Scope shifting, scope freezing,
and the structure of ditransitive VPs:
the case of Polish

Dagmara Grabska

Thesis submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy in Linguistics

Department of Linguistics
University College London



I, Dagmara Grabska, confirm that the work presented in this thesis is my
own. Where information has been derived from other sources, I confirm that
this has been indicated in the work.

1i



Abstract

This thesis is concerned with scope of quantifiers in Polish and, using the
case of Polish, it takes a stance in the following crosslinguistic debates:

1. What is the structure of ditransitive constructions?

2. Is the distribution of scope ambiguity in free word order languages
different to or the same as in rigid word order languages?

3. Do free word order languages have quantifier raising (QR)?

4. Is QR an obligatory type-driven operation or an optional movement
applied for scope shift?

5. How to account for scope freezing in the ditransitive IO-DO?

Relying on a number of diagnostics, I argue for a base-generated right-
ward ascending structure for the ditransitive DO-IO/PP and a derived right-
ward descending structure for the ditransitives with the reverse word order
I0/PP-DO. This novel approach to the structure of Polish ditransitives is
based on the account of English ditransitive VPs in (Janke and Neeleman,
2012). I further address the empirical debate on scope of quantifiers in a
series of experiments which reveal that the distribution of scope ambiguity
in Polish (a free word order language) is the same as in English (a rigid
word order language): simple monotransitive constructions and ditransitives
DO-I0/PP are ambiguous whereas ditransitives I0/PP-DO and island con-
structions are unambiguous.

Building on the conclusions regarding argument structure of the ditran-
sitives and the experimental data on scope, I argue that Polish (a free word
order language), in addition to scope reducing reconstruction, has a scope
extending mechanism of QR. QR generates inverse scope of the object over
the subject in the base-generated SVO and, under the rightward ascend-
ing structure, inverse (but linear) scope of the direct object over the indi-
rect object in DO-IO. Moreover, the case of Polish points to QR being a
marked scope shifting rather than an obligatory type driven operation. I
further show that scope shifting operations are subject to a condition which
constrains an intersection of their paths (cf. (Neeleman and Van de Koot,
2009)). This generalisation is then extended to account for scope freezing

effect in 10/PP-DO.
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Impact statement

Addressing the lack of consensus on scope interpretation in sentences with
quantifiers in free word order languages, this thesis experimentally unveils
that the distribution of scope ambiguity in Polish (a free word order lan-
guage) mirrors that in English, a language characterised by rigid word order.
This description is then accounted for with the theory, which posits syntactic
movement not affecting phonological representation - a scope shifting opera-
tion of quantifier raising whose availability in free word order languages has
long been a subject of cross-linguistic debate. In scope frozen contexts, scope
shifting operations are argued to be constrained by a condition that blocks
an intersection of their paths. This account of scope freezing crucially rests
on the novel approach to the ditransitive constructions in Polish proposed in
this thesis.

The findings of this thesis, as well as the methods employed to obtain
them, can have an impact both within and beyond academia. First, this
thesis sheds light on the understanding of scope ambiguity and its structural
account both for Polish and beyond in the area of theoretical linguistics.
Moreover, one of the main arguments of the thesis, which shows that in terms
of scope, Polish mirrors English, gives support to the Universal Grammar
theory - the idea that languages, although superficially so diverse, share a
set of fundamental similarities.

Second, the design of my experiments, which tested the distribution of
scope ambiguity, could be employed in parallel experimental studies on scope
in particular or ambiguity in general in Polish and other languages. This
emphasises the importance of using clear, unambiguous conditions for com-
parison when drawing conclusions about ambiguity. Moreover, to distinguish
between the absence of a specific reading and a mere preference for it, exper-
iments should be designed to make the interpretation more accessible. All
in all, the findings of my experiments highlight the significance of collecting
linguistic data through experimental methods.

Beyond academia, the implications of my research extend into practical
domains such as Natural Language Processing (NLP) and machine learning,
where my findings can inform the development of more accurate language
models and text analysis tools. Moreover, the focus on ambiguity in general,
and on the interpretation of sentences with quantifiers in particular, has
implications in law where precision in language is crucial.
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Introduction

The end goal of this thesis is to develop an account of scope which maps the
structure onto the interpretation in constructions with quanti ers. To estab-
lish the structure of ditransitive constructions and to experimentally deter-
mine the interpretation of doubly-quanti ed monotransitive and ditransitive
constructions are its two other related goals. The analysis is based on Polish
with an intention to reach beyond the language.

The interpretation of the sentence in (1), under which for every boy there
was one, possibly di erent girl that this boy kissed is associated with the hier-
archy of quanti ers in (2) where the subject universal quanti er c-commands,
thus takes scope over the object existential. The mapping adheres to the
generalisation that quanti er scope is determined by c-command (Reinhart,
1976).

(1) Every boy kissed one girl.
8>9

(2)

S

¥

Just like (1), the sentence in (3) has the interpretation compatible with the
wide scope of the universal quanti er: for every girl, there was one, possibly
di erent boy who kissed her.
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3) One boy kissed every girl.
8>9

But of course, as we know from structure (2), the universal object quanti er
does not c-command the existentially quanti ed subject. To explain the
availability of the wide scope of an argument which, just like the object in
(3) has an overtly lower position than the argument it scopes over, (Chomsky,
1975) and (May, 1977) assume a level of representation, dubbed Logical Form
(LF), derived by rules not a ecting phonological representation. (May, 1977)
proposes that the rule deriving wide scope of a quanti er in cases like (3) is
guanti er raising (QR) which raises a quanti er to a higher position.

(4)

S

¥

V to

QR is considered to be a movement operation parallel to the overt A'-
movement such as that of wh-phrases. This is because the distribution of
the availability of the wide scope of a hierarchically lower argument (inverse
scope) tracks the distribution of the availability of wh-movement (overt move-
ment). (5-a) - (6-b) illustrate the point. In (5-a), the universal quanti er in
the object position can take scope over the existential in the subject position.
Correspondingly, the same syntactic path is available for the overt movement
of the wh-phrase in (5-b). In the island example (6-a), the universal object
cannot scope over the matrix subject. Likewise restricted is the movement
of the wh-phrase in the example in (6-b}.

LIt has been observed that the parallelism seemingly breaks down in nite clauses
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(5) a. A doctor will interview every new patient.
8>9
b. Which patients will a doctor interview e?

(6) a. A doctor should worry if we sedate every new patient.
*8>9
b. *Which patients should a doctor worry if we sedate e?

While the application of QR in generating the inverse scope and the ac-
count of QR as an A-movement operation are by and large uncontested
there is a debate on whether QR is driven by type-mismatch or it only ap-
plies when scope shift is required. The standard view of QR ((May, 1977),
(Fox, 1995)) holds that QR is obligatory as its application is necessary to
create a variable bound by the Q-operator required for the interpretation of
a quanti er. In May and Fox's view, objects undergo QR both in cases where
there is scope shift, as in (3) and in cases where the nal scope is isomorphic
to the overt c-command domain, as in (1¥. The alternative view ((Reinhart,
2006), (Neeleman and Van de Koot, 2009), (Keenan, 2016)) treats QR as an
optional operation which is only licensed in cases of scope shift, as in (3).

Another complication in the understanding of scope of quanti ers is the
existence of doubly-quanti ed constructions which, despite not being islands
for movement, are unambiguous. The infamous case in point here is scope
freezing e ect in the double object construction (DOC) in English ((Bruen-

and, unlike wh-movement, QR is clause-bounded ((D. Farkas, 1981), (Fodor and Sag,
1982), (Abusch, 1994), (Beghelli, 1995), (Fox, 1995), (Fox, 2000), (D. F. Farkas and
Giannakidou, 1996), (Szabolcsi, 1997), (K. Johnson, 2000), (Cecchetto and Oniga, 2004)
among others). At the same time, QR over clause boundary is available in contexts of
Antecedent Contained Deletion as shown in extensive experimental work conducted by
(Syrett, 2015). (Wurmbrand, 2018) proposes that the parallelism in terms of locality
constraints between QR and wh-movement holds but the apparent lack of the inverse
scope in nite clauses can be explained by the processing burden associated with QR.
Following (Tanaka, 2015), Wurmbrand assumes that the processing cost of QR is gradient
and follows the complexity of the structure with every additional step of QR adding to
the processing burden.

2Exceptions exist. (Neeleman and Van de Koot, 2009) account for scope shift with
index percolation; (Hornstein, 1995) with case-driven A-movement.

3The relevant hierarchy for the interpretation of a quanti ed subject is created under
the assumption that subjects undergo A-movement from their base generated position
inside the VP.



ing, 2001), (Richard K Larson, Antonyuk, and Liu, 2019)) and in the order
I0-DO in many other languages (Russian in (Antonyuk, 2015), Slovenian in
(Marvin and Stegovec, 2012), Croatian in (Gra£anin-Yuksek, 2007) among
others). As shown in (7), in the DOC with the universal-existential order,
the universal quanti er can take scope over the existential. This sentence
has a reading under which for every shark, there was one, possibly di erent
sh. However, when the objects are in the existential-universal order, as in
(8), the wide scope of the universal is unavailable. This sentence does not
have the reading according to which for every sh, there was one, possibly
di erent shark.

(7)  The sherman gave every shark one sh.
8>9

(8) The sherman gave one shark every sh.
*8> 9

This is especially surprising in the context of the prepositional dative variant
of the ditransitive construction (PDC) which freely allows two scope constru-
als. (9) can mean that for every sh, there was one, possibly di erent shark.
(10) can mean that for every shark, there was one, possibly di erent sh.

(9) The sherman gave every sh to one shark.
8>9

(10) The sherman gave one sh to every shark.
8>9

A related debate concerns the structure of the DOC and PDC ((Richard
K. Larson, 1988b), (Bruening, 2001), (Janke and Neeleman, 2012)). The
discussion revolves around the question whether the two ditransitive variants
are derivationally related. If they are, which variant is base-generated and
which is derived. Moreover, there is no agreement as to whether the direct
or the indirect object merges with the verb rst and whether the structure
builds to the left or to the right.

Another point of discussion pertains to the crosslinguistic status of scope-



shifting operations, QR in particular. The central issue concerns the question
whether QR is operative in languages characterised by free word order. One
side of the debate contends that there is no QR in free word order languages,
reasoning that these languages can, and in accordance with transparency
requirements, should exhibit scope relations overtly ((E. Kiss, 1991), (Sz-
abolcsi, 1997), (T. lonin, 2003), (lkuta, 2015)). Conversely, the opposing
side states that free word order languages operate similarly to languages
with rigid word order, and the exibility in word permutations does not limit

the application of scope-extending QR ((Antonyuk, 2015)). Within this de-
bate, there is an intermediate approach which views QR as crosslinguistically
universal with its application guided by a transparency constraint. In this
approach, owing to the possibility of word order permutations, free word or-
der languages o er a broader range of contexts where such transparency can
be observed. ((Bobaljik and Wurmbrand, 2012)).

The disagreement regarding the existence of scope shifting operations in
free word order languages re ects the disagreement in judgements about the
interpretation of sentences with quanti ers in these languages. Con icting
data have been reported in the literature on a number of free word order
languages (Russian: (T. lonin, 2003) contra (Antonyuk, 2015), (Antonyuk,
2015); German: (Frey, 1993), (Krifka, 1998), (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand,
2012) contra (Mareike Philipp and Zimmerman, 2020) (Fanselow, Zimmer-
mann, and Mareike Philipp, 2022), Greek: (A. Alexiadou and Wilder, 1998),
(A. Alexiadou, 1999) contra (Roussou and Tsimpli, 2006), (Spyropoulos
and Revithiadou, 2009) contra (Oikonomou, Golcher, and A. a. Alexiadou,
2020), Hungarian: (Szabolcsi, 1997), (Hunyadi, 1981), (E. Kiss, 2002) contra
(Gyuris, 2018). Establishing the distribution of ambiguity in free word order
languages is further complicated by the fact that processing of the inverse
scope is costly (MacDonald, 1994), (Trueswell and Kim, 1998), (Anderson,
2004), (Wurmbrand, 2018) among others).

To recap, based on English, it has been established that sentences with
two quanti ers can be ambiguous between the surface and the inverse scope.
The inverse scope is generated by a scope changing operation of QR. We
know that QR is a movement operation, which just like wh-movement, is
restricted in syntactic island conditions. What we do not know about QR is
whether it applies obligatorily for type reasons or whether it is marked and
only active when scope shift is required. While the movement account of
QR can explain why QR is unavailable in island conditions, there is a debate
over what causes the lack of ambiguity in the DOC. Related is the debate
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over the structure of this construction as well as the structure of its PDC
variant. Moreover, there is a dispute over the availability of scope changing
mechanisms, QR especially, in free word order languages. The theoretical
debate in large part follows from the disagreement about the distribution of
ambiguity in these languages?

In its endeavour to build the theory of scope, to establish the structure
of ditransitives and to experimentally determine the interpretation of quan-
ti ed sentences, this thesis, based on Polish, takes a stance in the debates
outlined above. Polish is a representative free word order language in which
there is no agreement on the distribution of ambiguity as well as on the exis-
tence of scope shifting operations, such as QR ((Witko+, 2000), (Karnowski,
2001), (Szczegielniak, 2005), (Wiland, 2009), (Citko, 2011), (S!ska, 2019)).
In this sense, its contribution to the debates involving scope in free word
order languages is straightforward. Let me explain though how the other
debates agged up above apply in Polish.

Polish, analogously to English, has two variants of the ditransitive con-
struction. In one, the indirect object precedes the direct object, in the other,
the order of the arguments is reversed. The order DO-IO thus follows the
order of arguments in the PDC and the order 10-DO follows the order of
arguments in the English DOC. Moreover, just as in English, the former
order is ambiguous and the latter allows one reading only. And just as in
English, there is no consensus what the structure of the Polish ditransitive
constructions is and why scope freezing obtains ((Wiland, 2009), (S!ska,
2019), (Grabska and Abels, 2022)). As for the debate over the nature of QR,
its relevance and the assumption that investigating Polish can help us dig
deeper into the nature of the operation implies that Polish has QR in the
rst place. The existence of QR in Polish is indeed one of the main tenets |
argue for in this thesis. Below | reveal more about the content to come.

In Chapter 1, following the structural architecture of English ditransitives
advanced in (Janke and Neeleman, 2012), | argue that the ditransitive con-
struction DO-IO is base-generated in a rightward ascending structure. The
ditransitive construction with the order 10-DO is derived from DO-IO in

4The state of a airs regarding scope of quanti er presented here does not present the
whole picture of course. It is purposely limited to the parts of developments on the topic
which are relevant to the content of this thesis. The overview here is thus limited to the
necessary foundations of scope of quanti ers and to the problems which are addressed in
my analysis.



a rightward descending structure. Both ditransitive variants have the same
argument hierarchy: in both the indirect object c-commands the direct ob-
ject which forms a constituent with the verb to the exclusion of the indirect
object. Conversely, | argue that neither of the orders involves a constituent
formed of the indirect object and the verb to the exclusion of the direct
object. The evidence for such constituency arrangements comes from pred-
icate clefts, focus fronting, constituent substitution, object omission, scope
of the adverb 'again' and scope between numeral adverbials and quanti ers.
This structural proposal is based on the analysis of Accusative-Dative and
Accusative-PP verbs whose scope interpretation was tested in the experiment
to be reported in Chapter 3. The structure proposed will be vital in the the-
ory of scope put forward in Chapter 4. | further expand this proposal and
make adjustments to it in view of a much wider range of ditransitive verbs.
The re ned account of Polish ditransitives constitutes Chapter 2.

Chapter 3 addresses the descriptive debate over the distribution of scope
ambiguity in Polish in a series of experiments. The main experiments (Ex-
periment 1 and 2), which serve to establish the in-principle distribution of
ambiguity in Polish, are designed so as to elicit the non-linear/inverse scope
in favourable conditions® To this end, the experimental items are preceded
by context items. The contextualisation sets up the information structure in
the test sentences so as the given elements precede new. This set up should, in
line with (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand, 2012) theory, allow for the transparency
constraint to be violated by scope as the word order re ects the precedence
required for IS creating a misalignment condition with scope. The context
also sets up the distributive interpretation of the existential quanti er thus
further facilitates the wide scope of the universal in the test sentence. The re-
sults of Experiment 1 and 2 show that the distribution of ambiguity in Polish,

a free word order language, matches the distribution of ambiguity in English,
a language where word order is rigid. That is, monotransitives and DO-IO
constructions are ambiguous whereas 10-DO, just like island constructions,
are unambiguous. The ndings regarding the ditransitive constructions apply

in cases where the indirect object is realised as a dative as well as when it is

SExperiment 1 and 2 tested the availability of the non-linear scope. The non-linear
and inverse scope coincide in all tested constructions but DO-10. Under the rightward
ascending structure proposed for the DO-1O in Polish, the non-linear scope of the 10
over DO constitutes surface scope. The availability of the inverse, thus linear scope in
this construction was tested in an auxiliary experiment which in Chapter 3 | refer to as
pretesting ambiguity task.



realised as a prepositional phrase. The second set of experiments included in
Chapter 3 aimed to test if, as predicted in (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand, 2012)
account, the non-linear scope will be restricted in the alignment condition,
that is when the word order does not serve the requirements imposed by IS.
The results of the relevant experiments were inconclusive.

Chapter 4 builds the theory of scope. The main tenet of the theory
is that Polish, a free word order language has QR in the same vein as a
rigid word order language such as English does. Just like in English, QR
generates the inverse scope in the monotransitive SVO and the ditransitive
DO-10. This conclusion is further corroborated with the use of two syntactic
environments which support the case of QR in English: Inverse Linking
Construction and Antecedent Contained Deletion. Moreover, | argue that
QR is an optional operation licensed only for scope shift. This conclusion,
unlike the type-driven view of QR, is compatible with the extensive evidence
that QR incurs processing cost. It further follows from the results of the
experiments presented in Chapter 3, speci cally the rate of the availability
of the inverse scope in SVO versus OVS as well as the rate of availability of
the surface versus inverse scope in DO-IO.

Another part of the theory proposed in Chapter 4 is the Condition on
Scope Shift (CSS). The condition in its original form states that the landing
site of the application of QR forms a barrier for another application of QR
and was rst proposed by (Neeleman and Van de Koot, 2009) based on the
interpretation pattern in constructions with three quanti ers. In Chapter 4,
based on Polish, | show that in addition to scope extending QR, CSS applies
to scope reducing reconstruction (11). With the additional assumption that
when both objects are quanti ers, the derivation of 10-DO order includes a
scope shifting operation, | use (11) to account for the scope freezing e ect.

(11) Scope shifting paths cannot intersect.

| further argue that the existence of CSS is a result of the processing cost of
scope shifting operations. As such, this constraint provides a supplementary
reason to view QR as a marked operation.

In the nal part of the thesis comes a conclusion.



Chapter 1

Ditransitives

1.1 Introduction

This chapter is about ditransitive constructions in Polish. It's both an end
and a means. An end because it formulates a novel structure for Polish
ditransitives anchored in descriptive data, some of which have not been dis-
cussed in the literature before. It's a means because this structure provides
a bedrock on which the theory of scope in Chapter 4 will be built.

Before proceeding with the analysis, an important clari cation is neces-
sary. Throughout this thesis, | de ne a ditransitive as a construction con-
taining two objects, including objects expressed with a prepositional phrase.
| examine a broad range of ditransitive constructions, including both canoni-
cal ditransitives - such as those involving the verbs 'give’, 'send’, and 'show’ -
and other constructions with two objects (analysed in studies of other Slavic
languages), some of which are not traditionally classi ed as ditransitives.

While certain prepositional phrases (PPs) or case-marked objects in these
constructions could be interpreted as adjuncts rather than arguments, | do
not engage with this distinction, as it does not a ect my analysis. As the
reader will see, all constructions with two objects discussed in this thesis
exhibit uniform behaviour under the applied diagnostics.

Abstractly, the ditransitive structures | argue for are given in (1) and (2).



(1)

(2)

YP
ty XP

Each Polish ditransitive has two orders. In the tree diagrams, XP and
YP are intended to pick out the two internal arguments where XP is always
assigned the same case and thematic role by V. Every ditransitive can have
its internal arguments ordered postverbally in two di erent ways: XP-YP
and YP-XP. | propose that the structure is stable in the sense that the same
argument (XP) in the trees is always lower in the c-command hierarchy than
the other (YP) independently of the order. In essence, | show that the order
XP-YP has an overall geometry in (1) with YP higher and to the right of
XP while the order YP-XP has a geometry in (2) with YP higher but to the
left of XP.

In standard ditransitives, such as ‘give' and ‘send’, XP represents the
direct object and YP the indirect object (realised as either a dative or a PP
depending on the verb but not on the order). Thus, in standard ditransitives,
(1) renders the structure for the DO-IO/PP order, as in (3). (2) renders the
structure for the I0/PP-DO, as in (4).1?

1The rst part of the chapter builds a structural analysis for Polish ditransitives based
on 16 verbs which were used in the experiment on scope in Polish reported in Chapter 3.
With 'give' and 'send' included, these verbs represent the behaviour of standard ditransi-
tives. Wider spectrum of verbs and their concomitant renditions of the structures in (1)
and (2) will be discussed in the second part of the chapter.

2Add: What is taken to be a ditransitive
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)

IO/PP

(4)

|IO/PP
ty DO

For standard ditransitives, the rightward descending structure in (4) for the
IO/PP-DO is a widely-established approach, the rightward ascending struc-
ture in (3) for DO-IO/PP is what's novel.

In both (1) and (2) YP c-commands XP and XP forms a constituent with
the verb to the exclusion of YP, whereas YP does not form a constituent with
the verb to the exclusion of XP. Thus, in standard ditransitives both DO-
IO/PP (3) and I0/PP-DO order (4) I0/PP c-commands DO and DO forms
a constituent with the verb to the exclusion of I0/PP, whereas IO/PP does
not form a constituent with the verb to the exclusion of DO. The predictions
of the structures are conrmed by a number of structural diagnostics: 1.
predicate clefts, 2. focus fronting, 3. ‘robi¢ to' (do it) substitution, 4. object
omission, 5. scope of the adverb 'again’, 6. scope between the numeral
adverbial ‘twice' and inde nites.

Moreover, in view of the fully parallel thematic structure, identical case
frame of both ditransitive variants, and the fact that all ditransitive verbs can
participate in both orders in Polish, | further argue that the order IO/PP-
DO in standard ditransitives is derived from DO-IO/PP and has a structure
as in (5).

11



(5)  10/PP-DO

Crucially, the structure for the DO-IO/PP as in (3) and the structure for
the IO/PP-DO as in (5), account for the scope facts in constructions where
both of the objects are quanti ed.

We will begin with looking at the properties of double object (DOC) and
prepositional dative constructions (PDC) - the two ditransitive variants in
English (section 1.2.1) before moving on to an overview of a selection of
theoretical accounts of English ditransitives (section 1.2.2). With this back-
ground in mind we will be shifting our attention to ditransitives in Slavic
languages, with the focus ultimately on Polish. By virtue of relative object
order, ditransitives in some Slavic languages have been analysed as parallel to
English DOC and PDC (section 1.3). Yet, | will show that Polish two-object
constructions are too symmetrical to be equated with the English DOC and
PDC in the standard view (section 1.4.1). | will then conduct an analysis of
standard ditransitives (16 verbs used in the experiment represented by the
verb 'give’) and show that in both orders the verb forms an exclusive con-
stituent with the direct object but not with the indirect one. One exception
to the general symmetry of both ditransitive orders in Polish is scope of quan-
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ti ers - dative/PP-accusative (I0/PP-DO) order is frozen just like English
DOC, whereas accusative-dative/PP (DO-IO/PP) is ambiguous just like En-
glish PDC. The descriptive symmetry and the constituency facts for standard
ditransitives are accounted for in a base-generated rightward ascending struc-
ture for the order DO-IO/PP and a derived rightward descending structure
for the order IO/PP-DO (section 1.4.2)3 | then defend this structural ac-
count against three alternatives: rightward descending structure proposed
by (Bailyn, 1995a) for Russian DO-1O (section 1.5.1), rightward descending
structure proposed by (Wiland, 2009) and (S!ska, 2019) for the Polish DO-
IO (section 1.5.2) and the applicative analyses of ditransitives represented
by (Gog?oza, 2020) (section 1.5.3). This point will conclude the structural
analysis of ditransitives as a foundation for the theory of scope developed in
chapter 4.

1.2 English DOC and PDC

In this section, we investigate English ditransitives, which, just like Polish
ditransitives, have two variants. The purpose of looking at the ditransitives
in English is to later in the chapter have a point of comparison for the
Polish ditransitives and establish whether the structural analyses proposed
for English can be immediately applicable to Polish. We will rst look at
the descriptive facts in section 1.2.1 after which we will look at a selection of
structural analyses in section 1.2.2.

1.2.1 Descriptive facts

English ditransitive constructions come in two avours. In the double object
construction (DOP), the indirect object precedes the direct object (6).

(6) John gave Mary a book.

In the prepositional dative construction (PDC), the direct object precedes
the indirect object (7).

(7)  Mary showed a painting to John.

The two constructions have a certain level of symmetry.

3The scope asymmetry will be accounted for in Chapter 4
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First, the DOC and PDC are symmetrical in the sense that many individ-
ual ditransitive verbs can participate in both constructions with overlapping
thematic structure and contexts of use (modulo de niteness, givenness, ani-
macy and the relative length of the two objects DPs). Thus, the DOC with
the verb “give' in (6) has an alternative variant in the form of PDC in (8).

(8) John gave a book to Mary.

And the PDC with the verb "show' in (7) has an alternative variant in the
form of DOC in (9).

9) Mary showed John a painting.

When a ditransitive verb permits both constructions, as "give' and "show'
do, the two strings have virtually the same meaning. The DOC and PDC
with the verb “give' have parallel thematic interpretations of their objects.
In both (6) and (8), the DP "Mary' is interpreted as the goal-recipient and
the DP "book' takes the thematic role of the theme. Mutatis mutandis the
DOC and PDC with the verb “show' In both (7) and (9), the DP "John' is
interpreted as the goal, whereas the DP “painting' is the theme. An analysis
of other alternating ditransitive verbs, such as ‘tell', “lend’, "award’, “hand',
‘oer', ‘pay', ‘aord etc., brings more evidence for the thematic parallelism
illustrated by "give' and "show.

Furthermore, the two ditransitive variants are also symmetrical in terms
of anaphoric and variable binding, weak crossover and NPI licensing (Barss,
1986).

In both DOC and PDC, the linearly rst object can bind the linearly
second object but not vice versa - the second object cannot bind the rst
one (10). Thus, in DOC, the indirect object can bind the direct object
(10-a), whereas the direct object cannot bind the indirect object (10-b). In
the PDC, the direct object can bind the indirect object (10-c), whereas the
indirect object cannot bind the direct object (10-d).

(20) a. | showed Mary herself.
b. *I showed herself Mary.

c. | showed Mary to herself.
d

. *I showed herself to Mary.

Parallel cases involve variable binding - in both constructions, a pronoun in
the linearly second object can be a variable bound by the linearly rst object
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but a pronoun in the linearly rst object cannot be bound by the linearly
second object (11). That is, in DOC, the direct object can be a variable
bound by the indirect object (11-a), but the indirect object cannot be a
variable bound by the direct object (11-b). In the PDC on the other hand,
the indirect object can be a variable bound by the direct object (11-c) but
the direct object cannot be a variable bound by the indirect object (11-d.

(11) a. | gave every worker his paycheck.
b. *I gave its owner every paycheck.
c. | gave every paycheck to its owner.
d. *I gave his paycheck to every worker.

Likewise, as shown in (12), wh-movement leads to weak crossover e ects
when the linearly second object (direct object) is involved in DOC (12-b)
and when the second object (indirect object) is involved in PDC (12-d) and
(12-e). Fronting the rst object (indirect object) is grammatical in DOC
(12-a) so is fronting the rst object (direct object) in PDC (12-c).

(12) a. Which man did you send t his paycheck?

b. *Whose paycheck did you send his mother t?

c. Whose paycheck did you send t to his mother?
d. *To which man did you send his paycheck t?

e

*Which man did you send his paycheck to t?

The nal phenomenon involves the polarity item “any’, licensed in the linearly
second object: direct objectin DOC (13-a) and indirect object in PDC (13-c).
Polarity “any' cannot be licensed in the linearly rst object: the indirect
object in DOC (13-b) and in the direct object in PDC (13-d).

(13) a. | showed no one anything.

4Regarding binding, (Fuijita, 1996) further notes that backward binding is observed
only in PDC (ii) but not in DOC (i).

0] a. John showed Bill and Mary each other's friends.
b. *John showed each other's friends Bill and Mary.

(ii) a. John showed Bill and Mary to each other's friends.
b. ?John showed each other's friends to Bill and Mary.

Reciprocal binding applies only forward in DOC, but in the PDC it applies in both direc-
tions forward and backward.
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b. *I showed anyone nothing.
c. | showed nothing to anyone.
d. *I showed anything to no one.

Alongside their symmetrical properties, the two constructions display a num-
ber of asymmetries.

The rst one is apparent. As (6)-(9) show, symmetry doesn't hold in
encoding of the two objects in the two constructions. While both the theme
and the goal appear as unmarked DP objects in the DOC, in the PDC only
the theme is an unmarked DP whereas the goal DP is contained in a prepo-
sitional phrase headed by to.

A closer look at the distribution of the two constructions provides an-
other asymmetry. There are constraints on the DOC and PDC alternation
discussed above. A subset of ditransitive verbs can only participate in one
of the two constructions, but not both, unlike "give' and “show' As (14) and
(15) show, the verbs “cost' and "deny' are only compatible with the DOC.

(14) a. This house cost John a fortune.
b. *This house cost a fortune to John.

(15) a. The boss denied John his pay.
b. *The boss denied the pay to John.

"Address' and “introduce', on the other hand, are two examples of a class
of ditransitive verbs with the reverse asymmetry - allowing only the PDC
variant.

(16) a. John addressed his question to Mary.
b. *John addressed Mary his question.

a7 a. John introduced Mary to her neighbour.
b. *John introduced his neighbour Mary.

Moreover, the seemingly parallel thematic structure breaks down when one
considers ditransitive constructions with locative goals. DOC, unlike PDC,
cannot host locative goals. The revealing data are in (18) and, crucially, (19).

(18) a. John sent Mary a letter.
b. John sent a letter to Mary.

(29) a. *John sent London a letter.
b. John sent a letter to London.
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Both DOC (18-a) and PDC (18-b) are compatible with the verb “send’ when
its goal object is animate and could therefore be associated with the pos-
sessor interpretation. When the goal is inanimate, hence receives a locative
interpretation, the DOC is ungrammatical (19-a). These facts point to the
conclusion that the goal phrase in DOC has a more restricted semantics than
its PDC equivalent. The same applies to the verb “pay’, as shown in (20)
and (21).

(20) a. John paid Mary her salary.
b. John paid the salary to Mary.

(21) a. *John paid his account the money.
b. John paid the money to his account.

Another asymmetry in the semantics of the two constructions has to do with
the causative interpretation of the subject ((Green, 1974), (Oehrle, 1976)).
Causative reading of the subject is available in the DOC ((22-a) and (23-a))
but not in the PDC variant ((22-b) and (23-b)).

(22) a. Nixon's life gave Mailer a book.
*Nixon's life gave a book to Mailer.

o

(23) The lightning here gives me a headache.

*The lightning here gives a headache to me.

oo

Although grammatical, (22-b) presents an implausible reading in which the
subject, Nixon's life, appears to perform the physical act of giving Mailer a
book. Only in (22-a) can 'Nixon's life' be interpreted not as the agent but
as the causer of Mailer's possession or creation of a book.

Similarly, (23-b) forces a pragmatically implausible reading under which
the subject “lightning' is interpreted as an agent physically giving a headache,
rather than a causer, as is the case in the pragmatically unmarked (23a).

5(Bresnan, Cueni, Nikitina, and Baayen, 2007), however, defending the parallelism
between the two constructions reports that examples of causative reading with the prepo-
sitional dative constructions are accepted but need the right conditions, such as when the
goal DP is relatively long:

0] A stench or smell is di used over the ship that would give a headache to the most
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Moving on, (Kayne, 1984), followed by (Marantz, 1993) and (Pesetsky,
1995) report on an asymmetry in terms of nominalisation. The relevant
examples are in (24).

(24) a. giving of the book to Mary
b. *giving (of) Mary of the book

While it is possible to nominalise the PDC ditransitive variant, as in (24-a),
the ungrammatical (24-b) shows that it is not possible to do so with the
DOC.

But perhaps the most discussed and the most important for us given the
overarching aim of this work is the mismatch of the two constructions with
regards to the scope of quanti ers. In the PDC example in (25) both objects
can take scope over each other. In (25-a), the theme object 'every apple'
scoping over the goal "one boy' results in a reading under which for every
apple there was one, potentially di erent boy. In (25-b), the goal scoping
over the theme gives rise to the reading under which for every boy there was
one, possibly di erent, apple. In contrast, in the DOC example in (26) the
goal object “every boy' can take scope over the theme object “‘one apple' in
(26-a) but not vice versa - the theme 'every apple' cannot scope over the goal
'‘one boy' in (26-b). (26-a) can have the distributive meaning under which
for every boy there was one, potentially di erent, apple. Whereas in (26-b),
the distributive interpretation is not available - the choice of a boy cannot
vary with the choice of an apple. This is the infamous scope freezing e ect.

(25) a. John gave every apple to one boy.
8>9

b. John gave one apple to every boy.
8>9

(26) a. John gave every boy one apple.
8>9
b. John gave one boy every apple.
8 >9

In this section, we have seen that at rst appearance the DOC and PDC
constructions seem interchangeable (verbs alternating between the two con-

athletic constitution ((Bresnan, Cueni, Nikitina, and Baayen, 2007):4, (15)).
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structions resulting in phrases with the same thematic structure). Moreover,
DOC and PDC are symmetrical in terms of anaphor and variable binding,
WCO e ects and NPI licensing. Nevertheless, the parallelism in the distri-
bution of the two disintegrates with a number of non-alternating ditransitive
verbs and when we perform a more ne-grained analysis of their semantics
(a ectedness interpretation characterising the goal and the availability of
the causative reading of the subject in DOC, but not in PDC). We have also
seen that the two constructions are not parallel in terms of nominalisation
- only the PDC but not DOC can be nominalised. And lastly, the two con-
structions di er signi cantly in terms of scope interpretation when their two
objects are quanti ed - PDC is ambiguous whereas DOC is scopally frozen.
This comparison serves as a point of departure into further analysis of English
ditransitives. Next comes a selective yet hopefully representative overview
of the structures proposed in the literature to account for the characteristics
discussed above.

1.2.2 Structural analyses of English ditransitives
(Richard K. Larson, 1988c)

(Richard K. Larson, 1988c) develops a structural account for the DOC and
PDC in which the two objects in the respective constructions are in asym-
metric c-command relation. Such structure respects the data from binding,
WCO and NPI licensing reported by (Barss, 1986). In Larson's proposal
both DOC and PDC are two distinct manifestations of the same underly-
ing structure, which corresponds to the symmetry in the thematic structure
of the two outlined in the previous section. The PDC with the theme c-
commanding the goal in a rightward descending VP-shell construction is in
Larson's terms the base-generated structure.(27)

(27)  (Richard K. Larson, 1988c), ex. 14, p. 343
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tvi PP
The DOC is derived from the PDC via passivisation of the verb in the

lower VP-shell, hence suppressing its subject, the theme argument and pro-
moting its complement, the goal argument to the speci er position.

(28)  (Richard K. Larson, 1988c), ex. 26, p. 353

VP

N

SpecV' V'

N

Vsend VP

N

NF)i, Mary V'

N

V' NP a letter

N

Vi NP;

Moreover, Larson's analysis of the dative shift includes the idea that the
preposition "to' in the PDC represents case marking and is suppressed under
passivisation. The semantic content of the preposition, thus the thematic role
of the 10 with verbs like "give' or “send' is recoverable from the context, that
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is from the verb with which it occurs. This view allows Larson to account
for the asymmetries in DOC and PDC alternation. That is, verbs which are
only compatible with PDC, according to Larson, do not specify the semantics
of "to' in their thematic array. Therefore, the role of the preposition is not
reduced to case-marking, but provides thematic information, hence it resists
suppression.

