3. Restructuring and the categorial status of
non-finite clauses in Polish

0. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is, on the one hand, to establish whether Polish non-
finite clauses are affected by the rule of Restructuring and, on the other, to deter-
mine how the supposed presence or absence of this rule influences the categorial
status of the clauses under scrutiny. First, the distribution of non-finite clauses in
Polish is investigated. Then, the properties of Restructuring in various languages
are examined, with a special focus on the diagnostics typical of Polish Restruc-
turing. Afterwards, the question is addressed of whether Restructuring in Polish
is lexically conditioned, just like in other Restructuring languages. Next, the
categorial status of non-finite clauses is scrutinised. What is here at issue is
whether they represent bare VPs without PRO or whether they correspond to
TPs (or CPs) with a PRO subject. Finally, an attempt is made to derive various
effects of Restructuring within the recent version of the Minimalist Program of
Chomsky (2000, 2001a, b).

1.0. The distribution of non-finite clauses in Polish

Before embarking on an analysis of the structure of Polish non-finite clauses, it
seems worthwhile to pay some attention to their distribution. Polish has four
non-finite verbal forms. The forms in question include: the infinitive, the gerund
and the participles. The infinitive is formed for the majority of verbs with the
ending €. Verbs whose stem endskiror g form their infinitive by means of the
ending <€, e.g.pieke ‘| bake’ —piec ‘to bake’, strzege ‘I watch’ — strzec‘to

watch’ (cf. Bak (1977)). The gerund requires the endings —nie or Cie, e.g.czyta-

nie ‘reading’ —czyta¢ ‘to read’, szycie'sewing’ —szy¢ ‘to sew’. The participles

are marked with the endingge-or -wszy-iszy. The former participial ending is
used to denote an action simultaneous with the action in the main clause, for
instance Szed! spiewajqc. ‘He was singing while he was walking’. The latter is
used to denote an action prior to the action expressed in the matrix clause, e.g.
Przeczytawszy gazete, poszedl spaé. ‘Having read the newspaper, he went to
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bed.” As noted by Bak (1977), the participle forms are less and less often used in
everyday speech.

In addition to non-finite forms, Polish non-finite clauses can occur with the
elementzeby ‘so that'! Althoughzeby is commonly treated in the literature as a
Complementiser (cf. Fisiakt al (1978), Zabrocki (1981), Willim (1989) and
Witko$ (1998)), its categorial status will be re-examined in Chapter IV section
1.1, and therefore for the time being it will not be defined.

It has to be noted that participial clauses are much more restricted in their
distribution than infinitival or gerundive clauses, as they can function only as
adjuncts. Likewise, infinitival clauses can be used as adjuncts, while gerundive
clauses do not assume this function. What is common to infinitival and gerun-
dive clauses is that both of them can be used as a subject or as a complement.
While infinitives are rare in the subject position, gerunds can more often be
encountered here. Example (1a) illustrates the infinitival clause appearing as a
subject, whereas example (1b) shows the gerundive clause used in this sentence
position:

1)
a. Bladzi¢ jest rzecza ludzka.
to-err is  human thing
‘To err is human.’

b. Pisanie listow zabiera mduzo czasu.
writing letters takes him a-lot-of time
‘Writing letters takes him a lot of time.’

In fact, infinitival subjects are limited to appearing with copula verbs (cf. (1a)),
whereas no such restriction holds of gerundive clauses (cf. (1b)). Also infinitival
clauses introduced kiby ‘so that’ can function as subjects; then they tend to be
extraposed and to co-occur with the wadit’, as demonstrated in (2):

Yt is not entirely correct to render the Poligthy asso thatin English, since a lot of
sentences witheby can be expressed in English just by means of an infinitival verb form
without any introducer (cf., for instance, example (7)). For the sake of simplicity of
exposition we will continue translatingby asso that Additionally, besidegeby ‘so

that', other less common non-finite clause introducers inclitieazeby, coby, izby and

by, all corresponding to Englisto that but also often rendered in English by means of a
mere infinitival clause without any introducer.

% In Bondaruk (2000), | argue thtt ‘it’ is not an expletive, but an argument. The issue
of optional or obligatory presencetof'it’ is also discussed in this paper.
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2
Wazne jest (t0), zeby nie spoznia¢ si¢ do pracy.
importantis it  so-that not to-be-late  REFL for work
‘It is important not to be late for work.’

Both gerundive and infinitival clauses most frequently function as complements
of verbs. This is illustrated in (3):

3)
a. Marek wolat  zosta¢ w domu.
Mark preferred to-stay at home
‘Mark preferred to stay at home.’

b. Ewa kontynuowata pisanie wypracowania.
Eve continued writing essay
‘Eve continued to write an essay.’

In (3a), the verb takes an infinitival complement, while (3b) exhibits a gerundive
one. Not all verbs, however, allow both types of complements. In fact verbs
taking non-finite complements can be divided into three groups: i) allowing only
infinitival complements, e.gechcie¢ ‘want’, probowadé ‘try’, musie¢ ‘must’, ii)
allowing only gerundive complements, el@ntynuowacé ‘continue’, and iii)
verbs allowing both infinitival and gerundive complements, ¢q¢ ‘begin’,
skonczy¢ finish’, znudzi¢ sie ‘get bored’ (cf. Grzegorczykowa (1967)). Within
the first class, there exist three subclasses of verbs, namely: ia) taking bare
infinitival complements only, e.gudaé¢ sie ‘manage’, chcie¢ sie ‘feel like’,
znudzi¢ sie ‘be bored with’ zamierza¢ ‘intend’, ib) taking only infinitival clauses
introduced byzeby ‘so that’, e.g.sili¢ sie ‘make effort’, zgadzacé sie ‘agree’,
marzy¢ ‘dream’, and ic) taking both bare infinitival complements and ones
introduced byteby ‘so that’, e.gchcie¢ ‘want’, zapominaé ‘forget’, bac sie ‘be
afraid’, zgadza¢ sie ‘agree’ (cf. Grochowsket al (1984)). Within the second
category of verbs two subclasses can be distinguished, that is: iia) taking a bare
gerundive complement, e.gnzwazaé ‘consider’, zaniechaé ‘give up’, etc., and
iib) taking a gerund as the complement of a preposition,n8:eé¢ o ‘think
about’,nalega¢ na ‘insist on’, etc. We will return to the issue of which classes of
verbs admit what type of complementation in section 2.1.3.

Non-finite clauses can also function as complements of predicative
adjectives, as shown in (4):
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4
a. Jacek jest sktonny przyja¢  twoje zaproszenie.
Jacek is inclined to-accept your invitation
‘Jacek is inclined to accept your invitation.’

b. Marta jest zainteresowana napisaniem tego wypracowania.
Martha is interested writing this essay
‘Martha is interested in writing this essay.’

Additionally, they can serve as complements of nouns, as can be seen in (5):

(5)
a. Nie opuszczalo go pragnienie, Zeby osiagnaé  sukces.
not leave him desire so-that to-achieve success
‘He was always accompanied by the desire to achieve success.’

% The infinitival clause used as a complement to the noun in (5a) is introducetyby
‘so that'. Bare infinitival clauses can be found in apparently similar structures like (i):
(i) a. Mam ochote zjes¢ to ciastko.
I-have desire to-eat this cake
‘| feel like eating this cake.’
b. Mial nadziej¢ wygra¢ milion.
he-had hope  to-win million
‘He hoped to win a million.’
These sentences, although similar to noun complement structures like (5a) and (5b), do
in fact contain complex predicates suchnasé ochote ‘feel like' and mie¢ nadzieje
‘hope’, as confirmed by the fact that the nouns and the non-finite clause following them
in these cases cannot be used as complements to other kinds of verbs, as shown in (ii):
(i) a.* Wyrazitam ochag zje§¢ to ciastko.
l-expressed desire to-eat this cake
‘| expressed the desire to eat this cake.’
b.* Wyrazit nadzieje wygra¢ milion.
he-expressed hope to-win  million
‘He expressed the hope to win a million.’
The nominal part of the idiom cannot be preposed, as demonstrated by (iii):
(iii) a.* Ochoty zje§¢ to ciastko nie mam.
desire to-eat this cake not I-have
‘The desire to eat this cake | don’t have.’
b.* Nadzieji wygra¢ million nie mam.
hope to-win million not I-have
‘Hope to win a million | don’t have.’
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b. Kierowata nim zadza zdobyciastawy.
led him desire of-getting fame
‘He was led by the desire to be famous.’

However, only gerundive clauses can function as complements of prepositions,
whereas infinitival clauses are banned from occurring in this positior, e.g.:

(6)
Zapomniat o wystaniu tego listu.
he-forgot about sending his letter
‘He forgot to send this letter.’

In addition to being used as complements, non-finite clauses can also function as
adjuncts, occurring in purpose clauses (see example (7)), modifying adjectives,
adverbs (see examples (8) and (9), respectively), and verbs (see example (10)).

(7)
Ide (zeby) kupi¢ mleko.
I-go so-that to-buy milk
‘I am going to buy milk.’

(8)
Ten tekst jest za trudnyzeby go szybko przettumaczy¢.
this text is too difficult so-that it quickly to-translate
‘This text is too difficult to translate it quickly.’

9)

Czytat za cicho, zeby g0 mozna bylo ustyszeé.
he-read too silently so-that him could be heard
‘He read too silently to be heard.’

* The only exception to the claim that infinitives do not function as complements of
prepositions seems to be the preposiiamiastinstead of’, which can be followed by
this type of complement, as can be seen in (i) below:
(i) Zamiast spac do 10-epowiniene$ pracowac.

instead-of to-sleep till 10 you-should work

‘Instead of sleeping till 10, you should be working.’
Alternatively, one may claim that in this particular aseniastrepresents a conjunction,
rather than a P, and hence is not exceptional in any way.
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(10)

Patrzac w okno  liczyt chmury.
looking in window he-was-counting clouds
‘While looking at the window, he counted the clouds.’

The first three adjunct uses are restricted to infinitives, whereas the last one is
typical of participial clauses. Whereas the adjunct modifiers of adjectives and
adverbs must be expressed by infinitival clauses wdfly ‘so that’, purpose
clauses, according to Grzegorczykowa (1967), take ‘so that’" optionally

when the matrix verb corresponds to a verb of motion (see example (7)).

It is also worth noting that Polish non-finite clauses can never serve as
nominal adjuncts, or, in other words, it seems that Polish does not tolerate
infinitival relatives®

To sum up, Polish non-finite clauses can function as complements, adjuncts
or subjects, though not all types of clause assume all these functions. The basic
distributional facts are captured in Table 1 below:

Table 1. The distribution of Polish non-finite clauses

Type of
ﬁ))n— Comple-| Comple-| Comple-| Comple-
. Subject | mentof | mentof | ment of ment of | Adjunct
Finite S o
Verb | Adjective| Noun Preposition
Clause
Infinitival | 'cS Yes Yes Yes No Yes
(rare)
Gerundive Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Participial No No No No No Yes

® It is worth noting that not all verbs of motion can be followed by an infinitival clause.
Verbs likepogalopowaé ‘to gallop’, potruchtaé ‘to trot’, popedatowaé ‘to pedal’ never
co-occur with infinitival adjunct clauses.
® However, infinitival questions are allowed in the language, as shown in (i) below:
(i) Zastanawial si¢ ~ kogo zaprosié¢ na przyjecie.

he-wondered REFL whom to-invite to party

‘He was wondering whom to invite to the party.’
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2.0. The categorial status of Polish non-finite clauses

Having discussed the distribution of Polish non-finite clauses, let us now turn to
their categorial status. The status of non-finite complements to interrogative
verbs seems to be unproblematic. Since these complements are introduced by an
overtwhrword which occupies the [Spec, CP] position, these clauses have to be
regarded as CPs, for instance:

(11)
Spytat, co  jej kupié.
he-asked what her to-buy
‘He asked what to buy her.’

Similarly, non-finite clauses introduced bByby ‘so that’ are considered CPs,
with Zeby occupying the C position (cf. Zabrocki (1981), Willim (1989), Witko$
(1998)). The categorial status @by will be examined in detail in Chapter 1V
section 1.1, so for the time being it will be left aside.

What seems to be a contentious issue is the categorial status of bare infiniti-
val complements. Zabrocki (1981) argues that they represent VPs. A different
approach is taken by Witko$ (1998), who treats these complements as TPs. He
notes that they can contain more material than just a VP, since they can host
negation, as can be seen in (12) below:

(12)
Marek woli  nie kupowaé¢ samochodu.
Mark prefers not to-buy car
‘Mark prefers not to buy a car.’

Additionally, they can exhibit object clitics, which, according to Witko$, indi-
cates that these complements correspond at least to a Clitic Phrase. This property
is illustrated in (13), whergo ‘him’ represents a clitic pronoun.

(13)
Marek chce go postuchac teraz.
Mark wants him to-listen now
‘Mark wants to listen to him now.’

Consequently, Witkos (1998) analyses sentences like (14) in the way indicated
in (15):



134 Chapter 3

(14)
Zosia nie chcesprzata¢ kuchni.
Sophie not wants to-clean kitchen
‘Sophie does not want to clean the kitchen.’

(15)
[|p Zosia [AgrS°+T°] [Asppnie chce /{_uxVP [|nfp PRQ [AspP sprza;naé [AgroP
[ve kuchnil[IIII] (Witkos (1998:306))

For Witkos (1998), InfP is a notational variant of TP, whose head is marked for

the feature [- finite] and is anaphoric to the [+ finite] T of the matrix clause.
Furthermore, Witko$ adopts Boskovi¢’s (1996:290-1) Minimal Structure Princi-

ple stated in (16) (the principle has been mentioned in Chapter I, section 2.1.3
and is repeated here for convenience):

(16)
Provided that lexical requirements of lexical elements are satisfied, if two
representations have the same lexical structure, and serve the same func-
tion, then the representation that has fewer projections is to be chosen as
the syntactic representation serving this purpose.

This allows him to claim that only those complements that possess an overt C or
[Spec, CP] have the status of CPs, whereas those lacking these elements are just
TPs, as this kind of representation involves fewer projections.

Before deciding whether Polish non-finite complements represent VPs, TPs
or CPs, let us first examine the phenomenon of Restructuring, which, as we shall
see, is prevalent in Polish non-finite clauses and which has a crucial bearing on
determining their categorial status.

2.1. Restructuring and the categorial status of Polish non-finite complements
2.1.1. Restructuring — general properties

Restructuring (also Clause Union, or Clause Reduction) is a rule whereby the
dependents of a complement verb become dependents of the matrix verb. As a
result of its application, the sentence behaves as if it were one clause despite its
having two predicates. Schematically, Restructuring may be illustrated as
follows:
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17)
a. fp... Vi... [... V2. before Restructuring
b. [p... V1tV2...] after Restructuring

The rule of Restructuring was originally posited by Rizzi (1978) for Italian con-
trol and raising predicates. It has also been adopted in relation to the Causative
Construction and control and raising predicates in Spanish by Aissen and Perl-
mutter (1983), and has been posited for the Causative Construction in Czech by
Toman (1976).

