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Introduction

Numerically quantified phrases have received a-ded#lerved attention in the literature
due to their properties related to case distrilmuind patterns of agreement with verbal
predicates. Genitive of quantification and casegcoency between the numeral and the
noun, as well as the position and case of demdn&safound in phrases with numerals
have posed problems for the available accountspeeive of the framework or the
proposal. In the numerous attempts to explain jetiigs of the syntax of numerals
usually the compromise has to be made either tnret common structure of phrases
with agreeing (the so-called lower) and non-agmg¢ihe so-called higher) numerals or
to preserve a uniform mechanism of case assigndistnithution within phrases with
different numerals. These idiosyncrasies have alyuded to a division within
numerals according to which they have been plataugavith other parts of speech,
i.e. adjectives and nouns. Moreover, a debate theestatus of other lexemes denoting
quantity has not been settled with an explicit dption of elements constituting one
class as distinct criteria, i.e. morphological, tagtic or semantic, have been used to
establish their membership. Therefore, despiteathandance of accounts exploring this
topic, it does not seem to be superfluous to embpdan the discussion of numerically
guantified phrases, especially in the light of tiesv proposal conducive to maintaining
the same structure for phrases containing lower lagder numerals along with the
same mechanism responsible for case values a#dliateach element in the nominal
structure. Thus, considering all the aspects of emngally quantified phrases, the
purpose of this work is threefold: i. to providewneriteria that would help to verify
members belonging to one category (chapter 1)quantifiers, ii. to prove that numeral

lexemes in different languages do share commomrestand, hence, must constitute
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one class and what follows be subject to the samabysis, and iii. to propose a solution
based on the theory of movement of how to recordifferent case patterns within a
numerically quantified phrase with its unchangingugure. As a material for a
discussion | use data from inflectional languages, Old English and Polish, with
frequent references to other languages (confinedhapter 1). In some parts of the
work, for clarity and the abundance of linguistatal | resort mainly to Polish.

In chapter 1 | introduce numerals, present defingiand provide examples of
different types of numerals and constructions incWithey appear. Chapter 1, to a
large extent, consists of data from Modern Polistl whenever it is possible from
Modern English. Definitions, in the prevailing parare also drawn from Polish as
Modern English being an analytic language doesr@tesent nominal grammatical
categories such as case or gender through morphatatjtherefore English numerals
do not constitute a source of morphosyntactic tianafound in Slavic languages. In
the final part of the chapter | formulate a defontof numerals with the emphasis on
the fact that, contrary to numerous accounts, ttheyform a separate group, i.e.
guantifiers.

In chapter 2 | deal with Old English and Old Polfsbusing on numerals and
properties of constructions in which they occure Hurpose of this chapter is to show
that numerals, as a separate part of speech, dnnott only in Polish but also in
English, despite lack of evidence due to the demiseny morphological exponents in
the nominal domain. Their historical developmentbwth languages indicate that in
spite of differences in Modern English and Polisimerals in these languages should
be analyzed as the same category, i.e. quantifiers,to their common features, i.e.
division into lower numerals agreeing in case witle modified noun and higher
numerals requiring Genitive, similarities betweé&xemeone determining cardinality
or indefiniteness, a widespread syncretism of Natne and Accusative and
distinction in forms of numerals in masculine apaged to feminine and neuter as well
as common directions of development of numeraldhgse two languages, i.e. a
noticeable tendency in the unification of inflection numerals in Polish manifested by
the spread of theu ending and expanding syncretism together with cbmplete
decline of morphological endings in English andriation of complex numerals in both
languages proceeding in the same manner. Althougherdly numerals in both
languages share very few properties, i.e. they fm@dnoun by defining the cardinality

of a set which is reflected in the plural morpholaf a noun and a verbal predicate,
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they have a common background which can be eastlged when one analyzes them
in particular periods in the history of these laages. For these reasons, it is difficult to
abide by the traditional division of numerals, dgepoted in the linguistic tradition,
that numerals, depending on their morphologicaperties, are simply either adjectives
or nouns.

In chapter 3 | focus on how numerals are repredeintéhe syntactic structure
and how to reconcile the homogenous and heterogsrgmtax of numerals with the
fact that they belong to the same part of speetihat follows, | start with a general
discussion of the architecture of a Noun Phraseaunating on a debate on the DP
versus NP status of a nominal projection. Afterespntation of different approaches to
this problem cross-linguistically as well as partasly in Old English and Polish | opt
for a uniform account of nominals advocating a DRspective of a presence or
absence of any morphological exponent placed irDtheead. My stance is supported
not only with the arguments commonly voiced in therature but also through the
structure and model | propose to account for tlopgnties of phrases with numerals.
The chapter also includes a number of various aealyn which different structures
with numerals are presented yet without a sucaesgaching a common ground as
either numerals must be split into two differentegaries or the structure containing
them can no longer be uniform. In my proposalsbreto a novel approach to grammar
utilizing the idea that features can be represeimdde syntactic tree as terminal nodes,
which not only allows to propose a uniform struetof nominal phrases with numerals
but also to account for case patterns featuredwgid and higher numerals. The essence
of the analysis is that the variety in case distidn results from movement operations
and examples of well-known discrepancies in themaar.e. Genitive of Quantification in
structural case positions and agreement in casélique case positions, are results of
some restrictions of movement. The major idea lekhirs that case assignment within
numerically quantified phrases proceeds through emmnt of particular elements
building the phrase within a dedicated region i éixtended projection of the noun, i.e.
within the so-calledase Phrasavhich is split into projections representing pautar
cases. In what follows, the syntax of nominal pbsass based on the theory of
movement which is demonstrated on data from Oldli&mgand Modern Polish,
specifically on the core examples with numeralsssgnently complemented with some
additional aspects such as adjectival modificatamal subject-verb agreement from
Polish.

12



Chapter 1: What does it mean to be a numeral -

characteristics of numerals as a separate part opsech

1.1. Defining a numeral

Among commonly known parts of speech traditionadngmars recognize between
nouns, adjectives, verbs and adverbs. These casge considered to be four major
parts of speech. Additionally, grammars also digtish between pronouns, particles,
prepositions, conjunctions, interjections, completizers and determiners
encompassing articles, demonstratives, quantifreusjerals (cf. e.g. Carnie 2006 for
English and Nagérko 1996 for PolishYhis generally accepted classification is based
on the morphological criteria, i.e. the inventorfyaffixes attaching to a particular part
of speech, along with syntactic considerations digtributional criteria describing their
positions within phrases and clauses and relattbey bear with respect to other
elements building the unit they appear in. ThedtHactor taken into account is
semantics, i.e. meaning of a particular word whedlables assigning it to a particular
group. Although the relevance of the last aspedetermining parts of speech has been
frequently understated, it has still been usedescdptions of some words belonging to

one category, e.g. numerals.

Generally, numerals have been defined as infleg@ds of speech indicating the
number of entities, the amount of substance orplaee of elements in a particular

system or setStownik poprawnej polszczyztyenceforth 8P); Jadacka 2000). They

! For a more detailed discussion of parts of spseehe.g. Wrobel (2001), Saloni a$widzinski (1998,
2012).
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inflect for case and gender as well as selectdomns in singular or plural depending on
the type of a numeral. Their primary function isnwdify a noun. On the basis of
semantic criteria they are divided into severalugs) i.e. cardinal, collective, ordinal,
fractional, indefinité, distributive, and multiplicative with frequenta which are

briefly discussed in the following subsections.

1.1.1. Cardinal numerals

Cardinal numerals are defined as a “set of numersds in attributive quantification of
nouns (Stoltz and Veselinova 2005: 218), deterrtheenumber of entities by means of
whole numbers (Strufigki 2005: 184), e.qg.:

1) a cztery samochody
four cars
b. pietnascie skarpetek

fifteen socks

In Slavic languages cardinal numerals present ecutflectional paradigms and
patterns of agreement within the phrase they apmeaith a predicate with which they
are expected to agree when they occur as subjed®lish, cardinal numerals, on the
basis of inflectional properties, can be dividetbilower numerals, i.e. 1-4, and higher
numerals, i.e. 5 onwards.

Lower numerals in Polish, depending on gender, haivee distinct forms;
masculine personal, masculine impersonal and aainfatminine and neuter. This
distinction, however, is only present with nume2alwith numeral 3 and 4, different
forms are found with masculine personal as oppdsednasculine impersonal or
inanimate, feminine and neuter. Gender distinctéon declensional paradigms are

presented in Table 1 and Table 2 respectively.

?In Polish grammars from different periods we endeuslightly different divisions of numerals, e.g.
Doroszewski (1957: 101) or Klemensiewicz ([1952]020 59f.) do not recognize distributive and
indefinite numerals, instead indefinite numerals alassified as numeral pronouns. SimilaBipwnik
terminologii pzykoznawczej(henceforth STJ) treats indefinite numerals like numeral pronouns.
Laskowski (1984: 283f.) distinguishes only betweardinal, collective and partitive numerals. Ind&é
numerals belong to cardinal and fractional to figei

14



Table 1. Declensional paradigm of numetad (two).

GENDER
CASE MASC.PER NEUT/MASC.IMPER FEM
NOM dwaj, dwu/dwéch dwa dwie
ACC dwu/dwoch dwa dwie
GEN dwu/dwoch
DAT dwu/dwom /dwém
INST dwu/dwoma | dwiema/dwoma
LOC dwu/dwoch

Table 2. Declensional paradigm of numeray (three)andcztery(four).

GENDER

CASE MASC.PER NEUT/MASC.IMPER | FEM
NOM trzej,czterej/ trzy, cztery

trzech czterech
ACC

trzech czterech trzy, cztery
GEN trzech czterech
DAT trzem, czterem
INST trzema, czterema
LOC trzech, czterech

As Table 1 and Table 2 show, both numeral 2 andoBgawith 4 present case
syncretisms in structural case positions, i.e. immiative and Accusative.
Additionally, in masculine personal not only formi&aj, trzej, czterejare available in
Nominative, but also Nominative-Accusative-Genitiwyncretism occurs. In all
genders, the identity of Genitive-Locative formgpigsent as well. Numerals 2-4 select
for nouns in plural.

A special attention should be devoted to lexg¢eden(one) which, one the one
hand, belongs to the arithmetic progression, buherother hand is frequently excluded

from numerals as a separate part of speech beoaiisgropertie

* Nominative-Accusative syncretism and gender disincare also features of other Slavic languages,
e.g. Czech or Serbo-Croatian. For declensionaldigmes see Fischer (1970) for Czech and Kunzmann-
Miiller (1994) for Serbo-Croatian (as quoted in 8t@002: 363f.).
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Table 3. Declensional paradigm of humgealen(one)

GENDER
CASE | MASC.PER /MASC.IMPER NEUT | FEM
NOM jeden jedno | jedna
ACC jednego jedno | jedn
GEN jednego jednej
DAT jednemu jednej
INST jednym jedn
LOC jednym jednej

First of all, jedenis the only numeral that modifies singular nouakhough gender
distinction is found, case sycretisms do not eyddilow patterns found with numerals
2-4, i.e. Nominative-Accusative syncretism is fowndy in neuter, with feminine there
is Genitive-Dative syncretism and there is no Natire-Accusative-Genitive
syncretism for masculine personal. The only repetipattern found withheden is
Genitive-Locative syncretism but only with feminirenother aspect that distinguishes
jedenfrom other numerals is the fact that it has aglfmrm, e.g.jedni ludzie(some
people) jedne panigsome women)in that case, howevejgdni/jedneis treated as a
different lexeme meaningewni(some) (cf. Nagorko 1996: 151). Another property o
jedenis that whenever it is a part of a complex numdralever inflects, contrary to
other numerals, and its form is invarialpglenirrespective of the gender of a modified
noun or the externally assigned case to the nunceraplex and the quantified noun.
Examples of complex numerals containing non-inifecjeden and other inflecting
numerals in structural and oblique case positiargrasted with inflectingedenas a

simple numeral are given below.

2) a Widz dwiecie pecdziesigt jedenkaczek.

seersc.predtwo.hundred fifty]acc one duckSem.cen.pL
‘| can see two hundred fifty one ducks.’

b. Widz dwigcie picdziesgt dwie  kaczki
seersc.predtwo.hundred fifty tweem ducksrem.purace
[ czterdzigci dwa zurawie .
and [forty tWOwmasc Craneswasc.pil-acc

‘| can see two hundred fifty two ducks and famyo cranes.’

C. Widz jedng kaczk I jednego zurawia.

seesc.predOne ducksg- Fem.acc and [one crangs- masc.acc

16



‘| can see one duck and one crane.’
3) a z trzysta sZdziesgcioma jeden uczniami.
with [three.hundred  sixtylsTr one pupilSaasc.INSTR.PL
‘with three hundred sixty one pupils’
b. z trzysta sZédziesgcioma trzema chiopcami
with [three.hundred  sixty three  boysmsc.pi-iINsTR

[ trzydziestomalwiema/dwomalziewczynkami

and [thirty two girlsystr
‘with three hundred sixty three boys and thirtytgirls’

C. z jednym chiopcem I jedng dziewczynk
with [one boysg]-masc.nstr - and [one girkg]-rem.NSTR

‘with one boy and one girl’

Other Slavic languages present varied patternsuafber agreement and a form of
numeral 1 as a constituent of complex expressitmsRussian, Ukrainian, Serbo-
Croatian and Czech a noun quantified by a compbssisting of 10 and 1 is singular.
The singularity of a noun is accompanied by casg gender agreement with the
leftmost element of a complex numeral, i.e. thatdagd a noun (Stoltz 2002: 378),

e.g.?

(4) dva-deseti jedna mark#@Serbo-Croatian; Schmaus 1978:75)
two-ten and ongemnom Markeew.sc

‘twenty-one marks’

In Czech, the form of a noun depends on the ordecoastituents in a complex
expression. When a digit precedes 10, a noun igyslwn plural Genitive (Stoltz 2002:
377),e.9.:

(5) jeden-a-dvacet knih (Fischer 1970: 59)
one-and-two-ten booksen pL
‘twenty-one books’

* Examples (4) - (7) and (9) - (10) are taken fromit3t(2002).
17



Case, gender and number agreement, including singuke found when a digit directly
precedes the noun, e.g.:

(6) dvacet jedna kniha (Fischer 1970: 59)
two.ten onexem.nom DOOKEEM.NOM

‘twenty-one books’

Slovak, Slovenian, Bulgarian, on the other handfaan to the pattern found in Polish,
i.e. the noun is always plural with complex numeraloreover, in Slovak and
Slovenian digits are indeclinableThe only exception is Bulgarian in which, although

21 forces plurality of a modified noun, the digitgrone to gender distinction, e.g.:

(7) a dva-deseti edin stola
two-ten and ongasc  chairsmasc.pL
‘twenty-one chairs’  (Bulgarian, Walter andrikanbasieva 1987: 391)
b. dva-deseti edna  masi
two.ten and onggy tablerem pL

‘twenty-one tables’ (Bulgarian, Walter and Kanbasieva 1987: 391)

In English, cardinal numerals are indeclinable Wwhremains in a line with other
attributive modifiers. Interestingly, in other Geanic languages, i.e. Scandinavian and
German, at least one cardinal numeral displaysegesidtinction. Usually, it is numeral
1 (Stoltz 2002: 359).There is no other idiosyncrasies regarding themgratical
number of nouns modified by numerals, i.e. numgraélects for singular and numeral
2 onwards accompanies nouns in plural. A more sagpgttern is found with complex
numerals containing 1. In German, for instance,eddpg on the presence of a
conjunction, a linker between hundreds, decadedayit$, the noun can be singular or

plural, e.g.:

8) a Einhundert und ein Kind San im Palast. (Stoltz 2002: ft. 7)
one.hundred and one chidd-sit in palace

® In Slovak two orders are possible, i.e. digit &wlor ten and digit. Only in the former case tenlides
(Stoltz 2002: 376) (for examples see Stoltz (2G08) references cited therein).

® In mainland Scandinavian languages, Low GermanGeminan gender distinction is found only with 1,
whereas in Frisian, Faroese and Icelandic numérdlare gender sensitive (Stoltz 2002: 359).
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‘One hundred and one children were sitting in laga’
b. Einhundertein  Kinder pgan  im Palast. (Stoltz 2002: ft. 7)
one.hundred.one children-sit in palace

One hundred and one children were sittingpalace.’

Despite the fact that the composite meaning ofcttraplex numeral is plural and the
verb in both cases is plural as well the form @& tloun depends on whether numeral 1
is separated from the rest of the numerical expmess not. Consequently, it can either
form a syntactic unit with a noun (cf. 8a) or witte decades or hundreds in which case
the form of the noun is contingent on the whole plax (cf. 8b). A similar pattern is
found in Icelandic in which a complex numeral withrequires a singular noun, e.g.

(9a), but with higher numerals plural, e.g. (9b).

9 a tuttugu og eins  ars gamall  (Fridjébnsonn 1978: 116)
twenty and onegn Yearcen  0ld-masc.nom
‘twenty-one years old’
b. Prjatiu og tveggja éara gamall (Fridjbnsonn 1978: 116)
thirty —and twogen yearsen.pL 0ld-vom.masc

‘thirty-two years old’

In Faroese, on the other hand, 21 invariably taless in plurd e.g.:

(10) eitt ot tjugu bearn [*barn (Lockwood 1980: 65)
one and twenty children/*child

‘twenty-one children’

Higher numerals, i.e. 5 onwards, similarly to 3 dnlgiave different forms for masculine
personal on the one hand and masculine impersadahanimate, neuter and feminine

on the other. They also display Nominative-Accugagyncretism in all genders, and

" Plurality of nouns with complex numerals contagnih is also a requirement in Swedish, Danish and
both variants of Norwegian (Stoltz 2002: 375). they language families such as Romance lItalian and
Rheto-Romance numeral 1 in complex expressionsrge\&ngular noung/entuna ragazzgg (twenty-

one girls) (Stoltz 2002: 376).
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specifically Nominative-Accusative-Genitive syniset for masculine personflThe
exemplary declension of higher numerals on thesbasnumeral 5 is shown in Table
4°

Table 4. Declensional paradigm of numegiat (five).

GENDER
CASE MASC.PER | NEUT/MASC.IMPER | FEM
NOM pigciu pie¢
ACC pigciu pie¢
GEN pigciu
DAT pigciu
INST pigciu/piecioma
LOC pigciu

Finally, in the introduction of cardinal numeralss crucial to discuss lexemes such as
tysigc (thousand) andmilion (million) which not only do not recognize between

different genders, but also, contrary to other natse have singular and plural.

Table 5. Declensional paradigmtgéigc (thousand) andhilion (million).

NUMBER
CASE SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM tysiac, milion tyshce, miliony
ACC tysiac, milion tyshce, miliony
GEN tysiaca, miliona tysicy, miliondw
DAT tysiacowi, milionowi tyshcom, milionom
INST tysiacem, milionem tysicami, milionami
LOC tysiacu, milionie tysicach, milionach

These properties along with the fact that they eshardeclensional paradigm of
masculine impersonal nouns frequently juxtaposethth the group of nouns and not
numerals. Yet, after a careful examination of ofleatures of these lexemes, especially

with regard to their relations with quantified ngumther modifiers and predicates, the

8 In the declension of numeral 5 we can observe sgseretism in the whole paradigm of masculine
personal, yet, only the identity of Nominative-Asetive-Genitive is a historically developed feature
characteristic of masculine personal.

® In numerals from 500 to 900 only the atomic nurhér. the first element of a compound, infleetsy.
pie¢setremnomiace Versuspieciusetin all cases for masculine personal and in obligases for the
remaining genders. In compound numerals contaiming (2), dwanacie (12), dwadzigcia (20),
dwiescie (200),both elements, i.e. the atomic numeral and theddizied teen, decade or hundred, have
inflectional affixes, e.g.:

(1) a dwanacie/ dwadzigcia/dwigcienom
b. dwunastu/dwudziestu/dwusitl
c. dwunastoma/dwudziestoma/dwustorag

‘ twelve/twenty/two hundreds’
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conclusion will be drawn that there is no conclasevidence to remove them from the

class of numerals.

1.1.1.1. Complex numerals

Cardinal numerals do not only quantify nouns asnataumerals or compounds with
lexicalized teens and decades but also, due tonaeiic operations such as addition or
multiplication, create an infinite number of comdilons of complex numerical
expressions. When such an expression modifies a iteuevery element should be
inflected according to the selectional propertieshe governing element. In practice,
however, it is admissible to leave certain partshef expression not inflected. It may
happen when a complex numeral consists of at teasé elements, but even though,
there are always parts which must have morpholbgxponents whenever required,
for instance, decades and atomic numerals regardfetheir position in a formation,
e.g. (11a), as well as two last elements, e.g.)(IMlbreover, whenever the preceding
numeral has already been declined, every nextfdfiatvs must be also declined, e.g.
(11c), (Jadacka 2000: 1675).

(11) a. Rozmawiali o dwudziestu &gsich [*tysiyce
talkedsp_pastabout [twenty thousandpc /*thousandxom
[*dwadzigcia tysiecy peciuset dwudziestiotnierzach.
[*twenty-yom thousandsen|[five.hundred twenty soldiekg]-Loc
‘They talked about twenty thousand five hundredrity soldiers.’

b. Zobaczyli dwustu trzydziestu trzecblnikow.
sawspLpast [two.hundred thirty three  farmedi§-masc.acc
‘They saw two hundred thirty three farmers.’

C. Zabrakto nam epi tysicy
run.out.ofssg Neut.pasTWEDAT.PL  five-nom  thousandsen
szgciuset dwudziestu /*dwadzata czterech gwalzi
six.hundredsgn twentycen /*twenty-yom  fOurgen NailSwasc.cen.pL

‘We run out of five thousand six hundred twentyrfoails.’
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The only exception to this rule is numejatlen (one) which despite being an atomic
numeral is never declined and is used in a froeem fs it is commonly referred to.

In English, complex numerals behave in the same agagimple numerals, i.e.
they occur to the left of the modified noun, selfmt plural and do not feature any
inflectional suffixes. Addition might be manifestbg means of conjunctivand but it
iIs more typical of higher numbers and depends @ uhlue of a lower conjunct
(Hurford 2003: 49), e.gwo thousand five hundretivo thousand and fifty four.

1.1.1.2. Syntax of cardinal numerals in Polish

One of the most controversial aspects of cardinaterals, not only in Polish, but also
in Slavic languages in general, as well as in otaeguages, is their syntax, i.e. their
relations with the noun they modify and with thegicate when together with this noun
they occupy the subject position. The starting ponthe analysis of numerals is their
division into lower and higher owing to their belfmwhen accompanied by a noun.
Lower numerals, 1-4, agree in gender and case twéhnoun they modify® Due to
their ability to become congruent with the modifieoun they are frequently analyzed
or grouped together with adjectives, e.q.:

(12) a. jedna wysoka brunetka [ dwie pulchne
[one tall brunetteg]-remnom @and  [two chubby
blondynki

blondseL]-rem.nom
‘one tall brunette and two chubby blonds’

b. trzy nadre kobiety /o trzechdrych
[three smart womepd]-rFemnom  /@about [three smart
kobietach
womene]-Fem.Loc

‘three smart women/ about three smart women’

' Term ‘agree’ is theory neutral here and means wmianiin forms of a modifier and head as well as
between the subject and the predicate.
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When phrases in the subject position contain lom@merals, the predicate always
agrees with respect to number and gender with dhetdied noun, e.g.:

(13) Cztery harcerki tran waid.

four-eemnom  Qirl.scoutSeemnompr  Keptsprrem.past Quardeem acc.sc

‘Four girl scouts kept guard.’

Although, these properties, i.e. congruency with tioun and subject-verb agreement,
used to be cited in the literature as the majotofafor the adjectival status of lower
numerals, a masculine personal form of a numenra ounter this assumption. The
numeral preceding a masculine personal noun doesmyg select for Genitive in
structural case positions, that is, in positionseshNominative or Accusative are
assigned, but also the expected agreement witheteis no longer found. Instead, the

bverb assumes third person singular négterg.:

(14) Dwaoch/trzech/czterechdgitzyzn weszio do
[two /three [four menjmsc.cen.pL enteredssg neut.past 1O
sklepu.

Shopwmasc.GeN.sG

‘Two/three/four men entered the shop.’

Similarly, the singular form of a verb is accep&ablhen the numeral determines the

unit of measure (Doroszewski 1957: 298), e.g.:

(15) a. Ubyty /ubyto cztery
diminishedsp rem.pastdiminishedsse neut.pastfOUrwasc IMPER.NOM
centymetry wody.
centimeterswom pL Water-rem.cen
‘Four centimeters of water diminished.’

b. Zostaly /zostato nam dwie
remainsp rem.pasT /Ff€MAiN3se NEUT.PAST USDATPL  tWOREM.NOM

godziny.

" Third person singular neuter is a default formeathan the result of any agreement relation.
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hourseem.nom.pL

‘We have two hours.’

The same forms of nouns and verbs, i.e. Genitiwe third person singular neuter

respectively, are found with higher numerals irgathders, i.e. 5 onwards, e.g.:

(16) a. Piec¢ kobiet przygotowywat przyjcie.

five-Fem.noM WOMENFEM.GEN.PL Preparetssc.NeuT.pPAsT PartyneuT.Acc.sG
‘Five women prepared a party.’

b. Siedmiu piczyzn myto sahoaly.
Sevenmasc.cen MeN-vasc.cen.PLWAShetsse.NEUT.PASTCAISMASC.ACC.PL
‘Seven men washed the cars.’

C. Osiem taksowek czekato przed
eightremnom taxeSrem.cenpL Walitssgneutpast  in.front.of

hotelem.

hotel-masc.insT.sG

‘Eight taxes waited in front of the hotel.’

Yet, nouns feature Genitive only when the phrasmipies the subject or direct object
position, so when Nominative or Accusative aregs=il. In other cases, i.e. in oblique
case positions, when a verb or a preposition selEmt a particular case, both the
numeral and the noun assume the case of the gayetgo

17) a. Podczas akcji  ratunkowej gtaay
during [rescue operatior)n scfirefightersmasc.nom.pL
poszukiwali siedmiu  0séb.
search.aftegp_pastSevensen peoplesen.pL
‘During the rescue operation firefighters stillasghed after seven
people.’

b. Sysiadka szla Z pecioma

neighboreem nom.seWentss Fem.pasTWith - five-nst
pudlami.

poodleswmasc.insT.pL

‘A neighbor went with seven poodles.’
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C. Rozmawiakmy o szZeiu uczniach.

talked1ppast about sixoc pupilSwasc.LocrL

‘We talked about six pupils.’

When a numerically quantified phrase is accompabied non-verbal predicate, its
form depends on what part of speech it represedtsioun predicate occurs in
Instrumental, e.g. (18a), and an adjective predicat Genitive, e.g. (18b), or
Nominative, e.g. (18c), with the reservation thainhhative can be used when the
subject is non-virile and the verb precedes a gfishinoun, e.g. (18d), (Jadacka 2011:
1602), e.g.:

(18) a. Pieciu uczniow zostalo
five-masc.cen PUpilsSmasc.cenpL beCamMesse NeuT.PAST
lekarzami.
doctorsyasc.iNsTR.PL
‘Five pupils became doctors.’

b. Zostato zjedzonychedi butek.
Wasssc NeuT.pasTEAtENGEN PL fiVe-FEMNOM  DUNSFEM.GEN.PL
‘Five buns were eaten.’

C. Zjedzone zostato ecpi butek.
eatenrem.nom.pL WaS3sc NEUT.PAsT fiVe-Fem.Nom DUNSEEM.GEN.PL
‘Five buns were eaten.’

d. *Zabici  /zabitych zostato esciu
killed-nowm/Killed-gen WaSssc NEuT.PAST  t€NWMASC.GEN
zotnierzy.
soldiersyasc.cen.pL

‘Ten soldiers were killed.’

Finally, within the higher numerals we recognigsizc (thousand)milion (million) and
miliard (milliard) which, contrary to other numerals, hasiagular and plural which
affects the form of the verb when the numericalbamtified noun is in the subject
position. One of the most common contexts in whigbigc is found is when it
quantifies the noun. Then it is juxtaposed witheothigher numerals requiring the noun

to be marked with Genitive and the verb to be irdtperson singular neuter form, e.g.:
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(19) Tyskc  kibicow przyszio na
thousand supportefsc.cenp.  CaMessg.NEUT.PAST ON

mecz.

matchmasc.acc.sc

‘A thousand supporters came to the match.’

Still, there are some contexts, in which a verb lsave a different form, e.g. (Jadacka
2011: 1602)?

(20) a. Zamieszkat tu idgs emigrantéw
take.up.residencgss masc.past here thousand emigranigssc.cen.pL
z Kurdystanu
from Kurdistanwasc.cen.sc
‘A thousand emigrants from Kurdistan took up resice here.’
b. Zgingt / (zgi¢to) tysyc  zotnierzy.
diedssc.masc.past/ diedssc.neut.pastthousand soldiergasc cen.pL
‘A thousand soldiers died.’
C. Tyspc /million /miliard ton agla
thousand /million/milliard tonsem.cenp.  COalmasc.GeN
zostat przewieziony /zostato przewiezione
[was transporteddsc.masc.pas? [was transporteddsc.neut.pasT
do fabryki
to factoryrem.cen.se
‘Thousand/million/milliard tons of coal was tramsfed to the factory.’
d. Trzy tysice poddanych czekaly
three thousands- servantssenp.  Waitedspp Fem.pasT
/(czekalo) na swojego krola.
waitedsprempast ON their  kingaasc.acc.se
‘Three thousand servants waited for their king.’
e. Tysikce ludzi wyszio

thousandsr peoplesenp. Came.oukse NEUT.PAST

'21n brackets | give alternative forms.
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/(wysztly) na ulice.

/came.oukp Fem.pasT ON Streetsem.acc.pL

‘Thousands of people came out on streets.’

In examples (20a) and (20b), the verb can be useldind person singular masculine
being congruent withlysizc. Such a form is permissible when the verb precelles t
numeral (Jadacka 2011: 1602). Similarly, wisizc or its multiples quantifies the unit
of measure the verb may assume the form congruéht the numeral, e.g. (20c).
Moreover, whenysigc is preceded by other numerals then the verb niigtglural, e.qg.
(20d), implying that the agreement relation ochetveen the element represented by a
numerals lexeme and the verb. Finatlysigc used in plural is accompanied by the verb
in third person singular neuter, e.g. (20e), whildplays resemblance, both in meaning,

I.e. multitude and multiplicity, and syntax, talefinite numerals.

1.1.2. Collective numerals

Collective numerals determine the number of estibg means of whole numbers but
they are used with nouns denoting people of differgender (21a), non-adults or
offspring (21b), pluralia tantum (21c), i.e. nousgpearing only in plural, or nouns
customarily used in pairs (21d), (Straski 2005: 184).

(21) a. dwoje ludzi
‘two people’
b. troje dzieci/troje szczedti
‘children/three puppies’
C. czworo neyczek
‘four scissors’
d. dwoje oczu

‘two eyes’

Collective numerals are found in Polish in examg&ka) - (21d). In English, on the
other hand, the same nouns, with the exceptionlwfle tantum, are modified by

cardinal numerals. As there is no morphologicaldgerdistinction on modifiers (or any
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other part of speech apart from pronouns and soameah nouns), the function of
collective numerals is carried out by cardinal ntaetge For nouns that do occur only in

plural, the strategy to use various measure phiasgmplied, e.g. (22).
(22) a pair of pants

Measure phrases are used in both languages witbuntable nouns, i.e. different

substances, abstract nouns or nouns with whictparticular languages.

1.1.3. Ordinal numerals

Ordinal numerals are numerals which “identify thasiion a given member of a set
occupies relative to other members of the same(Sédltz and Veselinova 2005: 218),

designate positions in a sequence, e.g.:

(23) a. pierwszy nauczyciel
first teachetmsc.nom.sc
‘a first teacher’
b. pigty dzie:
fifth daywasc.nom.sc
fifth day’

Despite the fact that the function of ordinal nuatgri.e. to demonstrate the order of
objects or phenomena, seems to be one of the &wasscin presenting relative relations,
languages of the world display a wide differentintregarding the presence of ordinal
numerals or their forms. Some languages have bemorted to lack ordinal numerals
and instead to feature temporal and local advdrbsther languages, e.g. Indonesian,
the function of the ordinal numeral is taken over dardinal numerals and the
distinction between the two is signaled by the worder (Stoltz and Veselinova 2005:

218). Yet another group of languages is found inctwlonly one has a form of an

 For reasons of space | do not discuss measuregshhase, but cf. Chachulska (2003) for Polish. For
English and a general discussion of measure phisees.g. Higginbotham (1994) and literature on
pseudopartitives.
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ordinal numeral and numerals above share forms weatidinal numerals, e.g. in an
Arawakan language spoken in Venezuela (Stoltz arebebhova 2005: 218).

Considering other possibilities of encoding relatorder languages in which all ordinal
numerals are derived from cardinals are worth roeirig, e.g. in Hunzib, one of the
Caucasian languages spoken in Russia, in whicle tisea combination of suppletive
forms and forms derived from cardinal numerfdls.

In Polish, ordinal numerals seem to conform tograip of languages in which
one as a cardinal numeral has a suppletive foper{vszy whereastwo upwards
resemble cardinal numerals featuring stem alteynatie.gdwa (two)/drugi (second),
trzy (three) frzeci (third). With respect to their morphological projpes, Polish
cardinal numerals inflect for case, number and genalthough gender distinction in

plural is found only with first four numerals, e.g.

(24) a. pierwsze kobiety / pierwsigitzyni
‘first  women /first  men.’

b. Panie z miasta przybyty jako
womengemNompL  from City-weut cen.scCAMEspLFEMPAST AS
trzecie a panowie jako czwarci a nie
thirdeem.pLand  mengasc.Nnom.pL @S fourthmascpand  not
*pigCci czy *széi.
fifth-p. or  sixthp_
‘Women from the city came as third and men as foartd not as fifth or

sixth.’

In cases when 5 and above are to be used as ondimarals periphrastic forms such as

na pigtym/szostym miejs@are utilized, e.g.:

(25) Druzyna z Tajlandii yid na
teameem.nom.sc from Thailandrem cen.seWasrem.cense 0N
pigtym miejscu.

[fifth  place]ioc

‘A team from Thailand was fifth.’

“ For reasons of space | will not develop the toiomlinal numerals cross-linguisticallffor a more
detailed discussion see Stolz and Veselinova (2808)sources cited therein.
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When a complex numeral expresses the position serges, then only the last two

numerals are ordinal numerals. The rest of the ¢exnip formed by cardinal numerals,

e.g.:

(26)

Zawodnik ukozyt Wegig jako
contestanisasc.nom.scfinishedssegmasc.pastracemasc.acc.scas
tysigc dwigcie pecdziesity drugi.

thousand two.hundred fiffyasc ~ Secondaasc

‘The contestant has finished the race as thousandhtindred fifty

second.’

Although ordinal numerals are traditionally definasl numerals due to their semantic

properties (e.g. Nagorko 1996: 155), in some diassions of parts of speech they are

determined to be adjectives due to their morphokdgand syntactic resemblance to

adjectives (e.g. Laskowki 1984: 284). As variedwgeon classification of numeral

types are subject to a wider discussion and thasrde proper attention | will postpone

comments on this issue until section 1.2.3.

English ordinal numerals, apart from first threeichihhave suppletive forms, i.e.

first, secondandthird, are derived from cardinal numerals by means dfrapth affix,

e.g.sixth seventhetc. In complex formations, contrary to Polish,yottile last numeral

occurs in a form of a cardinal numeral, évgo hundred twenty nintlone thousand five
hundred sixty third.

1.1.4. Fractional numerals

Fractional numerals determine the number of estibyg means of fractions. The most

common fractional numerals in Polish af@ieré (one fourth), pét (half) and its

composites such gwdttora (ona and a half)péttrzecia(two and a half) potczwarta
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(three and a halff> Other fractional numerals are formed by means cérinal and

ordinal numeral, e.qg.:

(27) a. jedna pyta chleba

one fifth breadrasc.censc
‘one fifth of bread’

b. éwieré arbuza
one.fourth/quarter watermel@sc.cen.sc
‘one fourth of a watermelon’

C. pottora jabtka
one.and.a.half  appleur.cen.sc

‘one and a half apples’

Fractional numerals in English display similar pats, i.e. the y are words indicating
one of two equal parts or the quantity/amount edwalsuch a part Webster’'s
Unabridged Dictionary,henceWUD), i.e. half, or one fourth, i.equarter. Other are

formed via a juxtaposition of a cardinal and ortimameral, e.g.:

(28) a. one third of all students

b. one fifth of the department

In case ofhalf and quarter, however, it is worth mentioning that their morfdgcal
and syntactic properties indicate a double statubase lexemes. First of ahalf has

its plural equivalent, i.ehalves e.g.two halves of the heartwhich immediately
suggests that it is a noun. Yet, its syntax implie it is a numeral as it determines a
fractional part but both as an attributive modifierg. (29a), or a as an element of the

partitive contruction, e.g. (29b).

(29) a. He spent half a day watching TV.
b. Mary ate half of their cake.

® The last two formspéitrzecia (two and a half) pétczwarta (three and a half) are mentioned in a
dictionary SPP from 1973 but are described as rarely used. Tteyat appear iWielki stownik
poprawnej polszczyzrihenceWSPB.
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Quarter, despite being classified as a noun in dictiosaaied having numerous lexical
entries, e.g. meaning “a coin equal to one fouftthe dollar of the United States and

Canada”, “one fourth of an hour”, “one fourth ofyaar”, “an academic term lasting
approximately three months”, “one fourth of theipérof the moon's revolution around
Earth” (The Free DictionaryhenceTFD) is used as a fractional numeral denoting a
fourth part. Similarly tahalf it can either occur attributively as anquarter mileor in
partitive constructions, e.ga quarter of householgdsa quarter of all neighbors.
Furthermore, bothhalf and quarter are found in expressions with other cardinal

numerals, e.g.:

(30) a. one and a half pints

b. one and a quarter miles

Their numeral status can be confirmed not onlyh®y fact that they can appear with
other numerals but that they are juxtaposed wigmtiaand, which means that as one
of the conjuncts they must be of the same categ®the other one. Additionally, when
these lexemes are part of a complex expressiomdhe they modify is always plural
similarly to the verb that follow¥ e.g.:

(31) a. One and a half apples are rotten.

b. One and a half years have passed since we met.

This is a surprising property, especially when caregd with Polish fractional numerals
which invariably take nouns in singular (cf. exaegoand discussion below).

When it comes to morphological and syntactic progerof fractional numerals
in Polish there is no unity in the group. Numefaier¢ (one fourth) has three distinct
forms, i.e.céwier¢ for Nominative and Accusativewierci for Genitive, Dative and
Locative as well agwiercig for Instrumental. It also possesses a plural fémerci but

being feminine itself it does not distinguish bedwalifferent genders.

' In structuresone + noun + a halfthe verb that follows is singular, eAyyear and a half has passed
or when the amount is treated as a singular entity, One and a half cups is enough sudahe
American Heritage Book of English Usadgencel AHBEU).
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Numeralp6t does not decline for case nor gender. In exan(B@s) and (32b) phrases

with po6t occur in structural case positions, i.e. in placdsere Nominative or

Accusative are assigned.

(32)

a.

P6t chleba splaato.

half breadwasc.cen.sgmoldedssc neuT.pasT
‘Half a bread molded’

Zjedlismy pét chleba.
ate1ppasthalf breadwasc.cen.re
‘We ate half of bread.’

In sentences where the phrase with the fractionatenal in oblique case positions

would be used, instead pbt the nourpotowais chosen, e.g.:

(33)

a.

Rozdali darmowe  d&i potowie
d iStribUtedgpL,pAST [free boo kS};CQpL ha|f-|:E|\/|,DAT
szkoty.

Schooleem.cen.sG

‘They distributed free books to half a school.’

Janek przywiozt nowe komputery [
Johnmasc.nom.sG broughtssc masc.past [New computerixcc.p. and
sprzedat je *pot /potowie
soldssg.masc.past  themspace *half-nowacc/half-par

szkoty.

schoolrem.cen.sG

‘John has brought new computers and sold themlt@ha school.’
Janek sprzedat Yaowe szkoty.

Johnuasc.nom.scSOldssemascpast  half-acc SChoOleem.cen.sc

‘John sold half of a school.’

In example (33b) the phrase with the fractional atahis found in a position when

Dative is assigned and there oplgtowacan appear. In (33c), on the other hand, both

options are possible but the phrase occurs in toeigative context. The same pattern is
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recognized with Instrumental, e.g. (34a), and Lizeate.g. (34b), i.e. whenever these
cases are selected for by the verb the phraseigsptatowaand notpdt, e.g.:

(34) a. Rozmawiatem z *pot /potowdrieyny.

talked1sc. pastwith  *half-yomacc /half-nsTr teameem.cen.se
‘| talked to the half of a team.’

b. Rozmawiali o *pot /potovepadku.
talkedsp. pastabout *halfyomace /half-ocinheritancemasc.cen.sc
‘They has talked about a half of inheritance.’

C. Przepisat pot/potanspadku na
made.oveksc pasthalf-acc inheritanceyasc.cenp. ON
sqsiadle.
neighboreem.acc.sc

‘He has made half of his inheritance over the Inieay.’

Sentences (34a) - (34c) show that the choicpoédwa over poét is not a matter of a

collocation or a tendency of a given noun to oceitih one or the other but a matter of
case, precisely Nominative/Accusative versus okligmes.’” Yet, when the phrase

occupies positions where Genitive is assigned loptions, i.e. withp6t and potowa

seem to be legitimate, e.g.:

(35) a. Nie ma pét/potowy grupy /p6t/ paio
no have half grougem.cen.séhalf
obiadu.

dinner-yasc.cen.sc

‘There is not half of a group/half of dinner

7 Although syntactic contexts seem to be decisiviliénchoice opét or potowatheir meaning cannot be
entirely neglected as when the noun denotes a#wedrrthan a single object thpatowais chosen, e.g.

(2) a. P&t  samochodu zostalo zizisae.
half  carmasc.cen.scWasssc.nuet.pastdamaged
‘Half of a car was damaged.’
b. Potowa samochodéw  zostata @iesto fabryki
half Carsyasc.cen.scWeressc.rem.pastSENt to factory
‘Half of the cars were sent to the factory.’

34



b. Stranicy pilnug tego budynku /potpoy
guardsxom.pL Watchsp pres this  buildingwmasc.cen.sdhalf
budynku.
building-masc.cen.sc
‘Guards watch this building/half of a building.’

C. Maria przettumaczyta anck
Maria+em.nowm.sctranslatetkss Fem.pasTSENtENCREUT.GEN.SG
/pét/potowe  zdania.

/half-acc sentenCeuT.Gen.sG
‘Maria translated a sentence/half of a sentence.

d. Maria nie przettumaczyta zdania
Mariaremnom.sghot  translatedsc rem.past SENtENCREUT.GEN.SG
/pét/potowy  zdania.

/half SentenCReuUT.GEN.SG
‘Maria did not translate a sentence/ half of asece.’

e. Prébowano mu przedwva w pot stowa/

try-sse.NeuT pasT NiMssemasc interruptwe  in half  wordneut.cense

*stowie [*stowo (WSPP

*word-neut.Loc.se  /WOrd-NeuT.NOMIACC.SG

‘They tried to cut him short.’

In above examples, i.e. in a negative existentaktruction (35a), in sentences with an
inherent (35b) and structural Genitive (35c), (3%®d)in a structure in which the
preposition precedes the phrase with the numeB®) pét seems to be a legitimate

option which shows that its use is extended to tB@nicontexts. Moreover, in

18 vet, in phrases witlyodzina(hour) the modified noun is governed by the prémsand not by the
numeral, e.g. (4), but only with this noun. As exden(5) showstydzie: (week) receives case from the
numeral and not the preposition.

3) a. To s¢ stalo po godzinie / po po6t godzirtpot
this REF happenegic nuetrast after  houroc/after half houroc/*half
godziny. (WSPB
hOUr'GEN
‘This happened after half an hour.’
b. Maria wrécita do pracy po tygodniu/pét

Mary—FEM_NOM_SG Came.bac%sg_FEM.pASTtO work after W66koclha|f
tygodnia /*p6t tygodniu.

WeekGEN [*half Week'[_oc

‘Mary came back to work after a week/half a week.’
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constructions with cardinal numerals, i{pi&t and notpotowathat is used. Additionally,
poét as the final constituent in the numeral completedrines the form of the modified

nourt®, e.g.(36), which undoubtedly places it along wither numerals.

(36) Decyzja przyszta po peciu i pot
decisiongem.nom.sc arrivedssc rempastafter five and half
miesica [*miesgcach. (WSPP
monthswpasc.cen.sc /monthsmasc.cen.pL

‘Decision arrived after five and a half months.’

Numeral péttora (one and a half) is the only fractional numergiresenting gender
distinction by means of two formmdttora for masculine and neuter nouns gadtorej

for feminine nouns, e.qg.:

(37) a. pottora ziemniaka l@ajk
halfascineut potatomasc.cense  /€JUNEUT.GEN.SG
‘half a potato/an egg’
b. poéttorej butelki

half+em bottlerem cen.sc

‘half a bottle’

When it is preceded by a preposition the noun resnander the scope of the numeral

retaining assigned by it c&8ee.q.:

(38) a. Druzyna wygrata mecz po

teameem.nom.sc WON-=3sG.FeEM.pAST MatChmasc.acc.sc  after

pottorej godziny [*godzinie

' The exception to this rule is nowaz (once, time) which is governed by the cardinal atahand not
the fractional part, e.glwa i p6t razy/*raza(two and a half time)W/SPB.

2 The only exception seems to be naak (year) which in a phrase witibitora and prepositioprzedis
governed by the preposition and not by the numergl;

(4) przed rokiem /przed pottora iR [*przed pottora
before yeagasc.instr.sdbefore one.and.half yeaistr/*before  one.and.half
roku.
yeargen

‘before a year/ before one and a half year’
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one.and.half houfemcense /hOUFreEMm.LOC.SG
‘The team won the match after an hour and a.half

b. Maria wyjidza za pottora tygodnia.
Mariarem.nom.scleavesse rem.predn one.and.half weelgasc.cen.sc

‘Maria is leaving in a week and a half.’

Although there are some differences among fractiamamerals regarding their
inflection, the common feature of these numeralhésform of the noun they modify,

l.e. Genitive, e.g.:

(39) Janek zjadt éwieré ljedng trzecy /pot
Johnwasc.nom.scatessc.masc.past  quarter/one  third /half
/poitora jabtka.
/one.and.half applgesut.cen.sc

‘John has eaten a quarter/one third/half/one amalfeof an apple.’

When a noun phrase with a fractional numeral fomstias a subject, the verb occurs in

singular, e.g.:
(40) a. Pot  arbuza zepsuto %
half Watermelom;fAsc_GEN,SG Went.bad;SG,NEUT,pAgTREF
‘Half of a watermelon went bad.’
b. Dwie trzecie pracownikow ogtosito

two third employergmsc.cen.pL declaredssg NeuT.pasT

strajk

strikemasc.acc.sc

‘Two third of employers declared strike.’

2! with dwie trzeciethe verb can occur in feminine plural, eQyvie trzecie pracownikéw ogtosity i
strajk (Two third of employees declared strike).Yet, witther fractional numerals such @sy czwarte
(three fourths)cztery pigte (four fifths), pie¢ széstychfive sixths) and other fractions the verb found i
third person neuter singular is a more felicitolmice, e.g.Trzy czwarte/cztery gie/pie¢ szdstych
pracownikéw ogtosito/*?ogtosity strajkThree fourths/four fifths/five sixths of employedsclaredsss.
neuT /*declaredsp, revstrike).
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Although above examples suggest that establishgrgmmatical number of a predicate
is fairy transparent, the form of a verb regardysmder (or any other predicate) does

not seem to be such an obvious issue, e.qg.:

(41) a. Cwier¢ kalafiora zepsuta i
quarter cauliflowefasc.cen.sewent.badssc rem.past REF
zepsuto esi [*zepsut g2
went.badssc neut.past REF /went.badsc mascrast REF
‘Quarter of a cauliflower went bad.’

b. Cwieré kalafiora zostata zjedzona/
quarter caulifloweksasc.cen.saWasSssc.Fem.pasT €ateneem
zostato zjedzone /[*zostat jedzony.
Was3sc.NEuT.PASTEAtENREUT /WaS3sc.masc.PasT €at€Nmasc
‘A quarter of a cauliflower was eaten.’

(42) a. P6t  melona *zepsuta skl
half melonyasc.cen.sc went.badsse rempast REF
zepsuto esi [*zepsut esi
went.badsse neut.pasTREF  /went.badsc masc.east REF
‘Half of a melon went bad.’

b. Po6t melona zostato zjedzone /[*zostala
half melonmasc.cen.sc WaS3sc.NEuT. pPAsSTEALENNEUT/WAS3SG.FEM.PAST
zjedzona /*zostat zjedzony.
eatenreym  /Wasssg.masc.pasT €ateNmasc
‘Half of a melon was eaten.’

(43) a. Potowa brokuta zepsuta se/
half broccoliyasc.cen.sewent.badssc rem.past REF

[*zepsuto &l [*zepsut ¢si

> When a demonstrative pronoun is added only one dranverb is possible, e.g.

(5) a. Ta éwieré  kalafiora zostata zjedzona /[*zostato
thisgem quarter  cauliflower wagsg rem€atenrey  / Wasssg.neut
zjedzone.
eatengeur
‘This quarter of a cauliflower was eaten.’

b. To éwieré kalafiora *zostata zjedzona /zostato zjedzone.

thisweyt quarter cauliflower wagsg remeatencey / Wasssc neut€atengeut
‘This quarter of a cauliflower was eaten.’
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(44)

(45)

*went.badssg.neutprast REF /went.badsc masc.past REF

‘Half of broccoli went bad.’

