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O. Introduction.

The study of the various grammatica systerms of Navg o—induding, among other
things, pronomina and angphoric coreference, person and number agreement, classficatory
verb sem sdection, and lexica argument structure—implicates in a serious way a detailed
andyds of the Navgo verb word and, futhermore, both (a) the structurd rdations which hold
within the verb word, and (b) the grammatica connections between particular parts of the verb
word and other parts of the sentence in which the verb gppears. In this essay, we will attempt
to give an account of aportion of this notorioudy complex domain of Navgo grammar, with
gpecid focus on two agpects of it: (i) the interna organization and arrangement of the
morphologica dements which make up the verb word; and (ii) the agreement rdaionswhich
hold between certain components internd to the verb and the grammatical arguments (e.g.,
subject, object) which the verb sdlects in accordance with itslexica properties.

Due to the scholarship of Edward Sgpir, Harry Haijer, and the enormoudy productive
team of Robert Y oung and William Morgan, it iswell known thet the Navgo verb word
conggts of a stem preceded by prefixes belonging to specific categories (voice, agreement,
mode, aspect, etc.) and that these are arranged in afixed reldive order. Proceeding leftward
from the gem, the so-called "dassfier™ (avoice, or trangtivity, marker) occupies the podtion
immediately preceding the gem. Immediately to the left of thisisthe subject agreement
morphology, abbreviated and glossad here as AGRs. Next, immediately preceding the subject
marker, is the mode complex, abbreviated M, afundamenta and obligatory component of the
Navgo inflectiond system; the morphology gppearing in this position redlizes the perfective,
imperfactive, udtdtive, optative, and progressve modes of Navgo. The postion immediatdy to
the left of mode is occupied by morphology redlizing atruly impressive array of aspectud,
thematic, and adverbid nations, incduding among many others the inceptive, seriative, and
terminative agpects While this collection of dementsis uniform in terms of the pogition in which
it gopears, it is not uniform semantically and there is no particular name which is gppropriate for
it; conssquently, we will Smply labd it by means of the letter E, amnemonic suggesting "edge’,
"edge of event" in honor of the two aspectud prefixes d- ‘inceptive, and n- ‘terminative,
agpects rdding to the edges of actions or events. Although this postion is heterogeneousin
neture, it figures as an important one in the grammatica sructure of the verb. Preceding this
position, aso-cdled "dactic” subject marker may appear—e.g., theindefinite’ - (generdly cited
as’a- in Young and Morgan, 1987, etc.) , and the renowned Navgo fourth person - (ji-).
And to the lft of thisis the pogition in which object agreement gppears (AGROo). Thisgives Sx
relaive prefix podtions counting leftward from the sem. In agiven verb one or severd postions
may in fact be empty, but when a prefix does gppear, it will (with rare and specid exceptions)
appear in afixed pogtion redive to the other prefixesin the word—thus, for example, the
classfier will dways beto the right of any other prefix, the subject agreement prefix will dways



precede the classfier, and it will follow dl other prefixes, and mode dwaysfollows (i.e,
gppearsto theright of) aspect; and so on for the entire verb word.

Of course, scholarswho know the works of 'Y oung and Morgan know further that this
isnot dl thereisto the Navgo prefix sysem. There exigs in addition a variety of more loosdy
attached "proditic' dements preceding the object postion, induding the digtributive plura
marker da-, the iterativena-, and an array (even more impressive than that found in E position)
of adverbid, thematic, and postpositiond proditics. These occur in the reverse order to thet in
which they were just liged—thet isto say, da- follows n& and the latter follows the doverbids,
giving three rlaive prodlitic podtions

It was an important discovery in Athabaskan linguistics, probably dueinitidly to Fang
Kue Li, thet thereis afundamenta divide between the three positions just mentioned and the
remainder of the verb word. In contrast to the adverbid, thematic and postpostiona prodlitics,
for example, morphemes occupying the Six prefix podtions enumerated earlier are characterized
(i) by much less segmentd variety in their phonological makeup (glottaized stops do not occur
in them, for example, and the favorite surface vowd in these Sx prefix pogtionsis/i/ (the
Navg o counterpart to the schwa vowe found in certain other Athabaskan languages), generdly
epenthetic with consonantd prefixes; the other vowe s of Navg o gppear only secondarily in
these positions, through assmilaion or other phonologica processes); and (ii) they are
characterized by much greater phonologica fusion between them, often completely obscuring
morpheme boundaries. Athabaskanids refer to the rdaively loosely attached prodlitics as
"digunct prefixes', and the more "fusad” eements occupying the Six positions preceding the verb
gem are cdled "conjunct prefixes’. The boundary between thetwo is cdled the
"conjunct/digunct boundary” (symbolized #), and its phonologica significance has been
described in detail by, among others, Richard Stanley and Jm Kari. In our usage here, we will
endeavor to maintain aterminologica distinction between the digunct and conjunct ements,
cdling the former proclitics and the latter (conjunct) prefixes

1. Thelexicd and functiona extended projection of an intrangtive verb.

Let us congder now an actud verb word of Navgo, using as an example the verb
which gppearsin the following sentence from Y oung and Morgan (1987):

(1) K 6hoot'ééckéed nadyéné bahooghandi déshnish.  (Y&M 87D:337)
'| garted working & the trading post last year.'

The verb word déshnish can, of course, sand as a complete sentence, without an overt
argument in subject position. However, snce apart of our task isto show how averb isrelated
to itsarguments, we will restore the firgt person singular subject for expository purposes, as
folows

Iprominent exceptions to this strict relative ordering involve cases in which, for purely
morphophonological reasons, a prefix (with’- onset) moves out of its basic position to "dock" on the
consonant of a prefix to its right, moving past the prefix which normally follows it.



2 Shi déshnish.
'I gtarted working.'

Thefull sentence (1) is given Smply to provide an gppropriate context for the verb word. But it
isthe materid gppearing in the amplified sentence (2) that we take to be the focus of our
attention here. The verb word itsdf contains the gem, the l-dassfier, thefirst person sngular
agreement, the s-perfective mode, and the inceptive aspect d-:2

3 E  M(opg) AGRs  CL(ASSIFIER) STEM
d s -sh -I- -nish

Theinternd sructure of the conjunct portion of the Navgo verb is greatly masked by the
phonologica processes which derive the surface form of the word, but it is generaly agreed thet
the dementsindicated in (3) are in fact present in the word déshnish.3

We will entertain here the hypothesis thet the Navgo verb is fundamentally a syntactic
congtruction, not merdly a compodte derived by placing morphemesin alinear arangement
from right to left or left to right, independently of syntactic relaionships. With this assumption,
we follow in spirit the tradition represented in Speas (1990, Ch. 4). If we are correct in this
assumption, then it follows thet the dements which go to make up the Navgo verb bear certain
dructurd and selectiond relaions to one ancther, relations akin to those which hold, for
example, between averb and its object, between asubject and a predicate, or between an
auxiliary and the predicate which it sdects. Structurdly, these associations involve the sandard
relaionsinvolving lexica and functiona heeds, their categorid projections, their agers, the
gdersof thar projections, and their adjuncts. Cusomarily, we refer to the Sster of aheed asits
complement, and to the Sster of a projection of ahead asitsspecifier.

2Conjunct prefixes which alternate between a form consisting of a simple consonantal onset C- and
asyllabic form CV- with the epenthetic vowvel [i] will generally be cited by means of the consonant
alone, i.e., as C-. Thus, the inceptive aspect is cited asd-, rather than di-. Some conjunct prefixes
induce rounding in the vowel of their syllabic forms; these will be cited as Cw-, rather than Co-; w in
this usage symbolizes the rounding feature associated with the consonant and sometimes spread
onto the following vowel, as in honiidoii ‘it (the area) got warm', with areal prefix ho-, abstractly hw-,
cf. hweesh'?i '| see it (area)’, in which the prefix reveals its true character, i.e., rounded h.

3For simplicity of exposition, a part of the Mode complex is left out of the representation in (3); this
is the perfective mode-aspect. The perfective may have the abstract form -n- (cf. Stanley, 1969).
Under appropriate conditions, the perfective morpheme is realized as high tone on the vowel of the
syllable introduced by one of the Mode prefixes, gh-, n-, or s-, giving ghi- (written yi-), ni-, and si- (sé-
in the first person singular; as in (2) of the text, where /s/ is incidentally deleted in contact with
preceding d- of Asp). Under other conditions the perfective is simply non -overt, or else produces
phonological effects of some other sort. The classifiers interact with mode in an intimate fashion to

determine the surface forms of the perfective, as the tables given throughout Young and Morgan
(1987D) amply testify (cf. also Stanley, 1969; and Kari, 1976).



Joyce McDonough, arguing from the point of view of Navg o phonology, has mede the
importart discovery that the Mode complex isa head in its own right (McDonough, 1997). In
our terms, it isafunctiond head which selectsthe verba heed, That isto say, the lexica head
V(erb) isthe complement (and siger) of the functiond head M(ode). In other words, M
functions as an auxiliary, specifying the mode of the verbd congruction. The sructurd rdaions
between M and V can be expressed abdractly by means of a conventiond tree diagram, asin

(4):

M
@ VM

The head of the congructionis M, and its complement is V. We express the head relaion by
projecting the category of the head to the node which dominates the tree asawhole, asin (4),
inwhich M is shown to be the head. In other words, M projects its category to the phrasa
node (dso symbalized M here) which dominatesit and its complement V; V itsdf isthe
complement of the head M by virtue of being itssger (i.e,, by being dominated by exactly the
same nodes, M in this case).

Let us pursue thisidea for Navgo. Essentidly what isinvolved hereisthe daim that M
isahead which (i) sdlectsaverbd projection, i.e,, averb phrase, asits complement and which
(i) itsdlf projects a phrase containing the head (M itsdlf) and its complement. We have not
explicitly indicated in (4) that "phrases’ are involved, but we underdand the projections of a
category from ahead are phrases, and it is cusomary to expressthis notationdly, eg., as MP
(for Mode phrase), VP (for verb phrase), or XP (avariable ranging over phrases of al types)—
typicaly XPisused for the "maxima projection” of a category, while the prime notation is used
for intermediate projections, eg., V' for anonmaxima projection from the lexicd head V, and
30 on. With this amendment, our structure now appearsasin (5):

MP
P
5) VP M

What exactly isin M? In the case of our example verb, déshnish'l began working', we know
that the Mode is s-perfective. Thus, M contains & leest the s- dement and the perfective
element. Let us assume that those dements together make up M. Now it isvery dear that
ubject agreement (AGRY) istightly bound to M phonologicdly. Let usfollow McDonough in
assuming that AGRsisin some sense "dtached to" M. Specificaly, let us say that AGRsisa
functiona heed adjoinedto M, asin (6):

MP
VP M
—\
(6) M AGRs

Notationdly, adjunction is expressad by representing the two "segments’ of the host node (M in
this case) identicaly—thisisanotationa convention designed to reflect the fact thet thereisjust



one node involved; the two gpparent M'sin (6) arein redity a single category depicted asa
pair of identical nodes because of the congraints inherent in the two-dimensiond graphic
portrayas we are accustomed to usng.

Turning now to the verbd projection. Thisisthelexicd core of the verbd dause, of
course, and it contains at leest the verbd head V, the dement traditiondly termed the "stem™ in
Athabaskan linguidtic literature. And we will assume that the classfier isapart of V aswdll,
setting asde for the time being the exact neture of the dassfier and its sructurd ration to the
verb gem. But the verb phrase contains more than just the verba head. The argument Sructure
of the verb isexpressad in VP. Thus, if the verb is trangtive, the verb takes an object, appearing
dructurdly asits complement and Sgter in the Smplest case. The verb phrase generdly functions
asapredicate and, accordingly, takes a subject. The latter gppears as an adjunct to the VP
projected by the verb. In our example, the verb isintrangtive, and so has no object. It takesa
subject, of course, redized by the first person singular pronoun shi 'I'. Pronouns belong to the
category D(eterminer), projecting the phrasal type DP.

At this point, we have the following partia structure for sentence (2):4

(7)

-I-nich

All that remains now is to introduce the inceptive agpect d- into the Structure. Here
agan, we assume that we arededing with afunctiond heed, E, which sHects MP asits
complement and projectsits category to the phrasa leve, asin (8):

8
—
/MP\ LE
RN
Shi | S-

4The representation distinguishes VP from V in (7). But VP does not branch, in fact, so the head is
both head and maximal projection there. We follow tradition, however, in depicting the projection
from V to VP, though it is vacuous in the conception of phrase structure assumed here.



This has the verb organized into a single extended projection (in the sense of Grimshaw,
1991) which indudes dl of the dements which are required in awdl-formed verba sentence,
exemplified in thiscase by (2). The verb itsdf projectsto VP—thisisthe lexical projection of
the verb. Theextended projection of the verb indudes the VP itsdlf together with the
functional projections which form the inflectional sysem necessarily present in afinite,
gopropriady inflected, Navgo verb. The functiond categories which figure in the congtruction
of afinite verb in Navgo are a least the two shown in (8), namely, M and E. Thefirg of these
sdects VP asits complement and projects to the phrasd level MP, while the second, E, sdlects
MP asits complement and projects to the phrasd leve EP.

The configuration set out in (8) is syntactic in every sense of theword; it isa phrase
dructure, in short. We do not actudly have the verb word, as yet. Moreover, (8) isabdtract, in
that the eements are arranged hierarchically, not linearly. Something further is required to get
the pieces of the verb into asingle word and into the linear order in which they gppear in the
pronouncesble surface form represented in (2). Before turning to this problem, however, let us
condder certain important properties of the hierarchicd dructure.

Firg, (8) expressesthe fact that M takes the verba projection as its complement, not
thereverse; V does not select M. And this corresponds correctly to the generd observation that
auxiliary dements, cross linguistically, sdlect VP. The Navgo arrangement corresponds, for
example, to the fact thet the auxiliary of the English perfect condruction, i.e,, have, and the
auxiliary of the English progressve, be, take the VP as their complements—these auxiliaries
function, s to spesk, as "main verbs', taking the lexical VP as ther subordinate complements
The Navgo and English arrangements are fundamentaly the same, with the functiond categories
higher in the Sructure than the lexica projection, the latter being structurdly subordinate to the
functiond heads. Smilaly, (8) expressesthe fact that the functiond category E tekes MP asits
complement. This corresponds to the fact thet an aspectid verb, like begin/start in English, for
example, gopears asamain verb, sdecting a patidly inflected VP asits complement—e.g., in
English, begin working, begin to work , in which the gerund, or ing-form, and the infinitive
involve inflectiona morphology corresponding in its essentia neture to Navgio M.5 In summary,
(8) expresses hierarchical relationships which are expected to hold in the extended projection of
the verb of anaturd language.

