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The aim of this paper is to discuss some interesting facts from the syntax
of Polish subjunctive clauses with the/provision of an explanation of these
facts'in terms of the Goverment-Binding model of Generative Grammar.

Tn Polish there is a certain-asymmetry between indicative and subjunective
cl&uses First, there: are indicative forms of:the type (1):

(1) Mysl@, 76 ]echahsmy 7.8 szybko L
I think that we were driving too fast.

and (2)
(2) Myséle, zesmy jechali za szybko.

S-structures corresponding to (1) a,nd (2) can. he represented as follows:!
(1a) Mysle [s[cze][s t INFL ]b_ch-? 7.8, gzybko]]
(2&) Myélq [s [cze INFL] [s t ]ech- 2 szybko]]

It 1is proposed that the ‘$my dwplacement in (2&) is due:toithe rule ‘INFIL
(AGR) into COMP’. It should be explained that’ .'§myj’ i #:I?orphofoglcal
0 . gender

spell-ont of the feature [person] of the set. of AGR featq?eq.,
number] The S—structqres (1a). (mld (2&) wﬂl npw Tandergo. an . mﬂectwna.l
rule of ‘Affix:Hopping’.in PF, which is formulated in such:a way: thatit a]lows
for (thé feature [pérson] to be optionally left behirid'in ' COMP:

1 In the present analysis wefollow Rigezi ($988a) rather than Ohimelcy:(1981) or Chomsky
(1982b) in that a null subject of pro-drop languages is consiflefod k- ahaphory, hence a
base generated trace /t/, not PRO or pro.
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The option of not leaving [person] in COMP is not available for subjunctive
clauses however, as illustrated below:

(3) Chee, zebysmy jechali szybcie;j.
I want us to drive faster.

(4) *Chce, zeby jechalismy szybciej.
T want us to drive taster.

This paper will attempt to explain why such a contrast exists between indica-
tive and subjunctive clauses in Polish. In particular, it will be argued that
the contrast is caused by the requirements of the ECP2.

First, it may be argued, that the above contrast arises from the optionality
versus the obligatoriness of the rule ‘AGR into COMP’ for indicative and.
subjunctive sentences respectively. The problem to solve is thus: “why 1s
‘AGR into COMP’ obligatory with subjunctive clauses?’’?. One possible
answer is that INFL is not a proper governor for the null subject anaphor
in (3) unless it is moved to COMP*.

The above claim may arise from the different status of INFL in sub-
junctive clauses. It is assumed that IN¥L 1s a proper governor for the subject
trace when it is coindexed with this trace; such is the case in ‘pro drop languages’
with an empty subject position in tensed clauses. INFL is then supposed to
absorb the AGR features from the null subject (Rizzi 1982). Only [+ Tense]
INFL is a possible governor for the subject trace. We suggest that INKL
in Polish subjunctive clauses is [— Tense]. It is, however, co-superscripted
with the subject trace, and in any event, the transfer of features from the
trace to INFL takes place. Thus, INFL for the Polish subjunctive clauses
can be viewed as:

—Tns
INFL=
+AGR

pp—

¢ The ECP, i.e. Empty Category Principle, is assumed to be a part of UG and 1t
has two basic pomts: - | |

fi/ trace must be properly governed,

(ii) PRO must be ungoverned.

3 Within REST all instances of ‘Move o’ are crucially regarded as optional. Therr
application is governed, however, by the ‘well formedness conditions on representations’,
in which all elements have to be licenced in some way (see Chomsky 19885, for discussion).

¢ We follow here the definition of proper government as presented in, e.g. Chomsky
(1981):

Proper government

- a properly governs P.if and only if a governs §, and -
(1) a is lexical. (w=sXY?), or.
(ii) a 18 coindexed with P.

Indicative subjunctive assymeiry in Polish 71

The above is supported by the examples given below, where the tense of the
embedded subjunctive clause is not affected by the tense of the main clause

and the main verb in subjunctives unchangeably has the past tense morpho-
logy: | '

(5) Chce, zebysmy jechali szybciej.
1 want us to drive faster.
(6) Chcialem, zebysmy jechali szybciej.
I wanted us to drive faster.
(7) Bede chcial, zebysmy jechali szybcie;j.

I will want 113 to drive faster;

Hence, the D-structure of (3) prior to ‘AGR into COMP’ can be represented
by (3a): ' |

(3a) Chce [s[c zeby] [s t* INFL! jech- szybciej]]

The AGR features are absorbed by]NFL 1t is crucial to assume that AGR
is coindexed with the subject trace. If, however, AGR is taken to be head

of INFL and coindexed with the subject trace, then the INFL itself could gain
the same index in the configuration:

zf... Head; ...] « where Head = AGR
_and x = INFL

But if we assume that the feature *[4 Tense] is the head of INFL, then INFL
could only receive an index from [-- Tense] if this feature itself has the index.

