DERIVATION OF INFINITIVES IN ENGLISH AND POLISH"

Rappars LEWANDOWSKA

Tnéversity of Lddé

Tnfinitivalization is one of the types of nominalization in ‘which the sen-
tential origin seems a.pp-arent. If paraphrase relations hold between different
types of nominals, they can be captured by allowing alternative transfor-
mations to operate on the underlyng structure with the identical semantic
input %, as In:

(1) That people shoot animals seems 10 be less than human — FACTIVE

(2) People’s shooting animals secms 0 be less than human — GERUND-
TAL

(3) For people to shoot animals seems to be less than human — INFI-
NITTVAL

In the Polish equivalent sentences the overt subject of the nominals
will be present only in the first two cases, while for the infinitival type it
seems to be only covertly [4-Anim, 4 Hum), with this feature specification
ocenrring in the structure underlying the subject of the infinitive. Cf.:

(1a) To, ze ludzie zabijaja zwierzgta wydaje sie nieludzkie
(2a) Zabijanie zwierzat przez ludzi pracy wydaje sie nieludzkie
(3a) Zabija¢ zwierzeta wydaje sig nieludzkie

1 This work is sponsored by the Ford Foundation and the Center for Applied Lin-
guistics, Arlingion, Virginia,

* There are examples of constructions involving nominalizations whose semantic
interpretation changes depending upon the type of nominalization (see ex. 45-49 in
this paper). In such cases it is obvious that their underlying structures cannot be
iden tical. The Kiparskys (1971:385) go still further observing that “there is good
reagon to posit a number of different base structures, each mapped by transforma-
tiong into a syntactic paradigm of gemantically equivalent surface structures’’.
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In the present paper, conditions relevant for the derivation of some classos
of infinitives in English and Polish will be discussed. The above cxamplos
would suffice to notice that the infinitival structures in both the languages
could have a similar initial route of derivation, they are different, however,
In respect of some further derivational constraints. It can be further ohserved
that the description of the infinitive derivation coneerns questions extracted
from a whole set of interrelating problems connected with nominalizing pro-
cesses, hence it would not be possible to exhaust all the subject in the prescnt

paper, as it involves many complex problems both on the level of syntax

and semantics.

It is a well-known fact that finite predicates may be treated as a result
of person and number agreement between subject and verb, while non-finite
torms, infinitive among them, ocour when agreement does not apply. The
reasons for the lack of agreement, which will be pursued now, may be due to
two phenomena in English (of. the Kiparskys 1971: 356-7): either the subject
of an embedded sentence is transformationally removed, ie., deleted or
raised, or it is placed into an obligue casc.

There are two ways to perform subject removing, first, subject deletion
under identity condition, and, second, subject raising (for details of deri-
vation sec Stockwell (1969: 527-624).

Subject deletion can occur both in English and Polish under the condition
of identity between NP’s in the matrix and constituent clauses followed by
the erasure of the identical NP from the embedded clause with the simul-
tancous converting the verh in the constituent sentence into infinitive. In the
structures underlying actual utterances emploving this type of infinitive,
actual subjects of the verbs are postulated, e.g.:

(4) I decided to go — I decided ~(I} go
(4a) Zdecydowalem sig pdjé¢ - ja zdeeydowalem sig-f-(ja) pojéc

In the above couple of examples there are identical agents in the matrix
and constitucnt clauses.

(6) I allowed John to go — I allowed John4-(John) go
{5a) Pozwolilem Janowi odejé¢ — ja pozwolilem Janowi4-(Jan) odejéé

In these examples the identity holds between the indirect objects of the
matrix and the agents of the constituent clauses.