Potowa brokuta zostata zjedzona/
half broccoliwasc.cen.scWaSssc.FEM.PAST eatenrem
*zostato zjedzone /[*zostat zjedzony.

*Was3se.NEUT.pAsTEALENREUT /*WaS3s6.MASC.PAST €AtENMASC

‘Half of broccoli was eaten.’

Pottora salcesonu *zepsu 8i /
one.and.half headcheeggsc censc®went.badssc rempast  REF/
zepsuto i [*zepsut esi
went.badsse.neut.pasTREF 1 *went.badsc masc.past REF

‘One and a half of headcheese went bad.

Pottora salcesonu *zostata zjedzona /
one.and.half headcheeggsccense *WaSssc.rem.pasieatensew/
zostalo zjedzond*zostat zjedzony.
Wasz3sc.NEUT. PAsTEALENREUT/ *WaS3sG.MASC.PAST €ateNmasc

‘One and a half of headcheese was eaten.’

Pottorej truskawki =ita &i/
one.and.a.half  strawberg¢mcensc *went.badssc.rempast REF
zepsuto 8i

went.badsse neut.past REF

‘One and a half of a strawberry went bad.

Pottorej truskawki *zostata zjedzona /
one.and.a.halfgy  strawberryrem.cense *Wasssc.rem.past€atengem
zostato Zjedzone.

WasSzsc.NEUT.PASTEALENREUT

‘One and a half of a strawberry was eaten.’

Dwie trzecie ludzi przyszto.

two third  peopleen.pLCamesse.NeEUT.PAST

‘Two third of people came.’

Dwie trzecie mandarynki zostato zjedzone/

two third  tangeringem cen.scWassse.NeuT.PAsTEAIENREUT
*zostata zjedzona.

Wasssc.FEM.PAST €atenrem
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‘Two third of a tangerine was eaten.’

C. Dwie trzecie ludzi zostato zaprosan/
two third peoplesen.p. Wassse.NeuT.pasTiNVitedcen
*zostali zaproszeni.

*werespLpast INvitedwowm

‘Two third people was invited/were invited.’

The picture that emerges from presented data isrttsructures wittpotowaverbal or
adjectival predicate is feminine singular, the pree oféwieré in phrases occupying
subject positions triggers either feminine or nestagular and the rest of lexemes, i.e.
pot, pottora/pottorejand composites of the cardinal and ordinal nursgoakmit only
the predicate being neuter singular. Although saichariance in syntax may point to
their different status, | claim that they are aNjth the exception ofpotowa,
representatives of one class, i.e. numer@gieré, on the other hand, allowing for a
feminine predicate, thus being in the agreemeiaitiosl with the verb or adjective, as
well as having a plural formiwierci may seem to be a noun. Yet, the fact that it also
occurs with neuter singular predicate, which isharacteristic syntax of numerals, as
well as that its plural form is limited to eitheztphrases such &zy éwierci dosmierci
(have a brush with death) or time descriptions sagtw pierwszej/ /ostatniejwierci
wieku/XVIIl wieku(in the first/ last quarter of the century/the™18entury), which
nowadays sound rather old-fashioned, suggestsebayohg status of this lexeme as a
noun or rather a transitory stage between a nodnnameral. The numeral status of
discussed lexemes is advocated by Gruswkiyand Saloni (1978: 22), who also
pinpoint the fact that despite their varied morpigadal patterns, i.epottora with
gender distinct formsiwier¢ with different case forms amubt without any inflectional
suffixes or alternate forms, they form one gramoahtcategory. What is more, their
presence with other numerals confirms the statethanthey are numerals, e.g.:

(46) a. Anna przeczytata trzy ipot rozdziatu.
Ann-em.nom.screadssc.rempast  three and half chapt@iasc.cen.se
‘Ann read three and a half chapter.’
b. trzy i éwieré  mili / miliona Polakéw
three and quarter milgsn.sdmillion PolessenpL

‘three and a quarter miles/million Poles’
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The numeral character of lexemes determining didnaal part of the set is also argued
by Przepiorkowki(2006b), who attempts to prove that these elements, in gpfite
modifying nouns in singular, are, in fact, inhetemlural which place them next to
othernumerals. The idea for the inherent plural numlddraxtional numerals is based
on examples with demonstratives suchtgsowe(these)and tamte(those) preceding

pot, éwieré or péttora, e.g:?

47) a. Zaczm Sk niebawem prace polowe,awi te pot
begin REF soon works field thus thgsealf
kilometra jest konieczne.

kilometeryasc.censc iS-3sc.predNECESSArY

‘Field works will begin soon, thus this half kileter is necessary.’
b. I nikt jaké nie pyta, czie pottora

and nobody somehow not ask if thesene.and.half

miliona byto wydane sensi@wn

million-gen.scWasSssc.NeuT.pasTSPENt  reasonably

‘And somehow nobody asks if this one and a halfioni was spent

reasonably.’
C. [G]dyby nieowe éwieré  wieku dowastmowania
if not theser quarter centurymsc.cen.sc appreciation

miasta, nie byloby tu  dzi mostu 700-lecid’
city not were here today bridge seventiethharsary
‘But for that quarter of the century of city appedmon, the seventieth-
anniversary bridge would not be here.’
d. [..] wspomina tamte poétroku sweggcia
recalksc pastthosep, half yearyasc.cen.schis life

‘[He] recalls that half year of his life.’

Yet, there are also examples in which abovementideagemes occur with singular
neuter pronouns, which is also indicated by Pra&pigski (2006b), e.g°

2 Examples (47a) - (47d) are from Przepi6rkowski @0®B1). Glosses and translations are mine.
** Actually in IPI PAN Corpusthere are only two examples ofve + ¢wieré, one of them used by
Przepidrkowski (2006b).
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(48) a. Jestowo poét prawdy
is thissghalf trutheem.censc
‘It is partially true.’
b. [ doczekasic nie mog kiedy minie owo p6t godziny
and wait REF not can when pass-dbisalf hourrem.censc
‘and | cannot wait when this half an hour passes.’
C. zajeto nam owo pot dnia

tookssg.past US  thissg half daymasc.cen.sc

‘it took us half a day’

d. Kluczowym dla mnie jestowo  poéttora  roku
pivotal for me is thiss one.and.half yeafiasc.cen.sc
sledztwa.
investigation

“This one and a half years of investigation is @véirm me.’
e. zostatlem weigniety na owo  pottorej godziny

was engaged on tkisene.and.half houtem.cen.sc

‘I was engaged for one and a half hour.’
f. Jakby wymazatamto po6t roku

as.if erase thathalf yearpasc.cen.sc

‘What if erased that half year.’

When it comes to pronoun, although there are numerous examples with aititraal
numerals, both on the Internet and PAN Corpusin the majority of cases in strings
to + pot/pdtora + nounto is either a pronouit as in sentences (49a) and (49b), or a

part of predicative constructions such as (50a)(&04).

(49) a. Wydali nato po6t miliona dolarow.
Spent3p|_.pA5T on it-\gSG half miIIion-GEN,SGdoIIarSGEN,pL
‘They spent on this half a million dollars.

b. Stato &i to  poltora miegia temu

%5 Examples (48a) - (51) are from the Internet.
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happenedscpast REF itzgsgone.and.half monthiasc.ecenss ago
w Bremie.
in Brema
‘It happened one and a half month ago in Brema.’

(50) a. Usmiech to pét pocatunku
smile-yascnom.se this half Kkissaasc.cen.sc
‘A smile is half a kiss.’

b. Dobry plan to pot sukcesu.

[good plan]wasc.nom.se  this half succesgasc.cen.sc

‘A good plan is half a success.’

With ¢éwieré, on the other hand, there are sentencestwitbnctioning as an indicative

demonstrative, e.g.:

(51) Prosz paistwa, to éwier¢ mid ztz ubiegtego
ladies gentlemen thiss quarter milliardegn.sczl from  last
roku jeszcze do dzisiaj nie zostato sCiggniete.
year yet tilltoday not wagscneut.past CoOllected
‘Ladies and Gentlemen, this quarter milliard zInfréhe last year hasn’t

been collected yet.’

The Internet andPl PAN Corpussearch have revealed that actually both variahts o
demonstratives, i.e. singular and plural, are bssiwith fractional numerals.
According to Przepiodrkowski (2006b) this impliesatithere might be two types of
lexemes; one of them being inherently plural nutsesaipported by the presence of
plural pronouns and selecting for singular nounsvetheless, even admitting quoted
data with plural pronouns as correct and neglectivgg fact that they might be just
instances of improper use of pronouns transfemeath fplural contexts and preserved in
singular, in some cases to disambiguate betweer aes of pronouto, it is difficult

to maintain the view on the inherent plural numbkfractional numerals considering
that the noun selected is singular. Although fareprorkowski (2006b) the availability
of plural pronouns is an argument for selectivergdlmumber of lexemepodt, éwieré
andpoéttora just like in case of other numerals (cf. Laskowdd84: 285) or Kopdiska
(1992: 21), it does not explain why the noun igyglar, which all in all, becomes a
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completely new feature of numerals, i.e. selecggal number realized on modifiers
but not on the category modified. Therefore, | eefrzepiérkowski’'s (2006b) proposal
and claim that‘wieré, pét and poéttora are fractional numerals selecting for singular
nouns, similarly to numerajeden which is in accordance with their function of

indicating not the number of elements in the setitlsyart.

1.1.5. Indefinite quantifiers

Another group of numerals that determines the dtyaot a modified noun consists of
numerals which specify only an approximate numbkeelements. These numerals
constitute a very specific group as its membersnateonly descendants of different
parts of speech but they also feature slightlyedéht properties. Numerals suchdaso

(a lot), matq, troche (few, little) do not inflect and thus they can omlgpear in positions

in which Nominative, e.g. (52a), Accusative, e.§2), or Genitive, e.g. (52c) are

assigned.

(52) a. Duzo/mato, trocle ludzi przyszto na
a.lot/few people=n.pL CAME3sc.NEUT.PAST ON
koncert.
concertyasc.acc.sG
‘A lot of /few people came to the concert.’

b. Widzielsmy duo/mato, trocle ludzi na koncercie.
saw+p__pasta.lot/few people=n.pLON CONCerfgasc.LoC SG
‘We saw a lot of /few people at the concert.’

C. Nie byto do ludzi na koncercie

not wasssc.neuT.pasTa.l0t peoplasen.pLON conceriaasc.Loc.sc

‘There weren'’t a lot of people at the concert.’

In context where oblique cases are assigm&®, mato, trocl are infelicitous, e.g.
(53a). Insteadwieleis used, e.g. (53b).

(52) a. Poszlsmy razem z *¢élo/*mato,*troche ludzi

wentsppast together with  a.lot /few peopkar.pL
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z ludmi.
with people nstr.pL
‘We went to the square together with many people.
b. Razem z wieloma i poszimy na plac.
together with [many peopl@strp. WentspLpast ON Square

‘We went to the square together with many people.

Kilka (a few),kilkanascie (a dozen)kilkadziesit (a few dozen) andiele (many), just
like duzo (a lot), matq, troche (few, little), display features of other higher nenals, i.e.
select for a noun in Genitive in structural cassifians and third person singular neuter

verb, e.g.:

(54) Kilka /kilkanascie/kilkadziesit /wiele studentéw
a.few/adozen J/afew dozen/many studestss.
zrezygnowato ze  studiow.
quittedssc.neuT.pasTifOm studies

‘A few/a dozen/a few dozen/many students quithesirtstudies.’

When these expressions are in oblique case pasitaontrary toduzo (a lot), matq,
troche (few, little), they inflect together with a nouncacding to properties of their

governor, e.g.:

(55) a. Poszlsmy z kilkoma osobami.
went1pL pasT with [a.feW people]NSTR,pL

‘We went with a few people.’

b. Wystalsmy prezenty kilku podopiecznym  ddmiecka.
sentip. pastpresentscc.pL [a.few residentsparp.  home children’s

‘We sent presents to a few residents of the childrbome.’

Finally masa(masses)mog szereg(a number)eing originally nouns are in transition
between nouns and numerals which means that thesept features typical of the
syntax of nouns or both nouns and numerals. Ireseet(56), the verb agrees in person

and gender witimasawhich points to the nominal status of the expressi
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(56) Masa ludzi kupita bilety.

massrem.nom.scPeoplecenp.  boughtssc rem.pastticketsace pr

‘Masses of people bought tickets.’

Szeregon the other hand, exemplifies a transitory stagfeveen a noun and a numeral
as it is found in contexts where it is accomparbgahird person singular masculine
verbs indicating agreement wizereg,e.g. (57af° or third person singular neuter

verbs, e.g. (57b), just like in case of other niahquantifiers.

(57) a. Pierwszy szereg zotnierzy za} miejsca
first rowwmasc.nom.sc Soldiersyasc.cen.pL 100Kssc.masc.se Seats
naprzeciwko trybuny honorowe.
in.front.of seats honor
‘The first row of soldiers sat down in front ofate of honor.’

b. Szereg 0s0b nie  umiato/
a.number.ofsasc nomsc  PeoplegenpL NOt  couldsse neuT.PasT
*umiat dostosowasic do nowe] sytuacji
couldssc.masc.past adjust REF to [new  situation
ekonomiczne.
€eCconomiclsen.sc
‘A number of people could not adjust to a newrggic situation.’

The transition stage between nouns and numeralsasfound withczes¢é or wieksz@¢
which allow for both forms of a verb, i.e. thirdrpen singular neuter or agreeing with a

verb, e.qg.:

(58) Czsélwigkszaé ludzi przyszta/
Part /majorityremnom.sc  PEOPlEcEN.PL CAME3SG.FEM.PAST
przyszio na zebranie.
camessc.NeuT.PAST ON Meeting

‘A part of people came to the meeting.’

*® For a discussion afzeregand a list of other nouns undergoing numeralirasiee Schabowska (1962).
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In English, indefinite quantifying expressions halwe same semantic functions as those
in Polish and their syntactic properties are simtitathose of English cardinal numeral,
i.e. they select for plural nouns and require tbbal predicate to be plural, but slightly
differ with respect to morphological properties.€eThypical indefinite numerals in
English aresevera] many (a) few and an expressioa lot of Whereasmanyandfew
seem to share properties with adjectives in thai tiley gradate, e.gaany more the
most andfew, fewerandthe fewestseveraldoes feature this characteristic. Moreover,
manyandfew can be preceded by degree modifiers sucto@sr so(cf. Kayne 2005,
2007), e.q.:

(59) There were too/so few spectators to start a movie.

Although the morphological aspect seems to drawvigidg line betweerseveraland
many together withfew, when some predication facts are take into accotngse
lexemes can be lined together, i.e. they not omlgear in attributive positions as

modifiers, e.g. (60a), but also as predicdtesg. (60b).:

(60) a. The many/ several/ twenty/ numerous boys | knowGiusti 1991: 444)

b. The boys | know are many/several/twenty/numero(Siusti 1991: 444)

This property, i.e. both attributive and predicatifunction, distinguishes them from
guantifiers such aall or everyas they cannot be predicates, but at the sameaisoe
displays some common grounds with adjectives.

Other aspects in whickevera) few andmanycan be compared to adjectives are
sentences with empty nominals, i.e. structures hickvnumerals are not followed by
nouns (Giusti 1991: 444), e.qg.:

(61) a. | had already met *the many/*the nice you introdiite me last night.
(Giusti 1991: 444)
b. | have already met many/*nice. (Giusti 1991: 444)

* These facts serve as an evidence used by Giu&ti 18 show that some quantifiers share properties
with adjectives.
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In sentence (61a), the presence of the articlelastdof the phonologically overt noun
render structures with quantifiers and adjectivagrammatical, which, according to
Giusti (1991) is conclusive when it comes to tmeggevera)] manyandfew on a par
with adjectives. On the other hand, example (6ddicates a different status wianyas
what is possible for a quantifier, i.e. an ellidexlin, is not felicitous for adjectives.

A similar conclusion can be drawn from partite@nstructions which are only

permissible with quantifiers and not adjectiveg, &iusti (1991: 445).

(62) a. many of the boys
b. *the many of the boys/ *the nice ones of the boys

Thus, even thougbkeveraJ few and many present intricate properties because, on the
one hand, morphologicalliew and many can be classified as adjectives, and on the
other hand they all share some features with adgs:t there is this fundamental

difference that makes them unique in comparisaoitier parts of speech, namely, they
are able to form partitive constructions, and feaure single them out as compared to

other grammatical categories.

1.1.6. Distributive numerals

A distributive numeral is defined as “a numeral ethexpresses a group of the number
specified” (Pei and Gaynor 1954). It is used in@admal contexts to determine the

distributive relation€, e.g.

(63) a. John and Mary bought two chocolate cakes

b. John and Mary bought two chocolate cakes each/apiec

In sentence (63a), the cardinal numeral determites total number of objects
purchased by two buyers together. In example (6Bbyyever, the presence of a
quantifier eachchanges the relation between the arguments of ¢hie, wamely, it is

stated that the numeral describes the number ohezlss bought by each person

% As this subsection aims only at a brief presemtatf a numeral type, no thorough discussion or
analysis of distributive numerals from a diachrop@rspective will follow. For further reading cfilG
(1988) and sources cited therein.
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separately, i.e. presence of two sets of cakessirged of which one set can be ascribed
to John and the other to Mary (cf. Gil 2005: 228)languages of the world distributive
numerals are not always present in the inventonyuofierals but the required meaning,
i.e. distributive, is obtained by means of othenatnts.

Distributive numerals, when they occur in a larggjaare formed by means of
various morphological processes affecting cardmatherals, i.e. they are formed from
cardinal numerals (Gil 2005: 222). In a cross-lisgja analysis of distributive numerals
it has been established that these numerals mayelaéed by means of reduplication,
affixation (prefixation or suffixation), by addiren extra word which either precedes or
follows the cardinal numeral or by a combinationnodrphosyntactic and syntagmatic
strategies. There are also languages which do ae klistributive numerals at all,
although they are able to express a desirable mganith the use of the cardinal
numeral, yet the numeral does not form a constitwéth the additional word or phrase,
e.g. in English (Gil 2005: 222).

The reduplication strategy as described by Gil (1988, 2005), is present in
Georgian, whersamimeaningthreewhen accompanied by the reduplicated morpheme

carries a distributive meanitfge.g. (example from Gil 2005).

(64) Romanma da Zurabma sam-sdarita ca
Romangrc and Zuramegg threep st suitcasesgs carrysscpast

‘Roman and Zurab carried three suitcases eacle@apie

Affixation, either prefixation or suffixation, issed in the Austronesian languages and

Basque along with Korean respectively. The additiovord preceding the numeral, on

% Reduplication strategy is said to be the most commay of presenting distributive meaning with the
use of cardinal numerals. In the survey of 250 Uaggs it constitutes approximately one third of
available strategies (Gil 2005: 222). Reduplicatisna typical strategy in languages of sub-Saharan
Africa, the Caucasus, the South Asian subcontinedonesia and North America (Gill 2005: 223).

** In Georgian not only numerals but also adjectivas reduplicate. Reduplication of adjectives means
that a modifier distributes over a head noun (GB&: 1043). Moreover, in a sentence with a redafdid
numeral more than one interpretation is possibtg,(&il 1988: 1044).

(6) Orma k'acma sam-sami cdanta c’ajo.
tWOERrg Manggrg threeD|ST.ABs Suitcase:Bs CarriEdgsG
‘Two men carried three suitcases.’

The above example can be interpreted a3w) men carried three suitcases eamd 2)Two men
carried suitcases three at a timénerethree suitcasedistributes ovetwo men or as 3)T'wo men carried
sets of three suitcasegere the numeral distributes over a modified nswitcasejust like in the case of
reduplication of adjectives (Gil 1988: 1044f.).
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the other hand, appears in European languages asuerman, Russian or Modern
Greek (Gill 2005: 223), e.g. from German:

(65) Die Kinder haben je zwei Karotten gegasse
children  have DIST two carrots eaten
‘Children have eaten two carrots each.’

The extra word following the numeral is featureddmch languages as, for instance,
Malagasy spoken in Madagaskar, or Ainu, i.e. lagguaf a Japanese island Hokkaido.
The final case of strategies entails combiningaghevementioned means which
is a characteristic of Uto-Aztecan languages anduages spoken in various parts of
Russia (Gill 2005: 223 and sources cited therdtxamples of distributive meaning
with the use of numerals, however, are of the lsggeerest, for the purpose of this
thesis, in reference to English and Polish. Asas been already mentioned, English
does not possess a distributive numeral, it doésomply with any of the discussed
strategies of deriving it from a cardinal numeiaktead, the distributive meaning is

obtained via the operateach e.g.:

(66) a. Each child won a prize.

b. John and Mary drank two glasses of milk each.

Although, at first sight, the English sentence seé&mconform to the option in which an
additional word is introduced, the operator does$ foom a constituent with the
numeral. Therefore, English is classified as a lagg without distributive numerats.

In Polish, on the other hand, the distributive regds obtained via the use of the

distributive prepositiopo which immediately precedes the num&a.g.:

*' Gil (2005: 222) mentionshree by threewhich might be analyzed as an example of a digisibu
numeral, yet when the relation between the exprassiontaining the numeral and the so-called
distributive key is considered, it turns out thakia relation between that phrase and the vedbnahan
NP, e.g. a number of objects/entities per an agtamd not per other objects/individuals (Gil 20Q32).
For that reasonthree by threedoes not provide any ground to place English amanguages with
distributive numerals.

% Distributive po occurs with cardinal and collective numerals, p@pie¢ 0séb(five people each)po
piecioro dzieci(five children each). Ordinal and multiplicativemerals in phrases witho behave like
adjectival modifiers, i.e. they do not select fturpl nouns, and the case of a noun is the saméas it

is not modified by any numeral form, i.e. Locatieeg.

(7) Uczniowi otrzymali po drugim osteamiu /po  podwojnej
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(67) a. Zwyckscy dostali po  (jednégsigzce.
winners received DIST (one) bogkrLoc.se
‘Each winner received a book.’
b. Uczniowie dostali po dwie nagany.
students received DIST two reprimarggacc.pL

‘Students received two reprimands each.’

Phrases with distributivpo may occur in positions of subjects, where Nomireis
typically assigned, e.g. (68a) and (68b), objedth tihe assignment of Accusative, e.g.

(68c), and positions where structural Genitive rbayound, e.g. (68d).

(68) a. Na moich drzewach dojrzewaj wspaniate owoce.

onmy trees ripepr. pres[great fruitlnom.pL

‘Great fruit ripen on my trees.’

b. Na moich drzewach dojrzewa dziennie  pkilka
on my trees ripedc.preseveryday  DIST severakc
owocow>?
fruit-cen.pL

‘Everyday several fruit ripen on my trees.’

C. Wystatam  dzieciom zabawki /po kilka zabawek.
sentrsg.pastchildrenpar pL toysacc.p/ DIST  severakec tOySwen.pL
‘| sent each child several toys.’

d. W tym roku pracownicy nie dostali po
inthis year employergomp. NOt receiveGp.past DIST
paczce na swieta.
packageoc.scon holidays

‘This year none of the employers receive a holipagkage.’

students received DIST second warniggsg /DIST double
paczce /po dwie paczki

paCkT_oc_SG / DIST two paCkSAcc_pL

‘Each student received a second warning/ a dquand&/ two packs.’

* Example is from Lojasiewicz (1979: 154). Glosses @anslation are mine.
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The well-known constraint of Polish distributipge is that its argument is either marked
with Accusative or Locativé® e.g.:
(69) a. Dzieci zjadly po gruszce.
children ate DIST peabc.sc
‘Each child ate a pear.’
b. Dzieci zjadty po dwie gruszki.
children ate DIST two peakc.pL

‘Each child ate two pears.’

The differentiation in case of the noun followirng tdistributivepo seems to result from
the number category of the noun, i.e. Locativedimgular nouns and Accusative for
plural. Yet, Przepiorkowski (2006a, 2008) deterrsitiee interrelation between case and

the argument opo in reference to the type of the phrase following thstributive

** Phrases with lower numerals are Accusative, witm@ards only the numeral is Accusative and the
noun is Genitive.

* Yet, the availability of a Nominative masculine g@nal formdwaj seems to run counter the type of
arguments selected by distributipe, e.g. Optaty z targowiska zbietabedg po dwajprzedstawiciele
dwdch gminnych klub6@Pl PAN Corpu} (Market fees will be collected by two representd from
two local clubs). Although, initially forms such pe dwaj ngzczy¢ni are viewed as improper, the Internet
query has revealed that + dwajis quite a frequent option, e.g.: (emphasis isehin

(8) a. Awans  do péifinatébw  wywalgcpo dwaj najlepsi
promotion to semi-finals  win DISTR  t@sc.nowm [best
zawodnicy

competitorslaasc.nom.pL
‘Two best competitors from each team will winrampotion to semi-finals.’

b. Do Samorzdu wchodz po  dwaj przedstawiciele kazdej klasy.
to government enter  DIST twsc.nom representativegasc now.pL €ach class
‘Two representatives from each class enter theddovernment.’

C. wytonieni zostappo  dwaj ZWYyaGizey z kadej tabelki
chosen will.be DIST twQasc nom Winnersyasc.nom.pL from each  table
‘Two winners from each table will be chosen.’

d. W skiad komisji  wchagdpo dwaj reprezentanci
in makeup  committee enter DIST twasc.nom representativegasc.nom.pL
poszczegolnych instytutow

particular institutes
‘The committee consists of two representativemfparticular institutes.”’
e. Do Senatu wybierarsy po  dwaj senatorzy z kdego stanu.

to Senate chosen are DIST tw@c nom Senatorssasc.nom.pL from each state
‘Two senators from each state are chosen to Sénate

tojasiewicz (1979: 158) provides an examfigicie tu, po dwaj z kalej strony(Stand here, two on
each side) stating that the usepaf and dwaj is acceptable in some contexts. PrzepiérkowskD§20
171), on the other hand, rules out fodwaj from phrases with distributivpo. His example, however,
*datem im po dwaj ochroniarzgach of them got two guards), is an instancpagbhrase in an object
position, thus Nominative form is particularly flagt. In examples from the corpus and the Intepet,
with dwaj is invariably in positions where subjects would gdaced and, in consequence, Nominative
assigned. Therefore, the level of their acceptsghidihigher.
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preposition and not the grammatical number of tbenni.e. Locative is assigned to
noun phrases and Accusative to numeral phrasespirkowski 2006a, 2008: 1%)

Moreover, Przepiérkowski (2008) narrows down theetpf the argument selected by
the distributive preposition to cardinal quantdieshowing that non-intersective

quantifiers such aall andeveryrender sentences wiglo ungrammatical, e.g**

(70) a. Przestalem im /kdemupo  pt/kila /tuzinie wiadomdi.

sentisc.pastthem/each DIST five/several/dozen  messages
‘| sent each of the them five/several/dozen ngssa

b. *Przestatem im  /Ka@emu po wszystkich wiadafoiach.
*sentisg.pastthem /each DIST all messages
‘| sent each of the them all messages.’

C. *Przestatem im /kalemu po kale] wiadomeéci.
sentisc.pastthem/each DIST every message

‘| sent each of the them every message.’

Additional restriction on arguments pb relates to bare nouns which in spite of being
plural lack an overt cardinal and, therefore, dd neeet the requirement on the

argument type witlpo, e.g.:

(71) *Datem im po  jablkach.
gaveisc.pastthem DIST applesoc.pL

‘I gave the apples to each of them.’

The interesting example constitutes conjoined @& &sllowingpo. When numerals are
juxtaposed, the first one determines the form efrtbun irrespective of the value of the

second numeral, i.e. when the first numerabng imposing singular on the noun and

*® A similar observation is made by tojasiewicz (19796) who, although does not distinguish between
numeral and nominal phrasesticesthat mere plurality of the noun is not a sufficieeguirement on the
argument ofpo and plural nouns must be accompanied by numerahies.This claim is based on the
ungrammaticality of inherently plural nouns (pleaantum) followingpo, e.g.?Do plecaka spakowali
po spodniachEach of them pack traousers to their backpackejadiewicz 1979: 156). Interestingly,
Przepiorkowski (2006a: 174) allows plural tantunum® as arguments of distributipe.

*” Examples (70a) — (71) are from Przepi6rkowski (208 20, 25).

*Examples withwiele in phrases selected pp may be less acceptable as the reading availalofds
proportional quantifier or a contextual cardinatlaomly in the former caswiele is allowed in phrases
following a distributive preposition (Przepiorkowg008: 23f. and examples therein).
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consequently Locative, the noun immediately preddmea higher numeral also occurs
in Locative instead of expected Accusative (Frat®@5: 163), e.g. Franks (1995: 163).

(72) Dostaniecie  po jednym, dwoch jabtkach/po dwa
get.will-sz,FUT DIST Ooneroc, tWo-oc applesEOC,pL/DIST tWO-acc
jabtka.

applesacc.p.

‘You will get one, two apples each/ two appleshea

Similarly, when two quantified phrases are conjdinghe form of the first one
determines the form of the second conjthet.g. Franks (1995: 163):
(73) Dostaniecie po jednym jabtku, divogruszkach.

get.will-op rutDIST 0oneroc appleroc.sa tWo-oc pearstoc.pL

‘You will get one apple, two pears each.’

Distributive po functions in other Slavic languages as well, yeteath case it has
different case assigning properties. In Serbo-Gangbo does not govern any particular
case. The case of its arguments depends on thenalxtase assigner, e.g. preposition
precedingopo and its argument, e.g. (74a), or a verb, e.g.)(A#anks 1995: 157), e.g.
Franks (1995: 157):

(74) a. Svako razgovara sa po jednim kaatiyd.
everyone speaks with DIST oRer candidataxst
‘Everyone is speaking with one candidate each.’
b. Kupio sam tri  knjige po caniku
bought AUXscthree books DIST studepkr
‘I bought three books for each student.’

In Czech, on the other hand, phrases accompanisigodtive po invariably appear in
Locative, e.g. (Franks 1995: 164):

** Here a distinction has to be made between conjoimedses with different quantified objects such as
po jednym jabiku i griu sliwkach (DIST [one apple]oc and [five plums]oc) and a phrase containg a
fractional numeral such g® dwa i pét chleban which the case value of the quantified objeqiedals

on the adjacent numeral just like with complex ntat® e.g.dwadziécia dwa krzesta(twenty two
chairsyomacc), dwadzigcia pie¢ krzese{twenty five chairssgy).
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(75) Dalinam po jednom novém kapesniku /@¢ti novych
gave us DIST ongsc new+oc handkerchiefoc sdfive newoc
kapesnicich.
handkerchiefsoc p.

‘Each of us was give a new handkerchief/five nandkerchiefs.’

A more complex case is found in Russian. In thigglege distributivgpo assigns

Dative to singular noun phrases, e.g. (76a), angpome cases to numerals, e.g. (76b).

(76) a. Otec dal detjam po (odnoj) gruse.
fathernom gavemasc.pastchildrenparpr DIST (Onepat) pearpar

‘A father gave each of his children a pear.’ (Franks 1995: 140)

b. po tysjée /po  millionu (Franks 1995: 142)

DIST thousandsat /DIST million-pat
‘a thousand each’

C. po dva rubla (Franks 1995: 141)
DIST two rublegen.sc
‘two rubles each’

d. po pjat rublej (Franks 1995: 141)
DIST five rublegen.pL
‘five rubles each’

e. po  mnogu (Franks 1995: 142)
DIST manypar

‘many each’

In structures (76c¢) and (76d) the form of a numeralot marked as Dative. In example
(76c) there is a paucal numeral which, according-tanks (1995: 144) being an

adjective cannot be directly assigned &ade the case of higher numerals, however, it

4% Harves (2003) demonstrates that Russgianirrespective of its function, i.e. distributive aon-
distributive preposition indicating location or paassigns Dative. Even though distributp@does not
mark lower numerals with Dative, it is not becao$¢he status of these numerals or their inabititype
directly marked bypo because as an example below shdwscan be Dative in a nominal phrase, e.qg.
(Harves 2003: 236).

(9) Anna xodila po  dvum pustym ulicam
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is shown that they bear Dative. This Dative assigmmyet, is not unanimous in the
whole group of higher numerals. Althoutfiousandand million are Dative, numeral
five may be found in either Dative or Accusative, @fti-pat Or pjat-acc. Even
though at this point it can be claimed thiadusandand million are not numerals but
nouns and their Dative form is tantamount to a ads& singular noun preceded by a
distributive po*, case of the indefinite numeral in (76e), i.e. i@t indicates that
numerals can, in fact, be assigned Dative. Additilgn every numeral component in

complex numerals ending witineis assigned Dative, e.g.:

(77) po tysjdée dvesti odnomu rublju
DIST thousangat two.hundredsar onepar ruble
‘a thousand two hundred and one rubles each’ (Franks 1995: ft. 18)

The above data analysis suggests that Russianbdtste po is an invariable Dative
assigner to noun phrases without numerals. Whemuheeral is added to the nominal
phrases, case assigning propertiesathanges depending on the numeral, i.e. whether
a lower or higher numeral quantifies a noun. Moegpeven within higher numerals
there are some discrepancies regarding case assigf@cause, as it has been shown,
Dative does not occur with paucal numerals, witmaral five is optionaf?, and

obligatory onthousandmillion and indefinite numerafs.

1.1.7. Multiplicative and frequentative numerals

Finally, the last group of lexemes traditionallpssified as numerals are multiplicative
and frequentative. This group comprises expressiebtsrmining multiples, how many
folds and how many times something happens. ExamplePolish and English are

given below.

Anna walked along [two empty streets}
‘Anna walked along two empty streets.’

“! The same remark about the nominal statubaisandandmillion is made by Franks (1995: ft. 22).

* Harves (2003) claims that Dative dine in Russia distributive phrases is only a literaryarchaic
variant.

43 According to Harves (2003), both distributive arah-distributivepo assigns Dative and the source of

variation in case is a result of a shape of a ghsith po accompanied by a noun or a noun with a

numeral, where in the latter case the numeralashigad of phrase obtaining its case from the eatern

assigner.
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(78) a. Zamowitem podwojny deser

orderedrsg pastldouble  dessertlasc.acc.sc
‘| ordered a double dessert.’

b. Omawiany problem jest dwojakiagjumy.
discussed problem iss vasc.pregwofold
‘A discussed problem is twofold.’

C. Umytem okna daay.
cleanedrsc pasTWINdOWSneuT ACC.PL tWO times/twice

‘| cleaned the windows twice.’

d. For many years he has lead a double life.
e. The racial intolerance has increased fourfold.
f. | did it only once/ twenty times.

Presented lexemes are undoubtedly related to nisnera their semantics. They
determine, e.g. the amount or number of repetitigag neither of them fall under the
definition of cardinal numerals or indefinite, ithey do not assume the existence of any
objects in their extension either by determiningittexact or approximate number.
Therefore, | claim, that these lexemes are not pariumerals and classify them as

modifiers of the adjectival type.

1.2.Where does the numeral belong to? — the categoricatatus of numeral

lexemes and expressions determining the quantity

Numerals, and generally expressions defining tlopgmties of sets and not individuals,
have been widely discussed in the literature wetpard to their properties according to
which they are assigned to a particular group, plaspeech. Although the task is much
more impeded by the mere fact that in differentglaages these elements present
different features, there are some aspects whitiy lihese expressions together and
allow to find one common label encompassing allatiebutes. Starting from a general
discussion of properties of numerals, we subse@uaatrow it down to focus only on
problems with their classifications in Polish andgksh. As the scope of the topic is
very broad and it is not possible to deal withitalfacets, our attention will be drawn to

cardinal numerals and corresponding expressiorsfgiog the quantity.
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On the basis of morphological and distributionatiecia grammars distinguish between
different parts of speech (cf. Carnie 2006). Caldinumerals and quantifiers, e.g.
every some many most few, all, each any, less fewer, are put together under the
category of determiners which are placed in franthe noun and at the beginning of
the noun phrase (Carnie 2006: 44-45). In that seth@y can be juxtaposed with
adjectives as they occupy the same position itioaldo the noun, e.g.:

(79) a. The two dogs waited.
b. The little dogs waited.
C. The many dogs waited.

Yet, at the same time some other characteristgtinduish them from quantifiers and
adjectives (Bloom 2000: 221), for example, cardimainerals appear only with count
nouns similarly to quantifiers such as another and many but contrary tomuch.
Secondly, they do not appear with modifiers suclvery, too, somewhatwhich are

common with adjectives (Bloom 2000: 222), e.g.:

(80) a. very/too/somewhat nice

b. *very/too/somewhat five

On the other hand, number words can be accompéangisdch phrases a&xactly less
than or almost e.g. (81a), which are not appropriate in contewth quantifiers, e.g.
(81b), and some adjectives, e.g. (82c), (Hurfords1l D).

(81) a. exactly/less than/almost eight
b. *[exactly/less than/almost] many
C. *exactly fatbut less than smart and almost beautiful

Moreover, in a string with an adjective and a nate, numeral precedes the adjective
and the noun. The other order in which the numéstbws the adjective is not
grammatical, e.gfive blue cars *blue five cars Finally, only numerals and not
adjectives can form partitive constructions (Blog600: 223), e.dglive of them*good

of them.
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The status of number words, in this work referredcardinal numerals, has
been a topic of numerous debates and analyses é¢éwmadds. Their varied
morphosyntactic properties, especially with regar&lavic languages, have given rise
to a stance that number words functioning as ndmattaibutive modifiers can be
classified either as adjectives or nouns, puttsigeatheir semantics. Such an approach
has emerged to address intricate patterns of agmsnwith numerals found in Slavic
languages such as Polish, Russian or Serbo-Croatiarhich various numerals, i.e.
lower 2-4 and 5 onwards, have been treated diffigr@m the basis of their relations
with the noun and verbal predicates when a numric@uantified noun phrase
occupies a subject position. Moreover, some pahtesemblance of lexemes meaning
hundred thousandor million to nouns have additionally strengthened the b#iiaf the
higher the numeral the more noun-like it becomeshé following subsections, a closer
look will be given to the adjectival and noun statf number words, then some
approaches to numerals together with the outlooktber numerical expressions will
be presented. The final parts of this discussidhbei devoted to showing that number
words do form a separate category other than adgscand nouns along with some
expressions not belonging to the numeral systemgen language. Subsequently, an
attempt will be made to demonstrate that expressihich do not specify but
approximate the quantity of a given set, i.e. imdef numerals, due to their properties

are also unquestionable members of a numeral class.

1.2.1.Caught between two extremes: on adjectival and nomal status of number

words

In the study of numerals special attention sho@dyiven to contemporary inflectional
languages, e.g. Slavic languages, as they featteessting properties in reference to
their relations with nouns and other elements efrtbminal phrase, i.e. determiners and
adjectives. The basic distinction that arises isvben lower, i.e. 2-4, and higher
numerals, i.e. 5 onwards, includifgundred thousandandmillion. The line of division

is drawn on the basis of a relation with a quaimtdynoun. In the case of lower
numerals, number words are congruent with a nowennbling in their behavior
adjectives, whereas higher numerals govern the oase noun, which makes them
closer to the category they modify. Such an apgrohas become a customary

description of Slavic numerals in numerous analyséborating on this topic.

59



Greenberg (1978) and Corbett (1978a, 1978b) poirit tbe interrelation between
adjectival and nominal status of numerals. GreenE978) presents this in a form of
universal 47: “If a language has both partitive aujectival QN constructions, the
smallest number which employs the partitive isdartpan the largest number which has
the adjectival construction” (Greenberg 1978: 2&i)ch a formulation indicates that
the higher the numeral the more likely it is to govpartitive/Genitive instead of being
congruent with the noun, or as Greenberg (1978) P86 it “the higher the number,
the more likely it is to be treated as a noun, #@redbasic noun-noun construction is of
the Genitive type”. Similarly Corbett (1978a: 7@ates that: “ simple cardinal numerals
fall between adjectives and nouns; if they varp@mavior the higher will be nounier”.
The adjectival status of lower numerals is alsdngted in Franks (1994, 1995), for
example, in Russian in which lower numerals, despitverning Genitive singular on a
noun in direct case positions, when foundpmphrases are never assigned case as,
according to Franks, they are adjectival and ARs ragver directly assigned case
(Franks 1995: 144), e.g.

(82) po dva/*dvum rublja (Franks 1995: 144)
DIST two/twopat rublecen.sc

‘two rubles each’

What is even more interesting, the adjectival staitilower numerals is frequently
mentioned when they modify the noun in oblique gassitions in which the numeral
and the noun are congruent.

The parallel situation is encountered in Polistwitich lower numerals agree

in case and gender with a noun which place theimjgxd to adjectives, e.g.:

(83) Dwie wybitne aktorki zagraly
two-rem.nom [Outstanding actressesdm.nom.pr tOOK.partsp rFem.pasT
w jego najnowszym filmie.
in his latest movie

‘Two outstanding actresses took part in his latestie.’
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Higher numerals, on the other hand, assign Gendas® to nouns (but only in direct
case positions), thus they are viewed as nominalatore (cf. examples with higher

numerals in Polish and Russian below):

(84) a. Siedem samochodéw nie dojechato do mety.
seven cargmsc.cen.pLNOt  arrivessg neut.past to finish
‘Seven cars have not finished the race.’
b. lvan kupil pjat’ masin. (Franks 1994: 600)
Ivannom bought fiveacc carseen pL

‘lIvan bought five cars.’

The nominal character of numerals is also freqyebtbught up with reference to
lexemes denotingundred thousandor million which in some aspects might resemble
nouns. The fact that they may be pluralized, theyot inflect for gender or that their
presence with a noun in a subject position doeslisotipt subject-verb agreement may
serve as evidence for their different status. Télevant examples can be found in
English, e.g. (85a) and Polish, e.g. (85h).

(85) a. Thousands/millions of American citizens watctiedchampionships.
Tysgce  /miliony ludzi przyszto na spotkanie.
[thousands/millionskom.p.  people cam@sc.neuT.pastON Meeting.’

‘Thousands/millions of people came to the meeting.

The possibility of pluralization and their role measure nouns in expressions such as
hundreds/thousands/millions of flowers, masses/tinBowers seem to attest to the
claim that higher numerals are nouns (Hurford 1%BH. The additional support for
nominal status of higher numerals is provided bynRardt (1991) who does not only
discuss pluralization in Present-Day English bwgoatries to prove that complex
expressions such asvo hundred/thousandare actually examples of a numeral
guantifying a noun conforming to the view that nuate actually split into two
different categories.

This bipartite approach to number lexemes, howesarnot be maintained as a
deeper insight into their properties reveals that ddjectival-nominal dichotomy does

not actually address many issues and fails to adctor other data from different
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languages. First of all, numerals cannot be adjestas after a closer examination they
do not show their typical properties. In Polish; &xample, numerals (lower) despite
being congruent with a noun with respect to gemaher case, do not inflect for number

as it is in case of adjectives, e.g.:

(86) Dwie tadne dziewczyny zyprety na
tworem.Nnom [Pretty girlS]remnompL CaMEspL FEm.PASTON
przyjecie.
party

‘Two pretty girls came to the party.’

Secondly, it is only numerals that select for amau plural and not adjectives . The
property of affecting the grammatical number of adified noun is exclusively shared
by numerals and not adjectives, e.g. (87a) and)E7BMoreover, numerals are never

subject to gradation as it is with adjectiffes.g. (87c).

(87) a. five tables. vswooden tables
dwie sukienki vs. tadna sukienka
two dresses: Vvs. nice dresss
‘two dresses vs. nice dress’
C. miody miodszy najmtodszy

youngposYyoungcomp YOUNgsuPERLAT

‘young, younger, the youngest’

* Yet, there are languages, e.g. Hungarian, in whinobmeral does not impose plural number on a noun.
Although such an option is possible this is onlyralateral property, i.e. nouns modified by numgral
may not have an overt exponents of plurality ber¢hare no adjectives which assign plural number to
nouns. Moreover, numerals and adjectives, althoogieneral terms, both modify the noun, they have
different functions, i.e. numerals describe thepprty of the set of nominal referents while theeatlye
describes the nominal referent itself. Therefosgemeone (jedenin Polish) although does not select for
plural number on a noun is a numeral becausdlitistermines the number of elements in a given set

* Apart from selecting for plural, there are alsoestiproperties of numerals featured by different
languages, e.g. only in numeral-noun constructiorBussian the attributive expression, i.e. the exat)
assigns Genitive singular case, in Manadrin thestfier is present and in Modern Hebrew the attiveu
expression preceding the noun is exclusively in @natanoun structures (Gil 2001: 1285f.)

“5 Obviously, there are some adjectives which dogmatiate at all, still looking at the whole category
gradation is a feature of adjectives (and adveshsedl) but not numerals.
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It is not possible either to gradate cardinal deiimite numerals sudkilka, kilkanascie,
kilkadziesit.*’

The nominal status of numerals, on the other hadgpcated in the case of
numerals from 5 onwards, is based on the factttteat assign Genitive to the modified
noun, thus they seem to possess a property tymitahoun-noun constructions.
However, considering other characteristics of thesenents it is hard to maintain this
view. The most conspicuous argument against thagmclis the fact that cardinal
numerals do not take plural forms like nouns, aadenof the nouns is able to assign
plural to other noun®
Although such a characteristic is a well-establisdescription of numerals up to 999
when it comes thundred thousandandmillion their affiliation to the class of numerals
has been questionédThe major argument for describing above mentidegdmes as
nouns is the fact that they present singular-pldrehotomy both in English e.g. (88a),
(88b), and Polish, e.g. (88c), (88d).

(88) a. A hundred/thousand/million dollars were senh&dp children in Africa.
b. Hundreds/thousands/millions of people were ptotgsagainst a new
legislation.
C. Sto /tygc  /milion  dolarow zostato

hundred/thousand/million  dollaggn pLWaSsse.NEUT.PAST

przeznaczone na cele charytatywne.

allocated on charity

‘A hundred/thousand/million dollars were allocatedcharity.’
d. Setki Itygce [/miliony fanéw czekato

[hundreds/thousands/millions]- fanscen.pL Were.waitingsse.neut.pasT

*’ It should be mentioned that there are comparatinesaiperlative forms ofiele/ duo (many/a lotor
mato (little), i.e. wiecej (morég), najwiecej, (the most and mniej (fewer/less)najmniej (the least/the
fewes} but this fact is related to their origin, procaxsnumeralization they have undergone and, in
consequence, a twofold status as adverbs and nismera

** Numerals do not inflect for number but there aretees which actually are nouns, drgjka (three),
czworka(four), pigtka (five), szdstkdsix). Then they have plural forms. Such examptesf@und both in
English, e.g. (10a), and Polish, e.g. (10b).

(10) a. He threw two sixes (playing dice).
b. Széstka ludzi przyszia

SiX+Em.NoM.SG PEOPIE COM&sG Fem pAST
‘A group of six came.’

* Laskowski (1984) and Mieczkowska (1994) contraryTtipoliiska (1984) along with Gruszazski
and Saloni (1978), classifysigc andmilion as nouns.
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na przyjazd piosenkarza
for arrival singer
‘Hundreds/thousands/millions of fans were waitingr the singer’s

arrival.’

Although plural variants ohundred, thousandand million in English andtysigzc
(thousand) and milion (million) in Polish along with the agreement patgein Polish
indicating that the plural form of the verb has hestablished in a relation with the
numeral lexeme, e.g.ysice ludzi przyszly na demonstra¢jehousandsem.nom.pL Of
peoplesen.p. Camerem.pL to the demonstration), suggest that they shouldldssified
as nouns, after a deeper insight into their syigtgcoperties, their grammatical status
ceases to be so obvious. First of all, they fornmglex numerals, e.gwo million two
thousand peopledwa miliony trzysta pgcdziesyt sz&é¢ tysicy (two million three
hundred fifty six thousand) which is possible ofdy the representatives of the same
class, i.e. numerals. Secondly, in Polish they sipaterns of agreement typical of
other numerals, i.e. the verbal predicate occutkimd person singular neuter form, e.g.
(89a), which is not found with phrases containimgimal expressions of quantity, e.g.
(89b).

(89) a. Trzy tysgce  /dziesiciu studentéw otrzymato
three thousands/ten studeitsc.cen.pLreceivedssc NEUT.PAST
nagrody.
prizes

‘Three thousand/ten students received prizes.’

b. Grupa studentow otrzymata/
grouprem.nom.pL StudentSaasc.cen.pLreceivedrem.nom.pL
*otrzymato nagrody.
receivedssg.neuTprizes

‘A group of students received prizes.’
In English, on the other hand, when they are pattiedocomplex numeral, they preserve

a singular form, e.gwo hundredtwo thousandandtwo million, which demonstrates

that they are not simply nouns quantified by a manevhich triggers plural on
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countable noun¥ Considering all these aspects, attributes chaisiiteof nouns, i.e.
plural forms and agreement with the verb, as wethase of numerals, i.e. the ability to
form complex numerals and a default agreement witrerb, the conclusion can be
drawn that these lexemes are in the transitoryestagween nouns and numerals.
Bearing in mind that higher numerals in Proto-Siadgenguages stem from nouns and
that we have already witnessed the transition xéree sto which as a noun used to
have dual and plural forms, e.§cie and sta respectively, and its multiples were
expressed by means of a cardinal numeral and aldlrm sta, e.g. trzy sta(three
hundreds-|), which subsequently has become a lexicalized oumg, e.gtrzysta, it
may be the case that lexentgsigzc andmilion still being in the process of becoming

numerals show this discrepancy of features fourit tith nouns and numerats.

