4. Control phenomena in Polish

0. Introduction

The aim of this chapter is twofold: to provide a typology of control in Polish,
and to analyse control phenomena in this language. The chapter starts with an
examination of two issues which play an important role in the subsequent ana-
lysis, namely the status d@éby ‘so that’, a common introducer of non-finite
complements in Polish, and the nature of the subject found in nonzhite
complements. Section 2 is devoted to a study of various control types in Polish.
Besides the traditionally distinguished types such as OC and NOC, a new divi-
sion into EC and PC is postulated. Various contexts where particular control
classes occur are scrutinised. Section 3 focuses on predication facts in Polish, as
they cast light on whether PRO in this language is Case marked or not. Finally,
in section 4 an analysis of various control patterns in Polish is attempted using
the model proposed for English by Landau (2000). It is argued that certain modi-
fications within Landau’s approach are necessary in order to capture the control
facts peculiar to Polish.

1.0. Preliminary observations

Before embarking on the task of determining the mechanisms of control in Po-
lish, let us first examine two issues that have been left unexamined in Chapter
Ill. The issues in question concern the proper treatmefebofso that', and the
nature of the subject of non-finiteby-clauses. These problems will be investi-
gated in sections 1.1 and 1.2, respectively.

1.1. Excursus on zeby ‘so that’

It has been noted in Chapter Il that Polish non-finite clauses can be commonly
introduced byeby ‘so that'. In addition to thiseby ‘so that’ can also introduce
finite subjunctive clauses. (1a) illustrates a non-figiky complement, while

(1b) instantiates a finite one:
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)
a. Marek nalegat, zeby pdjs¢ z  nim do kina.
Mark insisted so-that to-go with him to cinema
‘Mark insisted on going with him to the cinema.’

b. Marek nalegat, zeby Marta poszta z  nim do kina.
Mark insisted so-that Martha go-PRTC with him to cinema
‘Mark insisted on Martha’s going with him to the cinema.’

Indicative complement clauses, on the other hand, are commonly introduced by
the Cze 'that’, as in (2):

(2
Marek powiedziat, z2 Marta posztaz  nim do kina.
Mark said that Martha went with him to cinema
‘Mark said that Martha went with him to the cinema.’

The particleby often functions as a conditional auxiliary, as shown in (3), where
it either attaches to the verb, as in (3a), or stands alone, as in (3b). In both (3a)
and (3b)the verb appears in its active past participle form (cf. Bak (1977:253)).!

(3)
a. Marek wyjechalby  za granicg.
Mark go-PRTC-BY for abroad
‘Mark would go abroad.’

b. Marek by wyjechat za granicg.
Mark BY go-PRTC for abroad
‘Mark would go abroad.’

The verb forms in (3a) and (3b) are traditionally called subjunctive (cf. footnote
1 and Bak (1977:253)). Although called subjunctive, these forms are typically

used in indicative complements with thez&€'that’, as in (4a) and (4b), not in
subjunctive clauses (cf. (4d) and (4e)), which are introducedAyyso that’, as

in (4c¢):

! Bak (1977:253-4) notes that active past participle forms are commonly used as past
tense forms, but can also take part in constructing the periphrastic future tense, e.g.
bedzie jechat ‘will go’ and subjunctive forms, e.gvyjechatby ‘would go'.
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(4)
a. Marek wie, ze odwiedzitbys go?
Mark knows that visit-PRTC-BY-2SG him
‘Mark knows that you would visit him.’

b. Marek wie, ze bys go odwiedzit. 3
Mark knows that BY-2SG him visit-PRTC
‘Mark knows that you would visit him.’

c. Marek chcezebys$ odwiedzil go.
Mark wants so-that-2SG visit-PRTC him
‘Mark wants you to visit him.’

d.*Marek chce,ze odwiedzitbys go.
Mark wants that visit-PRTC-2SG him
‘Mark wants you to visit him.’

e.*Marek chce, ze bys go odwiedzit.
Mark wants that BY-2SG him visit-PRTC
‘Mark wants you to visit him.’

(4d) and (4e), in whichy either attaches to the verb or stands alone are ungram-
matical and thus clearly contrast with (4a) and (4b), which are perfectly gram-
matical with the identical verb forms. Since conditional forms are disallowed in
subjunctive complements, it seems to be unjustified to call them subjunctive, as
traditional grammars do.

In traditional grammars (cf. Klemensiewicz (1976), Bak (1977), Grochowski
et al (1984), Grzegorczykowa (1996) and Nagorko (199&))y is typically
classified as a conjunction. Within early generative analysgs|s regarded as
a C (cf. Lewandowska (1976), Fisiak al (1978) and Zabrocki (1981)). Later
generative analyses, such as Wil1989) Tajsner (1989) and Witko$ (1998),
continue to treateby as a C. Althougtieby is generally regarded as a complex
complementiser, consisting of the indicativeeXcf. (2)) and the elemebiy (cf.
(3)), there is no consensus as to whsreriginates. Some linguists regagas

% |n (4a)by is followed by the person and number ending, namélgerresponding to

the second person singular.

% (4b) and (4c) are only apparently similar, but in fact they differ in that in the comple-
ment of the former the worblys ‘BY-2SG’ is stressed, whereas in latter the stress falls
on the first syllable ofebys ‘so-that-2SG’.
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a mood marker generated in | which attaches émbyy means of incorporation,
yielding zeby. This stand is taken by Fisi&k al. (1978) and Borsley and Rivero
(1994). Likewise, Borsley (1999), working within HPSG, treafs) as derived

from the conditional auxiliaryoy with ze prefixed onto it. On the other hand,
some other linguists, like Szczegielniak (1999), arguelth& located in Fini-
teness (henceforth, Fin), within the more articulated CP structure postulated by
Rizzi (1997) and schematised in (5) below. Szczegielniak further argues that
occupies the head position of Force in (5).

(5)
ForceP
Spec
Force TopP
Spég//i:::>\\\\
Top FocP
Spec/>\
Foc TopP
Speé///i:::>\\\\
Top FinP
Speé///i:::>\\\\
Fin

The question that we want to address in this section is whether it is justified to
claim thatzeby results from the incorporation of the conditiobglinto the Cze,

as argued for by Fisiaét al. (1978) and Borsley and Rivero (1994), or whether
Zeby requires an alternative treatment along the lines suggested by Szczegielniak
(1999). We will start our discussion by presenting Borsley and Rivero’s (1994)
analysis. Borsley and Rivero (1994) claim thatlways occupies the | position

and that the verb optionally incorporates into it in cases like (3), as schematised
in (6):
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(6) a. unincorporated pattern

DP I
| /\
Marek I VP
| /\
by Vv PP
wyjechat za granice

b. incorporated pattern
P

/\

DP I’
| /\
Marek [ VP
| /\
wyjechat-by  V PP
t za granice

In complement clauses witlaby, suchas (1), Borsley and Rivero have to assu-
me thatby incorporates into the € obligatorily, as the sentences in (7), where
by incorporates into the verb but not into the C, are unacceptable.

(7)
a.*Marek nalegal, ze Ewa posztaby z  nim do kin4.
Mark insisted that Eve go-PRTC-BY with him to cinema

‘Mark insisted on Eve’s going with him to the cinema.’

b.*Marek nalegat, ze pdjscbyz  nim do kina.
Mark insisted that go-BY with him to cinema
‘Mark insisted on going with him to the cinema.’

* (7a) is equally unacceptablebi stands on its own without incorporating into any-
thing, as in (i) below:
(i) * Mareknalegat, z2 Ewa by poszta z nim do kina.

Mark insisted that Eve BY go-PRTC with him to cinema

‘Mark insisted on Eve’s going with him to the cinema.’
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While the ungrammaticality of (7b) may be explained by referring to the fact
that by does not attach to infinitives, but on past participles (cf. (3a)), no com-
parable explanation can be provided for (7a), whmlrés associated with the
past participial verb form. Borsley and Rivero (1994) propose that in cases like
(1) the verb does not incorporate into the conditional auxibgryue to the fact

that the conditional earlier moves to C. This movement results from the require-
ment forby and C to be adjacent; such adjacency would be destroyed by verb
incorporation, as the verb would intervene between the two. They suggest that
by is raised to the indicative complementigerthat’ to satisfy the selectional
requirements of the matrix verb, which demands a subjunctive complement, not
an indicative one. Although it seems that Borsley and Rivero (1994) are gene-
rally right in claiming thaby cannot incorporate into the verb in cases like (7),
there exist infrequent minimal pairs like:

(8)
a. Powiedziat, zebys to zrobit.
he-said that-BY-2SG it do-PRTC
‘He said that you should do it.’
b. Powiedzial, ze zrobilbys to>

he-said that do-PRTC-BY-2SG it
‘He said that you would do it.’

Examples like (8a) and (8b) do not contradict Borsley and Rivero’s analysis, as
the verbpowiedzie¢ ‘say’ subcategorises for both subjunctive complements, as
in (8a), and indicative ones, as in (8b). Borsley and Rivero’s analysis correctly
predicts that verb incorporation is possible only in the latter case.

Nonetheless, sentences (8a) and (8b) pose a different problem for the incor-
poration analysis. It follows from their account that the sentences with the inco-
rporated conditional auxiliary and the ones without it should be fully equivalent
in meaning (cf. (3a) and (3b)). This, however, is not the case in sentences like
(8a) and (8b), where the former expresses a request, whereas the latter refers to a
hypothetical action. The meaning difference between (8a) and (8b) indicates,
contra Borsley and Rivero (1994), thaby is not a mere combination & and

® Sentence (8b) is also acceptableyitioes not attach to the verb, but stands alone, as in
(i) below:
(i) Powiedzial, ze bys to zrobit.

he-said that BY-2SG it do-PRTC

‘He said that you would do it.’



Control phenomena in Polish 197

by but an element with its own meaning, distinct from the one resulting from
combining its two supposed composite parts.
Another set of sentences is given in (9) below:

9)
a. Nie sadzg, zebys to zrobit.
not I-think so-that-2SG it do-PRTC
‘I don’t think you would do it.’
b. Nie sadze, ze zrobitbys to.

not I-think that do-PRTC-BY-2SG it
‘| don't think that you would do it.’

C. Niesadzeg, ze to bys zrobit.
not I-think that it BY-2SG do-PRTC
‘| don't think that you would do it.’

All the above-mentioned sentences have the same conditional meaning, no mat-
ter whethelby attaches to the C, as in (9a), to the past patrticiple, as in (9b), or
stands alone as in (9c¢). In this respect they differ from sentences (8a) and (8b),
where only the latter has the conditional meaning, while the former represents a
subjunctive structure. The contrast between the sentences in (8) and (9) supports
the claim that, in addition to the inseparabtéy ‘so that’ found in cases like
(8a), there exist sentences like (9a), in whighy is a combination of the €e
and the conditionaby. Since these two kinds eéby ‘so that’ are both syntac-
tically and semantically distinct (cf. (4), (8) and (9)), they should be subject to a
different analysi$.

Cs other than the subjunctiveby ‘so that’ followed byby do allow its incor-
poration into the verb, as can be seen in (10):

(10)
a. Marek zastanawial sie, czy bym nie poszedt do domu.
Mark wondered REFLif BY-1SG not go-PRTC to home
‘Mark wondered if | wouldn’t go home.’

b. Marek zastanawiat si¢, czy nie poszedtbym do domu.
Mark wondered REFL if not go-PRTC-BY-1SG to home
‘Mark wondered if | wouldn’t go home.’

® In what follows we attempt only an analysis of the subjunciibe ‘so that' without
addressing the issue of how the conditiaaé) ‘so that’ should be analysed.
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As sentences in (10) showy may follow the interrogative €zy ‘if/whether’

(cf. (10a)) or may incorporate into the verb (cf. (10b))zeliy in subjunctive
clauses like (8a) were really a complex item consisting of the C and the conditio-
nal auxiliary, one would expect it to behave on a par with other Cs, swzy as
‘iffwhether’. Under Borsley and Rivero’s analysis if one wanted to explainbyhy
must incorporate intée in subjunctive clauses but not irdpy, one would probably
have to say that the selection requirements of thexarmawiaé sie ‘wonder’

are satisfied byzyalone and hence the incoporationbgfis not obligatory. The
conditional complementisgesii ‘if' is similar to czy ‘iffwhether’ in that it may
occur either with or without the incorporated This is illustrated in (11):

(11)
a. Jeslibym miat duzo czasu,czytalbym ksigzki.
if-BY-1SG had a-lot-of time read-PRTC-BY-1SG books
‘If | had a lot of time, | would read books.’
b. Jesli miatbym duzo czasu, czytalbym ksigzki.

if have-PRTC-BY-1SG a-lot-of time read-PRTC-BY-1SG books
‘If | had a lot of time, | would read books.’

Borsley and Rivero (1994:420) account for cases with incorporation like (11a)
by saying that the @esli ‘if’, just like ze ‘that’ in (7), is inert and the properties
of the clausal operator are activated by raising the conditional auwbljary it.
If one wanted to follow Borsley and Rivero’s analysis, one would have to stipu-
late that in some casgs/i may be inert and hence trigger the incorporation of
the conditional auxiliary, as in (11a), or it may be active and hence not require
incorporation, as in (11b). What remains unclear in this kind of reasoning is why
jesli must be active in (11a) and inert in (11b), wheram the subjunctive
zeby must always be inert.

Another argument against treating the subjunctzi® as resulting from
incorporation of the conditiondly into the Cze, relates to the fact that the sub-
junctivezeby can be replaced by the elembwgtas in (12):

(12)
a. Marek chcebpys poszedt do domu.
Mark wants BY-2SG go-PRTC to home
‘Mark wants you to go home.’

b.*Marek chce poszedibys do domu.
Mark wants go-PRTC-BY-2SG to home
‘Mark wants you to go home.’
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In the above example no incorporation of the auxillayynto the verb is pos-

sible (cf. (12b)) and only the sentence without incorporation is licit (cf. (12a)).
Within Borsley and Rivero’'s (1994) analysis, one would have to claim that
sentences like (12a) contain an empty C to which the conditional auxiliary must
be adjacent. It is not clear again whymust be adjacent to an empty C in (12a)

but not to the overt C in sentences like (10b) and (11b). It seenty/timatases

like (12a) occupies the C position, since no other C can occur in such sentences,
as supported by (13), whetehy cannot co-occur withy:.

(13)
*Marek chce,zeby  bys poszedt do domu.
Mark wants so-that BY-2SG go-PRTC to home
‘Mark wants you to go home.’

The impossibility of havingeby andby in the same clause points towards the
conclusion that these two items compete for the same sentence position, i.e. C,
and hence are mutually exclusive.

There are other problems connected with the incorporation analysis as pro-
posed by Borsley and Rivero (1994) and schematised in (Qod¥i998) notes
that there is no evidence that the verb in Polish raises as high as | (or T, in Wit-
ko$’s terms), which is a necessary prerequisite underlying Borsley and Rivero’s
approach. He argues that V-movement in Polish is to Asp, the head of AspP,
which is projected below TP. Thus, Witko§’s analysis casts serious doubts on
Borsley and Rivero’s incorporation analysis even in simple conditional cases
like (3a) and (3b}.

Although the treatment of the subjunctiiey as a complex element resul-
ting from the incorporation of the conditional auxilidry into Zze seems to be
attractive at first glance, the problems connected with it cannot be resolved
without resorting to stipulations. For this reason we conclude, following Szcze-
gielniak (1999), that the subjunctiveby is a C with a complex structure, where
ze occupies Force anbly is located in Finiteness (cf. (5By cliticises ontaze
and consequently, they function as a single phonological unit. What needs to be

" For detailed criticism of Borsley and Rivero’s (1994) analysis, as well as arguments
against Vmovement to T in Polish, cf. Witko$ (1998, chapters 1 and 2). For the treat-

ment ofby as a Mod, the head of ModP, cf. Dornisch (1997) and Szczegielniak (1997).
The last two analyses are not directly relevant to the discussion carried out here, as they
do not address the statuszeby, but concentrate doy in conditional clauses.
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added is thaby in Fin can be a marker of both finiteness and non-finiteness, as
evidenced by the comparison of the finite (1b) with the non-finite (1a).

1.2. The nature of the subject of nfame zeby-clauses

In the previous section it has been demonstrated that #lagyGnay introduce
both finite and non-finite sentences (cf. (1a) and (1b)). Fiatie-clauses have
either overt subjects like (1b) or the coyam subject like (14) below:

(14)
Marek nalegat, zeby pro poszia z nimdo kina.
Mark insisted so-that  she-go-PRTC with him to cinema
‘Mark insisted on her going with him to the cinema.’

Non-finite Zzeby-clauses contain PRO in the subject position. This fact is suppor-
ted by the case patterns exhibited by adjectival predicates. Non-finite clauses
with arbitrary PRO require instrumental adjectival predicates, as in (15):

(15)
a. Trzeba PR by¢ madrym / *madry.
one-should be WwiSRSTR/ *wise-NOM
‘One should be wise.’

b. PRQy,Bycie madrym /*madry  jest trudne.
being wiseNSTR/ *wise-NOM is  difficult
‘Being wise is difficult.’

Instrumental adjectival predicates can also be foundhnclauses like the one
in (16):

(16)
Marek chciat, zeby by¢ madrym /*madry.
Mark wanted so-that to-be wigesSTR/ *wise-NOM
‘Mark wanted for somebody to be wise.’

The same case marking found in (15) and (16) indicates that the two clause types
contain the same subject, namely RBR®hich is responsible for the instrumen-



Control phenomena in Polish 201

tal case borne by the predicit€éhe subject ofeby-complements such as (16)
cannot bepro on account of the fact tharo co-occurs with nominative adje-
ctival predicates, but not with instrumental ones. This is illustrated in (17):

(17)
a. proJest madry /*madrym.
he-is wiseNOM/*wise-INSTR
‘He is wise.’

b. Maria chciata, zeby pro byt madry /*madrym.
Mary wanted so-that he-be-PRTC wiggw /*wise-INSTR
‘Mary wanted him to be wise.’

As regards the PRO subject in non-finite clauses, it co-occurs with hominative
adjectival predicates in cases of subject control, as in (18):

(18)
Marel chciat [PRO, by¢ madry  /*madrym].
Marek wanted to-be wis@®M/*wise-INSTR
‘Mark wanted to be wise.’

In instances of object control PRO appears only with instrumental adjectival
predicates, as shown in (19):

(19)
Maria, kazata Markowi, [PRQby¢ madrym  /*madry].
Mary told Mark to-be wigesTR /*wise-NOM
‘Mary told Mark to be wise'.

Exactly the same case pattern as the one found in (18) and (19) can be encounte-
red in thezeby-complements under scrutiny. (20) is grammatical with a nomina-
tive predicative adjective, while (21) allows only an adjective in instrumental
case.

® How exactly PRO participates in Case checking in sentences such as (15)-(16) and in
(20)-(21) will be discussed in section 4.1.5. In section 2.1 we argue that the arbitrariness
of PRO in sentences like (16) results from the fact that PRO must be disjoint in reference
from the matrix subject.
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(20)
Marek marzyl, zeby byé najlepszy /*?najlepszym w czytarfiu.
Mark dreamt so-that to-be bestm/*?best-INSTR at reading
‘Mark dreamt to be the best at reading.’

(21)
Marek nakazal mi, zeby nie by¢ lepsza [*lepsza od
Mark told me so-that not to-be bettesTR /*betterNoM than
niego w czytaniu.
him at reading
‘Mark told me not to be better than him at reading.’

In (20) the understood subject of theéhy-complement is the matrix subject,
whereas in (21) the matrix object assumes this role. The analogous restrictions
on subject choice and on case marking of adjectival predicates in (18) and (20)
on the one hand, and in (19) and (21) on the other, clearly indicate that these
sentences have the same subject, namely PRO.

To sum up, the case facts presented in this section strongly argue for treating
the subject of non-finiteeby-clauses as PRO.

2.0. Control types in Polish

In this section an attempt is made to distinguish various control types in Polish
and to specify the contexts in which they are attested. Section 2.1 is devoted to
presenting various control patterns found in Polish non-finite complements with
and without an overt C. Section 2.2 focuses on establishing the distinction bet-
ween OC and NOC, while section 2.3 examines the distinctive properties of EC
and PC.

