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The overt expression of negative polarity is achieved in Navgo by means of two
condructions. The following sentences exemplify one of these:

(1) (@ Doo hd-da niyéada.
NEG who-DA P.3.go-DA
‘No one has arrived.’

(b) Shi-zhéé doo ha &' ii-danayiiii’-da
my-father NEG what-DA  3.P.3.-DA
‘My father has not bought anything.”

(©) Shi-zhéé doo hagdd-da  deeyda-da
my-father NEG where-AL-DA P.3go-DA
‘My father is not going anywhere!’

(d) Shi-zhéé doo héagdd-da  deeshad~ nizin-da.
my-faher NEG where AL-DA F.1sgo  P3want-DA
‘My father does not want to go anywhere’

The congruction illugtrated by the sentences of (1) involvesthe use of Navgo h-initid nominds,
“hrwords’. These areindefinites which are dose functiond pardlels of English wh-words. They
areidenticd to the interrogative nominas used in content questions, asin (2), and in sentences
containing pogtive indefinites, asin (3):

(2 (@ Ha-la niya
who-LA P.3go
“Who has arrived?

(b)Shi-zh€é haa'ii-la nayiisnii’'?
my-faher what-LA 3.P.3.buy
‘What did my father buy?

(c) Shi-zhé é hdd-god-la  deeya?
my-father where-AL-LA P.3.g0
‘Whereismy father going?

1 We are very much indebted to Linda Platero for her judgments on many of the Navajo sentencesin this
paper. Sheis not responsible for errors which undoubtedly remain.



(d) Shi-zhéé hé&gdo-la desshda- nizin.
my-father where-AL-LA F.1sgo P3want
‘“Where does my father want to go.’

(3)(a) Ha-gwid niya
who-INDEF P.3.go
‘Someone arrived.’

(b)Shi-zh€é ha &'ii-sh@ad nayiianii’.
my-father wha-INDEF 3.P.3buy-DA
‘My father bought something.’

(c) Shi-zhéé haagoo-drid deeya
my-father where-AL-INDEF P.3.go
‘My father is going somewhere’

(d)Shi-zhéé hdagoo-dheid deeshéd~ nizin.
my-father where-AL-INDEF F.1sgo P.3want-DA
‘My father wants to go somewhere’

The sentences of (1-3) represent the prevailing pettern for overt quantifier-like
expressionsin Navgo. The“quantifier” isin Stu, i.e, in the same position where an ordinary
NP or DP argument would gppear, asin (4):

(4)(a) Sktali niya
my-YBro P.3.go
‘My younger brother arrived.

(b)Shi-zhéé béégashii nayiisnii’.
my-father cow 3.P.3.buy
‘My father bought a.cow.

() Shi-zhéé  Kin-ani-goo deeyd
my-father Hagdaff-AL P.3.go
‘My father isgoing to Hagdteff.

(d)Shi-zhéé Kin-ani-go6  deeshdén nizin.
my-faher Hageaff-AL F.1sgo  P3wat
‘My father wants to go to Hagdtaff.

The negative polarity congructions of (1) above are characterized by the use of the
negative particle doo immediady before the indefinite nomind, and the latter is followed
immediatdy by the enditic - da (glossed DA )—the same éement which gppears as the “ scope-
marker” a the end of the clause in negatives. What is essentid here is thet the negative particle



doo mug precede the indefinite, despite the fact that the unmarked position for thisdement in
Navg o non+polarity congructions is just before the verb, asillugrated in (5):

(5)(a) S-tali doo niyaa-da.
my-YBroNEG P.3.go-DA
‘My younger brother did not arrive’

(b) Shi-zhé ébéégashii  doo  nayiisnii’ -da.
my-father cow NEG 3.P.3.buy-DA
‘My father did not buy acow.’

(c)Shi-zhéé Kin-dni-gbo doo deeyda-da.
my-father Haggaff-AL NEG P.3.go-DA
‘My father isnat going to Haggtaft.

(d)Shi-zhéé Kin-ani-gdddeeshda-doo  nizin-da.
my-father Hagdaff-AL F.1sgo  NEG P3want-DA
‘My father does not want to go to Hagdaff.’

Thisis not the only position in which the negetive particle can gppear, it is merdly the podtion
whichismore or lessneutrd. It can dso appear initidly or following the subject. In the polarity
congruction, however, the negative particle must precede the indefinite. 1t isbest to have the
negative particle immediately before the indefinite, but a sentence like (6) isaso possble:

(6)Doo hi-zhéé hdagdbod-da  deeyaada
NEG my-fatherwhere-AL-DA P.3.go-DA
‘My father isnot going anywhere’

Now let usturn to the second congtruction which Navgo uses to express negative
polarity. Thisis exemplified in the sentences of (7):

(7)(@ Doo niy&h)i-da.
NEG P.3.go-PRN-DA
‘No one has arrived.’