1.2.2. Other views on the status of numerals

Apart from the most frequently quoted analyses winerals as belonging either to
adjectives or nouns, there are also some otheulptss regarding their classification.
In Lipczuk (1978), for example, what is traditiolyatiewed as numerals is treated as a
non-existent category. Instead various numerals ams®gned to different parts of
speech, i.e. nouns (90a), (90b), pronouns (906y)(%djectives (90e) - (909g), adverbs
(90h), particles (90i), (examples from Lipczuk 19280).

(90) a. Potowa drogi za nami.
half wayrem.cen.sc behind  usxst.pL
‘We are half way through.’
b. Zdat egzamin nacpi
to0k=ssG.pasT €XaMmasc.acc.sgOn five
‘He got A from the exam.’
C. Widziatem wiele i wielu.

SaWisc.pasT Manymasc.imperacc and manyaasc.per.Acc

‘| saw a lot.’

** The presence of an article ia milion dollars/poundsmay suggest the nominal status

hundred/thousanar million but thenof-element would be necessaryn®diate between two adjacent
nouns. Instead, the articdds read a®ne,i.e.one million dollars.
*1 The historical development of numerals is discdssehapter 2.
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d. Dwa plustrzy jest gai
two and three isscpres five
‘Two and three is five.’
e. Czekat pot godziny.
walitedssc.masc pasthalf houreem cen.se
‘He waited half an hour.’
f. Widzialem i osob
Saw1sc.past five peoplegen.sc
‘| saw five people.’
g. Mam ddo pracy
have a.lot.of work
‘I have a lot of work.’
h. Wiele podréowat.
a.lot. traveletssg masc.pasT
‘He traveled a lot.’
I. Pracuje ddo wiece] od ciebie.
work-sg.presNuch morecomp than you

‘I work much more than you.’

What is the most striking aspect of this divisianthat one lexeme is assigned to
different classes depending on its syntactic famctie.g. pie¢ or other numerals
preceding the noun are treated as adjectives bet¢hag have the same distribution as
adjectives.Wiele can be either a pronoun or an adverb daotb an adjective or a
particle. Although some observations abduto or wiele are not far from being true,
cardinal numerals juxtaposed with adjectives onliages of distributional criteria are
far-fetched simplificationd> When it comes to indefinite numerals, however,irthe
different status is, in fact, related to their orige.g. the primary category dito is
adverb which with time started to occur with nolVseleg on the other hand, originated
as an adjective but finally in both cases they hawvelergone the process of
numeralization becoming indefinite numerals. Whatkes these expressions numerals
are the case of the quantified noun, i.e. Genigind third person singular form of the

verb. Features that attest their original statesthe impossibility of inflection in the

*? Interestingly, what Lipczuk (1978) classifies ageatives in most studies is regarded as nouns(cf.
previous section).
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case ofduzo which is also a characteristic of adverbs, andlawéity of forms in all
case paradigms witviele These all aspects, i.e. the primary classificetiof lexemes
and their transition to the category of numerakens to account for their present
properties and the fact that they form a heterogasgroup.

A radically different approach to numerals is tak®mnHonowska (1974) who
postulates that historically developed categormuwherals moves toward adverbs. The
interchangeability of numerals with adverbs suchda® or wiele the tendency of
numerals to inflectionlessness manifested in thpaegion of & ending in the
inflectional paradigm as well as the adverbial tiorc of distributivepo + numeralare
mentioned as support for the hypothesis advoc#tie@dverbial nature of numerals.

1.2.3. The final say on numerals

After investigating properties and constructions mfmerals in various languages,
though with a special emphasis on English and Rdliwould like to draw a conclusion
that lexemes that determine the number of elem&risgiven set are classified as one
grammatical category, i.e. quantifiers. Althouglstls only a very general statement
and does not entirely describe lexemes with quangf functions, it seems to be a
promising starting point for a further examinatiohnumerals. Another issue that has
been discussed here is formation of complex nuneq@lessions, i.e. creating numeral
structures consisting of more than one number Wwgroheans of arithmetic functions of
addition or/ and multiplication. Finally, it has dye highlighted that the feature that
distinguishes quantifiers from other grammaticalegaries is their ability to mark
modified nouns with plural, which is a unique cluaeaistic possessed by members of
this class. Despite the fact, that survey of déifidr languages has shown that
numerals/quantifiers are an extremely varied grdup to their properties not only
within one language but also between different leaggs, there are some other aspects,
which among various intricate and exclusive feauwknumerals, make them a distinct
part of speech. In Polish, an inflectional languagevhich nominal and pronominal
elements inflect for case, number and/or gender vtbuld be instantiated by a separate
declensional paradigm with a morphological expongmical only of numerals.
Consequently, on the basis of forms of simple naseateclined by cases, the following

pattern emerges; Nominative-Accusative syncretismopposed to forms in oblique
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cases, Nominative-Accustaive-Genitive syncretism rfasculine personal numerals,

the Genetive ¥ ending, as well asoma/emaas the exponent of Instrumental. For
clarity and distinctness of a numeral declensidreotieclensional types are presented
in a table below?:

Table 6. Morphological exponents of selected casdgclensional paradigms of nouns, adjectives and

numerals (adapted from Doroszewski 1957: 237).

NOMINAL ADJECTIVAL NUMERAL
DECLENSION DECLENSION DECLENSION
NOMINATIVE SG -a, -, -0 -y, -, -a, -e
GENITIVE PL -e, € -ych, -ich -u
INSTRUMENTAL PL -0w, -i (-y) -ymi, imi -oma, -ema
-ami, -mi

Now recapitulating a discussion on numerals ingPolEnglish and other languages, |
will piece together their described features andvidle a uniform criteria for
distinguishing numerals from other parts of spe€dntrary to a well-established but
highly unsuccessful approach to numerals assumitigeresemantic, syntactic or
morphological bases for selecting numerals fromewotgrammatical categories |
propose that a lexeme, in order to be classified asmeral/quantifier, must fulfill at
least two out of given conditions, out of which fivst one, i.esemantic condition on

sets is obligatory>*

(91) SEMANTIC CONDITION ON SETS Quantifiers, numeral and indefinite, must

determine the exact or approximate number of elésriara set or its part

(92) SYNTACTIC REQUIREMENTS
i. Numeral quanifiers are able to form complex numerglressions

ii. Quantifiers are found in partitive constructions

3 As this chapter contains a general discussion wharals in various languages, in the final

characteristics | focus on data from Polish becalig to its inflectional nature differences between
numeral lexemes and other parts of speech are omrgpicuous. In chapter 2, where | elaborate on
historical development of numerals, Old English,aasynthetic language is discussed and similarities
between Polish and English numeral lexemes ardigigad contributing to the overall argumentation

for separating them from other parts of speech.

** The semantic factor is not enough to distinguismerals/quantifiers from other elements as what
discriminates these elements from other categoide® combination of semantic, syntactic and

morphological factors which may be different forieas languages.
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iii. In Polish, when a numerically quantified noun pkragcupies a
subject position a special, non-agreeing form dthorerson singular

neuter) of a verbal predicate may occur

(92) MORPHOLOGICAL REQUIREMENTS
i. Only quantifiers can select for a plural form af@un
ii. Nominative-Accusative syncretism of numeral formslbserved

iii. In Polish, quantifiers assume Genitiveending

Table 7. Presentation of quantifiers and condititrey satisfy’>>°

QUANTIFIERS

CONDITION | CARDINAL | COLLECTIVE | FRACTIONAL | INDEFINITE | ORDINAL | MULTIPLICATIVEAND

(for Polish) FREQUENTATIVE
1 v v v Y [
2i. v v v | v v
2ii. 4 v v N D
2iii. v v v v | e
(for Polish)
2iv. v v v | o
(for Polish)
3i. v 2 (R ——— v |
3ii. 4 v v v |
3iii. v v
(for Polish)

> Table 7 comprises only numerals in Polish and BhglFulfilment of a condition is marked with a
tick. A dashed line means failure in meeting a gigaterion. The same notation is used in Table 8.

*® Distributive numerals are not included here asdlish they are formed by means of cardinal numerals
and in English they are a non-existent category.
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Table 8. Diagnostics for selected quantifiers itidho

QUANTIFIER
CONDITION CARDINAL INDEFINITE NOUN AND
ADJECTIVE
1 2-4 5- | 1000 | kilka, duzo, mato,
9 wiele troche
1 v v v v v N
2i. v v VR [ S
2ii. | - only for v v v v
masculine
2iii. | - 4 vl v 12 [
3. | - v vl v v v | e
3ii. only for v vl v v 4 Possible
neuter
Biii. | - only for dwu e S S

As it has been shown in above tables, the onlynesethat do to comply with criteria
presented in (91), (92) and (93) are ordinal andtipticative/frequentative (Table 7).
The fact that they do not satisfy the major requiat immediately excludes them form
the class of numerals. The diagnostics is addilipnaupported when other
prerequisites are taken into account as in thosescaéhey fail to meet necessary
conditions as well. Very appealing results, on dbieer hand, are presented in table 8,
where Polish cardinal and indefinite numerals Haefen analyzed. Due to the properties
granting them adjectival or nominal status for lowwad higher numerals respectively,
together with a split within indefinite numerals iog to their inflecting possibiliti€s,
they have been give a special attention. Conselyi@mthe view of presented criteria,
not only lower and higher numerals are undoubtedly grammatical category but also
lexemesjeden and tysigc are unambiguously numerals. Similar results hagenb
obtained for indefinite numerals. Although they felif in two aspects, i.e. their
occurrence irpo-phrases, and the availability of Genitive ending, they do abide by
the major requirement, i.eemantic condition on set®llowing at the same time other

guidelines for a numeral membership.

1.3.Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to introduce and dsscuarious issues related to
quantifying expressions. In the first part, i.ectgen 1.1. and following subsections the

category of a numeral has been presented togeitteitsvtypes which, have become a

>’ Duzo, matq, troche do not inflect and do not appear in oblique cassitjom.
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commonly accepted, yet not without reservatiotassification of numeral lexemes.
On the basis of examples and references to difféaeguages, with a special emphasis
on Polish, the attempt has been made to establispegiies of numeral lexemes
considering syntactic contexts and their morphaalgispecifications. Subsequently,
numerous troublesome aspects have been raisedatiatition drawn to these problems
which have been a source of long debates. In coeseg, the prevailing subject matter
that developed in the latter part was a vague stattdexemes which traditionally and
intuitively have been recognized as numerals bw thu their complex properties
wrongly ascribed to other parts of speech. Ultinyateatures of numeral lexemes have
been brought together, juxtaposed with propertiestieer parts of speech and analyzed
in a novel way providing a new diagnostics for deiaing elements being members of

the same grammatical category, i.e. quantifiers.
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Chapter 2: Old English and OId Polish — characteriics of

numerals in a diachronic perspective

2.1. Introduction

The aim of this chapter is on the one hand to ptetbe numeral system of Old English
which at that stage was an inflectional languagd, an the other, to discuss historical
changes that influenced numerals in Present-DaysiPolThe major goal is to
demonstrate the inflectional paradigms of numetaksy syntactic environment as well
as their relations with nominal and verbal elementgarticular periods in the history.
Subsequently, the attempt will be made to verifthdse two languages, i.e. English in
its earliest stage of the development and Pollstresany common features in reference
to their numeral systems which could become a asgromoting a working analysis

of numerals.

Examination of numerals in the history of Polistdd&nglish, a brief survey of
their inflectional paradigms, formation of compousawld complex numerals as well as
constructions in which numerals are found serveir@gse of establishing if there are
any common grounds, despite differences betweesett@guages, that would imply
that lexemes denoting quantity, i.e. number of eletin a given set, can comprise one
grammatical category. In this respect, chapter 12 loa treated not only as a guide
through historical changes numerals have undergpomeas an additional support for
claims presented in chapter 1, and as a backgrmuredproposal introduced in chapter
3.
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2.2. Old English as an inflectional language

Grammar of Old English in comparison to contemppranglish presented a more
varied system of inflection, both in reference tmns together with their modifiers and
verbs. Gender, person, number and case were stagdammatical categories that
could be recognized in inflectional paradigms dfedent parts of speech. Yet, despite
the fact that Old English was more synthetic thamglish today, the degree of
morphological variation did not place it on a pathwother inflectional languages and
rather granted OIld English status of a bridge betwthe inflecting Indo-European
proto-language and the isolating character of PteSay English (Mengden 2010: 4).
Accordingly, nouns declined for case and numbeminal modifiers, i.e. adjectives
and numerals (to some degree) inflected for casegamder, additionally adjectives
distinguished between singular and plural, but theth agreed in respected categories
with the modifying noun. Moreover, four cases weremmonly identified, i.e.
Nominative, Accusative, Genitive and Dative and ebmes mentioned, but on the
decline Instrumental (Mitchell 1985: 3; Fischermet2004; Lass 2006). Case inflection,
although exhibited syncretism in different declensi classes and in spite of being in a
stage of a gradual loss since Late Old English, fmasd on nouns and its modifiers as
well as on pronoun® All in all, the general picture of Old English gmear that
emerges introduces typical inflectional categoties can be juxtaposed and compared

with other synthetic languages.

2.3. Old English numerals: Introduction of the sysém

The numeral system of Old English comprised nursdraim 1-9, the so-called atomic
numerals as well as bases 10, 100, and 1000 warglkd as a foundation in arithmetic
operations to form complex numerals. To a largerekegt resembled other European
numeral systems, but it also displayed some idiosyic features unfound in other
languages. Among different properties observediwi®ld English numerals there are
certain aspects that deserve further attention,infeectional paradigms of numerals,

formation of compound and complex numerals as agtjuantification of nouns.

*® For various OE declensional patterns cf. Robertsoth Cassidy (1954), Burrow and Turville-Petre
(1992), Bloomfield and Newmark (1963) among others.
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Although numerals were nominal modifiers that ioféel for gender and case agreeing
with modifying nouns, not every numeral was markedthese categories. The most
varied morphological distinction was found among tbwest ones, i.e. 1, 2 and 3 (cf.
Tables 9-12 below). Moreover, 1, G (PDE one) was used as a numeral, category
specifying cardinality or as an indefinite deterarizvhose present form &or an. Even
though, at first sight, it is difficult to draw dear line between the use of 1 as a numeral
or a determiner, there was a strong tendency foridflect as a strong adjective when it
determined cardinality, and as a weak adjectiverwitevas used as a determiner
(Mengden 2010: 75). The interesting aspect of tifledtion of 1 was that as a numeral
it distinguished between genders and cases wheasaa determiner gender was
differentiated only in Nominative between masculme the one hand and feminine

along with neuter on the other, e.qg.:

Table 9. Strong forms &N (adapted from Mengden 2010: 76).

GENDER
CASE MASC | FEM | NEUT
NOM An
ACC anne, a&nne,enng ane an
GEN anes anre anes
DAT anum anre anum
INST &ne,ane

Table 10. Weak forms &N (adapted from Mengden 2010: 76).

GENDER
CASE MASC FEM NEUT
NOM Ana ane ane
ACC Anan
GEN anan
DAT anan
INST anan

Table 11. Numeral 2 in Old English (adapted fronmigigen 2010: 76).

GENDER
CASE MASC FEM NEUT
NOM twegen twa twa, ty
ACC twegen twa twa, ty
GEN twegra, twega
DAT twam, tweem

In the inflectional paradigm of 2, as it is shownTiable 11, gender distinction was
captured only in Nominative and Accusative. Althbuaitially, there was a clear-cut
difference between masculine and feminine togeitligr neuter, masculinevegenwas

a marked form, as it never occurred in complex malseMoreover, when gender of a
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referent was ambiguous, forntea or tu were chosen and nevewegen(Mengden
2010: 79). Finally, the fornwa became the major form representing 2 (Mengden 2010
80). A similar situation was observed with 3. Désfiaving masculine Nominative and
Accusative form, feminine and neuter forrfpgeo were used in place of masculine.

Furthermore, it wapreothat formed teens and not a masculine form.

Table 12. Numeral 3 in Old English (adapted fronmigigen 2010: 80).

GENDER
CASE MASC FEM NEUT
NOM Pry, pri(e) | Preo Preo
ACC Pry, pri(e) | preo Preo
GEN preora
DAT prim, prym

Numeral 4 and higher inflected in accordance whih declensional paradigms of the
nominal i-stems, yet, after the Norman Conquest numeralgedtato follow a
consonantal paradigm (Mengden 2010: 81). The dtifleal endings of numerals,
however, could occur when the numeral immediateéc@ded a noun (Mengden 2010:
81). A different characteristic of Old English nuiale was that apart from 1-9 which
were simple forms added to fyhe(teen), a grammaticalized form of basetyi®(ten),

to form compound numerals, 11 (Gadleofan and 12 (OEBwelf), contrary to other
European numerals, were also simple, idiosyncfatims (Mengden 2010: 82-84), e.g.
(Mengden 2010: 84).

(94) 11 12 3+10=13  7+10 =17

N

endleofan twelf preor-tyne seofon-tyne

Complex numerals were formed by means of a mutagilon of 10 by atomic numerals,
i.e. 2-9). Yet, there was an allomorphic variat@inlO depending on the value of the
atomic numeral, i.e. in expressions from 20-60rthatiplicand 10 was a suffiig, e.qg.
twentig (PDE twenty),fiftig (PDE fifty), syxtig (PDE sixty), whereas in expressions
from 70-90 a circumfixhund_tig e.g.hund-seofon-tigPDE seventy)hund-nigon-tig
(ninety) (Mengden 2010: 84-90). When it comes tanarals containing 100, two
strategies were applied. On the one hand, up torhBQiplication was used, i.e. formed
by means of multiplying 12 by 10 which was représdrby a circumfixhund-twelf-tig,

on the other, in numerals 130 onwards, Hdtd or hundred were used as a bases
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(Mengden 2010: 90-965. Although circumfix was a popular means to exprEsain
complex numerals in Old English, it was replacetMiddle Ages byhundredwhich for
some time was used simultaneously with the Hdassd (Mengden 2010: 95, 114).
Another base used in forming complex numerals WaG0pusend(PDE thousand)
which was subject to the same arithmetic operatasnsases 10 and 100.

Changes that affected numerals after the perio®ldf English include the
reversal of order and introduction of new lexem&e common order in which
numerals occurred was an atomic numeral addecetbdabe (Mengden 2010: 115), e.g.
(95), which later changed into a more natural oree,the one in which the base is
followed by the addend.

(95) seofan and feowertig (Mengden 2010: 95)
seven and forty

‘forty seven’

The second alternation that influenced the OId EBhghumeral system was the
emergence of the fourth base, i.e. million, whichted back to Middle English
(Mengden 2010: 116).

In the formation of complex numerals the optiopedsence of numeral 1 as a
multiplier of base 100 or 1000 seems to be a saraple peculiar behavior of OE

numerals, e.g.:

(96) a. singe he hund als&a
singsusi.sch€ssc.nommasc hundred psalngen L
‘he should sing psalms’ (Spindler 1934: 190)
b. an hund monna
one hundred magen pL
‘one hundred men’ (Bately 1980)

Yet, in expressions containing 1000, when hundreel® multiplied by 1, the numeral
was obligatorily present just like any other muigp(Mengden 2010: 132f.), e.g.:

** For a further discussion of arithmetic contexts ardmples with 100 see Mengden (2010: 94-105).
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(97) a. Deet forme pusend stodfmisend wintrum & syx hund
of thousand wintgfrp. and six hundred
wintrum & syx& fifigum  wintrun?®
winterparp. and six and fifty-parp. Winter-par.pL
‘The first thousand consisted of 1,656 years’
(Baker and Lapidge 1995: 233)
b. pa waes fram frymade ealles a urnen oppaes templesogeviraet sindon

feower pusenda wintra & an hundwintra &
four thousand wintegen p.and one hundred wintggenp. and
seofan& syxtig wintra
seven and sixty wintegen.pL
‘Then from the beginning of everything to the counstion of the temple
passed by: that are four thousand one hundredemsh and sixty years.’

(Napier 1889: 9)

Another aspect of Old English worth attention is fact that in expressions with 1000
multiplied by a numeral containing the second bd#se, multiplier was split and the
appearance of 1000 was repeated (Mengden 2010; 1874). expression 234,000

appeared as:

(98) twa hund  pusend and feower and pritig pdsen
two hundred thousand and four and thirty thodsa
‘two hundred thirty four thousand’ (Mengden 2010: 137)

2.4. Constructions with numerals: Numeral-noun order

In Present-Day English the quantified noun folloth& numeral, in Old English,
however, the position of the noun was not so rigmdl the noun could be found in
different places within the numeral complex. Altgby at first glance, it points to the

free word order, the position of the noun was,dntfrather constrained, i.e. usually

% In longer examples word for word translation afmsges will be provided only to the relevant paits
the sentences or phrases which are given in badfac
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after the part of the complex numeral containing thase, for instance 100 or 10
(Mengden 2010: 140f.), e.g.

(99)

Us secgad eac bec swa hit full sod is, peet daasesibeperas pe slepon

on dam timan fram decies dagum daes deofollicarressed theodosies

timan de on crist gelyfdeoreo hund  geara feec &
three hundred yea# pLperiod of time and

twa & hundseofantig geard...]

two and seventy YeaEn.pL

‘The books tell us, as it is absolutely true, tttet Seven Sleepers who

slept in the time from the evil emperor Daciustte time of Theodosius,

who believed in Christ, for 372 years [...]’ (@lees 1997: 534)

When the noun did not reoccur after each constitudth a base, then the odds were
that it would follow the highest base (Mengden 20141), e.q.:

(100) a.

Sege me bropor for paere sodan lufan hu fela is eowdam mynstre?
pPa cwaed he preo hund munecan and twa and fiftig

three hund mogé.pLand two and fifty
‘Tell me, brother, for the true love, how many ajuyare there in the
monastery? — Then he said: 352 monks. (Skeat 1881-1900: 338)
feower pusand wintra & feowerhund &wa &
four thousand wintegyp. and four  hundred and two and
hundeahtatig
eighty
‘four thousand four hundred eighty two years’  Baiely 1980: 35)

Such ordering of a noun and its repetitive appearanggested that a complex numeral

consisted of independent constituents (Mengden :202@). This assumption was

supported by the fact that a noun followed by nuaisewithin these expressions was

marked for different case, e.qg.:
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(101) a. breohund bisceopa & XVII t@spad’
three hundred bishegn e and  eighteen bishagom i
‘three hundred and eighteen bishops’ eh(FRL966: 92)
b. - hund daga and sixtig daga and fif dagas...]
three hundred dayenp. and sixty  daysen.prand five daywom.pe
‘three hundred sixty five days’ (Napier 1967: 284)

In (101a)bishop although quantified by the whole complex numeragppears after

parts containing bases 100 and 10. In each caseassigned a different case, i.e.
Genitive aftethundredand Nominative afteeighteenwhich is justified by the fact that

in Old English nouns quantified by numerals 20 angvards were assigned Genitive
(Mengden 2010: 147). Yet, another indicator of fyatactic break within complex

numerals comes from examples in which one of thestitments of the expressions,
usually the lowest in value, is followed by ‘alsof a synonymous word (Mengden
2010: 148), e.qg.:

(102) nigen hund  wintra and XXX eac
nine hundred wintegenp.  and thirty too
‘nine hundred thirty years’ (Krapp 1931: 36)

2.4.1. Attributive constructions

The presence of a numeral quantifying the noun liesh English could signal varied
constructions depending on the case pattern witltenphrase and the function of the
numeral. One of the most common configurations mctv a numeral quantified the
noun were the so-called attributive constructiong/hich the numeral always appeared
next to the noun, either preceding, e.g. (103ajpltowing it, e.g. (103b).

(103) a. Hyrde ic paet pam freetwui@ower mearasungre, gelice, last weardode,
four horsesxom.pL

aeppelfealuwe.

®! |t was a common practice that numerals in textewpeesented by means of Roman numerals.
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‘I heard that four steed, bay horses, all swiftifdwed the treasure.’
(Mitchell and Robinson 1998: 122)
b. Hwaepere me geseelde paet ic mid sweormfsloh
ki”'.LSG.PAST
niceras nigene
sea.monstekccp.  NiNEacc.pL
‘Nevertheless, it happened to me that | killed rsea-monsters with my
sword.’ (Mitchell and Robinson 1993)

In these constructions both the numeral and the awal the same case value assigned
by the external case assigner, i.e. dependingsopoisition in the sentence it could be
Nominative when the phrase was in the subject ijposie.g. (103a), Accusative, when
the phrase functioned as the object of the verh agample (103b), or Dative when the

preposition was a source of case (Mengden 2010; 294.:

(104) mid twam  stafum
PREP twopat IetterDAT_pL
‘by/with two letters’ (Clemoes 199%7)

Attributive quantification also allowed for elligtistructures in which the noun was not
overtly expressed when it was previously mentioneccould be inferred from the
context. In such cases, the numeral was more liteelghow inflection than when it

occurred together with a noun (Mengden 2010: 203).

2.4.2. Predicative constructions

One of the structures containing numerals, althaagaly found in Old English, were

predicative constructions in which the quantifiedun was a subject and a numeral
determining the cardinality set of the nominal refé was the predicate. In such
constructions, the numeral and the noun did nanfar constituent (Mengden 2010:
207). Additionally, the subject noun was frequertgompanied by the Genitive plural
determiner (Mengden 2010: 207 after Visser 1963319226-227), e.q.:
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(105) pissa gewrita syndan preoan is on ealdan mynstre
DEM-gen.pL documentisen.pr COPzp presthree
and oper is on Wiltune and pridde sefed Wifric.
‘There are three of these documents: one is atCilie Minster, the
second is at Wilton and Waulfric holds the third.’
(Robertson 1956: 202)

Furthermore, in some cases, the order of the pagdecnumeral and an NP subject was
reversed which was motivated by the informationdtire, i.e. when the emphasis was
put on the numeral (Mengden 2010: 209), e.g.

(106) Hit is gecweden and on halgum gewritumaggbpad
ehta synd heafodgyltas
eight besp| prescapital singom.pL
‘It is said and explained in the Holy Scripturbattthere are eight capital
sins.’ (Napier 1967: 245)

The interesting feature of these structures isféoe that the nominal subject could
appear in Nominative or Genitive. Although Nomirmativas expected for subjects, it is
much harder to explain Genitive as the assignmeiitie case did not fall under any
instance of Genitive case assignment within theergally quantified noun phrases in
Old English (Mengden 2010: 2165).

2.4.3. Partitives

Partitive constructiorié along with attributive and contrary to predicatsteuctures
represented examples of formations in which theerahwas adjacent to the quantified
noun. The noun always occurred in plural, even wdsmompanied by numeral 1, e.qg.
(107a), and in Genitive, e.g. (1079).

® Genitive was assigned in partitive structures apdigher numerals, i.e. from 20 onwards. A more
detailed description of this phenomena is givesubsequent sections.

® Partitives are defined as constructions in whigad is identified as distinct from a whole, esgme of
the tea, three of the boysor a discussion of partitive and pseudo-partiti@astructions see, e.g. Selkirk
(1977) or Vos (1999).

* Of-phrase begin to express a subset-of-a-whole oelatistead of Genitive in the 12th century
(Mengden 2010: 214).
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(107) a. Acan OJera fugeleft fleogende com ymbe ory da@ak
one DETeen.pL bird-gen.pL
‘But one of the birds came flying back after thdays.’
(Godden 1979: 86)
b. Se apostol paulus cweed peet we sceolon arisan éedea paere ylde pe
da he prowade:peet isymbe preo &  prittig geara
PREP three and thirtyaryg=n.pL
‘The apostle Paul says that we will rise from deathhe [same] age at
which Christ was when he was suffering: that iftla¢ age of ] thirty-
three years.’ (Clemoes 1997:311)

The specificity of such constructions lies in tlaetfthat irrespective of the position in
the sentence it is only the numeral that bearsngbase, e.g. Nominative or Accusative,

while the noun’s case marking depends on the nupeeta

(108) para consula twegen ofslog
DET-gen.pL CONSUlgeNn.pLtWEgENACE. MASC
‘and [he] killed two of the consuls’ (Bately 1980: 101)

Relying, however, only on case morphology to dgish between attributive and
partitive constructions might be problematic at éembecause of the poor variety
of inflectional affixes in different noun classesdabetween different cases. As there
was one shared Genitive plural markerebserved in all declensions which was also
found as a Nominative or Accusative plural marlarféminine nouns and masculine
u-stems, and subsequently in inflectional paradigoisother noun classes, the
distinction between attributive and partitive coostions was merely possible
(Mengden 2010: 215). Therefore, the remaining @atedeciding about the type of a
structure was context. In Old English, thus, Gesitpartitive was assigned when a
referent of a noun constituted a subset, i.eobdtas a part for the whole, which was

either mentioned previously in the sentence ohéndiscourse, e.g.

(109) Hweet da feerlice commdiif  englas of heofonum, and

five angglsc. nom.pL

twaegen beera engla on twa healfe iudan
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two-masc.nom DET-cen.pL @angelwasc.cen.pL

feohtende weeron, and hine eac bewerodon.
‘Then five angels came suddenly from heaven &l df these angles
fought on both sides of Judas and [they] also ptetEhim.’

(Skeat 1881-1900 I: 168)

The other situation in which partitive constructismas used was when the noun was

quantified by numeral 20 and higher, e.g.

(110) a. ba weard se cyning Astriges gehathyrt, and séusdend
thousand
gewaepnodra cemperfa.]
fightersen.p CIRC-armeen pL
‘Then, King Astryges was enraged and sent a thmsamed warriors
[...]” (Clemoes 1997: 446)
b. tellad preo and twentig dag&ram adterweardum Martinum upweaid.]
three and twenty dayn.pL
‘Count twenty three days from the end of March'[...
(Baker and Layedl995: 158)

Although, a noun quantified by numerals of highalues was in Genitive, there were
some examples which did not conform to this pajteen when the phrase co-occurred
with the preposition assigning Dative (Mengden 2Q2ED), e.g.:

(111) mid prim  dusend cempum
PREP thregmr thousand fightepat.pL
‘with three thousand warriors’ (Skeat 188000 II: 108)

Partitive constructions, despite specific propsrtielated to the case of a quantified
noun, displayed yet another distinct property, ngntbe verb did not agree in number
with the quantified noun (Mengden 2010: 223ff.j.e.

(112) pa he com on India eastgemaera, peom him paer ongeon
COME3sG.PAST
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twa hund pusenda monmghorsades folces.
two hundred thousangkn pr. mMangen.pL
‘When he came to the eastern confines of India, iwodred thousand

men of a riding tribe were coming towards him.”  (Bately 1980: 72)

Such an agreement pattern found in partitive caosons and with numerals 20
onwards when the quantified noun was in Genitivegll suggested that subject-verb
agreement could have been instantiated only witniNative nouns. Such a conclusion
Is supported by the fact that in Old English DatbreAccusative Experiencer subjects
occurred only with singular verbs (Allen 1995: 7€).:

(113) and us nu wlaa wd pysne leohtan mete
and USsccpat NOW nauseatess pregvith his  light  food
‘And we are now nauseated with this light food.’
(adapted from Allen 1995: 70)

2.5. Development of cardinal numerals in Polish

In the history of Polish numerals many changes haeairred which ultimately have
led to the emergence of numerals as a grammateigigery. This process lasted
approximately four centuries, stretching from tb&h to 19th c. when numerals
established their inflectional paradigms to evelhfuat the beginning of the 20th c.,
form a separate group next to other parts of sp&giciciak 2008: 11f.).

The complex nature of Polish, and Slavic in genamamerals can be traced
back to Proto-Indoeurpean when lexemes from 1lkhéved as inflected adjectives and
those from 5 and above as uninflected adjectivabs&juently, in Proto-Slavic higher
numerals, due to their morphological and syntagtmperties, were put together with
nouns (Siuciak 2008: 16). Interestingly, the calioble in the development of numerals
is attributed to lexeméests (ModPol dziesi¢, ten) which on the one hand was a
numeral grouped with inflecting adjectives and ba bther hand it was also a noun.
Eventually, in Polishdziesgé (ten) prevailed as a houn becoming a point of ezfes
in the inflectional paradigm for other numerals, it declined according tiestem just
like other lexemes fronfive onwards (Siuciak 2008: 17 after Basaj 1971: 156).
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Morphologically, lower numerals in Proto-Slavic ieed according to the pronominal
pattern (numeralsneandtwo)®, asi-stem nouns (numergired or as nouns belonging
to the so-called consonantal declination (numiena). They did not inflect for number,
only for case and gender and were congruent wighntbun they modified (Stieber
1979: 178-181; Siuciak 2008: 17). Higher numesdo inflected for case, they all
belonged to tha-stem declination, but they had only feminine genddich was

manifested in the agreement with the verb (Pisaekd@84: 22; Siuciak 2008: 17€)or

by the form of a demonstrative pronoun agreeingeginder with a numeral (114), e.qg.

(114) ta Sz niedziel  poczynaesi
thisrem.sc SiX-remsc Sundays begin  REF

‘these six Sundays begin’ (Szczerbieg1)5

They did not inflect for number but feenwhich appeared not only in singular, but also
in dual and plurd! (Siuciak 2008: 17), e.g.:

(115) a. dest;,
tensc
‘ten’

b. dyva degte
two tenpy
‘twenty’

C. tri  deseti
three tenn

‘thirty’ (examples from Proto-Slavic from Siak 2008: 17f.)

Contrary to lower numerals, they did not agree Wit modified noun, but assigned
Genitive.
Expressions from 11-19 were formed by adding 16tker numerals, and expressions

20-90 were created by multiplication by 10. Theerasting aspect of such expressions

% Onedeclined as demonstratitieis, andtwo as demonstrative pronoun in plural (Siuciak 2008:
 When it comes to gender 168to (hundred)was an exception as it was neuter (Siuciak 2008: 18

® Lexemeten combined with lower numerals forming expressions4@0was already lexicalized in
Nominative and Accusative in Proto-Slavic (Siuc2g08: 32).
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is that initially in forms 11-19 the numeral 1-9svadded to the prepositional phrase
deste (out of ten), e.gd,va nadegte meaning twelve (Klemensiewicz 1930: 37,
Stieber 1979: 182; gpor 2008: 103; Siuciak 2008: 18). In forms of teres, 20-90, the
relation between atomic numerals and base 10 depemrd the former, i.e. numerals 2-
4 agreed with 10, e.dgri deseti (thirty) and 5-9 assigned Genitive, e.g. pdest;
(fifty) (Siuciak 2008: 18). Initially, in the 16th., 20-90 consisted of two elements, i.e.
numerals 2-9 and 10 which inflected separately, d;guoc degtu.oc (ModPol
dwudziestu/twenty). Then, toward the end of thehl6t expressions 20-40 started to
function as one lexeme where the part expresgngpecame lexicalized. At the same
time, the inflectional exponent attached to the aifdthe expression, e.g. form
trzechdziesgit (thirty) with trzech(three)in Genitive was replaced hyzydziestuvhere
the Genitive marking was signaled by at the end of the expression (Siuciak 2008:
32). Within expressions 50-90, although the seqmartl was also a lexicalized, the first
element was inflected adziesit (ten) was assigned Genitive by 5-9, esgty in
Genitive wasszéciudziesgciu which then turned intgze&cdziesgciu by dropping the
inflectional marker from theatomic numeral (Siuciak 2008: 33). Novel forms with
inflectional markers at the end of the compoundabex a norm in the second half of
the 19th century (Klemensiewicz 1930: 62; Siuci@R& 33).

Sto(hundred), before it joined the group of numerhlg] been a neuter noun. It
was a quantitive modifier of a noun, but also egpeel a large quantity and was closer

to nouns by occurring in plural (Siuciak 2008: 33¢.9.:

(116) Miedzy stami Repubklikantow (Konarski 1762)
among hundreds- Republicans

‘among hundreds of Republicans’

In expressions 200-900, the formstb depended on the value of a multiplier, i.e. when
it wasdwa (two), stowas in a dual formdcie which in the 17th c. was used as one word,
e.g. (117a). Withthree and four sto had a plural formsta, e.g. (117b), and with
numerals five onwards Genitive plural, e.g. (117c).

(117) a. dwie scie <dwigcie
two-neut hundredpy

‘two hundred’
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b. przez lat trzy sta <trzysta
for years three hundregs-
‘for three hundred years’
C. dwanacie set lat miat st&Rzym w pokoiu
twelve hundredsenp.  Years had stayRome in peace
‘for twelve hundred years Rome was supposedatpistpeace’
(Bielski 1564)

Forms ofstoare presented in the table below:

Table 13.Sto(hundred)adapted from Siuciak 2008: 35 after Jakubowicz31821).

NUMBER
CASE | SINGULAR | PLURAL
NOM | sto Sta
ACC | sto Sta
GEN | sta/stu Set
DAT stu Stom
INST | stem Stami
LOC | wstu w stach

2.5.1. An overview of changes in the inflectionalgzadigm of numerals

Changes that affected numerals in Polish took ptass the span of four centuries.
During this time among various transformations tizped present-day numerals the
most important one was establishing the inflectigparadigm of numerals which
formed a separate grammatical category. That &dad the unification of relations
between elements with the nominal phrase as wellbetsveen the numerically
guantified subject and a verb (Siuciak 2008: 24).

2.5.2. Numerals 2-4

The characteristic feature of lower numerals in @lalish and at the beginning of
Middle Polish, i.e. in the 16th c., was that lomemerals inflected for gender, contrary
to higher numerals which behaved as nouns. Thandigin in gender was observed in
masculine forms on the one hand and feminine amten®n the other hand (Siuciak
2008: 57), e.qg. (from Siuciak 2008: 59f.)
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(118) a. dwa mgzowie

two husbandsmsc.nom.pu
‘two husbands’

b. dwa woty
two OXenasc.Nom
‘two oxen’

C. dwie & tego przyczynie
two are that reasoRsw.nom.ou
‘there are two reasons for that’

d. dwie ziarnie siemienne

two linseedSeuT noMm

A parallel situation was originally observed amamgmneralstrzy (three) andcztery
(four) which had masculine forms such tige, cztyrzeas opposed to feminine and
neutertrzy, cztery Yet, in the Old Polish period, whdreej and czterejappeared to
mark masculine animate and later personal, mascuhianimate was expressed by
forms found with feminine and neuter, itezy (three) andztery(four) (Siuciak 2008:
57).

Initially, forms dwamasc>® and dwiesem neur® Were accompanied by nouns in
dual in the 16th and to some extent in thé T2ntury, but were gradually replaced by
plural forms, e.g. in masculine nouns dual endiagas indwa mieca (two swords)
changed into e dwa mieaz(Siuciak 2008: 60§% ! Additionally, under the influence of

Nominative masculine animate forrtrzej (three)and czterzej(ModPol czterej, fouff

% Formdwawas commonly used in Nominative with masculinevidie and virile nouns up to the 16th
c. and to some extent in the 17th and 18th c. (Klsiewicz 1930: 9). Then, a new fodwaj and
Genitivedwu/doch/dwocecame used with virile nouns.

* A neuter formdwie was replaced by a forawaat the turn of the 17th and 18th centuryaf®t 2008:
47). The feminine forndwie has remained unchanged in Nominative and Accusd¥emensiewicz
1930: 9, 11).

9| am not giving the inflectional paradigm of duaimber as it is not relevant for the present disioms
The relevant aspect is only that nouns modifiedhiaperaltwo used to take dual inflectional endings and
with the decline of dual in the 16th century, plura

" Dual, although lost in Middle Ages in Slavic lamges can still be found Slovene and Sorbian
(Gvozdanow 1999: 188).

2 In Old Polish common forms wetezy andczteryfor all genders. Nominative masculine fortnsej
(three)andczterej(four) occurred in Old Polish as well, but it wasthe 15th c. fotrzej and the 16th c.
for czterejthat they became dominant forms (Siuciak 2008 S&fior 2008: 67, 71).
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masculine formdwaj developed around the 16th c., which unified thiéeational

paradigm of lower numerals in masculine animagefwo with threeandfour’®, e.g.:

(119) a. dway* synowie przyszli Kronika Eutropiuszga
two SONazasc.NoM.pL CAMEspL PAST
‘Two sons came.’
b. trzey Arcybiskupowie (Bielski 1564)

threemasc.now — archbishopmasc nowm.pL
‘three archbishop

C. czterzey growie twdowaci (Biblia Leopolital561)
four Mengasc.Nom.pL |€Prousmasc.nom.pL

‘four leprous men.’

However, numerawo was influenced by forms @hreeandfour in yet another aspect,
i.e. next to Genitive and Locative fordwu forms dwuchanddwochappeared in the
16th c. parallel tarzech (threesen) and czterech(four-cen) (Siuciak 2008: 655>
These, in turn, were extended in thd" 7 to Nominative virile (Klemensiewicz 1930:
8; Sypor 2008: 49). Apart from the influence frahreeandfour, numerakwo changed
its form in masculine personal Accusafivewhich used to be syncretic with
Nominative, i.e. first it has forndwa, thenunder the influence of Genitivewu, and
subsequenthdwuch/dwoch(ModPol dwéch, two) (Spor 2008: 53-613% Accusative

8 The process of inflectional unification of numeralo together withthree and four has not been
completed due to the remaining unequal gender aigns.e. a distinction between masculine per$ona
feminine and neuter in the paradigmtwb, e.g.dwaj/dwdchyasc.per dWierem, dWar masc.vperneus and
between masculine personal on the hand and femarideneuter on the other hand in the castnrele
and four, e.g. trZECh/trzej MASC.PER CZterej/CZtereC'h MASC.PER, trzy- MASC.IMPER/FEI\/NEUT: cztery
masc.imperFEmNeuT (Siuciak 2008: 64f.).

4 Forms with final —y indway andtrzey and czterzeytogether with #z in czterzeyare alternations of
dwayj, trzej, czterej For the reasons of space | do not discuss attensaof numerals, but | focus only on
the predominant forms.

S Appearance of a newer version of numévad, e.g.dwuch/dwoch(ModPol dwéch) did not mean that
this form became immediately a dominant one (cfp&t2008: 54-55). Generally, after the emergence of

a variant form of a given numeral either both formsre in use or they alternatively appeared as
dominant up to the 20th c. when the paradigm wealfi established.

’® According to Klemensiewicz (1930: 12f.) fomfwochwas found in the 16thcDwuchappeared in the
17th c. and in the 18th dwoch
" Accusative-Genitive syncretism spread in th& &6d the 17th c. to masculine animate nouns, but in
the 18th c. it was restricted again to masculinsqreal (Siuciak 2008: 89).
®Genitive masculine fornwudwuch/dwoch(ModPol dwéch, two) spread to Nominative, but prior
that it was an Accusative form as Accusative-Geaiyncretism already observed in Old Polish was
established in the 16th c., so at least a wholeéucgrbefore Nomintaive-Genitive syncretism gStr
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neuter up to the 18th c. had a form from Proto-iSldwie which subsequently changed
into a present-day forrdwa. Feminine Accustativedwie, on the other hand, has not
been subject to any changes (Klemensiewicz 193D:Mareover, Old Polish Dative
dual form, the same for masculine, feminine andteredwiemachanged intadwum
and dwom/dwoman the 17th c. (Spor 2008: 56), but thedwombecame dominant
which finally turned into dwém (Stpor 2008: 56f.; Siuciak 2008: 70-73§°
Interestingly, in Instrumental forrdwiemainfluenced the paradigm of numethiree
and four which then appeared aszemi (OPol/MPol thregxst), czterzmi/cztermi
(OPol/MPol fournst), but changed intdrzemaand czterema.ln the 17th c. form
dwomawas found which with varied frequency co-occuretang with dwiema The
usage of two forms finally normalized in the 19thwhendwomabecame restricted to
masculine and neuter adeviemato feminine (Klemensiewicz 1930: 17; Siuciak 2008:
73-77).

Lower numerals have undergone various changes heair tinflectional
paradigms. Although presented development is onlyweay brief and sketchy
presentation of the most significant modificatioitsis important to notice that the
formation of the inflectional paradigm was a bidirenal process in a sense that both
numeral two influenced numeralshree and four as well numeralghree and four
affected forms otwo. Yet, a disappearance of dual number was a cratagle in the
formation of present-day numerals, as not only duahber on modified nous was
abandoned, but also originally dual Genitiveending spread to other numerals.

The process of establishing forms of lower numeralas a complex
phenomenon especially that it is difficult precyst determine the forms occurring in a
given period of time as before they were eventuaplaced by new variants they had
still coexisted for some time with their alternat&scondly, indication of the source of
influence has been problematic as well becausemgtnumeralswo, three andfour
affected each other, but also different case fomithin one paradigm of a given

numeral interacted with one another. Yet, undoupiedhe important factor

2008: 59f.). In the same time, i.e. in the 17tNominative-Genitive syncretism for masculiteee and
four was also found ($por 2008: 68, 71).

”® Formdwommight have been a result of the influence of miedifiouns which acquirecbs endng in
Dative (Siuciak 2008: 71). Whereas Siuciak (200Bpt2sents different views on the origindvfumin
Dative, Sgpor (2008: 56) claims that this form arose underitiiluence of Genetivéwum

% Formdwiemabetween 16th and 18th c. determine the form w#@maand to a smaller degree form of
4 czteremawhich ultimately retained their protoSlavic formizem and czterem(Stapor 2008: 74ff.;
Siuciak 2008: 70f.).
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contributing to the emergence of the present copteary forms of lower numerals was
a disappearance of dual number which not only eled a three-part opposition in
number, i.e. singular, dual and plural, leadingtlte unification of nominal forms

modified by numerals appearing since then in plursiead of dual, but it was also a
step in establishing the inflectional paradigm ofmeraltwo. As a consequence, a
neuter dual form of a numeral changed (frdwie to dwa)®" as well as a distinct form

for masculine personal nouns in Nominative, Acausadnd Genitive affected by forms

of threeandfour appeared. The summary of major changes is presentables bel

Table 14. Development of the inflectional paradigi2.

GENDER FEM NEUT MASC
PERIOD P-SI OPol/MPol ModPol | P-SI OPol/ ModPol | P-SI OPol/MPol ModPol
MPol
ASE
NOM dwie dwie dwa ™™ dwa dwa dwa dwaj/
dwaj"y dwdch
dwuch<dwoch<
dwoch™
ACC dwie | dwie dwie dwa dwa dwa/dwd®® dwu
dwuch<dwoch<| dwoch
dwochH™
GEN dwu dwu dwu dwu dwu dwu dwu dwu dwu
dwuch®%" | dwoch dwuch®1%" | dwoch dwuch®i-19th dwéch
dwoch®"< dwoch®"< dwoch®"<
dwoch dwoch dwéch
DAT dwiema | dwiema™™ | dwu dwiema | dwiema™™ | dwu dwiema | dwiema™" dwu
dwumt™ dwom dwumt™ dwom dwumt™ dwom
dwom'™ dwom dwom'™ dwom dwom'™*" dwom
dwomten dwomten dwomten
INST dwiema | dwiema dwiema | dwiema | Dwiema dwoma | dwiema | dwiema/ dwoma
dwoma?®" dworma dwoma?®" dwoma?®"
LOC dwu dwu™ dwu/ dwu dwu™ dwu/ dwu dwu™ / dwu
dwoch™ dwéch dwoch™ dwéch dwoch™ dwoch

*! The fact that a neuter and masculine inanimate fofrthdwais the same as the Old Polish masculine
form is not the result of the influence of thedatbn the former, but probably a consequence @fctirek

of dual number marked on neuter nouns eaand its replacement with a plural marker which must
have been extended to the form of a numeral (SiR1H8: 64).
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Table 15. Development of the inflectional paradigi3 and 4.

GENDER FEM NEUT MASC
PERIOD P-SI | OPol/ ModPol P-SI | OPal/ ModPol P-SI OPol/MPol ModPol
MPol MPol
CASE
NOM trzy trzy trze/ trzy/ trzeﬁfﬂ trzej/
cztery cztery trzect™&n
cztery/
czteref®" czterej/
czterech’/1eM
ACC trzy trzy trzy trzy trzy/ trzech
trzech czterech
czterzech<
cztereh
GEN trzy trzecH™ trzech trzy trojga trzech trzy trzecH™ trzech
cztery | czterech™ | czterech | cztery | czworga | czterech | cztery czterech®™ czterech
trzecH™
czterech’
th
DAT trzem trzem trzem trzem trzem trzem trzem trzem trzem
trzema®™ trzemd®™ | czterem czterzem | trzema®™ czterem
czte- 17th/18th -17th/18th 17th/18th
rzem czterem czterze
czterzem<c m czterzem czterzem<c
zterem <czterem zterem
czterzy®" czterzy czterzy®"
czterma/ 16th czterma/
czterem&™" czterma/ czterem&™
-17th Czteremé 17th
6th-17th
INST trzemi | trzemi trzema trzemi | trzemi trzema trzemi trzemi trzema
trzema®™ trzema®" trzema®™
18th -18th 18th
czterema czterema
cztyrmi cztyrmi cztyrmi
czterem czterem czterem
czterem&™" czterema czterem&™
6th/17th 17th
LOC trzech trzech trzech trzech trzech trzech
czterech czterech czterech | czterech czterech czterech

The crucial remark regarding the development deational paradigms of numerals is

that after the Proto-Slavic period a separate flommasculine personal has been
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established. Furthermore, equally for numeralsrizw syncretisms have emerged, i.e.
first around the 16th c. Genitive-Accusative sytisre and later, around 17th c.
Genitive-Accusative-Nominative syncretism. New gwtisms affected masculine
personal. In the remaining genders, i.e. feminmeyter and masculine impersonal,
numerals had already had the same forms in digs# positions. Such a direction of
changes may suggest that although new forms foculine personal were set apart, a
tendency to unification has remained which is fld in other syncretisms, i.e.

Nominative-Accusative and Genitive-Locative, in fame and neuter.