(Bruening, 2001)

A representative of the family of analyses which principally focus on the
asymmetries between the two constructions is (Bruening, 2001). In Bruen-
ing's view of English ditransitives, the two constructions are derivationally
unrelated - the picture that corresponds to the asymmetry in the thematic
structure, nominalisation possibilities and also accounts for non-alternating
verbs. For the DOC, Bruening, following (Marantz, 1993) posits an applica-
tive head entailing an extra level of structure that is not present in the PDC.
The indirect object is projected by a null verbal head (V1) between v and a
lexical verb. The lexical verb, V2 in this structure, moves through this null
morpheme on its way to v.

(29) (Bruening, 2001) PDC v

/N

v VP

/N

VAR
N
N



(30)  (Bruening, 2001) DOC v

/N

N

Vi VP,

N

vV, DO

According to Bruening, the presence of this extra applicative morpheme
introduces the semantics of a ectedness which is a characteristics of DOC,
but is absent in the PDC variant.

The presence of the applicative morpheme also explains the ungrammat-
icality of double object nominalisations in English (Andrews, 1971), (Kayne,
1984), (Pesetsky, 1995). Nominalisations are prohibited in the cases of a
lexical verb combined with an applicative morpheme (Myers, 1984).

In the PDC the DP direct object and the PP hosting the indirect object
are in mutual c-command. This assumption and the lack of this kind of
relation between the objects in DOC will serve Bruening to explain the scope
freezing e ects in DOC and the scope ambiguity in PDC. We will explore
this in Chapter 4. Even though the DP and PP in the PDC are in mutual
c-command, the direct object DP asymmetrically c-commands the indirect
object DP which is in line with the Barrs&Lasnik's asymmetries.

(Harley, 2002)

There is a family of analyses of English ditransitives: “small clause' analyses
((Harley, 2002), (Beck and K. Johnson, 2004) among others).

(Harley, 2002), for example, proposes a ‘small clause' analysis of En-
glish ditransitives, in which double-object verbs decompose into two heads:
an external-argument-selecting CAUSE predicate (vCAUSE) and a prepo-
sitional element (PHAVE). This analysis posits that DOCs and PDCs are
not derivationally related but instead correspond to distinct syntactic struc-
tures. PHAVE introduces a possessive relation in DOCs, while Ploc, the
locative counterpart in PDCs, places the Theme in its speci er and the Lo-
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cation (goal) in its complement. These structural di erences account for key
asymmetries in interpretation and grammatical constraints observed between
DOCs and PDCs.

One of the main arguments in favour of Harley's analysis is based on
Oehrle's Generalisation, which, as discussed in the descriptive part on English
ditransitives in this chapter, highlights an important asymmetry between
DOCs and PDCs regarding the animacy of the indirect object.

The restriction on animate or prospective possessor indirect object in the
DOC but not in PDC suggests that DOCs inherently encode a possessive
relationship between the indirect object and the Theme, while PDCs simply
encode directional transfer without an obligatory possession reading. The
di erence in argument structure thus supports the view that DOCs and PDCs
are structurally distinct rather than derived from one another.

Another argument supporting Harley's proposal comes from idiom for-
mation and xed expressions. If DOCs and PDCs were transformationally
related, we would expect idioms to freely alternate between the two struc-
tures while retaining their idiomatic interpretation. However, this is not the
case. Many idioms that exist in the DOC (e.g., give someone the boot, give
someone a hand) do not retain their idiomatic meaning when shifted to a
PDC (give the boot to someone sounds unnatural in an idiomatic sense).
This suggests that the DOC has a unique syntactic structure that binds its
idiomatic meaning, reinforcing the argument that the two constructions are
fundamentally di erent rather than transformationally related.

(Janke and Neeleman, 2012)

(Janke and Neeleman, 2012) show that English ditransitives may allow both
descending and ascending structures. The primary assumption in their anal-
ysis makes case assignment conditioned by adjacency to the verb.

(31) a. Case adjacency
A case-marked DP cannot be preceded by any XP in its case
domain.
b. The case domain of a DP consists of the DP itself and any
constituents linearly intervening between the DP and the head
licensing its case.

Ascending structure is the default one. The descending structure in-
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volving a VP-shell is only generated when case cannot be assigned in the
ascending con guration. In the DOC, the case of both objects is dependent
on the verb, thus requires adjacency. For this reason, the DP1-DP2 DOC
string will always require a VP-shell structure where, after assigning case
to DP2, the verb raises to assign case to DP1 (32). In the PDC, the verb
assigns case to the rst object only, as the second object is a complement of
a preposition. The structure generated for the PDC string DP-PP depends
on the order of merger. If the DP is merged with the verb rst adjacency
between the two obtains and the ascending structure su ces (33). When the
verb is merged rst with the PP, VP-shell in the descending structure needs
to be generated in order for the verb to assign case to the DP (34).

(32) (Janke and Neeleman, 2012) DOC VP-shell

DP1
ty DP2

(33) (Janke and Neeleman, 2012), PDC rightward ascending
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(34) (Janke and Neeleman, 2012) PDC VP-shell

DP

These structural assumptions are supported, among other diagnostics, by
data from elliptical structures, topicalisation and scope of quanti ers.

Ellipsis data show that the verb can be elided with the rst object (direct
object) in PDC (35).

(35) a. If he read a sonnet to anyone famous, he did so to Salman
Rushdie.
b. If he read a sonnet to anyone famous, he did to Salman Rushdie.

On the other hand, the verb cannot be elided with the rst object (indirect
object) in the DOC.

(36) a. *If he gave Mary anything, he did so a woollen scarf.
b. *If he gave Mary anything, he did a woollen scarf.

The same e ects are observed in topicalisation. The verb can be topicalised
with the direct object in the PDC (37), however the verb cannot be topi-
calised with the indirect object in the DOC.

(37) He wanted to read a sonnet to someone famous, so read a sonnet he
did to Salman Rushdie (yesterday).

(38) *He wanted to give Mary something itchy, so give Mary he did a
woollen scarf (yesterday).

The data from ellipsis and topicalisation support the structural architec-
ture where the verb forms a constituent with the rst object in the PDC.
However, there is no evidence that the verb forms a constituent with the rst
object in the DOC. This is compatible with the structures in (32) and (33).
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These structural conclusions are con rmed by data from scope of quan-
tiers. In line with the account of scope in terms of c-command (Reinhart,
2006), the availability of the left-to-right and right-to-left scope in the PDC
is compatible with the idea that this construction allows two structures: (33)
and (34).

(39) | read every book to a student.
8>9

(40) | read a book to every student.
8>9

Moreover, the scope freezing e ect is taken by (Janke and Neeleman, 2012)
to indicate that the DOC has a rightward descending structure as in (32).
In the rightward descending structure quanti er to the left takes scope over
quanti er to the right.

The availability of the structure in (33) for the PDC is further corrobo-
rated by quanti er scope under VP-fronting in the example (41).

(41) a. He wanted to read a book to every student, and read a book he
did to every undergraduate.
8>9(9> 8)

b. He wanted to read every book to a student, and read every book
he did to an undergraduate.
9>8 8>9

Fronting of the VP in the PDC necessitates an ascending structure under
which the PP c-commands the DP. Such hierarchical relation is con rmed
by the fact that wide scope of the PP is the preferred reading in this con-
struction.

At rst sight, the structural proposal in (Janke and Neeleman, 2012) over-
generates when data from (Barss, 1986) is considered. (Janke and Neeleman,
2012) discuss binding. Under the theory which makes binding relations de-
pendent on c-command, the rightward ascending structure for the PDC (33)
seems incompatible with the ungrammaticality of (10-d). According to the
rightward ascending structure, the 10 c-commands thus should be able to
bind the DO in the PDC.
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However, as (Janke and Neeleman, 2012) show, binding has a linear com-
ponent to it. That is in addition to structural conditions such as c-command,
binding is subject to the requirement of linear precedence of the antecedent
((R. Jackendo, 1990), (Ernst, 1994)). In this context, (Janke and Neele-
man, 2012) refer to the General Pattern of Anaphoric Dependence (GPAD)
condition proposed by (Williams, 1997). For anaphoric binding, this condi-
tion states that the anaphor should either follow the antecedent or be located
in a clause subordinate to the antecedent. (Janke and Neeleman, 2012) as-
sume that binding is subject to the standard c-command condition as well
as to GPAD. Taken together, these assumptions explain why there is no
right-to-left binding in the PDC construction. The relation between the two
arguments in the PDC respects c-command: the PP c-commands the DO but
violates GPAD: the DO neither follows nor is located in a clause subordinate
to the PP. (Janke and Neeleman, 2012) further discuss variable binding which
they take is subject to scope as well as GPAD. The fact that in the PDC,
the PP cannot bind a variable contained in the DO is explained analogously
to the lack of right-to-left anaphoric binding in this construction. Although
the DO is in the scope of the PP it cannot be bound by the PP as the linear
order between them as well as the structural relation violate GPAD.

1.3 Slavic ditransitives which have been anal-
ysed as DOC/PDC

In this section we will look at two Slavic languages - Croatian and Slovenian.
Ditransitive constructions in these languages have been analysed as parallel
to DOC and PDC in English.

1.3.1 Croatian (GraEanin-Yuksek, 2007)

(Gra£anin-Yuksek, 2007) analyses three types of ditransitives in Croatian.
The rst type constitutes ditransitives with the indirect object (marked with
the dative case) preceding the verb which is then followed by the direct ob-
ject (marked with the accusative case) (DVA). In Gracanin-Yuksek's analysis
Croatian DVA constructions are comparable to English DOC. Conversely,
Croatian phrases with the verb followed by both objects in the order direct
(accusative) - indirect (dative) (VAD) are comparable to the English PDC.
Her conclusion regarding the comparability of these constructions in the two
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languages is based on their semantics, scope interpretation and the availabil-
ity of nominalisation. First, just like in the English DOC, the indirect object

in Croatian DVA receives a possessive interpretation, whereas the indirect
object in the VAD, on a par with the PP in the English PDC receives a
locative reading. In (42-b), Vid is required to be in Zagreb for the sentence
to be true, in (42-a) his location is irrelevant, what's relevant is that he is
the prospective possessor of the book. Moreover, (42-b) does not specify who
the intended possessor of the book is; it could be Vid, or it could be someone
else, while Vid's place is only the location where the book is sent.

(42) a. Miaje Vidu poslalaknjigu u Zagreb.
Mia Aux Vid.dat sent bookacc in Zagrebacc
Mia sent Vid the book to Zagreb.
b. Miaje poslalaknjigu Vidu u Zagreb.
Mia Aux sent bookacc Vid.dat in Zagrebacc

The ditransitive constructions in the two languages are also equivalent in
their availability of the causative reading of the subject. It is, as (43-a) and
(43-b) show, present in the DVA, in the same vein as in the DOC, but absent
in the VAD, as it is absent in the PDC.

(43) a. Ratje Krle dao knijigu.
War Aux Krle®a.dat given bookacc
If it hadn't been for the war, Krle®a wouldn't have written the
book.
b. Rat je dao knjigu Krleoi.
War Aux given bookacc Krle®a.dat

Additionally, there is a parallelism between DVA and DOC on the one hand,
and VAD and PDC on the other in terms of nominalisation. VAD (44-b)
can, while DVA (44-a) cannot be nominalised.

(44) a. *poklon Hani knjige
gift Hanadat bookgen
*gift of Hana of the book
b. poklon knjige Hani
gift bookgen Hanadat
gift of the book to Hana.

The last piece of parallelism is scope. DVA in Croatian (45-a) shows rigid
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guanti er scope, as does DOC in English. In VAD (45-b), just like in the
English PDC, the scope between the goal and the theme is free.

(45) a. Petarje jednomdjetetu dao svaku£okoladicu.

Petar Aux one  child.dat given every candy-baracc
Petar gave one child every candy-bar.
9> 8
*8>9

b. Danje poslaojedandar svakomdjetetu.
Dan Aux sent one gift.acc every child.dat
Dan sent one gift to every child.
9> 8
8>9

The properties of the two ditransitive types in Croatian are envisaged in the
the following structures:

(46) DVA, (Grafanin-Yuksek, 2007) ex. 16, p. 5 VP

/\

Dposs V'

/\

V%  Theme

(47)  VAD, (Grafanin-Yuksek, 2007) ex. 17, p. 5 VP

/\

VO HP

/N

Theme H'

/\

H° Dioc

Gracanin-Yuksek proposes that the dative preceding the verb in DVA is an
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argument of the verb, theta-marked as a possessor/bene ciary, whereas the
dative following the verb in VAD is adjunct-like and denotes location.

The functional head H establishes an end-up-at relation between the
theme and D.. The third ditransitives' type, one in which both objects in
the order accusative-dative follow the verb (VDA), according to Gracanin-
Yuksek, is ambiguous between DOC and PDC as it has properties of both
structures.

On the one hand, just like DOC, in VDA the dative is interpreted as a
possessor in a two-goal structure (48) and with a non-agentive subject of a
sentence, VDA exhibits a causative reading (49).

(48) Mia je poslalaVidu knjigu u Zagreb.
Mia Aux sent Vid.dat bookacc in Zagrebacc
Mia sent Vid the book in Zagreb.

(49) Rat je dao Krle knjigu.
war Aux given Krle®a.dat book.acc
If it hadn't been for the war, Krle®a wouldn't have written the book.

On the other hand, VDA is like PDC in terms of the availability of the
non-linear scope (50).

(50) Doktor je  dao jednoj tajnici svaki karton.
Doctor Aux givenone secretary.DAT every le.ACC
The doctor gave to one secretary every le.
9> 8
8>9

However, scope ambiguity disappears if VDA has a reading associated with
DOC: possessor interpretation of the dative (51) or causative reading (52).

(51) Danje poslaojednomstudentu  svaku knjigu u Zagreb.
Dan Aux sent one  student.dat every bookacc in Zagreb
Dan sent one student every book to Zagreb.
9> 8
*8>9
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(52) Rat je dao jednom piscu svaku knjigu.
war Aux givenone  author.dat every bookacc
The war gave an author every book.
9> 8
*8>9

To summarise, Croatian ditransitives come in three types: DVA, VAD and
VDA. DVA instantiates English DOC. In both constructions the indirect
object obligatorily receives possessive interpretation, both allow causative
reading, both resist nominalisation and the non-linear scope reading. This is
in contrast to the Croatian VAD, parallel to the English PDC. In VAD the
indirect object receives a locative interpretation, the verb with both objects
can be nominalised, the causative reading is unavailable, but scope between
the objects is free. The third instance of ditransitives, VDA is ambiguous
between DOC and PDC. It allows scope ambiguity, a property of PDC, but
not when its indirect object is interpreted as a possessive and not under
causative reading, both properties associated with the English DOC.

1.3.2 Slovenian (Marvin and Stegovec, 2012)

Feeding on Gracanin-Yuksek's analysis of ditransitives in Croatian, (Marvin
and Stegovec, 2012) argue that Slovenian ditransitives with the order DVA
and VDA mirror DOC in English, and ditransitives with the order VAD
mirror English PDC. Hence, unlike in Croatian, the position of the verb
with respect to the dative argument is irrelevant in Slovenian, what matters
though is the order between the arguments, with D-A behaving in a distinc-
tive way to A-D.

First, D-A order mirrors the English DOC (53-a), (53-b), whereas A-D mir-
rors the PDC (53-c) in terms binding. That is, in D-A the goal binds the
theme and in A-D the theme binds the goal.

(53) (Marvin and Stegovec, 2012) ex. 2, p. 180

a. Tat; je [vsakemuozkodovancuj vrnil [svoj; avto].
thief; aux [each victim.dat ]J; return.past [his;; car.acc]
The thief returned every victim his car.!/ The thief returned
every victim his (the thief's) car.
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b. Tat; je vmil [vsakemuo?kodovancu] [svoj, ; avto].
thiefj aux return.past [each ~ victim.dat J; [his; caracc]
The thief returned every victim his car./'The thief returned
every victim his (the thief's) car.

c. Tat je vmil [svoji; avto] [vsakemu
thief; aux return.past [his,; car.acc] [each
o%kodovancuj.
victim. dat J;

*The thief returned every victim his car!/"The thief returned
every victim his (the thief's) car.

Second, D-A, on a par with DOC, exhibits frozen scope (54-a), while in A-D,
as is the case in PDC, the scope between the arguments is free (54-c).

(54) (Marvin and Stegovec, 2012) ex. 9, p. 183

a. UtLitel je [enemuu£encu] dal [vsako
teachernom aux [one student.dat ] give.past[each
nalogo].
task.acc ]

It was to one student that the teacher gave each task.
9> 8
*8>9

b. UEfitel je dal [enemuu£encu] [vsako
teachernom aux give.past[one student.dat ] [each
nalogo].
task.acc ]

It was to one student that the teacher gave each task.
9> 8
*8>9

c. Ufitel je dal [enonalogo] [vsakemu
teachernom aux give.past[onetask.acc ] [each
u£encul.

student.dat |

It was a/one task that the teacher gave to each student.
9> 8

8>9

The third point of parallelism between Slovenian and English ditransitives

32



has to the with the causative reading, which is present in the D-A but absent
in the A-D order.

(55)  (Marvin and Stegovec, 2012) ex. 12, p. 185

a. Beethoven je svetu dal fetrto simfonijo.
Beethovennom aux world.dat gave Fourth Symphonyacc
Beethoven gave the world the Fourth Symphony.

b. Beethoven je dal svetu fetrto simfonijo.
Beethovennom aux gaveworld.dat Fourth Symphonyacc
Beethoven gave the world the Fourth Symphony.

c. #Beethoven je dal fetrto simfonijo svetu.
Beethovennom aux gave Fourth Symphonyacc world.dat
Beethoven gave the Fourth Symphony to the world.

(Marvin and Stegovec, 2012) propose the following structural relations be-
tween the arguments in the ditransitives in Slovenian.

(56) D-A (DOC) (Marvin and Stegovec, 2012) ex.3, p.180

Goal

Theme

(57) A-D (PDC) (Marvin and Stegovec, 2012) ex.3, p.180

Theme

Goal

To recap, Slovenian ditransitives in which the dative argument precedes
the accusative argument are comparable to the English DOC and ditran-
sitives in which the accusative precedes the dative are comparable to the
English PDC. Marvin & Stegovec make this conclusion based on three tests:
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binding relations, scope of quanti ers and the availability of the causative
reading.

1.4 Polish DO-10 and 10-DO

Polish ditransitives materialise in two types. The two ditransitive construc-
tions correspond to two linear orders between the indirect and the direct
object: 10-DO (58) and DO-1O (59)¢’

(58) Janek da? Marysi  ksij»k.
John.nom gaveMary.dat bookacc
John gave Mary a book.

(59) Marysia pokaza®aobraz Jankowi.
Mary.nom showed painting.acc John.dat
Mary showed a painting to John.

The conventional English translations of (58) and (59) may suggest that
Polish 10-DO and DO-IO are equivalent to the English DOC and PDC re-
spectively. But this is not the case.

1.4.1 Descriptive facts

In Section 1.2 we saw that although English DOC and PDC have many char-
acteristics in common, they display a number of asymmetries breaking down

6Although the analysis to come will explicitly focus on the ditransitives with the two
objects appearing postverbally, the conclusions derived apply for the relevant ditransitives
where one or both of the objects appear pre-verbally. In other words, in ditransitive
constructions in Polish the position of the object in relation to the verb is irrelevant.
What matters is the position of the objects in relation to each other. This is in contrast
to what has been shown for Serbo-Croatian, but is in line with what we have seen in
Slovenian.

7| stay agnostic regarding which word order is unmarked in all-new contexts in Polish,
as no aspect of my analysis depends on it. However, a preliminary analysis using the
focus projection test and case syncretism suggests that the 10-DO order is more natural
in all-new contexts. That said, information structure is only one of several factors in u-
encing word order changes in Polish. Other factors include intonation, the presence of
presupposition-inducing particles (e.g., even, only, also), heaviness, animacy, and speci-
city. All examples analyzed in this thesis are controlled for these factors.
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their apparent parallelism. We will see in this section that the two orders of
Polish ditransitives are mirror images of each other with one exceptidn.

As evident in the glosses of (58) and (59), in Polish ditransitives, the
encoding of the objects stays the same regardless of their relative order. That
is, in (58) which is an example of I0-DO construction, the goal is marked
with the dative and the theme with the accusative case. In (59), an example
of DO-IO, the theme is marked with the accusative and the goal with the
dative, just like in 10-DO and unlike in English PDC, where the goal is a
complement of a preposition. (60) which is only minimally di erent to (59)
in that the dative goal has been replaced by a prepositional phrase "do Janka'
(to John) is ungrammatical.

(60) *Marysia pokaza®aobraz do Janka.
Mary.nom showed picture.acc to Johngen.
Mary showed a picture to John.

Whether a preposition is used before the goal complement is dependent of
the verb frame and the thematic interpretation of the goal, rather than on
the order of the objects. "Poréwna¢' (compare) and "dopasowa¢’ (match)
are examples of verbs subcategorising for a PP goal where the goal has a
locative interpretation. (61) instantiates a ditransitive construction with the
verb ‘poréwna¢’ (compare) in the PP-DO order. In (62) we see the DO-PP
order with the verb "dopasowa¢’ (match).

(61) Janek poréwna? do Marysi  Anij.
John.nom comparedto Mary.gen Ann.acc
John compared Ann to Mary.

(62) Marysia dopasowa?aok?adk]; do ksij»ki.
Mary.nom matched coveracc to bookgen
Mary matched a cover to a book.

Unlike DOC and PDC, Polish IO/PP-DO and DO-IO/PP have a fully sym-
metrical distribution (modulo information structure)®. 10-DO in (58) has a
variant with the reverse word order in (63).

8The judgments on the data used in Chapter 1 are based on my intuition as a native
speaker. | do not expect these judgments to be controversial.

9The role of information structure in the order of arguments in Polish will be discussed
in Chapter 3
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(63) Janek da? ksij»k}  Marysi.
John.nom gavebookacc Mary.dat
John gave a book to Mary.

DO-IO in (59) has an alternative variant in the form of 10-DO in (64).

(64) Marysia pokaza®aJankowi obraz.
Mary.nom showed John.dat painting.acc
Mary showed John a painting.

PP-DO (61) has a DO-PP variant (65):

(65) Janek poréwna? Ani} do Marysi.
John.nom comparedAnn.acc to Mary.gen
John compared Ann to Mary.

And the DO-PP in (62) has a PP-DO variant in (66):

(66) Marysia dopasowa®ado ksij»ki  ok2adk].
Mary.nom matched to bookgen coveracc
Mary matched a cover to a/the book.

The availability of alternation in the order between the two arguments of
the verb holds across the board. | provide the translations of the sentences
with non-alternating verbs reported in section 1.2.1 for English. As we see,
both sentences in all the pairs in (67) - (70) with the I0/PP-DO in (a) and
DO-IO/PP in (b) are grammatical.

(67) a. Ten dom kosztowa®Jana fortun,.
This housenom cost John.acc fortune.acc
This house cost John a fortune.

b. Ten dom kosztowa?dfortun, Jana.
This housenom cost fortune.acc John.acc
This house cost John a fortune.

(68) a. Szef odmowi? Jankowi zap@aty.
bossnom denied John.dat paymentgen
The boss denied John the payment.
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b. Szef odmowi? zap@aty Jankowi.
bossnom denied paymentgen John.dat
The boss denied John the payment.

(69) a. Janek skierowa®do Marysi  to pytanie.
John.nom addressedo Mary.gen this questionacc
John addressed this question to Mary.

b. Janek skierowa®to pytanie do Marysi.
John.nom addressedhis questionacc to Mary.gen
John addressed this question to Mary.

(70) a. Janek przedstawiMarysi  sjsiada.
John.nom introduced Mary.dat neighbouracc
John introduced the neighbour to Mary.

b. Janek przedstawi@sjsiada Marysi.
John.nom introduced neighbouracc Mary.dat
John introduced the neighbour to Mary.

The next layer of parallelism can be found in the thematic structure of the two
ditransitive orders. In the section on English, we saw that in many, but not
all contexts the two ditransitive constructions can be used interchangeably.
What we observe in Polish is a full semantic parallelism between the two
orders. The semantic di erences between the DOC and PDC reported for
English are not detectable in the pairs of IO-DO and DO-IO orders in Polish.

As we can recall from the discussion on English, the goal in DOC but
not in PDC forces a possessive interpretation. In Polish, the goal carries
the same interpretation regardless of its linear position with respect to the
theme. Both dative-accusative and accusative-dative orders are compatible
with the verb “send' in the relevant examples, when the goal can potentially
be associated with a possessor role. As seen below, either I0-DO (71-a) or
DO-IO (71-b) with the animate dative goal "Marysi' (Mary.Dat) could be
used to describe a scenario involving John sending a letter with Mary being
the intended recipient of this letter.
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(71) a. Janek wys?a@Marysi  list.
Johnnom sent Mary.dat letter.acc
John sent Mary the letter.
b. Janek wys2a?list Marysi.
John.nom sent letter.acc Mary.dat
John sent Mary the letter.

On the other hand, neither order will be grammatical if the goal DP does
not allow a possessor interpretation. | can demonstrate it in two contexts.
First, by using the scenario from (71) and replacing the animate dative "Mary'
with an inanimate noun. As inanimate entities cannot be associated with the
recipient interpretation, such manipulation rules out (72-a) |IO-DO and (72-b)
DO-IO, both featuring an inanimate dative goal "Londynowi' (London.Dat).

(72) a. *Janek wys?a2Londynowi list.
John.nom sent Londondat letter.acc
b. *Janek wys?adlist Londynowi.
Johnnom sent letter.acc Londondat

Second, by building a context for the verb “send' which excludes the
possessive interpretation even for an animate goal. (73) is an example of
such a context. If John sends children to the headteacher, the headteacher,
even though animate, is a location rather than an intended possessor of the
children.

(73) a. *Janek wys2a2dyrektorowi dzieci.
Johnnom sent headteacherat children.acc
Intended meaning: John send the children to the headteacher.

b. *Janek wys?a?dzieci dyrektorowi.
John.nom sent children.acc headteacherdat
Intended meaning: John send the children to the headteacher.

The location reading of the goal is achieved when the verb “send' is used with
its PP-DO framework, again, in both complement orders, as shown below in
(74) which is the locative variant of (71), and (75) the locative variant of
(73).
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(74) a. Janek wys?a?do Marysi  list.
John.nom sent to Mary.gen letter.acc
John sent a letter to Mary.

b. Janek wys?2a?list do Marysi.
John.nom sent letter.acc to Mary.gen
John sent a letter to Mary.

c. Janek wys?a2do Londynu list.
Johnnom sent to Londongen letter.acc
John sent a letter to London.

d. Janek wys?a2list do Londynu.
Johnnom sent to Londongen letter.acc
John sent a letter to London.

(75) a. Janek wys?a?do dyrektora  dzieci.
John.nom sent to director.gen children.acc
John sent the children to the headteacher.

b. Janek wys2a?dzieci do dyrektora.
John.nom sent children.acc to director.gen
John sent the children to the headteacher.

The other semantic property distinguishing DOC and PDC was the causative
reading of the subject, which was only possible in the DOC in English. In
Polish, however, it is available in both object orders.

(76) a. »ycie Nixona  da®o Mailerowi Kksij»k|.
life.nom Nixon.gen gaveMailer.dat bookacc
Nixon's life gave Mailer a book.

b. >»ycie Nixona da®oksij»k]  Mailerowi.

life.nom Nixon.gen gavebookacc Mailer.dat
Nixon's life gave Mailer a book.

(77) a. To ju» kompletnie zaostrzy?o walk} i  da%o
This already completely exacerbated ght and gave
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wszystkim  bol g2owy.

everyonedat headacheacc

This has completely exacerbated the ght and gave everyone a
headache.

b. To ju» kompletnie zaostrzy?o walk} i  da%o
This already completely exacerbated ght and gave
bdl g2owy wszystkim.
headacheacc everyonedat
This has completely exacerbated the ght and gave everyone a
headache.

(78) a. Beethoven da? xwiatu  Czwartj Symfoni,.
Beethovennom gaveworld.dat Fourth Symphonyacc
Beethoven gave the world The Fourth Symphony.

b. Beethoven da® Czwartj Symfoni| twiatu.
Beethovennom gave Fourth Symphonyacc world.dat
Beethoven gave the world the Fourth Symphony.

Admittedly, the 10-DO order in (a) is preferred in all (76), (77) and (78).
Nevertheless, | nd the DO-IO order perfectly acceptable in the causative
reading context. My intuition is con rmed by (77-b) - an example taken
from a google search.

Note that in all examples illustrating the causative interpretation listed so
far there is no control of animacy, de niteness and syntactic weight. Namely,
the 10 is animate and de nite (‘'me' in (23), 'Krle®a’ in (43), whereas the DO
is inanimate and inde nite (‘a headache' in (23), 'a book' in (43). In example
(55), the direct object is heavier than the indirect object. This might explain
why, even in Slavic languages such as Croatian and Slovenian, the DO-IO
order seems incompatible with the causative context. Indeed, in Polish the
preference for the 10-DO order disappears when both objects are animate
and de nite. Both (79-a) and (79-b) are unmarked and equally acceptable.
Moreover, when syntactic weight is controlled for, both 10-DO and DO-10
are unmarked in (80), which is minimally di erent to (78).
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(79) a. Los da? Adamowi Ew;.
Fate gave Adam.dat Eve.acc
Fate gave Adam Eve.

b. Los da? Ew, Adamowi.
Fate gaveEve.acc Adam.dat
Fate gave Adam Eve.

(80) a. Beethoven da® ca?emuzwiatu Czwartj
Beethovennom gavewhole world.dat Fourth
Symfoni;.
Symphonyacc
Beethoven gave the world The Fourth Symphony.

b. Beethoven da? Czwartj Symfoni; ca®emu
Beethovennom gaveFourth Symphonyacc whole
twiatu.
world.dat

Beethoven gave the Fourth Symphony to the whole world.

Unlike DOC and PDC in English, Polish 10-DO (81-a) and DO-10 (81-b)
behave the same in terms of nominalisation. As seen below, both orders are
grammatical under nominalisation.

(81) a. dawaniedzieciom prezentow
giving children.dat presentsgen
*giving (the) children of (the) presents

b. dawanieprezentéw dzieciom
giving presentsgen children.dat
giving of (the) presents to (the) children

We will now look at the descriptive facts on binding, weak crossover and NPI
licensing reported for English by Barss&Lasnik. Parallel data from Polish
brings the same e ects.

As shown in (82), re exives in Polish are subject oriented, but reciprocal
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binding in (83) brings about the same results as anaphoric binding in English
in (10). In IO-DO, a reciprocal in the direct object can be bound by an

indirect object (83-a) but a reciprocal in the indirect object cannot be bound

by the direct object (83-b). In the DO-10 on the other hand, a reciprocal in

the indirect object can be bound by the direct object (83-c) but a reciprocal
in the direct object cannot be bound by the indirect object (83-d). The same
applies to variable binding in (84).

(82)

(83)

a.

Janek pokaza?Marii; siebig + .
John.nom showed Mary.dat selfacc
John showed Mary himself / *herself.

Janek  pokaza?sobig + Mari} ;.
John.nom showed selfdat Mary.acc
John showed himself / *herself to Mary.

Janek  pokaza®Marij;  sobig s .
John.nom showed Mary.acc selfdat
John showed Mary to himself / *herself.

Janek pokaza?siebie « Marii;.
John.nom showed selfacc Mary.dat
John showed himself / *herself to Mary.

Janek pokaza?dziewczynom siebienawzajem.
John.nom showed girls.dat each other.acc
John showed the girls each other.

Janek pokaza?sobienawzajem; dziewczyny.
John.nom showed each other.dat girls.acc
*John showed each other the girls.

Janek pokaza?dziewczyny sobienawzajem.
John.nom showed girls.acc  each other.dat
John showed the girsl to each other.

Janek pokaza?siebienawzajem; dziewczynom.

John.nom showed each other.acc girls.dat
John showed each other to the girls.
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(84) a.

Marysia da?aka»demupracownikowijego czek.
Mary.nom gaveevery  workerdat his paycheckacc
Mary gave every worker his paycheck.

*Marysia da?ajegow?azcicielowka»dy czek.
Mary.nom gaveits ownerdat every paycheckacc
*Mary gave its owner every paycheck.

Marysia da%aka»dy czek jego w2azcicielowi.
Mary.nom gaveevery paycheckacc its ownerdat
Mary gave every paycheck to its owner.

. *Marysia da?ajegoczek ka»demupracownikowi.

Mary.nom gavehis paycheckacc every  worker.dat
*Mary gave his paycheck to every worker.

As for the WCO, no e ects are observed in Polish. Neither fronting of the
IO nor fronting of the DO gives rise to WCO e ects, as shown in (85) and

(86).

(85) a.
b.

(86) a.
b.

Ktoremu mj»czynie wys®a®atjego czek?

which mandat sent his paycheckacc ?
Which man did you send his paycheck?

Ktory czek wys?a2atego waazxcicielowi?
which paycheckacc sent his ownerdat ?
Which paycheck did you send to his ownet?

Kogo chcesz, »ebyMaria przedstawi®ajego nowym
who.acc want.2sg that Maria introduce  his newdat
sijsiadom?

neighboursdat

Who do you want Maria to introduce to his new neighbours?
Komu chcesz, »ebyMaria przedstawi®ajego nowych
who.dat want.2sg that Maria introduce  his newacc

0This example is not a direct translation of the English example in (12-c). As will be
shown in section 1.5.3 (examples (192-b) and (192-a), the use of the Polish equivalent of
'‘whose' (czyj) as coreferent with the pronoun results in ungrammaticality in both variants

in (85).
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sjsiadow?
neighboursacc
Who do you want Maria to introduce to his new neighbours?

NPI licensing in Polish is solely dependent on the negation of the verb, there-
fore no relevant observations can be gathered from NPI constructions (87).

(87) a.

C.

*Pokaza®emnikomu nic.
showed no onedat nothing.acc
| showed no one anything.

Nie pokaza?emnikomu niczego.
not showed no onedat nothing.gen
111 didn't show anyone anything.

*Pokaza®emnic nikomu.
showed nothing.acc no onedat
| showed nothing to no one.

Nie pokaza?emniczego nikomu.
not showed nothing.gen no onedat
| didn't showed anything to anyone.

The symmetry between the two orders breaks down when we consider
scope of quanti ers. Recall that English PDC is ambiguous while DOC has
frozen scope. The same is true for Polish DO-10 and I0-DO respectively.
Example (88) and (89) show that, in terms of scope, DO-1O parallels with
English PDC and 10-DO parallels with English DOC. The DO-1O construc-
tion demonstrated in (88) is ambiguous.

(88) a.

Rybak da® ka»dj ryb] jednemu rekinowi.
Fishermannom gaveevery sh.acc one shark dat
The sherman gave every sh to one shark.

8>9

Rybak da? jednj ryb, ka»demurekinowi.
Fishermannom gaveone sh.acc every  sharkdat

INote that in Polish, the Accusative-marked object obligatorily takes the Gentitive case
under negation.
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The sherman gave one sh to every shark.
8>9

Example (88-b), which is one of the sentences used in the experiment on
scope in ditransitives to be reported in the chapter 3, has a reading under
which for each of the sharks there was one, potentially dierent, sh. As
con rmed by the results of the experiment, this is the most easily available
reading for this order.

The order 10-DO (89) displays frozen scope.

(89) a. Rybak da? ka»demurekinowi jednj ryb,.
Fishermannom gaveevery  sharkdat one sh.acc
The sherman gave every shark one sh.
8>9

b. Rybak da? jednemurekinowi kax»dj ryb,.