51t should be pointed out that the term "aspect" is used in a multiplicity of ways. We will in fact use
the term in all its varous senses, but the category E will be restricted in its use to refer to the class of
elements taking MP as its complement and appearing in the corresponding position in the verb
word—as noted, it includes the inceptive d- seen in (2), the seriative h-, the terminative n-, among
others. In many Navajo verbal themes, E is merely a formal (or "thematic") element. We will assume,
perhaps mistakenly, that E is always present in the Navajo verb, even when it is not overt—in the
latter case, we will assume it is represented by the null head @. It is an established assumption in
Navajo linguistics that M(ode) also has a @alternant, hence the term @-imperfective. If we adopt
these assumptions here, we are committed to the proposition that the Navajo verb uniformly
exhibits the extended projection represented in (8), with V heading the lexical projection, M the first
functional projection, and E the uppermost functional projection.



2. The agreament rleion.

There is another important relation expressed in (8), namely, subject agreement. Let us
define agreement in generd asfollows

9 AGREEMENT
Agresment isardation between ahead and an argument which
it c-governs (Smultaneoudy c-commands and governs).

A head which is rdevant for agreement is one which carries agreement morphology. Thisistrue
of M in Navgo, by hypothes's, since that head bears AGRs. An agreement head, let us assume,
must agree with an argument. Thus, M in (8) must agree with some argument. According to (9),
ahead agrees with and argument which it ¢-governs. The only argument around in this caseis
the subject DP, i.e,, shi 'I'. Agreement will be successful if M

c-governsthe subject, in accordance with the following informa definition:

(10 C- GOVERNMENT (GOVERNMENT AND C-COMMAND):
A head H c-GOVERNS an argument A if:
() H c-oommandsA ad
(if) there is no XP which dominatesA and not H, where XP isa
barrier for A.

Wewill define the ¢-commeand relation in the widdly accepted manner according to which a
node X ¢-commands anode Yif the firs node domineting X also dominates Y.

The relation which concerns usin (8), of course, isthat holding between M and the
subject DP. The c-command relaion dearly holds here, snce the node MP, which immediatdy
dominates both M and VP, dso dominates DP, the subject. MP does not immediaidy dominate
DP, but thet is not rdlevant. The question now iswhether thereis any barrier intervening
between M and DP. If not, then the two requirements for ¢-government are satisfied, ¢-
command and locdity. The oy potentid barrier between M and DP isthe node VP appearing
in the path leading from MP to DP. But that cannot be abarrier, in fact, because it ismerdy a
segment of the of the phrase leve projection VP—that isto say, it is not atrue maximd
projection, not atrue XP in the sense of (10) above. Thus, M ¢-governs DP and, by
assumption, the agreement relation must hold between the two, given that M bears agreement

morphology.6

Agreement isa"checking" rdation (in the sense of Chomsky, 1995). In thisingance, M
and DP shi are necessarily checked for agreement, since the former c-governsthe later; the
agreement relaion is successful, snce the DPisfirg person singular, and the agreement feetures
adjoined to M arelikewisefirg sngular. Once thisrdaion is established, it becomes

6Given that AGRs is an adjunct of M, AGRsitself c-governs DP. Thus, and "agreement head," like

M, functions merely as a "host," a perch from which agreement morphology itself may
c-govern the argument with which it is necessarily construed.



inaccessible to any other agreement reaion involving those features, this being a generd fegture
of checking rdaions. Thus, in this case, no other argument may enter into the person and
number agreement relation with M, and conversdly. If an object DP aso gppeared in the
condruction, it would necessaxily enter into the agreement relaion with some other agreement-
bearing heed if any, not with M, which is now inaccessible.

3. Head movement and the formation of the Navgo verb word.

Object agreement will be discussed in due course. Firet, however, we return to the
problem of accounting for the actud formation of the Navgo verb and for the surface ordering
of the dements contained withinit. Theinterna hierarchica structure of the verb of (2), we
clam, is properly expressed in (8), repested here as (11), for convenience:

(12)
—_
RN
DP vp M AGRs

Thefind linear arrangement of the verb word, asit gppearsin (2) above, hasthe verb to the
right of M (thet is, to theright of the entire Mode complex), and it has the resulting complex
findly to theright of E. The find result, furthermore, is atightly integrated phonologica word.
Thisis accomplished by means of a processes cdled "head movement”, by meansof which a
head isadjoined to agructurdly higher head which governsit. In accordance with the Heed
Movement Congraint (Travis, 1984), a head movesto the closest head which governsit (no
head can be skipped). Together with the fact that the moving heed adjoins to the right of its
hogt, the Head Movement Congraint and cydlic (bottom up) gpplication account for the
observed linear ordering: FM-V. Abgractly, the first goplication of head movement gives
(124), and the second gives (12b):

E
—\
M E M

N

12 @MV () MV

Thisisthe essentid ructure of the verb word déshnish '| garted working'. Of course, in detall,
there ismoreto it than this, snce each head is asubgtructure containing specific morphologicd
meterid. In detall, then, the first gpplication derives (13):



M

T

M

M AGR
(13) LEAh

-I-nisk

And the second gpplication raises this complex head and right-adjoinsit to E, giving:

(14)

I\S/_I AGhRS

Thisbringsdl of the dements of the verb word into the correct linear order and, in addition, has
them dominated by aword-leve (X°) node, o that they jointly comprise asingle complex
head—it is this that accounts (in part) for the tight phonologica structure characteridtic of the
conjunct prefixes and the sem. The phonologicd system of the languege is respongble for
deriving the actud pronuncigtion of the word (cf., Kari, 1976).

The gtructure of the sentence as awhole, after the parts of the verb are assembled into
asngleword, isdepicted in (15):

(15)

/EP\
MP E
S
SME oy
I?hl’ tv /\

M \4
N -l-nish
AGRs

s- sh-

Q

Provisondly, we have the subject DP remaining separate from the verb word, in the skeletd
remander of the origind syntactic sructure. The latter presarves the fundamentd relations of the

clause by virtue of the traces (tv and tm, traces of V and M, respectively) marking the feet of

the chains defined by head movement. The configuration shown in (15) represents the surface
syntactic organization of sentence (2), shi déshnish. Let us turn now to a trangtive sentence and

to the question of how object agreement is accomplished.

4. Object agreement.



Thedirect object of atrandtive verb isits complement, under the assumptions of the
framework assumed here. Congder the following sentence:

(16) Dii ashkii yazhi bizhéé yideeskéd. (Y&M 87D:336)
Thislittle boy took after his father (in habits and ways)."

The gructure of this sentence, and of the verbword, is essentidly the same asthat of (2), which
the exception that the verb istrangtive, taking an object DP and implicating object agreemerntt.
Object agreement morphology occupied the left-mogt pogtion in the verb word, directly in front
of E. For the present, we will tekeit to be aright-adjunct to E. Accordingly, the Structure of
(16), prior to the head movement processes which form the surface verb word, isthat
presented in (17):

17)
/EP\
MP E
/\ /\
AGRo E
VP M ’
—N\
DP VP I\S/I AGoRS
ashkii yazht /\
DP \Y

bizhé’é -~-kéd'

This represents the assumed hierarchical relationsin the extended projection of the trangtive
verb. There are, however, two DP arguments which will enter into agreement relations with c-
commeanding heads, and there are two agreement-bearing heeds M and E. There are
accordingly two question to be concerned with: (i) Which DP agrees with which head? And (ii)
will eech DP be ¢c-governed by an agreement-bearing head?

The answer to thefirg question, observationdly at least, implicates the notion "closest
head". An argument entersinto the agreement relation with the dosest agreement-bearing head.
In (17), cdculating distance by counting the number of branch segments separating the two DPs
from the two agreeing heads, it is the subject (the DP adjoined to VP) that entersinto an
agreement relation firgt; the subject isboth (i) closer to M than the object isand (i) closer to M
than to E. Since M ¢-governs the subject, agreement is successful. Once that agreement relation
is established, the subject and M are no longer accessble to further agreement rlations.
Consaquently, the agreement-bearing head which is now closest to the object is F; and thet, of
coursg, is the agreement rdaion which is actudly observed—AGRo, represented by y- [yi-], is
the agreement morphology associated with the object in (16, 17), i.e., with the DP bizhé'é 'his
father' appearing as the complement of thelexicd heed V.

Although the account jugt given is observationaly correct, it is not necessarily correct,
asitisbased on anumber of assumptions, any one of which could be wrong. The most



questionable assumption in this case has to do with the requirement that an argument entering
into the agreement relation must be c-governed by the heed with which it agrees. Does E in fact
c-govern the object in (17)?1f it does nat, then ether the entire Sructureis caled into question,
or dse the suggested theory of agreement isin question, or both.

Thereisreason to believe that E does c-govern the object DP, despite the distance
between them. Firdt, the c-commeand regquirement is satified in (17), Snce E dearly ¢
commands the object. The remaining question has to do with barrierswhich might intervene
between E and the object. There are two maximd projections which intervene, i.e, which
dominete the object but not E. These are MP and VP. Isthere any mitigating circumstance
which might render these categories trangparent to government, cancelling their satus as
barriers? There are, in fact, three properties which these categories sharewhich could, jointly or
severdly, contribute to their trangparency, permitting E to c-govern the object:

(18) TRANSPARENCY
(& VP, MP, and EP belong to the extended projection of V.
(b) There are dependency relations which hold between E,
and M, between M and V, and between Eand V.
(c) Head Movement connects the structurd heads of VP, MP, and
EP within achain "headed" by the complex derived verb
word dominated by E.7

The notion "Extended Projection” has been introduced and employed & various pointsin this
discussion. In addition to the sdectiond rdaions involved in the Extended Projection itsdf,
there are other dependency rdaions which have been naticed in the linguidtic literature on
Navgo (discussed at grest length in Y oung and Morgan, 1987, among other places). For
example, the inceptive aspect prefix d- entersinto a pecid relation with M—generdly, the
inceptive requires the @ Imperfective and the s- Perfective modes. And M itsdf entersinto a
complex system of interdependencies with V, each mode being paired with a specific verb-gem
dternant. The sameistrue of E and V, and there are a0 dependenciesinvolving dl three
categories. Findly, heed movement results in a congtruction which intimately connectsthe
categories VP, MP, and EP. In the derived structure, dl of these categories share the same
complex head.

It seems reasonable, on the basis of these observations, to suppose that, within the
Extended Projection of the verb, the maxima projections VP and MP are not barriersto c-
government from E. If thisis correct, then the object DP enters successtully into the agreement
relation with E. The principle according to which an argument agrees with the dosest ¢-

"The term "head" is customarily used in at least two distinct ways, (i) to refer to the structural head
of a projection (e.g., according to which the V is the head of VP) and (ii) to refer to the end point of
movement, the upper end of a movement chain, opposed to the "tail", or beginning point. It should
perhaps be pointed out as well that the terms "beginning"”, "end", "before", "after", and the like, are
used metaphorically in reference to grammatical processes and relations—no temporal implication
is intended.



governing agreement- bearing head guaranties that agreement is properly apportioned to the
subject and object arguments, so that the subject agreeswith M and the object agrees with E.

5. The trangtive verb word.
Head Movement gppliesin the trangtive dructure (17) asin theintrangtive (15), in

accordance with the Head Movement Condraint, thereby deriving the trangtive verb word
dominated by the X°-levd category E, asin (18):

N

S

(18)

E M
T
DP AGRo E
ashkii yazhi \k' y- d- M -—)(éé‘
e Y M AGRs

The subconfiguration dominated by the upper E-node congtitutes the verb word yideeskAA' 'he
took after him, he sarted tralling it'. The structure embodies dl of the dements which are
believed to make up that word in an arrangement which, we assume, the morphophonology of
Navgo will correctly resolveinto the word asit gppearsin the surface string (16). Although the
veab V itdf isnow removed fromits origina postion in the VP projection, its argument
dructure is preserved in the derivation by virtue of the sructure "left behind”, which contains the
DP arguments and the trace of the verb (ty) in precisdy the "origind™ sructura organization,

with DP object in the complement position and DP subject in the VP-adjoined position.

The Navgjo phrase structure parameter according to which heeds arefind in sententia
syntax will guarantee thet the verb and its DP arguments, in a sentence of the type represented
by (16), will conform to the pattern SOV. We we have proposed that Navgo has at lesst one
kind of movement—to wit, Head Movement, the principle according to which the verb word is
composed. We have not as yet addressed the question of whether Navgo dso has XP
movement, i.e, movement of maximd projections (DP, for example). This could, in principle,
giverieto exceptionsto srict SOV order. We will take up this question, among others, in the
second part of this discusson.
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0. Introduction.

In Part | of this essay, it was proposed that an object can satisfy its
agreement requirements "at a distance”. In ordinary transitive verbs, object
agreement morphology has been assigned as an adjunct to the highest functional
head, E, and it is consequently separated from the object DP by two maximal
projections in the extended projection of the verb, namely MP and VP. We
assumed that this fact of separation did not matter, given the evident
transparency of the extended projection, rendering MP and VP incapable of
functioning as barriers for agreement. Thus, it was assumed, DP in object
position can agree with E, despite the apparent distance.

We are not in a position to be sanguine about any such proposal as this,
though it may be correct. There are other possibilities, and it is necessary at this
time to be open to them and to avoid the danger of accepting too quickly an
account that "seems to work". Long-distance agreement is controversial. If itisin
fact possible, then the empirical evidence will ultimately show that. And if it is
correct, it will conform to certain principles—for example, it could be that it is
possible only under government, specifically c-government, as proposed in Part
I. But it could well be that agreement is actually more constrained than that. It
may require more than government; it may require some special kind of
"locality”, such that no other head may intervene structurally between the
relevant DP and the head with which it agrees—if so, the object could not enter
into the agreement relation with E, because M is "closer". If this is a purely
structural matter, then M would project a barrier for the object, despite the fact
that M is already in an agreement relation with the subject.

We inject this concern into the discussion now not to be perverse but
rather to emphasize the fact that the study of Navajo syntax, and the study of
syntax in general, for that matter, is not a settled question. Far from it. The study
of syntax as a whole is a progressing and changing thing, rather than a static one,
and it is important to keep in mind that any proposal is subject to question.
There are no proposals which are final. In the contest among proposals, we can
only say that some are relatively more explanatory, or relatively better
supported by the data than others. This is a good thing, this indeterminacy—far



from causing the field to stagnate or founder, it is a major component of the
driving force which pushes the field forward.®

In the following paragraphs, we consider the question of XP movement in
Navajo, implicating the "specifier" (Spec), a structural position left out of the
discussion so far.

1. The specifier position and DP movement.

Many categories project not only to the phrasal level which contains the
head and its complement but also to a higher phrasal level which introduces the
specifier. Notationally, the first level is customarily termed "intermediate” or "X-
bar" and is symbolized X'. The higher level is typically (and perhaps
universally) the maximal projection, i.e., the canonical phrasal projection,
symbolized XP:

XP

N

Spec X!
Q) Complement X

The labels Spec and Complement here merely indicate the positions in which the
categories bearing those functions appear; otherwise, they have no theoretical
significance. It is common, nonetheless, to refer to a DP sister to X as its
complement, and to a DP sister to X' as the specifier of XP. However, these are
simply ways of referring to the structural relations embodied in the projection
from X. We will adopt this terminological practice, since it is widely used in
linguistic literature.

