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This paper addresses a transitivity restriction in the Lithuanian Inferential Evidential construction (1). 

(1)
Ingos 
nuraminta 
vaikas      /  *vaiką.

Inga:gen
calm-down:[–agr]
child:nom
child:acc

‘Inga must have calmed the child down.’

The evidential reports events not directly observed by the speaker. Evidentiality in the language is encoded by a modal head that selects a non-finite TP, similar to the neutralization of tense distinctions in other marked moods (Stowell 2004). 

Non-finite, non-agreeing T fails to assign nominative to the subject. Instead, oblique (gen) subject case is assigned by the predicate-final erstwhile passive marker -ma/-ta. The object appears in the nominative, rather than expected accusative. The crucial issue surrounding case on the object is not the source for nominative, but the prohibition on accusative, which I dub the “transitivity restriction”. This lack of accusative is problematic in light of the fact that -ma/-ta is no longer voice-altering. I argue that in languages in which the properties of voice and transitivity are fused into the single functional head v (Pylkkänen 2008), accusative is suppressed by passive voice, even if the passive marker is no longer operative in the voice system of the language. As a result, the predicate’s basic valency is not altered by -ma/-ta, but the case-assigning potential of v on the direct object is. 

Nominative objects elsewhere, as in Icelandic, retain some form of diminished agreement with T. In the case of the Inferential Evidential, the non-agreeing status of T militates against any such relationship with the object. Nominative, on the present account, is assigned by default, which accounts for (i) the preference for intransitive forms of the Inferential Evidential over forms based on two-place predicates and (ii) the general instability of the nominative object, which is predicted by a grammatical form not firmly rooted in the syntax of the language (Schütze 2001). The failure of GenNeg to apply and a 3rd-person restriction further argue for the object’s syntactic isolation.