P. Bosenbaum (1865: 10, 29 ff.) proposed an erasure principle for English,
which allows to delete the subject of the cmbedded sentence if it is identical
to the nearest NP that neither dominates nor is dominated by the embedded
sentence. Examples such as (6) and (6a) below contradict this prineiple,
This has been noticed by R. Rothstein (1966 : 38), who provides & number
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of counter-examples in the Polish material, which sygg{ast parallel eounter-
examples for English. Compare (4, 4a) and (5, 5a) with (6, 6a): |
(6)  Jan obiecat Marii przyjéé¢ w niedzicle — Jan obiecal Marii4- (Jan)
przyjéé w niedzielg ‘
(6a) John promised Mary te come on Sunday — John promigsed Mary
(John} come on Sunday
The co-referential nouns in {6, 6a) are not the nearcst NP’s in termns Di" a
derivational tree, though both of them function as subjects of the I'EBPGF%tr.l‘FE
sentcnees. Considering the matrix verb to be the main factor determining
which NP is relevant to deletion. Rothstein (1966:42) proposes that an NP of a
constituent sentence be deleted, if it is identical to the object of the verb
dominating the complement, if that verb takes an object (understood wvery
broadly), otherwise to the subject of that verb. Stockwell et ‘a‘.l. (1969 : 579)
further speeify the NP’s relevant to deletion. They E‘-tf-lfbe that “‘there are two
classes of such coreferential nodes: the transformation of EQUI-NP-DEL
must inspect a structure and determine whether the subject of th'e embedded
sentence is identical with a dative, or if there is no dative then with an agcnt
in the matrix sentence (1969 : 579). The majority of the Polish ca:nfstruetlnns
with infinitives seems to be derived, as will be seen in the discussion below,
according to the similar procedure. . '
Some of the above infinitives can be derived from the structures identical
to those underlying gerundial nominals preceded by prepositions: compare
{4, 4a) to (7, 7a) and (5, 5a) to (8, 8a):
(7) I decided on going
(Ta) Zdecydowalem sie¢ na pdjécie
(8) I allowed John for smoking
(8a) Pozwelilem Jankowi na palenic papierosow _
These infinitival gerunds, however, have only their surface fa::-rm' in common
with factive nominals in English and Polish, being otherwise different bmfh
in their origin and their derivational history (the Kiparskys 1971:357). Cf.
(7)—(8a} with the following:
(9)  His smoking gets on my nerves — (The fact) that he smokes gets
ON Iy nerves o |
(9a2) Jego palenie dziala mi na nerwy — (Fakt), ze on pali dzials mi na

nerwy?
Subject raising

This group of infinitives is distinguished in English, basing their de.ri—
vation on the criterion of factivity (the Kiparskys 1971). If & sentence carries

* The subject was partly discussed in B, Lewandowsks (1975).
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with 1t the presupposition that the embedded sentence expresses a true pro-
position, the predicate of the matrix is considered to be factive. If it is not
the presupposition but assertion of the truth of the proposition expressed in
the clause, the predicate of the matrix is non-factive. Cf.:

FACTIVE

(10} It is significant that he has been found zuilty
(10a) Jest ssiotne, ze dowiedziono mu wine

with the grammatical equivalent:

(10,)  The fact that he has been found guilty is signifieant
(10a;) Fakt, Ze dowiedziono mu wing jest istotny

vs. NON-FACTIVE

(11) It is fékely that he has been found guilty
(11a) Jest prawdopodobne, ze dowiedziono mu wine

and uwngrammatical

{11;) *The fact that he has been found guilty is likely
{1la;) *Faki, ze dowiedziono mu wine, jest prawdopodohny

The 'isem&ntic distinction between factives and non-factives, then, exists
both in English and Polish. In English, however, it has some further reaching
congequences on the syntactic level than in Polish. In both the lunguages

the factives can have as their objects the noun fact/ (fekt) with a that/(ze) - clause
(10;, 10a,), or gerund*,

(10y)  {The fact of) his having been found guilty ...
(10a,) (Fakt) dowiedzenia mu winy...

In English, however, there is a distinctive class of infinitival constructions
pe?rr:}issible essentially with non-factive predicates. They are derived through
s}_nﬂ;mg (raising) the subject of the cmbedded sentence to the position of
either the subject (12), or objeet (13, ace-cum-inf ), converting simultaneously
the verb phrage of the constituent clanse into an infinitival phrase. In Polizh,

on the other hand, the operation of subject raising is extremely rare (see the
footnote?).

2 A comparis?n between some grammatical categories that can be expressed by
gerundial and action nominalizations in Polish and English has
Lewandowsks (1875).