2.1. Control patterns in Polish non-finite complements

Before embarking on the task of providing an actual typology of control in Pol-
ish, let us first turn to the issue of control in non-finite complements with and
without Zeby ‘so that’, as it will turn out to be crucial for our account. In fact 9
classes of verbs taking non-finite complements can be distinguished depending
on the following three criteria: 1) whether they require subject or object control,

® Some native speakers find instrumental predicative adjectives marginally possible in
sentences like (20).
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2) whether they alloweby-complements to alternate with C-less non-finite
complements, and 3) whether they allow anaphoric or non-anaphori¢’AR®.
similarities and differences between these classes of verbs are captured in Table
1 below™

Table 1
Control Anaphoric | Anaphoric Non-
Verb Class Tvoe PRO with PRO anaphoric
yp seby without zeby PRO
1. chcieé¢ Subject -
\want Control No Yes withzeby
2. marzyc. Subject Yes NoO No
dream Control
3. ‘plan(?wac Subject Yes Yes NoO
plan Control
4. ba¢ sie Subject _
fear Control Yes Yes witheeby
5. modli¢ sie Subject .
‘ray’ Control Yes No withzeby
6. mie¢ nadzieje Subject
‘hope’ Control No ves No
el Object
7. prosi¢ ‘ask Control Yes No No
8.‘radz_zc , Object Yes Yes No
advise Control
L dfap Object
9.dac ‘let Control No Yes No

The above classification requires a word of comment. The first class comprises
volitional verbs, such agicie¢ ‘want’, wole¢ ‘pefer’, the desiderative predicates
pragnqé ‘desire’ antzdecydowacé ‘decide’, and the factive verbigbic ‘like’, nie

znosi¢ ‘can’t stand’, etc. What is typical of them is that they take anaphoric PRO
only in C-less complements, whereagdhy-complements they allow only non-

9 The term non-anaphoric PRO is used to denote PRO disjoint in reference from the ma-
trix subject, whereas anaphoric PRO denotes PRO co-referential with the matrix subject
or object. Anaphoric PRO, as we shall see in section 2.2, is synonymous with OC PRO.
1 Only some members of the particular classes from Table 1 are mentioned and there-
fore the classification provided is not meant to be exhaustive.
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anaphoric PRO. These two control patterns are illustrated in (22) with a volitio-
nal predicate and with a factive predicate in (23):

(22)
a. Marek wolat [PRQ, dosta¢ nagrode].
Mark preferred to-get prize
‘Mark preferred to get a prize.’

b. Marek wolat, zeby [PROy/; da¢ mu, nagrodg].
Mark preferred so-that to-give him prize
‘Mark preferred to be given a prize.’

(23)
a. Ewa lubi [PRQ sie chwalié].
Eve likes REFL to-boast
‘Eve likes boasting.’

b. Ewa lubi, [zeby PRQi;ja; chwali¢].
Eve likes so-that her to-praise
‘Eve likes being praised.’

Class 2 comprises just the desiderative predigaiey¢ ‘dream’, which can take
only zeby-complements and then exhibits only anaphoric PRO, as the contrast
between (24a) and (24b) makes clear:

(24)
a. Marek marzyl, [zeby PRQ wezwac¢ lekarza].
Mark dreamt so-that to-call doctor
‘Mark dreamt of calling a doctor.’

b. Marek marzyl, [zeby PRO«+, wezwaé mu; lekarzal.
Mark dreamt so-that to-call him a doctor
‘Mark; dreamt of somebody calling hira doctor.’

Class 3 includes the desiderative veshsiowac ‘plan’ andmyslec¢ ‘intend’, as
well as the implicativesmieli¢ sie ‘dare’. These verbs require anaphoric PRO,
no matter whether they take a complement with or witheht, as can be seen
in (25):
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(25)
a. Marek planowal, [(zeby) PRO; wezwa¢ lekarzal].
Mark planned  so-that to-call doctor
‘Mark planned to call a doctor.’

b. Marek planowat, [zeby PRO«+, wezwaé mu, lekarzal.
Mark planned so-that to-call him doctor
‘Mark; planned for somebody to call hira doctor.’

Class 4 contains verbs likei¢ sie ‘fear’ andobawiaé sie ‘to be afraid’. These
verbs resemble Class 3 predicates in that they allow anaphoric PRO in comple-
ments with and withouteby, but, unlike Class 3, they also admit non-anaphoric
PRO inzeby-complements, as demonstrated in (26):

(26)
a. Marek obawiat sig, [zeby PROyx; nie sp6zni¢  si¢  na pociag].
Mark was-afraid REFL so-that not to-be-late REFL for train
‘Mark was afraid that he would miss the train.’

b. Marek obawiat  si¢ [PRO; spdzni¢ sig na pociag].
Mark was-afraid REFL to-be-late REFL for train
‘Mark was afraid to miss the train.’

c. Marek obawial sig, [zeby PRO+;, mu nie robi¢ krzywdy].
Mark was-afraid REFL so-that him not to-do harm
‘Mark; was afraid that somebody would do hinarm.’

Class 5 contains just the vewdii¢ sie ‘pray’, which always takes a comple-
ment introduced byeby with either anaphoric or non-anaphoric PRO. These
two cases are illustrated in (27a) and (27b), respectively:

12 An interesting observation is that bdih¢ sie ‘fear’ and obawiaé sie ‘to be afraid’
subcategorise only for a negative when followedzby (cf. (26a) and (26¢)). When
used withoutzeby, however, they allow both positive and negative complements, cf.
(26b) with (i) below:
(i) Marelg obawiat si¢ [PRQ nie pryj$¢ na czas].

Mark was-afraid REFL not to-come on time

‘Mark was afraid not to come on time.’
We have no explanation for the correlation betwggny and negation in the case of
these predicates.
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(27)
a. Marek modlit sig, [*(zeby) PRO; znalez¢ prace].
Mark prayed REFL so-that to-find job
‘Mark prayed that he would find a job.’

b. Marek modlit si¢, [zeby PRO«, by¢é dla niege dobrym].
Mark prayed REFL so-that to-be for him  good
‘Mark; prayed that somebody would be good to,Him

The final class of subject control predicates, i.e. Class 6, includes, along with
desideratives likeiie¢ nadzieje ‘hope’ andzamierza¢ ‘intend’, implicatives such

as zdota¢ ‘manage’ and factives likéy¢ przykro ‘be sorry’. These predicates
allow only a C-less non-finite complement with anaphoric PRO, as can be seen
in (28):

(28)
a. Marek manadziejg, [(*zeby) PRO; znalez¢ pracg].
Mark has hope so-that to-find job
‘Mark hopes to find a job.’

b. Marek ma nadzig [PRO+«; znalez¢ mu, prace].
Mark has hope to-find him job
“*Mark; hopes to find hima job.’

As for object control verbs, Class 7 covers predicates systvds ‘ask’, Zqda¢
‘demand’, blagaé ‘beq’, przypominaé ‘remind’, etc. They always take zaby-
complement with anaphoric PRO, as shown in (29):

(29)
Marek, prosit mnie, [*(zeby) PRO, zamkna¢ drzwi].
Mark asked me so-that to-shut door
‘Mark asked me to shut the door.’

Class 8 comprises object control predicates sucha@sé ‘advise’, poleci¢
‘recommend’,kazaé ‘order’, pozwoli¢ ‘allow’, uczyé¢ ‘teach’, etc. These verbs
require anaphoric PRO both in C-less andey-complements, as can be seen
in (30)1°

13 Zeby-complements with Class 8 predicates sound most natural when PRO is controlled
by an implicit argument, cf. (32b).
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(30)
Marek, poradzit Ewie,, [(zeby) PRO, kupi¢ ten samochod].
Mark advised Eve so-that to-buy this car
‘Mark advised Eve to buy this car.’

Finally, Class 9 contains only one predicdt€ ‘let’, which requires a C-less
complement with anaphoric PRO, as shown in (31):

(31)
Marek dat mi, [(*Zzeby) PRO, poprowadzi¢ swdj samochod].
Mark letme so-that to-drive his car
‘Mark let me drive his car.’

It might seem that Classes 7 and 8 sometimes allow non-anaphoric PRO in cases
like (32) and (33):

(32)
a. Przepisy nig@ozwalaja [PRO palic ~ w Kkinie].
regulations not allow smoking in cinema
‘Regulations do not allow smoking in the cinema.’

b. Marek nie pozwalat [Zeby PRO+y, mu, robi¢ krzywdg].
Mark not allowed so-that him to-do harm
‘Mark; did not allow anybody to do hinarm.’

(33)
Marek, btagat [zeby PRO+1;, mu, pomac].
Mark begged so-that him to-help
‘Mark, begged somebody to help him

However, sentences (32) and (33) only apparently instantiate NOC PRO, but in
fact they exemplify control by an implicit argument and hence represent OC (for
arguments that implicit control is a species of OC cf. section 412.2.).

4 However, sentence (33) allows the interpretation, according to which the person who
is begged is distinct from the one providing help. More generally, the controller of PRO
in (33) may be distinct from the implicit argument of the vi@dzacé ‘beg’, and then this
sentence exhibits NOC PRO.



208 Chapter 4

Two predicates do not seem to fit the classification in Table 1, ngosty-
lowa¢ ‘plead’ andnalegac ‘insist’. Since they do not take a nominal object, as
shown in (34), they do not qualify as object control verbs.

(34)
a. Marek nalegat (*na Ewey), [zeby PROxy+;  zamknaé drzwi].15
Mark insisted on Eve so-that to-shut door
‘Mark insisted on Eve’s shutting the door.’

b. Marek postulowat (*do postow,) [Zeby PRO«y, zmieni¢  rzad].
Mark pled to MP’s so-that to-change government
‘Mark pled with the MP’s to change the government.’

The above sentences show that the verbs in question do not qualify as subject
control verbs, either, as they never takk-complements with anaphoric PRO.
However, they can be used with a zebycomplement with non-anaphoric PRO.

This is exemplified in (35):

(35)
a. Marek nalegal, [Zeby PRO+1, mu, pomac].
Mark insisted so-that him to-help
‘Mark; insisted on somebody helping hiim

b. Marek postulowat, [*(zeby) PROsy» zamknaé drzwi].
Mark pled so-that to-shut  door
‘Mark pled for somebody to shut the door.’

The classification of verbs in Table 1 allows us to make the following observa-
tions: 1) the meaning of the verb does not play any role in determining its control
type, since, for instanceyagnqé ‘desire’, when used witlieby, allows non-
anaphoric PRO only, whereas its near synoaymy¢ ‘dream’, under the same
circumstances, tolerates only OC PRO (cf. footnote 10); 2) the occurrence of
non-anaphoric PRO seems to be dependent on the presetég, dhough the
presence oteby alone does not guarantee a non-anaphoric interpretation for

!5 The verbmalegaé ‘insist’ can be used with a nominal object, as in (i), but never can it
be found with a nominal object and a non-fiiééy-complement, as in (34a).
(i) Naprozno nalegatem na nia.

in vain  l-insisted on her

‘l insisted on her in vain.’
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PRO; 3) the appearance of anaphoric vs. non-anaphoric PRO cannot be derived
in any obvious way from the subcategorisation properties of individual predica-
tes, as some predicates subcategorisingefor can co-occur with both anapho-

ric and non-anaphoric PRO (cf. Classes 4 and 5); and 4) object control predica-
tes never give rise to non-anaphoric PRO (the only exception being implicit
control in (32) and (33), cf. footnote 14).

The overview of control patterns presented in Table 1 allows us to conclude
that at least som#&by-clauses are not opaque in that they allow anaphoric PRO
(cf., for instance, sentences (24a), (25a), (26a) and (27a)). What we would like to
suggest is that in fact alkby-clauses are transparent for anaphoric interpretation
of PRO and wherever this interpretation is unavailable some intervening factors
are at play. Anaphoric PRO is regularly resisted by Class 1 verbsehjtttom-
plements (cf. examples (22b) and (23b)), and by the two exceptional predicates
postulowaé ‘plead’ andnalegac ‘insist’ (cf. examples (35)). Class 4 and Class 5
verbs under some circumstances resist anaphoric PR&)itomplements (cf.
examples (26¢) and (27Db)).

The intervening factor that blocks anaphoric PRO with Class 4 and 5 predi-
cates seems to relate to the Binding Theory. If PRO were anaphoric in (26¢) and
(27b) (repeated below for convenience), then it would bind the co-referential
pronounmu ‘him’ and hence a violation of Condition B would ensue.

(26)
c. Marek obawiat  sig, [zeby PRO-«y; muy nie robt krzywdy].
Mark was-afraid REFL so-that him not to-do harm
‘Mark was afraid that somebody would do him harm.’

(27)
b. Marek modlit si¢, [zeby PRO+;, by¢ dla niege dobrym].
Mark prayed REFL so-that to-be for him  good
‘Mark; prayed that somebody would be good totim

(26¢) and (27b) are grammatical only if PRO is not anaphoric or if the pronoun
is not co-indexed with the matrix subject. However, if no conflicting BT require-
ments appear with these classes of predicates, the anaphoric interpretation of
PRO is the only admissible one, as demonstrated in (36):

(36)
a. Marek obawiat  sig, [zeby PRO; nie robi¢ innym krzywdy].
Mark was-afraid REFL so-that not to-do others harm
‘Mark was afraid not to do others harm.’
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b. Marek modlit si¢, [zeby PRO;by¢ dobrym dla innych].
Mark prayed REFL so-that to-be good  for others
‘Mark prayed to be good to others.’

Examples (36a) and (36b) exhibit a regular OC pattern found with predicates
such asbawiac sie 'to be afraid’ andnodli¢ sie ‘pray’ (cf. (26a, b) and (27a)),
while (26¢) and (27b) are exceptional in that they give rise to NOC PRO as a
way to avoid a potential BT violation.

Class 1 predicates differ from those of Class 4 and 5. Although Condition B,
as used to account for the lack of anaphoric PRO in (26¢) and (27b), can explain
the impossibility of anaphoric PRO in (22b) and (23b), it does not explain the
whole complexity of the phenomenon. It is typical of Class 1 predicates never to
allow anaphoric PRO iteby-complements, no matter whether they have a pro-
noun co-referential with the matrix subject or not. A comparison of (22b) (repea-
ted for convenience) with (37) below makes this point clear:

(22)

b. Marek wolal, [zeby PRO«y, daé mu, nagrodg].
Mark preferred so-that to-give him prize
‘Mark preferred to be given a prize.’

(37)

Marek wolal, [zeby PRO+y, daé innym nagrodg].
Mark preferred so-that to-give others prize
‘Mark preferred for somebody to give others a prize.’

Thus, it seems that some factor other than Condition B has to be invoked to
block anaphoric PRO with Class 1 verbs.

We would like to suggest that the ban on anaphoric PR&biwrcomple-
ments to Class 1 verbs is reminiscent of the phenomenon of obviation, and we
would like to account for both in the same waifhe term obviation is used to
denote the fact that the subject of subjunctive clauses in many languages, e.g.
French (cf. Tsoulas (1996) and Farkas (1992)), Italian (cf. Johnson (1985)),
Spanish (cf. Dobrovie-Sorin (2001)) and Russian (cf. Avrutin and Babyonyshev
(1994)), must be disjoint in reference from the matrix subject. Obviation can
also be attested in Polish subjunctives, as in (38a), which regularly contrasts

® The same analysis will also be proposed for the exceptional predicateiwac
‘plead’ andnalegadé ‘insist’.
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with its indicative equivalent in (38b) as far as the co-reference possibilities of
the embedded subject are concerned.

(38)
Subjunctive - Obviation

a.*Marek planuje, zeby (on) wyjechat za granice.
Mark plans so-that he would-go for abroad
‘Mark plans for himself to go abroad.’

Indicative — Lack of Obviation

b. Marek planuje, ze (on;) wyjedzie zagranicg.
Mark plans thathe will-go forabroad
‘Mark plans that he will go abroad.’

Obviation affects pronominal subjects of subjunctive clauses, but never does it
force disjointness of the object pronoun of the embedded clause from the matrix
subject, e.g.:

(39)
Marelq zaplanowat, zeby Ewapomogla  mu napisa¢ wypracowanie.
Mark planned so-that Eve would-help him to-write essay
‘Mark planned for Eve to help him to write an essay.’

Furthermore, obviation does not affect pronominal subjects of subjunctive sen-
tences if they refer to the matrix object, not to the subject, for instance:

(40)
Marek, kazat Ewie,, zeby (ona) poszta do domu.
Mark told Eve so-that she would-go to home
‘Mark told Eve that she should go home.’

The properties of obviation just mentioned closely resemble the situation found
in non-finitezeby-complements of Class 1 verbs. Their subject must obligatorily
be disjoint in reference from the matrix subject, in the same way that the prono-
minal subject of finite subjunctives must be. Just like in finite subjunctive clau-
ses (cf. (39)), the pronominal object in non-finitdy-complements of Class 1
verbs may be co-referential with the matrix subject (cf. (22b) and (23b)). The
fact that no disjointness occurs in cases of object control is reminiscent of the
fact that pronominal subjects in subjunctive complements referring to the matrix
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object are not obviative (cf. (40) with (29) and (30)). It is also worth noting that
cross-linguistically obviation is commonly found with volitional verbs (cf. the
references cited above), and Class 1 comprises mainly verbs of this kind. All
these arguments strongly argue that Class 1 verbs, in spite of taking non-finite
subjunctive clauses as their complements, are subject to the same obviation
effect as finite subjunctive complements. The exact way in which obviation in-
teracts with control in the case of Class 1 verbs will be discussed in section 4.1.2.

2.2. Obligatory and non-obligatory control in Polish

Two sets of criteria for distinguishing OC from NOC have been mentioned so
far. One was put forward by Hornstein (1999, 2001) and is quoted in Chapter I,
section 2.2.1. The other has been posited by Landau (2000) and is presented in
Chapter I, section 2.1. It will be the purpose of this section to see how these two
sets of criteria relate to Polish data. It seems that Polish OC displays all the pro-
perties postulated for OC in English by Hornstein, which is confirmed by (41):

(41)
a. Marek chciat [znalezé PROyx SWOjQ s, rzeczy].
Mark wanted to-find self's  things
‘Mark wanted to find his things.’

b. Maria powiedziata, ze Marelk chce [PR@; znalez¢é swoje«, rzeczyl.
Mary said that Mark wants to-find his things
‘Mary said that Mark wants to find his things.’

c. Koledzy Marka chcieli [PRQ, znalez¢ swojeq, rzeczyl.
colleagues Mark’s wanted to-find their  things
‘Mark’s colleagues wanted to find their things.’

d. Marek chce [PRQ® znalez¢ swoje rzeczy]i  Maria tez.
Mark wants to-find his things and Mary too
‘Mark wants to find his things and Mary does too.’

e.*Marek kazat Marii; [PRO.., nafsa¢ razem  wypracowanie].
Marek told Mary to-write together essay
‘Mark told Mary to write an essay together.’

f. Nieszczesnik; spodziewa si¢ [PRO; dosta¢ medal].
unfortunate expects REFL to-get medal
‘The unfortunate expects to get a medal.’
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g. [Tylko Marek]} chce [PR@przedstawi¢ ten referat publicznie].
only Mark wants to-present this paper in-public
‘Only Mark wants to present this paper in public.’

The tests in (41) demonstrate that Polish OC PRO requires an obligatory antece-
dent (cf. (41a)), which must be local (cf. (41b)), c-commanding (cf. (41c)) and
non-split (cf. (41e)). Moreover, OC has only a sloppy reading under VP-Ellipisis
(cf. (41d)), only ade seinterpretation (cf. (41f)), and in (41g) PRO can have
tylko Marek‘only Mark’ as its antecedent and hence can be paraphrased as:
Only Mark wants himself to present this paper in public.

Just like in English, NOC in Polish shows properties regularly contrasting
with the ones listed for OC in (41). In order to support this claim let us look at
the data in (42§’

(42)

a. Ewa uwaza, ze [wczesne PRO wstawanie] jedenerwujace. '®
Eve thinks that early getting-up is annoying
‘Eve thinks that getting up early is annoying.’

b. Marek mysli, ze ludzie uwazaja, ze [PRO; dbanie 0 swoje
Mark thinks that people consider that taking-care of his
interesy] jest dla niego wazne.
business is for him important
‘Mark thinks that people consider that taking care of his business is
important for him.’

c. Koledzy Markauwazaja, ze [PRO; dbanie 0 swoje sprawy] jest

colleagues Mark’s think that taking-care of his  business is
dla niego wazne.

for him important

‘Mark’s colleagues think that taking care of his business is important for
him.’

Y The data in (42) illustrate NOC on the basis of gerundive clauses. The same observa-
tions carry over to infinitival clauses, which are much less frequent in subject position
(cf. Chapter lll, section 1.0).

