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The aim of the talk: to examine the complement vs. adjunct dichotomy in Polish, in particular,
to question the configurational status of this distinction.

1 Introduction

What the linguist means when (s)he says complement or adjunct?

1.1 Functional Criterion

A dependent which cannot be eliminated (which is obligatory) is a complement.

Sometimes a weaker version of this criterion is given (dating back to Tesniére (1959)): Comple-
ments, unlike adjuncts, are indispensable to complete the meaning of the verb (Vater,
1978a,b).

This is the single most accepted criterion (both cross-linguistically and cross-theoretically). It
is given as the first or the only criterion in textbooks (e.g., Lyons (1976), Radford (1988),
Biintig (1989), Borsley (1991), Haegeman (1994)), in linguistic dictionaries (e.g., BuBmann (1990),
Polanski (1993), Crystal (1997)), and in newer Polish grammars (e.g., Bak (1984), Saloni and

Swidziriski (1985), Nagérko (1996), Swidzidski (1997)). It is also the most prominent criterion in

explicit discussions of verbal valency (e.g., Vater (1978a), Pollard and Sag (1987), Sawicki (1988)).

This is the criterion we assume here.

1.2 Other Criteria

Iterability Criterion According to this test, two or more instances of the same adjunct

type can combine with the same head, but this is impossible for complements Pol-

lard and Sag (1987) (als, e.g., Sgall et al. (1986), Polanski (1993)). This test is the basis for
distinguishing complements from adjuncts in LFG, cf. Kaplan and Bresnan (1982).

Predictability Criterion Adjuncts are predictable (and have constant semantic con-
tribution), while complements are unpredictable, depend on particular verbs and,

We will show how this criterion is reflected in our analysis.

Semantic Criterion This criterion is assumed in much of traditional Slavic linguistidor
example, Szober (1953) says that complements (dopeinienia) are dependents referring
to entities, while adjuncts (okoliczniki) refer to various circumstances in which the
actions and states are placed, cf. also Golab et al. (1968), Jodlowski (1976), Bak (1984),
Jaworski (1986), Bartnicka and Satkiewicz (1990).

Within GB, the importance of the semantic criterion has been re-discovered on the basis of ex-
traction facts. Compare the passage below (from (Rizzi, 1990, pp.85 86)) to the traditional Slavic
concept of the complement-adjunct dichotomy:

Some selected elements refer to participants in the event described by the verb (John,
apples, books, etc.); other selected elements do not refer to participants but rather
qualify the event (compositionally (measure, manner, etc.) or idiosyncratically (idiom
chunks)).2

We will show below that the semantic criterion is independent from the above criteria.

2 Configurational Reflexes of the Dichotomy?
2.1 Extraction

2.1.1  Extraction of __ Complements and Adjuncts

Inner (Negative) Island? On the basis of Witko§ (1992, 1993), who claims that Inner Island

is a weak island in Polish.

(1) a. Nie rozmawialem z  Brianem poufnie.

NEG spoke; sy with Brian confidentially
‘T didn’t speak with Brian confidentially.’

b. Z kim nie rozmawiates poufnie?
with whom NEG spokes,, confidentially
‘With whom didn’t you speak confidentially?’

c. * Jak nie rozmawiates z  Brianem?
how NEG spokes,, with Brian
‘How didn’t you speak with Brian?’

(2) a.  Ziemniaki nie  wazyty dwa kilo.
potatoes NEG weigh two kilos
‘The potatoes didn’t weigh two kils.’
b. * Ile nie  wazyly ziemniaki?
how much NEG weigh potatoes
‘How much didn’t the potatoes weigh?’

hence, have to be stated in the lexicon, e.g., Pollard and Sag (1987)7 Borsley (1991)7 Polariski 2Note, however, that what Rizzi (1990) divides into referential and non-referential classes are just the selected

(1993), Labocha (1996)." elements (i.e., complements) rather than dependents. Since only selected referential elements get an index (and
hence can be antecedent-governed, i.e., can escape the cyclicity of movement), this implies that non-referential

IThere is a variant of this test used, e.g., in the Functional Generative Description (cf. Hajicov4 and Panevové complements and all adjuncts pattern alike with respect to movement. This, however, forces (Rizzi, 1990, p.91)
(1984); Sgall et al. (1986)): if a dependent can occur with every verb, it is an adjunct (or ‘free modification’ in to assume that all instrumental (as well as locative) PP’s, generally considered to be adjuncts, are in fact selected
FGD’s terminology). complements: they are as extractable as non-controversially selected PP’s.




