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ABSTRACT

This dissertatioinvestigates argument structlakernationn symmetrical voice
languages based on the study of transfer verbs in three Formosan |languaige
Puyuma, and Seedighe morphosyntax of transfer verbsaefullyexamined
according tahe threeway classificationof transfer verbs\ith respect to
morphological composition, all three languages exfildistinction between
give/sendtype verbs and throsype verbsThefinding is consistentvith the
semantic basisf theclassification give/senetype verbs lexicalize caused
possession/motion, while thretype verbsare tweargument verbs with no
involvement of causative semari

The derivational status @thilippinettypevoice marking isestablishedipon
scruthy of the argument structure Bbrmosartransfer verbs. Most of the transfer
verbs undergo argument alternation between the recipient/goal and the transported
theme by means of locative/circumstantial vdicé/CV) marking. Soméiransfer
verbso howeverdo not always allow argument alternation, as a particular voice form
of these verbs manvolve a thematic role (locatidinstrumentbeneficiarypatient)
other tharthosein a transfer event.exical variation in argument alternation
restrictionis foundwithin fisubclassesof transfer verbs an observation not
predicted by thalitransitivity hierarchy

To account for thabsence/presence todnsferinterpretatiordenoted by
differentvoicefformsd o f t h el argue that symmatrical voice marking
interacts with roots angrovidesafi ¢ 0 n s t r mearing. @y naebnd of the
semantic map, showthat FormosahV markeris responsible for designatingatof

conceptially contiguous thematic rolégoalrecipiert/location/patien), whereaghe

\



CV markertargetsa different se{themeinstrumentbeneficiarystimulus)

Finally, | examinewhether currengenerativeheories can account for the
argument structure of voiemded verbs in Formosan languagkeBtst point outthe
empiricalproblemsfor theapplicative analysesf FormosarLV/CV verbs Formal
applicativeanalysegypically assune a preexisting subcategorization franéthe
verb/root This assumptionhowevergdoes not hold in symmetrical voice langugges
whereroots prove to beategoryless (and therefore argumetesy. Embracing the
exo-skeletal approach,propose deaturebasedanalysis LV and CV verbscontain
distinctfunctional projection (FPs) specifiedwith the eventfeaure [ground] and
[cause] respectivelyThe FP verbaliesthe rat and introduestheinternal agument

as a result of featuneluation

Vi
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Argument alternations in Formosan hnguages
In herseminalstudyEnglishverb classes analternations Levin (19931 2) demonstrates
that syntactic verb classes can be identified in terms of their argistnectiure properties

such a2RGUMENT ALTERNATIONS, as exemplified in (1.1) to (1.3)

(1.1) Causative alternation in English
a. The windowbroke/opened/moved

b. The boy broke/opened/mowia@ window

(1.2) Dative alternationn English
a.My cousin gave/sent/threwethe book.

b. My cousin gave/sent/threw the bdokme

(1.3) Benefactive alternatiom English
a. Our grandmother baked/made/lghtus a pie

b. Our grandmother baked/made/bought a foieus.

The ability ofcertain verbs to alternateorphosyntactiexpressions of their gnments
as demonstrated in the examples abdla&been carefully studied in the past few decades for
various purposes. | shall introduce three of thene hiéirst, argument alternation patterns
serve as a syntactic diagnostic for a fgrainedclassificationof verbs in a given language.
For example, Englisis found to haveip to 79 classes of verbs basedtaeir shared
argument alternatiopatterngLevin 1993; Kipper et al. 2008). Second, when used properly,
this diagnostic helps establish crésguistically valid verb typesIransfer verbgor dative
verbs) are a weknown example, with their neainiversalconstraintsn argument
alternations (Croft et al. 200LLevin 2008;Malchukov et al2008,2010). Third, argument
alternations have proven constructingheories of argument realization, especially thbse
tackle mapping from lexical semantits syntax(Baker 1988Dowty 1991;Hale & Keyser

1993, 2002Van Valin 1993 Borer 1994, 2005Harley 1995, 2010Rappaport Hovav &
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Levin 1998 Ramchand 20Q8o name a few).

This dissertation aims to contributethe understandingf argument structurergument
alternation, and verb types particularlyfsymmetrical voice languageé-oley 1998;
Himmelmann 2002py investigating transf verbs in three Formosan langudgdésnis,
Puyuma, and Seedigwhich areAustronesian languages spokenitgigenous gups in
Taiwan.This research focuses three subclasses thnsfer verb (e.g, give-type lendtype
throw-type) that have been identified in the literativecause otheir crosdinguistic validity
(Croft et al. 2001; Levin 2008). It has bedlrserve thatargument alternations of transfer
verbs occur in Formosan languagasd arecorrelated withtfivoiced marking(e.g., H.Chang
2011;S.Chen 2011)As ademonstraon, (1.4)providesthe argument alternation béray

@ive i Puyuma, a Formosan langge spoken on theastcoast of Taiwan.

(1.4) Argument alternations withuyumaberaydived
a.ku=berayay dra paysu na yawan
1SGERG=give-Lv ID.OBL money  DFABS chief
d gave the chief mon&y.

b.ku=berayanay na paysu kana yawan
1SGERG-give-CV DF.ABS money DFOBL chief
d gave the money to the chiéf.

Recent studies on argument alternations distinguish uncoded and coded ale(hation&
RappaportHovav 2005Malchukov et al.2008. With respect talternatingthe O arguments
(i.e. fobject of transitivé in Dixon & Aikhenvald 2000), the verbs in English are uncoded
(i.e., base forms haveno overt marking) whereas Formosan verbs are coded witle voic
marking, as underied in (1.4. In English, the recipient of a transfer event surfaces as O
(indicated by theaccusative case) ithe double object constructio(DOC) and the theme
surfaces as O in the dative constructiBnparallel argumenglternationpattern appeart
occur in Formosan languagesn the Puyuma examplehe recipient surfaces abe O

argument(indicated by the absolutive casehen thedivedverb/root is coded with locative



voice (LV) marking(1.4a) the theme surfaces #se O argumenin the circumsantial voice

(CV) counterpartThese pointare summarizetch Table 1.1.

Table 11 Alternations of O in English and Formosam$uages, with special focus on
transfer events

English Formosan
Coding Uncoded (i.e.no marking) Coded (i.e.voice marking)
Recipient O | DOC Lv
argument e.g, (1.29 e.g., (1.4)
Theme O Dative CcVv
argument e.g., (1.») e.g., (1.4)

Based on the alternation patterns of transfer verbs only, it is tempting to analyze Formosan
LV constructionsas ifthey were equivalents English double object constructicand deal

with Formosan CV constructions in a similar fashésavith English dative constructions.

The idea, however, becomes untenable anicer verb types are taken into consideration.

Take vebs of creation/performande.g, dmake ésing for example. In English, a

beneficiaryrole can surface as the O argument in DOC, as shown in (1.5a); in most Formosan
languages (e.g., Puyuma), the beneficiary becomes the O argument when the verb is code

with CV marking, as shown in (1.5b).

(1.5 The introduction of beneficiary O argumentvierbs of creatiofperformance
a.EnglishDOC
John bakedhis mothera cake.

b. Puyuma CV construction

ku=sang@anay dra kabung i nanali
1SGERG=makecv ID.OBL hat SGABS my.mother

d made Mom a hab.

Table 12 Alternations of O in English and Formosan languages, with special focus on verbs
of creatioriperformance

English Formosar(e.g., Puyma)
Coding Uncoded (i.e.no marking) Coded (i.e.voice marking)
Beneficiary O | DOC CVv
argument e.g., (1.9) e.g., (1.B)

Given the firding in Table 1.2, that a befirciary is introduced as the O argument in
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Formosan CV construction (but not in LV @ruction), theparallelbetween English
doubleobject/dativeconstructions and LV/CV constructions based on the argument
alternation otransferverbs (Table 1.1) now becomes untenable. A natural question thus
arises, as to why LV constructions and CVstomctionsn Formosan languages are
responsible for introducing a varietythematicroles as the O argument in different tgpé
verbs. The interaction between verb types and voice marking is an issue addressed and yet to
be solved in the literature.

Forthe sakeof exposition | roughly divide related studies into two major types. The
first type of studies highlightthe identifiable morphosyntactic asymmetries between
actor/patient voic€AV/PV) constructions antlV/CV constructionsn Formosan (andther
Philippinetype) languagesand maintains that the latter should be derived on top of the
former.APPLICATIVE ANALYSES for LV/CV-coded verbs are thus motivated (e.g., M. Chang
2004; S. Chen 2007;. Tang 2009H. Chang 2011, 2013). Tleecondype ofstudies
instead highlights theidentifiablemorphosyntactisymmetries among all four voice
constructions, anthusmaintairs that the usage of certain voice marker in these
fisymmetricab voice languages is to a large extent lexically or semanticatigitoned (e.qg.,
Foley 1998 2008 Spitz 2002 Starosta 20020093 S. Huang 2005; H. Huang & S. Huang
2007; Y. Yeh 2013see Nojima 1996 and De Busser 2009 for a similar view

This dissertationjoinsin the debate about the functions of symmetricat@markingin
Formosan languagéxy focusing orverbs of transfer. As mentionatbove transferverbs
have been identified as a crdsgyuistically valid verb class (with three subclasses). While
transfer verbs have been discussed in some previous stlifi@snosan languages, they are
mostly used as supporting materials for other topisdno study has focused only on
Formosan transfer verbghisdissertatiorthus directly contributes to the existing body of

literature in at leaghree waysFrom a @scriptive perspectivenost of the current reference



grammars of Formosan languages do not gaesfer verbs enough attenti@ue to the
wide scope of investigatiothese works typically onlyliscus a restricted numbeaf
ditransitive/transfer verband address variation only minimallyhis study fills the gap by
providinganaccurateand comprehensiv@ocumentatio and descriptioof thevariation of
Formosartransfer verbsn terms of morphological composition and argument structure.

Secondthis study contributes to thresearch in linguistidypology.As far as transfer
verbs and ditransitive consttions areconcernedthe dominant typological frameworks are
established primarily based on Germanic languages. As a result, the validity of these
frameworks has not been put into serious examination in the con®unaietricalvoice
languages. This dissertation evaluatesstkii@danatoryadequacy of these methods in
Formosan languages, and also expandseghertoireof the crosdinguistic studis of
argument alternation. In addition, by generalizing the siméa@nd differences in the
lexical variationof transfer verbs in three Formosan languages, | provigieodogcal profile
of Formosan transfer verbs in general, showing how voockedtransfer verbs differ from
uncoded transfer verbs in other languages.

Finally, this study also contributes to thenerativeheoiesof agument structure. In
the litereture, argumenstructureof transfer (or ditransitive) verbs is often accountedrfor
terms of theapplicativestructurs (e.g, Pylkkdnen 20022008 Georgala 201R In this
dissertation, | will argue against the applicative analyseBdonosan LV/CWcodedtransfer
verbs(as well as other verb types)will further provide aeaturebased analysis to account

for the symmety of voice marking in Formosan languages.

1.2 Objectives and research gestions
The objetives of this research are fefald: (a) to give a comprehensiveorphosyntactic
descriptiodocumentatiorof the transfeverbs across three Foosan languages; (b) to

identify in these languagdsxical variation of transfer verbs with respect totthei
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morphologicakcompositionand argument structurand discuss the implicationstbise

findings for the exisiting typologyf transfer verb&litransitive constructiongc) to argue for
thederivational status of voice markers in these languagasiowing how the usage of

voice marking issemanticallydrivenacross verb typesnd(d) toargue against the

applicative analyse®r Formosan LV/CV constructions, and propose alternatively a
eventbased analysis for the argument structure of symmetrical voice langlihges.

following research questions from descriptive, typological, and theoretical perspectives will

be addressed.

(1.6) Descriptiveresearclguestions (for each Formosan language investigated)
a. What morphemes are involved in the formation of transfesverb

b. In what way does the voice system affect the argument alterrai@viofrestriction
of transfer vert3

c. Is there any lexical variation of transfer verbs with respect to their morphological
composition?

d. Is there any lexical variation of transfer verbs with respect to their argument structure?

(1.7) Comparativdipologicalresearchyuestions
a. To whatextent can the current typology of transfer verbs account for the argument
alternationbehaviofrestriction of transfer verbs in these Formosan languages?

b. To what extent can the current typology of ditransitive construstiocount for the
argumentlternationbehavior/restriction of transfer verbs in these Formosan
languages?

c. What are the similarities and féifences regarding the morphological composition
and argument alternations of transfer verbs in Amis, Puyuma, and Seediq?

d. What implicationscan the findings about lexical variation of Formosan transfer verbs
provide for the current typology of transfer verbs/ditransitive constructions?

e.What implications can the findings about lexical variation of Formosan transfer verbs
provide for the (agymmety of voice marking in Formosan langua@es

(1.8) Theoreticaresearchguestions
a. To what extent can the asymmetrical view of voice marking (e.g., applicative analyses)
account for the argument structure of transfer verbs (and other verb types) in
Formosan languages?

b. To what extent can the symmetrical view of voice marking., evenbasedanalyses)
account for the argument structure of transfer verbs (and other verb types) in
Formosan languages?

c. Which of the current approaches to argunstnicture camest account for the

symmety of voice (if any) in Formosan languages? How can this approach account
6



for the event semantics of voice marking in Formdaaguage®

The languages to be examined in this studyAanes, Puyuma, and Seedigocated in

distinct primary branches of the Austronesian language family (Blust 1999), they together
form an ideal sample for a typological study of Formosan transfer ‘eraddition,as will
bepresentedn later chaptersGhapters 4o 7), these languges show rather distinct yet
generalizable behavior with respect to the morphological composition and the argument
structure of transfer verbs. lateforebelieve that these three languages form a representative
sanple toward establishing typological pofile regarding the morphosyntax of Formosan

transfer verbs.

1.3 Fieldwork methodology anddata sources
This sectiorbriefly introduces how and where the linguistic dagad in this studwere
obtained My fieldwork is considered by the UniversityofHaw 6i at MUnoa ( UHM)
Committee on Human Studies to be exempt from Department of Health and Human Services
regulations (i.,e. CHS #19184 Sy nt act i ¢ R emp®wdmApril 28,12} e ct
revised and approved @epgemberl3, 2013.

For the sake of eoprehensiveness, my analysis is mainly based on elicitad dée
results of grammatical judgment tasks, which were used to verify the argument alternation
patterns of transfer verbs, will also be discussed to strengthen my arguments about éhe verbs
syrtactic structures. | focus on one particular dialect of each language, and have elicited data
from multiple consultants to ensure their validity. In the following sections, | introduce
important information about these languages/dialects and the corsuResftles and

grammatical sketches of these languages will be provided in Chapter 2.

1 | would like to express my gratitude to Institute of Linguistics, Academia Sinica for the financial support to
my field trips in 2014 and 2015
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1.3.1 Amis: Central dialect

According to Tsuchida (1982, 1988), there are five major dialects of Amis: (i) Sakizaya, (ii)
Northern/Nanshi, (iii) Tavalonyatatan, (iv) Gentral/Haian, and (v) Southern/Peinan and
Hengchun. The dialect analyzed in this dissertation is Central Amis, spoken in Changpin

Township, Taitung County (see Figure 1.1).

Besungan

Qowgan

Hsinchen
Township
(Hualien)

___________ Changpin
,,,,,,,,,,, Township
___________ (Taitung)

Ciwkangan

Kinaloka

Taitung
City t ‘“ ‘
(Taitung) \ il

© 2015 Drawn by Chih-hsien Lin

Figure 1.1 Places where | conducted linguistic fieldwork

The data were gatheré&m four consultants in two villages: Ciwkangan ( / ) and

Kinaloka ( / ) in Amis. They are Mr. Waisong Lin ( ), born in 1949, Mr.



Jin-long Chen ( ), born in 1949, Mr. JwGuang Zeng ( ), born in 1955, and Ms.

Jinrhuan WuZeng ( ), born in1953.

1.3.2 Puyuma: Nanwang (or Puyuma) dialect

There is so far no consensus on the number of dialects within Puyuma (Teng 2008). For
example, Ting (1978) identifies six varieties (idanwang, Katipul, Rikavung, Kasavakan,
Pinaski, and Ulivelivek), wie Cauquelin (2004, 2008) classifies only two major groups (i.e.
Puyuma and Katipul). The dialect chosen in this dissertation is arguably the most
conservative. It is calle®Puyumain its own language; in Chinese, it is named after the

village where it$ spoken, Nanwang (), located in Taitung City.

The data were collected from two consultants in Nanwang village: MsyiMgSun

( ), female, born in 1946, and Mr. ChegigTsai ( ), male, born in 1945.

1.3.3 Seediq: Truku dialect
There are threeiaects of Seediq: Truku, Tkdaya, and ToBa.{ 1991). | choose the Truku
dialect, which is spoken mostly in Nantou and Hualien Cotifitlie data were gathered

from four consultants in twaillages in Sioulin Township: Besungén ) and Qowgan (
/ ). They are Ms. Yeru Zhu ( ), female, born in 1946, Ms. Yasia Lin ( )s
female, born in 1951, Mr. Wezheng Yang ( ), male, born in 1943, and Mr. Hstle

Tien ( ), male, born in 1925.

1.4 Organization and summary of chapters
This dissertatiolis oiganized as follows. Chapter 2 provides the grammaticzttchof Amis,

Puyuma, and Seediq, by covering topics including morphosyntactic alignmenittusonst

2 While Truku is classified as one dialect of Seediq linguistically, the majoritgrafrtunity using this variety
tends to classify themselves as Truku rather than Seguicdivision between Truku and Seediq has been made
officially by the government (i.e., in 2004 and 2008, respectively).
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order,prenominalmarking system, pronominal system, and voice system. Chapter 3
introduces someelevant typological studies of transfer verbs and ditransitive constructions,
which provide a theoretical basis for my discussion of transfer verbs in the main chapters.
Chapters 4 to provide thorough descriptions for the morphosyntactic behaviorrgfea

verbs in Amis, Puyuma, and Seediq, respectively. Based on theatyedassification of
transfer verbs proposed in the literature, | scrutinize the morphol@gicglositionand
argument structure of each subclass of transfer verbs, and idexitBl kariation within and
across these subclassesChapter 71 incorporatefrom the previous three chaptéhe

relevant findings regarding the lexical variation of these transfer verbs, and disguss
implications for the current typology of trdas verbs/ditransitive constructions, as well as

for the symmet of voice marking. Based on a comparison between Fomorsan LV/CV
constructions and English ditransitive constructions, | suggest the possibility of generalizing
the function(s) ofroice markig by means of semantic ngpn Chapter 8, | explore the
function(s) of Formosan voice markers by examining the argument structure of LV/CV
constructions across a number of verb types. The agyttorts the derivationaymmetrical
view of voice markingand further suggests that the usage of voice markers is to a large
extent semanticallgonditioned In Chapter 9, Examine théormal analyses oFormosan

LV/ICV verbs,particularlythose which treat them as applicatisad argue againgtem by
pointingoutsome empirical problems. Alternatively, | propodeaturebased analysis for
theeventargument structure dformosarlLV/CV constructions across verb types. Chapter 10

is the conclusion.
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CHAPTER TWO

A SKETCH GRAMMAR OF AMIS, PUYUMA, AND SEEDIQ

2.1Background information of Amis, Puyuma, and Seediq

This chapter provides an integrated grammatical sketch of the three research languages of this
dissertation: Amis, Puyuma, and Seediq. To begin with, | provide some background
information about these langges. Table 2.1 gives a brief summary of their major locations,

affiliated ethnic populations, numbers of speakers, and levels of endangerment.

Table 21 Background information of Amis, Puyuma, and Truku Seediq
Language Amis Pwuma Truku Seediq

Major Locations Between Hualien an East coast area sou Hualien, Taroko
Taitung, valley of Taitung & inland Gorge & Nantou
plains & east coast

Ethnic Population 199,778 13,291 29,479
Number of 30,000 1,500 4,750
Speakers
Endangerrant Endangered Severely Endangere  Endangered
(Certainty) (100%) (100%) (80%)

Spoken by the indigenous people of Taiwan, Formosan languages have for decades suffered

% The information in this table is based on npikisources, including the online version of Ethnologue
(www.ethnologue.coin the UNESCO Atlas of the Woidsl Languages in Danger
(www.unesco.org/culture/lan@geatlag, and the Endangered Languages Project
(www.endangeredlanguages.coifhe ethnic population figures come from the 2014 census published by the
Council of Indigenous Peoples, Executive Yuan, TaiROC)
(http://www.apc.gov.tw/portal/docList.htmI?CID=940F9579765ACHAtor level of endangerment, | follow

the Language Endangerment Index proposed by the Catalogue of Erdiblngeguages (ELCat), which relies

on four factors as criteria (i.e., Intergenerational transmission, absolute number of speakers, speaker number
trends, and domains of use of the language) and provides a calculation of levels of certainty based on
percenages of the factors. S@bout ELCab on the the Endangered Languages Project website for more
details about how endangerment and certainty levels are computed.

There have been efforts on revitalizing endangered Formosan languages, made either byrimeigoeeby

the speech commities (L. Huang 2007, 2014). The previous attempts, however, were not very successful for
many reasons. | will not discuss this issue in detail in this dissertation, but refer interested réadeasgo

(2011, 2014 for a ketterunderstandingbout assessment of indigenous language shift and language planning in
Taiwan.
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from the dominance of the languages spoken by Han immigrants from China (mainly
Mandain, Min Chinese, Hakka), and the indigenous communities have undergone
sinicization to a certain extent. Regardless of the size of the speaking or affiliated ethnic
group populations, all these languages face varying degrees of endangerment due to little
intergenerational transmission. Over the last few decades, much effort has been put into
documenting many of the endangered Formosan languages. Table 2.2 lispaibbshed

works in these three languages in termthetraditional language documentatiapparatus

of lexicon (dictionary), grammar, and téxt

Table 22 A sample of Amis, Puyuma, and Seediq documentation

Amis Puyuma (Truku) Seediq
Lexicon Fey 1986; Cauquelin 19912015 M. Wang 2005
Ogawa 2003;
M. Wu 2013
Gramma Zeng 1991, L. Huang 2000; Holmer 1996;
J. Wu 2000, 2006; D. Shi 2004 H. Chang 2000;
Imanishi2009 Teng 2008 Tsukida 2005, 2009
Texts Ogawa & Asai 1935; Ogawa & Asai 1935; Ogawa & Asai 1935;
S-W. Huang 20%; Caugelin 2008; Tsukidal995;
FLA®; FLA NTU Corpus
NTU Corpu$

These three languages are primasippken ineastern Taiwan. Despite their geographic
contiguity, the languages differ in terms of their phylagienrelationshipsAmong the
proposals for highelevel subgrouping of AN languageR. i 1990; Starosta 199BJust

1999;Sagart 20042014 Ross 2009, 201ldridge 2014; Zeitoun & Teng 201énter alia)

* This list is far from exhaustive. The works selected here represent a sample of the results of the efforts to
document the three languages. These aretladsmain references | consult for a better understanding of these
languages. Throughout this study, | use elicited data and also refer to some of these works for my analysis.
® FLA refers to the Formosan Language Archiferhosan.sinica.edu.jwdeveloped within Academia Sinica
for the purpose of collecting, conserving, and disseminating a virtual library of language and linguistic resources,
which permits access to recorded and transcribed Formosan text onBeé€tr a detailed discussion, see
Zeitoun et al. (2003) and Zeitoun & Yu (2005).
® The NTU Corpus (of Formosan Languagesyrpus.linguistics.edu.fywas created in an attempt to preserve
valuable linguisti heritage, and to systematically record these languages for the benefit of linguistic research.
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Il adopt Bl ust3 modél,Wwhich placethz@tiirér la@g0abesto distinct
primary branches of the AN language familyshswn in Figure 2.1. As will be shown in
later chapterghese three languages serve as a representative sample for a typological survey

of Formosan transfer verbs.

Proto-Austronesian

Paiwan Puyuma Rukai Tsouic Western Plains Atayalic NW Formosan Bunun East Formosan  Malayo-Polynesian

PN

Tsou Thao Central WP Atayal Seedig P-K Saisiyat Siraya Amis Northern

Saaroa T~ f\ P

Kanakanavu Papora Pazih Kulon Kavalan
Hoanya Basay
Toakas Trobiawan

Babuza

Figure 2.1 Highetevel subgrouping of Austronesian languages (based on Blust 1999)

2.2A sketch grammar of Amis, Puyuma, and Seediq

In this section, | present the grammar of the three research languages within the framework of
Basic Linguistic TheoryDixon 1979 1994 2010). The sketch presented in this chapter

focuses on thenorphosyntati components that are relevant and necessary in understanding
the linguistic data discussed in this dissertation. Typologically speaking, Amis, Puyuma, and
Seediq share many morphosyntactic characteristics that maké®tdippinetype

languages (Himmelmann 2005). For the sake of simplicity, | do not provide an independent
grammatical sketch of each languageSéttion2.2.1, | first introduce some of the most
important characteristics that distinguish these languages from some other Austronesian

languaes. In Sections 2.2.2 to 2.2.5, | describe these languages together under discussions of

" Among these proposals, that of Ross (2@ 2) is perhaps the one that has received the most attention over
the past few years. According to his model, trug, Rukai, Tsou aniNuclear Austronesian(NAn) are the
four primary branches of AN, with Amis and Seediqg both in NAn (with Seediq under the Atayalic subgroup). In
light of this model, the question might arise of why | did not incorporate Rukai (or ifdouhe scope of
investigation.
While | acknowledge the significant status of Rukai, | did not adopt it as a research language because of its
deflected voice system (i.e., active/passive dichotomy; see Zeitoun 2007:143). As discussed in Chapter 1, this
dissertation aims to investigate how (rector)fivoiced markers interact with transfer verbs in Formosan
languages. From this perspective, Rukai is not as ideal as Amis/Seediq, because investigation of the latter can
provide more information about the fttion(s) of the Austronesian voice system.
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several topics, with a special focus on their similarities and differén€asse topics include
constituent order, the prenominal marking (e.g., case marking)rsytste pronominal

system, and most importantly, the voice system.

2.2.1 Symmetricalvoice andergative alignment
Typologically speaking, Amis, Puyuma, and Seediq are members of the Phiippene
languages, characterized by their nhce systems. TakParanSeediq’ for example (the

voicemarkers are underlined, and the NPs correlated with the voice marking are boldfaced):

(2.1) Symmetrical voice in Paran Seediq (H. Chang 1997:41; transcription/gloss mine)
a.s<em>ebuc g ricah  ka pawan (ABS = Agent)
<Av>hit OBL plum  ABS Pawan
@awan is hitting plumé.

b.sebetun na pawan ka ricah (ABS = Patient)
hit-pv ERG Pawan ABS  plum
dawan will hit the plund

c.sebetan na pawan @ ricah  ka peepah (ABS = Location)
hit-Lv ERG Pawan oBL plum ABs farm.field
@awan hit plum in the farm fieldl.

d.sesebuc na pawang ricah ka butakan (ABS = Instrument)
cv-hit ERG Pawan oOBLplum ABS stick
dawan hit plum with the stiok.

Philippinetype languages are wédhown for theirfivoiced system, characterized by the use

of various verbal affixes to indicate the semantic/thematic role of the syatlgimominent

8 As this dissertation is a typological study on Formosan transfer verbs, the sketch here addresses the basic
grammatical components, with particular focus on the phenomena considered to be relevant to theBgsearc
comparing the three languages in terms of carefully chosen topics, | avoid similar and repetitious descriptions.
Admittedly, this type of sketch grammar sacrifices some langpageular subtleties which the readers may
find interesting. The follomg works provide more detailed information about the grammar of these languages.
For Amis, see T. Chen 1987; Zeng 1991; J. Wu 2000, 26@6)ishi2009 andD. Liu 2011. For Puyuma, sé&e
Lin 1984; L. Huang 2000Caugelin 2008 and Teng 2005, 2008. Faedsg, see Holmer 1996; H. Chang 1997
2000;0chiai 2009; Tsukida 2005, 200&ndTsou 201.
° | choose the Paran dialect of Seediq as the exemplar here for ease of exposition. As will be shown in Section
2.2.3, the Truku dialect has a case system in wérightive and oblique are neutralized. Presenting this dialect
here might cause confustion to the reader. The other two research languages, Amis and Puyuma, are not ideal
either due to their languagmarticular behavior regarding the voice system. In Amtsle all four voices are
overtly marked, LV/CV verbs can be argued to be more marked than their AV/PV counterparts in terms of the
number of the morphemes involved. In Puyuma, LV is mesérictedin terms of the thematic roles it can
correlate with. | boose not to highlight these issues in the general grammsiteteh but addressed them in
later chapters.
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NP° Most of these laguage®xhibitsa fourway voice system as shown in the Seediq
sentences above: theToR VOICE (AV) markercorrelates witltheagent/actor (2.1a); the
PATIENT VOICE (PV) markercorrelates witlthe patient/theme (2.1b); thecATIVE VOICE (LV)
markercorrelates with a set dbcationrelated roles (e.g., location, recipient, goal, source)
(2.1c);andthe CIRCUMSTANTIAL VOICE (CV) markercorrelates with roles such as an
instrumentand/ora beneficiary (2.1d)*

The properties of Formosan voice markers gl scrutinized in Section25. Here, |
simply focus oronetransparentlifferencein codingbetween Philippingype languages and
Germanic languageBor Philippinetype languages, verbs are typically overtly marked with
voice morphologyas shown i§2.1).Verbs in Germanic languages such as English, on the
other hand, typically havefdasi® form and a marked counterpart, as exemplifie(R.2a)

and (2.2b)

(2.2) Asymmetrical voice in English
a.John sawthe dog (active voice: bare form)

b. The dogwas seeiby John (passive voice: copula + participle)

Based on this morpholazal characteristiand others, to be discussed in ChapteF8ley

(1998 2008) identifies Philippinefype) languages as symmetrical voice languages (see also
Himmelmann 2005:112), and further discusses the implications for transitivity, alignment,
and lexical categories. These implications are relevant to the research objectives of this
dissertation, and will be addressed in Chapter 8.

