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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 not' is called a 'particle’, e.g., Bak (1984), Jaworski (1986), Bartnicka and
Satkiewicz (1990) or a 'modulant’, e.g., Jodtowski (1976). These terms, however, are
vague and usually merge both syntactic and morphological concepts.® Also theoretical
approaches do not provide a uniform treatment of nie. In works within the Chomskyan
tradition, e.g., Willim (1990), Borsley and Rivero (1994), Spiewak and Szymanska
(1995), Witko$ (1996), nie is assumed to be a clitic. On the other hand, Saloni and
Swidzinski (1985) treat the negative marker as a morphological category, whereas in
Swidzinski’s (1992) Metamorphosis Grammar verbal negation is analysed in purely
syntactic terms: nieis alexical item attached to the verb via syntactic rules.

The aim of this paper® is to establish the formal status of verbal negation. We argue
that the negative marker is realised as a verbal prefix rather than attached as a lexical
item in the syntax. We recapitulate various arguments put forward in the literature, e.g.,
Saloni and Swidzinski (1985), and then we reinforce them with 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.

! See, e.g.. Golab et al. (1968) and Polanski (1993) for the definition of 'particle’ as used by Polish
grammarians and Zwicky (1985) for some cross-linguistic discussion.

> We would like to thank Anne Abeillé and Marek Swidzinski for comments on earlier versions of this
paper, as well as various audiences at the University of Tubingen, the University of Paris7 and at
FDSL in Potsdam (especially Steven Franks) for discussion. We are also grateful to Malgosia
Marciniak for the debugging support. Needless to say, we are fully responsible for all remaining
flaws.



2 Arguments for Morphological Negation

2.1 Prosody

Rubach and Booij (1985 show that if nie precales a monasyllabic verb, they are
tregted as a prosodic unit for the purpose of lexica stress assgnment, (1a).® This
example shoud be cntrasted with (1b) where the presence of another monasyll abic
item is ignored and stress falls as usually on the (non-negatedjyieert{l) know'.

(1) a.niéwiem ' don't know.'
not know-I
b.czywiém ‘do | know'
Q know-l

This contrast is immediately explained if nie is treded as a verbal prefix, unlike the
(syntactic) question markegy.

2.2 Frame Variation

First, we present a muge of non-conclusive aguments and then we give what we take
to be a strong argument for the morphological analysmseof

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

(2) a. Janek lubi Marysig. 'John likes Mary.'
John likesMaryacc
b. Janeknie lubi Marysi. ‘John doesn't like Mary.'

John not likedMarygen
The full productivity of GoN as well as its presencein (complementizerless infinitival
clauses (the dfeded complement need na be adired argument of the negated verb)
allow onre to analyse this phenomenon in the syntax, cf. e.g., Willim (1990), Witko$
(1996), Przepiorkowski (1996), Przepidrkowski and Kups$¢ (1997a,b). Hence, GoN
does not provide a strong argument for morphological analysis of negation.”

Anather interesting frame variation triggered by regation accurs in the paradigms
of verbs such as przypuszczaé 'to presume’ or sqdzi¢ 'to judge, (3). They take
subjunctive omplements (introduced by zeby 'that’) only when negated, (4b), whereas
their non-negated courterparts allow only for indicative complements (introduced by ze
'that'), (4a), cf. Saloni and Swidzinski (1985), Greszczuk (1993).

¥ We use * to mark stressed syllables. ’
* The weakness of this argument is also admiti€elloni and Swidzinski (1985).



(3) a. Przypuszczam, ze przyszedt. 'l presume that he came.’
presume-| thatame,g-he

b.* Przypuszczam, zeby przyszedl.

presume-| thatame,,-he
(4) a. Nie przypuszczam, ze przyszedt. 'l don't suppose he came.'

b. Nie przypuszczam, zeby przyszedtl. 'T suppose he didn't come.'
However, similar behaviour is attested crosslinguisticdly, also in languages where
verbal negation is arguably syntadic, cf. Laka (1990. Hence just like GoN, this
argument does not strongly support morphological statpigof

The most striking example of alteration triggered by regation in Polish is the
behaviour of the verb by¢ 'to be, more predsely, its existential variant, cf.
Krasnowolski (1911). There ae two negative forms of this verb: the regularly infleded
nie by¢, 'nat to be, (6a) and the irregular (supgetive) form nie ma, (‘there isn't’, lit.:
'nat has), (6b).° It is (6b) rather than (6a) that is the true sentential negation o (5); (6a)
has only the contrasting meaning.