(b)Shi-zhéédoo  rayiisnii' --da.
my-father NEG 3.P.3.buy-PRN-DA
‘My father did not buy anything.

(c) Shi-zhéé doo deeyah)-i-gdo-da.
my-faherNEG P.3.go-PRN-AL-DA
‘My father is not going anywhere’

(d)Shi-zhéé doo deeshéé  nizin-i-gdd-da
my-fatherNEG F.1sgo P3want-PRN-AL-DA



‘My father does not want to go anywhere’

In these versons of the Navgo polarity condruction, the indefinite portion is missng from its
expected post-negative podition. Insead, an as yet unidentified demert gopears following the
verb—specificdly, between the verb and the endlitic -da, the negative scope marker. This new,
unidentified dement, having the shape -i-, isidenticd to the morphologica base of certain
pronouns, determiners, and question words, as shown in (8):

(8)sh+i ‘1s angular’

b-i ‘3rd
ha-i ‘who'
éi ‘that’

These are pergpicuous examples of determiners containing the element a issue, though itsuseis
generd in thisdass of words, if often obscured phonologicaly in less perspicuous cases. We
will assumethat the -i- of the polarity congtructionsisthe very same dement asthat which
functions as the morphological base of pronominds and determiners. The question we must
now faceisthis what isthis dement doing fter the verb, and what is the nature of the position
inwhich it gopears? We begin with the fird part of this question.

Itisdear that something is missing from the preverba part of the sentences of (7), and
the podition of the missng dement, i.e, the“gap”, is a some point following the negative
particde doo. In fact, we can show that the ggp directly follows the negative particle, Snce a
sentence like (9) below can only have the reading according to which the missing indefinite
corresponds to the subject:

(9)Doo  bé&geshii yizohri-da.
NEG cow 3.P.3.rope-PRN-DA
‘Nobody roped the cow.’

This cannot have the meaning according to which the cow didn’t rope anything, an ideawhich
could only be rendered asin (10):

(10) Béégeshiidoo  yizohi-da.
cow NEG 3.P.3.rope-PRN-DA
‘The cow didn’t rope anything.’

We have reason to suppose, then, that the sentences of (7) and (9) have agap—an
empty category, possibly atrace of movement—immediatdy following the negdive paticle
Putting this observation together with that concerning the postverba pronomind dement -i-
(0lossed PRN), it is naturd to suggest thet the surface positioning of the latter is effected by
rightward movement from the preverbd, and post- negative, position which we have identified
withthegap. That isto say, the postverbd dement -i- isa“ditic’, more exactly “endlitic’,
variant of the indefinite item gppearing in sentences of the type represented by the overt polarity
congructions of (1) above. Thisdlitic has the morphosyntactic property thet it must atach to



some word and, further it must attach to a particular word in the clause—namely, the verb. We
leave asde for now the question of what forces it to move to the verb rather than to some other
word. At this point, we are interested in establishing that a movement processisinvolved in this
congruction.

By assuming that the sentences of (7), say, are derived by movement from sructuresin
which the ditic PRN originatesin the postion following the negative particle, we give anaturd
account of the pargphrase rdation which holds between the sentences of (1) and (7). Thetwo
sets have essantidly identicd d-gtructures, and the entitiesinvolved in the negative polarity
relations are essentidly identica, abstractly gpeeking, in the two sets. Furthermore, movement is
strongly suggested not only by the displacement of the PRN endlitic itsdlf, but aso by the case
like locationd and directiona endlitics which are likewise displaced—ypied-piped, so to spesk—
with the pronomina endlitic, asin (7c) and (12):

(12) () Doo naesh&(h)-i-d2e2€ -da.
NEG |.1swak.around-PRN-AL-DA
‘I don't come from anywhere’

(@) Kin-ani-cke€ naasha
Haggtaff-EL  1.1swak.around
‘1 come from Hagdtaff.

(b) Awéé doo s-dah)-i-g-da
baby NEG P.3sit.sgPRN-LOC-DA
‘The baby isn't Stting anywhere’

() Awég n'-g s-da
baby ground-LOC P.3.st.sg
‘The baby is gtting on the ground.’

(c)Hadiin doo ni’ni—kréz-i-j3’-da.
men NEG P.3.drive-PRN-EPT-DA
‘The man didn’t drive up to anything.’