There have been ongoidgbates on the morphosyntaeticGNMENT (or flactancy

1% Numerous termsdve been proposed in the literature (e.g., focus, pivot, topic, trigger, voice) to refer to this
set of verbal affixes (see BIuD02 for a thorough review). In this dissertation, | choose to refer to it as voice
system for two reasons. First, the term fAvoiceod has
enables a crodinguistic comparison (i.e., asymmetrical. symmetrical voice), and also resonates with the
argumeniintroducing ability of functional phrases (i.e., VoiceP) in the generativist framework, to be discussed
in Chapter 9.
1 Jiang (2012) identifies &ifth ® voice (i.e., focus in her study) the Takibakha dialect of Bunun: this marker
differs from the CV marker in having an additional marker (is:,vs. 4s-é -an). In addition, the fifth voice
differs from the CV marker in that the former correlates with a beneficiary while the latter Esnsith an
instrument. | will discuss the development of this fifth voice marker in Chapter 8.
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structur®; see Lazard 1984 and subsequent woflghilippinetype languages. In her
comprehensive survey, Liao (2004) outlines the controversy by summarizing the alignment
systems proposed in thedliaiture, including accusative, active, ergative, hybrid, fluid, and
symmetrical. Here, | briefly introduce the accusative/ergative contrasgxgtainwhy the
ergative view is preferred in the context of Formosan languages (except Rukai).

Bast Linguigdic Theory (Dixon 19791994 2010) distinguishes four grammatical
relations: S, A, O, E, which can be identified based on their distribution/function in two

universal clause types, intransitive and transitive. This is illustrated in (2.3).

(2.3) (Core) aguments in intransitive and transitive clauses (Dixon 19944)22

a. intransitive: S

b. extended intransitive: S E
c. transitive: A O

d. extended transitive: A O E

As shown in (2.3), the single core argument of an intransitisgh®aS function. Canonical
transitive clauses contain two core arguments: A refers to the subject of the transitive,
typically the argument that initiates or controls the activity, while O refers to the object of the
transitive, typically the one that saliently affected by the activity (Dixon 2010:76). In some
languages, there are extended intransitive/transitive clause types, with the additional E (i.e.,
the fiextension to co® argument.

The morphosyntactic alignment of a language deals with tmengaéical relationship
between arguments, particularly S, A, and O. A language is said to have an
(NOMINATIVE -)ACCUSATIVE alignment pattern if S and A arguments have the same
grammatical relation coding (e.g., case marking, agreement, word order), asdappibecO
argument. On the other hand, a language is said to hagedh®IVE(-ABSOLUTIVE)
alignment pattern if S and O arguments have the same grammatical relation coding, in

contrast with the A argument. The debate regarding whether Philipiadarguages should
16



be treated as accusative or ergative languages stems from the fact that these languages have
two (or more) dyadic voice constructions, and scholars reached different conclusions about
the transitivity of these constructions. Take the Seeshtesices in (2.1) for example. Both

AV and PV constructions are apparently dyadic, that is, involving an actor and an undergoer.
As far as case marking is concerned, Seediq will be viewed as an accusative language if one
identifies the AV construction asti@nsitive clause (and PV as passive); alternatively, it will

be viewed as an ergative language if one identifies the PV construction as a transitive clause
(and AV as antipassive). The two hypotheses are presented below, with corresponding glosses

and tanslations to highlight the accusative/ergative contrast.

(2.4) The accusative view of Seedig: A and S have the same coding
a. AV as canonical transitive
s<em>ebuc g ricah  ka pawan
<Av>hit ACC plum  NoMm Pawan
dPawan (A) ishitting plums(O).8"

b. PV as derived intransitive (i.e., passive construction)
sebetun na pawan ka ricah
hit-pv oBL Pawan NOM  plum
drhe plum (S) will be hit by Pawan (B).

(2.5) The ergative view of Seedi§ and O have the same coding
a. AV as derived intransitive (i.e., antipassive construction)
s<em>ebuc [} ricah ka pawan
<Av>hit OBL plum  ABS Pawan
@awan (S) is hitting at [the] plums (&).

b. PV as canonicdfansitive
sebetun na pawan ka ricah
hit-pv ERG Pawan ABS plum
dawan (A) will hit the plum (O).
The ergative view of Formosan languages has been commonly adopted in the Formosan
linguistic literature over thegstfew decads, with arguments put forward for the transitivity

of PV constructions based on multiple criteria. Take Amis for example. Under the semantic

criteria, PV constructions are foundeawpresgihigh transitivityo in Hopper and Thompsén

12 Thefiplum-hittingd here refer to the act of knocking down plums from the trees.
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(1980) erms, because they are typically used when the undergoer of thesewelitiduated
(and/or affected)-orexamplethe underg e r 0 s dbd inddviduateds(ite., definite) in

the PV construction (2.6b), while itisdefinitenon-specific in the AV canterpart (2.6a).

(2.6) Identifying transitivity in Amis: the semantic criteria
a. Low transitivity in AV construction: indefinite undergoer
mi-nanum ku tamdaw tu sayta
Av-water ABS person OBL soda
Or'he person is drinkingodad

b. High transitivity in PV construction: definite undergoer
mananum nura®  tamdaw  ku sayta
PV-water ERGthat person  ABS soda
Or'he person dranthe sodad

Under the morphological criterithe PV construction can be treated as transitive
because the AV construction can be monadic (see morphological identification tests in Gibson
& Starosta 1990:199 and Liao 2004:38% shown ir{2.7).As far as syntactic criteria are
concerned, the omidslity test also suggests that the AV construction is intransitive, as one
of the two participants (i.e., undergoer) is not always required, and the PV construction is

transitive, as both participants are obligatory. This is illustrated in (2.8).

(2.7) Identifying transitivity in Amis: the morphological criteria
a. AV construction: monadic patten
mi-nanum=tu ku tamdaw
AV-water=Prv ABS person
Or'he person has already drunk (water).

b. AV construction: dyadic pattern
mi-nanum ku tamdaw tu sayta
Av-water ABS person OBL soda
Or'he person is drinking soda.

(2.8) Identifying transitivity in Amis: the syntactic criteria
a. AV construction as intransitive
mi-nanum=tu ku tamdaw (tu saytq
AV-water=Prv ABS person  OBL soda
Or'he person has already drunk (sodla).

13 The prenominal markers in Amis can be decomposed into case marking, assifier] and deictic terms (if
any). For simplicitgs sake, | will neither decompose them nor provide animacy/definiteness information in their
glosses (unless necessary) in most of the examples throughout this dissertation, excep§2tise in
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b. PV construction as transitive

mananum nura tamdaw  ku sayta
PV-water ERGthat person ABS soda
Or'hat person drank the soda.
C.Mmananum nura tamdaw *(ku sayta
Pv-water  ERGthat person ABS soda
d. mananum f{nura tamdaw ku sayta
PV-water ERGthat person ABS soda

Giventhese observations about PV being canonical transitive and AV, intransitive, the case

alignment in these languages shows an ergasibeflutive) pattern: A vs. S/O. The majority
of recent studies on Formosan languages have shown that the languagdsrstadie
dissertation are at least morphologically ergative (see J. Wwa2006hen 2008; Kuo 2013;
and Lin 2013 for Amissee Ross & Teng 200&ndTeng 2008or Puyuma; see H. Chang
1997 andAldridge 2004, 2008or Seediq). Following these studiegdopt the ergative view
for my discussion of Formosan AV/NAV (i.e., intransitive/transitive) constructions
throughout most of this dissertation, as indicated in my choieegative/absolutive

glossing.

It should be noted that | embrace the ergateenda s t he gener dtheidenom

sake of discussion and comparison across Formosan languages. | am aware that there is

variation with respect to ergativity. For expl®, Formosan languages yndiffer from one
anotheiin terms of pure/split ergativit(e.g., pure ergativity in Kavalan/Atayal, argued in
Liao 2004, versusplit-ergativityin Thao, Sesiyat, Amis, argued i6. Wang 2004Hsieh&
Huang2006 Hsieh 2007andJ. Wu 2008, respectiely). Formosn languages aaso
argued tdhave different dgrees of ergativity, depending, for example, on the degrees of
transitivity of their AV/NAV constructions (H. Chang 2004; see also Huang & Lin 2012).
These observations resonate with Rosso0s
regarding he transitivity of voice constructions across Philipgiyyge languages (see also

Dryer 1997 Kroeger 2010 In Chapter 8, | will discuss the variation regarding
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transitivity/ergativity across Formosan languages, and provide a possible account intthe spiri

of Foleyds c¢claims about symmetrical voice | a

2.2.2 Constituentorder

Like most Philippinetype languages, Amis, Puyuma, and Seediq are predictad While

they all place the predicate before its arguments, these languages differ in timgorder

relations of the core arguments. In this section, | illustrate the linear order of core arguments

in relation to verbal predicates in the three Formosan languages. | focus on arguments that are
full NPs. The order of pronominal arguments in each laggussubject to its inventory,

including the presence/absence of free (or bound) forms for certain grammatical relation(s),

to be illustrated in Section 2.2.4.

As mentioned ir82.2.1, Amis, Puyma, and Seedig have argativefabsolutive) case
alignment based on the identification of the AV construction as intransitive and the PV
construction as transitive. Dyadic AV constructions thus have an S argument, marked as
absolutive, and an E argument, marked as oblique. Examples (2.9) to (2.11) show that with
respect to AV constructions, Amis and Puyuma have a rather flexible order between S and E,

while Seediqg has a fixed order, in which S must follow E.

(2.9) Constituent order of Amis AV constructions: VSE or VES
a.mi-gadup kura tamdaw tu fafuy (VSE)
Av-hunt ABs.that person OBL pig

b. mi-gadup tu fafuy kura tamdaw (VES)
Av-hunt OBL pig ABs.that  person
Orhat person hunts pidy.

(2.10) Constituent order of Puyuma AV constructions: VSE or VES

a.tr<em>akaw na walak dra paysu (VSE)
<Av>steal DFABS  child ID.OBL money

b.tr<em>akaw dra paysu na walak (VES)
<av>steal ID.OBL money DFABS child

drhe child stole moneg.
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(2.11) Constituentraler of Seediq AV constructions: VES only

a*mekan ka lagi @ belbul (*VSE)
Av-eat ABS child oBL banana

b. mekan [} belbul ka laqi (VES)
Av-eat OBL banana ABS child

Orhe child is eahg/eats banana.

The constituent order in NAV constructions in these three languages varies in a more
complicated manner. For the sake of simplicity, | focus on the orderaigprebetween A
and O arguments iRV constructions.

Examples (2.12) to (2.)3how that Amis and Seediq place the A argument before the O
argument, and the opposite order results in ungrammaticality. Compared to these two
languages, (Nanwang) Puyuma is exceptional: the A argument of the PV construction must be
realized as a protic, attached to the verbal predicate, followed by the O argument, as
exemplified in (2.14a). The full NP coreferential with the A argument, when present, is
marked as oblique, and must follow the O argument. This is shown in {&.THAie
idiosyncrasy othe constituent order in Puyuma NAV (e.g., PV) constructions originates from
its case inventory, namely the lack of an ergative marker for full NPs, to be discussed in

Section 2.2.3.

(2.12) Constituent order of Amis PV constructions: VAO only
a.magadup nura tamdaw ku fafuy  (VAO)
PVv-hunt ERGthat person ABS pig
drhat person hunted the pig.

b. *magadup ku fafuy nura tamdaw (VOA)
Pv-hunt  ABS pig ERGthat  person
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(2.13) Constituent order of Truku SBg PV constructions: VAO only
a.puypun®  @° lagi ka  sari (VAO)
cookpv ERG child ABs taro
Arhe child will cook the tar@.

b.*puy-un ka sari [} laqi (VOA)
cook-pv ABS taro ERG child

(2.14) Constituent order of Puyuma PV constructions:
a.tu=trakawaw na paysu (A=V-0)
3.ERG=stealpPv DFABS money
(He stole the mone&y.

b. tu=trakawaw na paysu (kana  walak) (Ai=V-O-NPogL)
3.ERG=stealrv DFABS money DFOBL child
Orhe child stole the monéy.

c. *tu=trakawaw kana walak na paysu (*Ai=V-NP,ogL-0)
3.ERG=stealpv DF.OBL child DFABS money

To sum up, Table 2.3 displays the possildiestituent orders in AV/PV constructions in
these three Formosan languages. Grammatical relations (e.g., S/A/O/E) and case information
are both provided for the sake of clarity. The proclitic A argument is labeled as Pro(houn),

and provided with the subggti to indicate its cereference with an oblique NP.

Table 23 The constituenbrdes in Amis, Puyuma, and Seediq

Amis Puyuma Truku Seediq
VEoBLSaBs VEoBLSaBs VEoBLSaBs
AV or or
VSaesEosL VSassEosL (*VSassEos)
PV VAercOnBs Praerc=VOassNPiosL VAerOass

14 Atayalic languages are among those Austronesian langttaafésck fimorphophonological transparericy
(Himmelmann 2005:125)n Seediq, syllable deletion (or vowel reduction) takes place mostly in the antepenult
after a stem is attached with a suffix, as & ¢tase opuy-un (< hapuy+ -un). For detailed information about
Truku Seedig phonology, see Yang 197€ukida 2005, 20Q%nd Lee 2010.
!5 The constituent order of PV constructions is always VAO in all dialects of Seediq (e.g., Paran, Trugu). (2.1
is anexample of Truku Seediq, in which a flNP A argument does not have an overt marking (cf. ergative
markingnain Paran Seediq in 2.1). The case system in Truku will be explored in detail in Sections 2.2.3 and
224,
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2.2.3(Pre)nominal marking system
Formosan languages employ prenominal markers in most cases to specify various kinds of
information about their heads, including grammatical relation (e.g., case) distinctions,
animacy (eg., common/proper noun) distinctions, and definiteness distinctions. In this
section, | scrutinize the inventory of the prenominal markers in each of the research
languages based on these distinctions. | first provide &laye view of the (pre)nominal
markers in all three research languages, and then | will discuss the systematic differences
across these languages by investigating the properties of certain case markers.
Theprenominal markers Formosan languaggsovide information aboutase as weél
as some other properties of the head rleuyn, number, definitenes$) some languages, it
is possible to decompose these markers into classifiers and case markers. In other languages,
the decomposition is more difficul practice. For the sake ofosition | will decompos
theseprenominalmarkers and provide detailed glossing only in the examples in this
subsectionln most of theexamplesn thisdissertation| treat these markers as one linguistic
unit for the sake of simplicity
The prenominal markersin Amis can be decomposed intoumoclassifiers and case

markers as outlinedn Figure 2.2and Table 2.4, respectively.

Noun

Personal
proper noun

Common noun

Singular Plural

-u -1 -a

Figure 2.2 Central Amis noun classifier system
(Liu 2011:35; adapted from L. Huang 1995 and J. Wu 2006a)
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Table 24 Certral Amis case marking systemaded on D. Liu 1999; J. Wu 2046

ABS ERG OBL
Common noun k- t-
Personal proper n-
prop [} -an
noun

The combinegrenominalmarking system is presented in Table 2.5.

Table 25 Centrda Amis (pre)nominal marikig systembaseal onJ.Wu 200&)

NEU ABS ERG/GEN OBL

Commonnoun u ku nu tu
oerson singular| ci ni cian
PIOPETNOUN | plural ca ca na c adn

As part of theprenomirmal markersthe classifiersn Amis indicate tle numbeie.g., singular

and pluralland animacye.g., common noun and persdpadper nounpf the heads® In

addition to the three case relations (i.e., ABS, ERG, OBL) discussed in previous sections, a
neutral (NEU) marker is found #mis nominal predtateslit should be noted that in the case
of persondproper nouns, the same form is used to naardminal predicate (i.e., NEU) and
theabsolutive argument, as shown irble&25 (e.g.,ci) The same form also surfacas part

of theoblique form (e.g.¢c i ad). To distinguish the absolutive form from the neutral/obique
form, | propose the involvement of a zero absolutive markepéosonalproper noungTable

2.5), asdemonstrated in (2.15).

16 Although both common nouns and propeuns can be either animate or inanimate, they have been shown to
have distinct morphosyntactic behavior across many languages, and thus been ranked differently in terms of the
fianimacy hierarchy(e.g., Silverstein 1976).
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(2.15) Prenominal marking in Amis (with detailed gloss)

mapafeli [n-i kulap [t-u paysu
PV-CAU-give ERG-PN.SG Kulas OBL-CN money
[@-C-i sawmah

ABS-PN-SG Sawmah
&Kulas gave money to Sawmah.

Unlike in Amis, prenominal markerin Puyuma and Seediq are difficult to decompose,
at least from a synchronic perspective. They are generally treated as one single unit in
reference grammars (e.g., Teng 2008 for Puyuma; Tsukida 2009 for Seediq). Consider first

the Puyuma prenominaiarkes, as listed in Table @.

Table 26 Nanwang Puyuma prenominal markers (based on Teng30)08:

ABS OBL
Commm indefinite a dra
nouns definite na Kana
Personal | Singular i kan
nouns plural na kana

As shown in Table B, markers of the same case relation differ based on the animacy of their
head nouns. Further distinctions are attested. For common nouns, the marking differs based
on definiteness of the head noun; for personal nouns, the marking differs based on the
numberdistinction. As these forms are difficult to decompose, they can be treated as
portmanteau forms, containingiore than one type afiformation about the head nouns.

Consider, for example, (2.16):

(2.16) Prenominal marking in Puyuma (with detailed gloss)

tui=beray-ay [dra paysu i sendeh
3.ERG=give-LV ID.OBL money  SGPN.ABS Senden
[kan sawagyl]

SGPN.OBL  Sawagu
@Gawagu gave money to Senden.

25



Table 26 also shows that there is no ergativerkirgg for full NPs. The A argument has
to be realized as a proclitic (e.tu5 in 2.16), whose referent is established in a full NP with
oblique case (e.gkan sawagl This is observed particularly in the Nanwang dialect. In
other dialects such as Katilpor Ulivelivek, prenominal ergative markgesg.,ni, nina) are
available for fulNP argument§Teng 2009)

Neutralization with regard to the aforementioned distinctions is event grediekun

SeediqTable 27 shows the prenominal markers in tlaaguage.

Table 27 Truku Seediq (pre)nominal markers

ABS ERG/GEN OBL
Common
7]
Nouns
ka 7]
Personal
g/ -an
Nouns

In Truku Seediq, the number distinction does not affect the form of these markers.
Furthermore, there is n@mmon/personal noun distinction in all grammatical relations for
younger generations of speakers (2d.7Bor older generations, oblique personal nouns are

marked with anan suffix, instead of zero (2.17b).

(2.17) (Pre)nominal marking in Truku Seediq

a.big-an [o pila] (o kurag [ka iming
give-Lv OBL money ERG Kulas ABS  Iming
Kulas gave money to Iming.

b. sebegay=mu [kerasan] [ka pild (by older generation)
CV-give=1SGERG KulasoBL ABS  money

d will give the money to Kulasé.

ba sebegay=mu [o kuragd [ka pild (by younger generation)
Cv-give=1SGERG OBL Kulas ABS money

Another characteristic of Truku Seediq is the lack of brerking for the ergative
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argument, as opposed to temarking in the Paran dialett. However, the
ergativeabsolutive case assignmesistill maintairedin the pronominal system of Trukia
bediscussed in detail in Section 2.2.4.

| have so far pigented the forms of ergative, absolutive, and oblique marking in these
three languages. Another important piece of information in the tables above is the identical
marking of ergative and genitive césa trait commonly found in many ergative languages
(see for example, Blake 2001:14951; Palancar 2009:568§. Example(2.18)shows the

genitivemarking for dependents of nouns in these Formosan languages.

(2.18) Genitive case in Amis, Puyuma, and Seediq

a. Amis

[wacd [nura tamdayv

dog GEN.that person

@hat persofs do@

b. Puyuma

[tui=walak] kana trau);
3.GEN=child DF.OBL  person

@he persofs childd

c. Truku Seediq

[sapal} [o seedig gagph
house  GEN person that
@hat persofs housé

The genitive case is mainly used to mark noun phrases asdiays of nouns (Blake
2001:5). The sentences above demonstrate a typological distinction between Puyuma and
Amis/Seediq with respect to their marking strategies. In Puyuma, the depiribaat must

be marked by a genitive proclitic (e.ty= in 2.18b).This head is then followed by an

" The zero ergative marking faruku full NPs also creates a typological anomaly with respect to structural
markedness in case systems. Gilogguistically, if there is an unmarked (zero) case, it will normally be the
nominative coding (i.e., S/A) in accusative languages and theutibeatoding (i.e., S/O) in ergative languages
(Blake 2001:90). Interested readers are referred to Kuo 2014, which prowidesoaint for the development of
the ergative case fromato zero in Truku based on a cratialectal examination.
18 The ergatie/genitive homophony (or syncretism) in ergative languages is an interesting topic. Several
crosslinguistic investigations have suggested that the genitive may be reanalyzed as ergative (Comrie 1978;
Johns 1992; Alexiadou 2001; Lehmann 2002; Palancaz R@ér alia). Intriguingly, support for this
development appears to be found in the nominalist approach to Philigpme&oice systems (e.g., Starosta,
Pawley, and Reid 1982; Kaufman 2009). In this dissertation, | do not intend to deal with thedhistoric
development of the case systems. For simpliEispke, | still treat ergative and genitive separately for their
distinct grammatical functions.

27



oblique NP, which establishes the reference of the genitive. For Amis and Seediq, the
information about the dependent is not marked on the head; instead, the dependent NP is
marked with prenominal genitive case, as shawf2il8a) and (2.18c), respectively. These
languages thus demonstrate a typological distinction in terms of NElid&86) marking
strategy: Puyuma headmarkingd whereas Amis and Seediq didependentnarkingod The
headmarking nature of Puyuma hamsportant bearing on its pronominal system, to be
discussed in Section 2.2.4.

Another important casdike) marker should be mentioned here, namely the locative
markeri, available in Amis and Puyuma. This marker is used to mark nominals with
locationrelated interpretations (e.g., location, goal, source). The locative nounis with
marking deserve a special place in the grammars of Amis and Puyuma, as they can occur in

different grammatical categories such as peripheral argument, E argument, or evetepredic

(2.19) Locative nouns in various grammatical categories
a.As aperipheral argument (i.e., adjunct)
tr<em>ekelr i rumad na trau (Puyuma)
<Av>drink Loc house DF.ABS person
Orhe person drinks (wine) at horge.

b.As anE argument
gtayra [ kalingku kura wawa  (Amis)
AV-gO LOC Hualien ABS.that  child
60 That goihgitdHdalieros

c.As apredicate
i lutuk @-Ci aki (Amis)
LOC mountain ABS-PN Aki
AAki is on the mountaid.

2.2.4Pronominal system

This section describes the pronominal system in the three research languages, particularly the
inventory of personal pronouns. Modern Formosan languages typically distinguish three
persons (i.e.,*¥2"%3) and two numbers (i.e., singwplural) in their personal pronouns.

There is, however, variation across languages with regard to case distinction and the presence
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of free/bound (or long/short) form&mis is one of the few Formosan languages that do not

have free/bound (or long/shpdontrast in its personal pronounseTaradigm is shown in

Table 28.

Table 28 Amis personal pronouns (based on L. Huang 1995; J. Wua2006

Number Person ABS/NEU ERG/GEN OBL
1% kaku aku takuwaran
Singular o kisu isu tisuwaran
3™ cingra nira cingraran
1%incl. Kita ita kitanan
1% excl. kami niyam kamiyaran
Plural
ond kamu namu tamuaran
3fd
cangra nangra cangran

As highlighted in Table 8, Amis free pronouns resemble full NPs in the sense that most of
themincorporate into their forms the aforementioned noun classifiers and/or case markers
(e.g.,k-, n-, -an, ci, c-aiin Figure2.2 andTable2.4). The morphological composition of these
forms requires further research regarding the proré@istorical develpment. In this study,

| treat these items as portmanteau forms, providing them with glosses indicating number,
person, and casé.Amis free pronouns are found to display various grammatical relations
including absolutive, ergative/genitive, and obliquepdanticular, the free forms for the
absolutive relation can also be used in contexts where no grammatical relation is involved.
These neutral (NEU) pronouns can be found in topic phrases, nominal predicates,
singleworded answers to questions, and so forth

Table 29 shows that Truku Seediq has both free forms and bound forms in its personal

19 For example, | will simply treatingrananas®SG.OBIj as opposed tei[ng]-ra-[nJan ®N-SG-thatOBLA
The latter is arguably based on the hypothesis that this form has arisen as a result of grammaticalization from a
demonstrative into a third person pronoun @i1984; Diessel 1999; Bhat 2004).
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pronominal system.

Table 29 Truku Seediq personal pronouns (based on Tsukida 2005, 2009)

free forms bound forms
NEU OBL ABS ERG/GEN
1% yaku keran =ku =mu
Singular 2nd isu suran =su =su
3 hiya hiyaan - =na
1%incl. Gta teran =ta =ta
1%'excl. yami meran =nami =nami
el ond yamu | munan =namu =namu
3¢ dehiya | dehiyan - =deha

As in Amis, free pronouns in Seediq alsoawble full NPs with regard to their grammatical
marking. The absolutive category is absent in the paraftigfnee forms because the
neutral pronouns can take the prenominal absolutive marker as other nouns #a (e.qg.,
huling/seediqg/yak@ABS dog/persofiSG). The oblique forms involve the attachment of the
oblique markeran, which also applies to nouns with higher animacy (e.g., perpoopér
nounsand kinship terms). The similarity between neutral pronouns and their corresponding
oblique forms, howeer, is obscured due to several phonological processesygelgi,+
-an.> yake.nan.dlSG.OBI] as a result of nasal insertion, syllable deletion, and vowel
reduction). One final remark on the Seediq free pronouns is that they lack an
fiergative/genitied category. In Seediq, when the dependents bearing the ergative/genitive
relation are pronouns, they must be realized in bound forms.

Compared to free forms, bound forms in Seediq do not manifest the oblique distinction.

This is not surprising from a cgelinguistic perspective. Compared to core arguments (i.e.,
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S/A/O), oblique arguments (i.e., E) d@ess salientin the states and events being described
(Croft 1991); thus, they are less likely to be developed as markéngs oprrb (Du Bois 1987,
Thonmpson 1997)Another charaetristic illustrated in Table Q.is the lack of third person
absolutive bound forms, as is commonly the cageanyFormosan languages. According to
Siewierska (2009), the narevelopment of third person object bound fodnabsoltive in
ergative languageand accusative in accusative languégissa common person asymmetry
across languages.

There have been debates on the grammatical status of Seediq bound pronouns. In a
recent study, Ochiai (2009) showed that these bound prerdmmonstrate both clitic
features and agreement features. In the present study, | refer to these bound forms as clitics.
With regard to position, Seedig bound pronouns are Wackernagel clitics, occurring
immediately after the first phonological word (Aldge 2004). (2.20) demonstrates that they

occur after the sentenaaitial main predicate or preverb/auxiliary.

(2.20) Secongbosition enclitics in Seediq

a. me-tagi=ku [ paru sapah
AV-SleepASGABS OBL  big house
d sleepin a big house/roord.

b. wada=na sebegay leqgi-an ka pata
PAST=3SGERG Cv-give child-oBL ABS book

e gave the book to a/the chid.

In addition to these bound forms, Seediq hasal®@d compound pronouns or clipconoun
clusters which combine the absolutive participant anergative participant in either order.

These clusters are typicplittested in NAV constructions, as exemplified in (221).

% It is impossible to observe clitic pronoun clusters in Avstructions (because of the lack of ergative
participant). Interestingly, pronoun clusters can be found in nominal predication. Consider the example below.
(i) empatas  ka yaku

student ABs 1SG

d am a studend.

