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1. .Intmduction.

The aim of this paper is to present certain aspects of scrambling and Wh-
movement in Polish in the light of the theory of X-binding presented by Joseph
Aoun and the analysis of empty categories conducted by Denis Bouchard. In the
first part of the paper an outline of the theory of A-binding will be presented and
followed by its modified versions suggested by Aoun and Bouchard respectively.
Then Wh-movement and topicalisation/scrambling in Polish will be interpreted in
the framework of the X-binding theory. Special attention will be devoted to Zeby-
complement clauses and leftward movement from the subject position, {requent
in scrambling in Polish. |

2. The GB account of A-binding.

The GB account of anaphoric binding concerns only A-binding, a relation hold-
ing between two nominal elements placed (base derived or moved) in argument
positions. Chomsky classified all NPs into three categories: anaphors, pronominals
and names and each of them was described by one binding principle accordingly:

(1) A. An anaphor must be bound in its governing category if it has one.
B. A pronominal must be free in its governing category if it has one.
C. A name must be free everywhere.

The crucial term binding is defined as follows:

(2) « binds f if and only if:
a. a c-commands
b. a and B are coindexed.

Chomsky defines c-command in the following way:



154 J. Witko$§

(3) a c-commands f if a does not dominate 8 and every y that dominates
a dominates f. (Chomsky, 1986)

Where y is restricted to maximal projections (as Aoun and Sportiche, 1983,
suggest) the above relation is referred to as m-command. Of government, Chomsky
gives the tollowing definition: !

(4) «a governs p if @ m-commands S and there is no y, y a barrier for 8, such
that y excludes «a. | (Chomsky, 1986)

In the core casc of government a lexical head governs its complements. Now
we can proceed to defining the governing category:

(5) P is a governing category for « if and only if:

a. [ is the minimal category containing «, a governor of a and a SUBJECT
accessible to «

b. p is the root sentence if not a. and « is governed. (Chomsky, 1981)

SUBJECT is the most prominent nominal element within a sentence. The ele-
ments in italics below are SUBJECTS:

(6) John past AGR win.

(7) he wants very much [for John to win]
(8) he believes [John to be interesting]
(9) [John’s reading a book] surprised me

The AGR element of the INFL phrase is coindexed with the NP it governs
and this coindexation expresses the phenomenon of subject-verb agreement. Al-
though AGR creates a governing category in which an anaphor must be bound,
the AGR itself i1s not a binder. Otherwise (10) would be grammatical with the
reciprocal pronoun bound by AGR:

(10) “each other AGR win
and (11) would obviously constitute a Principle C violation:
(11) “John AGR be sick
Accessibility of the SUBJECT is defined in terms of the i-within-i condition:

(12) a. [y Si..]
where y and 0 bear the same index

b. «a is accessible to § if § is in the c-command of « and coindexation of
a and § does not violate a!

! The i-within-i condition holds in a variety of constructions such as:

(a) " [ the friends of [ each other ] ]
NP; NP;

(b) “ there is [ a picture of [ itself ] ] on the mantelpiece
NP; NP;
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Thus within S(IP) the nominative subject of a clause is a governing category
within which anaphors must be bound. -

With NPs the situation is different; in English an NP is a governing category
when it contains a SUBJECT:*

(13) John admired [ Mary’s2 picture of herself2]
NP

In (13) the reflexive pronoun is bound within the NP by its SUBJECT Mary
and clearly cannot be coindexed with another potential binder Joan. The latter

however becomes a proper binder of a reflexive pronoun within an NP if this NP
has no accessible SUBJECT as (14):

(14) Johnz admired | this picture of himself2]
NP

The choice of a governing category depending on the presence of an accessible
SUBJECT is exemplified by (15):

(c) " [ the owner of [ [ his] boat ] ]
NP; NP;

(d) " [ the friends of [ [ their | parents ] ]
NP; NP; |

- 2 Aoun analyses NP as a governing category in detail. In French the specifier of an NP is in an
A- not A-position (like in English). The internal structure of NP in French is: as follows:

a. the subject of an NP and the prenominal position are coindexed.
b. the prenominal position is an A-position.
c. the specifier is the most prominent element (SUBJECT) of an NP.

Extraction of a Wh subject from the NP is possible because the subject is coindexed with the
prenominal A-position. But extraction of a non-subject element from the NP is ungrammatical. In En-

glish, unlike in French, an NP counts as a governing category for a reciprocal only when the prenominal
A-position is filled by a lexical element:

a. theyi like | his picture of each other]
NP

b. they; like [ the pictures of each otheri]
NP

In English it is the A-position of a Specifier that counts as SUBJECT. In French the counterpart

ot b. is predicted as ungrammatical. It seems that in Polish NP has no SUBJECT position at all. Con-
sider:

c. Marek; obejrzal [ jejj film o sobie; ]
NP

d. Mareki obejrzat [ film o sobie;)
NP
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(15) [we thought [ that [ pictures of each other] AGR> would be on sale]]]
S S NP

In (15) the embedded AGR is not accessible to the anaphor because of a
violation of i-within-i but the matrix AGR is and the anaphor i1s bound in the
matrix S (IP). Similarily (16) is unacceptable because the pronominal is bound in
its governing category, the matrix S (1P):

(16) *[Johnz AGR saw [ a picture of himz]]
S NP

A possible lack of an accessible SUBJECT has lead to the modification of the
definition of the governing category for governed elements lacking SUBJECT. In
such cases the root sentence becomes the governing category. This modification
precludes (17) as a structure in which an anaphor i1s not bound:

(17) *[ for each other to win] would be unfortunate.
NP

Binding Principle A covers not only lexical anaphors but non-lexical anaphors
(NP traces) as well. NP-movement is clearly a process of moving an NP from one
A-position to another A-position. For NP-movement to take place several Cf)]fldl—
tions must be met: there must be an available empty landing site 1n an A-position,
the movement must obey locality conditions (mainly Subjacency), the moved NP
must leave a trace and the trace and the moved element must form a proper chain.
Properties of such a chain must derive from the Theta-theory and Case theory:
the trace remains in a Theta-marked position and the head of the chain is in a
position where it can receive Case. Well formedness conditions of the Theta-theory
and Case theory linked to each other by means of the Visibility constitute the
motive for NP-movement.