(¢) Hadiin hooghatjd’  ni’ ni-b?ééaz.
men  house-EPT  P.3.drive
‘The man drove up to the house’

In each of the sentences (11a') through (11¢’), alocationa or directiond phrase gopears with a
verb which “sdects’ it, in an intuitively dear sense. These sentences conform to the naturd, or
“basic” verb-find order of Navgo. Accordingly, thelocationd or directiond phrase precedes
the verb which sdectsit. The phrases at issue here congst of nomina expressions followed by
one or another of the so-cdled “spatid endlitics’ (AL ‘dlative, EL ‘dative’, EPT ‘endpoint
dlaive , LOC ‘locative). They correspond, clearly, to adpostiond phrasesin other languages.
They belong therefore, to the category commonly represented by the phrasal abbreviation PP,



We will adopt this usage here and, furthermore, we will refer to the spatid enditics as“(endlitic)
postpositions’, departing to some extent from norma Athabaskanist usage, for the sake of
generd crosslinguidtic reference. Accordingly, we will use the abbreviation P for the spatid
endliticsfor present purposes (reserving RN, rlaionad noun, for the traditional Athabaskanist

“postpogtion”).

Congder now the sentences (11a:c), thet isto say, thefird in each of the pairsin (11)
above. In those sentences, the PP condituent is missing from its putative base postion, and the
endlitic postpostion (P) itsdf appears atached to the pronomind ditic dement -i- (PRN)
auffixed to the verb word. Here again, the semantic rdaion holding between the members of
each pair in (11) is accounted for very naturaly under the assumption thet the first member is
derived by movement from an underlying representation in which the pronomind dement PRN
(with P, if present) gppearsin the basic preverbd pogtion, as depicted in (12):

(12) ... doo PRN(-P) ...V -da
\ AN

We extend this andysisto dl cases of the polarity congtruction involving displaced PRN. We
can assume that PRN, being a bound dement, mugt attach to some head. This requirement is
satified by movement to a pogtion from which it can atach to the verb word, although we must
Uppose aso thet the particular target or landing Ste is determined by more fundamenta
linguigtic principles. Though anumber of possibilities suggest themsdves, we will be concerned
here primarily with limitations on the movement process, assuming it to be red for now, and we
will be concerned eventudly with some of the implications the process hasin rdaion to the
position of Navgo in atheory of Pronomina Argument (Jeinek, 1984; Jdinek and Demers,
1994) and Polysynthetic (Baker, 1996) languages.

The process involved in forming the polarity congtruction under condderation here
exhibits behavior expected of an extraction operation. While “long extraction” ispossible, it is
not possible to extract over certain barriers or out of certain contexts. Putative long extraction
is limited to movement out of direct discourse complements (cf. Kaufman 1974, Schauber
1979), asin (7d) above, repeated here as (13):

(13) Shi-zhéé doo deeshés nizin-i-good-da.
my-faher NEGF.1sgo P3want-PRN-AL-DA
‘My father does not want to go anywhere’

The dlausd complement here represents a type which can be sdected by the members of a
amdl st of verbs of saying and thinking. Sentences having the essentid sructure of (13) are
characterized not only by “direct discourse’ persond deixis but aso by the absence of an overt
complementizer. Additiond examples of extractions from direct discourse complements are
givenin (14) and (15):

(14) (8 Shi-zhéé doo nahé-nii’  ni(n)-i-da.
my-father NEG P.1st.buy 3.say-PRN-DA



‘My father didn’'t say he bought anything.
Cf

(b)yShi-zhéé chidi nehdnii’  ni.
my-fahercar P.lstbuy 3.say
‘My father said he bought acar’

(15) (8 Shi-zhéédoo ji-degya hd'ni(n)-i-goo-da
my-father NEG 4.P-go 1s.P.3.regard- PRN-AL-DA
‘My father does't think I’m going anywhere’
Ci.
(b) Shi-zhéé N4 nizhoozhi-goo ji-desya sho'ni.
my-father Galup-AL 4-Pgo 1sP.3.regad
‘My father thinks I’'m going to Gdlup.’

In the (a)-sentences of (14-15), the gap which is congtrued with the verb-find didocated
pronomind endlitic clearly corresponds to a phrase selected by the embedded verb, not the
man verb. That isto say, the gap in (14a, 153) corresponds to the overt phrases selected by
the subordinate verbs in the sentences without extraction, i.e,, (14b,150b). Thus, it is reasonable
to concdude that “long extraction” isinvolved here, as depictedin (16):

(16) XPdoo[s..PRN(-P)...V]V -da
\ N

In thisfigure, we give the impression that the movement we have assumed is effected in one
dep, without interruption. Thisis not an impresson we want to leave unchalenged. 1t could be,
of course, that the extraction takes place in two Sages, i.e,, successve cydicaly, with the PRN
moving fird to afind (non-overt) complementizer position associated with the embedded dlause
and then to its eventud surface location, dso possbly a complementizer associated with the
main dause. The evidence for onething or the other is not overwhdming. In any event, we will
condder next the rdationship between extraction and the appearance of an overt
complementizer.