(i) empatas=kuna
student=1SGABS:3SGGEN
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(2.21) Truku Seediq pronoun clusters
a.geta-an=kuna
seeLvV=1SGABS:3SGERG
He saw mad

b. geta-an=misu
seeLV=1SGERG.2SGABS
d saw youd

The case/number of the participating pronouns can be identified based on the interpretation of
the sentence. For exampl&unain (2.21) must be angted as 1SG.ABS:3SG.ERG, but not
1SG.ERG:3SG.ABS, because it specifies an event in which the third peteeriargunent

and the first person ke O argumentrather than vice versa. A comprehensive paradigm of

these alisters is provided in Tableln?*

d am his studenb.
The sentences involving nominal predicates are understdidjaational sentenceédn (ii), =kunaattaches to
the nominal predicatéstudend The relationship between these two pronouns can still be i@ehit§i virtue of
the fact that genitive case marks the dependent of the head noun; hence thedraadimg studend.
2 Table 2.10 shows thabtall combinations of clitic pronoun clusters are available. Two major types of gaps
can be found: systematgaps and arbitrary/accidental ones. The systematic gaps involve (a) reflexive/reciprocal
events and (b) events involving a third person undergoer. Clitic pronoun clusters do not play a role in these
scenarios because (a) reflexive/reciprocal eventsedi§are realized by means of valefttgcreasing verbal
morphology (Tsukida 205 : 3 2 0 d3(1®) Bi)d persamabsolutive bound pronouns are available. See Kuo
2014 for further discussion.
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Table 210 Truku Seediq clitic pronoun clusters (based on Tsukida 2009; Kuo 2014)

ERG/GEN
1S 1PI 1PE 2S 2P 3S 3P
(=mu) | (=nami)| (=ta) | (=su) | (=namu)| (=na) (=deha)
1S (=ku) \ - -- =saku | =kunamu| =kuna =kudeha
1PI . .
) -- \ - - - =namina| =namideha
(=nam)
1PE
-- -- \ - - =tana =tadeha
(=ta)
2S _
=misu -- - \ - =suna =sudeha
ABS (=su)
2P
=maku -- - - \ =namunal =namudehe
(=namu)
3S
\ \ \ \ \ \ \
()
3P
\ \ \ \ \ \ \
)

Types of gapst systematic:- accidentdbrbitrary

Despite slight dialectal differencésee Ochiai 2009; Lee 28}l Seediq pronoun clusters can

be divided into two major categories based on the order of participants and the difference in
forms. The first type of clusters, represented in tiagled cells, has the absolutive

component before the ergative component. They can be easily identified, because the cluster
forms are exactly thisum of their parts(e.g., &kunaand=ku=na). The remaining clusters

belong to the second type, which arei¢gfly characterized as having the ergatsolutive

order; these forms do not directly come from the contributing bound pronouns if@sy, =

and *=mu=sy. The ordering of components within clitic pronoun clusters in Austronesian
languages is a challeimg issue. Here, | do not discuss it in detail, but simply provide a

generalization based on person categories. That iallfine clusters in Table 10, the
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first/second person participant always precedes the third person, regardless of case (H. Chang

1997; Kuo 2014%?

Finally, les consider Puyuma personal prans, as summarized in Table 2.1

Table 211Pu y u ma

per sonal

pronouns

(based

Free forms Bound forms
ERG/GEN
Number | Person| ABS/NEU for ABS for OBL OBL | ABS | ERG/GEN
head head
1% kuiku nanku draku kanku | =ku ku=
Singular 2" yuyu nanu dranu kanu =yu nu=
3¢ taytaw nantu dratu kantaw | -- tu=
" . drata/
1%ind. taita nanta kanta | =ta ta=
drananta
o o _ draniam/ _ _ _
1% exdl. mimi naniam , kaniam | =mi niam=
drananam
Plural
od ] dranemu/
2 muimu nanemu kanemu| =mu mu=
drananemu
d dratu/
3 nantu kantaw -- tu=
dranantu

Table 2.1 is taken from Teng (2008), with slight adjustments for the easengparison with
Amis and Seediq pronouns. Like Seediq, lfug has bound pronouns with absolutive and

ergative/genitive relations, and lacks the third person category in its absolutive relation.

on

Teng

However, while all bound pronouns in Seediq are enclitics, Puyuma has proclitics for ergative

participants and enclitider absolutive participants. With respect to free pronouns, Puyuma

2 |nterested readers are referred to Billings and Kaufng@®04) discussion of the possible factors responsible

for the ordering of pronouria Austronesian languages. For Atayalic languages in particular, see Liao 2005,
Ochiai 2009, and Holmer & Billings 2014 for synchronic analyses, and Kuo 2014 for a diachronic analysis.
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is more similar to Amis than to Seediq in havieggative/absolutiv@free pronouns.
Intriguingly, this category further splits into two subcategories based on the grammatical
relation oftheir noun heads (i.e., absolutive/obiy} This split is in fact motivately the
headmarkingnature of Puyuméerbhoun phrasesAs an illustrationl providein (2.22)an

alternative analysis dffreeod ergative/genitivgpronouns

(2.22) Genitive fee pronouns in Puyuma (Teng 2008:63; glosses mine)
a.tu=retra-anay [nantu=basal kana médrang-an
3.ERG=put.downcv  DF.ABS:3GEN=bag DFOBL old-Nmz
Or'he elders put down their bags.

b.sagar mrekan [drata=b<in>eray dra akanan|
AV.like Av-eat ID.OBL:1PL.ERG=<PFV>give ID.OBL eatNmZz
Orhey like to eat whatever food we have giden.

In (2.18b), | demonstrate the heawhrking nature of Puyna noun phrases by showing that
the possessor is obligatorily marked on the head, {a=gvalak chis child). The same

analysis can be applied to most of fifreed ergative/genitive pronouns in Tallell (2.22a)

involves an absolutive head noun 6bagb, mark
involves a nominalizedbliquehead (by means of the aspect markén= ( i . e. , &6t he gi
(thing)d6), marked by a first person plural d

genitive(free€) pronouns, in ms of decomposition, appear to derive from the combination of a

headmarking proclitic (e.g.tu=, ta=) and the prenominal case marker for the head noun (e.g.

na, dra). This analysis is tenable, as the#dra are identical to the absolutive/oblique case
markers for full NPs (see Table 2.6), and the proclitic forms proposedileexactly the

ones identified in Table 2.11. While this kind of decomposition is possible, following Teng

(2008), | treat these free pronouns as single units, as some of them have become lexicalized

forms with certain idiosyncrasies, so that not allifee pronouns can be simply

decomposed into the case marker (of the head) and the proclitia\émky,

ODF. ABS: 1SG. GEN#®akug;dranenmuploB.e@B It .02 PL. GENO® as
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*dramu=).

2.2.5Voice system

In 82.2.1, | addressed the symnyatf voice morphology in Formosan languages. This

section discusses these voice markers in more detail by identifying the properties shared by
the research languages. Certain adjustments are required in this study for the purpose of
comparison. First, in the litature, members of the fouray system tend to be referred to in a
languagespecific manner in order to address the properties these markers have in the given
language. For example, Amis is analyzed as having actor voice and undergoer voice, with the
latterfurther divided into plain transitive, locative applicative, and instrumental applicative (J.
Wu 2007); Puyuma is treated as having [T.BR., intansitive), TR(ansitive) TR, and TR

markers (Teng 2008); Truku Seediq, on the other hand, is analyZe@Mvi{E(oal)V;, GVa,

and CV markers (Tsukida 2005, 2009). In this study, | have chosefiedd@rminology,

calling these four types of markers AV, PV, LV, and CV, respelstiv adopt these terms for

ease of comparison; it is not my intention to igrihkeelanguaggarticular properties of these
markers (to be discussed and compared in later chapters)

Second, in studies afdividuallanguages, the voice paradigm is always presented in
more detail, as the markers may differ based on TAM distinc{iggisoun et al. 1996)~or
example, manyrormosan languages (e.g., Puyuma) have indicative voice markers and
nortrindicative voice markers. In some Formosan languages (e.g., Seediq), voice markers
interact with tense and aspect. In other Formosamnubgesthe voice markers ateast
affected by the TAM system (e.g., Amf$) As this dissertation deals with the role of voice in
argument structure/alternation of (transfer) verbs, | choose to only examine the most

prominent markers of all TAM possibilities. tther words, | only present and discuss part of

% Unlike in some other languages, the voice forms in Amis do not tiéfsed on the TAM information of the
event. However, the voice markers may carry certain default TAM interpretations.
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the voice paradigm for each language. In what follows, | outline a simplified voice system for

each of the three Formosan languages. | bedgmAmis, as shown in Table 21

Table 212 Amis voice system (simplified) (based on J. Wu 20084)

AV mi- <um> ma-
ma
ma i maka
maé <um>
PV mi-€ an ka-é -an
-en
-en )
ka-€ -en
LV pi-é -an kaé <um>é -an ka-é -an
CcVv sapi-. saka-é <um> saka

The voice system in Amis is more complicatedhat these forms are lexicalfependent, as
indicated n separate columns in Table 2.For example, within the AV category- is used
for activity verbs (e.gmi-palu beafi mi-tangtang&ooki etc.); um> is used for unergative
verbs (e.g.r<um>akatdwvalkg c<um>angicc&ryg etc.);ma is used for stative verls
unaccusative verlg.g.,maulah dikeg mafanaqgd&nowg ma-efer&ly masadakdo ouf
etc.)?* The lexically conditioned distinction in voice forms is found not only within the AV
category, but also in the other three types, illustrated inatresponding cells in Table 2.1
There have been numerous studies regarding how voice forms (dgpegialiffer
according to the semantics of verbs. See Yang 1992, E. Liu 2003, and200%idor further
information.

Another diginction presented in Table 2 is the presence of multiple PV markers (even
for the same verb type) in Amis, nametg, mi-é -an, and-en From a synchronic

perspective, these terms exert additidgiedlect on the verb and are therefore required in

24 E. Liu (2003) identifis Amis matype verbs as unaccusative/ergative verbs, and provides examples such as
maeferdly (up)bandmasadé @o outh The unaccusatity of these verbs idoubtful as there is, to my
knowledge, nwvalid morphosyntactic diagntis to distinguishunaccusative and unergative verbs. However,
from a semantic perspective, eplacema verbs do have the ctecterisics of unaccusative verbs, as they
typicallydenotefii nt e r n a evernysin cewingsRapaportHovavés (1995:91) tams. For more discussion,
readers areeferredto Kuo and Cheé €015 revised analysis of verb classification in Amis (and other
Formosan languages) in light of tepontaneity scale (Haspelmath 1993)
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modern Amis. For PV constructions involving the same stem/room#héorm carries the

past or perfective reading, and does not specify the intentionality of the bringing about of the
event; theenform is usedn a somewhat complementary manner: it marks intentional events,
but does not actually specify the tense or aspect. Betland-enare foundonly in verbal
predicatesmi-é -an, on the other hand, is found in verbal predicates, and can also serve as a
nominalizing(e.g., relativizing) tool. See (2.23y for the interpretation difference between

ma and-enPV predicates, and (2.23d) in particular, for the abilitjmé® -anto play a role

in a modifying (relative) clause (in square brackets).

(2.23) PV makers in Amis and their respective interpretations/functions
a.mapalu ni kulas  kura wawa
Pv-beat ERGPN Kulas ABs.that child
&Kulas beat that chil@.

b.palu-en  ni kulas kura wawa
Pv-beat ERGPN Kulas ABs.that child
&ulas will beat that child

c.mi-palu-an  ni kulas  kura wawa
Pv-beatprvy ERGPN Kulas ABs.that child
&ulas beat that child.

d.g-fangcal kura [mi-palu-an/* ma-palu*palu-en ni kulas ]
Av-good ABS.that pPw-beatPv/Pv-beat/beabv ERGPN  Kulas

a wawa

LNK  child

érhe child Kulas beat is godil.

Compared to Amis, Seediq and Puyuma have relatively straightbmanifestations of
voice. The simplified versions of voice systems in these two |@ysguare presented in

Tables 2.3 ard 214.

Table 213 Seediq voice system (simplified) (based on Tsukida 2005:314)

AV <em>,@
PV -un
LV -an
CcVv se
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Table 214 Puyuma voice system (simplified) (basedTemg 2007:56)

AV M-
PV -aw
LV -ay
Cv -anay

Table 2.13 shows that Seediq relies on omlg form for each voice categofgxcept AV)
regardless of the nature dietinvolved verbThis is also the case in Puyunas in Table 2.14
| adopt Tegd €2008)conventon and useM- to represent a variety of AV markers (i.eem>,
<en>, me, m, and even zero), the selection of which depends on the phonological
environmenbr the semantics of the verb.

For the sake of simplicity, concrete examples of these voice constructions will be
postponed until later chapters, where independent languages are investigated. In the
remainder of this section, | emphasize, with minimaregles, the similarities in the
functions/properties of these voice markers in the three research languages. The
languageparticular functions/properties of these voice markers will be presented in Chapters

4 to 6 and explored from a comparative perspedtivChapter 8.

2.2.5.1 Theshared properties of voice marking

This subsection discussksir properties of voice marking shared across most of the
Formosan languages, including Amis, Puyuma, and Seedig. | begin with the
intransitive/transitive distinctio of AV/NAV voice marking, and then proceed to the
derivational properties of voice, including its transcategorial function and its applicativization

function.

Transitivity marking
The observation that Philippirtgpe voice markers are indicators of tiéingy has been long

acknowledged in the existing body of literature (with some opposing views, to be discussed
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in Chapter 8). For the sake of simplicity, this chapter embraces this idea, as demonstrated in
my discussion of ergativabsolutive alignmentfa@ase in Formosan languagesin2.1. To

sum up, AV constructions are (syntactically) intransitive clauses, always involving an S
argument, possibly with or without an E argument, depending on the valency of the verb.

NAV constructions are transitive vedys involving arA argument and an O argument.

Transcategorial function

In addition to appearing in predicates headeétyyyicalo verbs (i.e., those denoting
activities/events), voice markers are also found to change the grammatical category of a word.
Voice markers are thiiserbalizers in cases where the event interpretation of a predicate is
so-derived from an objeadenoting nominal root. Previously, | demonstrated (in 2.6) how
drinkdéverb in Amis is derived from the rodvaterbvia voice affixatio, repeated in (2.24).

The transcategorial process is also revealed by the ability of voice markers to transfer a
putative adjectival (i.e. propergenoting) root into a chang#-state verb, as exemplified in

(2.25).

(2.24) The transcategorial functiohFormosan (e.g., Amis) voice markers
a.mi-nanum  ku tamdaw tu sayta
Av-water  ABS person OBL  soda
Orhe person is drinking soda.

b.mananum nura tamdaw ku sayta
Pv-water  ERGthat person ABS soda
Or'hat person drank the soda.

(2.25) The transcategorial function of Formosan (e.g., Amis) voice markers
a.matunio® ku titi
AV-soft ABS meat
Or'he meat is sof.

b.tunigcen ni sawnah ku titi
softPv  ERGPN Sawmah  OBL meat
Sawmah will tenderize the meaat.

% The roottuniq ésoftotakesma as its AV marker as it denotes a state rather than an activity/event (see Table
2.12 and related discussion). It is, however, possiblaufaq to teke a different AV markemi-, with a causal
interpretation. Examples of this sort strengthen the semantic alignment of voice markers in Formosan languages
(Tsukida 2008; Kuo & Chen 2015).
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Applicativization

Voice markers in Formosan languages are derivational, not only because they can change the
grammatical category of a word, bus@albecause they can increase the valency of a verb.
Crosslinguistically, there are two types of strategies/morphemes responsible for
valencyincreasing: causative and applicative (Dixon & Aikhenvald 2000; Haspelmath &
Muller-Bardey2004).The former adda new A argument into the event and the latter adds a
new O argument. Here, | introduce the shared property of LV/CV markers, which has been
widely acknowledged in the literature. For the sake of simplicity, | identify LV/CV markers

as applicativizers badeon their ability to introduce a (originally) peripheral argument as a

core argument in the derived predicate. Consider the following Truku Seediq examples.
(2.26) Applicativizers in Formosan (e.g., Seediq) languages
a.keretun=mu ka saga

CULPV=1SGERG ABS watermelon
d will cut the watermelord

b. keretan=mu [ sagas ka ketGnuh niyi
CUtLv=1SGERG OBL watermelon ABS board this
d cut watermelon on this boadd.

c. sekerut=mu %] sagas ka bubu/ka yayu niyi
CV-CUt=1SGERG OBL watermelon ABS motheraBs knife this
d cut watermelon for mother/with this knife.'

The three sentences in (2.26) all involve the cutting event. Thleaipe analysis of LV/CV
marking is based on the treatmentmitbas bivalent verb, subcategorizing for an agent (e.g.,
dd and an undergoer (e.gwatermelod. PV is generally conceived as the canonical
transitive clause for having two core argumse as shown in (2.26a). However, in LV or CV
constructions, a third participant is obligatory as it takes the core function, i.e., O, indicated
by the ABS case. LV and CV constructions are thus analyzed as applicative constructions in
some studies becarsf this valencyncreasing effect. In addition, the thematic role of the
fiapplied argument(boldfaced) resonates with the applicativizer (underlined) (LV for

locationrelated participants; CV for instrument or beneficiary).
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Despite the reasoning almuhere have been arguments against treating LV/CV markers
as typical applicativizers (Foley 1998).88.2.1, | pointed out one important characteristic of
voice systerain Formosan languages, namely tlsgimmety in (morphological) marking.

Note that lhe applicative analysis assumes the presence of a basic, underived verb, with a
default valency. It is this verb thtte applicative morpheme attachesstado add an
additional participant, and further changes the grammatical relations betweerotiiednv
participants. For symmetrical voice languages, however, this assumpdianiasis because
there is nanorphological evidence for the presence of an underived verigZszé).

The applicative analysis for LV/CV verbs is thus questionable &ttleasrtain extent; it
has been the center of discussion for decades. For the sake of exposition, | will use the term
Aapplicativeo for the ability of voice marke
(e.g., participants such as locationtioment, and beneficiary) into the event to receive the
core grammatical status. In the final few chapters of this dissertation, | will argue against the
applicative analysis and provide my own account for the argument structure of NAV

constructions in symetrical voice languges.

Definiteness/Specificity requirement on the absolutive argument

In addition to the aboveentioned properties of voice marking, which directly relate to
the valency or argument structure of the derived verb, another propetty mventioning is
the semanticeffect voice markinghas onthe syntactically prominent NP (i.e., the absolutive
argument).In the discussion regarding the transitivity of voice constructiongdr®.1, |
pointed out that the absolutive argument in PV coesiins is individuated (e.g2.6). The
specificity or definiteness of the absolutive NP is in fact observed in all NAV constructions
across Formosan (and other Philipphtgpe) languages This requirement will be
demonstrated in the translation of thegliistic examples throughout this dissertation, where

the absolutive argument is always specific or definite (&g.,
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2.3 Conclusion

This chapter provides a grammatical sketch of the languages to be investigated in this
dissertation, namely Amis, Puyanand Seediqg. For the sake of simplicity, | choose not to
outline each language separately, but discuss them together under several crucial topics, with
special focus on how they resemble and differ from one another. The topics of investigation
include castituent order, prenominal marking system, pronominal system, and voice system.
The information provided here serves as an important basis for the understanding of the
morphosyntax of transfer verasdthe otherverbs in later chapters.

Among all the bosen topics, voice system is most relevant to the research objectives of
this dissertation. For the sake of comparison, | choose to target only part of the the voice
forms, instead of presenting the entire voice paradigm in each language. While
TenseAspect-Mood (TAM) system forms a crucial aspect for the understanding of voice, |
find it difficult to incorporate it into my study because of its drastic difference in each
language. It is also my belief that the discussion of argument structure/alterotienss
across Formosan languages is more feasible without taking factors such as TAM into
consideration. However, | do not meanmply that TAM is not part of the picture in
understanding the argument structure in Formosan languages. Aspect, foreexaspl
proven significant to argument structure theories, to be discussed in Chapter 9. It is my hope
that the output of this dissertation, based on the single set of voice markers that is least
influenced by TAM, can provide the first step toward the ustdeding of the roléhevoice
system plays in argument structure. A{stlale investigation including voice markers with

other TAM distinctions (e.g., neimdicative mood) awaits future research.
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CHAPTER THREE
TRANSFER VERBS AND DITRANSITIVE CONS TRUCTIONS:

ATYPOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

3.1lIntroduction

Transfer verbs have proven both challenging and insightful to argument structure theories for
their ability to alternate argument expressions across languages. In Chapter Iyivaéed

an example tadlemonstrate the difference between uncoded alternations (e.qg.,
ditransitivedative alternation in English) and coded alternations (e.gG\\alternation in

Formosan languages).

(3.1) Uncoded argument alternation in English (and other Germanic languages)

a.JohngaveMary a book (core = Recipient)
b. Johngavea bookto Mary. (core = Theme)

(3.2) Coded argument alternation in Puyuma (and other Formosan languages)
a.ku=berayay dra pagu i siber (core = Recipient)
1SGERG=give-LV ID.OBL money SGABS Siber
d gave Siber moneg.

b.ku=berayanay na pagu kan siber (core = Theme)
1SGERG=give-CV DFABS money SGOBL Siber
6l gave money to Siber. o

This dissertation employs transtegrbs as a means to understand the mechanism of
(voice’)coded alternations in Formosan languages, specifically, Amis, Puyuma, and Truku. In
this chapter, | introduce some relevant typological studies of transfer verbs and ditransitive
constructions. Thesgtudies provide the working definitions to be adopted in this research,
and they also provide a theoretical base for my later discussion about the lexical variation of
transfer verbs within and across Formosan languages.

This chapter is organized as fmlls: in Section 3.2, | introduce two crdgsyuistic

studies of transfer verbs (Croft et al. 2001; Levin 2008) that distinguish three subclasses
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within transfer verbs based on their argument alternation restrictions. Section 3.3 expands the
scope of examiation with two relevant studies regarding the encoding strategies of transfer
events across languages (Malchukov et al. 2010; Margetts & Austin 2007). Section 3.4 is the

conclusion.

3.2 Transfer verbs and heir subclasses

This section identifies transfeerbs and articulates the idea of distinguishing three
subclasses of transfer verbs from a cllosguistic perspective. Intuitively, transfer verbs are
those responsible for denoting a transfer of a physical entity (or abstract entity; see the
discussiorof verbs of mental/abstract transfer in Section 3.3.1) from one participant to
another. As far as thematic roles are concerTreNSFER OF POSSESSN VERBSSUch as
a@ivebanddendbimply the involvement of a recipient, where®aNSFER OF LOCATIONVERBS
such agsendanddhrowdimply the involvement of a goal. However, with a proper
morphosyntactic environment, it is sometimes possible for transfer of location verbs to
express transfarf-possession meanifi§.Alternatively, a threavay classificationi(e.,
give/send/throw) is proposed, based on its validity to generalize the argument alternation
restriction of transfer verbs across languages. In the following subsection, | introduce two
crosslinguistic studies that demonstrate the motivation formgtishing these subclasses of

transfer verbs.

3.21 The ditransitivity hierarchy
Inspired by Levigs (1993) thorough investigation of English verb clagéesroft et al.

(2001) chosegived Gsend) anddhrowdto represent three subclasses of transfdysveith

% Croft et al. (2001) refer t@ived Gsend) anddhrowdasfirarsfer of possessia@rverbs, arguably due to their
ability to introduce a recipient in some languages by means of the double object constructibth(evgher a
booR. While | follow Croft et al. by considering all these verbs as transfer verbs, Iaghelevin (2008) and
embrace the division betweégivedandGend/throwbased on their verbal semantics. | discuss the subtle
semantic differences between these transfer verbs in Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2.

27 According to Levin (1993)give belongs toverbs of transfer of possessidi8.1);sendbelongs to verbs of
sending and carrying{1.1), andthrowfalls under verbs of throwing(7.1).
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crosslinguistic validity, based on the (in)compatibility of these verbs withitigansitive
constructiod?® (e.g., double object construction) within and across Germanic languages.
Here, | use English and Dutch as examples to demonstrateribe yet generalizable

argument alternation patternsafved Gend andd¢hrowa

(3.3) English dative alternation
a.l gave/sent/threw her a book (double object construction)

b. | gave/sent/threw a book to her. (dative construction)
(3.4) Dutch dable object construction (DOC) (Croft et al. 2001:4)
a.lk geef jou een boek

| give you a book
d give you a boold

b. Ik stuur jou een brief
| send you a letter
d send you a letted.

c.*lkgooi jou de ball
| throw you the ball

(3.5) Dutch-naar oblique construction (Croft et al. 2001:4)
a. *lk geef eenboek naar jou
| give a book to you

b. Ik stuur een brief naar jou
| send a letter to you
d send a letter to yod.

c.lk gooi de bal naar jou (toe
| throw theball to you (to)
d throw the ball to youd

Example (3.3) shows that English does not contged Gsendy anddhrowbwith respect to
argument (i.e., ditransitivdative) alternation. Dutch, on the other hand, exhibits diverse
alternation restctions depending on the transfer verfigveballows the ditransitive

construction but disallows the oblique construction (3.4a, 3&agwdis incompatible with

the ditransitive option but is compatible with the oblique option (3.4c, 3dem@can occur

Bln Croft et al. (200 1.9, doableflectcansiracton)tisidendfieccirorasstd r uct i or
an [ oblique constructiosd depending on the grammatical status of the recipient (see 3.3). In Section 3.3, |
will introduce an alternative, crodsi ngui sti c definition of fAditransitive

constructions discussed ind@ret al.
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in both constructions (3.4b, 3.5b). With other empirical support fe@mmanic languages
including Icelandic and German, Croft et al. propose the km&livn DITRANSITIVITY

HIERARCHY shown in (3.6), which generalizes the lexical variation in terims o
ditransitive/oblique alternation. Since its publication, this implicational hierarchy has been
widely adopted to account for distinct encoding behaviors of transfer verbs insvariou

languagesas illustrated ifrigure 3.1.

(3.6) Ditransitivity Hierarchytdgived> csend> d¢hrowd(based orCroft et al. 2001:2Y
a.If there are constraints on the distribution of a ditransitive construction, the
construction will be associated with the higher end of the Ditransitivity Hierarchy

b. If there are constraints the distribution of an oblique construction, especially a
spatial oblique construction, the construction will be associated with the lower end of
the Ditransitivity Hierarchy.

English DOC = o
English dative =~ —-memmm
Dutch DOC =
Dutch-naar oblique mmmemmmemeneee
German DOC ——mmmemmmmmmemeeeee
Germanzuparticle e
Even dative = = e
Bezhta datve = e
Chinese DOC -
Figure 3.1 Encoding of transfer verbs in and beyond Germanic languages
(based on Croft et al. 2001 and Malchukov et al. 2010)

In addition to presenting the ditransitivity hierarchy, Croft et al. argue for a semantic
motivation. Whilethemembers anywhere on the ditransitivity hierarchy may denote transfer

of possession, thishangeof-possession interpretation does not always originate from the

verb; instead, it might originate from a (langugparticular construction (e.g., English DOC;

see more discussion in Section 3.2.2). The lexical meaning of distinct subtypesfef trans

verbs thus plays an important role. Along these lines, Croft et al. propose a semantic basis for
these subclasses of transfer verbs in terniisltdnge of possessiowis-a-vis fichange of

locationo

29 Croft et al. (2001) use the symifeioin their ditransitivity hierarchy. Following Malchukov et al. (2010), |
change the symbol int®>0to better capture the descriptions about the operation of this hierarchy in (3.6)
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Table 31 Subclasses ofdnsfer verbs/events (I) (based on Croft et al. 2001)

giving sending throwing
purely transfer of necessarilypoth change essentiallychange of
possession eventhange of location and transfer  location, which may also
of location incidental of possession be transfer of possessior

Croft et al. thus successfully correlate the semantics of transfer verbs with the constructions
in which they may or may not occur. Elaborating on their work, Malchukov et al. (2010)
suggest that the ditransitivity hierarchy mets a scale of inherent transf@rerbs with a
higher degree of inherent transfer tend to be expressed in a double object (i.e., ditransitive)
construction, and verbs with a low degree tend to be expressed by a prepeastigiaiht
(i.e., oblique) costructiord (p.54).
Foll owing Croft et al . 0s -waycoktrasttd faciitate | emp |
my discussion of the lexical variation of Formosan transfer verbs in later chapters. Table 3.1
gives the first version of the semantic rationalethese subclasses. In what follows, |

di scuss another related study, which present

3.22 The verb-sensitive approach

As mentioned previously, transfer verbs have been explored for decades to refinenrgume
structure theories. Levin (20P&ee alsdkappaport Hovav & Levin 2008 particular,

addresses the issue of dative alternation and discusses the problems of the two major types of
analyses that have been proposed in the literature: (a) the sirajienmepproach (e.g.,

Bresnan 1982; Baker 1988; Larson 1988), which assumes the same meaning for both DOC
and dative constructions; and (b) the multiple meaning approachGeegn 19740ehrle

1976; Pinker 198XKrifka 1999, 2001 Hale & Keyser 2002Harley 20(B; Beck & Johnson

2004), which assumes different (but related) meanings for digtiagant® (i.e.,
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constructions§® Levin first acknowledges the semantic basis for the multiple meaning
approach thecauseD possessiomeaning is realized by thedble object construction
whereas the AUSED MOTIONmMeaning is realized by the dative construdias summarized
in (3.7 3.8).

(3.7) Two event schemas for English dative alternation
a. Caused possession schetaause y to havedz

b. Caused motion sema:& cause z to be aby

(3.8) The uniform multiple meaning approach
to variant double object variant
All transfer verbs: caused motion caused possession

Levin points out, however, that tfieniformo multiple meaning approach et without
flaws. Based on a careful examination of the syntactic characteristics of transfer verbs (i.e.,
fidatived verbs in Levirds term), she proposes an alternative approach, arguing that the
meaning/schema is not always constructiependent, but cebefiverb-sensitived This is

illustrated in the comparison of (3.8) and (3.9).

