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1

Introduction

The present work is dedicated to benefaction in Polish, that is, how the users of Polish can describe a

situation in which someone was positively affected (cf. Chapter 2 discussing the definitional

problems). Given thus formulated interest, this project can be characterised as functionally-oriented,

driven by questions such as “What means do users of a language have to achieve their specific

communicative goals?” and “What are the differences and similarities between these means?”. These

questions will be applied specifically to benefaction.

A rich repertoire of constructions from across diverse language varieties have been

characterised in terms of a benefactive potential. Examples (1.1-1.4) include a tiny set with

illustrations of benefactive constructions:

(1.1)
a.

b.

(1.2)

(1.3)

(1.4)

English (Levin 1993: 49)
Martha carved a toy for the baby.

Martha carved the baby a toy

Finnish (Kittild 2005: 274, ex. 3b)"'
opettaja Jjuoks-i poja-n vuoksi
teacher.NOM run-3SG.PAST boy-GEN for

‘The teacher ran for the sake of/instead of the boy.

Basque (Laka 1996; after Kittild & Zuiiiga 2010: 8)
Amaia-rentzat erosi dut opari-a.
A.-SG.BEN bought aux.1SG.ERG.3SG.ABS ~ present-DET

‘I have bought the present for Amaia’

Hakha Lai (Peterson 2007: 18)
thiy Pa-ka-laak-tse?m
wood 38S-1S0-take,-ADD BEN

‘He took (=carried) wood for me (in addition to carrying wood for himself).’

Given a wide variety of questions and perspectives that can be applied to the expression of

benefaction, the present work narrows the inquiry in two fundamental ways. First, its focus is on

1 The original glossing conventions of the cited examples are preserved unless stated otherwise. Examples with added or

modified glosses are marked as ‘adapted’.
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constructions from Polish. In exchange for the breadth that cross-linguistic studies can provide, the
monolingual character of the present work is hoped to create an opportunity for a closer, more detailed
analysis (which, in turn, can inform cross-linguistic considerations). At the same time, I will present
data coming from diverse registers within Polish, demonstrating the significance of register variation
to the accounts of benefaction.

Secondly, this work takes interest in how benefaction can be related to other functions. For
instance, a closer look at the uses in (1.1-1.4) may reveal differences in specific kinds of advantageous
affectedness (the ‘benefit’) and participants construed therein. It seems valid to observe that, beyond
benefaction, (1.2) can be also interpreted in terms of a kind of substitution, while (1.3) — in terms of
reception. In other uses, the exemplified constructions may be capable of expressing yet other
semantic nuances, sometimes backgrounding or even inhibiting a benefactive interpretation.

Instead of providing a catalogue of (a section of) benefactive constructions in Polish, this
work will account for selected problems of functional complexity, in which benefaction plays a role.
The presented analyses will demonstrate the utility of the assumption that benefaction is expressed
through constructions of different types and alongside other functions. I will consider three specific
phenomena, each treated in a dedicated part. Beside addressing descriptive problems, each of the three
subparts will, at the same time, give prominence a different functional interplay, a different register
and a different theoretical problem. On a theoretical level, the adopted solution integrates insights
from constructionist and cognitive-semantic approaches. Methodologically, the present work relies
extensively on corpus data and digital linguistic resources as a primary source of the evidence.

The following phenomena will be of interest to the present work:

1. The functional overlap between the Polish dative and dla ‘for’ in standardised varieties of
written Polish (cf. ex. 1.5-1.6)

2. The dative reflexive pronoun sobie/se in spoken conversational Polish — the polyfunctional
composition of its use without prominent recipient interpretation (cf. ex. 1.7)

3. The benefactive potential of the -ne/-fe participle impersonal construction in social media

registers (cf. ex. 1.8-1.9)

(1.5) (NKIJP:journalism, Nie nauczylismy go agresji..., Dziennik Polski, 1998-11-04 )
Obiecal, zZe zbuduje nam dom taki,
promise(PFV).PST.M.33G  COMP  build(PFV).NPST.3SG 1PL.DAT  house.ACC.SG such.M.ACC.SG
jakiego nikt jeszcze nie  widziat
REL.M.GEN.SG nobody.NOM yet NEG see(IPFV).PST.M.3SG

‘He promised he would build us a house that nobody had ever seen'
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(1.6)

(1.7)

(1.8)

(1.9)

(NKJP:journalism, Czarownice i smoki, Edyta Tomczak, Dziennik Stupski, 1999-08-27)
Nad  morzem zbudowat dla  niej piekny zamek
over  sea.UNS.SG  build(PFV).PST.M.3SG for 3SG.F.GEN  beautiful. M.ACC.SG castle.ACC.SG

*On the coast, he built a beautiful castle for her'

(SPOKES: 2KnR ‘Pogadanki rodzinne’, utt. 145-149)

145 FEMALE24 YMpb6: a co tam robiliscie w tym Ciechocinku?

146 FEMALEI18 JOrp: no zawsze dzien byt zaplanowany

147 FEMALEI1S8 _JOrp: byly dnie kiedy sie nudzilismy

148 FEMALEI18_JOrp: no ale tez wychodzilismy po prostu i tam mielismy wolny czas i sobie
chodzilismy po sklepach nie?

149 FEMALE24 YMp6: a no to fajnie

‘145 FEMALE24 YMp6: What were you doing there, in Ciechocinek?

146 FEMALE18 JOrp: Well, the day was always planned

147 FEMALEI18_JOrp: there were days when we were bored

148 FEMALEI18 JOrp: but, also, we would just go out, we had a free time there, and we
were walking (sobie) around the shops, you know

149 FEMALE24 YMp6: So it sounds nice’
i sobie chodzilismy po sklepach nie

CONJ  REFL.DAT  walk(IPFV).PST.M_PERS.1PL  around shop.LOC.PL PART

‘and we were walking around the shops’

(X/Twitter: @HubertHurkacz, Hubert Hurkacz, 5:48 PM - Nov 26, 2020)

Pobiegane i < - #tatry #zakopane

‘Running: done % < " #tatry #zakopane’

[Graphic: A photograph of a mountain landscape with four people on a mountain path]

(X/Twitter: @gdansk, Miasto Gdansk, 10:00 AM - Apr 17, 2022)

Pojedzone, polezakowane, wigc pora na... poszukiwania! @', Dacie rade odnalezé
wszystkie jajka, ktore ukryliSmy na zdjeciu? () Napiszcie w komentarzu, ile pisanek udato

Wam si¢ odszukac
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‘Done eating and lounging, so it’s time for... a hunt! & ©, Can you spot all the eggs
hidden in the picture? () Let us know how many painted eggs you’ve found #gdansk
#ilovegdn #cieckawostkigdn [‘gdnfunfacts’]’

[Graphic: small drawings of Easter eggs superimposed on the photograph of Gdansk

landscape]

Pojedzone, poleiakowane, wiec porana... poszukiwania!
eat(PFV.DELIM).PPART.NEUT  relax(PFV.DELIM).PPART.NEUT so time for  search.ACC.PL

‘Done eating and lounging, so it’s time for... a hunt!’

The first study pertains to the question: how to delineate benefaction?. The strategy it adopts is to
analyse an alternation of constructions that are capable of expressing benefaction. However, in
contrast to many alternation studies, it will not focus on differentiating these forms. Instead, it will
consist in finding the contexts of maximal similarity and interchangeability between them.

Specific forms selected for that purpose will be the Polish dative and prepositional
constructions with dla ‘for’, both expressive of similar benefactive scenarios, as illustrated in (1.5-
1.6). The study will attempt to identify the contexts where the two constructions are near-
interchangeable. Such shared contexts will be considered as particularly fitting for the analysis in
terms of benefaction. Then, it will be demonstrated that they display a degree of variation when
analysed in terms of how they express benefactive transfer.

The second study addresses the problem of benefaction as just one of a bundle of functional
motivations that are necessary to explain a formal pattern. Specifically, I will dedicate attention to the
uses of the Polish dative reflexive pronoun sobie/se without prominent recipient-prominent
interpretation (often classified as ‘ethical’ uses). Their distribution has been characterised as difficult
to explain and, sometimes, as introducing only small semantic changes. I will analyse their
contribution in terms of a bundling of benefaction-, normativity- and volitionality-related
characteristics, often serving the communicative needs at discourse-level.

In the third main part of this thesis, I will present benefaction as a revealing functional
perspective on a construction which, due to its formal and functional constraints, could be viewed as
not optimal for such an analysis. I will discuss the benefactive potential of “impersonal constructions
with personal reference”, with the -ne/-fe impersonal construction treated in more detail. Despite the
absence of the formal exponent of the agent, this construction is often used with a reference to a
personal agent, as illustrated in (1.8), where the author refers to his own running session. Particular
attention will be dedicated to its uses that include passive/resultative participles corresponding to
verbs with a delimitative interpretation, such as pobiegac¢ ‘run’, pojes¢ ‘eat’, polezakowacé ‘relax,

lounge’, all expressing an action which lasted “for some time, a bit, as wished”.
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Table 1.1 below summarises objectives of each studies:

Part Constructions Register Focus Descriptive problem and

functions included

I Dative NPs vs dla  standardised written onomasiological Delineation of benefactive uses,
(Ch.4-5) ‘for’ PPs registers Variation in transfer semantics
11 Sobie/se dative spoken, conversational semasiological and  Polyfunctional relations:
(Ch. 6-7)  reflexive pronoun onomasiological Coexpression of benefaction,

normativity and volitionality

I -ne/-te participle social-media/ computer- semasiological Benefaction as a supplementary
(Ch. 8-9) impersonal mediated communication function: benefaction and
construction impersonal semantics

Table 1.1 Foci of the component studies of the thesis

The phenomena considered in this work — both separately and collectively — may be argued to
represent different kinds of constructional variation — morphological, lexical, syntactic and discourse-
level.

The following structure is adopted in this thesis. The next two chapters provide its theoretical
and methodological foundations. In Chapter 2, I will discuss the notion of benefaction in relation to
definitional problems and the insights from cross-linguistic research dedicated to it. That chapter
presents patterns of functional and formal variation recognised in the existing research, and gives a
brief overview of selected Polish constructions particularly relevant to the discussion of benefaction in
Polish. Chapter 3 states the functionally-driven, usage-oriented perspective adopted in the present
study, and elaborates on the corpus linguistic methods used in response to them. The subsequent
chapters correspond to the three parts described above. Each part is given two chapters, where the first
considers the benefactive potential of the analysed constructions (Chapters 4, 6, 8), and the second
demonstrates an empirical analysis of the main problem (Chapters 5, 7, 9). Chapter 10 includes a
conclusion and a brief summary of the findings. The thesis is supplemented with three appendices,
providing results of the empirical analyses which, for reader’s convenience, were not integrated into

the main text in their full extent.
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2 Benefaction

2.1 Overview

The present chapter considers the very central notion of the present work, benefaction, based on the
insights from cross-linguistic and typologically oriented research dedicated to this function. In Section
2.2, the definitional problems are presented. Section 2.3 considers the question of the types of
benefaction and functions that benefaction is typically associated with. Section 2.4 summarises types
of formal variation that have been identified in the research on benefactive constructions. Section
2.4.2 gives a brief overview of Polish constructions that seem particularly pertinent to the discussion
of benefaction.

The present discussion aims to provide a context for this largely monolingual project. One of
the major overviews of the problems of typological research on benefaction has been presented in
Kittild & Zufiiga (2010), an editorial introduction to a volume dedicated to benefactives and
malefactives (Zuniga & Kittild 2010). The present chapter will refer to the major issues outlined in

that contribution, summarised in Table 2.1, in line with the structure of that article.

Definitional problems of Formal mechanisms of Semantically determined variation Polysemy of

benefaction and malefaction ~ beneficiary/ maleficiary in the coding of beneficiaries and benefactive markers

coding maleficiaries

2.1 Major mechanisms 3.1 Nature of benefaction 4.1 Recipient and
2.1.1 Case

2.1.2 Adpositions

1.1 Beneficiaries are typically

optional 3.2 Other features relevant to beneficiary

1.2 Beneficiaries are neither beneficiary 4.2 Beneficiary and

agents nor primary targets of 2.1.3 Serial verb constructions (i) animacy of agent and beneficiary, (external) possessor

events 2.1.4 Applicativization (ii) volitionality/willingness of agent 4.3 Beneficiary and
1.3 The effect is beneficial 2.2 Specific vs. general and beneficiary, maleficiary
1.4 Beneficiaries are usually beneficiary markers (iii) consciousness of the participants 4.4 Beneficiary and

animate

of the beneficial affectedness, and (iv)
capacity on the part of the beneficiary
to perform the action him/herself.

coding

experiencer
4.5 Beneficiary and
reason/(indirect) cause

4.6 Beneficiary and goal

4.7 Beneficiary and

causee

Table 2.1: A synthesis of the issues discussed in Kittild & Zuniga (2010), with their section names and numbers

Beyond presenting existing findings, the chapter will formulate the viewpoint adopted in the present
work, motivated through the sets of privileges and challenges offered by a monolingual study. The

discussion will make use of the illustrations from Polish, especially in Section 2.4.2.
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2.2 Definitional problems

In an attempt to capture a typical understanding of the beneficiary Kittild & Zuaniga (2010) provide the

following definition:

“The beneficiary is a participant that is advantageously affected by an event without
being its obligatory participant (either agent or primary target, i.e. patient). Since
normally only animate participants are capable of making use of the benefit
bestowed upon them, beneficiaries are typically animate.”

(Kittild & Zudiga 2010: 2)

A closer, analytic look at the components of this definition may facilitate the discussion of the notion
of beneficiaries, and, consequently, benefaction. At the same time, the (obviously close) relation

between the two notions will not be viewed as trivial, and will be discussed later in this section.

2.2.1 “Good” and “affectedness”
The most central and, simultaneously, the most elusive definitional component pertains to the quality
of being “positively or advantageously affected”. In a more analytical vein, the question of the
understanding of good and affectedness can be posed. Both notions lend themselves to philosophical
investigations that lie beyond the purview of this study.

Good will be treated in this work as a primitive. It is assumed that human beings are capable
of ascribing the quality of ‘good’ (in all the variation inherent to the notion) to the (segments) of their
experience. That approach to the good in benefaction (or bad in malefaction) is comparable to

Wierzbicka (1988: 210-223):

“Human beings tend to see events in terms of good and bad. Natural languages
reflect this perspective. The categorization of events as either good or bad is so
widespread in natural language that it seems reasonable to hypothesise it as a
linguistic universal. But of course different languages do it in different ways and to
different degrees.”

(Wierzbicka 1988: 210)

In a similar vein, Newman (1996), in his cognitive-linguistic, typological treatment of GIVE

predicates, argues that the advantaged-disadvantaged semantic dichotomy enjoys a privileged status:

“There is a further dimension of meaning to GIVE predicates which needs to be
recognized and that is the dimension of meaning which has to do with the ways in
which the participants are advantaged or disadvantaged by the event. This is the

domain I have called “human interest”. The focus on advantages and disadvantages
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may seem too limited in scope to be of much relevance in describing meanings.
Why not posit also a dimension of meaning relating to the colour of the participants'
hair or clothes etc.? The reason for recognizing a domain of human interest as
opposed to a domain of hair or clothes etc. is that humans and their involvement in
acts and the way they are affected by acts are typically crucial components in the
overall meaning of a predicate. The way in which humans are advantaged or
disadvantaged by acts is something a speaker will often wish to include in a
message. There are special benefactive and adversative constructions (case marking
etc.) in languages which serve to integrate these aspects into a larger message”

(Newman 1996: 51)

Two relevant elements of the benefaction-analytic apparatus, important for the present work, are
situational perspectivisation and the intersubjective modelling of the situation. Benefaction is
necessarily a matter of perspective on a situation, which may be viewed and experienced differently
by different participants and onlookers, which language users may construe yet differently. For
instance, when ‘someone sacrifices their life for their family’, the situation is potentially making a
positive contribution to the experience of the family members, the beneficiaries, while the same is,
arguably, not the case for the benefactor. Functionally- and cognitively-oriented linguists view
perspectivisation as a central functional feature of language, and study specific mechanisms of
construal through linguistic constructions (cf., e.g. Fillmore 1976; Langacker 1987; Talmy 1978;
ovierview in Verhagen 2010). In this vein, the present work attempts to analyse selected constructions
in Polish in terms of how they allow their users to construe situations as benefactive.

“Intersubjective modelling” is used here to recognise how the present account of benefaction
does not take stances on ‘what the referent-beneficiary actually experienced’ or ‘whether the situation
was actually beneficial for the participant X’. Rather, I work with the assumption that the evaluation
of situations in terms of their positive/negative impact on participants is intersubjectively accessible
and substantially convergent for a member of a speech community.

The notion of topos — “some mutually shared model in which the object of conceptualization
figures” (cf. Verhagen 2008: 315-316) and the idea of folk/cultural models bring a useful theoretical
perspective here. In any given communicative situation, interlocutors rely on a large body of shared
implicit knowledge making it possible to interpret one another’s message. Many simple, evaluative
models could be argued to constitute common, intersubjectively available knowledge — such as “it is

b3

, “receiving money is good”, “rain is good if you are a farmer

9% ¢

good to recover from illness , “‘excess
rain is bad” etc. These models are subject to all kinds of sociocultural and individual variation — and

interact when applied to specific contexts. The “topos-level” analysis of good is of primary utility to
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the present study. In fact, to make statements regarding benefaction, a large part of this work consists
of the arguments positing certain topoi.

Beyond good, affectedness is another central, primitive notion. In this case, the assumption
made in the present work is that humans can view situations as directly relevant to other beings and
somehow influencing or changing their circumstances; happening fo these other beings. The notion is
intentionally abstract, since there may be significant variation in what situations are construed in
terms of affectedness. The problem may be illustrated with the idea of ‘affecting a person by looking
at him or her’ that has been used in the discussion of dative constructions in selected European
languages (cf. Wierzbicka 1988: 188—191). Example (2.1) below includes a use of the Polish dative

representing this kind of affectedness.

2.1 (NKJP:journalism, Rados¢ zycia, Gazeta Krakowska, Piotr Tarczynski, 2002-11-09)
- Mijajqcy mnie przechodnie czesto  nie  patrzq
pass(IPFV).PART.M_PERS.NOM.PL  1SG.ACC passer-by.NOM.PL often NEG look(IPFV).NPST.3PL
mi na twarz, tylko  patrzq dlaczego jestem na wozku
1SG.DAT on face.ACC.SG only look(IPFV).NPST.3PL why be.PRS.1SG  on wheelchair.LOC.SG
tylko patrza, dlaczego jestem na wozku.

‘Passers-by often don’t look at my face (‘me in the face’), they only look for why I am in the wheelchair’

The notion of ‘personal sphere’ (cf. e.g. Dabrowska 1997), closely related to affectedness, as well as

the benefactive potential of the Polish dative will be discussed in Chapter 4.

2.2.2  Beneficiaries and benefaction
The next definitional problem in defining benefaction and related concepts pertains to the
understanding of the notion of beneficiary. Specifically, the key question is how dependent the notion
of beneficiary is on a specific construction or class of constructions. An often adopted solution,
compatible with the definition by Kittild and Zafiiga (2010), is to include beneficiary in a more or less
closed set of semantic roles that can be assigned to the nominal elements in a subordinate syntactic
relation to a verb (which, in turn is fundamental for expressing a situation’), In typologically-oriented
or cross-linguistic research, it provides the needed descriptive rigidity — in that an explicit mapping
between the semantic role of the beneficiary and a syntactic entity is provided. At the same time, a
degree of flexibility is ensured, since the role can be mapped onto nominal elements of diverse
constructions across many different languages (cf. Section 2.4).

However, identifying beneficiaries (and other roles) comes with significant challenges. First,

researchers may, in varying ways, limit the kinds of constructions that they consider benefactive, as

2 The term will be used here as encompassing states and events.
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well as the syntactic environments/ grammatical roles eligible for expressing beneficiaries (cf. the
problem of lexical means of expressing benefactions, Section 2.4). Furthermore, on semantic grounds,
judgements may differ in respect to whether a certain nominal element in a given construction
actually expresses a positively affected participant. A strictly related problem comes from the
semantic variation between benefaction and similar functions. One such issue, already captured in the
above mentioned definition, is the role of animacy — “can we have inanimate beneficiaries?”. In
Section 2.3.5, animacy and related characteristics will be addressed.
In the three main parts of the present work, three specific problems related to beneficiary encoding are
explored in more detail:

i). Uniqueness of constructional meaning (cf. Principle of no synonymy in Goldberg 1995;
Section 3.2)
Demonstrably, even for patterns that are treated as near-synonymous or alternating, such as the dative
and prepositional constructions — distributional and collocational differences can be found (cf.
Chapters 4-5). A radical, non-reductionist interpretation of that fact is that the meaning of each
benefactive construction (and each beneficiary expressed through it) is different. The question thus
emerges about how to delimit “beneficiary” as a general category from these construction-specific
beneficiaries. I will argue in Chapter 5 that valuable insights may be yielded by establishing the
common contexts of the near-synonymous constructions (thereby “flipping” the perspective from the
common practice of “establishing constraints”).

ii) Beneficiary as a supplementary status
The uses of the dative reflexive pronoun sobie/se with intransitive verbs of motion and posture display
a large degree of semantic independence and may be viewed as “non-obligatory” (cf. Chapter 6). At
the same time, the presence of the marker might be argued to sometimes elaborate the semantic
characteristic of the agent. In this argument, sobie/se can, in certain contexts, add the ‘beneficiary’
interpretation to the agent “on the top” of the “role” of agent-“mover/posture-taker” interpretation.

A comparable proposal has been made explicit in Boyd (2010) in his analysis of the

reflexive-benefactive construction in Chamba-Daka (Niger-Congo):

“[...]- Again, it [benefaction] can be taken as an umbrella term covering both
receptivity and various other forms of affectedness, and will then also be
recognizable by association with the verb ‘give’. There is at least one more way of
understanding benefactivity, namely, as an additional property assigned to an
argument with another semantic role in the utterance, expressing the attribution of
benefit or detriment to that argument in that role in the predicative context.”

(Boyd 2010: 331-332)
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iii) ‘Ghost’ beneficiaries
The last part of the present work will concentrate on the benefactive potential of “impersonal
constructions with personal reference”, specifically the -ne/-te impersonal. On the formal level, the
-ne/-te impersonals limit the possibility of agent expression. At the same time, the agent is often
retrievable or event highly prominent in pragmatic terms. In Chapters 8-9, I will present an analysis of
the constructions in which this inexpressible agent can be interpreted in terms of an auto-beneficiary.

As demonstrated through the three problems outlined above (and potentially other issues),
the identification of beneficiaries is a non-trivial task. While the analysis of benefaction with no
beneficiaries (in semantico-pragmatic terms) is probably of little utility, there is significant variation
in terms of how (prominently) beneficiaries are expressed. Their characteristics and prominence might
differ across different uses of different constructions — and these ‘unique’, ‘defective’ or ‘hidden’
beneficiaries are of interest to the present work®.

At the same time, rather than just focusing on the delimitational problems of the category of
the beneficiary, it is dedicated to benefaction in general. This entails further problems regarding other
participants — crucially, the agent (the benefactor) and other characteristics of the situation (cf. Section
2.3). There are also questions regarding modelling benefaction as (a quality) of a situation (event) or
as a sub-situation. For instance, Zufiiga’s (2014) article on benefaction and surrogation (‘relieving
someone of having to do something’; cf. ibid. and Section 2.3.2 below), defines the prototype of

benefaction as a bieventual complex event (Section 2.3 refers to other aspects of this definition).

“The prototype of benefaction proper can be defined as a bieventual complex event:
An agent acts on a patient, thereby advantageously affecting the beneficiary, who is
in a position to (better) interact with it as a consequence. This advantageous position
may be due to the beneficiary obtaining permanent possession over the patient, but
actually temporary possession (crucially defined by control, as in the intruder had a
gun) seems to not only be enough but also the default. [...] Syntactically, the only
requisite is that the benefactive be a monoclausal construction.|...]”

(Zudiga 2014: 548)

Furthermore, contrary to the practice of using the term situation as a notion reserved to clause-level —
it is possible to analyse situation in a more form-independent sense, where the same situation can be
referred to and elaborated multiple times in running discourse. This thesis makes an attempt to

integrate the complex perspective on situation, in which it is possible to discern many situations in

3 This orientation is, naturally, a privilege that stems from the character of the project, restricted to primarily monolingual
material, and not aimed at providing any definitive, delimited set of benefactive constructions. Needless to say, this research
profile is not supposed to undermine the importance of broad cross-linguistic generalisations, nor large-scope descriptive

work — contrarily, it hopes to contribute a modest number of observations that could be of utility to these key enterprises.
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what a clause expresses and it is possible to refer to the same situations across many clauses. At the
same time, in practice, the analyses will be compatible with the more restricted, clause-level definition
most of the time.

Keeping in mind the more restrictive understandings of the key terms, the present thesis
starts from the intentionally inclusive definition of benefaction as a quality of a situation in which
someone is positively affected. The terms beneficiary and benefactor will be used to refer to ‘the
positively affected” and ‘the one who positively affects’. Both beneficiary and benefactor are
understood as prototypically animate and sentient (Kittild & Zufiga 2010, cf. Section 2.3.5). The
identity of beneficiary and benefactor will be referred to as ‘autobenefaction’, while their central
participant — as ‘autobeneficiary’. The adjective denoting the relatedness to benefaction will be
benefactive, hence benefactive constructions or benefactive interpretation. The adopted definition
does not constrain the kinds of construction that can express benefaction, Simultaneously, the
discussion will concentrate on the clausal level. The broad understanding of the key notions is chosen
not to remove analytically challenging cases outside the scope of the analysis. At the same time, the
specific examples of benefaction will often be compatible with other definitions, not employed in this
study *.

The task of the present section can be seen as “ironic”: it is designed to open the description
of how the expression of benefaction is subject to complex constructional relations, but, to do so, it
needs to state that the very key terms of beneficiary and benefaction are subject to such complex
relations as well. So far, I have signalled that these terms can have different senses in different works.
On the other hand, there is also onomasiological variation relevant to benefactive terminology. In
other words, there are also other forms, which can be used similarly to the key terms of the present
work. In some works, the term benefactee is used for beneficiary. Positive affectedness and advantage
figure among alternatives for benefaction. The discussion of datives constructions directly relevant to
benefaction and affectedness often refers to the term dativus (in)/commodi. What is referred to in the
present work as autobenefaction, can be labelled self-beneficiary, or egocentric benefaction as
opposed to altrocentric benefaction (the latter used by Yarapea 1993; as reported by Smith 2010).

The terminological complexity pertains also to two functions with special relations to
benefaction — affectedness and malefaction, the encompassing function and the opposite one,
respectively. Uses of affaction could be found as the label for the former (cf., e.g. Zufiga 2011). An

affected participant of a situation may be referred to as an afficiary. Multiple terminological

4 One more, rather different use of them, which nevertheless might be worth noting, can be found in interactional-linguistic
studies on the negotiation of future actions via proposals, offers, requests and suggestions (Clayman & Heritage 2014;
Couper-Kuhlen 2015). The analysis of such pragmatic categories involves i.a. capturing whom the interlocutors view as
benefitting from the future action (i.e. something that is proposed, requested, offered or suggested). Such a framework is

more specialised than the one adopted in the present work — nevertheless, an overlap exists.
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alternatives seem to be available to malefaction-malefactor-maleficiary-malefactive — adversative
constructions, antibenefactives, pejoratives, negative affectedness, detrimental [influence, change,
result, etc....]. Obviously, on the top of the presented terminological variation, there remains the

problem of non-English terms, and different research traditions that the terms may be associated with.
2.3  Related functions

In the preceding section I have presented a coarse-grain view of benefaction. Both the present work
and the previous studies, however, take interest in how benefaction relates to other functions. In this
section, I present selected accounts of variation attested cross-linguistically. This includes delineating
different types of benefaction, as well as trying to situate benefaction among other functions. Both
approaches — ‘there are multiple types of benefaction’ and ‘benefaction combines with multiple
functions’ — overlap to an extent.

A common point of departure for the discussion of benefactives is the classification in Van
Valin & LaPolla (1997: 382-384), which provides three ‘senses of benefactive’: “recipient

» <

benefactives”, “'plain’ beneficiaries” and “deputative beneficiaries”. Examples (2.2-2.4) can be used

for a general illustration:

2.2) (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997: 384)

Kim bought Pat a new book

2.3) (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997: 383, ex. 7.91c¢)

Rita sang for the students.

2.4) (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997: 384)

Pat stood in line for Kim

Reception and surrogation (“deputativity”), functions which can be seen as accompanying benefaction
in (2.2) and (2.4), respectively, will be discussed in Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2. Relevance of agency,
affectedness, malefaction, animacy, volitionality and other functions will be briefly discussed in
further sections. Section 2.3.8 provides general remarks and an interim summary.

Naturally, the introductory section of this kind cannot do justice to the broad subject of
typological research of the functional relations including benefaction. Rather, it aims to introduce the
observations which are most relevant to the specific problems of semantic complexity that will be

addressed in the main part of this thesis.
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2.3.1 Reception and Involvement
Receiving things easily lends itself to positive evaluation. Newman (1996) posits that a giving act, in
a typical scenario is beneficial to the recipient. Similarly, he recognises the affinity of recipients and

beneficiaries also in the context of semantic extension:

“Properties associated with the RECIPIENT in a giving act motivate extensions of
literal GIVE to marking RECIPIENT phrases with verbs of transfer and to marking
benefactive phrases. Recipients and beneficiaries have much in common and often
both the sense of "someone who receives something transferred" and "someone who
benefits from some action" are present as part of the meaning of phrases described
in grammars as benefactive or recipient. It is appropriate, therefore, to group these
extensions together.”

(Newman 1996: 211)

Kittild (2005) uses the benefaction-reception affinity as a typological tool, proposing to categorise
languages in respect to how the roles of recipient, beneficiary and recipient-beneficiary are encoded in

those languages. Reception and benefaction are defined as follows:

“Reception refers to the fact that as a result of an event a (concrete) entity enters a
recipient’s sphere of control or domain of possession, as in ‘the teacher gave/sent me
a book’ or ‘the ticket won me a thousand Euro’. Whether the reception results from
an actual transfer from an agent to a recipient is irrelevant, which means that the
latter case is considered as well. Benefaction, on the other hand, implies that the
occurrence of an event is beneficial to an entity other than the agent itself.
Benefaction can be understood in (at least) two different ways. These are here called
substitutive and concrete benefaction, with the former more important for present
purposes. Substitutive benefaction refers to benefaction in events like ‘the teacher
parked the car for me/on my behalf” and ‘the dentist went downtown for me/on my
behalf”, in which benefaction consists in not having to carry out the profiled event

oneself.”
(Kittila 2005: 273)

The respective functions give rise to the semantic roles of recipients and beneficiaries, while the
presence of both is required to identify a recipient-beneficiary. Kittild (2005) discusses four clear

types of encoding scenario that emerge (but “fluid” cases are addressed as well):
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Tripartite languages: [Rec] # [RB] # [Ben]
Recipient-prominent languages: [Rec = RB] # [Ben]
Beneficiary-prominent languages: [Rec] # [RB = Ben]

Neutral languages: [Rec =RB = Ben]

Table 2.2: Schematic representation of the language types examined in Kittild (2005: 277, Table 2)

For instance, Finnish is classified as a recipient-prominent language in that recipient and recipient-

beneficiary receive the same encoding (through the allative case):

(2.5)

a.

(Kittila 2005: 280, ex. 7; emphasis mine)
kuningas  anto-i poja-lle  kirja-n
king.NOM give.PAST-3SG boy-ALL book-ACC

‘The king gave a/the book to the boy.’

hammaslddkdri leipo-i puoliso-lle-en kaku-n
dentist.NOM bake-3SG.PAST  spouse-ALL-3.POSS  cake-ACC

‘The dentist baked his/her spouse a cake.’

hdn 16-1 mies-td minu-n vuokse-ni/takia-ni
3SG.NOM hit.PAST-3SG  man-PART 1SG-GEN for-1SG.POSS/ for-1SG.POSS

“S/he hit the man for me/as a favor to me/on my behalf.’

Zuiiiga (2014) introduces a nuanced account for the relation between reception and benefaction (as

well as possession). His definition of “the prototype of benefaction proper” is applicable to transfer

scenarios, but does not necessitate them: “An agent acts on a patient, thereby advantageously affecting

the beneficiary, who is in a position to (better) interact with it as a consequence. This advantageous

position may be due to the beneficiary obtaining permanent possession over the patient, but actually

temporary possession [...] seems to not only be enough but also the default.” (Zuiiiga 2014:548; cf.

also Section 2.3.7). The definition implies two subtypes, one in which “the beneficiary is the

possessor of the patient before [...]” — and the other, in which the “beneficiary is the intended, albeit

not necessarily the actual, recipient of a patient that has come into being as a result of the act

performed by the agent [...]” (Zaiiga 2014:548-549), illustrated in ex. (2.6a) and (2.6b) respectively.
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(2.6) (Zuiiiga 2014: 549, ex. 7)
a. She cleaned my basket for me.

b. She wove me a basket.

The prototype-based definition makes it possible to set parameters of divergence from it. Zudiga
draws attention to the parameter of involvement to account for how “the benefit may be derived not
from the possibility to interact with the patient in some unspecified but pragmatically licensed way as
in [2.6] [...], but rather from the event as a whole” (Zufiga 2014:549). In this vein, uses with patient
interaction, such as (2.6) are classified as “object benefaction”, (2.7) exemplify “event benefaction™”,
while (2.8), with no direct involvement of the beneficiary — as “absolute benefaction”. The
perspective is further elaborated through the notion of surrogation (cf. Section 2.3.2). Zuiiga’s
account reconciles the centrality of reception (and possession) in benefaction, while, at the same time,

provides an analytical framework for cases where they are less prominent.

2.7 (Zhniga 2014: 549, ex. 8)
a. She sang for me (to hear).

b. The teacher built a house for me (to watch how he did it)

(2.8)  (Zadiga 2014: 549 ex. 9)

The teacher lied for me.

Such prototype-based, non-monolithic approach to benefaction, distinguishing involvement, agent
participation and figurative action, could be also used to better account and systematise the relation
with other domains — making it possible to view their prototypes as less prototypical instances of
benefaction. For instance, obtaining permission is generally a benefactive situation, which at the same
time involves very indirect affectedness of the permissee (cf. Section 2.4.2).

A different approach to the cross-linguistic variation of the benefactive constructions, which
puts reception at the very centre, is adopted in Shibatani (1996). Shibatani identifies benefactives in
reference to the ‘give’ schema defined as below. Shibatani’s interest is cross-linguistic, but he limits
his analysis exclusively to beneficiaries encoded as arguments, explicitly excluding e.g. encodings
such as with English for-PP (i.e. John bought Mary a book remains in the scope of interest, but John

bought a book for Mary does not).

5 Cf. Smith (2010), Section 2.3.3.
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“The ‘give’ schema
Structure: [NP1 NP2 NP3 GIVE]
NP, = coded as a subject
NP, = coded either as a primary object or as a dative indirect object
NP; = coded either as a secondary object or as a direct object
Semantics: NP; CAUSES NP, TO HAVE NPs; i.e.
NP; = human agent, NP, = human goal, NP; = object theme”
NP2 exercises potential possessive control over NP3
NP1 creates the possessive situation on behalf of NP3”
(Shibatani 1996: 173-174)

A general conclusion that may be drawn on the basis of the existing descriptive frameworks dedicated
to benefactive constructions is that the reception and transfer semantics are viewed as either a very
prominent feature of benefaction or as inextricably tied to it. Later in this work, I will make an
attempt to present beneficial reception and transfer as a complex category itself. Specifically, in
Chapter 5, dedicated to near-interchangeable uses of the Polish dative and dla ‘for’ PP, variation in the
scenarios of beneficial reception and transfer will be discussed. Although the benefactive potential of
Polish GIVE constructions will not be treated in a dedicated sub-project, Section 2.4.2 comments

selected construction with dac/dawac ‘give’.

2.3.2  Surrogation

The idea of “deputative” benefaction, based on “relieving someone of a duty” or acting in “someone’s
stead” is widely recognised. It is closely looked at in Zufiiga (2014), where the author uses the notion
of surrogation to refer to it, and to treat it as conceptually independent to benefaction. Surrogation is

defined in reference to substitution:

“Substitution denotes states of affairs in which a given participant is replaced by a
different participant, be it as a causing force (e.g. he killed the ambassador in the
assassin’s place) or as an affected entity (e.g. we ate chicken instead of beef)”

(Zudiga 2014: 551)
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“Surrogation, therefore, can be seen as a link between substitution and benefaction
proper: a given participant is beneficially affected by some other participant’s
actions, but the resulting subevent is of a different nature than the benefaction
proper. The beneficiary is portrayed as benefiting from the fact that s/he does not
have to perform a particular action thanks to the intervention of the surrogate (an
agent or some other causer), without necessarily being in a position to interact better
with any patient (like in object benefaction) or the action performed by the surrogate
(like in event benefaction), and without indirectly benefiting from the action in an
unspecified way (as in absolute benefaction).”

(Zudiga 2014: 551)

By separating the notions Zufiiga arrives at the classification reproduced in Table 2.4:

Resulting subevent Inference (in some contexts)
I. Benefaction proper
Ia. Object benefaction Benefit derived from possible interaction  (Benefit derived from possibility of not
with patient of causing subevent performing the causing subevent)
Ib. Event benefaction Benefit derived from possible interaction

with causing subevent as a whole

Ic. Absolute benefaction Benefit indirectly derived from causing

subevent
Surrogation Benefit derived from possibility of not  (Benefit derived from possible interaction
performing the causing subevent with patient of causing subevent or

subevent as a whole)

Table 2.3:Benefaction proper vs. surrogation, reproduced from Zuiiga (2014: 554)

Distinguishing substitution, surrogation and benefaction enriches the descriptive apparatus for the
study of the functional interplays with benefaction. The three main studies of this thesis do not
consider surrogation directly, but its relevance to the expression of benefaction in Polish is not to be
ignored. As already noted above, dla ‘for’ phrases may perhaps exhibit variation in terms of kind of
involvement of the beneficiary in the event. In cases of lesser beneficiary involvement, dla may
become close to [za + acc] ‘instead of, for’ and zamiast + gen PP ‘in place of, instead’ constructions,
which serve as prominent substitutive and surrogative markers in Polish. The latter two constructions

will be presented in Section 2.4.2.

27



2.3.3 Agency
Smith (2010) discusses the diversity of benefactive constructions based on the presence of the agent,
and the relation between the beneficiary and the agent. In particular, he draws attention to “windfall”
situations, where the agent’s presence is limited or not discernable. In this vein, he distinguishes
“event benefactive constructions”: “Event benefactive constructions, in turn, express the meaning ‘X
benefits from Event Z’, where a certain event is good for the beneficiary. In contra[s]t to the agentive
benefactives, the event does not have to include an agent.” (Smith 2010: 85).

The illustrations for the notion include uses of kureru benefactive construction in Japanese
and English gef to construction. In both cases, a benefactive interpretation can be identified, despite

the unexpressed agent:

2.9 Japanese (Smith 2010: 88)
ame  ga yande-kure-ta
rain  NOM stop-give-PST

‘It stopped raining (and I am thankful for that).’

(2.10)  Japanese (Smith 2010: 88)
kodomo  ga nete-kure-ta
child NOM  sleep-give-PST

“The kids fell asleep (finally and I am thankful for that).’

(2.11)  English (Smith 2010: 90)

1 got to drink anything I wanted at the party.

(2.12)  English (Smith 2010: 91)

He got to be popular in high school.

Smith (2010) proposes the following classification of benefactive constructions, based on the relation

between the beneficiary and the agent:

* “event benefactive”
*  ‘“agentive benefactive”
*  ‘“unrestricted agentive benefactive (agent can be anybody)”,
*  “non-self-benefactive (agent is not an affectee)”,
* “self-benefactive (agent and affectee are identical)”
*  “shared-benefit construction (which expresses that ‘X does something for the benefit of X

himself and Y’)”
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The ‘windfall’ benefactive constructions, in which the agentive force is not attributed to an animate,
sentient participant, fit well in the framework adopted in the present work. One of its key motivations
is to specifically recognise that benefactors and beneficiaries might be differently prominent or
“sharp” in various construals. In this vein, Chapters 6-7 and 8-9 are dedicated primarily to auto-
benefaction (‘self-benefaction’). Chapters 8-9, specifically, attempt an analysis of the autobenefactive
potential of impersonal constructions that suppress the explicit possibility of expressing the agent,

while making them amenable to personal, referential interpretation.

2.3.4  Affectedness and Malefaction

As already indicated in Section 2.2, affectedness and malefaction remain in a particularly close
relation to benefaction. Benefaction and malefaction can be seen as types of affectedness,
distinguished on the basis of its axiological evaluation. At the same time, as noted in the analysis by
Radetzky and Smith (2010), affectedness-related constructions differ in respect to whether they
express benefaction or malefaction exclusively — or whether they can express either. This is
particularly relevant to the present work, since it takes interest in the benefactive functions of the
Polish dative, a prime example of a “general” affectedness construction, capable of expressing both
positively and negatively evaluated situations.

Although affectedness has been framed in terms of an overarching function encompassing
malefaction and benefaction, it would be perhaps misguided to stipulate that the term cannot be
applied beyond this dichotomy. This can be argued on the basis of the functional analyses of the
Polish dative in uses such as ‘affecting someone by looking at them’, cf. Section 2.2.1. Despite the
differences in descriptive strategies, the analyses seem to converge on the fundamental importance of
affectedness in explaining the semasiological variation of the Polish dative. Positive-negative
evaluation of the situation is not necessarily the only perspective possible. Personal sphere semantics
and physical/non-physical character of the event may be given as broad domains pertinent to
affectedness, yet not axiological per se; Section 2.2.1 above, Chapter 4).

More specific kinds of affectedness-features come into play as well, as perhaps may be
demonstrated with “derring-do” benefaction (Takami 2003: 211-212; cf. discussion in Colleman
2010: 225-226), The “derring-do benefactives in English involve uses of the dative construction with
verbs that do not generally appear in it, such as as to weed in (2.13). Takami describes their semantics
in terms of “the subject referent perform[ing] an heroic act or an act of derring-do, with the indirect

object referent as the witness.”

(2.13)  (Takami 2003: 206)

You say you 're a fast weeder. OK, can you weed me that garden over there in two hours? If you can, you re hired.
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The Polish dative (cf. Chapter 4) makes it possible to express various kinds of affectedness. The
problem of delineating the benefactive uses of the dative from these many other uses is considered in
Chapters 4-5.

Despite superficially mutually exclusive, malefactive and benefactive interpretations share a
“meeting point” in the ironic use of the benefactive constructions. For instance, Smith (2010: 91)
briefly notes that the get fo construction “also expresses adversity as sarcasm, as in (79) and (80)
[reproduced here as 2.14-2.15]; however, its primary use is as a benefactive”. Radetzky & Smith
(2010: 113, footnote 9.) make similar comments about the Japanese ‘give’ constructions kure-, yar-,
and moraw, where the “sarcastic” use is one of the few examples of the malefactive uses of the

constructions).

(2.14)  (Gronemeyer 1999: 33; as discussed in Smith 2010)

1 got to wash dishes last three days.

(2.15)  (Gronemeyer 1999; as discussed in Smith 2010: 91)

Why do you get to have all the fun while I get to do all the worrying?

The general assumption behind such analyses is that the malefactive interpretation can be achieved on
the basis of ironic reading of benefactive meaning, which is a phenomenon distinct from the polysemy
of generalised affectedness constructions. This is perhaps not controversial, since irony is a productive
mechanism, and its availability cannot be generally taken as an argument against certain semantic
description of a form®. At the same time, a major difficulty remains in the complexity of establishing
that benefaction indeed characterises a given construction in the first place.

In Chapters 5-6, the ironic interpretation of benefaction will be presented as prominent in a
group of uses of the dative reflexive pronoun sobie/se. In Chapters 8-9, it will also be presented as a

feature that can be applied to the variation of -ne/~-te impersonal construction.

2.3.5 Animacy, Consciousness, Volitionality

In the final part of their definition, Zufiiga and Kittild (2010: 2) add that “since normally only animate
participants are capable of making use of the benefit bestowed upon them, beneficiaries are typically
animate.”. By the use of ‘normally’ and ‘typically’ they notice the problem of more/less prototypical
instances of beneficiaries. They also provide a set of features relevant to beneficiary: “(i) animacy of
agent and beneficiary, (ii) volitionality/willingness of agent and beneficiary, (iii) consciousness of the
participants of the beneficial affectedness, and (iv) capacity on the part of the beneficiary to perform
the action him/herself.” (Kittild & Zudiga 2010: 15).

6 As a simplistic example, one can take the semantics of three from the perspective of I clearly see three people in the

picture —used to ironically describe a photograph presenting only two out of three people expected.
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Features of this kind are interconnected. Consciousness of the benefit generally requires
volitionality of the beneficiary: It is generally expected that beneficiaries should want the situation to
take place, if it is to be considered benefactive. Then, both consciousness and volitionality are
generally qualities of animate entities. While the feature (iv) is most pertinent to the discussion of
surrogation and ‘“deputative-beneficiaires”, it can also be reinterpreted on the level of volitionality-
related characteristics: those kinds of benefaction imply a particularly high level of intersubjective
alignment between the beneficiary and benefactor regarding “willingness to be replaced”.

The features (i)-(iv) describe both typical beneficiary and benefactor, though their pertinence
to the benefactor seems lower. Different configurations of beneficiaries and benefactor types are
possible, including ‘windfall’ benefaction and less prominent benefactors (Smith 2010; cf. Section
2.3.3), or even, in principle, “mephistophelean” benefactors, positively affecting the beneficiaries
against their will. Selected specific instances of various stance configurations between the benefactor
and the beneficiary will be discussed in Chapter 5, on the basis of the near-interchangeable
constructions with the dative and dla PP.

The present work also investigates the variation of beneficiaries’ volitionality in benefactive
contexts. The former function can be analysed beyond a binary opposition, in a form of volitional
engagement scale. This view of volitionality makes it possible to capture the difference between
‘actively and consciously’ desiring certain state of affairs and just ‘finding it acceptable’. In Chapters
6-7, the latter type of volitionality will be demonstrated to play an important role in the analysis of the

benefactive uses of the dative reflexive pronoun sobie/se.

2.3.6  Purposivity
The deviance from the typical traits of the beneficiary — animacy, sentience and volitionality — may be
used to demonstrate the ‘fluidity’ between benefaction and purposivity and cause/ reason. This can be

illustrated with many uses of dla ‘for’, which prominently features purposive functions:

(2.16)  (NKIJP:journalism, Spor o przesztos¢, Dziennik Battycki, 2001-03-15, Gdansk)
W przyjetej uchwale postowie podkreslili, ze
in adopt(PFV).PPART.F.LOC.SG  resolution.LOC.SG MP.NOM.PL emphasise(PFV).PST.M_PERS.3PL COMP
organizacja Wolnos¢ i Niezawistos¢ — dobrze  zastuzyla sie dla Polski.

o Wolnos¢ i
organisation.NOM.SG ) well deserve(PFV).PST.M.3SG REFL for Poland.GEN.SG
Niezawislo§¢.NOM

‘In the adopted resolution, MPs emphasised that Wolno$¢ i Niezaleznos¢ [‘Freedom and Independence’]

organisation served Poland well.’
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(2.17)  (NKJP:journalism, Torun: Ma 36, TES, Gazeta Pomorska, 2010-02-15)
Dla  ratowania zycia konieczna  byla operacja.
for  save(IPFV).GER.GEN.SG life.GEN.SG necessary be.PST.F.3SG surgery.NOM.SG

‘In order to save life, a surgery was needed.’

One may debate if the participants such as Polska ‘Poland’ (2.16) are construed as sentient — and
whether they can be justifiably interpreted as beneficiaries. In (2.17), treating the abstract notion,
ratowanie ‘saving’, as a beneficiary may be even more problematic. At the same time, the sentences
indeed convey a benefactive scenario, with the more or less clearly implied beneficiaries —
respectively, people related to Poland, and those whose life is being saved.

At the same time, prototypical, sentient beneficiaries — or their benefit — can be easily
reinterpreted as a purpose of a situation. The versatility of dla in terms of expressing both purposivtity
and benefaction is then understandable, and such benefactive-purposive affinity is attested in many
constructions across many languages (cf. e.g. Luraghi 2016; Schmidtke-Bode 2010). For this reason,
in the present work the benefactive and purposive interpretations are not generally treated as mutually

exclusive.

2.3.7 Possession
Closely related to affectedness and reception is the notion of possession. Zufiga’s account of
benefaction (Zuniga 2014; cf. Section 2.2.2) overtly recognises the scenario in which the agent acts on
the possession of the beneficiary. Possessive-benefactive polysemy has also been documented
(Malchukov 2018; cf. Khanina & Shluinsky 2014 in the context of Enets). Malchukov (2018: 13),
addresses the benefactive-possessive convergence and provides three examples of the phenomena,
drawing from the existing literature: “1. the use of a dative/benefactive marker to mark external
possession [...] cf. German Er hat mir den Arm gebrochen. ‘He broke my arm’”; 2. the extended use
of benefactive/ goal/ purpose markers as adnominal modifiers [...] (cf. the gym for school children,
Swedish véinnen till mig ‘a friend of mine; lit. a friend to me’, etc.)”’; “3. possessive marking of
beneficiaries/recipients; [...]"".

Related uses can be found in Polish. Examples (2.18) and (2.19) below are clearly
interpretable from the perspective of affectedness and benefaction, characteristic of the Polish dative.
At the same time, the dative is here near-synonymous with the possessive genitive forms (as in the

first type discussed by Malchukov):

7 Cf. ibid. for references and notes about distribution of the discussed marking type.
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(2.18)  (NKJP:journalism Marcin Dybuk, Gotota chce znowu boksowac, Dziennik Battycki, 2003-07-01)
Wyleczylismy mu zeby i na tym sprawa
heal(PFV).PST.M_PERS.1PL 3SG.M.DAT tooth.ACC.PL CONJ on that.LOC  matter.NOM.SG
sig skonczyta
REFL end(PFV).PST.F.3SG

‘We cured his teeth and that is the end of the story’

(2.19)  (NKIJP:fiction, Basnie dla Antosia, Monika Rakusa, 2010)
Potem  dlugo  czesalam jej wiosy.
later long comb.PST.F.I1SG  3SG.F.GEN=DAT  hair.ACC.PL

‘Then I combed her hair for a long time’

In (2.18) the dative form mu could be substituted with the genitive form jego without a large semantic
shift. In (2.19) the pronoun jej ‘her’ is syncretic between the genitive and the dative, but these two
grammatical analyses do not seem to imply divergent interpretations.

Phrases such as pienigdze dla emerytow ‘money for pensioners’ could be treated in terms of
the second type proposed by Malchukov (“the extended use of benefactive/goal/purpose markers as
adnominal modifiers”). However, in actual uses, their analysis may be even more complex. In (2.20)
adnominal (‘[money for pensioners]’) or ad-verbal (‘[gain sth for pensioners]’) analyses of dla PP

seem possible, and their interpretation can perhaps include possession, reception, benefaction and
purpose.
(2.20)  (NKJP:journalism, Wtosi przygotowuja gruntowna reformg systemu emerytalnego, Maureen Kline, Gazeta
Wyborcza 1994-09-12)
Nowe fundusze emerytalne inwestowatyby biezqce sktadki,
by  uzyskaé pieniqdze dla przysziych emerytow.
to  gain(PFV).INF money.ACC.PL for fututre.M PERS.GEN.PL pensioner.GEN.PL

‘New pension funds would invest the current contributions, in order to gain money for future pensioners’

Chapters 4-5 will attempt to disentangle the benefactive meanings of the dative and dla PPs by
looking for contexts where two different benefactive markers are possible. The discussion will be

relevant to the possessive potentials of both constructions.

2.3.8 Interim summary
The described functional affinities relate most directly to the problems addressed in the main part of

this thesis. Therefore, this overview is far from exhaustive. Some of the unaddressed key research
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problems include, prominently, the typological models of the development of the polysemy of
benefactive forms (cf. Luraghi 2016; Schmidtke-Bode 2010), e.g. the role of spatial meanings and
metaphorical extensions in their formation (note for instance the polysemy of allative and benefactive
markers; cf. Chapter 4.2 on the uses of the Polish dative).

By looking at the ways in which functional affinities of benefaction were addressed in Kittila
and Zuiiga, (2010), cf. Table 2.1, it is possible to propose three kinds of perspectives on inter-function

relations with benefaction:

*  Characteristics of the components of benefaction (beneficiary, benefactor, patient/theme,
situational characteristics), that are highly compatible with/ implied by prototypical
benefaction. In this vein, it is possible to state e.g. that “a typical beneficiary is conscious of
the benefactive situation”, “a typical benefactor is animate, but there are exceptions” etc.

* Typology of benefaction/ beneficiaries (“plain” vs. “recipient” vs. “deputative”)

* Polysemy of benefactive markers, in which the different functions can be concurrent, with

varying degree of vagueness — or, contrarily, mutually exclusive)

The discussion in this section demonstrates that these three perspectives are not always sharply
distinct. For instance, Zuiiga (2014) could be viewed as a shift from “deputative benefactive” as a
type of benefaction to the distinction between two domains of benefaction and surrogation. To give
another example: reception, in a broad sense, is relevant to all three perspectives, to an extent to
which the following statements are acceptable: “benefaction often involves a transfer scenario”,
“recipient-beneficiary is a type of a beneficiary”, “benefactive markers differ in whether they display
a polysemy between beneficiaries and recipient”.

Through the consideration of multiple specific functional relations, the later parts of this

work will further inform the discussion.

2.4  Formal means of expressing benefaction

2.4.1 Strategies of encoding benefaction

From the examples discussed so far, it is already possible to tell that a formal variation in the
expression of benefaction is present. This variation has been well recognised in the typological
literature on the function. Zuiiga (2011) notes that, in different constructions, beneficiaries align with
different grammatical roles — subject, object, or adjunct. By modelling benefaction in terms of two
events — a main event and a “backgrounded” benefactive subevent — he attributes such formal

differences to differences in the prominence of those two subevents:
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“The model presented here naturally accounts for the dual nature of these
participants, which on occasion allows them to be given prominent syntactic status
and sometimes places them at the periphery of the clause. Their typical animacy, as
well as the fact that they are usually the first argument of the secondary “back-
grounded” predicate, makes them similar to canonical subjects. Their affected status,
on the other hand, makes them similar to canonical objects. Lastly, the fact that they
are not semantic arguments of the main predicate makes them similar to adjuncts.”

(Zudiga 2011: 346)

Regardless of the posited structure of benefactive situations, a functional explanation of the varied
grammatical status of beneficiaries is likely to point at the differences in construal or information
packaging.

Kittilda & Zuiiga (2010: 7-10) list four formal means for encoding beneficiaries and
maleficiaries that are frequently discussed: case, adpositions, serial verb constructions, and
applicativisation. The first two mechanisms will be most clearly relevant to the analyses presented in
this work. Chapters 4-5 look at a convergence between a case — the Polish dative — and prepositional
constructions with dla ‘for’. At the same time, the two patterns are not exhausting the repertoire of the
Polish constructions with benefactive potential (not even in the domains of case and adpositional
patterns; cf. Section 2.4.2.1).

The other two encoding strategies — serial verbs constructions and applicatives, illustrated in
(2.21) and (2.22), respectively, will not be profiled in the present discussion, yet are salient from the
cross-linguistic perspective. In Section 2.4.2, I demonstrate instances of (near-)object-beneficiaries,

bearing certain similarities to canonical applicative constructions.

(2.21)  Thai (Bisang 1992; after Kittild & Zuiiga 2010: 9)
Deey  paj talaad hdj  Sudaa.
D. go market give S.

‘Deng is going to the market for Sudaa.’

(2.22)  Southeastern Tepehuan (Willett 1991: 76f, 182f; after Kittild & Zaniga 2010: 10)
Ma'n-ap  jifi-som-dya-’ gu  cutun.
one-2SG  1SG-sew-APPL-FUT art shirt

‘Please sew a shirt for me.’

‘Give’ is well attested as a source for grammaticalised benefactive constructions. Section 2.4.2 briefly

comments on the benefactive potential of passive constructions and ‘give’ permissives [dac ‘give’ +
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V] In the search of Polish constructions which are formally closer to the serial type, and potentially
carry evaluative (although negative) interpretation, it is possible to mention selected uses of serial(-
like) [wzigé ‘take’ + V] and pseudo-coordinative [wzigé ‘take’ + i ‘and’ + V] constructions, often
expressing the perspective of suddenness, unexpectedness or irritation on the part of the speaker
(Andrason 2018; Bartminski 1978; Nau et al. 2019). In certain contexts the construction seems to bear
a ‘negative surprise’ undertone (cf. discussion in Section 2.4.2).

As with any set of central mechanisms, various exceptions and caveats might be sought from
the presented four beneficiary encoding strategies, especially if we want to move the focus from
beneficiary-encoding to the expression of benefaction (cf. Section 2.2). The present work takes
interest in ‘defective’ beneficiaries, such as the personal referent of the impersonal -ne/-te
construction, which is argued in Chapters 8-9 to bear characteristics of an autobeneficiary. In this
case, the boundary of ‘benefactive potential” is purposefully pushed.

This ‘liberal’ approach leads to the question of the lexical means of expressing benefaction.
For instance, nouns such as pozytek ‘benefit, utility’, korzys¢ ‘benefit’ and dobro ‘good’ or adverbs
such as szczesliwie ‘luckily, fortunately’, ‘udanie ‘successfully’, korzystnie ‘advantageously’, etc. can
be used to indicate a benefactive character of the situation. If, as is the case here, benefaction is
understood strictly in functional terms, there seems no reason to exclude lexical means of expressing
benefaction. This perspective, at the same time, makes the object of study staggeringly vast (cf.
discussion in Section 2.2) — which justifies the typical focus on the most productive, synthetic,
prominently benefactive mechanisms. The constructions analysed in Chapters 4-9, grammatical in
nature, were selected on the basis of the functional complexity that they display. Despite the lack of
focus on lexical phenomena in the present work, lexical means of expressing benefaction are not
claimed to be unproductive or marginal.

Apart from the four encoding strategies for beneficiaries, Kittild & Zuniga (2010: 10-13)
also point out the variation in how specialised constructions are in their expression of benefaction,
differentiating between ‘specific’ and ‘general’ beneficiary markers — “Specific beneficiary markers
are those that mark a specific type of benefaction only (such as plain benefaction, see below), and
whose semantics is constant across different predicate classes” (Kittild & Zuniga 2010: 11).
Conversely, “general” beneficiary markers do not restrict possible types of beneficiaries they can
express, or comprise the maleficiaries in their semantic potential.

The Polish dative fits very well into the understanding of a general beneficiary marker (so
does sobie/se, if we think globally of all its uses). In comparison, dla prepositional constructions
generally do not express maleficiaries. On the other hand, neither marker seems to be specialised in
expressing surrogation (cf. 2.4.2 below). Also, there are functions that seem to be reserved to either

the dative or dla. Thus, demonstrably, such closer analyses of specific functional ‘fusions’ and
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‘demarcations’ reveal highly complex semantic relations. Capturing complex semantic relations will
be at heart of the empirical part of this thesis, complementarily to the classifications along the line of
specific co-expression patterns, such as beneficiary-maleficiary, which are useful for cross-linguistic,

multi-construction comparisons.

2.4.2  Expressing benefaction in Polish: Formal variation

This section points out a number of Polish constructions expressing (or related to) benefaction, in
order to provide an initial demonstration of their formal variation. In particular, I would like to
recognise patterns that will not receive an extended treatment in the later parts of the thesis, yet, can
be of importance to the discussion therein. The overview provided in the following subsections
corresponds to the encoding strategies discussed above, in particular, those addressed in Kittild &
Zuiiiga (2010: 7-10).

The constructions selected for a closer analysis will be discussed in Chapters 4-9. The
benefactive potential of the Polish dative and dla ‘for’ prepositional constructions will be addressed in
Chapter 4-5. Chapetrs 6-7 and Chapters 8-9 will consider, respectively, the dative reflexive sobie/se
and the impersonal constructions with personal reference. These three main analyses are largely
confined to specific registers. The polyfunctionality of sobie/se will be considered for conversational,
spoken registers, while the -ne/-te impersonal construction — for social media discourse. In these two
last cases, the constructions are to a large extent associated with interactive, informal varieties of

Polish — and they demonstrate the necessity of register-sensitive functional analysis.

2.4.2.1 Prepositions and cases

Substitution and surrogation (“deputativity”, cf. Section 2.3.2) can be expressed with [za + NP.] and
[zamiast + NP ] ‘for, instead of” prepositional constructions, as presented below. Examples (2.23-
2.29) demonstrate a variation in the character of the surrogative interpretation — specifically in terms
of the applicability of the ‘relieving of duty’ scenario. A relatively clear surrogative character is

present in (2.23-2.24):

(2.23)  (NKJP:fiction, Formelana, Radostaw Milczarek, 2010)
Nie widzialam jej od rana, a potrzebuje pomocnika do krojenia warzyw.
-To moze  zamiast niej ja to  zrobie?
PART maybe instead 3SG.F.GEN 1SG.NOM this do(PFV).NPST.1SG

‘I haven’t seen her since morning, and I need a helper to chop the vegetables

- So maybe I can do it instead of her?’
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(2.24)

(NKJP:Non-fiction, Orkiestra Klubu Pomocnych Serc czyli Monolog wodospad Jurka Owsiaka, Barttomiej
Dobroczynski, Jerzy Owsiak, 1999)

- Chodz Jurek, tam bedq ze mnq robili jakis wywiad, a nie chce pierdzieli¢ o siedmiu zbojach,

to ty za mnie pogadasz. Czyli  ty za  mnie
PART  2SG.NOM for 1SG.ACC talk.a.bit(PFV).NPST.2SG So 2SG.NOM for  1SG.ACC
zrobisz ten wywiad

do(PFV).NPST.2SG this.ACC interview.ACC.SG

‘Come Jurek, they’re going to make an interview with me, and I don’t feel like prattling nonsense [lit. rare ‘about

the seven scoundrels’], so you’ll talk for me instead. So, you’ll make this interview instead of me.’

The ‘punishment’ uses of [za + NPacc] in (2.25) involve a more complex situation: the suffering or

punishment is taken instead of the referent of the possessive phrase (Polonia club) — while its nominal

head (dfugi ‘debt’) expresses the cause. In contrast, (2.26) demonstrates a use of [zamiast + NPgp]

where the substitution is clarified to have been driven by the actor’s own benefit (getting a warm

meal).

(2.25)

(2.26)

(NKJP:journlism Wykaz kontra wykaz, Zycie Podkarpackie, 2005-07-09)

My placimy regularnie,
wiec dlaczego mamy cierpiec¢ za  dlugi Polonii.
S0 why have.NPST.1PL suffer(IPFV).INF for debt.ACC.PL  Polonia.GEN.SG

‘We pay regularly, so why should we suffer for Polonia’s [sport club] debts.’

(NKJP:book, Drohobycz, Drohobycz, Henryk Grynberg, 1997)

Dyjusia zachorowata, posztam zamiast niej do  pracy,
Tyjusia.NOM become ill(PFV).PST.F.3SG  go(PFV).PST.F.1SG instead 3SG.F.GEN to  work.GEN.SG
zeby dostac cos gorqcego do jedzenia.

COMP get(PFV).INF  something.ACC hot.N.GEN.SG to food.GEN.SG

‘Tyjusia fell sick, I went to work instead of her to get something warm to eat.’

Examples (2.27-2.28) present a use that is perhaps not obvious from the evaluative standpoint — being

replaced, as a decision of an external ‘tribunal’ and due to an hindrance, seems less compatible with a

benefactive interpretation. ‘Relieving someone of duty’ is clearly malefactive to the substitutee in

(2.29).
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(2.27)  (NKJP:journalism, Polfinaly pitkarskiego Pucharu Europy, Robert Sottyk, Gazeta Wyborcza, 1995-04-06)
Daniele Massaro w petni sit -
bo dopiero co  wszed} za Marco Simone — pobiegt skrzydtem.
because just enter(PFV).PST.3SG for Marco Simeone run(PFV).PST.M.3SG ~ wing.INS.SG

‘Daniele Masaro at his full capacity — since he had only come in for Marco Simone — run along the wing’

(2.28)  (NKJP:journalism, Gazeta Poznanska, 2002-02-22)
W roli Horodniczyny zobaczymy Iwone Kotzur,
ktora goscinnie wystqpi zamiast kontuzjowanej Janiny Guttnerowny
REL.FNOM.SG as.guest  perform(PFV).NPST.3SG instead injured.F.GEN.SG Janina.Guttneréwna.GEN

‘In the role of Horodniczyna we will see Iwona Kotzur, who will make a guest appearance in the place of Janina

Guttnerowska, suffering from an injury’

(2.29) NKJP:non-fiction, Przestrzen dziel wiecznych : eseje o tradycji kultury srodziemnomorskiej, Zygmunt Kubiak,
1993

Ajgistos zabit Agamemnona i objat zamiast niego
Aegisthus.NOM  kill.PST.M.33G ~ Agamemnon.ACC.SG CONJ take(PFV).PST.M.3SG instead M.GEN.SG
panowanie nad Mykenami i nad okolicznymi polami, gdzie wiesniacy orali ziemie.
ruling.ACC.SG over Mycenae.INS

‘Aegisthus killed Agamemnon and, in his place, took power over Mycenae and nearby fields, where peasants

ploughed the soil.’

The specific relation between za and zamiast and the surrogative functions are themselves complex.
While such descriptive problems will not be given prominence in the later part of the present work,
they constitute an important context for it. A highly relevant observation is that dla and [za + gen]
divide the semantic labour that, in other languages, might be taken by a single marker. Both can be
often felicitously translated using for, but the English marker seems more expressive of surrogative
scenarios than Polish dla (cf. the discussion of the markers in Kaszak 2018: 78—82).

Beyond the prepositional constructions discussed so far, there are multiple complex
prepositional constructions, also referred to as “secondary prepositions”. Kliimper (2007) analyses
primary and secondary prepositions in Polish from the domain of benefaction, malefaction and
purpose. The investigated aspects pertain to their frequency, typical arguments and mutual
substitutability. The patterns analysed closely in the work (Kliimper 2007: 64—123; Sections 5.1-5.9)

include:
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na rzecz ‘for (lit. ‘on matter of”)
w interesie ‘in the interest of”

na korzys¢ ‘to the benefit of”

sl .

“Potential, semantically similar prepositions” z korzysciq dla ‘for the benefit of” (lit. ‘with
benefit for’), ku pozytkowi ‘for the benefit of” (lit. ‘towards benefit of) and z pozytkiem dla
‘for the benefit of” (lit. ‘with benefit for’)

dla dobra ‘for the good of’

z myslq o —‘with X in mind’lit.(‘with the thought about)

na czes¢ ‘in honour of”

ku czci ‘in honour of”

o ® =N o oW

“Peripheral” prepositions na pamiqtke ‘to the memory of” (lit. ‘on the memory’), ku pamieci
‘to the memory of”, w intencji ‘for, with the intention of” (lit.‘in intention’), na intencje ‘for,

with the intention of” (lit.“in intention’) and na szczescie dla ‘luckily for’

Such complex prepositional constructions reveal a highly complex picture of similarities and
dissimilarities among the benefactive markers — as well as relations with other functions. From the
perspective of the delimitation problem signalled above, constructions of this kind can be situated as
‘more lexical’ types of benefactive constructions, demonstrating the open-ended character of the
domain. In a similar vein, some constructions involve the use of other cases to express a beneficiary-

like participant, cf. e.g. the following examples:

(2.30)  (NKJP:journalism, Wiesci gminne, Nowiny Raciborskie, 2004-12-21)
Gornicy obdarowali wszystkie dzieci stodyczami.
miner.NOM.PL present.PST.M_PERS.3PL  all.NM_PERS.ACC.PL  child.ACC.PL sweet.INS.PL

‘Miners presented all the children with sweets.’

(2.31)  (NKIJP:fiction, Idz kochaj i niech ci nie pomoze zadna na ziemi rzecz, Tomek Tryzna, 2010)
Dziadziu Wiadziu, zrobie wszystko, co zechcesz.
grandpa.voC.SG  Wiadzio.vOC make(PFV).NPST.1SG everything.ACC what want(PFV).NPST.2SG
tylko  oszczed? mojq mamusie
only  save(PFV).IMP.SG POSS.1SG.F.ACC.SG ~ mummy.ACC.SG

‘Grandpa Wladzio, I’'ll do whatever you want me to, just spare my mummy’
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(2.32)  (NKIJP:fiction, Osiedle prominentéw, Michat Bielecki, 1997)
- Stabos¢ do gliniarzy miewajq tylko ci, ktorzy majq cos na sumieniu i
tudzq sie, Ze uda im sie oblaskawi¢  bestig - zauwazytem
delude.NPST.3SG REFL COMP succeed DAT.3PL REFL appease.INF beast.ACC.SG

‘The only people who have a soft spot for the cops are those with a heavy conscience, who delude themselves

that they could appease the beast — I reckoned’

(2.33)  (NKIJP:fiction, Fausta, Krystyna Kofta, 2010)
Fotograf Benio zachwycat sie mngq, zrobit mi ten portret za darmo!
photographer.NOM.SG ~ Benio.NOM  admire.PST.M.3SG REFL 1SG.INS

‘Benio the photographer admired me, he made me this portrait for free!’

The semantic interpretation of accusative phrases in (2.30-2.32) or even the instrumental phrase (2.33)
could perhaps be argued to encode a positively affected participant. The patterns are probably less
productive, yet, given the viewpoint of the present work, they question the absolute monopoly of the

dative as the beneficiary-encoding case.

2.4.2.2 Give
‘Give’ has been described as an often attested source of benefactive constructions (cf. Section 2.3.1).
Beyond canonical ‘transfer’ use, Polish daé/dawa¢ ‘to give (PFV/IPFV)’ participates in a rich array of
grammaticalised uses (von Waldenfels 2012: 113-185). From the perspective of benefaction,
noteworthy here are the passive da¢ construction with the infinitive, and the permissive dac/dawac,
exmplified in (2.34) and (2.35).

The passive da¢ construction with the infinitive includes an experiencer phrase in the dative,
auxiliary by¢ ‘be’, and dane ‘given’, a neuter form the passive participle. An example of the
construction is provided in (2.34). Arguably, in this example, the verb in the infinitive denotes a

positive experience, specifically — ‘being in the privileged group of fans that can watch a game live’.

(2.34)  (von Waldenfels 2012: 149)
Wielu z nich [=kibicow] nie byloauxestasen daneprpn Wejséine na stadion, bo chetnych byto wiecej niz miejsc.

“To a lot of the [fans] it was not given to enter the stadium, as there were more people than places.’

This benefactive character of the situation denoted by the infinitive seems systematic. Cf., e.g., the
most frequent types in the infinitive slot of this construction, reported in von Waldenfels (2012: 149—
150): I “n=6: przezy¢ ‘live through’; n=4: cieszy¢ ‘enjoy’; n=3: uczestniczy¢ ‘take part’, spotkac

‘meet’, przezywac ‘live through’, obejrzec¢ ‘view’; n=2: wystepowac ‘appear’, spedzi¢ ‘spend (time)’,
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doswiadczy¢ ‘witness’, wystuchac¢ ‘hear out’, zadebiutowacé ‘make a debut’, zagrac¢ ‘play’, doczekal
‘wait’, zobaczy¢ ‘see’; 52 hapax legomena”. From the perspective of the present study, the reported
verbs are consistent with the expression of benefaction, or clearly cue it, as in the case of cieszy¢
‘enjoy’ and doczeka¢ ‘wait’, which implies a sense of eager anticipation.

Thus, these results can be interpreted as supporting the analysis of the infinitive as
systematically expressing benefactive situations. The benefaction of those situations features a
‘defective’ benefactor. If any benefactor can be identified in such uses — it is ‘the fate’ construed as an
agentive force. The construction can therefore be analysed in terms of ‘windfall’ benefaction (Smith
2010, cf. Section 2.3.3).

The passive construction is not the only pattern with da¢ ‘give’ and infinitive that is relevant
to benefaction. Example (2.35) presents da¢ in a permissive use. Such uses, including the expression
of enablement encompass the positive evaluation of the situation alongside other functions (crucially,

causative semantics):

(2.35)  (von Waldenfels 2012: 126)
W tym meczu dalempst.isc zagracixe wszystkimpar chlopcompar, takze juniorompar, ktorym bedziemy dawac szanse.

‘In this match I let, all; the boys. play: , also the juniorss , who we will give a chance.’

Permission generally presupposes a desirable character of the situation. The benefaction of permissive
events could be identified in the gain of possibility, the situation that is permitted — or both, as is the

case in (2.35), where the situation is clearly implied to have actualised.

2.4.2.3 Have and benefactive passives

If considered benefactive, the pattern illustrated in (2.36) demonstrates a number of distinctive
properties. As a grammaticalised ‘have’ construction, it instantiates the possessive-benefactive
affinity. Furthermore, it features passive/resultative morphology on the verb, with the subject
interpretable as beneficiary (cf., e.g., Bunci¢ 2015 for the discussion of the variation among the

constructions with mie¢ and passive/resultative participles).
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(2.36)  NKIJP:Journalism, Gruntowne remonty w Hagerze, Monika Pacukiewicz, Dziennik Zachodni, 2004-01-02
Trzy tazienki mamy zrobione od nowa,
three.F.ACC  bathroom.NOM.ACC have.NPST.1PL do(PFV).PPART.NM_PERS.ACC.PL ~ from  new
pokoj zabiegowy wykafelkowany — mowi zadowolony Adam Tiszler,
room.ACC.SG  procedure.M.ACC.SG tile(PFV).PPART.M.ACC.SG
ordynator oddziatu ginekologii i potoznictwa

‘We got three bathrooms redone, and the surgical procedure room tiled — says happy Adam Tiszler, the head of

the gynaecology and obstetrics ward.’

Uses such as (2.36) suggest that the beneficiary (the hospital ward) is not the agent. Yet, the
beneficiary could be interpreted as an agent as well (cf. Chapter 8.2), if the direct speech segment is
attributed differently (e.g. to a construction works company), or if one rejects the presupposition that
the medical staff does not participate in renovation works. In Chapters 8-9, such an autobenefactive

interpretation will be proposed as relevant to personal referents of the -ne/-te impersonal construction.

2.4.2.4 ‘Take’ pseudocoordination, seriality and negative evaluation
As for the Polish data relevant to the discussion of serial constructions and their relevance to
evaluative meanings, pseudocordinative wzig¢ ‘take’ constructions — [wzig¢ ‘take’ + V] and [wzigé

‘take’ + i ‘and’ + V] — can be used as a point in case:

(2.37)  (Andrason 2018: 578, ex. 1)

Wziat zapomniat
take.PF.3.SG.MS.PAST forget.PF.3SG.MS.PAST
‘He forgot’

(2.38)  (Nauetal. 2019: 288, ex. 84)
[Planowany tydzien skracalismy do 4 dni,]
bo sie  ten maluch wzigl i rozchorowal.
because RrL this  infant.NOM.SG take(PFV).PST.35G.M and  fall sick(PFV).PST.35G6.M

‘[We shortened the planned week to 4 days,] because our little one fell sick.’
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(2.39) (Nauetal. 2019: 286, ex. 79)
Lepiej wez sprawdz sobie jak powstawala ksiqzka.
better take(pFv).1MP.2sG  check(PFV).IMP.2SG ~ RFL.DAT  how arise(PFV).PST.3SG.F  book.NOM.SG

‘Better check how the book was created.’

Andrason (2018) analyses WZIAC gram in terms of its status as a Serial Verb Construction, looking at
how it compares to the prototypical features of SVCs. WZIAC gram is defined as “a construction that
is composed of two consecutive inflected verbs: the minor verb wzigé ‘lit. take’ (V1 ) and a major
verb (V2)” (Andrason 2018: 577). In terms of the semantic characteristics of the Polish construction,
Andrason (2018: 607-610) notices “the nuance of intensity, insistence or immediacy”, and notes that
“on the other hand, the WZIAC gram may introduce the senses of impatience and irritation”. Nau et
al. (2019) provides an extensive overview of pseudocoordination with ‘take’ in Baltic and its
neighbours. In the comment on the semantics of the construction in Polish and Russian (Nau et al.
2019: 289), the authors propose an analysis that is in many points compatible: “Similar to the Baltic
languages, the meaning most often may be paraphrased by ‘suddenly’, ‘unexpectedly’, ‘contrary to
the usual situation or norm’, ‘contrary to my will’, ‘all by itself”, ‘without apparent reason’, ‘indeed’,
and others”. They also propose that imperative uses (e.g. 2.39 above) need a separate analysis — “just
do it” or “go ahead”, and not “do it suddenly/ against expectations™.

Both the linguistic illustrations provided in these two works and the explanations seem to
indicate that the construction is highly compatible with the expression of malefactive situations.
Forgetting and illness (cf. ex. 2.37-2.38) are clearly adversely affecting situations. The use in (2.39),
out of discursive context, is more complex in evaluative terms. It can indeed be easily used in a sense
of a threat (‘hearer/ speaker/ both or someone else may be in trouble if the hearer does not comply’) or
acknowledging that the action may be burdensome or against hearer’s will (‘you may not feel like
doing so’). Both interpretations are compatible with the malefactive character. A further analysis
likely leads to a more general problem of the ‘malefacive’ (or more broadly negatively evaluative)
potential of imperative or directive constructions in general. From a semantic standpoint, they indicate
the imposition instead of relieving someone of their duty, thereby opposing what is at the heart of
surrogation (or “deputative benefaction”).

If an evaluative character of wzigé pseudocoordinative constructions is accepted, the
construction could be analysed in terms of a bundling of evaluative, volitional and normative
functions. In this respect, it would become directly relevant to the analysis of non recipient-prominent

uses of sobie/se, discussed in chapters 6-7, which are characterised in such terms.
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2.4.2.5 Verbal prefixes and evaluative meanings

Many Polish perfective, po-prefixed verbs can be given an interpretation that can be described as

distributive — ‘taking place over several instances’ — or delimitative ‘a bit, for some time’, cf. (2.40-

2.41):

(2.40)

(2.41)

(SPOKES, GLmW, ‘Pogadanki kolezenskie’, utt. 12)
ty Aga  lubisz sobie popichcic¢ troche nie?
28G.NOM=VOC Aga  like(IPFV).NPST.2SG REFL.DAT  cook around.INF a_bit neg

Aga, you like to cook around a bit, right

(NKJP:Journalism, Swigto bez gozdzika, Janusz Rokicinski, Gazeta Kociewska, 2008-03-31)
Posmiejemy sie, pobawimy sie, pospiewamy ...

sing_a_ bit(PFV).NPST.1PL REFL  play a bit(PFV).NPST.IPL REFL  sing a bit(PFV).NPST.1PL
wreczymy prezenty, przyjmiemy kwiaty i prezenty — tak brat Radka, reklamowat pigtkowy program.

We’ll laugh a bit, play a bit, sing a bit... we’ll hand in the gifts, we’ll take flowers and gifts — thus Radek’s

brother advertised the Friday’s programme

Smiech (1986: 23), describing the polysemy of po- prefix, uses the term “actions of lesser-than-

normal extent (intensity)” [pol. “Akcje w mniejszym niz normalny rozmiarze (natezeniu)’] as one of

the prominent functions (adding that froche ‘a bit’ is their typical collocate). He also notes that such

uses are incompatible with performing the action ‘till completion or depletion point’, judging uses

such as poczytat do konca ‘read till the end’, pojadi chleb (chleba) do ostatniego okrucha ‘ate (the)

bread till the last crumb (Smiech 1986: 24). At the same time, he notices uses where the po-prefixed

verbs can, contextually, express higher extent or intensity (cf. ex. 2.42-2.43), explaining them through

the “spatial (punctual) indeterminacy of the -po prefix”

(2.42)

(2.43)

(Adapted from Smiech 1986: 26)
Ale-smy  sobie pogadali
but-1PL  REFL.DAT talk_a bit(PFV).PST.M_PERS.3SG

‘What nice talking time did we have!’

(Adapted from Smiech 1986: 26)
Ale-m  sobie pojadt
but-1SG REFL.DAT eat_a_bit(PFV).PST.M

‘What nice eating time did I have’
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Besides ale used as a mirative particle, attention may be brought to the inclusion of the dative
reflexive sobie in the examples (2.42-2.43), as well as in the example (2.40). The compatibility
between the dative reflexive pronoun and po-, and the meaning of satiety or saturation has been
previously noted (cf., e.g. use of the term “satiative” in Christensen 2011; Petrukhina 2000 as cited
ibid.). The observations and findings of Chapters 6-7 support this compatibility. In the subsequent part
(Chapters 8-9) a benefactive interpretation will be often proposed for the passive/resultative
participles from verbs which have a delimitative interpretation. If it is deemed inaccurate to view po-
as possessing a kind of benefactive potential in selected uses, the prefix at least does not stand in the
way of the benefactive or volitional uses it frequently appears in. The present work will not provide a
definitive assessment on the contribution of po- in the emergence of benefactive interpretations,
although the prefix will be treated as highly compatible with them.

At the same time, assuming a broad view on benefaction and the expression of evaluative
meanings, it seems justifiable to study the evaluative semantics of verbal prefixes. Another relevant
case in such a discussion pertains to ‘intensive’ verbs (pol. “intensiwa”) formed with o- prefix and the
reflexive marker si¢ — e.g. orobi¢ sie¢ ‘work very hard’, opi¢ sie ‘drink a lot/excessively’ (cf.
Kucharzyk 2022; Smiech 1986: 84-85). Kucharzyk (2022) provides evidence for their productivity in
regional varieties and informal internet registers of Polish, cf. (2.44-2.45). The formations with [o-
sig] indicate an intensity or excess. In many cases, they imply tiredness, boredom or weariness of an

activity:

(2.44)  (Adapted from Kucharzyk 2022: 81; https://forum.muratordom.pl given as source)

Dtugo mnie nie bylo, bo sporo sie dziato! Po pierwsze i najwazniejsze: dom ocieplony w 100%, nie bedzie strat i

do tego mamy gigantyczny strych!
Maqz z tesciem orobili sig potwornie!
husband.NOM.SG ~ with father-in-law.INS.SG do_a lot(PFV).PST.M_PERS.3PL  REFL monstrously

‘I haven’t been here in a while, because a lot happened. First and foremost: the house is 100% insulated, there
won’t be any losses and, on the top of that, we have a giant attic! My husband and my father-in-law worked

themselves tremendously hard.’
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(2.45) (Adapted from Kucharzyk 2022: 81; https://dieta.pl given as source)
Noi po  imprezier  Ogadalam sie i osmialam
PART after party.LOC.SG talk.a.lot(PFV).PST.F.1SG REFL CONJ laugh a lot(PFV).PST.F.1SG
za wszystkie czasy &
for all.Acc time.ACC.PL
Niestety impreza okazala sie stojqco-siedzqca. Staratam sie jak najwiecej stac, ale to tez mi chyba nie wyszto

‘And so the party is over & I talked and laughed off all limits & Unfortunately the party turned out to be a

sitting-and-standing thing. I tried to stand up for as much as possible, but I guess it didn’t work out’

Once again, it needs to be stated that the present section merely signals other directions that could be
pursued in the study of the benefaction in Polish. Even such a quick overview, however, seems to
support one of the key claims of the present work — that benefaction (and other evaluative functions)

can be expressed through highly diverse constructions, both in formal and semantic terms.
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3 Holistic approach to functional complexity

3.1  Sources of functional complexity

Starting from the opening paragraphs, I characterised this work as a functional endeavour,
concentrated on the interplay between benefaction and other functions. The aim of the present chapter
is to synthesise the theoretical and methodological apparatus for approaching functional complexity
entailed by such an objective. Sections 3.1.1-3.1.3 discuss three perspectives on functional
complexity, relating them to the specific problems that will be treated in Chapters 4-9. These

perspective are as follows :

*  Form-function relations are many-to-many relations.

*  Uses of a form may be polyfunctional, i.e. a form may fulfil multiple functions at the same
time in a single usage instance.

*  Formal and functional categories are non-discrete and shaped through the language use

events.

The present work draws from broadly conceived constructionist approaches (Ungerer & Hartmann
2023; Hoffmann 2022) to semantic analysis. Haspelmath (2023) summarises® the key contributions of
these approaches to general-linguistics in terms of two notions — representational uniformity and
meaningful syntax:
“We can summarize these two conceptual contributions of construction grammar
approaches as in (12). They are clearly closely related.
(12) a. Representational uniformity (= non-componentialism) (e.g. [...])
Linguistic conventions are generally stated as form-meaning pairings
(or triples of phonological, syntactic, and semantic properties), not
through a lexical repository plus separate rule components.
b. Meaningful syntax (e.g. [...])
Syntactic schemas (i.e. schemas with open slots for words or phrases)

can be conventionally meaningful, so that the meanings of complex

8 Haspelmath (2023) reflects on the term construction, as used in general linguistics, not just construction grammar, and
proposes a definition to suit the general-linguistics perspective. The definitional perspectives on the term construction
within constructionist approaches vary, especially in respect to their dependence on the ‘unpredictable’ (non-compositional)
meaning of a formal pattern and on cognitive-psychological status of this pattern (cf. e.g. Ungerer & Hartmann 2023: 5-11;

Hilpert 2014: 8-14).
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expressions that are not part of the inventorium can be richer than the
meanings of their parts.”
(Haspelmath 2023: 11)

Representational uniformity is useful given the perspective outlined in Chapter 2. Therein, it was
assumed that benefaction may be expressed though different types of constructions, rather than that
“many benefactions” should be defined specifically for syntax, morphology and discourse
phenomena. Similarly, by proposing to study the benfactive potential of selected grammatical
constructions, the present work presupposes that schematic constructions can indeed can be analysed
as meaningful units.

On the methodological level, the present work extensively draws from corpus evidence as
well as from digital linguistic resources. This will be addressed in Section 3.2, which relates

theoretical perspectives to this methodological choice. It will also present the key corpus techniques

applied in this work, as well as the key corpora and resources used.

3.1.1 Forms and functions in many-to-many relations

Semantic research is fundamentally concerned with relations between forms and functions. It can be
described as semasiological or onomasiological, depending on the analytical starting point —
respectively, “what functions can the given form fulfil?”, and “what forms can express the given
function?”. In another terminological formulation, semasiological analyses are dedicated to polysemy
of the forms, while the onomasiological research is dedicated to their (near-)synonymy (cf. e.g.
Geeraerts 2010a: 23-24; Geeraerts et al. 2023: 3-17 for notes on the role of onomasiology-
semasiology distinction in the tradition of lexicological research).

On the overarching level, the present work is onomasiologically-oriented, since it is dedicated
to the expression of a specific function — benefaction. At the same time, the benefactive forms of
interest will be subjected to a semasiological overview. This is necessary, since a ‘benefactive marker’
need not be benefactive in all its uses. On the contrary, all of the forms analysed closely in this work
(the Polish dative, [dla + NPg,| ‘for’, sobie/se reflexive marker, -ne/-te Participle Impersonal
Construction), may be used without a prominent benefactive interpretation.

When two or more semantically similar forms are compared, the complexity of the analysis
grows, leading to what can be represented as a network-like structure of formal and functional
features. For instance, the present work dedicates attention to the Polish dative and dla ‘for’, based on
their similarity in respect to benefaction. Both forms will be treated here as highly useful in the
expression of benefactive events and, in many contexts, largely synonymous. If this onomasiological
relation is modelled in a network-like fashion, a functional, ‘benefactive’ node can be joined with

‘formal’ nodes for the respective constructions. At the same time, as noted above, both the dative and

9 Examples of statements from constructionist works are provided in the paper for both points.
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dla ‘for’ have been demonstrated to be highly polysemous (cf. Chapter 4). In a network model, this
entails links between a formal node and multiple functional nodes that can be associated with it. In
turn, these new functional nodes can be mapped onto new forms — and the network thus grows ad
infinitum.

The key property of such network is that a single form can be mapped onto multiple
functions — and, by the same token, a single function can be associated with multiple forms. In this
way, by bringing the onomasiology and semasiology together, the model becomes a many-to-many
network(-like) structure. Many-to-many semantic relation has also been captured by the application of
the term degeneracy, “a technical term from evolutionary biology for the phenomenon that
structurally different elements can fulfil the same function.” (Van de Velde 2014: 141; cf. also Section
3.1.2).

Network-like representations have been widely applied in semantic analyses. One such
implementation that has influenced cognitive-functional analyses in the recent decades is known as
radial-network models (Brugman & Lakoff 1988). The network-driven semasiological studies
demonstrated how a single form may exhibit highly complex functional variation (In the context of
the present thesis one can refer to the example of Rudzka-Ostyn’s network analysis of the Polish
dative and the dative reflexive pronoun: Rudzka-Ostyn 1992; Rudzka-Ostyn 1996). Yet, if
semasiological and onomasiological analyses are to be put together into a single network, just as in
the example of the dative NPs and dla PPs above, the complexity grows even further. What emerge is
a nexus of many-to-many relations between functions. Diverse projects in large-scale network
representation of linguistic knowledge, such as WordNet-like and FrameNet-like resources (cf.
Section 3.2.1) can be used to demonstrate this effect. Note that such resources are network models of
meaning that assume a discrete meanings and discrete forms — and the complexity is even larger for
models that assume otherwise (cf. section 3.1.3).

The example of dla and the dative demonstrates the increase in complexity that results from
bringing the semasiological and onomasiological analyses together. However, by focussing on two
forms, it also bypasses a central problem of onomasiological analysis, that is the problem of
delimitation of forms that should be taken into account in it on the basis of being “near-synonymous
enough”. This problem was already identified in Chapter 2, in the discussion of delimiting the
benefactive constructions. If the starting point is purely functional, the set of benefactive constructions
potentially inflates to infinity. On the other hand, the stricter constraints are applied on the formal
level (e.g. defining benefaction as only concerning constructions featuring the dative case), the more
limited the scope of the analysis becomes.

This delimitation problem is a well-recognised problem in onomasiological research.

Compilation of thesauri and synonym dictionaries are examples of projects where the delimitation
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problem becomes a very practical task that needs to be solved in a systematic manner. The same
problem applies to schematic forms (such as grammatical constructions or bound morphemes), treated
as meaningful units. Glynn (2007: 172—-183) demonstrates the formal inflation in onomasiologically-
driven approaches. Following such perspective in his analysis of BOTHER-BORE in English, at the
initial stages of the analysis, he arrives at approximately 500 items readily applicable in this
functional domain.

Paradoxically, besides the ‘type inflation’, the delineation problem encompasses a ‘no
(perfect) synonymy’ problem. Specifically, when the analysis shifts from a coarse-grained perspective
(“which forms can ever express benefaction™) to the fine-grain semantic properties (“which forms can
ever express exactly the same kind of benefaction”), finding just two ‘perfect’ synonyms becomes a
(near-)impossible task (cf. e.g., The Principle of No Synonymy in Goldberg 1995: 76; Langacker
1987). Thus, the number of the forms necessary to consider shrinks from infinity to one.

The general consequences of the two-sided delimitation problem for the present work is the
recognition that the presented studies provide inevitably selective insights on benefaction (as
understood here, that is in very broad, functional terms). However, the delineation problem is also
addressed in chapters 4-5. The proposal put forward therein is to study — or ‘delimit’ — (a specific kind
of) benefaction by investigating the relation between two forms that i). exhibit benefactive uses, and
ii) can be used (near-)interchangeably in selected contexts.

Chapter 4 demonstrates how these two properties can be attributed to the Polish dative and
dla PPs. Subsequently, in Chapter 5, I identify the contexts where these constructions can be used
near-interchangeably, in order to analyse the kind of benefaction that can be expressed in them. In that
specific case, the overlap in the semasiological network of the two forms with a benefactive

functional potential indeed yields benefactive uses.

3.1.2  Polyfunctionality
The term ‘polyfunctionality’ is used here to refer to the situation in which a use of a form carries
multiple functions at the same time. In other words, it is applied to cases of polysemy in which the
multiple functions can be viewed as expressed together and with varying degree of prominence,
instead of being modelled as competing. The notion will be particularly useful in the description of
sobiel/se dative reflexive pronoun. Sobie/se will be argued to allow the expression of a bundling of
normative, volitional and benefactive functions with varying intensity, together with a range of
discourse-structuring functions.

Discourse markers and discourse structuring items can be considered good examples of
forms that express multiple functions. In this vein, the term multifunctionality is used by Deborah
Schiffrin in her work on discourse markers, with the reference to her discourse models. Those

discourse models are characterised by multiple “planes™: a participation framework, information
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state, ideational structure, action structure, exchange structure (cf. e.g., Schiffrin 2005: 56-58;
monographic presentation of the framework in Schiffrin 1987).
In that model, the functions of discourse markers may be analysed on multiple planes

simultaneously:

“[...] I proposed that although markers have primary functions (e.g. the primary
function of and is on an ideational plane, the primary function of well in the
participation framework), their use is multifunctional. It is this multifunctionality on
different planes of discourse that helps to integrate the many different simultaneous
processes underlying the construction of discourse, and thus helps to create

coherence”

(Schiffrin 2005: 58)

The part of this work that is particularly relevant here, is indeed dedicated to a phenomenon with rich
discursive functions. Here, however, similarly to usage-based approaches (cf. Section 3.1.3), no
reference to a stratified model will be made in accounting for the multiplicity of functions that the
form fulfils. An example of methodological application of this non-stratified perspective is profile-
based approach (Divjak & Gries 2006; Glynn 2009; Gries & Divjak 2009), in which a single use may
be analysed according to multiple, non-exclusive features (cf. Section 3.2.1). At the quantitative stage
of the analysis, multiple features representing functional (but also formal) characteristics are generally
treated in a uniform manner.

In reference to the example of sobie/se, it will be assumed that a use of the forms can be
analysed as expressing ‘benefaction’ and ‘reception’ at the same time, although it is not clear if
‘benefaction’ and ‘reception’ should be viewed in terms of different levels of semantic-pragmatic
distinctions. Also, as captured by the multiplane perspective, the very same form can fulfil a function
related to discourse organisation (e.g. situation-backgrounding in initial segments of a narrative).
Although the study does not concentrate on social variables, sociolinguistic features, such as age,
gender and education, could be considered as well.

The term ‘polyfunctionality’ refers as much to the possibility of a form fulfilling multiple
functions at the same time — as it does to the possibility of analysing what a certain form does with
different analytical interests. This may be perhaps illustrated with an analogy to non-linguistic
domains of human behaviour. For instance, a behaviour such as wearing a sweatshirt could be
assigned functions of ‘protecting from cold’ and ‘aesthetic self-presentation’ and ‘concealing nudity’.
Different meta-descriptive observations may be made to this point. First, each of the functions can be
reformulated into broader terms (e.g. ‘protecting from cold’ into ‘thermal regulation’) or split into

more fine-grained variables. Furthermore, the analytic decision will differ depending on the profile of
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the analyst (physiological research on thermal regulation and sensory experience, fashion studies,
cultural aesthetics, anthropology of nudity etc.). These different formulations are not mutually
exclusive. Furthermore, each of these functional forces may be differently important in the very
specific situation-tokens (A very cold day, a very distinctively looking sweater, a person already
wearing a layer of clothing covering their nudity).

This somewhat simplistic analogy applies to constructions, seen as kinds of ‘linguistic
behaviours’ analysed within semantics. The present work takes interest in benefaction and, as such, it
looks at whether the analysed constructions can be interpreted in terms of ‘someone being positively
affected’. For instance, many uses of the dative and dla ‘for’ PPs can be characterised in terms of
transfer semantics. This characterisation need not preclude the assertion that (some) of these uses are
benefactive (cf. Section 2.3.1 on the relation between the two domains). At the same time, the
benefaction-oriented description need not ignore the transfer aspect of the conveyed events.

In many uses (or perhaps all of the uses) of the constructions analysed here, benefaction can
be identified together with other functions, in many instances not being the most prominent one. In
particular, different uses of -ne/-fe impersonals will be argued to display varying degrees of
benefactive potential in different contexts. I will not propose benefaction as an overarching exclusive
semantic category that should be attributed to them. Chapters 7-8 will address the benefaction as a
‘derivative’, ‘supplementary’ function.

Although the present discussion treats many-to-many character of semantic relations and
polyfunctionality separately, they are highly compatible. This is captured by the notion of degeneracy.
Van de Velde’s (2014) example, used to explain the notion, is highly compatible with the ‘function of

clothing’ example presented above:

“A simple example is thermoregulation in the human body, which is degenerately
controlled by (a) perspiration, (b) arteriolar vasodilation, (c) shivering, (d)
countercurrent flow, (e) wearing protective clothing, (f) huddling, etc. Degeneracy is
related to the notion of redundancy, but one of the differences is that degenerate
features may play a role elsewhere in the system as well. To stick to the example of
thermoregulation in humans, consider the role of walking upright. This plays a role
in thermoregulation, as the body catches less solar radiation and catches more wind,
thus helping to keep the body cool in warm climates, but one would be hard pressed
to maintain that thermoregulation is the sole function of our species’ upright posture:
it also adds to the expansion of the visual perimeter, and has energetic advantages in
locomotion, for instance.”

(Van de Velde 2014: 141-142)
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That “degenerate features may play a role elsewhere in the system as well” seems to be consistent
with the polyfunctional perspective (in his work, Van de Velde applies the notion to the domain of
diachronic change, using the examples of Dutch experience predicates and Dutch subordinate clauses
as degenerately transformed constructional networks)

In this work, I attempt to demonstrate that recognising the polyfunctionality of forms
facilitates a more complete account of benefaction. Conversely, by focusing exclusively on the
constructions whose ‘general, overarching meaning’ is identified as ‘benefactive’ we risk rendering

the scope of the analysis too narrow to do justice to the descriptive objective.

3.1.3  Non-discreteness of linguistic units and a usage-oriented perspective

Usage-based approaches in linguistics (Langacker 1987; cf. e.g., overview in Bybee 2013) broadly
agree that language as a cognitive and/or social structure is shaped by communicative events and
usage of linguistic forms within them. In that perspective, naturally produced utterances and their
specific characteristics are not ‘pauperised’ implementations of rules. Instead, they are representative
of semantic structures (defined on cognitive or social level) — and interact with them. A natural
consequence of the usage-based view, is therefore a strong interest in the authentic usage situations.

The present work agrees with the fundamental premises of the usage-based model.
Furthermore, it acknowledges the non-discreteness and gradience of linguistic units. Specifically, any
linguistic unit is assumed to emerge in a ‘bottom-up’ manner as a generalisation over multiple similar
instances of language use, which are, however, never fully identical. Each individual and each subset
of users have been exposed to a different set of usage instances, which is constantly incremented.
While typical uses may be expected to emerge, the bottom-up view of the linguistic units entail that
they are internally varied.

Each of the three subprojects of the present work faces challenges related to the non-discrete
character of linguistic units. Chapters 4-5 look at the interchangeable uses of the Polish dative and dla
prepositional phrases. The two forms display a benefactive potential — and could be seen as
synonymous means of expressing benefaction. At the same time, finding the contexts in which the two
forms can be attested or seen as equally likely is not trivial. The individual uses of the two forms yield
two complex networks of ever slightly different functions, which, in turn, often can be interpreted in
terms of benefaction on a more general level. The present work attempts to identify ‘the overlapping
parts of these networks’ through finding maximally similar contexts of the use of the two
constructions.

Non-discreteness also pertains to linguistic forms. As demonstrated in Chapters 6-7, sobie/se
shows a substantial contextual variation in how its polyfunctional potential — often encompassing
benefactive, normative and volitional functions — is realised. The same project also proposes a non-

discrete view of the two formal categories, i.e. sobie and the clitic se. Despite the distinctiveness of
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sobie and se — in phonotactic qualities, syntactic distribution, register and sociolinguistic status —
distinguishing the two forms may be subject to complex effects in fast-rate spontaneous speech (cf.
discussion in Chapter 6).

Finally, the impersonal construction -ne/-te falls in-between other related uses of the
passive/resultative participle forms of Polish (cf. Chapter 8-9) — and, even for uses which are easy to

classify syntactically, the patterns of polyfunctionality exhibit substantial variation.

3.2 Corpora and large linguistic resources in the study of functional

complexity

One of the key methodological tools for observing and quantifying the non-discrete categorical
variation consists in linguistic corpora. This will be the preferred choice in the present work. Section
3.2.1 considers the techniques used in corpus semantics, and provides a general overview of their
application in the present work. I will also introduce the most important resources used. Before
proceeding to that part, however, Section 3.2.2 will note some of the important limitations of the

corpus approaches.

3.2.1 Quantitative and qualitative analysis

The present section focuses on the recurrent types of methodological tools that come from the corpus
approaches to semantics: qualitative, close analysis of the target uses, analysis of collocations, and
profile-based methods. Each kind of approach offers multiple possibilities and subsumes, in fact,
whole families of methods that share assumptions and technical steps.

Qualitative analyses of usage instances precede modern linguistic analyses, let alone corpus
linguistics (including, for instance, the long-established lexicographic practice of entry illustration).
The advances brought by the advent of corpus linguistics definitely include technological affordances
for retrieval, storage and description of concordances, as the researchers in the field refer to the
display of analysed forms presented in their immediate preceding and following context.

The qualitative corpus approaches face certain important methodological challenges. They
generally pertain to excessive subjectivity of the analysis, including “cherry-picking”, i.e. selectively
focusing on the examples that conform to the pre-existing models of phenomena. A possible position
is that the problems of subjective biases can be mitigated by the adoption of quantitative techniques of
data analysis.

At the same time, qualitative analytic practices remain a component of corpus linguistic
analyses. They are indispensable, even if only in the form of preparing the linguistic data to be
quantified, or interpreting the result of a quantitative study. Geeraerts (2010b), drawing a parallel

between a doctor diagnosing a patient and a semantician, advocates the view that the use of analytical
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intuition and the adoption of empirical methods are not contradictory in semantic research. He
concludes that “[r]ather than being the opposite of a more traditional hermeneutic approach, an
empirical approach to semantics is the completion and consummation of it.” (Geeraerts 2010b: 76).

The present study extensively relies on the qualitative analysis of corpus material.
Throughout the empirical part, the described phenomena are illustrated with corpus examples, some
of which receive a more detailed treatment. This common practice of corpus illustration will be
particularly significant in Chapters 4-5, where the pairs of maximally similar examples with the Polish
dative and dla ‘for’ PPs will be sought. The important observation behind this ‘maximal pair’-seeking
is that even for a “cherry-picker”, identifying them is a difficult task. Instead of stipulating that the
selected example pairs represent a typical situation, they are seen as extremes (epiphenomena of high
descriptive value). In this way, the problematic practice of “cherry-picking” will be problematised
into the question of how such search for ‘maximal pairs’ can be performed in a principled and scalable
manner.

In all of the empirical chapters, efforts will be made to complement the qualitative
observations with quantitative experiments. Two corpus-semantic methodological strategies may be

singled out as particularly relevant — collocational and profile-base approaches.

Collocational approaches (cf. e.g Gries 2009: 14—16; McEnery & Hardie 2011: 122—-133; Sinclair
1991: 109-121) take interest in the co-occurrence of forms. Researchers may choose to analyse the
forms in a close context of the target form, i.e. the “node”, (e.g. in the span of 5 segments to the left
and right), those in a fixed position (e.g. R3, the third segments to the right of the node), or those
appearing in specific syntactic environments (e.g. head of the subject phrase).

In corpus linguistic practice, the term collocation often implies the frequency of co-
occurrence stated in relative rather than absolute terms. In this way, on and the, frequently used
together, may not be considered a prototypical collocations, since the two forms are, on their own,
among the most frequent English words. Collocation analysis in the “relative” sense employs
contingency-based information and association measures to find and rank the collocation according to
the strength of association. For pedagogical reasons, Levshina (2015) uses bonsai tree example to
illustrate the logic of collocational analysis, as presented in Table 3.1 below. The number of
coocurences of bonsai and tree in the corpus is 5. Outside the contexts of coocurence, tree apeared
6131 times, and bonsai 50 times. The total frequency of all the other segments in the corpus is

96980521.
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bonsai = bonsai Row totals

tree 5 6131 6136
- tree 50 96980521 96980571
Column totals 55 96986652

Table 3.1: “Co-occurrence frequencies of word forms bonsai and tree (based on the British National

Corpus) " (adapted from Levshina 2015: 224, Table 10.2 ibid.)

Such data can be then reduced to a single score using different collocation measures. The analysis is
repeated for other collocates — so that their scores can be ranked, thereby creating meaningful lists of
the “strongest” collocations.

Different measures may be used, requiring all of the figures or a part thereof (Evert 2005;
Levshina 2015: 223-239). Collocational measures may be non-directional or directional. The latter
kind of measures can be well explained by the bonsai tree example above. Specifically, an occurrence
of bonsai is a relatively strong cue for the occurrence of free, as a relatively large share of the uses of
bonsai instantiate such co-occurrence (9% of all the uses of bonsai). Contrarily, tree itself is not a
strong cue for bonsai (just above 0.08% of all the uses of #ree). Directional measures are designed to
capture such characteristics. In turn, non-directional measures summarise the relationship in just one
figure.

The descriptive benefits and risks of the two kinds of approaches (directional vs. non-
directional measures) — have been debated (cf., e.g., discussion in Schmid 2010). The decision
crucially depends on the motivation of a project, especially on whether it attempts to inform
cognitively- and psychologically-oriented research. As for the present work, when reporting
collocational results (cf. Chapter 7), multiple measures are presented, both directional and non-
directional, in order to broadly contextualise the results (cf. also the proposal of “tupleization” by
Stefan Th. Gries who advocates a principled inclusion of multiple types of information in
collocational studies; Gries 2019).

The understanding of collocations, presented above for a pair of lexical units, can be
extended to associations between other kinds of linguistic units. The term colligation can be applied to
an association of a lexical item and a grammatical feature (McEnery & Hardie 2011: 130-131). In the
same tradition, the terms semantic preference and semantic prosody have been applied to the
associations of a lexical item with, respectively, semantic features and evaluative features (McEnery
& Hardie 2011: 135-142). The idea of semantic prosody is that ‘positively’ charged words appear in
the neighbourhood of other units with a positive connotation (and the reverse holds for ‘negative’
semantic prosody). Semantic prosody analysis is particularly interested in ‘neutral’ or ‘technical’

terms that can be demonstrated to systematically co-occur with clearly ‘negative’ or ‘positive’ lexis
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(e.g. to inform critical discourse-analytic research). Such relations between evaluative meaning (in
terms of broadly conceived positive-negative distinction) and linguistic forms are, naturally, of
primary interest to the present work. The idea that they can be studied based on distributional data is
broadly accepted throughout it.

At the intersection of corpus linguistics and construction-grammatical approaches,
collostructional analysis has been proposed and widely applied. Anatol Stefanowitsch and Stefan Th.
Gries (Stefanowitsch & Gries 2003; Gries & Stefanowitsch 2004; Stefanowitsch & Gries 2005)
proposed specific designs for input into association analysis (in these works Fisher-Yates Exact p-
values are used as the preferred, bidirectional measure). Collexeme analysis looks for associations
between a target construction and specific lexemes occurring within it. Table 3.2 reproduces the
example used in Stefanowitsch (2003). It reports the intersection of the distribution of the use of the
lexeme “accident” (in the entire corpus) and the distribution of the [X waiting to happen]. In this

instance, one can see that “accident” accounts for the large part of all the uses of the construction.

accident —accident Row totals
[N waiting to happen) 14 21 35
—[N waiting to happen] 8606 10197659 10206265
Column totals 8620 10197680 10206300

Table 3.2: “Crosstabulation of accident and the [N waiting to happen] construction” (Adapted from
Stefanowitsch & Gries 2003: 219, Table 3 ibid.)

In Distinctive Collexeme Analysis (Gries & Stefanowitsch 2004), the analysis focuses on a
comparison of two selected constructions, rather than on the distinction between the use within and
the use outside of a construction. Table 3.3 demonstrates the analysis of 7o-dative and Ditransitive
constructions in English, presented in Gries & Stefanowitsch (2004). In that case, the association

between give and the Diatransitive construction is to be expected.

give Other verbs Row totals
DITRANSITIVE 461 (213) 574 (822) 1035
To-DATIVE 146 (394) 1773 (1525) 1919
Column totals 607 2347 2994

Table 3.3: “The distribution of give in the ditransitive and the to-dative (in the ICE-GB)”; expected frequencies
in the parentheses (Gries & Stefanowitsch 2004 102, Table 1 ibid.)

Differently to the two above mentioned techniques, Covarying Collexeme Analysis (Stefanowitsch &
Gries 2005) looks at two slots of a single construction. Illustration in Table 3.4 comes from the study

of into-causatives exemplifying the technique. The cross-tabulation of this type makes it possible to
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measure the association between the verb fool and the noun think in this construction (fool sb into

thinking), as contrasted with the different configurations ([X sb into Ying])).

think Other verbs Row totals
fool 46 (7) 31(70) 77
Other verbs 101 (140) 1408 (1369) 1509
Column totals 147 1439 1586

Table 3.4: “The distribution of fool and think in the into-causative (BNC 1.0)”; expected frequencies in the
parentheses (Stefanowitsch & Gries 2005: 10, Table 6 ibid.)

In collocational and collostructional approaches, the associated forms need not follow specific order
nor be adjacent (although sometimes researchers take interest in a specific position, e.g. analysis of
“R3” collocates of a form would take into consideration only the third segment to the right from this
form'?). The term n-gram refers to sequences of n subsequent forms, where n can represent any
natural number (cf., e.g., the use for grammatical research in Cappelle & Grabar 2016; Cappelle,
Depraetere & Lesuisse 2019; Leclercq 2022). For instance, in [ met a hedgehog in the morning,
following 2-grams (or bi-grams) can be discerned: [/, met], [met, al, [a, hedgehog], [hedgehog, in],
[in, the], and [the, morning] (using the standard English orthography as the criterion of segmentation
of the input). Similarly, [hedgehog, in, the] exemplifies a 3-gram (¢ri-gram) and [a, hedgehog, in, the]
—a4-gram.

K-skip n-grams (skip-gram) extend the notion of n-gram, so that the sequences may include
segments that are not direct neighbours. An analysis of 2-skip 3-grams, for example, might identify a
sequence such as [met, hedgehog, morning], including three segments that are separated from one
another by no more than two intervening segments (cf. the analysis in Chapter 9 with more
exemplification). Chapter 9 employs both n-gram and skip-gram analyses as exploratory tools into a

less-researched construction in an internet-sourced corpus without rich linguistic annotation.

Beyond broadly conceived collocation-based approaches, the present work includes a small-scale
analysis drawing from the profile-based approach drawing from Behavioural Profiles technique (cf.
Divjak & Gries 2006; Glynn 2009; Gries & Divjak 2009; cf. Dirven et al. 1982; Geeraerts,
Grondelaers & Bakema 1994). Gries & Otani (2010) provides the following summary of the Profile-

based technique:

“The application of the BP method to synonyms/antonyms involves the following

steps:

10 This perspective, necessarily, relies on the segmentation adopted in the corpus.

59



i. the retrieval of (a representative random sample of) all instances of the lemmas of the
synonyms/antonyms to be studied from a corpus in the form of a concordance;

ii. a (so far largely) manual analysis and annotation of many properties of each match in
the concordance of the lemmas; these properties are, following Atkins (1987),
referred to as ID tags and include morphological, syntactic, semantic, and
collocational characteristics (cf. [...])

iii. the conversion of these data into a co-occurrence table that provides the relative
frequency of co-occurrence of each lemma with each ID tag; the vector of
these co-occurrence percentages for a lemma is called that lemma’s behavioral
profile (cf.[...]);

iv. the evaluation of the table by means of exploratory and other statistical techniques,

9911

especially hierarchical agglomerative cluster analysis

(Gries & Otani 2010: 128)

Behavioural Profiles in Divjak & Gries (2006) are dedicated to Russian near-synonyms of #ying. The
profiles represented therein are derived from a broad range of features, representing morphological,
syntactic, semantic and collocational information, in turn, inspired by the earlier research by Atkins
(Atkins 1987; after Divjak & Gries 2006). The profiles were subject to clusterisation to model the
relations in the near-synonym set.

The studies that share the fundamental principle of multifactorial annotation of a set of
authentic usage instances have become common, displaying various differences. Besides
onomasiological focus (studies of near-synonymy, both with grammatical alternation or sets of lexical
items), semasiologically-oriented profiles have been constructed. Gries (2006) and Glynn (2014b)
compiled profiles dedicated to the study of polysemy of to run. While the studies on synonymy start
with distinctively delimited groups, one per synonym, the studies of polysemy face the problem of
sense delimitation. Glynn (2016), analysing the uses of annoy, addresses this problem by resigning
from the annotation of a priori senses. Instead, he derives the a posteriori senses from the exploratory
analysis of clusters of co-occurring usage features (cf. Glynn 2009; Glynn 2010a; Glynn 2010b).

Another source of variation in the application of the technique, consists in the types and
range of features included in the coding scheme, often less numerous and limited to a specific kind of
information (e.g. semantic or syntactic). Finally, the specific quantitative techniques used to analyse
the datasets benefit from a wide array of choice that suit various kinds of analytical objectives and
perspectives (cf., e.g., the contributions in Glynn & Robinson 2014).

A small-scale profile-based study presented in Chapter 7 focuses on the uses of the dative

reflexive pronoun sobie/se with the verb siedzie¢ ‘to sit (IPFV)’, as contrasted with the uses of this

11 The parentheses in ii-iii. include in-text references to tables with the illustrations of the steps.
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verb that do not include the marker (discussing results from Wyro§lak 2022). The annotation set is
limited exclusively to semantic-pragmatic variables, while the target dataset is modelled with multiple

correspondence analysis as its main quantitative techniques.

The analytic part of this work includes three major projects, each interested in three different registers,
motivating the use of different corpora. Three fundamental sources of usage data were selected to

effectuate the analyses demonstrated in the present work:

* Narodowy Korpus Jezyka Polskiego — National Corpus of Polish (Przepiorkowski et al. 2012)
*  SPOKES search and exploration engine for conversational corpus data (Pgzik 2015)

*  Twitter.com social network data (compiled using Twitter API)

Each of them plays a central role in one of the three main component projects presented in the present
work, respectively, in Chapters 4-5, Chapters 6-7 and Chapters 8-9. Each part includes the details of
the use of these resources. At the same time, the examples from specific corpora are occasionally used
in other chapters (in fact, this has already been the case in the opening chapters, Chapters 1-3).
Beyond corpora, the present work makes use of other digital language resources. Of
particular importance are the Walenty Valency dictionary of Polish (Hajnicz, Andrzejczuk & Bartosiak
2016; Przepiorkowski et al. 2014) and Stowosie¢ (plWordNet; Dziob, Piasecki & Rudnicka 2019;
Piasecki, Szpakowicz & Broda 2009). Stowosie¢ (PIWordNet) is a large lexical database of the
WordNet-type architecture (Fellbaum 1998; cf. also Geeraerts 2010a: 158—160 for a general note on
WordNet in the context of lexical semantic research). As such it is structured as a network of related
word-senses, crucially organised through the relations of synonymy, hyponymy-hypernymy, but not
limited to them. The resource will be used in Chapter 9, where it supports the operationalisation of
“verbs with a delimitative interpretation possible”. Thanks to the encoding of the actionality-related
information in the dictionary structure, like in the example below, the list of target items could be
developed (cf. Section 9.2.2 for the discussion of this example, and of powycinaé as a verb with

multiple actional interpretations possible; numbers represent identifiers for the entry).

* CZASOWNIK ‘VERB’ 1
* - CZASOWNIK DYNAMICZNY (AKCJ4) DYNAMIC VERB (ACTION)’ 1
* = CZASOWNIK DYNAMICZNY dokonany ‘DYNAMIC VERB perfective’ 1
* > CZASOWNIK z klasy pomocniczej “VERB from an auxiliary class’ 1
* - CZASOWNIK DELIMITATYWNY ‘DELIMITATIVE VERB’ 1

* = powycinaé ‘cut’ 15
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Walenty is a large-scale resource capturing the valency of Polish verbs, nouns, adjectives and adverbs.
The syntactic component of an entry includes syntactic schemata for the target forms (or,

subcategorisation frames, cf. example of schemata below; discussed in more detail in Chapter 5):

naszykowac [‘prepare’]: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +
obj{np(part)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
naszykowacd [‘prepare’]: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +

obj{np(part)} + {np(dat)}

At the time of writing, a large portion of the entries also include a semantic component with semantic
frames mapped onto syntactic schemata in the dictionary (Hajnicz, Andrzejczuk & Bartosiak 2016), in
a manner inspired by FrameNet project (Johnson et al. 2002; Ruppenhofer et al. 2006; cf. also
Geeraerts 2010a: 225-229). In the schemata presented above for naszykowaé ‘prepare’, the dative
phrase and the d/a-PP are mapped onto the RECIPIENT argument in the same semantic frame. The
creation of the resource was facilitated through corpus data, and many entries include illustrations
from the National Corpus of Polish. Walenty will be used extensively in Chapter 5, where it serves as
a proxy for the types of usage situation that potentially may allow interchangeability between the
Polish dative and dla ‘for’ prepositional phrases.

Large, digital lexicographic resources of such kind can serve as a supplement to the authentic
corpus data. On the one hand — these resources can support various stages of corpus analyses. On the
other — they can be treated as a proxy material for analysis (especially when their creation process has

an empirical foundation).

3.2.2  Challenges of corpus analysis

A fundamental limitation, widely recognised in corpus linguistics pertains to broadly conceived
problems of representativeness — “Balance, representativeness and comparability are ideals which
corpus builders strive for but rarely, if ever, attain” (McEnery & Hardie 2011: 10). The broader the
kind of variety represented in a corpus, the more challenging it becomes to adequately represent it. In
the opening parts of his monograph, Sinclair (1991: 13) considers the complexity of the corpus

compilation to exceed the expertise of narrowly considered linguistics:

“Who should design a corpus?

Some features of the source are worth controlling, in a common-sensical way. The
specification of a corpus—the types and proportions of material in it—is hardly a
job for linguists at all, but more appropriate to the sociology of culture. The stance
of the linguist should be a readiness to describe and analyse any instances of
language placed before him or her. In the infancy of the discipline of corpus

linguistics, the linguists have to do the text selection as well; when the impact of the
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work is felt more widely, it may be possible to hand over this responsibility to
language-orientated social scientists. Certainly the bulk of any lay discussion about
corpora concerns the criteria for text selection.”

(Sinclair 1991: 13)

Large, general corpora are not the only kind of corpora that are in used in contemporary corpus-
linguistic practice. Also, such corpora need not be used or developed as proxies for an idealised
everyday experiences of language users. At the same time, the non-trivial character of corpus creation
remains a key concern. It entails complex dilemmas regarding sampling, balance, sourcing (cf., e.g.
McEnery & Hardie 2011: 1-70). Kinds of metadata and annotation to include are other fundamental
matters. The decisions do not remain merely at the conceptual level, but also face the practical —
financial, technical and legal — conditions.

Another kind of consideration needs to be dedicated to the use of corpora in relation to the
usage-based motivation of the research. By definition, corpora include authentic usage data, which are
obviously central for the usage-based perspective. Yet, fundamental challenges appear if the analyst
undertakes to model (the emergence of) linguistic knowledge at the psycholinguistic or cognitive level
of individual speakers. Corpora offer a rather indirect evidence of online language processing
phenomena, as well as an indirect insight into the structure and emergence of linguistic knowledge. At
the same time, a psychologically/cognitively-plausible accounts of these phenomena may be seen as
the heart of the usage-based model of language and the usage-based program, or at least its ultimate
objective.

Individual variation (cf., e.g., Dabrowska 2019) is another problem for corpus research that
takes interest in usage-based perspective. For instance, it is not clear how corpus data, representing,
for example, a use of a given lexical item L, compares to an individual's experience of use and
exposition to this word. A somewhat trivial observation to bear in mind, is that, in a typical scenario,
no individual has been exposed to all of the usage instances of L included in the corpus. Even
acknowledging the basic assumption of the ‘representative-approximative’ character of corpus
evidence — one still recognises that some portion of the uses of L need not correspond to the linguistic
experience of all the language users whose variety the corpus is supposed to represent.

Challenges persist even if a corpus is strictly designed to model a kind of individual
linguistic experience (idiolectal corpora, corpora of texts that a given individual was exposed to). At
the starting point, in these corpora, all the uses of L are equally important, each constituting a single
occurrence. Yet, different instances of L, produced or processed, are likely to be differently salient. As
an illustration, one may think of a patient listening to a doctor who proposes a change in a planned

surgical procedure, calling the previous proposal an overkill. For the patient, this may constitute an
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instance of overkill that is more salient than many or all other instances of this item that they have
encountered.

Importantly, usage instances should not be viewed in a context-free manner but rather as
forms used in a certain function in a certain context. In this vein, Schmid (2010) provides a review of
a problematic character of deducing entrenchment from raw frequencies of a form, regardless of its
use). This line of thought leads to the problem of integrating extralinguistic, situational information
into linguistic corpora. On them, yet further theoretical problems can be stacked (e.g. what constitutes
a lexical item or a construction for a given individual speaker?).

At the same time, all those complications need not lead to the rejection of the utility of
corpora for cognitively-oriented usage-based programmes. Authentic instances of language use (in
large quantities) provide invaluable insight into what humans may produce — and what they may need
or be able to comprehend. Some corpora and corpus projects are particularly relevant to the study of
the cognitive and psychological aspects of language use. This would include corpora of linguistic
production in controlled condition and corpora of spontaneous speech. The aforementioned, carefully
compiled individual variation-related corpora can also serve as an example of a particularly
informative example (cf. Anthonissen & Petré 2019; Petré et al. 2019). Another line of research
employs the corpus data in machine-learning experiments, analysing the behaviour of the algorithm
with the purpose of modelling language phenomena (cf. e.g., Divjak & Milin 2023).

The studies presented in this dissertation operate mostly on a social level of description,
analysing how the target forms are used by linguistic communities behind the respective register
considered. To achieve this objective, it extensively draws from authentic language usage data. At the
same time it does not fully match the ambitions of the usage-based programme in the narrow sense, as

described above (as such it could be labelled as usage-oriented).

The present chapter concludes the part of the work that considers the apparatus necessary for studying
benefaction. Section 3.2 has situated the work in the corpus linguistic methodology, complementing
Section 3.1, where I indicated the three sources of functional complexity the coming chapters need to

address. These sources are (cf. Section 3.1.1 -3.1.3):
*  Many-to-many character of the relations between forms and meaning
* Polyfunctionality

*  Non-discreteness of linguistic forms and functions

Functional interplay as applied in this work, refers in particular to the situations in which benefaction

relates to other functions through polysemy, polyfunctionality, and the lack of sharp boundaries with
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them. As shown in the dedicated sections, each of these complexity sources is relevant to the semantic
descriptions which I provide in the following chapters.

An overarching characteristic that may be attributed to many of the analyses included here —
is the focus on highly specific phenomena. For instance, Chapters 6-7 focus not only on sobie/se,
treated as a single unit, in a single register, but also limit the analysis to a subset of its uses (those
without a prominent recipient interpretation). The key corpus study discussed therein analyses the use
of the marker with a single verb (specifically siedzie¢, ‘to sit’). The key motivation behind this
decision is that its interpretation is known to be highly dependent on the verb (along with other
factors). The focus on a single verb, therefore, makes it possible to study micro-variation and
maximise the ‘ethical’ interpretation of the analysed contexts. Similar comments on the narrow-focus
can be made about the analyses in Chapter 8 which treat only a highly specific set of -ne/-te forms.

Naturally, the adopted research strategy has consequences for the generalisability of the
findings of the present work. Yet, the study of very specific patterns allows a considerable degree of
research control. Metaphorically, the motivation behind this decision could be compared to the
benefits of ‘probing a specific location’ in natural sciences research. In a manner in which a natural
scientist, e.g. exobiologist, might probe a location exactly because of its unique or extreme
characteristics, the present work attempts to probe linguistic phenomena that — from certain
theoretical viewpoints — could be viewed as ‘extremities’: “distinct syntactic patterns in
indistinguishable contexts” (Chapters 4-5), “reflexive dative marker used with intransitive verbs of
motion and posture” (Chapters 6-7) — or “impersonal constructions with personal reference (formed

with extravagant participles, generally absent in standardised registers)” (Chapters 8-9).
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4  Benefactive potential of dla ‘for’ and the Polish
dative

4.1 Introduction

In the present and the following chapter, I consider benefaction in the alternation between the Polish
dative and the preposition dla ‘for (the sake)’ preposition, focusing predominantly on their uses in
verbal constructions. As demonstrated in (4.1-4.2), both forms can mark a recipient-beneficiary,

producing highly similar semantic effects:

4.1 (NKJP:journalism, Nie nauczylismy go agresji..., Dziennik Polski, 1998-11-04 )
Obiecal, ze zbuduje nam dom taki,
promise(PFV).PST.M.3SG  COMP  build(PFV).NPST.3SG 1PL.DAT house.ACC.SG  such.M.ACC.SG
jakiego nikt jeszcze nie  widziat
REL.M.GEN.SG nobody.NOM yet NEG see(IPFV).PST.M.3SG

‘He promised he would build us a house that nobody had ever seen'

“4.2) (NKJP:journalism, Czarownice i smoki, Edyta Tomczak, Dziennik Stupski, 1999-08-27)
Nad  morzem zbudowat dla  niej piekny zamek
over sea.NS.SG  build(PFV).PST.M.38G for 3SG.F.GEN  beautiful. M.ACC.SG castle.ACC.SG

*On the coast, he built a beautiful castle for her'

The project I present in Chapters 4-5 is dedicated to a constructional alternation, but it does not aim to
explain the choice between the two constructions. Specifically, I will try to identify and study the
most similar usage contexts between the two forms, rather than to contrast them. The hypothesis
behind the project is that the ‘near-interchangeability’ contexts of the two forms with a benefactive
potential should themselves be clearly benefactive. In other words, the following two chapters explore
one of the possible answers to the question ‘how to find benefaction?’. This answer is ‘look at an
alternation between the constructions that can express benefaction’, which will be demonstrated and
critically assessed.

The project concentrates on the dative and dla ‘for’ in standardised registers of Polish'>. The

National Corpus of Polish (Przepiorkowski et al. 2012) will be frequently used as a source of

12 I am not taking into account phenomena observed in Eastern Polish varieties (cf. Behnke 2014; Behnke 2023; Dziggiel

2011), cf. Section 4.4.
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linguistic data, both in the present chapter and in Chapter 5. The description of this project will unfold
in two steps. First, in the present chapter, I will analyse the benefactive potential of the Polish dative
and dla, referring to the existing body of research, in particular to the analyses within cognitive-
linguistic frameworks. Building upon that, in Chapter 5, I will analyse the benefaction in the near-
interchangeable uses of the two forms. Throughout the project, I will argue that the study of the near-
interchangeable uses of the two constructions can itself yield a valuable insight into the structure of
benefactive situations in Polish.

In Sections 4.2-4.3, I provide a brief functional overview of the Polish dative and dla,
oriented towards demonstrating the benefactive potential of the constructions, giving prominence to
their analyses from cognitive and functional perspective. While the project focuses on the the
maximally similar uses, obviously, the dative and dla cannot be used interchangeably in all their
contexts. This is taken into account in Section 4.4, which discusses the relation between the

constructions, including the existing accounts of the alternation.
4.2  The benefactive potential of the Polish dative

The dative is one of the 7 synthetic cases distinguished in the morphological analysis of Polish
nominals — nominative, genitive, dative, accusative, instrumental, prepositional (locative) and
vocative (exemplified in Table 4.1), containing the declension paradigm for a masculine-animate noun

jez ‘hedgehog’; cf. Grammatical Dictionary of Polish (Wolinski et al. 2020).

singular plural
nominative jez jeze
genitive jeza jezy
dative Jjezowi jezom
accusative jeza jeze
instrumental Jjezem Jjezami
locative jezu jezach
vocative jezu jeze

Table 4.1: Declensional paradigm for jez ‘hedgehog’

Being highly polysemous, the Polish dative has long been a subject of semasiological analysis. Its
most prominent functions include expression of recipients and various kinds of experiencers

(examples match proposal by Wierzbicka 2009; cf. the description later in this section).
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(43)

4.4

(4.5)

(4.6)

4.7)

‘Recipient’ (NKJP:journalism, Sen o Ameryce, Ewa Majcher, Gazeta Wroctawska, 2001-10-08, Wroctaw)
Zapomniala, ze kupita mu bilet.
forget(PFV).PST.F.3SG COMP  buy(PFV).PST.F.3SG 3SG.M.DAT ticket.ACC.SG

‘She forgot that she bought him a ticket’

‘Addressee of an action’ (NKJP:fiction, Taksim by Andrzej Stasiuk, 2009)
Gdy w  koncu otworzyli nam brame, stonce bylo juz wysoko.
when in  end.LOC.SG open(PFV).PST.M_PERS.3PL 1PL.DAT  gate.ACC.SG

‘When they finally opened the gate for us, the sun was already high

‘Perceiver’ (NKJP:fiction, Schiza by Paulina Grych, 2008)

Pokaze ci zdjecie z Iraku.

show(PFV).NPST.1SG ~ 2SG.DAT  photo.ACC.SG from Iraq.GEN.SG

‘I’1l show you a photo from Iraq’

‘Beneficiary’ (NKJP:journalism, Co boli rehabilitantow... a co rehabilitowanych?, Wit L. Les$niewicz, Dziennik
Lodzki, 2004-07-16)

Gdy dowiedzial sie, ze popsuto nam sie jedno z urzqdzen,

znajqc sie na tym, bezplatnie nam Jje zreperowal
know(IPFV).CVB  REFL on this.LOC.SG free of expense 1PL.DAT 3SG.N.ACC repair(PFV).PST.M.3SG

‘When he found out that one of the devices broke, knowing the matter well, he repaired it for us for free’

“‘Experiencer of personal sphere intrusion’ (NKJP:fiction, Zycie ideologiczne, osobiste, codzienne i artystyczne

by Henryk Grynberg, 1998)

Przyszedt mtody lekarz, opukat Krzysia,

zajrzat mu do gardla i powiedzial, Ze to angina
look(PFV).PST.M.3SG  3SG.M.DAT to throat.GEN.SG CONJ tell.PST.M.3SG COMP PRED tonsillitis.NOM.SG

‘A young doctor came, examined Krzysio, looked into his throat and said that it was tonsillitis

The semantic roles of the dative phrases in (4.3-4.7) can be described, respectively, as recipient,

addressee of an action, perceiver, beneficiary and experiencer of personal sphere intrusion (or, simply,

a possessor). The examples also provide a glimpse into the variation of constructions that dative

nominals enter.

In the examples (4.3-4.7), the dative phrases can be analysed as headed by the verb. Such

verb-centered constructions are not the exclusive environment in which the datives are used, though

68



other contexts have been characterised as limited (Buttler 1976: 147-148; Heinz 1965: 103—106). The
dative can be also found in syntactic subordination to adjectives— e.g. [wierny + NPy,] ‘faithful to
someone’, [dogodny + NPa.], [wrogi + NP4.] ‘hostile to someone’, as well as adnominal uses. Besides
constructions such as [ojciec/ matka + NPg4y] ‘mother/father to someone’, major groups of nouns
modified by the dative are morphologically related to the corresponding verbal and adjectival
constructions — e.g. postuszenstwo ‘obedience’ (— postuszny ‘obedient’), sprzedaz ‘sale’ (—
sprzedawac ‘to sell’), zyczliwos¢é ‘kindness’ (— zyczliwy ‘kind’). Regular gerund forms with -anie,
-enie often preserve the dative patterns of the verb — e.g. [przekazywanie + NP, + NP4y] ‘(a) transfer
of sth to someone’, as in [przekazywaé + NP, + NPy ‘to transfer sth to someone’. Finally,
prepositions ku ‘to/towards/in’, naprzeciw ‘to/towards’, na przekor ‘in defiance of”, przeciw ‘against’,
wbrew ‘despite, contrary to’ and (obsolete) gwoli ‘for/in order to/ for the sake of” govern the dative
case.

Butler (1976: 150) presents an overview of the main groups of ad-verbal, governed datives,
lists following types of verbs. They includes benefactively (and malefactively) used verbs (referred to

through the term commodality (cf. Section 2.2):

*  ‘Give’ diatransitive verbs "

* Verbs of opposing [ “stawianie oporu”] — e.g., przeczy¢ ‘to negate’, przeciwstawiacé sie,
oponowac, sprzeciwia¢ sig (all ‘to oppose’)

* Verbs of domination and subjugation to one’s own will [“dominowanie nad kim,
podporzadkowanie wilasnej woli’] — e.g. wladaé ‘rule’, panowaé ‘rule, dominate’,
przewodzi¢ ‘lead’

* ‘Be [in the role of] somebody’,‘behave like someone’ verbs created with -owac suffix from
personal names — matkowac¢ ‘to act as a mother’, prezesowaé ‘to act as an executive’,
mecenasowac ‘act as a patron’

*  Verbs which are ‘not forming coherent groups, but expressing a general advantageous or
disadvantageous influence’ — e.g. ufa¢ ‘trust’, sprzyja¢ ‘favour’, zlorzeczyé ‘curse,

comminate’, dokuczaé ‘tease, upset’, dopiekac ‘tease, upset’)

Urbanczyk-Adach (2009:18) recognises that the notion of commodality is widely used in Polish

linguistics in relation to the meaning of ‘benefit’ and that it is traditionally applied to the dative

13 Buttler (1976: 150) does not use the term and explains it descriptively: “...przynalezne do niego wyrazy otwieraja w

99 ¢

konteksécie dwa miejsca:dla celownikowego dopelienia dalszego i dla biernika w funkcji dopetnienia blizszego” ‘the words
belonging to the group open two slots: for the indirect direct object in the dative and for the accusative in the function of

direct object” (translation mine).
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(dativus commodi), whereas the term dativus incommodi is used to refer to the datives markng an
adversely addressed participant. She argues that the dative itself has been traditionally identified as
the primary means of this ‘commodal’ function (which falls within the scope of benefaction as
understood in the present work).

Due to its semantic complexity, the Polish dative (just as datives in other Slavic languages
and synthetic case categories in general) attracted much attention from research in Cognitive
Linguistics-oriented semantics, aimed at testing its explanatory apparatus on a particularly demanding
ground that this highly polysemous grammatical category provides. Works by Wierzbicka (1988: 391-
434; 2009), Dabrowska (1997) and Rudzka-Ostyn (1996) can be provided as examples. In the
following paragraphs I will attempt to present fragments of their analyses, with particular attention to
their observations on the benefaction and the Polish dative.

To describe basic semantic scenarios for the dative, Wierzbicka (1988: 391-434; 2009) uses
Natural Semantic Metalanguage, developed to provide semantic description uniformly translatable
between specific languages. In Wierzbicka (2009), following formulation is provided for the Polish

dative:

“Scenario IV (a prototype for the dative)
someone did something
because this someone wanted something to happen to someone else
something happened to this other someone because of it”
(Wierzbicka 2009:157)

The definition implies the centrality of actionality and affectedness coming from a volitional force.
Further, Wierzbicka provides five classes of datives, discerned on the basis of the type of

affectedness' (examples 4.3-4.7 above match them in the presented order):

1. “someone did something (to something) at some time

someone else could have something because of this
2. someone did something (to something) at some time

someone else could do something (to this something) because of this
3. someone did something (to something) at some time

someone else could see/hear/know something because of this

4. someone did something (to something) at some time

14 Cf. also summary of Polish dative constructions from Wierzbicka’s earlier work (1988: 427-433), where 31 types of uses

are delineated and proposed.
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someone else could feel something good/bad because of this
5. someone did something (to something) at some time
someone else could feel something in his/her body because of this”
(Wierzbicka 2009:158)

Of particular interest for this study is the fourth class. Wierzbicka recognises both benefactive and
malefactive potential of the dative, and recognises two specific ‘types’ of affectedness. The first one is
the affectedness of someone’s possession, the second — the affectedness of someone’s close relatives.
‘Relatives’ are defined, in NSM terms, as “someone like a part” of the affected person. As a

consequence of these distinctions, the fourth class of semantic scenarios can be subdivided into four

subclasses:
1. “Something good happens to one of someone’s possessions
2. Something bad happens to one of someone’s possessions
3. Something good happens to one of someone’s close relatives
4. Something bad happens to one of someone’s close relatives”

(Wierzbicka 2009:158)

A full description is given for the first scenario (benefactive, affectedness of someone’s possesion),
where it is presented as dependent on the voluntary character of the situation (‘this other someone
wanted this thing to be like this’) and the affective result (‘this other could feel something good

because of this):

“Someone did something to something at some time
Because this someone wanted something good to happen to someone else
Something happened to this thing because of this
Because of this, after this, this thing was not like before
This thing belonged to this other someone
This other someone wanted this things to be like this
Because of this, when this happened to this thing it was good for this other
someone
(this other someone could feel something good because of this)”
(Wierzbicka 2009:162)
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Rudzka-Ostyn (1996) applies a semantic network analysis to explore various domains of the use of
the dative, looking at non-reflexive, reflexive (Cf. Chapter 6 on the dative reflexive sobie) and
prepositional datives. She constructs an elaborate model representing the complex form-meaning
relations in the subgroups of dative uses. Rudzka-Ostyn argues that, while multiple patterns of use
may seem peculiar on their own, their joint treatment reveals a network of motivated relations. In that,
she joins other cognitive linguistic studies of case as a meaningful category that is possible to study
from a holistic perspective (cf. Dabrowska’s and Wierzbicka’s accounts of the Polish dative outlined
in this section, also Janda [1993] on the Czech Dative and the Russian Instrumental).

According to her, the most important uses of the dative are subsumed by the broadly
conceived role of landmark, as understood in Ronald Langacker’s Cognitive Grammar (Langacker
1979; 1987), while the concepts of endpoint and recipient can be discerned on less schematic levels of

the analysis:

“The most important of them [the concepts characterising the Polish dative — PW]
form a hierarchy at the top of which is the concept of landmark, understood here
very broadly as a point of reference for the given relation. At more specific levels
come the concepts of endpoint or terminal and recipient. It is the latter that the
central dative variants instantiate. A prototypical instantiation involves a human
recipient of a concrete object intentionally transferred into the recipient's domain of
control. As we move away from the prototype, the objects received become
increasingly less concrete; spatial accessibility gives way to perceptual and
cognitive accessibility. At a certain point, what is accessed is some unspecified
effect that the action might produce, and the person affected need not be intended as
its experiencer.”

(Rudzka-Ostyn 1996:386)

In terms of the factors particularly interesting to the present work, along her survey of the many uses
of the dative, Rudzka-Ostyn notes the presence of “axiologically antonymous” uses of datives — that
is, the recognition of that both the benefactive and malefactive uses of the Polish dative exist (cf. also
Paszenda 2017). Similarly, in terms of volitionality, she finds out that “the actions themselves change
from volitional to accidental, but even when volitional, the dative referent is not necessarily their
objective endpoint”. However, even the concept of landmark, the ‘top’ of the network she proposes, is
not stipulated by her to be the dative ‘semantic invariant’. The semantic cohesion consist in the
interlinked, network character of the category, rather than such overarching elements.