Another type of syntactic movement, Wh-movement, is not embraced by bind-
ing principle A, on the contrary its trace (referred to as variable) is treated on a
par with names in that it must obey Principle C. Besides antecedents of the

Wh-trace occur in A-positions, mainly in Comp.

2. The theory of X-binding.

Since the publication of Lectures on Government and Binding 1n 1981 many
modifications of the GB approach have appeared. In the present paper we would

3 Agr is neither in A- nor in A-position. It is in head position. Aoun distinguishes these three kinds
of positions 1n the grammar:

A-positions and A-positions are generally XP positions (the positions of maximal projections). The
head position 1s generally an Xoposition (minimal projection):

VP Here NP is in an A-position with respect to V.
‘ \ V is in a head posttion, it governs the XP position contained in the maximal
Vv NP projection of its head.
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like to exploit two of them in particular: “the generalized binding theory” proposed
by Joseph Aoun and the analysis of Empty Categories presented by Denis Bou-
chard.

In his work A Grammar of Anaphora Aoun presents a broad approach to the
binding theory and incorporates A-binding into its framework, thus combining both
A-binding and A-binding into X-binding or the generalized binding theory. Aoun
closely examines Romance languages and points out that in certain cases in French
and ltalian Wh-extraction obeys Opacity and the c-domain of the subject NP or
S counts as an opaque domain for variables. Another task of the generalized binding
was to eliminate the redundancy between the binding theory and the ECP*. Both
the binding principles and the ECP require that a trace left by NP-movement
should have a c-commanding antecedent in its governing category (or a lexical
governor). For variables the ECP and the binding theory are complementary: the
binding theory states that variables must be A-free (not c-commanded by a coin-
dexed NP element in an A-position), the ECP demands that variables be either
A-bound by a c-commanding antecedent or governed by a lexical governor.

*The ECP reduces to A binding theory in case of variables:

a. whoj do you wonder [ how [ t; solved the problem | ]
S S

b."'who do you think [ ti that [ t; saw Bill ] ]

c.'it is unclear [ whoi [ what; [ t; saw tj] ] ]

S S S
d. it is unclear [ whatj [ whoi [ ti saw tj] ] ]
S S S

a. and b. are unacceptable because the variables have no coindexed binders in A-position. The
structural description of COMP indexing is not satisfied. c. is a superiority case, the movement that
raises the Wh element in argument position adjoins this Quantifier to S marked +wh rather than to
COMP. Then S¢ - maximal projection blocks proper government of t; in c. t; is bound only in d.

The ECP and NP traces:

e. John; is likely | t; to leave]
S

Under the ECP:

i is governed by the matrix predicate and S is transparent S - S with raising predicates. But
Theta-criterion also covers these cases. Its requirements for A-chains are as follows:

NP-traces and their antecedents form an A-chain.

An NP in an A-position not coindexed with an NP-trace forms an A-chain by itself.
f."John; is illegal [ [ t to leave ] }
SS
g. John; is certain | t;j to leave ]
S

In Aoun’s opinion the main function of S deletion with raising predicates is not to allow government

but to allow proper chain for a Theta-role transmission, for S breaks an A-chain.
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As shown by (18), the mechanism of A-binding is analogous to A-binding:

(18) who; [t’i was killed tj}
S

(18) is an example of double binding whel:e t’ is bound by a non-argument
who and becomes an A-bound variable, while t is an A-bound NP—t_rac_e. A_-bmdlng
relates a variable to an element in an A-position. The notion of X-binding is central

in the generalized binding theory:

(19) « is X-bound by 8 if @ and B are coindexed, # c-commands « and § is in
an X-position.

X-binding is either A-binding or A-binding and a possibility that'an el;m_ent
can be locally both A-bound and A-bound is excluded. Thus the generalized binding
principles are formulated as follows:

(20) A. An anaphor must be X-bound in its govern.ing category.
B. A pronominal must be X-free in its governing category.
C. A name must be A-free. (Aoun, 1985)

The theory of X-binding requires two alterations in the forp}l!ation of the
definition of the governing category. First the notation of accessibility should be
formulated which is illustrated in (21):

(21) C'est a Paul [a1 que [Marie AGR sait [ quoij [PRO donner x; xi}]]]
S S S S

‘it is to Paul that Mary knows what to give’

The variables x; and xj are governed by the verb donner but have no accessible
SUBJECT. An element in an A-position such as PRO in the embedded .cla'use
cannot serve as SUBJECT for a variable - this possibility is excluded by Prmmple
C of the generalized binding theory, for a variable must simulta_neously .meet' prin-
ciples A and C. In (21) the variables cannot have an acce_ssmle su!)]'ec':t in t.he
matrix clause AGR since it is coindexed with Marie. Assuming transitivity f)f In-
dexing, the variables would end up being A-bound by Marie and would thus violate
Principle C. Consequently, accessibility must be reformulated:

(22) «a is accessible to B if B is in the c-command domain of a ar_ld coindexing
of a, # would not violate the i-within-i condition or Principle C ot the

binding theory. (Aoun, 1985)

By Principle C of the binding theory neither AGR nor any otper element_ in
an A-position can function as accessible SUBJECT for a varlal?le in a nonsubject
position. However on the sentential level SUBJECTS are obllgat()ry by t_he EX-
tended Projection Principle; although they are not accessibble to variables 1n non-
subject positions, these variables have no governing cayegory. But the_lack.of ac-
cessible SUBJECT need not prevent variables from being bound, for In this case
the extension of the definition of a governing category in (5b.) applies: a root
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sentence becomes a governing category for a governed element which has no SUB-
JECT.