Before testing whether this phenomenon is present in Polish non-finite clau-
ses, let us mention its general characteristics. First of all, Aissen and Perlmutter
(2983) mention Clitic Climbing, Reflexive Passive and Object Raising as diag-
nostics of Restructuring. These are illustrated in (18a), (18b) and (18c), respectively:

(18)
a. Luislas quiere comer.
Luis them wants to-eat

‘Luis wants to eat them.”’ (Aissen and Perlmutter (1983:363))
b. Los mapas ya se  empezaron a preparar.
the maps already REFL began to prepare

‘The maps have already begun to be prepared.’
(Aissen and Perimutter (1983:370))

c. Estos mapas seran dificiles de empezar a hacer.
these maps will-be difficult to begin to make
‘These maps will be difficult to begin to make.”’
(Aissen and Perlmutter (1983:374))

In (18a) the pronominal clitic that originates as the complement of the verb in
the embedded clause appears on the finite matrix verb. This is possible due to
the fact that the verlwantin Spanish is a Restructuring verb and therefore it
enables the clitic to climb into the matrix clause. In (18b), after the application
of the Reflexive Passivégs mapas'the maps’, which originates as the comple-
ment of the dependent verb, becomes the subject of the matrix verb, triggering
subject-verb agreement. The presence of the Reflexive Passive is signalled by
the reflexive cliticse The application of the rule is feasible due to the fact that
the Spanish verbegintriggers Restructuring, making it possible for the depen-
dent of the embedded clause to become the subject of the main clause. Finally,
in (18c) the element originating as the complement of the dependent verb be-
comes the subject of the matrix clause, triggering plural agreement on the matrix
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verb and the adjective. The derivation in this case proceeds as follows: first,
estos mapa&hese maps’, due to the application of Restructuring, becomes the
complement of the verbegin then, on account of Object Raising, it becomes
the subject of the main clause.

Other typical diagnostics of Restructuring found in the literature include:
Auxiliary Selection (cf. Rizzi (1978)), Long Distance Scrambling (cf. Sabel
(1996, 2001) and Wurmbrand (1998, 2001)), and Long Passive (cf. Sabel (1996,
2001) and Wurmbrand (2001)). As for Auxiliary Selection, Rizzi observes that
in Italian Restructuring verbs in the perfective aspect select the auxiléargor
be in accordance with the requirements of the embedded predicate. The two
remaining phenomena are illustrated in (19) and (20), respectively:

(19)
a. weil [dieses Schaf]Rob [t zu scharen] versuchte
since this sheep Rob toshear tried
‘since Rob tried to shear this sheep’ (Wurmbrand (1998:144))

b.*weil [dieses SchaflRob [t zu scharen] ankilndigte
since this sheep Rob to shear announced
‘since Rob announced to shear this sheep’ (Wurmbrand (1998:145))

(20)
a. weil [dieser Turm] schon vor zehn JahrenZ restaurieren]
since this  towekioM already ago ten years to restore
versucht wurde
tried was
‘since somebody tried to restore this tower ten years ago’
(Wurmbrand (1998:147))

b.*weil [dieser Turm]schon vor zehn Jahren4t restaurieren]
since this  tower already ago ten years to restore
beschlossen wurde
decided was
‘since somebody decided to restore this tower ten years ago’
(Wurmbrand (1998:148))

Examples (19) show that Long Scramblingdadses Schdthis sheep’ is possi-

ble only if the matrix verb allows Restructuring, that is, for instaneesuchen

‘try’ (cf. (19a)), but notankindigen‘announce’ (cf. (19b)). In (20) the matrix
verb is passivised, as demonstrated by its passive morphology, but what moves
into the matrix subject position is the object of the dependent clause, which
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consequently, bears nominative case. Long Passive is possible only with Restru-
cturing verbs likeversucheritry’ (cf. (20a)), but not withbeschliesserdecide’,
which is not a Restructuring verb (cf. (20b)).

2.1.2. Restructuring in Polish — the diagnostics

A natural question to ask at this point is how the tests mentioned in the previous
section apply to Polish non-finite clauses. Some of the diagnostics mentioned
cannot be tested for Polish, as the language lacks the mechanisms in question.
This is the case for Auxiliary Selection, which is absent from Polish, a language
that marks the perfective/imperfective distinction lexically. Additionally, Polish
lacks Object Raising, as shown in (21):

(21)
a. Trudnojest sprobowaé wypowiedzie¢ te  dzwieki.
difficult is  to-try to-pronounce these sounds
‘It is difficult to try to pronounce these sounds.’

b.*Te dzwicki sa trudne do sprébowaniaypowiedzied.
these sounds are difficult to try to-pronounce
“*These sounds are difficult to try to pronounce.’

Sentence (21b), in which the object of the dependent verb is raised to the matrix
clause subject position, is ungrammatical and becomes grammatical only if the
verbsprobowad ‘try’ is omitted, as in (22):

(22)
Te dzwigkisa trudne do wypowiedzenia.
these sounds are difficult to pronouncing
‘These sounds are difficult to pronounce.’

Likewise, Long Passive does not take place in Polish, as instead Polish makes
use of the Reflexive Passive (cf. example (24b)).

The other tests mentioned in section 2.1.1 can be applied to Polish. First of
all, Polish non-finite clauses exhibit Clitic Climbing, as demonstrated in (23),
where the boldfaced clitic pronoym‘it’ has climbed from within the dependent
clause into the matrix one.
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(23)

Marek je probowal napisac.
Mark it tried to-write
‘Mark tried to write it.’

Secondly, Reflexive Passive is attested in Polish. This is illustrated in (24),
where example (24a) exhibits the object in its original position, i.e. the comple-
ment of the embedded clause, whereas (24b) is an instance of Reflexive Passive,
with the reflexive marketie ‘self’.

(24)
a. Specjalista chcdeczy¢ Marka.
specialist wants to-treat Mark
‘The specialist wants to treat Mark.’

b. Marek chcesie leczy¢ u specjalisty.
Mark wants REFL to-treat at specialist
‘Mark wants to be treated by a specialist.’

Next, Long Scrambling is also operative in Polish, as can be seen in (25), where
(25a) shows a variant without Scrambling, and (25b) illustrates the case in which
the boldfaced phrase melodie ‘this tune’ has been scrambled into the main
clause.

(25)
a. Marek probowat zagra¢ t¢ melodig.
Mark tried to-play this tune
‘Mark tried to play this tune.’

b. Marekte  melodi¢ probowat zagrac.
Mark this tune was-trying to-play
‘Mark tried to play this tune.’

To recapitulate, Polish non-finite clauses display some typical diagnostics of
Restructuring, such as Clitic Climbing, Reflexive Passive and Long Scrambling.
This conclusion gets additional support from other tests, characteristic of Polish,
but not of other languages for which the Restructuring diagnostics have been
postulated. One such test involves the Genitive of Negation, which, although
commonly clause-bounded, can apply across a non-finite clause boundary. The
clause-boundedness of the phenomenon in question is illustrated in (26b), while
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(27b) instantiates a violation of this requirement regularly found in non-finite
clauses.

(26)
a. Marek nie gra *t¢ melodi¢ /tej melodii.
Mark not plays * this tuneec/this tuneseEN
‘Mark doesn't play this tune.’

b. Piotr nie powiedziat, ze Marek gra t¢ melodi¢ /*tej melodii.
Peter not said that Mark plays this twae/*this tune GEN
‘Peter didn’t say that Mark was playing this tune.’

(27)
a. Marek probowat gra¢  t¢ melodig.
Mark tried to-play this tuneec
‘Mark was trying to play this tune.’

b. Marek né probowat gra¢  *t¢ melodig /tej melodii.
Mark not tried to-play * this tunscc/this tuneseN
‘Mark wasn’t trying to play this tune.’

The Genitive of Negation is obligatory in Polish whenever the verb to be nega-
ted co-occurs with an accusative object. (26a) and (26b) show that the Genitive
of Negation is limited to the confines of one clause and cannot operate across the
finite clause boundary; in (26b) only the accusative object is allowed, but not the
genitive one. (27b), on the other hand, demonstrates that the Genitive of Nega-
tion can cross the non-finite clause boundary. The possibility of non-finite clau-
ses undergoing the Genitive of Negation is often taken to be a sign of Restructu-
ring (cf. Dziwirek (1998), Witko$ (1998) and Przepidrkowski (1999)).

A test related to the one just mentioned refers to Negative Polarity Items
(henceforth, NPIs). The occurrence of NPIs is clause-bounded, or, in other
words, they are licensed by a negative element in the same clause. However, this
requirement is not obeyed in non-finite clauses, which can regularly host NPIs,
though the licensing negative element appears in the upper clause. This is
illustrated in (28):

(28)
a. Marek nie zwrécit sie  do nikogo paade.
Mark notturned REFL to nobody for advice
‘Mark didn’t turn to anyone for advice.’
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b.*Piotr nie powiedziat, ze Marek zwrécit sie¢  do nikogo paade.
Peter not said that Mark turned REFL to nobody for advice
“*Peter didn’t say that Mark turned to anybody for advice.’

c. Marek nie probowat zwrocié sie  do nikogo paade.’
Mark not tried to-turn REFL to nobody for advice
‘Mark didn’t try to turn to anybody for advice.’

Sentence (28b) demonstrates that an NPI sunike'®obody’, appearing within
the dependent clause, cannot be licensed by the matrix clause negation. Nonethe-
less, the same NPI is perfectly licit in sentences like (28c), where it appears
within the non-finite clause. The NPI test is assumed to be a diagnostic of Res-
tructuring by Dziwirek (1998) and Witkos (1998).

Another Restructuring diagnostic postulated by Dezikv(1998) and Witko$
(1998) is related to anaphors. Both of them note that anaphors, which, under
normal circumstances require a proper clause-mate antecedent, when placed in
non-finite clauses, can refer to the matrix subject. This fact is instantiated by
(29) below:

(29)
a. Piotrpowiedziat, ze Ewg czytata swoja~; ksiazke.
Peter said that Eve read her book
‘Peter said that Eve had been reading her book.’

b. Piotychcial przeczyta¢ swoja; ksiazke.
Peter wanted to-read his book
‘Peter wanted to read his book.’

As sentence (29a) shows, the subject-oriented anap¥tgrself's’ requires a
binder in the same clause if it occurs in a finite complement. However, long
distance binding okwdj ‘self's’ is perfectly legitimate if this item appears
within a non-finite complement, as in (29b).

Finally, Dziwirek (1998) notes that Floating Inflection amld-extraction can
be used as signs of Restructuring. The former, though clause-bounded, can be

" Examples (28a) and (28c), where the negative maikenot’ co-occurs with the NPI
nikogo ‘nobody’, constitute instances of Negative Concord, which has been studied for
Polish within HPSG by Przepidrkowski and Kup$¢ (1999). Przepidrkowski and Kup$é¢

(1997) analyse Restructuring in the context of Negative Concord and the Genitive of
Negation in terms of Verb Clusters within HPSG.
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attested in non-finite clauses, in a way analogous to the Genitive of Negation
and NPIs. Additionally, it is restricted to th& and 2“ person past tense of the
verb, and is manifested in the fact that the inflection does not surface on the verb
itself but on some constituent preceding, but not following, it. The sentences in
(30) below illustrate the attachment of the Floating Inflection:

(30)
a. Ksiazkismy kupili.
books-1PL bought
‘We bought books.’

b.*Piotr powiedzialsmy,ze kupili ksiazki.
Peter said-1PL that bought books
‘Peter said that we had bought books.’

c. KsigzkisSmy kupi¢ probowali.
books-1PL buy tried
‘We tried to buy books.’

Examples (30a) and (30b) show that the boldfaced Floating Inflection can only
attach onto the item preceding the verb within the same finite clause. No such
restriction is operative in non-finite clauses, in which this type of inflection can
cross a clausal boundary. As foh-extraction, Dziwirek (1998) notes that it is
possible to extract wh-item out of a non-finite complement, whereas no such
extraction can operate from within a finite complement. The contrast is illus-
trated in (31) below:

(31)
a.*Kogq myslisz, ze wybiora t, na prezydentd?
who you-think that they-will-choose for President
‘Who do you think they will choose as the President?’

b. Kogqgchcesz wybra¢t; na prezydenta?
who you-want to-choose for President
‘Who do you want to choose as the President?’

8 The grammaticality judgements presented here are that of Dziwirek (1998). For many
native speakers, sentences like (31a) are perfectly grammatical. The acceptability of
extraction out of finite complements in Polish is subject to dialectal variation (cf. Witkos$

(1997) and Bondaruk (1998)).
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She takes this contrast to be an argument for claiming that Restructuring takes
place in non-finite clauses, which due to Restructuring become mono-clausal,
and hence admit extraction from within. No such process affects finite clauses
and therefore they disallow this kind of extraction.

The Restructuring tests that will be adopted in this analysis include Clitic
Climbing, Long Scrambling, Anaphor Binding, the Genitive of Negation, NPIs
and Reflexive Passive. As farhextraction, taken by Dziwirek (1998) to be a
sign of Restructuring, it patterns differently from the other tests, an issue to
which we will return in section 2.18.Finally, the occurrence of Floating
Inflection, treated by Dziwirek (1998) as a diagnostic of Restructuring, is too
rare a phenomenon and subject to too varied grammaticality judgements to be
useful. Another point that needs to be noted in relation to the tests that will be
used in our analysis of Restructuring is that while Clitic Climbing and Long
Scrambling are optional, the Genitive of Negation and NPIs are oblidatory.

® Kupsé (1999) puts forward another Restructuring test based on the haplology of the
reflexive markerie. In Restructuring contexts when two verbs appear with the reflexive
marker,sic may be realized just once, as shown in (i), but not when a clausal boundary
intervenes, as in (ii):
(i) Jan starasi¢  mniej spozniaé (si¢) do pracy. (Kup$é (1999:104))

John tries REFL less to-be-late REFL to work

‘John tries not to arrive so late at work.’
(i) Jan starasig, zeby mniejspozniaé *(si¢) do pracy.

John tries REFL so-that less to-be-late REFL to work

‘John tries not to arrive so late at work.’
19 A similar point is made by Przepiorkowski (1999:159). He argues that binding and
NPIs are much less local phenomena in Polish than, for instance, Clitic Climbing. He
notes that both these processes, in contradistinction to Clitic Climbing, can operate
across a number of intervening projections, as shown in (i) and (ii):
(i) Jan pokazat Piotrowi dom corki brata swojegkolegi.

John showed Peter housec daughtersen brother-Gen self's  colleague

‘John showed Peter the house of the daughter of his (John’s) colleague.’

(Przepiérkowski (1999:159))

(i) Nie lubie smaku konfitur z ~ owocOwW z  niczyjego ogrodu oprocz wlasnego.

not I-like taste preserves from fruits  from nobody’s garden apart my-own

‘| don't like the taste of preserves made from fruit from anybody’s garden, apart from

(these made from fruit from) my own.’ (Przepiérkowski (1999:160))
The above examples show that although binding and NPIs are clause-bounded, they may
be non-local. The issue of the (non-)locality of binding will be returned to in Chapter IV
section 4.1.2.
" The statement that the Genitive of Negation is obligatory will be qualified in 2.1.7.
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The actual application of these tests to particular verb classes will be presented
in the next section.