(5) Ksiazka jest na stole. '(the) book 1s on (a/the) table.'

book,.m IS on table

(6) a. Ksigzka nie jest na stole (tylko na polce).

book,,m not is on table but on shelf

'(the) book is not on (a/the) table (but on the shelf).’

b. Ksigzki nie ma na stole (* tylko na poéice).

bookge, Not has on table

'(the) book is not on (a/the) table.’
Note dso that in (6b) the subcaegorizaion frame is different as well: the nominative
subject in (5) becomes a genitive argument in {6b).

It canna be suggested that the paradigm of nie mie¢ 'not to have' is the negation
of the existential by¢: in the present tense, only nie ma (third reuter singular verb form)
IS used for the sentential negation d byé, (8c), irrespedively of the number
specification on the subjett:

(7) Chlopcy sa w szkole. '(the) boys are at school.'

boys.om are in school
(8) a. * Chlopcy nie maja w szkole.

boys.om NOt have-they in school

> Some hints for a diachronic explanation of this fact are giv@részczuk (1993), p.35.

® This differs, of course, from GoN as it is the nominative subject here that changes its case into
genitive, rather than the accusative object. Hence, we do not side here with Witko$ (1996) who treats
this alteration as GoN (in the subject position).

" We use *' to mark ungrammatical sentences while '# indicates sntences ungrammetical with the
intended interpretation.



b.# Chlopcéw nie maja w szkole. Lit.: 'They have no boys at school.'
boysen Not have-they in school
¢. Chlopcow nie ma w szkole. "There are no boys at school.'
boysen NOt has in school
Note that in the future and pest tense, aform of by¢ (third neuter singular) is used again
for negation, (9)—(10j.
(9) Chlopcéw nie byto/ nie bedzie dzi§ w szkole.
boysen Not were not/ not will-be today in school
“(the) boys were not/ will not be today at school.'
(10) # Chlopcéw nie miato/ nie bedzie mialo w szkole.
boysen Not had/ not will-be had in school
Lit.: ‘It didn't have/ won't have boys at school.’
Also some idiomatic expressons with by¢ can be negated ony via nie ma, (113)
and (12a). The morphologically regular negation is impossible, (11b) and (12b).

(11)  a. Jest czego zatowac. Nie ma czego zalowac.
Is somethingegret not has somethingegref
It is something to regret.' ‘There is nothing to be sorry about.'
b. * Nie jest czego zalowac.
(12) a. Jesgdzie si¢ kapac. Nie ma gdzie si¢ kapac.
is where SELBathy not has where SELPBath

‘There is a place to take a bath.''There is no place to take a bath.'
b. * Nie jest gdzie si¢ kapac.

We onclude that, in the cae of the eistential by¢, negation affeds not only
valence but also morphdogy of the verb and, hence must be analysed as a lexicd
phenomenon If there ae verbs which must be negated in the lexicon, and if all verbs
can be negated in the lexicon, we @nsider 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 lexicd entries: they canna be produced via
a regular rule ading nie to a positive verb becaise no correspondng positive verb
exists.” For example, apart from the regularly negated verb cierpiec 'to suffer', cf. (13a),
there is the idiomatic verb nie cierpie¢ 'to hete', which ladks the non-negated form,

® This idiosyncrasy is also rdtin Witkos (1996).
® See also Bugajski (1983 for a list of lexicalized expressons which are formed orly with negated
verbs, e.g.nie ulega kwestii “(it) is unquestionable’.



(13b)."° This verb shoud be distinguished from (13d), as it takes an infinitive
complement.

(13)  a. Cierpial wiele. Nie cierpiat wiele.
suffered-he a lot not suffered-he a lot
'He suffered a lot.' 'He didn't suffer very much.'

b.*(Nie) cierpi¢ stucha¢, jak gadasz takie bzdury.
not suffer-listen,s as speak-you such rubbish
'| hate listening to that rubbish you say.’
There ae more verbs which do nad have 'pasitive’ courterparts and nie is built-in into
their morphology, e.g.:

(14)  a. nienawidzi¢ (kogo$) 'to hate' *nawidzi¢
b. niewoli¢ 'to imprison' *woli¢
c. niepokoi¢ 'to disturb’ *pokoi¢
d. niedomagc¢ 'to suffer from' *domagac

Note, however, that the verbs in (14) differ from nie cierpie¢ 'to hate' in (13b) since
they do not licensa-words;" see (15a) vs. (15b).

(15) a. Nie cierpi¢ nikomu pomagac. 'T hate helping anybody.'
not suffer-1 nobody help
b. Nigdy *(nie) niepokoj Jana. ‘Don't ever disturb John.'

never not disturb John
Observe that even homophonows verbs can have different properties. There ae two
verbs nienawidzi¢: one which takes an NP complement, (14a), and ancther one, (16),
which takes an infinitive cmplement. The former behaves analogously to (150 while
the latter seems to ad as overtly negated verbs do: it triggers GoN, (16a), and licenses
n-words, (16b)-?

