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Abstract Ergative case, the special case of transitive subjectgsajuestions not
only for the theory of case but also for theories of subjeathand transitivity. This
paper analyzes the case system of Nez Perce, a "three-watywetdanguage, with
an eye towards a formalization of the categoryrahsitive subjectl show that it is
object agreement that is determinative of transitivity] &ience of ergative case, in
Nez Perce. | further show that the transitivity conditionesgative case must be cou-
pled with a criterion of subjecthood that makes referengeatticipation in subject
agreement, not just to origin in a high argument-structpaltion. These two results
suggest a formalization of the transitive subject as thgiment uniquely accessing
both high and low agreement information, the former throitgyfagreement-derived)
connection with T and the latter through its origin in thedfier of a head associ-
ated with object agreement (v). In view of these findings gluarthat ergative case
morphology should be analyzed not as the expression of agymprimitive but as
the morphological spell-out of subject agreement and ohgeement on a nominal.

Keywords Nez Perce ergativity- transitivity - case agreementanaphor agreement
effect- Sahaptin

1 The category of transitive subject

An analysis of ergative case, the special case of transtizgects, can only be as
adequate as the theories of subjecthood and transitivityluoh it rests. The lack
of a complete and satisfying formal analysis of ergativeegasnot be independent
of the relatively meager attention afforded the study afigivity within generative
grammar, and lack of integration of what is known about titarity with what is
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known about subjecthood. This paper analyzes the casarsgétdez Perce (Niimi-
ipuutimt), which shows a "three-way ergative” patternthwan eye towards a formal-
ization of the category dfansitive subject Nez Perce provides a clear example of
a language for which a non-trivial transitivity criterios iequired, as it treats both
one-argument clauses and certain two-argument clausesrassitive in the sense
relevant to ergative case. It also shows the importance afpgmopriate criterion
of subjecthood, as ergative appears on subjects from awafi¢heta-roles and yet
is importantly syntactically constrained. An explanatanalysis of ergativity in a
particular language can only be produced once we can farentile transitivity con-
dition for that language and incorporate this conditiow iwhat we know about the
category of subject. The present paper proposes such arsarfalr Nez Perce.

The basic facts to be explained are shown in (1)-(2) belomvAssee in these
examples, the case system of Nez Perce shows a three-waynpait intransitive
subjects are unmarked for case, while both subjects andtslgétransitive clauses
are case-markedl.

(1) Intransitive: subject unmarked
a. sik’'emhi-wlekix-tee'nix haamti'c.
horse 3suBJrun-HAB.PL fast
Horses run fast.
b. hi-pa-k’'oomay-na mamay’ac.
3suBJS.pPL-be.sickPERFchildren
The children were sick.

c. Angelwéet'uhi-pay-ca-ga kii méeywi
A NEG 3suBdlarrivedMPERFREC.PASTthis morning
Payniwas-pa.

PayniwastocC
Angel didn’t go to the Payniwas (café) this morning.

(2) Transitive: subject marked, object marked
a. 'ip-nim pée-gn'i-se  gedii-ne.
3SG-ERG 3/3-digiMPERF edible.rootoBJ
He digs geqiit roots. (Crook, 1999, 238)
b. pitiin-im paa-yakX-na picpic-ne.
girl-ERG 3/3-findPERFcat-0BJ
The girl found the cat.

1 Nez Perce is a Sahaptian language spoken in Idaho, Washiagth Oregon. Examples are from
primary fieldwork unless otherwise noted.

2 Abbreviations in Nez Perce glosses @RG ergative casepBJ objective caseGEN genitive case,
BEN benefactive case,oc locative caseiNST instrumental case, 3/3 third person subject and third per-
son object portmanteau verbal agreement83rd person object agreements38J3rd person subject
agreement, QvL plural object agreement, 8L plural subject agreemenb, ST distributive, IMPERFim-
perfective aspect (used for progressives and presenttjintgobtates)|MPERF.PL portmanteau marker
for imperfective aspect and plural subjeetRFperfective aspectiAB habitual aspect (used for habitu-
als and genericsppPPL1 goal applicativeappPL2 benefactive/malefactive/possessor applicatiis,cis-
locative, FUT future, REC.PASTrecent past tens&EM.PASTremote past tens@ART participle, NMLZR
nominalizer.



c. sik’ém-nimkink’'u pée-wewlug-se timaanii-ne.
horseeRG always3/3-wanttMPERFappleoBJ
The horse always wants an apple.

The subject case seen in (2) is a canonical ergative casatiit #ppears only on the
subjects of transitive clauses, regardless of thetadrblelike in a canonical ergative
system, however, it appears not with an absolutive- (or-zemarked object, but only
with an object bearing an overt objective case maftker.

The second basic set of facts to account for concerns a sdiffefential case-
marking. In addition to its unusual pattern of canonicalecasarking, Nez Perce
allows a type of clause in which both subject and object cagekers can go missing.
Thus by contrast to the examples in (2) we have the exampl&3:in

(3) a. 'ipi hi-gn’ii-se geqiit.

3sG 3suBxdig-IMPERF edible.root
He digs geqiit roots. (Crook, 1999, 238)

b. pitiin hi-yaak-na picpic.
girl  3suBifind-PERFcat
The girl found her cat.

c. ke’ittu hi-wéwlug-se kUnk'u’iceyéeye.
somethingBsuBJwantiMPERF alwayscoyote
Coyote is always wanting something. (Aoki and Walker, 1989,)

Based on the morphology of this difference, | refer to clauges (3) asCASELESS
CLAUSES.

Caseless clauses and the three-way case-marking systepzd®édce allow us
to disentangle several different aspects of the categotsansitive subject. We see
first of all that ergative case is possible in the absence sdlative case. This means
we cannot capture the transitive subject simply as thataagement that remains for
case-marking after absolutive is assigned (cf. Yip et a87)9And we see in cases
like (3) that the precise formulation of the transitivityrahition on ergative case is
non-trivial in Nez Perce: certain clauses with two refei@r@rguments, for instance
(3b), prohibit the ergative (and objective) case.

The major empirical argument to be made here is that ergedise in Nez Perce
is dependent on the syntax of the object, and not on lexiaakttivity (i.e. the pres-
ence of a theme DP) or theta-role assignn¥eFiie form of the transitivity condition
relevant to Nez Perce concerns object agreement: if theiodge agree, both object
and subject bear case. If the object is barred from agreefoenthatever reason,
case-marking for both subject and object is ruled out. Wieatthe abstract syntac-
tic properties of the subject may be, the realization of gaaeking on subjects has

3 On the variety of theta-roles available for the transitiubjsct in Nez Perce, see section 4.1.

4 Thus, in terms of the common terminology, Nez Perce has aatieegcase, but is not an "ergative
language”. See e.g. Hockett (1958, 235), "[in a languageheflergative type: a case which we shall call
the nominative appears for the subject of an intransitivie aad for the object of a transitive verb, while
a second case, the ergative, appears for the subject ofsititraverb.”

5 This is to say, the analysis here treats ergative as sulabamtependentPrevious case dependency
theories include Yip et al. (1987), Marantz (1991), Bittaed Hale (1996), McFadden (2004).



to consider the syntax of another argument. It is this thastitutes the transitivity
condition on ergative case.

In view of this transitivity condition, what can we say abth# nature of ergative
case? That ergative case comes about at the intersectibjest agreement and sub-
jecthood raises the intriguing prospect that ergative meagidmore than the simple
sum of these factors. The special case of the transitiveesubged not be accorded
the status of a grammatical primitive whose distributiodésermined byactors in-
volving subjecthood and transitivity; rather, it candissolved intssubjecthood and
transitivity. In this paper, | develop a new approach to tivgacase whereby the
ergative case marker is a morphological spell-out of theéastit agreement system.

The plot is as follows. In section 2, | lay out the paradigmsa$e and case-
lessness in Nez Perce, along with their attendant agreguagetns. | then turn to
the question of transitivity, arguing that the transigiiondition on ergative case in
Nez Perce involves object agreement. In order to show thatabject agreement
and not some other aspect of the syntax of objects that ¢onslitase-marking, we
must explore in some depth the syntax of caseless clausegwithat caselessness
is not a unified syntactic phenomengra¢eRude 1985, Woolford 1997, Carnie and
Cash Cash 2006). Two distinct syntactic configurationslt@sgaselessness in Nez
Perce, one a predicative object construction and one argrminfiguration where
agreement is blocked by an anaphor agreement effect. Thedawstructions are
distinguished syntactically and semantically, but shieecaselessness morphology.
The fact that case-marking is blocked in these two sepanatarices, even in spite
of their rather different syntactic and semantic propsrt&hows that the transitiv-
ity condition on ergative case does not directly reflect obieterpretation; i.e. we
cannot capture all instances of caselessness as "psecaigdnation” of the object
(cf. Carnie and Cash Cash 2006). Rather, looking at the comalities between the
two types of caseless clauses, it is only the failure of dlgigeeement that correlates
systematically with the absence of ergative case.

To integrate this formalization of the transitivity criten into a theory of sub-
jecthood, | argue that the transitive subject should be ddfas that argument which
participates in subject agreement and with which obje@@mgent features are shared
(section 4). | then provide a locally calculable, post-agtit account of case mark-
ing in Nez Perce using the tools of Distributed Morphologyallel and Marantz,
1993), section 5. These tools allow us to adopt a reductiapigroach to ergative:
the ergative marker is inserted post-syntactically at ainahmode that bears the fea-
tures of both subject and object. Nez Perce does not requirgrammatical feature
[ergative], syntactic or morphological. The paper conekidith an extension of the
present analysis to Sahaptin, where ergative case on tfeesdbpends on the person
specification of the object.



2 Case and caselessness: the paradigm

Nez Perce joins a genetically diverse set of languages wiitrea-way morphological
distinction in core argument case-marking, all of thempuninately, understudietl.
Sentences (4) show the three forms: no case on intransithjeds, e.gpicpic ‘cat’
in (4a); ergativenm or its allomorphs on transitive subjects, ekgnm picgcnimin
(4b); and objectivene or its allomorphs on transitive objects, eay’'yémne'fish’
in (4b). For neutrality, | provide no gloss for the absencenoirphological case on
intransitive subjects.

(4) a. hi-pnim-se picpic.
3suBJsleeptMPERF cat
The cat is sleeping.
b. ki-nm picpicnim pee-p-U’ cu'yéemne.
this-ERGcatERG  3/3-eatFuT fish-0BJ
This cat will eat the fish.

A key feature of the Nez Perce case system is that the two fragadin transitive
clauses are not independent of one another: in most casgsiabence ofRG case
requires the presence oBJcase, and vice versaCaveats of two types are relevant
to this generalization. First, some nouns never inflect far case or the other. This
includes a few nominals such‘as éepnéwife’: here the single formiwéepneserves
for both intransitive subject and transitive object (i*¢iwéepneng In addition, as
in many other languages, less than a full case paradigm miftar first and second
person pronoun$.in Nez Perce these pronouns fall into two classes: thosehwhic
inflect for oBJ but not forerG, e.g.’iin 1sG and’iim 2sG, and those which do not
decline at all, e.g'ee 2sG andkiye 1pL.INCL. These classes are exemplified in (5)
and (6) respectively.

6 Besides Nez Perce and closely related Sahaptin (for whiglseetion 6), languages where nominals
show three-way distinctions include Australian languagits-Pitta (Blake, 1987), Wangkumara (Breen
1976, Blake 1987), Antekerrepenhe/Aranda (Strehlow 1®idner and Hale 1996), Luritja (Holmer,
1963), Duungidjawu/Waga-Waga (Wurm, 1976), Thangu/YgulfWurm, 1976), and Yid (Dixon,
1994, 87); Peruvian language Cashinawa (Dixon, 1994, 86juUages of Nepal such as Nepali (Bandhu,
1973) and Kham (Watters, 1973); Indian languages Nocte (Rgsta, 1971), Marathi (Pandharipande,
1997), and Hindi; and Malaysian language Semelai (Krusp@4p A larger class of languages could be
considered to show a tripartite system if we include langsaghere both ergative/absolutive and nom-
inative/accusative patterns are attested, but with diffesets of nominals; e.g. in Australian languages
such as Margany (Breen, 1981), pronouns show a nominaituggative pattern whereas other nominals
show an ergative/absolutive pattern. Discussion of laggsiavith three-way case patterns and previous
theoretical proposals can be found in Bittner and Hale (L98®olford (1997) and Legate (2008). My
own view is that three-way languages form a diverse classrgative systems do more generally. The
classification of languages as ergative/absolutive velseg-way is a typology of surface forms and not
necessarily a guide to analysis.

7 This generalization supposes both subject and object alieee overtly. In Nez Perce texts and free
discourse, this is rarely the case; however, argument dismb effect on agreement or case-marking of
other arguments. For this reason, | abstract away from ngiiraents here.

8 Yet this is not a universal of ergative languages or of thwag-languages; e.g. Australian languages
Pitta-Pitta and Wangkumara are fully three-way with no etica for pronouns.



person number intrans subject  trans subject  objective
1st person singular ‘iin ‘iin ‘iine
plural inclusive | kiye kiye kiye
plural exclusive | nuun nuun naune
2nd person  singular iim iim 'imené
‘ee ‘ee ‘ee
plural 'imé 'imé 'imGune
‘eetx ‘eetx ‘eetx
3rd person  singular "ipi ‘ipnim 'ipné
plural 'imé 'iméem 'imune

Table 1 The pronominal system

(5) a. iin lilboy-ca.