Fishermannom gaveone sharkdat every sh.acc
The sherman gave one shark every sh.
*8>9

Example (89-b) can only mean that there was one particular shark to whom
all sh were given. It resists the interpretation under which there would be
one, potentially di erent, shark for each of the sh.

To recap, we have seen that I0-DO and DO-IO in Polish are symmetrical
in terms of their case frame, their compatibility with individual verbs, the
thematic structure of their objects, the availability of nominalisation and
binding relations between their objects: the linearly rst object can bind
the second but not vice versa. The two orders are however asymmetrical in
terms of scope facts: in the 10-DO order, the 10 can take scope over DO,
but the DO cannot scope over IO; in the DO-IO order, the DO can scope
over the 10 and 10 can scope over DO with the latter reading preferred. In
the next section, | propose a structure for Polish ditransitives which, being
fully compatible with the descriptive facts discussed for Polish ditransitives
thus far, follows from the results of a number of constituency diagnostics.

45



1.4.2 The structure of Polish ditransitives

In this section | propose a structure for Polish ditransitives with the general
architecture given in (90) and (91)!?

(90)

IO/PP

(91)

IO/PP
ty DO

That is, | argue that the structure for the DO-IO/PP order is rightward
ascending as in (90) and the structure for the 10/PP-DO is rightward de-
scending as in (91). As seen, in both (90) and (91), the verb underlyingly
forms a constituent with the direct object to the exclusion of the indirect
object and there is no constituent formed of the verb and the indirect object
to the exclusion of the direct object. In both, the indirect object c-commands
the direct object.

This structural proposal applies to the verbs tested in the experiment on
scope in ditransitives in Polish reported in Chapter 3 listed in (92).

(92) accusative-dative frame : 'da¢’' (give), 'odebra¢’ (take away), 'dostar-
czy¢' (deliver), 'przedstawi¢’ (introduce), 'przydzieli¢’ (assign), 'przyniex¢’
(bring), ‘przys?a¢’ (send), 'pokaza¢’ (show)accusative-PP frame

12parts of the analysis included in section 1.4.2 have been published under the reference
Grabska and Abels, 2022
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with the preposition 'na’ (on) . 'ustawi¢' (place), 'powiesi¢’ (hang),
'‘podo»y¢’ (put); accusative-PP frame with the preposition 'do’

(to, towards, into) : 'dobra¢’ (match), 'doda¢’ (add), ‘wla¢' (pour),
‘przysunj¢’ (move), '‘pod?jczy¢' (connect).

The analysis is inspired by the structural account of English ditransitives in
(Janke and Neeleman, 2012) presented in section 1.2.2. The structures are
proposed based on the structural diagnostics presented below and, as | will
argue, accommodate the facts from 1.4.1. The data will be presented with
the use of the verb "da¢' (give) whose behaviour represents the behaviour of
all the verbs listed in (92).

Test 1: Predicate clefts

First, predicate cleft constructions involving a ditransitive verb and one of
its objects reveal that there is a constituent consisting exclusively of the verb
and the direct object with the indirect object being higher in the structure. In
contrast, there is no constituent containing the verb and the indirect object,
with the direct object higher in the structure.

Let me build the stage rst. Examples (93)-(95) illustrate the workings of
the predicate cleft construction with intransitive and monotransitive verbs.
The fronted verb takes the in nitive form and is then resumed in the tensed
form in the main clause.

(93) Spa¢, to Janekspa? ale nie odpoczjd.
sleep.infTO John slept but not rested
As for sleeping, John did sleep, but he didn't rest.

(94)  Czyta¢ ksij»ki, to Janekczyta?, ale »adnejnie napisa?.
read.infbooks TO John read but none not wrote
As for reading books, John did read them, but he hasn't written any.

(95) Czyta¢,to Janek czyta? ksij»kKi.
Read TO John.nom read booksacc
As for reading, John read books.

(93) and (94) involve fronting of the whole VP. In (93) the whole VP consists
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of the intransitive verb “spa¢ (sleep). (94) has a VP built of the monotransi-
tive verb “czyta¢' (read) together with its object “ksij»ki' (books). As seen,
both VPs can be subject to predicate clefting. (95) shows that partial VPs
can be fronted too - here the verb "czyta¢' is clefted stranding its object
“ksij»ki'.

(96)-(99) illustrate part of the landscape of predicate clefts containing
ditransitive constructions.

(96) Dawa¢ rekinom  ryby, to rybak dawa?, ale sam
give.inf sharksdat sh.acc TO sherman.nom gave but himself
nic nie zjad2.

nothing not ate
As for giving sharks the sh, the sherman did give them, but he
himself did not eat anything.

(97) Dawa¢ ryby rekinom, to rybak dawa?, ale
give.inf sh.acc sharksdat at TO sherman.nom gave but
sam nic nie zjad2.

himself nothing not ate
As for giving sh to the sharks, the sherman did give them, but he
himself did not eat anything.

(98) Dawa¢, to rybak dawa?rekinom  ryby, ale sam
Give.inf TO sherman.nom gave sharksdat sh.acc but himself
nic nie zjad?a.

nothing not ate
As for giving, the sherman did give sharks the sh, but he himself
did not eat anything.

(99) Dawa¢,to rybak dawa?ryby rekinom, ale sam
give.inf TO sherman.nom gave sh.acc sharksdat but himself
nic nie zjad?a.

nothing not ate
As for giving, the sherman did give sh to the sharks, but he himself
did not eat anything.
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As demonstrated in the examples, the whole VP headed by the ditransitive
verb "dawa¢ (give) can be fronted, both in V-10-DO (96) and V-DO-10 order
(97). The verb alone can be fronted, again both in V-IO-DO (98) and V-
DO-IO order (99).

With this setting in mind, we shall now look at clefts consisting of the
verb and only one of its objects. As it turns out, the verb can form a cleft with
the direct object excluding the indirect object (100). In contrast, forming a
cleft involving a verb and the indirect object excluding the direct object is
ruled out (101).

(100) Dawa¢ ryby, to rybak dawa@rekinom.
give.inf sh.acc TO sherman.nom gave sharksdat
As for giving the sh, the sherman did give them to the sharks.

(101) *Dawat rekinom, to rybak dawa?ryby.
give.inf sharksdat TO sherman.nom gave sh.dat
Intended: As for giving to the sharks, the sherman did give them
sh.

This nding is crucial. Assuming that only constituents can be clefted, it
shows that in Polish ditransitives the verb forms a constituent with the DO
to the exclusion of 10 and there is no evidence for a constituent involving
the verb and 10 to the exclusion of DO

Test 2: Focus fronting

Just like predicate clefting, focus fronting relies on constituency; only con-
stituents can be fronted. (102) illustrates fronting of the VP in the construc-
tion with the intransitive verb “spa¢' (sleep). (103) shows fronting of the
whole VP in the construction with the verb “czyta¢' (read). In (104), involv-
ing the construction with the verb 'czyta¢' (read), only the verb is fronted

3partial VP-fronting has been analysed in (Pesetsky, 1995), (Lechner, 2003), (Phillips,
2003), (Landau, 2003). (Landau, 2003) discusses a Hebrew construction similar to the
predicate cleft in Polish. The observations regarding the construction are parallel to the
Polish data. In Hebrew verbs equivalent to the Polish verbs in my current analysis, the
verbs can be fronted with the direct object stranding the indirect object whereas the
reverse - verb fronting with the indirect object and the direct object being stranded - is
not licensed.
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stranding the object “ksij»ki'

(102)

(103)

(104)

Nawetspa¢  Janek nie mog2.
even sleep.infJohn.nom not could
John couldn't even sleep.

Nawetczyta¢ ksij»ek Janek nie moga.
even read.inf booksgen John.nom not could
John couldn't even read books.

Nawetczyta¢ Janek nie mog? ksij»ek.
even read.inf John.nom not could booksgen
John couldn't even read books. (emphasis on ‘read’)

As for the ditransitives, (105), (106), and (107) show that the verb alone and
the full VP with both objects can be fronted.

(105)

(106)

(107)

Nawet dawa¢rybak nie mog? ryb rekinom.

even give sherman.nom not could sh.acc sharksdat

The sherman couldn't even give sh to the sharks. (emphasis on
‘give’)

Nawetdawac¢ryb rekinom  rybak nie méga.
even giv  sh.acc sharksdat sherman.nom not could
The sherman couldn't even give sh to the sharks.

Nawetdawac¢rekinom  ryb rybak nie moga.
even giv  sharksdat sh.acc sherman.nom not could
The sherman couldn't even give the sharks sh.

Grammatical fronting of 'give sh.gen' stranding 'sharksdat ' in (108) shows
that the verb and the direct object form a constituent to the exclusion of the
indirect object. On the other hand, fronting of 'give sharkgdat 'in (109) with
stranded ' sh.gen' is ungrammatical and therefore provides no evidence that
the indirect object forms an exclusive constituent with the verb.
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(108) Nawetdawac¢ryb rybak nie mog? rekinom.
even give sh.acc sherman.nom not could sharksdat
The sherman couldn't even give sh to the sharks. (emphasis on
'sh')

(109) *Nawet dawac¢rekinom  rybak nie mog? ryb.
even give sharksdat sherman not could sh.acc
Intended: The sherman couldn't even give sh to the sharks. (em-
phasis on 'sharks’)

Test 3: Substitution with ‘robi¢ to'

Another constituency diagnostic involves substitution with “robi¢ to' (do it).
Only constituents can be substituted with “robi¢ to. (110) shows that the
string involving the verbs and both of the objects can be substituted with
‘robi¢ to' as the verb and both of the objects form a constituent. The string
consisting of the verb and the direct object can be substituted with “robi¢
to' (111), whereas ‘robi¢ to' substitution of the verbs and the indirect object
results in ungrammaticality (112).

(110)  Jetlimusisz da¢ rekinom  ryby, to zréb to jutro.
if  must.2ndsggive sharksdat sh.acc TO do it tomorrow.
If you must give sharks the sh, do it tomorrow.

(111)  Jetlimusisz da¢ jakimz zwierzitom ryby, to najlepiej
if  must.2ndsggive some animalsdat sh.acc TO best
zrob to rekinom.
to it sharksdat
If you must give the sh to some animals, it's best if you do it to
the sharks.

(112) *Jexlimusisz da¢ jakietzwierzijta  rekinom, to najlepiej
if  must.2ndsggive some animalsacc sharksdat TO best
zrob to ryby / rybom [z  rybami.
do it sh.acc / sh.dat / with sh.inst
Intended: If you must give some animals to the sharks, it's best if
you give them sh.
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Test 4: object omission

The object omission test examines constructions in which one of the two
objects of a ditransitive verb is omitted. | apply this test following (Dvo°ak,
2010)'s analysis of Czech ditransitives. | interpret the obligatoriness of an
object under this test as evidence that the object is an internal argument
of the verb. Conversely, if an object is non-obligatory, this suggests that it
is not an internal argument and may even function as an adjunct. Even if
this reasoning is overly speculative, at the very least, the test highlights the
distinct behaviour of the objects in the constructions analysed.

As seen in the examples below, only the 10 can be omitted (113). Omit-
ting DO, as in (114) results in ungrammaticality.

(113) Daj ryb! Najlepiej daj ji rekinowi.
give.inf sh.acc best give it sharkdat
Give the sh! It's best if you give it to the shark.

(114) *Daj rekinowi! Najlepiej daj mu ryb;!
give.inf sharkdat best giveit sh.acc
Intended: Give something to the shark! It's best if you give it sh!

| take it as an evidence that the DO but not the 10 is a core argument of
the verb “da¢' (give).

Test 5. Scope of 'again’

To strengthen the argument, | will now present two pieces of data which
distinguish between the two orders and show more directly that 10 is higher
than DO not only in the 10-DO order but also in the reverse order DO-IO.

The rst piece of evidence involves the scope of the adverb “again’ If 1O
c-commands DO in the I0-DO order, placing the adverb 'again’ between the
objects, we predict that the second object, in this case DO is c-commanded
therefore under the scope of the adverb.

(115) Marysia da®aJankowi ponownieprezent.
Mary.nom gaveJohn.dat again gift.acc

52



Mary gave John a gift again.

This is indeed the case. (115) does not have the interpretation under which
Mary has given something else to John before, and the event of giving John
the present happened for the rst time. If IO c-commands DO in the DO-IO
order, placing the adverb "again' between the objects, we predict that the
second object, in this case 10 is not c- commanded by the adverb, therefore
we expect that it can be interpreted outside the scope of "again.

(116) Marysia da2aprezent ponownieJankowi.
Mary.nom gavegift.acc again John.dat
Mary gave a gift to John again.

This is conrmed in (116) which can have the interpretation under which
Mary has given the present to someone else before and the event of giving
the present to John happened for the rst time.

Test 6: Scope between 'twice' and inde nites

The second piece of evidence in favour of 10 being structurally higher than
DO in both ditransitive orders comes from the scope of numeral adverbials.
In (117) and (118), the numeral adverbial "dwa razy' (twice) is placed between
the two objects in the order 10-DO. It thus c-commands only DO, rendering
the interpretation under which two sh were given to the captain (117). As
the numeral adverbial “twice' does not c-command IO, the interpretation
under which two di erent captains got the sh is unavailable (118).

(117) Marysia da?atemu kapitanowi dwarazy jednj rybj.
Mary.nom gavethis captain.dat two timesone sh.acc
Mary gave this captain one sh twice.

) 2 sh

(118) Marysia da%ajednemukapitanowi dwarazy t; ryb;
Mary.nom gaveone captaindat two times this sh.acc
Mary gave one captain this sh twice.
) 1 captain

(119) and (120) feature the numeral adverbial “twice' placed between the
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objects in the order DO-IO. In this order, the numeral adverbial 'twice' again
c-commands DO and takes scope leftward over DO but not rightward over
0.

(119) Marysia da?ajednaryb| dwa razy temu kapitanowi
Mary.nom gaveone sh.acc two timesthis captain.dat
Mary gave one sh to this captain twice.

) 2 sh

(120) Marysia da2at] ryb; dwarazy jednemukapitanowi.
Mary.nom gavethis sh.acc two times one captain.dat
Mary gave this sh to one captain twice.
) 1 captain

| should note that right-to-left scope (2 captains) in (120) is not categorically
excluded but strongly dispreferred. | take the dominant reading to be the
crucial one here.

To recap, the behaviour of Polish ditransitives was tested with the use
of six diagnostics. In predicate clefts and focus fronting, the verb can be
moved with the direct object to the exclusion of the indirect object. "Robi¢
to' substitution test reveals that ‘robi¢ to' (do it) can substitute the string
consisting of the verb and the direct object but not the string formed of the
verb and the indirect object. These three tests indicate that the verb forms
an exclusive constituent with the direct object. Conversely, the tests do not
provide any evidence that there is an exclusive constituent involving the verb
and the indirect object. The object omission test con rms this constituency
arrangements by showing that the direct object is the core argument of the
verb. The tests involving the interpretation of constructions with the adverb
"again' and the numeral adverbial “twice' with inde nites further show that
in both ditransitive orders, the indirect object is higher in the structure than
the direct object. These results are predicted under the structures in (90)
and (91).

In section 1.4.1, we saw that the case frame in both orders of the di-
transitives DO-10 and 10-DO in Polish is the same, all ditransitive verbs
in Polish can alternate between the two orders and both ditransitive orders
in Polish have identical thematic structure. Moreover, we saw that the two
ditransitive orders are asymmetrical in terms of scope: DO-IO is ambiguous
with the wide scope of 10 as preferred whereas I0-DO is frozen with the wide
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scope of 10 as the only available option. There are two ways in which the
descriptive symmetry can be re ected in a structure. One is to propose the
same hierarchical relations between the objects and the same constituency
arrangements in both orders: in both structures object A c-commands object
B and object B, not object A forms an exclusive constituent with the verb.

The other is to say that both orders are derivationally related, that is
the ditransitive variant B-A is derived by a movement transformation from
the variant A-B which is base-generated. As they stand, the structures in
(90) and (91) implement the rst option - the descriptive symmetry of the
DO-10 and 10-DO is accounted for in a symmetrical c-command relations
between the objects in the structures proposed for both orders. In both,
the 10 c-commands the DO with the order of merger that makes the DO
and not the 10 form an exclusive constituent with the verb. As they are, the
structures in (90) and (91) account for the availability of the wide scope of 10
in both orders, that is the preferred scope interpretation in DO-10 and the
only interpretation in 10-DO. Now, to further make my structural proposal
compatible with the descriptive symmetry revealed in 1.4.1, as well as in
view of the account of the scope freezing e ect to be proposed in Chapter 4,
| propose that the two orders are derivationally related. That is, the DO-IO
is a base-generated structure, as in (90), repeated below in (121) and 10-DO
is derived from DO-1O as in (122). As can be seen, the structural relations
in (122) are the same as in (91): 10 c-commands DO. However, the (122)
structure is more complex. This complexity will be used in the account of
scope freezing e ect given in Chapter 4.

(121)

IO/PP
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(122) 10-DO

A descriptive aspect that has not been captured in (121) and (122) is binding.
In the standard view, binding depends on c-command, that is a variable /
reciprocal can be bound by a category which c-commands it (Richard K.
Larson, 1988c). Under this view, the rightward ascending structure with the
IO c-commanding the DO in the DO-IO is incompatible with the binding
facts shown in (83) where the DO binds the 10 (83-c) and not vice versa
(83-d).

However, as has been mentioned in the discussion of (Janke and Neele-
man, 2012) referring to (R. Jackendo, 1990) and (Ernst, 1994), and inde-
pendently shown for Polish by (Witkox, Dziuba?a-Szrejbrowska, and S!ska,
2018), binding has a linear component to it. Polish exhibits what (Witkoz,
2021) calls Anti-Cataphora E ect, which seems to be related to (Williams,
1997) GPAD. The example in (123) instantiates this point. Condition C ap-
plies in obligatory non-coreference in the absence of c-command between the
pronoun 'nim' (him) and the R-expression 'Janka’ (John).

(123) *Ta ksij»ka o nim; zirytowa?a Jankg
this book about him irritated  John.
This book about himy irritated John, Witko+ 2021, 20 89a
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Given the above, | assume that binding is conditioned by precedence. That
is, in order for the binding relation between an antecedent and a dependent
category to be established, the antecedent has to precede the dependent
category. Under this account of binding, the structures in (121) and (122) are
compatible with the data presented in 1.4.1. In the 10-DO order, the 10 can
bind the DO because the 10 precedes and, under the rightward descending
structure, m-commands the DO. Conversely, the DO cannot bind the IO as
the DO does not precede the 10. In the DO-IO order, the DO can bind the
IO because it both precedes and, under the rightward ascending structure,
m-commands it. The reverse binding is not possible, as it would violate the
precedence requirement.

There is one last piece of data to be evaluated against the structures
proposed and that is weak crossover, in particular the lack of it in (85). The
grammaticality of the examples involving WCO in (85) is consistent with
the account | argue for where 10 is higher than DO in both ditransitive
orders, if we assume that WCO phenomenon has a linear component. The
grammaticality of (85-a) under the structure in (122) for I0-DO order follows
as the 10 is both higher than DO and is linearly rst. The grammaticality
of (85-b) under the structure in (121) for DO-IO follows as the DO linearly
precedes the 10.

Including the linear component in WCO is independently motivated.
Strictly hierarchical conditions of WCO undergenerate in the case of the
following type of constructions in English:

(124)  Which man did you stop visiting, because you couldn't stand his
mother?

In (124), to reach the clause-initial position, ‘which man' crosses over the pro-
noun 'his' in the structurally higher because-clause. If the WCO e ects were
solely based on hierarchical conditions, (124) should be degraded, contrary
to fact.

We will close the discussion by addressing the compatibility of the struc-
tures proposed with the case adjacency condition (31) proposed in (Janke
and Neeleman, 2012). As a reminder, the condition states that case assign-
ment requires adjacency to the verb. The structure | propose where only
the DO (accusative) and not the IO (dative) is attached to the verb seem
to violate the case adjacency condition in (31). However, as | discuss in
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more detail in section 1.5.3, the indirect object dative should be analysed
as a complement of a silent preposition which contributes to both to the
semantics of the dative as well as some structural properties. As follows, the
dative case is not dependent of the verb but rather on the preposition. The
rightward ascending structure with the DO but not the 10 attached to the
verb respects the case adjacency condition.

1.5 Alternative approaches to Slavic ditran-
sitives

In section 1.4.2, | proposed that the DO-IO in Polish is base-generated in a
rightward ascending structure with the DO merged with the verb rst. The
I0-DO is derived from DO-10 by leftward movement of the 10. This is a novel
approach to the structure of Polish and, in fact, Slavic ditransitives. In this
section, | will discuss and evaluate two alternative views of the ditransitive
structure in Slavic: (Bailyn, 1995a) for Russian (a language closely related
to Polish) and (Wiland, 2009), (S!ska, 2019), and Gogloza: ) for Polish.

1.5.1 10 is lower than DO in base-generated DO-IO in
(Bailyn, 1995a)

The account that di ers to a great extent from what | present in this work is
(Bailyn, 1995a) (followed by (Antonyuk, 2015), (Titov, 2012b)). According
to Bailyn, Russian ditransitvies (I0-DO and DO-IO) are derivationally re-
lated and crucially in the base-generated order (DO-IO) the 10 is structurally
lower than DO.

(125) DO-IO

DO
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(126)

10-DO

10

DO

tv to

The aim of looking into Bailyn's account is twofold: to investigate if the
diagnostics used for Russian apply to Polish and to investigate their reliability
in informing the structure of ditransitives in Russian itself.

Bailyn reports on three asymmetries between the two orders of the di-
transitives in Rusian taken to support the conclusion that the direct object
is generated higher than the indirect object. The rst asymmetry concerns
reciprocal binding.

(127)

(128)

(129)

(130)

Ivan predstavil Petrovyx  drug drugu.

Ivan.nom introduced Petrovsacc each other.dat

Ivan introduced the Petrovs to each other. (Example 13a from
(Bailyn, 2010), p. 26)

Ivan predstavil Petrovym  drug druga.
Ivan introduced Petrovsdat each other.acc
(Example 13b from (Bailyn, 2010), p. 26)

?lvan predstavil drug drugu Petrovyx.
Ivan introduced eachother.dat Petrovs.acc
(Example 14a from (Bailyn, 2010), p. 26)

*lvan predstavil drug druga Petrovym.
Ivan introduced each other.acc Petrovs.dat
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(Example 14b from (Bailyn, 2010), p. 26)

The examples above show that the rst object can bind the second one
regardless of its grammatical function with the direct object binding the
indirect object in the order DO-IO (127) and the indirect object binding
the direct object in the order 10-DO (128). The second object cannot bind
the rst object in the order DO-IO (130), but it can do so, marginally, in
the order 10-DO (129). This follows, Bailyn suggests, if the direct object is
always merged above the indirect object in the structure (125) and the order
IO-DO is generated by leftward movement of the 10 (126). Under these
assumptions, the rst object always c-commands the second one accounting
for (127) and (128). The marginal grammaticality of binding in (129) is
explained by the reconstruction of the 10 to its underlying position below
DO. In (130), base-generated order, binding is impossible.

The second asymmetry has to do with pronominal binding under A'-
movement. A'-moved direct objects can bind a pronominal possessor in the
indirect object (131), but not the other way round (132). According to
Bailyn, this is in line with the proposal under which the indirect object
originates low and A'-movement to the clause-initial position crosses over
the direct object giving rise to weak crossover e ects (132). (131), where the
direct object has been moved from a position above the indirect object, does
not represent a weak crossover violatiotf.

(131) Kogqg ty xofe?, £toby Ma2a predstavilaegg novym
who.acc you want.2sg that Mashaintroduce his new
sosedjam?
neighboursdat
Who do you want Masha to introduce to his new neighbours? (Ex-
ample 27a from (Bailyn, 2010), p. 34)

(132) ??/*Komu; ty xof£e?, £toby Ma2a predstavilaegg novyx
who.dat you want.2sg that Mashaintroduce his new
sosedej?
neighboursacc
Who do you want Masha to introduce to his new neighbours? (Ex-
ample 27b from (Bailyn, 2010), p. 34)

4Note that the logic used in the argumentation on WCO e ects relies on the (arguably
unmotivated) assumption that the source for the order with the displaced 10: 10...V DO
is the order V-DO-10 but not V-10-DO.
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As one can recall from section 1.4.2, the rst two facts reported for Russian
are not observed in Polish. Reciprocal binding in Polish is strictly linear and
neither of the ditransitive orders represents weak crossover violation. There-
fore, the two tests used by Bailyn cannot be used to inform the structure of
ditransitives in Polish. These are the facts for Polish. Now, we are left with a
guestion, why would a structure of the ditransitives in Russian - a language
so closely related to Polish be so dierent? As it turns out, the facts on
binding and weak crossover e ects which serve Bailyn to derive the idea of
the low attachment of the indirect object might not stand up to scrutiny.

First, the binding facts reported by Bailyn have been contested in other
literature on the ditransitives in Russian, for example by Dyakonova (2007).
According to Dyakonova, there is no contrast between (129) and (130): both
orders are ungrammatical. The author also presents data involving variable
binding which suggest that binding relations in Russian are established after
the clause initial internal scrambling has taken place.

(133) a. Ya otdala [ka°®domu studentu] egq rabotu.
l.nom gave every author.dat his work.acc
| gave every student his work (e.g. exam paper) back.

b. Ya otdala[ka°duyu rabotu]; egq avtoru.
.nom gave every  work.acc her author.acc
| gave every work (paper) to its author.

c. ??Ya  otdala egq rabotu [ka°domu studentu].
I.nom gave his article.acc every student.dat
| gave back his article to every student.

d.??Ya otdala egg avtoru [ka®duyu rabotuli.
I.nom gave her author.dat every  work.acc
| gave every article to its author.

The judgements in (133) are parallel to what we observe in Polish - the
conditions on variable binding are strictly linear. Moreover, in his works
(Bailyn, 2004) argues that internal object reordering in Russian is the result
of A-movement. If this is the case, binding is not a reliable diagnostics
for the position of the arguments in Russian ditransitives. Second, (Boneh
and Nash, 2017) show that in a large array of the ditransitives in Russian
which they investigate there are no asymmetries with respect to binding in
sentences with long Wh-extraction of the dative and accusative arguments.
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(134) a. kogp ty xofe2ftoby my vernuli egq vliadel'cu?
who.acc you want that we out-give his ownerdat
Who do you want that we out-give to his owner?
b. Komu; ty xo£e2£toby my vernuli egq ko2ku?
who.dat you want that we out-give his cat.acc
To whom do you want that we out-give his cat?

(135) a. Koge ty xofe2f£toby my upodobili egg zakljatomu
who.acc you want that we liken his sworn
vragu?
enemydat
Who do you want that we liken to his sworn enemy?

b. Komu; ty xo£e2£toby my upodobili egq zakljatogo
who.dat you want that we liken his sworn
vraga?
enemyacc
Who do you want that we liken his sworn enemy (to)?

(136) a. koge ty xofe? £toby2aman zakoldovalegq
who.acc you want that shamanjinx his
zakljatomu vragu?
worst enemydat
Who do you want that the shaman jinx for his worst enemy?
b. komuy ty xof£e? £toby2aman zakoldovalegqg zakljatogo
whodat you want that shamanjinx his worst
vraga?
enemyacc
For who do you want that the shaman jinx his worst enemy?

Therefore, Boneh&Nash conclude that WCO is uninformative in determining
the hierarchy of the internal arguments in ditransitive constructions. More-
over, addressing the cases of asymmetry reported by (Bailyn, 1995a), they
show that the contrast observed in (132) and (131) is related to factors other
than WCO violation. That is, the well-formedness of (131) is a ected by
the lexical choice of the inherently relational noun “neighbours' resulting in
the possessive pronoun receiving an unnecessary emphatic function. (137),
where the emphasis is motivated by contrast, is unmarked.

(137) komy ty xofe?£toby ma2a p°edstavilane nazx a EGO,,
whodat youwant that Mashaintroduce not ours but his
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(sobstvenyx) sosedej

own neighboursacc

To who do you want Masha to introduce not ours but HIS own
neighbours?

There is no contrast between (138-a) and (138-b) below, where the pronouns
have been removed.

(138) a. Koge ty xofe?£ftoby ma2a p°edstavilanovym
who.acc you want that Mashaintroduce new
sosedjam?
neighboursdat
Who do you want Masha to introduce to the new neighbours?

b. Komu; ty xofe? £toby ma2a p°edstavilanovyx
whodat you want that Mashaintroduce new
sosedej?
neighboursacc
To who do you want Masha to introduce the new neighbours?

And as predicted, replacing the inherently relational noun “neighbours' with a
non-inherently relational noun, such as “directors' improves the acceptability
of the questions with (139) or without the pronoun (140).

(139) a. Koggo ty xofe?£ftobymaza p°edstavila/ my
who.acc youwant that Mashaintroduce / we
p°edstavili egg nhovomy direktoru?
introduce his new  director.dat
Who; do you want Masha/us to introduce to his new director?

b. komuy ty xofesctoby masa predstavial/ my predstavili

whodat you want that Mashaintroduce/ we introduce
egqg novogodirektora?
his new director.acc
To who; do you want Masha/us to introduce his new director?’

(140) a. kogo ty xofe?£ftobyma2a p°edstavila/ my
who.acc you want that Mashaintroduce / we
p°edstavili novomu direktoru?
introduce new  director.dat
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Who do you want that Masha/we introduce to the new direc-
tor?
b. komu ty xofe?£toby ma2a p°edstavila/ my
who.dat you want that Mashaintroduce / we
p°edstavili novogodirectora?
introduce new director.acc
To who do you want that Masha/we introduce the new direc-
tor?

Given the above, Boneh&Nash conclude that long A'-extraction of either of
the two internal arguments in ditransitive construction does not give rise to
weak crossover e ects, and this test therefore should not be used as evidence
for the hierarchy between these arguments.

The third observation reported by Bailyn concerns control over secondary
predicates. Bailyn notes that in Russian, direct object can but indirect object
cannot control secondary depictive predicates in the instrumental.

(141)  Trenerprodal Aravina Abramovifu sil'nym.
coachi sold Arshavinj.acc Abramovichk.dat strong.nst
The coach sold Arshavin to Abramovichy strongj,i,*k
(Example 8 from Bailyn (2010), p. 24)

According to Bailyn, this is because the indirect object, unlike the direct
object and the subject, is too low in the structure. Such reasoning can only
be valid if it is possible for the dative case to control secondary predicates
when it is generated su ciently high. However, as | will show on the basis of
Polish data, datives never control secondary predicates no matter how high
they are generated. Relevant examples involve a class of a ectedness datives
investigated by (Cichosz, 2014), illustrated below.

(142) Jankowi Ania wyjecha®az kraju.
Johndat Ann.nom left from country
Ann left the country and John was a ected by that. (Example 3b
From Cichosz (2012) page 123)

The conclusion regarding the high attachment of the a ectedness datives
derives from the contrast between (143) and (144).

(143) Swojej siostrze Janek upieka ciasto.
hisrefl sisterdat John.nom baked cakeacc
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John baked a cake for his sister. (Example 16 from Cichosz (2012)
page 128)

(144) *Swoim autorom te  teksty najlepiej sij ttumacz;.
their.refl authorsdat thesetexts best re translate
These texts translate best to their authors. (Example 17 from Ci-
chosz (2012) page 129)

A subject oriented re exive contained in a regular bene ciary dative can be
bound by the subject in (143), but a subject oriented re exive contained in
an a ectedness dative cannot be bound by the subject in (144). Cichosz
suggests that the conditions for the re exive to be bound by the subject in
(143) are met through the reconstruction of the dative to its base position
below the subject. However, the same cannot occur in (144), because the
a ectedness dative is generated higher than the subject.

With the assumption of the high attachment of a ectedness datives in
mind, we can now determine whether this class of datives can control sec-
ondary predicates, as we would expect if Bailyn's explanation of the paradigm
in example 120 strictly in terms of the height of attachment is correct.

(145) Jankowi Pawe?  biegapo ogrodzienago.
Johndat Paul.nom runs around garden naked
=Paul runs naked in the garden and John is a ected by that.
6 Paul runs in the garden when John is naked and John is a ected
by that. (Example 67 from Cichosz (2012) page 147)

Example (145) shows that despite being generated high in the structure,
a ectedness datives cannot control secondary predicates. This strongly sug-
gests that the failure of datives to control secondary predicates must be
related to a factor other than their structural position, possibly case. Thus
the contrast between the accusative direct object and the dative indirect
object in their ability to control secondary predicates cannot be used as a di-
agnostics for their structural position. This is true for Polish. As far | know,
Russian does not have a ectedness datives. | also did not nd any account
of other types of datives whose high structural position would provide a di-
agnostics as reliable as the a ectedness datives in Polish. Nevertheless, given
the similarity of the two languages in so many other respects, it is reasonable
to assume that the datives in Russian share the properties of Polish datives.
Therefore, the inability of the dative to control secondary predicates in Rus-
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sian may not be related to its structural position but, just as we speculated
for Polish, to case.

To recap, we have investigated Bailyn's argumentation used to motivate
a structural account for Russian ditransitives in which DO-IO is the base-
generated order with the DO c-commanding 10, and 10-DO is derived by
leftward movement of 10 to a position c-commanding the DO. We looked
into three pieces of evidence: reciprocal binding, WCO e ects and control
over secondary predicates. Having already seen in section 1.4.1 that the rst
two of the tests are uninformative in Polish (reciprocal binding being strictly
linear, no contrast in terms of WCO e ects between the two ditransitive
orders), we found that they are also inconclusive Russian-internally, unsur-
prisingly for the same reasons as in Polish. Targeting the third test - datives'
control over secondary predicates - we were limited to data from Polish. We
found that this diagnostics cannot be applied in Polish, because, as shown
by the inability of high-attached a ectedness datives to control secondary
predicates, control over secondary predicates is not related to the position of
the dative within a larger structure, but most likely to its internal structural
composition. | conjectured that the same might be true in Russian, given the
overwhelming similarity between the two languages in other respects. Going
back to the aims of looking into Bailyn's account delineated at the beginning
of this section, | conclude that the tests used by Bailyn cannot inform the
structure in Polish and, moreover, they do not seem to be a reliable diag-
nostics for making any conclusions regarding the structure of ditransitives in
Russian.

1.5.2 10 is lower than DO in a derived DO-IO in (Wi-
land, 2009) and (S'ska, 2019)

The diagnostics used by Bailyn do not a ect the conclusions regarding the
structure of ditransitives that | propose. So it stands as:

(146)  DO-IO/PP

IO/PP
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(147)  10/PP-DO

We will now look at the argumentation which serves (Wiland, 2009) and
(S'ska, 2019) to propose a structure for Polish ditransitives which di ers
from what | propose in the following manner. For Wiland and S'ska, 10-DO
is the base generated order with IO c-commanding the DO as in (148)

(148)  10-DO

DO-10 is in Wiland and S'ska's terms the derived order, achieved by leftward
movement of DO to a position c-commanding the 10.
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(149) DO-IO

DO

10

The main evidence for such proposal in both of the accounts has to do with
the scope relations between the two arguments of the verb in the two ditran-
sitive orders. As already mentioned in section 1.4.1, in 10-DO order, the
rst argument can take scope over the second one, but the reverse scope,
involving DO scoping over 10, is blocked. In DO-1O, on the other hand, DO
can take scope over 10 and, crucially, the linearly second argument - 10, can
take scope over DO - the rst argument.

(150) a. Piotr szybko da? jakiemuzch@opcu ka»dj naszj monet;.
Piotr quickly gavesome  boydat each our coinacc
Piotr quicky gave some boy each coin of ours.
b. Piotr szybko da? ka»dj monet; jakiemuzch@opcu.
Piotr quickly gaveeach our coinacc some boydat
Piotr quickly gave very coin to some boy.