(16) a. Jan nienawidzi pisa¢ listow/*listy. 'John hates writing letters.'
John hatesvrite; lettergey»acc
b. Jan nienawidzi nikomu pomagac. 'John hates helping anybody.'

John hatesobody, helpy
Moreover, the verb prosi¢ 'to ask for' (with an infinitive complement) does nat
have a negated forfcf. (17), Saloni and Swidzinski (1985).
(17) a. Proszg¢ przyjsc¢ o siodme;. 'Come at seven, please.'

9We use *fiie) to mark that a sentence is grammatical onhydfis present and incorrect otherwise.

1 We use the term n-words, after Laka (1990, to refer to words that trigger verbal negation, e.g., nikt,
'nodody, nic, 'nathing, nigdy, 'never’, etc. Polish is a Negative Concord (NC) language: nat only are
n-words licensed by verbal negation, but they always require the verb to be overtly negated, cf.
Przepidrkowski and Kups$¢ (1997a,b,1998) and Blaszczak (1998) for some analyses of NC in Polish.

2 There is some speaker variation in the acceptability of (16b).

B Thisverb isidiosyncratic also in other respects asit has only first person forms,



ask-lcomey at seven
b. * Nie proszg przyjs$¢ o siddme;j.
not ask-lcomey; at seven
All these examples dhow that verbal negation is not a uniform phenomenon as
certain verbs lack non-negated or negated forms. A straightforward acourt for this fad
Is to enumerate them diredly in the lexicon. This, in turn, leads us to tredaing the
negative markenie as a verbal prefix.

2.4 Coordination

In contrast to clitics, e.g., bym 'I"d" in (183), nie cahna take wide scope over

coordination, (18b). In arder to negate both conjuncts, nie has to be repeaed on bah

verbs separately, (18c).

(18) a.Chgtnie bym [czytal i pisal] ksiazki.  'T’d willingly read and write books.'
willingly I'd read and write books

b. * Nie [czytam i rozumiem] ksigzek. T don't read and understand books.'

not read-1 and understand-I books
c. Nie czytami nierozumiem kiazek. not read-I and not understand-I books
'l don't read and don't understand books."
In Miller (1992, coordination is applied as a test to dstinguish morphdogicd from
gyntadic redisation o an item. Affixes, unlike postlexicd clitics (PLC), i.e,
prosodicdly deficient elements which are inserted in syntax on a par with syntadic
objects, cannot take wide scope over coordination.

Although the impaosshility of taking scope over coordination is usually taken as a
strong argument in favour of morphdogicd status of the item, this property is sared
by some alverbs. French manner adverbs or trés 'very' modify the word dredly and
canna take wide scope over coordination, e.g., Abeillé and Godard (1997). In Polish,
there eists a dassof adverbs, e.g., prawie 'nealy’, naprawde ‘redly’, that modify the
verb dredly, cf. (19)."* Therefore, this would be anatura class which nie shoud
belong to if it were a negative adverb similar to Frepasior Englishnot.

(19)  a. Tomek prawie skonczyl swoja ksiazke. 'Tom nearly finished his book.'
Tom nearly finished self 's book

b. * Prawie Tomek skonczyl swojq ksiazke.

¢. ? Tomek skonczylt prawie swoja ksiazke.

d. * Tomek skonczyt swoja ksiazke prawie.
However, unlike in the cae of nie, these adverbs can (optionally) take wide scope over
coordination, (20). Hence the paralelism between such scope dements and the
negative marker cannot be preservéid;should beanalysed as a morphological prefix.

% These examples are taken from Spiewak and Szymanska (1995) but judgements are our own.



(20)  a. Tomek prawie [przeczytal] 1 zrozumial ksiazke Jasia.
Tom nearly read and understood book John's
‘Tom nearly read and understood John's book.’
b. Tomek prawie [przeczytal 1 zrozumial] ksigzke Jasia.

2.5 Word Order

In Polish, arelatively freeword order language, sentential negation is obtained only if
nie directly precedes the verb, (21).
(21)  Czesto nie czytam ksiazek. 'T often don’t read books.'
often not read-bookgen
Pladng nie elsewhere results in negating the immediately foll owing element: 'often’ in
(229), 'bodks in (22b). Constituent negation, (22), differs from sentential negation,
(22), since it does not trigger GoN. In (22), unlike in (21), acwsative cae of the
complement is unaffected.
(22)  a. Nie czgsto czytam ksigzki. 'T not often read books.'
not often read-4ooks.
b. Czgsto czytam nie ksiazki, tylko gazety.
often read-l nobookse only newspapers
'| often read not books but newspapers.'

