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The argument structures of the verbs of naturd languages share a surprisng property—
they are extremdy limited in their variety and complexity, and they conform to a highly restricted
typology. Few verbs have more than three arguments, and the range of generdly recognized
thematic (or semantic) roles associated with verba argumentsisrather smdl, numbering hdf a
dozen or so0. This impoverishment isin griking contrast with the syntactic structures of
sentences, whose complexity is essentialy without limit. It is a proper purpose of linguigic
research to explain thisfact, assuming thet it isindeed a true fact of natural languages. A number
of theories of lexical argument Structure seek to account for thisin terms, not of generd
principles and laws, but rether of the fundamentd irreducible properties of the basic dements of
the lexicon—theroot dements, i.e, thelexicd nudei, or heads of congructions. A theory of
this sort might be termed “essentidist”, and it succeeds or fails to the extent thet it demondrates
thet the rdevant facts follow from essentia fegtures of the basic dements. In one such
hypothes's, that assumed here, the basc root dements are defined in rlation to just two
elementary properties. The properties are the undeniable and completely standard linguistic
relaions complement and predicate. Thus (i) aroot may beong to the dass of dements
which necessarily takes a complement but does not form a(lexica) predicate; or (i) aroot may
belong to the class which takes a complement and, with it, forms apredicate; (iii) aroot may be
apredicate but fal to take a complement; and findly, (iv) aroot may beong to the class of
elements which is not a predicate and does not take a complement. This gives an abstract
classfication of the lexico syntactic categoriesin agenerd theory of argument structure. Using x
to symbolize alexicd heed, y acomplement, and z a subject (required to complete a
predication), thelexica dructures projected by the d ementary root categoriesare asin (1)
below:

(1) Lexical Argument Structure Configurations
[head (x), head-complement relation (x-y), and subject-predicate
relation (z-x)]:
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Concretely, of course, these categories are redlized varioudy in the morphosyntactic systems
(parts of speech) of actud languages. In English, the prototypica (but not invariant) redizations
are asfallows the (1) isredized by the category V(verb); the second class (1b) istypicdly
P(prepogtion); dass (1¢) istypicdly A(djective); and dlass (1d) is N(oun):

2 Primary English morphosyntactic redizations of essentid structures:
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Navgo agreesin the case of the first and lagt but differsin the case of the other two. Class (1b)
isether P(pogtposition, patia enclitic) or N (relationd noun, with or without a spatid endlitic),
and dass (1¢) is typicdly averb, V.

(3) Primary Navg o morphosyntactic redizations of essentid sructures
@V (b) P,N oV (d) N

Itisat the abstract level that the theory of argument structure must ultimately be
undergtood, but it is a the levels of morphology and syntax thet the evidence for atheory of
argument structure must be sought, willy-nilly, Snce actud linguistic condructions are available
to us most directly in language- specific morphophonologicd redizations. Therich structure of
the Navgo verb word presents some chalenges for a theory based on the essentid dements
and the fundamenta properties just outlined. The extent to which it dso presents enpiricd
support for such atheory remainsto be seen, though initia indications are pogtive. Thus, for
example, the “trangtivity dternation” exemplified by verbslike -(—-)béézh ‘bail’, and its
absencein verbslike -cha‘cry’, are the Navgo reflections of phenomenawhich are now well
known in the linguidtic literature, and they gppear to be entirdly conastent with the essentialist
theory of lexicd argument sructure, as we will attempt to show (see Rice, 1991, for adetailed
discussion of these verb types in Northern Athabaskan languages, and see Kibrik, 1993, for
many relevant observations on Athabaskan trangtivity in generd ). On the other hand, Navgo
presents a serious chalenge to the view thet the verbd lexicon islimited to argument sructures
which can be defined in terms of just the Sructurd dasses (1a:d). In part, it isa matter of
determining what is“in thelexicon” and what is“in the (sententid) syntax”. Oncethis
determingtion is made, it is an empirical question whether the essentidist theory misses
fundamenta features of Navgo, or any other actud language.

Our purpose here is merdy to begin the process of confronting an essentidist theory of
lexica argument structure with aspects of Navgo verbd grammar, limiting our discusson now
to the Imple trangtivity dternation just mentioned. Congder the following sentence pairs:

4 @ Toshjeeh s-tsil.
barre SPF:3-shatter:PERF
‘The barrel shattered, broke to pieces’
(Cf. Y&M 80.804: Tdshjeeh t6 bii’ hadeezbingo tsinaak?eas
bikaa d?&€ hadah * ii-mééz nit' & Stsil.)