(Wiland, 2009) explains the availability of the non-linear scope in example
(150-b) by reconstruction - if the DO can scope over 10, Wiland suggests,
it is because the DO reconstructs to its underlying position below 10. The
order 10-DO does not provide the possibility of reconstruction, therefore it is
the base-generated one. An important note here is in order. (150-b) example
used by Wiland features the wrong quanti er order for making any conclu-
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sions regarding the availability of the inverse scope, as the second quanti er
is an existential. Existential quanti ers have been shown to be able to bring
about semantic scope which is wider than their actual syntactic scope ((Fodor
and Sag, 1982), (Reinhart, 1995), (Reinhart, 1997), (Winter, 1997); (Kratzer,
1998), (Brasoveanu, D. F. Farkas, and Roelofsen, 2011)). Nevertheless, as
we have seen in 1.4.1 in examples with the existential-universal order, the
availability of the non-linear scope in DO-IO order is real.

Wiland's reasoning is based on the crucial assumption - namely that
there is no QR in Polish and the instances of the inverse scope must be
attributed to reconstruction. | will save a more thorough discussion of scope
mechanisms for chapter 4 and in this section only provide comments which
deem necessary for the argument. We know that in English, scope can be
extended from the surface position of a quanti er by a mechanism called
Quanti er Raising, which applies at LF ((May, 1977), (Reinhart, 2006), (Fox,
1995)). It has often been claimed that this mechanism is not available in free
word order languages. However, several recent studies contested this view for
German ((Sauerland, 2003), (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand, 2012), Russian ((T.
lonin, Luchkina, and Stoops, 2014), (Antonyuk, 2015), Polish ((Grabska,
2017), (Grabska and Abels, 2022)), among others, showing that in fact QR
is available in those languages. With more to come in chapter 4, let me
mention one piece of evidence for the existence of QR in Polish, that is the
availability of the inverse scope in constructions with, the already familiar,

a ectedness datives.

(151)  Jednemu/jakiemuzkotkowi  dobrzespa?osi; w ka»dym
one/some kitten.dat well slept re in every
koszyku.
basket
One / some Kkitten slept in every basket and found it pleasant.

This sentence can have a reading under which there were several kittens
and one, potentially di erent kitten slept in every basket. This shows that,
although, as we have seen in the previous section, the a ectedness dative
(one kitten) does not reconstruct, the lower quanti er (every basket) is able

to scope over it. Since such scopal relation between the two quanti ers cannot
be read from their surface positions, some scope extending mechanism, such
as QR, must be at play.
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The lack of QR in Polish is also an essential element in the account
of ditransitives put forward in (S!ska, 2019). S!'ska derives the conclusion
that reconstruction rather than QR is responsible for generating the inverse
scope in DO-10 (hence this order must be the derived one) from the fact
that, in the experiments on scope that she conducted, the inverse scope in
DO-10 was available even in coordinated structures. The argument goes as
follows. (May, 1985) and (Ruys, 1992) argue that quanti er movement in
coordinated structures is allowed only in cases when it targets quanti ers in
both conjuncts, that is QR is subject to Coordinate Structure Constraint
(CSC). Therefore, in a sentence with an object quanti er present only in
one of the conjuncts, as in (152), the movement of that quanti er is blocked
making the inverse scope unavailable.

(152) A dierent student likes every professor and hates the dean.

In order to explain why the restriction on changing the relative scope of
guanti ers in (152) that is due to CSC in the case of QR, seems to also apply
to Quanti er Lowering, (Fox, 1995) adds the following assumptions. The rst
one is an economy principle which treats QR and QL as costly operations only
allowed if they result in an interpretation unavailable otherwise. The second
one holds that the parallelism rule which must be obeyed by QR, also applies
to QL. The economy principle blocks QL into the conjunct where the object
is a non-quanti er, as such operation would not a ect the interpretation. The
parallelism requirement blocks QL into the conjunct containing a quanti er
phrase.

Now, in S'ska's experiments on scope in ditransitives, the non-linear
scope is available in DO-IO coordinated structures such as (153) represented,
as S!ska argues, by the structure in (154):

(153)  Trener pokaza?jakiegorzawodnika sydziemu i  ka»demu
Coach showed some playeracc refereedat and every
ch2opcu.
boy.dat

The coach showed some player to the referee and every boy.
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It is not available, however, in the ditransitives with the reverse argument
order, such as (155)

(155)  Trener pokaza®akiemutzawodnikowis|dziego i  ka»dego
Coach showed some  playerdat refereeacc and every
chaopca.
boy.acc

The coach showed some player the referee and every boy.
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In an attempt to explain the availability of the inverse scope in (153),
S!ska excludes the application of QR (as it is constrained in this case by the
CSC) and the application of QL (following Fox's idea of the economy principle
and the parallelism rule). Instead she resorts to the type of reconstruction
which is due to purely phonological movement, as proposed by (Sauerland
and Elbourne, 2002). Such reconstruction does not involve any undoing
operation, as the movement was invisible at the LF in the rst place, and
as such circumvents the restrictions brought about by the economy principle
active in other lowering operations, such as QL. The above analysis of the
non-linear scope in terms of reconstruction can only work, S!ska concludes,
if DO-IO is the order that is derived via scrambling. The treatment of the
reconstruction as a strictly PF movement, requires that the scrambling of
DO over 10 is semantically vacuous. According to S!ska, this is indeed the
case as the coordinated DO-IO sentences used in her experiments featured
all-focus contexts.

| will open the evaluation of S!ska's proposal by essentially following up
on this last point, that is, only semantically vacuous scrambling can recon-
struct for scope in DO-IO coordinated structures in which only one of the
conjuncts features a quanti er phrase. An obvious prediction follows - re-
construction, therefore the inverse scope, should not be possible in the same
contexts just in case scrambling is not semantically vacuous. Therefore, the
inverse scope should not be possible in (156):

(156)  Trener pokaza?ka»dejdziewczyncgakiegotzawodnika. A
coach showed every girl.dat some player.acc. And
potem, trener pokaza®akiegotzawodnika sjdziemu i
then, coach showed some player.acc refereedat and
ka»demuch@opcu.
every  boydat
The coach showed every girl some player. And then, the coach
showed some player to referee and every boy.

In (156) the DO in DO-IO order in the second sentence is given and the 10 is
new. The givenness of DO is set up by the rst sentence which has the same
QP DO in the order 10-DO. The DO.given-IO.new order is in accordance
with the Given>New requirement applying to word order permutations in
West Slavic languages (Kuferova, 2007). Following S'ska's analysis of this
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order as derived, the purported scrambling of DO is not semantically vacuous.
My native language intuition gives me a clear judgement here: the non-linear
scope in the second sentence is perfectly available and perhaps even easier
to obtain than in the same sentence featuring all-focus context, as in S!ska's
experiment.

Now, let's look at the design of the experiment, more speci cally at the
order of the conjuncts in the stimuli. Just like in the examples (153) and
(155) above, in every item involving coordination in S!ska's experiments the
VP (as argued by S!ska) with a non-quanti er was the rst and the VP with
a quanti er was the second conjunct. Upon closer examination, this order
might not serve as a reliable diagnostic in excluding QR as the mechanism
deriving the inverse scope in the second conjunct. To see why, consider the
contrast in the interpretation of the pair of sentences below:

(157)  Some boy admires every teacher and Mary does too.
(158) Mary admires every teacher and some boy does too.

In (157), the rst conjunct is unambiguous due to the lack of potential ambi-
guity in the second conjunct. Sentence (158), on the other hand, is ambigu-
ous. (Fox, 1995), feeding on the ideas put forward by (R. Larson and May,
1990), (Kayne, 1995), (Moltmann, 1992) argues that the availability of the
ambiguity in (158), in which the conjunct with a non-quanti er precedes the
conjunct with QPs, follows from the asymmetry in the c-command relation
between the two conjuncts - the rst conjunct asymmetrically c-commands
the second one. Given that the derivation proceeds in cycles, by the time
QR is considered in the rst conjunct, the derivation already includes the
second conjunct in which QR, una ected by the lack of ambiguity in the rst
conjunct, is free to take place. To corroborate this generalisation, (Fox, 1995)
provides another pair of sentences ((159) and (160)), where it is clear that the
rst clause (because-clause) c-commands the clause embedded under “deny.
Since the availability of QR in the embedded clause is determined rst, only
(160) is ambiguous, in line with the argumentation provided above.

(159) Because some boy did, | denied that Mary baked every cake.
(160) Because Mary baked every cake, | denied that some boy did.

Just to recap where things stand at this point of looking into (Wiland,
2009) and (S!ska, 2019)'s proposals. 10-DO is unambiguous whereas DO-
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IO is ambiguous in Polish. Wiland and S!ska explain the availability of
the inverse scope in DO-IO with reconstruction, but not with QR. This
is an essential component in their argumentation behind the structure for
ditransitives where 10-DO is the base-generated order with IO c-commanding
DO and where DO-IO is the order derived from 10-DO by leftward movement
of DO to the position c-commanding the 10.

In Wiland's terms, being unambiguous, 10-DO must thus not allow re-
construction, so it must be base-generated. Being ambiguous, DO-IO must
allow reconstruction, thus it must be derived. Although the unavailability
of QR seems to be an implicit assumption in Wiland's account, | presumed
that it stems from a purported generalisation of the lack of QR in free word
order languages. Moreover, no QR assumption serves well in explaining the
contrast in scope between 10-DO and DO-IO in Polish. It goes as follows.
QR is not responsible for the inverse scope in DO-IO, because, if it did, it
would be operative and generate the inverse scope in I0-DO, contrary to
fact. However, the no QR and free word order correlation has been contested
in the literature. And, as we have seen, narrow scope of high-attached a ect-
edness datives points towards the existence of a scope extending mechanism,
such as QR, contradicting the essential underpinning of Wiland's proposal.
Moreover, even in English - the very language based on which the idea of QR
has been developed, ditransitives behave in the same fashion as in Polish.
DOC is scope rigid in the same way as 10-DO, and PDC is ambiguous in the
same way as DO-IO.

Moving on to Slska's proposal whose conclusion is in line with Wiland's
account - the inverse scope in DO-IO is derived by reconstruction. Impor-
tantly, in (S!ska, 2019) it is a special type of reconstruction following purely
PF movement. This seemed to be the only option, given that the inverse
scope was available in DO-IO in S!ska's experiments even if tested in coor-
dination structures in which LF visible operations, such as QR and QL are
constrained by the economy and parallelism principles. The treatment of the
purported movement of DO as purely PF brought about the following predic-
tion. If the reconstruction of DO below IO is allowed only if it follows purely
PF movement, reconstruction thus narrow scope of DO should not be allowed
if the movement has an interpretative e ect. | tested this prediction by ma-
nipulating the information structure of the coordination structures used by
S!ska and concluded that it is not borne out. Moreover, the coordinated
structures in the form used in S!ska's experiments turned out not to pro-
vide enough grounds to exclude QR as the mechanism generating the inverse
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scope. This is because the order in which the conjuncts were presented makes
the LF operations in the conjunct featuring QPs immune to the restrictions
otherwise imposed by the conjunct with an unquanti ed phrase.

Given the above, | conclude that Wiland and S!ska's proposals do not
undermine the proposal which | argue for - DO-1O is base generated with a
structure, as in (161):

(161)  DO-IO/PP

IO/PP
vV DO

IO/PP-DO is derived from DO-IO/PP and has a structure as in (162):
(162) 10/PP-DO

ty VP

=
7o
|
I
|

V' tiopp

It's important to note now that the DO-10 structure in (161) provides
a straightforward account of S!ska's main experimental ndings regarding
this order. It accounts for the narrow scope of DO, as in (161) the DO is
c-commanded by 10. Crucially, given that in (161) the narrow scope of DO

75



is accounted for without resorting to QR or reconstruction, it can capture
the fact that the narrow scope of DO is available even in structures with
coordination.

1.5.3 Applicative analysis (Gog2oza, 2020)

In this section, we will look at the analysis of Polish ditransitives in (Gog®oza,
2020) which argues that the indirect object dative is essentially associated
with an applicative head.

(Gog@oza, 2020) analyses a wide range of Polish datives: experiencers
(163), a ected agents (164), recipients (165), bene/malefactives (166) and
a ected possessors (167).

(163) Ewie spodobadsi; Tomek.
Ewadat appealedrelf Tomek.nom
Tomek appealed to Ewa.

(164) Ewie dobrze tpiewa®osi; t; piosenk].
Ewa.dat well sang re this songacc
Ewa found it good/easy to sing this song.

(165)  Tomek da? Ewie ksij»k|.
Tomek.nom gaveEwa.dat bookacc
Tomek gave Ewa a book.

(166) Tomek gotuje dzieciom  obiad.
Tomek.nom cooks children.dat dinner.acc
Tomek is cooking dinner for his children.

(167)  Tomek zbi#  Ewie waz,.
Tomek.nom broke Ewa.dat vase.
Tomek broke Ewa's vase.

Recipients (165), bene-/malefactives (166) and a ected possessors (167)
are of our interests as they participate in ditransitive constructions. (Gog@oza,
2020) gives these three types of datives a uniform semantic and syntactic
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treatment.
First, the three datives share the semantic property of a ectedness, which
is the necessary requirement for the dative case to be licensed in Polish (168):

(168) A ectedness of the dative-marked DP:
An entity lexicalised as a dative-marked argument is said to be
aected i the event to which the dative argument is related can
(potentially) give rise to a given mental state (positive or negative)
of the entity encoded by the dative DP.

One illustration of the a ectedness requirement in the dative licensing is the
contrast between (169-a) and (169-b) below. The use of the dative in (169-a)
is unmarked because it is highly probable that Ewa will be a ected when her
neighbour runs under Ewa's car. On the other hand, because the scenario
involving the neighbour running into a nearby park is less likely to result in
Ewa's a ectedness, the (169-b) is degraded.

(169) a. Sijsiad wbieg?Ewie pod samochéd.
neighbournom in.ran Ewa.dat under car.acc
The neighbour ran Ewa under her car.

b. ??Sjsiad wbieg@Ewie do parku.
neighbournom in.ran Ewa.dat to park.gen
The neighbour ran Ewa into the park.

The a ectedness requirement in the dative is further supported by the fact
that inanimate entities which cannot encode the notion of a ectedness are
not allowed to bear the dative case.

(170) *Tomek da? swetrowi  nowj dziur,.
Tomek.nom gavejumper.dat new holeacc
Intended: Tomek gave the jumper a new hole.

(171) *Tomek z%ama?sto?owi  nog;.
Tomek.nom broke table.dat legacc
Intended: Tomek broke the table's leg.

Related to the a ectedness property of the dative in (Gog?oza, 2020)'s analy-
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sis is the fact that datives in Polish do not express spatial goals. This charac-
teristic of the Polish dative will become relevant in the discussion of (Boneh
and Nash, 2017)'s analysis of Russian ditransitives with the dative-marked
indirect objects. When lexicalising spatial goals, Polish uses prepositional
phrases.

Another property of the three dative types is their external relation to
the verb, as opposed to the internal character of the accusative marked di-
rect object. In (Gog?oza, 2020)'s analysis, this is supported by three facts.
First, accusative arguments can (172-a), whereas dative arguments cannot
participate in nominalisations (172-b) to the exclusion of the other object.

(172)  wys?adlist Ewie
send letter.acc Ewa.dat

a. wys?anielistu
sending letter.gen

b. *wys2anie Ewy | Ewie
sending Ewa.gen / Ewa.dat

Based on the assumption that only verb-internal objects can be sole com-
plements in deverbal nominalisations, this shows that the DO is internal,
whereas IO is external to the verb. Second, external character of 10 as op-
posed to the internal character of DO is further corroborated by extraction
facts. Extraction out of the direct object is possible (173-a). On the other
hand, just like from the subject, extraction is impossible from the indirect
object (173-b).

(173) Tomek da? nowejkole»ance z klasy mady
Tomek.nom gavenew friend.dat from classgen small
podarunek.
gift.acc
Tomek gave a new friend from his class a gift.

a. Jaki da® Tomek nowej kole»ance z

what.kind.of.acc gave Tomek.nom new friend.dat from

klasy podarunek?

class gift.acc ?

What kind of gift did Tomek give the new friend from his class?
b. *Jakiej da? Tomek kole»ance z

what.kind.of.dat gave Tomek.nom friend.dat from
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klasy ma?y podarunek?

classgen small gift.acc ?

Intended: What kind of friend from his class did Tomek give a
gift?

The third argument comes from the distribution of po-phrases. (Cetnarowska,
2000), following (Babby, 1980) and (Pesetsky, 1982)'s analyses of Russian,
shows that in Polish the distribution of po-phrases is limited to positions that
mark true arguments of the verb. Distributive po-phrases are licensed in the
object position of transitives (174-a) or the subject position of unaccusatives
(174-b), that is in the verb-internal arguments. In contrast, distributive po-
phrase is degraded in the agent subject position (174-c).

(174) a. Pro Dosta?empo litcie w ka»dy dzie«.

I.nom received PO letter.loc in each day
| received a letter each day.

b. Po jab®ku spaddoz ka»degodrzewa.
PO appl.loc fell from each tree
A (di erent) apple fell from each tree.

c. ??Po studencie zabifokota w ka»dejgrupie.
PO studentloc killed cat in each group
Intended: A (di erent) student killed a cat in each group.

Crucially, (Gog?oza, 2020) shows that in ditransitive constructions, po-phrase
is unmarked in the direct object object position (175-a). However, it is not
licensed with the dative 10 (175-b). This of course further con rms that in
ditransitives the DO is a verb-internal argument, while the dative argument
is external to the verb, in line with the agent subject.

(175) a. Tomek wys2addzieciom po Kksij»ce.
Tomeknom sent childrendat PO bookloc
Tomek sent the children one book each.
b. *Tomek wys?a?po dziecku ksij»k].
Tomek.nom sent PO child.dat bookacc
Intended: Tomek sent every child a book.

In view of the a ectedness semantics of the three dative types and their
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external status in relation to the verb, (Gog2oza, 2020) proposes that the
datives are licensed by the applicative head, Appl.

The height of the attachment of the datives in question is determined in
the comparison of their syntactic behaviour with the other two dative types -
experiencers and a ected agents. Speci cally, the height of attachment is in
(Gog@oza, 2020)'s analysis correlated with the ability of a dative to antecede
an anaphor, license a participial clause and control a secondary depictive
predicate. The results of the tests indicate that experiencers and a ected
agents are generated high, whereas recipients, benefactives and a ected pos-
sessors are generated low. High attachment of experiencers and a ected
agents is based on the fact that these datives can antecede an anaphor (176),
are able to license a patrticipial clause (177) and can control depictive sec-
ondary predicates (178).

(176) a. Tomkowi »al swojej kolex»anki z pracy.
Tomekdat sorrowself'sgen colleaguegen from work.gen
Tomek feels sorry for his (female) colleague from work.
b. Tomkowi dobrzesi, spa®ow swoim  20»ku.
Tomekdat well REFL slept in self'sloc bedloc
Tomek slept well in his bed.

(A77) a. PROSiedzjcsamotniew domuw Sylwestra,
PRO sitting alone  in homein New.Year's.Eve,
Tomkowi  zrobi2o si| »al samegosiebie.
Tomekdat becameREFL sorrowalone self
Sitting home alone on New Year's Eve, Tomek started feeling
sorry for himself.

b. PRO zmieniwszypoz=ciel, = Tomkowi dobrze
having.changedbed.sheets Tomek.dat well REFL
sij  spa?o.
slept
Having changed the bed sheets, Tomek slept well.

(178) a. Tomkowi zrobi?o si| »al Ewy po pijanemu/
Tomek.dat becameREFL sorrow Ewa.acc PO drunk  /
po pijaku.

PO drunk

Tomek started feeling sorry for Ewa while he/she was drunk.
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b. Tomkowi dobrzesi, spa?opo pijanemu/ po pijaku.
Tomekdat well REFL slept PO drunk / PO drunk
Tomek slept well while drunk.

Recipients, benefactives and a ected possessors, on the other hand, can only
bind pronouns and, unlike experiencers and a ected agents, are unable to
bind anaphors (179).

(279 a. Tomek wys2a2Ewie *swojj / jej ulubioni
Tomek.nom sent Ewadat *re /| her favourite
ksij»k].
bookacc
Tomek sent Ewa her favourite book.

b. Tomek ugotowa?Ewie *swojj / jej ulubionj
Tomek.nom cooked Ewadat *re /| her favourite
zZup;.
soupacc
Tomek cooked his wife her favourite soup.

c. Tomek z%ama?Ewie *swoj / jej nos.

Tomek.nom broke Ewa.dat self's / her noseacc
Tomek broke Ewa's nose.

Recipients, benefactives and a ected possessors are also unable to license
participial clauses (180).

(180) a. Tomek wys?a?Ewie, ksij»ki  bjdic w pracys.
Tomek.nom sent Ewa.dat bookacc being at work
Tomek; sent Ewa a book when he/ *she; was at work.

b. Tomek napisa®Ewie, SMSPRO bidic w pracy;.
Tomek.nom wrote Ewa.dat SMSPRO being at work
Tomek, wrote Ewg a text message when he *she; was at

work.

c. PRO Jadjc rowerem; Tomek z%ama®Ewig,
PRO riding bike Tomek.nom broke Ewa.dat
nos.
noseacc
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Tomek; broke Ewa's nose when he/*she; was riding a bike.

Nor are these datives able to control secondary predicates (181).

(181) a. Tomek wys?a?Ewie, jej ulubionj ksij»k} po
Tomeknom sent Ewa.dat herefavourite book PO
pijanemuy / po pijaku.
drunkdat / PO drunk.dat
Tomek sent Ewa her favourite book while he/*she was drunk.

b. Tomek ugotowa?»onig¢  zup, po pijanemus /
Tomek.nom cooked wife.dat soupacc PO drunk.dat /
po pijaku.

PO drunk.dat

Tomek cooked his wife a soup while he/*she was drunk.

As noted by (Gog2oza, 2020), an additional stipulation is needed for the
argument involving control over secondary predicates to be valid. This is
because accusative arguments, which, as | will show later, are argued by
(Gog?oza, 2020) to be generated lower than the low datives, can freely con-
trol secondary predicates. To this end, (Gog?oza, 2020) follows the analysis
by (Szajbel-Keck, 2014), in which the object-controlled depictive secondary
predicates merge right-adjoined to the root V. The DO moves to [Spec, VP]
from which position it can control the secondary predicate. Even if a higher
c-commanding dative in [Spec;ApplP] is present in the structure, it is the
DO that is the closest possible c-commanding antecedent for the secondary
predicate.

Based on the properties revealed by the three diagnostics above, (Gog@oza,
2020) proposes that experiencer and a ected agent datives are high applica-
tives projected above v, whereas recipients, bene ciaries and a ected posses-
sors datives are low applicatives projected below v.

Gog?oza's uni ed analysis under the applicative model is motivated by the
a ectedness property and the verb-external status shared by all the instances
of the dative case use in Polish. An alternative, which also captures these
characteristics, would be to assume that the dative is a complement of a
silent preposition. The preposition in this system would be responsible for
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the semantics of a ectedness in the dative. The idea that the dative is a
complement of a preposition also accounts for the observation that the dative
is not an internal argument of the verb, as opposed to the direct object. In the
context of the analysis in this work, a desired aspect of this approach, which
the applicative analysis lacks, is the fact that it captures the parallel syntactic
behaviour of the datives and PPs as shown by the tests in section 1.4.2. The
parallelism between datives and prepositional phrases is implicit in (Szajbel-
Keck, 2014)'s work on secondary predicates, where prepositional phrases,
just like datives, are shown to be unable to control secondary predicates,
even if the PP is a true argument of the primary predicate, as in (182).

(182)  Adami lubi kpi¢ z Tomkg po pijanemup;
Adam.nom likes mockinf at Tomek.gen PO drunk
*Adam likes to mock Tomek when Tomek is drunk.
Adam likes to mock Tomek when Adam is drunk.

Recall that an analysis along these lines was proposed for high-generated
a ectedness datives in (Cichosz, 2014). Rejecting the applicative model,
(Cichosz, 2014) argues that the internal structure of a dative case is more
complex than that of an accusative. In (Cichosz, 2014)'s analysis, this applies
to all datives. In addition, high-generated a ectedness datives, which are the
main focus of her analysis, have an extra layer of structure. This additional
layer of structure assigns the high a ectedness datives their out-of-control
semantics. Moreover, contrary to (Gog2oza, 2020), (Cichosz, 2014) shows
that high a ectedness datives cannot antecede an anaphor. The inability of
these datives to antecede an anaphor is in Cichosz's analysis linked to the
extra layer in the structure of the dative. To show that the high a ectedness
datives indeed cannot antecede an anaphor, Cichosz provides examples where
the a ectedness datives are not identi ed with the subject (183).

(183)  Obydwu ch®opcom przedstawiamyobie dziewczynysobie
both boysdat introduce both girls.acc  self
nawzajem .
reciprocallydat

As is clear from (183), when the dative is not identi ed with the subject, it
cannot bind an anaphor in the VP. Thus the ability of the dative to antecede
an anaphor, as argued in Gogloza's analysis, is only apparent. (Cichosz,

83



2014) shows that what binds the anaphor in examples like (184), which are
analogous to examples (176) from (Gog2oza, 2020), is the arbitrary subject
present in the structure. When the high generated dative is present in a
structure with no overt subject, the dative is simply co-indexed with the
arbitrary subject and gets the interpretation as the performer of the action
denoted by the sentence.

(184) Jankowj przyjemniesi; biega®ow swoim ogrodzie.
Janekdat pleasantly selfrun in self  gardenloc
John run around his garden and found it pleasant.

To recap, in her examination of the dative case in Polish (Gog2oza, 2020)
concludes that recipients, bene/malefactives and a ected possessors datives
are associated with an applicative head. Two arguments support this ac-
count: 1. the datives are associated with an a ectedness interpretation and
2. the datives are structurally external to the verb. Moreover, the three
datives are analysed as low applicatives as opposed to a ected agents and
experiencer datives which are analysed as high applicatives. The evidence for
the height of attachment comes from anaphoric binding, participial clause li-
censing and control over secondary depictive predicates. In the evaluation of
this account, | proposed that the descriptive facts presented by Gogloza can
be captured by the theory which assumes that the dative is a complement of
a silent preposition.

(Gog@oza, 2020) further presents ve arguments supporting the ditransi-
tive structure where the low applicative dative 10 c-commands the accusative
DO.

The rst argument concerns thematic hierarchies. According to (Gog?oza,
2020), 10 c-commands DO in Polish in line with the analyses which place
recipients/goals/benefactives higher on the hierarchy than the theme ((Bres-
nan and Kanerva, 1989), (Grimshaw, 1990), (R. S. Jackendo , 1972)).

The second argument comes from pronominal and variable binding. Using
data from (Citko, 2011), (Gog®oza, 2020) shows that the indirect object is
a licit antecedent of the possessive pronoun modifying the direct object in
(185-a) and (186-a), indicating that the 10 must c-command the DO. The
higher position of the 10 with respect to the DO is further corroborated by
the Anticataphora e ects in (185-b) and (186-b).
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(185) a. Jan pokaza2Marii; jej szefow;.
Jan.nom showed Maria.dat her bossacc
Jan showed Maria her boss.
b. *Jan pokaza?jej; szefowej Mari| « .
Jan.nom showed her bossdat Maria.acc
Intended: Jan showed Maria to her boss.

(186) a. Jan da® ka»demuw?@azcicielowijego czek.
Jan.nom gaveevery  ownerdat his checkacc
Jan gave every owner his check.
b. *Jan da?® jegow?azcicielowj ka»dy czek.
Jan.nom gavehis ownerdat every checkacc
Intended: Jan gave its owner every check.

The third argument comes from weak crossover e ects. (Gog2oza, 2020)
cites (Citko, 2011), who reports that the movement of wh-marked DO yields
crossover e ects (187-b), whereas the movement of wh-marked 10 is un-
marked. This suggests that the movement of DO to the clause-initial posi-
tion involves crossing over 10, while the movement of IO does not involve
crossing over DO. These e ects are in line with the structure in which the
10 is higher than the DO.

(187) a. Ktéremu pracownikowi wys®a®atjego czek?
Which employeedat sent his chequeacc
Which employee did you send his check?
b. ??Czyj czek wys@a?atego w2aztcicielowi?
Whosecheckacc sent his ownerdat
Whose check did you send to its owner?

Pronominal clitics order constitutes the fourth argument. The data from
(Willim, 1989) and (Witkox, 2007) show that IO-DO is the unmarked order of
weak pronouns in Polish (188-a), while the reverse order DO-IO is degraded
(188-b).

(188) a. Janmu go odda? przed miesijcem.
Jan him.dat him.acc returned beforemonth.
Jan returned him/it to him a month ago.
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b. ??Jango mu odda? przed miesijcem.
Jan him.acc him.dat returned beforemonth
Jan returend it/him to him a month ago.

The last piece of evidence for the c-commanding position of the 10 in relation
to the DO is the structure of idioms in Polish. (Gog2oza, 2020) reports the
observation from (Witko+ and Dziemianko, 2006) that the core of the idiom in
ditransitive structure in Polish involves the verb and the accusative-marked
direct object with the dative argument being variable.

(189) a. Da¢rad,
Give adviceacc
b. Ktox da?® komuzx rad,
somebodynom gavesomeonedat adviceacc
Somebody gave someone advice.

(190) a. pokazacg;
Show g.acc
b. Ktozx pokazatkomuzx g
somebodynom showed somebodydat g. acc
Somebody took somebody in.

The structural relations between the indirect and the direct object in (Gog2oza,
2020)'s analysis are essentially the same as argued for in this work - 10 is
higher than DO.!® Yet, | do not take the arguments from binding, WCO

e ects and pronominal clitics to support this structural conclusion. First, as
discussed in sections 1.4.2 and 1.5.1, binding in Polish is strictly linear.

As also discussed in 1.4.2 and 1.5.1, Polish ditransitives do not show
WCO e ects in either order. Moreover, as | point out in 1.5.1, for this test
to be a reliable diagnostic for the argument position, we need an additional
assumption that the source structure for the wh-movement of one of the
arguments is the order in which the arguments are base generated. While |
agree with the contrast noted by (Citko, 2011) between (187-a) and (187-b),
| show below that the contrast comes from the choice of the wh-phrase in

5Following (Wiland, 2009) and (S!ska, 2019), (Gog2oza, 2020) assumes that the DO-10
order is derived from the 10-DO by leftward movement of the DO.
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each sentence. In the unmarked (187-a) the IO contains the wh-word 'ktory'
(which), whereas in the degraded (187-b) the DO contains the wh-word 'czyj'
(whose). Replacing ‘czyj' (whose) with 'ktéry' (which) in the DO in (187-b)
eliminates the markedness (191-b). Conversely, if the moved IO contains the
wh-phrase ‘czyj' (whose), the resulting construction is marked (192-a).

(191) a. Ktéremu pracownikowj wys?a?atjegq czek?
which  worker.dat sent his checkacc
Which worker did you send his check?
b. Ktéry czek wys2aatiegq wiaztcicielowi?
which checkacc sent his ownerdat
Which check did you send to his owner?

(192) a. ??Czyjejmatce przedstawi®atjego; narzeczonj?
whose mother.dat introduced his ancee.acc
Whose mother did you introduce his ancee?
b. ??Czyji narzeczonj przedstawi®ajego; matce?
whose ancee.acc introduced his mother.dat
Whose nacee did you introduce to his mother?

Moreover, | do not take the argument from the order of clitics to provide con-
vincing evidence for the structure of ditransitives in Polish. As demonstrated
in (193-a) an (193-b), both orders are unmarked when the weak pronouns
have the same animacy rank.

(193) a. Janmu go przedstawi?w zeszymmiesijcu.
Jan him.dat him.acc introduced in last month.loc .
b. Jango mu przedstawi®w zesz2ymmiesijcu.

Jan him.acc him.dat introduced in last month.loc

To sum up, this section focused on the applicative analysis of the dative
case in Polish in (Gog®oza, 2020). (Gog®oza, 2020) proposed that the dative
indirect objects are generated higher than the accusative direct objects and
are associated with an applicative head. The former conclusion is in line
with what | argue for in this thesis. For the latter, | argued that it can be
replaced with an account which assumes a silent preposition in the structure
of the dative.
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1.6 Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to derive and defend a structural account for
the two orders of the ditransitive constructions in Polish: 10/PP-DO and
DO-10/PP. The two ditransitive orders in Polish are thematically identical,
follow the same argument encoding and if a certain verb is compatible with
one, it is compatible with the other. That being the case, I0/PP-DO and
DO-IO/PP are not immediate equivalents of the English DOC and PDC, in
contrast to what has been claimed for some other Slavic languages.

In this chapter, | proposed an account for Polish ditransitives according
to which DO-IO/PP order has a rightward ascending structure (194) and the
IO/PP-DO order has a rightward descending structure (142). The predic-
tions of this architecture are con rmed by a number of structural diagnostics.
Predicate clefts, focus fronting and 'robi¢ to' substitution show that the verb
forms an exclusive constituent with the DO. object omission test reveals that
the DO is a core argument of the verb. Scope of 'again' and scope between
numeral adverbial 'twice' and inde nites tests indicate that 10 is higher in
the structure than DO.

(194) DO-IO

V DO
(195)  10-DO

In consideration of the descriptive symmetry and the asymmetry in terms
of scope facts, | subsequently proposed a more elaborate structure for the
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IO/PP-DO (196) which, keeping the same hierarchical relations between the
objects as (142), and (141) for that matter, is derived from DO-IO/PP.

(196)  10-DO VP

This structural proposal was then defended against three alternatives: a
rightward descending base generated structure for DO-10 (Russian, (Bailyn,
1995h)), rightward descending base generated structure for 10-DO (Polish,
(Wiland, 2009) and (S!ska, 2019)) and an applicative analysis of the 10
(Polish, (Gog?oza, 2020)).

The novel proposal for the structure of Polish ditransitives advanced in
this chapter captures the symmetrical nature of the two orders of Polish
ditransitives. Moreover, the idea that the scopally ambiguous order is base
generated in a rightward ascending structure and the scopally frozen order is
derived from the ambiguous order in a more complex rightward descending
structure will become crucial in my account of scope in Polish developed in
Chapter 4.

In Chapter 2, we will look at a wider range of ditransitives, in particular
constructions which have served to argue that ditransitives in Slavic are not
homogenous. This is con rmed by Polish data - Polish ditransitives divide

89



into two classes. The rst class are standard ditransitives (with the 16 verbs
used in the experiments reported in Chapter 3 and analysed in Chapter 1 as
the subset) with the DO-IO generated in a rightward ascending and 10-DO in

a rightward descending structure. The second class constitutes ditransitives
for which the 10-DO is generated in a rightward ascending structure whereas
DO-10 in a rightward descending one. This twofold classi cation di ers
from classi cations developed for other Slavic languages, such as Czech in
(Dvo°ak, 2010), Russian in (Boneh and Nash, 2017), Polish in (S!ska, 2019)
and Russian in (Antonyuk, 2015).
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Chapter 2

Wider range of ditransitives

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, |1 show that Polish ditransitives divide into two classes. In
essence, all verbs in the two classes use the structures in (1) and (2). More
speci cally, | will argue that all the verbs in the two classes in the order
XP-YP use the base generated structure in (1) and in the order YP-XP use
the more elaborate derived structure, as in (3). Recall that the XP and YP
are assigned the same thematic structure and the same case across the two
structures. The dividing factor is the relative order of merger of the objects.

(1)
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(2)

YP

3)

Up to this point, using the verb 'da¢’' (give) as a representative, | have
shown that the 16 verbs used in the experiment on scope in the ditransitive
constructions (as given in (4)) have the structure in (5) for the DO-IO/PP
order and, in essence, the structure in (6) which, in fact, has been shown to
be derived from DO-IO/PP as in (7) for the I0/PP-DO order.

