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1 The phenomenon

Nez Perce has two types of two-argument clauses:
1. CErgaiveOtype Subject and object are case marked; subject and object agreement appear
ontheverb.
2. Q\ntipassiveOtype Neither subject nor object is case marked; subject agreement appears
ontheverb, but object agreement does not

subject agr subject case object agr object case
QrgaiveO Y Y Y Y
CQntipassiveO Y n n n
intrangtive Y n
(1) linim  cig@mqad-nim pZe-p-testu  nukcetne ERG (TRANS) type
ISG-GEN  dog-SUBJ_ 3/3-eat-HAB ~ meat-OBJ
My dog eats meatO
(2) linim  cig@mgaa  hi-p-teetu nukt ANTIP type
ISG-GEN  dog _ 3SuBJ-eat-HAB meat
My dog eats meatO
(3) hi-pfayna hiama INTRANSITIVE
3SUBJ-come man

G'heman arrivedqRude 1986:126)
In thistalk, | will present novd datafrom my fieldwork ontheclause type aternaion.

Fromthisdaa, | will arguetha Nez Perce clauses like (2) are indeed antipassives, akin to better
known examples from West Greenlandic and Inukitut (Bittner 1987, Wharam 2003)

We will see evidence for antipassivizationin thefollowing domains
* prope namereferentidity
* thepreferences of the verbs héki GeeQand hani Gnaked
» thescopeof intensond transtives and héenek’e @ganO
* thedistribution of oykala Gl preliminary]

" This material is based upon work supported in part by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. BCS-
0418311 to BarbaraH. Partee and Vladimir Borschev.



2 A semantics for antipassive
| adoptWharram@ (2003 semantics for antipassive:

(4)  ANTIPASSIVE: APAQ e . X (P(X)(e) & Q(X))

This antipassive denotation takes the verb and then the object NP. The theme argument of the
verb is existentially closed, and the object NP isinterpreted as a propety.

(5) A structure for hypahetical VP hunt-ANTIP duck
re. A (huni(x)(e) & dudk(x) )

AQ Ae. Ax (hunix)(e) & Q(x)) duk
hunt APAQAe. AX (P(X)(e) & Q(X))
Predictions

1. Therewill benotruly referential objects under antipassive: true definites and true prope
names should be out

2. Therewill benotruly universally quantified objects unde antipassive: they will be of too
highatype

3. No objects unde antipassive will take scopeover anything else; properties are scopdess.

4. If the antipassive morphamne can only attach to verb roots (as pictured abowe), then it
should only apply to theme arguments. God arguments should behave differently from
theme argumentsin this respect.

2 Object referentiality

2.1 Noreferential objectsin antipasive
When a prope nameistruly referential, antipassive cannotbe used.

In reference to a known individud named Angd, (6) is acceptable and (7) is not

(6) Weet @Bcukwe-ce  Angd-ne? TRANS
0 30BJ-know-INC ~ A-OBJ
Do you know Angd?

(7)  #Weet cukwe-ce Angd? ANTIP
0 know-INC A

Similarly, in reference to tribal linguist Harold Crook, (8) is acceptable and (9) is not

(8) Context: wele organizing a balgame and picking players for our teams.
nuun @wewlugsiix  Harold-ne poxpokdit-ki TRANS
IpL  30BJ-want-IMP.PL H-OBJ ballgame-INST
We want Harold for thebdlgame



(9) #nuunwewlugsiix Harold ANTIP
IpL want-IMP.PL H

Findly, in reference to a cat named Fili, (10) is acceptable but (11) is not Note that by contrast,
if no paticular cat isintendead, such a sentence becomes acceptable, (12).

(10) Fili-ne iceyeye-nm paa-p-sa-qa TRANS
F-0BJ coyote-SUBJ  3/3-eat-INC-PST
A coyote ate Fili

(11) #iceyeye hi-p-saga Fili ANTIP
coyote 3SUBJ-eat-INC-PST F

(12) iceyeye hii-p-teetu picpic ANTIP
coyote  3SUBJ-eat-HAB cat
Coyotes et cats

2.2  Antipassive with non-referential prope names

In contexts where prope names could be plausbly coerced into a nonreferentia reading, my
informant accepted antipassives with prope name objects. These typically received a Qhing
named X Oor @Qheword X Oreading.