2.5.2. Numeral 5 and onwards

In the paradigm of higher numerals the importaatdformations were triggered by the
development of masculine personal as a grammatatalgory which, first of all, was
signaled by the Accustive-Genitive syncretism anbsequently by the u-ending.
Establishing new paradigms, on the one hand, wasra of a general process of
unification and syncretisation observed in Slawdoduages, and on the other hand
emphasizing gender opposition in plural.

Contrary to lower numerals, numerals frdive onwards used to be feminine
nouns declined according to the patterni-stem declination. In many cases these
numerals had forms inherited from Proto-Slavic whgtarted to change around the
16th century. In Nominative such a form wgaig¢ (five), but when the Accusative-
Genitive syncretism began to spread at the tutheflL6th and 17th century masculine
personal formpigci was becoming common @por 2008: 86f.). Subsequently, when
syncretic Genitive and Accusative wpgciu as the result of dissemination of dual
Genitive ¢ ending for all genders, the form extended to miasepersonal Nominative
around the 17th and 18th c. 4for 2008: 91; Siuciak 2008: 104f.). It is worth
mentioning that Accusative-Genitive syncretism folasculine nouns had already
emerged among lower numerals in thd' 6 Then, the spread of the theending in
Nominative masculine personal forms can be attedbub Genitive dual adopted by
numeral quantifying expressions suchkdka andwiele with Accusative and Genitive
masculine personal forms such kaku/wielu which subsequently was taken over by

higher numerals. Finally, the transfer wending to Nominative masculine personal
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forms can be traced back to Nomininative-Accusasiyecretism firstly found among
non-masculine nouns which later affected other matagSiuciak 2008: 101f.), e.g.:

(120) a. Piec¢ domow byto
five-nom  houseSsen.pL WaSzsc.pasT
‘There were five houses.’
b. Pieé doméw miatem
five-acc housessen.pLhad1sc past
‘I had five houses.’ i8ak 2008: 101)

The same process was observed wixh seven, eighhineandtenwhich from Genitive
széci, siedmi, émi, dziewqc/dziewgci, dziesgci/dziesgci turned intoszéciu, siedmiu,
osmiu, dziewgciu, dzies¢ciu (Stieber 1979: 181f.; por 2008: 90; Siuciak 2008:
113)# Nominative-Accusative-Genitive syncretism an@nding as the exponent of
masculine personal were introduced later amongenigbmerals 20-900, namely in the
19th c. (Siuciak 2008: 109). In Dative and Locatveharacteristic ending waswhich
was also replaced byi-This change started approximately in the 17thut as a norm
it was establish in the 19th c. §Bbr 2008: 93-94, 101; Siuciak 2008: 124-127). k& th
meantime, Dative underwent an intermediate stageéhath it adopted emending also
typical of Dativedwom (two), i.e.pieciom, széciom, siedmionetc. (Sgpor 2008: 93),
but it was superseded in the 17th c,ubgnding (Siuciak 2008: 126). In Instrumental
throughout the Old Polish period Proto-Slavic forersded with ¢ continued, i.e.
pigcCiq, siedmg, asmig etc. In the 18th c., however, forms withu and -emaendings
following the paradigm of numeraivo, i.e. dwu-dwomabecame popular and have
survived till now (S4por 2008: 99; Siuciak 2008: 129-131).

® Alternations among these numerals are discussegpor2008).
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Table 16. Development of the inflectional paradigi®.

GENDER FEM FEM/NEUT MASC
PERIO ProtoSlI OPol/MPol | ModPol | OPol/MPol ModPol
CASE
NOM pigé pigé pigé piet pieciu
piaci/pieci
pieciu
ACC pigé piet pigé pieciu
GEN piaci/pieci pia(ci/piq[si ] pieciu piac picciu piccit® ™ | pieciu
+ i, 17th/18t
pieciu
DAT piaci/pigci picci ) pigciu piccCi ) e pieciu
pieciom™® pieciom™®™ pigciu® "8
piQCiulﬂh/lSth
INST piacia/piecia | pieciu™" pieciu pieciu™" piecioma
piecioma®” | piecioma | pigcioma®"
LOC piacilpieci | pigciu™™ " | pigciu pieCiu

As it is shown in Table 16, the major change tHédcted higher numerals wasi—
ending which appears both in feminine and neuterwai as masculine gender.
Syncretism of cases does not cover Instrumentl igenders and excludes Nominative
and Accusative in feminine/neuter. Such a distorcthowever is not accidental.
Nominative-Accusative syncretism to the exclusiérGenitive in non-virile gender at
some point was a result of a process leading tmgetpart masculine personal gender.
Yet, in masculine personal, the tendency was totifyeGenitive and Accusative to the
exclusion of Nominative which in the time of devalog masculine plural became
syncretic with Genitive and Accusative. Spreadingending within numerals was
initiated by the form of numeraivo, i.e. dwu, popularization of masculine personal
forms in Accusative and Genitive of lower numer@iowed by the adoption ofu-
ending by quantifying expressions suchkdka (several),wiele (many) in the 17th c.
(Siuciak 2008: 85-90). Only then higher numeraéstetl to acquireu-ending in their
paradigm. The interesting part is that establishNmminative form for masculine
personal was the latest step in the numeral foomadis it was related to the Slavic
across-the-board phenomenon of marking gender dmpo$or Nominative (Siuciak
2008: 110). Thus, the emergence af ending for masculine personal nouns is
attributed to Nominative as late as in the 17tH18t(Sapor 2008: 86-87).

In the overview of changes that affected numeggigst from the tendencies to
unify their inflectional paradigm, the most sigondnt one was establishing gender
distinction which was first manifested by Accusati@enitive syncretism and now by

Nominative and Accusative forms. In this process, vital role was played by lower
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numerals, especially numeralo, which affected other numeral expressions, yet the
changes were not adopted unanimously by all nusietalt gradually in different
periods of time, i.e. starting from the animatedin@ate distinction among numerals
trzy (three) anccztery (four), followed by the masculine personal fornisdwa (two),
expressions such dglka/wiele (several, many) and then 5-10. In the final stafje o
numeral formations 500-900 acquired a gender exgatdhe turn of the 19th and 20th
century (Siuciak 2008: 110).

2.5.Patterns of agreement within a nominal phrase

Numerically quantified phrases have been also aedlyregarding the agreement
patterns within the phrases, i.e. between the nainegpression and a modified noun, as
well as with reference to the form of the verbhe telation with the subject containing
a numeral. In this respect numerals exhibited cteristics inherited from Proto-
Slavic, i.e. lower numerals inflected like adjeesvassumed congruent forms with the
modified noun and numerals 5 and onwards with dikenproperties assigned Genitive
plural to the noun. These properties, to a lardergxhave been carried over to Modern
Polish. Yet, before patterns of internal and exdbagreement were finally established,
other combinations were possible.

In Proto-Slavic and OIld Polish the form of a noun expressions 11-19
depended on the first numeral, i.e. whether it @&lsor 5-9, in which case there was
either agreement in externally assigned case bataewimeral and a noun or the noun
was in Genitive plural (Siuciak 2008: 144). Yet, stme point syntax of these
expressions was inconsistent as one time the nur2a€&raggoverned the choice of the
case, e.g. (45) and (46), and in other situatiomse cof the quantified noun was

determined by the compound numeral, e.g. (47), (#3¢mensiewicz 2009: 310).

(121) a. dwienacie grzywnie
twelve finesyvom.ou
‘twelve fines’
b. czterna@cie grzywny
fourteen  finesom.pL

‘fourteen fines’
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C. dwand&cie grzywien
twelve finessen.pL
‘twelve fines’
d. czternacie grzywien
fourteen  finesen.pL
‘fourteen fines’ (Siuciak 2008: 144)

This distribution had been found in Polish untié th6th c. when the Genitive plural
noun became a standardized option with numerals91@Siuciak 2008: 143f.). Such a
unification of the internal agreement following neirals 5-10 was actually observed
only when the phrase occurred in positions whermiNative or Accusative case were
assigned, so in the structural case positionsbligue case positions, there was a strong
tendency to agreement with the modified noun, geshafluenced by lower numerals
(Siuciak 2008: 145). In a similar fashion relatiobstween a modified noun and
numerals 20 onwards were determined. However, betbat happened, nouns in
formations containing 20-90 and numerals 2-4 caylpear either in Genitive plural or
in a form congruent with the lower numeral. The aully of such expressions was
related to the undetermined at that time word ovd@ch placed the noun either in front
of the numeral expression in which case the fiogharal governed the form of the noun
(122a), or the noun followed the expression and thepended on the second numeral
(122b) (Siuciak 2008: 147), e.qg.:

(122) a. przez lat dwadZima | dwie Kronika Eutropiusza
for yearssenpL twenty and two
‘for twenty two years’
b. Ten umiat dwadgiga y dwagzyki (Bielski 1564)
thissse coulthsg pasttwenty and two languaggse pL

‘This man could speak twenty two languages.’

In example (122a) nouat (years) in the frontal position assumes the formddmned
by the higher numeral. In (122b), on the other hamoln iezyki (ModPol gzyki,
languages) agrees with a lower numeral in casegressi by the verb. Such an
optionality of forms was present in Polish till th8th c. Then in the 19th c. when the

word order was established the noun followed thmeral expression and the last
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element in the numeral formation was responsibtetiie form of the modified noun
(Siuciak 2008: 147f.). Yet, apart from a differgsition of a noun and resulting form
it its form, there were also instances in which leein should have a form determined

by the lower numeral, but instead it occurred imi®ee pluraf® e.g.:

(123) a. Bormistrz sto y czterzy etiw potopit
mayor hundred and four shifiscp  sank
‘The mayor sank hundred and four ships.’ Krofika Eutropiusza
b. Ogqiei pieédziesyty trzy Kamienic w popidsrocit
fire fifty and three tenement haiggy pLin ashes turned

‘The fire turned fifty three tenement houses toegsh
(Kuryer Polskil756)

Such examples, according to Klemensiewicz (1930:m¥ght have been reproduced

patterns found in expressions containing numer&lsebg.:

(124) padto ich tam trzydfei sze&c mezOw (Biblia Leopolitd
fell-3sg.past them there thirty and six megkkpL

‘thirty six men fell dead there’

From the analyses of Old and Middle Polish exampléslows that relations between
numerals and modified nouns were still developibgwer numerals, although were
congruent with a noun happened to present pattgpisal of numerals 5-10, i.e. the
modified noun was in Genitive plural. However, ches within phrases occurred also
with higher numerals, i.e. 5 onwards. Throughowt theriod of Old Polish they
unanimously assigned Genitive plural irrespectif’¢he external case assigned to the
whole phrase. Such a pattern, however, startetdonge towards the end of Old Polish,
i.e. around 15th and 16th c., when the dominariticel was of congruity in oblique
contexts (Siuciak 2008: 148ff.). The earliest traois from the syntax of government to

the syntax of agreement was found with Locativeemshthe noun instead of Genitive

8 Genitive plural nouns accompanied by numeralsv@ede not exceptional cases and as late as in the
17th and 18th c. such a form of a noun was espgdiatjuent in temporal expressions, eg.lat trzy(in
three yeargen pL(Chmielowski 1754)przez godzin dwiéfor two hoursgenp) (Ruszel 1656) (Siuciak
2008: 163). However, this syntactic relation did spread to all cases, but was restricted to Natinima
Accusative and Locative (Siuciak 2008: 165).
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plural, e.g. (125a), (125b), began to appear inative plural, e.g. (125c), (125d)
(Siuciak 2008: 153).

(125) a.

W pigci  lat (Opec 1522)
in five- oc yearsgen.pL

‘within five years’

po siedmi lat zyznych

after sevenoc yearscen.p. fertile

‘After seven fertile years’ Historya oswietym lozefig1530] 1909)
w tych dziegici dnioch (Klemensiewicz 1930: 101)
in these tenoc  daysSroc.pL

‘within these ten days’

w siedmi  leciech (Klemensiewicz 1930: 101)
within sevenqoc. years oc.pL

‘within seven years’

The same changes affected nouns occurring in phrasseigned Dative (126a) and

Instrumental (126b), e.qg.:

(126) a.

pigci NeZOW (Klemensiewicz 2009: 311)
five-pat husbandssen pL

‘to five husbands’

Mmiedzy siedmi  pagorkow (Starowolski 1647)
between seveRst hills-gen.pL

‘surrounded by seven hills’

The process of changing relations between the ralraad a noun in oblique cases was

not uniform as congruent with the numeral forms baen replacing Genitive on a noun

for approximately four centuries.
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2.7. Composite numerals withone

In a discussion of internal relations between el@sién a numerically quantified
phrases a word of attention should be paid to espwas containingeden(one).

Although the status géden(one) has been widely debated, similarly to other
numerals, and its characteristic distinguishesvénemore from other numerals, e.g. it
selects for nouns in singular instead of plurahaturs in complex numeral formations
bringing out interesting properties.

Jeden(one) coming from Proto-Slaviedinb developed two formgeden(one,
some) andedzin(y)/jedyny(only). In Present-Day Polish it also seems to have
distinct forms, i.e. one juxtaposed with determsn&f sometype and the other
occurring only in composite numerals & r 2008: 38) when it always occurs as an
uninflected elemerit Despite the fact thaedenassumes different inflectional endings
agreeing in gender, number and case with a modjfywun, e.gjeden pan(one/some-
mMasc Manuasc.pl) jedna kobieta(one/somegy womangem.so, jedni studenci(some
masc Studentsaascpl), in complex numerals its form always remains aene, i.e.
jeden Such forms, although already established for reg ldtme, were not the only
options available. Szober (1922: 131) mentionsesgons in which the modified noun
agreed in number and gender wijdden instead of the penultimatelement, e.g.
(Szober 1922: 131).

(127) a. dwadzigcia jeden  dom

twenty ongmsc housewasc.sc
‘twenty one houses’

b. piecdziesyt jedna chata
fifty onerem huteem sc
‘fifty one huts’

C. dwiescie jedno  drzewo
two hundred ongeur treeneut.sc

‘two hundred one trees’

* Examples witfjeden(one) meaningomeand its properties are discussed in chapter 1.
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Moreover,jedenin such expressions could also decline by casalogitally to soft-
stemmed complex numerals such pigcdziesgciu (fifty), szécdziesgciu (Sixty)
(Klemensiewicz 1932: 38; Szober 1922: 134), e.gok@r 1922: 134).

(128) a. dwudziestu jedniu chat
twentygen Onegen hutSwen.pL
‘twenty one huts’
b. w dzwudziestu jedniu chatach
intwentyinst onemwst hutSmstpL

‘in twenty one huts’

Also, inflected forms ofedenin plural on the model of plural indefinite promojedni
(somewmasc.p) jedne (somerewneut.r) (Klemensiewicz 1932: 37) were observed in

such formations, e.g. (Klemensiewicz 1932: 37).

(129) a. dwudziestu jednych pandw
twentycen. ONEGEN.PL MENGEN.PL
‘twentyone men’
b. dwudziestu jednym  panom
twentypar ON€pat.pL MENDAT.PL

‘twentyone men’

Jedenjust as it is postulated in present accounts, b@roto-Slavic forms developed
two lexemes, i.e. an indefinite pronoun and a namé&ithough nowadays the status of
jedenas a numeral is frequently questioned due toossilized behavior in complex
numerals, presented examples demonstratggdahused to be viewed as a numeral
which is shown in the attempts to apply inflectioparadigms of other numerals to this
one. The fact thaedenoccurs in an unchanged form in certain contexty bwthe
result of conflicting features densandoneforming a numeral composite. Asden
imposes singular on a modified noun, when it ist pga complex formation which as a

whole is interpreted as plural it must be in anared form. Such an inactivation of one
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of the elements in a complex formation might betrategy to avoid the problem of
contradictory requirements regarding number andtvidilows, gendef>#°

2.8. Verbal predicates and numerically quantified sbjects

In the history of Polish language relations betwewminal phrases containing
numerals or other numeral modifiers suchdago (a lot of), wiele (many), kilka
(several) in subject positions and verbal predgajave rise to various agreement
patterns. On the one hand, the verb appearedgnlamneuter form or, on the other, in
plural with gender marking dependent on the gemdex noun. These patterns have
survived till today, yet before they were estaldighdifferent variants competed for
several centuries depending on the value of theenalnand gender of the noun.
Phrases wittower numerals (2-4) agreed in number and gendr wvarbal predicates.
Despite the fact that this was a prevailing patteoturrences with a singular verb were
also found starting from the 16th c. (Siuciak 20089), e.qg.:

(130) byto w teywigtyni trzy kaplic (Borkowski 1820)
wasssa.pastin this chapel three chapgin.pL

‘there were three chapels in this temple’

Other constructions with lower numerals in whichmadified noun was inGenitive
plural and the verb in singular neuter were thog& wasculine personal nouns and

masculine forms afwo, threeandfour, e.g.:

(131) Do Rzymu wybrato esi z Polski czterech
to Rome wentsgneut.pastREF  from Poland fougmsc

Pielgrzymow

8 Although a constant form of numeral 1 may suggestavoidance strategy to eliminate the problem of
number of a quantifying noun, it does not work wioase is assigned by complex numerals. In these
circumstances we might be talking about two diffitnghenomena, i.e. the assignment of number as the
intrinsic property of numerals specifying the caedity set of a referent represented by a quadtifieun

and the assignment of case as a morphosyntacticeetent dependent not on the complete value of the
numeral expression, but (at least in Polish) omitlmaeral adjacent to the modified noun.

% Gender distinction on numeral 1 is recognized whealso quantifies the modified numeral, i.e. it
governs its number. When, however, its propertyassign (singular) number is frozen, no gender
marking appears as well.
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pilgrims-vasc.cen.pL

‘Four pilgrims went to Rome from Poland’ (Haur 1693)

Such fluctuations with the usage of plural and slagforms lasted until the 19th c.
when singular forms were rarely found and were ictamed ungrammatical (Bajerowa
2000: 48).

Subjects with higher numerals, especially with 54h0Proto-Slavic and in Old
Polish occurred with feminine singular verbs follog the properties of 5-10 as

feminine singular nouns (Siuciak 2008: 175f), e.g.:

(132) a. pie¢ lat miata
five yearsgen.pL Passetksc.Fem.pasT

‘five years passed’

b. jako mireta dziest lat
as  passegsc.rem.pasT t€N yearsen.pL
‘as ten years passed’ (Siuciak 200%®)

A feminine singular form, however, was supersedgedibgular neuter forms at the end
of Old Polish and at the beginning of Middle Poffétret, the decline of feminine
singular did not unify the subject-verb relationrashe 16th c. plural forms with gender
depending on the noun became a competitor for EnffuThis way, until the 19 c.
when singular form of a verb in past and presensdewas being standardized, both
patters were in use, i.e. singular (133a) and p(a&8b) (Siuciak 2008: 175f.), e.g.:

(133) a. nad rzelg, z  ktorey wychodzito siedm
above river, from which get.obds pasT.PROSEVEN
krow cudnych

COWSweNn.PL  (OrgeOUSwEN.PL
‘on a river, from which seven gorgeous cows westiigg out’

ilistorya oswietym lozefiel909)

¥ In the literature different attempts have been m@dexplain singular neuter form of the verb (cf.
Szober 1928; Klemensiewicz 1930; Bajerowa 2000 anuthers).

% pisarkowa (1984: 22ff.) claims that neuter singuienbs with numerals 5 onwards were already found
in the 15th c. yet the competition between singatad plural lasted a couple of centuries beforentiren
was established.
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b. pie¢ Litwinow wpadli doich bazu w nocy
five Lithuanianseen pL arrivedsp pastto their camp in night

‘five Lithuanians arrived at the camp at night’ (Stryjkowski 1582)

Interestingly, establishing the form of a verb watmumerically quantified subject took
the longest with numerals 5-10 and teens. Theesardingular forms were normalized
with lexemesmato (little), duzo (a lot of), wiele (many), kilka (several), e.g (134a),
(134b),sto (134c) andysigc (134d) (Siuciak 2008: 188.e.g.:

(134) a. wiele pczot cudzych prayikat
a.lot.of beessen.pL SOMebody else’s flies.#3s pres
‘a lot of somebody else’s bees fly in’ (Miwita and Glager 1535)
b. potoreto koni niemato

drownedssc.past.pERAOISESseN pLOUItE & lot

‘quite a lot of horses drowned’ (Gwagnbill)
C. byto sto koni

wasssc. pasthundred horsegen pi

‘there were hundred horses’ (Paprocki4)58
d. tysigc  wszystkich ludzi poszto

thousand albenp. peoplésenr. WeNntssgpast

‘all thousand people went’ (Potocki [1670] 1924)

Higher numerals, multiples of 10, also quite ediythe 16th c.) started to appear with
singular neuter verbs (Siuciak 2008: 185), e.g.:

(135) miedzy inszymi byto siedemdziasezow
among others wagg.pasT seventy MeBeN.pL

‘there were seventy men among others’ (Paprocki 1584)

Although the usage of singular neuter was earl&pged in phrases with expressions
50-90 in comparison to 20-40 which were still founidh plural verbs in the 16th c.,

* The origin of a singular neuter form of a verb tentraced back to the earliest formstd as a neuter
noun. In the case of lexemesato/ duo singular neuter is also explained by the fact thegd to be
neuter nouns (Szober 1928: 99).
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plural forms were observed on regular basis uph® 19" c. first with animate
masculine nouns and then with masculine persomatigtk 2008: 186), e.qg.:

(136) a. osiemdziesgit Hiszpandw zrobili ucieezak nocy
eighty Spaniards:n.p. madesp, past€Scape in night
‘eighty Spaniards escaped at night’ (Mroziski [1819]1858)
b. czterdzigci Biskupow iemu poddanych do Pagpiesie
forty bishopgen.pL him subject to Pope REF
obrocili
turnedspppast

‘forty bishops subject to him turned to the Pope’ (Cichowski 1692)

The final establishing of singular neuter form oérlvs accompanied by phrases
quantified by higher numerals took place in th& t9when according to some linguists
(cf. Bajerowa 2000), formal agreement replaced seiméSiuciak 2008: 187).

2.9.Conclusion

In the discussion of numeral systems, both in Qidlish and in the history of Polish,
numerous interesting properties have arisen whidgh haracteristic of cardinal
numerals. Although, the direction of developmentthese languages seems to be
different, features that appeared may point to sprogerties shared by numerals as a
category in general, irrespective of a languagehBad English and Polish numerals
are subject to the same arithmetic operations,adelition and multiplication, their
inflectional paradigms differ depending on theirlnea and they present similar
behavior depending on the syntactic context theyfaund in, i.e. they either assume
congruent forms with the modified nouns, or acelsnents governing the assignment
of case to the noun. Despite the fact that the tlast attributes are met in different
contexts, e.g. in Old English a numeral agrees wittoun in case and gender when its
value does not exceed 19 and Genitive case isr&skigp the noun in partitive
constructions and by numerals 20 and higher, whilBolish congruency is achieved
when the non-virile noun is quantified by numerfdlem 2 to 4 and Genitive of
quantification is found in phrases with numeralso®wards or with lower ones

modifying virile nouns, the general pattern thateeges in these languages implies that
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numerals, beyond features specific to given langsafave qualities that distinguish
them from other categories. Additionally, a duatss of numeral 1 in both languages
and evidence for complex numerals as if consistihgeparate syntactic units capable
of assigning different case to the modified noumdestrate another common platform
of comparison between these two numeral systems. apart from the similarities,
there were also some other important aspects thatrilcuted to the shape of
contemporary cardinal numerals which did not rural@ in discussed languages, i.e.
the presence and loss of a dual number in Polsiabkshing masculine personal in
plural as a distinct gender and emerging new cgseratisms that have modeled a
present-day declension of numerals.
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Chapter 3: Structure of the numerically quantified phrases

and intraphrasal relations between their elements.

3.1. Introduction

The structure of nominal phrases has been a tdpiaraerous debates, especially since
the introduction of the proposal that the heachefriominal phrase is a determiner, i.e.
D occupied by the definite article taking NP ascibsnplement (Szabolcsi’s 1983, 1994;
Abney’s 1987; Fukui and Speas 1986; Horrocks arairStu 1987 Loebel 1989,
1993; Stowell 1991; Longobardi 1994 and Lyons 188%bng others). The hypothesis
that a functional element, the D head, projectsnihiinal phrase was put forward to
highlight the parallelism between clauses (IPs Bs)Cand nominal phrases (DPs) as
well as for the need of a richer structure for nwads providing explanation for various
word orders within nominal phrases. First of alR [vas juxtaposed with CP as its head,
i.e. D, just like C, turned its complement into aigument. For proponents of the DP
structure, the category D realized by the defiait&cle was necessary to change the NP
into an argument. Such a view was presented, g.d.obhgobardi (1994) analyzing
Italian nominal phrases and claiming that the krtifunctions as a subordinator
saturating the predicate, that is a bare noun. I&ipi Higginbotham (1985)
emphasized that the relation between the artictethe noun can be compared to the
one between the verb and its objEcAlong with the presence of the definite article in
the position of D used for the interpretative reessGiusti (1997, 2002) argued that the

** Horrocks and Stavrou (1987) have actually postdigie Aricle Phrase.
* According to Higgingbotham (1985) the role of thiéice in saturating the role of a noun is perfodme
in languages without definite articles by the caephology.
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definite article as a functional head is only onaywof providing referential
interpretation to the nominal phrase. Duéht® principle of economy of lexical insertion

stating that:

(137) A functional projection must be licensed latevels of representation by
i. making the specifier visible
ii. making the head visible,
(Dimitrova-Vulchanowa and Giusti 199863 Giusti 2002: 70)

Demonstratives as referential expressions candegted in the specifier position of DP
ensuring the same interpretation as definite @gfél The problem of complementary
distribution of articles and demonstratives sugggsthat they occupy the same
position was also solved by this principle assuntlreg conditions (i.), i.e. making the
specifier visible, and (ii.), i.e. making the headible, are disjunctive (Giusti 2002:
73)%

In Lyons (1999), on the other hand, the D head agg®ciated with the notion
of definitenessviewed as a universal semantic or pragmatic ptgpgrammatically
realized on D in a form of interpretable or unipretable feature [DEFY: Moreover,
he claimed that definiteness can be realized iguages differently and it is their
idiosyncratic property. What follows, the occurrenaf a DP was tantamount to the
presence of the definite article (Lyons 1999: 323).

The introduction of a DP in the context of simileas between clauses and
nominal phrases was also advocated by Grimshawlj1&3d Riemsdijk (1998) who
proposed the notion ahe extended projectionf the noun. Nominal phrases, NPs,
similarly to VPs are dominated by the functionalojpctions, DP and IP/CP
respectively. Consequently, the DP and IP/CP ageettiended projections of lexical
heads.

The other argument for a DP structure was drawm fdifferent positions of a

noun with respect to various elements of the nompiarase which led to the

% Complementary distribution of articles and demmiates can be accounted for by the version of a
doubly-filled complementizer filtdlChomsky and Lasnik 1997) according to which thecsjer of CP
and the head C cannot be simultaneously filled.

*In fact, for Lyons (1999) the DP was actually Befinitness Phrase.
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postulation of an additional projection above NBvmling place for a moved nominal
head. The N-D movement was proposed for languiagekich the noun was found to
precede the article or other determiners, e.g. anwidgian (Taraldsen 1991), or in
Italian (Longobardi 1994). Apart from the head muoeat, the analysis of phrasal
movement in the nominal domain, i.e. movementootifed or interrogative elements
analyzed in Greek (Horrocks and Stavrou 1987) aspamable to the movement to the
specifier of CP was put forward as yet another @&t for the presence of a functional
projection DP.

After the introduction of various proposals regagithe structure of the nominal
phrase being the projection of a functional headth® discussion has centered on the
issue of the universality of the DP hypothesis. Bhbject of disputes has been the
question of whether in languages lacking a defiaitiicle, thus when the functional
head D has no morphological realization, it istietate to postulate DP. Over the years
this question has given rise to two camps, i.eoadtes of the so—callathiversal DP
hypothesisaccording to which the nominal phrase without exiom is a projection of a
functional head D or garameterized DP hypothesia which depending on the
presence or absence of articles in a given langaageminal phrase can be DP or NP.
Despite the abundance of analyses opting for omacet or another, so far no
conclusive position has been presented that couddtiee discussion. Apart from the
unresolved issue regarding the DP or NP statusoofimal phrases, another problem
that seems to provide material for further disaussiis the structure of nominal phrases
guantified by numerals and numerical expressiamshis case, the problematic aspect
is the choice of the head between the noun or tiaatdier, which in different cases
seem to be the locus of morphosyntactic featunresOld English and in Slavic
languages such as Polish, there is a noticeahtietey for lower numerals to agree in
gender and case with the modified nouns whereahitfeer numerals assign Genitive
to the noun. This discrepancy has led to analyseshwnot only admit the possibility of
instating different heads depending on the typa afimeral quantifying the noun, i.e.
the noun when it is modified by lower numerals dhd quantifier when it assigns
Genitive, but also to establishing different cassigning properties to numerals. The
final point of contention is the adjectival moddteon in numerically quantified
nominal phrases which may refer to the modificatmna noun or of a numeral
depending on its position in the phrase. In thewahg sections of this chapter | focus

on addressing issues regarding the DP hypothes@rticleless languages arguing for
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the universality of DP (section 3.2.). Moreovere 8structure of numerically quantified
phrases is analyzed, i.e. attention is given tch#edness dilemma and case assignment
by numerals (section 3.3.). In section (3.4.) kpré the new idea of case which does no
longer belong to the feature matrix of lexical afwhctional categories but it is
represented in the syntactic structure and defimet®r structural terms. Particular cases
found in a given language are heads of their ovafeptions topped with the so-called
Kase PhrasdKP). The split KP and case as a terminal node pvaposed by Caha
(2009, 2010) and used to account for case synereti; various languages. His
analysis being a part of a novel approach to granmanosyntax, has become a
starting point for my proposal in which cases arejgetions within the extended
projection of a noun. What follows, | assume thatecassignment is a specifier-head
relation between the noun and a case feature,thkem to be a head. Consequently,
acquiring case by a nominal element or/and its fresdiproceeds through a movement
to the relevant position within KP. Applying thiseghanism to numerically quantified
phrases in which the numeral and a modified nowam bases of different values allows
treating both lower and higher numerals as a umfoategory occupying the same
position in the syntactic tree. Moreover, the mogattheory of case seems to provide
justification for case patterns within phrases whilgher numerals in structural and
obliqgue case positions as well as accounts for vavdir and case variation among
adjectives and demonstratives co-occurring withapds containing numerals. Finally,
the approach presented facilitates the explanaifoagreement patterns between the
numerically quantified subjects and the predicate.

3.2. DP hypothesis and articleless languages

Abney’s proposal (1987) regarding the structurenominal phrases has initiated a
discussion about the type of a head that projéetsnbminal phrase. The analysis of
properties of possessive-gerund constructions igliein and symmetries between the
clauses headed by the functional head INFL havatessin the introduction of a D-

element that projects the nominal phrase. Szab¢{l@83) presented the idea that a
Hungarian NP is headed by INFL element, similady sentences. Abney (1987)
developed this thought postulating Determiner ashbad of a nominal phrase, which

was later adopted by Szabolcsi (1994) in the amalysHungarian DPs. Although for
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both English (Abney 1987) and Hungarian (Szabolt894) the same functional
element was introduced to head nominal phrasesg there some differences in their
approaches, e.g. Szabolcsi (1994) assumed that &3Pparallel to CP and not IP as
Abney (1987) proposed, and only articles and nbotdaterminers could become
instantiations of D according to Szabolcsi (1994l @ontra Abney (1987). Szabolcsi
(1994) analyzed a Hungarian phrase postulatingitiigtin fact, a Determiner PhraZe.
Another significant contribution to the structurermminals was made by Longobardi
(1994), who on the basis of Italian, showed thatnein the absence of the definite
article, the noun has to be introduced by the fonal element. His assumptions have
been based on the observations that Romance bagelasi nouns do not appear in
argument positions, e.g. (138a), as well on thetfeat mass and plural nouns, despite
being ungrammatical in subject positions, are iegite in intermediate argument
positions, e.g. (138b) (Longobardi 1994: 616).

(138) a. Acqua viene giu dale colline
water comes down  from the hills
‘Water comes down from the hills.’
b. Viene giu acqua dale colline
comes down water from the hills

‘There comes down water from the hills.

The presence of a definite (or indefinite) articidhe case of singular countable nouns
was necessary to turn them into arguments according.39) (Longoobardi (1994:
615).

(139) A “nominal expression” is an argument onfyitiis introduced by a

category D.

* Apart from different functional projections preseint nominals literature abounds in analyses of
particular languages in which attempts have beetenta either prove the presence of a DP projection,
e.g. Bad (2004, 2007) for Serbo-Croatian, Leko (1999) favsBian, Rappaport (2002), Pereltsvaig

(2006, 2007) for Russian, Migdalski (2001, 2003)tk@wski (2002a, 2007), Linde-Usiekniewicz and

Rutkowski (2006) for Polish. On a more extensivecdssion of DP see, e.g. Bernstein (2001) and
references cited therein.
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A phonetically empty D-head, on the other handfyated for mass and plural nouns,
has been a reason for the unavailability of sugbressions in the subject positions
because the D-head has been left ungoverned. Megrgoent issues, however, has not
arisen in the intermediate argument positions,efloee mass and plural nouns could
appear there. A third reason for a DP projectiordiasussed by Longobardi (1994:
621ff.) was a word order of a proper noun and medifwhen the article was present.
In examples in which the definite article accompana proper name, the possessive
adjective either occurs between the determinerth@aoun, e.g. (140a) or follows the
noun, e.g. (140b). Yet, in the other phrase, ileenwthe definite article is absent e.g.
(140c), the same modifier follows the noun (Longdb&994: 623).

(140) a. Il mio Gianni
the my Gianni
b. I Gianni mio
the Gianni my
C. Gianni mio/*mio Gianni

Gianni my / my Gianni

The variation in a word order in Italian was exptd via N-D movement of a proper
name. The N-D movement was also proposed for dédmguages, e.g. for Semitic by
Ritter (1989), Ouhalla (1988) or Siloni (1990), f8candinavian (Taraldsen 1990) or
Romanian (Grosu 1988J.The views on the structure of nominals promotimg DP as
introduced in the 80s and 90s have been gradualyptemented with other
developments in the architecture of nominal phras®bat follows, the nominal
projections have been enriched with a Number Phege Ritter (1993) and Carstens
(2000), a Gender Phrase, e.g. Picallo (2008), Bossessive Phrase, e.g. Longobardi
(2001). Yet, despite empirical evidence and thémaktsupport for the extended
projection of a noun, a nominal structure as agutapn of a functional element has
been immediately confronted with the opponentshef@P hypothesis. In the course of
numerous analyses some arguments have arisen mgcdod which DP cannot be
claimed to be a universal projection of nominal ges as D does not occur in

languages without articles. The absence of the nidefiarticle and resulting

% References cited from Longobardi (1994: 611).
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consequences have become the major argument adgléstniversality of the DP
hypothesis which has been discussed in Corver (19992), Zlai (1998), Willim
(2000) and numerous works by Boskoy2005, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012, in press a, in
press b). In the following parts of this sectioripriefly discuss stance presented by
adversaries of theniversal DP hypothesighen | move to analyses supporting the
universality of a DP projection. As debates on flresence or absence of a DP
projection involve discussions of Slavic languagedish including, in the final part |
focus on Old English which also belongs to artedsllanguages. Just like in the case of
Slavic languages, contrary to popular opinions ishown that an Old English nominals

cannot be bare NPs.

3.2.1.Universal DP hypothesiand its descriptive adequacy

In different approaches to the structure of a nahphrase the most significant ones are
those arguing for either one universal nominal ggtipn with a D-head and those

postulating that lack of a phonological exponentha position of a functional head

becomes a source of differences between languapeesenting each type. A wide

range of analyses is built around Serbo-CroatiaBpath-Slavic language, in which

attempts have been made to prove that there ard mare differences between

languages with and without articles which cannoatigbuted only to the presence or
absence of elements in a position of a functioreddhprojecting a nominal phrase,
therefore for these languages, i.e. without asicl8P instead of DP should be
established.

Some of the frequently quoted arguments againsutinersal DP hypothesis
include the so-called Zwicky’s test (1985), the waikability of left-branch extraction
(hence LBE) in languages with articles and phatdls of DP phrases as opposed to
NPs. Apart from these Boska@v{2005, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012, in press a, inspogs
in his numerous works demonstrates various evidéooe different Slavic languages
that is supposed to show that nominal projectiamsret uniform across languages.
Starting from Zwicky’s test (1985) as discussedZbgti¢ (1998) and Petro¥i(2011),
Slavic nominal phrases cannot be DPs as their heiaels Ds, taking NPs as
complements do not pass the ‘headness’ test aogadpby Zwicky (1985). Criteria

taken into account while determining the head idelu
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I. the morphosyntactic locus

ii. the determinant of concord and a governor
iii. the obligatory constituent

iv. the distributional equivalefit

v. the semantic argument

vi. the subcategorizant

The element being the morphosyntacic locus bedisctional features, for instance,
phi-features such as number and gender found oaua.rin consequence, such an
element determines the concord, i.e. it ensurdsajhyaropriate features are realized on
other constituents, e.g. number and gender of a appearing on its modifiers such as
adjectives. Moreover, being the distributional @gleént means that a given element can
stand for the whole constituent. Finally, the seticaargument is defined as the element
that provides the interpretation of the noun phrashich case it is the noun. The last
point, however, according to which the head is bhcategorisand, i.e. a lexically
subcategorized constituent, indicates that the eaddeterminer (Zwicky 1985: 4ff.).
These tests, applied to the striuhgterminer + nourpoints to the noun as the head of a
noun phrase. They have also been used byAE#98) to show that in Serbo-Croatian
it is the noun that can be attributed with thesepprties and not a determiner, e.g.
features such as gender, number or animacy aréetbaa a noun and not on a
determiner and, in consequence, it is the noun tihggers concord between the
determiner and the noun and not the determinereMar, as determiners are optional
the whole phrase has a distribution as a noun. Asat the test points to the noun as
the head. Similarly, Petravi(2011) uses criteria enumerated by Zwicky (1986),
prove the NP status of Serbo-Croatian nominal @staslthough it is difficult to deny
the validity of proposed tests, it seems that ijuxaposition of a lexical and a
functional element, i.e. the noun and the determiegpecially in a situation in which
the head is defined through the prism of morphasstic features, i.e. through the

criterion (i), i.e. the morphosyntactic locus, dahd resulting from it criteria (ii), i.e. the

%" For a further discussion of Zwicky’s test see @trand Fraser (1993).
% Subcategorizands a term used by Zwicky to define a lexical catggsubcategorized with
respect to its sister constituents.
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determinant of concord and a governor and (iig, the obligatory constituent, it is
always the lexical element that ranks as a fead.

Even though the argument over NP versus DP stdtneminal phrases in the
light of Zwicky’s tests scales in favor of adveisarof the DP hypothesis, it does not
entirely exclude the possibility of a presence d)R projection in the architecture of
nominals. As proposed by Grimshaw (1991) and furtiecussed by Riemsdijk (1998),
the lexical head is associated with a functionadh#hich has the same categorial
status. This functional head, then, constituteseittended projection of the lexical head
(Grimshaw 1991). Riemsdijk (1998), in his discussad the notion of endocentricity,
points to the fact that with the introduction ohéttional heads, when there are two
projections, i.e. NP and DP, the (nominal) phraseno longer endocentric as each
projection with its maximal node has its own heddol cannot be determined for the
whole phrase (Riemsdijk 1998: 3). Thus, the dispyer the D or N as the nominal
head seems to be spurious. Yet, the question begrresence or absence of a DP in the
structure of nominals, especially in articlelessglaages was still a subject of interest.
This time, the aspect taken into consideration evhektablishing the structure of
nominals was left-branch extraction, i.e. movenwdrihe leftmost constituent of the NP
outside this NP. One of the early analysis of befinch extraction was presented by
Corver (1990, 1992) in view oEmpty Category Principlghence ECP) and the
Subjacency ConditiorHis analysis was based on Chomsky’'s (1986) systlining
the idea of a barrier and a proper government gitgmon-pronominal categories, i.e.
NP traces and variables. According to Chomsky §l9ovement is constrained in
such a way that a moving constituent cannot croseenthan one barrier, where a
barrier is defined in (141):

(141) A is abarrier for B iff (i.) or (ii.):
i. A immediately dominates C, i€ aBlocking Categoryor C

ii. A'is a Blocking Category for B,AIP

* It seems that Zwicky’s test could work only wheratie of the same type are analyzed, i.e. lexical. It
definitely gives expected results when the adjectwd the noun are compared. Interestingly, when
Slavic numerals and nouns are examined, agaings dot provide any conclusive answer to the proble
of determining the head, as depending on the initér can be either the numeral or the noun.
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Blocking CategoryBC)
D is a Blocking Category for E iff D dominates Edahis not L-marked,

i.e. it is not theta-marked by a lexical head.

Moreover, traces left by a moved element must byperdy governed, which is
regulated by the ECP. A definition of a proper gomeent based on Chomsky (1986) is

given below.

(142) A trace of movement is properly governed iff
I. it is antecedent-governedwhereA antecedent-governs B iff A binds
B and no barrier intervenes on the path betweendB3 or
ii. it is lexically governed where A is a lexical head governing its

complement.

Considering the essentials of Chomsky’s analys@yv€& (1990, 1992) proposed that
the ungrammaticality of the extraction of adjective languages such as English could
be attributed to the presence of a DP projectionichvibecomes a barrier for
government. Specifically, the adjective, being dn &djunct moves out of NP which is
not L-marked by a D-head, hence a blocking categadya barrier. Then, depending on
whether the moved adjectival constituent passealigir the specifier of DP or not the
weak or strong violation of subjacency would resgtDP constitutes a barrier through
the inheritance from NP. Moreover, the DP layege immediate projection of D
precisely, yields thdinimality Barrier which is defined as the immediate projection of
a head that can serve as a closer, potential govand thus a barrier for the antecedent
government. The non-extractability of adjectivesnir nominals containing DPs, is
compared by Corver to the configuration wittattrace effect in which the lexically
filled C becomes a barrier for antecedent goverrinoéra trace left by the extracted
subject, e.g. (143a) with the extracted subjewu, (@43b) with the extracted adjective:

(143) a. *Whe do you think §p ' [c that [p t will win the Football
Championship]]]

b. *Big; he finally understoodpp [p the ke ti [ne [n Plan 11111
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Yet, there appears a problem with the paralleli@wben these two constructions as
the empty C head ceases to be a barrier as exdidgla) shows, whereas null D does

not improve the ungrammatical structure, e.g. (344b

(144) a. Whodo you think gpti' [cr € [p ti will win the Football Championship ]]]
b. *Smartshe metde [p'D [npti [np [v Students ]]]]]

Therefore, Corver (1990, 1992) had to assume that réyardless of being
phonologically null or morphologically realized mwably constitutes a minimality
barrier contrary to structures with the empty Cchda what follows, languages that
allow the adjectival Left Branch Extraction and plilee ECP cannot feature a DP layer.
Although the analysis presented by Corver (19902)@attempted to explain the LBE
on the basis of the same mechanism as it was esploy the case of a different
functional head, i.e. C, in the final account cdslb phenomena, iklinimality Barriers
constituted by D or C, an additional assumption, supported by any principle of
grammar, had to be added. In consequence, postulat a DP layer only for
languages with overt definite articles on the ba$iShe Empty Category Principléid
not seem to be the best justified account.

Another analysis of a structure of a nominal phremesidering the availability
of left-branch extraction is advocated by Boskof2005, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012, in
press a, in press b) who strongly opposesitireersal DP hypothesisn the grounds of
a position of adjectives and a phase-based loq@@95, 2008). In both approaches the
major claim is that articleless languages do natiuiee a DP projection.

Following Abney’s (1987) proposal, Boskév{2005) proposes that nominal
phrases in different languages can have eithesttheture (145a) or (145b), e.g.:

(145) a. DP b. NP
| /\
b AP N
AP
|
A,
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In the case of DPs the adjective cannot be extlaatat is not a constituent. In example
(b), on the other hand, the adjectival phraseisithe specifier of a noun phrase and
thus can freely move. The difference between laggsiavith and without articles boils
down to the position of adjectives in the nominabcture, which might be different
depending on the assumed approach. If, for exarag|ectives are situated in specifier
positions of functional heads just like in the ographic approach presented in Cinque
(1999) and Scott (2002), the problem of movement afon-constituent disappears.
Scott (2002), on the basis of Cinque’s (1999) psapagegarding the distribution of
adverbs, argues for the structure of nominal pisrasevhich adjectives are no longer
adjuncts of the NP but specifiers of distinct fuoieal projections. Following Cinque
(1999) who introduced the so-callddniversal Hierarchy of Clausal Functional
Projections according to which adverbs are located in the iipex of clausal-
functional projections (FPs) arranged in a fixedeor Scott (2002) applies the idea of a
universal hierarchy of empty functional heads whosgecifier positions are
semantically related to these heads to adjectivalification, e.g. the adjectivieolish
occupies the specifier position ofNationality/Origin Phrasethe adjectivdong sits in
the specifier of &ize Phraseandyellowin the specifier o€olor Phrase'® The reason
behind extending Cinque’s analysis to adjectivesthat it does not only explain the
ordering restrictions on stacked adjectives, batsb maps the hierarchical structure to
the linear order of adjectives. Moreover, the seimanterpretation of adjectives can be
attributed to their position in the structure amhdstway can be dissociated from the
pragmatic component of grammar, e.g. the adjeagiree=n meaning color is base-
generated in the specifier position@bdlor Phrase yet, when it meanmexperiencedt

is placed in the specifier of @ubjective Comment Phraskhe difference in position

and meaning is reflected in examples below (S@@R2107).

(146) a. A young green [=color] Marcian

b. A green [=inexperienced] young writer

1% The order of functional projections hosting adjezt in Scott (2002) is based on the list of the
Adjectival Ordering Restrictions as proposed by d§ioury and Wellman (1986), i.e. SUBJECTIVE
COMMENT > SIZE > AGE > SHAPE > COLOR > NATIONALITY MATERIAL > COMPOUND
ELEMENT > NOUN. These categories can be furtherodgmosed. Moreover, the order of adjectives
may slightly vary depending on a language, or di@dar adjective may belong to a different semanti
class in different languages (Scott 2002: 110).
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The adjectivegreen can be interpreted as a color or be a subjectiv@nuent.
Depending on its meaning it is placed in the dgtposition in a nominal phrase which
is reflected in its position in reference to thbestadjective, i.eyoung.Such an order
can be explained via the sequence of functionabliashich provides places for
adjectives belonging to particular semantic clagSestt 2002: 96-108). Additionally,
rejection of the adjunction hypothesis allows ometcount for the agreement in phi-
features between adjectives and nouns in languagshich case, number and gender
are marked on these categories as placing adjedtivibe specifier position creates the
configuration in which checking of features of tekement in the specifier, i.e. the
adjective, and the head, i.e. the noun, can bengutshed (Scott 2002: 97). The
approach to the architecture of a nominal phrasehith adjectives are no longer
adjuncts but specifiers of dedicated functionaljgotions does no longer provide an
argument for differences in extractability of adjees in languages. Although Boskoévi
(2009: ft.15) rejects such an analysis of adjestslaiming that orders of adjectives can
be filtered out by semantics without involving thlerase structure, the mere possibility
that the placement of adjectives can be a sulgecatiation, i.e. they can be treated as
adjuncts or hosted in specifier positions of funicél heads, weakens his proposal of
LBE based on exactly this premise as the majorashestto adjectival extraction, i.e.
movement of a non-constituent, disappears.

