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Applicatives of unaccusatives provide a crucial test caséhfe inherent case view of erga-
tivity. If ergative is assigned only to external argumenmigheir theta-positions, there can be
no “raising to ergative” in applicative unaccusatives; atetnal argument subject can never
receive ergative case. In this paper | present evidence RemPerce (Sahaptian) that this
prediction is false. In Nez Perce applicative unaccusstives theme argument raises over the
applicative argument and is accordingly marked with thatvg case. Nez Perce thus demon-
strates raising to ergative. Building on Baker’s (2014ygtaf similar phenomena in Shipibo
(Panoan), | argue that apparently nonlocal movement ofttemé in the raising-to-ergative
pattern involves not a covert adpositional structure, hther a response to independently
motivated constraints on antilocal movement and remnanement.

1 Introduction

The inherent case view of ergativity holds that ergativeedasassigned to an external argument
in its B-position by thev or Voice head that introducesitA central prediction is therefore that
ergative may only be assigned to external arguments — agbicadthat Marantz (1991) had dubbed
theErgative Case Generalization

(1) Ergative Case Generalizatioreven when ergative case may go on the subject of an in-
transitive clause, ergative case will not appear on a désubject. (Marantz, 1991:236)

As Legate (2012) notes:

The reference [by Marantz] to the subject of an intransitilaise is to circumvent
the confound of the transitivity restriction: in generadsitive verbs have a thematic
subject that becomes the surface subject, making it implessi test whether a derived
subject could bear ergative case. An additional way arohadonfound would be a
two-argument verb in which both arguments are internalgf@mple, the passive of
a double object verb, dhe applicative of a unaccusative verli the Ergative Case
Generalization holds, the subject of such verbs would nat begative case, despite
the presence of two DP arguments. (Legate 2012, 183; enyédced)

In this paper | argue, building on work by Baker (2014, 201B6at the Ergative Case General-
ization does not hold, and that applicatives of unaccussatprovide crucial evidence against it.
Focusing on the applicative unaccusatives of Nez Perceaffdiain), | demonstrate that the theme

1 See Woolford (1997, 2006), Aldridge (2008), Legate (20@8)J references in Woolford (2006)
and Deal (2015a, 2016). Hereafter, | refer to the head thietdoces external arguments\as



argument raises over the applicative argument and is mavkbdhe ergative case. This “raising
to ergative” pattern shows that ergative case cannot beatest to external arguments, and thus
that the inherent case view cannot be the (only) proper aisaby ergativity?

The new evidence from Nez Perce replicates and expands @ar'8akgument from applica-
tive unaccusatives in Shipibo (Panoan). Shipibo shows arteal ergative-absolutive case align-
ment; all intransitive subjects bear absolutive case. @onto the Ergative Case Generalization,
however, applicatives of unaccusatives in Shipibo featugative case on the theme argument —
a derived (transitive) subject. Compare the applicativecansative in (2a), where the subject is
ergative, to the basic unaccusative in (2b), where the stigj@bsolutive.

(2) a. Bimi-n-ra  Rosa  joshin-xon-ke.
fruit-ERG-EV R0SaABS ripen-APPL-COMPL
‘The fruit ripened for Rosa.’ (Baker, 2014, 346)

b. Kokoti-ra  joshin-ke.
fruit. ABS-EV ripen-COMPL

‘The fruit ripened.” (Baker, 2014, 345)

On the basis of the Shipibo facts, Baker (2014) motivatesoafigurational” analysis of case
assignment: ergative is a dependent case in Shipibo, rdtharan inherent one. Baker and
Bobaljik (To appear) go one step further, arguing that tierant case view should be abandoned
in favor of the dependent case view not just for Shipibo, buefrgativity altogether.

The Nez Perce facts introduced here cast light on two typesiestions raised by this ar-
gument. First, what is the cross-linguistic distributidiraising to ergative in applicative unac-
cusatives? If Baker and Bobaljik (To appear) are right tligatve is never inherent, then rais-
ing to ergative should be possible across the full rangergjuages with ergative case systems,
notwithstanding the variety of ways in which this class iinally diverse. On the other hand,
if Rezac et al. (2014) and Coon (2016) are right to suggesttigative languages can be divided
into an inherent-ergative class and a non-inherent-exgatass, we might expect to find correla-
tions between raising-to-ergative in applicative unaatiues and other distinctive characteristics
of the two types of ergativity. Nez Perce proves useful inbprg for correlations of this type,
as it is unrelated to its fellow raising-to-ergative lange&hipibo, and the two languages differ
along several axes of variation in ergativity. Nez Perceijrfstance, has a three-way ergative case
system (ergative/nominative/accusative) whereas Shipés an ergative-absolutive case system
(Rude 1985; Valenzuela 2010); Nez Perce has a syntacticafigd person split whereas Shipibo
has no person split at all (Deal To appear b; Valenzuela 2006) Perce has agreement with both
subjects and objects whereas Shipibo has agreement offysulijects (Deal 2015d; Valenzuela
2010). Both languages, however, show ergative case onéneetin applicative unaccusatives. In
Nez Perce, subjects of simple unaccusative clauses arenativei, (3). Applicative unaccusatives,
in contrast, show ergative marking on the theme subject m&ce, (4), just as in Shipibo.

Applicative unaccusatives therefore complement the exeédor raising to ergative in Basque
infinitivals (Rezac, Albizu, and Etxepare, 2014) and smialises (Artiagoitia, 2001).

3 On dependent case approaches to ergative, see Yip, Malg,Jackendoff (1987), Marantz
(1991), Baker (2014, 2015), Baker and Bobaljik (To appear).
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(3) Ha-aayat hi-pa-pay-no’-kom.
PL-womanNOM 3SUBJS .PL-COMeFUT-CIS
‘The women will come.’

(4) Ha-aayat-om nuun-e hi-pa-naas-pay-noo-yo’-kom.
PL-WOmManERG 1PL-ACC 3SUBJ}S.PL-O.PL-COMEAPPL-FUT-CIS
‘The women will come to us.