" T'here is only one verb I could think of, allowing subject raising to subject in Polish.
1t is the verb wydewaé sig (seem):

1. Wydaje sie, ze chlopiec rozumie
Chlopiec wydaje sig rozumied

been presented in B.
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(12) Tt is sure that John will get up early —
John 1s sure to get up early
{13) Non-factive
I believe that (GHlenda is an artist —
I believe Glenda to be an artist
(14) Factive
I regret that Glenda is an artist —
*I regret Glenda to be an artist

The Polish language, as a rule, will not employ infinitives in such cases, while
similarly to English, sentential objects introduced by Ze- complementizer may
be used in all corresponding sentences, no matter whether the predicate
in the matrix is factive or not:

(128} Jest pewne, ze Janek wstanie weozesnie
(13a) Wierze, z¢ Glenda jest artystka
(14a) Zaluje, ze Glends jest artystka

Placing the subject of an embedded clause into the oblique case

P. Rosenbaum (1965) proposed that in the process of generating infim-
tivals in English, for-to complementizers be placed hefore the embedded
clauge, triggered by the presence of the idiosyncratic item for on the head
of sentential components. The Kiparskys (1971) claim that this item depends
on the presence of the feature {+ EMOTIVE] on the head item. Their definition
of emotivity reads as follows: “Emotive complements are those to which the
speaker expresses a subjective, emotional, or evaluative reaction’ (1971:
363). The criterion of cmotivity comes across that of factivity in the Kiparskys’
formulation and both of them determine to a large extent the surface syn-
tactic form of an utterance. The Kiparskys® observation bas been-incorpor-
ated into the grammatical model of English by Stockwell et al. (1969:41)
and captured by strict-subeategorial features [-+/—FACTIVE], [+ [—EMOT-
IVE], specifying the type of predicate, for instance, important, tragic —
[+ FACT -+ EMOT]; well-known, cear — [+FACT—EMOT], unlikely, urgent —
[~ FACTLEMOT], likely, scem, predict — [—-FACT—EMOT]. One group
of the predicates (well-known, seem) can take embedded clauses In the subject
position, the other one (eager, predict) can eo-oceur only with an object clause.

1a. Tt seems that the boy understands —
The hoy seems to understand

2, Wydaje sig, ze pada deszcz —
1 Deszez) wydaje sie padaé

2a. Jt seems there is raining —
There seerns to be raining
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I the examples with the overt item for the Kiparskys assume that its
source is the transformational marking of the subject in complements of
emotive predicates with the item for, which automatically attaches to it
the status of the oblique case, with the infinitival form being its consequence,
as in:

(15} It s tragic for her to leave him [+-FACT4+EMOT]
(16) Tt is unlikely for him to have kissed her [- -FACT+EMOT)]

It can be noted that the basc structure underlying infinitival factives (15),
13 also a souree for factive that-clause as well as a factive gerundial construc-
tion:

(17) (The fact) that she has left (is leaving) him is tragic
(18) (The fuct of) her leaving (having left) him is tragie

¥rom the proposal by P. and C. Kiparsky, then, a eonclusion can be drawn
that the basic structure underlying (15} as well as {17) and (18), could be
congidered to be, very roughly, of the form:

(19) the fact [she AUX leave him] is tragic

Such a representation, however, as it seems to the author of the present
work, underlies only one possible interpretation of (15), namely, where her
in this sentence specifics only the subjeet of the embedded clause -- the fact
that she has left him may be tragic for her parents, children, friends, any-
body. In the opinion of some speakers of English, however, sentence (15)
may be also understood (some suprasegmental differences wonld be associated
with this too) as:

(20) the fact [she AUX leave him] is tragic for her

whose supcerficial structure would be a result of identical NP’s (matrix object=
constituent subject) deletion, and not caused by the oblique case marking.

That such varying interpretations exist in English with some predicates
may be proved by considering another pair of examples:

(21) The best thing would be for you to tell everybody
{(22) The best thing for you would be to tell everybody

The paraphrase relation does not seem to hold between the above sentences
Only the first of the couple may be thought of as being derived from the

Kiparskys’ oblique case marking and having the following as a source strue-
ture:

(21;) [you AUX tell everyhody] would be the best thing

The item for occurring in the surface structure of (21} will undoubtedly mark
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the subject of the embedded infinitival clause and act there as a conjunction,
or clause introducer rather, than a preposition (of, also Quirk et al. 1972:739).
The second case, (22), however, seems to include the prepositional phrase
for+ NP in the underlying structure, which can be, th{zr}, pr.esentnd s

(22,) [you AUX tell everybody] would be the best thing for you . |
Thus the surface structure with the infinitival form in (22}, would be n this
case, simply a result of Equi-NP deletion. The analysis of predicates allowing
such ambiguity will have to be carried out geparately.