With variables in the subject position the situation is quite different: here AGR
can serve as accessible SUBJECT although another problem arises:

(23) a. whoi [do you think [ ti that [xi AGR left]]]

S S S
b. whoi [do you think [ t; [xi AGR left]]]
S S S

(23a.) is ungrammatical although in both a. and b. embedded AGRs have ac-
cessible SUBJECT. The variable in (23a.) is not bound because the presence of

“that” in COMP blocks the c-command of the trace (the so called “that-trace ef-
fect”). There are two alternative suggestions concerning the lack of c-command

In this case: while Kayne (1981c) and Pesetsky ( 1982a) propose that the presence
of “that” in COMP prevents the trace from c-commanding the variable, Aoun and

Sportiche suggest the COMP Indexing Rule dealing with such cases:

@) [ ... Xi..] = [ ...Xi..)
COMP COMPi

it COMP dominates only i-indexed elements.  (Aoun, Sportiche, 1981)

Apart from the modification in the notin of accessible SUBJECT. the refor-
mulation of the theory of X-binding brings about an extension of the governing
category: since the A-binder is usually in the COMP position, now S(CP) not
S(IP) is the governing category, at least for variables. Does this slight change bring
any unwelcome consequences for the relation of A-binding? As (25) shows, this

extension of the governing category is irrevelant for anaphors and pronominals:

) [[ theyi AGR prefer [for [NP {ea‘;‘l;;g;ef i} to win ]]]]
S S S S

In his comprehensive analysis of Empty Categories Bouchard (1983) straight-

forwardly assumes that the relation holding between a Wh-word in COMP and a
variable is that of binding. Defining anaphors on a functional basis as “elements
requiring an antecedent” (Bouchard, 1983 p. 31) he argues that at the Interpretive
level of LF variables depend for their interpretation on their Wh-antecedents. As
a true reflexive the variable should exibit four specific properties of the relation

of binding: obligatoriness of an antecedent, its uniqueness, locality and a specific
structural relation with an antecedent.

(26) [e] saw John?
NP

(27) "Who did John give t; to t;?

(28) ti told John [ who [Bill would come to dinner]]
S S
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(29) "Whoi did John deplore [ the fact that Mary saw {j]
NP

As (26-29) show the above mentioned requirements are fulfilled in the case of

Wh-movement. ‘.
The fourth property of the Wh-word (variable relation, namely the relation of

c-command holds between the binder and the bindee, explains the problems in
the case of long-distance Wh-movement:

(30) who do you believe | t2 [t1 saw Mary |]
S

(31) "Who do you believe | t2 that t; saw Mary |

S
1
(32) [ Who [did John say | [t3 that] [Bill thought [ | 2 that] [Peter saw]t}}
S S S S S S

The interpretation of the long-distance Wh-movement based on some form qf
the binding theory (32) must cause serious problems. The successive chllc analysis
of the Wh-movement is untenable, for ¢> and t* are not bound by their antecedents
due to the lack of c-command,; > and t* are not immediate constituents of their
COMPs’ and fail to c-command their bindees.’

Therefore Bouchard makes use of Stowell’s notion of bridge verbs incorporating
the index of their S-complements into their Theta-grid and Kayne’s analysis of
local relations without COMP to COMP movement. Thus (32) can be interpreted
in the following way: verbs have grids into which the indices of their complements
enter (for Bouchard S = V"), If a matrix V heads an S-complement, the elements
within this S bear the index of the matrix V. If the embeded V also has an S-com-
plement, this complement is consequently assigned its index and forms an index
chain stretching from the most deeply embedded constituent in the embedded
clause to the matrix V. Thus in (32) with all say, think and see being bridge verbs,
the index in the V-grid functions as a link between the Wh-word and the: variable.
This relation holds as long as this chain is not discontinued by a non-bridge verb,
lacking an index in its V-grid. | | |

(30) is considerably different from (32) in that the variable in the sgb]ect po-
sition is not an argument of the verb “see” and does not belong to 1ts V-grid.

5 Chomsky (1986) invokes the Minimality Condition to yield the that-trace effect:

a. who; did you believe [ t’i[e [ t would win]]]

CP C IP
*b. whoi did you believe [ vi[ that [ ti would win ]]]
cP C IP

In (a.) ti is antecedent-governed by t’; without barriers intervening, for C’ contains no lexical matenal
and is therefore optional.

In (b.) C’ must be present because it contains a lexical head “that” which makes C’ a barrier for
antecedent-government of t; by t'; by virtue of the Minimality Condition:

I aly ..o.f ..

ii. « does not govern B in i. if y is a projection of o excluding a.
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Consequently the relation between the Wh-word and the trace cannot be mediated
by the Index chain of (believe, see). But Bouchard claims that, when a solitary

ezlement in COMBP, a trace is able to percolate some of its features to S(CP). Thus

t” can 1n this way enter the V—§rid of the matrix verb believe and be bound by
who, with t! in turn bound by t%

(31) 1s ruled out as ungrammatical for two reasons. Firstly, t” cannot percolate

its features to S, enter the V-grid of the matrix verb and establish a link between

itself and the Wh-word. Secondly, t* fails to c-command tl, both t! and t* are not
bound.

2

3. Topicalisation/scrambling in Polish.

In our analysis of topicalisation/scrambling in Polish we will draw on Aoun’s
analysis for a detailed mechanism of A-binding and Bouchard’s analysis in the case
of long Wh-movement and topicalisation in Polish. We would like to suggest that
certain aspects of the theory of X-binding could be applied to the interpretation
of Polish constructions affected by topicalisation/scrambling. Before we adjourn to

the discussion of these constructions we would like to test the assumptions of the
X-binding theory on Wh-movement in Polish:

(33) | Komuj [ pro chcesz | zeby [ Janek oddat ksigzke ti ]]]]
S S S S

who; do (you) want that John give book (to) t;

Clearly in (33) the variable is bound by its antecedent in COMP because it is
both c-commanded by it and coindexed with it.