2.1.3. Which verbs restructure and which don’t

Across languages Restructuring is limited to particular classes of verbs, which
quite often coincide. For instance, Landau (2000:81) notes that the core class of
Restructuring verbs includes the venant modals, and aspectualbegin

finish, etc.). The inner periphery comprises the vénpsmanagedare, fail and

forget (implicative). Finally, the outer periphery consists in the v@mosnise

order andrecommendWurmbrand (2001:7) observes that the core Restructu-
ring predicates in Dutch, German, Italian, Japanese and Spanish include the
following: modal verbs (e.g. must, may, can, etc.), motion verbs (e.g. come, go,
return, etc.), aspectual verbs (e.g. begin, continue, finish, etc.) and causatives
(e.g. let, make, etc.). As for Polish, Witko$ (1998) does not offer any compre-
hensive list of Restructuring verbs. He includes in this category verhsitike

‘want’, pozwoli¢ ‘let’, obiecac¢ ‘promise’, kaza¢ ‘order’ and modals. Dziwirek
(1998), working within the framework of Relational Grammar, analyses object
control structures with verbs likeiza¢ ‘order’, pozwolié ‘let’, zabronié ‘forbid’

and poradzi¢ ‘advise’ as involving Restructurinig.Before we embark on the

task of determining which Polish verbs restructure and which do not, let us
briefly mention which classes of verbs can take non-finite complementation in
Polish. There exist seven classes of such verbs, namely:

1) modals, e.gnusie¢ ‘must’, umieé ‘can’, powinno sie ‘should’, mie¢ ‘be to’,
2) aspectuals, e.gaczynad ‘start’, konczy¢ ‘finish’, przestac ‘stop’,

3) implicatives, e.gosmiela¢ si¢ ‘dare’, zdota¢ ‘manage’ zapominad ‘forget’,
pamietaé ‘remember’,

4) factives, e.glubic ‘like’, nienawidziec¢ *hate’, nie znosi¢ ‘can’t stand’,by¢
przykro‘be sorry’,

5) propositional, e.qhowiedziec¢ ‘say’,

2 Dziwirek (1998) actually uses the term Clause Union, which is favoured over the term
Restructuring within Relational Grammar.
13 The lists of verbs in each class are not meant to be exhaustive.
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6) desideratives, e.gchcie¢ ‘want’, woleé¢ ‘prefer’, mie¢ nadzieje ‘hope’,
obawiac¢ sie ‘be afraid’,zgodzi¢ sie ‘agree’,proponowaé ‘propose’ planowaé
‘plan’, decydowaé ‘decide’, zamierzaclmie¢ zamiar ‘intend’, mysle¢ ‘intend’,
pragnq¢ ‘desire’, by¢ sktonnym ‘be inclined’,by¢ chetnym ‘be willing’, and

7) interrogatives, e.Gzastanawiaé sie ‘wonder’, pyta¢ ‘ask’, dowiadywaé sie
‘find out’, wypytywaé ‘inquire’, domysli¢ sie ‘guess’ ,zrozumieé ‘understand’,
wiedzie¢ 'know’ by¢ jasne‘be clear’.

The classification of verbs just provided follows that offered by Landau (2000:
38) for English and the reader is referred to Landau’s work to determine what
the particular labels are meant to denote (cf. also Chapter II, section 1.0). The
labels will be used throughout this analysis and hence it is worth bearing them in
mind.

Witkos (1998:301-304) regards modals as raising predicates. His major
arguments supporting this claim relate to the fact that these verbs preserve the
idiomatic meaning of idiom chunks and can co-occur wilatherpredicates, as
shown in (32) from Witkos (1998:301):

(32)
a. Wtedy musi wyjs¢  szydlo z worka.
then must come-out needle out-of sack
‘Then the truth must be revealed.’

b. Jutro  moze padac.
tomorrow may rain
‘It may rain tomorrow.’

Aspectual verbs, not analysed by Witkos (1998), also behave in a way analogous
to modals, as confirmed by the following exampfes:

(33)
a. Szydto zaczgto wychodzi¢ z worka.
needle began to-come out-of sack
‘The truth has begun to be revealed.’

14 Witkos (1998) also analyses as raising predicates auxiliaries which participate in the
formation of periphrastic tense forms in Polish, such as the future audifiérie ‘will
be’. An analysis of these forms lies outside the scope of this study.
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b. Jutro zaczniepadac.
tomorrow will-start to-rain
‘Tomorrow it will start raining.’

The remaining classes of verb mentioned above, however, do not behave like
typical raising predicates. This can be seen in the sentences in (34), which show
that implicative predicates, eglofa¢ ‘manage’ and desiderative predicates, e.g.
chcie¢ ‘want’, do not preserve the idiomatic meaning of idioms chunks (cf. (34a)),
and cannot co-occur witlieatherpredicates (cf. (34b)).

(34)
a.# Szydlo zdotatlo /chce wyjs¢ z worka®®
needle managed / wants to-come out-of sack
‘#The truth managed/wants to be revealed.’

b.* Zdotalo / *chce padaé.'®
managed /wants to-rain
“*It managed/wants to rain.’

Example (34a) has only the non-idiomatic meaning, which, nonetheless, is
anomalous due to the violation of the selectional restrictions of the predicates
involved, which require a ‘mind-possessing’ external argument. Factives, inter-
rogatives and propositional predicates mimic the behaviour of implicatives and
desideratives, but for reasons of space, no illustrative examples will be provided.
Since there exists a clear contrast between modals and aspectuals on the one
hand and the remaining classes of predicates on the other, as demonstrated in
(33) and (34), only the former can be treated as raising predicates, whereas the
latter instantiate control predicates.

Let us first apply the six Restructuring tests mentioned in section 2.1.2 to the
five classes of control predicates. It seems that implicatives, desideratives and
factives allow Clitic Climbing, e.qg.:

5 The symbol # stands for semantically anomalous.
% The verbchcie¢ ‘want’ in some of its uses may co-occur witeatherverbs, as can be
seen in (i):
(i) Teraz nie chcepada¢ a w zeszlym roku to padato caly czas.

now not wants to-rain but in last year it rained all time

‘It won't rain now but last year it rained all the time.’
The grammaticality of the sentence above indicatesctizatc ‘want’ in some of its uses
may function as a modal verb.
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(35)
a. Marek zdotal  /chciat przeczyta¢ te¢ ksiazke.
Mark managed /wanted to-read  this book
‘Mark managed/wanted to read this book.’

b. Marek lubi czyta¢ te ksiazke.'’
Mark likes to-read this book
‘Mark likes reading this book.’

(36)
a. Marekja zdotat [/ chcial przeczytac.
Mark it managed/ wanted to-read
‘Mark managed/wanted to read it.’

b. Marekja lubi czytac.
Mark it likes to-read
‘Mark likes reading it.’

The sentences in (35) present a neutral word order without Clitic Climbing,
whereas this process has applied in (36), affecting the boldfaced item. The
results are grammatical. As for propositional and interrogative verbs, they
require complements introduced @y ‘so that’,czy‘whether’ or bywh-words,

which never allow Clitic Climbing, as can be seen in (37) and (38):

(37)
a. Marek powiedzial, zeby czyta¢ ksiazki.
Mark said so-that to-read books
‘Mark said to read books.’

b.*Marekje  powiedzial, zeby czytac.
Mark them said so-that to-read
‘Mark said to read them.’

(38)
a. Marek spytal, czy /kiedy czyta¢ ksiazki.
Mark asked whether/when to-read books
‘Mark asked whether/when one should read books.’

" The verblubi¢ ‘like’ must co-occur with the imperfective form of the verb, igsacé
‘to read’, whereasdofaé¢ ‘manage’ andthcie¢ ‘want’ require the perfective verb form,
i.e. przeczytaé ‘'to have read’.
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b.*Marekje  spytal, czy  /kiedy czytac.
Mark them asked whether/when to-read
‘Mark asked whether/when one should read them.’

Examples (37a) and (38a) display a neutral word order without Clitic Climbing,
which, however, has operated in (37b) and (38b), in each case producing an
unacceptable structure. The unavailability of Clitic Climbing in sentences like
(37b) and (38b) follows from the fact that Clitic Climbing in such cases clearly
operates across a CP boundary, violating the requirement that this process be
clause-boundetf. In sentences like (36a) and (36b) no overt element appears in
C or [Spec, CP], and hence Clitic Climbing is possible. As we shall see presen-
tly, Restructuring in general is blocked by the presence of an overt C or [Spec, CP].
Another Restructuring test, i.e. Long Scrambling, can operate from within the
non-finite complements of implicatives, desideratives and factives, as shown in (39):

(39)
a. Marekte ksiazke zdotat /chcial przeczytac.
Mark this book  managed/ wanted to-read
‘Mark managed/wanted to read this book.’

b. Marekte ksiazke lubi czytac.
Mark this book likes to-read
‘Mark likes reading this book.’

Long Scrambling in (39) has moved the boldfagekbigzke ‘this book’ from its
original position, namely that of the complement of the veyli¢ ‘read’, to the
matrix sentence. Again, no Long Scrambling is possible out of the complements
of propositional or factive verbs, as confirmed by the ungrammaticality of the
following example:

(40)
a.*Marek te  ksiazki powiedzial, zeby czytac.
Mark these books said so-that to-read
‘Mark said to read these books.’

18 The wordczy ‘whether’ is an interrogative C in Polish; the statusedf ‘so that’ as a
C will be justified in Chapter IV section 1.1.
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b.*Marek te  ksiazki zastanawial si¢  czy /kiedy czytaé."
Mark these books wondered REFL whether/when to-read
‘Mark wondered whether/when one should read these books.’

Just like in the case of Clitic Climbing, it seems that the impossibility of Long
Scrambling correlates with the presence of an overt C or [Spec, CP], i.e. an overt
C or [Spec, CP] precludes Long Scrambling.

Anaphors can be bound from within the complements of implicatives, deside-
ratives and factives. This is confirmed by the following data:

(41)
a. Marekzdotat  /chcial przeczyta¢ swoja; ksiazke.
Mark managed /wanted to-read his book
‘Mark managed/wanted to read his book.’

b. Marek lubi czyta¢ swoja; ksiazke.
Mark likes to-read his book
‘Mark likes reading his book.’

No such binding is possible across the complements of propositional predicates,
but it is perfectly licit in the case of interrogatives, as can be seen in (42):

(42)
a.*Marek powiedzial, zeby przeczyta¢ swoja; ksiazke.
Mark said so-that to-read his book
“*Mark said to read his book.’

19 Sabel (1996) regards Long Scrambling out of interrogative complements introduced
by an overtwh-word, as in (i), as grammatical.
(i) Jaten samochddnie wiem komupodarowac.

| this car not know whom to-give

‘| don’t know to whom to give this car.’ (Sabel (1996:101))
To the native speakers consulted, this sentence sounds at best marginal. Other Restructu-
ring tests, such as the Genitive of Negation and NPIs fail in this case, as demonstrated in
(i) and (iii), respectively:
(ii) Nie wiem komu podarowa¢ ten samochod/* tego samochodu.

not know whom to-give this cacc /* this careeN

‘| don’t know to whom to give this car.’
(iii)* Nie wiem komu podarowaé nic /niczego.

not know whom to-give nothingzc/nothingGEN

‘| don’t know to whom to give anything.’
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b. Marek zastanawial, czy /kiedy przezyta¢ swoja; ksiazke.
Mark wondered whether/when to-read his book
‘Mark wondered whether/when one should read his book.’

The difference between the binding possibilities of propositional and interroga-
tive predicates can be explained by making reference to the theory of control. In
(42a) long distance binding by the matrix subject is impossible, as the subject of
the embedded non-finite clause, i.e. PRO, is not controlled by the matrix subject,
but rather by an implicit internal argument of the vetlwiedzie¢ ‘say’. In
(42b), on the other hand, PRO in the embedded clause is controlled by the ma-
trix subject and therefore serves as an appropriate binder for the anaphor.

The fourth Restructuring test, i.e. the Genitive of Negation, can operate in
complements of implicative, desiderative and factive predicates, as demonstrated
in (43):

(43)
a. Marek nie zdotal  /nie chcial przeczytaé *t¢ ksiazke  /tejksigzki.
Mark not managed/not wanted to-read  *this beo&/his bookGEN
‘Mark didn’t manage/didn’t want to read this book.’

b. Marek nie lubiczytaé¢ *t¢ ksiazke /te] ksiazki.
Mark not likes to-read *this bookec/this bookGEN
‘Mark doesn't like reading this book.’

The above examples show that an accusative object is not legitimate in the non-
finite complement if a particular type of matrix verb is negated. The Genitive of
Negation, in a way analogous to Clitic Climbing and Long Scrambling, cannot
apply in the case of complements of propositional and interrogative complements,
as can be seen in (44):

(44)
a. Marek nie powiedzial, zeby czyta¢ t¢ ksiazke /*te] ksiazki.
Mark not said so-that to-read this beaG/*this book-GEN
‘Mark didn't say to read this book.’

b. Marek nie zastanawiat sig, czy /kiedyczyta¢ te ksiazke /*tej
Mark not wondered REFL whether/when to-read this kamk/*this
ksiazki.
bookGEN
‘Mark didn’t wonder whether/when one should read this book.’
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The sentences in (44) become grammatical with the genitive object only if the
embedded verb is negated, which supports the claim that the Genitive of Nega-
tion cannot cross a CP boundary if C or [Spec, CP] are overtly realized.

Likewise, NPIs can be attested only in complements of implicatives, deside-
ratives and factives, as can be seen in (45):

(45)
a. Marek nie zdotal  /nie chcial niczego przeczytaé.
Mark not managed/not wanted nothiegn to-read
‘Mark didn’t manage/didn’t want to read anything.’

b. Marek nie lubi niczego czytaé.
Mark not likes nothingsEN to-read
‘Mark doesn't like reading anything.’

The NPI in (45) isniczego‘anything/nothing’, which occurs in the genitive on
account of the matrix clause negation, just like the complement in (43). How-
ever, NPIs are not licensed by the matrix negation in the case of propositional
and interrogative complements, as shown in (46):

(46)
a.*Marek nie powiedziat, zeby  czyta¢ nic /niczego.
Mark not said so-that to-read nothix@z/nothingGEN
‘Mark didn't say to read anything.’

b.*Marek nie zastanawiat sie¢  czy /kiedyczyta¢ nic
Mark not wondered REFL whether/when to-read nothtg-
/niczego.
/nothingGEN
‘Mark didn’t wonder whether/when one should read anything.’

The sentences in (46) with the Nt ‘anything/nothing’ become grammatical
only if the embedded verb is negated, which again allows us to conclude that
Restructuring in sentences like (46) is blocked by an overt C or [Spec, CP], in a
way analogous to (37b), (38b), (40), (42a) and (44).

Finally, implicatives, desideratives and factives form Reflexive Passive, as
shown in (47a) and (47b):

(47)
a. Marek lubit /cheial  leczy¢ sie¢ U specjalisty.
Mark liked /wanted to-treat REFL at specialist
‘Mark liked/wanted to be treated by a specialist.’
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b. Marek zdotat  wyleczy¢ si¢  z  grypy.
Mark managed to-cure  REFL from flu
‘Mark managed to get over flu.’

Let us now check how Reflexive Passive works for propositional and interroga-
tive predicates. Consider (48):

(48)
a. Marek powiedziat, zeby si¢  leczy¢ u specjalisty.
Mark said so-that REFL to-treat at specialist
‘Mark said that one should be treated by a specialist.’

b. Marek zastanawial si¢  czy /kiedy sig  leczy¢ u specjalisty.
Mark wondered REFL whether/when REFL to-treat at specialist
‘Mark wondered whether/when one should be treated by a specialist.’

Both (48a) and (48b) are grammatical although Reflexive Passive applies across
a CP boundary. The former conveys the meaning that someone else (i.e. the
implicit argument ofpowiedzie¢ ‘say’), not Mark, will be treated. Since Refle-

xive Passive can apply to all the verbs mentioned at the beginning of section
2.1.3 and does not distinguish between implicative, desiderative and factive
predicates, which are sensitive to all the Restructuring tests mentioned so far,
and implicative and propositional predicates, which regularly resist these tests,
we may conclude that Reflexive Passive is irrelevant for determining whether a
particular predicate triggers Restructuring or not. Consequently, we will not
adopt Reflexive Passive as a diagnostic of Restructuring.