(3.9) The verbsensitive approach:
to variant double object variant
give-type verb:  caused possession  caused possession

throw-type verb: caused motion or causegossession
caused possession

sendtype verb: caused motion or caused possession
caused possession

Like Croft et al. (2001), Levin (2008) classifies transfer verbs into three subclasses based on
their semantic nature. In the case of ¢iye \erbs, both the dative construatiand the
DOC must havéhe caused possession meaning, as this type of @ethils change of

possession. This is supported by the ungrammatical result of an intended caused motion

30 The singlemeaningppr oach refl ect s A ofthe digumeatstaudtuves ohaetbs; then al vi e
multiple meaning approach proposes distinct sysstmantics mappings for the argument realization patterns.
Recent analyses have abandoned the former view and foausleel latter. See Chapter 9 for more discussion
about the various approaches to argument structure/alternation.
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meaning for the dative construction@jiveb(e.g., 1 gave a book to Ma® housg As for

sendtype and throwtype verbs, they entail change of location, not possession. Thus, the
caused motion meaning can be associated with the dative construction. Moreover, the caused
possession meaning cha associated with either the dative construction or the DOC. Table

3.2 gives a summary of the distinction between -tjy®, senetype, and throwtype verbs'’

Table 32 Subclasses of transfer verbs/events (1) (based on L&d§ 2
give send throw

entailment change of possessio change of location  change of location

lexicalization lexicalizescaused basically lexicalizes basically lexicalizes
possessiomnly caused motion activity

double object caused pasession  caused possession caused possession

variant (I gaveMary/*Mary& (I sentMary/*Mary& (I threw Mary/* Mary&

(examples) housea book) housea letter) housea ball.)

to variant caused possession caused possession ol caused possession or

(examples) (I gave a book to caused motion caused motion
Mary/* Mary& (I sent a letter to (I threw a ball to
house) Mary/Mary®& house Mary/Mary& house

For reasons to be clarified later, | will not demonstrate how thesaxbitive approach
is applicable across languages héwstead, | will highlight some important points of this
approach, which provides an insightful argument for a decomposition analysis (to be
discussed below). First, the vesbnsitive approach assumes the involvemeritadsation
(e.g., caused possessimotion schemas) as one of the semantic components, despite the lack
of morphological realization of th&Eausative semantiosn these monomorphemic transfer

verbs,give send andthrow. Second, this approach suggests that the meaning of the transfer

31 The termT lexicalizatiom or I lexicalizeA here represents Levinlexical approach to argument

structure, under which predicates are decomipds& i nt o fApri miti ve predicateso
interpretation) or ACT (i.e., activity interpretation) and stems/roots @\,
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ewvents, that is, caused possession or caused motion, may originate from two possible sources:
(a) the verbs themselves and (b) the constructions. Fotypeeverbs, the verbs are
responsible for the caused possession reading across all constructioasgtgpe and
throw-type verbs, it is the DOC that demands the caused possession reading. Furthermore,
while throwtype verbs resemble setype verbs in terms of their entailments and associated
meanings in the two constructions, the former have a ditfé@sic event schema from the
latter: throwtype verbs describe events in which one entity instantaneously imparts a force
on another. In other words, threwpe verbs are basically twargument activity verbs,
selecting an agent and a theme (Jackend®®), &lthough they can also participate in DOC
in languages such as English. Lesistudy thus provides a solid ground for the relative
positions of@gived send) andd@hrowbalong the ditransitivity hierarchy. | will refer to these
ideas in my accourdf the lexical variation in the argument alternation of Formosan transfer
verbs in Chapters 4 to 6.

While Levin® arguments for the subclasses of transfer verbs are insightful, a direct,
full-scale application of the vesensitive approach to Formosamster verbs is
problematic. First, Levi model works better for languages with morphologically underived
dative verbs. It is only in these languages that the semantic component of a verb can be
separated from that of a construction. In Formosan langutigegerbs of transfer are
morphologically complex, including (a) a stem, (b) a causative and/or applicative morpheme
(in some cases), and (c) the voice marking, coded for argument alternation. Each construction
correlates with a particular verbal morpbgy, making it difficult to distinguish the meaning
of the (morphologically complex) verb from the meaning of the construction (i.e., argument
realization). Second, Levim model assumes the involvemenficdusation in give-type and
sendtype transfer vs. In Formosan languages, however, verbs under these subclasses may

involve causative and/or applicative marking. The morphological complexity of Formosan
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transfer verbs suggests the need for a careful decomposition analysis in the spirit of the
verb-sersitive approach, to be explored in Chapters 4 to 6.

A final matter of interest in Levil (2008) study is her list of members of the three
subclasses based on her earlier studies of the semantic nature of English verbs (Levin 1993;

Rappaport Hovav & Levi2008), as shown in (3.10).

(3.10) Members of subclasses of dative verbs (Levin 2008:4)
a. givetype verbspgive, hand, lend, loan, rent, selt includesfiverbs of future having
allocate, allow, bequeath, forward, grant, offer, prordise

b. sendtype verls: mail, send, shig
c. throwrtype verbsfling, flip, kick, lob, slap, shoot, throw, t@ss

The list serves as a useful reference for the comprehensive survey on Formosan transfer
verbs conducted in this dissertation. In Chapters 4 to 6, | will use daime werbs in this list

as targets for my descriptive analysis of transfer verbs in Amis, Puyuma, and Seediq.

3.3 The encoding of transfer events

The studies discussed in the previous section idenfifredisfer verbd and classified them

into three sudasses based on their argument alternation restrictions across languages. They
also demonstrated, in particular, that some subclasses of transfer verlisdedy.¢hrowd

must rely on specific constructions (e.g., DOC) for the transfeppssessioninterpretation.

In this section, | introduce two related studies regarding the encoding of transfer events
across languages. These studies discuss not only transfer verbs but also other verb types,
which are capable of denoting a transfer interpretatiotieu proper constructions (or by

means of proper strategies).

3.3.1 Ditransitive constructions: A typological overview
In the opening chapter of a comprehensive volume engtiedies in Ditransitive

Constructions: A Comparative Handbodkalchukov et al(2010) provide a working
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definition of ditransitive constructions and propose three major types of properties worthy of
investigation and crodmguistic comparison: (a) argument coding properties (e.qg.,
constituent order, case marking, agreement); €bplioral properties (e.g.,
(anti)passivization, relativization, reflexivization); and (c) lexical properties (e.g., verb
lexemes, recipient marking, theme marking) (see also Malchukov et al. 2007). Further
information regarding these properties can hmébin Comrie et as (2010) questionnaire.
In this section, | focus specifically on Malchukov e®a{2010:4856) discussion regarding
the lexical variation in ditransitives. First, consider their definition of ditransitive
constructions.
(3.11) Ditrarsitive constructions: A crodsguistic definition

A ditransitive construction is defined here as a construction consisting of a (ditransitive)

verb, an agent argument (A), a recipieké argument (R), and a theme argument (T).
(Malchukov et al. 2010)1

Typological studies typically adopt a meanin@sed definition for a research target/topic
(e.g., ditransitive construction), as it enables ctimggiistic comparison. Formal/structural
properties, on the other hand, are often langispgeific, and aréhus too heterogeneous to
serve as a basis for a crdsgyuistic definition. For example, if the presencdinio
accusative argumeritas in the English DOC were used as a criterion for defining
ditransitives, Formosan and other ergativaligned langages, lacking accusative case
altogether, would have to be analyzed as lachdigansitive construction&®? Under the
meaningbased definition given in (3.11), it is possible for one language (e.g., English) to
have more than orf@itransitive construatind (e.g., DOC and dative construction). In this
dissertation, | suggest that it is worthwhile to compare argument alternation between
languages with different case systems (e.g., ditrangi@we alternation in English vs.

LV-CV alternation in Formosarf. 3.1 and 3.2). A meanirgased definition such as (3.11)

32 Saisiyat is perhaps the only exception, as it allows T and R to have the same accusative case egarking. S
Hsieh and Huang (2006) for the pragmatic motivation for this particular arguménatiea.
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renders this kind of comparison possible.

Languages differ with respect to the range of verbs that might participate in a
Aditransitive constructiamin Malchukov et afs (2010) sense. Take @ish DOC for
example. The most typical members for a ditransitive construction (i.e., prototypical
ditransitive verbs) are verbs of physical transfer (3.12a), as discussed by Croft et al. (2001)
and Levin (2008 In most languages, some verbs of meriatiact transfer such é&howd
or Gelldbehave in a similar way (3.12b). In some languages such as Englisyp@serbs,
preparetype verbs, and verbs of performance also participate in ditransitive constructions.
Despite the fact that these verbdeafiffrom prototypical ditransitive verbs in terms of valency,
they can still introduce an R (recipidike) argument in ditransitives such as the English
DOC, as shown in (3.12e).
(3.12) English double object constructions

a. verbs of physical transfég.g.,give, send, throyv
e.g.,l sent Jim a gift.

b. verbs of abstract/mental transferg.,teach, show, tell
e.g.,l told my child the story

c. gettype verbs (e.ghuy, earn, get, win
e.g.,l bought Mary a dresqcf. | bought a dregs

d. prepae-type verbs (e.ghake, build, make, copk
e.g.,| baked my dad a cakécf. | baked a cake

e. verbs of performance (e.dance, draw, paint, sing
e.g.,l sang my sister a son¢cf. | sang a sonp

Judging from their working definition, it is obviotisat Malchukov et afs work covers a
wider scope of investigation than Croft et®(2001) and Leviis (2008) discussions of
transfer/dative verbs. Note that for these additional verb typesdmigd, dmake Gingd,

their lexical semantics do nott&il the involvement of the recipient (or goal). In other words,

3 In the literature, there have been disagreements d@lioabas atypical ditransitive verb. Borg &onrie
(1985 and Comrie (2003), for example, advise gaion about this view, based on the findings that the
morphological structure afjivedmay be quite differ from other transfer verbs. Whitecknowledgehe
possible idiosyncrasies abaigived | will assume with Newman 1996, 1997 and Kit2006 andreatdivedas
the prototypical ditranstive verb from the perspective of argument realization.
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these verbs alone are not responsible for the transfer interpretation. Instead, they must
ficonspir® with a certain construction (e.g., DOC) in order to denote a transfer event. While
this dssertation mainly deals with transfer verbs, | will also discuss some other relevant verb
types, which may also produce a transfer interpretation given a proper construction (e.g.,
voice affixation; verb serialization). The discussion and comparisore @rgument structure
of transfer verbs and other related verb types under partisudere constructiortsfacilitates
our understanding d@he function(s) of thesvoiced markers. This wilbe discussed in
Chapter 7.

In discussing the correlation (distribution) of verb types in different ditransitive
constructions of one language, Malchukov et al. (2010) adopt the semantic map methodology
(Anderson 1982; Croft 2001; Haspelmath 2003). Figure 3.2, for example, is an integrated

semantic map of Englistitransitive constructions.

Internal
. External Possessor
Malefactive possession construction

Source — construction

construction BREAK himX _ \ / R o

Patient Beneficiary |
construction

— SELL BUILD him a house H
/ " Theme-Recipient ' /
’
d Z construction 5 4
e IVE % g
SAY : SEND h ¢
r 9. Y ’
", ¢
e : K
RS /
. FEED THROW :

Patient
Instrumental

; \ s construction
construction / b i) i
(with HIT verbs) SPRAY/LOAD T, * :

Theme-Goal

Figure 3.2 A semantic map of English ditransitive constructions (BO¢&--; Dative )
(Malchukov et al. 2007:51)

55



Figure 3.2 demonstrates the participation of different verb types in two ditransitive
constructions in Englh. DOC functions as a TherRecipient construction, withive-type
verbs as the prototypical members, but can be extended to other verbs with
family-resemblance semantics (esend, throw, tell, sell, bui)dpossibly developing other
meanings/functios (e.g., Patient Beneficiary construction thoiild). Similarly, the dative
construction has multiple meanings/functions (e.g., ThBe@pient; Theme&soal), and is
observed only with certain verb types (@iye, send, throw, tell, say, put, gulMost
importantly, the intersection between the ranges of the DOC and the dative construction
delimits the verb types participating in a dative alternation.

The semantic map methodology is of particular use for dnoggistic studies
(Malchukov et al. 2010 or exampleFigure 3.3 shows the similarities and differences
between Jamul Tiipay, Finnish, and Eskimo in terms of the mapping of ditransitive

constructions across distinct semantic fields.

Internal

. External Possessor
- - T Ay . .
g Malefactive :: possession construction
: Source _ _.--*""d construction
\  construction 3 BREAK him X \ N "

Patient Beneficiary
construction
SELL BUILD him a house

Theme-Recipient
. construction

sy

3 Theme-Goal
Instrumental 2
. 7 construction
construction ; / " 3
(with HIT verbs) SPRAY/LOAD > .

Figure 3.3 Basic ditransitiveonstructions in Jamul TiipgpOC. . ), Finnish
(allative:é € ), and Eskimdinstrumental extension8d o )
(Malchukov et al. 2007:52

Patient
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The semantic map methodology demonstrates the difference in the ranges of verb types to
which certain constructions apply across languages. In tisisrthsion, | mainly investigate
transfer verbs and their subclasses, while providing limited yet important discussion on other
verb types (e.g., verbs of creation; chanfstate verbs). It is thus beyond my scope of

research to draw a complete semantaprfor ditransitive constructions in Formosan

languages. However, embracing the fundamentals of the semantic map methodology, | aim to
demonstrate the distribution of different verb types in different constructions (particularly LV
and CV constructions) na establish the polysemy (or multifunctionality) of these

constructions. This line of investigation will help identify both the shared and the
(language)particular functions ofivoiced markers in Formosan languages. This will be

explored carefully irChgter 8

3.3.2 Encoding strategies for transfer events
The typological overview of ditransitive constructions in the previous section demonstrates
that transfer verbs are not the only linguistic items that might give rise to a transfer
interpretation: in sme cases, the construction does it for certain verbs types, whose lexical
semantics do not imply transfer at all. In this section, | introduce Margetts and@®(2007)
crosslinguistic survey to demonstrate some important encoding strategies foetranshts.
Margetts and Austin 2007 is a survey that exhausts all the possible strategies (operating
within a single clause) across the walthnguages for the encoding of thpeeticipant
events, including events of transfer. These strategies tiffeany respects, including the
syntactic status of the participant(s) (e.g., syntactic argument vs. adjunct), the number of
verbs (e.g., threplace predicates vs. serial verbs), and so forth. Table 3.3 lists the major

types of strategies and their sutaggories.
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Table 33 Encoding strategies of thrguarticipant events (Margetts & Austin 2007:438p

Three-place predicate strategy: All three participants are expressed as synt:

arguments of the verb.

a. Direct argument strategy: All three arguments are expressed as direct argumen
verb (which does not carry valence increasing morphology).

b. Causative strategy: The verb root is restricted to two arguments, with a third ar¢
added by a causative affix

c. Applicative strategy: The verb root is restricted to two arguments, with a third arg
added by an applicative affix.

Oblique and adjunct strategies: The verb takes two arguments;third participant is

expressed as an oblique argument or an adjunct.

a. R-type obliqgues and adjuncts: The verb takes two arguments and a thiyde
participant is expressed as an oblique argument or an adjunct.

b. T-type obliques and adjuncts: The verb takes two arguments and a thype
participant is expressed as an oblique argument or an adjunct.

c. Oblique applicatives: The verb takes two arguments and an applitlkévenarker,
which licenses a third participaithat is simultaneously marked as an oblique.

Serial verb strategy: Two (or more) verbs combine in a complex construction and ¢
the three participants as arguments (or adjuncts) between them.

a. R-type serialized P: The serialized verb introducestgpe participant

b. T-type serialized P: The serialized verb introducegyp@ participant

Incorporation strategy: One participant is expressed by an incorporated nominal.

a. Incorporated noun with argument status: The incorporated noun is a syntactierdl
of the verb

b. Incorporated noun with nesrgument status: The incorporated noun is not a syni
argument of the verb

Adnominal strategy: The verb takes two arguments: a third participant is expressed

adnominal dependent of one argument.

a. Posegssives strategy: The verb takes two arguments and the recipient is expresst
possessor of the theme.

b. Proprietive strategy: The verb takes two arguments and the theme is expresse
dependent of the agent.

Directional strategy: The verb takeswo arguments and an adverbial directional ma
indicating transactional orientation.
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Absorption strategy: There are two arguments in the clause but the verb inc

information about a further participant.

a. Direct lexicalization: The verb is formallgistinct from any noun denoting the ewv«
participant, but its semantics include reference to one of the participants.

b. Zero derivation: The verb derives by zemanversion from a noun denoting one of
participants.

c. Denominal derivation: The verb derivbg overt derivation from a noun denoting c
of the participants.

d. Absorbed classifiers or object markers: The verb takes two arguments but the ve
has absorbed what used to be a classifier or object marker which conveys infol
about a further grticipant.

e. Participantbased event classification: The verb carries information about one
participants and characterizes the event with respect to one of the participants.

The major strategies and their subclasses are carefully identified ansséiddy Margetts

and Austin (2007). | will not examine all of them in detail, because an identification of all the
possible strategies for the encoding of thpaeticipant events in Formosan languages is a
huge undertaking, which is far beyond the soofjphis dissertation. However, | will
demonstrate some of the strategies in more detail, as they will be mentioned throughout
Chapters 4 to 6 to facilitate my discussion of the lexical variation across Formosan transfer
verbs. These include the thrpkacepredicate strategy, the oblique/adjunct strategy, the serial
verb strategy, and the ingaration strategy. In the following discussibmake reference to

the secondary data in Margetts and Austin (2007:4R3, some ofwhich are providedavith

my own literal translations to highlight their differences.

Three-place predicate strategy

In many languages, transfer events can be encoded as fulpthoeeverbs with all three
participants expressed as syntaatiguments. Within this strategy, it is useful to distinguish
between underived and derived predicates. The former involves thealgaotent strategy,
while the latter relies on either causative or applicative morphology to increase the valency,

hence mtroducing a third participant as the argument. See Examples 33L53.
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(3.13) Direct argument strategy in Erromangan (Oceanic, Vanuatu) (p. 404)
y-0vogoc nvag
3sGgive-2sc  food
&he gave you the fodul.

(3.14) Causative strategy in Saliba (Oceanic, Papua New Guinea) (p. 408)
a.ku kitaya-ko
2SG see3sSGO-PRF
60You already saw it. o

b.tautau wa ya he-kita-go
picture GIVEN 1SG CAU-See2sSGO
d showed you the pictur@.

(3.15) Applicative strategy in Taba (Austronesian, Eastern Indonesia)d)p. 40
a.banda n=ot yan  bakan

Banda 3cget fish be.big
6Banda caught a big fish.©o

b.banda  n=otik yak yan
Banda 3sG=getAPpPL 1sc fish
@anda gave me some fidh.

Oblique/adjunct strategy
Margetts and Austin (2007) place oblique and adjunct strategies under one major category
because of the practical difficulty of distinguishing oblique arguments and adjuncts in some
languages (particularly those using the same marker for both relatiotis}s tategory, the
verb takes only two direct arguments and the third participant is expressed as an oblique, or
introduced by an adpositional phraseBased on the thematic role of the oblique/adjunct,
R(ecipientjtype or T(hemejype strategies can Iierther identified. They are demonstrated
in (3.16) and (3.17), respectively.
(3.16) Rtype oblique/adjunct strategy inTibetan (Tib&orman) (p. 413)

kho-s blo=bzangla deb cig spradsong

he-ERG LobsangLoc book a  give-PRF
e gave Losang a bodilit. AHe gave a book to/in Losardy.

“Margetts and Austin (2007:401) use the term fidirect
arguments marked by nominative, accusative, ergative,@bsol dative case.
% In addition, Margetts and Austin (2007) also identify a third subcategory within this major strategy, namely
the oblique fAapplicatived strategy, characterized by
markingfort hi s fAappl i ed lavoiddisoussing this s(rategy inddétdl)as it does not play a role
in the encoding of transfer events in Formosan languages.
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(3.17) Ftype oblique/adjunct strategy in Dyirbal (Paidgungan) (p. 415)

bayi banggun banggum wugan

thatAaBs.MSsC thatERGF thatINST.VEG give

&he gave it (e.g., food) to hiaflit. &She gave him with i)
Serial verb strategy
In the serial verb strategy, the thigarticipant event is expressed through two verbs that
combine in a complex construction sharing the three participatvedre them. Within this
category, one can further distinguish types of serialization based on which participant (i.e., R
or T) is introduced by the serial verb. Irtype serialization, the recipient is introduced by a

serialized verb (e.g@ived as itsdirect argument, and the complex construction can thus

denote a transfer event, as exemplified in (3%18).

(3.18) Rtype serialization in Cantonese (p. 418)
ngdh saibu getjo fung seun bé ngoh
1sG brother maHPRF CLF letter give 1SG
Ay brother mailed me a lettér.

Incorporation strategy

In this strategy, one of the three participants is expressed by a noun stem which is

incorporated into the verb and may retain or lose its status as a syntactic argument. In the

Blackfoot example below, a transfer event is denoted via incorporation of the transported

theme (i.e.dalld into the verb, which ultimately introduces two direct arguments, the agent

(i.e.,d9 and the recipient (i.eany childj.

(3.19) Incorporabn strategy in Blackfoot (Algonquian, Canada) (p. 423)
Nit-ohpokonsskoawa  nokosa

[-ball-acquire.him my.child
6l provided my chi-gedt wmy hclai bal &) 6 (I i t.

% |n addition to Rtype serialization, there is also another strategy in this categorylyn@type serialization.
This strategy is typically found to denote thygm@ticipant events involving an instrument. | thus disregard it in
the discussion as it does not concern transfer events.
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3.4 Conclusion
This chapter presents major typologicgbagaches to transfer verbs, including those of Croft
et al. (2001) and Levin (2008). Embracing these approaches, this dissertation assumes three
subclasses of transfer verbs with different degre@ditnsitivityd: give-type verbs entail
change of posssion and lexicalize caused possession;-sgrmelverbs entail change of
location and lexicalize caused motion; throyee verbs entail change of location, and may
lexicalize change of location, while they are in nature-&angument activity verbs. These
semantic distinctions account for some of the lexical variation in the formation and
alternation patterns of these transfer verbs, as will be demonstrated in Chapters 4 to 7.

This chapter also introduces approaches to ditransitive constructions anddtimgof
threeparticipant transfer events. Malchukov e&a(2010) overview of ditransitive
constructions demonstrates how the semantic map methodology can portray distributional
differences across verbs with respect to a particular construction. ti8aagd Austin (2007),
on the other hand, provide an exhaustive survey on howplartieipant events such as
events of transfer can be encoded via multiple strategies in a given language. The discussion
of encoding strategies is crucial to my later déston of the lexical variation of Formosan
transfer verbs. As will be repeatedly shown in Chapters 4 to 6, the transfer verbs in Formosan
languages differ from one another with respect to the strategies they are associated with. In
other words, transfer vies in Formosan languages are, in Lévilerm, extremely
fiverb-sensitiveo In these chapters, | will also show that the thieg classification proposed
in the literature and presented38.2 can account for only part of the lexical variation
associateavith transfer verbs in the context of Formosan languages. As transfer verbs are
morphologically derived in Formosamiguages, | suggest a thorough examinaticthef
linguistic units(e.g., stem, causative/applicative morpheme, voice mawk&grbs, pior to

theattempt to explain theiisuno (e.g., argument structure). In Chapter 9, | will propose a
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decomposition analysis within the generaframework to demonstrate how arguments of

transfer verbs are introduced by a series of functional heads.
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CHAPTER FOUR

AMIS TRANSFER VERBS AND ARGUMENT STRUCTURE

4.1 Preamble
As the backbone of this dissertation, Chapters 4 to 6 investigate the morphosyntax of transfer
verbs in three Formosan languages in a thorough and careful manner. | demonstrate, in
particula, how transfer verbs differ within and across the Formosan research languages in
terms of their morphological complexity and argument structure. Such an investigation is of
documentary significance: it complements the existing reference grammars of these
languages, which either treat these verbs as one homogenous category, or, because of their
wide scope as grammars, provide rather limited discussion of thékxibal variation. The
investigation is also typologically significant: although transfebsend ditransitive
constructions have been examined from a eliogsiistic perspective, more attention has
been paid to asymmetrical voice languages (e.g., Germanic) with uncoded ditransitive
alternations (see Chapter 3). As will be demonstrated inisbas$ion subsections of these
three main chapters, the voiceded argument alternations of Formosan transfer verbs
challenge the threway classification proposed in the literature. Finally, the investigation is
illuminating in terms of theories of argemt structure. With detailed discussion of the
argument structure/alternation of transfer verbs in these chapters, | justify thdasedt
analysis for Formosan voice markers; | then explore in a later chapter how arguments are
introduced in symmetricaloice languages (Chapter 9).

For the sake of comparison, Chapters 4 to 6 will be organized in a similar fashion. The
introductory section (e.g84.1) briefly addresses the important points to be discussed in the
chapter, as well as presenting importafdimation about the research language to facilitate

the later discussion. The second section (84g2) deals with lexical variation across the
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transfer verbs (of the given language) in terms of their morphological complexity. The third
section (e.g.§4.3) proceeds to their variation in terms of argument structure and argument
alternation patterns. This section will end with a discussion regarding whether the lexical
variation within the given language is subject to the thvag classification of trarier verbs

as proposed in the literature. The fourth section concludes the chapter.

Drawing on the work of Croft et al. (2001), | identéyive§ Gend) anddhrowdas
transfer verbs in this dissertation, and | adopt those in Ee{(2008) list of trasfer verbs as
the primary targets of investigation (see Chapter 3). It should be noted that | take the
approach for the ease of description and typological discussion. As will be shown throughout
these three chapters, the thveay classification of trarier verbs can only capture part of the
lexical variation story in the context of Formosan languages.

Here, | shall briefly review the voice morphology in Amis prior to entering the main
discussion. In Chapter 2, | addressed the fact that verbs in Forfaogmages are marked
with voice affixes to indicate the thematic role of the syntactic pivot (i.e., the absolutive
argument, given the ergative view). The voice markers of Amis are repeated below for the
readeréconvenience, with additional informati@tout the corresponding voice forms for

causative verbs (in the fourth column).
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Table 41 Amis (simplified) voice system (modified from Table 2.82; f or r oot )
AV mi-a <um>a maa pa-a
maa
ma-a maka-a ma-pa-a
ma<um>a
PV mi-a-an mi-a-an ka-d-an (mi-)pa-a-an’’
a-en
a-en a-en paa-en
ka-a-en
LV pi-&- an ka-<um>&-an ka-&-an (pi-)pa-&-an
CVv sapi-a saka<um>a saka-a sapa-a

As mentioned ir§2.2.5 and repeated in Table 4.1, voice forms in Amis are lexically

conditioned. Amig r ansf er

ver bs

i ke

6t hr owo ,

as

those markers in the first column. The verb thus has (at least) four voice foragul (AV),

matenuk(PV), pi-tekutan (LV), andsa-pi-tekul (CV). However, causative verbs in Asn
have different morphological manifestations of voice marking, because of the presence of the
pa causative morpheme (as indicated in the fourth column). In this chapter, my discussion of

transfer verbs will cover all voice categories, particularly thodmld face in Table 4.3

4.2 The morphological omplexity of Amis (AV) transfer verbs

Wi

This section demonstrates that Amis transfer verbs can differ from one another in terms of

their morphological complexity. | base my discussion on the thveseckssification (i.e.,
give-type, seneype, throwtype) proposed in the literaturi€or practical considerations, this

section addresses only the-Avarked transfer verbs. First, as will be shown later, most Amis

3" Depending on the voice categories, the voice markingeaiptional or even absent, as shown in Table 4.1.

See Section 4.3 for concrete examples.
% In §2.2.5, | pointed out that different forms of PV (erga, mi-é -an, -er) are required for extra effects in

modern Amis. In this dissertation, | assume thasehferms do not influence the argument structure of a verb

(as they are all PV markers), and selaet for the discussion of R¥harked transfer verbs.
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transfer verbs involve the causative morphefeomparison bigveen AV causative (transfer)
verbs (i.e.pa-&) and their nofcausative counterpartse, mi-a&) enadtwéd es a m
straightforward identification of the role the causative morpheme plays in this derivation,
namely, whether it adds an addrtal argument (i.e., causer) to the event, changes the
semantics of the original root/verb, or both. Secondprked transfer verbs have a unified
absolutive selection pattern (i.e., actor/causer), as opposed to their NAV counterparts, which
show a greatliversity. Considering the flow of presentation, | intend to discuss-iMAYked
transfer verbs in a later section, after the readers become more familiar with the

morphological complexity of these verbs.

4.2.1 Give-type verbs

At the morphological level,ige-type verbs in Amis are always associated wiglaa
morpheme, identified as a causative marker in numerous studies (Starosta 1974; Tsai and
Zeng 1997; J. Wu 20@6 Shen 2008Kuo 2013;M. Wu 2013 Shen et al. 2034Upon

scrutiny, the functions of thisa- morpheme differ from one verb to another. As a
demonstration, | discuss three verbs under thetype subclass based on Le&ii2008)
classificationi@gived dendj andéselld First, consider the morphological structuregifedin

Amis.