If there is a split between inherent-ergative and non-ieheergative languages, then, all differ-
ences between Nez Perce and Shipibo must represent divatsitnal to the non-inherent class.

Second, what is the mechanism by which raising to ergatikestglace in applicative un-
accusatives? In particular, how does raising of the thenee the applicative argument avoid
a violation of relative locality? Baker (2014) advocate®higon involving a covert adpositional
structure. The Shipibo applicative argument, he propasestually a PP, not a DP. The applicative
argument remains in situ because the PP cannot raise to asifdgp and the DP subconstituent
cannot be extracted from within PP. The theme, on the othet,ha able to move to an A-position
above the applicative argument because the latter, as aoB®,nt constitute an intervener for
A-movement. This proposal for the structure of (2a) is show(b).*

®) [re frUit%ERGi T [appp [ppP RosaBs] Appl [vp ripenlt 111

This structure leads us to expect that applicative argusnginbuld behave systematically dif-
ferent from other objects, and similar to PPs, in respeaspendent of raising-to-ergative. In
Shipibo, for instance, PPs show overt adpositional strectonstitute opaque domains for case-
assignment, and behave unlike objects for switch-referefipplicative arguments, however, show
none of these PP behaviors (Baker, 2014, fn 23). They lackisityle adpositional marking and
behave like ordinary DP objects for case-assignment anttisweference. Such facts raise the
suspicion that applicative arguments are really just DR @fll — in which case a different ex-
planation will have to be found for the locality behavior afsing-to-ergative. The alternative |
propose is based on antilocality (Erlewine 2016, BoS&dw appear a,b): the theme raises because
the applicative argument is too close to the immediate tapdite (Spew). In addition to the core
locality facts of raising to ergative, this proposal congsinvith Muller’s (1996) constraint on rem-
nant movement to provide a natural account of possessangdi®m applicative arguments in
Nez Perce — a pattern which proves challenging for the ca¥@nproposal.

The paper is structured as follows. In the next section, olalythe basics of case and agree-
ment, unaccusativity, and applicative constructions iz Rerce. In section 3, | argue that the
theme argument indeed raises above the applicative argumegplicative unaccusatives, and that
Nez Perce exemplifies raising to ergaticerftrathe Ergative Case Generalization). Section 4 is
devoted to the theoretical questions raised by this movemdty does the theme argument move,
and why can’t the applicative argument move instead? | atbvam antilocality-based solution,
drawing on evidence from possessor raising (Deal, 2013edttion 5, | conclude by considering
the consequences of raising to ergative for the analysisgaitige case. Are there indeed inher-
ent ergative languages alongside non-inherent ones? Andshould ergativity be analyzed in
raising-to-ergative languages — as a dependent case, omasety structural case assigned in a
derived position?

4 For readability, | have modified Baker’s original proposashow head-initiality.
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2 Ergativity, unaccusativity, and applicativesin Nez Perce

Nez Perce is a Sahaptian language spoken by no more thanid®syaakers in Idaho, Washing-
ton, and Oregon, USA. Except where otherwise indicatedd#ta here come from fieldwork on
the Nez Perce Reservation in Lapwai, Idaho. Data are pregéamthe practical orthography used
by the language program of the Nez Perce Tribe. A table oespondences to IPA is given in the
appendix to Deal (To appear b).

As demonstrated by Rude (1985, 1992) and Deal (2010b), tigpuége allows considerable
word order freedom at the clausal level, and pronominalesiibj objects, and possessors of all
persons are often omitted. Omitted arguments are indidegesl bypro in Nez Perce examples,
with the gloss line reflecting the person and number feawoageyed by the speaker’s translation.
For ease of reading, | follow a convention of placiprgs in SVO order.

2.1 Caseand agreement

Nez Perce is well-known for its tripartite ergative casgmtnent: intransitive subjects, transitive
subjects, and objects are all marked distinctly in the thigdson. Nominative is unmarked; ac-
cusative is marked bye and allomorphs; and ergative is marked iyn and allomorphs. The
case-marking system is described and analyzed by Rude,(1986), Woolford (1997), Carnie
and Cash Cash (2006), and Deal (2010a,b, To appear b).

(6) Angel hi-pnim-se.
AngelNOM 3sUBJ}sleeptMPERF
‘Angel is sleeping.’

(7) Angel-nim hi-naas-wapayata-ca  ma-may’as-na.
Angel-ERG 3suB+O.PL-helpiMPERF PL-child-AcC
‘Angel is helping the children.

In contrast to 3rd person pronouns and DPs, local persons ahwominative/accusative case
alignment — a fact that Deal (To appear b) shows to be syntaetiher than morphological, in
nature. Accordingly, the clearest examples of raising+gative will feature 3rd person arguments
undergoing raising.

The case system co-exists with a nominative-accusativiersysf verb agreement. Verbal
affixes directly distinguish 3rd from non-3rd person andg@lérom non-plural number. Non-plural
number and local person are not marked on the verb overtlyeher, restrictions on the use of
plural agreement partially distinguish 1st from 2nd persime overt markers consist primarily of
the five prefixes listed in (8).Restrictions on the co-occurrence of agreement affixeseserithed
in Deal (2015d).

(8) Agreement prefixes
hi-  3rd person subject pe-  plural subject
'e-  3rd person object nees- plural object
pee- 3rd person subject and 3rd person object

5 Subject number may also be marked as part of the TAM system,dartmanteau with aspect
(depending on the aspect); see Deal (2015d).
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Subject agreement is present in all clauses in Nez Percadiegs of the case-marking of the
subject (nominative or ergative). In both intransitiveg8@y transitive (10), the subject controls 3rd
person subject agreement preffixand plural subject agreement prefig® ’ (The object, being
local and singular, controls no overt agreement in (10).)

(9) [Haama kaa’'aayat ] hi-pa-'ac-0-a.
[ manNOM andwomanNOM ] 3SUBJS.PL-enterP-REM.PAST
‘A man and a woman came in.’