4) accusative-dative frame : 'da¢’' (give), 'odebra¢’ (take away), 'dostar-
czy¢' (deliver), 'przedstawi¢’ (introduce), 'przydzieli¢' (assign), 'przyniex¢’
(bring), 'przys?a¢’ (send), 'pokazac¢’ (show)accusative-PP frame
with the preposition 'na’ (on)  : 'ustawi¢' (place), ‘powiesi¢’ (hang),
‘podo»y¢’ (put); accusative-PP frame with the preposition 'do’
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(to, towards, into) : 'dobra¢’ (match), 'doda¢’ (add), 'wla¢' (pour),
'przysunj¢’ (move), '‘pod?jczy¢' (connect).

(5) DO-IO/PP

|O/PP
V DO
(6) 10/PP-DO
v
|O/PP
ty DO
(7)  10/PP-DO
v
" 10/PP
tv VP

+ V' tiopp
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In both orders of the ditransitive constructions with the verbs in (4), the
direct object is the rst object to merge with the verb. Thus, as illustrated
in (5) and (6), in both orders, the verb underlyingly forms a constituent
with the direct object to the exclusion of the indirect object and there is no
constituent consisting of the verb and the indirect object to the exclusion of
the direct object. | will call the set of verbs that conform to the structures
in (5) and (6) Class 1.

A veri cation and a re nement of my structural proposal in the context of
a wider array of ditransitive constructions will be done in two stages. First, in
section 2.2 and 2.3, we will consider the range of verbs involving accusative-
dative frame analysed for Czech by (Dvo°ak, 2010), for Russian by (Boneh
and Nash, 2017) and for Polish by (S!'ska, 2019). | will argue that the verbs
in question display a much more homogeneous behaviour in Polish. With two
exceptions, all the verbs conform to the structures in (5) and (6). Class 1 (4)
will therefore be expanded by a number of accusative-dative and accusative-
PP verbs with the preposition 'do' from the classi cations in (Dvo°ak, 2010),
(Boneh and Nash, 2017) and (S!ska, 2019).

The two exceptions, the verb 'podda¢’ (subject) of the accusative-dative
frame and the verb 'wystawi¢' (expose) of the accusative-PP frame with the
preposition 'na’ (to) will be accounted for in a rendition of the structures in
(1) and (2) in the following form:

(8)  I0/PP-DO

DO

VvV I0/PP

1Some accusative-dative verbs used in (Dvo°ak, 2010) and (Boneh and Nash, 2017)
have their equivalents in the accusative-PP frame with the preposition 'do’ in Polish
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(99 DO-IO/PP

DO

tv 10/PP

The DO-IO/PP order will then be argued to be derived from IO/PP-DO as
in the structure in (10).

(10) DO-IO/PP

'ty 10/PP

1
4
7

In line with (8) and (9), | will show that in the ditransitive constructions
with 'podda¢’ (subject) and 'wystawi¢' (expose) the verb merges with the
indirect object rst. In both orders I0/PP-DO and DO-IO/PP the verb
forms a constituent with the indirect object to the exclusion of direct object
and there is no evidence of the verb forming a constituent with the direct
object to the exclusion of the indirect object. The verbs which employ the
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structures in (8) and (9) will constitute Class 2.

In the second stage - in subsection 2.4, we will look at an even more
comprehensive selection of verbs featured in the analysis of Russian ditran-
sitives in (Antonyuk, 2015). Apart from the already familiar verbs with the
accusative-dative and accusative-PP frames where the preposition expresses
location or direction, (Antonyuk, 2015) studies verbs with the accusative-
instrumental frame and accusative-PP frames with a wider range of preposi-
tions. (Antonyuk, 2015) argues that Russian ditransitives divide into three
groups. As | will show, in Polish two groups from Antonyuk's classi cation
(Group 1 and Group 3) are homogeneous and behave like the ditransitive
verbs in Class 1. As for Antonyuk's Group 2, | will argue that these verbs
display behaviour parallel to the two verbs in Class 2 in Polish. Class 2 will
thus get updated to include the verbs from Antonyuk's Group 2.

Both stages of my analysis will involve testing the behaviour of the rel-
evant verbs under the Six diagnostics used in my analysis in section 1.4.2
(predicate clefting, focus fronting, “robi¢ to' (do it) substitution, object omis-
sion, scope of "again' and scope of the numeral adverbial “twice"), looking
into scope between two quanti ers in the object positions, and probing the
structural diagnostics and their application as used in the accounts on Slavic
ditransitives in (Dvo°ak, 2010), (Boneh and Nash, 2017), (S'ska, 2019) and
(Antonyuk, 2015).

2.2 Three classes of accusative-dative ditran-
sitives in (Dvo°ak, 2010), (Boneh and Nash,
2017) and (S'ska, 2019)

The treatment of Slavic ditransitives in the accounts of (Dvo°ak, 2010),
(Boneh and Nash, 2017), and (S!ska, 2019) is somewhat complex and will be
discussed in more detail in the next section. However, | will rst provide a
general overview. These three studies, which analyse a broad range of verbs
with dative and accusative objects, agree that Slavic ditransitives do not ex-
hibit uniform behaviour and should therefore be assigned distinct structural
representations. The verbs examined in these accounts can be classi ed into
three groups, which | will refer to as Group A, Group B, and Group C. While
the assignment of speci c verbs to these groups sometimes di ers between
studies, the following list illustrates the general classi cation:
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Group A: give, sell, send, out-give, assign, forbid, provide, forgive, etc.
Group B: expose, liken, subordinate, juxtapose, subject, entrust, etc. Group
C: repair, calm, create, break, open, close, etc.

In Group A, the dative argument denotes a recipient or possessor. In
Group B, it indicates location or path. Group C is characterised by the
benefactive or malefactive interpretation of the dative argument.

This classi cation may seem unexpected in light of my earlier analy-
sis of the 16 verbs used in the experiment. Half of these verbs followed
a DO.Acc.PP frame (where the PP indicates location, similar to Group B
verbs), yet they exhibited the same behaviour as the remaining half, which
followed a DO.Acc.lO.Dat frame (where the 10 was interpreted as a recipient,
akin to Group A verbs).

In this subsection, | will show, based on Polish data, that apart from
two exceptions the verbs assigned to these three groups behave uniformly.
Consequently, in Polish, and possibly in other Slavic languages, they should
not be analysed as involving distinct structural con gurations. Instead, |
will demonstrate that, with two exceptions, these verbs are compatible with
a structure in which the DO is lower than the 10. This aligns with the 16
experimental verbs, which exhibit a rightward ascending structure in the
order DO-IO/PP and a derived rightward descending structure in the order
IO/PP-DO. For the two exceptional cases, | will propose a structure in which
the arguments are reversed, with the IO/PP generated lower than the DO
in both orders. | will then re ne this analysis by suggesting that, for these
exceptions, the DO-IO/PP order is derived from an underlying 10/PP-DO
con guration. These two cases thus serve as mirror images of the standard
ditransitive structures examined so far.

To this point, | subject the verbs from Group A, B and C listed above
to the six diagnostics from section 1.4.2. The behaviour of Group A verbs
will be illustrated by the verb "odda¢' (give back). As mentioned above,
according to (Boneh and Nash, 2017)'s analysis, the structure assigned to a
Group A verb would depend on the interpretation of the dative: recipient
vs bene-/malefactive. Therefore, this verb will be tested under both of these
interpretations. The default interpretation of the dative occurring with the
verb "odda¢’ (give back) is the recipient interpretation, that is, without any
additional context the rst interpretation of the sentence in (11) is that
Mary was the recipient of the book given back by John. This sentence also
allows an alternative interpretation under which John gave back the book
somewhere else / to someone else and Mary was the bene-/male ciary of this
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act. The bene-/malefactive interpretation of the dative is more accessible in
the sentence in (12) where the locative PP “do biblioteki' (to library) has
been added.

(11) Janek odda? Marysi  ksij»k].
John.nom out-gave Mary.dat the bookacc
John returned Mary the book.

(12) Janek odda® Marysi  ksij»ki  do biblioteki.
John.nom out-gave Mary.dat bookacc to library.gen
John returned the book to the library for Mary.

Given the above, in the examples involving the verb "odda¢' (give back) |
analyse both variants: i. without the PP - this will trigger the recipient
interpretation of the dative and ii. with the PP (‘do biblioteki' - to library;
given in the relevant examples in parenthesis), which will facilitate the bene -
ciary interpretation of the dative. The verb “podporzjdkowa¢' (subordinate)
will illustrate the behaviour of most of the verbs in Group B. Most, because
among Group B verbs are the two exceptions alluded to above: the verb
‘podda¢’ (subject) and the verb "wystawi¢' (expose). Since, under all the di-
agnostics from Chapter 1, these two verbs behave like each other, I will limit
the report below to the verb “podda¢’ (subject). Finally, the verb "uspokoi¢'
(calm) will illustrate the behaviour of all the verbs in Group C.

2.2.1 Test 1: Predicate clefts

We begin with the constituency diagnostic involving predicate clefts. As a
reminder, this test has the following logic. If a ditransitive verb can be gram-
matically clefted with object A stranding object B, it entails that the verb
forms a constituent with object A to the exclusion of object B. In Chapter
1, while analysing the ditransitives used in the experiment, we saw that only
the DO can be clefted with the verb stranding the 10/PP. Clefting the verb
with the IO/PP to the exclusion of the DO was ungrammatical. We thus
concluded that in the 16 ditransitive constructions tested in the experiment,
the verb forms a constituent with the DO to the exclusion of IO and there
is no evidence for the existence of a constituent involving the verb and 10 to
the exclusion of DO.
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The verb odda¢ (give back), which, in (Dvo°ak, 2010), (Boneh and
Nash, 2017) and (S!ska, 2019)'s classi cation belongs to Group A, shows the
same results.

(13) a. Odda¢ szczura,to Janek odda? wp»owi (do
out-give rat.acc TO John.nom out-gave snakedat (to
terrarium), ale. ..
terrarium) but. ..

As for giving back the rat, John did give it back to the snake /
to the terrarium for the snake...

b. *Odda¢ wp»owi, to Janek odda? szczura(do
out-give.inf snakedat TO John.nom out-gaverat.acc (to
terrarium), ale. ..

terrarium) but. ..
Intended: As for giving back to the snake, John did give the rat

back to it / As for giving back for the snake, John did give the
rat back to the terrarium for him.

Interestingly, as shown in (14-a) and (14-b), the same is true in the case of the
verb ‘podporzjdkowa¢' (subordinate), which illustrates the same behaviour
of other verbs in Group B, apart from the verb 'subject’ and 'expose.

(14) a. Podporzjdkowa¢obywateli, to prezydent
subordinateinf citizens.Acacc, TO presidentnom
podporzijdkowa?rzjdowi, ale. ..

subordinated governmentdat but
As for subordinating the citizens, the president did subordinate

them to the government, but...

b. *Podporzijdkowa¢ rzjdowi, to prezydent
subordinateinf governmentdat TO presidentnom
podporzjdkowa?obywateli, ale...
subordinated citizensacc but...

Intended: As for subordinating to the government, the president
did subordinate the citizens to it, but...
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The same e ects are seen with the verb 'uspokoi¢' (calm), assigned to Group
C in the classi cation above.

(15) a. Uspokoitucznia, to Janek uspokoi?nauczycielowi,
calm.inf studentacc TO John.nom calmed teacherdat
ale...
but...

As for calming down the student, John did calm him down for
the teacher, but...

b. *Uspokoi¢ nauczycielowi,to Janek uspokoi?ucznia,
calminf teacherdat = TO John.nom calmed student.acc
ale..

but...
Intended: As for calming down someone for the teacher, John

did calm down a student for him, but...

However, when we cleft the V-DO and V-10 with the verb 'podda¢’ (subject),
only the latter and not the former is grammatical. This indicates, that,
unlike with the three verbs above, V-IO is a constituent in the ditransitive
constructions with the verb 'podda¢’ (subject).

(16) a. *Podda¢ artyku?, to dziennikarz  podda?
subjectinf article.acc TO journalist.nom subjected
edyciji, ale...
edition.dat but...
Intended: As for subjecting the article to something, the jour-
nalist did subject it to editing, but...

b. Podda¢ edycji, to dziennikarz  podda?
subjectinf edition.dat TO journalist.nom subjected
artykud,  ale...

article.acc but
As for subjecting something to editing, the journalist did sub-

ject the article to editing, but...
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2.2.2 Test 2: Focus fronting

The second diagnostic is a constituency test which involves focus fronting.
Using essentially the same logic as in the predicate clefts test, namely, that
only constituents can be fronted, we see below that, again, with the three
verbs: 'odda¢’' (give back), 'podporzjdkowa¢’ (subordinate) and 'uspokoi¢'
(calm) V-DO can be fronted ((17-a), (18-a) and (19-a)) and fronting of V-10
is ungrammatical ((17-b), (18-b) and (19-b)), which is in line with the 16
experimental verbs. On the other hand, with the verb ‘podda¢’ (subject)
focus fronting is grammatical only with the V-IO string (20-b), but not with
V-DO (20-a).

a7 a. Nawetodda¢ szczura Janek nie mog? wi»owi
Even out-giveinf rat.gen John.nom not could snakedat
(do terrarium).
(to terrarium)
John couldn't even give back the rat to the snake / for the snake
(to the terrarium). (emphasis on 'the rat’)

b. *Nawet odda¢ wi»owi  Janek nie mog? szczura
Even out-giveinf snakedat John.nom not could rat.gen
(do terrarium).
(to terrarium)
Intended: John couldn't even give back the rat to the snake /
for the snake (to the terrarium) (emphasis on 'the snake’).

(18) a. Nawetpodporzijdkowat¢obywateli prezydent nie mog?
Even subordinateinf citizensgen presidentnom not could
rzjdowi.
governmentdat
The president couldn't even subordinate the citizens to the gov-
ernment. (emphasis on 'the citizens’)

b. *Nawet podporzjdkowa¢rzjdowi prezydent nie
Even subordinateinf governmentdat presidentnom not
mabg? obywateli.
could citizensgen
Intended: The government couldn't even subordinate the citi-
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(19)

(20)

a.

zens to the government. (emphasis on 'the government')

Nawet uspokoi¢ucznia Janek nie még?

even calminf student.gen John.nom not could
nauczycielowi.

teacherdat

John couldn't even calm the student down for the teacher. (em-
phasis on 'the student’).

. *Nawet uspokoi¢nauczycielowiJanek nie moég2

even calm.nf teacherdat John.nom not could

ucznia.

student.gen

Intended: John couldn't even calsm the student down for the
teacher. (emphasis on 'the teacher’).

*Nawet podda¢  artykudu dziennikarz  nie még?

even subjectinf article.acc journalist.nom not could

edycji.

edition.dat

Intended: The journalist couldn't even subject the article to
editing. (emphasis on 'the article.

Nawet podda¢  edycji dziennikarz  nie mog?
even subjectinf edition.dat journalist.nom not could
artyku@u.
article.acc

The journalist couldn't even subject the article to editing. (em-
phasis on 'editing").

2.2.3 Test 3: Substitution with 'robi¢ to' (do it)

Another test whose results show a uniform behaviour of the verbs from Group
A, B and C with the exclusion of the verbs 'podda¢’ (subject) and 'wystawi¢'
(expose) involves substitution with “robi¢ to' (do it). As we see, ‘robi¢ to'
can substitute a string consisting of the verb and the accusative object (indi-
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cating that V-DO forms a constituent), in the case of the verb "odda¢' (give
back) (21-a), the verb ‘podporzjdkowa¢' (subordinate) (21-b) and the verb
‘'uspokoi¢’ (calm) (23-a). However, it is not the case with the verb 'podda¢’
(subject) (24-a). In contrast, ‘robi¢ to' (do it) cannot serve to substitute

the V-10 string in (21-b) involving the verb "odda¢' (give back), in (22-b)

involving the verb “podporzjdkowa¢' (subordinate), and in (23-b) involving

the verb 'uspokoi¢' (calm). The substitution of V-10 is however grammatical
with the verb ‘podda¢’ (subject) (24-b), which indicates that in a distransi-

tive construction with this verb V-1O forms a constituent.

(21) a. Jexlimusisz odda¢ jakiemuzzwierzijciu szczura
if  must.2ndsgout-giveinf some animal.dat rat.acc
(do terrarium), to najlepiej zréb  to wi»owi.
(to terrarium) TO best do.imp it snakedat
If you must give back the rat to some animal / for some animal
(to the terrarium), it's best if you do it to the snake / for the
snake.

b. *Jexlimusisz odda¢ cox wi»owi  (do
if  must.2ndsgout-give.inf somethingacc snakedat (to
terrarium), to najlepiej zrob  to szczura/ szczurowi/ ze
terrarium) TO best do.imp it rat.acc / rat.dat / with
szczurem.
rat.inst
Intended: If you must give back something to the snake / for
the snake (to the terrarium), it's best if you give him back the
rat.

(22) a. Jezlimusisz podporzjdkowa¢komuzx obywateli,
if  must.2ndsgsubordinateinf someonedat citizensacc
to najlepiej zrbb to prezydentowi.
TO best do.mp it presidentdat
If you must subordinate the citizens to someone, it's best if you
subordinate them to the president.

b. *Jexlimusisz podporzjdkowa¢kogo+ prezydentowi,
if  must.2ndsgsubordinateinf someonedat presidentdat
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(23)

(24)

O

a.

to najlepiejzréb to obywateli / obywatelom/ z

TO best do.mp it citizensacc / citizensdat / with
obywatelami.

citizensinst

Intended: If you must subordinate someone to the president,
it's best if you subordinate the citizens to him.

Jexlimusisz uspokoi¢tkomuzx ucznia, to

if  must.2ndsgcalm.inf someonedat studentacc TO
najlepiej zrob  to nauczycielowi.

best do.imp it teacherdat

If you must calm the student down for someone, it's best if you
calm him down for the teacher.

. *Jezxlimusiszuspokoi¢ kogox nauczycielowi,to najlepiej

if you must.2ndsgcalminf teacherdat TO best

zrob  to ucznia / uczniowi / z  uczniem.

do.mp it studentacc / studentdat / with student.inst
Intended: If you must calm someone for the teacher, it's best if
you calm down the student for him.

*Jexlimusisz podda¢ czemuzx artykud, to

if  must.2ndsgsubjectinf somethingdat article.acc TO
najlepiej zrob  to edycji.

best do.imp it edition.dat

If you must submit the article to something, it's best if you
submit it to editing.

Jexlimusisz podda¢  cox edyciji, to

if  must.2ndsgsubjectinf somethingacc edition.dat TO
najlepiej zrob  to *artyku® / *artyku2owi / z

best do.imp it article.acc / article.dat / with
artyku®em.

article.inst

Intended: If you must submit something to editing, it's best if
you submit the article to it.
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The tests presented above strongly suggest that the constituency arrange-
ments are the same in the verb “odda¢' (give back, which illustrates the
behaviour of verbs assigned by (Dvo°ak, 2010), (Boneh and Nash, 2017) and
(S'ska, 2019) to Group A), the verb “podporzjdkowa¢' (subordinate, which
illustrates the behaviour of verbs assigned to Group B) and the verb 'us-
pokoi¢' (calm, which illustrates the behaviour of verbs assigned to Group C).
In the ditransitive structures with these three verbs, the verb builds a con-
stituent with the direct object to the exclusion of the indirect one. However,
the tests have not detected a constituent which would be built of the verb and
the indirect object to the exclusion of the direct object. These conclusions
make the constituency in the three verbs, thus the three groups of verbs: A,
B and C, pattern with the 16 experimental ditransitives analysed in section
1.4.2. However, the verb 'podda¢’ (subject) and the verb 'wystawi¢' (expose),
have been shown to present a di erent case. These verbs form a constituent
with the indirect object to the exclusion of the direct object. The reverse
constituency, where the direct object would combine with the verb keeping
the indirect object out, has not been detected.

The V-DO constituency for the verb 'odda¢’ (give back), 'podporzid-
kowa¢' (subordinate) and 'naprawi¢’ (repair) is further corroborated in the
next test.

2.2.4 Test 4: object omission

The next test involves object omission. This diagnostic shows that the da-
tive, but not the accusative argument can be omitted in the ditransitive
construction with the verb "odda¢' (give back, Group A) (25), the ditran-
sitive construction with the verb “podporzjdkowa¢' (subordinate, Group B)
(26) and the ditransitive construction with the verb ‘uspokoi¢' (calm, Group

C) (27). | take it as an indicator that the dative in the three verbs is not a
core argument, as opposed to the accusative argument. This suggests that
the accusative and not the dative is merged with the verb rst.

(25) a. Oddaj szczura! (Najlepiej oddaj go
out-give.imp rat.acc best out-give.imp it.acc
wp»owi  (do terrarium).)
snakedat to terrarium.gen
Give back the rat! (It's best if you give it back to the snake /
for the snake (to the terrarium).
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b. *Oddaj wi»owi!  (Najlepiej oddaj mu  szczura
out-giveimp snakedat best out-giveimp it.dat rat.acc
(do terrarium).)
to terrarium.gen
Intended: Give it back to the snake / for the snake! (It's best
if you give the rat back to him / for him (to the terrarium)

(26) a. Podporzijdkuj obywateli! (Najlepiej podporzjdkuj
subordinateimp citizensacc best subordinateimp
ich prezydentowi.)
them.acc presidentdat
Subordinate the citizens! (Subordinate them to the president.)

o

*Podporzjdkuj prezydentowi! (Najlepiej podporzjdkuj
subordinateimp presidentdat best subordinateimp

mu obywateli.)

him.dat citizensacc

Intended: Subordinate someone to the president! (It's best if
you subordinate the citizens to him.)

(27) a. Uspokdj ucznia! (Najlepiej uspokoj go

calm.imp student.acc best calm.imp him.acc
nauczycielowi.)

teacherdat

Calm down the student! (It's best if you calm him down for the
teacher.)

b. *Uspokdj nauczycielowi! (Najlepiej uspokd] mu
calm.imp teacherdat best calm.imp him.dat
ucznia.)
student.acc
Intended: Calm someone down for the teacher! It's best if you
calm down the student for him.)

As for the verb 'podda¢’ (subject), just like in the previous three tests, the
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results do not pattern with the the rest of the verbs. Omitting the dative ob-
ject is ungrammatical (28-a). Interestingly, the variant where the accusative
argument is omitted is marked (28-b).

(28) a. *Poddaj artykud  (Najlepiej poddaj go
subjectimp article.acc best subjectimp himacc
edycji.)
edition.dat
Intended: Subject the article to something! (It's best if you
subject it to editing.)

b. ??Poddaj edycji! (Najlepiej poddaj iej
subjectimp edition.dat best subjectimp it. dat
artyku?).
article.acc

Intended: Subject something to editing! (It's best if you subject
the article to it.)

What can we take from this observation then? The rationale behind the
object omission diagnostic was that it would detect the core argument in
the ditransitives by allowing the non-core and only non-core argument to be
omitted. The results of this test con rmed what we have discovered in the
rst three constituency tests for the other three verbs. The verb forms a
constituent with the direct object, therefore the direct object is merged rst,
which is in line with it being the core argument, leaving the indirect object
the only candidate for omission. And indeed, the latter was borne out in (25),
(26) and (27). Now, assuming that the premise of the test is right, two options
come to mind in explaining the odd behaviour of the ditransitives with the
verb 'podda¢’ (subject) (and ‘wystawi¢' - expose for that matter) in the object
omission test. First, in the ditransitive construction with the verb 'podda¢'
(subject) there are two core arguments. Second, the core dative argument in
the verb 'podda¢’ is di erent to the core arguments in the other three verbs.
In my attempt to provide a structural account for the observations regarding
the verbs '‘podda¢’ (subject) and 'wystawi¢' (expose), | will argue that both
of the options apply.
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2.2.5 Test 5: Scope of 'again’

Moving on, we will now test the position of the IO with respect to the
DO in the verbs from Group A, B and C, using diagnostics sensitive to
the argument order: scope of the adverbial "again' and scope between the
inde nite quanti er and the numeral adverbial “twice'. As a reminder, when
these two diagnostics were applied to the 16 experimental verbs in 1.4.2, they
indicated that in all of those verbs the 10/PP is higher than DO not only in
the IO/PP-DO order, but also in the order DO-10/PP.

The rst test with the adverb "again' placed between the two objects,
works by determining the scope of the adverb relative to the two arguments
and hence their structural position. As seen below in the examples with the
order 10-again-DO (dative-again-accusative), in all three verbs the accusative
argument is under the scope of again. Thus, (29) (Group A) can only mean
that John had given a rat to the snake before and it cannot mean that John
had given something else to the snake before with giving of the rat happening
for the rst time.

(29) (Do terrarium) Janek odda® wp»owi  ponownie
to terrarium.gen John.nom out-gavesnakedat again
szczura.
rat.acc
John gave the rat to the snake / for the snake (to the terrarium)
again.

(29) (Group B) can only mean that the president had subordinated the citi-
zens to the government before. It lacks the reading under which the president
subordinated some other entity to the government before and the citizens are
subordinated for the rst time.

(30) Prezydent podporzijdkowa?rzjdowi ponownie
presidentnom subordinated governmentdat again
obywateli.
citizensacc

The president subjected the citizens to the government again.

Parallel interpretation is shown by (31) featuring the verb from Group C.
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(31) Janek uspokoi?nauczycielowiponownieucznia.
Johnnom calmed teacherdat again student.acc
John calmed down the student for the teacher again.

Based on the results of the test above, we conclude that the DO.accusative
is lower than 1O.dative in the ditransitive constructions in the order 10-
DO. This is true for the three verbs: 'odda¢’ (give back), 'podporzjdkowad
(subordinate) and 'uspokoi¢’ (calm). However, the generalisation does not
apply to the verb '‘podda¢’ (subject). (32) with the order I0-DO can have

a reading compatible with the DO being outside the scope of 'again’, that
is a reading under which the patient was subjected to the tests for the rst
time. This indicates that the position of DO in the order IO-DO featuring
the verb '‘poddag¢’ is higher than 10.

(32) Dziennikarz podda? edyciji ponownieartyku?.
journalist.nom subjectededition.dat again article.acc
The journalist subjected the article to editing again.

The results go the other way round in DO-IO order. The three verbs: 'odda¢'
(give back), 'podporzjdkowa¢’ (subordinate) and 'uspokoi¢' (calm) behave
uniformly in the sense that, when the adverb "again’ is placed between the
two objects, the second one - IO can be interpreted outside the scope of the
adverb. That s, (33) (Group A), can have the reading under which John has
given the rat to someone else / some other animal before, with snake being
the recipient of the rat for the rst time.

(33) (Do terrarium) Janek odda? szczuraponownie
to terrarium.gen John.nom out-gaverat.acc again
W|»OWi.
snakedat
John gave back the rat to the snake / for the snake (to the terrarium)
again.

Analogously, it is possible to interpret (34) (Group B) as such that the
president had subordinated the citizens to some other entity before and the
subordinating the citizens to the government happened for the rst time.
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(34) Prezydent podporzjdkowa?obywateli  ponownie
presidentnom subordinated citizensacc again
rzidowi.
governmentdat
The president subjected the citizens to the government again.

In line with the two examples above, (35) is true in a situation where
John had his car repaired for the rst time and the mechanic had repaired a
car to some person other than John before.

(35) Janek uspokoi®ucznia ponownienauczycielowi.
John.nom calmed student.acc again teacherdat
John calmed the student for the teacher again.

Thus the interpretations of the three examples above show that in the three
groups of verbs, the 10 in the order DO-again-1O can be interpreted outside
the scope of again indicating its structural position above the DO.

However, that's not the case with the verb '‘podda¢’ (subject). The e ects
we observe with this verb in the order DO-10 pattern with what we observed
for the three other verbs in the order 10-DO, namely the linearly second
object cannot be interpreted outside the scope of again. (36) is only true
in a situation where the patient had been subjected to the doctor's tests
before. Therefore, 10 in the ditransitive constructions with the verb '‘podda¢’
(subject) in the order DO-10 must be generated lower than DO.

(36) Dziennikarz podda?® artyku? ponownieedycji.
journalist.nom subjectedarticle.acc again edition.dat
The journalist subjected the articel to editing again.

2.2.6 Test 6: Scope between the numeral adverbial
'twice' and inde nites

In the next diagnostic, which, just like the test with "again’, is sensitive to the

order between the objects, we will test the structural position of the objects

by looking at the scope between the quanti ed objects and the numeral
adverb “dwa razy' (twice). The logic of this test follows the logic of the test
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with "again. We place the adverb ‘twice' between the objects. If “twice'
can take scope over the object, it indicates that the object is generated low.
If wide scope of ‘twice' over the object is unavailable, we take it as the
evidence that the object is generated high. First, we look at the order 10-
twice-DO. As seen, ‘twice' can take scope over the DO in (37-a), (38-a) and
(39-a) giving rise to the interpretations of “two rats', ‘two citizens' and “two
students' respectively. In contrast, in (37-b), (38-b) and (39-b), 'twice' cannot
take scope over 10. This indicates that in the ditransitive constructions with
the order 10-DO featuring the verbs "odda¢' (give back), "podporzjdkowa¢'
(subordinate) and “uspokoi¢' (calm), DO is generated lower than |O.

(37) a. (Do terrarium) Janek odda® wl»owi dwarazy
to terrarium.gen John.nom out-gave snakedat two times
jednegoszczura.
one rat.acc
John gave back one rat to the snake / for the snake (to the
terrarium) twice.

) 2rats
b. (Do terrarium) Janek odda® jednemuw;»owi
to terrarium.gen John.nom out-gaveone snakedat

dwarazy tegoszczura.

two times this rat.acc

John gave back this rat to one snake / for one snake (to the
terrarium) twice.

) 1 snake

(38) a. Prezydent podporzjdkowa?temu pos@owi dwa razy
presidentnom subordinated  this MP.dat two times
jednegoobywatela.
one citizen.acc
The president subjected one citizen to this MP twice.

) 2 citizens
b. Prezydent podporzjdkowa?jednemupos?owi dwa razy
presidentnom subordinated one MP.dat two times

tego obywatela.
this citizen.acc
The president subjected this citizen to one MP twice.
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) 1MP

(39) a. Janek uspokoi®nauczycielowidwa razy jednego
John.nom calmed teacher.Dat two times one
ucznia.
student.acc
John calmed down one student to the teacher twice.
) 2 students
b. Janek uspokoi?jednemunauczycielowidwa razy tego

John.nom calmed one teacherdat two times this
ucznia.

student.acc

John calmed down this student to one teacher twice.

) 1 teacher

Parallel scope relations are observed between “twice' and the two objects in
the order DO-IO. Again, "twice' can take scope over DO, which is now linearly
preceding the adverb, in (40-b), (41-b) and (42-b). However, in (40-a), (41-a)
and (39-a), preferred is the interpretation where 10 has one referent.

(40) a. (Do terrarium) Janek odda? tegoszczuradwa
to terrarium.gen John.nom out-gavethis rat.acc two
razy jednemuw;»0owi.
times one snakedat
John gave back this rat to one snake / for one snake (to the
terrarium) twice.
) 1 snake
b. (Do terrarium) Janek odda? jednegoszczuradwa
to terrarium.gen John.nom out-gaveone rat.acc two
razy temu w;»owi.
times this snakedat
John gave back one rat to this snake / for this snake (to the
terrarium) twice.
) 2rats

(41) a. Prezydent podporzjdkowa®tego obywatela dwa razy
presidentnom subordinated  this citizen.acc two times
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jednemu pos?owi.
one MP.dat
The president subordinated this citizen to one MP twice.
) 1MP

b. Prezydent podporzjdkowa?jednegoobywatela dwa
presidentnom subordinated one citizen.acc two
razy temu pos2owi.
times this MP.dat
The president subordinated one citizen to this MP twice.
) 2 citizens

(42) a. Janek uspokoitego ucznia dwarazy jednemu
John.nom calmed this studentacc two times one
nauczycielowi.

teacherdat
John calmed down this student to one teacher twice.
) 1 teacher
b. Janek uspokoi?jednegoucznia dwarazy temu

John.nom calmed one student.acc two times this
nauczycielowi.

teacher.Dat

John calmed down one student to this teacher twice.
) 1 teacher

To sum up, the evidence from the scope between inde nite object QP and
the adverbial “twice' indicates that in the ditransitives with the three verbs:
‘odda¢’ (give back), ‘podporzijdkowa¢' (subordinate) and "uspokoi¢' (calm)
DO is lower than 10 irrespective of the order between the arguments.

By now, it comes as no surprise that with the verb "podda¢’ we observe
the opposite e ects. "Twice' can take scope over 10 in |O-twice-DO order
in (43-b) and in DO-twice-10 in (44-a). However, neither in (43-a) with the
IO-twice-DO order nor in (44-b) with the DO-twice-IO can the adverb take
scope over DO.

(43) a. Dziennikarz podda? tej edycji dwarazy jeden
journalist.Nom subjectedthis edition.dat two times one
artyku@d.
article.acc
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The journalist subjected one article to this editing twice.
) 1 article

b. Dziennikarz podda? jednejedycji dwarazy ten
journalist.nom subjectedone edition.dat two times this
artyku@,
article.acc
The journalist subjected this articel to one editing twice.
) 2 editions

(44) a. Dziennikarz podda® ten artyku? dwarazy jednej
journalist.nom subjectedthis article.acc two times one
edyciji.
edition.dat
The journalist subjected this article to one editing twice.
) 2 editions

b. Dziennikarz podda? jedenartyku? dwarazy tej
journalist.nom subjectedthis article.acc two times this
edyciji.
edition.dat
The journalist subjected one articel to this editing twice.
) 1 article

This result further con rms that in the ditransitive structures with the verb
‘poddac¢’ (subject) the 10 is generated lower than DO.

2.2.7 Frozen and uid scope

In the 16 experimental verbs that we analysed in Chapter 1 there is scope
ambiguity (with the non-linear scope preference) between the objects in the
DO-IO/PP order, however scope is frozen in the IO/PP-DO order. According
to the structures proposed for those verbs, explaining the wide scope of 10
over DO in both orders is straightforward, as it is compatible with the surface
positions of the objects. The 10 c-commands DO in both I0-DO and DO-10
orders.
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(45)  DO-IO

(46)  10-DO

We are yet to see more convincing evidence for the existence of QR in
Polish, which could explain the linear scope of DO over 10 in the DO-10
order. And, of course, as yet, we have no account to explain the frozen
scope of 10-DO. However, we can still use scope facts between the objects
to see whether the new three verbs representing the three groups A, B and
C pattern with the 16 experimental verbs, as they have been shown to do
so far. Conversely, we can check whether the verb representing the two
exceptions shown to hold in the six tests, will prove to be consistent with its
odd behaviour in the context of scope between the objects as well.

As (47), (49) and (51) show all three new verbs exhibit frozen scope in
the order 10-DO. As seen in (48), (50) and (52), scope is uid between the
internal arguments of these verbs in the order DO-10 with the non-linear
scope being the preferred option in this order. This is of course in line with
scope possibilities between the objects in the 16 experimental verbs.

47) a. Janek odda® ka»demuw;»owi  jednegoszczura (do
John.nom out-gaveevery  snakedat one rat.acc to
terrarium).
terrarium
John gave back every snake one rat (to the terrarium).
8>9
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(48)

(49)

(50)

Janek odda? jednemuw;»owi ka»degoszczura (do
John.nom out-gaveone snakedat every rat.acc
terrarium).

John gave back one snake every rat (to the terrarium).
*8> 9

Janek odda® ka»degoszczurajednemuw;»owi  (do
John.nom out-gaveevery rat.acc one snakedat to
terrarium).

terrarium

John gave back every rat to one snake (to the terrarium).
8>9

Janek odda? jednegoszczura ka»demuw;»owi  do
John.nom out-gaveone rat.acc every shakedat to
terarrium.

terrarium

John h=gave back one rat to every snake (to the terrarium).
8>9

Prezydent podporzjdkowa?ka»demupos@owi jednego
presidentnom subordinated every MP.dat one
obywatela.

citizen.acc

The president subordinated one citizen to every MP.
8>9

Prezydent podporzjdkowa?jednemu pos2owi
presidentnom subordinated one governmentdat
ka»degoobywatela.

every MP.acc

The president subordinated every citizen to one MP.
*8>9

Prezydent podporzjdkowa?ka»degoobywatela jednemu
presidentnom subordinated every citizen.acc one
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pos2owi.
MP.dat
The president subordinated every citizen to one MP.
8>9
b. Prezydent podporzijdkowa?jednegoobywatela ka»demu
presidentnom subordinated one citizen.acc every
pos2owi.
MP.dat
The president subordinated one citizen to every MP.
8>9

(51) a. Janek uspokoifka»demunauczycielowijednego
John.nom calmed every teacherdat one

ucznia.
student.acc
John calmed down one student for every teacher.
8>9

b. Janek uspokoi?jednemu nauczycielowika»dego
John.nom calmed one teacherdat every
ucznia.
student.acc
John calmed down every student for one teacher.
*8>9

(52) a. Janekuspokoitka»degoucznia jednemunauczycielowi.