Now, if we assume, following Lasnik and Saito (1984), that a can be the head of
Bs in the following configuration:

Bs

VAN

a 54

then INFL can receive an index from a in:

INFL

A
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But o (the feature [+Tense]) can have an index only if it has a positive
value (cf. e.g. Chomsky 1981, Rizzi 1982). Thus, only tensed INFL can govern
the subject trace position. If INFL is [— Tense] in Polish subjunctive sen-
tences, which seems to be the case, then INFL cannot be coindexed with the

null subject trace and there cannot be proper government.

It is claimed here, however, that in case of ‘subjectless’ constructions in
‘pro drop languages’, the transfer of the features from the null subject is ac-
complished via AGR which, as a constituent of INFL, is then coindexed
with the subject. But INFL cannot receive the index from AGR since AGR
is not the head of INFL. We should then guarantee that in some cases [4 Tense]
can receive the index from AGR (after the placement of the features from the
trace) so that it can transmit it to INFL. There seem to be at least two possibil-
ities: given that the configuration in question resembles (7) below: '

(7) ~ INFL

T~

- [:: Tenﬂe] __ AGR]_
[+ features] .

we can assume 1/ that the index is transmrtted from AGR onto [+ Tense]
just in case [Tense] has a positive value. Then, (7) can be changed into (8):

o o

[:_—_ Tense] 1 AGR]_
[+ features]

Now, INFL can acquire its index fmm [-—‘— Tense] since the latter is the head
of INFL. INFL is now already coindexedwith the subject trace and can

properly govern it. We can also do without, the transmission of index from.

AGR onto [+ Tense] if we assume 2/ that [+ Tense] is a part of the AGR
complex just in case [Tense] has a positive value. Henee, INFL 18 pot a branch-
ing node. The configuration will then be:

(9) INFi I:s:;

AGR .

- fe&tures
s+ Tense |
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Here, obviously, INFL can get the index directly from AGR, as AGR is the:
only element under INFL, which thus constitutes its head.

If, on the other hand, [Tense] has a negative value, neither 1/ (transmission):
nor 2/ i1s possible and the configuration is (10): '

(10) INFL
[ — Tense] AGR,
[+ features]

AGR, although coindexed with the subject trace, cannot properly govern
1t since the requirement of c-command is not fulfilled (INFL is a branching-
node). '

If the suggested analysis is correct, then (11), which is the S-structure
corresponding to (4), is ruled out because the subject trace is not properly
governed, which is a violation of the ECP.

11) Chce [s[c zeby] [s t* INFL! jecha- szybcle]]]

(11) can be rescued however, 1f AGR is moved into COMP. AGR, carrying
the index, becomes a part of COMP. The complementizer Zeby did not have
any Index, and it can, therefore, acquire the index from AGR. Being the
head of COMP, the complementizer can now transmit its index to COMP,

and the trace can be properly governed by COMP as in the configuration
(12) below:

NP INFL VI

The S-structure a.fter ‘AGB. 1n.t.0 COMP is now (1 3):

(13) Cth [3[01 zeby- AGR] [3 tl IN'FL ]echa,- Wbmﬂ}



Now the R rule (Affix Hopping) at PF applies, leawng the feature [—l— person]®
Notice, however, that the formulation of R as:

14) . “R: Place the AGR features, the feature [person]
optionally, on the verb.”

«does not suffice. If (14) was true for R, the (4) could also be generated, sinee
ECP does not operate at PF: e

(4) *Chce zeby jechalismy szybti”ié}.
I want us to drive faster.

The following reformulation of (14) can therefore be proposed:

(15) “R: Place the AGR features, the feature [person]
optionally, on the verb, unless AGR is in
COMP when [person] must not be moved.”

Let us now look at examples (16) and (17):

(16) ? Chce Zebyscie wy urzgdzili zabawe.

(17) *Chce zeby wy urzadziliscie zabawe.
I want you to organize a party.

Here the subject is not null, and thus does not have to be properly governed
and (17) cannot be ruled out due to the ECP. The subjunctive-indicative
contrast, discussed earlier, also holds, however, for clauses with phonetic

subjects. (16), (18) and (19) are all arguably grammatical, though far less
acceptable than their counterparts without phonetic subjects:

(18) * Mysle, zes ty zrobila blad.
(19) Mysle, ze ty zrobilas blad.

I think that you made a mistake.

