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Tagalog voice as four bundles of Agree relations:
Insights from binding

Victoria Chen

1. Introduction

A central question in Austronesian syntax concerns a typologically peculiar four-way voice system
found in Tagalog and similar languages, where a change in verbal morphology correlates with a distinct
argument-marking pattern and Ā extraction restrictions. As seen in (1), with verbal morphology altering
between Actor Voice (AV), Patient Voice (PV), Locative Voice (LV), and Circumstantial Voice (CV), the
sole phrase in the clause eligible for Ā extraction shifts from the external argument (1a) to the internal
argument (1b) and different types of adjunct-like phrases (1c-d), respectively. This syntactically pivotal
phrase bears a distinct marker, labeled as PIVOT hereafter.1

(1) a. Bhumiili
buyhAVi

si
PN.PIVOT

AJ
AJ

ng
ID.CM2

keyk
cake

mula
P1

kay
PN.CM2

Lia
Lia

para
P2

kay
PN.CM2

Joy.
Joy

‘AJ bought cake from Lia for Joy.’ (ACTOR VOICE)
b. Bi-bilih-in

CONT-buy-PV
ni
PN.CM1

AJ
AJ

ang
PIVOT

keyk
cake

mula
P1

kay
PN.CM2

Lia
Lia

para
P2

kay
PN.CM2

Joy.
Joy

‘AJ will buy cake from Lia for Joy.’ (PATIENT VOICE)
c. Bi-bilih-an

CONT-buy-LV
ni
PN.CM1

AJ
AJ

ng
ID.CM1

keyk
cake

si
PN.PIVOT

Lia
Lia

para
P2

kay
PN.CM2

Joy.
Joy

‘AJ will buy cake from Lia for Joy.’ (LOCATIVE VOICE)
d. I-bi-bili

cv-CONT-buy
ni
PN.CM1

AJ
AJ

ng
ID.CM2

keyk
cake

mula
P1

kay
PN.CM2

Lia
Lia

si
PN.PIVOT

Joy.
Joy

‘AJ will buy cake from Lia for Joy.’ (CIRCUMSTANTIAL VOICE)

Under the traditional view, voice alternation in (1) correlates with a change in argument structure,
enabling phrases of different types to move to the edge of VoiceP and participate in Ā extraction.
On this assumption, the four voice affixes in (1) have been claimed to instantiate valency-indicating
morphology that spells out different flavors of Voice and applicative heads (Aldridge 2004) or agreement
morphology that indicates the case of the phrase that occupies the VoiceP phase edge and agrees with
Voice (Rackowski & Richards 2005)2.

In this paper, I argue instead that voice alternation in Tagalog (1a-d) has no correlation with argument
structure alternation, but indicates a change in topic selection, whereby (1c) and (1d) are clauses with an
adjunct topic, rather than applicative constructions. Support for this claim comes from novel data from
1 Victoria Chen, Victoria University of Wellington, victoria.chen@vuw.ac.nz. Thanks to my Tagalog consultants,
in particular Ivan Bondoc, Kristina Gallego, and Madilene Berena Landicho, for sharing their language with me.
Thanks also Edith Aldridge, Sandy Chung, Shin Fukuda, and Matt Pearson, as well as the audience at AFLA 25 and
WCCFL 38 for useful comments and suggestions. This work was supported in part by a Chiang-ching Kuo Function
grant (#RG021-A-16).
2 List of abbreviations: CONJ: conjunction; CONT: contemplated aspect; DF: definite; DOM: diffrential object
marking; ID: indefinite; P: preposition; PN: personal name; PRF: perfective; RED: reduplication; REFL: reflexive.
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Tagalog’s three-place constructions, which reveals (i) voice alternation in Tagalog does not trigger a
change in binding relations, and (ii) CM1 and CM2 show the hallmarks of nominative and accusative
case, whereas PIVOT is a topic marker that overrides morphological case. I argue accordingly that
Tagalog’s four-way voice morphology is best analyzed as the spell-out of four different bundles of
abstract Agree relations that target the topic (i.e. PIVOT-marked phrase) of a clause. This analysis is
outlined in (2).

(2)

a. ACTOR VOICE: bundle of (abstract) topic agreement and subject agreement
b. PATIENT VOICE: bundle of (abstract) topic agreement and object agreement
c. LOCATIVE VOICE: bundle of (abstract) topic agreement and locative agreement
d. CIRCUMSTANTIAL VOICE: (abstract) topic agreement

In this view, Tagalog voice indicates four types of topics: (i) subject topics (1a), the shared goal of
[u�] on T and [uTOP] on a different head, (ii) direct object topics (1b), the shared goal of [u�] on matrix
Voice (i.e. trigger of object agreement) and [uTOP]; (iii) locative topics (1c), which agrees with both
[uTOP] and a locative-selecting preposition, PLOC, and (iv) topics that agree only with [uTOP] and not any
other probes (1d). Accordingly, Tagalog constitutes a typical topic-prominent discourse configurational
language as per Li & Thompson (1985), Kiss (1995), and Miyagawa (2010, 2017).

This paper is structured as follows. In the next section, I lay out basic facts of Tagalog and review
two previous approaches to its voice system. Section 3 presents new binding evidence that undermines
both approaches. Sections 4 and 5 demonstrate how the new binding data in §3 motivates the analysis in
(2). Section 6 concludes. Except where otherwise indicated, the data presented in this paper come from
primary fieldwork on Manila Tagalog.

2. Previous accounts of Tagalog voice
2.1. Tagalog voice basics

Tagalog syntax is crosslinguistically unusual in several regards. First, with appropriate verbal
morphology, phrases ranging from core arguments to adjunct-like phrases can render the syntactic pivot
of the clause and bear PIVOT-marking, giving rise to a typologically rare case pattern in (3).

(3)

a. AV b. PV c. LV d. CV

EXTERNAL ARGUMENT PIVOT CM1 CM1 CM1
INTERNAL ARGUMENT CM2 PIVOT CM2 CM2
LOCATIVE P1 P1 PIVOT P1
INSTRUMENT/BENEFACTOR P2 P2 P2 PIVOT

Second, it exhibits a fluid extraction asymmetry whereby all non-pivot phrases are banned from Ā
extraction (relativization), known in Austronesian literature as ‘PIVOT-only.’ Third and most importantly,
the mapping between voice and pivot selection cannot be attributed to any single condition such as the
thematic role or case status of the pivot phrase; rather, it roughly reflects the relative structural height
of the pivot with other arguments in the same clause: AV i PV i LV i CV (high to low), as seen in (3).
For instance, possible pivots in AV include not only agents (4a) but also themes of unaccusatives (4b);
on the other hand, not all agents/external arguments can obtain pivot status under AV morphology. In
AV-marked productive causatives, for example, only the causer and not the causee is eligible for PIVOT-
marking (5), despite both being agentive and encoded as external arguments (see §3.2).

(4)
a. Khumianta

singhAVi
si
PN.PIVOT

Aya.
Aya

‘Aya sang.’

b. Dhumiating/*hini
arrivehAVi/*hPVi

si
PN.PIVOT

Aya.
Aya

‘Aya arrived.’
(5) Nag-pa-basa

AV-CAU-read
si
PN.PIVOT

Aya
Aya

{kay/*si}
{PN.CM2/*PN.PIVOT}

Pedro
Pedro

ng
ID.CM2

libro.
book

‘Aya made Pedro read a book.’

Given the above, any successful account of Tagalog’s voice system has to answer three questions: (i)
the property of PIVOT, CM1, and CM2, (ii) the nature of the voice affixes, and (iii) the nature/mechanism
of the four-way voice alternation. In 2.2, I review previous approaches to these questions.



2.2. Two previous approaches to Tagalog voice

To answer (i)-(iii), a key question must first be clarified: are the adjunct-like pivot phrases in LV/CV
clauses (e.g. (1c-d)) adjuncts or arguments? If PIVOT marks a type of structural case, then, these phrases
must render as an argument, i.e. applied object, in LV/CV clauses. If, however, they remain as an adjunct,
we can conclude that PIVOT does not mark case—given its compatibility with both arguments (3a-b) and
adjuncts (3c-d). In what follows, I review two well-adopted approaches to Tagalog voice, both assuming
that all pivot phrases are arguments.

Under the syntactically ergative approach to Tagalog, PIVOT marks absolutive case from T
assigned to the highest caseless DP. Accordingly, an adjunct-like pivot phrase in LV/CV clauses is an
absolutive-marked applied object base-generated in the highest internal argument position, from where
it undergoes object shift to the VoiceP phase edge and checks absolutive case. On this assumption,
LV/CV morphology realizes the applicative head that introduces the pivot phrase (Aldridge 2004, 2012,
2017).

In this view (e.g. Mithun 1994; Maclachlan 1996; Aldridge 2004 2012), Tagalog’s voice affixes
are four valency-indicating morphemes that promote different types of phrases to the edge of VoiceP
(6): spell-out of intransitive Voice (“AV”), spell-out of transitive Voice (“PV”), and spell-out of high
applicative head (“LV/CV”). Object shift and CM1 are assumed to be present only in PV/LV/CV clauses
on assumption that all AV clauses are syntactically intransitive, lacking ergative case (CM1) and an EPP
feature on Voice (which triggers object shift) (e.g. Aldridge 2004, 2012, 2017).

(6) THE ERGATIVE APPROACH TO TAGALOG VOICE

PIVOT ABS from T AV AFFIX reflex of intransitive Voice
CM1 ERG from transitive Voice PV AFFIX reflex of transitive Voice [with EPP on Voice]
CM2 OBL from V LV AFFIX reflex of HIGH APPL [with EPP on Voice]

CV AFFIX reflex of HIGH APPL [with EPP on Voice]

The case agreement approach to Tagalog voice argues instead that Tagalog has an accusative case
system with two types of inherent cases—dative and oblique—assigned by low and high applicative,
respectively (Rackowski 2002; Rackowski & Richards 2005). On this assumption, Tagalog’s four voice
affixes are case agreement morphology that inflects for four possible cases borne by the phrase occupying
the VoiceP phase edge and agreeing with Voice: nominative (1a), accusative (1b), dative (1c), and oblique
(1d). The proposed mechanism of voice alternation goes as follows: whenever object shift does not occur,
the nominative external argument agrees with Voice, with the Agree relation realized as AV morphology;
whenever object shift occurs, either an accusative object or an applied object (inherently case-licensed
with dative or oblique) raises to the outer Spec,VoiceP, whose Agree relation with Voice is spelled out as
PV, LV, or CV morphology, respectively. This analysis is summarized in (7).