So far evidence has been provided that subject control verbs undergo Restru-
cturing (cf. sentences (36), (39), (41), (43) and (45)). At this point one may won-
der whether object control verbs also trigger this prodssorder to determine
whether this is so, let us examine the behaviour of one object control verb, for
instance zabroni¢ ‘forbid’, with respect to the Restructuring tests. First of all,
this verb allows Clitic Climbing and Long Scrambling, as can be seen in (49):

%0 The majority of object control verbs, includingbroni¢ ‘forbid’ in (49), take a
complement in the dative, not the accusative. For us, dative, like accusative, is a rea-
lization of abstract Objective Case and therefore we refer to all the structures where the
complement (dative or accusative) controls PRO as object control.
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(49)
a. Marekja Marii zabronit podziwiac.
Mark her Mary forbade to-admire
‘Mark forbade Mary to admire her.’

b. Marekte ksiazke zabronit Marii czytac.
Mark this book  forbade Mary to-read
‘Mark forbade Mary to read this book.’

It also behaves like a Restructuring verb with respect to Anaphor Binding, the
Genitive of Negation and NPIs. This is illustrated in (50a), (50b) and (50c),
respectively:

(50)
a. Marekzabronit Marii; czyta¢ swojay; ksiazkg.
Mark forbade Mary to-read his/her book
‘Mark forbade Mary to read his/her book.’

b. Marek nie zabronit Marii czyta¢ *t¢ ksiazke /te] ksiazki.
Mark not forbade Mary to-read *this boakc/this bookGEN
‘Mark didn't forbid Mary to read this book.’

C. Marek nie zabronil Marii czyta¢ niczego.
Mark not forbade Mary to-read nothing
‘Mark didn’t forbid Mary to read anything.’

Thus, zabraniaé ‘forbid’ patterns in the way Restructuring verbs do. An inte-
resting case is presented in (50a), where the subject-oriented arsaybjor
‘self's’ can be bound both by the matrix subject, the way typical of Restruc-
turing verbs, and also by the PRO subject controlled by the matrix object. This
dual behaviour of anaphors in object control structures will be returned to in
sections 2.1.6 and 2.1.7.

It has been mentioned in section 2.1.2 tiatextraction can serve as a
Restructuring test (cf. Dziwirek (1998)). It has been noted that it is possible to
extract awvh-element out of a non-finite clause, but such extraction out of a finite
clause is banned (cf. examples (31a) and (31b)). Let us now check how this test
can be applied to the verb classes under consideration. It seems that it is possible
to extract avh-word not only out of C-less complement clauses to implicative,
desiderative and factive verbs (cf. (51a)) but also out of complements to proposi-
tional predicates introduced by theéby ‘so that’ (cf. (51b)):
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(51)

a. Co Marek zdotat /chcial /lubit czytac t?

what Mark managed/wanted/liked to-read
‘What did Mark manage/want/like to read?’

Co Marek powiedziat zeby  przeczyta¢ t2%*
what Mark said so-that to-read
‘What did Mark say that one should read?’

In this respecivh-extraction patterns in a way distinct from other Restructuring
tests, which are regularly blocked by the presence of a C in the non-finite com-
plement clause. On account of this fact we want to suggeswthextraction
should not be treated as a Restructuring test at all.

The two classes of raising predicates, i.e. modals and aspectuals, behave like
Restructuring verbs in that they allow Clitic Climbing, Long Scrambling, Ana-
phor Binding, the Genitive of Negation and NPIs, as shown in (52), (53), (54),
(55) and (56), respectively:

(52)

(53)

(54)

(55)

Marekja moze/zacznie czytaé.
Mark it may /will-start to-read
‘Mark may read/will start to read it.’

Marekte ksiazke moze/zacznie czytac.
Mark this book  may /will-start to-read
‘Mark may read/will start to read this book.’

Marek moze/zacznie czyta¢ swoja; ksiazke.
Mark may /will-start to-read his book
‘Mark may read/will start to read his book.’

Marek nie moze/nie zacznie czyta¢ *t¢ ksiazke /tej ksiazki.
Mark not may /not start to-read *this boske /this book6EN
‘Mark may not read/will not start to read this book.’

2l Whextraction out of complements to interrogative predicates gives rise to island
violations and hence results in unacceptability.
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(56)
Marek nie moze/nie zacznie czytaé niczego.
Mark not may /not start  to-read nothiegN
‘Mark may not read/will not start to read anything.’

To sum up, there are three classes of control verbs in Polish which display the
five typical characteristics of Restructuring, namely implicatives, desideratives
and factives. What is particularly striking is that factive verbs, which across
languages resist Restructuring (cf. Wurmbrand (1998:168)), behave like Restru-
cturing verbs in Polish. As for propositional and interrogative predicates, they
block Restructuring only on account of the fact that they always require a
complement introduced by an overt C or by an overt element in [Spec, CP].
Finally, raising predicates, such as modals and aspectuals, belong to the class of
Restructuring verbs. Furthermore, it seems that we do not need to postulate any
lexical feature, such as [+/- Restructuring], to account for the fact that some
verbs restructure and some do not, as has been done for German by Sabel (1996).
Such a move does not explain why some verbs allow Restructuring, while others
regularly resist it. Furthermore, it has no justification in Polish, where all raising
predicates and control predicates followed by complements without any overt
material in C or [Spec, CP] do undergo Restructuring.

2.1.4. Some problematic cases

Having presented the classes of verbs which trigger Restructuring, an immediate
question arises, i.e. whether all members of these classes behave in the same
way with respect to the phenomenon scrutinised. Let us first check whether
typically non-restructuring verbs, like Germaeschliessendecide’, undergo
Restructuring in Polisff. It seems that the Polish equivalent of the verb in
guestion, namelysdecydowaé si¢ ‘decide’ is sensitive to all the typical Restru-
cturing diagnostics. Examples (57a) and (57b) show that Clitic Climbing and
Long Scrambling are possible with this verb.

(57)
a. Marekja zdecydowat si¢  przeczytac.
Mark it decided REFL to-read
‘Mark decided to read it.’

2 The verbdecide belongs to non-restructuring verbs also in Dutch, as noted by
Wurmbrand (1998:153).
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b. Marekte ksiazke zdecydowal si¢  przeczytac.
Mark this book decided REFL to-read
‘Mark decided to read this book.’

Anaphor Binding by the matrix subject (cf. (58a)) as well as the application of
the Genitive of Negation (cf. (58b)) and the occurrence of NPIs (cf. (58c)) can
also be attested with this verb.

(58)
a. Marekzdecydowal si¢  przeczyta¢ swoja; ksiazke.
Mark decided REFL to-read his book
‘Mark decided to read his book.’

b. Marek nie zdecydowat si¢  przeczyta¢ *t¢ ksiazk¢ /te] ksiazki.
Mark not decided REFL to-read *this bowade /this bookGEN
‘Mark didn’t decide to read this book.’

C. Marek nie zdecydowat si¢  przeczyta¢ niczego.
Mark not decided REFL to-read  nothing
‘Mark didn’t decide to read anything.’

Thus, it appears that verbs which do not restructure in other languages behave
like regular Restructuring verbs in Polish. Other typically non-restructuring
verbs in German, as noted by Wurmbrand (2001:327), indefiechtenfear’,
hoffen‘hope’, plannen‘plan’, raten‘advise’, etc. The Polish equivalents of these
verbs regularly trigger Restructuring and therefore it seems that the class of
Restructuring verbs is larger in Polish than it is, for instance, in German.

Another observation made for German by Sabel (1996, 2001) is that reflexive
control verbs generally block Restructuring. In Polish, however, it turns out that
these verbs behave like regular Restructuring verbs. This is illustrated by the
following examples, wherka¢ sie ‘fear’ instantiates a reflexive control verb:

(59)
a. Mareksi¢  ja /Marie boi zaprosic.
Mark REFL her/Mary is-afraid to-invite
‘Mark is afraid to invite her/Mary.’

b. Marek nie boi si¢  zaprosi¢ *swoja; siostr¢  /Swojej Siostry.
Mark not is-afraid REFL to-invite *his sistecc/his sisterseN
‘Mark is not afraid to invite his sister.’
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c. Marek nie boi si¢  zaprosi¢ nikogo.
Mark not is-afraid REFL to-invite nobody
‘Mark is not afraid to invite anybody.’

As the above examples shobgc sie ‘to be afraid’ allows Clitic Climbing (cf.
(59a)), Long Scrambling (cf. (59a)), Anaphor Binding (cf. (59b)), the Genitive
of Negation (cf. (59b)) and NPIs (cf. (59¢)), and thus acts like other Restructu-
ring verbs. This again points towards the conclusion that the class of Restructu-
ring verbs comprises a larger set in Polish than it does in German.

Furthermore, Dyla (1983) observes that Clitic Climbing in Polish cannot
apply out of non-finite complements to the subject control wéibcacd/obie-
cywa ‘promise’. As evidence he provides examples like (60) below:

(60)
a. Marek obiecat Joli ogoli¢ sie.
Mark promised Jola to-shave REFL
‘Mark promised Jola to shave himself.’

b.*Mareksi¢  obiecat Joli ogolic.
Mark REFL promised Jola to-shave
‘Mark promised Jola to shave himself.’ (Dyta (1983: 329))

In (60a), the reflexive cliticie ‘self’ occurs in its original position, i.e. within

the embedded clause, whereas in (60b) the same item has climbed into the ma-
trix clause yielding ungrammaticality. Since Clitic Climbing is disallowed with
obieca¢ ‘promise’, one might conclude that it is a non-restructuring erb.
However, when one analyses a broader range of data than that studied by Dyta,

one realises that the judgements concerning the Restructuring abilibbgeof

cac ‘promise’ are not as crystal clear as Dyta presents them. In fact it seems that

for many native speakers (including the author) sentences like (60b) are not
totally ungrammatical but only slightly degraded, and in other respects the verb

% Dyta (1983) does not draw the conclusion that obiecac ‘promise’ is a non-restructu-

ring verb. In fact he does not analyse Restructuring at all but, working within the frame-
work of Chomsky (1981), provides evidence for the application of the rule of S’-Deletion
in Polish. The verbs which allow Clitic Climbing and Scrambling from within their
complements are taken byyld to admit the rule of S’-Deletion. Since, according to
Dyta, obieca¢ ‘promise’ resists both these processes, it is taken not to allow the rule in
guestion.
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under consideration acts like a regular Restructuring verb in that it is sensitive to
all the Restructuring tests. This is supported by the following data:

(61)
a. Marekgo/obiadobiecal Marcie ugotowac.
Mark it/ dinner promised Martha to-cook
‘Mark promised Martha to cook it/dinner.’

b. Marek nie obiecal Marcie ugotowaé *swoja; ulubiona potrawe
Mark not promised Martha to-cook *his  favourite disic
/swojej ulubionej potrawy.

/his favourite diSIGEN
‘Mark didn’t promise Martha to cook his favourite dish.’

c. Marek nie obiecal Marcie ugotowaé niczego.
Marek not promised Martha to-cook  nothing
‘Mark didn’t promise Martha to cook anything.’

Although sentences like (60b) are marginal in comparison with those like (61a),
this sole fact cannot serve as evidence déhaicac¢ ‘promise’ in Polish does not
restructuré”? The fact that the sentences in (61) are grammatical allows us to
conclude thabbiecaé¢ ‘promise’ behaves like other subject control verbs with
respect to Restructuring and is not in any way exceptional.

Sabel (1996, 2001) argues that object control verbs which take an accusative
object regularly block Restructuring in German. Among these verbs he distin-
guishes the followingbitten ‘ask’, drangen‘to press’,lehren ‘teach’, zwingen
‘force’, etc. In Polish there is only one verb allowing an accusative object co-
occurring with a non-finite complement, namebgy¢ ‘teach’? Just like in the

%4 The degraded status of sentences like (60b) may be related to the nature of the refle-
xive clitic sie ‘self’, rather than to the non-restructuring nature of the wéréraé ‘pro-
mise’. It may be the case that this clitic differs from object cliticsdi@ét’ in (61a) and
the non-anaphorige, part of the reflexive verba¢ sie ‘to be afraid’, as in (59a), in that
it resists Clitic Climbing altogether. Sentences like (i) below, in which the reflexive clitic
has climbed from within the embedded clause with a regularly Restructuring verb like
zabroni¢ forbid’ (cf. (50)), have the same degraded status as (60b):
(i) ?Marek sig  zabronit Tomkowi ogolié.

Mark REFL forbade Tom to-shave

‘Mark forbade Tom to shave him/himself.’
5 Przepiorkowski (1999:147) mentions other predicates which behave on a par with
uczy¢ ‘teach’, such asmie¢ zamiar ‘intend’, mie¢ obowiqzek ‘have obligation’,mieé
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case Obbiecaé ‘promise’, for this verb Dyla (1983) also argues that Clitic Clim-
bing is unavailable. As confirmation he provides the following examples:

(62)
a. Marek nauczyt Tomka goli¢  sig. (Dyta (1983:331-2))
Mark has-taught Tom to-shave REFL
‘Mark has taught Tom to shave him/himself.’

b.*Marek si¢  nauczyl  Tomka goli¢.?®
Mark REFL has-taught Tom to-shave
‘Mark has taught Tom to shave him/himself.’

In (62a) the clitic occurs in situ, while in (62b) it climbs to the matrix clause
producing ungrammaticality. Again it seems that sentences like (62b) are not
totally illicit but rather marginal (cf. footnote 24), and similarly to the one in
(60b), cannot be taken as conclusively determining the staius)df‘teach’ as

a non-restructuring verb, due to the fact that this verb generally shows the dia-
gnostics typical of Restructuring. In the same wayldacaé ‘promise’ in (61)

and other Restructuring verhs;zy¢ ‘teach’ allows Clitic Climbing (cf. (63a)),
Long Scrambling (cf. (63a)) and Anaphor Binding (cf. (63b)).

ochote 'like, want'. These are complex expressions with the wads ‘have’ taking an
accusative object DP and an infinitival complement, e.g.:
(i) Marek ma zamiar $piewac piosenki.

Mark has intentiomcc to-sing song#cc

‘Mark intends to sing songs.’
With respect to the Restructuring tests adopted here, these predicates behaxgdike
‘teach’.
% Sentences (62a) and (62b), as the translations suggest, are ambiguous between the
interpretation in which the reflexive refers to the matrix subject (the non-reflexive
reading) and one in which the reflexive refers to the PRO subject controlled by the
matrix object (the reflexive interpretation). Additionally, the reflexive elers&nin
(62b) can be interpreted as a part of the matrix reflexive weglé si¢ ‘learn’, and then
the sentence can be paraphrased as in (i):
(i) Mark has learnt to shave Tom.
Since (62b) is more readily interpreted asi¥f were not moved from the embedded
clause, but rather as generated together with the matrix verb (i.e. as in (i)), the interpre-
tation on which the clitic moves from the embedded clause may be hard to come up with.
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(63)
a. Marekje /piosenkiMarig nauczyl $piewac.
Mark her/songs Margec has-taught to-sing
‘Mark has taught Mary to sing them/songs.’

b. Mareknauczyl Marig; $piewac swojey; piosenki.
Mark taught Marycc to-sing his/her songssc
‘Mark has taught Mary to sing his/her songs.’

An interesting situation arises if the Genitive of Negation operates in the main
clause withuczy¢ ‘teach’. In this case the Genitive of Negation typically affects
the accusative object of the matrix clause, as in (63c), unlike in the calsie-of

ca¢ ‘promise’ or other verbs subcategorising for a dative complement (cf. (50b)):

(63)
C. Marek nie nauczyt *Marig /Marii $piewac piosenki.
Mark nottaught *Manacc/Mary-GENto-sing songgcc
‘Mark hasn’t taught Mary to sing songs.’