(b) Oedtsaa -8l
dsh 3:SPF1s-—shate:PERF
‘| shattered the dish.’
(Cf. Y&M 80.798: Shimasani —eats ad hits2&a sé-tsilgo 'aydo
bahddchazid.)



G @ Tin o yiyAE.
ice  YPR3mdtPERF (< -gha3’)
‘Theice mdted.
(Cf. Y&M 80.794: Tin honik?egahgi nini’2&a nit' 68 yiya4' 14)

(b) Y& yi-—-h. (< -ghAd’)
sow 3 YPFR1s-—mdtPERF
‘I mdted the snow.’
(Cf. Y&M 80.782: T-'60'di didii—jée go yas yishh?iZihgo baa naashd,
t6 hazl?3’ go bee tal deesgis biniiyé)

(6) @ K20' neeztsz
fire  nSPF3-exingushPERF
‘Thefire went out.’
(Cf. Y&M 80.664: K20' Kk’ adke?e nitsdesgo chizh -a dindadeed'nil.)

(b) K2 né-—tiz

fire  3nSPF.1s—-exinguishPERF

‘| put thefire out.’

(Cf. Y&M 80.657: Na nishkaadgo didii—-jé& ddd gohweééh
she-béézh. ' A-tso 'iiy2&a go k20’ né-tsz ... )

7 @ T266-Ki-ni-didad.
rope  ki-NPF:3-bresk:PERF
‘The rope broke.’
(Cf. Y&M 80.502: Déolasdoh nit' é8 shit="64l K’ inidldad.)

(b  T-'66-K'i-i-ni-—~-dl&é&d.
rope  K'i-3-NPF:3---bresk:PERF
‘He broke the rope.’
(Cf. Y&M 80.510: Sitdli ... bikét—'6dl K’ iini—~dlgéd.)

These pairs represent what we will refer to as the Smple trangtivity aternation of
Navgo. Its principa morphologicd reflection is the presence of the dassfier -—- in the trangtive
member of the pair, the intrangtive member being asodiated with the so-called zero dassfier -
@-, omitted from the gl osses above. We take this morphologicd reflection as being nothing
more than thet, asmple marking of the trangtivity dternation. In particular, thereisno
“meaning” attached to the —dasdfier, for example. We contragt this with what can be caled
complex trangtivization, such as the causative, which implicates morphologicd materid—
prefixa—additiond which isin addition to the - dassfier. Examples of the causative are
exemplified by the fallowing pars

(8) @ CAwé naa-gha
baby na-IMPF.3-wak:sg:Cl
‘The baby iswaking around.’



b  Awés necb-ii-sh-—-a
baby na-3-y-IMPF:1s —wak:s3.Cl
‘1 am walking the baby around (i.e, meking it walk).
(Cf. Y&M 80.525: " At' éad ' aweé nédii-t32go nahgdd nayii—a.)

9 @ 'Awé d-ee-zd.
baby d- SPF:3-bech:PERF
‘The baby burped.’
(b) Awée bi-di-y-eA. (<..-—+Zzd)
baby 3-d-y-SPF:1s—-bdch:PERF
‘I burped the baby.’
(Cf. Y&M 80.184: ' Aweée binaghahdke€ nénishkadgo bidiyés .)
(10 @ Awe yi-dloh.
baby PROG:3-d:laugh:PROG
‘The baby islaughing.
(b) 'Awée bi-y-eesh-dlioh.
baby 3-y-PROG:1s-—-d:laugh:PROG

‘1 am making the baby laugh.
(Cf. Y&M 80.259: ' Awee biyeeshdlohgo shé’abi’ doolkid.)

These causative formations share two features which distinguishes them from the smple
trandtives of (4-7), in addition to the —+classfier shared by both ample and complex trangtives
Thetwo digtinguishing festures of the causative are the gppearance of apogtion VI prefix -y-
and aset of object markers representing the “ causeg” (logica subject of the basic verb); these
latter precede (not necessaxrily immediatdly) the “causative’ prefix and they differ from ordinary
position 1V object markersin that the third person is overt (bi-) in the presence of afirg or
second person subject, asif attached to an incorporated postposition. These morphologica
details are utterly lacking in the Smple trangtives of (4-7).

