constructions the Logical Subject
(i.e. the Actor DP) is always demoted and the Logical Object (e.g. the Theme DP) surfaces as
the grammatical subject (cf. 6a). When the stative morpheme ma- is added to causative
possession verbs, only the higher Goal DP can serve as the grammatical subject (cf. 6b-c).

3. Agree, Voice, and (Anti-)Locality We observe that the PV affix on m-causative and
I-causative location verbs agrees with the semantic role of the grammatical subject (cf. 7a).
However, the PV affix on m-causative and l-causative possession verbs does not agree with
the semantic role of the subject (cf. 7b). Again, the voice-subject agreement mismatch is
observed in the IV/BV constructions of both types of causatives, as in (8). A question now
emerges: Why does the agreement mismatch between voice and subject selection arise? We
propose that only the IV can license a phasal High Applicative projection while the PV
cannot. The PV-applicative head targets the DP at [Spec, VP], which is in turn attracted to
[Spec, ApplP] without violating Minimal Link Condition (cf. 9-10). In contrast, the
I/BV-applicative head, equipped with the [EPP] feature, probes for the DPs at [Comp, VP],
which leapfrogs over the DPs at the [Spec, VP] to the [Spec, ApplP] (cf. 8). In this way, the
DP at the outer [Spec, ApplP] will be cyclically raised to [Spec, VoiceP] and [Spec, TP] to
check the (generalized) [UV], case and phi features. Consequently, the most embedded object
DP will surface as the ‘applied subjects’ in Paiwan (and other Formosan languages), without
violating the MLC. Accordingly, the agreement mismatch gets a natural explanation.

4. Agree and Obligatory Control Another piece of evidence concerns the agreement
patterns of obligatory control constructions. We observe that in Formosan I/BV obligatory
control constructions, the lower Theme DP in the complement under the Long Object
Movement and leapfrogs over the higher Theme DP in the matrix clause to serve as
grammatical subject (cf. 11). Under our ‘structural position’ account, the I/BV head probes a
lower DP (i.e. the lower Theme DP) and in turn attracts it to leapfrog over the higher Theme
DP to the [Spec, ApplP], which cyclically moves to the [Spec, UV] and [Spec, TP] to check
the [UV], phi and [NOM] features. Again, the agreement and locality puzzles will be solved.

5. A Comparison with Bantu Languages McGinnis (2001) shows that in the passive of
Kinyarwanda Benefactive Applicative, the lower Theme can move over the Benefactive to
the subject position whereas in the passive of Kinyarwanda Locative Applicative the lower
Theme cannot. Similarly, in Formosan languages the BV Applicative can trigger the
embedded DP to leapfrog to the [Spec, TP] while the PV Applicative cannot. Second, in
Chi-Mwi:ni: Recipient Applicative, the lower Theme cannot undergo object agreement.
Similarly, in Formosan PV-applicative head cannot agree with the lower argument. Finally,
we argue that the major difference between Bantu and Formosan languages is that the Bantu
AV can license an ApplP (cf. 12) while the Formosan AV cannot (cf. 13). That is why




Formosan languages only allow ‘applied subject’ (see Chang and Yeh 2008).

(1) a. m-cke-ekelj ti  camak.

AV-PROG-tun NOM Camak ‘Camak is running.’
b. ku-in-ekelj=anga a icu a aekeljen.
1S.GEN-PFV.PV-run=COS NOM this LNK race ‘I have run this rice.’
c. p<in>i-tjaladj-an tua vavaa karung.
CAUS<PFV>at-inside-LV OBL wineNOM keg ‘(He) poured wine into the keg.’
d. ku-s<in>i-ekelj ti  camak.
1SG.GEN-BV<PFV>run NOM Camak ‘I run for Camak.’
(2) a. p-i-cukui=aken tua hung. [Paiwan]
CAUS-be.at-table=1s.NoM  OBL book ‘I put a book on the/a table.’
b. p-u-dare=ku dra akanan. [Puyuma]
CAUS-move-ground=1S.NOM OBL food ‘I put the food down’
(3) a. p-u-makalilaw=aken tua ’erengan. [Paiwan]
CAUS-have-fabric=1s.NoM  OBL bed ‘I spread a fabric on the/a bed.’
b. p-u-a-enai=ku dra aputr. [Puyuma]