John calmed every studentacc one teacherdat
John calmed down every student for one teacher.

8>9

b. Janekuspokoi?jednegoucznia ka»demunauczycielowi.
John calmed down one student to every
teacher.
John calmed one studenacc every teacherdat
8>9

In parallel to the three verbs, in the ditransitives with the verb "podda¢’' one
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order of arguments is scope frozen and one order is scope free. But the orders
associated with each scope option are now reversed. 10-DO is ambiguous.
That is, (53-b) can have a reading under which there was one particular
edition and every article was subjected to this edition. It can also have a
reading with each article being subjected to one, possibly di erent types of
edition. DO-IO order is scope frozen. That is, only the reading with one
particular article undergoing all the edition is available in (54-b).

(53) a. Dziennikarz podda® ka»dejedycji jedenartyku?.
journalist.nom subjectedevery test.dat one patient.acc
The journalist subjected one article to every edition.
8>9

b. Dziennikarz podda? jednejedycji ka»dy artyku?.
journalist.nom subjectedone edition.dat every article.acc
The journalist subjected every articel to one edition.
8>9

(54) a. Dziennikarz podda? ka»dy artyku? jednej edycji.
journalist.nom subjectedone article.acc every edition.dat
The journalist subjected every article to one edition.
8>9

b. Dziennikarz podda? jedenartyku? ka»dejedycji.
journalist.nom subjectedone article.acc every edition.dat
The journalist subjected one articel to every edition.
*8>9

Thus, scope facts, just like the other six diagnostics, do not support the
classi cation of the ditransitive verbs into the three groups A, B and C.
Instead, they further corroborate the conclusion which we derived from the
six tests above - the ditransitives taking dative and accusative objects behave
like each other and like the 16 experimental verbs analysed in section 1.4.2.
In terms of scope, in PP/IO-DO only linear scope is available, indicating
that 10 c-commands DO on the surface. Whereas, in DO-IO/PP, the non-
linear scope is preferred, again indicating that 10 c-commands DO on the
surface. And just like the Six previous diagnostics, scope shows that among
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all those ditransitives, there are two exceptions “podda¢' and "wystawi¢' In
IO/PP-DO the non-linear scope is easily available, suggesting that DO c-
commands IO in the surface structure. DO-1O only allows linear scope,
which is compatible with a surface structure where DO c-commands 10O.

We are now in a position to reformulate the classi cation of verbs, which
in the introduction to this subsection was derived from the accounts in
(Dvo°ak, 2010), (Boneh and Nash, 2017) and (S!ska, 2019). Apart from two
exceptions in Group B, illustrated by the verb "podda¢’ (subject), the three
groups of verbs: A (recipient dative; illustrated by the verb "odda¢' (give
back)), B (locative dative; illustrated by the verb "podporzjdkowa¢' (subor-
dinate)) and C (bene/male ciary dative; illustrated by the verb “uspokoi¢'
(calm)) behave uniformly under the six structural diagnostics. Speci cally,
predicate clefts, focus fronting and ‘robi¢ to' substitution tests show that in
Group A, B and C the verb forms a constituent with the direct object to
the exclusion of the indirect object. In contrast, none of these test indicates
that there is a constituent involving the verb and the indirect object to the
exclusion of the direct object. object omission test indicates that the DO
is merged with the verb rst. Furthermore, the diagnostics involving scope
of the adverb "again' and scope between numeral adverbial “twice' and the
inde nite quanti er in the object position demonstrate that DO is generated
lower than 10 when the verbs from the three groups participate in the or-
der 10-DO as well as in the order DO-10. Parallel results are con rmed in
sentences with two quanti cational objects. Thereby, all the verbs should be
given a uniform structural account, which is identical to the 16 experimental
verbs as in (4). All these verbs will form Class 1. The updated set of verbs
in Class 1 is shown in (55)

(55) Class 1
accusative-dative frame : “da¢’ (give), ‘odebra¢’ (take away), "dostar-
czy¢' (deliver), "przedstawi¢' (introduce), "przydzieli¢' (assign), "przynie+¢'
(bring), "przys@a¢’ (send), ‘pokaza¢' (show), sprzeda¢’ (sell), ‘wyda¢'
(out-give), “zapewni¢' (provide), “zabroni¢' (forbid), "wybaczy¢' (for-
give), ‘pozwiici¢' (devote), ‘powierzy¢' (entrust), "zostawi¢' (leave),
‘podporzijdkowa¢' (subordinate), "dedykowa¢' (dedicate), “zakaza¢'
(forbid), “po»yczy¢' (lend), "obieca¢' (promise), powiedzie¢' (tell),
"0g2osi¢’ (announce), ‘zaniex¢' (take), przekaza¢' (hand over), "pole-
ci¢' (recommend), przypomnie¢ (remind), "naprawi¢' (repair), "us-

119



pokoi¢' (calm), stworzy¢' (create), zepsu¢' (break), "otworzy¢' (open),
“zamknij¢' (close), “zrobi¢' (do), ‘ugotowat' (cook) etcgccusative-

PP frame with the preposition 'na’ (on) . ‘ustawi¢' (place),
‘powiesi¢’ (hang), podo»y¢’ (put)accusative-PP frame with the
preposition "do' (to, towards, into) : "dobra¢' (match), ‘doda¢’
(add), "wla¢' (pour), ‘przysunj¢' (move), ‘poddjczy¢' (connect), "dos-
tosowac' (adjust), ‘upodobni¢' (liken), "predestynowad¢' (predestine).

What's left now is to account for the two exceptional verbs detected so far:
‘poddac’ (subject) and “wystawi¢' (expose). In view of the results of the six
diagnostics applied to those verbs above, the generalisation that we arrive
at is the following. In ditransitive constructions with 'subject’ and ‘expose’,
the verb forms a constituent with the IO to the exclusion of DO and there is
no evidence of the verb forming a constituent with the DO to the exclusion
of the 10. Moreover, we have seen that the order I0/PP-DO is ambiguous,
whereas the order DO-IO/PP is frozen. These facts are accounted for in the
structure (56) for the order I0/PP-DO and the structure (57) for the order
DO-IO/PP.

(56)

DO

V 10/PP
(57)

DO

tv 10O/PP

In both (56) and (57), the verb forms a constituent with the indirect object
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which conforms to the constituency facts detected in the rst three tests:
predicate clefts, focus fronting and “robi¢ to' substitution. Moreover, in both
orders the DO is higher than 10 which is consistent with the scope facts.
The puzzling behaviour of the two verbs under the tests where one of the
arguments is dropped can be explained by a closer look into the semantics
of the verb and the objects. First, the dative-marked object has an eventive
semantics:

(58) poddawacedyciji artyku?
subject edition.dat article.acc
lit. subject an article to edition
edit an article

(59) poddawatbadaniom pacjenta
subject testsdat patient.acc
lit. subject a patient to tests
examine a patient

(60)  wystawia¢studenta na poxmiewisko
expose student to laughter
to expose a student to laughter

(61)  wystawia¢na prob|
expose to trial
to expose someone to trial

Second, the verb does not carry its lexical meaning, instead forms a xed
expression with the indirect object which is responsible for the verbal se-
mantics? Thus, 'poddawa¢ edycji' (subject editiondat ) means 'edit' and
‘wystawia¢ na préb;' (subject to trial.acc ) means to 'trial. These two verbs
can perhaps then be treated as light verbs ((Jespersen, 1954), (Butt, 2003)
among others). Third, the accusative-marked object expresses a ectedness.
In Class 1, the a ectedness interpretation was carried by the indirect object
in the dative case. To account for the semantics of a ectedness as well as to
explain why the lack of adjacency between the dative and the verb does not
violate case adjacency (31), | analysed the dative object as a complement of a

°Note that the indirect objects for both verbs are mostly deverbal nouns.
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silent preposition. | now propose that in Class 2 verbs, the accusative which
has the a ectedness interpretation is a complement of a silent preposition.
As was the case with Class 1, this analysis makes the structure in (56) obey
the case adjacency condition in (31).

At this point, we arrive at a twofold classi cation of Polish ditransitive
verbs, as in (62):

(62) a. Class 1: give, send, subordinate etc. as in (55)
b. Class 2: subject, expose

2.3 Ditransitive classi cations in (Dvo°ak, 2010),
(Boneh and Nash, 2017) and (S!ska, 2019)

I will now provide a more detailed discussion of the accounts in (Dvo°ak,
2010), (Boneh and Nash, 2017) and (S'ska, 2019). | will look at the diag-
nostics and verbs used in those accounts and apply them to Polish.

2.3.1 Acc>Dat and Dat>Acc - two classes of ditransi-
tives in Czech (Dvo°ak, 2010)

Dvorak analyses Czech ditransitive verbs which take dative-marked indirect
object and accusative-marked direct object. In Dvorak's account, these di-
transitives are divided into two classes. Class one consists of verbs such as:
‘vystavit' (expose), “zasv¥tit' (devote), sv¥°it' (entrust), zanechat' (leave),
‘podeidit' (subordinate), “podrobit' (put sb. through sth.), "p°izp-sobit’ (ad-
just), ‘p°ipodobnit’ (liken), “p°edurfit’ (predestine), etc. These verbs are
analysed as base-generated with accusative>dative (DO>I0) argument pat-
tern with the lower generated 10 being a complement of a null preposition
incorporated into the verb (following (McFadden, 2004)).

Class two includes verbs with recipient meaning: such as "dat', "darovat'
(give as a gift), "'v¥novat' (inscribe/dedicate), "poslat' (send), "p°ipsat’ (as-
sign), “odpustit’' (forgive), "vratit' (out-give), "poskytnout’ (provide), "p°id¥lit’
(allot), “zadat' (place an order), "zakazat' (forbid), etc. and with with bene-
factive/malefactive meaning: “d¥lat' (do (on purpose)), vyrab¥t' (make),
“v¥°it' (believe), "va’it' (cook), ‘vybojovat' ( ght out), "ukrast' (steal), “ztratit'
(loose), “zranit' (wound), “chvalit' (praise), ‘pop°it' (deny), p°ipomenout’
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(remind) etc. Ditransitive structures with these verbs are shown to be base-
generated with dative>accusative(IO>DO) pattern and analyzed in terms
of applicative verbal head (Marantz, 1993). Both accusative>dative and da-
tive>accusative ditransitives are envisaged in rightward descending VP-shell
structures.

| will now look into the data that serves Dvorak to derive the classi cation
above and confront it with data from Polish.

First comes the evidence involving constituent fronting under topicalisa-
tion. For class one, fronting the verb and the dative argument to the exclu-
sion of the accusative results in an unmarked (63-b). In contrast, when the
fronted string consists of the verb and the accusative object to the exclusion
of the dative object, the resulting sentence is marked (63-a).

(63) a.??Zasv¥tit Civot  Elov¥k jen préci nesmi ti.
devoteinf life.acc man.nom only work.dat mustn't
b. Zasv¥tit jen préaci Elov¥k  %vot  nesmi ti.

devoteinf only work.dat man.nom life.acc mustn't
One must not devote his life only to work.

Although for Dvorak, the contrast between (63-b) and (63-a) indicates that
V+Dat is and V+Acc is not a constituent in the ditransitive construction
with the verb 'zasv¥tit' (devote), notice, that the object fronted with the verb:
Dat vs Acc, is not the only factor that is di erent between these sentences.
Notice that in the unmarked (63-b) the fronted object is modi ed by 'jen’
(only), while the same doesn't hold for the object fronted in (63-a), consid-
ered to be marked. Conversely, in (63-b) the stranded object is unmodi ed,
whereas the stranded object in (63-a) is modi ed by 'jen’ (only).

The translations of these sentences do not bring about the same contrast
in Polish. Both (64-a) and (64-b) which involve fronting the verb with the
DO and fronting the verb with the 10 respectively are marked.

(64) a. ?Pozxwijci¢ »ycia cz?owiek tylko pracy nie mo»e.
devoteINF life.gen man.nom only work.dat not can
b. ?Pozxwici¢ tylko pracy cz®owiek »ycia nie mo»e.
devoteINF only work.dat man.nom life.gen not can
One must not devote his life only to work.
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Now, consider the Polish sentences below.

(65) a. Cz2%wiek nie mo»epoxwicatdzieciom a»tyle czasu.
man.nom not can devote childrendat so much time.gen
b. Poxwijcat a»tyle czasu cz®owiek dzieciom nie
devoteinf so much time.gen man.nom children.dat not
mo»e.

can
One cannot devote so much time to children.

(66) a. Cz2owiek nie mo»epoxwicatczasu a»tylu dzieciom.
man.nom not can devote time.gen so many children.dat
b. *Poxwijca¢ a»tylu dzieciom cz®wiek czasu nie
devoteinf somany children.dat man.nom time.gen not
mo»e.
can
One must not devote time to so many children.

(65) and (66) are very similar to the topicalised sentences given by Dvorak
but display an opposite contrast: fronted V+lO.Dat is ungrammatical (66),
whereas fronted V+DO.Gen is unmarked (65). This change in grammatical-
ity, | would like to claim, is due to the fact that (65) and (66) are modi ed

in a way which makes the fronted object the only factor di ering the two
sentences. Both DO.Gen and 10.Dat, that is the objects which are fronted
in (65) and (66) respectively are modi ed by ‘a» tyle' (so much/many). Both
I0.Dat and DO.Gen, that is the objects which are stranded in (65) and (66)
respectively are unmodi ed.

The opposite contrast is observed in Czech for the verbs that belong to
Class 2, the verb can be moved with the accusative object to the exclusion
of the dative (67-a). Moving the verb with the dative object to the exclusion
of the accusative is marked (67-b).

(67) a. Koupit kytku m-Ce £lov¥k %en¥ vedycky.
buy ower.acc can mannom womandat always
One can always buy a woman a ower.
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b. *Koupit °en¥i m-e £lov¥k  kytku vedycky.
buy womandat can mannom ower.acc always

The same is true in Polish:

(68) a. Kupi¢kwiatek mo»ecz@wiek kobiecie  zawsze.
buy ower.acc can mannom womandat always
One can always buy a woman a ower.

b. *Kupi¢ kobiecie  mo»ecz®owiek kwiatek zawsze.
buy womandat can mannom ower.acc always
Intended: One can always buy a woman a ower.

Although the observations above, Dvorak argues, indicate that in all verbs
in Class 1 the verb forms a constituent with the dative object and in Class
2, the verb forms a constituent with the accusative object, the conclusion re-
garding the constituency arrangements in verbs from Dvorak's Class 1 is put
in doubt by the data from Polish which is controlled for potential confounds.
Note that this test essentially involves constituent fronting, and is therefore
similar to the constituency diagnostics used in section2.2. According to my
classi cation based on the constituency tests, in Polish only the verb "pod-
da¢' (subject) and ‘wystawi¢' (expose) should behave di erently to the rest
of the verbs analysed in Dvorak under the topicalisation test. This is indeed
the case, as shown in (69) using the verb "podda¢' (subject). Unlike the
examples discussed in the context of the topicalisation test in Polish above,
which were shown to allow the verb to be fronted with its direct object, the
verb 'podda¢’ can be fronted with its indirect object (69-a). Fronting the
verb 'podda¢’ with its direct object is ungrammatical (69-b).

(69) a. Poddactedycji mo»ecz?owiekartyku? zawsze.
subject edition.dat can man article.acc always

One can always edit an article.
b. *Podda¢ artyku?@ mo»ecz?owiekedycji zawsze.
subject article.acc can man edition.dat always

Moving on, Dvorak also argues that dative argument obligatoriness only
applies for Class 1 verbs (70-b), whereas in Class 2 verbs, dropping the dative
argument does not a ect the grammaticality, as shown in (71-b).
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(70)

(71)

Kral podeidil obyvatelstvo  synovi a tahl
king.nom subordinatedinhabitants.acc sondat and moved
dal.

on

The king subordinated the inhabitants to his son and moved on.

*Kral podeidil obyvatelstvo a tahl dal.
king.nom subordinatedinhabitants.acc and movedon
The king subordinated the inhabitants and moved on.

Karel p°edal Marii knihu a odezel.
Charlesnom handedMary.dat bookacc and left.
Charles handed over a book to Mary and left.

Karel p°edal knihu a odezel.
Charlesnom handedbookacc and left.
Charles handed over a book to somebody and left.

However, in Polish, both verbs: “subordinate' and "hand' show the same be-
haviour. That is, as shown in (72-b) and (73-b), with both verb 'podporzjd-
kowa¢' (subordinate) and 'poda¢’ (hand), dropping the indirect object does
not result in ungrammaticality.

(72)

(73)

a.

a.

Krél podporzjdkowa?obywateli Synowi i
king.nom subordinated inhabitants.acc sondat and
odszed?.

moved on
The king subordinated the citizens to his son and moved on.

Krol podporzjdkowa?obywateli i odszed?.
king.nom subordinated inhabitans.acc and [moved on]
The king subordinated the citizens and moved on.

Karol poda? Marii ksij»ki 1  odszed?.
Charlesnom handedMary.dat bookacc and left
Charled handed Mary the book and left.
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b. Karol poda? ksij»k; i  odszed?
Charleshandedbook and left
Charled handed the book to someone and left.

Note that this test (object omission) has been used in section 2.2 to argue
that only the verb "podda¢' and ‘wystawi¢' belong to Class 2.

Up to this point, I have shown that the diagnostics used by Dvorak,
when applied to the parallel but more controlled Polish data, do not bring
the same e ects as in Czech. Thus the data so far do not provide evidence
that Polish ditransitives should be classi ed in the same way as the Czech
ditransitives. The tests used by Dvorak further con rm the classi cation of
Polish ditransitives where only two verbs behave di erently to the rest, as in
(62).

Dvorak also notes a contrast between her two classes of verbs in terms
of passivisation in all-new contexts. In passive constructions formed with
verbs from Class 1, only the direct object can be fronted (74-b), thus turning
nominative, whereas fronting of the indirect dative object is ungrammatical,
as in (74-a).

(74)  a. *Nebepefi byly vystaveny d¥ti.
dangerdat wereexposed kids.nom
b. D¥ti byly vystaveny nebezpet£i.
kids.nom wereexposed dangerdat
The kids were exposed to a danger.

The same contrast is observed in Polish where the equivalent of the verb
‘expose' has a DO-PP frame.

(75) a. *Na niebezpiecze«stwiydy wystawionedzieci.
to dangeracc wereexposed  kids.nom
b. Dzieci by2?y wystawionena niebezpiecze«stwo.
kids.nom wereexposed to dangeracc
The kids were exposed to a danger.

Fronting of the PP is not improved even if we control for animacy and de -
niteness of the two arguments of the verb (76-a).
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(76) a. *Na préb;] zosta?awystawiona natura ludzka.
to trial.acc got exposed nature human.nom
b. Natura ludzka zosta®awystawiona na prob.

human nature.nom got exposed to trialacc
Human nature got exposed to a test.

As argued by Dvorak, the opposite holds for Class 2. Fronting the indirect
object is grammatical (77-a), whereas fronting the direct object results in
markedness of (77-b):

(77) a. Mamince byl p°edanvelky dort.
Mom.dat wasgiven big cakenom
Mom was given a big cake.

b. *Velky dort byl p°edanmamince.
big cakenom wasgiven Mom.dat

Again, the same holds in Polish, as shown in (78-a) and (78-b).

(78) a. Mamie zosta?podany du»y tort.
momdat got given big cakenom
Mom was given a big cake.

b. *Du»y tort zosta?podany mamie.
big cakenom got given mom.dat
Intended: A big cake was given to mom.

However, when we control for topicality, animacy, de nitess and syntactic

weight, the order with the fronted accusative turning Nominative is no longer

marked (79-c). Interestingly, the order with the fronted dative is now marked,

patterning with the ditransitives assigned by Dvorak to Class 1 (79-b). The

context in (79-a) makes both of the arguments in the passive construction
given to avoid the assignment of topicality to the noun denoting the receiver
which would result in promoting it to the clause initial position.

(79) a. -W ogrodzieby?y szczuryi  w;»e.
in garden wererats  and snakes
-l co si} sta?0?
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and what re happened
- There were rats and snakes in the garden.
- And what happened?

b. *Wi»om zosta?y podaneszczury.
snakesdat got given rats.nom
Intended: The snakes were given the rats.

c. Szczury zosta?ypodanew»om.
rats.nom got given snakesdat
The rats were given to the snakes.

The data from Polish thus shows that under proper control for the poten-
tial confounds, the order where the nominative occurs clause-initially is the
neutral word order in passivised versions of the ditransitives in both Class
1 and Class 2. This is not surprising given that this is the order in which
the grammatical subject (nominative-marked) is in the rst position in the
sentence.

Another diagnostic used in Dvorak's classi cation pertains to word order.
Although, as Dvorak shows, both orders of arguments are possible for all the
ditransitives in the two classes, only one order is licensed in out-of-the-blue
(all-new) contexts. For Class 1 verbs, it is the Acc-Dat order, as shown in
(80-a)

(80) a. Karel pod°idil svojeplany Marii.
Charlesadjusted his plansacc Mary.dat
Charles adjusted his plans to Mary.

b. *Karel pod°idil Marii svoje plany.
Charlesadjusted Mary.dat his plansacc

For Class 2 verbs it is the Dat-Acc order, as shown in (81-a):

(81) a. Karel poslalMarii dopis.
Charlessent Mary.dat letter.acc
Charles sent Mary a letter.

129



b. *Karel poslaldopis Marii.
Charlessent letter.acc Mary.dat

Polish translations below show the same word order e ects.

(82) a. Karol dostosowadswojeplany do Marrii.
Charlesadjusted his plansacc to Mary.gen
Charles adjusted his plans to Mary.

b. *Karol dostosowa®o Marii swojeplany.
Charlesadjusted to Mary.gen his plansacc

(83) a. Karol wys@a@Marii list.
Charlessent Mary.dat letter.acc
Charles sent Mary a letter.
b. *Karol wys2a?list Marii.
Charlessent letter.acc Mary.dat

However, the judgements change when we control for animacy, de niteness
and syntactic weight. In order to properly control for these potential con-
founds, we have to change the verbs. This is because in the verb 'adjust' the
indirect object is realised as a PP which will always be syntactically heavier
than the direct object accusative. Moreover, it is impossible to control for
animacy in the example (83-a) with the verb 'send' in the dative-accusative
frame as the dative which is interpreted as a recipient or bene ciary needs
to be animate. The accusative object which denotes the thing that is sent
needs to be inanimate.

(84) a. Karol podporzjdkowa?pos2owi obywatela.
Charlessubordinated MP.dat citizen.acc

Charles subordinated the citizen to the MP.

b. ?Karol podporzjdkowa®obywatela pos2owi.
Charlessubordinated  citizen.acc MP.dat

(85) a. Janek da® wl»owi  szczura.
John.nom gavesnakedat rat.acc
John gave the snake the rat.
b. ?Janek da® szczuraw}»owi.
John.nom gaverat.acc snakedat
John gave the rat to the snake.
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As the controlled examples in (84) and (85) show, the the dative-accusative
order seems to be best suited for neutral contexts. The judgements here
are very subtle however and for this reason, even though, it is a common
practice in the literature to use neutral word order as a diagnostic for the
position of the arguments, | do not nd it a reliable test and therefore have
not implemented it in my analysis.

To sum up, the classi cation | propose in (62) is twofold, just like the
classi cation in (Dvo°ak, 2010), however, the individual verbs that are as-
signed to the two classes di er between the two classi cations. In Polish, all
the dative-accusative verbs tested so far behave uniformly with the excep-
tion of two verbs 'podda¢' and 'wystawi¢. This conclusion was based on the
six structural diagnostics and scope test, all of which were used to test the
predictions of the structure proposed for standard ditransitives in Chapter
1. The application of the tests used by Dvorak in Polish does not undermine
this classi cation. In contrast, the topicalisation test and object omission
provide further support for my classi cation in (62).

2.3.2 Three classes of ditransitive verbs in Russian (Boneh
and Nash, 2017)

(Boneh and Nash, 2017) in their analysis of Russian ditransitives taking
dative and accusative objects formulate a classi cation with three groups of
verbs.

Group 1, so called 'canonical ditransitives', consists of verbs such as:
“dat' (give), ‘vydat' (give out), ‘odol°it' (lend), “prodat' (sell), "dostavit' (de-
liver), "obespecit' (provide), predstavit' (present), "doverit' (entrust, trust),
“postavljat’ (supply), ‘predloCit' (o er), predostavit' (grant, present), ‘obe2-
cat' (promise), raskazat' (tell), "pokazat' (show), 'vozvesti' (announce), 2ep-
tat' (murmur, whisper), ‘poslat’, “otpravit' (send), ‘vernut' (return) etc.

Group 2 are verbs of comparison and proximity, such as “protivopostavit'
(juxtapose), upodobit' (liken), "podcinit’ (subordinate) etc.

Group 3 encompasses transitive verbs with free dative arguments, such
as ‘uspokoit' (calm), “pocinit' (repair), ‘sozdat' (create) etc.

The main criterion in this classifcation is the type of the dative argu-
ment: locational vs non-locational. The type of dative is correlated with the
syntactic position in which it is introduced, with the locational datives gen-
erated low as complements of a null prepostion and non-locational datives
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generated high and introduced by an applicative head, attached between VP
and v. Group 2 verbs (86) take the low attached locational datives. Group
3 take high datives (87). Group 1 are ambiguous between the two.

(86)  Group 2 structure (Boneh and Nash, 2017)
vP

I:)null DPDat

(87) Group 3 structure (Boneh and Nash, 2017)
vP

o\

SN

v AppllP

DPA

Dat

Appl VP

N

V  DPac

One piece of evidence supporting the classi cation comes from binding
facts. Group 1 verbs present symmetric binding. This is true both when the
binder (accusative or dative) precedes the bindee (dative or accusative ), as
in (88-a) and (88-b) and when the bindee (dative or accusative ) precedes

132



the binder (accusative or dative), as in (88-c) and (88-d).

(88) a. korol' dal etix slug drug drugu
king gavetheseservantsacc each other.dat
b. sudbadala etim slugam drug druga

fate gavetheseservantsdat eachother.acc
c. korol' dal drug drugu etix slug
king gaveeachother.dat theseservantsacc
d. ??sud'badala drug druga etim slugam
fate gaveeachother.acc theseservantsdat
The king/fate gave the servants (to) each other.

Group 2 and Group 3 verbs present asymmetric binding. With Group 2
verbs, the only available hierarchy is accusative > dative.

(89) a. Ivanupodobil dvux soldat drug drugu.
Ivan likened two soldiersacc each other.dat
*lvan upodobil dvum soldatam  drug druga.
Ivan likened two soldiersdat eachother.acc
Ivan upodobil drug drugu dvux soldat.
Ivan likened eachother.dat two soldiersacc
*lvan upodobil drug druga dvum soldatam.
Ivan likened eachother.acc two soldiersdat
Ivan likened/subordinated two soldiers to each other.

o

o

o

Group 3 verbs only allow dative > accusative hierarchy.

(90) a. *Jauspokojutvoix bratjev drug drugu.
| will calm your brothersacc eachother.dat
b. Jauspokojutvoim bratjam drug druga.

| will calm your brothersdat eachother.acc
*Ja uspokoju drug drugu tvoix bratjev.
| will calm eachother.dat your brothersacc
. ??Jauspokoju drug druga tvoim bratjam.
| will calm eachother.acc your brothersdat
| will calm your brothers for each other.

o

o
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Another diagnostic which (Boneh and Nash, 2017) use to support the classi -
cation of Russian ditransitives into three groups is scope. Crosslinguistically
observed frozen scope in 10-DO, according to (Boneh and Nash, 2017), is
only seen in one condition in Russian: when the 10 has a bene-/malefactive
interpretation. This is the interpretation which the dative gets in Group 3
verbs, such as “create / sculpt. Thus, Non-linear scope does not obtain in
(92).

(91) bog sozdal/vylepil  kakoj-to zen2cine  ka®dogomu®cinu
God.nom created/sculptedsome womandat each  man.acc
God created/sculpted form clay each man for some woman.
9> 8
*8>9

As we recall, the bene-/malefactive interpretation is also available in Group
1 verbs and, as (92) shows, when this interpretation is assigned to the dative
with the verb “sell', frozen scope obtains.

(92) ja prodal kakomu-to zubnomuvracu ka°dyi motociklet
| sold some dental doctor.dat every motorcycleacc
| sold for some dentist every motorcycle.
9> 8
*8> 9
Dentist = Bene ciary, the ex-owner of the motorcycle and the recip-
ient of the money

However, if the dative in the sentence in (92) receives the recipient/human
location interpretation, scope becomes free, as seen in (93)

(93) ja prodal kakomu-to zubnomuvracu ka°dyi motociklet
| sold some dental doctor.dat every motorcycleacc
| sold to some dentist each motorcycle.
9> 8
8>9
Dentist = Animate Goal, the buyer and the recipient of the motor-
cycle
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In (Boneh and Nash, 2017) scope is also free in 10-DO featuring Group
2 verbs.

(94) Ivan protivopostavil kakoj-to ideologii kalduju religiu.
Ivan juxtaposed some ideologydat every religion.acc
Ivan juxtaposed each religion to some ideology.
9> 8
8>9

(Boneh and Nash, 2017) attribute the frozen scope e ects in the relevant
constructions to the position of the dative argument and its concomitant
information structural status. That is, the dative is merged high in the
speci er of ApplIP and since this position is associated with the inner subject
((Peterson, n.d.) among others), the dative receives the topic interpretation.
Due to the topical properties of the dative, the structurally lower accusative
QP cannot outscope it by covert QR movement and frozen scope results. As
for the scope uidity in the 10-DO order of the verbs from Group 2 and the
verbs from Group 1 under the goal interpretation of the dative, (Boneh and
Nash, 2017) propose that it happens via reconstruction of the dative to its
underlying position below the accusative argument.

By looking closely at all the examples (and, for that matter, the contexts
in which they were presented) where the accusative is argued to have wide
scope in the order 10-DO and the comparable examples where scope in this
order is frozen, we nd a confound. In the 10-DO constructions which are
argued to allow for the non-linear scope, the set associated with the universal
direct object QP is independently restricted outside the indirect object. This
is achieved either by context or by the fact that the dative by its nature is
pragmatically not a good restrictor candidate.

Example (95) involves the verb “send' (Group 1) in I0-DO order. Accord-
ing to (Boneh and Nash, 2017), the sentence in (95) allows the interpretation
under which there was one particular Messi's fan who received every t-shirt.
It also allows the reading where there were several fans and each one of them
received a t-shirt sent out by Messi.

(95) Mesi poslal kakomu-to bolel'2ciku ka°duju futbolku.
Messinom sent some fan.dat each  t-shirt.acc
Messi sent some fan each t-shirt.
9> 8
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8>9

The availability of the latter interpretation contradicts the crosslinguistic
claims regarding scopal properties of I0-DO orders which we have encoun-
tered in the relevant parts of my analysis up to this point. As we recall,
I0-DO orders have been claimed to be scope rigid in Slovenian, Czech, Pol-
ish. And of course, comparable double object constructions where the goal
precedes the theme, have been shown to be scope rigid in English. How-
ever, what is distinct in (Boneh and Nash, 2017)'s analysis of 10-DO order
is the context in which the interpretation of the relevant sentences are anal-
ysed. (95) involving the verb “send' in the 10-DO order is presented with the
following context

(96) Scenario: Messi, the famous soccer player wants to send his t-shirts
from the last championship to his Argentinian fans.

The context in (96) restricts the domain of the universal quanti er, that is
the set of t-shirts is restricted to Messi's t-shirts from the last championship.
This fact, I'd like to argue, is crucial in allowing the wide scope interpretation
of the universally-quanti ed DO. To show this, | will use comparable data
from Polish.

(97) is the Polish translation of (95). Analysed without any context, it
only allows the interpretation compatible with the wide scope of the existen-
tial quanti er in 10. Non-linear scope is not allowed.

(97)  Messi wys?a?jakiemuxfanowi ka»dj koszulk;.
Messinom sent some  fan.dat every t-shirt.acc
Messi sent some fan every t-shrt.
9> 18
*8> 9

Yet, when the sentence from (97) is presented with the context used by
(Boneh and Nash, 2017), as in (98-a), the non-linear scope, although still
guite hard to obtain in comparison to the direct scope, becomes available.

(98) Scenario: Messi, the famous soccer player wants to send his t-shirts
from the last championship to his Argentinian fans.
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a. Messi wys?a?jakiemuztfanowi kax»dj koszulk!  (ze
Messinom sent some  fan.dat every t-shirt.acc (from
swoichostatnich mistrzostw).

his last championship)

Messi sent some fan every t-shirt (from his last championship).
9> 8

78> 9

Without context, in (97) the set of t-shirts gets its domain restriction through
the 10, that is the t-shirts are interpreted as owned by some fan. In contrast,
the context determines the restriction of the set of t-shirts to Messi's t-shirts
from the last championship. This phenomenon is more evident in the case
of the verb "przys2a¢' (send in). Due to the semantics of this verb, setting
up the restriction for the universal quanti er contained in the direct object
outside the indirect object is hard.

(99) Messiprzys@a?jakiemuzfanowi ka»dj koszulk}, ktérej ju»
Messisent in some  fan.dat every t-shirt.acc which no more
nie chcia?.
neg wanted.

Messi sent some fan every t-shirt he did not want anymore.

I will now show that in fact all the examples used by (Boneh and Nash,
2017) to argue that scope is free in 10-DO have their DO universal set re-
stricted by context. Conversely, the examples used to demonstrate frozen
scope are either provided without any context or with a context that is irrel-
evant for restricting the universal set of the DO.

Examples (100-a) and (101-a), just like (95) above are examples of Group
1 verbs in the 10-DO order with the dative receiving the goal interpretation.
According to (Boneh and Nash, 2017), the non-linear scope is available in
both, but notice that both examples are presented in the context which
restricts the domain of the universal quanti er in the DO. In (100-a), the
context de nes the set of the dogs as the dogs found on the road. In (101-a),
the context determines the set of children as the children who Ivan needs to
place in specialised centres.
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(100) Scenario: we found some abandoned dogs on the road.

a. Mama otvezla kakomu-to rodstveniku ka°duju sobaku

Mother took some relative.dat each  dogacc
Mother took to some relative each dog.

9> 38

8>9

(101) Scenario: Ivan needs to place children refugees in specialised cen-
tres.

a. ivan doveril kakomu-to vospitatelju ka°dogorebjonka
Ivan entrusted some educatordat each  child.acc
9> 8
8>9

Another example of Group 1 is the verb “sell. According to (Boneh and
Nash, 2017), an 10-DO construction with this verb allows for the non-linear
scope if the dative is interpreted as a recipient, as in (102-a). To facilitate
the relevant interpretation of the dative, (Boneh and Nash, 2017) provide
the context with a scenario in which motorcycles are sold to the dentists.
Crucially for my argument, the context additionally determines the set of
motorcycles denoted by the universally quanti ed direct object in (102-a) -
10 motorcycles from a certain brand very popular with dentists.

(102) Scenario 1: | have noticed that a certain motorcycle brand is be-
coming very popular with dentists. We ordered 10 of them, and
indeed, | sold some di erent dentist each of these motorcycles.

a. japrodal kakomu-to zubnomuvra£u ka°dyi
| sold some dental doctor.dat each
motociklet

motorcycleacc
| sold to some dentist each motorcycle.