(4.1)Amis Av-markeddagivedverb and its related derivation(s)
a.g-pafeli®® gci kulas tu  paysu ic mayawan
Av-caugive ABS-PN  Kulas oBL money PN MayawOBL
&Kulas gives money to Mayaév.

b. mi-feli @-Ci kulas  tu paysu
Av-give  ABS-PN Kulas oOBL money
&Kulas gives money (to someor).

c. mi-feli @-Ci kulas ci  mayawan
Av-give  ABS-PN  Kulas PN Mayaw-OBL
&Kulas gives Mayaw (something).

39 As mentioned earlier, there is no overt AV markingdar marked causative verbs in Amis (see Tabld.4
For the sake of consistency, | use zero marking to indicate the AV function of these verbs (i.e., ABS =
Agent/Causer).
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As (4.1) shows, both causative and ftanisatie @givedverbs involve the rodeli.

Interestingly, theseégivedverbs do not exactly contrast in meaning despite the
presence/absence of tiiausativé morphology. The difference lies in other aspects.
According to my informantga-feli is typically ised to denote a thrgrrticipantdyivingd

event. The usage aii-feli is marginal, normally found in cases where only one of the two
nonractor arguments is express@dntriguingly, the norcausativegivedverb can either

select the theme or the recipies the E argument (indicated by the oblique case marker)
with the other inferred by context, as shown in (4.1b) and (4.1c), respectively. This suggests
that the apparent causative morpheme does not serve a typical causative function as
suggested in thétérature: it does not add a causer, nor does it add a causative semantics to
the event denoted by the original verb. For the sake of consistency, | choose to glass the
morpheme as CAU(sative) in all instances, despite the idiosyncrasies of this meiphe
different case&’ In Section 4.2.4, | will establish that these idiosyncrasies are the result of
these forms being lexical causatives in Amis.

Similar to thedgivedverb, thedenddverb also involves thpa- morpheme. A typical
causative function cabe identified in this verb: thga- morpheme introduces the causative
semantics to the event denoted by the original verb, and adds a causer argument responsible
for it. See the examples in (4.2) for the contrast between the cauatidi@/erb and the

non-causativeborrowdverb.

0 Despite similar meaningni-feli andpa-feli differ with respect to the context of usage. At this stage, | am
unable to generalizéne pragmatic motivation for the selection of one form over the other. Here | focus on the
difference in the number of arguments. When creating exampiasfefi, my informants usually incorporated
only R or T. Fopafeli, they provided sentences wih three participants.
L In his crosdinguistic study, Kittit (2009, 2013) argues that a causative morpheme can serve as a
nonvalency increasing device, or even a transitidécreasing device. The observation about causative verbs
in Amis (and also Byuma and Seediq; see Chapters 5 and 6) supports this argument. In Chapter 9, | will
propose an analysis in which the causative morpheme is not responsible for the introduction of the external
argument of the derived verb.

68



(4.2) Amis A¥markeddendbverb and its related derivation(s)

a.g-pa-caliw kura tamdaw tu paliding ci sawmahkan
AV-CAU-borrow  ABs.that person oOBL car PN Sawmabhobl
Or'hat person lends@ar to Sawmabl.

b. mi-caliw @-Ci sawmah tu  paliding
AV-borrow ABS-PN Sawmah 0OBL car
@Gawmah borrows a cér.

c. mi-caliw @-Ci sawmah tura tamdaw
Av-borrow  ABS-PN Sawmah oBL.that person

@Gawmah borrows that person.
(not&awmah borrows (something) from/for that per§on.

d. mi-caliw @-Ci sawmah tu paliding nura tamdaw
Av-borrow  ABS-PN  Sawmah  OBL car GEN.that person
@Gawmah brrows that persdn card

Example (4.2) contains a set of sentences denoting similar scenarios in which a car is
transferred to Sawmah from some other person. These sentences all involve ¢hiwpot
but the meaning of the verbs differs according eogresence/absence of the causgiare
As (4.2a) showsa-caliw denddintroduces all three participants of the transfer events.
Mi-caliw dorrowg on the other hand, selects only the agent and the theme, as shown in
(4.2b). Further evidence comes fr¢fn2c), in which an animate oblique arguméersordis
interpreted as the transported theme, rather than the possessor of the theme (i.e., recipient or
source). Thami-caliw dorrowdis a twaplace predicate subcategorized for the agent and the
theme isclearly shown in (4.2d), where the source of the transfer event, when specified, is
realized as an adjunct (i.e., the genitive participant).

The usage of the causative morpheme to derive a transfer verb by changing the
perspective on the event to souasainitiator (i.e., agent) is not uncommon

crosslinguistically. Another instance of this is found with tiselldverb. Consider (4.3).
(4.3) Amis AV¥markedcselloverb and its related derivation(s)
a.g-pa-qaca kura wawa tu  futing(ci lisin-an)

AV-CAU-buy ABs.that child oBL fish PN Lisin-oBL
drhat child sells fish (to Lisind.
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b.mi-gaca @i lisin tu futing
Av-buy  ABS-PN  Lisin oBL fish
d.isin buys fishd

c.mi-gaca @i lisin tura wawa
AV-buy ABS-PN Lisin oBL.that child
d.isin buys that childd
(notd.isin buys (something) from/for that chifd.

d.mi-gaca  @ci lisin tu futing nura wawa
AV-buy absPN Lisin OBL fish GEN.that child
d.isin buys that chil& fisho

Similar to thedenddverb, thesellbverb in Amis is derived via causativization of the verb
denoting an opposite direction of transtgacaduyd Without causativizationhe
AV-markedduybverb mi-gacaselects the agent and the theme, possibly with an optional
source participant, marked as the possessor (i.e., genitive marking) of the theme, as illustrated
in (4.3b d).

While the causative morpheme appears to serve identical functiondemitbanddéselld
as suggested by the parallels between (d)2md (4.3kd), there is one drastic difference
between these two causative verbs in terms of their subcategorizZsdisuggested by the
omissibility test, the causatively derivddnddverb (i.e.pa-caliw) selects both recipient and
theme as the core (E) arguments, whereas the causatively dseli@cerb (i.e. pa-gacg
selects only the theme, as the recipint be optional (compare 4.2a and 48ather
evidence for the bivalent nature@tllbcomes from the location interpretation when the third

participant is marked with tHdocation markef® See (4.4) below.

2 The omissibility test is usecehe for the sake of convenience. In the next subsection, | will show that this test
is not the most reliable diagnostic for identifying the valency of verbs in Formosan landeagesadselldin
fact should be identified as a tvpdace predicate based ¢4.4). See more discussion in Section 4.2.2.
3 In §2.2.4 | addressed the fact that thlecative marker in Amis and Puyuma can be observed in different
grammatical categories, including the predicate, the E argument, aadjtinet Therefore, the igsence of a
locative marker does not imply the adjunct status of this participant. This has important bearing on the
identification of valency, to be discussed in detail in Section 4.2.2.
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(4.4) Gsellbas twoplace predicate
@-pa-qaca kura wawa tu futing i kalingku
AV-CAU-buy  ABs.that child oBL fish LOC Hualien
drhe child sells fish [in Hualien] (=locatiod).
(notdrhe child sells fish [to Hualien] (=goa).

Example(4.4) shows tht theGselldverb in Amis does not necessaitigelecd (or imply the
presence ofa recipient/goal participant. It should be treated on par witloiingverb with
respect to valency, despite the involvement of the causative morpHblogy.

Along theseihes, it can be argued that the causative morpheme has difiimction
in these two cases: it derives a thptgcedenddpredicate fromborrowdbut a tweplace
Gellbpredicate fromdbuyg while the original A¥marked verbs have the same valeneg(s
4.2bd and 4.3H). In theflend = Cause to borrawderivation, the causer (i.e., lender) is
added, with the agent and the theme of borrowing preserved; the original agent (i.e., borrower)
is then conceived as the recipient. Infikell = Cause to bwderivation, the causer (i.e.,
seller) is added, but the original agent (i.e., buyer) does not enter into the subcategorization
frame of theksellbverb. In other words, whilpa- in both cases adds the causer into the event,
it does not always keep alletarguments of the event denoted by the original verb.

To sum up;Table 4.2demonstrates the idiosyncrasies of Amis giyge pa-a verbs,
based on (4.1) to (4.4Yhe rows specify the causative and fwawisative verbs and most
importantly, the functions of thee- morpheme in the derivation of gitgpe verbs. The
numbers in the parentheses specify the valgatiye and change of Mancyas a result of

ficausativizatior

“* From this perspective, the recipient interpretation as obs@r@d3a) is inferred from the animacy of the
participant (i.e., the proper nolisin). Therefore, there is no contradiction between (4.3a) and (4.4) with respect
to the subcategorization &ellbin Amis.
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Table 42 pa-a give-type verbs and their netausative counterparts

a. noncausative counterparts| mi-feli @ived | mi-caliwo b o ©| mi-gacaduyd
(valency) (3) (2) (2)
b. causative givype verbs pa-feli @ived pacaliwo | é n paqgacad s
(valency) (3 3 (2)
c. change of meaning No Yes Yes
(i.e., causative semantics)
(i) adding a No: (+0) Yes: (+1) Yes: (+1)
causer into the
event
Yes: (3) Yes: (2) No: (2-1)
d. Boththeagent The theme
valencychange| (i) keeping and thetheme remains; the
all arguments remain agent is
of theoriginal (note: agent removed
verb interpreted as the
recipient)

It is found that the apparent causative morpheme does not always provide causative
semantic®r increase valency; instead, these functions are subject to the roots to which the
causative morpheme attaches. | will discuss why this is the case in Section 4.2.4, after |

examine the causative morpheme in other subclasses of transfer verbs.

4.2.2 Sendtype verbs

Similar to givetype verbs, sentipe verbs in Amis are always associated withpidee
causative morpheme. However, the causative morpheme differs in its functions within this
subclass, as it does in gitype verbs. As an illustration, | disssifour causative verbs in this

A45
Q

subclassGend§ &endd deturn (=send back)anddmaild@™ Consider first twasendverbs

in (4.5) and (4.6§°

5 While Leving (2008) list of dative/transf verbs does not covéeturm | classify this notion under the
sendtype verbs for itsicaused motiodinature, which is supported by the decomposition of this verb (see [4.8]).
“® Note that the nowausative counterparts of these Bendverbs havelistinct AV markers, rather thani-.
As mentioned previously, the form of AV marker is lexically dependent§a&e5 andg4.1). Thusfgodand
dly 6take zero andha marking, respectively, as shown in (4.5b) and (4.6b).
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(4.5) Amis A¥marked&endoverb and its related derivation(s)
a.gpatayra’’ ku matgasay tu fmc (i kalingky)
AV-CAU-gO ABS old.person OBL rice LoC Hualien
Or'he old person sends rice [to Hualien] (= gaal).

b. a-tayra ku matgasay (i kalingky
AV-gO ABS old.person Loc Hualien
Or'he old person goes [to Hualien] (= goal).

(4.6) Amis Avmarkeddsendoéverb and its related derivation(s)
a.g-pa-efer ku faki  tu paysu (i kalingku
Av-CAU-fly  ABS uncle oBL money LoCc Hualien
dJncle sends mondyo Hualien] (= goalp

b. maefer kura gayam (i kakarayamn
Av-fly ABs.that  bird Loc  sky
Orhe bird flies [in the sky] (= locatior).
(notdrhe bird flies [to the sky] (= goad.

Two roots are resporide for the derivation ofsendverbs in Amis, nameltayra @odand
eferdlya the former specifies the path and the latter specifies the manner of motion, in
Talmy's (1985/2000) sense. As shown in (4.5b) and (4.6b), both of thesarkéd verbs
have he moving entity as the absolutive argument. However, these verbs differ with respect
to their subcategorizatiodgodselects the goal as the E arguméihgidoon the other hand,
does not imply the presence of the goal, but can have a location partaspghetperipheral
argument (i.e., adjunct).

The identification of core versus peripheral argument (i.e., complement vs. adjunct) here
is not based on the omissibility test or the presence of the locative marker, but on the degree
of ficohesiol (Chomsky 965:131) of the locativenarked participant to the verb, articulated

as andnternal/externdicontrast by Radford (1988). Consider the following English example.

(4.7)Alnternab versusiexternal" posimodifiers in English (Radford 1988:234)
a.He laughedat the clowrj (=internal).

b. He laughedat ten dclock] (=external).

Example (4.7) suggests that whether the participant is optional (i.e., the omissibility test) or

" Historically, tayrais decompsable intda-ira: ta- is the directional affixtowardj ira is a deictic term,
meaningdhabor G¢hereh
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whether it is marked as oblique (e.g., by a preposition) does not ndyesskact the
core/peripheral argument (i.e., complement/adjunct) status of this participant.
Crosslinguistically, the distinction between core and peripheral arguments is never a hard
and fast one (Dixon 2010:101; see also Comrie 1993908 Allerton 1994:4880; Van
Valin 2001:92 94). Studies of the argument structure in some Austronesian languages have
reached a similar conclusion (e.g., G. Lin 2010 for Tsou; Arka 2005, 2014 for languages of
eastern Indonesia and Balinese, respectivelgje, | adopt the idea that verbs impose
restrictions on core arguments, but not peripheral arguments (Newman 2005:147; see also
Radford 1988:1923). | thusdentify thei-marked locative NP in (4.5b) as the core, because
its figoab interpretation is restited/implied by the path motion veéyod The locative NP in
(4.6) is identified as peripheral, as the location interpretation of this NP is not bound by the
semantics of the manner motion véily 6*®

Along these lines, while the same causative morghismesponsible for the derivation
of both&endverbs with the same subcategorization frame (i.e., both select a goal), this
morpheme in fact serves distinct function(s), considering the fact that the original verbs (prior
to causativization) have diffent subcategorization frames, naméyodselects a goal and
dlyddoes not. | shall explore this in detail later in a discussion that includes other causative
sendtype verbs as well. One final remark on these d&semdverbs is that they do not share
the same truth condition. According to my inform@ituition, these two types of sending
events differ according to the involvement of the sender. Despite both denoting an agentive
transfer evenfpa-tayra entails the agetd personal execution of thensfer (i.e.,
agentcauser), anga-efersimply entails the presence of the (animate) causer. In other words,
patayradenotes events in which both the agent and the theme arrive at the goal as a result of

transfer (i.e.gsenddasdbring and sendor aeliverd, whereapa-eferdenotes events in

8 Given the present discussion, | will from now on abandon the omissibility test as a criterion for identifying
core/peripheral arguments. As aul, the valency of soalled transfer verbs will be identified based on
whether there these verbs impose interpretational restrictionsarked location NPs (see Table 4.3).
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which the agent calls for the transfer event, to be executed by some other indivedual

6s edn das (nlieetly) d or 6have §f°sth.) delivered
Another related verb igreturrd (or send bac@, which by logic entailsa transfer of

location based on the meaning of its foausative verlmi-tiku ¢@go backh The causativized

and nonrcausative verbs are demonstrated in (4.8).

(4.8) Amis Av¥markeddeturn (= send bac&yerb and its related derivation(s)
a.g-patiku kura tamdaw tu paysu (i kinghu)
AV-CAU-go.back ABs.that person oBL money LoC bank
Or'hat person returns money [to the bank] (= gbal).

b. mi-tiku kura tamdaw (i luman)
Av-go.back ABsthat person LoC house
Orhat person returns [to the house] (= g@al).
(notdrhat person returns [in the house] (= locati@n).

Similar to theGsendverbs in (4.5) and (4.6§eturrdis lexicalized by means of
causativization of a motion verb. IFthe A*marked verbmi-tiku @o baclg the moving

entity surfaces as the absolutive argument, with-tharked NP as the E argument
(suggested by itgyoabinterpretation in 4.8b). From this twwlace predicate, thes-
morpheme derives a transfer of&ion verb with théreturrdinterpretation, introducing the
agent (i.e., the causer), the transported theme (i.e., the moving entity), and the goal, as
observed in (4.8a).

Another instance of sertgipe verbs igmaild Despite the lack of concepts reldtto
postal services in the Austronesian worldview, modern Formosan languages have coined
terms for longdistance indirect sending events. In Amis, the event of mailing or its
equivalent is denoted byfdenominab verb based on the objedénoting rootikami

detter/maify which appears to be a Japanese loanword &.65 ). The category of this

49 Based on this findingoa-efer, which denotes indirect involvement in artséer process, is conceptually very
close to 6édmail 6. H o waelferars, Ols eannd 6i n ol iardedd etses lidatselsi mi |
verbpa-tayrain terms of the nature of the root and the function opsenorpheme. The treatment of
patikamia s 60im@.9)alsbacknowledges the denominalizing strategy found in both Amis and English.
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root motivates a distinct analysis of {b& morpheme that appears with it, as demonstrated
in (4.9)
(4.9) Amis A¥markeddmaildverb

a. g-patikami @-Ci mayaw ci lisi|an (tu cecaya tikami)

AV-CAU-letter ABS-PN Mayaw PN Lisin-OBL OBLONne LNK letter
Vayaw mails Lisin (a letter).

b. noncausative AV formunavailable (ii-tikami)
In Chapter 2, | addressed the derivatigraperties of Philippingype voice marking,
including the ability of an AV marker to derive verbs from objehoting roots (i.e.,
transcategorial functior§2.2.5.1). In Amis, the AV markeni- has restricted productivity
with respect to this derivatn, as it can only attach to certain objdenhoting roots to denote
daily activities related to the specific object (emji-nanumdo drink (waterd< nanum
avater§ mi-futing ¢o fishd< futing dishd. The ungrammaticality ahi-tikami(4.9b)
demonstates another function associated vth. In addition to providing a causative
semantics and a causer, flee morpheme derives th@nailéverb by attaching to what
appears to be the theme of the transfer évantinstance of denominalization (e.g., Eslgli
locatum verbs such aaddle, butter, paint, maitee Hal& Keyser 1993). This is clearly
observed in (4.9a), in which T can be absent in sentencepaitkami dmailg where it has
been presupposed as a part of the verb lexeme. The causative meypphi verbs such as
dmaildthus has this specific denominalization function by means of the incorporation strategy,
as described in Margetts and Austin (2007:42288c22.).

To summarize, sentype transfer verbs in Amis also require the presehtgeo
causative morpheme. Upon scrutiny, different kind8dofision of labod between thea-
morpheme and its verb/root can be observed across these causative verbs. | use Table 4.3 to

demonstrate more idiosyncrasiegef verbs in Amis.
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Table 43 pa-a sendtype verbs and their necausative counterparts

: atayrad (¢ maefer mi-tiku6 g o tikami
a. noncatz\?;té\:]eé )(/:)ounterpan ) dlyo baclo 61 bt t
) @ (NA)
. . patayra paefer | patikudé r e pa-tikami
b. causag/vaelegr:\éi})/pe verbs &endd 6 endd 3) 6mai |
3 3) 2)
c. change of meaning Yes Yes Yes Yes
(i.e., causative semantics)
a. adding a Yes: Yes: Yes: Yes:
causer into the (+1) (+1) (+1) (+1)
event
, Yes: @) Yes: (1) Yes: (2) N.A.
d. valency Z'rgﬁr?gg?s%l][ Boththe | The th_eme Boththetheme
.change the original themeand | remains and the‘goal
verb the gqal remain
remain
c. adding N.A. Yes: (+1) N.A Yes: (+1)
arother The goal The goal is
argument is added added

As in Table 4.2,lte number# in the parenthsesin Table 4.3pecify the valency change as

a result oficausativizatiord For senetype verbsthe pa- morphemeappears to function
consistently with respect to the introduction of causative semantics and the addition of the
causer. However, icsend6anddmail§ the causative morpheme makes an additional
contribution to the valency of the derived verbs (the presence of an additional goal argument),
as compared to their narausative counterparts. This demonstrates another idiosyncrasy of

pa- verbs inAmis.

4.2.3 Throw-type verbs

So far, | have identified thea- morpheme as an obligatory element in the morphological
structure of givaype and sentlype verbs in Amis. As for throsype verbs, their formation
does not require this morphology. In thistgmgt | present the morphosyntax of Amis verbs
for Ghrowdanddickq thereby showing that the Aviarked throwtype verbs do not select
the goal as the core argument. The goal participant, when specifieehmaéd throwtype

verbs, is introduced by mes of the serial verb strategy (Margetts and Austin 2007; see
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§3.2.2)°° Consider first the Avnarked@hrowdverb in (4.10).

(4.10) AmisdhrowbAV verb and the encoding of thrgarticipantdéhrowingdevent
a.mi-tekul  cingra tu fakeloh (i lumag)
Av-throw 3SGABS OBL stone Loc house
He throws stones (in the house) (= locatidn).
(notdHe throws stones at/into the howke.

b.mi-tekul cingra tu fakeloh (pa)tayra i lumag
Av-throw 3SGABS OBL sStone  CAU-QoO Loc house
He throws a stone to the house.

c.mi-tekul  cingra tu fakeloh pa-fel ci  kulasan
Av-throw 3GABS OBL stone CAu-give PN KulasoBL
(He throws stones to Kulds.

(4.10a) shows that the Aviarkedd@hrowdverbinvolves the overt voice marketi-, with no
participation of thepa- morpheme. However, unlike most of the previous causative transfer
verbs, the Avmarkeddhrowbverb does not select the goal as its core argument, as suggested
by the location interpration of thei-marked NP (i.e ¢in the housé). To denote a
threeparticipant transfer event, a second verb (V2) is required so that the goal or recipient as
the result of throwing can be introduced in the event. This is demonstrated in (4.10b) and
(4.1@x).

The failure of Amis verbs liké&hrowbto introduce the goal by themselves is not
surprising from a crosknguistic perspective (Chapter 3). Along the ditransitivity hierarchy
(Croft et al. 2001), throvtype verbs have the lowest scale of inherartgfer, and thus may
not imply the presence of a goal in their lexical semantics. Levin (2008), in particular, argues
that throwtype verbs are twargument activity verbs (see also Jackendoff 1990). In the
schema Levin identifies for thretype verbs, onentity instantaneously imparts a force on

another: there is no entailment of transfer (of the forced entity) to a third participant. In Amis,

®*The term fiserial verb strategyo refers to the strate
construction and share the three ggptints as arguments (or adjuncts) between them (Margetts and Austin
(2007:402). In this dissertation, | follow this definition and simply present examples involving the serial verb
strategy, without resorting to the diagnostics for serial verb constnsdigog., argument sharing,
monoclausality).
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the same observation holds: whenitimearked locative NP is introduced with an-Avarked
dhrowdverb, it is coreived by native speakers as the location in which the activity is
performed, rather than the goal of the act of throwing.

Another throwtype verb&ickd has the same characteristic. Consider (4.11) below.

(4.11) Amisdick6AV verb as a tweplace prediate
a.mi-tenuk  ku tamdaw tu mali (i tafu-tafuk-an)
Av-kick ABSperson ©OBL ball LOC RED-sandNMZz
Orhe person kicks a ball (on the beach) (= locat@n).
(notdThe person kicks a ball (to the beach) (= g&al).

b.mi-tenuk ku temdaw tu mali  (pa)tayra [ galul
Av-kick ABs person oOBL ball CAU-gO LOC river
Or'he person kicks a ball into the riv@r.

c.mi-tenuk ku tamdaw tu mali pafeli tura wawa
Av-kick  ABs person  oBL ball CAU-give  oBL.that child

Orhe persorkicks a ballto that childd

LiketheAymar ked ot hr omwadr wed bg kit hled AWer b does not
morphology, and denotes a typarticipant activity involving the agent and the theme (or

patient). Thei-marked locative NP, when present, is interpreted as the location where kicking

takes place, rather than the ultimate whereabouts of the theme/patient after it is kicked (4.10a).

In other words,the AYnar ked Oki ckd v er btransfgr (of locatien). To does r
encode a threparticipmmt transfer event, a V2 is require

to introduce the goal or recipient into the

4.24.Interim summary

| have so far demonstrated how (AV) transfer verbs in Amis differ with respect to their
morphologicalcomplexity. Most importantly, the causative morpheme is always involved in
the formation of givaype and sentlype verbs, but not in the formation of throype verbs.

| have also examined the ability/inability of these-®drked transfer verbs to introckithe

third participant (i.e., recipient/goal) of the transfer event. Thetlvegeclassification

proposed in the literature proves to be useful. As shod.h3, Avmarked throwtype
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verbs denote a twplace activity, and the introduction of the thparticipant relies on the
serial verb strategy. Givigpe and sentlype verbs almost always introduce three participants,
except for two casessellbanddmailé In 84.1.1 andg4.1.2, | carefully outlined the
idiosyncrasies of Amipa-a verbs by companig their argument structure and meaning with
the noncausative counterparts (e.mi-a verbs). Here, | establish that these idiosyncrasies
arise from the fact thaga-a verbs in Amis are lexical causatives, as opposed to productive
causatives.

Previous sidies of Amis causative constructions (J. Wu 200&i0 & Otsuka 2012)
identify two major types of causatives, despite the involvement of the same morpheme,
In one type, the causative morpheme attaches directly to the root without any intervening
component (i.e.pa-a verbs). In the second type, there is an intervening component between
the causative morpheme and the root (papi-a or pa-ka-a verbs)>* Consider the

following example:

(4.12) Indirect vs. direct causation in Amis

a. mi-nanum kura wawa (tu saytd
AV-water ABs.that child oBL soda
Orhat child is drinking (sod&).
b. -papi-nanum @i kulas tura wawa (tu sayta

AV-CAU-pi-water ABS-PN  Kulas oBL.that child oBLsoda
&Kulas askedhat child to drink (sod&).

C.@-pananum  @Ci kulas tura wawa (tu sayta
AV-CAU-water ABS-PN Kulas oBL.that child  oBL soda
&Kulas gave the child (soda) (for him to dririk).

In Amis, the verldrinkdis derived fromAV affixation of an objectdenoting rootwater§ as
(4.12a) shows. The causative morphgraecan attach either to the derived verb or directly
to the root. In the former, the causativized veakpi-nanum(< pa- + mi-nanun) is used to

denote a causativelation in which the causee, instead of the causer, is responsible for the

*L In Amis, pi- is a morphological variant afi-, used when the verb receives further morphological marking
(e.g., causative, applicative) or appears in certain constructions (e.g., negative, imp@tasiye)form may
serve different functions in other Formosan languages.
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bringing about of the caused event, as suggested liggh¢someone) to dribkanslation in

(4.12b). Direct attachment of the causative morpheme to the roop&manun), on the

other hand, implies that the causer (instead of the causee) is responsible for the bringing
about of the caused event. This is suggested bigihe (someone something to dridk)

translation in (4.12c). Based on the recurrent interpretation coabrsstved betwegpa-a

verbs anga-pi-a verbs, Wu (2006) and Kuo& Otsuka (2012) argue that the former is used

to denote direct causation (Comrie 1985; Shibatani 2002), whereas the latter is used to denote
indirect causation.

The direct attachment p&- to the root leveldr transfer verbs in Amis is not surprising
at all, as transfer verbs (or ditransitive constructions) by definition involve an agent
responsible for the event of transfer (see Chapt&r B).the causative strategy, the causer is
the newly derived agentsponsible for the derived transfer verb. The causative strategy is
thus commonly found in Amis transfer verbs, including not only those mentioned i _evin
(2008) (Engliskbased) list, but also some cultigpecific items. (4.13) lists some of the latter,

with the closest English equivalents.

(4.13) Culturespecific Amis transfer verbs involving the causative strategy

a.paini do offerd (< ini dhere)
b. pa-hicerado delive® (< hicerado land or drop b§
c. palahod do offer (for ritesp (< lahod dmoistureé)>

d. pa-kuhawdo pour (soup on ricé) (< kuhawd&oup
e.pafakingdo fined (< fakingdined
f. pa-ngiraw do give a red envelope (< ngiraw dvedding fea€)®*

%2 It is also possible for the roots responsible for transfer verbs to allow fpegpied for an indirect causation
scenario. Given the appropriate context, expressionpé@-qacadask (someone) to bopr even
pa-pi-pa-feli sk (someone) to gidare possible when the transfer events are demanded by a causer who is not
directly involved in the transfer process.
*3 The meaning ofoffer (for ritespfrom a root with themoisuredmeaning is curious. My informants cannot
tell me why it can be the case. However, | tend to stipulate that it originates from a cultural practice that while
drinking (alchohol), some people use their finger to dip into the drink and spill some grotimel to show
respect to the ancestors.
** It has been a long existing cultural practice in Sinicized area that when invited to the wedding, guests should
contribute some money to the host with a red envelop&press their congratulations to the couple
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The items in (4.13) as well as the aforementioned causative traedbs repeatedly
suggest the idiosyncrasiespE-a verbs: the meanin@r valency of these derived causative
verbs does not necessarily equal the sum of their aidshus reasonable toeatpa-a
verbs as instances @iexical causativesandpa-pi-a verbs asiproductive causatives.
Shibatani &Pardeshi (2002) raise concerns about the traditional
lexical/morphological/syntactic classification of causatives, and argue that languages use
their own morphosytactic strategies fahe contrast betweemdirect anddirect causation.
Supporting examples come from Japarféseical causativaswhich involve morphological
marking, as well as Tagalog, in whiphag- is analyzed as a lexical causative marker (Travis
2010).

| have now establishgub-& verbsin Amis as instances of lexical causatives. The
observation thgba- derives verbs whose valency cannot be predicted based on the
noncausative verbs from which they derive suggests that relaahdgo the AVmarked
(e.g.,mi-8) verbs is incaect, everthough they involve the same root. In other words, both
the causative marker and AV marker are derivational when they attach directly to the root,
resulting in verbs with their own meaning/valency. This finding has important implications

for my later anajsis of roots in symmetrical voice languages, to be presented in Chapter 9.