It appears that extractions produced by topicalisation/scrambling have much in
common with Wh-movement:

First, they observe the same local restrictions imposed by island conditions and
Subjacency:

(34a.) "Janaj czytalem | ksigzke [ ktoraj [ tj krytykowala tj ]]]
NP S S

John; (I) read a book which; tj criticized ti]]]
(34b.) *Kogoi czytalem | ksigzke | ktOraj [ tj krytykowala t; |]]

NP S S
who;j did (I) read a book which; t; criticized ti]]]

(35a.) "Jana; | to | ze Maria uderzyla ti ] zaskoczylo nas ]

NP S
John; (it) that Mary hit t; surprised us
(35b.) ='EK(»gtcni | to | ze Maria uderzyla tj | zaskoczylo nas ]
NP S
whoj (it) that Mary hit ti surprised us
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(36a.) "Jana; pro zastanawiali si¢ | ktoj | tj odwiedza tj |]
S S
John; (they) wondered whoj tj visits t;

(36b.) *Kogoi pro zastanawiali si¢ [ ktoj [ tj odwiedza tj |
S S {
whoj (did) they wonder who;j tj visits t

Second, similarly to Wh-movement, a left branch NP can be exctracted from
within NPs in the process of scrambling which brings about an LBC (Left Branch
Condition) violation typical of Polish:

(37a.) Marysii znalaziem [ [ ti | [ chusteczkg]]
NN N
Mary’si (I) found t; handkerchief
(37b.) Czyjai (pro) znalazlem L [ ti] | chusteczkg¢]]

N N
whose did (I) find ti handkerchief

Third, both Wh-movement and topicalisation/scrambling in Polish observe the
Specificity Condition, which bars extractions from NPs with specified subjects:

(38a.) O kimj [ Piotr styszat [ opowiadanie tj]]
S NP
About whom; did Peter hear a story tj

(38b.) O TOMKU; [ Piotr slyszat [ opowiadanie tj]]
S NP
+emphasis

About Tom; Peter heard a story tj

(39a.) O kimj Piotr slyszal [ opowiadanie Marii t; ]
About whom; did Peter hear Mary’s story t;

(39b.) 'O TOMKU [ Piotr slyszat [ opowiadanie Marii t]]
About Tom; Peter heard Mary’s story t;

Fourth, both Wh-movement and topicalisation/scrambling in Polish produce
ungrammatical effects of Strong Crossover as in:

(40a.) Kogoij | ona;j zna t; |
Whoi does shej know tj

(40b.) "Marysici [ onaj zna tj)
S

Maryi shei knows t;

In her analysis of topicalisation/scrambling constructions in Polish, Willim
(1986) presents constructions in which topicalisation/scrambling salvages gram-
maticality of derivations by preventing Principle C violations at S-structure:
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(41) | Zdjecie Janaj z Paryza | Maria oddala mu; tj jeszcze w zesziym roku
NP;
John’s; picture from Paris Mary gave back to him; still last year

Here, if it were not for scrambling, the NP Jana would end up being both
c-commanded and coindexed with the personal pronoun mu which would violate
Principle C of the binding theory:

(42) "Maria oddata mu; | zdjecie Jana; z Paryza | jeszcze przed wyjazdem
NP

Mary gave back to himi John’s; picture from Paris still before the depar-
ture

In a very relevant way (41) stands out from other examples of scrambling, here
the process of topicalisation/scrambling is obligatory in the sense that its absence
would prohibit the derivation of a well formed sentence. In other words it seems
that in the case of (41) topicalisation/scrambling must take place in order to pre-
vent a Principle C violation. In the other examples in this paper topicalisa-
tion/scrambling is optional in the sense that its application does not affect gra-
matically of these structures. We shall return to this problem in the final part of
this paper.

In (43), similarly to (41), scrambling within VP prevents a Principle C violation:

(43) Maria [ [ zdjecie Janka; | oddala muj tx wczoraj |
VP NPy

Mary [ John, s; picture | gave back to him; tk yesterday
NPy

where:

IP
NP~ |
VP

1S T—

NPk VP

|
e /\7\\\

V NP; tx AdvP

L |

oddala mu WCZOTI3]

Janka does not c-command mu and is not c-commanded by it either. Mu c-
commands t, its sister node under V, but obviously it bears a different index. As
we can see, both (41) and (43) prove that adjunction to IP and reordering within
VP prevent the Principle C violations and are not only stylistic adjustments.

Fifth, both movement operations are limited in their scope by the same locality
conditions. Interestingly, Wh-extractions and topicalisation from an embedded
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clause are allowed only in the case of infinitival complement clauses and zeby-
complement clauses of the verbs which also take infinitival complements:

(44a.) [ coi [ pro chcesz | PRO czytaC ti]]]
S S S
what; do (you) want PRO to read t; {

(44b.) [ Ksiazkei [ pro cheesz [ PRO czyta ti]]]
S S S
A bookj (you) want to read t;

(45a.) | coj [ pro chcesz | ti zebym [ pro czytal ti]]]]
S S S S
what; do (you) want t; that (I) read t;
(45b.) | Ksigzkei [ pro cheesz | ti zebym | pro czytat ti]]]]
S S S S
A bookij (you) want ti that (I) read t;

We might claim that in the case of long distance topicalisation in infinitival
clauses in Polish the A-binding relation holds across the S(CP) boundary if the
topicalised element has an available landing site in a free COMP. And the COMP
shares the status of A-position with the target adjunct position. But such stipula-
tion proves wrong in the case of Zeby-clauses. The COMP Indexing Rule (24) should
rigorously prohibit any extractions from Zeby clauses, assuming that in Polish (24)
blocks unwelcome extractions from any positions within the clause. But in fact
these clauses fall into two opposite categories with respect to extraction/topicali-
sation: Zeby-complement clauses of the verbs which also allow infinitival comple-
ments are fransparent whereas Zeby-complement clauses of other verbs are opaque.

(46) [ o coi [ pro zadzwonit [ t; zeby [ PRO zapyta¢ t; ]]]]

S S S S
about what;j did (he) call t’; that PRO ask t;

Since Zeby-clauses fall into two different categories we could reasonably suggest
that there are two types of Zeby COMPs: '

(47) a. b.

S S

c01\{ \s coﬁ \s

Zel)y Ze{ \S
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or ' CP or alternatively

N
Spec/ C / \

| AN Spec
C 1P / \
| TP
zeby / N\
zeby 1P

In (47a.) Zeby 1s in COMP and blocks the application the COMP Indexing Rule
which is tantamount to prohibiting extraction and topicalisation out of the c-com-
mand of Zeby. Structure (47a.) could correspond to Zeby-complement clauses of
the verbs which do not take infinitival complements. In (47b.) zZeby is not in COMP
but 1s adjoined to S(IP), its position is not coindexed with COMP and thus ex-
traction and topicalisation are possible. (47b.) could correspond to the transparent
type of Zeby-clauses.