In a standard transitive sentence like (2) below, there is no obvious reason
to assume that the specifier position is being used by either of the argments. And
we have tacitly implied in Part | that the subject and object occupy their basic
positions, the former appearing as the distinguished adjunct of VP, the latter the
complement of V. The surface form gives no evidence of anything else:

@ Mds tsidii yini—'3. (Y&M 87G:65)
"The cat is looking at the bird.’

81t should be said that this attitude toward proposals applies within particular frameworks; it is not
a defense of unbridled eclecticism in the use of distinct frameworks, however desirable or
undesirable that may be on independent grounds. We are talking about proposals that are in fact
defined within particular theoretical frameworks.



This is not so in (3), an alternative form of (2), in which the object appears in a
position other than its basic complement position:

3) Tsidii még bini—'4
"The cat is looking at the bird.'
"The bird is being looked at by the cat.'

This sentence has the same meaning as (2), in the sense that the looker-lookee
relations are the same in both sentences. But the object in (3) clearly does not
occupy object position in surface structure—at least it does not do so if object
position is taken to be "complement to the verb".

The construction in (3) is known by several names, including Subject-
Object Inversion (SOI), Passive, and The Inverse Construction. The latter term
has been suggested by Eloise Jelinek on the basis of comparative considerations
involving analogous constructions in a wide variety of languages; this is
probably the most accurate designation, and we will use it here, despite the fact
that the term SOI is more widely used (cf., discussion and references in Young
and Morgan, 1987G:65-66). In addition to its possible comparative and
theoretical advantage, the term "Inverse" has a terminological advantage in that
it has a traditional opposite—i.e., "Direct"—which can be handily applied to the
more "basic" form in which the object follows the subject, in accordance with the
SOV pattern generally considered basic.

The Inverse construction involves more than just the displacement of the
object. The two constructions, differ in their object agreement morphology, y-
being used in the Direct and b- being used in the Inverse. There are important
details concerning the Inverse which we must give short shrift for the moment in
order to move on to the structural question having to do with the position of the
object DP in (3). We will, however, deal with some of these details as we
proceed.

Consider now the abstract structure of (2), unaffected by any movement,
whether of heads or of XPs:



4)

EP
E
T
MP AGRo E
/\ y- ni
e N
DP vp M ACRs

This sentence is in the zero-imperfective, hence the appearance of @ in M, and
the subject is third person, hence @ for AGRs. This is completely normal, and we
assume that M and AGRs are present in the structure, despite their covert status.
This structure exhibits an interesting property of the Navajo agreement system.
In basic SOV transitive clauses in which object agreement appears overtly in E,
there are certain dependencies which hold between subject agreement and object
agreement. The dependency which interests us here holds when both the subject
and the object are third person. In this situation, third person object agreement is
represented by the prefix y-, realized as [yi-] in the verb word of (2). This element
is glossed 30 by Young and Morgan (1987 and elsewhere), reflecting its
obviative function which, like that of its parallel in Algonquian (where the term
originates), regularly marks clausemate third persons as referentially distinct.

Morphologically speaking, the difference between the Direct and the
Inverse consists in the appearance in the latter of b- instead of y- in the position
occupied by object morphology. The prefix b- is in fact the general third person
object agreement marker. The obviative y- is much more restricted, being limited
strictly to situations in which a third person object is in the c-command domain
of a clausemate third person subject. In all other situations, b- is the agreement
marker which appears, where overt.®

At this stage of our understanding, we can perhaps relate the Inverse to
the circumstance just mentioned. In a 3-on-3 clause, i.e., one in which both the
subject and object are third person, the object cannot remain in the
c-command domain of the subject if the object agreement is b-. This may have to
do with some principle according to which the obviation system must operate
when the object appears within the c-command domain of the subject. Or it

91f a third person object appears in the c-command domain of a first, second, or fourth person
subject, there are two principles which come into play. If the third person object morphology
appears in E, then it is realized as @; otherwise, it is realized asb-. This is the second of the subject-
object agreement dependencies alluded to in the text.



might be, to follow suggestions by Margaret Speas and Eloise Jelinek, that the
Inverse involves topicalization of the object, removing it from the domain in
which obviation applies, forcing use of the general third person object prefix b-.
We do not know, at this point, precisely what the mechanisms involved in the
Inverse are, except that the object appears in a more prominent position, in
relation to the subject, and the object morphology is correspondingly altered.

Let us now consider the inverse construction exemplified by (3). The
object appears to the left of the subject in the linear representation. We have seen
that, in general, if some element X is to the left of V, it is higher than Y. Thus, we
can assume that the object DP tsidii 'bird" occupies a position higher than the
subject DP mosi ‘cat'. Since the object is a phrasal category—i.e., it isa DP—we
must assume that it is either an adjunct to a phrasal node (e.g., MP or EP), or else
it is a Spec of one or another phrasal category. For the present, let us assume that
its surface position is Spec of EP and, further, that it attains that position through
the general movement rule Move Alpha, leaving a coindexed trace in its original
position, as usual for relationships defined by movement:10

®)
EP
Dpi/\l
tsidii E
/\/E\
MP AGRo E
b- ni
® M
0P 0. M AGRs
mosi VP [%] %]
(\
t V
DR .-

Third person object agreement morphology is represented here by b- [bi-], in
accordance with the above mentioned Navajo principle of obviative agreement,
which restricts the obviative y- to objects c-commanded by a clausemate third
person subject.

The structure portrayed in (5) inspires a host of questions, including the
following: (i) Why does the object raise? (ii) Does the object raise all the way to
Spec of EP as claimed in (5)? (iii) Does it raise perhaps just to Spec of MP? (iv)

10Head Movement likewise implies coindexed traces; we will omit indices in head movement
derivations for typographic convenience.



Does it raise first to Spec of MP and then to Spec of EP? (v) Does it raise at all, or
Is it base-generated in Spec of EP, with b- (and associated empty element in VP-
internal object position) functioning as a "resumptive pronoun”. All of these
guestions, and more, are legitimate; and all of them must be considered
eventually. However, we will explore just one possible solution here, leaving
certain options open—we lack the space and time to examine all possibilities at
this point.

The first question is central, however, and must be addressed under the
assumption that Move Alpha is responsible for the surface position of the object
in (3). We must worry about this question because, in general, movement is
"motivated"; there is a reason behind it.

We have mentioned one possible reason in passing, suggesting a scenario
according to which the presence of b- in E forces the object to remove itself from
the c-command domain of the subject (to satisfy the obviative requirement). This
is perhaps descriptively adequate, but it leaves us with the question of why this
should happen. Is b- really the cause of the movement, or is it instead just a by-
product of it? If the latter is true, then the appearance of b- would be a result, not
the cause, of the object moving out of the c-command domain of the subject. This
seems more reasonable, given what people generally feel about the the Inverse
Construction.

In previous Navajo Linguistics Workshops, notably the 1974 workshop at
Kin ¢ichii~, speakers of Navajo remarked that the Inverse placed the object in
the position of topic (aghaadi baa ydji-ti’igii), an observation echoed, for example,
in the work of Speas and Jelinek. Paul Platero has pointed out in addition that
the object is especially prominent in relative clauses formed on the Inverse; a
relative clause so formed unambiguously receives the interpretation according
to which the fronted object is the relative DP (the logical head of the relative
clause), thus tsidii mdsi bini-’inigii ‘the bird that the cat is looking at', not 'the cat
that is looking at the bird' (cf., Hale, Jeanne, and Platero, 1977). This suggests that
the motivation for raising the object DP to Spec of EP has something to do with
getting it into a position in which it can function as "clausal topic".11

2. The Extended Projection Principle (EPP).

11The term "clausal topic" is coined here as an arbitrary label for the DP appearing in the highest
Spec or adjunct position in the inflectional portion of the extended projection of V (i.e., in Navajo,
the position dominated by EP or a segment of EP). It is to be contrasted with the “as for topic",
involving a left-dislocated DP followed by ~éiyA, e.g., tsidii ~aiyA, mtsi bini-~6 ‘as for the bird, the
cat is looking at it.'



Although it is not fully understood, it seems to be a general principle of
natural language that every clause must have a subject. That is to say, the
construction comprised of a verb and that portion of its extended projection
which includes its inflections (M and E) forms a predicate and, consequently,
must be predicated of a subject. For predication to take place, the predicate must
be c-commanded by a subject and, furthermore, it must be "local” in relation to
the subject (i.e., not separated therefrom by too many nodes).12 If this condition
is satisfied, then the EPP is itself satisfied:

(6) THE EXTENDED PROJECTION PRINCIPLE (EPP):

A verb and its inflectional projection is a predicate and must be
predicated

of a subject.

In (5) above, the raised object occupies precisely the position in which E'
can be predicated of it (a relation sometimes symbolized by coindexing, as in
Williams, 1980). Since E' is, by definition a predicate, it must be predicated of DP
tsidii 'bird'.13 We propose that the EPP is a principle motivation for movement to
Spec of EP. There may be more to it than this, in the case of the Inverse, but for
the moment let us concentrate on the implications of the EPP.

In our discussion of the Direct form exemplified by (2) and diagrammed
in (4), we imply that no DP movement takes place there. But, if so, then the
structure violates the EPP, since the inflectional projection is not predicated of
any subject—it can't be, since no DP c-commands it. The verbal subject is too low
in the structure and, while it functions properly as the subject argument of the
verb, it cannot function as the subject of the clause.14 This suggests, of course,

12we will adopt the suggestion of Williams (1980) according to which the predicate must be c-
subjecent to the subject, where c-subjacency is met if there is no more than one node which
dominates the predicate and not the subject.

13|t is probably incorrect to speak of E' as a predicate in isolation from its subject. E' outside the
predication relation, is, so to speak, a "potential predicate", a construct which must enter into the
predication relation with a subject in order to form a well formed clause.

14There are two distinct notions of the term "subject” in use here. The EPP requires that the clause
have a subject. The Projection Principle requires that certain verbs have an external argument, i.e.,
the argument which appears as the distinguished adjunct of VVP. This is also termed a "subject”,
specifically the subject (equivalently, the external argument) of the verb. We are assuming, for the
present at least, that mési 'cat’ is the external argument and subject of the verb in both (2) and (3).
This latter conception of "subject” pertains to the lexical argument structure of the verb. And this
may or may not coincide with the notion "subject of the clause”. Subject in this sense refers to the
DP (or other appropriate category) of which a fully inflected verbal projection is predicated, as
required by the EPP—as in (5), with E' predicated of DP tsidii, in accordance with (6).



that the subject DP in (2), i.e., mési 'cat’, is actually raised to Spec of EP in that
sentence, as in (7):

(7
/Ei
DP;
AGRO E
VP M

— /\
tor; \K 5 A @RS

DP V

tsidii —-yi
Although there is no surface evidence in (2) itself suggesting that the subject has
raised to Spec of EP, since the linear order is the same in any case, the EPP
requires that E' have a subject. Consequently, if the EPP is a genuine principle of
language, then we must assume that Move Alpha has applied in (2), as indicated
in (7). And if the EPP is real, evidence for it will undoubtedly come to light. One
bit of evidence has already emerged, given our assumptions—namely, the
evident use of the Spec of EP in the Inverse construction (3), as diagrammed in

(5).

We turn now to the question raised in the beginning of this discussion,
namely, the conditions on agreement. This will lead us to answer a question not
yet posed here—to wit, the question of whether Spec of MP is employed in
Navajo.

3. The conditions on the agreement relation.

We have assumed up to this point that the agreement relation between an
argument DP and an agreement-bearing head can be successfully established if
the head c-governs the DP. A more restrictive theory might require in addition
that the relation be maximally local, where "maximally local" is to be understood
as follows:



(8) MAXIMUM LOCALITY (CLOSEST):
DP may enter into the agreement relation with an agreement-bearing
head H if: (i) H c-governs DP and, (ii) H is the closest head to DP, where
H is closest if there is no other head H* such that H* c-governs DP and H*
does not c-command H.

This says, in effect, that DP and H can agree if H c-governs DP and there is no
other head intervening between the two. Consider again the diagram (4),
repeated here as (9):

©
EP
/\E
S
MP AGRo E
/\ y- ni
RN
DP \p M AGRs
mosi P (%] (%]
DP V

tsidii —-yi

And consider first the object DP, i.e., tsidii 'bird". The closest c-governing head is
V, so DP tsidii cannot enter into an agreement relation with either of the two
agreement-bearing heads, M or E. We will see in a moment how this DP
eventually finds an agreement partner. But first, let us move to the subject DP,
mosi ‘cat’. The closest agreement bearing head for this DP is M; there is no other
head that is closer; the verb, V, is not relevant, since it does not c-govern the
subject, and E is also irrelevant, since it is higher up in the structure than M,
hence farther away. Consequently, we can take the agreement relation to be
established between the subject DP and M; this pair of terms {DPsuy, M} is
therefore frozen, inaccessible for any other agreement relation in volving the
features person and number (and gender).15

Now let us return to the object DP. An object DP must enter into an
agreement relation with an agreement-bearing head. Since the verb (V) is not an
agreement-bearing head in Navajo, by hypothesis, and since M is neither the
closest head nor an available head, the object DP in (9) cannot enter into the
necessary relation in its basic position, i.e., complement of V. Move Alpha is

15The category "gender" does not normally come to mind in considerations of subject and object
agreement in Navajo, but the category is in fact relevant in the language since the contrast between
entity and space is distinguished in the agreement system—thus, tsidii yish~3 'l see the bird' versus
bikooh gtyaa hweesh~06 'l see down the arroyo'.



available, of course, and can freely apply, other things being equal. Suppose the
object DP moves to Spec of MP, as shown in (10):

(10)

X
DPi M'

tsidii /\
e o
0P Up M AGRs
mosi (\ (%] 2
tori
In this position, obviously, the object stands in the appropriate structural
relation to enter into the agreement relation with E. The latter is the closest c-
governor of DP and, moreover, it is an agreement-bearing head. All that remains
now is to satisfy the Extended Projection Principle by moving some DP into Spec
of DP. Since the third person obviative agreement morphology y- appears in E,
we can at the same time satisfy the requirement that the subject c-command the

object in the obviative by raising the subject into Spec of EP:

(11)
EP
DPJ/\|
E
S
MP AGRo E
/\ Y- ni-
i o
VP M
~— —\
tor; VP I\Q/I AG@RS

to

»

i

Now consider the Inverse construction exemplified by (3), with the d-structure
representation in (12):



(12)

MP AGRo E
/\ b- ni
e o M
DP up M AGRS
mosi PN (%] (%)

The external argument of the verb—i.e., the subject DP mési 'cat'—enters into the
agreement relation with M, that being both the closest head and an agreement-
bearing head. The internal argument of the verb—i.e., the object DP tsidii 'bird—
cannot enter into an agreement relation in its d-structure position; it must move
to reach an agreement partner. Now, eventually it must move to Spec of EP, to
satisfy the EPP. But it cannot do that in one step, because if it did, it would fail to
be c-governed by an agreement-bearing head. Therefore, it must move to Spec of
MP, as shown in (13). At that point it is in a position to enter into the agreement
relation with E:

(13)
EP

s

MP AGRo E
/\ b- ni-
De MP
/\

VP M
— N —\
DP vp M AGRs
(\ %) %]

tor V.
-2y

To satisfy the EPP, some argument must raise to spec of EP. To derive sentence
(3), of course, it is the object DP that raises, and this is required in addition by
the fact that the plain third person agreement morphology, b-, appears in E. Thus
(4) below accords with the observation that the general, or plain, third person
object agreement morphology appears in all circumstances except those in which
a third person subject c-commands the object:



(14)

EP
Dpi/\.
tsidii E
E
T
MP AGRo E
/\ b- ni-
top MP
DA
DP \p M AGRs
mosi Q Q

It is legitimate to ask why we have imposed a further condition on the
agreement relation, namely, the locality requirement which permits agreement
between DP and a head only if the latter is the closest head (and in addition is an
agreement-bearing head). This is a legitimate question, perhaps, because the
extra condition could be seen as adding cost to the grammar; and, in the case of a
derivation like (14), it forces the object to undergo an "extra" movement, also a
cost, possibly.