(2) actually provides a counter-example to Witko§’s claim: dwa kilo is an obligatory dependent
and, hence, it is a complement.® And yet, the relative unacceptability of (2b) is similar to that of
(1c).

Independence of extraction possibilities from the (functional) adjunct-complement dichotomy is
further confirmed by the following sentences, which should be contrasted with (1):

(3) a. Nie zachowywatem sie nieprzyzwoicie z  Brianem.
NEG behaved; 4, REFL indecently with Brian

‘I didn’t behave indecently with Brian.’

b. Z kim nie zachowywales sie nieprzyzwoicie?
with whom NEG behavedss, REFL indecently
‘With whom didn’t you behave indecently?’

c. * Jak nie zachowywales sie z Brianem?

how NEG behavedss, REFL with Brian
‘How didn’t you behave with Brian?’

Wh-Island? On the basis of Witko§ (1993).

(4) a. Co; Ilwona chce, Zeby  jak;i Tomek zjadt t; t;?
what Ivonne wants,, COMP how Tom eat

b. * Jak; Iwona chce, Zeby co; Tomek zjadt t; t;?
how Ivonne wantg,, COMP what Tom  eat

Whatever the grammaticality status of (4), it seems to be parallel to the following examples, and
thus orthogonal to the complement-adjunct distinction:

(5) a. [Z kim]; Iwona chce, zeby  jak; Tomek si¢  zachowywat t; t;?
with whom Ivonne wantz,, COMP how Tom REFL behave

b. * Jak; Iwona chce, zeby [z kim]; Tomek sie zachowywat t; t; ?
how Ivonne wantz,, COMP with whom Tom REFL behave

Moreover, it seems that the acceptability status of the pattern (4b) improves drastically under the
right discourse-linking conditions (cf. Dornisch (1995)). The question below becomes completely
acceptable if the knowledge of who the possible examinees are is shared by the speaker and the
hearer (thus, kogo is D-linked), but the speaker does not know Jacek’s wishes as to the method of
examination (jak is not D-linked).

(6) Jak; Jacek chce,  zeby  kogo; Iwona przeegzaminowata t; t;?
how Jack wants,, COMP who Ivonne examine

‘How does Jack want Ivonne to examine whom?’

Conclusion There is no evidence for the relevance of the complement-adjunct distinction for
extraction in Polish.

31t is unambiguously a complement also within the host framework of Witko§’s analysis, i.c., Rizzi (1990) and
Cinque (1990). Actually, selected measure adverbials, apart from selected manner adverbials and idiom chunks,
provided main argument for Rizzi’s use of referential indices, cf. Rizzi (1990), §§3.2 and 3.5.

2.1.2 Extraction from Complements and Adjuncts

Extraction from Subordinate Clauses Although it is a well known fact that extraction

from subordinate clauses in Polish is fairly restricted (e.g., Kardela (1986), Willim (1989, ch.4),

Witko§ (1993)), there is some controversy as to what exactly can be moved out of what kind of

clause For example, most authors deny the possibility of extracting anything out of indicative
ze-clauses (Kardela, 1986; Willim, 1989; Witkos, 1993), others postulate the existence of bridge
verbs allowing for extraction of complements but not subjects (Cichocki, 1983), and some claim
that under proper circumstances also subjects can be extracted (Bobrowski, 1988, ch.3), or even
that multiple wh-extraction (e.g., involving the subject and an object) is possible (Zabrocki, 1990).
Similar confusion concerns the subjunctive zZeby clauses, but it is clear that they can at least in
some positions allow extraction of at least complements and adjuncts.