18 In addition to the arbitrary reading, sentence (42a) also allows the reading that may be
paraphrased as: Eve thinks that her getting up early is annoying.
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d. Marek sadzi, ze [wczesne PRO wstawanie] jest denerwujace | Maria tez.
Mark thinks that early getting-up is annoying and Mary too
‘Mark thinks that getting up early is annoying and Mary does too.’

e. Marek przekonat Marig,, ze [PRO1., mycie si¢ nawzajem] bedzie
Mark convinced Mary that washing each other will-be
przyjemne.
pleasant
‘Mark convinced Mary that washing each other would be pleasant.’

f. Nieszczeénik wierzy, ze [PRO dostanie medalu] jeswazne.
unfortunate believes that getting medal is important
‘The unfortunate believes that getting a medal is important.’

g. Tylko Marek pamigta, ze [PRO przedstawianie tego referatu] byto
only Mark remembers that presenting this paper was
stresujace.
stressful
‘Only Mark remembers that presenting this paper was stressful.’

NOC PRO does not need to have a controller (cf. (42a)) and if it has one, the
controller may be non-local (cf. (42b)), non-c-commanding (cf. (42c)), or split
(cf. (42e)). It may have a strict reading under VP Ellipsis, i.e. (42d) can mean
that Mary thinks that Mark’s getting up early is annoying. It may haste ee
reading, that is, (42f) can mean that the unfortunate believes that somebody else
getting a medal is important. Finally, (42g) can be paraphrased as: Only Mark
remembers that his presenting this paper was stressful.

So far it has been demonstrated how Polish OC and NOC can be distinguished
from each other on the basis of Hornstein’s tests. Let us now turn to Landau’s
(2000) criteria. His diagnostics, as has already been noted in Chapter Il, section
2.1, are less numerous and comprise the following:

(43)

o

Arbitrary Control is impossible in OC, possible in NOC.

b. Long-distance control is impossible in OC, possible in NOC.

c. Strict reading of PRO is impossible in OC, possible in NOC.

d. De rereading of PRO is impossible in OC (owlg sé, possible in NOC.

First of all, cccommand by an antecedent (cf. (41c)) is not necessary for OC to
arise either in Polish or in English. Example (44) makes this point clear:



Control phenomena in Polish 215

(44)
[PROyary, Posiadanie zamoznych rodzicéw] pomogto jeji w zrobieniu
having wealthy parents  helped herin making
szybkiej kariery.
quick career
‘Having wealthy parents has helped her in making a quick career.’

In (44) only OC is possible in spite of the fact that the controller does not c-com-
mand PRO, which strongly argues against including c-command among the OC
tests, as Hornstein (1999, 2001) does.

Moreover, the ban on split antecedents is not a distinctive property of OC
either in Polish or in English. There exist sentences like (45) below, which,
though representing OC, allow control by a split antecedent:

(45)
Marel obiecat synowp [PROL., pogra¢ razem w pitke].
Mark promised son to-play together in ball
‘Mark promised his son to play ball together.’

Sinceobiecaé ‘promise’ is typically an OC verb and since it allows, in some of
its uses, control by a split antecedent, the conclusion may be drawn that split
control is not an exclusive property of NOC.

It has been argued that it is only natural to abandon the c-command and split
antecedent tests for distinguishing OC from NOC. As a consequence, we are left
with Landau’s criteria for OC and NOC as stated in (33)us, in accordance
with Landau’s criteria all the sentences in (41), and also (44) and (45), represent
OC, whereas all the sentences in (42) are instances of NOC.

2.2.1. OC and NOC in non-finiteby-complements

So far it has been demonstrated how OC and NOC operate in Polish non-finite
clauses without an overt C. It may be interesting to see whether non:inite
clauses pattern in the same way. It seemsidghatcomplements allow OC. That

this is indeed the case can be seen in (46) below:

19 Zabrocki (1981), following Postal (1970), makes a distinction between obligatory and
optional control in Polish on the basis of the respective absence vs. presence of an overt
subject at S-structure. Since Polish control structures can never host an overt subject,
Zabrocki concludes that all control in Polish is obligatory.
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(46)
a. Marek marzyt, [zeby PROyjam wyjechaé za granicg].
Mark dreamt so-that to-go for abroad
‘Mark dreamt of going abroad.’

b. Marek twierdzi, ze tatwo jest marzy¢, [zeby PRO+; wyjechaé
Mark claims thateasy is to-dream so-that to-go
za granicg].
for abroad
‘Mark claims that it is easy to dream of going abroad.’

c. Marek marzyt, [zeby PRO; wyjecha¢ za granicg] i  Maria tez.
Mark dreamt so-that to-go for abroad and Mary too
‘Mark dreamt of going abroad and Mary did too.’

d. Nieszczesnik; marzy, [zeby PRO; dosta¢ medal].
unfortunate  dreams so-that to-get medal
‘The unfortunate dreams of getting a medal.’

(46a) shows that PRO #eby-complements cannot have arbitrary interpretation.
(46b) demonstrates that long-distance control is impossible for PRO in such
contexts. (46c¢) shows that PROzZ#by-complements can have a sloppy reading
only. (46d) illustrates the fact that onlyda sereading is available for PRO in
such cases. In other words, PRO in (46) shows all the typical diagnostics of OC
PRO stated in (43).

OC is characteristic foeeby-complements to subject control verbs from
Classes 2-5 and object control verbs from Classes 7-8 from Table 1 in section
2.1. Class 1 verbs are different, and so are the exceptional psrbfwac
‘plead’ andnalegaé ‘insist’. ° Since they contain PRO disjoint in reference from
the matrix subject, they seem to exhibit properties typical of NOC, as is made
clear by (47):

(47)
a. Marek chce /nalega, [ zeby PRO+y/a, My pomagacd].
Mark wants /insists  so-that him to-help
‘Mark wants to be helped/insists on being helped.’

%% The problem does not arise for Class 6 and 9 predicates, as they nevabtake
complements (cf. (28a) and (31)).



Control phenomena in Polish 217

b. Marek twierdzi, ze jego rodzicgchca/nalegaja, [zeby PRO1
Mark claims that his parents want/insist so-that
dba¢ o0 siebig].
to-care of himself
‘Mark claims that his parents want him to take care /insist on his
taking care of himself.’

c. Marek chce /nalega, [zeby PRO+1/, mu; pomagaé¢]i  Maria tez.
Mark wants/insists so-that him to-help  and Mary too
‘Mark wants to be helped/insists on being helped and Mary does too.’

d. Nieszczesnik; chce /nalega, [zeby PRO+y, daé mu medal].
unfortunate  wants/insists so-that to-give him medal
‘The unfortunate wants to be given/insists on being given a medal.’

The sentences in (47) suggest that PR@ehp-complements to Class 1 verbs
and the verbgostulowaé ‘plead’ andnalegaé ‘insist’ behaves like NOC PRO,
since it can have an arbitrary interpretation (cf. (47a)), it allows long-distance
control (cf. (47b)), it can have a strict reading under VP Ellipsis (cf. (47c)), and a
de reinterpretation (cf. (47d)). What we would like to suggest is that the beha-
viour of PRO inzeby-complements to Class 1 predicates and the exceptional
predicates analogous to NOC PRO results from the disjointness requirement on
PRO. Since PRO in such complements must be interpreted as distinct from the
matrix subject, the arbitrary interpretation in (47a), the possibility of a strict
reading in (47c), and thée reinterpretation in (47d) follow. The disjointness
requirement also explains the availability of long distance control in (47b). As
has been noted in section 2.1, Class 1 predicates show obviation-like effects.
Similar effects arise with the exceptional predicates, as shown in (48):

(48)
a. Marek nalegat,[zeby o0ny, poszedt do domul].
Mark insisted so-thathe  would-go to home
‘Mark insisted on his going home.’

b. Marek nalegat,[zeby Piotr my pomogt].
Mark insisted so-that Peter him would-help
‘Mark; insisted on Peter’s helping hirn
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(48a) demonstrates that the subject of the subjunctive fititecomplement of
nalega¢ ‘insist’ is obviative, whereas the object is not, as shown in (48b). What
is typical of obviation is that it affects a subjunctive clause immediately adjacent
to an indicative one, as in (38a) and (48a), but it can never affect a more deeply
embedded subjunctive sentence, as can be seen in (49) below:

(49)
Marek, twierdzi, ze jego rodzice chca/nalegaja, [zeby (ory) dbat
Mark claims that his parents want/insist so-that he  would-
0 siebig.

care of himself
‘Mark claims that his parents want him to take care/insist on his taking
care of himself.’

A situation analogous to that in (49) can be observed in (47b): PRO in a more
deeply embeddetkby-complement can only refer to the matrix subject. Thus, it
has been demonstrated that the PRO fouddbiyrcomplements to Class 1 verbs
and topostulowaé ‘plead’ andnalegaé ‘insist’ represents NOC PRO, which fol-
lows from the requirement that PRO in such cases be disjoint in reference from
the matrix subject’

One more remark needs to be made. Zabrocki (1981:69) provides the follo-
wing generalisation governing the choice of either OC or NOfhp-comple-
ments: “With those Polish verbs which allow for an infinitive withéehy
alternative, only the arbitrary reading is allowed wteby occurs (...). With
verbs which take onlyeby complements, the rule applies optionally” (cf. foot-
note 19). This generalisation, however, is problematic on empirical grounds. As
mentioned in section 2.1, there exist verbs filkeowaé ‘plan’, which can take
a complement with or withodeby. Both these uses require OC, as shown in (50):

(50)
Marek, planowat, [(zeby) PROyam, Wyjechaé za granice].
Mark planned  so-that to-go forabroad
‘Mark planned to go abroad.’

1 The presence of NOC PRO in complements of Class 1 verbsoaméwaé ‘plead’

and nalega¢ ‘insist’, contradicts the claim made by Landau (2000) that all non-finite
complements in English, and presumably universally, contain OC PRO (cf. Chapter II,
section 2.1). This issue will be returned to in section 4.2.1.
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Thus, the type of control found #eby-complements cannot be related to the
subcategorisation properties of the verb, as Zabrocki suggests (cf. also section 2.1).

2.2.2. Interrogative complements

To complete the control patterns found in Polish non-finite complements, let us
examine a little more closely one predicate type, namely interrogatives, and their
possibilities of control. Consider (51) below:

(51)
Marek zastanawiat si¢, [jak PRO si¢  zachowaé wobec gosci na
Mark wondered REFL how REFL to-behave towards guests at
przyjeciu].
party
‘Mark wondered how to behave towards the guests at the party.’

The question is whether PRO in cases like (51) represents OC PRO or should
rather be regarded as NOC PRO. In order to answer this question, let us analyse
sentence (52) below.

(52)

* Marelk, zastanawiat sie, [jak PRQ si¢ zachowa¢ wobec  niegq na
Mark wondered REFL how REFL to-behave towards him at
przyjeciu].
party

“*Mark ; wondered how to behave towards hamhthe party.’

Sentence (52) is ungrammatical on account of the fact that PRO, controlled by
the matrix subject, binds the co-referential pronoun. If PRO in (52) were arbi-
trary (hence NOC PRO), then the ungrammaticality of (52) would be mysterio-
us. Consequently, we conclude that that PRO in cases like (51) is obligatorily
controlled.

Other interrogative complements behave on a par with (51), as evidenced by
(53) below, which behaves in a way analogous to (51) with respect to Condition
B, as can be seen in (54).
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(53)

Marek zastanawiat si¢, [komu PROsi¢  przedstawic].
Mark wondered REFL whom REFL to-introduce
‘Mark wondered who to introduce himself to.’

(54)
* Marek, zastanawiat sie, [komu PRQgo, przedstawi¢].?
Mark wondered REFL whom him to-introduce
‘“*Mark ; wondered who to introduce hijrto.’

Sentence (54), like (52), is ungrammatical due to the fact that the reference of
PRO includes the reference of its controller and hence PRO binds the co-indexed
pronoun in violation of Condition B. Thus, the ungrammaticality of sentences
like (52) and (54) strongly argues for treating interrogative complements as
members of the class of OC.

Thus, it seems that interrogative complements both in English and in Polish
instantiate OC, not NOC, contrary to what is commonly beliéVed.

22 That the ungrammaticality of (54) follows from Condition B of the BT is supported by
the following data:
(i) Marek zastanawiat sig, [komu PRQ przedstawi¢ swoja; narzeczona].
Mark wondered REFL who to-introduce self's fiancée
‘Mark wondered who to introduce his fiancée to.’

The anaphoswojq ‘self’s’ is bound by PRO in (i) and hence no violation of Principle A
ensues.
23 Ohlander (1986) makes a distinction between question-oriented interrogative comple-
ments, as in (i), and answer-oriented ones, as in (ii):
(i) John wondered/asked [who had done it].
(i) John knew/told her [who had done it].
The former can easily be converted into questions, whereas no such conversion is pos-
sible for the latter. Both these types of interrogative complements in Polish exhibit OC,
as shown in (iiia) and (iiib), which illustrate a question-oriented and an answer-oriented
interrogative complement, respectively:
(i) a. Marelg nie wiedziat, [jak/czy PRQ muy,; pomac].

Mark not knew how/if him  to-help

‘Mark; didn’t know how/whether to help higg.’

b. Marek wiedziat, [jak PRQ mu.y, poméc].
Mark knew how him to-help
‘Mark; knew how to help himy,.’
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2.2.3. Purpose clauses and patrticipial clauses

Zeby-clauses can be used as purpose clauses and then two possibilities of control
arise, i.e. OC or NOC, as illustrated in (55) and (56), respectively:

(55)
Marek, poszedt, [zeby PRO, kupi¢  mleko]®*
Mark went so-that to-buy milk
‘Mark went to buy milk.’

(56)

Marek; zrobit to, [zeby PRO+1/, g0, podziwia¢].®
Mark did it so-that him to-admire
‘Mark did it to be admired.’

NOC in (56) is triggered by Condition B of the BT, as (57) below makes clear:

(57)
Marely zrobit to, [zeby PROyx; podziwia¢ innych].
Mark did it so-that to-admire others
‘Mark did it to admire others.’

Participial adjunct clauses, such as (58) below, always require OC:

(58)
[PRO, Siedzac natawce], pro; czytat gazete.
sitting on bench he-read newspaper
‘He was reading a newspaper while sitting on a bench.’

%4 The purpose clause in (55) can be used without the C as in (i) below, and then only
OC is possible:
(i) Marek poszedt [PRO; kupi¢ mleko].

Mark went to-buy milk

‘Mark went to buy milk.’
%% Implicit control is also possible in purpose clauses such as (i)
(i) Wodke pro; stawia, [zeby PRO~; szefowi nic nie mowic].

vodka he-buys so-that boss nothing not to-tell

‘He buys vodka in order for somebody not to tell the boss anything.’

(Comrie and Corbett (1993:739))

In (i) it is the implicit dative argument efawiaé ‘buy’ that controls PRO.
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The fact that control in (58) is obligatory is supported by the impossibility of
long distance control, as shown in (59):

(59)
Marek, powiedzial, ze Maria czytata gazete [PROxy, siedzac na tawce].
Mark said that Mary read newspaper sitting on bench
‘Mark said that Mary was reading a newspaper while sitting on a bench.’

What is more, in a way analogous to English, Polish non-finite adjuncts typically
display subject control, as shown in (60), where PRO can be controlled only by
the subject, not by the object of the matrix clause:

(60)
Marek, rozmawial z Maria, [PROy siedzac w fotelu].?
Mark talked to Mary sitting in armchair

‘Mark was talking to Mary while sitting in an armchair.’

Object control in such structures is highly marked. One such infrequent case is
provided in (61):

(61)
Marek napisat, [zeby PRO-, do niegq przyjechaé].
Mark wrote so-that to him to-come
‘Mark wrote to someone to come to him.’

In (61) the implicit object of the verkapisal ‘wrote’ acts as the controller of
PRO.

2.2.4. OC vs. NOC — a summary
Summing up, it has been argued that non-finite C-less complements in Polish

display only OC. Even the most notorious cases like interrogative complements
represent OC, not NOGehy-complements to Class 1 predicates and exceptio-

%6 Sentences like (i) below do not contradict this claim, as it is the object controlled PRO,
but not the object itself, that acts as the controller for the PRO in the adjunct clause:
(i) Marely kazat Marii, [PRO, czyta¢ [PRO; siedzac w fotelu]].

Mark told Mary to-read sitting in armchair

‘Mark told Mary to read while sitting in an armchair.’
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nal predicates such a@stulowaé ‘plead’ andnalegac ‘insist’ are different in

that they allow only NOC, which results from the disjointness requirement on
PRO. Other non-finiteeby-complements instantiate OC, and NOC appears in
them only as a result of the interaction of Condition B. As for non-finite adjuncts,
participial clauses are characterised by OC only. Purpose clauses, while com-
monly exhibiting OC, can give rise to NOC under the influence of Condition B.

2.3. Exhaustive and partial control

Landau (2000) argues that within the class of OC there exist two subclasses, i.e.
EC and PC (cf. Chapter Il, section 2.2). According to Landau, for EC to obtain,
PRO must be identical with its controller, whereas in the case of PC, PRO must
include the controller. Both categories of OC control can be encountered in Po-
lish. The contrast between them is illustrated in (62) and (63), where the former
exemplifies EC, while the latter instantiates PC:

(62)
a.*Marek zdotat  [si¢ PROj. spotka¢ o 3-€j].
Mark managed REFL to-meet at 3
“*Mark managed to meet at 3.’

b. [Marek i Ewaj zdotali [si¢ PRO; spotka¢ o 3-€j].
Mark and Eve managed REFL to-meet at 3
‘Mark and Eve managed to meet at 3.’

(63)
Marek chciat [PRO;.si¢  spotka¢ 0 3-ej]*’
Mark wanted REFL to-meet at 3
‘Mark wanted to meet at 3.’

2" Sentences with PC sound better when placed in an appropriate context, for instance,
(63) sounds natural in the following setting:
(i) Maria zaproponowata Markowi spotkanie o 6-gj, ale pn chciat [PRO;. spotkac
Mary suggested Mark  meeting at6 buthe wanted to meet
sie 0 3-gj].
REFL at 3
‘Mary suggested to Mark meeting at 6, but he wanted to meet at 3.’
In (i) PC PRO may be controlled iark andMary or by Mark, Mary and some other
individuals salient in the context.
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(62a) is ungrammatical, as there is a clash between the collective predicate, such
asspotkac sie ‘meet’, requiring a plural subject and PRO controlled by the sin-
gular DPMarek‘Mark’. No such clash is attested in the grammatical (62b), where
spotka¢ sie ‘meet’ is accompanied by PRO controlled by the pluralND#Pek i

Ewa ‘Mark and Eve’. In (63), on the other hand, the collective wpolkac sie

‘meet’ appears with the singular DParek ‘Mark’, just like in (62a). This time,
however, no ungrammaticality arises, as PRO is not exhaustively controlled by
Marek ‘Mark’, but refers toMarek ‘Mark’ as well as some other individuals
salient in the context. That the reference of PRO in (63) does indeed contain
Marek ‘Mark’ is clear from the binding facts illustrated in (64) below:

(64)
* Marek; chciat [PROy.si¢  spotkac o 3-ej bez niegh
Mark wanted REFL to-meetat 3  without him
“*Mark ; wanted to meet at 3 without hirh

PRO in (64) is co-indexed withlarek ‘Mark’ and binds the co-referential pro-
nounniego‘hin’, thus violating Principle B and making the sentence unacceptable.

Just like in English, EC and PC in Polish occur with specific types of pre-
dicates, that is, EC appears with modals, implicatives and aspectuals, while PC
is limited to factive, desiderative, propositional and interrogative V&i®eme
relevant examples of impossible PC are given in (65), whereas the correspon-
ding instances of grammatical PC are grouped in{66):

(65)
a.*Marek musi/zapomnial [PRO; si¢  spotka¢ o 3-€j].
Mark must/forgot REFL meet at3
“*Mark must meet /forgot to meet at 3’

%8 Lists of these types of predicates are presented in Chapter IIl, section 2.1.3.
%9 One PC test involves the use of collective predicates, as shown in (65) and (66). Ano-
ther test used by Landau (2000) and similar in spirit involves the use of the adieerbial
gether which is licensed in the context of a plural antecedent. This test works in Polish
with the corresponding adverbigdzem‘together’ in a way analogous to the collective
verbspotkaé sie ‘meet’ used in the text. Its actual application is illustrated in (72a) and (72b).
%0 |t seems that under appropriate discourse conditions such as (i), modals can give rise to PC.
(i) Nie to nie. Jak nie chceszsi¢  spotykaé, to nie musisz.

no it no if notyou-want REFL to-meet it not you-must

‘Well, okay. If you don’t want to meet, you don’t have to.’
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b.*Marelk; skonczyt [PRO; sig spotyka¢ o 3-gj].
Mark finished REFL to-meet at3
“*Mark finished meeting at 3.