9> 8
8>9

Example (103-a) featuring the verb ‘liken' is used to demonstrate that
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the non-linear scope arises in 10-DO in Group 2. As we see, the context
speci es that the students denoted by the universally quantied DO are
Ivan's students.

(103)  Scenario: Ivan plays a literary game with his students where he
likens them to a set of famous Russian writers.

a. Ivan upodobil kakomu-to pisatelju  ka°dogo ufenika

Ivan likened some writer.dat each student.acc
Ivan likened each student to some writer.

9> 8

8>9

We now move to the examples argued to exhibit frozen scope in the
order I0-DO. (104-a) features the verb ‘repair' which, in (Boneh and Nash,
2017)'s analysis, belongs to Group 3, that is to the group of verbs for which
the dative is associated with the bene-/malefactive interpretation and which
in the 10-DO order do not allow non-linear scope. However, notice that,
even though, just like the examples with the free scope in the 10-DO shown
above, the sentence in (104-a) is presented with a context, this context does
not determine the domain of the universal quanti er contained in the DO.
The context introduces the subject of the sentence in (104-a), that is Ivan,
and the indirect object, Ivan's friends, but does not specify what set of cars
the universal QP in the DO refers to. Given that the universal QP is not
restricted by the context, it gets its restriction from the dative 10 - some
friend.

(104)  Scenario: Ivan is the best mechanic among his friends and generous

with his time

a. ivan po£inil kakomu-to drugu ka®duju mazinu
Ivan repaired some friend.dat each car.acc
Ivan repaired each car for some friend.
9> 8
*8>9

To corroborate the conclusion that 10-DO does not exhibit scope uidity
when the dative is interpreted as bene-/malefactive, (Boneh and Nash, 2017)
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use the verb “sell. As already mentioned, this verb belongs to Group 1, that is
the group for which the dative can either have a goal or a bene-/malefactive
interpretation. As we saw in (102-a), (Boneh and Nash, 2017) argue that
with the goal interpretation of the dative, the non-linear scope in the 10-DO

is available. In contrast, example (105-a) is meant to show that when the
dative gets benefactive interpretation, the 10-DO construction with the verb
“sell' behaves along the lines of Group 3 where the non-linear scope in |0-DO
is unavailable. Again, the context facilitates the relevant interpretation of
the dative with the dentists now bene ting from their motorcycles being sold
to someone else. It does not however determine the domain of the universal
QP contained in the direct object. As a result, the restriction is achieved
through the dative - some dentist.

(105)  Scenario 2: Dentists of this dental society are famous motorcycle
collectors. They decided that they would like now to raise funds
for just causes and thought that the best way would be to sell their
motorbike collections.

a. japrodal kakomu-to zubnomuvratu kacldyi
| sold some dental doctor.dat each
motociklet

motorcycle/acc

| sold for some dentist each motorcycle.
9> 8

*8> 9

Now, in (98-a) | showed that in Polish the availability of the non-linear scope

in 10-DO with the verb 'send’ (Group 1 in (Boneh and Nash, 2017) is tied to
the domain restriction outside the 10. An obvious prediction follows for the
examples with the frozen scope in (104-a) and (105-a). The non-linear scope
should become available just in case we set up the domain of the universal
DO by the context. This prediction is indeed borne out. (106) is a Polish
translation of (104-a). Without context, which could restrict the domain of
the universal quanti er in the DO, this sentence only allows for the direct
scope reading. However, when the same sentence is presented in the context
which sets up the domain of the universal QP, as in (107-a), the non-linear
scope becomes available.
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(106)  Janeknaprawi@ jakiemutznajomemuka»dy samochod.
John repaired some  friend.dat every car.acc
John repaired some friend every car.
9> 8
*8>9

(207) Scenario: John's cars need to be repaired, so as he can give them
to his friends.

a. Janeknaprawi®jakiemuzznajomemuka»dy samochdd.
John repaired some  friend.dat every car.acc
John repaired some friend every car.

The same applies to (105-a). Without context, the Polish translation of
(105-a) exhibits frozen scope (108).

(108)  Sprzeda?emakiemuzxdentytcie ka»dy motocykl.

l.sold some dentist.dat every motorcycleacc
| sold some dentist every motorcycle.

9> 8

*8> 9

The non-linear scope obtains when the sentence from (108) is preceded by
context which restricts the domain of the universal in DO (109-a).

(109) Here are the motorcycles that | sold, because the dentists couldn't
do it themselves.

a. Sprzeda?emakiemutdentytcie ka»dy motocykl.
l.sold some dentist.dat every motorcycleacc
| sold some dentist every motorcycle.

The classi cation proposed in (Boneh and Nash, 2017) cannot be applied to
Polish. First, the binding facts in Polish are conditioned by precedence and
are independent of the type of verb. As for the results of the other diagnostic,
that is scope, | argued that the results are confounded by context which in
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the relevant examples restricts the domain of the direct object.

2.3.3 Three classes of ditransitive verbs in Polish (S!ska,
2019)

(S!ska, 2019) divides the ditransitive constructions she analyses into three
groups based on the type of dative the verb selects. Class 1 with recipi-
ent dative comprises the following verbs: "wys2a¢' (send), zaniex¢' (take),
“dostarczy¢' (deliver), ‘przekaza¢' (hand over), ‘przys?a¢' (send over), pole-
ci¢' (recommend), ‘przypomnie¢’ (remind) and ‘pokaza¢' (show). Class 2
with dative denoting a path consists of two verbs: “powierzy¢' (entrust) and
‘podporzijdkowat' (subordinate). In Class 3 there are verbs that take free
bene/malefactive dative arguments: “otworzy¢' (open), zamknj¢' (close),
“zepsu€' (break) and "naprawi¢’ (repair). The overall architecture of the clas-
si cation is predetermined by parallel classi cations developed for Czech and
Russian by (Dvo°ak, 2010) and (Boneh and Nash, 2017) respectively.

As already discussed, in order to assign structures to the three classes
of ditransitives, (S!ska, 2019) conducts a series of experiments testing scope
interpretation between the objects in two types of constructions. The rst
type are standard ditransitive constructions, such as (110):

(110) a. Haker wys?a?jakiemuzpracownikowi ka»dy plik.
Hackersent some  workerdat every le.acc
The hacker sent some worker every le.

b. Hakerwys?a?jakit plik ka»demupracownikowi.
The hackersent some le.acc every workerdat
Hacker sent some le to every worker.

The second type are ditransitive constructions involving coordination, such
as (111).

(111) a. Haker wys?a?jakiemutpracownikowiwirusa i  ka»dy
Hackersent some  workerdat spamacc and every
plik.
le. acc

The hacker sent some worker spam and every le.
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b. Haker wys2a?jakix plik dyrektorowi i  ka»demu
Hackersent some le. acc director.dat and every
pracownikowi.
worker.dat
The hacker sent some le to a director and every worker.

Based on scope patterns emerging from the results of the experiments, (S'ska,
2019) assigns the structures to the three classes of ditransitives as follows.

Class 1 is scope rigid, allowing only the linear scope reading in the 10-
DO order both in structures without and with coordination. DO-IO order
in Class 1 is ambiguous both in structures without and with coordination,
with the non-linear scope reading signi cantly diminished in the latter con-
dition. Based on these facts, (S!ska, 2019) proposes that I0-DO is the
base-generated structure with DO merged with the verb rst and 10 gener-
ated high as a speci er of an applicative head. This accounts for the lack
of ambiguity in this order. Conversely, the ambiguity of the DO-10 without
coordination and the diminished accessibility of the non-linear scope in DO
with coordination is captured in the structure where the DO has scrambled
higher than 10, from which position it reconstructs.

Class 2 is unambiguous in the order 10-DO and ambiguous in the order
DO-10. These scope facts were observed both in standard ditransitive con-
structions and in ditransitives involving coordination. So far, these ndings
are essentially the same as for the verbs in Class 1. The di erence comes
in the availability of the non-linear scope in DO-10 involving coordination.
Unlike in Class 1, in Class 2 the drop in the accessibility of the non-linear
scope did not reach statistical signi cance. (S!'ska, 2019) concludes from the
last nding that, unlike in Class 1 verbs where the ambiguity in DO-IO is
due to ATB-scrambling, the ambiguity in the DO-10 order in Class 2 verbs,
which was not signi cantly diminished in coordination structures, is due to
structural ambiguity. First, the 10 is merged lower than DO as a comple-
ment of a null preposition denoting a path. Second, the prepositional 10 and
DO c-command each other. With the structure for the unambiguous 10-DO
order, (S!ska, 2019) follows (Richard K. Larson, 1988c), (Richard K Larson,
2014)'s dative/Applicative Shift. As the preposition in Class 2 verbs assigns
the same theta-role as the verb, it is optionally deleted followed by the 10
argument A-movement to spec,vAppl. The motivation for the movement lies
in Case reasons, therefore reconstruction for scope is impossible, hence the
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frozen scope in this order.

Class 3 verbs generated relatively the same scope facts as Class 2 verbs.
That is 10-DO was scope frozen, whereas DO-IO was ambiguous with the
ambiguity una ected by coordination. Given these results, (S!ska, 2019)
proposes that Class 3 verbs have the same structure as the verbs in Class 2
with the preposition assigning a target person role.

As can be seen, the scope facts revealed in the experiments do not signif-
icantly di er between the three classes of verbs. In all three classes 10-DO
emerged as scope frozen and DO-I0 as ambiguous. Yet, this crucial gen-
eralisation is not captured in the theory which assigns the purported three
classes structures which di er in terms of the position of IO and DO in re-
lation to each other. Note that all verbs analysed by (S!ska, 2019) would
belong to the same class as per the classi cation | developed in (62). Thus,
the ambiguous word order, DO-IO has the same, rightward ascending struc-
ture across all verbs. The unambiguous word order, I0-DO has the same,
rightward descending structure across all verbs.

Moreover, the experimental data supporting the classi cation does not
seem to have statistical power. There are eight verbs assigned to class 1 and
they are tested in all ve experiments. It is therefore reasonable to take the
results of the experiments regarding scope interpretation in class 1 ditran-
sitives as real. The same cannot apply to the other two classes. In class
3 there were only four verbs and they were only tested in one experiment.
Given that the point of including the verbs in class 3 was to compare their
characteristics with the verbs of class 1, it would be statistically more pow-
erful to include the same number of verbs in each class. As class 3 consists
of verbs taking free/unselected datives, it is clear that eight (and many more
for that matter) verbs exist that could represent class 3 in the experiments.
As for class 2, only two verbs were tested and in only one experiment. Unlike
class 3, class 2 is much more limited. However, several more verbs are found
in the equivalents of class 2 in the analysis by (Dvo°ak, 2010) and (Boneh
and Nash, 2017). One justi cation of why S!ska excludes some verbs from
class 2 is the fact that not all verbs which have accusative-dative frame in
Czech and Russian have the same frame in Polish; they have PP-accusative
frame instead. However, this does not apply to all verbs which were not

3A more detailed proposal accounting for scope ambiguity speci ¢ to the rightward as-
cending structure DO-10 and scope rigidity speci c to the rightward descending structure
for 10-DO will of course need to wait until Chapter 4.
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included in S!ska's tests. In fact, when arguing that in class 2 the dative
can denote an inanimate entity, S!ska provides an example using the verb
“subject’ (poddawat), which in (Dvo°ak, 2010) and (Boneh and Nash, 2017)'s
analysis belongs to the class equivalent to (S!ska, 2019)'s class 2. Yet, this
verb is not included in S!ska's experiments.

Recall that | showed that the verb “subject' (podda¢) (together with the
verb “expose' (wystawi¢) contrast with the rest of the ditransitive verbs in
Polish in a signi cant way. | showed that the verb "podda¢' (and the verb
‘wystawi¢') forms a constituent with the dative marked indirect object to
the exclusion of the accusativemarked direct object. The verbs do not form
a constituent with the accusativemarked direct object to the exclusion of
the dative marked indirect object. Moreover, and crucially in the context of
scope facts, in the ditransitives headed by these verbs the order 10-DO is
ambiguous, whereas the DO-10 is unambiguous. The analysis which excludes
the verb 'podda¢’ misses this crucial contrast existing among the ditransitives
in Polish.

Given that class 2 and class 3 are represented by a limited nhumber of
verbs, the experiments testing scope interpretation in these two classes do
not seem to be statistically powerful. Nevertheless, the scope facts give
(S'ska, 2019) the basis for proposing structures concomitant to each class.
In fact, the structures are built purely based on the scope facts revealed in
the experiments. No other scope-independent syntactic diagnostics are used
in support of the structural classi cation argued for. Recall that | showed in
section 1.4.2 that ditransitives headed by each of the verbs tested by (S!ska,
2019) feature a constituent consisting of the verb and the direct object to the
exclusion of the indirect object and none of the verbs features a constituent
consisting of the verb and the indirect object to the exclusion of the direct
object. The structures proposed by (S!ska, 2019) are thus inconsistent with
the syntactic characteristics of the verbs in question revealed in section 1.4.2
by the six structural diagnostics.

In sum, the classi cation proposed by S!ska seems to be both too speci ¢
and too general. It misses an important generalisation, that is the fact that all
ditransitives featuring in the experiments emerged as ambiguous in the order
DO-10 and unambiguous in the order I0-DO. The structural classi cation
is based on scope facts emerging from experiments which lack statistical
power. Moreover, the classi cation does not include verbs which are truly
contrastive among Polish ditransitives, that is the verbs which are ambiguous
in the order 10-DO and unambiguous in the order DO-I0O.
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2.4 Three classes of ditransitive verbs in Rus-
sian (Antonyuk, 2015)

(Antonyuk, 2015) and (Antonyuk, 2020)'s analysis covers a wide array of
ditransitive constructions with an accusative and an oblique marked comple-
ments that can occur in either order. The paramount issue which the analysis
has to do with the relative scope interpretation between the two complements
in the ditransitive constructions. The scope facts divide Russian ditransi-
tives into three groups: ditransitives in which the oblique-accusative order is
frozen and accusative-oblique order is ambiguous, those where the accusative-
oblique order is frozen and oblique-accusative ambiguous and those where
both orders are ambiguous.

Scope ambiguity is explained by QR. Frozen scope is explained by Scope
Freezing Generalisation.

(112)  Scope Freezing Generalization (SFG)
Scope freezing results when one QP raises over another to a c-
commanding position within the VP as a result of a single instance
of movement.

Below | present the three groups of ditransitives in more detail.

Group 1 comprises ditransitives which are ambiguous in the accusative-
oblique order and unambiguous in the oblique-accusative order. Examples
of verbs which display these properties are as follows: 'dat’ Acc-Dat (give
sth to smb), 'poobe2£at’ Acc-Dat (promise sth to smb), 'zave2£at’ Acc-Dat
(bequeath sth to smb), 'najti* Acc-Dat ( nd sth for smb), 'prostit’ Acc-Dat
(forgive sth to smb), 'napisat’ Acc-Dat or Acc/k Dat (write sth to smb),
'sdelat’ Acc-Dat (do sth to smb), 'predioCit’ Acc-Dat (o er sth to smb),
‘ostavit’ Acc-Dat (leave sth to smb), potrebovat' Acc-s Acc (demand sth
from smb), 'zaklju£it' pari Acc-s Ins (place a bet with smb) etc. Antonyuk
notes that many of the predicates of Group 1 form set expressions, but there
is no single semantic feature which uni es the verbs in this group. Group 1
is exempli ed by the verb “podarit' in (113) and (114) below.

(113) U£itel' podari-I [kak-uju-to knig-u]  [ka°d-omu
teacherPO-presentedsome bookacc every
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student-ul].

student.dat

The teacher presented some book to every student.
9>8;8>9

(114) U£itel' po-dari-I [kak-omu-to student-u] [ka°d-uju
teacherPO-presentedsome studentdat every
knig-ul].
bookacc
The teacher presented some student with every book.
9> 8;*8>9

Group 1 thus includes the standard ditransitives with the accusative -
dative marked complements whose structure has been subject of a debate in
the analyses by (Bailyn, 1995a), (Dyakonova, 2007) and (Boneh and Nash,
2017) among others. In Antonyuk's terms, Group 1 ditransitives have a base-
generated structure in the order accusative-oblique with the Oblique argu-
ment generated low and c-commanded by the accusative . In this order QR
applies freely and generates scope ambiguity. The order oblique-accusative
is derived and involves crossing of the oblique argument over the accusative ,
which results in scope freezing as per Scope Freezing Generalisation in (112).

In Group 2 the order oblique-accusative is ambiguous, whereas accusative
-blique constructions are unambiguous. The following verbs are members
of Group 2: oskorbit' Acc-Ins (insult smb with sth), 'podvergnut’ Acc-Ins
(subject smb to sth), 'izoblifit' Acc-s Ins (expose smb in sth), ‘'ozadaf'it’
Acc-Ins (perplex smb with sth), 'za2£'itit' Acc-ot Acc (protect smb from
sth/smb), 'obvinit' Acc-v Acc (blame smb for sth), 'priznat'sja’ Dat-v Acc
(admit to smb in sth), 'ubedit’ Acc-v Acc (convince smb in sth), 'predupredit’
Acc-0 Acc (warn smb about sth), 'otgovorit' Acc-ot Acc (dissuade smb from
sth), 'sprjatat’ Acc-ot Acc (hide smb from sth/smb). Semantically, Antonyuk
argues, the constructions in this group share the property of the a ectedness
interpretation of the accusative object. Group 2 is exempli ed by the verb
‘ugostit' (treat).

(115) Ma2a ugosti-l-a [kak-im-to pe£en'je-m][ka°d-ogorebenka]
Mashatreated some cookieins every child.acc
Masha treated every child to some cookie.
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9>8;8>9

(116) Ma2a ugosti-l-a [kak-ogo-torebenk-a] [ka®d-ym pefen’je-m].

Mashatreated some child.acc every cookieins
Masha treated some child to every cookie.
9>8;*8>9

As the constructions of Group 2 are a mirror image of Group 1 in terms of
scope interpretation of the two internal arguments, Antonyuk proposes that
they have a rightward descending structure where the base-generated order
is oblique-accusative. Ambiguity in this order is due to QR. The reversed
order of arguments, that is accusative-oblique is derived and involves the
accusative object crossing over the oblique thus resulting in scope freezing.
Group 3 consists of ditransitives which, according to Antonyuk, are am-
biguous in both oblique-accusative and accusative-oblique order. Below are
examples of verbs which belong to Group 3: 'ostavit' Acc-v Acc (leave
sth/smb in sth), 'polo®it’ Acc-na Acc or v Acc (put sth on sth or in sth), 'ot-
dat' Acc-Dat (give away/give back sth to smb), ‘zapisat' Acc-v Acc or na/P
(write down sth in or on sth), 'vyrastit' Acc v P (grow sth in sth/somewhere),
‘otpravit Acc-na Acc (send sth/smb to sth), 'usly?at' Acc-ot Acc or o Gen-ot
Acc (hear about sth/smb from smb), ‘izvleE' Acc-iz Gen (extract sth from
somewhere), 'prisoedinit’ Acc-k Dat (annex/attach sth to sth), '‘zagnat' Acc-
v Acc (corner/drive someone in some place/somewhere), 'vstavit' Acc-v Acc
(insert sth into sth/somewhere) etc. As in Group 1, in Group 3 many predi-
cates form set idiomatic expressions. Moreover, in many of Group 3 construc-
tions, the prepositional phrase denotes location/direction. Scopal properties
of Group 3 verbs are illustrated by the verb "napisat’ (write) below.

(117) Ma2a na-pisa-l-a[kak-o0j-to slogan] na [ka°d-oj sten-e].

Mashawrote some sloganacc onevery wall.dat
Masha wrote some slogan on every wall.
9>8;8>9

(118) Ma2a na-pisa-l-ana [kak-0j-to stene] [ka®d-yj slogan].

Mashawrote on some wall.loc every sloganacc
Masha wrote every slogan on some wall.
9>8;8>9
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Antonyuk proposes that Group 3 predicates are base-generated with a struc-
ture parallel to Group 1 - low oblique c-commanded by the accusative. Given
that both orders in Group 3 display ambiguity, it follows that Scope Freez-
ing Generalisation involving the movement of the lower Oblique argument to
a position c-commanding the accusative is not in operation. Antonyuk ar-
gues that this is because the oblique-accusative order results from the Light
Predicate Raising as in (Richard K Larson, 1988a).

The structural account reported above crucially rests on the assump-
tion that the accusative-oblique in standard Russian ditransitives, such as
“give' (Group 1 in Antonyuk's analysis where the oblique-accusative order is
frozen and accusative-oblique is ambiguous) is the base-generated order with
the oblique argument generated low and c-commanded by the accusative ar-
gument. In this assumption, Antonyuk follows the position represented in
(Bailyn, 1995a). However, as we have seen in 1.5, structural treatment of
Russian ditransitives is a contentious matter. Recall that Bailyn's arguments
regarding the low position of the dative versus the high position of the ac-
cusative argument have been convincingly contested by (Dyakonova, 2007)
and (Boneh and Nash, 2017). Although Antonyuk's analysis of Russian di-
transitives is, as she notes, in line with the structure proposed by (Bailyn,
1995a) it does not provide any additional independent support, such as con-
situency diagnostics, for this paramount structural assumption on which her
theory is based. Apart from the scope diagnostic described above, two other
tests are reported in Antonyuk's analysis: the distributive "po' and Genitive
of negation. | summarise them below.

(Pesetsky, 1982) noted that direct objects of transitive predicates and
subjects of unaccusative predicates can appear as objects of the distributive
‘po' in Russian. On the other hand, subjects of transitive and unergative
predicates typically cannot. In Antonyuk's data, Group 1 (119) and Group
3 (120) accusatives can freely be the objects of the distributive "po’.

(119) U£itel' po-dari-l po tetradk-e ka°d-omu student-u.
TeacherpresentedPO notebookdat every student.dat
The teacher presented a notebook to every student.

(120) Ma2a na-pisa-l-apo slogan-u na ka°d-oj sten-e.
Mashawrote PO slogandat onevery wall
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Masha wrote a slogan on every wall.

However, the distributive "po' cannot modify an accusative object in Group
2 constructions (121):

(121) *Ma2a ugosti-l-apo rebenk-u (kak-im-to pefen'je-m).
Mashatreated PO child.dat some cookieins
Masha treated each child to a cookie.

This, in Antonyuk’s analysis, suggests that the accusative object in Group
2 is structurally di erent to the accusative objects of Group 1 and Group 3
verbs.

The second diagnostic is the Genitive of negation test. In parallel to
allowing the modi cation by the distributive "po’, accusative objects in Group
1 and Group 3 verbs allow alternation to genitive under negation (122), (123):

(122) Ufitel' ne po-dari-l tetradk-i.
teacherNEG presentednotebookgen
The teacher didn't present a notebook.

(123) Ma?a ne na-pisa-l-azapisk-i.
MashaNEG wrote note.gen
Masha didn't write a note.

In Group 2 verbs, genitive alternation under negation of accusative objects
is ungrammatical, just as is the modi cation by distributive "po’ which we
have seen above.

(124) *Ma2a ne ugosti-l-a podrug-i.
MashaNEG treated girlfriend.gen
Masha didn't treat a friend.

Based on the two tests, Antonyuk derives the conclusion that Group 2 ac-
cusative objects are di erent to the accusative objects of Group 1 and Group 3
verbs. Speci cally, the inability of Group 2 accusative objects to be modi ed
by the distributive "po' and to undergo genitive alternation under negation
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is, according to Antonyuk, indicative that these objects are not true objects
of the verb. Antonyuk further notes that they can be analysed with a struc-
ture in which the accusative object is generated low, inside a PP whose null
P head assigns lexical accusative head.

As | noted above, the two tests do not provide independent evidence for
the structural positions of the objects in relation to each other. What they
do support is a classi cation of Russian ditransitives where Group 2 ditran-
sitives form a class which is distinct to Group 1 and Group 3 ditransitives.
This is only partially in line with Antonyuk'’s classi cation, where of course
in addition to Group 2, Group 1 and Group 3 form separate classes. Nei-
ther the distributive "po' test nor the Genitive of negation test provide any
evidence for the distinction between Group 1 and Group 3 ditransitives. In
structural terms, in line with Antonyuk's analysis, the two tests show that
Group 1 and Group 3 ditransitives are likely to have the same base-generated
structure. However, they do not provide any support for the fact that the
purported derived orders are derived in these two groups in distinct ways.

We now move to the application of Antonyuk’s account to Polish.

Before we looked at Antonyuk's account of Russian, we analysed Polish di-
transitive verbs which take two obligatory complements: accusative and da-
tive/Prepositional Phrase headed by "to' (do) or "on' (na). We also analysed
constructions with an obligatory accusative object and an optional bene -
ciary/male ciary dative object. When the diagnostics used by Antonyuk in
her classi cation, that is scope, distributive 'po’ and Genitive of negation,
are applied to those verbs, they corroborate our conclusion from 2.2, that is
the Polish ditransitives with accusative-dative/Prepositional Phrase "na' or
“do' frame divide into two classes. The rst class is a subset of Antonyuk's
Group 1 and incorporates all verbs mentioned above apart from the verb
“expose’ and ‘subject. The second class consists of the verbs “expose' and
‘subject.

(125) and (126) with the familiar scope test show that oblique-accusative
order is unambiguous and accusative-oblique is ambiguous in Polish with the
verb “dawa¢' (give). This verb belongs to Antonyuk's Group 1 of Russian
ditransitives and represents the scope behaviour of verbs from class 1 in
Polish.
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(125) Nauczycielda? jakiemuzstudentowi kax»dj ksij»k].
Teacher gavesome  studentdat every bookacc
The teacher gave some student every book.
9> 8;*8>9

(126) Nauczycielda® jakjt ksij»k!  ka»demustudentowi.
Teacher gavesomebookacc every  student.dat
The teacher gave some book to every student.
9>8;8>9

Conversely, (127) and (128) below show that oblique-accusative order is am-
biguous and accusative-oblique order is unambiguous in Polish with the verb
‘poddac’ (subject). This verb is a member of Antonyuk's Group 2 and for
Polish it represents the scope behaviour of verbs from class 2.

(127) Nauczycielpodda?® jakiemuxbadaniu kax»dj teori;.
Teacher subjectedsome test.dat every theoryacc
The teacher subjected every theory to some test.
9>8;8>9

(128) Nauczycielpodda? jaki+ teori| ka»demubadaniu.
Teacher subjectedsometheory.acc every test.dat
The teacher subjected some theory to every test.
9>8;*8>9

The distributive 'po’ test used by Antonyuk further supports the dichotomy
between Class 1 and Class 2 ditransitives in Polish.

(129) Nauczycielda® po ksij»ce ka»demustudentowi.
Teacher gavePO bookloc every  student.dat
The teacher gave every student a book.

(130) *Nauczycielpodda® po teorii ka»demubadaniu.
Teacher subjectedPO theoryloc every test.dat
Intended: The teacher subjected a (di erent) theory to every test.
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The Genitive of negation test, however, is uninformative. Both accusative
object of the verb 'give' and the accusative object of the verb 'subject’ obli-
gatorily take the genitive case under negation. This is shown in (131) and
(132).

(131) Nauczycielnie da? ksij»ki  studentowi.
Teacher not gavebookgen student.dat
The teacher did not give a book to the student.

(132) Nauczycielnie podda? teorii badaniu.
Teacher not subjectedtheory.gen test.dat
The teacher did not subject the theory to the test.

The Polish facts as presented so far are in agreement with the classi cation
proposed by Antonyuk. The crucial di erence between the account devel-
oped for Polish thus far and Antonyuk's account of Russian ditransitives lies
in the structure proposed for the two classes. As a reminder, based on several
syntactic tests, we have seen that Polish ditransitives in Class 1 (a subset
of Antonyuk's Group 1) have a rightward ascending structure when in or-
der accusative-oblique and a rightward descending structure when in order
oblique-accusative. In Class 2 (a subset of Antonyuk's Group 2) we have
argued for a rightward ascending structure for the order oblique-accusative
and rightward descending structure for the reverse accusative-oblique.

Antonyuk's classi cation invites us to broaden our analysis to incorpo-
rate a much greater variety of ditransitive constructions, including verbs for
whom the oblique complement is optional and going beyond the accusative-
dative/PP 'na’ or 'do' frame.

Polish equivalents of all the verbs that Antonyuk lists in Group 1 display
uniform behaviour. That is, in all Polish equivalents of the verbs from Group
1, the oblique-accusative order is frozen and the accusative-oblique order is
ambiguous. The accusative object in all of those verbs can be modi ed by
the distributive "po' and it obligatorily changes into the genitive under nega-
tion. The verbs from Group 1 also behave uniformly under the tests from 2.2.
Predicate clefts, focus fronting and ‘robi¢ to' substitution provide evidence
that in Group 1 the verb forms an exclusive constituent with the accusative
but not with the oblique. Scope of 'again' and scope between numeral ad-
verbial 'twice' and inde nites show that the oblique argument c-commands
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the accusative argument in both oblique-accusative and accusative-Oblique
orders. These verbs are thus an extension to Class 1.

As for Group 2 in Polish, under the tests used by Antonyuk all verbs
behave uniformly and in most part in a way which is distinct to Group 1. In
all constructions, the accusative-oblique order is frozen, whereas the oblique-
accusative order is ambiguous. Neither the accusative nor the oblique argu-
ment can be modi ed by the distributive 'po’ in these constructions. These
facts are identical to the Russian facts. However, the Polish facts dier in
the Genitive of negation test. In all constructions from group 2, just as in
group 1, the accusative obligatorily changes into genitive. Moreover, the
diagnostics show that this group is not homogeneous in Polish. In terms
of constituency, only 'subject’ (podda¢) and 'expose' (wystawi¢) are mirror
images of the verbs in Class 1. As has already been shown, in ditransi-
tive constructions with these two verbs, the verb forms a constituent with
the oblique object to the exclusion of the accusative object and there is no
evidence of a constituent consisting of the verb and the accusative to the
exclusion of the oblique. In the rest of the verbs from Antonyuk’s group 2,
the verb forms a constituent with either of the objects. That is, the verb
can form a constituent with the indirect object to the exclusion of the direct
object and the verb can form a constituent with the direct object to the
exclusion of the indirect object. | will use the verb 'obrazi¢' to demonstrate
it. (133) shows that the verb 'obrazi¢' (o end) can be clefted with the ac-
cusative object stranding the instrumental object in (133-a) and the verb can
be clefted with the instrumental object stranding the accusative in (133-b).

(133) a. ObrazitJanka, to obrazietale nie »artem.
oend Johngen TO oended but not joke.nst
As for o ending John, you did o end him, but not with a joke.

b. Obrazi¢»artem, to obrazi®exale nie Janka.
oend jokeinst TO oended but not John.inst
As for o ending with a joke, you did o end someone, but not
John.

In Polish, the verbs from Group 3 behave just like the verbs from Group 1.
In the ditransitive constructions with these verbs, the verb and the accusative
object form an exclusive constituent. The verb and the dative do not. In fact,
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one of the verbs in Antonyuk's Group 3 is the verb 'po2o»yc' (put on) which
was one of the 16 verbs tested in my experiment on scope in the ditransitive
constructions (92) whose behaviour was demonstrated with the use of ‘da¢’
(give) in section 1.4.2.

Taken together, the facts give us the following conclusions. In Polish,
Antonyuk's Group 1 and Group 3 verbs behave uniformly like verbs in Polish
Class 1. Class 1 thus gets updated to include the verbs from Antonyuk's
Group 1 and Group 3 as in (134).

(134) Class 1 accusative-dative frame : 'da¢’ (give), 'odebra¢’ (take
away), ‘dostarczy¢’ (deliver), 'przedstawi¢’ (introduce), 'przydzieli¢’
(assign), 'przyniex¢' (bring), 'przysda¢’ (send), 'pokaza¢' (show),
'sprzedat’ (sell), 'wyda¢' (out-give), 'zapewni¢' (provide), 'zabroni¢'
(forbid), 'wybaczy¢' (forgive), 'poxwiici¢’' (devote), 'powierzy¢' (en-
trust), 'zostawi¢' (leave), 'podporzjdkowad’ (subordinate), 'dedykowad’
(dedicate), 'zakaza¢' (forbid), ‘po»yczy¢’' (lend), 'obieca¢’ (promise),
'‘powiedzied’ (tell), 'og2osi¢’ (announce), 'zaniex¢' (take), 'przekazad’
(hand over), 'poleci¢’ (recommend), '‘przypomnie¢ (remind), 'naprawi¢’
(repair), 'uspokoi¢' (calm), 'stworzy¢' (create), 'zepsu¢' (break), 'ot-
worzy¢' (open), 'zamknj¢' (close), 'zrobi¢' (do), 'ugotowa¢' (cook),
'zapisa¢' (bequath), 'znale¢' ( nd), 'zaoferowa¢' (o er); accusative-

PP frame with the preposition 'na’ (on) . 'ustawi¢' (place),
'‘powiesi¢’ (hang), 'po?o»y¢' (put); accusative-PP frame with
the preposition 'do' (to, towards, into) . 'dobra¢’ (match),

'doda¢’ (add), 'wla¢' (pour), ‘przysunj¢' (move), ‘pod?jczy¢’' (con-
nect), 'dostosowat¢’ (adjust), ‘'upodobni¢’ (liken), 'predestynowad¢’
(predestine), 'dodjczy¢’ (attach), 'zagoni¢' (corner), ‘wstawi¢' (in-
sert); accusative-PP frame with the preposition 'od' / 'Z'

(from) : 'potrzebowa¢' (need), 'wymaga¢' (demand), 'us?ysze¢' (hear),
'wycijgnj¢' (extract).

All verbs in class 1 are base generated in a rightward ascending structure for
the order DO-IO/PP. The order I0/PP-DO is derived from DO-IO/PP and
has a rightward descending structure. In all the verbs, the accusative object
carries the theme interpretation, the dative a recipient or bene/male ciary
interpretation and the prepositional phrase a location or direction interpreta-
tion. Moreover, | analyse the dative as a complement of a silent preposition.
As for Group 2, | argue that the lack of their homogeneity is only apparent
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and all the verbs from this group belong to Polish Class 2. The nal set of
verbs in Class 2 is given in (135).

(135) Class 2
accusative-dative : '‘podda¢’ (subject);accusative-instrumental
‘obrazi¢’ (insult), 'zak®opota¢' (perplex), '‘poczistowad’ (treat),accusative-
PP with the preposition 'na’ (to) : 'wystawi¢' (expose);accusative-
PP with the preposition 'przed’ (against, from) : 'ochroni¢’
(protect), 'obwinia¢' (blame), 'ukry¢' (hide), 'ostrzega¢' (warn);
accusative-PP with the preposition: 'do’ (to) . 'przyzna¢’
(admit), 'przekonat¢’ (convince), 'odwiex¢' (dissuade)

In all the verbs in Class 2, the order DO-10O/PP is frozen, the order IO/PP-
DO is ambiguous. As further shown by the six structural diagnostics, for all
ditransitive constructions with these verbs, the verb can form a constituent
with the indirect object (dative, instrumental or a PP) to the exclusion of
the direct object (accusative). Apart from '‘podda¢’ (subject) and 'wystawi¢'
(expose), all verbs can form a constituent with the direct object (accusative)
to the exclusion of the indirect object. What distinguishes the verbs which
can form exclusive constituent with either object from the verb ‘podda¢' and
'wystawi¢' is the fact that the exible constituency verbs, apart from being
ditransitives, all have a monotransitive variant with the accusative as the
direct object.

(136) Janek zawszeobra»a Marysil.
John.nom always o ends Mary.acc
John always o ends Mary.

