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Morphological Aspects of Verbal Negation in Polish

1 Introduction
Verbal negation in Polish, in spite of its ubiquity and productivity is a relatively poorly
investigated phenomenon. Traditional Polish grammars, e.g., Krasnowolski (1911),
Szober (1953) and Klemensiewicz (1968), do not mention negation at all, while many
other grammar textbooks do not deal with the nature of negation per se. The negative
marker nie ( )�*,+-(�.0/21�354�4-68793�( :�3<;=+-.-1"4-65( >?6A@CB�@D>FEHGJILK"M<N O,P�QR> ST3JU�*%;
/=I�.�K"M<N O%VWQX> EH3J;Y+�)Z.-1<IZ3�3<)�7[ 3<+�I�.-6<U\.-1"]9K"M<N�N�^AQ_*,;\3�( `�*�7%aZ4-3<)�+-(b>c6W@dB�@e> fTg�hWi-g%jlk=m�npo"q<r�s�tWu
vxwxy z%k{z�|}zJ~Y��k��?y g%j�z<�Zz<~����<~{z
���5�,��z��<��h���k=���"��������zJ~X��z���g%|�y�k}� ��|}���J|-n-���<��h���g,~=��y�gW�-gW�An-�8�"����g%����zJ��|YkTv 1 Also theoretical
approaches do not provide a uniform treatment of nie. In works j\n�|�yZn���|�y�z ��y�g%��kYm,�
�<�
|�~{�8hWn�|-n-g,���2zWvC��vD� ��n�����n�� o"q<r�r��WuX� �Hg%~
kR�-z
���J��h ��n���zJ~{g�o"q<r�rA �uX� ¡W��n-zJj��<m¢�<��h £�¤<� ���J¥
kYm��
o"q<r�r�¦AuR� ��n�|�m�g §�o"q<r�r�tAuR� nie n0k��,k�kY����z8h¨|}g©��zª� �"��n�|-n-�Wvc«¬�­|�y�z®g,|�y�zJ~\y��<��h�� £Z�"�-g%�Zn2�<��h
¡Wj'n-hW¤8n�¥�k=m�npo"q<r ¯A¦Wu°|�~{z8�<|�|�y�z�� z5���J|-n���z����J~YmZz<~'�%k'����g%~Y��y gW�-gW�An-�8�5�H�8�<|}z5��g%~}�
�?j_y zJ~{z8�,k\n��
¡Wj'n-hW¤8n�¥�k=m�nX±²k�o"q<r�rW³�u�´­zJ|}�J��g%~Y��y�gZkRn0k�µ°~��<�����J~l�Zz<~=� �5��� z5���J|-n-g%��n0k �J���"���¶k{z8h·n��¸����~�z"���
k}� ��|}�8�<|-n-��|}zJ~Y�¹kJº nie is a lexical item attached to the verb via syntactic rules.

The aim of this paper2 is to establish the formal status of verbal negatio�»v¶�¼z9�J~X�%� z
|�y��<|?|�y z���z5���J|-n���z����J~Ym�zJ~Hn0k ~{z8�"��n0k�z�h9�%k2�\�Zz<~=� �5�F��~{z5½Yn�¾9~{�J|�y�z<~�|�y �J�L�J|�|}���Jy�z�h®�,k¿���-zJ¾Zn-���5�
n�|}zJ�Àn���|�y�z_k}� ��|}�J¾Áv��¼z�~{z8�8�<�Zn�|��Z�-�<|}zH���J~Xn-g%��kc�J~X�%����z<��|YkF����|�½Rg,~=j��J~{h\n���|�y�z���n�|}z<~{�J|���~{z8��zWvd��ve�
£Z�"�-g%�ZnÂ�<��h ¡Aj\n-hW¤�n�¥
kYm�nÂo"q<rZ¯A¦WuX�¶�<��h�|�y zJ�¹j�z'~{z"n��Z½Xg%~{�8z_|�y�zJ�Ãj\n�|�y our own observations.
Our claim, i.e., negation as a morphological category, is briefly commented on in each
section while the summary and some problematic issues are postponed to the final
discussion.