(10) [Matt kaaGeorge-nim] hi-pa-'ya&-n-a iin-e cepéeletp’et-pe.
[ Matt.NOM andGeorgeeERG ] 3SUB}S.PL-find-P-REM.PAST 1SG-ACC picture+0C
‘Matt and George found me in the picture.

The generalization is that subject agreement is contrbidte highest argument in the c-command
domain of T, regardless of its case value (Deal, 20£0b).

Object agreement and accusative case are tightly cordeilatblez Perce. As discussed by
Deal (2013), a singleP may contain only one accusative-marked DP, and it is alwaysecond-
highest DP that is marked in this way. It is this DP, furtherenovhich controls object agreement.
In a simplex monotransitive, the theme is marked accusatidgghe agent is marked ergative. The
theme controls object agreement (in (11), plural objectagrent prefixnees.

(11) Angel-nimgent hi-nees-cewcew-teetu NUUN-@heme
Angel€ERG  3suBXO.pL-call-HAB.PRESENT1PL-ACC
‘Angel calls us.

In a simplex ditransitive, the goal c-commands the theme the goal is marked accusative. The
agent is ergative, and the theme is unmarked (nominative).

(12) ’'Aayat-onmgentpe-'eny-0-e haacwal-goq tam’aamiifheme
womaneERG  3/3-giveP-REM.PAST boy-ACC cakeNOM
‘The lady gave the boy cake.

Just as the goal receives the only accusative case, it atoriets object agreement on the verb.
In (13), the plural goal controls plural object agreememffigmeec(the pre-glottal allomorph of
nees. In (14), the goal is local and singular and triggers no bagreement; there is visibly no
agreement with the plural theme.

6 Pe harmonizes tga in these examples. Nez Perce has a dominant-recessive masystem
whereby recessive vowels /ge/ (orthogramiand /u/ harmonize to /a/ and /o/ in the presence of a
strong vowel within the word. The fifth vowel, /i/, is trangpat. See Nelson (2013).

7 Example (10) demonstrates ‘unbalanced coordination’gdnbssen, 1998), where the case marker
appears only once, at the end of the coordinate structugeliseussion of Nez Perce coordinations
in Deal (2015a, To appear b). This pattern is possible batkrgative and for accusative.

8 This generalization sets aside potential A-scramblinghefdbject over the subject, which does
not affect the agreement system. See Deal (2015b) for disruand analysis.

9 Nez Perce has no dative case. See Deal (2013) for conditieit€ree that the goal c-commands
the theme in Nez Perce simplex ditransitives.



(13) Beth-nimgent hi-neec-'ni-0-ye lepit picaloo-ngoeal hiptheme
BethERG  3suBX>O.PL-give-P-REM.PAST two kitten-acc  foodNOM
‘Beth gave the two kittens food.’

(14) iin-egoa Beth-nimygent hi-'ni-0-ye lepit picaloQheme
1sG-Acc Beth€RG  3suBXgive-P-REM.PAST two kittenNOM
‘Beth gave me the two kittens.’

The generalization is that the DP bearing accusative casea@mtrolling object agreement is the
highest DP in the c-command domainwfDeal, 2013).

2.2 Diagnosing unaccusativity

Case and agreement in Nez Perce behave identically fortedinisitive predicates: the subject

is nominative (unmarked), and controls subject agreenmnpdérson and number. Unergatives
may nevertheless be distinguished from unaccusatives p&tarn of participle formation. The
participle in question, formed by suffixation of’ to a verb stem, has been described as a passive
(Rude, 1985). Semantically, thie' participle forms a one-place predicate that holds of the’ser
internal argument. If the verb is transitive, the partieigescribes the object.

(15) a. pro 'a-lawlimg-0-a piskis-ne.
1sG 30BXHix-P-REM.PAST doOrAcc
‘| fixed the door’.
b. Piskis  hii-we-s lawlimg-in’.
doorNOM 3suBXbePRESTiX-PART
‘The door is fixed.’

(16) Situation under discussion: a boy has climbed a ladder.
{ Hiicanwaagd #haacwal } hii-we-s hicay-iin’.
{ laddernowm / #boyNOM } 3suBXbe-PRESclimb-PART
‘The ladder / #the boy is climbed.’

Some intransitive verbs foran’ participles as well. In this case, the sole argument pasdfdhe
verb is abstracted over; thus, the subjects of these veelxsemted like the objects of transitives.
This commonality between transitive objects and a subaagstransitive subjects allows us to
diagnose unaccusativity. The examples below contrastousatives, which formin’ participles,
with unergatives, which do not.

(17) pro hii-we-s pay-niin’  /*kuu-yiin’.
3SG 3suB}be-PRESCOMEPART / *gO-PART
‘He is come / *gone.’

(18) pro lilooy-niin’ / *tiy’-iin’ wee-Ss.
2sG be.gladPART / *laugh-PART be-PRES
‘You are happy / *laughed.



A partial list of Nez Perce intransitives which may be catergml as unergative or unaccusative
using this diagnostic is given beld\.

(19) Unaccusatives (formn’ participles)
k’'oomaybe sick,lilooy be happymoolatboil over,pay come/arrive peeleeybe lost,nik-
tiik lose weight,tin’uki die, tiyexti belch, wiyoosstretch out (e.g. of clothingyvuy run
away/escapeeysbe glad,ilece make noise

(20) Unergatives (cannot foram’ participles)
kuu go/do, misemitell lies, tiy’e laugh, weec’eyjump, wehi bark, wewiiti travel down-
streamwii cry/meow,’ imisq’uleeymake a verbal mistaké&psqikey’kwalk around

This unaccusativity test is an instance of the broadlystatkattributive participle diagnostic, dis-
cussed by Hoekstra (1984) for Dutch and subsequently egpticin a range of languages (i.a.
Haspelmath 1994). The distribution-@fh’ can be straightforwardly captured on Kratzer’s (1996)
proposal forvP structure, according to which theme arguments alone grerents of the verb
root. An unaccusative or transitive verb root is of type, st > (wheresis the type of events}in’
combines with the root and returns a property of individ@@lse < e,t >). An unergative root, on
the other hand, is of type s,t >, and therefore barred by a type mismatch from combining with

-in 11

10Nez Perce verbs come in two morphological classes, “S chrss™C class” (Aoki 1994; see dis-
cussion in Deal and Wolf In press). In the only previous psgddor an unaccusativity diagnostic
in Nez Perce, Cash Cash (2004) proposes, based on semapigctps, that C class intransitives
are unaccusative. This proposal largely lines up with (1@) @0), but there are exceptions: e.g.
tiyekti ‘belch’ is an unaccusative S-class verb, whemsascry’ is an unergative C-class verb.