The presence of ‘antonymous’ malefactive meanings of the Polish dative is also noted by

Newman (1996: 116-117) in the context of the discussion of “Identical marking of "human from
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whom something is taken" and RECIPIENT”. He relates the latter phenomenon to the category of
experiencer, associated with the datives in many Indo-European languages (“A human or animate
being from whom something is taken is also experiencing a change in the state of affairs, just as much
as the RECIPIENT in the act of giving”). Similarly, Newman interprets the coexistence of the
benefactive and malefactive uses of the Polish Dative in terms of “instantiations of the experiencer
category, rather than as evidence for a meaning changing into its opposite.” (Newman 1996: 117).
Such ‘antonymic’ uses, are not problematic to the present account, since it aims to demonstrate the
benefactive potential of the Polish dative, rather than benefaction as its universal property.

Dabrowska (1997) dedicates her monograph specifically to providing an account of the
Polish dative from the perspective of Cognitive Semantics, crucially, cognitive-linguistic network
model (Lakoff 1987) and Langackerian Cognitive Grammar. She argues that the diverse uses of dative
are not arbitrary, but rather semantically motivated and interrelated. She identifies the concept of
Personal Sphere as central to the datives across its many uses. Thereby, the presence of a dative

phrase marks a kind of affectedness of the target person:

“Participants in a situation may be affected in a variety of ways. [...] To define the
target person category, therefore, it is necessary to introduce the notion of personal
sphere[...] which comprises the persons, objects, locations, and facts sufficiently
closely associated with an individual that any changes in them are likely to affect the
individual as well. The target person (TP), then, is an individual who is perceived as
affected by an action, process, or state taking place within or impinging upon his
personal sphere. The dative case is the grammatical exponent of the target person
role.”

(Dabrowska 1997:16-17)

The ‘association with the individual’ is a broad category — most directly comprising acting on
someone’s body, clothes, personal belongings and the territory directly surrounding them. Dabrowska
uses contrast between the possessive genitive in (4.8a) and the dative in (4.8b) to demonstrate the

specialisation in personal affectedness as nuance that the dative introduces:

(4.8) (Dabrowska 1997: 16)
a). Piotr rozbit samochod — Roberta
Piotr:NOM crashed car:ACC Robert:GEN

‘Piotr crashed Robert’s car’
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b). Piotr rozbit Robertowi samochod
Piotr:NOM crashed Robert:DAT  car:ACC

‘Piotr has crashed Robert’s car[and Robert was affected by this].’

Dabrowska (1997: 25-69) also discerns and surveys multiple classes of verbs governing the Polish

dative and relates them to the proposed analysis of its semantics, dedicating subsections to:

*  “Verbs of acquisition and loss” (including daé¢ ‘give’, kupi¢ ‘buy’ and wysfa¢ ‘send’
predicates),

*  “Verbs of making available/unavailable” (e.g. udostepnic¢ ‘make available”)

*  “Verbs of helping and interference” (e.g. pomoc ‘help’)

*  “Beneficiary datives” (e.g. otworzy¢ komus drzwi ‘open the door for sb’; cf. paragraph below)

*  “Verbs of ordering, obligation, and allowing” (e.g. kaza¢ ‘tell/direct’, zabronié ‘forbid’)

*  “Lack of control over one's actions” (e.g. Rece mu drzaty ‘His(DAT) hands were trembling.”)

*  “Verbs of compliance and resistance” (e.g. poddac ‘surrender’, opierac sie ‘resist’)

*  “Private sphere” (e.g. towarzyszy¢ ‘accompany’, narzucac sie ‘thrust upon’)

*  “Sphere of awareness” (e.g. ukazac sie ‘appear’, bylo mu smutno © he felt sad [lit.it was sad to
him’-kind constructions, )

*  Verbs of communication (e.g. powiedzie¢ ‘tell’)

*  Allative uses of the dative (e.g. wyjs¢ na spotkanie ‘to walk out to meet sb’, dorownywac ‘to

equal sb’, prepositions ku ‘towards’, przeciw ‘against’, wbhrew ‘against’)

Once again, the area identified as ‘benefactive’ by the author herself is especially interesting from the
perspective of the present study. The domain is established in broad terms of ,,[ t]he recipient, the
person to whom something is made available or for whom something is created and the person whom
the agent assists are all special cases of a more inclusive category, that of "beneficiary”, or the person
for whose benefit the action is performed.” (Dabrowska 1997: 35).

Dabrowska sees the compatibility of the beneficiaries with the Dative case in that “agent's
actions increase their potency either by enabling them to do something or by bringing about a
desirable state of affairs”. She uses the examples reproduced here in (4.9) to illustrate the benefactive
use, commenting that the illustrated types of beneficiaries “bear close family resemblance to each
other”. Dabrowska notes that these uses are distinct from other uses of the dative in that the verbs

themselves do not “evoke the target person”, in which they resemble “free” datives.
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4.9) (Dabrowska 1997: 35)
a). Krystyna odrobita  Oli lekcje.
Krystyna:NOM  did Ola:DAT  homework:ACC

‘Krystyna did Ola’s (DAT) homework for her’

b). Krystyna otworzyta Oli drzwi.

‘Krystyna opened the door for Ola (DAT)’

c). Krystyna zaniosta Oli paczke na poczte

‘Krystyna took the parcel to the post office for Ola (DAT)’

d). Krystyna zaspiewata Oli piosenke.

‘Krystyna sang a song for Ola(DAT)’

While her short description does not claim to provide an exhaustive typology of beneficiaries, it does
exemplify certain subtypes of beneficiaries. ‘Recipient’, ‘the person to whom something is made
available or for whom something is created’ and ‘the person whom the agent assists' provide such a
collection of intertwined types. Also, (4.9a-c) can be further analysed as representing different kinds
of deputativity (‘doing sth instead of sb as a favour’, cf. Section 2.3.2) and types of beneficiary
involvement in the situation. Example (4.9d) is akin to creation/ production types of benefaction.

Yet other uses of the Polish dative that Dabrowska relates to the notion of Personal sphere are

ethical datives, as in (4.10) and (4.11) below:

(4.10)  (Dabrowska 1997:58)
Siedz mi spokojnie
Sit me:DAT quietly

“You sit here quietly [or else!]’
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(4.11)  (Dabrowska 1997:61)
Ojciec mu kazatl  siedzie¢c w domu i sig uczyc,
father:NOM him:DAT told  tosit athome:LOC and INTR to teach
a on sobie chodzi na  dyskoteki
And he:NOM REFL:DAT goes on  discos:ACC

‘His father told him to stay at home and study, so what does he do? — he goes to discos.’

Under Dabrowska’s analysis, the speaker in (4.10) views the addressee of the command as being
within the speaker’s sphere of influence, in line with the power-asserting, impolite character of the
command. Analogously, the ethical uses of the dative reflexive pronouns sobie are interpreted as
assertion of the agent being in their own sphere of influence. This entails the volitionality of the action
— but, as Dabrowska argues, the implications of the use of sobie cannot be reduced just to
unambiguously volitional character. They can also serve as a marker of indulgence of the agent's
whim, as in, e.g. (4.11) — “in other words, he [the agent] breaks out of someone else's sphere of
influence and into his own, so to speak” (Dabrowska 1997:62). She recognises the complexity and the
context-dependent nature of the ethical use (as well as the tradition of viewing them as
‘meaningless’). For the present work, particularly interested in functional complexity, this motivates a
more in depth analysis of such uses of sobie, whose benefactive potential is analysed in more detail in
Chapters 6-7.

Dabrowska concludes the overview of various uses of the dative with the conclusion that
they indeed constitute a semantically cohesive category, expressive of the personal sphere. The latter,
reflecting the internal variation of the category can be divided into a number of closely related and
overlapping “sub-spheres” — sphere of empathy, sphere of potency, sphere of influence, sphere of
awareness and private sphere, visualising them using a venn-type diagram. The connectedness of
these uses, and uniform pertinence to the expression of the Target Person as a “common denominator”
is the key point of Dabrowska’s account. It applies to “free” and “governed” datives alike — since she
views the distinction as having “nothing to do with the semantics of the case itself” (Dabrowska

1997:66).

The studies on the Polish dative present it as a highly polysemous category, which, at the same time,
is viewed as semantically coherent. While the specific accounts and labelling conventions vary among
researchers, benefactive functions, as understood in this work, are widely accepted as a part of its

functional potential, in addition to less related functions (including malefaction).
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4.3 The benefactive potential of the constructions with dla ‘for’

Dla “for’ is a preposition'® used together with the nominal phrases in the genitive, featuring in

constructions with verbal, adjectival, and nominal heads (Lesz-Duk 1995; Urbanczyk-Adach 2009).

(4.12)  (NKIJP:journalism, TRZY KAMIENIE MEYNSKIE, Marcin Swigcicki, Gazeta Wyborcza, 1994-05-11)

Podkreslam raz jeszcze: nmie  chodzi o
underscore(IPFV).NPST.1SG ~ time yet NEG walk(IPFV).NPST.3SG  about
likwidacje pomocy dla wsi, ale o inne jej ukierunkowanie.

liquidation.ACC.SG  help.GEN.SG for countryside.GEN.SG

‘I’1l emphasise it once again: It is not about the liquidation of the support for the countryside, but about a change

in the way it is directed’

(4.13)  (NKIJP:fiction, Roze cmentarne by Marek Krajewski and Mariusz Czubaj, 2009)
Zylismy marzeniami wspolnymi dla  wielu ludzi Wybrzeza
live(IPFV).PST.M_PERS.IPL dream.INS.PL common.INS.PL  for ~many.GEN people.GEN Coast.GEN.SG

‘We lived by the dreams common to many people of the Coast’

Dla, both synchronically and in diachronic perspective, can be characterised as primarily non-spatial
in terms of its semantics (Topolinska 2010:153), which was given lasting attention in Polish linguistic
tradition. Dhuska (1936) comparing the use of dla with the preposition do ‘to’, views dla as an
emotionally charged, °‘sentimental’ preposition'®. In a twin contribution on the problem,
Klemensiewicz (1936) identifies volitionality, or, specifically “subjective moment of subject’s will”,
as profiled by dla.

Lesz-Duk (1995) describes four functions of dla, and provides a brief description of
diachronic development of dla in different syntactic environments (ad-verbal, ad-adjectival,
adnominal; the list below includes some of the illustrations for ad-verbal uses provided in the sections

of Lesz-Duk’s article):

15 Postpositional uses of dla were present in historical varieties of Polish (Lesz-Duk 1995; Topolinska 2010:154).

16 “Cos, co jest dla mnie, jest moje, powoduje rézne stany uczuciowe zaleznie od okolicznos$ci: przywiazuj¢ si¢ do swojej
wlasnosci, oburzam sig, gdy mi ja chca odebraé, cierpig¢ nad jej utrata i t. d. — zawsze stosunek uczuciowy istnieje”
[“Something that is for me [dla mnie],is mine, evokes various emotional states accordingly to the situation: I become
attached to my belongings, I am outraged when I am to be be deprived of it, I suffer over its loss, etc. — the emotional

attitude always exists™].
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1. Benefit, harm and destination [funkcja pozytku, szkody i przeznaczemia]l — with verbs
meaning ‘do something for somebody’ [uczynié, zrobi¢ cos dla kogos] — e.g budowac dla
kogos ‘build for someone’ (Lesz-Duk 1995: 61-64)

2. Purpose [funkcja celowa] — e.g. pojechat tam dla przyjemnosci ‘he went there for pleasure’
(Lesz-Duk 1995: 64-65)

3. Cause [funkcja przyczynowa] — e.g dla tych drzew i dla widoku na rzeke dazyli tu chetnie
ludzie ‘for these trees and for the view on the river, people were coming here wilfully’,
considered archaic and used only sporadically in 20th century Polish. (Lesz-Duk 1995: 65)

4. Sake (consideration) [funkcja wzgledu] — ‘for someone’s sake/ for the sake of something’ —
e.g. prosi¢ kogos dla Boga, aby ‘for God’s sake [for the recognition of God’s goodness,
mercy, etc.], ask somebody (that...)’ — considered obsolete in 16th entury (Lesz-Duk 1995:
65-66)

Effectively, two out of these four groups are identified as present in the Polish of the 20th century.
Abstracting from the specific classification of constructions proposed by Lesz-Duk, the categories
themselves, arguably, reveal strong semantic interrelatedness of the different uses: beneficial
outcomes are fitting causes and purposes of the situations, as well as desirable destinations.

Note that the expression of malefactives need not be entirely contradictory to other
descriptions of dla as benefactive, due to abstraction from the formal criteria (i.e. adnominal, ad-
ajectival and ad-verbal use). No clearly malefactive ad-verbal use is provided, while malefactive uses
with adjectives are indeed presented, e.g. wrogi dla kogo ‘hostile to sb’, wstretny dla kogo ‘abhorrent
for sb’.

Topolinska (2010) surveys the definitions of dla drawn from dictionaries of historical
varieties of Polish and proposes their synthesis. She points to the importance of the differentiation
between the types of nominals inside dla-PPs: her ‘A’-type, ‘broadly conceived nominalisations’, i.e.
deverbal and abstract nouns, and ‘B’-type, proper names, personal pronouns and names of other
personal ‘protagonists’. Topolinska views the latter as the condensed expressions of the former, e.g.
“dla ciebie < dla twego dobra < azeby$ zostat zbawiony [...] / azeby$ mogt [...]” ‘for you < for your
good < so that you are saved.../ so that you can...” (Topolinska 2010:155).

Her diachronically-based classification features six uses (Topolinska 2010:159-161,

examples taken from original text):
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1. Cause — e.g. Nie bede sie zapracowywac dla czyjegos widzimisie ‘1 won’t overwork myself
for someone’s whim’; “marginal and generally felt as archaic”

2. Purpose — Dla otarcia potu z czota wyciqgnat kraciastq chustke ‘To wipe the sweat (for the
wiping of the sweat) off the forehead, he took out a checkered handkerchief’

3. Addressee, beneficiary, recipient (‘condensed’ purpose, see paragraph above)

4. Personal addressee — a class of ad-adjectival uses such as (nie)odpowiedni dla
‘(in)appropriate for [someone]’, (nie)dobry dla ‘(no) good for [someone]’

5. Personal ‘double-layer’ expressions of ‘X is Y for Z’-type (cos jest problemem /
przeszkodq / barierq / szansq / okazjq dla kogos ‘sth is a problem/ obstacle/ barrier/ chance/
opportunity for someone”)

6. Uses in the sense of ‘according to, from the perspective of’

Urbanczyk-Adach (2009) provides a brief survey of the uses of dla in contemporary Polish,
commenting on selected usage examples from most contemporary sources. She treats the ‘benefit’ as a
primary, ‘traditional’ function of dla. Urbanczyk-Adach argues that, while ‘correct’ from the
perspective of the normative Polish grammar, malefactive uses of dla, such as nienawis¢ dla kogos
‘loathing for someone’ are characterised by a dissonance between the benefactive character of the
pronoun and the clear ‘harm’ implied by the noun. She notes similar observations made by Lesz-Duk
(1988), who compares sentence-pairs such as Zywit dla niej sympatie i szacunek ‘He had respect and
sympathy for her’ and Zywita do niego uraze ‘She bore a grudge against him’. Both examples feature
the same verb Zywi¢ ‘feed, nourish’, but differ in the preposition uses, the latter example using do ‘to’.
Lesz-Duk states that “the semantic difference between these construction consists in that the
prepositional expression dlat+gen profiles the meaning of benefit and destiny, whereas the
prepositional expression do+gen — the sense of ‘towards, in respect to’”'” (Lesz-Duk 1988: 193).

Based on data from press registers, Urbanczyk-Adach finds that malefactive uses of dla
indeed can be found, presenting the expressions with zagrozenie ‘threat’, e.g. zagrozenie dla zdrowia
‘a threat for health’, as prime example of highly productive usage of such kind. The example also
illustrates the disparity between verbs and their nominalisations in terms of valency — she judges the
corresponding verb zagrozi¢ ‘to threaten’ as incompatible with dla. Furthermore, the pattern was
productive enough to compete with the shorter, well-entrenched structure of zagrozenie zdrowia i
zycia ‘threat (for) health and life’.

Urbanczyk-Adach further comments on the malefactive uses of dla, including constructs with
skonczy¢ sie ‘turn out’ (e.g. skonczy¢ sie tragicznie dla dziecka ‘to turn out tragically for a child’), nie

wystarcza¢ ‘not to be enough/sufficient (for somebody)’, zamknqgc (cos dla kogos) ‘close something

17 Translation mine.
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for someone (preclude from entering), brak zainteresowania dla ‘lack of interest in’, zakaz dla ‘ban’
(e.g., zakaz ruchu dla aut ‘traffic ban for cars’). Taking a normative approach, she provides these uses
with mostly negative judgements and presents alternative constructions, which would give the users
opportunity to avoid “non-commodal” uses of dla. She does however recognise such use is
widespread and accepted by the speaker, which she views as in line with the tendencies for
analyticisation.

Kisiel (2022) concentrates on the relation between dla and another preposition, ku ‘to,
towards’, arguing against their analysis as synonymous, and providing a semantic analyses of the two
prepositions (crucially in how they relate to the expression of purposivity). She treats the prepositions

as monosemous and provides them with overarching explications. For dla this is:

[someone; does| somethingx dla someone,/something, ‘somethingy is such that
[when B does it, then] when thinking about A, & is good’
(Kisiel 2022: 235)

Kisiel specifically rejects the interpretation of someones/something, as beneficiary, on the grounds
that “[e]ven though intuitively it is convincing to assign the component informing about a benefit to
dla, it is in fact difficult to precisely indicate a beneficiary” (Kisiel 2022: 234). She illustrates the
elusiveness of the beneficiary with examples such as ‘He sings for levers because he likes it” (Spiewa
dla zakochanych, bo lubi), and ‘Marek is doing it for me but I do not like it / but it hurts me ‘(Marek
robi to dla mnie, ale mi sie to nie podoba / mnie to rani.). Moreover, she proposes that this definition
can capture all the instances of dla, even such as as ‘To her you are a douchebag.” (dla niej jestes
frajerem), on the basis of ‘when thinking about her, saying a douchebag about him is good’(Kisiel
2022: 236).

Kisiel’s analysis, however, need not be seen as standing in direct opposition to the objective
of the present account of dla. That objective is demonstrating its potential to express benefaction,
rather than its universally benefactive character. Kisiel does not question that dla can indeed mark the
beneficiary in some contexts (Kisiel 2022: 239; cf. also Section 4.4 below). Similarly, the theoretical
assumptions of the present work expect that some benefactive scenarios will diverge from including a
prototypical in the way. In this way, even the very definition that Kisiel provides for dla, can be
conceived of as a non-prototypical benefactive scenario with a ‘projected’ beneficiary (which
subsumes prototypical beneficiaries).

A well recognised phenomenon, both in terms of linguistic description and folk
metalinguistic intuition is the use of dla in Eastern non-standard varieties of Polish. Notably, d/a has a
larger range of use in certain eastern regional varieties of Polish, most closely associated with the

Biatystok region. In these varieties dla appears in many more contexts dominated by the dative in the
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majority of western Polish varieties. Urbanczyk-Adach (2009: 23-24) cites a fragment of an online
forum discussion where participants share their metalinguistic intuitions regarding the phenomenon
and the hypercorrect use of the dative where dla would be the preferred option in their own varieties
(The present study focuses on variation in standard-oriented varieties of Polish, cf. Behnke 2014 for
an in-depth study of the phenomenon in Eastern Polish; Dziggiel 2011 for an overview of the dla-

dative alternation in Hreczany heritage variety of Polish).

The presented accounts corroborate the status of dla as a semantically complex form with a. purposive
potential. At the same time, many of its uses easily fall under the scope of benefaction, and it has been

frequently identified as benefactive.
4.4 The alternation between the dative and dla

The semantic and distributional similarity of the dative and dla constructions has been observed in
diverse syntactic environments. Also, as demonstrated in Sections 4.2-4.3, the benefactive potential
can be identified in many uses of both constructions. The present section attempts to survey the
existing accounts on the alternation between the synthetic and prepositional construction, in order to
assess the benefactive potential of the alternating uses themselves (later continued in Chapter 5).

While the present analysis concentrates on the alternation in verb-headed constructions,
alternations in nominal and adjectival environments can be observed as well. Lesz-Duk (1995) states
that adjectives governing exclusively the dative are rare and gives examples of adjectival contexts in
which she views both the dative and dla prepositional construction as productive, including dogodny
‘convenient’, konieczny ‘necessary’, nieprzychylny ‘unfavourable’, nieprzydatny ‘useless’, przyjazny
‘friendly’, wrogi ‘hostile’. This very small sample already reveals that in this kind of use both
benefactive and malefactive uses are available. The phenomenon has been explored in (Bartels 2005),
a monographic account of the Polish, German and Russian dative-prepositional alternations in
adjectival contexts, exploring formal and semantic characteristics — both of the adjectives and the
target phrase.

In some cases, unambiguous identification of the head of the dative or dla-phrase is not
obvious and, arguably, multiple syntactic analyses can be proposed. Constructions with pomoc ‘help’
serve as a fitting examples here, since they include both dative and dla uses. Example (4.12) in
Section 4.3 illustrates an instance of a relatively uncontroversial nominal head. The embeddedness
within two nominal heads — pomoc ‘help’ and likwidacja ‘liquidation’) “guarantees” an adnominal
reading of the dla phrase.

The pair in (4.14) below, however, presents a more complex dilemma. The target phrases can

be analysed as subordinate to the nominal ([pomoc dla X/ X(DAT)] ‘help for X’), as subordinate to the
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verb ([nies¢ ‘carry, bring’ + NPrueme + dla X/ X(DAT))), as a ready-made, specific construction ([nies¢
‘carry, bring’ + pomoc ‘help’ + dla X/ X(DAT)]), or as ambiguous between those analyses. Depending
on the theoretical assumptions or objective of the analysis (e.g. attaining cognitive plausibility,

descriptive economy, solving a problem in language technology) different outcomes could be

accepted.
(4.14)
a). (NKJP:journalism, Spotkanie chorych na padaczkg, Dziennik Stawienski, 2011, Stawno)
Jest organizacjq pozarzqdowaq, ktora sama si¢ finansuje i poprzez organizowane turnusy
through organise.PPART.ACC.PL  stay.ACC.PL
terapeutyczne niesie pomoc dla chorych na padaczke.
therapeutical. NM_PERS.ACC.PL carry(IPFV).NPST.3SG  help.Acc.SG for ill.GEN.PL on epilepsy.ACC.SG

‘It is an NGO which funds itself on its own and brings help to the epilepsy patients through the therapeutical

stays it organises.’

b). (NKJP:journalism, Za hospicjum, Dziennik Zachodni, 2006-12-04, Katowice/Bielsko-Biata/Czgstochowa/
Sosnowiec)
Przed 13 laty stworzyla ona stowarzyszenie, ktore

before 13 year(PL).INS  create(PFV).PST.F.3SG  F.3SG.NOM  association.ACC.SG ~ REL.N.NOM.SG
niesie pomoc chorym na raka.
carry(IPFV).NPST.3SG ~ help.ACC.SG ill.LDAT.PL on cancer.ACC.SG

‘13 years ago, she created an association which brings help to cancer patients’

In the present project, especially in Chapter 5, I specify the object of main interest as ‘verb-centred
constructions’ to recognise this analytical uncertainty. I apply the term ‘verb-centred construction’ to
uses that include a dla-PP and a verb, and are treated from the perspective of this relation. In a large
portion of cases, these uses can be just viewed as instances verb-headed constructions. At the same
time, [ intend to recognise the fact that my analyses include cases where verb-headedness is less clear
or dubious.

The expanding use of analytic, prepositional constructions at the expense of synthetic case
form, has been a major research area in contemporary Polish linguistics. This interest is one of the
motivations for the attention dedicated to the dative-dla alternation in Polish, and the prominence
given to the diachronic perspective on it (cf., e.g., Urbanczyk-Adach 2009). In this vein, Buttler
(1976: 148) concentrates on the diachronic changes and alternations of case constructions (with
prepositional patterns and other case constructions). She argues that, due to the expansion of dia,

many uses of the dative are being eliminated, attributing this outcome to the more distinctive, “sharp
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(pol. wyrazisty)” semantic character of dla, expressive of ‘taking someone’s interests into
consideration’. In the domain of the ad-verbal use of dative, Buttler views ‘do sth to someone’-verbs
(pol. uczyni¢ co komu) as the area of the rise of prepositional patterns, especially dla with clear
benefactive meaning.

She identifies da¢ ‘to give’ as ‘most resilient’ to the influence of dla, while noting that
multiple semantically related verbs do allow both the dative and dla (giving as example wydziela¢ ‘to
emit’, pozyskacé ‘to gain’, wyjednac¢ ‘to win someone over’, wywalczy¢ ‘to win sth’, wyszukaé ‘to
find’, przygotowac ‘to prepare’, rezerwowac ‘to reserve’). Buttler (1976: 154) also points to the
preference for the dative with the personal pronoun marking, viewing this as an influence of
‘faculative’, ‘commodal’ datives (such as Dziecko mi rosnie ‘[My] child grows [on me]’, referred to as
ethical datives, cf. Section 4.2).

Dabrowska (1997:127-129) contrasts the dative with other formally defined categories — the
Polish nominative and accusative cases and multiple prepositional constructions (which, in line with
the view of Cognitive Linguistics, are also viewed as semantically motivated), including dla. She
states that “The most obvious difference between the [dla] prepositional construction and the dative is
the fact that the former specifically designates the benefactive relationship, while the latter has a
number of other uses as well” (Dabrowska 1997:127), noting that more nuanced differences can be
also observed.

She uses the example of verbs of building (Piotr wybudowat Ani (DAT) /dla Ani dom ‘Piotr
built Ania a house/ a house for Ania’, see also example 4.1 at the beginning of the chapter) — to argue
that their perceived synonymy arises mostly due to pragmatic implications. Under Dabrowska’s
analysis (ibid.), the dative signals that the Target Person’s (Ania’s) Personal Sphere was affected. The
predicate (a verb of creation) implies the growth of the personal sphere, which, in turn, is viewed as
beneficial. On the other hand, for the dl/a variant, this reasoning is reversed — the beneficial character
of the action is primary, and, through application of general knowledge, the growth of the personal
sphere might be inferred.

Dabrowska follows that argument with examples of a malefactive scenario (spali¢c dom
komus/dla kogos ‘burn sb a house/ a house for somebody’), a grooming scenario (obcigé wiosy
komus/ dla kogos ‘cut sb hair/ hair for sb’) and transfer scenario (kupic¢ cos komus ‘buy sb sth/ buy sth
for somebody’). In the two first scenarios, the shift between the dative and dla will generally yield a
divergent interpretation, preserved in the English translation. The dative marking suggests that the
participant was the possessor of the house/ the hair, while dla makes it unlikely. Both the
‘commonplace’ interpretations and the ‘special’ cases (such as burning a house for its owner so that
they can obtain the insurance money) — are traced back to the difference in the primary statements and

implications of the dative and dla (i.e. personal sphere affectedness and benefaction). Furthermore,
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the dative permits accidental character of the action (burning sb’s house due to a careless behavior),

while dla is argued to requires volitionality.

(4.15)  (Dabrowska 1997:129)
a). Magda kupita  Wojtkowi ksiqzke.
Magda:NOM bought Wojtek:DAT  book:ACC

‘Magda bought Wojtek a book.’

b). Magda kupita  ksiqzke dla  Wojtka.
Magda:NOM bought book:ACC for Wojtek:GEN

‘Magda bought a book for Wojtek.’

In the analysis of the transfer scenario (kupi¢ cos komus ‘buy sb sth/ buy sth for somebody’),
Dabrowska argues that only the dative variant unambiguously signals a finalised process.
Furthermore, she assesses that dla implies the absence of the potential recipient at the transaction
scene or, potentially, them not even knowing that this scene occurred. (Potential) recipient’s
involvement is identified as less pronounced. Dabrowska argues that such lesser involvement in the
action (also in other scenarios) is iconically represented by the separation of nominal expression from
the verb by preposition).

In sum, Dabrowska (1997) views both forms as expressive of benefaction, although
benefaction plays a different role in their semantics, especially in terms of its primary/secondary
status. Her interpretations of paired examples reveal an interplay between affectedness, volitionality
and benefaction. Importantly, the analysis supports the importance of pragmatic reasoning. Sentence-
sized, decontextualized examples prove very difficult to yield clear, ‘default’ interpretations. Those
are often strictly dependent on the knowledge of axiovolitional stances of the situation participants.

Kisiel (2022) proposes a reserved approach towards the equivalence of the benefactive

potential of the dative and dla:
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“Even though the traditionally distinguished benefactive meaning of dla has been
rejected, it is important to notice that there is no better way of expressing a
beneficiary in Polish than by phrases with dla in combination with personal nouns.
One might consider dative phrases to cover benefactive meaning [...], however these
only point to a person being the recipient of an object transfer, without specifying
whether (a) the action is good or bad for that person, or (b) this person is the last one

in a transfer chain [...]”"®
(Kisiel 2022: 239)

This evaluation may be seen as less enthusastic to the benefactive character of dla and its alternation
with the dative. The dative and dla indeed appear in contexts where they cannot be treated as
interchangeable — and the ‘antonymous’ potential of the dative is well recognised. The question of
“how much interchangeability there is left” will be addressed in the analyses in Chapter 5.

In her delineation of uses of dla, Lesz-Duk (1995, cf. section 4.3 above) associates the
interchangeability between them and the dative with a semantically-defined group, namely verbs of
“Benefit, harm and destination [funkcja pozytku, szkody i przeznaczenia]”, adding that “The
semantic difference between the variant construction is minor, as the use of the dla + gen.
prepositional construction profiles the semantic undertone of benefit, harm, and destination to a larger
extent than the dative use” (Lesz-Duk 1995:63). Since her classes are discerned on a semantic
principle, regardless of syntactic context, the ‘harm’ use need not be contradictory to the other
descriptions, concentrating exclusively on ad-verbal uses. She provides an exemplification of

constructions used with the dative and dla ( dla kogo || komu ‘for whom || who.DAT’):

. budowac dla kogo || komu ‘build . przygotowac co dla kogo || komu ‘prepare’
. gotowad dla kogo || komu ‘cook’ . rezerwowac co dla kogo || komu ‘reserve’
. kupowa¢ dla kogo || komu ‘buy’ . sporzqdzi¢ co dla kogo || komu ‘prepare’
. malowaé dla kogo || komu ‘paint’ . szy¢ dla kogo || komu ‘sew’
. mowic¢ dla kogo || komu ‘speak’ . szykowa¢ dla kogo || komu ‘preapre’
. odkrywac¢ co dla kogo || komu ‘discover’ . trzymac co dla kogo || komu ‘keep’
. organizowac co dla kogo || komu ‘organise’ . urzqdzi¢ co dla kogo || komu ‘arrange’
. prasowac dla kogo || komu ‘iron’ . wybraé co dla kogo || komu ‘select’
. przekazac co dla kogo || komu ‘pass’ . wyszukac co dla kogo || komu, ‘search’
. przestac co dla kogo || komu ‘send’ . zamowic¢ co dla kogo || komu ‘order’
. przeznaczy¢ co dla kogo || komu ‘allocate’ . zbiera¢ co dla kogo || komu ‘collect’
. , itd [etc., list intended as open]

18 References and linguistic examples provided ibid.
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Szupryczynska (1998) recognises the alternation of dative phrases and dla phrases which have
personal reference and are used along with “kupowac ‘buy’ and diverse other transitive verbs, such as
robi¢ ‘do’, gotowac ‘cook’, piec ‘bake’, szy¢ ‘sew’, fowic¢ ‘fish’, zatatwi¢ ‘make something easy for
someone’, zarezerwowaé ‘reserve’, etc.”'” (Szupryczynska 1998: 455). She treats the dative and dla-
PPs as expressing a beneficiary (although she states that not only benefit, but also harm, may be
bestowed on so marked participant). She proposes that the benefaction conveyed by such construction
is not objective, but perspectivised from the agent’s point of view. In her own example
(Szupryczynska 1998: 461), Jan kupuje ksiqzke corce ‘Jan buys his daughter a book’ does not imply
any successful reception or interaction with the book on the daughter’s part— but rather Jan’s intention
that she can benefit from this book (cf. discussion in Sections 5.2.3.3-5.2.3.4).

Topolinska (2010: 161-162), in the context of Anthropocentric theory of case advocated by
her, considers two kinds of relations between the dative and dla phrases for marking personal
participants. In the first kind of relation, both are expressive of “second human [drugi cztowiek]”
function (second most prominent human participant situation). She recognises that “[...] not rarely,
depending on the syntactic context, they [constructions with dla] directly concur with the dative”
(Topolinska 2010: 161)*. In that, she recognised the alternation as an existing, productive

phenomenon. Topolinska illustrates her intuitions about the felicitous use of the alternatives with

constructed dialogic scenarios:

(4.16)  (Topolinska 2010:161)
a). (A meets B and B’s daughter, Basia, in a clothing shop)
Co robicie tutaj? ‘What are you doing here?’

Kupujemy BASI bluzke “We’re buying BASIA(DAT) a t-shirt’

b). (A meets B alone in a clothing shop)
Co tu robisz? ‘“What are you doing here?

Kupuje bluzke DLA BASI ‘I’m buying a t-shirt FOR BASIA(DL4)’

(4.17)  (Topolinska 2010:162)
a). Co robisz? ‘“What are you doing’

Gotuje DZIECIOM obiad ‘I’'m cooking THE KIDS(DAT) a dinner’

19 Translation mine.

20 Translation mine.
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b). Jak spedzasz przedpotudnia? “What do you do in the late mornings?’

Najpierw przygotowuje obiad DLA DZIECI, a potem... ‘First 1 prepare a dinner FOR THE KIDS(pL4), and
then...’

(4.16) is aimed to demonstrate the difference in the affectedness and participation, while the nuance in
(4.17) — in the genericity of the situation. Topolinska tentatively proposes these features as
differentiating constructions, while she recognises the need for further research.

The second kind of relationship is where the dative and dla co-occur within single syntactic
constructions. She argues that, in such contexts, constructions with d/a express the third participant in
the prominence hierarchy. The relevance of transfer scenarios is clear in (4.18-4.19), with the dla-

marked participants as the final destination:

(4.18)  (Topolinska 2010:162)

Datem JURKOWI ksiqzke DLA BASI
‘I gave JUREK (DAT) a book FOR BASIA(DLA)’

(4.19)  (Topolifiska 2010:162)*

Nagrode DLA HANI wreczytem JEJ MATCE
‘I handed the award FOR HANIA(DLA) to HER MOTHER(DAT)’

The descriptive strategy adopted by Topolinska makes explicit use of pragmatic reasoning, which is
not isolated, if we also take into account Dabrowska’s analysis.

Similarly to Dabrowska (1997) and Topolinska (2010), Wierzbicka (2009) addresses the
transfer scenarios involving the dative and dla. She contrasts the constructed minimal examples
kupita dla niego sweter ‘she bought a sweater for him(dla)’ and kupita mu sweter ‘she brought
him(dat) a sweater’ on the principle that only the dative-including variant could be felicitously
elaborated with nie wiedzqc, ze on juz nie Zyje ‘not knowing that he had already died’. Wierzbicka
proposes that, instead of technical terms like ‘affected’, ‘affecttee’ and ‘recipient’, this difference can
be best captured with explications constructed in Natural Semantic Metalanguage. Specifically, she
proposes that the explication for the dative includes the ‘he could have had this something (=a
sweater) because of this [action]’ — while the one for dla does not.

Anusiewicz (1978) considers a large repertoire of Polish constructional alternations in which
an “analytic” construction competes with a “synthetic” counterpart. The overview includes dla in
relation to the dative. Anusiewicz’s approach consists in collecting actual instances of analytic

constructions that he categorises as ‘used instead’ their more synthetic counterparts. The present work

21 Note how this dla-PP could be analysed as attached to the nominal head here (cf. Section 4.3).
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shares the empirical orientation, as well as ‘(near-)interchangeability’, that Anusiewicz’s lists
presupposes.

The uses of dla presented in Anusiewicz (1978: 141-142) include adjective-headed
constructions (e.g. [...Jniezbedna dla studentow|...] ‘indispensable for students), constructions with
nominal heads (e.g. [...]Jpomoc dla obozu ‘help for the camp’) — as well as uses that to a varying extent
can be treated as verb-centred. The verbs that can be found in such examples are: budowac ‘build’,
gotowaé ‘cook’, stwarzaé ‘create’, organizowad ‘organise’, pokazacé ‘show’, rozszerzac¢ ‘extend’,
utworzy¢ ‘create’, przekazacé ‘pass’ (in gerundial genitive form przekazania), przestaé ‘send’,
przygotowac ‘prepare’, przynosi¢ ‘bring’, przyznaé ‘allocate’, stwarzac/ stworzy¢ ‘create (IPFV/PFV)’,
wyrazac ‘express’, zapewnic¢ ‘ensure, guarantee’, Zyczy¢ ‘wish’, wyswietli¢ ‘project’. The analyses in
Chapter 5 will suggest that these verbs can indeed yield contexts of near-interchangeability of the
dative and dla.

Among illustrations from conversational sources, Anusiewicz (ibid.) includes an example
that suggests the use of dla as marking an affected body part, which is generally only associated with
the dative in the central varieties of Polish: zachlapatl calq twarz dla Balbinki ‘he splashed
Balbinka’s whole face’. Other conversation example is a question 4 komu Ola ten bukiet zrobi — dla
krasnoludkow? ‘whom will Ola make this buquet — for dwarves?’ — the coreferent recipient phrases,
dependent on the same verb, zrobi ‘make (PFV;NPST.3SG)’, use the dative and dla respectively,
potentially demonstrating a high level of compatibility between the two constructions.

The competition between a dative construction and a prepositional pattern is, clearly, not an
isolated phenomenon. Dative alternations in English are an example of a comparable, intensively
researched phenomenon. Example (4.20), with a to phrase demonstrates the dative alternation in a
narrow sense — while cases like (4.21), featuring a for phrase, often receive the separate label of the

benefactive alternation.

(4.20)  (Levin 1993)
a. Bill sold a car to Tom.
b. Bill sold Tom a car
(4.21)  (Levin 1993)

a. Martha carved a toy for the baby.
b. Martha carved the baby a toy

Dla and for display a significant functional overlap (Kaszak 2018: 78-82; Niedzielski 1979), and
under many respects, the benefactive alternation in English resembles the alternation between the

Polish dative and dla constructions, which makes it possible to use the research on the phenomenon
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for comparison. From that point of view, the widespread use of the label ‘benefactive’, used to
identify the alternation in English, is itself noteworthy.

Comparison with English is also used by Janic (2023: 306), focusing on the alternation
between the dative reflexive pronoun sobie and dla siebie, its counterpart construction with dl/a: “Like
English, Polish also expresses the coreference of subject with a beneficiary through the reflexive
pronoun that may occur in two syntactic configurations”. She (ibid.) describes the two forms as being
in free variation, noting that the morphologically less complex form — the dative — is generally
favoured.

In her seminal monograph on argument structure alternations in English and their alignment
to lexical variation, Levin (1993: 48-49) addresses the benefactive alternation between the dative
construction and for phrases. She (ibid.) characterises the alternating verbs as “cither verbs of
obtaining or verbs of creation, including some verbs that are verbs of creation in an extended use”,
grouping them into the following categories:

“a. BUILD VERBS: arrange, assemble,. bake, blow [bubbles, glass], build, [...]

b. CREATE VERBS (few): design, dig, mint

c. PREPARE VERB: bake (cake), blend (drink), boil (egg, tea), brew (coffee),

clean, clear (path), cook (meal), [...]

d. VERBS OF PERFORMANCE: dance, draw (picture), hum (tune), paint

(picture), [...]

e. GET VERBS: book, buy, call, cash, catch, [...]”

Levin (1993: 48)
Given the similarities between the phenomena, the translations of the verbs from Levin’s lists are
often relevant to the Polish alternation (e.g. build — budowad, cf. pair demonstrated in ex. 4.1-4.2).
Therefore, it can be used as practical tool for evaluation of pairs (cf. Sections 5.2.4-5.3).

Levin (1993: 45-49) cites a rich body of literature on dative and benefactive alternations in
English, which grew further in the years following her publication. In line with the turn towards
empirical methods and usage-based approaches, the dative alternation in English became subject to
corpus research (cf. e.g. a seminal quantitative study by Bresnan et al. 2007 on the conditions of the
dative alternation in English; Zehentner & Traugott 2020 on the rise on the development of

benefactive ditransitives in English).

To summarise, both semasiological and onomasiological descriptions of the dative and dla
constructions report their benefactive uses. Multiple of the presented sources explicitly view the
constructions as semantically similar and model their relation in terms of a competition in certain

contexts. Many of these contexts, predominantly in verbal constructions, have been specifically
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recognised as benefactive. Functions that have been used to explain the distribution of the two forms
include affectedness, transfer directness, benefaction and purpose (the first two being typically
attributed to the dative and the two latter to dla).

Interestingly, even if, in a falsificatory vein, we decide to eliminate benefaction from the
description, and to focus on the remaining factors — benefaction may still “sneak in” as a consequence
of these other factors. Specifically, if we posit that the contexts of interchangeability must be
compatible with the semantics of both the constructions at the same time, then their presented
characterisations blend into a very schematic benefactive scenario: Since the dative scenario
ensures personal affectedness, and dla ensures that the action is willfully subjugated to the sake of the
referent, the general outcome of the blend between the two should be affectedness of the target person
arising from a willful act performed for the sake of the target person. Under this view, a non-
benefactive reading could only occur in case of an unsuccessful-benefactor misreading the will of a
prospective-beneficiary (which still could be analysed in terms of non-prototypical ‘failed’
benefaction).

The analyses in the following sections further pursue this ‘compatibility’ approach — by
studying the near-interchangeable contexts of the dative and dla as a potential locus of highly
benefactive use. The key research steps this approach requires are (i) to identify these near-
interchangeable uses more precisely, (ii) to determine if they are pertinent to benefaction, and, if so,
(iii) determine the varieties of benefaction that can be observed. Chapter 5 addresses each of these

steps.
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5 Benefaction in the maximally similar contexts of
the dative and d/a in verb-centred constructions

The previous chapter focused on the benefactive potential of the dative and constructions with dla
‘for’. The present chapters builds upon those observations, shifting the focus to the contexts where the
two forms can indeed be used very similarly, or (near-)interchangeably. The key questions that emerge
are as follows: If we posit the benefactive potentials of two forms — are the contexts of their
interchangeability benefactive as well? If so, what kinds of benefaction are represented in those
contexts? How do these contexts vary? Following these questions, in the present chapter, I will try to
identify the contexts of maximised interchangeability between the Polish dative and dla ‘for’, in order
to analyse the benefactive scenarios that they may convey.

First, in Section 5.1, I will briefly describe the notion of ‘maximal pairs’ as a theoretical
device that I will use in the process of establishing and analysis of near-interchangeability. The
remainder of the chapter consists of two analyses in which I attempt to identify and characterise the
potential contexts of near-interchangeability of the dative and dla-PPs in verb-centred constructions.
The analyses will be supported with the data retrieved from the National Corpus of Polish
(Przepiorkowski et al. 2012).

In Section 5.2, I use data from a large valency database, Walenty (Przepiorkowski et al. 2014;
a more detailed description in Section 5.2), to find matching syntactic patterns with the constructions
in question. As its result, this meta-lexicographic analysis will yield a collection of pairs of valency
schemata indicating potential near-interchangeable uses, referred to as ‘type-pairs’. Section 5.2.1
provides more details on the valency database used, as well as on the procedure of delineating the
type-pairs, followed by an overview of the obtained type-pair set in Section 5.2.2. The findings
support the recognition of transfer scenarios as central to the interchangeable uses of the dative and
dla.

In Section 5.2.3, I will qualitatively analyse the variation in the semantic scenarios conveyed
by these uses. I will demonstrate that, despite their consistently benefactive character, their highly-
specific characteristics may differ. This variation pertains, among other, to the type of the beneficiary
and the benefactor, or relation between them. Section 5.2.4 summarises and critically evaluates the
findings and the method applied.

In contrast to the analysis in Section 5.2, Section 5.3 outlines a perspective on how collecting
‘maximal’ pairs can be approached in a more bottom-up, empirical manner. Specifically, Section 5.3
describes an analysis of n-grams including pronominal phrases in the dative or within a dla-PP (e.g.

nam ‘us (DAT)’ vs. dla nas ‘for us’). The analysis will demonstrate that, the identified type-pairs
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actualise as token-pairs to a varying extent. Near-interchangeability will also be demonstrated to
interact with highly lexicalised environments.

Both analyses, described in Sections 5.2 and 5.3, will manage to yield potential contexts of
near-interchangeability, interpretable in terms of a benefactive transfer. At the same time, both will
demonstrate a degree of internal variation among those scenarios (in particular Section 5.2), and their

different salience (in particular Section 5.3).
5.1 Towards usage-based ‘maximal’ pairs

A fundamental question for the present chapter is ‘how to identify (maximal)
interchangeability?’. In line with a usage-oriented perspective adopted in this thesis (cf. Section
3.1.3), I propose the assumption that the interchangeability of forms should be reflected in their
emergence in near-identical contexts. From this assumption, it follows that, in order to attest
interchangeability, one may engage in the search and analysis of usage contexts that are maximally
similar in form and function (in all respects other than the differences between the alternating forms).

For this reason, abstracted and rectified constructed, pairs such as (5.1-5.2) are avoided,

except for citations from the existing body of research:

(5.1) (Constructed)
Piotr zbudowat dla Anny dom
Piotr.NOM.SG build(PFV).PST.M.3SG for Anna.GEN.SG house.ACC.SG

‘Piotr built a house for Anna’

(5.2) (Constructed)
Piotr zbudowat Annie dom
Piotr NOM.SG  build(PFV).PST.M.3SG ~ Anna.DAT.SG  house.ACC.SG

‘Piotr built Anna a house’

Examples such as (5.1-5.2) are unlikely to be found in real-life usage data. Then, even if two authentic
usage instances did actually involve such formulation, there would still be all kinds of linguistic and
extralinguistic contextual features setting those two instances apart. In this vein, the pairings of two
usage instances, no matter how similar, will always feature more differences than the “target”
difference, such as, in the present study, the use of the dative or dla-PP. Thus, the character of the
language use requires embracing a loosened understanding of ‘minimal difference’. Such
near-minimal difference consists in two usage instances varying in the target alternating forms, but
also, crucially, other characteristics, albeit as few and as minimally-relevant as possible. By the same

token, one can say that, besides the “target difference”, such pairs should be maximally similar,
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which will be reflected in the working term ‘maximal pair’ used in this chapter. This choice is also
made to reflect the focus on similarity, rather than the contrast between two analysed forms. ‘Minimal
pair’ as applied in linguistics is generally an instrument for showing contrast.

The notion can be exemplified through the paragon example of the alternation between dla

and the dative, used in earlier chapters, and repeated here as (5.3-5.4):

(5.3) (NKJP:journalism, Nie nauczylismy go agresji..., Dziennik Polski, 1998-11-04 )
Obiecal, zZe zbuduje nam dom taki,
promise(PFV).PST.M.3SG COMP  build(PFV).NPST.3SG 1PL.DAT  house.ACC.SG such.M.ACC.SG
jakiego nikt jeszcze nie widzial
REL.M.GEN.SG nobody.NOM yet NEG see(IPFV).PST.M.3SG

"He promised he would build us a house that nobody had ever seen'

(5.4) (NKJP:journalism, Czarownice i smoki, Edyta Tomczak, Dziennik Stupski, 1999-08-27)
Nad  morzem zbudowat dla  niej piekny zamek
over sea.INS.SG  build(PFV).PST.M.3SG for 3SG.F.GEN  beautifu. M.ACC.SG castle.ACC.SG

*On the coast, he built a beautiful castle for her'

In (5.3-5.4) above, we can see sentences bearing fundamental similarities: they come from similar
registers; they both feature the verb zbudowac ‘to build (PFV)’, a pronominal recipient-beneficiary
(marked with a dative phrase and dla PP respectively — nam ‘us (DAT)’, dla niej ‘for her’), and a direct
object denoting a type of building to be inhabited by the recipient-beneficiary (dom ‘house’, zamek
‘castle’). In both instances, the direct object is modified with a phrase with positive valuation (jakiego
nikt nigdy nie widzial ‘like nobody had ever seen’, pickny ‘beautiful’). There are undeniable
differences between these examples as well, including core properties such as verb tense, the pronoun
in the recipient phrase and the lexeme of the direct object head. Nevertheless, together with other such
pairs, involving different sets of similarities and dissimilarities, such ‘usage-based maximal pairs’
can incrementally reinforce the evidence that the interchangeability might actually be possible
in similar contexts™. Interpreted as such pieces of evidence, pairs can be used as basic units in the
description of the alternation.

The ‘usage-based maximal pairs’, as outlined above, bear certain non-trivial characteristics.
Firstly, I recognise a continuity in terms of what constitutes a pair (there are better and worse pairings,

depending on how close the formal similarity is) and of the notion of the interchangeability itself (i.e.

22 Just as, after collecting many pairs, some contexts may prove “suspiciously” absent for one form, or display

a profound semantic difference when it is used.
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something may be ‘more’ or ‘less’ interchangeable). A pressing question, reaching far beyond the
scope of the present work, is “how to determine which formal and functional differences are more
relevant than others?”. The present study, dedicated to two specific constructions, and exploratory in
nature, will focus verbs and verbal valency, as well as the semantic similarity in the event structure.

Secondly, interchangeability is treated here mostly on the social level, and in respect to the
behavioural data (public language use) — rather than on the level of individual variation or language
attitudes/judgements (which, however, is not meant to invalidate different foci). Finally, as is the case
through most of this dissertation, I am basing on positive evidence, since identification of pairs itself
does not directly inform what kinds of pairs are not possible (cf. Section 3.2).

The Sections 5.2-5.3 will demonstrate two exploratory attempts to facilitate the search of
‘maximal pairs’. Simultaneously, the data from the National Corpus of Polish will be used throughout

the chapter for illustrations of empirically-grounded maximal pairs.
5.2  Type-level exploration

In Section 5.1 I have presented the ‘maximal pair’ perspective on studying alterations. An assumption
in this approach is that with more and more such pairs, we would be getting closer to the attestation of

the generalisation in the form of a ‘type-pair’, i.e. paired constructions, for instance:

*  [NPuom + budowac “to build’ + NPy + NPyc]
*  [NPuom + budowaé ‘to build’ + PPy, + NPy ]

*  [NPuom T pozostawiac ‘to leave’ + NPgu + NPy + AdVPpiace]

*  [NPuom T pozostawiac ‘to leave’ + PPgi, + NPy + AdVPpiace]

Naturally, the process of identifying individual type-pairs, that is, collecting more and more token-
level pairs in a reliable manner, is an open research problem — let alone systematic macro-analysis of
many such type-level pairs. However, given that such analysis is the ultimate objective for a
description of an alternation, even coarse approximations may be useful research advances. In this
section, I will present a sketch of such an approximative, type-level survey, based on valency
schemata derived from an advanced, empirically-informed lexicographic resource, Walenty. Objective
of this analysis is to analyse semantic variation in this pair set and to identify types of benefaction
therein.

Walenty (Hajnicz, Andrzejczuk & Bartosiak 2016; Przepiorkowski et al. 2014;
Przepiorkowski et al. 2017) is a large machine-readable valency database for Polish, resembling

Frame-Net (Baker, Fillmore & Lowe 1998) in its objectives. The central part of the resource are
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valency schemata, written in a dedicated formalism. Verbal, nominal, adjectival and adverbial valency
schemata are included in the dictionary as well, although the present analysis is concerned only with
verbal schemata. For instance, examples (5.3-5.4), would be identified as representing the following

schemata respectively:

(5.5
. zbudowa¢ : pewny : _: : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) }
. zbudowa¢ : pewny : : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)}

The parts of the (full) schema are separated by colons. In the example above, these parts are

respectively:

*  Lemma (here zbudowac ‘to build’)

*  The evaluation of the reliability of the schema (here pewny ‘certain, reliable’)
* Polarity restrictions (none in this case)

*  Predicativity (undefined for verbal schemata)

*  Aspect (here, perfective)

* The valency schema proper

Both schemata include two positions which are assigned syntactic roles (of subj and obj).
np (str) stands for a nominal phrase in the ‘structural’ case (the ‘default’ case in a given syntactic
context, which, in Polish, canonically, is the nominative for subjects, the accusative for objects, and
the genitive for objects under negation or gerundialisation). Finally, the schemata include two other
positions which can be realised with, respectively, a dative nominal phrase np (dat) and a
prepositional phrase, headed by dla which governs a genitive NP (prepnp (dla, gen) . In addition,
many syntactic schemata are mapped onto separately defined semantic frames and a collection of
linguistic examples (cf. Section 5.2.1 for more detail on the entry structure). Building upon the
syntactic and the semantic layer of Walenty, in this section, I will describe the process of collecting
the pairs of schemata, such as the one presented in (5.5) above. Subsequently, I will analyse the
different types of benefactive scenarios that they reveal.

For a valid interpretation of the analysis that I will present in the following subsections, it is
important to bear in mind its limitations. Firstly, even with years of the organised, collaborative and
empirically-informed efforts of specialists, any lexicographic project involves a degree of subjectivity.
Developers of a valency database face fundamental problems on both the semantic and the formal
level, crucially, in delineating individual schemata and deciding on number and kinds of positions

they should include.
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The latter problem, specifying which positions belong to the schema and which are merely
possible “free”, “independent” additions, is fundamental for the present analysis. In many uses, both
the dative and dla can be interpreted in terms of an “adjunct” construction superimposed on the “core”
valency (cf. discussions in Buttler 1976:26; Heinz 1965:104-105). Buttler (1976: 26) uses the
benefactive uses of dative as a prime example of fluidity in the status between ‘purely grammatical’

valency bonds and ‘free structures’*

“Na przyktad konotowany celownik dopetienia dalszego nabywa czgsto odcienia
‘pozytku’, zwlaszcza wowczas, gdy narzuca go niejako tre§¢ nadrzednego
czasownika (np. podarowad, ofiarowac co komu). Dzi$ granica miedzy celownikiem
konotowanym o funkcji czysto gramatycznej i celownikiem swobodnym o
znaczeniu pozytku jest absolutnie ptynna i zazwyczaj wyznaczana konwencjonalnie.
Mowi sig, ze forma celownikowa regularnie realizowana w zwiazkach pewnego
czasownika zachowuje jeszcze charakter dopetnieniowy (dac co komu, pozyczy¢ co
komu), celownik pojawiajacy si¢ w jakim$ kontekscie sporadycznie ma juz w nim

warto$¢ okolicznikowa (np. pisac, rysowacé komu co).”

“For example, a governed dative of the indirect object often gains an undertone of
‘benefit’, especially when it is superimposed by the verb (e.g. podarowacé ‘give as a
present’ ofiarowaé ‘present,donate’). Nowadays, the border between a purely
grammatical, governed dative and a free dative with a meaning of benefit is
absolutely fluid and delineated conventionally. It is said that a dative form realised
frequently with a given verb still preserves its complement-like character (da¢ co
komu ‘give’, pozyczyé co komu ‘borrow/lend’), whereas the dative expressed
sporadically in a given context already has the adjunct status (pisac¢ ‘write’, rysowac
‘draw’).”

(Buttler 1976: 26; translation mine)

The takeaway point for the present analysis from these considerations is that there might be situations
in which both the dative and dla can be felicitously used in the same context, but which cannot be
captured from the viewpoint of the verb valency. Therefore, not capturing all contexts of the
alternation should not, naturally, be viewed as a flaw of Walenty itself. Contrarily, a resource of this
type might specifically aim to avoid the inclusion of constructional patterns which are not

systematically used with a given head lemma.

23 Similarly, syntactic analysis of the beneficiaries in the English benefactive alternation is controversial (Traugott 2020;

Zehentner & Traugott 2020).
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Another important limitation is the necessarily overgeneralised picture that might emerge
from the type-pair analysis, if the pairs were to be interpreted in absolute and not merely existential
terms. Specifically, the identification of a type-pair means that there should exist type-pairs it
subsumes — and not that al/l the uses matching either schema of this pair are interchangeable. As stated
in the beginning of this chapter, in itself, I do not aim to contrast the two constructions. Nevertheless,
multiple kinds of restrictions (cf. the overview in the Section 4.4) on the use of the paired schemata
indeed apply.

Given that I take interest in a very specific function, namely, benefaction, some of the
expectable effects of the argument-structure alternations are less problematic for this exploratory
study. This would be, in particular, information-packaging, phonetic and prosodic effects, provided
that their interference with the benefactive functions is not significant. For instance, in any given
syntagmatic position (pre-verbal, post-verbal, sentence-initial, etc.), in a given usage situation, there
may be high preference for a specific type of phrase (the dative or dla-PP). Yet, if there is a small
chance of interchangeability, or at least possibility of use with a different linear order, such usage

context is still highly relevant, as soon as the benefaction-related characteristics remain similar®.
5.2.1 Data and Method

5.2.1.1 Walenty macro- and microstructure

Example (5.6) below features a more specific schema, corresponding to the idiomatic constructions
‘prepare a comfortable place, (lit. ) prepare a little nest’. In the object role, there is a lexically
specified (1ex) phrase, containing a nominal in the structural case (np (str) ), with the head limited
to gniazdko ‘little nest’, which, in turn, can be modified by an attributive adjectival phrase

(atr ({adjp(agr) })):

(5.6)
. umo$cié¢: pewny: _: : perf: subj{np(str)} +
obj{lex(np(str), ,'gniazdko,atr({adjp(agr)}))} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{xp(locat)}
. umoscic¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +

obj{lex(np(str), ,'gniazdko',atr({adjp(agr)}))} + {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}

One of the fundamental features of Walenty is the inclusion of the semantic layer of the resource. For
a large portion of lemmata, semantic frames have been defined and mapped onto the valency
schemata. Figures 5.1-5.3 illustrate the mappings for two valency schemata defined for naszykowac

‘to prepare (PFV)’, written in its text form in (5.7):

24 A separate issue is that, in same cases, different orderings may cue different interpretation of the head of the phrase (e.g.

a noun or a verb), cf. Section 4.4.
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(5.7)

o naszykowaé¢ : pewny: _: : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(part)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen) }
. naszykowa¢ : pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(part)} + {np(dat)}
Rama: pewna [5973]
Rola:
PODMIOTY ISTOTY ISTOTY SYTUACIA
WYTWOR PODMIOTY
Preferencje
selekcyjne:
JADLO
OTOCZENIE

Figure 5.1: Visualisation of a semantic frame in Slowal application for browsing Walenty

Schemat: pewny [3900]

Funkcja:

Typy fraz:

Figure 5.2: Visualisation of a syntactic schema in Slowal application for browsing Walenty (with a dative

phrase)

Schemat: pewny [13089]

Funkcja:

Typy fraz:

Figure 5.3: Visualisation of a syntactic schemata in Slowal application for browsing Walenty (with a dla phrase)

As presented in Figure 5.1, frames are given an evaluation (here, pewna ‘reliable’), and subdivide into
arguments, which, in turn, are assigned a role and selective preferences, based on the categories from
the Polish Wordnet p/Wordnet-Stowosie¢ (inventory of roles is predefined and limited, cf. (Hajnicz,
Andrzejczuk & Bartosiak 2016: 2627; for plWordnet cf. Dziob, Piasecki & Rudnicka 2019; Piasecki,
Szpakowicz & Broda 2009).
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Positions included in the schemata can contain multiple possible realisations. The following
pair of schemata for negocjowaé ‘to negotiate’ provides multiple possibilities for the realisation of the
object: a nominal phrase in structural case, interrogative clausal complement phrase, and that-

complement phrase (with Ze or Zeby complementisers):

(5.8)

. negocjowac: pewny: _: : imperf: subj{np(str)} +
obj{np(str);ncp(str,int) ;ncp(str, ze) ;ncp(str,zeby)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{prepnp(z,inst) }

. negocjowac: pewny: _: : imperf: subj{np(str)} +

obj{np(str);ncp(str,int) ;ncp(str, ze);ncp(str, zeby)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp(z, inst)}

Therefore, in the structure of the schema, a distinction is maintained between phrases (like
np (str))and positions (e.g. obj{np(str); ncp (str,int) ; ncp (str, ze) ;
ncp (str, zeby) } in which individual phrases are stored. Thus, while a position is very often
including only one phrase, it is not always so. To decide between formulating a single schema (as in
the case above) and including multiple schema (here, hypothetically up to 4)., the coordination test is
adopted in Walenty as the key criterion. Here, the outcome of this test (‘they negotiated X and Y’) is

suggested to be positive for all the four phrases within the position.

5.2.1.2 Delimitation of schema doubles
Walenty is accessible in two modes: (i) via web application interface Slowal with basic filtering
options (convenient for individual, specialised searches), (ii) text formats: The latter mode can be
further subdivided into the PDF version (with syntactic layer and examples), raw text files with
syntactic layer only, and TEI-compliant XML version with full data, including the mapping onto
semantic roles. In order to benefit from the mapping between the syntactic and the semantic layer, the
present analysis used both the raw text format (2021-07-12 version), and the TEI-XML format (2021-
09-13 version).
The first component of the analysis involved the syntactic representation exclusively and
involved retrieval of all schemata such that:
* Include a dative NP ({np (dat) }) or dla phrase ({prepnp (dla, gen) })
* Represent a verb lemma for which there is at least one schema including a dative NP and at
least one schema including a dla-PP
For each verb lemma represented in the set, the possible combinations of dative-including and dla-
including schemata were computed, and subsequently classified according to their pairhood potential

(cf. later this section for the explanation of the classification). Table 5.1 represents the combinations
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for ofiarowaé ‘to present, donate’, obtained from the following list of all schemata included for this

entry:

. ofiarowaé: pewny: - : subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)} +
{refl}
* ofiarowaé¢: pewny:

{refl}

subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(za,acc)} +

. ofiarowac¢: pewny: . : subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {comprepnp (na
rzecz) }

. ofiarowaé: pewny: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (na,acc)}

. ofiarowaé: pewny: _: : _: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (przez,acc)}

. ofiarowaé: pewny: _ subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (za,acc)}

. ofiarowaé: watpliwy: : : _: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{prepnp (dla,gen) }

For ofiarowaé, both (five) schemata with the dative and a (single) schema with dla are included (even
if the only dla schema is rated as wqtpliwy 'dubious’). In this case, there are 5 (5 times 1)
combinations available. The combinations are represented in Table 5.1, which also includes
information on how the combination was classified, and an availability of a common semantic frame

for the schemata (cf. explanations of classification principles later in this section).

Common o
Lemma . Classification ~ Dative schema Dla schema
argument id

Oﬁarowac ofiarowa¢: watpliwy: : : ofiarowac: pewny: _
‘to donate, na residual subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
present’ + {prepnp(dla,gen)} {prepnp (na,acc)} + {refl}
oﬁamwac ofiarowa¢: watpliwy: : : ofiarowac: pewny: _
‘to donate, na residual subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} subj{np(str)} + (np(dat)} +
present’ + {prepnp(dla,gen)} {prepnp (za,acc)} + {refl}
oﬁarowac Rec1plent ofiarowa¢: watpliwy: _: : _: ofiarowac: pewny: _ _
‘to donate, #wal 10845 blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
present’ 4 147683-arg + {prepnp(dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
Oﬁarowac Rec1plent ofiarowa¢: watpliwy: : : ofiarowac: pewny: _
‘to donate, #wal 10845  blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
present’ 4.147683-arg + {prepnp(dla,gen)} {np(dat)} + {prepnp(przez,acc)}
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ofiarowa¢  Recipient

ofiarowac¢: watpliwy: _: : _: ofiarowac: pewny: _ _
‘to donate, #wal 10845  blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
present’ 4.147683-arg + {prepnp (dla,gen)} {np(dat)} + {prepnp(za,acc)}

Table 5.1: Annotation of the schema doubles — example

Such combinations (henceforth: doubles) represent potential schema pairs. 1745 doubles were
retrieved for the annotation. From these doubles, the instances of schemata including both a dative
phrase and a dla phrase were automatically captured (cf. Section 4.4 for the discussion of the co-
occurrence of dla-PPs and dative NPs within single clauses). These instances, such as the following
schema for przehandlowywaé ‘trade’ were not annotated for pairhood, but analysed separately. In this
case, the dative encodes a Recipient (“trade partner”) while the dla phrase stands for the purpose of

the transaction (or goods received by the agent, e.g. ‘for profit’):

5.9
d przehandlowywac¢: pewny: _: : imperf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{np(dat)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}

The second part of the analysis involved verifying if the corresponding dative phrase and dla phrase
are both mapped onto the same argument in a semantic frame. Full Walenty annotation was accessed
to retrieve semantic mappings onto arguments that represent different roles discerned in Walenty:
RECIPIENT, RESULT, PURPOSE, FACTOR, MANNER, MEASURE, INSTRUMENT, ATTRIBUTE,
LOCATION, PATH, CONDITION, INITIATOR, STIMULUS, EXPERIENCER, TIME, DURATION,
THEME.

Thus prepared schema doubles were subsequently annotated for ‘pairhood’. In these terms,
the doubles were classified as “paired”, “blendable”, or as falling into the “residual” category. The
following list summarises the criteria a double had to meet in order to become classified as a
respective category:

*  Paired:

* The schemata are identical except for target phrases

* The schemata are assumed to be functionally near-equivalent and, in some instances, to

yield interchangeable uses

* (If the semantic annotation is available), the schemata are mapped onto at least one

common semantic frame and the target phrases are not mapped onto different semantic
arguments
*  Blendable:
* The doubles differ in such a way that, under ellipsis, they can subsume output identical

except for the target phrases
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» Ellipsis is, however, not considered for:
* Phrases fulfilling syntactic roles, different types of complementation, phrases
annotated for control phenomena
* Lexical (1ex () ) phrases
* The schemata are assumed to be functionally near-equivalent and, in some instances, to
yield interchangeable uses
* (If the semantic annotation is available), the schemata are mapped onto at least one
common semantic frame and the target phrases are not mapped onto different semantic
arguments
These criteria are sensitive to two situations in which the phrases are not mapped onto the same
argument, yet they can be qualified for ‘pairhood’. One such situation is the lack of semantic
annotation for the lemma that doubles represent. Another is the situation where both schemata of a
double are mapped onto the same frame, but the dla phrase, the dative phrase or both phrases are left
unmapped in terms of a specific argument. In both situations, I based the annotation on the qualitative
analyses of the material, explicitly marking the more subjective character of the rating.
The pairs were delineated among the schema on the same level of the specificity. This
excludes doubles such as those for the constructions ‘make something for somebody’ with ‘make

someone a surprise’, presented in schemata (5.10):

(5.10)
. zrobié: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
. zrobic¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +

obj{lex(np(str), ,'niespodzianka',atr)} + {np(dat)}

While the more general schema (the one which includes dla), can be viewed as “subsuming” the
“dative” schema, such doubles were not counted as pairs. The definition of a specific, ‘more lexical’
schema in Walenty was treated as symptomatic of the independent constructional meaning,
‘unpredictable’ from the more general pattern®. Under this view, the doubles differing in schematicity

should not be treated as pairs.

While, to a large extent, the delineation of pairs was guided by the presence of automatically detected
common semantic mappings, each double was also inspected manually, extensively consulting the
interactive graphic interface version of Walenty. Linguistic examples included as a part of the resource
were used as a reference in judgements of pairhood, together with examples from the National Corpus

of Polish (Przepiorkowski et al. 2012).

25 Cf., e.g., the discussion of predictability as a construction-defining criterion in Ungerer & Hartmann (2023: 5-11).
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5.2.2  Results
From 1745 doubles retrieved, 296 were selected for the final set as meeting the outlined criteria for
paired or blendable categories altogether. From that:

* 171 on the basis of semantic mapping (including 157 cases of mapping onto the same
semantic argument; 14 of mapping onto the same frame but left without mapping on a
specific argument in that frame)

* 92 from entries for with no semantic annotation available

* Additionally, 33 doubles of schemata from entries with semantic annotation, whose
annotation does not suggest pairhood, but were hypothesised to yield interchangeability

effects despite no common mapping onto the same semantic argument.

All 296 featured doubles (henceforth: type-pairs) are presented in Appendix A, following the format
presented in Table 5.2. Additionally, the presence of common mapping (or lack thereof) is made
explicit in the table in Appendix A. Regardless of the different basis of inclusion of the pairs into the
set, all the type-pairs are hypothetical and restricted in nature. That is, they are treated here as
hypotheses about some of the uses subsumed by the schemata from the type-pair. No type-pair is
expected to involve schemata fully interchangeable across all their uses.

Among the semantically annotated schemata, Recipient role dominates for target phrases,
although low-count attestations of other roles are present — Experiencer, Factor, Initiator, Purpose,
Theme. Type-pairs of specific, lexical schemata can be found, but in relative scarcity to general

schema (note, however, that this is crucially dependent on architectural choices of Walenty creators).

Lemmata represented in selected schemata

aranzowaé ‘arrange’ przeznaczy¢ ‘dedicate, allocate’ wydzieli¢ ‘allot’

asygnowaé ‘allocate’ przydzielaé ‘allocate’ wyfasowaé ‘ration, allocate’
budowaé ‘build’ przydzieli¢ ‘allocate’ wygospodarowaé ‘to allocate, set aside’
czysci¢ ‘clean’ przygotowac ‘prepare’ wygospodarowywaé  ‘to allocate, set aside’
dokumentowaé ‘document’ przygotowywacé ‘prepare’ wyjednaé ‘unite’

Jfakturowaé ‘invoice’ przyszykowaé ‘prepare’ wyjednywaé “unite’

Sfasowaé ‘ration’ remontowac ‘redecorate, rebuild’ wymodli¢ ‘pray’

‘prepare a comfortable

gotowacé ‘cook’ rezerwowac ‘reserve’ wymoscic
place’
Jednac ‘unite’ rezyserowac “direct’ wynegocjowac ‘negotiate’
kaptowa¢ ‘win over’ robié¢ ‘do, make’ wypraszaé ‘beg, plead’
ojarzy¢ si i skapnqé i W wyprodukowa¢ u
ki ‘remind of” ki ‘trickle down’ duk ‘produce’
kompensowac ‘compensate’ skaptowac ‘win over’ wyprosic ‘beg, plead’
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moscic¢

nagotowac

nagra¢

nagrywac
naszykowaé
negocjowac
odktadaé
odlozy¢
odremontowa¢
ofiarowaé
opracowac
opracowywac

ostawi¢

pichcié¢

pisaé

pitrasic

pobudowaé
ponagrywac
poodktadaé

poskapi¢

poswiecac

poswiecac sie
poswieci¢
poswigcic sie
pourywacé

powydzielaé

pozalatwiac

pozamawiac
pozamykaé
pozamykac sie
pozostawiac

pozostawié

‘prepare a comfortable

place’

‘cook’

‘record’

‘record’

‘prepare’
‘negotiate’

‘set asiede’

‘save, set aside’
‘redecorate, rebuild’
‘donate’

‘devise, develop’
‘devise, develop’

‘keep, spare’

‘cook around’

‘write’

‘cook around’
‘build’

‘record’

‘save, set aside’

‘skimp’

‘sacrifice, dedicate’

‘sacrifice’
‘sacrifice, dedicate’
‘sacrifice’

‘tear away’
‘separate’

‘get done, make sth easy

for someone, fix’
‘order’

‘close, lock, shut’
‘close, lock’
‘leave, remain’

‘leave, remain’

skapywac

skqpié

skombinowac

stuzyé
starczac
starczy¢
stwarzaé
stworzy¢
szafowac
szczedzié
szykowaé
uczynic

udostepniac

udostepnic¢

udzielaé¢

udzieli¢
ugotowac
uktadac
ukué

utozyé

umoscic

upichcic¢
urwac
urywac
urzqdzaé

urzqdzié¢

uszykowac

uzyczaé
uzyezyé
wyasygnowac
wyblagacé

wyczarowac

‘trickle down’

‘skimp’

‘get (in a creative or clever

way), fix’

‘serve’

‘be sufficient’

‘be sufficient’
‘create’

‘create’
‘distribute, lavish’
‘save’

‘prepare’

“do’

‘share, make available’

‘share, make available’

‘administer, grant’

‘administer, grant’
‘cook’

‘arrange’

‘forge’

‘arrange’

‘prepare a comfortable

place’

‘cook around’

‘tear away’

‘tear away’

‘arrange, decorate, prepare’

‘arrange, decorate, prepare’

‘prepare’

‘lend’
‘lend’
‘allocate’
‘beg, plead’

‘conjure up’
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wyremontowac

wyrezyserowac

wystarac sie

wyszukaé
wyszukiwaé
wyszykowac
wywalczaé
wywalczyé
wywojowac
zaaranzowacé
zabrzmieé
zabukowac

zadedykowa¢

zalatwiaé

zatatwié

zamawiacé
zamknqé
zamowié
zanies¢

zanosi¢

zapalaé

zapala¢ sie
zapalié
zapali¢ si¢
zarezerwowac

zastuzyc sie

zatrzymacé

zatrzymywac
zawarowacd
zbudowaé
zjednaé

zjednywaé

‘redecorate, rebuild’

‘direct’

‘make an effort’

‘search’
‘search’
‘prepare’
‘win’
win’
‘win’
‘arrange’
‘sound’
‘book’

‘dedicate’

‘get done, make sth easy for

someone, fix’

‘get done, make sth easy for

someone, fix’
‘order’

‘close, lock, shut’
‘close, lock, shut’
‘carry’

»

‘carry

“light”

‘light”
‘light’
‘light’
‘reserve’

‘merit’

‘keep, stop’

‘keep, stop’
“fortify’

‘build’

‘unite, win over’

‘unite’



‘no longer make a

prognozowaé ‘forecast’ wyczarowywaé ‘conjure up’ zobojetnieé¢ .

difference’
proponowaé ‘propose’ wyczyscié ‘clean’ zostawiaé ‘leave’
przekazaé ‘pass, convey’ wydostaé ‘get out, retrieve’ zostawié ‘leave’
przekazywaé ‘pass, convey’ wydostawacé ‘get out, retrieve’ zrobié¢ ‘do, make’
przeznaczaé ‘dedicate, allocate’ wydzielaé ‘allot’

Table 5.2: Lemmata represented in the type-pair set

Table 5.2 provides the list of verb lemmas for which the type-pairs were found. Arguably, it can be
seen as compatible with benefactive potential of the alternation. Also, in many cases, the topoi-level
benefaction (cf., Section 2.2) is encoded at the lexical level, as exemplified with items such as czysci¢
‘to clean’, wyjednac¢ ‘to create support’, wymodli¢ ‘make sth happen as a result of a prayer ’,
ofiarowa¢ ‘donate, present’. Some less clearly benefactive items like zapala¢ ‘to light/fire up’, skqpic¢
‘to skimp’ are also disambiguated by the specific schemata they appear in (e.g. skqpic¢ as part of the
nie skapic¢ krwi ‘be ready to sacrifice life for someone;literally: not deny sb one’s own blood; cf.
Section 5.2.3.3).

Labels for semantic classes conceived of by Levin (1993; cf. Section 4.4) — build verbs,
create verbs, prepare verb, verbs of performance, get verbs — can be felicitously applied to the
majority of the schemata, and, conversely, the schemata can be assigned to one or multiple of these
groups. All these groups, overlapping in nature, may arguably be seen as neutrally or positively
evaluated. Such configuration provides a foundation for the study of the benefactive potential of the
constructions in question.

Paszenda (2017) analyses semantic variation in ditransitive constructions with the Polish
dative, discussing multiple subconstructions. From those subconstructions, the schema pairs that were

identified above seem to be compatible with “[e]xtension to action rendering the direct object referent

available” category, subsuming:

*  “Action or communicative act leading to future transfer” combining with “verbs of future
having, e.g. zostawi¢ ‘leave’, zapisa¢ ‘bequeath’, przyznaé ‘grant’, (za)rezerwowac ‘reserve’,
zabukowaé ‘book’, zamowi¢ ‘order’, (za)oferowac ‘offer’, wynajqé ‘rent’, etc.” (Paszenda
2017: 254; Section 3.2.2.1 ibid.)

* “Enablement of transfer or use” — “[...] in Polish many verbs of facilitating, enabling, and
making available can be used to encode enabled transfer/use, for instance: umozliwi¢ ‘make
possible’, ulatwi¢ ‘make easier’, zafatwi¢ ‘settle, arrange’, udostepni¢ ‘make available’,
(z)organizowaé ‘organize’, (za)aranzowac ‘arrange’ (Rudzka-Ostyn 1996: 347, Dabrowska

1997: 32-33)” (Paszenda 2017: 254-255; Section 3.2.2.2 ibid.)
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*  “Creation, preparation or obtainment with a view to subsequent transfer”” — compatible with:

*  “l. verbs of creation and preparation, e.g. zrobi¢ ‘make’, (z/wy)budowaé ‘build’, (u)szy¢,
‘sew’, (u)gotowac ‘cook’, (pod)grzaé ‘heat’; przygotowac ‘prepare’, (na)szykowad, ‘make
ready’, etc.”

e “2.verbs of obtainment, e.g. zdoby¢ ‘get/acquire’, kupic¢ ‘buy’, schwytac/(z)lapac, ‘catch’,
wygra¢ ‘win’, wywalczy¢ ‘gain by fighting’, upolowac¢ ‘catch in hunt’,znalezé ‘find’,

nazbierac ‘collect’, etc” (Paszenda 2017: 255-256; Section 3.2.2.3 ibid.)

The relevance of the near-interchangeable contexts with these scenarios is also consistent with the
benefactive character of the interchangeable use. Specifically, these contexts seem to very often
express indirect, benefactive transfer scenarios. Those scenarios will be more closely examined in
Section 5.2.3. At the same time, one can ask about verbs that appear in the illustrations for the above
subconstructions — but not on the list in Table 5.2. Furthermore, it may be questioned whether
“rendering the direct object referent available” is the exclusive type of the interchangeability
contexts. The follow-up analysis in Section 5.3 will address those two kinds of doubts.

Possible deviances from this semantic coherence comes from constructions of internal
experience: kojarzy¢ sie ‘to remind of’, zapala sie czerwona/ostrzegawcza lampka ‘a sudden bad
feeling comes; literally: a warning/red light lights up’ (also with the corresponding perfective verb
zapali¢), zobojetnie¢ ‘to no longer make a difference’. In all of the following pairs, the dative and dia

phrases are mapped onto a common Experiencer argument in a semantic frame:

(5.11)

kojarzy¢ sie : watpliwy: : : imperf: subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{prepnp(z,inst) }

. kojarzy¢ sie : pewny: : : imperf: subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +

{prepnp (z, inst) ;prepncp(z,inst, int) ;prepncp (z, inst, jak) ;prepncp (z, inst, jakby

) iprepncp (z, inst, ze) ;prepncp (z, inst, zeby) }

(5.12)

a). (NKJP:journalism, Wyprany z kasy?, Gazeta Krakowska, 2003-01-20, Krakow)
-Pralnia zawsze kojarzyla sig dla mnie jednoznacznie,
laundry.NOM.SG always remind of(IPFV).PST.F.3SG REFL for 1SG.GEN unambiguously
tlko i wylqcznie z praniem odziezy - stwierdzit Stanistaw H.
only CONJ exclusively with washing.INS.SG clothing.GEN.SG claim(PFV).PST.M.3SG Stanistaw H.NOM

‘Laundry has unambiguously reminded me of washing the clothes exclusively—stated Stanistaw H.’
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b).

(5.13)

(5.14)

b).

(5.15)

(NKJP:journalism, Nad zalew i i do Firlejow, Gazeta Wyborcza, 1992-07-31)

Zegrze kojarzy sie nam jednoznacznie g zalewem

Zegrze NOM.SG remind of(IPFV).NPST.3SG  REFL 1PL.DAT unambiguously with artificial lake.INS.SG
— miejscem niedzielnego wypoczynku i atrakcyjnych sportow wodnych

‘Zegrze unambiguously reminds us of artificial lake — a place of Sunday leisure and exciting water sports’

zapali¢ sie : pewny: : : perf: subj{lex(np(str), ,'lampka',ratr({adjp(agr)}
+{prepnp (z, inst) }+

{lex (adjp (agr),agr,agr,pos,XOR('czerwony', 'ostrzegawczy'),natr) }))} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) }

zapali¢ sie : pewny: : : perf: subj{lex(np(str), ,'lampka',ratr({adjp(agr)}
+{prepnp (z, inst) }+

{lex (adjp (agr),agr,agr,pos,XOR('czerwony', 'ostrzegawczy'),natr) }))} +

{np (dat) }

(Walenty, id. 401911, wiasny )

Wtedy to zapalita sie czerwona lampka dla zawodnikow

then  PART light up(PFV).PST.F.3SG  REFL red.F.NOM.SG lamp.NOM.SG for competitor.GEN.PL
Jastrzebskiego Wegla, ktorzy wzieli sie za odrabianie strat.

Jastrzgbski Wegiel.GEN.SG

‘In that moment, a red flag came up for the players of Jastrzgbski Wegiel, who started to make up for the lost
points.’

(NKJP:non-fiction, Moje zycie nielegalne by Tadeusz Isakowicz-Zaleski, 2008)

1 wtedy  zapalila mi sie czerwona lampka, bo

CONJ  then light up(PFV).PST.F.3SG 1SG.DAT REFL red.F.NOM.SG lamp.NOM.SG because

ja o ksiedzu Malysiaku nie wiedziatem i z nikim o nim nie rozmawiatem.

‘And then a red flag came up for me, because I had not known about fr. Matlysiak and I had not spoken about him

with anyone.’

zobojetnie¢ : archaiczny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
zobojetnie¢ : pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str);ncp(str,int);ncp(str,ze)} +
{np (dat) }
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Note, however, that the dla schemata in (5.11) and (5.15) are qualified as wqtpliwy 'dubious’ and
archaiczny ‘archaic’ respectively. As for (5.13), a metaphor of a warning signal makes it possible to
reinterpret the scene in terms of transfer semantics, if not in terms of a benefactive scenario (it is
good to be warned against bad things’). The expression of Experiencers does not seem prominent
based on the results. Yet it should not be dismissed — the study described in Section 5.3 will briefly
comment on the near-interchangeability of the Experiencer(-like) dative and dla-phrases in the
contexts of verbs such as brzmieé ‘sound like’ and wyglgdac ‘look like’ (cf. also 5.3.2.5).

While the analysis focuses on pairs — delineated as described above — interesting data come
from ‘mixed’ schemata which include both a dative phrase and a dla phrase. Two Walenty schemata
include them as alternatives in a single position — one for ku¢ ‘to forge’ (cf. 5.16) and one for
dedykowa¢ ‘dedicate’ (cf. 5.17). For the purposes of the present analysis, they can be identified as
similar in behaviour to the many cases for which two schemata exist (which, should additionally

allow for the coordination of the two kinds of phrases, as in the example 17¢ below).

(5.16)
. ku¢ : pewny: : : imperf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{np (dat) ;prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(inst)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
. dedykowa¢ : pewny: : : _: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{np(dat) ;prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)}
(5.17)
a). (NKJP:journalism, C KLASA - KROSNO, Dziennik Polski,2005-05-23,Krakow)
Zawodnicy gospodarzy zdobyte bramki dedykujq
competitor. NOM.PL host.GEN.PL score(PFV).PASS.NM_PERS.ACC.PL  goal.ACC.PL dedicate(IPFV).NPST.3PL
dla syna Macieja Brajewskiego, (Maciej jest zawodnikiem Bieszczad), Kacpra

for son.GEN.SG Maciej Brajewski.GEN.SG

‘The home side dedicates the scored goals to Maciej Brajewski’s son (Maciej plays for Bieszczady), Kacper.’

b). (NKIJP: journalism, Ulewa, bfoto i sedzia, Dziennik Polski, 2008-10-06, Krakow)
Gola dedykuje mojemu synowi Kacperkowi.
goal.ACC.SG dedicate.NPST.1SG 1SG.POSS.M.DAT.SG  son.DAT.SG Kacperek.DAT.SG

“This goal, I dedicate to my son, Kacper’
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c). (NKJP:journalism, Niebiosa sprzyjaly,Dziennik Polski, 2006-08-14 Krakow/ Walenty, id. 400459, watpliwy )
Gola dedykuje dla rodzicow i sympatii Iwonie
goal. ACC.SG dedicate.NPST.1SG for parent.GEN.PL CONJ sweetheart.DAT.SG Iwona.DAT.SG

‘This goal I dedicate to my parents and to my sweetheart, Iwona’

5.2.3  Analysis: Transfer semantics and benefactive scenarios

The results corroborate the centrality of (indirect) transfer scenarios for the alternation between dla
and the dative, and the recipient-beneficiary role often marked by the forms in question (cf. Section
2.2-2.3). In other words, the identified constructions express situations in which a kind of ‘good’ (be it
a material object or non-material result) is transferred to someone (a beneficiary) from someone else.
Clearly, not all reception-benefaction situations may be expressed with either construction — note, for
instance, how the basing verb of giving, dad, is not featured in any type-pair (clearly preferring the
dative). On the other hand, in many contexts compatible with either construction, the thing that is
‘transferred’ is a highly abstract property — for instance, with dedykowa¢ ‘dedicate’. Such effects are
expectable, given the existing observations on dla and its potential to express the indirect transfer.

The collected schema-pairs already provide support to some of the most rudimentary
questions of the present sub-project: (i) it is possible to identify contexts in which the dative and dia
fulfil a highly similar function, (ii) these contexts seem to be semantically coherent to a high extent,
and consistently benefactive. There, however, remain further descriptive problems. What more can be
said about the semantic potential of these constructions? What kind of semantic variation can be
identified among those “consistently benefactive” contexts?

To address these questions I will analyse the elements that can be discerned in a ‘transfer
scenario’, as they are profiled by the identified constructions (cf. also the multidimensional analysis of
Polish diatransitive constructions in Paszenda 2017; Section 5.2.2). Specifically, I will consider the
variation in the possible situation participants and circumstances — specifically, ‘the addressor’, ‘the
addressee’ and ‘the transferred °, but also the relation between them. I pay attention to how the
expression of these semantic elements can be distributed across multiple formal components of the
identified constructions. In sections 5.2.3.1-5.2.3.2, I focus on specific elements, and qualitatively
analyse the obtained type-pairs in the search for difference in their expression. I will be demonstrating
the micro-variation of the semantics of the contexts allowing near-interchangeability between the

dative and dla.

5.2.3.1 The transferred and the benefactive result
The identified contexts differ in respect to the thing or effect that is being transferred to the advantage
of the addressee, that is ‘the transferred’. In a straightforward analysis, the transferred can simply be

equalled with the theme expressed in the object phrase. In (5.19), instantiating the schema-pair in
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(5.18), smiadanie ‘breakfast’ can be given as such a simple example. Przygotowal ‘prepare’ is,
relatively, semantically schematic. Namely, it is the object phrase (sniadanie ‘breakfast’) that
expresses the transferred, rather than the verb itself (cf. the meaning of ‘prepare’ in ‘preparing a

party’, ‘preparing the exam’, ‘preparing a war’, etc.).

(5.18)
. przygotowaé: pewny: _: : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) }
. przygotowac: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)}
(5.19)
a). (Walenty, example id 29453, from NKJP1800M)
Ciotka Agata przygotowala dla nas pyszne Sniadanie.
aunt.NOM.SG Agata.NOM.SG prepare(PFV).PST.F.3SG for 1PL.GEN delicious.N.ACC.SG breakfast.ACC.SG
‘Aunt Agata prepared a delicious breakfast for us’
b). (NKJP:non-fiction, Na skraju imperium by Mieczystaw Jalowiecki, Warszawa, 2005)

V4 powodu dawnej ze  mnq znajomosci przygotowal

from reason.GEN.SG ancient.F.GEN.SG with 1SG.INS acquaintance.GEN.SG prepare(PFV).PST.M.3SG
nam doskonate Sniadanie , gdyz konie z Iwanska jeszcze nie nadjechaty.
IPL.DAT excelent.N.ACC.SG  breakfast.ACC.SG

‘Because of our old friendship, he prepared us an excellent breakfast, since the horses form Iwansk had not

arrived yet’

However, in cases of more specialised verbs, such as upichci¢ ‘to cook around’, the kind of the
benefactive effect is more determined — and already specified by the verb. At the same time, the verb
przygotowac ‘to prepare’, schematic though it may be, still entails some restriction on the benefactive
effect, even if' it is only the controllability of the ‘preparer’ over what is being under preparation.
Further complications for the analysis of the transferred, come from scenarios which unfold

in the social reality, e.g.. with zjednac¢ ‘win over, unite for sb, make sb an ally for sb’:

(5.20)
o zjedna¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{np(inst) ;ncp(inst,ze)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
. zjednac¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +

{np(inst) ;ncp (inst, ze) }
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(5.21)

a). (NKJP:non-fiction, Szachinszach by Ryszard Kapuscinski, Warszawa)
I oto nadarza sie okazja, aby oglaszajqc reforme rolnq bodaj pozyskaé wies,
gednaé dla  siebie chlopow rozdajqc im ziemie.
unite(PFV).INF for ~ REFL.GEN  peasant.ACC.PL give away(IPFV).CVB 3PL.DAT  land.ACC.SG

‘And here, by proclaiming an agricultural reform, comes an opportunity to win over the countryside, to unite the

peasants for oneself by giving them land’

b). (NKJP:internet, II wojna pdtnocna, Wikipedia, 2009-05-27)
Rowniez  Karol Gustaw pragnal gednaé sobie chlopow
also Charles Gustav.NOM.SG ~ wish(IPFV).PST.N.3SG unite(PFV).INF  REFL.DAT peasant.ACC.PL

i obiecywat za zabicie szlachcica-powstanca polowe jego dobr oraz zwolnienie od panszczyzny i poddanstwa.

‘Charles Gustav wanted to unite the peasants for oneself as well and, for killing a nobleman-insurrectionist, he

promised half of their goods, as well as an exemption from serfdom and subordination.’

The transferred can be identified differently from different perspectives: as the ‘allies’ themselves
(people entering someone’s sphere of influence), as the support of the allies (via metonymy PERSON
FOR VOLITIONAL STANCE), or as the successful instance of striking the alliance. These perspectives are
not necessarily contradictory — but, at the same time, none of them seems to capture the entire
complexity of zjednac¢ ‘win someone over’ scenarios. Such an example illustrates how a benefactive
scenario can be very specific to a construction — and how the expression of situation-characteristics

can be distributed over formal elements in a complex manner.

5.2.3.2 Transfer

The contrastive accounts of the dative-dla alteration (and similar alternations in other languages, cf.
Section 4.3-4.4) extensively refer to the idea of indirectness of the transfer as a key factor in choice
between the forms. Specifically, the dative variant tends to be associated with a successful, completed
and direct transfer — while the prepositional variant marks more of an initiated process, which does
not need to conclude in an intended manner.

Analysed through the lens of transfer semantics, the collected type-level pairs display a high
degree of flexibility in terms of transfer (in)directness, as well as whether they allow its
underspecification. Some schemata capture elaborate transfer paths, introducing more ‘stops’ along it,
as in the following schema for, skombinowac¢ ‘get sth (in a creative or clever way), fix sth’, which

features an additional ablative phrase that elaborates the early stage of a transfer scenario:

111



(5.22)

(5.23)

a).

b).

skombinowa¢ : pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(abl)}

skombinowa¢ : pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
{xp (abl)}

NKIJP:journalism, Zte dziewczyny uciekly od probleméw z nalogami i zalozyly wlasnq druzyne pitki noznej,

Natalia Wellmann Gazeta Wroctawska, 2001-06-29, Wroctaw

Wujcio Miecio (tak dziewczyny mowiq o Mieczystawie Krombachu - przyp. red.)

skombinowat dla  nas stroje pitkarskie

cleverly get(PFV).PST.M.3SG  for  1PL.GEN outfit. ACC.PL football.LNM_PERS.ACC.PL

i rozpoczelysmy intensywne treningi - cieszq sie dziewczyny.

‘Uncle Miecio (this is how the girls call Mieczystaw Krombach—ed.) got footballing kits for us and we took up
intensive training sessions — the girls say happily’

NKIJP:journalism, Pigkni i bestie, Wlodzimierz Kalicki Gazeta Wyborcza, 1995-10-06

Wszyscy z powagq stuchajq pilota objasniajacego, ze nasz najnowszy Huzar to bardzo grozny smigtowiec,
trzeba tylko  skombinowad mu jakies uzbrojenie.

need.PRED only  cleverly get(PFV).INF 3SG.M.DAT some.N.ACC.SG armament.ACC.SG

‘Everybody stay serious, listening to the pilot who explains that our new Huzar is a very dangerous helicopter, it

just needs to get some sort of armament for it.’

Additional ‘stops’ or ‘transfer phases’ can be interpreted both in terms of obstacles and facilitators of

the transfer and the benefactive events. In these terms, skombinowaé, implies that the transferred was

difficult to obtain and required creativity or expert knowledge in terms of where it could be retrieved

for. This implication seems to persist even if, as in (5.23), the ablative phrase is not realised.

Particularly interesting scenarios arise when an ‘intermediate’ elements of the transfer chain

is a volitional agent. The following pairs illustrate scenarios with a ‘tribunal’ — an event participant

influencing the outcome of the benefactive situation, as in wyblagaé ‘(successfully) plead’, where

prepnp (u, gen), typically refers to God or other powerful authority:

(5.24)

wybtaga¢ : pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +

obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze);ncp(str, zeby)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {prepnp(u,gen)}
wybtaga¢ : pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +

obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze);ncp(str, zeby)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(u,gen)}
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(5.25)  (NKJP:journalism, Intencje modlitewne - listopad 2008, Glos Ojca Pio, 2008)

a). Drogi Ojcze Pio, prosze, wyblagaj u Boga
Dear.M.VOC.SG Father Pio.vOoC.SG  please plead succesfully(PFV).IMP.2SG at  God.GEN.SG
dla nas te taske, o ktorq w kazdej modlitwie Cie prosze
for IPL.GEN DEM.F.ACC.SG grace.ACC.SG

‘Dear Father Pio, please, ask God to grant me the grace that I beg you for in my each prayer’

b). Ojcze Pio, wyblagaj mi u Boga Wszechmocnego
Father Pio.voC.SG plead succesfully(PFV).IMP.2SG 1SG.DAT at God.GEN.SG almighty.M.GEN.SG
taske blogostawienstwa na  studiach.
grace.ACC.SG blessing.GEN.SG on  studies.LOC

‘Father Pio, ask God Almighty to grant me the grace of blessing for my university courses’

As presented in Section 5.2.2, the ‘mixed’ schemata (containing both the dative and dla phrases)
demonstrate that the dative and dla can indeed co-occur, expressing different parts of the transfer
chain. In the ‘multi-stop’ transfer-chain model, the (recipient-)beneficiary is, typically, the last stop.
However, it does not need to be. One can imagine complex scenarios of ‘receiving something so that
it can be successfully delivered to the intended endpoint’, e.g. ‘delivering something for someone to
share with others’*.

‘Beneficiary as the final stop’ can be well illustrated with the dative and dla within ‘take’
constructions, where, outside of the context, the dative may be ambiguous between the maleficiary
and the beneficiary (i.e. ‘taking from’ vs ‘taking for’). ‘Pairhood’ is controversial in such scenarios,
given their restricted nature. In (5.27), however, the dative reflexive pronoun makes it easy to interpret

the situation in terms of ‘keeping for’ rather than ‘withholding, keeping from’.

(5.26)
. zatrzymac¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
. zatrzymaé¢ : pewny: _: : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +

{xp(instr)} + {xp(locat)}

26 Note the pair for fakturowa¢ ‘create an invoice’” where the dative and dla phrase are given the role of Factor,

marking their intermediate position in the transfer chain:
fakturowaé¢: pewny: : : imperf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(adl)}
fakturowac¢: pewny: : : imperf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} + {xp(adl)}

Nevertheless, the construction is highly specialised and finding the instances of full realisations of the schemata

has proven problematic.
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(5.27)

a). (NKJP:journalism, Brudne pieniqdze w portugalskiej pitce, Express Ilustrowany, 2002-12-28, £6dz)
Ten najdiuzej urzedujqcy prezes klubu w Portugalii
zaprzeczyl, ze zatrzymat dla siebie te sume.
deny(PFV).PST.M.3SG ~ COMP  keep(PFV).PST.3SG  for REFL.GEN DEM.F.ACC.SG ~ sum.ACC.SG

“This longest-serving president of a Portuguese club denied that he had kept the sum for himself’

b). (NKJP:journalism, Wszyscy jestesmy ormowcami, Krzysztof Szymborski, Polityka, 2008-06-07, Warszawa)
Poszczegolni osobnicy mogli odmowié datku
individual.M_PERS.NOM.PL individual.NOM.PL  can.PST.M_PERS.3SG refuse(PFV).INF  donation.GEN.SG
i zatrzymaé sobie calg otrzymang sume
CONJ  keep(PFV).INF  REFL.DAT whole.F.ACC.SG  receive(PFV).PASS.F.ACC.SG sum.ACC.SG
‘Each individual could refuse to donate and keep themselves the whole received sum’

Yet more complex is the analysis of ‘benefactive transfer’ with starczy¢ ‘be sufficient (PFV)’ and

starcza¢ ‘be sufficient (IPFV)’, cf. starczy¢ in (5.28-5.29):

(5.28)

starczy¢: pewny: : : perf: {np(gen)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}

starczyé: pewny: _: : perf: {np(dat)} + {np(gen)} +

{prepnp (na, acc) ;prepncp (na, acc, zeby) }

(5.29)

a) (NKJP:journalism, G-20: ustalenia szczytu, Gazeta Ubezpieczeniowa, 2009-04-03)
Kraje Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej nie bedq musialy
obawiaé sie,  ze nie  starcgy dla  nich Srodkow.
worry(IPFV).INF REFL COMP NEG be enough.NPST.3SG for = 3PL.GEN means.GEN.PL

“The countries of Central-Eastern Europe will not have to worry that there is not enough funds for them.’

b) (NKJP:journalism, Tylko fundamenty, Dziennik Lodzki, 2004-09-29, £6dz)
Na budowe urzgdu raczej juz nie starczy nam srodkow.
on construction.ACC.SG office.GEN.SG probably yet NEG be enough.NPST.3SG 3PL.DAT means.GEN.PL

‘Probably, we we will not have enough funds to build a new municipal office’

The construction lacks agent and the transfer is merely implied or hypothesised. Statements such as
‘“There was enough funds for someone’ could be viewed as belonging to a borderland between the

existential, possessive and receptive functions. Crucially, the dative and dla phrases differ in the
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perspective on the possessor. The dative-marked participant is the possessor of (in)sufficient goods
‘X(DAT) had (not) enough of Y’, while dla-PP expresses the potential recipient ‘There was (not)
enough of Y for X’. The respective phrases (cf. 5.28) were mapped onto the same semantic argument
in Walenty”’, and, as such, admitted into the set of type-pairs. Yet, the implied difference renders their

near-interchangeability unlikely.

5.2.3.3 Volitional configuration
The transfer scenarios, in principle, presuppose a volitional addressor. Note how volitionality
has been placed at the centre of the semantics of the dative, for instance, in Wierzbicka’s works (cf. a

broader discussion in Section 4.2):

“Scenario IV (a prototype for the dative)

someone did something

because this someone wanted something to happen to someone else

something happened to this other someone because of it”

(Wierzbicka 2009:157)

The approach followed in this chapter relies on the assumption that the contexts of interchangeability
between two forms generally need to be compatible with the semantic scenarios that they express.
Accepting both this assumption and the volitional projection inherent in the semantics of the dative, it
becomes necessary to see volitionality as the key feature of the transfer scenarios I discuss here.
Noteworthy here is also Szupryczynska’s analysis (1998: 460—461), which concludes that the benefit
in the interchangeable uses of the dative and dla (cf. Section 4.4) is relative to the benefactor’s
intention. According to her, the benefaction in those situations is not objective or relative to the
beneficiary’s intention, with the possibility that the judgement of the beneficiary and the benefactor
are discordant.

From the point of view of the present work, it is worthwhile to recognise that the addresser is
not the only participant onto whom volitional stance may be projected. This includes the addressee,
and, for instance, the “tribunal” participant, such as one demonstrated in the previous section. By
considering together the volitional and benefactive perspectives of participants, one can analyse and
compare volitional configurations of situations — that is, answer the question(s) “who finds this
situation desirable (for whom?”).

As is very often the case, the analysis of these stances relies on situational, discursive and

encyclopaedic knowledge. Nevertheless, some type-pairs make it more likely to profile certain

27 Specifically, {prepnp(dla,gen)} and {np(dat)} are mapped on a THEME argument, whereas

prepnp (na, acc) expresses PURPOSE, and np (gen) expresses CONDITION (Frame Starczyc-B, id=30118).
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volitional configuration of the situation, just as the following pair with wuzyczyé ‘to lease’, where

beneficiary’s needs and volitional stance is clear:

(5.30)
. uzyczyé: watpliwy: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen) }
. uzyczy¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (do, gen) }
(5.31)
a). (NKJP:journalism, Zycie bedzie radosniejsze, Dziennik Battycki, 2006-05-26, Gdansk)
Ta gmina uzyczy dla  podopiecznych domu
DEM.F.NOM.SG county.NOM.SG lend(PFV).NPST.3SG for taken care of.GEN.PL  house.GEN.SG
swojego samochodu do przewozu niepetnosprawnych —wyjasnia wojt Bilinski.
REFL.POSS.M.GEN.SG  car.GEN.SG to transport.GEN.SG disabled.GEN.PL
‘For the patients in the house, this county will lend its car for the transport of people with disabilities — explains
Mayor Bilinski.’
b). (NKJP:internet, Forum Stanistawa Michalkiewicza, www.forum.michalkiewicz.pl)
Komentant Strazy Pozarnej  na Wojewddztwo Dolnoslaskie uzyczyt

commander.NOM.SG  Fire Brigade.GEN on Dolnoslaskie Voivodship.ACC lend(PFV).PST.M.3SG
panu ministrowi swojego samochodu

mr.DAT.SG  minister.DAT.SG ~ REFL.POSS.M.GEN.SG car.GEN.SG

a sam wezwal woz strazacki z obstugq aby sprawita by samochdd dygnitarza byt znéw gotowy do drogi.

‘The head of the Dolnoslaskie Voivodship Fire Department lent the minister his own car, and himself called a fire

engine with the staff so that they make the dignitary’s car ready to go again.’

Beneficiaries directly or indirectly initiate the situation, which may be contrasted, e.g., with scenarios
of a positive surprise. This is reflected in the Walenty mappings, since the dative and dla phrases are
mapped onto an /nitiator argument for uzyczy¢ ‘to lease’.

Different constructions may also profile the volitional stance of the benefactor to a different
extent. For instance, wyblagaé ‘to plead (sucessfully)’-like uses can be argued to exemplify a
relatively high degree of their volitional engagement. A more complex configuration can be illustrated
with uses such as nie poskqpi¢ komus/dla kogos wlasnej krwi (‘be ready to sacrifice life for
someone;literally: not deny sb one’s own blood]). A benefactor, and at the same time an
‘(auto)maleficiary’, exhibits a very strong volitional stance. At the same time a beneficiary, such as

one’s country, may be institutional or collective, and, as such, ‘less’ volitional.
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(5.32)

o poskapi¢é : pewny: neg: : perf: subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{lex (np(gen), sqg, 'krew',ratrl ({lex (adjp(agr),agr,agr,pos,XOR('swdj"', 'wtasny"')
,natr) }))}

o poskapié¢ : pewny: neg: : perf: subj{np(str)} + {np(dat) } +
{lex (np(gen), sqg, 'krew',ratrl ({lex(adjp(agr),agr,agr,pos,XOR('swdj"', 'wtasny"')
,natr) }))}

While at least a modicum of positive volitional stance of the beneficiary is necessary in order to
analyse the situation in terms of benefaction — the volitional characteristics of the situation
participants, and the degree of prominence assigned to it, may vary largely. In other words, the
configurations of volitional stances of the core participants, the benefactor and the beneficiary — as

well those of other participants such as the tribunal, bring rise to different benefactive scenarios.

5.2.3.4 Beneficiary-addressee and benefactor-addressor
Tautologically, benefactive scenarios involve a beneficiary — and, as a consequence, the type of
beneficiary is a key characteristic of a benefactive situation (cf. discussion in Section 2.2). A
beneficiary should generally be sentient, typically personal. Clearly, that is not always the case with
the dative and dla-phrases, even in their most interchangeable contexts. Non-human, non-personal,
collective and institutional referents appear with the dative and d/a marking with varying degrees of
personification. In the type-pair collection analysed here, this is reflected in the presence of Purpose
mappings, such as with nie poskqpi¢ komus/dla kogos wiasnej krwi (‘be ready to sacrifice life for
someone;literally: not deny sb one’s own blood]) in (5.32) above. However, even besides those type-
pairs (6 pairs across 5 different verb lemmata from the semantically-annotated part of the dictionary),
purposive interpretation could be proposed with non-sentient referents in general.

In (5.33) below, Polska ‘Poland’, may be interpreted as an institution, a collective of (groups
of) people — personified or non-personified. Perhaps, because of the not fully personal status, some
analyses would view it as a purpose or motivation behind the situation (‘being served well’) rather

than a recipient and/or a kind of beneficiary ‘advantageously affected participant of a situation’.

(5.33)

. zastuzy¢ sie : pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{comprepnp (na polu);comprepnp (w dziedzinie);comprepnp (w kwestii);comprepnp (w
sprawie) }

. zastuzy¢é sie : pewny: 1 : perf: subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} + {comprepnp (na

polu) ;comprepnp (w dziedzinie) ;comprepnp (w kwestii);comprepnp (w sprawie)}
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(5.34)
a). (NKJP:journalism, Spor o przeszios¢, Dziennik Baltycki, 2001-03-15, Gdansk)
W przyjetej uchwale  postowie podkreslili, ze organizacja
representative.NOM.PL  emphasise(PFV).PST.M_PERS.3PL COMP organisation.NOM.SG
Wolnosé i Niezawistosé¢ dobrze zastuzyla sie dla  Polski.
Wolnos¢ i Niezawistos¢.NOM well ~ merit(PFV).PST.M.3SG REFL for Poland.GEN.SG

In the adopted resolution, MPs emphasised that Wolnos¢ i Niezaleznos$¢ organisation served Poland well.

b). (NKJP:quasi-spoken, Sprawozdanie stenograficzne z obrad Sejmu RP z dnia 14.03.2001, 3 kadencja, 104

posiedzenie, 1 dzien )

Chodzi 0 stwierdzenie, zZe WiN dobrze
walk.NPST.3SG about statement.ACC.SG ~ COMP WiN.NOM.SG well
zastuzyt sie Polsce i ze nalezy oddac¢ hotd polegltym, pomordowanym oraz

merit(PFV).PST.M.3SG  refl Poland.DAT.SG
wszystkim wiezionym i przesladowanym cztonkom organizacji WiN.

‘It is about the statement that WiN served Poland well and that a tribute should be paid to the fallen, murdered

and all the imprisoned and persecuted members of the WiN organisation.’

There seems to be a vast area of uses where it is difficult to differentiate between the purposive and
recipient-benefactive function. It may be however questioned whether these functions can be, or
should be, strictly delimited and categorically differentiated for all instances to which they apply. ‘The
advantage of the beneficiary’, inevitably, is ‘the purpose of a voluntary benefactor’. Thus, purposivity
and benefaction may often be viewed as complementary perspectives.

In purposivity-like scenarios, the key deviance from the prototypical benefactive scenario
consists in the impaired volitionality of the beneficiary which is collective, generic, personified, etc.
Therefore, the benefaction is mostly norm-sanctioned ( via ‘result of the action X is generally good’
topoi) and benefactor-sanctioned (‘I do X with the intent of doing something good for someone’).
Similar considerations can be applied to the benefactor, which may vary even more freely or be absent
altogether, e.g. in a specific syntactic context, such as middle or passive constructions.

Finally, the analysis of the beneficiary and the benefactor may include a consideration of the
relationship between them. They might vary, e.g. in their hierarchy, social positioning, power or
ability. A hierarchisation can be observed with zafatwié¢ ‘make it easy for somebody to get sth’, where
the benefactor uses their position (against explicit or implicit tribunal) for the advantage of the

beneficiary:
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(5.35)
o zatatwic : pewny: o : perf: subj{np(str) } + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla, gen)}
. zatatwi¢ : pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) }

(5.36)

a). (NKJP:journalism, Od wizji do ztudzen, Nowiny Raciborskie, 2004-12-07, Racib6rz)
Znajomi z Kedzierzyna, ktorzy pracowali w Szwecji,
przekonali ich, ze zalatwiq dla  nich prace.
convince(PFV).PST.M_PERS.3PL  3PL.ACC COMP make easy(PFV).NPST.3PL for 3PL.GEN  work.ACC.SG
‘Friends from Ke¢dzierzyn, who worked in Sweden, convinced them that they would get them a job’

b). (NKIJP:journalism, Strach kopaé, Rafat Palacz, Gazeta Wroctawska, 2003-03-31, Wroctaw)

Kopacze nie ukrywajq, ze liczq na to,
ze wladze Watbrzycha zatlatwiq im prace.
COMP authorities. NOM Wlabrzych.GEN.SG make easy(PFV).NPST.3PL  3PL.DAT work.ACC.SG

‘The diggers are not hiding that they count on the Watbrzych authorities to get them the a job’

In a special case, the beneficiary and the benefactor can be co-referent, yielding an autobenefactive
interpretation, as in (5.21) and (5.27), with zjednaé¢ ‘win over, unite’ and zatrzymaé ‘keep’
respectively, featuring the reflexive constructions sobie and dla siebie). Autobenefactives form a rich
usage domain, far beyond the recipient beneficiaries and transfer-based scenarios. Chapters 6-7, and
8-9 closely analyse, respectively, the dative reflexive pronoun sobie/se and the autobenefactive uses of

the -ne/-te participles.

5.2.4  Evaluation of the results: beyond schemata, beyond transfer, beyond benefaction

The aim of the present analysis was to identify an area of use that consistently displays a high
benefactive potential, and outline its variation. In the preceding sections I demonstrated (indirect)
benefactive scenarios presented above matching these criteria. As expected, the presented analysis of
benefactive scenarios comes with a number of caveats. The set of delineated type-pairs is, inevitably,
dependent on the resource used, namely the valency database. Even with a ‘perfect’ delineation of
valency schemata, a valency-based approach is likely to be interested in the most typical, entrenched
phrases associated with a nucleus of a schema. That means, that ‘ad hoc’ constructional changes, like
the addition of a ‘free’ dative or a ‘free’ prepositional phrase may be justifiably omitted (cf. remarks at

the beginning of Section 5.2).
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Verbs of creation and production may be proposed as potentially relevant to such processes.
To explore their properties, one can look for token-pairs based on translations of verbs given by Levin
(1993) for the benefactive alternation in English. Rysowac ‘to draw’ (also found in the examples from
Polish researchers) can be provided as a kind of use “under the radar” of the type-pair analysis
presented here (which, however, need not be interpreted as an error of Walenty, given its theoretical

objectives and resource-building strategy):

(5.37)
a). (NKIJP:journalism, Bo w domu sie nudzimy, Mazowieckie To i Owo, 2005-06-08, Legionowo)
- Ja najbardziej to lubie plastyke - mowi Monika, uczennica ,,jedynki”.
- Ostatnio  rysowatam laurke dla  mamy
lately draw.PST.F.1SG  gratitude card.ACC.PL  for = mum.GEN.SG
— I like the art classes most—says Monika, the pupil in the “no. 1”. — Lately, I drew a card for my mum
b). (NKIJP:journalism, Dzi§ pasja, jutro zawod, Marek Kowalka, Dziennik Zachodni, 2002-12-31 Katowice/Bielsko-

Biata/Czgstochowa/Sosnowiec )

Ustalanie jakiegos sztywnego dnia, w  ktorym dzieci
fiX.GER.NOM.SG sOome.GEN.SG rigid.M.GEN.SG day.GEN.SG in REL.LOC.SG child.NOM.PL
rysowalyby laurki DJ-om...  to chyba troche niedorzeczne
draw(IPFV).PST.NM_PERS.3SG.COND gratitude card.ACC.PL DJ.DAT.PL

— twierdzi DJ Pusch

‘Deciding on a fixed date on which children would draw gratitude cards for DJs... that’s a bit absurd, I guess —

says DJ Pusch’

Such ‘performance’ and/or ‘creation’ uses, exemplified in example (5.37a-b) might represent a
productive area for interchangeability. However, to appreciate the extent of the interchangeable use
and relevance of the specific types— token-level analyses are necessary. While proposing a scaleable
methodology for such analysis is beyond the scope of the present work, in section 5.3 I propose a

small-scale n-gram-based study showing how the analyses presented so far can be refined.
5.3 Towards token-level explorations

The type-level analyses above shed some light on the near-interchangeable uses of the dative and dla.
At the same time, they operated at a high level of abstraction over usage contexts. In the present
section, I will present a step towards a more token-level analysis. As already noted, the task is far
from straightforward. While comparing the similarities between usage contexts, there is an unlimited

number of possible linguistic and extralinguistic factors to focus on, and to prioritise.
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The present section explores an arguably simplistic step that can be taken in identifying
maximal pairs, namely n-gram analysis (cf. Section 3.2 for the notion of n-gram). In most general
terms, I will be analysing sequences of three, four and five tokens which include a verb token together
with a dative form or dla. Among those n-grams, | will be looking for pairs that closely match one
another, while differing in the use of the dative or dla PP. For comparability and feasibility of the
experiment (cf. Section 5.3.1 below), the analysis will concentrate on personal pronouns in the target
phrase.

As outlined in Section 5.1, the presumption behind this analysis is that near-
interchangeability should at least sometimes result in the use of the alternating forms with exactly the
same linguistic context. Beyond a demonstration of this methodological choice, together with its

advantage and flaws, the analysis will attempt to validate the results of the previous sections:

* Is it possible to identify n-grams corresponding to the benefactive-transfer, as discussed in the
previous section?

*  Will the n-gram analysis provide support for pairs that are not suggested by Walenty, for
example, including the verbs corresponding to Levin’s set for the benefactive alternation in

English (1993)?

Section 5.3.1 below describes the data used, and the n-gram extraction method. In Section 5.3.2 the
results are discussed, in the form of n-gram sets that will be presented for selected verbs. It will be
demonstrated that these n-grams can be used to support some of the contexts identified in Section 5.2
as facilitating near-interchangeability. At the same time, the analysis will suggest that ‘clearly
benefactive’ scenarios are a prominent — but not the exclusive — kind of scenarios observed with the

alternation between the dative and dla.

5.3.1 Methods
The study used 3-grams, 4-grams and 5-grams derived from the balanced subcorpus of the National
Corpus of Polish (Przepiorkowski et al. 2012), made available by the corpus creators in a form of an
n-gram frequency list. Comparable n-grams with dla are necessarily longer by one token (cf. jemu
‘him(DAT)’ vs. dla niego ‘for him”), therefore “dative” 3-grams are compared with 4-grams including
dla, and, in the same way, 4-grams with dative forms are compared with “dla” 5-grams. The basis of
this comparison was the morphological analysis performed on each gram of any given n-gram, using
Morfeusz2 analyser (Kieras & Wolinski 2017, Wolinski et al. 2020).

Table 5.3 below demonstrates a paragon example of an n-gram match, where nie znalezli dla
siebie miejsca is matched with nie znalezli sobie miejsca — ‘they did not find a place for themselves’.

Each pair is always defined in relation to a verb lemma, here znalez¢ ‘find’. Tags of the grams,
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following the native lemmatisation and the tagset of Morfeusz2, capture multiple unlikely syntactic
interpretations, such as nie in functions other than the negation particle. Similarly, for miejsca, a word
form of miejsce ‘place’, the nominative/accusative/vocative plural has been found as a potential
interpretation. In the presented context, the plural interpretation is generally impossible given the
genitive of negation required in this context. Yet, the expected interpretations are indeed included in
the tags as well — and the two n-grams can be easily matched onto one another. Note that with the
adopted method, an n-gram pair would still be counted in, if the n-grams differed in the pronoun, the
verb form or order of the grams (obviously, ensuring that a personal pronoun in genitive directly

follows dla, cf. Table 5.4 below).

Verb  Frequency Position 1 Position 2 Position 3 Position 4
lemma
nie znalezli dla  siebie miejsca
. 'nie:C', 'con;j’' . 'znale (target form) . 'miejsce’,
. ‘nie:I', 'interj' z¢, 'subst:sg:gen:n:ncol'
znalezé 6 . ‘on:S', ‘praet:pl:m1:perf' . 'miejsce’,
“find’ 'ppron3:pl:acc:m2.m3.f.n:ter:akc.nake:praep’ 'subst:pl:nom.acc.voc:n:ncol'
. 'on:S',
'ppron3:sg:acc:n:ter:akc.nakc:praep'
. 'nie' 'nie:T'
. 'nie:C', 'conj' . 'znale (target form) . "miejsce’,
. ‘nie:I', 'interj' z¢', 'subst:sg:gen:n:ncol’
. 'on:S', 'praet:pl:m1:perf . 'miejsce’,'subst:pl:no
nalesé 'ppron3:pl:acc:m2.m3.f.n:ter:akc.nake:praep' m.acc.voc:n:ncol'
“find® 3 . ‘on:S',
'ppron3:sg:acc:n:ter:akc.nakc:praep'
. 'nie' 'nie:T'
nie znaleZli sobie miejsca

Table 5.3: Analysis of n-gram comparability including tags from Morfeusz?2

The role of the morphological analyser is to find the exhaustive set of possible analysis, many of
which will necessarily not apply to the data. For instance, the form niz represents the common
comparison particle ‘than’, or a noun ‘low atmospheric pressure’. However, technically, it can be
found in the inflectional paradigms of highly specialised terms — the second-person imperative form
of niza¢ ‘to thread, put onto the string’, or the genitive plural of niZza ‘a kind of apse’. Excluding the
speakers directly engaged in the respective areas of expertise, the users of Polish may rarely or never
encounter niz with those intended interpretations. Yet, a morphological analyser is built with the
purpose of being able to capture those possibilities. Selecting the correct analysis, i.e. disambiguation,
is a separate task, and a standard step in natural language processing projects. The present analysis,

however, does not feature disambiguation. One motivation for that is maximising recall (i.e. not
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prematurely excluding n-grams of interest). Another pertains to the fact that the n-grams are
generalisations over usage instances, and, in principle the same n-gram may come from diverse
morphosyntactic settings.

The large number of irrelevant n-grams was therefore accepted, with the goal of a more
qualitative analysis of the obtained structures, and manual inspection of the data. Simultaneously, due
to the character of the method outlined above, it is important to bear in mind how the n-grams list may
make it possible to suspect an instance of an interchangeable use, rather than to prove it. In fact, an n-
gram fype on an n-gram frequency-list is still only an abstraction over usage instances.

The present analysis can be described as relying on a series of ‘filters’ applied over the large
n-gram frequency lists. First, only n-grams reported in the source list with a frequency of 2 or more
occurrences were taken into consideration. Then, as stated above, an n-gram was considered only if it
included 1). a dative personal pronoun or a genitive personal pronoun preceded by dla (cf. Table 5.4
below), together with ii). a potential form of a verb lemma (as recognised by Morfeusz2) such that can

be attested both for “dative” nagrams and “dla” n-grams.

1sG dla mnie mi

2SG dla ciebie tobie, ci

3sG dla niego, dlan, dla niej, jemu (M/N), mu(M/N), jej (F)
IpL dla nas nam

2PL dla was, wam

3PL dla nich im

REFL dla siebie sobie

Table 5.4: Target forms included in the queries

The syncretism of the pronoun forms introduces a significant source of the complexity for the analysis
of the results. The tonic/stressed variant of the fist-person dative pronoun, mnie, is syncretic with the
genitive form, which motivated restricting the analysis to mi, the non-tonic variant of the first-person
pronoun®®. Jej was included in the set of target form, it is, however, important to bear in mind its
syncretism with the genitive form of the feminine non-post-prepositional personal pronoun (cf., e.g.
Jjej buty ‘her shoes’). Similarly, ci, besides the target interpretation as 2SG.DAT, can also be used as a
nominative plural form of the demonstrative adjective, ‘those’. Finally, im (3PL.DAT), shares the form

with a frequent comparative particle “the more + ADJ +, the...”.

28 There is also syncretism with mig¢ ‘crease,crimp,crash.NPST.3SG’, deleted from the list of potential verb lemmas.
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The focus on pronouns addresses the need to feasibly restrict the analysis, while a the same
time focusing on types of phrases that would be prominent and sufficiently frequent. Nevertheless, the
dative forms were much more frequent (cf. below). Such result is consistent with the analysis of sobie
and dla siebie in Janic (2023: 306-307), characterising the morphologically less complex form — the
dative — as generally favoured. This tendency needs to be borne in mind, yet, as understood here, the
near-interchangeability does not presume even distribution for the analysed forms in the analysed
context.

If a “dative” n-gram and a “dla” n-gram were determined to include at least one potential
occurrence of a common verb, their similarity was assessed. Specifically, the two n-gram were
considered a pair if each of the grams (after erasing the dative or dla-PP) shared a potential common
lemma with at least one gram from the opposite n-gram. Table 5.3 above illustrates this principle. At
this stage, a set of n-gram pairs was obtained, and subjected to further “filtering”. To increase the
precision of the analysis, following kinds of n-grams — and the pairs that included them — were

excluded:

* The “dative” n-grams which were detected to be sub-n-grams of any “dla” n-gram

* The “dative” n-grams in which the target form followed a preposition (specifically: z, w, na,
dla, o, przed, zamiast, u, po, do, przez, za, od).

*  N-grams including a form of by¢ ‘to be’

* N-grams in which the target form and the verb were separated with a punctuation mark

The obtained set of pairs can be quantitatively summarised as follows:

*  For 4/5-gram analysis, 79 (potential) verb lemmas were represented in 9279 different n-gram
pairs, featuring 865 different “dla” 5-grams and 1676 “dative” 4grams

*  For 3/4-n-gram analysis, 245 (potential) verb lemmata were represented in 106197 different
n-gram pairs, featuring 2431 different “dla” 4-grams and 9249 “dative” 3grams

*  Out of 146 verb lemmata identified in type-level analysis with Walenty (cf. Section 5.2), 27

lemma were (potentially) represented for 3/4ngrams, and 7 lemmata for 4/5ngrams

While these figures need to be reported for methodological reasons, their linguistic interpretation may
be problematic. As noted above, the non-disambiguated morphological analysis of grams, by its
nature, returns ungrammatical and/or extremely improbable interpretations. Therefore, a large part of

the pairs and the “potential verb lemmas” represented in them are merely an artefact of the method.
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The unedited list of lemmas with the quantitative summary of the n-grams which include them is
included in Appendix B.

Furthermore, as pointed throughout this chapter, a full formal correspondence does not
ensure near-interchangeability. Contrarily, this is to be seen as a special case scenario. Good example
comes from ‘sufficiency and depletion’ verbs, brakowaé ‘lack (IPFV)’, starczy¢ ‘be sufficient (PFV)’,
skonczyc¢ sie ‘finish (PFV; REFL)’ (cf. Section 5.2.3.2). While n-gram pairs were identified for them
successfully, the choice between the dative and dla entail a semantic shift. Constructions with dla
assume an external perspective ‘there is no X for Y’, where X is the theme and Y a (failed) recipient.
The dative assumes an ‘internal’ perspective ‘Y lacks X’. Consequently, brakowa¢ ‘lack’ can be used
in the sense of ‘missing someone’ with the dative, but this is not expected with dla. With the dative,
skonczy¢ sie expresses ‘run out of”, whereas with dla — ‘be finished for someone, result in’.

An obvious kind of false hits are the n-gram-pairs recognised for the verbs not bearing a
direct superordinate syntactic relation to the target dative/ dla-phrase. This is typical with multiverb
constructions, especially with modals (e.g. mdc ‘can’) and phasals (e.g. zaczqé¢ ‘begin’), where the
target phrase is in fact dependent on a verb in the infinitive that follows. For instance, in mdgf
wykupi¢ sobie ‘could buy for himself’, the dative sobie ‘himself” is not dependent on mdgt ‘could’.
However, in this example, treated as an n-gram, two segments with verb lemmas will be identified —
and the same is true for the “dla” counterpart n-gram moze wykupi¢ dla siebie ‘can buy for
himself/herself/itself’. As a consequence, the adopted algorithm will identify this n-gram a pair twice,
one time for each lemma (mdc ‘can’ and wykupic ‘buy out’).

Finally, it is worth noting that the pair counts are boosted because of such an inclusive
strategy for identification. In the above example of moze wykupi¢ dla siebie, the “dla” n-gram will
form a pair with each of the following n-grams that have been found for ‘can/ could buy for himself”:
moze wykupic¢ sobie, mogt wykupic sobie, mogq sobie wykupi¢, moze sobie wykupic¢. This will result in
8 pairs (for 2 verb lemma, 4 “dative” n-grams, and 1 “dla” n-gram). The consequence of the adopted
procedure is the caution that must be taken with the interpretation of the number of pairs and the
number of lemmas for which the pairs have been found (cf. Section 5.3.2 below).

For the feasibility of presentation, the n-grams for the selected verbs will be presented in an
aggregate, rather than a pair-wise manner, as in the Table 5.5 below. For each lemma, “dla” n-grams
are represented on the left side, and the “dative” n-grams to the right. Each n-gram is followed by the

frequency of the n-gram in NKJP, according to the source list used.

wykupi¢ ‘buy out (PFV)’

moze wykupi¢ sobie ( 4 ) mogt wykupi¢ sobie ( 3 ) mogq sobie wykupi¢ ( 2 ') moze sobie
moze wykupi¢ dla siebie (2')
wykupié (2)

Table 5.5: 3-grams and 4-grams found in the pairs including wykupi¢ ‘buy out’
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Despite the limitations of the analysis, it may nevertheless contribute to the preliminary observations
on ‘maximal’ pairhood search, applied to alternation between the dative and dla. In this vein, |
attempted a qualitative, exploratory analysis of the obtained n-gram pairs, guided by the following

problems:

* Is it possible to identify interchangeable contexts with verbs of creation, such as
narysowac¢ ‘draw’, not represented extensively in Walenty, yet potentially productive?

* Can patterns representing other transfer scenarios be exemplified?

* Is it possible to identify instances of highly specific, lexical patterns, which nevertheless
allow the alternation (in particular, among 5/4-grams)?

* Does the data include potentially near-interchangeable uses which diverge from benefaction

and transfer semantics?

Guided by the pertinence to the problems, subsets of the retrieved n-grams were selected. In the
following section they will be presented in groups based on the semantic similarity of the verb

lemmas.

5.3.2  Results

As stated above, the results do not claim to be an exhaustive account of the result — such, if possible,
would exceed the scope and the feasible length of this chapter. Yet, extensive parts of the results are
provided, concentrating on the outline guiding questions. First, I will exemplify four subgroups of
verbs that correspond to broadly conceived benefactive-transfer scenarios: “producing and creating”
(Section 5.3.2.1), “acquisition” (Section 5.3.2.2), “preparation” (Section 5.3.2.3), and “pleading and
wishing” (Section 5.3.2.4). The selected ‘paragon’ verbs will be shown to differ in the richness of the
n-grams represented. In Section 5.3.2.5, I will focus on ‘viewpoint/ subjective experience’ verbs’ (e.g.
brzmie¢ ‘to sound, sound like’, wygladac¢ ‘to look, look like’), which suggest a degree of near-
interchangeability, yet escape a straightforward analysis in terms of a benefactive scenario, and bear
similarities to the ad-adjectival alternation between the dative and dla.

As described in Section 5.3.1 the n-grams will be presented in an aggregate instead of a pair-
by-pair manner. To further clarify their presentation, the n-grams including the reflexive marker sie,
will be presented separately for any lemma that includes them. Additionally, 3-/4-grams will be
presented separately from 4-/5-grams. Appendix B extends the results by demonstrating the full list of
verb lemmas found in the n-gram pairs. Crucially, Appendix B also presents n-grams for a broader
selection of verb lemmas. Beyond the manually selected n-gram sets, I present all the n-grams

retrieved for the lemmas attested in Walenty schemata pairs.
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5.3.2.1 Producing and creating

The results were scarce for the verbs that express a scenario in which something is ‘produced’ or
‘created’. This is also the case for four representative examples that are presented in Table 5.6 below.
A rather modest n-gram representation has emerged for budowaé ‘build’ and a related perfective
wybudowac, which, back in Chapter 4, was used in an opening example of a near-interchangeability.
Even more marginal is the representation for zaspiewa¢ ‘sing’. No 5/4-gram pair was found for any of
the verbs presented in Table 5.6.

If taken as representative, these results suggest that the analysis with Walenty did not
“overlook” this kind of use. Beyond the verbs presented below, there were no verbs corresponding to
items from Levin’s list of verbs in the English benefactive alternation — such as upiec ‘bake’,
ugotowac ‘cook’, narysowac ‘draw’, rzezbi¢ ‘scultp, care’ (cf. the lemma list in Appendix B). In
Section 5.2.4 verbs of this kind were noted as potentially productive for near-interchangeability
contexts, despite being “hidden” to the valency-oriented analysis. The present analysis has not

succeeded in providing evidence for this productivity.

budowac ‘build (1IPFV)’

i dla nich buduje (2 ) i budowac sobie ( 3 ) i buduje sobie (2)

budowaé ‘build (IPFV)’ (+sig)

buduje si¢ dla nich (3) mu si¢ budowaé ( 2) si¢ budowac sobie (2 )

wybudowac¢ ‘build (PFV)’

wybudowat sobie dom ( 3 ) sobie wybudowa¢ dom ( 2 ') wybudowaé sobie dom ( 2 ') wybudowali

wybudowaé dom dla siebie. (2) ) .
sobie dom ( 2') wybudowal jej dom, (2)

zaspiewac ‘sing (PFV)

zaspiewam dla ciebie i (2) mu i zaspiewali (2')

Table 5.6: Verbs of producing and creating — selected 3/4-grams

At the same time, in no way do the results refute the possibility of the near-interchangeable uses of the
dative and dla with various verbs of producing and creating. First, it should be borne in mind that for
identical sequences of 3 or more segments, even a very large reference corpus, may be insufficient.
The present analysis sets the bar particularly high, given that the target phrases are exclusively
pronominal and, necessarily found in the direct neighbourhood of the verb form. Yet, as evidenced in

the following sections, some verbs and expressions indeed meet that bar.

5.3.2.2 Acquisition
Tables 5.7-5.8 below presents selected verbs which profile acquisition of the theme. Znalez¢ “find’ is a
verb for which particularly many matching n-grams, both 3/4-grams and 5/4-grams, were found. This

includes lexical patterns znalez¢ miejsce ‘find a place’, znalez¢ prace ‘find a job’, znalez¢é nowy ‘find
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anew...” — frequently used with the reflexive phrases sobie/ dla siebie. With less numerous hits, ‘look
for/find a place’ pattern can be found for szukac¢ ‘look for’ and znajdowac ‘find (IPFV)’ (cf. Appendix
B), as well as for wywalczy¢ ‘win’. Gromadzic¢ ‘store, collect’ n-grams feature gromadzieé sobie/dla
siebie skarby ‘hoard treasures for oneself’, pointing to the biblical image of ‘treasures in heaven not
on earth’.

On the basis of the present analysis, such ‘find favourable circumstance’ uses, featuring
praca ‘job’ and miejsce ‘place’ as themes-circumstances, can be pointed as a significant “pocket” of
interchangeability. Therein, the transfer semantics is perhaps not highly prototypical, given that ‘time’
and ‘place’ are metaphorical themes. Notably, even for material objects, ‘finding’ deviates from the
canonical transfer scenario in that there is no original possessor from whom such object is transferred.
The shared element between the two scenarios share is ‘getting’ or ‘acquisition itself’. Therefore, it
seems justified to distinguish the recipient of transfer scenarios from ‘the receiver’ of ‘find’-like
scenarios”. On the other hand, from the point of view of benefaction, the scenarios attested in the n-
grams (and other ‘find’ scenarios) seem to clearly count in, supporting a key premise of Chapters 4-5
regarding the benefactive character of the near-interchangeable use of the dative and dla.

Simultaneously, the results, do not preclude near-interchangeability with more canonical
transfer scenarios. Kupi¢ ‘buy’, despite the lack of 5/4-grams and the over-representation of dative

pattern, can be expected to yield contexts such as (5.38) below:

(5.38)

a). (NKJP:journalism, Iwan za Jana, Jan za Hansa, Wlodzimierz Nechamkis, Polityka, 2004-01-17
Jeden z pacjentow, Polak ze Szwecji,
kupit dla niej w Ystad dwa uzZywane traktory.
buy(PFV).PST.M.3SG for F.3SG.GEN in  Ystad.LOC two.ACC wused.ACC.PL  tractor.ACC.PL
‘One of the patients, a Pole from Sweden, bought two used tractors for her in Ystad’

b). (NKJP:fiction, Rytuat by Mariusz Kaszynski, Agencja Wydawnicza RUNA, 2008

Wezoraj  kupit jej w  lumpeksie troche ubran
yesterday buy(PFV).PST.M.3SG F.3SG.DAT in thrift shop.LOC.SG some clothes.GEN.PL
i pizame.

CONJ pyjamas.ACC.SG

“Yesterday, he bought her some clothes and a pair of pyjamas’

29 I owe this observation to Nicole Nau.
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kupié ‘buy (PFV)*>

by kupita dla siebie. (2) i kupié¢ dla mnie ( 2) ktorq
kupit dla niego ( 2 ) kupi¢ samochod dla siebie (2 )
kupila dla siebie. wszyscy ( 2) kupit dla niej w (2 )

i kupié sobie (20 ) i kupit sobie ( 16 ) by kupic¢ sobie ( 15) kupit sobie w ( 15 ) sobie kupi¢ w
(13) i kupi sobie ( 11') i kup sobie ( 11 ) kupi¢ sobie w (9) kupila sobie w ( 8 ) ktory kupit
sobie (7)) moglby sobie kupic ( 6 ) i kupita sobie (6 ) i kup mi (6 ) sobie kupil i (6 ) kupie
sobie i (5) kupit mi w (5 kup sobie w ('5) by kupi¢ mu (4 ) by kupit jej (4 ) chciatby
kupic¢ sobie (4 ') mogtby kupic¢ sobie (4 ) i kupit mi (4 ) i kupisz sobie ( 4 ) sobie kupi¢
samochod (4) kupil jej w (4) by kupié¢ jej (3 ) by sobie kupié ( 3 ) i kupic jej (3 ) i kupié
nam ( 3 ) i kupie ci (3 ) i kupig sobie ( 3 ) kupic¢ sobie i ( 3 ) ktore kupit sobie ( 3 ) ktéry
kupita mu (3 ) ktorzy kupili sobie ( 3 ') kupita sobie samochdd, ( 3 ') kupit mu samochéd (3)
kupit sobie samochéd. (3 ) kupit im w (3 ) mu kupi¢ w ( 3 ) by kupita mu ( 2 ) by kupita
sobie (2) by kupit mu (2) by mu kupita ( 2') chcieliby kupi¢ sobie ( 2 ') mogliby sobie kupié
(2) moglaby mi kupié ( 2 ') nalezaloby kupié sobie ( 2 ) sobie kupic sobie ( 2') i kupcie sobie
(2) i kupic im (2) i kupic mu (2) i kupit jej (2) i kupit mu ( 2) i sobie kupiq ( 2 ) kupita
sobie i (2) mi kupita i (2 ) sobie kupi¢ i (2) sobie kupi i (2) sobie kup i ( 2) ktora kupita
sobie (2) ktorq jej kupil ( 2) ktorq kupili jej ( 2 ) ktorq kupil jej ( 2 ') ktore kupita im (2)
ktore kupita sobie ( 2) ktére kupit mi ( 2') kupili ci, ktorzy ( 2 ') kupie sobie samochod, ((2)
kupita sobie samochdd ( 2 ) kupisz sobie samochod ( 2 ) samochdd kupit sobie ( 2 ) sobie
kupic wszystko ( 2) kupita mi w ( 2 ') kupit sobie we ( 2') sobie kupié. w ( 2 ) sobie kupita w
(2) sobie kupit w(2)

kupic ‘buy (PFV)’ (+sig)

sie kupic dla niej (2)

mi si¢ kupi¢ (47 ) nam sie kupi¢ ( 24 ) mu si¢ kupi¢ ( 17 ) im sie kupic¢ ( 15') si¢ nam kupié¢
(9) ci sie kupic ( 6) jej sie kupi¢ (5) mu sie kupic. (4) sie jej kupic (4 ) mi si¢ kupié. (3)
sie im kupic (2 ) sie? kupcie sobie ( 2) si¢ kupi¢ nam ( 2') sie nam kupic. (2)

gromadzi¢ ‘collect, store, hoard (IPFV)’

skarby gromadzi dla siebie, (2)

gromadzcie sobie skarby ( 3 ) gromadzcie sobie skarbow ( 2 ) ,.gromadzcie sobie skarby (2)

wykupic ‘buy out (PFV)’

moze wykupic¢ dla siebie (2)

moze wykupi¢ sobie ( 4 ) mogt wykupi¢ sobie (3 ) mogq sobie wykupi¢ ( 2 ) moze sobie
wykupié (2)

wywalczyé ‘win (PFV) ’

by wywalczyé dla siebie ( 3 ) wywalczy¢ dla siebie

miejsce (2)

wywalczyt sobie miejsce ( 21 ) wywalczy¢ sobie miejsce ( 15 ) wywalczyta sobie miejsce (4 )
by wywalczy¢ sobie ( 3 ') sobie wywalczy¢ miejsce (3 ) wywalczy sobie miejsca ( 3 ) sobie

wywalczy¢ miejsca ( 2) wywalczyé sobie miejsce. ( 2) wywalczy sobie miejsce (2)

wywalczy¢ ‘win (PFV)’ (+sig)

sie wywalczy¢ dla mnie (2)

nam sie wywalczyé ( 23 ) mi sie wywalczyé (18 ) im sie wywalczyé ( 13) im sie wywalczyé,
( 10 ) sie nam wywalczy¢ (9 ) mu sie wywalczyé ( 8 ) jej sie wywalczyé (13 ) mi sie
wywalczyé, (2) sig im wywalczyé (2)

wzigc ‘take (PFV)’

niech wezmie dla siebie ( 2 ) nie wzigl dla siebie.