Superficially (48) appears to be a counterexample to (47):

(48) pro chcesz [ zebym [co;j przeczytat t]]
S S
(you) want that (I) whati read t;

(49) pro zastanawiam si¢ [ Zeby [ komu; [Janka przedstawié ti]]]
S S S
(I) wonder that to whom; John to introduce t;

‘The difference between (43) and (49) is that the verb chcie¢ takes both the
infinitival complement and the Zeby-complement while zastanawiac si¢ does not
take the infinitival complement.

The counterparts of (43) and (49) formed by the application of both Wh and

echo questions show differences in grammaticality analogous to the effects of Wh-
extraction from two types of Zeby-clauses:

(50) [ kogoi [ pro chcesz [ [ Zeby | komu® i | Janek przedstawil t; ti]]]]]]
S S S S S

who; do (you) want that to whom; John to introduce tj t;

® The idea of IP adjunction of Wh words in Polish was presented in Lasnik and Saito 1984 in their

analysis of the lack of That Trace Effect in multiple Wh fronting in Polish: where both a. and b. are
grammatical although b. should show the That Trace Effects:

a. Maria zastanawiala si¢ [ kto; coj [ti przyniesie tj]]
S S
Mary wondered [ whoi what; [ ti will bring tj]]
S S
b. Maria zastanawiata sig [ coj kto; [ti przyniesie ti]]
S
Mary wondered [ what; who; [ t; will bring tj]]

Lasnik and Saito suggested that in order to avoid ECP violations only the first Wh word is in the
COMP and others are S(IP) adioined.
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(51) ‘[kogoi [pro zastanawiasz si¢ [zeby komuj [Janek przedstawit tj ti]]]]
S S S S

who; (you) wonder that to whom; John (should) introduce

Just like in (46), in (51) the extraction of a Wh-word from the Zeby-clause 1s
blocked since this clause is opaque, whereas in (45a.) and (50) it is trdgnsparent
and allows Wh-movement. Consequently, we could assume that the distinction
made in (47a,b) stands and that in (51) Wh-movement to matrix COMP 1s blocked
due to a violation of the COMP Indexing Rule. In the case of (50) the rule is not
violated, for Zeby is S(IP) adjoined and not coindexed with COMP.

Another non-Wh-word occuring in COMP in Polish - ze does7 not allow any
extraction or topicalisation and its position corresponds to (47a.):

(52) [ coi [ Janek wie {ze [ Marysia kupita tj ]]|]
S S S S
whatj does John know that Mary bought t;
(53) [ ktoj [ Janek wie [ ze [ ti kupil meble ]]]]
S S S S
whoi does John know that ti bought furniture

[t is worth noting that the X-binding theory can deal with cases of long distance
Wh-movement in Polish which elude Subjacency. If in the Slavonic languages both
S(CP) and S(IP) count as bounding nodes, practically any syntactic movement
should be clause bound. Subjacency is then violated in extractions from infinitival

clauses:

(54) _[_ kogoi | pro chceszl | PRO pobic ti]]]]
S S S S
who; do (you) want PRO to beat up t;

’ Extractions from the subject position poses certain problems for the approach presented here.
Although the That Trace Effect, discussed among others in Lasnik and Saito 1984, rules out extraction

from the subject position when COMP is filled, e.g.
a. Kto; [ Mana chce [ Zeby [ ti kuptt jablka }]]
S S

its results in Polish are rather ambiguous. With pro in the matrix subject position a. becomes much

more acceptable:
a. Ktoi [ pro chcesz [ zeby [ ti kupit jabtka ]]

S
whoi do you want that t; buy apples

which is in favour of (34b) with “zeby” adjoined to IP.
But ungrammaticality of b. and c.:
b.” Janek; { pro chcesz [ Zeby [ t; kupil jabika ]]]

S S S
c.” Janek; { Marysia chce [ zZeby [ ti kupit jablka ]]]
S S S

shows That Trace Effects (or COMP Indexing Rule) violations.
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(55) L kogoi [ pro chceszl | zeby | Janek pobit ti]]]]]
S S . S§S S
who;j do (you) want John to beat up t;

Our approach surpasses the inefficiencies of Subjacency because by means of
the COMP Indexing Rule the variables in (54) and (55) have their antecedents in
COMP positions and are properly bound, c-commanded and coindexed with the
variable.

On the orher hand though, it seems that it would be better to retain the basic
claim that in the Slavonic languages S(IP) and S(CP) constrain extraction. If, fol-
lowing Aoun’s analysis of English, we assumed that in Polish the governing category
for a variable was the whole matrix sentence, we would have serious problems
with ruling out (56) as ungrammatical:

(56) =I':[ COj [wuj kazal_[_ | Zeby [Zosia zechciaial | zeby [Jan zjadt ti}i}}}}l]

S S S S S S S S
what; did the uncle order that Zosia (should) want John to eat t;

(56) is definitely ungrammatical although it contains two transparent Zeby-
Clauses allowing unbounded Wh-extraction. Due to the coindexation holding be-
tween SUBJECT and the subject NP, the variable, or the trace of topicalisation,
In object position cannot have a governing category. But still too long extraction
can not be allowed. It is difficult to find any ready-made answer. The key factor
could be the presence of higher S(IP) and S(CP) nodes blocking the movement
irrespective of an available COMP position. We could then additionally assume
that in Polish long distance Wh-extraction or topicalisation can move elements
only to the first superordinate clause and that it can apply only once.

Alternatively, we could pursue another line of argument, that of Bouchard’s
index chain formation. We could assume that in Polish as opposed to English and
other languages allowing long Wh-movement, index chain cannot form, for in core
cases most verbs are [-bridge] V and do not insert their S-complements into their
Th-grids. The verbs taking infinitival and Zzeby-complements are marked exceptions
and thus extractions from their S-complements of both Wh-words and topicalised
arguments, are possible. Even then though, the number of links in the index chain
of these verbs 1s limited to only two.

Sixth, both topicalisation/scrambling and Wh-movement trigger off parasitic gap
constructions. This syntactic phenomenon, first observed by Taraldsem and then
discussed by many authors including Chomsky (1982, 1986) occurs only in con-
structions affected earlier by a syntactic movement (Wh-movement):

(57) Which booki [did you file tij without reading ;]
S

where e¢; stands for a parasitic gap.