Usyntactically, thein’ participle is an adjective, like its crosslinguistic cdates. There are several
indications thatin’ participles are not (passive) verbs. First, they may apipgarenominal posi-
tion, between a noun and a numeral or quantifier. This posisimot available to relative clauses
(which are never prenominal; Deal To appear a) or to verbseinRerce.

(i) a. lepitlawlimg’-in 'aatamoc b. naaqdiloy-nin’ haacwal
two fix-PART  car one be.happyPART boy
‘two repaired cars’ ‘one happy boy’

Similarly, like adjectives, they require copulas when upeetlicatively. Nez Perce does not use
auxiliary verbs. Contrast (ii), featuring aim’ participle and an obligatory copula, with (iii), where
the same root is used verbally and no copula is present.

(i) Haacwal *(hiiwes) liloy-nin’.
boyNOM 3suB}bePRESbhe.happyPART
‘The boy is happy.

(i) Haacwal hi-lloy-ca.
boyNOM 3suB}be.happyMPERF
‘The boy is happy.



2.3 Thestructure of applicatives

Nez Perce has several productive applicative suffixes (R988, Deal 2010b, 81.7.4.23apiik
‘away from DP’, aatk ‘as DP passes’, andu ‘toward DP’1? Here and throughout, | exemplify
with uu. In the typology of Pylkkanen (2008), this and other Nez Bexgplicatives are high ap-
plicatives. Crucially, they may attach to unergative vegagh akuu‘go’ andwii ‘cry’. Compare
the simplex predicates in the (a) examples to their applieabunterparts in the (b) examples.

(21) a. Haacwalhi-kuu-0-ye Harold-0-px.
boyNOM 3suBJgo-P-REM.PAST Harold-OBL-to
‘The boy went over to Harold.

b. Haacwal-ninpee-k-yuu-0-ye Harold-ne.
boy-ERG 3/3-goAPPL-P-REM.PAST Harold-Acc
‘The boy went over to Harold.’

(22) a. Kitic hi-wii-ga-na.

Kit'ic. NOM 3SUBJCry-HAB.PAST-REM.PAST
‘Kit'ic used to meow.’

b. Kitic-nim pee-wii-nuu-ga-na Besi-ne.
Kit'ic- ERG 3/3-Cry-APPL-HAB.PAST-REM.PAST BessieACC
‘Kit'ic used to meow at Bessie.

The argument introduced by the applicative occupies atstraicposition between the agent and
the theme. This position may be diagnosed by accusative arad@bject agreement. Recall
that both agreement and accusative case are restricted taghest object withivP. When an
applicative is added to a transitive verb, the applicatigeiment bears accusative case and controls
object agreement. The theme argument is nominative (uredaknd controls no agreement.
Contrast the nominative case of the theme in applicativesiti@e (23) to the accusative case of
the theme in the basic transitive (24):

(23) Pit'in-im hi-naac-'nahpayk-00-0-ya ha-’ayato-na kuus.
girl-ERG 3suUBJO.PL-bring-APPL-P-REM.PAST PL-wOmanACC water
‘The girl brought water to the women.’

(24) Kaapro wexwege-negpaa-'nahpayk-sa-na.
then3pL frog-AcC  3/3-bringiMPERFREM.PAST
‘Then they brought Frog Woman. (Aoki and Walker, 1989, 579)

In the basic transitive, the theme is locaMand shows object case and agreement. The addition
of an applicative disrupts this relationship, placing tipplecative argument closest to This
indicates that the applicative projection sits above VPpalowVvP, as shown in (25). Agreement
relations holding in this structure are indicated with dakhnes.

1?Rude and Deal (2010b) also analyze an additional a&fix,as an affectee/benefactive applicative;
see however Deal (2013) for evidence that this element isanapplicative but rather a case-
assigning heag (cf. Johnson 1991).

13The uu suffix appears here in allomorplgsiu (with /y/ inserted to resolve hiatus) amdiu (with
/n/ conditioned by the stem class of the preceding elemesg¢e Deal and Wolf (In press) for
discussion of these morphophonological patterns.
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(25) TP

////////A\\\\\\\\

\ vP
Subject Agr

N
~N

~-DP

VaG AppIP
pitinim the i’

Object Agr- - DP

Appl
VP
ha’ayatona'the women’ ‘ /\
Y DP
'nahpayk’bring’ kuus'water’

This structure extends straightforwardly to applicatigésnergatives, where VP simply lacks an
internal argument.

(26) Haacwal-ninpe-k-yuu-0-ye sik’'eem-ne.
boy-ERG 3/3-g0APPL-P-REM.PAST horseACC
‘The boy went to the horse.

(27) TP
\ vP
Subject Agr
"~-DP
Vv
AG ApplP
haacwalnintthe boy’ opject Agr
~-DP
Appl
VP
sik'eemnéthe horse’ A
uu kuu‘go’



3 Raisingto ergative

From the perspective of transitive applicative struct®)( the behavior of applicative unac-
cusatives is perhaps surprising. In the applicative of asiteve, the theme argument is strictly
nominative; in the applicative of an unaccusative, the thangument is ergative. The applicative
argument remains accusative. This pattern is exemplifig¢d)iand in (28)-(29). In the examples
in this section, theme arguments are bolded, and applecatyuments are underlined. (Examples
of this type show full flexibility in surface word order, likgher Nez Perce clauses.)

(28) Taamsas-nim pee-’leese-nuu-0-ye Harold-ne
Taamsa€RG 3/3-make.noisePPL-P-REM.PAST Harold-AcC
‘Taamsas made noise at Harold.