The other proposal regarding LBE, by BosSko{2005, 2012 and in press a),
refers to the phase theory and the notion of actity as discussed by Abels (2003)
and Grohmann (2003) among others. The analyses dB8kdBc are built upon
Chomsky’s phase-based system (2001) and some ssydotality of movement. The
starting point for the analysis is a distinction g nominal phrases in languages
having definite articles such as English and thies&ing them, i.e. Serbo-Croatian.
Initially, i.e. in BoSkové (2005), the nominal phrase in a former case i®avbereas in
a latter it is an NP. Moreover, only DPs are coeied to be phases and not NPs, which
together withPIC Phase Impenetrability Conditipra requirement in a phase-based
system (Chomsky 2001) according to which the elénmmaving outside the phase must
pass its head or specifier as only these positasesavailable for movement to the
outside of the phase, explains the extractabilityadjectives in languages without
articles, hence missing a DP layer. Assuming thgciives are NP-adjoined, they can
freely move when there is no DP and because thddéB not constitute a phase. Such

a state of affairs is indeed found in Serbo-Croat@ other Slavic languages such as
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Polish. In English, on the other hand, the DP issent as the language features a
definite article and the extraction of the adjegtiere also adjoined to the NP, is not
possible. The immobility of the adjective is a e a previously mentioneBIC that
forces movement of an element through the edge piieese defined as a head or a
specifier of a phrase with a phasal status, andrsion of anti-locality which prohibits
movement that is too local. The anti-locality hypegis excludes movement that creates
a dependency with two positions being too closedoh other. In Abels (2003), this
constraint bans movement from the complement t® gpecifier position. This
prohibition is a part of dast Resortcondition stating that movement happens for a
reason and that reason be a new feature checkiagore Now considering that the
head-complement relation is a prototypical syntamiation in which features can be
checked, there is no rationale behind complemespézifier movement. In
consequence, thAnti-Locality Constrainttogether withPIC becomes a reason for
immobility of phasal complements, i.e. the complatmef a phasal head cannot
evacuate the domain a phase head as this movenoaitd Wave to proceed thorough
the specifier position, which is ruled out. In Gnodinn’s (2003) terms, the anti-locality
means that movement cannot take place in the sawneaid, where domain is
understood as one of three layers, i.e. themajieeanent and discourse layer, that are
distinguished within the clausal or nominal struetu~inally, BoSkowi (2005) utilizes
the idea of anti-locality arguing that a licit step movement must cross a maximal
projection and not just a segment. Taking these adcount, i.ePIC and the anti-
locality hypothesis as defined by Abels (2003), etbgr with a requirement on
movement crossing at least one phasal boundry @@8KR005), results in that that
adjectives in languages such as English, i.e. lgabiR, cannot move. The phasal status
of a DP ensures that movement proceeds througlDgheet, moving from the NP-
adjoined position through the edge of DP violahesdnti-locality as no phasal boundry
has been crossed. Therefore, such a movemenicis. ilh articleless languages, so
those lacking DPs, this issue does not arise adsN#t a phase. The analysis by
Boskovi (2005) elaborating on the LBE framed in the theafryphases provides quite
strong grounds for a parameterized DP hypothess. iFwe make some amendments
not only to the structure of a nominal phrase, igedg to the position of adjectives, but
also if we find a way to circumvent locality issuegposed byPIC, it may be possible
to postulate DP for both types of languages, amdulsaneously, account for the

extraction facts without resorting to two differesttuctures, i.e. DP and NP. One such
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option is explored by Rappaport (2001) who plades source of variation between
article and articleless languages in the presenadsence of the EPP feature on the D
head. Taking that in both cases the nominal phsaaeDP and a phase, movement out
of DP must proceed through specDP. As adjectivasbeaextracted only in Polish and
not in English, the major obstacle for their digiton in English is the unavailability of
specDP as an escape hatch for subsequent moveiniehtig/caused by the lack of the
EPP feature on D. Another approach to the LBE rsyed by Bagi (2004) and further
developed in Bagi(2007). In her account the LBE is viewed as a @mmovement,
which allows her to account for a crosslinguis@éeiation without resorting to structural
differences of a nominal phrase. Ra§2004, 2007) proposes that the movement of
prenominal elements out of a nominal phrase whichspective of the presence of
absence of determiners in a given language, is até@kes place in two steps, i.e.
movement of an NP out of DP followed by the remmanvement of a DP to the initial
101

position.” The exemplary derivation is shown on the basisa &@erbian example in
(147) from Basi (2007: 3).

(147) Novi je on auto slupalo
new aux he car crashed

‘He crashed the new car.

FocP
DP. Foc’
/\
D aP F|OC P
B u je < e
A T
novi o fp on/\ I
" T
NP F
R0 F VP
: T
: Vv pb
s‘upalo ‘
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Advantages of a remnant movement over direct etraapproaches are discussed by 86&007: 4-
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Here, the NP moves to the position preceding VP tard the remnant moves to the
position above CP. The crosslinguistic differenceshe availability of movement of
prenominal elements out of a nominal phrase, howessmount to what phrase
constitutes a phase in a given language and tbaheon the intermediate traces (Basi
2007: 8). Although both in English and in Slaviodaages the nominal phrase is a DP,
it is claimed to be a phase only in English, peshdpe to the phonologically realized
determiner in a position of a D head. In other laagges, e.g. Slavic ones, which do not
feature articles, the DP is not viewed as a phlse.consequence of a different status
of nominal phrases is that in a case of a phasaddéional condition on movement
applies, i.ePIC, when the extracted element must move througtspleeifier position
of a phasal projection, DP. In this case that wdwmddthe first step of a derivation
proposed by Bag&i(2004, 2007) when the NP evacuates DP. Subsegut#ml remnant
DP containing a trace in its specifier position m®wp. Unfortunately, this derivation is
illicit as the trace left by the NP becomes unbowvidch excludes the left-branch
extraction in languages with DP being phaSeSuch a scenario does not apply in
Slavic languages where the DP is not a phase areéftile movement through the
specifier position does not occur and, what follows intermediate traces are left
unbound. This derivation not only accounts for th#ference between languages
having overt articles and without them but at thene time allows to preserve a uniform
approach to the structure of nominal phrases. Itapty, it directly addresses two
major issues raised by BoSkéy2005), namely, left-branch extraction and thesaha
status of nominal phrases in languages with phaicady present articles. The
proposal in Basgi (2004, 2007) in an elegant way reconciles two majguments of
BosSkovi against theuniversal DP hypothesiwith the presence of a D head across
languages showing that the source of variatiomisnecessarily linked exclusively with
the DP/NP status of nominal phrases and that festaypical of each group of
languages (with and without articles), e.g. theilaldity of left-branch extraction or
the phasal status of nominal phrases in languagesepsing articles, are still observed
and explained without introduction of distinct grciions, i.e. DPs and NPs.

The crosslinguistic analyses of a nominal progetin terms of its phasal status
and the extractability of attributive adjectivesfisther developed in other works by

Boskovi (2012, in press a, in press b) in which DP incltianguages is considered to

2 Intermediate traces in a successive cyclic movermanse no violation contrary to those in a remnant

movement (Bagi2007: 8 built on Muller 1998, 1999)
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be a phase and in articleless languages NP (BaSR®i2). These differences in the
phasal status of nominal projections are to accdantthe adjectival left branch
extraction and other phenomena discussed in hik.#®dm English, a language with a
definite article, the nominal phrase is a DP amdhase. This fact together wiHC and
the antilocality hypothesis prohibits movementhad tadjective out of DP. The adjective
evacuating DP must move through its specifier pmsitlue toPIC, yet being the NP
adjunct it fails to cross one phrasal boundry whgtes against the anti-locality
hypothesis. Consequently, extraction of adjectigesncorrect in languages such as
English. In articleless languages, on the othedhtire DP is missing and the status of a
phase is granted to the NP. Then, the adjectivereaty move from its position as no
restrictions introduced b¥IC or antilocality are imposed. The phasal status\Bf
phrases is shown on examples from Serbo-Croatisallolving deep LBE, i.e. the
extraction of the adjective from the genitive coameént of a noun, e.g. (148a) and the
extraction of the genitive complement of a noug, €48b) Boskovi (2012: 19).

(148) a. Pametnifion cijeni yp[n  prijatelje [npti{ne  Studenata]]]]
Smart he appreciates  friends students
b. *Ovog studenta sam pronaskg knjigu t]
this studegty am found book

1% Bogkovic (2008, 2012) copiously discusses generalizatie@ganding languages with and without

definite articles. Among numerous correlations lestw the presence/absence of a definite article in a
language and a syntactic phenomena there areltbeifty statements.

Only languages without articles may allow LBE.

Only languages without articles may allow adjundtaction out of T(raditional)NP.
Only languages without articles may allow scrampli

Multiple wh-fronting languages without articles dot display superiority effects.
Only languages with articles may allow clitic dounbl

Only languages with articles may allow the majosityperlative reading.

ogakrwnpE

Some other observations refer to the focus morgylmegative concord with complex negative
constituents, quantifier scope, pro-drop, numberrpimology, focus adjacency, interpretation of
possessors, classifiers and second position clitizsa discussion of each generalization see Bagko
(2012). Undoubtedly, work by BoSkavis of a paramount importance not only for contvasstudies but
also in finding correlations between various sytitgchenomena which could facilitate analyses ofhso
debatable topics such as the DP/NP status of nbimases. Yet, lack of a detailed analysis showing
clear-cut connection between the presence/abseneedefinite article and, in turn a DP in a given
language, with each of these observations, seeneave a room for analyses advocating the Universal
DP Hypothesis. As still work has to be done to prthat these phenomena are exclusively relateleto t
occurrence of a definite article tantamount to phesence of DP and that absolutely no other factor
comes into play here, it does not seem to be cdeiplerroneous to posit a DP for languages in which
the D head is not occupied by a definite articlee§e observations indisputably link the presenca of
definite article with some syntactic phenomena, diuthe same time they do not rule out the podsibil
that there may be some other sources of languatgioa nor do they exclude analyses accounting for
these differences but based on different premisegther than the appearance of a definite atticl
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‘Of this student | found the/a book.’

Although predictions concerning the NP as a phasdarne out on the basis of (148a)
and (148b), they do not seem to provide exactlystmae results in Polish. As long as
the deep LBE is also illicit in Polish, e.g. (14%a)d (149b), extraction of a genitive
complement does not produce ill-formed structueas, (149c¢) and (149d).

(149) a. Mitych nauczyciele lubit rodzicow uczniow.

nice teachers like t parents studgnts
*'Nice teachers like parents of their students.’

b. *Jakich  nauczyciele lubt rodzicéw ucznidéw?
what.kind teachers like tparents students
*What kind do teachers like parents of their stoide’

C. Tego studentanalaziem [ksizke t].
this student found.l  book

‘| fund a book of this student.’

d. Czego by [projektowanie | przyniosto jej staw i
what  would designing brought  her fame and
pienigdze?
money

‘Designing of what would bring her fame and money?

Sentences (149c) and (149d) show that extractiorsidered ungrammatical in NP
languages due to the antilocality hypothesisthe.ban on movement of complements
of phasal heads (Abels 2003), is, in fact, possibRolish. These, in turn, suggests that
either NP in Polish is not a phase or that therstnve more structure between two
nominals facilitating movement of the genitive cdement. Yet, before rejecting the-
NP-as-a-phase hypothesis for Polish, it is wortlecking if there are some other
reasons which could explain the extraction factBafish and at the same time preserve
BoSkovie proposal. In sentence (149c), the extracted elemstead of being analyzed
as a genitive complement can be viewed as a pogsess which case its movement
out of NP stays in lines with BoSk@#2012). In example (149d), on the other hand, the
extracted genitive could be treated as a constitbearing inherent case which again

could serve as an explanation for the extractiatsfaAccording to BosSkowi(2012:
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ft.26, in press a, in press b), complements beaamgnherent case are equipped with
more structure, i.e. the additional projection ®Rjch not only enables extraction out
of NP, e.g. (150a), but also allows a deep LBE, €140b) from Serbo-Croatian
(Boskovic 2012: ft. 26, in press a).

(150) a. Cimg ga je [(Jovanova) pretnjajtuplasila
whakst him is Jovan’s threat scared
‘The threat of what (by Jovan) scared him?
b. Kakvom ga jeuplaSila pretnjait smeu]?
what-kind-of him is scared threat death

‘Of what kind of death did a threat scare him?’

The account with the inherent case, however, dot¢sse@em to be the right one for
Polish, as the genitive complement is structura aot inherent. This conclusion is
drawn from the fact that the nopnojektowanig€designing’is a deverbal noun from the
verb projektowa ‘to design’ assigning structural Accusative to atgect which turns

into Genitive under negation, e.g.:

(151) a. projektowa ubrania
design clothesc
‘to design clothes’
b. nie projektowd ubran
not design clothesy

‘not to design clothes’

Moreover, nominal complements with inherent cateiatleep LBE in Serbo-Croatian,
as it was shown in (150b), which is disallowed @ili$h, e.g. (152a), and (152b):

(152) a. Yakich [projektowanie [ t sukien] ] zep mu sporo
what  desiging dresses took him afot.
czasu?
time
‘Designing of what dresses took him a lot ofal?

b. *Ktorego czytaniet listu zasmucito MePi
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which reading letter sadden Mary
‘Reading of which letter sadden Mary?

Finally, the idea that a Polish nominal phrasepidedacking articles, should not be
viewed as a bare NP is additionally supported vettommand facts provided by
Despt (2009, 2011a, 2011b) who contrasts nominal phraseSerbo-Croatian and
English. Considering that in English a nominal gleras a DP and possessives are
located in the specifier of PossP immediately dat@d by DP, i.e.0p [D [possHPOSS
[aP [ ADJ [ve [N] 1111111, they fail to c-command constituents taide the subject which
allows for coindexation of the pronoun and the nou(l53a) and (153b), e.g.:

(153) a. His; latest movie really disappointed Kusturica

TP

Dp/\
/\D c-command T

D PossP

/(\ vP
Poss’ remw Kustari
Poss/\ aP
h%s Adj/\a’
Ia{test /.l/\ NP

PN
movie

b. Kusturica’s latest movie really disappointed him
Yet, the same examples in Serbo-Croatian are fangdammatical, which is used by
BoSkovit (2012) to argue for the NP status of nominal pdsas SC, e.g. (154a) and
(154b)
(154) a. Njegoy najnoviji  film je zaista raztarao Kusturicu.

his latest movie s really disappointedusturica

‘Hisi latest movie really disappointed Kusturita
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TP

NP
PW T
Njegoy Adj/\l\l’ T/\VP
‘his  najnoviji I\:I je zaisl%{mturicu
‘latest’ film ‘is really disappointed Kusturica’
‘movie’
b. *Kusturicin najnoviji  film ga je zaista razaarao.
Kusturica’s latest movie him is really disapged

‘Kusturica’s latest movie really disappointed him

The same patterns should be also observed in Rehgh similarly to Serbo-Croation
does not feature definite articles and consequeasiyit is claimed by BoSkayia DP.
Interestingly, parallel examples with possessivasy with the English rather than
those in Serbo-Croatian implying that Polish norhiparases must have a more
elaborate structure that just NP with modifiers podsessives located in the NP adjunct
positions, e.g.:

(155) a. Najnowszy film Kusturicy rozczarowat .go
latest movie Kusturica's disappointed him
‘Kusturica’s latest movie disappointed him
b. %Jego najnowszy film rozczarowat Kustdric
his latest movie disappointed Kusturica
‘His latest movie disappointed Kusturica.’

Taking into account the following aspects, i.e. tiegure of case of Polish genitive
complements and ungrammatical examples with deep, liBis hard to maintain the
stance arguing for the inherent nature of nomimshglements. As there is no other
substantial grounds for explanation of extractiant$ in Polish what is left are two

options, i.e. the one in which NP is simply notrege, but in this case what else can be
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granted this status, or a claim that there is iddwaere structure within Polish nhominal
phrases. As pursuing the first option would leadnathing closer to the solution of
finding a more unified account of nominal phrasethwand without articles, |1 would
rather lean towards the option utilizing the iddaaoricher architecture of nominal
phrases in Polish, which has already been supposti¢id the c-command facts
discussed above. The topic of a more elaboratectates will be pursued in the
subsequent sections in which | present the propegarding Polish nominals.

A different aspect taken into consideration wiplestulating the projection of
nominal phrases refers to prenominal modifiers,. elgmonstratives, possessors,
adjectives and numerals and their position withenominal projection. As Pereltsvaig
(2007) shows on the basis of Russian, premodifbold be placed within their own
projections following the line of Cinque (1994; B9%nd Scott (2002) and not as
adjuncts as it is proposed in tharametrized DP hypoyhesi$he adjunct status of all
premodifiers neglects their properties and doespnetlict differences between them
and their ordering (Pereltsveig 2007: 61). As adijiom is a free operation, the order of
elements being merged in the process is not resdriontrary to what we expect from
the premodifiers being merged within separate fonel projections as it is proposed in
the universal DP hypothesidn such a structure of nominal phrases, i.e.dhe in
which different premodifiers are placed in theirrofunctional projections, adjectives
can be ordered as well as the distinction betwign, li.e. those being the heads, and
heavy modifiers, i.e. those being phrases, can beerged. Moreover, other
premodifiers such as demonstratives, possessivescandinality expressions are no
longer put together with adjectives or nouns buwytlhave their own projection
(Pereltsveig 2007: 61), e.g.:

(156) a. DP b. NP
NumP /N\ NP
lz Nlum/\ap |pjat' AP > NP
at/the pjat’a/\NAP vysoki@nov
‘five’ vysokix Spionov ‘tall ‘spig’
‘tall ‘spies’

As it is presented in example (156a) (taken fromel®veig 2007: 60, ex. 1a and 1b),
the application of a DP hypothesis, although wiheanpty D-head, allows to have a
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more articulate structure of a nominal phrase c¢oimg different modifiers. In example
(156b) however, both the numeral and the adje@reeadjuncts of an NP. In Russian,
despite lack of an overt article and what followe fproposed NP structure by the
advocates of th@parametrized DP hypothesi# is, in fact, the structure in (a) that
addresses properties of adjectives in Russianlt®erigy (2007) conducted a survey
which revealed that Russian adjectives are ordawmbrding to the Scott’'s (2002)
hierarchy just like adjectives are ordered in Estglilanguage with overt article$?
Furthermore, a distinction between light, i.e. ofy)¢e, and heavy adjectives, i.e. of XP
type, which are found in Russian is not capturedthy bare NP structure and
adjunction of modifiers as proposed by BosSkof2005). First of all, there is no strict
correlation between the presence of articles ianguage and the presence of light or
heavy adjectives in a prenominal position, as headjgctives preceding nouns are
found both in Bulgarian which has articles and Rassan articleless language
(Pereltsveig 2007: 67). Secondly, contrary to a& P structure proposed for Russian
and a phrasal status of adjectives, evidence figpnoximate inversion which is a head
movement being blocked by some adjectives, i.ese¢hshich are heads, proves that
adjectives in Russian cannot be analyzed only aadjifhcts. This, in turn, supports the
universal DP hypothesisvhich provides the adequate structure to host bigtht
(heads) and heavy (phrasal) adjectives (Perelt2@03: 69). When it comes to other
premodifiers, Pereltsveig (2007) also examinesigality expressions concluding that
their properties do not allow to treat them as rourirstly, different patterns of
agreement in gender, number and case between ttimataexpression or a cardinal
noun and modifying them adjectives show that the&g i.e. cardinal expressions and

cardinal nouns, must belong to different categoees:

(157) a. celyx desjat’ koktejle]
wholesen.pLtennuvera.  CcOCktailScen.pL
‘whole ten cocktails
b. celyj desjatok koktejlej

wholeéscc.semasc  teNwnoun.masc.acc cocktailscen.pr

whole ten cocktails’

104 Scott’s hierarchy (2002) has been introduced atrfote 101.
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In Russian, the agreement occurs between the m@jemtd the main noun which is
easily noticed in above examples. In (157a), thectigde agrees with the nowocktails
and in (157b) with the nouten which serves as an argument for not placing the
numeral and the cardinal noun under one categamneliBveig 2007: 72). Moreover, the
possibility of an approximate inversion with numsrand not cardinal nouns strongly

suggests that these two cannot be both labeledwuasne.g.:

(158) James Bond vypil rjumok  [desjat’ /*desjatok]
James Bond drank-up glassgsitennumerar /tennoun
vodkivodkaGEN

‘James Bond drank up ten glasses of vodka.

Finally, demonstratives and possessives are argoede elements occupying the
position of a head (D) and its specifier (specDR}aad of being adjectives adjoined to
the NP (Perletsveig 2007: 73-85). As a major argurRereltsveig (2007) mentions the
lack of morphological similarity between demonstes or possessives and adjectives,
challenges the argument that the occurrence ofeges&s in predicate positions in
copular constructions, so in positions where adjestare found, make possessives the
adjectival category, and finally she analyzes metdifof prenominal modifiers refuting
the claim that the lack of adjectival modificatiomakes them similar to adjectives.
Although the status of demonstratives and possegsionouns is still a controversial
issue in Slavic languages as they are often claiméx adjectival (e.g. BaSR004 for
Serbian, Progovac 1998: 167; BosSko2005, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012, in press a, in
press b for Serbo-Croatian, Julien 2002 for Scemndan, Zlat 1998: 5), the common
ground for these accounts is that they still asstimepresence of DP for nominal
phrases. A similar stance is also taken for PdigtMigdalski (2001) arguing for the
adjectival nature of Polish demonstratives and ggsge pronouns which as referential
elements occupy the specifier position of a DPlawhg Cambell (1996) and Giusti
(1995, 2002) who attributes referential propertnet to a definite article but to a

specifier position of DP, Migdalski (2001) analyzesamples with demonstratives,

1% One of the arguments of the proponents of thectid@ status of possessors and demonstratives in

Russian is that these are not modified by adjestjust like other adjectives cannot be modified by
adjectives. Although it is true, possessors andatestnatives cannot be modified by adverbs either an
they do not allow complements which all in all dot make them the adjectival category (Pereltsveig
2007: 78).
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possessives pronouns as well as genitival adjectl@ming that these elements are
occupants of specDP which ensures their semarfecerdial interpretation. Although

these elements are viewed as adjectival becauge atpee in phi-features, i.e. in

number and gender, with the noun the modify, theyadl base-generated in different
positions. Adjectives are located in the specifp@sitions of functional heads as
introduced by Cinque (1994) in order proposed bgtiS(2002), demonstratives are
placed in an AgrP which is lower than other prog@w containing adjectives and

prenominal possessives occupies the position be@monstratives®®

(159) DP
FP
B AgrP
D Agr’

The additional evidence for the phasal status ofafestratives comes from ellipsis, e.g.
(160), Migdalski 2001: 6).

(160) Chce tego/tamtych
want this/those

‘| want this/those.’

In example (300), the fact that demonstrativesnateellided suggests that they are not
heads. Moreover, Migdalski (2001) provides examfri@ scrambling of adjectives in
which demonstratives, being adjectival, block mogatnof the modifier, e.g. (161a)
with a scrambled adjective and an example (161l & demonstrative impeding

scrambling:

196 Mmigdalski (2001) only briefly mentions the exadisjtions of modifiers in the nominal phrase. No
explicit phrase marker is provided.
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(161) a. tadne kupita kwiaty
nice bought flowers
b.  ?*tadne kupita tamte kwiaty’

nice bought those flowers

Other candidates for the specifier of DP where ttlegck their referential features are
prenominal possessives and genitival adjectivesthin case of former, both the
possessive and the demonstrative can co-occur vetiitst sight may pose a problem
as they are both referential and they both mustemovthe specifier of DP which
provides only one spot in a phrase, e.g. (Migd&26Ki1: 7).

(162) ta moja nowa torebka

thisrem.NoM.sING MYFEM.NOM.SING  NE€WEEM.NOM.SING DATFEM.NOM.SING

‘This new bag of mine.’

The potential complication, however, is overcomestFof all, demonstratives are
described as elements with two sets of feature, [Ereferential] and [+deictic]
whereas possessives encodes [+referential] andclieddeatures. Both the referential
and deictic features are checked in specDP, yehvahgemonstrative is [- referential]
and [+deictic] it has an indefinite specific reaglimdicating more than one referent in
the universe of discourse while with [+referentiahid [+deictic] features it has deictic
interpretation which pinpoints the uniqueness of thbject denoted by the noun.
According to Migdalski (2001), differences in regliare reflected in a position of the
demonstrative and the possessive. When they bopeaapin the phrase, only a
demonstrative moves to specDP as it is closer ¢hanssessive. Then, however, the
possessive cannot check its referential featuretwds a result does not percolate to the
whole phrase. Hence, the interpretation of a phiagelefinite specific, i.e. it does not
trigger inclusive reading exactly as in example2)1& moje nowa torebkéhis my

new purse) which, on the other hand, can be cdetiagith structure in (163) in which

197 scrambling of adjectives as evidence for the diljglcstatus of demonstratives has been used by Wit
and Schoorlemmer for Russian (1996). Similarly, d4ilgki (2001) analyzes examples from Polish.
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the nounmama(mother) is definitely unique and definite and thliloes not seem to be
felicitous in a string with both a demonstrativelanpossessive pronoun, e.g.

(163) *Ta moja mama upiekia pyszne ciasto
this my mum baked delicious cake

*This my mum baked a delicious cake.’

The presence of a possessive in a nominal phrasa ihe only example of a genitive
construction in Polish that announces movemenrtédcapecifier of DP. As discussed by
Migdalski (2003), referential possessors, i.e. pragames and arguments, also move to
specDP. Moreover, this dislocation may be acconguhby the movement of a nominal
head, i.e. N to D, which is reflected in the worder, e.qg.:

(164) torebka Marii  / Marii torebka

purse  Margey Marygen purse

Another set of elements competing for a positionsprecDP to obtain a referential
reading contains the so-called genitival adject®fgdigdalski 2001: 11, 2003), e.g.:

(165) mamina spodnica/ ojcowa ziemia

mother skirt [ father land

These elements, although of a very limited proditgtin Polish, are adjectival and
referential, thus must move to specDP.

Examples from Polish discussed by Migdalski (202@03) along with the
adopted stance that referential elements of theimanphrase must move to the
specifier of DP demonstrate that the idea of a DPalish, not having definite articles,
is not so ridiculous. The referential interpretatiaf nominal phrases and related to it
word order seem to be justified premises for pasioh of DP.

Scrutinizing data and arguments provided by Pealys(2007), i.e. a preference for a
more restrictive order of adjectives in Russiarheatthan a free one, distinction
between light and heavy adjectives checked uporapipeoximate inversion as well as

198 Genitival adjectives are defined as a formationsisting of a nominal base, a possessive suffixaand
Case-number suffix agreeing with the modified notinis definition in Migdalski (2001) is adapted fino
Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Giusti (1998).
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the status of cardinal expressions different froandimal nouns, together with the
analysis of Polish nominal phrases introduced bgddiski (2001, 2003) in which he
discusses elements providing referential reading mdminal phrase as well as order of
a demonstrative and a noun being the result of -AhMlovementhe parametrized DP
hypothesisseems to be too much of a simplification. The naginction hypothesis
according to which the nominal phrase consists bkad noun and modifiers being
adjuncts irrespective of their type, i.e. demoristes, adjectives, possessive pronouns,
genitival adjectives and cardinality expressionsesd not seem to be the adequate
approach to host and differentiate between all frevdi in the nominal phrase.
Additionally, elements with referential and deicteatures, i.e. demonstratives and
possessive pronouns, contributing to the interpoetaf the whole phrase, appear to be
left unaccounted as there is no place for them dewerand this way ensure a proper
reading of a phrase. Finally, an adjunction analydoes not account for a
demonstrative-noun and noun-demonstrative ordefioasd in Polish as there is no
potential landing site for a displaced hé&tAdditionally, placement of particular
modifiers, i.e. demonstratives, possessive pronoaagectives, quantifiers, is not
completely free as some orders are marked or uptatde, e.g. (166a) and example
(166b) as an instance of a more neutral order.

(166) a. ?/dwie tadne te panie
two nice these women
b. te  dwie fadne panie

these two nice women

Moreover, depending on the order of modifiers, piease have different readings.
Apart from examples mentioned by Migdalski (2001hwdeictic and indefinite
specific interpretations, phrases with numerals Imaye partitive, e.g. (167a), or non-

partitive reading, e.g. (167b).

(167) a. pie¢ moich ksizek
five my books

‘five of my books’

199 The alternate order of a noun and a demonstraiygobably not the strongest argument for a DP
structure as the base-generation approach mayeoketasiccount for this variation.
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b. moje pec¢ ksigzek
my five books

‘my five books’

Considering all these aspects, grouping all modifimto one position, i.e. as an
adjunct, does not address their properties andeptevfrom their adequate distinction.
Therefore, the nominal phrase with a noun as a category and premodifiers as
adjuncts does not provide enough structure to maadifferentiation between all the
elements building the phrase.

In the exploration of the architecture of a norhiparase and NP versus DP
hypothesis it is crucial to mention approaches aiaiing on the structure of pronouns
which are analyzed along the lines of the DP hygsith One of the early views was
that a pronoun is an instantiation of an intrameitD head (Abney 1987). This
determiner status of pronouns has been widely sésxl) in consequence, leading to the
postulation of their more elaborate structure. Banalis (2002), for example, proposes
that the distribution of features within DP is mted on different heads, i.e. person
feature on D, number on Number Projection and GewodeN'° As a result, the
structure of a third person singular feminine peatgronounsheis presented in the

example below (from Panagiotidis 2002: 36).

(168) DP
PN
D NumP
‘ ‘ S P
|
she Num e
[def] [sing] [fem]

[sing][fem]

Here, the pronoun has the feature [def] (defingsheas person entails definiteness, a
feature found on determiners, the feature numbezeagwith the corresponding feature
located on the Num, i.e. sing, and gender is cleeekith the appropriate feature found
on the empty noun. Bearing in mind that in Polightlaose features are present on

personal pronouns, e.gna (shescrey it is hard to defend a bare NP hypothesis.

10 That person and number are found on differenttfanal heads is nothing new. Abney (1987), Ritter
(1993) among others have linked these featuresivaind Num respectively.
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Pronouns are also used as an argument fonieersal DP hypothesiby Progovac
(1998) who shows that in Serbo-Croatian, a langwaigieout articles, the position of
nouns and pronouns with respect to some adjectives,intensifying adjectives,
suggests that they must occupy a different positiaa structure, e.g. (Progovac 1998:
167).

(169) a. I samu  Mariju /?*Mariju samu to  nervira.

and alone Mary / Mary alonethat irritates
‘That irritates even Mary.’

b. ?41 samu nju/mene to nervira.
and alone her/me  that irritates
‘That irritates even her/me.’

C. I nju/mene samuto  nervira.
and her/me alone that irritates

‘That irritates even her/me.’

As examples (169a), (169b) and (169c) demonsthaténtensifying adjective precedes
the nounMariju (Mary) but it follows pronounsju and mene(her, me). A different
ordering of pronouns, i.e. when they precede thectide, causes ungrammaticality.
The noun-pronoun asymmetry is also discussed inctivgext of Polish in which
examples with the adjectisam(alone), quantifiewszyscyall), numerals and pronoun
cos (something), indicate that the position of a nound gronoun is different and
therefore a bare NP structure is not enough taucapheir positions (Rutkowski 2002a,
2007). First of all, in sentences below, i.e. ()7&ad (170b), whenever there is a houn

it follows the intensifier but when there is a poon it precedes it.

(170) a. Sam dyrektor przyszedt na spotkanie.
alone manager came on meeting
‘Even the manager came to the meeting.’
b. On sam przyszedt na spotkanie.
he alonecame on meeting

‘Even he came to the meeting.’

136



Secondly, in sentences with a quantifireszyscy(all) and numerals the ordering of a
noun and pronoun is the same as in previous examipe modifiers precede the noun
and follow the pronoun (Rutkowski 2002a: 163f.; lkRwtski 2007: 87ff.).

(171) a. Wszyscy gie/ oni  wszyscy wyszli na taras.
all guests/ they all went orcbay

‘All the gusts, the all went to the balcony.’

b. Tylko dwéch ucznidw/tylko ich  dwbéch nie przysdimszkoty
only two students/only they two not @m to school

‘Only two student/ only two of them did not carto school.’

Finally, in constructions with the indefinite pramocas (something), the adjective
follows the pronoun supporting the claim in PolislP is dominated by more

projections, i.e. projections hosting pronouns aratlifiers (Rutkowski 2002a: 165f.),

e.g.:

(172) Obejrzatabym co ciekawego/ ciekawy film
l.would.watch something interesting/ interegtin  film.

‘I would watch something interesting/an inteires film.’

Thus, the evidence form noun-pronoun asymmetriesdon Serbo-Croatian and Polish
becomes another argument for the universality BfPaprojection, i.e. its presence in
languages which do not have articles.

Analyzing nominal phrases in selected Slavic laggs without articles it has
been emphasized that the co-occurrence of variaudifiers such as demonstratives,
possessives, adjectives and numerals as well asytitax of pronominal elements
require postulation of a structure comprising m@mejections that just NP with
adjuncts. Moreover, examples of extraction fromrben phrase in Polish and Serbo-
Croatian together with c-command facts have dematest that the lack of a
demonstrative cannot be a common denominator fayuages and, at the same time,
argument for a particular structure shared crosgdistically. Therefore, the rejection

of a proposal promoting the NP status of nominalapbs for articleless languages
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advocated by BoSko#i(2005, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012) seem to be a wahded
claim.

Last but not least it is worth mentioning that mwbough theuniversal DP
hypothesiss not widely accepted for languages without &tigt is not automatically
assumed that the only option left for the archueetof a nominal phrase is an NP.
Willim (2000), for example, despite refuting the BRalysis of Polish nominals on the
grounds that there is neither morphological nortagtic evidence for a DP, postulates
two functional heads in the extended projectioma obun, Num(ber) and K(ase). In her
account of nominal phrases in Polish, the abseh@edefinite article amounts to the
fact that DP is not projected. Moreover, in Poltflere does not seem to be any
syntactic evidence supporting the presence of reitteehead or the specifier of DP as
pronouns, the only candidates for a D position @deemed to occupy Num head.
Moreover, lack of the variation in the order of exdjves, i.e. in a prenominal and a
postnominal position, found in Semitic and Romanianguages signaling N-D
movement, instantiates another argument in favah@parameterized DP hypothesis
Instead, some projections are proposed which niyt serve the purpose of checking
features of a noun but they also provide sites tockv modifiers are attached.
Specifically, NP is dominated by a NumP which ibseguently dominated by KP. The
head position of NumP is a place where number amdier of a noun are checked. The
head of KP, on the other hand, is a position reguior case checking. Modifiers
occupy specifier positions of NumP and KP, whicle do specifier-head configuration
ensures feature agreement between the modifiertladhoun. The structure of a

nominal phrase is presented in (173):

(173) ke [k tn [nump [num tN [ne [t 1111

The noun, having features to check, raises firsNoonP where gender and number
features are checked and then moves to KP wheedsakecked.

After a general survey on the syntax of a nomptalase being a DP and the
introduction of various issues addressing the DPBothesis developed by both its
opponents and advocates, | briefly examine the nahphrase in Old English which
despite belonging to articleless languages ususlhot analyzed in the context of an

overall discussion on the DP/NP status of nominals.
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3.2.2. A nominal phrase in Old English

Old English represents an interesting example nguage which in the course of
history has changed from an inflectional, i.e. sh@ge at which it had morphological
case, to an analytic language conveying grammairdarmation through syntactic
relations and positions rather than inflection.sT¢ievelopment has become a source of
various analyses of syntactic phenomena, the fomatiarchitecture of the nominal
phrase including. The transition from the periodwihich English had morphological
case to the phase when it lost it is frequently tmeed in the context of the emergence
of a definite article which, in turn, led to altations in the structure of a nominal
phrase. Although analyses of Old English nominais ot as frequent as of other
articleless languages being a part of a Slaviclfamireference to the NP/DP status of
noun phrases, there are some competing studieeeorokle of nominal morphology,
determiners and the shape of nominals in Old Emglis one of them it is argued, e.g.
in Osawa (2000), pursuing the line of Longobard94) and Higginbotham (1985),
that NPs are identified as referential either bingpeddPs or through case morphology.
Because OE did not have a definite article androdleéerminers, e.g. quantifiers and
demonstratives, are not regarded as candidates pdabed within a DP projection due
to the fact that they are of N categdhythe conclusion is that OE featured only NP.
Following Higginbotham (1985), Osawa (2000) propogkat in Old English the
referentiality of a noun, so the requirement on K&isg arguments (Longobardi 1994),
is determined by means of case morphology bindiegsb-called R(eferential) role in
an NP. This binding holds under particular strugt@onditions, which is tantamount to
the head-complement relation. Case morphology bgibg the noun determines the
theta-role of the noun which becomes an argumesay@ 2000: 62). The crucial
assumption in this analysis is that only inflectmmnouns and not, e.g. on modifiers as
it is in the case of German, can license an argunvéhen case morphology is absent,
on the other hand, its role in marking a noun dereatial is taken over by definite
articles which is called by Osawa (2000: 70) “dloeation of the duty of identifying

"™ This is claim made by Osawa (2000: 56) on the mistthat they inflected and agreed in case, number

and gender with the modified noun. Yet, concordwlite noun is not a sufficient requirement to psEpo
that they are of an N type ruling out at the saype their D status. Although Osawa (2000: 58f.&reto
arguments by Abney (1987) in determining candidéesa D position which is a functional head and
thus should be occupied by a functional rather thatical element and cannot appear without a
complement (see Panagiotidis 2002 for a transitiv intransitive Ds) they should not be precludedf

a specifier position of DP which is where they faegjuently positioned in analyses of Slavic langsag
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referentiality from morphology to syntax”. As a saguence, due to the lack of
candidates that could confirm the existence of lzeBd™, the nominal phrase in OE is
considered an NP which subsequently, i.e. withddmaise of case morphology and the
emergence of a definite article turned into DP.ISaic approach, however is challenged
by, for example, Bartnik (2011) who notices thajuenents raised by Osawa (2000)
against a DP status of a nominal phrase are notlnjustified. One of the dubious
aspects is the issue of definiteness and indefiege which in Osawa’s account is dealt
with by means of case morphology. Data from OE h@mneseem to show that
demonstratives, in fact, did contribute to the itfexation of a phrase being definite or
indefinite, which all in all could provide groundsr introduction of a DP in OE. In
constructions with weak adjectives a demonstrateeurred rendering the phrase
definite. With strong adjectives, there were no destratives and the phrase was
interpreted as indefinite (Bartnik 2011: 24). Aratlproblem is the position of nominal
modifiers in the structure, which is not accounfiedin the analysis promoting the NP
over DP. The obscure explanation and suggestiondémonstratives might be NP
adjuncts not only does not introduce any conclusoiation nor is it in accordance with
the fact that OE demonstratives agreed in numlasrder and case with nouns (Bartnik
2011: 24).

The DP status of OE nominals is also argued by dM@003) who shows that
despite the absence of a definite article fillimng position of D in DP, word order,
morphological facts and movement phenomena in Ohgligh indicate that the
presence of DP. First of all, the ordering of mautar premodifiers in the nominal
domain demonstrates that despite morphologicaindigin in OE, i.e. of case, number
and gender, word order of nominal modifiers is free. On the basis of survey
conducted by Carlton (1963) and Pillsbury (1968) déed in Wood 2003: 75ff.) it has
been shown that demonstratives and possessivesoeaccur in the following orders
but they always precede adjectives, e.g. [dem+pdadp], e.g. (174a) (from Wood
2003:117), or [poss+dem+ad]], e.g.(174b) (from Wa64a3: 113).

(174) a. pba somninga se min latteow

2 According to Osawa (2000), numerals and persoraiquns occupy the position of N. Interestingly

the statement about numerals is made only on this lod lexemeone (OE an) in construction®one of
themor when one begawhich in these contexts are not numerals but &d@dorms meanin@ certain
person.A discussion of these two different lexemes onadp@ numeral and the other being an adjective
is in previous chapters.
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then immediately thafommasc my leader-NOM-MASC

gestod

stood (BEDE, 13.430.24)
b. 0acwaed Apolloniuddin se  leofesta freondStranguilio panca

then said Apollonius my that dearest friendtraguilio, thank

Gode. . ..

God (APOLLO, 14.9.14)

When it comes to numerals they follow demonstratiaed possessives and precede
attributive adjectives.Secondly, a closer look la tmorphology of demonstratives,
possessives and adjectives also indicates that these cannot be labeled as one part
of speech, i.e. adjectives, and placed in the gamsd@ion within the nominal phrase as
their declensional patterns differ considerably. &kectives featured both a weak and
strong declension but demonstratives, possessivgserals and quantifiers had only
the strong one (Wood 2003: 83). Moreover, adjestipeeceded by demonstratives or
possessives appeared in a weak declension whéreses preceded by numerals and
quantifiers had a strong inflection (Wood 2003: 104 Finally, OE examples
containing proper names are used by Wood (2008yidence of overt N-D movement
and, what follows, the existence of a DP projectdfood’s analysis of samples with
proper names based on the Brooklyn corpus haslesvdeat they either appeared with
a demonstrative, e.g. (175a) and (175b) (example® Wood 2003: 136), or they
preceded a common noun, e.g. (175c), (175d) arieji(from Wood 2003: 135):

(175) a. pa weeron da Perse mid paem swipe

then were  those Persians with that very-much

geegsade
frightened (OROSIU, 78.13)
b. Seo Siluie waes Romuses modor fRemul

thatnomrem Sylvia was Remus mother and Romulus,
pe Romdurggetimbredon

that Rome constructed

' Although all determiners were considered to havetrang declension, only the presence of a

demonstrative rendered the nominal phrase defifitber elements such as possessives, numerals and
quantifiers, in spite of having a strong inflectias well, cause either definite or indefinite iptetation
of nominals (Wood 2003: 104).
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‘Sylvia was the mother of Romulus and Remus whit Rome.’
(OROSIU, 60.20)
C. Ond Willferdo biscop eac swylce of Breotone
and W. bishop also  in-like-manner of Brita
in Gallia rice to hadiennesended waes
in Gauls rule to ordain sent was
‘and bishop W was also sent from Briton to ministethe kingdom of
the Gauls.’ (BEDE, 2.260.12)
d. pa Eadmund cynincg mid pam pe  Hingwar com
then Edmund king  with that that Hirsgweame
‘then King Edmund, when Hingwar came . . . *
(AELIVE, 1V, 320.101)
e. Her Gregorius papa sende Brytene Augustinum
here Gregory pope sent to Britain Augnest
(CHROAZ2, 20.595.1)

Such an arrangement, i.e. a proper name accomplyiadiemonstrative or preceding
other nominals is supposed to prove that its rafeakty was obtained either with the
support of a demonstrative being placed in SpecDiyats movement to D, which in
both cases may imply the existence of a DP. Lashbt least, it is worth mentioning
the so-called possessive-demonstrative and denatimetpossessive constructions
which constitute one more evidence for a DP strecia Old English. Their different
structures and distribution are to show that thagnot be treated as variants of the
same construction and what follows determiners@asessives cannot be regarded as
adjectives. The immediate consequence of thidvasa more elaborate structure than a
bare NP is necessary in order to host these elesm@mke of the differences between
mentioned constructions is that in the case ofggssge + demonstrative the adjective

is commonly found after a demonstrative, e.g. (fidilen 2006: 155):
(176) min se swetesta sunnan scima

my the sweetest sun’s radiance

‘my sweetest sunbeam.’ @hdi 166)
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In structures with demonstrative + possessive,henother hand, the noun follows the
possessive, e.g. (from Allen 2006: 153):

a77) Dreoged se minwine micle modceare
suffers that my friend much sorrow

‘that friend of mine will suffer great sow at heart’ (Wife 50)

According to Wood (2003: 111), the presence ofraalestrative is required by the need
to make an expression definite as the possessi@dirEnglish, contrary to PDE, does
not mark definiteness yet. In the structure witdeanonstrative as the initial element,
the possessive intervenes between a demonstraiiva aoun which, at first sight, may
suggest it belongs to the adjectival class, howatgerstrong instead of a weak
declension, as it would be expected with adjectipesceded by a demonstrative,
eliminates such an option. When it comes to thacstiral representation of both
constructions, Wood (2003: 120) proposes thatdtterlis a small clause, e.g. (178a),
whereas the former might be with a possessive pnogection above DP, e.g. (178b)
(Wood 2003: 122§

(178) a. SC b. /&3
D DP his K’
| = PN
se  min feeder K DP
./\
sio D’
/\
D AgrP
AdjP gr
PN
gode{gr\ NP

moder

Although at this point the exact structure for paksm and dem+poss is not of primary
interest here, it is crucial to notice that thes® tare not equivalents of the same
structure with a different order but actually twistohct constructions. Consequently,

" Itis not entirely clear, what the structure farss+demis, as it may be the case that possessive sits in

specDP pushing a demonstrative to D, or there niiglain additional projection above DP, as suggested
by Wood (2003).
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demonstratives and possessives must be analyzea akfferent elements which have
to be distinguished from the adjectival modifief@amoun.

In this succinct discussion of nominal phrasesOid English, it has been
presented that several issues examined in thatlier on OE may serve as solid
grounds for postulating a DP instead of NP for pleeod in which the morphological
exponent of a D head has not developed yet. Aréifteation in attributive modifiers of
a noun whose ordering did not only follow a setqratbut was also a subject to some
morphological requirements, i.e. the choice of akver strong declension of adjectives
depending on the type of determiner, interpretatbmproper names involving either
movement to D or a company of an element occupRgas well as the properties of
two different constructions containing both a destmtive and a possessive indicate

that DP was already present in OE.

3.3. Headness dilemma and the structure of numeritig quantified phrases.

The architecture of nominal phrases has been axtysnvestigated especially since
the introduction of a Determiner Phrases and apalyseeking parallels between
nominals and clauses. No smaller attention has geem to the position of modifiers
within the structure of NPs, i.e. adjectives, htitive possessors, numerals and other
quantifying expressions with the last two genergtine most heated debate. In what
follows, the most challenging aspect of nominal ggles containing quantifying
expressions is reconciling the unique propertiesiwherals, i.e. their case assigning
properties, with the structure of the phrase thgyear not only within one language but
also cross-linguistically. Despite the fact thagrthhave been dozens of proposals trying
to account for idiosyncrasies of numerals and canogons they form, still there is no
explicit and clear-cut stance or agreement not onljyhow to define numerals but also
where they belong to within the nominal phrase, tvdoastitutes the head of the phrase
when numerals are introduced as modifying elemant$ what mechanisms govern
case distribution in such constructions. After gfbdiscussion of selected analyses
dealing with each of these issues, | would likantpoduce a proposal which, in my
view, presents a more adequate and more econosut#lon in terms of a structure
when it comes to properties of numerals and lintgudata which could be universally
applied not only within one language but also cilogguistically. In order to pursue

this goal, in the upcoming sections, i.e. (3.333.2. and 3.3.3.), | review some
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accounts arguing for a particular structure of nucadly quantified phrases on the basis
of syntactic criteria postulating either the nourttee numeral as the head of a nominal
phrase and, in consequence, case assigning preseduren, | focus on Old English
and Polish (section 3.3.4). The next step wouldbentroduction of a framework in
which | would like to place my account followed byproposal regarding the structure
of numerically quantified phrases including a dssian of adjectival modification and
determiners which occur in phrases with numeratsppbesent different case patterns.
(section 3.4.) The closing part, in the same sectieals with subject-verb agreement

with nominal phrases with numerals in the subjesifon

3.3.1. The noun as the head in numerically quantéd phrases

The unique properties of numerals, i.e. differeattgrns of case distribution in phrases
in which numerals modify nouns, have led to numgraacounts in which attempts
have been made to explain puzzling issues regatimgase patterns and position of
particular elements in the nominal phrase. Amorgs¢hanalyses, we can distinguish
those in which it is postulated that the head phease is a noun, e.g. Babby (1987),
Rappaport (2002, 2003), Pesetsky (2012), and ther®tin which the numeral or a
functional head (F) are designated heads. Althdhghclaim does not seem to be so
controversial at first sight, after a closer lodksantences in some Slavic languages it
can be noticed that the element that governs cssigrement in the phrase is not the
supposed head, i.e. a noun, but a numeral, e.g.:

(179) a. pjat  butylok (Russian, Babby 1987: 92)
fivenom bottlessen pL
‘five bottles’
b. kupili smo pet knjiga (Serbo-Croatian Franks 1995:97)

bought AUX five bookgen.pL
‘They bought five books.’

In examples (179a) and (179b) the noun occurs mtiBe although the expected case
in structural case positions, i.e. where subject abject occur, are Nominative and

Accusative. These well-known patterns where theerahand not some other external
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governors, functional heads such as the inflectigimfl) or a tense (T) heads assign
Nominative or littlev Accusative, become problematic when establishiveghtead of
the numerically quantified phrase. An additionalidrance in pointing to a head of a
phrase is a case pattern when a numerically qiethighrase appears in oblique case
positions, i.e. in positions where the value ofecdepends on lexical properties of the
verb or a preposition, e.g.:

(180) a. S pjatju bol'Simi butylkami vina (Russian, Babby 1987: 100)
with fivenst biganst bottlesinst wine-gen
‘with five bigbottles of wine’
b. )3 pjatju bol'Six butylok vina  (Russian, Babby 1987: 100)
with fivemst big-cen bottlessen Winecen

‘with five bigbottles of wine’

Apart from discrepancies in case distribution dejiegn on whether it is a structural or
an oblique case position, syntax of numerically miifi@d phrases also differs when
lower and higher numerals are considered. Nunmralin Russian presents typically
adjective-like syntax, i.e. it lacks any case assig properties, e.g.:

(181) Ivan kupil  odnu masinu

Ivanom bought onexcc.sc caracc.sc
‘Ivan bought one car.’ (Franks 1994: %600

Numerals fromtwo to four, on the other hand, assign Genitive to nouns wkhem

appear in singular, e.g.:

(182) Ivan kupil  tri masiny
Ivannom bought threecc carscensc
‘Ivan bought three cars.’ (Franks 19940)%

Interestingly, in Serbo-Croatian Genitive of quaadtion is found in the whole case

paradigm, i.e. both in structural and oblique gqass&tions, with higher numerals, e.qg.:

(183) a. Kupili smo pet knjiga
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boughimascp. AUX-1p.  five booksgen.pL

‘We bought five books.’ Sdrbo-Croatian, Franks 1994: 605)
b. sa pet djevojaka
with five girlssen.pL (Serbo-Croatian, Franks 1995: 97)

Serbo-Croatian lower numeral, however, become muche troublesome when it
comes to establishing their case assigning praseds the case marking of a noun
assumes forms of Nominative plural or Genitive slag depending on the gender of
the noun and thus are generally glossed as pdtcalks 1994: 9ft.). In Polish, on the
other hand, lower numerals resemble the syntaxtloéromodifiers in that that they
agree in case and gender with the noun in strdcterg. (184a), (184b), and oblique

case positions, e.g. (184c):

(184) a. Dwie nauczycielki pilnowaty grupy

two-nom.Fem teacherswpom.rem.p Watchedsp rempast  group
‘Two teachers watched the group.’

b. Spotkatymy dwie kalanki z liceum.
MetrpL rem.pasT tWO.Acc.Fem friendsacc.rem.pLfrom high school
‘We met two friends from high school.

C. Dzieci pojechaly nawycieazlkz trzema opiekunami
children went on trip with thregr  teachergarpL
‘Children went on a trip with three teache

Such a paradigm, however, is found only with nalesi i.e. feminine, neuter and
masculine inanimate nouns. With masculine animates, lower numerals behave just

like higher ones, i.e. they require a noun in Geaiin structural case positions, e.g.:

(185) a. Dwaoch/peciu pitkarzy strzelito gola
two/fivenomiaccicen footballersgen vir SCOredssc.neut.pastgoal
‘Twolfive footballers scored a goal.’
b. Na rynku widziefimy dwaoch/piciu [znanych
at square.market sawr masctwo /fivenomaccicen [famous
aktorow.

actors]par.masc.pL
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‘At the square market we saw two/five famaigtors.’