(7) * Komu; zrobitem to, zeby  pomdc t;?
whoget didysy  this COMP help;, ¢

‘T did it in order to help whom?’
(8) * Komu; kazalem  mu, Zeby  pomdgt t;?
whog,: ordered; sy himga; COMP helps,,
‘Whom did I order him to help?’
omu; prositem go, ze pomdgt t; ¢
9 * K item g Zeby igt ;2
Whoga asked;yy himg.. COMP helpsg,
‘Whom did I ask him to help?’
(10) ? Komu; chciatem, zeby  pomdgt t; ?
whogat wanted;,;, COMP helpss,
‘Whom did I want him to help?’
? Komu; chciatem, ze pomdc t;
11 ? K heiak seby jc ;7
whogat wanted;;; COMP help;y, s
‘Whom did T want one/us to help?’
(12) Komu; chciatem pomée t;?
whoga: wanted; sy helpiny
‘Whom did I want to help?’

Again, the extraction from facts do not parallel the complement-adjunct dichotomy: the extraction
from the purposive adjunct (7) sounds unacceptable, so does the extraction from the complement
zeby-clauses (8)—(9).

2.2 Case Assignment

2.2.1 Genitive of Negation

There is an aspect of Polish GoN which has received very little attention: not only objects can
undergo this process, but also accusative adjuncts.* However, as discussed by Franks and Dziwirek

4This has been noted for Russian, e.g., by Babby (1980a) (cf. also Timberlake (1975), Babby (1980b, fn.2),
Babby (1986, fn.43), Fowler (1987, pp.307f.)), who claims that in Russian “the only reason that subjects, direct
objects, and time adverbs are marked genitive [under negation| is that they do not happen to be marked by an
oblique case” (p.86, see also p.150). See also (Przepidrkowski, 1997a) and references cited therein for cross-linguistic
arguments for the claim that case assignment does not clearly distinguish between complements and adjuncts.



(1993), there seems to be an important difference: apparently, although GoN is obligatory for
complements, it is optional for adjuncts:®

(13) a. Janek pisze list/*listu.
John writes letteracc/sgen
‘John is writing a letter.’
b.  Janek nie pisze lstu/*list.
John NEG writes lettergenvace
‘John is not writing a letter.’

(14) a.  Rozmawiatem z  nim dwie godziny / *dwdch godzin.
talked-I with him [two hours]acc/xgen
‘We were talking for two hours.’
b. Nie rozmawialem z nim dwie godziny / dwdch godzin.
NEG talked-1 with him [two hours]sec/gen
‘We weren’t talking for two hours.’

We claim that what is at stake here is not the complement-adjunct distinction in the sense of the
functional criterion of §1.1. This is shown by the examples below:®

(15) a.  DBielany lezq mile/*mili od ~ Warszawy.
Bielanynom lie milegee/sgen from Warsaw
‘Bielany lies a mile from Warsaw.’
b.  Bielany nie lezq mile/mili od  Warszawy.
Bielanynom NEG lie  milesec/gen from Warsaw
‘Bielany doesn’t lie a mile from Warsaw.’

(16) a. Ta ryba wazy kilogram/*kilograma.
[this fish],em weigh kilogramace/xgen
“This fish weighs a kilogram.’
b. Ta ryba nie wazy kilogram/kilograma.
[this fish],.m NEG weigh kilogramgee/gen
“This fish doesn’t weigh a kilogram.’

What, then, matters for optionality of GoN? The answer is, again, referentiality:” apparently
referential NP[acc] dependents undergo GoN obligatorily, the other NP[acc] elements only
optionally.

(17) Danusia nie  spedzita czterech/*cztery dni w Itace.
Danusia NEG spent  fourgen/sace days in Ithaca

‘Danusia didn’t spend four days in Ithaca.’

5Actually, it is denied by Willim (1990, p.211) and Tajsner (1990, p.246) that adjuncts can undergo GoN. On
the other hand, Holvoet (1991, p.85) and Franks and Dziwirek (1993) consider such examples grammatical. We
are not sure if this is the result of a genuine variation, or whether Willim’s and Tajsner’s judgements stem from
the fact that additional presuppositions are connected with the genitive variant, pace Holvoet (1991, p.85), or that
they may have partitive meaning, pace Franks and Dziwirek (1993). In any case, all our informants considered
both possibilities fully acceptable.

SExamples (10) and (12) in Franks and Dziwirck (1993), where the relevant NPs are classified as adjuncts
(without discussion).

7The material in the rest of this section is inspired by (Fowler and Yadroff, 1993), although our conclusions
differ from theirs. See Przepiérkowski (1997b) for discussion.

(18) Janek nie  przeszedt pieciu/*pieé kilometréw w ciagu godziny.
John NEG walked through fivegen/sacc kilometers during hour

‘John didn’t cover five kilometers in one hour.’