(7) THE CASE AGREEMENT APPROACH TO TAGALOG VOICE

PIVOT marker for the goal that agrees with Voice AV AFFIX Voice agreement with NOM phrase
CM1 NOM from T PV AFFIX Voice agreement with ACC phrase
CM2 ACC from Voice LV AFFIX Voice agreement with DAT applied object

CV AFFIX Voice agreement with OBL applied object

3. Against previous approaches to Tagalog voice
Contra the shared assumption of previous approaches (6)-(7) that the adjunct-like pivot in LV/CV

clauses is an applied object, I demonstrate below that possible pivots in LV/CV clauses are not applied
objects, but phrases ranging from adjuncts adjoined to VoiceP to DPs that are not the highest internal argument.
Evidence for this claim comes from Tagalog’s three-place constructions: clauses with an adjunct-like
pivot (3.1), causatives (3.2), and ditransitives (3.3).

3.1. Transitive clauses with an adjunct-like pivot

If LV/CV morphology indeed indicates the presence of an applied object occupying the highest
internal argument position, any pivot phrase in LV/CV clauses is supposed to asymmetrically c-command
the theme, schematized in (8a). If, however, the pivot phrase remains as an adjunct adjoined to VoiceP,



as in (8b), a theme should be able to bind into the pivot in LV/CV clauses—as the two are in sisterhood
under the same phase (Bruening 2014).

(8) a. LV/CV PIVOT AS AN APPLIED OBJECT b. LV/CV PIVOT AS AN ADJUNCT

argued accordingly that the high-applicative analysis for the LV/CV affix is untenable. In this 
subsection, I present a third piece of evidence for this claim, and argue that a “Pivot”-marked oblique 
phrase in LV/CV clauses is an adjunct.  

4.4.4.1 Claim: LV/CV Pivots are adjuncts 

Under the absolutive Case analysis of “Pivot”-marking, a Pivot in LV/CV clauses is claimed to be as 
an applied object that c-commands the internal argument, as in (63a). Now, given the conclusion that 
the absolutive Case analysis for “Pivot”-marking is difficult to maintain, an applied-object analysis 
for the Pivot is no longer necessary. This points to the proposal in (63b), whereby a Pivot phrase in 
LV/CV clauses remains as an adjunct that adjoins to the verb phrase: 

(63) Two different binding scenarios under the competing analyses 

       a.  LV/CV pivot as an AO             b.  LV/CV pivot as an adjunct adjoined to VoiceP 

These two analyses make different predictions for the binding relation between the Pivot and 
the internal arguement. If the applicative analysis in (63a) is on the right track, an internal argument 
in LV/CV clauses should not be able to bind into the Pivot—as it is c-commanded by the alleged 
applied object. Alternatively, if the structure in (63b) is correct, a quantifier internal argument in LV/
CV clauses is predicted to be able to bind into the Pivot, as the two phrases are under sisterhood.  

Binding diagnostics on LV/CV clauses across Puyuma, Amis, and Seediq point to the 
structure in (63b). As seen in (64)-(65), a quantifier embedded under the internal argument may bind 
into a pronominal embedded under a “Pivot”-marked Locative/Instrument/Benefactive phrase in all 
three languages, suggesting that the structure in (63a) is untenable: 

(64) LV clauses with a Locative Pivot 

a. ku=retra-ay  [tu=etu]              [kantu=paysu    kana trawtrawtraw  driya].         [Puyuma] 
 1SG.X=put-LV [3.pOSS.PIVOT=desk]  [3.poss=money LK  persons  every] 
 ‘I put every person’s<i> money on his<i/j> desk.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 
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The applicative analysis of LV/CV clauses makes a specific prediction of the binding relation 
between the Theme and the Pivot-marked phrase. In sentences like (90a)-(b), the Pivot-marked 
Locative, Instrument, or Benefactor is predicted to be licensed by a high applicative phrase that 
c-commands the internal argument, as in (91a). If this analysis is on the right track, an internal 
argument in LV/CVclauses should be unable to bind into the Pivot phrase. If, on the other hand, 
the purported applicativization is absent, a Locative, Instrument, or Benefactor phrase may 
remain as adjuncts adjoined to the VoiceP, as in (91b), whereby it may be bound by the internal 
argument under sisterhood. 

(90) 3-place LV/CV clauses (exemplified with Puyuma data)

a. ku=pubini’-ay dra bini na   uma’.               [LV] 
 1SG.X=sow-LV ID.Y seed PIVOT  field 
 ‘I sowed seeds in the field.’  

b. ku=pangasip-anay dra kuraw {na   kuyan/i    atrung}.   [CV] 
 1SG.X=fish-CV  ID.Y fish  {DF.PIVOT shrimp/SG.PIVOT Atrung} 
 ‘I fished fish {with shrimp/for Atrung}.

(91) Two different binding scenarios under the competing analyses 
 a.  Applicative analysis        b. Current analysis 

(92) LV clauses with a Locative Pivot 

a. ku=retra-ay [tu=etu]             [kantu=paysu   kana trawtrawtraw  driya].      [Puyuma] 
 1sg.x=put-lv [3.POSS.PIVOT=desk] [3.poss=money LK  persons      every] 
 ‘I put every person’s<i> money on his<i/j> desk.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 

b. pi-teli-an  aku [tu  syasing   nu    cimacima a   wawa] [i    cukuwi nangra].          [Amis] 
 PI-put-LV 1SG.X [Y   picture   POSS  every       LK  child]  [PIVOT desk    3PL.POSS] 
 ‘I put every child’s<i> picture on his<i/j> desk.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 

! /!40 46

standard assumption that double object constructions involves a Recipient that 
asymmetrically c-commands the Theme, whereas prepositional dative constructions 
involves a Recipient and a Theme that c-command each other (e.g., Bruening 2001, 2010; 
Pylkkänen 2002; Harley 2007),  the binding diagnostics above suggest that ditransitives in 
these three Philippine-type languages invariably employ the structure of a double object 
construction, as in (86). Crucially, the invariable structure of ditransitives suggests that the 
applicative analysis of the LV/CV affix is difficult to maintain, which direct undermines the 
conventional assumption that Philippine-type voice affixes are valency-rearranging 
morphemes.  

(86) The invariable structure of ditransitives in Puyuma, Amis, and Seediq   17

Preliminary data from Tagalog (86) points to the same conclusion, that voice 
alternation has no effect on the binding relations among the arguments: 

(87) Tagalog: a Recipient always c-commands a Theme regardless of voice 

a.  nag-bigay=ako               [sa nanay   ng bawat manggagawa] [ng kanilang  sweldo].             [AV] 
 AV.PRF-give=1SG.PIVOT [Y   mother LK  every  laborer]    [Y   3PL.POSS  wages] 
 ‘I gave every laborer’s<i> mother his<i/*j> wages.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 

   
b.  b<in>igay-an=ko       [ang      nanay   ng bawat manggagawa] [ng kanilang  sweldo].        [PV] 
 give<PRF>-LV=1SG.X   [PIVOT  mother LK  every  laborer]           [Y    3PL.POSS  wages] 
 ‘I gave every laborer’s<i> mother his<i/*j> wages.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 

c.  i-b<in>igay=ko          [sa nanay   ng bawat manggagawa] [ang     kanilang sweldo].           [CV] 

  In (86), I adopt the analysis from Bruening (2001) and Pylkkänen (2002) for DOC and assume that the 17

Recipient is introduced by an applicative phrase. Note that this assumption is not in conflict with the current 
argument against a high applicative analysis for the LV/CV affix, as it is the proposed structure in all three 
types of voice-marking (with the applicative head assumed to be morphologically null). I remind agnostics 
with regard to whether the Recipient in (86) receives Case from the applicative head or from the Voice0.

   Agent         Voice’

T             VoiceP

    TP

Voice           ApplP

  Appl               vP

V              Theme

Recipient         Appl’

  v                 VP

[ACC]

[ACC]

[NOM]

     Location 
     Instrument 
     Benefactor 

IA 

EA 

Voice      High ApplP 

c-command relation 

   EA            Voice’

T             VoiceP

    TP

Voice              vP

          v              VP

V             IA

      vP                  PP

Location 
Instrument 
Benefactor c-command  

relation

Location 
Instrument 
Benefactor 

Quantifier-variable binding tests indicate that (8a) is untenable. As (9a-b) show, in both LV and CV
clauses, a quantificational theme can bind into a pronominal pivot with the latter interpreted as a bound
variable. This, contra previous assumptions, demonstrates that the pivot is not base-generated in the
highest internal argument position, and may remain as an adjunct adjoined to VoiceP (8b).3

(9) a. Ni-lutu-an=ko
PRF-cook-LV=1S.CM1

[ng
[ID.CM2

isda
fish

ng
LK

bawat
every

babae]
woman]

[ang
[PIVOT

kanyang
3P.POSS

kawali].
pot]

‘I cooked every woman’shji fish in herhj/ki pot.’ (LOCATIVE VOICE)
b. I-phiniampalo=ko

CV-hit=1S.CM1

[ang
[PIVOT

kanyang
3S.POSS

pamalo]
hiting.stick]

[ng
[ID.CM2

bawat
every

bata].
child]

‘I hit every childhji with theirhj/ki stick.’ (CIRCUMSTANTIAL VOICE)

3.2. Productive causatives

Productive causatives provide another ideal testing ground for examining the applicative analysis of
the LV/CV affixes. As seen in the table below, in Tagalog, all three arguments in a productive causative
may render the pivot phrase under appropriate voice-marking. PV morphology correlates with a pivot
causee (10b), whereas CV morphology correlates with a pivot theme (10c).

(10)

a. AV b. PV c. CV

CAUSER Pivot CM1 CM2
CAUSEE CM2 Pivot CM2
THEME CM2 CM2 Pivot

If CV morphology indeed marks a high applicative head as argued in previous work (6)-(7), a pivot-
marked theme in CV-marked causatives (10c) must render as an applied object base-generated in the
highest internal argument position above the causee. If, however, LV/CV clauses show no evidence of
applicativization of the pivot phrase, as observed in §3.1, the pivot-marked theme in (10c) should remain
as an internal argument—as it normally is in causative constructions across languages.

Reflexive binding tests indicate that the second hypothesis is correct. As seen in (11a-c), a causee can
consistently bind into the theme regardless of voice alternation—even when the theme is PIVOT-marked
under CV-morphology (11c). This is in line with the observations in §3.1 that (i) LV/CV morphology has
nothing to do with applicativization of the pivot, and (ii) voice alternation in Tagalog does not correlate
with argument structure alternation.
3 Rackowski & Richards (2005:578) argues for the applicative analysis of LV/CV clauses based on one CV example
where a quantificational theme fails to bind into the pivot. According to my consultants, the unacceptability of that
example has to do with the low frequency of the verb bantay ‘watch’ in CV form (ibinatay). According to my
fieldwork, a non-pivot internal argument can freely bind into the pivot in LV/CV clauses as long as the verb allows
an LV/CV form and the context is appropriate. See Chen (2017) for details. See also §3.2 and 3.3 for more evidence.