(2)

nie wzigl jej ( 11 ) nie wezmie mi ( 9 ) nie wezmie jej ( 7 ) nie wzigt sobie (7 ) go sobie
wzigé. ( 5) nie wezmie sobie (5 ) wez go sobie. (5 ) wez jq sobie. (5) ci nie wezmie (4) go
sobie wziqé (4 ) jq sobie wziqé (4 ) nie wzieli sobie ( 4 ) wzigl go sobie ( 4 ) niech sobie
wezmie ( 3 ) jej nie wezmie, ( 3 ) jej nie wzigl ( 3 ') nie wezme jej ( 3 ) nie wzigl mu ( 3 ') nie

wzieta jej ( 3) nie wzieta sobie ( 3 ) on sobie wzigt ( 3 ) wezmie jq sobie ( 3 ) wezmie je sobie

30 The lemma symbol in Morfeusz?2 is kupic:Vp, in the table with n-grams, the lemmas are simplified and provided together

with English translations.
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( 3) wez jq sobie (3 ) wez je sobie, ( 3 ) wzigl jq sobie ( 3 ) niech sobie wezmq ( 2 ) sobie
niech wezmie (2 ') ci nie wezmq ( 2 ') go sobie wez. ( 2') go sobie wezmie ( 2 ') jq sobie wez!
(2) jq sobie wzigl ( 2) jq sobie wzieta. ( 2 ) jej nie wezmie ( 2) jej nie wezmie. (2 ') jej nie
wezmiemy (2 ) jej nie wzigl. (2 ) je sobie wezmie ( 2 ') je sobie wezmie, ( 2) je sobie wzigé
( 2) je sobie wzigc. (2') mi go wzigé ( 2') nie wezmq im ( 2 ) nie wezmq sobie ( 2) nie
wezme sobie (2 ) nie wezmiesz jej ( 2') ona wezmie sobie ( 2 ) sobie nie wzigla ( 2') sobie
wez nie (2 ) sobie wziqc go ( 2 ') sobie wziqc nie ( 2) wezcie go sobie (2 ') wez go sobie, (2)
wez ich sobie ( 2') wez jq sobie (2 ) wez jq sobie, (2 ) wez je sobie (2 ) wez mi nie (2)
wzigc jq sobie ( 2') wzigc sobie jq ( 2 ) wzigé sobie jego (2 ) wziql je sobie ( 2 ) wzigl sobie
ich (2 ) wzieta go sobie ( 2) wzieta sobie ona (2)

zdoby¢ ‘win, gain (PFV)’

by zdoby¢ dla siebie (3 ) i zdoby¢ dla niego (2 ) w
zdobycie dla mnie (2)

zdobyl sobie w ( 8 ) i zdobyl sobie ( 5 ) zdobyta sobie w (3 ) by zdoby¢ jej ( 2') by zdoby¢
sobie ( 2') utatwitoby im zdobycie ( 2) i zdoby¢ jej ( 2) jej zdoby¢ w ( 2) zdoby¢ sobie w
(2) zdobyly sobie w (2)

zdobyé ‘win, gain (PFV)’ (+sig)

sie zdoby¢ dla niej ( 3 ) sie zdoby¢ dla nich (2)

nam sie zdoby¢ (199 ) mi si¢ zdoby¢ ( 82 ) mu si¢ zdoby¢ ( 73 ) im sie zdoby¢ ( 38 ) sie nam
zdoby¢ ( 35)) jej sig zdoby¢ ( 19) sie jej zdoby¢ (117) ci sie zdobyé ( 10 ) sig im zdoby¢ (9 )
mi sie zdoby¢. (8 ) mu si¢ zdoby¢, (8 ) nam si¢ zdoby¢. ( 8 ) mi sie zdoby¢, (5) nam sie
zdoby¢, (5) sie jej zdoby¢. ((4) sie wam zdoby¢ (4 ) im sie zdoby¢. (3 ) im zdoby¢ sie (3)
mu zdoby¢ sig (3 ) mu si¢ zdoby¢: (2) mu sig zdoby¢. (2) si¢ mu zdoby¢ (2)

znalei¢ “find (PFV)’

znalez¢é dla siebie miejsce ( 20 ) nie znalazt dla nas
( 17 ) kazdy znajdzie dla siebie ( 14 ) znalezé dla
siebie miejsca ( 12 ') mogl znalezé dla siebie ( 11 )
moze znalez¢é dla siebie ( 10 ) nie znalazt dla siebie
(9 ) nie znalazt dla nich (7)) nie znalezli dla siebie (
7 ) potrafil znalezé dla siebie (7 ) znalazl dla nas
czasu. (7)) znalez¢ dla siebie miejsca. ( 7) znalezli
dla siebie miejsca ( 6 ) mogli znalezé dla siebie (5 )
musi znalez¢ dla siebie (5') nie znajdzie dla siebie
( 5) nie znalazta dla siebie ( 5 ) znajdzie dla siebie
miejsce ( 5) znalazl dla siebie miejsca ( 5 ) znalezé
dla niego miejsce ( 5 ) znalezé odpowiednie dla
siebie (5 ) kazdy znalazt dla siebie ( 4 ) mogqc
znalez¢é dla siebie (4 ) nie znalazl dla niego (4 )
umiala znalezé dla siebie ( 4 ) znalezé dla niej
miejsce (4 ) znalez¢ dla siebie jakqs ( 4 ) znalezé
dla siebie miejsce. ( 4 ) znalez¢ miejsca dla siebie.
(4) znalez¢ odpowiedniej dla siebie (4 ) i znalezé
dla siebie ( 3 ) mogq znalez¢ dla siebie ( 3 ) nie
znajdq dla siebie ( 3 ) nie znalazla dla nas ( 3 )
powinien znalez¢é dla siebie (3 ) trudno znalezé dla
nich ( 3 ) trzeba dla nich znalez¢ (3 ) trzeba znalez¢
dla niego ( 3 ) znalazta dla siebie miejsce ( 3 )
znalazt dla nas czasu, ( 3 ) znalezienia pracy dla
mnie ( 3 ) znalezé czas dla siebie, ( 3 ) znalez¢ dla
nich inne ( 3) znalez¢ dla nich miejsce ( 3 ') znalez¢
dla siebie odpowiednie ( 3 ) znalezé miejsce dla

siebie. ( 3 ) ze znajdzie dla mnie ( 3 ) [89 more

znalezé sobie miejsca. (43 ) sobie znalez¢ miejsca. ( 42 ) sobie znalezé miejsca ( 37 ) mogt
znalezé sobie ( 27 ) znalez¢ sobie miejsce (26 ) znalezé sobie miejsca (25 ) znaleZé sobie
Jjakies ( 23 ) moze sobie znalezé ( 22 ) mogla sobie znalezé ( 19 ) mogl sobie znalezé (118 )
znalezé sobie miejsca, (15 ) trudno im znalezé (14 ) nie znajdzie sobie ( 13 ) moze znalezé
sobie ( 13') trudno mi znalez¢ (13 ) i znalez¢ sobie (12 ) ze znalazt sobie ( 12 ) musi znalez¢é
sobie (11 ) sobie znalezé miejsca, (10 ) znalazt sobie miejsce ( 10 ) mogq sobie znalezé
(10 ) moge sobie znalezé ( 10 ) musi sobie znalezé ( 10 ) znalazt sobie jakaqs ( 10 ) znalazi
sobie nowq ( 10 ) zeby znalez¢é sobie ( 10 ) sobie miejsca znalezé. (9 ) jej nie znajdg, (9 ') jej
nie znalazt. ( 9 ) nie znajdq sobie ( 9 ) nie znalazt sobie ( 9 ) mogqc znalezé sobie (19 )
znalezé sobie inng (9 ) znalezé sobie inne (9) jej znalezé w (9 ) sobie znalezé miejsce ( 8)
znalezli sobie miejsce ( 8 ) nie znalazl jej ( 8 ) sobie znalezé nie ( 8 ) mogqc sobie znalezé
( 8) mogla znalezé sobie ( 8 ) mogt jej znalezé, (8 ) i znalazi sobie ( 8 ) trzeba sobie znalezé
( 8 ) znalazila sobie miejsce ( 7 ) jej nie znalezli. ( 7 ) potrafi znalezé¢ sobie (7 ) muszq
znalezé sobie (7 ) i znajdz sobie (7) powinien znalezé sobie (7)) im znalezé prace (7))
znalazt sobie innq ( 7) miejsca sobie znalezé ( 6 ) jej nie znajdzie, ( 6 ) nie znajdziemy jej
( 6 ) nie znajdzie jej ( 6 ) nie znalezli sobie ( 6 ) mogq znalezé sobie (6 ) potrafil znalezé
sobie ( 6 ) musial sobie znalezé ( 6 ) i znalazla sobie ( 6 ) mu znalez¢é prace ( 6 ) ci ludzie
znalezli ( 6 ) znalazt sobie w ( 6 ) znalazta sobie nowego ( 6 ) znalezé sobie zajecie, (16 )
moge znalez¢ sobie ( 5) mogli znalezé sobie (5 ) musiala znalezé sobie (5 ) musiaf znalezé
sobie ( 5) musieli znalez¢ sobie ( 5 ) umial sobie znalezé (5') mu znalezé jakqs (5 ) sobie
znalezé jakis (5 ) znalazta sobie jakiegos (5 ) trudno mu znalezé (5 ') zZe znajdzie sobie (5)
by znalez¢ im (S)) ludzie ci znaleZli ( 5 ') sobie znalezé w ( 5 ') znalez¢ sobie w (5 ) znalezé
sobie nowe ( 5) im znalez¢ wspdlny ( 5') sobie znalezé lepszego ( 5 ) znalezé mu miejsce (4 )
Jjej nie znajdq. (4 ) jej nie znalezli, (4 ) nie znaleziono jej (4 ) on znajdzie sobie (4 ) moge
Jej znalezé. (4 ) mogli sobie znalezé (4 ) moze znalazt sobie (4 ) musisz znalezé sobie (4 )
sobie znalez¢ jakies (4 ) znajdz sobie jakqs (4 ) znalazi sobie jakies (4 ) znalez¢ sobie jakas
(4) znalezé sobie jakis (4 ) i znajdzie sobie (4 ) sobie znalezé i (4 ) trudno jej znalezé (4)

trudno znalezé sobie (4 ) trzeba znalezé sobie (4) im znalezé prace, (4 ) mi znalezé prace. (
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types]

4 ) znalezé sobie prace (4 ) sobie znalezé innego (4 ) znajdq sobie inne (4 ) znajdzie sobie
innego ( 4 ) znalazt sobie inny ( 4 ) znalezé sobie innego ( 4 ) znalezli sobie inne (4 ) zZe
znajde sobie (4 ) by znalez¢ sobie (4 ) mozna znalez¢é sobie (4 ) zawsze znajdzie sobie (4 )
sobie znalezé nowe ( 4 ) znalazla sobie nowq ( 4 ) znalezé sobie nowq ( 4 ) nam znalezé

wspolny (4 ) mi znalezé dobrq (4 ) [247 more types]

znalei¢ ‘fnd (PFV)’ (+sig)

znajdzie sie dla nich ( 23 ) znajdzie si¢ dla niego ( 18
) znajdzie si¢ dla mnie ( 8 ) znalazloby si¢ dla mnie (
7)) znajdzie si¢ dla niej ( 6 ) si¢ znalez¢ dla nich (5)
znalazto sie dla mnie (5 ) znalaztoby sie dla nich ( 4
) znalazlo si¢ dla niej (4) dla mnie znajdzie si¢ (3 )
dla nich znajdzie si¢ ( 3 ) si¢ dla nich znalezé (3 )
sie znajdzie dla ciebie ( 3 ) si¢ znalez¢ dla niego (3)
sie znalezé dla niej (3 ) znalaztoby sie dla niego
(3) znalazlo sie dla nich ( 3') znalazto sie dla niego
(3) znalazly sie dla nas ( 3 ) dla ciebie si¢ znajdzie (
2) sig dla ciebie znajdzie. ( 2') si¢ dla niego znalez¢
( 2) sie dla niej znalezé ( 2 ) si¢ znalezé dla siebie
(2) znajdzie sie dla ciebie ( 2 ) znajdzie sie dla nas (
2 ) znalazlaby si¢ dla mnie ( 2) znalazltoby si¢ dla
niej ( 2') znalazly si¢ dla nich ( 2') znalez¢ sie dla

nam sie znalez¢ ( 125 ) mi sie znalezé (124 ) im sie znalez¢ ( 50 ) mu sie znalezé (46 ) sie
nam znalezé ( 35 ) ci sig znalezé (16 ) sig jej znalezé ((15) znaleZli sie ci, ( 14 ) jej sie
znalez¢ (113 ) mi sig znalezé. ((10) sig im znalezé (110 ) mu znalezé sig ( 8 ) znajdzie si¢ jej
(7)) mi si¢ znalezé, ( 6 ) nam sie znalezé, (16 ) znajdq si¢ ci ( 6 ) ci znalezli sie (5 ) mi
znalezé sie (5 ') nam sie znalezé. ((5) wam sie znalez¢ (5 ') znalazl sie jej (1S ) sie wam
znalez¢ (4 ) sie znalezé sobie (4 ) znalazly sie jej (4 ) im sig znalezé. (3 ) sig nam znalezé.
(3) znajdq sie ci, (3 ) znalazla sig jej (3 ) im si¢ znalezé, (2 ) im znalezé si¢ (2 ) jej znalezé
sie (2) mu si¢ znalezé. (2) nam znalezé sie ( 2) sie jej znalezé, (2) sie jej znalezé. (2) sie

znalezé im ((2) sie znalez¢ jej ( 2 ) znalezli sie ci ( 2 ) znaleZli sie jej (2)

nich (2)

Table 5.7: ‘Acquisition’ verbs — selected 3/4-grams

szuka¢é ‘look for, search (IPFV)’ (5/4-grams)

szukaé dla siebie miejsca w ( 3 ) szukali dla
siebie miejsca w ( 3 ) szukal dla siebie
miejsca w ( 3 ) szukajqc dla siebie miejsca w

(2) szuka dla siebie miejsca w (2)

szuka¢ sobie miejsca w (4 ) szuka sobie miejscaw (3)

wywalczyé ‘win (PFV)’ (5/4-grams)

wywalczyé dla siebie miejsce w (2)

wywalczyl sobie miejsce w ( 18 ) wywalczyé sobie miejsce w ( 13 ) sobie wywalczy¢ miejsce w (13)
wywalczyta sobie miejsce w ( 3 ') sobie wywalczyé miejsca w ( 2 ) wywalczy sobie miejsca w (12)

wywalczy sobie miejsce w (2)

znalezé “find (PFV)’ (5/4-grams)

znalezé dla siebie miejsce w (13 ) znalezé
dla siebie miejsca w (9 ) nie mogt znalezé
dla siebie ( 6 ) nie znalezli dla siebie miejsca
( 6 ) nie znalazl dla siebie miejsca ( 5)
znalezli dla siebie miejsca w ( 5 ) nie mogqc
znalezé dla siebie ( 4 ) nie potrafil znalezé
dla siebie ( 4 ) nie umiala znalez¢ dla siebie
( 4 ) znajdzie dla siebie miejsce w ( 4 )
znalazt dla siebie miejsca w ( 4 ) ktorzy nie
znalezli dla siebie ( 3 ) nie moze znalez¢ dla
siebie ( 3 ) znalezienia pracy dla mnie i ( 3 )
znalez¢ dla niej miejsce w (13 ) i znaleZli dla

nich miejsca ( 2') mogqcy znalezé dla siebie

nie mégt znalezé sobie ( 24 ) sobie znalezé miejsca w ( 20 ) nie mogl sobie znalezé (18 ) nie mogla
sobie znalez¢ (116 ) znalezé sobie miejsca w (15 ) znalezé sobie miejsce w (14 ) nie moze sobie
znalezé (14 ) mogt znalezé sobie miejsca. (11 ) nie moge sobie znalezé ( 10 ) nie moze znalezé
sobie ( 10 ) nie mogqc znalez¢ sobie (9 ) nie mogqc sobie znalezé ( 8 ) nie mogq sobie znalezé (8)
nie mogla znalezé sobie ( 8 ) mogta sobie znalezé miejsca. ( 8 ) mogta znalezé sobie miejsca. (8)
mogl sobie znalezé miejsca ( 8 ) nie mogl jej znalezé, (7)) mogt znalezé sobie miejsca, (7)) znalazt
sobie miejsce w ( 6) jej nie znajdq, mogq ( 6 ) miejsca sobie znalezé nie ( 6 ) mogqc znalezé sobie
miejsca. ( 6 ) moze sobie znalez¢ miejsca. (6 ) nie mogq znalezé sobie ((5) nie potrafi znalezé sobie
(5) nie umiat sobie znalez¢ (5 ) mogqc sobie znalezé miejsca. ( 5) moze znalezé sobie miejsca (5)
znalezé sobie miejsce na ( 5) sobie znalezé miejsce w (4 ) nie moge jej znalezé. (4 ) nie moge
znalezé sobie (4 ) nie mogli sobie znalezé (4 ) moge sobie znalez¢ miejsca ( 4') moge sobie znalezé
miejsca. (4 ) moze sobie znalezé miejsca (4 ) mogl sobie znalezé miejsca. (4 ) sobie znalezé

miejsca na (4 ) znalazta sobie miejsce w ( 3 ') znalezé mu miejsce w ( 3) znalezli sobie miejsce w (3
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miejsca. (2 ) mogla znalezé dla siebie
miejsca (2 ) moglby znalezé dla siebie
miejsce. ( 2) nie mogqcy znalezé dla siebie
( 2) nie mogta znalez¢ dla siebie ( 2 ) nie
znajdq dla siebie miejsca ( 2 ) potrafil
znalez¢ dla siebie miejsca ( 2 ) potrafi
znalez¢é miejsca dla siebie. ( 2 ) umiala
znalezé dla siebie miejsca ( 2 ) umiala
znalez¢ dla siebie miejsca. (2') w znalezieniu
pracy dla mnie ( 2 ) znalazta dla siebie
miejsce w ( 2 ') znalazl dla nas czasu na (2)
znalezieniu pracy dla mnie i ( 2 ) znalezé dla
nich miejsce w ( 2') znalezé dla niego miejsce
w (2 ) znalez¢ dla siebie miejsce na ( 2 )

znalezli dla nich miejsca w (2)

) nie moge jej znalez¢ ( 3 ) nie znalezli sobie miejsca ( 3 ) znalezé sobie miejsca, nie ( 3 ) znalezé
sobie miejsca. nie ( 3 ) nie potrafiq jej znalezé. ( 3 ) nie umiejq sobie znalezé (3 ) mogq sobie
znalez¢é miejsca (3 ') moge sobie miejsca znalezc. (3 ') mogt sobie znalez¢ miejsca, ( 3 ) mu znalezé
prace w ( 3) znalazi sobie prace w ( 3 ) znalezé sobie miejsca na ( 3 ') sobie znalezé miejsca. w (2)
znalez¢ sobie miejsca. w ( 2) nie mogqcy sobie znalezé ( 2 ) nie mogqc jej znalezé ( 2') nie mogq jej
znalezé, (2) nie mogta jej znalezé ( 2') nie mozemy jej znalezé. (2') nie mozesz sobie znalezé (12)
nie moze jej znalez¢ ( 2') nie moze jej znalezé. (2 ') nie mogt jej znalezé (2 ') nie mogt sobie znalezé.
(2) sobie znalez¢é nie mogq, ( 2 ) sobie znalezé nie moze, ( 2) sobie znalezé miejsca. nie ( 2 ') nie
potrafiq znalezé sobie (2 ) nie potrafili sobie znalezé ( 2 ) nie potrafili znalezé sobie ( 2 ') nie
potrafita znalezé sobie ( 2 ) nie potrafily znalez¢ sobie ( 2 ) nie potrafit sobie znalezé (2 ) nie
potrafil znalezé sobie ( 2') nie umiala sobie znalez¢ ( 2 ) nie umial znalezé sobie ( 2) ktérzy nie
znalezli sobie ( 2 ') mi znalezé prace i ( 2') znalezé sobie prace i (2 ') sobie znalezé miejsca. i (2)
mogqcy sobie znalezé miejsca ( 2') mogq sobie znalezé miejsca. ( 2') mogq znalezé sobie miejsca. (2
) moge znalezé sobie miejsca. ( 2') mogli sobie znalez¢ miejsca (2 ') mogla sobie znalezé miejsca
(2 ) moze sobie miejsca znalezé. ( 2) mogl znalezé sobie miejsca ( 2 ) potrafil znalezé sobie miejsca
( 2) potrafil znalezé sobie miejsce ( 2) potrafi znalezé sobie miejsca ( 2 ) umial sobie znalezé
miejsca ( 2') umiaf sobie znalezé miejsca. ( 2) umiejq sobie znalezé miejsca (2 ') jej znalezé prace w

(2) mu znalezé czas na ( 2 ) znalazt sobie miejsce na (2)

znalei¢ “find (PFV)’ (+sig; 5/4-grams)

znajdzie si¢ dla niego miejsce ( 7 ) znajdzie
sie dla nich miejsce ( 4 ) nie znajdzie sie dla
nich ( 3 ) nie znajdzie si¢ dla niego ( 3 )
znajdzie sie dla mnie miejsce ( 3 ) znalaztoby
sie dla mnie miejsce ( 3 ) znalazloby sie¢ dla
niego miejsce ( 3 ) znalazlo si¢ dla mnie
miejsce ( 3 ) znalazlo si¢ dla niej miejsce (3)
nie znalazloby sie dla mnie ( 2 ) sie znalezé
dla nich miejsce ( 2 ) udalo si¢ dla nich
znalezé ( 2 ) znajdzie si¢ dla niej miejsce (2)
znalaztaby sie dla mnie jakas ( 2 ) znalaztoby
sie dla mnie miejsce. ( 2') znalazloby sie dla
niej miejsce ( 2 ) znalazlo si¢ dla nich

miejsce, ( 2) ze znajdzie si¢ dla nich (2)

udato mi sie znalezé (192 ) udato nam si¢ znalezé ( 72 ) uda nam si¢ znalezé ( 40 ) udato mu sie
znalezé (30 ) udato im sie znalez¢ ( 26 ) uda mi sie znalezé (119 ) udato sie nam znalezé (15 ) uda
im sig znalezé (13 ) uda sie nam znalezé (12 ') udalo sig jej znalezé (11 ) uda ci sie znalezé (110)
uda mu sie znalez¢ ( 10 ) udalo jej si¢ znalezé (9 ') udalo sig im znalezé ( 8 ) udato mi sie znalezé.
(7)) udato ci sie znalez¢é (5 ) udato mi si¢ znalezé, (5 ) udato nam sie znalezé, (5 ) nam udato sie
znalezé (4 ) udato nam sie znalezé. (4 ) uda wam sie znalezé (4 ) udato sie nam znalezé. (3 ) uda
si¢ wam znalezé (3 ) ci sie znalezé jakies ( 3 ) im sie znalez¢é miejsce (2 ') mi sig znalezé miejsce
( 2) nam sig znalez¢ miejsca ( 2 ') nie znajdzie si¢ jej ( 2) si¢ jej nie znajdzie, ( 2 ) si¢ nam go
znalezé (2) jemu udalo si¢ znalezé ( 2') udatoby nam sie znalezé (2 ) udato im si¢ znalezé. (2 )

udato mu sie¢ znalez¢é. (2 ) uda jej sie znalezé ( 2') wam sie znalezé jakis ( 2 ) sie, Ze znalazt sobie (2

Table 5.8: ‘Acquisition’ verbs — selected 4/5-grams

5.3.2.3 Preparation

The scenarios of ‘preparing’ or leaving something for the beneficiary can be identified in the data, as

presented in Table 5.9. Organizowa¢ ‘organise’ is exemplified in (5.39) below, cf. also przygotowac in

the earlier example (5.19) in Section 5.2.3.1.Such scenarios seem to behave similarly to the scenarios

found for certain acquisition verbs, as exemplified by przygotowac miesjce ‘prepare a place’ n-grams,

comparable to znalez¢ miejsce ‘find a place’.

The preparation scenarios lend themselves easily to benefactive interpretation, although, as

demonstrated through the uses

of wyznaczyé ‘outline, order, assign’, tasks or punishments can be

prepared as well. The latter scenarios constitute, at best, a less prototypical benefaction (e.g.

‘probation’ as something better than full sentence), cf. (5.39).
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(5.39)

(5.40)

a).

b).

(NKJP:journalism, Wakacyjne przedszkolaki, Express Ilustrowany, 2003-07-29)
W upalne dni dzieci najchetniej pluskajq sie w brodziku.
Nie organizuje im sig wycieczek,
NEG organise(IPFV).NPST.3SG ~ 3PL.DAT REFL  excursion.ACC.PL
bo kilka godzin w autokarze bytoby mordegq, a nie przyjemnosciq.
‘On hot days, children prefer to splash in the pool, no excursions are organised for them, because a couple of
hours in a coach would be a torture, not a pleasure.’
(NKJP:journalism, Wracajcie do $lgskich hal..., Rafat Musiot, Trybuna Slaska, 2001-12-18)

Z doswiadczenia wiem, ze kibice podczas przerwy w rozgrywkach sq ztaknieni pitki, kontaktu ze swoimi

zawodnikami. [ to wlasnie w duzej mierze dla nich
PART actually in  large.F.LOC.SG measure.LOC.SG for 3PL.GEN
organizuje sig na Swiecie takie imprezy.

organise(IPFV).NPST.3SG REFL on world.LOC.SG DEM.NM_PERS.ACC.PL event.ACC.PL

‘From experience, | know that during the mid-season break fans crave football and contact with their players.

And, by large, such events are organised exactly for them’

(NKJP:unclassified non-fiction, Opowiesci biblijne by Zenon Kosidowski, Muza, 1996)

Abram przygarnal go jak wlasnego syna i wyznaczyl mu

CONJ assign(PFV).PST.M.3SG 3SG.M.DAT
kierownicze zadania w swoim gospodarstwie.
managerial. NM_PERS.ACC.PL  task.ACC.PL  in REFL.POSS.LOC.SG  homestead.LOC.SG

‘Abram adopted him as if he were his own son, and assigned him managerial tasks in his homestead’

(NKIJP: journalism, Zniewazyf policjantow, ale wiecej zniewazaé nie bedzie, Dziennik L.6dzki, 2003-05-21

L. odzki sqd nakazat adwokatowi Markowi B. zaptacenie 2 tysiecy zt na cele spoteczne

i wyznaczyl dla niego okres dwoch lat proby

CONJ  assign(PFV).PST.M.3SG for M.3SG.GEN period.ACC.SG two.GEN year.GEN.PL probation.GEN.SG

‘The court in £.6dZ ordered the barrister Marek B. to pay 2000 zlotys for public purposes funds, and fixed a 2-

year probation period for him’
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organizowac ‘organise (PFV)’

i organizujq dla nich (2)

i organizowac im (4 )

organizowac ‘organise (PFV)’ (+sig)

dla nich organizuje si¢ ( 4 ) organizuje si¢ dla nich

(2)

sie organizowac¢ sobie (3 ) mi sig organizowac ( 2 ) nam si¢ organizowa¢ ( 2') organizuje

im si¢ (2) organizuje si¢ im (2)

przygotowaé ‘prepare (PFV)’

ktore przygotowali dla nich ( 3 ) przygotowano dla
nich zajecia ( 3 ) dla nich przygotowano w (12 ) i

przygotowac dla nich ( 2) i przygotowali dla nich (2)

przygotowaé dla nich miejsca ( 2 ) przygotowata dla
nich kilka ( 2 ') przygotowalta dla niego jego ( 2 ) warto
przygotowad dla nich ( 2') zeby przygotowa¢ dla siebie
(2)

przygotowac wam miejsce. (1) przygotuje wam miejsce, (7 ) i przygotuje wam ( 6 ) warto
przygotowaé sobie ( 6 ) i przygotowaé sobie ( 4 ) przygotuj sobie kilka ( 4 ) zeby
przygotowac sobie (4 ) zajelo mi przygotowanie ( 3 ') zajeto nam przygotowanie ( 3 ) ktory
przygotowal nam ( 2) jej przygotowacé w ( 2 ') przygotowac jej w ( 2) i przygotowac im
( 2) przygotowa¢ nam miejsce ( 2 ') przygotowac sobie miejsce ( 2 ) przygotowaé wam
miejsce, ( 2') przygotuj sobie miejsce ( 2') nie przygotowato jej ( 2') nie przygotowat sobie
(2) zZeby mi przygotowat ( 2 ') zeby przygotowali mi ( 2 ') zeby przygotowal mi (2)

przygotowac ‘prepare (PFV)’ (+sig)

sie przygotowac dla niego (2 )

nam sie przygotowac (11 ) mi sie przygotowacé (9 ) mi przygotowaé sie ( 6 ) nam
przygotowac si¢ (6 ) mu przygotowacé sie ( 5) ci przygotowac sie (4 ) im przygotowac sie
(4) im si¢ przygotowac ( 4 ) mu si¢ przygotowaé ( 3 ') si¢ nam przygotowac ( 3 ) jej sig
przygotowac ( 2) nam sie przygotowad, (2)

przygotowywac ‘prepare (IPFV)’

i przygotowuje dla nich ( 2') ktéra przygotowywata dla
nas (2)

i przygotowuje jej ( 2) i przygotowywac sobie ( 2 ) ktore przygotowuje mi (2 )

p

rzygotowywac ‘prepare (IPFV)’ (+sig)

dla nich przygotowuje sie (2)

mi sie przygotowywac (4 )

urzq

dzac ‘arrange, decorate, prepare (IPFV)’

urzqdzasz dla siebie i (3)

i urzqdzajq sobie ( 3 ) i urzqdzal sobie (2)

wystara¢ ‘make an effort (PFV)’ (+sig)

wystaral sie dla niej (2)

wystaratl mu sie ( 3 ) mi sie¢ wystarac (2)

wyznaczy¢ ‘outline, order, assign (PFV)’

i wyznaczyt dla niego (2 )

i wyznaczy¢ mu (6 ) i wyznaczono im (3 ) i wyznaczy¢ sobie ( 3 ) i wyznaczyl jej (3 ) i
wyznaczyt mi ( 3 ) i wyznaczono jej ( 2 ) i wyznaczyt mu ( 2 ) i wyznaczyt sobie (2) i

wyznacz sobie (2 ) mu wyznaczono i (2)

zostawi¢ ‘leave (PFV)’

zostawi¢ dla siebie i ( 2') zostawie troche dla ciebie. ( 2

) zostawmy to dla niego. (2 )

i zostawit mi ( 8 ) i zostawil nam ( 5) i zostawili nam ( 3') i zostawita jej ( 3 ) i zostawila
mi (3) i zostawita mu ( 3 ) i zostawit mu ( 3 ) zostawic sobie troche ( 3 ) to sobie zostaw
(3) i zostawic¢ im ( 2) i zostawié jej ( 2 ) i zostawié sobie ( 2) i zostawig sobie (2) i
zostawil im (2 ) i zostawil wam (2 ) i zostawi mi ( 2') i zostawi mu ( 2 ) jej zostawi¢ i (2')
zostawita mi troche ( 2') zostaw sobie troche ( 2') mi to zostawié. ( 2) to ci zostawie ( 2)

zostaw im ten ( 2 ') zostaw mi te ( 2 ') zostaw mi to ( 2 ') zostaw to sobie (2 )

wystara¢ ‘make an effort (PFV)’ (+sig; 5/4-grams)

wystaral sie dla niej o (2)

mi sig wystarac o (2 ) wystaral mu si¢ o (2)

Table 5.9: ‘Prepare’ verbs—selected n-grams
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5.3.2.4 Pleading and wishing

Section 5.2.3.2 presented scenarios in which an advantageous, desired effect is beyond the agent’s
control. It included the discussion of wyblagaé ‘plead’ in Example (5.25) (repeated here as 5.41),
which demonstrated a scenario of a ‘mediated’ transfer scenario (here, with a saint as a medium to
God). Both examples in the ‘maximal’ pair came from the same publication. Uprosi¢ and wyprosic¢
(both ‘beg, plead’) suggest similarly formulaic, register-constrained character — and the influence of a
single source (cf. ojcze pio, upros mi ( 11 ) ‘father Pio please pray [for something] for me’). The
results are presented in Table 5.10 — clearly, their interpretation for the standardised written Polish

need be particularly cautious.

(5.41)  (NKIJP:journalism, Intencje modlitewne - listopad 2008, Glos QOjca Pio, 2008)

a). Drogi Ojcze Pio, prosze, wyblagaj u Boga
Dear.M.vOC.SG Father Pio.vOC.SG  please plead succesfully(PFV).IMP.2SG at God.GEN.SG
dla nas te taske, o ktorq w kazdej modlitwie Cie prosze

for 1PL.GEN DEM.F.ACC.SG grace.ACC.SG
‘Dear Father Pio, please, ask God to grant me the grace that I beg you for in my each prayer’

b). Ojcze Pio, wyblagaj mi u Boga Wszechmocnego
Father Pio.vOC.SG plead succesfully(PFV).IMP.2SG  1SG.DAT at God.GEN.SG almighty.M.GEN.SG
taske blogostawienstwa na  studiach.
grace.ACC.SG blessing.GEN.SG on  studies.LOC

‘Father Pio, ask God Almighty to grant me the grace of blessing for my university courses’

The results of this kind, however, can be viewed in a context of a fundamental question: how does
lectal variation interact with alternationhood? The observed results run in opposition to the hypothesis
that a high specification of register and the text source should lead to constructional uniformisation.
Here, in case of a multi-author source, individual variation seems to be the explanation. Yet, to
materialise, this individual variation needs, perhaps, a degree of constructional “freedom”. Such “free
space” in constructional choice could potentially be in place for the verbs of pleading, although more
data would be necessary to corroborate that.

In any case, as stated earlier, the constructions in question correspond well to the broadly
conceived benefactive-transfer scenario (with an elaboration in terms of the ‘tribunal’ as the added

participant).

uprosic ‘beg, plead (PFV)’

pio, upros mi ( 11 ) upros mi laske (7 ) cie, upros mi ( 3 ) upros mi
cie, upros dla nas ( 21 ) upros dla nas taske ( 3 ) pio, upros dla mnie (2)

taske, ( 3 ) upros mu taske ( 3 ) upros nam faske ( 2 ) milosierdzia,
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pio, upros dla nas ( 2) upros dla nas mitosierdzie (2) upros nam (2)

wyprosi¢ ‘beg, plead (PFV)’

wypros dla mnie taske ( 3 ) wypros dla mnie taske, ( 3 ) i wypros dla mnie | wypros mi taske ( 17 ) i wypros mi (4 ) wypros mi taske, ( 3 ) i wypros
(2) wypros$ dla niego laske (2 ') wypros dla niej taske (2 ) Jjej (2)

uprosic¢ (5/4-grams) ‘beg, plead (PFV)’

prosze cig, upros$ dla nas ( 21 ) ojcze pio, upros dla mnie ( 2') ojcze pio,
ojcze pio, upros mi ( 11) prosze cie, upros mi (3)
upros dla nas (2)

wyprosic¢ (5/4-grams) ‘beg, plead (PFV)’

wypros dla mnie laske zdrowia. (2) wypros mi laske zdrowia. (2)

Table 5.10: ‘Plead’ verbs—selected n-grams

5.3.2.5 Subjective experience
The present project analyses the Polish dative and dla, concentrating on verb-centred constructions
and benefaction. Yet, in the spirit of showcasing the functional complexity, Tables 5.11-5.12 present
the results for constructions that are not clearly benefactive — brzmieé¢ ‘sound like’, wygladac (na)
‘look like, seem’, czas piynie ‘the time flows (in a certain manner)’, okazac sie ‘turn out’. They can be
grouped together with the patterns recognised in Section 5.2.2 — including kojarzy¢ si¢ ‘remind of”,
and zobojetniec¢ ‘to no longer make a difference’.

Pairs such as (5.42-5.43) display a large degree of similarity, yet the dative and dla-PP seem

to express an experiencer, whose subjective perspective need not be benefactive:

(5.42)
a). (NKIJP:instructive writing and guidebooks, Konie. Poradnik bez kantow by Witold Wrotek, Helion, 2009)
Dla niego czas plynie wolniej niz  dla Ciebie.
for 3SG.M.GEN  time.NOM.SG  flow(IPFV).NPST.3SG  slow.CMPR than for 2SG.GEN
‘For him, time passes more slowly than for you.’
b). (NKIJP:fiction, Uczen czarnoksieznika by Witold Jabtonski, Wydawnictwo Super Nowa, 2003)
w kazdym razie czas plyngt nam szybko,
in each.LOC  time.LOC.SG  time.NOM.SG flow(IPFV).PST.M.3SG IPL.DAT  quickly
jak  sie zdarza szczesliwym.

as REFL  happen(PFV).NPST.3SG happy.DAT.PL

‘In any case, for us, the time passed quickly, as it happens for the ones who are happy’
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(5.43)

a.) (NKJP:fiction, Czas na swiatto by Tomasz Grysztar, Esensja 02 (LXIV), Konrad Wagrowski, 2007-03)
Mimo calego szacunku, jaki miatem dla wiedzy i umiejetnosci Witka,
brzmiato mi to nieco zbyt  niewiarygodnie.
sound(IPFV).PST.N.3SG ISG.DAT DEM.NOM.SG somewhat too  unbelivably

‘Despite all the respect that I had for Witek’s knowledge and skills, for me, it sounded a bit too unbelievably’

b). (NKJP:non-fiction, Lewa, wspomnienie prawej by Krystyna Kofta, Wydawnictwo W.A.B., 2003)
Mowi sie, ze pani doktor Monika N., chirurg, to jedne z najlepszych rqk w Warszawie. ~ Chodzi
oczywiscie o ciecie, wiec dla mnie to brzmi groznie
obviously  about cut.ACC.SG so  for 1SG.GEN DEM.NOM.SG sound(IPFV).NPST.3SG threateningly

‘It’s said that doctor Monika N., a surgeon, is one of the best hands in Warsaw. Obviously, it is about a surgery,

so, for me, it sounds menacing’

Such uses bear a resemblance to the dative-dla alternation in ad-adjectival contexts (cf., e.g.
przydatny dla kogos/komus ‘useful for someonepsmarr’), in that the verbs of perspective such as
‘seem’, ‘sound like’, ‘look like’ can serve as “shells” to properties expressed through adverbial
phrases. In (5.42-5.43), that would be, respectively ‘more slowly for him’, ‘quicker for us’,
‘unbelievably for me’ and ‘menacingly for me’.

As noted earlier (cf. Section 4.4), the ambiguity between the ad-verbal, ad-nominal and ad-
adjectival alternation may also be present with verbs analysed here in terms of transfer semantics. For
instance, in znalez¢ miejsce dla siebie ‘find a place for oneself” the linear order allows to interpret the
noun miejsce ‘place’ as the head of dla-PP. Similarly, the ad-adjectival or ad-verbal attachment of the
prepositional phrase could be viewed as volatile for wybrac¢ optymalny/najlepszy dla siebie ‘choose
the optimal/best X for oneself’. These examples, clearly, don’t exhaust the topic of non-categorical
differences between the verb-centred constructions with the dative and dla — and other kinds of

constructions.

brzmiec:Vi~ig ‘sound (IPFV)’

dla mnie brzmi to (4 ) dla mnie to brzmi (4 ) brzmi dla
mnie jak ( 2) brzmi to dla nas (2 ') brzmi to dla nich (2)
Jjak brzmi jej (5 ) brzmiato mi to (2) brzmi mi to (2)
dla mnie brzmiato to ( 2') dla niej brzmialo to (2 ) to dla

mnie brzmi (2)

plynqgé “flow (IPFV)’

phynely miz (6) plynely muz (4 ) mu plynq z (2 ) plyneta muz (2 ) plynety jej z (2)

tynq dla nas z ( 3 ') dla niego czas plynie ( 2
P ( 8 Py ) czas plynal jej (2) czas plynql nam (2 ) plyngl im czas (2)

okazac ‘show (PFV)’ [or a part of okazaé si¢ ‘turn out (PFV)’]
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to dla ciebie okazac (2 ) to dla nas okazaé (2)

im to okazaé. (3)

okazaé (+sig) ‘turn out (PFV)’

okazal sie¢ dla mnie ( 22 ) okazal sie dla niego ( 21 )
okazal sie dla nich ( 19 ) okazala si¢ dla mnie ( 16 )
okazal si¢ dla nas ( 15 ) okazaé sie dla niego ( 12 )
okazata si¢ dla nich ( 11 ) okazala si¢ dla niego ( 10 )
okaza¢ sie dla nas (9 ) okazalo sie dla mnie (9 ) okazaly
sie dla mnie ( 8 ) okazal si¢ dla niej ( 8 ) okazalo sie dla
niego (7)) okazaly si¢ dla nas (7)) okaze si¢ dla nas (7))
okaze si¢ dla nich ( 7)) okaze sie dla niego (7)) okaze sie
dla ciebie ( 6 ) si¢ dla nas okaza¢ ( 6 ) okaza¢ sie dla
ciebie ( 5 ) okaza¢ sie dla nich ( 5) okazala sie dla nas (5
) okazala si¢ dla niej ( 5 ) okaze si¢ dla mnie (5 ) okaze
sie dla niej ( 5') okaza¢ sie dla mnie (4 ) okaza¢ si¢ dla
niej (4 ) okazalo si¢ dla nich ( 4 ) okazaly si¢ dla nich
(4) okazaly sie dla niego (4 ) okazq sie¢ dla nas ( 4 ) sig
okaza¢ dla niego (4 ) dla mnie okazato si¢ (3 ) dla mnie
okazaly sie ( 3 ) dla mnie okazat si¢ ( 3 ) sie dla nich
okaza¢ ( 3) dla nas okazal sie (2 ) dla niego okazala sie (
2 ) dla siebie okazal si¢ ( 2 ) okazalo si¢ dla niej ( 2)
okazaly si¢ dla ciebie ( 2 ') okazaly si¢ dla niej ( 2) sie

okazac¢ dla nas (2)

okazali sie ci (16 ) okazali sie ci, ( 6 ) okazala si¢ jej ( 6 ) okazaly sie jej ( 6 ) okazal si¢
jej (5) okazalo sie jej ( 3 ) okazaly mi si¢ (3) sie okazac im ( 3 ) sig okazac jej (3 ) sig
okaza¢ mi (3 ) ci okazali si¢ ( 2 ) okaza¢ si¢ jej ( 2') okaza¢ si¢ nam ( 2') okazato mu

sie (2) okazq sie ci (2) okaze mu si¢ (2 ) okaze sie jej (2)

wyglgdaé ‘look (IPFV)’

dla mnie wyglgda to ( 3 ) ale dla mnie wyglada ( 2 ) dla
mnie wygladajq jak (2 )

wyglgda mi to ( 30 ) to mi wyglada ( 25) jak wyglqda jej ( 23 ) mi to wyglada ( 6 )
wygladalo mi to ( 5) jak wygladajq jej ( 5 ) jak wygladal jej ( 5 ) wyglada jak jej (5 )
to wyglada mi (4 ) jak wygladali ci ( 3 ) jak wygladatby jej ( 3 ) jak wygladaty jej (3 )
wygladad jak ci (3 ') mi to wyglada. ( 2) wyglada mu to ( 2 ) ale wyglada mi ( 2) ci jak
wyglada ( 2) im jak wyglada ( 2 ) jak wygladajq ci, ( 2') jak wyglqdala jej ( 2 ) mi jak
wyglada ( 2 ) sobie jak wyglada ( 2 ) sobie jak wygladajq ( 2 ) wam jak wyglgda (2 )
wygladasz jak ci (2)

Table 5.11: ‘Subjective experience’verbs—selected 3/4-grams

okazaé (+sig; 5/4-grams) ‘turn out (PFV)’

moze okaza¢ sie dla niego ( 8 ) moze okaza¢ sig dla nich

moze si¢ dla nas okazac ( 4 ) mogq okazaé si¢ dla ciebie (3 ) okazalo sie to dla nich (3 )
mogq okazaé sie dla nas ( 2') mogq okaza¢ sie dla niego ( 2 ) moze okaza¢ sie dla mnie (2)

moze okaza¢ sie dla niej ( 2') moze sie dla nich okazaé ( 2') moze sie okaza¢ dla nas (2 ') sie

to dla ciebie okazac (2 ) sig to dla nas okazaé (2)

(5) moze okaza¢ sie dla nas (4)

si¢ im to okaza¢. ( 3 ) moze okazac sie nam ( 2)

moze sie okazac jej (2)

wyglqdac ‘look (IPFV)’ (5/4-grams)

dla mnie wyglada to na (2)

wyglada mi to na ( 26 ) to mi wyglada na ( 23 )
wyglada mi na to, ( 14 ) mi to wyglada na (3) to
wyglgqda mi na ( 3 ) wygladalo mi na to, ( 3 )
wyglgdato mi to na ( 3 ) mi wyglada na to, ( 2)
wyglada mu to na (2)

Table 5.12: ‘Subjective experience’ verbs—selected 4/5-grams
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The premise of the project, which is that the alternation of benefactive forms yields benefactive uses,
is not invalidated by the ‘subjective experience’ uses, nor the PP-attachment questions. That premise,
however, needs a qualification — the alternation of this kind does not yield benefactive uses
exclusively. Given the assumption that both the dative and dla bear a benefactive potential alongside
other potentials, it should not be surprising that those other potentials, result in other ‘micro-

alternations’ as well.

5.3.3  Conclusions

The analysis did not yield a evidence for a large number of verbs of ‘producing’ that could be
identified as relevant to the alteration. On the other hands, n-gram-pairs were observed for multiple
verbs, in particular for the verbs classified here under the ‘acquisition’ and ‘preparation’ categories.
Highly specific patterns were identified for znalezé ‘find’, providing evidence for potential ‘pockets
of interchangeability’ with the patterns such as znalezé miejsce ‘find a place’, or znalez¢ prace ‘find a
job’.

The presented method proved useful in finding ‘maximal pairs’, but its many limitations are
apparent — and, as such, it only touches upon the problem of how ‘maximal pairs’ could be identified
in a bottom-up manner. Certain progress can be sought in the incorporation of linguistic data with rich
morphosyntactic annotation. As for the potential methods of automatically processing empirically
observed contexts to discern bottom-up ‘maximal-pairs’, one can mention distributional-semantic
methods. These include solutions relying on “token-based vectors”, aimed at representing usage-

contexts of the target linguistic forms as numerical vectors (cf. Geeraerts et al. 2023).

The present study concludes the project presented in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5, where 1 was
looking for benefaction through investigating the maximally similar contexts of two construction with
a benefactive potential. In Chapter 4, I argued that the dative and dla can be considered such
constructions. The findings presented in Chapter 5 corroborate that the large part of their contexts of
interchangeability can indeed be characterised as benefactive. At the same time, a nuanced picture of

benefaction in these contexts emerged.
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6 Benefactive potential of the dative reflexive marker
sobie/se 1n the interplay with other functions

6.1 Sobie/se and normativity-benefaction borderground

As already discussed in the previous chapters, language users employ a broad repertoire of forms to
express a broad range of benefactive scenarios. These expressions of benefaction never take place in a
social void. Each benefactive assessment can be eventually traced to particular persons, functioning as
members of specific communities and acting in specific situational contexts. And so, benefaction
emerges among the attitudes, norms and values brought by these persons, their social affiliations and
situational contexts. It may therefore not come as a surprise that benefaction can be discussed in
relation to ‘situations which unfold according to the norms, values and expectations — and not against
participants’ will’. The latter two properties, normativity and volitionality, will be argued to be a key
to describing the function of the Polish dative reflexive pronoun sobie/se.

In Chapters 6-7 I will concentrate on the dative reflexive pronouns sobie/se, focusing on its
use in the situations of normativity management, i.e. when benefactive, normative and volitional
perspectives on a situation interact’’. This description of sobie/se is not aimed at showing the
supremacy of benefactive over other semantic characterisations of sobie/se. Instead, I will assume that
these three functions can be applied together as compatible perspectives, which may differ in
relevance across uses of sobie/se, but can be jointly applied to any of them. In other words, the
occurrences of sobie/ se will be analysed as expressing these functions ‘at the same time’. Thereby, I
will present a polyfunctional analysis of sobie/ se, in the sense outlined in Section 3.1.2.

The proposed perspective will be particularly applicable to the uses of sobie/se, which
(unlike those presented in Chapters 4-5) do not fit the role of recipient-beneficiary very well*2. Cf., for

instance (6.1):

31 The data analysed in Chapters 6-7, as well as many of the presented descriptive and argumentative points, are convergent
with the contents of Wyros$lak (2022) dedicated to situation-backgrounding functions of sobie/se. This is in particular
relevant to Section 7.3, which reports the study presented ibid.

32 Rudzka-Ostyn (1996: 376) comments on examples of comparable type (with by¢ ‘to be’, jecha¢ ‘go’, and intransitively
used jes¢ ‘eat’): “it is possible to interpret the referent of sobie in (67)-(69) [ibid.] as a subjectively construed recipient of

the effects of the given state or event, though it is not necessarily this construal that will always come to the fore.”.
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6.1) ‘Alcohol and historical reconstruction events’ (SPOKES, luz R4 ‘AW _LUZ 43°% utt. 807-808), cf. Wyroslak
(2022: 82)

807 FEMALE33 X5j4: no potem wieczorem jest impreza i sobie idziesz sie napi¢ no no
kurcze no wszystko jest dla ludzi

808 MALE23 85r8: no tak jak najbardziej

‘807 FEMALE33 X5j4: ‘And after that there’s a party and you (sobie) go for a drink. Like,
come on, everything has its place.

808 MALE23 85r8: Yeah, exactly.’

no potem  wieczorem Jjest impreza i sobie idziesz sig napic¢
PART after evening.INS.SG  be.PRS.3SG ~ party.NOM.SG and REFL.DAT g0.NPST.2SG REFL drink.INF

‘Afterwards there’s a party and you just grab a drink’

In (6.1), the dative reflexive sobie is not interpretable neither in terms of a canonical recipient nor an
endpoint (*‘walking/drinking towards oneself”). This is the case regardless of whether the pronoun is
seen as subordinate to the intransitive is¢ ‘go’, reflexive napic¢ sie ‘to drink’ — or both). Structural
criteria indicate that substitution with other dative phrases is very limited and that sobie could be in
principle omitted (cf. Section 6.2). Such uses of sobie, labelled as ‘ethical’, have been long considered
difficult to explain.

Aware of the pragmatic, highly context-dependent character, typically attributed to ethical
datives, one may turn to the wider context of (6.1). The participants discuss the alcohol use during
historical reconstruction events. MALE23 85r8 is in favour of it being allowed, giving an example of
a specific event that adopted a strict no-alcohol policy. In the presented segments, FEMALE33 X5j4
seeks a consensus with her interlocutor. She argues that the event participants can both maintain high
standards during the reconstructive performance itself — and indulge themselves once it is over.
Taking this into account, let us look at the sobie-marked segment.

In terms of volitionality-related characteristics, the situation is viewed as desirable and
pleasurable by the participants. Thus, the situation represents the alignment of benefaction with
volitionality (‘good because desired’). Nevertheless, this benefactive-volitional alignment remains at
conflict with the existing legal regulations, commonly held cultural assumptions about the dangers of
alcohol use, and arguments against alcohol consumption during an event involving actual weaponry

(explicitly recognised by the interlocutors earlier in the conversation). To uphold the position that

33 The parentheses provide conversation id, conversation name and number range for segments ‘utterances’ in SPOKES

data (Pezik 2015; 2022: 82).
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there indeed may be a space for safe alcohol consumption at such an event, the interlocutors need to
overcome this conflict.

One may argue that a pivotal function of the line 807 in (6.1) is to resolve this conflict and
normalise the discussed type of alcohol use. The utterance presents a scenario in which it is
harmlessly encompassed into the normative frame. In the closing segment, this is reinforced by the
construction wszystko jest dla ludzi ... ‘everything has its place [if used appropriately]’. The sobie-
marked clause bears a generic, impersonal interpretation: the second-person form refers to any
potential participant of any historical reconstruction event, not just the interlocutor. Here, this generic
construal is in line with the normativity managing function of 807 in (6.1). Rather than exempting

the conversation participants from following the norm — it presents the entire scenario as the norm.

6.1.1  Analysing sobie/se in spoken, conversational registers

The present chapter extensively uses data from SPOKES search and exploration service for
conversational corpus data (Pgzik 2015), aggregating a number of corpora of spontaneous spoken
Polish. The key factor behind this choice is that sobie/se in its ethical use has been long associated
with spoken, informal registers (cf., e.g., Bartnicka 1975). Another reason is to better observe
normativity management and the pragmatic context of sobie/se, which, clearly, would be much more
difficult to capture from non-interactive data.

A simple, unrestricted query for sobie yielded 8445 hits and 1255 hits for se. Three
components were given particular attention — CLARIN, PELCRA, Pelcra Corpus. All these corpora
were created in the course of projects maintained by Pelcra Consortium at the University of Lodz.
Recordings were created in everyday settings and represent informal conversational registers of early
21st-century Polish. The corpora provide access to large parts of the included conversations, making it
possible to explore their context. Given the focus of this chapter, most of the attention was dedicated
to the intransitive and intransitive-like uses falling under the category of ethical sobie. Those uses
prominently represent axionormative functions considered here.

The basic grammatical information about sobie/se is provided in Section 6.2. Section 6.3
discusses how the axionormative potential of sobie/se may be employed in specific communicative
tasks by assigning different degrees of the prominence to volitionality, benefaction and kinds of
normativity. The gained insights will serve as a basis for the qualitative analyses presented in

Chapter 7.
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6.2 The many uses of sobie/se

6.2.1 Sobie and se

Sobie and se are variants of the dative reflexive pronoun in Polish. Table 6.1 illustrates the
paradigmatic view of Polish reflexive pronominal forms adapted closely from Grammatical dictionary
of Polish (Stownik Gramatyczny Jgzyka Polskiego,SGJP; Wolinski et al. 2020) — presented together

with the first and second person paradigms, preserving the original qualifiers used ibid. (pol. niepopr.

— niepoprawne ‘incorrect’, pot. — potoczne ‘informal’; rzad. — rzadkie ‘rare’).

REFL 1sG 2SG
stressed unstressed stressed unstressed stressed unstressed
NOM - ja ty
GEN siebie sie mnie mie (rare) ciebie cie
DAT sobie se mnie mi tobie ci
(‘incorrect’,
‘informal’)
ACC siebie sie mnie mie (rare) ciebie cie
INS sobq mnq tobq
LOC sobie mnie tobie

Table 6.1: Personal pronouns in Polish in The Grammatical Dictionary of Polish [SGJP] — reflexive, first-

person singular, second-person singular

The dative and the locative are syncretic, but they are disambiguated by the syntactic context — the
locative only occurs with a certain group of prepositions. The locative sobie (as well as the dative
sobie used with prepositions requiring a dative NP) is not considered here, since it is not relevant to
the semantic phenomena discussed here.

As represented in the table, the dative reflexive marker takes two forms, whose use is
restricted in respect to two main variables : (i) use in stressed positions, (ii) register variation. SGJP
qualifies se as incorrect in respect to the standardised variety of Polish — and as characteristic only of
informal contexts. This is in line with the attitudes found in the descriptive works on sobie, where se,
if directly addressed at all, does not receive much attention. Szupryczynska (1992) lists se in the
paradigm of Polish reflexive pronouns along with sobie, but puts it in parentheses, clarifying that it
appears only “in the informal register (as well as dialects) and is considered incorrect”. As such, she
excludes it from her analysis. Similarly, Rudzka-Ostyn (1996: 370) places it “[i]n some dialects, and

occasionally in very informal speech”. Tabakowska (2003) classifies se as ‘substandard’ and attributes
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this status to the less frequent use of the dative forms in comparison to their accusative and genitive
counterparts.

Some accounts note that, in its restricted area of use, se may nevertheless be productive.
Janic (2023: 308-309) describes se as “limited to colloquial use”, recognising, however, that in such
use it “appears nowadays to be very productive”. Swan (2002: 158) states that “[t]he Dative short
form se is highly marked stylistically, being considered “hick”. However, educated speakers often
color their speech by using it”.

As the conversational material from SPOKES demonstrates, se is indeed used by speakers of
different ages and different eduction types, regardless of their gender. At the same time, in line with its
register restrictions and non-standard character, for many speakers, the form could perhaps be
associated with ‘incorrectness’, lack of proficiency in the standard variety, or be perceived as
stylistically or sociolinguistically marked (cf. Janic 2023:309; Swan 2002:158). Similarly, while
instances of se outside informal, spoken registers can be found, they refer to orality or non-standard
character of the given segment.

Based on these considerations, it is justifiable for a systematic account of Polish grammar to
note the discrete distinction between sobie and se. However, when dealing with actual instances of
use, this distinction may be much less clear. With factors such as phonetic reduction in fast-rate
speech, noise (or perhaps even listener’s attitude towards the speaker), clear disambiguation may be
impossible. Purely acoustic analyses and perceptions of participants or transcribers may indicate
divergent results (should they even be all attainable for the analyst). In this way, at least for the most
problematic instances, recognition of se or sobie remains in a kind of superposition and the attempts
of ‘objective’ disambiguation may be counterproductive.

This formal gradience is a supporting reason for the joint analysis of sobie and se. Another,
and a more fundamental one, is that the semantic descriptions proposed in this chapter have been
observed as relevant to both variants. This decision in no way denies the sobie-se distinction, nor does
it downplay the question of how such formal ambiguities should be handled in effective grammatical
descriptions. Furthermore, it is not excluded that, if the analysis was granular enough, some
differences could be discerned also in respect to the axionormative functions analysed here (as
predicted e.g. by the principle of no synonymy in construction grammatical approaches, cf. e.g.

Goldberg 1995)

6.2.2 A brief typology of uses

Common classificatory strategies for the uses of sobie/se are based on the distributional criteria of
substitutability and omissibility (cf. classifications in Lojasiewicz 1992 and Szupryczynska 1992).
These criteria will be used as an organising principle in this section. Later in this section their

limitations are presented.
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Situations when sobie is substitutable with other dative NPs entail that its functional analysis
is largely predictable from the general characteristics of the Polish dative. In this vein, sobie in (6.2)

could be understood in terms of a recipient-marker:

(6.2) (SPOKES, ZarM ‘Rodzinne pogadanki w pizzerii.’, utt. 156),
musze sobie kupié tam rozne leki
must.NPST.1SG REFL.DAT  buy.INF there various.NM_PERS.ACC.PL  medicine.ACC.PL

‘I must buy myself some medicines there’

This kind of use is directly relevant to the datives alternating with dla ‘for’ PPs, discussed in Chapters
4-5 (cf. examples 5.21, 5.27; Section 5.3; cf. also Janic 2023: 306-307 on the alternation of sobie and
dla siebie). The canonical examples of this type include ditransitive constructions with verbs of
transfer (e.g. zostawi¢, ‘leave’, kupi¢ ‘buy), verbs of production/creation (e.g. zbudowac, narysowac)
and verbs of grooming (ogoli¢ brode ‘shave (sb’s) beard, pomalowacé wiosy ‘dye (sb’s) hair’).
Omission of sobie/se in these contexts is relatively unrestricted.

Trivially, in the vast majority of cases, the reflexive marker sobie/se in ditransitives marks
the coreference of the subject and the recipient. In exceptional cases, sobie/se may be either object- or

subject-bound (cf. Kardela 2017: 231), cf. (6.3-6.4):

(6.3) (Kardela 2017)
Jan obiecatl Marysi S[- kupic sobie ksiazke o sztuce etruskiej]

‘John promised Mary to buy himself/*herself a book on Etruscan art.’

(6.4) (Kardela 2017)
Ola kazata Janowi S[-kupic¢ sobie plaszcz]

‘Ola asked John S[-to buy himself/herself a coat]’

Omission becomes less likely when the dative component is semantically prominent or difficult to
disambiguate within the used construction. [zarzucaé + NPgy + NPa] ‘reproach sb for sth’, as

exemplified in (6.5) could be given as an example of such construction.

(6.5) (Adapted from Szupryczynska 1992: 652)
Adam zarzuca sobie zbytniq stabosé.
Adam.NOM reproach(IPFV).NPST.3SG REFL.DAT excessive.F.ACC.SG weakness.ACC.SG

‘Adam reproaches himself for being too weak’
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In (6.5), other dative phrases can substitute sobie/se, without a large shift in the meaning of the
construction. Yet, there is variation in the degree of substitutability of sobie/se in constructions with a
prominent dative argument. Sobie/se easily lends itself to independent ‘lexicalised’ use (Bartnicka
1975; Zaron 2006: 411-413) for example, in [Zyczy¢ ‘wish’ + NPaa + Npacc]. The sense ‘wish sb sth’

shifts to ‘demand sth’ when sobie/se is used instead of other dative component, as in (6.6-6.7)

(6.6) (SPOKES, Anen,‘Niedzielny poranek rodziny z dwojka matych dzieci’, utt. 72),
Staszek! nie nie przepraszam ale
ja sobie nie Zycze takiego rzucania Sliniakow
1SG.NOM REFL.DAT NEG Wwish.NPST.1SG  such.N.GEN.SG throw(IPFV).GER.GEN.SG bib.GEN.PL

‘Staszek! No, I’m sorry, but [ won’t tolerate throwing bibs like that!’

6.7) (Adapted from Bartnicka 1975: 109)
czego pan sobie *[i Zonie] zyczy?
what.GEN Sir.NOM.SG REFL.DAT [and wife.DAT.SG] Wish.NPST.3SG

‘How can I help you *[and your wife]’

Among the least flexible uses of sobie/se are the instances of verbless constructions. While the
description of sobie/se generally requires looking at kinds of verbs it attaches to, some highly specific
constructions with sobie/se do not feature any verbal component. Adverbial tak sobie ‘so-so’ and its
adjectival counterpart taki sobie ‘so-so’ (here given in M.SG.NOM) are notable examples.

Beside the distinctions made above, reciprocal and non-reciprocal uses of sobie/se can be
discerned, typically clarified by context and verb semantics — like in (6.8) where the handshake
experiential frame is evoked. A co-occurring reciprocal marker such as nawzajem or wzajemnie
‘mutually’ can be used with sobie/se for a reinforced or less ambiguous reciprocal interpretation (cf.

6.9; cf. Wiemer 2007 for an overview of reciprocal constructions in Polish).

(6.8) (SPOKES, AnkJ , ‘Rozmowy migdzy przyjacioéimi’, utt. 1237)

wlasnie widzialem jak sobie podaly rece tak
just see.PST.M.1SG as REFL.DAT pass(PFV).PST.NM_PERS.3PL hand.Acc.PL so
pierwszy raz

first M.ACC.SG  time.ACC.SG

‘I’ve just seen them shaking hands for the first time’
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(6.9)

(SPOKES, EVgyv, ‘Rozmowa migdzy kolezankami ’, part of utt. 927)

[...] wlasnie z Kaska taki miaty$my system, ze nawzajem  sobie pisalysmy
COMP RECP REFL.DAT write(IPFV).PST.NM_PERS.1PL
te zdania ktorych nie  bylysmy pewne

DEM.NM_PERS.ACC.PL sentence.ACC.PL REL.GEN.PL NEG be.PST.NM_PERS.lPL sure

‘With Kaska we had this method in which we were writing down the sentences about which we were not sure

[for one another]’

Finally, there is the group of uses of sobie characterised as not substitutable for other dative NPs, but

“easily omissable” (cf., e.g. Danielewiczowa 2015: 328). Arguably, the hypothetical counterparts of

(6.10-6.12) without sobie, could be analysed similarly in terms of acceptability and truth-conditional

semantics.

(6.10)

(6.11)

(6.12)

(SPOKES, luz_8e, ‘AW _LUZ 53’, utt. 688)
ato  sobie Zujesz gume no
PART REFL.DAT chew(IPFV).NPST.2SG gum.ACC.SG PART

‘and you just chew a gum’

(SPOKES, 7xKX, ‘DS500248.Rozmowa.na.temat.ubran’, utt. 150)
tak  sobie wychodzita po prostu?
so  DAT.REFL  walk.out.PST.F.3SG simply

And she would just walk out like this?

(SPOKES, dqyX, ‘Pogadanki kolezenskie. ’, utt. 37)
noto moglibysmy sobie tak mieszkaé w  Londynie i pracowac
PART can.PST.M_PERS.COND.IPL  REFL.DAT so inhabit.INF in London.LOC and work.INF

‘so we could be living and working in London like that’

A reverse perspective may be proposed as well, specifically, that sobie is a relatively unrestricted

addition to a clause. Such an evaluation is proposed by Kibort (2004: 81) “[...] almost any Polish

clause without a dative can be expanded to include a beneficiary referring to ‘self ’, canonically

marked for dative, regardless of the number and type of other dependants of the predicate, and

without altering the syntactic or semantic mappings in the predicate’s argument structure”. She notes

that the potential restrictions could come from “style, semantic plausibility, and — in some cases —
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morphotactics (in particular, some speakers may question the acceptability of the reflexive dative with
reflexive verbs,[...]” (Kibort 2004: 81; cf. ex. 99-102 ibid.).

In any case, in (6.10-6.12), sobie cannot be understood in terms of recipient-marking in the
same sense that (6.2), with kupi¢ ‘buy’, can be. Uses of this kind represent constructions generally
not featuring any dative element — most notably intransitives, but not exclusively, as illustrated in
(6.10). The semantic contribution of sobie in such uses, classified as ethical, has been considered
difficult to capture. Given that they are a major locus of the axionormative functions described here,

the descriptions later in this chapter contribute to the discussion of their status.

As presented above, omissibility and substitutability criteria offer an easy initial grasp on the
constructional variation of sobie/se. They are, however, not free from flaws. Both criteria suffer from
the very volatile nature of judgements on meaning similarity — ‘when is the semantic shift small or
predictable enough to assume that a form could be omitted or substituted?’. Omissibility in particular
suffers from the problematic character of the distinction between elision and deletion (virtually any
content can be dropped, if it is sufficiently accessible in discourse, especially in spoken,
conversational registers).

Any sound semasiologically-oriented account of sobie/se must therefore go beyond these two
criteria alone. Accepting that, each descriptive discussion of sobie/se eventually refers their readers to
verb class semantics and valency-dependent characteristics. The basic question driving these analyses
is the one of relation between sobie/se and the verb it attaches to.

Yet, such an approach is not free from analytic problems as well. Specifically, it may not
always be clear which verb sobie/se is subordinate to. In a scenario of verb underspecification or
ellipsis, there is no explicitly expressed verb that could be considered superordinate. In the opposite
situation, there might be multiple potential candidates. For instance, in (6.13), the 'light verb' wzig¢
'take', the lexical verb 'move away', as well as the combination of both — all (or none) could be

considered as the superordinate element of sobie.

(6.13)  (SPOKES, yawq, ‘DS500246.Rozmowa.na.temat.dzieci ’, utt. 92)
wez sobie to odsun
take.IMP.2SG REFL.DAT  thiS.ACC  move_away.IMP.2SG

‘Move it away’

Both scenarios — the underspecification and the ambiguous attachment — could be explored as

indicative of semantic independence of sobie/se.
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6.3 Sobie/se as an axionormative marker

6.3.1 Sobie/se as a benefactive and volitional marker

Given the choice of benefaction as the descriptive pivot of the present work, it is justified to first ask
about the kinds of benefactive functions sobie/se fulfils. An obvious derivative of the reflexive
function of sobie consists in the identity of the benefactor and the beneficiary. That is, from the
benefaction typology viewpoint, sobie/se is an autobenefactive marker. As later considerations will
show, this setup proves to be consequential for the functional interaction, especially with volitional

functions.

(6.14)  ‘classes only twice a week’ (IBOQ ‘Rozmowa miedzy znajomymi’, utt 1-8)
1 MALE21 rn90: co tam stychac?
2 FEMALE23 vPjJ: zajebiscie
3 FEMALE23 vPjl: fajnie sie studiuje nie mam dwa razy w tygodniu zajecia
4 FEMALE23 axak: wez w ogdle mnie nie denerwuj bo ja kurwa mam zajecia codziennie
5 FEMALE23 vPjl: co?
6 MALE21 m90: no nie mowcie ze nie macie fajnie bo ze sobie siedzicie kurcze 7 rana
tutaj w dzien roboczy
7 FEMALE23 vPjlJ: no wiasnie
8 FEMALE23 axak: bo dzisiaj ja juz miatam dzisiaj zajecia juz skonczylam

‘1 MALE21 rn90: How’s it going?

2 FEMALE23 vPjJ: [expletive: awesome].

3 FEMALE23 vPjJ: Studying goes nicely, I have classes twice a week.

4 FEMALE23 axak: Don’t get me started, I have classes [expletive] everyday.

5 FEMALE23 vPjJ: What?

6 MALE21 rm90: Don’t tell me you don’t have it nice, just sitting here on a weekday
morning.

7 FEMALE23 vPjJ:Yeah, exactly.

8 FEMALE23 axak: Cause, today, | have already had my classes, I’'m done’

ze sobie siedzicie kurcze z rana tutaj w  dzien roboczy
COMP  REFL.DAT Sit.NPAST.2PL PART from morning.GEN.SG here in day.ACC.SG work.M.ACC.SG

that you are just sitting here on a weekday morning

Example (6.14) illustrates a relatively straightforward benefactive use of sobie/se. In the presented
exchange, a group of university students discusses their timetables. FEMALE23 vPjJ has classes on

two weekdays only — while FEMALE23 axak expresses annoyance at having them every weekday.
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When FEMALE23 vPjJ seems not to follow the direction of the conversation (possibly due to
mishearing), MALE21 rn90 provides a clarification. He explicitly construes the then-present situation
as beneficial, proving the point of the generally beneficial character of having classes only twice a
week. This evaluation is explicitly accepted by the beneficiary herself. Staying with friends instead of
working is definitely pleasurable, ‘hedonistic-benefactive’, which is one of the appropriate contexts
of sobie. An important characteristic of the construed situation is the lack of external influence
(‘pressure’) on the beneficiaries, who left to act according to their own will. This last observation,
pointing to volitional factors, becomes much more prominent when dealing with examples whose

benefactive nature is less obvious:

(6.15)  (SPOKES, MARG6 ‘Rozmowa z mgzem’, utt. 9)

9 FEMALES]1 rnka: /...] troche im tam wiesz pomarudzita sobie jeszcze pewnie ze co to w
ogole za wejscie i wyjscie [...]
‘9 FEMALES1 rnka: [...] You know, she [the grandma] just had to grumble a bit on them,

‘what kind of going in and out is it?’

troche  im tam  wiesz pomarudzita sobie jeszcze pewnie ze [...]
alittle  3PL.DAT there know.NPST.2SG grumble(IPFV).PST.F.3SG REFL.DAT yet surely comP [...]

I guess, she [the grandma] just had to grumble a bit on them [direct speech segment]’

(6.16)  (SPOKES, Za77 ‘Rozmowa znajomych, utt. 337)

377 MALE25 Wjkl:[dzieci] i tak sobie znajda jakis antagonizm . albo czerwongq kredke

1 tak sobie znajdaq Jakis antagonizm . albo czerwonq kredke
anyway DAT.REFL find.NPST.3SG some.M.ACC.SG antagonism.ACC.SG or  red.F.ACC.SG crayon.ACC.SG

‘[Children] will always find an antagonism of some sort, or a red crayon [to fight over]’

In (6.15), pomarudzié¢ ‘to grumble’ implies a kind of relief, as the urge felt by the grandmother was
satisfied. Note that the verb features the prefix po- in a delimitative function (Smiech 1986: 18-28; cf.
Lazinski 2020) reinforce the perceived degree of satisfaction or even an autobenefactive character of
an action (cf. Section 2.4; Section 7.2; cf. Safarewiczowa 1961). In (6.16), volitionality is even more
prominent. It is only through a satisfied volitionality — children’s urge to enter conflicts with their
peers — that one could read it as benefactive.

An argument against full volitional interpretation of the presently discussed uses of sobie

comes from Zaron (2006: 413-414)*, who points to an example including sobie choruje ‘he (sobie) is

34 Zaron (2006) refers to sobie as “polyfunctional” (“polifunkcyjny wyrazek sobie”), focusing on the variation of contexts
in which the form can be found. Differently from the present work, however, the term is not related there to the idea of

‘expressing multiple functions at the same time’.
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sick’ and zdrowieje sobie ‘1 get better, recover form sickness (sobie)’. The author objects the
lexicographic account of sobie in Inny Stownik Jezyka Polskiego (Banko 2000), which points to an
“activity depending completely on the will of the person who performs it, typically bringing them

35 Health is indeed a domain outside the ‘absolute control’ of human will, which renders the

pleasure
this formulation problematic, if it is to be taken as categorical. At the same time, expressions akin to
sobie choruje can express humorous undertone, as Zaron (2006: 414) also notes. This humorous effect
may draw from the generally volitional character of sobie. ‘Being sick’ use also seems appropriate for
hinting a mild character of an illness, or some side-effect benefit (e.g. not having to go to work
because of the sick leave). Zaron (2006: 414) proposes explanation of her problematic cases in terms
of normalisation (‘it is something normal’ cf. Section 6.3.2.1) — which is viewed here as a
complementary, compatible perspective to volitionality and benefaction.

Bartnicka (1975: 110) notices entire group of verbs which do not govern dative, which are
used with sobie, but do not seem to yield a ‘commodal’ interpretation (i.e. a benefactive interpretation
following terminological choices of the present work, cf. Section 2.2). She provides examples such as
rozpamietywac sobie ‘to dwell on sth’, postanowié¢ sobie ‘to make a resolution’, wyolbrzymiaé sobie
‘to exaggerate’, bagatelizowac sobie ‘downplay sth’, szydzi¢ sobie ‘make fun of”, uroi¢ sobie ‘delude
oneself’. Bartnicka attributes (rather indeterminate) ‘expressive’ function to sobie in this kind of uses.
However, as argued above, through the analysis in ferms of satisfying an urge or need, one can indeed
see the volitional interpretation behind them.

Benefactive-prominent interpretations, however, may not be impossible. For example, as
emphasised through translation (szydzi¢ sobie ‘make fun of”), mockery can be also understood in
terms of advantageous affection of one event participant at the expense of another one. The
descriptive confusion may stem from the fact that these problematic ‘expressive’ uses simultaneously
express benefaction and malefaction.

Describing the facultative use of sobie, Lojasiewicz (1992) opts for two explanatory
hypotheses: First of them is that if the described events are adverse, and the user wishes to describe
them as such,they will not use sobie. The second adds that if an event is, in its nature, adverse, the use
of sobie informs the listener that the speaker does not view it as such. As for how exactly the speaker
views it, Lojasiewicz decides to describe it as ‘situational’, and as such beyond the proper meaning of
sobie. Lojasiewicz’s description also includes the characterisation of sobie in terms of na luzie
‘relaxed, chilled out’ as heuristic-keyword for the item.

Findings from this chapter are consistent in multiple points with Lojasiewicz’s proposal. This
includes the “no adversative use” hypothesis, the sobie can modify the ‘view’ imposed on situations,

and that it can be context-sensitive. Finally, ‘na luzie’ heuristic is in principle consistent with the

35 Translation mine.
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approach proposed in this work. The expression itself can be analysed as a complex concept,
encompassing lack of pressure, as well as comfortable, controllable and volitional circumstances.
Dabrowska (1997: 61) incorporates “ethic” sobie into her semantic analysis of the Polish
dative in terms of spheres of influence, where it “asserts that the nominative participant engages in an
action because he is in his own sphere of influence — i.e. because he does exactly what he wants to
do”. She proceeds to ask why that should receive special marking, if it is generally assumed that, by
default, agents are acting volitionally. Her analysis points to the sense of defied expectation and acting
on the whim, cf. (6.17). She also notes how with the non-volitional interpretations any purposive uses

are blocked, as in (cf. 6.18-6.19):

(6.17)  (Dabrowska 1997: 61)

Ojciec mu kazal  siedzie¢c w  domu i sie uczye,
father:NOM him:DAT toldto sit at home:LOoC and INTR to teach
a on sobie chodzi na  dyskoteki.

and he:NOM REFL:DAT goes on  discos:ACC

'

'His father told him to stay at home and study, so what does he do? - he goes to discos.

(6.18)  (Dabrowska 1997: 61)
Spiewam sobie, bo mam ochote.
I'sing REFL:DAT  because Ihave desire:ACC

'I'm singing because I feel like it/for my own pleasure.'

(6.19)  (Dabrowska 1997: 62)
*Spiewam  sobie, bo chce  uspic dziecko.
sing REFL:DAT because [want to lull tosleep baby:ACC

I sing for my own pleasure because I want to lull the baby to sleep.'

Rudzka-Ostyn (1992; 1996; 2000) describes ‘expressive’ sobie, recognising that some of its uses, such

as (6.20), may have a benefactive interpretation:
(6.20)  (Rudzka-Ostyn 1996: 376; ex. 67 ibid.)

Jedzq tam sobie i popijaja.

eat-they there self-D and drink-they

[

'"They are eating and drinking there (quietly; to their satisfaction).
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“Due to its form and what it typically denotes, the reflexive dative in (67)[ibid.]
allows the speaker to evoke the concept of an event participant. At the same time,
however, this concept becomes suppressed by the dative's adverbial function™°™,
the meaning that eventually comes to the fore can be paraphrased as 'to their own
contentment' or 'just, quietly'. As the central dative meanings code recipients of
beneficial effects, it is not surprising that extended uses of sobie should capitalize on
precisely this property, and that these uses should be especially appropriate with
verbs which denote various forms of gratification.”

(Rudzka-Ostyn 1996: 376-377)

Rudzka-Ostyn (1996) recognises benefactive potential of sobie/se, also noting the similarity ‘just,
quietly’, which fits the normative interpretation that I consider in Section 6.3.2 below. She stresses the
importance of analysis of sobie in the broader context of the concepts associated with the Polish
dative, and arguing that its diverse uses can be in fact viewed as motivated. She (1996: 381) proposes
a network-analysis of the expressive uses of sobie, connected to node that represents central variants
of sobie — “dative referent is action’s ENDPOINT/ ... RECIPIENT of object introduces into R’s

domain of control usually for R’s benefit”.

It seems uncontroversial to state that sobie/se displays a benefactive potential®’. Sobie/se, as an
autobenefactive marker, renders benefactive and volitional functions tightly intertwined. While
specific contexts may make one of them more profiled, choosing either one as the dominant semantic

content may not provide much descriptive value.
6.3.2  Sobie/se as normativity management device

6.3.2.1 Normalisation

Strolling around the neighbourhood, some long time after midnight may be evaluated differently —
including a very negative outlook, based on night as normal sleep time and all negative cultural
associations with night. In (6.21), a conversation on New Year’s Eve celebration, however, it does not
seem to be presented as extraordinary. This is further supported by the presence of tak ‘so, this way’

next to sobie, which seems to reinforce the normalisation of the situation in question.

(621)  “New Year’s Eve’ (SPOKES, luz bE, AW LUZ 44, 872-878)
872 FEMALE23 grd4A: i siedzielismy gltownie ogladalismy przelqczalismy wszystkie
Sylwestry chyba w telewizji

36 Sobie/se can be also compared here with the character of the Czech reflexive dative marker si, which, similarly, seems to

posses potential to express benefaction and “self-indulgent behaviour” (cf. Janda 1993: 97-107).
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873 FEMALE23 grdA: bylo zabawnie naprawde wszyscy czekali na Zenka Martyniuka ja
nie wiem nie wiem o co chodzi w ogole z Zenkiem Martyniukiem ale gdzies Spiewal na
Sylwestrze i wszyscy na niego czekali

874 FEMALE32 Ke9L: okay ja nie wiem ja sie nie znam

875 FEMALE23 grdA: nie wiem bo juz chyba nie chyba nie dalismy rady juz tego obejrzeé¢
bo wyszlismy jak wyszlismy o potnocy to nie wiem o ktorvej wrocilismy tak sobie chodzilismy
po osiedlu

876 FEMALE23 gr4A: to bylo w ogdle w Pabianicach wiec to sie wszyscy smiali Ze
pojechatam na Sylwestra do Pabianic ale fajnie byto

877 FEMALE32 Ke9L: aha

878 FEMALE32 Ke9L: czemu nie

‘872 FEMALE23 gr4A: and we were sitting, mostly watching, jumping between all the
New Year’s Eve shows on TV, I guess

873 FEMALE23 gr4A: It was funny, everybody was really waiting for Zenek Martyniuk, I
don’t really know what this thing with Zenek Martyniuk is all about, but he was singing
somewhere on a New Years Eve show and everybody was waiting for him.

874 FEMALE32 Ke9L: Okay, I don’t know, I’m not an expert.

875 FEMALE23 gr4A: I don’t know, because we didn’t make it to watch it, because, once
we went outside at midnight, I don’t know when we were back. We were (sobie) walking
around the neighbourhood.

876 FEMALE23 gr4A: Generally, it was in Pabianice, so everybody was laughing at me for
going on a New Years Eve Party to Pabianice, but it was nice.

877 FEMALE32 Ke9L: okay

878 FEMALE32 Ke9L: why not’

tak  sobie chodzilismy po osiedlu
so  DAT.REFL  walk(IPFV).PST.M_PERS.IPL around neighbourhood.LOC.SG

We were just walking around the neighbourhood

Such characterisations are consistent with observations in Danielewiczowa (2015: 337), specifying
that the constructions with sobie of this type entail a sequence of events that is to be interpreted as
something natural. She views them as easily collocating with adverbs such as spokojnie ‘calmly,
peacefully, easily’, swobodnie ‘freely’, bez przeszkod ‘without obstacles’.

For contrast, it is possible to consider another time-oriented segment, where sobie/se has not

been used:
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(6.22)

‘Experienced hotel guest’ (SPOKES, 8ngx ‘Rozmowa ze statym klientem hotelowym’, 46-50), cf. Wyroslak
(2022: 92)

46 MALE44 PIJr8: ktora ? a potnoc dopiero

47 MALE23 QOB8N: dopiero ?

48 MALE44 PIr8: ja to ostatnio tu siedziatem do piqtej rano no nie ?

49 MALE44 PIr8: a ksiezniczka mi zalatwita pokoj a nikt mi nie przekazal .

50 MALE44 PIr8: Ze mam pokoj

‘46 MALE44 PJr8: What hour? Oh, it’s only midnight

47 MALE23 QOS8N: Only?

48 MALE44 PJr8: Lately, I have stayed here till SAM, right?

49 MALE44 PJr8: And the princess got a room for me, but nobody told me
50 MALE44 PJr8: That I had a room [booked]’

ja to ostatnio tu  siedziatem do piqtej rano no nie ?
ISGNOM  PART lately here sit(IPFV).PST.M.1SG to fifth.F.GEN.SG morning PART

Lately, I had stayed here till SAM, right?

MALE44 PJr8 describes a situation in which he mistakenly assumed that he has no accommodation,

forcing him to stay at the venue in which the conversation takes place. The situation is non-

benefactive and involuntary, which is also why the speaker might not need to construe it as normal or

socially acceptable. Contrarily, it serves as a contrastive reference point to justify the assessment of

midnight as an early hour.

Further evidence for normativity managing function of sobie/se come from ‘embarrassing

confession’ in which speakers share a private situation or personal habit, putting themselves at risk of

exposing a deviation from normativity (e.g. because certain topic is rarely discussed or is related to a

linguistic taboo):

(6.23)

(SPOKES, 1095 ‘cyfra’, utt. 128)
128 MALE38 OOMb: a jeszcze teraz chciatbym jakis parawan bo wanne jednak

zamontowalem wiesz bo co tu ukrywac czasami lubie sobie tak . sig zanurzyé

‘128 MALE38 OO0Mb: and now I need a curtain, cause I have installed a bathtub after all.

You know, honest1ly, | sometimes like to just... dive in’
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co tu  ukrywa¢ czasami lubie sobie tak . sie zanurzy¢
what.ACC here hide.INF sometimes  like.NPST.ISG REFL.DAT so . REFL immerse.INF

honestly, I sometimes like to just... dive in

(6.24)  (SPOKES, KLGZ ‘Rozmowy migdzy przyjaciétmi’, utt. 820)
820 MALE24 yy4d: to ja lubig sobie pochodzic¢ po almie po klasie i pusci¢ im baka odejsc i
potem sie zastanawiajq <voice value="smiech”> ktore jebnelo bgka <voice

value="smiech”> bo przeciez nie nauczyciel .

‘820 MALE24 yy4d: Personally, I like (sobie) to walk around Alma... around the
classroom and fart, then walk away — and they later think <voice value="laughter”> who

farted <voice value="$§miech”> cause it couldn’t have been the teacher.’

In (6.23), the speaker describes the progress with the construction of his bathroom, explaining its
importance. One of the reasons given is that he simply enjoys spending time in the bathtub. By saying
so, he discloses a situation experienced privately. Similarly, for comedic purposes, MALE24 yy4d
shares a practice placed well within linguistic taboo. Noticeably, both segments are introduced with
benefactive-volitional [/ubi¢ + Vi © like to’. Used with sobie, the construction displays signs of
becoming a fixed chunk lubi¢ sobie — e.g. a hesitation present in (6.24), cf. also the collocational

analysis in 7.1).

A straightforward test for the main idea proposed here — that sobie/se-marked clauses imply a
normative reading — is to search for sobie/se used in verbal contexts impossible to read as implying
positive normative evaluation. A good example is zabijaé/zabi¢ ‘to kill(IPFV/PFV)’, with universal
negative axionormative evaluation. A prediction might be that zabija¢ sobie can never be felicitously
used, even in morally justifiable contexts such as self-protection. However, as (6.25) and (6.26) prove,

such instances do appear — providing further insight into the function of sobie/se:

(6.25)  ‘Professions for in-game characters’(SPOKES, QJI1 ‘Lan party’, utt, 12-15)

12 MALE23 2rPw: taki jak jest vanguard w innych grach tylna straz ?

13 MALE25 5bzV: no mniej wiecej

14 MALE23 2rPw: a podstawowy jest medyk albo inzynier ?

15 MALE25 5bzV: medyk no inzynier jest do robienia questow medyk jest taki soldier bo
kazdy nim gra jak chce graé jak chce sobie zabijaé i robi¢ fragi to kazdy gra medykiem bo

sie nim leczy co chwila .
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‘12 MALE23 2rPw: Is it like ‘vanguard’ in other games, rearguard ?

13 MALE25 5bzV: Yeah, more or less

14 MALE23 2rPw: And the basic one is the medic or the engineer ?

15 MALE25 5bzV: Medic... well, Engineer is for doing quests, Medic is like a Soldier cause
everybody plays him when they want to play, want to just kill and frag. Then, everybody

plays a medic and heal themselves all the time’

kazdy nim gra jak  chce sobie zabijaé
everybody 3SG.M.INS.SG play(IPFV).NPST.3SG as  want.NPST.3SG DAT.REFL Kkill.INF

‘Everyone plays him[= this in-game profession], if they just feel like killing’

(6.26)  ‘Carnivorous monkeys’ (190m, ‘lodéwka’, utt 89), cf. Wyroslak (2022: 85-86)

89 MALE34 04GP: [...] przeciez od do tej pory sq odmiany malp ktorve sq drapieznikami . i
se kogos one jedzq warzywa jak najbardziej i owoce ale se od czasu do czasu kogos zabijajq

i sobie miesko

‘89 MALE34 04GP: [...] but up until now there are species of monkeys who are predators,
and they’ll (se) eat somebody, sure — fruits and vegetables as well, but they’ll (se) kill

somebody every now and then and they’ll [verb unspecified] (sobie) meat’

(6.25) is a fragment of conversation about mechanics of a video game, dedicated to professions that a
player may choose for their in-game character. In games, killing need not be negatively sanctioned —
contrarily, it can be commonplace or even form a core part of virtual experience. Therefore, the
normative interpretation of sobie/se is not invalidated by such instances. Similarly, in (6.26) the
speaker argues that carnivorism is a natural phenomenon, and so there are species of monkey who
would kill someone for meat as an ordinary act.

Normalisation as a function of sobie is also discussed by Zaron (2006: 414) in the context of
choruje sobie ‘I just pass some time being sick’ (be.ill[IPFV].NPST.1SG DAT.REFL), and pocierpie sobie
‘I’11 just suffer for a little bit’ (suffer[ PFV].NPST.1SG DAT.REFL). She explains the two last expressions,
closely resembling pomarudzi¢ sobie ‘grumble a bit’ from (6.15), as indicative of normalisation of the

situation and characterised by a humorous undertone (cf. Section 6.3.1)

The normalising effect of sobie/se seems robust. In fact, even examples in which real-life harm is
done by a human are possible -as long as the agent operates outside general norms, e.g. due to their
psychological state or moral corruption. In these cases, sobie/se brings perspectivisation: a situation

is not construed as normal — but as ‘normal in somebody else’s view’. sobie/se lends itself easily to
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perspectivised use, in which a speaker recognises the autobenefactive, voluntary perspective of the
non-1st-person agent. At the same time, they can unambiguously retain one’s own stance and
axionormative view.

In (6.27), FEMALE24 pw9J] complains about the doctor whom she believes to financially
exploit her patients. Here, sobie is used in the very clause in which the explicit accusation is posed,

but the contrast of perspectives is clear.

(6.27)  (SPOKES, kMr8 ‘DS500227.Rozmowa.przy.naprawianiu.komputera’, utt 685), cf. Wyroslak (2022: 85-86)
685 FEMALE24 pw9J: [...] ale babka chciala sobie po prostu wyltudzi¢ kase nie

ale  babka chciala sobie po prostu  wyludzi¢  kase nie
but woman.DIM.NOM.SG want.PST.F.3SG DAT.REFL  simply extort.INF  money.ACC.SG ~ no

‘But that woman simply wanted (sobie) to extort money [from me], didn’t she?’

Although wyludzi¢ ‘extort’ may allow the interpretation of sobie as a recipient-beneficiary ‘take
money for oneself’, the normativity-managing function of sobie could be perhaps proposed as
coexisting with it in a polyfunctional manner (cf. Section 3.1.2). In this latter interpretation both sobie
and po prostu ‘simply’ may refer to the doctor’s corrupted mindset or assumed pervasiveness of

patient-exploitation practices in private healthcare — but clearly not to the speaker’s view.

6.3.2.2 Ordinariness and obviousness

Normativity as related to socially acceptable behaviour and moral evaluation of sentient agents is not
the only shade of normativity relevant to sobie/se. Normative assessments focusing on plain
ordinariness and expectedness of situations are an equally rich domain of its use. (6.28) illustrates
sobie with an inanimate subject, grass turf rolls which can be just left on the ground without the need

to roll them back for winter.

(6.28)  ‘durable grass turf roll’ (SPOKES, xd2w ‘O oknach’, utt. 22-23), cf. Wyroslak (2022: 82-83)

22 FEMALE30_gakk: te trawy sq fajne sq nie trzeba jej generalnie nawet zwijac¢ na zime
chyba tez
23 FEMALE30 gakk: mogq sobie leze¢ caly czas

22 FEMALE30 gakk: these grass rolls are nice, you don’t even need to roll them back for

winter, also, I guess

23 FEMALE30_gakk: they can (sobie) lie on the ground all the time’
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mogq sobie leze¢ caly czas
can.NPST.3PL DAT.REFL lie(IPFV).INF all.M.ACC.SG time.ACC.SG

‘they can just lie on the ground all the time’

At the first sight benefaction seems not to be foregrounded with such ‘ordinariness/expectedness’ uses
of sobie/se. In this vein, Danielewiczowa (2015) uses sobie with inanimate subjects as an evidence
agaist the benefactive interpretation of sobie/se. The present account, however, does not seek to place
benefaction as its universally dominating semantic feature — rather as an important ingredient or a
revealing perspective. Perhaps even in such context, adopting the perspective of benefaction may be
possible — e.g. given the association of ordinariness and expectedness with safety, ease of operation or
lack of adversities. Metaphor-theoretical analysis could be applied to sobie/se with inanimate subjects,
interpreting them in terms of personalisation and volitionality projections. Yet more interestingly,
(6.28) could be analysed in terms of a ‘distributed’ benefaction, since the subject — beneficially for
itself — avoids decay to the benefit of its owner.

In contexts such as (6.28) sobie resembles markers such as po prostu ‘simply’, normalnie
‘normally’. They express the functions of ordinariness, obviousness, and information backgrounding,
all of which can be interpreted as normative. Similarly, ‘ordinariness’ may be proposed as a
motivation for the fixed expressions tak/taki sobie ‘s0-so, nothing special (ADV/ADJ)’

A useful characterisation of those functions consists in the idea of ‘scale lowering’. In the
course of his contrastive analysis of English / mean and just saying, Kiesling (2020: 9) refers to the
use of the latter that “derives largely from the meaning of just, which moves an entity lower on some
pragmatic scale”. (6.29) presents his example directly involving an evaluation of quantity. Due to the
contribution of just, “10” as a number of eaten cookies is evaluated as a low number, regardless of the

evaluations made by other speech act participants and members of a given community.

(629)  (Kiesling 2020)

- Wow, you ate a lot of cookies!

- No, 1 just ate 10.

Just in such examples does not influence the propositional meaning and the analysis in truth-
conditional terms. However, markers such as po prostu, just and, as argued here, sobie/se may

radically change the communicative ends to which an utterance may be used.

37 Cf. also description in Rudzka-Ostyn (cf. 1996: 377-378). who refers to sobie as a “marker of mediocrity”. She proposes
that in such uses “the exact value of the manner expressed derives from the concept of domain of control and the

constrictive effects associated with its boundaries.”.
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6.3.2.3 Generic events

An interesting domain of sobie/se uses, related to the normative-ordinary interpretations, consists in
the expression of generic events, situational scenarios applicable to entire classes of actors. These
scenarios are to a varying degree spatio-temporally underspecified, and typically can be reformulated
into a hypothetical form — ‘if a member of the class of subjects finds themselves under the given
circumstances, then the situation X follows or is highly likely to follow’. Examples (6.30-6.32)

represent three sobie/se uses occuring in what can be classified as generic events, each employing a

different encoding strategy:

(6.30)

(6.31)

‘Taking fast lane’ (SPOKES, pbgw ‘O filmach i wypadkach’, utt. 234); Class of actors: vehicle drivers

234 FEMALE44 e4oo0: no ale jest ten pas jakby przestrzegali tego ze to na ten pas a na tym
tak a na tym tak no to by sie nie niecierpliwili nie? tylko jedziesz sobie tym pasem i

odczepcie si¢ ode mnie

‘234 FEMALE44 e4oo0: but, there is this [fast] lane, and if they stuck to the rule that [...]
[you drive in a certain manner on that fast lane and in the other manner on that other lane]
they all wouldn't get impatient, right? you just go (sobie) through that [fast] lane and [say]
‘get off my way’ [to the rest]’

‘Software use manual (SPOKES, 7kex ‘Szkolenie’, utt. 651-652); Class of actors: application users

MALE39 e4xQ: robimy sobie zapisz tu jest do zaplaty 45 i teraz przechodzi nam dokiadnie
do tego ekranu ktory byl wczesniej z fakturami

MALE39 e4xQ: ehm mamy sobie firme jezeli zdarzylo sie zZe zle wpisaliscie dane jakiejs
tam nie wiem zamiast obywatelskich obywatelskiej bylo to mozna sobie klikngé trzy

kropeczki i wejs¢ w tym momencie czekajcie

‘MALE39 e4xQ: We click (sobie) ‘save’, we’ve got 45 to pay, and now it takes us directily
to the window where we had invoice display previously

MALE39 e4xQ: erm, so we have (sobie) a company and, if it ever happened to you to
write in some incorrect data — like, I don’t know, put ‘obywatelskiej’ instead of
‘obywatelskich’ — it is possible (sobie) to click on the three-dots icon and then enter, wait a

moment’
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(6.32)  ‘Scattered empty bottles’ (SPOKES, ELyl ‘Rozmowy rodzinne’, utt. 251-252); Class of actors: visitor of the

location

251 FEMALE49 74w6: ciekawe kto tam chodzi z flachami
252 MALES1_qGwN: ojej kto chodzi . stanie sobie kto tu o kolo kucyka i se pierdolnie

flaszke

‘FEMALE49 74w6: I wonder who’s walking around over there with these bottles of vodka
MALES1 _gqGwN: Oh come on, ‘who walking around?’. Somebody stops (sobie) here, next
to a pony and [expletive] downs (se) a bottle [or: throws (se) bottle away; and that’s how

the bottles get here]’

In (6.30), FEMALE44 e4o0 discusses the idea of additional fast lanes as an effective solution for
traffic organisation. The ultimate segment presents the hypothetical scenario-result “you go (sobie)
through that lane and [say] get off my way”. Obviously, the overt addressee of the second person is
included in the hypothetical scenario, but it holds true for any traffic participants. Notably, at the same
time, benefactive-voluntary interpretation is projected on that generic participant (who enjoys a free
uninterrupted ride).

In (6.31), where MALE39 e4xQ teaches how to use a piece of software for management and
accounting tasks, employing a first-person encoding strategy. Last but not least, a third-person use is
illustrated in (6.32). FEMALE49 74w6 expresses surprise at the empty bottles scattered around the
area. In response, MALES1 qGwN presents a plausible scenario explaining the littering, thereby
rejecting the extraordinary character of the situation. Sobie/se is used consistently in both clauses
delineating the generic situation. The different strategies may be useful for expressing different kinds
of normative satements, and different attitudes of the speaker towards these norms. For instance, the
third person seems particularly suited for expressing norms from which the speaker distance
themselves — ‘It is not unusual, people behave like this — but I’'m not saying I behave like this’.

The examples illustrate why sobie/se may be so felicitously used in generic events: because
they capture expected and ‘normal’ outcomes of the hypothetical scenarios in which, at least in some

cases, autobenefaction can be projected on the generic participants.

6.3.2.4 Situation-backgrounding and narrative use

As reinforcing the ordinary and expected character of the situation, sobie/se can be viewed as a
backgrounding device. This quality is useful in building a general situational description preceding the
new and original development in larger stretches of discourse. This is in particular relevant to
narrative segments, in which the contrast between the expected and the unexpected may be seen as the

defining feature (Ochs and Capps 1996:26-27). Sobie/se-marked clauses can “set the stage” for the
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events of interest — serving as discourse-level information flow device. From the structurally-oriented
narrative-analytic perspective (cf. De Fina and Johnstone 2015, Labov and Waletzky 1997), these uses
of sobie/se naturally occur in the orientation part of a narrative. Perhaps, the clearest illustration of
that is the traditional fairy-tale opening formula Dawno, dawno temu, byi(a) sobie... ‘Long, long time

there was sobie...’. Yet, uses outside such formulae can be easily found, as demonstarted by (6.33):

(6.33) ‘A sudden call’ (SPOKES, ‘Rozmowa telefonicznal’, RmRg, utt. 18-24), cf. Wyroslak (2022: 83-85)
18 FEMALE33 KkLI8: no i co a wiesz co sie wydarzylo? to znaczy nie no wszystko jest w
porzqdku poniekad
19 MALE28 MOI6: no to znaczy
20 FEMALE33 kLI8: siedze sobie stabo cie stysze cos sie dzieje?

21 MALE28 MOI6: nie nie nie nie

22 FEMALE33 kLI8: siedze sobie w bule wiesz tutaj cos dziobie

23 MALE28 MOl6: no

24 FEMALE33 KLIS: telefon godzina dwunasta trzydziesci pie¢ pani Ela pani Beatko no

gdzie pani jest czekamy na paniq

‘18 FEMALE33 kLI8: And you know what happened? I mean,in general, everythng is fine
19 MALE28 MO016: What do you mean?
20 FEMALE33 KkLI8: I am sitting (sobie)... I can’t hear you well, is something going on?

21 MALE28 MO0I6: no, no

22 FEMALE33 kLI8: I am sitting (sobie) in the university library, you know, working on
something

23 MALE28 MO0I6: yeah

24 FEMALE33 kLI8: 12:35 p.m., a phone call from Ela, ‘Beatka, where are you? We’re

waiting for you here’

Example (6.33) presents a fragment of short narrative built on a contrast of an extended, peaceful,
ordinary situation — and a sudden, unexpected event. siedze sobie “I’m just sitting” sets a stage for the
call informing the narrator that she should have already been present at a different place. sobie marks
the expected, tranquil and peaceful situation contrasted with the complicating event.

The ‘narrative’ uses may be viewed as corresponding to an account of sobie in
Danielewiczowa (2015). She analyses sobie, as found in the uses that I focus on in this chapter, in
relation to “an open sequence of homogenous events” (specifically, she defines their function as

“segmental exponent of an operational unit that refers to an open sequence of homogenous events e
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which are proper to a given object a at a period of time t;...t,”**, cf. ibid., p. 431, for the details of the
formalisation). That definition addresses the aspectual and actional properties of the constructions
with sobie — including the restrictions on the uses with perfective verbs: “an event epressed through a
perfective form associated by sobie, just as is the case with the imperfective forms, needs to be
embedded in a continuum of other events, activities and states, favourable for the emergence of
certain expected states of affairs, or at least not in conflict with it”** (Danielewiczowa 2015: 433).
Among the illustrations provided for this point one can find (6.34) and the paired examples

(6.35-6.36) below. Danielewiczowa considers (6.34) incorrect, “unless humorous or ironic”, on the

9940

grounds of the situation not leading to any “natural consequences”* — even if the verb is imperfective

(cf. Section 6.3.1 for the discussion of this kind of use). She similarly explains the difference between

(6.35) and (6.36), where she attributes oddness only to the former.

(6.34)  (Adapted from Danielewiczowa 2015: 333; ex. 44 ibid.)
*Kucharz przypala sobie kotlety
cook.NOM.SG burn(IPFV).NPST.3SG REFL.DAT cutlet. ACC.PL

‘The cook is burning (sobie) cutlets’

(6.35)  (Adapted from Danielewiczowa 2015: 333; ex. 43 ibid.)
Poczut zapach ulatniajqcego sie gazu,
wiec  poszedt do  kuchni i *zakrecit sobie kurek
CONJ  go(PFV).PST.M.3SG to  kitchen.GEN.SG CONJ turn off.PST.M.3SG REFL.DAT  tap.ACC.SG

‘He felt a smell of flowing gas, so he went to a kitchen and turned off (sobie) the tap’

(6.36)  (Adapted from Danielewiczowa 2015: 334; ex. 45 ibid)
Postanowit zbadac swoje reakcje, wiec wszedt do kuchni, zamknal okno,
odkrecit sobie kurek od gazu i czekat
turn_on(PFV).PST.M.3SG  DAT.REFL tap.ACC.SG from gas.GEN.SG CONJ wait(IPFV).PST.M.3SG

‘He decided to check his own reactions, so he entered the kitchen, closed the window, turned on the gas and

waited’

38 It is the type “d).” in her four-way classification of the functions of sobie. The other three are: " a) a part of a larger
lexical unit [...], b) a form of a reflexive pronoun, or c¢) a component of reciprocal construction" (Danielewiczowa

2015: 341).
39 Translation mine.

40 Translation mine.
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The oddness of (6.34) and (6.36) seem consistent with the situation-backgrounding interpretation of
sobie/se, in that the absence of a foregrounded element may render a use of sobie infelicitous. Also,

these examples fit the description of sobie/se in terms of a normativity management device.

6.3.2.5 Axionormative functions of sobie/se in interaction

The semantic affordances of sobie/se can be employed in intersubjective tasks in which the actor
needs to downplay an effort needed to engage in an activity. (6.37) presents a directive, a father-to-
daughter request, in which sobie directly accompanies the imperative. The beneficial character of the
action and the affectionate register are in line with the outlined semantic characteristics of sobie.
Lojasiewicz (1992) classifies this type of imperative use in terms of ‘kind encouragement’/ ‘kind
concession’ (pol. zyczliwa zacheta, zyczliwe przyzwolenie). The emergent meaning is explained in
terms of a moderating effect that sobie brings with its necessarily hedonistic-benefactive semantics (in

line with her na luzie ‘keyword’ interpretation of ethical sobie, cf Section 6.3.1).

(6.37)  (SPOKES, x52X, ‘na urodzinach’, utt. 131)

131 MALE39 Grqy: teraz sobie Kicia usiqd? tutaj przy chrzestnej na troche poki jeszcze
Jest pare zdjec¢ zebys pamietata jak chrzestna wyglada siadaj

131 MALE39 Grqy: ‘Now, Honey, please sit (sobie) here by your godmother for a moment,
while we can still take a couple of photos, so that you’ll remember what your godmother
looks like.’

teraz  sobie Kicia usiqdz tutaj przy  chrzestnej

now REFL.DAT kitten.NOM.SG sit.IMP.2SG here by godmother.LOC.SG

Now, Honey, please sit by your godmother

As represented in (6.38), some uses of sobie with the imperative do not imply kindness, but rather
yield confrontational interpretation. Here, it expresses a ‘go away’ command (given by a pet owner to
her pet).
(6.38)  (SPOKES, 050v, ‘Rozmowy o samochodach, studiach, planach na przysztos¢ i o psie.’, part of utt. 61)

[...] wstydu mi narobites dzisiaj . idZz sobie

shame.GEN.SG 1SG.DAT do(PFV).PST.M.3SG today . go(IPFV).IMP.2SG REFL.DAT

[...]. You’ve embarassed me today! Just go away!

Perhaps, their explanation could refer to the intersubjective volitionality projections — ‘wanting sb to

want to go’ (akin to ‘kind encouragement’ logic) as well as self-determination ‘go wherever you want
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to’. Yet differently, they may be linked to scale-lowering properties of sobie ‘just go [does not matter
where]’.

Related kind of use are “I don’t care, do whatever you want” constructions. Their examples
include idZ sobie, gdzie chcesz ‘go (sobie), wherever you want’, gadaj sobie, ile chcesz ‘talk as much
as you want’ (cf. Lojasiewicz 1992: 516). Dabrowska (1997:63) explains this kind of use in terms of
‘acknowledgment of the addressee’s self-determination, and possibly also lack of empathy with the
addressee’. A compatible analysis is given by Lojasiewicz (1992: 512-517). Janic (2023), in her
overview of reflexive constructions in Polish, uses the example of jak sobie chcesz ‘as you want’ to
demonstrate optional, colloqiual uses of sobie. In the context of such use she describes it as “add[ing]
a nuance of casualness, volitionality, subjectivity, aimlessness, perverseness, or even disregard” (Janic
2023: 307). She provides a minimally different example which omits sobie, jak chcesz ‘as you want’,
noting that this omission “makes the register less informal” (ibid.).

In the “do whatever you want” uses, the speaker seems to adopt a negative stance towards the
addressee's self-determined behaviour, sarcastically appraising it. At the same time, addressee is
construed as acting according to their own will and to their own perceived benefit. Thereby, the ‘do
whatever you want’ constructions align with all benefaction, volitionality and normativity, even if the
latter is evoked for the sarcastic effect.

The above examples focus on the imperative uses, but the interactional functions of sobie are
not limited to them. For instance, in (6.39), MALE24 JO71 seem to use the scale-lowering potential of
sobie/se to present himself as not requiring help from his interlocutor. MALE24 J071 describes the
route which he is going to take to the destination point. MALE25 OOnY offers to check the timetable
for public transport lines for him, which is originally declined by MALE24 JO71. The latter does not

want to overburden his colleague and frames the situation as trivial.

(6.39)  (SPOKES, PEyV ‘Rozmowa ze znajomym’, utt. 248-251), cf. Wyroslak (2022: 81)
248 MALE24 J071: i sie przesiqde albo dojde sobie pieszo bo siodemkq to z tego z
Kilinskiego sobie moge dojs¢ przecie?
249 MALE25 _OO0nY: to sprawdzi¢ ci siodemke o ktorej masz ?
250 MALE24 J071: dobra to jakos sobie wyjde
251 MALE25 OO0nY: doba no to wez niedziela jest zobaczymy jak jezdzq

248 MALE24 J071: so I’ll change or I’ll go (sobie) on foot, (be)cause when taking line 7,
from Kilinskiego, I can just get there (sobie) on foot, can’t 1?

249 MALE25 OO0nY: should I check the line 7 timetable for you?

250 MALE24 J071: it’s fine, I'll leave (sobie) about now

251 MALE25_OO0nY: It’s fine, look, it’s sunday, let’s see what time they leave’
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Sobie is used three times in a way that is compatible with the obligation-mitigating interpretation. The

planned commute seems to be a project that is bound to be easy and ordinary.
6.4 Interim summary

The present chapter focused on the non-recipient uses of the dative reflexive pronoun sobie/se. The
form was demonstrated to express benefaction also in those uses. At the same time, referring to the
data from SPOKES corpora and the existing descriptions I attempted to demonstrate that reducing the
description of sobie/se to benefaction or any other single function may be inadequate.

Instead, a polyfunctional analysis of the item can be proposed. Specifically, I argue that many
uses of sobie/se can be analysed from the perspective of benefaction, volitionality and normativity
management. These functions may appear differently relevant across the instances, but the present
account proposes that this doesn’t create the need to erase the less profiled functions from the
description. At the same time, each of these functions — benefaction, volitionality and normativity
management — may display variation. This was demonstrated, in particular, with respect to the
normativity-managing perspective through Sections 6.3.2.1-6.3.2. The outlined descriptive apparatus

for the analysis of sobie/se will be elaborated and tested in the following chapter.
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7  Exploring the functional interplay of sobie/se at a
low level of generalisation

The following sections present three small-scale studies, aimed at refining the analyses presented
above. Through them I will analyse how the polyfunctional marker sobie/se display complex
association patterns with formal and functional patterns at lower levels of generalisation.

To begin with, two basic collocational analyses will be presented, both based on the data
from PELCRA and CLARIN components of SPOKES. The first one, in Section 7.1, looks at the
association between sobie/se and selected benefaction, volitionality and normativity markers. While
the relevance and the interdependence of the three functional domains has already been demonstrated,
the question remains about the kinds of benefaction, volitionality and normativity that sobie/se
gravitate towards. The associations between sobie/se and specific lexical items will be presented as
instrumental in exploring the answers. In particular, the use of sobie/se will be argued to involve a
kind of ‘benign’ or ‘inclusive’ normativity. In this kind of normative stance, both occurrence and non-
occurrence of a (beneficial, desirable) situation constitutes a part of the norm.

The second collocation-analytic study (Section 7.2) looks at selected intransitive verbs of
motion and posture, and, specifically, at the overall share of their uses with sobie/se. Intransitive verbs
of motion and posture can be characterised as particularly useful for the present research in that they
limit the possibility of interpreting sobie/se as ‘plain’ recipient-beneficiaries. As such, these verbs help
investigating non-recipient functions of sobie/se, including benefaction, volition and normativity.
Furthermore, compatibility with delimitative verbs and verbs of non-directional motion will be
presented, supporting the assumption of the benefactive and volitional character of sobie/se.

Finally, Section 7.3 discusses a profile-based study of sobie/se vs. zero marking with the verb
siedzie¢ ‘to sit’, based on results from Wyroslak (2022). The study explores the association between
multiple semantico-pragmatic variables and the use or avoidance of sobie/se in a highly controlled
environment. The results are consistent with the association between sobie/se and the narrative
(backgrounding) functions. On the other hand, the findings do not provide the support for the special
association of sobie/se and the expression of generic events (despite the fact that such use is, in

general, possible, cf. Section 6.3.2.3).
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7.1  Sobie/se and benefaction, volitionality and normativity markers

Each utterance*' containing sobie/se was automatically annotated for the presence/absence of a
number of selected forms, posited to be benefaction, volitionality and normativity markers. In order to
compute association strength measures, contingency data was collected for each marker, based on

PELCRA and CLARIN subsections of SPOKES:

* The overall frequency of the utterances containing these markers and sobie/se (“sobie/se AND
marker”)

* The overall frequency of the utterances containing sobie/se and not containing the marker
(“sobie/se AND NOT marker”)

* The overall frequency of the utterances not containing sobie/se, but containing the marker
(“NOT sobie/se AND marker”)

* The frequency of all remaining utterances (“NOT sobie/se AND NOT marker”)

The analysis looks at the co-occurrence within the scope of an entire single utterance — which, as a
SPOKES segmentation unit, may contain several clausal units. As a consequence, sobie/se and the
given marker need not be used together to construe a single situation to be counted in. This approach,
dictated by the character of the work with raw, online-access corpus, undoubtedly is a limitation.
However, the utterance-level association and the clause-level association may be expected to correlate
— and, crucially, all markers are treated in the uniform way and analysed using multiple measures.

The analysed markers are as follows:

* na spokojnie ‘taking one’s time, without haste’
*  woleé ‘to prefer’

*  bez problemu ‘no bother’

*  generalnie ‘generally’

* mdc ‘can’ (together with moze ‘maybe’)

* mozna ‘[it is] possible, allowed [to]’

*  po prostu ‘simply, just’

*  na luzie ‘no bother, in a laid-back manner’

*  chcie¢ ‘to want’

*  oczywiscie ‘obviously’

41 The term utterance is used here in the technical sense and refers to the discourse segmentation unit segment

in SPOKES Corpus (cf. Section 6.1.1).
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* wystarczy ‘[it is] enough [to], just’
* normalnie ‘normally, casually’

*  tlko ‘only’

* trzeba ‘[it is] necessary [to]’

*  wiasnie ‘actually, just’

*  o0golnie ‘on the whole’

*  przeciez ‘is it not known that’

* [lubic ‘to like’

* warto [it is] worthwhile, recommendable [to]’

The included markers, selected following a qualitative overview of the data, are diverse in formal
terms. wole¢ ‘prefer’, lubi¢ ‘like’, moc ‘can’, chcie¢ ‘want’ are fully inflected verbs (and the scores
were computed jointly for all the inflectional forms), unlike predicatives warto ‘[it is] worthwhile,
recommendable’, mozna ‘[it is] possible, allowed’ and trzeba ‘[it is] necessary’, and a similarly used
form wystarczy ‘[it is] enough(PFV).NPST.3SG’. Predicatives and the modal mdc take solely infinitival
complements, contrary to the verbs of preference, which accept nominal objects as well. The
remaining items are uninflected particles, relatively flexible in terms of position within the clausal
unit — all the items are listed in Tables 7.1-7.2 below, together with association scores.

As already stated, the items were selected on the basis of their expression of benefaction,
volitionality and normativity. To briefly introduce them, we will focus on the aspects of the last of
these functions.

Normativity may be tautologically expressed with normalnie ‘normally, casually’:

(7.1) ‘Tiger getting along with a dog’ (41WE, ‘Plotki kolezanek’, utt. 2574)

2574 FEMALE23 WjNKk: i ten pies normalnie i ten ten ten tygrysek urost to on poznawat

tego psa i on mu nic nie robit on mogt tak sobie normalnie wiesz

‘2574 FEMALE23 WjNk: and this dog casually ... and, when this little tiger grew up, he

recognised that dog, and did no harm to him, and he could just (sobie) casually, you know...’

A scenario in which a dog and a tiger are growing up together is not a normative one. Rather, (7.1)
demonstrates a ‘perspecitivised’ normativity, in which both animals behave as they would under the
normal circumstances, in casual, ordinary manner. In that, normalnie is paradoxically driving
attention to an surprising, abnormal situation.

Po prostu ‘simply’, oczywiscie ’obviously’ point to the assumed ease with which certain

semantic content can be accepted. Above that, po prostu, as well as tylko ‘only’ and wystarczy [it is
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enough]’ could be viewed as profiling scale-lowering senses (Kiesling 2020, Section 6.3.2; cf.

examples 7.11 for uses of oczywiscie; examples 6.30, 7.7 for tylko).

Przeciez functions as a pivot of a discourse-level argumentative construction. Specifically, it

marks a statement as opposed to certain semantic content available in discourse — and, simultaneously,

as grounded in the addressee’s experience and knowledge (‘but you know/accept that already’). Here,

the evidential component renders the polar and normative functions more prominent (cf. the notion of

argumentativity, as in Verhagen 2008). In (7.2), earlier discussed as a part of (6.39), przeciez

reinforces the opposition between the initial idea ‘change to another tram line’ and the following idea

of going on foot. Through its evidential character, the marker references the shared knowledge of the

city and most efficient ways of travelling through it:

(7.2)

‘Don’t bother, I can get there’[fragment] (PEyV, ‘Rozmowa ze znajomym’, utt. 248), cf. Wyro$lak (2022: 81)

248 MALE24 JO71: i si¢ przesiqde albo dojde sobie pieszo bo siodemkq to z tego z

Kilinskiego sobie moge dojs¢ przecie?;

248 MALE24 J071: so I’ll change or I’ll go sobie on foot, (be)cause when taking line 7,

from Kilinskiego, I can just get there (sobie) on foot, can’t I’

Wtasnie ‘just, exactly, actually’ is similarly argumentative and evidential, but is not associated

exclusively with negative polarity. It also fulfils temporal functions, in a polysemy pattern resembling

the English just:

(7.3)

(7.4)

‘Coming back earlier, actually’ (GLwW, ‘Ploteczki’, utt. 520-523)

520 FEMALE2S5 jwaa: kiedy jedziesz w poniedzialek rano?

521 FEMALE25 1zG8: no

522 FEMALE2S jwaa: o osmej?

523 FEMALE25 1zG8: no wlasnie kurcze chyba jednak pojade sobie w niedziele

‘520 FEMALE25 jwaa: when do you leave? monday morning?

521 FEMALE25 1zG8: yeah...

522 FEMALE2S5 jwaa: at eight?

523 FEMALE25 1zG8: yeah, well actually, probably, I’ll leave (sobie) on sunday’

‘Happy to watch a film’ (5XMe, ‘Rozmowa rodziny przy $niadaniu’, utt. 214-216)

214 FEMALES1 _JOxd: no tata wstaw wode zrob kawe i co bedziemy . ktora jest godzina .
wpol do jedenastej . za dwadziescia jedenasta

215 FEMALE22 OOL1: mamy jeszcze super filmy

216 FEMALES1 _JOxd: o no wiasnie obejrzymy sobie jakis film

170



‘214 FEMALES1 J0xd: yeah, daddy, heat the water, make coffee... what will we... what
time is it? half past ten... twenty to eleven

215 FEMALE22 OOL1: we’ve got some awsome films

216 FEMALES1 J0xd: oh yeah, exactly, we’ll watch (sobie) a film.’

While, in (7.3), wlasnie is employed in the context of contradicting and hedging a possibly
unexpected response, in (7.4) it appears in an offer acceptance. What seems to unite these uses is the
foregrounding of wlasnie-marked content — and the emphasis on relevance to the salient element of
the current discourse (‘the question of departure time’, ‘having films to watch’).

The normative interpretations of generalnie, ogolnie (both ‘generally’) may be traced to a
‘normativity by frequency’ strategy. Yet another kind of normative function represented among the
collocates is associated with no bother-like ‘indultive’ uses of items such as bez problemu, na
spokojnie, ze spokojem (all ‘no bother’, ‘peacefully’). The implied sense of ‘lack of obstacle’ they
carry comprises normativity-by-backgrounding, volitionality and benefaction.

Lubi¢ ‘to like’, chcieé ‘to want’, wole¢ ‘to prefer’, as inherently tied to the experiential frames
of choice and comparison, all illustrate well the interrelatedness of volition and benefaction (we
want/like/prefer what is beneficial; what is beneficial is what we want/ like/ prefer, cf. Chapter 2).

The set includes modal items: mozna ‘[it is] possible, allowed’ and, in particular, moc ‘can’
display a rich array of modal functions including the expression of ability, probability and permission.
Moze can be used in the function of inflectional form of mdc ‘can’ (the third-person singular non-past
indicative) and a particle ‘[it is] possible, ‘maybe’. The study is limited in that it treats them jointly.
However, the functional affinity between these two uses of mozZe may be argued to make this joint
treatment acceptable. Finally, trzeba ‘[it is] necessary’, with its strong deontic function, involves two
interpretations: as an ,,anti-volitional” marker (and as such potentially anti-benefactive) and as a
carrier of positive-valuation of an event type (and, as such, desirable).

Obviously, such a brief characterisation cannot do justice to the selected items, each of which
is a fitting object of interest for extensive onomasiological and semasiological analyses. It should be
also borne in mind that, for each item, benefactive, volitional and normative functions are profiled
differently in the specific usage instances taken into account.

The results of the analysis are presented in Tables 7.1-7.2, which include the same figures,
sorted according to different, complementary directional measures (cf. discussion in Chapter 3.2).
Specifically, the two varieties of AP association measure, cf., e.g. (Levshina 2015; Schneider 2020)
were selected for that purpose. The two questions that these directional measures try to address could
be intuitively formulated as “How expected is sobie/se, if we know that the collocate C has been
used?” (for Reliance-like measures) and, conversely, “How expected is the collocate C, if we know

that sobie/se has been used?” (for Attraction-like measures).
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Rather than focussing solely on a single associations measure, the present approach advocates
using multiple ones, differing in terms of directionality and principles*. Apart from directional
measures (i.e. Reliance-oriented and Attraction-oriented measures), there are also bidirectional
measures included, which attempt to capture ‘the overall collocational strength’. In that, they conflate
two kinds of information that are represented by the two questions introduced above.

Two initial columns present bidirectional measures, Fischer-exact p-values in the first
column, and their logarithmic transformation in the second one. Unsurprisingly, all of the selected
items are positively correlated with sobie/se. Most items exhibit very low Fisher p-values (p<0.0000),
though not without exceptions (cf. discussion below). It is however difficult to provide more
generalisations, due to the inherent characteristics of these measures. One flaw is that they are
dependent on a sample size, another is that, as mentioned above, two kinds of information introduced
above (‘sobie/se given collocates’ and ‘collocates given sobie/se’) are conflated. Two other commonly
used bidirectional measures are presented for reference — Log odds ratio and Pointwise Mutual
Information (PMI). The important feature of the former is not being sensitive to frequency
information, while the latter is recognised for giving more weight to co-occurrences of low-frequency
elements (Levshina 2015:238).

Moreover, specific bidirectional measures can be found to correlate with either group of
directional measures. It is also the case in the present dataset. Specifically, Fischer exact p-value-
results converge with Attraction-oriented measures, while PMI and Log odds ratio — with Reliance-
oriented measures. Given these correlations and the weaknesses of bidirectional measures, the
discussion will focus primarily on the insight from the directional measures.

Table 7.1 presents the results sorted by AP for attraction, and Table 7.2 — by AP for reliance.
Rows in grey include ze spokojem, na luzie, bez problemu, all ‘no bother’-type normativity markers,
which suffered from data sparseness, and were each represented by less than 10 instances in the

included sub-corpora. Their association scores are included for reference in Tables 7.1-7.2.

. . AP AP Log-
Fischer Log Fischer collocate — sobie/se— Attraction  Reliance Log (?dds likelihood PMI
p-value p-value ratio .
sobielse collocate ratio
moctmoze 0.000000  258.363 0.0809  0.1202 16.284 10.787 1.474 1181.912 1.2567
‘can’+’maybe’
chcieé¢
o want" 0.000000 137.867 0.0735 0.0695 9.631 10.209 1.352 627.528 1.2016
?;fﬁ;, 0.000000 78.799 0.0511 0.0515 8.082 8.018 1.067 356.847 0.9601

42 Cf. the notion of tupleization in (Gries 2019), where a framework for the practice of analysing multiple measures is

proposed.
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AP AP Log-

Fischer Log Fischer collocate — sobie/se— Attraction Reliance Log (?dds likelihood PMI
p-value p-value ratio .
sobielse collocate ratio

poprosiu 0.000000 97568 00782  0.0474 6432 10.745 1385 442297 1.2528
simply, just
wiasnie 0.000000  53.980 0.0442  0.0390 6.483 7374 0.963 242.025 0.8763
‘actually, just’
mozna
“[it is] possible, 0.000000  45.392 0.0794  0.0217 2.927 10.941 1.378 202.773 1.2709
allowed [to]”
trzeba
= 0.000000  23.605 0.0463  0.0163 2.637 7.647 0.978 103.357 0.9126
‘[it is] necessary [to]’
praeciez 0.000000  17.256 0.0351  0.0145 2.654 6.538 0.807 74.589 0.7560
’isn’t it known that...”
generalnie 0.000000  23.552 0.0839  0.0107 1.412 11.433 1.416 102.881 1.3148
‘generally
oczywiscie 0.000000 15578  0.0700  0.0078 1.089 10.047 1.268 66.500 1.1856
‘obviously
normalnie 0.000000 14.553 0.0662  0.0075 1.072 9.663 1.225 61.823 1.1466
‘normally, casually’
{Z)bllif(e’ 0.000000 7.326 0.0347  0.0058 1.055 6.526 0.796 29.224 0.7542
woleé

0.000000 14.623 0.1378  0.0047 0.562 16.837 1.860 62.516 1.7019
‘to prefer’
oglnie 0.000011 4.967 0.0404  0.0033 0.562 7.097 0.884 18.708 0.8380
‘on the whole
wystarczy
“[it is] enough [to], 0.000044 4354 0.0681  0.0019 0.272 9.877 1.243 16.153 1.1685
just’
f’\”k”_""’/_"l‘””"", 0.000000 7.166 0.3027  0.0014 0.153 33.333 2.761 29.466 2.3849
aking it easy
bez problemu
‘no bother, no 0.005234 2.281 0.1045 0.0007 0.085 13.514 1.597 7.527 1.4820
problem’
na luzie
‘no bother, in a laid- (114245 0.942 0.0746  0.0002 0.034 10.526 1.313 2.208 1.2322
back manner’
warto
“[it is] worthwhile, 0.707351 0.150 0.0026  0.0000 0.034 3.333 0.085 0.014 0.0823

recommendable [to]”

Table 7.1: Association measures for sobie/se and selected items (Sorted by attraction-directed AP)

Moc ‘can’ and moze ‘possibly, maybe’ have been found to accompany sobie/se in a substantial portion
of'its use (attraction) — and the reverse relation (reliance; sobie/se given moc+moze) is not weak either.
As a modal verb, mdc is notoriously polysemic, with its functions including expressing possibility,

permission and epistemic assessment. Different functions are not mutually exclusive, as demonstrated
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by (7.5), where ‘staying in bed all day and reading books’ is a state of affairs that is possible, desired
and permitted. In (7.6), getting oneself a TV set is viewed as possible, desirable or even, arguably,
probable (note, however, that sobie in Example 7.6 is a recipient-beneficiary marker within a transfer
construction, i.e. an element potentially less dependent on the benefactive, volitional and normativity-

related semantics analysed here).

(7.5) ‘Staying in bed, reading books all day’ (1DJa, ‘Pogadanki rodzinne’, utt. 230)

230 FEMALES4 D5oP: bo to tez prawda ze czlowiek sobie mysli ja to sobie zawsze
myslatam jakby to bylo fajnie gdybym sobie mogta leeé w tozku i cale dnie czytaé ksiqzki

‘230 FEMALES4 DS5oP: ‘cause this is also true that one thinks to oneself... I always
thought to myself how nice it would be, if I could (sobie) stay in be and read books all day’

(7.6) ‘Bring myselfa TV set’ (rBoE, ‘rozmowa z kolezanka’, utt. 47-48)
47 FEMALE29 1.0gZ: to jest najlepiej dla komputerow wtedy ale teraz mi sie nie chce go
wziqé wyciqgnqcé pozniej tej baterii wiec jest caly czas tadowany bo ja go biore do tozka i
ogladam cos zeby zasngé

48 FEMALE29 L0gZ: no ale moZe niedtugo sobie przywioze telewizor

‘47 FEMALE29 10gZ: that’s best for a computer, but now I just don’t feel like taking it and
removing the battery afterwards, so it is charging all the time, cause I take it to bed and
watch stuff [on it] to fall asleep.

48 FEMALE29 10gZ: yeah, but maybe I’ll bring myself a TV set soon.’

Most importantly for the present analysis, the functions of moc and the functions of the particle moze
are compatible with a ‘lack of obstacle’ sense — or even co-creating it.

Chcie¢ ‘to want’ is another item from the top of the attraction list. Nearly 10% of the
utterances in the sobie/se sample contain chcie¢ — and the reverse is true as well, as shown by the raw
reliance score (10% of utterances containing chcie¢ feature sobie/se). These facts are not surprising
given the analysis of sobie/se as sensitive to volitionality.

On the attraction ranking, chcie¢ is followed by normative markers tylko ‘only’ and po prostu
‘simply’ — profiling their scale-lowering and ‘obviative’ normative functions. Normativity of po
prostu-marked state of affairs seems to indicate that both occurrence of a situation or lack thereof
are sanctioned positively, or, rather, not sanctioned negatively. Besides po prostu ‘just, simply’, a
marker highly attracted to sobie/se is tylko ‘only’. It is scale lowering, and similarly entails that the
lack of the situation is not against the normative state of affairs. It also portrays the action as harmless
or as only a minor transgression. In (7.7), tylko-marked action, ‘leaving for a quick cigarette’ presents

an example of such an act (with the politeness reinforced through the use of conditional mood).
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(7.7) ‘Only a quick cigarette’ (obav, ‘Pogadanki kolezenskie’, utt. 222), cf. Wyroslak (2022: 81)

222 MALE24 jwXP: czy mogtby pan na minutke otworzy¢ ja bym sobie tylko wyszedt sobie

zapalil szybko

222 MALE24 jwXP: could you open it for a minute, sir? I’d just (sobie) go have a quick

smoke’
Fischer  Log Fischer AP AP Attraction  Reliance  Log odds Log- PMI
p-value p-value collocate —> sobiclse— ratio likelihood
sobie/se collocate ratio

na spokojnie 0.000000  7.166 0.3027 0.0014 0.153 33.333 2.761 29.466 2.3849
‘taking it easy’
wole¢ 0.000000 14.623 0.1378 0.0047 0.562 16.837 1.860 62.516 1.7019
‘to prefer’
bez problemu 0.005234  2.281 0.1045 0.0007 0.085 13.514 1.597 7.527 1.4820
‘no bother, no
problem’
generalnie 0.000000  23.552 0.0839 0.0107 1.412 11.433 1.416 102.881 1.3148
‘generally’
moc+moze 0.000000 258.363 0.0809 0.1202 16.284 10.787 1.474 1181.912 1.2567
‘can’+’maybe’
mozna 0.000000  45.392 0.0794 0.0217 2.927 10.941 1.378 202.773 1.2709
‘[it is] possible,
allowed [to]”
po prostu 0.000000 97.568 0.0782 0.0474 6.432 10.745 1.385 442.297 1.2528
‘simply, just’
na luzie 0.114245  0.942 0.0746 0.0002 0.034 10.526 1.313 2.208 1.2322
‘no bother, in a laid-
back manner’
chcie¢ 0.000000 137.867 0.0735 0.0695 9.631 10.209 1.352 627.528 1.2016
‘to want’
oczywiscie 0.000000 15.578 0.0700 0.0078 1.089 10.047 1.268 66.500 1.1856
‘obviously’
wystarczy 0.000044 4.354 0.0681 0.0019 0.272 9.877 1.243 16.153 1.1685
‘[it is] enough [to],
just’
normalnie 0.000000  14.553 0.0662 0.0075 1.072 9.663 1.225 61.823 1.1466
‘normally, casually’
tylko 0.000000  78.799 0.0511 0.0515 8.082 8.018 1.067 356.847 0.9601
‘only’
trzeba 0.000000  23.605 0.0463 0.0163 2.637 7.647 0.978 103.357 0.9126
‘[it is] necessary [to]’
wiasnie 0.000000  53.980 0.0442 0.0390 6.483 7.374 0.963 242.025 0.8763

‘actually, just’
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Fischer  Log Fischer AP AP Attraction  Reliance  Log odds Log- PMI

p-value p-value collocate — sobic/se— ratio likelihood
sobicse collocate ratio

ogolnie 0.000011  4.967 0.0404  0.0033 0.562 7.097 0.884 18.708 0.8380
‘on the whole’
przeciez 0.000000 17.256 0.0351 0.0145  2.654 6.538 0.807 74.589 0.7560
’isn’t it known that...’
lubié 0.000000  7.326 0.0347  0.0058 1.055 6.526 0.796 29.224 0.7542
‘to like’
warto 0.707351  0.150 0.0026  0.0000  0.034 3.333 0.085 0.014 0.0823

‘[it is] worthwhile,
recomendable [to]’

Table 7.2: Association measures for sobie/se and selected items (Sorted by reliance-directed AP)

When sorted by the direction of reliance (“collocates as cue to sobie/se”), we may notice that the
markers of ‘lack of obstacles’ — na spokojnie, bez problemu, na luzie — score relatively high. Their
sparseness does not give a reliable basis for any strong claims. Yet, while they accompany only a
minor part of uses of sobie/se, sobie/se accompanies a large part of their own use. If this outcome
were confirmed in a larger sample, it would be a relatively strong hint of semantic compatibility.

Reliance scores seem to match the associations with sobie/se ascribed to chcieé, po prostu,
moc+moze. The latter is also joined in the upper-ranked section of the reliance list by mozna, which
fulfils similar functions and is similarly characterised by the ‘lack of obstacle’ use.

Generalnie ‘generally, on the whole, basically’ is another item appearing high on the reliance
ranking. In spoken conversational registers, it seems to be used prominently to single out a salient part
of a complex situation — not only to present a generic scenario. Example (7.8) presents generalnie in
an orientation part of a narrative (cf. Section 6.3.2.4) where it sketches the general situation —

‘hanging around with friends’, backgrounded and ‘normal’

(7.8) ‘Background of the story’ (4y8X, ‘Noc przed matura 2°, utt. 37-45)

37 MALE22 5bOe: okej to opowiadam wam caly temat spotkatem si¢ z klockiem kojarzycie
klocka ?

38 FEMALE22 2rgg: mhm

39 MALE24 84Aj:

40 MALE22 5bOe: ten co na liscie na dzialce z nim wyskoczytem

41 FEMALE22 2rgg: no

42 MALE22 5bOe: no i byt bryt i generalnie siedzieliSmy sobie jeszcze neks wpadl z Agq
43 MALE24 84Aj: ale gdzie ?

44 MALE22 5bOe: w estradzie siedzielismy

45 MALE24 84Aj: aha
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‘37 MALE22 5bOe: okay let me tell me this whole thing — I met Klocek, you know Klocek?
38 FEMALE22 2rgg: yeah

39 MALE24 84Aj:

40 MALE22 5bOe: the guy with whom I jumped onto leaves at the dacha

41 FEMALE22 2rgg: yeah

42 MALE22 5bOe: yeah and Bryt was there as well and, we were, gnerally, sitting (sobie)
around, Neks and Ada dropped by as well

43 MALE24 84Aj: but where

44 MALE22 5bOe: We were staying at Estrada

45 MALE24 84Aj: al’

Verbs of preference [ubi¢ ‘to like’ and wole¢ ‘to prefer’ are of interest to this study as strongly

benefactive. They displayed a much weaker association on attraction score — but the reliance

perspective alters the picture. While /ubi¢ remains in the lower section of the ranking — wole¢ joins the

higher-ranked items. The low attractions score may stem from the impact of low frequency of wolec.

(7.9)

‘Attachment to one’s laptop’ (X085, ‘Rozmowa o telefonach komorkowych’, utt. 321-327)

321 FEMALE24 DS5dP: ¢f sprawdzmy ile kosztuje yyy

322 MALE24 84Lp: momencik . taka sama cena . no widzisz ? ten element jest po prostu
tam hm . najdrozsza czes¢ i akurat ona mi sie zepsuta

323 FEMALE24 D5dP: no trudno

324 MALE24 84Lp: nie chce go sprzedawac bo po prostu mi szkoda nie oplaca mi sie wolg
sobie przeczekad i

325 FEMALE24 DS5dP: jestes przywiqzany ?

326 MALE24 84Lp: nie o to chodzi . laptop to laptop

327 FEMALE24 DS5dP: ja jestem do swojego przywiqzana

‘321 FEMALE24 D5dP: hey, let’s take a look at what is the cost of, uthmmm

322 MALE24 84Lp: wait a second . the price is the same, you see? This element is just,
well, the most expensive piece and yet it was the one that broke down

323 FEMALE24 D5dP: well, can’t do anything about it

324 MALE24 84Lp: I don’t want to sell it, cause I just feel it would be a shame, I’d rather
wait it out (sobie) and...

325 FEMALE24 D5dP: You're attached to it

326 MALE24 84Lp: it’s not like that. laptop is a laptop [after all]

327 FEMALE24 D5dP: I am attached to mine’

Example (7.9) illustrates a use of woleé¢, which is clearly volitional, but also interesting from

normative viewpoint, since it involves a negotiation of the best solution of a problem (‘what to do

with a broken laptop’). The rationale behind not selling it is not clearly explained by the owner, who
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seem to focus on normalisation rather than rationalisation of his viewpoint (po prostu mi szkoda ‘It
just would be a shame’, laptop to laptop ‘a laptop is a laptop [after all ;= something important]’).

The weaker (but still detectable and positive) association can be observed between sobie/se
and lubi¢ ‘to like’. Just like wole¢ ‘to prefer’ in (7.9), lubi¢ can also be found in normativity-sensitive
context. This is illustrated well by the examples of ‘embarrassing confession’ in (6.23) and (6.24)

above — as well as by (7.10):

(7.10)  “Attachment to one’s laptop’ (X085, ‘Rozmowa o telefonach komoérkowych’, utt. 321-327)

122 FEMALE23 5bQe: nie nie ja przepadam za siedzeniem w kuchni

123 MALE27 _84Wj: dla mnie tak samo zdecydowanie wole jes¢ ale swieta to wyjqtek
124 FEMALE23 5bQe: ty Aga lubisz sobie popichcié¢ troche nie?

125 FEMALE24 ybdq: czasami jak mnie najdzie ale

‘122 FEMALE23 5bQe: I’m not fond of staying in the kichen

123 MALE27 84Wj: It’s the same for me, I prefer eating by far, but holidays are the
exception

124 FEMALE23 5bQe: And you, Aga, you like to cook (sobie) a bit, right

125 FEMALE24 ybdq: Well, sometimes when I feel like it, but’

The question about the penchant for ‘cooking a bit’ is asked in the context of two declarations of
dislike for cooking, perhaps creating ground for ‘renormalising’ the behaviour and showing that there
is nothing wrong with liking it. This kind of ‘ordinary’ benefaction is supported by the delimitative
verb popichcié, troche ‘a bit” and the interlocutor’s answer ‘from time to time, when I feel like this’. It
is possible that the relatively low rank of /ubi¢ does not indicate that this usage pattern is not well
established — but rather that it is relatively peripheral from the perspective of the usage of /ubic.

Looking at the analysis of high-ranked markers, the interpretation emerging here is that items
accompanying sobie/se — and those accompanied by it — are typically marking certain situations as
‘not odd’. That is, for sobie/se marked situation — both taking place and not taking place is positively
sanctioned in terms of normativity. To further support this interpretation, let us consider the uses of
the considered markers, in particular those lower-ranked ones.

Oczywiscie ‘obviously’ is in contrast to the ‘not odd’ interpretation, since it negatively
sanctions the hypothetical alternative scenario. In this way, for example, (7.11) contains a tacit
assumption that not taking a ‘before’ photograph would be a norm transgression that the speaker cared
to avoid. The use of sobie can be safely assumed to be mostly a product of the structure of [zrobi¢ ‘do’

+ zdjecie ‘photograph’ + NPy, (the photographee) | ‘to take a photograph of someone’.
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(7.11)  ‘Before-and-after photographies’ (b2Je, ‘rozmowa znajomych’, utt. 11)

11 FEMALE26 OODV: no a oprocz tego tam na facebooku caly czas wrzuca te
metamorfozy nie? ludzi bo jest takie zatozenie no ja sobie tez zrobitam oczywiscie zdjecia na

poczqtku

11 FEMALE26 _OODV: Besides that, there, on Facebook, he uploads those fitness
transformations of people, right? Because that’s the idea, well, obviously I took myself a

photo as well in the beggining

Normalnie ‘normally’ displays internal variation in normative sanctioning of alternative scenario —
capable of expressing both ‘X is not against the normative state of affairs’ and ‘X is the normative
state of affair (and ~X is not)’. This variation does not seem to boost the association between this
marker and sobie/se.

While in uses with sobie/se, normalnie seems very close to po prostu, it is easy to find non-
sobie/se examples demonstrating differences between the two markers. In (7.12) normalnie is used in
a ‘generally’ sense, making it closer to more direct exponents of that function, such as ogolnie ‘on the
whole’, generalnie ‘generally’. The two markers are normative in a way negatively sanctioning
alternative scenarios. Finally, it is notable that the content — negatively evaluating somebody’s
behaviour (being a moaner) — is heavily normatively charged.

In (7.13), where normalnie is an adverb, it seems to suggest a normative state of affair
(‘regular way of doing a laundry’) — contrasted with the potential exceptional measures that need to be

applied to a discussed piece of garment:

(7.12)  ‘Such a sulk’ (OW9m, ‘Rozmowa z ojcem na tematy roézne’, utt. 32)

32 MALES3_z5xP: normalnie taka ona maruda taka nie jest nie?

‘32 MALES3_z5xP:Normally, she’s not such a sulk, no?’