                                           
1 Ä�ÅRÅ{Æ�Å�Ç È,ÇÉÆ�Ê?Ë
Ì�Í�Î et al Ç�ÏRÐXÑ5Ò8Ó
ÔÂÕ×ÖJØ ÙAË<ÚDÕ�Û�ÜÞÝ"ßxÏRÐXÑ"Ñ5à<Ôcá�Ë<âÂã�ä"Å2Ø<ÅRá�ßCÖJßbã�ßDË�ÖlË<á�å æ�Õ�âçã�ßDè�ÚDÅ{åWÕ<Ü�é�Ü²ÅRØ\Î"ê�ÙAË<ÚDßëÜÞäÈJâ²Õ�ì�ìpÕ�â-ßDÕ�Ö�Ü Õ�Ö"Ø í îïßDèRÝ<êpÏRÐXÑ8ÓTð<Ô�á�Ë<â�Ü²Ë�ìpÅ cross-linguistic discussion.
2 ñ9ÅÂîÂË�é�ÚDØ°ÚDßdÝ"ÅFã�Ë�ã�ä"Õ�Ö<Ý2òFÖ<Ö"Å òxÎ8ÅXßDÚDÚDó�Õ�Ö"Ø ô�Õ�â-Å=Ý õ"îÂßDØ<öXßCÛ�ÜÞÝ"ßZá�Ë<âxè�Ë�ì�ìpÅ=Ö
ã-ÜFË�Ö¿ÅRÕ
â-ÚDßDÅRâ»÷<ÅXâ0Ü²ßeË�Ö�ÜFË<á�ãøäJß�Üæ�Õ�æ�ÅRâ}Æ ÕTÜïîÂÅXÚDÚ�ÕTÜï÷TÕ�â-ßDË�é�ÜÂÕ×é�Ø<ßDÅYÖ"è�Å�Ü�ÕXã»ãøäJÅ°ù¶Ö"ßC÷TÅRâ}Ü²ßbã�ê�Ë<áÂúZû5Î�ßCÖTÈ"Å=Ö�Æ�ã�ä"ÅHù¶Ö"ßC÷TÅRâ}Ü²ßbã�ê�Ë<áÂÙAÕ�â-ß�Ü0ü\Õ×ÖJØ\ÕRãýAþ Ä8ÿ ßCÖ ÙAË�ã-Ü²Ø<Õ�ì Ï�Å�ÜÞæ�ÅRè�ßeÕ�ÚDÚdê�Ä<ã�Å=÷TÅ=Ö ý â-Õ×Ö<Ý5Ü²Ô2á�Ë<â_Ø<ßëÜ²èRé�Ü0Ü²ßDË�Ö�Ç»ñ�ÅlÕ�â-Å�Õ�Ú�Ü-Ë�È"â-ÕXãÞÅXá�é�Ú�ã�Ë ô�Õ�Ì�È"Ë"Ü²ßDÕô�Õ
â²è�ßCÖJßDÕ×Ýlá�Ë<âÂã�ä"Å2Ø<ÅYÎ5é"È<ÈJßCÖ<È�ÜÞé"æ5æ�Ë<âçã0Ç � ÅXÅRØ<ÚDÅ{Ü0ÜÂãÞË�Ü²Õ×ê5ÆÁîÂÅ_Õ
â-Å_á�é�ÚDÚCê�â-Å�Ü�æ8Ë
Ö�Ü²ßCÎ�ÚDÅ¿á�Ë<â�Õ
ÚDÚFâ-Å=ìpÕ
ßCÖ"ßdÖ<Èá�ÚeÕ×îcÜYÇ



2 Arguments for Morphological Negation

2.1 Prosody
Rubach and Booij (1985) show that if nie precedes a monosyllabic verb, they are
treated as a prosodic unit for the purpose of lexical stress assignment, (1a).3 This
example should be contrasted with (1b) where the presence of another monosyllabic
item is ignored and stress falls as usually on the (non-negated) verb wiem '(I) know'.
(1) a. nié wiem 'I don't know.'

not know-I
b. czy wiém 'do I know'

Q know-I
This contrast is immediately explained if nie is treated as a verbal prefix, unlike the
(syntactic) question marker czy.