(13) Pre-context: Lini, astudent, is preparing for atest on Nez Perce and English place names.
Context: Pasla hii-we-s Boise

Pas'a 3SUBJ-be-INC Boise
Pasla is Boise

E kaa Lini hi-tm'pni-se Boise kaa weet@r hi-tm’pni-se Pasla
... and Lini 3SU‘BJ-rem'ember-1NC Boiie and not 3§UBJ—remember-1NC Pas'a
Lini remembers BoiseObut she doesn@remembe QPas! aO (ANTIP)

Non-referential names fail to scopeover wewlug Want/need®

(14) kismis-pe sapak@yn wewlugsiix Meli kaa Cosef ANTIP
christmas-LOC show want-IMP.PL  Mary and Joseph
@or the Christmas show we want a Mary and a JosephO

To ge aminimal par for the prope name referentiality effect withouttheinfluence of Nez Perce
vs. English names, | asked aboutRhodeldand (where my informant once lived):

(15) Weet tim'pn@e Rhodeldand ANTIP
Q remember RI
Do you remembe Rhodeldand?
Comment: (Boundsmore like you@e asking aboutthe word Rhodelsland©@



(16) Weet @tm'pn@e  Rhodeldand-ne TRANS
Q 3oBJ-remember RI-0BJ
Do you remembe Rhodeldand?
Comment: Orha@ more like a direct question about RhodelsdandO

In accordance with wha we have seen so far, the TRANS-clause object Rhode-Island-ne may be
interpreted referentially, whereas the ANTIP-clause object may not

3. Case studies: hek’ ‘see’ and han’ ‘make’

Thebehavior of the verbs heki GeeQand hani GnakeQprovide a par of contrasting case studies of
thefdicity conditionsfor antipassive.

The verb heki @eeOwas notable in tha my informants were unwilling to accept any antipassive
clauses containing it, induding those containing less-than-definite objects (e.g. Gomething big®
Moathing® Two possible explanations
1. Antipassive objects are interpreted as propeties. However, one sees objects, not
propeties.
2. Theobiject argument of heki is actudly agod, notatheme.
Further research will haveto clarify thisissue

In contrast to heki, the verb hani GnakeOwas almosgt universally given as antipassive. However,
in an indance where the object of creation was clearly definite and referential, an TRANS-type
clause was volunteered:

(17) Haaniy-aw@at-—m paa-ni-ya weetes-ne* TRANS
make-AGT-SUBJ 3/3-make-PERF world-OBJ
Thecreator madetheworld

A trangtive clause was aso volunteered in the context beow, where the TRANS-clause object
scopes over héenek’e @QanO

(18) wepsmeywi kaa hzenek@ @aniya samal -na  TRANS
make.mistake and again 3oBJ-make-PERF  shirt-oBJ
| made amistake and then | madethe shirt agan (same shirt)

The evidence from hani @nakeOsuppots the view of antipassive as involving referentiality.
Typically, the object of making is not conceptudized as referential; the creation of a truly
definite object trumps this preference, however, as does the need to let the object scope over
some other element.

! The morphology of this example proved problematic for my informant, given the complex morphology of verb
stems beginning in hV, in this case hani. She originally considered pdaniya and pahaniya before consulting a
reference work (Aoki 1994) and insisting, presumbly based on that work, on haaniya. At the same time, she
continued to insist on suBJ case. Given the case-marking and the originally volunteered transitive verb form, |
conclude that she meant to produce an TRANS-type clause here.