Returning to the Smple trangtivity dternetion, it isafact thet the set of Navgo verbs
paticipating in it israther large. Thefollowing list isasample, in addition to the verbsillugtrated
in the sentences of (4-7):

(1) ’-(=-)ee ‘float away’ [177-83]; ii-(--)gadh ‘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]; (—-)I2a%ah ‘increase’ [in number or quantity;
369]; ‘-(=-)I4 ‘flow away’ [376,7]; di-(=-)lid ‘be burning’ [371]; *-(~-)maas ‘rall
away’ [397,8]; ii-(--)tdas ‘bend over, double [493]; (—-)t' ees ‘ cook, roast, 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 ‘yelow’ [614];
di-(=-)ts 20%0d ‘ stretch’ [643,4]; di-(—=-)zhaash ‘begin to wear away, down’ [767];



(=-)zh20?0h ‘ become gentle, make gentle’ [796] (extracted from Y oung, Morgan, and
Midgette 1992; page numbers cited in brackets, see that source for detalls).

However, many verbs do not enter participate in this dternation. Setting asde verbs which are
bascdly trangtive, intrangtive verbs lacking a smple trangtive counterpart are probably as
numerous as those that do. The intrangtive verbs upon which the causatives of (8-10) are based
represent this latter type. Some additiona examples are cited in (12):

(12 nabé‘swim, bathe [69]; -cha ‘ay’ [70]; di-lish‘spurt urine [as of dog; 375];
na-né ‘play’ [423] ho-taa~ ‘sing’ [490]; di-zheeh ‘spit’ [771]; '-Zhii— ‘gasp, inhde
sharply’ [773]; di-yih ‘pant, puff’ [702]; -y66~ ‘inhd€ [723].

The verbs of (12) are sdlected from among non-alternating intrangtives having the
zero-cdassfier. Many intrangtive verbs which carry overt dassfiers, -—- aswdl as-I- and -d-.
It isnot known whether this, in and of itsdlf, inhibits those verbs from participeting in the
trangtivity dternation. The use of anon-zero dlasdfier isnat, in principle, abarier to
trangtivization, snce the causative, for example, can be built upon averb theme, even a
bascdly trandtive one, which contain an inherent dassfir—e.g.: OBJ-"-y---dlI2a ‘make OBJ
drink something’ [154] (the underlying verb here takes the d-dlassfier, evident in the perfective,
for example: yishdI2&2&', yoodlza2d’, etc., not *yidI2&24' , *yiyiidl2&24’); ha-OBJ-y-—-yeed
‘run OBJup out’ [657], based on the I-dassfier theme ha-l-yeed [653]; and OBJ- -y-—-haazh
'make OBJdeep' [Y &M 87:215], based on the —-dasdfier theme ' -ii-—-haazh 'go to deep'.

The principd point hereisthat there are verbs which participate in the Smple trangtivity
dternation and there are verbs which do not. The verb of (9) above beongsto the class whose
members cannot dternate, the dass represented by the verbsin (12). Thus, whileit is possble
to form a causative of that verb, as seen in (9b), the smple transtive is not possible:

(13) * Aweé déd. (<..-—+zd)
baby d-SPF.1s—-belch
‘I burped the baby.’

Thereisno a priori reason why the verb form gppearing here should not be possible, snce the
dem -za’ is pefectly possble with the --classfier, asthe causdive attedts. It isneverthdessa
fact that this verb cannot form asmple trangtive, of the type represented in (4-7). The same
can be sad of the verbs of (12) and the generd class of verbsthey represent. Why do they
ress Imple trangtivization? Why isthere this asymmetry among the verbs of Navgo?

Thisasymmetry is not accidentd. Even in the absence of atheory, the sysematic nature
of this asymmetry is evident immediately when the Navgo facts are compared with the
corresponding phenomenon on other languages. Consider, for example, the following samples
from English, an Indo- European language, and Miskitu, a Misuma pan languages of eestern
Nicaragua and Honduras (with Navg o counterparts dso supplied):



(14) Verbswhich dternate:

English Miskitu Navago
intrans trans intrans trans

bail pya-W-, pyak- -béézh, -—-béézh

break Kri-w-, kri-k- i-dlaad, i-—-dlaad

shatter bai-w-, bai-k- -ii-tS'im, -ii-—-tSi-

dry (up) l&w-, 1&-k- -gan, -—-gan

fill banghrw-,  bangh-k- he-di-bin, he-di-—-bin

float aw-, ak- di-'een, di---"een

melt dilw-, dil-k- -gheizih, -=-gh?igh
(15) Verbswhich do not dternate:

English Miskitu Navao

cry in -cha

cough kuhb- di-I-kos

laugh kik- ghi-dloh

play pul- nerne

shout win di-l-ghosh

sng awan ho-taa—

dep yap- '-—~ghosh

snore krat-w- '-—ght&d

In an important sense, the dternating and non-aternating dasses in these three languages contain
the same verbs. Morphologica details differ, of course, quite gpart from the obvious fact thet
the verbs“sound” different in the three languages. English lacks any specid morphology
asociated with trangtivity, while both Miskitu and Navgo overtly distinguish the trangtive
members of dternating pairs—by means of the - dassfier in Navgo and by meansof the
k-increment in Miskitu. In addition, Miskitu marks the intrangtive dternants with the
w-increment, while Navgjo usesthe “zero” dassfier for the intrangtive dternants These detals
adde, the verb dasses distinguished by these three languages are identical, for al intents and
purposes. It isvirtudly impossible for this to be an accident. Something fundamenta underlies
thiscoincidencein lexica behavior. Thisisthe question then. What is behind the asymmetry of
the trangtivity dternation. What factor isit thet permitsthe dternation in the case of the verbs of
(4-7), (11), and (14), and what factor blocksit in the case of the verbs of (8-10), (12), and
(15)?

We believe that the answer liesin the basic argument structure configurations of (1). The
difference between the two classes of verbs depends on the basic configurations they redize—
dternating verbs redize one structure, non-aternating verbs redize ancther.

We know that dternating verbs share the fegture thet the subject of the intrangtive
dternant gppears asthe object of the trangtive. Thus, in (16), the subject of the (a)-sentence,
-eetsaa’‘‘digy, functions as object in the (b)- sentence:



(16) (@  Oedsaad s-tsil.
dish SPF:3- shatter PERF
‘The dish shattered, broke to pieces’

(b)  Oeetsaa S-Sl
ddh 3:SPF1s-—sheter:PERF
‘| shattered the dish.’

This argument, sometimes cdled the “theme’—in the terminology of semarntic, or themdic,
relations—is congtant in the dternation; it is present in both aternants. Thissuggesisthat it is
internal to the lexica sructure. And this, if true, leads usto assume thet this verb, and other
dternaing verbs like it, mudt rediize one of the lexicad sructures which contains a predicate, and
therefore a subject, internd to the lexica structure itsalf—so these verbs mudt redlize ether (1b)
or (1c).

Thismight bethe crudd difference. The nondternating verbs have only an external
ubject, one gppearing in sententia syntax but not in the lexical argument Sructure itsef. These
verbs, sometimes cdled “unergatives’ cannot participate in the trangtivity dternation, because,
lacking an internd argument (i.e,, an internd subject), they provide no source for an object
argument in the hypothetica trandtive dternant. We will pursue thisides, congdering the
dternating verbsfirg. We do not know at this point whether agiven dternaing verbisa
redlizetion of class (1b) or (1c); by hypothesis, we know thet it must be one or the other,
because these are the only structures which are predicates and project alexica structure which
contains a subject (necessarily, since the predication must be completed). For purposes of the
present discussion, we will represent the basic sructure of an dternating verb asif it werea
redization of (1c), with the root of the verb, symbolized R below, gopearing in the x-pogtion,
asshownin (17) below, the basic sructure tentatively assumed for the verb of (4), -ts'i—
‘shetter’:

V
—\

DP vV
PN

vV R
(17) [ ] -silh

Theroot R of (17) isamember of the class of basic dements whose essentid property isthat
they are predicates—specificdly, simple predicates—and do not take complements. We
assume members of this dass of dements get thair subjects by joining with ancther basic
dement. Thisisthefunction of V in (17—it “hogts’” both the root R itsalf and, in addition, the
subject which isrequired by R by virtue of its essentid properties. The subject is symbolized DP
in (17), anceit will gopear in sententid syntax as a full argument. In the surface form of this
verb, the phonologicaly overt root R isincorporated into the empty matrix of V, sothat V and
R for asingle termind node in the overt morphophonological representation of the verb. This
sort of “incorporation” is extremely widespread in the languages of the world, being responsible
for derivations which do not involve overt morphology. It represents the same generd process



asthat which givesriseto English verbslike dance, shelve, saddle, etc., derived by
incorporating the corresponding nouns into the empty phonologica metrix of agoverning verb, a
process which will figure presently in our discusson of the trangitivity asymmetry a issue here,

Thedructurein (17) corresponds to the intrangtive use of the verb, i.e, the use
exemplified in (49). In that use, the lexicaly defined “internd” subject, DP, functions as
sententid subject as well—we assumeit raisesin sententid syntax, out of the verba projection
to apogtion (presumably, the pecifier of 1(nfl)) in which it is gppropriatey licensed (assgned
Sructurd case and construed with subject agreement).