(7.13)  ‘Bleaching normally’ (AnMg, ‘Odwiedziny mamy’, utt. 128)

128 FEMALE30_ZkqZ: to ja to moge normalnie wybielac przed praniem czy nie moge?

‘128 FEMALE30 ZkqZ: So, can I just normally bleach it before washing — or can't [?’

Uses of sobie/se with przeciez and wilasnie ‘actually’ display a major challenge for the ‘not odd’
explanation given their strong argumentative charge through reference to shared knowledge. The latter
marker is of particular interest, since it figures in the upper sections of the list. Let us again look at the

examples (6.39) and (7.3-7.4), with their fragments repeated in (7.14-7.16).
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(7.14)  ‘Coming back earlier, actually’[fragment] (GLwW, ‘Ploteczki’, utt. 523)

523 FEMALE2S5 12G8: no wlasnie kurcze chyba jednak pojade sobie w niedziele

‘523 FEMALE25 1zG8: yeah, well actually, probably, I’ll leave (sobie) on sunday’

(7.15)  ‘Happy to watch a film’[fragment] (5XMe, ‘Rozmowa rodziny przy $niadaniu’, utt. 216)
216 FEMALES1 _J0xd: o no wlasnie obejrzymy sobie jakis film

‘216 FEMALES1 JOxd: oh yeah, exactly, we’ll watch (sobie) a film.’

(7.16)  ‘Don’t bother, I can get there’[fragment] (PEyV, ‘Rozmowa ze znajomym’, utt. 248)
248 MALE24 J071: i sie przesiqde albo dojde sobie pieszo bo siodemkq to z tego z

Kilifiskiego sobie moge dojsé przecie?

248 MALE24 J071: so I’ll change or I'll go (sobie) on foot, cause taking line 7, from
Kilinskiego, I can just get there (sobie) on foot, right

Wiasnie of (7.14) is a hedge in a response normalising an unexpected change of mind, and in (7.15) it
supports a speech hortative act. The alternatives (leaving at different time, not watching a film) are not
necessarily framed as odd (perhaps, less attractive). Noteworthy is also its temporal function in
clauses, comparable to the uses of just with the English present perfect construction (e.g. wlasnie
przyjechata ‘She has just arrived’)

In (7.16), MALE24 JO71 uses przeciez to counter one’s own initial idea ‘taking a tram’ —
which does receive some kind of normative negative sanction (‘why bother with tram, if one can go
there on foot), but not an absolute one. Another line of interpretation of such cases would be to point
out that the speaker may want to legitimise the very alternative (here: going on foot) as ordinary,
desired and pleasurable. In this way, the use of przeciez in (7.16) could be explained in terms of
‘interlocutors knowing that it is not odd to prefer walking in this situation’. The strong normative
assessment seems to go against dismissing ‘going on foot’ as an option, not necessarily against
adopting any option.

Warto ‘[it is] worth’ consistently performs as the worst item both from the unidirectional —
and bidirectional perspective. Its use seems to be near-neutral in relation to sobie/se. One way to
explain this is that benefactive and volitional functions are not prominent in the semantics of warto.
Warto yields a positive valuation of a situation, but it does not necessarily mean that this situation is
pleasurable and/or desired. Contrarily, something may be worth experiencing solely for the postponed
gratification. This type of indirect benefaction, however, does not seem compatible with sobie/se.

Other explanation, based on the close association of sobie/se with po prostu and tylko, points to the
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fact that, like przeciez, warto seems to sanction the hypothetical alternative scenario, ‘missing out on

something that is worth doing’.

The analysis presented above is exploratory in its nature and its many limitations are apparent — most
crucially, focus on preselected groups of collocates, data sparseness and heterogeneity of the analysed
forms. This does not preclude, however, taking research cues from the results. One such takeaway,
plausible hypothesis could be about the “inclusive, benign normative” charge that characterises
sobie/se. The common characteristic of the high-ranked items seems to be that for the construed
situation S both S taking place and S not taking place fall within the scope of normative state of
affairs. Many uses of mdc ‘can’ and moze ‘maybe, possibly’ are united by this normative undertone.
Regardless of a probabilistic, permissive or potential use, the modal input arises against the
background of improbability, lack of permission and lack of ability. Similarly, desirable (cf. a
relatively high ranks of chcie¢ ‘want’) states are obviously positively sanctioned in terms of
normativity — but are expressed against the background of their absence, which is the ordinary, and as
such also normative, state of affairs.

Note that this analysis is proposed as probabilistic and as interacting with the many
semantico-pragmatic potentials of sobie/se. Nearly all analysed markers were detected to positively
correlate with its use. We are more, therefore, thinking in terms of preferred ‘shades’ rather than strict

divisions.
7.2 Sobie/se and intransitive verbs of motion and posture

6602 observations from PELCRA and CLARIN components were coded for presence of intransitive
verbs — and the lemmas corresponding to their instances. The decision on the exact syntactic pattern in
a clause is not always clear, especially with raw, spontaneous conversational data. Nevertheless, the
verbs of motion and posture, object of the present sub-study, provide little difficulty in terms of
ambiguity between ellipsis and valency-decreasing operations. This reliability of detection
accompanies the main advantage of focusing on the intransitive verbs of motion and posture — the
prominence of non-recipient uses.

The present section presents the share of the uses of sobie/se in all the instances of these
verbs in the selected sub-corpora. The figures for all (both sobie/se and “zero”) uses have been
obtained with simple lemma-based queries via SPOKES search engines. Table 7.3 demonstrates these
percentages, “constructional profiles” for all intransitive verbs of posture and motion found at least 5

times in the data®. Verbs occurring with sobie/se 40 or more times are marked in grey. Apart from the

43 Notable exclusion was sta¢ ‘stand’, justified by its inseparability from stac sie ‘become’ in simple queries used for the

analysis.
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quantitative data, the table provides basic descriptive information about each verb for reference. This
includes the corresponding imperfective simplex verb (‘Paradigm’), verbal prefix, grammatical,
directionality (non-directional vs. specified direction, e.g. adlative) and aspect (cf., e.g. Lazinski 2020

on the aspectual characteristics of Polish verbs of motion).

Verb Share sobie/se Total verb Paradigm Prefix  Directionality Aspect
frequency frequency

pojezdzi¢ 0.27027 10 37 Jjecha¢ po- non-directional pfv
‘go [vehicled]’

posiedzie¢ 0.17500 14 80 siedzie¢ po- non-directional pfv
‘sit’

usiqsé 0.16803 41 244 siedzie¢ u- non-directional pfv
‘sit down’

siada¢ 0.13710 17 124 siedziec¢ Zero non-directional ipfv
‘sit’

lazi¢ 0.11905 5 42 tazi¢ Zero non-directional ipfv

‘rove, walk around’

pochodzi¢ 0.09231 6 65 iS¢ po- non-directional pfv

‘walk’

siedziec¢ 0.06612 88 1331 siedziec Zero non-directional ipfv
‘sit’

POojsé 0.05772 108 1871 isé po- non-directional pfv

‘g0’

stanq¢ 0.05031 8 159 sta¢ Zero non-directional pfv

‘stand’

wyjechaé 0.04950 10 202 Jjecha¢ wy- elative (“out”) pfv

‘leave [vehicled’

leze¢ 0.04938 20 405 lezec¢ Zero non-directional ipfv
‘lie’

pojechac 0.04550 47 1033 Jjecha¢ po- non-directional pfv
‘go [vehicled]’

jezdzi¢ 0.04054 30 740 Jjechaé zero non-directional ipfv
‘go [vehicled]’

wejs¢ 0.03678 26 707 is¢ w- illative (“into”) pfv
‘goin’

biegaé 0.03676 5 136 biec Zero non-directional ipfv
“un’

dojechaé 0.03571 5 140 Jechaé do- adlative (“to”) pfv

‘arrive [vehicled]’

wchodzié¢ 0.03414 17 498 is¢ w- illative (“into”) pfv
‘goin’
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spacé 0.03052 21 688 spac Zero non-directional ipfv
‘sleep’

przejs¢ 0.02740 10 365 is¢ prze- perlative pfv
‘go through’

is¢ 0.02483 71 2859 iS¢ Zero non-directional ipfv
‘g0’

dojsé 0.02326 6 258 iS¢ do- adlative (“t0”) pfv
‘arrive’

wyjsé 0.01686 20 1186 is¢ wy- elative (“out”) pfv
‘go out’

Jjecha¢ 0.01598 35 2190 Jechac Zero non-directional ipfv

‘go [vehicled]’

chodzié¢ 0.01192 40 3357 iS¢ Zero non-directional ipfv
‘walk’

leciec¢ 0.01166 5 429 lecie¢ Zero non-directional ipfv
“fly’

przyjechac 0.01075 10 930 Jjecha¢ przy- adlative (“by”) pfv

‘come [vehicled]’

przychodzié¢ 0.01054 6 569 is¢ przy-  adlative (“by”) ipfv
‘come’
mieszkac 0.00948 13 1372 mieszkaé Zero non-directional ipfv

‘inhabit,live’

przyjsé 0.00896 11 1228 is¢ przy- adlative (“by”) pfv
‘come’

Table 7.3: Shares of sobie/se uses in usage of most frequent intransitive verbs of motion and posture

Descriptive results in the given format require a very cautious interpretation. The most fundamental
observation is that sobie/se is always a less frequent option, not exceeding 30% of usage of any item,
often falling below 5%. In usage terms that suggests that, for the analysed items, the lexical content
itself can scarcely ever be a candidate for a strong enough usage cue.

In the upper sections of the ranking it is possible to notice a cluster of verbs of sitting. Given
their semantic association with relaxation and lack of effort, this result is in line with the
characterisation of sobie/se in these terms. This association will be further pursued in Section 7.3.

On the basis of the results in Table 7.3, there is little ground for the assumption that path-
specifying prefixes play a significant role as attractors or repellents of sobie/se. On the other hand,
delimitative formations with the prefix po- — pojezdzi¢ ‘ride/drive’, posiedziec¢ ‘sit’, pochodzi¢ ‘walk’
rank relatively high (1st, 2nd and 6th respectively). In its delimitative function, po- can frame the
event as extended over a certain period of time, leaving the internal structure of the event

underspecified (cf. discussion in Section 2.4.2.5).
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Danielewiczowa (2015: 335) views po- delimitative verbs, together with za- inchoatives
(giving examples of zakrzyknqt sobie ‘he shouted’, zamruczat sobie ‘he purred, murmured’ zagwizdat
sobie ‘he whistled’;), as ideal contexts for sobie, given their temporal profile which match her analysis
of sobie in terms of an open sequence of homogenous events cf. Section 6.3.2.4). The delimitative
could be viewed as compatible with benefaction (‘to X at one’s will, as much as one wishes’) and
fulfilment/satiety (cf. also Anstatt 2003).

Rudzka-Ostyn agrees that sobie and the delimitatives are in ,,symbiosis”, stipulating that

there is a ,,semantic link” between the two categories:

,Doroszewski (1973: 707) and others have noted that verbs with the prefix po- -like
posiedzie¢ 'sit a while/some time', pogadac 'talk a while, to one's content' or pospac
'sleep a while' - frequently combine with sobie, but they fail to relate this symbiosis
to the obvious semantic link between the dative core and the meaning of those
verbs”

(Rudzka-Ostyn 1996: 377)

Once more, this result is consistent with the description provided in the earlier sections — as e.g. with
pomarudzi¢ ‘to complain a bit” in (6.15; Section 6.3.1), popichci¢ ‘to cook a bit’ in (7.10; Section 7.1).
Yet another illustration is provided in (7.17). Pochodzi¢ ‘to walk a bit, walk around’ indeed illustrates
the adirectional character of a motion verb with the delimitative po-. fulfilment/satisfaction sense is
clearly foregrounded since the situational background involves a tension between the adversative
element of exhaustion caused by the long hike and the benefactive element of satisfaction it has

brought:

(7.17)  ‘Hiking satisfaction’ (zxMA, ‘Pogadanki studenckie’, utt. 100-106)

100 FEMALE23 MO7b: takie intensywne ja bardzo lubie zwiedzac nienawidze siedzie¢ na
tytku

101 FEMALE24 e490: no u mnie jest chyba to samo po prostu zeby jak

102 FEMALE24 e490: jak poszlismy w gory to zZeby wejs¢ tam szlismy przez pie¢ godzin
103 FEMALE24 e49o: to nie bylo takie hop siup

104 FEMALE23 MO7b: raj

105 FEMALE24 e490: i po prostu a ze wieczorem jak wracalismy do domu totalnie
wycienczeni i w ogole ale widoczki i tak nacykatam tam mnostwo zdjeé

106 FEMALE24 e490: widoczki i w ogdle sama ta wiesz swiadomos¢ ze wiesz sobie

pochodzitas
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‘100 FEMALE23 MO07b: such intensive... I like sightseeing, I hate sitting on my ass [doing
nothing]

101 FEMALE24 e490: well, it’s the same with me I guess, it’s just so that, like when

102 FEMALE24 e490: when we went hiking it took us five hours to get to the top

103 FEMALE24 e49o: .... so, it’s not a plain sailing

104 FEMALE23 MO7b: paradise

105 FEMALE24 e490: and we were just totally exhausted when we were coming back
home, and all [of that], but [there were these] cute sights and I shoot a lot of photos

106 FEMALE24 e490: the cute sights and, in general, the very consciousness[satisfaction]

that, you know, you’ve (sobie) walked around.’

High ranks of “path-backgrounding” verbs are yet another hint that may be taken from the presented
results. The delimitatives, as demonstrated in (7.17) are a prime example: while they do not
necessarily block a path specification, their cumulative temporal profile (‘a bit/ as one wishes [over
some time]’) impedes clearly directional interpretations. azi¢ ‘rove, traipse’, an atelic and adirectional
verb, is used with similar effects. Further examples of “path-backgrounding” come from verbs of
sitting, which either imply a default downwards movement ‘sit down’ (usigS¢[PFV], siadac[IPFV]) or

profile exclusively the resulting, static phase of the event ‘sit, be seated’ (siedzie¢[IPFV]).

(7.18)  ‘Not in these shoes * (OKAx, ‘Rozmowa z mama’, 252-258)
252 FEMALE21 _84qk: chyba pogielo cie
253 FEMALESO D5Lo: nie ?
254 FEMALE21 84qk: no co ty . te buty . mamka
255 FEMALESO D5Lo: aco to?
256 FEMALE21 84qk: to sq buty do biegania do sportu . nie moge tak sobie w nich tazié
po potokach co ty
257 FEMALES0_DS5Lo: stuchaj no wiec
258 FEMALE21 84qk: dwiescie piecdziesiqt zlotych a ja se pdjde w potok w tym . za

dwadziescia szes¢ to mozna is¢

‘252 FEMALE21_84qgk: you must’ve lost your mind

253 FEMALESO D5Lo: no ?

254 FEMALE21 84qk: you’re kidding? . this shoes? come on, mummy

255 FEMALES0 D5Lo: so what’s that?

256 FEMALE21 84qk: these are shoes for running, for sports, I can’t just (sobie) rove
around brooks in them

257 FEMALESO D5Lo: ok, so listen

258 FEMALE21 84qk: two hundred fifty zlotys, only so that I walk (se) into a brook in

them. for twenty six, then, it’s fine to go’
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Finally, in some uses, chodzi¢ is used comparably to non-directional uses of fazi¢ and the
delimitatives (cf. Example 6.21 ‘New Years Eve’, Section 6.3.2.1). Here, chodZzic, is characterised by
one of the smaller shares of sobie/se instances, but, on the other hand, ranks much higher in terms of
raw frequencies.

Such differences in the relative and raw frequencies once again draw our attention to the
questions of lower levels of generalisation. In principle, a frequent, higher-level construction X (here:
a single verb), may produce sub-constructions (here: verb + se/sobie) which are distributionally
peripheral to the overall use of X (here: verb), but distinct enough (in semantic and/or distributional
terms) to establish their relative constructional independence. The collected data are, however,
insufficient to give a definitive answer in respect to the potential constructionalisation status of
chodzi¢ sobie/se.

Clearer example of constructionalisation of sobie/se comes from ‘go away’ uses of pdjs¢ ‘go
[vehicled]’ and is¢ ‘go’ (cf. Section 6.3.2.5). In some contexts without explicit trajectory specification,

sobie/se may introduce more specific meaning of ‘leaving’.

(7.19)  ‘Breakup at sunset’ (I0VA, ‘Nocne rozmowy 2’, utt. 1032-1036)
1032 MALE24 44Gm: bylismy na moscie tam oglqdalismy zachod stonca
1033 MALE22 ogNl: i ci to powiedziata wszystko i sobie poszta ?
1034 MALE24 44Gm: iii jak byla zachod stonca to ona powiedziata w pewnym momencie
ze powinienem ogladac go sam
1035 MALE22 ogNl: o kurwa
1036 MALE24 44Gm: i odeszla

‘1032 MALE24 44Gm: we were on a bridge there, watching the sunset

1033 MALE22 ogNI: and she just told you all that and left?

1034 MALE24 44Gm: And as was...sunset... at some point she said that I should watch it by
myself

1035 MALE22 ogNI: [expletive]

1036 MALE24 44Gm: and she went away’

There are many factors (here, valency constructions*, discursive context) which come into play when
disambiguating between general, ‘predictable’ uses and those more specific, such as the ‘go away’
sense with sobie.

With that necessary warning given, the present analysis further supports selected functional

interpretations of sobie/se presented in the earlier sections. In particular, this support comes from

44 Note how ‘go away’ [sobie + Vmeion] construction, a ‘breakaway’ low-level construction, arises not through adding an

element to a valency schema, but through blocking one — here, the trajectory specification.
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proposed compatibility between sobie/se with ‘aimless’, ‘non-directional’ motion — and with
delimitatives. Both types of use imply a volitional reading, which lends itself easily to benefactive and

‘normalising’ normative interpretations.
7.3  Siedziec vs. siedzie¢ sobie/se

The present section reports the results of a profile-based corpus study of the choice between sobie/se
and sobie/se-free use (Wyroslak 2022)*. Uses of a basic posture verb siedzie¢ ‘to sit’ have been
selected as the material for the study, analysed according to a number of variables.

Section 7.3.1 describes and justifies the choice of the material for the study. Section 7.3.2
presents the methodology and discusses the variables included in the model. Finally, Section 7.3.3

discusses the results..

7.3.1  Study material selection

The study under discussion models the zero-sobie/se alternation on the material of use of a single
verb. There are both practical and theoretical reasons behind the decision to narrow down the object
of study. Fundamentally, analysed material was expected to be consistently relevant to the
axionormative functions. This was ensured by limiting the interest to intransitive verbs of motion and
posture.

This domain (as delimited in the Section 7.2) was further narrowed down, as the analysed
observations were supposed to consistently allow both alternatives across a wide range of uses. This
required taking into account the constructional variation within the uses of studied verbs. For
example, is¢ and other verbs of motion are often found in the is¢ sobie ‘go away’ sense (cf. Section
7.2), which seems to remarkably differentiate the function of zero and sobie/se variants. Such clear
differences may ‘overpower’ the less clear effects that are of interest for us.

Controlling for internal constructional variation, i.e. looking exclusively at verbs which are
consistently unrestrictive in terms of sobie/se inclusion/omission, comes with a methodological
advantage. It limits the necessity to manually pre-exclude some observations from the analysis on the
grounds of subjective judgements. This problem of ‘data gerrymandering’ was alleviated by focusing
on a verb with the inclusion and the omission of sobie/se was assumed to be unrestricted. Therefore,
no stage involving manual search for ‘good’ and ‘bad’ environments for sobie/se-zero alternation was
performed. At the same time, the close analysis of the data during the coding stage made it less likely
to erroneously admit obvious false-hits into the dataset.

Finally, the number of hits of a given verb with sobie/se was desired to be as high as possible.
All the criteria taken together, motivated the selection of a single verb — the imperfective, stative basic

verb of sitting — siedzie¢. A noteworthy aspect of such selection is that sitting lends itself easily to

45 The results presented here have appeared in Wyroslak (2022).
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positive valuation, as noted, e.g. in Newman (2002: 3), in the context of socio-cultural significance of
postural states: “Sitting is a relatively comfortable position and combines both the opportunity to
work with the hands, to look ahead and around easily, to eat and drink normally, while at the same

time not becoming tired through prolonged exercise of the leg muscles.”

7.3.2  Methods and data

To analyse the difference between sobie/se and non-sobie/se use, the study used a profile-based
methodology (cf., e.g., Dirven et al. 1982; Geeraerts, Grondelaers & Bakema 1994; Glynn 2009;
Gries & Divjak 2009). Concordances for all 1773 occurrences of siedzie¢ found in the following sub-
components of SPOKES were extracted: CLARIN, PELCRA and Pelcra Corpus. To 112 observations
including sobie/se, an equal number of sobie/se-free observations was drawn. All instances were
annotated for selected features, summarised in the Table 7.4.

The selected features address not only clause-level phenomena, but also some discourse level
characteristics. Together with spontaneous, primarily auditory character of the data, this necessitated
considering the analysed clausal units in a broader context of neighbouring utterances and consulting
audio recordings when necessary.

An important practical consequence of that is the very limited possibility of blinding the
dataset in terms of the constructional variant used (i.e. preventing the analyst from knowing whether
sobie/se was used in the given instance or not). On the level of feature selection and
operationalisation, this encourages minimising the amount of subjective choice the annotator faces.
Surely, this can never be fully achieved, and the unblinded view accessible to the annotator remains an

important limitation of the study.

Feature Levels

Agent type animate, inanimate

Temporal specification generic, real time, specified, unspecified
Narrativity yes, no

Manner specification absent, present

Locational sense present, absent

Postural sense present, absent

Directive use present, absent

Voicing present, absent

Acceptance by interlocutor acceptance, neutral, rejection
Confrontational use confrontational, non-confrontational

Table 7.4: Annotation scheme for the profile-based study (cf. Wyroslak 2022: 88)
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Temporal specification is a cross-section of event genericity (cf. 6.3.2.3 above) and location on the
temporal spectrum. generic specification was reserved for events such that
* The actor is underspecified or representative of a certain class of actors (canonical examples
including impersonal 1st and 2nd person, ktos ‘someone’)
* The outcome is generally the same and applicable over a class of events (e.g. in certain
definitional and conditional statements)
Non-generic use was subdivided into real-time events (applicable to the ‘now’ of the speech act),
temporally specified and temporally unspecified events. To be considered temporally specified, the
event time had to be identifiable in absolute or relative terms. This relative specification includes
discourse-given identification, cyclical events and conditional specification (‘whenever X
happens...”). Events labelled as ‘unspecified’ lack such information, sometimes explicitly marked
with indefinite temporal expressions such as czasem/czasami, ‘sometimes’, kiedys ‘someday’,
ostatnio ‘recently’.

The annotation scheme includes two features corresponding to semasiological variation of
siedzie¢ — the presence of locational sense and postural sense. The former pertains to the explicit
expression of the absolute location of the event in space. In (7.20) it is not the seated posture that is
profiled — but, rather, the fact that the actor is located in their room. In fact, (7.20) allows a plain
durative interpretation in which the actor does not take a seated posture at all (‘remains in her room

for extended period of time’).

(7.20)  ‘Staying in her room’ (gnML, ‘O dzialce i telewizji’, utt. 55-57)
55 FEMALE66 XX58: tak tak . a mama jest juz ma ponad prawie chyba dziewiecdziesiqt
lat ma ..
56 FEMALES4 8850: aha ..
57 FEMALEG66 XX58: to sobie siedzi w pokoiczku ma swoj pokoik tu przez kuchnie . z tego

Sciane z kuchniq mojq ..

‘55 FEMALE66 XX58: yeah, yeah, mom is nearly over ninety years old
56 FEMALES4 8850: okay ..
57 FEMALE66 XX58: and so she (sobie) stays in her little room, she’s got her little room,

over the kitchen, shares a wall with my kitchen’

On the other hand, such interpretation does not seem to be possible with (7.21). The actor is
necessarily seated, and the context disambiguates a relative position to a point of reference (a

landmark). No container-like location is specified.
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(7.21)  ‘Behind the screen all the time’ (X085, ‘Rozmowa o telefonach komorkowych’, utt. 424), cf. Wyroslak (2022: 93)

424 MALE24 84Lp: czlowiek siedzi caly czas przed komputerem no to sie psuje nie ?

424 MALE24 84Lp: One sits behind the screen all the time so it [eyesight] gets worse,

right?
locational non locational

Siedzial w pokoju i nie mogl wsta¢ z krzesta.

[constructed] Siedziatl przed komputerem. [constructed]
postural ) )

‘He sat in the room and could not stand up from ‘He sat in front of a computer’

the chair’

Siedzi w Poznaniu. [constructed] On siedzi w social mediach. [constructed]
non postural o o . .

‘He lives in Poznan’ ‘He works/specialises in social media’

Table 7.5: Constructed examples for combinations of presence and absence of postural and locational senses

(cf. Wyroslak 2022: 89)

Table 7.5 uses simplified constructed examples to illustrate the four possible configurations of the
presence and absence of locational and postural senses. In distinguishing between these four options,
the annotator relied on the necessity of a particular sense (‘Is it possible to interpret the event
description in a way in which the actor is not located in an (explicitly given) place’; ‘...in a way in
which the actor does not take a seated posture?’).

The basic semantic description is supplemented by Manner and Agent type features. The
former specification relates to the presence of any explicit characterisation of the manner in which the
event unfolds. Agent type is based on the subject animacy reduced to the typical binary opposition.

A group of features pertaining specifically to discourse-level phenomena was included in the
coding scheme. Voicing was coded as present if a speaker engaged in the imitation of the speech of
anybody else, including one’s past self (crucially, reported speech). Confrontational use corresponded
to the question ‘is any propositional or argumentative content from previous utterances contested
within the utterance containing sobie/se?’. Conversely, Acceptance by interlocutor measures whether
the content of the target utterance elicited explicit acceptance, rejection or — lack thereof in a
following utterance. Predictably, the discourse level-phenomena constituted the most subjective and
high-risk annotation task — and as such the corresponding results have to be treated with caution.

As has been made evident in the description, while the coding system was primarily

semantico-pragmatic in its orientation, it made extensive use of formal phenomena as cues for the
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annotation. This solution has both advantages — such as reducing subjectivity and increasing the
coherence of the annotation — and disadvantage, crucially, making the analysis less direct and more
likely to misrepresent all semantic phenomena without overt formal marking.

Mosaic plots in Figures 7.1-7.2 represent the basic distribution of the variables according to
the sobie/se vs zero constructional choice. The adopted presentation form is a mosaic plot, where size
of blocks represent the proportion of observations with a factor combination. Colours (the shades of
blue and red) of the block inform of a potential under- or over-representation of this factor
combination. The lack of association is marked with white, as in the case with all the included
variables. As is immediately apparent — several features suffer from data sparseness, with only a
couple of observations representing a rarer level. At the same time, other features display very
balanced distributions, which, on their own, are not promising to be very revealing in terms of the

constructional choice studied.
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Figure 7.2: Mosaic plots for associations between constructional choice and feature levels — continued

(cf. Wyroslak 2022: 90)

Strikingly, not a single construction/variable level combination shows signs of significant relationship.
On the other hand, the descriptive, monofactorial results illustrated with the plots — do not say
anything in terms of how these factors work together. To shed light on that, the following section
presents the results of more in-depth exploratory analyses with Multiple Correspondence Analysis

(Glynn 2014a; Levshina 2015).

7.3.3  Results
Figure 7.3 presents results of Multiple Correspondence Analysis performed for 6 factors:
Construction, Acceptance by interlocutor, Manner, Narrativity and Temporal specification. The

analysis was done with R statistical software (R Core Team 2021), using FactoMineR (Burt-type; LE,
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Josse, and Husson 2008) and exploR packages for the computation and visualisation of MCA results.

Table 7.6 provides quantitative results underlying Figure 7.3.
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Figure 7.3: Multiple Correspondence Analysis — biplot

Variable

. Construction
. Acceptance by interlocultor
. Manner
Narrativity
. Locational sense
. Postural sense
Temporal specification

Contribution

[ 14
7.3

133

19.3

25.3

Variable Level Axis 1: Axis 1: Cos’ Axis 2: Axis 2: Cos’ Count
Coordinate  Contribution Coordinate  Contribution

Construction sobie_se -0.239 6.16 0.353 -0.133 3.36 0.11 112

Construction zero 0.239 6.16 0.353 0.133 3.36 0.11 112

Acceptance by accept 0.465 5.01 0.161 -0.706 20.25 0.372 24

interlocutor

Acceptance by neutral -0.143 3.61 0.541 0.044 0.61 0.052 183

interlocutor

Acceptance by reject 0.883 12.79 0.394  0.518 7.72 0.135 17

interlocutor

Manner absent 0.023 0.09 0.015 -0.069 1.46 0.137 182
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Manner present -0.098 0.39 0.015  0.298 6.33 0.137 42

Narrativity narrative -0.27 10.2 0.727 0 0 0 145
Narrativity not_narrative  0.495 18.73 0.727  -0.001 0 0 79
Locational sense locational -0.089 1.34 0.185  0.007 0.01 0.001 175
Locational sense not_locational ~ 0.318 4.79 0.185  -0.026 0.06 0.001 49
Postural sense non_postural -0.042 0.21 0.014  -0.196 7.93 0.305 122
Postural sense postural 0.051 0.25 0.014 0234 9.49 0.305 102
Temporal generic 0.489 6.7 0.225  -0.154 1.17 0.022 29

specification

Temporal now 0.52 7.31 0.24 0.519 12.79 0.24 28
specification
Temporal time_specified  -0.416 15.19 0.643  0.208 6.68 0.161 91
specification
Temporal unspecified 0.12 1.05 0.047  -0.382 18.76 0.475 76

specification

Table 7.6: Multiple Correspondence Analysis — results for variable levels

In its design, Multiple Correspondence Analysis is a kind of dimensionality reduction technique. As
such, it is geared towards trying to represent as much of the variation in the multivariate data on as
few dimensions as possible. The biplot presented in Figure 7.3 (and any other MCA biplot)
exemplifies this reductionist character. All the variables are visualised using only two axes — and the
multidimensional differences are represented using two-dimensional distances. Thus, these relative
distances are the primary object of interest for the interpretation of results in linguistic terms.

The results support the compatibility between sobie/se and “narrative” use, making it possible
to maintain the interpretation of sobie/se as applicable to ordinary, backgrounded situations. On the
other hand, generic events per se are clearly not specifically associated with the use of sobie/se. This
need not be, however, at odds with such normative interpretations of sobie/se. Specifically, while
generic events lend themselves to expression of ordinariness, they are not limited to it. This can be

demonstrated in the ‘behind the screen all the time’ example, repeated in (7.22):
(7.22)  ‘Behind the screen all the time’ (X085, ‘Rozmowa o telefonach komorkowych’, utt. 424), cf. Wyroslak (2022: 93)

424 MALE24 84Lp: czlowiek siedzi caly czas przed komputerem no to si¢ psuje nie ?

‘424 MALE24 84Lp: One sits behind the screen all the time so it [eyesight] gets worse,
right? *

The utterance easily meets criteria set for generic events, as applicable to anybody spending time in

front of the screen. However, such a situation does not necessarily have to be volitional nor
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benefactive, neither is it implied to be normal. Rather, in (7.22), the causal chain seem malefactive
and as such could be argued to receive a negative normative sanction.

The data suggest dispreference for sobie/se in situations unfolding in the speech act time. If
proven, that result would not be surprising, given that the real-time events are by default
foregrounded. Similarly, a clear pattern of dispreference towards explicit acceptance or rejection of
the utterance content would be only superficially surprising. Given the backgrounding/ordinary
function of sobie/se postulated here, it is unlikely for sobie/se clausal unit to play a prominent role in
argumentative interaction, unless an interlocutor wishes to protest the backgrounded, ordinary status
itself.

A common way of evaluating the reliability of the MCA result is to look at the percentages of
variation (inertia) explained by the dimensions computed in the analysis. The 10 dimensions
computed for the data in this study are summarised in Table 7.7 and visualised in the Figure 7.4 The
biplot presented in Figure 7.3 employs Dimension 1 and Dimension 2, plotted on X and Y axis
respectively. That is, as presented in Table 7.7 and Figure 7.4, our analysis cumulatively captures
44.93% of the complexity within the data. While high percentages are not expected with MCA run on

complex datasets with several variables, this result cannot be considered impressive.

15 20 25

10

Percentage of inertia

5
|

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Dimension

Figure 7.4: Percentage of variance explained by the dimensions computed (Wyroslak 2022: 95)
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Dimension Eigenvalue Percentage of variance Cumulative percentage of
variance

dimension 1 0.06603 28.61940 28.61940
dimension 2 0.03764 16.31416 44.93356
dimension 3 0.02862 12.40780 57.34136
dimension 4 0.02443 10.58948 67.93084
dimension 5 0.02157 9.34802 77.27886
dimension 6 0.01468 6.36347 83.64233
dimension 7 0.01362 5.90490 89.54722
dimension 8 0.00995 4.31304 93.86027
dimension 9 0.00834 3.61557 97.47583
dimension 10 0.00582 2.52417 100.00000

Table 7.7: Percentage of variance explained by the dimensions computed (Wyroslak 2022: 95)

Given the exploratory nature of the technique and the moderate character of the presented association,
the results have to be approached with caution. On the other hand, they do offer an opportunity for
refining the intuitions emerging from qualitative analyses. Two such suggestions of particular interest
pertain to the narrative functions of sobie/se and its particular fitness with generic events. The former
can still be given a ‘benefit of doubt’ and a closer look into the specific roles sobie/se plays in the
narratives, e.g. its orientational segments. With generic events expression and the use of sobie/se the
explanation of co-occurrence seems not to consist in any kind of privileged relationship between the
two. Therefore, given the findings, a ‘step back’ or ‘wider look’ strategy is more applicable to sobie/se
with generic events, in which this co-occurrence is explained in terms of more general properties of

sobie/se.
7.4 Conclusions

The present chapter focused on sobie/se in low-level relations with other constructions. Benefactive,
normative, and volitional functions can be found and are in an interplay relation with many uses of
sobie/se, corroborating a polyfunctional character of the marker. As shown in the first study, in
Section 7.1, the character of this functional interplay may often consist in precluding the non-
benefactive, non-normative, or non-volitional interpretation — rather than profiling all (or any) of the
functions.

Sections 7.2-7.3 focused on verbs of motion and posture, which limit a recipient-beneficiary

interpretation. The three analysed functions were indeed relevant, but the specific formal and
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functional patterns were shown to differ in association to sobie/se. Examples of positive association
include the delimitative verbs (cf. Section 7.2) and the use in the sequences of temporally adjacent
situations (7.3). The former seems to be characteristic for many benefactive constructions in Polish
(cf. Section 2.4, Chapter 8), while the latter supports the observations on the situation-backgrounding
and narrative uses of sobie/se presented in Chapter 6. On a methodological level, the project
demonstrated the advantages of integrating the qualitative and quantitative techniques in the

semantico-pragmatic analysis of the data from conversational, spoken registers.

198



8

Benefactive potential of the impersonal -ne/-te

participles and related constructions

8.1

The present chapter's objective is to explore the benefactive potential of the impersonal -ne/-fe
participle construction and related constructions. Besides formally related constructions, involving the
resulative/passive participle, 1 will relate the -ne/-fe impersonal construction to impersonal
constructions with personal reference (cf. the discussion of the notion in Lindstréom et al. 2020).
Crucially, ‘Egocentric’ sie Construction (cf. descriptions in Bogustawski 1984; Gorski 2008) will be
considered as another construction of this type, capable of carrying evaluative functions. The gained

insights will lay the foundation for Chapter 9, where I present an empirical analysis of variation in

Introduction

how the benefactive potential is realised in delimitative.

standard. Examples (8.1-8.2), taken from social media posts on Twitter, demonstrate the ‘bare’ variant

The construction can be found in colloquial registers of Polish, and may be classified as non-

of the construction, which will be given most attention in the following chapters:

8.1)

(8.2)

The three forms observed in (8.1-8.2) — pojedzone ‘eaten’, polezakowane ‘lounged’ and pobiegane
‘run’ — all represent neuter forms of the Polish passive/resultative participle and they do not agree

unambiguously with any overt nominal expression. The construction does not express the agent

(X/Twitter: @gdansk, Miasto Gdansk, 10:00 AM - Apr 17, 2022)
Pojedzone, polezakowane, wigc pora na... poszukiwania! @', Dacie rade odnalezé
wszystkie jajka, ktore ukryliSmy na zdjeciu? () Napiszcie w komentarzu, ile pisanek udato

Wam si¢ odszukac

‘Done eating and lounging, so it’s time for... a hunt! & © Can you spot all the eggs hidden
in the picture? (' Let us know how many painted eggs you’ve found #gdansk #ilovegdn
#ciekawostkigdn [‘gdnfunfacts’]’

[Graphic: small drawings of Easter eggs superimposed on the photograph of Gdansk

landscape]

(X/Twitter: @HubertHurkacz, Hubert Hurkacz, 5:48 PM - Nov 26, 2020)
Pobiegane . < " #tatry #zakopane

‘Running: done }. « " #tatry #zakopane’

[Graphic: A photograph of a mountain landscape with four people on a mountain path]
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overtly, though it can have personal reference. In particular, (8.2) presents a very clear reference to the
author himself. The data selection for this example — the social-media discourse — is intentional, as the
construction seems to be associated with interactive, informal registers (cf. Section 9.2.2 in the
following chapter for the discussion of X/Twitter and the corpus collected). As will be demonstrated
in Section 8.2.1, these ‘bare’ uses are embedded in a much larger context of -ne/-te impersonal
constructions, cf. e.g. the following example with a finite by¢ ‘be’ in future tense and a participle from
an imperfective gra¢ ‘play’:

(8.3) (X/Twitter: @XboxPL, Xbox Polska, 4:28 PM - Mar 18, 2022)

Weekend juz dostownie za rogiem. Juz go czujemy!

Zaplanowaliscie juz jak go spedzicie? Moze bedzie grane?

‘The weekend is right behind the corner. We sense it already?
Do you already have plans? Maybe there’s gonna be gaming?’
[Graphic: a sport car moving on a bridge over a sea cost. A logo of FORZA HORIZON 5

video game is imposed in the upper-left corner]

Moze bedzie grane?
maybe  be.FUT.3SG play.PPART.N.SG

‘Maybe there’s gonna be gaming?’

In (8.1) the forms denote leisure activities often associated with the traditional way of passing Easter
in Poland, during which it is customary to indulge in food and rest. The referent may be identified as
the second person, i.e. the reader that is later invited to interact with the post — or collectively, as the
people who celebrate Easter. The referent is also personal in (8.2), where the author, a professional
tennis player, reports on his training session in the picturesque scenery of the popular mountain resort
town Zakopane. Regardless of the (un)ambiguity of the referents, the construction makes it necessary
that they are retrieved through pragmatic inference rather than formal means. In this chapter, I will
analyse if such ‘hidden’ participants can be accurately described in terms of (auto)beneficiaries, and

what may be characteristic of benefaction expressed in such a way.

Section 8.2 provides an overview of constructions with Polish passive/resultative participle, including
a more in-depth characterisation of the -ne/~te impersonal construction in section 8.2.1. Section 8.3
takes a look at the domain of impersonal constructions with a personal reference. Therein, I discuss a
small set of constructions, including, prominently, the ‘egocentric’ si¢ construction, in order to

demonstrate the potential compatibility between benefaction and that domain.
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8.2  -ne/-te participles and formally related constructions

By the term -ne/-te participle 1 refer to a form of the Polish passive/resultative participle that can be
used where it does not agree with any nominal head. Within the paradigm of the passive/resultative
participle, the -ne/-te forms can be characterised as its singular neuter or plural non-personal
masculine in the nominative and accusative. Table 8.1 below demonstrates the inflectional paradigm
for przytulany ‘hugged’ (from przytulaé ‘hug[iPFv]’), taken from the Grammatical Dictionary of
Polish (Wolinski et al. 2020). Table 8.2 provides the same information for zawinigty ‘wrapped’ (from
zawing¢ ‘wrap[PFV]’), -t- in the suffix. The presence of -#- or -n- in the participle suffix is subject to

morphonological constraints (Laskowski 1998; Oesterreicher 1926).

singular plural
ml
pl
ml m2 m3 nl,n2 z non- ‘residual’
depreciative
depreciative
NOM/VOC przytulany proytulane | przytulana przytulani priytulane
GEN przytulanego przytulanej przytulanych
DAT przytulanemu przytulanej przytulanym
ACC przytulanego | przytulany | przytulane | przytulang przytulanych proytulane
INS przytulanym przytulang przytulanymi
LOC przytulanym przytulanej przytulanych
Table 8.1: Inflectional paradigm for przytulany ‘hugged’ (based on Wolinski et al. 2020)
singular plural
ml
ml m2 m3 nl,n2 Z pl non- ‘residual’
depreciative
depreciative
NOM/VOC zawiniety zawinigte zawinieta zawinieci zawinigte

GEN zawinietego zawinietej zawinietych
DAT zawinietemu zawinietej zawinietym
ACC zawinietego | zawiniety | zawinigte zawinietq zawinietych zawinigte
INS zawinietym zawinietq zawinietymi
LOC zawinietym zawinietej zawinigtych

Table 8.2: Inflectional paradigm for zawinigty ‘wrapped’ (based on Wolinski et al. 2020)

201




Passive/resultative participles are employed in a broad range of constructional environments including
many variants of passive and resultative constructions — cf., e.g., examples (8.4-8.6). In those
constructions participle agrees with the subject phrase. (8.4) represents a canonical example of the

passive construction with an oblique agent phrase with przez ‘through’ added’.

(8.4) (Wiemer 2004: 277 ex. (I) c. ibid.)
Niedzwiedz zostal/ byl zabity (przez  mysliwego)
bear.NOM.SG.M  COP.PST.3.SG.NOM.M  killed.NOM.SG.M through hunter.ACC

‘The bear was killed (by the hunter).’

(8.5) (Gorski 2008: 61 ex. (108) ibid.; from IPI PAN Corpus; Dziennik Polski - 1999-09-21 - Kraj - Smier¢ na szlaku)*
[...] dr Barnas wraz z ratownikiem Andrzejem Blachg zostali
Dr Barnas.NOM  together with lifeguard.INS.SG  Andrzejem Blacha.INS  become.PST.M_PERS.3PL
opuszczeni z helikoptera przy  pomocy windy.
leave(PFV).PPART.3PL  from helicopter.GEN.SG by help.LOC.SG  1ift.GEN.SG

Dr Barna$ and the lifeguard Andrzej Blacha were lowered from the helicopter using a lift’

(8.6) (Gorski 2008: 61 ex (107) ibid.; from IPI PAN Corpus; Dziennik Polski - 2000-01-27 - Magazyn - Jak zy¢ po
Auschwitz)

Wiara, ze nie  jesteSmy opuszczeni przez Boga,
faith.NOM.SG COMP  NEG be.PRS.IPL  leave.PPART.M_PERS.NOM.PL through God.GEN.SG
pomaga nam budowaé  mosty/...]

help.NPST.3SG  1PL.DAT  build.INF  bridge.ACC.PL

‘Faith that we are not left alone by God is what helps us build bridges’

By¢ ‘to be’ and bywaé ‘to be (imperfective, frequentative)’ serve a role of the passive auxiliary, but
constructions with zostac/ zostawac¢ ‘become (PFV/IPFV)’ are available for perfective verbs. The
former constructions can be used with more adjectival and resultative interpretations, while the latter
are characteristic of the passive. Passive constructions constitute an internally diverse, rich domain —
the choice of the auxiliary, tense, presence of the oblique agent phrase, and the interplay with lexical
input all contribute to the conditions on the semantic outcome (cf. e.g. Brajerski 1972; a holistic
account in Kibort 2004; Gorski 2008 includes a detailed corpus-based analysis of the passive
constructions in Polish; Siewierska 1988; Wiemer 2004 for the context of genetically related

languages).

46 My glosses are added to the examples (8.5-8.11).

202



Similarly, constructions with the passive/resultative participle and mie¢ ‘have’ have been

widely debated in Polish linguistics. Key topics include their diachronic development and the
temporal potential (Arkadiev & Wiemer 2020; Bartelik 2019; Bunci¢ 2015; Gebert 2019; Gorski
2008; Labocha 1988; Lazinski 2001; Mendoza 2018; Sawicki 2011). From the perspective of the

present work, the instances of constructions with beneficiary-subjects are, naturally, notable. In (8.7),

as Gorski (2008: 47) notes, it is probably the inference from extralinguistic knowledge that makes the

subject unambiguously a non-agentive-beneficiary. In turn, example (8.8) can have two interpretations

— one in which the subject is a beneficiary of the action performed by someone else, and the second,

where the beneficiary and the agent is the same person (Gorski 2008: 48; Lazinski 2001: 6; Weydt &
Kazmierczak 1999: 10):

(8.7)

(8.8)

(Adapted from Gorski 2008: 47 ex. 69 ibid.)
Pacjentka miata zrobiong operacje.
patient(F).NOM.SG have.PST.F.33SG do(PFV).PPART.F.ACC.SG  operation(F).ACC.SG

‘The patient had the operation done’

(Adapted from Gorski 2008: 47 ex. 70 ibid.)
Mam wreszcie ugotowane i odkurzone
have.NPST.1SG  finally cook(PFV).PPART.NEUT ~ CONJ  vacuum(PFV).PPART.NEUT

Finally, I have the cooking and cleaning done

Bunci¢ (2015), using examples from Sawicki (2011), contrasts have-resultatives (8.9 below) with the

recipient passive, such as in (8.10-8.11).

(8.9)

(Adapted from Bunci¢ 2015: 414; Sawicki 2011: 77; translation and emphasis by Sawicki)
ma odrobione zadania domowe

have.NPST.3SG  do(PFV).NM_PERS.PPART.ACC.PL  task.ACC.PL home.NM_PERS.ACC.PL
pisemne i ustne

written.NM_PERS.ACC.PL  CONJ oral.ACC.PL

‘he has done (his) written and oral homework’
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(8.10)  (Adapted from Bunci¢ 2015: 413; Sawicki 2011: 71)
A wszystko to, bo dobrze sie uczytam - twierdzono takze,
ze mam “kupowane* oceny przez mojq mame
COMP have.1SG buy(IPFV).PPART.NM_PERS.ACC.PL grade.ACC.PL through POSS.1SG.ACC mum.lSG.ACC

‘And all this because I have been a good student — it has also been claimed that I have

my grades “bought” by my mother.

(8.11) (Adapted from Bunci¢ 2015: 413; Sawicki 2011: 71)
ciekawa jestem przez ile lat
bedle] miala wypominane zdarzenia z przesztosci
be.NPST.1SG  have.PST.F.1SG reproach(IPFV).PPART.NM_PERS.ACC.PL event.ACC.PL  from past.GEN.SG

‘I am curious for how many years I’ll be reminded of these events from the past’

He calls for a delineation of the recipient passive which can be formed from both perfective and
imperfective verbs, and resembles ‘have’-resultatives but also have the following characteristics (cf.

ex. 8.10-8.11 above):

“— does not denote any precedence in time if formed from an imperfective verb,
— often does not have any resultative meaning,

— can be combined with temporal adverbials referring to the event,

— always has to be interpreted as passive (i.e. the subject is never the agent) and
— represents the subject as a beneficiary of the event denoted by the participle”

(Bungi¢ 2015: 418)

The constructions of this kind undoubtedly add to the repertoire of benefactive constructions in
Polish, allowing to profile the beneficiary, formally promoted to the subject position. At the same
time, examples such (8.11) have to be borne in mind — since the malefactive and general ‘affectednes’
interpretation is possible with them as well.

The Polish passive/resultative participles are canonically object-oriented (cf., e.g.
Haspelmath 1994), as in the earlier example in this section. However, deviations can be found.
pojedzony ‘eaten’, from pojes¢ ‘eat (PFV;delimitative)’, used in selected informal varieties of Polish,
can display agent-oriented behaviour (although they may be viewed as adjectivised; glossing them as
a participles serves to demonstrate the formal pattern). This can be illustrated with the forms of
pojedzony in (8.12) and (8.13), referring to ‘satiated users’ and ‘satiated pilgrims’, respectively, and

showing regular agreement patterns:
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(8.12)

(8.13)

The -ne/te impersonal participles that are the main interest of the present an the following chapter
display an ‘unstable’ orientation. The agent and patient cannot get expressed, and the latter may be
unavailable. In (8.2), where the entire tweet body is pobiegane ‘running:done’, the participle is
difficult to interpret as object-oriented, even if it is reimagined with a locative (quasi-)object.

Similarly, the agent of the action, the runner, is referentially clear, but the participle form does not

(X/Twitter: @KlubJagiellonsk, Klub Jagiellonski, 2:39 PM - May 22, 2013
Pojedzeni po obiedzie? To polecamy analize nowego projektu ustawy o zwiqzkach

partnerskich przygotowanq przez...

Full[‘eaten’] after the lunch? Then, we recommend our analysis of the new motion on civil

unions, prepared by... [Link to the article]

Pojedzeni po  obiedzie?

eat(PFV).PPART.M_PERS.NOM.PL  after lunch.LOC.SG

Full after the lunch?

(X/Twitter: @ArchKrakowska, Archidiecezja Krakowska 10:51 PM - Aug 7, 2022)

— Po ldniu, kiedy praktycznie kazda osobg widzialem w réznym stanie - zmeczona,
glodna, pojedzong - moéwienie ,,bracie”, ,,siostro” weszto mi w nawyk. Bo wszyscy na
pielgrzymce jestesmy jak jedna, wielka rodzina — dzieli si¢ Kacper @2 Ty

#pielgrzymimokiem

After ] day, when, basically, I’d seen every person in a different mood — tired, hungry,
full [‘eaten’] — saying ‘brother’, ‘sister’ became a habit for me. Because on the pilgrimage
we're like a one, big family — Kacper shares [his testimony] with us @®Tj
#throughpilgrimseye’ [Link to the article]

[Graphic: A photograph of people on a forest road. Five men pose for a photograph]

—Po  [dniu, kiedy praktycznie kazdg osobe widziatem w
after  [lday.Loc.sG when practically every.ACC person(F).ACC.SG see(IPFV).PST.M.1SG in
roznym stanie - zmeczong, glodngq, pojedzong -

different.LOC.SG  state.LOC.SG tired.F.ACC.SG  hungry.F.ACC.SG  eat(PFV).PPART.F.NOM.SG

mowienie ., bracie”, ,,siostro”’ weszto mi w  nawyk

say(IPFV).GER.ACC.SG  brother.vOC.SG sister.vOC.SG enter(PFV)PST.N.2SG 1SG.DAT in habit.ACC.SG

“After 2] day, when, basically, I’d seen every person in a different mood — tired, hungry, full [‘eaten’] — saying

‘brother’, ‘sister’ became a habit for me.’

agree with it. Therefore, the situation also differs from typical agent-oriented participles.
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In Polish, a passive/resultative participle from an intransitive, unergative verb may be viewed
as ‘uncanonical’ or ‘unexpected’. Grammatical Dictionary of Polish (Wolinski et al. 2020) and its
programmatic implementation, Morfusz2, do not include the form pobiegane as a form — and the use
in resultative and passive constructions is indeed constrained. Such ‘impossible’ participles are at the
same time often formed and used, since the users of Polish have readily available morphonological
patterns of participle formation and a welcoming syntactic environment in the form of the -ne/-te
impersonal construction. Thereby, the -ne/-te participles perhaps meet the contradictory requirements
of creative language, which has to reconcile a degree of originality (norm violation) with sufficient
systematicity (cf. e.g. Hoffmann 2018). The norm-defying character of many -ne/-te impersonals also
supports the extravagant character of the construction (cf., e.g., Ungerer & Hartmann 2020 for the
discussion of the characteristics of extravagant expressions, including “deviation from norm” as one

of them)

8.2.1 -ne/-te impersonal construction

The key characteristics of the construction is the use of -ne/-fe participle in the context where it is not
(unambiguously) agreeing with a nominal expression. An account of the construction, directly
relevant to the present study, has been given in Kibort (2011). The author specifies her phenomenon
of interest as “the impersonal construction which uses the past/passive -n-/-t- participle bearing the
singular neuter inflection -e” (ibid.:358). She notes that the phenomenon has been surprisingly little
studied (which is reflected in the title of her article, referring to the construction as “[t]he elephant in
the room”).

Examples (8.14-8.15) are presented as canonical representation of the construction:

(8.14)  (Kibort 2011: 358)
a. Bylo codziennie  sprzqtane

was.3SG.N every-day  tidy.PART.SG.N

‘[1t] has been cleaned every day./There has been cleaning every day.’
b. W pokoju byto codziennie  sprzqtane.

in room(M).LOC was.3SG.N every-day  tidy.PART.SG.N

‘[1t] has been cleaned every day in the room./There has been cleaning in the room every day.’

(8.15)  (Kibort 2011: 358)
a. Bylo tadnie  posprzqtane.
was.3SG.N  nicely  tidy-up.PART.SG.N

‘[1t] was nicely cleaned/tidied up.’
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b. W pokoju byto tadnie posprzqtane.
in  room(M).LOC was.3SG.N nicely tidy-up.PART.SG.N

‘[1t] was nicely cleaned/tidied up in the room.’

All these example sentences are arguably subjectless — “[The singular neuter inflection] of the
predicate is recognisable as a morphological strategy for situations when subject-predicate agreement
breaks down either due to the lack of a subject or due to inadequate morphosyntactic properties of the
subject” (Kibort 2011: 358). At the same time. they demonstrate the possibility of adverbials and
prepositional phrases to appear alongside the participles.

In relation to the meaning of the -ne/~te impersonal, Kibort notes that the construction “is
commonly associated with verbs denoting household activities such as sprzqtaé ‘tidy’, gotowac
‘cook’, piec ‘bake’, pra¢ ‘launder’, prasowac ‘iron’, Sciera¢ ‘wipe’, wytrze¢ ‘wipe’, zmy¢ ‘wash-up’,

etc.”, cf. e.g. (8.16). She further provides a larger list (Kibort 2011: 363) and further examples.

(8.16) (Kibort 2011: 365; ex 15¢ ibid.)

Ma obowiqzek szeroko  pojetego dbania o dom,  czyli zeby  bylo ugotowane,
has duty broadly  understood looking after home that-is that be cooked
uprane i ztozone w kosteczke.

laundered and folded into cube

‘[He/She] has the duty of a broadly understood care for the household, that is, [to make sure] that [it] would be

cooked, laundered and folded into a cube.’

Kibort observes that “in all these and similar examples, verbs denoting household activities are used
intransitively, and their objects are understood (or, generic)”.

The -ne/-te impersonals such as (8.15-8.16) include auxiliary by¢ ‘be’. This is different for
the forms in (8.1-8.2), presented at the beginning of this chapter, which come with no finite verb. This
will be referred to as representing the ‘bare’ type, in contrast with the uses in which the construction
includes by¢ ‘to be’ in a singular, neuter form (bylo, jest, bedzie — for past, present and future
respectively). Also, the three forms come from po- prefixed perfective verbs (pojesé, polezakowad,
pobiegac) with prominent delimitative interpretation, suggesting that the action lasted ‘for some
time’, “until certain degree of agents satiety’ (Anstatt 2003; Lazinski 2020 for monographic treatment
of the Polish aspect; Smiech 1986: 18-28). In Chapter 9, I will dedicate most attention to this kind of
use, but this morphological and aspectual configuration is by no means an exclusive kind of use. As
demonstrated in the examples below, and noted by Kibort (2011), the verbs in the construction vary in

terms of aspect, prefix and polarity:
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8.17) (Kibort 2011: 367; ex.18b ibid.)
Juz skonczone  — odezwala sie spokojnie, probujqc doprowadzi¢c moj ubior do tadu
already finished pronounced REFL calmly trying bring my garment to order

‘[It’s] already finished — she said calmly, trying to get my garment in order.’

(8.18) (Kibort 2011: 367 ex. 18c ibid.)
jeszcze jest niedokonczone.  wiesz. jeszcze  nmiedokonczone. bo nie ma  wiesz.
still is unfinished you-know  still unfinished because not has you-know
dywanik.  zastonki. tylko splukani  jestesmy  zupelnie.
carpet curtains only flat-broke we-are completely

‘[1t] is still unfinished, you know, still unfinished, because there is not, you know, a carpet, curtains, but we are

completely broke.’

(8.19) (Kibort 2011: 368 ex. 18i ibid.)
Nie, nie, w biosie bylo sprawdzane i wiqczane.
no no in bios was checked and switched-on

‘No, no, in bios [it] was checked and enabled.

(8.20)  (X/Twitter, private account, 2022)
ale bedzie czytane w  pociagu
but be.FUT.3SG  read.PPART.NEUT in train.LOC.SG

There’s gonna be heck of a reading on the train [photo of a book cover]

The -ne/~te construction can be metaphorically described as ‘squished in-between’ a number of other
passive/resultative constructions with which it bears close formal resemblance — and/or with which it
can be ambiguous. The discussion may start from the regular passive and resultative constructions. In
some cases, an ambiguity might be proposed between a non-agreement interpretation and
implied/elided neuter nominal interpretation. Note how, with the addition of the demonstrative fo
(N.NOM.SG), the participle in (8.20) can become a personal passive referring to the book as the patient
of the reading.

An already mentioned kind of affinity with regular passive can be demonstrated in (8.21)
below which, despite minimal difference from uses (8.1-8.2), may be treated as more ‘passive-like’,

depending on how one analyses the syntactic status of spatial and temporal quasi-objective phrases:
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(8.21)

(X/Twitter, private account, 2022)

Po 10 km spacerze pobiegane 7 km % . i najlepszy czas w tym roku wjechat

‘After a 10 km walk, 7km [was] run, and the best time this year has arrived’

Po 10km spacerze pobiegane

7km

after 10km walk.LOC.SG  run(PFV).PPART.NM_PERS.NOM.PL/ 7km

run(PFV).PPART.N.SG

‘After a 10 km walk, 7km [was] run’

Kibort’s (2011) analyses the affinity of -ne/~te impersonal construction to the impersonal passive of

the intransitive (e.g. 8.22) — as well as to the predicative adverbial construction (e.g. 8.23),

concluding that “the impersonal -ne/-fe construction is underspecified with regard to which of the two

syntactic constructions (passive verbal or non-passive adverbial) it instantiates” (Kibort 2011: 357).

Brajerski (1979: 96) proposed that the uses of perfective verbs (such as in ex. 8.24a.) are close to

‘adverbial meaning’, while the imperfective verbs (e.g. 8.24b.) gain ‘verbal meanings’.

(8.22)

a.

(8.23)

(Kibort 2011: 359; ex.4 ibid.)

Piotr tadnie posprzqtat w  pokoju.
Peter(M).NOM  nicely tidied-up.3SG.M in room

‘Peter tided up/cleaned nicely in the room.’

W pokoju bylo tadnie  posprzqtane (przez
in room was.3SG.N nicely  tidy-up.PART.SG.N (by

‘[1t] was nicely cleaned/tidied up (by Peter) in the room.

(Kibort 2011: 359; ex.5 ibid.)
W pokoju byto czysto.
in room was.3SG.N cleanly

‘[1t] was clean in the room.’

W pokoju byto posprzqtane.
in room was.3SG.N tidy-up.PART.SG.N

‘[1t] was cleaned/tidied up in the room.’
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(8.24)

W pokoju bylo czysto i posprzqtane.
in room was.3SG.N cleanly and tidy-up.PART.SG.N

‘[1t] was clean and tidied up in the room.’

(Adapted from Brajerski 1979: 96, footnote 30. ibid.)

W piecach Juz napalone

In furnace.LOC.PL already fire(PFV).PPART.NEUT

‘Furnaces are already fired up’

w piecach Jjest teraz  wlasnie palone

In furnace.LOC.PL  be.PRS.3SG  now actually fire(PFV).PPART.N.SG

‘The furnaces are being fired up right now’

Furthermore, similarities can be observed between the impersonal -ne/-fe construction and participial

constructions with mie¢ ‘have’. Note how the constructions with mieé¢ ‘have’ can be observed with the

participles formed from intransitive verbs such as pobiega¢ ‘run a bit’, spac ‘sleep (IPFV)’:

(8.25)

(8.26)

(X/Twitter, private account, 2019)
Noto  ja mam rano juz pobiegane [...]
PART 1SG.NOM  have.NPST.1SG morning already run(PFV).PPART.NEUT

‘So, I have the morning running done’

(Adapted from Sawicki 2011: 76; ex. 37 ibid.)

nie chciatam tu wchodzi¢ wogole dzis ale i tak
NEG want.PST.F.1SG here  enter.INF at all today but still
calq noc nie  mam spane

whole.F.ACC.SG  night.ACC.SG NEG have.NPST.1SG sleep.PPART.NEUT

I didn’t want to login here at all today but anyway for the whole night I am not sleeping (lit.: have not slept)

In comparison to the impersonal counterparts with by¢ ‘be’ or the bare uses, “have’ constructions seem

to profile the personal relatedness of the situation, which, in turn, often amount to a positive

affectedness (cf. e.g. the recipient passives discussed earlier in Section 8.2).

The impersonal -ne/~te uses, however, can still (even if less prominently) be analysed in

terms of the benefactive character, which, interestingly for the present work, emerges in a more

complex manner. That complexity consists in the identity of the beneficiary, whose presence is
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presupposed even by the intentionally broad definition of benefaction adopted in this work. A
preliminary overview of the cited examples points to the two kinds of cases, which coincide with the
division between the examples from Kibort and the examples from the Twitter dataset (cf. Chapter 9).

The first kind, with a generic beneficiary (‘everybody’, ‘A passer-by’), seems to be more
compatible with the impersonal semantics. In household-life cases like (8.16), anybody in the purview
of the result may benefit from the cleanliness — although the actual agent need not be affected
advantageously. For instance, the agent from (8.16) fits very well into such an interpretation — it may
be implied they are being treated instrumentally (“the cleanliness was what mattered”). Many of these
examples also seem to bear a meaning of normative standards to be met. In terms of information
structuring, such result-oriented construal is an unsurprising use of the resultative participle.

In the second, ‘autobenefactive’, kind, the beneficiary (or, more broadly, affectee) is more
clearly identifiable as the agent of the situation. In (8.2; “the tennis player-runner”), the runner has a
clear reference, the author of the tweet, who is also the main participant experiencing the situation and
affected by it (presumably, in an advantageous manner, and as a voluntary act). In (8.1; “The Easter
egg hunt”), the beneficiary/affectee seems to be generic (‘city inhabitants’, ‘followers’, ‘people
celebrating Easter’, combination thereof), but it is still identical with the agent (eaters and loungers).
These uses often involve a ‘light-hearted’ or humorous undertone.

It may be proposed that, in some cases, the comic effect draws from the ‘normative standard’
or ‘task’ interpretation, characteristic to the first type of uses. Specifically, it would reside in the
tension between the duty-based character of the situation implied by the construction — and the actual
pleasurable, self-oriented and/or voluntary character of the situation. This would make the
construction a case of ‘pragmatic coercion’.

There might be many sources of humorous undertone — not necessarily universally applicable
across all the instances of the construction. The further exploration of the uses of this type will be

offered in Chapter 9, providing more data and interpretative context.
8.3  Benefaction and impersonal constructions with personal reference

Regardless of the humorous interpretation or lack thereof, many -ne/-te impersonals involve a
fundamental tension between the impersonal form on one side — and, on the other, a high agent
prominence, sometimes accompanied with a clear personal reference.

A typical impersonal construction, as understood in the present work, refers to a construction
that denotes a situation that does not allow the expression of the subject and that generally lacks other

formal means of the expression of the actor (thus I do not consider the passive domain in this
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section?’). Such configuration of features becomes useful when the agent is somehow ‘defective’ or
irrelevant. These cases include generic actors of a generic situation, anonymised or unknown actors,
non-personal actors and ‘agentive forces’ (natural phenomena etc.). Yet, as demonstrated through the
examples of the impersonal -ne/-te construction, they can indeed gain a personal interpretation.

The ‘tension’ between the impersonal form and personal reference is far from unique, and
can be observed in other European languages. Lindstrom et al. (2020) dedicate their study to
impersonal constructions with personal reference found in Baltic and Estonian, contextualising their
findings in the broader functional problem of such uses — “What are the motivations to use a passive
or impersonal when the actor is specific and known?” (Lindstrom et al. 2020: 133). They adopt the
understanding of the key term after Creissels (2019: 4): “In the languages in which A-alignment is
strongly predominant, an impersonal construction is a construction that does not include a syntactic
slot for an argument encoded in the same way as the agent in the basic transitive construction.” (cf.
also Creissels 2018: 6; Lindstrom et al. 2020: 133). This characterisation will be treated here as the
prototype of a impersonal construction (for more holistic discussions of the impersonal/ impersonal-
like constructions in Polish and Slavic,where their inventory is listed from various perspectives and
for different aims cf. e.g Kibort 2004; Ston 2002 and; Ston 2007 for cognitive-grammar oriented
descriptions of instigator defocusing; Wiemer: Forthcoming for the perspective of Slavic family).

In this section, I outline selected approaches to this problem and take a look at a set of
relevant constructions, in order to indicate how the impersonal domain and benefaction can be
reconciled. I will briefly introduce the following motivations: (i) absence of a prominent agent, (ii)
situation-focussing, (iii) implementation of a politeness strategy, (iv) construction-specific
motivations for the use of a construction (e.g. humorous, actionality-related, etc.), (v) a multi-
motivation analysis, viewing the factors as convergent and dividing a labour between each other.
Finally, I will relate them to benefaction and -ne/-fe impersonals.

An intuitive motivation for the use of impersonals in general may point to the absence or
defectiveness of agents. In many uses this motivation seems to be indeed present (cf. e.g. Brajerski
1972; Gorski 2008 for the relevant discussion of the distinction between generalisation and
anonymisation in relation to Polish). Impersonals, with which personal reference is highly
unexpected, are easily explainable in terms of agent deletion/defocussing as a consequence of agent
defectiveness. -no/~-to impersonals, as in (8.27), are one of the constructions that are well-equipped to
anonymise the agent (Gorski 2008, but cf. counterexamples of creative uses and discursive effects,

e.g. ibid.:165-166).

47 This more focused and narrow interest does not mean that the described processes are (completely) irrelevant to passives.
On the contrary, studies on functional motivations for the passives can also be illuminating for the present discussion (cf.

later in this section).
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(8.27)  (Wiemer: Forthcoming)
Ustalono cene za  ksiqzke
establish(PFV).IMP price.ACC.SG.F for book.ACC

= ‘They fixed the price. / The price was fixed.’

Other constructions can be used as fitting examples, more or less broadly relevant to the discussion of
the impersonal domain in general, e.g. infinitival constructions (such as the evidentials and generic
statements, in 8.31 and 8.32, respectively). “Weather” impersonals of the Zagrzmialo Tit] thunder-ed’
kind involve an ‘agentive force’ that is not personal nor bound (e.g. Ston 2007 where such uses are
characterised as ‘impersonal’ impersonals). The 3PL impersonals (e.g. in 8.28), and the use of first- or
second-person generic reference (e.g. in 8.29) resemble personal-reference constructions formally, but

lack clear personal reference:

(8.28)  (Ston 2002: 302; ex. 9a ibid.)
Dali mi podwyzke!
Give.3PL.VIR ~ me.DAT  rise.ACC

They gave me a rise!

(8.29)  (Ston 2002: 303 ex. 13a ibid.)
Wstajesz, idziesz do  pracy, wracasz z pracy, takie zycie.
get-up.2sG  g0.2SG to  work.GEN come-back.2SG from  work.GEN such.SG.N.NOM life.NOM

You get up, go to work, come back from work, this is life

(8.30)  (Ston 2007: 259 ex. 1fibid.)
Zatrzesto mnq z oburzenia.
shake.3SG.NEUTR.PERF.PAST ~ me.INSTR  from indignation.NEUTR.GEN

‘I was shaken with indignation

(8.31)  (Ston 2002: 303 ex. 12a ibid.)
Latwiej  powiedzie¢ niz zrobic.
easier say.INF than  do.INF

‘Easier said than done.’
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(8.32)

Nevertheless, for impersonals with personal reference, the ‘agent’s absence or defectiveness’
interpretation is less satisfying. Lindstrom et al. (2020: 202) recognise that impersonals with personal
reference from Baltic and Estonian provide instances of the syntactically demoted agents that are at
the same time high in topicality. The alternative perspective, more easily reconcilable with the
personal reference of certain uses of the impersonals is the promotion of the action, or action-

focusing as a functional motivation (Lindstrom et al. 2020; the authors point to the convergent results

(Ston 2002: 303 ex. 12b ibid.)
Wida¢ byto stamtqd Jezioro.
can-be-seen.INF  be.PAST.3RD.SG.N from-there lake.ACC

‘The lake could be seen from there’

from i.a. Pinkster 1992; Pieroni 2000; Napoli 2013 on Latin)

considered. Examples may include both in-person criticism (e.g. someone is late — in the presence of
the referent, clear to all discourse participants) and, contrarily, the mitigation of self-appraisal (e.g.
there has been some success — by a speaker reporting their own achievements). That superficially

paradoxical duality can be exemplified with the impersonal ‘egocentric’ si¢ (Bogustawski 1984;

Apart from information-management and packaging, politeness-related aspects may be

Gorski 2008):

(8.33)

(8.34)

(8.35)

(Adapted from Bogustawski 1984: 65)*
No co, napisato sig artykut
PART Write.PST.N.3SG ~ REFL article.ACC.SG

‘Well, someone has finished an article’ (analysed interpretation: ‘You’ve done it, huh’)

(Adapted from Bogustawski 1984: 65)
Czy da sie  nekrolog?
COMP  give.NPST.3SG REFL obituary.ACC.SG

‘Shall there be an obituary?’ (analysed interpretation: ‘Are we putting on an obituary?’)

(Adapted from Bogustawski 1984: 65)
Wyszto sie za  pozno
leave.PST.N.3SG ~ REFL too late

“We left too late, didn’t we’ (interpretation analysed ibid.*)

48 Glossing in examples (8.33-8.38) is mine.

49 Person and number of the referent are determined contextually, and are not limited to the first person or plural.
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(8.36)  (Adapted from Bogustawski 1984: 66)
Zrobito sie glupstwo
do.PST.N.3SG REFL  stupidity.ACC.SG

“‘Stupid decisions were taken, weren’t they?’ (analysed interpretation: reprimend)

(8.37)  (Bogustawski 1984: 66)
Dostato sie te nagrode
receive.PST.N.3SG REFL DEM.NM_PERS.ACC.SG  award.ACC.SG

‘Someone’s finally getting the award (award giver to the winner)’

Such uses instantiate ‘RM[reflexive marker]-impersonal’ construction (Wiemer: Forthcoming), which
features the reflexive marker si¢ and a neuter third-person singular verb form. These uses may be
contrasted with other, ‘non-egocentric’, impersonal uses of si¢, which do not bear a personal reference
and may gain a generic interpretation. Bogustawski uses (8.38) as an example that lends itself easily
to such interpretation®. Out of context, the interpretation can be both generic (‘kitchen is the place

were jam is generally made’) and actual (‘it is what happens now in [this] kitchen’):

(8.38)  (Bogustawski 1984: 51)
W kuchni smazy sie  konfitury
in  kitchen.LOC.SG fry(IPFV).NPST.3SG REFL confiture.ACC.PL

‘Confitures are made in the kitchen’

The ‘egocentric’ sie, as illustrated in (8.33-8.37), is yet another example of an impersonal construction
with a personal reference. Bogustawski (1984: 63—70) acknowledges the pragmatic, politeness-related
characteristics of the selected examples, but does not integrate them into the definitional formula he
proposes for the construction. He identifies the agent (or, precisely, femat ‘topic’; in the information
structure-oriented analytical perspective adopted ibid.) as someone presupposed to be an
unambiguously identifiable participant of the current discourse (1st person, 2nd person, inclusive or
exclusive first person; formulas “someone out of ourselves” and “I can tell who” are used). He argues
that the construction is discursively isolated, and does not felicitously enter temporal and causal
chains in larger discursive units. As an evidence, he presents an example with a chain of egocentric
sie in order to demonstrate its ‘deviance’ as a device for conveying sequences of events (reconstructed

in translation with one, for reference):

50 The distinction is pragmatically conditioned, so an unlikely context of personal counterpart can be imagined, e.g. as an

reprimand against earlier order not to make confiture in the kitchen ‘oh, I see someone is making confiture in the kitchen’.

215



(8.39) (Bogustawski 1984: 69)

(4. 13) Wstalo sie dzis o osmej. Po tym, jak sie zjadlo Sniadanie, czytalo sie ksiqzki. Nastepnie
zadzwonito sie do Zbyszka, zeby sie z nim umowi¢ na spotkanie. Poniewaz on nie miatl czasu, poszto sie

do kina. Wracajqc z kina, wstqpito sie na obiad. Po kqpieli wypito sie szklanke mleka i poszio sie spac.

‘One woke up at 8AM today. After one had breakfast, one read books. Then one called Zbyszek to
arrange a meeting with him. Since he didn't have time, one went to the cinema. Going back from the

cinema, one dropped by for dinner. After a bath, one drank a glass of milk and one went to bed.’

According to Bogustawski (1984: 67), the egocentric si¢ entails a constatation that the reality is such
as indeed envisioned by the author, giving following expressions as ‘representing the “atmosphere’
of the egocentric sig: wiec to tak ‘so it is like this’, ach, to jest tak ‘oh, so it is like that’ zostalo
sfinalizowane to a to, to a to zostato sfinalizowane ‘this and that was finalised’.

Such ‘naked truth’ interpretation, on its own, does not try to account for the variability of
reference, evaluative meanings (from appraisal to scorn), humorous/serious character — found in the
specific usage events. Perhaps, it is not far from viewing the construction as an affirmative, situation-
focusing device. However, this view, in turn, seems to leave questions about the opaqueness of the
main actor, a prominent participant of the speech act (typically a highly performative one). Thus, the
line of interpretation could revert to politeness-driven actor demotion that I selected as the point of
departure in the discussion of the construction. This ‘circularity’ might be broken with a multi-
perspective approach, if the shifts of the prominence of the verb (‘situation itself”), actor (‘agent’,’
instigator’) or other elements are viewed as running ‘in parallel’, with multiple motivations at play
simultaneously.

Lindstrom et al. (2020: 203-204) also discuss ‘invitation to reconstruct the situation’ as
the motivation for the uses in the domain of impersonals with personal reference. From the point of
view of the present work, a similar perspective can perhaps be proposed for the ‘playful’ (humorous,
ironic) uses of the -ne/~te impersonals and ‘egocentric’ si¢ construction. In line with this ‘playful’
character, the addressee of the speech act would be viewed as challenged to a ‘riddle’ (‘I bet you can
infer what I mean’). Assuring and testing intersubjectivity is pervasive in interaction (cf. e.g. the
markers such as question tags or phatic constructions such as you know [what I'm saying]. In addition
to the purely ‘practical’ (‘I am making sure you do not need help in understanding’) or
‘(self-)comforting’ (‘I assume you follow’) aspects of intersubjectivity testing/assertion, there is a
‘gamified’ aspect (‘I challenge you to understand’). To an extent, all these aspects can come together
and facilitate building solidarity and/or conflict between the speech act participants.

The intersubjective properties of constructions with si¢ were noted in Lewicki (1964), where

they are described as capable of expressing ‘allusive subjects [pol. podmiot aluzyjny]’. Lewicki (1964:
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318) applies the term to kinds of uses where the speaker “conceals the subjects, out of modesty, often
false modesty, or to add a mildly boastful tone to their utterance”>'. He notes (ibid.) that with ‘allusive
subjects’ the manner of concealing the subject is conventional, and that the hearer “should easily
decipher the allusion and identify the unexpressed agent”>. Lewicki (1964) does not associates -ne/-te
impersonals with ‘allusive subjects’, but some of their uses described above seem to fit the intuition
behind the notion.

Such observations do not invalidate that, in some ‘serious’, task-oriented, instances the
underspecification of the agent might actually be a desirable characteristic of the use of the
impersonals. In uses such as (8.34; “shall an obituary be put?”), the speaker might want to postpone
the decision of how and by whom the task should be delivered (potentially even outsourcing that
decision) — or, as in that example, question the necessity of the task before considering its details. At
the same time, the potential agent is is still personal, and supposed to be recruited from the discursive
‘us’ — although, in this case, the burden of identifying the agent is shared between the speech act
participants, rather but being a riddle for the hearer.

Yet other specific features can be employed by an impersonal construction with a personal
reference, as may be illustrated with reference to cumulative constructions in Baltic (Lindstrom et al.
2020; a detailed account in Nau, Sprauniené & Zeimantiené 2020). In the most prominent cumulative
construction in Lithuanian, which involves an impersonal use of passive participles, “emphasis is laid
on the duration, intensity or frequency of past events from the perspective of the protagonist. This
may be associated with a habitual meaning” Lindstrom et al. (2020: 202). An example is presented in

(8.40):

(8.40)  (Nau, Sprauniené¢ & Zeimantiené 2020: 95 ex. 101 ibid., from 1tTenTen14 corpus)
[Kur norétuméte groti, kad klausytojy biity daugiau? M: Labiausiai aisku uzsienyje. Nes Cia viskas yra tas pats.]
Visq gyvenimq éia  gyven-t-a, gro-ta, ei-t-a i koncertus.
whole.ACC.SG life.ACC.SG  here live-PST.PP-NA play-PST.PP-NA attend-PST.PP-NA to concert.ACC.PL

‘[Where would you like to play in order to have more listeners? M: Most of all of course we would like to play

abroad. Because here everything is the same. Here we have lived, played and gone to concerts all our lives.’

Many examples of the -ne/~te impersonal cited up until this point do not feature prominent habitual

interpretation, or often contradict it. On the other hand, the impersonal si¢ seems to be used in some

51 “Czasem moéwiacy ukrywa podmiot zdania. Czyni to ze skromnosci, czgsto falszywej, lub dla nadania swojej

wypowiedzi tonu lekkiej przechwalki” (Lewicki 1964: 318).

52 “[...], odbiorca powinien z tatwoscia rozszyfrowac aluzj¢ i skonkretyzowa¢ nie wyrazonego wykonawce” (Lewicki
1964: 318).
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forms of the recollection of experience or habit™, although, to a varying degree tainted with a generic

or conditional interpretation, cf. the following examples from SPOKES corpus (Pgzik 2015):

(8.41) ‘Dachsund’ (SPOKES: 4IWE, ‘Plotki kolezanek’, utt. 2232)

2232 FEMALE24 nwmb: a znowu jamnika jak miatam to normalnie jak sie otwierato drzwi

to on wskakiwat na dot w samochodzie i siedzial nie

jak sie  otwieralo drzwi to on wskakiwat

as  REFL open.(IPFV).PST.N.3SG door.ACC.PL then 3SG.M.NOM jump(PFV).PST.M.3SG
na  dot w  samochodzie

on  bottom in car.LOC.SG

‘But when I had a dachshund, when the doors opened, he would just hop onto the car floor and sit there’

(8.42) ‘Wartime £.6dz’ (SPOKES: 1DeB, ‘rozmowa z babcia’, utt. 70-71)

70 FEMALES3 gaOL: pamietam jak £odz bombardowali to jakie jakie te takie swietlowki
lecialy z tego nieba to u nas w Bedkowie bylo wida¢
71 FEMALES3 gaOL: jak tu bombardowali £6dz . no i pozniej to wojsko polskie . i tak sie

Zylo az sie wyprowadziliSmy stamtqd no

‘70 FEMALES83 gaOL: I remember when L6dz was shelled, then this kind of light beams
would fall from the sky, it could be seen at our Bedkowo
71 FEMALES3 gaOL:When they shelled £6dz... and then the Polish army...and such was

life until we moved out of there’

i tak sie zylo az sie wyprowadziliSmy stamtqd no
PART REFL live.PST.N.3SG until REFL move out.PST.M _PERS.3PL  from there PART

‘[ ...Jand such was life untll we moved out of there’

It is perhaps open to interpretation how close such uses are to non-egocentric sig. In (8.41) the
situation is framed as a conditional/rule “whenever the car doors opened, the dachshund jumped in”,
but it is highly expected that this scenario is the lived experience of the speaker — and that in many
instances that was herself who opened the door. Example (8.42) comes from an interview-testimony
of lived history. The example retains some of the generic-habitual character of the construction (‘such
was life in that place and time (for us all who were there)’, but the speaker clearly is implied to be an
actor (‘that was how we lived’). Arguably, (8.41-8.42) demonstrate how the distinctions between

personal vs. generic reference and between generic vs. actual situation can be blurred.

53 A hypothetical translation of (8.40) using the si¢ impersonal construction seems possible (Cate Zycie sie tutaj mieszkato,

grato i chodzito na koncerty).

218



Gorski (2008: 87-94), in his corpus-based study, analysed the uses of impersonal si¢ that
pose comparable problems. He demonstrates the gradience in the distinction between generic
(generalizacja) — and anonymous character of the situation (anonimizacja), as well as between
referential and non referential character of the nominal elements of the constructions. The gradience
of the latter distinction is particularly consequential for the main matter of the present section:
constructions may differ in their potential to express specific types and “degree” of the personal
reference. In that, impersonals with personal reference are a dynamic category. As demonstrated with
profile-based analyses in Lindstrom et al. (2020), corpus methodology can facilitate the description
that takes this dynamicity and probabilistic nature into account.

Neither uses such as the Lithuanian cumulative in (8.40), nor the demonstrated sie
impersonals display a narrative character. This need not be a feature of all impersonals with
impersonal reference. Interestingly, the ‘deviant’ fragment proposed by Bogustawski matches very
closely into a prominent use of -ne/-fe impersonals, namely a ‘perfect day summary’ participle
stacking (cf. Section 9.3.3). Also, the ‘isolated’ character of egocentric si¢ need not be absolute — and
coordination could be found in certain specialised uses. Clearly,the impersonal constructions with
personal reference need not be isolated and can appear in coordination.

The person (first, second or third) to which reference is made is yet another key parameter
that may be specific to individual constructions or even their subtypes. Egocentric si¢ prominently
includes first and second person referents, and the distinction is in an interplay with the illocution (cf.
e.g. self-critique in 8.35 and other-critique in 8.36). Ston (2002) compares instigator-defocussing
constructions in Polish and English, representing them on diagrams. Interestingly, -ne/-te impersonals,
included in her study, were not classified as expressive of 1st person referents, contrary to some of the
uses presented above. Examples such as (8.1-8.2), presented in the beginning of this chapter, seem to
illustrate the possibility of these ‘extravagant’ uses, facilitating the ‘autobenefactive’ interpretation
described in Section 8.2.1.

Finally, humour itself (not just as an extension of ‘politeness-management’ or invitation to
reconstruct) might be an important construction-specific factor behind the use of an impersonal
construction with a personal reference. The tension between the clarity of the reference and the effort
to escape the grammatical means of its expression creates a comic effect. This is also the case of the
egocentric sie, also noted by Bogustawski (1984: 66). A question that can be asked is the role of
frequency effects in sustaining this tension. It will be demonstrated in the following chapter that
‘autobenfecative’ -ne/-te impersonals can comfortably be attested on the basis of the available data,
yet they seem limited in relation to other phenomena (e.g. as compared to other uses of
passive/resultative participle forms or other impersonal constructions). Similarly, as Gorski (2008: 83)

reports, “egocentric” sie, despite the attention dedicated to it, is marginal in terms of its frequency.

219



Perhaps, this equilibrium of rare but stable use against the general characteristics of the construction
(here, impersonal) is what helps to achieve a conventionalised humorous undertone.

The overview of the functional motivations of the impersonals with personal reference brings
a complex picture. Many interpretative strategies can be applied to the rich domain of the impersonal
constructions with personal reference. Perhaps, in line with the complexity-aware approach,
advocated in this work (cf. Section 3.1), it is most productive to assume that the mechanisms such as
agent-defocussing, situation-focussing, invitation to reconstruction could potentially work together,
with various prominence at any given token. These mechanisms do not preclude construction-specific
meanings to be a part of specific constructions.

This complexity-aware view resonates with the existing findings on the agent-defocusing and
its relation to passive constructions. Shibatani (1985) favours the agent-defocusing interpretation of
the passive, but, crucially, postulates the view of the passive domain as a prototype. Fried (2006)
analyses constructions that fall into the functional domain of agent-backgrounding in Czech and
Russian, the be-passives and the passive reflexives. She describes their semantic complexity and
contrasts two languages, constructing constructional map diagrams for each language. Therein, she
visualises partial functional and formal overlaps between constructions. Fried (2006: 104—105) finds
that her point of departure, agent-backgrounding, “must be invoked in accounting for a number of
other constructions in both Czech and Russian, both reflexive and non-reflexive, personal and
impersonal”, but “[a]t the same time, each of the constructions within this functional domain displays
properties that belong to some other domain(s) as well and shares those features with other
constructions that may not have anything to do with agent back-grounding][...]”. It is recognised that
the delimitation of the set is necessarily non-exhaustive — and the “maps” presented in the paper
connect with other maps that can be created for other domains.

The key question for the present work is how these complex functional motivations for the
impersonals with the personal reference can be compatible with the expression of benefaction.
Arguably, both situation-focussing and politeness-driven agent-defocussing can provide leeway for
evaluative uses, including benefaction. In situation-focussing perspective, this relies on the clearly
benefactive character of a situation. In case of agent-defocussing and actors-autobeneficiares, it is the
paradoxical nature of ‘polite’ actor omission, which preserves the thematic prominence of the agent,
or even seems to perversely boost it in an ‘ironic’ ‘thematic promotion via formal demotion’. Finally,
the invitation to reconstruct the situation takes into account complex pragmatic inferences, in which
affective meanings take part.

In sum, while none of the interpretative strategies seems to entail the benefactive character of
the situation, none of them does actually preclude it. Arguably, they all offer affordances for such an

effect. The presence of a personal referent itself is what makes certain impersonals particularly fitting
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objects of the study of benefaction, since such participants can be reinterpreted in terms of a
beneficiary or a benefactor. On the other hand, the lack of personal referent or situation focussing is
compatible with the expression of situation that positively affects anyone in the purview of the action,
if one accepts validity of such ‘omnibeneficiaries’.

In this chapter I focused on the benfactive potential of -ne/~fe impersonals and selected
related constructions. I demonstrated that both formally and functionally similar construction make it
possible to express diverse affective and benefactive undertones. In the following chapter I present a
series of corpus-based studies on the construction, in order to present the benefactive potential at the

level of the specific uses of the construction.
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9  Benefactive uses of -ne/~-te impersonal
constructions

9.1 Introduction

The present chapter continues the analysis of benefaction in -rne/-te impersonal construction, aiming to
describe variation in the benefactive uses of the construction. It focuses specifically on the ‘bare’ uses,
featuring the resultative/passive participles of perfective verbs with a delimitative interpretation
available. Autobenefactive interpretation is often prominent with these uses, providing rich material
for a more detailed study.

In Section 9.2, I will discuss the data used in this study. As stated in Chapter 8, social media
discourse from Twitter/X has been selected as the source of the primary material. Section 9.2.1
discusses the situational characteristics of this kind of language use. In Section 9.2.2, the corpus used
for quantitative and qualitative analyses is described in detail. Section 9.3 addresses the main problem
of the chapter by presenting the types of uses that were delineated in the study. The delineated types

correspond to their formal characteristics, crucially the formal complexity:

*  Simplex uses
*  Uses alongside discourse markers

¢ Uses in coordinative chains

Each broadly delineated type, however, possesses its distinct semantic characteristics. Small-scale
quantitative analyses will be presented for each type based on the created corpus. In section 9.3.4, |
briefly point to potential benefactive uses of the -ne/-te impersonal beyond the purview of the ‘bare’ -
ne/~te uses that are the focus of the study. Finally, in Section 9.4, I consider how the multimodal
character of the data may influence the expression of benefaction. The section includes an exploratory

quantitative analysis of tweets where the use of pobiegane ‘run’ is accompanied with visual material.
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9.2 Data

9.2.1 Twitter/X and social media registers
X, formerly known as Twitter (Twittercom) can be described as an online social media/
microblogging platform®. Its users can post “tweets”, i.e. short messages, optionally including
multimedia (graphics, audiovisual material, hyperlinks to other websites and other tweets). These
messages are widely visible (cf. discussion below), and fellow Twitter users have mechanisms for
interacting with them. Visibility of any given tweet depends on privacy settings and the following
mechanic, with which users overtly indicate which other accounts they are interested in. However,
unless privacy settings specify otherwise, users can access tweets from accounts they do not follow,
via other users’ actions or automatic suggestions of the service. Furthermore, public tweets can be
accessed even by non-registered users.

The key built-in methods for interacting with tweets include: retweets — a post sharing
mechanism, which makes the tweet visible on the retweeter’s own profile; likes — positive reaction
mechanism in which each reaction is counted and displayed alongside the original post; comments —

t55

mechanism for creating a tweet as a reply to another tweet™. For reference, Figure (9.1) reproduces

the post from example (8.1) in a graphic format available as of the time of writing:

54 The study focuses on the data entirely preceding the name change. In this work the terms Twitter and Twitter/X are used

to represent both the identity of the platform form the discussed period (up to 6™ October 2022).

55 An instant-messenger module for private chat between users is available on the platform. It is not taken into

consideration in this work.
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- Miasto Gdarisk €2 w
- @gdansk

Pojedzone, polezakowane, wigc pora na... poszukiwania! & O, Dacie
rade odnalezé wszystkie jajka, ktére ukryliSmy na zdjeciu? ) Napiszcie w
komentarzu, ile pisanek udato Wam sie odszukad

#gdansk #ilovegdn #ciekawostkigdn

Translate post
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10:00 AM - Apr 17, 2022

>

Q12 4 Q67 N

Figure 9.1:Visual display of a tweet from example (8.1)

In order to very briefly characterise the circumstances of language use on Twitter/X, I follow the
categorisation used in situational analysis, as developed by Biber and Conrad (2009) within their

register analysis framework:
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Participants: Twitter/X is a social medium allowing ambiguities and dynamic shifts of
discourse participant status. Users reading a tweet can be seen both as addressees and on-
lookers, although a user or user communities may be referenced or implied more or less
directly. Privacy settings of users may restrict the audience of addressees/on-lookers.
Relations among participants. The register undoubtedly facilitates interactivity, although
it may be realised to various extent (e.g. purely expressive, monologic usage strategy is
possible). Unless restricted by privacy settings, the interactional opportunities are
symmetric, in the sense that a relatively unknown user may interact with a highly popular
one having the same options (tweet, retweet, reply, like) as them. For instance, a citizen
may comment on a tweet created by the head of their state (and, sometimes, indeed
receive a public reply). On the other hand, such real-life hierarchies as well as online
hierarchies (e.g. “online celebrity” vs. “regular user”) do impact the interactions. Personal
relationships and, consequently, shared knowledge vary greatly, as is typical of the
internet registers. Types of shared knowledge include deictic reference to current events
(reactions to “the news of the day”) and specialist discourse of small communities (e.g.
fan bases of cultural media such as films, TV series, books etc.)

Channel. Twitter/X can be identified as a form of computer-mediated communication.
The primary mode is written digital text, limited by the fixed character cap. which
however does not necessarily follow the codified standards that may be expected of the
user in other contexts. Digital text may be mono- or multiscript, rich arrays of Unicode
characters can be freely used. Twitter/X communication, as many forms of CMC, may be
argued to often display features and constructions that are characteristic to spoken
language (e.g. Soffer 2010). Besides text, other modalities are available — users can add
emojis, graphics, audiovisual materials and links. They can also use in-built interaction
mechanics for sharing and evaluations.

Production circumstances vary largely, depending once again on the user’s strategy —
from strictly revised and edited content (e.g. in use by public institutions) up to near-real
time commentary (reporting events as they unfold, e.g. sport fans “live tweeting” as they
follow an event)

Setting. Participants use the shared virtual space, accessible in the same manner by
everybody and providing everybody with near-identical user experience at the given
moment. Tweets are time-stamped and archived, and as such the medium can be treated
both as contemporary and historical. As with many types of internet discourse the
private/public distinction may be considered problematic. Many tweets, accessible

without restrictions seem to be oriented towards private matters, “as if spoken privately”,
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sharing highly personal and/or sensitive information and created by vulnerable agents
(e.g. minors).

* Communicative purposes and topics are relatively unrestricted. As in many types of social
media discourse, the functions of self-reveal and self-appraisal seem to be playing an
important role (Dayter 2018; Glynn & Gimadieva 2021), supported with appraisal
mechanics (like, retweet). Such mechanics introduce a tangible measure of
communicative success that may perhaps become a prominent purpose itself.

The overview reveals that, considered in general, Twitter/X (and similar social media) can be used in
many different, sometimes contradictory ways. Users and groups thereof develop distinct “strategies”
— linguistic practices and attitudes towards the social medium. It might therefore be useful to see
Twitter/X as a space inhabited by multiple related (sub-)registers, rather than assuming that tweets are
monolithic.. The general functionalities of the platform, with its online and massive character,
however, inevitably impact each of these registers.

In the choice of material for exemplification, the present work focuses mostly on Tweets
from verified accounts, institutional ones — journalistic outlets, politicians and athletes. Their
advantage is definitely a clearly public character. From the level of sociolinguistic perspective, use in
such an environment may be viewed as evidence that the construction is established across a broad
linguistic community (even if negatively sanctioned by some language users). Tweeters, despite their

motivation to be original, can be expected to be aware of the intended or actual wide audience.

9.2.2  The corpus
The project takes interest in autobenefactive uses of -ne/-te impersonal constructions, narrowing down
the analysis to ‘bare’ uses of participles from verbs with a delimitative interpretation available. The

two step in corpus creation involved:

4. Creating the list of target forms using Stowosie¢

5. Retrieving tweets using programmatic access to Twitter (Twitter API)

The first step consisted in establishing which participle forms to look for in tweets. To address that
problem, categorisations from Stowosie¢ (plWordnet; Dziob, Piasecki & Rudnicka 2019; Piasecki,
Szpakowicz & Broda 2009), a Polish wordnet was used (plWordnet 4.2 version). Wordnets, modelled
after the English WordNet (Fellbaum 1998), are resources that can be characterised as large-scale
digital thesauri, grouping the lexical units (that is, word-senses) from one or many languages in a
network structure. The networks are structured by semantic relations between synsets — the sets of

synonymous entries. The relations prominently feature hyponym-hypernym links.
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Hypernymy links, together with the use of ‘abstract’ entries for coarse-grain semantic
features (e.g. CZASOWNIK TELICZNY ‘Telic verb’) make it possible to traverse the network in
hierarchical manner starting from such highly abstract features. This strategy was the case in in the
present work: for the entry CZASOWNIK DELIMITATYWNY ‘DELIMITATIVE VERB?’, all entries
were found, such that can be traced to it via a hypernymy link (cf. e.g. Figure 9.2). For these entries,
neuter passive participles have been created, resulting in 349 forms (cf. Table 9.1 below).

Such operationalisation of the target verb set benefits from the use of the large-scale
resource, ensuring clarity and replicability of the analysis. At the same time, well-expected caveats
apply to the list of verb lemmas retrieved. Firstly, the entries correspond to verb uses, not to verbs in
general — and many verbs obviously display rich patterns of polysemy, crucially resulting from the
polysemy of the prefix po- itself (cf. e.g. Anstatt 2003; Smiech 1986). For instance, there are 16
entries for powycina¢ ‘cut’ in Stowosie¢, only some of which possess delimitative interpretation, other
being distributive meaning (‘cut multiple instances’ e.g. cut the trees all over the street, cut stars out
of a sheet of paper vs ‘spend some time performing the action of cutting’).

Secondly, given that the resource is a network, multiple paths to the highest hypernym can be
drawn. Therefore, for many entries that do have a delimitative reading, only selected paths include
CZASOWNIK DELIMITATYWNY ‘DELIMITATIVE VERB’ in their structure. Following are the two
paths available for powycinac-15 ‘cut for some time — by cutting in sth, cause the change of shape of
an object’ (Figures 9.2-9.3 include screenshots from the online interface):

*  CZASOWNIK ‘VERB’ | — spedzi¢ czas ‘spend time’ 1 — powycinaé ‘cut’ 15

* CZASOWNIK ‘VERB’ 1 — CZASOWNIK DYNAMICZNY (AKCJA) DYNAMIC VERB
(ACTION)’ 1 — CZASOWNIK DYNAMICZNY dokonany ‘DYNAMIC VERB perfective’ 1
— CZASOWNIK z klasy pomocniczej ‘“VERB from an auxiliary class’ | — CZASOWNIK
DELIMITATYWNY ‘DELIMITATIVE VERB’ 1 — powycinaé ‘cut’ 15
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1 of 2 paths Next —

CZASOWNIK 1
CZASOWNIK DYNAMICZNY (AKCJA) 1
CZASOWNIK DYNAMICZNY dokonany 1
CZASOWNIK z kla;sy pomocniczej 1
CZASOWNIK DEVLIMITATYWNY 1

powycina 15

Figure 9.2: Stowosie¢ — Path to the highest hypernym for powycinaé-15 (1 of 2)

< Previous 2 of 2 paths

CZASOWNIK 1
spedzi¢ czas 1

powycinac 15

Figure 9.3: Stowosie¢ — Path to the highest hypernym for powycinaé-15 (2 of 2)

A striking example of the inclusive character of the obtained list is the form pojebane, from
pojebaé, an expletive verb typically meaning ‘confuse’ or ‘cause damage’ (compare English fucked-
up), with a marginal delimitative interpretation ‘have sexual intercourse for some time, a bit’. In turn,
the passive/resultative participle expresses the sense of ‘insane, crazy’ and is primarily used in the
general, adjectivised sense rather than in the resultative interpretation (i.e. it refers to the
psychological predisposition itself without implying that it is a result of a traumatic event, as in
fucked-up). As will be apparent from the distributional results, pojebane is by far the most frequent
form in the dataset, despite its actual relevance to the construction seeming minute. The example also
draws attention to the fact that the relation between the semantics of the finite forms and the

participles is not necessarily straightforward. This also has to be borne in mind when discussing the
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actionality of the uses of the target participial forms (which should be described as ‘formed from
verbs with a delimitative interpretation’, rather than simply ‘delimitative’).

In terms of the scope of the list, the operationalisation allows items beyond the po--prefixed
verbs exclusively (hence utrzeé ‘grate’, podsmiac sie ‘jeer’). On the other hand, there are many items
that are not included, such as e.g. polezakowa¢ ‘lounge’. These absences are understandable, as large
groups of Polish imperfective verbs very easily lend themselves to ad-hoc, creation of po-
delimitatives™, problematic from the point of view of lexicographical parsimony and consistency.
This is however alleviated, since, through a ‘snowballing’ effect of observing coocuring participles,
the rarer creative examples are readily observable in the extracted examples. Altogether, the goal of
the present study is exploratory, therefore a (near)-definitive list of formations with po- is not of
interest to it.

In a similar vein, the admission of selected non po-prefixed participles is motivated by an
exploratory character of the study, or ‘charting out a new territory’ of the use of -ne/-te impersonal.
The analytic procedures make effort not to misinterpret the results for large groups of participles for
which the -ne/-fe impersonal construction is not prominent or barely present at all (or even use them
as a point of reference; cf. studies in Section 9.3). At the same time the less relevant items can be
viewed as a point of reference when assessing the prevalence of -ne/-fe impersonal construction and
its subtypes. This will be explained later in this section and in the case studies in Section 9.3.

The transition from verb lemma list (i.e. the infinitive form) to the -ne/-fe participle was
facilitated with Morfeusz2 python library for morphological analysis and generation. A reliable
strategy for the generation of participle is generally the use of -no/-fo impersonal, followed by the
substitution of the final grapheme. Given that, for many verbs, the passive participle is not included as
a canonical part of the paradigm, this strategy for the validation of participle list was selected.

Table 9.1 lists the queries that were subsequently used to retrieve the corpus. The same
participles were also looked up in ‘hashtagged’ forms, e.g. #pobiegane ‘#runningdone’. Full list of the
queries, including the hashtagged form, is presented in Appendix C. In all but two exceptions the
queries equalled the target participle form (in two cases the queries were limited to tweets recognised

as written in Polish):

chrapnigte podgte pokapane ponachodzone poruchane potopione pozastanawiane
dosiedziane podhodowane pokierowane ponadawane poruszane potowarzyszone pozbaczane
dospane podtubane pokimane lang:pl ~ ponaprawiane poryczane potracane pozbierane
kimnigte podmuchane pokiwane ponarzekane porysowane potrenowane pozbijane
nachapane podocinane poklikane ponastawiane poryte potruchtane pozjezdzane

56 Lazinski (2020: 42; footnote 19) notes that delimiatives are near-categorial in the system, but the dictionaries include

only the most frequent forms.
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nakierowane
naradzone
na$miane
obgadane
obiegnigte
obnoszone
ob$miane
odespane
odsiedziane
od$miane
omowione
pobabrane
pobacowane
pobadane
pobalangowane
pobalowane
pobataganione
pobaraszkowane
pobawione
pobazgrane
pobazgrolone
pobeczane
pobiegane
pobiesiadowane
pobite
pobtadzone
pobtakane
pobrykane
pobuchtowane
pobujane
pobuszowane
pobyczone
pobyte
pobzykane
pochodzone

pochorowane

podokuczane
podostawiane
podotykane
podraznione
podreptane
podrgczone
podrobione
podroczone
podrwione
podrzemane
pods$miane
podumane
poduszone
podyskutowane
podziatane
podzwigane
poeksperymentowane
pofiglowane
poflirtowane
pogadane
pogapione
pogawedzone
pogimnastykowane
poglowkowane
pogmerane
pogngbione
pogotowane
pograne
pogryzmolone
pogrzane
pogrzebane
pogwarzone
pogwizdane
pohatasowane
pohasane

pohulane

poktusowane
pokoledowane
pokotowane
pokotysane
pokombinowane
pokontemplowane
pokonwersowane
pokosztowane
pokpione
pokrazone
pokrgcone
pokropione
pokrzatane
pokrzyczane
pokwekane
polatane
polenione
poleniuchowane
potachotane
potaskotane
potaszone
potazikowane
potazone
potechtane
potowione
pomacane
pomachane
pomajstrowane
pomalowane
pomanewrowane
pomanipulowane
pomartwione
pomarzone
pomasowane
pomazurzone

pomedytowane

ponegocjowane
ponoszone
ponudzone
ponurkowane
ponurzane
poobchodzone
poobciekane
poobijane
poobserwowane
poociagane
poocierane
poodbarwiane
pooddawane
poopalane
poorane
pooszukiwane
popadane
popalone
popelte
popieczone
popielone
popieprzone
popieszczone
popisane
poplotkowane
popluskane
poptakane
poptywane
poprane
poprowadzone
poprobowane
popryczone
poprzerabiane
poprzycinane
poprzygladane

popykane
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porzadzone
porzeZzbione
porzucane
porzygane
poserfowane
posiedziane
poskakane
posktadane
poskubane
postuchane
posmazone
posnorkowane
posnurkowane
pospacerowane
pospane
pospierane
pospinningowane
possane
postane lang:pl
postepowane
posterowane
postrugane
postrzelane
postukane
posurfowane
posypane
poszalane
poszarpane
poszlajane
poszperane
poszturchane
poszwedane
poszyte
poscinane
poslizgane

posmiane

potrudzone
potrwane
potrzymane
poturlane
poubarwiane
poubiegane
pouczone
poudawane
pouderzane
poustawiane
poutrzymywane
pouzywane
powalczone
powalgsane
powalkowane
powcinane
powegdkowane
powgdrowane
powgszone
powiercone
powtdczone
powodzone
powrzeszczane
powspominane
powtracane
powybijane
powycierane
powycinane
powydawane
powydobywane
powydzierane
powygtupiane
powylegiwane
powywyzszane
powyzywane

powyzywane

pozwlekane
pozartowane
pozeglowane
pozyte
przebiegnigte
przedrzemane
przedyskutowane
przejechane
przekimane
przekonsultowane
przeleciane
przetazone
przemaszerowane
przenoszone
przesiedziane
przespacerowane
przespane
przetrzymane
przewalgsane
przewatkowane
przykurzone
rozwinigte
skonsultowane
ugtaskane
uprane
urlopowane
usiedziane

utarte

utrzymane
wcezytane
wybabrane
wyprane
wysiedziane
wyspane
wy$miane

zabawione



pochrapane pohustane pomegczone popytane pospiewane powzdychane zachrapane

pocierpiane poimprezowane pomieszkane porobione poswiecone pozabawiane zaczytane
pocigte pointelektualizowane  pomilczane porozbawiane poswigtowane pozabijane zagrzebane
pocmokane pojebane pomocowane porozbijane poswintuszone pozachgcane zakimane
poczytane pojedzone pomorsowane porozgladane potachane pozacinane zakombinowane
pocwiczone pojezdzone pomowione porozmawiane potanczone pozaglebiane zamanewrowane
podarte pokajakowane pomuzykowane porozmys$lane potargowane pozalecane zamigotane
podczytane pokantowane pomyszkowane porozémieszane  potarmoszone pozapewniane zamrugane
podespane pokapane pomyslane poroztrzasane potaszczone pozarzadzane

Table 9.1: Queries — unhashtagged forms

Twitter could be programmatically accessed via Twitter API (Application Programming Interface).
Twitter API provides advanced users with multiple options, including processing the historical twitter
data as well as creating new content (i.e. creating bots which tweet automatically). Along with
commercial plans for access to Twitter APL, at the time of the project, Twitter made it possible to
register for academic access, designated to verified researchers using the data for non-profit purposes.

Twitter API, operated via tweepy Python library was used to retrieve the tweets including the
query terms. The timespan for the search was set as between 7th March 2006 (the day two of Twitter
as an online service) and 6th October 2022. All the tweets from this period were retrieved, with the
cap set at fifty thousands most recent tweets. The retrieved tweets were processed using a tabular,
machine readable, format together with the metadata available.

The used Twitter API provided only the most fundamental querying options. The searches by
default ignore distinction between the basic Latin alphabet characters and characters representing the
diacrticised variants, Therefore, for example, powyzywane, from powyzywac sie ‘take it out on sb, let
out anger’, and powyzywane, from powyzywac ‘offend, call names’, yield identical results. Given that
users often deviate from standardised orthographies, this is not an unwelcome effect. Nevertheless,
focusing on specific forms (e.g. powyzywane — but not powyzywane) requires additional effort.

To avoid the limitations of automatic language recognition, the language of the queries was
unrestricted, with the exceptions of pokimane ‘slept a bit’ and postane ‘stood a bit’, to limit the
references to a proper name (the online personality Pokimane), and number cross-linguistic hits. Note
that, to a different extent, hits from other languages are present in the datasets for other participles as
well (cf. Table 9.2 below provides the proportions).

Table 9.2 represents the basic distributional structure of the corpus, i.e. how many tweets
were found for each query (for 55 most frequent forms, cf. Appendix C for the full list). The figures
should be treated with caution, given that the retrieval strategy prioritised recall (making sure true

positives are included) and uniform character of the queries. All the above mentioned effects hold and
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influence the data heavily. The table provides both raw numbers and the figures for non-retweeted
tweets which include the search term verbatim. In contrast to “raw” observations, the latter type,
henceforth: original exact match [OEM], means exclusively tweets which include the form matching
the diacritics in the original query (ignoring case), not followed directly by any word characters
(letters, underscore, @ character)®’. The table is sorted by the original exact match frequency

To facilitate the interpretation of the corpus structure, Table 9.2 also includes the percentages
of tweets in respect to the main language recognised (Polish, undefined, belonging to technical
categories [typically pertaining to very short tweets], and as representing other languages.
Furthermore, the table provides the ratio of original exact match tweets to original authors. This may
serve as a valuable measure in light of the questions regarding the idiosyncrasy of selected

constructions. Finally, the date of the earliest tweet found is given.

OEM OEM per Earliest Latest % %
Query Frequency %pl % und .
frequency user tweet tweet technical  other

pojebane

1 49277 38861 1,99 24.02.2022  6.10.2022 98,80 0,40 0,00 0,80
(expl.)
utarte

2 45314 30239 1,18 5.08.2008  6.10.2022 10,05 0,97 0,13 88,86
‘ground, trampled’
pomalowane

3 45160 25415 1,47 19.11.2015  6.10.2022 99,75 0,07 0,04 0,14
‘painted’
wyprane

4 33358 20999 1,48  9.05.2009  6.10.2022 99,85 0,02 0,11 0,02
‘washed’
rozwiniete

5 25374 15531 1,40  1.02.2010  5.10.2022 99,85 0,01 0,13 0,01
‘developed’

popieprzone
6 17767 12598 1,51  4.01.2009  5.10.2022 99,63 0,07 0,11 0,19
‘pepprered’, (expl.)

pokrecone

7 ) 17179 11997 1,35 30.05.2009  5.10.2022 99,78 0,06 0,03 0,13
‘twisted, spun’
pobite

8 23315 9740 1,46 22.05.2008  5.10.2022 74,06 2,89 0,38 22,68
‘beaten’
utrzymane

9 20347 8570 1,38 8.12.2008  6.10.2022 99,59 0,02 0,34 0,05
‘maitainted’
poruszane

10 16225 8435 1,21 19.05.2008  5.10.2022 99,97 0,01 0,01 0,01
‘moved’
pobiegane

11 9415 8412 3,00 23.11.2009  5.10.2022 80,40 1,42 2,81 15,36
un’

57 That is, the queries had to be preceded and followed by a word boundry in the sense of regular expressions, as

implemented in R base functions and gsubfn package.
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12

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

pograne
‘played’

podarte

>

‘torn

pociete
‘cut’
poorane

‘ploughed’

posypane
‘sprinkled’

porobione

‘done’

przejechane

‘ridden, driven’

podrobione

‘minced’, ‘faked’

pospane
‘slept’
omowione
‘discussed’
pomyslane
‘thought’

pocéwiczone

‘trained’

przenoszone

‘transferred’

pogadane
‘chatted’

przespane

‘slept through’

pojedzone
‘eaten’
popisane
‘written’
poryte

‘dug’, (expl.)
uprane

‘washed’

porysowane

‘scratched, drawn’

11494

19991

13709

11086

8496

7619

7556

9051

5383

8553

6210

5375

9517

4471

4531

3666

5701

3254

3539

4540

8093

8046

7369

6996

6270

5925

5212

5096

4367

4137

4095

3976

3965

3583

3101

3043

2825

2814

2800

2565

1,67 22.06.2008

1,26 15.07.2009

1,26 13.02.2009

1,49 25.02.2009

1,27 4.12.2007

1,22 1.11.2008

1,23 26.06.2009

1,25 7.07.2009

1,46 6.08.2009

1,26  10.02.2009

1,27 29.04.2009

1,90  5.01.2010

1,19  6.09.2009

1,41 5.01.2010

1,12 9.09.2009

1,67 15.05.2009

1,13 1.06.2008

1,34 13.05.2009

1,84  1.03.2010

1,15 17.08.2009
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5.10.2022

6.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

6.10.2022

4.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

4.10.2022

96,65

84,20

91,37

98,81

99,25

99,14

69,52

99,98

99,45

98,92

99,68

96,06

99,85

95,74

63,55

94,31

45,07

99,67

0,90

0,27

1,28

0,08

27,16

0,00

0,08

0,60

0,04

1,64

28,42

0,28

2,80

0,02

0,39

0,04

0,15

0,13

0,06

0,08

0,07

0,59

0,24

0,01

0,21

0,41

0,23

0,36

0,09

0,85

0,28

0,34

11,95

0,15

2,05

15,49

0,28

94,93

7,29

0,93

0,12

0,20

3,08

0,01

0,24

0,35

0,00

2,97

0,02

1,77

7,75

5,07

40,18

0,15



32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

poustawiane

‘arranged’
podraznione
‘irritated’
poobijane
‘battered’
poplakane
‘cried’

poszarpane

>

‘torn

poprowadzone

‘driven, directed’

nakierowane

‘directed’

pogrzebane

‘burried’

popalone

‘burned’

poskiadane
‘put togehter’

#pobiegane
“#run’

ponoszone
‘carried’
pokimane lang:pl

‘slept’

polatane
‘flown’
posmiane
‘laughed’

wySmiane

‘ridiculed’

wyspane

‘slept well’

przebiegniete
‘run through’
pojezdzone
‘driven, ridden’

pozbierane

‘collected’

3724

3926

3216

6576

5502

2914

4032

5174

3691

4452

1740

4015

2733

2303

3115

2708

1738

1798

1681

2292

2562

2484

2412

2220

2164

2155

1911

1882

1694

1635

1609

1571

1537

1432

1415

1378

1255

1177

1150

1147

1,10

1,23

1,10

2,13

1,17

1,32

2.07.2009

11.05.2009

18.07.2009

30.06.2010

20.09.2009

17.10.2009

7.09.2009

3.06.2009

12.04.2010

22.07.2008

29.10.2013

16.09.2010

4.11.2011

4.10.2009

11.04.2009

22.02.2010

24.01.2010

7.10.2007

17.06.2010

7.06.2009
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4.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

4.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

4.10.2022

5.10.2022

4.10.2022

4.10.2022

5.10.2022

3.10.2022

4.10.2022

4.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

5.10.2022

4.10.2022

99,92

99,82

98,57

74,54

99,71

99,97

99,88

99,36

69,22

53,62

70,92

99,93

100,00

90,92

98,72

99,63

99,65

99,94

98,10

97,56

0,00

0,03

0,25

20,38

0,00

0,00

0,70

4,54

7,53

0,05

0,00

1,65

0,26

0,00

0,00

0,00

0,48

2,23

0,00

0,10

0,06

0,02

0,05

0,03

0,12

0,46

0,38

0,04

15,00

0,02

0,00

0,61

0,19

0,30

0,00

0,00

0,48

0,04

0,08

0,05

s

5,06

0,05

0,00

0,00

0,08

29,69

41,80

6,55

0,00

0,00

6,82

0,83

0,07

0,35

0,06

0,95

0,17



poczytane

52, & 1696 1133 1,14 13.01.2010  5.10.2022 95,52 1,00 1,47 2,00
rea
powycinane

53 1579 1113 1,05  1.11.2008  5.10.2022 99,43 0,51 0,00 0,06
‘cut’
powybijane

54 1749 897 1,11 27.10.2009  3.10.2022 99,54 0,00 0,34 0,11
‘smashed’
obgadane

55 1111 885 1,07 14.06.2010  2.10.2022 100,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
‘discussed’

(]
(Full and extended table is available in Appendix C.)

Table 9.2: Distributional structure of the main corpus — the most frequent target forms

In the instances of two items — pojebane and pomalowane — the cap of fifty thousand tweets was
reached (although the exact number of retrieved tweets is lower than 50 000). In case of the former
form, such a limit made it possible to retrieve tweets spanning over less than 8 months, indicating that
pojebane is vastly more frequent than any other item in the set. In terms of relevance, the most
frequent participles can be expected to feature in the target construction only in the minority of uses.
Pojebane ‘[expletive: insane, crazy]’, popieprzone ‘[expletive: insane, crazy] ‘and pokrecone ‘twisted,
insane’ and all represent the kind of use representing a metaphor of ‘behaving as if damaged’. Clear
cases of large influence from cross-linguistic homography include utarte ‘ground, trampled, grated,
fixed’, poorane ‘ploughed’, uprane ‘washed (about clothes)’, popisane ‘written (up/a bit)’. In many
cases, where the impersonal construction may be possible or indeed already recognised as productive
(e.g. in Kibort 2011), it may simply be marginal in relative terms. This is the case of pomalowane
‘painted’, prominently used in predicative, attributive and ‘have’ constructions to refer to grooming
procedures that involve colouring — ‘painting nails’, ‘dying hair’, ‘putting make-up on eyes,
eyelashes, lips etc.’.

Given the problems introduced earlier in this section, such distributional results are expected.
The use of the corpus requires a targeted selection of analytic methods. Sections 9.3.1-9.3.3 present
the proposed solutions. Apart from transparency in the corpus compilation, however — the large
portion of ‘irrelevant’ material may be used as a point of reference in terms of frequency to the items
clearly associated with the impersonal construction. Such ‘clearer’ cases, include, e.g. pogadane
‘chatted’, pograne ‘played’, pobiegane ‘run’ — all with prominent intransitive interpretation,
compatible with the construction (cf., e.g. examples 8.1-8.2) and found among the top 25 items.
Furthermore, the analyses of hashtagged use and ‘participle’ stacking, in Sections 9.3.1 and 9.3.3,
respectively, will demonstrate how certain constructional environments can “defy” the proportions

expected on the basis of the general distributional characteristics of the corpus.
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In sum, the basic distributional results of the participles should be analysed with caution. At
this stage of discussion, however, it already seems justifiable to view the construction as relatively
specialised (relatively to the most frequent, yet marginally-relevant participles), but nevertheless
productive and easily attestable.

The corpus described above is the main source of data used in this chapter (and the preceding

one). Together with it, two supplementary corpora were retrieved in a similar fashion:

* Corpus of participles from imperfective verbs of action (the nodes with Stowosie¢ entry
CZASOWNIK DYNAMICZNY (AKCJA) ‘DYNAMIC VERB (ACTION)’ in their hypernymy
path; 6036 types) with the future marking bedzie ‘be (FUT)’, from the period of 6th October
2021 to 6th October 2022, cf. Section 9.3.4.

*  Corpus of all the declined forms of pojedzony — to investigate the agent-oriented uses. Note
that the tweets for the search term pojedzone include both uses (as well as the object-oriented

uses), cf. Section 8.2.

From the main corpus and the two supplementary corpora, a sample for qualitative analysis was semi-
randomly extracted with a purpose of a broad qualitative overview of the variation in the dataset. The
sample included 2680 tweets from the main corpus. Additionally, 230 Tweets from pojedzony corpus
and 1582 tweets with the future marker and participles were included. Analysis of the pojedzony
sample informed the discussion in Section 8.2.1. The “future use” sample facilitated the short

discussion in Section 9.3.4.

9.3 Usage types

9.3.1 ‘Having fun: done’ — simplex uses

As already demonstrated, the construction may occur in environments which are very simple in terms
of formal complexity. In extreme-case scenarios (although often realised) this may mean that the
entire clausal unit (or even entire tweet) is reduced to a participle. Examples (9.1) and (9.2)

demonstrate that:

©.1) (X/Twitter: @HubertHurkacz, Hubert Hurkacz, 5:48 PM - Nov 26, 2020; Repeated from ex 8.2)

Pobiegane k. « " #tatry #zakopane

‘Running: done }. « " #tatry #zakopane’

[Graphic: A photograph of a mountain landscape with four people on a mountain path]
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9.2) (X/Twitter: @DodaPoland, Doda. 10:35 PM - Nov 10, 2015)

Pospiewane;)

‘Sininging:done ;)’ [link to facebook post with the photograph of the author, seated in a car

smiling]

Both instances refer to a single situation (‘running’, ‘singing’), whose circumstances are elaborated by
visual content and the encyclopaedic knowledge about a high-ranked tennis player and a popular
singer and performer. It is not surprising to see a professional athlete engage in training. The images
attached to the Tweet present a mountain landscape, easily recognised as a highly appealing location
in aesthetic terms. The image in the linked Facebook post shows the performer sitting in a car and
smiling. In both examples, we deal with a situation that can be construed in positive terms (e.g. ‘it’s
pleasurable/advisable to sing/run’). The picturesque landscape boosts this positive interpretation, just
as the smile, presumably signalling singer’s satisfaction with her performance. In both situations, the
action is more or less related to the profession of the tweet author.

The ‘duty(-like)’ character of the situation is what brings the uses like (9.1-9.2) together with
household-activity uses richly illustrated in Kibort (2011), in line with the interpretation proposed in
Section 8.2.1. The difference is the more pleasurable and auto-beneficial character of the action,
which brings a humorous tension. The type of pragmatic ‘clash’ between duty and pleasure can vary
depending on the type of the situation and the actor (note, e.g., indulgence in eating and sleeping,
possible with pojedzone and pospane respectively). While the tweets demonstrate professionals
engaging in profession-related activities, similar tweets can be found for people who run or perform
occasionally.

The -ne/-te impersonal construction, both in ‘bare’ and other uses, seems to profile the
success in meeting the duty. In terms of actionality, that seems to be compatible with profiling the
completion of the action. Nevertheless, here, the actional structure of the situation may be a complex
interplay of the constructional meaning, aspect, actional predisposition of the verb and the context. In
cases of verbs with a prominent delimitative interpretation, such as pobiegaé ‘to run (a bit, for some
time, as much as one needs)’, the construal may be perhaps analysed as profiling the ‘paradoxical’
actional structure of the delimitatives, which comprises both boundedness and a laxity of the timespan
inside these boundaries. Finally, in certain uses beyond the ‘bare’ and the perfective domain, the
relevance of completion may be much smaller or absent — especially with future imperfective
instances of the construction (cf. Section 8.2.1 and 9.3.4).

The high degree of syntactic independence, demonstrated in uses such as (9.1) and (9.2),
extends further into stand-alone environments, such as the use in proper names and hashtags. It is

demonstrated in (9.3) below, where a major online media outlet Onet.pl promotes its show dedicated
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to video games and e-sport. (9.3) is particular in that it features a participle as a proper name, which

also happens to be hashtagged.

9.3) (X/Twitter: @OnetRano, Onet Rano, 3:23 PM - Oct 25, 2017)

Czym jest #Pograne? @8 W co bedziemy gra¢? Wszystko wyjasnia si¢ dzis o 19:00,
Zostawcie SUBA na kanale!

What’s #Gaming:Done [‘#Pograne’]? What are we going to play? Everything will be clear
today at 7PM. Subscribe to our channel! [Link to the channel on the YouTube platform]

The uses of hashtagged participles can be diverse, e.g.:

* Use as an ‘emphasis’ in the running text (Najwazniejsze, ze #pobiegane/ Nie poddaje sie i
walcze dalej! ‘“The only thing that matters is that #running:done / I don’t give up and I keep
fighting’)

» Stand-alone use — in minimalistic tweets including a hashtag and, optionally emojis or
audiovisual material

* Hashtag stacking in the final segment of the tweet (both in the variant where the hashtags

follow a main body, and where they are the main content themselves)

Regardless of the specific motivation, for a hashtag to be used felicitously, the hashtag content itself
should display a sufficient degree of independence and thematic prominence. In this vein, the
hashtagged use could be treated as an auxiliary indicator of constructional independence and thematic
prominence of given forms. Table 9.3 and Figure 9.4 present the distribution of Tweets for the

hashtagged participles in the main corpus:

OEM OEM Earliest Latest %
Query Frequency % pl % und . % other
frequency per user tweet tweet technical

#pobiegane

1 1740 1609 4,77 29.10.2013  4.10.2022 70,92 7,53 15,00 6,55
“#run’
#pojebane

2 357 298 1,16  14.12.2011 17.09.2022 84,59 4,20 7,84 3,36
(expl)
#pogadane

3 301 232 3,27  18.10.2012 16.02.2022 63,46 4,65 4,65 27,24
‘#chatted’
#pograne

4 221 166 1,69 8.12.2013  4.10.2022 77,83 8,14 9,05 4,98
‘#played’
#pojedzone

5 4 124 115 1,85  21.04.2013 21.09.2022 75,81 12,10 5,65 6,45
‘#eaten’
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

20

21

22

23

24

25

#pocéwiczone

‘#trained’

#pospane
“Hslept’

#poplywane

‘Hswum’

#polatane

‘#flown’

#pomyslane

‘#thought’

#przejechane

‘#ridden, #driven’

#potrenowane

‘#trained’

#pomalowane
‘#painted’
#pobawione
‘#played, #partied’
#pojezdzone
‘H#driven, #ridden’
#zaczytane

‘“#read’

#pokimane lang:pl
“Hslept’

#poczytane
‘#read’

#posmiane

‘#laughed’

#podrobione
‘#minced’, ‘#faked’

#podarte

‘#torn’

#poruchane

(expl.,)

#porobione

‘#done’

#pospacerowane

“#strolled’

#pouczone

‘“#studied’

121

91

99

93

88

49

47

44

37

51

34

277

27

24

28

18

17

16

17

13

91

89

85

83

64

49

45

43

37

24

22

20

20

1,90

1,29

9,14

9,80

1,42

1,14

1,00

1,29

1,00

1,07

30.08.2013

29.05.2013

1.03.2014

13.08.2014

13.08.2013

21.08.2011

16.01.2014

27.04.2013

8.12.2013

27.04.2014

13.07.2012

10.01.2018

31.03.2014

5.05.2014

6.09.2014

12.04.2014

16.06.2014

11.12.2015

18.08.2015

9.06.2013
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3.06.2022

8.09.2022

29.09.2022

19.07.2022

16.09.2022

7.07.2015

23.03.2021

23.08.2021

14.05.2021

8.06.2022

1.02.2022

13.08.2022

1.01.2022

9.06.2021

15.06.2022

20.09.2022

6.06.2022

12.05.2022

4.10.2022

21.06.2016

68,60

80,22

84,85

56,99

81,82

22,45

68,09

38,64

45,95

45,10

97,06

100,00

51,85

58,33

96,43

11,11

23,53

87,50

70,59

76,92

14,05

5,49

6,06

24,73

73,47

4,26

18,18

37,84

15,69

0,00

0,00

29,63

12,50

44,44

11,76

6,25

0,00

0,00

16,53

12,09

7,07

9,68

14,77

2,04

17,02

22,73

10,81

13,73

2,94

0,00

11,11

25,00

0,00

5,56

23,53

6,25

23,53

15,38

0,83

2,20

2,02

8,60

2,27

2,04

10,64

20,45

5,41

25,49

0,00

0,00

7,41

4,17

0,00

38,89

41,18

0,00



Hutarte
26 17 12 1,50  30.11.2012 14.04.2019 29,41 5,88 0,00 64,71
“#ground, #trampled’

#postuchane

27 ) 21 11 1,22 8.01.2015 18.02.2019 95,24 0,00 4,76 0,00
“#listened’
#pokrecone

28 ) 25 11 1,10 2.09.2012  19.07.2020 64,00 24,00 4,00 8,00
‘H#twisted, #spun’
#poryte

29 11 11 1,10 18.07.2010 6.06.2022 81,82 0,00 0,00 18,18

‘#dug’, (expl.)

#pochodzone

30 9 9 1,13 6.12.2015 21.09.2022 77,78 0,00 11,11 11,11
‘#walked’
#posypane

31 9 9 1,13 25.05.2013 31.03.2022 55,56 0,00 22,22 22,22
“#sprinkled’
#poskakane

32 9 9 1,00 16.03.2014 12.10.2019 22,22 22,22 33,33 22,22
“#jumped’
#popalone

33 13 8 1,60  16.01.2014  6.09.2022 0,00 7,69 0,00 92,31
‘#burnt’
#potruchtane

34 10 8 1,33 3.05.2014 14.03.2019 80,00 20,00 0,00 0,00
‘Hogged’
#poorane

35 10 8 1,00 18.07.2012 22.02.2022 0,00 0,00 20,00 80,00
‘#ploughed’

Table 9.3: Distribution of Tweets including a hashtagged -ne/-te participle

Frequency of hashtag uses

. 1740
#pobiegane 1600

. 357
#pojebane 208

#pogadane e n
#pograne e
#pojedzone 15

#pocwiczone

#pospane @
99
#poptywane a5
#polatane 8393
> #pomyslane m 8 Selection
g 49 Exact matches & no RT
¢] #przejechane 49 Raw frequency
#pot 47
potrenowane 5

44

#pomalowane P

#pobawione 37

. 51
#pojezdzone 2

#zaczytane 2

#poczytane &

#pokimane lang:pl 20 7

#posmiane i
17
#poruchane 17

500 1000 1500
Frequency

Figure 9.4: Distribution of Tweets including a hashtagged -ne/-te participle

The majority of the items on the list are the ‘leisure’ activity verbs, highly compatible or directly

cueing the construction. In comparison to the top of the full ranking, presented in Table 9.2, the shift
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is substantial. #pojebane the hashtagged counterpart of the clearly most frequent item, is outnumbered
by #pobiegane ‘run’, despite including all the historical data.

Caution must be taken, as in some cases, the tweet-to-author ratio is relatively high (most
acutely in case of #pomysilane ‘#thought’ and #przejechane ‘#driven’, where the tweets come from a
small group of, respectively, 7 and 5 individual accounts). In #pogadane ‘#chatted’, the figure has
been inflated by entries from a marketing campaign of a corporate account, but there were still 70
more source accounts to have used the hashtag at least once. Also, just as the use in proper name, a
use in a marketing campaign is itself a significant information regarding the constructional status.

The data are not straightforward to assess, as it is not obvious what it ought to be compared
against. An (estimate of) daily number of tweets in Polish is not used in this study, but from that
perspective, the hashtag frequencies would inevitably emerge as purely marginal. For the items such
as pojebane, there were many more tweets posted daily than for most of the hashtagged forms had
been posted throughout the entire time of the platform’s existence.

However, the ‘bare’ -ne/-te construction is treated here as belonging to a creative or
extravagant domain, and so is hashtagging. The interest is therefore shifted from the question of
pervasiveness to the questions of attestability and to the relation between specific participles. The
presented evidence points to the productivity of the -ne/-te participle in hashtags, favouring those
forms that easily lend themselves to -the use in -ne/-fe impersonal construction. The results support

the potential of -ne/-te participles to be recognised as independent, stand-alone units.

9.3.2  ‘So much (for the) benefaction’ — uses with discourse markers

Clearly, in many cases the bare -ne/-fe participles enter clausal units in which they are not the only
elements. To explore that variation a k-skip-n-gram analysis (henceforth: skip-gram analysis) was
performed for each Tweet set in the corpus. Skip-grams are an extension of the notion of n-grams, i.e.
sequences of n contiguous segments (cf. Section 3.2). In skip-grams, the sequences of # segments can
be interceded by sequences of £ contiguous segments. In the present analysis, I focus on (0-2)skip-(2-

3)grams, in line with the example in Table 9.4, demonstrating the skip-grams generated from (9.4):

94 (X/Twitter: @sport_tvppl, TVP SPORT 10:27 PM - Aug 16, 2018)

No i pograne w europejskich pucharach. ) #tvpsport

‘So much for the European cups this season (=) #tvpsport’ [Link to the original article:
Eliminacje Ligi Europejskiej: Gent — Jagiellonia Biatystok 3:1. Jaga podzielila los Legii i
Lecha ‘Europa League Qualifiers: Gent — Jagiellonia Biatystok 3:1. Jaga shares the fate of
Legia and Lech’]
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noi  pograne

PART play.PPART.NEUT in European.LOC.PL cup.LOC.PL

w  europejskich pucharach

So much for the european cups this season’

noi

no pograne

no w

i pograne

iw

i europejskich
pograne w
pograne europejskich
pograne pucharach
w europejskich

w pucharach

w.

europejskich pucharach

noiw

no i europejskich

no pograne w

no pograne europejskich
no pograne pucharach
no w europejskich

no w pucharach

now.

ipograne w

i pograne europejskich
i pograne pucharach

i w europejskich

i w pucharach

pograne europejskich
pograne pucharach .
pograne pucharach (=
pograne pucharach #tvpsport
w europejskich pucharach
w europejskich .

w europejskich (=

w pucharach .

w pucharach =

w pucharach #tvpsport
w. 2

w . #tvpsport

europejskich pucharach .

europejskich . iw. europejskich pucharach =
europejskich = i europejskich pucharach europejskich pucharach #tvpsport
pucharach . i europejskich . europejskich .
pucharach (= i europejskich (= europejskich . #tvpsport
pucharach #tvpsport pograne w europejskich europejskich 2 #tvpsport

& pograne w pucharach pucharach .
. #tvpsport pograne w . pucharach . #tvpsport
"~ #tvpsport pograne europejskich pucharach pucharach () #tvpsport
no i pograne pograne europejskich . . () #tvpsport

Table 9.4: (0-2)skip-(2-3)grams generated from (9.4)

The obtained skip grams include two-segment and three-segment sequences, where the distance
between segments is no larger than two other segments. Apart from the decision on k (here {0,1,2})
and n (here {2,3}) parameters, a decision on what counts as a segment must be made. In the present
study a liberal approach has been adopted, where the punctuation is not ignored and each emoji is

treated as an individual segment.
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The tokenisation and skip-gram retrieval was performed in quanteda package for R (Benoit

et al. 2018). (0-2)skip-(2-3)grams were computed for each (original exact match) tweet for each of the

698 tweet sets from the corpus (cf. Table 9.1 in Section 9.2.2; Appendix C). Frequency lists of the

retrieved skip-grams were subsequently computed for each set. Tables 9.5-9.7 present top 35 skip-

grams for selected items displaying compatibility with the -ne/-te impersonal construction.

pobiegane ‘run’

pograne ‘played, gamed’

pospane ‘slept’

pocéwiczone ‘trained’

. Per 100 . Per 100 . Per 100 . Per 100
Rank Skipgram OEM Skipgram OEM Skipgram OEM Skipgram OEM

1 42,12 .. 55,531 .. 85,14 | pocwiczone , 19,01
2. 21,15 | pograne . 45791 ... 66,96 | po¢wiczone 17,35
3 | pobiegane . 18,791 ... 30,25 | pospane . 35,841 .. 14,39
4 | pobiegane , 11,73 | pograne . . 28,21 | pospane . . 29,43 | poéwiczone . 8,35
51:) 11,55 | to pograne 23,51 | to pospane 15,141, , 7,52
6 | pobiegane . . 9,95 | no pograne 18,13 | no pospane 12,85]. .. 6,31
7 6,80 | no to 15,91 | , pospane 12,00 |, poéwiczone 6,29
8,, 6,54 | to pograne . 15,53 | pospane , 11,72 | poéwiczone ! 6,21
9 | pobiegane i 5,69 | no to pograne 14,37 | i pospane 11,31 | poéwiczone : 6,09
10| . pobiegane 5,59 | juz pograne 13,60 | no to 10,28 |:) 6,06
11 | pobiegane ! 5,31 |1 pograne 13,44 | no to pospane 9,75 | po¢wiczone teraz 6,01
12 | pobiegane 5,25 | pograne , 12,81 | . pospane 9,59 5,26
13! 5,21 | no pograne . 12,55 . . pospane 7,97 | po¢wiczone ? 4,40
14 | pobiegane w 5,18 (to. 11,941))) 7,65 |, teraz 4,30
15 | pobiegane 5,10 |, pograne 11,39(:) 758 @@= 4,28
16|.1 497 (to.. 10,21 | to pospane . 7,56 | po¢wiczone i 4,15
17 | pobiegane : 4,95 . pograne 8,96 | . pospane . 7,35 | poéwiczone . . 4,05
18 | pobiegane ) 491]1. 7871,, 7,33 | poc¢wiczone ) 3,75
19| i pobiegane 4,59 [no to . 7,40 | no pospane . 7,12 | poéwiczone 3,70
20 | km pobiegane 4,51 | ipograne . 7,14 1. 7,05|:d 3,42
21|, pobiegane 4,45 | . pograne . 6,88|i.. 6,85 | poc¢wiczone , teraz 3,29
22 | pobiegane : ) 4,41],juz 6,80 | 1 pospane . 6,66 | po¢wiczone , , 3,22
23 | pobiegane ‘& 4,29 | juz pograne . 6,681)) 6,48 |, ale 3,19
241, . 4,22 no i 6,47 | pospane : 5791,1 3,14
25|w. 4,221))) 6,36(to .. 5,36 | poc¢wiczone : ) 3,12
26|.w 4,20 | pograne w 6,29 | to. 527! 3,07
27 4,05[no . 6,23]:)) 5,04 2,84

243



28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

i. 4,05
,ze 3,67
#pobiegane

P Ag 3,64
#running
pobiegane z 3,61
pobiegane ? 3,60
pobiegane 3,59
,ale 3,58
pobiegane 3,58

Yy 6,011, 4,85
juz. 5,82, pospane . 4,67
no.. 5801, .. 4,28
,. 5,39 | juz pospane 4,26
i.. 5,07 | mam pospane 4,12
no i pograne 5,02|noi 4,03
, 7€ 4,99 | pospane i 4,01
.. pograne 4,82 | pospane : ) 3,82

poéwiczone

#cwiczymyrazem

poéwiczone
pocéwiczone to

, poéwiczone ,

?2?
poc¢wiczone na

poéwiczone

2,84

2,82

2,82

2,77
2,77
2,69
2,62

2,57

Table 9.5: Most frequent (0-2)skip-(2-3)grams in tweets including pobiegane, pograne, pospane, po¢wiczone

pogadane ‘chatted’ pojedzone ‘eaten’ poplakane ‘cried’ polatane ‘flown’
Rank Skip-gram Per 100 Skip-gram Per 100 Skip-gram Per 100 Skip-gram Per 100
OEM OEM OEM OEM

1 4337].. 40,16 . .. 18,65].. 68,09
2]. 38,791 ... 20,74 | poptakane , 1545]... 41,34
3 | pogadane . 25,76 | pojedzone , 18,37].. 15,41 | polatane . 28,35
4|1pogadane 19,17 | pojedzone . 14,821, , 10,86 | polatane . . 22,35
5 [ no pogadane 15,04 |, pojedzone 11,99 |, poptakane 10,32 | polatane , 10,27
6 | pogadane . . 12,811, , 11,90 | (( 7,521(:) 10,13
7 | pogadane , 12,67 | pojedzone . . 10,221, ,, 7,39 | . polatane 8,80
8 | pogadane z 11,00 :) 8,61 [ ((( 6,85],, 6,98
9 | to pogadane 10,91 | . pojedzone 6,70 | : (( 6,31 | polatane : 6,56
10|, pogadane 10,61 | pojedzone to 6,34 | poptakane . 6,13 |, polatane 6,42
11| . pogadane 9,27 | pojedzone ? 5,88]:( 5,81 | to polatane 6,42
121,, 8,901, to 5366 & 5,18 | i polatane 6,15
13| noi 8,82|:d 5,16 | poptakane to 4,64 | polatane ) 6,15
14! 8,43 | pojedzone i 5,16 | poptakane &= 3,92 .. polatane 6,01
151i. 8,231, . 5,13 | poptakane , , 3,78 | no polatane 5,94
16| &2 & 8,07 |, pojedzone , 5,09 | i poptakane 3,69(!! 5,80
17 | no i pogadane 8,04 | pojedzone teraz 5,03 | . poptakane 3,60|1. 5,52
18 | no to 7,42 | 1 pojedzone 4,73 | poptakane . . 3,47 | . polatane . 5,10
19 | i pogadane . 7,09 | juz pojedzone 4371 & &= & 3,29 4,96
20 | no to pogadane 6,64 | . . pojedzone 4,27 | poptakane : ( 3,29 | polatane w 4,96
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21

22

23

24

25

26|:

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

no pogadane .
,Ze
:d

I

. pogadane .
pogadane &5
to.
pogadane xd
no.

.. pogadane
to pogadane .

,to

6,451 ;

6,31
5,58
5,55
5,55
5,53
5,39
5,19
5,05
5,05
4,88
4,69
4,66
4,66

4,58

pojedzone , ,
S
pojedzone popite
to pojedzone

, teraz
pojedzone :

. pojedzone .
to..

na.

,Ze

@[userl] @[user2]

5.

4,21

3,68
3,58
3,52
3,32
3,32
3,29
3,25
3,25

3,22

.. poptakane
,Ze

, poptakane ,
LA A 4

no poptakane
,to

poptakane ( (
poptakane :
poptakane i
poptakane teraz
poptakane &= &
poptakane na
poptakane (

77

poptakane mozna

2,57
2,57
2,52
2,43
2,43
2,39
2,30

2,30

no to
polatane : )
o

polatane

polatane !

to.

no to polatane
to..

i..

polatane i

polatane ?

w.