By far the grestest number and variety of dependent clause condtructionsin Navgo
involve the use of postverba subordinating morphology which, we suppose, occupies the
complementizer position in the syntactic sructure projected for the relevant sentences. This
morphology indudes the nomindizing, referentialy definite, endlitic morphology involved inthe
Navgo interndly heeded relative clause, asin (17), and Navg o expressions corresponding to
fective complementsin English and other familiar languages, asin (18). On rdative dauses, this
enditic morphology comesin two forms, one involving reference to past events, Sates, or
mentionings (eg., -2€%e ~ -2&%a in (17b, d) below), the other to non-past events, sates, or
mentionings (-igii in (173, c)); factives generdly bear the second of these (asin (18)):

(17) () Shi-zhééddh  néi—' ahigii dadiidizi-.
my-Fa  deer |.3.butcher-REL  F.1nseat
‘We will et the deer my father is butchering.’



(b)Shi-zhé éAzih  yiyiisd(n)-2€% nideesh’ ah.
my-Fa  deer 3PkillFREL F.1sbutcher
‘1 will butcher the deer my father killed.

(c) Ba dlta i KinOani-d2é2¢  neeghé&(h) - igii "ay6o shaa jooba! .
teacher Hagdaff-EL  |.3.comefromREL vey 1-to [.3.kind
‘The teacher who comes from Hagdaf is very niceto me’

(d) Hadtiin Na nizhoozhi- g6 neay&h)-?&a bi-- naeshnish.
men  Gdlup-AL P.3.go-REL 3-with I.1swork
‘1 work with the man who went to Galup (and returned).’

(18) (aK’ad ’iini-ta -igii b-aa  shi-- hdzheb.
now |.2s.s5o0.school-REL. 3-about 1-with  1.A.good
‘I'm glad that you are going to schoal.’

(b)’ AdR&ad?aed —2i4"  nenii-go'-igii  yinii".
yesterday horse 2s.P.3.throw-REL P.1shear
‘| heared that the horse threw you yesterday.’

By contrast with direct discourse complements of the type represented by (13), rdeive
clauses and factives are “opague’, ressting extraction from a pogtion internd to them—thus,
the following patterns are observed (illudrating firg the rdaive dause, in (19-20)):

(19) (a) Beg dckroh nahini-nii’ -2 n-ee né 33,
oun 3.P.2sbuy-REL 2spos 3.P.1s.sted
‘1 gole (from you) the gun you bought.’

(b)Doo  beg dd?roh nahini-nii'-262e n-ee né2i2’ -da.
NEG gun 3.P.2sbuy-REL 2spos 3.P.1s.stea-DA
‘1 didn’'t ed (from you) the gun you bought.”

(c)Doo haa'ii-da nehini-nii’-22e nree  né%43’-da.
NEG wha-DA 3.P.2sbuy-REL 2s-pogt 3.P.1s.stedl-DA
‘I didn't gted (from you) whatever you bought.’

(d)*Doo nehini-nii’-26e  n-ee né€ 3’ -i-da.
NEG 3.P.2sbuy-REL 2s-pog 3.P.1s.steal-PRN-DA

(20) (a) Nd nizhoozhi-goo neaydh)-2eta  yii—tga
Gdlug-AL P.sgosyREL 3.P.1ssee
‘1 saw the one who went to Gdlup.



(b) Doo Nd nizhoozhi-god neaydh)-2&a  yii-tseta-da.
NEG Gdlup-AL P.sgo.sgREL 3.P.1ssee-DA
‘I didn’t see the one who went to Galup.’

(c)Doohdagéd-da naayah)-2&a  yii—tea-da.
NEG whereAL-DAP.sgo.sgREL 3.P.1s.see-DA
‘1 didn't see the one who went somewhere’

(d)*Doo naayah)-2&a  Vii-tsyn) -i-da.
NEG P.sgo.srREL 3.P.1s.see-PRN-DA

The rdlevant observation here, of course, isthat the enditic pronomind -i- (PRN) cannot be
congtrued with the vacant position (sympolized ) following the negdive particlein the
(d)-sentences of (19-20). The hypothetica “gap”, theoreticaly the trace of the extracted
enditic, isindde ardaive dause here, while its putative antecedent, the endlitic PRN itsdlf, is
outdde that dause.

The same redtriction is observed in reaion to factive nomindizations, formaly identicd
to interndly heeded rddives

(21) () Na nizhoozhi-goo nisniyqh)-igii b-aa dhi-—=  hoz?o.
Gdlup-AL P.2s.go-REL 3-about 1s-with A.P.good
‘I'm happy about the fact that you went to gdlup.’