(29) Angel-na pa-pay-noo-0-ya sik’eem-nim.
Angel-acc 3/3-comeAPPL-P-REM.PAST hOrseERG
‘The horse came to Angel.’

There are also differences between applicative unacwesaind applicative transitives in terms of
the theme’s agreement. In the applicative of a transitive theme controls no agreement. In the
applicative of an unaccusative, on the other hand, the tleemiols subject agreement, whereas
the applicative argument controls object agreement. I, @@ theme is third person and the

applicative argument is first person. Accordingly, the viedars overt agreement only with the

thirdlaerson theme subject; recall that there is no direakimg of local person features on the

verb:

(30) a. K'olalk’olal-nim hi-’leese-nuu-0-ye pro.
bell-ERG 3suBrmake.noisexPPL-P-REM.PAST 1SG
‘The bell rang at me.’
b. 'Eetee-xpexwiy’ew’ eet-unm hi-pay-noo-sa pro!
INFER-1 thief-ERG 3SUBJ}COMEAPPL-IMPERF 1SG
‘Surely a thief is coming in on meY’

In (31), the theme is first person and the applicative argunsetiird person. Accordingly, the
verb bears overt agreement only with the third person agiphe object.

(31) pro 'a-pay-noo-tog-0-a pit'ini-ne.
1SG 30BJCOMEAPPL-RESTP-REM.PAST girl-ACC
‘| came back to the girl’

Finally, in (32), the theme is third person singular and tppli@ative argument is first person
plural. The verb shows plural object agreement with the iapfive argument and 3rd person
subject agreement with the theme.

14The presence of a 1st person argument is marked in (30b) dnftérential evidentialeete As
discussed in Deal (2015c), this item participates in a systé omnivorous person agreement
which, in Nez Perce, is characteristic of the C system.
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(32) ’'Inpew’eet-um kiye hi-nees-pay-noo-yo’!
policemanERG 1PL.INCL.CLITIC 3SUBJO.PL-COMEAPPL-FUT
‘A cop will come to us!’

Across these examples, theme arguments participate ilrgudjreement in exactly the same
way as external arguments do in unergatives and transiti@epposing, as above, that subject
agreement is controlled by the highest DP in the c-commamaadoof T, this suggests that the
theme argument raises over the applicative argument.

What is the landing site of this movement? Legate (2003) agal [2009) argue that all verbal
projections contain a phasdP layer, even in passives and unaccusatives. If this is s, tte
theme must first raise to the specifier of a nonthema®qwhether or not it ultimately raises
further, e.g. into the TP layer). | indicate the nonthematiead characteristic of unaccusatives as
v, following the convention of Deal (2009); | assume that tesd obligatorily bears an [EPP]
feature in Nez Perce. The structure of example (28) is theti@asn in (33). (The motivation for
movement of the theme, rather than the applicative argursetatken up in the next section.)

(33) TP
\ vP
Subject Agr
>~-ppP

i : le: [EPP] AppIP

S~ ObjectAgr —
N Al VP

Harold-na ‘ — T

uu ‘

'ileece

Movement ‘make noise’

Movement of the theme to the nonthematic specifier.oproduces the standard configuration for
subject and object agreement: both T arafjree with the highest DPs in their domains.

The structure in (33) receives further support from two s/pebinding phenomena. The first
involves condition C. In examples (34) and (35), the themataiaos a possessor R-expression
coindexed with a pronominal applicative argument. Theserples are well-formetP

BIndependent of applicatives, the presence of an overtigerppssessor within the subject DP
optionally blocks the expression of ergative (Rude 1985I2810a). In (34), a genitive posses-
sor does not interfere with ergative; in (35), it does. Bahtences were provided by the same
consultant. Among the speakers | have consulted, theressieee free variation on this point.
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(34) Harold-nim; k’olalk’olal-nim  pee-’leese-nuu-0-ye proi.

Harold-GEN bell-ERG 3/3-make.nois&PPL-P-REM.PAST 3SG
‘Harold;’s bell made noise at him
(35) Ange-nim; sikk’em pa-pay-noo-0-ya proi.

Angel-GEN horseERG) 3/3-COmeAPPL-P-REM.PAST 3SG
‘Angel;’'s horse came to her

If the theme argument remaindu situ, this configuration would be expected to produce a con-
dition C violation, given that applicatives attach above fRRleed, in an applicative transitive,
coindexation of a theme possessor R-expression with ancapipé argument produces ungram-
maticality.

(36) pro 'ip-ne . ’'ew-'nik-uu-se [Keelpin-im; kuus].
1sG 3sc-Acc 30BJplaceAPPL-IMPERF Calvin-GEN waterNOM
‘I am putting Calvin’s water out for him/her/jt,;’

The absence of a parallel condition C effect in (34) and (BB)efore supports the claim that the
theme subject moves out of the c-command domain of the apkcargument.

The second argument draws on the interaction of binding asd.c As discussed by Rude
(1985) and Deal (2010a,b), ergative and accusative cagdngaare obligatorily absent in Nez
Perce when the subject binds the (highest) object’s passddsth arguments become nominative
and only the subject agrees with the verb. This pattern ibedithe ‘extended reflexive’ by Deal
(2010a) (following Aissen 1999); see the analysis thereimbeal (2010b, 187-338). This pattern
extends to instances of subjects binding possessors atagypd arguments, as shown in (37b).

(37) a. Angel [ proj pike ] hi-muu-n-e.
AngelNOM [ 3SG(GEN) mothernom ]  3suBicall-P-REM.PAST
‘Angel; called her mother.
b. Ange| hi-k-yuu-0-ye [ proi sik’em ]
AngelNOM 3SUBJ}QO-APPL-P-REM.PAST [ 3SG(GEN) horseNom ]
‘Angel; went over to hgrhorse.’

Coindexation between theibjectpossessor and thabject(or applicative argument), on the other
hand, does not affect case or agreement. Observe the ergaffix and object agreement (in the
form of 3-on-3 portmanteaped reappearing in (38).