What distinguishes the accusative/genitive NPs in (14)—(16) from those in (17)—(18) is their ref-
erentiality status as shown by two co-reference tests: pronominal substitution test (cf. (19) and
(21)) and relative pronominalization test (cf. (20) and (22)).

(19) * Bielany lezq mile od  Warszawy, a Wersal lezy jq od  Paryza.
Bielany,,m lie mile,.. from Warsaw  and Versailles lies it from Paris.

‘Bielany lies a mile from Warsaw, and Versailles lies the same distance from Paris.’
(20) * To jest ta mila, ktérq Bielany lezq od ~ Warszawy.

this is  this mile which Bielany lie from Warsaw

‘This is the mile that is the distance between Bielany and Warsaw.’
(21) Janek przeszedt pie¢  kilometréw w ciggu godziny, a  Tomek przeszedt

John walked through five,.. kilometres during hour and Tom  walked through

Jje w ciqgu trzech.
them during three

‘John covered five kilometres in one hgand Tom covered this distance in three hours.’
(22) To sq te trzy kilometry, ktére Janek przeszedt w ciggu godziny.
this are these three kilometres which John walked through during hour

“This is the three-kilometre distance that John covered in one hour.’

2.2.2 Nominalization

Nominalization facts independently confirm the results of the previous subsection. Just as with
GoN, it seems at first blush that nominalization distinguishes NP[acc] complements from NP [acc]
adjuncts: the former obligatorily change their case in this process to genitive, the latter are not
perfect either in accusative or in genitive, although accusative sounds markedly better:

(23) pisanie listu/*list
writing letteryen vace

‘writing a letter’
(24) rozmawianie przez  telefon ?* dwdch godzin / ? dwie godziny
talking through phone [two hours]s,gen/7ace

‘talking over phone for two hours’

However, again, the parallelism with the functional distinction is only apparent. For example, the
obligatory complement of the non-agentive wazyc (cf. (16)) behaves just like prototypical NP[acc]
adjuncts:®

(25) wazenie ?* stu pieédziesieciu / ? sto pieédziesiat kilogramdw
weighing [hundred fifty]ssgen7ace kilo
‘weighing 150 kilo’

SExample (25) is acceptable in its agentive meaning, as in: Wazenie stu piecdziesieciu kilograméw miesa w
drobnych kawatkach zajeto mu caty dziern “Weighing 150 kilo of finely chopped meat took him whole day.’



2.3 Binding
2.3.1 Adjuncts outside the Scope of BT?

According to the binding theory of (Pollard and Sag, 1994, ch.6), only arguments (subjects and

complements) are subject to binding principdd One prediction of this analysis is that bare
NP adjunct anaphors are actually logophors, i.e., their co-indexation properties are discourse-
and processing-driven (Pollard and Sag, 1994, sec.6.7). In particular, logophors are assumed to
reflect the point of view with which the narrator sympathizes, as in (26), taken from Reinhart and

Reuland (1993) (after Zribi-Hertz (1989)), who support this view:
(26) “It angered him that she. .. tried to attract a man like himself.”
This view cannot be maintained for Polish:

(27) Marek; chwalit sie, ze Ewa; rozwiqzata zadanie swoim,;); sposobem.
Mark boosted REFL COMP Eve solved problem SELF.POSS;,s method;ns

‘Mark boosted of Mary’s solving the problem with his/her own method.’

(28) Ztoscito jai, zZe Marek; wystat zaproszenie swoim,;; samochodem.
angerssg shesec COMP Mark sentgg, invitation SELF.POSS;ns carins

‘It made her angry that Mark sent the invitation by her/his own car.’

(29) Tomek; podejrzewal, ze Maria; nie ugotowata sobie,;/; obiadu (bo go
Tom  suspectedssy COMP Mary NEG cookedssg, fem SELF 40; dinner (because hegce
chciata ukaraé).

wantedssg, fern Punish)

‘Tom suspected that Mary hadn’t cooked himself/herself the dinner (because she wanted
to punish him).’

(30) FEwa; poprosita pielegniarke;, zeby  poprawita poduszke swojej.is; mamie.
Eve askedsgsg, fem nurse COMP correct  pillow  SELF.POSS4,: mother
‘Eve asked the nurse to move the her mother’s pillow.’