4 Antipassive objects are scopeless

41  Intensional transtive verbs
Bittner (1987)argues extensively for narow scope of antipassive objects with respect to negetion
and Qworld-creating predicatesOsuch as intensond verbs

In this vein, an interesting effect was found with @pew @ook forO In a context where cats of
unusid colors had not been discussed, sentence (19) was volunteered as an antipassive:

(19) Qpewi-se ciciyele picpic ANTIP
seek-INC purple  cat
|®n looking for apurple cat

Thetrangtive counerpat of this example commits the speaker to the existence of a purple cat:

(20) @-pewi-se ciciyele picpic-ne TRANS
30BJ-seek-INC purple cat-OBJ
|®n looking for a purple cat
Comment: OFhere@ a cat outthere that is purple and you®@e looking for itO

This contrast follows if theantipassive object in (19) is scopdess, whereas the trangtive object in
(20) can/mug scopeover theintensond verb.

We saw similar effects above with prope names. In the following cases, case-marked objects
receive a referential (de re) interpretation in the intendond context, whereas non-case-marked
objects do not

(21) kismis-pe sapak@yn wewlug-siix Meli kaa Cosef ANTIP
christmas-LOC show want-IMP.PL  Mary and Joseph
@or the Christmas show we want a Mary and a JosephO

(22) nuun @wewlugsix Harold-ne  poxpok®it-ki TRANS
IpL  30BJ-want-IMP.PL H-OBJ ballgame-INST
We want Harold for thebdlgame

(23) #nuun wewlugsiix Harold ANTIP
IpL want-IMP.PL H

42  Again
An example above with hani shows how trandtive objects can scope over héenek’e @gan®
giving areading where the same artifact was madetwice:

(24) wepsmeywi kaa hzenek@ @aniya samal -na  TRANS
make.mistake and again 3oBJ-make-PERF  shirt-oBJ
| made amistake and then | madethe shirt agan (same shirt)



My attempts to dicit contrasts with (aganOwere patialy foiled by Nez Perce phonobgy. |
asked my informant to consder the sentence Q wrote a word againOin same-word and different-
word readings These were intended to have the word-type (not token) reading in each case.

Same word condition

(25) Context: | write theword lepit GwoQand then | write lepit agan undenesth it.
lepehe @tim@ clgin-e TRANS
twice  30BJ-write word-OBJ
| wrote aword twice
Comment: Gyou wrote it two timesO

Different word condition
(26)  Context: | write theword yosyés @lueQand then & uyc GineQundenesthit. And | say, O
wrote aword agan.O
tim@ yosjos kaa k@yc kaa hemnek@ tim@ ské@m ANTIP
write ). and k. and again write s.
| wrote GrosyoDand xk@ycOand then | wrote again, Gik@mO

The origin of sik’em [sk"#m] (orseQin this example is almog certainly dueto my grievous
mispronundation of ¢ ’igin [ts'iq!n] GvordGn thedlicitation prompt.

However, in this case the judgment was till on a different-word scenario, and it is interesting
tha ANTIP was used. Thus sik’em orseCdoes not scopeover héenek’e @ganQas predicted.

43 Negaton

| was unable to obtain much daa on negaed predicates due to my informant@ indstence on
paraphrasing them with affirmatives. | cannotsay for sure whether they follow the prediction my
andysis would make, viz. scopeunde negaion only.

However, my attempts to elicit contrasts did yield the interesting result that trangtives (i.e. non
antipassives) are notrestricted to wide scope(contra Bittner 19870on West Greenlandic):

(27)a. weet@n Qtoetne @wAvlugse TRANS
not  INDEF-OBJ 30BJ-want-INC
| don®©want anything

b. weet®y Gtuu-ne @ki-ce (@tke  hii-wes  cik@etds) TRANS
not INDEF-OBJ 30BJ-see-INC because 3SUBJ-is  dark
| don®see anything (because it dark)

c. weet@ (tceene mne p—apdy@w-cix TRANS
not INDEF-OBJ where 3/3-kill-INC.PL
They didn®shootanything anywhere (Aoki and Walker 1989,23060)

Whaever the scopd status of antipassive objects, trangtive objects are notrestricted to purely
wide-scopereadings



5 Universal quantifiers
Because universally quantified objects are genealized quantifiers which take the trangtive verb
as argument, antipassivization asin (4) should rule out universally quantified antipassive objects.