(11) a. Nag-pa-pa-ligo=ako
AV-CAU-RED-bathe=1S.PIVOT

kay
PN.CM2

Maria
Maria

ng
CM2

sarili
REFL

niya.
3S

‘I made Maria bathe herself.’ (ACTOR VOICE)
b. Phinia-pa-ligo=ko

CAU-PRF.PV-RED-bathe=1S.CM1

si
PN.PIVOT

Maria
Maria

ng
CM2

sarili
REFL

niya.
3S

‘I am making Maria bathe herself.’ (PATIENT VOICE)
c. I-phinia-li-linis=ko

CV-CAUhPRFiRED-clean=1S.CM1

kay
PN.CM2

Sue
Sue

ang
PIVOT

sarili
REFL

niya.
3S

‘I made Sue clean herself.’ (CIRCUMSTANTIAL VOICE)

This conclusion is supported by one other observation: regardless of voice, the causee in Tagalog
causatives (10a-c) behaves consistently like an external argument—rather than a by-phrase or an
applicative phrase. This is evidenced by its compatibility with agent-oriented adverbs and the adverb
of frequency ‘again,’ exemplified with the CV example (12). This indicates that the caused event in all
three types of causatives (10a-c) is encoded as an independent active VoiceP with the causee introduced
as its external argument, as in (13). The fact that it consistently binds into the theme regardless of voice
(11a-c) follows from this analysis. Note, additionally, that the fact that CM2-marking is available to both
the external-argument causee and the internal-argument theme (see the table in (13)) lends novel support
to a structural accusative analysis of this case marker (see (6)) and argues against a lexical oblique case
analysis (see (7)), as lexical oblique case is assigned only to internal arguments along with ✓-licensing
(Woolford 2001; Aldridge 2004 et seq.).

(12) I-phinia-li-linis=ko
CV-CAUhPRFi-RED-clean=1S.CM1

(ulit)
(again)

kay
PN.CM2

Sue
Sue

ang
PIVOT

kanyang
3S

sarili
REFL

(nang
(CONG

palihim).
secretly)
‘I made Suek clean herself (againk) (secretlyk).’ (CIRCUMSTANTIAL VOICE)

(13)

If the accusative approach to Philippine-type languages is on the right track, an AV a�x
is the spell-out of nominative Case agreement, whose presence indicates that the nominative DP
of a clause is the topic of the sentence (Chung 1994, 1998; Richards 2000; Pearson 2001, 2005;
Rackowski & Richards 2005; Chen 2017). This analysis is illustrated in (71a-b), which present the
Case-licensing pattern in a two-place AV construction and a m-u-marked detransitive, respectively.

(71) The structure of AV-marked transitives and detransitives under the accusative analysis

a. Two-place AV construction
CP

C[utop] TP

DPea[top] T’

T VoiceP

(DPea) Voice’

Voice{tr} vP

v’ VP

V DPia

av affix

acc

nom

b. AV-marked detransitive (the mu-
construction)

CP

C[utop] TP

DPia[top] T’

T VoiceP

� Voice’

Voice[�] vP

v’ VP

V (DPia)

u-

av affix

nom

This analysis correctly captures the availability of AV-morphology in both transitives and
detransitives/intransitives (see (72)), and provides a straightforward account for both the non-
omitability of AV objects in Philippine-type languages discussed in section 1, as well as the obser-
vation that bi-eventive causatives in these languages possess only one voice a�x.

(72) Puyuma
a. M-a-abelr

av-prog-cook
i
sg.pivot

Atrung
Atrung

dra
id.cm1=acc

kulrang. [transitive]
vegetable

‘Atrung is cooking vegetables.’
b. M-u-trekelr

mu-detr-drink
la
prf

na
df.pivot

eraw. [detransitive]
alcohol

‘The alcohol was drunk up.’
c. M-uarak

av-dance
i
sg.pivot

Atrung
Atrung

i
loc

Arasip. [intransitive]
Arasip

‘Atrung danced in Arasip.’

The morphological patterning of Philippine-type Formosan languages lends novel empiri-
cal support to this analysis. According to the Mirror Principle (Baker 1985; Harley 2013), there
is a one-to-one correlation between the linear ordering of verbal grammatical-function-changing
morphology, the syntactic behavior of the arguments of the resulting verb form, and the seman-
tic interpretation of the entire structure. If this principle holds, Philippine-type AV morphology
is predicted to be located farther from a root compared to valency-indicating morphology and
aspect-denoting morphology—if it is indeed A’-agreement hosted at C.

This prediction is indeed borne out. Across Seediq, Thao, and Puyuma, AV morphology con-
sistently surfaces to the left of aspect morphology, suggesting that it is hosted in a functional pro-
jection higher than AspectP. As seen in (73) and (74), in both Seediq and Thao, the AV infix <m>
obligatorily appears to the left of perfective morphology (<n> in Seediq and <in> in Thao).

26

CAU

pa-

∅

b. Puyuma
�-pa-deru=ku
av-cau-hit=1sg.pivot

kana
sg.cm1

taynaynayan
mother.pl

driya
every

kantu=kuraw.
3.poss.cm1=fish

‘I asked every mother<i> to cook her<i/j> fish.’
c. Amis

�-pa-pi-tangtang
av-cau-cook

kaku
1sg.pivot

tu
cm1

cimacima
every

a
lk

ina
mother

tu
cm1

titi
pork

nangra.
3pl.poss

‘I will ask every mother<i> to cook her<i/j> pork.’
d. Seediq

�-p-hanguct=ku
av-cau-cook=1sg.pivot

�
cm1

knkingal
every

bubu
mother

�
cm1

sari=daha.
pork=3pl.poss

‘I asked every mother<i> to cook her<i/j> taro.’

I conclude accordingly that AV-causatives across the four languages possess a Type III struc-
ture. This analysis suggests that the CM1-marked causee in AV-causatives is licensed in the em-
bedded external argument position, where only structural accusative Case, and not lexical oblique
Case, is predicted to be available, indicating that CM1 is necessarily analyzed as accusative Case.
This analysis provides a straightforward account for the case-marking pattern in AV-causatives
summarized in (29), according to which CM1-marking on the causee and the causand comes from
the matrix and the embedded Voice, respectively, as in (37):

(37) The structure of AV-causatives in Tagalog, Puyuma, Amis, and Seediq
TP

T VoiceP

DPcauser Voice’

Voice vP

vcaus VoiceP

DPcausee Voice’

Voice vP

v VP

V

cm1 (acc)

cm1 (acc)

According to available descriptions, AV-causatives in all attested Philippine-type Austrone-
sian languages share the ECM pattern in (29). This, along with the current observation that this
construction in all four target languages exhibits a Type III structure, strongly suggests that a
unitary Type III analysis may apply to AV-causatives in Philippine-type languages in general, in-
dicating that the prototypical distribution of CM1 shows the hallmarks of accusative Case.10

10A Type III analysis has also been proposed for AV-causatives in Tsou (Chang 2015), a Philippine-type language under a
di�erent primary branch (Tsouic) from the four languages discussed here, lending further support to a unitary Type III
analysis for AV-causatives.
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(9)

argued accordingly that the high-applicative analysis for the LV/CV affix is untenable. In this 
subsection, I present a third piece of evidence for this claim, and argue that a “Pivot”-marked oblique 
phrase in LV/CV clauses is an adjunct.  

4.4.4.1 Claim: LV/CV Pivots are adjuncts 

Under the absolutive Case analysis of “Pivot”-marking, a Pivot in LV/CV clauses is claimed to be as 
an applied object that c-commands the internal argument, as in (63a). Now, given the conclusion that 
the absolutive Case analysis for “Pivot”-marking is difficult to maintain, an applied-object analysis 
for the Pivot is no longer necessary. This points to the proposal in (63b), whereby a Pivot phrase in 
LV/CV clauses remains as an adjunct that adjoins to the verb phrase: 

(63) Two different binding scenarios under the competing analyses 

       a.  LV/CV pivot as an AO             b.  LV/CV pivot as an adjunct adjoined to VoiceP 

These two analyses make different predictions for the binding relation between the Pivot and 
the internal arguement. If the applicative analysis in (63a) is on the right track, an internal argument 
in LV/CV clauses should not be able to bind into the Pivot—as it is c-commanded by the alleged 
applied object. Alternatively, if the structure in (63b) is correct, a quantifier internal argument in LV/
CV clauses is predicted to be able to bind into the Pivot, as the two phrases are under sisterhood.  

Binding diagnostics on LV/CV clauses across Puyuma, Amis, and Seediq point to the 
structure in (63b). As seen in (64)-(65), a quantifier embedded under the internal argument may bind 
into a pronominal embedded under a “Pivot”-marked Locative/Instrument/Benefactive phrase in all 
three languages, suggesting that the structure in (63a) is untenable: 

(64) LV clauses with a Locative Pivot 

a. ku=retra-ay  [tu=etu]              [kantu=paysu    kana trawtrawtraw  driya].         [Puyuma] 
 1SG.X=put-LV [3.pOSS.PIVOT=desk]  [3.poss=money LK  persons  every] 
 ‘I put every person’s<i> money on his<i/j> desk.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 
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The applicative analysis of LV/CV clauses makes a specific prediction of the binding relation 
between the Theme and the Pivot-marked phrase. In sentences like (90a)-(b), the Pivot-marked 
Locative, Instrument, or Benefactor is predicted to be licensed by a high applicative phrase that 
c-commands the internal argument, as in (91a). If this analysis is on the right track, an internal 
argument in LV/CVclauses should be unable to bind into the Pivot phrase. If, on the other hand, 
the purported applicativization is absent, a Locative, Instrument, or Benefactor phrase may 
remain as adjuncts adjoined to the VoiceP, as in (91b), whereby it may be bound by the internal 
argument under sisterhood. 

(90) 3-place LV/CV clauses (exemplified with Puyuma data)

a. ku=pubini’-ay dra bini na   uma’.               [LV] 
 1SG.X=sow-LV ID.Y seed PIVOT  field 
 ‘I sowed seeds in the field.’  

b. ku=pangasip-anay dra kuraw {na   kuyan/i    atrung}.   [CV] 
 1SG.X=fish-CV  ID.Y fish  {DF.PIVOT shrimp/SG.PIVOT Atrung} 
 ‘I fished fish {with shrimp/for Atrung}.