(66)
a. Marek lubi /woli [PRQ. spotykac sig o 3-¢j].
Mark likes/prefers to-meet REFL at3
‘Mark likes meeting/prefers to meet at 3.’

b. Marek myslal, [zeby PRQ. spotka¢ sig 0 3-ej].
Mark thought so-that to-meet REFL at 3
‘Mark thought of meeting at 3.’

c. Marek zastanawiat sig, [PRO.. kiedy si¢  spotkaé].
Mark wondered REFL when REFL to-meet
‘Mark wondered when they would meet.’

Another point concerning the EC/PC distinction relates to tense. Landau (2000:56)
notes that at least in English PC-complements are tensed, while EC-ones are
untensed. Exactly the same correlation is noticeable in Polish. As noted in Cha-
pter Ill, section 2.1.6, complements to modals, aspectuals and implicatives lack

independent tense specification, while complements to desiderative, factive,

propositional and interrogative verbs can have independent tense specification.
The former group corresponds to EC-complements and the latter to PC-comple-
ments (cf. (65) and (66)).

The above sentence sounds better, however, when the collectivepatylu¢ ‘meet’
follows the desiderativeicie¢ ‘want’, as in (i), and becomes only marginal when the
collective verb follows the modal, as in (ii):
(i) *?Nie to nie. Jak nie chesz,  to nie musisdg  spotykac.
no it no if notyou-want it not you-must REFL meet
‘Well, okay. If you don’t want to, you don’t have to meet.’
A similar situation arises with implicative predicates lik&i¢ sie ‘succeed/manage’, as
in (i) and (iv):
(iii) Nawet jak bardzo bedziesz chciatsi¢  spotkac,to ci si¢  nie uda.
even if very you-wouldwant REFL to-meet it you REFL not manage
‘Even if you very much want to meet, you won’t manage to do so.’
(iv)*?Nawet jak bardzo bedziesz  chcial, to ci  sie nie uda  spotkac.
even if very you-would want it you REFL not manage meet
‘Even if you very much want to, you won't manage to meet.’
We have no explanation why this kind of contrast in grammaticality should arise.
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Landau (2000) emphasises that the occurrence of PC is related to semantic
plurality, that is, it is attested with semantically plural predicates, sunteas
gather or together but is blocked with syntactically plural expressidn3he
same observation carries over to Polish, as confirmed by the following data:

(67)
a.*Marek powiedziat Mariiy, ze pro; woli  [PROL... spotkaé sie  ze
Mark  told Mary that prefers to-meet REFL with
soba nawzajem o 3-€j].
each other at3

“*Mark told Mary that he prefers to meet each other at 3.’

b.*Marek wiedziat, ze Marig chciata [PRO;1.0. zostaé studentami tej
Mark knew  that Mary wanted to-become students  this
uczelni].
university
“*Mark knew that Mary wanted to become students of this university.’

Sentences (67a) and (67b) are illegitimate because plural anaphors, sigh as
nawzajem'each other’ in (67a), and plural predicate nominals, sittelentami

tej uczelni‘students of this university’ in (67b), lack a syntactically plural clau-
semate antecedent. PC PRO does not qualify for this role, as it is only semantic-
ally, but not syntactically, plural. The sentences in (67) become grammatical
only if PRO is controlled by a plural DP, e.g.:

(68)
[Mareki  Maria] wola [PRO; spotka¢ si¢  ze soba nawzajem o 3-€j].
Mark and Mary prefer to-meet REFL with each other at3
‘Mark and Mary prefer to meet each other at 3.’

31 Landau (2000:53) notes that one type of OC, i.e. split control, does not block
syntactically plural expressions within its complements. As evidence he provides
examples such as (i):
(i) John proposed to Mary [PRO to meet each other at 6].
The same situation can be observed in Polish, as can be seen in (ii):
(i) Marek; zaproponowat Marii, [PRO.+, zrobienie sobie nawzajem $niadania].

Mark suggested Mary making each other breakfast

‘Mark suggested to Mary making breakfast for each other.’
This difference between split control and other types of OC makes Landau conclude that
PC is to be kept apart from both OC, NOC and split control. He notes that PC arises only
when the matrix clause contains a single controller which is in the singular.
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(68) is grammatical since PRO is syntactically plural on account of the fact that
it is controlled by the plural antecedent.

Having examined PC in C-less complements, let us now look into the pos-
sibility of PC inzeby-complements. First of all, it seems that PC is possible in
zeby-complements to Class 2-5 verbs, as evidenced by the data in (69):

(69)
a. Marek planuje, [zeby PRQ. spotka¢sic 0 6-g]].
Mark plans  so-that to-meet REFL at 6
‘Mark plans to meet at 6.’

b.*Marek planuje, [zeby PRQ. spotka¢sig  bez niegg.
Mark plans so-that to-meet REFL without him
“*Mark; plans to meet without him

The ungrammaticality of (69b) follows from Condition B of the BT and there-
fore strongly supports the claim that PRO contains the matrix subject in its re-
ference. For this reason sentences like (69a) are instances of PC. A different
situation arises witlteby-complements to Class 1 predicates. They seem to
apparently allow PC, as illustrated in (70):

(70)
Marek chce, [zeby PRO si¢ spotka¢ o 6-€j].
Mark wants so-that REFL to-meet at 6
‘Mark wants for somebody to meet at 6.

However, this time the reference of PRO does not include the reference of the
matrix subject, as the binding facts in (71) make clear:

(71)
Marel; chee, [zeby PRQj; sig  spotkac bez niegq).
Mark wants so-that REFL to-meet without him
‘Mark wants for somebody to meet without him.’

If PRO in (71) included the matrix subject in its reference, the grammaticality
status of (71) would be the same as that of (69b). Since the reference of PRO in
(71) is not co-extensive with the reference of the matrix subject, the complement
in question does not exemplify PC. Since it is legitimate to use the collective
predicatespotkac sie ‘meet’ in zeby-complements like (71), the conclusion may
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be drawn that PRO which is disjoint in reference can be semantically plural. This
derives the apparent PC effect founddby-complements to Class 1 verfs.

What is more, obligatory object control structures can also give rise to PC, no
matter whether they are C-less or display the#g ‘so that’. The former case is
illustrated in (72a), the latter in (72b):

(72)
a. Marek poradzit Marii, [razem PR@.,,ubiega¢ si¢ 0 grant].
Mark advised Mary together to-apply REFL for grant
‘Mark advised Mary to apply for a grant together.’

b. Marek zaproponowal Marii, [zeby razem PR@.. ubiegac si¢ o]
Mark suggested Mary so-that together to-apply REFL for
grant].
grant
‘Mark suggested to Mary applying for a grant together.’

In the above examples PRO may either be controlleMdmk andMary or by
Mark, Mary and some other individuals salient in the context. In both cases the
result obtained is PC.

Finally, the relation between PC and Restructuring in Polish requires a word
of comment. Landau (2000:79) argues that PC and Restructuring are incompati-
ble with each other in languages such as German, ltalian and Spanish. This,
however, is not the case in Polish. As argued in Chapter lll, section 2.1.3, all
verbs taking non-finite C-less complements trigger Restructuring in Polish,
among them also desiderative and factive verbs, which allow PC (cf. example
(66a))>® Thus, it seems that Landau’s claim about the mutual exclusiveness of

32 A similar situation arises for the exceptional predicgiesulowaé ‘plead’ andna-
legaé ‘insist’. Like Class 1 predicates they can co-occur with collective predicates, as in
(i), although the PRO subject of theuby-complements must always be disjoint in re-
ference from the matrix subject. We conclude that in cases likehf}complements
host semantically plural PRO.
() Marelg nalegat, [zeby PRO+y, sig¢  spotkaé bez niegq).

Mark insisted so-that REFL to-meet without him

‘Mark insisted on meeting without him.’
% Propositional and interrogative predicates, which also allow PC, do not undergo
Restructuring, as they require a complement introduced by an overt C or [Spec, CP] (cf.
Chapter I, section 2.1.3).



Control phenomena in Polish 229

PC and Restructuring is disconfirmed by the Polish Haltaseems that also
Wurmbrand’s (2001) generalisation that the availability of PC is linked to the
presence of CP and PRO is not valid for Polish. Implicative verbs, though taking
a complement with PRO in Polish (see Chapter lll, section 2.1.6, example (82b)),
disallow PC, cf. (65a). Consequently, it seems that no relation whatsoever holds
between PC and Restructuring in Polish.

3.0. PRO and adjectival predicates in Polish

Before analysing various control types in Polish, it is worth investigating the
behaviour of predicative adjectives in relation to PRO, as it will shed light on the
analysis of PRO, especially on whether it is justified to claim that PRO bears
null Case in Polisf

Predicative adjectives, in a way analogous to attributive ones, always agree
with the noun they modify in person, number and gender. As regards case, in
non-finite clauses these adjectives can be marked either for nominative or ins-
trumental® Let us mention the contexts in which these two case markings occur.

As for nominative predicative adjectives, they are constrained to subject
control cases, such as (73) (cf. also (18) in section 1.2):

(73)
Marek pragnat [PRO; byé najlepszy w czytaniuf’
Mark desired to-be bestM at reading
‘Mark desired to be the best at reading.’

3 Landau (2000) treats complements to Restructuring verbs as bare VPs. Since in his
analysis the presence of PC crucially depends on the presence of T with anaphoric Agr,
the lack of T in Restructuring contexts correlates with the lack of PC.
% Secondary predication found in cases like (i) below is not analysed here, as it shows
some important differences in comparison with predicative adjectives (for details cf.
Kardela (1985:55-63) and Franks (1995:276-281)).
(i) Marek chce [PRQis¢ sam do kina].

Mark  wants to-go alongm to cinema

‘Mark wants to go to the cinema alone.’
3 Other parts of speech can also function as predicates, but we focus on adjectives only,
because they are most revealing as regards the supposed Case marking of PRO.
37 If the subject controller appears in a case other than nominative, the predicative ad-
jective is marked for instrumental, not nominative, as in (i):
(i) Jestmu zle [PRO; by¢  starym].

is himbAT bad to-be oldNsSTR

‘It is bad for him to be old.’
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Likewise, zeby-complements display the same case pattern, as can be seen in
(74) (cf. also (20) in section 1.2):

(74)
Marel marzyt [zeby PRQ by¢ najlepszy w czytaniul].
Mark dreamed so-that to-be brsiv at reading
‘Mark dreamed of being the best at reading.’

Subject controlled adjuncts also exhibit the same case marking, e.g.:

(75)
Marek, duzo ¢wiczyt [by PRQ by¢ najlepszy w czytaniul].
Mark a-lot practised so-that to-be besiv at reading
‘Mark practised a lot to be the best at reading.’

In addition to being marked for nominative, adjectival predicates can also bear
instrumental cas&. This situation arises in object control, as in (76), long dis-
tance control, as in (77), in cases of disjoint reference, as in (78), and in arbitrary
control, as in (79):

3 |n this respect they resemble predicative DPs, which can bear only instrumental in
Polish, no matter what control structure they are used in. This is illustrated in (i):
(i) a. Marek chciat [PRO; by¢  dobrym uczniem]. subject control
Mark wanted to-be good pumibTR
‘Mark wanted to be a good pupil.’
b. Rodzicekazali Markowi [PRO, by¢ dobrym uczniem].  object control
parents told Mark to-be good pupdTr
‘His parents told Mark to be a good pupil.’
In contexts that do not involve control, predicative DPs also typically occur in the ins-
trumental, as shown in (ii), except for some stylistically marked structures, such as (iii),
and sentences with as subject, such as (iv):
(i) Marek jest dobrym uczniem  /*dobnyczen.
Mark is good pupiNsSTR/*good pupilNom
‘Mark is a good pupil.’
(i) Ale jajestem duren  /*durniem!
but 1 am  fooNoMm /*fool-INSTR
‘What a fool | am?’
(iv) To jest dobry uczen /*dobrym uczniem.
thisis good pupikom/*good  pupiliNSTR
‘This is a good pupil.’
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(76)
Marel; kazat Marii, [PRQ by¢ bardziejpewna siebie
Mark told MarybAT to-be more  self-confidemMsTR
[*pewna siebie].
[*self-confidentNom
‘Mark told Mary to be more self-confident.’

(77)
Marel twierdzi, ze wazne  jest [PRQanby¢ pewnym siebie
Mark claims that important is to-be self-confidastr
[*pewny siebie}®
[*self-confidentNoM
‘Mark claims that it is important to be self-confident.’

(78)
Marelg chcial, [zeby PROy, by¢ dobrym  /*dobry dla niegp
Mark wanted so-that to-be goosTR/*good-NoM for him
‘Mark wanted somebody to be good for him.’

(79)

Wazne jest [PRQp,by¢ pewnym siebie [*pewny siebie].
important is to-be self-confidemts TR /*self-confidentNom
‘It is important to be self-confident.’

Similarly, purpose clauses allowing arbitrary control display instrumental
predicative adjectives, as can be seen in (80) below:

% In gerundive clauses, no matter what control type they represent, the predicative
adjective must always be marked for instrumental, as can be seen in (i), which exempli-
fies subject control and in (ii), which is an instance of object control:
(i) Marel boi sig¢ [PRO, bycia w to zamieszanym /*zamieszany].

Mark fears REFL being in it involvedsTR/*involved-Nom

‘Mark fears being involved in it.’
(i) Marek, zabronit Piotrowi, [PRO, bycia w to zamieszanym /*zamieszany].

Mark forbade Peter being in it involuedTr/*involved- NOM

‘Mark forbade Peter to be involved in it.’
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(80)
Marely zachowywat si¢  tak,[zeby PRO«jam by¢  dobrym
Mark  behaved REFL so so-that to-be gusuRrR
[*dobry dla niegd.
/*good-Nom for him
‘Mark behaved in this way so that somebody might be good for him.’

Likewise, participial clauses require a predicative adjective in the instrumental,
as confirmed by (81):

(81)
[PRO, Bedac najlepszym/*najlepszy w czytaniu], Mareknie musiat
being besiNSTR/*bestNOM at reading Mark not have-to
duzo ¢wiczyc¢.
a-lot practise
‘Being the best at reading, Mark didn’t have to practise a lot.’

To sum up, predicative adjectives agree for nominative case with the nominative
subject in subject control constructions, while all other control structures exhibit
a predicative adjective in the instrumental. In the latter, no case agreement holds
between the controller (if there is one) and the adjective, as confirmed, for ins-
tance, by (76), where the controllgiarii ‘Mary’ is dative and the adjective is
marked for instrumental. Thus, it seems that predicative adjective case marking
is sensitive to the type of control. The issue of the exact relationship between the
two will be addressed in section 4.1.5.

4.0. Control phenomena in Polish — an analysis

The aim of this section is to analyse the various control types in Polish described
in section 2 with the aid of the model offered by Landau (2000). This approach
has proved to be adequate for English (cf. Chapter 1), and therefore it seems
promising to try and apply it to control phenomena in another language. First, in
section 4.1, Polish OC with its two types, i.e. EC and PC, is analysed in order to
discover the mechanism licensing the occurrence of PRO. In addition to this, the
issue of Case marking of PRO is considered in the light of the predication facts
discussed in section 3.0. Section 4.2 considers various contexts where OC and
NOC obtain and examines the relation between NOC and logophoricity. The
chapter ends with the question of the interpretation of PRO in various control
environments.
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4.1. EC and PC in Polish non-finite complements

As observed in section 2, Polish C-less a#igh non-finite complements show

OC, with the exception afeby-complements to Class 1 predicates and to the
verbspostulowaé ‘plead’ andnalegaé ‘insist’. C-less complements and the ma-
jority of Zeby-complements allow PC. In section 2.3, it has been noted that EC in
Polish occurs in complements (only C-less) to modals, aspectuals and implicati-
ves, whereas PC is found in complements (both C-less and withZter Go

that’) to desiderative, factive, propositional and interrogative complements. The
major concern of this section is to discover the mechanisms responsible for EC
and PC in various types of non-finite complements.

4.1.1. Analysis of EC and PC based on T-to-C movement

To recall, Landau (2000) derives the difference between EC and PC in English
by appealing to the assumptions listed in (82) below (assumptions (60) from
Chapter Il, repeated for convenience) and to T-to-C movement, which applies in
tensed clauses where C bears an uninterpretable T feature.

(82)
a. DP’s, including PRO, enter the derivation with valgifdatures.

b. Functional heads enter the derivation with unvafuéehtures.

. Semantic plurality (SP): +/- on DPs, #/én functional heads.

c
d. Matching:@ (i.e. no SP) and [-SP] are non-distinct on functional heads.
e. PRO and infinitival Agr are anaphoric.

f

PRO, being anaphoric, cannot value unvalued functional heads.
(Landau (2000:31))

Infinitival Agr is not treated as a separate functional projection, but as a part of
the T head, marked as T-Agr. Since PRO and Agr are anaphoric (cf. (82e)), they
function as possible Goals for the operation Agree. In the case of EC, Agree
targets anaphoric PRO, which inherits all the features from its controller. T-to-C
movement does not apply, as EC-complements are untensed and hence do not
contain an uninterpretable T feature. In the case of PC, Agr is anaphoric. Since
PC-complements are tensed, they trigger the movement of T incorporating ana-
phoric Agr to C, where Agr becomes a possible target for Agree. PC arises if
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[@SP] Agr co-occurs with [+SP] PRO and is targeted by the matrix Probe which
is marked as [-SP].

Let us first check how Landau’s analysis can be adapted to Polish EC and PC
in C-less complements. These complements have to be treated as CPs, under the
assumption that T-to-C movement is operative in some of th&te derivation
proceeds as schematised in (83):

(83) Exhaustive Control
FP
\
E
/\
F VP
/\
Agree — DP V'
/\
V CP
/\
C TP
/\
Agree » PRO T
/\
T-Agr VP
f T
Agree — tro V’

In (83), F is a functional category that can correspond to either T or v depending
on whether the matrix subject or the matrix object controls PRO. No T-to-C
movement operates in EC structures, as EC-complements are untensed. Three
Agree relations hold in (83): Agre®btains between PRO and T-Agr, which
yields the match in theiy-features, Agreeholds between F and the DP control-

ler of PRO, producing a match ¢nfeatures of these two categories and finally,
Agreg affects F and PRO, which is responsible for PRO’s inheritingdthe
features of its controller. Thus, it is the last Agree operation which derives the
EC effect. Since Polish C-less complements are CPs, Agresses a phase
boundary and therefore a violation of the PIC ensues. To avoid this violation, a

0 This claim contradicts the analysis of Restructuring presented in Chapter 1l and will
be challenged in section 4.1.2.
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modification of the PIC, along the lines suggested by Landau (cf. (62) in Chapter
I, section 3.1 and repeated in (84) for convenience) is required, i.e.:

(84)
Modified PIC

In a structure [...X..{p...Z...]], where YP is the only phase boundary
between X and Z, Z is accessible to X:

1) Only at the head or edge of YP, if Z is uninterpretable.
2) Anywhere in the YP phase, if Z is interpretable.

In accordance with the modified PIC, PRO, which has interpretable features, is
accessible to Agree from the matrix Probe even though it does not appear at the
edge of the lower CP-phase.

The mechanism responsible for PC in Polish is similar to that deriving EC,
the difference being the Goal of Agsegvhich this time is not PRO itself, but
rather anaphoric Agr in T. The schematic structure of a PC configuration is
represented in (85):

(85) Partial Control
FP
\
E
/\
F VP
/4 T
Agreee —™ DP \4
/\
Vv CP
C/\
T TP
Agregg — T-Agr G /\
T PRO T
/\
Move fagr VP

v P

Agreg —» toro V’
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The operations Agre@and Agree apply in a way analogous to that described for

EC in (83). This time, however, T-to-C movement takes place, since PC-comp-
lements are tensed and hence contain an uninterpretable T feature. Having moved
to C, anaphoric Agr appears at the edge of the phase, where it can be targeted by
Agree; without causing the PIC violation. In PC, PRO itself is not anaphoric, it

is T-Agr which is anaphoric. This opens up the possibility for a [+SP] PRO to
co-occur with a [-SP] controller, as the two do not undergo Agree with each
other. This is the mechanism underlying PC effects. Its detailed application is
schematised in (86) below:

(86)
PC Configuration
[AgreelT'Agrq» PRO‘]! [Agree2 F—a DP—]1 [Agree3 F—1 T‘Agr(p]

In (86) [+SP] PRO and@gSP] T-Agr, which undergo Agreedo not yield mis-
match, as they do not have opposing feature values. Other Agree operations are
also fully legitimate. Agreedetermines that F and DP share the feature [-SP],
while in Agreg [-SP] on F and@SP] on T-Agr are non-distinct as they appear

on functional heads (cf. (82d)). Thus, by appealing to T-to-C movement along
with assumptions (82d) and (82e), we have accounted for PC effects.