Howvever, there is a powerful reason why the locality condition is
desirable—and, in fact, a theoretical imperative. It narrows the range of possible
grammars. Without the locality condition, the set of possible grammars could
include members which do not observe locality as well as members which do—
permitting two kinds of agreement systems. With the locality condition, the set
of possible grammars can include only members which observe locality—qgiving
just one kind of agreement system. This is a good result, assuming that
narrowing the range of possible grammatical phenomena puts us closer to an
understanding of the universal grammatical capacity of human beings. The
apparent complexity introduced by the locality condition is only apparent. The
condition itself, if it is a universal linguistic principle, costs nothing. And Move
Alpha, also a general principle relating points in a syntactic structure, likewise
costs nothing.

Head Movement is also without cost, being an instance of Move Alpha. In
Navajo, we have been assuming that the parts of the verb word are bound
morphemes and must, therefore, be assembled into a single word under the
domination of an X°-node. This is accomplished in accordance with the Head
Movement Constraint which ensures that a given head raises to the nearest



c-commanding head. The resulting derived structure in the case of the inverse is
approximately as in (15):

(15)
EP

DPi 1

tsidii

VP tm

Dﬁp
mosi o~
be tv

This corresponds to the Inverse construction (3), repeated here as (16):

(16) Tdidii még bini—'4
"The cat is looking at the bird.'
"The bird is being looked at by the cat.'

As a technical aside, it should be mentioned that our presentation of
postulated Navajo derivations has followed the tradition which recognizes the
syntactic levels of d-structure (exemplified, for example, by (13) above) and
s-structure (exemplified by (16)). We will continue to present derivations in this
manner. However, these are ultimately fictions, artifacts of an earlier tradition of
generative grammar. It is rather apparent that derivations develop by
establishing relations in a bottom-to-top, or cyclical manner—e.g., the verb and
its complement are related first, then the VP and the lexical subject, then the full
VP and Mode, at which point subject agreement can be checked, and so on. This
manner of proceeding would be automatic, rather than stipulated, if the
structure were composed in just this way—compose the verb and its
complement, giving a verbal projection, VP; compose the VP with its subject,
and so on. This conception of syntactic structure makes no reference to d-
structure and no reference to s-structure. Instead, there are the processes of
composition (called "Merge" in Chomsky, 1995) and Move (i.e., Move Alpha), the
latter being a type of composition in which a constituent already introduced into
the structure is merged with another constituent at a point higher in the



structure. Although the Merge-and-Move theory of syntax is at least
conceptually superior, there is no great danger here in continuing to empoy the
more traditional ( and relatively easy to follow) representations in which an s-
structure is derived from a

d-structure, the latter being the representation which expresses the lexical
properties of heads (V, N, P, D, etc.).

4. The deictic subject prefixes.

We have given a preliminary account of the syntax underlying all of the
conjunct prefix positions of the Navajo verb, with one exception, the so-called
deictic subject occurring between AGRo and E, the head of EP. This is position V
in the system employed by Young and Morgan (1987), and it is the position
assigned to the fourth person subject j-, among other things. Its position relative
to AGRo and E is clearly illustrated in (16) in which these elements are
represented overtly (with j- in its fricative alternant [zh-], as usual immediately
before a consonant):

(16) Shizhni—'%,
'‘One looks at me."

The position occupied by the so-called deictics is not a standard agreement
position for subjects. In fact, the standard agreement for subjects, AGRs in M, is
zero when the subject is a deictic, just as when the subject is third person. We
might take this to mean that the deictics are actually special instances of the
category 'third person'. And pursuing this line of thinking, using the fourth
person as an example, we might propose further that the deictic subject, j- in this
case, is in reality a DP occupying syntactic subject position at d-structure,
precluding the use of any other DP in that position, the prevailing situation in its
use as an impersonal human subject:16

16There is also a use of the fourth person in which the corresponding argument position is
occupied by an overt DP, either the fourth person pronoun ho or a full nominally based DP. This is
found, for example, in stories, in which a main character is in the fourth person while a secondary
character is in the third (cf., Young and Morgan, 1987G:76-77); here, the referential properties of the
fourth person are identical to those of a normal third person —thus, the fourth person, like the third
person, is construed with a DP argument which either introduces a discourse referent, or else must
pick up a previously introduced referent, depending on the precise constituency of the DP—e.g., in
third or fourth person, [pp NP 13i~] introduces a discourse referent, while [pp NP] or pro must pick
up a referent. The fourth person is also used deferentially in address (with in-laws of the opposite
sex). In this latter use, and in the impersonal use, the fourth person is generally unaccompanied by
any overt nominal with which it is construed. It is this use of fourth person which is compatible
with the analysis suggested here. The use with overt nominals is a form of agreement and must be

analyzed differently—e.g., perhaps with j- base-generated as an adjunct to E and coindexed with



(17)

ns

//BEL\\ AGRo E
sh- ni-

VP M
N —\
DPvvp M AGRs
! —~~ o ]
PV
=y

shi Vi

The fourth person subject, a DP in the d-structure subject position (satisfying the
lexical requirement of the verb that it have an external argument), enters into the
agreement relation with M. The agreement relation is successful, we assume,
since AGRs has zero agreement (and is therefore neither first or second person),
as required by j-, which behaves in this respect like a third person.1’ The first
person object, shi'l' when it is overtly expressed as a DP, must raise to Spec of
MP to enter into the agreement relation with E, and the fourth person subject
must raise to Spec of EP to satisfy the requirement that the inflected clause have
a subject at s-structure:

(18)
/Ei
Dpi 1
j_
E
/ST
/////Jﬂi AGRo E
sh- ni-
DPy MP
VP M
/\ —\

AGRs in M, as suggested by Paul Platero). The agreement relation between the "fourth person” DP
and M would proceed as in the ordinary cases.

17The fourth person shares zero-AGRs with the third person. It does not behave like a third person
in obviation, however—only the "true" third person (that realized pronominally as bi, for example)
requires that a clausemate object in its c-command domain show obviative

(y-) agreement.



Of course, the fourth person subject does not appear in Spec of EP. Rather, it
appears as a prefix to E, i.e., to the head of the E-projection. Perhaps this is all
that needs to be said. If j- has the lexical property that it is a prefix to E, it will
necessarily assume that position, any other position would lead to an ill-formed
structure. If this happens (by Move Alpha) in the morphological component, as
opposed to syntax, then the trace resulting from the movement (assuming a trace
remains) will not violate the requirement that it be bound. The suggested
outcome, after Head Movement (raising V to M and M to E) is approximately as
follows:18

(19)
/Ei
DP; E'
/E\
E M
MP
AGR/O\|'E M
DP. sh- A~ N\ 7
g MP DP, M AGRs
(shi) /\ - ni- @ @
VP tm
N
tori VP
—~
top tv

Assuming that the linear position assigned to adjuncts and hosts in the process
of assembling the verb word corresponds to the final order in the
morphophological structure, this accounts for the ordering of conjunct prefixes
in relation to the stem. We now have a preliminary account of the conjunct
portion of the Navajo verb. There is still one aspect of this part of the verb which
we have not dealt with, beyond noting its position in the word, and that is the
so-called classifier (Position IX in Young and Morgan). This is a complicated
matter and involves a study of voice and argument structure. Our discussion of
the classifier will be taken up when these matters are discussed. One element in
deictic subject position, however, does implicate the classifier, namely, the
indefinite subject in the so-called agentive passive, as in (20):

181t might be objected that a DP, being a phrase, cannot be adjoined to a head. But the DP inthis
case is also a head—this is the case in which a head is also a maximal projection. It qualifies as a
head for the purposes of Head Movement.



(20) (Shi) shidi’ nil’4.
‘I am being looked at.’
'‘Someone is looking at me.'

The agentive passive morphology involves two things, (i) insertion of the
d-classifier, seen here as the replacement of the --dassfier by the | classifier; and
(ii) the appearance of the agentive passive morphology ~-d- between AGRo and
E. In the example cited, the glottal component has metathesized rightward onto
E

(n¥-), a common occurrence where E is overt, as here.

The agentive passive shares with the true passive the insertion of the
d-classifier (cf., true passive nil’2 'is looked at', lacking object agreement
morphology). But it is not actually a passive in the full sense, since the lexical
object remains an object at s-structure, entering into the object agreement relation
in the usual way. Hence the object shi 'me" in (20) is construed with AGRo sh-, as
expected in a fully transitive clause.

Our analysis of the agentive passive is essentially identical to that
sketched above for the fourth person, in its use as a human impersonal subject.
In the agentive passive, the d-structure subject position (distinguished adjunct of
VP) is occupied by the agentive passive subject morphology ~-d-. This
necessarily raises to Spec of EP, to satisfy the EPP. The object raises to Spec of
MP in order to enter into the agreement relation with E. In the morphology, ~-d-
is prefixed to E, i.e., to the head of EP, in the same manner as the fourth person
impersonal j- .

There are two details that remain to be accounted for, (i) the d-component
of the agentive passive prefix, and (ii) the d-effect associated with the agentive
passive.

We begin with the second question. The d-effect, we suggest, is simply
morphological doubling of the d-component of the agentive passive prefix itself;
this element is simply copied as a prefix to V and, accordingly, is not actually
the
d-classifier at all, though it has the same effect phonologically. This is in keeping
with the fact that the agentive passive, despite its traditional name, is not a true
passive, since the clause remains morphosyntactically transitive. There are other
instances of spontaneous morphological doubling in the Navajo verb system
(e.g., the obviative third person object prefix y- is doubled when it precedes
certain other elements, among them semelfactive E, realized-ii-, as in yi-y-ii-ta-,
the semelfactive imperfective 3-on-3 form of the verb -ta- 'kick’).



The d-component itself is somewhat mysterious, although the glottal
component’- is no mystery; it is clearly the indefinite subject (glossed 3i in
Young and Morgan, 1987G:67-69). For the d-elelment, there is at least one
interesting possibility. By hypothesis, the agentive passive morphology is
assigned to the transitive subject, i.e., the argument occupying the external
argument (subject) position at d-structure. This is the position in which the
subject enters into the agreement relation with M. It is also the position in which
the external argument of a transitive verb would be assigned ergative case, if
Navajo were ergative. Eloise Jelinek has pointed out several times that Navajo
exhibits ergative characteristics (e.g., the relative positioning of subject and
object agreement morphology follows the ergative, not the accusative, pattern).
The indefinite subject and object (3i) morphology also follows the ergative
pattern:

(21) THE ERGATIVE PATTERNING OF 3i MORPHOLOGY:
(1)’- =subject of intransitive, object of transitive;
(i) ’-d- = subject of transitive.

If this is in fact a reflection of abstract Case, the pattern follows straightforwardly
in the theory of Case developed in Bittner (1994; cf. also Bittner and Hale, 1996),
assuming Navajo is ergative. If so, the d-element is a realization of the ergative
case, otherwise non-overt in the language.

This concludes our preliminary survey of the conjunct prefix system of
the Navajo verb in its syntactic aspect.

5. A brief note on the disjunct prefix system.

As the parts of the Navajo verb word are assembled, through Head
Movement, material introduced as complements or adjuncts to VP are, so to
speak, "left behind."” This includes the subject and object arguments (where these
are not morphologically dependent, like the elements discussed in the previous
section), but it also includes other kinds of arguments, e.g., oblique case
expressions (like kintah-goo to town'), postpositional phrases (like ashkii bich’?’
'to the boy'"), and a large number of "adverbial, thematic, and aspectual” elements
variously assigned to positions I-lll in Young and Morgan). Some of these
elements, particularly the monomorphemic elements assigned to these positions
are morphologically dependent and are traditionally called "prefixes". However,
we will refer to them as "proclitics”, to reflect the fact that they are rather loosely
attached to what follows them (i.e., the syntactically assembled verb word) and,
in addition, they are not categorially specific prefixes (unlike fourth person j-,
for example, which is specifically a prefix to E). The morphological "instructions”



which come with the disjunct prefixes is merely that they are phonologically
dependent upon whatever follows to the right. This is a phonological matter, not
a syntactic one.

We will cite one example here, the postposition -ts~A 'away from', as
illustrated in the sentences of (22):

(22) (a) TSnad ee~ (shi) gts ani’éd.
"The boat drifted away from me.'

(b) Adhkii tainael ee~ (shi) Stséni—'éd.
"The boy rowed (lit., floated) the boat away from me.’

Theverb in this case bedongs to the dass which fredy entersinto the trangtivity dternation, with
corresponding shift in the dassfier, -@- intheintrangtive, -—- in the trangtive. The proditic
portion of the verb word conssts of the postposition -ts' &; its complement (shi‘'me, in this
indance) and its specifier (tsnaa’ ee~ 'boat’) are independent words and are not
phonologicaly dependent. The postposition (P) projects the positions just enumerated, forming
the postpositiond phrase (PP); the latter bears the complement relation to the verb, as Sownin
(23), representing the trangtive dternant (22b):



(23)

/Ei
Dl /El\
MP E
T
/\ AGRo E
y- %]
DZ /IVII\
VP M
—\
/\ n A%RS
Bllzi }P\
PP v
DP/\
tsinaa’ee— /P'\
DP p
shi /\
AGRpo p

ch- -ts’a

The s-dructure is derived sraghtforwardly in the manner outlined in previous sections. The
object of the postposition (i.e., the DP shi 'me) does not have to raise in order to enter into the
required agreement relation, since P, the relevant agreement- bearing heed isthe closest ¢
governing heed—so locd agreement is achieved without movement. Likewise, the externd
argument of the verb, the DPashkii, can satidfy its agreement requirements without resorting to
movement, Snce M, the rdevant agreement- bearing head isits dosest

c-governor. This DP does, however, raise for another reason—it rasesto D, in order to
satisfy the EPP regirement of E'. The specifier of PP, which is also the
grammatical object of the transitive verb, cannot find an agreement partner
locally and must, therefore raise to D, i.e., Spec of MP, in order to enter into the
agreement relation with E.