4,75
4,75
4,75
4,75
4,61
433
426
426
426
4,19
4,05
3,98
3,91
3,70

3,70

Table 9.6 Most frequent (0-2)skip-(2-3)grams in tweets including pogadane, pojedzone, poptakane, polatane

posmiane ‘laughed’

pojezdzone ‘driven’

poplywane ‘swum’

potarnczone ‘danced’

Per 100 Per 100 Per 100 Per 100
Rank Skip-gram OEM Skip-gram OEM Skip-gram OEM Skip-gram OEM
188 29,82 1. . 60,00 .. 53,25 .. 49,38
2 | po$miane , 22,12 | pojezdzone . 39,04 | oo S S 35,68(... 36,21
3. 20,641 ... 36,52 | poptywane . 28,47 | potanczone , 28,40
4|, po$miane 20,28 | pojezdzone . . 16,78 | g & 26,191, , 20,58
519 & 14,56 | pojezdzone , 14,52 ... 25,66 | , potaniczone 20,58
6f,, 12,65 | . pojezdzone 8,78 | poptywane . . 20,04 | potanczone . 18,93
7 | poSmiane . 12,23 | ma pojezdzone 8,61 | poplywane , 17,40 |, potaficzone , 13,58
8. 11,24 | no pojezdzone 8,431,, 15,64 | potanczone . . 12,76
9|, ale 9,96 | : 8,17(:) 13,71 ((( 11,11
10 | posmiane to 8,69 | to pojezdzone 8,09 | fas Bas fone 12,65]:) 10,29
11|. po$miane 8,13 |, pojezdzone 7,74 | G G 12,301, 8,64
12|, po$miane , 7,84 | 1 pojezdzone 7,57 | S Gae S 11,95, . 8,23
13|, ze 7,701, 7,48 | i 8 11,60 |, to 7,82
14|, to 7,351 7,30 | Zaw S Sn 11,07 | i potaficzone 7,00
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15 | po$miane z 7,00 | no to 6,78 | , poptywane 9,49 1. 6,58

161, . 6,50 | ma pojezdzone . 6,52 1. 8,79 | potaniczone i 6,58

17| co po$miane 6,01 |ma. 6,35 | San S 8,44 | . potanczone 6,17

18 | dobra po$miane 5,80 | pojezdzone ! 6,09 | poptywane ! 7,381 (( 6,17

191(., 5,58 | no to pojezdzone 6,00 | 2a S i 7,21 | potaficzone ? 6,17

20 | dobra , 5,58],, 583],. 6,85 | potanczone byto 6,17

21 | posmiane i 5,58 | pojezdzone : 5,741 . g 6,85],1 5,76

22| coto 5,23 | pojezdzone na 5,74 | g 8o B 6,68 | potanczone : 5,76

23 | posmiane ale 523 |w. 5,74 | G S B 6,68 | potanczone ! 5,76

24|,a 5,09 .. pojezdzone 5,30 | 2 i 6,50 |, popite 5,35

25 | co po$miane to 5,09 |na. 530 . ga & 6,33 |, teraz 5,35

26,1 4,95 | to pojezdzone . 5,30 | poptywane : 6,331)) 5,35

27 | ale po$miane 4,81 . pojezdzone . 5,04 | poptywane ) 6,15 | potanczone , , 5,35

28 | no posmiane 4,81 | no pojezdzone . 5,04 | no poptywane 5,98 | sig . . 5,35

29 | posmiane xd 4,73 1.1 4,70 | . poptywane 580]., 4,94

30|to. 4,31 | pojezdzone i 4.61]., 5,45 | potanczone teraz 4,94

31|z, 424 |i.. 4,52 |na. 5451,,, 4,53

321, nie 4,10 | juz pojezdzone 4,43 | poptywane ? 5,45 | no potanczone 4,53

33 | poSmiane . . 4,10 [no i 4431;) 5271,,. 4,12

34 | to po$miane 3,96 | pojezdzone ) 4,43 | G San B 527, ze 4,12

35 | po$miane , ale 3,89 | pojezdzone w 4,43 | fae fomn 527|..& 4,12
Table 9.7: Most frequent (0-2)skip-(2-3)grams in tweets including po$miane, pojezdzone, poplywane,
potanczone

Predictably, the top ranked items feature mostly punctuation, emoji, grammatical items, particles and
the participles. This result makes it possible however to observe some of the prominent types of
contexts. The colour code in Tables 9.5-9.7 marks two groups of patterns that I will focus on. In blue —
the patterns signalling situation chains, in green the use of particles in the context preceding the
participle. The former will be a subject of closer analysis in the following section, while, in the
present one, I focus on the latter. Additionally, red marks patterns that may typically be incompatible
with the use in the -ne/~te impersonal construction (cf. Section 8.2.1 for the discussion of pobiegane

‘run’ and ‘distance’ phrases such as km).

The skip-grams marked in green include highly polysemous particles no, to ‘this, so, then, it’,
i ‘and’ and their combinations no i, no to — allowing the use as discourse markers. These skip-grams

can be linked to the uses such as (9.4) above and (9.5):
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9.5) (X/Twitter: @gazetapl news, Gazeta.pl, 11:54 AM - Jun 7, 2018)

No to pojezdzone

‘So much for the driving [Link to the article: Policjanci ze Stargardu dostali bmw za prawie
200 tys. zi. Wezoraj sie rozbilo Policemen from Stargard got a BMW worth nearly 200k
PLN. It got crashed yesterday.’]’

Both tweets come from the profile of nationwide media outlets. The first one provides a commentary
to a match lost by a Polish association football club in a European competition, meaning that the
club’s elimination at a qualifying stage. The tweet can be perhaps seen as ironic, given that the
participation in competition was ‘almost non-existent’ or in fact non-existent if European cups are
understood in a narrow sense (i.e. the qualifying stage is not a proper part of the competition). This
humorous-ironic undertone is also present in (9.5), referring to a news story about a car that crashed
soon after the purchase. The pragmatic inference seems to conflict a ‘saturative’ reading, as the
situation (of ‘playing in the competition’, ‘driving a BMW?”) did not last as much as expected and as
desired by agents. Perhaps a non-ironic paraphrase can be proposed including negation and sobie-
marking on a finite past-tense verb form (Nie pograli/pojezdzili sobie). Similarly, if a ‘task’/’duty’-
based interpretation of -ne/-te impersonals would suggest the irony — neither the football players nor
the police officers are presented to have met the expectations in the given situations.

Discourse marker no and its combinations with other markers are frequently featured
alongside -ne/te impersonals. The diverse functional potential of no (cf., e.g. Sawicki 2016; Weidner
2016) includes a prominent responsive function, but, as Sawicki (2016: 84) notes, not limited to
responding to utterances: “In most cases it is responsive; however, it may mark a response or reaction
not only to a previous utterance but also to a situation or a scene encountered by the speaker”. This
‘reaction to the situation’ is indeed characteristic of uses such as (9.4-5) above.

The sequences no fo and no i lend themselves easily to ironic interpretations, which,
however, are not present in all of their uses. (9.6) demonstrates a use of 7o i in an emphatic context of
a successfully performed task. The journalist praises the performance of Kamil Stoch, a multi-

medalist ski jumper, suggesting that he performed ‘like the typical Kamil’:
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9.6) (X/Twitter: @Polsport, Michat Pol, 5:42 PM - Jan 15, 2017)
Noi polatane, Znow mu sie Kamil wilqczyt

PART fly(PFV).PPART.NEUT again  3SG.M.DAT REFL Kamil switch_on(PFV).PST.M.3SG

s

‘So, flying done, he switched the Kamil mode on again &=
[reacting to the tweet by Przeglad Sportowy sport news journal: ZNOWU TO ZROBIL! KAMIL STOCH
WYGRYWA W WISLE! NAJLEPSZY! ‘HE’S DONE IT AGAIN, KAMIL STOCH WINS [the ski jumping World
Cup competion] IN WISLA! THE BEST!’]

From the perspective of agent defocussing (cf. Section 8.3), (9.6) is interesting in that it presents two
different strategies used consecutively — the -ne/-fe impersonal is followed by a clause in which the
agent of ski flying becomes an experiencer. No i seems to add emphasis on the situation — possibly as
something ‘awaited’ (‘finally’) or ‘decisive’ (‘really, actually’).

Further complication comes from the possibility of ‘ironic’ or ‘malefactive’ reading without

any (linguistic) marking:

9.7 (X/Twitter: @przeglad, Przeglad Sportowy, 6:18 PM - Sep 28, 2015)
Pograne = Venus Williams wygrywa z Agnieszka Radwanska 6:1,7:6 (4)
play.PPART.NEUT ~ Venus Williams.NOM  win(IPFV).NPST.3SG ~ with Agnieszka Radwanska.INS 6:1, 7:6 (4)

So much for the game, Venus Williams beats Agnieszka Radwanska 6:1, 7:6 (4). [Link to the original article]

Example (9.7) comments on a lost match of a Polish tennis player, Agnieszka Radwanska. It is
expected for a Polish general-audience sports journalism outlet to side with Polish athletes; this stance
is overtly marked with an emoji. Such uses may raise question about the benefactive character of the
construction. Other than assuming a separate malefactive subtype, one may attempt to model them in
terms of an irony that exploits the positive meaning of 'delivering on a duty’. The finite paraphrases of
the kind above provide potential evidence for that interpretation.

The skip-gram analysis suggests that the construction is highly compatible with discourse
particles, and lends itself easily (but by no means exclusively) to ‘ironic’ interpretations of the kind
described above. It is dependent on the context how the affective potential of the construction is
realised. In the absence of prosodic information and physical modalities, language users need to rely

on other cues — emoji being one of the most overt signals.

9.3.3  ‘The joy of checklists, the checklists of joy’ — participle stacking and situational chains
As noticeable already from the introductory examples of the -ne/-te impersonal construction (not only
the ‘bare’ type investigated in the present chapter), very often an entire chain of closely related

situations is expressed when they are used. Particularly interesting is participle stacking, where two
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or more participles can be coordinated to express an entire chain of situations. Other groups of uses,
henceforth referred to as mid-action reports, employ the -ne/-te impersonals to introduce a mid-
action stage of a yet larger situational complex (‘done X, now moving to Y’). The two groups of uses
intersect, as will be demonstrated later in this section.

Example (9.8) illustrates a ‘participle stacking’ use of ‘bare’ -ne/-te impersonal construction.
The post contains a number of photos from a training session of a football club, showing various
scenes. The series of participles seems to indicate that the composite-situation (session, or the photo-
relation) was rich in component-situations (‘a lot happened, there was little bit of this and little bit of

that’). The character of the composite-situation is consistently positive:

(9.8) (X/Twitter: @LegiaWarszawa, Legia Warszawa 12:21 PM - Jun 20, 2018)
xai Porozciagane, polatane, pogadane. =°
Legionis$ci juz po porannym treningu.
Lapcie relacje i wigcej zdjeé¢ ] [Link]

Fot. @mat_kostrzewa

Bit of stretching, running around & chatting. (==

Legionsts already after the morning session

Grab the story and more photos = [Link]

Fot. @mat_kostrzewa [Graphics: photographs from the training of the Legia Warsaw

association football team]

Stylistically, the participle chains rely on a repetition that may be to a different extent amplified by the
length of the participle chain and the morphological structure of the participle. An extreme instance of
such amor aequi (Carnoy 1918: 102) effect is observable in (9.9), where nine participles are used

consecutively.

9.9) (X/Twitter: @JaroslawKuzniar, Jarostaw Kuzniar, 9:49 AM - Jul 5, 2020)
Polatane, poquadowane, porowerowane, pofilmowane, pofotografowane, pogotowane,
potowione, poplywane i pobiegane o poranku #Kozubnik #OdNova Pokazemy wkrotce

w @KuzniarMedia Wakacje w Polsce? #goforpoland @podrozeosobiste [Link]

Bit of flying, bit of quadding, bit of bicycling, bit of filming, bit of photographing, bit of
cooking, bit of fishing, bit of swimming and bit of running in the morning, #Kozubnik
#0OdNova We’ll show soon at @KuzniarMedia Holidays in Poland? #goforpoland
@podrozeosobiste [Link]

[Graphics: photographs of leisure activities and landscapes (a bike against a background of
an abandoned building; a man holding a fish; sun low over a body of water, boats on a body

of water)]
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In (9.9) and many other cases, all the participles are po-prefixed, reinforcing the rhythmic pattern,
already present due to the relatively regular form of the -ne/-te participles. The effect might amplify
the sense of ‘richness’ of the situation into a sense of its ‘totality (‘there was everything during the
stay’). Regardless of the extremeness in the number of stacked participles, the observation represents
the ‘perfect day description’ subgenre of tweets involving stacked participles (cf. the exploratory
study introduced later in this section). At the same time, the stacked participles fit the ‘task/duty’
interpretation, extending it to a ‘checklist’. The associated interpretation of the humorous character of
the construction can be applied, identifying the humorous character of the uses in the paradoxical
character of a to-do list consisting of pleasurable activities.

A creative use of the construction can be presented in (9.10), dedicated to the criticism of the

use of salt to prevent the streets and roads from becoming slippery in winter:

(9.10)  (X/Twitter: @FaktyTVN, Fakty TVN, 8:34 AM - Feb 2, 2014)

Posolone, popieprzone - #MaciejMazur pisze o tym, o czym Ty tez myslisz

‘Seasoned with salt and stupor’ [ambiguity: ‘Salted, peppered’/ ‘salted, fucked up’] -
#MaciejMazur writes what you think about too [Link to the article]’

The title involves a sylleptic effect: pieprzy¢ involves a polysemy between the sense of ‘apply pepper’
and an expletive for ‘have sexual intercourse’ (as well as ‘speak nonsense’). The participle of the po-
prefixed variant preserves this semantic potential (imposing distributive and delimitative
interpretations), but it also features the interpretation of ‘insane’, in line with the pattern represented
by pokrecone and pojebane (cf. Section 9.2.2). This last interpretation is pervasive and suggested by
the stance that the article advocates ‘the use of salt on the streets is crazy’. However, together with
posolone ‘seasoned with salt’, the title evokes a culinary frame of seasoning dish with salt and pepper.
In that, the senses of ‘apply salt on the street’ or ¢ season a dish with salt’ for posolone come together
with ‘apply pepper’ and ‘insane’ (or even ‘talk pointlessly’) in combinations. The effect of this
semantic instability seems to be boosted by the semblance to canonical instances of stacked -ne/-te
impersonals, e.g. in (9.8) and (9.9).

(9.11) presents an instance of a mid-action report where the -ne/-fe impersonal construction,

in a simplex or stacked use, serves as an antecedent of the action to begin — ‘X done, now time for Y’:
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(9.11)  (X/Twitter: @maciekkot7, Maciej Kot, 1:59 PM - Nov 4, 2015)

Konferencja PZN przed sezonem = Pogadane, teraz czas na dziatanie i realizacje stow ==

#krakow #pzn...

Pre-season conference of PZN [Polish Ski Association] &= Chatting done, now time for
action and making the words become reality ®® #krakéw #pzn... [link to a post on the
Instagram platform including a photograph from the press conference of the PZN (Polish

Skiing Association]

Pogadane, teraz  czas na dziatanie i realizacje stow
chat.PPART.NEUT now  timeNOM.SG on act.GER.ACC.SG CONJ realisation.ACC word.GEN.PL

Chatting done, now time for action and making the words become reality ==

The posterior element, ‘the current task’, gains the discursive prominence. In (9.11), this is associated
with a moral evaluation, ‘the actions, not the words count’. The ‘Easter egg hunting’ example (cf. ex.
8.1, Figure 9.1) can also be interpreted in these terms. The egg-hunting competition is the subject
matter of the post, and the ‘current task’.

The exact relation between the two parts of the construction may vary, however. E.g., some
instances can be found where the posterior situation is ‘[going to] sleep’ after being productive. Even
if potentially downplayed, -ne/-te impersonals still seem to indicate that a certain ‘task/duty’ was
taken care of, or that certain ‘expectation/ obligation’ was met. In (9.11) pogadane refers to a press
conference, a situation that often lies within the duties of a sporting federation.

Skip-gram analysis presented in Section 9.3.2 revealed multiple patterns consistent with the
mid-action reporting. Highly ranked skip-grams relevant to this kind of use encompass teraz ‘now’, to
‘so, this, it, then’ and i ‘and’ — used in the post-participle position. For instance, poéwiczone ...teraz
and pojedzone...teraz, occurred with the frequencies of over 6 and 5 per 100 original exact match
tweets respectively. Both belong to the top 20 skip-grams in respective lists.

Mid-action reports with -ne/-te impersonals seem to involve the following structure: [[-ne/-te
participle (or stacked participles)] + [‘linking expression’ — markers of consequence and time] +
[‘current task’]]. The linking expression may include a diverse set of markers of consequence and

present relevance, including:

*  wiec ‘s0’
*  mozna ‘it is possible’
*  pora na ‘time for’

e czas na ‘time for’
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* toteraz ‘so now’

* to pora na ‘so it is time for’

*  to teraz pora na ‘so now it is time for...’
* (to) teraz czas na (cf. ex. 9.11)

*  wiec pora na (cf. ex. 8.1)

Example (9.12) presents a structure that seems to largely correspond to the description of the mid-
action report given so far. At the same time, it involves a feature absent in previous examples: the
stacked participles include a participle with an unmatching prefix, the report is split into two

sentences — and, crucially, the ‘current task’ section is turned into a question.

(9.12)  (X/Twitter, private account, 2021)

Pojedzone, pokoledowane, rozpakowane.

Mozna juz hejtowac? (=

Eating, carolling, unwrapping: Done.

Is it ok to go back to hating people online already? (=

In mid-action reports, the posterior element (the ‘current task’) seems to introduce a move into a new
temporal domain, rather than developing a new one. This is particularly characteristic of (9.12),
presenting a shift between ‘peaceful Christmas time’ and ‘everyday life’. Participle stacking appears
also in this example. It seems to reinforce the sense of successful completion of the ‘tasks’ of the
festive season.

As demonstrated, while not obligatory in mid-reports®®, participle stacking can be felicitously
used both within them and in other environments. Yet, apart from the question regarding the
placement of the stacked participles — there remain problems of the composition of the ‘stack’. This
includes a basic problem of which participles are found in these uses, and how they combine together.
From the perspective of the present work, addressing that problem is instrumental in investigating

how benefaction may be associated with participle stacking.

The stacked -ne/-te participles, co-occurring with one another more or less frequently, easily lend
themselves to a description in terms of a network model. In such a network, each participle can be
seen as a node that is connected to other nodes (participles) according to the co-occurrence patterns.
Adopting this perspective, further in this section, I present an attempt at building a visually-accessible

network model of the -ne/~te participle co-occurrence in the main corpus.

58 Cf., e.g., (9.12), but also (8.12) in Section 8.2, including agent-oriented pojedzeni ‘full, lit. eaten’.
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This perspective draws from two collocation-analytic ideas (cf. Section 3.2). The first one is
that the network can be used as a structure for representing collocations (cf., e.g., discussion in
Brezina, McEnery & Wattam 2015; the authors also present their own tool, GraphColl, for dedicated
analyses). This idea may be brought together with a second one, namely, focussing on the specific
kind of relations between the collocates (instead of, e.g., looking at all the forms within certain fixed
distance from the target collocate). Such approach characterises collostructional analyses (e.g.
Stefanowitsch 2013 cf. discussion in Section 3.2). An example of an analysis both taking interest in
very specific kind of collocation and using network modelling can be found, for instance, in Morin,
Desagulier & Grieve (2020), who analyse double modal constructions in dialects of English. Network
visualisation are used to represent which modal verbs come with which modals in those constructions.

The kind of “specific relation” that stacked -ne/-te participles bear is their coordination. This
relation has long attracted interest due to its basic property: since, generally, coordination involves
elements that are categorically related, coordination-focused collocation analysis can be used as a
proxy for investigating taxonomical lexical relations and categorisation. The discussion of the
underpinnings of such analyses in cognitive linguistics, construction grammar, computational
linguistics and logic can be found in Perak & Ban Kirigin (2023). The authors propose Construction
Grammar Conceptual Network method, which makes it possible to study graph representations for
coordination-based relations identified in corpora, in a manner applicable in tasks such as word sense
discrimination.

The present section offers a simpler, small-scale study on coordination-based collocations
among the analysed -ne/-te participles. As will be demonstrated later in this section, the study will
demonstrate the expected effect, in which the most central elements of the network display coherent
constructional behaviour. Specifically, the “central” -ne/-fe participles will be the ones that are highly
compatible with the use in the impersonal construction considered in this chapter.

For this study, from the entire corpus, extracted were all the original tweets that include more
than one from the target 349 participles (cf. Table 9.1). This was facilitated by checking tweet
identifiers that repeat across the files. The obtained tweet set was then manually validated for false
hits from other languages and diacritic-related issues (including the false hits resulting from the
confusion of items in pokapane ‘trickled’— pokqpane ‘bathed’, poswiecone ‘lit’ — poswiecone
‘sacrificed, dedicated’). Retweets were excluded from the data, and no more than 3 tweets from a
single account were allowed into the final sample.

No strict adjacency or coordination criteria were used to restrict the data set (note, however,
that short length of tweets and the extravagant character of many of the participles may be argued to

boost the effect of resonance). Similarly, the tweets were included in the sample regardless of whether
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the target forms were assumed to represent the impersonal construction or another use of of the -ne/-fe
participle, such as construction with mie¢ ‘have’ or uses in an attributive role (cf. Section 8.2).

At the same time, each occurrence of the -ne/-fe participle in a “multi-participle” tweet was
supplementarily coded as either representing a -ne/-te impersonal construction or not. Following
conditions were considered:

* No nominal head phrase agreeing with the participle”, including (‘pseudo-")passive with time
and distance units® (e.g. pobiegane 5 km ‘5km run’)

* No propositional agent phrase (przez ‘by, through’ PP)

*  No mieé¢ ‘have’ auxiliary used with the participle (by¢ ‘be’ auxiliary was accepted)

* At least one other instance of the -ne/-te impersonal can be identified in the in the tweet (in
line with the criteria outlined above)

*  -ne/-te participle can be used in hashtag or metalinguistically (but not in the user name)

The obtained annotations were later used to evaluate the relevance of the network to the -ne/-fe

impersonal (yet, as stated above, the uses not classified as impersonal were kept in the dataset).

The final subsample contained 2838 instances of the use of a -ne/~te participle in a “multi-participle”
tweet®'. These instances came from 1362 unique tweets, across which 169 different participles were
represented. In theory, 14196 possible different pairs can be drawn from 169 participles, out of which,
predictably, far few less could be identified in the data. For this identification process, MI2
association score was computed for every possible pair of these participles. Here, MI2 was defined as
the natural logarithm of the division between the squared observed frequency (a) and the expected
(aexp) frequency of the collocate pair. Expected frequency was, in turn, computed as the division
between the product of frequencies of tweets for each participle from the given pair, and the number

of observations in the sample (i.e. 2838):

2

MI2=log(-L)
aexp
a =Freqpart1*Freqpart2
o Nsample

59 Accepted were scarce instances of [co + [VERB] + fo + [POSSESIVE PRONOUN]| ‘What X [VERB], is X’s [what they’ve
done/they will have done, is forever their pleasure/memory/etc., and no one will take it away from them]’, e.g. co
potanczone to moje ‘How much fun dancing I had then, no one will take away from me [e.g. even though I hurt myself]’
Note that, in general, the -ne/~te impersonal does not seem to be privileged in this pattern, as the a finite form of the verb

(e.g. co potanczytem[PST.M.1SG]./ potaricze[NPST.1SG]) is commonly used.
60 Exception is made if the use of emoji splitting the participle and the NP results in ambiguity.

61 It was irrelevant how many times the -ne/~te participle form occurred in a single tweet. At the same time, no hint of

participle duplication as a productive strategy has been identified in the corpus.
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After eliminating the non-attested combinations and the combinations with MI2 value equal or lower
than 0, and the pairs attested only once, there remained 229 participle pairs and their association
scores. These pairs were formed between 91 participles. The full table with the association scores is

presented in Appendix C. The highest-ranked pairs are included in Table 9.8:

Rank Participle 1 Participle 2 Co-occurences Freq1l Freq2  MI2 Score
rzebiegniete rzejechane
1 P gne P J. 18 20 41 7,0223
‘run’ ‘driven’
okropione osypane
2 ) P p o ) pOsp 8 8 29 6,6630
‘sprinkled [with a liquid]’ ‘sprinkled/powdered’
osktadane wyprane
3 P P 17 37 37 6,3954
‘folded’ ‘washed, laundered’
opalone otopione
4 pep potep 3 20 3 6,0537
‘smoked’ ‘drowned’
opieczone ogotowane
5 pep pos 4 6 18 6,0413
‘baked’ ‘cooked’
przedyskutowane omowione
6 ) 4 9 13 5,9613
‘discussed’ ‘talked’
oslizgane otruchtane
7 p‘ & P ) 2 6 5 5,9360
‘slid, skated’ ‘jogged’
rzesiedziane rzespane
8 P prEesp 2 3 10 5,9360
‘sat through’ ‘slept through’
orysowane oscinane
9 pory P 8 55 9 5,9052
‘drawn, scratched’ ‘cut’
popieprzone
pokrecone

‘expl., have a sexual
10 ) ‘spun’, ‘crazy’, 6 11 26 5,8784
intercourse’, ‘speak nonsense’,

) ‘convoluted’
adj.: ‘crazy’, cf. eng. fucked up’
poruszane rozwiniete
11 5 14 15 5,8226
‘moved’ ‘developed, unwrapped’
ospane wyspane
12 poib - 10 59 15 5,7704
‘slept’ ‘slept’
onarzekane owyzywane
13 P ) P ) 7 2 9 4 5,7536
‘complained’ ‘insulted’
przedyskutowane skonsultowane
14 ) 2 9 4 5,75
‘discussed through’ ‘consulted’
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ogadane osmiane
15 pos P 36 97 121 5,75

‘chatted’ ‘laughed’

Table 9.8: Highest scoring pairs of co-occurring participles (top 15)

These data were used to create a graph in which the 91 participles are vertices (‘“network nodes”) in a
network with 229 edges. Its visual representation was generated and plotted using the igraph package
(Csardi & Nepusz 2006; Csardi et al. 2023; cf. also the demonstration in Desagulier 2017: 283-290)
for the R statistical environment (R Core Team 2021). The network graph is represented in Figures

9.5-9.12, zooming in and out to different sections of the network.
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Figure 9.5: Network analysis — ‘bird’s eye view’ (Colouring represents node centrality)
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Vertices (and vertex labels) were weighted in accordance to the frequency of the participle in the
subsample®, whereas the edges were weighted in accordance to the collocational strength. This is
represented in the plots, as the vertices (the “nodes” represented by circles) differ in size, while the
edges (the “lines” connecting the nodes) are of different thickness. To place the nodes in the two-
dimensional spatial representation a preferred layout has to be selected by the analyst. The present
analysis uses so-called Fruchterman-Reingold layout, as implemented in the igraph package.

Two versions of the plot were produced, with different colour-codes for vertices. In the first
one, the colours represent node centrality,specifically eigenvector centrality — potentially making it
possible to assess the position of specific participles in the network: “Graph centrality is a measure of
how important a node is in the context of the entire graph.[...] There are three popular measures of
centrality: degree centrality (nodes are ranked according to the number of edges to which they are
connected), eigenvector centrality (nodes connected to important nodes are assigned a higher weight),
and betweenness centrality (nodes are ranked according to how many pairs of nodes linked by the
shortest path they are connected to)” Desagulier (2017: 286). In the plots in Figures 9.5-9.9, pink
represents high centrality, while blue — low centrality. In the second version (plots in Figures 9.10-
9.12), the participles are colour-coded from white to intensive green in line with the percentage of the
uses of the form that can be identified as impersonal.

A bird's-eye perspective of the network structure is presented in Figure 9.5 above (and Figure
9.10 below). On the most general level, the network seems to divide into two clusters — one that is
denser and marked as central, and one with more peripheral nodes. Both versions of the colour-coding
yield convergent results, corroborating the intuition that, in the “multi-participle” sample, the central
uses of the selected participles represent the impersonal construction.

Figures 9.6-9.9 zoom into the network. On the local levels, the neighbouring nodes display a
high degree of semantic coherence and, therefore, each part of the network can be analysed in terms
of applicable scenarios. As will be apparent, many of the ‘central’ scenarios are easily interpretable in
benfactive terms.

Figure 9.6 demonstrates what can be summarised most broadly as ‘perfect day’ scenarios,
cumulating ‘sport’ and leisure activities, grouping strictly po-prefixed forms. It blends into ‘party
time’ (Figure 9.7) cluster, involving pleasurable activities, but also individual experiences of leisure
and emotion (posmiane ‘laughed’, popfakane ‘cried’, the latter potentially cathartic or joyful in the

context of the neighbouring nodes):

62 In the zoomed-in plots, additional labels in grey were superimposed for the nodes representing selected infrequent

participles.
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Figure 9.8, scoring less in centrality and the prevalence of the impersonal use, clusters together
participles expressive of ‘destruction/ physical change’ scenarios — e.g. with distributive uses of

pocietete ‘cut’, poobijane ‘dented’, poszarpane ‘pulled’.
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Figure 9.8: Network analysis — ‘Destruction’ cluster

Finally, in Figure 9.9, it is possible to find participles compatible with ‘chores/ household’ scenarios,
reminiscent of that found in many examples given by Kibort (2011; cf. discussion in Section 8.2.1).
The participles clustered together include posktadane ‘folded’, wyprane ‘laundered, washed up’,
uprane ‘laundered, washed up’, powycierane ‘swiped”, poustawiane ‘set, fixed, arranged’. The
presented section of the network also features ‘insanity’ uses of pokrecone, popieprzone and pojebane
near the cluster as well. The centrality scores are consistently low, as marked by the blue shading on

the nodes.
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Figure 9.9: Network analysis — ‘Chores’ cluster

Remarkably, the centrality and the size of nodes once again overrides the proportion suggested by the

basic distribution of the tweets in the main corpus, cf. Table 9.2). The most frequent items, with a
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relatively marginal representation of the -ne/-te impersonal, such as pojebane ‘[expletive:crazy]” and
pomalowane ‘painted/styled’ are not frequent nor central in stacked use. This is despite keeping such
observations in the dataset, and marking the possibility of the impersonal interpretation separately in a
dedicated variable.

The latter, as mentioned above, has been used for an alternative colour-code of the nodes,

represented in Figures 9.10-9.12.
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Figure 9.10: Network analysis — ‘bird’s eye view’ (Colouring represents the proportion of the impersonal use)

The lower part, including participles corresponding to predominantly intransitive verbs, consistently
features a high concentration of impersonal use. At the same time, the “peripheral” part of the
network, in the upper part of the plot (cf. Figure 9.11), reveals a more complex mosaic. Similarly, the
‘tail” of DISCUSSION participles (cf. Figure 9.12) exemplifies a tension between a lexical-semantic

effect that groups these items together, and the difference in compatibility with the -ne/-fe impersonal.
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It is important to remember that the original list of selected participles does impose a specific
perspective, which may potentially boost the centrality of po—prefixed items with an easily accessible
delimitative interpretation. Nevertheless, on its own, such ‘boost’ does not warrant the observed
results. Even in a conservative interpretation, they demonstrate that the participle stacking of the

analysed kind is not idiosyncratic and may often involve the benefactive interpretation.

9.34 Addendum: beyond the ‘bare’ uses, beyond the impersonal -ne/-te construction
The ‘bare’ uses are obviously only a part of the uses that can be subsumed under the -ne/-te
impersonal construction. Also, its benefactive potential need not be limited to them. Salient area for

further investigation may consist in the future imperfective uses, such as those in (9.13-9.14):

(9.13)  (X/Twitter: @XboxPL, Xbox Polska, 4:28 PM - Mar 18, 2022; Repeated from 8.3)
Weekend juz dostownie za rogiem. Juz go czujemy!

Zaplanowaliscie juz jak go spgdzicie? Moze bedzie grane?

‘The weekend is right behind the corner. We sense it already?
Do you already have plans? Maybe there’s gonna be gaming?’
[Graphic: a sport car moving on a bridge over a sea cost. A logo of FORZA HORIZON 5

video game is imposed in the upper-left corner]
Moze bedzie grane?
maybe  be.FUT.3SG play.PPART.N.SG

‘Maybe there’s gonna be gaming?’

(9.14) (X/Twitter, private account, 2022; Repeated from 8.20)
ale  bedzie czytane w  pociagu
but be.FUT.3SG  read.PPART.N.SG  in train.LOC.SG

There’s gonna be heck of a reading on the train [photo of a book cover]

Both instances seem to convey a sense of anticipation and the construal of ‘being immersed in the
action’, especially in (9.14), perhaps to a lesser degree in (9.13), where the action is presented as ‘a
[main] plan for the weekend’. Unsurprisingly, given the aspectual characteristics, in neither example
the completion plays an important role. The sense of obligation that could be proposed for some of the
‘bare’ uses seems to be largely absent.

The ‘extravagant’ effect of this kind of uses may be supported by the fact that the future
statement about the strictly intended, controlled and planned action is shown from an objective
perspective, fully defocussing the actor/director of the action. In their analysis of the impersonals with

personal reference in Lithuanian, Latvian and Estonian, Lindstrom et al. (2020: 199) note that “[i]n a/l
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three languages, definite covert actors are much more typical when the clause refers to an event in the
past than when it refers to the present or the future”. Future -ne/-te impersonals in Polish productively
instantiate such reference pattern, and perhaps exploit its ‘oddity’ for stylistic, humorous reasons
(although their relative frequency in comparison to other -ne/-fe impersonal constructions needs

further investigation).

Concluding this brief overview of the variation among -ne/-te impersonals, it is necessary to
emphasise that the constructional environments presented as characteristic to them are by no means
argued to be exclusive to them. This includes, in particular, uses with discourse markers, as well as
mid-action reporting. For example, the latter seems to be possible with the examples of the agent-
oriented pojedzony ‘eaten’ (cf. Section 8.2); instances of other kinds of forms can be found in mid-
action reports as well. Once again — with many constructions, many functions and multiple links

between them — a picture of complex semantic interplay emerges.
9.4  Benefaction across modalities?

In Section 9.2.1 I briefly characterised micro-blogging platforms as offering users a rich array of
possibilities for expression and interaction. These include publishing graphics and multimedia, as well
as commenting (replying), sharing (retweeting) and quoting. Such mechanics can be reinterpreted in
terms of multimodal features of microblogging platforms.

Despite the linguistic, “unimodal” focus of the present work, the proposed model of
benefaction is compatible with extending the study of benefaction onto multimodality. Such
extension, at the same time, brings to consideration new complex multimodal semantico-pragmatic
relations. To demonstrate both the possibility of the multimodal research on benefaction and its
challenges, this section will propose a small-scale analysis of the uses of pogadane ‘chatted a bit’ in
microblogging discourse. It will be directed at capturing a multimodal division of labour in the
expression of evaluative benefaction. Pogadane, corresponding to pogadaé, a verb with a prominent
intransitive use, consistent in the delimitative interpretation, lends itself easily to the use in -ne/te
impersonals. It thereby allows the benefactive (and non-benefactive) semantic effects described in
Section 9.2.3.

A possible tool to explore the semantics of this verb of chatting may be sought in frame-
smantic approaches. For instance, the CHATTING frame in the the original, English FrameNet

(Baker, Fillmore & Lowe 1998) includes elements such as: Interlocutor 1%, Interlocutor 2,

63 The entry for the frame explains Interlocutor I as referring to “[...] the more prominent (i.e. agentive) party of a
conversation or prominent party of the conversation [...]”, Interlocutor 2 — as “[t]he semantically (and grammatically) less

prominent group of participants in a conversation” and /nterlocutors as “the group of individuals involved in chatting”.
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Interlocutors, Depictive, Duration, Language, Manner, Means, Means of communication, Place,
Purpose, Time, Topic. Both linguistic and extralinguistic means of expression on a microblogging
platform can be employed to elaborate these elements. A very clear instance of that would be posting
a photography presenting interlocutors (and, thereby, potentially, the manner of their chatting, place
and time of the chat, its topic, purpose, etc.).

Example (9.15) presents such a scenario. Two interlocutors take a photograph together,
possibly just before or after recording a podcast episode. Besides the two participants, the recording
equipment in the background contributes to the participant- and setting-related information. The tweet
includes a tag of the interviewee and the typical temporal data (which specifies when the tweet was
published, but thus, indirectly, locates the chat temporally):

9.15
©-13) (X/Twitter: @seweryndmowski, Seweryn Dmowski, 14:07 PM - Sep 26, 2017)

Pogadane, efektoéw mozna bedzie postucha¢ jutro albo pojutrze. #1916sekund

Archiwalne odcinki mozecie znalez¢ tutaj: [Link]

‘Chatting:done, the results will be there tomorrow or the day after #1916seconds

You can find the previous episodes here [Link]’

[Graphics: Photography of two men looking into the camera, one of them is wearing the
jersey of Legia Warsaw association football club (founded in 1916). In the background there

are sheets of paper displayed on a gray wall, a bright screen and a microphone]

The uses of pogadane illustrated in Section 9.3.3, such as (9.8), which includes a photo of football
players chatting, can similarly be attributed with setting elaboration.

Elaboration of the setting (scene) through including a photography is far from the only
option. Some of the uses resemble the ‘sarcastic’ uses described in Section 9.3.2 — “so much for
chatting [indicating that the chatter was not successful]”. In this vein, beyond the elaboration of the
setting, (9.16), presented in the original form in Figure below also includes represented speech

segments depicting an infelicitous conversation:
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(9.16)  (X/Twitter: @ZartownisPonury, Zartowni$ Ponury, 8:37 PM - Mar 14, 2021)

Pogadane... (=

>

‘So much for chatting... (=
[Graphics: A single-panel comic with a sketch of a person standing in the middle of the
panel, facing back. Speech bubble 1 (from the person in the middle, interpretable as ‘a Polish
person’): Panie Boze... Dlaczego nie chcesz wystucha¢ nas...? Polakow...! ‘Lord God, Why
won’t you hear us, Poles ?°; Speech bubble 2 (from the upper edge of the picture, ‘God’):
Sorry, I don't speak Polish. Signature of the artist, Zartownis Ponury (“The Grim Jokester”)

and his web address are displayed in the lower parts of the graphic]

Zartownis Ponury m
@ZartownisPonury

Pogadane... "=

e
o Goze. Y
OLMZEGo WE sz ) -
\OJ9LOCRRC Nt\‘;_\.z/ 5%?\1
b o

. “; J e, 2 }

sy | 17222z

ZARTOWNISPONURY.PL

8:37 PM - Mar 14, 2021

O s Q 20 [ 1 2
Figure 9.13: A multimodal use of pogadane — Tweet from (9.16)

The tweet features artist’s comment on his own work. In this case, the failed character of the situation
consists in the linguistic code incongruence (God not understanding Polish and speaking English).

Given that pogadane expresses a communicative event, the sarcastic use is highly suitable for
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comments on communicative incongruities captured by the metalinguistic awareness of the users
(perhaps also providing a potential tool for research on it).

Such ‘botched communication’ examples display a degree variation with respect to which
modalities are used and how. Screenshots of computer-mediated communication (CMC) or SMS lend
themselves easily to uses with sarcastic pogadane. Note also that the dialogue can be “moved to a
different modality”, the simplest solution being transcribing the short dialogue in the tweet body.

Examples (9.17-9.18) below are free translations of personal tweets that demonstrate the principle:

9.17)
*  Tweet body:

pogadane

*  Graphics: [Screenshot of text message exchange:
— I’'m gonna get such piercing done

— Unless, you re not planning to come home ever again?]

9.18)
* Tweet body :
Me: what kind of cheese is that
Mum: a good one

so, chatting done, all the information gained

*  (no graphics included)

Taking inspiration from the FrameNet frame elements, the represented speech segments could be
interpreted in terms of the “Message” element. Such an element is perhaps unexpected in a CHAT — if
English chat and pogadac¢ were taken as representative examples for expressing it, since neither is
highly likely to occur with reported speech complement clauses. At the same time, the direct speech
with pogadane is used to demonstrate a kind of oddity of the chat, typically its unsuccessful,
pragmatically botched character.

The two examples above, (9.17-9.18), demonstrate how the inclusion of a graphic can
elaborate the “Message” element, but multimedia linking (also through a URL to an external source,
an animated GIF or a video) is only one of the options that the users of the microblogging platform
have at their disposal. Including a dialogue transcript or a direct speech segment is another possibility,
just as quote and reply mechanisms, which serve as a reference to external discourse par excellence.
This diversity of ways in which pogadane can interact with a multimodal character of tweets makes it
an interesting case for a closer analysis, especially considering the mechanisms that may be employed

for elaborating the referent discourse segment.
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To investigate the differences between tweets using types of message-expression devices, the
set of tweets including pogadane was taken from the collected tweet corpus (cf. Section 9.2.2). A
number of restrictions were applied to narrow down the original set of all the tweets originally
retrieved (cf. discussion in 9.2): Maximally two tweets per account were included in the sample.
Similarly, no retweets were taken into consideration. The study was simplified through the exclusion
of tweets including videos, animated GIFs or any multimedia content that was not available.
Following these criteria, a set of 2960 tweets was obtained.

For each of these tweets, two feature sets were defined. The first feature-set pertained to the
use vs. non-use of the devices that were discussed above as carrying the potential of expressing direct
discourse: reply, quote, discourse-in-tweet, discourse-in-graphic. For categories reply, quote and URL
the very use of the mechanism was analysed, without determining how relevant the referred content
was to the use of pogadane. Similarly, for discourse-in-tweet and discourse-in-graphics, the identified
text segments were considered regardless of the judgement on their relation to the target item. For
discourse-in-graphics, identification of “direct reported discourse” in tweet body crucially depended
on graphic cues such as hyphenation (or other dialogue turn introduction device), quotation marks, as
well as syntactic indications. The latter included crucially grammatical discontinuity (gender and
person shift), and/or presence of a verb of communication.

The second feature-set coded the presence/absence of 83 most frequent 0-2-skip 2-4-grams,
that is the sequences of two, three or four segments, interrupted by zero, one or two segments between
each of them (cf. Section 9.3.2 for an exemplification). Here, ‘most frequent’ pertains to the frequency
in ‘original exact match’ tweets retrieved for pogadane (without retweets; cf. Section 9.2.2).

The study explored the differences in skip gram distribution between the groups of tweets that
use the same devices (as annotated in the first feature-set). Table 9.9 demonstrates the observed

groups and the distribution of tweets between them:

In-tweet direct

Tweet group Graphic Reference URL N
discourse
Only reply no no reply no 1188
No interaction no no no no 694
Only in-tweet discourse no yes no no 193
Only in-graphic discourse  discourse repr. no no no 193
Only quote no no quote no 163
Only URL no no no yes 155
Only other-graphic yes no no no 151
In-tweet discourse+reply no yes reply no 98

269



In-tweet direct

Tweet group Graphic Reference URL N
discourse

In-graphic discourse+reply discourse repr. no reply no 48
Other-graphic+URL yes no no yes 18
Other-graphic+reply yes no reply no 13
In-tweet discourse+URL no yes no yes 9
In-graphic discourse+quote discourse repr. no quote no 7
no no reply yes 6
no yes quote no 5
yes yes no no 4
discourse repr. yes no no 4
(10 least frequent discourse repr. no no yes 3
combinations) no NA no yes 2
no NA reply no 2
yes no quote no 2
yes no quote yes 1
yes yes reply no 1

2960

Table 9.9: Groups of tweets based on the use of discourse-expressive devices — Tweet distribution

Since the use of quote and reply mechanisms was near-complementary®, they are represented using
one feature. 23 feature combinations were attested in the data, and they follow a zipfian-like
distribution. The majority of tweets did feature one of the considered devices. Tweets using none of
the mechanisms were the second most frequent groups, far less frequent than tweets that made use
only of the “reply” mechanics. These results are perhaps not surprising, given that social media
registers are fundamentally interactive.

Nine most frequent groups were taken into consideration in the further analysis. For each of
the groups, the proportion of tweets that included the given skip-grams was determined. Table 9.10

below illustrates 7 first columns of the resulting ‘group by skip-gram’ matrix :

64 5 observations were identified as using both; they were categorised as “quote”.
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byto

ai a nie ato ale nie ale to pogadane L]
‘and’ ‘and’ ‘and’ ‘no’ ‘and’ ‘that’ ‘but’‘no’ ‘but’ ‘that’ ‘was’
‘chatted’

Only reply 0,0286 0,0034 0,0126 0,0101 0,0076 0,0101 0,0135

No interaction 0,0000 0,0043 0,0086 0,0058 0,0086 0,0086 0,0144

Only in-tweet
0,0311 0,0104 0,0155 0,0311 0,0155 0,0207 0,0155
discourse

Only in-graphic
0,0155 0,0000 0,0000 0,0104 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000 [76 more]
discourse

Only quote 0,0123 0,0123 0,0123 0,0000 0,0123 0,0000 0,0000

Only URL 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000 0,0258

Only other-
0,0132 0,0000 0,0132 0,0000 0,0000 0,0132 0,0265
graphic
In-tweet
0,0000 0,0204 0,0714 0,0306 0,0306 0,0306 0,0000
discourse+reply
In-graphic
0,0625 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000 0,0000
discourse+reply

Table 9.10: First columns of the skip-gram representation matrix

The obtained target matrix, the beginning of which is illustrated in Table 9.10, can be subject to
exploratory statistical analysis, aimed at discovering patterns of association between the 9 groups and

skip-grams, as well as assessing the similarity between groups.

A number of technical decisions need to be made and reported with the analyses of such kind. As is
typically the case, the fundamental challenge consists in dealing with data sparsity. Thus, a number of
“safeguards" were applied to mitigate the impact of low-frequency skip-grams. The most crucial
technical parameters are listed below (note that they are partially dependent on one another), together
with the specification of the solution chosen:
*  What kind of skip-grams are taken into consideration, specifically, what are the k and n
parameters?
o k={0,1,2}, n={2,3,4} were selected

*  How are skip-gram generated — what counts as a token?
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o Skip-grams were generated without punctuation marks, but with emoji characters.

*  How is the frequency of skip-grams defined? (i) Frequency in tweets? (ii) Frequency of tweets
that include a given skip-gram (regardless of how many occurrences of it there are in the
tweet)? (iii) Occurrence vs. non occurrence in the group?

o Option (ii), frequency of tweets including a given skip-gram was considered (cf. the
description above)

*  How many most frequent skip-grams to include?

o Different parameters above 100 were tested, but the “safeguard” parameters specified
below determined that number to be 83

*  Are there any additional “safeguard’ parameters introduced?
©  Minimal frequency of k-skip n-grams on the reference frequency list was set to 5.

o The skip-gram frequency for a group is set to 0, if that skip-gram is attested in only 1
tweet in that group

o Skip-grams attested in less than 5 tweet groups (after applying the rule above) were
excluded from the matrix

*  How is the reference skip-gram frequency list generated?

o It was generated for one the basis of all original exact match tweets of pogadane (i.e.

without retweets, but allowing more than 2 tweets per account; 3583 tweets)

The skip-grams were generated and analysed automatically, in a uniform way for all the tweets, using
quanteda R package (Benoit et al. 2018). This uniformity has to be borne in mind especially with
respect to the tweets including a direct discourse segment in the tweet body. Such a segment
obviously influences the skip-gram composition, likely differentiating the relevant tweets from other

groups. The impact of this “trivial” effect needs to be taken into account in the analysis.

The method summarised above draws from n-gram-based experiments in register classification and
comparison. Studies of this kind assume that an n-gram distribution may be a reliable proxy of
register variation. An example of this line of research is Gries, Newman & Shaoul (2011), analysing
n-grams generated from the subdivisions of the BNC Baby and the ICE-GB corpora (cf. also Crossley
& Louwerse 2007). The study takes a methodological focus, by proposing a procedure to empirically
establish optimal parameters for n-gram-informed register research.

The present study focuses on classifying groups of tweets based on their use of modalities,
rather than registers. At the same time, the idea of comparing groups of texts is the point of
convergence with the research projects in register variation. The key characteristics of the present

study is the use of skip-grams, rather than n-gram — as well as taking very short texts as the object of
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analysis (which, additionally, all share the target form, pogadane). Skip-grams allow to capture
patterns that are not easily discerned with regular n-grams, which may be potentially beneficial given
the aforementioned limitation of the tweets. At the same time, the results need to be treated with
caution, since the use of skip-grams introduces a degree of complexity that may prove difficult to

interpret reliably.

The vectors of skip-gram representation were explored using hierarchical agglomerative clustering
(cf. e.g. Divjak & Fieller 2014 for the discussion of clustering concentrated on corpus semantics) and
principal component analysis (cf., e.g., Levshina 2015: 353-361). The tree structure, representing

clustering with Canberra distance metric and Ward clustering method, is represented in Figure 9.14.:
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Figure 9.14: Dendrogram — Hierarchical agglomerative clustering solution for the included tweet groups

273



According to the Average Silhouette Width criterion, a two-cluster solution finds most support in the
data (0.2425, compared to 0.1999, 0.1766, 0.1194, 0.0959, 0.1038, 0.0772, for k& number of clusters
from 3 to 8, respectively). This solution groups tweets including discourse-in-graphic against all other
groups. The result lends itself to a simple interpretation, in which the inclusion of a discursive content
in a graphic ‘takes the labour’ away from the tweet body. Tweets from these categories tend to be very
short (cf. also Figure 9.17 below and the discussion of tweet lengths). They sometimes include
scarcely anything beyond pogadane as a succinct, humorous comment about the graphic.

To further explore the difference between the groups and the skip-grams associated with
them, principal component analysis was run on the target matrix (cf. Table 9.10). Principal component
analysis, similarly to multiple correspondence analysis, is a dimensionality reduction technique,
which, however, takes numerical input. Just as MCA, PCA facilitates graphical inspection of the
results. Figure 9.15 below presents two axes from the obtained model. Together they account for

66.05% of the variation in the data.
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Figure 9.15: Principal Components Analysis — Tweet categories

Dimension 1 captures the difference between graphic-including tweets (to the left) and the tweets

which include a direct discourse segment (to the right). The distinction captured by clustering seems
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to be represented more clearly by Axis 2, which sets apart tweet categories including a discourse
segment within the graphic. At the same time, a gradient nature of distinctions is captured.

More insight about the variation depicted in the plot may be brought by analysing which
skip-grams are most correlated with the axes. Tables 9.11-9.12 present the highest and lowest

correlation coefficients for Axis 1 and Axis 2 respectively:

Axis 1 — Correlation coefficients

Rank
Highest correlation — ‘negation and laughs’ Lowest correlation — ‘scene elaboration’
ogadane xd ogadane na

1 pes 0,9464 pos -0,6478
‘chatted’ xd ‘chatted’ ‘on’
to nie pogadane z

2 0,9399 -0,6448
‘that, so’ NEG ‘chatted’ ‘with’
to a z pogadane

3 0,9376 -0,6213
‘that,so’ ‘and’ ‘with’ ‘chatted’
ale nie pogadane o

4 0,9345 -0,6088
‘but’ NEG ‘chatted’ ‘about’
ixd io

5 0,9214 -0,5824
‘and’ xd ‘and’ ‘about’
to pogadane xd ogadane i

6 pog 0,9142 pog -0,5114
‘that, so’ ‘chatted’ xd ‘chatted’ ‘and’
to ze pogadane w

7 0,9031 -0,4962
‘that, so’ ‘that(ComMP)’ ‘chatted’ ‘in’
to jest ogadane byto

8 / 0,8994 pes > -0,4833
‘that, so’ ‘is’ ‘chatted’ ‘was’
sie nie byto pogadane

9 0,8926 O Pos: -0,4177
REFL NEG ‘was’ ‘chatted’
a nie zna

10 0,8918 -0,4018
‘and’ NEG ‘with’ ‘on’
ai o tym

11 0,8739 -0,3646
‘and’ ‘and’ ‘about’ ‘this’
i nie 0 co

12 0,8651 -0,3568
‘and’ NEG ‘about’ ‘what’
na to zi

13 0,8636 -0,3559
‘on’ ‘that, so’ ‘with’ ‘and’
i pogadane i pogadane z

14 pos 0,8582 pos -0,3325

‘and’ ‘chatted’

‘and’ ‘chatted’ ‘with’
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Axis 1 — Correlation coefficients

Rank
Highest correlation — ‘negation and laughs’ Lowest correlation — ‘scene elaboration’
nie sie iz
0,8483 ) -0,3031
NEG REFL ‘and’ ‘with’

Table 9.11: Axis 1 — most correlated and anti-correlated skip-grams

The skip-grams with highest and lowest (anti-)correlation scores seem to display a degree of
functional coherence. In light of the skip-grams with most extreme scores, Axis 1 could be interpreted
as ranging between ‘scene elaboration’ (left-hand side of the plot) devices and ‘negation and humour’
(right-hand side of the plot). Among the lowest-scoring skip-grams, instances of [pogadane +
preposition] pattern can be found. They are useful in ‘elaborating the scene’, e.g., specifying the
interlocutors (pogadane z ‘chatted with’), or the topic of the chat (pogadane o ‘chatted about’). Their
association with graphic-including tweets is interpretable in light of scene-depicting photographies,
exemplified in (9.15, ‘podcasters’ example). On the other hand, skip-grams with high correlation
coefficients feature negative particle nie ‘no/not’ and xd emoji-like expression, frequently used in
Polish informal CMC-registers. In many instances, these devices are used to indicate an ironic

distance to the cited discourse segment.

Axis 2 — Correlation coefficients

Rank
Highest correlation — ‘scene elaboration’ Lowest correlation — ‘discourse makers and sarcasm’

oi

1 0,8066 pogadane & -0,8630
‘about’ ‘and’
to na i chuj pogadane

2 0,7382 I pos ) -0,8613
‘that, so’ ‘on’ ‘and’ [expl. ‘penis’] ‘chatted’
o tym

3 ) 0,6823 pogadane &2 & -0,8408
‘about’ ‘this(LOC=INS)’
nai no i pogadane

4 0,6785 pos -0,8395
‘on’ ‘and’ PART ‘and’ ‘chatted’
z pogadane

5 ) 0,6570 o & -0,8284
‘with’ ‘chatted’
bylo pogadane chuj pogadane

6 1o pog 0,6346 Jpos ) -0,8226
‘was’ ‘chatted’ [expl. ‘penis’] ‘chatted’
pogadane na no i

7 0,6306 -0,8157
‘chatted’ ‘on’ PART ‘and’
ijak i chuj

8 0,6264 ) -0,7826
‘and’ ‘how’ ‘and’ [expl. ‘penis’]
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0 co

nie z

9 0,6150 -0,7541
‘about’ ‘what’ NEG ‘with’
na pogadane no pogadane
10 0,6109 -0,7450
‘on’ ‘chatted’ PART ‘chatted’
ogadane i ityle
11 pog 0,6104 v -0,7303
‘chatted’ ‘and’ ‘and’ ‘this much’
io i &
12 0,6002 -0,7194
‘and’ ‘about’ ‘and’ &2
zi i pogadane &
13 0,5979 -0,7188
‘with’ ‘and’ ‘and’ ‘chatted’ &2
sie i no xd
14 0,5950 -0,5667
REFL ‘and’ PART xd
ogadane to no pogadane xd
15 pog 0,5857 pog -0,5563

‘chatted’ ‘that, so’ PART ‘chatted’ xd

Table 9.12: Axis 2 — most correlated and anti-correlated skip-grams

Axis 2 seems to capture differences comparable to those represented on Axis 1. Positively correlated
skip-grams (associated with the upper section of the plot in Figure 9.15), also feature sequences useful
in scene elaboration. On the other hand, Face with Tears of Joy emoji (&), as well as discourse
markers with a sarcasm-cueing potential (cf. Section 9.3.2) appear in the skip-grams with lowest
correlation coefficients. They are associated with discourse-in-graphic tweets.

Beyond the focus on each axis, the results of PCA may be interpreted in terms of 2-
dimensional directional vectors, as visualised in the variable plot in Figure 9.16. Each line originating
from the centre represents a single skip-gram. The direction of the line represents the direction of the
association and the length — how well the variables are represented on the plot. For the clarity of the

results, only the skip-grams with contribution score above 2.5 are plotted.
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Figure 9.16: Principal component analysis — skip-grams

The plot helps to explain some of the seeming redundancy in the semantic interpretation of the axes.
Skip-grams including emoji-characters, as well as discourse marker occupy lower-right section of the
plot, as they are the “shared” elements, associated with the tweets presenting a direct discourse
segment, be it in the tweet body or in a graphic. Both kinds of use often feature a short discourse
segment that demonstrates a communicative failure, and the placement of this segment is sometimes
the sole major difference. It is this difference, however, which sets apart the discourse-in-tweet
categories away from other categories. Some skip-grams which may be just very frequent in a Polish
text are represented by vectors in the upper-right section, where the in-tweet discourse categories are
positioned. They could result exactly from the content in direct discourse segments.

Finally, as also captured by axes 1-2 alone, the vectors for skip-grams suggesting ‘scene
elaboration’ are grouped on the left side of the plot. They are nevertheless predominant in the upper-
left quadrant, where represented are the tweets with “discourse-less” graphics — but also those with

URLs, and those not using any of the analysed mechanics. Tweets using solely quote or reply
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mechanisms are represented near the 0 point of both axes, which suggests that they don’t display
strong association with any axis.

A fundamental characteristic of tweets, which needs to be borne in mind, is that they are
typically very short. This concerns both the genre in general and the tweets in the dataset. The violin
plots in Figure 9.17 below visualise the distribution of tweet length (in tokens) per tweet group. Points
and whiskers represent, respectively, the mean and the standard deviation of the length values, while

the thickness — the density of tweets in a given length-range.

URL

Reply &
Quote
Other graphic —_————————
Other e
>
=)
Q
2
©
=
(2]
i -
Nothing —————
In-tweet discourse + reply ——————
In-tweet discourse ®
- [
In-graphic discourse + reply \\/=/
In-graphic discourse L
0 20 40 60

Tweet length (tokens)
Figure 9.17: Violin plot — distribution of tweet lengths in the analysed groups
It is quite clear that the tweet length rarely exceeds 20 tokens, with discourse-in-tweet categories as
the only exception. As soon as there is an easily accessible content to be referred to, it is not

uncommon that the tweet consists solely of pogadane and optional discourse markers or emojis. This

is possible even in tweets with no mechanics involved, if the author treats the referent as obvious for
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the audience (“the news of the day”, an important event in their life that is self-evident for the

followers in real-time).

The analysis above demonstrates the multimodal character of meaning-making in a CMC register.
Such multimodal means of expressions are also relevant to benefaction. One way in which this can be
observed is the reinforcement or disambiguation of the benefactive character of the situation. In this
vein, tweets in which graphics elaborate the scene can support the non-ironic interpretation and a
benefactive reading (photos of smiling participants, picturesque setting etc.).

An interesting case in point are tweets including pogadane and a screenshot which serves as
an evidence of a phone call (or voice call in general, since internet software may be used instead of a
traditional service). The display generally features two pieces of information — the interlocutor and the
call duration (often prolonged, lasting, e.g., more than one hour). Pogadane creates an affordance for
them to be exploited for a clearly benefactive effect of “satisfaction of talking with a loved one”.

Similarly, the ironic-benefaction (cf. e.g. Section 9.3.2) can be triggered through the
reference to multimedia, hypertext links and other tweets. Just as in the “unimodal” perspective, an
element of incongruence needs to be inferred. If this element is not suggested linguistically, nor easily
retrievable from the common ground, other modalities can signal it. The screenshots of CMC
dialogues are prime examples here — but not the only one. A potential micro-pattern could be
identified in tweets where users posted pogadane together with the screenshots of the limited-access
profile page of another user. These screenshots are used as a proof that the users cannot interact (the
screenshot displays messages such as “<username> blocked you; You are blocked from following
<username> and viewing <username>’s Tweets”). Such tweets may serve as an accusation against the
“blocker” who escapes the interaction with the blocked (e.g. who, in turn, believes they may have
important arguments that the blocker should acknowledge).

If accepted as non-random, such micro-patterns (e.g. [pogadane + voice call screenshot] or
[pogadane + <*“block” screen>]), provide instances of fine-grained cross-modal associations relevant
to the expression of benefaction or, more broadly — evaluative content. They also raise questions about
the theoretical and descriptive apparatus that best captures their characteristics (cf., e.g., Dancygier &
Vandelanotte 2017; Hoffmann 2017; Hoffmann 2020; Schoonjans 2017; Ungerer & Hartmann 2023:
45-49; Zenner & Geeraerts 2018; Ziem 2017 for the discussion of the notion of “multimodal
construction” and the role of multimodality in construction grammar).

The small demonstration of the multimodal uses of pogadane closes the present analysis of
the -ne/-te impersonals, oriented towards their benefactive potential. The discussions and analyses in
Chapters 8-9 demonstrated a kind of benefaction that is highly entangled in the functional and formal

context of a construction. In the present section, for instance, -ne/-te forms have been shown as
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“working together” with the semantics of po- prefix, and specific type of multimedia. It is hoped that
the two last chapters demonstrated how it may be advantageous to consider benefaction (or similar

functions) with forms that express it “quite often”, “to a non-negligible extent”, and/or “surprisingly”,

rather than “unconditionally”.
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10 Concluding remarks

The present dissertation was dedicated to benefaction in Polish and its interplay with related

functions. It focused on three descriptive problems of functional complexity:

* Benefactive interpretation of maximally similar uses of ad-verbal dative NPs and dla ‘for’ PPs
— in standardised written registers of Polish

* The co-expression of benefaction, normativity and volitionality of sobie/se dative reflexive
pronoun — in spoken, conversational registers of Polish

* Benefaction and -ne/~te participle impersonal construction in social media registers of Polish

In Chapter 2, the discussion started with a brief overview of the definitional problems of benefaction.
It also considered functions that are closely related to benefaction. I proposed a broad view on this
function that facilitates analysing the functional complexity of the forms that express it. Chapter 3
introduced the key problems of semantic complexity that the present work addresses in the main
descriptive parts: (i) many-to-many character of relations between the forms and functions, (ii)
polyfunctionality of the linguistic forms in language use (“many functions fulfilled at the same time”)
(iii) non-discreteness of linguistic categories. The chapter also presented corpora and large language
resources as a fundamental methodological tool used in the described projects.

The first subproject, presented in Chapters 4-5, addressed the problem of reliably identifying
the contexts of benefaction. The possible solution that it proposed, was to look at the contexts in
which two forms with a benefactive potential, specifically, the Polish dative and dla preposition, are
near-interchangeable. By following that direction, it exemplified an ‘inverted’ alternation study,
interested in locating the most similar usage contexts, rather than defining the differences between the

Polish dative and dla prepositional phrases, cf., e.g.:
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(10.1)
a). (NKJP:journalism, Mtodzi ponurzy, Zdzistaw Pietrasik, Polityka, 2007-09-01)

Sq tez tematy spoleczne, jak przykiadowo w "Trojce do wziecia" Bartka Konopki (to jedna z najlepszych pozycji

w tym zestawie), gdzie dzieci, opuszczone przez Smiertelnie chorq matke,
probujq same znaleié dla siebie miejsce w  Zyciu.
try(IPFV).NPST.3PL  alone.NM_PERS.NOM.PL find(PFV).INF for REFL.GEN place.ACC.SG in  life.LOC.SG

‘There are also social issues, just as in “Trojka do wzigcia” by Bartek Konopka (one of the best items in this

collection), where children, left by a terminally ill mother, try to find a place in life for themselves on their

i}

own.

b). (NKIJP:fiction, Piszczyk by Jerzy Stawinski, Trio, 1997)
Ta dziewczyna, Wiesia, nie jest zla z natury.
Ona chce znaleié sobie miejsce w Zyciu.
3SG.F.NOM want.NPST.3SG find(PFV).INF  REFL.DAT place.ACC.SG in life.LOC.SG

‘That girl, Wiesia, is not bad-natured. She wants to find herself a place in life.’

The scope of the alternation was analysed in a type-based manner, using a valency database — as well
as using a more token-based approach, where the n-gram data from the National Corpus of Polish was
employed. It was demonstrated that this alternation between the two forms with a benefactive
potential, in fact, yields usage contexts that represent paragons of benefactive transfer scenarios,
especially, scenarios of indirect or metaphorical transfer. At the same time, the uses did feature
variation in respect to the characteristics of the elements of those scenarios. On theoretical level,
Chapter 5 demonstrated that the search for ‘maximal pairs’, maximally similar uses of near-
synonymous constructions can provide valuable insight into their semantic structure.

The dative of Polish reflexive pronoun sobie/se is used in spoken Polish in many functions.
Chapters 6-7 offered a qualitative and quantitative analysis of its benefactive, normative and volitional
interpretations. Example (10.2) presents a se-marked clause expressing a situation that, arguably, can
be characterised as ordinary, positively-evaluated and desirable (or, non-adverse and non-

undesirable):

(10.2)  (SPOKES, obxd ‘Rozmowa z kolega’, utt. 68-70)

68 MALE23 Wj87: jak tam ci sie uktada ?
69 MALE22 44Wn: w porzqdku no .
70 MALE22 44Wn: jakos se zyjemy powoli

283



‘68 MALE23 Wj87: How are the things going?
69 MALE22 44Wn: All right, well,
70 MALE22 44Wn: things keep going forward, little by little (lit. we live se slowly a certain

way]’

It was demonstrated that the versatility of the marker may be difficult to accurately capture with a
description founded on a single overarching variable. The proposed model served as an illustration of
how benefaction can be described as a part of complex functional potential of a form. This versatility
should be understood not only on a strictly semantic level, but also on the level of narrative and
discursive structure, since sobie/se has been demonstrated to fulfil functions of that kind as well.
Furthermore, corpus analyses presented in Chapter 7 offered empirical support to the low-level
association of sobie/se with selected markers of normativity, delimitative verbs, and the use in
narrative sequences.

The final subproject, concentrated on the possibility of analysing benefaction in an unlikely
environment — that of an impersonal construction. In this vein, Chapters 8-9, dedicated primarily to
-ne/-te participle impersonal constructions, considered the benefactive potential of impersonal
constructions with a personal reference. A series of small-scale corpus studies was performed on data
from a computer-mediated communication register, specifically, Twitter/X microblogging platform.
These studies focused on the instances of the -ne/-fe participles that correspond to verbs with a

delimitative interpretation, such as (10.3) below:

(10.3)  (X/Twitter, @LaczyNasPilka, Laczy nas pitka, 8:44 AM - Sep 11, 2021)

POSTRZELANE, AZ MILO! €2

W 2] minionych meczach reprezentacja Polski zdobyta AZ ] BRAMEK! s

‘SCORING:DONE, TILL IT FELT SO GOOD! &

In 2] latest matches, the Polish National Football Team scored AS MUCH AS 7
GOALS! s’

[Graphic: Infographic titled Strzelcy ostatniego zgrupowania ‘The scorers from the latest
call-ups’. Names and portrait photographs of six goal scorers are presented together with the

number of goal scored by them]

The studies of this sub-project demonstrated how the use of this kind can convey a prominent
humorous component and the idea of a ‘task completion’. This meaning is often exploited in the
“check-list” kind of use, where multiple participles (or similar structures) are coordinated.

Furthermore, the task-completion meaning often undergoes a sarcastic reinterpretation which exploits
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the disparity between the use of the construction and the situationally-cued evidence of
“incompleteness” or “failure”. As demonstrated in the last part of Chapter 9, the realisation of the
benefactive potential of the -ne/-te participle impersonal constructions may be moderated by its
multimodal contexts. The dedicated analysis of pogadane ‘chatting:done’ revealed that users of
Twitter/X developed productive strategies of combining the participle with multimodal content and

other linguistic forms.

Collectively, the sub-projects, especially the second and the third one, demonstrate how multiple
contextual characteristics, formal and functional, can influence the benefactive interpretation (or lack
thereof) at the same time. For instance, with many uses of sobie/se reflexives or -ne/-te participles, the
delimitative verbs seem to share the labour of establishing the benefactive character of the use. The
present work advocates the idea of ‘shared semantic labour’ or a distributed functional assignment
improves a descriptive apparatus of a functional linguist. At the same time, it remains a major
challenge for the research on benefaction to refine an apparatus for describing this ‘shared labour’
between multiple benefactive constructions.

Benefaction can be co-created by multiple constructions, but it also co-creates complex
meanings. The consequence of this view is that benefaction, and other evaluative functions, can be
analysed not only when they are deemed to be the prevalent or the most salient semantic
characteristic. Contrarily, evaluation can be seen as a pervasive and common semantic phenomenon.
Therefore, another important objective consists in finding less obvious types of evaluative functions —
and reconsidering constructions that carry them.

The present work should be understood as part of the ongoing work on benefaction and
related functions. In many analytical decisions reported on its pages, I attempted to follow the maxim
of ‘less is more’. I hope that it managed to demonstrate how narrowing down the scope of the analysis
— to single (sub-)constructions, or their selected uses, or to rather specific registers — can make it
possible to observe phenomena that could go under the radar of an analysis with a more ambitious
scope.

In descriptive terms, there is probably no such thing as enough data, enough language
varieties, enough constructions, enough forms, nor enough functions described. As for benefaction, I
hope that the present work provides yet another small piece of evidence for the breadth of the
semantics and pragmatics of evaluation and affectedness. That breadth awaits further explorations

both through the lens of benefaction and through the lens of similar functions.
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Résumeé substantiel en francais

1 Introduction:

Cette thése est dédiée a la problématique de bénéfaction dans la langue polonaise, c'est-a-dire, les
maniéres dont ses utilisateurs peuvent exprimer le sens « d’avantage » ou « de bénéfice » emporté par
un participant d’une situation (cf. Zufiiga & Kittild 2010). En particulier, ce travail envisage une
description de la variation entre la fonction bénéfactive, ainsi que souligner ses relations avec des
fonctions qui y sont liées. Pour parvenir a cet objectif, trois phénomenes ont été choisis pour une

analyse approfondie :

i.  La convergence fonctionnelle entre le cas datif polonais et la construction prépositionnelle
dla « pour » — dans les registres écrits standardisés

ii. Un caractere polyfonctionnel du pronom réfléchi sobie/se ‘a soi-méme, pour soi-méme’ dans
I'usage ou le sens du «destinataire » n’est pas proéminent — dans les registres
conversationnels

iii. L'interprétation  bénéfactive des constructions impersonnelles avec  participes
passifs/résultatifs -ne/-te (e.g. pobiegane « bien couru ») — dans les registres familiers et

virtuels de la langue polonaise contemporaine

La premicre des trois études aborde la question de « comment délimiter la bénéfaction ? ». La
stratégie adoptée dans cette theése consiste a 1’analyse des relations entre deux formes, qui ont la
possibilité¢ d’exprimer le bénéficiaire — le datif et la préposition dla « pour ». Contrairement aux
plusieurs études des alternances morphosyntaxiques, cette analyse ne se focalise pas sur le contraste
entre les deux formes. Son objectif est plutot d’identifier les contextes ou leur interchangeabilité est

maximalisée. L’exemple (1) ci-dessous illustre un cas des usages assez comparables sémantiquement :
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(M

a). (NKJP:journalisme, Nie nauczylismy go agresji..., Dziennik Polski, 1998-11-04 )
Obiecal, Ze zbuduje nam dom
promettre (PFV).PST.M.3SG COMP  construire(PFV).NPST.3SG ~ 1PL.DAT  maison.ACC.SG
taki, Jakiego nikt jeszcze  nie widzial.
telL.M.ACC.SG REL.M.GEN.SG personne(NEG).NOM  encore  NEG voir(IPFV).PST.M.3SG

« Il a promis qu’il nous construise une maison que personne n’avait jamais vue »

b). (NKIJP:journalisme, Czarownice i smoki, Edyta Tomczak, Dziennik Stupski, 1999-08-27)
Nad  morzem zbudowat dla  niej piekny zamek.
str mer.INS.SG  construire(PFV).PST.M.3SG  pour 3SG.F.GEN  beau.M.ACC.SG  chateau.ACC.SG

« Au bord de la mer, il a construit un beau chateau pour elle »

Les contextes d’interchangeabilité sont traités comme potentiellement bénéfactifs par excellence. En
méme temps, il existe une variation entre les scénarios du transfert bénéfactif qu'ils peuvent exprimer,
ce qui représente aussi un objet d'intérét du premier projet.

La deuxiéme étude descriptive est dédié a la bénéfaction comme une de plusieurs
motivations fonctionnelles nécessaires pour analyser une construction. Particuliérement, cette partie
de la thése inclut une analyse de la polyfonctionalité du datif du pronom réfléchi polonais sobie/se
dans les contextes ou son interprétation en termes de « récipient-bénéficiaire » n’est pas
confrontationnel. Ces contextes sont caractéristiques aux registres familiers et incluent les usages avec

les verbes de mouvement et de posture, cf. ex. (2) ci-dessous:

) (SPOKES, luz_R4 ‘AW _LUZ_43’ utt. 807-808), cf. Wyroslak (2022: 82)

807 FEMALE33 X5j4: no potem wieczorem jest impreza i sobie idziesz sie napi¢ no no
kurcze no wszystko jest dla ludzi

808 MALE23 85r8: no tak jak najbardziej

‘807 FEMALE33 X5j4: Ouais, et aprés, le soir, y a une féte, et on (sobie) va prendre un
verre, donc, y a du temps et de la place pour tout

808 MALE23 85r8: Quais, t’as raison’

Sobie/se était souvent considérée une forme dont 1I’explication ne se trouve pas dans une différence
sémantique. Dans cette thése, 1'usage de sobie/se est analysé en termes d'un regroupement des qualités
liées aux bénéfaction, normativité et volonté, ce qui répond souvent aux fonctions au niveau de

discours.
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La troisieme étude aborde la problématique de bénéfaction dans son role de fonction
subalterne, en se focalisant sur le cas des constructions impersonnelles avec le participe -ne/-te dans le
registre des réseaux sociaux. Ex. (3-4) montre le type d'usage décrit en détail dans les chapitres 8-9.
Malgré l'absence d'un agent personnel, la construction en question peut étre utilisée avec une

interprétation personnelle, comme dans l'ex. (3-4).

3) (X/Twitter : @gdansk, Miasto Gdansk, 10:00 AM - Apr 17, 2022)
Pojedzone, polezakowane, wiec pora na... poszukiwania! @', Dacie rade odnalezé
wszystkie jajka, ktore ukryliSmy na zdjeciu? () Napiszcie w komentarzu, ile pisanek udato

Wam si¢ odszuka¢  #gdansk #ilovegdn #cickawostkigdn

« Déja mangé, déja prélassé, alors c’est I’heure de... la chasse (aux ceufs)! < ©, Vous
arriverez a trouver tous les ceufs que nous avons cachés sur I’image ? (0 Ecrivez dans le
commentaires combien de oeufs peints vous avez trouvés #gdansk #ilovegdn
#ciekawostkigdn [“gdncuriosité”] »

[Graphique : Petits dessins d'ceufs de Paques superposés sur la photographie d'un paysage de
Gdansk]

4) (X/Twitter: @HubertHurkacz, HubertHurkacz, 5:48 PM - Nov 26, 2020)

Pobiegane . « " #tatry #zakopane

«y a eu du footing [lit. (c’est couru)] A < " #tatry #zakopane’ »
[Graphique : Une photographie d'un paysage montagneux]

Chacun des trois projets examine, d’autres interactions sémantiques, d’autres registres et d’autres

problémes descriptifs (cf. un sommaire dans le tableau 1):
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Partie Constructions Registre Perspectif Les problémes théoriques et descriptifs

I cas datif vs dla registres écrits ) ) Délimitation des usages bénéfactifs, variation
) onomasiologique o o
(Ch. 4-5) ‘pour’ PPs standardisés entre les scénarios de « transfert-bénéfaction »

) ) ) Polyfonctionnalité des marqueurs bénéfactifs:
I pronom datif oraux, sémasiologique et ) ) o
. . . ) coexpression de la bénéfaction, normativité et
(Ch. 6-7)  réfléchi sobie/se  conversationnels onomasiologique :
volonté

construction réseaux sociaux/
Bénéfaction comme fonction supplémentaire :
111 impersonnelle « computer-
sémasiologique  bénéfaction et la sémantique des constructions
(Ch. 8-9) avec participe mediated )
impersonnelles
-ne/-te communication »

Tableau 1: Sommaire de la problématique des parties principales de la thése

La thése est divisée en deux parties. La premiére (chapitres 1-3) est dédiée a l'appareil théorique et
méthodologique nécessaire pour effectuer les études. Aprés I’introduction de la problématique de la
thése en chapitre 1, le chapitre 2 traite la notion de bénéfaction. Il inclut une présentation des
problémes de définition et typologie de bénéfaction dont sont reconnus dans la littérature linguistique,
ainsi qu'une bréve présentation des constructions bénéfactives polonaises les plus pertinentes. Le
chapitre 3 aborde le sujet de la méthodologie et théorie de la recherche sur la complexité sémantique.
Les solutions qui y sont présentées s'inspirent de développements de la linguistique fonctionnelle-
cognitive et de la linguistique basée sur I’usage.

La deuxieéme partie (chapitres 4-9) concerne les trois problémes énumérés ci-dessus. Deux
chapitres sont consacrés a un probleme, dont 1'un consideére le potentiel bénéfactif des constructions en

question et l'autre présente une analyse empirique dédiée a la complexité fonctionnelle de celles-ci.

2 Bénéfaction (Chapitre 2):

Le chapitre commence par une discussion des problémes définitionnels de la notion de bénéfaction.

La définition de bénéficiaire présentée dans Kittild & Zuidiiga (2010:2) sert de point de départ :

“The beneficiary is a participant that is advantageously affected by an event without
being its obligatory participant (either agent or primary target, i.e. patient). Since
normally only animate participants are capable of making use of the benefit

bestowed upon them, beneficiaries are typically animate.”
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« Le bénéficiaire c’est une participant qui est affecté positivement par un
événement, sans étre nécessairement un participant obligatoire (un agent ou un cible
primaire, i.e. patient). Comme, normalement, seulement les participants animés
peuvent utiliser le bénéfice qui leur est destiné, les bénéficiaires sont typiquement
animés|...] »

Kittild & Zudiga (2010:2)

La notion « d'affectation positive (positive affectedness) », fondamentale pour bénéfaction, est
analysée en termes des primitives sémantiques de « bon » et « affectation ». Ensuite, le chapitre
aborde la problématique d'identification des « bénéficiaires » comme rdles sémantiques.

La section 2.3 présente les sous-classifications de bénéficiaires, ainsi que fonctions qui ont été
identifiées comme liées a la bénéfaction (y compris réception, possession, maléfaction, raison,
causation, cible). La typologie de constructions bénéfactives selon leur composition formelle est
montrée dans la section 2.4, précédant une bréve présentation des constructions bénéfactives
polonaises a part les constructions traitées dans les parties principales. Cette présentation comprend
les prépositions substitutifs-surogatifs [za + acc] et [zamiast + gen] « a la place de qgn, pour, au lieu
de » et les prépositions bénéfactives complexes (ex. na korzys¢ « pour 1’avantage de »). En outre, la
section 2.4.2 concerne la possibilité d’interprétation bénéfactive des constructions grammaticalisées
avec dac¢ « donner » et mie¢ « avoir », aussi bien que la possibilit¢ d'interprétation des préfixes
verbales comme portant les fonctions évaluatives. Le dernier point concerne surtout les formes
délimitatives avec le préfixe verbal po-. Ces formations sont particuliérement pertinentes aux usages
abordés dans les chapitres 6-7 (sur le pronom datif réfléchi sobie/se) et les chapitres 8-9 (sur les

constructions impersonnelles avec les participes -ne/-te).

3 Complexité sémantique (Chapitre 3)

Chapitre 3 vise a montrer 1’appareil théorique et méthodologique de la thése. Il s'appuie sur les
principes généraux de la Grammaire des Constructions (e.g. Goldberg 1995), et la considération des
données d'usage comme matériel principal dans la recherche linguistique.

Au niveau le plus général, le point de départ de la thése peut étre décrit comme
onomasiologique, « de la fonction (ici — bénéfaction) aux formes qui I'expriment ». En méme temps,
chaque forme bénéfactive est caractérisée par sa propre variation sémasiologique (i.e. elle est
polysémique). Par conséquent, la description sémantique adéquate est comprise dans ce travail
comme résultat d'analyse des relations multivaleurs « plusieurs-vers-plusieurs, ang. many-to-many
relations ». Les analyses individuelles dans cette thése sont donc congues pour modéliser ou «

dénouer » ces relations.
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La perspective adoptée dans la thése inclut aussi la notion de la polyfonctionnalité. Cela est
utilisé pour modéliser la sémantique des usages des formes linguistiques comme exprimant plusieurs
fonctions en méme temps. La perspective polyfonctionnelle permet d'analyser les contextes ou la
bénéfaction peut Etre identifiée comme fonction supplémentaire ou subalterne (ce qui est
particuli¢rement utile dans la description de la sémantique des constructions impersonnelles avec le
participe -ne/-te dans les chapitres 8-9).

Le cadre théorique de la thése incluent la présuppostion que les structures linguistiques, de
perspective sociale aussi bien qu'individuelle, sont des dérivés de 1’usage linguistique (le modele
« fondé sur I'usage »). De plus, en accumulant, les différences entre les instances de production et
compréhension des constructions linguistiques contribuent a leur « gradience » sémantique. Ce point
de vue implique que les solutions méthodologiques se reposent sur les données d'usage linguistique.

Une telle orientation théorique se préte facilement aux méthodes de la linguistique de corpus.
Les corpus représentent des données d'usage linguistique par excellence, aussi bien qu'ils offrent une
opportunité aux analyses quantitatives de la gradience sémantique. Les études incluses dans cette
theése font référence a la méthodologie de sémantique cognitive quantitative (cf., e.g. Glynn & Fischer
2010), notamment les techniques de l'analyse des collocations (cf., e.g., McEnery & Hardie 2011;
Stefanowitsch & Gries 2003) et de 'analyse des profils comportementaux (cf., e.g. Divjak & Gries
2006). Les corpus divers ont été utilisés dans les trois études, en accord avec les registres et la
problématique en question. La thése comporte aussi des ressources numériques linguistiques (un

dictionnaire numérique de valence syntaxique, un wordnet), créées a la base de données empiriques.

4 Une alternance bénéfactive : les usages interchangeables du datif

polonais et de la préposition dla « pour » (Chapitres 4-5)

Dans ces chapitres, nous abordons la problématique de l'alternance entre le datif polonais et la
préposition dla « pour », principalement dans les constructions verbales. Nous y considérons les
interrelations entre la bénéfaction et les fonctions liées a celle-ci.

Comme dans l'exemple (5; répétition d’ex. 1), le deux formes peuvent exprimer le

destinataire-bénéficiaire:
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®)
a). (NKJP:journalisme, Nie nauczylismy go agresji..., Dziennik Polski, 1998-11-04 )
Obiecal, ze zbuduje nam dom
promettre(PFV).PST.M.3SG  COMP  construire(PFV).NPST.3SG ~ 1PL.DAT  maison.ACC.SG
taki, Jjakiego nikt jeszcze  nie widzial
telL.M.ACC.SG  REL.M.GEN.SG  personne(NEG).NOM  encore NEG  Voir(IPFV).PST.M.3SG

« Il a promis qu’il nous construise une maison que personne n’avait jamais vue »

b). (NKIJP:journalisme, Czarownice i smoki, Edyta Tomczak, Dziennik Stupski, 1999-08-27)
Nad morzem zbudowat dla  niej piekny zamek
sir  merINS.SG  construire(PFV).PST.M.3SG pour 3SG.F.GEN  beau.M.ACC.SG chateau.ACC.SG

« Au bord de la mer, il a construit un beau chateau pour elle »

Le but de cette étude est d'analyser les contextes dans lesquels les deux constructions sont presque
interchangeables (de fagon montrée dans l'exemple 5 ci-dessus). Etant donné que le potentiel
bénéfactif du datif polonais et de dla est auparavant établi, c’est possible & émettre I’hypothése que
leurs contextes communs peuvent évoquer une interprétation distinctement bénéfactive. Comme tels,
ces contextes créent un champ bien approprié pour 1’analyse de la variation entre les scénarios
bénéfactifs.

Bien que cette étude soit dédiée a une alternance grammaticale, elle est différente de
plusieurs études menées sur cette problématique. Précisément, elle ne repose pas sur la séparation
claire des situations dans lesquelles une des formes doit étre choisie (« ou doit-on utiliser le datif et
ou une construction avec dla? »). Au contraire, mon étude se concentre sur la description des
situations ou le deux choix peut étre possible. Dans ce travail, il est supposé que « les couples »
comme l'exemple 5 constituent le matériel essentiel pour cette tdche. En outre, conformément aux
hypothéses de modele « fonde sur l'usage » adopté dans cette thése, il est crucial que tels couples ne
soient construits pas de manicre artificielle, mais que ceux-ci proviennent d’usage authentique.

Les sections 4.2-4.3 abordent le potentiel bénéfactif du datif polonais et de la préposition dla.
La section 4.2 est dédiée au datif polonais. La présentation de son répertoire fonctionnel suit
principalement les résultats des analyses en Linguistique Cognitive (Dabrowska 1997; Rudzka-Ostyn
1996; Wierzbicka 1988; 2009). Les constructions qui contiennent le datif polonais se caractérisent par
une complexité au niveau de la forme ainsi que de la sémantique. Cependant, des études sur son usage
menent a la conclusion que les fonctions bénéfactives y sont comprises, avec les autres fonctions.

Dans la section 4.3, la préposition dla est analysée similairement. Il en va de méme pour le datif, dla,
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qui est empétré dans un réseau constructionnel complexe, dans lequel la bénéfaction est un composant
sémantique important, mais pas le seul. La section 4.4 présente la recherche existante sur les relations
entre le datif et dla. Bien que Dl’alternance entre eux y ait été notée, ces descriptions se sont
concentrées sur leurs différences et pas sur leurs contextes communs. Sur la base des considérations
présentées dans le Chapitre 4, nous avangons l'hypothése que ces contextes-la peuvent E&tre
distinctement bénéfactifs, comme un « point tangent » des deux constructions bénéfactives. Nous
abordons la vérification de cette hypothése dans le Chapitre 5
Pour un large apercu de l'alternance en question, la section 5.2 utilise le matériel de
« Walenty », le dictionnaire digital de valence syntaxique en polonais (Hajnicz, Andrzejczuk &
Bartosiak 2016; Przepidorkowski et al. 2014). La ressource comprend une grande liste de schémas
syntaxiques préparés pour des milliers de verbes, noms, adverbes et adjectifs polonais (ot un schéma
comprend un patron syntaxique et le verbe ensemble). Par exemple, pour le verbe zbudowad
« construire », le dictionnaire enregistre deux schémas indépendants qui peuvent étre assortis a deux
constructions dans 1’ex. (6) ci-dessous (cf. la section 5.2 pour une introduction a la structure du
dictionnaire):
(6)
« zbudowaé « construire »: pewny « fiable »: _: : perf: subj{np(str)} +
obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)}

N zbudowa¢ « construire »: pewny « fiable»:  : : perf: subj{np(str)} +

obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}

En outre, les cadres sémantiques sont disponibles pour plusieurs entrées du dictionnaire. Comme il est
apparent dans les figures (1-2) ci-dessous, en cas de zbudowac « construire » les deux schémas sont

« mappés » sur un seul cadre.
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pewna [5973]

PODMIOTY ISTOTY ISTOTY SYTUACIA
WYTWOR PODMIOTY
Preferencje
selekcyjne:
JADLO
OTOCZENIE

Figure 1 : Visualisation d’une cadre sémantique en « Slowal », l'interface graphique pour Walenty

Schemat: pewny [3900]

Funkcja:

Typy fraz:

Schemat: pewny [13089]

Funkcja:

Typy fraz:

Figure 2 : Visualisation des deux schémas syntaxiques en « Slowal », l'interface graphique pour Walenty

Ce projet reléve de tels « couples » de schémas interchangeables, en considérant toutes les entrées
verbales dans le dictionnaire. Lorsque le « mapping » sémantique était disponible, il constituait
l'indice le plus important dans la récupération des couples. En dehors de couples « complets »,

montrés dans 1’exemple (6), nous avons aussi considéré les couples « asymétriques » ou l'un des
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schémas inclut des éléments supplémentaires. Dans leur cas, 'ellipse de ces éléments peut permettre
I'usage interchangeable. Le processus d'identification est décrit en détail dans la section 5.2.

Par conséquent, 296 couples de schémas ont été identifiés dans l'analyse, y compris 92
couples pour entrées sans composante sémantique; et 33 couples identifiés malgré le manque de
mapping commun, cf. la section 5.2). Tous ces couples représentent 146 verbes différents. Les
résultats peuvent étre consultés dans 1’annexe A. L’analyse générale de ceux-ci confirme le caractére
bénéfactif de l'alternance, ainsi qu'une forte pertinence de la sémantique de transfert. Bien que ces
observations ne soient pas inattendues, le matériel peut aussi étre utilisé pour une analyse approfondie
de variation entre scénarios sémantiques en question. Tel est le but de la section 5.2.3.

Dans cette section, nous proposons une analyse de variation entre des scénarios de transfert
bénéfactif selon les éléments qui le constituent: (i). le « transféré », (ii). la chaine du transfert en tant
que tel, (iii). le caractére volitif de situation (« qui veut qu'elle se passe ? »), (iv). les destinataires et
les destinateurs. Cette analyse a été menée sur la base des « couples » identifiés dans la procédure
décrite ci-dessus. La discussion de résultats se concentre sur les cas complexes, et inclut les
observations suivantes :

Bien que le type du « transféré » dépende principalement du objet, il peut étre déterminé par
le verbe a quelque degré (cf., ex. I'usage de przygotowad « préparer » et upichcic¢ « cuisiner vite (reg.
familier) », ou le dernier suggére spécifiquement un objet mangeable). Dans quelques cas,
l'identification du transféré peut ne pas étre triviale, comme dans le cas du verbe zjednac « rallier »,
ou il faudrait choisir entre les partisans, leur support (via métonymie LA PERSONNE POUR L’ATTITUDE

VOLITIVE), ou l'instance de ralliement réussi:

@)
. zjedna¢ « ralier »: pewny « sOGr »: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{np(inst) ;ncp(inst,ze)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
. zjedna¢ « ralier »: pewny « slir »: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{np(dat)} + {np(inst);ncp(inst,ze)}
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®)

b).

(NKJP:non-fiction, Szachinszach par Ryszard Kapuscinski, Varsovie)

1 oto nadarza sie okazja, aby ogtaszajac reforme rolnq bodaj pozyskac wies,

Zednaé dla siebie chiopow rozdajqc im ziemie.
rallier(PFV).INF ~ pour  REFL.GEN paysan.ACC.PL  distribuer(IPFV).CVB  3PL.DAT  terre.ACC.SG

« Et voila, en proclamant le réforme agraire, il se présente une opportunité de gagner le soutien de la campagne,

de rallier les paysans autour de soi. »

(NKJP:internet, II wojna pdotnocna, Wikipedia, 2009-05-27)

Rowniez  Karol Gustaw pragnaql Zjednaé sobie chlopow

aussi Charles_Gustav.NOM.SG  désirer(IPFV).PST.N.3SG rallier(PFV).INF ~ REFL.DAT paysan.ACC.PL

i obiecywal za zabicie szlachcica-powstanca polowe jego dobr oraz zwolnienie od panszczyzny i poddanstwa.

« Aussi Charles Gustav désira-t-il rallier les paysans autour de lui et promit la moitié des possessions d’un noble-

insurgé pour le tuer, aussi bien que la libération du servage. »

Au niveau formel, la complexité de « la chaine du transfert » se manifeste en présence de composants

locatifs additionnels. De telle fagcon, le schéma pour skombinowac « trouver, obtenir de manicre

créative, bricoler » inclut un composant ablatif (« d'ou ? ») :

©

skombinowaé « trouver, obtenir en maniére créative, bricoler »: pewny:
perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(abl)}
skombinowa¢ « trouver, obtenir en maniére créative, bricoler »: pewny:

perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} + {xp(abl)}

Sauf le destinateur et le destinataire, autres ¢léments de la chaine du transfert peuvent avoir un

caractere personnel, cf. cas du wyblagac « implorer ».

(10

wybtaga¢ « implorer »: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +
obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze);ncp(str, zeby)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {prepnp(u,gen)}
wybtaga¢ « implorer »: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +

obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze);ncp(str, zeby)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(u,gen)
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an (NKJP:journalisme, Intencje modlitewne - listopad 2008, Gtos Ojca Pio, 2008)

a). Drogi Ojcze Pio, prosze, wyblagaj u Boga
Cher.M.vOC.SG Pére Pio.vOC.SG  prier(IPFV).NPST.1SG  implorer(PFV).IMP.2SG ~ chez =~ Dieu.GEN.SG
dla nas te taske, o ktorq w kazdej modlitwie Cie prosze
pour IPL.GEN  DEM.F.ACC.SG  grice.ACC.SG

« Cher Pére Pio, je vous prie, implorez pour nous ces faveurs de Dieu que je demande dans chaque priére »

b). Ojcze Pio, wyblagaj mi u Boga Wszechmocnego
Pére Pio.voC.SG  implorer(PFV).IMP.2SG  1SG.DAT  chez Dieu.GEN.SG tout-puissant.M.GEN.SG
laske blogostawienstwa na  studiach.
grace.ACC.SG  bénédiction.GEN.SG sur  études.LOC

« Pere Pio, je vous prie, implorez de Dieu tout-puissant la faveur de son bénédiction pour mes études »

Ci-dessus, le composant prepnp (u, gen) « chez qqn, aupres de qqn » (typiquement se référant a
Dieu ou un autre étre en position du pouvoir) ajoute un participant volitif d'une situation qui sert
comme « tribunal » dans le cas donné.

La présence d'un «tribunal » n'est qu'un des aspects de « configuration volitive de la
situation » (« qui veut qu'elle se passe ?»). L'exemple de uzyczy¢ « préter » montre un cas ou le

bénéficiaire initie 1'action directement ou indirectement :

(12)
. uzyczyé¢ « préter »: watpliwy: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen) }
i uzyczy¢ « préter »: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(do,gen)}
(13)
a). (NKJP:journalisme, Zycie bedzie radosniejsze, Dziennik Battycki, 2006-05-26, Gdansk)

Ta gmina uzyczy dla  podopiecznych  domu
DEM.F.NOM.SG  commune.NOM.SG préter(PFV).NPST.3SG pour protégé.GEN.PL  maison.GEN.SG
swojego samochodu do  przewozu niepelnosprawnych  [...]
REFL.POSS.M.GEN.SG  voiture.GEN.SG ~ a transport.GEN.SG  handicapées.GEN.PL

« Pour les pensionnaires de la maison, cette commune prétera sa voiture adaptée aux besoins des personnes

handicapées »
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b). (NKJP:internet, Forum Stanistawa Michalkiewicza, www.forum.michalkiewicz.pl)
Komentant Strazy Pozarnej na  Wojewodztwo Dolnoslgskie
commandant.NOM.SG  Sapeurs-pompiers.GEN  sur  Voivodie de Basse-Silésie.ACC
uzyczyl panu ministrowi swojego samochodu
préter(PFV).PST.M.3SG  monsieur.DAT.SG ministre.DAT.SG ~ REFL.POSS.M.GEN.SG  voiture.GEN.SG
a sam wezwat woz strazacki z obstugq aby sprawita by samochod dygnitarza byt znow gotowy do drogi.

« Le commandant de Sapeurs-Pompiers de Voivodie de Basse-Silésie a prété sa propre voiture au ministre,

tandis que lui, il a appelé fourgon pompe avec 1’équipe a préparer la sienne pour partir »

Il y a une variation entre les constructions au niveau du profilage de I’attitude volitive du bienfaiteur.
Les scénarios complexes peuvent étre trouvés, comme en cas de nie poskqpi¢ komus/dla kogos
wlasnej krwi « étre prét a sacrifier sa vie, lit. ne pas lésiner sur son propre sang ». L'engagement du
bienfaiteur (qui est, en méme temps, « I’automaléficiaire ») est extréme, bien que le bénéficiaire ne
doive pas du tout étre un étre sentient, par exemple en cas des collectivités et institutions (un pays,
« patrie », etc.).

En outre, les scénarios peuvent étre analysés selon les types de destinataires et les
destinateurs, ainsi que les relations entre eux. Dans les cas les plus prototypiques, les destinateurs-
bienfaiteurs et les destinataires-bénéficiaires sont les personnes humaines. Cependant, les référents
non-humains et non-personnels peuvent souvent &tre observés dans des composants datifs et
composants avec dla. Dans la construction nie poskqpi¢ komus/ dla kogos wlasnej krwi « étre prét a
sacrifier sa vie », le bénéficiaire est souvent une collectivité ou une entité institutionnelle, par ex.
« patrie ». Ce type d'usage se situe entre la fonction bénéfactive et la fonction téléologique. Enfin, une
analyse des destinateurs-bienfaiteurs et les destinataires-bénéficiaires peut prendre en compte les
relations entre eux. L'exemple du zafatwi¢ «rendre qqch facile a qgn» entraine une relation

hiérarchique entre le bienfaiteur (au pouvoir d'aider) et le bénéficiaire (sans ce pouvoir):

(14

a). (NKJP:journalisme, Od wizji do ziudzen, Nowiny Raciborskie, 2004-12-07, Raciborz)
Znajomi z Kedzierzyna, ktorzy pracowali w Szwecji,
przekonali ich, ze zatlatwiq dla  nich prace.
convaincre(PFV).PST.M_PERS.3PL  3PL.ACC COMP faciler(PFV).NPST.3PL  pour 3PL.GEN travail.ACC.SG

« Des amis de Kedzierzyn, qui travaillaient en Suéde, les ont assurés qu’il leur trouveraient du travail »
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b). (NKIJP:journalisme, Strach kopac¢, Ratal Palacz, Gazeta Wroctawska, 2003-03-31, Wroctaw)

Kopacze nie ukrywajq, ze liczq na to,
ze wiadze Watbrzycha zalatwiq im prace.

COMP  autorité. NOM  Wilabrzych.GEN.SG  rendre_ facile(PFV).NPST.3PL  3PL.DAT travail.ACC.SG

« Les excavateurs ne cachent pas qu’ils comptent sur le fait que les autorités de Walbrzych leur trouvent du

travail »

Dans les cas spéciaux des scénarios autobénéfactives, le bienfaiteur et le bénéficiaire, c'est le méme
référent. Ces scénarios, utilisent le pronom réfléchi sobie/se (cf. I'ex. 8 ci-dessus) et constituent un
domaine riche, pertinent au-dela des bénéficiaires-destinataires. Ce potentiel est exploré dans les
chapitres 6-7.

La section 5.3 vise a compléter I'analyse des couples de schémas interchangeables avec une
analyse des n-grammes (séquences des n segments consécutifs) qui comprennent les formes verbales,
ensemble avec des formes pronominales datives ou des pronoms dans les composants prépositionnels
avec dla. Récupérées de NKJP (Corpus National du Polonais; Przepiorkowski et al. 2012), Les 3-
grammes et 4-grammes avec des pronoms datifs ont été comparées aux 4-grammes et 5-grammes
incluant des composants avec [dla + pronom génitif], afin de trouver des couples des n-grammes dans
lesquels les composantes cibles (i.e. pronoms datifs ou [dla + pronom génitif]) sont accompagnées de
formes qui représentent potentiellement les mémes lemmes, cf. le Tableau 2.

Pour chaque gram analysée, la méthode adoptée a pris en considération toutes les
interprétations grammaticales possibles. Cela implique une facilité d'identification des n-grammes
pertinents, mais aussi une grande proportion des résultats non-désirés. Par conséquent, les listes des n-

grammes « couplés » étaient examinées de maniére qualitative.
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Verbe Fréquence Position 1 Position 2 Position 3 Position 4
nie znalegli dla  siebie miejsca
. "nie:C', 'con;j’' . 'znale (forme-cible) . 'miejsce’,
. ‘nie:I', 'interj’ ¢, 'subst:sg:gen:n:ncol’
znalezé 6 . ‘on:S', ‘praet:pl:m1:perf' . 'miejsce’,
«trouver » 'ppron3:pl:acc:m2.m3.f.n:ter:akc.nake:praep’ 'subst:pl:nom.acc.voc:n:ncol'
. 'on:S',
'ppron3:sg:acc:n:ter:akc.nakc:praep'
. 'nie' 'nie:T'
. 'nie:C', 'conj' . 'znale (forme-cible) . 'miejsce’,
. 'nie:I', 'interj' 7¢', 'subst:sg:gen:n:ncol’
. ‘on:S', 'praet:pl:m1:perf . 'miejsce’,'subst:pl:nom.a
znalesé 'ppron3:pl:acc:m2.m3.f.n:ter:akc.nake:praep’ cc.voc:n:ncol'
3 . 'on:S',

« trouver »
'ppron3:sg:acc:n:ter:akc.nakc:praep'

. 'nie' 'nie:T'

nie znaleili sobie

miejsca

Tableau 2: L’analyse des n-grammes avec le logiciel Morfeusz2

L’analyse ne révele pas un grand nombre des verbes de transfert omis dans les schémas de Walenty.

Or, les n-grammes indiquent que des contextes fort similaires pouvaient étre identifiées, avec znalezé

« trouver » et kupic¢ « acheter » comme verbes particuliérement bien représentés. En dehors des usages

« clairement bénéfactives », la procédure a permis de trouver les contextes interchangeables qui

soulignent des autres fonctions partagées entre le datif et d/a, notamment cette de « pérspectivisation

». Celles-ci peuvent étre observées avec des verbes du sentiment subjectif, tels comme okazacé sie

« s’avérer », brzmie¢ « sembler (sur un expérience auditive) », wygladac¢ « apparaitre ». La méthode,

méme dans sa simple forme appliquée, facilite I’identification des contextes d’interchangeabilité.

5 Bénéfaction, volonté et gestion de normativité: la polyfonctionnalité

du pronom réfléchi datif sobie/se (Chapitres 6-7)

En polonais, sobie constitue la forme dative du pronom réfléchi, tandis que se est employé comme sa

forme clitique :
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le pronom réfléchi polonais

forme accentuée forme non-accentuée
GEN siebie sie
DAT sobie se (reg. informel)
ACC siebie sie
INS sobq
LOC sobie

Tableau 3: Le pronom réfléchi polonais — déclinaison

Bien qu'une des fonctions principales de sobie/se consiste a marquer le role du destinataire, pour un

groupe considérable des usages ce role-la n'est plus dominant :

(15) « Alcool et les événements de la reconstitution historique » (SPOKES, luz R4 ‘AW_LUZ 43’ utt. 807-808)

807 FEMALE33 X5j4: no potem wieczorem jest impreza i sobie idziesz si¢ napi¢ no no

kurcze no wszystko jest dla ludzi

808 MALE23 8518: no tak jak najbardziej

‘807 FEMALE33 X5j4: Ouais, et apres, le soir, y a une féte, et on (sobie) va prendre un
verre, donc, y a du temps et de la place pour tout

808 MALE23 85r8: Quais, t’as raison’

no potem  wieczorem  jest impreza i sobie idziesz sie napié
PART  aprés SOIr.INS.SG  étre.PRES.3SG féte.NOM.SG et REFL.DAT allerNPST.2SG REFL boire.inf

« Ouais, et apres, le soir, y a une féte, et on (sobie) va prendre un verre »

Dans les usages tels que (ex. 15), souvent catégorisés comme 'datifs éthiques', le pronom sobie ne
peut pas étre interprété comme I’exposant du destinataire. Cependant, il apporte une contribution
sémantico-pragmatique qui pose un probléme descriptif a la communauté de recherche. Cette
contribution était associée aux domaines de la bénéfaction, de [’affectation personnelle, et des
attitudes soit affectives soit « décontractées » (cf. Bartnicka 1975; Dabrowska 1997: 55-63;
Lojasiewicz 1992; Szupryczynska 1992). Surtout, cette contribution a souvent été traitée comme
'faible', et pourtant, le pronom sobie/se comme facultatif, sans importantes conséquences pour le sens
de I'énoncé.

L'exemple ci-dessus provient du dialogue sur la présence de l'alcool pendant les événements

de la reconstitution historique. Dans les fragments précédents de la conversation, MALE23 85r8
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présente le point de vue selon lequel une interdiction totale de I'usage d'alcool est indésirable dans les
cas des événements de ce type, bien qu'il reconnaisse les dangers impliqués (ex. liés a la présence des
armes). Dans la ligne 807, FEMALE33 X5j4 présente un scénario de compromis entre la
reconnaissance du danger de 1’usage d’alcool et I'indulgence des participants. Dans ces propos, elle
normalise la situation exprimée (ex. la consommation d’alcool), en reconnaissant en méme temps son
caractére volontaire et plaisant.

La combinaison de ces trois fonctions, notamment, celle de bénéfaction, de volonté et de
'gestion de normativité’, vue comme contexte particuliecrement favorable pour sobie/se, constitue le
sujet principal des Chapitres 6-7. De méme qu'en cas de I'exemple (15) ci-dessus, toutes les analyses
présentées dans ces chapitres se focalisent sur I'usage des registres qui sont familiers,
conversationnels, spontanés. Pour récupérer le matériel représentatif de celui-ci, le corpus SPOKES
(Pezik 2015) a été utilisé systématiquement. Le chapitre 6 présente un résumé bref de variation entre
des usages de sobie/se dans des environnements syntaxiques différents, aussi bien que son potentiel
bénéfactif. Dans le chapitre 7 nous procédons a l'analyse quantitative des expressions des trois
fonctions susmentionnées de sobie/se.

Ce qui est crucial pour mon travail, ¢’est que sobie/se peut effectivement étre trouvée dans
des instances d’usage clairement bénéfactives, ou, précisément, autobénéfactives. Dans 1’exemple

(16) ci-dessous, la valuation positive et volitive de la situation (« rester a la maison ») est explicite :

(16) « Cours seulement 2 jours par semaine », BLOQ, ‘Rozmowa miedzy znajomymi’ « Conversation entre amis », utt
1-8)
1 MALE21 rn90: co tam stychac?
2 FEMALE23 vPjJ: zajebiscie
3 FEMALE23 vPjl: fajnie sie studiuje nie mam dwa razy w tygodniu zajecia
4 FEMALE23 axak: wez w ogdle mnie nie denerwuj bo ja kurwa mam zajecia codziennie
5 FEMALE23 vPjJ: co?
6 MALE21 190: no nie mowcie zZe nie macie fajnie bo zZe sobie siedzicie kurcze 7 rana
tutaj w dzien roboczy
7 FEMALE23 vPjlJ: no wiasnie
8 FEMALE23 axak: bo dzisiaj ja juz miatam dzisiaj zajecia juz skonczytam
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1 ‘MALE21 1m90: Ca va?

2 FEMALE23 vPjJ: «vulg.-tres bien»

3 FEMALE23 vPjJ: Les études, ¢a va, n’est pas? Y a des cours deux jours par semaine

4 FEMALE23_axak: arréte, moi, j’ai des cours «vulg.» tous les jours

5 FEMALE23 vPjJ: quoi?

6 MALE21 rn90: Ne dites pas que c’est pas super, que vous restez (sobie) ici le matin dans
la semaine (a ne rien faire)

7 FEMALE23 vPjJ: ouais c’est ¢a

8 FEMALE23 axak: Parce que, moi, aujourd'hui, j’ai déja eu mes cours, j’ai déja fini’

Le caractére bénéfactif des constructions formées avec sobie/se peut étre moins prononcé, ou se

manifester d'une manicre spécifique. Par exemple, (ex. 17) présente un type de situation généralement

maléfactive, « plainte », mais montrée comme étant en accord avec la volonté de 1’agent (« la grand-

meére »). Par ce caractére volitif, la situation peut acquérir une interprétation bénéfactive :

(17

(SPOKES, MARS®6, ‘Rozmowa z m¢zem’ « Conversation avec le mari », utt. 9)

9 FEMALES]1 rka: /...] troche im tam wiesz pomarudzita sobie jeszcze pewnie ze co to w

ogole za wejscie i wyjscie [...]

‘9 FEMALES1 rnka: Tu sais, elle [la grand mére] se plaignait un peu a eux, stirement, ‘C’est
. . ,
quoi ¢a, entrer et sortir comme ¢a
troche im tam wiesz pomarudzita sobie jeszcze  pewnie
peu 3PL.DAT la-bas savoir.NPST.2SG se.plaindre(IPFV).PST.F.3SG REFL.DAT encore sdrement

« Tu sais, elle [la grand mere] se plaignait un peu a eux, sirement [discours direct] »

Les usages bénéfactifs et volitifs montrés ci-dessus sont aussi liés aux sobie/se en fonction de

« gestion de normativité ». Une illustration de sobie/se dans un contexte de normalisation est

présentée dans l'exemple (18). Dans mon travail, une évidence est présentée pour plusieurs types

d’usage interdépendants de sobie/se comme marqueur de gestion de normativité. L’un d’eux, c'est une

présentation d'une situation comme ordinaire ou bien attendue.

(18)

(SPOKES, xd2w, ‘O oknach’ «De fenétresy, utt. 22-23)

22 FEMALE30_gakk: fe trawy sq fajne sq nie trzeba jej generalnie nawet zwijac¢ na zime
chyba tez
23 FEMALE30_gakk: mogq sobie leze¢ caly czas

320



22 FEMALE30 gakk: Ce gazon synthétique, c’est sympa, en général, on ne doit pas
I’enrouler pour I'hiver, je pense’

23 FEMALE30_gakk: Ca peut (sobie) tout simplement y rester tout le temps’

mogq sobie lezec caly czas
pouvoir.NPST.3PL DAT.REFL  coucher(IPFV).INF tout.M.ACC.SG temps.ACC.SG

« Ca peut (sobie) tout simplement y rester tout le temps »

Dans I’exemple (18), sobie contribue a la création d’une image statique (peut-étre, contre 1’attente
générale que le gazon n’est pas un objet durable). Une autre maniére de description possible
s’exprime dans la notion de « scale lowering (abaissement d'échelle) » (Kiesling 2020) : Sobie/se, de
méme que les marqueurs comme fout simplement ou juste, peut abaisser le statut d’une entité¢ dans une
échelle pragmatique, ¢’est-a-dire — « rendre moins important ».

Notamment, les exemples (15) et (18) montrent sobie/se dans les usages exprimant des
situations genériques. Cela veut dire que, bien loin d’une description d’une situation spécifique (avec
des circonstances et référents concrets), ils expriment des scénarios qui s'appliquent a une classe
entiére de situations. D’une telle fagon, ’exemple (15) ne véhicule pas un seul événement de la
reconstitution historique, mais une catégorie/abstractions d’événements de ce type. Semblablement,
(18) exprime une caractéristique générale d’usage du gazon synthétique mentionné, pas seulement une
expérience individuelle. La caractéristique de sobie/se comme marqueur de normativité est bien
compatible avec 1’usage générique, considérant que celui-ci peut aussi étre vu comme expression de
«norme ». La question d’une association entre 1’usage générique et sobie/se a été€ explorée dans la
section empirique du chapitre 7.

La perspective statique, générique et ordinaire qui accompagne sobie/se se préte facilement
aux fonctions de création « d’arriére-plan » de discours. Autrement dit, sobie/se peut marquer les
segments de discours qui servent comme soutien pour d’autres structures discursives, plus pertinentes
pour le but communicatif. Cet effet peut notamment étre observé dans les « orientation segments »
(cf. Labov & Waletzky 1997) des textes narratifs, dans lesquels I’arriére-plan situationnel est décrit
(permettent au développement d’action).

L’un des exemples vient d’une formule pour I'ouverture d’un conte — dawno, dawno temu, byl
sobie « 1l était une fois (sobie), lit. il y a longtemps, longtemps, il était (sobie) ». Cependant, I’'usage

de sobie/se n’est pas limité aux contextes formulaiques (cf. ex. 19) :
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(19)

Dans le fragment (19), la participante (FEMALE33 kLI8) raconte une situation dans laquelle elle a
oublié ses obligations didactiques. Sa narration est fondée sur la tension entre 1’attendu (ici : tout
simplement le fait de travailler a la bibliothéque) et le surprenant (ici : ’appel), de maniere typique
des narratifs (Ochs & Capps 1996). Le premier se manifeste au début et se développe dans les lignes
20 et 22. Sobie est utilisé dans ce contexte-la, conformément a son interprétation comme marqueur

narratif.

d'interaction. En particulier, sobie/se peut rendre quelque action communicative moins importante ou
catégorique. Dans 1’exemple (20) sobie est employé dans une demande faite par un pére a sa fille. La

requéte est affectueuse et dédiée au bénéfice de la destinatrice, ce qui ressemble plutdét a une

(SPOKES, RmRgl, “Rozmowa telefoniczna” « Une conversation téléphonique », utt. 18-24)

18 FEMALE33 kLI8: no i co a wiesz co si¢ wydarzyto? to znaczy nie no wszystko jest w
porzqdku poniekad

19 MALE28 MOI6: no to znaczy

20 FEMALE33 KkLI8: siedze sobie stabo cie stysze cos sie dzieje?

21 MALE28 MOI6: nie nie nie nie

22 FEMALE33 KkLI8: siedze sobie w bule wiesz tutaj cos dziobie

23 MALE28 MO016: no

24 FEMALE33 KLIS: telefon godzina dwunasta trzydziesci pie¢ pani Ela pani Beatko no

gdzie pani jest czekamy na paniq

‘18 FEMALE33 KkLI8: Et tu sais ce qui s’est passé ? Ouais, mais, en général tout va bien

19 MALE28 MO0I16: Ca veut dire?

20 FEMALE33_kLI8: Moi, je suis (sobie) 1a... je t'entends pas, ¢ca va?

21 MALE28 MO0I16: Non, non, ¢a va

22 FEMALE33 kLI8: ouais

23 MALE28 MO0Il6: La, je suis [sobie] a la bibliothéque, tu sais, je travaille sur quelque
chose

24 FEMALE33 kLI8: ‘12:35PM, Ela me téléphone, ‘Beatka, t’es ou? On t’attendons”

Les affordances de sobie/se, présentées ci-dessus, peuvent se matérialiser dans des contextes

invitation.

(20)

(SPOKES, x52X, ‘na urodzinach’ « a la féte d’anniversaire », utt. 131)

131 MALE39 Grqy: teraz sobie Kicia usiqd? tutaj przy chrzestnej na troche poki jeszcze
Jest pare zdjec¢ zebys pamietata jak chrzestna wyglada siadaj
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‘131 MALE39 Grqy: Maintenant, ma puce, reste (sobie) ici a coté de ta marraine pour un
moment, tant qu’elle est ici; [on va prendre] quelque photos, pour que tu te souviennes

comment elle est, assieds-toi’

teraz sobie Kicia siqd? tutaj  przy chrzestnej
maintenant ~ REFL.DAT  chaton(F).NOM.SG  s’asseoir.IMP.2SG ici a.coté.de  marraine.LOC.SG

« Maintenant, Chérie, reste (sobie) ici a coté de ta marraine »

Autre type d'usage interactif de sobie/se inclut les propositions timides. En outre, un cas spécial de
sobie/se interactif est constitué par les usages avec un groupe de verbes de mouvement. L’expression
is¢ sobie, a l'impératif, peut devenir un ordre fort de partir (« s’en aller »). Source de cette usage
pourrait étre attribué a un projection de volonté (« je veux que tu veuilles partir »; cf. aussi l'usage
ironique des expressions comme fais ce que tu veux !) ou a une fonction de « scale lowering » (tout
simplement, pars [ n'importe ou et comment]).

Le chapitre 7 présente trois études empiriques a petite échelle. Comme des exemples cités ci-
dessus, elles sont effectuées avec les données extraites du corpus SPOKES (Pezik 2015). La premiére
étude est dédiée a l'analyse des collocations de sobie/se qui viennent de domaines sémantiques de
bénéfaction, normativité et volonté. Elle se focalise sur un ensemble de marqueurs de discours et
d'expressions modales. Le tableau 4 ci-dessous présente des mesures d'association pour les marqueurs
choisis. Dans la Section 7.1 des marqueurs individuels ont été traités en détail.

Malgré un caractére exploratoire d'analyse, les résultats peuvent indiquer que sobie/se est
compatible aux expressions de « normativité bénigne », qui indique que la présence d'une situation,
ainsi que 1’absence de celle-ci, sont toutes les deux acceptables (comme en plusieurs usages de moc «

pouvoir » et moze « peut-&trex).

logpvF dP.cuePP dP.cueCx Attr Rel logOR LL1 PMI

.
mocmoze . 258.363 0.0809 0.1202 16284 10787 1474 1181912 12567
« pouvoilr » + « peut-€tre »
cheiec 137.867 0.0735 0.0695 9.631 10209 1352  627.528 12016
« vouloir »
tylko

. 78.799 0.0511 0.0515 8.082 8018 1067  356.847  0.9601
« seulement, juste »
po prostu 97.568 0.0782 0.0474 6432 10745 1385 442297 12528
« tout simplement »
wlasnie
« exactement, justement, 53.980 0.0442 0.0390 6483 7374 0963  242.025  0.8763

tout a fait, 1a »
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logpvF dP.cuePP dP.cueCx Attr Rel logOR LL1 PMI
mozna
« on peut, il est permis de, 45392 0.0794 0.0217 2927 10941 1378 202773 1.2709
c’est possible »
trzeba 23.605 0.0463 0.0163 2637 7647 0978 103357 09126
« il faut »
przeciez 17.256 0.0351 0.0145 2.654 6.538 0807 74589  0.7560
« (et) pourtant »
generalnie| 23.552 0.0839 0.0107 1412 11433 1416  102.881  1.3148
«en général »
oczywiscie 15578 0.0700 0.0078 1089 10.047 1268  66.500  1.1856
« évidement »
normalnie
« normalement, 14.553 0.0662 0.0075 1072 9.663 1225  61.823  1.1466
tout simplement »
lubié
o 7.326 0.0347 0.0058 1.055 6.526 0796 29224  0.7542
« aimer bien »
wolec¢: 14.623 0.1378 0.0047 0562 16837 1860 62516  1.7019
« préférer »
ogdlnie - 4.967 0.0404 0.0033 0.562 7.097 0.884 18708  0.8380
« en général »
wystarczy 4354 0.0681 0.0019 0272 9.877 1243 16153 1.1685
« ¢a suffit, ¢’est suffisant »
warto 0.150 0.0026 0.0000 0.034 3.333 0.085 0.014  0.0823

« ¢a en vaut la peine »

Tableau 4: Mesures d'association pour les marqueurs choisis

La deuxiéme étude (Section 7.2) se concentre sur les relations entre 1'usage de sobie/se et les verbes

de mouvement et de posture. Les exemples présentés confirment que ce domaine de verbes n'inclut

pas D'interprétation de sobie/se comme marqueur du « destinataire ». Pour cette raison, les verbes de

mouvement et de posture peuvent servir a l'analyse des usages éthiques du sobie/se. Pour les verbes

de mouvement et de posture représentés dans le corpus, leur proportion d'usage avec sobie/se (de

toutes leurs occurrences dans le corpus) a été analysée. Les résultats sont résumés dans le Tableau 5.

Fréquence  Fréquence
Verbe Association Paradigme Préfixe Directionalité Aspect
sobie/se totale

pojezdzi¢

« aller 0.27027 10 37 Jjechaé po- non-directionelle PFV

[en véhicule] »
posiedzie¢ o
0.17500 14 80 siedzie¢ po- non-directionelle PFV

« étre assis »
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Fréquence  Fréquence
Verbe Association Paradigme Préfixe Directionalité Aspect
sobie/se totale

usiqsé
0.16803 41 244 siedziec¢ u- non-directionelle PFV
« s’asseoir »

siadaé
0.13710 17 124 siedziec zero non-directionelle IPFV
« s’asseoir »
lazi¢
0.11905 5 42 lazi¢ Zero non-directionelle IPFV
« flaner, se promener »
pochodzié®
0.09231 6 65 is¢ po- non-directionelle PFV
« se promener »
siedzie¢
0.06612 88 1331 siedziec Zero non-directionelle IPFV
« &tre assis »
DOjSé
0.05772 108 1871 is¢ po- non-directionelle PFV
« aller »
stanqé
0.05031 8 159 stac Zero non-directionelle PFV
« se mettre debout »
wyjechaé
« partir 0.04950 10 202 Jjecha¢ wy- (élative « dehors ») PFV
[en véhicule] »
lezec
0.04938 20 405 lezec Zero non-directionelle IPFV
« étre couché »
pojechac
« aller 0.04550 47 1033 Jjechaé po- non-directionelle PFV
[en véhicule] »
jezdzi¢
« aller 0.04054 30 740 Jecha¢ Zero non-directionelle IPFV
[en véhicule] »
wejsé
0.03678 26 707 is¢ w- illative (« dans ») PFV
« entrer »
biega¢ o
0.03676 5 136 biec Zero non-directionelle IPFV

« courir »

65 Le calcul concerne uniquement pochodzi¢ dans un usage delimitatif ( « se promener un peu » )
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Fréquence  Fréquence
Verbe Association Paradigme Préfixe Directionalité Aspect
sobie/se totale
dojechaé
«arriver 0.03571 5 140 Jjechaé do- adlative (“a”) PFV
[en véhicule] »
wchodzié o
0.03414 17 498 is¢ w- illative (« dans ») PFV
« entrer »
spac
. 0.03052 21 688 spac Zero non-directionelle IPFV
« dormir »
przejsé .
0.02740 10 365 is¢ prze- perlative PFV
« traverser, passer »
is¢
0.02483 71 2859 iS¢ Zero non-directionelle IPFV
« aller »
dojsé
) 0.02326 6 258 iS¢ do- adlative (“a”) PFV
«arriver »
wyjsé .
. 0.01686 20 1186 is¢ wy- ¢lative (“dehors”) PFV
« sortir »
Jjechaé
« aller 0.01598 35 2190 Jjecha¢ Zero non-directionelle IPFV
[en véhicule] »
chodzic¢
0.01192 40 3357 is¢ Zero non-directionelle IPFV
‘aller’
lecie¢ o
0.01166 5 429 lecie¢ Zero non-directionelle IPFV
«voler »
przyjechaé
« venir 0.01075 10 930 Jecha¢ przy- adlative (« a ») PFV
[en véhicule] »
przychodzié .
0.01054 6 569 is¢ przy- adlative (« a») IPFV
« venir »
mieszkac o
. 0.00948 13 1372 mieszkac Zero non-directionelle IPFV
« habiter »
przyjsé .
. 0.00896 11 1228 iS¢ przy- adlative (« a )» PFV
« venir »
Tableau 5: Sobie/se et les verbes de mouvement et de posture
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Bien que cette analyse souffre de raret¢ des données, il est possible de proposer une hypothése que
sobie/se est compatible avec les verbes non-directionnels (comme /Zazi¢ 'se balader’ ou les verbes
exprimant une posture assise) et les verbes délimitatifs (les verbes perfectifs qui expriment la duration
d'action : « quelque temps », « un peu» et typiquement prendre le préfixe « po-» ex. pochodzic
« marcher un peu »). Ces deux groupes de verbes, indiquant souvent un caractére volitif, se prétent
bien aux fonctions bénéfactives et normatives (de « normalisation »).

La derniére analyse (section 7.3; en se référant aux données et conclusions de Wyroslak
2022) adopte la méthodologie d'analyse de profils comportementaux (cf., e.g. Divjak & Gries 2006;
Glynn 2009, Gries & Divjak 2009). 112 exemples d'usages du verbe siedzie¢ 's'asseoir' avec sobie/se
ont été récupérés de corpus SPOKES (Pezik 2015), ainsi que le nombre égal de ses occurrences sans
pronom réfléchi. Toutes 224 observations dans I'échantillon ont été annotées pour plusieurs variables
sémantiques. Les données obtenues ont été soumises a 1’analyse des correspondances multiples
(ACM), une technique de statistique exploratoire. Le tableau 6 ci-dessous présente le résumé des
variables dans 1’analyse. La représentation graphique pour I'analyse-cible avec ACM se trouve dans la
Figure 3 (cf. section 7.3 de la thése pour I’explication des opérationnalisations des variables, et la

présentation approfondie des résultats)

Variables Niveaux

Type d’agent animé, inanimé

Spécification temporelle générique, temps réel, spécifié, non spécifié
Usage narratif présent, absent

Spécification de la maniére d’action présent, absent

Sens « se trouver quelque part » présent, absent

Sens « position assise » présent, absent

Usage directif présent, absent

« Voicing » présent, absent

Acceptation par interlocuteur acceptation, réaction neutre, rejet
Usage confrontationnel confrontationnel, non confrontationnel

Tableau 6: Siedzie¢ sobie/se vs siedzie — résumé des variables (Wyroslak 2022: 88)
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Figure 3 : L’analyse factorielle des correspondances — siedzie¢ sobie/se vs siedzie¢ (Wyroslak 2022: 91)

Les analyses quantitatives ne suggerent pas de présence des effets forts dans les données. Cependant,
il est possible de proposer une association potentielle entre la présence de sobie/se et 1'usage en
fonction narrative. Au contraire, bien que les usages de sobie/se fiit reconnus comme possibles dans

l'usage générique, ils ne semblent pas distinctement associés avec celui-ci.

6 Bénéfaction comme une fonction subalterne: Les usages bénéfactifs
de la construction impersonnelle avec le participe -ne/~te (Chapitres
8-9)
Le chapitre 8 est dédié a I’exploration du potentiel bénéfactif de la construction impersonnelle avec le
participe -ne/-te, ainsi que le potentiel bénéfactif des constructions liées a celui-ci. Les exemples (21-

22), recueillis de la plateforme réseau social Twitter, montrent le type d’usages sur lesquelles nous

nous focalisons dans ce chapitre (et le chapitre suivant) :
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210 (X/Twitter : @gdansk, Miasto Gdansk, 10:00 AM - Apr 17, 2022)

Pojedzone, polezakowane, wiec pora na... poszukiwania! ©'Cy Dacie rade odnalezé

wszystkie jajka, ktore ukryliSmy na zdjgciu? () Napiszcie w komentarzu, ile pisanek udato

Wam si¢ odszukaé¢ ~ #gdansk #ilovegdn #ciekawostkigdn

£ r L r ’ > 16
« Déja mangé, déja prélassé, alors c’est I’heure de... la chasse (aux ceufs)! & Vous

arriverez a trouver tous les ceufs que nous avons cachés sur I’image ? () Ecrivez dans le
commentaires combien de oeufs peints vous avez trouvés #gdansk #ilovegdn
#cickawostkigdn [“gdncuriosité”] »

[Graphique : Petits dessins d'ceufs de Paques superposés sur la photographie d'un paysage de
Gdansk]

Pojedzone, polezakowane, wiec pora na... poszukiwania!
manger(PFV.DELIM).PPART.NEUT prélasser(PFV.DELIM).PPART.NEUT alors temps sur recherche.ACC.PL

« Déja mangé, déja prélassé, alors c’est I’heure de... la chasse !! »

22) (X/Twitter: @HubertHurkacz, HubertHurkacz, 5:48 PM - Nov 26, 2020)

Pobiegane i < I #tatry #zakopane

«y a eu du footing [lit. (c’est couru)] A < - #tatry #zakopane »
[Graphique : Une photographie d'un paysage montagneux]"

Les trois emplois du participe passé/résultatif — pojedzone « mangé », polezakowane « prélassé » et
pobiegane « couru » — représentent sa forme neutre et, dans ces cas, ne permettent accord avec aucune
expression nominale. Cependant, bien que 1’expression des agents d’action ne soit pas possible, leur

interprétation personnelle et la référence sont claires.

La section 8.1 se focalise sur la place de la construction impersonnelle avec le participe -ne/-te dans le
réseau des autres constructions avec le participe résultatif/passif, en menant a la bréve caractéristique
de la construction impersonnelle elle-méme. La construction impersonnelle -ne/-te a été décrite dans
I’article de Kibort (2011). L'auteure situe l'usage typique de la construction dans le domaine des
verbes des « activités ménagéres » (par ex. sprzqta¢ « nettoyer, faire le ménage », gotowac

« cuisiner », piec « cuire », prac¢ « laver », prasowacé « repasser », Scierac « nettoyer », etc.), par ex.:
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(23) (Kibort 2011: 358)
Bylo codziennie  sprzqtane
étre.PST.3SG.N  chaque-jour  nettoyer.PPART.SG.N

« [C']était nettoy¢é chaque jour »

(24) (Kibort 2011: 358)
Bylo tadnie posprzqtane
étre.PST.3SG.N  joliment nettoyer.PPART.SG.N

« [C']était bien nettoyé »

La construction ressemble a plusieurs autres constructions avec le participe résultatif/passif. Kibort
(2011) montre les paralléles entre ex. (23-24) et (25-26), des exemples d'une construction passive
(25 ; ang. the impersonal passive of the intransitive) et d’une construction prédicative adverbale (26 ;

ang. the predicative adverbial construction)

(25) (Kibort 2011: 358)
w pokoju bylo tadnie posprzqtane przez Piotra
dans chambre étre.PST.3SG.N magnifiquement nettoyer.PPART.SG.N par  Piotr

« La chambre [lit. dans la chambre] a été bien nettoyée par Piotr »

(26) (Kibort 2011: 358)
w pokoju byto czysto i tadnie posprzqtane.
dans chambre étre.PST.3SG.N proprement CONJ joliment nettoyer.PPART.SG.N

« La chambre [lit. dans la chambre] était propre et bien nettoyée »

Des parall¢les avec les construction passives-possessives peuvent aussi étre apergus, cf ex. (27) ci-

dessous :

27 (Gorski 2008: 47 ex. 70 ibid., adapt.)
Mam wreszcie — ugotowane i odkurzone.
avoir.NPST.1SG enfin cuisiner.PPART.N.SG CONJ passer_aspirateur.PPAS.N.SG

« Enfin, tout est cuisiné, tout est nettoyé (chez moi) »

Les exemples de construction avec -ne/-te impersonnel présentés au début de la section et ceux

utilisés par Kibort (2011) montrent un degré de variation interne. Au niveau formel, c'est
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principalement l'usage des formes spécifiques de by¢ « étre » (jest, bedzie byto — respectivement, pour
le présent, le futur et le passé) comme verbe auxiliaire — ou son absence dans les usages « nus », par
ex. dans (21-22).

Au niveau sémantico-pragmatique la différence touche la question de « qui est le
bénéficiaire ». Avec les usages exprimant « tiches ménagéres » le bénéficiaire fréquemment peut étre
identifi¢ comme « participant générique » (« chacun dans le cadre de la situation »). En revanche,
l'autre type des usages (type « autobénéfactif ») exprime des situations ou I'agent aussi semble étre le
participant le plus avantagé.

La Section 8.3 adresse la question des constructions impersonnelles avec une référence
personnelle (cf. Lindstrom et al. 2020) et leur compatibilité avec la fonction bénéfactive. Plusieurs
motivations pour les constructions de ce type sont présentes: (i) absence d'agent proéminent, (ii)
focalisation sur la situation telle quelle, (iii) stratégie de politesse, (iv) motivations spécifiques d'une
construction (par ex. qualités temporelles ou humeur) et (v) une perspective polyfonctionnelle qui
traite ces motivations comme convergentes. A part les constructions impersonnelles -ne/~te, la section
8.3 donne des exemples d’autres constructions impersonnelles et les analyse. Toutes les interprétations
des constructions impersonnelles avec une référence personnelle sont vues comme compatibles avec
la fonction bénéfactive. Il s’agit notamment de /a focalisation sur la situation qui est particulicrement
bénéfactive et de la dégradation « ironique » d’un agent-bénéficiaire au niveau formel, qui, en fait,
entraine une focalisation au niveau pragmatique.

Le chapitre 9 aborde la variation entre les usages bénéfactifs de la construction impersonnelle
avec le participe -ne/~te. Pour effectuer 1'analyse, un corpus des « tweets » a été créé. La section 9.2
commence par une analyse de production linguistique sur X/Twitter (et media similaires, cf.
« Computer-mediated communication ») comme propre registre linguistique qui mélange plusieurs
caractéristiques diverses, y compris celles des registres oraux et écrits. Ensuite, la structure du corpus
est expliquée. Le corpus principal inclut les occurrences des 349 participes qui peuvent avoir une
interprétation délimitative (maximum 50 milles exemples, publiés dés le début de Twitter jusqu’au 6
octobre 2022). La liste exacte des participes a été complétée a partir de « Slowosie¢ »
(WordnetPlI ;Dziob, Piasecki & Rudnicka. 2019; Piasecki, Szpakowicz & Broda 2009), une ressource
lexicographique numérique comprenant un grand réseau lexical. L’annexe C représente la structure

distributionnelle du corpus.
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Fréquence

Fréq.
OEM per Tweet le Langue
Fréqg. «OEM» - Tweet le
Requéte utilisateur plus
totale plus ancien )
(correspondance exacte récent  of 5y o % %
/ sans « retweets ») und tech. autre
pojebane
1 49277 38861 1,99 24.02.2022 6.10.2022 98,80 0,40 0,00 0,80
« (vulg.) fou »
utarte
2 45314 30239 1,18 5.08.2008 6.10.2022 10,05 0,97 0,13 88,86
« fixé, cliché, rapé »
pomalowane
3 ) 45160 25415 1,47 19.11.2015 6.10.2022 99,75 0,07 0,04 0,14
« peint, maquillé »
wyprane
4 33358 20999 1,48 9.05.2009 6.10.2022 99,85 0,02 0,11 0,02
«lavé »
rozwiniete
5 25374 15531 1,40 1.02.2010 5.10.2022 99,85 0,01 0,13 0,01
« developpé »
popieprzone
6 17767 12598 1,51 4.01.2009 5.10.2022 99,63 0,07 0,11 0,19
« (vulg.) fou »
pokrecone
7 17179 11997 1,35 30.05.2009 5.10.2022 99,78 0,06 0,03 0,13
« fou, tourné »
pobite
8 23315 9740 1,46 22.05.2008 5.10.2022 74,06 2,89 0,38 22,68
« battu »
utrzymane
9 ) 20347 8570 1,38 8.12.2008 6.10.2022 99,59 0,02 0,34 0,05
« maintenu »
poruszane
10 16225 8435 1,21 19.05.2008 5.10.2022 99,97 0,01 0,01 0,01
« soulevé, déplacé »
pobiegane
11 9415 8412 3,00 23.11.2009 5.10.2022 80,40 1,42 2,81 1536
« couru »
pograne
12 o 11494 8093 1,67 22.06.2008 5.10.2022 96,65 0,90 0,39 2,05
« joué »
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podarte
13 19991 8046 1,26 15.07.2009 6.10.2022 84,20 0,27 0,04 15,49
«déchiré, coupé»

pociete
14 13709 7369 1,26 13.02.2009 5.10.2022 99,50 0,07 0,15 0,28
« déchiré, coupé »

poorane
15 11086 6996 1,49 25.02.2009 5.10.2022 3,83 1,11 0,13 94,93
« labouré »

posypane
16 « aspergg, 8496 6270 1,27 4.12.2007 5.10.2022 91,37 1,28 0,06 7,29

saupoudré »

porobione

17 ) 7619 5925 1,22 1.11.2008 5.10.2022 98,81 0,18 0,08 0,93
« fait »
przejechane

18 7556 5212 1,23 26.06.2009 5.10.2022 99,25 0,57 0,07 0,12

« traversé »

podrobione
19 9051 5096 1,25 7.07.2009 5.10.2022 99,14 0,08 0,59 0,20
« contrefaits »

pospane
20 ) 5383 4367 1,46 6.08.2009 5.10.2022 69,52 27,16 0,24 3,08
« dormi »

Tableau 7: Formes les plus fréquentes dans le corpus

Le tableau 7 montre les formes les plus fréquentes dans le corpus. Bien que plusieurs de ces formes
semblent rarement utilisées dans la construction impersonnelle avec -ne/-te, il y a aussi des formes
fort pertinentes, comme par exemple pobiegane « couru », pograne « joué », pospane « dormi ».

La section 9.3 traite les usages bénéfactifs de la construction qui ont été identifiees dans le

matériel :

i. Les usages simples (section 9.3.1)
ii. Les usages avec des marqueurs du discours (section 9.3.2)

iii. Les usages complexes dans « les chaines actionnelles » (section 9.3.)

Comme il est montré dans 1’exemple (22) au-dessus, la construction impersonnelle avec -ne/-te peut
constituer (presque) l'entiereté de 1’énonciation. Elle y introduit souvent une implication d'une « tache
bien complétée » ou la satisfaction de la réalisation de celle-ci. Ce qui est intéressant, les exemples de

la construction peuvent étre observés aussi dans des noms propres et des hashtags (cf. exemple 28 ci-
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dessous qui correspond a ces deux contextes). Ce type d'usage donne une épreuve de son

indépendance syntaxique. La section 9.3.1 présente une bréve analyse de la fréquence des formes

« hashtagués » des participes inclus. Il s'aveére que la représentation des participes les plus pertinents

pour la construction est élevée en comparaison avec les fréquences des participes en dehors des

hashtags.

(28)

(X/Twitter, @OnetRano, Onet Rano, 3:23 PM - Oct 25, 2017)
Czym jest #Pograne? @8 W co bedziemy gra¢? Wszystko wyjasnia si¢ dzis o 19:00,
Zostawcie SUBA na kanale!

« C’est quoi #Pograne [#BienJoué] ? M On va jouer a quoi ? On le saura ce soir a 19h00 !

Abonnez-vous a notre chaine »

La Section 9.3.2 décrit les usages avec des marqueurs du discours. Les exemples (29-30) ci-dessous

présentent des cas en question. Ils gagnent fréquemment une interprétation ironique, mais pas

nécessairement, comme il est montré dans 1'exemple (30):

29

(30)

(X/Twitter, @sport_tvppl, TVP SPORT 10:27 PM - Aug 16, 2018)

No i pograne w europejskich pucharach. ) #tvpsport

La, c’est déja mort pour notre équipe dans les coupes européennes (=) #tvpsport’
[Lien a ’article : Eliminacje Ligi Europejskiej: Gent — Jagiellonia Bialystok 3:1. Jaga
podzielita los Legii i Lecha « Qualifications a la Europa League: Gent — Jagiellonia

Biatystok 3:1.“Jaga” partage le destin (triste) de Legia (Varsovie) et Lech (Poznan) »]
noi  pograne w  europejskich pucharach
PART  jOuer.PPART.NEUT dans européen.LOC.PL coupe.LOC.PL

« La, c’est déja mort pour notre équipe dans les coupes européennes [ironique] »

(X/Twitter, @Polsport, Michal Pol, 5:42 PM - Jan 15, 2017)

)
1y

No i polatane, Znow mu sie Kamil wiqczyt

PART voler(PFV).PPART.NEUT encore une fois 3SG.M.DAT REFL  Kamil allumer(PFV).PST.M.3SG

Dongc, c’est volé un peu, il a fait « le Kamil » encore une fois %)’

[la réaction au tweet par le journal sportif « Przeglad Sportowy »: ZNOWU TO ZROBIL! KAMIL STOCH
WYGRYWA W WISLE! NAJLEPSZY! IL 1A FAIT ENCORE UNE FOIS, KAMIL STOCH GAGNE [Coupe du
monde de saut a ski] A WISLA! LE MEILLEUR!’]

Les marqueurs fréquents incluent des expressions emphatiques telles que no i, no to, i, to. La

prévalence des usages avec celles-ci a été indiquée par une analyse des « skip-grammes ». Les k-skip
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n-grammes sont les séquences des n segments consécutifs, séparés par pas plus de k autres segments.