Their oddity may be due to the ‘Avoid Pronoun Principle’.
(17) though, is definitely ungrammatical.

To account for the ungrammaticality of (17) we might assume that ‘wy’
In (17) 1s not assigned Nominative Case and (17) is ruled out due to the Case
Filter. The above assumption arises from the principle that Nominative Case
18 assigned virtually under government and there is no government of the
subject position by INFL. Independently, INFL in /17/ is [— Tense] and
[— Tense] INFIL. does not assign Case (just as INFL does not assign Case
in infinitive clauses). Why then is (16) grammatical? Notice that, in accord-

—

® Following Borer (1983), we assume that the inflectional rules can apply freely
at any point, not necessarily at PF and also in syntax. In our case the hcencmg conven-

tion of Chomsky (1985) delays the apphcatmn of Aﬁx Hoppmg to PF or 1]1 afber the
operation of the last syntactic rule. - | o
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ance with the previous discussion, wy is coindexed with AGR in (16). When

AGR is moved into COMP, assigning the index to COMP, by the merger with

the complementizer Zeby, the subject position is already properly governed.
We can thus postulate that the missing [+ Tense] feature of AGR which is
necessary for Nominative Case assignment can be replaced by the feature

[+ Subjunctive] carried by the complementizer Zeby¢. The set of AGR features
in COMP is now:

-+ features
{—— Subjunctive
junctive]. AGR containing the feature [ Subjunctive] is now a Case assigner
to the subject position. .
A second option is to assume that the complementizer Zeby is a Case
assigner itself, though it cannot assign Case until it governs the subject.
The "AGR into COMP”’ 1s thus necessary to furnish zeby with the index of AGR.
In indicative clauses with both lexical NPs and traces in subject positions,
the operation of ‘AGR into COMP’ is optional since the subject position is
properly governed by the coindexed INFL.
Dependence on the assumption that after ‘AGR into COMP’, COMP
receives the index from AGR by the mediation of its head, i.e. the comple-
mentizer zeby, has been crucial in the above analysis. Further, in line with the

}, and the missing positoin for [Tense] is taken by [4- Sub-

° We consider ‘zeby’ to be a genuine complementizer, not a merger of ‘e’ with the
‘floating’ particle ‘by’. The cases of ‘floating’ by are, it seems, restricted to conditional
mood constructions like (1 —5) below:

(1) Mysle, ze posziiby do kina gdyby ...
I think that they would go to the cinema if ...
(2) Mysle, ze byli-by poszli do kina gdyby ...
I think that they would have gone to the cinema if ..
(3) Mysle, ze-by poszli do kina gdyby ...
I think that they would go to the cinema if ...
(4) Mydsle, ze do kina -by- poszli gdyby ..
I think that they would go to the cinema 1if ...
(5) Mysle, ze oni -by- poszli do kina gdyby ...
I think that they would go to the cinema if ...
In our view, the ‘floating by’ is a conditional mood marker and constitutes a part of
INFL. After the transmission of AGR features to INFL, the feature [person] forms a
merger with by. This merger is never broken as illustrated in (8—11) below:
(8)* Mysle, ze do kina -by- poszliscie gdyby ...
I think that you would go to the cinema if ...
(9)* Mysle, ze-by do kina poszlidcie gdyby ...
I think that you would go to the cinema if ...
(10)* Mysle, ze wy -by- do kina poszlidcie gdyby ...
I think that you would go to the cinema if ...
(11)* Mysle, ze wyécie -by- do kina poszli gdyby ...
. I think that you would go to the cinema if ...
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idea of Lasnik and Saito (1984) that, in Polish, only the leftmost moved
ment in COMP can transfer its index to the head of COMP,

can become the head of COMP itself, we can now explain the co
(20—23) below:

ele-
or, eventually,
ntrast between

(20) Chcesz zebys$my co zrobili?
you want that/we/what did
What do you want us to do?

(20a) chcesz [g [cizeby — AGR, C0,] [s t; zrobili t,]]

(21) Co chcesz zebysmy zrobili?
what you want that/we/did
(21a) co, [s cheesz [ [¢, zeby — AGR,] [s t, zrobili t,]]]

(22) *Chcesz co zebysmy zrobili?
you want what that/we/did |
(22a) chcesz [slca co, Zeby — AGR,] [s t, zrobili t,]]

(23) *Chcesz zeby cosmy zrobili?
- vou want that what fwe/did
(23a) cheesz [5[c, zeby co, — AGR,] [t, zrobili t,]]