(31) Janek; chciat, zeby  Ewa; biegta swoim,;); tempem (i nie zostawala
John wantedssg,masc COMP Eve run SELF.POSS;ys speed (and NEG stay
w tyle).
behind)

‘John wanted Eve to proceed with his/her own speed (and not to stay behind).’

Note that the reflexive has to be subject-bound in its tense domain (cf. Willim (1989, ch.3),
Reinders-Machowska (1991)) regardless of the kind of adjunct it occurs in (instrument (27), means
(28), benefactive (29), recipient of action (30) and manner (31)), whether it is a personal pronoun
(29) or a reflexive, and whether the subordinate clause is a barrier for wh-extraction (in (31) it is
not). Even if the adjuncts in (27)-(31) were assumed to be arguments, there are other problems
to be solved, e.g., the fact that the arguments of locative prepositions in Polish behave in the same
way as arguments of ‘case-marking’ prepositions (cf. (32)-(33), based on (Reinhart and Reuland,
1993, (15)-(16))).

9This is the result of defining such notions as (local) o-c d and (local) o-binding in terms of the SUBCAT
attribute (later renamed as ARG-S and subsequently as ARG-ST), which contains only the (synsems of) subcategorized
dependents.

(32) a. Maz; rozmawia z *nim; / ze  soba;.
Max talk with hejns / with SELFp
‘Max talks to him/himself.’
b.  Maz; polega na *nim; / na sobie;.
Max relies on he,,. / on SELF,
‘Max relies on him/himself.’

(33) a.  Maz; zobaczyt pistolet koto *niego; / koto siebie;.
Max sawszsg gun near hegen, / near SELF g,
‘Max saw a gun near him/himself.’
b.  Maz; posadzit Lucje koto *niego; / kolo siebie;.
Max placed Lucy near hegen, / near SELFen,
‘Max placed Lucy near him/himself.”

We conclude that the complement-adjunct difference of the kind assumed by Pollard and Sag
(1992, 1994); Reinhart and Reuland (1993) cannot be observed in Polish.

2.3.2 Condition C Effects

The configurational complement-adjunct distinction is also often held responsible for various Con-
dition C asymmetries, particularly in the so-called antireconstruction case

Condition C for Adjuncts Hukari and Levine (1996) argue on the basis of examples such
as (34)—(35) that names contained in adjuncts show Condition C effects, albeit different than
those contained in complements: they cannot be co-indexed with a c-commanding (valence c-
commanding, in the terminology of Hukari and Levine (1996)) subject, although they can be
co-indexed with complements of the higher clause.

(34) a. * They; went into the city without the twins; being noticed.
b.  You can’t say anything to them; without the twins; being offended.
(35) a. * She; always gets angry when Kim; is criticized.

b.  We always console her; when Kim; is criticized.

This apparently contrasts with names contained in a complement: they cannot be co-indexed
either with a higher complement, or with a higher subject:

(36) She; asked her maid; when Mary,;;.; could finally leave.

Note that the real difference lies in the possibility of co-indexation with a higher complement:
it is possible if the name is embedded in an adjunct (cf. (34a) and (35a)), but not if it is in a
complement (36).

Polish does not show similar contrasts between complement and adjunct clauses:

(37) a. *2 Pytalem ja;, kiedy Ewa; wreszcie posprzata mieszkanie.
askedisy sheqec when Eve finally clean flat
‘T asked her when will Eve finally clean the flat.’
b. *? Widziatem ja;, kiedy Fwa; sprzatata mieszkanie.
8aW1 g shenom when Eve cleaned;,g fem flat
‘I saw her when Eve was cleaning the flat.’



Although in (37a) Ewa is contained in a complement clause, while in (37b) — in a temporal
adjunct clause, the acceptability judgements are similar.'® Here is another example of this lack of
contrast:

(38) a. *? Zawsze jo;  prosimy, zeby  Ewa; sie nie  rozplakala.
always she,c. ask;y  COMP Eve REFL NEG cry
‘We always ask her not to cry.’
b. *2 Zawsze ja; pocieszamy, zeby  Ewa; sie nie rozplakala.
always shenom comfort COMP Eve REFL NEG cry
‘We always comfort her so that Eve doesn’t cry.’