(91) Two different binding scenarios under the competing analyses 
 a.  Applicative analysis        b. Current analysis 

(92) LV clauses with a Locative Pivot 

a. ku=retra-ay [tu=etu]             [kantu=paysu   kana trawtrawtraw  driya].      [Puyuma] 
 1sg.x=put-lv [3.POSS.PIVOT=desk] [3.poss=money LK  persons      every] 
 ‘I put every person’s<i> money on his<i/j> desk.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 

b. pi-teli-an  aku [tu  syasing   nu    cimacima a   wawa] [i    cukuwi nangra].          [Amis] 
 PI-put-LV 1SG.X [Y   picture   POSS  every       LK  child]  [PIVOT desk    3PL.POSS] 
 ‘I put every child’s<i> picture on his<i/j> desk.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 
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standard assumption that double object constructions involves a Recipient that 
asymmetrically c-commands the Theme, whereas prepositional dative constructions 
involves a Recipient and a Theme that c-command each other (e.g., Bruening 2001, 2010; 
Pylkkänen 2002; Harley 2007),  the binding diagnostics above suggest that ditransitives in 
these three Philippine-type languages invariably employ the structure of a double object 
construction, as in (86). Crucially, the invariable structure of ditransitives suggests that the 
applicative analysis of the LV/CV affix is difficult to maintain, which direct undermines the 
conventional assumption that Philippine-type voice affixes are valency-rearranging 
morphemes.  

(86) The invariable structure of ditransitives in Puyuma, Amis, and Seediq   17

Preliminary data from Tagalog (86) points to the same conclusion, that voice 
alternation has no effect on the binding relations among the arguments: 

(87) Tagalog: a Recipient always c-commands a Theme regardless of voice 

a.  nag-bigay=ako               [sa nanay   ng bawat manggagawa] [ng kanilang  sweldo].             [AV] 
 AV.PRF-give=1SG.PIVOT [Y   mother LK  every  laborer]    [Y   3PL.POSS  wages] 
 ‘I gave every laborer’s<i> mother his<i/*j> wages.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 

   
b.  b<in>igay-an=ko       [ang      nanay   ng bawat manggagawa] [ng kanilang  sweldo].        [PV] 
 give<PRF>-LV=1SG.X   [PIVOT  mother LK  every  laborer]           [Y    3PL.POSS  wages] 
 ‘I gave every laborer’s<i> mother his<i/*j> wages.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 

c.  i-b<in>igay=ko          [sa nanay   ng bawat manggagawa] [ang     kanilang sweldo].           [CV] 

  In (86), I adopt the analysis from Bruening (2001) and Pylkkänen (2002) for DOC and assume that the 17

Recipient is introduced by an applicative phrase. Note that this assumption is not in conflict with the current 
argument against a high applicative analysis for the LV/CV affix, as it is the proposed structure in all three 
types of voice-marking (with the applicative head assumed to be morphologically null). I remind agnostics 
with regard to whether the Recipient in (86) receives Case from the applicative head or from the Voice0.

   Agent         Voice’

T             VoiceP

    TP

Voice           ApplP

  Appl               vP

V              Theme

Recipient         Appl’

  v                 VP

[ACC]

[ACC]

[NOM]

     Location 
     Instrument 
     Benefactor 

IA 

EA 

Voice      High ApplP 

c-command relation 

   EA            Voice’

T             VoiceP

    TP

Voice              vP

          v              VP

V             IA

      vP                  PP

Location 
Instrument 
Benefactor c-command  

relation

Location 
Instrument 
Benefactor 

� This undermines the Appl0 analysis for LV/CV morphology, and suggests that an
ang/si-marked locative/instrument/benefactor remains as an adjunct adjoined to
VoiceP in LV/CV clauses.

3.12 Productive causatives

• In Tagalog productive causatives marked in AV, PV, and CV, the pivot marker falls
on the causer, causee, and theme of the caused event (henceforth the causand),
respectively (10a-c).

(10)

a. AV b. PV c. CV

causer Pivot CM1 CM2
causee CM2 Pivot CM2

CM2 CM2 Pivot

� Under the applicative analysis assumed by both previous analyses (6), the fact
that the pivot marker skips the causee and falls on the causand in CV-marked
causatives (10c) indicates that the causand is introduced by a high Appl0 and
base-generated in the highest IA position.

• Previously overlooked fact: the results of binding tests reveal a fixed c-commanding
relation of causer > causee > causand una�ected by voice alternation (11a-c).

(11) a. Actor Voice (AV)
Nag-pa-pa-ligo=ako
av-cau-red-bathe=1s.pivot

kay
pn.cm2

Maria
Maria

ng
cm2

sarili
refl

niya.
3s

‘I made Maria bathe herself.’

b. Patient Voice (PV)
P<in>a-pa-ligo=ko
cau<prf.pv>red-bathe=1sg.cm1

si
pn.pivot

Maria
Maria

ng
cm2

sarili
refl

niya.
3s

‘I am making Maria bathe herself.’
c. Circumstantial Voice (CV)

I-p<in>a-li-linis=ko
cv-cau<prf>red-clean=1sg.cm1

kay
pn.cm2

Sue
Sue

ang
pivot

kanyang
3s

sarili.
refl

‘I made Sue clean herself.’

• All three constructions (AV/PV/CV) show the hallmarks of a bi-eventive
causative, in which the causee is introduced as an EA of the embedded VoiceP
which c-commands the causand (12).

(12)

� This is evidenced by three observations: (i) reflexive and variable binding tests
showing that causee can bind into the causand, (ii) the causee’s compatibility with
agent-oriented adverb, and (iii) the causee’s compatibility with the adverb of
frequency ‘again’ (illustrated with the CV sentence (13); the same results are
attested with AV- and PV-causatives).

(13) Circumstantial Voice (CV)

I-p<in>a-li-linis=ko
cv-cau<prf>red-clean=1sg.cm1

(ulit)
(again)

kay
pn.cm2

Sue
Sue

ang
pivot

kanyang
3s

sarili
refl

(nang
(cong

palihim).
secretly)

‘I made Suek clean herself (againk) (secretlyk).’

4

1

DPtheme

theme

3.3. Ditransitives

Just like the causatives, ditransitives provide another ideal environment for examining the applicative
analysis for LV/CV clauses, where PIVOT-marking alters between different types of internal arguments
following voice alternation, as seen in (14). Note, importantly, that PV morphology is not an option for
ditransitives. This asymmetry will be revisited in section 5.

(14)

a. AV b. LV c. CV

AGENT Pivot CM1 CM1
RECIPIENT CM2 Pivot CM2
THEME CM2 CM2 Pivot

If LV/CV morphology indeed indicates applicativization of the pivot phrase as argued in previous
work, the fact that PIVOT-marking falls on the recipient (14b) in LV-ditransitives and the theme (14c)



in CV-ditransitives entails that the two constructions possess distinct structures and binding relations.
If, however, voice alternation between LV and CV has no impact on argument structure (as observed in
§3.1-2), the binding relation between the recipient and the theme should remain the same.

Binding diagnostics indicate the second scenario is correct. As exemplified in (15)-(16), the recipient
and the theme can mutually bind into each other regardless of voice alternation.

(15) a. I-bhiniigay
CV-give-PRF

ni
PN.CM1

Joy
Joy

kay
PN.CM2

Lia
Lia

ang
PIVOT

sarili
self

niyang
3S.POSS

larawan.
picture

‘Joyhji gave Liahki a picture of herselfhj/ki.’ (CIRCUMSTANTIAL VOICE)
I-bhiniigay=ko
CV-give-PRF=1S.CM1

[sa
[DOM.CM2

kanilang
3P.POSS

nanay]
mother]

[ang
[PIVOT

sweldo
wages

ng
LK

bawat
every

manggagawa].
laborer]
‘I gave theirhji mother every laborer’shj/hi wages.’ (CIRCUMSTANTIAL VOICE)

(16) a. Bhiniigy-an
give-PRF-LV

ni
PN.CM1

Joy
Joy

si
PN.PIVOT

Lia
Lia

ng
ID.CM2

sarili
self

niyang
3S.POSS

larawan.
picture

‘Joyhji gave Liahki a picture of herselfhj/ki.’ (LOCATIVE VOICE)
b. Bhiniigy-an=ko

give-PRF-LV=1S.CM1

[ang
[PIVOT

kanilang
3P.POSS

nanay]
mother]

[ng
[ID.CM2

sweldo
wages

ng
LK

bawat
every

manggagawa].
laborer]

‘I gave theirhji mother every laborer’shj/ki wages.’ (LOCATIVE VOICE)

The binding fact above suggests that Tagalog ditransitives are invariably prepositional datives
regardless of voice, possessing a structure illustrated in (17) (e.g. Hoekstra & Mulder 1990; Den Dikken
1995; Harley 1997, 2002). This is in line with the observations in §3.1 and §3.2 that voice alternation in
Tagalog is not accompanied by argument structure alternation, reinforcing the claim that the applicative
approach to LV/CV morphology (6)-(7) is difficult to maintain.4

(17)

Pylkkänen 2002; Harley 2007). The binding data from the four target languages thus points to a 
unitary DOC analysis (61): 

(61)  The invariable structure of ditransitives across the target languages   20

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This invariable structure indicates that an applicative analysis of the Causand in CV-
causatives is difficult to maintain. Furthermore, the fact that “Pivot”-marking can “skip” the Agent 

  In (88), I adopt the analysis from Bruening (2001) and Pylkkänen (2002) for DOC and assume that the Recipient 20

is introduced by an applicative phrase. Note that this assumption is not in conflict with the current argument 
against a high applicative analysis for the LV/CV affix, as it is the proposed structure in all three types of voice-
marking (with the applicative head assumed to be morphologically null). I remain agnostic with regard to whether 
the Recipient in (88) receives Case from the applicative head or from the Voice0.
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standard assumption that double object constructions involves a Recipient that 
asymmetrically c-commands the Theme, whereas prepositional dative constructions 
involves a Recipient and a Theme that c-command each other (e.g., Bruening 2001, 2010; 
Pylkkänen 2002; Harley 2007),  the binding diagnostics above suggest that ditransitives in 
these three Philippine-type languages invariably employ the structure of a double object 
construction, as in (86). Crucially, the invariable structure of ditransitives suggests that the 
applicative analysis of the LV/CV affix is difficult to maintain, which direct undermines the 
conventional assumption that Philippine-type voice affixes are valency-rearranging 
morphemes.  