(b) Doo N.-gdo nisiniy&h) -igii b-aa si--  hézheéo-da
NEG G-ALP.2go-REL  3-about 1s-with A.P.good.DA
‘I"'m not happy about the fact thet you went to gdlup.

(c)Doo héagod-da nigniyah)-igiib-aa  shi-—  hozheé?o-da.
NEG where AL P.2sgo-REL 3-about 1s-with A.P.good.DA
‘I"'m not happy about you having gone somewhere’

(d)*Doo nigniyah)-igiib-aa  shi-=  hdzho(n)-i-goo-da.
NEG P2sgo-REL  3-about 1s-with A.P.good-PRN-AL-DA

Here again, agap within the nomindized dause cannot be congtrued with an antecedent outside
that clause.

Thisredriction isnot limited to nomindized dauses, Inceit isaso observed with
adjoined (adverbid) clauses of the type represented by (22) below. In generd, in dtrictly
observationd terms, a ggp cannot be construed with an antecedent “ across an overt
complementizer”:

(22) (a) Shi-ye hedtl’ishitlizhrgo hedeeshghaazh.
1s-son mud.P.3fdl-COMP P.1s.shout



‘1 shouted out when my son fel into the mud.”

(b)Doo shi-ye hadtl’ishitlizrgo  hadeeshghaazh-da.
NEG 1sson mud.P.3fdl-COMP P.1sshout-DA
‘1 didn’'t shout when my son fel into the mud.’

(c) Doo héi-da hed!’ishitlizn-go hedeeshgheazh-da.
NEG who-DA mud.P.3fdl-COMP P.1sshout-DA
‘| didn’t shout out when someone fdl into the mud.’

(d)*Doo heghtl’ishitlizvgo  hadeeshghaarh-i-da.
NEG mud.P.3fall-COMP P.1sshout-PRN-DA

We areleft now with the question of how this condraint should be explained. Whet is
the principle which prevents an gap-antecedent relation here? And how are the (d)-sentences of
(19-22) different in nature from the direct discourse complements of (13-14), where the
hypothetica “long extraction” is dlowed to relae a gap to an antecedent in ahigher dause?
There are two obvious possihilities: (i) theill-formed sentences of (19-22) violate subjacency,
the overt complementizer reflecting the presence of abarrier for extraction, aosent in the
complementizerless direct discourse complement; (ii) theill-formed sentences are o because
they violate the Condition on Extraction Domains (CED; Huang, 1982)—nomindized dauses,
like adverbids, are adjuncts, opague to government and hence to extraction, while direct
discourse complements are truly complements trangparent to government (ceteris paribus).

Wewill return to this question later. For now, however, we should point out, as an
adde, that the dightly degraded (c)- sentences of (19-22) suggest that the principles accounting
for theill-formedness of the (d)-sentences, with gpparent overt extraction, are dso implicated in
the semantics of Navgo in situ h-words in rlation to negation. These e ements do not have
thelr usud polarity function, being interpreted rather asindefinites, in ructuresin which an overt
complementizer separates them from the negative (NEG) particle. Again, depending on the
answersto certain well-known theoretica questions, this could be a subjacency effect or aCED
effect.

For present purposes, we will be content to point out thet the facts surrounding the
relation between the endlitic PRN dement and the gap with which it is associated is congstent
with the syntactic movement hypothes's suggested earlier. There is a dependency between an
overt dement (PRN) and agap, hypotheticaly atrace, which iswhat we will takeit to be
henceforth. That isto say, there is the expected “ displacement”. An eement gppearsin a
postion which it is reasonable to assume is different from its d- sructure position; thus, for
example, apogpostion gopears in a postion removed from the preverbd position inwhichitis
“sdected”; and, by extensgon, a“bare PRN” islikewise found in an A-bar position, removed
from the argument position in which it is governed and sdected by the verb. Moreover the
observed gap-antecedent relation islimited by principlestypicaly involved in blocking
extraction. All of this smacks dearly of movement, and wewill consder thisissue essentialy
closed for the purposes of the present discussion (see dso Kaufman 1974 and Schauber 1979,



where the same conclusion isreached in relation to the identical gap-antecedent relation
observed in certain Navgo indirect question condructions).