In (63c), the complement of the matrix clause, which bears accusative in affir-
mative clauses, is marked for genitive under negation, whereas the case marking
of the accusative complement in the embedded clause remains unchanged. How-
ever, there exists another possible Case pattern in sentences like (63c), nhamely
both the matrix and the embedded object may appear in the genitive, as demon-
strated in (63d):

(63)
d. Marek nie nauczyt *Marig /Marii $piewaé piosenek.
Mark not taught *Maryxcc/Mary-GEN to-sing SONgSEN
‘Mark hasn’t taught Mary to sing songs.’

Consequently, it seems that both the closer accusative object and the more dis-
tant one can turn into genitive under negation, an issue to which we will return
in section 2.1.7. Finally, NPIs are possible in non-finite complements to the verb
uczy¢ ‘teach’, as can be seen in (63e):

(63)
€. Marek nie nauczyt Marii nic Iniczego  $piewac.
Mark nottaught MargEN nothing-Acc/nothingGEN to-sing
‘Mark hasn’t taught Mary to sing anything.’
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Thus, it appears thaiczy¢ ‘teach’, just likeobieca¢ ‘promise’, is not exceptio-
nal, but behaves like an ordinary Restructuring verb.

The final verb whose status as a Restructuring verb may seem duliads is
pomina¢ ‘forget’. Wurmbrand (2001:298) observes that in German there exist
two types of verbgorget that is, the implicative and the factive one, where the
former is illustrated in (64a) and the latter in (64b):

(64)
a. weil Hans vergald die Blumen zu giel3en
since John forgot the flowers to water
‘since John forgot to water the flower§l John didn’t water the flowers.

b. dass Hans vergal3 die Blumen schon gegossen zu haben
that John forgot the flowers already watered to have
‘that John forgot having watered the flowers alreadly’John watered the
flowers.

Wurmbrand argues that the implicatif@getin German gives rise to the Res-
tructuring configuration, whereas the factive one never doés As.for the
Polish verbzapominaé ‘forget’, it allows only one use, i.e. the implicative one,
when followed by a non-finite complement, as shown in (65a). However, when
co-occurring with a finite complement, it always acts as a factive predicate, as
can be seen in (65b):

(65)
a. Marta zapomiata nakarmi¢ kota.
Martha forgot to-feed cat
‘Martha forgot to feed the cat.’

b. Marta zapomniata, ze nakarmita kota.
Martha forgot that she-fed cat
‘Martha forgot that she had fed the cat.’

Since Polish lacks the dichotomy present fliget in German and since this
verb used with non-finite complements is always implicative in this language, it
is only natural to expect it to behave on a par with other implicative verbs, that is

2" Wurmbrand subjects both typesfofgetto the following Restructuring tests: pronoun
fronting (in our terminology, Clitic Climbing), Long Passive and Scrambling. Only the
implicativeforgetpasses these tests, whereas the factive one resists them.
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as a verb triggering Restructuring. This conclusion gets support from the follo-
wing data:

(66)

a. Marta go/kota zapomniata nakarmic. Clitic Climbing/
Martha it /cat forgot to-feed Long Scrambling
‘Martha forgot to feed it/the cat.’

b. Marta nie zapomniata nakarmic¢ swojego; kota. Anaphor Binding/
Martha not forgot to-feed her GHN Genitive of Negation
‘Martha didn’t forget to feed her cat.’

c. Marta nie zapomniata nakarmi¢ nikogo. NPIs

Martha not forgot to-feed nobod¥EN
‘Martha didn’t forget to feed anybody.’

The grammaticality of the above sentences allows us to conclude that the verb
zapomina¢ ‘forget’ is in no way exceptional, but should rather be looked upon as
a regular Restructuring verb.

To recapitulate, we have found no exceptions to the claim that all implicative,
desiderative and factive predicates trigger Restructuring in Polish. This makes
Polish different from German, in that Restructuring in the former is much freer
and subject to a lesser extent to lexical variation than in the latter. The relative
freedom with which Restructuring operates in Polish makes it different also from
other languages in which Restructuring is typically attested like Dutch, Italian
and Spanish. It turns out that the only constraint which delimits the application
of Restructuring in Polish is the presence of overt material in either C or [Spec,
CP], an issue to which we will return in section 2.1.7.

2.1.5. Restructuring in non-finite adjunct clauses

So far it has been demonstrated that Restructuring can be attested in specific
types of complement clauses. An issue that still needs to be examined is whether
this process can affect non-finite adjunct clauses. As has been noted in section
1.0, only infinitival and participial clauses can serve as adjuncts in Polish. Clitic
Climbing and Long Scrambling can apply from within the former when they
lack any overt C, whereas these two processes are always blocked from within
the latter. This is illustrated in (67) below:
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(67)
a. Mariagd/chlebidzie (*zeby) kupié.
Mary it /bread goes  so-that to-buy
‘Mary goes to buy it/bread.’

b.*Marekja/ksiazke zasnat czytajac.
Mark it/book  fell-asleep reading
‘Mark fell asleep while reading a book.’

Sentence (67a), with a moved clitic or a scrambled DP, is grammatical only if
the Czeby ‘so that' is absent from the purpose clause. This is reminiscent of the
situation present in complement clauses, in which an overt C blocks Restructu-
ring in a similar way. However, participial adjunct clauses such as (67b) resist
both Clitic Climbing and Long Scrambling. The grammaticality contrast bet-
ween these two types of clauses seems to be linked to the fact that participial
clauses are islands for extraction, whereas purpose clauses are not. This is con-
firmed by the following data:

(68)
a. Co Maria idzie kupi¢?
what Mary goes to-buy
‘What does Mary go to buy?’

b.*Co Marek zasnat czytajac?
what Mark fell-asleep reading
“*What did Mark fall asleep while reading?’

While wh-extraction is licit from within a purpose clause like (68a), it is disallo-
wed from within a participial clause like (68b).

The Genitive of Negation and NPIs are legitimate in purpose clauses without
an overt C, whereas they lead to ungrammaticality in participial clauses, as shown
in (69) and (70):

(69)
a. Maria nie idzie posprzata¢ *mieszkanie /mieszkania.
Mary not goes to-clean  *flatec  /flat-GEN
‘Mary doesn’t go to clean the flat.’

b. Marek nie zasnat czytajac ksiazke /*ksiazki.
Mark not fell-asleep reading boek:c/*book-GEN
‘Mark didn't fall asleep while reading a book.’
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(70)
a. Maria nie idzie niczego kupic.
Mary not goes nothing to-buy
‘Mary doesn't go to buy anything.’

b.*Marek nie zasnat czytajac nic /niczego.
Mark not fell-asleep reading nothing</nothingGEN
‘Mark didn’t fall asleep while reading anything.’

These two tests show again that Restructuring affects only purpose clauses
without an overt C, but is absent from participial clauses. As for Anaphor Bin-
ding, it is possible in both types of clauses under scrutiny, as can be seen in (71).
What is striking in (71a) is that the anaphor in the purpose clause can be bound
by the matrix subject even if an overt C is present.

(71)
a. Marigidzie (zeby) PRQ sprzeda¢ swoje obrazy.
Mary goes so-that to-sell  her pictures
‘Mary goes to sell her pictures.’

b. Marek zasnat PRQ czytajac swoja; kshzke.
Mark fell-asleep reading his book
‘Mark fell asleep while reading his book.’

The Anaphor Binding data in (71a) and (71b) get a natural explanation if one
assumes that the adjunct clauses present in these sentences contain PRO which is
controlled by the matrix subject and which serves as a binder for the subject-
oriented anaphoswdj ‘self's’. Thus, (71a) and (71b) are actually instances of
short, not long, Anaphor Binding and hence do not allow us to draw any conclu-
sions as to whether the adjunct clauses in question allow Restructuring or not.
Summing up, only purpose clauses lacking an overt C trigger Restructuring
in Polish, whereas this process is absent from participial adjunct clauses.

2.1.6. The categorial status of Polish non-finite complements

Having demonstrated that Restructuring operates in Polish non-finite comple-
ments to raising predicates and to control predicates belonging to the class of
implicatives, desideratives or factives, as well as in purpose clauses, let us now
consider what categorial status can be ascribed to the non-finite clauses co-
occurring with Restructuring predicates. The central question that needs to be
addressed is whether these clauses represent VPs, TPs or CPs. In the literature
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two basic approaches to the categorial status of complements to Restructuring
verbs can be found: one that can be labelled mono-clausal, and one that can be
called bi-clausal. The advocates of the former claim that Restructuring non-finite
clauses are not clausal in nature but rather represent bare VPs. This stand is
taken by Zagona (1982), Picallo (1990), Haider (1986), Rochette (1990, 1999),
Rosen (1990), Moore (1994) and Wurmbrand (1998, 2001). The latter approach,
according to which complements to Restructuring predicates originate as full
CPs, is represented by Rizzi (1978), Kayne (1991), Rooryck (1994), Grewendorf
and Sabel (1994), Sabel (1996), Terzi (1996), Guasti (1996, 1997) and Roberts
(1997). Then, due to the application of reanalysis (cf. Haegeman and van Riem-
sdijk (1986)) or overt (or covert) head movement, the original bi-clausal structu-
res are turned into mono-clausal ones.

In order to determine the categorial status of complements to Restructuring
verbs in Polish, let us first investigate the arguments that have been posited by
Wurmbrand (1998, 2001) for the VP status of these complements in German.
Her arguments include the following: 1) complements to Restructuring verbs are
tenseless, or, in other words, they do not exhibit an unrealised future interpre-
tation, but require an interpretation simultaneous with the tense of the matrix
verb, 2) Restructuring verbs cannot take finite clauses as their complements,
because such clauses are inherently tensed, and 3) overt Cs are allowed only in
complements of non-restructuring verbs (in languages which allow C in non-
finite clausesj® Let us now check how Wurmbrand'’s tests can be applied to
Polish data. The first question that has to be answered is whether complements
of Restructuring verbs are tenseless. It seems that complements of raising pre-
dicates do indeed show the lack of independent tense specification, as demon-
strated in (72):

(72)
a.#Marek musial odwiedzi¢ Marig¢ w przysztym tygodniu.
Marek had-to visit Mary in next week
‘#Mark had to visit Mary next week.’

8 Wurmbrand’s (1998, 2001) other arguments for the VP status of complements to
Restructuring verbs, such as the lack of the accusative Case position and the lack of PRO
in the complements under consideration, are not applicable to Polish (cf. for instance
sentences (71a) and (71b), where the presence of PRO is necessary, and sentence (63b),
where the accusative object occurs in the embedded clause).
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b.#Marek zaczat odwiedza¢ Mari¢ W przysizym tygodniu.
Mark began to-visit ~ Mary in next week
‘#Mark began to visit Mary next week.’

The matrix verbs in (72a) and (72b) bear the past tense inflection, while the
action in the embedded clause is forced to refer to the future by the presence of
the adverbialw przyszfym tygodniu ‘next week’. Due to the tense clash, these
sentences, though grammatical, result in semantic anomaly. A similar situation
arises for complements of implicative verbs as well as for the desiderative verb
prébowad ‘try’, which must also express an action co-extensive with the action
expressed in the main clause, as exemplified in (73):

(73)
# Marek probowal/zdotat  odwiedzi¢ Marig w przysztym tygodniu.
Mark tried /managed to-visit  Mary in next week
‘#Mark tried/ managed to visit Mary next week.’

The above example shows that the vetibowaé ‘try’ and the implicativezdo-
fa¢ ‘'manage’ require complements whose tense specification is determined by
the matrix clause.

Other desiderative verbs, along with factive verbs, do allow independent
tense specification in their complemefithis is illustrated in (74a) and (74b),
where the former contains a subject control verb, whereas the latter an object
control one.

%9 The factive vertzapomina¢ ‘forget’ allows independent tense specification in its
complement when it takes a PP with a gerundive complement, as in (i), or when it is
followed by a finite clause, as in (ii). However, the implicativgominaé ‘forget’ never
allows a complement with independent tense specification, as can be seen in (iii):
(i) Dzisiaj Marek zapomniat o kupieniu prezentu wczoraj.

today Mark forgot about buying present yesterday

‘Mark has forgotten today about buying the present yesterday.’
(i) Dzisiaj Marek zapomnial, ze kupit wczoraj prezent.

today Mark forgot that he-bought yesterday present

‘Mark has forgotten today that he bought a present yesterday.’
(iiif) #Dzisiaj Marek zapomniat kupi¢ wczoraj prezent.

today Mark forgot to-buy yesterday present

‘#Today Mark has forgotten to have bought the present yesterday.’
The implicativepamietaé ‘remember’ is always a non-restructuring verb, as the only
type of clausal complement that it admits is a CP introduced by an overt C.
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(74)
a. Marek chciat odwiedzi¢ Mari¢ w przyszitym tygodniu.
Mark wanted to-visit ~ MarngccC in next week
‘Mark wanted to visit Mary next week.’

b. Marek kazat Marii napisa¢ prace w przysztym tygodniu.
Mark told Mary to-write papencc in next week
‘Mark told Mary to write a paper next week.’

In (74) the matrix verb refers to the past, while the future time reference is
imposed on the embedded verb by the presence of the adverbiasziym
tygodniu‘next week’. No tense clash arises in such cases, which indicates that
the complements involved in such sentences may have independent tense spe-
cification in contradistinction to the complements of raising predicates, the
complements ofprobowaé ‘try’ and the complements of implicatives. This
conclusion gets additional support from the fact that two distinct time adverbials
can occur in the matrix and embedded clause in the case of desiderative and
factive verbs, whereas this is not possible in the case of the predicates whose
complements lack independent tense specification. A comparison between
sentences (75a) and (75b) makes this point clear:

(75)
a. Woczoraj Marek planowat odwiedzi¢ Mari¢ w przysztym tygodniu.
yesterday Mark planned to-visit Mary in next week
‘Yesterday Mark planned to visit Mary next week.’

b.#Wczoraj Marek mogt odwiedzi¢ Marie w przysztym tygodniu.
yesterday Mark could visit Mary in next week
‘#Yesterday Mark could visit Mary next week.’

Sentence (75a) with two time adverbials, one referring to the past and the other
to the future, is perfectly grammatical, while sentence (75b) with identical time
adverbials is unacceptable. The two sentences differ in the verb they contain:
(75a) exhibits a desiderative predicate and (75b) a raising one. Since only the
former predicate type admits a complement with independent tense specifica-
tion, only example (75a) is licit.

For Wurmbrand, all Restructuring verbs in German lack independent tense
specification. Polish is different from German in that verbs triggering Restruc-
turing in Polish, such asicieé¢ ‘want’ in (74a),kazaé ‘order’ in (74b) andola-
nowa¢ ‘plan’ in (75a), do allow independent tense specification within their
complements. Thus, it appears that in Polish, unlike in German, there is no con-
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nection between the Restructuring/non-restructuring status of the verb and the

independent tense specification/lack thereof in the complement clause.
Secondly, raising predicates, implicative verbs and the meilowaé ‘try’

can never take a finite complement, as shown in (76):

(76)
* Marek musiat/zdotat  /probowat, zeby — odwiedzit Marig.*°
Mark had-to /managed/tried so-that visited Mary
‘Mark had to/managed/tried to visit Mary.’

Other Restructuring predicates, such as desideratives and factives, allow finite
clause complements, as exemplified in (77):

(77)
a. Marek chcig zeby Maria go odwiedzita.
Mark wanted so-that Mary him would-visit
‘Mark wanted Mary to visit him.’

b. Marek lubi, Zeby go Maria odwiedzata.
Mark likes so-that him Mary would-visit
‘Mark likes Mary to visit him.’