(86) The invariable structure of ditransitives in Puyuma, Amis, and Seediq   17

Preliminary data from Tagalog (86) points to the same conclusion, that voice 
alternation has no effect on the binding relations among the arguments: 

(87) Tagalog: a Recipient always c-commands a Theme regardless of voice 

a.  nag-bigay=ako               [sa nanay   ng bawat manggagawa] [ng kanilang  sweldo].             [AV] 
 AV.PRF-give=1SG.PIVOT [Y   mother LK  every  laborer]    [Y   3PL.POSS  wages] 
 ‘I gave every laborer’s<i> mother his<i/*j> wages.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 

   
b.  b<in>igay-an=ko       [ang      nanay   ng bawat manggagawa] [ng kanilang  sweldo].        [PV] 
 give<PRF>-LV=1SG.X   [PIVOT  mother LK  every  laborer]           [Y    3PL.POSS  wages] 
 ‘I gave every laborer’s<i> mother his<i/*j> wages.’ (⎷ bound variable reading) 

c.  i-b<in>igay=ko          [sa nanay   ng bawat manggagawa] [ang     kanilang sweldo].           [CV] 

  In (86), I adopt the analysis from Bruening (2001) and Pylkkänen (2002) for DOC and assume that the 17

Recipient is introduced by an applicative phrase. Note that this assumption is not in conflict with the current 
argument against a high applicative analysis for the LV/CV affix, as it is the proposed structure in all three 
types of voice-marking (with the applicative head assumed to be morphologically null). I remind agnostics 
with regard to whether the Recipient in (86) receives Case from the applicative head or from the Voice0.

   Agent         Voice’

T             VoiceP

    TP

Voice           ApplP

  Appl               vP

V              Theme

Recipient         Appl’

  v                 VP

[ACC]

[ACC]

[NOM]
DPEA

vP

 v               VP

V              PP

DPtheme      P’

  P             DPrecipient

  ApplP

  V

    v
Voice

  DPEA
  vP

  VoiceP

VP

DPtheme     

P                 DPrecipient

PP

4. The nature of PIVOT, CM1, and CM2

In section 3, we have seen that possible pivots in LV/CV clauses range from adjuncts adjoined to
VoiceP (8b), DPs that are not the highest internal argument (e.g. theme in productive causatives (13)),
to DPs embedded inside a PP (e.g. theme in prepositional datives (17)). This, along with the invariable
binding facts of these constructions regardless of voice, indicates that (i) PIVOT does not mark absolutive
case (or any type of structural case)—as absolutive Case assignment should respect locality and be
restricted to DPs, and (ii) the applicative analysis of LV/CV clauses is untenable—which undermines the
shared assumption of the ergative analysis and the case agreement approach to Tagalog voice.

An important question arising from this conclusion is the nature of PIVOT, CM1, and CM2. Given
PIVOT marker’s compatibility with both arguments and adjuncts, we can first conclude that it does
not mark case, and is likely to be a marker associated with informational structure status. In line with
previous topic analysis of pivot phrases (Schachter 1976; Shibatani 1998; Richards 2000, Chen 2017
a.o), I argue that (i) PIVOT is a topic marker that overrides morphological case, and (ii) CM1 and CM2
mark nominative and accusative case, respectively. This analysis is illustrated in (18).
4 Other than the binding facts in (15)-(16), Tagalog ditransitives show one other hallmark of prepositional dative:
the recipient slot can be occupied by an inanimate locative NP (i.e. goal) regardless of voice-marking.



(18)

a. AV b. PV c. LV d. CV

EXTERNAL ARGUMENT NOM topic NOM NOM NOM
INTERNAL ARGUMENT ACC ACC topic ACC ACC
LOCATIVE P1 P1 P1 topic P1
INSTRUMENT/BENEFACTOR P2 P2 P2 P2 topic

This analysis allows for two testable predictions: (i) pivot phrases should behave like topics and not
subjects, and (ii) CM1 should behave like nominative case (structural case from C/T). The first prediction
is borne out by the binding facts shown in section 3, which indicate that pivot phrases consistently
behave like topics and not subjects, manifesting reconstruction effects and being interpreted in their theta
position (see (9), (11), (15)). In addition, as (19) shows, the pivot phrase in LV/CV clauses manifests
Weak Crossover effects (Lasnik & Stowell 1991), in which a quantificational benefactive/instrument
may bind into a theme with marginal acceptability only when it renders the pivot (topic).

(19) I-phiniag-luto=ko
CV-PAGhPRFi-cook=1S.CM1

[ang
[PIVOT

bawat
every

bata]
child]

[ng
[ID.CM2

kanilang
3PL.POSS

isda].
fish]

‘I cook theirhki fish for everyhj/??ki child.’

Consistent with the observation above that pivots behave like topics and not subjects, CM1 does show the
hallmarks of structural nominative case, evidenced by (i) its compatibility with both the highest external
arguments and unaccusative themes (20), (ii) its distribution as unique per CP, and (iii) its unavailability
to external arguments in nonfinite clauses (e.g. causee in causatives, as seen in (10)).

(20) Khiniamatay-an
diehPRFi-LV

{ni/*kay}
{PN.NOM/*PN.ACC/DAT}

Raul
Raul

ang
PIVOT

eskuwelahan.
school

‘Raul died in the school.’ (LOCATIVE VOICE)

Evidence for the accusative case analysis of CM2 can be seen in §3.2.

5. Tagalog voice as marking four bundles of Agree relations
The observations so far enable five generalizations (21a-e), supplemented with the table in (22),

which outlines the mapping between voice and pivot selection noted in (21).

(21) a. Voice-marking roughly manifests the relative structural height between the pivot and other
phrases in the clause: AV i PV i LV i CV (with AV indicating that the pivot is the highest
DP); it is, on the other hand, not conditioned by the thematic role or case of the pivot.

b. Possible pivots in AV are equivalent with subjects in accusative languages (e.g. external
argument in unergatives/transitives; internal argument in unaccusatives) (22a).

c. Possible pivots in PV are consistently the second highest DP in the clause (e.g. causee in
causatives; theme in simple transitives) (22b).

d. Possible pivots in LV include both locative adjuncts and the recipient/goal in prepositional
datives (22c).

e. Possible pivots in CV range from DPs that are structurally low (e.g. theme in causatives),
DPs embedded inside a PP (e.g. theme in prepositional dative), to adjuncts (e.g. instrument,
benefactor) (22d).

(22) MAPPING BETWEEN VOICE AND PIVOT SELECTION IN TAGALOG
a. AV b. PV c. LV d. CV

UNERGATIVES EA * PPlocative PPbenefactor/instrument
UNACCUSATIVES IA * PPlocative PPbenefactor/instrument
TRANSITIVES EA IA PPlocative PPbenefactor/instrument
DITRANSITIVES EA * PPgoal IAtheme
CAUSATIVES EAcauser EAcausee * IAtheme

These generalizations reveal several important facts. First, the distribution of AV morphology patterns
consistently with that of subject agreement (i.e. abstract Agree relation between [u�] on T and the closest



DP), both targeting the highest DP. Second, the distribution of PV morphology patterns consistently with
object agreement (i.e. abstract Agree relation between [u�] on matrix Voice and the closest DP). Both
target the highest DP below the matrix voice and are (i) unique per clause, (ii) sensitive to phase-like
conditions and cannot agree with PPs, and (iii) restricted to the causee and not the theme in productive
causatives (Baker 2012; Amberber 2002; Deal 2019; a.o.). Third, possible triggers of LV morphology are
unitarily locative phrases, including locative adjuncts (1c) and the goal phrases in prepositional datives
(14). Fourth, the trigger of CV morphology ranges from non-locative adjuncts to DPs that are not the
highest below the matrix Voice.

Building on these facts, I argue that Tagalog’s four-way voice morphology is best analyzed as the
spell-out of four different bundles of abstract Agree relations that probe the topic/pivot of a clause. This
analysis is outlined previously in (2) and illustrated below.

(23)

PIVOT CONDITION
AV AFFIX highest DP [uTOP] and [u�] on T targeting the same goal
PV AFFIX 2nd high DP [uTOP] and [u�] on matrix Voice targeting the same goal
LV AFFIX locative phrase [uTOP] and [u�] on PLOC targeting the same goal
CV AFFIX anything else the goal of TOP-agreement not under any other Agree relation

Under (23), Tagalog constitutes a topic-prominent accusative language with a TOPIC-probe hosted in the
C domain and a �-probe on both T and matrix Voice, schematized in (24).

(24)

b. “PV”-morphology is the morphological reflex of the bundle of topic-agreement and Object-
agreement (Chomsky 2000, 2001; Pesetsky & Torrego 2006; Baker 2012). The latter is an abstract 
Agree relation between Voice0 and the highest argument within the matrix VoiceP in a clause. 

 “PV”-morphology appears when a direct object is the topic of a clause. This includes (i) the 
internal argument in simple transitive clauses, (ii) the Causee in productive causatives, and (iii)  
the Recipient in double-object ditransitives. 

c. “LV”-morphology is the morphological reflex of the bundle of topic-agreement and an Agree 
relation between a special type of preposition (i.e., Proto-Austronesian temporal/locative marker 
*i (Blust 2009)) and its complement, which must be a temporal or locative phrase. 

 “LV”-morphology appears when a temporal/locative phrase (licensed by this special preposition, 
which cannot select other types of phrases as its complement) is the topic of a clause.

d. “CV”-morphology is the morphological reflex of simple topic-agreement. 

 “CV”-morphology appears when a phrase other than subject, direct object, or temporal/locative 
phrase is the topic of a clause. This includes arguments that are structurally low (e.g., a Causand 
in productive causatives and a Theme in double-object ditransitives) and adjuncts that are not 
temporal/locative phrases (e.g., Instrument, Benefactor, Reason, Stimulus). 

Building on this analysis, I argued in Section 5.5 that Philippine-type languages are best 
characterized as topic-prominent languages (Li & Thompson 1976) or discourse configurational 
languages (Kiss 1995; Miyagawa 2010, 2017), whose topic-prominent nature is manifested both in (i) 
prominent topic-marking and (ii) articulated verbal morphology that indicates the Agree relations of 
the topic in a clause.  

I concluded in Chapter 5 that Philippine-type languages are best analyzed as hosting a topic-feature 
on C and the φ-feature on T, with topic-agreement spelled-out as verbal morphology. The design of 
the Philippine-type voice system under this analysis is illustrated in (5): 

(5)  Proposal: the design of the Philippine-type voice system 

Voice
. . . .

CP

C

VoiceP[uTop]

. . . .