Weturn now to a brief consderation of certain technica questionsraised by the
movement hypothesis. What is the nature of PRN? And what isthe nature of the podtion to
which it moves? These are rdated questions, Snceif PRN isahead, itslanding Steis
presumably likewise a heed; if it isamaxima projection, then itslanding Ste is presumably a
gructurd pogtion (specifier, complement) to which amaximd projection may move. We know
that PRN is morphologicaly endlitic at surface structure; but this does nat, of course, preclude
the possihitity thet it isamaxima projection at d- and s-Sructures. In favor of the ideathet
PRN isamaxima projection isthe fact thet it undergoes “long movement” leaving intermediaie
heads behind (eg., V and various functiond heads c-commeanding V, aswel as N, aswe gl
see presantly). This, inand of itsdlf, is enough to diminate the dternative, snce the Heed
Movement Condraint, preduding precisdy this, is generaly exceptionlessin naturd language
(Travis, 1984). Thus, the gppearance of PRN in acanonica “head pogtion” (find in Navgo) is
apurey morphologica fact, essentidly accidentd in relation to Srictly syntactic consderations.
The“pied-piping” of oatid enditics (P) is conggent with ether hypothess

We will assume the andlyss according to which PRN isamaximd (i.e,, phrasd)
projection and that it is motivated by the same factors that motivate overt syntactic movement of
[+Wh] - phrases to the Spec position of a[+Wh] complementizer in linguigticaly well-known
caxes. We cannot explain why this movement is non-overt in the case of Navgo h-words (but
See Schauber, 1979, for optiond overt lefward movement of hrwordsin questionsin some
Navgo speech). Bethisasit may, PRN movement is overt and obligetory, and it is constrained
in accordance with well-known limits on extraction.

What now can be said about this polarity congtruction and the question of the position
of Navgo in relation to the typologica diginction drawn around polysynthesis and
nonconfigurationdity in recent work (Baker, 1996; Jainek, 1984)?

Hrdg, it isdear that the exisence of amovement ruleis perfectly conggent with the
Polysynthes's Parameter (of Baker, 1996) which, while precluding the gppearance of an overt
nomind expresson in an argument position, pecificaly permits the gopearance there of an
empty category, incuding the trace of movement. On the other hand, we have not consdered
the full range of structures in which PRN-movement gpplies. Spedificaly, we have not
considered one class of cases in which movement directly confronts the issue of polysynthesis
and the pronominad argument parameter.

Ovet nominds, in particular the “thematic arguments’ of verbs and other argument-
taking heads, cannot gppear in core argument pogtions a s sructure. Instead, they must gppear
in adjunct (A-bar) postions. We will assume, with Baker (1996), and without further commert,
that thisisto be explained in rdation to the “licenang” function of Case. Core argument
positions are not positions to which Case can be assigned; hence, empty categories are
permitted there, while overt nominds are precluded. Overt nominds are permitted in adjunct
positions, on the other hand, presumably because Caseis not required there, and their themetic



relaions are sidfied through a“linking” relaion with their associated core argument positions.
Linking is accomplished in virtue of the antecedent-trace rdaion, in the case of movement, and
in the case of bagc adjuncts, through an inherent linking relaion between argumentd pro
elements and base-generated adjunct nominas.

We now have a prediction. If alanguage is polysynthetic, then overt nomindsinit ae
adjuncts, and extraction from anomind expresson isimpossble, by the CED. If thisisin fact
the case in Navg o, then Navgo is possbly polysynthetic in Baker's sense. We have seen that
extraction out of anomindized dauseisimpossble (cf. the (d)- sentences of (19-21) above),
but thisis possbly due to subjacency and, hence, irrdevant to the issue a hand. Consider now
the following examples

(23) ()Doo shi-zhéé bi-12i4"  yii-téa-da.
NEG 1sfaher 3-horseP.1s.see-DA
‘1 didn’t see my father’ shorse.

(b)Doo héi-da  biHla3"  yii-t&a-da
NEG who-DA 3-horseP.1s.see-DA
‘| didn’t see anyone' shorse’

(c)Doo bi-124"  yii-tsyn)-i-da.
NEG 3horse P.1s.seePRN-DA
‘I didn’'t see anyone' s horse’

(24) ()Doo g-tali  bi-léachretdi shidixedrda
NEG 1sYBro 3-dog 1s.P.3.hite DA
‘My younger brother’ sdog didn’t bite me’

(b)Doo héi-da  bi-léécheerai shihwedhda.
NEG who-DA 3-dog 1sP.3.hite-DA
‘No one€' sdog bit me’

(c)Doo bi-lé&ch?eed i shidwedri-da
NEG 3-dog 1s.P.3.bite- PRN-DA
‘No on€' sdog bit me’

(25) ()Doo  shi-ndi bi-ye Na nizhoozhi-go0 deeyéa-da.
NEG 1sOBro 3-son Gdlup-AL P.3.go-DA
‘My dder brother’ s son isn't going to Gallup.’