Par exemple, le tableau 8 montre tous les (0-2)skip-(2-3)grams générés sur la base de I'exemple (29)

ci-dessus. Pour les participes pertinents a la construction impersonnelle, 1’analyse a pris en

considération les les (0-2)skip-(2-3)grams les plus fréquents dans les tweets qui les contiennent (cf. le

tableau 9).

no i noiw pograne europejskich (=

no pograne no i europejskich pograne pucharach .

now no pograne w pograne pucharach (=

i pograne no pograne europejskich pograne pucharach#tvpsport
iw no pograne pucharach w europejskich pucharach

i europejskich
pograne w

pograne europejskich
pograne pucharach
w europejskich

w pucharach

w.

europejskich pucharach
europejskich .
europejskich (=
pucharach .
pucharach (=

pucharach #tvpsport

. #tvpsport
"~ #tvpsport

no i pograne

no w europejskich

no w pucharach

now.

i pograne w

i pograne europejskich
i pograne pucharach

i w europejskich

i w pucharach

iw.

i europejskich pucharach
i europejskich .

i europejskich (=
pograne w europejskich
pograne w pucharach
pograne w .

pograne europejskichpucharach

pograne europejskich .

w europejskich .

w europejskich

w pucharach .

w pucharach =

w pucharach #tvpsport

w. 2

w . #tvpsport
europejskich pucharach .
europejskich pucharach =
europejskich pucharach#tvpsport
europejskich . =
europejskich . #tvpsport
europejskich (= #tvpsport
pucharach .

pucharach . #tvpsport

pucharach ) #tvpsport

. (2 #tvpsport

Tableau 8: Les (0-2)skip-(2-3)grams générés sur la base de ex. (29)
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Skipgram Par 100 tweets originaux Skipgram Par 100 tweets originaux
55,53 85,14
pograne . 45,79 66,96
30,25 pospane . 35,84
pograne . . 28,21 pospane . . 29,43
to pograne 23,51 to pospane 15,14
no pograne 18,13 no pospane 12,85
no to 15,91 , pospane 12,00
to pograne . 15,53 pospane , 11,72
no to pograne 14,37 i pospane 11,31
Jjuz pograne 13,60 no to 10,28
i pograne 13,44 no to pospane 9,75
pograne , 12,81 . pospane 9,59
no pograne . 12,55 .. pospane 7,97
to . 11,94 ))) 7,65
, pograne 11,39 :) 7,58
to. . 10,21 to pospane . 7,56
. pograne 8,96 . pospane . 7,35
i. 7,87 ., 7,33
no to . 7,40 no pospane . 7,12
i pograne . 7,14 i. 7,05
. pograne . 6,88 i. 6,85
, Juz 6,80 i pospane . 6,66
Juz pograne . 6,68 )) 6,48
noi 6,47 pospane : 5,79

Tableau 9: Les exemples d 'une analyse des fréquences des « skip grams »

La section 9.3.3 aborde les usages dans « les chaines actionnelles ». Fréquemment, un participe

-ne/-te fait partie d’une structure complexe qui exprime plusieurs situations. Un sous-type important
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de ces usages est « empilement des participes », ou des participes -ne/-te forment une série. Un cas

extréme est présenté dans (31) ci-dessous :

(€28) (X/Twitter, @JaroslawKuzniar, Jarostaw Kuzniar, 9:49 AM - Jul 5, 2020)

Polatane, poquadowane, porowerowane, pofilmowane, pofotografowane, pogotowane,
potowione, poptywane i pobiegane o poranku #Kozubnik #OdNova Pokazemy wkrotce w

@KuzniarMedia Wakacje w Polsce? #goforpoland @podrozeosobiste

‘Un peu de vol, une peu de quad, un peu de vélo, un peu de tournage, un peu de
photographie, un peu de péche, un peu de natation, un peu de footing au matin On vous
présentera  #Kozubnik #OdNova chez @KuzniarMedia Les vacances en Pologne ?
#goforpoland @podrozeosobiste’

[Graphique : des photographies des activités du loisir et des paysages (un vélo avec un
batiment abandonné en arriére-plan; un homme portant un poisson ; le soleil bas au-dessus

d’un plan d’eau ; des bateaux sur un plan d’eau)]

Les « reports mi-action » constituent un autre sous-type. L'exemple (32) déja utilisé¢ dans cet résume

peut servir comme illustration:

(32) (X/Twitter, @gdansk, Miasto Gdansk, 10:00 AM - Apr 17, 2022, répetition)
Pojedzone, polezakowane, wiec pora na.. poszukiwania!
manger(PFV.DELIM).PPART.NEUT prélasser(PFV.DELIM).PPART.NEUT alors temps sur  recherche.ACC.PL

« Déja mangé, déja prélassé, alors c’est I’heure de... la chasse [aux ccufs] !! »

Dans les « reports mi-action » un participe ou une série des participes « empilés » précéde un
connecteur du temps ou de la conséquence, et une phrase qui exprime les situations suivantes. Le
deux sous-types soulignent l'interprétation de la construction impersonnelle en termes d'une « liste des
taches » (ang. checklist). La morphologie des participes ajoute un effet rythmique dans les cas du
« empilement des participes ». Les « taches » en tant que telles sont souvent les activités du loisir, ce
qui crée un effet humoristique.

La derniére problématique, le caractére des participes -ne/-te utilisés ensemble, est abordée
dans une petite expérience. Les tweets qui incluent plus qu'un participe ont été récupérés pour une
analyse des collocations entre les formes -ne/~te comprises dans 1'échantillon. Comme plusieurs
participes colloquent avec plusieurs autres participes, il est possible de représenter les collocations de
ceux-ci en forme de réseau. C’est pourquoi, les mesures de collocation ont été visualisées avec des
outils pour représenter des graphes. Chaque sommet représente une forme -ne/~te, tandis que les

arétes — les forces d’association. Un fragment de cette représentation graphique est illustré dans la
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Figure 4 ci-dessous (cf. la Section 9.3.3. pour les détails de l'analyse et des résultats). L'analyse
soutient la pertinence de « ’empilement des participes », aussi bien que l'importance relative des

usages autobénéfactifs.

pogfecipne

(popieczone)

p n@ e ol poane
gofeRne phpiEenyane

p(ne
po@ne
(potowione)
(odespang) pO nc

ne B
e, ST o S
pne
poipne

O. () ne 4 (podreptanc)
p pOtrane poone
poane porniane

T
pone pe e
pone (porzucane)
Pz
potne pofne
pos'zme (poslizgane)
pomyiuane
(pomedytowane)
(pokoledowane) pm@me
I ;@..u

(potruchtanc)

Figure 4 : Représentation graphique du réseau des collocations

Un apergu des usages bénéfactifs des participes -ne/~te est conclu dans la section 9.3.4 avec des
exemples de constructions futures, dépassant le cadre de matériel analysé. Les usages comme les
exemples (33-34) ci-dessous introduisent un caractére de « l'anticipation désireuse » a 1'énonciation,

ce qui est compatible avec une interprétation bénéfactive.

(33) (X/Twitter, @XboxPL, Xbox Polska, 4:28 PM - Mar 18, 2022)

Weekend juz dostownie za rogiem. Juz go czujemy!

Zaplanowaliscie juz jak go spedzicie? Moze bedzie grane?
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C’est presque parti pour le weekend. On le sent déja!

Vous avez déja des projets? Le temps de jouer approche peut-étre? (= pourqui pas jouer a la
console)

[Graphique numérique: une voiture sportive passe a travers du pont sur la cote de mer. Le

logo de la jeu vidéo « FORZA HORIZON 5 » est superposé au coin supérieur gauche du

cadre]
Moze bedzie grane?
peut-étre étre.FUT.3SG  jouer.PPART.N.SG

‘Le temps de jouer approche peut-étre?’

(34) X/Twitter (compte privé), 2022;

ale  bedzie czytane w  pociagu
mais &tre.FUT.3SG  lire.PPART.N.SG dans train.LOC.SG

Mais qu’est-ce qu’on va lire dans le train, 1a [photo d’une couverture de livre]

Enfin, la section 9.4 concerne l'interaction entre la construction impersonnelle en question et les
affordances multimodales d'une plateforme de microblogging. Une analyse approfondie est dédiée au
cas du pogadane « bavardé un peu ». Les données de deux types ont été récupérés pour les tweets qui
incluent cette forme: (i) les données sur ’usage des stratégies interactives dans les tweets (tels que
« commentaire », «retweet », inclusion d’un matériel graphique, citation); (ii) les données sur
(non-)occurrences des k-skip-n-grammes les plus fréquents dans les tweets qui incluent pogadane.
Les relations entre les deux jeux de données ont été analysées avec des méthodes exploratrices —
I'analyse de cluster et 1’analyse en composantes principales (ang. principal component analysis).

Les usages de pogadane « bavardé un peu » sont accompagnés par des types divers des
graphiques qui soutiennent ou désambiguisent son interprétation. De telle fagon, par exemple, les
photographies des interlocuteurs-« bavardeurs » ¢élaborent une information de rameau sémantique du
verbe. Cependant, avec les graphiques tels que des captures d'écran d'une «conversation défectueusey
ou des bandes dessinées, pogadane gagne une interprétation du commentaire sarcastique (« alors, on a
déja bavardé un peu [= on a pas du tout réussi a communiquer] »).

Les exemples des patrons trés spécifiques peuvent étre trouvés, tels que pogadane + capture
d'écran — « preuve d'étre bloqué par un autre utilisateur de Twitter », aussi dans le sens sarcastique.
Au contraire, pogadane + « capture d’écran d’un bilan d'un appel téléphonique», peut servir a
souligner un caractére bénéfactif de la situation en question (« voila I'évidence : les appels qui ont

duré si longtemps..., avec une personne que j'aime tant..., etc. »).
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7 Conclusion

Trois problémes de la complexité sémantique, liés a 'expression de bénéfaction, ont été analysés dans
la thése. Chaque partie empirique a approfondi la description des phénoménes abordés, en méme
temps proposent les solutions méthodologiques originales. La bénéfaction a été analysée dans un
contexte des constructions diverses, sur le matériel des registres variés. Sa description profite de la
considération des autres fonctions. Cela inclut les fonctions qui sont clairement liées a la bénéfaction,
telles que la volonté ou le transfert, mais aussi celles qui sont moins évidentes, par exemple la
sémantique des constructions impersonnelles.

Il existe plusieurs directions de recherches qui peuvent &tre poursuivies pour une meilleure
mise en contexte des résultats de la présente thése. Une possibilité consiste en la continuation des
études comparatives et typologiques qui abordent la problématique de la bénéfaction et des fonctions
qui y sont liées. Il est également nécessaire de situer ces efforts dans une perspective holistique sur les
expressions d'affectation et d’évaluation dans les langues naturelles. Enfin, ce travail montre des défis
méthodologiques et théoriques qui laissent un champ pour les développements. Un probléme
spécifiquement abordé dans la Partie I est li¢ a I’identification des alternances constructionelles et la
question de l'interchangeabilité. Les parties II et III relévent les difficultés rencontrées dans la pratique

de compilation et d’utilisation des corpus spécialisés, dédiés au registres interactifs.
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Streszczenie w jezyku polskim

1 Wstep:

Ninigjsza rozprawa poswigcona jest problematyce benefaktywnosci w jezyku polskim — czyli temu, w
jaki sposob uzytkownicy jezyka polskiego wyrazaja znaczenie ‘pozytku’ czy ‘odnoszenia korzysci’
przez uczestnika opisywanych przez nich zdarzen (Zuiiiga & Kittilda 2010). Celem mojej pracy jest
empiryczny opis zroznicowania w ramach domeny benefaktywnos$ci oraz funkcji, z ktérymi ona
wspotwystepuje. Rozprawa skupia si¢ w szczegolnosci na trzech zjawiskach, ktére pozwalaja na

analiz¢ wspotdziatania benefaktywnosci z innymi funkcjami:

i. Zbiezno$¢ znaczeniowa polskiego celownika i konstrukcji przyimkowych z dla w
standardowych, pisanych odmianach polszczyzny

ii. Polifunkcyjny charakter zaimka zwrotnego sobie/se w uzyciach niewyrazajacych ,,odbiorcy”
— w rejestrach konwersacyjnych polszczyzny

iii. Interpretacja benefaktywna konstrukcji nieosobowych z forma -ne/~te (np. pobiegane) — w

polszczyznie medidw spotecznosciowych

Pierwsza z trzech analiz podejmuje problem tego, w jaki sposob mozna wskaza¢ uzycia
benefaktywne. Rozwazane rozwiazanie polega na analizie relacji pomigdzy dwiema formami, ktore
umozliwiaja wyrazenie beneficjenta — celownika i konstrukcji z przyimkiem dla. W przeciwienstwie
do wielu analiz alternacji morfosyntaktycznych przedstawione badanie nie ma na celu
skontrastowania tych dwoch form. Koncentruje si¢ ono na odnalezieniu kontekstow, w ktorych ich
wymiennos$¢ jest najbardziej mozliwa. Przyktad (1) obrazuje przypadek bliskich znaczeniowo uzy¢
celownika i frazy z dla:
1

a). (NKIJP:prasa, Nie nauczylismy go agresji..., Dziennik Polski, 1998-11-04 )

Obiecal, ze zbuduje nam dom taki, jakiego nikt jeszcze nie widzial

b). (NKJP:prasa, Czarownice i smoki, Edyta Tomczak, Dziennik Stupski, 1999-08-27)

Nad morzem zbudowat dla niej piekny zamek
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Konteksty wymiennosci sa tu traktowane jako potencjalnie benefaktywne par excellence.
Jednoczesnie w ramach wyrazanych przez nie scenariuszy ,,benefaktywnego transferu” dostrzec

mozna zréznicowanie, co rowniez stanowi przedmiot zainteresowania pracy.

Druga analiza poswigcona jest benefaktywnosci jako nie jedynej, lecz jednej z wielu funkcji
koniecznych do opisu konstrukcji. Jest tak w przypadku polifunkcyjnosci celownikowej formy
zaimka zwrotnego, sobie/se, w uzyciach, ktore nie uwydatniaja jego interpretacji jako ,,odbiorcy-
beneficjenta”. Konteksty te sa charakterystyczne dla nieformalnych rejestrow polszczyzny, pojawiaja

si¢ w nich czasowniki wyrazajace ruch i postawe, por. np.:

2) (SPOKES, luz R4 ‘AW _LUZ 43’ ,utt. 807-808), cf. Wyroslak (2022: 82)

807 FEMALE33 X5j4: no potem wieczorem jest impreza i sobie idziesz sie napi¢ no no
kurcze no wszystko jest dla ludzi

808 MALE23 85r8: no tak jak najbardziej

Sobie/se bywa uwazane za formg niewnoszaca istotnej réznicy znaczeniowej do wypowiedzenia. W
mojej pracy sobie/se jest opisane jako wyrazajace zgrupowanie funkcji benefaktywnych,
normatywnych i wolitywnych, co czgsto odpowiada jego rolom w strukturyzowaniu dyskursu.

Trzecia analiza dotyczy problematyki benefaktywnosci jako funkcji dodatkowej czy
»podrzednej”, koncentrujac si¢ na konstrukcjach nieosobowych z formami -ne/-te imiestowu biernego
(dalej: ,,z imiestowem -ne/-te””) w polszczyznie mediow spotecznosciowych. Przyktady (3-4) ilustruja
uzycia opisywane w rozdzialach 8-9. Mimo braku osobowego agensa przedstawiana konstrukcja

moze by¢ uzyta z referencja osobowa:

3) (X/Twitter: @gdansk, Miasto Gdansk, 10:00 AM - Apr 17, 2022)
Pojedzone, polezakowane, wiec pora na... poszukiwania! ©CL Dacie rade odnalezé
wszystkie jajka, ktore ukryliSmy na zdjgciu? () Napiszcie w komentarzu, ile pisanek udato
Wam si¢ odszukaé¢ ~ #gdansk #ilovegdn #ciekawostkigdn

[Grafika: narysowane pisanki natozone na fotografi¢ dachéw kamienic]

4) (X/Twitter: @HubertHurkacz, HubertHurkacz, 5:48 PM - Nov 26, 2020)

Pobiegane i < I #tatry #zakopane
[Grafika: fotografia gorskiego krajobrazu]

Kazdy z trzech projektow podejmuje inne wspdlzaleznosci semantyczne, inne rejestry i inne problemy

deskryptywne, por. podsumowanie w ponizszej tabeli:
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Analizowane Problematyka teoretyczna i

Czesé Rejestr Perspektywa
konstrukcje deskryptywna
Identyfikacja wyrazen benefaktywnych,
I Celownik, frazy Standardowe, pisane . ) zrdznicowanie w semantycznych
) . Onomazjologiczna .
(R.4-5) przyimkowe zdla  odmiany polszczyzny scenariuszach ,,benefaktywnego
przekazywania”
Polifunkcyjnos¢ wyktadnikow
I Zaimek zwrotny ) Semazjologicznai benefaktywnosci: wspotwyrazanie
Konwersacyjny ) ) ) .
(R. 6-7) sobie/se onomazjologiczna benefaktywnos$ci, normatywnosci i
wolicjonalno$ci
Konstrukcja Benefaktywnos¢ jako funkcja
I ) Polszczyzna mediow ) )
nieosobowa z ] Semazjologiczna  dodatkowa: benefaktywnos¢ a
(R. 8-9) o spotecznosciowych .
imiestowem -ne/-te semantyka konstrukcji nieosobowych

Tabela 1: Podsumowanie problematyki podejmowanej w analitycznych czesciach pracy

Rozprawa podzielona jest na dwie czgs$ci. Pierwsza z nich (rozdzialy 1-3) dotyczy aparatu
teoretycznego i metodologicznego niezbgdnego do przeprowadzania zamierzonych analiz. Po wstepie
przedstawionym w rozdziale 1 — rozdziat 2 zarysowuje problematyke pojgcia benefaktywnosci, w tym
kwestii definicyjnych i typologicznych benefaktywnosci rozpoznanych w literaturze lingwistycznej.
Zawiera on rowniez przeglad wybranych konstrukcji benefaktywnych w jezyku polskim. Rozdziat 3
podejmuje metodologiczne i teoretyczne podstawy badan nad ztozono$cia semantyczna, czerpiac
rozwiazania z podejs¢ funkcjonalnych i kognitywnych, jak réwniez modeli jezyka opartych na uzyciu
(usage-based linguistics).

Druga czgs¢ pracy (rozdziaty 4-9) poswigcona jest trzem zagadnieniom wymienionym
powyzej. Na kazde z nich przeznaczone sa dwa rozdzialy, z ktorych pierwszy przedstawia
benefaktywny potencjal analizowanych konstrukcji, a drugi — empiryczne badania ich ztozono$ci

semantyczne;j.

2 Benefaktywnos$¢ (Rozdzial 2):

Rozdzial rozpoczyna si¢ przegladem probleméw definicyjnych pojgcia benefaktywnosci. Za punkt

wyj$cia stuzy definicja beneficjenta, ktora zaprezentowali Kittild & Zuaiiga (2010:2):
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»Beneficjent to uczestnik zdarzenia, ktory podlega jego pozytywnemu wplywowi, nie
bedqc jego niezbednym uczestnikiem (agensem Ilub giownym przedmiotem, tj.
patiensem). Poniewaz zazwyczaj jedynie Zywotni uczestnicy zdarzen mogq

spozytkowa¢ odniesionq korzys¢, beneficjenci sq zazwyczaj Zywotni.”

“The beneficiary is a participant that is advantageously affected by an event without
being its obligatory participant (either agent or primary target, i.e. patient). Since
normally only animate participants are capable of making use of the benefit
bestowed upon them, beneficiaries are typically animate.”

Kittild & Ziiiiga (2010:2)

Rozdzial 2 analizuje pojgcie ,,pozytywnego wplywu”, lezace u podstaw benefaktywnosci, w
kategoriach semantycznych elementdw pierwotnych (ang. semantic primitives) ,,dobra” i ,,wptywu”.
Nastepnie przedstawiona jest problematyka identyfikacji beneficjenta jako roli semantycznej
(semantic role). Podrozdziat 2.3 prezentuje klasyfikacj¢ beneficjentow, jak rowniez funkcji, ktore
wymienia si¢ jako powiazane z benefaktywno$cia (w tym funkcji receptywnej, posesywnej,
malefaktywnej, przyczynowej, kauzatywnej i celowej). Typologia konstrukcji benefaktywnych
wedhug ich budowy formalnej jest przedstawiona w podrozdziale 2.4, poprzedzajac krotki przeglad
polskich konstrukcji benefaktywnych koncentrujacy si¢ na konstrukcjach niecomawianych w dalszych
czg$ciach pracy. Przeglad ten uwzglednia przyimki substytutywno-surogatywne [za + ACC] i [zamiast
+ GEN] oraz benefaktywne przyimki ztozone (np.. na korzys¢ ). Podrozdziat 2.4.2 odnosi sig tez do
mozliwosci benefaktywnej interpretacji zgramatykalizowanych konstrukcji z czasownikami dac i
mie¢ — jak rowniez do analizy prefiksow czasownikowych jako potencjalnych nosnikow
warto$ciowan. W szczegoInosci mozna tu poda¢ przyklad delimitatywnych formacji z po-, do uzycia
ktorych odnosza si¢ rowniez analizy w rozdziatach 6-7 (w kontek$cie zaimka sobie/se) 1 rozdziatach

8-9 (w kontekscie konstrukcji nieosobowych z imiestowami-ne/-te).

3 Zlozonos¢ semantyczna (Rozdzial 3)

Rozdzial 3 przedstawia przyjety w pracy aparat teoretyczny i metodologiczny. Czerpie on z ogdlnych
zatozen gramatyki konstrukcji (por. Goldberg 1995), zwracajac si¢ rowniez ku wykorzystaniu danych
uzycia jezyka, traktowanych jako gtéwny materiat badawczy.

Na najbardziej podstawowym poziomie, praca przybiera perspektywe onomazjologiczna
(,,0d funkcji [tu benefaktywnej] do form, ktore sa jej nosnikami”). Jednak kazda forma benefaktywna
charakteryzuje si¢ wlasna roznorodno$cia semazjologiczna (tj. polisemia). W rezultacie, adekwatny

opis semantyczny jest rozumiany w niniejszej pracy jako analiza relacji ,,wiele-do-wielu” (ang. many-
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to-many relations). Poszczeg6lne analizy niniejszej pracy dotycza problematyki modelowania czy
»~rozwiklywania” relacji funkcjonalnych jako takich.

Perspektywa przyjeta w niniejszej pracy uwzglednia rowniez pojecie polifunkcyjnosci.
Odnosi sig ono do opisu semantycznego uzycia form jezykowych jako wyrazajacych wiele znaczen w
tym samym czasie. Podejscie polifunkcyjne pozwala na analiz¢ kontekstow, w ktorych
benefaktywnos¢ moze by¢ rozpoznana jako funkcja pomocnicza, dodatkowa czy podrzedna. Ta
wlasciwos¢ jest przedstawiona jako uzyteczna w analizie znaczeniowej konstrukcji niecosobowych z
imiestowem -ne/-te w rozdziatach 8-9.

Ramy teoretyczne pracy uwzgledniaja zalozenie, ze struktury jezykowe, rozpatrywane
zarébwno z perspektywy spotecznej, jak i indywidualnej, sa pochodna uzycia jezyka (model oparty na
uzyciu jezyka). Co wigcej, kumulujace si¢ réznice pomiedzy sytuacjami uzycia poszczegdlnych
konstrukcji prowadza do ,,plynnosci” semantycznej (ang. gradience), tj. braku ostrych granic
znaczeniowych tych konstrukcji. Perspektywa ta zbiezna jest z wykorzystaniem rozwigzan
metodologicznych opartych na danych uzycia jgzyka.

Tak nakre$lona orientacja teoretyczna latwa jest do potaczenia z metodologia korpusowa,
ktéra w bezposredni sposob uwzglednia dane uzycia, pozwalajac na ilosciowe badania nieostrych
roéznic znaczeniowych. Badania zawarte w rozprawie odnosza si¢ do aparatu ilo§ciowej semantyki
kognitywnej (por. np. Glynn & Fischer 2010, Glynn & Robinson 2014), w tym technik analizy
kolokacji (por. np. McEnery & Hardie 2011; Stefanowitsch & Gries 2003) i analizy profili
behawioralnych (np. Divjak & Gries 2006). W poszczegélnych analizach wykorzystane sa osobne
korpusy, odpowiednio do podejmowanej problematyki i wybranych rejestrow polszczyzny — jak
réwniez utworzone z wykorzystaniem danych empirycznych zasoby cyfrowe (stownik walencyjny i

sie¢ leksykalna typu wordnet).

4 Benefaktywna alternacja: wymienne uzycia celownika i przyimka

dla (Rozdzialy 4-5)

W rozdziatach 4-5 podejmowana jest problematyka alternacji pomigdzy polskim celownikiem a
przyimkiem dla, gtdéwnie w uzyciach przyczasownikowych. Przedmiot analizy stanowia powiazania
pomigdzy benefaktywnoscia i innymi funkcjami, ktére mozna zaobserwowa¢ w kontekstach
wymiennosci tych form. Tak jak w przyktadzie (5; powt. z 1) ponizej — obydwie formy moga wyrazac

beneficjenta-odbiorcg.
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(5)
a). (NKIJP:prasa, Nie nauczylismy go agresji..., Dziennik Polski, 1998-11-04 )

Obiecal, ze zbuduje nam dom taki, jakiego nikt jeszcze nie widzial

b). (NKJP:prasa, Czarownice i smoki, Edyta Tomczak Dziennik Stupski, 1999-08-27)

Nad morzem zbudowat dla niej piekny zamek

Celem badania jest opis kontekstow, w ktorych obie formy sa niemal wymienne (tak jak w
przyktadzie 5 powyzej). Biorac pod uwage rozpoznany we wczesniejszych pracach benefaktywny
potencjat celownika i dla, mozliwe jest postawienie hipotezy, ze konteksty pozwalajace na
wymienno$¢ tych form bgda wyrdznia¢ si¢ wyraziScie benefaktywnym charakterem. W tym
przypadku konteksty te stanowityby adekwatny przedmiot analizy zréznicowania wewnatrz
semantycznych scenariuszy benefaktywnych.

Mimo ze przedstawione badania poswigcone sa alternacji gramatycznej, r6znia si¢ one od
duzej czesci badan prowadzonych w tym obszarze. Nie polegaja one na mozliwie najbardziej
jednoznacznym oddzieleniu kontekstow uzycia poszczegélnych form ( ,,Kiedy stosowany jest
celownik — a kiedy konstrukcja z dla?”). Przeciwnie — przeprowadzone badanie koncentruje si¢ na
opisie kontekstow, gdzie uzycie obu form wydaje si¢ by¢ mozliwe. ,,Pary”, takie jak ta
zaprezentowana w przyktadzie 5, stanowia podstawowy material w realizacji tego zadania. W mysl
zalozen modelu usage-based, przyjetego w tej pracy, pary takie nie powinny by¢ sztucznie
konstruowane — lecz by¢ wyprowadzane z autentycznych sytuacji uzycia jezyka.

W podrozdziatach 4.2-4.3 podejmowane sa kwestie benefaktywnego potencjatu polskiego
celownika i przyimka dla. Poswigcony celownikowi podrozdziat 4.2 czerpie z rezultatéw analiz
przeprowadzonych w ramach jezykoznawstwa kognitywnego (Dabrowska 1997; Rudzka-Ostyn 1996;
Wierzbicka 1988; 2009). Wskazany jest ztozony charakter celownika — zaréwno na poziomie
formalnym jak i semantycznym, pozwalajacy jednak na zaliczenie benefaktywnosci do funkcji,
ktorych moze by¢ nosnikiem. W podrozdziale 4.3 w podobny sposdb przeanalizowany jest przyimek
dla. Relacje pomigdzy dwiema konstrukcjami sg podsumowane w podrozdziale 4.4. Wczesniejsze
opisy dostrzegaja alternacje pomigdzy nimi, koncentruja si¢ jednak gléwnie na mozliwych réznicach,
raczej niz na szczegotowe] analizie kontekstow ich wymiennosci. Rozwazania zaprezentowane w
rozdziale 4. konczy hipoteza, ze takie konteksty, jako ,,punkty styczne” pomigdzy dwiema
konstrukcjami, moglyby by¢ uznane za wyraziscie benefaktywne. Hipotezg te przyjmuje za punkt

wyj$cia rozdzial 5.
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Dla uzyskania szerokiego ogladu alternacji, analiza przeprowadzona w podrozdziale 5.2
postuguje si¢ materiatem z cyfrowego stownika walencyjnego Walenty (Hajnicz, Andrzejczuk &
Bartosiak 2016; Przepiorkowski et al. 2014). Zaséb ten zawiera liste schematéw sktadniowych
przygotowanych dla tysigcy polskich czasownikow, rzeczownikow, przystowkow. Przyktadowo — dla
czasownika zbudowadé, stownik podaje niezalezne schematy dajace si¢ powiaza¢ z analizowanymi
konstrukcjami (zob. opis struktury stownika w podrozdziale 5.2):

(6)

. zbudowac¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)}
. zbudowac¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}

Dla wielu haset stownika zdefiniowane sa rowniez ramy semantyczne. W przypadku zbudowaé, oba
schematy zostaly odniesione (,,zmapowane”) do tej samej ramy, jak zaprezentowane na grafikach

ponizej (Wyk. 1-2):

Rama: pewna [5973]
Rola:
PODMIOTY ISTOTY ISTOTY SYTUACIA

WYTWOR PODMIOTY

Preferencje

selekcyjne:
JADLO
OTOCZENIE

Wykres 1: Wizualizacja ramy semantycznej w aplikacji ,, Slowal”, interfejsie graficznym stownika Walenty
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Schemat: pewny [3900]

Funkcja:

Typy fraz:

Schemat: pewny [13089]

Funkcja:

Typy fraz:

Wykres 2: Wizualizacja schematow skladniowych w aplikacji ,, Slowal”, interfejsie graficznym stownika Walenty

W badaniu wyszukane zostaly tego rodzaju pary ,,wymiennych” schematéow dla haset
czasownikowych w Walentym. W przypadkach, ktorych dostgpne bylo mapowanie semantyczne,
stanowilo ono najwazniejszy czynnik w identyfikacji par. Poza , kompletnymi” parami, takimi jak ta
przedstawiona w przyktadzie (6), wzigte pod uwage zostaly pary ,,asymetryczne”, w ktérych jeden ze
schematow zawiera element dodatkowy. W przypadku tych par wymiennos¢ jest uznana za mozliwa

w przypadku elipsy tego elementu. Procedura identyfikacji par opisana zostata w podrozdziale 5.2.

Zidentyfikowane zostaly 296 pary schematow, w tym 92 pary dla haset bez komponentu
semantycznego; 33 pary zostaly zidentyfikowane pomimo braku wspolnego mapowania (por.
podrozdzial 5.2). Wszystkie pary reprezentuja tacznie 146 roznych czasownikow. Szczegotowa lista
par schematow zostata przedstawiona w zataczniku A. Ich ogdlna analiza potwierdza benefaktywny
charakter alternacji, jak rowniez silny zwiazek z semantyka transferu. Mimo iz takie wyniki moga by¢
spodziewane, uzyskany material pozwala na poglebiong analiz¢ zréznicowania posrod scenariuszy
semantycznych wyrazanych przez konstrukcje w parach schematoéw. Taka analiza byla celem
podrozdziatu 5.2.3.

W tym podrozdziale zaproponowana zostata analiza scenariuszy ,,benefaktywnego transferu”

wedlug tworzacych je elementéow: (i) (elementu) ,,przekazywanego”, (ii) ,tancucha przekazu”,
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(iii) charakterystyki wolitywnej danej sytuacji (,,kto chce, by X si¢ zdarzylo”), (iv) odbiorcow i
nadawcoéw. Analize przeprowadzono w oparciu o materiat ,par” zidentyfikowanych w procedurze

opisanej powyzej, koncentrujac si¢ na przypadkach ztozonych, uwzgledniajac ponizsze obserwacje:

Mimo ze charakter ,,przekazywanego” zalezy przede wszystkim od dopetnienia blizszego, jest on w
pewnej mierze zalezny od czasownika (jak w przypadku czasownikow przygotowac i1 upichcic, gdzie
ten drugi precyzuje charakter tego, co jest przygotowywane m.in. jako wytworu kulinarnego). W
pewnych przypadkach identyfikacja ,transferowanego” nie jest trywialna — jak w przypadku zjednac,
w ktorym zaproponowaé mozna tu ,,zjednane osoby”, ,poparcie” (poprzez metonimi¢ OSOBA ZA

NASTAWIENIE), czy sama sytuacj¢ (por. 7-8):

@)
. zjednac¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{np(inst) ;ncp(inst,ze)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
N zjednac¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
{np(inst) ;ncp (inst, ze) }
®)
a). (NKIJP:lit. faktu, Szachinszach, Ryszard Kapuscinski, Warszawa)
I oto nadarza sie okazja, aby oglaszajqc reforme rolng bodaj pozyskac wies, zjednaé dla siebie chiopow
rozdajqc im ziemie.
b). (NKJP:internet, II wojna potnocna, Wikipedia, 2009-05-27)

Rowniez Karol Gustaw pragnagt zjednaé sobie chlopow i obiecywal za zabicie szlachcica-powstanca potowe

jego dobr oraz zwolnienie od panszczyzny i poddanstwa.

Na poziomie formalnym zlozonos¢ ,tancucha przekazu” przejawia si¢ obecnoscia dodatkowych fraz

lokatywnych. Jako przyktad mozna poda¢ schemat dla skombinowac:

(€)
i skombinowac¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(abl)}
. skombinowac¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +

{xp(abl)}

Poza nadawca i odbiorca, w tancuchu przekazu moga pojawi¢ si¢ inne ,,ogniwa” majace charakter

osobowy — jak w przypadku wyblagac:
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(10)
* wybtagac¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +
obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze);ncp(str, zeby)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {prepnp(u,gen)}
* wybtagac¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +
obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze);ncp(str, zeby)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(u,gen)

an (NKJP:prasa, Intencje modlitewne - listopad 2008, Gtos Ojca Pio, 2008)

a). Drogi Ojcze Pio, prosze, wybtagaj u Boga dla nas te taske, o ktorq w kazdej modlitwie Cig prosze

b). Ojcze Pio, wyblagaj mi u Boga Wszechmocnego taske blogostawienstwa na studiach.

W powyzszych przyktadach, fraza prepnp (u, gen) (odnoszaca si¢ zazwyczaj do Boga lub osoby
w pozycji wladzy) wprowadza wolitywnego uczestnika zdarzenia, petniacego rolg ,,trybunatu”.
Obecnos¢ ,trybunatu” to tylko jeden z mozliwych elementéw ,,wolitywnej konfiguracji

sytuacji” (,,kto chce, by X si¢ zdarzyto?”). Przyktad (12) przedstawia beneficjenta posrednio lub

bezposrednio inicjujacego sytuacje:

(12)
. uzyczy¢: watpliwy: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen) }
. uzyczy¢: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (do, gen) }
(13)
a). (NKJP:prasa, Zycie bedzie rado$niejsze, Dziennik Battycki, 2006-05-26, Gdansk)
Ta gmina uzyczgy dla podopiecznych domu swojego samochodu do przewozu niepelnosprawnych —wyjasnia wojt
Bilinski.
b). (NKJP:internet, Forum Stanistawa Michalkiewicza, www.forum.michalkiewicz.pl)

Komendant Strazy Pozarnej na Wojewodztwo Dolnoslgskie uzyczyt panu ministrowi swojego samochodu a sam

wezwal woz strazacki z obstugq aby sprawita by samochod dygnitarza byt znow gotowy do drogi.

Na poziomie nastawienia wolitywnego dobroczyncy (and benefactor) wystgpuje roéznorodnosc.
Wyro6zni¢ mozna tu ztozone przypadki, jak w przypadku nie poskqpi¢ komus/dla kogos wiasnej krwi.
Zaangazowanie dobroczyncy (bgdacego jednoczesnie ,,automaleficjentem”) jest skrajne, mimo iz
beneficjent nie musi by¢ w tym przypadku personalny czy zywotny — jak w przypadku instytucji (np.
kraju).

Scenariusze ,.benefaktywnego transferu” moga by¢ rowniez analizowane wedlug typow

odbiorcow i nadawcow. W przypadkach prototypowych, nadawcy-dobroczyncy i odbiorcy-
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beneficjenci maja charakter personalny. Jednocze$nie, we frazach celownikowych i frazach z dla
czesto obserwowani sa referenci nieosobowi (tak jest tez w konstrukcji nie poskapic komus/ dla kogos
wlasnej krwi). Tego typu uzycie sytuuje si¢ pomig¢dzy funkcja benefaktywna i celowa. Wreszcie
analiza nadawcow-dobroczyncéw i odbiorcoéw-beneficjentéw moze wzia¢ pod uwage relacje miedzy
nimi. Ponizszy przykltad z czasownikiem zafatwi¢ implikuje relacje hierarchiczna pomigdzy

dobroczynca (ze mozliwos$cia udzielenia pomocy) i beneficjentem (bez tej mozliwos$ci):

(14)
a). (NKJP:prasa, Od wizji do ztudzen, Nowiny Raciborskie, 2004-12-07, Raciborz)

Znajomi z Kedzierzyna, ktorzy pracowali w Szwecji, przekonali ich, ze zatatwiq dla nich prace.
b). (NKJP:prasa, Strach kopa¢, Rafat Palacz, Gazeta Wroctawska, 2003-03-31, Wroctaw)

Kopacze nie ukrywajq, ze liczq na to, ze wladze Watbrzycha zalatwiq im prace.

W scenariuszach autobenefaktywnych, przypadku szczegdlnym — dobroczynca i beneficjent odnosza
si¢ do tego samego referenta. Scenariusze te sa wyrazane z wykorzystaniem zaimka zwrotnego
sobie/se (por. 8) i stanowia bogaty obszar uzycia, wykraczajacy poza interpretacj¢ w kategoriach

beneficjenta-odbiorcy. Benefaktywny charakter sobie/se jest analizowany w rozdziatach 6-7.

Podrozdziat 5.3 uzupehia analiz¢ par wymiennych schematow analiza n-gramow (sekwencji
n nastepujacych po sobie segmentéw), zawierajacych formy czasownikowe oraz formy zaimkowe w
celowniku lub wewnatrz fraz przyimkowych z dla. Pobrane z NKJP (Narodowego Korpusu Jezyka
Polskiego; Przepiorkowski et al. 2012) 3-gramy i 4-gramy z zaimkami w celowniku zostaly
poréwnane z 4-gramami i 5-gramami zawierajacymi dla z zaimkiem w dopehlniaczu. Celem tego
poréwnania byto odnalezienie par n-gramow, w ktorych frazy docelowe — zaimek w celowniku lub we

frazie z dla — otoczone sa formami potencjalnie reprezentujacymi te same lematy, por. tabela 2:
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Czasownik  Czgstosc Pozycja 1 Pozycja 2 Pozycja 3 Pozycja 4

znalezé 6 nie znalezli dla  siebie miejsca
. 'nie:C', 'conj' . 'znale (fraza docelowa) 'miejsce’,
. ‘nie:I', 'interj’ z¢!, 'subst:sg:gen:n:ncol'
. 'on:S', ‘praet:pl:m1:perf' . 'miejsce’,
‘ppron3:pl:acc:m2.m3.f.n:ter:akc.nakc:praep' 'subst:pl:nom.acc.voc:n:ncol'
. 'on:S',

'ppron3:sg:acc:n:ter:akc.nakc:praep'

. 'nie' 'nie:T'
znalezé 3 . 'nie:C', 'conj' . 'znale (fraza docelowa) < 'miejsce’,
. ‘nie:I', 'interj’ z¢!, 'subst:sg:gen:n:ncol'
. ‘on:S', 'praet:pl:m1:perf' . 'miejsce’,'subst:pl:nom
'ppron3:pl:acc:m2.m3.f.n:ter:akc.nakc:praep' .acc.voc:n:ncol'
. ‘on:S',

'ppron3:sg:acc:n:ter:akc.nake:praep'

. 'nie' 'nie:T'

nie znalezli sobie miejsca

Tabela 2: Analiza n-gramow z wykorzystaniem biblioteki Morfeusz2

W zastosowanym podejsciu dla kazdego przeanalizowanego segmentu (gramu) wzigto pod uwage
wszystkie teoretycznie mozliwe interpretacje morfosyntaktyczne. W konsekwencji tego wyboru duza
czes¢ uzyskanych wynikow nie odnosi si¢ adekwatnie do przedmiotu analizy, stwarzajac potrzebeg
jako$ciowej analizy otrzymanych list par n-gramow.

Tak przeprowadzona analiza nie wskazala znacznej liczby czasownikéw przekazywania
pominigtych w schematach Walentego. Jednakze zidentyfikowane zostalty n-gramy wskazujace na
znaczaco zblizone uzycia, wsrdd nich uzycia czasownikow znalez¢ i kupié¢. Poza uzyciem ,,wyraziscie
benefaktywnym”, przeprowadzona w podrozdziale 5.3 analiza pozwolita znalez¢ konteksty
wymiennosci datiwu i fraz z dla, ktore uwydatniaja inne funkcje taczace obie formy, w szczegolnosci
funkcje ,,perspektywizacji”. Ta moze by¢ zaobserwowana w przypadku czasownikéw doznan
subiektywnych takich jak okaza¢ sie, brzmie¢, wyglgdaé. Tym samym, zastosowana metoda, pomimo

swej prostoty pozwolita na skuteczne wskazanie wybranych kontekstow wymiennosci badanych form.

5 Benefaktywnos¢, wola i zarzadzanie normatywnoscia:

polifunkcyjnos¢ zaimka zwrotnego sobie/se (Rozdzialy 6-7)

W polszczyznie sobie stanowi forme celownikowa zaimka zwrotnego, za$ se jest uzywane jako jego

nieakcentowany odpowiednik.
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Zaimek zwrotny w jezyku polskim

formy akcentowane formy nieakcentowane
GEN siebie sie
DAT sobie se (rej. nieform.)
ACC siebie sie
INS sobq
LOC sobie

Tabela 3: Odmiana zaimka zwrotnego sobie/se

Podczas gdy jedna z gtéwnych funkcji sobie/se to wyrazanie odbiorcy (tozsamego z nadawca), w

wielu kontekstach nie jest ona dominujaca:

(15) ,»Alkohol a rekonstrukcja historyczna” (SPOKES, luz R4 ‘AW _LUZ 43, utt. 807-808)

807 FEMALE33 X5j4: no potem wieczorem jest impreza i sobie idziesz si¢ napi¢ no no
kurcze no wszystko jest dla ludzi

808 MALE23 8518: no tak jak najbardziej

W uzyciach takich jak w przyktadzie (15), zaimek sobie nie poddaje si¢ interpretacji w kategoriach
wyktadnika odbiorcy. Jednocze$nie scharakteryzowanie jego wkladu semantyczno-pragmatycznego
sprawia trudno$¢. Byl on wiazany z benefaktywno$cia, semantyka wpltywu (ang. personal
affectedness), nacechowaniem afektywnym lub postawa ,wyluzowania” (cf. Bartnicka 1975;
Dabrowska 1997: 55-63; Lojasiewicz 1992; Rudzka-Ostyn 1996, Szupryczynska 1992). Jednocze$nie
byt czesto traktowany jako nieznaczny, a samo uzycie lub pominigcie sobie jako fakultatywne.

Powyzszy przyktad pochodzi z dialogu o spozywaniu alkoholu podczas wydarzen
rekonstrukcji historycznej. W poprzedzajacych fragmentach konwersacji, uczestnik MALE23 85r8
przedstawia punkt widzenia, wedlug ktorego, pomimo zagrozen jakie niesie za soba spozywanie
alkoholu, jego zupemly zakaz spozycia szkodzi tego typu wydarzeniom. W wypowiedzi 807,
uczestniczka FEMALE33 X5j4 proponuje kompromisowy scenariusz pomigdzy rozpoznaniem tych
zagrozen i rozrywka uczestnikow. W tym sensie, normalizuje on wyrazana sytuacje (tj. spozycie
alkoholu), rozpoznajac, ze moze by¢ ona postrzegana jako zgodna z wola uczestnikow i
benefaktywna.

Potaczenie trzech funkcji — benefaktywnej, wolitywnej, normatywnej, przedstawione jest
jako szczegolnie charakterystyczne dla uzycia sobie/se, stanowi gtowny temat rozdziatow 6-7. Tak jak
w przypadku przyktadu 15 powyzej wszystkie analizy zaprezentowane w rozdziale koncentruja si¢ na

danych ze spontanicznych rejestrow konwersacyjnych. Do ich uzyskania wykorzystany zostal korpus
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SPOKES (Pe¢zik 2015). Rozdzial 6 przedstawia podsumowanie mozliwych uzy¢ zaimka sobie/se w
roznych kontekstach sktadniowych, jak rowniez omawia jego potencjat benefaktywny. Rozdziat 7

zawiera ilosciowe analizy po§wigcone sobie/se w analizowanych uzyciach.

Sobie/se mozna odnalez¢ w uzyciach wyraziscie benefaktywnych, ktére bardziej szczegdlowo
okresli¢ mozna jako autobenefaktywne. W przyktadzie (16) ponizej pozytywny, pozadany charakter

sytuacji (,,pozostawanie w domu”) jest okre§lony bezposrednio:

(16) Zajecia tylko dwa razy w tygodniu” (SPOKES, IBOQ, ‘Rozmowa migdzy znajomymi’, utt 1-8)

1 MALE21 rn90: co tam stychac?

2 FEMALE23 vPjl: zajebiscie

3 FEMALE23 vPjl: fajnie sie studiuje nie mam dwa razy w tygodniu zajecia

4 FEMALE23 axak: wez w 0gdle mnie nie denerwuj bo ja kurwa mam zajecia codziennie

5 FEMALE23 vPjJ: co?

6 MALE21 1m90: no nie mowcie Ze nie macie fajnie bo zZe sobie siedzicie kurcze 7 rana
tutaj w dzien roboczy

7 FEMALE23 vPjJ: no wlasnie

8 FEMALE23 axak: bo dzisiaj ja juz miatam dzisiaj zajecia juz skonczylam

Benefaktywno$¢ konstrukcji z sobie/se moze by¢ mniej wyraznie zaznaczony lub nabieraé
specyficznego charakteru. Na przyktad ponizej zaprezentowana jest sytuacja na ogdt malefaktywna
(17) — ,,marudzenie” — ktéora moze by¢ jednak uznana za zgodna z wola agensa. Poprzez ten

wolitywny charakter sytuacja moze nabra¢ interpretacji benefaktywne;j:

(17) (SPOKES, MARG6, ‘Rozmowa z mgzem’, utt. 9)

9 FEMALESI rnka: [...] troche im tam wiesz pomarudzila sobie jeszcze pewnie zZe co to w

0gole za wejscie i wyjscie [...]

Uzycia benefaktywne i wolitywne przedstawione powyzej sa rowniez powiazane z sobie/se w funkcji
normatywnej. Za ilustracj¢ postuzy¢ moze tu przyktad (18) ponizej. W pracy przedstawionych jest
wiele podtypow sobie/se jako markera normatywnosci — jednym z nich jest przedstawienie sytuacji

jako zwyczajnej czy oczekiwane;j.

(18)  (SPOKES, xd2w, ‘O oknach’, utt. 22-23)

22 FEMALE30_gakk: fe trawy sq fajne sq nie trzeba jej generalnie nawet zwijac¢ na zime
chyba tez
23 FEMALE30_gakk: mogq sobie leze¢ caly czas

W przyktadzie (18) sobie wspottworzy statyczny obraz sytuacji (wbrew potencjalnemu zatozeniu, ze

trawa nie stanowi przedmiotu trwatego). Inne narzedzie opisu takich uzy¢ stanowi pojecie ,,obnizenia
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skali” (ang. scale lowering; por. Kiesling 2020). Sobie/se, podobnie jak formy typu po prostu czy
zwyczajnie, moze ,,obniza¢” status sytuacji w ramach pewnej skali, tj. przedstawia¢ ja jako mniej
istotna.

W przyktadach takich jak (15) i (18) sobie/se wspdtwyraza sytuacje ,.generyczne”, ktore —
inaczej niz w przypadku konkretnych sytuacji (z nadanym kontekstem i okreslonymi referentami) —
odnosza si¢ do calych klas sytuacji. W ten sposob przyktad (15) nie odnosi si¢ do jednego wydarzenia
rekonstrukcyjnego — a catej kategorii takich wydarzen. Podobnie przykiad (18) wyraza ogdlna
charakterystyke pewnego rodzaju sztucznej trawy raczej niz konkretne dos$wiadczenie. Uznanie
sobie/se za wyktadnik normatywnosci jest spdjne z uzyciem generycznym, jako ze ono samo moze
by¢ zinterpretowane jako opis pewnej ,,normy”. Kwestie zwiazku pomigdzy uzyciem generycznym a

sobie/se sa podjete w rozdziale 7.

Perspektywa statyczno$ci, zwyczajnosci oraz uzycia generyczne, ktére moga towarzyszyC sobie/se,
pozwalaja na umieszczanie danej wypowiedzi w ,.tle” dyskursu. Innymi stowy — sobie/se stwarza
mozliwo$¢ oznaczenia segmentow dyskursu, ktore jedynie wspieraja inne segmenty, blizszych celom
komunikacyjnym nadawcy. Efekt ten obserwowa¢ mozna w segmentach ,orientacyjnych” (ang.
orientation, cf. Labov & Waletzky 1997) tekstow narracyjnych, w ktorych opisywane jest sytuacyjne
tlo gtéwnych wydarzen.

Mozna tu poda¢ przyktad formuly rozpoczynajacej basn — dawno, dawno temu, byt sobie,

jednak sobie/se nie jest ograniczone do uzy¢ w utartych formutach (por. 19):

(19) (SPOKES, RmRgl, ‘Rozmowa telefoniczna’, utt. 18-24)
18 FEMALE33 KLI8: no i co a wiesz co sie wydarzylo? to znaczy nie no wszystko jest
w porzqdku poniekqd
19 MALE28 MOI6: no to znaczy
20 FEMALE33 KLI8: siedze sobie stabo cie stysze cos sie dzieje?
21 MALE28 MOI6: nie nie nie nie
22 FEMALE33 KkLIS8: siedze sobie w bule wiesz tutaj cos dziobie
23 MALE28 MO0I6: no
24 FEMALE33 KLIS8: telefon godzina dwunasta trzydziesci pie¢ pani Ela pani Beatko no

gdzie pani jest czekamy na paniq

We fragmencie (19) uczestniczka (FEMALE33 kLI8) opowiada, jak zapomniala o wcze$niej
umowionym spotkaniu. Narracja oparta jest tu na napigciu pomigdzy sytuacja zwyczajng i
oczekiwana (,,spokojna praca w bibliotece”) a sytuacja zaskakujaca (,telefon), w sposdb
charakterystyczny dla tekstéw narracyjnych (Ochs & Capps 1996). Pierwsza z nich wyrazana jest w

wypowiedziach 20-22, zawierajac sobie.

355



Mozliwosci sobie/se, zaprezentowane powyzej moga zosta¢ rowniez wykorzystane w
kontekstach interakcji. W szczego6lnosci, sobie/se moze lagodzi¢ wydzwigk podjetej czynnosci
komunikacyjnej. W przyktadzie (20) sobie wykorzystane jest w poleceniu skierowanym przez ojca do

corki, majacym jednak mniej kategoryczny, troskliwy charakter nakierowany na korzys¢ adresatki.

(20) (SPOKES, x52X, ‘na urodzinach’, utt. 131)

131 MALE39 Grqy: teraz sobie Kicia usiqdz tutaj przy chrzestnej na troche poki jeszcze jest
pare zdjeé zebys pamietata jak chrzestna wyglada siadaj

Sobie/se w interakcji moze by¢ nakierowane na ,,nieSmiate propozycje” Inne interaktywne uzycie
sobie/se, dotyczy grupy czasownikow ruchu, jak w wyrazeniach typu is¢ sobie. W potaczeniu z
trybem rozkazujacym moga mie¢ one charakter stanowczego nakazu. Ich mozliwym Zrédlem jest
projekcja wolitywna (,,chcg, bys$ chciat odejs¢”, por. tez wyrazenia typu rob co chcesz) lub obnizanie

skali (scale lowering, ,,po prostu odejdz, nie wazne jak i gdzie”).

W rozdziale 7, zaprezentowane sa trzy analizy przeprowadzone z wykorzystaniem danych z korpusu
SPOKES (Pgzik 2015). Pierwsza z nich jest poswigcona komunikowalnosci sobie/se z innymi
wyktadnikami benefaktywno$ci, normatywnosci i wolitywnosci, koncentrujac si¢ na markerach
dyskursu 1 wyrazeniach modalnych. Tabela 4 zawiera miary asocjacji podsumowujace
wspotwystgpowanie sobie/se z poszczegdlnymi formami. Podrozdziat 7.1 szczegdtowo omawia
analizeg i jej rezultaty.

Pomimo eksploratywnego charakteru badania. wyniki wskazuja, ze sobie/se jest
kompatybilne z wyrazeniami ,}agodnej normatywnosci”, czyli okre§laniem zaréwno zaistnienia

sytuacji jak i jej braku jako akceptowalny, normalny stan rzeczy (por. np. uzycia z moc i moze).

0,0000 logpvF dP.cuePP dP.cueCx Attr Rel logOR LL1 PMI
méc+moze 0,0000 258.363  0.0809 0.1202 16.284  10.787 1.474 1181.912  1.2567
chcieé¢ 0,0000 137.867  0.0735 0.0695 9.631 10.209 1.352 627.528 1.2016
tylko 0,0000 78.799 0.0511 0.0515 8.082 8.018 1.067 356.847  0.9601
Do prostu 0,0000 97.568 0.0782 0.0474 6.432 10.745 1.385 442.297 1.2528
wlasnie 0,0000 53.980 0.0442 0.0390 6.483 7.374 0.963 242.025  0.8763
mozna 0,0000 45.392 0.0794 0.0217 2.927 10.941 1.378 202.773 1.2709
trzeba 0,0000 23.605 0.0463 0.0163 2.637 7.647 0.978 103.357  0.9126
przeciez 0,0000 17.256 0.0351 0.0145 2.654 6.538 0.807 74.589 0.7560
generalnie 0,0000 23.552 0.0839 0.0107 1.412 11.433 1.416 102.881 1.3148
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oczywiscie 0,0000 15.578 0.0700 0.0078 1.089 10.047 1.268 66.500 1.1856

normalnie 0,0000 14.553 0.0662 0.0075 1.072 9.663 1.225 61.823 1.1466
lubié 0,0000 7.326 0.0347 0.0058 1.055 6.526 0.796 29.224 0.7542
wole¢ 0,0000 14.623 0.1378 0.0047 0.562 16.837 1.860 62.516 1.7019
ogolnie 0,0000 4.967 0.0404 0.0033 0.562 7.097 0.884 18.708 0.8380
wystarczy 0,0000 4.354 0.0681 0.0019 0.272 9.877 1.243 16.153 1.1685
warto 0,0000 0.150 0.0026 0.0000 0.034 3.333 0.085 0.014 0.0823

Tabela 4: Miary asocjacji dla wybranych kolokatow

Drugie badanie (Sekcja 7.2) koncentruje si¢ na relacjach pomigdzy uzyciem sobie/se a
czasownikami ruchu i postawy. Zaprezentowane przyktady wykorzystania sobie/se w kontekscie tych
czasownikow potwierdzaja, ze nie poddaja si¢ one tatwo interpretacji w kategoriach ,,odbiorcy”.

Dzigki temu dobrze reprezentuja typ uzycia analizowany w pracy.

Dla czasownikéw ruchu i postawy przedstawionych w korpusie przeanalizowano proporcj¢
ich uzycia z sobie/se (we wszystkich uzyciach w korpusie). Podsumowanie rezultatow przedstawia

tabela 5.

Czestosé z  Czgstosé
Czasownik  Wynik Paradygmat Prefiks Kierunkowos¢ Aspekt
sobie/se calkowita

pojezdzié’ 0.27027 10 37 Jjecha¢ po- brak PFV
posiedzie¢ 0.17500 14 80 siedziec¢ po- brak PFV
usiqsé 0.16803 41 244 siedzie¢ u- brak PFV
siadaé 0.13710 17 124 siedziec¢ Zero brak IPFV
tazi¢ 0.11905 5 42 tazi¢ zero brak IPFV
pochodzi¢® 0.09231 6 65 isé po- brak PFV
siedzie¢ 0.06612 88 1331 siedzie¢ Zero brak IPFV
POjS¢ 0.05772 108 1871 is¢ po- brak PFV
stanq¢ 0.05031 8 159 stac Zero brak PFV
wyjechac’ 0.04950 10 202 Jjecha¢ wy- elatywny PFV

66 Obliczenia dotycza wylacznie pochodzi¢ w uzyciu delimitatywnym (np. ,,pochodzi¢ troche”).
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leze¢ 0.04938 20 405 leze¢ zero brak IPFV

pojechaé 0.04550 47 1033 Jechaé po- brak PFV
jezdzi¢ 0.04054 30 740 Jecha¢ Zero brak IPFV
wejsé 0.03678 26 707 is¢é w- illatywny PFV
biegac 0.03676 5 136 biec Zero brak IPFV
dojechac 0.03571 5 140 Jechac do- adlatywny PFV
wchodzié¢ 0.03414 17 498 is¢ w- illatywny PFV
spaé 0.03052 21 688 spac Zero brak IPFV
przejs¢ 0.02740 10 365 is¢ prze- perlatywny PFV
iS¢ 0.02483 71 2859 iS¢ Zero brak IPFV
dojs¢ 0.02326 6 258 iS¢ do- adlatywny PFV
wyjsé 0.01686 20 1186 is¢ wy- elatywny PFV
Jjechaé 0.01598 35 2190 Jechaé Zero brak IPFV
chodzi¢ 0.01192 40 3357 is¢ zero brak IPFV
lecie¢ 0.01166 5 429 lecie¢ Zero brak IPFV
przyjechacé’ 0.01075 10 930 Jjecha¢ przy- adlatywny PFV
przychodzié 0.01054 6 569 is¢ przy- adlatywny IPFV
mieszkac 0.00948 13 1372 mieszkac Zero brak IPFV
przyjsé 0.00896 11 1228 is¢ przy- adlatywny PFV

Tabela 5: Czasowniki ruchu i postawy w uzyciu z sobie/se

Mimo zZe przedstawiona analiza obarczona jest problemem niewielkiej ilosci danych, mozna dostrzec
jej spojnos¢ z zalozeniem o kompatybilnoSci sobie/se z czasownikami niekierunkowymi (jak
czasownik Zazi¢ lub wybrane czasowniki postawy siedzacej) i czasownikami delimitatywnymi. Te
dwie grupy czasownikow, czgsto wyrazajace charakter wolitywny czynnosci (por. zbiezno$¢ z

wyrazeniami typu do woli), tatwo poddaja sig interpretacjom benefaktywnym i normatywnym.

Ostatnia z zaprezentowanych analiz (podrozdziat 7.3; na podstawie badania opisanego w pracy

Wyroslaka; 2022) przyjmuje metodg zblizona do analizy profili behawioralnych (por. np. Divjak &
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Gries 2006; Glynn 2009; Gries & Divjak 2009). 112 przyktadow uzycia siedzie¢ z sobie/se zostato
pobranych z korpusu SPOKES (Pezik 2015), razem z jednakowa liczba uzy¢ bez zaimka zwrotnego.
Wszystkie 224 obserwacji z proby opisano wedtug wybranych zmiennych semantycznych. Otrzymane
wyniki poddano wielowymiarowej analizie korespondencji (ang. multiple correspondence analysis),
technice statystyki eksploracyjnej. W tabeli 6 ponizej zaprezentowane sa zmienne uwzglednione w
analizie. Graficzna reprezentacja rezultatéw wielowymiarowej analizy korespondencji znajduje si¢ na

wykresie 3 (por. podrozdziat 7.3 dla szczegblowego opisu badania; Wyroslak 2022)

Zmienna Poziomy

Typ agensa ozywiony, nieoZywiony

Specyfikacja temporalna generyczna, czas rzeczywisty, okreslona, nieokreslona
Uzycie narratywne obecne, nieobecne

Okreslenie cech sytuacji obecne, nieobecne

Znaczenie ,,znajdowac si¢ gdzies” obecne, nieobecne

Znaczenie ,, by¢ w postawie siedzacej” obecne, nieobecne

Uzycie dyrektywne obecne, nieobecne

Mowa reprezentowana obecna, nieobecna

Akceptacja rozmowcy akceptacja, reakcja neutralna, sprzeciw
Uzycie konfrontacyjne konfrontacyjne, nieckonfrontacyjne

Tabela 6: Siedzie¢ sobie/se vs siedzie¢ — zmienne uwzglednione w analizie (Wyroslak 2022: 88)
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Wykres 3: Wielowymiarowa analiza korespondencji — siedzie¢ sobie/se vs siedzie¢ (Wyroslak 2022: 91)

W wyniku analizy nie zidentyfikowano silnych tendencji. Mozna na jej podstawie zaproponowac
zwiazek pomiedzy obecnoscia sobie/se 1 uzyciem w funkcji narratywnej. Z drugiej strony — pomimo
mozliwosci uzycia sobie/se przy wyrazaniu sytuacji generycznych, nie znaleziono podstaw do

uznania, ze badane formy sa skorelowane z ta funkcja.

6 Benefaktywno$¢ jako funkcja pomocnicza: uzycia benefaktywne
konstrukcji nieosobowych z formg -ne/-te imieslowu biernego
(Rozdzialy 8-9)

Rozdzial 8 poswigcony jest analizie benefaktywnego potencjatu konstrukcji niecosobowych z

imiestowem -ne/~te — oraz konstrukcji pokrewnych. Przyktady (21-22), pochodzace z serwisu

spotecznosciowego Twitter/X, ukazuja typy uzy¢ bedace glownym przedmiotem rozdziatow 8-9:
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210 (X/Twitter: @gdansk, Miasto Gdansk, 10:00 AM - Apr 17, 2022)

Pojedzone, polezakowane, wiec pora na... poszukiwania! ©'Cy Dacie rade odnalezé

wszystkie jajka, ktore ukryliSmy na zdjgciu? () Napiszcie w komentarzu, ile pisanek udato
Wam si¢ odszukaé¢ ~ #gdansk #ilovegdn #ciekawostkigdn

[Grafika: narysowane pisanki natozone na fotografi¢ dachéw kamienic]

22) (X/Twitter: @HubertHurkacz, Hubert Hurkacz, 5:48 PM - Nov 26, 2020)

Pobiegane i < " #tatry #zakopane
[Grafika: fotografia gorskiego krajobrazu]

Trzy uzycia imiestowu biernego/rezultatywnego — pojedzone, polezakowane 1 pobiegane —
reprezentuja jego neutralng forme, nieuzgodniong z zadna fraza nominalna. Jednocze$nie pomimo

braku mozliwosci wyrazenia agensa, ich interpretacja osobowa i referencja sa klarowne.

Podrozdziat 8.1 koncentruje si¢ na miejscu konstrukcji nieosobowej z imiestowem -ne/-fe posrod
innych konstrukcji z imiestowem biernym/rezultatywnym, konczac si¢ krotka charakterystyka jej
samej. Konstrukcja nieosobowa z imiestowem -ne/-fe zostala opisana w artykule Kibort (2011).
Autorka sytuuje jej typowe uzycie w obregbie czasownikow wyrazajacych codzienne obowiazki (np.

sprzqtac, gotowac, piec, prac, prasowac, scierac, etc.):

(23) (Kibort 2011: 358)

Bylo codziennie sprzqtane

(24) (Kibort 2011: 358)

Bylo tadnie posprzqtane

Konstrukcja ~ wykazuje  podobienstwo do  pokrewnych  konstrukcji z  imiestowem
biernym/rezultatywnym. Kibort (2011) zestawia uzycie form -ne/-te w przyktadach (23-24) z
przyktadami (25-26), reprezentujacymi, odpowiednio, nieosobowe uzycie bierne (25; the impersonal

passive of the intransitive) 1 orzecznik przystowkowy (26; the predicative adverbial construction).

(25) (Kibort 2011: 358)

W pokoju byto tadnie posprzqtane przez Piotra

(26) (Kibort 2011: 358)
W pokoju byto czysto i tadnie posprzqtane.

Mozna dostrzec rowniez pokrewienstwo z konstrukcjami pasywno-posesywnymi, por. przyktad (27):
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27) (Gorski 2008: 47 ex. 70 ibid.)
Mam wreszcie ugotowane i odkurzone.
Przyktady konstrukcji wykorzystane na poczatku tego podrozdzialu i te zaprezentowane w pracy
Kibort (2011) wykazuja pewien stopien zréznicowania. Na poziomie formalnym dotyczy to gtownie
wykorzystania form czasownika by¢ (jest, bedzie lub byfo) — lub ich brak, jak w przyktadach (21-22).
Na poziomie semantyczno-pragmatycznym roznica moze dotyczy¢ charakterystyki
beneficjenta. W przypadku uzy¢ wyrazajacych ,,codzienne obowiazki”, beneficjent wydaje si¢ mie¢
charakter generyczny (‘kazdy w obrgbie danej sytuacji’). Wystepuja jednak réwniez

»autobenefaktywe” uzycia, w ktorych to agens odnosi wyrazista korzys¢.

Podrozdziat 8.3 podejmuje kwestie ,,konstrukcji nicosobowych z referentami osobowymi” (Lindstrom
et al. 2020) 1 ich kompatybilnosci z funkcja benefaktywna. Omowione sa w nim czynniki motywujace
uzycie takich konstrukcji: (i) brak wyrazistego agensa, (ii) skupienie na samej sytuacji, (iii) strategie
grzecznos$ciowe, (iv) motywacje charakterystyczne dla konkretnych konstrukeji i (v) perspektywa
polifunkcyjna, traktujaca te czynniki jako zbiezne. Poza nicosobowymi konstrukcjami z imiestowami
-ne/-te, podrozdziat 8.3 przedstawia inne wybrane konstrukcje nicosobowe. Wszystkie omowione
motywacje zostaly przedstawione jako dajace si¢ pogodzi¢ z benefaktywnoscia. W szczegolnosci
mozna tu zwroci¢é uwage na skupienie na samej sytuacji odniesione do przypadkéw wyraznie
zasugerowanego agensa-beneficjenta. Formalna degradacja agensa-beneficjenta, ktorego referencja

jest dyskursywnie wyrazista, przynosi ironiczny efekt jego uwydatnienia.

Rozdzial 9 podejmuje kwesti¢ roznorodnosci uzy¢ benefaktywnych konstrukcji nieosobowej z
imieslowem -ne/-te. W celu przeprowadzania odpowiedniej analizy utworzony zostal korpus
»~tweetow”. Podrozdzial 9.2 rozpoczyna si¢ charakterystyka uzycia jezyka na platformie X/Twitter ( i
podobnych mediach) jako swoistego rejestru, laczacego roznorodne cechy rejestrow moéwionych i
pisanych. Nastepnie wyjasniona zostaje struktura gtownego korpusu. Zawiera on wystapienia 349
imiestowow utworzonych od czasownikéw z mozliwa interpretacja delimitatywna (nie wigcej niz 50
tysiecy wystgpien na forme; opublikowane do 6 pazdziernika 2022 r.). Lista czasownikéw od ktérych
utworzono imieslowy zostatla opracowana z wykorzystaniem ,,Stowosieci” (WordnetPl; Dziob,
Piasecki & Rudnicka 2019; Piasecki, Szpakowicz & Broda 2009), zasobu leksykograficznego w

postaci wielkiej, cyfrowej sieci leksykalnej. Aneks C pracy podaje strukture iloSciowa korpusu.
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Frekw. Frekw. OEM na
Jezyk
OEM uzytkownika
. Najstarszy Najnowszy
Zapytanie Frekw.  QEM = bez ,,retweet6w”, ¢ %pl % % %
weet tweet
tylko dokladne dopasowanie und tech. autre
do zapytania

1 pojebane 49277 38861 1,99 24.02.2022  6.10.2022 98,80 0,40 0,00 0,80
2 utarte 45314 30239 1,18 5.08.2008 6.10.2022 10,05 0,97 0,13 88,86
3 pomalowane 45160 25415 1,47 19.11.2015 6.10.2022 99,75 0,07 0,04 0,14
4 wyprane 33358 20999 1,48 9.05.2009  6.10.2022 99,85 0,02 0,11 0,02
5 rozwiniete 25374 15531 1,40 1.02.2010  5.10.2022 99,85 0,01 0,13 0,01
6 popieprzone 17767 12598 1,51 4.01.2009  5.10.2022 99,63 0,07 0,11 0,19
7 pokrecone 17179 11997 1,35 30.05.2009 5.10.2022 99,78 0,06 0,03 0,13
8 pobite 23315 9740 1,46 22.05.2008 5.10.2022 74,06 2,89 0,38 22,68
9 utrzymane 20347 8570 1,38 8.12.2008  6.10.2022 99,59 0,02 0,34 0,05
10  poruszane 16225 8435 1,21 19.05.2008 5.10.2022 99,97 0,01 0,01 0,01
11 pobiegane 9415 8412 3,00 23.11.2009 5.10.2022 80,40 1,42 281 1536
12 pograne 11494 8093 1,67 22.06.2008 5.10.2022 96,65 0,90 0,39 2,05
13 podarte 19991 8046 1,26 15.07.2009 6.10.2022 84,20 0,27 0,04 15,49
14 pociete 13709 7369 1,26 13.02.2009 5.10.2022 99,50 0,07 0,15 0,28
15 poorane 11086 6996 1,49 25.02.2009 5.10.2022 3,83 1,11 0,13 94,93
16  posypane 8496 6270 1,27 4.12.2007  5.10.2022 91,37 1,28 0,06 7,29
17 porobione 7619 5925 1,22 1.11.2008  5.10.2022 98,81 0,18 0,08 0,93
18  przejechane 7556 5212 1,23 26.06.2009 5.10.2022 99,25 0,57 0,07 0,12
19  podrobione 9051 5096 1,25 7.07.2009  5.10.2022 99,14 0,08 0,59 0,20
20 pospane 5383 4367 1,46 6.08.2009  5.10.2022 69,52 27,16 0,24 3,08

Tabela 7: Najczestsze formy w korpusie Tweetow

Tabela 7 przedstawia najczgstsze formy w korpusie. Mimo ze wiele z tych form jedynie marginalnie

wystgpuje w  konstrukeji

nieosobowej z

imiestowem

-ne/-te,

charakterystyczne dla niej jednostki, jak np. pobiegane, pograne, pospane.

pojawiaja si¢ tez bardziej

Podrozdziat 9.3 omawia pod katem benefaktywnosci zidentyfikowane uzycia konstrukcji: (i) uzycia

proste (podrozdziat 9.3.1), (i) uzycia z markerami dyskursu (podrozdziat 9.3.2) oraz (iii) uzycia

ztozone, wystepujace w ,,Jancuchach sytuacyjnych” (podrozdziat 9.3.).
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Jak pokazuje przyktad (22), konstrukcja nieosobowa z imiestowem -ne/-fe moze
samodzielnie tworzy¢ calos¢ wypowiedzenia. Czgsto przedstawia ona sytuacje jako ,,dobrze
wykonane zadanie” lub wyraza wynikajaca z niej satysfakcje. Imiestowy -ne/-te wystepuja rowniez w
hashtagach 1 nazwach wilasnych (potaczenie tych dwoch uzy¢ zaobserwowaé mozna w przykladzie
28). Moze by¢ to uznane z ich wysoki wskaznik niezaleznosci sktadniowej. Podrozdziat 9.3.1 krétko
podsumowuje uzycie uwzglednionych imiestowow w hashtagach. Analiza wskazuje, ze w tym
srodowisku imiestowy wyrazi$cie skojarzone z konstrukcja sa czestsze niz wskazywatby ich ogdlny

rozktad (por. tabela 7).

(28) (X/Twitter: @OnetRano, Onet Rano, 3:23 PM - Oct 25, 2017)
Czym jest #Pograne? @ W co bedziemy gra¢? Wszystko wyjasnia si¢ dzis o 19:00,

Zostawcie SUBA na kanale!

Podrozdziat 9.3.2 poswigcony jest uzyciom nieosobowej konstrukcji z imiestowem -ne/-te w uzyciach
z markerami dyskursu, por. przyklady (29-30). Konstrukcja czgsto zyskuje w nich wydzwigk

ironiczny, lecz nie jest to konieczne, jak wskazuje przyktad (30) i uzycia zblizone:
Y. J J e przy y

(29) (X/Twitter: @sport_tvppl, TVP SPORT 10:27 PM - Aug 16, 2018)

No i pograne w europejskich pucharach. ) #tvpsport
[Link do artykutlu: Eliminacje Ligi Europejskiej: Gent — Jagiellonia Bialystok 3:1. Jaga
podzielita los Legii i Lecha)

(30) (X/Twitter: @Polsport, Michat Pol, 5:42 PM - Jan 15, 2017)

No i polatane, znéw mu si¢ Kamil wiaczyt (&=
[Reakcja na tweet gazety Przeglqd Sportowy: ‘ZNOWU TO ZROBIL! KAMIL STOCH
WYGRYWA W WISLE! NAJLEPSZY!’]

Wsrod form czgsto towarzyszacym imiestowom -ne/~te mozna wymieni¢ no i, no to, i, to, jak
wskazuje przeprowadzona analiza skip-gramow. Pojecie k-skip n-gramoéw odnosi sie do ciagdw n
nast¢pujacych po sobie segmentow, oddzielonych nie wigcej niz k£ segmentami. Dla zobrazowania —
tabela 8 przedstawia wszystkie (0-2)skip-(2-3)gramy wygenerowane na podstawie przyktadu (29). Dla
wybranych imiestowow, zawierajace je tweety przeanalizowane zostaly pod katem najczestszych (0-

2)skip-(2-3)gramow (por. tabela 9).

noi noiw pograne europejskich

no pograne no i europejskich pograne pucharach .

now no pograne w pograne pucharach (-

i pograne no pograne europejskich pograne pucharach#tvpsport
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iw

i europejskich
pograne w

pograne europejskich
pograne pucharach
w europejskich

w pucharach

w.

europejskich pucharach

no pograne pucharach
no w europejskich

no w pucharach

now.

1 pograne w

i pograne europejskich
i pograne pucharach

i w europejskich

i w pucharach

w europejskich pucharach
w europejskich .

w europejskich (=

w pucharach .

w pucharach

w pucharach #tvpsport
w. 2

w . #tvpsport

europejskich pucharach .

europejskich . iw. europejskich pucharach (=
europejskich (= i europejskich pucharach europejskich pucharach#tvpsport
pucharach . i europejskich . europejskich .
pucharach (= 1 europejskich (= europejskich . #tvpsport
pucharach #tvpsport pograne w europejskich europejskich = #tvpsport
4 pograne w pucharach pucharach . (=
. #tvpsport pograne w . pucharach . #tvpsport
") #tvpsport pograne europejskich pucharach pucharach (2 #tvpsport
no i pograne pograne europejskich . . () #tvpsport
Tabela 8: (0-2)skip-(2-3)gramy wygenerowane na podstawie przykiadu (29)
Skip-gram Na 100 oryg'inalnych Skip-gram Na 100 oryg'inalnych
tweetow tweetow
55,53 85,14
pograne . 45,79 66,96
30,25 pospane . 35,84
pograne . . 28,21 pospane . . 29,43
to pograne 23,51 to pospane 15,14
no pograne 18,13 no pospane 12,85
no to 15,91 , pospane 12,00
to pograne . 15,53 pospane , 11,72
no to pograne 14,37 i pospane 11,31
Jjuz pograne 13,60 no to 10,28
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i pograne 13,44 no to pospane 9,75
pograne , 12,81 . pospane 9,59
no pograne . 12,55 .. pospane 7,97
to . 11,94 ))) 7,65

, pograne 11,39 :) 7,58
to.. 10,21 to pospane . 7,56

. pograne 8,96 . pospane . 7,35
i. 7,87 ., 7,33

no to . 7,40 no pospane . 7,12

i pograne . 7,14 i. 7,05

. pograne . 6,88 i.. 6,85
, juz 6,80 i pospane . 6,66

Juz pograne . 6,68 )) 6,48
no i 6,47 pospane : 5,79

Tabela 9: Przykiady analizy frekwencji skip-gramow

Podrozdziat 9.3.3 dotyczy uzy¢ konstrukcji w ,tancuchach sytuacyjnych”. W wielu przypadkach
imiestow -ne/-te stanowi czgs¢ wigkszej struktury wyrazajacej ciag sytuacji. Wazny podtyp stanowi tu
»kumulowanie imiestowow”, w ktorym skoordynowane imiestowy -ne/~te tworza serig. Przyktad (31)

pokazuje przyktad serii wyjatkowo rozbudowane;j:

(€28) (X/Twitter: @JaroslawKuzniar, Jarostaw Kuzniar, 9:49 AM - Jul 5, 2020)

Polatane, poquadowane, porowerowane, pofilmowane, pofotografowane, pogotowane,
potowione, poplywane i pobiegane o poranku #Kozubnik #OdNova Pokazemy wkrétce w
@KuzniarMedia Wakacje w Polsce? #goforpoland @podrozeosobiste

[Grafika: fotografie sytuacji wypoczynku i krajobrazéw (rower na tle opuszczonego

budynku, me¢zczyzna trzymajacy rybe, zachodzace stofice nad woda, plywajace statki)]

Innym typem uzycia sa ,,sprawozdania ze srodka akcji”. Wczes$niej omawiany przykiad (32) moze

postuzy¢ do jego zilustrowania:

32) (X/Twitter: @gdansk, Miasto Gdansk, 10:00 AM - Apr 17, 2022; powtorzone z 3)

Pojedzone, polezakowane, wiec pora na... poszukiwania! [...]

W tego typu uzyciu imiestow lub seria ,,skumulowanych” imieslowow poprzedza struktury
wyrazajace sytuacje majace dopiero nastapi¢ (z uzyciem wyktadnikéw nastgpstwa czasowego lub

wynikania — np. wiec w przyktadzie 32). Podkreslona zostaje tu interpretacja konstrukcji nicosobowe;j
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z imieslowem -ne/-te w kategoriach ,listy zadan” (ang. checklist; zwroci¢ mozna tez uwage na efekt
rytmizacji pojawiajacy si¢ przy kumulacji morfologicznie podobnych imiestowow). Jednoczesnie
wykonywane ,zadania” maja czesto charakter czynno$ci przyjemnych lub zwigzanych z
wypoczynkiem, co wprowadza efekt humorystyczny.

Kwestii wspolwystepowania imiestowow -ne/-te poswigcona zostata osobna analiza. W celu
jej przeprowadzenia z ogélnej proby wybrane zostaly tweety zawierajace wigcej niz jeden z
uwzglednionych w badaniu imiestowow -ne/~te. Zwazywszy na to, ze kazdy imiestow moze
potencjalnie kolokowaé¢ w wieloma réznymi imiestowami, mozliwy jest opis relacji pomigdzy
imiestowami w kategoriach sieci. Zgodnie z ta perspektywa rezultaty analizy kolokacji moga zostaé
przedstawione z wykorzystaniem narzedzi wizualizacji graféow, tak by kazdy wierzchotek
reprezentowal formeg -ne/~te (np. pojedzone, pograne, itp.), a kazda krawedz ich wspotwystgpowanie.
Wykres 4 przedstawia fragment takiej wizualizacji uzyskanej dla wynikow analizy kolokacji form -
ne/-te  imiestowow (zob. podrozdziat 9.3.3). Uzyskane wyniki wskazuja na obecnos$é

autobenefaktywnos$ci w funkcjonalnym potencjale skumulowanych imiestowow.
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pO@e

vo@mc
(popieczone)
'® ¢ pOane
pO@ne po“"
posp wane
e
o PR NCS
(odespane) po@ne (potowione)
i\ poes
p pO D) aAnNc pom@vane
podepine

O. 0 ne b (podreptanc)
p pOtrane poone
p0§ane pom@iane

pone pe Py
pone (porzucane)

iy
potne pofne
pos’ane (poslizgane)
pomg@yane
(pomedytowane)
(pokolgdowane) pm@me
I (potruchtanc)

Wykres 4. Graficzna reprezentacja sieci kolokatow

Przeglad benefaktywnych uzy¢ imiestowow -ne/-te konczy si¢ w podrozdziale 9.3.4, w ktérym
przedstawione sa pochodzace spoza gltoéwnego korpusu przyktady konstrukcji przysztych. Uzycia
takie jak w przyktadach (33-34) wprowadzaja do wypowiedzenia wydzwigk ,.entuzjastycznego

oczekiwania”, mozliwego do rozpatrywania w kategoriach benefaktywnosci.

(33) (X/Twitter: @XboxPL, Xbox Polska, 4:28 PM - Mar 18, 2022)

Weekend juz dostownie za rogiem. Juz go czujemy!
Zaplanowaliscie juz jak g0 spedzicie? Moze bedzie grane?
[Grafika cyfrowa: sportowy samochdd przejezdza przez most na brzegu morza. Logo gry

wideo « FORZA HORIZON 5 » natozone w lewym goérnym rogu. |
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(34) (X/Twitter, konto prywatne, 2022)

ale bedzie czytane w pociagu

W finalnym podrozdziale 9.4 podjeta jest kwestia ,,wspotdziatania” badanej konstrukcji nicosobowe;j
z multimodalnymi §rodkami wyrazu charakteryzujacymi platform¢ mikroblogowa. Poglebiona analiza
poswigcona jest formie pogadane. Dla tweetdw zawierajacych t¢ formg przeanalizowane zostalty dane
dwojakiego rodzaju: (i) wykorzystania strategii interakcyjnych — takich jak zamieszczenie
komentarza, udost¢pnienie (retweet), zalaczenie materiatow graficznych, cytat; (ii) dane
(nie)wystepowania najczgstszych skip-graméw. Relacje pomiedzy dwoma zbiorami danych zostaly
zanalizowane z wykorzystaniem metod eksploracyjnych — analizy skupien i analizy gtéwnych
sktadowych (ang. principal component analysis).

Uzyciom pogadane towarzysza réznorodne grafiki wspierajace lub ujednoznaczniajace jego
interpretacje. Przykladowo — fotografie rozmowcow doprecyzowujg ram¢ semantyczng czasownika.
Natomiast w przypadku zrzutéw ekranu lub komikséw przedstawiajacych nieudang konwersacjg —
pogadane pelni rolg sarkastycznego komentarza.

W badanym materiale mozna byto zidentyfikowac bardzo szczegdétowe, multimodalne wzorce
uzycia, takie jak [pogadane + Zrzut ekranu — ,,dowdd bycia zablokowanym przez innego uzytkownika
serwisu”], rbwniez oparte na interpretacji sarkastycznej. Z drugiej strony konstrukcja [pogadane +
ekran podsumowania rozmowy telefonicznej] moze stuzy¢ podkresleniu  bezposrednio
benefaktywnego charakteru sytuacji (tu ,,dowdd”, w postaci czasu trwania potaczenia, sugeruje, ze

jego uczestnikow taczy bliska relacja).

7 Podsumowanie

Niniejsza rozprawa podjeta trzy problemy ztozonoSci semantycznej powiazane z wyrazaniem
benefaktywno$ci. Kazda z empirycznych czgsci pracy poglebita ich opis, proponujac oryginalne
rozwiazania metodologiczne. Problem opisu funkcji benefaktywnej zostal podjety w kontekscie
roéznorodnych konstrukcji i zroznicowanych rejestrow. W kazdym przypadku, uwzglednienie innych
funkcji korzystnie wptywalo na adekwatno$¢ proponowanych modeli deskryptywnych — zard6wno w
przypadku funkcji wyrazi$cie zwigzanych z benefaktywno$cia, wyrazania transferu czy wolitywnosci,
jak i przy mniej oczywistych powiazaniach, np. z semantyka konstrukcji nieosobowych.

W kontekscie przedstawionych analiz wskaza¢ mozna kierunki badawcze wymagajace dalszej
eksploracji. Jeden z wartych poglebionej analizy obszarow to komparatywne i typologiczne studia nad
benefaktywno$cia we wspoldzialaniu z powiazanymi funkcjami. Rownie istotne jest umiejscowienie
takich prac w calo$ciowym opisie wyrazania wartosciowan w jgzykach naturalnych. Wreszcie praca

demonstruje problemy teoretyczne i metodologiczne pozostajace wyzwaniami. Sa nimi kwestie
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identyfikacji alternacji konstrukcyjnych, podejmowane w rozdziatach 4-5 — czy problematyka
tworzenia i wykorzystania korpuséw rejestrow interaktywnych, z ktora mierzyly sig¢ ostatnie czgsci

rozprawy.

370



Glossing abbreviations

ACC

CMPR

COMP

COND

CONJ

CVB

DAT

DELIM

DEM

DIM

FUT

GEN

GER

IMP

INF

INS

IPFV

LOC

first person
second person
third person
accusative
comparative
complementiser
conditional
conjunction
converb
dative
delimitative
demonstrative
diminutive
feminine
future
genitive
gerund
imperative
infinitive
instrumental
imperfective

locative
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M
M_PERS
N

NEG
NM_PERS
NOM
NPST
PART

PFV

PL

POSS
PPART

PPART.NEUT

PRED
PRS
PST
RECP
REFL
REL
SG

vVOC

masculine
masculine-personal
neuter

negation
non-(masculine-personal)
nominative
non-past

particle

perfective

plural

possessive
passive/resultative participle
-ne/-te participle
(non-agreeing)
predicative

present

past

reciprocal
reflexive

relative

singular

vocative



Appendix A

This appendix presents all the Walenty schema pairs selected as a result of the analysis described in
Section 5.2 (cf. ibid. for the details of the selection and classification criteria; cf. also Hajnicz,
Andrzejczuk & Bartosiak 2016; Przepiorkowski et al. 2014; Przepidrkowski et al. 2017 presenting
Walenty). For the schemata from entries with semantic annotation defined, Common mapping column
includes:
» If available, the identifiers of the common arguments of the semantic frames onto which the
dative/dla phrases are mapped, preceded by the semantic roles defined for these arguments
(one common mapping example per role is given, even if there are more).
*  Otherwise, and if neither phrase was marked as impossible for the frame: The identifier of
the common frame onto which the schemata were mapped.

The label unmapped is used for all other cases.

Common
Lemma Type Schema for dla phrase Schema for the dative phrase
mapping
Recipient aranzowac: pewny: : : imperf: aranzowac: pewny: : : imperf:
aranzowac #wal 1518.2 | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
612—arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
.. asygnowac: pewny: :
Recipient . i - asygnowaé: pewny: _ _
. subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + i i
asygnowac #wal 12101.| paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + dat) | ( ' 13
i {np (dat + {prepnp (na,acc
18522-arg {prepnp (na, acc) }
budowaé¢: pewny: : : imperf: budowaé¢: pewny: : : imperf:
. subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
budowaé unmapped paired
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)} +
{prepnp (z,gen)} + {xp(instr)} {xp (instr)}
czy$cié: pewny: : : imperf: czy$cié: pewny: : : imperf:
subj {np (str)} + subj{np (str)} +
czyscié unmapped | blendable | obj{lex (np(str),sg, 'przedpole’,at |obj{lex (np(str),sg,  'przedpole’,at
r ({np(gen) }+{adjp(agr) }))} + r ({np(gen) }+{adjp(agr)}))} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
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dokumentowac: pewny: _ imperf:
subj{np(str)} +
obj{np(str);cp(int) ;cp(ze) ;ncp (st
r,int);ncp(str,ze)} +

{prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(instr)} +

dokumentowac: pewny: _ imperf:
subj{np(str)} +

obj{np (str);cp(int) ;cp(ze) ;ncp (st
r,int) ;ncp(str,ze)} + {np(dat)} +

{xp(instr)} +

Recipient
, . {xp (locat [prepnp (miedzy, inst) ;pre | {xp(locat[prepnp (miedzy,inst) ;pre
dokumentowac¢ #wal_11875.| paired ’ ’
- pnp (na, loc) ;prepnp (w, loc) ;prepnp ( | pnp (na, loc) ;prepnp (w, loc) ;prepnp (
18215-arg L A . .
wsrobdd, gen) ; comprepnp (na wsrbdd, gen) ; comprepnp (na
koncu) ; comprepnp (na koncu) ; comprepnp (na
poczatku) ; comprepnp (na poczatku) ; comprepnp (na
$rodku) ; comprepnp (u $rodku) ; comprepnp (u
dotu) ; comprepnp (u gdry) 1)} dotu) ; comprepnp (u gdry)])}
fakturowaé: pewny: imperf:
Factor - fakturowaé: pewny: imperf:
; subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) ._
fakturowaé #wal 355.71 | blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
- {prepnp(dla,gen)} +
89-arg {np(dat)} + {xp(adl)}
{xp (adl[prepnp (do,gen) ]) }
fasowaé: pewny: imperf:
- fasowac: pewny: imperf:
; subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) T
fasowacé unmapped | blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
{prepnp (u,gen) }
gotowac: pewny: imperf: gotowac: pewny: imperf:
; common_fra - -
gotowacé o blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
me:
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (w,loc)}
Recipient jednaé: pewny: _ imperf: jednaé: pewny: _ imperf:
. 3 . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
Jjednaé #wal_38592.| paired ) ) )
- {np (inst);ncp(inst, ze)} + {np(dat)} +
55124-arg (prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (inst) ;ncp (str, ze) }
Purpose kaptowaé: pewny: _ imperf: kaptowaé: pewny: _ imperf:
kaptowac #wal_44520.| paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
63052-arg {np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
kojarzy¢ sie: pewny: _ imperf:
or o 1 subj{np(str);ncp(str,int) ;ncp(str
. ojarzy¢ sie: watpliwy:
Experiencer - +ze)} + {np(dat)} +
. imperf: subj{np(str)} + X . .
kojarzy¢ sie #wal 42386. | blendable {prepnp (z, inst) ;prepncp (z, inst, in
- {prepnp(dla,gen)} + } )
60288-arg . t) ;prepncp(z,inst, jak) ;prepncp(z,
{prepnp (z, inst) }
inst, jakby) ;prepncp (z, inst, ze) ; pr
epncp (z, inst, zeby) }
Experiencer kojarzy¢ sie: watpliwy: kojarzy¢ sie: pewny: imperf:
kojarzy¢ sie #twal 42386.| paired |[imperf: subj{np(str)} + subj {np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
60288-arg {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {advp(misc)} {advp (misc) }
.. kompensowac¢: watpliwy:
Recipient e PRy kompensowaé: pewny: imperf:
. . imperf: subj{np(str)} + . X -
kompensowa¢ #wal 18546. paired ) subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
- obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} (np (dat) ) (xp( .
- np (dat + {xp(instr
27602-arg + {xp(instr)}
moscicé: pewny: _ imperf: moscié: pewny: _ imperf:
Recipient subj {np (str)} + subj {np (str)} +
moscic #wal 88121. paired obj{lex(np(str), ,'gniazdko',atr( |obj{lex(np(str), ,'gniazdko',atr(
119315-arg {adjp(agr)}))} + {adjp(agr)}))} + {np(dat)} +

{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)}

{xp (locat) }
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Recipient

nagotowac¢: pewny: : : perf:

nagotowac¢: pewny: : : perf:

nagotowac #wal 12679. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(part)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(part)} +
19439-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(w,loc)}
nagra¢: pewny: _: : perf: nagrac¢: pewny: _: : perf:
nagrac unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
nagracé: pewny: : perf: nagraé: pewny: : perf:
common_fra - -
nagrac 92332 blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
me: {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
nagraé¢: pewny: _: : perf: nagraé¢: pewny: _: : perf:
nagrac unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,loc)}
nagrywac: pewny: _ imperf: nagrywac: pewny: _ imperf:
nagrywac unmapped blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
nagrywac: pewny: imperf: nagrywac: pewny: imperf:
common_fra = _
nagrywac blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
me:92371
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
nagrywac: pewny: imperf: nagrywac: pewny: imperf:
) common_fra - -
nagrywacé 92371 blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
me:9237 {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + (prepnp(na,loc)}
Recipient naszykowac¢: pewny: _: : perf: naszykowaé: pewny: _: : perf:
naszykowac #wal_5973.9 paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(part)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(part)} +
169-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
.. negocjowac: pewny: imperf:
Recipient - negocjowac: pewny: imperf:
B . subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(int)} + ) -
negocjowacé #wal_33138.| paired subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(int)} +
- {prepnp (dla,gen)} +
- {np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,inst)}
46716-arg {prepnp (z, inst) }
9.8 negocjowac: pewny: imperf:
Recipient e P 7 = P negocjowacé: pewny: imperf:
o . subj {np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} + ) »
negocjowac #wal 33138. paired subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} +
- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + ( (dati} ( (2, 3 'y
_ np (dat + {prepnp(z,inst
46716-arg {prepnp (z, inst) }
.. negocjowac: pewny: imperf:
Recipient goed P T e negocjowaé: pewny: imperf:
. , . subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} + -
negocjowacé #wal 33138.| paired subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} +
- {prepnp(dla,gen)} + ( (4at) ) ( ( )
_ np (dat + {prepnp(z,inst)
46716 arg {prepnp(z, inst) }
negocjowac: pewny: imperf:
o8 i) ) - negocjowac: pewny: _ imperf:
.. subj {np (str +
Recipient subj{np (str)} +
. B . obj{np(str);ncp(str,int) ;ncp(str, . .
negocjowac #twal 33138.| paired ) obj{np(str);ncp (str,int);ncp (str,
ze) ;ncp (str, zeby) } + ) ' 5 ’ (i) )
o ze) ;ncp (str, zeby + {np(dat +
46716-arg {prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (z, inst) }
{prepnp(z, inst) }
odkladac¢: pewny: imperf: odkladac¢: pewny: imperf:
odktadac unmapped blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{prepnp (dla, gen) }

{np(dat)} + {xp(adl)}
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oditozyé: pewny: _: : perf:

oditozyé: pewny: _: : perf:

odlozyé unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {xp(adl)}
Recipient odremontowac: pewny: _: : perf: odremontowaé: pewny: _: : perf:
odremontowaé #wal_20199. paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
30096-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient
ofiarowaé¢: watpliwy: ofiarowaé: pewny:
#wal 10845 erowacs waERLHYE _f o erowacs pewny:s _f ot
ofiarowaé blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
4.147683-
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (na,acc)}
arg
Recipient
#wal 10845 ofiarowac: watpliwy: _ _ ofiarowac: pewny: _ _
ofiarowaé blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
4.147683-
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (przez,acc)}
arg
Recipient
ofiarowad¢: watpliwy: ofiarowad: pewny:
#wal 10845 PESE S8 o pemarE _F F
ofiarowaé blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
4147683 {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(za,acc)}
arg
Recipient opracowaé: pewny: _: : perf: opracowaé: pewny: _: : perf:
opracowac #wal_9514.1 | paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
4436-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat) }
Recipient opracowywaé: pewny: _: : imperf: opracowywaé: pewny: _: : imperf:
opracowywaé #wal 9515.1 | paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +
4439-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat) }
ostawic¢: archaiczny: : : perf: ostawic¢: archaiczny: : : perf:
ostawié na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {prepnp (na,acc)}
ostawié¢: archaiczny: _: : perf: ostawié¢: archaiczny: _: : perf:
ostawic na paired subj{np (str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
Recipient pichcié: pewny: : : imperf: pichcié: pewny: : : imperf:
pichci¢ #wal 8228.1 | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
2537-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,loc)}
Recipient pichcié: pewny: : : imperf: pichcié¢: pewny: : : imperf:
pichcié #wal 8228.1 | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
2537-arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(w,loc)}
Recipient pichcié¢: pewny: _: : imperf: pichci¢: pewny: : : imperf:
pichcié #wal_8228.1 | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
2537-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
pisaé: pewny: _: : imperf: pisaé¢: pewny: _: : imperf:
pisaé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{prepnp (dla, gen) }

{np(dat)} + {prepnp(o,loc)}
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Recipient

pitrasi¢: pewny: imperf:

pitrasi¢: pewny: imperf:

pitrasi¢ #wal 8229.1 | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
2541-arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(w,loc)}
pobudowac: pewny: : perf: pobudowac: pewny: : perf:
common_fra ) = _
pobudowac B0 paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
me:
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
ponagrywac: pewny: _ perf: ponagrywac: pewny: _ perf:
ponagrywaé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
ponagrywacé: pewny: _ perf: ponagrywacé: pewny: _ perf:
ponagrywaé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (na,acc)}
ponagrywacé: pewny: perf: ponagrywaé: pewny: perf:
ponagrywaé na blendable | subj {np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} {np(dat)} + {prepnp (na,loc)}
poodktadac: pewny: _ perf: poodktadaé: pewny: _ perf:
poodkiadac na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {xp(adl)}
poskapic¢: pewny: perf:
- poskapic¢: pewny: perf:
: . subj{np(str)} + {np(gen)} + ) -
poskqpic na paired subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{np(gen)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
{prepnp (na, acc) }
poskapié¢: pewny: neg: perf:
poskapié¢: pewny: neg: perf:
subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
+
poskagpi¢ na paired {lex (np(gen), sg, 'krew',ratrl ({lex
{lex (np (gen),sg, 'krew',ratrl ({lex
(adjp (agr) ,agr,agr,pos, XOR ('swd]j "
(adjp (agr) ,agr,agr,pos, XOR ('swbdj "'
, 'wtasny'),natr)}))}
, 'wtasny'),natr)}))}
podwieca¢ sie: pewny: _ podwieca¢ sie: pewny: _
poswiecac sie na blendable | imperf: subj{np(str)} + imperf: subj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen) } {np (dat) ;ncp (dat, zeby) }
poéwiecac: pewny: _ imperf: po$wiecac: pewny: _ imperf:
L. 3 subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
poswiecac na blendable i .
{prepnp (dla, gen) ;prepncp (dla,gen, | {np(dat);ncp(dat,int) ;ncp (dat, ze)
zeby) } ;ncp (dat, zeby) }
poswieci¢ sie: pewny: _: : perf:
, X poéwieci¢ sie: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +
poswiecic sie na blendable )
subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} {np(dat) ;ncp (dat, zeby) } +
{np (inst)}
posdwiecié¢: pewny: _: : perf: podwieci¢: pewny: _: : perf:
.. subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
poswiecic¢ na blendable i
{prepnp (dla, gen) ;prepncp (dla, gen, {np (dat) ;ncp (dat, int) ; ncp (dat, ze)
zeby) } ;ncp (dat, zeby) }
pourywaé: pewny: perf:
- pourywaé: pewny: perf:
i subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) -
pourywac na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (z,gen) }

{np(dat)} + {prepnp(od,gen)}
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pourywaé: pewny: _: : perf:

subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

pourywac: pewny: _: : perf:

pourywacé na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
{prepnp(z,gen) }
Recipient
Purpose
owydzielacé: pewny: : perf: owydzielaé: pewny: : perf:
#wal_89332. powy P vio_ P powy p yio_ p
powydziela¢ blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
121016-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
#wal_89305.
120972-arg
Recipient
ozatatwiacé: pewny: : perf: ozatatwiacé: pewny: : perf:
#wal 12918 pozatafimacs pewnvs i & P pozatatiiac: pewnys _: ¢ P
pozatatwiac TG blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
: . {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (od,gen)}
arg
Recipient
ozamawiac: pewny: : perf: ozamawiaé: pewny: : perf:
#wal_12613 P pewmys st P P pewmys it P
pozamawiaé blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
0.170640- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(abl)}
arg
Recipient
ozamawiaé: pewny: : perf: ozamawiaé: pewny: : perf:
#wal 12613 P pewmys =2 P P pewmys _f 2 P
pozamawiaé - blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
0.170640- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(adl)}
arg
Recipient
ozamawiac¢: pewny: : perf: ozamawiac: pewny: : perf:
#wal 12613 . P pewnys _t 2 P P pewnys _f 2 P
pozamamdaé paued subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
0.170640- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
arg
B i pozamyka¢ sie: pewny: _: : perf: pozamyka¢ sie: pewny: _: : perf:
pozamyka¢ si¢ na paired ) )
subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)}
pozamykac¢: pewny: _: : perf: pozamykac¢: pewny: _: : perf:
pozamykaé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
pozamykac¢: pewny: _: : perf: pozamykac¢: pewny: _: : perf:
pozamykaé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (na,acc)}
pozostawiaé¢: pewny: : : imperf: pozostawiac¢: pewny: : : imperf:
pozostawiac na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
pozostawié¢: pewny: : : perf: pozostawié: pewny: : : perf:
pozostawic na paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
prognozowac: pewny: : imperf:
- prognozowad: pewny: : imperf:
subj{np(str)} + B
, . . subj{np(str)} +
prognozowaé unmapped | blendable |obj{np(str);ncp(str,int);ncp(str,

ze)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} +

{prepnp (na,acc) }

obj{np(str);ncp(str,int);ncp(str,

ze)} + {np(dat)}
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.. proponowac: pewny: imperf:
Recipient proponowac: pewny: imperf: -
. ) o subj{np(str)} +
proponowac #wal 47565. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) ) )
- <l W obj{np(str);cp(ze);cp(zeby);ncp (s
- {prepnp (dla,gen
67443-arg ! tr,zeby)} + {np(dat)}
przekazac: pewny: : perf:
przekazacé: pewny: : perf: -
- subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
i subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
przekazaé na blendable {np (dat) ; prepnp (do, gen) } +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (na,acc)} +
{prepnp (przez,acc) }
{prepnp (przez,acc) }
przekazywaé: pewny: imperf:
przekazywac: pewny: imperf: -
- subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
. subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
przekazywacé na blendable {np (dat) ;prepnp (do, gen) } +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (na,acc)} +
{prepnp (przez,acc) }
{prepnp (przez,acc) }
przeznaczal: pewny: imperf:
- przeznaczal: pewny: imperf:
subj{lex (np(str),sg, 'los',atr({ad -
B ) subj{lex (np(str),sqg, 'los',atr({ad
przeznaczaé na blendable | jp(agr) }+{possp}))} + )
) jp(agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)}
+ {prepnp (do,gen) }
przeznaczac: pewny: imperf:
- przeznaczad: pewny: imperf:
subj{lex (np(str),sqg, 'los',atr({ad -
, . subj{lex (np(str),sqg, 'los',atr({ad
przeznaczaé na blendable | jp (agr) }+{possp}))} + .
. jp(agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)}
+ {prepnp (na,acc) }
przeznaczal: pewny: _ imperf: przeznaczac: pewny: _ imperf:
subj{lex (np(str),sqg, 'los',atr({ad | subj{lex(np(str),sg,'los',atr({ad
przeznaczaé na paired |Jjp(agr)}+{possp}))} + jp(agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
+ {prepnp (do,gen) } {prepnp (do, gen) }
przeznaczac: pewny: _ imperf: przeznaczal: pewny: _ imperf:
subj{lex (np(str),sg, 'los',atr({ad |subj{lex(np(str),sqg,'los',atr({ad
przeznaczaé na blendable | jp (agr) }+{possp}))} + jp (agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
+ {prepnp (na,acc) } {prepnp (do, gen) }
przeznaczac: pewny: _ imperf: przeznaczac: pewny: _ imperf:
subj{lex (np(str),sqg, 'los',atr({ad | subj{lex(np(str),sg,'los',atr({ad
przeznaczaé na blendable | jp (agr) }+{possp}))} + jp(agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
+ {prepnp (do,gen) } {prepnp (na,acc) }
przeznaczac: pewny: _ imperf: przeznaczal: pewny: _ imperf:
subj{lex (np(str),sg, 'los',atr({ad |subj{lex(np(str),sqg,'los',atr({ad
przeznaczaé na paired |Jjp(agr) }+{possp}))} + jp (agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
+ {prepnp (na,acc) } {prepnp (na, acc) }
przeznaczad: pewny: imperf:
- przeznaczac: pewny: imperf:
) . subj {np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) L
przeznaczac na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (do, gen) }

{np(dat)} + {prepnp(do,gen)}
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przeznaczal: pewny: _ imperf:

subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

przeznaczal: pewny: _ imperf:

przeznaczacé na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp (do,gen)}
{prepnp (na, acc) }
przeznaczad: pewny: imperf:
- przeznaczal: pewny: imperf:
’ subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + . .
przeznaczaé na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
{prepnp (do, gen) }
przeznaczaé: pewny: imperf:
- przeznaczaé: pewny: imperf:
B . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) T
przeznaczaé na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
{prepnp (na, acc) }
przeznaczyé: pewny: : perf:
- przeznaczyé: pewny: : perf:
subj{lex (np(str),sqg, 'los',atr({ad -
, ) subj{lex (np(str),sqg, 'los',atr({ad
przeznaczyé¢ na blendable | jp(agr) }+{possp}))} +
) jp (agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)}
+ {prepnp (do,gen) }
przeznaczyé: pewny: : perf:
- przeznaczyé: pewny: : perf:
subj{lex (np(str),sg, 'los',atr({ad =
, . subj{lex (np(str),sg, 'los',atr({ad
przeznaczyé na blendable | jp (agr) }+{possp}))} + )
) jp(agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)}
+ {prepnp (na,acc) }
przeznaczyé: pewny: _: : perf: przeznaczyé: pewny: _: : perf:
subj{lex (np(str),sqg, 'los',atr({ad | subj{lex(np(str),sg,'los',atr({ad
przeznaczyé na paired |Jjp(agr)}+{possp}))} + jp(agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
+ {prepnp (do,gen) } {prepnp (do, gen) }
przeznaczy¢: pewny: _: : perf: przeznaczy¢: pewny: _: : perf:
subj{lex (np(str),sg, 'los',atr({ad |subj{lex(np(str),sqg,'los',atr({ad
przeznaczyé na blendable | jp (agr) }+{possp}))} + jp (agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
+ {prepnp (na,acc) } {prepnp (do, gen) }
przeznaczyé: pewny: _: : perf: przeznaczyé: pewny: _: : perf:
subj{lex(np(str),sqg, 'los',atr({ad |subj{lex(np(str),sg,'los',atr({ad
przeznaczyé¢ na blendable | jp(agr) }+{possp}))} + jp(agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
+ {prepnp (do,gen) } {prepnp (na, acc) }
przeznaczy¢: pewny: : : perf: przeznaczy¢é: pewny: : : perf:
subj{lex (np(str),sqg, 'los',atr({ad | subj{lex(np(str),sg,'los',atr({ad
przeznaczyé na paired |Jjp(agr)}+{possp}))} + jp(agr) }+{possp}))} +
obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
+ {prepnp (na,acc)} {prepnp (na, acc) }
przeznaczyl: pewny: : perf:
- przeznaczyé: pewny: : perf:
) . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + . L
przeznaczy¢ na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp (do,gen)}
{prepnp (do, gen) }
przeznaczyé: pewny: : perf:
- przeznaczyé: pewny: : perf:
i subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + i T
przeznaczyé na blendable subj{np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{prepnp (dla,gen)} +

{prepnp (na, acc) }

{np(dat)} + {prepnp(do,gen)}
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przeznaczy¢: pewny: _: : perf:

subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

przeznaczy¢: pewny: _: : perf:

przeznaczyé¢ na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
{prepnp (do, gen) }
przeznaczyC: pewny: : perf:
- przeznaczyé: pewny: : perf:
i i subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) T
przeznaczyé na paired subj{np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
{prepnp (na, acc) }
Recipient przydzielaé: pewny: : : imperf: przydzielaé¢: pewny: : : imperf:
przydzielaé #wal 17971.| paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
26879-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient przydzielié¢: pewny: : : perf: przydzielié: pewny: _: : perf:
przydzieli¢ #wal _17969.| paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +
160366-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
przygotowac: pewny: _: : perf: przygotowac: pewny: _: : perf:
Recipient subj{np (str)} + subj{np(str)} +
przygotowac #wal _91761.| paired |obj{lex(np(str),sg, 'przedpole',at |obj{lex(np(str),sg, 'przedpole’,at
124236-arg r({np(gen) }+{adjp(agr)}))} + r({np(gen) }+{adjp(agr)}))} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient przygotowaé: pewny: : : perf: przygotowaé: pewny: : : perf:
przygotowaé #wal 91761.| paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +
124236-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
przygotowywac: pewny: przygotowywac: pewny:
ReCipient imperf: subj{np(str)} + imperf: subj{np(str)} +
przygotowywac #wal 91794.| paired |obj{lex(np(str),sg, 'przedpole',at |obj{lex(np(str),sg, 'przedpole',at
124275-arg r({np(gen)}+{adjp(agr)}))} + r({np(gen) }+{adjp(agr)}))} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient przygotowywac: pewny: przygotowywac: pewny:
przygotowywac #wal 91794. paired imperf: subj{np(str)} + imperf: subj{np(str)} +
124275-arg obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)}
Recipient przyszykowaé: pewny: _: : perf: przyszykowac¢: pewny: _: : perf:
przyszykowaé #wal 36231.| paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
65481-arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient remontowaé: pewny: _ imperf: remontowaé: pewny: _ imperf:
remontowac #wal _70833.| paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +
98225-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient rezerwowad: pewny: _ imperf: rezerwowaé: pewny: _ imperf:
rezerwowac #wal_22190. paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
32736-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
rezyserowal: pewny: : imperf:
rezyserowacl: pewny: : imperf: -
- subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
rezyserowac unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}

{np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{xp (locat) }
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robic¢: pewny: _: : imperf:

robic¢: pewny: _: : imperf:

robié na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient skapna¢: potoczny: _: : perf: skapnaé: potoczny: _: : perf:
skapnqc #wal_44313.| paired |subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
62849-arg + {prepnp(z,gen) } {prepnp (z,gen) }
skaptowac¢: pewny: _: : perf: skaptowac¢: pewny: _: : perf:
skaptowac unmapped paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
Recipient
swal 10374 skapywaé¢: potoczny: : : imperf: skapywac¢: potoczny: : : imperf:
wa.
skapywaé . 14_1072 paired subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
: : + {prepnp (z,gen) } {prepnp (z,gen) }
arg
skapic¢: pewny: imperf: fanic ) c
skapic¢: pewny: imperf:
Purpose subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} P P v e
#wal 15535 . subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
skqpié - paired {lex (np (gen),sg, "krew',ratrl ({lex
0.207978- {lex (np(gen),sg, 'krew',ratrl ({lex . -
(adip ( , XOR (* Ly (adjp (agr) ,agr,agr,pos, XOR('swbdj"'
adjp (agr),agr,agr, pos, swoj
arg Vwiasny') nate) 1)) ,'wtasny'),natr)}))}
P w Yo
Recipient skapié: pewny: imperf:
- skapié: pewny: imperf:
; #wal 15535 . subj{np(str)} + {np(gen)} + ® pewnys _ o
skaqpic¢ TR paired . an . subj {np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
. = prepnp (dla, gen
{np(gen)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
arg {prepnp (na,acc) }
Recipient skombinowac¢: pewny: : : perf: skombinowac¢: pewny: : : perf:
skombinowaé #wal 28590. paired subj{np (str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
_ {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(abl)} {np(dat)} + {xp(abl)}
40563-arg
stuzyé: pewny: imperf: L .
subj {np (str) ) + stuzyé: pewny: _ imperf:
subj {np (str)} + {np(dat)} +
stuzy¢ na blendable | {lex (prepnp (za, acc), sg, 'drogowska
e (e —_ {lex (prepnp (za,acc), sg, 'drogowska
z',atr ({adjp(agr
( (dl e z',atrl ({adjp(agr) }))}
prepnp a,gen
starczac: pewny: imperf:
Theme starczaé¢: pewny: _ imperf: (mp (dat) } (np( - '
np (dat + {np(gen +
starczac #wal_28371. | blendable | {np(gen)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + )
{prepnp (na, acc) | {prepnp (na, acc) ;prepncp (na, acc, ze
42703-arg ' by) )
t 88 8 i g
Theme starczacé: watpliwy: : imperf: B i Hper
- subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
starczaé #wal 28371. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} .
o g i@ - {prepnp (na,acc) ; cp (zeby) ; prepncp (
o prepnp (do, gen
42703-arg na, acc, zeby) }
starczac¢: pewny: imperf:
Theme starczac¢: watpliwy: : imperf: P v e
i - subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
starczac #wal 28371. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} )
+ {prepnp(na,acc) | {prepnp (na,acc) ;cp (zeby) jprepncp (
r ,
42703-arg na, acc, zeby) }
83 8 8 i3
Theme starczyé: pewny: : perf: SISSIEEICS o ber
B {np(dat)} + {np(gen)} +
starczy¢ #wal_30118. | blendable | {np(gen)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + .
{prepnp (na, acc) } {prepnp (na, acc) ;prepncp (na, acc, ze
42631-arg ’

by) }
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starczy¢: watpliwy: _: : perf:

starczyé: pewny: _ perf:

subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +

starczy¢ unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
{prepnp (na, acc) ; cp (zeby) ; prepncp (
+ {prepnp (do,gen) }
na, acc, zeby) }
starczyé¢: pewny: perf:
starczyé: watpliwy: : perf: -
3 . - subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
starczyé unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}
{prepnp (na, acc) ;cp (zeby) ; prepncp (
+ {prepnp (na,acc) }
na,acc, zeby) }
stwarzacé: pewny: imperf: stwarzacé: pewny: imperf:
stwarzaé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
stworzy¢: pewny: _ perf: stworzy¢: pewny: _ perf:
stworzy¢ na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
Recipient szafowaé: archaiczny: _ szafowa¢: archaiczny: _
szafowacé #wal_19993. paired |imperf: subj{np(str)} + imperf: subj{np(str)} +
29824-arg obj{np(part)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} [obj{np(part)} + {np(dat)}
szczedzié: pewny: neg: imperf: szczedzié: pewny: neg: imperf:
, subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} + subj{np(stxr)} +
szczedzicé unmapped | blendable )
{prepnp (dla, gen) ;prepnp (na,acc) ;p | obj{np(gen) ;ncp(gen,ze)} +
repncp (na, acc, zeby) } {np(dat) }
Recipient szykowaé: pewny: imperf: szykowaé: pewny: imperf:
szykowaé #wal 21591.| paired |[subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
31913-arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat) }
uczynié: pewny: : : perf: uczynié: pewny: : : perf:
uczynic na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
udostepniac¢: pewny: _ imperf:
udostepniac¢: pewny: _ imperf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
udostepniaé unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen) } {prepnp (do, gen) ; prepnp (na, acc) ; pr
epnp (pod,acc) } + {xp(locat)}
udostepnié¢: pewny: _ perf:
udostepni¢: pewny: _ perf: subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
udostepnic¢ unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {prepnp (do, gen) ; prepnp (na, acc) ; pr
epnp (pod, acc) } + {xp(locat)}
udzielaé¢: ziy: imperf: udziela¢: pewny: imperf:
udziela¢ na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
udziela¢: zity: _ imperf: udziela¢: zity: _ imperf:
udzielaé na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
udzielié: zity: _ perf: udzieli¢: pewny: _ perf:
udzieli¢ na paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +

{prepnp (dla, gen) }

{np (dat) }
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udzielié: ziy: _: : perf:

udzielié: zity: _: : perf:

udzieli¢ na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
ugotowaé: pewny: : perf: ugotowac: pewny: : perf:
common_fra - -
ugotowac 1401 blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
me:9140 {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(w,loc)}
uktadac¢: pewny: : imperf:
- uktada¢: pewny: : imperf:
subj{np (str)} + -
. subj{np(str)} +
uktadac na paired obj{lex (np(str), ,'horoskop',atr i
) obj{lex(np(str), , 'horoskop',atr(
{adjp(agr) }))} + .
{adjp(agr)}))} + {np(dat)}
{prepnp (dla, gen) }
.. ukué: pewny: : perf:
Recipient pewmny: P ukuc¢: pewny: : perf:
B . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + i - i
ukué #wal 50097. paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
- {prepnp(dla,gen)} + dat) } ( ( 'y
- {np (dat + {prepnp(z,gen
71043-arg {prepnp (z,gen) }
utozyé: pewny: : perf:
- utozyé: pewny: : perf:
subj{np (str)} + B
., . . subj{np (str)} +
ulozyé¢ na paired |obj{lex(np(str), , 'horoskop', atr( )
) obj{lex(np(str), , 'horoskop',atr(
{adjp(agr) }))} + .
{adjp(agr)}))} + {np(dat)}
{prepnp (dla, gen) }
umos$cic¢: pewny: _: : perf: umo$cic¢: pewny: _: : perf:
Recipient subj {np (str)} + subj{np (str)} +
umoscic¢ #wal_81872.| paired |obj{lex(np(str),_,'gniazdko',atr( |obj{lex(np(str),_ ,'gniazdko',atr(
111737-arg {adjp(agr)}))} + {adjp(agr)}))} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {xp (locat) }
Recipient
#wa1_12415 upichcié¢: pewny: _: : perf: upichci¢: pewny: _: : perf:
upichcic blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
9-168609- {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
arg
Recipient
#wal 12415 upichcié¢: pewny: _: : perf: upichcié¢: pewny: _: : perf:
upichcié¢ blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
9-168609- {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,loc)}
arg
Recipient
#wal_12415 upichcié: pewny: : : perf: upichcié¢: pewny: : : perf:
upichcié blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
9-168609- {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (w,loc)}
arg
Recipient
#wal_12415 upichci¢: pewny: _: : perf: upichci¢: pewny: _: : perf:
upichci¢ 9168609 blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
: ) {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
arg
Recipient
#wal 12415 upichcié: pewny: _: : perf: upichcié¢: pewny: _: : perf:
upichcié¢ blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
9.168609- {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat)} + {xp(locat)}
arg
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common_fra

urwac¢: pewny: _: : perf:

subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

urwa¢: pewny: _: : perf:

urwacé blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
me:84460 {prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(od,gen)}
{prepnp(z,gen) }
urwaé: pewny: : perf:
- urwaé: pewny: : perf:
) common_fra . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + i - }
urwac palred subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
me:84460 {prepnp (dla,gen) } +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
{prepnp (z,gen) }
urywaé: pewny: imperf:
- urywaé: pewny: imperf:
subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + -
urywacé unmapped | blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(od,gen)}
{prepnp(z,gen) }
urywaé: pewny: imperf:
- urywaé: pewny: imperf:
, subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) - )
urywac unmapped | blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
{prepnp (z,gen) }
Purpose
urzadzaé¢: pewny: imperf: urzadzac¢: pewny: imperf:
#wal 15186 pennys P pemnys P
urzqdzac blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
1.203387- {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
arg
urzadzaé: pewny: imperf: urzadzaé: pewny: imperf:
urzqdzaé unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (na,acc)}
urzadzi¢: pewny: _: : perf: urzadzi¢: pewny: _: : perf:
urzqdzic¢ unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
urzadzié¢: pewny: _: : perf: urzadzié¢: pewny: _: : perf:
urzqdzic unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (na,acc)}
Recipient uszykowac: pewny: _: : perf: uszykowaé: pewny: _: : perf:
uszykowaé #wal_21616.| paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
31950-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Initiator uzyczaé: watpliwy: imperf: uzyczaé: pewny: : : imperf:
uzyczac #wal_78923. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} + subj {np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
108288-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (do,gen)}
Initiator uzyczaé: zty: _: : imperf: uzyczaé: pewny: _: : imperf:
uzyczaé #wal_78923. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
108288-arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(do,gen)}
Initiator uzyczaé: watpliwy: _ imperf: uzyczaé: pewny: _: : imperf:
uzyczaé #wal 78923. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
108288-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
Initiator uzyczaé: watpliwy: _ imperf: uzyczacé: pewny: _: : imperf:
uzyczaé #wal_78923. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
108288-arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (pod,acc)}
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Initiator

uzyczaé: zty: : : imperf: uzyczaé: zty: : : imperf:
uzyczac #wal 78923. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
108288-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (do,gen)}
Initiator uzyczac¢: zty: : : imperf: uzyczacé: zty: : : imperf:
uzyczaé #wal 78923.| blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
108288-arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (na,acc)}
Initiator uzyczaé: zity: _: : imperf: uzyczac¢: zity: _: : imperf:
uzyczaé #wal_78923. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +
108288-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (pod,acc)}
Initiator uzyczyé: watpliwy: _: : perf: uzyczyé: pewny: _: : perf:
uzyczyé #wal_78924. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
108292-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(do,gen)}
Initiator uzyczyé: watpliwy: : : perf: uzyczyé: pewny: _: : perf:
uzyczyé #wal_78924. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
108292-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (na,acc)}
Initiator uzyczyé: watpliwy: : : perf: uzyczyé: pewny: : : perf:
uzyczyé #wal_78924. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} + subj {np(str)} + obj{np(gen)} +
108292-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (pod,acc)}
Initiator uzyczyé: zty: _: : perf: uzyczyé: zty: _: : perf:
uzyczyé #wal 78924. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
108292-arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(do,gen)}
Initiator uzyczyé: zty: _: : perf: uzyczyé: zity: _: : perf:
uzyczyé #wal_78924. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
108292-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
Initiator uzyczyé: zty: _: : perf: uzyczyé: zty: _: : perf:
uzyczyé #wal_78924. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
108292-arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (pod,acc)}
. oH : : f:
Recipient nyasyghowac: pewny: _ per wyasygnowac: pewny: : perf:
i . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + -
wyasygnowaé #wal 8512.1 paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
2926-arg {np(dat)} + {prepnp (na,acc)}
{prepnp (na, acc) }
Recipient wybtagaé: pewny: : : perf: wybtagaé: pewny: : : perf:
wyblagaé #wal_27651.| paired |subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} [subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
39412-arg + {prepnp(od,gen)} + {cp(ze)} {prepnp (od,gen)} + {cp(ze)}
Recipient wybtagaé: pewny: _: : perf: wybtagaé: pewny: _: : perf:
wyblagaé #wal _27651. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
39412-arg + {prepnp(u,gen)} + {cp(ze)} {prepnp (od,gen) } + {cp(ze)}
Recipient wybtagaé: pewny: _: : perf: wybtagaé: pewny: : : perf:
wyblagaé #twal 27651. paired |subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
39412-arg + {prepnp(od,gen)} + {cp(zeby)} {prepnp (od,gen) } + {cp (zeby)}
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Recipient

wybtagac: pewny: : : perf:

wybtagaé: pewny: : : perf:

wyblagaé #wal 27651. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
39412—arg + {prepnp(u,gen)} + {cp(zeby)} {prepnp (od,gen) } + {cp(zeby)}
Recipient wybtagaé: pewny: : : perf: wybtagaé: pewny: : : perf:
wyblagaé #wal 27651. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} [subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
39412-arg + {prepnp(od,gen)} + {cp(ze)} {prepnp(u,gen)} + {cp(ze)}
Recipient wyblagaé: pewny: _: : perf: wybtaga¢: pewny: _: : perf:
wyblagaé #wal 27651.| paired |subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
39412-arg + {prepnp(u,gen)} + {cp(ze)} {prepnp(u,gen)} + {cp(ze)}
Recipient wybtaga¢: pewny: _: : perf: wybtagaé: pewny: _: : perf:
wybtagaé #wal _27651. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
39412-arg + {prepnp(od,gen)} + {cp(zeby)} {prepnp (u,gen) } + {cp(zeby)}
Recipient wybtaga¢: pewny: _: : perf: wyblagaé: pewny: _: : perf:
wybtagac #wal _27651.| paired |subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
39412-arg + {prepnp(u,gen)} + {cp(zeby)} {prepnp (u,gen)} + {cp(zeby)}
wybtagac¢: pewny: _: : perf: wybtagac¢: pewny: _: : perf:
Recipient subj{np (str)} + subj{np(str)} +
wyblagaé #wal_27651, paired obj{np(str) ;jncp (str, ze) ;ncp(str,z |obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze) ;ncp(str, z
39412-arg eby)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + eby)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) } {prepnp (od, gen) }
wybtagaé: pewny: _: : perf: wybtagaé: pewny: _: : perf:
Recipient subj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} +
wyblagaé #wal 27651. | blendable |obj{np(str);ncp(str,ze);ncp(str,z |obj{np(str);ncp(str,ze);ncp(str,z
39412-arg eby)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + eby)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (u,gen) } {prepnp (od, gen) }
wybtagac¢: pewny: _: : perf: wybtaga¢: pewny: _: : perf:
Recipient subj {np (str)} + subj{np (str)} +
wyblagaé #wal _27651. | blendable | obj{np (str);ncp(str,ze);ncp(str,z |obj{np(str);ncp(str,ze);ncp(str,z
39412-arg eby)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + eby)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) } {prepnp (u,gen) }
wybtaga¢: pewny: _: : perf: wybtagaé: pewny: _: : perf:
Recipient subj {np (str)} + subj {np (str)} +
wybtagac #wal_27651.| paired |obj{np(str);ncp(str,ze);ncp(str,z |obj{np(str);ncp(str,ze);ncp(str,z
39412-arg eby)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + eby)} + {np(dat)} +
{prepnp (u,gen) } {prepnp (u,gen) }
Recipient wyczarowac: pewny: _: : perf: wyczarowac: pewny: _: : perf:
wyczarowaé #wal _21690. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
32072-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
Recipient wyczarowywac: pewny: _ imperf: |wyczarowywaé: pewny: _ imperf:
wyczarowywaé #wal_21695. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
32082-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
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wyczy$ci¢: pewny: _: : perf:

wyczyécié: pewny: _: : perf:

Recipient subj{np (str)} +
subj{np(str)} +
o #twal 11522 . obj{lex (np(str),sg, 'przedpole',at lj P
wyczyscic palred . obj{lex(np(str),sqg, 'przedpole',at
1.156396- r ({np(gen) }+{adjp(agr) }))} +
r ({np(gen) }+{adjp(agr) }))} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
arg {np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
{prepnp(z,gen) }
wydostac: pewny: _ perf: wydostac¢: pewny: _ perf:
Recipient subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
wydostaé #wal _86356.| paired | {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} +
117055-arg {lex (xp (abl [prepnp (spod,gen)]),sg | {lex (xp (abl[prepnp (spod,gen)]), sg
,'ziemia',natr)} ,'ziemia',natr)}
wydostawaé¢: pewny: _ imperf: wydostawaé: pewny: _ imperf:
Recipient subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
wydostawac #twal 86423.| paired {prepnp (dla,gen) } + {np(dat)} +
117159-arg {lex (xp (abl [prepnp (spod,gen)]),sg | {lex(xp(abl[prepnp (spod,gen)]),sg
,'ziemia',natr)} ,'ziemia',natr)}
wydzielaé: pewny: _ imperf: wydziela¢: pewny: _ imperf:
wydziela¢ unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
Recipient wydzielié: pewny: _: : perf: wydzielié: pewny: _: : perf:
wydzieli¢ #wal 88969. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
120528-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
wyfasowal: pewny: : perf:
- wyfasowac: pewny: : perf:
B . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + i N
wyfasowaé na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(od,gen)}
{prepnp (od, gen) }
wyfasowacé: pewny: : perf:
- wyfasowac: pewny: : perf:
. subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) B
wyfasowac na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp (od,gen)}
{prepnp (u,gen) }
wyfasowac: pewny: : perf:
- wyfasowac: pewny: : perf:
3 subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) N
wyfasowac na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp (od,gen)}
{prepnp(z,gen) }
wyfasowaé: pewny: _: : perf: wyfasowaé: pewny: _: : perf:
wyfasowac na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {prepnp (od,gen) }
wyfasowal: pewny: : perf:
- wyfasowac: pewny: : perf:
3 subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) N
wyfasowac na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(u,gen)}
{prepnp (od, gen) }
wyfasowaé: pewny: : perf:
- wyfasowac¢: pewny: : perf:
, . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) _
wyfasowac na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp (u,gen)}
{prepnp (u, gen) }
wyfasowac: pewny: : perf:
- wyfasowaé: pewny: : perf:
. subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + . R
wyfasowaé na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (z,gen) }

{np(dat)} + {prepnp(u,gen)}
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wyfasowac¢: pewny: _: : perf:

wyfasowac¢: pewny: _: : perf:

wyfasowaé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {prepnp (u,gen)}
wyfasowac: pewny: : perf:

- wyfasowaé: pewny: : perf:
, subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + . N
wyfasowaé na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
{prepnp (od, gen) }
wyfasowaé: pewny: : perf:
- wyfasowac: pewny: : perf:
) subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + . R
wyfasowaé na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
{prepnp (u,gen) }
wyfasowaé: pewny: : perf:
- wyfasowac: pewny: : perf:
) . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) L

wyfasowaé na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{prepnp (dla,gen)} +

{np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
{prepnp(z,gen) }
wyfasowaé¢: pewny: _: : perf: wyfasowa¢: pewny: _: : perf:

wyfasowaé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,gen)}
wyfasowaé: pewny: : perf:

- wyfasowal: pewny: : perf:
) subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) R
wyfasowaé na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
{prepnp (od, gen) }
wyfasowac: pewny: : perf:
- wyfasowacé: pewny: : perf:
) subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) N
wyfasowac na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
{prepnp (u,gen) }
wyfasowal: pewny: : perf:
- wyfasowac: pewny: : perf:
, subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + ) N

Wyfasowac na blendable subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{prepnp(dla,gen)} +

{np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
{prepnp(z,gen) }
wyfasowaé¢: pewny: : : perf: wyfasowaé: pewny: : : perf:

wyfasowaé na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}

Purpose wygospodarowac: pewny: _ perf: |wygospodarowac: pewny: _ perf:
wygospodarowaé | #wal 7941.1 | paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
2042-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Purpose wygospodarowywad: pewny: _ wygospodarowywaé: pewny: _
wygospodarowywa¢ | #wal _7907.1 | paired |imperf: subj{np(str)} + imperf: subj{np(str)} +
2035-arg obj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} obj{np(str)} + {np(dat)}
wyjednaé: pewny: _ perf: wyjednaé: pewny: _ perf:
subj{np(str)} + {np(inst)} + subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
common_fra .
wyjednac paired {np (str);ncp(str, ze) ;ncp (str, zeby | {np(inst)} +

me:7852

)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) }

{np(str);ncp(str,ze) ;ncp(str, zeby

)} + {prepnp(od,gen)}
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wyjedna¢: pewny: _: : perf:

subj{np(str)} + {np(inst)} +

wyjednac¢: pewny: _: : perf:

subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +

common_fra
wyjednac blendable | {np(str);ncp(str,ze);ncp(str,zeby | {np(inst)} +
m— )} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np (str) ;ncp (str, ze) ;ncp (str, zeby
{prepnp (u,gen) } )} + {prepnp(od,gen) }
wyjednaé: pewny: _: : perf: wyjednaé: pewny: _: : perf:
subj{np(str)} + {np(inst)} + subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
common_fra
wyjednac blendable | {np (str);ncp(str,ze);ncp(str,zeby | {np(inst)} +
me:7852 )} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np(str);ncp(str,ze);ncp(str, zeby
{prepnp (od, gen) } )} + {prepnp(u,gen)}
wyjednac¢: pewny: _: : perf: wyjednac¢: pewny: _: : perf:
subj {np(str)} + {np(inst)} + subj{np (str)} + {np(dat)} +
common_fra )
ngednaé paued {np (str) ;ncp (str, ze) ;ncp (str, zeby | {np(inst)} +
me:7852 )} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np (str) ;ncp (str, ze) ;ncp (str, zeby
{prepnp (u, gen) } )} + {prepnp (u,gen)}
wyjednaé¢: pewny: _: : perf: wyjednaé: pewny: _: : perf:
, . subj{np(str)} + {np(inst)} + subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
wyjednac unmapped paired )
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(inst)} + {prepnp(od,gen)} +
{prepnp(od,gen)} + {cp(ze)} {cp(ze)}
wyjedna¢: pewny: _: : perf: wyjedna¢: pewny: _: : perf:
, subj{np(str)} + {np(inst)} + subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
wyjednac unmapped | blendable .
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(inst)} + {prepnp(od,gen)} +
{prepnp (u,gen)} + {cp(ze)} {cp(ze)}
wyjednac¢: pewny: _: : perf: wyjednac¢: pewny: _: : perf:
, . subj{np(str)} + {np(inst)} + subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
wyjednac unmapped paired )
{prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np(inst)} + {prepnp(od,gen)} +
{prepnp (od,gen)} + {cp(zeby)} {cp (zeby) }
wyjedna¢: pewny: _: : perf: wyjedna¢: pewny: _: : perf:
, subj{np(str)} + {np(inst)} + subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
wyjednac unmapped | blendable )
{prepnp (dla,gen) } + {np (inst)} + {prepnp (od,gen)} +
{prepnp (u,gen)} + {cp(zeby)} {cp (zeby) }
wyjednaé: pewny: : : perf: wyjednaé: pewny: : : perf:
i subj{np(str)} + {np(inst)} + subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
wyjedna¢ unmapped | blendable .
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(inst)} + {prepnp(u,gen)} +
{prepnp(od,gen) } + {cp(ze)} {cp(ze)}
wyjednaé: pewny: _: : perf: wyjednaé: pewny: _: : perf:
, . subj{np(str)} + {np(inst)} + subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
wyjednac unmapped paired )
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(inst)} + {prepnp(u,gen)} +
{prepnp (u,gen) } + {cp(ze)} {cp(ze)}
wyjednaé¢: pewny: _: : perf: wyjednaé¢: pewny: _: : perf:
, subj{np(str)} + {np(inst)} + subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
wyjednac unmapped | blendable )
{prepnp (dla,gen) } + {np(inst)} + {prepnp(u,gen)} +
{prepnp (od,gen) } + {cp(zeby)} {cp (zeby) }
wyjedna¢: pewny: _: : perf: wyjedna¢: pewny: _: : perf:
, X subj{np(str)} + {np(inst)} + subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
wyjednac unmapped paired

{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (u,gen)} + {cp(zeby)}

{np(inst)} + {prepnp(u,gen)} +
{cp (zeby) }
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wyjednywac: pewny: _ imperf:

subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} +

wyjednywac: pewny: _ imperf:

subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} +

wyjednywaé na paired ) )
{np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) } {prepnp (od, gen) }
wyjednywac: pewny: _ imperf: wyjednywac: pewny: _ imperf:
. ; subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} +
wyjednywaé na blendable ) )
{np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (u,gen) } {prepnp (od, gen) }
wyjednywaé: pewny: imperf: wyjednywaé: pewny: imperf:
B subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} +
wyjednywaé na blendable ) )
{np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + | {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) } {prepnp (u,gen) }
wyjednywaé: pewny: imperf: wyjednywaé: pewny: imperf:
3 . subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} +
wyjednywac na paired ) .
{np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (u, gen) } {prepnp (u, gen) }
wyjednywaé: pewny: _ imperf: wyjednywaé: pewny: _ imperf:
. , . subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} +
wyjednywac na paired ) )
{np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) } {prepnp (od, gen) }
wyjednywaé: pewny: _ imperf: wyjednywaé: pewny: _ imperf:
. , subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} +
wyjednywac na blendable . .
{np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (u,gen) } {prepnp (od, gen) }
wyjednywac: pewny: _ imperf: wyjednywac: pewny: _ imperf:
, subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} +
wyjednywaé na blendable ) )
{np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) } {prepnp (u, gen) }
wyjednywac: pewny: _ imperf: wyjednywac: pewny: _ imperf:
. i . subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} +
wyjednywaé na paired ) )
{np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (u,gen) } {prepnp (u,gen) }
wyjednywac: pewny: imperf:
- wyjednywacé: pewny: imperf:
subj{np(str)} + -
subj{np(str)} +
. , . obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze) ;ncp(str,z ) . .
wyjednywaé na paired ) obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze) ;ncp (str, z
eby)} + {np(inst)} +
eby)} + {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) }
{prepnp (od, gen) }
wyjednywacé: pewny: imperf:
- wyjednywacé: pewny: imperf:
subj{np(str)} + -
subj{np (str)} +
. , obj{np (str);ncp(str, ze) ;ncp (str, z . . .
wyjednywaé na blendable ) obj{np (str) ;ncp(str, ze) ;ncp (str, z
eby)} + {np(inst)} +
eby)} + {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) }
{prepnp (u,gen) }
wyjednywacé: pewny: imperf:
- wyjednywacé: pewny: imperf:
subj{np(str)} + -
subj{np(str)} +
. , obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze) ;ncp (str,z ) . .
wyjednywaé na blendable obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze) ;ncp (str, z

eby)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) }

eby)} + {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (u,gen) }
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wyjednywaé: pewny: _ imperf:
subj{np(str)} +

obj{np (str);ncp(str, ze) ;ncp (str, z

wyjednywac: pewny: _ imperf:

subj{np(str)} +

wyjednywac na paired . obj {np (str) ;ncp (str, ze) ;ncp(str,z
eby)} + {np(inst)} +
eby)} + {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (u,gen) }
{prepnp (u,gen) }
Recipient wymodlié¢: pewny: : : perf: wymodlié¢: pewny: : : perf:
wymodli¢ #wal 90147. paired subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
122202-arg + {prepnp(od,gen)} + {cp(ze)} {prepnp (od,gen) } + {cp(ze)}
Recipient wymodlié: pewny: : : perf: wymodlié: pewny: : : perf:
wymodlié #wal 90147. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
122202-arg + {prepnp(u,gen)} + {cp(ze)} {prepnp (od, gen) } + {cp(ze)}
Recipient wymodlié: pewny: _: : perf: wymodlié¢: pewny: _: : perf:
wymodli¢ #wal 90147.| paired |subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
122202-arg + {prepnp(od,gen)} + {cp(zeby)} {prepnp (od,gen) } + {cp(zeby)}
Recipient wymodlié: pewny: _: : perf: wymodlié: pewny: _: : perf:
wymodli¢ #wal _90147. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
122202-arg + {prepnp(u,gen)} + {cp(zeby)} {prepnp (od,gen) } + {cp(zeby)}
Recipient wymodli¢: pewny: _: : perf: wymodlié: pewny: _: : perf:
wymodli¢ #wal_90147. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
122202-arg + {prepnp(od,gen)} + {cp(ze)} {prepnp (u,gen) } + {cp(ze)}
Recipient wymodlié¢: pewny: : : perf: wymodli¢: pewny: : : perf:
wymodli¢ #wal_90147.| paired |subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} [subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
122202-arg + {prepnp(u,gen)} + {cp(ze)} {prepnp (u,gen) } + {cp(ze)}
Recipient wymodlié¢: pewny: : : perf: wymodlié: pewny: : : perf:
wymodli¢ #wal 90147.| paired |subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} [subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
122202-arg + {prepnp(u,gen)} + {cp(zeby)} {prepnp (u,gen) } + {cp(zeby)}
wymodlié: pewny: : perf:
b3 { ) - wymodlié¢: pewny: _: : perf:
o e su n STr +
Recipient .j P ) subj{np(str)} +
., . obj{np (str);ncp(str,int) ;ncp(str, . .
wymodli¢ #wal 90147. paired obj{np (str);ncp(str,int) ;ncp (str,
- ze) ;ncp (str, zeby) } + ) e Al D o o)) o
ze) ;nc Str, ze n a
122202-arg {prepnp(dla,gen)} + g o I
{prepnp (od, gen) }
{prepnp (od, gen) }
wymodlié: pewny: : perf:
- wymodlié: pewny: : perf:
.. subj{np(str)} + -
Recipient .j P ] subj{np (str)} +
., obj{np(str);ncp(str,int) ;ncp(str, ) )
wymodli¢ #wal 90147. | blendable obj{np(str);ncp(str,int) ;ncp(str,
- ze);ncp(str, zeby) } + \ (str seby)} + (dat)) ¢
ze) ;nc Str, ze n a
122202-arg {prepnp (dla,gen)} + P Y P
{prepnp (od, gen) }
{prepnp (u, gen) }
wymodlié: pewny: : : perf:
b3 { i) ) @ wymodlié: pewny: _: : perf:
o . su n STr
Recipient .j P ) subj{np(str)} +
., obj{np(str);ncp(str,int) ;ncp(str, . .
wymodli¢ #wal 90147. | blendable obj{np (str);ncp (str,int);ncp (str,
- ze) ;ncp (str, zeby) } +
122202_arg ze) ;ncp(str, zeby)} + {np(dat)} +

{prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (od, gen) }

{prepnp (u, gen) }

391




wymodlié¢: pewny: : perf:
b3 { ( . - wymodli¢: pewny: _: : perf:
.. su np (str +
Recipient Jiop subj{np (str)} +
i . obj{np(str);ncp(str,int);ncp(str, ) )
wymodli¢ #wal 90147. paired ) ) obj{np(str) ;ncp(str,int) ;ncp(str,
- ze) ;ncp (str, zeby) } + o) (str,zeby) | ( (dat) |
_ ze) ;ncp (str, zeby + {np (da +
122202-arg {prepnp(dla,gen)} +
{prepnp (u,gen) }
{prepnp (u,gen) }
Recqﬁent wymo$ci¢: pewny: _: : perf: wymo$ci¢: pewny: _: : perf:
subj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} +
#wal_14962 . s s
wymojcw SIS paued obj{lex(np(str),_,'gniazdko',atr( |[obj{lex(np(str),_,'gniazdko',atr(
: ) {adjp (agr) }))} + {adjp(agr)}))} + {np(dat)} +
arg {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} [ {xp(locat)}
.. wynegocjowac: pewny: : perf:
Recipient ynegoe] P v P wynegocjowac: pewny: : perf:
, X subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(int)} + ) ) - )
wynegocjowac #wal_6894.1 | paired subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(int)} +
- {prepnp(dla,gen)} + )
0392_mg . {np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,inst)}
{prepnp (z, inst) }
g wynegocjowac: pewny: : perf:
Recipient SIS & e = P wynegocjowacd: pewny: : perf:
, . subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} + . T
wynegocjowac #twal 6894.1 paired subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(zeby)} +
- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + )
0392-arg . {np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,inst)}
{prepnp (z,inst)}
. wynegocjowac: pewny: : perf:
Recipient yneges) pewmy: P wynegocjowad: pewny: : perf:
. subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} + ) T
wynegocjowac #wal_6894.1 paired subj{np(str)} + obj{cp(ze)} +
- {prepnp (dla,gen)} +
- {np(dat)} + {prepnp(z,inst)}
0392-arg {prepnp (z,inst) )
wynegocjowac: pewny: : perf:
o ) | - wynegocjowaé: pewny: : : perf:
. su np (str +
Recipient Jie subj{np (str)} +
, . obj{np(str) ;ncp(str,int) ;ncp(str, ) .
wynegocjowac #wal_6894.1 paired ) ) obj{np(str);ncp(str,int);ncp (str,
- ze) ;ncp (str, zeby) } + - e el ; i)
ze) ;nep(str, ze + {n a +
0392-arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } + H Y 15
{prepnp (z,inst) }
{prepnp (z,inst) }
wypraszac¢: pewny: _: : imperf: wypraszac¢: pewny: _: : imperf:
Recipient subj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} +
wypraszaé #wal_66275.| paired |obj{np(str);ncp(str,zeby)} + obj {np(str) ;ncp(str,zeby)} +
92361-arg {np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + | {np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (u,gen) } {prepnp (u, gen) }
Recipient wyprodukowaé: pewny: _: : perf: wyprodukowaé: pewny: _: : perf:
wyprodukowac #wal_50845. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
72115-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
wyprosi¢: pewny: _: : perf: wyprosi¢: pewny: _: : perf:
Theme subj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} +
wyprosic¢ #wal_44590. | paired |obj{np(str);ncp(str,zeby)} + obj{np(str);ncp(str, zeby)} +
63157-arg {np(inst)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} + |{np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{prepnp (u, gen) } {prepnp (u,gen) }
Recipient wyremontowaé: pewny: _: : perf: wyremontowaé: pewny: _: : perf:
wyremontowac #wal_70834. paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
98229-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
wyrezyserowac: pewny: : perf:
wyrezyserowal: pewny: : perf: -
: : . - subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
wyrezyserowaé unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +

{np(inst)} + {prepnp (dla,gen)}

{np(dat)} + {np(inst)} +
{xp(locat)}
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wystara¢ sie: pewny: _: : perf:

subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)}

wystara¢ sie: pewny: _: : perf:

Recipient subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
wystarac si¢ #wal_82971. paired J{rprepnp N S {prepnp (0, acc) ;prepncp (0, acc, ze) ;
113195-arg prepncp (o, acc, seby) } + prepncp (o,acc, zeby) } +
{prepnp (u, gen) }
{prepnp (u, gen) }
Recipient wystaraé¢ sie: pewny: : : perf: wystaraé¢ sie: pewny: : : perf:
wystarac sie #wal 82971. paired subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
113195-arg + {prepnp(u,gen)} + {cp(zeby)} {prepnp (u,gen) } + {cp(zeby)}
wyszukacé: watpliwy: _: : perf:
Recipient subj{np (str)} + obj{np(str)} + wyszukaé: pewny: : perf:
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + n
wyszukac #wal_73896. | blendable {xp (ab] [prepnp (spomisdzy,gen) spre subj {np (str)} + obj{np(str)} +
102468-arg pnp (sposrdd, gen) ;prepnp (z,gen) ;ad (DD o fesp (Eoeaieh)
vp(abl)])}
Recipient wyszuka¢: watpliwy: : : perf: wyszukaé: pewny: : : perf:
wyszukac #wal 73896. paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
102468-arg {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
Recipient PEAEIRITECS TR wyszukiwaé: pewny: imperf:
. imperf: subj{np(str)} + -
wyszukiwaé #wal _74173.| paired I T —— subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
102480-arg + (xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
Recipient wyszykowaé: pewny: _: : perf: wyszykowaé: pewny: : : perf:
wyszykowaé #wal _98410.| paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
133579-arg {prepnp (dla,gen) } {np (dat) }
wywalczac¢: pewny: _: : imperf: wywalczac¢: pewny: _: : imperf:
wywalczaé na paired |subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
+ {cp (zeby) } {cp (zeby) }
wywalczac¢: pewny: _: : imperf:
wywalczac¢: pewny: _: : imperf: subj{np(str)} +
wywalczaé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + obj{np(str);ncp(str,ze);ncp(str,z
{prepnp (dla,gen) } eby)} + {np(dat)} +
{np (inst) ;ncp(inst, ze) }
wywalczyé: pewny: _: : perf: wywalczyé: pewny: _: : perf:
wywalczyé unmapped paired |subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} [subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
+ {cp(zeby) } {cp (zeby) }
wywalczyé: pewny: _: : perf:
common fa wywalczyé: pewny: : : perf: subj{np(str)} +
wywalczyc' - blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + obj{np(str);ncp(str, ze);ncp(str,z
me:38576 {prepnp (dla, gen) } eby)} + {np(dat)} +
{np (inst) ;ncp (inst, ze) }
Recipient wywojowac: pewny: _: : perf: wywojowaé: pewny: _: : perf:
wywojowac #twal _7246.1 | paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
0881-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient zaaranzowaC: pewny: _: : perf: zaaranzowac: pewny: _: : perf:
zaaranzowac #wal_28295. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
40109-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}

393




zabrzmie¢: pewny: _: : perf:

zabrzmieé: pewny: _: : perf:

zabrzmiec¢ na blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str);ncp(str,ze)} +
+ {xp(mod) } {np(dat)} + {xp(mod)}
Recipient zabukowac¢: pewny: _: : perf: zabukowa¢: pewny: _: : perf:
zabukowaé #wal_3402.5 paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
133-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient zadedykowacé: zty: : : perf: zadedykowac¢: pewny: : : perf:
zadedykowac¢ #wal 3586.5 paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
378-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient
#wal 12833 zatatwiacé: pewny: _: : imperf: zatatwiacé: pewny: _: : imperf:
'wa.
zatatwiad s 17_3405 blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
’ ) {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp(od,gen)}
arg
Recipient
#wal 12823 zatatwié: pewny: : : perf: zatatwié: pewny: : : perf:
zalatwié SRR blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
: : {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {prepnp (od,gen)}
arg
Recipient
swal 12547 zamawiac: pewny: _: : imperf: zamawiac: pewny: _: : imperf:
wa.
zamawiad¢ B blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
0.170652- {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(abl)}
arg
Recipient
#wa1_12547 zamawiac: pewny: _: : imperf: zamawiac: pewny: _: : imperf:
zamawiac¢ ) 2 blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
gtttz {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(adl)}
arg
Recipient
#wal 12547 . zamawiac¢: pewny: _: : imperf: zamawiac: pewny: _: : imperf:
zamawiac pan‘ed subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
0.170652- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
arg
zamknaé: pewny: _: : perf: zamknaé: pewny: _: : perf:
zamkngé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat)} + {np(inst)}
Recipient
#wal 12661 zambébwic: pewny: _: : perf: zambébwic: pewny: _: : perf:
zamowic B blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
9.171258- {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(abl)}
arg
zaméwic: pewny: _: : perf: zaméwic: pewny: _: : perf:
zamowié unmapped | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(adl)}
Recipient
#wal 12661 . zambébwic: pewny: : : perf: zambébwic: pewny: : : perf:
zamowic palred subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
9-171258- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
arg

394




Recipient

zanieéé: zty: : : perf:

zanieéé: pewny: : : perf:

#wal 14294 . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
zaniesé¢ paired
8.191145- {prepnp(dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,loc)} +
arg {prepnp (na, loc)} + {xp(adl)} {xp (adl) }
Recipient zanie$é: zly: _: : perf: zanie$¢: pewny: _: : perf:
» #wal 14294 subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
zanies¢ blendable
8.191145- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,loc)} +
arg {prepnp (w,loc)} + {xp(adl)} {xp (adl) }
Recipient zanie$¢é: zty: : : perf: zanie$¢: pewny: _: : perf:
. #wal 14294 subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
zanies¢ blendable
8.191145- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(w,loc)} +
arg {prepnp (na,loc)} + {xp(adl)} {xp(adl)}
Recipient zanies¢: ziy: : : perf: zanie$¢: pewny: : : perf:
#wal 14294 . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
zaniesé¢ paired
8.191145- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(w,loc)} +
arg {prepnp (w,loc)} + {xp(adl)} {xp (adl) }
Recipient zanosié¢: zly: _: : imperf: zanosic¢: pewny: _: : imperf:
#wal 14298 . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
zanosic paired
5.191196- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,loc)} +
arg {prepnp (na, loc)} + {xp(adl)} {xp(adl)}
Recipient zanosié: zly: _: : imperf: zanosic¢: pewny: _: : imperf:
) #wal 14298 subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
zanosic¢ blendable
5.191196- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,loc)} +
arg {prepnp (w,loc)} + {xp(adl)} {xp(adl)}
Recipient zanosic¢: zty: : : imperf: zanosic¢: pewny: : : imperf:
#wal 14298 subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
zanosié¢ blendable
5.191196- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(w,loc)} +
arg {prepnp (na,loc)} + {xp(adl)} {zp(adl)}
Recipient zanosic¢: zly: _: : imperf: zanosic¢: pewny: _: : imperf:
#wal_ 14298 . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
zanosic¢ paired
5.191196- {prepnp (dla,gen)} + {np(dat)} + {prepnp(w,loc)} +
arg {prepnp (w,loc)} + {xp(adl)} {xp (adl) }
zapalaé¢ sie: pewny: _: : imperf: zapala¢ sie: pewny: : : imperf:
Experiencer subj{lex (np(str),_,'lampka',ratr( |subj{lex(np(str),_ ,'lampka', ratr
#wal 15298 . {adjp (agr) }+{prepnp (z, inst) }+ {adjp (agr) }+{prepnp (z, inst) }+
zapalac sie paired ) )
3.204940- {lex (adjp (agr),agr,agr,pos,XOR('c | {lex(adjp(agr),agr,agr,pos,XOR('c
arg zerwony', 'ostrzegawczy'),natr)})) |zerwony', 'ostrzegawczy'),natr)}))
} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} } + {np(dat)}
zapalac¢: pewny: _: : imperf: zapalac¢: pewny: _: : imperf:
Redpient subj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} +
] #wal 15304 ) obj{lex(np(str),sg, 'éwiatto',ratr |obj{lex(np(str),sq, 'swiatto', ratr
zapalaé paired . .
4.205049- ({lex(adjp(agr),agr,agr,pos,OR('c | ({lex(adjp(agr),agr,agr,pos,OR('c
arg zerwony'; 'zielony') ,natr)}))} + zerwony'; 'zielony'),natr)}))} +

{prepnp (dla, gen) }

{np (dat) }
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zapali¢ sie: pewny: _: : perf: zapali¢ sie: pewny: _: : perf:
Experiencer subj{lex(np(str), ,'lampka',ratr( |subj{lex(np(str), ,'lampka', ratr(
o #wal 15303 ol {adjp (agr) }+{prepnp (z, inst) } + {adjp (agr) }+{prepnp (z, inst) } +
zapalic sie aire . .
’ 7.205040- P {lex (adjp (agr),agr,agr,pos,XOR('c | {lex(adjp(agr),agr,agr,pos,XOR('c
arg zerwony', 'ostrzegawczy'),natr)})) |zerwony', 'ostrzegawczy'),natr)}))
} + {prepnp(dla,gen) } } + {np(dat)}
zapali¢: pewny: _: : perf: zapali¢: pewny: _: : perf:
Recipient subj{np (str)} + subj{np (str)} +
e #wal 15304 ired obj{lex (np(str),sqg, 'éwiatto',ratr |obj{lex(np(str),sqg, 'éwiatto',ratr
zapalic aire
’ 0.205045- P ({lex(adjp (agr),agr,agr,pos,OR('c | ({lex(adjp(agr),agr,agr,pos,OR('c
arg zerwony'; 'zielony'),natr)}))} + zerwony'; 'zielony'),natr)}))} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient zarezerwowad: pewny: _ perf: zarezerwowad: pewny: _ perf:
zarezerwowac #wal 22194. paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
32744-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
tused s . zastuzy¢ sie: pewny: _ perf:
.. zastuzyé sie: pewny: perf:
Recipient b5 i ) - subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
o subj{np(str +
zastuzy¢ sie #wal_31922. | blendable ) ) ) ) {comprepnp (na polu);comprepnp (w
- {np (inst);ncp(inst, int) ;ncp (inst, dziedzinie) (
- ziedzinie) ; comprepnp (w
44954-arg ze)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} » )
kwestii) ;comprepnp (w sprawie) }
zastuzy¢ sie: pewny: _ perf: zastuzyé sie: pewny: _ perf:
Recipient subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
zastuzy¢ sie #wal 31922. paired + {comprepnp (na polu);comprepnp (w | {comprepnp (na polu);comprepnp (w
44954_arg dziedzinie) ; comprepnp (w dziedzinie) ; comprepnp (w
kwestii) ; comprepnp (w sprawie) } kwestii) ; comprepnp (w sprawie) }
Recipient zastuzy¢ sie: pewny: perf: zastuzy¢ sie: pewny: perf:
subj{np (str)} + subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
zastuzyé si #wal_31922. aired
yesie - p {np (inst);ncp(inst, int);ncp(inst, | {np(inst);ncp(inst,int) ;ncp(inst,
44954-arg 2e)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} ze) }
zastuzy¢é sie: pewny: perf: Tusve si a
.. zastuzyé sie: pewny: perf:
Recipient subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} oy ( . ' (d_ .
subj{np(str + {np(dat +
zastuzy¢ sie #wal 31922. | blendable |+ {comprepnp (na polu);comprepnp (w ) ) : )
- {np (inst) ;ncp(inst, int) ;ncp (inst,
44954-arg dziedzinie) ; comprepnp (w
ze) }
kwestii) ; comprepnp (w sprawie) }
.. zastuzy¢ sie: pewny: perf:
Recipient zastuzyé sie: pewny: perf: b5 (np( ' . (d_ '
) subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
zastuzy¢ sie #wal 31922.| blendable | subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} ) ) . )
- {np(inst) ;ncp(inst, int) ;ncp (inst,
44954-arg + {prepnp (w,loc)}
ze) }
.. zastuzyé sie: pewny: perf:
Recipient - zastuzy¢é sie: pewny: perf:
subj{np(str)} + _
zastuzy¢ sie #wal 31922. | blendable ) ) ) ) subj{np (str)} + {np(dat)} +
- {np (inst) ;ncp(inst, int) ;ncp (inst, ( (W, 10C) }
_ prepnp (w, loc
44954-arg ze)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} '
Recipient zastuzyé sie: pewny: _ perf: zastuzyé sie: pewny: perf:
zastuzy¢ sie #twal _31922.| paired |subj{np(str)} + {prepnp(dla,gen)} |subj{np(str)} + {np(dat)} +
44954-arg + {prepnp (w, loc)} {prepnp (w, loc) }
Recipient zastuzyé sie: pewny: _ perf: zastuzyé sie: pewny: _ perf:
v si 4wal 31922 ired subj,pred_controller{np(str)} + subj,pred controller{np(str)} +
zasiuzyc si al o alre
yCsie - p pred controllee{prepnp(jako,str)} |[pred controllee{prepnp (jako,str)}
44954-arg

+ {prepnp(dla,gen) }

+ {np(dat) }
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zatrzymac: pewny: : perf:
zatrzymac: pewny: : perf: -
| ) N subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
zatrzymaé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + '
{np(dat)} + {xp(instr)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) }
{xp (locat) }
zatrzymywaé: pewny: _ imperf: zatrzymywaé: pewny: _ imperf:
zatrzymywac na paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np(dat) }
. zawarowal: pewny: : perf:
Recipient zawarowad: pewny: : perf: -
B ) N subj{np(str)} +
zawarowacé #wal 17367. | blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + )
- obj{np(str);ncp(str,ze)} +
- {prepnp (dla, gen) }
26077-arg ’ {np (dat) }
zbudowac¢: pewny: perf: zbudowac¢: pewny: perf:
common_fra ) = _
zbudowaé paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
me:69942
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }
Recipient zjednac¢: pewny: _: : perf: zjednac¢: pewny: _: : perf:
. , . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
zjednaé #twal 25260.| paired ) ) )
{np(inst);ncp(inst, ze)} + {np(dat)} +
36420-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (inst) ;ncp (inst, ze) }
.. zjednywac: pewny: imperf: zjednywac: pewny: imperf:
Recipient - -
B . subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
zjednywac #twal_22431.| paired . .
- {np (inst) ;ncp(inst, ze)} + {np(dat)} +
33068-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (inst) ;ncp (inst, ze) }
Experiencer zobojetnie¢: archaiczny: zobojetnie¢: pewny: : : perf:
zobojetniec¢ #wal 2008.3 | blendable |perf: subj{np(str)} + subj {np (str) ;ncp (str, int) ;ncp (str
129-arg {prepnp (dla, gen) } ,ze)} + {np(dat)}
zostawiacé: pewny: imperf: zostawiaé: pewny: imperf:
zostawiaé na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
zostawiac¢: pewny: _ imperf: zostawiac: pewny: _ imperf:
zostawiaé na paired |subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp(dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
zostawicé: pewny: _ perf: zostawié: pewny: _ perf:
zostawic na blendable | subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj {np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {prepnp(na,acc)}
zostawié: pewny: _ perf: zostawié: pewny: _ perf:
zostawié na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla,gen)} + {xp(locat)} {np(dat)} + {xp(locat)}
zrobicé: pewny: perf: zrobié: pewny: perf:
zrobi¢ na paired subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} + subj{np(str)} + obj{np(str)} +
{prepnp (dla, gen) } {np (dat) }

Table A.1: Walenty type-pairs
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Appendix B

This appendix includes supplementary materials for Section 5.3 (cf. ibid. for the description of the
premises, methods and the comments the data presented below).