4.3The argumentstucture of Amis (NAV) transfer verbs

As briefly mentioned in Chapt& argument alternations of transfer verbs in Formosan
languages arcoded by means of voie marking. This section scrutinizes the argument
alternation patterns across Amis transfer verbs, with special focus on the thematic role of the
absolutive argument. As Amarked transfer verbs are syntactically intransitive, and
unanimously select the agieas the absolutive argument, this section will focus on
NAV-marked transfer verbs, which show diverse patterns with regard to the selection of the

absolutive argument (e.g., T, R, or even none of the above). In Chapter 3, | introduced the
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ditransitivity hierarchy (Croft et al. 2001) and the vedgnsitive approach (Levin 2008),

which make reference to three subclasses of transfer verbs that condition the alternation
restrictions for languages wifluncode@ alternations (e.g., Germanic languages). Adgptin

the threeway classification, this section shows that these approaches face challenges when
applied to a language with a symmetrical voice system, due to the presésgbabdss

internab lexical variation.

4.31 Give-type verbs

In 84.2.1, | introducedhree Amis givetype verbs, namelga-feli agived pa-caliw dendj and
pa-qacadselld With respect to their NAV counterparts, two patterns can be identified based
on theirfiselection of the O argumear mapping between the thematic role and the
absoltive case. The first pattern is observed wifivedanddendj as illustrated in (4.14)

and (4.15).

(4.14) Argument structure of NAwarkeddyivedverbs: Pattern 1
a. PV construction (T = ABS)
mapafeli ni kulas kuni  paysu ci mayw-an
PV-CAU-give ERGPN Kulas ABs.this money PN  Mayaw-OBL
&Kulas gave the money to Mayaw.

b. PV constructioiR = ABS)
ma-pafeli ni kulas tu paysu @ci mayaw
PV-CAU-give ERGPN Kulas oBLmMoney ABS-PN Mayaw
&Kulasgave Mayaw moneg.

c. LV construction (R = ABS)
(*pi-)pafeli-an  ni kulas tu paysu @ci mayaw
Pl-cAau-give-Lv  ERGPN Kulas OBLmMoney ABS-PN Mayaw
&Kulas gave Mayaw (some) monéy.

d. CV construction (T = ABS)
sapafdi ni kulas ci  mayawan kuni paysu
CV-CAU-give ERGPNKulas PN MayawOBL ABS.this money
d (will) give the money to Maya.

(4.15) Argument structure of NAwharkeddendbverbs: Pattern 1
a. PV construction (T = ABS)
mapa-caliw nura tamdaw kuni  paliding ci sawmahkan
PV-CAU-borrow  ERG.that person ABs.this car PN SawmahoBL
drhat person lent the car to Sawndah.
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b. PV constructiofR = ABS)
mapa-caliw nura tamdaw tu paliding @ci savmah
PV-CAU-borrow ERGthat person OBL car ABS-PN Sawmah
Or'hat person lent Sawmah a €ar.

c. LV construction (R = ABS)
(*pi-)pacaliw-an  nura tamdaw tu palidinggci sawmah
Pl-cau-borrowLv ERGthat person OBL car ABS-PN Sawmah
Or'hat person lent Sawmah a €ar.

d. CV construction (T = ABS)
sapa-caliw nura tamdaw ci  sawmam kuni paliding
CV-CAU-borrowEeRGthat person PN SawmahkoBL ABs.this car
d (will) lend the car to Sawmad.

In 84.1, Idiscussed NAV forms with or without the involvement of a causative morpheme
(see Table 4.1). The forms of NAMarked causative verbs are repeated herm&pa-a,
(mi-)pa-d-anor pa-a-en&®Va (ii) (pi-)pad-and.Va and (i) sapad CW¥a In my

illustration of the argument structure, | use-pa-a as the PV form. In addition, | present the
contrast between the presence and absenge adross LV transfer verbs. Examples (4.14)
and (4.15) demonstrate the same argument alternation pattgimednddenda either T or

R as absolutive in PV form, R as absolutive in LV form, and T as absolutive in CV form.
However, this pattern is not shared by all members oftype transfer verbs. Consider, for

example, théselldverb in (4.16).

(4.16) Argumentsucture of NAVmarkeddésellbverbs: Pattern 2
a. PV construction (T = ABS)
mapaqgaca nura wawa ku  futing (ci lisin-an)
PV-CAU-buy ERGthat child ABsfish PN Lisin-oOBL
drhat child sold the fish to Lisié.

b. PV constuction (*R = ABS)
*mapagaca nura wawa tu futing @ci lisin
PV-CAU-buy ERGthat child oBL fish ABS-PN Lisin
(intended drhat child sold Lisin fistg

c. LV construction (L = ABS)
(pi-)pa-gacaan nura wawa kuya lumag tu futing
Pl-cau-buy-Lv ERGthat child ABs.that house oBL fish
Orhe child sold fish in that houge.
(notdrhe child sold fish to that hougg.

84



d. CV construction (T = ABS)
sapaqgaca nura wawa ci lisin-an kuni futing
CV-CAU-buy  ERG.that child PN  Lisin-oBL ABs.this fish
drhe child will sell this fish to Lisira

The&ellbverb resembledyive/lendonly with respect to the argument structure of the CV
form: the themeurfaces as the absolutive, as indicated in (4.16d). It has a distinct selection
pattern in other NAV forms> (4.16a) shows that the R¥arkedésellbverb can only select T
as the absolutive argument; moreover, the recipient is only optionally realiaacbbBque
NP. In addition, in the LV form, the verb selects the location as the absolutive argument, as
suggested by the translation in (4.17c). It is important to note that the PV and LV forms of
Gell§ unlike the CV counterpart, do not introduce tbepient of the transfer as a third
participant.

The difference in the argument structure betwgre/lenddandd&sellbNAV-marked
verbs is whether or not the recipient role of the transfer event can be realized as the
absolutive argument. In Patterrad observed ifgivedanddendNAV verbs, the recipient
can become the absolutive argument by multiple means, such as PV or LV marking; in

Pattern 2 as exemplified tigellBNAV verbs, the recipient can never become the absolutive

% |n Kuo 2013 (see also Kug Otsuka 2012), | provide one example offtlf 0 Gselldverb with a different
subject selection patterthat is, the theme surfaces as the absolutive argument.

() pa-qacaan aku ku cudad ci kulasan (Kuo 2013:5)
CAU-buy-LA  1SGERG ABS book PN KulasoBL
d sold the book to Kula8.

In that analysis, | treate@n alone as the locative applicative (LA) marker without taking the presence or
absence opi- into serious consideration. Considerthg absolutive selection as shown in (i), it is more
appropriate to treat this verb as an instance of PV verbs, which select the theme/patient as the absolutive
argument. Given the PV analysis, (i) is reconsidered as (iib) below. The optionatlityinf(iib) in contrast to
(iia) is likely due to the involvement of the causative morpheme.

(i) Amis mi-é -anPV verbs (P = ABS)
a.mi-gadupan  ni aki  kuni fafuy
PV-huntpv ERGPN  Aki  ABs.this  pig
0Aki hunted this pig. 6
b. (mi-)pa-gacaan aku ku cudad ci kulas (reanalysis of [i])
PV-CAU-buy-Pv 1SGERG ABS book PN KulasoBL
d sold the book to Kula8.
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argument, regardless tife NAV marking. Thé&themeonlyo constraint Kuo & Otsuka 2012
Kuo 2013) observed in Pattern 2 casts doubt on the treatmésgliifon par with other
give-type verbs. This contrast presents the first piece of evidence for subclass internal

variation.l shall discuss this together with other evidence in Section 4.3.4.

4.32 Send-type verbs

Sendtype verbs also show two patterns regarding the absolutive selection of their NAV forms.
For the first pattern, the transported theme is marked as absofuBeand CV forms,

while the goal is marked as absolutive in LV form, with the otherawtar participant (i.e.,

goal or theme) realized as oblique. This is found with the®eodverbs and théeturrd

verb, as demonstrated in (4.1B).

(4.17) Argument structure of NAwarkedésendbverbs: Pattern 1
a. PV construction (T = ABS)
mapatayra nura matgasay ku felac [ kalingku
PV-CAU-QO ERGthat old.man  ABS rice Loc Hualien
drhat old man ent the rice to Hualied.

b. PV construction (*G =ABS)
*mapatayra nura matgasay tu felac ku kalingku
PV-CAU-QO ERG.that old.man OBL rice ABS Hualien
(intended:dThat old man sent rice to Huali@n

c. LV construction (G = ABS)
(*pi-)patayra-an nura matgasay tu felac ku kalingku
Pl-cau-go-Lv ERGthat old.man oOBL rice ABS  Hualien
drhat old man sent rice to Hualién.

d. CV constructionT = ABS)
sapatayra nura matwasay kuni felac i kalingku
CV-CAU-g0 ERGthat old.man ABS.this rice LoCc Hualien
Orhat old man will send this rice to Hualién.

(4.18) Argument structure of NAxharked&sendoverbs: Paern 1
a. PV construction (T = ABS)
mapa-efer nu faki ku paysu tu wawa nira
PV-CAU-fly ERG uncle ABsS money oBL child 3SGGEN
dJncle sent the money to his chid.

b. PV construction (*G = ABS)
*mapa-efer n faki tu paysu ku wawa nira
PV-CAU-fly ERG uncle oBL money ABschild 3SGGEN
(intended fordJncle sent money to his chiéd.
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c. LV construction (G = ABS)
(*pi-)paeferan nu faki  tu paysu ku wawa nira

Pl-cau-fly-Lv ERGuncle oBL money ABschild 3SGGEN
dJncle sent his child moné.

d. CV construction (T = ABS)
sapaefer nu faki ku paysu tu wawa hira
Cv-CAU-fly ERG uncle ABs money oBL child 3SGGEN
dJncle will send the money to his chiid.

(4.19) Argument structure of NAwarkedd&eturroverbs: Pattern 1
a. PV construction (T = ABS)
mapa-tiku nura tamdaw kuya paysu i kingku
PV-CAU-go.back ERGthat person  ABs.that money LoCc bank
Orhat person returned the money to the b&ank.

b. PV construction (*G =ABS)
*mapatiku nura tamdaw tu paysu kuni kingku
PV-CAU-go.back ERGthat person OBL money ABS.this bak
(intended fordThat person returned money to the bénk.

c. LV construction (G = ABS)

(pi-)pa-tiku-an nura tamdaw tu paysu kura kingku
Pl-cau-go.backLy ERGthat person oOBL money ABS.that bank
Orhat person returned thartk moneyd

d. CV construction (T = ABS)
sapa-tiku nura tamdaw kuni paysu i kingku

CV-CAU-go.backerG.that person ABs.this money Loc bank
Orhat person will return the money to the bénk.

Within the sendype verbs@mailbpa-tikamihas a distinct pattern with respect to
absolutive selection. While it also selects the transported theme as the absolutive argument in
its CV form, it selects the goal (but not the theme) in its PV form, and can select either the

goal or a locaon in its LV form. This is shown in (4.20).

(4.20) Argument structure of NAxharkeddmailbverbs: Pattern 2
a. PV construction (G = ABS)
mapatikami ni mayaw @-Ci lisin (tu cecaya tikani
PV-CAU-letter ERG.PNMayaw ABS-PNLisin OBL oOne LNK letter
Aayaw mailed Lisin (a letter).

b. LV construction (G = ABS)
(*pi-)patikamian ni mayaw @-Ci lisin tu cecaya tikami
Pl-cau-letterLv  ERGPN Mayaw ABS-PNLisin OBL one LNK letter
AMayaw mailed Lisin a letted.
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c. LV construction (L = ABS)
pi-patikamian  ni mayaw ci lisiran  kunini a lumag
Pl-cau-letterLv ERG.PNMayaw PN Lisin-OBL ABS.this LNK house
Vayaw mailed Lisin in this housi.
(notdMayaw mailed Lisin (a letter) to this houge

d. CV construction (T = ABS)
sapatikami  ni mayaw ci lisiran  kuni tikami
CV-CAU-letter ERGPNMayaw PN Lisin-OBL ABS.this letter
ayaw will mail this letter to Lisird

So far, | have examined two subclasses of trangfdrsy both of which show
Asubechaesnal 6 variation with respect to thei
O (i.e., ABS) argument via voice markingccording to the ditransitivity hierarchy or the
verb-sensitive approach, members of themeaubclass should not differ from one another

with respect to their argument alternation. In the next subsection, | describe another challenge

for the threeway classification based on the examination of thtgpe verbs.

4.3.3 Throw-type verbs

In 84.2.3 | demonstrated the absence of the causative morpheme in Amistjip@werbs.

In addition, Avmarked throwtype verbs rely on the serial verb strategy for the encoding of
transfer events. Interestingly, while Aarked throwtype verbs denote twplaceactivities,
their NAV counterparts are more complicated with respect to their event semantics: some
denote a threpatrticipant transfer event singhandedly, whereas some denote a
threeparticipant event that does not involve the sense of transferAs alh illustration, |

introduce NAVmarkedd&hrowdverbs first, and then NAvharkeddkickbverbs.

(4.21) Argument structure of NAxharked@hrowbverbs: Pattern 1
a. PV construction (T = ABS; transfer interpretation available)
matekul nira ku mali @i laluman)
Pv-throw 3SGERG ABS ball Loc inside
e threw the ball (inside) (=goad).
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b. LV construction (L = ABS; transfer interpretation unavailable)
pi-tekukan  nira tu mali ku lumag
Pl-throw-Lv 3sGERG 0BL ball ABS house
He threw a ball [in the house] (= locatidn).

(notdHe threw a ball [at/to the house] (= godl).

c. CV construction (T = ABS; transfer interpretation available)
sapi-tekul nira ku mali tu luma
cv-Plthrow 3SGERG ABs ball OBL house
e will throw the ball [to/at the house] (= goél).

(notde will throw the ball [in the house] (= locatiod).

The contrast between twargument activity predicates (i.e., Englibinow) and threeplace

transfer pedicates can be identified based on native spe&akergoretation of thée-marked

participant, a diagnostic presentedsh?2.2. Example (4.21) shows that-F\arked and

CV-markedd@hrowdverbs denote transfer events, as suggested by the goal intéspretat

thei-marked NP in (4.21a) and the oblique NP in (4.21c), respectively. Tnealked

dhrowbverb, on the other hand, does not carry the transfer interpretation, as suggested by the

location interpretation of the absolutive argument in (4.23H)he absolutive selection of

these verbs is subject to their interpretations: the transported theme is marked as absolutive in

the PV form and the CV form, whereas the location is marked as absolutive in the LV form.
The &ickbverb with the rootenuk however, has a different argument realization pattern.

See the sentences below.

(4.22) Argument structure of NAwarkeddkickbverbs: Pattern 2
a. PV construction (P = ABS)
matenuk nua tamdaw ku mali (tala-galul)
pv-kick ERGthat person  ABs ball to-river
Orhat persorkicked the ball (into the river) (=goabd).

5 Compare this with Lvnarked sendype verbs, whose absolutive argument has the goal re¢girgy2).
" The labelfpatiend (P) for the absolutive argument in the PV form and the LV form otkio&overb is
intended to highlight the contadenoting nature of this verb, as opposed to most of the transfer verbs. In (4.23),
I will show that a kiking event does not necessarily involve a transported theme. Along this line, the participant
that undergoes kicking should better be identified as the patient or goal. See Chapter 5 for more discussion about
the identification of patient/goal indickingbevent based on the affectedness of this argument.
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b. LV construction (P/G = ABS)
pi-tenukan nira tu waay ku cafeng
Pl-kick-Lv 3sGERG OBL leg ABS wall
He kicked the wall with (his) leg.
(notHe kicked (something) with (his) leg on the wéll.

c. CV construction (I = ABS)
sapi-tenuk nira tu cafeng ku wagay nira
cv-Pl-kick 3sGERGOBL wall ABS leg 3SG.GEN
He will kick his leg against the wadl.

The PV form oftkickbresembles that athrowbfor its transfer interpretation, as shown in
(4.22a). Howeverkickdis unigue among all the aforementioned Amis transfer verbs (e.g.,
aiveq &ellg sendy dmail§ dhrowd: it is the only item that does not carry the transfer
interpretation in its CV form. In (4.22c), the absolutive argundegbcan not be identified as
the transported theme, as it is not transferred away from the agent as a d@&stkingfa
Conceptually speakinglegdin (4.23c) may be viewed as antimsnent with whichkickingd
is performed (i.e., | = ABS¥ Compared to the CV form, the LV form denotes a similar
&ickingbevent, with the locational participant interpreted as the patient/goal at which kicking
is directed, rather than as the locatiorevenkicking is performed (i.e., the translation in
4.22b).

To capture the contrast between the sense of transfer suggested by-tharke
dhrowbverb and the lack of this sense for the-@%rkeddickéverb, one may refer to the
fiwith/againstalternatono observed in certain English verbs, includikgk§ but notdhrowa

This is illustrated in (4.23) and (4.24)

(4.23)With/Againstalternation in English: Alternating verbs (elgang, hit,kick, knock etc.;
based on Levin 1993:67)
a.Brian kicked he wallwith his leg

b. Brian kicked his leggainst the wall

8 The labefinstrumend (1) is intended in (4.22c¢) to highlight the fact that the absolutive argument of the CV
form of &ickdis not necessariliransferredi.e., theme), as is the case in other tfangerbs.
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(4.24) With/Againstalternation in English: Noalternatingagainst only (e.g., bat, sling,
throw, tip, etc.; based on Levin 1993:67)
a. *Brian threw the fencwith the stick.

b. Brian threw the sticlagainst the fence

Both English and Amis examples of O0throwd an
these two verbs as members of distinct classes according to their morphosyntactic behaviors
other than the shared dative/ditraing alternation. This will be evaluated carefully in

Section 4.3.4.

4.34 Discussion: Lexical variation within and across transfer verb subclasses
Table 4.4 summarizes previous findings regarding the absolutive selection of Amis
NAV-marked transfer vbs with additioral information abouargument alternatioto

facilitate my discussion about the interaction between voice and the involved verb/root.

Table 44 Lexical variation within and across subclasses of Amis transfer verbs

ABS argumenselection
Argument (i.e., the thematic role of O argument Example(s)
alternation
PV LV CcVv
Gived(4.14)
Yes TorR R T dendd(4.15)
give-type
No T L T Gsellb(4.16)
&end6(4.17)
Yes T G T sendo(4.18)
sendtype Geturrd(4.19)
YegNo: flexible G GorlL T @Mailb(4.20)
L T dhrowd(4.21)
throw-type No
P PIG I &icko(4.22)

Theargumenglternationcolumnis intended tdiighlight the difference between these

transfer verbs with respect to their ability to alternate theawbor participants of the transfer
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events (i.e., recipient/goal and theme) by means of voice marking. As presentedseanker
transferverbg e . g. , 0 @livayeseélect thie saame seHoj participants cigss of the

voice marking; these verlbsnd to allow either of thievo nonactor participants to surface as

the absolutive argument, given the corresponding voice marking (i.e., YesleT4) There

are also transf er ,whese BAY fo(me targgparticipargseothdrin, ot hr o
those n a transfer event, and thus fail to alternate (i.e., No in Table 4.5). In addérbs,

like dmailbhavecertain flexibility, based on the fact that the LV form can be interpreted as
introducing either location or goal.

In the literature, tb threeway classification of transfer verbs based on the ditransitivity
hierarchy and the verbensitive approach has proven helpful in accounting for the lexical
variation with respect to argument structure. Formosan languages like Amis, however,
demongtatefisubclass internalvariation as summarized in Table 4.4, which the thvag
classification fails to explain. The fact that NAvarkedfitransfed verbs involving the same
root may or may not actually carry the transfer interpretation suggestsighacirrect to
presuppose the involvement of a sense of transfer sense for all of the items at the root level.
In the literature, this issue has only been discussed featguument throwtype verbs, which
differ from givetype and sentlype verbs. Howesr, alleged members of the gitsge and
sendtype verbs such asellbanddmaildin Amis have the same issue of the lack of a transfer
interpretation, as shown in Table 4.4.

In 84.2, | scrutinized the meaning and argument structure of causative tnarfie and
concluded thapa-a verbs should not be considered to be derived froem@vked verbs. A
parallel finding is shown in regard to these NM\rked transfer verbs. For nafternating
verbs likeGsellbanddickdin Amis, LV/CV forms can be treated as derived (i.e.,
applicativized) from the PV counterpart (i.e., the canonical transitive under the ergative view)

because of the involvement of the applied argument (e.g., location, instrument). However, for
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alternating verbs, it is impossible to identify one canonical transitikeamong the three
NAV-marked candidates, as far as meaning and valency are concerned. The argument
structure of NA¥marked Amis transfer verbs reveal the derivational properties voice
marking, especially LV/CV, which increases valency only in some cagebs not change

the number of arguments in others. The derivational properties of NAV markers in Formosan

languages will be readdressed and highlighted in later chapters.

4.4 Conclusion

This chapter demonstrates the lexical variation among transtes WeAmis with respect to
their morphological complexity and argument structure (e.g., absolutive selection). Section
4.2 introducs AV-marked transfer verbs. It is shown that while ¢iyge and sentlype verbs
inevitably rely on the causative stratethyow-type verbs employ the serial verb strategy for
the encoding of threparticipant transfer events. This observation resonates withd&evin
(2008) proposal about the involvement of the causative semantics in givg/seneerbs as

well as the bivalemature of throwtype verbs. In addition, the morphological complexity of
Amis transfer verbs is scrutinized, with the conclusion that the causative morpheme is
derivational in the case pb-a verbs (i.e., the lexical causative).

Section 4.3 focuses on the argument structure of Amis-iAxked transfer verbs.
Unlike languages whose alternation of transfer verbs (between dative and DOC) is
semantically motivated by the threay clasdication, Amis demonstrates lexical variation
within all three subclasses of transfer verbs. This reveals the demaigbroperties of NAV
markers The applicative analysis for LV/Cwarkerss particularly questicable giverthe
observation that the LV/CV fornme most of the Amis transfer verbs (excéglig dnailg
anddickd do not add an additional argument to the event, comparedtd@iieounterpart
(see Table 4.4)The derivational properties of the causative morpheme and voice markers

raise questiomabout the category of roots in Formosan languages, and further suggest an
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eventbasedanalysis of voice marking. | shall deal with these issues carefully after the

discussion of the other two research languages
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CHAPTER FIVE

PUYUMA TRANSFER VERBS AND ARGUMENT STRUCTURE

5.1 Preamble

This chapter examines Puyuma transfer verbs and demonstrates their lexical variation in

terms of morphological composition and argument structure. The organization of this chapter

follows that of the previous chapter. Firshriefly review the voice morphology in Puyuma

and present the fact that not every verb can have all of the four voice forms in this language.

In Section 5.2, | examine the morphological structure of Puyuma transfer verbs under the

threeway classificatior(i.e., give/send/throw) proposed in the literature. The focus will be on

AV-marked transfer verbs only, ftre considerations outlined in Chapter 4. In Section 5.3, |

present the argument structure and alternation patterns ohihdkied transfer verb3his

section again demonstrates the point, establishetms of Amis inChapter4, that the

threeway classification has its limitation in the context of symmetrical voice languages, as

theselanguageshowsubclass interdavariation. In addition, | wllelaborate on the

derivational properties of the causative morpheme(s) and voice irsianktech suggest an

eventbasedanalysis for voice systems in Formosan languages (to be presented in Chapter 9).
In Chapter 4, | introduced the voice system in Amisracterized by the presence of

multiple forms within each category and their lexicaiynditioned nature (Table 4.1). In

Puyuma, the interaction between voice and the verbs/roots is also ledajadigdent, though

in a different mannefable 5.1 presds the voice system &fuyuma a modified version (cf.

Table 2.13 with an additional column fgoa-a causative verbs.
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Table51Puyuma (simplified) voice system (& f
AV M-a pa-a

PV a-aw pa-a-aw

LV a-ay pa-a-ay

CcVv a-anay pa-a-anay

As mentioned irg§2.2.5, the voice system in Puyumaatatively simplein the sensehat
there are no distinct voice forrfr differentroot categoriesexcept for the AV categofy.
TheM- affix stands for the varieties, whose form is dependent on the semantics or
phonological environment of the root/stem (Teng 2008). For example, theafikér isma
for statedenoting roots (e.gmaladramd&nowd, <em> for activity-denoting roots (e.qg.,
d<em>irus dvashy, m- for vowetinitial roots (e.g.mukadod, me for roots that begin
with /I/, /Iir/, In/, Ing/, and /r/ (e.gmenadu &sed), ard <en> for roots that begin with /p/ or
/bl (e.g.p<en>ia dinishd). The AV marker is zero farnly a small number of roots such as
Ggived(e.q.,@-beray).

The lack of multiple forms for NAV categories shown in Table 5.1 does not mean that
thePuyuma wice system does not interact with the semantics of the involved root. In fact, it
has a different type of interaction. In Amis, the majority of roots might adloywf the NAV
markings (i.e., PV/LVICV), given the corresponding form. In Puyuma, on therdiand,
there are morélexical gaps) by which | mean that Puyuma roots are selective in terms of
the four voice categories they allow. For example, some roots@gvgd) do not allow a PV
form whereas others (e.gburnd do not allow an LV formThe Puyuma voice system is thus
lexically conditionegdastheAmis voice system idyut in a different manne€oncrete
examples of the gamps Puyumaransfer verbs (i.e., lack of Pviarked forms) will be
presented in Section 5.3.

One finalpoint to be mdebefore | enter the maitdiscussiorhas to do witlpa-a

%9 |t should be noted that Puyuma has a more comyaie system than Amis does with respect to the TAM
distinctions.
96

or



causative verbs, which involve the same morpheme as Amis causative verbs do. While it is
the case that Amis and Puyuma may have inherited the same causative morph€Blespa
2003, 2009/2012)Puyumapa-a verbs do not always denote direct causation. More

discussion regarding the causative morpheme(s) in Puyuma will be provided in Section 5.2.4.

5.2 The morphological complexity of Puyuma (AV) transfer verbs

This sectiorprovidesthe morphologicastructure of Puyuma transfer verbs. Adopting the
organization og4.2, | presengive-type, senetype, and throwtype verbs in turn, and
demonstrate the lexical variation within and across these subclasses in terms of their
morphological makeuf@he discgsionfocuseson AV-markedverbsin most of the cases

exceptsselld The NAYmarked transfer verbs will be examined carefully in Section 5.3.

5.2.1 Givetype verbs
In Chapter 4, | showed that grtgpe verbs in Amis always involve the causative morpheme.
In Puyuma, however, this is not the caSensider, for exampléhe morphological structure
of gyivedin (5.1).
(5.1) PuyumagivebAV-marked verb and its related derivation(s)
a.g-beray=ku dra paysu kan senden

AV-give=1SGABS ID.OBL money  SGOBL Senden
d gave money to Sendén.

b. g-ki-beray=ku kan senden dra YU
AV-KI-give=1SGABS SGOBL Senden ID.OBL money
d received money from Sendén.

Unlike the Amisdivebverbpafeli, the Puyumagivedverbberaydoes not involve a

causative morpheme, as shown in (5.1a). Despite the lack of overt voice morphetagy,

alone should be analyzed as an AV verb based on the thematic role of the absolutive argument
(i.e., the agent In Puyuma, zero AV m&ing can occur only witla restricted number of

roots, includingyived celpd dollow§ and so forth (Teng 2008). Another characteristic of
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transfer verbs in Puyumatisat they carallow the theki- morpheme, which is responsible
for Areversing the drection of transfer. This is exemplified in the contrast between (5.1a)
and (5.1b): the agent of the derived vieHberayturns out to be the recipient of the transfer
event. (5.1b) shows ho@eceivécanbederived from thedgivedroot based on a changé
perspective.

Theki- morpheme deserves more discussion here, as it plays an important role in my
discussion of the semantic nature of transfer verbs/roots in Puyuma. First, the mechanism for
theki- morpheme to transforidyivedinto Geceiveis curiaus. As far as the voice function is
concerned, there are good reasons for an AV analygisbeiray, as suggestealy (5.1b). First,
the null morphology is only found for AV but not in any of the NAV categories (i.e.,
PVI/LVICV). Second, as mentioned in Qiter 2, NAV verbs in Formosan languages must
involve an ergative argument. Puyuki& verbs, however, never involve such an argument
(unless further attaeld byan NAV marker; see 5.2b). The AV natwrieki-a verbs, as well as
the abilityof this morpheme to reverse transfer, sugge&fmasive{ike)o analysis €.g.,
Cauquelin2008,2015). Namely, it is tempting to interpret (5.1b)é&svas given money by
Sendei Teng (2008), in fact, identifidg- in Puyuma asgpassive) with quotation marks to
distinguish it from the typical passive morpheme in accusative languages. Most importantly
theki- morpheme in general does not function like a passive morpheme in an inflectional
sense. Instead, this morpheme is derivational, given its transcategorial function and its ability

to allow further voice affixation, as shown in (5.2a) and (5.dspectively.