The above conclusion appears to be of some importance for our present
contrastive analysis. In Polish there seems to ocour a class of inﬁnifsiva,lt con-
gtructions equivalent in structure to {20) and (22}, while no r%irect mﬁnﬁm?ra.l
cquivalents of (19) and (21) can he cncountered. The analysis of the Polish
material shows only very few cases of oblique case marking proper.

"I'he first group is characterized by the presence of a prepositional phrase
dla NP in the surface structure:

(23) Jest tragedia dla niej odejs¢ od meza

(24) To wazne dla dziewezyny, (aby) byé dobrze ubrana
The covert subject of the embedded sentence is identical to the I*‘IP in the
PrepP present in the matrix, The subject of the embedded clause is overtly
indicated by the feminine ending of the Past Participle wbrana (dressed),
referring to the NP dziewczyna (girl).

Another couple of examples:

(22a) Najlepszq rzeczq dla ciebie byloby powiedzieé wszystko
(21a)? Najlepsza rzceza byloby dla ciebie powiedzicé wszystko

corresponding to English sentences (21, 22), shows a chara.{:teris.tic .insepa.r-
ability of the predicative NP and the respective PrepP, functioning here

as an object of the matrix predicate. '

English for-fo constructions with the oblique case marking are most fre-
quently expressed in Polish (and some other Slavic languages) as embedd'ed
clauses introduced by complementizers aby/zeby (sometimes present algo with

infinitival constructions-see ex. (24)), or Ze:

(25) Najlepicj dla cicbie byloby, abys/zebys powiedzial wszystko
(26) Bylo to tragiczne dla niej, Ze musiala opuseié¢ meza

_ an alternative possibility besides infinitival constructions, vs.:
(L7a) Fakt, ze opudeila meza jest tragiezny

which is a translation of (17) and cannot acquire an infinitival form.
For the sake of interest compare also two examples of sentences corres-
ponding to English infinitival constructions in Russian, introduced by comple-
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mentizers 4rofel, which, similarly to Polish, requires the Past tonse form
of the embeddad predicate, and 1a70:

{(27) HeBepoaATHO ymofGsl KOIIKA ObLTA TaKasd yiHas
(28) Takas pajocThb, WMo OH HAKOHEN HaM OTBETHA

An interesting point here is that the majority of the constructions clas-
sified as a product of Equi-NP deletion and having the PrepP in the under-

Iying structure, can also co-occur only with [--EMOTIVE] predicates in
Polish:

(29}  Jest |niemozliwe| dla Tomka, (aby) wstaé wezednie jutro rano
wWazZne

(29a) It i1s jimportant{ for Tom to get up carly tomorrow
unlikely }

vs. [-EMOTIVE]

(30) *Jest jznane| dia Tomka, (aby), wsta¢ wezednie jutro rano
jasne

{80a) *It is {wcll-known} for Tom to get up early tomorrow
clear

Some farther derivational eonstraints, some-characteristic only of the Polish
language, such as the obligatory subject position of the embedded infinitival
construction, some others inore general ¢.g. the subeategorial feature [+ Hu-
man] on the head noun, seem to be involved of the process in the infinitival
derivation to block the ungrammatical strings such as:

(31) *Otworzylam drzwi dla nich, aby wejéé
in the sense of:

(32} Otworzylam drzwi, aby (oni) weazli
being equivalent to Oblique case marking in English:

(32a) I opened the door for them to come in,
and gquestionable: (33) *Jest wazne dla krzosta, kota ... cte,

If the analysis proposed above is correct, the interpretation of infinitives
under discussion is identical to that suggested in the first part of this paper
(Subject deletion), and involves the erasure of coreferential subjects in tho
embedded clauses®. The Oblique Case marking, so characteristic for the
derivation of for-fo nominals in English, does not seem to play any part in

¢ Different ways of expressing the subjeect of nominalized econstructions deserve
closer attention (e.g. To nieladnie z jego strony méwié takie rzeczy: czytanie Janka,
ete.) and will be discussed in one of my subsequent papors.
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the derivation of Polish infinitivals occurring in the clauses with die NP pre-
posttional phrases. However, there can be encountered in the Polish langunage
certain constructions that may arouse some doubts as to such a conclusion
in other cases. The discussion of such cases will be the final point in this paper.

The constructions that will be analysed now contain as a characteristic
marker an infinitival form and an NP in the Dative case. The examples can
be grouped in the following subclasses:

I (34) Trudno mi Zy¢ w ten sposéb

I1 {35) Mnie tu ani Zy¢, ani umieraé
(36) Sam, choébys byl Waligéra, nie mierzy¢ ci si¢ z ta gdrg
(37) Tobie i8é do Kklasztoru, nie wychodzié¢ za maz
{38) Po co ¢1 sobie zawracaé tym gloweg?