2.2 Frame Variation
First, we present a couple of non-conclusive arguments and then we give what we take
to be a strong argument for the morphological analysis of nie.

A well -known frame variation triggered by negation is the Genitive of Negation
(GoN), (2). In Polish, this phenomenon is fully regular: whenever the verb
subcategorizes for an accusative complement, (2a), its negated counterpart expects a
genitive NP, (2b).����� ��� �	��

��� ������� ���������������  �	!#"�
$�%���&�#�'�����(�)�* 

John likes Maryacc

b. Janek nie lubi Marysi. 'John doesn't like Mary.'
John not likes Marygen

The full productivity of GoN as well as its presence in (complementizerless) infinitival
clauses (the affected complement need not be a direct argument of the negated verb)
allow one to analyse this + "
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Another interesting frame variation triggered by negation occurs in the paradigms
of verbs such as h7iLjlk�h7m#nTj\o:j9p�q 'to presume' or n�rOs.j\t%q  'to judge', (3). They take
subjunctive complements (introduced by u v\w k  'that') only when negated, (4b), whereas
their non-negated counterparts allow only for indicative complements (introduced by uWv 0%"3��0� �C5���x��9�C5�698:� y��F��!#
��b��

P z�M{��P�I\��|d�L�O�d�F@�A3}�~���5 ]����.��IJ69IF���$�F@�A�A����:�
                                           
3 We use ´ to mark stressed syllables.
4 The weakness of this argument is also admitted �*� �W�����:�F�\���F� �F�'���	�����W�%�F�.���C�\�	�����
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'I presume that he came.'

presume-I that cameind-he%&�(' �	��
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���
�������� ��%)� ����
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��*"�$��
presume-I that camesubj-he�,+�� ��� -/.0� ����
1��������
!�2
!�������!� ����

�&��
��*"�$��

'I don't suppose he came.'%&� -/.0� ����

�3������
!��
�������� ��%4� ����
1� ��
��*"�$�� 5 67��������8��9�;:<�="�.0"!>35 ?@�*84�����A5
However, similar behaviour is attested cross-linguistically, also in languages where
verbal negation is arguably syntactic, cf. Laka (1990). Hence, just like GoN, this
argument does not strongly support morphological status of nie.

The most striking example of alteration triggered by negation in Polish is the
behaviour of the verb BDC@E  'to be', more precisely, its existential variant, cf.
Krasnowolski (1911). There are two negative forms of this verb: the regularly inflectedF3GIH BDC&E
J  'not to be', (6a) and the irregular (suppletive) form nie ma, ('there isn’ t', lit .:
'not has'), (6b).5 It is (6b) rather than (6a) that is the true sentential negation of (5); (6a)
has only the contrasting meaning.��K�� L/��.0M��2N3� O1�4��? >��P��?Q8�R0�)� 5S�T?I:<�2� %<8�84NU.,�V8!>W����XI?I:���� ?Q�
%3R0���A5

booknom is on table��Y�� ���!L/��.0M��2N3� >3.0� O1�!�Z? ><�[�Z?Q8�R0�=� ?\�	R(N�8 >�� ��]�$0�*�2�^�
booknom not is on table  but on shelf
'(the) book is not on (a/the) table (but on the shelf).'%&�!L/��.0M��2N�. >3.0�;�W� ><�[��?Q8�R0�=�D' ?\�	R(N�8 >�� ��]�$0�*�2�^�
bookgen not has on table
'(the) book is not on (a/the) table.'