[ACC]
[uφ]

  T 
[uφ] 
[NOM]

Under (24), AV morphology (i.e. spell-out of the bundle of abstract topic agreement and abstract
subject agreement) indicates that the highest DP (i.e. subject) of a clause is simultaneously the topic (see
(22a)). This correctly predicts that possible pivots in AV clauses are restricted to the highest external
argument (25a) and unaccusative themes (25b), and not agentive causee in causatives (22e).

(25)

(58) The mapping between AV-morphology and Pivot-selection 

a. Transitives/unergatives: the external argument 
b. Unaccusatives: the internal argument 
c. Productive causatives:  the Causer (highest external argument) 
d. Ditransitives: the Agent (highest external argument)  

Given (58), I argue for the following analysis of “AV”-morphology: 

(59)   A Philippine-type AV affix is the spell-out of the bundle of topic-agreement (ẟ-agreement) 
and subject-agreement (φ-agreement).  

Under this analysis, when the ẟ-probe targets a goal that is also the goal of the φ-probe, AV-
morphology is spelled out as verbal morphology. Simply put, “AV”-morphology appears when the 
subject is also the topic. Therefore, in transitives/unergatives, ẟ-agreement and φ-agreement 
converge on the external argument (60a), whereas in unaccusatives and detransitivized clauses, they 
converge on the internal argument (60b): 

(60)   

a.  in unergatives/transitivs/ditransitives       b.  in unaccusatives/detransitives 

This analysis correctly predicts that the distribution of AV affixes is, on the one hand, as 
insensitive to the transitivity of a clause or the structural position of the Pivot, and, on the other 
hand, restricted to the highest DP in a clause (see Chapter 3), as seen in the following examples: 

(61) The mapping between “AV”-morphology and Pivot-selection 

a. k<m><n>eeki  ka  pawan.               [unergative] 
 dance<AV><PRF> PIVOT Pawan 
 ‘Pawan danced.’ 

b. m<n>huqil  ka  pawan.                [unaccusative] 
 av-<PRF>die PIVOT Pawan 
 ‘Pawan passed away.’ 
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There are at least four major dialect groups of Dinka (Roettger and Roettger 1989; Duerksen 1997;

Idris 2004): Northern (Padang), Western (Rek), Southern (Agar), and Eastern (Bor). 1 The data in

this dissertation comes from fieldwork on the Bor dialect in the Dinka diaspora community in

Boston. 2 Bor is a dialect in the Southern/South Eastern dialect group, which consists of at least

four dialects: Bor, Hol, Nyaarweng, and Twi
¨

c.
The same basic clause structure seems to be found across dialects. Dinka has a fairly strict word

order, which can be characterized by the template in (1). See also Andersen (1991:292).

(1) Dinka word order template:Topic FiniteAux/Verb�
�������������������������

������������������������Left periphery

Subject Object1�
�����������������

����������������Middle field

NonfiniteAux/Verb Object2 Adjuncts
�
������������������������������������������������

�����������������������������������������������Right periphery

I decompose the Dinka clause into three separate “fields”. The left periphery is mainly characterized

by a V2 e�ect. It consists of a clause-initial position, which must be occupied by a nominal that

serves as the topic or focus of the clause, followed by the highest verb or auxiliary. The left

periphery is followed by the middle field, which is where the subject and object appear if not in

topic/focus position, strictly in that order. 3 The right periphery is demarcated on the left by the

verb cluster, which is where all verbs and auxiliaries go if they are not in second position. This

verb cluster is followed by a second DP object, if one is present, and then all modifiers.

1. Sometimes these are called Northwestern, Northeastern, Southwestern, South Central, and South Eastern, splitting

the large group of northern dialects into two distinct groups.

2. Many Dinka have been displaced in recent decades, because of civil war in Sudan and South Sudan, particularly

young boys and girls. In 2001, around 4000 such “Lost Boys”, the majority of whom are Dinka, emigrated to the

United States. The Sudanese Education Fund estimates that more than 200 of these refugees moved to the Boston

area.
3. There is a third position in the middle field that I am ignoring for simplicity for the moment. It is located in between

the subject and object, and it is where a copied pronoun can appear as a reflex of a process of multiple copy spell-out.

This is described in detail in Chapter 6.
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TOP, φ 

a.       b.

PV morphology (i.e. spell-out of the bundle of abstract topic agreement and abstract object
agreement), on the other hand, indicates that the highest DP below the matrix Voice (i.e. goal of object
agreement) is simultaneously the topic (e.g. (22a)). This analysis correctly captures two perplexing facts
of Tagalog voice. First, in productive causatives, PV morphology patterns only with a pivot causee and
not a pivot theme (which pairs only with CV morphology, see (22d)). Second, PV morphology is not
applicable in ditransitives (see (14)).

Under the current analysis, the fact that the theme in productive causatives cannot trigger PV
morphology follows from the fact that it is not the highest DP below matrix Voice, which constitutes
the only eligible trigger of object agreement across languages (Baker 2012; Deal 2019). That PV
morphology is incompatible with ditransitives, on the other hand, follows from the conclusion in §3.3
that Tagalog ditransitives are prepositional datives. As both the theme and the goal in a prepositional
dative are embedded inside a PP (17), they are predicted to be unable to trigger object agreement—given
that object agreement cannot probe into PPs (Baker 2012).



(26)

a. in simple transitives    b.   in productive causatives

Under this analysis, when a Causee in productive causative bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-
agreement will appear on the verb, as it is the target of both ẟ-agreement and Object-agreement. This 
is illustrated in (66): 

(63)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked causatives 

Similarly, in ditransitives, when the Recipient bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-morphology will 
appear on the verb, as the Recipient is the structurally highest DP within the VoiceP, hence the 
trigger of Object-agreement. Therefore, the bundle of topic-agreement (ẟ-agreement) and Object-
agreement is spelled out as “PV”-morphology (67):  

(64)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked ditransitives 

5.3.3.4  “LV”-morphology as temporal/locative agreement 
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Map of South Sudan, with the area in

which Dinka is spoken highlighted.

(Source used: Gulf/2000, Dr. Michael

Izady.)

There are at least four major dialect groups of Dinka (Roettger and Roettger 1989; Duerksen 1997;

Idris 2004): Northern (Padang), Western (Rek), Southern (Agar), and Eastern (Bor).1 The data in

this dissertation comes from fieldwork on the Bor dialect in the Dinka diaspora community in

Boston.2 Bor is a dialect in the Southern/South Eastern dialect group, which consists of at least

four dialects: Bor, Hol, Nyaarweng, and Twi
¨
c.

The same basic clause structure seems to be found across dialects. Dinka has a fairly strict word

order, which can be characterized by the template in (1). See also Andersen (1991:292).

(1) Dinka word order template:

Topic FiniteAux/Verb
��������������������������������������������������

Left periphery

Subject Object1
����������������������������������

Middle field

NonfiniteAux/Verb Object2 Adjuncts
������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

Right periphery

I decompose the Dinka clause into three separate “fields”. The left periphery is mainly characterized

by a V2 e�ect. It consists of a clause-initial position, which must be occupied by a nominal that

serves as the topic or focus of the clause, followed by the highest verb or auxiliary. The left

periphery is followed by the middle field, which is where the subject and object appear if not in

topic/focus position, strictly in that order.3 The right periphery is demarcated on the left by the

verb cluster, which is where all verbs and auxiliaries go if they are not in second position. This

verb cluster is followed by a second DP object, if one is present, and then all modifiers.

1. Sometimes these are called Northwestern, Northeastern, Southwestern, South Central, and South Eastern, splitting

the large group of northern dialects into two distinct groups.

2. Many Dinka have been displaced in recent decades, because of civil war in Sudan and South Sudan, particularly

young boys and girls. In 2001, around 4000 such “Lost Boys”, the majority of whom are Dinka, emigrated to the

United States. The Sudanese Education Fund estimates that more than 200 of these refugees moved to the Boston

area.

3. There is a third position in the middle field that I am ignoring for simplicity for the moment. It is located in between

the subject and object, and it is where a copied pronoun can appear as a reflex of a process of multiple copy spell-out.

This is described in detail in Chapter 6.
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1. Sometimes these are called Northwestern, Northeastern, Southwestern, South Central, and South Eastern, splitting

the large group of northern dialects into two distinct groups.

2. Many Dinka have been displaced in recent decades, because of civil war in Sudan and South Sudan, particularly

young boys and girls. In 2001, around 4000 such “Lost Boys”, the majority of whom are Dinka, emigrated to the

United States. The Sudanese Education Fund estimates that more than 200 of these refugees moved to the Boston

area.
3. There is a third position in the middle field that I am ignoring for simplicity for the moment. It is located in between

the subject and object, and it is where a copied pronoun can appear as a reflex of a process of multiple copy spell-out.

This is described in detail in Chapter 6.
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Given its distributional parallelism with Amharic Object-agreement, I argue that “PV”-
morphology in Philippine-type languages is best analyzed as the spell-out of the bundle of topic-
agreement (ẟ-agreement) and Object-agreement. Under this analysis, when the structurally highest 
DP within the highest VoiceP in a CP bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-agreement will appear on the 
verb, as in (65): 

(65)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked simple clauses 

Under this analysis, when a Causee in productive causative bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-
agreement will appear on the verb, as it is the target of both ẟ-agreement and Object-agreement. This 
is illustrated in (66): 

(66)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked causatives 

Similarly, in ditransitives, when the Recipient bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-morphology will 
appear on the verb, as the Recipient is the structurally highest DP within the VoiceP, hence the 

  of  32 44

Voice DP φ 

CP

C

VoicePT[uTOP]

DP

[uφ]

TOP, φ [uφ]

SOUTH
SUDAN

Dinka Figure 1.

Map of South Sudan, with the area in

which Dinka is spoken highlighted.

(Source used: Gulf/2000, Dr. Michael

Izady.)

There are at least four major dialect groups of Dinka (Roettger and Roettger 1989; Duerksen 1997;

Idris 2004): Northern (Padang), Western (Rek), Southern (Agar), and Eastern (Bor).1 The data in

this dissertation comes from fieldwork on the Bor dialect in the Dinka diaspora community in

Boston.2 Bor is a dialect in the Southern/South Eastern dialect group, which consists of at least

four dialects: Bor, Hol, Nyaarweng, and Twi
¨
c.

The same basic clause structure seems to be found across dialects. Dinka has a fairly strict word

order, which can be characterized by the template in (1). See also Andersen (1991:292).