It seems that Landau’s (2000) analysis can be applied to the EC and PC
found in Polish C-less complements without any modifications, provided that all
these complements are regarded as CPs. Although the CP status of C-less com-
plements may be subject to dispute, the complements introduced by:¢he C
are certainly CPs. As noted in section 2.3, these complements give rise to EC
and PC, in the same way as C-less complements do. However, this time a pro-
blem arises: iteby appears in C, there is no position to which T-Agr can move
in tensed clauses to derive PC efféttShis might indicate that T-to-C move-
ment is not the right mechanism to account for PC in Polish. Although this sta-
tement may turn out to be ultimately true, we would like to pursue an analysis of
PC based on T-to-C movement in complements introducetkfyyas well*?

What we could suggest is thahy in PC-complements like (87a) below in fact
originates in T, from where it moves to C in tensed clauses to satisfy C's

*l This, however, is problematic only if head-movement involves substitution, not
adjunction.

42 We will defend the claim that T-to-C movement is not responsible for PC effects in
Polish in section 4.1.2.
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uninterpretable T-featuf®.If this line of reasoning is adopted, then (87a) would
have the representation in (87b):

(87)
a. Marek marzy, [zeby PRQ. si¢  spotka¢ o 6-ej]™*
Mark dreams so-that REFL to-meet at 6
‘Mark dreams of meeting at 6.’

b. Marek marzy,ddr zeby]; [+sPRO [ spotkac sig o 6-€j]].

After T-Agr has moved to C in (87b), the T elemesiiy, incorporating ana-
phoric Agr, appears closer to the Probe, i.e. the matrix T, than PRO and there-
fore can be targeted by Agree, in a way analogous to (85). This makes the PC
effect possible also ifeby-complements.

The analysis just sketched for Polifhy-complements is similar in spirit to
that offered by Pesetsky and Torrego (2001) for Engdhsltclauses. Pesetsky
and Torrego argue th#tat does not actually represent a C, but originates in T,
from where it moves to C in order to check C’s uninterpretable T feature. Accor-
ding to them, sentences like (88a) have the derivation schematised in (88b):

(88)
a. Mary expects that Sue will buy the book.
b. Mary expectsd [rthat} + [C, 4] [+» Sue wil| buy the book]f
(Pesetsky and Torrego (2001:373))

In (88b), the uninterpretable T feature of C is checked and deleted by means of
the movement ofhat from T to C. The moved elemetitat is co-indexed with
another T elementill. Pesetsky and Torrego (2001) explain the ‘double’ pre-
sence of T in (88b) in the following way: T-to-C movement in cases like (88b)
produces chains in which both the original and the new position are pronounced.
They conclude that T-to-C movement, which is normally realised as a movement
of an auxiliary, may also be realisedthat doubling a tensed verb in sentences
like (88a).

3 1f we adopt this approach twby, we will have to revise our earlier observations
concerning its status made in section 1.1.
“ The complement ofnarzyé ‘dream’ is tensed and hence triggers PC. Example (i)
below shows that the complementrafrzy¢ ‘dream’ is indeed tensed.
() Marek marzyt wezoraj, zeby  jutro si¢  spotkad.

Mark dreamt yesterday so-that tomorrow REFL to-meet

‘Mark dreamt yesterday of meeting tomorrow.’
“5 4F stands for the deleted uninterpretable T feature.
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The analysis of Polish non-finitezhy-complements like (87a) presented in
(87b) is attractive, as it is consonant with Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2001) ideas
concerning English, and preserves the basic insight of Landau’s account of PC in
English. A consequence of this analysis is that in untensed clauses such as (89a),
zeby does not undergo T-to-C movement and hence appears in T, as schematised
in (89b):

(89)
a. Marek osmielit sie  [zeby PRQ powiedzie¢ prawde
Mark dared REFL so-that to-tell the-truth
‘Mark dared to tell the truth.’

]‘46

b. Marek o$mielit si¢ [cp[tr PRO [zeby] powiedzie¢ prawdeg]].

Since T-Agr in (89b) is more distant from the matrix Probe than PRO, it is PRO
which is targeted by Agree, which, in consequence, yields the EC effect. Thus,
the same mechanisms operatedhy-complements as in C-less complements:
T-to-C movement in tensed clauses giving rise to PC effects and no T-to-C
movement in untensed ones excluding the possibility of PC.

What still needs to be accounted for is the disjointness effect foundetwith
complements to Class 1 verbs and to the veskhs/lowacé ‘plead’ andnalegac
‘insist’, noted in section 2.1. This problem will be addressed in section 4.1.3.

4.1.2. An analysis of EC and PC without T-to-C movement

The basic problem with the analysis of PC and EC in Polish based on T-to-C
movement is that there is no independent motivation for this movement in the
language. A comparison of the English example (90a) with the Polish (90b)
makes this point clear:

“8 The fact that the non-finite clause in (89a) is untensed is supported by the following data:
(i) *Marek; o$mielit si¢  wczoraj,[zeby PRQ powiedzie¢ prawde jutro].
Mark dared REFL yesterday so-that to-tell the-truth tomorrow
“*Mark dared yesterday to tell the truth tomorrow.’
Since the complement afmieli¢ si¢ ‘dare’ is untensed, it disallows PC, as evidenced by (ii):
(i) * Marek; o$mielit si¢, [zeby PRQ. si¢  spotka¢ o 6-€j].
Mark dared REFL so-that REFL to-meet at 6
“*Mark dared to meet at 6.’
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(90)
a. Should Mary go to school?

b. Czy Maria powinnais¢ do szkoty?
if Mary should go to school
‘Should Mary go to school?’

In (90a) the T elemersthouldundergoes head movement to C, deriving a typical
yes-noquestion in English. In the Polish example (90b), on the other hand, no
comparable movement takes place, as the C position is already filledyby
‘iffwhether’.*’

Additionally, the claim thateby ‘so that’ is a T element may be questioned,
as it does not encode any tense properties as do other items occupying the T
node, but conveys only mood information. The assumption made by Pesetsky
and Torrego (2001) that Tense may sometimes be spelt out in two positions, i.e.
in T and in C, needs also to be invoked in relatiodety, which introduces
finite subjunctives. It is unclear, however, why sometimes both copies of T are
spelt out, as in (39) (repeated for convenience) and sometimes just the upper one
is, as in (87a).

" Tajsner (1989) argues that T-to-C movement, or what he calls Agr (understood as a
feature of Infl) to C movement, takes place in Polish subjunctive clauses such as (i):
(i) Chce, zebySmy jechali szybciej. (Tajsner (1989:70))

[-want so-that-2PL drove faster

‘| want us to drive faster.’
Tajsner follows Rizzi (1982) in assuming that the empty subject of the embedded clause
in cases like (i) is a trace, not PROpoo. Hence (i) has the following representation:
(i) Chce [s [c zeby] [st" INFL' jech- szybciej]]  (Tajsner (1989:71))
Tajsner treats the suffixsmy as a morphological spell-out of the feature person of Agr
features. Thus, the placement of the suffix serves as an indication of the position of Infl.
Being a trace, the subject in (ii), must be properly governed to satisfy the Empty Category
Principle. The proper government configuration arises only after | (or T) has moved to
C, from where it c-commands the subject trace. If no I-to-C movement takes place, |
does not properly govern the embedded clause subject and hence ungrammaticality
results, as in (iii):
(iii) *Chce, zeby  jechaliSmy szybciej. (Tajsner (1989:70))

I-want so-that drove-2PL faster

‘| want us to drive faster.’
Since Tajsner’'s analysis crucially relies on treafimg as a trace and on the Empty
Category Principle as its licensing mechanism, his arguments for T-to-C movement in
Polish subjunctive clauses do not seem to undermine the claim made here that T-to-C
movement lacks independent motivation in Polish.
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(39)

Marel zaplanowal, [zeby Ewa pomogla mu; napisa¢ wypracowanie].
Mark planned so-that Eve would-help him to-write essay
‘Mark planned for Eve to help him to write an essay.’

An alternative that we might pursue to derive PC without movement is to suggest,
as Landau (2000:64, fn.32) does for English, that C contains inherent Agr feat-
ures, which trigger Agree between C and T-Agr if T is contentful, i.e. in PC-
complements, but not if T is null, i.e. in EC-complements. Under this analysis,
PC in Polish tensegkby-complements obtains under the following conditions:
Agree and Agreg operate in the way presented in (85), there are two additional
Agree operations, one between [-SP] F and C to guarantee that they share the
same features, especially the feature [-SP], and finally [-SP] C enters into Agree
with the lower T-Agr, which isSP]. No mismatch results between [-SP] C and
[@SP] T-Agr, as [-SP] andpEP] count as non-distinct on functional heads (cf.
(82c)). The derivation of PC structures within this approach is schematised in
(91a) below and the corresponding tree is presented in (91b):

(91)
a. PC Configuration

[AgreelT'Agr(pi PRQ]! [Agree2 F—a DP‘]’ [Agrees F—! C']’ [AgreeAC-, T'Agr(p]

b. FP

\

=
/\
F VP
/\
Agreg —» DP V'
/\
\% CP
/\
C-Agr TP

/ T~

Agree PRO T
/\
T-Agr VP
/\

Agree, Agree — tero \4
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The analysis just presented allows us to account for PC-effec¢edrcomp-
lements without T-to-C movement, by associating C with inherent Agr features.
Although C in Polish does not show any overt Agr features, there exist langu-
ages like West Flemish and Bavarian in which this is the case. The drawback of
this account is that no explanation is provided for why there is a connection
between active Agr features in C and tense properties of the complement. More-
over, this analysis fails to capture the connection between the PRO disjoint in
reference found with Class 1 predicates and withga¢ ‘insist’ andpostulowaé
‘plead’, and the obviation attested in subjunctive complements in Polish.

The analysis of EC and PC that we would like to advance here in not based
on T-to-C movement, a process with no theory-external motivation in Polish, but
relies on two distinct mechanisms to license control. One mechanism is Agree,
as suggested by Landau for English, which, as we shall argue, is responsible for
EC effects in Polish. The other mechanism, which, as we shall see, underlies PC
in Polish, relates to the binding of anaphoric Agr by a matrix functional head.
Our analysis of EC and PC in Polish is based, in addition to Landau’s assump-
tions in (82), on the three assumptions in (92):

(92)
a. Anaphoric PRO is licensed via Agree with the matrix T or v, and ana-
phoric Agr is licensed via binding by the matrix T or v.

b. Anaphoric Agr inherits its features from its bindfer.

c. The binding domain is extended to the matrix clause in tensed clauses,
but not in untensed ones.

Just like in Landau’s analysis, we regard both PRO and Agr in T as anaphoric
elements (cf. assumption (82e)). However, their anaphoricity is treated diffe-

rently. We suggest that whereas anaphoric PRO is licensed via Agree with the
matrix functional head (in a way analogous to anaphoric PRO in English within

Landau’s model), anaphoric Agr in order to be licensed must be bound by the
matrix T-Agr in the case of subject control, or by the matrix v in the case of

object control (assumption (9249)If anaphoric Agr is bound, it inherits its

48 Assumption (92b) is very similar to Borer's (1989) proposal. Borer argues that ana-

phoric Agr, just like other anaphors, does not have inherent features, but inherits them
from its binding antecedent.

“9 The matrix v can function as a binder for anaphoric Agr, as, just like Agr, it has un-

interpretablep-features.
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features, including semantic plurality, from its binder (cf. assumption (92b)). We
assume further that the binding domain for the embedded T-Agr can be extended
to the matrix clause only if the embedded clause is tensed (cf. (92c)). This, as we
shall see, will play an important role in explaining why PC effects are attested in
tensed complements. The assumption that the binding domain gets extended in
tensed clauses gets some support from the fact that anaphors extend their bind-
ing domains in Polish in cases like (93):

(93)
Marek, poradzit Ewie, [PRQ, przeczyta¢ swojas, ksiazke].>*
Mark advised Eve to-read self's  book
‘Mark advised Eve to read his/her book.’

The subject-oriented anaphawdj ‘self's’ in (93) appears within a tensed com-
plement and its binding domain is extended to the matrix clause. We would like
to suggest that a similar domain extension underlies the binding of T-Agr in the
case of PC in Polish. Since it is binding that underlies PC in our account, not T-
to-C movement as in Landau’s analysis, we are not forced to treat all non-finite
complements in Polish as CPs. This means that we can stick to the proposal
made in Chapter lll, and regard C-less complements as TPs and complements
with an overt C as CP.

We assume that in the case of EC-complements, PRO is anaphoric and there-
fore it functions as a target for the matrix Probe, i.e. T or v, depending on whether
subject or object control is involved. The complete derivation operates in the
way outlined in (94a) and (94b):

%0 This observation has already been made in Chapter IlI, section 2.1.7. The complement
of poradzi¢ ‘advise’ in (93), which is a desiderative predicate, is tensed.
1 No comparable evidence can be provided for untensed EC-complements, as all object
control verbs are PC-predicates. However, some evidence against binding domain exten-
sion in EC-complements can be obtained from sentences like (i) (sentence (81b) from
Chapter lll repeated for convenience):
() Udalo mu sig¢  [PRO potozy¢ tutaj swoje rzeczy].

managed hinbAT REFL to-put here his things

‘He managed to put his things here.’
If the binding domain were extended for the anaphor in (i), then the anaphor would be
bound by the dative subject. Since dative DPs cannot bind anaphors in Polish (cf. exam-
ple (80) in Chapter IlIl), binding domain extension cannot be operative in sentences like (i).
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(94)
a. [...F... DP...fp PRO T-Agr [p tero...]]] EC Configuration
[-SPI[-SP]  [-SP]¢SP]
+ ¢ 4

Agree Agree
+_ Agree

b. [...F... DP...p PRO T-Agr | tero...]]] EC Configuration
SP] [+SP SP] [+SP
[+SP] [+SP] [+ : 1 [+’ 1

Agree Agree
t_ Agree

The operation Agreen (94) determines that in EC PRO shares all its features,
including semantic plurality, with its controller, hence PC is unavailable. If
anaphoric Agr appeared in an EC-complement like (94), it would have to be
licensed via binding. Since the complement in (94) is an EC-complement, it is
untensed and hence would not allow binding domain extension (cf. assumption
(92¢)). Anaphoric Agr would remain unbound in the embedded clause in (94),
and therefore it cannot be licensed, thus blocking the possibility 6f PC.

In the case of PC, Agr in the non-finite complement is anaphoric, and must
be bound in order to be licensed (cf. assumption (92a)). Since PC complements
are tensed, the binding domain is extended to the matrix clause, in accordance
with (92c), with the embedded T-Agr being bound by the matrix T-Agr in the
case of subject control, and by the matrix v in the case of object control. The PC-
effect arises if the embedded T—Agr, which@SP], is bound by the matrix T-

Agr or v with the feature [-SP] and co-occurs with PRO marked [+SP], as in
(95a) and (95b)°

(95)
a. [DP T-Agk...[tr PRO T-Agk [ve trro...]]] PC Configuration
[-SP] [-SP] [+SP]¢SP]
Q. .
Agree Agree
T-Agr, bound by T-Agr

52 Unlike Borer (1989), we assume that PRO in the embedded clause does not bind Agr.
Our proposal is in line with Progovac’s (1993a, 1993b) suggestion thaf anaghor

must be bound by an®¢lement, whereas an XP anaphor requires an XP binder.

>3 PRO enters the derivation with the feature [+SP] (cf. (82a)), whereas the matrix T-Agr
or v inherits its feature [-SP] from the DP with which it undergoes the operation Agree.
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b. [DP, v. DR [ PRO T-Agr [p tero...]]] PC Configuration
[-SP] [-SP] [+SP]¢SP]
4 4

Agreg Agree
T-Agr bound by v

In the PC configurations in (95) the embedded T-Agr does not inherit [-SP] from
the matrix T-Agr or v, as, in accordance with (82¢5P] and [-SP] are non-
distinct on functional heads. This underlies the PC effect: the occurrence of
semantically plural PRO with a semantically singular controller. However, if
anaphoric Agr with the featur@$P] is bound by the matrix T-Agr or v marked

as [+SP], then the embedded Agr inherits semantic plurality from its binder. If it
co-occurs with [-SP] PRO, then a mismatch arises between the two, blocking the
possibility of the ‘downward’ reading for PRO, as in (96a), with the schematic
structure in (96b):

(96)
a.*Parlamentchcial [PRO;. natozy¢ krawat].
parliament wanted to-wear tie
“*The parliament wanted to wear a tie.’

b*[DP T-Agr]_...['rp PRO T'Agﬁ [Vp tpRo...]]]
[+SP] [+SP] [-SP] [+SP]
+ 4

Agree Agree
T-Agr, bound by T-Agr

The two remaining possibilities arise for the PC configurations in (95a) and
(95b) if the embedded T-Agr, which ig3P], is bound by the matrix T-Agr or v
which are either [+SP] or [-SP], and PRO shares the same feature value as the
matrix T-Agr or v. These two cases are schematised in (97a) and (97b):

(97)
a. [DP T-Ag[/V...[Tp PRO T-AgE [Vp tpRo...]]]
_SP] [-SP _SPJGSP
[-SP] [-SP] [-SPI¢SP]
Agree Agree

T-Agr, bound by T-Agror v
b. [DP T'Agﬁ/V...[Tp PRO T-Agﬁ [Vp tpRo...]]]

SP] [+SP SP] [+SP
[+SP] [+SP] [+SP] !+ ]
Agree Agree

T-Agr, bound by T-Agr or v



Control phenomena in Polish 245

In (97a) and (97b) PRO matches its controller in semantic plurality. Thus cases
like (97), though representing PC, are very much similar to the EC configura-
tions in (94). However, the mechanism involved in the licensing of control in
(97) is based on binding, not on Agree, as in (94).

The analysis of PC in Polish just presented shares with Landau’s account the
basic insight that in PC it is Agr in a non-finite complement that is anaphoric and
the anaphoricity of PRO is only ‘parasitic’ on anaphoric Agr. However, the
licensing of anaphoric Agr in our analysis is achieved via binding, whereas
Landau suggests that anaphoric T-Agr is targeted by Agree (just like anaphoric
PRO in the case of EC) after it has moved to C. The fact that untensed comp-
lements allow EC only, whereas tensed complements can give rise to PC, which
in Landau’s account is linked with the possibility of T-to-C movement, is deri-
ved in our analysis from the binding domain extension. This process affects only
tensed clauses making it possible for anaphoric Agr to be bound by the matrix T-
Agr or v, thus deriving the PC effect as indicated in (95).

The analysis of PC in terms of binding of anaphoric Agr by the matrix T-Agr
or v gets additional support from an examination of control patterns found in
zeby-complements. As has already been demonstrated, these complements can
host anaphoric or non-anaphoric PRO (cf., for instance, (24) with (22b), respec-
tively). We have also suggested that the mechanism involved in the licensing of
non-anaphoric PRO in such contexts is similar to that underlying obviation. Let
us now see how these observations can be incorporated into our analysis of
control in these clauses. In addition to the assumptions already made in (92), we
assume the following:

(98)
Some predicates subcategorise non-fiiggy-complements with
anaphoric Agr, whereas some others subcategorise non:zihite
complements with pronominal Agt.

In particular, the verbs belonging to Classes 2-5 and 7-8 in Table 1 presented in
section 2.1 subcategorigeby-complements with anaphoric Agr, as in (99b),
while Class 1 predicates and the exceptional predigateslowac ‘plead’ and

nalega¢ ‘insist’ subcategoris&eby-complements with pronominal Agr, as in
(99a). This, as we shall see, is responsible for the presence vs. absence of ana-
phoric interpretation in these complements. Besides, the complements to all

*# Manzini (2000) also claims that subjunctive | contains pronominal Agr.
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classes of predicates in Table 1 are tensed, hence triggering binding domain
extension and giving rise to P& >’

(99)
a. Class lpostulowaé ‘plead’ andnalegaé ‘insist’
[DP T-Agr]_[cp Zeby [Tp PRO T'Agﬁ [Vp tpRo]]]]
pronominal

b. [DP T-Agh/V...[cpzeby [1pPRO T-Ags [ve tpro..]]l] Classes 2-5 and 7-8
anaphoric

In (99b) T-Agr in the complement clause is anaphoric, and therefore must be
bound in the extended domain of the matrix clause. The lower T-Agr is bound
by the matrix T-Agr or v, depending on whether subject or object control is
involved, and the properties of anaphoric Agr are inherited from its binder. If
T-Agr,, which is [pSP], is bound by [-SP] T-Agrand co-occurs with [+SP]
PRO, then T- Agrdoes not inherit the feature [-SP] from its binder, as the
features [-SP] and@BP] are non-distinct on functional heads. Thus, the PC
effect comes into being in a way analogous to (95).