1sG be.happymPERF
I’'m happy.

b. ’iin wéet'u’itlu-ne ’aa-p-sa-ga.
1SGNEG INDEF-OBJ30BJeatiMPERFREC.PAST
| didn’t eat anything.

c. cig'aamgal-mhi-ke’'nip-e fin-e.
dogERG 3suBJ}bite-PERF1SG-0OBJ
The dog bit me.

(6) a. kiye ku-siix miut’e-tx.
1PL.INCL gO-IMPERF.PL downstream-to
We are going downstream.

b. kiye "a-kat'a’'w-cix lalax-na  ’etke
1pL.INCL 30BJXdrink.upiMPERF.PL coffee-oBJbecause
hi-yaw'icwi-yo’.
3suBrbecome.coldruT
We should finish (are finishing) the coffee because it willged.

c. 'inpe’'weet-Unkiye hi-naas-payn-60-yo’!
policeERG  1PL.INCL 3SUBX}O.PL-arriveAPPL1-FUT
The cops might come upon us!

The pronominal system is summarized in table 1. In additidhe person splitin the
expression of ergative case between 1st/2nd and 3rd perspayns, we observe as
well that all three indeclensible pronouns include a 2ndpefeature (assuming that
a 1st person inclusive bears both first and second persanésatThe nature of this
person split remains at present a topic for further reserch

Further interference in the mutual dependence betweeedidd object cases
in the transitive clause can come about when the subjecaitada genitive modifier.

9 The major challenge for the study of pronouns, and indeetktigon this topic cannot be satisfactorily
treated here, is the relation between the ergative and thitivge These cases are, to my knowledge, in
every way morphophonologically identical in Nez Perce egtdor their distribution with 1st/2nd person
pronouns: those pronouns that inflect at all do inflect foritgen but never for ergative. For present
purposes we might assume that this pattern shows thatvergatd genitive forms are listed as separate
vocabulary items, though an explanation for that statefafrafis still lacking.



According to Rude (1985), the presence of genitive caseinvdhnominal phrase
blocks the expression of ergative and objective case on ¢l bf the phras¥.
Thus, in contrast to (7), where the subject besrs case, genitivbaamanmman’s’
blocks case ogiq’aamqal'dog’ in (8).

(7) cig’aamgal-npa-'naxpay-kapipis-ne.
dogERG 3/3-bringPERFboneoBJ
The dog brought the bone. (Rude, 1985, 198)

(8) haama-nntig’aamgalpa-'naxpay-kapipis-ne.
man-GEN dog 3/3-bringPERFboneoBJ
The man’s dog brought the bone. (Rude, 1985, 198)

Agreement and object case-marking are unaffected in suaingbes.

As verbal inflection varies along with case-marking in casglclauses, a sum-
mary is in order here. Person marker morphemes occupy timedsf prefix position
in the verb word; overt person prefixation is for third personlyl! Number agree-
ment follows person agreement, with subject number agrettaghe left of object
number agreement. With plural subjects, verbs either ppefirr suffix—ix (depend-
ing on aspect); with plural objects, verbs prafees- Clauses with 3rd person subject
and 3rd person singular object pref&e(where subject agreement s prefixal, there is
the additional criterion that the subject be singular)usks with 3rd person objects
and a 1st/2nd person subject prefix otherwise, clauses with 3rd person subjects
prefix hi. Table 2 summarizes.

The case and agreement systems converge on the notionsjeétsaihd direct
object. If any nominal is markedRg, it will be that nominal controlling subject
agreement; if any nominal is markesJ, it will be that nominal controlling object
agreement. Object agreement and object case go hand in Ifiéma object marks
case, it must agree; if it agrees, it must mark case (unldssibt overtly realized
at all). Subject agreement, on the other hand, picks outubgst nominal even in

10 Rude reports this pattern as absolute; for my consultamsblocking is optional, with a preference
for case to be marked.

(i) Min-im  cig’aamgal(-nim)pée-p-teetu nukiu-ne.
1SG-GENJOQERG 3/3-eatHAB meatoBJ
My dog eats meat.

This difference may reflect dialect variation or languagendge.

11 This rather sharp person split in verbal inflectional motphy is counterbalanced by person in-
flection on certain typically clause-initial particlesete particles agree with 1st/2nd person arguments,
but never with 3rd persons. Crook (1999, 214) suggestshiispattern results from reanalysis of second-
position clitics (such as are still found in Sahaptin) oraly ordered 2nd person ¢, 1st person ¢, 3rd person;
the 2nd and 1st person inflections are presently found agesiffin typically clause-initial items, whereas
the 3rd person inflections are prefixes on verbs. Interdgtithg same plural morphempe, is found in
both systems. The following example shows the agreeindcfgvteet marker of yes/no questions.

(i) wéete-pe-m-exaas-apaa-p-0’-qa cepéepyuxtin?
Y.N-PL-2-1  O.PL-CAUSE-eatFUT-REC.PASTpie
Can | make you (pl) eat some pie? (Crook, 1999, 216)



A. The person marking system. B. The number marking system.
subject object | subject object
1st - - singular - -
2nd - - plural pe- or -iix  nees-
3rd hi- ‘e
pée

C. Combined paradigm (prefixal subject number agreement)

o B J
noobj 1/2sg 1/2pl 3sg 3pl
S 12sg] - - nees ‘e ‘enees
U 12pl | pe pe penees ‘epe  ’'epenees
B 3sg | hi hi hinees pee hinees

J 3pl hipe hipe hipenees hipe hipenees

Table 2 Verbal inflection for person and number

|subject agr subjectcase objectagr object case

canonical Y Y Y Y
caseless Y n n n
intransitive Y n

Table 3 Summary of case and agreement patterns

the absence of subject case, i.e. in intransitives. Itmetiés role as identifier of the
subject regardless of the case of the subject nominal, whetts in a transitive or
unmarked in an intransitive.

Overall, the case and agreement paradigms show similagityden caseless
clauses and intransitive clauses. While all clauses shbjestagreement, only canon-
ical transitive clauses show object agreement and caskimgaiT his is summarized
in Table 3. A note on terminology is in order here. Below, lwghat the ‘caseless’
row in Figure 3 has only a morphological status, not a syitaxte. Syntactically,
caseless clauses are not a natural class. There is not caeseh such a conclusion
for cased clauses (e.g. (2a), (4b), (7)), however. | maintasé@t cased clauses rep-
resent the transitive morphology and syntax of Nez Perceréfbre, since we can
identify the cased morphology with syntactic transitiyityefer to such clauses as
TRANSITIVES.'?

A final factor to make note of in this introductory section istable primarily
for its irrelevance to the problem of case-marking; thigdaés word order. Word
order varies in transitive examples and in caseless examipleserves a discourse
function, as discussed by Rude (1992). In the discussiawbledbstract away from
this variation, assuming a strictly configurational gramfoa Nez Perce, and (as an

12 Terminology differs across previous accounts; most ngtét transitive clause type is labelled ‘erga-
tive’ by Rude (1985 et seq.). Previous treatments of theseldype alternation include Aoki (1970, 1994);
as a voice alternation, Rude (1985), Crook (1999); as a demmation, Woolford (1997), Carnie and
Cash Cash (2006). Of these, only Crook (1999) suggests #salass clauses may be syntactically di-
verse, noting that “intransitive morphology is found withrtsitive verbs in two kinds of situations. One is
akin to possessor raising ... The other is a kind of antipas$p. 237).



arbitrary choice) depict a VO order for the Nez Perce VP. Wésge some reason
to assume that Nez Perce is indeed configurational (in péatica subject-object
asymmetry in binding) as the discussion proce¥€ds.

3 The transitivity condition

We turn now to the question of what it means for ergative casarget the transitive
subject, beginning with the question of transitivity. Imtst to the more traditional
view, which takes transitivity to be a feature of verbs theiwss, recent theoretical
work has largely taken a decompositional approach, pasitiat transitivity is cre-
ated or at least represented by functional structure sepficam the verb itself (i.a.
Bowers 1993, 2002, Kratzer 1996, 2003, Legate 2006). Perthapbest-known ver-
sion of this approach is that which takes external arguntertte introduced not by
the verb itself but by a functional head or ‘light venbbr Voice (Kratzer, 1996). |
will call this family of theories thes-model. This model has well-explored seman-
tic and syntactic arguments in its favor (see e.g. Maran8 18ratzer 1996, 2003,
Pylkkanen 2002), though | will not review them here.

(9) v-model:
External arguments are not introduced by verbs (V), but bgpasate piece
of functional structure\).

An important consequence of tlhanodel’s decompositional approach is that it
requires us to to find a new conception of transitivity tha¢sloot rely on any se-
mantic or lexical distinction between transitive and insiive Vs. This is because
the task of introducing external arguments, the secondnagegtitaken to yield the
transitivity of many verbs, has been decomposed out intw tead. Thus a transi-
tive verbal projection like that idohn found Alleris represented asw® which, while
transitive overall, contains no head that introduces twoiarentst*

(10) vP
/\
John \%
/\
v VP
| T T
AxAe. agen{x)(e) Y Allen

find: AyAe. finding(y)(e)

13 | assume that word order freedom in Nez Perce is created Igrriiee movement into the C-domain.
In support of this proposal, relative clause material canetomes appear to the left of the relative clause
complementizer, suggesting it dominates at least someedEttlomain.

14 |n this paper | adopt a moderate version of #hmodel which takes theme arguments to be introduced
by verbs. It is possible to adopt a more radical version aftiddel and decompose out the object as well,
as in Borer (2005); see Kratzer (2003) for arguments agtiisproposal. In either case a new definition
of transitivity is required.
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Integrating thes-model with a structural approach to the unergative/unsetie dis-

tinction, we find that functors just like those in (10) arerfioun intransitives as well:
unergatives contaimintroducing their external argument, and unaccusativetio

a verb root like that in (10) introducing their internal angent®

(11) John jumped [unergative]

vP
John \%
Y \Y

AxAe agen{x)(e) jumped:Ae jumpinge)

(12) John grew [unaccusative]
VP

/\

\Y John

grew:AyAe. growing(x)(e)

Thus we cannot say that transitivity results either fromphesence o¥ or from the
presence of a V that takes an argument. If hmodel is to be maintained, some
additional factor must be introduced in order for a languaggystematically distin-
guish a class of transitives from both unergative and ursstote intransitives, as is
the case in Nez Perce and other ergative languages. In ttiiersd argue that the
factor that distinguishes between transitive and inttavgstlauses in Nez Perce is
the presence of object agreement.

The data most crucial to the study of transitivity in Nez Rareme from caseless
clauses (see section 2), clauses which share their cagerpaith intransitives but
have two arguments instead of one. Two minimal pairs of tt@esand caseless
clauses are repeated below.

(13) a. 'ip-nim pée-gn’i-se  geqii-ne.
3SG-ERG 3/3-digiMPERF edible.rootoBJ
He digs geqiit roots. (Crook, 1999, 238)
b. ’ipi hi-gn’i-se geqiit.
3sG 3suBxdig-IMPERF edible.root
He digs geqiit roots. (Crook, 1999, 238)

(14) a. pitin-impaa-yaX-na picpic-ne.
girl-ERG 3/3-findPERFcat-0OBJ
The girl found the cat.

15 Unaccusatives may also contain/@ projection, though with & head that does not introduce an
argument. See Deal (to appear) for some evidence that thist iné the case.
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b. pit'in hi-yaakX-na picpic.
girl  3suBifind-PERFcat
The girl found her cat.

Caseless clauses show that the presence of two argumentssigfficient to render
a clause transitive in the sense relevant to case-markihginPerce. Clauses like
(14b) show that even assuring the referentiality of theseavguments will not do
the trick.

This section shows that caseless clauses, and hence tbesfaaderlying the
transitivity effect in Nez Perce, are heterogeneous inioriwo separate sets of
conditions bleed case-marking: a predicative object consbn and a binding con-
figuration that blocks agreement. While the constructiasth lsoncern the syntax of
the object and are morphologically indistinguishablejrtegntax and semantics di-
verge in several notable ways. | argue that the major comlitphatween caseless
clauses due to predicative objects, e.g. (13b), and thoseodninding, e.g. (14b), is
the failure of object agreement. It is object agreementgfioee, in terms of which
the transitivity condition on Nez Perce ergative case mastated.

3.1 The heterogeneity of caselessness: the evidence

A distinction between two types or functions of caselesas#a is recognized in the
descriptive literature dating to Rude (1985). Rude notes thselessness has two
syntactic/discourse functions: to encode what he callsoa-topical” object, and to
encode that the subject is the object’s possessor. Thesspond to cases (13b) and
(14b); further examples of each type are given below.

(15) "Non-topical object”
paaxloo ha’ayathi-'Xni-siix gé’'mes.
five.HUM women3suBJdig-IMPERF.PL camas
Five women are digging camas. (Phinney, 1934, 185)

(16) Subject = object possessor

hi-wéwlug-se c’olakstimtkakaac.
3susrwantiMPERFhand.drumgrizzly
Grizzly wants his hand-drum. (Phinney, 1934, 83)

Rude makes an important first distinction between the twesads the first case,
where the object is merely “non-topical”, caselessnessaiggatically optional; the

transitive construction may also be used with a comparakl@ning (see e.g. mini-
mal pair (13)). In the second case, however, caselessnebkgatory. If a transitive

construction is used, the meaning of possession is loss.ilsieen in (14) and in the
following pair from Aoki (1994, 381).

(17) a. 'iin lawlimg-sapiskis.
1sGfix-IMPERF door
I am fixing my door.
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b. ’iin 'a-lawlimg-sa  piskis-ne.
1sG 30BHix-IMPERF dOOr-0OBJ
I am fixing a door.

| refer to clauses like (17a) where subject binds object ggss aEXTENDED RE
FLEXIVES, following Aissen (1999, 473).