TII (39) Wystarczy nam znalcZzé rozwiazanie
(40) Nie wypada nam pali¢ tutaj
(41) Nie przystoi (uchodzi, godzi si¢) wam zachowywad sig w ten sposch
(42) Czy wolno uczniom palic?

The scntences were taken from different sources?, and though some of them
may be considered somewhat archaic {esp. (37} and (41)), they are typical
representatives of this class of infinitival constructions in Polish,

Group I is the least controversial subclass in the above sef of sentences;
when paraphrased it shows a structure similar to that of the examples ana-
lysed in the preceding scction of the paper:

(84,) (It is difficult for me to live in this way)
Jest rzecza trudnag dla mnie, (aby) 2yé w ten sposdb —
[ja AUX zyé w ten sposdb] jest trudna rzecza dla mnie

The substitution of the adjective by an adverb in the predicate is also hisfori-
cally motivated, which is & very interesting evidence in favour of our anal-
ysis. (For the discussion of this problem see 8. Szober 1931 : 85-87). Transfor-
mations operating on this string will perform Equi-NP deletion assigning
the infinitival marker to the verb of the embedded sentence at the same
$ime, as well as the optional converting of ADJ N into the adverb frudno
followed either by a Prep NP or an NP in the Dative case. The complement-
izer Zebyluby may occur only if the NP is precoded by a preposition. The
link verb byc (to be} (trudno me jest 2yc, trudno mi byto 2y6) can be optionally
deleted only if it occurs in the present tense form, otherwise it is retained.

7 Mainly from Polish grammars such as Z. Klemensiowicz (1961). One example,
{36), from E. Szelburg-Zarembina (1972) “Badri o szklane] gorzo”, Lublin: Wyd. Lubel-
skie. SBome English exarnples from T. Grzebieniowski (1959).
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Congtructions similar to that in {34) occur in Polish fairly frequently with
such predicatives as: preyjemnte, cleiko, lekko, stodko, etc., allowing an in-
finitival clange as their subject.

To find an adequate semantic interprefation and a testable history of
the derivation of sentences in the second group is a diffieult task. Such con-
structions, much more frequent in the older stages of development of the
Polish language than in contemporary Polish, have certain limited range
of occurrences. The usage of the Dative case, only in one case can be com-
pared to that of subelass (I}, other baraphrases do not show the similarity:

{85;) (It is not the place for me either to live or to die)
To nie jest miejsce dla mnie ani do zycia ani do §micrei
or
da nie moge (umiem) tu ani Zy¢, ani uimnicraé

(361) (Even if you were very strong, you wouldn’t be able to climb
(contest) this mountain)
Nawet gdybys byl Waligéra, nde moglbyé (nie bylbys w stanie)
| mierzy¢ sie z tg gdra
(371) (You should rather go to the nunnery than get married)
Ly powinnas i$¢ do klasztoru, a nie wychodzié zs magz
(38;) (Why are you to bother about it?)
W jakim eelu masz (musisz) zawracaé sobie tym glowe?

The distribution of the infinitival complementizer i all the examples above
does not seem to be connected to any of the derivational processes mentioned
earlier in this paper, but is associated somchow with the occurrence of a,
modal preceding the main verb in the basic structures nnderlying the sen-
tences. The appearance of a modal in the basic structure of g sentence could
cause an optional assignment of the Dative case marking to the “deep’”
subject of the construction with the simultaneous infinitival status af-
tached to the verb, and the modal verb deletion. This is only & non-technical
attempt at explaining some facts, but is connected in s very interesting way
with a hypothesis offered by some linguists (e.g, Z. Vendler 1968:56, J.
Thorne, lectures delivered in Poznan, 1973), aiming at the explanation
of the nature of infinitive, The distribution of infinitival complementizers
in English (also in Polish, Russian, and possibly other languages), is connect-
ed with the fact that clauses which allow the nfinitivalization of the verb
are in a non-indieative mood, stating more precisely, the infinitive would
be the result of a subjunctive or subjunctive-equivalent (%. Vendler 1968).
This faet should be acconnted for in an adequatc grammatical model, and
only then, sentences like those quoted above, as well as all infinitival con-
structions, will be more readily interpreted and explained.
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The 1ast clags of Polish mfinttival constructions with the Noun in Dative
bears a close resentblanee to the English class of infinitival Htrm;ttures whogse
subjcets are placed mto the oblique ease. It scems to us ’r.h_:_mt"r.he_re 18 one-to-one
correspoudence between such sentence as (39) and the English:

(39a) For us to find a solution will suffice

Since the analysig of similar cases in Knglish is [amiliar to us, we shal_l‘try
to examine the Polish example more closely., Two different interpretations
concerning the derivation of such Infinitival ﬂ(.‘llltlH‘['.].'TI‘Ut-If'}IIH .t.r:m}m suggestod,

The first approach assumes that the feximljtunf 1.11. the .|_}:Lt-]‘¥'(‘-.ﬂ<’]13{‘-' {(rurtait,
wam, Marysi, chlopeu) is the subject of the nrﬁmtlv&{. gﬂll{‘:l'ilt-{}f{ from ‘thn
embedded clause, where 1t was assigned the Dative easce m:wlclnfg. The }ESHIL‘?"I}—-
ment of the Dative case marking s cauzed by the presence in ’r:he matrix
clause of one of the verbs mentioned in subelass TIE These operations wonid
worlk analogically to those conditioning the gnncmt;nm m‘ for-to cnftlplerllerlt-
izers in English, In English the rules start f}'[}l’.!f‘iht-l.l‘.lg !f the }_]l‘ﬁdlﬂ&te he:mrs
the feature [FEMOTIVE], which, postulated for I_}U%IHJI, w{_‘mld not bring
abont the expected generalizations, for the searcity of material, In such an
interpretation, the P-marker associated with 3!])‘ atid (39a) can be represent-
ed as = tree-diagram of roughly the followmg form:

(43)
5
Mﬂﬁ// PROT
*F//\NEUT
wysta-]r(:zy 1\[11'.‘
suffice i

my AU X znaleid rozwigzanee
we AUX find « solution

If we consider sentence (40) according to that pattern, its vnderlying strue-
ture {in a gimplified form) wonld be:

(40,) [my AUX palié¢ tutaj] nic wypada
This string can undergo nominalization of Zeby-S type to yield:

{40,) Nie wypada, Zebvsmy palili tuta]
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or infinitivalization, caused by the presence of the verb wypada in the matrix
predicate, which would assign a Dative marking to my in (40,), as well as
the appropriate from of the verb palid.

Another variant of (40) can be also encountered, though its grammatical
correctness 1s questioned by some Polish native speakers:

(40;) tNie wypada nam, zeby$my palili tutaj

Its degree of deviancy seems to be so low (the repeated item nam-tebyimy)
that the sentcnce is considered grammatically correct by quite a number
of Polish speakers. To the author of the present paper the sentence is shy-
listically awkward, which can be explained on the following ground: the
stem nam in (40,) can be treated as a secondary subject marker, generated
additionally in the structure underlying (40,), by analogy to: Nie wypada
nam palic tutej. This can be also supported by a total unacceptability of
such constructions whose matrix and constituent clauses contain non-core-
ferential Nouns:

{44} *Nie wypada nam, hiebyéﬁie
zeby Janek
zcby one
ete,

The above hyphothesis seems to work also with such predicates as praystot,
uchodzi, as well as wolno, szhoda, pora (Cf. Szkoda nom wychodzid tak wezesnie,
Szkoda, Zebysmy wychodzili tak wezednie, 1Szkoda nam, tebysmy wychodzily
tak wozeénie). Also the behaviour of the lexical item wystarczy provides some
additional evidence in favour of the proposal of subject marking with Dative.

In order to follow the argument a set of sentences with the verb wiystarezy
and nominalized embedded clauses will be given below, and the coreferent-
tality of the NP’s present there will be discussed.

(45) Wystarczy nam znaleZé rozwiazanie

(46} Wystarezy, Ze znajdziemy rozwiazanie
(47) Wystarczy nam, ze znajdziemy rozwiazanie
(48) Wystarczy nam znalezienie rozwiazania
(48) Wiystarvzy znalezienie rozwiazania

The above examples confirm, first of afl, a hyphothesis allowing distinct
underlying structures to be a source of different types of nominalization,
Example (45) seems to us ambiguous between (46) and (47}. In both the cases,
however, 16 has a different interpretation than either {48) or (49). In (47},
(lit.) 1t will suffice us that we find a solution, nam (us) functions as an object
to wystarczy, while in (46) the object in this sense is not overtly mentioned
at all. The object of wystarczy in the sense of nam in (47) does not have to be
coreferential with the subject of the embedded sentence:
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(50) Wrystarczy nam, ze (znajdziecie ] rozwiazanie
(50) Wrystarczy nam, Ze {znajdq ]
Janek znajdzie
ete.