(1) Dinka word order template:

Topic FiniteAux/Verb
��������������������������������������������������

Left periphery

Subject Object1
����������������������������������

Middle field

NonfiniteAux/Verb Object2 Adjuncts
������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

Right periphery

I decompose the Dinka clause into three separate “fields”. The left periphery is mainly characterized

by a V2 e�ect. It consists of a clause-initial position, which must be occupied by a nominal that
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periphery is followed by the middle field, which is where the subject and object appear if not in
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verb cluster, which is where all verbs and auxiliaries go if they are not in second position. This

verb cluster is followed by a second DP object, if one is present, and then all modifiers.

1. Sometimes these are called Northwestern, Northeastern, Southwestern, South Central, and South Eastern, splitting

the large group of northern dialects into two distinct groups.

2. Many Dinka have been displaced in recent decades, because of civil war in Sudan and South Sudan, particularly

young boys and girls. In 2001, around 4000 such “Lost Boys”, the majority of whom are Dinka, emigrated to the

United States. The Sudanese Education Fund estimates that more than 200 of these refugees moved to the Boston

area.

3. There is a third position in the middle field that I am ignoring for simplicity for the moment. It is located in between

the subject and object, and it is where a copied pronoun can appear as a reflex of a process of multiple copy spell-out.

This is described in detail in Chapter 6.
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Theme

a. b.

Under the current analysis, LV morphology (i.e. spell-out of the bundle of abstract topic agreement
and abstract locative agreement) indicates that the goal of [uTOP] is sumultaneously the goal of a
locative-selecting preposition, PLOC—which agrees with its complement DP. This offers a simple account
for the presence of LV morphology as consistently correlating which a pivot-marked locative phrase (see
(22c)), including locative adjuncts (27a) and the goal phrase in prepositional dative (27b).

(27)

a. in simple transitives    b.   in ditransitives

Under this analysis, when a Causee in productive causative bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-
agreement will appear on the verb, as it is the target of both ẟ-agreement and Object-agreement. This 
is illustrated in (66): 

(63)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked causatives 

Similarly, in ditransitives, when the Recipient bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-morphology will 
appear on the verb, as the Recipient is the structurally highest DP within the VoiceP, hence the 
trigger of Object-agreement. Therefore, the bundle of topic-agreement (ẟ-agreement) and Object-
agreement is spelled out as “PV”-morphology (67):  

(64)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked ditransitives 

5.3.3.4  “LV”-morphology as temporal/locative agreement 
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Boston.2 Bor is a dialect in the Southern/South Eastern dialect group, which consists of at least

four dialects: Bor, Hol, Nyaarweng, and Twi
¨
c.

The same basic clause structure seems to be found across dialects. Dinka has a fairly strict word

order, which can be characterized by the template in (1). See also Andersen (1991:292).

(1) Dinka word order template:

Topic FiniteAux/Verb
��������������������������������������������������

Left periphery

Subject Object1
����������������������������������

Middle field

NonfiniteAux/Verb Object2 Adjuncts
������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

Right periphery

I decompose the Dinka clause into three separate “fields”. The left periphery is mainly characterized

by a V2 e�ect. It consists of a clause-initial position, which must be occupied by a nominal that

serves as the topic or focus of the clause, followed by the highest verb or auxiliary. The left

periphery is followed by the middle field, which is where the subject and object appear if not in

topic/focus position, strictly in that order.3 The right periphery is demarcated on the left by the

verb cluster, which is where all verbs and auxiliaries go if they are not in second position. This

verb cluster is followed by a second DP object, if one is present, and then all modifiers.

1. Sometimes these are called Northwestern, Northeastern, Southwestern, South Central, and South Eastern, splitting

the large group of northern dialects into two distinct groups.

2. Many Dinka have been displaced in recent decades, because of civil war in Sudan and South Sudan, particularly

young boys and girls. In 2001, around 4000 such “Lost Boys”, the majority of whom are Dinka, emigrated to the

United States. The Sudanese Education Fund estimates that more than 200 of these refugees moved to the Boston

area.

3. There is a third position in the middle field that I am ignoring for simplicity for the moment. It is located in between

the subject and object, and it is where a copied pronoun can appear as a reflex of a process of multiple copy spell-out.

This is described in detail in Chapter 6.
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Given its distributional parallelism with Amharic Object-agreement, I argue that “PV”-
morphology in Philippine-type languages is best analyzed as the spell-out of the bundle of topic-
agreement (ẟ-agreement) and Object-agreement. Under this analysis, when the structurally highest 
DP within the highest VoiceP in a CP bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-agreement will appear on the 
verb, as in (65): 

(65)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked simple clauses 

Under this analysis, when a Causee in productive causative bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-
agreement will appear on the verb, as it is the target of both ẟ-agreement and Object-agreement. This 
is illustrated in (66): 

(66)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked causatives 

Similarly, in ditransitives, when the Recipient bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-morphology will 
appear on the verb, as the Recipient is the structurally highest DP within the VoiceP, hence the 
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Pylkkänen 2002; Harley 2007). The binding data from the four target languages thus points to a 
unitary DOC analysis (61): 

(61)  The invariable structure of ditransitives across the target languages   20

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This invariable structure indicates that an applicative analysis of the Causand in CV-
causatives is difficult to maintain. Furthermore, the fact that “Pivot”-marking can “skip” the Agent 

  In (88), I adopt the analysis from Bruening (2001) and Pylkkänen (2002) for DOC and assume that the Recipient 20

is introduced by an applicative phrase. Note that this assumption is not in conflict with the current argument 
against a high applicative analysis for the LV/CV affix, as it is the proposed structure in all three types of voice-
marking (with the applicative head assumed to be morphologically null). I remain agnostic with regard to whether 
the Recipient in (88) receives Case from the applicative head or from the Voice0.
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thesubjectandobject,anditiswhereacopiedpronouncanappearasareflexofaprocessofmultiplecopyspell-out.

ThisisdescribedindetailinChapter6.
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temporal/locative-agreement (γ-agreement).  Under this analysis, the Agree relations in an LV-34

clause are as indicated in (71):  35

(71)      LV clauses with a temporal/locative phrase as the Pivot 

5.3.3.5    “CV”-morphology indicates a lack of an Agree relation other than ẟ-agreement 

Finally, I turn to my analysis of the CV affix. As discussed in 5.3.2, possible Pivots in CV clauses 
vary in their structural position and case status. This is summarized in (72): 

(72)       Possible Pivots in types of CV-clauses 

a. Simple clauses: Instrument, Benefactor, Reason, Cause, Stimulus, Purpose, Manner, Degree 
b. Ditransitive: Theme 

  It is important to note that the analysis above excludes instances from innovative languages, where in some verbs of PV 34

function take an LV affix. As PV/LV syncretism (see Blust & Chen 2017 for details) is a phenomenon commonly 
observed in Philippine-type languages and can be considered an innovation, I do not include such patterns in the present 
proposal of the prototypical function of Philippine-type voice affixes.

  A specific question about LV-marked ditransitives concerns an observation from a number of Philippine-type languages, 35

that typical ditransitive verbs such as ‘give’, ’send’, and ‘mail’ can take either a PV or LV affix, both of which have the 
Recipient Pivot-marked, as in (a)-(b): 

(a) pafeli-en aku  ku  wawa tu paysu.    [Amis]   
 give-PV 1SG.X PIVOT child Y money 
 ‘I will give the child money.’  

(b) pafeli-an  aku  ku  wawa tu paysu.           
 give-LV  1SG.X PIVOT child Y money 
 ‘I gave the child money.’ 

 This phenomenon can be viewed in two different ways. The first is to assume it to be the outcome of the functional 
merger of PV- and LV-forms as an innovation. A second way to understand it is by assuming that an LV-marked 
ditransitive is structurally different from PV-ditransitives in that the Recipient/Goal is expressed via a PP. As the notion 
of Goal in many languages is similar to that of locative, we may assume that the Pivot-marked goal is structurally a 
locative phrase targeted by φ-agreement. 
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b.a.

Finally, I argue that CV morphology is the spell-out of abstract topic agreement, which appears
when the goal of [uTOP] is not under Agree relation with any other probe. This includes non-locative
adjuncts (benefactor, instrument, reason, purpose) (28a), theme in productive causatives (28b) and theme
in prepositional datives (29). This analysis correctly predicts that a possible trigger in CV can be any
phrase that is neither the highest or second highest DP of the clause nor a locative phrase, ranging from
(i) DPs that are structurally low, (ii) DPs embedded inside a PP, to (iii) non-locative adjuncts.

(28)

a. in simple transitives      b.   in causatives

Under this analysis, when a Causee in productive causative bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-
agreement will appear on the verb, as it is the target of both ẟ-agreement and Object-agreement. This 
is illustrated in (66): 

(63)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked causatives 

Similarly, in ditransitives, when the Recipient bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-morphology will 
appear on the verb, as the Recipient is the structurally highest DP within the VoiceP, hence the 
trigger of Object-agreement. Therefore, the bundle of topic-agreement (ẟ-agreement) and Object-
agreement is spelled out as “PV”-morphology (67):  

(64)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked ditransitives 

5.3.3.4  “LV”-morphology as temporal/locative agreement 
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topic/focus position, strictly in that order.3 The right periphery is demarcated on the left by the

verb cluster, which is where all verbs and auxiliaries go if they are not in second position. This

verb cluster is followed by a second DP object, if one is present, and then all modifiers.

1. Sometimes these are called Northwestern, Northeastern, Southwestern, South Central, and South Eastern, splitting

the large group of northern dialects into two distinct groups.

2. Many Dinka have been displaced in recent decades, because of civil war in Sudan and South Sudan, particularly

young boys and girls. In 2001, around 4000 such “Lost Boys”, the majority of whom are Dinka, emigrated to the

United States. The Sudanese Education Fund estimates that more than 200 of these refugees moved to the Boston

area.

3. There is a third position in the middle field that I am ignoring for simplicity for the moment. It is located in between

the subject and object, and it is where a copied pronoun can appear as a reflex of a process of multiple copy spell-out.

This is described in detail in Chapter 6.
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Given its distributional parallelism with Amharic Object-agreement, I argue that “PV”-
morphology in Philippine-type languages is best analyzed as the spell-out of the bundle of topic-
agreement (ẟ-agreement) and Object-agreement. Under this analysis, when the structurally highest 
DP within the highest VoiceP in a CP bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-agreement will appear on the 
verb, as in (65): 

(65)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked simple clauses 

Under this analysis, when a Causee in productive causative bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-
agreement will appear on the verb, as it is the target of both ẟ-agreement and Object-agreement. This 
is illustrated in (66): 

(66)   Proposal: the Agree relation in PV-marked causatives 

Similarly, in ditransitives, when the Recipient bears a [topic]-feature, “PV”-morphology will 
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periphery is followed by the middle field, which is where the subject and object appear if not in

topic/focus position, strictly in that order.3 The right periphery is demarcated on the left by the

verb cluster, which is where all verbs and auxiliaries go if they are not in second position. This

verb cluster is followed by a second DP object, if one is present, and then all modifiers.