Below, | show that optionally caseless clauses like (13ki)(@5) are predicative
object constructions XNTIPASSIVES (as they are translated; the strings are them-
selves ambiguous), syntactically and semantically diffefrom transitive clauses,
whereas extended reflexive caseless clauses like (14b)1&@) ¢hare the syntax
of transitive clauses despite their caseless morphddghe two constructions di-
verge on a number of tests. First, on the definiteness anckrefality of the object:
antipassive objects are weak indefinites, whereas extaeflegive objects are typi-
cally definite. In terms of scope, antipassive objects cascmpe over the distributive
guantifierwi-, whereas extended reflexive objects must. Finally, the timsizuctions
have different distributions: antipassive is restricethieme arguments, whereas ex-
tended reflexives encompass applicative arguments ang.goal

3.1.1 Evidence from definiteness

Extended reflexive clauses typically have definite objettss is true under two
senses of "definite”: these objects typically pick out refes that are unique (within
some salient domain), and often also pick out referentsateatliscourse-old’ The
following examples involve referents that are unique.

(18) heki-ce  ‘iin-im iniit.
SeetMPERF 1SG-GEN house
| see my house.

(19) pike héetewi-se
motherlove-MPERF
I love my mother

In the following case, we see that an extended reflexive isitielis where the object
is discourse-old. In extended reflexive clause (20e), tieobbColdweather’s father)
has been mentioned in each of the four previous clauses.

(20) [FromWarmweather and Coldweathe¥oki and Walker (1989, 62)] One day
Coldweather’s father ordered her, "Go and visit your unftles Warmweath-
ers] and see how they are.” Then she started from there. @alither dashed
into the Warmweather teepee. She sat down and squatted tfieueare the

16 The use of the term ‘antipassive’ here follows Rude 1985 @t $he Nez Perce antipassive differs
from a classical antipassive construction in not showinligab case on the object (which | take to be a
low-level effect) and in not showing an antipassive morpaémthe verb. See Deal (2007) for an argument
that the semantic composition of property-type object trantons in Nez Perce is mediated by a covert
antipassive morpheme.

17 On the importance of distinguishing two kinds of definites)esee Schwarz (2008).
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image of hunger,” said the old man [Warmweather], and hentlarpiece of
liver at her. She caught it and gobbled it as she ran back.
a. pist hi-wéeleylek-uu-kike,
father3suB3run-APPL1-PERETRANS
She ran into her father,
b. isiimethi-waawsigatk-sa giiwn
behold 3suByssit.with.legs.spreadvPERFold.man
behold, the old man is sitting there
c. kaa'ip-nim-ke paa-tamy-a’n-ya Kiima-ki sitexs-ki
and3sG-ERGt00 3/3-throwAPPL2-PERFhalf-INST liver-INST
And she too threw a half liver at him

d. kaapa-tamtay-na,
and3/3-tell-PERF
and she told him,

e. pist hi-hi-ne ku'Us hi-wyaakaa'aw-cix.
father3suBsayPERFthus 3suB}live-IMPERFPL
to her father she said, "Thus they are living.”

Such discourses confirm the possibility of definite semarftic extended reflexive
objects.

The objects of antipassives, by contrast to extended reflexcan only be indef-
inite. Antipassives are not felicitous where the objectigcdurse-old. This can be
seen in the following example, where the context gives useodirse-old referent,
a particular house in Lewiston. If we use the antipassivesttantion,’iniit ‘house’
cannot refer to this house that has been under discussiorudt introduce a novel
referrent into the discourse. Note that this does not olitaihe transitive sentence,
(21a).

(21) Context: One house in Lewiston is red, and yesterdéy) flaund that house.

a. Caan-nimpaa-'yaX-na 'inii-ne.
JohneRG 3/3-find-PERFhouseoB)
John found the house.
b. Caarhi-'yaak-na "iniit.
John 3suBsfind-PERFhouse
John found a house.
Comment: "It's not referring to the red house or anything,jiist he just
found a house that he’s been looking for”

Antipassives are also infelicitous where the object is aregitial term, for instance a
proper name.

(22) Context: we're organizing a ballgame and picking ptayer our teams.
a. nuun'e-wewlug-siix Harold-nepoxpok'liit-ki.
1pL 3oBXwantiMPERFPL H-OBJ  ballgamemsT
We want Harold for the ballgame. [transitive]



14

b. # nuunwewlug-siix Harold poXpok'liit-ki.
1pL wantiMPERFPLH ballgamemsT
Intended: We want Harold for the ballgame. [antipassive]

Where proper names can be usedireferentially, antipassives are licit. Certain in-
tensional contexts allow proper names to be interpreteefimitely. (23) shows such
an example. The namégeli andCosefhere do not refer to any particular individuals;
rather, what is expressed is a desire for unspecified ingilgdmeeting the descrip-
tion ‘a Mary’ and ‘a Joseph'.

(23) kismis-pe  sapatk’ayrwewlug-siix Meli kaaCosef.
christmastoc show wantiMPERF.PL Mary andJoseph
For the Christmas show we want a Mary and a Joseph.

On the basis of definiteness effects and scopal behaviot, (R@87) argued that
antipassive objects in Nez Perce are predicative or "neaaifip”, which we can
formalize semantically as being of a property-typee,t > (see van Geenhoven
1998, Farkas and de Swart 2003, Chung and Ladusaw 2004, D@gb@® Cross-
linguistically, property-type objects are a subclass afefinites in that they can-
not refer to entities already established in a discourséezbiiMohanan 1995, van
Geenhoven 1998, Farkas and de Swart 2003; cf. the analysixtain definites as
property-type by Zimmermann 1992).

What we see in these data overall is that caseless clausesdté in the range of
interpretations available to the object: antipassivedbjmust be indefinite, whereas
extended reflexive objects can be definite. In this way therasled reflexive patterns
with the transitive and not with the antipassive, althougé caseless. Thus, we can-
not hold either case-marking or its absence responsibleferentiality/definiteness
in Nez Perce; we also cannot implicate object interpretadie the decisive factor
behind the transitivity condition, since caseless clalikeg18) have fully definite,
referential objects.

3.1.2 Evidence from VP quantification

Cross-linguistically, predicative objects are restuict® narrowest scope. | suggested
above that antipassive objects are predicative, but egtbnefflexive objects typi-
cally are referential. We predict then that antipassivectsjshould be scopally inert
whereas extended reflexive objects should be able to take sa@r other operators.
The verbal distributive prefiwi- provides scopal evidence confirming this prediction,
distinguishing extended reflexives from antipassives.ine Wwith the definiteness
facts, extended reflexive objects behave like transitijeatd, whereas antipassive
objects are a class apart.

While Nez Perce has several quantifiers that appear in itsSnadphrases, e.g.
oykalo/a'everyone/thing’la’ am‘all’, these do not require distributive quantification.
The distributive quantifier is a verbal pref-, which appears between inflectional

18 semantic types used in this paper aréhe type of entities (objectsi), the type of propositions, and
s, the type of events.
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prefixes and derivational ones. The structural positiotisf quantifier invites com-
parison to VP-quantifiers in familiar languages, eachin (24).

(24) The kids will each feed the horse.

The presence of a VP quantifier in Nez Perce has no effect enaraagreement.
The argument with which the quantifier associates (or: ovechvit distributes) is in
general determined on an ‘absolutive’ basis. In a traresitiausewi- associates with
the case-marked object, rather than the subject (Rude 228&rook 1999, 135):

(25) nuun'e-néeswi-kiwyek-siix sik’ém-ne.
we 30BJ0.rPL-DIST-feediMPERFPL horseoBJ
We fed each of the horses.
NOT: We each fed some horses (but some horses were not fed).

(26) ’'e-néeswii-wetkuyk-six thuc mamay’ac-na.
30BJ0.PL-DIST-take.awaytPERF.PL matchchildren-oBJ
We are taking matches away from each of the children. (Crb@89, 135)
NOT: We each are taking matches away from the children.

In a transitive clause, the use wi- requires a semantically plural objéétlf the
object is singular, the quantifier cannot be used, (27b).

(27) a. Distribution over plural object
Taqc ti-téeqis-nim hi-nées-wi-wewkuni-se
todaypL-elder£RG 3sUB}O.PL-DIST-meetiMPERF
hitemeneweetlu-ne.
studentoBJ
Today the elders are meeting with each student.
NOT: Today the elders are each meeting with (the) students.

b. Singular object: can’t use quantifier

Taqc ti-téeqis-nim pee-(*wi-)wewkuni-siix Harold-ne.
todaypL-elder£RG 3/3-(*DIST-)meetiMPERF.PL Harold-0BJ
Today the elders are (*each) meeting with (*each) Harold.

We can treat such examples as cases where the object nomiedtaped the scope
of the distributive operator. Instead of forming part of ivedicate that is distributed
over individuals (e.g. feeding in (25)), the transitive @dijescapes and becomes the
elementof whichthe distributed property is predicated. Structurally &peg the
nominal associates with the quantifier by moving to a pasitromediately above
the quantifier. Thus, in (25), a property of being fed is pcatid distributively of

a plurality of horses. (28a) schematizes syntacticallyg, @8b) schematizes the se-
mantic interpretation of such a structuffe.

19 The object does not have to be morphologically marked faalibut it must denote a plurality. Most
Nez Perce nouns do not inflect for number. In (27a) the fhitemeneweetliunstudentoBJ can pick
out either a singular student or a plurality of students;ldltter possibility enables the use of DIST.

20 The position of the lambda term in (28b) is related to the wayement is interpreted here: movement
of the nominal creates a predicate, and DIST operates oisepthadicate (roughly: requiring it to be a
predicate that applies to a plurality only if it applies talkatomic part of the plurality). The resulting
property is predicated of the moved nominal.
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e />\
horses

DIST VP
feedt
b.
(the) horses
DIST
AX VP
feedty

Here the DIST head merges lower than theead which introduces the agent argu-
ment, meaning that the object does not have to move acrossitject in order to
arrive at Spec,DIST. It seems reasonable to assume thattrenent of the object, in
(25)sik’emnéhorses’, to Spec,DIST is related to those factors indepatigknown
to move referential/presuppositional objects out of VRedirig, 1992). This helps us
understand the effect in (27b), where a singular object namsitive clause bars the
use ofwi-: if the object can move to Spec,DIST, then DIST can only asseavith
the object (i.e., it cannot associate with the subject) hessingular referential object
can move out of VP, DIST must associate with it; but this iedubut on semantic
grounds.

In an intransitive clauseayi- distributes over the subject, regardless of agency:

(29) a. hahacwadili-pewi-wece-ye sik’ém-pe.
boys 3SUBJS.PL-DIST-mountPERFhorsetocC
The boys each got on a horse.
b. 'éete hi-pewi-ti'nx-ne iIknii-we titbogan.

surely3suB+S.PL-DIST-die-PERFmManyHUMAN person
Surely many people have each died. (Phinney, 1934, 21)

Unaccusatives, such as (29b), can be explained just as &), (@8h the underlying
object subsequently becoming the subject. In unergatimsgever, there is no nom-
inal within VP which can move to Spec,DIST. Invamodel, agent arguments are
arguments o¥, not of the verb itself; therefore, the predicate that DISTT meed to
render distributive in an unergative is in fact the agen®@dprate itself. (For exam-
ple, predicated of ‘boys’ in (29a) is the distributed prdpef being the agent of a
mounting event.) Thus, DIST must be merged aboireunergatives?!

With this background, we turn again to contrasts betweeattipassive and ex-
tended reflexive. In an antipassive clause,distributes over the subject, paralleling
the intransitive case (Rude, 1985, 160):

(30) a. Context: an egg hunt

21 1tis not clear why DIST cannot more generally be merged alvpgeving rise to distribution over the
agent even in the presence of an object (e.g. in (25), (2&)jeesearch is needed on this point.
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mamayadi-pawi-'yaX-na taam’am.

children 3suB3S.pL-DIST-find-PERFeggQ

The children each found eggs (but perhaps not all eggs wareljo
NOT: The children found each egg (but perhaps not all childsere
egg-finders).

b. '6ykal-oo hi-wii-'nep-tin’ix weptées-nintu’lynu.
all-HUMAN 3suB&DIST-holdHMPERF.PL eagleceN tail.feather
They each are holding eagle tail feathers. (Aoki, 1979, 84)

NOT: They are holding each feather.

This finding accords well with the facts above about the pmetiation of antipassive
objects. We saw that antipassive objects cannot be defimitpr@posed that they are
predicative, property-type. Property-type indefinitegbntrast to referential terms)
are candidates for existential closure. In keeping withsibig's mapping hypothesis,
this suggests that the antipassive object remains withinfaithg to move out to
Spec,DIST. Since nothing can move to its specifier to senitssaggument, DIST
cannot be merged below and distribution can only occur over the agent argument,
as in the unergativé?

In an extended reflexive clause, by contrast, the objectpaEdjly definite and
not subject to existential closure. Accordingly, the objeaves VP angvi- produces
a distributed property which is predicated of it, paratfiglthe transitive case:

(31) a. hahaacwdili-pewi-kiwyek-e sik’em.
boys 3suBJ}S.pL-DIST-feedPERFhorse
The boysfed each of thejrhorses.
b. hi-wi-hex-ni-me lawtiwaa-ma.
3SUBJ}DIST-seePERFCIS friend-PL
He saw each of hidriends. (Phinney, 1934, 273)

On this test, as before, extended reflexive objects behkedrinsitive objects and
unlike antipassive objects; here, only the former scope theadistributive marker.
In both transitive and extended reflexive, the object lea¥Bsand can move to
Spec,DIST. This is in spite of the fact that extended reflexilauses are caseless,
arguing, interestingly, that the factor that drives movatmit of VP cannot be the
need to check a particular case.