The intransitive alternant shows a similar derivation, with one
noteworthy difference. As is generally the case with transitivity-alternating
verbs, the intransitive alternant is unaccusative. That is to say, it has no external
argument. Its s-structure subject is raised from an internal argument position,



specifically, from Spec of PP. The d-structure representation of the intransitive
(22a) is approximately as follows:

)
Né\\\\\\\\\\\\\E
/\ °

EP
1 1
VP 'y
/////////“\ M AGRs
n- %]
D2 /\/'\
Y,

-D-'een

(24)

DP

PP
tsinaa’ee— /P'\
DP
shi R

AGRpo P
sh- -ts’a

Theinternd gructure of the PP is exactly as before; the only differenceisthe absense of an
externa argument and the dements of trangtivity, i.e, the

—-classfier and AGRo in E. The object of the postpostion satisfiesits agreement requirements
as before, without movement. And dso as before, the DPin Spec of PP (tsinaa’ ee- 'boat’)
must raise to enter into an agreement reation, sinceits closest c-governor isV, not an
agreement-bearing head. In thisingance, however, it does not raise to agree with E, but rather
to agree with M, the only agreement - bearing head avallable and one which mug, itsdf, enter
into the agreement rdaion. Thisisachieved by rasing to D,, Spec of VP. Finally, it raises
from D,position, to D, where the EPP requirements of E' are satidfied. In thisway, an
interna argument raises by Move Alphato function as s-sructure subject. Thisis canonica
"unaccusative' derivation.

The head P (-ts' & 'away from), or rather, the word formed by this head together with
its object agreement inflection (in this case S-ts' & 'away from me) is phonologicaly dependent
upon thefollowing word; it isaproclitic to thet word. It iswritten together with the following
word and istraditiondly dassfied as be onging to the digunct system of the verb word (and



assigned to position | in Young and Morgan). Thet it gopearsin theinitid portion of the verb
word, and not someinternd portion, follows from the fact that it is a complement to the verb
and, consequently, is"left behind”" when the verb word is assembled. Being the complement of
the verb placesit in the podition immediaely to the left of the assembled verb word. That itis
phonologicaly dependent upon the assembled verb fallows perhaps from factors having to do
with the prosodic sructure of the resulting sequence. That it is only weekly integrated with the
assembled verb word follows, presumably, from the fact thet the structurd divide separating
digunct dementsfrom any immediately following conjunct morphemeisas great as could bein
any Navgo dause, assuming the structures proposed here.



REMARKSON THE SYNTAX OF THE NAVAJO VERB
PART IlI: REMARKS ON PREDICATE ARGUMENT STRUCTURE AND THE = CLASSIFIER
Ken Hde, MIT and Navgo Language Academy Linguistics Workshop
NCC, Tsdle, AZ 7-8/97

O. Introduction.

In the earlier parts of this discussion, atrangtive verb sem together with the —dassfier
was taken , asaunit, to be the head of the verbd projection. Accordingly, the classfier was not
accorded any separate Satus, even where there was an obvious correlation with trangtivity, as
in the following pair, with the s0-called @ dassfier in the intrandtive and the —+dassfier inthe
corresponding trangtive:

(1) (8 Tdnad ee (shi) Stséni’éd.
"The boat drifted awvay from me!

(b)Adhkii tanedl ee~ (shi) Stséni—'é4.
"The boy rowed (lit., floated) the boat away from me.

In the following discussion, we will present an account of some aspects of the Navgo
expression of predicate argument structure, with particular attention to trangtivity dternationsof
the type represented in (1) and, in addition, we will give apartia account of the —-dasdfier. The
term “argument structure’ is used here to refer to the syntectic configuration projected by a
lexicd item. It isthe system of Sructura relations holding between heads (V, P, N, etc.) and
arguments linked to them in the rogter of syntactic properties ligted for individud itemsin the
lexicon. While alexicd entry is much more then this, of course, argument structure in the sense
intended hereis precisdy this and nothing more.

Once defined in the manner suggested, argument structure can be seen to have arather
surprisng property. The verbs of naturd languages, generdly the “richest” category in this
regard, are extremdy limited in the variety and complexity of argument structures they display.
Few verbs have more than three arguments, and the range of generdly recognized thematic (or
semantic) roles associated with verba argumentsis rather smdl, numbering half a dozen or so.
Thisimpoverishment isin Sriking contrast to the syntactic structures of sentences, whose
complexity is essentidly without limit. It isa proper purpose of linguidtic research to explain this
fact, assuming that it isindeed atrue fact of naturd languages

Wewill illugtrate this redtricted conoeption of argument structure first with some
examples from English, garting with the Smplest possble verb types in that language; then we
will turn to Navgo.

1. Basic argument structure types.

The verba projections of (2) below represent agood place to sart the study of
argument ructures.



(2)(a) maketrouble
(b)bake a cake
(c) have puppies
(d)build ahouse

The verbs which head these projections share a certain property, characteritic of the argument
dructure type which they represent—namely, the property that they take a complement (the
object DP of the examples cited) and the structure they project does not include a specifier. We
will refer to argument structures having this characteristic as“Ip-monadic’. That isto say, the
lexicd projection (“Ip”)—.e, the argument structure configuration projected by the head—
contains just one argument, i.e., the complement. The complement relation is defined asthe
unique Sgter to the heed, as exemplified by the DPtrouble in the configuration depicted in (3)
below (where head, projection, domination, and Ssterhood, not linear order, are the relevant
dructurd fegtures):

©)
vV
PN
Y ©oe
make trouble

In sententid syntax, of course, these verbs are ordinarily thought of as dyadic, snce they have
both a subject and an object.1® We use the terms monadic, dyadic, etc., not in reaion to
sententid syntectic adicity but grictly in rdaion to the arguments (complements or specifiers,
irrepective of morphosyntactic category) which must gppear internd to thelexical
configuration associated with alexica item. For lexicd items of the type represented in (2), the
sententid syntactic subject (e.g., the cowboysin the cowboys made troubl€) is an externd
argument, we claim, and therefore not an argument (Specifier or complement) internd to the
lexicaly projected configuration. 20

19The term “sentential syntax™ is used here to refer to the syntactic structure assigned to a phrase or
sentence involving both the lexical item and its arguments and also its “extended projection” (cf.,
Grimshaw, 1991) and including, therefore, the full range of functional categories and projections
implicated in the formation of a sentence interpretable at PF and LF. The internal structure of a
lexical projection is also properly speaking a “syntax”, but it is the structure included within the
projection of the lexical head and is defined strictly in terms of heads and arguments.

20The appearance of a sentential syntactic subject with predicates like those in (1) is forced by a
general principle of grammar (cf., Chomsky, 1982; Rothstein, 1983) which, following an established
tradition within generative grammar, we will refer to as the Extended Projection Principle (EPP).
Following Bittner (1994; and see also Hale and Bittner, 1996) we will assume that the subject
(whether external or raised from an internal position) enters into a “small clause” relation with the
VP predicated of it (cf., Koopman and Sportiche, 1991)—it is structurally an adjunct to the VP and,
moreover, a “distinguished adjunct” coindexed with the VP, a formal notation corresponding to
predication (cf., Williams, 1980). In this view of the matter, an external subject, being an adjunct to
VP, is in a minimal sense “internal” to VP, as in the “VP-internal Subject Hypothesis”, but it is not



In this latter respect, the Stuation represented by the argument structure type ettributed
to the verbs of (2) can be contrasted with the configurations projected by the prepostionsin
(4):

(4@ (put) the books on the shelf
(b) (oet) the cowsinto the corrd
(©) (pound) nalsinto thewal
(d) (drip) paint on the floor

We are concerned here just with the structure following the parenthetic verb (itsdf irrdvant to
the immediate issue). In each case, the relevant sructure is heeded by a prepostion (eg., on,
into), and the sructure illugrates fully the essentid lexica character of heads of the type
normaly redized by prepogtionsin English. These eements have the property thet they take
both a complement (a DP in the present examples, the shdlf, the corral, etc.) and a specifier
(dsoaDPinthese examples, the books the cows, €c.). As usud, the complement isthe
unique sster of the head. The spedifier isthe unique Sster of theinitid projection of the head,
i.e,, the substructure formed by the head and the complement. This arrangement is
“|p-dyadic’—thet is to say, it isthe Sructurd configuration defined by ahead which projects
two internal argument positions, in accordance with its dementd lexical properties The
Ip-dyadic sructure projected by the preposition in (4a) is presented diagrammaticdly in (5):

5
®) 5
DP P
the books p/BP
! |
N the shelf

The presence of a specifier argument, of course, isthe essentid sructurd difference
between the dyadic lexica configuration of (5) and the monadic configuration of (3). Whilethe
verbs of (2), sharing thestructure of (3), have asubject and are in that sense dso dyadic, the
ubject isan externd argument, not a specifier in the lexical configuration. The evidence for this
lexicd differenceis sraightforward. The structure depicted in (5) can—in its entirety, specifier
and al—appear as the complement of averba head within alexicd projection. Thisisthe
enabling condition for an indefinite number of trangtive verbs of “placement” or “location”, like
put (the books on the shelf), and others (cf., (4) above):

(6)

internal to the lexical configuration projected by a lexical head, since it occupies neither a
complement position nor a specifier position within that projection.



put

DP
thebooks p DP
0N the shdif

The argument structure of the lexical item put isacomplex configuration conggting of a
P-projection (dyadic), embedded as the complement within a V-projection (itsdf monadic).
The specifier within the embedded P-projection will, in the norma course of events, appear as
the grammatica object of the verb in sententid syntax (i.e, it will be assgned sructurd case,
accusative, in the active voice and, in the passive, it will be forced to raise into the specifier
position of an gppropriate functiond category).

Crucidly, the specifier of the embedded Pin (6), and the corresponding postionin dl
such cases, iswithin the structura configuration associated with the lexica entry of the verb. Itis
properly an internd argument, lexicdly. Thisis not true of the subject argument of verbslike
make, bake, etc., in (2). There are no lexica structures comparable to (6) in which the subject
of make bake, etc., occupies alexicaly internd position comparable to that occupied by the
specifier the books in (6).21 Thisfollows from the fact that the subjects of the verbsin (2) are
externd arguments.

Wetake it to be an inherent and fundamenta property of canonica prepositions that
they prgect astructure containing both a complement and a specifier. Prepositions are
prototypicaly “birdationd”; they specify ardation (atid, tempord, or other) between two
entities (or two events, circumstances, etc.). And the syntax of argument structure—permitting
both complements and specifiers—defines an entirdy locd sructure corresponding to the
birdationd character of prepogtions. Itisat leest intuitively gopeding to think of the sructure of
aprepostiond projection asinvolving akind of predication. According to this conception of the
gructure, the head (P) and its complement (a DP in the examples so far conddered) combine to
form apredicate. By definition, a predicate requires a*“ subject”, which is supplied by the
spedifier. Thus, the appearance of a specifier, aswell as the gppearance of acomplement, isan

21This is a claim, of course, and it could be false. The force of the claim will become more evident as
the discussion proceeds. For now we note that obvious apparent counterexamples, like the

causative construction exemplified by make John bake a cake, are sentential syntactic constructions in
which the object of the causative verb make is an extended projection of the verbal head, despite its
traditional designation as a “bare infinitive” —cf., the passive, in which the to of the infinitive
surfaces, and the negative, as inmake John not bake a cake, not raise cane, not whistle a tune. Thus while
the causative verb make is a lexical entry (Ip-monadic), the causative construction is not. The
internal composition of the clausal complement of causal make is entirely free. It is not “listed” in

the lexicon. Moreover it is an extended projection, not a bare V-projection, and therefore includes
functional categories, however reduced or impoverished.



inescgpable consequence of the nature of the head. Given that it is the head which fully
determines the dyadic sructure in these cases, we will refer to them as “badic (Ip-)dyadic’.

Thereis another argument structure type whose character compels usto attribute to it
an internd specifier argument. It differs from the type represented by (6) in certain respects,
however. Consder the following sentence pairs.

(7)(a) The leaves turned red.
The cold turned the leaves red.

(b) The coconut split open.
The blow split the coconut open.

(c) Theliquid froze solid.
Wefrozetheliquid solid.

(d) The sfe blew open.
The charge blew the safe open.

Like the prepositions exemplified in (4), the verba heads in the sentences of (7) take
both a complement (an adjective in these cases, red, open, solid) and a specifier (aDP, the
leaves, the coconut, etc.). We can see that the specifier is, in our sensg, internd to the lexicd
projection, because it appears as the sententid syntactic object in the trangtive dternant (the
second of each pair). The transtive, we daim, isformed by embedding the intrangtive lexica
gructure (Ip-dyadic) in the complement position of the Ip-monadic Sructure.

Theintrangtive verbd projections of (7) have the following form:

(8)
v

N

DP vV
I PN
the leaves y AI P
turn  red

Asinthe prepositiond condructions, the head (V) formswith its complement (AP) a
substructure which demands a specifier (in the manner of a predicate requiring asubject). Here,
however, it isthe complement, not the verbd heed itsdlf, which hasthe fundamenta property of
requiring the projection of a specifier. It isan essentiad characterigtic of adjectives (in languages
that have them as a disinguished category) that they must be attributed of something, regardless
of the structure in which they gppear. In verbd congructions like (8), this property is stisfied
by the specifier (i.e., a“subject” of sortsy—the verba head servesto supply astructurein

which an appropriately positioned specifier can gopear.



It is gpproriate to view argument structures of the type represented by (8) as
“composite’. They are, in fact, made up of two monadic structures, one being the type dreedy
discussd, i.e,, ahead which takes a complement, and the other being the structurd
configuration inherent to the category to which English adjectives beong, i.e,, headswhich do
not take a complement but must appear in congruction with a specifier. The combined sructure
satidfies the requirements of the two lexicd nude—the adjective satisfies the complement
requirement of the verb, and the latter supplies aplace for the specifier required by the
adjective. The adjectival phraseis, o to spesk, parastic on the verbd projection. But the
reverseistrue aswel, for the verba head projects a specifier postion soldy by virtue of its
gopearance in compaosition with a complement thet itsalf requires an argument in alocal specifier

position.22

For obvious reasons, we will refer to dyadic structures of the type represented by (8)
as" composte (Ip-)dyadic” whenever it is necessary to digtinguish the two dyadic types.