Thetrangtive dternant of this verb, exemplified in (4b), results through a combination of
(17) and the smple head- complement structure (1a). The former appears as the complement of
the latter. Since the result isa verb, we must assume that the upper head isitsdf verbd, i.e, the
typical verbd redization of (1a8). While the upper heed, like the lower one, containsa
phonologicaly empty matrix, it is supplied with the —-dassfier, asis generdly the case for
derived trangtivesin Navgo:

V

BN

vV Vv
I pe Y
PN

V R
(18) [ ] -tsilh

The derivation of the find surface verb procedes as before—the empty verba matricesreceive
their phonologicd redization through incorporation, of governed head into governing head, and
hence successve cydicaly, yidding ultimatdy the trangtive verb theme -—-ts'i—. Thisgppearsin
the uppermost head pogition, where it governsthe internd subject, DP. This argument will, of
course, function now as the sententid syntactic object, not the subject. The subject of the
trangtive, of course, isan external argument, not present in the lexicd ructure, in conformity
with the fundamenta nature of class (1a) dements. The diagram in (18) does not represent the
linear ordering of eements obsarved in the actud Navgo sententid syntactic form, of course,
Navgo being ahead-find language; (18) merdly reflects the hierarchica organization of the
eementsinvolved. And, in generd, the sructures given in (17) and (18) represent the
grammatica rdaionsinherent in the intrangtive and trangtive dternants of al Smple dternating
verbs.

If the ability of averb to participate in the Smple trangtivity dternation isdueto the
essentia Sructurd property of having an internd subject, the ingbility of anontdternating (or
unergdtive) verb to participate in this dternation is plausbly due to itsinherent property aswel,
i.e, that of not having an internd subject. And this property would follow sraightforwardly, of
coursg, if it were based on a non-predicate. The (a)- class sructure, we clam, isanon
predicate, and could, therefore, give rise to an unergative, non dternating, verb. But thiswill be
0 only if its complement isdso not a predicate, Snce, as we have just seen in the case of (17)
and (18), an (a)-class Sructure can in effect “acquire’ the essentid character of apredicateif its



complement isitsdf apredicate. Thus, we must assume thet the root dements-za’ ‘bech’ in
the verb of (98), and thosein (12), aswell, are non predicates. If thisistrue, then they will
neither force nor permit the gppearance of a subject internd to the lexical sructuresthey define

V
P
V R

9 [] =

Here again, we assume that the find form of the verb will have the phonologica matrix of the R,
the complement, incorporated into the empty metrix of the governing V. This cannot be
trangtivized in the Imple manner of an dternating verb, i.e, by fredy insarting it asthe
complement in an (8)-cdlass Sructure, because thereis no internd subject which could giverise
to the necessary sententid syntactic object:

*V
N
Y
] v R
(20) [] =
The dructureisillegitimate. From the point of view of sententid syntax, one might say it isill-
formed by virtue of the fact thet it is“trangtive’ and has no object, and from the point of view
of essentidigt sructurd congderations, it is ill-formed becauseit is not properly economicd,
being nondigtinct in relation to the naturd unergative sructure (19). Bethisasit may, it dl
follows from the essentid properties of the eements involved—neither V nor R is predicative.

Thenaure of Rin (19) isdear; it isa (d)-class dement—it is non predicative and it
takes no complement. The prototypical morphaosyntactic redization of (d)-class dementsis
nomind, of course. It istherefore not surprising, perhaps, that nontdternaing verbsin many
languages are based on roots bel onging morphosyntacticaly to the category N. To some extent,
thisistrue of Navgo, a leest it istrue that some non-dternating verbsin Navgo have sems
which are “cognate’ with morphosyntactic nouns (bracketed pages from Y oung, Morgan, and
Midgette 1992):

@) Vv N
ghi-dioh ‘laugh’ do [156]
’-=-wosh ‘deep’ -wosh (< -ghosh) [660]
diyih ‘bresthe -yih (<-ghih) [702]
"-yol ‘inhdée -yol [723, 728]
di-za ‘belch’ -za [731]
di-zheeh ‘Fit’ -zhég [770]