22 This approach attempts to explain both why the antipassijecodoesiotassociate with the distribu-
tive quantifier and why the antipassive subj@aésdo so. The former fact could alternatively be explained
as a consequence of the obligatory indefiniteness of astigasbjects, given that indefinites generally do
not associate with VP quantifiers (see Dowty and Brodie 1984)

(@) The students each left.
(i)  *Students each left.
(i)  * Some students each left.

Something else must be said to account for why antipasshjecs are able to associate with the distribu-
tive quantifier where the object cannot, by contrast to ttamssubjects with singular objects (see (27b)).
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3.1.3 Evidence from thematic restrictions

As final evidence for a syntactic distinction between exeshebflexives and antipas-
sives, the two phenomena do not have the same distributimeXtended reflexive
binding configuration can bring about caselessness oncapigk objects, goal ob-
jects and the object dfek ‘see’; antipassivization is not possible in any of these
cases.

The applicative suffix(y)iu- adds an goal argument to a transitive or intransitive
clause; the goal argument is marked with object case markiage marking is not
available for a theme or other object in this case, as shoW82n

(32) qo’ctaxc kii(*-ne) ’ew-nehkiylGu-yu’  giiwn-e.
yet soonthis(*-0BJ) 30BJtakeAPPL1-FUT old.manoBJ
I will soon take this to the old man. (Phinney, 1934, 146)

The extended reflexive configuration produces caselessmespplicative objects
(Rude, 1986, 145), while antipassive cannot. Thus, (33)ordy have an extended
reflexive interpretation, and not an antipassive one.

(33) sik’emhi-k-ylu-ye.
horse 3SUBJ}QgO-APPL1-PERF
He went over to his own horse.
NOT: He went over to horses/a horse.

Similar facts are found with double object verbs. Here, akéncase of the overt
applicative, only the goal argument, not the theme, mayiveaease-marking and
agree with the verb. (34a) exemplifies. It is not possiblentipassivize this sentence,
as shown in (34b).

(34) a. 'ipéeshi-nées-kiwyek-se getgéet-néaayat-om.
bread 3suBsPL.0B}+eediMPERF duck-0BJ WOmManERG
The woman is feeding bread to the ducks.
b. *’ipéeXhi-kiwyek-se gétgetaayat.
bread 3susifeediMPERFduck woman
intended: The woman is feeding ducks bread.

Despite the ungrammaticality of antipassive (34b), caseless is indeed possible in
double object sentences if it is due to an extended refle@®%.exemplifies>

(35) ‘aayat hi-kiwyek-se picpicctu’yem.
woman3suBJfeediMPERFcat fish
The woman is feeding fish to her own cat.

23 My consultant noted in this case that the orgeapic ci'yemis required; the goal must precede the
theme. This is notable as word order is not generally revgals to thematic role or syntactic position in
Nez Perce.
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Again in this case, the non-theme argument is obligatoeleemarked except in an
extended reflexive. Antipassivization is not available toduce caselessness on the
non-theme object.

A third restriction of this type is found with the veheK ‘see’. No matter how
seemingly non-referential the object of this verb is, cdtasiis do not allow antipas-
sive; (36) shows that the transitive structure is mandated with a negative indefi-
nite object (‘nothing’) or a property object (‘recd?}.

(36) a. weet'ditlu-ne ’'ee-ki-ce (étke hii-we-s
not INDEF-OBJ30BJ}seetMPERF (becaus8suBybeiMPERF
cik'eet’is).
dark)
| don’t see anything (because it's dark).
b. 'ee-ki-ce ilpilp.
30BJseetMPERFred
| see red.

The generalization that emerges from the facts overallas éntipassivization
is restricted to theme arguments. This generalizatiomrerges cross-linguistically:
Baker (1988, section 7.2.3.2) notes that regardless oflwhdgninal is chosen for
case-marking or agreement in a particular language, oaty#s can incorporate and
antipassivize? In light of this finding, we may want to analyzek ‘see’ as taking
a goal argument, perhaps rendering it more similar to ‘lobkhan to ‘see’ per se.
The pattern with arguments to this verb repeats once morgeheralization from
applicative objects and goals in double object sentenceimagssive cannot apply to
the non-theme object, but extended reflexivity may rendeaseless. An example
repeated from above shows caselessnessheitiin an extended reflexive.

(37) heki-ce  ’iin-im  iniit.
SeetMPERF 1SG-GEN house
| see my house.

Like caseless clauses with applicatives and double objeateless clauses with the
verbhek are not ambiguous. They may only have an extended reflexiggireta-
tion.

We have now seen convergent evidence from four sources fatiaadion be-
tween antipassive caseless clauses and extended reflag®iess clauses. First, an-
tipassives alternate with transitives in a way that preseithe basic propositional
meaning; extended reflexives cannot alternate with tiaasiwithout losing their
binding pattern. Secondly, antipassive objects can onlindefinite, whereas ex-
tended reflexive objects are typically definite. Third, pasisive objects cannot scope

24 Note that althougtilp'ilp ‘red’ does not takedsJ case in (36b), object agreement on the verb unam-
biguously identifies the transitive structure. Case cathbatween noun and adjective is generally optional
in Nez Perce.

25 This effect may be approximated with English incorporatiggntive nominals such asoney sender
but *home sendefexcept on the reading ‘someone who sends homes’).



20

over the distributive morphenwvei-, whereas transitive objects and extended reflexive
objects must do so. Finally, extended reflexives have a wddgribution than an-
tipassives do: only extended reflexivity can bring aboutlessness on applicative
objects, goals, and the objectlugli ‘see’.

We turn now to the structure of antipassives and extendeskredls, seeking to
know what, despite their syntactic and semantic differencauses them to share the
caseless morphology, and so be classified as ‘intransitiverms of case-marking.
We will see that the uniting factor is the failure of agreengith the object. Object
agreement fails in the antipassive due to the structureeobtiject; the antipassive
object is too small to agree. In the extended reflexive, thblpm is not the structure
of the object itself but an anaphor agreement effect (Ri29i01 Woolford 1999).

3.2 The structure of antipassive objects

Following much work on the cross-linguistic semantics afly restricted, non-
referential objects (e.g. on Nez Perce, Deal 2007; on Eskamguages, van Geen-
hoven 1998, Wharram 2003 (cf. Bittner 1987, 1994); on Hikttihanan 1995, Dayal
2003; on Hungarian, Farkas and de Swart 2003; on Maori anch@fra, Chung and
Ladusaw 2004), | assume that antipassive objects in NezReemf a property type,
< et >. Thisis also the type of the common noun (see e.g. Heim and&r&998)2%

By contrast to antipassive objects and bare common nouesential DP objects are
of typee. This suggests that the semantic function of (non-quaatifioal) determin-
ers is to produce names (i.e. expressions of gjprit of predicates (i.e. expressions
of type < et >). Such determiners are functors of typest, e >.

Since the semantic type of antipassive objects is the santleaa®f common
nouns without determiners, the simplest hypothesis is dhtipassive objects are
NPs, projections of nouns which remain of tyges,t > because no determiner has
come along to make them be of typg’ While Nez Perce does not have overt de-
terminers with which to test this prediction, other langeguch as Hungarian are
known to prohibit determiners in their non-referentialedip (Farkas and de Swart,
2003). The non-referential nominal is visibly structuyalmaller than the referential
DP, lacking at least the D layer. What else remains of the fricictional structure
of nominals (Szabolcsi 1987, Ritter 1991), e.g. the pragecs) associated witlp-
features (Déchaine and Wiltschko 2002)?

The world’s languages vary in whether or not non-referéptigects are able to
agree with verbs. In Hindi, such objects agree (Dayal 20@3)juktitut, they do not
(Wharram, 2003). | propose that this difference resultsfrehether languages allow
a @-head to occur on the edge of a nominal in the absence of a D YWeakihow that
@-features and D are tightly linked in many languages. Geioe@amd Romance lan-
guages encode bothand definiteness in single morphemes, for instance, and dre fin
similar correlations in typologically and geneticallyfiluing languages. In Northern

26 Relational nouns most likely require a higher typed, et >), though once supplied with an argument
(forming NP) they are alse: et >.

27 This analysis requires that individual languages allowhiP and DP arguments. See Pereltsvaig
(2006) for an demonstration of this fact in Russian and drgguages.
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Pomo, a Hokan language of Northern California, nominal pseheaded by com-
mon nouns can overtly marf-features on their right edge only in case an overt
D-element is present (O’Connor 1992: 172-17®Yhis marking, which O’Connor
analyzes as a pronoun, is absolutely inseparable from #teofehe nominal and
cannot be stressed, distinguishing itself in these redandsresumptive pronouns.

(38) a. masamaata (nam) D optional
white womanDEF
(The) white women

b. masammaata *(ham)phow @ requires D
white womanDeErF  3PL
Those white women (O’Connor, 1992, 174)

Just as in better-known Indo-European cases, the presta&eleead in the Northern
Pomo DP is tightly linked to the expression of the nomin@tfeatures. Unlike in the
Germanic and Romance cases, Northern Pomo permits thenpeestD withoutg;

it does not, however, allow without D. The presence of thg-head depends on the
presence of the D head.

What role does @ head play in the grammar of nominals? We might entertain the
hypothesis that this head appears on the edge of the nomio@lér to allow features
from the noun to be accessible outside the noun phrase. Weat migit, therefore,
a locality barrier in the nominal projection, whighP is outside but the N head is
inside. Agreement probes from outside the nominal prajectiannot reach all the
way down into the nominal structure to reach N itself; aceugly, nominals project
a @P on their edge. Now, while we cannot directly se@ projection on the edge
of the DP in Nez Perce, the absence of agreement in antipassan be predicted
straightforwardly if Nez Perce is exactly like Northern Rmoin allowing ¢ to be
projected just in case D is. The antipassive object lacksD thaereforep cannot be
projected. This is to say thatprobes in the clausal structure (e.g?fnd the head
responsible for object agreement) will be unable to agréie thhie antipassive object,
as nog-features are accessible on its edgé’

3.3 The structure of extended reflexives

In section 3.1 we saw that in terms of scope and referentiaktended reflexive ob-
jects behave like transitive objects. In this section, kspre an account of extended

28 Northern Pomo is a head-final language.

29 |n this paper | refer to the head which controls subject agese as T. Note that Nez Perce is not a
tenseless language; tense may be seen in (1c), for instBenwse markers combine with the imperfective
and habitual aspects; present tense is not overtly martas vthen these markers occur without an overt
tense marker the interpretation is present. The perfedides not combine with tense and always has a
past time interpretation. The perfect also does not combittetense and has a past time interpretation
with eventive verbs in the absence of higher structure.

30 Note that in such cases the locality barrier in the nominajgmtion must remain, suggesting thgi?
and DP are not responsible for this barrier. Thanks to Omemiger for raising this issue.

31 On the broader question of how antipassive clauses aretstedcin Nez Perce such that the verb
takes a property-type object, see Deal (2007).
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reflexives that accounts for their obligatory caselessmhis assuming a transitive-
like syntax and semantics. The essence of the account iwltilatextended reflexive
clauses are underlyingly transitive, their objects areclkda from agreeing by an
anaphor agreement effect (Rizzi 1990, Woolford 1999). Iz Rerce object nomi-
nals it is generally the case that the possessor is aceessiblitside probes in a way
that the overall object nominal is not: the object possessexternalized and par-
ticipates in verbal agreement instead of the overall objeatinal. In the extended
reflexive construction, the possessor is a bound variabiliédiBg on work by Kratzer
(to appear), | analyze bound variables as syntacticallysamaantically featureless.
In an extended reflexive clause, the object possessor is tiseancessible nominal
for object agreement, closer than (the features of) theativeominal within which
it resides; agreement targets it, and comes away featardléss failure of object
agreement is what is responsible for the similarity with@inéipassive construction,
and for the overall caselessness of the extended reflexive.

The argument to be given has several parts. | first argue xten@ed reflexives
involve binding. | then show that extended reflexives conmialn exactly those con-
texts where object possessor externalization is to be éxgessccordingly, | propose
that both extended reflexive and possessor externalizategrammatical results of
the same fact: in Nez Perce objects, outside probes taggetrobject nominal inter-
act with the possessor, not the overall nominal. | then sketg analysis in terms of
an anaphor agreement effect. General discussion of theivefl@orphology of Nez
Perce and the reasons it is not found in extended reflexivetieations can be found
in the appendix.

3.3.1 Binding

The first fact to be demonstrated is that the caselessnexg efé see in Nez Perce
extended reflexives is indeed a matter of binding. As explemtea binding approach,
a possessor bound by a quantificational subject requiretesasess:

(39) '6ykalahahadacwapike hi-hetewi-tee'nix.
all boys mother3suBtlove-HAB.PL
All boys love their mothers.

Configurational evidence backs up the case from variablditgn Caselessness is
required when subject binds object possessor. It is nofifjesshen subject pos-
sessor is coindexed with object. This subject-object lnigadisymmetry is accounted
for straightforwardly if Nez Perce is underlyingly configtional, despite its surface
freedom of word order. The subject c-commands the objectgss®r asymmetri-
cally. The following pair, from adjacent clauses in a tramhgl story, illustrate this
contrast? 33

32 As is typical in Nez Perce, pronouns are not expressed pviertihese examples. Speakers often
consider overt pronouns “emphatic”, in keeping with crbisguistic patterns.