Antireconstruction Similarly, antireconstruction effects of the kind discussed in Lebeaux
(1988) (cf. also Hukari and Levine (1996) and references therein) do not seem to have a cor-
relate in Polish. Consider the examples (39) based on (Lebeaux, 1988, ex.(54)). Unlike their
English counterparts, they do not show any clear difference in acceptability.

(39) a. 22 W domu Tomka; mieszka on;  razem z  rodzing.
in house Tomg,., livess, henom together with family
‘In Tom’s house, he lives together with his family.’
b. 22 W domu Tomka; stucha on; muzyki razem  z rodzing.
in house Tomge, listenssy hepom music  together with family
‘In Tom’s house, he is listening to music together with his family.’

One reason for this symmetry might be that these examples do not involve extraction at all, but
rather scrambling (Polish is a relatively free word order language). More telling are examples (40).

(40) a. ? Wktérym domu Janka chciates, Zeby  mieszkaton  przez  najblizszy rok?
in which house Johngy., wanteds,; COMP live hepom through closest  year
‘In which house of John’s did you want him to live for the next year?’
b. ¢ W ktdrym domu Janka chciates, zZeby dbat on szczegdinie o
in which house Johny., wanteds,;, COMP take care henom especially about
porzadek?
order

‘In which house of John’s did you want him to take special care of cleanness?’

These sentences, however, also do not show clear grammaticality differense It seems, thus, that
binding facts do not distinguish between complements and adjuncts in Polish.

2.4 Negative Concord

Aranovich (1993) notices that in Spanish, no n-words can be licensed across strong barriers (in
the sense of Cinque (1990)), while only complement n-words can be licensed across weak barriers.

In Polish, however, there seem to be no differences of this kind. Note first that, as shown in
(Przepitrkowski and Kupéé, 1997a,b), n-licensing is always illicit across tensed clauses, whether
indicative or subjunctive, complement or adjunct. This could be explained by the assumption
that all such clauses are strong islands in Polish. However, Zeby-clauses allow for extraction in
Polish, and yet they are barriers for n-licensing:

10For most speakers both are unacceptable, although some speakers prefer examples like (37a), while others prefer
(37b).

(41) * Nie chciatem, zeby  Tomek nikogo  uderzyt.
NEG wanted;,; COMP Tom nobodyqc. hit

‘I didn’t want Tom to hit anybody.’ (putative)

(42) * Nie chciatem, zeby  Tomek nigdy szedt po papierosy.
NEG wanted;,;, COMP Tom never went for cigarettes
‘I didn’t want Tom to be ever fetching cigaretse

We therefore maintain the claim in Przepiérkowski and Kupé¢ 1997a,b that Polish NC is not
sensitive to the complement-adjunct dichotomy.

A remark concerning binding and NC is in order here.!' As discussed in Przepiérkowski and

Kupé¢ 1997a,b, Polish NC is unbounded in the sense that it can cross any number of PP and NP
projections. The same seems to be true of binding. Thus, even when an n-word (an anaphor) is
embedded deep in an NP or a PP dependent of a verb, it can still be licensed by the negation on
the verb (resp., by the subject of the verb), provided no sentential barrier is crossed. However,
this is not always true as the examples below show:

(43) a. * Wedtug/zdaniem zadnego rosyjskiego polityka, Polska nie powinna przystapié do

according to none  Russian  pol Poland NEG should join to

NATO.

NATO

‘According to no Russian politician, should Poland join NATO. (putative)
b. * Janek to kanalia, (przynajmniej) wedtug/zdaniem swojego brata.

John is scoundrel at least according to SELF.POSS brother

‘John is a scoundrel, at least according to his brother.’ (putative)

Thus, in both binding and NC, there are differences in behaviour between various dependents,
and, again, these differences do not correlate with the complement-adjunct dichotomy. At least
on a first approximation, what seems to matter is rather the event-modifying versus proposition-
modifying status of the dependent. This issue certainly deserves further investigation.

2.5 The ‘do so’ Test

The ‘do so’ (‘do that’) test, presented by Lakoff and Ross (1976), subsequently promoted to
textbooks, e.g.: (Radford, 1988, pp.234-235), (Borsley, 1991, pp.62-63) and (Haegeman, 1994,
p.88).12

The assumption is that ‘do so’ replaces a V', i.e., the verb with all its complements and perhaps

some adjuncts, cf. (44) from (Borsley, 1991, p.63).