Thus we can apply the parasitic gap criterion test to topicalisation/scrambling

structurcs:
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(58) Maria przystata do mnie studenta nie uprzedziwszy go o konsekwencjach.
Mary sent to me a student without warning him about the consequences.

Parasitic gap ei appears as a result of Wh-movement, therefore (60) is gram-

matical but (59) is not:
{

(59) "Maria przystala do mnie studenta nie uprzedziwszy €i O konsekv’?/encjach.
Mary sent to me a student without warning €j about the consequences.

(60) [ ktérego studentaj [ Maria przysiala do mnie tj nie uprzedziwszy €i 0 kon-

S S
sekwencjach |] _
which student; did Mary send to me t; without warning €; about the consequences

Consequently, if a parasitic gap appeared following topicalisation/scrambling,
this movement could be classified in the same category as Wh-movement.

(61) [studentaj [Maria przystala do mnie ti nie uprzedziwszy €i 0 konsekwenc-
S

jach. |]]
a student; Mary sent to me tj without warning e; about the consequences.

(61) seems grammatical, especially with focal stress on the topicalised NP. If
so, topicalisation (IP adjunction) tests positive for parasitic gap licensing. Scram-
bling of the direct object within VP produces exactly the same results, again with
focal stress on studenta:

(62) Maria | studentaj przystala do mnie ti nie uprzedziwszy €i 0 konsekwenc-
VP

jach.] _
Mary a student; sent to me tj without warning e; about the consequences.

The analyses of (61) and (62) show that the process of topicalisation/ scrambling
belongs to the category of syntactic movement because it produces the parasitic

gap effect.
The above mentioned similarities cannot obscure the fact that there is no 100%

overlap between Wh-movement and topicalisation/scrambling. We shall present at

least two differences between them besides the fact that in certain languages topi-
calisation/scrambling is a frequent phenomenon, whereas in others it is confined

to literary style and poetry.
These two syntactic phenomena do not exhibit the Weak Crossover effect to

the same extent, as Willim discusses these two examples:
(63) *[ kogoi [ podziwiajg [ jegoi przyjaciele] ti]]
S S NP;
whoij do admire his; friends t;
(64) [ Jankaj [ tj podziwiaja [ jegoi przyjaciele |ti]]
S S NP;
John; t; admire his friends t;
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(65) [ Janka;j | [ jegoi przyjaciele ] podziwiajg ti]]
S SNP;
John his; friends admire t;

While (63) is ungra_mmaticalg, for it obviously violates the Weak Crossover
Constraint, (64) and (65) are not. This indicates that the left displacement of a
topicalised element results in a somewhat weaker, acceptable violation of the con-
straint than its movement into COMP. Willim observes that a similar assymetry
holds between cases of topicalisation/scrambling and Wh-movement in Japanese.
This fact made Saito and Hoji (1983) distinguish between the class of operators
proper, including Wh-operators and quantifiers which produce the Weak Crossover
effect, and the class of quasi operators, IP or VP adjoined phrases, which can
freely prepose without violating the constraint.

This division into operators proper and quasi operators is certainly justified
by their respective positions in the phrase marker. While Wh-words are in most

cases under COMP, topicalised/scrambled constituents are placed in IP or VP or
adjoined positions:

(66)
a. S or P
N N
COMP S Spec C
N
(‘L‘ 1P
+Wh -Wh
b. CP
N
Spec
/N
C IP
/N
Ad IP
/N
NP I
-\
I VP
7\
Ad VP

® Wilim (1986) applies the Constraint on Pronominal Binding (CPB) to account for differences in
grammaticality between a. and b.:

a. Ktoj zastanowit sig, czy on; dostanie stypendium?
whoi was wondering if hej would get a scholarship
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There is however one reservation that should be put forward in the discussion
of Wh-operators in Polish and other languages displaying multiple Wh-fronting:
Wh-operators following the first one in a multiple Wh construction can be said
to occupy IP adjoined positions which could again strengthen the affinity between o
them and topicalised phrases, justifying their similar treatment with respect to the '-'
X-binding thcory.9

The other obvious difference between the two processes under our analysis is

the rightward movement of the subject in scrambling, quite frequent in spoken
Polish, having no counterpart in Wh-movement.The relation of A-binding holding
between traces and their antecedents in topicalisation/scrambling from the object

position is straightforward:

b. Ktoi zastanowit si¢, czy pro; dostanie stypendium?
who; was wondering if pro; would get a scholarship
She concludes that whereas both Polish and English observe the constraint in its original formulation:
An overt pronoun must be locally A-free at LFE.
only Polish is subject to the further refinement of the constraint:

An overt pronoum must be A-free if it occurs in a position in which pro may occur.
? In his recent paper Zabrocki (1989) presents several options for multiple Wh-fronting structures:

a. S | b. S
AN N
COI\{ S C(ﬁ’ S
N
COQ S
kto ko|go {aprom kto 0gO Zaprosi
C. S d. g
COMP; COMP2 S COMP S
AN
S
kto kogo zaprosi kto kogo zaprosit
e. S f. S

NN
N
/ 2\

kto kopgo zaprosil

fo kogo zaprosit
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(67) | Janka [ pro czytalam | ksigzke¢ ti]]]
S S NP
John’s; (I) read [ ti book]
NP

(68) [ Janaj [ Marysia uderzyla tj]]
S S
Johnj Mary hit t;

(69) [o Jankuj [ pro uslyszalem | opowiadanie ti]]]10
S S NP

about John; (I) heard [a story ti]
NP

For example in (68) the requirements of the generalized binding theory are
perfectly met. If the direct object Jana moves to an S(IP) adjoined position, its

trace 1s correctly A-bound, for in its new position the object both c-commands
the trace and is coindexed with it.