Note also that in (6b) the subcategorization frame is different as well: the nominative
subject in (5) becomes a genitive argument in (6b).6

It cannot be suggested that the paradigm of F�GIH _`GIH E  'not to have' is the negation
of the existential BDC@E : in the present tense, only nie ma (third neuter singular verb form)
is used for the sentential negation of BDC@E , (8c), irrespectively of the number
specification on the subject:7��a�� bc:3$08!�<�^�d�9M;e ��
�N�8�R0��� 5 �T?I:<��� %�8*� �V���f�=��?g�9�
:<8�8�R��A5

boysnom are in  school��h!� ���3' bi:3$084���^� >3.0�;�W�,O1Mje ��
�N�8�R0���
boysnom not have-they in school

                                           
5 Some hints for a diachronic explanation of this fact are given in Greszczuk (1993), p.35.
6 This differs, of course, from GoN as it is the nominative subject here that changes its case into

genitive, rather than the accusk�lnmAo
prqts�uQp�v�l,w
xVpZy2v9pfz�{|pr}
qiy2qfl	~Tm�}
p �2p��Tp {�mSl(� �dmSl(�2q2�&�����2���
�3{r�2qVln�0p�k�l0~l(�2m�~�kt�SlIp��0k�lIm�q^yck
~ �|q9���(m�y|l(�2pg~n�2s�u,p�v�l��#q2~0mSlIm�q^y2�,w
7 We use '*' to mark ungrammatical sentences while '#' indicates sentences ungrammatical with the

intended interpretation.
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boysgen not have-they in school�%� ���	��

�����
� �	��������� �@�A!	
&$��%� -0/1���:B;�C�:B;����
7��
821�9�6)(�;�:��
D
%$>�?-
boysgen not has in school

Note that in the future and past tense, a form of EGFIH  (third neuter singular) is used again
for negation, (9)–(10).8J>K%L �M�#��

���8�.� �#��� �
2N��

O �#��� �<P8Q%����� Q&�8��R(� �@�A!	
&$��%�

boysgen not were not/ not will-be today in school
`(the) boys were not/ will not be today at school.'JAS6T%L � ���	��

�<�8�
� �	��� �U���"��

O �	��� ��P8Q%����� �V���A��
W� � �"!#
%$��%�
boysgen not had/ not will-be had in school
Lit.: 'It didn't have/ won't have boys at school.'
Also some idiomatic expressions with EGF�H  can be negated only via nie ma, (11a)

and (12a). The morphologically regular negation is impossible, (11b) and (12b).JAS=SXL �&�
Y��
�>) �A�.�AZ=
\[ �A��

�]��^%� _`�����4� �A�.�AZ=
\[ �A��

�]��^%�
    is something regretinf  not has something regretinf

    'It is something to regret.' 'There is nothing to be sorry about.'�I�<a _`���1���.�b) �"�.�AZ=
\[ �A��

�]��^%�
(12) a. Jes

) ZDQ%����� � ��P�!	�6���8^&� _`�����4� ZDQ%����� � ��P�!	�6���8^&�
    is where SELF bathinf not has where SELF bathinf

    'There is a place to take a bath.' 'There is no place to take a bath.'�I�<a _`���1���.�b) Z=Q%����� �@��P�!#�:����^%�
We conclude that, in the case of the existential EcF�H , negation affects not only

valence but also morphology of the verb and, hence, must be analysed as a lexical
phenomenon. If there are verbs which must be negated in the lexicon, and if all verbs
can be negated in the lexicon, we consider it desirable to view verbal negation
uniformly as a lexical phenomenon.