(20) and (21) are grammatical because the leftmost of the moved elements

18 AGR and thus can assign its index to the COMP via zeby. COMP can now

properly govern the empty subject in (20) and (21). (22) and (23) are ruled

out since the leftmost of the moved elements is a wh-word co whic

1ts index to COMP and the subject trace is left ungoverned. The convention

throughout is that the first moved element is placed most to the left in COMP.
Notice now that (24) is grammatical while (25) 1s not: '

h transmits

(24) Chcesz zeby kto wygral konkurs?
you want that who won the contest
Who do you want to win the contest?
(256) *Chcesz kto zeby wygrat konkurs?
you want who that won the contest

The corresponding S-structures are (24a) and (25a) below:

(243") chées'z [E [bl 2éby AGR kto,] [t, wygrat konkurs]] -
(25a) chcesz [g[¢, kto, zeby AGR] [t, Wgt‘al konkur_s]

It can tentatively be assumed that in cases of subject extraction AGR is no
coindexed with the wh-trace. We will try to explain this point later.

In (24) then, kto, when in COMP, can transmit; its index to the head of
COMP via AGR since AGR has no other index. Both proper cove

by COMP and the Nominative Case. assignment: by éeby- (w:lth the .feature
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[+ Subjunctive]/) is thus possible in (24). In (25) hqweve-r, if kfobmoz':}:sl ﬁm;;
and directly into a head position implying perhaps the deletion of ze y,:. oug :
carrying the right index and thus allowing for proper governmeflt, 1 c:x;:}i:t
assign Case to its own chain’. (25) therefore wola,iies the requlremencom
variables must in be Case-assigned positions. On!y ze?by, as a head of -
when assigned index from kto, can assign N om%na,twe 'Ca.se' to the -sl:lb ]e:dt
trace thanks to the feature [+ Subjunctive], but in (25) Zeby is not coindex

) ) traces. |
Wlt]i;sl ;S;::Vef;ok at another contrast in Polish. It is assumed here, following
Lasnik and Saito (1984), that there is no syntactic COMP-to-COMP movement
in Polish. Structures like (26):

(26) *Kto Maria chce zeby kupil chleb?
who Mary wants that bought bread
Who does Mary want to buy bread?

(26a) kto, [Maria chce [g[c zeby] [s t, kupil chlebl]}

cannot however be ruled out due to the Subjacency Condition since there
are grammatical object extraction structures like (27)*:

_(27) Co Maria chce zeby, Janek kupil?
what Mary wants that Janek bought
What does Mary want Janek to buy?

(27a) co, [s Maria chce [s zeby [s Janek kupil tl]]]
If.there are no intermediate traces either in (26) or in (27), both would be the

‘violation of Subjacency. We will try to account for this contrast adopting

ECP.

7 We subscribe here to the account of e.g. Chomsky (.1985)‘ where Case 18 taken
to be a property of chains, not categories. For a general discussion on chains see e.g.
1981), Brody (1984), Chomsky (1985). - | |
Chf’ﬂ:ﬂ;l): ihe pi-esent. chount we assume that a subject wh-word MOVes to COMP in
svntax and does not stay ‘insitu’ (a case of vacuous movement). Nc:tme also that for the
éjl?ixﬁn&tidn of e.g. (25) we do not invoke the Doubly-filled COMP Filter which does not
seem to be genera,lly' operative in Polish, as the examples below suggest: -
(12) Co #edcie zrobili? -
- What did you do?
(13) Kt6z to zrobil?
. Who did 1t?
(14) Kto kogo zabii?
who whom killed
killed whom? L ,
s v“?IVIZIBGle;an'ﬁre open the problem whether Subjacency Condition 18 generally observed
in Polish.
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into COMP. However, we want to retain the principle that, generally; as a
property of UG, there is only one position accessible in COMP for the moved

elements. But it seems that this principle is best understood as a restriction

‘The first assumption to be made here in connection with structures like
(26) 1s that a wh-word 1n subject position cannot be coindexed with AGR
iIn the same way that a null anaphor can. We will assume that the relation

which holds between a wh-word in subject position and AGR is one of co-
-superscripting rather than eoindexing. This claim seems plausible if we
note that-the relation in question is of some special kind, Qistinct from the re-
lation between a full anaphor and AGR. The ‘speciality’ of this relationship
is reflected by the fact that the set of features associated with kfo is uniform
and the verb will always have a stable inflection of third person, singular,
masculine. This relationship is represented in (28) below:

In this case, i.e. if there is no coindexing with AGR, the trace left after eX-
traction is not properly governed. Besides, in the case of subjunctives, the
wh-trace is not assigned Case since INFL is [— Tense].