33 The verb roothi ‘say, tell’ in (40b) is phonologically obliterated owing the presence of stressed
prefix pée
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(40) a. pist hi-hi-ne
father3suBstell-PERF
She told her father (Phinney, 1934, 71)
[ pro; [ told [ pro-GEN father 1] 1]
b. pée-ne pisit-pim
3/3-tell-PERFfather£ERG
Her father told her (Phinney, 1934, 71)

[ [ proj-GEN father ] [ told prg] ]

In (40a), where the object possessor is bound by the subpst)essness ensues. In
(40Db), by contrast, the possessor within the subject ndnsneoindexed with the
object pronoun, but does not c-command it and hence canmaitifin the sense of
Chomsky 1981). Accordingly, the sentence is transitive.

3.3.2 The connection to external possession

Although extended reflexive caselessness comes about indéngiconfiguration,
this configuration is not the most typical context for birgleffects: after all, it is
the objectpossessothat is being bound by the subject, not the object itselfsThi
distinction is obscured in Nez Perce, however, in virtue cfguirement that object
possessors be expressed as verbal arguments. In theng@&XTiIERNAL POSSES
SION construction, an applicative morpheneg,, appears on the verb; the erstwhile
possessor is expressed as direct object, showing caséngarid agreeing with the
verb343%Examples are in (41). (Italics in the English translatiorrkrthe nominal
that behaves as direct object.) In (41b), for instance aletireement registers a first-
person singular object by failing to show overt object agrest at all (see Figure 1);
a third person object (as the overall object ‘my cat’ wouldl Wweuld have required
the 3/3 prefixpée-

(41) a. ki-nm haacwal-nlikip pée-kiy-e’n-ye 'ip-né  samX.
thisERGboy-ERG touch3/3-doAPPL2-PERF3SG-0OBJ shirt
This boy touchedher shirt. (Aoki, 1979, 60)

34 Keeping the focus here on caselessness, | will not have gpdotly survey and analyze external
possession constructions in Nez Perce. See Rude (1999%daisdion of external possession in Nez Perce
and closely related Sahaptin.

35 Mandatory possessor externalization, in combination with language’s rather complex mor-
phophonology, may in some circumstances give the falsedsswn of caselessness. Example (i), ana-
lyzed by Carnie and Cash Cash (2006) as caseless, is sucstamcie.

(i) pbo-pci'yawn-a'y-sa-na kUks-ne miya’'c.
3/3-kill-APPL2-IMPERF-REM.PASTCo0k-0BJ child
They killed Cook’s son. (Aoki, 1979)

Here vowel harmony combines with a glide reduction rule tecoioe thgpée-prefix on the verb. (Underly-
ingly, the verb ‘kill' is wep-ci'yaw ‘with.hand-be.violent’ (Aoki, 1994, 44). lewe/ ¢, /uu/ iseular sound
change in Nez Perce, and /uu/ harmonizes to /d&aiRsne miya’ds not a constitutent in this structure;
kiiks-nés the object, showing object case marking, amga’cis the caseless theme argument.
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b. 'aayat-om hi-kiwyek-ey’-kse 'fin-e  picpicctu’yem.
woman£RG 3suBieedAPPL2-IMPERF1SG-OBJcat  fish
The woman fedny cat fish.

C. 'ee-xn-éy’-se pike X-ne.
30BJseeAPPL2-IMPERF motherX-oBJ
| seeX’s mother. (Aoki, 1994, 109)

d. kaawaaqo'weptées-nsimées
andnow eagleoBJ bed
pée-x-yuu-'ey-se-ne wexwegé-nm.
3/3-goAPPL1-APPL2-IMPERFREM.PASTfrOg-ERG
And now the frogs went to theagle’sbed. (Phinney, 1934, 229)

As examples (41) show, object possessors are expressadadiytaegardless of
whether the object DP is a theme (41a), a goal (41b), the bhibek ‘see’ (41c), or
an applicative object (41d). Recall that these are all envirents in which extended
reflexive caselessness obtains (section 3.1.3).

We have now seen that in each type of clause where extendexiveftaseless-
ness is mandatory, object possessor externalizationasadsdatory. This suggests
that the same factors that force an object possessor to lbessegl as a verbal argu-
ment also force an object possessor that is bound by thecttibjlering caselessness
crashing down on its clause. The tight distributional canioa between the two phe-
nomena extends in both directions. We have seen that in fes tyf configurations
where the extended reflexive binding pattern brings abosgleasness, object pos-
sessor externalization is mandatory. We will see now thare/lan object possessor
cannotbe externalized, caselessness dusensue if the possessor is bound by the
subject.

In a ditransitive construction, verbal agreement tarde¢stheme, not the goal.
The possessor of the goal can be externalized, (41b), bymtatssessor of the theme
cannot be; thus (41b) cannot mean ‘The woman fed my fish t@ aitl. Where
possessor externalization is not possible from the theasglessness does not ensue
if the subject binds the possessor of the theme.

(42) in 'ew-'ni-ye ‘fin-im  cig'aamgahaama-na.
1sG 30BJgive-PERF1SG-GEN dog man-OBJ
| gave my dog to the man. (Aoki, 1994, p. 40)
(43) ‘'iwéep-nimwaaqo’pe-'‘én-ye  lagaas-na c'olaakstimt.
wife-ERG already3/3-givePERFmMouseoBJhand.drum
The wife already gave her hand-drum to the mouse. (Phinrg84,182)

The identical distribution of extended reflexive caselessrand possessor exter-
nalization extends to cases where the possessor cannopbessad externally for
morphological reasons. Nez Perce has two types of poseessitking: an indepen-
dent genitive phrase, as seen above in (42) and schematiZdd), and a form of
synthetic possessor marking, as shown in (45). The synthegrking is only avail-
able for first and second person possessors and only apphdstited set of nouns,
almost exclusively kinship terms. The two types of possessiarking do not occur
in the same nominal.
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(44) Productive possessive marking:
personal pronoun genitive suffix independent nominal
"iin -im pist ‘my father’

(45) Special kinship term marking:
possessor prefix dependent stem form
na- 'toot ‘my father’

Cases of possessor externalization involve independantnad forms, and so we
might view externalization as being fed by the analytic psssr forms. Possessor
externalization never leaves a dependent stem form bebyncontrast to (46a), for
instance, we never find forms like (46b).

(46) a. hexn-éy’-se pist 'imu-né.
SeeAPPL2-IMPERF fathefiee sem 2SG-0BJ
| see your father.

b. *hexn-éy'-se 'toot 'imu-né.
SeeAPPL2-IMPERF fathefuep sem 2SG-0BJ
intended: | see your father.

Again, extended reflexive caselessness tracks the patysdfiexternal possession.
When the object possessor is expressed syntheticallyggmmsexternalization is not
possible and extended reflexive caselessness does not bonte a

(47) a. gb’cwéyena-'toot-ap  ’'e-séepn’i-yu’.
yet soon 1sG-fatheroBJ30BJaskfuT
Yet soon | will ask my father. (Aoki, 1979, 50)
b. na-'yac-ap ‘'eeteexXaw-'yaqi-n.
1sG-brotherosJisurely 3oB3ind-PERFECT
Surely | found my brother. (Aoki, 1979, 30)

In sum, we have seen that extended reflexive caselessnegxi@ndal possession
have the same distribution. We now turn to an analysis of Wlsydonnection should
hold.

3.3.3 Analysis

In the external possession construction, the possessenigt as a verbal argument;
it is case-marked and agreed with. In addition, the verbsaapecial suffixey’.2®
Independent of external possession, this morpheme belikeesn applicative. In
(48), the most natural interpretation is benefactive: tleamone benefits from the
people’s work. In (49), the most natural interpretation elefactive: when the geese
spread out, Coyote will drop into the water and presumaldyvdr

36 This morpheme is subject to allomorphy depending on thewidlig segment; thus it differs from
(48) to (49) given the difference in aspect/mood morpholimifpwing.



26

(48) [FromCut-Out-of-Belly BoyAoki and Walker 1989, 375.] Cut-Out-of-Belly
Boy comes across people who have been enslaved and are pgusunti-
flower seeds. They explain:

‘e-kiyé-e'y-s-ix cika’'wiis-na.
30BJd0-APPL2-IMPERFS.PL meanoBJ
We are doing this for the mean one.

(49) [FromWarmweather and Coldweathéxokiand Walker 1989, 55.] The goose
brothers are carrying Coyote (who has married their sistertheir wings as
they cross the water. After Coyote insults them, the eldessg says:
kawo’ cik'iiw-ne Kay'ax 'e-kiye-€'n-ix.
then brother.in.lawoBJspread.ouBoBJdo-APPL2-IMPER
Then spread out on the brother-in-law!

In keeping with the possibility for both benefactive and efattive interpretations, |
interpret thesy’ applicative as introducing an argument which is affectethieyevent
described by the verd.

(50) Appl2 €y): AxAeaffectedx)(e)

| analyze external possession constructions as a spesmlatahe applicative con-
struction. The possessor moves from within the object nahtinthe specifier of the
applicative. It is interpreted in two places: as a posseshkar to its interpretation
in the nominal, and as an affected party, due to its inteagicet as the applicative’s
argument.

(51) ’iceyéeye-nsilu pée-'nehweec-ey’-six.
coyote©oBJ eye3/3-danceAPPL-IMPERF.PL
They are dancing with coyote’s eyes. (Aoki and Walker, 198®)

(52) ApplP

DP-poss Appl2
Appl VP
T T~
V DP*
DP—poé\DP
T

The external possession cases like (51) differ from the pppéicative cases like (48)
in that they recycle an already-interpreted nominal as ppieative argument®

37 This reflects a very common affectedness requirement inrext@ossession cross-linguistically
(Payne and Barshi 1999, O’'Connor 2007).

38 This derivation requires that there be no extraction piitibib on possessors in Nez Perce, and in-
deed it appears that there is not. Possessors may appesaateddaom nouns, though they only do so
infrequently in corpora.
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| analyze the similarity between extended reflexive comsimas and external
possession constructions as coming about due to the sfahespossessor inside the
object nominal in the two casé3lf the possessor is to be externalized in a case like
(51), it must be accessible to outside probes that drive mewt. Suppose that in a
structure like (52) the probe is Appl, as seems reasonatiten\¥ppl probes into its
sister, it ignores DP(the overall object nominal) in favor of the possessor DRlims
of it. This suggests that within the object nominal, the psssr’s features are closer
to an outside probe than the overall object nominal’s festare:°

This gives us the structure we need to explain why caselsssi#ains in an ex-
tended reflexive. The object possessor’s features are slelaser to an outside probe
than the overall object’s features are. The grammar doegarwrally allow probes
to target the overall nominal and agree with it if a posse&spresent; the posses-
sor intervenes. Now suppose that the possessor is a bouatleaiVhat does this
mean for its agreement behavior? In order to agree, we deordandhat at the point
in the derivation where the agreement takes place, the beamable has features
that it may share with the agreement probe. Yet recent wotk@morphosemantics
of binding has revealed that bound variables often presstamces of morphology-
semantics mismatch; in many cases, the features that wefiafa the morphology
of bound items are not themselves semantically interpratetie bound items. This
can be seen cases of "fake indexicals” as in (53).

(53) Only you eat what you cook.

One reading of this example treats the second instangapbstensibly an indexical,

as a bound variable: you are the oxlguch thatx eats whatx cooks. This bound

variable ranges not only over second persons (those bemgssbd by (53)), but
over relevant individuals more generally. How is this bowadable semantics to be
reconciled with the visible person featuresyoif?

() kaawaaqo'ipstus-xkike't hi-’npi-me "icweew’Icix-nim.
andnow hand-to blood 3suBxtakePERFCI monstersEN
And now he took the monster’s blood on his hands. (Phinne34125)
(i) ke 'im-éem tim'Gunepist ’'e-pe-wc'ee-ye
REL 3PL-GENbow father3P0sSsS-SpL-becomePERF
those whose father became a bow (Aoki and Walker, 1989, 137)

39 Note that extended reflexive is not derived from externalspssion, but rather the two are made
possible by the same fact about the structure of possesgsat obminals.

40 Since DP dominates DP-poss, on standard assumptions about c-cafmgither c-commands the
other. If locality is calculated in terms of closest c-conmiathe two potential goals should count as
equidistant from higher probes. There is a choice of corhssto draw from this. Perhaps the most
modest, accepting equidistance between DP-poss andi$® conclude that such equidistance must be
resolvable in favor of agreement with DP-poss in at leastesoanfigurations. A second possible move
is to reject the equidistance between DP-poss andt IDPadopting a revised version of c-command,
for instance Kayne’s (1994). A third possibility is to esshequidistance by rejecting the premise that
agreement targets DP. If it @gP that is targeted by agreement, as proposed above, they lier@ossible
to treat thepP within DP-poss as closer to outside probes thanpfevithin DP*. Of course, this option
depends on the possibility gfP within DP-poss being "closer to the top” the® within DP*, a proposal
that requires a non-uniform functional structure for noaisrpaceCinque 1999). | leave the choice among
these options to future research.
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On the basis of (53) and a range of related examples, Krat288( to appear)
has argued that bound variables can be represented in ttexsgnd interpreted by
the semantics, without arg-features at all. What apparent features they have can be
assigned to them in post-interpretation morphology/mosghtax. If this is the case,
we might understand what comes about when the object agreggmabe comes
across the bound variable possessor as follows: the protie dimominal (perhaps
the index feature which comprises the bound variable, in2érés terms), but it does
not find anyg-features to share. Object agreement, in the sengdedture transfer,
fails in extended reflexives. The closest nominal to the actagreement probe has
no @-bundle to share with the proljé.