2.3 Lexical Negation
Verbal negation is not a homogeneous phenomenon and arbitrary gaps in the paradigm
exist. Some negated verbs are independent lexical entries: they cannot be produced via
a regular rule adding nie to a positive verb because no corresponding positive verb
exists.9 For example, apart from the regularly negated verb cierpi d H  'to suffer', cf. (13a),
there is the idiomatic verb e	f d g f d8hji f d H  'to hate', which lacks the non-negated form,

                                           
8 This idiosyncrasy is also notk l�m?n opm qsr:tAuNv@w xAxAy:z�{
9 See also Bugajski (1983) for a list of lexicalized expressions which are formed only with negated

verbs, e.g., nie ulega kwestii `(it) is unquestionable’.



(13b).10 This verb should be distinguished from (13a), as it takes an infinitive
complement.������� �	� 
���
���������� ����
���
�� ����
 ����
���������� ����
���
	�

    suffered-he a lot not suffered-he a lot
    'He suffered a lot.' 'He didn't suffer very much.'� � �!� ����
�� ����
�������" #$� %&��'&�)(+* ,-��. /0�)12�!#$3 45��.0��
 � 3!1!%2�567�
    not suffer-I listeninf as speak-you such rubbish
    'I hate listening to that rubbish you say.'

There are more verbs which do not have 'positive' counterparts and nie is built -in into
their morphology, e.g.:���982� �	� :���
�:&���;��1�3+��(<� .�=�/0=?>$�A@ 45=B'&��45
�@ � :&���;��1�3+��(

� � :���
��C=	�D��(E@ 45=F� GC�2�H�I#J=K:�@ � �C=	�D��(�	� :���
��&=!.�=���(L@ 45=�1��I#�4D%2� � @ � �&=K.�=���(
d. niedomag

�)(L@ 45=M#�%�N�NH
��ONI�J=KGP@ � 12=KGM��/0�)(
Note, however, that the verbs in (14) differ from Q�RDS T)RDS+UWV�RDS+X  'to hate' in (13b) since
they do not license n-words,11 see (15a) vs. (15b).����Y�� ��� ����
 ����
�������" :�� .�=KG�% �&=KGM��/0�)(	� @ Z['?��45
\'&
�� ��� :�/C��:	6 � =21)67�]@

not suffer-I nobody help
b. Nigdy *(nie) niepokój Jana. 'Don't ever disturb John.'

never not disturb John
Observe that even homophonous verbs can have different properties. There are two
verbs Q�RDS�Q2^�_`R acb)RDX : one which takes an NP complement, (14a), and another one, (16),
which takes an infinitive complement. The former behaves analogously to (15b) while
the latter seems to act as overtly negated verbs do: it triggers GoN, (16a), and licenses
n-words, (16b).12����d�� ���!e-��: :���
�:&���;��1�3+� ���I#J�)( �D�I#�45fK�BgH� �D�I#�4h67� @ e�=!'2:�'?�

tes writing letters.'
John hates writeinf lettersgen/*acc� �!e���: :���
�:&���;��1�3+� :�� .�=KGC% �&=!Gi��/2�+(�� @ e-=K'2:C'&��45
K#7'&
�� ��� :�/C��:K6 � =21)6A�j@
John hates nobodydat helpinf

Moreover, the verb V�UlkKm�RDX  'to ask for' (with an infinitive complement) does not
have a negated form,13

��N9�	����n��H* o�����=K:��p��:&1 q�����1�3)� rs#�.0�s����t?u	Y	�9�����n�� ��� vw�J=?#H3!" �2�H3�6�,�>J(x= #H��f21KGM
y,+� @ 
\=!Gi
x��4A#z
�{�
�:&*�����
)�!#z
	�j@
                                           
10 We use *(nie) to mark that a sentence is grammatical only if nie is present and incorrect otherwise.
11 We use the term n-words, after Laka (1990), to refer to words that trigger verbal negation, e.g., nikt,