(5.2) Derivational properties d&i- in Puyuma
a.g-ki-G@aputr=ku=la (Teng 200882 gloss mine)
AV-KI-flower=1SGABS=PFV
dove picked flowerg(lit. d have flowerpickedd

b. niam=ki-beray-ay=yu
1excL.pL=KI-give-LV=2SGABS
ONe will receive (something) from yau.
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(5.2a) shows thati- canfiverbalizeé an objectdenoting root into an evexltenoting predicate
(dick flowerb< &lowerd. The passive analysis, at first glance, may be motivated in the case
of (5.2b), based omninterpretatiorof the receiver as the undergoer of a giving e{iest
possibly translated a®Ve will begiven(somethingb y  ywvathitbe same trutbondition
regarding the ultimate possessor of the theiftas analysis, however, isitenable upon
scrunity of the argument structure and voice/case markir(§.2b), the recipient afyivedis
an ergative argument, rather than the syntactic AMBE) asfipassivization predicts. The
LV marking thus has the effect of rearranging tlguarent structure, not only making the
recipient as an ergative, but also indicating the transitivity of the clause. This suggdsts that
marking in Puyuma plays no role in syntactic transitivity and should thus be considered as
derivational.Teng (2008argues that thiki- morpheme in Puyuma has the specialctfteé
highlighting the volitionality of the undergoer (of the original verb/root), thus turning it into
the agent of the derived vetb.

The ki- morphemaewith such a functiors only attested isome Formosan languages
such as Puyum@eng 2008) Rukai(Zeitoun and Teng 2006andPaiwan(A. Chang 2006;
W. Huang 2012; H. Lin 2013As a result, Puyuma is one of the few langudabgashavean
alternative strategy to manipulate the direction ofdfan(e.g.aive/receivé), in addition to
the causative strategy introduced earlighm discussion Amis. Interestingly, the
dend/borrovdverb pair in Puyuma demonstrates the contrastive effect between the causative

and theki- morpheme. See (5.3).

AWl i ti ithaterileng@008) uses based on a comparison between verbs with and withkiat the
morpheme. The cl that an undergoer of the original vdrbcomeghe (volitional) agent in the derived
ki-verbholdsonly in cases where the original root is evdenoting (e.g.¢gived. For cases such as (5.2a), there
is no undergoer for the original objedtnoting oot flowerd However, in both (5.2a) and (5.2HK); has the
function of deriving a verb thatenotes an event in which an actor gains control over the actuityimilar to
the function of Englisiyeti n bot h 6 geedd Nbasaensd 6get V
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(5.3) PuyumaiendAV-marked verb and its related derivation(s)

a.g-pabulras dra paidring kana yawan i siber
AV-CAU-replace ID.OBL car DF.OBL chief SGABS Siber
@Biber lent the chief a cér.

b. g-ki-bulras dra paidring  kana yawan i siber
Av-Kl-replace ID.OBL car DFOBL chief sGABs Siber
iber borrowed a car from the chéf.

c. b<en>ulras(=ku) kanku walak (Cauquelin2015 gloss ming
<Av>heir=1SGABS mYy.OBL child

@My child is my heird(or. () pass on to my chilg)

In Chapter 4, | demonstrated the idiosyncrasies op&é& verbs in Amis by comparing their
meaning/valency with that of their n@ausative counterpar{$ables4 . 2 . Uconaslyded
thatAmispaed ver bs are not al wapats, heaggheadusatve t he
morpheme is derivational. In Puyunpa-a transfer verbs have the same characteristics. Take
thedendbverb for example. It involves theot bulras whose norcausative counterpart

carries thepass ofor Geplacémeaning, as suggestby (5.3c).®* However, the transfer
interpretation arises from eithpa- or ki-: the former derives thédenddverb and the latter
derives thaborrowdverb, as shown in (5.3a) and (5.3b), respectively. As far as valency is
concerned, the causative verb introduces three participants, whereas-tae sative
counterpart is only bivalent.

So far, | have demonstrated the variation between the roots régpdosdivedand
denddverbs. The formeheray, does not requira causative morpheme for tidgived
interpretation, whereas the latteulras doesrequire it for thedendbinterpretation. In
addition, both allow th&i- morpheme to derive a traesfevent with an opposite direction
(e.g.,Geceivéanddorrond. Finally, | introduce howvésellbverbs are derived in Puyuma and

show that the alleged memberdioé category ofive-type verbs aproposedy Levin (2008)

1 The depacedmeaning obulrasis foundwith LV marking,asin the exampldelow. The difference in
meaning between different voice forms supports the derivational properties of voice marking in Formosan
languagesto be discusses thoroughly in Chapters 8 and 9.

(i) ti=bulras-ay=yu muka patakesta i takesian
1SG.ERG=replacéV=2SG.ABS AV-go  CAUstudyPJ LOC studNMZ
d shall replace you to go to school (to teagh).
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do not always have identical mphological/syntactic behavior in Formosan languages.

Considergsellofirst, which involves the roatiwan

(5.4) Puyumasell (= peddlepAV-marked verb and its related derivation(s)
a.meniwan dra kuraw i pilay (i trima-trimaG-an)
Av-peddle D.oBL fish SGABS Pilay LoCc RED-tradeNnmz
Pilay sells fish (in the market) (location)o
(notPilay sells fish to the market ¢goal).§

b. ki-marked AV form:unavailable (*z-ki-niwan)

According to my consultants, the roohiwan is used to describgeddling activity.
Cauqueliis 2015 NanwangPuyumaEnglishDictionary identifies another meaning for this
root: vholesalé@ Despite the meaning differenaeddlé and dvholesaléboth refer to a
transction activity from the sellé& perspective, aiming to have the merchandise transferred
away from the agent. As far as morphological structure is concesedlg unlike dendd
(pa-bulras), does not require the causative morpheme. The AV markeeigas opposed to
the zero marking fodgived, due to its phonological environment, as shown in (5.4a). An
additional contrast betweeiselhdand dyive/lendis the failureof the former to allowki-
affixation, as shown in (5.4b).

Previausly, | followedTeng (2008)n identifying ki- as a morpheme to transform one
event into another by highlighting the volitionality of the undergoer of the event denoted by
the root (e.g., frondgive (someonéto someone) receide The impossibilityof reversng
the &ellbevent by means dfi- suggests that the ropiwanoriginally does not entail a sense
of transfer. Thidits the gpeddlégloss | provide in (5.4a). Further support for the lack of
transfer comes from my informapisterpretation for the optionalmarked NP, a diagntis
| adopted for establishing the valency of these transfer verb§4s28). As shown in (5.4a),
dmarkebin the sentence with the Aviarkeddéselléverb can only be conceived as the location
in which the activity is performed, rath#an the goal of transfer.

In addition tomeniwanéell§ there is another verb that can also beardbid
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interpretation. It involves the rotimad Intriguingly, theGellGinterpretation is only

associated with the GWarked verb. See Exame.5).

(5.5) Puyumaselk, (= tradepCV verb and its related derivation(s)
a. ku=trimag-anay na rum@a  (kan atrung)
1SGERG=tradecv DFABS house SGOBL Atrung
d sold the house to Atrundj.

b.tr<em>mad dra rumab i atrung
<Av>trade ID.OBL house SGABS Atrung
GAtrung bought a hous&(not éAtrung sold a hous8.

For the sake of exposition, | referneeniwanandtrimaéanayaséelhdanddéelb§ as they
involve differentroots.To glosstrimag | usethe more neutral terndradeéto embrace its
flexibility to denote either direction of transaction, depending on the voice marking. Example
(5.5b) shows that the Axharked verb is used for a buying event, and (5.5a) showththat
CV-marked verb is used ftine opposite scenario (i.eselk9. It is reasonable to argue that
theellbmeaning is derived by means of the applicative functiche€V marking (see
§2.2.5). It is generally assumed that the beneficiary of angeglrent is the recipient of the
merchandise as a resulttbetransaction. | will discuss the beneficiangroducing function
of thePuyuma CV marker in Section 5.3.4.

To sum up, with respect to morphological structure, alleged mermbt#rsgive-type
subclass are not identical to one another. For exampléetidverb requires the causative
morpheme whereas tligivedbandéelldverbs do notThe @ivedand&ellbverbs also differ
based on the affixation &i-. This suggests that the root respbtesfor ggivedentails a sense

of transfer, while the one responsible ésellbdoes not.

5.2.2 Sendtype verbs

Similar to givetype verbs, sentype verbs in Puyuma differ from one verb to another
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regarding the involvement of the causative morphemesi@enthessendverb in (5.6)%?

(5.6) PuyumasendAV-marked verb and its related derivation(s)
a.matedr na médrang-an dra budr (i kalingku
Av-send DFABS old-Nmz ID.OBL  taro Loc  Hualien
Orheold man senf=took)taro (to Hualienp

b. g-ki-Gatedr=ku kan siber i kalingku
Av-Kl-send=BGABS SGOBL Siber Loc Hualien
d had Sibeisend(=take)me to Hualierd

Unlike Amis pa-tayra Gend) Puyumafisena does not involve the causative morphepee;
it is simply derived via overt AV affixatiom- to the roottatedr, as (5.6a) shows. Despite the
lack of causative morpheme, the-Mvarked&sendverb entails a sense of transfer, as
suggested by the goal inter@on of the optionalmarked NRHualierd The
grammaticality oki- affixation as in (5.6b) is further proof for the transfer interpretation
embedded in the root. Tlk& morphemederivesfrom the originalGsendverb a predicate
with a slightly differet meaning, where the original undergoer of transfer (i.e., theme) is
volitional in the sense that he/she is capabl@aiking the calb as reflected ithe
translation provided in (5.685.

The second verb examined within this subclagmal§ whichin Puyuma shares the
root with the aforementioneendverb. It is derived by means causativization ofatedr.

Compare (5.7a) and (5.7b).

%2 The verbmatedrin Puyuma is the closestequivalé of Engl i sh 6send6, as a resu
Mandarin Chinese as the tool . I n Mandar iareg Qdorigne s e, t h
andd i. There is, however, a subtle semantic difference between Esglisand Mandan song The English

verbsendent ai | s the actor 6s i ndir ec tlohpsentthé packaganpersol i n t he

vs.John delivered the packagi@ persor).). The Mandarin verBong however, does not have such an
entailment, andhus can be used to denote either a sending event or a delivering event. As shown in Chapter 3,
this dissertation focuses on semantic difference between thewhyeelassification of transfer verbs (i.e.,
give/send/throw), which might result in distimrgument structures across languages. Here, | disregard the
subtle semantic difference between members of the same subclass, and decide torassedratith the
06sendd gpbas$sawieptdlr atnle 6dmai |l 6 gl ossing kMandadn on semant i
equi val ents of éosgandjd),dvhichisdlso@vaiabld imPuyuma (see 5.7).
%3 Because of the volitionality carried by tkie morpheme, the derived verb (i.ki-éated) will thus carry a
fiside effeab which is not foundn the original verb (i.e mGatedn. The former must involve an animate theme
(which is able to ask for transfer), whereas the latter does not.
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(5.7) PuyumamailéAV-marked verb and its related derivation(s)

a. g-pa-Gatedr=ku dra tigami (i kalingky
AV-CAU-send=B5GABS  ID.OBL letter Loc Hualien
d mailed a letter (to Hualien) (goal).6

b. matedr=ku dra tigami @i kalingky
Av-send=B5GABS ID.OBL letter LoCc Hualien

d sent (%o0Kk) a letter (to Hualienj= goal).6

(5.7a) and (5.7b) describe events of sending involving the same set of participadéi.e.,
Agent; dettero= Theme;Hualierb= Goal). The two verbs differ withesspect to theole of
thefisended in the transfer proces&ccording to my informantsn-atedrdenotesa sending
eventin which the actor performs the sending by himself/he(self., Englisideliveror
take.®* In contrast, te causative verpa-@atedrdenotes @ransfereventdemandedy the
actor (or causer, more preciselgut executed by some other individual (e.g., the postal
service). lthus refer tpa-Gatedrin (5.7a) agmailéto addresshe indirect pdicipation of the
actor Thedmail/sendverb pair is another example showgitine idiosyncrasies qia-a verbs:
the causative morpheme here manipulates the mearengh@6 s e n d dommast), bud
doesnot necessarily add another argument into the event denoted by the original verb.
Another instance dad sendtype verhthatalso involves the causative morpheme is

Geturrg asillustrated in (5.8).

(5.8) Puyumareturn (= send bac&)V verb and its related derivation(s)
a.g-pabelrias=ku dra tilril kan siber
AV-CAU-go.back=3GABS ID.oBL book sGcoBL Siber
d returned $era bookd

b. mar-belrias=ku @i rumad
PR-go.back=%GABS Loc house
d went back (to the house) agdin.

Thedeturn (= send bac&yerb is derived from the rotielrias @yo backy which specifieshe

path of motionIn the sentences | elicitethis root does not takbe normalAV marker(i.e.,

% B | u Austforesian comparative dictionafBlust & Trussel in progress) supports this subtlety in meanin
The Puyuma vermatedr & argued to be a reflex of PAN *SateD. Blust (personal communication) states that the

basic sense of this verb is 6to deliverd (with inanin

104



b<en>elrias). Insteada speciaimar- prefix isinvolved. Teng (2008)argues that this prefix
has functions similar to those bfh e mar ker fo fr efil gR)asdachsedbeyk o
(2000) identifiesin Oceanic languagesThe PR markeencodes a variety of situatigns
including collective, chaining, distributed, regitive, and so forth In (5.8b), this marker
indicates the plurality ofhe situation d leaving and going b&c In the noncausatived@yo
bacloverb, the mowng entity surfacesas the absolutive argument, with thenarked NP as
the E agument, as shown in (5.8bJhe PR marker is not found ithe causative verb
pabelrias deturmd As shownin (5.8a),the causer isntroduced into the eventyith the
moving entity { . e . , andl bhe gok(6i). e . , asablguesbTis 8 pne ofthe pa-a
verbs whose causative morpheme appears to be valecoyasing, compared to the
norrcausative counterpart.

In sum, like givetype verbs, sentype verbs exhibit lexical variatian terms of
morphological structure. Some membgrg.,dmaildand&eturnd may require the causative
morpheme whereas others (ed@end) do not. Most importantly, the comparison between

dmaildandGendrenderdurthersupport to the idiosyncratic nature of Puyupagd verbs.

5.2.3 Throwtype verbs

Puyuma throwtype vebs resemble Amis throtype verbs §4.2.3) with respect to their
morphological structure: the members in this subclass never involve the causative morpheme.
Furthermore, as the Amharked verbs are used to denote-avgument activities, the serial

verb stategy is required for thiatroduction of a third participant of the transfer events

related tahese activities. Puyuma exhibié varietyo f 6 t h r, eashépecifyeng & s

distinct manner. The three verbs of throwing, as also found in Cauquelin (284Shown in

the following examples.

105



(5.9) Puyumathrow (in the air far awa@AV-marked verb as a twplace predicate

a.b<en>aretuk=ku dra baras@® (i rumad
<Av>throw=1SGABS ID.OBL Stone Loc house
d threw a sbne (in the house) (location)d

b. b<en>aretuk=ku dra barasad *(mruka) i rumad

<Av>throw=1SGABS ID.OBL stone Av-go LOoC house
d threw a stone into the housedeal).6
(lit. d threw a stone so that it wemmto the housé

(5.10) Puyumathrow (a small object overhar@V-marked verb as a twplace predicate

a.b<en>ulud dra mali (i ruma®°
<av>throw ID.0oBL ball Loc house
qHe) threw a ball (in the house) (scation)6
b.b<en>uudé dra mali *(muka) i rumad
<av>throw ID.oBL ball AV-go LOC house

@He) threw a ball into the house
(lit. He) threw a ball so that it went into the howse.

(5.11) Puyumathrow (a stickAV-marked verb aa two-place predicate
a.mapelrit  dra kawi  na walak
Av-throw ID.oBL wood DFABS child
Orhe child threw a stick.

b.mapelrit  dra kawi  na walak*(m-uka) i sabak
Av-throw ID.oBL wood DFABS child AV-gO0  LOC inside
Orhe child threw a stick (into) insidi.
(lit. drhe child threw a stick so that it went insidle.

Despite slight differences in meaning, all thesed@owbverbs introduce the agent and the
theme(5.9 5.119, and require a V2 (e.grruka ®AV-godin 5.9 5.11b) to introduce the goal

of the throwing event. Considédickdfor another example:

(5.12) PuyumakickoAV verb as a tweplace predicate

a.s<em>alepad dra mali na walaki rumad
<Av>kick ID.oBL ball DFABS child Loc house
drhe child kicked a ball (in the hous®).

b.s<em>alepad dra mali  na walak(m-uka) i rumad
<Av>kick ID.OBL ball DFABS child av-go LoCc house

orhe child kicked a ball into the hou8e.

The sentences above show ttetdickbverb requires no causative morphology, and simply

involves voice affixation to the rogalepad The A*+markeddickbverb denotes a

% Unlike Amis and Seedig, Puyuma ails AV sentences with no overt absolutive argument (Teng 2008). In
these cases, the sentences will be interpreted as having a covert third person argument.
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two-participant event, as sggsted by the location interpretation of the optiomabrked NP
dousé as in (5.12a). For this NP to be understood as the goal of a transfer event (as a result
of kicking), verb serialization is required, as demonstrated in (5.12b).

To summarize, throvtype verbs do not differ from one another with respectéo th
morphological structurenoneof them involve the causative morpheme, aatiof themare
attached with overt voice marking. In addition, as far asmarked verbs are concerned, this
subclas appeato be congruent in terms of valency and the encoding strategy for transfer
events: they all denote twargument activities, and thus need a serial verb construction for
the introduction of goal/recipient participant. While this is the caseAdrmarked forms, |
will present, in Section 5.3, lexical variation within this subclass (e.g., betieendand

&ickd in terms of the argument structure of the NAV counterparts.

5.2.4 Interim summary

In 85.2.1, | demonstrated that gitagpe verbs irPuyuma may involve the causative
morpheme in some items but not in others. The same observation holds foypendrbs,

as shown irg5.2.2. In85.2.3, | showed thdahethrow-type subclass appears to be the only
one whose morphological structure is detent.Puyuma is rather different froAmis,

which has overt causative morphology for giype and sendlype verbs (se&4.2.4). In this
subsection, | explain how Amis and Puyuma have ended up having different morphological
structure for the same transf of possession/location verbs (edyiyeg dend) as a result of
differencesin the development dheir causative constructions. To facilitate my discussion, |

review the difference between Amis, Puyuma, Bndlish transfer verbs in thable5.2
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Table 52 The norphological structure of Puyunti@ansfer verbsA generalizatior{in
compari®n with Amisand English
Amis Puyuma English
involving causative
morphology
(e.g.,
involving no stem forms
causative
morphology
(e.g.,
involving causative
morphology
(e.g.,
involving causative Oretur
morphology involving no
causative
morphology
(e. g.,
involving no involving no
throw-type causatie causative stem forms
morphology morphology

involving causativ

give-type morphology

sendtype stem forms

Table 5.2 shows that it is easier to generalize the morphological structure of transfer verbs
based on the thregay classification in Amis and English than in Puyuma. For the former
two languagesthe morphological structure remains consistent within each subclass,
regardless of the difference in morphological complexity (i.e., derived in Amis vs. stems in
English). Puyuma, however, demonstrates a challenging case in that verbs of the same
subclas may involve different derivational processes. As far as these three languages are
concerned, Puyuma is uniqurethis lexical split. However, as will be shown in the next
chapter, Truku exhibits a similar split regarding the derivation oftyipe and sndtype

verbs. As a matter of fact, Amis pr@t® bemore unusual amorigormosan languagées
requiing all give/sendtype verbs tdakethe cagative morpheme.able5.3demonstrates the
special status of Amis (and Paiwan) among Formosan languagebevithst prototypical

transfa verh @ived
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Table53The mor phol ogical structure of (AV) 6égi v
AV 06 gi v e causative Sourcgs)

morpheme
Puyuma @-beray NO primary data
Rukai gavi 0i NO Zeitoun 2007
Tsou (Tsouic) moi NO Chang 2011
Thao (Western Plains) @lhay NO Blust 2003
Atayal (Atayalic) maiq (< biq) NO Egerod 1980, 1999
Seediq (Atayalic) megay (<begay NO primary data
Saisiyat mo-bay NO Yeh 2003; Hsiel& Huang
(NorthWest Formosan) 2006 Zeitounet al.2015
Bunun ma-saiv NO De Bussef009 L. Li 2010
Kavalan (East Formosar @-bora NO P.Li & Tsuchida 2006
Amis (East Formosan) pafeli YES primary data
Paiwan pa-vai YES Ferrell 1982,A. Chang2006

In Chapter 4, | correlatethe oblgatoriness othe pa- morpheme in give/senrtype verbs in
Amis with the causative semantics of these two subclasses as argued by Levin (2008). To
recapitulate, giveype verbs lexicalize caused possession whereastgeaderbs lexicalize
caused motion83.2.2). | presented, in particular, the dichotomy of Acaigsatives in

Section 4.2.4pa-a verbs anga-pi-a (andpa-ka-a verbs) for direct and indirect causation,
respectively. The attachment of the causative morpheme directly to the root represents a
closer relation between the causer and the event, and therefore indicates the agetievity of
causer (i.e., the iconicity principle).

From a crosginguistic perspective, it is not always the case that a verb must carry an
overt morpheme for the causative meaning. Take EndtiskexampleNot only the
well-knownkill verb (i.e.,6 C a u sieg Buttvander verbs such gsveandsend and
causative/inchoative verb pairs suchbesak,./break;, open/open:, have been analyzed as
involving the causative component From this perspective, it is not surprising for Formosan
languages suchs Puyuma to have some of their roots entail a sense of causation without an
overt causativizer. In other words, Puyuma has both overtly marked lexical causatives (e.g.,

pa-bulrasdendd and morphologically null lexical causatives (ebgray@ived, ard the
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same isattested in most of the Formosan languages. Supporting evidence comes from the fact
that Puyumaa-a verbs, unlike Amigpa-a verbs, may correlate witthirect causation in some
cases (e.gpa-bulrasdend paladramdeacly) andwith indirect causation in others (e.g.,
pa-dirus dnake (somebody) wadh Here, another derivational property of ffee cawsative
morphemas observedthe direct ersusndirect causation reading p&-a verbs in Puyuma
is subject to the semantic nature of the root.

In addition to thgpa- morpheme, Puyuma exhibits twmorecausative morphemesi-
andpu (Cauquelin 2008; dng 2008), which can also contribute to the transfer of
possession/location meaning. Diachronically, these two morphemes are inherited from PAn,
that is, *pt Gcausative of locatidiand *pu &causative of motiod(Blust 2003). (5.13)

provides some typi¢@xamples.

(5.13)pi- ccausative of locaticddandpu- Gcausative of motiadin Puyuma
a. pi-a verbs: pi-alras dvear anankle ornamenty pi-kiping @ut clothes (on
someond) pi-tuki dwvear (awatch)d é

b. pu-a verbs: pu-Gami do takenorth.§ pu-beruk Gsendawayd pu-isatr Gut ond (<
isatraupgé

The causative of location/motion contrast in R&preserved in some of the Puyuma
causative verbs, as in (5.13). HoweweIch a contrast is not always manifested clearly in all
instances. In modern Puyuma, these two causative morphemes have been employed as a tool
to create various causatioelatedmeanings from the same objetdnoting root, as observed
in (5.14).
(5.14)Puyumapi- andpu causative verbs involving the same root

a. pi-anger dmake (someone) think o¥s. pu-anger @jive advice to (someonij<
angerdhought

b. pi-lawlaw doring a Bmpvs. pu-lawlaw durn on a lamf(< lawlaw dampd
c. pi-walak@dopt (a childjvs. pu-walak dnake pregnai{< walak &hildg

Note that some instancesmfa or pu-a verbs (e.g.pi-kipingin 5.16a ompu-berukin 5.13b)
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may fall into the category dfansfer (of possession/location) verbs as defined in Chafter 3.
It is now clear that Puyuma and Amis do not have identical causative syBigynma

relies onpa-/pi-/pu-, and the direct/indirect causation interpretation (and derived meaning) is

highly dependent on the nature of the root. Amis appears to be more straightforward in its

dichotomy forthedirect/indirect causation interpretation, withou¥jpir causative

morphemes. In addition to tipe-& verbs discussed §b.2.1 2 and§5.2.4, | provide some

culturespecific Puyuma transfer verbs involving e morpheme, with the closest English

equivalents.

(5.15) CulturespecificPuyumatransfer verbs with the causative morphqrae

a.pa-nini do distribute/shar@ (< nini sharé)
b. patabangdo offer (for ritesp (< tabangdook upward
C. paka-sagardo reward (< sagartappy

5.3 The argument structure of Puyuma (NAV) transfer verbs

This section scrutinizes the argument structundAf-marked trasfer verbs in Puyumas
will be demonstrated in Sectish.3.1 to 5.3.3, Puyuma exhibiisubclass internalexical
variation in terms of argument structure (i.be thematic role of the absakg argument)
and the availability of ceatn voice forms (i.e flexical gaps). In Section 53.4, | provide a
brief summary and elaborate on the derivational properties of Puyuma NAV markers,

particularly LV and CV.

5.3.1 Givetype verbs
In 84.3, | showed that every transfer verb in Amis allang of the NAV markes; despite
variation in the thematic role tie absoluive argument. In the introduction section of this

chapter, | mentioned that Puyuma is different: the verbs/roots in this language are selective in

% pi-kiping ¢put clothes ofican be analyzed on par with the Arisaildverb pa-tikami, in which a tansported
theme is incorporated into the predicate. As a resultctb&édis presupposed in the predicate and does not
really have to surface as the argument.gteberuk&end awa§ the goal is optional, but should be classified
as the (E) argumemiecause of its interpretation.
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terms of voice subcategorieeny (2005), for exampleeports thafifor a verb to have how
many and which voice forms is to an extent unpredictablg]ficertain voices are missing
because of the semantics[af given verlo (p. 139). Thefiexical gaps found in many
Formosan languas such as Puyuma (and Tsou and Saisiyat; see S. Huangr2DB5
Huang & S. Huang 20Q7eflect the derivational nature of voice markers in Formosan
languages.

Among other verb types, givgpe verbs in Puyuma are selective in terms of the
availablity of NAV forms. Specifically only LV-marked and C\farked forms are available,
while the PV courgrpart is ot attested. Despite #hrestriction, verbs within this subclass
may have different mappisdpetween the thematic role and the absolutive argurfest,

consider the argument structure of NAarkeddivedbanddenddverbs.

(5.16) Argument structure of NAwarkeddyivedverbs: Pattern 1
a. PV construction: unavailable (i.eberay-aw)

b. LV construction (R = ABS)
ku=berayay dra paysu na yawan
1SGERG=give-Lv ~ ID.OBL money  DFABS chief
d gave money to the chiéf.

c. CV construction (T = ABS)

ku=berayanay na pasu kana yawan
1SGERG=give-CV DF.ABS  money DFOBL  chief

d gave he money to the chiédf.

(5.17) Argument structure of NAwarkeddenddverbs: Pattern 1
a. PV construction: unavailable (i.epabulras-aw)

b. LV construction (R = ABS)
tu=pa-bulrasay dra patidring [ sawagu
3. ERG=CAU-replaceLv ID.OBL car SGABS  Sawagu
He lent Sawagu a cér.

c. CV construction (T = ABS)

ku=pabulrasanay idri na palridring kan sawagu
1SGERG=CAU-replacecv thisABS DFABS car SGOBL Sawagu

d lent this car to Sawagi.

With @yivedbanddendbverbs the recipient getthe absolutive case in the LV form, and the

theme gets it in the CV form, as shown in the sentences above. This pattern is identical to the
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one observeébr Amis @ivedanddendi and for Seediq as wels will bedemonstrated in
Chapter 6. Recall that in Amis, this kind of mapping is not shared exclusively by all members
of thegive-typeverbs thesellbverb is different. In Puyuma, this is also tlese. Section

5.2.1 introducd two lexical items with théselldinterpretation: A¥markeddselhdmeniwan

and CVVmarkedéelbbtrimadanay. Examples (5.18) and (5.19) illustrate the argument
structure of thesBverb® (or roots, more precisely) underfeifent voices.

(5.18) Argument structure of NAwarkedéell (= peddlejverbs: Pattern 2
a. PV construction: unavailable (i.enitvan-aw)

b. LV construction (T = ABS)
ku=niwanay na kuraw (kan sendgn
1SGERG=peddleLv DFABS fish SGOBL Senden
d sold this fish to Sended.

c. CV construction (T = ABS)

ku=niwananay na kuraw  (kan sendgn
1SGERG=peddlecv DFABS  fish SGOBL Senden

d sold the fish to Sendah.