This explanation for the failure of object agreement in NemR extended reflex-
ives renders them an example of thleAPHOR AGREEMENT EFFECT(Rizzi, 1990).
As pointed out in Rizzi's original discussion of the topiffeets attributable only to
an inability of anaphors to agree, and not to other facetsebinding theory, are seen
in the grammar of Italian, exemplified below. The Italiantveracere’like/please’
takes a (non-agreeing) dative subject and a nominativehbyhich agrees with the
verb#?

(54) Aloro piaccio io.
to 3PL.DAT please.$GIl.NOM
They like me.

If the nominative object is an anaphor, however, agreengehtdcked, (55). Such
examples only become grammatical if verbal agreement Besdt¢o a default SG
form, (56).

(55) *Mi piaccio  me stesso.
meplease-$G myself
intended: | like myself.

(56) ? Mipiace me stesso.
meplease-3G myself
I like myself.

What we see in these examples is an inability of bound vagiabiminals to share-
features with agreement probes. The lItalian pattern igcimhilar to what we have
seen for Nez Perce above. If a nominative object (in Ital@mn object possessor
(in Nez Perce) is not a bound variable, it participates ireagrent. However, like
the Italian nominative object, if the Nez Perce object pssses a bound variable, it
cannot participate in agreement. In this case, the prolponsible for object agree-
ment probes the possessor nominal, but this nominal doeshaogp-features with
the probe. Accordingly, there are gefeatures to realize as object agreement.
Work by Woolford (1999) has shown that anaphor agreemeateffare found
in a variety of unrelated languages. Woolford notes thatafrtevo things happens

41 This treatment presupposes that Agree operates beforestesyntactic operations that give speak-
able p-features to bound variables. | assume here that Agreetegera’narrow syntax” and is realized in
the morphological component, as is commonly but not unallsrge.g. Bobaljik 2005) assumed.

42 Thanks to llaria Frana for help with the Italian data.
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cross-linguistically when agreement attempts to targeamaphor: the agreement
goes simply missing, or it assumes a special "anaphorichfdiinterpret this latter
option as coming about when a language has a way of expresgiagment that does
not depend on having arg-features to express. The agreement head can only mark
that it has agreed, but cannot give any particulars of time itet it has agreed witf?

44

In overview, | propose that the structure of extended refexionstructions is
parallel to the structure of transitives. The differencerMgen the two comes about
due to the inability of the object possessor to agree. It iregaly the case in Nez
Perce that within object nominals, possessors are actessibutside probes in a
way that possessed nominals are not. This allows posséssbesexternalized and
to participate in object agreement.

When the possessor is a bound variable, however, any prabsdbks to agree
with it will find no ¢-features to share. Therefore, no object agreement izeekiln
the extended reflexive. This anaphor agreement effect nai§ications for the case
system. Although a case-marking contrast is not visibld@ltalian data, presum-
ably because nominative is equivalent to the absence of mtwgical case, case-
marking in Nez Perce tracks the agreement facts entirelgihe object can agree,
it is marked for case. When it cannot (e.g. as the theme amguima ditransitive), it
remains caseless. The inability of objects to agree is whiéésithe extended reflex-
ive construction and the antipassive in Nez Perce, progittin their unified case-
lessness in spite of their syntactic and semantic diffeeenc

3.4 Summary

Our exploration of caseless clauses converges on objeetmgnt as the factor re-
sponsible for transitivity in the sense relevant to Nez Pengative case. We have
seen that where object agreement is blocked due to the abeégP (as in antipas-
sives) or an anaphor agreement effect (as in extended reftgxiboth subject and
object case-marking disappear. For object case-markiigfinding is not surpris-
ing; case and agreement go together for the object (as théyr doibjects in many
languages). But the sensitivity of the subject case to olsigreement remains the
special quirk of the ergative system, the core of its transiteffect.

In the sections that follow we move toward a formalizationtlod transitivity
effect, first considering what criterion of subjecthoodsitiest combined with, and
ultimately proposing a morphological analysis of the castesn according to which
the ergative case is a spell-out result of object agreement.

43 |n Deal (2008a), the special, underspecified form of agreerfoeind with reflexives in Warlpiri is
proposed to derive from the presence of only a [D] featuremmt variable objects.

44 Note that for Nez Perce it is not possible to examine the ageee properties of anaphors that are not
embedded in other nominals (e.g. anaphor objects boundebyuthject) given that the language requires
detransitivization whenever possible in reflexives. Datd @argumentation can be found in the appendix.
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4 The subjecthood criterion

The task is now to put together what we have learned aboutahsitivity condition
with a condition on subjecthood. To do so, we must choose dmtvgeveral con-
ceptions of subjecthood which are in many cases equivatemtaigent; the argument
belonging to the highest argument-structural specifieitipaswithin an extended
verbal projection; or the argument entering into an agregmedation with higher
functional structure. | first show that ergative is not nestd to agents in Nez Perce.
| then show that we cannot adopt a purely argument-structoteon of subjecthood
on the grounds of evidence from causatives.

4.1 Ergative is not the case of agents

A characterization of ergative as the case of transitivgesth stands in empirical
opposition to a view of ergative as the case of (transitiggnds. In particular, we
can distinguish between a view according to which ergasva structural case for
transitive subjects (i.e. a case assigned given a pantisylatactic configuration),
and one according to which it is an inherent case for agentnaggts (i.e. a case
assigned given a particular theta-role), as proposed byiféfdq1997)4°

Inthe ideal situation for an inherent case view, ergatiliegnsed or assigngdst
in casethe argument to which it is assigned receives the agent-tbétaHowever,
this is not the situation in Nez Perce. Ergative case appwatsansitive subjects
that lack the characteristic properties of agents, e.gnacy and volition, or are

standardly assumed to hofdroles other than agent. In Nez Perce, the ergative case

is realized on transitive subjects even if these are subfEqisych-verbs:

(57) paa-ckaw-ca cigq'aamgal-ngicpic-nimméet'upée-tewi-se
3/3-feartMPERFd0Q-OBJ catERG but  3/3-likedMPERF
cig’aamgal-ninpicpic-ne.
dogERG cat-oBJ
The cat is afraid of the dog but the dog likes the cat.

(58) pit’ii-nm pee-cicége-ce titwatii-ne.
girl-ERG 3/3-be.interestedvPERF story-OBJ
The girl is interested in the story.

(59) weéet'ukonix ‘aatway-nim  pée-cimx-ne t'ext'éx-ne.
NEG thencefortrold.womaneRG 3/3-hatePERFlocust-OBJ
The old woman didn’t hate the (young woman) Locust anymdrair(ney,
1934, 115)

Non-agentive causer subjects are treated the same way:

(60) plu-ye-sitk-en’-ye weéeyuxhopbop-nim.
3/3-quickly-entanglexPPL2-PERFleg  MOSSERG
The moss entangled her legs. (Phinney, 1934, 16)

45 The link between ergativity and agentivity has been a taptbé typological literature for quite some
time; see Comrie (1978), and for a recent recap, Bruenin@720
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(61) Context: discussion of a car wreck atop Lewiston Hilldense fog, a small
car crashed into a large truck hauling cars to a dealership.

himéegiis-nimaatamoboc-ninpbo-yawg-na kucklc-n€aatamooc-na.
big-ERG CarERG 3/3-wreckPERFlittle-oBJ car-oBJ

The big car wrecked the little car.

Comment: "caused him to get in a wreck”

So too are natural forces and even what seem to be undergoers:

(62) hahatyan-6o-sa ‘icewe’lis-nimhaatya-nm.
be.windyAPPL1-IMPERFCOId-ERG wind-ERG
Cold wind is blowing towards me. (Aoki, 1994, 100)

(63) taxc'ee hi-tgewéeleylek-e’'n-yu’  mac’ayoklus-nim.
soo0n2sG 3suBHlow.into-APPL2-FUT ear water£rG
Water will flow into your ears. (Aoki and Walker, 1989, 112)

(64) piswé-minii-ne  pee-tgilikéece-ye.
rock-ERG houseoBJ 3/3-fall.onPERF
A rock fell on the house.

In all these examples, ergative case tracks transitiveestd{where subjecthood is
determined by subject agreement) but not necessarily sig&rstrict version of the
agency proposal undergenerates, in that it predicts thatigentive subjects should
lack the ergative case. This issue is anticipated in Wodli®97, where it is noted
that "although the correlation between ergative Case aadgent theta role is not
perfect, it is as close as the correlation between dativegaats/experiencers is” (p.
182). What | want to claim here is that this imperfect cotielabetween agency and
ergative in Nez Perce arises because of the well-known ifegtazorrelation between
agency and subjecthodfl The predictive power of our theory is not enhanced by a
view of ergative as a case for agents that is neverthelesstsoes assigned to non-
agents.

4.2 Ergative is not thanks toalone

We turn now to a second potential conception of subject: thgest is that nom-

inal that occupies the highest argument-structural posith a verbal projection.
Such a conception is suggested by a family of recent propdbat treat ergative
case as an inherent case whose assignment is controllely pyre (e.g. Wool-

ford 2006, Aldridge 2004, Legate 2002, 2006, 2008, Anand NMedns 2006). On
such a treatment, we might propose that the transitivityddam in Nez Perce re-
duces to a choice between twdeads. One requires object agreement and assigns
ergative ("transitive/”); the other is incompatible with agreement and with engati

46 As Comrie (1978) put it: "It should be noted initially thatette is bound to be a high correlation
between ergative noun phrases and agentive noun phrasply sietause As [transitive subjects] are
typically high on the scale of agentivity.”
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("intransitivev”).4’ 481 will refer to this intermediate hypothesis as the ‘Agregin
hypothesis.

(65) Agreeingv hypothesis:
The difference between transitive and intransitive clalgs in the syntax
of the v head only. Transitiver but not intransitivev participates in object
agreement and assigns/licenses ergative case to its epecifi

Before we test this hypothesis, we will need to make spetiGatieans by which
object agreement is encoded in grammar. My treatment okaggat is purely syn-
tactic#? It appears that object agreement is in principle availabkny but the high-
est argument in an argument-structural projection; aggeebjects include not only
themes but also goals in ditransitives and applicative atbjeHowever, only one
agreeing object is allowed per external argument. We capgs®then that object
agreement features are bundled with the highest argumgnticing head in a ver-
bal projection:

(66) vP
DPsyb; vP
VI uQ K
V' DPgj: @

Herev is the highest argument-introducing head. The agreemattrizon this head
consists of an unvalueg-bundle that receives its value through agreement with the
closest c-commanded nominal. In (66) | have shown this asmérargument; were
another argument introduced above the theme, such as a igaalapplicative ar-
gument, this argument would be closer to thgprobe and in consequence control
object agreement.

Here is how we might come to the Agreeimdypothesis: if object agreement
features come bundled with the highest-argument strudteed, and the argument
introduced by that head ends up being the subject, could twedoce the transitivity
condition on ergative case to this lucky coincidenceRrstructure? Ergative subjects
would be just those subjects originating iRRwith fully valuedg-features.

Yet evidence from causatives speaks against the Agredipgothesis. The causative
construction with transitive verbs is the only case | knovinoez Perce where we

47 On some models of this variety, transitive and intransitivere also taken to differ in whether they
combine with a transitive verb (e.g. Legate 2006). Howeagmve have seen, temodel does not allow
us any real notion of transitivity/intransitivity in verlisemselves.

48 Note that on this approach, agreement and case featuresthrditectly encoded in the syntax, with
no obvious connection between them.

49 This is necessitated by my treatment of bound variables raatjcally featureless. Agreement must
apply before the morphological processes that give spé&akbht not interpretable) features to bound
variables.
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see two independent case-marked objects within a singlseldghe embedded sub-
ject (the ‘causee’) bears objective case, and so can thetalfjthe verb (the ‘under-
lying object’):

(67) siiselkaamarsi-nde-née-sepe-twik-ce céeki-ne.
C andM-oBJ 30BJ0.PL-CAUSE-accompanymPERFJ-OBJ
I make Cecil and Marcie accompany Jackie. (Crook, 1999, p 180

The plural object agreement we see here reflects agreemgnth&icausee, ‘Cecil
and Marcie'. The presence of the agreement morpheme imgdicasyntactic agree-
ment relation between the causee and the highesiat introducing the (ergative)
causer argument.

What about the lowey, introducing the causee? While there is no agreement
morpheme spelling out agreement between this head and thal\abject in (67),
there are several indications that the verbal object hdmated in Agree. The first
hint is the case marking on the verbal object; recall thaectbgase is elsewhere
conditioned on object agreement in Nez Perce. And striljrjgkt as for a typical
object, if the underlying object is indefinite, it may be anipassive object and lose
case (the causee argument in (68)1g):

(68) ’e-sepée-quyim-se tewliikt.
30BJCAUSE-climb-IMPERFtree
I make him climb a tree. (Crook, 1999, 179)

(69) Harold-nimpée-sepe-wemsi-se sik’emLini-ne.
H-ERG 3/3-cAUSE-borrowiMPERFhorse L-0BJ
Harold is having Lindy borrow a horse (lending a horse to lind

We have seen above that the correlation between caselssamtindefiniteness in
Nez Perce is due to the inability of property-type objectagoee, supporting the
contention that object agreement targets the underlyifgcom causative construc-
tions. Moreover, just as in a non-causative, if the causeddiihe possessor of the
underlying object, the underlying object must be caseless:

(70) a. Payton-npée-sepe-tim’in-e  we'nikt.
P-oBJ  3/3-CAUSE-write-PERFName
She made Paytemvrite hig name.
b. Payton-ngée-sepe-tim’in-e  we’niki-ne.
P-0oBJ  3/3-CAUSE-write-PERFNnameoB)
She made Payton write a/the name.
Comment: "if you saywe’niking it's just a name, natis name.”