CAUS-have-PROG-water=1S.NOM OBL flower ‘I am watering the flowers.’
(4) a.  [vp DPacror @ken [ Veause P- [ve DPrueme hUNG [Vigg ar 1= [DPgoar CUkui]]]]]
b. [VP DPACTOR aken [ VCAUSE p [VP DPGOAL erengan [VHAVE u- [DPTHEME makaIIIaW]]]]]
(5) a. Il<em>ui=aken tua zaljum a  p-i-karung. [Paiwan]
fill<av>=1S.NOM OBL water =~ LNK CAUS-at-keg
‘I filled water into a keg.’

b.  ru=pa-vai=aken tua maciticitil ninpu; tua kinitjanan niamadju;.
IRR=CAUS- glve—ls NOM OBL every worker OBL payment 3PL.GEN
‘I will give every worker; his; payment.’
(6) a. ma-kesa a patay. [Paiwan]
AV.ANTICAUS-cook NOM rice ‘The rice has been cooked.’
b. ma-pa-vai ti  camak tua wvutjul.
AV.STAT-CAUS-'give NOM Camak  OBL meat ‘Camak got (some) meat.’
c. *ma-pa-vai a vutjul tjay camak
AV.STAT-CAUS- ' give NOM meat OBL Camak ‘Camak got (some) meat.’
(7) a. ku-I<in>ui a zaljum p-i-kadrung. [PV: Subjruewe]
IS.GEN-fill<pv>  NOMwater  cAus-at-keg ‘I filled the water into a keg.’
b. ku- V<|n>a1—anga—sun tua paisu. [PV: Subjsoar]
IS.GEN-’ glve <PV>=CO0S=2S.NOM OBL money ‘I gave you money.’
(8) a. ku-si-lui tua zaljam a  karung. [I/BV: Subjgoar]
IS.GEN -1v-fill OBL water =~ NOM keg ‘I filled the keg with water.’
b.  ku-si-vai tjanusun a  paisu. [I/BV: Subjrpeme]
Is. GEN IV-"give 2S OBL NOM money ‘I gave you money.’
(9) [VoiceP [VOICG [Pv] [ApplP [Appl [pv] [VP [V [vp [V DP, ocarion] traeme]l] DPacror 1] triewe 11 DPrivie]
<in> t<.n> 0] lui kadrung = tajum  Ku- tzajum Zaljum
(10) [VoiceP [VOICG [ApplP [[Appl [vp [V [ve [V trocarion] trieme]] DPacror 11 DPrievi] trocarion 11 DProcarion]
Si- L. 0] lUi tiadrung ku-  zaljum tegung  kadrung
(11) a.  uru=ku-si-pa’adril tjay camak, a cemel; a [pa-kan t;]. [Paiwan]

IRR=18.GEN-IV-persuade OBL Camak NOMmedicine LNK CAUS-eat
‘I persuaded Camak to take the medicine.’
b. ku-pa’isel-anay kan pilay, [pa-trekel t1] a erawi;. [Puyuma]
1S.GEN-persuade-I/BV ~ OBL Pilay CAUS- drink NOM wine
‘I persuaded Pilay to drlnk the (bottle of) wine.’
(12) [re DO [T [VmceP DO; [Voice’(mssive] [vp [V° [E- ~ApplP DO [10 [E-App!’ieee; [ve V° DO
(13) [[T [¢] [VmceP[VOlce [uv/*av] [ApplP [[Appl [EPP] [vP [V [VP [V D'Q]I'QJ]]DPACTOR]] IOJ]] D@]]D@ ]] DOI]
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