(38) a. [pro; pike-pim ] pee-muu-n-e proj
[ 3sG(GEN) mothereERG] 3/3-callP-REM.PAST 3SG
‘Her; mother called hef
b. [pro sik’'eem-nim] pee-k-yuu-0-ye proj
[ 3SG(GEN) horseeRG ] 3/3-gOAPPL-P-REM.PAST 3SG
‘Her; horse went over to her

The contrast between (37) and (38) shows that the case aednagnt patterns are affected only
when a possessor is c-commanded by a coindexed argumentdeRation itself is insufficient —
it is binding that crucially matters.
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Against this backdrop, observe that applicatives of unsatives give rise to the extended re-
flexive pattern: when the theme argument binds the possestwr applicative argument, ergative
and accusative case and object agreement are lost.

(39) Waaqo”im-"toot; hi-pay-noo-0-ki-ka [ proj yoX
now  2sGfatherNOM 3SUBJCOMEAPPL-P-TRANS-REM.PAST [ 3SG(GEN) DEM
XayXayXx pineexsin ]

white  daughter.in.lavwom ]
‘Now [your father] went to his white (duck) daughter-in-law. (Aoki and Walker, 1989,
14)
(40) proj [’ip-nim; sik’em ] hi-pay-noo-0-ya.
3SG [ 3sG-GEN horseNOM ] 3SUBJ}COMEAPPL-P-REM.PAST
‘Shg went to herhorse.

The extended reflexive pattern would not be expected if tamehremainedh situin these exam-
ples. There is no c-command relation between the possektwr applicative argument and the
base position of the theme; therefore, there can be no lgndivhen the theme moves past the
applicative argument to Spec, however, it comes to c-command the possessor of the apydica
argument. This c-command relation establishes the bindimfiguration that proves crucial to
determining the extended reflexive pattern.

Overall, both for binding and for agreement, the theme ofplieative unaccusative behaves
exactly like any other subject, and the applicative arguntsalf behaves exactly like any other
(highest) object. These facts receive a straightforwaedyais in view of the structure in (33), in
which the theme raises past the applicative argument.

Returning now to the Ergative Case Generalization, it cadlide a coincidence that theme
movement occurs in exactly those structures in which theéhalso receives ergative case. Erga-
tive case in transitives is always assigned to the highesnDe clause; this generalization, we
now see, applies to applicative unaccusatives as well. €nerglization would not be captured
if (for instance) the theme argument were assigned case ipage position, and subsequently,
independently moved to Spec,® The facts suggest instead that ergative case in Nez Perce is
assigned to the highest DP by a mechanism independefiastignment. The theme receives
ergative case no lower than its derived position onv@dge.

In conclusion: Nez Perce demonstrates raising to ergative.

4 Inversion, locality, and anti-locality

We turn now to the question of locality in the raising-to-aige structure (33). Why does the
theme move over the applicative argument? Why isn't it thaiegtive argument which raises to
VP to satisfy the [EPP] feature of ?

18This type of proposal would presumably require the themedueniff it previously obtained erga-
tive. (If themes could generally move above other objectsweuld expect this movement to
bleed Condition C in (36), for instance.) Note that even @otles that allow movement processes
to be sensitive to case assignment (Otsuka 2006, Premifdédr Peal 2016), it is not possible for
a movement rule to apply only to an ergative-marked themadiib a nominative-marked theme.
Any movement that applies to ergatives must also apply toimaties (though not vice versa).
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For Baker (2014), as discussed above, the solution to thal@agouzzle in Shipibo goes by
way of a covert adpositional structure present in the sgeaifi the applicative. His proposal for
the structure of (41) is repeated in (42). The PP structuakeBproposes, prevents the applicative
argument from undergoing movement and from interfering avement of the theme.

(41) Bimi-n-ra  Rosa  joshin-xon-ke.
fruit-ERG-EV ROSaABS ripen-APPL-COMPL
‘The fruit ripened for Rosa.’ (Baker, 2014, 346)

(42) [rp frUit%ERGi T [appp [ppP RosaBs] Appl [vp ripen |i 11]

Yet there is a curious shortage of independent evidencénéoptoposed PP structure in Shipibo,
and the same can be said about a potential counterpart Rieustrin Nez Perce. In Nez Perce,
like in Shipibo, the applicative argument has the surfacepmasyntax of a DP, not a PP. The best
candidates for PPs in Nez Perce are oblique phrases forntedavgeries of bound morphemes,
e.g.ki ‘with (an instrument)’-(p)kin’ix ‘from’, laykin‘near’, pe‘on/at’, -wecetbecause of’-(p)x
‘to/than’, -’ayn ‘for’. These elements assign oblique case to their comphs@blique case is
overtly marked only for pronouns.

(43) a. 'ip-nim-x b. ’ip-nim-wecet c. 'ip-nim-pé
3SG-OBL-t0 3sG-0BL-because 3SG-OBL-0N
‘to him/her/it’ ‘because of him/her/it’ ‘on him/her/it’

Oblique phrases do not participate in agreement and do not @ arguments for the determina-
tion of transitivity; e.g. their presence does not renderdiibject ergative.

(44) Haacwalhi-kuu-0-ye Harold-0-px.
boyNOM 3SuUBJ}go-P-REM.PAST Harold-OBL-to
‘The boy went over to Harold.’

In all of these respects, applicative arguments behavkeuabliques. If the applicative argument
were a PP, we would expect the DP subconstituent thereof todsked with oblique case (even
if the adposition itself were covert); however, the the aggtive argument is marked accusative.
Compare the form of the pronoun in applicative unaccus@4i%gto its PP counterparts in (43).

(45) Wa'yaat-kin’ixwi-weepcux-nimip-ne  pa-pay-noo-0-ya.
far-from PL-WiSeERG  3SG-AcC 3/3-COMeAPPL-P-REM.PAST
‘From afar, the wise ones came to him.” (Nez Perce MethodiagBook)

Furthermore, we would not expect the applicative argumeipirticipate in object agreement or
to render the clause transitive for the purposes of ergatige assignment. These facts show that
the challenges for the PP analysis in Shipibo are also cig@kein Nez Perc¥.