The difference between these two predicate groups, according to Wurmbrand,
reflects the fact that the complements to the predicates like the ones in (76) are
tenseless and hence cannot correspond to finite clauses, which are inherently
tensed, while the complements to the verbs like those in (77) convey indepen-
dent tense specification and therefore can be replaced by finite complements
without producing ungrammaticality.

Wurmbrand'’s third test, i.e. the impossibility of having a C in complements
to Restructuring verbs, shows the same pattern as the two tests mentioned so far,
namely raising predicates, implicative ones anthowaé ‘try’ can never take
any complement with an overt C, while the rest of Restructuring verbs allow this
kind of complement! The difference is illustrated in (78) and (79):

% The wordzeby ‘so that’ can introduce both finite and non-finite clauses in Polish (cf.
Chapter IV, section 1.1).

31 Not all desiderative and factive verbs can take a non-finite complement with an overt
C. Predicates like, for instanceje¢ nadzieje ‘hope’ or byé¢ przykro ‘be sorry’, never
subcategorise for this type of complement, as they require only a non-finite complement
without any overt C.
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(78)

* Marek musiat/zdotat /probowat, zeby odwiedzi¢ Marig.
Mark had-to/managed/tried so-that to-visit ~ Mary
‘Mark had to/managed/tried to visit Mary.’

(79)

a. Marekchcial, zeby odwiedzi¢ Marig.
Mark wanted so-that to-visit Mary
‘Mark wanted for Mary to be visited.’

b. Marek lubi, Zeby go odwiedzaé.
Mark likes so-that him to-visit
‘Mark likes to be visited.’

If one wanted to follow Wurmbrand's line of reasoning, one would have to
conclude that the complements to Restructuring verbs in Polish do not a have a
uniform categorial status. The complements to raising verbs, implicatives and
the verbprobowaé ‘try’ would have to be regarded as bare VPs, as they lack
independent tense specification, can never take finite complements and can
never take complements with an overt C. On the other hand, the complements to
desiderative and factive verbs would have to be treated as either TPs or CPs
(depending on whether the C is present or not), as they convey independent
tense specification, can be followed by a finite complement and can take a
complement with an overt C. However, one may question this analysis, and its
underlying assumption that the lack of independent tense specification neces-
sarily coincides with the lack of the T projection. Alternatively, one may say, as
Pesetsky (1992), Martin (1996) and Boskovi¢ (1997) do, that all complements to
Restructuring verbs are tensed, some of them having an overt tense morpheme,
and others having a covert one. A similar analysis of non-finite complements to
Polish Restructuring verbs is offered by Witko$§ (1998). For him, as has already
been noted in section 2.0, all types of non-finite complements in question have
the categorial status of InfP, which corresponds to TP whose head bears a fea-
ture [-finite] and whose temporal specification is anaphoric, that is bound by a c-
commanding [+finite] T. As we shall see presently, Witko$’s analysis is basi-
cally correct with the qualification that the requirement for non-finite T to be
always anaphoric cannot be maintained for the complements with an indepen-
dent tense specification (cf. sentences (74a), (74b) and (75a)).

A question which Witko$ (1998) addresses very briefly, but which is crucial
for establishing the categorial status of the clauses under consideration, is whe-
ther there is any empirical evidence that Polish non-finite complements to Res-
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tructuring verbs represent units larger than VPs, that is TPs or CPs. It seems that
such evidence can be obtained from Anaphor Binding and from subject-oriented
adverbials. As far as Anaphor Binding is concerned, anaphors normally cannot
be bound by dative DPs, as can be seen in (80) below:

(80)
*Podoba mu sie  swoje mieszkanie.
likes himbAT REFL his flat
‘He likes his flat.’

However, apparent Anaphor Binding by a dative DP is possible in sentences
such as (81):

(81)
a. Marek pozwolit Ewig  potozy¢tu swojg rzeczy.
Mark let EvebAT put here his/her stuff
‘Mark let Eve put his/her stuff here.’

b. Udalo muy si¢  polozy¢ tutaj swojerzeczy.
managed himBbAT REFL to-put  here his  stuff
‘He managed to put his stuff here.’

It is unclear how we can explain the fact that the subject-oriented anaphor cannot
be bound by the dative DP in (80) but allows the same kind of binding in (81),
unless we assume that the embedded clauses in (81a) and (81b) are in fact TPs
(or CPs) whose subject is PRO controlled by the dative DP, and hence making
the binding in question available. Thus, it seems that the sentences in (81a) and
(81b) should be assigned the representations in (82a) and (82b), respectively:

(82)
a. Marekpozwolit Ewiej [tr PRQ potozy¢ tu swojey; rzeczy].

b. Udato muy; si¢ [tp PRQ potozy¢ tutaj swoje; rzeczy].

In (82a) both short binding by the object-controlled PRO as well as long binding
by the matrix subject is possible, an issue that we have already hinted at in sec-
tion 2.1.3 and to which we will return in section 2.1.7. What the above examples
allow us to conclude is that object control verbs fikewoli¢ ‘let’ and imperso-

nal implicative verbs likeida¢ sie ‘manage’ require a complement that contains

a PRO subject, and hence this complement must be larger than a bare VP. It
must correspond at least to a TP in order to be able to properly license PRO.
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Another test which supports the claim that non-finite complements to Restru-
cturing verbs in Polish must be at least TPs is based on subject-oriented adver-
bials such apo pijanemuwhile drunk’** That this adverbial must refer to the
subject is confirmed by the following data:

(83)
Marek rozmawiat z Mariapo  pijanemu.
Mark talked to Mary while drunk
‘Mark talked to Mary while he was drunk.’

In the above sentence the adverpialpijanemuwhile drunk’ can refer only to
the subjectMark, it can never refer to the objddary. Let us now analyse sen-
tence (84):

(84)
Marek kazat Marii §piewa¢ po  pijanemu.
Mark told Mary to-sing while drunk
‘Mark told Mary to sing while he/she was drunk.’

What is surprising in (84) is that the relevant adverbial can refer not only to the
matrix subject as expected, but also to the matrix obecy. We can account

for the unusual behaviour of the adverbial if the assume that the embedded clau-
se is a TP with a PRO subject, controlled by the matrix objacy, and it is the

PRO subject which serves as the antecedent for the adverbial. Thus, the gram-
maticality of sentences like (84) allows us to conclude that the complements of
object control desiderative verbs likeac ‘order/tell’ have the status of at least TP.

The empirical evidence just presented points towards the conclusion that the
complements to at least some Restructuring verbs in Polish are not bare VPs, but
rather TPs or CP¥.This conclusion can be generalised to other complements to
Restructuring verbs and as a result, complements to all Restructuring verbs will
be ascribed the categorial status of TPs. The complements to raising Restructu-
ring predicates have the status of just a TP without a PRO subject, whereas the
complements to control Restructuring predicates have the status of either TP or
CP with a subject or object controlled PRO. This kind of analysis offers a

32 This test has been used by Dziwirek (1998) to argue for both the mono- and bi-clausal
character of sentences like (84).

% The issue of whether these complements are indeed TPs or CPs is orthogonal to the
present discussion but we will return to it in section 2.1.7.
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uniform treatment of all complements to Restructuring verbs in Polish, since
they are regarded minimally as projections of T, and for this reason all Restru-
cturing constructions will be treated as bi-clausal in nature. It remains to be
determined how an originally bi-clausal structure turns into mono-clausal due to
the application of Restructuring. This problem will be examined in the next
section.

2.1.7. Is there verb incorporation in restructuring contexts?

It has already been hinted at in section 2.1.6 how bi-clausal structures can be
turned into mono-clausal ones. Two methods have been mentioned, namely,
reanalysis (cf. Haegeman and van Riemsdijk (1986)), and covert or overt verb
incorporation (cf. Grewendorf and Sabel (1994), Sabel (1996), Terzi (1996),
Guasti (1996, 1997) and Roberts (1997)). The rule of reanalysis, as stated by
Haegeman and van Riemsdijk (1986), specifies that the representatigiV X V
Y, where V is a Verb Raising verb (this class also includes Restructuring verbs),
is reanalysed as X,V¥, where \{ is a complex verB' As for overt verb incor-
poration, it operates in the following way: the embedded verb undergoes head
movement and adjoins onto the matrix one forming a complex verb sugh as: [
o [Xi*+Y]y...[xp...ti...]]. Covert verb incorporation, on the other hand, involves
no overt but covert (LF) verb movement hence giving rise to a representation
such as{p...Yi...[xp...Xi...]].

The only analysis of Polish Restructuring available within the Minimalist
Program is offered by Witko$ (1998). Let us briefly review the main points of
his analysis, as we will refer to it throughout this section. Witko$ argues that
Restructuring in Polish results from covert head movement of the embedded
verb to the matrix one. This process must be covert, as it is possible to have
some lexical material intervening between the two verbs, e.g.:

(85)
a. Jan lubiduzo biegaé.
John likes a-lot to-run
‘John likes to run a lot.’

% The problem of theta marking by a complex verb is solved by Haegeman and van
Riemsdijk (1986) in the following way: the matrix verly ¥nd the embedded verh V

form a complex Y whose head is the matrix verb, and the theta-properties afe/
determined by theta-grids of,\and \, that is, the theta-features of &nd V, percolate

to V, , and features of the head take precedence over features of the complement. For
details cf. Haegeman and van Riemsdijk (1986:424-425).
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b. Jan lubigo czesto przegladac.
John likes it often to-look-through
‘John often likes to look through it.’

c. Jan lubi ‘Pitke¢ Nozna’ czyta¢ od poczatku do konca.
John likes ‘Football’ to-read from beginning to end
‘John likes to read ‘Football’ from beginning to endVitkos (1998:308))

In (85a) the adverbial modifying the embedded clauseqiize. ‘a lot’, interve-

nes between the two verbs, in (85b), we find the dljti¢it’ as well as the ad-
verbial czesto ‘often’, and in (85c) the DRPitke Nozng ‘Football’. Since verb
incorporation in Restructuring contexts is covert, it involves the LF head move-
ment of the embedded verb to the matrix verb, where the latter always has a
weak [+Vv] featuré® The result for a sentence like (86a) is schematised in (86b)
below:

(86)
a. Jan chceczyta¢ ksiazke.
John wants to-read book
‘John wants to read a book.’

b. [agrspJan hgsirczytac chee] [asprliczytac ched [veJan [czytac chee]
[inie PRO [nriczytac] [aspp £zytaé [agrop ksiazke iczytaé [vp PROjczytad
ksiazke]]]]]]] (Witkos (1998:314))

We will not be concerned with all the details of verb movement in (86b) (for the
justification of the successive steps cf. Witkos (1998)), what interests us here is
that only the boldfaced copies are spelt out. Witko$ follows Roberts (1997:426)

in adopting the following morphological filter:

(87)
a. Head movement is copying
b. *[xW; W,] where W, are morphological words

c. A head is spelled out in the highest position of its chain, subject to (b).

% Alternatively, in the Agr-less framework of Chomsky (1995b, chapteiWikos
suggests that only the formal features of the embedded verb move to the higher verb, or,
more correctly to the matrix T, to which the formal features of the matrix verb move
covertly (for details cf. Witkos (1998:314)).
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This filter blocks the spell-out of the copy of a complex head if it consists of
independent words and hence determines that in cases like (86b) the lower verb
is spelt out in its base position, which corresponds to its highest position in the
chain (cf. (87¢)). An analysis along these lines allows Witkos (1998) to elegantly
account for the word order data presented in (85). What is problematic in his
analysis is how Case checking proceeds in the embedded clause. As for accu-
sative Case checking, it seems to be unproblematic and takes place in the way
sketched in (86b), that is, at LF the accusative object moves to the [Spec, AgrOP]
position, where is has its Case checked against the embedded verb, which has
covertly adjoined to AgrO. The problem arises in the case of the Genitive of
Negation, which, as has already been noted, is regularly borne by originally
accusative embedded objects under matrix clause negation (cf. for instance
(27b), (43a) and (43b)). In order to account for this phenomenon Witko$ argues

that at LF, where the complex verb is formed, all copies are identical and have
the same Case checking potential. Hence, if the upper incorporated head is
prefixed with nie ‘not’ so is the lower one, and thus the latter is capable of
checking genitive, rather than accusative, on its object. Witko$ admits that his
analysis of the non-local Genitive of Negation departs from the lexicalist hypo-
thesis stating that verbs and nouns enter the derivation fully inflected, which, in
the case under consideration, boils down to saying that both nouns and verbs
have their Case features already in the initial Numeration. If one wanted to
maintain the lexicalist hypothesis for the non-local Genitive of Negation, one
would have to allow for Case rechecking, as the embedded verb would enter the
derivation with the accusative Case feature and only after the complex verb is
formed at LF, would it be able to check genitive, provided the whole complex is
prefixed withnie ‘not’. Witko$ suggests two ways of avoiding the unwelcome
departure from the lexicalist hypothesis. One is linked with L-selection (cf.
Pesetsky (1992) and Boskovi¢ (1997)), and the other with feature underspecifi-

cation. According to the former, the negated transitive infinitive verb takes a
[+Genitive] Case feature, as required by the negative prefix, whereas the affir-
mative transitive infinitive has two lexically specified Case checking options,
namely [+Accusative] or [+Genitive]. If the infinitive with [+Genitive] feature is
selected in the embedded clause, it has to co-occur with a negative verb in the
matrix clause; otherwise the derivation crashes, as the L-selection properties of
the matrix verb will not be satisfied. The second way of salvaging the lexicalist
hypothesis suggested by Witko$ relies on the difference between Case assign-

ment and Case realisation (cf. Willim (1990) and Franks (1995)). If one assumes
that affirmative verbs check [+Objective], whereas negative ones check [+Genitive],
then, if there is no Restructuring, the verb will check accusative, which is a
default realization of [+Objective], and if there is Restructuring and the matrix
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verb is negated, then [+Objective] is realized as [+Genitive]. This kind of ap-
proach allows Witko$ to maintain the claim that the lower verb always enters the
derivation with the feature [+Objective] and hence does not require any Case
change in its feature template. Witkos$ (1998) tentatively assumes the proposal

based on L-selection, although he admits that the second suggestion relating to
feature underspecification is also compatible with his analysis.

In addition to the departure from the lexicalist hypothesis noted by Witkos
himself, his analysis of the way in which the non-local Genitive of Negation is
checked is not free from further problems. First of all, if both copies are identical
and hence both are prefixed witle ‘not’, as Wiko$ suggests, it is not clear why
the negative element is not spelt out also on the lower copy, especially since it is
this copy of the embedded verb which is phonetically realized, and the option of
realizing negation both on the lower verb and the higher verb is fully legitimate
in Polish, as illustrated in (88) below:

(88)
Marek nie mogl nie przyjsé na przyjecie.
Mark not could not come to party
‘Mark couldn’t not come to the party.’

On Witko$’s analysis we expect the reverse also to be true, that is, we expect

that when the embedded verb is negative, the matrix would also be prefixed by
nie ‘not’ and hence would be able to check the genitive under negation. This,
however, is not the case, as exemplified by (89):

(89)
Marek kazat dzieciom [*dzieci niesprzata¢ pokoju.
Mark told childrerdAT /*children-GEN not to-clean roonGeN
‘Mark told children not to clean the room.’

In (89) the object of the matrix verb can only bear dative and can never be
marked for genitivd® Additionally, if both copies are identical, as Witko$

3 One can counter this argument by saying that dative never turns into genitive under
negation, even in simple clauses. However, the argument presented in the text is still
valid, as the verbczy¢ ‘teach’, which requires an accusative complement, when followed
by a negative non-finite clause, as in (i), does not check genitive in the matrix clause.
(i) Marek wzyt Marieg [*Marii nie uzywac brzydkich stow.