If kto in (24) is in lower COMP, the structure is grammatical, since kfo

carries its index and, when in COMP, transmits it to'the COMP via the merger
‘2eby-AGR’. This is possible since AGR did not previously carry any index.
Zeby can now be a Nominative Case Assigner for the chain (kto, t) as soon
as it acquires the index from kfo. o

Let us now return to the proposal that a wh- word 18 not coindexed at D
-structure with AGR. Adopting this assumption we can also explam the un-
grammaticality of indicative structures like (29):

(29) *Kto myslisz, ze przyniesie prezent?
who you think that will bring the present
Who do you think will bring the present?

(29&) s [c ktol] [st myshsz [s [c ze] [s B, AGR przymesw prezent]]]]

If INFL is always a proper governor for a sub ject trace, when it is [+ Tense]

and if there is no trace in COMP (no COMP-to- COMP), (29) should be gramma-

tical. But under the proposal that the wh-word is not coindexed with AGR,

and thus INFL, in spite of being [-}- Tense] is unable to receive the index
from the wh-word, the ungrammaticality of (29) is straightforward 1o,
It has so far been assumed that both wh-words and AGR move in Pohsh

10 We assume that the so-called ‘antecedent government’ m the sense of Saito

and Lasnik (1984) is in (29) blocked by 8 (cf. Chomsky (forthcoming) for a discussion

on the nature of barrierhood in similar cases).

only on lexical elements. Thus, we think it is 1mp0331ble to have in COMP
more than one lexical, i.e. phonetically realised element. But some lexically
null elements are probably also allowed in COMP. As a result, we can have

intermediate traces in COMP in languages which licence syntactic COMP-

-t0-COMP, e.g. English. In Polish, on the other hand, we will admit in COMP"
the AGR marker, which cannot be regarded as a lexical item for two reasons:
(i) even if the feature [-I- person] remains in COMP and is phonetically spelt.
out, it is a morph, and not a lexem, and thus cannot be ‘lexical’ in a strict.
sense; (ii) the rules of PF will inevitably join the unbound morph [ person]
to the complementizer, so that the two will form a merger and may be regarded
as a single complementizer.

Thus, it is assumed that the rule of ‘AGR into COMP’ is in fact an Instance-
of movement into COMP. -

It is different with wh-movement. Wh words are lexical items and cannot.
be moved, in accordance with the above discussion, into Comp when the_re is.
already an overt complementizer. We will then assume that they are adjoined.
to COMP as in the configuration (30): o I

(30) Chcesz zebysmy co zrobili?
you want that what we did
What do you want us to do?

(30a) chcesz [ [cilcy zeby — AGR,] cog] [s t; zrdbili ta]]

/S\
COMP, ' S

,. COMP1 CO2 NP /VP\
\Y | N|P
ieby—AGRI t, zrobili t,

By convention, only the leftmost of the moved elements can transmit its index:
to COMP, whether adjoined to COMP or moved into it. In (31), on the other
hand, the leftmost moved element is the adjoined wh-word which transmits.
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its index to COMP:

{31) *Chcesz co ieby.s“my zrobihi
- you want what that we did
~ What do you want us to do?

(31a) cheesz [3 fco, [ieby AGR,]) [ta zrobili t,]]
oL 1

S
/\
COMP, ' S
/\ A
CO, -~ COMP, t, zrobili oY
% L'reby-lAGR

In (31a) t, is not properly governed a,nd (31) 18 ruled out
Notice that in indicative clauses like (32), the mtu&tmn is analogous by

(32) is grammatical anyway:

(32) Co zesmy zrobili?
what that we did
what did we do?

(32a) [S[g?1 [gf AGR,]] [132 Zmbﬂl t'].]]

“The explana,tlon may be follomng Lasnik and Saito (1980), that the proper
government is the assignment of the feature [4-y]" This feature is assinged
at S-structure, prior to various instances of ‘Move «’. In (32) the INFL is
[4-Tense] and the index carried by AGR can be transmitted to INFL. As a re-
sult, t can be assigned [+a] feature (proper government) from INFL before
AGR is moved into COMP. After ‘AGR into COMP’ there could not be any
‘more proper government from COMP, since, as we have said, the COMP is
not coindexed in (3¢) with the null subject. However, there is no more for
proper government since t, has already acquired the above feature.

To summarize, the following main points have been proposed:
(i) there is a syntactic rule ‘AGR into COMP’ in Polish;
(ii) ‘AGR into COMP’ is obligatory in the case of Polish subjunctive con-
structions which follows directly from ECP and Case Theory
(iii) there is an additional position in COMP, available for AGR but nor for

any lexical material;

(iv) the relation between a ﬁub]ect wh-word and AGR is that of co-super-

.geripting raither than of coindexing.
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