Although initially it may seem that the numeral gaving Genitive case is the head of
the phrase, several accounts argue for the notineasore of the phrase. One of such
analyses is proposed by Babby (1987) who despit@wmng it down to Russian and
only higher numerals designates the noun as the Ingiaexplains case patterns via the
assignment by the external governor to the maxpnagjection and further percolation
within the phrase. As a consequence, the caserti€ydar elements depends on their
structural position within the phrase and percolatpaths. When the Nominative or
Accusative are assigned to the numerically quaatiphrase being NP, this particular
case feature percolates down to other elementsnwiitie phrase unless there is some
other element whose maximal projection becomesoresple for the assignment of
other case. In this particular example that wouéd & quantifier which assigns a
different case, i.e. Genitive, to all the elememtsits c-command domain. Yet, in
oblique case positions, for some reasons, the nabpnojection of Q does not prevent
spreading of oblique case. It happens becauserdaegao Babby (1987), the lexical
case overrides the structural case, i.e. whendwerlexical case is assigned to the
maximal projection of a noun, even when there imes®other case governor inside the
phrase, Genitive from the numeral is suppressetheylexical case which results in
every constituent of the nominal phrase being nthrki¢h the same casg.

In the analysis by Rappaport (2002), also fordrs it is assumed that the
head of numerically quantified phrases is the nand not the numeral, but case
assignment and distribution is accounted for inrtheimalist spirit. Both lexical and
functional elements enter the derivation eithethwialued or unvalued case features.
case valuation is reached by means of Agree. Irt f@flaws, the heterogeneous syntax
of numerically quantified phrases is obtained wiea@ numeral has a valued case
feature and the noun an unvalued one. Then, the, rasuthe result of Agree, ends up
with Genitive case. Although, at first glance sachapproach seems to be a clear-cut
application of minimalist ideas, it is not free rimcstipulations. In the Agree operation
between the numeral and the noun, the numeral gegewalue for case to the noun and
the noun value for gender to numerals. Yet, the erafe do not enter the derivation

with Genitive, which is subsequently copied onte thoun. Therefore, Rappaport

> Babby (1987) uses terms homogenous and heterogesgatax which since then have been used to

describe phrases in which numerals agree in cabeawnodified noun or select for nouns in Genitive.
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(2002: 334f.) assumes that numerals have a fixegeiar case called Quantitive which
Is syncretic with Genitive found on a noun. In h@®aoous syntax, when the numeral
and the noun have the same case value so in oldaniexts, the noun is selected from
the lexicon with a valued case feature and the mainveith unvalued which is later

copied from the noun to the numeral via Agree. abeount, however, becomes a little
more complicated for Polish data, when forms ofedédnt numerals are taken into
consideration. The first problem, indicated by Rapgpt (2003), is the form of a higher
numeral in direct case positions in feminine andtee e.g. (186a), versus masculine

where, e.g. (186b), we have the following patterns:

(186) a. piecé kobiet lepi krzeset
fivenomaccwomeneew cen.pL/ five-vomacc  ChairSneut.cen.pL
b. pieciu ngzczyzn

fivenomacciceENMENMASC.GEN.PL

With masculine nouns which are in Genitive the ntahéas a form syncretic with

Nominative, Accusative and Genitive but nevertreldse syntax of such a phrase
cannot be treated as homogenous as, accordingpagort (2003), the Quantitive
case of a numeral in non-virile gender having girepth masculine is syncretic with

Genitive due to some morphological rul&ésThe same morphological rules are
responsible for the form of masculine lower nursemahich, de facto, present the
syntax of higher numerals, i.e. they select a nau@enitive having themselves a form

syncretic with Nominative, Accusative and Genitigey.:

(187) dwdch gdczyzn

tWOrom/acc/GEN MENGEN.VIR

The non-virile lower numerals exhibit agreementase with a modified noun. These
case patterns for lower numerals in direct casétipos are explained by postulating
that lower numerals are associated with Accusatage which, again, due to some

morphological rules are spelled as Accusative mvidle and as Genitive for virile.

“"*Rappaport (2003) asssumes that Polish numeralstdtane Nominative form.
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All in all, the case valuation proposed by Rappggd003) in numerically quantified
phrases based on the minimalist ideas, the oper&mpee, can be summarized in the
following way; in direct case positions numeralseerthe derivation with a valued case
feature and in oblique case position with unvalaeds. Higher numerals are lexically
specified as having Quantitive case which is spedlat either as Genitive (for virile) or
Accusative (for non-virile) and for lower numerassociated with Accusative case
morphological rules of spell-out ensure Genitivevimile. Although the whole account
works on the basis of feature valuation and theaima Agree, much of the burden of
explanation of properties of numerals is placethexmorphological rules.

Last but not least approach that should be merdiah@ng with the analyses in
which the noun plays a central role in the struetirnumerically quantified phrases is
the proposal made by Pesetsky (2012). Notwithatgndhis ideas regarding the nature
of case depart considerably from how case is vieimethe mainstream minimalist
works, it is worth discussing the major tenets sf &ccount as they shed light on the
syntactic intricacies of constructions with numsralAs the onset for further
deliberations, Pesetsky (2012) takes structurel paiucals, i.e. lower numerals, e.g.
(188a), and non-paucals, i.e. higher numerals, €88b), in Russian, in which
mismatches in number on the elements comprisinglinase as well as case patterns

provide clues regarding the properties of languagemorphological case.

(188) a. et-i posledn-ie dva Krasiv-yx stol-a
theSGNQM,pL |aSt-NOM,p|_ two-nom beautifuIGEN,pL tabIeGEN,SG
'these last two beautiful tables’ (Pése912: 2)

b. et-i posledn-ie pjat- krasiv-yx stol-ov
theSGNQM,pL |aSt-NOM,p|_ fiVG-NOM beautifuIGEN,pL tab|eGEN,p|_
'these last five beautiful tables' (PeseKL2: 24)

What follows, he proposes that instances of moxuioal case are nothing else as
affixes realized on the particular part of spee@h,case has been reduced to the core
lexical categories, i.e. Nominative being the affik D category, Genitive of N

category, Accusative of V category and Oblique sadd> category, e.g. (189).

(189) Nominative =D
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Genitive =N
Accusative =V
Oblique =P

Then, case assignment proceeds via merger witheareat of a particular type, e.g. D,
N, V, or P, in consequence of which, the featureojsied onto the mergerd item and all
other elements dominated by'it. Additionally, theOne-Suffix Rulensures that upon

every next merger with a different part of speeitte, case suffix is deleted leaving
room for the new one, for instance, when the anjeds merged with the noun which

as N category starts its syntactic life as Geniiiveecomes Genitive as well, e.g.
(190a). Then, after the merge of a prepositiontheoelement of P category, NP and
everything it dominates change their cases to tieeppovided by P, e.g. (19045

(190) a. NP b. PP
Adj/\NGEN obl P
V\G_én/ Adjcen Ncen

Now, this mechanism applied to strings containingnarals is used to account for
various puzzling morphological phenomena in Rusgtare of them being the fact that
in the presence of paucals the noun and the adpeate marked as Genitive. What is
more, the adjective occurs in plural whereas thens in singular. These discrepancies
are explained by means of the order of merger wérgielements building the phrase
and the nature of a numeral which, in fact, is \@dwot as a numeral but as a free
standing NUMBER (NBR) introduced in the syntax amot in the lexicort’® In
consequence, even in the presence of the adjeittisgeBR and the noun that are first
merged, after which the adjective is added, e.dj [NBR N]] (Pesetsky 2012). As the

7 The process of feature assignment has been subsumded a defition oFeature Assignmermgiven in

e.g. (11).

(12) Feature Assignment (FA)
i. Copying: When o merges withp, forming [0 o B], if o has satisfied its
complementation requirements and is designated deature-assigner foB, its
prototypeo is immediately merged with, forming [o o [B o* B]].
ii. Realization as morphology:a* is realized as morphology on all accessileleical
items dominated bg. (Pesetsky 2012: 49)
8|t is possible that before P merges with NP, thene more merger, namely with D which renders
the structure, i.e. NP, Nominative.
19\When NUMBER is merged with the noun in the lexicibs presence is reflected in nominal inflection.
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result, the noun, as the numberless element, tegetith paucal, which constitutes an
independent number morpheme, becomes a formatggeting plural on the adjective
which complies with the linguistic data. Turning ¢ase distribution, the Nominative
form of a paucal and Genitive on the adjective liednoun arise in the process of the
merger of the adjective, NBR and noun which, infir& place, gives rise to Genitive
marking, e.g. (191a). Then, upon the introductidnDo into the structure and a
subsequent movement of a paucal to D, the pasigabrked as Nominative, which is

what we expect in Russian, e.g. (1918).

(191) a. NP b. DP
Adj/>\ ) NP
NBR Noen 5 NBR Adim
o8 W \_/ NGen
GEN

In constructions with higher numerals, i.e. 5 ormgarand some non-numeral
guantifiers such amnogo(many) ornemnogo(a little), the derivations proceeds in a
very similar manner, i.e. first we observe the meeod the adjecive, numeral and the
noun which is followed by the merge of D. Yet, tthéference between paucals and
higher numerals lies in the number marking of tlo&im i.e. with paucals the noun
appears in singular and with higher numerals imgblwhich is related to the character
of a numeral. According to Pesetsky (2012), pau@als instantiations of NBR

morpheme and thus they merge with the noun beftiver ®lements, e.g. adjectives.
Quantifiers, on the other hand, merge with the nainich is lexically marked for

number thus they are merged relatively high withi*>* This, in turn, leads to the fact
that noun is marked as plural instead of singutait & with paucals. After the NP is
completed, and all its constituents are marked v@nitive, D merges with the

structure. Then, a quantifier moves to D due tocWhit receives Nominative. The

exemplary derivation is provided in (192}. When, however, the nominal phrases

120 The fact that only paucal is marked as Nominavexplained by Pesetsky (2012) via constratint tha
only element satisfying the complement requiremasfnfa given category can end up with a feature
obtained upon merger, so in this case, only NBRiveccase provided by D.

! pesetsky (2012) is not very specific about the eptace of merger of paucals and quantifiers within
NP.

2 Actually Pesetsky (2012: 26) assumes that in sirestwith paucals, Quantifier is also present. Then
movement of paucal to D is mediated with Q, i.aiqad moves to Q and then Q with NBR moves to D.
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misses quanifiers, no movement to D occurs andvticde NP receive Nominative by
default'®
(192) DP

NP

N
D@LQ/>\
Adj GEN NGen

Attractive and innovative as the proposal appeardd, the attempt to apply it to
patterns found in numeral constructions in Poletngs to raise some questions. First of
all, the fact that both lower and higher numeralduce plural on the quantify noun,
which means that the noun is lexically marked asagbl put them together as a category
of one type, i.e. quantifiers. But then, the prédit made by Pesetsky’s analysis is that
in the presence of D, both lower and higher numevél be attracted to it as
complements of D, which results in their Nominatmarking. Although this scenario
proves correct for higher numerals, it does no eergtammatical results for lower

numeral which occur with a noun also marked as Mate, e.g. (193).

(193) pie¢ szklanek vs. dwie  szklanki

fivewom  glassessen.pL twovom glasseswom.pL

These patterns indicate, that higher numerals, ljkst in Russian examples, being
guantifiers can satisfiy the requirement of D, i@ter numerals, which seem to be of
the same type as their higher counterparts, redéoreinative together with NP, which
illustarates the mechanism of case distributionliappvhen quantifier is missing. In
what follows, either a distinction between highad dower numerals for Polish cannot
refer only to plural marking of a noun or rules fefature assignmenshould by
reanalyzed so that they accommodate facts foriPolis

Although this step ensures that the requiremem aftracting only one category, i.e. Q, is fulfillgt is
not clear what the reason for which Q is presestrinctures with paucals is.

2 It is not particulary transparent in the analysis/the complement requirement of D can be satisfied
only is some contexts and in others it does nal.hol
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3.3.2. The numeral as the head in numerically quaiited phrases

Peculiar properties of numerals which provoke tanda dividing line between lower
and higher numerals have also ultimately led tggsals in which not a lexical noun
but a numeral is regarded as the head of the phase of such analyses is introduced
by Przepidérkowski (1999) and Bailyn (2004) who tinyshow, although in two different
frameworks, that a projection of numerals playsracial role in the numerically
quantified phrases.

In Przepiorkowski’'s (1999) analysis conducted witktie Head-Driven Phrase
Structure Grammar, the numeral is a designated bedde phrase and a noun is its
subject. On the basis of examples with ellipsisaohoun from the numerically
quantified phrase, it is argued that the numerahasdistributional representative is a

major element in the phrase, e.g. from Przepiorko(l®99: 178):

(194) a. Pieciu facetow przyszto
five  mensen.masc.pLCAME3SG.NEUT.PAST
‘Five men came’
b. Pieciu przyszio
five CaM@sG.NEUT.PAST
‘Five men came.’
C. *Facetow przyszio.

Mensen.mMasc.pLCAME3sG NEUT.PAST

Moreover, higher numerals are treated as nouns avitlextra specification of being
{+NUMERAL} which makes it easier to account for eapatterns within the phrase
(Przepiérkowski 1999). The noun, however, is aretdyas its argument, to be more
specific a subject’ Considering that the HPSG framework is a constiz@sed
grammar, case distribution within the numericallyaqgtified phrases is explained via
lexical entries according to which when the numéiad a lexical case, so in oblique
case positions, case agreement with its subjestdun, is observed. When, however,

the phrase is in a structural case position, sonvthe numeral is in a position where

2% Przepidrkowski (1999: 179) makes a distinctiomeein subjects and specifiers, designating nouns

subjects. The choice is motivated by the fact 8pmcifiers, apart from possessives, are not semanti
arguments and in predicative copular constructibisthe unrealized subject of the predicativeask
and not its specifier that can be shared with tputa.
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Nominative or Accusative are distributed, its sabjie lexically specified as Genitive
(Przepiérkowski 1999: 186). Thus syntax of phraségh numerals is encoded in the
lexicon. Apart from the explanation regarding th&ernal syntax of numerals,
Przepidrkowski (1999, 2004) also discusses the odsamerals advocating the so-
calledAccusative hypothesaccording to which numerals do not have Nominatase
but Accusative, which serves as the explanatiortiferlack of subject-verb agreement
with numeral subjects and the form of demonstratiwhich agree with the numeral or
the noun”? In sentences with numeral subjects, the verb ialilhr appears in third
person singular instead of a form agreeing withstiigect which suggests that the head

of the phrase, the numeral, cannot be Nominatigg; e

(195) a. Siedmiu rezczyzn uciekto zZmiejsca
seven meRren.masc.pLian.awayssc.neut.pastirom place
zbrodni
crime.

‘Seven people ran away from the scene of crime.’
b. Mezczyeni uciekli Z miejsca zbrodni.
Menom.masc.pL FaN.awaysp vasc.pastfom place crime

‘Some men ran away from the scene of&rim

Another argument for thAccusative hypothesmomes from the form of modifiers, e.g
(196a) and (196d), and predicative adjectives, @9ra) and (197b), (Przepiorkowski
2004: 135).

(196) a. Te kobiety zrglpranie
thesgomacc Womenyowm.rem.pL did laundry
‘These women did the laundry.’

b. Teltych [@i¢ kobiet zrobito

% Przepiorkowski (1999) argues for theccusative hypothesigejecting other possibilities, i.e. the

Nominative hypothesis, the Nominative-Genitive hymsis and the Accusative-Impersonal hypothesis.
Nominative case of numerals is refuted on the gileunf the lack of subject-verb agreement normally
found with other Nominative subjects. The seconoppsal suffers from the same shortcoming as the
Nominative hypothesis, i.e. no explanation for #iesence of the subject-verb agreement with the
Nominative subject. The final hypothesis is disgw\as the numerically quantified nouns pass ths tes
for subjects and cannot be treated as measurelemdaeris it assumed in this approach (for tests for
subjecthood see Przepiérkowski 1999: 168ff.).
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thesexomacc.rLicenpe  five womengenrempr did-sseNeuT.pasT
pranie

laundry

‘These five women did the laundry.’

Ci reeczyni zbudowali most

thes@owm.p. MeNwmasc.nowm.pL BUIlt-3pL nEUT PASTRIIAGE

‘These men built a bridge.’

*Ciltych pCiu Mmezczyzn zbudowato most
thes@om.puaccicenpLiive  Menmasc.cen.pLbUilt-3pLnEUT PASTDIIAgE

‘These five men built a bridge.’

In example (197a) and (197b), demonstratteewhich has a syncretic form in

Nominative and Accusative can occur with a bareifi@gme noun and a feminine noun

quantified by the numeral. Yet, the masculine naurthe subject position allows a

Nominative form of a demonstrative only when in@t modified by the numeral, e.g.

(196c¢). When the numeral precedes the noun, time tigrth, which is an Accusative and

Genitive form, is the only possible option, e.g9&d). The same regularity is found
with adjectival predicates, e.g. (197a) and (19Mom Przepiorkowski 2004: 135), i.e.

with non-virile (feminine, neuter or masculine nanfan) nouns the adjective can be

Nominative/Accusative or Genitive but when the gifead noun is virile (masculine

human) Accusative/Genitive form is exclusively gaedle and grammatical.

(197) a.

Szé¢ samolotow zostato zasne / zakupionych
six  planeson.vir.cEN WaS3sc.NEUT.PAST  DOUGhtrON.VIR.NOM/ACC /GEN
we wrzeniu

in September.

‘Six planes were bought in September.’

Széciu niewolnikéw zostato *zakupieni / zakupionych7@8r.

SiX slavegr cen Was boughimr nom/ accicenin 1768

‘Six slaves were bought in 1768.’

The Accusative hypothesisalthough it deals with the problem of forms of

demonstratives and predicative adjectives doesremgin unchallenged. The major

objection raised against it is that in Polish thare no other examples of Accusative
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subjects. Moreover, ellipsis of a noun does notusleits status as a head of a phrase as
in examples where the adjective is left in the nmhiphase it has not become a

candidate for the core of NP, e.g.:

(198) Dzieci zamowity ciastka o fAych smakach. Marysia wia
czekoladowe a Zosia waniliowe
‘Children ordered cookies of different flavors. Maook chocolate and

Sophie vanilla.’

Arguments from ellipsis are discussed by Willim @3p who shows on the numerous
examples that non-ellipted element of the phrasss admt gain a status of a head of a
phrase in which case its ability to mark the wholhease as Accusative in the subject
position is also underminédf.

The numeral, labeled as Q (Quantifier), is alsewed as the core of the
numerically quantified phrase and the source ofitiencase. Such an account is
presented by Bailyn (2004) who actually unifies @enitive case assignment following
Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2001) ideas that Nominaiase is simply an uninterpretable
Tense feature on nominals. In what follows, altanses of structural Genitive case (as
opposed to lexical) are examples of feature vadnaby the Q head. The noun is a
complement to Q and the heterogeneous syntax beactmeeresult of placing the
numeral in the specifier position of QP which a¢ tkame time licenses the whole
phrase (Bailyn 2004: 18), e.g.:

(199) /QP\
S||oec /Q\
piec IQ NP
five’ @ P
stotow
‘tables’

%% Wwillim (2003) provides many examples of differenonstructions, including sentences with

predicative adjectives which require Nominativet@asl of postulated by Przepiorkowski Accusative. Fo
a detailed discussion see Willim (2003: 246-252).
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The homogenous patters, on the other hand, arigm wie numeral is placed in the
head position absorbing, at the same time, casgnasg properties of the head. Then,
the external governor becomes the source of caskofbh the numeral and the noun

which renders the case agreement between thesgldments, e.g.:

(200) instrumental
A

R S
Q NP
I —_
piecioma stotami

‘fiVGﬂNST’ ‘tab'es-n\js‘r’

This way, i.e. by unifying the structure of the remmally quantified phrase and by
placing lower and higher numerals within QP, Bai(2004) makes the assignment of
all types of Genitive uniform, making a Q head wmwpble for a Genitive form of

nouns*”’

3.3.3. Head properties split between the numeral aithe noun

In the vast literature on numerals another groupamdlyses focusing on different
properties of lower and higher numerals exploresgbssibility of different structures
depending on the type of a modifier. One of thelAkebwn approaches by Dziwirek
(1990), Tajsner (1990), Franks (1994, 1995) or Bugk(2006) provide a close-up of
the architecture of the nominal phrase with nunamuantifiers considering lower and
higher numerals affecting the nominal projectiond/an the mechanism of case
assignment and distribution within the phrase.

In Dziwirek (1990) the head on the phrase ishéistaed on the basis of case

assigning properties and concepts utilized in taenéwork of Relational Gramma&f.

»” Some potential questions that arise with regasdi¢ analysis are those relating to the licensireg

QP phrase containing lower numerals and the camditdeciding about placing lower virile numerals in
the specifier position instead of the head positibiich is connected with their case assigning prtigse

2 For reasons of space | will not go into detaildRefational Grammar which is based on differen¢sol
and relationships between elements in the sentehigh change depending on the strata. There is no
reference to structural properties of a senten¢eHhmuformalism explores the grammatical relatiass
primitives. For a discussion of a framework sedrReiter (1983 and subsequent works) or Blake (1990)
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As a result, in a numerically quantified phraselique case positions, the numeral is
treated as a modifier but in Nominative and Acausatontexts the relation between
the numeral and the noun is revaluated and in thealled final strata, the numeral

becomes the head and the noun becomes demoted, n@. longer the nucleus of the
phrase. In a similar fashion, but employing a ddfe framework, Tajsner (1990)

accounts for disparities in discussed phrases.y&ima various contexts, for example,

agreement in case with the external case assigngructural case positions (Tajsner
1990: 153), Genitive of negation (Tajsner 1990:)li64eems obvious that the numeral
guantifier constitutes the head of the phrase, (&gm Tajsner 153f. but glosses and
translations are mine)

(201) a. Widziatem kilka dziewczynek
SaWrsc.masc.pastS€Veralace girls—rem.cen.pL
‘I have seen several girls.’
b. Nie widziatem kilku dziewczynek.

Not Seersc.masc.pastSeveraleen girlS-rem.cen.pL

‘I have not seen several girls.’

Yet, if selectional restrictions, i.e. the factttbi@ verb subcategorizes for the noun as in
example (202a), and extraction observations showfrag the head moving to the
specifier position violates Structure PreservaBonstraint as in sentences (202b) and
(202c), are considered, the noun becomes the caedidr the head of the phrase
(Tajsner 1990: 154f.), e.q.:

(86) a. Zjadtem kilka parasolek

atersc.masc.pastseveralscc umbrellasyasc.cen.pL
‘| ate several umbrellas.’

b. lle; widziaté [ t dziewczynek]
how.many sawsc.masc.pastdirlS-Fem.cen.PL
‘How many girls did you see?’

C. *Kogq widziate [kilka t;]?
whom saw several

*Whom did you see several?

159



Such mutually exclusive facts, i.e. case assignrogihe numeral on the one hand and
the head status of the the noun as contrasted tivthphrasal status of quantifying
expressions lead to the conclusion that at diffesteps of a derivation different
elements are heads of the phrase. This way, atuotste the noun is the head of the
phrase and at S-structure, after the restructuspeyation, the numeral becomes the
head. The restructuring approach allows to acctarntase distribution in oblique and
structural contexts, i.e. at D-structure when thieerent case is distributed and the
numeral agrees in case with the noun, and at $tsteuwhen the numeral becomes the
head of the phrase agreeing in case with the extease assigner and when it assigns
Genitive to the noun. Although this analysis seetos address properties of
constructions of numerals it is placed in the gatnee framework based on the
existence of levels (D and S-Structure) which hdeen dispensed with in the
Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995 and further pemions of the theory). Therefore,
a more up-to-date analysis is necessary that wbaldcompatible with the current
assumptions of the generative model.

In a more minimalist spirit Franks (1994, 1995y &oskovt (2006) address
the problem of numerically quantified phrases. Iarks (1994, 1995, 2002), the
architecture of phrases with numerals varies depgnoh a language, i.e. in Russian,
Serbo-Croatian and Polish such constructions ptiegerslightly distinct traits are
ascribed different structures. In Russian, in whichtructural case positions the noun is
invariably assigned Genitive, both by lower andchleignumerals, the claim is made that
Genitive of Quantification is structural and thenBlad can project either to NP/DP or to
QP*”. In Serbo-Croatian, on the other hand, in whichite appears on a noun in the
whole case paradigm, i.e. whenever the structurabbque case is assigned, Genitive
of Quantification is said to be inher&htand the numerically quantified noun phrase is
supposedly an NP/BP, whereas in Polish QP is projected in restrictachtions as the

Genitive of Quantification is assigned only in agative context¥’. In Boskovi

» The NP/DP versus QP status of numeral subjedstezmined on the basis of some tests, e.g. control

of gerunds and infinitives and binding. For a moegailed discussion see Franks (1995: 118ff.).

B9 Later, in Franks (2002), the inherent versus stmat Genitive dichotomy is handled by means of
[+ oblique] versus [-oblique].

B In Franks (2002: 155) N in Serbo-Croatian projectsP.

2 The Accusative Hypothesis based, on the one hand, on the fact that Ativestorms of numerals
are syncretic in Nominative and Accusative, e.g¢Rbnvir.nomiace.pL@nd pECiu-~yir nomace.pL, @nd on
the other, on the lack of the subject-verb agreé¢retween the numeral subject and the verb, asasell
due to Accusative forms of determiners accompanyirilg quantified nouns in a subject position,.e.g
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(2006), however, the numerically quantified phrasewe the same structure but
agreeing numerals and those assigning Genitivegianeted different positions in the
nominal phrase. First of all, in examples with &jng numerals the structure
corresponding to the adjectival modification is éoypd, i.e. numerals that agree in
case with the noun are compared to adjectival atgure.g. fjp AP [ N]], whereas
phrases with Genitive nouns are presented as QfsQvheads taking NPs as their
complements, e.gop [0 NP]]. Subsequently, both patterns are expresseddans of a
uniform projection FP accommodating both the numaral the noun but with the
former in a different position. In contexts withraging numerals the numeral as an AP
is located in the specifier of NP, e.g. (89), am@enitive contexts, the numeral is a QP
placed in the specifier of FP, e.g. (90), (BoSk&®006: 102f.).

(203) a. e [F F [neAP [ NPT]]]
b. Er QP F F NP]]

The consequence of proposed structures is thatabe is assigned by F head, so the
Genitive, only when the specifier is present, wéen the numeral occurs, which is
demonstrated in example (203b). When the spedaifidte FP is empty, e.g. (203a), the
source of case is outside the projection. To enshee the proper structure will be
employed numerals are specified already in the matio@ whether they are adjectival,
thus agreeing with the noun or quantificational asdigning Genitive (BosSkav2006:
103). This analysis, despite proposing a uniformcstire for the nominal phrase, makes
a split within numerals. The consequence of thigragqch is that at the expense of the

structure, numerals are classified as belonging¢togrammatical categories.

(12) a. wszyscy/ci  @iczyni
[all  /these menjom

b. wszystkich/tych  ptiu mezczyzn

[all lthese five menden

Although, morphology and the lack of subject-vedgoe@ment may indicate such a scenario, there is no
explanation either in Przepidrkowski (1999) or irafks (1995, 2002) what the source of Accusative
subject is.
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3.3.4. Further analyses of numerically quantified prases in Old English and
Polish

In the previous sections it has been shown thaktieeno unanimous stance on the
nominal structures containing numerals. Properbéslower and higher numerals
generate accounts in which either different headgastulated depending on the type
of a numeral, the position in a sentence the phwasepies, i.e. structural or oblique, or
language in which the phrase is analyzed, i.e. iBusSerbo-Croatian or Polish. In this
section | present more analyses focusing spedifical Old English and Polish trying
to show that discussed structures still lack aiedi&pproach.

In Old English, similarly to Slavic languages, nmerals had formed an
incoherent group with respect to their propertiElse division into lower and higher
numerals was observed, yet contrary to what isdaarSlavic languages, the dividing
line between agreeing and case assigning numeedisat a different point, i.e. in Old
English it was a numeralentyand above that assigned Genitive andfivetas it is

Slavic, e.qg.:

(204) twentig deowa manna (APOLLO, 26.17.7)
twenty servilgen personSsen. L

‘twenty servile people’

Thus, the group of lower numerals in Old Englishsvextended up taineteen Still,
within this group, only numeralswo and three had a full declensional paradigm
(declensional patterns are described in chaptedthler numerals remained uninflected
unless the quantified noun was elided from thectine. Although OIld English
witnessed a split within numerals similar to tmsSlavic languages, there are various
approaches to the structures containing numeraspi® the fact that on Old English
nouns there were morphological exponents of pliyralivhich according to Dryer
(1989) indicates the presence of NumP, in someysesilthis projection is described as
nonexistent in Old English (Ackles 1997, Wood 2003jhers, for instance Bartnik
(2011), not only argue for the presence of NumPateo postulates the conflation of
two projections, i.e. DP and KP. In the presentisecthus, | have a look at both

approaches trying to solve the issue of the nonstratture containing numerals.
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According to Wood (2003), phrases with lower anghker numerals, and, what follows,

with different patterns of case distribution, haveo different structures. Numerals

agreeing in case with the modified noun are desdrds adjectival thus they occupy the
head of AdjP, e.g. (from Wood 2003: 216):

(205) paem prinscipum

those three ships

DP
baem/\ D’
T
D NP
. T~
prim¢  AdjP N’
N N
B scipum

Numerals that assign Genitive, on the other harelhaads taking quantified nouns as

their complements, e.g.:

(206) pirttig sacerda
thirty priests

e PN
pirttig sacerda

The NumP which is traditionally the projection hogtnumerals, is argued to develop
in Middle English, with the rise of the indefinigaticle. The arguments for lack of
NumP at this period of English come from the depeient of compound pronouns
after Old English, comparison of declensions in @dglish and German and the
emergence of intensifying adjectives which are $aidccupy the position preceding
the indefinite article, i.e. the specifier positioi NumP (Wood 2003%. The Old

33 Compound pronouns such asybody anything everythingespecially followed by the adjectives, are

formed by the movement of the light noun from N\Ntom position. As these compounds appeared in the
Middle English they serve as the evidence for ek lof NumP in Old English (Wood 2003: 164).
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English nominal phrase, though, has the structuesegmted in (207), in which
definiteness is checked in DP and case and gendegrP** (Wood 2003: 152f.).

(207) DP
/\D’
D AgrP
Agr’
Aﬁ\ NP

The plurality of nouns, interestingly, as manifestey the morphological endings on
nouns, does not have to be checked against Num (WMéadd 2003: 153f.). Such an
approach to numerically quantified phrases, althougteresting, seems to be
problematic, especially in view of lower numeratgldheir adjectival status. As Wood
(2003) points out, prenominal elements differ cdasably when it comes to their order
of appearance and requirements regarding morphplagytwo quantifiers cannot co-
occur but the quantifier and the numeral can, magea numeral can be preceded by a
demonstrative but not a quantifier. With respeatnarphology, adjectives preceded by
a demonstrative have a weak inflection whereas nalsare strongly inflected, which
all in all make them a different category than atijees and consequently that should be
marked in the structure. Furthermore, the fact thaherals following demonstratives
have a strong inflection rather than weak may rédéenexamples from German in
which adjectives from particular declensional otsst®llowing the indefinite article and
possessives are strongly declined in structura pasition$”® (see footnote 26), which
is related to the presence of NumP between DP &hblécking case percolation found
either on D or K (Wood 2003: 166-170). Despite thet that my intention is not to
apply the analysis from German (originally propobgdMallen 1997 and discussed by

Another argument for the lack of NumP comes fromn@m, in which three adjective declensions are
found instead of two present in Old English. Thaes of affairs is due to the NumP placed betweBn D
and KP in German preventing case percolation towbiith results that not a demonstrative but an
adjective ends up with a strong declension. Finalggree words such as, such what etc. preceding
the indefinite article which are analyzed as ocotpaf specNumP did not appear in English.

3% AgrP in Wood (2003: 153) corresponds to KP.

35 Obviously, declensional patterns in German areitamore complex, especially, that this strong
declension is found only in singular, as in plita$ the demonstrative or a possessive that takssong
declension and the adjective weak. There are asations depending on the declensional class (Wood
2003: 168).
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Wood 2003) to Old English, it seems that juxtapgsiamerals with other adjectives is
not so straightforward on the one hand. On therptimvever, their strong declension
after demonstratives may indicate that NumP isedd@esent in the structure reflecting
examples with German adjectives. In both casesintiplication is that the projection
postulated by Wood (2003) as absent in Old Englisbuld appear. Considering also a
different aspect in the structure of nominal quédi by numerals it should be
mentioned thaimany few or severalfound in Old English must be attributed to a
particular position in the structure. Again, juxtapg them with other adjectives or
floating quantifiers ohll-type seems to be taking a short cut and neglediiifigrences

in distribution facts between them and other preinahrcategories. For these reasons it
is difficult to follow the proposal that NumP wasavailable in the architecture of
nominals and numerals were placed either undectas or nouns. A similar stance,
l.e. that NumP was present in Old English and gtéd numerals in its head position
and weak quantifiet$ such asfew or manyin its specifier position, is proposed by
Bartnik (2011). The quantificational propertiesn#ak quantifiers, i.emanig(many) or
micel (much) accompanied by plural or singular nouns eetgely, distinguish them
from other adjectival categories. Moreover, restits concerning placement of
numerals with reference to other adjectives alsdredicts the claim that they all can
be labeled as adjectives, for instance, numeralallysprecede adjectives, yet if they
happen to follow them the interpretation of thegder changes in a way that the numeral

and the noun form a name, e.g. (from Bartnik 2G2):*’

(208) a. halgan fif seonodas (cobede,Bede_4,19.312.8.3151)
holy five synods
b. pam healican tyn bebodum
the great ten commandments
(colwstan2,/ELet_3 [Wulfstan_2]:145.212)

For these reasons it would be oversimplificatiordémy the presence of NumP in Old

English and put every prenominal modifier under adjctival category.

¢ The nameveak quantifiersefers to what | caihdefinite numerals.

Y7 Examples (208a) and (208b) are from Bartnik (2082), who uses data from théork-Toronto-
Helsinki parsed corpus of Old English prose.
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When it comes to Polish, there is disagreement ¢ime structure of nominals either as
accounts split between those arguing for the nunoeréhe noun as the head of the
phrase.

The major argument for the numeral as the cord@iphrase is put forward by
Saloni andSwidzinski (1998), Saloni (2004), emphasizing the casiymisg) properties
of higher numerals thus designating them for thee aaf the phrase. In the opposite
view, i.e. that the noun is the head of the phrBsdrowski (1998) presents the model
in which lower and higher numerals agree in themtdires with nouns resulting in
homogenous and heterogenous patterns. Lower nusndnal only non-virile, check
number with the modified noun which previously est@to the Agree relation with the
verb. Only after the agreement between the nountlamderb is obtained, gender and

case features are checked between the noun andrheral®®, e.g.:

(209) 1--—- > NUM
[

Dwie kobiety wysztly.

NOM, FEM ¢-3... \—L> FEM.P
NOM 2

Higher numerals, however, possess additional featd. a case feature, responsible for
Genitive forms of modified nouns. In this situatidhe checking relation is, first of all,
reached between the numeral and the noun. Whemotne is settled with Genitive, the
Nominative case feature of the vEtpis introduced in the derivation and attempt is
made to check it with the noun. As the noun hasaaly checked its feature with the
numeral, the case feature is sent over to the mmBne form of the verb, however, is
the result of the lack of agreement between thenramd the verb and not between the
numeral and the verb, i.e. the verb assumes therdop singular in the light of the
missing relation between the noun and the verlerdstingly, this mechanism is a bit
altered when it comes to lower virile numerals whjast like higher ones assign
Genitive to the noun. Here, Bobrowski (1998: 72ppmses that viriledwochis a
separate lexeme which in the numeration, contrarlexemedwa has a gender and

8 |t seems that the relation between the numeratfadioun occurs in two steps, first when the numbe

is established and secondly, when gender and dagenameral are checked. Also, at first stage, the
checking relation between the noun and the veaoranged.

9 Although it is not stated in Bobrowski’s accouh®98), the Nominative feature of the verb should be
understood as the feature of the INFL or T head.
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case feature due to which the agreement relaticarsdirst between the numeral and
the noun and later with the verb. A described pilace applies in structural case
positions, yet, when the phrase with the numerpteésent in oblique case positions, the
checking relation between the numeral and nounipereeded by the relation with the
verb, i.e. case features of the verb are imposeti@numeral and the noun irrespective
of the Genitive feature distributed by the numeaspite the fact that this proposal is
based on the generative model it suffers from sdvehortcomings. First of all,
derivations seem to be countercyclic, secondlyisitnot specified what category
particular elements in a clause are, e.g. whetmamainal phrase is a QP, DP or NP, or
what the position of numerals within the structiste

The analysis in which a noun is the core of theapéris also introduced by
Rutkowski (2002b). Yet, in his account, lower anghler numerals are divided into the
so-called A-numerals and Q-numerals respectivalighS distinction within numerals
is tightly connected with their case-assigning props and is reflected in their
structure, e.g. (from Rutkowski 2002b: 13).

(210) a. A-numerals b. Q-numerals
DP DP
Spec D spic. D
T~ T~
D QP D QP
T~ T~
Spec Q Q'
5 NP 3 NP
Spec N’ piec¢ ostow
| I
dwie N ‘five’  ‘donkeys’
‘two’  kaczki
‘ducks’

The major motivation behind a division within numlst according to Rutkowski
(2002h), lies in their syntactic behavior. Highernrerals are located in the position of a
functional head Q as they are viewed as elemeritslimited semantic context whose
meaning is reduced to express quantity (Rutkow8RRD : 11). Moreover, they assign
Genitive to the noun they modify and are intrinicAccusative. Lower numerals, on

the other hand, always agree with a modified nond are found in the specifier
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position of the NP. When it comes to case distidvutvithin phrases it takes place
twofold. Lower numerals have the same case as afietbthoun due to the spec-head
agreement in the spirit of the Chomsky (1995) waer@-numerals assign case to its
complement. The only issue left is a variation abe& assignment in structural and
oblique case positions which is dealt with by Ruwikki (2002b) by application of two
levels of representation, i.e. D-structure andr8ettire. By treating Q-numerals as
functional elements, Rutkowski (2002b: 22f.) progmshat they are introduced in the
derivation as late as at S-structure, thereforehbhque case positions, where the
inherent case is assigned, only the noun recei@ss due to downward percolation to
the first syntactic head. After the insertion o@merals, they agree in case with the
noun rendering the homogenous patterns. Althouighatilysis seems to accommodate
properties of numerals in Polish, on the one hamdférs to Chomsky’s model of phi-
features and specifier-head agreement but on trer dtstill relies on the notions of D-
and S-structure that have been eliminated in thenirvalist Program and its
permutations® Moreover, criteria justifying the division into Aumerals and Q-
numerlas relaying on their semantics and syntdmtitavior do not seem to be fully
justified. As both lower and higher numerals quina modified element and they both
particicpate in the formation of complex numerdlgsi hard to disambiguate them
considering their semantics. Futrthermore, apainfrcase issue, lower and higher
numerals do agree in ph-features with the noun,in.egender. Finally, the apparent
instrinsic feature of higher numerals making theotésative, as concluded on the basis
of examples with Nominative virile demonstratige e.g. *ti pieciu rolnikow (these-
nom.pL [five farmersp ]-vir.cen), cannot be exclusively attributed to higher nuaigens

it seems to be operative also with lower numeralg, *ti dwoch chtopcow(these-
nom.pL [two boysp]-vircen ). Therefore, the distinction into functional anekical
elements is not very accurate.

Having discussed selected analyses and appro&uhgsases with numerals
first cross-linguistically, then focusing on Old dfish and Polish, it seems that
available accounts do not bring conclusive answersall aspects of syntax of
numerically quantified phrases leaving some questi@garding not only a particular

language but also their structure in general. Tdrerdan the following sections | address

% Reference to D- and S-structure resembles accofintsmerals from Government and Binding

theory, e.g. Babby (1987) or Tajsner (1990). HowgeRaitkowski (2002b) builds his analysis on theaide
of late merge of functional elements as discusseirbonds (2000) and Veselovska (2001).
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some of the problematic issues such as the steuofurominals with numerals and case
distribution. In my proposal | assume that a nompfaase is not a bare NP but it is
topped with a functional projectionnP, which may correspond to the universal
projection DP. Lower and higher numerals, both Id Bnglish and Polish are treated
as elements of the same category thus they areetbaathe same position irrespective
of their value, i.e. in NumP/QP. Moreover, case assignment is explained by means of
movement to selected positions within the strugtasecase is reanalyzed as a terminal
node within KP due to which particular elementseree case. Cardinal numerals,
analyzed as belonging to one part of speech, aicgptd my analysis from chapter 1,
occupy the same position within the structure ommals irrespective of their
properties related to case. This claim is additlgnsupported with their syntactic
behavior which clearly indicates that any divisieithin a numeral group is unfounded.
Analyzing structures in which both lower and highemerals can move to the sentence
initial position marked with focus, e.g. (211a) af&l1b), or that they both license
ellipsis of a noun, e.g. (212), one can see #yadst from case issues, nothing else
points to their bi-partite division.

(211) a. Cztery to  mog zrobt [t przysiady], ale
four this canscpres dOiNE knee.bendgccp.  but
czterdzigci to za  ddo.
forty is too many.
‘Four knee bends, | can do, but forty is too ynan

b. Dwadzigcia; to  bym upiekfa [t ciastek], ale dvoee?

twenty this would bake cookigsy.pL but two.hundred
‘Twenty cookies, | would bake, but two hundred?”’

(212) Kazde dziecko zjadto sliwki na deser. Maria zjadta trzy, a
every child ate plums on dessert. Mary  ate three and
Zosia pigc.
Sophie five

‘Every child ate plums for dessert. Mary ateethand Sophie five.'

I NumP or QP are names for the same projection hpstimerals. NumP has been used in previously

discussed accounts. | use QP as numerals andratirerical expressions are labeled as quantifiers.
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Apart from discussion on the structure of nomirsald mechanisms of case distribution
the following sections include also a commentarytl@nadjectival modification within
numerically quantified phrases and subject-verbeagent found in phrases with

numerals.

3.4. Case as a terminal node and the account of nencally quantified phrases:

Preliminary assumptions

In the debate on the architecture of nominal plerdlsere has been no common stand
not only on the head of the phrase, i.e. the nouthe numeral, but even on the
attachment place of modifiers, numerals includidgme other contestable issues refer
to the mechanisms of case assignment and distiibuti phrases with numerals. In the
current section, | focus on establishing the stmg&cobf nominals taking into account a
universal DP hypothesi®r both Old English and Polish. Then, | turn bhe tplace of
numerals and possibly other modifier arguing fog geparate projection QP/NumP
hosting weak quantifiers and cardinal numerals athbtype. Presenting a uniform
structure of numerically quantified phrases is &tfistep in my proposal which is
developed in the subsequent sections.

Following Wood (2003) and her arguments, | assuha Old English
featured a DP, yet contrary to her claims regardimgumber Phrase which developed
with the emergence of the indefinite article, | jpdete the existence of this projection
being at the same time place for cardinal numeralgs head position and weak
quantifiers in its specifier position. When it cam@ Polish, although DP is also not
commonly recognized due to the lack of candidatedilt a head or the specifier
position within DP, e.g. see Willim (2000), on thasis of the presence of other
elements in the Noun Phrase such as demonstragigssessive pronouns or genitival
adjectives as argued by Migdalski (2001, 2003)aint that some extra projection has
to be present to provide place for these elemamts@enable checking of some formal
features-*? Additional evidence for an extra projection in iBb) let's name it &P,
comes from different word orders. Starting from repées with strings containing a
noun and a demonstrative, etg.dziewczyndthis girl) vsdziewczyna ta(qgirl this), to

142 According to Migdalski (2001, 2003), movement tB i1 Polish is motivated with the need to check
referential and deictic features of demonstratipessessives or the so-called genitival adjectives.
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examples containing numerals and demonstrativeshad@n occur in two positions, i.e.
preceding the numeral, etych szg’ jabtek (these six jabtek) and preceding the noun,
e.g.sza¢ tych jablek(six these apples). Therefore, for both Old Engéisd Polish the
proposed structure is the one withPFand NP. Yet, between these two projections |
also assume the presence of KP which following iWil(2000) is the place where

morphological case is checked. Taking into accthmfollowing facts, i.e.

I. within a nominal phrase a position is needed wltohld provide the
right interpretation of the nominal phrase, i.eddfinite specific and
specific,

il. in inflectional languages such as Polish case ipphwogically marked
on nouns,

iii. due to the diversity of modifiers in the nominahaln, e.g. quantifiers,
adjectives and demonstratives, they cannot be gubupgether as

adjuncts,

| propose that the structure of the nominal phraséolish is composed of three
domains, i.e. the domain constituted byP¥® the morphological or inflectional
domainin which nominal elements acquire case tredlexical domairor the domain of
the first mergei.e. a domain in which the noun, its modifiersdaomplements are

base-generated, €Y.

3 FNP states for a maximal nominal projection. Fortihee being, | leave domain constituted byFF

the least specified. Yet, it must be said that tbggon may contain more projections, some of themg
reposible for interpretation, focus etc. Definitellyis a place to which some modifiers move toaiag
scopal relations after movments within the infleotl domain.

144 A tripartite division within the nominal domain w@roposed by Grohmann (2003). Moreover, such a
complex structure of nominals, i.e. with numerousjgxrtions, has been already introduced, e.g. in
Longobardi’'s (2001) work.
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The noun enters the derivation as the head of thavNich is subsequently dominated
by projections hosting adjectives and quantifiefee demonstrative as a deictic
element is located close to the head noun, inpleeifser of NP, which later moves to
speckP to check some formal featuf€.Such a position of a demonstrative can be
supported with the following points. First of alhe low position of demonstratives has
been widely argued in the literature, e.g. by Br{@@96, 2002), Giusti (1997, 2002)
Panagiotidis (2000), Guardiano (2010) or Rober@d {2. Although the exact position
of a demonstrative varies, for instance in Brug#g@l, 2002) it has been in the specifier
of a Demonstrative Phrase placed between DP andrNB8justi within a functional
projection FP also between DP and NP, and in Relleet specifier position of nP, what

> For space reasons structures is presented in ti® pa

Lexical domain may contain more projections, éhg.dne hostig possessive pronouns.
47 Demonstrative is specNP has been proposed, feanios, by Manolessou (2000) or Panagiotidis
(2000).

146
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unifies these accounts is that this element moveake specifier of DP. Secondly, the
idea that it occupies the specifier of NP is magdawith word order possibilities in the
strings containing demonstratives, numerals anchsi.ois the demonstrative can either
precede the numeral, e.g. (214a) and (214b), ondle, e.g. (214c), but also share the
case value either with former, e.g. (214b) or #itel, e.g. (214a) and (214c), at least in
two out of three cases it has to be base-genenated different positions, i.e. in the

specifier of NP or in the specifier of QP.

(214) a. tych pac¢ kobiet
theseen  fivenomiacc WOmersen
b. te péc kobiet
thes@om/acc fivenomiacc Womensen
C. pieé tych kobiet

fivenomiacc thesgen womensen

Adjectives originates in specifier positions of ¢tional heads allowing for serialization
of modifiers. This approach has been introduced popularized by Cinque (1994,
1999) and Scott (2002}, Quantifiers occupy the QP, both the specifieritjmrs (weak

quantifiers) and the head position (cardinal nutseraoth lower and higher). The

structure of the nominal phrase in the lexical diongpresented in (21577

(215) QP

Movement within the nominal phrase proceeds sucedgsfrom one domain to
another and it proceeds leftward. No movement ssibte in the domain of the first

18 For the adjunction analysis of adjectives cf. &ld991, 1996 ).
149 projections hosting modifiers so the adjectival &Rl QP are present only when modifiers are
introduced.
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merge where all new elements are introduced ing dérivation. This requirement
follows naturally from the character of a domainiethresembles the thematic domain
and in which movement is forbidden. The inflectiodamain is instantiated by the so-
calledKase Phras€KP). KP as the morphological checking domain Ibeesn proposed
for Polish by Willim (2000: 325). In that accouritet noun moving up through the
NumP, where it checks it number and gender, reattteetiead position of KP where
case-checking occurs. The nominal internal agregmen between the nominal head
and its modifiers, proceeds through spec-headioalaModifiers occupying specifier
positions of NumP and/or KP agree in number, geadércase with the noun moving
to the head position of NumP and KP respectivelyny proposal, although KP differs
in its nature from Willim’'s approach, it is alsob@rder projection demarcating the
inflectional domain as well as a place pivotal dase assignmeht’ Also, KP indicates
the upper bound on Cinque’s requirement on movemmenbminal elements which in
order to acquire case must move from their baséipos, i.e. the domain of the first
merge, to the inflectional domain. This movemerdwéver is restricted, following
Cinque (2005), according to whom displacement of emunk of the nominal phrase
must contain a nominal head. This simply translatés a condition prohibiting a
solitary movement of nominal modifiers abandonifg thoun. Such a restriction
ensures, at least in my analysis, that none ofntbdifiers, which agree in number,
gender and case features with a modifying noun, atiéempt to check their features
separately from the noun. As enumerated featuremfeo the inflectional domain
instantiated by KP, this is the projection up to ichh this restriction applies.
Consequently, movement out of KP is most of alltiegite as projections dominating
KP constitute another domain, the one dealing witérpretation of the phrase, and this
is indeed what happens in Polish nominals. Aftdteational matters have been

completed within KP, i.e. modifiers and the nounénbeen settled with the appropriate

% Internal agreement, i.e. concord, in nominal ptsasan be established in a specifier-head

configuration, e.g. by employing the model of featehecking as in Chomsky (1995) but based on a
version ofEnlightened-Self Interesaccording to which trigger for movement lies boththe target and
the moving element, instead Aftract Such an approach is introduced by Carstens (2@0)ough in

my account movement and creating proper structoafigurations are the key steps in the derivation,
they are used only for the purpose of establisbames for particular elements of the phrase. Ageeém

in phi-features, i.e. in person, number and gendkihough not of primary interest here, is probably
reached videature-sharingas discussed by Danon (2011) and Framptona anda®ut2000, 2006). The
underlying idea is that in the presence of one adlfeature, all instances of unvalued featureghef
same type) become valued. And, this is what mayp&apn discussed nominal phrases. The source of
value for gender might be the gender feature ofritien and for number the Q head. Obviously, there
might be some other possibilities for placementvaitied features, e.g. see Miechowicz-Mathiasen and
Dziubata-Szrejbrowska (2012, 2013) for the accaumthich gender is parasitic on number.
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case, elements other than the noun, for instaneejodstratives, adjectives or
guantifiers have a green light to evacuate the égfon without the ancillary movement
of the N head. This step has been in accordande®itque (2005) as in his approach
movement to DP, e.g. focus-related movement withimeiicompany of a nominal head,
has been allowed.