Nez Perce also allows us to mount an additional argumenhsigiie PP analysis, from the
interaction of applicative unaccusatives with possessising. Movement of the applicative DP is

"The Nez Perce and Shipibo facts might productively be cetgcawith the situation in certain
varieties of British English, where Myler (2013) finds bogntactic and semantic evidence for
covert adpositions.
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presumably prevented on the PP analysis by the phasal stai&® If PP is a phase, we expect
both that the DP complement of P will not be able to move outPfaRd that material internal
to this DP will not be able to move out of PP. Yet Nez Perce nét parmits but indeed requires
subextraction from applicative arguments under certaicuonstances. In particular, when the
applicative argument contains a (free) possessor, thepsssmust undergo possessor raising.
Possessor raising in Nez Perce is described in Deal 2013.n\Wieehighest DP in the c-
command domain of contains an unbound possessor in Spec,D, the possesgatolily moves
to the specifier of a functional head, which attaches directly belowP. Theu head is realized
morphologically as a suffix on the verby/en’i.!® In its raised position, the possessor is the
highest DP in the c-command domain\gfand so receives accusative case and controls object
agreement. The structure of possessor raising in simgesitive (46) is shown in (47).

(46) Haama-pimhi-nées-wewkuny-en’y-0-e ha-hdacwal-néawtiwaa.
man€RG 3sUBJO.PL-meetu-P-REM.PAST PL-boy-ACC friend NOM
‘The man met the boys’ friend.’

(47) vP

DP/S\
~ VAG uP
haamapim /X
p DPpOSSESSOf

the manyg : elrll’i VP
hahaacwalna T T

‘the boysicc \Y DP
wewkunye /B\
‘meet’ <DPpossessor
/ D NP
Movemen A
lawtiwaa
‘friend’

In addition to possessor raising from a theme, as in (46 perfectly possible to have posses-
sor raising out of an applicative argument, even in the applie of an unaccusative. In (48) and
(49), formed from unaccusative roots, the suéfyxrealizesu. Example (48) shows that the raised
possessor may be discontiguous with the possessum, asdasily the case in possessor raising
(Deal 2013, 399). The structure of (48) is shown in (50).

(48) Ko-nim ha-'ayato-na  hi-nees-’ilese-nuu-ey’-se pi'amkin.
DEM-ERG PL-womanAcC 3sSUBJ}O.PL-make.noisexPPL-U-IMPERF meetingNOMm
‘That person is making noise at the ladies’ meeting.’

18An alternative analysis might appeal to a morphological barP-stranding. Such a ban could
prevent overt movement of the applicative DP, but presuynabt covert movement. See Deal
(2013) for evidence of covert A-movement in Nez Perce.

190n the allomorphy oft, see Deal and Wolf (In press). Deal (2013) argues fhiata case-assigner
and is structurally present only when needed for case+fassgt purposes.
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(49) pro pe-'eys-nuu-ey’-se B.-ne miy’ac.
3sG 3/3-be.gladaPPL-u-IMPERF B-AcCC child.NOM
‘She is being nice to B’s child.

(50) vP
theme v P
konim /x
‘that persogrg’ DPpossessor h

ey’ ApplP
ha’ayatona A\
‘the womenc
DPappl arg Appl VP
t D’ _
'ileece

A ‘make noise’
pi'amkin
‘meeting’

These examples show that the motivation for theme movensmtat be a phasal PP in the ap-
plicative specifier. The applicative possessor is able teeonit to Spegy, but the theme argument
nevertheless moves over both the applicative arguinaththe raised possessor to obtain Spec,

If the applicative argument is indeed a DP, then, rather @R, what prohibits it from moving
to satisfy the [EPP] feature on.? | would like to propose that it is the height of this argument
rather than its categorial status, which imposes the drgoiastraint. Beginning with simplex
structure (33) (without possessor raising), the appliresirgument attaches immediately subjacent
tov, and thus movement from Spec,Appl to Spégfoo short. It violates an antilocality constraint,
(51), independently motivated on the basig\oéxtraction data by Erlewine (2016) and BoSkovi
(To appear a,b). | present a generalized version of Erlésvioemulation in (51)%°

(51) Generalized Spec-to-Spec Antilocalitovement of a phrase from the Specifier of XP
must cross a maximal projection other than XP.

(52) Definition of crossingMovement from position A to position B crosses C if and ol i
dominates A but does not dominate B.

Movement from Spec,Appl to Spec, crosses ApplP, but no other maximal projection. This vio-
lates Generalized Spec-to-Spec Antilocality. | suggestttie inability of the applicative argument
to undergo movement frees the theme argument to move iredisl sbecause the applicative argu-
ment, in virtue of its position, cannot move, it also doesset/e as an intervener for movement.
For possessor-raised applicative unaccusatives, Gasgl&@pec-to-Spec Antilocality plays a
role in blocking movement not of the applicative argumeunt,df its raised possessor. In structure

20This constraint is ‘generalized’ in that it applies both teand toA-movement. See Grohmann
(2011) for discussion of alternative formulations of astdlity, along with historical antecedents.
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(50), the raised possessor in Spets too close to Spee, to undergo movement. The remnant
applicative argument itself is far enough from to move there, but may only move in keeping
with general constraints on remnant movement. One suchraamss proposed by Miller (1996)

under the heading dinambiguous Dominatiofpresented here in its derivational version, p 376):

(53) Unambiguous Dominationin a structure .. { ...[g ...] ...] ..., A and B may not
undergo the same kind of movement.

Movement to Speg, and to Spew,. both are A-movement: each plays a decisive role in determin-
ing the case, agreement, and binding behavior of the movih@lven that a subconstituent of the
applicative argument undergoes A-movement, UnambiguausiBation implies that the applica-
tive argument will not itself be able to undergo A-movemdritis means that both the highestd
second-highest DPs in structure (50) are unable to sahsfyEPP] feature om.. Again we see
that DPs incapable of undergoing movement do not serve@awverters. Only the theme argument
is capable of undergoing movement, and therefore thereabstacle to theme movement into the
VP specifier position.