The placement of Polish (pronaminal) clitics is relatively free cf. (238)—23c),
but they canna be inserted between nie and the verb, (23d). Note dso that Polish
cliti cs are promiscuous, cf. (23) for the pronaminal go 'him’ (si¢ 'self’, bym 'I'd’, etc.
behave analogoudly), unlike the sentential negative marker, which has to be dtaced
directly to the verb, (21) (otherwise, only constituent negation results, (22)).

(23)  a. Janek go wcale nie zaprosil. 'John didn't invite him at all.'
John him at-all not invited
b. Janek wcale go nie zaprosil.
c. Janek wcale nie zaprosit go.
d. * Janekwcalenie go zaprosil.

One might speaulate that the badness of (23d) is due to insufficient prosodic
suppat of baoth items to license eat ather. However, as (24) shows, relationship
between nie and the verb is gronger than between any ather pair of adjacent words.
While the vulgar expletive kurwa 'fucking' (lit. 'whore') can be inserted between any
adjacent words, it cannot occur betwaemand the following verb, (24c).

(24)  a. Moze, kurwa, go nie wal tym lomem?!
maybeEXPL him not batter this crowba
"'Why don't you fucking stop battering him with this crowbar?!'
b. Moze go, kurwa, nie wal tym fomem?!



c. * Moze go nie, kurwa, wal tym lomem?!
d. Moze go nie wal, kurwa, tym lomem?!
€. Moze go nie wal tym, kurwa, lomem?!
Observe that such a strict adjacency requirement is nat the property of prawie-adverbs,
either. Expletives, (25a), as well as (pronaminal) cliti cs, (25b), can separate the alverb
from the verb.
(25)  a. Tomek prawie, kurwa, skonczyl swoja ksiazke.
Tom nearly fucking finished self 's book
"Tom has nearly fucking finished his book.'
b. Tomek prawie ja skoficzyl. "Tom has nearly finished it.'
Tom nearly her finished
This contrast can be immediately explained if nie differs from baoth cliti cs and prawie-
adverbs in being a verbal prefix.

3 Discussion

The fads presented above strongly suppat a morphdogicd analysis of nie. Such an
acourt alows us to straightforwardly explain prosodic properties of negated
monasyllabic verbs, suppetive form of by¢, the ladk of full productivity of nie-
attachment to the verb, as well as coordination and word order fads. Asuming that nie
Is a clitic, canna acourt for lexica exceptions (idiosyncrasy of by¢, ladk of negative
or positive forms), strict adjacency to the verb (exceptional in the domain of Polish
clitics) and coordination (wide scope would be dlowed). The analysis of nie as a
negative adverb is unsatisfactory for the same reasons.

There ae, however, two isales, i.e., behaviour of nie in questions and €lli psis,
that are less graightforward to acourt for under the morphdogicd analysis. We
briefly discuss them below.

Questions As (26) shows, nie can occur aloneif it is used as a negative answer to a
guestion. Such behaviour is unexpeded for an affix while it is quite natural for an
independent syntactic item.
(26)  Czy Jan lubi Marysig? Nie. "Does John like Mary? No.'

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

13 |n Polish, unlike in Engdlish, expletive insertion within words is in general infdlicitous. Thus, Endlish
fan-fuckin-tastic, Sproat (1992, p.49, fn.20, cannd be rendered by Polish fanta-kurwa-styczny, in
spite of the fact that infixation accurs before prosodic foat (the syllable -sty-) which is a precondtion
for such annfixation in English.



English no, French non, German nein, Russan niet, etc. A similar distinction is also
proposed in the study of Polish prosodic structu@udach andBooij (1985).
Ellipsis More problematic is the behaviour of nie with resped to ellipsis. Words
eally undergo syntadic processes, while this is not a typicd behaviour of
morphdogicd caegories. As (27) shows, if the verb is elided, nie can be left alone.
This is unexpected if we treaite and the verb as a morphological unit.
(27)  Marysialubi Janka, a@anekMarysinie.

Mary likes John and John Mary not

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

We amit that this issue is problematic for our acourt. Ellipsis isin genera a
highly unexplored phenomenon in Polish and behaves in a quite unexpected way also
in other negative contexts, see Przepidrkowski and Kups¢ (1998). Hence, we leave this
problem for the future research.

The morphdogicd acount postulated in this paper alows us to unformly explain
fads presented in sedion 2 The two issues which sean to be puzzing for this anaysis
turn ou not to be strong arguments against morphdogicd status of nie. The negative
marker in questions can be treaed as a separate item while the analysis of examples
such as (27) depends on a particular acourt of €lli psis. Providing such an acourt is
far beyond the scope of this paper.
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