As for the representation in (99a), the lower T-Agr is pronominal. Its binding
domain is also extended to the matrix clause. If pronominal Agr is bound in the

|t is commonly assumed in the literature (cf. Anderson (1982), Everaert (1984), Pica
(1985), Johnson (1985), etc.) that tense in subjunctive clauses is anaphoric, i.e. depen-
dent on the matrix tense, and this is the reason why the binding domain in such clauses is
extended. That is why some languages, for instance, Icelandic, allow anaphor binding
across a subjunctive, but not across an indicative.
*6 Overt anaphors, however, do not extend their binding domains across tensed non-finite
zeby-complements, as can be seen in (i) below (cf. (93)):
(i) Marelk poradzit Mariiy, [zeby PRO; przeczyta¢ swoje,, wWypracowanie].

Mark advised Mary so-that to-read self’'s essay

‘Mark advised Mary to read *his/her essay.’
" The complements of the implicative veskmieli¢ sie ‘dare’ from Class 3, in a way
typical of complements of all implicatives, are always untensed (cf. footnote 46). There-
fore this predicate resists PC.
8 Class 2-5 and 7-8 predicates comprise both subject and object control verbs, and
therefore the matrix binder for anaphoric Agr may correspond to T and v, respectively.
Class 1 verbs, however, allow only subject control.
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extended domain by the matrix T-Agr, then a violation of the Principle B of the
BT results, as demonstrated in (108a):

(100)
a. Class lpostulowac'plead’ andnalegac ‘insist’

*[DP; T-Agri...[cp zeby [+rPRQ T-Agrai [ve tero. - 111]
pronominal

In (100a) the embedded T-Agr is bound by the matrix T-Agr and hence the two
have the same index. Both T-Agrs are co-indexed with their corresponding
subjects, which leads to a situation in which PRO is co-indexed with its
controller and hence is anaphoric. Consequently, the lack of anaphoric
interpretation of PRO with Class 1 verbs and also witftu/lowacé ‘plead’ and
nalegac¢ ‘insist’ can be explained in terms of Condition B of the BT. Pronominal
Agr is only licensed if the lower T-Agr and the matrix one are disjoint in
reference, as in (100b):

(100)
b. Class lpostulowaé ‘plead’ andnalegaé ‘insist’

[DR T-Agry...[cp zeby e PRQ T-Agry; [ve tero... 1111
pronominal

If the embedded T-Agr is disjoint from the matrix T-Agr, then the matrix subject
and PRO, which share the indices with their respective T-Agrs, must also be
disjoint in reference. This explains why Class 1 verbs require the subject of the
non-finite complement to be non-anaphoric. Although it seems at first glance
that this subject is arbitrary, in fact it must be disjoint in reference from the
matrix subject, in a way analogous to the pronominal subject in finite subjunc-
tive complements.

The binding domain extension just invoked to account for PRO’s disjointness
in zeby-complements to Class 1 verbs and to the vesbsi/owac ‘plead’ and

9|t is important to note that the binding domain extends only for subject pronouns (cf.
Progovac (1993a)), but not for object pronouns, since sentences like (i) are perfectly licit
(cf. also (22b) and (23b)):
(i) Marelkg chce, [zeby PRO mypomagac].

Mark  wants so-that him to-help

‘Mark wants to be helped.’
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nalega¢ ‘insist’, can also be used to account for obviation. Under the assumption

that subjunctive complements contain pronominal T-Agr and that the binding

domain for it gets extended to the matrix clause, we can explain why (38a)
(repeated for convenience) is ungrammatical, whereas (39) (repeated for con-
venience) is not (cf. footnotes 55 and 59):

(38)
a.*Marek planuje, zeby (orn) wyjechat za granice.
Mark plans so-thathe would-go for aborad
‘Mark plans for himself to go abroad.’

(39)
Marek zaplanowal, zeby  Ewa pomogla Mmu, napisa¢ wypracowanie.
Mark planned so-that Eve would-help him to-write essay
‘Mark, planned for Eve to help hinto write an essay.’

In (38a) pronominal T-Agr is co-indexed and therefore bound by the matrix T-
Agr, in violation of Condition B. Both subjects in (38a) are co-indexed with their
corresponding T-Agrs and hence they are co-indexed with each other. Since
(38a) violates Condition B, it is ungrammatical and becomes acceptable only if
the subject pronoun in the subjunctive clause bears an index different from that
of the matrix subject. In (39), on the other hand, the pronominal T-Agr is not
bound by the matrix T-Agr, as the two bear different indices and therefore the
presence of the co-referential pronoun in the object position does not affect the
grammaticality of this sentence. The schematic representations of these two
sentences are captured in (101a) and (101b), respectively:

(101)
a.*[DP, T-Agri;...[cp Zzeby [tppronoun T-Agry; ...]1]
pronominal
b. [DR T-Agrii...[cp zeby [tp DP, T-Agr,; [ve dative pronoun..]]]]
pronominal

Thus, it has been shown that the disjointness of PRO from the matrix subject
with volitional and factive verbs of Class 1 and with the exceptional predicates
postuowac ‘plead’ andnalegaé ‘insist’, is derived via the same mechanism that
governs obviation in subjunctive finite complements. However, the parallelism
between obviation and control seems to break down when one compares object
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control in cases like (102a) below with finite subjunctive complements such as
(102b):

(102)
a. Marek poradzit Marii, [zeby PRG kupi¢ ten samochaod].
Mark advised Mary so-that to-buy this car
‘Mark advised Mary to buy this car.’

b. Marek poradzit Marii, [zeby  ong kupita ten samochaod].
Mark advised Mary so-that she would-buy this car
‘Mark advised Mary to buy this car.’

Although the above sentences appear to be similar as regards the reference of the
embedded subijects, their derivation proceeds in two different ways. The deri-
vation of (102a) is analogous to that captured in (99b), simeelzi¢ ‘advise’ is

a PC predicate. There is an anaphoric T-Agr in the non-finite complement of
(102a), and not pronominal T-Agr as in instances of obviation. Sentences like
(102b) are derived in a way similar to that presented in (101b), except that the
DP subject in (101b) is filled with the pronoun in (102b), and there is no dative
pronoun within the VP. The complete representation of (102b) is sketched in
(102c) below:

(102)
c. [DRT-Agrii...[vpV DP; [cpzeby [tppronoun T-Agry; ... ]1]
pronominal

In (102c) the pronominal T-Agr is not bound by the matrix T-Agr, as the two
bear different indices, consequently no Condition B violation occurs and the
sentence is perfectly legitimate.

Having presented our account of unifying control and obviation in terms of
binding, let us now briefly outline an alternative approach to obviation put
forward by San Martin (1999). San Martin focuses on Romance languages,
noting that obviation arises in infinitival complements to volitional verbs in
Spanish and Basque. He analyses control in terms of movement, as first pro-
posed by Hornstein (1999, 2001, 2003) and sketched in Chapter I, section 2.2.1.
He follows Hornstein (1999, 2001, 2003) in assuming that OC involves move-

%0 We must assume that v cannot bind the pronominal T-Agr in (102c), unlike in object
control, for instance, in (102a) (for a similar account of non-obviative subject pronouns
in cases like (102b) in Russian cf. Avrutin and Babyonyshev (1994)).
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ment of the copy to the matrix clause; NOC — involves an erppty as
illustrated in (103):

(103)
a. OC NP...I-VP...[@......I-VP...]

b. NOC NR...I-VP...[DP...... I-VP...]

San Martin argues that movement is preferred in infinitival clauses where possi-
ble and that the lack of movement, as in the case of NOC, is a costly option. He
further suggests that obviative structures arise whenever movement does not
take place, although it is possible, but instead a pronoun is merged in the subject
position of the non-finite clause, violating Move First. This violation is costly
and forces the subject pronoun to be obviative, as in (103c).

(203)
c. Obviation NP...I-VP...[DP...... I-VP...]

San Martin’s model predicts that control and obviation occur in the same
contexts: the former when movement applies, and the latter when Move First is
violated. San Martin’s proposal gives rise to all the problems that any account
reducing control to movement faces (cf. Chapter I, section 2.2.2). Additionally,
it is based on the unorthodox assumption that movement is less costly than
Merge. Even disregarding these serious issues, San Martin's analysis of ob-
viation is not free of problems. First of all, his account presupposes that there are
no verbs which take obviative complements and disallow OC. However, this
prediction is falsified by the verbgostulowaé¢ ‘plead’ and nalegaé ‘insist’,

which require obviative complements (cf. sentences (35)) but never trigger OC
(cf. sentences (34)). Another problem for San Martin’s account is that in Polish
OC and obviative complements to volitional and factive verbs are not derived
from the same numeration, since the former lack an overt C (cf. (22a) and (23a)),
whereas the latter exhibit the Zeby ‘so that’ (cf. (22b) and (23b)). Since ob-
viation in Polish seems to be restricted to subjunctive complements of volitional
and factive verbs, it seems that at least in Polish OC and obviation do not occur
in the same contexts. Although San Martin’s proposal for deriving control and
obviation by means of the same mechanism is promising, it cannot be main-
tained, since, when confronted with the Polish data, it creates problems that
cannot be easily resolved.
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4.1.3. The disjointness of PRO within the movement-based analysis

The account of control ifeby-complements just presented relies heavily on the
assumption that anaphoric Agr must be licensed via binding. The issue that has
only been hinted at, without being developed, at the end of section 4.1.1 is how
to account, within the T-to-C-movement-based model, for the anaphoricity of
PRO with Class 2-5 and 7-8 verbs, and its disjointness with Class 1 verbs, and
the verbgostulowad ‘plead’ andnalegaé ‘insist’. It seems that in this model we

also need the assumption in (98). After T-to-C movement has applied, we obtain
the schematic representations in (104a) for Class 1 verbs and the exceptional
predicates and (104b) for Class 2-5 and 7-8 verbs:

(104)
a. Class lpostulowad ‘plead’ andnalegaé ‘insist’

[DP T-Agr....[cp zeby-T-Agr, [tp PRO tragr [ve tero-.. ]]]]
pronominal
b. Classes 2-5 and 7-8

[DP T-Agrl/V. . .[Cp Zeby-T-Agrg [Tp PRO tT—Ang [Vp trro. - ]]]]
anaphoric

Only anaphoric T-Agr can be targeted by Agree from the matrix Probe, whereas
pronominal T-Agr cannot. Since pronominal T-Agr is unaffected by Agree, the
only element it must match in features is PRO. PRO that co-occurs with non-
anaphoric T-Agr must itself be non-anaphoric and hence it is capable of valuing
the uninterpretable features of pronominal T-Agr (cf. (82f)): pronominal T-Agr
is [+SP] if PRO is [+SP] and it igppP] if PRO is [-SP]. Since neither PRO nor
pronominal T-Agr have to match the features of the matrix subject, the apparent
PC effect found with Class 1 predicates arises when PRO is semantically plural,
while its controller is semantically singular. This is illustrated in (105) (example
(71), repeated for convenience):

(105)
Marel chee, [zeby PRO; sie  spotkaé bez niegq].
Mark wants so-that REFL to-meet without him
‘Mark wants for somebody to meet without him.”’

In (105) PRO occurs with a collective predicate. No ungrammaticality arises
since neither PRO, which is [+SP], nor pronominal T-Agr, which is also [+SP],
undergo Agree with the [-SP] matrix subject and hence no mismatch arises.
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The analysis of the disjointness of PRO within the T-to-C-movement-based
model just outlined, though capable of accounting for the relevant data, does not
make an attempt at unifying PRO’s disjointness with obviation. The two pheno-
mena, as has already been noted, have a lot in common and therefore any ana-
lysis that fails to capture the similarity between them seems to be inferior to the
analysis deriving the two from the same mechanisms. Such an analysis, deriving
the disjointness of PRO and obviation from binding, has been offered is the
previous section without making recourse to T-to-C movement.

4.1.4. The T-to-C movement-based approach vs. the binding-based approach
— a comparison

Having presented two alternative analyses of control patterns found in Polish
non-finite complements, let us now try to compare their merits. Both of them
account for the whole range of control phenomena in Polish, but make use of
distinct mechanisms.

Let us first start with the non-movement approach. It appears that it is more
advantageous than the one with movement, as it does not appeal to T-to-C
movement, a process without independent motivation in Polish. Instead, it relies
on binding, a process independently motivated for Polish as well as for any
language with anaphors. Even the binding domain extension in tensed clauses,
which seems to be stipulative at first glance, is required for ordinary anaphors, as
shown in (93). The account of PC based on binding has also been seen to be
necessary to explain the obviation-like effects found with volitional and factive
verbs takingzeby-complements. Subsuming control and obviation under one
mechanism such as binding is also a desirable consedlidAomever, there
exists one case which falls out naturally within the movement-based analysis,
but which seems to be problematic for the non-movement one. The case in
question relates to subject control with verbs bkécaé¢ ‘promise’, illustrated
in (106a) below:

(106)
a. Marek obiecat  Marii; [PROy+ kupi¢  kwiaty].
Mark  promised Mary to-buy flowers
‘Mark promised Mary to buy flowers.’

%1 The fact that control and obviation may be accounted for by the same mechanism has
been hinted at by Hale (1992).
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Obieca¢ ‘promise’ is a desiderative predicate and hence allows PC. In the move-
ment-based analysis the required subject control in (106a) can be achieved in the
way suggested for English by Landau (2000) (cf. Chapter Il, section 3.1) and
captured in schematic form in (106b):

(106)
b. [T;LDP]_VDPZ [CP T-Agl' [TP PRQ tT—Agr VP]]]
o
Agree gree

Agreg

Agreeg in (106b) targets T-Agr bypassing two closer Goals, i.e. v ang iDP
violation of the MLC. However, this apparently illicit application of Agree is
legitimised under the assumption that the PMC is operative in Polish. The PMC
guarantees that the MLC can be violated by the second operation once the first
one has satisfied it. In (106b) the application of Agrediich obeys the MLC,
makes it possible for Agredo look for a more distant Goal such as T-Agr,
skipping over closer potential Goals. Consequently, by appealing to the PMC,
we can derive subject control in cases like (106a) within the movement-based
analysis. If one wanted to apply the non-movement approach to sentences like
(106a), one would obtain the following schematic representation:

(107)
[DP1...T—Agr1...V... DP, [Tp PRO T-Ags VP]]
anaphoric

In (107) v is a closer possible binder for the embedded anaphoric Agr than the
matrix T-Agr. Nonetheless, only the latter, but not the former can bind T-Agr. It
is not at all clear to us why the more distant binder is favoured in such cases over
the closer one. The situation seems to be reminiscent of that found with overt
anaphors as in (93), where PRO may be transparent to anaphor binding by the
matrix subject. We leave this issue unaccounted for, noting that it is problematic
for the non-movement analysis of control. However, it seems that more work on
how binding operates in Polish may help us to solve this unexpected pfoBlem.

62 Alternatively, we may follow Pollard and Sag (1994:287-288) in adopting a semantic
approach to control for cases like (106a). Pollard and Sag armtyséseas a verb of
commitment and since commitments are made by the speaker (committor) not by the
addressee (commissee), it is only natural to expect subject control in sentences like



254 Chapter 4

The movement-based analysis of control in Polish, in spite of its making use
of T-to-C movement, seems to be advantageous over the non-movement acco-
unt, as it can easily handle subject control with verbs dikeca¢ ‘promise’,
which remain problematic for the non-movement approach. This, however,
seems to be its only advantage. Although it is capable of accounting for the
anaphoricity vs. the disjointness of PRO:zuby-complements in a relatively
simple way (cf. section 4.1.3), it treats the disjointness of PRO and obviation as
totally unrelated phenomena. The similarities between obviation and disjoint
PRO are so striking that it is only natural to expect that they are driven by the
same mechanism. The weakness of the movement-based approach lies in its
failure to provide a uniform account for the two processes in question.

All in all, it seems that the non-movement analysis is more advantageous
than the movement account in that it does not make use of the otherwise unmo-
tivated T-to-C movement, and makes it possible to unify control with obviation.
As we have said, more work needs to be done on how binding operates in Polish
to be able to account for problematic cases like (106a).

4.1.5. Case marking of PRO

As has been noted in section 3.0, predicative adjectives in Polish normally agree
in ¢-features with the subject of their own clause. As for case, in non-finite
clauses adjectival predicates bear either nominative or instrumental. The case
marking of the adjective is dependent on the case marking of the controller: if

(106a). However, sentences like (i) pose a problem for Pollard and Sag’'s (1994) se-
mantic approach.
(i) John promised Marythat shewould go to the cinema.
Although in (i) Johnis the committor anélary the commissee, the subject pronoun in
the embedded clause can be co-referential igtny. This co-reference is totally un-
expected under Pollard and Sag’s analysis.
% Polish anaphors are generally subject oriented, as demonstrated in (i), in which the
anaphor can only be bound by the subjderrek ‘Mark’, but not by the objecMarii
‘Mary’.
(i) Marelg dat Marii; swojay - ksiazke.

Mark gave Mary his/*her book

‘Mark has given Mary his book.’
However, one cannot appeal to the subject orientation of Polish anaphors to account for
the necessity of subject control in (106a). An account along these lines would make it
impossible to ever derive object control in Polish, as it would predict that anaphoric T-
Agr should always be bound by the matrix subject (or rather the matrix T-Agr) in the
extended domain.
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the controller bears nominative, so does the adjectival predicate (cf. footnote
37), whereas in all the remaining control structures the adjectival predicate is
marked for instrumental. It seems that the instrumental case marking on the
adjective represents the unmarked situation, or, in other words, instrumental on
the predicative adjective is the elsewhere case, i.e. it appears wherever a no-
minative controller is absent. Therefore, instead of using the contrast between
nominative vs. instrumental predicates, we will refer to nominative vs. non-
nominative adjectival predicates. This terminological difference, as we shall see,
will have a role to play in our account of the Case marking of PRO.

In order to account for the case pattern found in control structures with pre-
dicative adjectives described in section 3.0, we would like to suggest that PRO
bears Case in Polish non-finite clauses. In particular, we propose that PRO has
its Case checked by its controller in the case of OC (in a sense to be made pre-
cise below). In the case of NOC, on the other hand, PRO gets its Case checked
clause-internally, i.e. by the non-finite T with which it co-occurs. Let us discuss
the latter case first. In NOC, adjectival predicates are always instrumental (or
non-nominative) (cf. examples (77), (79) and (80)). We suggest that in NOC
contexts PRO bears null Case, checked via Agree by the infinitival T in the way
schematized in (108a) beloff:

(108)
a. [...[Tp PF;S;I’-AQF [/P 1:PRO---]]]

Agree

b. Wazne  jest [PRQpby¢ pewnym siebie [*pewny siebie].
important is to-be self-confidemisTR/*self-confidentNom
‘It is important to be self-confident.’

There is no way in which PRO in NOC can have nominative Case checked, con-
sequently, no nominative predicative adjective is possible and the non-nomina-
tive form is used, as shown in (108b) (example (79) repeated for convenience).
As for OC, the situation is more complicated, as the two types EC and PC
have to be considered, as well as subject and object control. Let us begin with
control by nominative subjects. In this case the predicative adjective always
bears nominative (cf. examples (73) and (HMgre we propose that PRO has its
Case checked outside its own clause, i.e. by the matrix T, which also checks

®4przepiorkowski (1999), working within HPSG, agues that PRO is assigned a special
Case, which he calls caseless and which is similar to null Case in the MP.
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nominative on the controller of PRO. In this case there exist two possible sce-
narios. In EC PRO is targeted by Agree from the matrix T, as a result of which

its ¢p-features match the features of its controller and its Case-feature is checked.
Since the matrix T is nominative Case checker, it checks nominative Case on
PRO. This is schematised in (109):

(209)
a. Marek musi [PRQ by¢ najlepszy /* najlepszym].
Mark must be besbBM /* bestiNSTR
‘Mark must be the best.’

b. [DP T-Agh...[rr PRO T-Ags [ve trro...]ll EC

Agree Agree
Agreg

In (109b) it is Agregwhich guarantees that PRO matches its controller, i.e. the
matrix T-Agr, in its¢-features and its semantic plurality. It also is responsible
for nominative Case on PRO. This account of the Case checking of PRO is in
line with the basic tenets of the MP, as Case checking is viewed as a by-product
of thed-feature checking. What is different, however, is that Case is checked by
the matrix T in spite of there being a closer potential checker, i.e. non-finite T.
The nominative Case on the adjectival predicate in cases like (109a) reflects the
fact that adjectival predicates generally agree with nominative subjects in Case,
as shown in (110):

(110)
Marek jest najlepszy /*najlepszym.
Mark is besNOM /*bestiNSTR
‘Mark is the best.’