Thus we find the equivalent of both antipassive and exteneféekive constructions
in causatives. If the conditions on object caselessnedméeal to object agreement,
as | have argued above, this pattern strongly suggeststagemement with the un-
derlying object in a causative construction. An Agree fefabbtains, but no agree-
ment is spelled-out: why? The reasons for the non-expnessithis object agree-
ment may be templatic; they may be due to the potential ietdion of the lower
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object agreement between the verb and derivational mooghdthe causative); or,
as Henry Davis suggests, they may derive from a haplologioc@lCP-like process.

Accounting for the possibility of two agreement heads, amo &gents, in Nez
Perce causatives, | adopt a structure as follows:

(71) Structure of causativized transitives
vP

/\

causer vP

Vi uQ CAUSE-P
/\

CAUSE vP
causee vP
Vi uQ VP

V object

This structure follows Parsons (1990), Pylkkanen (2082afzer (2005) and others
in positing a head CAUSE that introduces a causing eventamaiuser individual;
the causer argument is introduced by agent-introducialgove CAUSE. The struc-
ture below CAUSE contains a complete argument-structucgéption for the verb.
Accordingly, object agreementis present on the highest bétne verb’s projection.
Object agreement is also present on the highezad, the highest head of the overall
argument-structural projection for the causative comsimn. The higher agreement
head is realized morphologically while the lower one is tlmdugh we can diagnose
its presence via patterns of case-marking on the underbffert.

Given that the underlying object is an agreeing object ieséike (67) and (70b),
the lowervP will end up with fully valuedg-features. The Agreeing Hypothesis
leads us to expect that ergative case would be assignedspebdier of this lowevP,
therefore. If ergative case is assigned to any argumengisghcifier of & head with
fully valued ¢@-features, the causee argument in transitive causativeaddsheceive
ergative case. But this is impossible. The causee argumest raceive objective
case.

The consequence is that we cannot define subjecthood pugelmnant-structurally,
at least so far as ergative case is concerned. The relevanggtion of transitive
subject must make reference to the higher functional siraatften taken to define
subjecthood, i.e. T (or whatever other head is respongillsubject agreement, e.g.
I/AgrS) 5% We can then generalize the following condition on Nez Pergative

50 A reviewer suggests that the Agreeinddypothesis may be still be tenable if ergative is due 0 a
head which must be selected for by agreeing T. Note, howthagrthis selection would have to operate at
a distance, agand T may be separated by aspect, space marking (see Ddatdtomg) and potentially
adverb-related projections as well.
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case, the distillation of what it means for ergative to tatggnsitive subjects in this
language>! 52

(72) Transitive subject condition on Nez Perce ergative:
The ergative case is realized on the nominal agreeing withsTin case it
originates in a/P whose head has fully-valugdfeatures.

Condition (72) expresses the core transitivity fact uncedén section 3: the tran-
sitive clause is the clause with successful object agreentealso expresses the
fact uncovered in this section that subjecthood cannot fieetbpurely argument-
structurally, at the risk of predicting ergative case onseguarguments. Further, these
two aspects of the generalization are tied together vigRHayer in which the subject
originates.

The generalization established, the following sectioersfh look at how a theory
of Nez Perce case may be implemented such that conditionig7@ptured. We
will see that it is possible to capture Nez Perce case mankitigput flavors ofv
(i.e. v heads that differ syntactically but not semantically), ipudated connection
between ergative and object agreement, or indeed any sgnpaicnitive ‘ergative
case’, simplifying the commitments of the Agreewmtheory while at the same time
improving its empirical coverage.

5 Ergative as subject and object agreement

What is ergative case, that it should be constrained by hdifest and object agree-
ment?

Itis clear from our discussion of caselessness that nestifgect case nor object
case is correlated with syntactic licensing in Nez Perce édso Marantz 1991).
Subjects appear without case at the whim of objects. Obggapear without case
when a structurally superior object claims the sole objaseemarker (e.g. the theme
yields the case-marker to the goal in a ditransitive) andnthey cannot agree (as in
antipassives and extended reflexives). If one is committeshtabstract Case theory
regulating the licensing of nominals, one is left to coneldldat abstract Case does
not correlate with morphological case in Nez Perce. Notablyrphological case
has to do with agreement, whereas abstract @asdicensing is independent of
agreement?

That the ergative case is not an abstract Case popularlytraedsstill leaves
open whether it is assigned (in whatever sense) in the symtianthe morphology?

51 This generalization abstracts away from cases like (64yevtiee subject is an undergoer. On these,
see note 58.

52 stepping away from the Agreeinghypothesis, we are no longer forced to posit multiple syegax
("flavors”) for external-argument introducingin Nez Perce. The semantics of introducing an agent need
correspond only to a single syntactic encodingp][teatures are always present on thkidhat introduces
external arguments in Nez Perce. When they fail to obtairieevda agreement, they are discarded by the
morphology.

53 On this latter point, see also Davis and Matthewson (2003).

54 This dichotomy presupposes a view of grammar where syntaatl morphological components or
processes are distinguished. Among scholars grantingligtisiction, the morphological view here is at
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| pursue a morphological account here for a number of readeirs, it does not
appear that ergative and objective case-markers are seaibninterpreted in Nez
Perce; they do not correlate with agency or aktionsart, Agsuand object case-
markers in various languages have sometimes been clainted(tm the former, see
section 4.1; on the latter, Kiparsky 1998, Kratzer 2004)ug,hf case information
were present in the syntax, it would be entirely unintemdoks at LF — both on the
assigner and on the recipient. A principle like Full Integation (Chomsky, 1995)
militates against the inclusion of such features in theaynt

Second, the dependency of subject case on object agreesnenexpected if
case and agreement are checked/valued for subject and obfamiliar ways, i.e.
through separate mechanisms for subject and for objeatdStd assumptions hold
the T/I/AgrS head responsible for both subject case andeawggat, and a lower
v/u/AgrO head responsible for both object case and agreemand@hnson 1991);
whatever specific labels and assumptions one adopts, it ishivious how the two
syntactic systems can be related to each other while piiegehe syntactic function
for which they were intended. But explaining the dependeri@rgative case on ob-
ject agreement in Nez Perce calls for just this sort of linle $fould thus not take
it to be a "cheap” or default position to locate the ergatimsewithin the syntactic
component. Rather, it introduces a notable point of vamigiito this system: some-
times the subject’s case feature is valued by T, and sometitier considerations
are necessary.

The final reason for pursuing a morphological account isitlaibws us to adopt
a kind of reductionism about ergative, and indeed about tegeneral. Using the
tools made available by a Distributed Morphology-style ptmiogy, such as | pur-
sue here, we are able to dispense entirely with the primigéikgative case’ in favor
of a combination of independently motivated syntactic dezs. These features are
manipulated by the syntax and interpreted by the morphofogg way that the mor-
phology can interpret features resulting from agreementinistance, is as nominal
case. Nominal case is related to verbal agreement becassdscgust a form of
spell-out of agreemenrP. We do not need to accord cases the status of theoretical
primitives. | take this to be an important theoretical virtu

The crucial steps for the implementation here are syntagfieement and late
insertion. Unlike so-called "Case features”, the featuneslved in agreement are
interpretable on the nominal from which they originate,idir@y the Full Interpre-
tation problem outlined for Case above. What | will try to deré is let the "syn-
taxiness” of case-marking fall out of its dependence on By &yntactic system of
agreement. This emerges via a theory of the architectueeafiorphological inter-
face which assumes late insertion, here Distributed Mdogho(Halle and Marantz
1993, Harley and Noyer 1999). In this model, the syntax maatgs abstract fea-
ture bundles which are realized in the morphological congpbnvith Vocabulary
Items, i.e. pairs of phonological features and morphosyittéeatures. Vocabulary

present the minority position; a recent defense of the naqgfical position can be found in McFadden
(2004).

55 This approach has also been pursued by Platzack (2006)tttha present proposal was developed
independently. Platzack proposes that several difficsk garadigms in Icelandic can be accounted for by
treating case as the spell out of agreement. Related idaadsmabe found in Haeberli (2001, 300-301).
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Item compete for insertion at a syntactic node, and the itexhrhatches the greatest
number of the node’s features without conflicting or ovecsying is inserted.

We begin with the agreeing object. Recall that the objectdease only if it
agrees. This means the morphology must have access to wioethet a nominal
has agreed. We can capture this by supposing that agreaemthet $yntax is essen-
tially the establishment of a sharing relation betweefieatures. Those nominals and
agreement heads that have agreed in the syntax are passednmiphology with
sharedp-features. To make sure that nominals agreeing withn be marked differ-
ently from those agreeing with T, we must allow that nominatsch have agreed
are passed to the morphology with an indication of which hisag have agreed
with. I indicate this here by annotating the agreegrgundle with the category of its
agreement sourc®.| indicate sharing ofp features by coindexation.

(73) a. Before agreement

vP
/\
DPsubj vP
VI uQ /XP\
V DPobj Q1
b. After agreement
vP
/\
DPsubj vP
V. Q1-V XP
V DPobj L Q1-Vv

The morphology interprets the structure in (73bb) in two svay spells-out thep-
features orv, resulting in object agreement, and it marks the DP by asxigih a
case-marker. The objective case-marker is inserted apéleosit of ag-bundle an-
notatedv on a D head’ the object agreement markers spell gefeatures annotated
v otherwise.

(74) Vocabulary Item for objective case marker

[¢-v], [D]
Phonology: /ne/

56 This system produced is in a sense notationally similar éoapproach pursued by Pesetsky and
Torrego (2007), in that when T agrees with a nominal, the natfisi ¢ bundle is annotated T, and the
spell-out of this annotation may concern case. However, ystem differs from Pesetsky and Torrego’s in
that | do not take it that case is established in the syntaktlams do not equate the T annotation with case
or link it to licensing.

57 The [D] feature here serves the same role as McFadden (8(J84}jse] feature, viz to distinguish a
dependent-marker (case) from a head-marker (agreement).
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(75) Sample Vocabulary Iltem for object agreement: plural

[pl-V]
Phonology: /nees/

A non-agreeing object, in virtue of not having received ¥hennotation via agree-
ment, will not be a candidate for insertion of the objectiase marker. This is be-
cause the objective case-marker Vocabulary Item is oveifsga: for the realization
of a ¢-bundle which is simply unannotatég]. | assume that morphemes may only
spell out features that belong to the nodes they realizddldad Marantz 1993). The
objective case-marker, if asked to spell out a non-agreaijerct's g-bundle, would
spell oute-features in addition to an annotatiomot present in the input, a result
that is barred.

We turn next to the mechanisms of subject agreement. Faitpthie conventions
above, we can establish a structure like (76) for the triwestlause subsequent to
agreement.

(76) After agreementin the transitive clause (first take)

TP
/\
T: [@1-T] vP
/\
DPsuij [(pl-T] VP
/\
V: [@2-V] XP
/\
V DPobj . [(02-V]

This structure brings us quite close to the generalizatidi@2). We can now capture
the subject as that nominal with[@-T| bundle, and the transitive subject as that
nominal with [¢-T] that occupies the specifier of a head marked], i.e. the head
marked with the features of the object attained via agreémen

Now, as things stand in (76), the transitive subject is dedfimepart featurally
(viaits[@-T] bundle) and in part configurationally (i.e. it must resid¢hia Spec of a
particular kind of head). This differs from the transitiigject, which we saw above
can be defined purely featurally, via itg-v] feature. It was in virtue of the purely
featural definition of transitive object that we were ablédomulate the object case
Vocabulary Item as in (74). Like other material insertedhia thorphological com-
ponent, the objective case marker is chosen for insertisadan feature matching
between the syntactic node to be realized and the morptualbgiaterial available
in the language (Halle and Marantz, 1993). It seems, thergradgeous to pursue a
purely featural definition of transitive subject as well.

Only one further detail is necessary to make the categomanétitive subject one
that can be singled out featurally by the morphological congmt: we must allow
that the agreement marker anbe passed to the specifier @. Some precedent
for doing so comes from the literature on so-called inhecase, i.e. that nominal
marking that is directly correlated with thematic informoat (Woolford, 1997, i.a.).
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An inherent case-marked nominal receives its marking itugiiof the argument-
structural position in which it originates. This means tttsre must be a means
of in situ feature-sharing between specifier and head positivithin the argument
structural projection, such that the specifier nominal magjpropriately marked by
the argument-structural head — that is, there must be maklale some form of
in situ Spec-head agreement. While there has been comentar the instances in
which cases should be analyzed as theta-related (inclsdimg earlier in this very
paper), it is accepted that thematic information can plagla in case-marking at
least in some languages, some of the time; we should note, tthet the possibility
of Spec-head agreement makes a link between case and tb@mfatination at least
possible. And if Spec-head agreement s to be countenandaaiadrent case systems,
the simplest explanation is that it is in fact generally &lae. This allows us to
explain the relevance of object agreement for the subjectimal: the agreement
feature that the head obtains from the object is shared with the subféct.