Theintranstive membersof the pairsin (7) arelexicaly based on composite dyadic
configurations like (8). As actua sentences, of course, they appear in congruction with specific
functiond projections required in sententid syntax—e.g., tense, complementizer. The same
holds, of course, for phrasd argumentsin syntax. The DP occupying oecifier postionin (8) isa
nomina condruction licensad in part by the determiner (D) projection which dominetesit. But
thisis not enough to license a“fully projected argument phrasg’ in sententia syntax. It must at
leegt satidfy the further requirement of Case. Accordingly, in English a leedt, it mudt raise out of
the specifier position and into a position where nomindtive case can be assgned (eg., the
specifier pogtion of aninflectiond category, such astense). Our concern hereislexicd,
however, and we are therefore concerned primarily with what we take to be the basic position
of an argument, in this case the specifier of (8). While the DP occupying thet postion comes
ultimately to function as subject in the sentential syntax of the intrangtive sentences of (7), it
functions as sententia syntactic object in the trandtive members of (7). Thisis fully condgtent
with the daim that the argument shared by both transitive and intrangtive dternants is a pecifier
internd to the lexica argument Sructure. We take the trangtive dternant to have the following
form:

22The verb does not, in and of itself, motivate the appearance of a specifier. In fact, we suspect that
this is quite generally true of verbs in English—i.e., verbs typically project the monadic structure

including just a complement. It is not surprising, therefore, that turn does not project a specifier
(capable of appearing as a sentential syntactic object) in all instances, and particularly when its
lexical complement is nominal, as in turn the corner (cf., *turn the car the corner).



9)
Vi

V1 Vo

N

N
theleaves 7, AP

ftim  red

Here V; isamonadic nudeustaking V, asits complement. Thelatter isthe dyadic Sructure just
discussed. Thereis, of course, just one overt verb in the actud sentences of (7). Thisisaso true
in (9), of course. However, in (9) we are imputing to the trandtive turn, and to other trangtives
of itstype, an argument structure configuration which is essentialy isomorphic to thet of the
location verb put, asin (6) above, the difference being that the upper head, V;, isan empty
head in (9), unlike the overt put of (6). The pardld isimportant, however, Snce the trangtive
verb turn and the trangtive location verb put  come to share afundamenta structurd property
in sententia syntax. Specificdly, the internd specifier DPisin apogtion in which it can, and
mugt, recaive case it isgoverned and locdly ¢-commeanded by averba head.

In order to redize fully the pardld between put the books on the shelf and turn the
leaves red, we must contrive to get the verb turn into the syntactic position it actualy occupies
in the trangtive predicate. This brings us, in fact, to atopic which will figure prominently in our
discussions henceforth, namey “conflation” or “incorporation”.23

We have adopted here the hypothess that the upper verba head in (9) isempty. In
fact, given our generd proposal, this must be the case, Snce the configuration involved hereis
built upon the intrangtive substructure headed by turn, the sole overt verba head. The upper
head, amember of the monadic dass of heads, is not separaely redized phonologicaly. Let us
say—rperhagps only informaly, but nonetheless conveniently for our expository purposes—theat
the upper head, V,, has an empty phonologicad matrix. And let us assumefurther , asagenerd
principle, thet an empty phonologica matrix must be diminated from the morphosyntactic
representation of sentences. Thisis accomplished, we assume, through conflation. Conflation is
aspecific kind of incorporation, conforming to an espedidly drict verson of the Head
Movement Congtraint (Travis, 1984; Baker, 1988), according to which the phonologica matrix
of acomplement replaces the empty matrix of the governing head. By “phonoligical matrix of a
complement”, of course, we mean the “phonological matrix of the head of acomplement”.
Thus, the observed dructure of (8), i.e, the “surface form of the verb”, that form presented to
sententia syntax, SO to gpesk, is as depicted in (10):

23\We borrow the term “conflation” from Talmy (1985), extending it here to a range of phenomena
somewhat different from that covered by his use of the expression.
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Wewill, in generd, use the term “conflation” rather than “incorporation” in reference to the
processinvolved here, in order to distiguish it from s-syntactic incorporation in the sense of
Baker (1988), nating, of course, that the two notions are dosaly rdaed and may ultimately
prove be the same thing. For present purposes, however, conflation is restricted to the process
according to which the phonological matrix of the head of a complement C isintroduced, via
head movement and adjunction, into the empty phonologica matrix of the heed which sdlects
and isaccordingly sgter to C. Thisisthe drcumstance represented in (10), where the matrix
(corresponding to "turn™) is trandferred from the lower head to the upper heed—Ieaving, we

uppose, atrace of as yet unknown character, perhaps smply acopy of V,.24

Conflation, in the sense we have defined it here, isamgor processin English
morphology, accounting for an impressive range of forms available through so-cdled “zero
derivation”, incdluding denomind verbs (like dance, laugh, box, saddle, and the like) and de-
adjectivd verbs (like clear, narrow, thin, etc.). Conflation dso accounts for certain derived
words in which overt morphology appears (asin redden, widen, enliven, and so forth). The
topic of zero derivations and conflation will occupy much of the remainder of this chepter, but
before embarking on thet discusson, wewould likefirgt to review the dementary structura
types which are defined by the fundamental relaions in argument Structure, i.e, the rdaions
head- complement, and specifier-head. We take these to be maximaly redtrictive, in accordance
with theinformd definitions st out in (12):

(11) The fundamentd rdaions of argument Sructure
(@ Head-Complement. If Xisthe complement of aheadH, then X isthe
unique Sgter of H (X and H mutudly ¢-command one ancther).
(b) Specifie-Head. If X isthe specifier of ahead H, andif P, isthefirg
(non-vacuous) projection of H (i.e., H’), then Xistheunique sgter
of P;.

The rdaions defined in (11) sraghtforwardly permit certain lexical structures. A head
which takes a complement but no specifier projects the structure which we have termed
monadic, corresponding to (12a) below (inwhich “h” represents the head, and its categorid

24\We indicate here only the purely morphphonological effects of conflation. We assume that the
syntactic effect is head-adjunction, inasmuch as conflation is a variant of Head Movement (though
subject to the more restrictive constraint that it is limited in effect to incorporation from the
complement position; cf., Travis, 1984).



projections, and “cmp” represents the complement; cf. (3) above). The definitions aso permit a
gructurd type conggting of the heed done, i.e., a head whose essentid property isthat it takes
no complement and projects no pecifier, corresponding to (12d) below, the “atomic” and
amplest type. And the definitions dso permit a basic dyadic type in which the head projectsa
Sructure embodying both the heed-complement rdaion and the specifier-head relation, asin
(12b), inwhich “spc” represents the specifier. Thelogic of the definitions dso permits there to
be atype of head which requires a specifier but not a complement. This can be accomplished
only by compaostion. The head that has this property mugt itsdf gppear as the complement of
another heed, “h*”, asin (c), in which “h” can be seen asendowing “h*” with the gbility to
project a goecifier.2>

(12
N i
—
N _h e
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The dructurd configurations set out in (12) are neutra with respect to the
morphosyntactic category (i.e, V, N, €c.) of the head. We think that it is right to keep these
things separate. While there s, in English, afavored categorid redization of these heads, it does
not hold cross linguidticaly, and it does not hold universdly in any onelanguage, induding
English. In English, the predominant redizations are asfallows: () V; (b) P; (¢) A; (d) N.
However, while (a) and (d) are rdatively stable in category, (b) and (¢) areless so, being
redized often asV. In some languages of course, the category A is not distinguished—in
Navgo, for example, the (c)-type configuration is headed by V universdly; and in Warlpiri, of
Centrd Audrdia, it isredized as N. The category V isapopular categorid redizetion of the (b)
type and in some languages, N redizesthistype. In Navgo, the (b) typeis headed by members
of the postpostiond category which has noun-like characteridics in thet language; posipositions
inflect like nouns, and afew porgpositiona sems dso belong to the nomina category (eg., -
k&a~ 'behind, following; trail, tracks). We are avare that there is regularity here, and that there
are generdizationsto be made. Nevertheess, we will assume that morphosyntactic category
and gructurd type are independent variablesin lexicd grammar.

2. Synthetic verbs.

An unusudly large number of English verbs areidenticd in phonologicd formto a
corresponding noun, eg., dance, laugh, cry, cough, sneeze, and many cthers. Verbs of this
sort are quitegeneraly held to be “denomind” —they are* verbs derived from nouns’. English
aso has alarge number of verbs which gppear to be based on adjectives, among them clear,
narrow, thin, widen, darken, etc. These are sometimes labeled "de-adjectiva” and are thought
to be "derived from adjectives'. We follow the tradition according to which verbs of both types
are"deived’, and we assume that their lexicad argument sructure isin accordance with the

25The head designated h in (c) may represent a simple head, without further projection, or it may
represent a full phrase, since this is complement, and thus occupies an argument position within
the larger structure headed by h*.



condraintsimplied in (11) above and, therefore, that they originate as one or another of the
dructures of (12). Briefly, the sructuresinvolved have anoun or adjective anding in the
complement relaion to averbad heed, as suggested below. The sensein which the denomind
and de-adjectiva verbs are "derived’ congdsin the drcumsance that the complement conflates
with the verba head, producing a"synthetic' verb, asingle verb word, like dance, as opposed
to an "andytic' expresson of the type represented by make trouble

We will discussthese two types of synthetic verbs beginning with  denominds
belonging to the dass represented by (13):

(13)  bdch, burp, cough, crawl, cry, dance, gdlup, gleam, dlitter, glow, hop, jump, laugh,
legp, limp, nap, run, scream, shout, deep, skip, sneeze, sob, somersault, sparkle, speak,
dagger, swedt, tak, trot, twinkle, walk, yell.

These verbs share an important lexical and syntactic property with andytic verbd
expressons like make trouble and raise Cain—they do not enter into the trangtivity dtenation
which characterizes verbslike turn, split, etc., exemplified in (7) above, thus:

(14) (&) The cowboys made trouble.
*The beer made the cowboys trouble.
(i.e., the cowboys made trouble because of the beer)

(b) The children laughed.
*The clown laughed the children.
(i.e, the children laughed because of the dlown)

We account for this shared property, aswdll asthe denomina character of the verbs of (13), by
assigning them the monadic sructure (15a), representing the fundamentd lexica properties of
laugh, and (15b) the actud conflated structure, with the complement (N) adjoined to the
governing verb (V), with trace as usud.

V
v ]

P N
15) @V & (o)t

Theimposshility of laugh the child, cough the colt, cry the baby, deep the dog, in the sense
of make the child laugh, make the colt cough, and so on, follows from the fact thet the lexical
head of each of these verbs, and of the of (13) generdly, belongs to the monadic type (12a),
exemplified by (15). This configuration lacks a specifier and, therefore, cannot trangtivize in the
simple manner.

Smple trangtivization of averb involvesitsinsartion into the complement postion of a
matrix verb, eg., averb of type (12a). Thisisa“freg’ option within the present conception of



argument sructure; in fact, this cannot be avoided. Suppose, then, that (15) isembedded asa
complement in ancther verb of type (12a), giving the fallowing:

Vi
By
v, 2

(16) ? Taugt

A

Whether averb of this Sructure actudly exists or not, or whether it could exig, isalegitimate
question. But putting this question aside, it is dear that (16) cannot give rise to the trangtive verb
of *the clown laughed the children. And thisisagood thing, of course, Snhce such averbis
impossble. Thisfollows sraighforwardly from the fact thet the verba head of thelexical
dructure of laugh prejects no specifier, not doesits complement (the noun laugh) belong to the
type of dements whose members force the gppearance of a specifier in the projection of the
hogt verb. Hence, there is no placein the lexicd structure for the surface object the children in
the hypotheticd trangtive dause *the clown laughed the children. These observations goply
generdly to the verbs of (13) and to the class of verbs known as* unergatives’. By contrast,
ingartion of the composite dyadic ((C)-type) configuration (8) into a monadic ((a)-type)
dructure, giving (9), gives an acceptable trangtive sructure. The specifier of the dyadic
complement the leaves turn green functions as object in the derived verba condruction. This
issmple, and successful trangtivizaion, afree option in this framework.

Now congder the verbs of (17) below:

(17)  bend, blacken, bresk, clear, crack, darken, dry, flaten, freeze, harden, loosen, melt,
narrow, open, redden, soften, split, Sraighten, thicken, thin, tighten, widen.

Thisis a heterogeneous set, containing verbs which are evidently derived from adjectives (eg.,
clear) and verbs which gppear to be derived from nouns (e.g., break). But they share the
property that they fredy enter into the Sandard trangtivity dternation, as exemplified in (18):

(18) (&) The screen cleared.
(@) Shecleared the screen.

(b) The window broke.
(b") He broke the window.

On the bags of this we suggest thet the intrangtive variants of the verbs of (17) are synthetic
counterparts of the andlytic (12¢)-type expressons exemplified in (7) above, i.e, turn red, etc.
Accordingly, the verbs of (18) have the lexicd argument structures shown in (19):
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(19) (a) \ clear (b) \ break

Strictly gpeeking, of course, these diagrams merdly display thelexica properties that the heads
possess—i.e, (i) that the V takes a complement and (i) thet the complement (A, N) requiresa
specifier. In actudity, the complement is conflated with the verb, yidding the synthetic verb
word, clear or break.26 Tentdively, a least, we assume that conflaion, like heed movement in
generd, adjoinsthe head of the complement (A or N) to the verb (V) which sdlectsit, leaving a
trace, asindicated informdly in (20):

V V
/\l /\|
DP Vi
(the window)

(the screen)
/\/i\‘ \//\‘

In
20) @ o~ ) Y

These represent the intrangitive verbs clear (asin the screen deared) and bregk (asin
the window broke). When these verbs enter into their extended projections in sentententia
synax, the lexical spedifier (the screen, the window) raises to an appropriate functiona
specifier (eg., Spec of Infl or Tense) for reasons of Case and the EPP. But trangtivization is
fredy possble asalexicd option, and in this casg, it is successful, Snce the specifier inherent to
these verbs presentsitsdlf automaticaly as an s structure object of the derived trangtive verb.
That isto say, when (193) or (19b) is embedded as the complement of averb having the (12a)-
type structure, its Specifier islocaly governed by the matrix verb and, in the norma course of
eventswill be assgned case by that verb. The basic properties of the derived trangtive verbs
areshown in (21):

(21) (@ (b)
V, V.
/\ /\
Vs /VZ\ Vi /V\
(th!:s)cIZen) >/< (theEv)iIr?dow) Vo

V, A Vo, bb!\k

clear

26we do not address the question of whether structures like (19), and ones given earlier, actrually
represent a stage in the derivation of a sentence. They do not do so if Conflate is a part of Merge (cf.,
Chomsky, 1995), a reasonable assumption; in this case the diagrams in (20) are the immediate
product of Merge. As in earlier parts of this discussion, we will adopt the expository convenience of
diagrams of the type prepresented by the (perhaps) fictitious (19), bearing in mind that they are
representations of the lexical properties of heads and not necessarily structures present at a point in
a derivation.