The study described in Section 5.3 relied on retrieving pairs of closely matching n-grams
where one n-gram features a pronominal phrase in the dative and the other — a pronominal phrase
inside a dla ‘ for’ PP. Tables B.1-B.2 include a selection of the NKJP (The National Corpus of Polish;
Przepiorkowski et al. 2012) n-grams found in such n-gram-pairs. The presentation method conforms
to the format used in Section 5.3. The n-grams are grouped by verb lemmata recognised in them. The
data are presented for verb lemmata including 1). all the lemmata identified in the type-based analysis
with Walenty (cf. Section 5.2), ii) manually selected verb lemmata for n-gram sets pertinent to the
problems considered in the study. Lemmata are presented as assigned by Morfeusz2 morphological
analyser (Kiera§ & Wolinski 2017), preserving the original symbols (e.g. kupi¢:Vp ‘buy (PFV)’,
instead of kupic, used to differentiate the lemma from the lemma for ‘pile, assemble (IPFV)’).

Important precautions apply to the presented data. In multiple cases, the recognised n-grams
are very unlikely to actually represent the forms in question. For instance, data for jednac are
presented in the Table B.2 below, since the lemma was identified in the type-based analysis in
Walenty. The identified n-grams are, however, influenced by the quantifying expression jedna z
‘one(F) of’, and can hardly be treated as evidencing formally similar uses of d/a-PPs and the dative
with the verb in question. Furthermore, even when the selected n-grams actually represent the cases of
dla-PPs and dative phrases in formally similar use, it does not necessarily entail the near-
interchangeability.

Tables B.3-B.4 present all the verb lemmata for which n-gram pairs were found, separately
for 3/4-n-grams ans 4/5-n-grams. For each lemma, the table specifies the number of n-gram types
identified for the dative and dla pronominal phrases. Reporting this list has a technical and
methodological importance, but its linguistic interpretation is problematic. As a result of the adopted
method, a large portion of recognised lemmata will be ‘false hits’ (e.g. the presence of maic
‘embellish with flowers, leaves and branches’ results from the homography of its third-person plural
form majq with the third-person plural form of mie¢ ‘to have’; cf. also jednaé ‘unite’ example

described above).

okazac (+sig) ‘turn out (PFV)’

moze okaza¢ sie dla niego ( 8 ) moze okaza¢ sie dla | si¢ im to okazaé. ( 3 ') moze okaza¢ sie nam ( 2 ') moze sie okazac jej (2)

nich ( 5) moze okaza¢ sie dla nas (4') moze sie dla

nas okaza¢ ( 4 ) mogq okazaé sie dla ciebie ( 3 )
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okazalo sig to dla nich ( 3') mogq okaza¢ si¢ dla nas
(2 ) mogq okaza¢ si¢ dla niego ( 2 ) moze okazaé
sie dla mnie ( 2') moze okazac sie dla niej ( 2) moze
sie dla nich okazaé ( 2 ) moze si¢ okazaé dla nas
( 2) sie to dla ciebie okaza¢ ( 2 ) si¢ to dla nas
okazac (2)

pisaé ‘write (IPFV)’

autorzy piszq dla siebie. w ( 2 ) dla mnie to co

piszesz (2)

Jej autor pisze: w (2) to, co wam pisze, (2)

pozostac ‘remain (PFV)’

do korica pozostali dla mnie ( 2) na zawsze pozostal
dla niej ( 2) na zawsze pozostanq dla nas ( 2') na
zawsze pozostanie dla nas ( 2 ') pozostata dla mnie

na zawsze (2 ') pozostanie dla mnie na zawsze (2)

pozostalo mu do konca ( 3 ) pozostanie mi do konca ( 2 ') na zawsze pozostal mu (2 ) na

zawsze pozostanie mi (2)

robi¢ ‘do, make (IPFV)’

dla siebie mily i robie ( 3 ) ja to robie dla siebie.
(2) ja to robig dla was! (2) nic dla niego nie robi.
( 2) nie robie tego dla nich, ( 2') nie robimy tego
dla siebie ( 2 ) nie robimy tego dla siebie. ( 2 ') nie
robi dla nas nic. ( 2') nie robi tego dla siebie, (2 )
robisz to dla siebie, a ( 2 ) robi to dla siebie a (2 )
to, co dla nas robi (2) to, co robimy dla siebie, (2)
to dla mnie nie robic. ( 2') to robie dla niej, nie (2)

ze robi to dla mnie, (2) ze robi to dla niego. (2)

nic sobie nie robigc ( 53 ) nic sobie nie robiq ( 35 ) nic sobie nie robi ( 32 ) nic sobie nie robit
( 28) nic nie robiq sobie ( 7) nie rob mi tego. (7 ) nic nie robigc sobie ( 6 ) nic sobie nie
robita (6 ) nie rob mi tego (6 ) nie rob mi tego, ( 6 ) to, co robiq ci ( 6 ) nic sobie nie robi. (5
) nic sobie nie robili ( 5) nie robiq sobie nic ( 5 ) nie robil sobie nic ( 5) nic nie robil sobie
( 4) nic sobie nie robi, (4 ) nic sobie nie robig ( 4 ) nic sobie nie robily (4 ) nie robi mi to
(4 ) mity i robig sobie ( 3 ) nic nie robili sobie ( 3 ) nic nie robi sobie ( 3 ) nic sobie nie robigq.
( 3) nic sobie nie robi¢ ( 3 ) nic sobie nie robil. ( 3 ) nie robigc sobie nic ( 3 ) sobie nic nie
robi ( 3) nie robcie mi tego! ( 3 ) nie rob mi tego! ( 3 ) nie rob nam tego ( 3 ) im robic¢ to, co (
3) to ja sobie robie ( 2) nic mi nie robi ( 2 ) nic nie robila sobie ( 2 ) nic sobie nie robit, (2)
nie robi sobie nic (2) ci tego nie robig ( 2) mi to nie robi. ( 2) nam tego robic nie ( 2) nie
robili tego sobie (2 ) nie robito mi to ( 2) nie rob nam tego! ( 2') tego robi¢ nam nie (2)
robili tego sobie a ( 2) ci robic to, co ( 2') mi robic to, co ( 2) robi to co mu ( 2) tego, co

robi jej (2) to, co robi jej (2 ) ze to mu robi (2)

skonczy¢ “finish (PFV) (+sig)

sie to dla nich skonczy¢ ((4) skonczylo sie to dla
mnie (4 ) nie skonczyla si¢ dla mnie ( 3) skorczylo
sie to dla niego (3 ) sig to dla mnie skornczyé (2)
skonczytoby sie to dla mnie ( 2') skonczyloby si¢ to
dla niego ( 2 ) skonczylo sie to dla niej (2 )

mi sig skonczy to ( 2 ') skonczyl mi sig ten (2') mi sig go skonczy¢ (2)

starczy¢ ‘be sufficient (PFV)’

nie starczylo juz dla nich ( 2') Ze nie starczy dla nich

(2)

ze nie starczy mu (7)) zZe nie starczy nam ( 6 ) nie starczyto mu juz ( 5) nie starczyto mi juz
(3) ze nie starczyto mu ( 3 ) ze nie starczy jej ( 3) zZe nie starczy mi ( 3 ') nie starczy nam juz (

2 ) ze nie starczyto mi ( 2') ze nie starczy im (2)

szukac ‘look for, search (IPFV)’

szukaé dla siebie miejsca w ( 3 ) szukali dla siebie
miejsca w (3 ) szukal dla siebie miejsca w ( 3 )
szukajqc dla siebie miejsca w ( 2) szuka dla siebie

miejscaw (2)

szuka¢ sobie miejsca w (4 ) szuka sobie miejsca w (3)

uprosic ‘beg, plead (PFV)’

prosze cig, upros dla nas ( 21 ) ojcze pio, upros dla

ojcze pio, upros mi ( 11) prosze cie, upros mi (3)
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mnie ( 2) ojcze pio, upros dla nas (2)

wyglqda¢ ‘look (IPFV)’

dla mnie wyglada to na (2)

wyglada mi to na (26 ) to mi wyglada na ( 23 ) wyglada mi na to, ( 14 ) mi to wyglada na
(3) to wyglada mi na ( 3 ) wygladalo mi na to, ( 3 ) wygladalo mi to na ( 3 ') mi wyglada na
to, (2 ) wyglada mu to na (2)

wyprosic¢ ‘beg, plead (PFV)’

wypros dla mnie taske zdrowia. (2)

wypros mi laske zdrowia. (2)

wystara¢ ‘make an effort (PFV)’(+sig)

wystarat si¢ dla niej o (2)

mi si¢ wystarac o ( 2') wystarat mu si¢ o (2)

wywalczyé ‘win (PFV)’

wywalczy¢ dla siebie miejsce w (2')

wywalczyl sobie miejsce w ( 18 ) wywalczy¢ sobie miejsce w ( 13 ) sobie wywalczy¢ miejsce
w ( 3) wywalczyla sobie miejsce w ('3 ) sobie wywalczy¢ miejsca w ( 2') wywalczy sobie

miejsca w ( 2') wywalczy sobie miejsce w (2)

znajdowad ‘find (IPFV)’

nie znajdujqc dla siebie miejsca ( 3 ) nie znajdujq

dla siebie miejsca (3 )

nie znajdowat sobie miejsca ( 3 ) nie znajduje sobie miejsca (2 )

znajdywaé ‘find (IPFV)’

nie znajdujqc dla siebie miejsca ( 3 ) nie znajdujq

dla siebie miejsca (3 )

nie znajduje sobie miejsca (2)

znalez¢ “find (PFV)’

znalezé dla siebie miejsce w ( 13 ') znalezé dla siebie
miejsca w (9 ) nie mogt znalez¢é dla siebie (6 ) nie
znalezli dla siebie miejsca ( 6 ) nie znalazl dla
siebie miejsca ( 5') znalezli dla siebie miejsca w (5)
nie mogqc znalezé dla siebie (4 ) nie potrafil
znalez¢ dla siebie (4 ) nie umiata znalezé dla siebie
( 4) znajdzie dla siebie miejsce w ( 4 ) znalazl dla
siebie miejsca w (4 ) ktorzy nie znalezli dla siebie
( 3 ) nie moze znalezé dla siebie ( 3 ) znalezienia
pracy dla mnie i ( 3) znalezé dla niej miejsce w (3)
i znaleZli dla nich miejsca ( 2') mogqcy znalezé dla
siebie miejsca. ( 2 ) mogla znalezé dla siebie
miejsca ( 2') moglby znalezé dla siebie miejsce. (2)
nie mogqcy znalezé dla siebie (2 ) nie mogla
znalez¢ dla siebie ( 2 ') nie znajdq dla siebie miejsca
( 2) potrafit znalez¢ dla siebie miejsca ( 2 ') potrafi
znalez¢é miejsca dla siebie. ( 2') umiala znalezé dla
siebie miejsca ( 2 ) umiala znalezé dla siebie
miejsca. ( 2 ) w znalezieniu pracy dla mnie ( 2 )
znalazla dla siebie miejsce w ( 2) znalazl dla nas
czasu na ( 2 ) znalezieniu pracy dla mnie i ( 2 )
znalezé dla nich miejsce w ( 2) znalez¢é dla niego
miejsce w ( 2) znalezé dla siebie miejsce na (2 )

znalezli dla nich miejsca w (2)

nie mogt znalezé sobie (24 ) sobie znalezé miejsca w ( 20 ) nie mogt sobie znalezé (18 ) nie
mogta sobie znalez¢ (116 ) znalezé sobie miejsca w (15 ) znalezé sobie miejsce w ( 14 ) nie
moze sobie znalez¢ (14 ') mogt znalezé sobie miejsca. (11 ) nie moge sobie znalez¢ (110 ) nie
moze znalez¢ sobie (10 ) nie mogqc znalezé sobie (19 ) nie mogqc sobie znalezé ( 8 ) nie
mogq sobie znalez¢ (8 ) nie mogla znalezé sobie ( 8 ) mogla sobie znalezé miejsca. (8 )
mogla znalezé sobie miejsca. ( 8 ) mogt sobie znalezé miejsca (8 ) nie mogt jej znalezé, (7))
mogl znalezé sobie miejsca, (7 ) znalazl sobie miejsce w ( 6 ) jej nie znajdgq, mogq ( 6 )
miejsca sobie znalez¢ nie ( 6 ) mogqc znalezé sobie miejsca. (6 ) moze sobie znalezé miejsca.
( 6 ) nie mogq znalez¢ sobie ( 5 ) nie potrafi znalez¢ sobie ( 5') nie umial sobie znalezé (5)
mogqc sobie znalezé miejsca. ( 5) moze znalezé sobie miejsca ( 5 ) znalezé sobie miejsce na (
5 ') sobie znalezé miejsce w ( 4 ) nie moge jej znalezé. (4 ) nie moge znalezé sobie (4 ) nie
mogli sobie znalez¢ (4 ) moge sobie znalezé miejsca (4 ) moge sobie znalezé miejsca. (4 )
moze sobie znalez¢ miejsca (4 ) mogt sobie znalez¢ miejsca. (4 ) sobie znalezé miejsca na (4
) znalazta sobie miejsce w ( 3 ) znalez¢é mu miejsce w ( 3 ) znalezli sobie miejsce w ( 3 ') nie
moge jej znalezé ( 3 ) nie znalezli sobie miejsca ( 3 ') znalezé sobie miejsca, nie ( 3 ') znalezé
sobie miejsca. nie ( 3 ) nie potrafiq jej znalez¢. (3 ) nie umiejq sobie znalezé ( 3 ') mogq sobie
znalezé miejsca (3 ) moge sobie miejsca znalezé. (3 ) méglt sobie znalezé miejsca, (3 ) mu
znalez¢é prace w ( 3 ') znalazt sobie prace w ( 3 ) znalezé sobie miejsca na ( 3 ) sobie znalezé
miejsca. w ( 2) znalez¢é sobie miejsca. w ( 2') nie mogqcy sobie znalez¢ ( 2 ') nie mogqc jej
znalezé ( 2) nie mogaq jej znalezé, ( 2') nie mogla jej znalezé (2 ') nie mozemy jej znalezé. (2)
nie mozesz sobie znalezé (2') nie moze jej znalezé ( 2 ') nie moze jej znalezé. (2 ') nie mogl jej
znalezé ( 2 ) nie mogt sobie znalezé. (12 ) sobie znalezé nie mogq, ( 2 ) sobie znalezé nie
moze, ( 2) sobie znaleZ¢ miejsca. nie ( 2') nie potrafiq znalez¢ sobie ( 2) nie potrafili sobie
znalezé ( 2 ) nie potrafili znalezé sobie ( 2 ) nie potrafita znalezé sobie ( 2') nie potrafily

znalez¢ sobie ( 2') nie potrafil sobie znalezé ( 2 ) nie potrafif znalezé sobie ( 2 ') nie umiata
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sobie znalezé (2 ') nie umiaf znalezé sobie ( 2 ) ktorzy nie znalezli sobie ( 2 ') mi znalezé prace
i (2) znalezé sobie prace i ( 2 ) sobie znalezé miejsca. i (2 ) mogqcy sobie znalezé miejsca
(2) mogq sobie znalezé miejsca. (2 ') mogq znalezé sobie miejsca. (2 ') moge znalez¢é sobie
miejsca. ( 2) mogli sobie znalez¢ miejsca ( 2') mogla sobie znalez¢é miejsca (2 ') moze sobie
miejsca znalezé. (2 ) mogt znalezé sobie miejsca ( 2') potrafit znalezé sobie miejsca (12 )
potrafit znalezé sobie miejsce ( 2') potrafi znalezé sobie miejsca ( 2 ) umial sobie znalezé
miejsca ( 2') umiat sobie znalez¢ miejsca. ( 2') umiejq sobie znalez¢ miejsca ( 2 ') jej znalezé

prace w ( 2) mu znalez¢é czas na ( 2 ') znalazl sobie miejsce na (2)

znalei¢ “find (PFV)’ (+sig)

znajdzie sie dla niego miejsce (1) znajdzie sie dla
nich miejsce ( 4 ) nie znajdzie sie dla nich ( 3 ) nie
znajdzie sie¢ dla niego ( 3 ) znajdzie si¢ dla mnie
miejsce ( 3 ) znalazloby si¢ dla mnie miejsce (3 )
znalaztoby sie dla niego miejsce ( 3 ) znalazlo sie
dla mnie miejsce ( 3 ) znalazlo sie dla niej miejsce
( 3) nie znalaztoby si¢ dla mnie ( 2') si¢ znalez¢é dla
nich miejsce ( 2 ) udato si¢ dla nich znalezé ( 2 )
znajdzie sie dla niej miejsce ( 2') znalaztaby si¢ dla
mnie jakas ( 2 ) znalaztoby sie dla mnie miejsce.
(2) znalazioby si¢ dla niej miejsce ( 2) znalazlo si¢

dla nich miejsce, ( 2 ) ze znajdzie si¢ dla nich (2)

udato mi sie znalezé (92 ) udato nam sie znalez¢ (72 ) uda nam sie znalezé ( 40 ) udato mu
sie znalez¢é (30 ) udalo im sie znalezé (26 ) uda mi sie znalezé (19 ) udato si¢ nam znalezé
(15) uda im si¢ znalezé ( 13 ) uda si¢ nam znalezé (12 ) udalo sie jej znalezé (11 ) uda ci
sie znalezé (110) uda mu sie znalezé (10 ) udalo jej sie znalezé (9 ) udalo sie im znalezé (8)
udato mi si¢ znalez¢é. (7)) udato ci si¢ znalez¢ (5 ') udato mi sie znalezé, (5 ) udato nam sie
znalezé, (5) nam udalo sie znalezé (4 ) udato nam sie znalezé. (4 ) uda wam sig znalezé
(4) udato si¢ nam znalezé. (3 ) uda si¢ wam znalezé ( 3 ') ci si¢ znalez¢ jakies ( 3 ) im sig
znalez¢é miejsce ( 2) mi si¢ znalezé miejsce (2 ') nam si¢ znalez¢é miejsca ( 2 ) nie znajdzie si¢
Jjej (2) sie jej nie znajdzie, (2 ) sie nam go znalezé ( 2 ') jemu udato sie znalezé ( 2 ') udatoby
nam sie znalez¢ ( 2) udalo im sie znalezé. ( 2') udato mu sie znalezé. (2) uda jej sig znalezé (

2 ) wam sie¢ znalez¢ jakis ( 2 ) sig, ze znalazi sobie (2)

zosta¢ ‘become, stay, be left (PFV)’

niego i dla niego zostato (4)

i nie zostal nam (2)

zrobi¢ ‘do, make (PFV)’

co moge dla ciebie zrobi¢? ( 7) co moge dla ciebie
zrobié, ( 6 ) co moze dla nas zrobié. ( 2 ') moge dla
ciebie zrobi¢, to ( 2') moge to dla ciebie zrobic¢. (2)
mozemy dla was zrobi¢? czego ( 2) mozemy dla was
zrobié, to ( 2') moze dla nich zrobié, to ( 2) nic dla
niej zrobi¢ nie ( 2 ') niech to zrobi dla was ( 2 ') nie
moge dla ciebie zrobic. ( 2 ) nie zrobie tego dla
ciebie, ( 2) nimi zrobi¢ dla nas wszystkich. (2 ') ona
zrobi wszystko dla ciebie. ( 2) tego, co zrobit dla
niego ( 2 ) tego dla mnie zrobi¢? — ( 2) tym, co
zrobit dla nich ( 2) zrobie to dla ciebie i ( 2 ) zrobi
to samo dla ciebie. ( 2 ) zréb to dla mnie i (2 ) z

nimi zrobi¢ dla nas (2)

to niech sobie zrobiq (9 ) zrobic sobie z nim (9 ') zrobi¢ sobie z nimi ( 8 ) nic ci nie zrobiq. (7
) nic mi nie zrobiq. ( 7') nic mu nie zrobiq. ( 7 ') nie zrobie ci nic ( 6 ) nic ci nie zrobi ( 5 ) nic
ci nie zrobi. ( 5) nic mu nie zrobili, ( 5 ) nic nam nie zrobi. ( 5) mozesz mi tego zrobic¢! (4 )
nic ci nie zrobimy. (4 ) nic mi nie zrobi, (4 ) nic mi nie zrobi. (4 ) nic mi nie zrobil, (4 ) nic
mu nie zrobil, (4 ) nic nam nie zrobiq. (4 ) tego mi zrobi¢ nie (4 ) ci co to zrobili (4 ) sobie
zrobié z nim (4 ) co mogq mi zrobi¢? ( 3 ) mogt mi to zrobi¢? (3 ) ci nic nie zrobi (3 ) mu
nic nie zrobi ( 3 ') mu nic nie zrobi, ( 3 ) mu nic nie zrobi. ( 3 ) nic ci nie zrobiq, ( 3) nic ci nie
zrobiq! ( 3 ') nic ci nie zrobig, ( 3 ) nic ci nie zrobig. ( 3 ) nic mi nie zrobili. ( 3 ) nic mi nie
zrobit. ( 3 ') nic wam nie zrobiq ( 3 ) nic wam nie zrobig. ( 3 ') mi nie mozecie zrobic. ( 3 ) nie
zrobisz mi tego ( 3 ) nie zrobisz mi tego! ( 3 ) sobie nie zrobiq wszystkiego ( 3 ) mi tego
zrobi¢! — ( 3) to sobie zrob i ( 3 ') zrobic¢ sobie z niq ( 3 ) co mi mogq zrobi¢? (2') co mogaq
mu zrobi¢ ( 2) co nam mogq zrobic¢? ( 2') moge zrobi¢ co mi ( 2') mi to zrobi¢. moze (2)
moge mu tego zrobic, ( 2') mogla mi to zrobi¢? ( 2') mogt jej to zrobi¢? ( 2') mogt nam to
zrobié. (2)) to mozesz sobie zrobi¢ ( 2 ) to moze zrobie sobie ( 2) ci nic nie zrobi"” ( 2) ci nic
nie zrobie. ( 2') im nic nie zrobi ( 2 ') im nic nie zrobi. ( 2') jej nic nie zrobi. ( 2 ') nic ci nie
zrobiq ( 2 ) nic ci nie zrobie ( 2 ) nic ci nie zrobie... ( 2') nic ci nie zrobili? ( 2 ) nic ci nie
zrobit? ( 2 ') nic im zrobi¢ nie ( 2) nic jej nie zrobi, ( 2') nic jej nie zrobiq, ( 2) nic mi nie
zrobiq, ( 2) nic mi nie zrobicie ( 2 ') nic mi nie zrobicie. ( 2') "nic mi nie zrobit. ( 2') nic mi
nie zrobisz ( 2 ') nic mi nie zrobisz. ( 2') nic mu nie zrobi, ( 2) nic mu nie zrobi. ( 2') nic mu
nie zrobili ( 2 ') nic mu nie zrobili? ( 2 ) nic nam nie zrobiq ( 2 ) nic wam nie zrobimy. ( 2 ') nie
zrobita ci nic ( 2') sobie nic nie zrobisz ( 2 ) wam nic nie zrobiq. ( 2 ') zrobi¢ mi nic nie (2) ci
nie mogq zrobi¢ ( 2 ') im nie mozemy zrobic. ( 2 ') mi nie mogq zrobié, ( 2') mi nie mozesz
zrobié. ( 2') nie mogq jej zrobic ( 2 ') nie moge zrobic sobie ( 2 ') nie mozesz im zrobic¢ ( 2 ') nie
moze ci zrobi¢ ( 2 ') oni mogq mi zrobi¢? (2 ') on moze ci zrobi¢? ( 2 ) ci to nie zrobi (2 ) nam

tego zrobi¢ nie ( 2') nam to zrobic. nie ( 2 ') nie zrobie ci tej ( 2) nie zrobig jej tej ( 2) nie
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zrobisz mi tej (2') on mi to zrobit? ( 2') sobie to ona zrobi ( 2 ) to nie mi zrobili ( 2) mi zrobi¢
to, co ((2) to, co mi zrobili ( 2) to, co mi zrobit ( 2) to, co nam zrobili" ( 2 ) to, co nam
zrobil, (2) to co. zrobiq mu ( 2) tym, co mi zrobili. ( 2') tym, co nam zrobili? (2 ') tym, co
nam zrobila. ( 2) sami to sobie zrobili ( 2 ') zrobi¢ to samo jemu ( 2') jej zrobil z niego ( 2)

zrobi¢ sobie z nich ( 2 ') zrobili sobie z niego ( 2') zrobit sobie z nim (2)

zrobi¢ ‘do, make (PFV)’ (+sig)

co sig dla nich zrobilo. ( 2 ) da si¢ zrobi¢ dla nas?

(2) sie zrobi¢ dla nas? - (2)

zrobilo mi sie jej ( 31) zrobito mu sie jej (8 ) co mi sig zrobilo ( 2) mi si¢ jej zrobilo, (2) mu

sie jej zrobilo, (2 ) zrobi¢ co mi si¢ (2)

Table B.1: Selected 4/5-gram sets

brakowa¢ ‘lack (IPFV)’

bo brakuje dla nich ( 2 ) brakuje dla nich
miejsc. (2 ) brakuje dla nich pracy ( 2 )

zaczyna brakowa¢ dla niej (2)

bo brakuje im ( 20 ) bo brakuje mi ( 9 ) zaczynato mi brakowaé (9 ) bo brakuje nam ( 8 ) bo
brakowato mi (7 ) bo brakuje mu ( 6 ) zaczyna mu brakowaé ( 6 ) bo brakowato jej ( 5) bo
brakowato mu ( 5) mi jej brakuje. ( 5 ) zaczyna brakowaé nam ( 5 ) zaczyna nam brakowac (5)
bo brakuje jej ( 4 ) brakuje mi jej ( 4 ) brakuje nam miejsca ( 4 ) zaczyna brakowac mi (4 )
zaczyna im brakowaé (4 ) bo nam brakuje ( 3 ) brakowato mi jej ( 3 ) brakowalo mu jej ( 3)
brakuje nam miejsca, ( 3 ') zaczynato brakowac jej ( 3 ) zaczynato brakowa¢é mi ( 3 ) zaczynato
brakowac mu (3 ) zaczyna brakowa¢ mu ( 3 ') zaczyna mi brakowac ( 3') (..bo brakuje mi (2) bo
mi brakuje ( 2) brakowalo mi jej. ( 2) brakuje mi jej, ( 2) brakuje mi jej. (2) mi jej brakuje, (2)
mi jej brakuje... ( 2) mu jej brakowato. ( 2 ') mu jej brakuje, ( 2 ) mu jej brakuje. ( 2 ) nam

brakuje, bo ( 2) brakuje im miejsca ( 2') brakuje nam miejsc, ( 2 ) zaczyna jej brakowacé. (2)

brzmiec:Vi~ig ‘sound (IPFV)’

dla mnie brzmi to (4 ) dla mnie to brzmi (4)
brzmi dla mnie jak ( 2) brzmi to dla nas (2)
brzmi to dla nich ( 2 ) dla mnie brzmiato to (2)

dla niej brzmialo to (2) to dla mnie brzmi (2)

Jjak brzmi jej (5 ) brzmiato mi to (2) brzmi mi to (2)

budowac ‘build (IPFV)’

i dla nich buduje (2 )

i budowac sobie ( 3 ) i buduje sobie (2)

budowad ‘build (IPFV)’ (+sig)

buduje si¢ dla nich (3)

mu si¢ budowaé ( 2) si¢ budowac sobie (2 )

gromadzi¢ ‘collect, store, hoard (IPFV)’

skarby gromadzi dla siebie, (2)

gromadzcie sobie skarby ( 3 ') gromadzcie sobie skarbow ( 2 ) ,.,gromadzcie sobie skarby (2)

kupié:Vp ‘buy (PFV)’

by kupita dla siebie. (2 ) i kupi¢ dla mnie (2)
ktorq kupit dla niego ( 2) kupi¢ samochéd dla
siebie ( 2 ) kupila dla siebie. wszyscy ( 2') kupit
dla niejw (2)

i kupi¢ sobie ( 20 ) i kupit sobie ( 16 ) by kupic¢ sobie ( 15 ) kupit sobie w ( 15 ) sobie kupi¢ w
(13) i kupi sobie (11 ) i kup sobie ( 11) kupi¢ sobie w (9 ) kupila sobie w ( 8 ) ktory kupil sobie
(7)) mogtby sobie kupic ( 6 ) i kupita sobie (6 ) i kup mi ( 6) sobie kupit i ( 6 ) kupie sobiei (5)
kupit mi w (5') kup sobie w ( 5) by kupi¢ mu (4 ) by kupit jej (4 ) chciatby kupic¢ sobie (4 )
moglby kupic sobie (4 ) i kupil mi (4 ) i kupisz sobie (4 ) sobie kupi¢ samochod (4 ) kupil jej w
(4) by kupic jej (3 ) by sobie kupic¢ (3 ) i kupic jej (3 ) i kupic nam (3 ) i kupie ci (3 ) i kupie
sobie (3 ) kupic¢ sobie i ( 3 ) ktore kupit sobie ( 3 ) ktory kupita mu ( 3 ) ktorzy kupili sobie ( 3)
kupita sobie samochod, ( 3 ') kupit mu samochod ( 3 ) kupit sobie samochod. (3 ') kupit imw (3)
mu kupi¢ w ( 3) by kupita mu ( 2 ) by kupita sobie ( 2 ) by kupil mu ( 2) by mu kupita (2)
chcieliby kupi¢ sobie ( 2') mogliby sobie kupic ( 2 ) mogtaby mi kupi¢ ( 2 ') nalezaloby kupi¢ sobie
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(2) sobie kupic¢ sobie ( 2) i kupcie sobie ( 2) i kupi¢ im (2) i kupi¢ mu ( 2) i kupit jej (2) i
kupit mu (2 ) i sobie kupiq ( 2 ) kupita sobie i ( 2) mi kupita i ( 2') sobie kupic¢ i (2) sobie kupi i
2) sobie kup i (2 ) ktora kupila sobie ( 2') ktérq jej kupil ( 2) ktérq kupili jej ( 2) ktérq kupil jej (
2 ) ktére kupita im ( 2 ) ktore kupita sobie ( 2 ') ktore kupit mi ( 2) kupili ci, ktorzy ( 2') kupie
sobie samochéd, ( 2 ) kupita sobie samochod (2 ) kupisz sobie samochéd ((2') samochdd kupit
sobie ( 2 ) sobie kupi¢ wszystko ( 2) kupita mi w ( 2 ') kupit sobie we ( 2 ) sobie kupi¢. w (2)
sobie kupita w (2 ) sobie kupil w (2)

Jjednaé ‘unite, win over (IPFV)’"’

dla mnie jedna z ( 10 ) to dla mnie jedna (7)) to
dla nich jedna ( 4 ) dla nich jedna z ( 3 ) dla
niego tylko jedna ( 3 ) dla mnie to jedna ( 2)
dla nas jedna z ( 2) dla nas tylko jedna (2 )
dla niej jedna z ( 2 ) to dla niej jedna (2 )

nam jedna z (99 ) mi jedna z ( 15 ) mi tylko jedna ( 11 ) nam tylko jedna ( 8 ) nam jedna ze (7))
mu jedna z ( 6 ) im tylko jedna ( 4 ) mu tylko jedna (4 ) im jedna z ( 3 ) sobie jedna z ( 3) jej
jedna z (2) mu jedna ze (2) mi to jedna ( 2) ta jedna mi ( 2) jej tylko jedna (2)

kupié:Vp ‘buy (PFV)’ (+sig)

sie kupic dla niej (2)

mi sie kupic¢ (47 ) nam sie kupi¢ ( 24 ) mu sie kupic ( 17 ) im sie kupic ( 15) sie nam kupié (9) ci
sie kupic¢ ( 6) jej sie kupicé (5 ) mu si¢ kupi¢. (4 ) sig jej kupi¢ (4 ) mi si¢ kupic. (3') sie im kupic
(2) sie? kupcie sobie ( 2) si¢ kupi¢ nam ( 2') si¢ nam kupic. (2)

okazac ‘show (PFV)’ [or a part of okazaé si¢ ‘turn out (PFV)’]

to dla ciebie okazac ( 2)) to dla nas okazac (2)

im to okazac. (3)

okazaé (+sig) ‘turn out (PFV)’

okazal si¢ dla mnie ( 22 ) okazat si¢ dla niego
(21) okazal sie dla nich ( 19 ) okazata sie dla
mnie ( 16 ) okazal si¢ dla nas ( 15) okaza¢ sie
dla niego ( 12 ) okazala si¢ dla nich ( 11 )
okazata si¢ dla niego ( 10 ) okaza¢ si¢ dla nas
(1 9) okazato si¢ dla mnie (9 ) okazaly si¢ dla
mnie ( 8 ) okazal si¢ dla niej ( 8 ) okazalo si¢
dla niego ( 7 ) okazaly si¢ dla nas ( 7) okaze
sie dla nas (7)) okaze si¢ dla nich (7)) okaze
sie dla niego (7 ) okaze si¢ dla ciebie ( 6 ) sie
dla nas okazac¢ ( 6 ) okazac sie dla ciebie (5)
okaza¢ sie dla nich ( 5 ) okazala sie dla nas
(5) okazata si¢ dla niej ( 5) okaze si¢ dla mnie
(5) okaze si¢ dla niej (5 ) okaza¢ sie dla mnie
( 4) okaza¢ sie dla niej ( 4 ) okazalo si¢ dla
nich ( 4) okazaly si¢ dla nich (4 ) okazaly sig¢
dla niego (4 ) okazq si¢ dla nas (4 ) si¢ okazac
dla niego ( 4 ) dla mnie okazalo sie ( 3 ) dla
mnie okazatly sie ( 3 ) dla mnie okazal sie ( 3)
sie dla nich okaza¢ ( 3 ) dla nas okazat sie (2)
dla niego okazata si¢ (2') dla siebie okazal si¢ (
2 ) okazalo si¢ dla niej ( 2 ) okazaly sie dla
ciebie ( 2 ') okazaly sie dla niej ( 2) si¢ okazac
dlanas (2)

okazali sie ci (16 ) okazali si¢ ci, ( 6 ) okazala sie jej ( 6 ) okazaly si¢ jej ( 6 ) okazal si¢ jej (5)
okazalo sie jej (3 ) okazaly mi si¢ ( 3) sie okaza¢ im ( 3 ) sie okaza¢ jej ( 3 ') sie okazaé mi (3 ) ci
okazali si¢ ( 2) okaza¢ sig jej ( 2) okaza¢ si¢ nam ( 2) okazato mu si¢ ( 2') okazq sie ci (2)
okaze mu si¢ (2 ) okaze sie jej (2)

organizowac ‘organise (IPFV)’

67Note a particularly strong influence of the quantifying expression jedna z ‘one(F) of”
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i organizujq dla nich (2)

i organizowac im (4 )

organizowac ‘organise (IPFV)’ (+sig)

dla nich organizuje si¢ ( 4 ) organizuje sie dla
nich (2)

sie organizowac sobie (3 ') mi si¢ organizowa¢ ( 2 ') nam sie organizowac ( 2 ') organizuje im sie

(2) organizuje si¢ im (2 )

pisac ‘write (IPFV)’

dla was piszemy i (4 ) autorzy piszq dla siebie.
(2) i pisac dla nich ( 2) piszq dla siebie. w
(2) piszemy dla was i ( 2) piszesz jak dla mnie
(2) pisze dla siebie i (2)

pisze mi w (4 ) piszemy i wam ( 3 ') sobie pisze w ( 3) i pisze mi ( 2 ') mi pisac. i (2) ci autorzy
piszq (2) jej autorzy piszq: ( 2) jej autor pisze: ( 2') mi pisa¢ w ( 2 ) mu pisaé w ( 2') sobie pisac
w(2) jak pisze jej (2)

plynqgé ‘flow (1IPFV)’

plynq dla nas z ( 3 ) dla niego czas plynie (2)

plynely mi z (6) plynely mu z (4 ) mu plynq z (2 ) plynela mu z (2 ) plynely jej z (2) czas plynagl
jej (2) czas plyngl nam (2 ) plynqgt im czas (2)

poswigca¢ ‘sacrifice (IPFV)’ (+sig)

poswiecajqc sie dla nich, ( 2 ) sie dla mnie
poswiecac. ( 2) sie dla nich poswiecam, ( 2)

sie dla niej poswieca. (2)

poswieca mu si¢ (7)) poswigca sie im ( 3) poswigcal sie jej (2) poswieca sie jej (2)

poswigcié ‘sacrifice, dedicate (PFV)’

dla niej warto poswieci¢ ( 3 ) poswiece dla

niego wiele, (2)

warto poswieci¢ mu (15 ) warto poswiecié im ( 11 ') warto poswieci¢ jej ( 6 ) poswieci¢ mu wiele (
5) warto jej poswieci¢ (4 ) warto mu poswieci¢ (4 ) warto im poswiecié (2 ') warto poswiecic¢

sobie (2) poswigcili im wiele ( 2') poswiecono im wiele ( 2) poswigcono mu wiele (2)

pozosta¢ ‘remain (PFV)’

pozostanie on dla mnie ( 4 ) zawsze pozostanie
dla mnie (4 ) dla mnie pozostanie w ( 2) dla
mnie zawsze pozostanie ( 2 ) i pozostanie dla
mnie (2 ) konca pozostali dla mnie ( 2 )
pozostala dla mnie na ( 2') pozostanie dla mnie
na ( 2 ) pozostanie dla mnie wielkim ( 2 )
zawsze pozostal dla niej ( 2 ') zawsze pozostanq
dla nas ( 2 ) zawsze pozostanie dla nas ( 2 )
zawsze pozostanie dla niego ( 2 ) zawsze

pozostanie dla niej (2)

nie pozostato nam ( 43 ) nie pozostato mi ( 42 ) nie pozostato mu ( 36 ) nie pozostato im ( 16 )
pozostal mi w ( 16 ) nie pozostal mu ( 15 ) pozostato mi w ( 14 ) nie pozostanie mu ( 9 ) sobie
pozostanie w (9 ) pozostata mi w ( 8 ) nie pozostanie nam ( 7) mu pozosta¢ w (7)) pozostaly mi
w ( 6) pozostanie mi w (6 ) i pozostal jej ( 6 ) mu pozostacé na ( 6 ) pozostal mi na ( 6 ) mu nie
pozostato. ( 5 ) nie pozostato jej ( 5) nie pozostal mi ( 5 ') nie pozostanie im (5 ) nie pozostanie
mi (5) pozostata mi ona (5 ) nam pozosta¢ w (5 ) nie pozostata mu (4 ) nie pozostanie ci (4 )
mi pozostalo w ( 4) pozostato mu w ( 4 ) pozostat mu w ( 4 ) pozostanie nam w ( 4 ) i pozostato
mi (4) i pozostato nam (4 ) pozostat mu na (4 ) mi nie pozostato, ( 3 ) mi nie pozostato. (3 ) mu
nie pozostato ( 3 ) nam nie pozostato ( 3 ) nie pozostata mi ( 3 ) nie pozostat jej ( 3 ) zawsze
pozostanie mi (3 ) im pozostaé w ( 3 ) pozostala mu w ( 3 ) pozostato nam w ( 3 ) pozostaly mu w
(3) i pozostala nam ( 3 ) i pozostato im ( 3 ) i pozostalo jej ( 3 ) i pozostato mu ( 3 ) i pozostanie
im (3 ) pozostanie im na ( 3 ) ci nie pozostato. ( 2') im nie pozostalo, ( 2') mi pozostal. nie (2 )
nie pozostaly im ( 2 ) nie pozostatl im ( 2 ) on mi pozostal. ( 2 ') zawsze pozostal mu ( 2 ) im
pozostanie w ( 2 ') mi pozosta¢ w ( 2 ') mi pozostanie w ( 2 ) mu pozostanie w ( 2 ) nam pozostato
w (2) nam pozostanie w ( 2 ) pozostalo jej w ( 2) pozostaly im w ( 2 ') pozostanie mu w ( 2)
sobie pozostaé¢ w (2 ) i pozostata mi ( 2 ') i pozostata mu (2 ) i pozostal mi (2 ) i pozostal mu (2)
i pozostanie ci ( 2) i pozostanie mu ( 2 ) i pozostanie nam ( 2 ) i pozostancie jej ( 2 ) koniec
pozostanie ci ( 2) mi pozosta¢ na ( 2') mi pozostaly na ( 2 ) mu pozostanie na ( 2 ') pozostata mu

na (2) pozostalo jej na ( 2') pozostal mi wielki (2)

przygotowac ‘prepare (PFV)’

ktore przygotowali dla nich ( 3 ) przygotowano
dla nich zajecia ( 3 ) dla nich przygotowano w (
2 ) i przygotowad dla nich ( 2) i przygotowali
dla nich ( 2 ) przygotowa¢ dla nich miejsca (2 )

przygotowac¢ wam miejsce. (7 ) przygotuje wam miejsce, (7 ) i przygotuje wam ( 6 ) warto
przygotowac sobie ( 6 ) i przygotowac sobie ( 4 ) przygotuj sobie kilka ( 4 ) zeby przygotowac
sobie ( 4) zajelo mi przygotowanie ( 3 ) zajeto nam przygotowanie ( 3 ) ktory przygotowal nam

(2) jej przygotowacé w ( 2) przygotowac jej w ( 2 ) i przygotowaé im ( 2') przygotowacé nam

404




przygotowata dla nich kilka ( 2 ') przygotowata
dla niego jego ( 2 ) warto przygotowac¢ dla nich
(2) Zeby przygotowac dla siebie (2)

miejsce (2 ) przygotowaé sobie miejsce ( 2 ) przygotowaé wam miejsce, ( 2 ) przygotuj sobie
miejsce (2 ) nie przygotowato jej ( 2) nie przygotowat sobie ( 2') zeby mi przygotowat ( 2 ') zeby
przygotowali mi ( 2) zeby przygotowal mi (2)

przygotowac ‘prepare (PFV)’ (+sig)

sie przygotowac dla niego (2 )

nam si¢ przygotowac ( 11') mi si¢ przygotowac (9 ) mi przygotowac sie ( 6 ) nam przygotowac si¢
( 6) mu przygotowac sie (5 ) ci przygotowac sie (4 ) im przygotowac sie¢ (4 ) im si¢ przygotowac
(4 ) mu sie przygotowaé ( 3 ) sie nam przygotowac ( 3 ) jej sie przygotowac ( 2 ) nam sie
przygotowaé, (2)

przygotowywad ‘prepare (IPFV)’

i przygotowuje dla nich ( 2 ) ktora
przygotowywata dla nas (2)

i przygotowuje jej ( 2 ) i przygotowywac sobie ( 2') ktore przygotowuje mi (2 )

przygotowywac ‘prepare (IPFV)’ (+sig)

dla nich przygotowuje si¢ (2)

mi si¢ przygotowywac (4 )

przynies¢ ‘bring (PFV)’

ktory przyniést dla mnie (2)

ktora przyniosta mu ( 25 ) ktéry przyniost mu (19 ) ktére przyniosty mu (16 ) ktére przyniosty im
( 11') ktory przyniost jej (110 ) ktory przyniost mi ( 10 ) ktory przyniost im (9 ) ktory przyniost
nam ( 8 ) ktora przyniosta im (7 ) ktora przyniosta mi ( 7') ktore przyniosty nam ( 6 ) ktorq
przyniosta mu ( 5') ktore przyniosto mu ( S ) ktore przyniosty jej ( 5 ) ktora przyniesie mu ((4)
ktora przyniosta nam (4 ) ktore przyniosq im ( 4 ) ktore przyniosto im (4 ) ktory przyniesie ci (4)
ktory przyniesie mu (4 ) ktora przyniesie nam ( 3) ktorq przyniost mu ( 3 ') ktére przyniosty mi (3
) ktora przyniosta jej ( 2) ktore przyniosq nam ( 2) ktore przyniosta nam ( 2') ktore przyniosto jej

(2) ktore przyniost mu ( 2') ktore przyniost nam ( 2) ktorzy przyniesli im (2)

robi¢ ‘do, make (IPFV)’

co dla mnie robisz, (3 ) co dla mnie robisz. (3)
robie to dla siebie, ( 3 ) robi to dla siebie ( 3 )
robi to dla siebie, ( 3 ) co dla nas robi (2) co
dla niej robie, ( 2) co robimy dla siebie, ( 2)
dla ciebie ile robisz ( 2 ) dla mnie nie robic.
(2) dla mnie robisz. — ( 2 ) dla niego nie robi. (
2 ) i robi dla nas ( 2) ktore robi dla nas (2)
nie robi dla nas ( 2 ) oni robiq dla nas?
prawdziwa ( 2') prostu dla niej robi ( 2) robiq
dla nas?prawdziwa pieknosc ( 2 ) robi¢ dla
siebie, a (2 ) robie dla niej, nie ( 2) robie tego
dla nich, (2) robie to dla ciebie ( 2 ) robig to
dla ciebie, ( 2) robie to dla siebie. ( 2 ) robie to
dla was, (2 ) robimy dla siebie ale ( 2 ) robimy
tego dla siebie ( 2) robimy tego dla siebie. (2)
robimy to dla nich ( 2 ) robimy to dla siebie,
( 2) robisz to dla mnie, ( 2 ) robisz to dla
siebie, ( 2) robisz to dla siebie. ( 2) robi dla
mnie, a ( 2') robi dla nas nic. (2) robi dla nas
wszystko, ( 2') robi tego dla siebie, (2') robi to
dla mnie, (2) robi to dla mnie. (2 ) robi to dla
niego. ( 2) to robi¢ dla niej, (2) to robig dla
siebie. ( 2) to robie dla was! ( 2 ') zgodze.duzo

nie rob mi ( 55 ) sobie nie robigc ( 53 ) i robi mi ( 37 ) sobie nie robi ( 36 ) sobie nie robiq ( 35)
nie rob sobie ( 34 ) sobie nie robit ( 32 ) nie robiq sobie ( 28 ) nie robi sobie ( 27 ) nie robit sobie (
23 ) nie robiqc sobie (19 ) nie robi¢ sobie ( 17 ) nie robi mi ( 17 ) to robi mi ( 15 ) nie rébcie mi
( 15) i robiq sobie ( 15 ) mi to robisz? ( 14 ) sobie nie robi¢ ( 14 ) roéb sobie, co (13 ) i robi mu
( 13) i robi sobie ( 13 ) co robiq ci ( 12 ') nie robig sobie ( 11) co robi jej ( 10 ) nie robit mi ( 10 )
nie robi mu (10 ) nie robi nam ( 10 ) nie robcie sobie ( 10 ) i robif sobie ( 10 ) i robi jej ( 10 )
sobie robiq, co (9 ) nie robili sobie (9 ) nie robmy sobie (9 ) i robi im (9 ) robiq ci, ktorzy (9)
rob mi tego, ( 8 ) nie robic¢ im ( 8 ) nie robita mu ( 8 ) sobie nie robita ( 8 ) i robili sobie ( 8 ) co
mi robisz? (7)) sobie robic, co (7)) rob mi tego. ( 7)) nie robili jej ( 7 ) nie robita sobie ( 7) nie
rob nam (7 ) i robit mi (7)) mi robic to (6 ) rob mi tego ( 6 ) ci nie robig ( 6 ) mi nie robi ( 6 ) nie
robie ci ( 6 ) nie robi im ( 6 ) nie rob mu ( 6 ) sobie nie robi. ( 6 ) sobie nie robie ( 6 ) sobie nie
robili (6 ) i robic¢ sobie ( 6 ) co robiq jej ( 5) co robic sobie (5 ) robic¢ co mu (5 ) robcie sobie, co
(5) mi tego robic. (5) mu to robic¢, ( 5) robiq to ci, ( 5) nie robic¢ jej ( 5) nie robili mi (5 ) nie
robily sobie (5 ) nie robimy sobie (5 ) nie rob jej ( 5 ) sobie nie robi, (5 ) sobie nie robig. (5) i
robimy sobie ( 5') i robisz sobie ( 5) robi¢ ci, ktorzy (5 ) robiq sobie nic (5 ) robit sobie nic (5)
ci co robiq (4 ) co robili ci (4 ) co robil jej (4 ) co sobie robi¢ (4) rob sobie co (4 ) sobie robi
co (4) im robic to, (4 ) mi robi¢ to, (4 ) mu tego robi¢. (4 ) nam tego robic¢ (4 ) robi cito (4)
robi mi to (4 ) mu nie robié¢ (4 ) nie robigc im ( 4 ) nie robiq im ( 4 ) nie robiq mi ( 4 ) nie robié¢
mu (4 ) nie robili mu (4 ) nie robit mu (4 ) nie robi ci (4 ) nie robi jej (4 ) nie robcie nam (4)
on robit jej (4 ) robi¢ mu nie ( 4 ) sobie nie robity (4 ) i robiq im (4 ) i robi¢ mu ( 4 ) i robie
sobie (4 ) irobi ci (4) ktore robiq sobie (4 ) ktorzy robiq sobie (4 ) ale robi mi (4 ) mi robic, co
(3) robig co im ( 3 ) robi¢ co nam (3 ) robi co mu ( 3 ) robcie sobie co (3 ) rob co ci (3 ) sobie
robiq co ( 3 ) sobie robié¢ co ( 3 ) sobie robi, co ( 3) sobie réb, co (3 ) mi tego robi¢, (3 ) mi to

robi ( 3 ) mi to robi, (3 ) mi to robi? ( 3 ) mu tego robi¢ ( 3 ) nam robic to ( 3 ) robito mi to (3)
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robimy dla siebie (2)

robisz sobie ten ( 3 ) robi mu to (3 ) rébcie mi tego! ( 3) rob mi tego! ( 3 ) rob nam tego (3)
sobie to robi, ( 3 ) to mi robi ( 3') to robie sobie ( 3 ) to robimy sobie ( 3 ) je sobie robiq ( 3 ) mi
nie robiq ( 3 ) mi nie robit ( 3 ) nie robiqc mu ( 3 ) nie robi¢ mi ( 3 ) nie robie jej ( 3 ) nie robili
nam ( 3 ) nie robila jej ( 3 ) nie robitoby im (3 ) nie robito mi ( 3 ) nie robil jej ( 3 ) nie robimy im
(3) nie robimy mu ( 3 ) nie robze mi ( 3') "nie rob mi ( 3 ) ona robi sobie ( 3 ) oni nam robiq (3 )
on robi mi (3 ) on robi sobie ( 3 ) sobie nie robitl. (3 ) i robiq mi (3 ) i robili im ( 3 ) i robili mi (3
) i robita mu ( 3) i robita nam ( 3 ) i robito mu ( 3 ) i robit im ( 3 ) i robiono mu ( 3 ) i robi nam
( 3) ktora robita mi ( 3 ') ktorych robit sobie ( 3 ) ktory robit jej ( 3) ktéry robi mi ( 3) ktorzy
robili mu ( 3 ') robiqc sobie nic ( 3 ) wszyscy robiq sobie (3 ) co im robi¢ (2) co im robiono (2)
co jej robit (2) co mi robi (2) co mi robit (2') co mi robisz, (2) co robi¢ im (2 ) co robit sobie (
2 ) mi, robisz sobie ( 2') mu robic, co ( 2) robi¢ co ci ( 2) robic co jej ( 2) robi sobie, co (2)
tobie robili nam ( 2') ci robic tej ( 2) ci robi¢ to, (2) ci tego robi¢. (2) im robita to (2) im to
robic¢ ((2) im to robic¢, ( 2) jej tego robic¢. ( 2') mi robic¢ tego, (2') mi robi ten ( 2) mi to robic,
(2) mu to robic¢. (2') nam to robié¢ ( 2 ') nam to robi¢? ( 2) robiq nam to ( 2) robiq sobie te (2 )
robiq to ci (2 ) robili im to (2 ) robili tego sobie (2 ) robili to ci ( 2) robita to jej ( 2) robil to jej
(2) robimy to sobie (2 ) robi to jej (2 ) rob nam tego! ( 2) sobie robi¢ to ( 2') tego robi¢ nam ( 2
) to im robi (2') to mu robi ( 2') to robiq sobie (2 ) to robito mi ( 2') to robit jej ( 2) to sobie robi
(2) to sobie robi. ( 2) ci nie robili ( 2') jej nie robi, ( 2 ) mi nie robi. ( 2) mi nie robit, (2 ') mi nie
rob! (2') mi robi¢ nie (2 ') mu nie robi ( 2) nie robiq jej ( 2 ') nie robiq mu ( 2 ') nie robiq nam (2 )
nie robi¢ ci ( 2 ) nie robig im ( 2) nie robili im ( 2) nie robita ci ( 2 ) nie robito mu ( 2) nie robil
im ( 2) nie robit nam ( 2 ) nie robisz sobie ( 2 ') nie rébcie im ( 2 ) nie robcie mu ( 2 ') nie robmy
mu (2) nie rob im (2 ) nie rob mi, (2) "nie rob sobie (2 ) ona ci robi ( 2 ') ona sobie robi ( 2)
oni robiq sobie (2 ) oni sobie robiq, (2') on mi robi ( 2') robi¢ im nie ( 2) robic¢ mi nie ( 2) robié¢
nam nie ( 2) robit mu je ( 2 ') sobie nie robif, ( 2) tobie nie robi¢ ( 2') wam nie robiono? (2) —
robie sobie ( 2) — robi mi (2 ) — robi sobie ( 2 ) i robiq nam ( 2 ) i robie mu ( 2) i robila sobie
(2)irobitjej (2) ci ktorzy robili ( 2 ') ktora robita jej ( 2) ktora robita nam ( 2 ') ktory robit mi
(2) ktory robit sobie ( 2) ktory robi mu ( 2) ktory robi sobie ( 2) robiq ci, ktorych ( 2') a robiq
sobie (2) "a robcie sobie ( 2 ') a robcie sobie, ( 2) sobie robil, ale ( 2 ') sobie robi, ale ( 2') robi

sobie nic (2)

robié¢ ‘do, make (IPFV)’ (+sig)

dla niej robi si¢ ( 2 ) robi sig dla nich ( 2) robi
sie dla siebie, (2)

robi mi si¢ ( 251 ) robito mi sie ( 56 ) robi mu sie¢ ( 50 ) mi sie robi ( 45 ) robito mu si¢ ( 37 ) mi
sie robic¢ (33 ) robi jej sie ( 28 ) robi ci si¢ ( 23 ) robito jej si¢ ( 17 ) mi sig robi. ( 16 ) robi im sig (
15) robi si¢ jej ( 15 ) mi si¢ robi, ( 13 ) robi si¢ nam ( 12') mu sig¢ robic¢ ( 10 ) robiq mi si¢ ( 10 )
robi nam sie ( 10 ) mu sie robi (9 ) mi sie robito ( 8 ) nam sie robi¢ (7') mi si¢ robi¢. ( 6 ) robi si¢
im (6 ) ci sig robi¢ (5 ) robiq ci sie ( 5) robiq mu sie ( 5) sie nam robic¢ ( 5 ) mi sie robié, (4)
nam sie robi (4 ) robi¢ mu si¢ (4 ) robilo si¢ jej (4 ) sie, robiqc mu (4 ) im sig robi¢ (3) jej si¢
robi (3 ) mi si¢ robiq ( 3 ) mu sig robilo ( 3 ) robiq jej si¢ ( 3 ) robiq si¢ jej (3 ) robily mu si¢ (3)
sie, robigc mi ( 3 ) sie robi¢ mu ( 3) ci si¢ robi ( 2) im robie si¢ (2 ) im si¢ robi ( 2) jej robi sie
(2) jej sie robiq ( 2) mi sie robi... ( 2') mi si¢ robito, ( 2 ) mu sie robiq ( 2 ) mu si¢ robié, (2 ) mu
sig robié. (2') nam robi sie ( 2 ) robiq im sie ( 2) robi¢ im sie ( 2 ) robila mi sie ( 2 ') robito ci sie (
2 ) robito im si¢ (2 ) robito nam si¢ ( 2 ') robito si¢ nam ( 2) robily jej si¢ (2 ) robily si¢ jej (2)
robil mu si¢ (2) "robi mi sie (2 ) ,,yobi mi si¢ ( 2) robi si¢ wam ( 2 ') si¢ nam robi ( 2 ) si¢ robi¢

sobie (2)

rodzi¢ (+sig) [rodzic¢ sig ‘be born (IPFV)’]

rodzi si¢ dla mnie (2)

rodzi mu sie (6 ) rodzq im sie (5 ) rodzi im sie ( 5) rodzi mi sie ( 3 ) rodzi si¢ im ( 3 ) ci sie rodzi (
2 ) rodzq nam sie ( 2) rodzq sie im ( 2 ) rodzq si¢ nam ( 2') rodzily im sie ( 2') rodzily mi sie (2)
rodzil mu sie ( 2) rodzi ci sie ( 2 ) rodzi nam sie ( 2) rodzi sie jej (2 ') wam si¢ rodzita ( 2')

skonczy¢ “finish (PFV)’

dla niego nie skonczy. ( 2') dla niej skonczy. i | jej nie skonczyl. (5) jej nie skoniczyt (2 ) jej nie skonczyl, (2') mi skonczyé. nie ( 2) i skoniczyly
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(2) i dla niej skonczy. ( 2) skonczylo dla mnie
i(2)

mi (2) mu skonczy¢i(2)

skonczy¢ “finish (PFV)’ (+sig)

skorniczyta si¢ dla mnie (19 ) skonczylo sie dla
nich ( 6 ) skonczylo sie dla niego ( 6 ) skonczy
sie dla niej ( 6 ) skonczylo si¢ dla nas (5 )
skoniczyl si¢ dla mnie (5 ) skonczyl si¢ dla
niego ( 5 ) sie dla mnie skonczylo. ( 4 )
skonczyta sie dla nas (4) skonczylo sie dla niej
(4) skonczyly sie dla mnie (4 ) si¢ dla ciebie
skoriczy ( 3) sie dla mnie skonczy. (3 ) sig dla
mnie skonczy¢ ( 3 ) sie dla nich skonczy¢ (13 )
skonczy¢ sig dla nas ( 3') skonczy¢ si¢ dla nich (
3 ) skonczy¢ sie dla niego ( 3 ) skonczyloby si¢
dla nas ( 3 ) skonczyt sie dla nas ( 3 ') skonczyt
sie dla nich ( 3) skonczy sie dla nich (3 ) dla
mnie si¢ skonczyl. ( 2) dla niego si¢ skonczyl.
(2) dla niego skonczyto sie ( 2) sie dla ciebie
skonczy¢ (2 ) sie dla nich skonczy. (2) sie dla
niego skonczy¢. (2) sie dla niego skonczylo, (2
) sie skonczy¢ dla mnie ( 2 ) si¢ skonczyé dla
niego ( 2 ) skonczylby sie dla mnie ( 2 )
skonczyly sie dla niego ( 2 ) skonczy sie dla nas
(2)

skonczyl mi si¢ ( 25 ) skoriczyly mi sig ( 23 ) skonczyl mu sie ( 23 ) mi si¢ skonczy¢ (16 )
skonczyta mu sie (16 ) skonczyly mu sie ( 16 ) skoniczyta mi si¢ ( 15 ) skoniczyly im sie ( 15)
skonczy mi sie ( 14 ) mi sie skonczyt ( 11 ) skonczyt sie jej ( 10 ) skonczy sie jej ( 10 ) mi sie
skonczyta (9 ) skonczylo sie jej (9 ) mu sie skonczy¢ (7)) skonczy im sie (7)) mi si¢ skonczyl. (6)
mi si¢ skonczyly ( 6 ) skoriczyla nam sie ( 6 ) skonczyla sig jej (6 ) skorczyly sie jej ( 6 ) skonczyly
sie nam (6 ) skonczy mu si¢ ( 6 ) mi si¢ skonczyl, ( 5) mi si¢ skonczyla. ( 5) nam sie skonczyé
('5) nam sie skonczyly (5) skonczq im si¢ (5 ) skonczyly nam sie (5 ) skonczyly sie im (5) jej
sie skonczyc¢ (4 ) skonczyta sie nam (4 ) skonczylo im sie (4 ) skonczylo mi sie (4 ) ci sie skonczy
(13 ) mi sig skonczyly. ( 3') si¢ nam skoniczyé ( 3 ) skoriczyla im si¢ ( 3 ) skonczyla sig im (3 )
skonczyly jej sie ( 3) skoniczyt im sie ( 3) skonczyl jej si¢ ( 3) skoriczy ci sie (3 ) im sig skonczyly
(2) jemu si¢ skonczyta (2 ) mi si¢ skonczy ( 2') mi sie skonczy¢, ( 2') mi sie skonczyly, (2 ) mu
sie skonczyt ( 2) sie jej skonczy? ( 2) skonczq mi sie ( 2') skonczq sie im ( 2) skonczyla jej sie
(2) skoriczyto mu sie ( 2) skonczyly ci si¢ ( 2) skonczyly mi sig, (2 ) skonczyl ci si¢ ( 2 ') skonczyl
sig im ( 2) skonczyt si¢ nam ( 2') skoniczy sie nam (2)

starczac ‘be sufficient (IPFV)’

dla mnie nie starczato ( 2) dla nich nie starcza.

(2)

nie starcza im ( 23 ) nie starcza nam ( 20 ) nie starczato mu ( 16 ) nie starcza mu ( 16 ) nie starcza
mi ( 14) nie starcza jej ( 11 ) mi nie starcza ( 7') nie starczato mi ( 6 ) nie starczato im (4 ) nie
starczalo jej ( 4 ) nie starczalo nam ( 4 ) nie starcza ci (4 ) mu nie starcza ( 3 ') mu nie starcza.

(3) im nie starcza ( 2 ') mi nie starczato ( 2 ) nam nie starcza ( 2') starczalo im nie (2 )

starczy¢ ‘be sufficient (PFV)’

nie starczy dla nich ( 4 ) ale dla niego starczy.
( 2) dla niego nie starczylo ( 2 ) dla niego
starczy. najwazniejsze, ( 2 ) nie starczylo dla
niego ( 2) starczylo juz dla nich ( 2) starczy
dla nas obu. ( 2') starczy dla nas wszystkich
( 2) starczy nas dla nich... ( 2) zeby starczylo
dlanas (2)

nie starczyto mu ( 46 ) nie starczyto mi ( 28 ) nie starczy nam ( 27 ) nie starczylo jej ( 15 ) nie
starczy mu ( 14 ) nie starczylo nam ( 13 ) nie starczy mi ( 12 ) nie starczylo im ( 11 ) nie
starczytoby mi ( 10 ) mi nie starczy ( 8 ) nie starczy jej ( 8 ) nie starczy ci (1) zeby starczyto mi (6
) nie starczy im ( 5') starczyto mu juz ( 5') mi nie starczy, ( 4 ) nie starczytoby mu ( 4 ) mu nie
starczylo, ( 3) starczylo mi juz ( 3 ) Zeby mu starczylo ( 3) Zeby starczylo mu ( 3') ci nie starczy
(2) ci nie starczy, ( 2') mi nie starczy. ( 2 ) mi nie starczylo ( 2 ) mu nie starczy ( 2 ) nam nie
starczylo (2 ) nie starczytoby nam ( 2 ') starczy mu jej ( 2') ale starczyto im ( 2) ale starczylo mi

(2) ale starczyto mu ( 2') ale starczy mi ( 2') mi starczylo, ale ( 2 ') starczy nam juz (2 )

stwarzaé ‘create (IPFV)’

nie stwarza dla niego ( 2) to stwarza dla nas

(2)

nie stwarza mi ( 6 ) nie stwarzac sobie ( 3 ) to stwarza nam ( 3 ) nie stwarzajqc im ( 2 ) nie
stwarzajq jej ( 2 ) nie stwarzala mu ( 2 ') nie stwarzata sobie ( 2 ) nie stwarzaly im ( 2) nie

stwarza mu ( 2 ) stwarza im to (2 ') stwarza nam to (2)

stworzy¢ ‘create (PFV)’

chce stworzy¢ dla siebie (4 ) dla niego zostato
stworzone. (4 stworzy¢ dla siebie alibi. (3 )
by stworzyé dla siebie ( 2 ') dla mnie stworzenie
pewnej (2) i stworzy¢ dla nich ( 2) i stworzy¢

trzeba im stworzy¢ ((15) i stworzy¢ im (19 ) i stworzyé sobie ( 8 ) chcemy im stworzyé (5) by
stworzy¢ im (5 ) by stworzy¢ sobie ( 5) i stworzyl sobie ( 5) i stworz sobie ( 5') musimy im
stworzy¢ (5 ) musi sobie stworzy¢ (4 ) stworzyé sobie miejsce (4 ) trzeba mu stworzy¢ (4 )

trzeba stworzy¢ im ( 4 ') i stworzyli sobie ( 3 ) trzeba stworzy¢ sobie ( 3 ) chce stworzy¢ sobie (2)
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dla niej ( 2 ) i stworzy¢ dla siebie (2 ) i
stworzyl dla niej ( 2 ) musi stworzy¢ dla niej
( 2) stworzy¢ dla nich miejsca ( 2) trzeba dla

nich stworzy¢ (2)

chciat sobie stworzy¢ ( 2') zostaly im stworzone ( 2 ) stworzy¢ sobie alibi, ( 2 ) stworzyt sobie
alibi, ( 2) pomoglyby nam stworzy¢ ( 2') stworzy¢ sobie pewien ( 2') stworzy¢ sobie pewnq (2 ) i
stworzy¢ mu (2) i stworzyla mu ( 2) i stworzyl im (2 ) i stworzywszy sobie ( 2 ) sobie stworzyl i (
2 ) musimy stworzy¢ im ( 2') musi stworzy¢ sobie ( 2') trzeba jej stworzyé (2)

stworzy¢ ‘create (PFV)’ (+sig)

stworzy sie dla nich (2)

nam sig stworzy¢ ( 69 ) mu sie stworzy¢ (33 ) sie nam stworzy¢ ( 31) im sie stworzy¢ (24 ) mi sie
stworzy¢ ((23)) jej sie stworzy¢ (10 ) sie im stworzy¢ ((9) sie stworzy¢ im (19 ) sie jej stworzyé
(6) stworzy sig im ( 6 ) sie wam stworzy¢ ( 5) ci sig stworzy¢ (4) nam sig stworzyé. (3) im sig
stworzy¢. (2') mi sig stworzy¢. (2) sie stworzy¢ mu ( 2) sie stworzy¢ sobie ( 2) stworzy mu si¢

(2) stworzy sie jej (2') wam sig stworzy¢ (2)

szukac ‘look for, search (IPFV)’

i szuka dla siebie (9 ) szukajq dla siebie
miejsca (5 ') szukamy dla was: tanie ( 4 ) szuka
dla siebie miejsca, (4 ) i szuka¢ dla nich (3 )i
szukal dla siebie ( 3 ) i szuka dla nich ( 3 )
szukaé dla siebie miejsca ( 3 ) szukajqc dla
siebie miejsca ( 3 ) szukajqc odpowiedniego dla
siebie ( 3 ) szukali dla siebie miejsca ( 3 )
szukal dla siebie miejsca ( 3 ) szukamy dla was
taniej ( 3 ) szuka dla siebie miejsca ( 3 ) szuka
dla siebie nowego ( 3 ) bezskutecznie szukali
dla niej ( 2) bielsku-biatej szukat dla niej (2)
dlatego szukamy dla niego ( 2 ) diugo szukal
dla siebie ( 2 ) gdzie szuka¢ dla nich ( 2) i
szukajq dla nich ( 2) i szukajq dla niego (2) i
szukat dla niego ( 2) i szukano dla nich (2) i
szuka dla niego ( 2') juz szuka dla niego ( 2)
ktorzy szukajq dla siebie ( 2 ) muszq szuka¢ dla
siebie ( 2 ) nalezy szuka¢ dla nich ( 2 ) pan
szuka dla siebie ( 2 ) szuka¢ dla nich wyjasnien
( 2) szuka¢ dla siebie i ( 2) szuka¢ dla siebie
Jjakiegos ( 2 ) szukac dla siebie pomocy ( 2 )
szukajqc dla siebie miejsca, ( 2 ) szukajq dla
nich nowych ( 2 ) szukajq dla siebie nowych
( 2) szukali dla niej pomocy ( 2 ) szukal dla
niej rodziny ( 2') szukal dla siebie miejsca. (2)
szukal wlasciwego dla siebie ( 2 ) szuka dla
nich odpowiednich ( 2 ) szuka dla nich
poparcia. ( 2) szuka dla niego nowego ( 2 )

szuka dla siebie pomocy (2)

sobie szukac nowego (9 ') szukac sobie nowego (9 ) gdzie jej szukac? (9 ) gdzie jej szukac. (9)
jej szukac i (7)) nalezy jej szukaé (7) i szuka jej ( 6 ) szukac sobie miejsca ( 6 ) szuka sobie
miejsca ( 6 ) gdzie jej szuka¢ ( 6 ) i szuka sobie ( 5 ) sobie szuka¢ nowych (5 ) szukajq sobie
nowych ( 5) szuka sobie miejsca, ( 4 ) szuka sobie miejsca. (4 ) szukac¢ sobie nowej ( 4 ) szuka¢
sobie nowych ( 4 ) szuka sobie nowego ( 4 ) szuka sobie nowej ( 4) gdzie jej szukac, (4 ) ktory
szuka sobie ( 4) i szukajq sobie ( 3 ) i szukal sobie ( 3 ) sobie szuka¢ nowej ( 3 ) szuka sobie
nowych ( 3 ) ktorzy jej szukajq. ( 3 ) musiato szukac sobie ( 3 ) musiat szukac¢ sobie ( 3 ) musieli
szukac sobie ( 3') musi sobie szukac ( 3 ') musi szukac sobie ( 3 ') nalezy szukac jej ( 3 ) im szukaé
sobie (2 ) i szukac jej (2) i szukal jej (2) i szukamy jej (2 ) i szukam jej ( 2 ) jej szukac. i (2)
Jej szukajq i ( 2') szukajq sobie miejsca ( 2 ) szukat sobie miejsca ( 2 ') szukatl sobie miejsca. (2)
szukajq sobie nowego ( 2 ') szukam sobie nowych ( 2 ') jej szuka¢ gdzie ( 2 ') mi gdzie szukac (2)
Juz szukac sobie ( 2') ci ktorzy szukajq ( 2 ) ktore szukajq sobie ( 2 ) ktorzy szukali jej ( 2') musieli

sobie szuka¢ (2') muszq jej szukac (2)

szukaé ‘look for, search (IPFV)’ (+sig)

szuka sie dla niego (2)

mi sie szuka¢ (13 ') mi sie szukac... (3 ) mu si¢ szuka¢ ( 3 ) nam sie szukac ( 3 ) szuka¢ mi sie (2)

szuka sie jej (2)

szykowac ‘prepare (IPFV)’

i szykujemy dla nich (2)

i szykuje sobie (3)

tworzy¢ ‘create (IPFV)’

dla mnie nie tworzy ( 2 ) i dla niej tworzymy | nie tworzy jej (5 ) sam sobie tworzy (4 ) tworzq ci sami ( 4 ) nie tworzq jej ( 3 ) nie tworzqc jej,
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(2) i tworzyli dla nich ( 2) i tworzy dla nich
(2) sama dla siebie tworzy ( 2) tworzy¢ dla

nich nowe (2)

(2) nie tworzy¢ sobie (2') im tworzy¢ i (2) i tworzq jej (2 ) i tworzyl jej (2 ) im tworzy¢ nowe

(2)

tworzy¢ ‘create (IPFV)’ (+sig)

tworzy sie dla nich (2)

mi si¢ tworzy¢ ( 3 ) sig im tworzy¢ (3 ') tworzy mu sie ( 2') tworzy nam si¢ (2 ') tworzy sig jej (2)

uczgynié ‘do (PFV)’

ktory uczynit dla nas (2)

ktory uczynit sobie ( 6 ) ktory uczynit jej ( 3 ) ktorzy uczynili sobie ( 3) ktorzy uczynili nam (2)

ulozy¢ ‘arrange (PFV)’

dla nas lepiej ufozy¢. (3 ) dla nas dobrze
utozyé, (2)

im utozy¢ sobie ( 2 ') utozy¢ sobie dobrze (2)

ulozy¢ ‘arrange (PFV)’ (+sig)

utozyt sie dla nas (9 ) sie dla nas utozyt, (2)
sie dla nas ulozylo. ( 2) ulozylo si¢ dla nas (2)

utozylo mi sie (9 ) mi sie utozyto (6 ) ulozy si¢ im ( 6 ) mi si¢ utozy¢ (4 ) sie ulozy¢ sobie (4 )
utozylo mu si¢ (4 ) mu si¢ utozy¢ (3 ') nam sie ulozy¢ ( 3 ') utozyta mi sie ( 3 ') utozyly mi si¢ (3)
utozyl mi sie ( 3 ) utozy im sie ( 3) ci si¢ utozy ( 2) im sie utozy¢ ( 2) jej sie utozyto. (2') jej
utozy¢ sie (2) mi sie utozy (2') mi sie utozy, ( 2) mi si¢ utozy. ( 2 ') mi sie utozyto. ( 2 ') mu sie
utozylo. (2') mu utozy¢ sie (2) nam si¢ utozyt ( 2') nam sie utozyto. ( 2) sie¢ nam utozy ( 2') sie
nam utozy¢ ( 2) ulozylo sie im ( 2) ulozyly sie jej ( 2) utozyt nam sie ( 2) utozyt si¢ nam (2)
utozy mi sie ( 2) ulozy nam sie (2) utozy sie jej ( 2 ) ulozy si¢ mu ( 2) utozy si¢ nam (2)

uprosic ‘beg, plead (PFV)’

cig, upro$ dla nas ( 21 ) upros dla nas taske
(3)) pio, upros dla mnie ( 2) pio, upros dla nas

(2) upros dla nas mitosierdzie (2 ')

pio, upros mi ( 11') upros mi taske ( 7) cig, upros mi ( 3 ') upros mi taske, (3 ) upros mu taske (3)

upros nam taske ( 2') mitosierdzia, upros nam (2)

urzqdzac ‘arrange, decorate, prepare (IPFV)’

urzqdzasz dla siebie i (3)

i urzqdzajq sobie ( 3 ) i urzqdzal sobie (2)

wybraé ‘choose (PFV)’

wybra¢ odpowiedniq dla siebie ( 6 ) wybrac
odpowiedni dla siebie ( 6 ) wybrali jeszcze dla
mnie (5 ) i wybra¢ dla siebie ( 4 ) wybrac¢
najlepszq dla siebie ( 4 ) moze wybraé dla
siebie ( 3 ) wybrac¢ najlepszy dla siebie ( 3 )
wybrac oferte dla nich ( 3) wybraé optymalny
dla siebie ( 3 ) aby wybraé dla siebie (2) by
wybra¢ dla siebie ( 2) i wybral dla niego ((2)
ktore wybrali dla siebie ( 2') ktore wybral dla
niego ( 2 ') musiala wybra¢ dla siebie ( 2) nie
wybrali dla mnie ( 2 ) wybierze najlepszq dla
siebie ( 2 ) wybierz partnera dla siebie ( 2 )
wybra¢ dla siebie odpowiedni ( 2 ) wybra¢ dla
siebie odpowiedniq ( 2 ) wybra¢ najbardziej dla
siebie ( 2 ) wybrac najkorzystniejszq dla siebie (
2 ) wybra¢ najlepszq dla siebie. ( 2 ) wybrac
najlepsze dla siebie ( 2 ) wybraé¢ odpowiedni
dla nich ( 2) wybrat dla niego jak (2)

moze sobie wybra¢ ( 32 ) moze wybrac sobie ( 19 ) mogt wybrac sobie ( 19 ) i wybrac sobie ( 13)
mogt sobie wybrac (12') mogq wybraé sobie ( 11 ') i wybrat sobie (9 ) mogq sobie wybrac¢ (9 )
mozesz sobie wybrac (9 ) moge sobie wybrac ( 8 ) mozemy wybrac sobie ( 8 ) mogli wybra¢ sobie
(7) i wybierze sobie ( 6 ) i wybrala sobie ( 6 ) mozemy sobie wybra¢ ( 6 ) mozesz wybrac sobie
( 6) ktory wybrat sobie ( 6 ) sobie wybrac¢ i ( 5) mogla wybrac sobie (5 ) wybral go sobie (5)
wybrac sobie odpowiedni (4 ) aby wybra¢ sobie (4 ) wybral jq sobie (4 ) wybral sobie jeszcze (3
) sobie wybral i ( 3 ') moge sobie wybraé, ( 3 ) mogli sobie wybrac ( 3 ) mogl sobie wybraé, (3)
by wybrac sobie ( 3 ) ktore wybraly sobie ( 3 ) ktory sobie wybrat ( 3 ) nie wybierze sobie ( 3)
wybrac najbardziej nam ( 3 ') jakq sobie wybierzemy, ( 3 ) wybral sobie jako ( 3 ) sobie wybrat jej
(2) sobie wybrata i ( 2') sobie wybra¢ lepszego ( 2 ) wybierz sobie dobrego ( 2 ) wybiorq mu
lepszq ( 2 ) mogly sobie wybrac ( 2 ') moze sobie wybra¢. ( 2') mégtby sobie wybrac ( 2') aby
wybrali sobie ( 2') aby wybraly sobie ( 2') by wybrata sobie ( 2') ktora wybrata sobie ( 2) ktorq
sobie wybra¢ ( 2 ) ktore sobie wybral, ( 2 ') ktore wybral sobie ( 2') ktérzy wybrali sobie (12)
musisz sobie wybra¢ (2 ') go sobie wybral, (2') je sobie wybra¢ (2 ) je sobie wybraé. ( 2') nich
wybrata sobie (2 ) nie wybiorq sobie ( 2 ) nie wybraliby jej ( 2 ) nie wybraly sobie ( 2 ) nie
wybrat sobie ( 2) on sobie wybrat, ( 2) wybrali go sobie ( 2 ) jakq sobie wybierzecie. (2)

wybudowac¢ ‘build (PFV)’
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wybudowac dom dla siebie. (2)

wybudowat sobie dom ( 3 ) sobie wybudowac dom ( 2 ') wybudowa¢ sobie dom ( 2 ') wybudowali
sobie dom ( 2') wybudowal jej dom, (2)

wydluzy¢ ‘extend, elongate (PFV)’(+sig)

wydtuzy sie dla niego (2 )

wydtuzyta mi sie ( 3 ) jej sie wydtuzyl ( 2') mi si¢ wydluzyly, ( 2) wydtuzyta mu sie ( 2') wydluzyly
im sie (2) wydluzyly si¢ jej (2') wydtuzy mi si¢ (2)

wyglqdaé ‘look (IPFV)’

dla mnie wyglada to ( 3 ) ale dla mnie wyglada
(2) dla mnie wygladajq jak (2 )

wyglgda mi to (30 ) to mi wyglada ( 25) jak wyglada jej ( 23 ) mi to wyglada ( 6 ) wygladato mi
to (5) jak wygladajq jej ( 5 ) jak wygladal jej ( 5 ) wyglada jak jej ( 5) to wyglada mi ( 4 ) jak
wygladali ci ( 3 ) jak wygladatby jej ( 3 ) jak wygladaly jej ( 3 ) wygladac jak ci ( 3 ) mi to
wyglada. ( 2) wyglada mu to ( 2) ale wyglada mi ( 2) ci jak wyglada ( 2) im jak wyglada (2)
Jak wygladajq ci, ( 2') jak wygladata jej ( 2') mi jak wyglada ( 2 ') sobie jak wyglada ( 2 ) sobie
Jjak wygladajq (2 ') wam jak wyglada ( 2 ) wygladasz jak ci (2)

wykupié¢ ‘buy out (PFV)’

moze wykupi¢ dla siebie (2)

moze wykupic sobie (4 ) mogt wykupic¢ sobie ( 3 ') mogq sobie wykupic¢ ( 2') moze sobie wykupié¢
(2)

wymysli¢ ‘come up with, think of, devise (PFV)’

wymyslita dla niego nazwe ( 3 ') ktory wymyslit
dla niego ( 2 ') nazwe wymyslita dla niej ( 2 )
tez wymyslila dla niego ( 2 ) to dla nich
wymyslono (2)

to sobie wymyslit. ( 12) to sobie wymyslit ( 10) ktory wymyslit sobie (5 ) to sobie wymyslif, (5)
wymyslita sobie ten ( 3 ) wymyslit jej nazwe. ( 2') wymyslit sobie tez, ( 2 ') sobie tego wymyslic.
( 2) sobie to wymyslita, ( 2 ) sobie wymyslili, to ( 2 ) temu wymyslila sobie ( 2 ) to sobie
wymyslita ( 2) to sobie wymyslita, ( 2') wymyslila sobie te ( 2 ) wymyslit sobie ten ( 2 ') wymyslit
to sobie (2)

wynegocjowac ‘negotiate (PFV)’

wynegocjowaé korzystne dla siebie (2)

nam wynegocjowac korzystniejsze (2 )

wypraszac ‘beg, plead (IPFV)’

i wyprasza¢ dla nich (2)

i wypraszam sobie ( 8 ) i wyprasza sobie (2)

wyprosic¢ ‘beg, plead (PFV)’

wypros dla mnie laske ( 3 ) wypros dla mnie
taske, (3 ) i wypros dla mnie ( 2) wypros dla
niego taske (2) wypros dla niej taske (2)

wypros mi laske (17 ) i wypros mi (4 ) wypros mi taske, (3 ) i wypros jej (2)

wystara¢ ‘make an effort (PFV)’ (+sig)

wystaral sie dla niej (2)

wystarat mu sie ( 3 ) mi si¢ wystarac (2')

wywalczy¢ ‘win (PFV)’

by wywalczyé dla siebie ( 3 ) wywalczyé dla

siebie miejsce (2 )

wywalczyl sobie miejsce ( 21 ) wywalczy¢ sobie miejsce (15 ) wywalczyta sobie miejsce (4 ) by
wywalczy¢ sobie ( 3 ') sobie wywalczy¢ miejsce ( 3 ') wywalczy sobie miejsca ( 3 ') sobie wywalczy¢

miejsca ( 2') wywalczyé sobie miejsce. ( 2) wywalczy sobie miejsce (2')

wywalczy¢ ‘win (PFV)’ (+sig)

sie wywalczy¢ dla mnie (2)

nam si¢ wywalczy¢ (23 ) mi si¢ wywalczy¢ (18 ) im sie wywalczy¢ (113 ') im sie wywalczyc, (110)
sie nam wywalczy¢ (9 ) mu sie wywalczyé ( 8 ) jej sie wywalczyé (3 ) mi sie¢ wywalczyé, (2) sie

im wywalczy¢ (2)

wyznaczy¢ ‘outline, order, assign (PFV)’

i wyznaczyt dla niego (2 )

i wyznaczyé mu (6 ) i wyznaczono im ( 3 ') i wyznaczy¢ sobie ( 3 ) i wyznaczyl jej (3 ) i wyznaczyl
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mi (3) i wyznaczono jej (2 ') i wyznaczyt mu ( 2 ) i wyznaczyt sobie ( 2 ) i wyznacz sobie (2) mu

wyznaczono i (2)

wzigé ‘take (PFV)’

niech wezmie dla siebie ( 2 ) nie wzigl dla

siebie. (2)

nie wziql jej ( 11) nie wezmie mi (9) nie wezmie jej (7 ) nie wzigl sobie ( 7') go sobie wzigc. (5)
nie wezmie sobie (5 ) wez go sobie. (5 ) wez jq sobie. ( 5) ci nie wezmie (4 ) go sobie wzigé (4)
Jja sobie wziq¢ (4 ) nie wzieli sobie ( 4 ) wzigl go sobie (4 ) niech sobie wezmie ( 3 ) jej nie
wezmie, ( 3 ) jej nie wzigl ( 3 ) nie wezme jej ( 3 ') nie wziql mu ( 3 ) nie wzieta jej ( 3 ) nie wzieta
sobie (3 ) on sobie wzigl ( 3 ) wezmie jq sobie ( 3 ') wezmie je sobie ( 3 ) wez jq sobie ( 3 ) wez je
sobie, ( 3) wziql jq sobie ( 3 ) niech sobie wezmq ( 2) sobie niech wezmie ( 2) ci nie wezmq (2)
go sobie wez. (2) go sobie wezmie ( 2 ) jq sobie wez! ( 2 ) jq sobie wzigl ( 2 ) jq sobie wzieta. (2)
jej nie wezmie ( 2 ) jej nie wezmie. ( 2 ) jej nie wezmiemy ( 2 ) jej nie wzigl. (2 ) je sobie wezmie
(2)je sobie wezmie, ( 2) je sobie wzigc ( 2') je sobie wzigc. ( 2) mi go wzigé ( 2) nie wezmq im (
2 ) nie wezmq sobie ( 2 ') nie wezmg sobie ( 2 ) nie wezmiesz jej ( 2 ) ona wezmie sobie ( 2 ) sobie
nie wziela ( 2') sobie wez nie ( 2') sobie wzigé go ( 2) sobie wzigé nie ( 2') wezcie go sobie (2)
wez go sobie, (2) wez ich sobie ( 2) "wez jq sobie ( 2) wez jq sobie, ( 2) weZ je sobie (2) wez
mi nie ( 2) wziqé jq sobie ( 2) wzig¢ sobie jq (2 ') wzigé sobie jego (2 ') wzigl je sobie (2 ) wzigl
sobie ich ( 2) wzieta go sobie (2 ') wziela sobie ona (2)

zabrzmie¢ ‘sound (PFV)’

zabrzmiato to dla mnie ( 3 ) dla mnie

zabrzmiato to (2)

zabrzmiato mi to ( 3 ) zabrzmiato mu to (2)

zachowac ‘keep (PFV)’

i zachowa¢ dla siebie ( 3 ) to zachowam dla
siebie. ( 3') zachowa¢ dla siebie. i ( 3 ) chciala
zachowaé dla siebie. ( 2 ) i zachowaé dla
siebie. ( 2 ) to zachowaj dla siebie. ( 2 )
zachowa¢ dla siebie, na ( 2 ) zachowaé dla
siebie. w ( 2) zachowajcie to dla siebie. ( 2 )
zachowaj to dla siebie ( 2 ) zachowaj to dla
siebie, ( 2 ) zachowam to dla siebie. ( 2 )
zachowa dla siebie i ( 2) zachowa to dla siebie,

(2)

i zachowaé jej (3 ) jej zachowaé w ( 3) im to zachowaé ( 2') nam chcqca zachowaé ( 2') nam
cheqcey zachowaé ( 2 ) jej zachowac na (2 ) sobie zachowa¢ na ( 2 ') zachowat sobie na ( 2') mi

zachowaé w (2)

zatatwiaé ‘get done, make sth easy for someone, fix (IPFV)’

dla nas spraw zalatwia ( 2 ) ktora zatatwia dla

siebie (2)

ktore zatatwiajq sobie ( 3 ) zatatwiania jej spraw (2 ) ktorzy zatatwiajq sobie (2 ')

zarezerwowac ‘reserve (PFV)’

zarezerwowano dla niej miejsce (2 )

zarezerwowac sobie miejsce ( 8 ) zarezerwowac sobie miejsce. ( 2') zarezerwuje nam miejsca. (2 )

zaspiewac ‘sing (PFV)’

zaspiewam dla ciebie i (2)

mu i zaspiewali (2)

zatrzgymac ‘keep, stop (PFV)’

zatrzymam ich dla siebie. ( 3 ) zatrzymal je dla

siebie. (2)

jej nie zatrzyma, ( 3 ) jej nie zatrzyma. ( 3 ) je sobie zatrzymac. ( 3 ) nie zatrzyma jej ( 3) go sobie
zatrzymacd, (2') go sobie zatrzymac. ( 2') jej nie zatrzymamy ( 2) jej zatrzymaé. nie (2 ') mi go
zatrzymac (2 ) nam go zatrzymac ( 2 ) nie zatrzymata mu ( 2 ) nie zatrzymat jej ( 2 ) nie

zatrzymasz jej ( 2 ) sobie zatrzymacé. nie (2)

zatrzymac ‘Keep, stop (PFV)’ (+sig)
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sie dla niej zatrzymalt, ( 2) sie zatrzyma¢ dla
siebie (2)

nam si¢ zatrzymaé ( 22') im sig zatrzymac ( 15 ) mu sie zatrzymaé (15 ') si¢ nam zatrzymacé ( 14 )
mi si¢ zatrzymac ( 12)) jej sie zatrzymac ( 6 ) sobie zatrzymac¢ si¢ ( 6 ) mu si¢ zatrzymad, (5) mu
zatrzymac sie ( 5') nam zatrzymac sie ( 5') mu sie zatrzymad. (4 ) sie jej zatrzymad, (4 ) ci sie
zatrzymac ( 3) mi si¢ zatrzymad, ( 3) sig jej zatrzymac. ( 3) im si¢ zatrzymad. ( 2') jej zatrzymala
sie (2) mi si¢ zatrzymaé. ( 2 ') mi zatrzymac sie ( 2 ) nam sig zatrzymacé. ( 2') si¢ im zatrzymaé
(2) zatrzymata mu sie ( 2 ) zatrzymata sie jej ( 2 ') zatrzymalo jej sie ( 2 ') zatrzymal mi sie (2)

zatrzymat mu sie ( 2 ) zatrzymal sie jej (2)

zdoby¢ ‘win, gain (PFV)’

by zdoby¢ dla siebie ( 3 ) i zdoby¢ dla niego
(2) wzdobycie dla mnie (2)

zdobyl sobie w ( 8 ) i zdobyl sobie ( 5) zdobyta sobie w ( 3) by zdoby¢ jej ( 2') by zdoby¢ sobie ( 2
) utatwitoby im zdobycie ( 2') i zdoby¢ jej ( 2) jej zdoby¢ w ( 2 ) zdoby¢ sobie w ( 2 ) zdobyly
sobiew (2)

zdoby¢ ‘win, gain (PFV)’ (+sig)

sie zdoby¢ dla niej ( 3 ) si¢ zdoby¢ dla nich (2)

nam si¢ zdoby¢ (199 ) mi si¢ zdoby¢ ( 82 ) mu si¢ zdoby¢ (73 ) im si¢ zdoby¢ ( 38 ) sie nam zdoby¢
(135) jej sig zdoby¢ ((19) sie jej zdoby¢ (17 ) ci sie zdoby¢ ( 10 ) sig im zdoby¢ (19 ) mi sie
zdoby¢. (8 ) mu sie zdobyé, ( 8 ) nam sie zdoby¢. ( 8 ) mi sie zdoby¢, (5 ) nam sie zdoby¢, (5 ) sie
jej zdobyc. (4) sie wam zdoby¢ (4 ) im si¢ zdoby¢. (3) im zdoby¢ si¢ (3 ) mu zdoby¢ si¢ (3 ) mu
sie zdoby¢: (2) mu si¢ zdoby¢. (2') sie mu zdoby¢ (2)

znajdowad ‘find (IPFV)’

nie znajduje dla siebie ( 7 ) nie znajdujqc dla
siebie ( 6 ) nie znajdujq dla siebie ( 6 ) nie
znajduje dla nich ( 4 ) znajdujqc dla siebie
miejsca ( 3 ) znajdujq dla siebie miejsca ( 3 )
nie znajdowata dla siebie ( 2 ) nie znajduje dla

nich ( 2 ) znajdujemy miejsce dla siebie. (2)

nie znajduje sobie (4 ) znajdujq sobie miejsce (4 ) nie znajdowalt sobie ( 3 ) nie znajduje jej ( 3)
znajdowat sobie miejsca ( 3 ) jej nie znajdujemy- ( 2 ) nie znajdujq sobie ( 2 ) nie znajdujemy jej

(2) znajduje sobie miejsca (2)

znajdowad ‘find (IPFV)’ (+sig)

znajduje sie dla niego (3 )

znajduje sie jej (25 ) znajdujq sie ci, ( 14 ) znajdujq sie jej (1) znajdowat si¢ jej (4 ) znajdujq sie
ci (4) ci znajdujq sie ( 3 ) znajdowa¢ sie jej ( 3 ) znajdowali sie jej ( 3 ') znajdowata sie jej (3 )
Jej znajdowata sie (2') jej znajduje si¢ (2)

znalei¢ “find (PFV)’

znalez¢é dla siebie miejsce ( 20 ) nie znalazt dla
nas ( 17 ) kazdy znajdzie dla siebie ( 14 )
znalezé dla siebie miejsca (12 ') mogl znalezé
dla siebie ( 11 ) moze znalez¢é dla siebie ( 10 )
nie znalazt dla siebie (9 ) nie znalazl dla nich
(7)) nie znaleZli dla siebie (7 ) potrafil znalezé
dla siebie ( 7 ) znalazt dla nas czasu. (7 )
znalezé dla siebie miejsca. (7 ) znalezli dla
siebie miejsca ( 6 ) mogli znalez¢ dla siebie (5)
musi znalez¢ dla siebie (5 ) nie znajdzie dla
siebie (5 ) nie znalazla dla siebie ( 5) znajdzie
dla siebie miejsce ( 5 ) znalazl dla siebie
miejsca (5 ) znalezé dla niego miejsce (15 )
znalezé odpowiednie dla siebie (5 ) kazdy
znalazl dla siebie (4 ) mogqc znalez¢ dla siebie
( 4) nie znalazt dla niego ( 4 ) umiata znalezé
dla siebie ( 4 ) znalez¢ dla niej miejsce (4 )

znalez¢ dla siebie jakqs (4 ) znalez¢ dla siebie

znalezé sobie miejsca. ( 43 ) sobie znalezé miejsca. ( 42 ) sobie znalezé miejsca ( 37 ) mogt
znalezé sobie (27 ) znalezé sobie miejsce (26 ) znalezé sobie miejsca ( 25 ) znalezé sobie jakies
(23 ) moze sobie znalezé ( 22 ) mogla sobie znalezé ( 19 ) mogl sobie znalezé (18 ) znalezé sobie
miejsca, ( 15) trudno im znalezé (14 ) nie znajdzie sobie ( 13 ) moze znalezé sobie (13 ) trudno
mi znalezé (13 ) i znalezé sobie ( 12) zZe znalazt sobie ( 12 ) musi znalezé sobie ( 11 ) sobie
znalezé miejsca, (10) znalazt sobie miejsce ( 10 ) mogq sobie znalez¢ ( 10 ) moge sobie znalezé
( 10) musi sobie znalez¢ ( 10 ) znalazl sobie jakqs ( 10 ) znalazt sobie nowq ( 10 ) zeby znalezé
sobie (10 ) sobie miejsca znalezé. (9) jej nie znajdg, (9 ') jej nie znalazi. (9 ) nie znajdg sobie
(9) nie znalazt sobie (9 ) mogqc znalez¢é sobie (9 ) znalezé sobie inng (9 ) znalezé sobie inne (9
) jej znalezé w (9 ) sobie znalezé miejsce ( 8 ) znalezli sobie miejsce ( 8 ) nie znalazi jej ( 8 ) sobie
znalez¢ nie (8 ) mogqc sobie znalezé ( 8 ) mogla znalezé sobie ( 8 ) mogl jej znalezé, (8 ) i
znalazt sobie ( 8 ) trzeba sobie znalez¢é ( 8 ) znalazla sobie miejsce (7 ) jej nie znalezli. (7 )
potrafi znalezé sobie (1) muszq znalezé sobie (7)) i znajdz sobie (1) powinien znalez¢é sobie (7))
im znalez¢ prace (7') znalazi sobie inng ( 7) miejsca sobie znalez¢é ( 6 ) jej nie znajdzie, ( 6 ) nie
znajdziemy jej ( 6 ) nie znajdzie jej ( 6 ) nie znalezli sobie ( 6 ) mogq znalezé sobie (6 ) potrafil
znalezé sobie ( 6 ) musial sobie znalezé (6 ) i znalazta sobie ( 6 ) mu znalezé prace ( 6) ci ludzie
znalezli ( 6 ) znalazt sobie w ( 6 ) znalazta sobie nowego ( 6 ) znalez¢é sobie zajecie, ( 6 ) moge

znalezé sobie (5 ') mogli znalezé sobie (5 ) musiala znalezé sobie ( 5) musial znalezé sobie (15)
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miejsce. (4 ) znalez¢é miejsca dla siebie. (4 )
znalezé odpowiedniej dla siebie (4 ) i znalezé
dla siebie ( 3 ) mogq znalez¢ dla siebie ( 3 ') nie
znajdq dla siebie ( 3 ') nie znalazta dla nas ( 3)
powinien znalez¢é dla siebie ( 3 ) trudno znalezé
dla nich ( 3 ) trzeba dla nich znalezé ( 3 )
trzeba znalez¢ dla niego ( 3 ) znalazta dla
siebie miejsce ( 3 ) znalazl dla nas czasu, (3)
znalezienia pracy dla mnie ( 3 ) znalezé czas
dla siebie, ( 3 ) znalezé dla nich inne ( 3 )
znalez¢ dla nich miejsce (3 ') znalezé dla siebie
odpowiednie ( 3 ') znalez¢ miejsce dla siebie. (3
) Ze znajdzie dla mnie ( 3 ) aby znalezé dla
niego ( 2) by znalez¢ dla nich ( 2') by znalezé
dla niej ( 2) by znalez¢ dla siebie ( 2 ') cztowiek
znajdzie dla siebie ( 2 ) dla siebie znajdq na
(2) dla siebie znajdq nie ( 2 ) dla siebie znajdq
przyszli ( 2) dla siebie znajdq rowniez (2) dla
siebie znajdq w ( 2 ') i dla nich znajdzie (2 ) i
znajdz dla siebie ( 2') i znalazl dla niego (2 ) i
znalezé dla nich ( 2) i znalezé dla niego (2 ) i
znalez¢é dla niej (2 ) i znalezli dla nich ( 2 )
Jednak znalez¢ dla siebie ( 2 ) miejsce dla
siebie znalazly ( 2 ') mogqcy znalezé dla siebie
( 2 ) moge znalezé dla siebie ( 2 ) mogla
znalez¢ dla siebie (2 ') moze znalezé dla niej (2
) mozna znalez¢ dla nich ( 2 ) mozna znalezé
dla siebie ( 2 ) moglby znalezé dla siebie ( 2 )
musiala znalez¢ dla siebie ( 2 ') nie znajdzie dla
nich ( 2 ) nie znajdzie dla niego ( 2 ) nie
znajdzie dla niej ( 2') nie znalazt dla niej (2)
nie znaleziono dla nich ( 2 ') nie znaleziono dla
niego ( 2) nie znalezli dla niego ( 2) potrafili
znalezé dla siebie (2 ) potrafit znalezé dla
niego ( 2 ) potrafimy znalezé dla niego ( 2 )
potrafi znalez¢ dla siebie ( 2') powinny znalezé
dla siebie ( 2 ) probujqc znalezé dla niej (12 )
probujq dla nich znalezé (2 ) probuje znalezé
dla ciebie ( 2') probuje znalez¢ dla siebie (2)
szybko znalazly dla siebie ( 2) trudniej znalezé
dla nich ( 2) trudno znalez¢ dla niej (2') warto
znalez¢ dla siebie ( 2) zawsze znajdq dla siebie
( 2) znajdq dla siebie miejsca ( 2) znajdq dla
siebie miejsce ( 2 ) znajdq dla siebie miejsce.
(2) znajdq dla siebie rowniez ( 2 ) znajdzie dla
ciebie czas ( 2) znajdzie dla ciebie czas, (2)
znajdzie dla nas czas. ( 2 ) znajdzie
odpowiednie dla siebie ( 2 ) znalazla dla nas
czasu. ( 2 ) znalazta odpowiednie dla siebie
(2) znalazly dla siebie miejsca ( 2') znalazt dla

nas czas. (2 ) znalazt dla nas czasu ( 2 )

musieli znalez¢ sobie (5 ') umial sobie znalez¢ (5 ') mu znalezé jakqs (5 ) sobie znalezé jakis (5 )
znalazla sobie jakiegos ( 5 ) trudno mu znalezé (S ) zZe znajdzie sobie ((5) by znalez¢ im (5)
ludzie ci znalezli ( 5 ) sobie znalezé¢ w (5 ) znalezé sobie w (5 ) znalez¢ sobie nowe (5 ) im
znalez¢ wspolny ( 5) sobie znalezé lepszego ( 5 ) znalezé mu miejsce (4 ) jej nie znajdq. (4) jej
nie znalezli, (4 ) nie znaleziono jej (4 ) on znajdzie sobie (4 ) moge jej znalezé. (4 ) mogli sobie
znalezé (4 ) moze znalazt sobie ( 4 ) musisz znalezé sobie (4 ') sobie znalezé jakies (4 ) znajdz
sobie jakqs ( 4 ) znalazt sobie jakies ( 4 ) znalez¢ sobie jakqs ( 4 ) znalezé sobie jakis (4 ) i
znajdzie sobie (4 ) sobie znalezé i (4) trudno jej znalezé ( 4 ) trudno znalezé sobie (4 ) trzeba
znalezé sobie (4 ) im znalezé prace, (4 ) mi znalezé prace. ((4) znalezé sobie prace (4 ) sobie
znalezé innego ( 4 ) znajdq sobie inne ( 4 ) znajdzie sobie innego ( 4 ) znalazt sobie inny (4 )
znalezé sobie innego ( 4 ') znaleZli sobie inne ( 4 ) zZe znajde sobie ( 4 ) by znalez¢é sobie (4 )
mozna znalezé sobie (4) zawsze znajdzie sobie ( 4 ) sobie znalez¢é nowe ( 4 ) znalazta sobie nowq
( 4) znalezé sobie nowq (4 ) nam znalezé wspolny (4 ) mi znalezé dobrq (4 ) znajdzie sobie
miejsce ( 3 ) znalazto sobie miejsce ( 3 ') znalezé sobie miejsce. ( 3 ) znalezli sobie miejsca (3 ) jej
nie znajdzie ( 3 ) jej nie znajdzie. ( 3 ) jej nie znalazta. ( 3 ) nie znajdq jej, ( 3 ) nie znajde sobie ( 3
) nie znalazia jej ( 3 ) nie znalazla sobie ( 3 ) nie znalazl jej, ( 3 ) ona znalazta sobie ( 3 ) oni
znajdq mi ( 3 ) sobie nie znajdzie ( 3 ) kazdy znajdzie sobie ( 3 ) mogqcy sobie znalezé (3 ') moge
Jjej znalezé ( 3 ) moze znajdz sobie ( 3 ) potrafiq jej znalezé. (3 ) potrafiq znalezé sobie (13 )
potrafie znalezé sobie ( 3) czas znalezé sobie (3 ) muszq sobie znalezé (3 ) musze sobie znaleZé
( 3) umiata sobie znalezé ( 3 ) umial znalezé sobie (3 ) umiejq sobie znalezé (3 ) znajde sobie
jakas ( 3 ) znajdzie sobie jakqs ( 3 ) znajdzie sobie jakies ( 3 ) znajdz sobie jakies ( 3 ) znajdz
sobie jakis ( 3 ) i znajdz mi ( 3 ) i znalezé im ( 3 ) jej znalezé i ( 3 ') powinien sobie znalezé. (13)
powinna znalez¢ sobie ( 3 ) trudniej mu znalez¢ ( 3 ') trudniej znalez¢ im ( 3 ') trudno nam znalezé (
3) trzeba mu znalezé ( 3 ) im znalezé prace. (3 ) jej znalezé prace ( 3) znajdzie sobie prace, (3)
znajdzie sobie prace. ( 3 ) znalazt mu prace (3 ) znalazl sobie prace ( 3 ) znalazi sobie prace. (3)
znalezé sobie prace. (3 ) inng sobie znajdzie. ( 3 ') sobie znalez¢ inne ( 3 ) sobie znalez¢é inny (3)
znajdzie sobie inne ( 3 ) znajdz sobie inng ( 3 ) znalazta sobie inng ( 3 ) znalazt sobie inne ( 3 )
znalazl sobie innego ( 3 ) znalez¢ sobie inny ( 3 ) zZe znajdq sobie ( 3 ) Ze znajdziesz sobie (3 ) aby
znalez¢ sobie ( 3 ') znalazta sobie w ( 3 ) mozna jej znalezé ( 3 ') probowat sobie znalezé (13 ') mi
szybko znalezé (3 ) warto znalezé sobie ( 3 ) ci znalez¢é nowych ( 3 ) jej znalezé nowego (3 )
znajdzie sobie nowe ( 3 ') znajdzie sobie nowy ( 3 ) znalazly sobie nowe ( 3 ') znalazt sobie nowe ( 3
) znalazl sobie nowego ( 3 ) znalezli sobie nowe ( 3 ) znalezé sobie zajecie. (3 ) mi znalez¢ lepszq
( 3) zeby znalazt sobie ( 3 ) mi znalezé miejsce ( 2') sobie miejsca znalezé, ( 2 ') znalazly sobie
miejsce ( 2) znalezé jej miejsce ( 2 ') znalezé miejsce jej ( 2 ) znalezé sobie miejsca” (2 ) jej nie
znajde, (2 ) jej nie znajde. ( 2 ') jej nie znajdzie... ( 2) jej nie znajdziecie. ( 2 ) jej nie znajdziemy, (
2 ) jej nie znalazt ( 2 ') jej nie znalazi, ( 2) jej nie znalezé, ( 2) jej znajdziesz, nie, (2 ) mi go
znalezé (2 ') mi go znalezé? (2') nam go znalezé ( 2') nie znajdq ci ( 2 ') nie, znajdq sobie (2) nie
znajdziesz jej ( 2 ) nie znajdziesz sobie ( 2 ) nie znalazly sobie ( 2 ') ona sobie znajdzie ( 2) ona
znajdzie sobie ( 2 ) on sobie znalazt ( 2 ) on znalazt mi ( 2') sobie nie znalazt ( 2 ) sobie nie
znalazl, (2') sobie znalezé. nie ( 2) znalazl on sobie ( 2) mogqc jej znalezé ((2') mogq jej znalezé,
(2) mogla jej znalez¢é ( 2 ') mogta sobie znalezé. (2 ') mozemy jej znalezé. (2 ') mozemy sobie
znalezé ( 2') mozesz sobie znalezé ( 2 ) moze jej znalezé (2 ') moze jej znalezé. ((2') mogtby sobie
znalezé (2') mogl jej znalezé ((2) mégl sobie znalezé. (2') mogl znalezé jej (2 ') potrafili sobie
znalez¢ (2 ') potrafili znalezé sobie (2 ') potrafila znalezé sobie ( 2 ') potrafily znalezé sobie (2)
potrafil sobie znalezé ( 2 ) potrafisz znalezé sobie ( 2 ) potrafi sobie znalezé (2 ) mu znalezé czas (
2 ) musiata sobie znalez¢ ( 2') musieli znalezé mu (2 ') musimy sobie znalezé ( 2 ') musimy znalezé
sobie ( 2 ) muszq mi znalez¢ ( 2 ') mu znalezé odpowiednie ( 2 ) nam znalezé odpowiedniq (12 )
sobie znalez¢ odpowiedniq ( 2 ) umiem sobie znalezé ( 2') mi znalezé jakqs ( 2') mu znalezé jakis
( 2) znajde ci jakis ( 2 ') znajde sobie jakis ( 2 ) znajdziesz sobie jakqsS ( 2 ) znajdziesz sobie
Jakiegos ( 2 ) znajdzie sobie jakiegos ( 2 ) znajdzie sobie jakiejs ( 2 ) znajdz mi jakies ( 2 )

znalazta sobie jakies ( 2 ') znalezé mu jakis ( 2 ) znalezli sobie jakies ( 2) i znajde sobie (2) i
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znalazl dla niego czasu. ( 2) znalazl dla niego
miejsce ( 2 ) znalazt dla siebie nowq ( 2 )
znalazt odpowiednie dla siebie ( 2) znalazt pan
dla mnie ( 2 ) znalezienie pracy dla mnie ( 2)
znalezieniu pracy dla mnie ( 2 ) znalezé czas
dla mnie. ( 2 ) znalezé dla nas jakies ( 2 )
znalezé dla nich wspdlng ( 2 ') znalezé dla niego
czas ( 2) znalez¢ dla niego jakqs ( 2 ) znalezé
dla niego jakies ( 2 ') znalez¢ dla niej jakgs (2)
znalez¢ dla siebie jakis ( 2 ') znalezé dla siebie
miejsca, ( 2) znalezé dla siebie w (2 ) znalezé
dla siebie zajecia ( 2 ) znalezé dla siebie
zadnego ( 2 ) znalezé miejsce dla siebie (2 )
znalez¢é miejsce dla siebie, ( 2 ) znalezé
najlepszq dla siebie ( 2 ) znalez¢ odpowiedniq
dla siebie ( 2 ) znalezé tam dla siebie (2 )
znalezli dla nich miejsca ( 2 ') Zeby znalezé dla
niego ( 2) Zeby znalez¢ dla niej ( 2 ) ze znalazt

dla siebie (2)

znajdz mu (2) i znalazt mi (2) i znalazt mu ( 2 ) i znalezé mu ( 2) i znalezli sobie ( 2') znalazt i
sobie ( 2) powinien sobie znalezé ( 2 ') powinni sobie znalezé (2 ') nam trudno znalezé ( 2) trudno
znalezé nam ( 2') trzeba im znalezé ( 2 ) trzeba znalezé im ( 2') ci znalezé prace ( 2') mi znalez¢
prace ( 2) mi znalez¢ prace, ( 2) nam znalezé prace. ( 2 ') znajde sobie prace ( 2') znajde sobie
prace, ( 2) znalazt mu prace. ( 2') znalazt sobie prace, ( 2) znalezé im prace ( 2 ') znalezé sobie
prace, (2) im znalezé inne ( 2 ) mu znalezé inng ( 2 ) sobie znajdzie inng ( 2') sobie znalez¢ inng (
2 ) znajde sobie inng ( 2 ) znajdzie sobie innq. ( 2 ') znajdz sobie innego. ( 2 ) znalazta sobie inne
(2) znalazta sobie innego ( 2 ) znalazla sobie innego. ( 2') znalezli sobie innego ( 2 ) ze znalazla
sobie (2) by ci znalezli (2 ') by mu znalez¢” ( 2') by sobie znalezli ( 2') by znalazta sobie (2 ') by
znalazl sobie ( 2 ) utatwiliby im znalezienie ( 2 ) znalazta by sobie ( 2 ) ci ludzie znajdq ( 2)
znajdz sobie cztowieka ( 2 ) im znalez¢ na ( 2) jej znalez¢ na ( 2) znalazl jej na ( 2) znalezli
sobie na (2 ) przyszio mi znalez¢é ( 2') znajdziemy jej rowniez (2 ) im znalezé w ( 2) jej znalezé.
w (2)) mi znalezé w ( 2') sobie znajde w ( 2 ) znalez¢ jej w ( 2 ) jednak znalazt sobie ( 2 ') mozna
Jjej znalezé. ((2) mozna sobie znalezé ( 2 ) sobie szybko znalezé ((2') szybko znalezé sobie (12 )
znajdz mi szybko ( 2') zawsze sobie znajdq. ( 2 ) zawsze znajdq sobie ( 2 ) mi znalezé nowy (2)
nam znalezé nowe ( 2 ) sobie znalezé nowq ( 2') znajdziemy mu nowego ( 2') znajdz sobie nowe ( 2
) znajdz sobie nowych ( 2') znalazt sobie nowy ( 2 ) znalazi sobie nowych ( 2 ') znalezé sobie nowy
( 2) znalezli sobie nowq ( 2) znalezli sobie nowy ( 2) znalezli sobie nowych ( 2) ci panowie
znalezli ( 2') mi pan znajdzie ( 2 ) mu znalez¢ wspolny ( 2') mu zajmie znalezienie ( 2 ) zajelo mi
znalezienie ( 2) znajdz sobie zajecie, ( 2 ') znalazi sobie zajecie, ( 2 ) znalazi sobie zajecie. (2)
znalezé sobie zajecia. (2 ) nam znalezé zadnej ( 2 ) mi znalezé dobrego ( 2 ) nam znajdziesz
dobrq ( 2 ) sobie znajdzie lepsze: ( 2 ') znajdziesz sobie lepszego ( 2 ') znajdzie sobie dobrej (2)
znajdz mu dobrq ( 2 ) znalez¢ sobie dobrego ( 2 ) znalez¢ sobie lepszq ( 2') im tam znalezé (2 ) jej

tam znalez¢. (2 ) jej znalezé. tam (2)

znalei¢ “find (PFV)’ (+sig)

znajdzie sie dla nich ( 23 ) znajdzie si¢ dla
niego ( 18 ) znajdzie sie¢ dla mnie ( 8 )
znalazloby sie dla mnie ( 7 ) znajdzie sie dla
niej (6 ) si¢ znalez¢ dla nich (5) znalazio sie
dla mnie ( 5 ) znalazloby sie dla nich ( 4 )
znalazlo sie dla niej (4 ) dla mnie znajdzie sig (
3 ) dla nich znajdzie si¢ ( 3 ) si¢ dla nich
znalez¢ ( 3 ) sie znajdzie dla ciebie ( 3 ) sig
znalez¢é dla niego ( 3 ) sie znalezé dla niej ((3)
znalazloby sie¢ dla niego ( 3 ) znalazlo si¢ dla
nich ( 3 ) znalazlo sie dla niego ( 3 ) znalazly
sie dla nas ( 3 ) dla ciebie si¢ znajdzie ( 2 ) sig
dla ciebie znajdzie. ( 2 ) si¢ dla niego znalez¢é
( 2) sie dla niej znalez¢ ( 2) sie znalez¢ dla
siebie ( 2 ) znajdzie si¢ dla ciebie ( 2') znajdzie
si¢ dla nas ( 2) znalazlaby sie¢ dla mnie ( 2)
znalaztoby sie dla niej ( 2 ) znalazly sie dla
nich ( 2') znalez¢ sie dla nich (2)

nam sie znalez¢ (125 ') mi si¢ znalezé ( 124 ) im sie znalezé (150 ) mu sie znalezé (46 ) sie nam
znalezé (35)) ci sie znalezé (116) sie jej znalezé (115 ) znaleZli sig ci, ( 14) jej sie znalezé (13 ) mi
sie znalezé. (10 ) sig im znalezé (10 ) mu znalezé sie ( 8 ) znajdzie sie jej (7)) mi sig znalezé, (6)
nam sie znalezé, (16 ) znajdq si¢ ci ( 6 ) ci znalezli sie ( 5) mi znalezé sie ( 5') nam sie znalezé.
(5) wam sie znalez¢ ( S) znalazi sie jej (5 ) sie wam znalezé (4 ) sie znalezé sobie (4 ) znalazly
sie jej (4) im sie znalezé. (3 ) sie nam znalezé. ( 3) znajdq sie ci, ( 3) znalazla sie jej (3 ) im sie
znalezé, (2) im znalezé sie (2') jej znalezé sie ( 2') mu sig¢ znalezé. ( 2') nam znalezé sie (2 ') sie
Jjej znalezé, (2)) sie jej znalezé. (2 ) sig znalezé im ( 2 ) sig znalezé jej (2 ) znalezli sig ci (2)

znale?li sie jej (2)

zostaé ‘become, stay, be left (PFV)’

i dla niego zostalo ( 5 ) dla niego zostato
stworzone. ( 4) dla mnie nie zostato ( 2 ) dla
mnie zawsze zostanie ( 2 ) dla nich zostal
,wujkiem ( 2) i dla niego zostaly ( 2) zostaly

Jjuz dla niej ( 2) zostanie dla nich szes¢ (2)

nie zostanie mu ( 26 ) nie zostato mi ( 25 ) nie zostato mu ( 25 ) nie zostaly mi ( 13 ) nie zostanie
mi (13 ) i zostal jej ( 12 ) i zostanie mu ( 12 ) nie zostanq im ( 12 ) nie zostata mi ( 11 ) nie
zostato nam ( 11 ) nie zostaty nam ( 11 ) nie zostanq nam ( 10 ) nie zostanie nam ( 10 ) zostato mu
Jjuz (10) i zostalo mi (9) i zostato mu (9 ) nie zostala nam (9 ') zostato mi juz (9 ) mi nie zostalo

( 8) nie zostato im ( 8 ) nie zostaly mu ( 8 ) nie zostal nam ( 8 ) zostato nam juz ( 8 ) mi nie
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zostato. (7') nie zostal mi (7 ) nie zostal mu (7 ) zostaly nam one ( 7 ) zostalo im juz (7 ) i
zostanie mi ( 6 ) nie zostaly im ( 6 ) nie zostanie ci ( 6 ) nie zostanie im ( 6 ) i zostata jej (5) i
zostato nam (5) i zostaty mi ( 5) mi zostalo i ( 5 ) nie zostata mu ( 5 ) nie zostal im (5 ) zostata
mi ona ( 5) mi juz zostalo. ( 5) zostala mi juz ( 5) i zostal mu ( 4 ) nam nie zostato. ( 4 ) nie
zostata jej (4 ) wam nie zostanq (4 ) zostanie mu ona (4 ) ,,co nam zostato (4 ) zostato jej juz (4
) zostaly mu juz (4 ) zostat nam juz (4 ) i zostato im ( 3) i zostaly mu ( 3 ) i zostaly nam (3) i
zostanie nam ( 3 ) mi zostac i ( 3 ') mu nie zostato ( 3 ) nie zostala ci ( 3 ) nie zostalo ci ( 3 ) nie
zostato jej ( 3 ) nie zostaly jej ( 3 ) nie zostanq mu ( 3 ) nie zostanie jej ( 3 ) zostala mu ona ( 3)
zostata nam ona ( 3 ) zostato mu ono ( 3 ) zostanq nam one ( 3 ) zostang nimi ci, ( 3 ) zostanie mu
on ( 3) juz zostalo mi ( 3') zostato juz jej ( 3 ) zostal mi juz ( 3 ') zostanq im juz ( 3 ) i zostata im
(2)izostata mi (2)izostata mu ( 2) i zostata nam ( 2 ) i zostato jej (2 ) i zostat mi (2 ) i
zostang mu ( 2 ') i zostanie im ( 2) i zostanie jej ( 2') jej zostato i ( 2') nam zostalo i ( 2) zostaly
im stworzone ( 2 ') mi zostato. nie ( 2') mu nie zostato. ( 2 ) nam nie zostato, ( 2') nam one zostaé
(2) nie zostala im ( 2) "...nie zostato nam ( 2) nie zostat jej ( 2') nie zostanq ci ( 2') nie zostanq
jej (2) ona mi zostata ( 2') on nam zostal. ( 2 ') zostata ona im ( 2) zostato mi go ( 2 ) zostat mi
on (2) zostal on im (2 ) zostanq im one ( 2 ') zostanq mu one ( 2 ) zostanie jej on ( 2) zostanie mi
ona (2) zostanie mu ono ( 2) zostanie on nam ( 2 ) zawsze zostanie mi ( 2 ) zawsze zostanie mu
(2) juz zostato nam ( 2') mi juz zostanie ( 2 ) mu juz zostato. ( 2') nam juz zostato ( 2 ) zostata mu
Juz (2) zostata wam juz ( 2 ') zostato ci juz ( 2 ') zostaly im juz ( 2) zostaty mi juz ( 2 ') zostanie mu