1. Sometimes these are called Northwestern, Northeastern, Southwestern, South Central, and South Eastern, splitting

the large group of northern dialects into two distinct groups.

2. Many Dinka have been displaced in recent decades, because of civil war in Sudan and South Sudan, particularly

young boys and girls. In 2001, around 4000 such “Lost Boys”, the majority of whom are Dinka, emigrated to the

United States. The Sudanese Education Fund estimates that more than 200 of these refugees moved to the Boston

area.

3. There is a third position in the middle field that I am ignoring for simplicity for the moment. It is located in between

the subject and object, and it is where a copied pronoun can appear as a reflex of a process of multiple copy spell-out.

This is described in detail in Chapter 6.
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Pylkkänen 2002; Harley 2007). The binding data from the four target languages thus points to a 
unitary DOC analysis (61): 

(61)  The invariable structure of ditransitives across the target languages   20

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This invariable structure indicates that an applicative analysis of the Causand in CV-
causatives is difficult to maintain. Furthermore, the fact that “Pivot”-marking can “skip” the Agent 

  In (88), I adopt the analysis from Bruening (2001) and Pylkkänen (2002) for DOC and assume that the Recipient 20

is introduced by an applicative phrase. Note that this assumption is not in conflict with the current argument 
against a high applicative analysis for the LV/CV affix, as it is the proposed structure in all three types of voice-
marking (with the applicative head assumed to be morphologically null). I remain agnostic with regard to whether 
the Recipient in (88) receives Case from the applicative head or from the Voice0.
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ThereareatleastfourmajordialectgroupsofDinka(RoettgerandRoettger1989;Duerksen1997;

Idris2004):Northern(Padang),Western(Rek),Southern(Agar),andEastern(Bor).1Thedatain

thisdissertationcomesfromfieldworkontheBordialectintheDinkadiasporacommunityin

Boston.2BorisadialectintheSouthern/SouthEasterndialectgroup,whichconsistsofatleast

fourdialects:Bor,Hol,Nyaarweng,andTwi
¨

c. Thesamebasicclausestructureseemstobefoundacrossdialects.Dinkahasafairlystrictword

order,whichcanbecharacterizedbythetemplatein(1).SeealsoAndersen(1991:292).

(1)Dinkawordordertemplate: TopicFiniteAux/Verb �
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������������������������ Leftperiphery

SubjectObject1 �
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����������������������������������������������� Rightperiphery

IdecomposetheDinkaclauseintothreeseparate“fields”.Theleftperipheryismainlycharacterized

byaV2e�ect.Itconsistsofaclause-initialposition,whichmustbeoccupiedbyanominalthat

servesasthetopicorfocusoftheclause,followedbythehighestverborauxiliary.Theleft

peripheryisfollowedbythemiddlefield,whichiswherethesubjectandobjectappearifnotin

topic/focusposition,strictlyinthatorder.3Therightperipheryisdemarcatedontheleftbythe

verbcluster,whichiswhereallverbsandauxiliariesgoiftheyarenotinsecondposition.This

verbclusterisfollowedbyasecondDPobject,ifoneispresent,andthenallmodifiers.
1.SometimesthesearecalledNorthwestern,Northeastern,Southwestern,SouthCentral,andSouthEastern,splitting

thelargegroupofnortherndialectsintotwodistinctgroups.

2.ManyDinkahavebeendisplacedinrecentdecades,becauseofcivilwarinSudanandSouthSudan,particularly

youngboysandgirls.In2001,around4000such“LostBoys”,themajorityofwhomareDinka,emigratedtothe

UnitedStates.TheSudaneseEducationFundestimatesthatmorethan200oftheserefugeesmovedtotheBoston

area.
3.ThereisathirdpositioninthemiddlefieldthatIamignoringforsimplicityforthemoment.Itislocatedinbetween

thesubjectandobject,anditiswhereacopiedpronouncanappearasareflexofaprocessofmultiplecopyspell-out.

ThisisdescribedindetailinChapter6.
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temporal/locative-agreement (γ-agreement).  Under this analysis, the Agree relations in an LV-34

clause are as indicated in (71):  35

(71)      LV clauses with a temporal/locative phrase as the Pivot 

5.3.3.5    “CV”-morphology indicates a lack of an Agree relation other than ẟ-agreement 

Finally, I turn to my analysis of the CV affix. As discussed in 5.3.2, possible Pivots in CV clauses 
vary in their structural position and case status. This is summarized in (72): 

(72)       Possible Pivots in types of CV-clauses 

a. Simple clauses: Instrument, Benefactor, Reason, Cause, Stimulus, Purpose, Manner, Degree 
b. Ditransitive: Theme 

  It is important to note that the analysis above excludes instances from innovative languages, where in some verbs of PV 34

function take an LV affix. As PV/LV syncretism (see Blust & Chen 2017 for details) is a phenomenon commonly 
observed in Philippine-type languages and can be considered an innovation, I do not include such patterns in the present 
proposal of the prototypical function of Philippine-type voice affixes.

  A specific question about LV-marked ditransitives concerns an observation from a number of Philippine-type languages, 35

that typical ditransitive verbs such as ‘give’, ’send’, and ‘mail’ can take either a PV or LV affix, both of which have the 
Recipient Pivot-marked, as in (a)-(b): 

(a) pafeli-en aku  ku  wawa tu paysu.    [Amis]   
 give-PV 1SG.X PIVOT child Y money 
 ‘I will give the child money.’  

(b) pafeli-an  aku  ku  wawa tu paysu.           
 give-LV  1SG.X PIVOT child Y money 
 ‘I gave the child money.’ 

 This phenomenon can be viewed in two different ways. The first is to assume it to be the outcome of the functional 
merger of PV- and LV-forms as an innovation. A second way to understand it is by assuming that an LV-marked 
ditransitive is structurally different from PV-ditransitives in that the Recipient/Goal is expressed via a PP. As the notion 
of Goal in many languages is similar to that of locative, we may assume that the Pivot-marked goal is structurally a 
locative phrase targeted by φ-agreement. 
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This invariable structure indicates that an applicative analysis of the Causand in CV-
causatives is difficult to maintain. Furthermore, the fact that “Pivot”-marking can “skip” the Agent 

  In (88), I adopt the analysis from Bruening (2001) and Pylkkänen (2002) for DOC and assume that the Recipient 20

is introduced by an applicative phrase. Note that this assumption is not in conflict with the current argument 
against a high applicative analysis for the LV/CV affix, as it is the proposed structure in all three types of voice-
marking (with the applicative head assumed to be morphologically null). I remain agnostic with regard to whether 
the Recipient in (88) receives Case from the applicative head or from the Voice0.
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c. Productive causatives: Causand 

I argue that this seemingly unselective pattern can be captured under the analysis in (74): 

(73)  A Philippine-type CV affix is the spell-out of topic-agreement (ẟ-agreement). 

 Under this proposal, the CV-morphology is present when the goal of the ẟ-probe is not 
under Agree relation with any other probe. This explains (i) why possible Pivots in CV-clauses do 
not form a homogenous groups either in case status or structural position, as well as (ii) why these 
phrases are either adjuncts or DPs that are structurally low. This analysis is illustrated in the tree 
diagrams below, which present the Agree relation of the topic in simple transitive clauses (74), 
causatives (75), and ditransitives (76): 

(74)    Proposal: the Agree relation in CV-marked simple clauses 

In productive causatives, a Causand does not trigger Object-agreement, as it is structurally 
lower than the Causee—which is the highest argument within the matrix VoiceP. Therefore, when the 
Causand bears a [topic]-feature, the simple ẟ-agreement is spelled out as “CV”-agreement (75): 

(75)    Proposal: the Agree relation in CV-marked causatives 

  of  36 44

vP φ 

CP

C

VoicePT[uTOP]

  Agent

[uφ]

P       Instrument/Benefactive DP

  vP

    PP

. . . . .

  Causee
  . . . . .   Causand

Voice φ 

CP

C

VoicePT[uTOP]

  Causer

[uφ]

[uφ]   . . . .

TOP  “CV”-morphology

TOP

φ
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Pylkkänen 2002; Harley 2007). The binding data from the four target languages thus points to a 
unitary DOC analysis (61): 

(61)  The invariable structure of ditransitives across the target languages   20

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This invariable structure indicates that an applicative analysis of the Causand in CV-
causatives is difficult to maintain. Furthermore, the fact that “Pivot”-marking can “skip” the Agent 

  In (88), I adopt the analysis from Bruening (2001) and Pylkkänen (2002) for DOC and assume that the Recipient 20

is introduced by an applicative phrase. Note that this assumption is not in conflict with the current argument 
against a high applicative analysis for the LV/CV affix, as it is the proposed structure in all three types of voice-
marking (with the applicative head assumed to be morphologically null). I remain agnostic with regard to whether 
the Recipient in (88) receives Case from the applicative head or from the Voice0.
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The present analysis successfully captures the absence of the voice-conditioned argument structure
alternation in Tagalog (§3). Moreover, it reveals an under-explored syntactic variation between Western
Austronesian and Western Nilotic. Both groups of languages have been reported to display topic-
indicating verbal morphology and an associated Ā extraction constraint (van Urk 2015; Chen 2017;
Chen & McDonnell 2019). However, while topics/pivots in Tagalog are distinct from subjects (§4), in



the Western Nilotic language Dinka, topics/pivots (i.e. triggers of verbal agreement) have been shown
to functions simultaneously as the subject of a clause (claimed to be the outcome of [uTOP] and [u�]
clustering on the same head), resulting in a binding parameter distinct from that in Tagalog.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, I have presented novel binding evidence showing that the crosslinguistically unusual

four-way voice morphology found in Tagalog (Austronesian) is best analyzed as the spell-out of
four different bundles of abstract Agree relations that target the topic of a clause, rather than
valency-indicating morphology (Mithun 1994; Aldridge 2004, 2017) or case agreement morphology
(Rackowski & Richards 2005). Under the current view, Tagalog constitutes a topic-prominent accusative
language that shows prototypical traits of a discourse configurational language (Li & Thompson 1985;
Kiss 1995; Miyagawa 2010, 2017), similar to Dinka (van Urk 2015), Kilega (Miyagawa 2010), Ripano
(D’Alessandro 2020), and San Martın Peras Mixtec (Ostrove 2018).
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