Some hedgingisin order, thoudh, given thediversity of universal quantifiers:
I Digtributive universals (each) are not coercable into a propetty type
I Non-distributive universals (a//) may be coercable into a propety type

| attempted to test the antipassive andysisin Nez Perce with the common universal “oykala @10

1. If ‘oykala is okay as the object of an antipassive, we cannot condude anything: it could
betha ’‘oykala is collective (like all), or it could be tha the clauses in question are not
antipassive.

2. If ’oykala is not okay as the object of an antipassive, we can condudethat ‘oykala is
obligatorily distributive (like each) and tha antipassivization obtains

In afirst case, my informant accepted only thetransitive version of @ forget all thetowns®

(28)a. @ykdana itemyaanwas-na @-toola-sa TRANS
all-oBJ town-OBJ 30BJ-forget-INC
| forget al thetowns (or: names of all thetowns)

b. *@ykda itemyaanwas titola-sa ANTIP
all town forget-INC

Inasimilar vein, shepreferred (299, thoughshe did not entirely reject (29b).

(29)a. picp’c-nim pZ-wewlugse @®@ykdana cu@em-ne TRANS
cat-oBJ 3/3-want-INC all-oBJ fish-oBJ
Thecat wants al thefish

b. ??Picpic hi-wewlugse (@ykda cu@em ANTIP
cat 3suss-wantinc  all fish

In a second ingance, my informant volunteered a trangtive, and only found an antipassive
acceptable with stress on the quantifier and afollowing pause:

(30) Context: you are planning a paty, so you gointo the store and sayE
a (@ykdo-na cuQem-ne @wewlugse TRANS
all-oBJ fish-0BJ 30BJ-want-INC
| want all thefish (tha you®e got)

b. OYKALA, cu@Qem wewlugse ANTIP
all fish want-INC

Perhgpsantipassive (30b) containsan adverbial or disocated quantifier?



Possible suppot for the view tha ’oykala is not a nominad modifer in (30b) comes from (31),
which has the distindtion of being the only example my informant volunteered with an
appaently disconiguousnounphrase.

(31) @ykda Steve haani-ya cogoymqoy ANTIP
all S 3suBJ.make-PERF  teepee
Steve madeall theteepees

This could be a cruda clug, if bjectO quantifiers in antipassive clauses are in redity not
assodated with object NPs, but have clausal-adverbia status

The evidence from universally quantified objects remains tentative, but points in the predicted
direction: universally quantified DPs are disfavored or disallowed in antipassives, and the
appaent quantifiers of antipassive clauses may best be andyzed as adverbials or otherwise non
object-internd elements.

6 Summary and conclusions

| have shown tha on a variety of diagnogics, Nez Perce caseless clauses behave as though
antipassivization has occurred, undestood semantically as propety-interpretation plus
existential closure.

On the status of antipassive objects, we have seen tha

1. Referentia propa names are disallowed unde antipassive.

2. Prope names unde antipassive are interpreted non-referentially.

3. Althoughthe verb hani seems to QpreferOantipassive, this preference is overidden in
cases Where its object is clearly unique (@he worldd or scopetaking (as when making the
same shirt twice).

4. Antipassive objects have narrow scopewith respect to intensond transtive verbs Gpewr
Gook forGand wewlug Qvant/needCand the opaator héenek’e @gand

5. The presence of ‘oykala @l1Oin an antipassive object is not immediately acceptable;
disocation may beinvolved.

Two further notesarein order as we condude

First, we have seen evidence from negation tha trangtive objects are not restricted to wide scope
interpretations they may have eithe wide or narow scope Thus the aterndion beween
trangtive and antipassive is not binay. | argued in Deal (2006) that it is PRIVATIVE: unde
negation, trangtive has a wider range of possible meanings than antipassive does. Transtive
objects have both scopeunde negaion (at first Merge) and scopeove negdion (viaQR).

A prediction tha | have not had enoughdaa to test is that this privative oppostion might not
crop up in intensond contexts, if de re readings in intensond contexts do not involve
movement. | am currently exploring whether de dicto readingscan be seen as aways involving
antipassivization (versus default trangtivity), even in languayes where this does not have any
clear morphog/ntactic reflexes (Ded in prep).
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