Given the double nature of the verbs in Class 2, my preliminary proposal
is thus the following: the ditransitive versions of all these verbs and the verb
'podda¢’ and 'wystawi¢' are mirror-images of Class 1, and are base-generated
in a rightward ascending structure in the order I0/PP-DO (137)* The order
DO-I0/PP is derived from IO/PP-DO is a rightward descending structure
(138). This accounts for the constituency and scope facts. The verb in
both orders forms a constituent with the 10/PP to the exclusion of the DO.
Moreover, in both orders, the DO c-commands the IO/PP overtly accounting

41 would like to stress that this is a preliminary proposal and much more work is needed
in order to very whether the treatment proposed here is on the right track.
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for the availability of the wide scope of the DO. In the order IO/PP-DO,
IO/PP can scope over DO which can be explained with the assumption that
the IO/PP can QR. And just like in Class 1, the order which is frozen has a
more complex structure which is derived from the ambiguous order.

(137)  I0/PP-DO

DO

V  IO/PP
(138) DO-IO/PP

'ty 10/PP

!
1/
7

The monotransitive version in the verbs that allow it, that is all verbs apart
from 'podda¢’ and 'wystawi¢' is base generated in a rightward descending
structure for the order 10-DO (139). The order DO-IO is derived from the
I0-DO in a rightward descending structure as in (140). This accounts for
the V-DO constituent. As for the scope facts, in the ambiguous 10-DO, 10
overtly c-commands DO and DO can QR over IO. And as is the case with
frozen order in Class 1 and frozen order in the truly ditransitive verbs in Class
2, the structure is more complex and derived from the ambiguous order.
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(139)

(140)

\
DO
ty
10
ty  tpo

Another property that all the verbs in Class 2 have in common is the a ect-
edness interpretation of the accusative object and the eventive semantics of
the dative, instrumental and the PP object®

5The verb 'treat' does not share the eventive semantics of the instrumental object with
the rest of the verb in Class 2. | do not know how to account for this fact.
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2.5 Conclusion

In Chapter 2, we analysed a wide range of ditransitive verbs in Polish based
on the verbs used in the classi cations of ditransitive verbs for Czech in
(Dvo®ak, 2010), for Russian by (Boneh and Nash, 2017) and (Antonyuk,
2015), and for Polish by (S!ska, 2019). The behaviour of the verbs under a
number of structural diagnostics as well as their semantics allow us to make
a two-way classi cation with the nal list of verbs in the two classes given in
(134) and (135).

In the rst class, the verb merges rst with the direct object in a right-
ward ascending structure for the order DO-IO/PP. The order 10/PP-DO
has a rightward descending structure derived from DO-IO/PP. This class
consists of verbs which employ the accusative-dative and verbs which em-
ploy the accusative-PP frame. The accusative object carries the theme inter-
pretation, the dative a recipient or bene/male ciary interpretation and the
prepositional phrase a location or direction interpretation. The dative object
is generated as a complement of a preposition. In the second class, the verb
merges with the indirect object rstin a rightward ascending structure for the
order IO/PP-DO. The order DO-IO/PP has a rightward descending struc-
ture derived from IO/PP-DO. This class encompasses verbs which use the
accusative-instrumental, accusative-dative and accusative-PP frame. The
accusative object carries an a ectedness interpretation, the dative, instru-
mental and the object in the prepositional phrase carry eventive semantics.
The accusative object is generated as a complement of a prepositién.

Overall, | showed that, even though most Polish ditransitives can be

SInterestingly, some overlap between classes can be detected, for example a verb orig-
inally assigned to the rst class used with an indirect object with an eventive semantics,
will have the characteristics of the second class. And vice versa, a verb from the second
class used with a non-eventive indirect object will share the features of the rst class. For
example, verbs 'subject' and 'expose' have (which can be analysed as light verbs) have
non-light variants with di erent meaning: Polish 'subject' in the non-light variant means
'surrender’, Polish 'expose' in the non-light variant means 'display, take out. In non-light
variants their indirect object does not exhibit eventive semantics. When they occur in the
non-light variants, they behave like the verbs from Class 1 where the V-DO is a constituent
and the V-DO-IO order is ambiguous and V-IO-DO is frozen.

(@ a. Wystawi¢ manekina, to wystawi?, ale nie w oknie.
display dummy.acc TO displayed but not in window.loc
b. *Wystawi¢ w oknie, to wystawi?, ale nie manekina.

display in window.loc TO displayed but not dummy.acc
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accounted for in the structures in (141),?? and (143), there is a group of
verbs for which the hierarchical relationship between the objects is reversed,
as in (144), (145) and (146).

(141) DO-IO (Class 1)

vV DO

(ii) a. Janek wystawi® ka»degomanekina w jednym oknie.
John.nom displayed every dummy.acc in one window.loc .
John displayed every dummy in one window.
8>9

b. Janek wystawi® jednegomanekina w ka»dym oknie.

John.nom displayed one dummy.acc in every window.loc
John displayed one dummy in every window.
8>9

(i)  a. Janek wystawi? w ka»dym oknie jednegomanekina.
John.nom displayedin every window.loc one dummy.
John displayed one dummy in every window.
8>9

b. Janek wystawi® w jednym oknie ka»degomanekina.

John.nom displayedin one  window.loc every dummy.acc
John displayed every dummy in one window.
*8>9

Conversely, Class 1 ditransitives, like 'odda¢' (give back) for example can also have the
light variant (odda¢ opiece.Dat - put under care) where the indirect object has an eventive
semantics, in which case they behave like the light variant of 'subject' and 'expose.
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(142) I0-DO (Class 1)

(143)  10-DO (Class 1)

(144)  10-DO (Class 2)
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(145) DO-IO (Class 2)

(146) DO-10 (Class 2)

Abstractly, both groups of verbs conform to the structures in (147) and (148).
(247)  XP-YP
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(148)  YP-XP

YP
ty XP
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Chapter 3

Experiments

3.1 Introduction

This chapter looks at the distribution of scope ambiguity in Polish. In the
core of it, | report experiments which test the accessibility of non-linear scope
between subject and object in simple monotransitives and between objects
in ditransitives. The rst set of experiments probe whether inverse scope is
available in these constructions in principle. To this end, the design of the ex-
periments implements conditions favourable for the availability of non-linear
scope: biasing context and the misalignment of scope and information struc-
ture in given-new con gurations. The application of the latter environment
is based on the crosslinguistic scope account in (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand,
2012) who predict, that such domains restrict scope transparency and, as
follows, should allow for scope to be realised covertly. In line with my in-
tuition, the results of the experiments show that, at least prima facie, the
distribution of scope ambiguity in Polish is the same as in English. SVO and
V-DO-10 constructions are ambiguous, V-IO-DO and island constructions
are unambiguous. Moreover, | report two experiments which test whether, as
follows from (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand, 2012), non-linear scope is available
if and only if scope cannot be realised overtly. The results of the experiments
which compare the availability of the non-linear scope in given-new and .
all-new and ii.new-given give no indication that this is the case. The ndings
of the experiments directly contribute to the debate over scope interpreta-

1The content in section 3.4 and 3.5 was published under the following reference (Grab-
ska and Abels, 2022)
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tion in Polish and crosslinguistically. The ndings also provide a descriptive
groundwork for the theory of scope developed in the next chapter.

The overview of the chapter goes as follows.

Section 3.2 looks at the crosslinguistic distribution of scope ambiguity.
While there is a consensus wrt the distribution of scope ambiguity in English,
i.e. the ambiguity of monotransitive SVO and ditransitive PDC versus un-
ambiguity of the ditransitive DOC and island constructions, the distribution
of ambiguity in the counterpart constructions in free word order languages is
subject to debate. Is scope of quanti ers in free word order languages, which
by means of word order alternations could display scope relations overtly,
di erent to or the same as in rigid word order languages like English, which
lack the possibility of word order permutations hence scope transparency?
Russian, German, Greek and Hungarian exemplify that deeper inspection,
and experimental testing especially, place free word order languages on the
latter side of the debate - scope facts in free and in rigid word languages
seem to be parallel. The disagreement regarding scope interpretation applies
to Polish. There is a dispute over the availability of the non-linear scope in
monotransitive constructions. Moreover, the literature doesn't seem to be
settled over the interpretation of the V-DO-IO. The latter construction, to-
gether with the V-10-DO structure have been tested experimentally (S'ska,
2019). However, the monotransitives judgements reported in the literature
are based purely on individual introspection. | Il this gap by conducting
relevant experiments on the availability of the non-linear scope in SVO and
OVS. | also test the ditransitive structures, although the design of my ex-
periments di ers from that in (S!ska, 2019).

The design of my experiments both for monotransitive and ditransitive
constructions is motivated in section 3.3. To this end, we look at the design
of experiments on scope of quanti ers in English in (Anderson, 2004). (An-
derson, 2004) nds that embedding the test sentences in a biasing context
increases the preference for the non-linear scope interpretation even though
the non-linear scope construal incurs a processing cost. Context is imple-
mented in the design of the experiments | carried out on Polish. The design
of my experiments is further guided by the crosslinguistic scope theory pro-
posed in (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand, 2012) according to which non-linear
scope in free word order languages is only possible when word order serves
to overtly display information structure. Polish provides a good ground for
testing this theory as it is a free word order language which uses word order
permutations to mark, among other factors, information structure, following
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the well-known principle of given elements preceding new.

With an attempt to clarify the picture over scope facts, | carried out
several experiments which | report in sections 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6. To facili-
tate the non-linear interpretation, the sentences were tested in a preceding
biasing context (as per (Anderson, 2004). Moreover, applying (Bobaljik and
Wurmbrand, 2012)'s proposal, the context was used to set up the information
structure packaging in the test sentence, so as the word order aligned with the
requirement given before new. The main ndings of the experiments are the
following: monotransitive SVO and OVS constructions are ambiguous; di-
transitive constructions V-DO-10/PP are ambiguous, whereas V-I0/PP-DO
are unambiguous. This is akin to the distribution of scope ambiguity in En-
glish. Moreover, contrary to the predictions based on Bobaljik&Wurmbrand's
account and somewhat contrary to my native speaker intuition, relevant ex-
periments did not detect information structure e ects.

3.2 Crosslinguistic scope facts

This section overviews crosslinguistic scope facts which are relevant to my
experiments reported in section 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6. | focus on English - a
language where word order is rigid and four langauges in which word order
is relatively free. The distribution of scope ambiguity in English, at least
in simple monotransitive and ditransitive constructions, is well-studied and
relatively uncontested. As such, English - a rigid word order language, is
often contrasted with free word order languages, where there is an ongoing
debate over scope facts even in simple monotransitive constructions. The
overview below aims to show that under closer inspection, free word order
languages are not that di erent to English after all.

3.2.1 Scope facts in English

The following facts are of importance in the latter discussion of scope in
Polish.

To start, the non-linear scope construal of the universal over existential
is available in doubly-quanti ed monotransitives SVO (1)?

2Note that in the descriptive parts of this chapter, | use the terms linear and non-linear
when discussing scope availability. These terms typically correspond to surface and inverse
scope, respectively. However, in line with the structures proposed for Polish ditransitive
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Q) One Native American is feeding every cat.

a. Linear Scope @ > 8)
There is a single Native American who is feeding every cat.

b. Non-linear Scope § > 9)
For each cat, there is a (di erent) Native American who is feeding
it.

The non-linear scope reading of the universal is also available in doubly-
guanti ed ditransitive constructions V-DO-10 (2)

(2) The sherman gave one sh to every shark.

a. Linear Scope > 8
There is a single sh such that the sherman gave it to every
shark.

b. Non-linear Scope8 > 9
For every shark there is a (di erent) sh that the sherman gave
to the shark.

In contrast to the V-DO-1O construction, V-IO-DO ditransitive does not
allow for the universal to scope over the existential (3).

(3) The sherman gave one shark every sh.

a. Linear Scope9 > 8
There is a single shark such that the sherman gave it every sh.
b. *Non-linear Scope 8 > 9): For every sh there is a (di erent)
shark that the sherman gave the sh to.

While the lack of non-linear scope in V-1O-DO has recently been disputed by
(Bruening, 2019), Heizmann, 2007, the unavailability of the non-linear scope
in island constructions, such as (4) and (5) is never in question.

(4)  One singer was singing, because every boy was clapping.
a. Linear Scope9 > 8
There is a single single singer who was singing encouraged by the
applause of all the boys.

constructions, particularly in the context of the DO-IO/PP construction, linear scope
corresponds to inverse scope, whereas non-linear scope corresponds to surface scope.
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b. *Non-linear Scope 8 > 9): For every boy clapping there is a (dif-
ferent) singer who was singing encouraged by the boy's applause.

(5) Here is one Native American who is feeding every cat.

a. Linear Scope > 8
There is a single Native American feeding the plurality of cats.
b. *Non-linear Scope 8 > 9): For every cat there is a (di erent)
Native American who is feeding the cat.

To sum up, in English the non-linear scope of the universal quanti er in
the order existential-universal is available in SVO and V-DO-IO, whereas it
is not available in V-IO-DO and island constructions. As discussed in the
introduction, the linear wide scope of the universal quantier in the four

constructions in the universal-existential order is always available. There-
fore, we can conclude that SVO and V-DO-IO are ambiguous with both
linear and non-linear scope available. V-IO-DO and island construction are
unambiguous with only the linear scope available.

3.2.2 Debate over scope facts in free word order lan-
guages

Unlike in English, the distribution of scope ambiguity in free word order lan-
guages is subject to debate. | focus the overview of the positions below on sen-
tences with neutral intonation, that is on sentences where no A-movement,
which is widely agreed to in uence scope interpretation, is assumed to have
taken place. | illustrate the disagreement about judgements regarding scope,
in particular, the availability of the non-linear scope interpretation, using
four free word order languages: Russian, German, Greek and Hungarian.
Although selective, the overview shows that the debate over the availabil-
ity of non-linear scope in these languages takes a similar course. The initial
stands argue that relevant constructions, mostly monotransitive SVO, are un-
ambiguous, that is non-linear scope is unavailable. However, the judgements
behind these claims are usually based on individual introspection. In due
course, they are contested. It turns out that closer introspection, verifying
the judgements with more informants, or, crucially, testing the interpretation
experimentally show that the relevant constructions are ambiguous. That is,
under the right conditions, the non-linear scope becomes available.

(T. lonin, 2003)'s paper 'The one girl who was kissed by every boy..."
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opens a discussion on scope of quanti ers in Russian. The title is telling.
Scope in Russian is frozen, lonin claims. More precisely, according to (T.
lonin, 2003), both SVO (6) and OVS (7) are unambiguous.

(6) Odin mal'fik pocelovalka®duju devo£ku.
One boy.nom kissed every girl.acc

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. *Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

(7) Odnu devo£kupocelovalka®dyj mal'£ik
One girl.acc kissed every boynom

a. Linear scope § > 9)
b. *Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

In contrast, Antonyuk as well as her many informants, as reported in (Antonyuk-
Yudina, 2006), (Antonyuk, 2015), nd lonin's sentences ambiguous. This,
in fact, is later con rmed in experimental work reported, among others, in
(T. R. lonin and Luchkina, 2018). Looking at other constructions, Antonyuk
further shows that scope facts in Russian are parallel to what we nd in En-
glish. Monotransitive constructions are ambiguous, so are ditransitives with
the order DO-IO, whereas, just like in English, ditransitives with the order
I0-DO are unambiguous.

(8) Ufitel' podaril  kakuju-to knigu ka°domu studentu.
teachernom presentedsome bookacc every  student.dat
The teacher presented some book to every student.

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

(9) Ufitel' podaril  kakomu-to studentu kalduju knigu.
Teachernom presentedsome student.dat every bookacc
The teacher presented some student with every book.

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. *Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

The generality of the last judgement, however, is contested in (Boneh and
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Nash, 2017), who, looking at a variety of Russian ditransitive constructions,
argue that the non-linear scope is available in 10-DO as long as the 10 does
not have the bene-/malefactive interpretation. This is illustrated in (10).

(20) Ivan protivopostavil kakoj-to ideologii kalduju religiu.
Ivan juxtaposed some ideologydat every religion.acc
a. Linear scope @ > 8)
There is a single ideology that every religion was juxtaposed to.
b. Non-linear scope 8 > 9)
For each religion there was a di erent ideology that was juxta-
posed to it.

German is another language which illustrates the debate over scope judge-
ments in free word order languages. (Frey, 1993), (Krifka, 1998) claim that
SOV is unambiguous (11) and OSV is ambiguous (12).

(11) Mindestensein Student hat jedenRoman gelesen.
At least  onestudent.nom hasevery novelacc read
At least one student read every novel.

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. *Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

(12) MindestenseinenRoman hat jeder Student gelesen.
At least one novelacc haseverystudent.nom read
Every student read at least one novel.

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. Non-linear scope § > 9)

The reports regarding the unavailability of the non-linear scope in SOV
are contested by the results of experiments documented in (Mareike Philipp
and Zimmerman, 2020) (Fanselow, Zimmermann, and Mareike Philipp, 2022).
The authors nd that German speakers do access the non-linear scope con-
strual in sentences such as (13).

(13)  Der Agrarexperte hatte empfohlen, dassdie Felder per
the agriculture experthad recommendedhat the elds via
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Regenkanalbewassertwerdensollten, und tatséchlich hat dann

open canal irrigated be should, and in fact hasthen

auch 'n Regenkanaljedes Feld bewassert.

also a open canal every eld irrigated

The agriculture expert had recommended that the elds should be
irrigated through open canals, and then, in factan open canal
irrigated every eld

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

Greek presents a similar case. (A. Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou, 1998)
and (A. Alexiadou, 1999) argue that in VSO (14) both linear and non-linear
scope is possible. On the other hand, SVO (15) only allows the linear scope.

(14) sinelaveenasastinomikos  ka e listi.
arresteda  policemannom every thief.acc
A policeman arrested every thief.

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

(15) enasastinomikos  sinelavekaj e listi.
a policemannom arrestedevery thief.acc
A policeman arrested every thief.

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. *Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

However, experimental work carried out by (Oikonomou, Golcher, and
A. a. Alexiadou, 2020) shows that both of the constructions are ambiguous,
that is both allow the linear as well as non-linear scope construal. The results
of these experiments con rm earlier reports by (Roussou and Tsimpli, 2006)
and (Spyropoulos and Revithiadou, 2009).

The debate in Hungarian revolves around scope facts in constructions
where one of the quanti ers is preverbal. (Szabolcsi, 1997), (Hunyadi, 1981)
and (E. Kiss, 2002) argue that in SVO sentences such as (16) and OVS
sentences such as (17) scope is frozen with only the linear scope allowed.
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(16) Két oktatd olvasott el minden dolgozatot.
two professorsaom read VM every paperacc
Two professors read every paper.

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. *Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

a7 Harom képet valasztott ki minden latogato.
three picturesacc chose VM every visitor.nom
Every visitor chose three pictures.

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. *Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

As expected, these judgements clash with the results of later experiments.
In (Gyuris, 2018)'s experimental work both constructions turn out to be
ambiguous.

Hungarian completes this overview.

3.2.3 Debate over scope facts in Polish

Below we overview facts on the distribution of scope ambiguity in Polish.

There is disagreement with regards to the availability on the non-linear
scope in monotransitive SVO constructions. (Karnowski, 2001) claims that
the non-linear scope is not available in SVO, such as (18), whereas (Szczegiel-
niak, 2005) and (Witkox, 2000) argue that non-linear scope is available in this
construction.

(18)  (Przynajmniej) jedenz germanistowprzeczyta®ka»dj powiex¢

At least one of Germanists read every novel

Balla.

Bollo

(At least) one Germanist read every novel by Boll. Karnowski,

2001, p. 433, ex. 25

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. *Non-linear scope 8 > 9)
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(19)

(20)

Jaki+ ch2opiec poca?owaXa»di dziewczynk;.
somenom boy.nom kissed everyacc girl.acc
Some boy kissed every girl. Szczegielniak, 2005, 25 ex. 30a

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

Przynajmniej jeden  krzykacz  jest obecny na ka»dym

at least onenom hecklernom is presentat everyloc
zebraniu.

meetingloc

One heckler like that is present at every meeting. Witkox, 2000,
175 ex. 45a

a. Linear scope > 8)
b. Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

As for the OVS, the only documented position is that in (Karnowski, 2001)
who argues that, in contrast to SVO, OVS allows the non-linear scope.

(21)

(Przynajmniej) jednj z powiexciBolla przeczyta?ka»dy

At least one of novels Bodllg read every
germanista.

Germanisfg

Every Germanist read (at least) one novel by Ball. Karnowski,

2001, p. 433, ex. 23

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

As for the ditransitive constructions, the relevant scope facts are discussed
in (Citko, 2011), (Wiland, 2009) and (S!ska, 2019).

It is reasonable to assume that (Citko, 2011) postulates the lack of non-
linear scope not only in I0-DO, whose interpretation she discusses explicitly
(22) but also, as can be inferred from her statement regarding the generality
of frozen scope in free word order languages, to the ditransitives with the
order DO-1O: [flrozen scope is a more general fact about Polish, extending
beyond double object constructions. This is not surprising; in free word order
languages (such as Polish) scope generally re ects the linear ordering of the
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two quanti ers (Citko 2011, p. 234 fn. 38)

(22)

(23)

Nauczyciel zada? jednemustudentowi kax»de zadanie.
teachernom assignedonedat student.dat everyacc task.acc

A teacher assigned one student every problem. Citko, 2011, 142 ex.
108b

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. *Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

Nauczyciel zada® jedno zadanie ka»demu studentowi.
teachernom assignedoneacc task.acc everydat student.dat

A teacher assigned one task to every student.  Citko, 2011, 234 fn
37 ex. (i)

a. Linear scope @ > 8)

b. *Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

(Wiland, 2009), on the other hand, claims that while 10-DO construction
disallows it, the non-linear scope is easily accessible in the DO-fO.

(24)

(25)

Piotr (szybko) da? jakiemuz ch2opcu ka»di naszj

Piotr quickly gavesomedat boy.dat everyacc our.acc

monet;.

coin.acc

Peter quickly gave some boy every coin of ours.  Wiland, 2009, 99
ex. 191a

a. Linear scope @ > 8)
b. *Non-linear scope 8 > 9)

Piotr (szybko) da? kax»di naszi monet, jakiemuz
Piotr quickly gaveeveryacc our.acc coin.acc somedat
ch@opcu.

boy.dat

Peter quickly gave every coin of ours to some boy. Wiland, 2009, 99

3Note that (Wiland, 2009) claims that, in addition to the non-linear scope, DO-IO
allows linear scope. Under the structures argued for in Chapter 1, linear scope in DO-IO
constitutes inverse scope.
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ex. 192

a. Linear scope 8> 9)
b. Non-linear scope 9 > 8)

(S'ska, 2019) tests three classes of ditransitive constructions experimen-
tally and arrives at the same conclusion. Class 1 includes ditransitives with
the Dative recipient, Class 2 includes ditransitives with the Dative bene-
/malefactive and Class 3 incorporates ditransitives with the Dative denoting
path. For all three classes in the existential-universal quanti er order, the
non-linear scope is available in the DO-IO, but unavailable in the 10-DO.
The results for the DO-10 in large part suggest that the non-linear scope is
preferred.

To sum up, we have a relatively clear picture regarding scope facts in
English: SVO and DO-1O are ambiguous whereas 10-DO and island con-
structions are unambiguous. Although, as hinted above with (Bruening,
2019)'s experiment contesting the lack of non-linear scope in I0-DO, English
might not be that immune to scope judgements disagreements, a real debate
over scope facts takes place in free word order languages. As we saw, for
the four languages discussed: Russian, German, Greek and Hungarian, the
literature disagrees. In all languages there is a dispute over the availability
of the non-linear scope in simple monotransitive constructions. In addition,
in Russian there is no consensus regarding the interpretation of the ditran-
sitive 10-DO. This debate is reiterated in Polish. What's important for the
purpose of this chapter, is that, contrary to the initial reports based on in-
dividual introspection, more careful investigation especially in experimental
form, reveals that scope facts in English and free word order languages are
parallel.

3.3 Two facts guiding the design of my ex-
periments

3.3.1 Context in (Anderson, 2004)

The debate over scope interpretation sketched above leaves us with the con-
clusion that, with regards to scope, experiments often shed a new light on
the matter. Below we take a closer look at the design of such experiments.
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Speci cally, we will see that the factor of context in uences the accessibility
of the non-linear scope interpretation even though this interpretation incurs
a processing cost (Anderson, 2004).

(Anderson, 2004) conducts 13 experiments testing the preferred scope in-
terpretation in doubly-quanti ed sentences in English. In line with the views
presented in the debate over scope judgements in free word order languages
in the previous subsection, Anderson's experiments reveal a default prefer-
ence for the linear scope interpretation. When an SVO sentence such as (26)
was presented in isolation, the linear scope interpretation, corresponding to
option a. with the numeral 'one’, was selected 81% of the time (Experiment
1).

(26)  An experienced climber scaled every cli .
How many climbers scaled cli s?

a. One
b. Several

The preference for the linear scope interpretation is consistent across all
Anderson's experiments. Based on the reading times which were longer in
non-linear scope construals than in linear scope interpretation, (Anderson,

2004) concludes that non-linear scope interpretation incurs a processing cost.
This is formalised in the Processing Scope Economy principle (27):

(27) Processing Scope Economy: The human sentence processing mech-
anism prefers to compute a scope con guration with the simplest
syntactic representation (or derivation). Computing a more com-
plex con guration is possible but incurs a processing cost. (Anderson
2004 :31)

As measured by reading times, Processing Scope Economy applies even in
unambiguous quanti ed sentences such as (28)

(28) For Scott's tenth birthday, his older sister Marie had created a set of
Olympic games at the park. The kids competed against each other
to win prizes. While Marie timed the event with a stopwatch,a dif-
ferent kid climbed every tree
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Most importantly, (Anderson, 2004) shows that it is possible to boost the
low preference for the non-linear scope interpretation in ambiguous sentences
by the use of supporting context. In Experiment 2, where the experimental
sentences were presented with biasing context (29), the preference for the
non-linear scope, corresponding to option b. several, increased to 53%.

(29)  With the increased popularity of adventure sports, the cli s outside
Campbellton were becoming a popular destination. One weekend,
the climbing equipment shop sponsored a race between climbing en-
thusiasts. While an o cial timed the event, an experienced climber
scaled every cli.

How many climbers scaled cli s?

a. One

b. Several

Given that context makes the participants more likely to opt for the non-
linear scope interpretation, even though it incurs processing cost, | take con-
text into account in the design of the experiments on scope discussed in 3.4,
3.5 and 3.6.

3.3.2 Scope and information structure in (Bobaljik and
Wurmbrand, 2012)

The design of the experiments on Polish in 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6 incorporates
a context biasing towards non-linear scope interpretation. Moreover, the
design is based on the crosslinguistic theory of scope developed by (Bobaljik
and Wurmbrand, 2012). With a more elaborate overview of scope theories to
come in the next chapter, | present the tenets of (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand,
2012) below.

In (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand, 2012)'s system, free scope where both
linear and non-linear scope interpretations are available is the default
crosslinguistically. However, the availability of non-linear scope is regulated
by the soft economy principle of Scope Transparency (ScoT). ScoT imposes a
preference for scope interpretation to be transparently re ected in the surface
syntactic structure, ensuring that the precedence relations at PF mirror those
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at LF.

(30) Scope Transparency (ScoT) from Bobaljik and Wurmbrand, 2012,
p. 373
If the order of two elements at LF is A B, the order at PF is A B.

Crucially, ScoT does not function as a categorical syntactic constraint
but rather as a violable preference. This means that while languages gen-
erally favour scope orders that conform to surface word order, deviations
are possible under certain structural conditions. The key factor governing
these deviations is the interaction between scope assignment and information
structure.

In languages with rigid word order, such as English, word order is heavily
tied to encoding grammatical relations, thereby limiting the ability to per-
mute elements for the sake of scope interpretation. As a result, violations of
ScoT are unavoidable, and non-linear scope remains freely available except
in well-known frozen scope environments (e.g., double object constructions
and syntactic islands). Conversely, in free word order languages, word order
variations are often employed to encode interpretive distinctions, including
both information structure and scope relations. Consequently, non-linear
scope is restricted and emerges only when word order serves a function other
than signaling scope.

(Bobaljik and Wurmbrand, 2012) argue that the competition between
scope transparency and information structural constraints is key to under-
standing crosslinguistic variation in scope interpretation. Speci cally, in lan-
guages such as German, where word order is used to encode both quanti er
scope and information structure, scope interpretation is constrained by how
these two factors interact. Information structure imposes additional order-
ing requirements, such as topic elements preceding focus elements, which can
lead to con gurations where ScoT cannot be maintained without violating
information structural constraints.

Table 3.1 (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand 2012, p. 395) illustrates this inter-
action by examining di erent scenarios where LF c-command relations, in-
formation structural constraints, and surface word order interact. When the
word order required by ScoT aligns with the ordering dictated by information
structure, non-linear scope is impossible. However, in cases where the two
principles misalign, a violation of either ScoT (for scope) or the constraints
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LF IS PF ScoT

Scope = IS
*(QrR) BA B[TOP]A[FOC] A[FOC]B[TOP] * (LF,1S)
X B A B[TOP]A[FOC] B[TOP]A[FOC] X

Scopeé IS
X(QR) BA A[TOP]B[FOC] A[TOP]B[FOC] * (LF)
X B A A[TOP]B[FOC] B[FOC]A[TOP] * (IS)

Table 3.1: Interactions between order, scope, and information structure ac-
cording to Bobaljik and Wurmbrand 2012

imposed by information structure is unavoidable, allowing non-linear scope
to emerge.

In the rst scenario presented in Table 1, where both scope (LF) and
information structure (IS) require the order B A, the PF order A B
would block inverse scope, as it violates both scope and IS requirements. In
the second scenario, where both scope and IS align in requiring B A, the PF
order B A transparently satis es both constraints. In the third scenario,
where scope requires B A but IS requires A B, QR enables inverse scope
under the PF order A B, as this order satis es IS while violating scope-
based word order requirements. Finally, in the fourth scenario, where scope
demands B A and IS prefers A B, scope transparency holds under the
PF order B A, making QR unnecessary.

In conclusion, (Bobaljik and Wurmbrand, 2012)'s account predicts that
non-linear scope should only be possible when word order deviations are
justi ed by independent information structural constraints. In languages
like Polish, word order exibility allows elements to be reordered to indicate
discourse-related properties. Therefore, non-linear scope should emerge only
when the movement serves to satisfy information structural demands rather
than scope transparency. The experiments reported in sections 3.4, 3.5, and
3.6 are designed to test this prediction by examining whether Polish speakers
exhibit non-linear scope interpretations in conditions where word order is
determined by information structure constraints.
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A note on information structure and word order in Polish

In order to incorporate Bobaljik&Wurmbrand's theory in the design of the
experiments in 3.4, 3.4 and 3.6, we need to look at the interaction of infor-
mation structure and word order in Polish.

As demonstrated below, all six logically possible permutations of subject,
verb and object are in principle available in Polish.

(31) Indianin karmi pelikana.
Native American.nom feeds pelicanacc

a. Indianin karmi pelikana.

S Vv O

b. Pelikanakarmi Indianin.
O Vv S

c. Indianin pelikanakarmi.
S O Vv

d. PelikanaIndianin karmi.
O S Vv

e. Karmi Indianin pelikana.
Vv S O

f.  Karmi pelikana Indianin.
Vv O S

(31-a) is considered to be the neutral word order compatible with i. all-
new contexts (32-a) and with ii. contexts where the subject is given (old
information) and the object is new (33).

(32) a. Co sij dzieje?
What re . happens
What's happening?

b. Indianin karmi pelikana.

Native American.nom feeds pelicanacc
A Native American is feeding a pelican.

(33) Indianin karmi psa i Indianin
Native American.nom feeds dogacc and Native Americannom
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karmi pelikana.

feeds pelicanacc

A Native American is feeding a dog and {ghe} native American is
feeding a pelican.

On the other hand, (31-b) is compatible with the scenario where the object
is given and the subject is new (34).

(34) Rybak karmi pelikana i pelikana  karmi
sherman.nom feeds pelicanacc and pelicanacc feeds
Indianin.

Native American.nom
A sherman is feeding a pelican and a Native American is also feeding
{ajthe} pelican.

These examples illustrate the substantial freedom of constituent order and
the role of information structure in Polish. We have seen that given material
precedes new material. To be sure, this statement is a gross oversimpli ca-
tion; many other factors play a role in determining word order in Polish. In-
tonation, the presence of presupposition-inducing particlegyen, only, alsg,
heaviness, animacy, speci city, etc. have all been suggested to play a part
in determining word order (cf. Titov, 2012a. The experiments which are
reported in this chapter are designed to avoid these complications by moti-
vating the word order in line with the given-new preference and keeping all
other factors constant.

Below | report my experimental work on the distribution of scope ambigu-
ity in Polish. It is divided into three parts: 1. experiments on monotransitive
constructions, 2. experiments on ditransitive constructions and 3. experi-
ments on monotransitive constructions with the manipulation of information
structure.
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3.4 The availability of scope ambiguity in SVO
and OVS sentences

In this section we explore the contradictory and confusing claims from the lit-
erature about the availability of scope ambiguity in SVO and OVS sentences
formally.

3.4.1 Exploratory study on monoclauses

An exploratory study was designed probing the availability of non-linear
scope in SVO and OVS sentences. (Recall that the availability of linear scope
in these structures is not in question.) 16 lexicalizations crossing the factors
word order (with the levels SVO and OVS) and quanti er order (with the
levels9 8 and8 9 ) were developed. They were presented to participants
auditorily together with an image verifying a construal where the linearly
second quanti er is not in the scope of the linearly rst quantier, that

is, the non-linear scope construal for th® 8 conditions and the wide
scope/referential inde nite interpretation for the 8 9 conditions. The
experimental items were preceded by a context sentence also accompanied
by an image (more on which below). The task was a truth value judgment
task.

The inclusion of a context sentence was motivated by three main con-
siderations. First, because of the given-before-new preference of Polish we
reasoned that the non-canonical word order in the OVS conditions com-
bined with the neutral intonation in the recording required a context which
made the object given and the subject new. The context sentences for the
OVS sentences were designed to do this, those for the SVO sentences to
do the opposite. Secondly, under a Bobaljik & Wurmbrand style of anal-
ysis non-linear scope violates scope transparency. Non-linear scope should
therefore only be available if the scopally nontransparent word order can
be independently motivated. Again, the given-before-new preference served
this purpose. Third, in line with (Anderson, 2004) observations regarding
facilitating the non-linear scope by context, the context sentence was always
paired with an image verifying the type of reading the experimental sentence
would ask about: a universal distributing over an inde nite in the context
sentences for thd® 8 sentences and a referentially independent inde nite
inthe 8 9 conditions. Unlike in the experimental sentence, these readings
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were shown and primed in the context sentence through structures where
their availability is not in question, namely, where these readings correspond
to the surface scope. We hoped that this priming would bolster the avail-
ability of the non-surface readings in the experimental sentence. Context
sentence and experimental sentence were connected using the wanpicz
tego besides that'.

Abstractly, full items looked as in (35), where the grammatical function
could unambiguously be established via case morphology. Subscripts indicate
lexical identity (the 8 9 conditions are grammatical controls, there are no
ungrammatical controls):

(35) a. SVO,9 8
8 N1 V, 9 NY°m Besides that9 NY°™ V, 8 Nj°°

b. SVvVO,8 9

9 N/°¢ v, 8 NY°om  Besides that8 NY°™ Vv, 9 N4
c. OVS,9 8

8 NYom v/, 9 N4°¢. Besides that9 N5 V, 8 Njom
d. 0OVS,8 9

9 NYom v, 8 N4°°. Besides that8 N5° V, 9 Njo™

Items with accompanying pictures in the9 8 conditions can be illustrated
by the following:
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Context sentence with picture Experimental sentence with picture

(36)
Ka»dego kotka karmi jeden Indianin. Oprdcz tego, jeden  Indianin karmi ka»dego pelikana
every cat feeds one Native American. Moreover one Native American feeds every pelican
(o) \Y S S \Y (¢}
(37
Ka»dy rolnik karmi jednego pelikana. Oproécz tego, jednego pelikana karmi ka»dy Indianin
every farmer feeds one pelican. Moreover  one pelican feeds every Native American

S \Y O O \% S
Items with accompanying pictures in the8 9 condition are illustrated

below:
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