The resulting analysis, like Baker’'s PP analysis beforedtmes with consequences for the
theory of (defective) intervention. | have argued that aggpive arguments are DPs, not PPs, in
Nez Perce; one DP nevertheless fails to intervene on the mmevieof another DP if it is itself
blocked from movement by antilocality or by the Unambigubusnination requirement on rem-
nant movement. These results suggest either (less raditiadt defective intervention is possible
only on the basis of other properties of the intervener, siscRP status (i.a. Preminger 2014), or
(more radically) that defective intervention does not exiggrammar (Bruening 2014) — a choice
point whose resolution must await fuller attention in swjasnt work.

5 Ergativity: larger consequences

The elimination of the inherent case analysis for Nez Pexcaising-to-ergative language, raises
two types of further questions, with which | conclude thip@a One concerns the underlying
typology of ergativity: how many mechanisms give rise toaginge systems? The second concerns
the nature of ergativity in languages to which the inherastecanalysis cannot be applied.

5.1 Arethereinherent-ergative languages?

There is substantial agreement in the ergativity liteeathat ergativity is not one but many phe-
nomena! A basic question i$1ow manyphenomena are involved. For instance, is there more
than one way to assign ergative case? Applicative unadeesdtave the potential to show that
indeed there is — that some languages call for an inhereatarzysis, whereas others cannot be
so analyzed.
Some potential evidence that there are indeed inherentiverdanguages comes from Mas-

sam'’s (2006) work on applicative unaccusatives in Niueancantrast to the Shipibo/Nez Perce
pattern, the applicative of an unergative in this languaggdures ergative on the agent subject,

215ee Levin 1983, Bittner and Hale 1996a,b, Johns 1992, 208, dhd Travis 2006, Wiltschko
2006, Aldridge 2008, Legate 2008, Rezac et al. 2014, Dedd201
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(54), but the applicative of a (putative) unaccusative dussallow ergative on the theme subject,
(55).

(54) Ne tohitohiaki [e Sione] [e pene]
PAST writing with.APPL [ERG.PROPERSIONe] [ABS.COMMON pen]
‘Sione was writing with a pen.” (Massam, 2006, 33)

(55) Fakamafanaaki [e poko] [e hita].
CAUSE-warmwith.APPL ABS.COMMON room ABS.COMMON heater
‘The room is warm with the heater.” (Massam, 2006, 34)

Does this constitute the required evidence that ergatarnises by an inherent case-based mecha-
nism in some languages, as Legate (2012) suggests? Whilecbodribute nothing decisive about
Niuean, | would like to suggest (in keeping with remarks byssm herself), that the presence
of the causative in the purportedly unaccusative exampdega potential confound. As Massam
(1998) discusses, thaki applicative is not possible for an unaccusative verb in tieeace of the
causative marker:dki cannot attach to a semantically nonagentive verb” (p. I2xdamples like
(55) were not unaccusative, then, but in fact transitivéh ainull ergative causer argument, then
there would be no strong reason to think Niuean is differeornfShipibo and Nez Perce after all.
| take this conclusion to largely dovetail with Massam’samicproposal that the causative head in
examples like (55) functions much like an external argunfetatssam, 2015).

| suggest, then, that as far as applicative unaccusatieesaamrcerned, the case remains open
on Baker and Bobaljik’s proposal (To appear) that ergasugever in fact an inherent case. While
it is certainly true that the inherent ergative view is bigambmpatible with evidence from various
languages (see e.g. Legate 2012 on Warlpiri), the best anguior crosslinguistic variation in the
nature of ergative case will come from apples-to-applesgaoison of applicative unaccusativesin
languages where the theme subject does and does not reiggtiges At present, pending further
investigation of (55), there is no clear case of a languagestmows the second type of pattern.

5.2 Isergative dependent or (merely) structural?

For Baker (2014), the inapplicability of the inherent casalgsis to Shipibo constitutes core evi-
dence for an alternative, dependent-case analysis, basedkes of case-assignment like (56).

(56) If there are two distinct argumental NPs in the same @lsash that NP c-commands
NP, then value the case feature of N& ergative unless Nfhas already been marked
for case.

The dependent case proposal for ergative (and accusatigegdrnered considerable attention in
recent years, in a development that should be of interedt ¥cha are concerned with the nature
of crosslinguistic variatioR? Given that case systems vary, rules like (56) must hold inesom
languages and not in others, but notably, these rules arthewtselves properties of any lexical
item. Thus, the endorsement of a dependent case theonslasgconsequence a retreat from the

22sSee, for instance, Baker and Vinokurova (2010), Baker (R0@gler (2013), Preminger (2014),
Levin and Preminger (2015), Poole (2015), Deal (2016), hL.éVo appear), Wood (To appear).
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Chomsky-Borer conjecture about linguistic variation — tneaa& which, of course, Baker himself
has advocated for many years (e.g. Baker 1996, 2608).

Yet the dependent case analysis is not the only non-inhaparbach to ergative case remain-
ing on the table. Indeed, a variety of proposals for a mertelictural ergative are also compatible
with the raising to ergative pattefi. Deal (2010a,b), for instance, proposes a reductionist view
according to which the Nez Perce ergative suffix is a portewndf subject and object agreement
features transferred onto a DP: itis inserted on DPs whiokeagith T and which occupy the spec-
ifier of av head which agrees with an object. This configuration holdghfemes raised teP just
like for agents that originate there. Deal (2010a,b) showws this view explains the connection
between case and binding (“extended reflexive”) discuss&8; Deal (To appear b) shows how it
may be extended to capture the syntactic nature of perseedtsplit ergativity. On this view, the
properties of Nez Perce which differentiate it from othgyey of case systems may be stated in
relatively quotidian terms: they concern properties okagnent probes and of vocabulary items.
Empirically, the choice between this or another ‘merelyctural’ approach to ergativity and the
dependent case approach should be made on the basis oft@®peyond raising-to-ergative,
such as the interaction of case with binding and with persimmmy knowledge, the dependent
case view does not at present provide a natural way for theseomena to be accommodated.
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