The interim structure of a nominal phrase in Pohas been presented in (213)
and (215). As it has been already mentioned, alt# elements are confined in the
domain below KP which exemplifies the inflectiom@imain. From their base position,
modifiers and the noun move up to KP and, subsetpleto FP. Importantly,
movement to KP is obligatory for all nominal cotigints, whereas movement above
KP involves only those elements that have to ctsecke formal featurés.. Yet, at this
point | have introduced the structure without thdi¢ation of movement which will be
discussed in the following sections.

Having sketched a preliminary organization of a m@hphrase, in the next
section | discuss the tenets of my analysis and kipgesent derivations of phrases with

numerals considering morphosyntax of different rfiedi accompanying the phrase.

3.4.1. Introduction of a framework and analysis

A starting point for a further discussion of nuncally quantified phrases is a
presentation of a mechanism according to whichiqdarr elements of a nominal
phrase receive case. Considering various approaochease assignment which were
presented in the previous parts of this work, | lddike to pay attention to a relatively
new approach to grammar, nanosyntax, as employedabg (2009, 2010), Taraldsen
(2009) or Muriungi (2009) which is based on thenpses that features and not
morphemes or words are the basic building unitsthod they can be merged together
to form larger structures. Built on the idea agpised by Starke (2009) that syntax
operates on atomic features which after being nteege subject to lexical insertion,
Caha (2009, 2010) proposes a new theory of case.

The major tenet of the nanosyntactic view of gramis that syntax does not
work on the material from the lexicon but on abdtfeatures that eventually give rise

'L The obligation of movement to KP and the optidyadif further movement to the domain above KP
might be yet another reason for the applicabilityCinque’s requirements only up to the inflectional
domain.
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to morphemes, words and phrases. These featurepuareogether to form binary
branching trees which are subsequently lexicaliZé immediate consequence of the
proposed model is that there is no lexicon befgnéax, morphology as a component of
grammar has been dispensed with and structurelsudtdo match those stored in the
lexicon, which is a driving force in the syntactiemputation, i.e. merge and movement
proceed to create structures that would reflectghin the lexicon. Whatever is created
in syntax is handed over to the lexicon where matcbf formed structures and those
already existing takes plat¥ The choice of structures to be spelled out is raimed

by some principles, e.ghe Superset Principler Elsewhere Conditionyhich provide
guidelines as to what structures are preferred imliimg those illegitimate. The

definition of each is given below, e.qg.:

(216) The Superset Principle A phonological exponent is inserted into a node
if its lexical entry has a (sub-)constituent thatidentical to the node
(ignoring traces) (Caha 2009: 55 after Starke 2005)

The Elsewhere Conditionin case two rules, R1 and R2, can apply in
an environment E, R1 takes precedence over Rajfpties in a proper

subset of environments compared to R2 (Caha 2()9: 5

The Superset Principls the condition on the identity of structures,@ding to which

a syntactic tree does not have to be exactly theesss the lexical one, i.e. it is enough
that the lexical tree contains the syntactic stnggte.g. Constituent A, a Modern Greek
word vunowith Nominative—o represented in (217a) can be lexicalized by siredn
(217b) in which Accusative is alsa, as the latter contains the former, e.g. (fromaCah
2009: 53-54):

(217) a. Accustive=—> o b. Accusat—=> 0
B ominative
P !\f
NP Nominative A
e
N

2 Foundations of nanosyntax are discussed in St20@9].
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Now, having two different wordsithrop-0Syom, anthrop-oacc andvun-onom, VU-Mnowm,
theElswhere Conditiopreventsanthroposfrom having—oin Nominative as although

—o can apply in both Nominative and Accusative, ia pinesence of the rule saying that
Nominative can also b®s the more accurate matching is chosen.

Considering basic assumptions of a presented agiprd@aha (2009, 2010)
analyzes case marking and provides an explanatiocase syncretisms by postulating
that cases decompose into features and are viewddnational projections placed
above NP. The ordering of cases in the syntactie, tas stated in tHeniversal case
Contiguity (Caha 2009: 49), is Comitative — Instrumental —ti@a— Genitive —
Accusative — Nominative, and is the same acrosgulages. The sequence, which is a
modified version of a case hierarchy proposed kgk&I(1994) additionally allowing
for Ergative, Locative and Ablative, tells us thab given language has a particular
case it also has every other that occurs to itst rig the sequence or that is placed
below it in the syntactic tree, e.g. (218).

(218) KP
AN Instrumental

/\

E Dative

C /,A<Llsative
B Nominative
A NP
AN

In practice, that translates into the situatiort tha language has Instrumental, it also
has DAT, GEN, ACC and NOM, if a language has Daiiveas GEN, ACC and NOM.

If, at the same time Dative is also the highese ga®jection, a language does not
feature Instrumental. The hierarchy is based orattadysis of attested syncretisms in a
number of languages, e.g. Ancient Greek, ModerrekzrArabic, and the idea that only
adjacent cases can be syncretic. Moreover, thetaineof containment, i.e. the higher
case in the syntactic structure or the leftmostiaios those below or to the right in the
linear representation is motivated with the facttNominative has been the most

unmarked case and Nominative and Accusative asoases are set apart from oblique
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ones which are usually morphologically more compl€aha 2009: 23), therefore the
latter contain the former. When it comes to otheses such as Locative, Prepositional
or Partitive, they are located in different pladesthe sequence depending on a
language, e.g. in Classical Armenian Locative &cetl between ACC and GEN (Caha
2009: 212), in Latin between GEN and DAT (Caha 2a33) and in Polish probably

between Dative and Instrumentdl. Prepositional, on the other hand, in Slavic
languages is found between DAT and GEN, e.g. insRuas Serbian, Slovene, and
Partitive, if distinguished in a language, it oc@bove Genitive. The adopted case
hierarchy as represented in the syntactic tre18)(reflects the proposal in which a
nominal element receives case by moving to a positicommanding a selected case

feature. The sample derivation of a Polish nolsopiec(a boy) is shown in (219).

(219) Ke_

Instrumental—— >  chlept
ocatve ——— > chiopcu
/%tive — > chiopcu
D Genitive——» chtopca
Accusative—» chlopca
B /\Iominativ» chiopiec

A NP
AN

In Caha’s account the noun enters the derivationflested and with the full inventory
of case features, i.e. an NP is topped with Kmditey for aKase Phrasgsplit into
particular cases. In order to receive case, a noaves up above a given Case, probably
to some specifier position within KP. Moreover, movement of an NP must be
leftward and containing a nominal head. These auidit restrictions, as specified by
Cinque (2005), ensure that the element moves tea-t@nmmanding position which is
required for a proper linearization (Kayne 1994, linearization of a noun and a case
suffix, and that the modifiers of a noun do not mawdependently on the nominal head

33 Placement of Locative in Polish is based on temtism with Dative in virile and non-virile sinign

(seleced declentional classes). Adjacency of dasesequirement for their syncretism (Caha 20@9: 1
3% Caha does not provide details regarding the daading site of a noun. In his representation splt
KP, what is meant by Nominative, Accusative andcepttases, is a non-terminal projection. Yet, thenmo
moving up as an element of XP type and n8trxust reach the specifier position of a phrase Y& th
gives rise to marking of a particular case.

178



(Caha 2009: 26). Having established the natureast dan the spirit of Caha (2009,
2010), I assume that in Old English and Polish &nidNalso dominated by the KP split
into cases. Every element nominal in nature, hat possesses the [+N] feature, so the
noun and its modifiers, acquires case in the coafse derivation by movement to a
position c-commanding casS&*® and in compliance with Cinque’s (2005) restriction
on movement. The only provision to this constr@rthat it applies up to the KP which,
in my view, demarcates the end of the inflectiash@inain, i.e. domain where nominal
elements are secured with inflectional endings esging grammatical categoriés
Building on the approach utilizing the idea of casé being a part of a feature matrix of
a lexical and a functional item, but being représémn the syntactic tree, it seems to be
a good solution to apply it to phrases containiaogarals, so in situations in which we
encounter both a homogenous and heterogeneous sifrdase distribution amounts to
movement of a nominal element to the position witkP region, we might be able to
derive case patterns as found in numerically gtiadtphrases maintaining at the same
time uniform structure of phrases with numeralsagrg in case with a modified noun
and numerals accompanying nouns in Genitive. Fatigwhe ideas of Willim (2000)
that KP is present in Polish and that it takes paet checking relation of case features
as well as Caha’s with a split KP | propose theoanot of numerically quantified
phrases in which case distribution is based on mew of particular elements within
the KP region. What is more, the discrepanciesh& syntax of lower and higher
numerals have nothing to do with their positionghia syntactic tree or case assigning
properties as irrespective of their value theirupgcthe same position. Although Caha
(2012, 2013) also introduces his analysis of numarsing examples from Czech, his
approach differs substantially from the one presritere, as he treats numerals as
nouns with their own KPs. In consequence, everyeid bearing case has a KP to
which it moves to end up with a particular casexath my analysis, on the other hand,
numerals are not nouns, nor adjectives for reapoesented in previous chapters and

sections but they are base-generated in the QPhvasicne of the projections placed

156 A bit different approach to case is presented tseRy (2012) who treats cases as affixal reatinati

on dedicated parts of speech. This way Genitivee daanslates into a morpheme of N category,
Nominative of D, Accusative of V and oblique casé$. Cases are assigned under the ruleeature
Assignmen{FA) according to which when two objects merge deat of one object are copied onto the
other. Moreover, a Genitive morphology might be ragult of FA or simply signal that the root is@un
and in this form it entered a derivation.

7 At this point | handle only morphological casevie® aside number and gender for further research.
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above NP. Moreover, due to the fact that all dturestts of a nominal phrase in Polish
decline and share the same number and gender deatwey are located around the
nominal core, i.e. the lexical noun, and toppecwibhe KP. The idea behind it is that
all constituents of a nominal phrase bear the sease by default. If, however, the
opposite is true, i.e. there are different valuésase on particular elements of the
nominal phrase, it is the result of some additianavements within the KP regiom
the course of a derivation, i.e. when such a phimselected for as a subject or an
object®® and thus required to bear a particular case, & rrmal every other element
with [+N] feature move up to a given position withKP. Yet, acquiring case proceeds
differently than in Caha’s approach in which theumomoves to the position c-
commanding a selected case, so that both the nmlitha affix reach a configuration
conducive to the proper linearization after Spal(Here, not only the noun but also
other elements that decline move altogether tosgeeifier of what | call Nominative
Phrase (NomP), Accusative Phrase (AccP) or GenRivase (GenP) etc. where they
receive case. The immediate question, however,dbaies along is how exactly the
phrase containing the noun and modifiers, end up avparticular case. At this point, it
seems to me that two scenarios could be at womrk her the one based on Chomsky’s
(1993, 1995) approach employing feature checkinthé specifier-head configuration
and the one loosely based on Caha’s approach iimingt the idea of a syntactic tree
matching the corresponding structure in the laxida the first version, the nominal
phrase with the noun having case feature that istenpretable [-interpretable] and
without assigned value [-value] moves to the spacif a chosen Phrase within KP and
there, under spec-head agreement feature checkthgaluation proceed. As a result,
the case of a noun spreads or percolates withenplinase so that all modifiers end up
with the same case. Although at first sight sughesentation of case assignment seems
to be viable it does not work in those examplew/imch some of the constituents bear
cases of different values, e.g. in numerically dqifi@a phrases in which the numeral is
Nominative or Accusative and the noun Genitivepase the whole phrase reaches the
position of some case it is impossible to excludieded elements from getting the
same case. If, on the other hand acquiring casev¥ged in more structural terms, it
might be possible to derive demanded case pattemisrases with numerals. Let's say

that getting a case means that a given elementesrnovthe specifier position of Phrase

*® Object of a verb or a preposition.
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in the KP region, e.g. a noun to become Nominativeves to the specifier of
Nominative Phrase, e.g. (220a), to become Accusétimoves to the specifier of AccP,
e.g. (220b) and to obtain other cases, in the saammer moves to the specifiers of their

case projection.

(220) a. NomP b. AccP
NF/\ NP/>\
R\N%/NP Acc omP

Nom NP

Then the configuration is created in which theradat, i.e. the phrase with a noun and
all its modifiers can be spelled out with a patacucase. In order to see how it is
employed to phrases with different case values [@esent a step-by-step derivation,
firstly with agreeing modifiers and then in the eyae of Genitive of Quantification.
Having a nominal phrase with congruent modifierlected by the external
selector, for instance, a verb or a prepositionasapy Dative on its argument, the
whole phrase moves to the specifier of Dative Rh(B&tP), which is presented step
1 in example from old English, i.e. (221a) (Abrahanmd Isaac_Genesis 22:1-19), and
Polish, i.e. (221b). The movement ok [twaem/ trzy [ep [ F [np paem / te[cnapum /
panie ]]]]]] to the specifier of DatP provides dlie elements with Dative case. Yet,
there must be one more movement, i.e. movementdoEnglish demonstrativpsem
and Polishte to the specifier of DP which not only ensures tigitrword order, i.e.
demonstrative—numeral-noun, but also checks tleeential feature of a demonstrative.

Excorporation of a demonstrative to specDP is prieskasstep 2in both languages.
(221) a. paem tweem cnhapum

th esear.pL tWopat servantsar.pr

‘the two servants’
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trzem paniom

tym

b.

[these three ladiegkr
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When the numerically quantified phrase is in thesigg@n requiring Nominative or
Accusative, then both the lower numeral and noumamo the syntactic tree to acquire
one of these cases, e.g. from Old Engl&ifiic's Colloquy 34,35 and Polish:

(222) A:Hweet gelaehtest pu?
what  caught you
‘What did you catch?’

B:Twegen heortas ond e&enne  bar.

twQcc red deerssec.masc.eand onescc wild boaracc.masc.pL
‘Two red deer and one wild boar.’
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[rne [enD [ke- - - [enplced AccH Accl NomP[Nom {QP [o' twegen/ eennlgpe [v heort/bar]]]i]]]]]]]] 19
\—/ J/

(223) Dwie przyjaciotki spotkaty trzy policjantk

twonom  friendsyom  met  threexcc  policewomenscc

‘Two friends met three policewomen.’

[ene [en D [KP---[GenP[Ger{AccP[Acc[NomP[Nom[[QP [o dwie[np [v przyjadémi]]]]ﬂ]]]]]]]]

U

[enp [en D [ke---[cenplced accd Acclnompnorf [op [ trZY [ne [N pOliCjantki]]]ﬂ]]]]]]]]]

\_/

The immediate question, though, concerns the faternaining cases. In this respect
Caha (2009) provides numerous examples of lexiatddins of stranded case shells
from different languages, e.g. in Oceanic langudlgeyg are spelled out through identity
with a given case (Caha 2009: 158), in a Bantudagg as an additional morpheme on
a verb (Caha 2009: 159), in Czech in dative passagea verb or in other cases as a
preposition (Caha 2009: 164ff.). In Old English &alish they might be spelled out as
a part of a verbal morphology but it would be diiit to confirm it, therefore, | propose
that once at least orn@ase Phrasen the KP is used then the remaining ones become
irrelevant for further computation. In consequertbe, nominal phrase in which its all
constituents have been settled with the approprate has the structure without
unsusedCase Projectionsvhich simply disappear from the derivation. Suchluison is
possible, as | assume that a particular projectitinin KP stay inactive until a nominal
constituent reaches its specifier position. Thhe,gart of KP, i.e. with some elements
in the specifier position of one of th@éase Projectionsis visible for the external
selector and for syntax in general, for instanonea simple sentendeobieta wyszigA
woman left)the noun phrase enters the derivation as the sgregifvP, e.g. (224):

' In conjoined structures each nominal phrase kasin KP.
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(224) vP

PN T~
[ \Y; VP
T~ AN
[N /KP\ wyszta
...Géfip
T~
AccP
NomP
NP
AN
kobieta

Then, when T merges into the structure, featureh®fprobe T activate the NomP to
which a nominal phrase moves, e.g. (225). The aduity of Case Projectionsuried
inside WP as target positions for a nominal phrase uponptesence of probe T is
possible assuming thatF does not constitute a phd§eSuch an assumption not only
finds its justification in the literature on phadmsg, what is of a paramount importance,
has its consequences for derivations with highenamals which are discussed in the

current section.

180 Eor clarity | do not include alCase Phrasein the syntactic tree. Moreover, | draw only sfieci
position when it is necessary to indicate movement.

'** A discussion of the phasal status of DPs, and otheragks, can be found, e.g. in Legate (2003, 2005),
Svenonius (2004), Matushansky (2005) among otlersarious diagnostics regarding DP as a phase do
not provide conclusive evidence, what is more, sadeation constitutes a serious challenge to amaly
with DP as a phase, | lean towards the view thatiDRot a phase. Although, one of the solutions to
address a problem of case assumes that it cansbegto the phonological component, data from Rolis
i.e. phrases in which the numeral and the noun tveadifferent case values, imply that case assartm
cannot be reduced to phonology.
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(225)

Ts——> vP
mP/\V’\
TSR v VP
T~ AN
[N KP wyszta
...GenP
T
AccP
NomP
Nom’
T~
Nom NP
PN
kobieta

After this movement, so once the region of KP mdrkéth NomP has been activated,

the rest ofCase Projectionss no longer seen by syntax as inoperative. Asdhalt, the

DP has the following structure.

(226)

TP

A (KP)
NomP
/\
NP Nom’
|
kobieta Nom

Derivations with numerals agreeing in case withnsothey quantify seem to represent

a quite straightforward mechanism, yet with theagks subject to Nominative or

Accusative marking containing higher numerals, se humeral requiring Genitive

noun, the derivation must proceed in a differentines, i.e. in a way to reconcile with

case requirements of the predicate and of the ralmeinterestingly, when the

argument must bear one of the oblique cases thected Genitive on the noun is

replaced exactly by this particular case.

In Old English, arguments depending on the verbatipate or a preposition

could be marked as Nominative, Accusative, Genitiv®ative. In positions where the

phrase was Nominative or Accusative, the numenaianreed Nominative/Accusative
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with a Genitive noun, e.g. (227a), and when Dativ&enitive was assigned, both the
numeral and the noun shared the same case vaju€227b) and (227c).

(227) a. On eallum geare sind getealdeeo hund daga and fif
in every year are reckonedthree hundrgd-ga,p and five
and sixtig daga
and sixty dayssen.pL
‘In every year there are reckoned thneedined and sixty-five days.’
(Dominica Prima in Quadragesima_179)
b. fiftigum wintrum /mid twam  stafum
fifty- pat winterpat.pL /With  twopar letterspar.pL
C. geond feowertigra daga

for.a.space.of foryey dayscen

A parallel situation with case distribution betwdle numeral and the noun is found in
Polish. When a nominal phrase is a subject it ddrerebe Nominative, Genitive or
Dative. Nominative subjects are probably the mostdent option, yet some verbs
require phrases in the subject position in Genjtieeinstance, unaccusative verbs, e.g.
(228a) or a negated vebe (by¢), e.g. (228b):

(228) a. Ludzi przybywato z  Zkia godzin.
peoplesen.p. Were.arriving with  every  hour
‘People were arriving every hour.’
b. Marka nie ma w domu
Markasc.cen.sahothavessc pregn home

‘Mary is not at home.’

Another class of verbs belonging to psych verbshsaspodoba sie (like + reflexive)
or nudzt sie (be bored + reflexive), is found with Dative phrase the structural

subject position, e.q.:

(229) a. Markowi podobalo &I przedstawienie
Mark-wasc.pat.scliked REF performance.
‘Mark liked the performance.’
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b. Markowi nudzito 8i na wyktadzie
Mark-wasc.pat.scwas.bored REF at lecture.

‘Mark was bored at the lecture.’

Therefore, when a nominal phrase enters the devahe properties of the external
selectol® dictate the case value of this DP. In what followken the phrase in the
subject position is to be Nominative, the DP motgethe position when it ends up as
Nominative, for example, in sentence (230) in whzetinne gimnastyczKdexterous

gymnasts) is marked with Nominative.

(230) Zwinne gimnastyczki przygotowaty ciekawy
[dexterous gymnastskuvnompL pPreparetse. rempast  INteresting
pokaz.
show

‘Dexterous gymnasts prepared an intergsthow.’

[ene [en D [KP---[GenP[Ger{AccP[Acc[NomP[Non{[FPZWinne Elne [v 9imnaStyCZki]]j]]]]]]]]]]

t/

When, however, the phrase is quantified by a (higm&meral, the noun and its
adjectival modifiers are in Genitive, e.g.

(231) Szé¢  zwinnych gimnastyczek przygotowato
Six-nom [dexterous gymnastsky cen.pLpreparetssc.NeuT.PAST
ciekawy pokaz
interesting show

‘Six dexterous gymnasts prepared aneésterg show.’

In this scenario, the whole phrase, being a subgtitt moves to the position where it

can receive Nominative as initially required by theernal selector, but due to the fact

2 What is meant by the external selector is thetfanal head, T (Tense) or v (little v) assumingttha

even inherent Case, e.g. Dative, is assigned byavrdlgamate. For Genitive subjects, e.g. (2288, se
Witkos (1998, 1999) and Bfaszczak and Fischer (2001).
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that the noun appearing with higher numerals iSénitive, there must be one more
round of movement ensuring that the noun receegsired case value.

Recapitulating the whole derivation step by stepatvwe witness are the
following stages: i. the nominal phrase, i.e. csiisg of a noun, its modifiers and
functional layers (split KP andyP), uninflected, is selected as an argument. enlto
comply with the selectional requirements of onehef following heads, e.g. T looking
for a proper subject, or v and P (preposition) d@ag for a nominal complement, the
phrase (QP) moves to the position within KP to gate imposed by the external
selector, e.g. a finite T makes a QP move to spedNov triggers movement of
complement, for instance, to specAcc etc. Yet, ihs scenario when the modifiers are
congruent in case with the noun. When, howeverntimainal phrase contains a higher
numeral and the noun is in Genitive, two roundmolement within KP are necessary,
I.e. the one of the whole phrase to the positiartatied by the external selector, e.g.
(232a), and one more ensuring Genitive on the dfiehhoun, e.g. (232b). Steps of a
derivation are presented on the example of thectdobjectpie¢ kobiet (five woman)

required in Accusative.

(232) a. Step 1 : movement of the QP to specAsciequired by the selector, i.e.

V.

Dat— — _GenP
Geén AccP
Acc’
QP AcC_— NomP
Q Nom —QP
O NP
piec¢ kobiet
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b. Step 2: Excorporation of the noun (NP) to spad@to receive Genitive

After movements within KP are completed, the renmgnCase Projectionsare

neglected and the phrase has the structure asnprds@ (233). Still, although case
matters are resolved, the problem of the right wordier emerges, i.e. the numeral
follows the noun, which is not what we expect. Thaosrder to regain the correct word

order, the numeral must leave the inflectional diorv&é movement to &P 163

(233) P

~
GenP

/\
NP Gen’
kobiet Gen AccP

AN
pigé Acc/\NomP

=~

'3 Considering that the structure of a domain aboventéy be more elaborate, the exact landing site a

numeral might by different thatP. Still, as the result of this lap of movemeng tlumeral evacuates the
inflectional domain.
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Presented steps in the phrase markers seem toathéle¢ demands of a convergent
derivation, i.e. selectional properties of the exé¢head are satisfied, all constituents of
the nominal phrase have case and their correct water is established. However, it
seems that the timing of some derivational stes, acquiring different cases by
constituents of the numerically quantified phraseayuses countercyclicity. To be
specific, the noun quantified by higher numeralgumnes Genitive but it moves to the
specifier of GenP after selectional propertieshef éxternal head are fulfilled, i.e. after
the whole nominal phrase moves to the positioretch case imposed by the selector,
for instance to specNomP or specAccP. Under thimitleh of cyclicity by Chomsky
(1995) a strong feature must be checked as soentass the derivation implying that
properties of an element corresponding to the goalurther permutations othe
Minimalist Program must be satisfied immediately after being intraetlcIn the
subsequent versions of the theory (e.g. Chomsk®)2@clicity is viewed in terms of
satisfying properties of a probe before new elesehthe lexical array are accessed for
further computation. In what follows, movement aofyaelement within kP to a
position in a KP region is triggered by the extérselector counting as the probe
merged in the structure. Despite the fact thafjrsit sight, the numeral requiring the
guantified noun in Genitive should force movemenKP, dislocation of the noun does
not happen until later. The reason for such a staédfair might by twofold. On the one
hand, the numerals may not count as probes (ordheyefective probes not inducing
movement of the potential goal), for instance beeanf their non-uniform syntax, i.e.
homogenous and heterogeneous one, and on thehatheithe noun might not serve as
a proper goal for the numeral. The explanationtifias may be that the noun in this
shape, i.e. as the NP, cannot be a goal. Jushlittee Chomsky’s account, the available
goal has a full set of phi features for the prabeluding a case feature and the goal
here is defined as a nominal having the minimalcstre shown in (234). Only then, is
the element visible and suitable for the probe-gelaition.

(234) [ke [ the inventory of Case Projection$ne [n N]]]]

The inadequacy of the NP as a goal, however, do¢srase the necessity of its
Genitive marking. Still, in this case, to recondite lexical requirements of the higher
numeral regarding the heterogeneous syntax amgfiisient goal, movement of the NP

to the KP region is postponed until the whole pbrfasm the lexical domain moves to

191



the specifier position of sonf@ase Projectioras triggered by the external probe. Only
then, so after movement to KP has been initiated, NP can reach its position in
specGenP. This scenario allows to equip all elesnaiith the appropriate case and
avoid the problem of a coutercyclic derivation he second movement, the one to
specGenP, supposedly bleeding the derivatiom i®dt, parasitic on the first one. Such
a solution saving the derivation is conceivablevmted that the nominal phrasen is
not a phase in which case movements violatyuicity are, in fact, feasible as long as
their derivational window is still opened, i.e. upmerge of the next phasal head, i.e. C,
which signals completion of the phase with a prdbeVioreover such an order of
movements, i.e. the one forced by the externalguaoidl the other one complying with
the requirements of the numeral has been a natonslequence of the constraints in the
sense of Cinque (2005), i.e. the noun moving fosteach Genitive would hinder later
movement of a numeral which immobilized in the ¢@ki domain would be left
caseless, hence leads to the crash of the denvatio

Having presented a derivation for phrases in whichntifiers agree in case with
a noun or impose Genitive on them, so focusinghemtajor distinction between lower
and higher numerals, now I turn to some more probte examples in which a higher
numeral, although accompanying a Genitive nourgeriain positions in a sentence,
traditionally called oblique case positions, doeslonger necessitate the presence of a

Genitive noun, e.q.:

(235) Maria pokazata piciu kolegankom nowe zaproszenia
Maria showed  five friendsnpar New invitations
slubne
wedding

‘Maria showed her five friends new wedginvitations.’

In example (235), verlpokaza (show) occurs with one of its arguments in Dative.
When the same argument is numerically quantifietitlbe a lower or higher numeral,
the case form of the noun does not change contwagypectations, i.e. the noun is still
Dative and not Genitive. Commonly, this case diganey has been explained in
various accounts by means of structural versugemtease distinction, and to be more
specific, by the assumption that the inherent casarides structural, so when the

phrase appears in positions where one of the ablagises is assigned, Genitive on a
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noun normally required by a higher numeral is repthby the inherent case. In the
present proposal, there is no more reference tsttioetural or inherent case because
the nature of case has changed. Considering thas @ae decomposed into features and
structurally represented in the syntactic treeainiig case proceeds through movement
of a particular element to a position within KP. tims manner, the noun and its
modifiers obtain cases, but what previously wasbaiited to case overriding now is the
result of some movement constraints. The factithpieciu koleankom([five friends]-
pat) the noun is no longer spelled out as Genitivelus to the ban on downward
movement, i.e. the QP being an argument of a velbcsng for Dative first move
within KP to the specifier position where it carceae this case. Yet, as Dative
dominates Genitive, there is no possibility of attiar movement of a noun to reach
Genitive because that would mean movement dowrtrdee which is forbidden, e.g.
(235)1%* What follows, the reason for which a noun is merks Genitive with higher
numerals only in Nominative and Accusative contdids in the ban on downward
movement. When the whole phrase, i.e. QP, firstidam specNomP or specAccP,
further movemrnt of a nominal constituent up theetrs possible. However, when the
same QP targets the specifier position o€Case Projectionabove GenP, then no

element can excorporate and move to a lower pasitio

236 KP
(23) _KP_

InstP
~
LocP
DatP
ieClu ﬁoi ;ankom enP
ple & *,)\

Gen NomP
N

dp

'* The other possibilityof having a Genitive noun wbuquire a noun movement as the first instance of

movement but in this case, as it was previouslgudised, the numeral would be immobilized and left
without case.
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3.4.2. Some ancillary issues — modifiers in the nonal phrase and subject verb

agreement

In the previous section it has been establishedphtierns of case distribution within
numerically quantified phrases are based on theoapp that case is no longer a
component of a feature matrix of lexical nominahits but it is represented separately
as a terminal node in the syntactic tree. In wiodbds, acquiring case by particular
elements progresses by means of movement of a abipimase, or its parts, but in
accordance with Cinque’s (2005) restrictions on emgnt to a position c-commanding
case. This mechanism has been applied to Old Engiid Polish and seems to account
for both homogenous and heterogeneous syntax okralsn so the core problematic
areas. In this section, however, | devote somentadte to more diverse structures with
numerals, i.e. demonstratives and adjectives diffein case depending on which
element of a nominal phrase they modify. In ordepresent the model and for clarity, |
use mostly examples from Modern Polish.

Demonstratives in numerically quantified phrases appear in two forms, i.e.
virile tych and non-virilete or tych. Generally, they can be found in two different
positions, preceding the numeral or preceding tbenn This optionality, however,
refers only to forntych,e.g. (237a), (237b), (237d) and (237e) as the feri® correct
only in the prenumeral position, e.g. (237c) ar@lre.

(237) a. pieciu tych chtopcow

fivenomaccicen theseacc icen DOYSvir.GeEN
‘five of these boys’

b. tych griu chtopcéw
thesecc /cenfive-nomiaccicen  DOYS-vir.cen
‘these five boys’

C. te [ai¢ przyjaciotek
thesenomacc five-nomacc friendswonvir cen
‘five these friends’

C. tych picé przyjaciotek
thesesen five-nowacc friends-nonvir.cen

‘five these friends’
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d. piec¢ *te/tych przyjaciotek
fivenomacc  these-fowacc friends-yonvir.cen

‘five of these friends’

These irregularities in the available forms arated not only to a different meaning of
particular examples but also to the actual parthef phrase that is modified by the
demonstrative. In examples (237a) and (237e) widlciu tych chiopcow/ pt: tych
przyjacidtekdemonstrative in the close vicinity to the noumisenitive and the whole
phrase has a partitive reading. The derivation ggds in exactly the same way as it
was previously described but with the proviso thatlemonstrative does not move
further out of KP, e.g. (238 a) and (238b)

(238) a. Step 1: movement of QP to specNomP

[ene [en D [KP---[GenP[Ger{AccP[Acc[NomP[NON[[QP [o pigé[ne tych [ policjantek]]] I{1111111]

=

b. Step 2: movement of NP to specGenP

[enp [en' D [ke. - [cenplced accH Acclnomp[op [o piQéENP tych [y policjantek]]]] [Nor

C. Step 3: movement of the numeral t&F

[enelor [0 PigE [en' FN [kp...[cene[ne tych [y policjantek [ged accrlaccInomp

[nom] QEIITTIIII]

In the above derivations the demonstrative movgstteer with the noun to specGenP
but the ordenum-dem-nours established via the movement of the numeral (@f)e
specifier of kP, e.g. (238c). In the alternate order, i.e. witGenitive demonstrative
base-generated in specNP, but this time precetdmgumeral, the demonstrative must

move somewhere higher than the numeral. Theredore more projection is necessary
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to host a displaced element. As we do not want@dgections on top of P, let’s
assume that there is a maximal projectig?, between & and KP being part of the

third domain, e.g*°

(239) [P [P [KP ]

When, on the other hand, demonstrative precedesdheeral, which is the case in
examples (237b) and (237tych peciu chtopcowandte pie¢ dziewczynekhe numeral

is merged in the specifier of QP. This wigigh pkciu andte pi¢ always agree in case,
l.e. tych peciu having a syncretic form in Nominative, Accusatared Genitive andie
pie¢ having a syncretic form in Nominative and AccugatiThe ungrammatical form
*piec te kobietresults from the fact that the demonstrative isgee in specNP and the
noun is Genitive so complying with the requirements movement there is no
possibility for a demonstrative to reach a posittmmducive to getting other case than
Genitive’®® Relaying on the same mechanism, finally, it carekglained why phrases
with virile quantified nouns cannot be preceded &oyNominative demonstrativei

(theseyirie), €.9.:

(240) Ci piciu  nezczyzn
thesemr.nom five men

‘these five men’

Bearing in mind that a demonstrative receives thaetallies with the case either of a
noun or a quantifier, which is determined throughtain movement operations, in this
particular example, a Nominative element has nears for its existence as the noun is
Genitive and thus in the phrase with a base-ges@ratdernumeral-demonstrative-
noun with the movement of the whole NP, so containihhg tdemonstrative, to

1°As far as order of constituents withinf® is concerned, the most troublesome is the corafigun dem-
num-nounwith a demonstrativeriginating in specNP as two laps of movementsaufP need to be
performed, i.e. the one establishing order [numgsglacc [demonstrative noundey ] and the second
one relocating the demonstrative to a prenumersitipa.

1% When it comes to a final order of modifiers and tiwein, whenever the demonstrative is merged in
specQP, it moves out of KP with the whole QP whadlays leaves the inflectional domain. Yet, in
contexts other than Nominative and Accusative, semwall constituents of the phrase share the same
case value, QP can move only with its NP complemEm¢ same refers to lower numerals which also
agree in case with the modified noun. Movement Bff@s been discussed in Svenonius (2004).
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specGenP, and the subsequent movements of a nuandraldemonstrative, we receive
an explanation of the grammaticality yth peciu mezczyzn.Yet, as it was shown in
previous examples, a demonstrative can be baseajedean the specifier position of

QP having case congruent with the case of the mmer.gte pic¢ dziewczyn.

(241) paelen FN[KP...[Genp[eer{Accp[Acc[NomNp [v dziewczyn]]]] omtorIIIIT]

However, in the case of a masculine higher numaralyement of the QP to specNom
(with the subsequent movement of the noun to spec@éll does ensure the

Nominative form of the demonstratice e.g. *ti pieciu mezczyzn:

(242) Ene [en PN [ie-.[oenploed accrl acclomplnom * (lapCi [ Pigciu][ne [ mezezyzn]ITIIIIIT]

With masculine numerals we observe syncretisms omiNative, Accusative and
Genitive forms, with the proviso that the syncreiiems spread from Genitive to
Accusative and Nominative, e.g. (243). The presknt-form of masculine higher
numerals has arisen in the process of formatidhetirile gender, started as early as in
Old Polish, signaled by the —u ending, which fieftected duals by means of
Accusative — Genitive syncretism which subsequespiead to other lower numerals.
Then, changes reached indefinite numerals sudiilkas wiele on a par with numeral 5
and onwards. Finally, the Accusative — Genitivecsgtism, expanded to Nominative,
which was modeled on the basis Nominative — Acousatyncretism developed within
non-virile forms. As a result, the Nominative wrilform of higher numerals has
changed fronpiec to pieciu which despite being used in Nominative contextfi$act,

a Genitive fornt®” Therefore, even when the numeral occupies specNioh&s the
same form as when it would be in specAccP or speBGtus it is impossible to tell
the position of QP on the basis of the form ofriheneral. In consequence, two options
seem to be at work here. Firstly, the demonstratiith masculine numerals is base-
generated exclusively in the specifier of NP andalbee of that it occurs only in
Genitive. The other possibility excluding Nominaivdemonstrative ¢i is the
Accusative Hypothesiadvocated byFranks (2002), Przepiorkowski (1996, 2004) or

187 Sypor (2008) or Siuciak (2008) discuss thoroughlyios forms of numerals from a diachronic
perspective. The emergence of virile gender is yaeal by Miechowicz-Mathiasen and Dziubata-
Szrejbrowska (2012, 2013). Also, syncretisms amounmerals and their historical development are
elaborated on in chapter 2 of a present work.
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Miechowicz-Mathiasen (2012), according to which mumals are Accusative, which is
supposed to explain not only the ungrammaticalitg dlominative demonstrative with
higher masculine virile numerals but also the la€lsubject-verb agreement between
the verb and the numerically quantified subjectsttiRy aside for the moment the
discussion of the inherently Accusative numeralgill first verify if the infelicitous
string with a Nominative demonstrative and viriiglter numerals can be explained in
the proposed account. Bearing in mind that casesegresented in the syntactic tree
(e.g. Caha 2009, 2010) in the form of their ownjgrtions and that they are ordered in
a specific sequence indicating the direction oftamment and possible syncretisms, it
seems that the present analysis can address othislésome issue. Following Caha
(2009, 2010) and his idea of théiversal Case Contiguitaccording to which case
syncretisms affect cases in contiguous regions lwhieans that only adjacent case
projections can have the same forms, Genitive-Aattus-Nominative syncretism of

masculine human numerals easily fits into the p&ta.g.:

(243) GenP

[iciu

As it is shown in (243), the adjacency of GenP, Aa@and NomP ensures that the
Nominative form of virile numeral 5 can have a fordentical with Genitive. Now,

taking historical facts regarding declensional gdayas of numerals together with
theoretical bases, it becomes transparent thadhece of a syncretic form is Genitive
which spreads on Accusative and Nominative, sddh® of the higher numeral even
when it is selected by the external head requiNoginative never has the Nominative
form.**® Such an arrangement of cases and syncretisms,veowsnnot suggest that
whenever we witness case syncretisms particula@ gagections are overridden by the
one with a dominating source of case, i.e. syrsmetof GEN-ACC-NOM with a

dominating Genitive does not mean that AccP and Rame cut out from the syntactic

representation, e.g.:

188 The fact that a numeral lexeme does not have ailNtive form is not tantamount with the fact that i
occupies the specifier position of NomP.
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(244) *KP....
GenP

S ONNP

Although, Caha’s (2009Universal Case Contiguityexplains the form of higher
masculine human numerals in Polish, we are missihg solution of the
ungrammaticality of a string containing Nominatiwérile demonstrative and a
masculine higher numeral. Rejecting the stipulatlwat higher numerals are inherently
Accusative, | propose that the reason for the meabness of & pieciu mezczyzn
(thesgom [five menken) lies on the part of the virile demonstrative arsddue to the
incomplete syncretism of cases in the inflectiopatadigm of a virile demonstrative

which is not compatible with the syncretism of thasculine human numet& e.g.:

(245) a.  KP ..

@ —— tych
ACC

NOM = (j

b.  KP..
GQ
ACC — piciu
N oM

Considering that the demonstrative can originatthénspecifier of QP, it has to agree

with the modifying head, i.e. the numeral. In tlese, however, when the whole QP
moves to the specifier of NomP what we witnesshis tlash of cases, i.e. the
Nominative form of a virile demonstrative and tenitive form of a numeral.

Therefore, the controversial stringi*pieciu mezczyzncannot be derived. Instead, the

1% The pattern of case syncretisms of a virile derratise and a masculine human numeral reflects two
stages of the syncretism spread among masculineamuexemes, i.e. firstly Genitive-Accusative

syncretism among masculine animate and virile tgglsi out Nominative followed by Accusative-

Nominative syncretism initially established for nenile. The detailed discussion of directions of

syncretisms is discussed in chapter 2.
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whole QP moves to the closéSase Projectionprecisely to the specifier of AccP, in
which the form of the modifier and the head carcbepatible, i.e. they both occur in
the same case form. The same mechanism can be y&udplo strings with
demonstratives accompanying non-virile numeralscthicontrary to the previous
examples, allow for a Nominative determiner, e¢egdziesi¢ krzeset(thesexom ten
chairs),te pie¢ kobiet (thesexyowm five women),te szé¢ stotdw (theserom Six tables).
Such a state of affairs is related to the Accusaiominative syncretism of non-virile
lexemes which is uniformly found among non-virileendonstratives and higher

numerals, e.g. (246):

(246) a.  KP.....
N

GEN — krzeset, kobiet, stotdéw

ACC
™~ NOM | — krzesta, kobiety, stoty

As a result, when the QP with a demonstrative specifier position and a numeral in
the head position moves to a particulzase Projectioni.e. to NomP or AccP, the
forms of both constituents are always compatibke, they are either Nominative or
Accusative. Therefore, Nominative non-virile demoasves can co-occur with non-
virile higher numerals. On the basis of presenteahles with virile and non-virile

demonstratives and numerals as well as considerasg syncretism it seems that
postulation of inherently Accusative numerals, amntlat follows the Accusative

Hypothesisgains no justification. As the examination of stures with non-virile

numerals preceded by demonstratives has showre thero need or grounds for the
idea that numerals have no Nominative form. Moreotee discussion of relevant
strings with demonstratives has revealed that thece of Accusative lies in the need

for the overlapping syncretism in case paradigmsaoistituents in the specifier-head
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relation and is limited only to numerals in theileirgender:’® Having proposed the
solution to the puzzle of a non-Nominative demaitste preceding the masculine
human numeral, there is nothing left in defensthefAccusative Hypothesexcept for
the issue of the subject-verb agreement with thearmically quantified subjects. Yet,
before, this facet of numeral constructions is giagtention, some more examples with
modifiers and their positions within the nominatgde are discussed.

The connection between the form of the demonsg&aind part of the phrase it
relates to is not only tested in the present adcbuh also receives support from the
syntactic behavior and forms of adjectives. Nomuadfccusative forms of selected
adjectives in front of the numeral indicates magdifion of the preceding item and not

of the noun or of the whole phrase, e.g.:

(247) a. Nauczyciel sprawdzit dobre dwadcie@ esejow.
teacher checked at.leastp. twenty essaysn.pL
‘The teacher checked at least twenty essay
b. Nauczyciel sprawdzit dwadZma dobrych  /*dobre esejow
teacher checked twenty 0EEN.PL+JO0dAce pL €SSAYSSEN.PL
‘The teacher checked at least twenty gessays.’

In sentence (247a) in which the adjective, agre@ir@ase with the numeral and not the
noun, functions as a degree modifier of a numeralaopar withtylko (only) or
doktadnie (exactly):”* In sentence (247b), however, the adjective precedind
agreeing in case with the noun, definitely referghte noun. The meaning of each
phrase is reflected in its structure, i.e. the with the modifier referring to the numeral
has the structure presented in (248a) and the waiiethe modifier describing the noun
in (248b).

(248) a. be dobre § dwadzigcia [ve. esejow ]
b. lop dwadzidcia [rpdobrych E F [yresejow]]]

%It is worth mentioning that the inadequacy of a Niative demonstrative and virile numeral refers

both to lower and higher numerals. Thus, exampligs ¥¢i dwdch mazczyzn(thesegyom two men)are
analyzed in the same manner as the corresponditences with 5 onwards, especially, that GEN-ACC-
NOM syncretisms in the declensional paradigm of exais were initiated by numerao.

! Dobre pi¢ means five and mayby morglko pie¢ means five or maybe fewer addktadniepigé
means no more and no fewer than five.
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As the above structures demonstrate that the neoddan occupy two different
positions which is mirrored not only in its meanimgt also in its case form which is
always congruent with the modified element. Incidéy, in these two examples,
adjectival modifiers are also in their base-gemergbositions. When, however, the

adjective is placed in the pre-numeral positiatait appear in Genitive, e.qg.

(249) zamszowych pé torebek

suedeen fivenomacc bagsen

‘five suede bags’

In such examples, | also claim, that the originasifpon of the adjective is in the pre-
nominal position with the further movement outsithe inflectional domain. The
differentiation in the base-position of the adjeakti modifiers can be additionally
supported with the examples in which the adjeatigscribing the noun is found in its
starting position, i.e. preceding the noun, e.§06), and after movement in a position
preceding the numeral, e.g. (250b). In both cabesadjective is marked with Genitive
which highlights its congruency in case with thedified noun. In example (250c),
however, the congruency in case with the numemral Aiccusative, renders the structure
ungrammatical, which implies that the adjectivermdnbe merged in the pre-numeral

position, hence modify the numeral.

(250) a. Kupit  piec¢ niedojrzatych bananéw
bought fivecc [green bananagin
‘He bought five green bananas.’
b. Kupit niedojrzatych pi¢ bananow
bought greegen  fiveacc bananasen
C. Kupit *niedojrzate picé bananow

bought [green fivgkc bananagen

A final word regarding numerically quantified pheasis devoted to subject-verb
agreement with the subject containing a numeral, &® the analysis of this aspect of
numerically quantified phrases requires more dsioms | only sketch a possible
solution to the subject matter under consideratind indicate a direction for further

research.
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As it was extensively discussed in chapter 1, insRplower agreeing numerals do not
influence the case of a modified noun and the nisum Nominative in the subject

position, e.g.

(251) Trzy uczennice qoizity konkurs
three female.studentsw. nom.pLOrganizedsp Fem.pastcoONtest.

‘Three female students organized a contes

Higher numerals accompanying a Genitive noun, an dther hand, are found in
sentences with verbal predicates in the third perssuter singular that signals lack of

the subject-verb agreement, e.g.

(252) Siedmiu  studentow zbojkotowato wyktad
SeveRowm StUdGﬂt@EN boycottedge,NEUT_pASTIecture.

‘Seven students boycotted the lecture.’

The same pattern is recognized with lower virilenesals that induce Genitive marking
on the noun, e.g. (253).

(253) Dwoch stranikéw ztapato zlodzieja

twosen guardgen caughis neutpast  thief

‘Two guards caught the thief.’

The above description of agreement patterns cledrhws that agreement with the
verbal predicate is possible only when the nouNasiinative. Pursuing this idea, i.e.
that Nominative is conducive to establishing atrefabetween the probe and goal, |
refer to work by Pesetsky and Torrego (2001, 20@4which Nominative is a
morphological reflex of Tense (T) on nominals. Apation of this concept together
with the proposal regarding Agree viewed as feashiaing as in Pesetsky and Torrego
(2007) to explain some facts from Polish syntaxehlagen introduced and discussed in
Witkos and Dziubata-Szrejbrowska (in prep.). Building their ideas, | explore the

mechanism in which operation Agree is defined foll@wing way:
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(254) Agree (Feature sharing version)
i. An unvalued feature F (a probe) on a head Wyatactic location
(Fa) scans its c-command domain for another instarfide @ goal) at
locationp (FB) with which to agree.
ii. Replace ke with F3, so that the same feature is present in both

locations. (Pesetsky and Torrego 2007)

According to this formulation of Agree, what couais a probe is an element with the
unvalued feature seeking the appropriate goal.rdatmgly, the relation between

elements may involve unvalued features. Such afg@gon of features, i.e. the one in

which the following pairs are possible, e.g. (29%s been entirely different than in
Chomnsky’s version of Agree (2000, 2001) in whicmbinations in (255a) and (255d)

are not found.

(255) a. interpretable, unvalued
b. interpretable, valued
C. uninterpretable, unvalued
d. uninterpretable, valued

Despite the fact that two instances of the unvalieatire are an option what must be
fulfilled is a condition providing that a featurg interpretable at least in one position
within a structure. The exact formulation of thideris presented in (256).

(256) Thesis of Radical InterpretabilityBrody 1997)
Each feature must receive a semantic interpretatiosome syntactic

location.

Having sketched the major characteristics of agesgroperation, let’'s follow a basic

derivation showing how a nominal ends up as Noraat
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(257) /\
Tns vP
iT, unvT] /\
<A D:Bbj \A
[uniT, valT] /\
\Y

[uniT, valT]

In the finite clause, Tns bearing [interpretableyalued] T feature searching for a goal,
establishes Agree relation with a DP. Yet, DP hgVuninterpretable, unavalued] T
feature cannot provide value of T for Tns. ConsetlyeTns probes a different goal to
find value for a common feature. Agree between Tared finite verb with
[uninterpretable, valued] feature occurs, as alre$wvhich T feature of a DP has been
also valued (Pesetsky and Torrego 2007). The owcohparticular steps is that all
instances of a feature T are valued but the feasurgerpretable only in the position of
a probe, i.e. on Tense. Now, applying a similarmaecsm to phrases in Polish in which
nominals are morphologically marked for case, we easily address patterns with
Nominative subjects. With the leading idea that@phological representation reflects
a valued feature and that Nominative feature idingtelse than the uninterpretable
feature T on D/, in the result of Agree between Tns amdPFboth instances of feature
are valued with one position in which it receivemantic interpretation.