(44) a.  Stefan will wash his socks in the bathroom and Ben will do so in the kitchen.
b. * Stefan will put his socks in the bathroom and Ben will do so in the kitchen.

(45) a.  Stefan upierze skarpetki w tazience, a Ben zrobi to w kuchni.

b. * Stefan potozy skarpetki w lazience, a Ben zrobi to w kuchni.

1'We are grateful to Manfred Sailer and Frank Richter for bringing this issue to our attention.
12The ‘do 50’ and ‘one’ proform tests are extensively criticized by Miller (1992).
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2.5.1 Some Predictions for Polish
Instrumentals are Adjuncts

(46) Janek wbit gwdzd# miotkiem, a  Tomek zrobit to siekierq.
John hammered nail hammer;,; and Tom did it axe;,s

This is contra the treatment of instrumentals in LFG.

Some NP[ins] Adverbials of Means are Complements

(47) 2% Janek pojechat na konferencje pociagiem, a  Maria zrobita to samolotem.

John went  to conference train;,s and Mary did it plane;,s

(48)  ?* Janek przestal zaproszenie pocztq, a  Maria zrobita to goricem.
John sent invitation post;,s and Mary did it messenger;,s

Compare these to the grammatical:

(49) Janek pojechat na konferencje dzisiaj, a  Maria zrobita to wczoraj.
John went  to conference today and Mary did it yesterday

NP[dat] Benefactives are Complements

(50) 2% Janek poszedt mamie po papierosy, a  Marysia zrobita to ojcu.
John went mumgy, for cigarettes and Mary  did it fatherg,;

NP[dat] Malefactives are Adjuncts

(51) Janek spalit mamie dom, a Marysia zrobita to ojcu.
John burned mumgy,; house and Mary  did it father;,,

Zeby Purpose Clauses are Adjuncts

(52) Janek poszedt do sklepu, zZeby kupié chleb, a  Tomek zrobit to, zeby kupié wddke.
John went to shop to buy bread and Tom did it to buy vodka

Infinitival Purpose Clauses are Complements

(53) * Janek poszedt do sklepu kupié chleb, a  Tomek zrobit to kupié widke.
John went to shop buy bread and Tom did it buy vodka
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2.5.2 An Alternative Analysis

(54) a . zrobit to siekierq. instrumental
b . zrobit to samolotem. instrumental

c. . zrobit to goricem. (instrumental)

d . zrobit to wezoraj. (temporal)

. zrobit to ojcu. (malefactive)

f. . zrobit to, zeby kupié wédke. (purposive)

g. * ... zrobit to kupié wédke. (purposive)

The outline of the analysis:

‘zrobic to’, just like any other verb, is compatible only with a class of adjuncts;

‘2robié to’ refers to a contextually prominent predicate;

the lexical process adding adjuncts to a verb’s valence changes its semantics: it creates a
new predicate structure, which properly contains the original predicate structure;

normally, both predicate structures remain contextually prominent, so ‘zrobié to’ can refer
to either.

3 Evidence for an HPSG Account

On the basis of the discussion above, we posit as a zero hypothesis that the complement vs.
adjunct dichotomy plays no configurational réle in Polish syntax. This adds evidence
for the strain of HPSG research on adjuncts according to which some or all adjuncts are added to
a verbs valency list via a lexical proces. The result of this assumption is that adjuncts cannot be
distinguished from complements in the syntax.

There are various formalizations of this lexical process, e.g., Miller (1992); van Noord and Bouma
(1994); Manning et al. (1997); Przepiorkowski (1997¢). What they all have in common is that:

the lexical process (lexical rule, lexical types) is in principle iterative;

it is optional;

it effectively divides the lexicon into basic lexical entries (containing on their valency lists
just the ‘indispensable to complete the meaning of the verb’, often syntactically obligatory)
and the derived lexical entries (containing also adjuncts, in principle optional®?);

it predicts that adjuncts are predictable (they are added via a general lexical process), while
complements are not (they are part of the basic lexical entries);

it obliterates the configurational difference between complements and adjuncts.

13But nothings forbids particular event structures to actually require an adjunct, pace Grimshaw and Vikner
(1993).
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