Another scenario arises with PC. It has been suggested in section 4.1.2 that in
PC PRO is not targeted by Agree, as Agr in T is anaphoric, and hence licensed
via binding by the matrix T-Agr. In such cases the embedded T-Agr that is
bound by the matrix T-Agr inherits not only #sfeatures and semantic plurality
from its binder, but also its nominative Case feaftirés a result, the embedded

% Franks (1995), working within the GB theory, speaks about Case transmission, rather
than Case inheritance. He observes that in Polish Case transmission is possible not only
with nominative controllers but also with genitive ones, as in (i) from Franks (1995:279):
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T-Agr becomes a nominative Case checker and hence checks nominative Case
on PRO. This is schematized in (111):

(111)
a. Marek chce [PRQ by¢ najlepszy/*najlepszym].
Mark wants to-be bestM/*bestiNSTR
‘Mark wants to be the best.’

b. [DP T-Agh...[rr PRO T-Ags [ve tero...]ll PC
4 4 4 4

Agree Agree
T-Agr, bound by T-Agr

The nominative Case on the adjectival predicate in (111a), just like in (109a)
reflects agreement with the nominative PRO. Case checking operates exactly in
the same way in PC-complements introduceddby ‘so that’, in which PRO is
controlled by the nominative controller (cf. (74)).

As for object control, it involves only PC and the Case checking of PRO
operates in a way very similar to that presented for (111) @Bohat is
different, however, is the fact that this time the adjectival predicate bears non-
nominative, as shown in (112):

(112)
a. Marek poradzit Ewie [PRO by¢ najlepsza /*najlepszal.
Mark advised Ev®AT to-be besiNSTR /*bestNOM
‘Mark advised Eve to be the best.’

(i) wielu studentdw chce [PR@Qby¢ miodych  /*miodymi]

many studentseN want to-be youngEN /*youngdNSTR

‘many students want to be young’
We disagree with Franks’ grammaticality judgement of (i). For us, sentences like (ii) are
perfectly grammatical with the adjective marked for either genitive or instrumental.
(ii) [wiele kobiet} chce [PR@by¢ miodszymi  /mlodszych niz jest]

many WOMerGEN want to-be youngeksTR/ youngereeN than are

‘many women want to be younger than they actually are’
Thus, sentences like (i) do not entirely behave on a par with examples like (111a),
where the nominative DP controls PRO. We do not attempt to analyse sentences like (ii)
here (for a HPSG analysis of numerical phrases and predication cf. Przepiorkowski
(1999, chapter 5)).
% For proof that all object control predicates exhibit only PC cf. section 2.3.
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b. [[&V---[TP PF\;O_I'AQE [ve trro-..]]] PC

Agree Agree
T-Agr, bound by v

In this case PRO is controlled by the matrix v, which is an objective Case che-
cker®” As shown in (112b), PRO is not directly targeted by Agree, but rather
non-finite Agr in T is anaphoric and therefore licensed via binding by the matrix
v. We suggest that in (112a), and in all object control for that matter, non-finite
T-Agr bound by v inherits the objective Case feature from its binder and there-
fore is capable of checking this feature on PRO. As a result, PRO in object con-
trol structures bears objective Case, and since it is not nominative, the only
available adjectival predicate form is the non-nominative one. Exactly the same
Case pattern is found with the predicatey¢ ‘teach’, which requires an ac-
cusative complement, as can be seen in (113):

(113)
Marek uczyt Piotra [PRO, by¢ dobrym /*dobrego
Mark taught Petemcc to-be goodNSTR /*good-AcCC
/*dobry dla innychl].
/*good-Nowm for others
‘Mark taught Peter to be good for others.’

The same case on the predicative adjective both in (112a) and in (113) seems to
confirm the hypothesis entertained here that instrumental case on the predictive
adjective appears whenever no nominative controller for PRO is available, and
the case of the object controller is irrelevant for the case borne by the adjectival
predicate®® In this respect Polish mimics the behaviour of Russian (cf. Franks

® Dative, just like accusative, is treated here and throughout, as a morphological reali-
zation of the abstract Objective Case.
% Normally predicative adjectives agree in Case with the item they are predicated of.
This happens also if the element predicated of is in the dative, as can be seen in (i):
(i) Bylomu staremu Zzle.
was himpAT old-DAT bad
‘It was bad to him who was old.’
However, Przepiérkowski (1999) notes that in marked registers (such as, for instance,
high or literary style) predicative adjectives may appear in the instrumental, as confir-
med by the following examples:
(i) Zastatem go pijanego /pijanym. (Przepiérkowski (1999:203))
I-found himacc drunkAcc/drunkiNsTR
‘I found him drunk.’
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and Hornstein (1992) and Franks (1995)) and clearly contrasts with Icelandic, in
which, as noted bgigurdsson (2002), in object control sentences adjectives can

either bear the same Case as the object, i.e. accusative or dative, or nomi-native.
Likewise, as observed by Franks (1998), in Czech, Slovak and Slovenian PRO
bears a Case identical to that of its object controller.

What is worth mentioning at this point is that sentences like (112a) and (113)
constitute a problem for the movement approach to control along the lines of
Hornstein (1999, 2001, 2003) presented in detail in Chapter |, section 2.2.1.
Examples (112a) and (113) are instances of obligatory object control, where the
object bears dative or accusative, whereas the predicative adjective is marked for
instrumental. If control involved movement, as Hornstein argues, then PRO in
non-finite clauses in (112a) and (113) would be just a copy of the object, and
therefore should bear dative or accusative case. The dative/accusative case
marking on PRO should, in turn, force dative/accusative on the predicative
adjective (cf. footnote 68). This case marking, however, is unattested in Polish,
as the adjective in both these cases bears instrumental. Consequently, examples
like (112a) and (113) strongly argue against the movement approach to PRO and
control in Polish.

Kayne (2002) argues for a different implementation of the movement appro-
ach to PRO, which, according to him, does not create problems for PRO’s Case
marking, the way Hornstein’s analysis does. Kayne argues that PRO and its
controller originate as a single constituent within the non-finite clause and then
the controller moves into the subject position within the matrix clause. This
proposal is illustrated in (114) below:

(114)
a. John tried to solve the problem. (Kayne (2002:135))

b. tried to [John PRO] solve the problem

Sentence (114a) has the schematic representation in (114b), where PRO and its
controller together form a constituent, thlEshnmoves into the theta-position of

try. Johndoes not end up having two theta roles (as in Hornstein’s account), as
the subject theta-role ablveis assigned to the constituent [John PRO]. Kayne
observes that on Hornstein’s analysis, assimilating control with raising, control
structures are expected to be subject to the kind of Case inheritance found with

(i) Widze /rodze /budzeg go smutnego/smutnym. (Pisarkowa (1965:21))
I-see /l-give-birth/lI-wake hiracc sadACC /sadiNSTR
‘| see him/give birth to him/wake him up sad.’
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raising constructions. This, however, is not confirmed by the data. For instance,
in Icelandic, as noted by Thrainsson (1986:252), the raised subject generally
carries along its quirky Case, whereas the controller always bears the Case
determined by the matrix predicate, not the Case assigned by the embedded
predicat€® On Kayne’s analysis the Case pattern attested in Icelandic control

structures follows, as the embedded predicate determines the Case of [John
PROQ], not ofJohn which gets its Case from the matrix predicate.

When confronted with Polish data, Kayne’s proposal seems to correctly
derive the fact that PRO’s controller has its Case determined by the matrix
predicate. However, it needs to be supplemented with how PRO in Polish gets its
Case. One cannot claim, as Kayne (2002) does for Icelandic, that PRO is un-
iformly Case marked by the embedded predicate, as PRO bears nominative in
the case of subject control, while in the case of object control it is marked for
instrumental.

Our account of PRO’s Case checking just outlined may also appear to be
problematic. First of all, it is unclear why in cases like (109a) the Case checking
of PRO is not carried out by the non-finite T, as has been suggested for (108b).
One would think that non-finite T, being the closer potential checker, should be
able to check PRO’s Case everywhere. However, we have to claim that in cases
like (109a) the embedded T-Agr does not check the Case of PRO. The reason
why this might be the case is that the matrix T-Agr in (108b) does not check
nominative on a matrix subject and hence cannot target’PR6nsequently,

Case checking by the embedded T-Agr is the only possibility for PRO in (108a)
to have its Case checked.

Another problem might be the question of why the matrix Probe can check
Case both on the matrix DP and on PRO in sentences like (109a). This is pos-
sible due to the fact that thefeatures of the Probe, checked againstdthe

% Hudson (2003) argues on the basis of the data from Icelandic, Russian and Ancient
Greek that instances of subject control in these languages involve what he calls structure
sharing and what also underlies the structure of raising constructions. On the other hand,
object control in these languages is treated by him as exhibiting the PRO subject in the
embedded clause. This way he accounts for the difference in Case marking of predica-
tive adjectives in subject and object control structures in the languages analysed.
° The fact that the matrix T-Agr in cases like (108a) does not check nominative on the
matrix subject is supported by the ungrammaticality of (i) below:
(i) *To jestwane by¢ pewnym siebie.

it is important to-be self-confident

‘It is important to be self-confident.’
In (i) the wordto ‘it' has unchecked nominative Case, yielding ungrammaticality.
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features of the matrix subject, are not erased immediately but remain accessible
until the end of the next higher phase, which in this case corresponds to the
matrix clause. This explains why the matrix Probe remains active and hence
capable of checking PRO’s Case along with the Case of the matrix DP.

As for predicative adjectives found in obviative contexts, they are marked for
instrumental (cf. (78)), which is unproblematic under the analysis sketched
earlier. Obviative complements contain pronominal Agr in T, which must not be
bound by the matrix T-Agr, and hence no Case inheritance takes place. There-
fore the only possibility for PRO to have its null Case checked is by the embed-
ded T-Agr and for the predicative adjective to appear in the non-nominative.

As pointed out in the previous section, subject control is problematic with the
verb obieca¢ ‘promise’ within the non-movement approach. Likewise, Case
marking of PRO in such structures is problematic. Predicative adjectives in
sentences like (115) below bear nominative case, which indicates that the em-
bedded T-Agr must have inherited the nominative Case feature from the matrix
T-Agr, not from v, in spite of the fact that v is a closer binder.

(115)
Marelg obiecat Ewie, [PRO by¢ najlepszy /*najlepszym w czytaniul.
Mark promised Eve to-be best/*bestiNSTR in reading
‘Mark promised Eve to be the best at reading.’

Once again we have no answer why the more distant binder wins over the closer
one in such cases.

To recapitulate, it has been suggested that PRO in Polish is Case marked and
its Case marking is governed by Agree. In NOC contexts PRO enters the Agree
relation with the embedded T-Agr, then it is marked for null Case and co-occurs
with instrumental predicative adjectives (cf. (108b)). In the case of OC by a nomi-
native controller, PRO either has its Case checked directly by the matrix T-Agr
together with itsh-features and hence bears nominative (cf. (109a)), or the em-
bedded T-Agr, bound by the matrix T-Agr, inherits the nominative Case feature
from its binder and thus checks nominative Case on PRO (cf. (111a)). The no-
minative Case on predicative adjectives found in this type of control reflects
agreement in Case with the nominative Case marked PRO. In the case of OC by
an object controller PRO has its objective Case checked by the embedded T-Agr,
which has inherited this feature from the matrix v (cf. (112) and (113)). Since
PRO in this case is non-nominative, it can co-occur only with non-nominative
adjectival predicates.
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4.2. OC vs. NOC in Polish — an analysis

This section addresses two issues regarding the OC vs. NOC distinction in
Polish. The first problem, to be examined in section 4.2.1, relates to the licensing
of OC and NOC in Super-Equi constructions. The second question, to be inves-
tigated in section 4.2.2, concerns the relation between NOC and logophoricity.

4.2.1. Super-Equi constructions in Polish

As noted in Chapter IlI, section 3.2, English Super-Equi constructions display
NOC, except for extraposed non-finite subject clauses with psych-predicates,
which exhibit only OC. It seems that the difference between psych- and non-
psych-predicates with respect to control found in English, is not attested in
Polish. All Polish Super-Equi constructions allow NOC, no matter what pre-

dicate type they contain. That this is indeed the case can be seen in (116) below:

(116)

a. Marekuwaza, ze Ewe, moze irytowaé [PROyp pOprawianie
Mark thinks that Eve may irritate correcting
popetnianych przeznia, btedow].
made by  her mistakes

‘Mark thinks that it may irritate Eve to correct mistakes made by her.’

b. Marek uwaza, ze wymowg Ewy, moze poprawié
Mark thinks that pronunciation Eve’s may improve
[PROy/am poprawianie popetnianych przez nia, bigdow].

correcting made by her mistakes
‘Mark thinks that it may improve Eve’s pronunciation to correct mistakes
made by her.’

c. Marek uwaza, ze [PRO1/an poprawianiepopetnianych przez nia,
Mark thinks that correcting made by her
btedéw] moze irytowa¢ Ewe,.
mistakes may irritate Eve
‘Mark thinks that correcting mistakes made by her may irritate Eve.’

d. Marek uwaza, ze [PROy/qp, poprawianie popetnianych przez nia,
Mark  thinks that correcting made by her
btedow] moze poprawi¢ wymowe Ewy.
mistakes may improve pronunciation Eve’s
‘Mark thinks that correcting mistakes made by her may improve Eve’s
pronunciation.’
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Sentences (116) show that NOC in Polish is possible both with psych-predicates
(cf. (116a)) and non-psych predicates (cf. (116b)), no matter whether the subject
clause is extraposed (cf. (116a) and (116b)) or not (cf. (116c) and (116d)).
Subject infinitival clauses in Polish are different from gerundive subject
clauses in that they tend to be restricted to occurring with non-psych predicates.
These clauses are typically introducedzbyy, often preceded bip ‘it/this’, as
in (117), and exhibit NOC, no matter whether the infinitival clause is extraposed
(cf. (117b)) or not (cf. (117a)).

(217)

a. Ewa wie, ze [to, zeby PROyp g0 chwali¢] jest wazne  dla
Eve knows that this so-that him to-praise is important for
Marka.

Mark

‘Eve knows that to be praised is important for Mark.’

b. Ewa wie, ze dla Markawazne jest [to, zeby PRO1/ar, g0z
Eve knows that for Mark importantis this so-that him
chwalié].
to-praise
‘Eve knows that it is important for Mark to be praised.’

In order to account for the contrast in the domain of application between OC and
NOC in English we have made reference to Landau’s (2000) generalisation re-
produced in (118) (cf. (72) in Chapter II):

(118)
In a configuration [...DR..Pred...f PRQ...]...], where DP controls
PRO: If, at LF, S occupies a complement/specifier position in the VP-
shell of Pred, the DP (or its trace) also occupies a complement/specifier
position in the VP-shell.

The above generalisation states that complement clauses allow only OC. Even if
PRO is disjoint from the matrix subject only as a result of Condition B of the
BT, as in (119a), the clause containing it does not occupy a VP internal position
but functions as an adjunct, as can be seen in (119b).

(119)
a. It helped JohrfPRQ,, to buy him a new computer].
(Landau (2000:104))

b.*What did it help Johp[PRQy, to buy him t]?
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If the non-finite clause in (119a) were a complement, it should be possible to
extract material out of it. Since this kind of extraction is impossible (cf. (119b)),
we may conclude that this clause is situated outside the VP. However, in the
case of Polish generalisation (118) sometimes does not hold even for true com-
plements. This is particularly noticeable in cases where PRO is disjoint in refe-
rence from the matrix subject (cf. section 4.1.2) either as a result of Condition B
of the BT (cf. (120a) below) or not (cf. (120b)).

(120)
a. Marek obawial si¢  [zeby PRO+1;, muy nie robi¢ krzywdy].
Mark was-afraid REFL so-that him not to-do harm
‘Mark was afraid that somebody would do him harm.’

b. Marek chciat [zeby PRO+y, zapomnie¢ o tym].
Mark wanted so-that to-forget about it
‘Mark wanted for someone to forget about it.’

The complement status of the bracketed clauses is confirmed by the fact that it is
possible to extract material out of them, as shown in (121):

(121)
a. Czegp Marek obawial si¢  [zeby PRO, muy nie robi¢ t;]?
what Mark was-afraid REFL so-that him not to-do
‘What was Mark afraid that somebody would do to hi?h

b. O czymMarelg cheiat [zeby PRO, zapomniec t]7?
about what Mark wanted so-that to-forget
‘What did Mark want to forget about?’

Thus, it appears that the generalisation in (118) does not cover cases like (120).
Therefore we conclude that this generalisation can be overridden in Polish by the
Binding Theory, which is responsible for the disjointness of PRO in (120a), as
well as in (120b), if we follow our binding-based analysis of PC presented in
section 4.1.2.

Let us turn back to the instances of Super-Equi such as (116) and (117). In
order to derive the control patterns found in such cases we will adopt, in addition
to the generalisation in (118), Landau’s (2000) assumptions stated below (cf.
(69)-(71) from Chapter Il, repeated for convenience):
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(122)

Extraposition

VP-internal clauses must be peripheral at PF.
(123)

Chain Interpretation

Any link in a chain may be the LF-visible link.
(124)

Argument Projection
a. Experiencer is generated above Causer.
b. Causer is generated above Goal/Patient/Theme.

When these assumptions are adopted for data like those in (116), we obtain for
(116a) the following schematic representatibn:

(125)
IP
/\
DP I’
/\
qu ! VP
/\
moIZe Vv VP
/\
irytolwaé DPeyp Vv’
/\
E|WQ tv [SPRO o -}:aus

In (125) the subject position, markex is left empty; an issue we leave aside
here, as it is irrelevant for our discussion. The clause in (125) is VP-peripheral,
S0, in accordance with (122), it does not undergo Extraposition. Since the clause
occupies a VP-internal position, the only possibility of control, predicted by
(118), should be OC by the Experiencer BF ‘Eve’. However, this prediction

is not borne out, as (116a) allows either long-distance control by the matrix

"L |P and TP are used interchangeably here.
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subject or arbitrary control, but never does it exhibit control by the Experiencer
DP. What we would like to suggest to account for the control pattern in (116a) is
that in such cases the clause, though VP-peripheral, undergoes string-vacuous
Extraposition, as in (126), and it is the upper copy that is interpreted at LF.

(126)
IP
/\
DP I
I /\
o | VP
| /\
moze VP EPRO . -]Saus
LF copy
\Y VP
| /\
lrytowaé DPExp V’
I /\
Ewe tv [sPRO...Eaus

Since the upper copy is VP-external, the only possible type of control in this
case is NOC. A similar representation can be provided for Super-Equi with non-
psych predicates, as in (116b):

(127)

moze VP EPRO...}kaus
LF copy
[SPRO"'}:aUS V’

/\

\% DR
| |

poprawic wymowe Ewy
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The only difference between (126) and (127) lies in the structural position of the
arguments; the Causer is structurally lower than the Experiencer in (126), but
higher than the Patient in (127) (cf. (124)). The non-finite clause in (127) under-
goes Extraposition and its upper copy is interpreted at LF, which appears outside
the VP, and hence, in accordance with (118), NOC results.

The structural representations of (116c) and (116d) are captured in (128) and
(129), respectively:

(128)
IP
/\
[SPRO...kaus I,
LF copy ~ — T~
[ VP
I /\
moze DPxyp vV’
| /\
Ewe V [PRO...Laus
I
irytowaé
(129)
IP
/\
[SPRO---haus I’
LF copy _— T~
[ VP
| /\
mOZC [SP RO . .}:aus V’
/\
V DRsat
| |
poprawic wymowe Ewy

In (128) and (129) the non-finite clause always leaves the VP in order to check
the EPP-feature of | (or T). Since at LF the clause is outside the VP, it allows, in
compliance with (118), only NOC.
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Thus, we have managed to account for the Super-Equi data in (116) using
Landau’s assumptions in (122)-(124), and the only modification that has been
necessary relates to Super-Equi structures with psych-predicates. We have
suggested that although these clauses appear peripherally within the VP, they
nevertheless undergo Extraposition.