(5.19)Argument structure of NAVYnarkedésell, (= tradepverbs: Pattern 3
a. PV construction: unavailable (i.etrimmaé-aw)

b. LV construction (T = ABS)
tu=trimaGay na kuraw
3.ERG=tradeLv DF.ABS fish
e bought thdish.6

c. CV construction (T = ABS)
ku=trimaGanay na rumad  (kan atruny
1SGERG=tradecv DFABS house SGOBL  Atrung
d sold the house to Atrungy.

d. CV construction (B = ABS)
tu=trimaGanay=ku dra kuraw
3.ERG=trade-cv=1SGABS ID.OBL fish
He bought fish for méor He bought me fisld.

In 85.2.1, | identifiedselh6based on the concept @feddl®or dvholesal@ which always
entails a transfer of the merchandise away from the agethd on the other hands
derived from the concept dirade&) whose direction of transfer is dependent on the voice

marking. In particular, thébuybinterpretation is associated with LV (and AV), and the
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duy/selbinterpretation can be ambiguous for the CV form, dependingteether the theme

or the beneficiary is selected as the absoduargument. With respect to argument structure,

the LV form of both verbs has the theme as the absolutive argument, as shown in (5.18b) and

(5.19b). However, the CY¥orm of G&selkdis moreflexible in terms ofthe thematic role of the

absoluive argument: it can select either the theme or the beneficiary, as-(h. $8ow.
Embracing the idea thdradeis a (directionwise) neutral twargument transaction

verb involving the agent anddltheme, it may be argued that the CV marking in (5.19d)

applicativizes this verlihus introducing the beneficiary into the trading event and promoting

it as the core argument (i.e., absolutive case). Here, | avoid disgtiss theoretical issues

for the applicative analysis (which will be covered in Chapter 9), but fortise fact that

most givetype transfer verbs never allow tfi® = ABSO pattern, in contrast to thiselhb0

case, as highlighted in the following grammaticality judgment test.

(5.20) Lexical variation between givigpe verbs in terms of beneficiary introduction
a. *ku=berayanay dra paysu ha yawan(cf. 5.16¢)
1SGERG=give-CV  ID.OBL money DFABS chief
Intended d gave money for the chiéf.

b. *ku=pabulrasanay dra palridring i sawagu(cf. 5.17¢)
1SGERG=CAU-replacecv ID.OBL car SGABS Sawagu
Intendedd lent a car for Sawagd.

c. *ku=niwananay dra kuraw i senden(cf. 5.18c)
1SGERG=peddlecv ID.oBL  fish SGABS  Senden
Intended d sold fish for Senderd

d. tu=trimaGanay=ku dra kuraw (=5.19d)

3.ERG=tradecv=1SGABS ID.OBL fish

(He bought fish for méor He bough me fishd

Logically speaking, it is possible for events sucligagngd dendindgi or eddlingdto
involve a beneficiary participant. However, the CV marking fails to satisfy this
applicativization function especially for these lexical items. Thith&rrprove the
derivational property of voice marking, especial CV. In later chapters, | will revisit this

significant findingwhenestablishing the basic event structure associated with CV verbs
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across Formosan languages. Here, for the sake of simplipiyvide a simplsemantically
based generalization for such a restriction in most of thetgpeverbs: it seems tzethe

case that for verbs/roots entailing a sense of transfer dgivged dendj ¢peddl), their
CV-marked forms must select thansported theme, whereas for verbs/roots without such an
entailment, their CV forms have the flexibility to introduce either the beneficiary or a
transported theme. This particular finding in Puyuma resonates in some way with the
fithemeonlyo constraintobserved in Amis givype verbs §4.3.1), as both phenomena
demonstrate the split between trastga verbs such a&ellband real transfer of possession
verbs. This strengthens my questioning of whetbelibis a legitimate member of gisgpe

verbsacross languagé$. 1 shall discuss this in more detail in Chapter 7.

5.3.2 Senetype verbs

Similar to givetype verbs, some Puyuma sege verbs do not allow the PV form, and only
have the LV and CV counterparts. With respect to argument structurep#tress are
observed based on the examination of three sdyad) dmail§ anddeturrd Consider the

first pattern in (5.21).

(5.21) Argument structure of NAwarkedésendverbs: Pattern 1
a. PV construction: unavailable (i.eGatedraw)

b. LV construction (G = ABS)
ku=Gatedray dra Irumay | senden
1sGABS=sendLv  ID.OBL rice SGABS  Senden
d sent Senden (some) ride.

c. CV construction (T = ABS)

ku=@atedranay na lrumay (i kalingky
1SGERG=send-CV DF.ABS rice Loc Hualien

d sent the rice (to Hualierd.

Example(5.21) shows thahe LV-markedd&sendverb selects the goal as the absolutive

67 As will be shown in Chapter 6, Seediq also exhibits this phenomenon. Chapter 4 addresses the disctinction
betweebgive and sell alternatively in the discussion dhemeonly constraint becaugbe Amis CV marker

lacks the beneficiamntroducing function.
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argument, whereas its CV counterpart selects the theme as the absolutive argument. The
LV/CV alternation can be treated on par with the one observedife/lend considering

that the recipient/goal contrast is lexically inherent (i.e., caused possession ftypgiand
caused motion for sergpe). Thedmaildverb, derived via causativizatiarh sendj has a

more complicated pattern in terms of the absolutive selection. This is exemplified in (5.22).

(5.22) Argument structure of NAwarkeddmailbverbs: Pattern 2
a. PV construction: attested ftmause to ser@ihterpretation (Causee = ABS)
ku=pa-Gatedraw [ siber dra tigami
1SGERG=CAU-sendPV SGABS Siber ID.OBL letter
d asked Siber to send a leter.
(notd mailed Siber the lettd]

b. LV construction (Causee = ABS)
ku=pa-tatedray dra tigami [ senden
1SGERG=CAU-sendLy  ID.OBL letter SGABS Senden
d asked Senden to send a leéier.

c. LV construction (G = ABS)
ku=pa-datedray dra tigami i kalingkf®
1SGERG=CAU-sendLv ID.OBL letter ABS Hualien
d mailed a letter to Hualied

d. CV construction (T = ABS)
ku=pa-tatedranay na tigami (i kalingky
1SGERG=CAU-sendcv  DFABS letter LoC Hualien

d mailed the letter (tbualien/Siber) (= Goalj.
(notd asked Hualien/Siber to send the lefer

In 85.2.1, | introduced the derivation @haildby means of causativization. In bri€fuyuma
usescausativization ofsendto meardmailébased on its indirect causation meaning
Interestingly, the spirit of this verb is captured and preserved when it comes to NAV forms.
Both dmaildand&ause to ser@leadings are confirmed by my informants, despite their slight
disagreement regarding the argument alternation patterns, as se@thnal5.22ad). The

PV form is associated with tlieause to serfsineaning, with the causee (i.e., the agent of

Gend) realized as the absolutive argument. The LV counterpart, on the other hand, can be

% The grammatical status of thisnarked NP is curious. | choose to gldasasi ABS (which typically applies to
person nouns) for consistency of the ergatibbsolutive case pattern, although it is possibleitbah be simply
analyzed as a locative marker.
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associated with either thieause to seridr thedmailéreading, selecting the causee or the
goal, respectively. Finally, the CV form, which selects the theme as the absolutive argument,
is always associated with tid@ailéreading.

With respect to the interaction with NAV categories, this verb doeseatly challenge
my previous observation regarding the lack of a PV form for give/sgredverbs in general.
As already discussed, the PV form in (5.22a) does not denote a transfer event, for it selects
the causer, the causee (i.e., original agent){t@dausand (i.e., original theme), without the
involvement of the recipient or the goal. However, a third case oftgpedrerbs, namely

Geturr exhibits the PV form, as demonstrated in (5.23a).

(5.23) Argument structure of NAwharkeddeturn (= sendbackpverbs: Pattern 3
a. PV construction (P = ABS)
tu=pa-bekias-aw na tilril
3.ERG=CAU-g0.backprv DF.ABS book
(He has returned the book (for a refuid).

b. LV construction (G = ABS)
tu=pa-belrias-ay=ku dra tilri |
3.ERG-CAU-go.backLv=1SGABS ID.OBL  book
(He returned a boolo med

c. CV construction (T = ABS)
ku=pabelrias-anay idri na tilril (kan  sibey
1SGERG=CAU-go.backcv thisaBs DFABS book sGoBL Siber
d returnel this book (to Siber) (= Goad).

The LV/CV alternation ofreturrdis identical to that ofsendi the goal is assigned absolutive
casein the LV form and theme in the CV form. The only difference is the presence of the PV
counterpart. According to my csaltants, while these NAV verbs in (5.23) involve the same
baseberias, the PV form specifieBthe returning of something previously purchased for a
refundp as opposed to a more neuti@turromeaning provided by the AV/LV/CV forms.
(5.23a) also sugges that the Pvharkeddeturrbverb is not a typical transfer verb for it does
not require a goal participant. This PV predicate thus can be treated as adsptecialerh
whose underger is more patiedtke than themelike, considering the degre¢ affectednes
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The item (i.e., 6ébookd) in the O6returning (f
affected than the same item in a normal O&ébor
of the item in the former situation is first changeddtigh purbasing) and then de=d

(through returning whereas the ownershgh this item does not change at all in the latter

situation®®

5.3.3 Throw-type verbs

The throwtype verbs are strikgly different from theothertwo subclasses in the presenée o

PV forms, which are frequently produced by my informants during elicitation. This behavior

is expected given the bivalent naturaludse verbs as reviewed in Chapter 3. In her reference
grammar of Puyuma, Teng@08) argues that tfegree ohffectednss of theabsolutive
participant (i . ebythedivenadign plays adhuge role im determiingu d y )
among tweargument PV, LV, and CV verbs. Withe s pect t o events | i ke ¢
6 k i Ahktis nogsurprising to conceive the undengae severely affected by the action;

thus PV forms are attested (e.§.24a and.25a). The correlatiobetween voice and

event/verb types in Formosan languages will be carefully discussed in Chapters 7 and 8. In
this section, | focus on the argumemtisture of throwtype verbs. Two patterns can be

identified, as illustrated by ththrowbverb and thekickdverb.”

(5.24) Argument structure of NAxharkedd@hrowoverbs: Pattern 1
a. PV construction (P = ABS)
bulubaw dra baras@® na Iratu (,aw mudatel)
throw-Pv  ID.OBL stone DFABS mango SO ACAu-drop
OA stone was thrown to the man@aso it (= the mango) fell of

b. LV construction (G = ABS)
tu=buluéay dra barasé i sawagu
3.ERG=throw-Lv ID.OBL  stone SGABS  Sawagu
(He threw a stone at Sawagu.

% | thank Yuko Otsuka for pointing out the difference in terms of theemstiip in these two events.
0 For simplicityts sake, | present only one of the thégowdverbs introduced i§5.2.3 becausehe mai
issuehereis the lexical variation betweathrowdanddicka
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c. CV construction (T = ABS)

tu=buluéanay na mali [ rumad
3.ERG=throw-cv DF.ABS ball LOC house

Hethrew the ball to the house Goal)6
(notHethrew the ball in the house (zocation)d

(5.25) Argument alternations &icka Pattern 2
a. PV construction (P = ABS)
tu=salepadaw na mali
3.ERG=kick-pv DF.ABS ball
He kicked the balb

b. LV constrietion (G = ABS)
ku=salepaday tu=tedrek kananku katagwin
1SGERG=kick-Lv 3.GEN=buttocks my.0oBL spouse
d kicked at my spousé buttock

c. CV construction (B = ABS)

ku=salepadanay dra mali i nanal
1SGERG=kick-cv ID.OBL ball SGABS my.mother

d kicked a ball for my mothé.

In 84.2.3, | identified lexical variation within Amis thretype verbs based on the
applicability of LV/CV alternation in parallel with Englishith/againstalternation. To
recapitulate@hrowddoes not showith/againstalternation in its LV/CV alternation whereas
&ickédoes. In Puyuma, thcontrast betweedhrowbanddickois maintained, though it is

not realized in exactly the same manner. Considgraiticular, the absolutive selection of
LV/CV &hrowdanddickbverbs. As shown in (5.24b) and (5.25b), both LV forms select the
goal argument, sanalyzed based on a lower degree of affectedness as compared to the PV
scenarios. Importantly, C&throwdanddickbverbs differ in the thematic role of the
absolutive argument: the former selects the transported theme and the latter selects a
beneficiary, but not vie versa, as illustrated in (3@ and (5.8c), respectively. The lexical
variation in the ggument alternation across CV thraype verbs suggests further

subclassification of these members. | will return to this point in Chapter 7.

5.3.4 DiscussionL exical variation within and across transfer verb subclasses
Table 5.4 is a summary of the angent structure of Puyuma NAwarked transfer verbs,
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with special focus on their absolutive selection. Follovgag.4, lidentify the argument
alternationcategorybased on whether these verbs introduce the participatitetransfer
event in all availale NAV forms so that either of the two nactor participants (e.gR/G

andT) can surface as the absolutive argumennlegnsf a corresponding voice marker.

Table 54 Lexical variation within and across subclasses of Puywansfer verbs

ABS argument selection (i.e., th
Argument thematic role of O argument)
alternation Example(s)
PV LV Cv
. @ived(5.16)
ves R T dend(5.17)
givetype N T T Gelho(5.18)
No
-- T B/T duy/selbd(5.19)
Yes - G T Gend(5.21)
sendtype Causee/| Causee/ -/ ésk to sendl
Miscellaneou$§" - G T anailo(s.22)
(P) G T Geturrd(5.23)
Yes P G T &hrowo(5.24)
throw-type
No P G B &ickd(5.25)

As shown in Table 5.4, transfer verbs in Puyuma provide a huge challenge teé&weai
classification proposed in the literature, which predicts a uniform argument alternating
behavior for members of the same subclass. Leaving the details aside, | focus on two simple
observations: (a) thereiisubclass internalvariation in terms bthe availability of NAV

categories (e.g., PV); and (b) theréssibclass internalvariation in terms of thargument
alternationbetweertherecipient/goabnd the themparticipants. Most importantly, in these
so-called transfer verbs, th@ arguments mapped with thostnematic rolege.g., patient,

causee, beneficiaryhat do noplay a role in a typicaransfer eventi . @&o @rguinent

.| characterize a number tnsferverbs agimiscellaneoug based on the observation that thesgs can
alternate the theme and the goal, but may atsoallyinvolve an arguments irl@vent to a transfer event (e.g.,
causee, patient) in certain NAV forms.
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alternation in Table 5.4 hisempirical observatiosuggests two possibilities. First, the
transfer sense tiled in some of the verbs/roots canfbgerriddem by means of voice
affixation (e.qg., the selection afficauseo for dmaildby means of PV/LV marking). Second,
the transfer interpretation can figivend, by means of proper voice affixation, to verbsts
thatdo not entail transfer in the first place (e.qg., the selecti@ttdme fordradeédand
dhrowdvia CV marking).

The distinct argument structure of NAWarked transfer verbs strengthens the view that
voice markers in Formosan languages arevdtonal. Along these lines, it may be
problematic to presuppose a determined argument structure for the verb/root prior to voice
affixation. In later chapters, | will explore this idea by incorporating more verb/root types into
discussion, and argue fan evenfbasedanalysis of voice marking in Formosan languages.

One final remarlon Table 5.3egardghe (beneficiaryintroducing) applicative function
of CV marking, which applies only to a limited number of verbs/root§5I8.1, | briefly
provided ny account for the (in)ability of Puyuma verbs/roots to introduce in their CV forms
a beneficiarypased on their semantic nadrwhether the transfer sense is entailed. A
detailed discussion regarding tfegplicativeflike)o function of voice marking wilbe

presented in later chapters after the examination of Seediq transfeinvEtiepter 6

5.4 Conclusion

This chapter demonstrates the lexical variation among transfer verbs in Puyuma with respect
to their morphological complexity and argument struct8extion 5.2 focuses on Avarked
transfer verbs. | establish a distinction between give/sgmelverbs and throwype verbs

thatis compatible with Leviaé £008) semantically motivated approach. Give/sgpe

verbs bear causative semantics, therelgilemg a sense of transfer (of possession/location);
they are capablef introducing all three participants of transfer. Thrtype verbs are merely

two-argument activity verbs; thus a serial verb construction is required to introduce the third
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participan. Give/senetype verbs in Puyumdoweverunlike in Amis, exhibit variation in

terms of their morphological structure: some require the causative morpheme whereas others
do not. To account for this, | compare Puyuma and Amis causative morphemes canedully
argue that Puyuma can have overtly marked lexical causatives (as required by Amis) and
morphologically null lexical causatives (as found in English).

Section 5.3 focuses on the argument structure of Puyumanhied transfer verbs.

Like Amis, Puyuma demonstrates lexical variation within subclasses of transfer verbs, which
is not predtted by Croft et al. (20019r Levin (2008). It is not the case that all members of
one subclass have the saiweice options (i.e., lexical gaps), and it is not thase that all
members have the same mapping between thematic role and the absolutive argument for a
certain NAV form (Table 5.4).

This examinatiorof Puyuma transfer verbs demonstrates the derivational properties of
the causative morpheme(s) and the voiagkers, and casts doubt on the feasibility of an
applicative analysis for sonod the NAV markers (e.g., CVas inthe case of AmigChapter
4) and, as wilbe shown also in Seediq (Chapter 6). The study of transfer verbs in these
languages suggesinalternative proposal regarding the introduction of arguments by means
of fAeypertindicatorso (i.e., voice markers)

this idea carefully in Chapters 8 and 9.
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CHAPTER SIX

SEEDIQ TRANSFER VERBS AND ARGUMENT STRUCTURE

6.1 Preamble
This chapter investigates transfer verbs in the third research language of this dissertation,
namely (Truku) Seediq. Following the organizatiorth&fprevious two chapters, | first
review thelan g u a \gieedsgstemandl introducea special characteristic of PV/LV
marking in this language, which partially accounts for the argument structure of transfer
verbs, as will be discussed later. In Section 6.2, | demonstrate the morphological composition
of Seediq A¥marked transfer verbshder the thregvay classification. Section 6.3 examsne
the argument structure and alternation patterns of-Marked transfer verbfn these two
sections | willagainshowthatthe threeway classificatiorhas limitationsasthe previous
two chapterdiave demonstrated.he findings about transfer verbs in Seediq indicates the
derivational properties of the causative morpheme and the voice markers, and suggests that it
might be problematic to assuraeertain argument structure for a transfer verb/rotr o
affixation of these morphemes. Section 6.4 is the conclusion.

The voice system of Seedigyhich wasntroduced in Chapter, 2 presented again here.
Table 6.1 is a modified version of Table 2.13,hwén additional column for the voice

paradigm ofpe causative verbs. Arguably, this causative morpheme is a reflex of PAn *pa

Table 61 Seediq (simplified) voice system (modified from Table 24.3;f or r oot )

AV <em>§, g-a pe-a

PV a-un pe-a-un
LV a-an pe-a-an
CcVv sed sepea

In addition tope-, another causative morphese canbe identified in modern Seedigyhich
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is found to have the same form with the CV marker, as shown in Tablevélil discusshe
relationship between causative and CV morphologyection 6.2.4. Thenost important
observationto be drawn from the table above is that the voice marking for each category
(except AV)does not differ according to the semantics of the veob/rin other words,
Seediq resembles Puyuma, but not Amis, with respect to the inventtrg wdice system.
There is, however, one striking difference between Seediq and Puyuma with respect to the
interaction between voice and verb/root types. In Chdpteédemonstrated théte Puyuma
voice system is lexicallgonditioned in havingiexical gap For example, most giviype
verbs allow LV/CV forms but lack the PV canpart. In Seedig, howevesichgaps are rare.
In general, the verbs/roots are setective between PV and LV regardless of their semantics.
Thus, as will be shown in my later discussion, no ungrammatical Piéfidrs will be found
amongthetransfer verbs.

Concrete examplasf PV/LV-marked transfer verhsill be provided inSection 63.
Here, | introduce a special characteristic found in some of the Seedig-/maikéd verbs.

Consider the following examples.

(6.1) Seedid’V/LV verbs with the same argument structure (Tsukida 2009:367; gloss mine)
a.seqgetun @ laqi ka waray
Cutpv oBL chid ABs thread
qThe/A) child will cut the thread.

b.seqetan o laqi kedediyax ka waray
Cut-Lv oeL child everyday ABS thread
orhe/A child cuts the thread everyday.

(6.2) Seedid®V/LV verbs with the same argument structukeTang 2010:9; gloss mine)

a.wada kereun sehiga ka gesurux
already cubv yesterday ABs fish
Orhe fish was cut yesterday.

b.gaga kerein ka gesurux
PROG CutLv ABS fish

Orhe fish is being cud.

In Chapter 2, | describatievoice system in Formosan lgulages as a set of verbal
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morplemes thatorrelate with the semantic/thematic role of the syntactically promiiiént
(i.e., the absolutive argument). As suggested by the terminology, PV typically indicates the
involvement ofa patientflike) participant whereas LV generally indicates the involvement of
a locationrelated participant. However, as exemplified in (6rid €.2),thevoice system in
modern Seediq appears to have developed somewhat differently, asctiledd’V (i.e.;un)
and LV (i.e.,-an) markers do not necessarily correlate with distinct semantic/thematic roles:
they may have identical argument sture and differ in TAM reading%. This motivates
Tsukidas (2005, 2009) replacement of PV/LV with G(oal)®V, in her reference grammar
of Seediq.

For ease of comparison across Formosan languages, | maintéitMbandfiLV o
terms while acknowledgindné fact that these markers do not always result in distinct
argument structusof the derived verd Here, | do notiscuss the difference in TAM
reading inPV-marked and.\V-marked verbs. Instead, | briefly address why these verbs may
have the same argumtestructure, by which | mean the same mapping between the thematic
role (i.e., patientike/locationrelated roles) and the absolutive argument. In fact, merger
between PV and LV forms seems to be widely observable in Formosan languages (e.g.,
Atayal, Sediq, Saisiyat, Tsou, and Thao). Take Thao for example. PV and LV firave
begun to lose any distinguishing syntactic or semantic characteristics and have become
largely interchangealdgBlust 200®:92). From a localist perspective,Huang (2005)
argwes that suchmerger is motivated by the conceptual coritigaf Location and Object;

hence the former sometimes gets reinterpreted as the'faftkis accounts for the

2 It is rather difficult to identify a default TAM interpretation for Seediq LV/PV markers as these markers also
interact with the sentendatial auxiliaries (if present), which ashave TAM readings. As aspect is not the main
focus in this dissertation, | will only acknowledge the difference with the translatibe ekamplesMore
discussion abouhe TAM readings of Seediq PV/LV verlis provided inTsukida (2009:36873). Sealso
Tang 2010for her account for the usage-ofh/-an on the basis of semantic transitivity (Hopper and Thompson
1980).
" The localist approach takes events involving motion and location in space to be central totthelaufre|
events. More discsson about this approach will be presented in Chapters 8 and 9.
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neutralization between PV/Emarked verbs with respect to their argument structare.
Section 6.3, | will demonstrate how this affects the argument structure chivked

transfer verbs in Seediqg.

6.2 The morphological complexity of Seediq (AV) transfer verbs

Following the organization of previous chapters, | discuss in the firg sulesections the
morphological composition of Avharkedverbsin Seediq based on three subclasses:
give-type, seneype, and throwtype. | demonstrate, in particular, the lexical variation within

each of these subclasses, and discuss its implicatiorsiii$6.2.4.

6.2.1 Givetype verbs

Like Puyuma, Seediq exhibits variation within gityge verbs in terms of morphological
composition. Some members (edgived do not have the causative morpheme at all,
whereas others (e.glendj &elld must invole the causative morpme in ordeto express

the corresponding meaning. Consider first, thedtkeddivedverbs in (6.3).

(6.3) Truku SeedidgivedbAV-marked verbs
a.megay @ pila™  kenan ka  iming
Av.give OBL money 1sGoBL ABS Iming
dming gives money to me.

b.muway @ pila kenan ka iming
AV.give  OBL money BGOBL ABS Iming
dming gives money to mé.

Thedivebverb in Seediq involves no overt causative morpheme fegr se). As (6.3)
shows, the AV marker attaches directly to the tmgayor buway(depending on the speech

community), resulting in the surface formegay(< bemegay or muway(< benuway as a

" As stated in Chapter 2, there is no overt oblique marker for full NPs in the Truku dialect of Seediq (except
-anfor proper names used by older generationg2e2.3). For the purpose of mparison across three
Formosan languages, | choose to ingent front of these nominals and provide case glossary throughout the
Truku Seediq examples.
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result offipseudo nasal substituti®(PNS) (Blust 2009/2013Y.

As far as@ivedis concerned, Seediq resembles Puyuma, but not Amis, in that the verb
does not require the causative morpheme. In Chapter 5, | menkiodiikation as an
alternative strategy in Puyuma to reverse the direction of transfer and alterathiegnaf the
derived verb accordingly (e.g., frofpivedto Geceivé). This strategy, however, is not
attested in Seediq as this language lack&ithmorpheme.

The causative morpheme plays a role in the formation of some othdypevgerbs.
Thedenddverb, for example, is derived via causativizatiokesiyukdborrowg as illustrated

in (6.4).

(6.4) TrukudenddAV-marked verb and its related derivation(s)

a.g-pe-kesiyuk o patas emingn ka yaku
AV-CAU-borrow  OBL book Iming-oBL ABS 1sG
d lend Iming a boold

b.k<em>esiyuk @ patas kenan ka iming
<AvV>borrow OBL book BGoBL ABS Iming

dming borrows a book from m&.

(6.4a) shows that thdenddverb involves the assative morphempe-. Like in Amis and
Puyuma, there is no overt AV marking for causative verbs in Seediq (i.e.,%dmo.
norrcausative counterpart, as shown in (6.4b),dsoarowdverb with the typical AV marking

<en®. Note that the causatiye- is slightly different in form from thgga- morpheme attested

5 According to Blust (2013:244), PNS refers to the deletion of the firsts@lable, triggered by thavoidance

of norridentical labials in successive syllables after infixation (-gm-CVCVor b-umCVCV). PNS is found

in some Formosan languages including Thao and Atayalic languages, as well as in soméPllgtagian
languages.

® Following Tsukida(2009), | analyze those causativized verbs without overt voice markers as AV verbs based
on their argument selection patterns (i.e., agent = ABS). Therefore, Ifinsgtmorphologd to indicate the

AV function of these causative verbsSeediq as wel as in Amis/Puyuma (see Chapters 4 and 5). It should be
noted that irBeediq it is possible to attach an ovent prefix to these causative verbs without changing the
argument structure. See the example below.

(i) m-pe-kesiyuk patas emiam ka yaku
AV.FUT-CAU-borrow  book ImingpBL  ABS  1SG
d will lend Iming a book

Tsukida (2009) analyzes- or (mpe) asafuture actor voice marker based on the particular TAM interpretation
associated with this morpheme illustrated in (i) #@ sake of simplicity, this dissertation only examines
causative verbs without overt AV marking.
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in Amis and Puyuma. From a comparative perspective, these morphemes have the same
origin. The reflex of PAn *pain modern Seediq is arguably conditioned by its phonology;
pe- thus arises as a resof vowel reduction.

Thedellbverb in Seediq also involves the causative strategy. However, it contains a
different form of causativese. Consider in Example (6.5) the causatisellbverb and the

non-causativebuydbcounterpart.

(6.5) TrukudsellbAV-marked verb and its related derivatiof(s)

a.se<m>barig/*pebarig o sari  ka kuras
CAU-<AV>buy OBL taro ABS Kulas
&Kulas sells tar@

b. marig 4] sari ka kuras
AV.buy oBL taro ABsS Kulas

&Kulas buys tar@

As (6.5) shows, thésellbverb is speciaih having these morpheme, analyzed as the

causative marker in Tsuki@a(2009) reference grammar. As far as@@dldécase is concerned,

it is descriptivéy adequde to simply trease as an instance @fcausative based on the

meaning contrasif the presence/absence of this morpheme ¢ellpvs. duyd.”® Tsukida

(2009) provides additional examples to justify the treatmeséads the causative morpheme
Here, | accept the causative analysiseffrom a synchronic perspective. However, it is
noteworthy thape- andse morphemes are not interchangeable. The distribution is lexically
conditioned, that is, dependent on the root involved (gegfor kesiyukandse for barig). In
addition, unlikepe-a verbs which do not have overt AV markinge-a verbs carry overt AV
marking, as demonstrated in (6.5a). | will return to this important observation in Section 6.2.4,

wherel discusghe origin of thesed causative verbs.

" Phonetically speaking, woriihal /g/ is not pronounced. Sé¢ang 1976 and Lee 20%or the phonology of
Seediq.
8 | gloss the roobarig asduydto highlight the meaning contrast between the causative verbdel), and
its nonrcausative counterpart. As a matter of féet;ig might better be glossed @sadd as it may denote a
selling event without the causative morpheme (Tsou 2011:90). Tdisoisupported by the derivationdselld
by meansf applicativization as a result of the causative/applicative polysemy (to be discussed in detail in
Section 6.2.4), suggesting that the root by itself is neutral with respect to the direction ofitransact
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