(b)Doo hai-da  bi-ye' Na nizhoozhi -goo deeyaa-da.
NEG 1sOBro 3-son Gdlup-AL P.3.go-DA
‘No one ssonisgoing to Galup.’

(c)Doo bi-ye Na nizhoozhi-goo deeyah)-i-da.



NEG 3-son Gdlup-AL P.3.go-PRN-DA
‘No on€e' s sonisgoing to Gdlup.’

The crucid cases here are the (¢)- sentences on the view that movement isinvolved in
producing their s-gructure forms. Of course, the centra question is the nature, not of the landing
ste of PRN, unremarkable here, but of the point of origin—i.e., the position of the gap, or
trace. If, asis generdly assumed, the trace (corresponding to the possessor argument in the
possessve condructions) isinternal to anominad expression, then the status of Navgo asa
polysynthetic language isin quedtion. If the s-structures correponding to the (C)-sentences
involve the profile depicted in (26), then we have extraction from anomina congtituent:

(26) ... doo [pp N] ... V-PRN-da
\—A

If overt nominds are adjuncts, then (26) isimpossible, being a CED vidlaion—PRN is
extracted from DP, an adjunct, by hypothesis. If (26) isthe correct andysis of the (¢)-sentences
of (23-25), which are grammaticd, then Navgo is not a polysynthetic language in the sense of
Baker.

This result might be seen as conflicting with evidence which has been dited from reaive
clause structures in Navgo. The evidence a issue includes data of the type represented in (27)
below, origindly pointed out by Ellavina Perkins (Hae, Tsose-Perkins, et al. 1977; and cf.
Fatero, 1982, and Speas, 1990, for discussons of a andogous structures):

(27) [Ritidked - hi-zhéé -2id"  nayiiii’-2e2€]  yi' didoo-i-.
day.past 1sfaher horse 3.P.3.buy-REL 3.F.3.brand.
‘My father; will brand the horse he, bought (earlier) today.’

Sentences of thistype are subject to a number of interpretations, but the trandaion given
corresponds to a prominent reading—the most prominent, for some speskers. Crucidly, on this
interpretation, the subject of thefind verb is non-overt—i.e, pro by hypothess—and itis
coreferentid with the overt nomind argument shi-zh€ € ‘my father’ gppearing internd to the
bracketed rdative clause—i.e, internd to the object of the find verb. Thisistheoreticaly
possible under ether of two conditions: (i) Navgo is a polysynthetic language, in which the
reldive clause (an overt nomind expresson) is an adjunct, while the core arguments are non-
overt pronominas (pro ) occupying in the core subject and object pogtion; or (i) Navgoisa
sandard configurationa language (cf., Speas, 1990), with the usud null- pronomina possiblities
of languages with rich agresment, and in which relaive dauses have the option of appearing as
adjuncts, asin sandard didocation condructions. In ether case, ardative dause (symbolized
Ne in (28) below), with overt nominals (NP, and NR), will occupy a postion whichiis, in the
relevant repects, externd to the main dlause and therefore outside the c-command domain of
any of the arguments of the main verb (i.e, Pro;, the subject, and Prg,, the object):



(28)
/S\
N rel
/\ PrﬂP

today Nrei N
Pro;
REL Will\b(rand
e
father N PJ

|
haree  DoOught

It follows, then, that there can be no Condition C violation in this Stuation (cf., Baker, 1996;
Chomsky, 1981). On the other hand, if the reative clause of (28) occupied the object position
within the main dause (i.e, if it gopeared in place of Prg), then the main clause subject (Pra)
would c-command an R-expresson with which it is coindexed (the overt nomind NP, )—this
would be acdlear Condition C violation. There is more to this than meets the eye, however.

So far aswe can tdl, the“problem” illustrated by (27) is spedific to interndly headed
relative dauses, and especidly sentences which, like (27), condst of main and subordinete
dausss are " GF-pardld”—that is, in which the main and subordinate dauses share arguments
of the same grammaticd function.

Where such pardldismis not present, asin the following sentences with (bracketed)
factive complements (ignoring for present purposes the problem of identifying true pardldismin
the rdevant sense), a pro subject in the main dause cannot be interepreted as coreferentia with
an overt nomind in the embedded factive dause, hence:

(29) (a)[Yisk?&ago ni-tdli niraadooga—-igii] y-eeshi-—  hoolne'.
tomorrow 2s YBr Ins-to FUT.3.go-REL 3-of 1s-with 3.Ptdl
‘(S)he told me about your younger brother; coming to us tomorrow.”

(b)[Yisk?&ago ni-tdli nihhaadooga—igii] b-aa  bi-— hozh?o.
tomorrow 2s YBr Insto FUT.3.go-REL 3-about 3-with A.P.good
‘(She ishappy about your younger brother; coming to ustomorrow.’