In Chapter Il, section 3.2, it has been shown that the analysis of Super-Equi
in English along the lines suggested by Landau (2000) gets additional support
from extraction facts. However, the same kind of support for the analysis just
presented is unavailable in Polish. For one thing, gerunds regularly resist extra-
ction from within, no matter whether they are complements or not, as shown in
(130a) and (130b) below, where the former contains the gerundive clause in the
complement position and the latter in the subject position.

(130)
a.*Czegq Marek zajmuje si¢ [PRQ, analizowaniem}?
what Mark is-preoccupied REFL analysing
“*What is Mark preoccupied with analysing?’

b.*Czegq Ewg, moze irytowa¢ [PRO, poprawianie§?
what Eve may irritate correcting
‘What may it irritate Eve to correct?’

Therefore, the extraction facts do not tell us anything about the position occu-
pied by such clauses. Secondly, subjeéi-clauses do not act as islands, as
they allow extraction from within. Example (131) illustrates this point:

(131)
Co jest wazne dla Ewy [zeby PROsyja, U i€ poprawiac t]?
what is important for Eve  so-that for her to-correct
“*What is it important for Eve to correct for her?’

The grammaticality of (131) is unexpected, since on the analysis offered here
(cf. (128) and (129)) subjeeeby-clauses are outside the VP and hence should
act as islands for extraction. Sentence (131), with extraction out of the subject
zeby-clause, behaves on a par with cases of extraction aabpitomplements

such as (121a) and (121b) above. The same grammaticality status of extraction
out of subject clauses and out of complement clauses allows us to conclude that
the extraction facts are orthogonal to determining the syntactic position of non-
finite clauses in Polish.
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As already noted, the generalisation in (118) predicts that OC is restricted to
complement clauses, while subject and adjunct clauses necessarily exhibit NOC.
However, this prediction may turn out to be problematic in the light of the fact
that purpose clauses and participial clauses, typical representatives of adjuncts,
commonly allow OC (cf. section 2.2.3). One way of dealing with this problem
might be to follow Larson’s (1988) proposal for English, and suggest that pur-
pose clauses and participial clauses are in fact complements, not adjuncts. This
suggestion, however, is doomed to failure, as these clauses, unlike complement
ones, resist extraction from within (cf. Chapter Ill, section 2.1.5). In fact purpose
clauses show an unusual extraction pattern, namely they allow extraction if they
are not introduced byeby ‘so that’, otherwise they do not tolerate any
extraction, as demonstrated in (132):

(132)
a. Co Ewa poszta [PRO znalez¢ t;]?
what Eve went to-find
“*What did Eve go to find?’

b.*Co Ewa poszla, [zeby PRO znalez¢ t]?
what Eve went so-that to-find
“*What did Eve go in order to find?’

At this point, there are two ways in which we can proceed: either to give up the
generalisation in (118) or to stick to it but come up with an alternative analysis
of adjunct control. The generalisation in (118) is valid for the majority of control
data, except for adjunct control. Hence it seems that adjunct control needs an
alternative analysis, an issue we do not attempt to address here.

4.2.2. NOC PRO and logophoricity in Polish

In Chapter Il, NOC PRO in English is analysed as a logophor. The question that
we want to address here is whether it is justified to claim that Polish NOC PRO
also represents a logophor. There exist some data which appear to cast doubts on
this claim. The data in question include the following sentences:
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(133)

a. Ewa omoéwita z  przyjaciolmi Marka powody [jege zerwania
Eve talked-over with friends Mark’s reasons his  breaking-off
Z nig).
with her
‘Eve talked over with Mark’s friends the reasons for his breaking off with
her.’

b. Ewa oméwita z przyjaciolmi Marka, powody [PRQ zerwania
Eve talked-over with friends Mark’s reasons breaking-off
Z niay].
with her
‘Eve talked over with Mark’s friends the reasons for breaking off with
her.’

The above examples show that PRO can occupy a position that may legitimately
be filled with the pronoun. What is more, PRO in (133b) may be controlled by
Marek ‘Mark’, which is not the source or target of a communicative/mental
report. This argues against treating NOC PRO on a par with logophors.

Another example supporting the same conclusion is given in (134) below:

(134)

a. Zona Marka uwaza, ze [jego, picie alkoholu] doprowadzi do
wife Mark’s thinks that his drinking alcohol  would-lead to
rozkladu ich malzenstwa.
ruining their marriage
‘Mark’s wife thinks that his drinking alcohol would ruin their marriage.’

b. Zona, Marka, uwaza, ze [PRO; picie  alkoholu] doprowadzi do
wife Mark’s thinks that drinking alcohol  would-lead to
rozktadu ich malzenstwa.
ruining their marriage
‘Mark’s wife thinks that drinking alcohol would ruin their marriage.’

Just like in (133b), PRO in (134b) occupies a position typical for pronouns, but
not for logophors. Thus, sentences (133) and (134) indicate that NOC PRO is
subject to less stringent conditions than logophors, as it does not have to refer to
antecedents that act as targets/sources of mental reports. In fact NOC PRO
behaves like a pronoun, since for it to be licit it is enough to have an antecedent
familiar in the discourse.
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The fact that NOC PRO behaves like a pronoun, not like a logophor, may
seem questionable in the light of the following data:

(135)
a. Marek powiedziat do Ewy, Ze [to, zeby PRO, mu, pomagac] jest dla
Mark said to Eve thatit so-that him to-help is for
niegq wazne.

him  important
‘Mark said to Eve that to be helped was important for him.’

b.*Marek, powiedziat o Ewie, Ze [to, zeby PRO, mu pomagac] jest
Mark said about Eve thatit so-that him to-help is
dla niege wazne.
for him  important
“*Mark said about Eve that to be helped was important for him.’

(136)

a. Marek powiedziat do Ewy,, Ze 1[to, zeby  ong mu, pomogta] jest
Mark said to Eve that it so-that she him would-help is
wazne dla niege.”
important for him
‘Mark said to Eve that for her to help him was important for him.’

b. Marek powiedziat o Ewie, ze [to, zeby = ona mu, pomogta] jest
Mark said about Eve thatit so-that she him would-help is
wazne  dla niege.
important for him
‘Mark said about Eve that for her to help him was important for him’.

The grammaticality contrast between (135b) and (136b) might indicate that
NOC PRO is different from pronouns, since PRO in (135b), unlike the pronoun
in (136b), cannot have as an anteced&mt ‘Eve’. Secondly, the contrast in
grammaticality between (135a) and (135b) might suggest that NOC PRO does
indeed act as a logophor. Only in (135a) dées ‘Eve’ function as the centre

of communication, and therefore only in this case can PRO be controlled by it.
Thus, it appears that NOC PRO in (135a) is licensed by discourse factors, the

2 The bracketed clauses in (136) are finite, unlike the ones in (135). It is impossible to
come up with better minimal pairs because non-finite clauses in Polish never host an
overt subject.
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way logophors are. However, this conclusion is undermined by the following
example:

(137)
Marely powiedziat o Ewie, ze [to, zeby PRO, muy pomagac] jest
Mark said about Eve  thatit so-that him to-help s
dla niej wazne.
for her important
‘Mark said about Eve that to help him was important for her.’

(137) is grammatical, with PRO controlled Bwa ‘Eve’, in spite of the fact that

Ewa ‘Eve’ is not the centre of communication, in a way analogous to (135b).
(137) differs from (135b) in that the former is a statement about Eve (i.e. it is
important for her to help him), whereas the latter concerns Mark (i.e. it is impor-
tant for him to be helped). If we use the veowiedzie¢ ‘say’ with the preposi-

tional phraseo + DP ‘about + DP’, we expect the prepositional complement to
somehow surface in the discourse, either as in (137), which states something
about the prepositional complement or as in (138) below, which states some-
thing about the matrix subject, but the prepositional complement still surfaces in
the bracketed clause.

(138)
Marek, powiedziat o Ewie, Ze [to, zeby PROy, jej, pomagac] jest
Mark said about Eve thatit so-that her to-help is
dla niegq wazne.
for him important
‘Mark said about Eve that to help her was important for him.’

Sentence (135b) is ungrammatical, as, in spite of the requirement to the contrary,
it states nothing about the prepositional complement nor does this complement
surface within the bracketedby-clause. In contradistinction to (135b), sentence
(138), in which the prepositional complement surfaces withiny-clause, is
perfectly acceptable.

Sentence (135a), in which a different preposition follows the p@sledzieé
‘say’, clearly contrasts with (135b). In this case the veshiedzie¢ ‘say’,
followed by the prepositiodo ‘to’, does not require that the prepositional com-
plement surface in the discourse, but rather it demands that the matrix subject
appear in the discourse. This is illustrated in (139a):
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(139)
a.*Marek powiedziat do Ewy,, ze [to, zeby PRO+; jej, pomagac] jest dla
Mark said to Eve thatit so-that her to-help is for
niep wazne.

her important
“*Mark said to Eve that to be helped was important for her.’

Sentence (139a) is ungrammatical, as the matrix subject does not surface in the
discourse. Thus, (139a) is parallel to (135b). The structure in (139a) becomes
grammatical if the matrix subject surfaces either in the bracketed clause, as in
(139Db), or in the clause with the predicatgne ‘important’, as in (139c).

(139)
b. Marek powiedziat do Ewy,, Ze [to, Zzeby PRO, mu, pomagaé] jest dla
Mark said to Eve thatit so-that him to-help is for
niep wazne.

her important
‘Mark said to Eve that to help him was important for her.’

c. Marek powiedziat do Ewys,, Ze [to, zeby PROy, jej, pomagaé] jest dla
Mark said to Eve thatit so-that her to-help is for
niegq wazne.
him  important
‘Mark said to Eve that for her to be helped was important for him.’

(139b) is analogous to (137) and hence is a statement about the object, whereas
(139c) closely resembles (138) and hence states something about the matrix
subject. However, in (139b) and in (139c) the matrix subject must surface in the
discourse, while in (137) and (138) the prepositional complement must do so.
Thus, it seems thabowiedzie¢ o ‘say about’ anghowiedzie¢ do ‘say to’ impose
different discourse prominence restrictions, which are responsible for the gram-
maticality contrast between (135a) and (135b). Consequently, it seems that
discourse prominence has a role to play in determining NOC in Polish and it
may be true that in some cases NOC PRO corresponds to a logophor.

Another example worth considering is given in (140) below:
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(140)
Marelk wszczat rozmowe z Ewayp, poniewaz trudno byto
Mark started conversation with Eve because difficult was
[PRO gq /jap, przekonaé, ze nie ma racji].
him /her to-persuade that not has right
‘Mark started a conversation with Eve because it was difficult to persuade
him/her that he/she was not right.’

It seems that (140) supports the conclusions reached earlier that NOC PRO in
Polish is not a logophor. In this case PRO is controlled by the implicit argument
of trudno ‘difficult’, and since this argument is implicit, it cannot be discourse
prominent. For PRO to be a logophor, its controller should be discourse promi-
nent. However, PRO in (140) does not in fact represent NOC PRO, but rather
OC PRO, as evidenced by the fact that it does not allow long-distance control, as
in (141):

(141)
a. Marekwie, ze trudno jest (nagh[PRQy+ gor przekonac].
Mark knows that difficult is for-us him to-persuade
‘Mark knows that it is difficult for us to persuade him.’

b. Marek wie, ze trudno jest (naph[PRO,x przekona¢ innychl].
Mark knows that difficult is for-us to-persuade others
‘Mark knows that it is difficult for us/* him to persuade others.’

Example (141a) shows that the controller of PRO must correspond to the argu-
ment of the predicatgudno ‘difficult’” and not to the matrix subject. This con-
trol possibility, however, seems to follow from Condition B of the BT. Example
(141b) demonstrates that the choice of the closer controller is obligatory and is
not determined merely by the BT. Consequently, sentences like (140) do not
bear on the issue of whether NOC PRO is a logohpor or not, as the PRO that
they host is an instance of PRO controlled obligatorily by the implicit argument.
To sum up, it has been argued that NOC PRO in Polish behaves in some cases
like an empty pronoun, since it may have an antecedent which is neither a source
nor a target of a communicative/mental report. On the other hand, there exist
cases in which discourse prominence functions as a factor determining the
reference of NOC PRO. This makes Polish NOC PRO similar to logophors.
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4.3. The interpretation of PRO in Polish

In Chapter Il, section 3.4 it has been argued that PRO’s interpretation in English
is not governed by syntax but is semantically/pragmatically determined. Let us
now check whether the same conclusion can be drawn in relation to PRO in
Polish.

Just like in English, in Polish the MDP, repeated for convenience in (142),
does not allow us to properly determine controller choice with the dies
cywadé ‘promise’ andprzyrzekaé ‘vow’, as in (143) below:

(142)
Minimal Distance Principle

An infinitive complement of a predicate P selects as its controller the
minimal c-commanding noun phrase in the functional complex of P.

(143)
a. Marek obiecat Mariip [PROy zrobi¢  obiad].
Mark promised Mary to-cook dinner
‘Mark promised Mary to cook dinner.’

b. Marek przyrzekt Marii, [PROy, zrobi¢ obiad].
Mark vowed to-Mary to-cook dinner
‘Mark vowed to Mary to cook dinner.’

Assuming the treble branching VP-structure, the closest DP c-commanding PRO
in (143a) and (143b) is the objddtrii ‘Mary’, not the subjecMarek ‘Mark’.

This incorrectly predicts that these sentences should allow object control. Both
the predicates in (143) are double object verbs and therefore can be analysed
along the lines suggested for English by Larson (1991) (cf. Chapter Il, section
3.4, the representation in (94)). However, Larson’s approach predicts for Polish,
just like for English, that all double object verbs should give rise to subject con-
trol. This, however, is not the case, as demonstrated by the predicatés
‘teach’ andpoleci¢ ‘telllrecommend’ in (144) below?

% The fact thawczy¢ ‘teach’ andpolecié¢ ‘tell/lrecommend’ are double object verbs is
supported by the following data:
(i) Marek uczyt Mari¢ angielskiego.

Mark taught Mary English

‘Mark taught English to Mary.’
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(144)
a. Marek uczyt Marig, [PRO; $piewac].
Mark taught Mary to-sing
‘Mark taught Mary to sing.’

b. Marek polecit Marii, [PRQ; zaspiewac].
Mark told Mary to-sing
‘Mark told Mary to sing.’

One could follow Larson and suggest that object control in the above sentences
is derived via some sort of semantic construal. However, the necessity of invo-
king semantic construal to derive object control with double object verbs casts
serious doubts on the MDP as determining controller choice. It would be more
economical to determine controller choice entirely in semantic terms, and thus
eliminate the redundancy that the MDP creates.

Additionally, the MDP cannot account for split control, as in (145):

(145)
Marel; zaproponowat Ewie,, [zeby PRO1+, razem pograé¢ w szachy].
Mark suggested Eve  so-that together to-play in chess
‘Mark suggested to Eve playing chess together.’

In the above example, the MDP, stated in (142), predicts that the closer DP, i.e.
Ewa ‘Eve’ must control PRO. This, however, is not the case, as Maitek
‘Mark’ and Ewa‘Eve’ control PRO in (145).

Instances of control shift, though less common than in English, also contra-
dict the claim that the interpretation of PRO is derivable from the MDP. One
such case is presented in (146):

(146)
Uczniowig zaproponowali nauczycielowyizeby PRO;,; wezesniej
pupils suggested teacher so-that earlier
skonczy¢ lekcje].
to-finish lessons
‘The pupils suggested to the teacher finishing the lessons earlier.’

(i) Marek polecit Marii to czasopismo.
Mark recommended Mary this magazine
‘Mark recommended this magazine to Mary.’
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The above example is ambiguous between an interpretation in which the teacher
finishes the lessons earlier (i.e. object control), and one in which the pupils
finish the lessons earlier (i.e. subject control). Once again the MDP predicts that
only control by the object should be possible.

A slightly different case is illustrated in (147) below, where PRO can be
controlled by the matrix subject, the matrix object or both by the matrix subject
and object.

(147)
Marel przedyskutowat z ~ Maria, [PROy2142 pomalowanie pokoju na
Mark discussed with Mary painting room in
niebiesko].
blue

‘Mark discussed with Mary painting the room blue.’

To sum up, determining controller choice by means of the MDP faces serious
problems when confronted with the complements of verbsdilecaé ‘pro-

mise’ andprzyrzekaé ‘vow’. Neither can the MDP derive the interpretation of
PRO in the case of split control and control shift. Therefore it seems natural to
conclude that controller choice should rather be semantically/pragmatically
determined. In other words, the Polish data confirm the conclusion drawn in
Chapter II.

5.0. Summary

This chapter aimed at providing a typology of control in Polish and at analysing
various types of control in this language. In section 1, arguments have been
presented thateby ‘so that’, a common introducer of non-finite clauses, does
not result from the incorporation of the auxilidoy into the Cze ‘that’, but

rather represents a single C. Furthermore, the evidence has been adduced to
support the claim that the subject position of non-fitétg-clauses is filled by

PRO, notpro. Section 2 has focused on the typology of control. It has been
argued that Polish OC and NOC display the same properties as the correspon-
ding control types in English. Likewise, PC and EC in both languages are sub-
ject to identical constraints. All the similarities notwithstanding, it has been
shown that Polish has a control pattern not attested in English, namely in non-
finite complements to volitional and factive predicates and the vealagac

‘insist’ and postulowaé ‘plead’ introduced by the Geby ‘so that’, the PRO
subject must necessarily be disjoint in reference from the matrix subject. It has
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been observed that there exists some parallelism between this kind of PRO and
the phenomenon of obviation.

In section 3, various case patterns on predicative adjectives found in various
control types have been examined. It has been noted that predicative adjectives
bear instrumental case in all control structures, except for subject control, where
the predicative adjective like its controller is marked for nominative.

In section 4, two alternative analyses of OC in Polish non-finite complements
have been presented. The first one is based on T-to-C movement to derive PC
effects, while the other makes no reference to movement whatsoever, but instead
relies on binding to account for PC. The movement-based analysis is very
similar to Landau’s account (2000) proposed for English. The differences
between our analysis and that of Landau consist in the following: 1) in Polish
tensedteby-complementsieby ‘so that’ must undergo T-to-C movement, whereas
no movement of an overt element takes place in English tensed non-finite com-
plements, and 2) Polish desiderative and factive verbs subcategorise for prono-
minal, not anaphoric, Agr, which underlies the disjointness effect found in the
complements of such verbs, while no such effect can be observed in English and
hence no similar subcategorisation requirement is necessary. The nhon-movement
analysis of control in Polish departs more radically from Landau’s account. By
suggesting that anaphoricity of Agr is licensed via binding, not via Agree, and
by assuming that the binding domain can be extended in tensed clauses, this
analysis yields the same results as the other one without appealing to T-to-C
movement. The same binding mechanism has been shown to derive the disjoint-
ness effect, treated in a way analogous to obviation. It has been argued that the
non-movement approach, on account of unifying control with obviation, is
superior to the movement-based one. It has also been proposed that PRO in
Polish is Case marked and its Case is checked via Agree. In the case of NOC,
PRO has its null Case checked via Agree with the embedded T-Agr. In the case
of OC by the nominative subject, PRO has its nominative Case checked either
by the matrix T-Agr (in the case of EC) or by the embedded T-Agr, which has
inherited the nominative Case feature from the matrix T-Agr (in the case of PC).
In the case of obligatory object control PRO has its objective Case checked by
the infinitival T-Agr, which has inherited this Case feature from its binder,
namely the matrix v. Whenever PRO has null or objective Case, predicative
adjectives bear instrumental Case, and whenever PRO bears nominative Case,
predicative adjectives show agreement in Case with PRO. Moreover, it has been
argued that Landau’s analysis of NOC in Super-Equi structures is applicable to
Polish equivalent constructions, provided the assumption is made that even
apparently VP-peripheral non-finite subject clauses must undergo Extraposition.
NOC PRO in Polish has been shown to correspond in some cases to an empty
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pronoun, and in some others to a silent logophor. Finally, it has been demons-
trated that deriving the interpretation of PRO from the MDP is problematic, as

the MDP cannot account for subject control with the verbsdbkecywaé ‘pro-

mise’ nor can it derive split control and control shift. This has been taken as an
indication that the interpretation of PRO should rather be semantically/pragma-
tically determined.