The actud sructures, of course, are defined jointly by the properties of the dementsinvolved
and conflation, according to which the nominal or adjectival complement is conflated with V-
and the latter is conflated with V,, placing the derived trangtive verb (clear, break) in the upper
V-pogition whereit localy governs and case- marks the specifier DP (the screen, the window)
of theinner verbd projection. Thisis Imple, autometic, trangtivization; given without cos by the
complement relation, which defines, among others, the argument structure configuration in which
the (12c)-type projection occupies the complement position in the (12)-type projection (asin
(21)).

3. Navgo synthetic verbs.

Many verbs of Navgo participate in the trangtivity dternation exemplified in (22) and
(23):

(22) (aQTéshjeeh s-tsil.
barrd SPF:3-dhatter:PERF
‘The barrel shattered, broke to pieces’
(Cf. Y&M 80.804: Tdoshjeeh t6 hii’ hadeezbingo tsinaal?efes
bikéa k€€ hadah ‘ii-mééz nit' €& sitslil.)

(b)Oeets ad  s&-—-tsil.
dish 3.SPF:1s-—+shatter:PERF
'| shattered the dish.’
(Cf. Y&M 80.798. Shima sini —eets adl bits 288 se-tsilgo’aydo
bahoochaiad.)

(23) (A Tin yi-y3a’.
iceY PF:3-mdt:PERF (< -gh?id")
‘Theice melted.
Cf. Y&M 80.794: Tin honib?eeahgi nini’2&a nit' é€ yiy2id’ 1a)

(b)Yas yi-—+h?id’. (< -gh@id’)
ow 3YPFls-—mdt:PERF
‘I mdted the snow.’
(Cf. Y&M 80.782: T—'60'di didii—jée go yas yishhrizihgo baa naasha,
t0 hazl?4’ go bee dd deesgis biniiyé)

Other verbs which enter into this dternation indude the following (from Y oung, Morgan, and
Midgette, 1992; page numbers cited in brackets, see that source for details):

(24)  '~(=-)'ee~ ‘float away’ [177-83]; ii-(--)gaah ‘whiten’ [195]; (=-)gan “dry up’ [199];
"-(=-)geeh ‘fdl away’ [as person, animd; 214,6]; ii-(—-)kiish ‘ become spotted, put
spotson’ [329]; ii-(—-)Kis‘crack’ [351]; (=-)I2a2ah ‘increasg [in number or quantity;
369]; ‘-(=-)I4 ‘flow away’ [376,7]; d-(=-)lid‘be burning’ [371]; -(=-maés ‘rall



away’ [397,8]; ii-(--)téas ‘bend over, double [493]; (—-)t' ees‘ cook, roadt, etc.’
[536]; ‘-(=-)t' ééh ‘extend away’ [line, fence; 546,7]; ii-(—-)t=iish ‘darken, turn
brown, [571]; (=-)t="is ‘harden’ [as mud, dough; 580]; ii-(—-)tsooh ‘ydlow’ [614];
d-(=-)ts 20%0d ‘ stretch’ [643,4]; d-(—-)zhaash ‘ begin to wear away, down’ [767]; (—-
)zh2o?oh ‘ become gentle, make gentle’ [796].

There are d 0 verbs which do not dternate in this manner, lacking the Smple derived trangtive:

(25 (a)’Awéé  d-ee-zd.
baby  d-SPF:3-bdch:PERF
‘The baby burped.’

(b)*’Awéé d-ésa. (< d-é&—-zd)
baby d-SPF:1s--bech
‘I burped the baby.’

Other verbs of this typeindude the following, anong many others

(26) nabé‘swim, bathe [69]; -cha ‘cry’ [70]; d-lish*spurt urin€ [asof dog; 375]; na-né
‘play’ [423] hw-taa~ ‘Sng’ [490]; d-zheeh ‘spit’ [771]; '-zhii-=  'gasp, inhde sharply’
[773]; d-yih ‘part, puff’ [702];-y66~ ‘inhde [723].

We can explain the behavior of the dternating verbs of (22) through (24) on the
assumption that the root dement upon which each is based has the property which characterizes
the root dement in the (12¢)-type lexicd configuration—i.e., the property of requiring the
gopearance of aspecifier gppropriately postioned. Thiswill provide the interna argument
required for successful trangtivization, i.e, the s-Sructure object. The trandtive and intrangtive
verbs of (22) correspond approximately to the diagramsin (27a8) and (27b), respecitively:

V,
i
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N
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These are diagrams representing the lexical properties which determine the syntactic character
of the verbs of (228) and (22b), not their actud surface form, of course. It is not intended that
these diagrams should represent the linear order of heads, complements, and specifiers, that
being a matter of surface morphosyntactic form and irrdevant to the expression of basic
dructurd relations defined by thelexicd items; the head-find ordering used here reflects only
coincidentally the head-find ordering which prevailsin Navgo surface form. The properties
which are rdlevant here are (i) R belongs to the dass of dements which require a pecifier, this
requirement being satisfied by the hogt verb; (i) the verb which sdects and hogts R has the dua
propertiesthat it takes a complement (R itsdf) and it projects a specifier; (iii) Vi of the trangtive



dructure (27b) has the property thet it takes a complement (V,) and projects no specifier. The
root dement -ts'il "shatter, fragment' is not attributed conclusvely to a particular category;
ingtead it isSmply glossed R for "roat”. It may well be correct for Navgjo thet root dements
used asthe heads of verbs are Smply "roots’, indeterminate with repect to category (eg., N,
V, A, P), Thereis some reason to sugtect, however, that many root dementsdo in fact belong
to abasic category— -ts'il, for example, may in fact be nomind in origin, rlaed to the dement
-tsiil "ruin, shettered remains, fragments' (cf. Y oung and Morgan, 1987D:742). Thisis not
actudly rdevant to our discusson, however. Whether or not aroot belongsto a particular
category, our concern iswith its properties and with the structure within which it appears. The
root ement R in (27) has a certain property (thet of requiring a gpecifier), and it is ultimately
conflateswith V to form and actud verb.

We can now say something about the —Classifier. It gppearsregularly in the trangtive
dternant of the dternating verbs exemplified in (22-24). And in thet use, within the conception
of argument structure assumed here, we can say exatly what the —-Classfier is itisaverb
projecting the (12a)-type structure. It takes a complement, in this case a verb of the (12¢)-type,
and it projects no specifier. Its subject is therefore an externd argument (i.e., a distinguished
adjunct), asis generdly the case for trangtive verbs.

The derivations of both the intrangtive and the trangtive verbs of (22)
(= (27)) involves conflation, of course, snce the verba heads must acquire their morphologica
subgtance. Conflation isin fact head movement, as we have assumed. In the case of (27a) and
the inner verbd projection of (27b), R conflates with (adjoins) to V. And in the trangtive
congruction, the inner verb (V,) adjoinsto the right of the upper verb (V,). The later isin fact
the -~ Clasgfier, phonologicaly a prefix to the rased verb gem (V»):

(28)
Vi
/\
V2 Vi
DP/\ qz

—-eets’aa’

V: Vi —
P

tr tv, - VR

-ts’il

This corresponds to the fundamentd structure of the verb phrase of (22b). Thiswill combine
with an externd argument (subject) and with the inflectiond categories (M and E) toforma
causein sententia syntax, giving an actua sentence of the type represented by (22b). We have
departed here from the practice of earlier parts of thiswork in the manner in which the
projection of ahead is represented notationdly, usng V at dl projection leves, for example,
ingead of V, V', and VP. Thereis no greater merit attached one as opposed to the other of
these notations, and the diagram in (28) could well have been asin (29), in which adjunction
dructuresare more explicitely represented:



(29)
VP

N

SR X
DP v v, Y
mt, =~ VR

-ts’il

Henceforth, we will return to this more perspicuous notation, and except whereit iscrucid to a
point being mede, we will omit the details and traces of conflation, reducing the more exact
(29), for example, to the more readable (30):

VP
P
DP V
(3()) —eets’aa’ =5l
Now let usturn to non-dternating verbs of the typeillugtrated in (31):

(31) 'Aweé  yi-doh.
baby PROG:3-d:laugh:PROG
‘“The baby islaughing.

Thisverb, and the others of itskind, cannat trangtivize in the Smple manner of (22-24). Thus,
(32 isill-formed:

(32) *(Shi) awéé yishdioh. (< gh-sh-—-dioh)
*'| laugh the baby.' (1.e,, 'l make the baby laugh.”)

Instead, another congtruction must be used:

(33) (Shi) awég biyeeshdioh. (< b-y-ghtsh—dioh)
| make the baby laugh.'

There are a least two reasons why smple trangtivization will not function to produce a
successful output. One of these has dready been given in rlation to the English counterpart
*|augh the child. As shown in (16) above, free insartion of the (12a)-type Sructure of laugh
(shownin (15)), fals as atrangtive, because the inner verb projects no specifier and, asareault,
the upper verb has no object in sententid syntax. The same thing holds for the Navgo verb. Its
lexicd dructureisof the (12a)-type, as depicted in (34):

2
(34) dwh \%

SinceV here bdongsto the cass of dements which projects no specifier, Imple trandtivization
will fall. Insertion of (34) into the complement position of another verba projection (say, of the



same 12a)-type), yieds a sructure which fals as atrangtive, snce the higher verb hasno
object. In fact, the sructure is Smply redundant and is dtogether ill-formed:

*VP
S
VP V

(35 dwh \

The second reason why smple trangtivization fails with these "unergative’ verbsis more
complicated; it hasto do in part with the issue of how the "causative" congruction in (33) arises.
And this, in turn, requires usto enter into adiscusson of Case Theory (within the" Case-
Binding" framework developed by Bittner, 1994; and see dso Bittner and Hae, 1996a,b).

)

4. Case-binding and the Navg o causative condruction.

We have daimed that verbs of the type represented by Navgo -dloh, and English
laugh, do not project a specifier. But they do have subjectsin sententia syntax, of course. Ther
ubjects are externd arguments and, by hypothesis, they are distinguished adjuncts of VP, as
shownin (36):

VP

‘aweéé’

DP, \//5'
(36) dlklh \4

Suppose we insert this Sructure into the complement position of a (12a)-type verb, i.e, the
verb which isredlized as the —Classfier, giving (37):

(37)

The stuation represented by (37) is quite different from that of (35). Here, the upper verb does
gand in the sructurd relation gppropriate to atrangtive condruction, snceit locdly ¢
commands and governs an argument, the subject of the lower verb—theat argument could, in
principle, function as the s structure object of the causative verb. Still, one cannot say (32);
ingtead, one says (33). Why isthis? To answer this question, we must look in grester detal a
what trangpires as the actud derivation develops.

Fird, let uslook a the diagram which results after conflation (of N and the lower V,
and then of the lower V and the higher V), asin (38):



(39)
VP

P

VP V

V
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The complex derived verb -—+dioh now localy ¢-commeands and governs the subject of the
lower VP, i.e,, XP;; thereis no other head which governs that argument, and thereis no barrier
intervening between V and XPR. In this drcumgtance, V isin apostion to "Case-Bind' the
ubject, provided dl of the following conditions are met:

(39) CAs=-BINDING
A head H Case-Binds and argument A if:
(i) H governsand locally ¢-commandsA; and
(i) H governs abare nomind c-argument of A; and
(i) Hddimitsa"andl dause'.

The rdevant argument (A) in (38) is XP, the subject of theinner VP. And the rlevant head (H)
isthe derived verb -—-dloh. The latter ddimitsasmall dause by virtue of governing the inner
VP, agmdl dause 0 (iii) issatisfied. And (i) isdso stisfied, aswe have seen, Snce V localy
c-commands XP, and V is not separated from XP; by any barrier. Now consder dause (i) of
(39). Isthere any bare nomind dement in the governing domain of V which qudifiesasaco-
agument of XP;? We maintain thet there is, namely the N dloh which gppears asthe lexicd
complement of the lower verb. Although that N is conflated into the verb, it is nonetheless a.co-
agument of XP;, gnceit is fundamentdly the complement of the V of which XP; isthe
subject—both XP, and N are arguments of the lower verb. And N is governed by the derived
V —-dloh, snce that verb governsthe trace ty, aswell asthe conflated N itsdf.

All of the conditions for Case Binding are stisfied. Therefore, the derived V must Case
Bind XR. Thisisnot an option; it isobligatory. It isfor this reason thet Imple trangtivization,
which would yidd the hypotheticd trangtive verb of (32), does not infact yield thet form.
Instead we get (33).

Navgo, like many other languages which exhibit an ergative paitern of agreement and
case, have the property that and oblique case is employed when an argument is Case Bound by
averb. And in Navgo, one of the favored expressons of oblique caseisby meansof a
postpogtion. Thisis evidently what hgppensin the causative congtruction exemplified by (38).
Thus, the argument designated XP,; in that structureisnot aDP, but aPP. And it iswithin the
PP that the agreement rdation is espablished (in addition, we add here the externd argument
(subject) of the upper verb):
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DR, awéé€ standsin the correct position to enter into the agreement relation with Peas, the
closest ¢-governing head and an agreement- bearing heed; DP, does not need to raiseto a
pogtion locdly c-governed by E, anceit finds its agreement patner within PR. Inthe full
sententia syntactic representation of (33), the VP depicted in (40) will appear as a complement
of M, amd the latter will appear as the complement of E. Head Movement will raise the derived
verb and adjoin it to M, and the camplex M thus derived will raise and adjoin to E. Normadly,
when the PP complement of averb is phonologicaly dependernt, i.e, aproditic, it merdy
atachesto the fully derived verb to itsright, binding with it rether loosdly, like any other digunct
proditic dement. The causative P, redizing the oblique case of the Case-Bound argument
awé€' in (40), exhibits adifferent behavior morphologicaly. It actudly incorporatesinto E,
aopearing to theright of the first overt E, if thereis one. This can be seen in (41b), the causative
counterpart of the unergative (Smple (12a)-type verb) in (41a):

(41) (a)'Awée  d-ee-zd.
baby  d-SPF.3-bdch:PERF
“The baby burped.’

(b)’Awég bi-di-y-é-4'. (< b-d-y-s"-sh-—+2zd)
baby  3-d-y-SPF:1s--bdch:PERF
‘I burped the baby.’
(Cf. Y&M 80.184: ' Awée hinaghahd?&€ nanishkadgo bidiyesa'.)