Thisis obvioudy afeature of English, leeding some, correctly in our view, to derive alarge
number of English unergdive verbs from ()- dass sructuresin which a phonologicaly empty
verb takes a noun asits complement. Thisideais supported not only by the syntactic behavior



of these verbs but aso cross-linguidicaly by the fact thet in many languages unergdives are
verb-noun compounds (i.e., overtly reflect incorporation) or “light verb congructions’ (overtly
reflecting the basic configuration without incorporation). In the Tanoan languages, for example,
verbs corresponding to the English unergatives work, speak, whistle laugh, cry, sing, and
others, are overtly noun-based, taking the form of N-V compounds. sae-’a (work-do), se’a
(speechrdo), tun-’a (whidle-do), hiinl-'a (laugh-do), shil-’a (cry-do), zaae-’a (song-do). And
Basque usesthe hypothetica (a)-dasslight verb sructure [y N V] overtly in the sententid syntax
projected by lexical items corresponding to verbs of the non-dternating type:

33 (@ negar egn ay
by eau egn ‘cough’
(© bare &gn ‘laugh’
(d jolas egin ‘play’
() ohu egn ‘shout’
) lo en ‘deep’
(0) zurrunga egn ‘snore

In this discusson, we have examined just one agpect of the Navgo verb in relation to
the essantialist conoeption of the theory of argument structure. Our purpose & this point is
merdly to begin the study. In future work, we hope to examine the full range of problemswhich
are suggested by this perspective. The smple trangtivity dternations of the type examined here
implicate the (C)-type dructure, doneto redize the intrangtive variant, or embedded in the (a)-
typeto redize the trangtive. Nondternating (unergetive) verbsuse the (a)-type structure with a
(d)-type complement. It remains to determine the manner in which the (b)-type structure is used
in Navgo. Clearly, postpostions redize this type, but to determine the manner inwhichiitis
exploited in verbs will require athorough investigation of R incorporation in Navgo, avaried
and complex processin Navgo verba morphosyntax.

Future work will dso have to ded with the questions of the proper consirud of the
classficatory fegturesin verbs whose sems supplete for the dass of anomind argument. For
example, how isit that the subject in (34) “controls’ the slem sdection in the fallowing sentence:

(34 T-"66- taah yi-déd.
rope water-INTO  YPF3-fal:PERFSH
‘Theropefdl into the water.

We assume thet the verbd theme here involves not only the verb of faling but so the preceding
postpositiond expresson taah ‘into water’, moderatdy integrated into the verb word. The
postposition, -h ‘motion into” projects the (b)-type sructure, with t=' 06—~ ‘rope’ in its specifier.
Clearly it isthis argument that controls the sdection in the verb. However, thereis no direct
relationship between the verb and the specifier projected by the postposition. Only the
postposition itsdlf bears ardation to the verb. This matter will be left for future study, but it
uggests that areation of the ECM type (i.e., that holding between a verb and the specifier of
its complement, asin English “we congder John to beintdligent”) is an gppropriate one for
dem sdection. Either that or the structure we are assuming is incorrect.



Thexe arejud afew of the condderations that will be important in future work on
Navgo argument structure. Asafind observation, we note that an adequate theory of this
agpect of the Navgo verb will necessarily account for the interesting behavior of unaccusative
inchoatives like shi’ niits?a ‘| am beginning to di€’, shi’ niizh2c?od ‘| am beginning to be gentle,
and shi’niigan ‘I am beginning to grow skinny’. Here the sole argument of the verb isredized
morphologicaly as an object, not a subject (cf. Y oung and Morgan, 1987.187)—the Navgo
inchoative thus reved s the “internd” position of the Sngle argument of unaccusative verbs
Limits on the use of the inchoative, however, are themsaves amatter which will reguire further
Sudy. The subject of atrangtive inchoaive exhibits the Sandard subject behavior in relation to
agreement, asin bi’ niishghal ‘1 am beginning to et it (meat)’; the sameistrue in the unergetive
inchoative’ i’ niishchééh ‘am beginning to ary’, with the indefinite object dement ’- functioning
granmaicdly asthe internd argument, satisfying a generd requirement of the Navgjo
inchodtive. The subject of a non-inchoative unaccusative is represented, of course, by sandard
ubject agreement, asin yish?o?oh ‘1 am becoming gentle' .
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