Mark taught Maryxcc /*Mary-GEN not to-use bad languagenN

‘Mark taught Mary not to use bad language.’
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argues, we expect genitive to be possible in both the matrix and the embedded
clause. This is indeed the case in (63d). However, the abstract incorporation
analysis is not capable of deriving sentences such as (63c), (repeated for conve-
nience as (90)) where the Genitive of Negation is realised in the matrix clause,
but not in the embedded one.

(90)
Marek nie nauczyt *Marig /Marii $piewac piosenki. (=(63c))
Mark not taught *MaryaCc/Mary-GEN to-sing Song#cCcC
‘Mark hasn’t taught Mary to sing songs.’

Furthermore, the abstract incorporation analysis does not explain why an overt
element in [Spec, CP] blocks Restructuring (cf. for instance, sentences (38b),
(40) and (42a)). If abstract incorporation involves head movement, as proposed
for Polish by Witkos$ (1998), then [Spec, CP] is not of the same type as the head
undergoing incorporation and hence movement across it cannot be blocked by
the Relativised Minimality (cf. Rizzi (1990)) or the Minimal Link Condition (cf.
Chomsky (1995b)). Consequently, such cases of Restructuring are wrongly
predicted to be licit. Finally, one may object to the filter in (87b) proposed by
Roberts (1997) and adopted by Witkos$ (1998) on conceptual grounds. This filter,

though capable of deriving the correct word order facts in (85), seems to restate
the problem rather than solving it. The new mystery that it creates is why UG
should possess filters like the one in (87hb).

In addition to the problems just mentioned, the abstract incorporation analy-
sis cannot be maintained within the most recent version of the Minimalist Pro-
gram, as outlined in Chomsky (2000, 2001a, b). Chomsky argues against covert
movement in general and instead posits the operation Agree, whose task is to
derive cases which have previously been handled (i.e. Chomsky (1995b)) in
terms of covert movement (cf. Chapter I, section 1.0). The question is whether,
its shortcomings notwithstanding, we can translate the abstract incorporation
analysis offered by Witkos (1998) into this new model. The operation Agree
would have to hold between the matrix verb and the lower verb, but it is far from
obvious what feature the two verbs must agree in. The feature that automatically
comes to mind is [+Restructuring] present on the matrix verb (cf. the end of
section 2.1.3, where such a feature is mentioned in relation to German). The
presence of such a feature, however, would predict, contrary to the conclusion
reached in section 2.1.3, that Restructuring is lexically governed in Polish.
Furthermore, even if we came up with some other feature to trigger Agree
between the matrix verb and the embedded one, it would be hard to envisage
how Agree could turn an originally bi-clausal structure into a mono-clausal one,
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since Agree does not involve any movement and hence leaves the original bi-
clausal structure intaét.

Another alternative worth considering is head movement in the PF compo-
nent. Chomsky (2001a, b) suggests that all head movement in fact operates at
PF, as it lacks the semantic effects associated with other types of mo¥ement.
Some recent analyses develop this proposal (cf. Boeckx and Stjepanovi¢ (2001))
and argue that head movement at PF is triggered either by prosody (cf. Holm-
berg (1997) and Neelman and Reinhart (1998)), or by morphology (cf. Pollock
(1997) and Rohrbacher (1999)). The question which arises at this point is whe-
ther one can treat Polish Restructuring as an instance of head movement opera-
ting at PF. It seems that such a proposal is untenable as Restructuring in Polish
brings about a change in Case marking, that is, under negation in the matrix
clause, the accusative object of the embedded clause turns into genitive (cf. for
instance, (27b)). The fact that Restructuring produces a change in Case marking
strongly argues against treating it as a PF phenomenon. This conclusion is addi-
tionally supported by the fact that NPIs are fully legitimate in Restructuring
contexts (cf. for instance, sentence (28c)), which again should be impossible if
Restructuring were purely a PF phenomenon. Thus, we can dismiss the idea that
Restructuring in Polish obtains via head movement in the PF component.

The analysis that we would like to offer does not make use of head incorpo-
ration at all and therefore escapes all the problems this process creates. Before
turning to its details, let us first point out the questions which any analysis of
Restructuring in Polish must address. These questions are as follows:

(91)
a. what makes it possible for Clitic Climbing and Long Scrambling to ope-
rate from within an embedded non-finite clause

b. why can an anaphor in the embedded non-finite clause be bound either by
the matrix or the embedded clause subject (cf., for instance, (81a))

c. why is it possible for the Genitive of Negation to be realized in the em-
bedded non-finite clause under matrix clause negation

d. why does an overt C or [Spec, CP] block Restructuring.

3" This point of criticism against Agree may not be as severe as it seems. The analysis
which we offer later and which does not refer to any movement operation (it does not
refer to Agree, either) can, nonetheless, derive the configurations produced by Restructuring.
38 Cf. Chapter I. section 1.0.
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Let us begin by investigating question (91a). The first assumption we would like
to make is that non-finite clauses without an overt C are TPs, and not CPs. Under
this assumption a sentence like (92a) has the schematic representation in (92b):

(92)
a. Marek polecit Marcie przeczyta¢ t¢  ksiazke.
Mark recommended Martha to-read this book
‘Mark recommended reading this book to Martha.’

b. [rp Marek [p1polecit Marcie [tp PRO [paprzeczytaé te ksiazke]]]]

(92b) contains two phases, hamely @Rd vB; neither of the TPs constitutes a
phase. The second assumption which we make and which follows Chomsky
(2001b:13) is that:

(93)
Phase PHis interpreted/evaluated at the next relevant phase PH

Clitic Climbing and Long Scrambling in cases like (92) will operate in the follo-
wing way: first the clitic or the DP to be scrambled undergo movement to [Spec,
vP,], then they move to the next phasq,wrhere the whole structure is sent to
the interpretive component in accordance with (93). The whole derivation is
schematised in (94):

(94)
[Tp [VplClitiCi/DPi V, [TP PRO [/P2[v2’ ; [VPVZ tl]]]]]]

The exact position of the clitic or the scrambled DP in (94), i.e. whether it is
within or outside the higher phase is orthogonal to the discussion carried out
here. What is important is that we derive the application of Clitic Climbing and
Long Scrambling across a non-finite clause boundary without appealing to any
process of incorporation. The first assumption that we have made is only natural,
especially in the light of the Minimal Structure Principle of BoSkovi¢ (1997:25)

stated in (16) in section 2.0 and similar principles postulated in the literature, for
instance, the Minimal Projection of Grimshaw (1994), the Structural Economy
Principle of Safir (1993), and the Minimal Projection Principle of Radford
(1994). The second one is independently necessary in the theory in order to
derive successive cyclic movement. The extra step that we have to make, that is,
the movement of the clitic or the scrambled DP to the specifier of the lower v, is
unavoidable in order to satisfy the PIC stating that only items appearing at the
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edge (i.e., in the specifer of a head H or in the position adjoined to HP) of the
phase and its head can be accessed by the operations from the next higher phase.
This step is not entirely innocent, as it commits us to claiming that Polish has
Object Shift, or at least to the claim that v has an EPP-feature triggering move-
ment of its object to its specifier. The latter claim is independently necessary in
order to derivavh-movement from the complement position, as in (95):

(95)
[cp KOgQ [Tp Piotr [Vplchcial [Tp [\,pgzaprosié t,]]]]]')
whom  Peter wanted to-invite
‘Who did Peter want to invite?’

The derivation of (95) must proceed via the [Speg] pBsition in order to free

the wh-object from the position ineligible for movement (i.e. violating the BiC).
Consequently, the idea that movement in cases like (94) must also use this posi-
tion as an escape hatch is not as totally unmotivated as might appear at first
glance.

The analysis of Clitic Climbing and Long Scrambling just presented has a
bearing on question (91d). If a non-finite complement has an overt C or [Spec,
CP], then a new phase appears, that is CP. These two cases are schematically
represented in (96a) and (96b):

(96)
a. [Tp [Vp1V1( DP]_) [cp [c' Zeby/czy [Tp PRO [/p2V2 Dpz]]]]]]

b. [Tp [Vp1V1 (DP]_) [Cp k|edy [Tp PRO [,pz V2 Dpz]]]]]

In (96a), the overt C can be either the non-interrogaie ‘so that' or the
interrogativeczy‘ifiwhether’, whereas in (96b) theh-word kiedy‘when’ occurs

in [Spec, CP]. In both cases the sentences contain three phases, thatvig, vP
and CP. The first step in their derivation is the same as in (94)mbfes to
[Spec, V] to escape the PIC and then it moves to the next higher phase for
whatever reason that underlies Clitic Climbing or Scrambling (cf. footnote 40).
The next phase this time is CP, at the level of which the whole structure is sent
to the interpretive component and spelt out. The further movement of the clitic
or the scrambled DP to the next higher phase, i.g.isRinmotivated, as BP

39 An analogous assumption is necessaryiemovement from a complement position
in English (see Chapter I, section 1.0).
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has checked its Case in situ via Agree witland it has presumably checked the
feature triggering Clitic Climbing or Long Scrambling in the position it has
moved to within CP? ** Thus, we obtain an explanation for why an overt C or
[Spec, CP] blocks the two typical diagnostics of Restructuring in Polish.

Anaphor Binding, the third Restructuring test in Polish, seems to pattern in a
way similar to the two processes just discussed, that is, the anaphor in the embe-
dded non-finite clause can be bound by the matrix subject only if there is no
intervening overt C or [Spec, CP]. This regularity can be accounted for if one
assumes that anaphors are interpreted (just like other items) at the next higher
phase. Then, if there is no CP between the matrix vP and the embedded vP, the
anaphor can be bound within the matrix vP, which is the next higher phase. If,
on the other hand, a CP is merged between the two vPs, then the anaphor cannot
be bound from outside the CP, which this time constitutes the next higher phase.
An analysis along these lines accounts for the contrast between sentences like
(97a) and (97b) (corresponding to (41b) and (42a), repeated for convenience):

(97)
a. Marek lubi czyta¢ swoja ksigzke.
Mark likes to-read his book
‘Mark likes reading his book.’

b.*Marek powiedzial, zeby przeczytaé¢ swoja; ksiazke.
Mark said so-that to-read his book
‘“*Mark said to read his book.’

As has been noted in section 2.1.3, short binding, i.e. binding by the PRO sub-
ject of the embedded clause, insofar as it is possible, is the only alternative for

“0 We leave aside here the complicated issue of what triggers Clitic Climbing or
Scrambling and of how to explain their optional character.

“1 One might suggest that Scrambling in (96a) may operate in a successive cyclic way
via [Spec, CP], thus making Long Scrambling out of clauses with an overt C, contrary to
fact, a viable option. However, this option is disallowed, as Scrambling from [Spec, CP]
to the next higher phase, i.e. MR (96a), would represent improper movement, that is,
movement from an A’-to an A-position. What exactly blocks improper movement re-
mains a murky issue. According to Pesetsky and Torrego (2001), the ban on improper
movement is related to the lifespan of uninterpretable features (features marked for
deletion in Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2001) terminology) that may not survive beyond the
CP level. Hence, DPmust have its all uninterpretable features checked within CP and
for this reason remains inactive for any further movement.



180 Chapter 3

the anaphor in cases like (97b). Thus, our analysis so far makes good predictions
regarding Anaphor Binding in Restructuring contexts in Polish.

A more complicated issue relating to Anaphor Binding is reflected in ques-
tion (91b), namely why in sentences like (98) (example (81a) repeated for con-
venience), the anaphor can be bound either by the matrix subject or the object
controlled PRO.

(98)
Marek pozwolit Ewig [pPRQ potozy¢ tu  swojg rzeczyl].
Mark let Eve put here his/her stuff
‘Mark let Eve put his/her stuff here.’

In this case no overt C or element in [Spec, CP] is present and hence we assume
that the non-finite clause is a TP, hence not a phase. Just like in simple cases of
anaphor binding such as (97a), also here we assume that Anaphor Binding is
determined at the next higher phase. This implies that both the closer binder, i.e.
the object controlled PRO, and the matrix subject can serve as binders for the
subject-oriented anaphewdj ‘self's’ in sentences like (98f.Consequently, the
binding facts can be accounted for by claiming that the maximum Binding Do-
main is the next higher phase.

The remaining and most difficult problem to tackle is expressed in question
(910), relating to the way Case is checked in instances of Restructuring in Polish.
In affirmative sentences Case checking proceeds as expected, as the matrix verb
checks the Case of its object and so does the embedded verb. However, the
situation gets really interesting when the matrix verb is negative, because then
the Genitive of Negation can appear in the embedded clause provided it contains
a verb which originally checks accusative on its object. Exactly the same per-
tains to simple, i.e. one-verb clauses (cf. section 2.1.2), which might indicate that
what is at work in cases of Restructuring is incorporation of some sort. The
analysis we would like to pursue does not make use of incorporation at all and is
based on the following assumptions:

42 We leave open the issue of what factor triggers the opacity of PRO and hence allows
long binding of the anaphor by the matrix subject.
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(99)
a. Case is checked at the next higher phase

b. Accusative and the Genitive of Negation are checked in the same confi-
guration

c. Accusative is checked in a configuration distinct from other cases

d. The Genitive of Negation is checked wherever possible, subject to locality.

Assumption (99a) closely mimics Chomsky’s (2001b) suggestion expressed in
(93). In (99d), the phrase ‘wherever possible’ is taken to denote ‘wherever the
configuration in which this kind of genitive can be checked arises’, namely
wherever the verb is negated and the accusative in the affirmative clause can be
checked, but not where some other case can be checked (cf. assumptions (99b,
c)). Locality in (99d) is understood in terms of the Relativised Minimality of
Rizzi (1990) or the Minimal Link Condition of Chomsky (1995b), that is, the
presence of the closer configuration where the genitive can be checked blocks
genitive checking in a more remote configurafiorissumptions (99b) and

(99c) follow from each other; if only accusative can be replaced by genitive
under negation, as shown in (100) and (102) below, then it is natural to assume
that these two cases must be checked in the same configuration, which supports
the validity of assumption (99b). Since the Genitive of Negation cannot replace
any other case, as can be seen in (101) and (103), then it is natural to assume that
other cases are checked in a configuration distinct from the one where accusative
and the Genitive of Negation are checked, which justifies assumption (99c).

(100)
a. Marek czytat ksigzke.
Mark read bookcc
‘Mark was reading a book.’

b. Marek nie czytat ksiazki.
Mark notread bOOBEN
‘Mark wasn'’t reading a book.’

(101)
a. Marek ufat Ewie.
Marek trusted EveAT
‘Mark trusted Eve.’

43 Distance is to be understood in terms of c-command.
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b. Marek nie ufat Ewie  /*Ewy.
Mark not trusted EveAT/*Eve-GEN
‘Mark didn't trust Eve.’

A comparison of sentences like (100) with those in (101) makes it clear that only
the former, where the verb, when affirmative, checks accusative, counts as the
context where the Genitive of Negation can operate, but not the latter where the
verb, no matter whether affirmative or negative, checks dative and never allows
genitive under negation. Exactly the same relation can be observed in the case of
the non-local Genitive of Negation, i.e. the one operating across a non-finite
clause boundary, as supported by the following data:

(102)
a. Marek chciat czyta¢ ksiazke.
Mark wanted to-read bookcC
‘Mark wanted to read a book.’

b. Marek nie chcial czyta¢ ksiazki.
Mark not wanted to-read bodeN
‘Mark didn’t want to read a book.’