'nodody', nic, 'nothing', nigdy, 'never', etc. Polish is a Negative Concord (NC) language: not only are
n-words licensed by verbal negation, |�}-~O~ �����i�l�j�O�z�+�\���$�l})�����x~ ���B�-�$�D|i~D��|+�;�9���H� ~D�j�i�������H~��H���7�z�I�� ���$���+���-�����l�������+����� �7}��c�� ¢¡$£$¤�¤�¥����¦|!��£$¤�¤)§l¨2�z��� ©wªh�-���$�z�H���«¡$£$¤�¤)§l¨2�D���&���9¬`�­�z���9�]�+���z�����!®`¯��j� � �����°���!�

12 There is some speaker variation in the acceptability of (16b).
13 This verb is idiosyncratic also in other respects as it has only first person forms.



ask-I comeinf at seven����� ���	� 
���
������ 
�������������
 ���	���! "�#�$�
not ask-I comeinf at seven

All these examples show that verbal negation is not a uniform phenomenon as
certain verbs lack non-negated or negated forms. A straightforward account for this fact
is to enumerate them directly in the lexicon. This, in turn, leads us to treating the
negative marker nie as a verbal prefix.

2.4 Coordination
In contrast to cliti cs, e.g., bym 'I’d' in (18a), nie cannot take wide scope over
coordination, (18b). In order to negate both conjuncts, nie has to be repeated on both
verbs separately, (18c).
(18) a. %'& �)(+*��	� �,�� .- /�����(10�2 � 
��3�40�2	5768���	9�:�6;�<� = >@?+�BAC�+D+D+�E*�F,DG�"���$0H��0)*8�BAB���E(1�I�8
�
!68�J�K=

willingly I’d read and write books����� ���	�C- /�����(10� � ��
L��M� N�	�� O5P6Q���	9�:��)6R� = >S��
!*T= (Q���$0H��0)*8�BM�*8�����@�U(10�*8�V��
�
!68���W=
not read-I and understand-I books

c. Nie czytam i nie rozumiem k
���	9�:��)6R� *8
!(Q���$0H�LX<>S0)*8�B*8
!(8M�*8�����Y�<(10)*��LX<>7�8
;
!6Q�

    'I don't read and don't understand books.'
In Mill er (1992), coordination is applied as a test to distinguish morphological from
syntactic realisation of an item. Aff ixes, unlike postlexical cliti cs (PLC), i.e.,
prosodically deficient elements which are inserted in syntax on a par with syntactic
objects, cannot take wide scope over coordination.

Although the impossibilit y of taking scope over coordination is usually taken as a
strong argument in favour of morphological status of the item, this property is shared
by some adverbs. French manner adverbs or très 'very' modify the word directly and
cannot take wide scope over coordination, e.g., Abeill é and Godard (1997). In Polish,
there exists a class of adverbs, e.g., prawie 'nearly', Z�[4\^]_[L`^a�b  'really', that modify the
verb directly, cf. (19).14 Therefore, this would be a natural class which nie should
belong to if it were a negative adverb similar to French pas or English not.c�d�eLf 0,� gh
! "�)6 
;�40�AC�	� �<6�
!i�/����82j�<A�
_�J9I68���	9�:�6T�L� =kgh
! l*8�$0)��DG�nm<�E*��3� & �$� & �3�o��
�
!6R�K=

Tom nearly finished self 's book����� pQ��0�AC�	� gh
! O��6 �U6T
!i8/����QD��UAq
_�J9I6Q���	9�:�6��,�
/L��r gh
! O��6 �U6T
!i8/����Q2 
���0)AV�	�V�<A�
4�J9s68���	9�:�6T�L�
�Q��� gh
! "�)6 �<6T
!i8/��J�Q2j�<A�
4�J9s68���	9�:�6T� 
���0)AV�	�L�

However, unlike in the case of nie, these adverbs can (optionally) take wide scope over
coordination, (20). Hence, the parallelism between such scope elements and the
negative marker cannot be preserved; nie should be analysed as a morphological prefix.
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������� �	� 
���
���� ������������� ����� �"!#��$�%&�#'�( � �#�)���#*�
+���,'-�/.0��1,2#�43 56��.������
    Tom nearly read and understood book John's
    'Tom nearly read and understood John's book.'7 � 
���
8��� ���)���9���:� �����;�<!#�6$-%&�#' � �,���	�#*�
=���#'�(>�/.���1#2#�43 5�� .0���	�

2.5 Word Order
In Polish, a relatively free word order language, sentential negation is obtained only if
nie directly precedes the verb, (21).����?@� AB� 3 .C%&� D���� !#�6$-%&��
E�/.0��1,2 ���F� G HI��J�%&��D8K�� DMLN%O�)�<�"K 7 �����O.6�PG

 often not read-I booksgen

Placing nie elsewhere results in negating the immediately following element: 'often' in
(22a), 'books' in (22b). Constituent negation, (22), differs from sentential negation,
(21), since it does not trigger GoN. In (22), unlike in (21), accusative case of the
complement is unaffected.������� �	� QR��� !#� 3 .C%&� !#�6$-%&��
E�/.���1#2#���S� G H>D/� %T��J�%&��DR�)�<�"K 7 �����O.6�PG

    not often read-I booksacc7 � AB� 3 .C%&� !#�6$-%&��
 D4���U�/.���1#2#����V %W$OXY�4� Z��#�;��%W$I�
   often read-I not booksacc only newspapers
   'I often read not books but newspapers.'

The placement of Polish (pronominal) cliti cs is relatively free, cf. (23a)–(23c),
but they cannot be inserted between nie and the verb, (23d). Note also that Polish
cliti cs are promiscuous, cf. (23) for the pronominal go 'him' ( [�\^]  'self', bym 'I’d', etc.
behave analogously), unlike the sentential negative marker, which has to be attached
directly to the verb, (21) (otherwise, only constituent negation results, (22)).����_�� �	� 56��D-���RZ�� �:!<�#X�� D���� �;�����)�-.��^'S� G 56��`�D�K���K�D4G %F�YD�a��Y%&�b`��Y
c��%T�#X^XS�dG

56��`�DR`��Y
c��%�e��#X^X�D/��%f�YD�a��Y%&�"K7 � 56��D-��� �R!"�#X��gZ�� D���� �;�����)�-.��^'S�
!	� 5���D/��� �:!<�#X�� D���� �;�����)�-.��^'OZ��O�
d. * Janek wcale

D����gZ�� � �����)�-.0�^'S�
One might speculate that the badness of (23d) is due to insuff icient prosodic

support of both items to license each other. However, as (24) shows, relationship
between nie and the verb is stronger than between any other pair of adjacent words.
While the vulgar expletive kurwa 'fucking' (lit . 'whore') can be inserted between any
adjacent words, it cannot occur between nie and the following verb, (24c).����h�� �	� ij��2;�<V �	*��S�R�<V�Z�� D4��� �:�#X %W$-
 '���
���
lk�m

    maybe EXPL him not batter this crowba
�

G no`	$lK���D4G %�$f��*+J�*/!����YD4Z+.C%&��� 7 ��%^%&�����YD�Zp`��Y
E�9�Y%^`q%^`���.r!��)��� 7 ���sk�mtG7 � ij��2;�gZ���V �	*��S�R�"V D4��� �:�#X %W$-
 '���
���
lk�m
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��� ����
�� ����������� ����� �! �" #��$"%
&"('�)* � ���	��
+��� ����
 ���,��� ���������-� �! ." #��$"/
0"1'�)

�� �2���3
+��� ����
 ���,� �! ."/� �	���4����� #��$"/
0"1'�)

Observe that such a strict adjacency requirement is not the property of prawie-adverbs,
either. Expletives, (25a), as well as (pronominal) cliti cs, (25b), can separate the adverb
from the verb.576�8	9 ��� :;�$"/
0� <��=�&�>��
-� ���������-� ?4�@�$AB�,C& D#E?4���GFIHJ�D?K��H��,��L��

   Tom nearly fucking finished self 's bookM :;�$"ONB�3?P�B
��&�Q�R %S7�B�0���T���>S��T���7?�NB
 * N��7?PUB���$�V� M
UW� :;�$"/
0� <��=�&�>��
XFIH ?4�@�$AB�,C& D#�� M :;�$"ON.�$?P�B
-�0�K�R YS��T���7?�NB
 * �T�K� M
    Tom nearly her finished

This contrast can be immediately explained if nie differs from both cliti cs and prawie-
adverbs in being a verbal prefix.15

3 Discussion
The facts presented above strongly support a morphological analysis of nie. Such an
account allows us to straightforwardly explain prosodic properties of negated
monosyllabic verbs, suppletive form of ZG[W\0] the lack of full productivity of nie-
attachment to the verb, as well as coordination and word order facts. Assuming that nie
is a cliti c, cannot account for lexical exceptions (idiosyncrasy of ZG[W\ , lack of negative
or positive forms), strict adjacency to the verb (exceptional in the domain of Polish
cliti cs) and coordination (wide scope would be allowed). The analysis of nie as a
negative adverb is unsatisfactory for the same reasons.

There are, however, two issues, i.e., behaviour of nie in questions and elli psis,
that are less straightforward to account for under the morphological analysis. We
briefly discuss them below.
Questions As (26) shows, nie can occur alone if it is used as a negative answer to a
question. Such behaviour is unexpected for an aff ix while it is quite na�^���=�,�_SK�$�1�&��T� * 
&<B
0� * 
0���`?7 ����a���&�����
�T�a
&"b�576�c	9 d C& %e&�&� �T��U�� ���0�a X?K��L$' f���
	� M g ��
$?;eI�$N��h�^�T�@

���&�7 E'ifh�D� M

Q John likes Mary? Not
Note, however, that nie can be considered a different item here. In many languages this
type of the negative marker is overtly distinct from the sentential negation marker, e.g.,

                                           
15 In Polish, unlike in English, expletive insertion within words is in general infelicitous. Thus, English

fan-fuckin-tastic, Sproat (1992), p.49, fn.20, cannot be rendered by Polish fanta-kurwa-styczny, in
spite of the fact that infixation occurs before prosodic foot (the syllable -sty-) which is a precondition
for such an infixation in English.



English no, French non, German nein, Russian niet, etc. A similar distinction is also
proposed in the study of Polish prosodic structure of Rubach and Booij (1985).
Ellipsis More problematic is the behaviour of nie with respect to elli psis. Words
easily undergo syntactic processes, while this is not a typical behaviour of
morphological categories. As (27) shows, if the verb is elided, nie can be left alone.
This is unexpected if we treat nie and the verb as a morphological unit.
(27) Marysia lubi Janka, a Janek Marysi nie.

Mary likes John and John Mary not
'Mary likes John but John does not like Mary.'

We admit that this issue is problematic for our account. Elli psis is in general a
highly unexplored p���������	�
�������
���������������������������
�������
��� ��!��
"#�$!%���
&%'��)(�"#�*��+$�-,.�/���0�
�
�1��"�����23���/45��"6�
�7�8()���%"#�
&%"��:9;�:�)� �<2>=��
'��6?�2�@7��+ ��@%���
��� AB!%'DC:EGFIH
J%J�K�LNM%OG����(*�*9�+$�8�6�*�
���B"������
'%20�����6�
�QP>��2R"�����P�!%"�!%20�S20���0�*��20(
��M
The morphological account postulated in this paper allows us to uniformly explain
facts presented in section 2. The two issues which seem to be puzzling for this analysis
turn out not to be strong arguments against morphological status of nie. The negative
marker in questions can be treated as a separate item while the analysis of examples
such as (27) depends on a particular account of elli psis. Providing such an account is
far beyond the scope of this paper.
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