IP
/N
NP; IP
/N
NP P
N\
| VP
]
N\
V NP
l

Now let us turn our attention to the phenomenon of subject movement which
is almost as frequent in Polish as object scrambling. All the cases of syntactic move-
ment we have considered so far have been leftward movements but the subject
NP is shifted rightward. Although it is not the direction of movement that matters
but c-command, it still has serious consequences for the relation of c-command.
Subject movement is exemplified in (70) and (71):

(70) ti przyszedt Tomek;
ti came Tom;

(71) a. tj dafa jablko Jurkowi Marysia;
ti gave an apple to George Maryj;

‘Y We shall assume that an index of every PP is that of its NP complement:
[P -NPi] - PP
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b. ti jabtko Jurkowi dala Marysia;
ti an apple to George gave Maryj

c. tj Jurkow1 jablko data Marysia;
ti to George an apple gave Maryj;

d. | Jurkowi; [ ti dala Marysia jabiko tj]]
N N '
to George t; gave Mary; an apple t;

€. tj data Marysiaj Jurkow1 jabtko

For the analysis of these examples we could postulate two choices:

A. Their word order 15 base generated.

B. It 1s a result of the application of scrambling rules, unrestrained by
the theory of A-binding but subject to some other conditions, probably
the X-binding theory.

Proposition A. is very difficult to maintain for a few reasons. First the statistical
data quoted by Willim shows that the prevailing word order in affirmative sentences
in Polish carrying new information is SVO- subject-verb-object. In cases where
case endings for two nouns in the subject and the object positions are identical,
the word order 1s strictly SVO:

(72) 'Tramwa) wyprzedzil autobus.
A tram overtook a bus.

Proposition A. secems implausible due to the violation of the Case theory, name-
ly the impossibility of Nominative Case assignment to the postverbal subject
“lTomek”. However a mechanism of Nominative case assignments in such structures
was suggested by Aoun and Bouchard for Italian:

(73) t; verra Giovani
t; will come Giovani

They assume that in such structures INFL lowers to VP and percollates to V.
Following the INFL lowering the postverbal subject will still be governed by
INFL/AGR and receive its Nominative case. This suggestion salvages (73) and
(70) but fails to salvage (71a.) because of the lack of adjacency of the case assigner
( V plus the lowered INFL) and the case assignee - the subject in the final position.
At this point though we could claim that adjacency i1s not required for Case as-
signment in Polish and supplement the procedure of abstract Case assignment with
the procedure of Case checking suggested by Tajsner for Polish and other highly
inflected languagesll.

Bouchard (1983) analyses more interesting cases of (74) in Italian:

(74) pro| | VNP ] NP ]
VPV’

11n his yet unpublished Ph. D. dissertation P. Tajsner analyses Case assignment in Polish as a
procedure consisting in Case checking, not contingent upon adjacency of the Case assigner and the
Case assignee.
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of which a Polish counterpart could be:

(75) pro | [zjadt jablko | JANEK ]
VPV’
ate an apple John

with heavy focal strees on Janek. In Bouchard’s analysis these structures have a
base generated pro in the subject position and the lexical subject adjoined to VP.
The interpretation of both (73) and (75) relies on a combination of three factors:
the Nominative case assignment which can be delayed till LF and performed by
an amalgamated VP+INFL complex following INFL lowering to VP and its per-
colation to VO, rich INFL typical of highly inflected languages and the property
of Case checking at LE Consequently the subject position 1S not an argument
position internal to VP and therefore the Nominative case assignment does not
take place under Theta-government. Italian allows for it to be delayed until LF if
the subject 1s a pro, 1.€. non lexical. This delay beyond the level of S-structure has
cructal consequences, for Case 1s regarded as a feature visible to the phonological
component of grammar and any element with the feature +Case at S-structure
must be provided with some lexical matrix. Thus if Nominative Case can be as-
signed to non lexical subject positions at LLE such subjects could exemplity two
allegedly incompatible characteristics: +Case, -lexical. We shall return to this
question in connection with the rightward movement of the subject in Polish.
Generally speaking, the main advantage of proposition A. is the lack of syntactic
movement, and consequently any traces, which precludes the application of the

binding theory in its wider formulation.
However, by the same token proposition A. would produce the most obvious

violations of the binding theory in the case of overt anaphors.
Consider (76) and (77):

(76) Siebiej dzi§ rano proj skaleczylem nozem
myself; this morning (I); cut with a knife

(77) "Mnie; dzi§ rano proi skaleczylem nozem
Me; this morning (I); cut with a Kknife

If we decided to choose A. we would have to reformulate the binding principles
so that they were able to distinguish between the grammatical (76), with emphasis
on siebie, and ungrammatical (77). Besides, both (76) and (77) would violate the
Projection Principle operating at the level of DS which requires that:

(78) Representations at each syntactic level (i.e. LF and D and S structure) are
projected from the lexicon in that they observe the subcategorisation
properties of lexical items. (LGB p.29)

In our example the verb is subcategorised as:

skaleczyC, V +[ NP ( NP ) ]
+ Instr



174 J. Witko$

Thus in their present from at DS (77) and (76) would be incongruous with
the subcategorisation framework of their predicate and fail to satisfy the Projection
Principle.

Proposition B. then seems much more plausible but advocating the X-binding
approach to topicalisation/scrambling in Polish we still have to overcome a serious
difficulty. While the topicalisation/scrambling of objects meets the reqﬁirements
of the X-binding theory because object traces are always c-commanded by their
antecedents 1n IP adjoined positions, the rightward movement of the subject NP
1S more problematic. In the phrase markers showing the VOS order of constituents
In (71a.b.c.) the subject can be adjoined to IP, c-command its trace in the subject
position and thus bind it, as it is for example in:

(71a.) S(IP)

S(IP)

VAN
I
ti V’
N\
Vv

NP NP NP;
+AcCc +Dat

This 1s our first strategy of binding of the trace in the subject position by a
displaced lexical subject. However the process of adjunction in object and subject
scrambling does not uniformly constitute adjunction to IP. The surface structure
word order of verb-object-subject indicates that scrambling consists also of VP
adjunction. In the case object movement VP adjunction has exactly the same con-
sequences for the relation of binding as IP adjunction: the moved element in its
target position will always c-command its trace:

(71b.) VP

\
VP
/N
vV t

NP;

But for subject NPs in verb-object-subject structures the relation of c-command
does not hold although they are perfectly grammatical and frequently used. In
(71d.) the subject NP is evidently adjoined to V or VP and as a maximal projection
VP does not dominate the subject NP position and blocks c-command:
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(71d.) S(IPK
/ ~ S(IP)

N
NP, NP VP
+Dat I |

t; %
AN
V. NPi NP
+ ACC

A rather evasive solution to this problem of lack of c-command was suggested
by Chomsky and Manzini for “picture NPs” such as:

(79) | pictures of each other; | would please the boys;
NP

(Manzini 1983, p. 430)

where, as they say, in marginal cases of anaphor binding c-command is not required
and does not hold; coindexing of the anaphor and its binder suffices to secure
binding. .