Jjuz (2) zostanie nam juz ( 2') zostalo mi szes¢ (2)

zostawié ‘leave (PFV)’

zostawié¢ dla siebie i ( 2 ) zostawie troche dla

ciebie. (2 ) zostawmy to dla niego. (2)

i zostawit mi ( 8 ) i zostawil nam (5 ) i zostawili nam ( 3 ) i zostawila jej ( 3 ) i zostawita mi (3 ) i
zostawita mu ( 3 ) i zostawit mu ( 3 ') zostawic sobie troche ( 3 ') to sobie zostaw ( 3 ) i zostawic¢ im
(2) i zostawic jej ( 2) i zostawic¢ sobie ( 2 ) i zostawig sobie ( 2 ) i zostawil im ( 2) i zostawil
wam (2 ) i zostawi mi ( 2) i zostawi mu ( 2) jej zostawic i ( 2') zostawita mi troche ( 2') zostaw
sobie troche (2 ) mi to zostawi¢. ( 2') to ci zostawie ( 2 ') zostaw im ten ( 2 ) zostaw mi te (2)

zostaw mi to ( 2') zostaw to sobie (2)

zrobié¢ ‘do, make (PFV)’

zrob to dla mnie. ( 14) moge dla ciebie zrobi¢?
(9 ) moge dla ciebie zrobi¢, ( 8 ) dla nich
zrobié, to (7)) moze zrobic dla ciebie, (7 ) zrob
to dla mnie, (7)) zrob to dla mnie... (7)) zrob to
dla mnie ( 6 ) moge dla ciebie zrobi¢. (5 )
zrobig dla ciebie wszystko, ( 5 ) dla ciebie
zrobi¢? - (4 ) dla ciebie zrobic? — ( 4 ) moge
dla ciebie zrobi¢ (4 ) moge dla niego zrobic. (4
) zrobisz to dla mnie? ( 4 ) zrobi dla mnie
wszystko. ( 4) ze zrobie dla ciebie (4 ) co dla
nas zrobili, ( 3') co dla nas zrobit. (3) co zrobit
dla nich ( 3) dla ciebie zrobi¢ - ( 3 ) dla mnie
do zrobienia, ( 3 ) dla mnie zrobi¢? — ( 3 ) dla
mnie zrobié. - ( 3) dla mnie zrobita i ( 3) dla
nich zrobi¢. a ( 3 ) dla niego zrobié, to (3 ') dla
niej zrobi¢. nie ( 3 ) ktory zrobi dla ciebie (3)
mozemy dla nich zrobi¢ ( 3 ) mozesz dla niego
zrobié. (3 ) moze dla nas zrobi¢. ( 3 ) mozna
dla nich zrobié, ( 3 ) reszta, zrobi dla nich ( 3)
to dla ciebie zrobi¢. ( 3 ) to zrobi¢ dla siebie, (3

) zrobic¢ dla ciebie, pytaj, ( 3 ) zrobi¢ dla mnie

i zrobilo mi ( 63 ) i zrobi¢ sobie ( 39 ) zeby zrobi¢ sobie ( 30 ) i zrobito mu ( 29 ) mozna sobie
zrobié (28 ) i zrobito jej ( 24 ) nie zrobie ci ( 24 ) mozna zrobi¢ sobie ( 23 ) moze sobie zrobi¢ ( 18
) zrobié ci, ktorzy ( 18 ) mi to zrobi¢? (17) Ze zrobito mi ( 17 ) ale zrobito mi ( 17 ) i zrobit sobie (
16 ) nie zrobil mi ( 15 ) nie zrobil sobie ( 15 ) ze zrobi sobie ( 14 ) i zrobil mi ( 14 ) nie zrobié
sobie ( 14 ) nie zrobisz mi ( 14 ) to ci zrobie ( 13 ) zZeby mu zrobié ( 13 ') Zeby zrobi¢ mu ( 13 ) zeby
sobie zrobi¢ (12 ) ci to zrobit? ( 11 ) mi nie zrobil. ( 11 ) nie zrobita sobie ( 11 ) nie zrobi ci ( 11)
nie zrobi sobie ( 11 ) Zzeby mi zrobic ( 11 ) moge ci zrobi¢ ( 10 ) ze zrobito mu ( 10 ) co mi zrobisz?
(10) i zrobit mu ( 10 ) i zréb sobie ( 10 ) nie zrobi jej ( 10) nie zrobi mi ( 10) to zréb sobie (9 )
mogq sobie zrobi¢ (9 ) i zrobit jej (9 ) i zrobi mi (9 ) mu nie zrobiq. (9 ) nie zrobit jej (9 ) nie
zrobi mu (9') zeby jej zrobi¢ (9 ) mi to zrobit? ( 8 ) to sobie zrob ( 8 ) co mi zrobisz ( 8 ) i zrobili
sobie ( 8 ) ci nie zrobi. ( 8 ) ci nie zrobiq. ( 8 ) ci nie zrobie. ( 8 ) nie zrobili mi ( 8 ) aby zrobi¢
sobie ( 8 ) mi to zrobi¢ (7)) mi to zrobic¢. (7)) mu to zrobi¢ (7)) moge sobie zrobi¢ ( 7) mogli
zrobi¢ sobie (7') moze zrobic¢ ci (1) moze zrobi¢ sobie ( 7) mogt sobie zrobi¢ (7)) mogt zrobi¢
sobie (7)) i zrobita mi (7)) i zrobila sobie (1) ci nie zrobi ( 7') mi nie zrobiq. ( 7 ) mi nie zrobit,
( 7)) nie zrobi nam (7 ) sobie nie zrobita ( 7 ) ktory zrobit mi (' 7) mi tego zrobic. ( 6 ) mi to
zrobi¢, (6 ) mi to zrobil. (6 ) mu tego zrobié. ( 6 ) mogq zrobic¢ sobie ( 6 ) mozemy zrobic¢ sobie ( 6
) mozesz sobie zrobi¢ ( 6 ) mozesz zrobi¢ sobie ( 6 ) — zrobito mi ( 6 ) ze zrobi mi ( 6 ) ze zrobi mu (
6 ) co mi zrobisz, ( 6 ) co mu zrobisz? (6 ) i zrobig ci (6 ) i zrobita mu ( 6 ) i zrobimy sobie (6 ) i
zrobi mu ( 6 ) mi zrobi¢ nie ( 6 ) mu nie zrobili, ( 6 ) nam nie zrobi. ( 6 ) nie zrobiq jej ( 6 ) nie
zrobi¢ mu (6 ) nie zrobili sobie (6 ) nie zrobita mu ( 6 ) ktory zrobil sobie ( 6 ) zrobie ci nic (6)

aby mu zrobi¢ (6 ) ci to zrobi. (5) mu to zrobi¢. (5 ) nam to zrobi¢ ( 5) mogq mi zrobi¢? (5)
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to ( 3) zrobi¢ dla niego wszystko, ( 3 ) zrobi¢
dla siebie i ( 3) zrobig to dla ciebie ( 3 ) zrobi
dla ciebie wszystko ( 3 ) zrobi dla niej wszystko,
( 3 ) ale dia ciebie zrobie ( 2 ) co dla mnie
zrobit ( 2') co dla mnie zrobil. (2') co dla nas
zrobit, ( 2') co dla nas zrobisz. ( 2) co zrobit
dla niego ( 2) dla ciebie moge zrobic, (2 ) dla
ciebie zrobié. — (2 ) dla ciebie zrobié. marta ( 2
) dla ciebie zrobié. nie ( 2) dla ciebie zrobi¢, to
( 2) dla ciebie zrobie wyjqtek. ( 2 ) dla mnie
zrobi¢? - ( 2) dla mnie zrobi¢ - ( 2) dla nas nie
zrobili. ( 2)) dla nas zrobil - ( 2') dla nas zrobil
—(2)dla nas zrobisz. — ( 2 ) dla nich zrobié. - (
2 ) dla nich zrobié¢ — ( 2) dla nich zrobié, ale ( 2
) dla nich zrobié. ale ( 2 ') dla nich zrobi¢. zas
(2) dla niego zrobi¢ - ( 2 ) dla niego zrobic¢ nie
(2) dla niego zrobic. to (2 ) dla niego zrobic,
zeby ( 2 ) dla niej nie zrobil. ( 2 ) dla niej
zrobi¢, ale ( 2') dla niej zrobic¢. matka ( 2) dla
niej zrobic nie ( 2 ) dla niej zrobil, i (2) dla
was zrobi¢? czego ( 2') dla was zrobié, to (2)
druga zrobi dla niej (2 ) i zrobiq dla mnie (2)
i zrobita dla nich ( 2 ) jedno dla niej zrobit, (2)
ktory zrobit dla mnie ( 2 ) moge dla ciebie
zrobi¢?". (2') moge dla nich zrobié, (2) moge
dla niego zrobi¢, ( 2') mozemy dla nich zrobié. (
2 ) mozemy dla was zrobi¢, ( 2) mozemy dla
was zrobi¢? ( 2') mozemy zrobié¢ dla nich ( 2)
mozesz dla mnie zrobi¢ ( 2 ') mozesz dla siebie
zrobié. ( 2) moze dla ciebie zrobié ( 2 ') moze
dla nich zrobié, (2 ) moze dla nich zrobic¢. (2)
mogt dla mnie zrobic. (2') mogt zrobié dla niej
(2) nic dla niej zrobic¢ ( 2 ) nie zrobi dla nas ( 2
) nimi zrobié dla nas ( 2 ') o zrobienie dla mnie (
2 ) stolicy. zrobmy dla niej ( 2 ') tego dla mnie
zrobi¢? ( 2) to dla mnie zrobi¢? ( 2) to dla
niego zrobi¢, ( 2') to zrobi¢ dla mnie, (2 ) to
zrobié¢ dla mnie. (2) to zrobié dla niej, (2) to
zrobi dla was ( 2) trzeba dla nich zrobic. (2)
wiele dla niego zrobié. (2 ) zrobi¢ dla mnie... a
( 2) zrobi¢ dla nas? - ( 2 ) zrobi¢ dla nas
wszystkich. ( 2 ) zrobi¢ dla niego, aby ( 2 )
zrobi¢ dla niego, tylko ( 2 ) zrobic¢ dla niej, dla (
2 ) zrobi¢ dla niej wszystko. ( 2 ') zrobi¢ dla
siebie, dla ( 2 ) zrobi¢ to dla siebie. ( 2 )
zrobienie dla mnie numeréw. ( 2 ) zrobie dla
ciebie, co ( 2) zrobie dla ciebie wszystko. ( 2)
zrobie dla was wszystko. ( 2 ) zrobig tego dla
ciebie, ( 2) zrobie to dla ciebie, ( 2) zrobie to
dla was, ( 2 ) zrobig wszystko dla niego. ( 2)

zrobita dla nich jeszcze ( 2) zrobita dla siebie

moge zrobic¢ sobie (5 ) mozemy sobie zrobi¢ ( 5 ) mozesz mi zrobi¢ ( 5) moze zrobig sobie ( 5) ze
zrobiq jej (5 ) ze zrobie sobie (5 ) co im zrobisz? ((5') co mi zrobili (5 ) i zrobi¢ im (5 ) i zrobili
mu (5) i zrobi sobie (5 ) sobie zrobita i ( 5 ) ci nie zrobimy. ( 5) jq sobie zrobic (5 ') mi nie zrobi
('5) mi nie zrobili. ( 5) mu nie zrobit, ( 5 ) nie zrobiq mi ( 5 ) nie zrobiq nam ( 5 ) nie zrobiq sobie
('5) nie zrobili mu ( 5) nie zrobi im ( 5 ) mu nic zrobié. ( 5) aby zrobi¢ mi (5) ci to zrobi¢ (4)
im tego zrobi¢. (4 ) mi tego zrobic¢! (4 ) mi to zrobi (4 ) mi to zrobito. (4 ) mu to zrobi. (4 ) mu
to zrobi¢, (4 ') nam tego zrobié (4 ) nam to zrobic¢, (4 ) nam to zrobit? (4 ) sobie zrobic ten (4 )
tego mi zrobi¢ (4 ) to zrobie ci (4 ) to zrobito mi (4 ) to zrobmy sobie (4 ) zrobili to ci, (4 ) zréb
mi te (4) moze ci zrobi¢ (4 ) moze zrobi¢ mu (4 ) moze zrobimy sobie (4 ) moze zrobi mi (4 ) ze
zrobiq sobie (4 ) ze zrobie mu (4 ) co jej zrobit (4 ) co mi zrobit (4 ) co mi zrobil, (4) "co mi
zrobisz, (4 ) co mu zrobili (4 ) co mu zrobisz, (4 ) co zrobiq ci (4 ) i zrobi¢ mi (4 ) i zrobi nam
(4 ) mi zrobil i (4 ) sobie zrobi¢ i (4 ) ajemu zrobilo (4 ) ci nie zrobig, (4 ) ci nie zrobie, (4 ) jej
nie zrobi, (4 ) jej nie zrobiq, (4 ) jej nie zrobig. (4 ) mi nie zrobi, (4 ) mi nie zrobi. (4 ) mu nie
zrobili (4 ) nam nie zrobi ( 4 ) nam nie zrobiq. (4 ) nie zrobiq mu ( 4 ) nie zrobi¢ jej ( 4 ) nie
zrobie jej (4 ) nie zrobie mu ( 4 ) nie zrobili jej (4 ) nie zrobily sobie (4 ) nie zrobit im ( 4 ) nie
zrobisz sobie (4 ) on ci zrobil? (4 ) sobie nie zrobiq ( 4 ) sobie nie zrobila. (4 ) ktory zrobit jej (4
) mozna mu zrobi¢ (4 ) zeby nam zrobi¢ ( 4 ) zeby zrobi¢ mi ( 4 ) tylko zrobic sobie ( 4 ) jeszcze
zrobié sobie (4 ) sobie jeszcze zrobic¢ (4 ) ci to zrobi ( 3 ') ci to zrobi... (3 ') ci to zrobit, (3 ) im to
zrobié ( 3 ) jej tego zrobi¢. ( 3 ) jej to zrobi. ( 3 ) jej to zrobi¢ ( 3 ) mi tego zrobi¢ ( 3 ) mi to
zrobic¢?! ( 3) mi to zrobit (3 ) mi zrobic¢ to ( 3 ') mu to zrobi¢? (3 ) mu to zrobilo. ( 3 ') nam tego
zrobié. (3 ) nam to zrobié. ( 3 ) nam to zrobit ( 3 ') nam zrobic¢ to ( 3 ) sobie zrobic to ( 3 ) sobie
zrobita to ( 3 ') sobie zrobimy to ( 3 ) to ci zrobi ( 3 ') to sobie zrobisz ( 3 ) to zrobié sobie ( 3 ) to
zrobie wam (3 ') to zrob mi ( 3 ') wam tego zrobic. ( 3 ) zrobisz mi tego ( 3 ) zrobisz mi tego! (3)
zrobisz mi tej ( 3') mogq mu zrobi¢ ( 3 ') mogq nam zrobié ( 3 ) mogq zrobi¢ nam ( 3 ) mogli mu
zrobi¢? ( 3 ') mogli sobie zrobic ( 3 ) mogta sobie zrobic ( 3 ) mogly sobie zrobié¢ ( 3 ) mogly zrobi¢
sobie ( 3) moze ci zrobig ( 3 ') moze mi zrobi¢. ( 3 ) moze mu zrobi¢ ( 3 ') moze nam zrobi¢? (3)
moze zrobi¢ wam ( 3 ) moze zrobie ci ( 3 ') mogtby jej zrobic ( 3 ) mogtby zrobi¢ mu ( 3') mogtby
zrobi¢ sobie ( 3 ) zrobili mi wszystkie ( 3 ) ci zrobili? — (3 ') Zze mi zrobi ( 3) ze sobie zrobi ( 3 ) ze
zrobiq mi ( 3 ) ze zrobiq mu ( 3 ) Ze zrobiq nam ( 3 ') ze zrobit jej ( 3 ) ze zrobif mi ( 3 ) Ze zrobil
nam (3 ) ze zrobit sobie ( 3 ') ze zrobiono mu ( 3 ) ze zrobi nam ( 3 ') co ci zrobita ( 3 ') co mi zrobi
(3) co mi zrobiq? ( 3 ') co mi zrobicie? (3 ) co mi zrobit. ( 3 ) co mi zrobita. (3 ) ,,co mi zrobisz, (
3) co nam zrobili? ( 3') co sobie zrobili ( 3 ) co zrobili ci (3 ) co zrobit mi (3) i zrobi¢ jej (3 ) i
zrobita nam ( 3 ) i zrobit im ( 3 ) sobie zrobili i ( 3 ) sobie zrob i ( 3 ) ci nie zrobiq! ( 3 ) ci nie
zrobig ( 3) ci nie zrobie... ( 3') go sobie zrobi¢ ( 3 ) mi nie zrobisz. ( 3 ') mu nie zrobili. (3 ) nam
nie zrobiq ( 3 ) nie zrobi¢ im ( 3 ) nie zrobi¢ mi ( 3 ) nie zrobie sobie ( 3 ') nie zrobili nam ( 3 ) nie
zrobila mi ( 3 ) nie zrobilo jej ( 3 ) nie zrobiono jej ( 3 ) nie zrobiono mu ( 3 ) nie zrébcie mi (3)
nie zrob mi ( 3 ') ona sobie zrobita, ( 3 ') oni ci zrobili? ( 3 ) on mi zrobit ( 3 ) on mi zrobit? (3 ) on
wam zrobit? ( 3 ) sobie nie zrobie ( 3 ) wam nie zrobiq ( 3 ) wam nie zrobie. ( 3 ') ktora zrobita mu
(3) ktora zrobi nam ( 3 ) ktory zrobit nam ( 3 ') ktorzy zrobili sobie ( 3 ') zrobiq ci, ktorzy (3 ) ale
zrobilo mu ( 3 ) sobie zrobic¢, ale ( 3 ') zeby ci zrobic¢ ( 3 ) Zeby ci zrobil ( 3 ) zeby mi zrobili ( 3)
zeby mi zrobit ( 3 ) Zeby zrobic ci ( 3 ') zeby zrobi¢ im ( 3 ') zeby zrobic jej ( 3 ) Zeby zrobita sobie
(3) zeby zrobit jej ( 3 ') matka zrobita jej ( 3 ') mi zrobié nic ( 3) aby im zrobi¢ ( 3 ') zrobit mi tylko
(3) sobie zrobi¢ jeszcze ( 3 ) zrobic¢ sobie jeszcze ( 3 ') ci tego zrobic (2) ci tego zrobié, (2) ci to

zrobig. (2) ci to zrobil. (2) ci zrobié to (2) ci zrobig to (2') im to zrobi¢. (2) jej to zrobi, (2)

Jjej to zrobic? ( 2) mi tego zrobié, (2) mi to zrobila ( 2 ') mi to zrobita. ( 2') mi to zrobisz, (2 ) mi

zrobié to, ( 2') mi zrobit ten (2 ') mu tego zrobié, (2 ) mu to zrobili? ( 2 ') mu to zrobit (2 ) mu to
zrobit. (2) nam to zrobili? ( 2') sobie zrobie ten ( 2 ') sobie zrobie to ( 2 ) tego zrobie ci ( 2) tobie
zrobiq ci (2) to ci zrobit (2) to mi zrobit ( 2 ) to sobie zrobi ( 2) to sobie zrobie ( 2) to sobie
zrobili ( 2') to sobie zrobit ( 2) to zrobiq mi ( 2) to zrobiq nam ( 2 ') to zrobi¢ im ( 2) to zrobie
sobie (2) to zrobimy ci (2 ) to zrobimy wam ( 2 ) to zrobi sobie ( 2 ) wam to zrobit ( 2) zrobie ci

tej (2) zrobie ci to (2 ) zrobie jej tej (2 ) zrobili to ci (2 ) zrobili to sobie ( 2 ') zrobita mu to (2)

416




rzecz ( 2 ) zrobitby dla niej wszystko. ( 2') zrobit
dla nas bardzo ( 2 ) zrobit dla nich kotanski.
(2) zrobit dla niego bog. ( 2) zrobit je dla nas
(2) zrobit to dla mnie, ( 2 ) zrobi dla ciebie
wszystko. ( 2 ) zrobi dla nich wszystko... ( 2)
zrobi dla niego wszystko. ( 2 ) zrobi dla was ale
(2) zrobi to dla ciebie. ( 2 ) zrobi to dla mnie, (
2 ) zrobi to dla nas ( 2 ) zrobi wszystko dla
ciebie. (2) zrobmy dla niej wszystko ( 2) zréb
todlanas (2)

zrobita to jej (2 ) zrobit to jej ( 2) zrobisz to sobie (2 ) zrobi ci to ( 2') zrobi mi to ( 2') zrobi to jej
(2) zrob mi tego ( 2') mi mogq zrobi¢? ( 2') mi mogta zrobi¢ ( 2 ') mogq jej zrobié ( 2 ') mogq mi
zrobié, ( 2') mogq nam zrobi¢? ( 2') mogq zrobic ci ( 2 ') moge mu zrobic¢ ( 2') moge zrobi¢ ci (2)
mogli mi zrobi¢ ( 2') mogta mu zrobi¢ ( 2') mozemy mu zrobi¢ ( 2') mozesz im zrobi¢ ( 2 ') moze ci
zrobié? (2') moze im zrobi¢ ( 2 ) moze mi zrobi¢ ( 2 ') moze mi zrobi¢? ( 2') moze nam zrobié (2)
moze zrobic¢ jej ( 2 ') moze zrobi¢ mi ( 2') moze zrobito mi ( 2 ') moze zrobisz sobie ( 2') mogtby mi
zrobié ( 2') mogtby mu zrobi¢ ( 2 ') moglby zrobic¢ ci ( 2') mogtby zrobi¢ nam ( 2 ') mogt ci zrobi¢
(2) mogl jej zrobié. ( 2 ') mogl mu zrobi¢ ( 2 ') mogt nam zrobié, ( 2') mégt zrobi¢ mu (2 ') nam
mogq zrobi¢? ( 2') sobie mozesz zrobi¢ (2 ') wszyscy zrobili sobie ( 2') zrobili ci wszyscy, (2) mi
zrobisz? — (2 ') — zrobie ci ( 2 ) — zrobita sobie ( 2 ) — zrobito mu ( 2') — zrobimy sobie ( 2 ) nam
zrobili, ze (2) Ze ci zrobie ( 2) Ze zrobie ci ( 2 ) ze zrobie im ( 2 ) ze zrobie jej ( 2 ) ze zrobili mu
(2) ze zrobilo jej ( 2 ) ze zrobil im ( 2') Ze zrobimy sobie ( 2 ) ze zrobisz im ( 2') Ze zrobisz jej (2 )
ze zrobisz mi ( 2') Ze zrobisz sobie ( 2 ) ze zrobi im ( 2) Ze zrobi jej ( 2) co ci zrobil. (2) co jej
zrobit, (2) co jemu zrobisz? ( 2) co mi zrobi, ( 2') co mi zrobiq, (2 ) co mi zrobili. (2) co mi
zrobita (2) ,,co mi zrobisz (2 ') co mi zrobisz?" ( 2') co mu zrobiq ( 2') co mu zrobiq? (2) co mu
zrobi¢? (2') co mu zrobig, (2) co mu zrobie? (2) co mu zrobili, ( 2') co mu zrobili? (2) co mu
zrobiono ( 2) co mu zrobisz ( 2 ') co nam zrobiq, (2) co nam zrobicie? ( 2) co nam zrobili" (2)
co nam zrobit, (2 ) co nam zrobita. ( 2') co sobie zrobita ( 2) co wam zrobit ( 2) co zrobiq ci,
(2) co. zrobig mu ( 2) co zrobili jej ( 2') co zrobit jej (2 ') sobie co zrobi ( 2 ) sobie zrobi. co (2)
zrobié co mi ( 2') zrobi¢ sobie do (2 ) i tobie zrobi ( 2 ) i zrobiq mi ( 2 ') i zrobig im ( 2') i zrobie
mu (2 )i zrobili mi ( 2) i zrobita im ( 2 ) i zrobito im (2 ) i zrobito nam ( 2 ') i zrobily sobie (2 ) i
zrobit nam (2 ') i zrobisz sobie ( 2) i zrobi jej ( 2) i zrobcie sobie (2 ') i zrobmy sobie (2 ) i zrob
nam (2) jej zrobi i ( 2 ) mi zrobili i (2) zrobic¢ i mi ( 2) zrobié sobie i ( 2 ) zrobi sobie i ( 2 ) zrob
imi(2) azrobi¢ mi (2) azrobit mi (2) im zrobié¢, a ( 2 ) mi zrobié¢, a ( 2') nam zrobi. a (2)
sobie zrobiq a (2 ') sobie zrobi¢, a ( 2 ) ci nie zrobiq ( 2 ) ci nie zrobili ( 2') ci nie zrobili? (2 ) ci
nie zrobit! ( 2) ci nie zrobit? ( 2 ') ci nie zrobita ( 2') ci ona zrobi¢. ( 2) im nie zrobi. (2') im nie
zrobit, (2') im nie zrobila ( 2 ) im zrobic nie ( 2 ) jej nie zrobi. ( 2 ) jej zrobit nie ( 2) mi go zrobit,
( 2) mi nie zrobiq, ( 2 ) mi nie zrobicie ( 2 ) mi nie zrobicie. ( 2 ) mi nie zrobili, ( 2 ) mi nie
zrobita. ( 2') mi nie zrobily. ( 2) mi nie zrobisz ( 2 ) mu nie zrobi, ( 2') mu nie zrobi. ( 2') mu nie
zrobiq, ( 2) mu nie zrobi¢ (2 ') mu nie zrobili? ( 2') mu nie zrobit ( 2') mu nie zrobita. ( 2') mu nie
zrobimy ( 2') mu nie zrobiono, ( 2') nam nie zrobiq, ( 2 ) nam nie zrobit ( 2 ) nam zrobi¢ nie (2)
nie mi zrobili ( 2 ) nie zrobiq ci ( 2 ) nie zrobiq im ( 2 ') nie zrobie im ( 2 ) nie zrobi¢ wam ( 2) nie
zrobili ci ( 2') nie zrobili im ( 2 ') nie zrobitaby mu ( 2') nie zrobitaby sobie ( 2 ) nie zrobita ci (2)
nie zrobita jej ( 2 ') nie zrobilo mi ( 2') nie zrobito sobie ( 2') nie zrobit mu ( 2') nie zrobimy ci (2)
nie zrobimy mu ( 2 ') nie zrobimy wam ( 2 ) nie zrobiono mi ( 2 ) nie zrobisz nam ( 2 ) nie zrobi
wam ( 2) ona ci zrobita? ( 2 ') ona zrobita sobie ( 2 ) oni ci zrobiq ( 2 ) oni ci zrobili, ( 2 ) oni ci
zrobili?! (2 ) oni ci zrobili. ( 2) on jej zrobit ( 2 ') on mi zrobi ( 2') sobie je zrobiq ( 2 ) sobie nie
zrobi (2 ) sobie nie zrobi. ( 2 ) sobie nie zrobiq, ( 2 ) sobie nie zrobi¢ ( 2 ) sobie nie zrobig, (2)
sobie nie zrobie. ( 2) sobie nie zrobit ( 2 ') sobie nie zrobito. ( 2 ) wam nie zrobie¢ ( 2 ') wam nie
zrobimy. ( 2 ) zrobi¢ mi nie ( 2 ) zrobili go sobie... ( 2) ci ktorzy zrobiq ( 2') ktéra zrobita mi (2)
ktora zrobita sobie ( 2) ktora zrobi jej ( 2) ktore mi zrobili ( 2') ktory zrobi nam ( 2) ktorzy
zrobili mu ( 2) zrobili ci, ktorzy ( 2 ) mozna im zrobi¢. ( 2') ale zrobig sobie ( 2 ) ale zrobito jej ( 2
) ale zrob mi ( 2) mi zrobic, ale ( 2') mu zrobita. ale ( 2 ') sobie zrobi¢ ale (2 ) zeby ci zrobita (2 )
zeby im zrobi¢ ( 2 ) zeby mi zrobita ( 2 ') zeby nam zrobil ( 2') zeby zrobi¢ wam ( 2') zeby zrobila
im ( 2) matce. zrobita mi ( 2') matka zrobita mi ( 2 ) matka zrobifa sobie ( 2 ) sobie zrobi¢ drugi
(2) jej nic zrobic¢, (2 ) jej zrobic nic ( 2') mi nic zrobié, ( 2') nic im zrobi¢ ( 2') wam nic zrobi¢ ( 2
) zrobié mi nic ( 2') zrobita ci nic (2) zrobit mi o ( 2') trzeba im zrobi¢ ( 2 ') trzeba zrobic¢ ci (2)
trzeba zrobic sobie (2 ') aby zrobi¢ jej ( 2 ') mi zrobig, tylko ( 2) tylko zrobilo mi ( 2 ) zrobil sobie
tylko (2') zréb mi tylko ( 2') mi zrobi¢ jeszcze (2 ') zrobi¢ mu jeszcze ( 2 ) zrobie ci jeszcze (2)

zrobita sobie jeszcze ( 2') bardzo zrobito mi ( 2 ') zrobili mu bardzo ( 2 ') zrobiono mu bardzo (2)

zrobi¢ ‘do, make (PFV)’ (+sig)

417




zrobit si¢ dla mnie ( 3 ) sie dla ciebie zrobic, ( 2
) sie dla nich zrobifo. ( 2 ) sie zrobi¢ dla nas?
(2) zrobi si¢ dla nich (2)

zrobito mi si¢ ( 683 ) zrobito mu si¢ ( 281 ) zrobito jej si¢ ( 101 ) mi si¢ zrobito ( 91 ) zrobilo si¢
Jjej (61) mi sie zrobi¢ ( 56 ) mi sie zrobito, (46 ) nam sig¢ zrobi¢ (45 ) mu sie zrobié¢ (44 ) mu sie
zrobito ( 38 ) mi sie zrobilo. ( 29 ) zrobilo nam si¢ ( 15) ci si¢ zrobié ( 14 ) zrobilo im sie ( 14)
zrobil mi si¢ ( 14 ) zrobily mu si¢ ( 11) im si¢ zrobi¢ ( 10 ) zrobito si¢ nam ( 10) jej si¢ zrobi¢ (9)
mu si¢ zrobito, (9 ) si¢ nam zrobi¢ (9 ) zrobi ci si¢ (9 ) zrobi mu si¢ (9 ) jej si¢ zrobito ( 8 ) si¢
zrobié mi (7)) zrobito ci sie (7)) zrobi mi si¢ (7)) mi si¢ zrobi¢, ( 6 ) ci si¢ zrobi ( 5') jemu zrobito
sie ((5) mi sie zrobié. (5) si¢ jej zrobilo, ( 5) zrobita mu si¢ (5) zrobilo si¢ mu ( 5) zrobily mi
sie (5 ci sig zrobito (4 ) mu sig zrobito. (4 ) mu sie zrobily ( 4 ) nam sig zrobi¢, (4 ) sie im
zrobi¢ (4 ) sig jej zrobic¢ (4 ) sig zrobic¢ sobie (4 ) zrobita mi si¢ (4 ) zrobily jej si¢ (4 ) zrobit mu
sie (4) zrobi jej sie (4 ) zrobi nam si¢ (4 ) im sig zrobito, ( 3 ) mu si¢ zrobic¢, ( 3 ) mu sie zrobit
( 3) nam si¢ zrobilo ( 3 ) si¢ jej zrobilo ( 3 ) si¢ nam zrobi¢. ( 3 ) sig. zrobilo mi ( 3 ) wam sie
zrobi¢ ( 3 ) zrobily sie jej ( 3 ) zrobil nam si¢ ( 3 ') im sie zrobi¢. ( 2') im si¢ zrobilo ( 2) jej sie
zrobié, (2) jej zrobito sig ( 2') jej zrobily si¢ ( 2') mi si¢ zrobita ( 2 ') mi sig zrobifo... (2) mu si¢
zrobita ( 2') mu zrobito si¢ ( 2 ) nam si¢ zrobic. ( 2') nam si¢ zrobit ( 2 ') nam zrobito si¢ ( 2) sie
im zrobic¢, ( 2) si¢ jej zrobilo. ( 2 ') si¢ wam zrobi¢ ( 2') sig zrobic¢ im ( 2') sie zrobi¢ mu ( 2 ) si¢
zrobi¢ nam ( 2 ') sig. zrobie ci ( 2') zrobila jej sie ( 2 ) zrobitoby ci sie (2 ') zrobitoby mu si¢ (2)
"zrobito mi sie ( 2 ) zrobilo sie im (2)

Zyczyé ‘wish (IPFV)’

dla ciebie wiec zycze (3)

mi Zyczy¢ ci (5) wiec Zycze ci (3 ) Zyczq jej sobie (3 ) mi wiec zyczy¢ ( 2) nam zyczy¢ sobie, (2)
Zyczq sobie jej (2) zycze ci wige, (2) zycze wam wiec, ( 2) Zyczmy mu wiec (2 ') Zyczmy wiec
sobie (2)

Table B.2: Selected 4/3-gram sets

Lemma Number of Number of the Lemma Number of Number of the
»dla” n-grams | dative n-grams w»dla” n-grams | dative n-grams
1 | chcie¢ 10 47 41 | stac:Vp 77 146
2 | chodzi¢ 4 62 42 | stajac¢ 14 8
3 | chybaé 5 10 43 | stali¢ 1 3
4 | da¢ 1 4 44 | stanqé 6 29
5 | domagacé 1 1 45 | stanowié 4 5
6 | dzieni¢ 2 5 46 | starac 3 13
7 | kazaé 1 1 47 | starczyé 2 10
8 | konczyé 1 2 48 | stawac:Vi~je 20 13
9 | kupowac 1 1 49 | stawac:Vi~-wam 4 5
10 | liczyé 25 5 50 | szukaé 5 2
11 | lubi¢ 4 6 51 | trzymacé 1 1
12 | maié 12 7 52 | udaé 1 37
13 | mamic¢ 16 34 53 | udziaé 1 4
14 | mieci¢ 1 3 54 | umieé 3 7
15 | mie¢ 448 459 55 | uprosi¢ 3 2
16 | mieli¢ 1 1 56 | wiqzaé 2 1
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17 | mies¢ 1 3 57 | widzie¢ 5 21
18 | moc 69 342 58 | wiedzie¢ 7 36
19 | musiec¢ 1 3 59 | wybieraé 1 1
20 | mysle¢ 1 24 60 | wycofaé 1 1
21 | mysli¢ 1 20 61 | wydawaé 2 15
22 | nizaé 4 4 62 | wyglada¢ 1 9
23 | nizy¢ 4 4 63 | wynikaé 1 2
24 | okazaé 14 3 64 | wyprosic¢ 1 1
25 | pisaé 2 2 65 | wystaraé 1 2
26 | potrafi¢ 3 12 66 | wywalczyé 1 7
27 | powiedzie¢ 1 2 67 | zaczqé 2 14
28 | pozostaé 6 4 68 | zaczynaé 1 1
29 | prawi¢ 1 1 69 | zdarzaé 1 24
30 | prosic¢ 1 1 70 | zmieni¢ 2 4
31 | przedstawiaé 1 1 71 | znaczyé 19 4
32 | przeszkadzaé 1 2 72 | znaé: Vi 1 1
33 | przychodzi¢ 2 36 73 | znajdowaé 2 2
34 | przyjac 4 1 74 | znajdywac 2 1
35 | przyjs¢ 1 9 75 | znajs¢ 2 2
36 | pytac 1 1 76 | znalez¢é 52 136
37 | robi¢ 17 51 77 | zostac 1 1
38 | skonczyé 8 3 78 | zrobié¢ 24 122
39 | sposobi¢ 13 58 79 | zy¢ 21 11
40 | stac:Vi 73 141
Table B.3: Verb lemmata for which 4/5-gram pairs were identified
Lemma Number of Number of the Lemma Number of Number of the
»dla” n-grams | dative n-grams »dla” n-grams | dative n-grams
1| brac:V 3 30 124 | rozebra¢ 1 13
2 | brakowaé 4 40 125 | rozpoczqé 12 6
3 | brataé 1 4 126 | rozpoczynaé 5 1
4 | broni¢ 1 13 127 | rzec:Vi 12 21
5 | brzmiec: Vi~eje 2 1 128 | rzec:Vp 12 22
6 | brzmieé:Vi~ie 8 3 129 | siedzie¢ 1 4
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7 | budowaé 2 4 130 | skladaé 1 3

8 | cheie¢ 46 460 131 | skonczyé 38 66

9 | chodzic¢ 3 213 132 | soli¢ 1 1
10 | chybaé 25 108 133 | spasé: Vp~dne 1 1
11 | cierpiec¢ 1 1 134 | sposobié¢ 26 79
12 | czué:Vi 1 3 135 | spotka¢ 2 2
13 | da¢ 2 152 136 | sprawic 7 6
14 | dawac 1 9 137 | sprowadzaé 1 1
15 | decydowaé 1 1 138 | stac:Vi 75 194
16 | domagaé 11 11 139 | staé:Vp 82 190
17 | dosyci¢ 3 8 140 | staja¢ 22 27
18 | duzaé 1 1 141 | stali¢ 4 5
19 | dzia¢ 1 1 142 | stangé 18 84
20 | dzieni¢ 13 12 143 | stanowié 76 26
21 | gorzec 18 11 144 | starac 4 84
22 | goscic¢ 1 2 145 | starczac 2 18
23 | grac¢ 10 78 146 | starczyé 10 35
24 | gromadzié¢ 1 3 147 | stawac:Vi~je 41 43
25 | interesowad 1 21 148 | stawac:Vi~wam 17 15
26 | istniec¢ 49 1 149 | straci¢ 1 1
27 | jednac 10 15 150 | strzeli¢ 2 5
28 | jes¢ 16 97 151 | stwarzaé 2 11
29 | kochaé 1 19 152 | stworzyé 13 51
30 | konczyé 9 41 153 | swoic 2 2
31 | kupié:Vi 7 92 154 | szukaé 46 58
32 | kupi¢:Vp 7 92 155 | szykowaé 1 1
33 | lata¢ 6 30 156 | $ni¢ 1 2
34 | liczy¢ 55 28 157 | trudzi¢ 2 1
35 | lubi¢ 12 72 158 | trwaé 2 10
36 | taczyé 1 7 159 | tworzyé 7 15
37 | maié 32 53 160 | ubierac 2 2
38 | mamié 42 99 161 | uczyc¢ 1 35
39 | meczec 6 12 162 | uczynié¢ 1 4
40 | mieci¢ 20 35 163 | udaé 6 290
41 | mie¢ 550 992 164 | udziac 2 13
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42 | mieli¢ 9 15 165 | ufundowaé 1 1
43 | mies¢ 20 35 166 | ulegac 9 1
44 | moc 164 1531 167 | utozyc 6 37
45 | mowié 1 5 168 | umiec 1 5
46 | music¢ 12 77 169 | uprosi¢ 5 7
47 | musie¢ 17 171 170 | urzqdzaé 1 2
48 | mysle¢ 4 53 171 | ustanowi¢ 1 1
49 | mysli¢ 4 41 172 | ustawic¢ 1 1
50 | nadejs¢ 1 1 173 | uzyskaé 4 16
51 | naleze¢:Vi 3 4 174 | walczy¢ 2 1
52 | naleze¢:Vp 3 4 175 | wali¢ 1 1
53 | napisaé 6 4 176 | walesac 1 1
54 | nauczyé 1 20 177 | wehodzié¢ 1 19
55 | nazwaé 2 1 178 | wiqzaé 5 4
56 | nizac 26 76 179 | widziec¢ 18 72
57 | nizyé¢ 26 76 180 | wiedzie¢ 12 109
58 | odczuwaé 1 2 181 | wreczy¢ 2 5
59 | odda¢ 1 22 182 | wspotczué 1 1
60 | oddalic¢ 1 2 183 | wybaczyé 1 9
61 | okazaé 45 18 184 | wybierac 3 7
62 | okazowad 3 2 185 | wybraé 26 63
63 | okazywaé 4 4 186 | wybudowaé 1 5
64 | opiec 2 4 187 | wycofaé 1 9
65 | organizowacé 3 6 188 | wydawaé 12 307
66 | otwierac 1 15 189 | wydtuzyé 1 7
67 | otworzyé 5 33 190 | wyglada¢ 3 25
68 | oznaczaé 54 9 191 | wygrac 1 1
69 | pachnaé 1 1 192 | wykonywaé 1 1
70 | pachnieé¢ 1 2 193 | wykupié 1 4
71 | pamietaé 1 16 194 | wymysli¢ 5 16
72 | pasac:Vi~am 1 10 195 | wynajac 1 1
73 | pasaé:Vi~am~ze 1 10 196 | wynegocjowac 1 1
74 | pasowac 1 6 197 | wynikaé 5 3
75 | petnic¢ 3 17 198 | wyprasza¢ 1 2
76 | pisac 7 12 199 | wyprosic 5 4
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77 | plyngé 2 8 200 | wyrwac 3 63
78 | pochodzié: Vi 1 2 201 | wyrzec 1 5
79 | pochodzi¢: Vp 1 2 202 | wystaraé 1 2
80 | podejmowacé 1 3 203 | wywalczyé 3 18
81 | pojawié¢ 1 27 204 | wyznaczy¢ 1 10
82 | pokazaé 1 2 205 | wzigé 2 66
83 | polegaé 1 1 206 | zabié 1 1
84 | porwaé 1 1 207 | zabierac 1 1
85 | postac:Vp~ane 1 1 208 | zabrakngé 20 97
86 | postac:Vp~oje 1 1 209 | zabrzmieé 2 2
87 | postarac 1 13 210 | zachowa¢ 14 9
88 | poswiecaé 4 4 211 | zaczqé 27 63
89 | poswiecic¢ 2 11 212 | zaczynaé 9 56
90 | potrafi¢ 5 12 213 | zagraé 1 1
91 | powiedzie¢ 1 6 214 | zakonczyé 19 11
92 | powstaé 2 1 215 | zatatwiaé 2 3
93 | poznaé 1 1 216 | zatozy¢ 1 8
94 | pozostac 14 82 217 | zamykaé 1 1
95 | pozostawac: Vi 9 45 218 | zapowiadaé 1 1
96 | pozostawac:Vp 9 45 219 | zarezerwowac 1 3
97 | pozyskaé 1 11 220 | zaskoczyé 1 3
98 | pracowaé 9 10 221 | zaspiewad 1 1
99 | pragna¢ 2 7 222 | zatrzyma¢ 4 41
100 | prawié¢ 2 3 223 | zazqdaé 1 1
101 | prosi¢ 12 33 224 | zbiera¢ 1 1
102 | probowaé 5 16 225 | zdarzaé 1 10
103 | przechowywac 1 1 226 | zdawacé 1 2
104 | przedstawia¢ 9 18 227 | zdoby¢ 5 32
105 | przejawi¢ 1 1 228 | ztapac 1 2
106 | przestac:Vp~sle 1 5 229 | zlozyé 1 1
107 | przestania¢ 1 1 230 | zmieni¢ 2 37
108 | przestac:Vp~ane 2 31 231 | znaczyé 113 16
109 | przestac:Vp~oje 2 31 232 | znaé:Vi 1 3
110 | przestrzenié 1 1 233 | znajdowaé 10 20
111 | przewidywa¢ 1 1 234 | znajdywac 9 13
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112 | przewidzie¢ 1 1 235 | znajs¢ 30 47
113 | przychodzi¢ 2 86 236 | znalezé 166 407
114 | przygotowad 11 34 237 | zorganizowaé 2 8
115 | przygotowywacé 3 4 238 | zostac 8 119
116 | przyjaznié 1 3 239 | zostawaé 2 11
117 | przyjaé 2 1 240 | zostawié 3 26
118 | przyjs¢ 4 37 241 | zrezygnowac 1 5
119 | przynies¢ 1 30 242 | zrobi¢ 150 680
120 | pytaé 1 4 243 | zrozumieé 1 1
121 | robi¢ 47 341 244 | zyczyé 1 10
122 | rodzi¢ 1 16 245 | zy¢ 30 179
123 | rozbieraé 1 1

Table B.4: Verb lemmata for which 3/4-gram pairs were identified
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Appendix C

The present appendix includes extended versions of the results discussed in Chapter 9, dedicated to
benefactive uses of -ne/~te participles. Tables C.1-C.2 report the distribution of the tweets in the main
corpus. OEM tweets refer to ‘original, exact match’ tweets, i.e. tweets which include the target form as
in the original query, and, at the same time, are not retweets (cf. Section 9.2). Percentages of tweets by
language pertain to full tweet sets (with retweets and tweets including forms with a different

diacriticisation).

Table C.3 presents the data that served as a basis for the network analysis in Section 9.3.

Distribution of the tweets containing target -ne/-te participles (Part 1)
Freq. | Freq. % tweets
Freq. | tweets | tweets | Freq. tweets Distinct per
tweets | (exact (no tweets in Distinct | user IDs | author
query (total) | match) | RT) | (OEM) | Polish |[userIDs| (OEM) | (OEM) Earliest tweet Latest tweet
1 | pojebane 49277 45028 | 39004 | 38861 98,8 25672 19511 1,99 | 2022-02-24 14:04:06 | 2022-10-06 00:55:51
2 | utarte 45314 41500 30902 | 30239 10,05| 38186 25717 1,18 2008-08-05 19:59:33 | 2022-10-06 01:18:17
3 | pomalowane 45160 | 41768 | 25536 | 25415 99,75 27860 17305 1,47 [ 2015-11-19 17:44:18 | 2022-10-06 00:12:47
4 | wyprane 33358 | 28342 21134 | 20999 99,85 | 20504 14143 1,48 | 2009-05-09 00:56:59 | 2022-10-06 00:23:32
5 | rozwinigte 25374 20162| 17040 | 15531 99,85 17166 11118 1,40 [ 2010-02-01 13:22:50 | 2022-10-05 22:07:36
6 | popieprzone 17767 | 16585| 12627 | 12598 99,63 | 12218 8337 1,51 2009-01-04 17:57:04 | 2022-10-05 18:48:03
7 | pokrecone 17179 | 13704 | 13986 | 11997 99,78 | 12722 8884 1,35 2009-05-30 16:46:16 | 2022-10-05 22:47:25
8 | pobite 23315 | 17395| 10309 9740 74,06 | 14274 6658 1,46 | 2008-05-22 11:29:11 | 2022-10-05 23:34:20
9 | utrzymane 20347 | 15120| 8924 8570 99,59 12180 6218 1,38 | 2008-12-08 13:02:42 | 2022-10-05 23:56:46
10 | poruszane 16225 | 14109| 8460 8435 99,97 | 12732 6990 1,21 [ 2008-05-19 18:25:09 | 2022-10-05 23:27:36
11 | pobiegane 9415 9325 8432 8412 80,4 3401 2804 3,00 2009-11-23 16:33:19 | 2022-10-05 21:30:09
12 | pograne 11494 8933 | 9554 8093 96,65 5707 4840 1,67 | 2008-06-22 19:31:40 | 2022-10-05 22:37:34
13 | podarte 19991 | 18874| 8107 8046 84,2 14693 6408 1,26 | 2009-07-15 12:53:46 | 2022-10-06 00:49:05
14 | pocigte 13709 | 10746 | 8854 7369 99,5 10239 5830 1,26 [ 2009-02-13 12:18:13 | 2022-10-05 21:45:05
15 | poorane 11086 9494 | 7461 6996 3,83 8238 4697 1,49 | 2009-02-25 03:55:41 | 2022-10-05 20:41:50
16 | posypane 8496 | 7422| 6884 6270 91,37 6772 4918 1,27 2007-12-04 12:36:47 | 2022-10-05 23:38:26
17 | porobione 7619 7445| 5933 5925 98,81 6380 4859 1,22 { 2008-11-01 17:43:06 | 2022-10-05 21:50:00
18 | przejechane 7556 | 6665| 5266 5212 99,25 6263 4236 1,23 [ 2009-06-26 07:58:27 | 2022-10-05 22:06:48
19 | podrobione 9051 6867| 5526 5096 99,14 6922 4086 1,2512009-07-07 15:32:41 | 2022-10-05 08:25:08
20 | pospane 5383 5138 | 4409 4367 69,52 3922 3001 1,46 | 2009-08-06 13:12:46 | 2022-10-05 21:55:18
21 | oméwione 8553 5979 | 4401 4137 99,98 6419 3295 1,26 | 2009-02-10 14:35:06 | 2022-10-05 09:20:33
22 | pomyslane 6210 5065| 4403 4095 99,45 4919 3213 1,27 | 2009-04-29 14:15:51 | 2022-10-06 00:50:49
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23 | po¢wiczone 5375 4206 | 5105 3976 98,92 2828 2090 1,90 [ 2010-01-05 00:25:52 | 2022-10-04 09:20:39
24 | przenoszone 9517 6179 4091 3965 99,68 7279 3322 1,19 2009-09-06 05:15:47 | 2022-10-05 21:45:29
25 | pogadane 4471 4293 | 3589 3583 96,06 3341 2545 1,41]2010-01-05 00:25:52 | 2022-10-05 22:51:22
26 | przespane 4531 3924 3124 3101 99,85 4020 2757 1,12 2009-09-09 22:14:37 | 2022-10-05 22:24:31
27 | pojedzone 3666 3368 | 3332 3043 95,74 2086 1821 1,67 [ 2009-05-15 21:36:15 | 2022-10-05 15:21:14
28 | popisane 5701 4549 3567 2825 63,55 4794 2507 1,13 2008-06-01 17:02:40 | 2022-10-05 17:00:50
29 | poryte 3254| 3108 | 2893 2814 94,31 2482 2099 1,341 2009-05-13 11:33:56 | 2022-10-05 20:18:18
30 | uprane 3539 3395 2831 2800 45,07 2185 1520 1,84 2010-03-01 14:14:14 | 2022-10-05 19:38:04
31 | porysowane 4540 4185| 2603 2565 99,67 4000 2235 1,15 2009-08-17 14:12:39 | 2022-10-04 19:36:45
32 | poustawiane 3724 | 3169| 2564 2562 99,92 3379 2335 1,10 [ 2009-07-02 17:27:06 | 2022-10-04 21:54:30
33 | podraznione 3926 2667 | 3094 2484 99,82 3299 2014 1,231 2009-05-11 16:05:36 | 2022-10-05 18:32:27
34 | poobijane 3216 2826| 2425 2412 98,57 2914 2198 1,10 2009-07-18 21:00:05 | 2022-10-05 18:46:55
35 | poptakane 6576 | 2924 5554 2220 74,54 2831 1043 2,131 2010-06-30 23:10:25 | 2022-10-05 21:59:32
36 | poszarpane 5502 | 4448 | 2190 2164 99,71 4844 1856 1,17 | 2009-09-20 19:03:09 | 2022-10-04 13:48:31
37 | poprowadzone 2914 | 2451| 2166 2155 99,97 2608 1903 1,13 {2009-10-17 10:14:29 | 2022-10-05 18:31:44
38 | nakierowane 4032 3071 1924 1911 99,88 3180 1584 1,21 2009-09-07 14:12:15 | 2022-10-05 23:44:37
39 | pogrzebane 5174 | 3449| 1979 1882 99,36 4164 1666 1,13 2009-06-03 08:27:43 | 2022-10-05 18:03:41
40 | popalone 3691 2020 2796 1694 69,22 2144 1303 1,30 2010-04-12 20:10:04 | 2022-10-04 18:50:43
41 | poskfadane 4452 1874 | 3633 1635 53,62 3520 1497 1,09 | 2008-07-22 20:33:25 | 2022-10-05 17:16:51
42 | #pobiegane 1740 1703 | 1609 1609 70,92 421 337 4,771 2013-10-29 18:57:47 |2022-10-04 17:50:04
43 | ponoszone 4015 3097 1590 1571 99,93 3353 1287 1,221 2010-09-16 04:34:30 | 2022-10-04 13:44:53
44 | pokimane lang:pl 2733 2030 1585 1537 100 2438 1278 1,20 2011-11-04 00:26:31 | 2022-10-05 06:42:27
45 | polatane 2303 1707 | 1934 1432 90,92 1527 856 1,67 | 2009-10-04 22:03:04 | 2022-10-03 20:38:09
46 | posmiane 3115 2487 1999 1415 98,72 2475 1071 1,32 2009-04-11 15:08:09 | 2022-10-04 23:25:44
47 | wy$miane 2708 | 2127| 1636 1378 99,63 2414 1277 1,08 [ 2010-02-22 23:13:07 | 2022-10-04 13:06:24
48 | wyspane 1738 1648 | 1258 1255 99,65 1502 1053 1,191 2010-01-24 08:06:49 | 2022-10-05 07:57:18
49 | przebiegnigte 1798 1369 1528 1177 99,94 1425 950 1,24 2007-10-07 19:51:36 | 2022-10-05 21:57:44
50 | pojezdzone 1681 1321 1477 1150 98,1 1118 706 1,63 | 2010-06-17 22:26:36 | 2022-10-05 16:52:31
51 | pozbierane 2292 1538 1191 1147 97,56 2110 1036 1,11{2009-06-07 11:11:24 | 2022-10-04 07:20:48
52 | poczytane 1696 1338 1365 1133 95,52 1347 997 1,14 2010-01-13 22:27:46 | 2022-10-05 22:47:33
53 | powycinane 1579 1510 1113 1113 99,43 1504 1060 1,05 | 2008-11-01 16:19:10 | 2022-10-05 00:04:29
54 | powybijane 1749 1360 936 897 99,54 1552 810 1,11 {2009-10-27 20:15:54 | 2022-10-03 11:42:56
55 | obgadane 1111 1002 886 885 100 1036 825 1,07 2010-06-14 21:44:37 | 2022-10-02 02:39:15
56 | porzucane 2928 1390 | 1012 875 99,39 2416 810 1,08 [ 2010-01-15 00:01:52 | 2022-10-05 06:07:31
57 | skonsultowane 2781 1736 878 874 100 2352 795 1,10 2011-01-30 20:58:39 | 2022-10-04 13:45:48
58 | zaczytane 1041 831 850 719 98,37 732 537 1,34 2010-04-15 00:10:08 | 2022-09-30 08:19:53
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59 | potracane 2270 1805 775 709 99,96 1974 633 1,12 | 2010-06-08 15:02:26 | 2022-10-05 20:57:38
60 | postane lang:pl 741 694 686 653 100 712 629 1,04 | 2009-08-03 22:25:36 | 2022-10-04 15:31:55
61 | pobyte 776 637 737 626 0,13 461 353 1,77 | 2009-06-05 11:56:46 | 2022-10-04 10:40:35
62 | poryczane 740 699 614 614 97,84 464 351 1,75 2012-02-18 00:28:11 | 2022-10-04 00:29:37
63 | przedyskutowane 1002 730 601 592 99,9 916 536 1,10 | 2010-03-27 07:52:57 | 2022-09-29 15:45:00
64 | porozbijane 1021 955 616 589 97,94 957 552 1,07 [ 2009-08-13 09:07:41 | 2022-09-30 11:53:56
65 | poptywane 727 636 653 569 95,32 500 371 1,53 2009-05-15 21:36:15 | 2022-10-03 10:54:07
66 | potrenowane 764 760 568 566 96,47 589 417 1,36 [ 2010-01-22 21:54:17 | 2022-09-22 12:44:42
67 | poklikane 552 529 534 518 75,54 186 153 3,39 2011-11-11 10:46:05 | 2022-10-02 13:04:52
68 | pospacerowane 630 628 506 504 98,25 365 263 1,92 | 2010-08-29 22:09:35 | 2022-10-04 13:02:09
69 | pouczone 710 573 502 496 99,01 639 432 1,15 | 2008-10-22 00:28:53 | 2022-09-26 23:59:36
70 | poskakane 556 544 436 431 76,08 426 318 1,36 [ 2010-09-11 22:59:51 | 2022-08-17 17:19:20
71 | postuchane 596 456 547 422 95,97 533 388 1,09 | 2008-03-02 00:50:04 | 2022-10-02 21:45:21
72 | potechtane 565 441 494 419 98,94 524 391 1,07 | 2008-01-15 16:31:40 | 2022-10-04 09:51:41
73 | ob$miane 1113 970 432 393 99,82 1052 373 1,05 { 2010-07-07 19:45:50 | 2022-10-05 21:22:29
74 | pohasane 468 401 446 380 3,42 234 211 1,80 | 2014-04-04 18:47:02 |2022-08-18 00:06:18
75 | pokropione 619 415 363 363 99,35 567 326 1,11 2010-07-25 22:19:31 | 2022-10-05 19:13:58
76 | poprane 449 395 367 361 93,99 381 294 1,23 12010-01-10 12:36:38 | 2022-10-05 14:49:01
77 | postrzelane 495 474 362 359 98,18 428 305 1,18 | 2010-03-04 23:44:56 | 2022-10-02 14:30:35
78 | pochodzone 397 397 358 358 99,24 230 199 1,80 | 2011-09-16 07:58:12 | 2022-10-03 23:22:20
79 | powycierane 372 365 346 346 100 323 298 1,16 | 2010-04-27 07:32:12 | 2022-10-04 10:07:37
80 | odespane 360 357 321 320 97,5 329 290 1,10 { 2010-01-26 11:17:23 | 2022-10-01 14:38:36
81 | zagrzebane 671 529 323 316 99,7 621 285 1,11 2011-11-06 19:49:07 | 2022-10-02 15:52:15
82 | poruchane 366 353 319 310 90,71 323 271 1,141 2010-09-07 15:33:11 | 2022-09-30 17:10:03
83 | #pojebane 357 346 299 298 84,59 313 258 1,16 | 2011-12-14 21:01:27 | 2022-09-17 20:23:11
84 | przetrzymane 429 393 296 288 99,3 410 274 1,05 [ 2009-11-21 09:47:13 | 2022-10-05 19:26:35
85 | pobazgrane 437 385 294 287 98,86 426 278 1,03 { 2011-05-10 09:41:08 | 2022-10-05 21:14:28
86 | przesiedziane 313 297 273 271 100 303 264 1,03 | 2010-06-24 15:35:53 | 2022-10-04 11:00:01
87 | poprzerabiane 1016 1012 268 268 100 1006 261 1,03 | 2010-04-17 20:04:12 | 2022-10-05 20:09:04
88 | pospiewane 350 273 310 244 96,86 327 228 1,07 { 2010-02-24 16:33:41 | 2022-10-01 13:35:34
89 | potaficzone 485 396 321 243 98,56 445 215 1,13 {2011-08-29 20:25:20 | 2022-09-24 18:12:16
90 | #pogadane 301 296 232 232 63,46 137 71 3,27(2012-10-18 22:22:54 | 2022-02-16 00:06:21
91 | potruchtane 238 238 226 226 81,51 100 90 2,51|2013-10-19 19:12:18 | 2022-10-05 12:03:57
92 | pobawione 269 266 212 212 92,57 243 191 1,11 2011-02-02 12:27:46 | 2022-09-11 15:43:20
93 | przykurzone 321 274 212 204 99,69 302 192 1,06 | 2009-12-07 16:49:36 | 2022-10-03 16:43:03
94 | pogrzane 211 211 199 199 100 192 180 1,11 | 2010-07-04 19:10:53 | 2022-10-03 16:56:13
95 | possane 1045 210 937 193 1,34 229 85 2,27(2010-03-03 19:16:57 | 2022-09-05 18:04:36




96 | poswigtowane 251 226 201 176 100 234 161 1,09 | 2012-03-04 10:59:04 | 2022-10-02 10:31:09
97 | #pograne 221 212 166 166 77,83 124 98 1,69 2013-12-08 14:58:23 | 2022-10-04 20:55:17
98 | wysiedziane 166 163 157 157 100 157 148 1,06 | 2009-12-13 20:03:56 | 2022-09-27 18:14:24
99 | poméwione 658 527 165 153 100 593 136 1,13 2013-11-05 19:42:46 | 2022-10-05 15:14:26
100 | pozabijane 207 174 155 149 95,65 191 136 1,10 2009-11-23 16:33:19 | 2022-10-02 20:56:12
101 | porozmawiane 358 280 198 148 99,72 269 123 1,20 [ 2012-11-01 12:36:35 | 2022-09-03 18:58:24
102 | powalczone 163 163 144 144 100 141 123 1,17 [ 2011-09-28 12:48:53 | 2022-09-25 22:33:27
103 | nachapane 229 202 139 139 100 202 115 1,21 2013-04-18 13:27:23 | 2022-10-01 23:25:23
104 | pokierowane 288 278 135 135 100 282 129 1,05 2012-11-15 10:11:44 | 2022-09-24 01:30:48
105 | poscinane 197 174 138 125 100 191 120 1,04 2013-04-01 17:59:19 | 2022-10-01 19:51:15
106 | przewatkowane 152 126 142 117 100 152 117 1,00 [ 2010-11-19 15:00:41 | 2022-10-02 22:13:43
107 | #pojedzone 124 122 116 115 75,81 71 62 1,85(2013-04-21 11:57:26 |2022-09-21 10:22:34
108 | pozacinane 120 120 115 115 99,17 114 109 1,06 | 2013-07-02 14:21:44 | 2022-10-01 12:25:48
109 | odsiedziane 272 213 107 107 100 263 99 1,08 2010-11-27 22:56:58 | 2022-08-26 11:30:56
110 | przeleciane 138 137 106 106 100 130 100 1,06 | 2011-02-16 13:02:09 | 2022-09-23 09:19:39
111 | poprzycinane 150 148 106 105 100 146 102 1,03 [ 2011-08-14 15:40:09 | 2022-09-15 12:58:59
112 | po$wiecone 48438 257| 16334 103 99,6 | 22285 97 1,06 | 2019-06-07 18:17:49 | 2022-10-05 23:51:53
113 | potopione 139 108 103 102 99,28 134 99 1,03 | 2009-10-24 10:41:50 | 2022-09-09 19:18:03
114 | poszyte 110 109 99 99 100 106 95 1,04 | 2011-10-04 08:10:50 | 2022-09-29 20:47:40
115 | pokombinowane 103 102 97 97 100 100 95 1,02 | 2010-09-30 14:33:46 | 2022-09-20 12:03:12
116 | #pocwiczone 121 105 107 91 68,6 72 48 1,90 | 2013-08-30 10:33:46 | 2022-06-03 16:43:37
117 | pogotowane 95 95 91 91 100 92 88 1,03 2011-10-18 13:25:41 | 2022-08-13 15:39:29
118 | #pospane 91 91 89 89 80,22 71 69 1,29 2013-05-29 06:49:31 | 2022-09-08 23:12:47
119 | pozbijane 92 92 88 88 98,91 88 84 1,05 2011-06-16 13:49:45 | 2022-09-27 14:19:28
120 | popadane 3225 99| 2363 87 0,5 1176 80 1,09 2007-11-01 10:43:54 | 2022-10-03 15:26:43
121 | wezytane 92 91 87 87 100 89 84 1,04 [ 2009-10-20 21:12:39 | 2022-09-26 10:24:15
122 | podyskutowane 92 92 86 86 100 90 84 1,02 2013-12-13 10:13:41 | 2022-09-26 09:08:41
123 | #poplywane 99 90 94 85 84,85 37 24 3,54 2014-03-01 20:06:30 | 2022-09-29 21:07:11
124 | #polatane 93 90 83 83 56,99 61 55 1,51 2014-08-13 12:33:52 | 2022-07-19 11:36:56
125 | pobalowane 30 80 73 73 96,25 78 71 1,03 [ 2011-12-03 01:16:17 | 2022-09-04 11:41:14
126 | pomachane 90 90 71 71 100 78 59 1,20 2013-03-21 07:20:03 | 2022-10-04 22:43:05
127 | popieczone 86 84 67 67 100 79 60 1,12 | 2011-12-11 00:09:55 | 2022-06-06 16:57:17
128 | ponarzekane 74 74 66 66 100 73 65 1,02 | 2014-09-13 10:55:28 | 2022-10-03 13:11:47
129 | uglaskane 648 585 79 66 99,69 641 66 1,00 | 2010-11-04 10:34:53 | 2022-10-02 13:55:34
130 | pomacane 76 76 65 65 93,42 71 62 1,05 [2012-07-10 14:14:15 | 2022-09-29 09:29:00
131 | #pomyslane 88 71 72 64 81,82 21 7 9,14]2013-08-13 17:21:22 | 2022-09-16 06:13:35
132 | potowione 86 76 72 62 100 71 50 1,24 [ 2013-08-01 21:14:22 | 2022-09-11 14:25:14
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133 | poduszone 55 55 52 52 100 55 52 1,00 | 2013-06-13 21:28:34 | 2022-09-17 06:41:23
134 | #przejechane 49 49 49 49 22,45 5 5 9,80 2011-08-21 16:48:58 | 2015-07-07 19:57:58
135 | potazone 95 55 86 47 66,32 76 41 1,15]2010-08-12 05:10:02 | 2022-10-04 00:25:28
136 | pokapane 156 61 124 46 17,31 143 45 1,02 | 2010-04-14 15:57:12 | 2022-09-18 17:15:19
137 | #potrenowane 47 46 45 45 68,09 26 24 1,88 2014-01-16 19:24:05 | 2021-03-23 13:40:59
138 | porzygane 47 47 45 45 100 45 43 1,05 [ 2011-01-19 22:30:28 | 2022-09-11 22:06:21
139 | ponastawiane 51 50 44 44 100 47 41 1,07 2011-03-12 19:32:36 | 2022-08-31 09:04:59
140 | pokrzyczane 59 59 44 44 100 59 44 1,00 | 2013-07-12 14:05:02 | 2022-09-09 20:34:09
141 | podreptane 46 46 43 43 71,74 36 33 1,30 2015-07-31 21:20:00 | 2022-09-01 17:35:12
142 | #pomalowane 44 44 43 43 38,64 40 39 1,10 2013-04-27 20:44:07 | 2021-08-23 17:54:18
143 | pomorsowane 45 45 42 42 100 30 27 1,56 | 2016-10-16 14:02:59 | 2022-10-03 17:01:50
144 | poopalane 133 81 42 42 95,49 132 41 1,02 2011-07-20 11:06:26 | 2022-07-04 23:08:54
145 | poszalane 41 41 41 41 100 32 32 1,28 [ 2012-01-18 20:54:21 | 2022-10-01 21:16:18
146 | posiedziane 46 46 40 40 100 42 36 1,11{2010-01-30 01:10:32 | 2022-08-16 11:51:46
147 | poimprezowane 42 42 40 40 100 39 38 1,05 [ 2010-07-01 02:20:04 | 2022-09-24 01:29:54
148 | podziatane 48 42 45 39 100 36 31 1,26 [ 2014-01-02 14:32:07 | 2022-09-25 15:43:36
149 | pozartowane 42 40 40 38 100 37 34 1,12 2013-04-22 14:38:53 | 2022-10-03 13:11:47
150 | #pobawione 37 37 37 37 45,95 26 26 1,42 2013-12-08 11:48:28 | 2021-05-14 11:38:32
151 | pooddawane 47 47 35 35 95,74 43 32 1,09 | 2011-04-14 11:37:23 | 2022-07-12 18:55:29
152 | pochorowane 43 36 34 34 100 43 34 1,00 | 2012-05-10 09:21:53 | 2022-09-18 14:57:27
153 | obnoszone 38 34 33 33 100 38 33 1,00 | 2011-08-07 01:13:25 | 2022-06-24 14:11:53
154 | ponaprawiane 39 39 33 33 100 39 33 1,00 | 2013-02-26 08:30:26 | 2022-10-05 17:47:02
155 | przespacerowane 32 31 31 31 100 20 19 1,63 | 2012-08-12 00:30:55 | 2022-04-17 19:12:33
156 | podmuchane 36 35 31 31 97,22 35 30 1,03 | 2014-01-26 21:52:32 | 2022-02-10 23:50:29
157 | zakombinowane 56 56 29 29 100 56 29 1,00 | 2012-08-06 17:02:58 | 2022-09-23 16:31:20
158 | posmazone 48 35 35 28 100 39 22 1,27 [ 2014-04-18 18:23:06 | 2022-09-15 19:11:06
159 | potaskotane 30 28 30 28 100 29 27 1,04 2014-10-13 23:38:07 | 2022-07-30 17:36:55
160 | dospane 36 31 31 26 47,22 32 24 1,08 2010-12-18 02:14:37 | 2022-09-01 00:00:15
161 | podczytane 39 39 25 25 100 36 22 1,14 2012-07-21 23:38:34 | 2022-06-28 10:04:22
162 | #pojezdzone 51 25 50 24 45,1 40 21 1,14 | 2014-04-27 20:05:38 | 2022-06-08 12:11:50
163 | popykane 24 24 23 23 95,83 21 20 1,15]2015-08-22 18:26:24 | 2022-10-01 19:26:39
164 | pozyte 40 24 36 23 70 37 23 1,00 | 2010-03-18 08:23:16 | 2022-08-20 21:23:57
165 | #zaczytane 34 23 22 22 97,06 17 13 1,69 | 2012-07-13 22:30:32 | 2022-02-01 14:54:32
166 | powydawane 25 23 22 22 100 20 18 1,22 2011-12-13 23:25:56 | 2022-03-26 12:21:48
167 | urlopowane 22 22 22 22 100 20 20 1,10 2014-09-11 01:28:02 | 2022-08-01 21:29:20
168 | pogwizdane 175 24 22 22 100 172 21 1,05 2014-03-19 16:08:00 | 2022-09-15 11:02:22
169 | pobazgrolone 22 22 22 22 100 22 22 1,00 | 2010-11-24 07:29:11 | 2022-09-12 16:12:20
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170 | pokapane 156 25 124 20 17,31 143 17 1,18 [ 2010-04-14 15:57:12 | 2022-09-18 17:15:19
171 | #pokimane lang:pl 277 277 20 20 100 266 18 1,11]2018-01-10 13:37:31 | 2022-08-13 23:34:53
172 | #poczytane 27 26 20 20| 51,85 27 20 1,00 [ 2014-03-31 11:52:12 | 2022-01-01 09:52:05
173 | potrzymane 22 20 20 20 100 22 20 1,00 [ 2016-08-15 16:08:00 | 2022-09-06 21:09:44
174 | powiercone 23 23 19 19 100 21 17 1,12 {2010-12-17 18:31:18 | 2022-08-11 00:14:27
175 | poplotkowane 20 20 19 19 100 20 19 1,00 | 2011-05-14 16:48:12 | 2022-04-29 14:33:34
176 | #po$miane 24 18 20 18 58,33 20 14 1,29 [ 2014-05-05 18:41:55 | 2021-06-09 08:55:50
177 | pobujane 18 18 18 18 55,56 16 16 1,13 {2016-02-12 16:18:17 | 2022-09-26 18:30:21
178 | obiegnigte 19 18 19 18 94,74 18 17 1,06 [ 2013-03-20 15:33:18 | 2022-01-30 01:19:37
179 | poskubane 25 22 20 18 76 25 18 1,00 [ 2013-10-23 16:48:39 | 2022-09-22 18:12:16
180 | powspominane 18 18 18 18 100 18 18 1,00 [ 2013-08-07 14:48:04 | 2022-09-18 23:42:52
181 | #podrobione 28 26 17 17 96,43 20 11 1,55 [ 2014-09-06 22:03:29 | 2022-06-15 20:30:27
182 | #podarte 18 18 17 17 11,11 14 13 1,31 [ 2014-04-12 09:26:48 | 2022-09-20 13:53:28
183 | #poruchane 17 17 17 17 23,53 17 17 1,00 [ 2014-06-16 01:08:48 | 2022-06-06 15:10:06
184 | przekonsultowane 32 18 17 17 100 29 17 1,00 | 2013-02-21 10:43:36 | 2022-08-10 15:09:03
185 | podtubane 18 16 18 16 100 16 14 1,14 2013-08-31 20:01:36 | 2022-07-09 23:29:31
186 | porzadzone 18 17 17 16 100 16 14 1,14 [ 2012-08-13 17:51:18 | 2022-05-29 19:40:48
187 | #porobione 16 16 16 16 87,5 15 15 1,07 [ 2015-12-11 22:43:47 | 2022-05-12 20:11:55
188 | poobserwowane 17 17 16 16 100 16 15 1,07 [ 2016-09-16 16:35:33 | 2022-07-20 11:51:48
189 | pogngbione 21 18 18 16 100 21 16 1,00 [ 2013-09-01 21:47:59 | 2022-06-04 02:34:51
190 | pomasowane 16 16 16 16 100 16 16 1,00 [ 2013-11-07 09:11:58 | 2022-08-06 15:09:28
191 | pobadane 17 17 14 14 100 17 14 1,00 [ 2013-11-02 18:33:04 | 2022-09-27 19:05:51
192 | pogryzmolone 14 14 14 14| 92,86 14 14 1,00 [ 2013-08-29 02:07:07 | 2022-08-12 09:12:47
193 | pokpione 18 15 14 14 100 18 14 1,00 [ 2015-10-26 09:18:11 | 2021-11-16 13:31:30
194 | #pospacerowane 17 17 13 13 70,59 11 7 1,86 [ 2015-08-18 21:36:04 | 2022-10-04 13:02:09
195 | #pouczone 13 13 13 13 76,92 12 12 1,08 | 2013-06-09 23:12:05 | 2016-06-21 19:11:53
196 | pomedytowane 13 13 13 13 100 12 12 1,08 [ 2019-11-09 14:29:47 | 2022-01-31 10:57:56
197 | popieszczone 13 13 13 13 100 12 12 1,08 [ 2013-05-12 11:41:16 | 2022-09-03 00:24:31
198 | pobeczane 13 13 13 13 100 13 13 1,00 [ 2018-08-20 01:30:42 | 2022-08-17 09:58:30
199 | podotykane 22 13 13 13 100 22 13 1,00 | 2014-04-03 07:59:12 | 2022-09-26 15:51:15
200 | #utarte 17 17 12 12| 29,41 13 8 1,50 2012-11-30 17:32:49 | 2019-04-14 10:42:36
201 | pobzykane 12 12 12 12 100 8 8 1,50 [ 2014-09-27 00:12:08 | 2022-09-13 17:21:55
202 | podzwigane 15 13 14 12 100 12 10 1,20 [ 2015-02-07 15:48:29 | 2021-12-26 22:26:17
203 | poturlane 14 14 12 12 85,71 13 11 1,09 [ 2013-07-08 16:46:28 | 2022-07-15 18:35:59
204 | podocinane 12 12 12 12 100 12 12 1,00 | 2015-06-16 16:24:50 | 2022-08-17 19:42:26
205 | pohulane 12 12 12 12 50 12 12 1,00 [ 2009-07-05 10:32:11 | 2022-09-23 12:23:48
206 | pokrazone 50 14 15 12 100 50 12 1,00 [ 2013-05-20 21:53:07 | 2022-02-18 16:04:42
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207 | pomgczone 16 13 14 12 100 16 12 1,00 | 2014-01-12 15:50:02 | 2022-05-02 03:11:07
208 | poocierane 12 12 12 12 100 12 12 1,00 [ 2014-02-27 23:51:49 | 2022-09-11 10:11:35
209 | poprobowane 13 12 13 12 100 13 12 1,00 2012-05-11 21:49:21 | 2022-07-05 15:22:02
210 | popytane 12 12 12 12 100 12 12 1,00 | 2013-02-12 23:36:09 | 2022-02-28 20:48:17
211 | #postuchane 21 13 19 11 95,24 12 9 1,22 2015-01-08 18:35:16 | 2019-02-18 22:26:39
212 | #pokrecone 25 11 24 11 64 18 10 1,10 [ 2012-09-02 21:51:18 | 2020-07-19 19:43:13
213 | #poryte 11 11 11 11 81,82 10 10 1,10 2010-07-18 22:32:48 | 2022-06-06 20:16:36
214 | po$lizgane 16 14 13 11 93,75 15 10 1,10 2015-02-10 08:05:40 | 2021-12-28 16:30:39
215 | pobabrane 14 10 14 10 57,14 14 10 1,00 | 2010-12-08 19:59:11 | 2022-09-29 17:43:01
216 | pobtadzone 30 27 10 10 100 30 10 1,00 | 2012-11-04 21:06:44 | 2022-06-23 11:35:38
217 | pokiwane 12 12 10 10 83,33 12 10 1,00 [ 2018-07-28 01:22:52 | 2022-07-21 08:22:17
218 | przemaszerowane 13 13 10 10 100 12 10 1,00 | 2012-12-15 19:59:18 | 2022-07-31 22:59:17
219 | podrzemane 9 9 9 9 100 6 6 1,50 [ 2013-03-09 13:09:05 | 2022-09-13 18:13:38
220 | podumane 9 9 9 9 22,22 7 7 1,29 2013-07-11 18:25:26 | 2021-12-26 11:21:08
221 | #pochodzone 9 9 9 9 77,78 8 8 1,13 [ 2015-12-06 16:20:34 | 2022-09-21 19:13:33
222 | #posypane 9 9 9 9 55,56 8 8 1,131 2013-05-25 19:42:05 | 2022-03-31 18:34:02
223 | pobrykane 13 13 9 9 100 12 8 1,13]2016-02-27 17:13:27 | 2022-08-14 13:31:05
224 | popielone 9 9 9 9 77,78 8 8 1,13]2011-12-23 19:55:09 | 2022-06-20 12:38:12
225 | #poskakane 9 9 9 9 22,22 9 9 1,00 | 2014-03-16 13:24:45 | 2019-10-12 23:14:56
226 | pomarzone 11 11 9 9 100 11 9 1,00 2010-07-22 03:14:15 | 2022-09-16 15:02:38
227 | pomieszkane 9 9 9 9 100 9 9 1,00 | 2013-03-09 13:09:05 | 2022-09-28 20:55:09
228 | ponadawane 9 9 9 9 100 9 9 1,00 | 2016-07-09 03:05:09 | 2022-03-19 23:50:05
229 | poszperane 10 10 9 9 100 10 9 1,00 | 2013-11-25 14:11:42 | 2022-07-02 10:08:14
230 | poszwedane 10 10 9 9 100 10 9 1,00 | 2019-07-03 00:11:23 | 2022-09-11 13:42:43
231 | pozeglowane 11 11 9 9 100 11 9 1,00 | 2017-04-03 22:56:48 | 2022-08-08 09:38:36
232 | #popalone 13 10 8 8 0 10 5 1,60 | 2014-01-16 19:30:39 | 2022-09-06 21:16:04
233 | #potruchtane 10 10 8 8 80 8 6 1,33 2014-05-03 15:17:33 | 2019-03-14 15:00:07
234 | #poorane 10 9 8 8 0 10 8 1,00 | 2012-07-18 05:45:39 | 2022-02-22 18:37:40
235 | potarmoszone 8 8 8 8 100 8 8 1,00 | 2012-10-07 18:53:58 | 2021-12-09 08:31:30
236 | powyzywane 11 11 8 8 100 11 8 1,00 [ 2011-02-22 20:12:46 | 2022-05-25 16:06:35
237 | powedkowane 9 8 8 7 100 6 5 1,40 | 2018-04-27 12:49:32 | 2022-06-29 22:45:05
238 | posterowane 9 9 7 7 100 8 6 1,17 [ 2020-06-05 08:14:36 | 2022-05-07 16:33:38
239 | #poimprezowane 7 7 7 7 100 7 7 1,00 | 2014-02-13 08:15:23 | 2014-06-06 21:24:45
240 | #popisane 7 7 7 7 71,43 7 7 1,00 | 2013-09-08 17:38:38 | 2020-11-20 09:25:26
241 | #postrzelane 12 12 7 7 75 12 7 1,00 [ 2014-02-01 19:43:10 | 2021-12-08 20:45:08
242 | #poszarpane 9 9 7 7 11,11 9 7 1,00 [ 2014-04-28 14:06:36 | 2021-12-11 13:27:16
243 | #potanczone 14 7 14 7 50 12 7 1,00 [ 2013-06-14 13:48:39 | 2022-05-18 20:45:40
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244 | #wyprane 7 7 7 100 7 1,00 [ 2012-11-29 21:34:14 | 2019-06-17 09:05:00
245 | poleniuchowane 7 7 7 85,71 7 1,00 | 2014-04-04 15:11:06 | 2021-08-04 19:15:36
246 | pomocowane 7 7 7 100 7 1,00 [ 2016-03-27 20:44:26 | 2022-02-23 21:52:45
247 | ponurkowane 7 7 7 100 7 1,00 [ 2017-03-24 13:40:12 | 2022-06-12 18:09:50
248 | wybabrane 8 8 7 100 8 1,00 [ 2010-01-16 18:32:04 | 2022-07-31 14:34:33
249 | zabawione 7 7 7 100 7 1,00 | 2013-02-03 21:22:23 | 2022-02-08 15:00:59
250 | #pobite 10 7 7 40 8 1,20 2014-08-22 14:32:07 | 2022-08-05 14:39:52
251 | podostawiane 6 6 6 100 5 1,20 | 2018-03-25 17:48:47 | 2021-04-03 10:03:11
252 | pohustane 11 11 6 100 10 1,20 [ 2017-01-11 20:30:18 | 2022-06-10 14:49:34
253 | powygtupiane 6 6 6 100 5 1,20 | 2017-04-22 00:01:57 | 2021-07-22 19:32:49
254 | #odespane 6 6 6 83,33 6 1,00 [ 2013-06-29 11:20:43 | 2017-05-07 16:02:15
255 | #popieprzone 8 8 6 87,5 8 1,00 2013-01-29 23:02:00 | 2021-07-26 00:34:37
256 | #pospiewane 6 6 6 50 6 1,00 | 2012-08-27 20:39:52 | 2022-09-01 10:36:48
257 | nasmiane 10 6 10 80 10 1,00 [ 2014-09-07 10:40:22 | 2022-07-01 21:48:55
258 | pozjezdzane 11 6 11 100 11 1,00 | 2016-02-03 13:37:10 | 2022-02-13 16:18:39
259 | #uprane 5 5 5 0 4 1,2512012-05-13 09:25:00 |2012-10-29 04:17:08
260 | #pocigte 8 6 7 25 8 1,00 | 2013-09-22 22:04:44 | 2019-01-29 09:49:19
261 | #poptakane 11 6 10 36,36 10 1,00 [ 2015-03-21 12:47:06 | 2022-04-05 11:17:38
262 | poflirtowane 5 5 5 100 5 1,00 [ 2019-09-01 23:32:53 | 2022-09-07 06:17:25
263 | pomajstrowane 5 5 5 100 5 1,00 [ 2017-06-04 18:43:16 | 2022-10-03 07:48:28
264 | porzezbione 27 27 5 100 27 1,00 | 2017-09-14 13:26:14 | 2022-04-05 16:14:40
265 | postukane 5 5 5 100 5 1,00 | 2017-09-28 12:25:58 | 2021-09-07 22:18:21
266 | poudawane 6 5 5 100 6 1,00 [ 2016-10-16 14:32:28 | 2022-06-13 20:53:17
267 | powodzone 5 5 5 100 5 1,00 [ 2012-10-23 16:22:02 | 2022-05-20 18:57:59
268 | powydzierane 5 5 5 100 5 1,00 | 2014-05-11 13:46:00 |2021-11-29 19:15:49
269 | pobtakane 4 4 4 100 2 2,00 | 2022-01-14 22:39:17 | 2022-07-24 20:16:22
270 | #poklikane 5 5 4 80 4 1,33 2015-07-30 21:57:03 | 2016-07-08 09:14:41
271 | pogimnastykowane 4 4 4 100 3 1,331 2019-02-16 13:34:15 | 2021-10-20 19:08:01
272 | #pobalowane 8 8 4 75 8 1,00 [ 2014-11-05 10:11:36 | 2020-01-05 15:08:48
273 | podgte 4145 41 3612 0,24 3468 1,00 | 2008-10-01 16:10:47 | 2022-10-04 19:37:09
274 | pokolgdowane 5 4 5 100 4 1,00 | 2014-01-24 19:07:40 | 2021-12-24 17:33:30
275 | przedrzemane 4 4 4 100 4 1,00 [ 2019-05-02 07:37:10 | 2022-04-10 15:13:33
276 | przetazone 4 4 4 100 4 1,00 [ 2014-08-20 09:42:45 | 2021-07-12 15:26:33
277 | #pogrzebane 3 3 3 66,67 2 1,50 [ 2015-10-21 16:58:36 | 2019-03-02 11:01:04
278 | #utrzymane 3 3 3 66,67 2 1,50 [ 2016-10-28 19:57:15 | 2017-05-03 11:30:27
279 | zakimane 6 3 6 16,67 6 1,00 | 2010-12-31 16:49:43 | 2020-03-08 01:43:46
280 | #podyskutowane 3 3 3 100 3 1,00 | 2016-01-08 18:16:21 | 2020-04-13 22:59:23
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281 | #pomacane 4 3 3 0 4 1,00 [ 2014-09-18 14:02:42 | 2019-07-19 13:33:06
282 | #poobijane 3 3 3 66,67 3 1,00 [ 2014-01-26 14:12:52 | 2014-05-13 22:45:28
283 | #porzucane 3 3 3 66,67 3 1,00 | 2017-03-28 16:12:06 | 2021-06-22 10:01:47
284 | #przespane 3 3 3 100 3 1,00 [ 2015-02-17 03:42:10 | 2020-10-24 12:29:28
285 | #wy$miane 4 4 3 75 4 1,00 [ 2014-03-07 15:21:21 | 2018-09-06 21:59:43
286 | #wyspane 3 3 3 66,67 3 1,00 | 2013-08-24 09:00:29 | 2020-11-18 08:27:44
287 | podhodowane 3 3 3 100 3 1,00 | 2014-08-30 22:29:40 | 2018-04-29 19:07:50
288 | pomanewrowane 3 3 3 100 3 1,00 | 2015-04-19 17:31:03 | 2017-10-10 17:24:25
289 | pomartwione 3 3 3 100 3 1,00 [ 2017-09-05 22:06:34 | 2022-06-19 01:10:16
290 | poodbarwiane 3 3 3 100 3 1,00 [ 2019-03-11 22:10:41 | 2021-02-17 23:19:07
291 | pospierane 3 3 3 100 3 1,00 [ 2021-06-14 12:57:20 | 2021-10-11 14:21:07
292 | postepowane 17 17 3 100 16 1,00 | 2013-10-09 00:46:50 | 2022-06-18 19:33:34
293 | postrugane 3 3 3 33,33 3 1,00 [ 2018-07-19 00:00:07 | 2020-03-16 20:15:29
294 | potargowane 3 3 3 100 3 1,00 [ 2017-04-05 19:47:09 | 2021-09-07 13:42:05
295 | pouzywane 7 7 3 100 7 1,00 | 2013-07-18 12:38:08 | 2022-08-23 03:34:24
296 | powatkowane 4 4 3 100 4 1,00 [ 2014-05-07 15:19:47 | 2017-11-19 23:05:53
297 | powzdychane 7 3 3 100 7 1,00 | 2020-01-19 17:17:42 | 2022-04-08 10:05:45
298 | pozarzadzane 3 3 3 100 3 1,00 [ 2021-01-10 22:28:19 | 2022-05-18 22:30:07
299 | #porysowane 2 2 2 50 1 2,00 [ 2017-06-13 11:03:04 | 2017-07-05 15:10:52
300 | #potopione 2 2 2 100 1 2,00|2011-07-20 16:37:52 | 2011-07-20 16:38:52
301 | poobchodzone 2 2 2 100 1 2,00 | 2020-08-16 23:20:15 | 2020-10-30 20:21:00
302 | pouderzane 2 2 2 100 1 2,00 | 2022-06-28 09:24:34 | 2022-06-28 09:36:22
303 | #obgadane 2 2 2 100 2 1,00 [ 2018-03-16 15:07:46 | 2022-10-01 18:20:41
304 | #pogotowane 2 2 2 100 2 1,00 [ 2016-07-28 11:46:16 | 2017-08-20 17:16:50
305 | #potazone 3 3 2 33,33 3 1,00 | 2015-08-09 11:21:38 | 2020-05-01 17:25:13
306 | #popykane 2 2 2 50 2 1,00 [ 2015-08-22 18:26:24 | 2020-05-03 17:20:50
307 | #porozmawiane 2 2 2 100 2 1,00 [ 2019-09-08 10:56:31 | 2020-09-01 09:57:04
308 | #poswigtowane 4 2 2 100 4 1,00 [ 2016-11-01 08:18:30 | 2022-08-08 13:04:25
309 | #powalczone 2 2 2 100 2 1,00 [ 2016-03-04 23:36:03 | 2019-11-17 10:07:53
310 | #powycinane 8 2 2 12,5 8 1,00 | 2016-06-10 15:41:35 | 2017-05-09 00:42:34
311 | #przenoszone 2 2 2 100 2 1,00 | 2015-06-25 06:23:35 | 2018-09-20 07:20:40
312 | #rozwinigte 2 2 2 100 2 1,00 | 2015-04-06 18:08:47 | 2015-04-06 18:09:28
313 | pobataganione 2 2 2 100 2 1,00 [ 2015-04-03 12:35:49 | 2022-01-31 19:01:36
314 | poeksperymentowane 2 2 2 100 2 1,00 | 2022-04-30 17:05:37 | 2022-06-11 20:31:44
315 | pogmerane 2 2 2 100 2 1,00 [ 2017-01-19 20:14:28 | 2022-09-29 15:45:25
316 | pokajakowane 2 2 2 100 2 1,00 [ 2022-01-11 23:26:14 | 2022-05-03 17:44:31
317 | pokosztowane 3 2 2 100 3 1,00 [ 2017-12-24 14:09:27 | 2022-05-01 17:15:46
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318 | ponegocjowane 2 2 100 2 1,00 | 2017-04-05 19:47:09 | 2022-02-01 22:52:52
319 | pooszukiwane 2 2 100 2 1,00 [ 2012-11-18 10:29:57 | 2015-10-19 15:19:26
320 | powcinane 2 2 100 2 1,00 | 2018-08-14 09:39:32 | 2019-09-18 13:25:35
321 | powgdrowane 3 2 100 3 1,00 | 2020-02-22 22:50:49 | 2022-07-30 20:16:56
322 | powldczone 3 2 100 3 1,00 | 2020-12-27 17:06:43 | 2021-09-16 20:29:12
323 | przekimane 2 2 100 2 1,00 [ 2016-06-02 14:31:37 |2019-03-09 17:43:58
324 | zachrapane 2 2 50 2 1,00 2011-12-19 14:55:55 | 2016-09-12 23:44:57
325 | #dospane 1 1 0 1 1,00 [ 2010-12-18 02:14:37 | 2010-12-18 02:14:37
326 | #pobyte 1 1 0 1 1,00 | 2018-12-31 07:39:03 | 2018-12-31 07:39:03
327 | #podraznione 2 2 100 2 1,00 | 2015-10-07 08:12:28 | 2020-02-21 10:25:12
328 | #podreptane 1 1 100 1 1,00 | 2016-03-04 23:00:50 | 2016-03-04 23:00:50
329 | #podziatane 1 1 100 1 1,00 2017-12-09 11:09:42 | 2017-12-09 11:09:42
330 | #pogryzmolone 1 1 0 1 1,00 | 2021-04-21 02:04:10 |2021-04-21 02:04:10
331 | #pohasane 1 1 100 1 1,00 | 2014-04-04 18:47:02 | 2014-04-04 18:47:02
332 | #polechtane 1 1 0 1 1,00 [ 2016-12-06 19:17:20 |2016-12-06 19:17:20
333 | #poleniuchowane 1 1 0 1 1,00 [ 2014-05-23 18:55:13 | 2014-05-23 18:55:13
334 | #pomachane 1 1 100 1 1,00 | 2021-04-17 20:03:07 | 2021-04-17 20:03:07
335 | #ponarzekane 1 1 100 1 1,00 | 2016-05-26 16:01:41 | 2016-05-26 16:01:41
336 | #poopalane 1 1 100 1 1,00 | 2012-07-08 14:25:46 | 2012-07-08 14:25:46
337 | #popadane 1 1 0 1 1,00 | 2016-06-01 16:58:00 | 2016-06-01 16:58:00
338 | #poprane 1 1 0 1 1,00 | 2015-04-26 00:26:44 | 2015-04-26 00:26:44
339 | #poruszane 1 1 0 1 1,00 | 2014-06-08 22:43:12 | 2014-06-08 22:43:12
340 | #poryczane 1 1 100 1 1,00 | 2019-04-25 16:17:04 | 2019-04-25 16:17:04
341 | #porzadzone 1 1 100 1 1,00 2015-11-17 13:01:49 | 2015-11-17 13:01:49
342 | #posktadane 2 2 50 2 1,00 [ 2015-08-26 22:14:19 | 2018-04-09 23:29:20
343 | #poswiecone 36 21 33,33 36 1,00 | 2014-04-19 14:09:41 | 2022-04-17 00:37:02
344 | #poturlane 1 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2021-10-02 11:11:53 | 2021-10-02 11:11:53
345 | #powycierane 1 1 100 1 1,00 | 2020-01-22 14:01:04 | 2020-01-22 14:01:04
346 | #pozartowane 1 1 100 1 1,00 | 2017-06-05 06:58:18 | 2017-06-05 06:58:18
347 | #urlopowane 1 1 100 1 1,00 | 2016-02-29 14:34:39 | 2016-02-29 14:34:39
348 | #wysiedziane 1 1 100 1 1,00 2015-01-17 01:03:11 | 2015-01-17 01:03:11
349 | #zakombinowane 1 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2016-02-26 10:42:22 | 2016-02-26 10:42:22
350 | naradzone 6 1 100 6 1,00 | 2020-10-02 16:34:30 | 2021-10-02 18:48:17
351 | od$miane 1 1 100 1 1,00 | 2021-05-26 18:25:22 | 2021-05-26 18:25:22
352 | pobiesiadowane 1 1 100 1 1,00 | 2014-08-24 21:16:15 | 2014-08-24 21:16:15
353 | pobuchtowane 1 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2019-09-29 11:12:41 | 2019-09-29 11:12:41
354 | pobuszowane 1 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2017-08-13 20:53:20 | 2017-08-13 20:53:20
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355 | pochrapane 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2015-12-04 06:37:32 | 2015-12-04 06:37:32
356 | pocmokane 1 100 1 1,00 | 2019-05-06 13:27:44 | 2019-05-06 13:27:44
357 | podespane 2 0 2 1,00 2014-11-07 13:41:46 | 2018-07-24 21:23:22
358 | podroczone 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2021-12-19 14:28:10 | 2021-12-19 14:28:10
359 | podrwione 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2018-07-15 15:02:31 | 2018-07-15 15:02:31
360 | pofiglowane 1 100 1 1,00 | 2017-06-27 07:04:11 | 2017-06-27 07:04:11
361 | pohatasowane 1 100 1 1,00 | 2020-02-07 23:13:16 | 2020-02-07 23:13:16
362 | pokantowane 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2022-08-23 18:07:55 | 2022-08-23 18:07:55
363 | pokotowane 44 97,73 44 1,00 [ 2010-08-14 03:12:17 | 2022-03-29 16:08:10
364 | pokontemplowane 1 100 1 1,00 | 2021-04-11 17:25:35 | 2021-04-11 17:25:35
365 | potachotane 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2019-05-29 14:06:11 | 2019-05-29 14:06:11
366 | potazikowane 1 100 1 1,00 | 2021-05-02 15:13:11 | 2021-05-02 15:13:11
367 | polenione 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2020-07-20 10:43:33 | 2020-07-20 10:43:33
368 | pomanipulowane 1 100 1 1,00 | 2014-12-18 21:53:04 | 2014-12-18 21:53:04
369 | pomazurzone 1 100 1 1,00 | 2009-07-20 14:23:54 | 2009-07-20 14:23:54
370 | pomilczane 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2021-03-29 23:04:53 | 2021-03-29 23:04:53
371 | pomyszkowane 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2021-07-31 09:05:18 | 2021-07-31 09:05:18
372 | ponudzone 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2022-01-11 22:34:41 | 2022-01-11 22:34:41
373 | popluskane 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2022-05-04 17:57:15 | 2022-05-04 17:57:15
374 | porozmyslane 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2015-08-01 01:49:16 | 2015-08-01 01:49:16
375 | porozémieszane 1 100 1 1,00 | 2017-02-16 22:37:27 |2017-02-16 22:37:27
376 | pospinningowane 1 100 1 1,00 | 2020-11-13 21:11:01 | 2020-11-13 21:11:01
377 | po$wintuszone 2 100 2 1,00 [ 2020-04-07 21:26:38 | 2020-07-03 13:56:31
378 | poszturchane 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2018-01-31 10:22:34 | 2018-01-31 10:22:34
379 | powgszone 2 100 2 1,00 | 2014-10-01 19:35:18 | 2014-11-07 19:56:29
380 | powrzeszczane 1 100 1 1,00 | 2013-07-05 23:46:58 | 2013-07-05 23:46:58
381 | powtracane 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2011-01-02 14:18:41 |2011-01-02 14:18:41
382 | pozabawiane 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2021-11-08 14:43:59 | 2021-11-08 14:43:59
383 | pozalecane 1 100 1 1,00 [ 2020-10-27 09:51:29 | 2020-10-27 09:51:29
384 | #chrapnigte 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf

385 | #dosiedziane 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf

386 | #kimnigte 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf

387 | #nachapane 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf

388 | #nakierowane 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf

389 | #naradzone 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf

390 | #na$miane 1 0 1 0,00 | 2014-09-07 10:40:22 | 2014-09-07 10:40:22
391 | #obiegnigte 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
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392 | #obnoszone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
393 [ #ob$miane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
394 | #odsiedziane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
395 | #od$miane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
396 | #omowione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
397 | #pobabrane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
398 | #pobacowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
399 | #pobadane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
400 | #pobataganione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
401 | #pobalangowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
402 | #pobaraszkowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
403 | #pobazgrane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
404 | #pobazgrolone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
405 | #pobeczane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
406 | #pobiesiadowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
407 | #pobtadzone 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
408 | #poblakane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
409 | #pobrykane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
410 | #pobuchtowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
411 | #pobujane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
412 | #pobuszowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
413 | #pobyczone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
414 | #pobzykane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
415 | #pochorowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
416 | #pochrapane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
417 | #pocierpiane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
418 | #pocmokane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
419 | #podczytane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
420 | #podespane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
421 | #podete 0 0,00 [ 2016-05-14 19:09:16 | 2016-05-14 19:09:16
422 | #podhodowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
423 | #podiubane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
424 | #podmuchane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
425 | #podocinane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
426 | #podokuczane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
427 | #podostawiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
428 | #podotykane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
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429 | #podreczone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
430 | #podroczne 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
431 | #podroczone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
432 | #podrwione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
433 | #podrzemane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
434 | #pod$miane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
435 | #podumane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
436 | #poduszone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
437 | #podzwigane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
438 | #poeksperymentowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
439 | #pofiglowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
440 | #poflirtowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
441 | #pogapione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
442 | #pogawedzone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
443 | #pogimnastykowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
444 | #poglowkowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
445 | #pogmerane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
446 | #pogngbione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
447 | #pogrzane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
448 | #pogwarzone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
449 | #pogwizdane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
450 | #pohatasowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
451 | #pohulane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
452 | #pohustane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
453 | #pointelektualizowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
454 | #pokajakowane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
455 | #pokantowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
456 | #pokapane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
457 | #pokapane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
458 | #pokierowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
459 | #pokiwane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
460 | #poktusowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
461 | #pokolgdowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
462 | #pokotowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
463 | #pokotysane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
464 | #pokombinowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
465 | #pokontemplowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
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466 | #pokonwersowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
467 | #pokosztowane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
468 | #pokpione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
469 | #pokrazone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
470 | #pokropione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
471 | #pokrzatane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
472 | #pokrzyczane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
473 | #pokwekane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
474 | #potachotane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
475 | #potaskotane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
476 | #potaszone 0 0,00 [ 2019-10-12 23:20:07 | 2019-10-12 23:20:07
477 | #potazikowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
478 | #polenione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
479 | #potowione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
480 | #pomajstrowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
481 | #pomanewrowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
482 | #pomanipulowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
483 | #pomartwione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
484 | #pomarzone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
485 | #pomasowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
486 | #pomazurzone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
487 | #pomgczone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
488 | #pomedytowane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
489 | #pomieszkane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
490 | #pomilczane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
491 | #pomocowane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
492 | #pomorsowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
493 | #pomodwione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
494 | #pomuzykowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
495 | #pomyszkowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
496 | #ponachodzone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
497 | #ponadawane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
498 | #ponaprawiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
499 | #ponastawiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
500 | #ponegocjowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
501 | #ponoszone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
502 | #ponudzone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
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503 | #ponurkowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
504 | #ponurzane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
505 | #poobchodzone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
506 | #poobciekane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
507 | #poobserwowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
508 | #poociggane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
509 | #poocierane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
510 | #poodbarwiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
511 | #pooddawane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
512 | #pooszukiwane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
513 | #popetlte 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
514 | #popieczone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
515 | #popielone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
516 | #popieszczone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
517 | #poplotkowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
518 | #popluskane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
519 | #poprobowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
520 | #poprowadzone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
521 | #popryczone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
522 | #poprzerabiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
523 | #poprzycinane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
524 | #poprzygladane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
525 | #popytane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
526 | #porozbawiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
527 | #porozbijane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
528 | #porozgladane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
529 | #porozmyslane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
530 | #porozsmieszane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
531 | #poroztrzasane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
532 | #porzezbione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
533 | #porzygane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
534 | #poscinane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
535 | #poserfowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
536 | #posiedziane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
537 | #poskubane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
538 | #poslizgane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
539 | #posmazone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
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540 | #posnorkowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
541 | #posnurkowane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
542 | #pospierane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
543 | #pospinningowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
544 | #possane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
545 | #postane lang:pl 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
546 | #postepowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
547 | #posterowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
548 | #postrugane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
549 | #postukane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
550 | #posurfowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
551 | #poswintuszone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
552 | #poszalane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
553 | #poszlajane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
554 | #poszperane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
555 | #poszturchane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
556 | #poszwedane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
557 | #poszyte 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
558 | #potachane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
559 | #potargowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
560 | #potarmoszone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
561 | #potaszczone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
562 | #potowarzyszone 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
563 | #potracane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
564 | #potrudzone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
565 | #potrwane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
566 | #potrzymane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
567 | #poubarwiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
568 | #poubiegane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
569 | #poudawane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
570 | #pouderzane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
571 | #poustawiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
572 | #poutrzymywane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
573 | #pouzywane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
574 | #powalgsane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
575 | #powatkowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
576 | #powcinane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
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577 | #powedkowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
578 | #powgdrowane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
579 | #powgszone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
580 | #powiercone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
581 | #powldczone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
582 | #powodzone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
583 | #powrzeszczane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
584 | #powspominane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
585 | #powtracane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
586 | #powybijane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
587 | #powydawane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
588 | #powydobywane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
589 | #powydzierane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
590 | #powygtupiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
591 | #powylegiwane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
592 | #powywyzszane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
593 | #powyzywane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
594 | #powyzywane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
595 | #powzdychane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
596 | #pozabawiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
597 | #pozabijane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
598 | #pozachgcane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
599 | #pozacinane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
600 | #pozaglgbiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
601 | #pozalecane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
602 | #pozapewniane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
603 | #pozarzadzane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
604 | #pozastanawiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
605 | #pozbaczane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
606 | #pozbierane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
607 | #pozbijane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
608 | #pozeglowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
609 | #pozjezdzane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
610 | #pozwlekane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
611 | #pozyte 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
612 | #przebiegnigte 100 0,00 | 2015-05-10 17:38:09 | 2015-05-10 17:38:09
613 | #przedrzemane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
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614 | #przedyskutowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
615 | #przekimane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
616 | #przekonsultowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
617 | #przetazone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
618 | #przeleciane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
619 | #przemaszerowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
620 | #przesiedziane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
621 | #przespacerowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
622 | #przetrzymane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
623 | #przewalgsane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
624 | #przewatkowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
625 | #przykurzone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
626 | #skonsultowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
627 | #ugtaskane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
628 | #usiedziane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
629 | #wczytane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
630 | #wybabrane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
631 | #zabawione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
632 | #zachrapane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
633 | #zagrzebane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
634 | #zakimane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
635 | #zamanewrowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
636 | #zamigotane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
637 | #zamrugane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
638 | chrapnigte 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
639 | dosiedziane 1] 0,00 | Inf -Inf
640 | kimnigte 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
641 | pobacowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
642 | pobalangowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
643 | pobaraszkowane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
644 | pobyczone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
645 | pocierpiane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
646 | podokuczane 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
647 | podrgczone 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
648 | podroczne 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
649 | pod$miane 100 0,00 | 2015-06-30 20:14:05 | 2015-06-30 20:14:05
650 | pogapione 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
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651 | pogawedzone 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
652 | pogtowkowane 0 0 1] 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
653 | pogwarzone 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
654 | pointelektualizowane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
655 | poktusowane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
656 | pokotysane 1] 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
657 | pokonwersowane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
658 | pokrzatane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
659 | pokwekane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
660 | potaszone 1 1 0 1 0,00 [ 2019-10-12 23:20:07 | 2019-10-12 23:20:07
661 | pomuzykowane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
662 | ponachodzone 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
663 | ponurzane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
664 | poobcickane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
665 | poociagane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
666 | popette 242 178 0 214 0,00 | 2008-09-06 22:47:47 | 2022-10-04 08:45:00
667 | popryczone 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
668 | poprzygladane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
669 | porozbawiane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
670 | porozgladane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
671 | poroztrzasane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
672 | poserfowane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
673 | posnorkowane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
674 | posnurkowane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
675 | posurfowane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
676 | poszlajane 0 0 1] 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
677 | potachane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
678 | potaszczone 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
679 | potowarzyszone 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
680 | potrudzone 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
681 | potrwane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
682 | poubarwiane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
683 | poubiegane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
684 | poutrzymywane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
685 | powalgsane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
686 | powydobywane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
687 | powylegiwane 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
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688 | powywyzszane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
689 | powyzywane 11 0 8 0 100 11 0 0,00 [ 2011-02-22 20:12:46 | 2022-05-25 16:06:35
690 | pozachgcane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
691 | pozaglgbiane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
692 | pozapewniane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
693 | pozastanawiane 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
694 | pozbaczane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
695 | pozwlekane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
696 | przewalgsane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
697 | usiedziane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
698 | zamanewrowane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
699 | zamigotane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf
700 | zamrugane 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 | Inf -Inf

Table C.1: Distribution of the tweets containing target -ne/-te participles (Part 1)

Freq. % %
Freq. Freq. Freq. % %
tweets tweets | tweets
no query tweets tweets tweets tweets | other | All language codes detected
(exact in undef.
(total) (no RT) | (OEM) techn. | lang.
match) Polish | lang
. pl en und cs et hi tr es in da sl It ja ko sv Iv ro
1 | pojebane 49277 45028 39004 38861 98,8 0,4 0 0,8
uk fi de
plhiintl en fr no et und hu tr v da ht de ro
2 | utarte 45314 41500 30902 30239 10,05 0,97 0,13 | 88,86 [ es sv eu ca fi pt sl it cy nl ght is cs zxx ur ja
qme gam It vi
pl und ru tr ja ar en qme es zxx in sl et cs tl It
3 | pomalowane 45160 41768 25536 25415 99,75 0,07 0,04| 0,14 )
cait fi
4 | wyprane 33358 28342 21134 20999 | 99,85 0,02 0,11 | 0,02 | plzxx es und gme en ht
5 | rozwinigte 25374 20162 17040 15531 99,85 0,01 0,13 0,01 | plund ro zxx qme fr ja
6 | popieprzone 17767 16585 12627 12598 | 99,63 0,07 0,11| 0,19 pl und ja pt ru de qme zxx es en qam tl nl it
7 | pokrecone 17179 13704 13986 11997 99,78 0,06 0,03 | 0,13 | plen cses ht pt zxx in und qme it et de
und pl es sl ¢s ht zxx fr uk It ru qme en eu cy
8 | pobite 23315 17395 10309 9740 | 74,06 2,89 0,38 | 22,68
in pt it tl ca gst bg ro hu da sr sv ght de
9 | utrzymane 20347 15120 8924 8570 99,59 0,02 0,34 [ 0,05 [ pl gme cs und zxx it nl en ja
10 | poruszane 16225 14109 8460 8435 99,97 0,01 0,01 0,01 | pl gme zxx und pt fi
. es pl gqme und cs en no in da cy It ht it fr ar de
11 | pobiegane 9415 9325 8432 8412 80,4 1,42 2,81 15,36
qht ja pt sl fi
pl es und it en qme ht tl sl da zxx pt sv tr cs fr
12 | pograne 11494 8933 9554 8093 | 96,65 0,9 0,39| 2,05 . .
euetde caroinghtnljacyru
pl es ja pt ro und sl no en ca zxx qme ght tl
13 | podarte 19991 18874 8107 8046 84,2 0,27 0,04 | 15,49

eu et it ru
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14 | pocigte 13709 10746 8854 7369 99,5 0,07 0,15 | 0,28 | pl fr es und zxx qme it ht en ght cs ca nl ro
hi et pl en in ht eu ro no cs hu fi da tl sl und
15 | poorane 11086 9494 7461 6996 3,83 1,11 0,13 | 94,93
nl fr ml es zxx de it gqme sv pt tr cy ght ru fa
16 | posypane 8496 7422 6884 6270 91,37 1,28 0,06 [ 7,29 | pl cs und it en zxx uk tl et ght gme tr in
17 | porobione 7619 7445 5933 5925 98,81 0,18 0,08 [ 0,93 [ pl und en es it zxx qme tr da in sl ja ht
18 | przejechane 7556 6665 5266 5212 99,25 0,57 0,07 | 0,12 plund zxx en fi ro nl qme hu sv
19 | podrobione 9051 6867 5526 5096 99,14 0,08 0,59 0,2 | pl sl zxx und qme es ja en de
plund sl cs en et it gme ght tl pt Iv es It ja in
20 | pospane 5383 5138 4409 4367 69,52 27,16 0,24| 3,08
ro ru zxx tr de
21 | omowione 8553 5979 4401 4137 99,98 0 0,01 [ 0,01 | plengme
22 | pomyslane 6210 5065 4403 4095 | 99,45 0,1 0,21 | 0,24 | pl qme und en cs et ght
23 | po¢wiczone 5375 4206 5105 3976 98,92 0,32 0,41 [ 0,35 pl ght ko und qme en cs fi
24 | przenoszone 9517 6179 4091 3965 99,68 0,08 0,23 0| pl zxx und qme
pl hu in und et ht fi en tl gqme ght zxx fr it hi
25 | pogadane 4471 4293 3589 3583 | 96,06 0,6 036| 2,97
estrslcs
26 | przespane 4531 3924 3124 3101 | 99,85 0,04 0,09 | 0,02 | plund cs zxx
) pl qme und en Iv gam es sv art de zxx et ca tl
27 | pojedzone 3666 3368 3332 3043 | 95,74 1,64 085 L77| . .
hi in no cs It it ght
. pl und cs sl zxx sr en qme ht it ro ko et es tl
28 | popisane 5701 4549 3567 2825 | 63,55| 2842 028 7,75]| .
in
29 | poryte 3254 3108 2893 2814 94,31 0,28 0,34| 5,07 | plen frcsesjalttlin sv ht und qme it ru zxx
en qam und gme es ru pl ja et tr sl it hi cy in
30 | uprane 3539 3395 2831 2800 | 45,07 2,8 11,95]| 40,18 .
cs ht nl zxx tl da pt ro gst no de iw ca fr
31 | porysowane 4540 4185 2603 2565 99,67 0,02 0,15| 0,15 | pl gme zxx tl und ht en
32 | poustawiane 3724 3169 2564 2562 99,92 0 0| 0,08]|plcsen
33 | podraznione 3926 2667 3094 2484 | 99,82 0,03 0,1| 0,05] pl qme zxx cs und en
34 | poobijane 3216 2826 2425 2412 98,57 0,25 0,06 [ 1,12 | pl et sl hiund en zxx ht
plund in en it pt et cs tr nl tl sl It ro fi hi vi da
35 | poptakane 6576 2924 5554 2220 74,54| 20,38 0,02| 5,06
cy de ko es ht eu lv ca no fr ght
36 | poszarpane 5502 4448 2190 2164 99,71 0,18 0,05| 0,05]| plund en zxx jaes
37 | poprowadzone 2914 2451 2166 2155 99,97 0 0,03 0| plzxx
38 | nakierowane 4032 3071 1924 1911 99,88 0 0,12 0| pl zxx
39 | pogrzebane 5174 3449 1979 1882 99,36 0,1 0,46 | 0,08 | pl zxx sv und qme et ja ru
pl ja zxx ht en pt und it th gam es It in hi nl
40 | popalone 3691 2020 2796 1694 | 69,22 0,7 0,38 | 29,69
qme
41 | posktadane 4452 1874 3633 1635 53,62 4,54 0,04 | 41,8 | cs plund en et tr ht sl zxx
. pl gme und cs en no in da cy es It ht fr ar it
42 | #pobiegane 1740 1703 1609 1609 | 70,92 7,53 15| 65 .
qht de sl fi ja
43 | ponoszone 4015 3097 1590 1571 99,93 0,05 0,02 0 | pl zxx und
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plin et gme cs en und da es fi it tr ght zxx ja

45 | polatane 2303 1707 1934 1432 90,92 1,65 0,61| 6,82 v 10 10 hi

46 | posmiane 3115 2487 1999 1415 98,72 0,26 0,19 0,83 [ plentlitund et ght hu qme in fi
47 | wysmiane 2708 2127 1636 1378 | 99,63 0 0,3 | 0,07 | pl zxx da qme en

48 | wyspane 1738 1648 1258 1255 99,65 0 0| 0,35|pljahien

49 | przebiegnigte 1798 1369 1528 1177 99,94 0 0 0,06|plda

50 | pojezdzone 1681 1321 1477 1150 98,1 0,48 0,48 [ 0,95 | pl qme und en pt zxx tl

51 | pozbierane 2292 1538 1191 1147 | 97,56 2,23 0,04 [ 0,17 | pl und zxx nl cs es

52 | poczytane 1696 1338 1365 1133 95,52 1 1,47 2 ii ;nd et qme en es trpt fl no da. oy de zxx 1o
53 | powycinane 1579 1510 1113 1113 99,43 0,51 0| 0,06 plhtund

54 | powybijane 1749 1360 936 897 | 99,54 0 0,34 0,11 | pl zxx qme nl es

56 | porzucane 2928 1390 1012 875 99,39 0,03 0,51 0,07 | pl zxx qme und it en

58 | zaczytane 1041 831 850 719 | 98,37 0,1 0,67 | 0,86 | pl gme en und zxx iw

59 | potracane 2270 1805 775 709 | 99,96 0 0,04 0| pl zxx

61 | pobyte 776 637 737 626 0,13 84,41 1,03 | 14,43 | und qme pl cs zxx uk en

62 | poryczane 740 699 614 614| 97,84 0,41 0| 1,76 | ht pl ro sl und cy en in tr

63 | przedyskutowane 1002 730 601 592 99,9 0 0,1 0| pl zxx

64 | porozbijane 1021 955 616 589 | 97,94 1,86 0,2 0| pl und zxx

65 | poptywane 727 636 653 569 | 95,32 0,33 0,96 | 2,89 | pl en und gme cs ght ro

66 | potrenowane 764 760 568 566 | 96,47 0,39 1,18 [ 1,96 | pl en und zxx qme ght

67 | poklikane 552 529 534 518 | 75,54 19,57 0,36 | 4,53 | plund en sl uk zxx cs

68 | pospacerowane 630 628 506 504 98,25 0 0,63 | 1,11 |plenqgme

69 | pouczone 710 573 502 496 99,01 0,14 0,42 0,42 | pl de zxx en gme ght und

70 | poskakane 556 544 436 431| 76,08 3,78 0,54 | 19,6 | plsletundcsenghtinsv

71 | postuchane 596 456 547 422 95,97 3,02 0,17 | 0,84 plund es en gme cs

72 | potechtane 565 441 494 419 98,94 0 0,18 | 0,88 plcsqght

73 | ob$miane 1113 970 432 393 | 99,82 0 0,09| 0,09 | pl zxx da

74 | pohasane 468 401 446 380 3,42 6,84 12,18 77,56 | und pl pt gqme ht es tl qam en et art ca fr
75 | pokropione 619 415 363 363 | 99,35 0,65 0 0| plund

76 | poprane 449 395 367 361 93,99 1,34 0| 4,68 | plfrcsenptunddeessv

77 | postrzelane 495 474 362 359 | 98,18 0 0,2 1,62 plcsendadeqme

78 | pochodzone 397 397 358 358 | 99,24 0 0,25 0,5 | pl gqme en

80 | odespane 360 357 321 320 97,5 0,28 0| 2,22 plenesunddecshu

81 | zagrzebane 671 529 323 316 99,7 0 0,15| 0,15|plzxx It

82 | poruchane 366 353 319 310 90,71 1,37 1,09 [ 6,83 | pl fr cs und qme en in es

83 | #pojebane 357 346 299 298| 84,59 4,2 7,84 | 3,36 | pl gme sl und tr ght en tl pt in cs
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84 | przetrzymane 429 393 296 288 99,3 0 0,7 0| pl zxx
85 | pobazgrane 437 385 294 287| 98,86 1,14 0 0| plund
88 | pospiewane 350 273 310 244| 96,86 0,86 0,86 1,43 | plen tl und gme zxx qht
89 | potanczone 485 396 321 243 98,56 1,03 0,21 | 0,21 | plund et ght
90 | #pogadane 301 296 232 232| 63,46 4,65 4,65 | 27,24 | pl und qme ght es cs en ht tl
91 | potruchtane 238 238 226 226 81,51 1,68 0| 16,81 | plen fr und
92 | pobawione 269 266 212 212 92,57 52 1,49 ( 0,74 | pl en und qme
93 | przykurzone 321 274 212 204 | 99,69 0 0,31 0| pl zxx
95 | possane 1045 210 937 193 1,34 5,07 4,311 89,28 bt pl pttr it ca o5 und et qme 5 in qam
en lv eu no de hi ja
97 | #pograne 221 212 166 166 | 77,83 8,14 9,05 | 4,98 [ plund es qme tl de ght nl ja en cs
100 | pozabijane 207 174 155 149 | 95,65 0,97 3,38 0| pl zxx und
101 | porozmawiane 358 280 198 148 | 99,72 0,28 0 0| plund
107 | #pojedzone 124 122 116 115 7581 12,1 5,65| 6,45 | pl gme en und hi ght
108 | pozacinane 120 120 115 115 99,17 0 0 083|pllt
112 | po$wiecone 48438 257 16334 103 99,6 0,12 0,19 0,09 | pl zxx und in en gme ro ja sv de fr ru it
113 | potopione 139 108 103 102 99,28 0 0f 0,72 |plen
116 | #pocwiczone 121 105 107 91 68,6 14,05 16,53 | 0,83 | ght pl und qme cs
118 | #pospane 91 91 89 89| 80,22 549 12,09 2,2 | pl gme ght und en
119 | pozbijane 92 92 88 88| 9891 1,09 0 0| plund
120 | popadane 3225 99 2363 87 0,5 25,05 0,81 | 73,64 | und cs pl zxx en bg ru sl qme tl
123 | #poptywane 99 90 94 85| 8485 6,06 7,07 | 2,02 | pl und qme en ght
124 | #polatane 93 90 83 83 56,99 | 24,73 9,68 8,6 | pl gqme und in ght en
125 | pobalowane 80 80 73 73 96,25 0 1,25 2,5 | plen qme tl
129 | ugtaskane 648 585 79 66| 99,69 0 0| 031|plno
130 | pomacane 76 76 65 65 93,42 3,95 1,32 1,32 plcs und qme
131 | #pomyslane 88 71 72 64| 81,82 1,14 14,77 227 pl gme en et und ght
134 | #przejechane 49 49 49 49| 2245| 73,47 2,04 2,04 | pl qme und sv
135 | potazone 95 55 86 47| 66,32 1,05 1,05 | 31,58 | ko pl und es gme tl en
136 | pokapane 156 61 124 46 17,31 29,49 0 53,21 | csund plslhi
137 | #potrenowane 47 46 45 45 68,09 4,26 17,02 | 10,64 | en pl und qme ght
141 | podreptane 46 46 43 43| 71,74 2,17 01 26,09 | und es pl
142 | #pomalowane 44 44 43 43| 38,64| 18,18 22,73| 20,45 | plltca en it und ght qme pt eu
144 | poopalane 133 81 42 42| 95,49 0 0| 4,51 |plet
150 | #pobawione 37 37 37 37| 4595| 37,84| 10,81 5,41 |enplund gme
151 | pooddawane 47 47 35 35 95,74 0 0| 4,26 plhi
156 | podmuchane 36 35 31 31 97,22 0 0| 2,78 plen
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160 | dospane 36 31 31 26 47,22 2,78 0 50| plcs es und
162 | #pojezdzone 51 25 50 24 45,1 1569 13,73 | 25,49 [ qme plund en pt tl
163 | popykane 24 24 23 23| 95,83 0 4,17 0| pl gqme

164 | pozyte 40 24 36 23 70 0 2,5 27,5|plltenqme
165 | #zaczytane 34 23 22 22 97,06 0 2,94 0| qme pl

170 | pokapane 156 25 124 20( 17,31 29,49 0 53,21 | csund plslhi
172 | #poczytane 27 26 20 20| 51,85 29,63 11,11 | 7,41 | plund es qme en
176 | #posmiane 24 18 20 18| 58,33 12,5 25| 4,17 | qht hu gme pl und
177 | pobujane 18 18 18 18| 55,56| 44,44 0 0| plund

178 | obiegnigte 19 18 19 18| 94,74 0 0| 526(plit

179 | poskubane 25 22 20 18 76 16 0 8 | cs pl und

181 | #podrobione 28 26 17 17| 96,43 3,57 0 0| plund

182 | #podarte 18 18 17 17 11,11 44,44 5,56 | 38,89 | ptes und pl en ght
183 | #poruchane 17 17 17 17| 23,53 11,76 | 23,53 | 41,18 | und gme pl es en
187 | #porobione 16 16 16 16 87,5 6,25 6,25 0| pl und gme

192 | pogryzmolone 14 14 14 14| 92,86 0 7,14 0| pl qme

194 | #pospacerowane 17 17 13 13| 70,59 0| 23,53| 5,88|plqmeen

195 | #pouczone 13 13 13 13| 76,92 0| 1538 7,69 |pldeqme ght
200 | #utarte 17 17 12 12 2941 5,88 0| 64,71 | pl hi en und no
203 | poturlane 14 14 12 12 85,71 0 0] 14,29 [ plenes

205 | pohulane 12 12 12 12 50 8,33 0| 41,67 | pletund cs

211 | #postuchane 21 13 19 11| 9524 0 4,76 0| pl gqme

212 | #pokrgcone 25 11 24 11 64 24 4 8 | gme pl und en pt
213 | #poryte 11 11 11 11| 81,82 0 0| 18,18 | plen

214 | poslizgane 16 14 13 11| 93,75 6,25 0 0| plund

215 | pobabrane 14 10 14 10 57,14 35,71 0| 7,14|plundcs

217 | pokiwane 12 12 10 10| 83,33 0 0] 16,67 | plen

220 | podumane 9 9 9 9 22,22 5556 0] 22,22 | plund et

221 | #pochodzone 9 9 9 9 77,78 0 11,11 | 11,11 | pl gme en

222 | #posypane 9 9 9 9| 55,56 0| 22,22 22,22 pl tl ght qme en
224 | popielone 9 9 9 91 77,78 0 0] 22,22 | plen

225 | #poskakane 9 9 9 9| 22,22 2222 33,33| 22,22 plenghtund cs
232 | #popalone 13 10 8 8 0 7,69 0] 92,31 jaen itund
233 | #potruchtane 10 10 8 8 80 20 0 0| und pl

234 | #poorane 10 9 8 8 0 0 20 80 | hi tl en ght fr eu
240 | #popisane 7 7 7 7| 71,43| 28,57 0 0| plund

241 | #postrzelane 12 12 7 7 75 0 8,33 | 16,67 | pl en da qme
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242 | #poszarpane 9 7 11,11 88,89 0 0| und pl

243 | #potanczone 14 14 50 35,71 7,14| 7,14 pl und et ght

245 | poleniuchowane 7 7 85,71 14,29 0 0| plund

250 | #pobite 10 7 40 0 20 40 | pl fr gqme ght

254 | #odespane 6 6 83,33 0 0] 16,67 | hupl

255 | #popieprzone 8 6 87,5 0 12,5 0| gme pl

256 | #pospiewane 6 6 50| 16,67| 33,33 0| pl und gme ght

257 | nasmiane 10 10 80 10 0 10 | pl tl und

259 | #uprane 5 5 0 0 20 80 | en qme

260 | #pocigte 8 7 25 37,5 37,5 0| ght und gme pl

261 | #poptakane 11 10 36,36 36,36 9,09 | 18,18 | pl und en fr ght

270 | #poklikane 5 4 80 20 0 0 | pl und

272 | #pobalowane 8 4 75 0 12,5 12,5 plen qme

273 | podete 4145 3612 0.24 171 031 9773 pt it es cs en ro zxx und nl pl et ht tr no in hu
fr sl de qme tl ca fi

277 | #pogrzebane 3 3 66,67 0| 3333 0| pl qme

278 | #utrzymane 3 3 66,67 0 0] 33,33 | enpl

279 | zakimane 6 6 16,67 16,67 0| 66,67 | jaund pl in

281 | #pomacane 4 3 0 75 25 0| und gme

282 | #poobijane 3 3 66,67 | 33,33 0 0| plund

283 | #porzucane 3 3 66,67 0| 3333 0| gme pl

285 | #wysmiane 4 4 75 0 25 0| pl gqme

286 | #wyspane 3 3 66,67 0 01 33,33 | plhi

293 | postrugane 3 3 33,33 | 66,67 0 0| und pl

299 | #porysowane 2 2 50 50 0 0| und pl

305 | #potazone 3 3 33,33 0| 33,33| 33,33 | qmetlpl

306 | #popykane 2 2 50 0 50 0| qme pl

310 | #powycinane 8 2 12,5 87,5 0 0| plund

324 | zachrapane 2 2 50 0 0 50 | plin

325 | #dospane 1 1 0 0 0 100 [ es

326 | #pobyte 1 1 0 0 0| 100(en

330 | #pogryzmolone 1 1 0 0 100 0| qme

332 | #potechtane 1 1 0 0 100 0| ght

333 | #poleniuchowane 1 1 0 100 0 0| und

337 | #popadane 1 1 0 0 100 0| qme

338 | #poprane 1 1 0 0 0 100 | es

339 | #poruszane 1 1 0 0 0 100 | pt
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342 | #posktadane 2 1 2 1 50 0 0 50 | ht pl

343 | #poswiecone 36 1 21 1] 33,33 11,11 50 5,56 | qme pl und is ght en
357 | podespane 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 100 | cs

363 | pokotowane 44 1 5 1 97,73 0 0| 2,27|ples

390 | #nasmiane 1 0 1 0 0 100 0 0| und

421 | #podete 1 0 1 0 0 0 100 0| qme

476 | #potaszone 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 100 | es

660 | potaszone 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 100 | es

666 | popette 242 0 178 0 0 0,41 0 99,59 | cs de nl en und

Table C.2: Linguistic diversity of the retrieved tweets (excluding queries with Polish as the exclusive recognised

language)
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Participle 1 Participle 2 Co- Frequency - | Frequency - MI2
occurences | Participle1 | Participle 2
1 | przebiegniete przejechane 18 20 41 7,0223
2 | pokropione posypane 8 8 29 6,6630
3 | poskiadane wyprane 17 37 37 6,3954
4 | popalone potopione 3 20 3 6,0537
5 | popieczone pogotowane 4 6 18 6,0413
6 | przedyskutowane omowione 4 9 13 5,9613
7 | poslizgane potruchtane 2 6 5 5,9360
8 | przesiedziane przespane 2 3 10 5,9360
9 | porysowane poscinane 8 55 9 5,9052
10 | popieprzone pokrecone 6 11 26 5,8784
11 | poruszane rozwiniete 5 14 15 5,8226
12 | pospane wyspane 10 59 15 5,7704
13 | ponarzekane powyzywane 2 9 4 5,7536
14 | przedyskutowane skonsultowane 2 9 4 5,7536
15 | posmiane pogadane 36 97 121 5,7474
16 | pobiegane pocwiczone 78 300 193 5,6978
17 | posktadane uprane 5 37 7 5,6129
18 | pogotowane poprane 4 18 10 5,5305
19 | poobijane porysowane 12 31 55 5,4793
20 | posmiane poptakane 21 97 54 5,4762
21| potanczone pospiewane 16 65 51 5,3898
22 | poopalane pokapane 3 13 9 5,3859
23 | omowione skonsultowane 2 13 4 5,3859
24 | popalone powybijane 5 20 19 5,2296
25 | porysowane popisane 12 55 40 5,2245
26 | poobijane pociete 9 31 44 5,1271
27 | ponarzekane pokrzyczane 2 9 8 5,0605
28 | porozmawiane przedyskutowane 2 8 9 5,0605
29 | omowione poprowadzone 2 13 6 4,9804
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30| pojedzone pospane 26 228 59 4,9602
31| pobiegane poplywane 35 300 82 4,9510
32 | posypane utarte 2 29 3 4,8712
33 | polatane podzwigane 2 30 3 4,8373
34 | przespane wysmiane 2 10 9 4,8373
35| poszarpane podarte 5 20 30 4,7728
36 | pobawione potanczone 9 30 65 4,7697
37| pojedzone pocwiczone 42 228 193 4,7342
38 | potowione poplywane 4 5 82 4,7073
39 | poryczane poptakane 4 8 54 4,6550
40 | pokrzyczane poplakane 4 8 54 4,6550
41| posmiane pozartowane 5 97 7 4,6491
42 | porzygane wyprane 2 3 37 4,6276
43 | potanczone poimprezowane 4 65 7 4,6031
44 | pouczone pocwiczone 13 27 193 4,5222
45 | pobite poszarpane 4 26 20 4,4696
46 | potanczone poflirtowane 2 65 2 4,4696
47| pochodzone pojezdzone 9 37 78 43777
48 | poustawiane porobione 3 10 36 4,2620
49 | pobiegane pojezdzone 24 300 78 4,2465
50 | pojedzone pobiegane 41 228 300 4,2449
51| posktadane poprane 3 37 10 4,2346
52 | poczytane postuchane 6 59 26 4,1987
53 | pokrecone pojebane 3 26 15 4,1819
54 | pochodzone pobiegane 16 37 300 4,1813
55| pogadane pograne 17 121 111 4,1120
56 | poczytane popisane 7 59 40 4,0763
57 | porobione pomalowane 6 36 50 4,0388
58 | pogadane poplotkowane 4 121 7 3,9817
59 | poskakane pobiegane 11 22 300 3,9518
60 | pograne powalczone 4 111 8 3,9345
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61 | poustawiane pomalowane 3 10 50 3,9335
62 | pospiewane pograne 10 51 111 3,9147
63 | posypane pomalowane 5 29 50 3,8904
64 | pobite wysmiane 2 26 9 3,8818
65 | powybijane pomalowane 4 19 50 3,8670
66 | wyprane pojebane 3 37 15 3,8291
67 | pochodzone poplywane 7 37 82 3,8250
68 | potaniczone pocwiczone 14 65 193 3,7919
69 | porysowane podarte 5 55 30 3,7612
70 | poopalane poplywane 4 13 82 3,7518
71 | pogadane obgadane 3 121 5 3,7429
72 | pograne postrzelane 5 111 16 3,6876
73 | pospane odespane 2 59 5 3,6502
74 | posktadane pozbierane 2 37 8 3,6468
75 | popisane podarte 4 40 30 3,6334
76 | podraznione pomalowane 2 6 50 3,6334
77 | pojedzone pospacerowane 11 228 40 3,6284
78 | popieprzone posypane 2 11 29 3,5720
79 | posypane pociete 4 29 44 3,5720
80 | powycinane podarte 2 11 30 3,5381
81 | pociete podarte 4 44 30 3,5381
82 | pobiegane pospacerowane 12 300 40 3,5280
83 | pojezdzone potrenowane 5 78 28 3,4808
84 | pociete pomalowane 5 44 50 3,4735
85 | pokapane pospacerowane 2 9 40 3,4510
86 | poswietowane pojedzone 5 10 228 3,4378
87 | poustawiane posktadane 2 10 37 3,4236
88 | polatane pojezdzone 5 30 78 34118
89 | pojedzone pogadane 17 228 121 3,3921
90 | posmiane powyzywane 2 97 4 3,3761
91 | pojezdzone potruchtane 2 78 5 3,3710
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92 | poszarpane pociete 3 20 44 3,3682

93 | polatane poplywane 5 30 82 3,3618

94 | pojedzone pograne 16 228 111 3,3572

95 | popalone poszarpane 2 20 20 3,3457

96 | poprane pospacerowane 2 10 40 3,3457

97 | posktadane powycinane 2 37 11 3,3283

98 | pospiewane poryczane 2 51 8 3,3259

99 | pokapane pobiegane 5 9 300 3,2687
100 | pogotowane pojedzone 6 18 228 3,2147
101 | pojedzone pokoledowane 2 228 2 3,2147
102 | pospane porozmawiane 2 59 8 3,1802
103 | polatane postrzelane 2 30 16 3,1634
104 | ponarzekane poptakane 2 9 54 3,1509
105 | pobite powybijane 2 26 19 3,1346
106 | pospiewane pogadane 7 51 121 3,1151
107 | pobite popalone 2 26 20 3,0833
108 | poopalane pospacerowane 2 13 40 3,0833
109 | pobiegane potrenowane 8 300 28 3,0738
110 | pobiegane pomorsowane 4 300 7 3,0738
111 | poczytane pojedzone 10 59 228 3,0491
112 | porobione pojebane 2 36 15 3,0456
113 | pojezdzone postrzelane 3 78 16 3,0188
114 | pobawione pojedzone 7 30 228 3,0121
115 | poptywane pomorsowane 2 82 7 2,9845
116 | pospiewane postuchane 3 51 26 2,9582
117 | pospane przespane 2 59 10 2,9570
118 | pobiegane pograne 15 300 111 2,9536
119 | pospiewane poplakane 4 51 54 2,8026
120 | pochodzone pojedzone 7 37 228 2,8024
121 | pojedzone potrenowane 6 228 28 2,7728
122 | pojezdzone poplywane 6 78 82 2,7709
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123 | postuchane pograne 4 26 111 2,7558
124 | pojedzone posmiane 11 228 97 2,7426
125 | pobiegane polatane 7 300 30 2,7377
126 | pojedzone poplywane 10 228 82 2,7200
127 | pouczone pograne 4 27 111 2,7181
128 | rozwiniete pomalowane 2 15 50 2,7171
129 | poopalane poczytane 2 13 59 2,6947
130 | pocwiczone pomedytowane 2 193 4 2,6882
131 | pogadane popisane 5 121 40 2,6851
132 | pogadane postuchane 4 121 26 2,6696
133 | pobiegane poslizgane 3 300 6 2,6525
134 | pobawione pograne 4 30 111 2,6127
135 | polatane pograne 4 30 111 2,6127
136 | powybijane pociete 2 19 44 2,6085
137 | pogotowane pocwiczone 4 18 193 2,5704
138 | pobiegane polazone 3 300 7 2,4984
139 | postuchane porobione 2 26 36 2,4955
140 | pouczone porobione 2 27 36 2,4578
141 | powybijane porysowane 2 19 55 2,3854
142 | poskakane pocwiczone 4 22 193 2,3697
143 | pokrecone przejechane 2 26 41 2,3655
144 | pouczone popisane 2 27 40 2,3524
145 | ponarzekane pogadane 2 9 121 2,3441
146 | pospiewane pocéwiczone 6 51 193 2,3399
147 | poczytane pobiegane 8 59 300 2,3284
148 | wyprane podarte 2 37 30 2,3250
149 | poskakane posSpiewane 2 22 51 2,3143
150 | pojedzone odespane 2 228 5 2,2984
151 | pobiegane podreptane 2 300 4 2,2471
152 | potarnczone pojedzone 7 65 228 2,2389
153 | poczytane pocwiczone 6 59 193 2,1941
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154 | pobawione poSmiane 30 97 2,1722
155 | wyprane porobione 37 36 2,1427
156 | posiedziane pojedzone 6 228 2,1160
157 | pospiewane pouczone 51 27 2,1095
158 | postuchane poplakane 26 54 2,0901
159 | pojedzone pojezdzone 228 78 2,0566
160 | poptywane pospacerowane 82 40 2,0525
161 | pogotowane poplywane 18 82 2,0401
162 | pobiegane porzucane 300 5 2,0239
163 | podarte pomalowane 30 50 2,0239
164 | wyprane przejechane 37 41 2,0127
165 | porozmawiane pocéwiczone 8 193 1,9950
166 | poczytane pospane 59 59 1,9930
167 | poobijane pomalowane 31 50 1,9911
168 | poruszane pograne 14 111 1,9886
169 | potanczone poplakane 65 54 1,9847
170 | pojedzone polazone 228 7 1,9619
171 | poczytane pograne 59 111 1,9364
172 | przejechane pospacerowane 41 40 1,9347
173 | posypane pospane 29 59 1,8923
174 | poskakane pojezdzone 22 78 1,8894
175 | pograne pocwiczone 111 193 1,8705
176 | poczytane pogadane 59 121 1,8501
177 | pojedzone porozmawiane 228 8 1,8284
178 | wyprane pomalowane 37 50 1,8142
179 | pobiegane pouczone 300 27 1,7238
180 | pospane porobione 59 36 1,6761
181 | pokrecone poplywane 26 82 1,6723
182 | poczytane poplywane 59 82 1,6638
183 | pograne pojezdzone 111 78 1,6572
184 | pospiewane poSmiane 51 97 1,6415
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185 | pokrecone pocwiczone 26 193 1,6273
186 | poptywane potrenowane 82 28 1,5982
187 | pogadane pojezdzone 121 78 1,5709
188 | pobiegane pomyslane 300 8 1,5539
189 | pobiegane powalczone 300 8 1,5539
190 | porysowane pociete 55 44 1,5456
191 | pogadane poplywane 121 82 1,5209
192 | posmiane postuchane 97 26 1,5043
193 | porysowane pomalowane 55 50 1,4178
194 | pobite pograne 26 111 1,3695
195 | porobione poplywane 36 82 1,3469
196 | pobiegane pogadane 300 121 1,3431
197 | poswietowane pobiegane 10 300 1,3308
198 | pojedzone poplakane 228 54 1,3051
199 | pograne potrenowane 111 28 1,2954
200 | pojezdzone pospacerowane 78 40 1,2916
201 | poczytane poplakane 59 54 1,2706
202 | pospane poplakane 59 54 1,2706
203 | pobawione pogadane 30 121 1,1402
204 | polatane pogadane 30 121 1,1402
205 | poéwiczone pojezdzone 193 78 1,1040
206 | pocwiczone poplywane 193 82 1,0540
207 | poruszane pobiegane 14 300 0,9943
208 | posmiane pograne 97 111 0,8638
209 | pobiegane postrzelane 300 16 0,8608
210 | pospane pocéwiczone 59 193 0,8079
211 | pospiewane pojedzone 51 228 0,7869
212 | pogotowane pobiegane 18 300 0,7430
213 | pocwiczone potrenowane 193 28 0,7423
214 | pobiegane przejechane 300 41 0,7307
215 | pojedzone postuchane 228 26 0,6497
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216 | pograne poptakane 2 111 54 0,6386
217 | potariczone posmiane 2 65 97 0,5881
218 | pogadane poplakane 2 121 54 0,5524
219 | pospane pograne 2 59 111 0,5501
220 | potariczone pograne 2 65 111 0,4532
221 | pobiegane porysowane 3 300 55 0,4370
222 | popisane pocwiczone 2 40 193 0,3856
223 | pocwiczone pospacerowane 2 193 40 0,3856
224 | pobite pobiegane 2 26 300 0,3753
225 | pobiegane postuchane 2 300 26 0,3753
226 | pocwiczone przejechane 2 193 41 0,3609
227 | pobawione pobiegane 2 30 300 0,2322
228 | pojedzone popisane 2 228 40 0,2189
229 | porysowane pocéwiczone 2 55 193 0,0671

Table C.3: Co-occurrence of target -ne/-te participles within tweets
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