(77) After agreementin the transitive clause (final take)

TP
/\
T: [¢a-T] vP
/\
DPsupj: [@1-T], [2-V] vP
/\
V: [@2-V] XP

N

V' DPgp; : [¢p2-V]

We can now give a featural definition of the transitive subjaad accordingly, a
vocabulary entry for the ergative case morpheme:

(78) Vocabulary Item for ergative case marker:

[¢-T], [@-V], [D]
Phonology: /nm/

This Vocabulary Item can only be inserted on a nominal thatrkaeived agreement
features from both T and the transitive subject.

58 In a case like (64) where the subject is an undergoer, it filpusbtains a position in the specifier
of vP by movement. | surmise that this movement is motivated bgesliio move to the edge of th@
phase and accordingly is driven by Agree/agreement vittOn this proposal the subject of (64) agrees
with bothv and T under c-command. (I take it that our theory should noegaly bar multiple heads from
agreeing with the same goal in this way; see Deal (to appddenry Davis suggests that, alternatively,
what we could be seeing in these facts is a requirement thagaement processes that underlie case
morphology take place in a Spec-head configuration. On tusumt, the subject would agree wittirom
the specifier position ofP and subsequently move to the specifier position of TP. Matethe vocabulary
entry for ergative case is appropriately neutral on how tiigext comes to obtain both T- anemarked
features.
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6 Sahaptin

An interesting twist on the Nez Perce pattern is found in $tihga family of dialects
closely related to Nez Perce (but not mutually intelligitligh it). In Sahaptin, the
presence of an ergative case marker on the subject is dapenmdihe person features
of both subject and object. The two languages differ in thexige vocabulary item
for the ergative case marker, but the mechanism by which tammar produces
ergativity is the same.

Our formalization of the transitivity condition on Nez Perergative leads us to
predict the possibility of languages where the form or pmeseof an ergative case
marker is sensitive to the grammatical features of the ohjet just the mere fact that
the object agrees. Sahaptin is precisely such a langua§eahiaptin, ergative case is
only expressed on a 3rd person singular subject in the presd#ra 1st or 2nd person
object. (Note that the objectso in (80). Its person information is easily recoverable
via the second position clitic; however, this clitic doed egpress distinctions of
case J°

(79) i-tuxna-na=as wins-nim(ina).
3suBrshootAsP=1SGman€RG 1SG.ACC
The man shot me. (Rude, 1985, 144)

(80) iwins-nim=na3-q'inun-a.
ManERG=1SG 3SUBJSEePAST
The man saw me. (Rude, 1997, ex 25)
(81) x%isaat-im=na$ i-ni-ya inay K'Usi.
old.manERG=1SG 3SUB}give-PAST 1SG.ACC horse
The old man gave me a horse. (Rigsby and Rude, 1996, 674)

A third person subject with a third person object takes natirg marking. In the
following cases both transitive (82) and intransitive (Bf8uses show the same verbal

agreement and form of the subject, despite the presence atarsative object in
(82).

(82) iwinsi-q'inun-a miyanas-na.
man 3suBJ}seePAST child-acc
The man saw the child. (Rude, 1997, ex 26)
(83) i-wiyanawi-ya  iwins.
3suBJarrivePASTmMan
The man arrived. (Rude, 1997, ex 2)

59 |n Sahaptin examples | provide the name of the Sahaptinddiilgrovided by the source. Some
slight dialect differences are seen in the data below, leegvarying form of ‘man’ in (79) versus the other
examples; following Rude (1997) and Rigsby and Rude (199&3sume that Sahaptin dialects behave
alike in the phenomena discussed here.

Abbreviations in Sahaptin glosses a®u®33rd person subject agreemenge3rd person object agree-
ment,ASPaspect)MPERFimperfective aspecPPL applicative,ERG ergative casejCC accusative case.
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This pattern can be explained if we suppose that object aggein Sahaptin pro-
ceeds just as it does in Nez Perce. Just like in Nez Perc2ntigterson object agree-
ment is not phonologically overt. Furthermore, in the pnegeof 3rd person subject
agreement, 3rd person object agreement is not overt in 8alagher (thus with Sa-
haptin (82) cf. Nez Percpé-ex-ne 3/3-seePERF, ‘He saw him’). Object agreement
is in fact only overt if the object is 3rd person and the sutigtst/2nd person. There
is also no object number agreement in Sahaptin.

(84) tuta-p=as a-j’inu-San-a.
your.fatheraACC=1SG 30B}SEEtMPERF-PAST
| saw your father. (Columbia River Sahaptin, Rude 1997)
(85) aw-ani-yay-a=a$ k'dsi-na  tawtnak.
3oBrmakeAPPL-PAST=1SGhorseAacc medicine
I made the horse the medicine. (Rude, 1997, 73)

This small amount of overt agreement provides some indepgmdason to postulate
object agreement in Sahaptin, as in Nez Pevcagrees with the object nominal.
Again as in Nez Perce, the object agreement features aredfiemv to the subject
nominal, and thus once this nominal has participated inestlggreement, it has
access to botfp-T|] and[@-v] features. The crucial difference is that in Sahaptin it
matters exactly what the features inherited from the ohjiecbbject agreement are.
The ergative case marker is inserted only if the object featare 1st or 2nd person.
This means we can give a vocabulary item for the Sahaptirtieegas follows:

(86) Vocabulary Item for Sahaptin ergative case marker:
[3sgT], [+participanty]
Phonology: /im/

Here [+participant] may be taken as a feature that subsustesdl 2nd person, as in
Harley and Ritter (2002); or (86) may be taken as an abbiiewi&r two vocabulary
items, one in terms of a referential feature [1st] and oneeims of a referential
feature [2nd], in line with the proposal by Kratzer (to appea

7 Conclusions

The investigation in this paper leads to conclusions fohltleé study of ergativity in
Nez Perce and the general study of morphological ergativity

On the former count, we have seen that an adequate theorg®f caselessness
and especially ergativity in Nez Perce must be closely carazbwith agreement of
both object and subject. The transitive subject, the cayegmlely acknowledged to
be the target of ergative case, cannot be reduced to (ikeg)sigent, nor to the sub-
ject of a clause containing a theme or goal argument; it rms$¢ad be understood as
the agreeing subject of a clause with an agreeing objected&atss, we have delved
deeply into the origins of caselessness in Nez Perce, adinglthat caseless clauses
are heterogeneous syntactically and semantically. Orss cdficaseless clauses re-
quires an antipassive analysis. Objects in this type ofselaare property-denoting
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NPs, not referential DPs; due to its "smallness”, the astpe object cannot agree,
and accordingly does not bear case. By contrast, extendlesive objects are full,
referential DPs. However, agreement in such clauses hasgetta bound variable
possessor which lackg-features. Similarly to Italian, Nez Perce responds to the
difficulties of such agreement by simply showing no objeceagent in extended
reflexive clauses. Concomitantly, ergative case-marlsngpt possible.

We saw further that in order to incorporate object agreenmeat formalization
of the category of transitive subject, we must formalizévjsat’ in a way that makes
reference to subject agreement. Failing this we will malewiong predictions in
causatives. This definition of subject allows us to view tfa@sitive subject as that
category uniquely positioned to receive agreement inftiongrom both high (T)
and low {) sources, shedding light on its special treatment acroggukzges. Our
analysis in terms of morphological case allowed us to caghe dependency of case
on syntactic factors by linking it to agreement processatdperate over syntactic
structures. It allowed us to pursue an analysis of ergatva kind of portmanteau
spell-out of subject agreement and object agreement in ratibn with a nominal,
allowing us to dissolve Nez Perce ergativity into a comhborabf independently
motivated pieces of grammar.

Extending the study beyond the Nez Perce facts, we saw hoprésent view
might account for the dependency of ergative case on obgasbp in Sahaptif?
How widely the precise analysis offered for these languagag be extended in
pursuit of a universal theory of ergativity will depend orvhsyntactically and mor-
phologically unified “ergative languages” are. Compasatiwork on ergativity begins
in earnest once we have established the ways in which laegwmand do not make
use of identical means in singling out transitive subjedteere the relevant criteria
of subjecthood and transitivity in Nez Perce concern pigdiion in the syntactic
process of agreement, it is clearly logically possible thitaer languages may sub-
stitute alternative criteria. Yet it is also possible treduages might make use of
the Nez Perce system without wearing it on their sleeve,rfstance by coupling
the case-agreement connection with a general reluctarsgetbout one or the other
end of the relation. We saw in the discussion of causativasNez Perce agree-
ment is not spelled out under certain conditions; a langwétieergative case but
no morphological object agreement could be analyzed as a nwrsistent system
along these lines. Where in Nez Perce a morphological agneesgstem makes the
case for case as agreement, in languages with no visibleragre systems we need
to look for independent clues of the role of agreement inrd&iténg case patterns.
The discussion of anaphor agreement effects suggestsuttaeffects might serve
as a promising laboratory for the diagnosis of syntactieagrent that goes without
general morphological expression.

60 The analysis is also extended to Warlpiri in Deal (2008a).
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Appendix: Reflexives

The typical reflexive construction in Nez Perce involves fieréve prefix that re-
places subject and object agreement prefixes.

(87) a. 'e-tewyek-se. b. ta’c 'inée-tewyek-se.
3oBJfeelHMPERF good1SG.REFL-feel{MPERF
| feelit, | sense it. | feel good.

(88) a. pée-yyew-ne. b. ’ipnée-yyew-ne.
3/3-pity-PERF 3SG.REFL-pity-PERF
He pitied him. He pitied himself.

Woolford (1999, 267) analyzes the Nez Perce reflexive markea "a special anaphoric
form of agreement” that obtains when a probe agrees with apteor. If this were
so, we would expect reflexive prefixes to show up in extend#éexiees, if indeed
object agreement targets an anaphor in such cases. | will BHefly that this is not
the correct analysis of reflexive prefixes, and that theienbs in extended reflexives
is not a problem for my analysis.

Reflexive morphology in Nez Perce is derivational. Unlikg¢eabagreement for
person and number, reflexive prefixes are found in nomirtédizs:

(89) a. 'inaa-tamapayk-t
1SG.REFL-report.onPART
testimony (of myself)

b. 'ipnée-ku-t'es
3SG.REFL-get.waterPART
cup, mug

c. 'ipnee-wle-ke'yk-e’i
3SG.REFL-run-goNMLZR
car

Reflexive morphology also sometimes combines with verbsoin-ecompositional
ways, both in forming idioms (special meanings given inawjeatly motivated parts)
and in changing argument structure. An example of the forstbie reflexive form of
the verbhinag'i ‘to finish, complete’, which means ‘to prepare, to get regdoki,
1994, 137).

(90) ‘aayat 'ipnaa-hiinaq'i-s.

woman3REFL-finish-PCT

The woman is ready.

Comment: "She’s all set, prepared from head to toe, ready twug’
(91) ‘aayat-om paa-hinaq'i-s haacwal-a.

woman£RG 3/3-finishCTboy-0BJ

The woman finished (with) the boy.

NOT: The woman got the boy ready.

Comment: "She’s finished with that guy.”



a4

An example of the reflexive changing the argument structéieev@rb concerns the
verbkuu‘get water'. This verb is only intransitive (unergative)owever, the reflex-
ive combines with the bare verb to give the meaning ‘drink’.

(92) tege-klu-se.

quickly-get.watemvPERF

I am going to get water briefly. (Aoki, 1994, 249)
(93) 'inée-kuu-se.

1SG.REFL-?-IMPERF

I am drinking.

If the reflexive prefix in a case like (93) were a special fornragfeement marking
an anaphor object, we would need to posit a transitive vesbkwu with which the
reflexive combines and of which the anaphor is the objectthfetransitive verb root
is not otherwise attested, and indeed, it is not clear whabitld mean. The simpler
analysis is that this is a case where derivational morphydieg fused to a verb stem
to the point where compositional analysis is no longer fdasiSuch fusion does
not target the inflectional morphology of Nez Perce, sucthasstibject and object
agreement markers shown in Table 2. For this reason, it duteseem plausible that
reflexive prefixes in Nez Perce are a form of object agreement.

| analyze the reflexive prefixes as derivational, detrangitig morphology. In a
case where the reflexive does combine compositionally widlependent material, it
combines with an unsaturated predicate and intersectthitwgredicate that provides
a theta-role to the subject, i.e. This is shown in the following tree, provided with
step-by-step semantic interpretations, for the Nez Paja&alent of ‘Coyote pitied
himself’. The overalWP is a property of an events that holds of an event of pitying
Coyote whose agent is Coyote—i.e. an event of self-pityingGbyote®!

(94) Aepitying(Coyotg(e) & agen{Coyotg(e)

Coyote AxAe.pitying(x)(e) & ageni(x)(e)

v AQAxA e pitying(x)(e) & Q(x)(e)
| T
AxAeagenix)(e) REFL \Y

APAQAxXAeP(x)(e) & Q(x)(e) AyAepitying(y)(e)

The reflexive prefixes are not found in extended reflexiveab®se in these cases
there is no detransitivization (in the sense of unsaturatgdment positions available
to REFL). In the standard case the object saturates thetgigsition of the verb; this

61 The denotation given for REFL is simply a function which hseects the meaning of the verb with the
meaning ofv. We might wonder if we could do without any REFL morpheme i@ giyntax and have the
reflexive morphology just spell-out the intersective moéleanposition between the verb root and the
head (on the spell-out of modes of composition, see Chund-addsaw 2004); | am not sure how such
an analysis would be able to deal with cases like (93).
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position cannot be bound off by REFL. If the possessor cowgento the specifier
of APPL, this position could not be bound off by REFL; it woldé saturated by
the possessor. In this way, the detransitivizing semanfitise reflexive morpheme
prohibit its application to the extended reflexive condiarc
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