An alternative solution to this question can be proposed, following in principle
Bouchard’s account of the Nominative case assigned pro in the subject position
in Italian. In his approach INFL is not an independent node, the head of S, but
S=V™* and the basic sentence structure has the form of (80):

(80) S (V™)
SN
NP VP (V)
N

IN‘FL _ \]«’
AGR \Y

3

NP

The rich inflectional system “of a language justyfying the placement of pro in
the subject position requires that it be locally determined by AGR for matching
of features. This local determination of pro by AGR can be understood as gov-
crnment of pro by AGR” (Chomsky 1982:85) which in (80) is blocked by an INFL
node which is a barrier. But as Tajsner (1990) observes if pro is lowered under
INFL node and becomes a sister of AGR, the relation of government can hold
and pro 1s close enough to AGR to receive necessary features. This lowering also
explains the lack of Principle C violations with pro subjects in Polish in (81):
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S
/\
S
NP

(81) a.

b o

\7
cztowiecka INF
ktorego / \
Jan;... AGR V AdvP
prol znal ol:l dawna

b. Czlowieka, ktorego Jan spotkal wczoraj, znat od dawna
as opposed to (82): '

(82') a.

S
N
S

2

N
|
NP
|
czlowieka on; INFL V’

ktorego
Jan;... V AdvP

znatl od dawna

b .Cziowieka, ktorego Jan spotkat wczoraj, on znal od dawna

We can see that pro in (81) does not c-command the adjoined NP whereas a
pronoun in the subject position under S does and causes a Principle C violation.
Now we would like to claim that this lowering of pro from (83) to (84):

(83) | [ proi} _[_ | AGR...] V] |
SNP v INFL

(84) | [INFL] [ pro | AGR ] V]
S NP

L
Y
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concerns not only pro but also any EC in the subject position, namely both pro
and the trace left behind by a lexical subject scrambled to the right under VP or
V’. Thus again (71d.) could have the form:

(71d.) s

NPJ
+ Dat

"/ \
ti AGR V NP; ti

+Acc

where NP; (e) restructures into ti, NP; c-commands its trace through V which
satisfies Principle A of the X-binding theory and the ECP in two ways: pro is
properly governed by AGR and a trace of a displaced element is antecedent-gov-
erned by the element adjoined to VP or V. This twofold character of the subject
Empty Category within INFL should not be viewed as an incosistency, for it is in
line with the proposals put forward by Bouchard for whom there are no major
structural differences among ECs. Conversely, various functions of the EC are
determined by an interplay of other factors such as the Case theory and Theta-
theory. In our case the empty category dominated by INFL is interpreted as pro
if no lexical constituent coindexed with this position is postposed under VP or
V’. This distinction however must be made precise. We would like to be able to
account for (83a.) in which the reflexive pronoun si¢ must be bound by its antece-
dent pro:

(83a) [ [ proi] [INFL [ my)g sigi] V* ] |
S NP v A
(Di wash myself;
If the lowering of pro under INFL were to take place prior to checking the

relation of anaphor binding, the prospective binder, as (84a.) shows, would not
have the anaphor in its c-command domain, with the INFL node interfering:

34a) [ | | | proi ] AGR | myje sici]
S v INFL NP |

But the analysis assuming the lowering of an EC in the subject position in
Polish can be maintained provided the lowering occurs not at S-structure but later,
up to LE thus allowing for:
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- proper interpretation and identification of pro which must be close enough to
AGR at an interpretive level of grammar; and
- proper binding of si¢ as an argument at S-structure.

Thus generally speaking we can identify two strategies of binding of a trace of
a lexical subject displaced by scrambling to the right of the phrase marker: if ad-
junction to IP is available the Subject position is always c-commanded, if the sub-
ject 1s displaced under VP or V’, the trace restructures under the INFL node and
allows c-command via VP.

As a process, topicalisation/scrambling does not seem to be completely ho-
mogenous. For example (41) and (43) differ from other examples in that in the
derivation of these structures topicalisation/scrambling is essential whereas in other
examples their pre-topicalisation stages are as grammatical as their surface struc-
tures. The cases of (41) and (43) could be explained by the status Principle C of
the binding theory. If we assume that this principle operates at the level of S-

structure we can understand the obligatoriness of topicalisation/scrambling in (41)

and (43). As for other cases of A-binding of Wh-traces of their operators and
topicalisation/scrambling, we shall assume that it is checked at the level of LE
Thus X-binding operates at both S and LF levels of grammar, with A-binding hold-
ing at LF and at S-structure if Principle C is threatened.

4. Concluding remarks.

As we have seen the generalized theory of X-binding of Aoun and Bouchard
provides some useful insights into the phenomenon of topicalisation/scramblig in
Polish. The rules of the X-binding theory correctly describe the (binding) relation
holding between elements displaced by scrambling and their traces within the same
clause and in the case of long distance extraction from the object position.

The analysis of Zeby-clauses and infinitival clauses by means of the COMP In-
dexing Rule and the index chain provide correct predictions for extractions from
the object position and interpret these cases of movement out of S(IP) and S(CP)
boundaries unaccounted for by Subjacency.

With an important modification the X-binding theory accounts for Wh-extrac-
tion and topicalisation/scrambling from the subject position. The leftward move-
ment from the subject position in Zeby-clauses produces ambiguous effects (see
note J5), sometimes contrary to the predictions made by the assumed placement
of Zeby. Within the clause the rightward movement from the subject position
causes problems for the relation of c-command for the trace immediately domi-
nated by S(IP), thus in order to cover these cases the relation of c-command has
to be loosened or reinterpreted along the lines suggested by Bouchard for the
placement of pro at LE
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