The factive complements here exhibit the behavior expected of core arguments, not that of
adjuncts. Thisis clear immediately for (29a), whose main verb takes a sandard subject
argument which, whether overt or non-overt, would ¢-command the embedded factive
clause—the latter isthe grammeatica object of the rdaiona noun expresson y-ee ‘aout it’. The
same ¢-command rdation holdsin (29b), though less obvioudy s, Sncethisisan inverse
condruction—the experiencer israised from the complement pogition within the relationd noun
expresson bi-— ‘with himvher'. Since careference between ni-tsili “your younger brother’ and



the rdlevant non-overt main clause argument is not possible, we must assume thet the option
avalablefor rdative daussslike (27) is not available for factive dauses, despite their nomind
morphology. In this respect, these factives behave like the possessive nomina congtructions of
(23-25) above. But thisis not a property of factives, per se; it hasto do rather with
GF-pardldism. Thus, where the GF rdations are pardld, asin (30) bdow, the relevant
cross-clausa coreferenceis possble:

(30) [Yisk?®ago hi-zhE€éhi-may-ika’ adoolwo—-igii] y-eeyi-—  hoolne .
tomorrow 1s-Fa 1s-Mo 3-for-FUT.3.run-REL  3-of 3-with P.3tdl
‘My father; told my mother he would help (lit. about his heping) her
tomorrow.’

Asin the case of (27), S0 dso here on the reading given, the subject of the main verb isnon
overt and coreferential with the overt subject of the embedded factive clause.

Speas (1990) has argued that paraldism isthe factor which isrdevant in complex
sentences of the type represented by (27) and (30), and in other comparable casesin which
non-overt arguments are congtrued with heteroclausd overt arguments. She proposesthe
falowing Pardld Function Constraint on interpretation (Speas, 1990:232):

(31) Inacongruction in which an embedded dauseis didocated and adjoined tothe
matrix dause, interpret proin agiven dause as coreferent with the NP which bearsthe
same GF in the other dause.

Thiswill account for the relevant interpretation of (27), and assuming that the rdative clause
thereisdidocated, i.e, an adjunct, thereis no Condition C violation. However, GF paraldism
islogicaly independent of didocation or adjunction. Congder the pardldism condraint
autonomoudy, asin (32):

(32) Inacomplex condruction, interpret pro in agiven dause as coreferent with the
NP which bears the same GF in the other dlause?

Thisverson will gpply to give the rdevant interpretation of (27) whether the rdaive dauseis
adjoined, asin (28), or in the core object postion (i.e.,, the position occupied by Pro; in thet
Sructure). In the second case, of course, a Condition C violation results. But the pardldism
principle could, in fact, be “ strong enough” or override the otherwise inviolate Binding Theory
princple

2 Thisis sufficient for the direct construction. An adjustment will have to be made for the inverse (Subject-
Object-Inversion) construction, however (cf., Platero, 1978, 1982). Consider, for example, the interpretation
which resultsif the verb of the factive clausein (30) is changed to the bi-form (the inverse), giving

b-ik&’ adoolwo- *x will hepy;, y; will be helped by x'. In this case, the non-overt subject of the main clause
is coindexed with the overt (fronted) object of the factive clause, i.e.., shi-sh€ € ‘my father’ . Here ‘my father’,

not ‘my mother’, is the person to be helped; but it is still *my father’ who communicates the content of the
factive clauseto ‘ my mother’.



In relaion to our basic question—polysynthess versus standard configurationdity—we
are left with the following logica possihilities

(33) () All overt nomind arguments occupy core argument positions.
(b) All overt nomind arguments are adjuncts (linked to prosin core
argument pogitions).
(c) Some overt nomind arguments (e.g., certain dlausd ones) are
adjuncts dl othersarein core argument positions.

If (333) is correct, then (32) operatesin some casesin spite of Condition C. If (33b) is correct,
then Condition C is never obtruded by (32). If (33c) is correct, (32) may operate without
violaing Condition C.

If the Pardld Function Condraint is correct, and we believeit is (in someform or cther;
cf., Platero, 1978, 1982, for discussion of certain interpretive srategies), then, with the possble
exception of the extraction of possessors (asin (23-25)), the evidence we have consdered in
this paper does little to decide the issue of Navgo polysynthesis and standard configurationdity.
It will be necessary to determine the correctness of one or another of the structura
arangementsin (33); and to do that, we must look elsawhere—for example, the kinds of
arguments presented by Speas (1990:237-240, and esewhere) in favor of (333, ¢), and the
kinds of arguments presented by Jelinek (1984, 1995, and dsewhere) in favor of (33b) and
pronomind argument grammar.
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