In the process of incorporation, the agreement morphology (b- in (41b)) isleft ininitid podtion,
preceding the overt inceptive E, d-. Agreement would appear to be assuming the sandard pre-
E object agreement (AGRo) position when the causative P incorporates, but thisis probably
true, the Stuation is not as Smple asit might seem., ance the digunct iterdive prefix na- may
fallow the agreement morphology introduced by the causativey-, and the overt indefinite object
agreement prefix ’-, if present, generdly follows the causative agreement:

(42) (3) Bindiisizih. (< b-né -y-G-sh—-yai2ih)



'| iteratively feed him." (Lit., make him est something, as baby.).'
(Y&M8B7D:215)

(b) Dibé yéazhi tozis bee bi'iyii-t' 66d. (< b-"-y-gh"-sh-—-t' 66d)
'| fed the lamb with abattle’ (Lit., made it suck something.)
(Y&M8B7D:215)

From this we could condlude that it is only the causative P which incorporatesinto E, leaving the
associated agreement morphology behind in the sandard digunct position associated with PPs
in Navgo. But there are two reasons why this might be the wrong conclusion. Firg, the
causative agreement morphology can dso follow the iterative or reversdtive na-, asin (43a),
and it regularly does 0 if *- isnot aso present, asin (43b):27

(43) (a) Dibé yazhi nabi’iishdld3dhgo a-nind &' &éh. (< nét-"-y-ii-@-sh—-dI2izih)
'| feed the lambs every morning.' (cf., Y&M87D:215)

(b)Nichidi nandbiiss?i’. (< nab-y-ii- @ sh—+ 74"
'l righted your (overturned) car for you.' (Y &M87D:267)

Secondly, the only object prefix which can cooccur with that introduced by the causativeis’ -,
the indefinite object prefix. Thisisrather myserious Why isthat case that no referentia object
(of firdt, second, third, or fourth person) can be represented by object morphology in E when
causdtive agreement is d o presant, the latter being associated with the causative morphology
originating as the postposition representing the oblique case assigned to the case-bound subject
governed by the derived trangtive verb. In effect, causative object agreement and ordinary
object agreement are mutudly exdusive, with the minor exception thet the indefinite ’- can
indeed cooccur with causative agreement. Let us set this exception aside, in the expectation thet
isis some specid property of the indefinite object which accounts for thisand theit isnot atrue
exception to the mutud incompetibility noted. How, then, isthe latter to be accounted for?

To answer this question, we must determine what would happen if an ordinary trangtive
verb were embedded as the complement of an (124)-type configuration. Suppose we take the
VP dructure (44a) underlying sentence (44b):

VP

DP V
(44) (3 baah yvé

27There is some fluctuation. While the causative agreement always precedes the indefinite object
prefix '-, it sometimes follows the interative na-; thus, both of the following are recorded for "make
him drink something (iterative)": bind’iishdl2i2ih, nabi’iishdl2i2ih(Cf.., Y& M87D:215) This variability has
to do with properties of na-itself, and will be taken up in another part of this essay dealing with the
inchoative.



(b) Aghkii bééh yiy2a
"The boy is esting bread."

If (444) isinsarted as the complement of the (12a)-type verb [v -—-], with its own externd
argument shi 'I', we obtain the derived structure (45):

(45)
VP

N
DP VP
Oy

XP
ashkii y&

DP V.

baadh -yya

The upper verb—|y -—-] (V,), l&t uscal thisthe "causdtive verb," after the condruction which it
heads—stand in exactly the right position to Case-bind the subject of theinner VP, i.e,, ashkii
'boy’. The causdtive verb governs and localy

c-commeands XP ashkii, there being no head doser to XPwhich c-commandsit. Furthermore
V1 governs abare DP (baéh 'bread’) which is a co-argument of XP ashkii. And findly, Vi
ddimitsasmdl dause, anceit isthe lexica head of the upper VP. Thus, the three conditions for
Case-hinding, repeated below for convenience, are satisfied in (45), assuming XPto be A and
V1 to beH:

(46) CASE-BINDING.
A head H Case-Binds and argument A if:
(i) H governsand localy c-commandsA; and
(i) H governs abare nomind c-argument of A; and
(i) Hddimitsa"smdl dause'.

According to the suggested pattern of Case redlization in Navgo, an argument Case-bound by
averb gopearsin an oblique casg, i.e., a PP, and specificaly that PP headed by the
postposition associated with the condruction at issue, 1.e., the causative posiposition -y. Thus,
XPof (45) isin redity the oblique case expresson redized as apospositiond phrasein
Navgo:
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Inits essentid make-up, (47) isthe same (40), in terms of what is rdevant for Case-binding.
Thereis one difference, however, in (40), the complement of the lower verb isabare nomina
root (N, dioh 'laughter’) which conflates with the verb and is entirdy non-referentid. On the
other hand, the complement of theinner verb in (47) isa DP (baah 'bread’), which occupies a
dandard argument position and is cgpable of being referentia and of entering into coreference
reaionswith fully referentid DPs. This difference will play arolein the derivationd degtiny of
(47), by comparison with that aready sketched for (40), the verba projection underlying the
causative congructon (33).

The quedtion we are faced with isthis. Given that (47) isawell formed structure, by
hypothesis, doesit correspond to awell-formed verba condruction in sententid syntax? If nat,
why not?

We need to see what transpires in the rest of the derivetion, i.e,, in the extended
projection of (47), cited here without the effects of Head Movement, for expository
convenience:



(48) EP
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In redity, of course, V, will rase and adjointo V;; and V; (now hogting V,) will raiseto M, ad
M will raiseto E. We have | eft the agreement morphology out of M and E. It isthe agreement
morphology which isgoing to be crudal here, we bdieve. Ordinarily, M will bear the agreement
morphology construed with the subject of the causdtive verb Vi—thisisthe DPshi 'I', in this
ingtance, and agreement is surely successful here. By hypothes's, the subject of V, is Case
bound by V; and therefore gppears in the oblique case redlized by the causative postpostion -y.
Sincethe latter is an agreement bearing head, the agreement needs of the DP ashkii 'boy* are
met locally, interndl to the PP. But there is till a DP argument which must enterinto an
agreement relation—namdy, baah 'bread’. The specifier position projected by M is available,
and if bath VP nodes dominating the DP baah are transparent (a reasonable assumption, given
Head Movement), that argument can presumably raise to Spec MP in order to enter into the
agreement rlation with AGRo in E. Putting dl of this together, assuming in addition the process
of "intruson” which introduces the causative postposition and its agreement morphology
(glossed AGRc here for expogitory porposes) into the E-complex, we obtain (494):

(49) (&) *Shi ashkii bddh biis?4 (< bagre-Dacro-Y-Bu-sht—-y28)
'| make the boy est bread.'

(b)*Hastiin ashkii badh yiyii®a. (< Yacre-Yacro-Y-Bu-Dhcrs --y29)
"The man makes the boy egt breed.'

Weindude (49b), in which dl of the arguments are in the third person and in which both object
morphologies would therefore be expected to be overt , asindicated. But neither (49a) nor



(49b) iswdl formed. Thisis somewhat mygeriousin view of the fact that (50a) and (50b), with
the indefi nite object morphology, are perfectly gramméticd, as noted eaxlier:

(50) (a) Shi ashkii bi'iiss?a (< b-'-y-@-shr—=-y2§)
| am feeding the boy (lit., making make the boy e-t)."

(b)Hadtiin ashkii yi'iiga (< y-'-y-@-@-—-y2d)
"The man isfeeding the boy (i.e,, making the boy eat).

The broblem appearsto rdae to the fact that in hypothetica sentences of the type represented
by (49), both the "causee” (i.e., ashkii 'boy' in our example) and the "direct object” (badah
‘bread) are fully "referentia” arguments, in the sense that they belong to a category of DPwhich
can a@ther introduce areferent in discourse or pick up aprevioudy established referent. Thisis
the canonical DP argument type, and it is the type which must enter into an agreement relation
(and a Case rdation, though this has not been fully discussed asyet). It isagenerd fact of
Navgo thet the "causeg" and the "direct object” (both referentid in the sense just defined)
cannoat both enter into the agresment reaion. The condruction Smply falsto yiedd awdl-
formed result. We suggest that the reason for this has to do with the fact thet the causative P
intrudes into the upper and |eft-mogt structure of verb word (i.e., that portion projected by E)
and the AGRc agreement morphology associated with the causative usurps the function of
AGRo, the agreement morphology normaly associated with E. In effect, only one agreement
morpheme of the rlevant sort can gppear in E. Thus, for essentialy morphologica reasons, the
hypothetica causative congtruction exemplified in (49) cannot exist. If one of the agreement
morphemes is omitted from (49), the condruction remainsill-formed:

(51) (a) *Shi ashkii baah biisa (< bagre-Y-Dy-shr—-y29)
I am making the boy et breaed.’

(b)* Hﬂ”n ﬂqk“ b% y|y||82é. (< yAGRc'y'Q\/I'gAGRS __'_yZé)
"The man is making the boy et bread.

This, we assume, is due to the generd requirement that canonical DP arguments must enter into
the agreement relation. The agreement relation is biunique; only one DP may be congtrued with
agiven AGR, ad viceversa

The causdtive condruction exemplified in (50) involves the so-caled indefinite object
morphology -, extengvely discussed in Y oung and Morgan, (1987G:67-69) and in arecent
Sudy by Young (1996). Thisis not agreement morphology as normdly understood, Snceit is
never condrued with an overt. It has dl the syntactic and semantic characterigtics of an
incorporated eement (essentidly like putative nomina component in the hypotheticaly conflated
[v N] congructions underlying non-dternating verbs like Navgo -dloh.and its English
counterpart laugh. Unlike standard DP object arguments, the indefinite is utterly non-referentid.
Thus, averb containing the indefinite object morphology isthe equivaent of averb that had no
object a dl, i.e, an intrangtive—and Navg o-gpesking language scholars regularly refer to



them in thisway. Accordingly, the verb of (52b) isin no way avariant of (52a), atypica
trandtive

(52) (a) Shizhé et dadoo I € nayiisnii’. (< nagy-h-s-—-nii’)
‘My father bought something.’

(b) Shizhé é ndiignii". (< na# -h-s-—-nii’)
‘My father shopped, made purchases.’

We propose that indefinite object morphology should in fact be andyzed asan
incorporated eement, originating as an object argument, raised to Spec of MP and, from that
position, incorporated into E, via Head Movement. The details of this proposa remain to be
deve oped, but the effects which must be achieved are two: (i) indefinite object morphology -
does nat "compete’ with AGRc for the sandard object agreement podtion in E, and (ii)
indefinite object morphology essentialy removes areferentid DP object from the argument
rogter of the verb, rendering the latter functiondly intrangtive.

Thereisincdenta support for this conception of the indefinite object morphology. The
syntecticaly inert nomind component of many Navgo nontdternaing (unergaive'’) verb
themesiis represented by the indefinite’ - (thisisthe "thematic’ useof 3i in Y oung and Morgan,
1987G:68, and dsewhere; and Y oung, 1996):

(53) '-—+~wosh  'deep’
-o-ghvetd 'snore

'-l-zhish  'dance

"-@-lizh  'urinate

-@-d@’ 'defecae

'-—-S00~ ‘arive (in aswvarm)’

'-a-k2?0h  'avim!

Smilar incidenta support comes from verb themes in which the indefinite object sands for some
congant or generaly understood ertity, mass, or concept, i.e,, the "prototypica patient” of the
event denoted by the verb:

(4) -3y ‘eat’, dine (lit., eet 3i)'
'-=-chi 'give birth (lit., bear 3i)'
'-@-t9d 'do dlveramithing (lit., pound 3i)'
"-—-k2afah 'make puberty cake (lit., to sweeten 3i)'
"-—-lech 'dage event' (lit., cause 3i to be redized)'

-1’6 ‘weave, do weaving (lit., weave 3i)."

naf -n—-kaad 'herd sheep (lit., move spreading 3i about)'
net -nJ-tin'teach (lit., teach 3i)'

na¢ -—+'ah ‘butcher (lit., butcher 3i)."

5. Condusion.



The —-Clasdfier of Navgo plays an active role in the lexicon and syntax of the
languege, having a predictable function in the trangtivization of the "dtermnéating” verbs based on
(12c)-type verbd projections. Our suggestion in those casesis thet the —Classfier isto be
identified with a"trangtivizing" verb, itsdf of (12a)-type, which takes the (12¢)-type verbs asits
complement. Thisiswhat we have cdled "smpl€e’ trangtivization. The interpretation of the
resulting trangtive verb istypicaly oneinvolving "causation”, the externd argument of the upper
verb being the "agent”, the specifier of the inner verb being the "patient”. These "meanings' are
not inherent to the dementsinvolved, however. Thetrangtivizing V (-—-) issmply an othewise
empty verb of type (129), its subject Imply an externd argument; likewise the specifier of the
internd verbd projection isSmply thet, the DP in specifier pogition. The interpretationsinvolving
such notions as "cause’, "agent”, "patient”, and the like, are functions of the structures involved
and of the lexical (encydopaedic) meanings of the semanticaly contentful vocabulary items
which appear in their appropriate postionsin actud well-formed sentences of Navgo.

In addition to its use in Imple trangtivization, the verb identified with the --Classfier is
usd in the Navgo causative condruction. This, we contend, involves the embedding of anor
dternating verb, with its externd argument, as the complement of [y —-], with pedific
morphaosyntactic conseguences following from Case Theory (specificaly, the Case-hinging
theory of Bittner, 1994). Here again, the appearance of the —-Classfier is entirdy productive
(abeit limited by independent factors).

Not al occurrences of the —- Classfier can be rdaed to trangtivization. Likethe
productively detrangvizing d-Classfier, the —Classifier has become amere"lexica component”
in many contemporary verb themes, having no synchronic functionin rlaion to voice. The
functions discussad in the body of this discusson, however, are part of the live and productive
grammar of Navgo.

Asafind remak, wewill relae the lexica categories noted here to the justly renowned
issue of "unaccusativity” (Perlmuiter, 1978; Levin and Rappaport, 1994). From adrictly
sructurd point of view, the Navgo verbs of the type represented in (24) above beong to the
type (i.e, (12c)) which we associate with the term "unaccusative'; thar syntecticaly active DP
argument isan internd argument, a specifier, as evidenced by the ability of these verbsto
undergo smple trangtivization. On the other hand, verbs of the type represented by (26), and
by other (12a)-type verbsin the text, belong to the canonicd "unergative’ category; they project
no specifier and, accordingly, cannot undergo Smple trangtivization—ingteed, they can only
enter into the morphologicaly more complex causative congruction. We contend that these
"unergatives' are fundamentdly trangtive (at the most abdtract leve of representation) and that
the fact thet they do not project apedifier, lexicaly, is part and parcd of their fundamenta
trangtivity. Trangtives likewise do not project apecifier in ther lexica argument ructure
representations.

These remarks in rdaion to unaccusdivity are to be understood in the context of a
particular theory of argument structure, one which takes the position that argument sructureisa
gyntectic matter (asindicated in the introductory sections). Pam Munro has pointed out,



correctly, that the Navgo verb system represents, from the semantic perspective, a sysem
more dosdy akin to the "active' agreement grammars of languages like Winnebago and
Chocktaw. Thisis an agpect of Navgo which will be investigated in the context of a study of the
Navgo "inchoative" congruction (Cf., Y oung and Morgan, 1987G:187-188).