(It will suffice s that yﬁu/they/Jok?;.., otec will find a solution)

Notice, however, that when the embedded sentence funetions not as a subject,
but e.g., an adverbial of result, this coreferentiality is an obligatory con-
straint (51, 52, 53). The occurrence of the complementizer abyfieby is also
significant 1n this case— it introduces the clause expressing the result of an
activity pointed out in the matrix clause, in which a sufficient reason of such
results has been indicated (for further discussion see Misz 1960: 42 ff13):

(51) Ten eksperyment wystarczy mom, aby znaleZé¢ rozwigzanie
can be paraphrased as:
(62) Ten eksperyment wystarezy nam, abyémy znaleili rozwiaszanie
vs. ungrammatical:
(63} *Ten eksperyment wystarczy nam, (abyécie znalezli rozwigzanie
aby Janek znalazl
ete,

Compare (53) with grammatical (50) and ungrammatical ex. (44) with
wypade and other verbs of subclass III).
Proceeding further with the analysis we come to the examples with em-

‘bedded sentences in the form of gerundial nominals. In sentence (48) it is

nof overtly specificd who should find a solution, though the fact that find-
ing a solulion will suffice ws is precisely expressed. (Cf. the latter with the
English (the fact of) our finding a solution will suffice, which can be translated
only as {45) or {46) into Polish.)

The category of unspecified or general person?® is also present in sentence
{49), where neither the subjeet of the embedded clause nor the obhject of the
matrix verb, have been overtly expresscd (=finding a solution will suffice).

The conclusion that can be drawn from the analysis of the above men-
tioned constructions seems to confirm the ambiguity of nam in (45). On one
reading it is only the subject marker of the infinitive®, while on the other
one - the indirect object of the verb, being retained after the infinitival

® The analysis of infinitival constructions with unspeeified or general subject in
Polish and English will be presented in the paper mentioned in footnote 6.

* That the NP in the Dative case could function in Polish as a subject of the con-
struction with the infinitive is also a historical fact. 8ee (Old Polish and Middle Polish
examples, for instanco, in A. Kallkowska et al. (1973:15), such as Miano sobie za nic
wczyt sie jeryka ojezystegourodzonvm Polakom.
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subject deletion. The analysis postulates, then, Dative Cuse Marking in such
infinitival construetions in Polish as the fizat reading of (45), though, as we
realize, the arguments should be tested on cll the verbs in question, because of

their difforent nominclizetion patterns.

An alternative hyphothesis that cen be suggested for the derivation of
mfintt'val constimetions in subclass 11T, would depend mostly on Equi-NP
deletion. The P-marker associated with (45) in this interpretation, would

be represented as a following {rce-disgram (cf, (54) with (43)):

/S\

(54)

MOD PROP
/
\'4 NEUT BAT
wyslaresy NI -HL
s

iy AUN znaleic rozwigzuanie

In such 2 ease, however, it would not be possible to account for the ~rabi-
guity of (45), as the proecesses responsible for its derivation in any of the two
postulated interpretations wonld have to be identical. The prosence of the
two items my in the underlying strusture would have 1o be cxsumed, ous —
functioning as the subject of the embedded elause, 2nd #he other — under-
lying the indireet object of the verb in the matrix clause. Ilaving cstablished
the corveferentiality of my (we) in the matrix and my in the embedded seun-
tonce, the operation of deleting the subject of the embedded elause could
be performed, which would cause the infinitivalization of the main verb.
;Dativt‘a case would be the result of the indivect object position of gy, causing
tts surtace form to be nem. Such a route of derivation may be postulated for
sentence (47) end this reading of (45) which con he paraphrased as (47), to
aceept It, however, in the case of (45) corresponding to the interpretation
of (46}, would mean to skip all the argument presented before.

This paper cannot be finished with some decisive conclusions concerning
the derivation of all types of infinitive in Polish. Tt can only be meant to point
at _emmin phenomena in the Polish language as contrasted with Jinghsh,
which, when tested on a number of examples, can lead to some well-moti-
valed conclusions.
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