Turning to examples in which differentiationdase marking implies existence
of two separate [uninterpretable, valued] featwis different values, i.e. in structures
with higher numerals marked as Nom or Acc modifythg noun in Genitive, the
analysis becomes more complicated. The probleraapect is how to reconcile the fact
that the derivation is convergent with the failureestablishing agreement between the
probe and the goal in phi-features. One of thermi@leanswers to this problem might
be related to the availability of features with twdferent values on a goal, which
somehow affects valuation of phi-featrures on @erdlthough Pesetsky and Torrego
(2004) dissociate assignment of Nominative fromfphtures they way it is interlinked
in Chomsky’s system, in which case checking is gease contingent on checking phi-
features, Polish data, i.e. examples with humdyicggiantified subjects and a default
form of a verb, indicate that these two processestmomehow correlate. The remaing

issue, though, is to explain in what way the relatbetween a goal (P) having
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[interpretable, valued] phi-featuréé and Tns with [uninterpretable, unvalued] phi-
features is disrupted in the presence of two differvalued features being a

morphological instance of case on one goal. Tlosydver, and some other interrelated
issues require more attention and research, thadtempt is made in the present work
to provide a reliable and insightful account ofcdissed facts, instead some possible
avenues to explore have been suggested.

3.5. Conclusion

Numerically quantifiechoun phrases have constituted an interesting dubfeesearch
due to the properties of numerals not only in défe languages but also within their
own group. Discrepancies in case distribution withominals complemented with a
discussion on their DP versus NP status have atstiga heated debate and, in
consequence, resulted in a multitude of accountghich not only varied structures of
nominals have been proposed but also different ame@sins of case assignment to their
constituents. In all these models numerals haven heewed as belonging to two
different categories, which has additionally hireterthe introduction of a uniform
analysis of quantified structures. For these ressibre primary goal of this chapter has
been to reanalyze the architecture of nominalsamby by considering numerals as
belonging, without exception, to one part of spedult also by assuming a uniform
projection, i.e. kP, for a noun phrase in a cross-linguistic dimemsiblaving
established an inventory of projections buildingoeminal phrase with numerals, | have
introduced a new approach to grammar in which basebecome a part of a syntactic
tree and different case patterns have resulted fnoovement steps performed by
elements constituting a noun phrase. By meansstfickons on movement and order
of satisfying selectional requirements of variotems, i.e. predicates and elements
building their arguments, it has become possiblepub forward a unified account

preserving postulates regarding numerals from pusv/chapters.

'”2 valuation of phi-features insideNP based on the feature-sharing mechanism as peeseptDanon

(2011) is discussed in Witk@and Dziubata-Szrejbrowska (in prep.).
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Conclusion

In the process of the analysis of numeral lexemeRalish and English from different
periods, constructions in which they can be found eelations they bear with other
constituents of the nominal phrase or the claudgas been shown that there are many,
sometimes quite complex issues, that not withoyt reéason, still attract attention of
linguists. Among numerous aspects that have beefoyndly discussed in the
literature on this subject matter, one of the issirat has been frequently addressed is
the status of numerals. Although, at first sightdaes not seem to be a matter of a
paramount importance, the assignment of numeraspi@rticular grammatical category
subsequently affects syntactic analyses which arypitovide explanations for their
properties. Thus, in my view, an adequate desonptf numeral lexemes should be a
starting point for a proper examination of numdhcajuantified phrases. In my
exploration of characteristic features of numeraischapter 1, | scrutinize different
types of numeral lexemes that in the majority ofirdgons, although not without
reservations, are classified as members of onepgicfuDoroszewski 1957; Laskowski
1984; Nagorko 1996; Saloni arfwidzinski 1998, 2012; Carnie 2006). The revision
includescardinal, collective ordinal, fractional, indefinite distributive multiplicative
and frequentativenumerals, and covers examples from different lagga. Their
description, to a large extent based on the exafpden Modern Polish, which due to
its inflectional nature constitutes the richestrsewf varied examples, concentrates on
semantic, syntactic and morphological propertiesth@ basis of which | propose that
only cardinal, collective fractional andindefinite numerals belong to one group, i.e.
guantifiers. Considering semantics as one of ther@, | narrow down a definition of

quantifiers selecting only those lexemes that $pettie exact or the approximate
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number or amount of elements in a set denoted hodified noun excluding those
numerals, e.gordinal, multiplicative and frequentative,whose quantitive meaning
indicates sequential order or a number of repeastidaking into account syntactic and
morphological factors, | closely analyze case prioge of numerals with a special
attention given to cardinal lower, i.e. <5, andjH@ar numerals, i.e. >5. Despite
discrepancies in case distribution in phrases nutmerals <5, which agree in case with
the quantified noun, and numerals >5, which reqain®un in Genitive, | claim that due
to their semantic function, i.e. a quantitive sfieation of a number or amount of
elements in a set or its part, which | cabemantic condition on setthey cannot be
treated on a par with adjectives and nouns. Monedkeir syntactic behavior subsumed
under so-calledsyntactic requirementsi.e. their ability to form complex numeral
expressionsdardinal, fractionaland collective numera)sand partitive constructions
(cardinal, fractiona) collectiveandindefinite numeral$, undoubtedly distinguish them
from other grammatical categories. Finally, morplgidal considerations, described
here asmorphological requirementsaccording to which only quantifiers and not
adjectives or nouns force a plural marking on anndbey accompany, clearly
demonstrate that granting them an adjectival orinahstatus is highly erroneous. In
the same way, placingrdinal, multiplicative and frequentativenumerals along with
other quantifiers becomes rather unfounded. Thiedattion of conditions to verify the
membership of particular lexemes to one categofyrther completed with a survey of
historical development of numerals in Old Englisid aPolish, which additionally
contributes to the view that cardinal numeralspdegheir non-uniform syntax which,
in fact, constitutes their unique property, are respntatives of one category.
Additionally, a comparison of seemingly two diffategrammatical systems, i.e. Old
English and Polish, exposes a common tendency amamgrals to simplify and unify
their inflection which in English is manifested bycomplete decline of morphological
exponents, e.g. Table 17, and in Polish by the gemee of the v ending along with

prevailing syncretisms in all three genders, eahld 18.
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Table 17. Declension of numeral 2 in OE and PDE.

OE PDE
MASC | FEM | NEUT | MASC/FEM/NEUT
NOM | twegen| twa twa, ty two

ACC | twegen| twa twa, ty

GEN twegra, twega

DAT twam, twaem

Table 18. Development of the inflectional paradigi® in Polish.

MASC FEM/NEUT

OPol/MPol Mod Pol | OPol/MPol ModPol
NOM | pie¢, piacCi pieciu pie¢ pie¢
ACC
GEN | piac piaci, picci pieciu
DAT | pieci, pieciom pkci, pieciom
LOC | pieciu, pkcioma peciu
INST | pieciu, piecioma| pecioma| peciu, pkcioma| pecioma

Such an approach to numerals allows us to introdwsteucture in which these elements
invariably occupy the same position, i.e. withiQaantifier Phraseand, at the same
time, defend the idea that their characteristipprbes related to case can no longer be
explained via their different affiliation or a déffent placement within a nominal phrase.
Instead, what | propose is a uniform structure @iimal phrases hosting both lower
and higher numerals in the same structural positienas the head of QP being one of
the projections building the nominal phrase. Moexpthe same mechanisms of case
distribution applies both to examples with humegseeing in case with a noun and
with those co-occurring with a noun in Genitive.ny attempts to account for these
idiosyncrasies pursued in chapter 3, | embark afisaussion on the architecture of
nominal phrases in a cross-linguistic perspectind alaborate on the hypothesis
promoting the idea that the nominal phrase is DRerahan NP. Reviewing numerous
analyses and arguments for and againstttieersal DP hypothesig.g. Abney 1987;
Progovac 1998 and ZI&ti1998; Petrovd 2011; Willim 2000), focusing especially on
differences regarding possibilities of extractidrconstituents from a nominal phrase in
article and articleless languages (e.g. Corverp12992; BosSkowi 2005, 2008, 2009,
2011, 2012, in press a, in press b; B&$04, 2007), the variety of nominal modifiers

such as adjectives (e.g. Scott 2002), quantif@rspossessors which should be
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differentiated through distinct positions within rominal phrase and not grouped
together as adjuncts (e.g. Pereltsveig 2007; Bar®@ill), the featural makeup of
pronouns analyzed as D heads and not as N hegddémagiotidis 2002), as well as
attested word orders of nominal constituents (eanpgobardi 1994, 2001; Migdalski
2001, 2003), | lean towards the stance that a na@inghrase, even in the absence of
morphological evidence, should have the capacityaddress all these complexities.
Subsequently, | look into selected accounts trgmgrovide a solution to the puzzle
related to case distribution in phrases contaimogerals. Briefly surveying various
approaches within a generative framework basedremipes that in the structure of
nominals the noun is the head of the phrase (eaby8 1987; Rappaport 2002, 2003;
Pesetsky 2012), the numeral is the core elemegt Rrzepidrkowski 1999; Bailyn
2003), or both the noun and the numeral can beshdagending on the context, i.e.
depending on the value of numerals (e.g. Dziwir@RQL Tajsner 1990; Franks 1994,
1995 or Boskow 2006), | argue that, irrespective of a numeral imadase properties,
the nominal phrase has invariably the same strecdad numerals always occupy the
same position (contra e.g. Rutkowski 2002b; Ba#®03; Pesetsky 2012). Considering
the fact that the available accounts face somedifies in addressing problems posed
by the numerically quantified phrases without ifgeng with the structure of
nominals, because they seem to fail to avoid ateocyclic derivation (cf. Bobrowski
1998; Rutkowski 2002b), or because they are natedpntsuccessful in handling the
wide range of data, e.g. in Polish, in which diéfer orders of nominal constituents with
different case marking are observed, some noveltisak are still in demand. Thus,
exploring this avenue, | resort to an approachrémngnar, nanosyntax, on which | built
my analysis of nhominal phrases and the mechanisoasé distribution. Utilizing the
idea, first introduced by Caha (2009, 2010), tredes are represented in the syntactic
tree as separate projections, varied case pattgenslerived via displacement in the
syntactic structure. What follows, | propose tha¢ hominal phrase has a structure
which can be divided into three domains, ite lexical domairor the domain of a first
mergewhere all lexical elements are introduced into skeicture, e.g. noun and its
modifiers, the inflectional domairconsisting of KP split into projections of partiau
cases where all constituents of a nominal phrageigccase anthe topmost domaito
which elements move after evacuatihg inflectional domairto check some formal

features, e.g.
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(258) the topmost domain the inflectional domain the lexical domain

¥

[[FNI{[KP [InstP [LocP [DatP [GenP [AccP [Nor%P [QPPdj) [NP]]]]]]]]]]]]

The noun is the head of NP which is dominated loyegtions hosting other modifiers,
e.g. FP with adjectives, QP with quantifiers. A @@strative is base-generated in
specNP and the whole phrase is dominated by theddRiningCase ProjectionsThe
topmost projection in my proposal isiF rather that DP, as, although | believe that the
structures of nominals must be rich enough to pl®ylace for distinct constituents, |
would like to shy away from the debate on the DRBwe NP status of nominal phrases.
For the same reason, | do not adopt the approasbntonals as advocated by BoSkovi
in his numerous works. Despite the fact, that Begkgcf. 2005, 2008, 2009, 2011,
2012, in press a, in press b) provides in-depthyaasa of properties of languages with
and without articles explicitly assigning an NPtssato nominal phrases in articleless
languages and a DP status to article languagesrtunétely, his account does not
prove correct for Polish. Taking into consideratitthe wide spectrum of data,
specifically, different positions and cases of nfieds within a nominal phrase, the
structure of nominals confined to NP seems to lghlhiinaccurate. Furthermore, the
fact that Polish varies from Serbo-Croation, ano#récleless language, when it comes
to the extraction and c-command facts, i.e. Pgtishmits extraction of the Genitive
complements which is banned in Serbo-Croatian aoslsgssive pronoun can c-
command outside the subject in Polish which rendagrammatical results in Serbo-
Croatian, means that the absence of articles ismuifficient factor to posit the same
structure, i.e. NP, for nominal phrases in theaguages.

Such a multi-layered structure of nominals playgiwotal role not only in
hosting various constituents, but, the most impualyait facilitates establishing various
relations between their elements and gaining ap@t@p case. The noun and its
modifiers enter the derivation uninflected but wathull inventory ofCase Projections.
Then, upon the merger of the external selectorinegua nominal argument to bear a
particular case, the occupantstbé lexical domairmove to the specifier of a given
Case Projectionwhere they receive case, e.g. a subject QP proled moves to
specNomP. If all elements of the nominal phraseeegn case, the subsequent
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movement may targetthe topmost domainlf, however, constituents of a nominal
phrase have different case values, as it is whemtun is modified, e.g. by higher
numerals, movements within KP must secure two udiffe positions, i.e. one within
NomP which is required by the external selectorafigd one within GenP to satisfy
requirements of the numeral. Only, after every eleinhas a proper case, further
movement up is permitted. Although, such a scenamplies that a derivation is
countercyclic as requirements of a numeral aresfgadi after the introduction of the
external head which triggers the very first movemeut of the lexical domainthe
order of operations seems to be well-justified.stFiof all, because movement is
constrained in a line of Cinque (2005), i.e. onlghaink containing a nominal head can
move and the movement proceeds leftwards, afteoxement of a noun to GenP, the
numeral can only stay in-situ where it is left dass, which, in turn, bleeds a
derivation. If, however, the whole QP targets Gerguirements of the external
selector probing for Nominative or Accusative aot met, as quantifier cannot move
downward, and derivation crashes as well. The otbason for such a sequence of
movements may be that the numeral, due to its miiorin syntax, is not a legitimate
probe and, therefore, fails to trigger movemerda abun. Last but not least, the problem
of countercyclicity is avoided assuming that g ks not a phase in which case such
operations are allowed as long as the derivatisraow is still open, i.e. until the next
phase head is merged into the structure.

In the same manner, we can account for a homogesyntax of phrases with
higher numerals occurring in the so-called obligase positions. Bearing in mind, that
the external selector initiates movementtite inflectional domainthe fact that the
whole QP moves to positions above GenP, i.e. DateP or InstP, the subsequent
movement of the noun to specGenP is forbidden esprding to Cinque (2005),
movement downward is prohibited. In consequencentimeral and the noun agree in
case.

The proposal regarding the structure of nominald #re mechanism of case
distribution seems to be a viable alternative taemt approaches as it deals with a
broad range of data. Apart from structures comgironly the numeral and the noun
with two different cases, in some languages, e.d?alish, we observe other possible
configurations involving additional constituentsy fnstance, determiners, e.g. (259a, b,
c, d), or adjectives, e.g. (260a, b, c, d), whieim e addressed once we apply the

elaborate structure of nominal phrases along vaghmiovement theory.
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(259) a Nurom — Deten — Neen
b. Deten — Numyom — Neen
C. Detiom — Numyom — Neen
d. *Numyom — Detom — Neen
(260) a pigé dobrych samochodow

fivenom gOOseN Carsen

‘five cars of good quality’
b. dobrych pg¢ samochodow

good:en fivenom Carsen

‘five cars of good quality’
C. dobre péc samochodéw

goodiom fivenom carsen

‘at least five cars’
d. *drogie /drogich [i¢ samochodow

expensivgom ; expensiveen fivenom cargen

‘five expensive cars’

The presented case patterns and orders of modiii59) are derived by placing the
demonstrative either in the specifier position & br QP, which ensures that it agrees
in case with a head it modifies, e.g. (259a) art®¢2. The final order, however, can be
additionally altered by the movement of the demmtiste up tothe topmost domajn
e.g. (259b). Examples with adjectives in (260ag,kd), additionally support the claim
that once the modifier is merged in the specifiesifon of QP or NP it must share a
case value with the respective head, e.g. (26Gh)260c), or it originates in the lower
position from which it moves so that it precedes lilead with which it does not agree in
case. The inadequacy of (260d), on the other hamolys, that the specifier position
may be not only a place providing a case congruéatween its holder and the head
but that it is beyond the reach for elements exadudn the semantic grounds, i.e. not
every adjective can modify a numeral.

Last but not least, the current analysis seemactmmmodate the issue of the
illegitimate demonstrative in Nominative placed ne&xa numeral in virile gender, i.e.
*ci pieciu mezczyzn(thesgom fivecen mensen), Which has been a serious challenge for

available accounts. Rejectitige Accusative Hypothesasmd with the present theoretical
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apparatus at hand, | conclude, that in the caserid higher numerals there is no
possibility to derive constructions with a Nominatidemonstrative. Considering that
the form of such a numeral, although available ami®, is in fact Genitive as the result
of historical changes and spread of syncretismis @énitive as a source, demonstrative
in specQP must bear case other than Nominativegteeawith the modifying head.
Only then the clash of cases can be avoided.

As the final issue raised in the context of ndoa#ly-quantified phrases, |
discuss very briefly subject-verb agreement anchtptw the possible direction for

further research.
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Summary in Polish

Tematem rozprawy pt. ,Aspekty regut morfosktadniraagn kwantyfikacyjnych w
jezyku angielskim i polskim” gliczebniki oraz okréenia typuwiele dwzo, maig, kilka,
jako elementy modyfikace we frazach rzeczownikowy¢hw jezyku angielskim i
polskim. Przedmiotem analizy jest skladnia grupymmalnej zawieraca owe
przydawki w ugciu gramatyki generatywnej, a dokfadniej w najnoyetz modelach
generatywizmu omawianego w pracach Chomskiego (12061) oraz w oparciu 0
nowe podejcie do gramatyki, tzw. nanoskiladniprzedstawione w pracach Starke
(2009), Caha (2009, 2010, 2012, 2013), czy Tarald2909). Gidbwnym aspektem
pracy jest struktura frazy nominalnej zawiecgj wyraenia kwantyfikacyjne oraz
mechanizm nadawania przypadka wetkn frazy znajdujcej st w pozycjach, w
ktorych nadawaneasprzypadki strukturalne, np. mianownik, biernikzalezne np.
dopetniacz, celownik itp.

Frazy nominalne, w ktorych rzeczownik jest modyfilemy przez liczebniki
gtdwne nisze, tj. <5, oraz liczebniki wysze, tj. =5, w jezykach stowiéskich lub
okreslenia typuwiele duzo, mato, kilka, od dawna stanowi przedmiot badwielu
analiz w r@nych modelach gramatyki. Ze wzdu na charakterystyczne \tavosci
liczebnikébw niszych i wyszych, ktére z jednej strony zgadzajie pod wzgédem
rodzaju i przypadka z modyfikowanym rzeczownikiehezgbniki nizsze), np.dwie
panie a z drugiej wysfpuja z rzeczownikiem w formie dopetniacza gdy cata draz

nominalna znajduje siw pozycji do ktérej przypisywany jest mianownikblibiernik,

' Fraza rzeczownikowa, grupa nominalna i grupa iméendnosz sic do tej samej frazy, tj. frazy,

zawierajicej rzeczownik, okrdenia modyfikujce takie jak przymiotniki, liczebniki, zaimki wskajzce,
oraz dopetnienie.
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czyli w pozycjach tzw. przypadkow strukturalnycicZebniki wyzsze), np.pie¢ pai,
zagadnienie to nierzadko stanowi wyzwanie dla waglaliz. Dodatkowym elementem
utrudniapcym przedstawienie jednolitej dla obu typow licziéddm analizy jest fakt,z
liczebniki wyzsze we frazach nominalnych wystijacych w pozycjach, w ktorych
przypisywane s tzw. przypadki zalene, wykazu sic sktadng identyczm do
liczebnikbw niszych, tj. zgadzaj sie pod wzgédem rodzaju i przypadka z
modyfikowanym rzeczownikiem, npz pkcioma paniami Wyze] przedstawiona
charakterystyka liczebnikow nie tylko stanowi pmaeot bada w rozwaaniach nad
mechanizmami nadawania przypadka we frazach nomyola) ale take, w
konsekwencji, prowadzi do podzialu weasmz grupy liczebnikbw na elementy
zestawiane z przymiotnikami (liczebniki zesze) oraz z rzeczownikami (liczebniki
wyzsze). Ponadto, #he kryteria, tj. morfologiczne, skladniowe i semauane,
przyjmowane w opisie leksemow przynaleych do liczebnikdéw sprawigj ze brakuje
spéjnego opisu elementéw twacych t grupe. Biorac pod uwag opisane aspekty
sktadni liczebnikéw, celem niniejszej pracy jese riylko zweryfikowanie podziatu
liczebnikbw niszych i wyszych jako elementow przymiotnikach lub
rzeczownikowych, ale teke zaproponowanie innego spojrzenia na ich wkagnétore
mimo r&nej skfadni, bda stanowé podstaw to wyrdznienia ich spérdd innych czsci
mowy. W nasipstwie, zaproponowana zostanie analiza oparta ové fEzesungcia
(ang theory of movementktéra stanowi préppogodzenia sktadni zgody liczebnikow
nizszych, sktadni rdu liczebnikdw wyszych z faktemze stanowq one jednorods
grupe a tym samym zajmajte sany pozycg w strukturze frazy nominalnej. Takie
podefcie do liczebnikdbw wydaje si by¢ dos¢ niestandardowe, dlategoe w
dostpnych analizach proporugych rozwizania dotycace mechanizmow
przypisywania przypadka kluczavkwesth jest rozr@nienie pozycji, w ktorej znajdaj
sig liczebniki <5 1 =5 gdy to wiasnie od ich umiejscowienia wzglem rzeczownika w
strukturze drzewa skfadniowego w zéy mierze uwarunkowana jest dystrybucja

przypadka wewitrz catej frazy.*

% W budowie frazy nominalnej zawiesagj liczebniki, najbardziej popularne podegcie, w ktérych to

rzeczownik jest gtéwnym elementem frazy, np. (R@mpa2002, 2003), liczebnik (Przepiorkowski 1999;
Bailyn 2003) lub rzeczownik i liczebnik w zaleosci od kontekstu, tj. czy rzeczownik wygptje z
liczebnikiem niszym czy wyszym (Dziwirek 1990; Tajsner 1990; Franks 1994, 5)9%onadto,
liczebniki nizsze zajmuj inna pozycg we frazie nt liczebniki wyzsze (zob. Bailyn 2003; BoSka@v2006;
Rutkowski 2007).
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Materiat do bada stanows przyktady z ¢zykow fleksyjnych, tj. ze staro-angielskiego i
polskiego, w ktérych to dzki koncowkom fleksyjnym dobrze widoczne wihasciwosci
morfo-skiadniowe liczebnikow i rzeczownikow.

Punktem wycia do dyskusji na temat wymn kwantyfikacyjnych jest
przedstawienie definicji i przyktadéw leksemow wzmgch gzykach zaliczanych do
liczebnikbw oraz konstrukcji w jakich wygiuja. Powszechnie, gramatykizyka
angielskiego jak i polskiego zalicadjczebniki do czsci mowy (np. Carnie 2006 dla j.
ang., Nagérko 1996 dla j. pol.), a przyrmaies¢ do tej grupy jest ustanowiona na
postawie wiéciwosci morfologicznych, tj. afikséw, sktadniowych, tj.tych
determinujcych ich pozyg we frazach wzgdem innych elementéw, oraz
semantycznych, czyli bazigych na ich znaczeniu. Liczebniki, definioware jako
odmienne cgci mowy okrdlajace liczkg, ilos¢, kolejnag¢ (zob np. Jadacka 2000,
2011). Odmieniaj sic przez przypadki i rodzaj. Na podstawie kryterivemsntycznego
wsrod liczebnikoéw wyrania sk liczebniki gtéwne, zbiorowe, pogdkowe, utamkowe,
nieokrelone, dystrybutywne oraz wielorakié.

Przedstawiony pokrotce podziat liczebnikébw opaijgst na kryteriach
semantycznych, tzn. leksemy o#legace rzeczowniki, mage cé wspolnego z liczip
badZ iloscia oraz wykazujce morfologiczne podohistwo do liczebnikow gtéwnych
lub zbiorowych g przypisane do jednej grupy. Jednak po dokladnyepsprzyjrzeniu
si¢ ich witasciwosciom, zaréwno semantycznym, sktadniowym jak i miagecznym,
okazuje si, ze przynalenos¢ do tej grupy jest nie do koa uzasadniona w przypadku
liczebnikéw poradkowych, wielokrotnych, mnmych i wielorakich'’® Ponadto, préby
przypisania liczebnikbw gtébwnych 1-4 do przymiotnk, a od 5 wzwy do
rzeczownikéw, rowniz wydap si¢ niezbyt trafne po uwzgtinieniu kryteriéw, ktore
dotycz tylko liczebnikow. Gdy wemie sk pod uwag wyznacznik semantyczny, tzn.
definicje liczebnika jako elementu oldglajacego dokitada badz przyblizona liczbe lub
ilos¢ elementéw w zbiorze okfanym przez modyfikowany rzeczownik, okazuje, si
ze liczebniki poradkowe, wielokrotne, mnane i wielorakie, zarowno w j. polskim jak i
angielskim, nie spetniantej charakterystyki. Biac pod uwag aspekt skladniowy, do

liczebnikbw mana zalicz¢ leksemy, ktére mag tworzy¢ liczebniki ziozone,

5 W gramatykach polskich z zdych okreséw wyspuje r&ny podziat liczebnikéw, np. Doroszewski

(1957: 101) i Klemensiewicz ([1952] 2001: 59f.) nievzgkdniaja liczebnikdéw dystrybutywnych i
nieokreglonych. Laskowski (1984: 283f) do liczebnikéw zakc gtdwne, zbiorowe i partytywne.
Liczebniki nieokrélone przynalea do liczebnikéw gtéwnych a utamkowe do partytywnych

¢ pomijam w tej klasyfikacji liczebniki dystrybutywne
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wystepuja w konstrukcjach partytywnych a wezyku polskim dodatkowo gdy
wystepuja we frazie lgdacej podmiotem wymuszaforme orzeczenia w trzeciej osobie
liczby pojedynczej rodzaju nijakiego. Dodatkowynyrazniajacym liczebniki spéréd
innych czs$ci mowy czynnikiem, jest fakge okreélany przez nie rzeczownik wysgtuje

w liczbie mnogiej. Jest to zasadnicze kryteriungrétnie tylko eliminuje liczebniki
porzadkowe, wielokrotne, wielorakie i mane z tej grupy, ale tak odré&nia liczebniki
glébwne nisze od przymiotnikow, ktore nigdy nie modyfikuyzeczownika pod
wzgledem liczby””*® Co do liczebnikow wyszych i dyskusji dotyexej
klasyfikowania ich jako rzeczownikéw ze wzdu na forng dopetniacza opisywanego
przez nie rzeczownika, nale podkréli¢, ze leksemy te, oprécz wspomnianego
dopetniacza, rinia sic od rzeczownikow, nie tylko tymze wymuszaj liczbe mnog
okreslanego rzeczownika, ale réwnieforme orzeczenia, tj. 30s.l.poj.r.n, co jest

niespotykane w przypadku konstrukcji zawiecaj dwa rzeczowniki, np.

(1) a. Pie¢ kanarkéw wyfruato przez okno
b. Kanarki Jana/braci wyfrugly przez okno/ Kanarek Jana/braci wyfedin

przez okno

Co wigcej, liczebniki wysze (jak i nisze) mag swoje odpowiedniki rzeczownikowe,
NP. PkeCiczebnik Piatkazeczownik Ktore podobnie jak inne rzeczowniki posiaddipzbe
mnog | formy zdrobniate, npdostatam dzi dwie dwoje, trzy szostki i trojeezk
Dlatego posiadanie dwoch leksemow o takim samyntzarau, nalgacych do tej
samej czsci mowy bytoby zbyteczne i nieekonomiczne. W praikpa liczebnikow
nieokre&lonych, zarbwno wezyku polskim jak i angielskim, wykazugic one cechami,
ktore eliminuf je z grupy przymiotnikow, tj. okéaja przyblizom liczbe elementow w
zbiorze definiowanym przez rzeczownik. Poza tymjeayku polskim wysipuja z
rzeczownikiem w dopetniaczu i z orzeczeniem w 3oagjlr.n. gdy § cze$cia podmiotu.

Zarowno w ¢zyku polskim jak i angielskim wygpuja w konstrukcjach partytywnych.

Y7 Warto doda, ze w niektérych ¢zykach, np. w wgierskim, rzeczownik poprzedzony liczebnikiem

wystepuje w liczbie pojedynczej. Nie stawia to jednakngoréwni z przymiotnikami, dlategee opisana
zaleznos¢ jest jednokierunkowa, tj. liczebnik m® wystpowa z rzeczownikiem w liczbie pojedynczej,
alezaden przymiotnik nie narzuci liczby mnogiej ollememu przez niego rzeczownikowi.

78 Przymiotnikowy charakter liczebnikéw asizych jest szeroko omawiany w literaturze przedmiot
zwlaszcza dlaggzykow stowiaiskich (zob. Greenberg 1978; Corbett 1978a, 1978nks 1994, 1995
inter alia). Tym samym liczebniki wgze jako rzeczownikiasomawiane w Hurford (1975), Reinhardt
(1991).
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Kryteria przedstawione dla liczebnikbw nieotomych ¢ spetnione take dla
liczebnikdw zbiorowych wgzyku polskim, co stawia je obok liczebnikow gtowhyic
utamkowych w tej samej grupie.

Omoéwienie typdw liczebnikow i lekseméw powszechmiwazanych jako
liczebniki, tj. liczebniki porzdkowe, wielorakie, wielokrotne i muoe, oraz
usystematyzowanie podeja do liczebnikdéw gtéwnych porej i powyzej 5, stanowi
istotny krok w podjciu proby przedstawienia analizy w§faajacej pewne wtciwosci
liczebnikdéw, a mianowicie mechanizm nadawania dupeka rzeczownikowi przez
liczebniki wyzsze, wystpowanie sktadni rdu we frazach z liczebnikami vigzymi w
pozycjach przypadkow strukturalnych i skiadni zgody pozycjach przypadkdéw
zaleenych, zré@nicowanie w pozycji i wartii przypadka przymiotnikdw i zaimkow
wskazujcych we frazach z liczebnikami powgj pic¢, np. (2a) - (2d) oraz foren
orzeczenia z podmiotem liczebnikowym, np. (2e).

(2) tych pec¢ kobiet, pgcé tych kobiet

te pie¢ kobiet, *pie¢ te kobiet

tych peciu mezczyzn, piciu tych ngzczyzn, *ci pgciu mezczyzn
pie¢ dobrych samochodoéw, dobrycledpsamochoddw

dobre pe¢ samochodéw, *ptt dobre samochodéw

- ® o0 T p

piec/kilka samochodow podjechato pod szkot

Okreslenie kryteriow przynatenosci lekseméw do grupy liczebnikow, jak rowaie
zerwanie z powszechnym padem o przymiotnikowym charakterze liczebnikéw
gtéwnych od 1-4 i rzeczownikowym w przypadku licnétdw 5 jest uzupetnione o
analiz liczebnikbw w gzyku angielskim. Chod wspotczesny gzyk angielski, ze
wzgledu na swoj analityczny charakter, nie dostarczd ulglu materiatbw do analizy
poréwnawczej, przyktady konstrukcji liczebnikowyohaz ich paradygmatéw odmiany
ze staro-angielskiego potwierdzajze to co do tej pory bylo uwane za cechy
utrudniapce przypisanie pewnych lekseméw do grupy liczebnikip sktadnia zgody i
skfadnia radu, stanowi tak naprawdch ceclr wyrozniajaca (zob. Mengden 2010).

W jezyku angielskim, podobnie jak wzyku polskim liczebniki nisze zgadzaty
sig¢ pod wzgédem przypadka z okémnym rzeczownikiem np. (Mitchell-Robinson
1998: 67).
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(3) [...] ofsloh  niceras mge
zabitem potworow.morskighr.pL dziewicgier.pL

[...] zabitem dziewg¢ potworow morskich.’

Liczebniki wyzsze, w staro-angielskim od 20 wziyywwyskpowaty z rzeczownikiem w
dopetniaczu w pozycja przypadkow strukturalnych,(@g), a w pozycjach przypadkow

zalezenych charakteryzowaty ssktadni zgody, np. (4b).

(4) a. para consula twegen ofslog  (Bately 1980: 101)
DETBop.pL kONsubop pLtwegemer. masc zabit
‘zabit dwoch konsulow’
b. mid prim dusend cempum (Skeat 1881-1900 II: 108)
PREP trzg, tysiac  wojownikOweg, pi

‘z trzema tygiami wojownikow’

Co wiecej, brak uzgodnienia cech osoby i liczbyedzy podmiotem liczebnikowym a
orzeczeniem wskazujna kolejne podobfestwo medzy skiadn liczebnikow w obu

jezykach, np. (5)

(5) pa he com on India eastgemaera,coan him paer ongeon
Przyszt@sc przes
twa hund pusenda monna gehorsades folcegBately 1980: 72)
dwigcie tys&Cypop.pLManNpop.pL
‘kiedy dotart do wschodnich kfaow Indii, dwigcie tyskcy mezczyzn

w siodle  pdzito w jego stron.’

Ponadto, rozwoj historyczny liczebnikdéw wzyku polskim jak i angielskim pokazuje,
ze liczebniki jako osobna cagemowy wykazuj t¢ sam tendengi dazaca nie tylko do
wyodrebnienia deklinacji liczebnikéw sgmd innych czsci mowy (w gzyku polskim
charakteryzujca sie koncoOwka —u), ale take do jej ujednolicenia poprzez
powigkszapce st synkretyzmy w ich paradygmacie odmiany. €wo obu gzykach
stopier unifikacji odmiany liczebnikéw przebiegat wardym stopniu, np. w angielskim
doszto do catkowitego zaniku #odwek fleksyjnych i ujednolicenia form dla
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wszystkich rodzajow, nie sposob nie zawuyéa wspolnych punktéw, nie tylko w
sktadni, ale pod wzgtem kierunkédw zmian morfologicznych prowadych do
uproszczenia paradygmatu.

Kolejnym punktem w dyskusji dotygeej leksemow liczebnikowych jest
przeanalizowanie struktury wewtnznej fraz nominalnych, w ktérych to wyptja oraz
proponowanych w literaturze mechanizmow wgjajacych sktadni zgody i skladng
rzadu liczebnikow. Zasadnigzkwests, ktéra edzie stanowd podstaw do dalszych
rozwazan jest budowa frazy rzeczownikowej, a co za tym edzumiejscowienie
liczebnikow wzgédem rzeczownika i innych elementéw petnich funkcg przydawki.

W modelu gramatyki generatywnej, a doktadniej@orii Rzdu i Wigzania(z ang.
Government and Binding Thedrya nasipnie wProgramie Minimalistycznyrfz ang.
Minimalist Program) (Chomsky 1995) i jego p@aéiejszych odmianach (np.
Chomsky2001), struktura frazy nominalnej byfa i jesnatem polemiki w zwzku ze
spory kwesth zwiazama z obecnécia fraz, tj. maksymalne] projekcji rdzenia
funkcjonalnego D, wezykach, ktére nie posiadapkreslnikbw (z ang.determinery
wystepujacych w tej pozycji”® Dyskusja ta odnosisido gzykdéw majcych przedimek
okreslony (z ang.definite articlg takich jak angielski, tzwarticle languagesi tych,
ktGre go nie posiadajtzw. articleless languageszyli jezyki stowianskie z wyptkiem
Butgarskiego i Macediskiego. Przedmiotem debaty jest kwestia, czy beglagn na
obecnd¢ przedimkéw okréonych kedacych fonologicza realizacy rdzenia
funkcjonalnego, fraza nominalna to DP (z ampterminer Phrasew mysl, tzw.
universal DP hypothesf§, czy naley uwzgkdni¢ fakt wystpowania lub braku
elementéw umieszczonych w pozycji D zgodnie z garametrized DP hypothesisi
zamiast DP postulowaNP, czyli projekat rdzenia leksykalnego N. W idych
opracowaniach na temahipotezy frazy przedimkowegpojawiap Sig argumenty
postulupce powekszom o projekcg rdzenia funkcjonalnego struktufrazy nominalnej

ze wzgkdu na zaobserwowany w danymgeyku szyk wyrazow, tzn. ide pozycje

” DP jako struktura frazy nominalnej zostala zaprupwana przez Abney (1987), Szabolcsi's

(1983,1994) i dalej analizowana przez np. Longobét894). Kolejne innowacje w budowie frazy
nominalnej dotyczyly dodania nowych projekciji, thiw. Number Phrase(Ritter 1993; Carstens 2000),
Gender PhraséPicallo 2008) czyossessive Phrageongobardi 2001).

80 DP dla ré@nych kzykéw nie posiadapych przedimka ok&onego jest omawiane przez np., Basi
(2004, 2007) dla serbsko-chorwackiego, Leko (198918) béniackiego, Rappaport (2002), Pereltsvaig
(2007) dla rosyjskiego. Dlazyka polskiego, analizfrazy rzeczownikowej jako DP przedstawia np.
Migdalski (2001), Rutkowski (2007).

¥! Prace odrzucage tzw. hipotez frazy przedimkowe[{DP hypothesis) to madzy innymi, Corver
(1992), Zlaté (1998), Willim (2000) i Boskowi (2005, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012).
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rzeczownika wzgidem przymiotnikow lub zaimkéw dzieawczych, np. we witoskim
(Longobardi 1994), wegykach semickich (Ritter 1989), skandynawskich éldsen
1990) czy rumtiskim (Grosu 1988). Inne argumenty wymieniane w &kitie hipotezy
frazy przedimkowepparte § na paralelizmach raidzy struktug zdania a struktar
frazy, np. Bernstein (2001), lub kwestiach dotygyxh interpretacji frazy nominalnej,
tzn. DP stanowi miejsce sprawdzenia cech (z &wfures,chodzi o tzw referential
featuresi deictic featureszaimkow wskazujcych lub zaimkow dzieawczych a tym
samym zapewnia odpowiedniinterpretagi frazy nominalnej. Wjej opisane
zagadnienia omawiane dikzyka polskiego przez Migdalskiego (2001, 2003) suige
ze W jzyku polskim, mimo braku przedimka oklenego, fraza nominalna to DP raczej
niz NP. Ponadto, charakterystyka zaimkow osobowych iagagcych cechy
odpowiadajce cechom rdzenia funkcjonalnego D (chodzi o tpsrson feature
stanowi dodatkowy argument przemaw@ za DP w ¢zyku polskim. Analogicza
analiz mozna zastosowa dla angielskiego z okresu staro-angielskiego, ki¢aol
wykazywat cechy gzykow syntetycznych a tym samym nie wyksztalcit zgze
przedimka okrédonego. W zawjzku z tym, stanowisko wobec budowy frazy
nominalnej, tj. czy jest to DP czy NP, jest #akniejednoznaczne, np. Osawa (2000)
postuluje NP dla staro-angielskiego, z kolei B#&rtr{011) czy Wood (2003)
przedstawiaj frazz rzeczownikow jako DP. Jako jeden 2z argumentow
potwierdzagcych istnienie DP jest pozycja we frazie przymikéw, liczebnikow,
zaimkow dzietawczych i zaimkéw wskazagych, ktore w podégiu promuacym NP
wystepuja W pozycjiadjunct,ktora nie uwzgidnia zr&nicowania w kolejnéci w jakiej
wyzej wymienione elementy asumiejscowione, np. liczebnik wygtuje medzy
zaimkiem wskazuicym, zaimkiem dziegawczym a przymiotnikien?> Dodatkowo,
przyktady przesumcia z pozycji N do pozycji D (z angN-D movement map
swiadczy o tym, ze fraza rzeczownikowa jest rozszerzona o progehaP. Tym
samym, przyjmuje giw niniejszej analizieze fraza rzeczownikowa, zarowno gzyku

polskim jak i staro-angielskim to nie projekcja edia leksykalnego N, ale

'¥2 Analiza dotycaca pozycji elementéw przydawkowych jest kwestiyjsciowa w debacie na temat

parametrizeccontrauniversal DP hypothesisv ktérej to znacaa role odgrywaj opracowania Boskogi
(2005, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012, a, b). Boskmpowiadagcy sk za NP dlagzykdw nie posiadagych
przedimkoéw okréonych przytacza szereg zjawiskzykowych, ktére maj korelowa z obecnécia lub
brakiem przedimka okéonego. Co wicej, w swoich pracach analizuje zjawiska ekstrakcji
przymiotnikéw i rzeczownikowego dopetnienia we frak nominalnych wéwietle teorii faz (z ang,
phase theory wyjasniajac, ze to wiadnie obecné& DP uniemaliwia przesungcia elementéw
przydawkowych poza fraznominalr tak jak jest to zaobserwowane gzyku angielskim a odwrotnie
niz w jezykach stowiaskich, w ktérych to DP nie wygbuje.
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wielowarstwowa struktura, w ktérej zostata wiméona czs¢ leksykalna, tzwlexical
domain czs¢ fleksyjna, tzw.inflectional domainoraz czs¢ z najwyzej usytuowan
we frazie projekg, tzn. lRP® Leksykalne elementy catej frazy takie jak rzeczibwn
przymiotnik, liczebnik, generowanes sv czsci leksykalnej w swoich frazach, tj.
rzeczowniki w NP (z angNoun Phrasg przymiotniki w FP* (z ang Functional
Projection) i liczebniki w QP (z angQuantifier Phrasg ktére nasipnie zdominowane
sa przez projekcje elementéw funkcjonalnych, tj. KRage Phrasé&f oraz RP. Zaimki
wskazujce umieszczone zostaty weatrz frazy NP, w pozycji okolicznika (z ang.
adjunc). Budowa frazy rzeczownikowej zawiegegj liczebnik lrdacy trzonem frazy

QP przedstawiona zostata w pkt. (6):

(6) [Fve [rv PN [ke K [op [0 Q” [Fr@aaple F [ne DEM [ N°TIIIIII]

Jednak, w przeciwiestwie do struktur typowych dla gramatyk generatyeimyw
ktorych to najmniejszy elementem frazy stanowi reorf w niniejszej analizie opieram
si¢ na pode€jciu zaproponowanym przez Caha (2009, 2010), Taald2009) itp. w
ktorym to najmniejsz jednostly derywacyjm jest cecha (z angfeaturg, w tym
przypadku cecha przypadka (z a@@se feature Co za tym idzie, kategoria fleksyjna
przypadka nie jest ju czescia matrycy cech danego elementu leksykalnego lub
funkcjonalnego, ale stanowi osabozs¢ w drzewie sktadniowym. Co weej, kady
przypadek, strukturalny i leksykalny, stanowi milzeswojej wiasnej projekcji

znajdupcej sk w czsci fleksyjnej frazy, np.

(7) lpy K [instp INSt [Locp LOC [patp Dat [cenpGeN faccp ACC [nomp NOm [QPI]]INN 186,187

Mechanizm przypisywania przypadkow w grupie imignmogarty jest na teorii
przesungcia (z ang.movement theojyi jest wynikiem przemieszczeniagselementu

leksykalnego, tj. rzeczownika i elementoéw go moklygicych (np. przymiotnikow lub/i

183

FyP maze by traktowana jako odpowiednik DP, jednak aby zdystav& si¢ do toczcej dyskusji na
temat DP i NP, ale jednocee podkréli¢, ze fraza nominalna musi byardziej rozbudowana NP,
przyjmuje w niniejszej analizieze najwy.sz projekch jest lP.

'8 Fraza, w ktérej umieszczone grzymiotniki to umowna projekcja FP (zob. Cinq@99).

185 KP dla j. polskiego zostata zaproponowana w praddlim (2000).

'8 Hierarchia przypadkéw zostata przedstawiona w @ipao propozysj Blake (1994), oraz na
podstawie wysipujacych synkretyzméw przypadkéw w danyezyku.

" InstP to fraza naradnika, LocP to fraza miejscownikaDatP to fraza celownikaGenP to fraza
dopetniaczaAccP to fraza biernikaNomPto fraza mianownika.

223



liczebnikdw), do wybranej pozycji w strefie KP gdainazliwe jest uzyskanie danego
przypadka® Kierunek przesugtcia oraz kolejné, w ktérej poszczegdlne elementy
grupy imiennej mog przemidci¢ sic do KP jestscisle okrglony®® (Cinque 2005) a
pozycja, do ktorej giprzesuwaj zalery od elementu zewittrznego, ktéry wymusza na
frazie rzeczownikowej oké&ony przypadek, np. czasowniki wgptijace z podmiotem
mianownikowym, czasowniki wygbujace z dopetnieniem w bierniku lub przypadku
zaleenym bgda powodem przesugtia sk rzeczownika do pozycji, w ktorej miwe
bedzie uzyskanie danego przypadka. Tym samymazaki zgody midzy liczebnikiem
(1-4) a rzeczownikiem jest spowodowany przestiein s¢ tychze elementéw do tej
samej pozycji w strefie KP. Zazek radu z liczebnikiem 5<, natomiast, wymaga
dodatkowego przemieszczenig steczownika do pozycje w aflmie GenP by mogt
uzysk& on forne dopetniacza. Relacja kongruencji qaizy 5< a rzeczownikiem,
mimo, & liczebnik narzuca forghndopetniaczow okreslanemu rzeczownikowi, wynika
z wymaga co do wartéci przypadka elementu zewtrznego i wyej wymienionych
restrykcji dotycacych przemieszczeni®. Mechanizm ten zastosowany do bardziej
rozbudowanych fraz, tzn. takich zawie@jch zaimki wskazuagce lub przymiotniki
przedstawione w pkt. (2a) - (2d) pozwala wpjé roznice w wartéci przypadka
elementu modyfikujcego w zalenosci od jego pozycji we frazie, tj. czy poprzedza on
liczebnik czy rzeczownik. Woéwczas dana przydawk#yedajaca liczebnik lub
rzeczownik, przesuwagivraz z tymi elementami do danej pozycji w stréfié gdzie
mozliwe jest uzyskanie wybranego przypadka. Ten sancham@zm oparty na
przesuwaniu gi poszczegolnych elementéw do wybranych projek@ypadkow oraz
uwzgkdniajacy pozycg wyjsciowa zaimka wskazuagego, tzn. czy jest on wdzony do
derywacji w pozycji specifier przynaleacego do NP czy QP tlumaczy
niegramatyczn& wyrazen, w ktérych zaimek wskazagy w mianowniku wysipuje z

liczebnikami wy:szymi w rodzaju rgskim osobowym, np.ci pieciu mezczyzn

188 Rzeczowniki i elementy je okélajace wchodz do derywacji nieodmienione przez przypadki.

Dopuszczalne jest przesuacie w lewo i w gog drzewa skladniowego catej grupy imiennej lub jej
czesci zawierajcej rzeczownik (Cinque 2005). Jednak zasady ddjeee wielka¢ przesuwajcego st
elementu dotycz wytacznie tzw. domeny fleksyjnej (z ang.inflectional domail, ktérej granie
wyznacza KP.

% Jeili element zewstrzny wymaga by jego argument miat fayroelownika rzeczownik i liczebnik w
pierwszej kolejnéci przesuwaj sie do pozycji umaliwiajacej uzyskanie tego przypadka. Dopiero potem
mozliwe jest przesumrcie rzeczownika pozwalge speitnt wymagania liczebnika co do przypadka
rzeczownika. Jakase nie jest mgliwe przemieszczeni w dot drzewa skladniowego, zpemik nie mae
obnizy¢ sie do pozycji dopetniacza i &1 powstata relacja kongruencji ¢dizy liczebnikiem i
rzeczownikiem.
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Ostatny kwesth poruszan w kontekicie fraz liczebnikowych jest forma orzeczenia z
podmiotem liczebnikowym. Jakaze zagadnienie to, ze wzgdu na rozbudowan
problematyk, maze stanowé osobny temat do dyskusji, zostaje ono tylko
przedstawione i pokrotce omoéwione poatein kierunku, w jakim mee zosta w

przyszigci przeanalizowane.
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List of texts

Old English texts

The Brooklyn-Geneva-Amsterdam-Helsinki parsed cogfDld English Text2000:
AELIEVE. Aelfric's lives of saints

APOLLO. The Old English ‘Apollonius of Tyre'.

BEDE. The Old English version of Bede’s ecclesiasticatdry of the English people
CHROAZ2. Chronicle ms a early.

OROSIUS. Alfred's Orosius.

The York-Toronto-Helsinki parsed corpus of Old EsigProse2003.

“Abraham and lIsaac’the Bible: Genesis(http://www.arts.gla.ac.uk/stella/readings/
OE/ISAAC.HTM). (date of access 20 June 2011).

Zlfric's Colloquy

“Dominica Prima in Quadragesimarhe homilies of the Anglo-Saxon Church

“Juliana” [Juliana] Exeter Book

“The wife’s lament” [Wife],Exeter Book

Polish texts

Biblia to iest X¢gi Starego i Nowego Zakorju.]. 1561. (Translated by [J.] Leopolit.).
Krakéw.

Bielski, Marcin. 1564.Kronika to iest historiaswiata na sz& wiekow a czterzy
Monarchie rozdzielond..]. Od pocztku swiata & do tego roku 156&Krakow.

Borkowski, S. Dunin. 182(Rodr& do Wioch Warszawa.

Cichowski, Mikotaj. 1692TribunatSwietych Oycéw greckich..]. Lwow.
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Chmielowski, Benedykt. 175N owe Ateny albo Akademia wszelkiey scyencyi petna
[...]. Lwow.
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