(103)
a. Marek chcial ufaé Ewie.
Mark wanted to-trust EVeAT
‘Mark wanted to trust Eve.’

b. Marek nie chciat ufa¢  Ewie  /*Ewy.
Mark not wanted to-trust EveaT/*Eve-GEN
‘Mark didn’t want to trust Eve.’

Sentence (102b) presents a familiar situation, where the Genitive of Negation
operates across a non-finite clause boundary. This, however, is restricted to
cases where the embedded affirmative verb can check accusative case, as in
(102a), but not where the embedded affirmative verb can check some other, for
instance, dative case, as in (103a) and (103b). These facts are well known in the
extensive literature on the Genitive of Negation in Polish (cf. Willim (1990),
Tajsner (1990), Franks and Dziwirek (1993), Franks (1995) and Witko$ (1998))

and we mention them only in order to make clearer the main points of our ana-
lysis of the non-local Genitive of Negation in Restructuring contexts. Our aim,
however, is not to present the exact mechanism of how the Genitive of Negation
is checked in Polish.
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Let us now go on to demonstrate how Case checking operates in the Restru-
cturing contexts. First of all, let us consider affirmative sentences to show how
our assumptions in (99) apply to them. The schematic structure of such senten-
ces is presented in (104):

(104)
[vPl Vl (DPl) [TP PRO [/P2 V2 DPZ]]]

Assume that DPbears dative, whereas PB marked for accusative (cf. for
instance, example (98)). Both cases are checked at the level of the superordinate
phase (assumption (99a)). The next higher phase feisDHP, and for DR,
there is no higher phase thanvBs the matrix clause is a TP, not a CP, assu-
ming the Minimal Structure Principle in (16). No negation appears at the level of
vP; and therefore Case checking proceeds as expected; the lower verb checks the
case of its complement and the higher verb checks the case of its complement,
where the two cases are checked in a different configuration (assumption
(99¢))** ** Neither DR nor DR, moves for Case checking, since it is the EPP-
feature checking which triggers movement in the recent version of the MP (cf.
Chapter I, section 1.0), not Case checking. Another possibility, instantiated by
only one verb in Polish, namelyzy¢ ‘teach’, as mentioned in section 2.1.4,
occurs when DPin (104) bears accusative case (cf. example (63a)). In this
situation Case checking proceeds in a way analogous to the one just outlined,
except for the fact that both verbs check accusative case.

If the verb in the main clause is negated, we obtain the configuration in (105a),
which for clarity is presented in form of the tree in (108b):

“ We leave aside how exactly the configuration where accusative is checked differs
from the one where other cases are checked.

5 In order to avoid the unwelcome delay in Case checking in cases like (104) resulting
from assumption (99a), one may claim that it is not Case checking but Case realization
that is determined at the next higher phase. Under this assumptiretks Objective

on DR within the lower phase in both (104) and (105), but the morphological realization
of Objective remains unspecified (cf. Willim (1990) and Franks (1995)) till the next
higher phase is reached, where the Objective in (104) grisDiealized as accusative

and in (105) as genitive.

“8|In order to obtain the correct word order in (105a), we must assume that the negated
verb in (105b) must move to a functional projection higher than Wretko$ (1998)

argues on independent grounds that V must move in Polish to the head of AspP situated
above vP.
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(105)
a. [pinie Vi DP; [1p PRO [p2V2 DP]]
b. vh
/\
V!
/\
DP; v’
/\
\Y VPR
/\
V4 TP
| /\
nie+V; PRO T
/\
T vk
/\
i V'
/\
\% VP2
\2 DR

Assume that DPis dative and DPbears the Genitive of Negation (cf. for ins-
tance (61b)). We would like to suggest the following derivation for such stru-
ctures: the Case of DB not checked until the higher phase is reached (assum-
ption (99a)), where negation on the matrix verb appears. The presence of nega-
tion signals the possibility of checking genitive if the appropriate configuration
happens to be present (assumptions (99b, d)). The appropriate configuration for
checking genitive does not appear in the matrix clause, as the matrix verb can
check only dative and hence forms a configuration different from the one where
accusative can be checked (assumption (99c)). The configuration where the
Genitive of Negation can be checked appears in the subordinate clause, as the
lower verb can check accusative and since both accusative and the Genitive of
Negation are checked in the same configuration (cf. (99b)). Consequently, geni-
tive is checked on the object of the embedded verb, i.e(@®R99d)), whereas

DP; has dative case checked by the matrix Vérb.

4" As in (104), Case checking of PBr DR, in (105) does not involve any movement
and sentences like (ib) differ from (ia) only in terms of Scrambling of theeB&this’:
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Another possible option for (105) arises whep dérresponds to the verb
uczy¢ ‘teach’, which, as has already been noted, checks accusative on its object.
This is schematically represented in (106):

(106)
[vPl nie UCZYé DP]_ [Tp PRO [,pz V2 DPz]]]

In this case the derivation proceeds as follows: by assumption (99a), Case chec-
king takes place at the level of the superordinate phase, i;.eAwkhis level
negation appears and consequently a possibility arises for the Genitive of Ne-
gation to be checked. By assumption (99d), genitive ‘seeks’ an appropriate
configuration where it can be checked, this time, however, the closest confi-
guration where it can be checked appears in the matrix clause, not in the embe-
dded one (assumptions (99b, c)). Consequently, by the Relativised Minimality
(cf. Rizzi (1990)) or under the assumption that the Probe looks for the closest
Goal (Chomsky (2000, 2001a, b)), the Genitive of Negation is realized on the
object ofuczyé ‘teach’ in (106), whereas the accusative object of the embedded
verb remains unaffected by the main clause negation and has its case checked by
the embedded verb. This is illustrated in (107a) (example (63c), repeated for
convenience):

(207)
a. Marek nie nauczyl Marii $piewac piosenki. (=(63c))
Mark nottaught MargENto-sing song#cc
‘Mark didn't teach Mary to sing songs.’

The analysis just presented, however, cannot account for the fact that the object
in the embedded clause in (107) can appear not only in the accusative, but also
in the genitive, as in (107b) (example (63d), repeated for convenience):

a. Nie chce robi¢ tego.
not [|-want to-do this
‘I don't want to do this.’

b. Nie chce tego robié.
not I-want this to-do
‘I don’t want to do this.’



186 Chapter 3

(107)
b. Marek nie nauczyt Marii $piewacé piosenek. (=(63d))
Mark nottaught MargENtO-sing SONgSEN
‘Mark didn’t teach Mary to sing songs.’

The optionality of the genitive in such cases remains problematic both for our
analysis and for the abstract incorporation account. Our analysis predicts only
(107a) to be grammatical, as, in accordance with (99d), the Genitive of Negation
is checked on the closest DP appearing in the appropriate configuration (cf.
(106)). Since the DRMaria ‘Mary’ is closer to the negative verb than the DP
piosenki‘songs’, our analysis predicts thdiaria ‘Mary’ will bear the Genitive
of Negation. This accounts for (107a), but leaves (107b) unaccounted for. The
abstract incorporation account predicts only (107b) to be licit, as it assumes that
the moved V and its copy are identical and therefore both bear the negative
marker (cf. the discussion of (89) and (90)). The presence of negation on both
the higher and lower copy of the V triggers the Genitive of Negation in both the
matrix and the embedded clause, yielding (107b). This, however, leaves (107a)
unaccounted for.

Another problematic situation arises if the distance between the matrix
negation and the embedded object increases. Then, the use of the Genitive of
Negation is again optional, as can be seen in (108):

(108)
Nie musisz zamierzaé przesta¢ studiowac algebry /algebre.
not you-must intend stop study algebEatalgebraacc
‘You don’t have to intend to stop studying algebra.’
(Przepiorkowski (1999:44))

In (108) the matrix negated modal verb is followed by three infinitives and in
this case the embedded object can be either genitive or accusative. Our analysis
predicts that only the accusative is possible in (108), whose structural represen-
tation is presented in (109) below:

(109)
[Vp]_ nie mUSiSZ{pl PRO [,pz \ [szpRO [/p3V3 [Tp3 PRO [,p4V4 DP]]]]]]]

If Case is checked at the next higher phase, then the DP in (109) has its Case
checked at the level of vP3, where no negation appears, and hence the DP has its
case checked as accusative, not genitive. This leaves the genitive Case on the
object in (108) unaccounted for. Data like (108) are also problematic for the
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incorporation analysis, which predicts the genitive marking to be the only pos-
sibility in such cases.

Furthermore, Przepiorkowski (1999) notes that long distance Genitive of
Negation, unlike local Genitive of Negation, is in principle optional. To support
this claim he provides examples like (110):

(110)
Nie wystarczy nacisna¢ guzik. (Przepiorkowski (1999:145))
not suffices  to-press buttawC
‘It is not enough to press a button.’

The above example is perfectly grammatical with the accusative object in the
embedded clause and the expected genitive marking on the objegtzila
‘button-GEN, is judged by native speakers to be worse than accusative. Addi-
tionally, Przepiorkowski quotes data provided by Rybicka-Nowacka (1990) de-
monstrating that long distance Genitive of Negation often tends to be offional.

Although sentences like (107a), (107b) and (108) reflect the general optiona-
lity of long distance Genitive of Negation, they need to be somehow accounted
for. We do not offer any solution to this problem and only note that optional
phenomena in general are problematic within the MP, where operations have to
be motivated, leaving no room for optionality.

The analysis of Restructuring without incorporation just presented avoids the
majority of the problems associated with abstract incorporation pointed out at
the beginning of this section, but, like the incorporation analysis, faces the
problem of explaining the optionality of long distance Genitive of Negation.
What is also problematic for our analysis is why; DP(105) does not give rise
to Defective Intervention Effects. Although this DP is marked for dative, it
should, in accordance with Chomsky’s (2000, 2001a, b) analysis, trigger such
effects and hence block the checking of the Genitive of Negation er(chP
Chapter I, section 1.0). Furthermore, in order to be able to derive the Case facts
in (105) one must assume that PRO does not trigger such effects, either. In order

8 However, Przepiérkowski (1999:147) notes that there are sentences where long dis-
tance Genitive of Negation appears to be obligatory, for instance:
(i) Nie skonczytem jeszcze czytaé ksiazki /???ksiazke.

not I-finished yet to-read boaeN /bookAcc

‘I haven't finished reading the/a book yet.’
He does not go into the question of why sometimes long distance Genitive of Negation is
obligatory and sometimes optional, and only suggests that pragmatic or semantic fac-tors
may play a role in determining this.
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to account for the lack of Defective Intervention Effects with, BP(105) one

can claim that this DP, just like the clitic or the scrambled DP in (94), must
move to [Spec, VP in order to satisfy the EPP-feature of v and hence lies
outside the domain where the Prohelooks for the matching Goél.As for

PRO, it may be regarded as an incomplete Goal, on a par with exphetiee

and therefore not triggering Defective Intervention EfféttAnother issue
problematic for our analysis relates to non-finite adjunct clauses. As has been
observed in section 2.1.5, only purpose clauses show typical Restructuring
properties, whereas participial clauses do not do so (cf. for instance, (67a) and
(67b)). Our analysis, similarly to the incorporation analysis, predicts that in both
these types of clauses Restructuring should be licit, as these clauses lack an overt
C and therefore can be treated as TPs, and hence should be subject to the same
analysis as C-less non-finite complements. It goes without saying that the ana-

49 Alternatively, one may claim that DRbearing dative does not trigger Defective
Intervention Effects, as its case is lexical, not structural.
*0 |t seems that the incompleteness of PRO cannot lie in its lack of number and gender
features, as supported by the following data:
(i) Marek chciat [PRO zostaé lekarzem].

Mark wanted to-become doctesTR-3SG.MASC

‘Mark wanted to become a doctor.’
In (i) PRO bears the features singular, masculine. It seems, however, that PRO may lack
person features, as can be seen in (ii):
(i) pro Chciatem/Chciate$ [PRO zosta¢ lekarzem].

I-wanted /you-wanted to-become doct®Tr-3SG.MASC

‘I wanted/you wanted to become a doctor.’
In (ii) the same form of the predicate nominal is used as in (i), although PRO is contro-
lled by the first or second person singular subject and hence also bears these features.
However, the lack of person features on PRO may be only apparent, as predicate no-
minals normally do not show person agreement with their antecedents, as shown in (iii):
(iii) Jestem/Jestes /Marek jest lekarzem.

l-am /You-are/Mark is doctorsTR-3SG.MASC

‘I am/You are/ Mark is a doctor.’
Thus, examples (i) and (ii) do not make it possible to determine whether PRO is marked
for person or not. The same applies also to anaphors as in (iv):
(iv) Chciatem/Chcesz /Marek chcial [PRO byé soba].

I-wanted/you-want /Mark wanted to-be self

‘I wanted/You want/Mark wanted to be myself/yourself/himself.’
In (iv) the anaphosobq ‘self’ is used, which does not show person variation, and hence
makes it impossible to determine whether PRO in Polish is marked for person. Further-
more, examples (i) and (ii) demonstrate that PRO in Polish may be marked for Case,
which in these sentences is instrumental, an issue to which we will return in Chapter IV.
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lysis just presented needs to be supplemented with a mechanism for explaining
how various cases are checked in Polish, in order to account for the fact that
only accusative, but no other case, is eligible to be replaced with genitive under
negation. Notwithstanding these problems, it seems to us that overall the analy-
sis of Restructuring fares better with respect to the data to be accounted for and
the number of stipulations required, than the one based on abstract verb incor-
poration.

3.0. Summary

In this chapter it has been argued that Polish non-finite clauses are affected by
the rule of Restructuring, whose typical diagnostics in this language comprise:
Clitic Climbing, Long Scrambling, Anaphor Binding, the Genitive of Negation
and NPIs. It has been shown that Polish Restructuring is not lexically const-
rained, i.e. even typically non-restructuring verbs in other languages allow Re-
structuring in Polish, and the application of this phenomenon is blocked only by
the presence of an overt C or [Spec, CP] in the non-finite clause. The verbs
which regularly trigger Restructuring include modals, aspectuals, implicatves,
factives and desideratives, whereas propositional and interrogative predicates
never restructure, as they require a complement either with an overt C or with an
overt [Spec, CP]. Restructuring can also be attested in one type of adjunct
clause, namely in C-less purpose clauses, but it is disallowed in participial clau-
ses. The main purpose of this chapter was to establish the categorial status of
Polish non-finite clauses. It has been argued that clauses with an overt C or
[Spec, CP] are undoubtedly CPs, while the other clauses represent TPs, whose
subject is PRO in the case of control predicates, or the subject DP trace (copy) in
the case of raising predicates. An attempt has been made to analyse Restructu-
ring in Polish without making reference to verb incorporation. It has been de-
monstrated that any analysis based on incorporation faces serious problems
which cannot be resolved within the recent version of the MP without making
recourse to stipulations. The analysis offered here relies on the concept of phase,
as well as on an independently required assumption stating that interpretation/
evalutation takes place at the level of a superordinate phase. This assumption,
together with the suggestion that Object Shift operates in Polish, is sufficient to
derive the effects of Clitic Climbing and Long Scrambling in Restructuring
contexts. In order to account for the non-local Genitive of Negation it has been
necessary to assume that Case is checked at the level of a superordinate phase,
and that Accusative and the Genitive of Negation, unlike other cases, are chec-
ked in the same configuration. Although the analysis of Restructuring presented
here is not free from problems, mainly concerning the optionality of long dis-



190 Chapter 3

tance Genitive of Negation and Defective Intervention Effects, it seems to be
more advantageous than the one couched in terms of abstract verb incorporation.



