On Sentential Agreement with Numeral Phrase Subjects in 15™-17" c.
Polish

The paper addresses sentential agreement with numeral phrase subjects (hence NPS)
including numerals >5 in 15™-17" c. Polish, and argues that the issues presented by them shed
light on the nature of syntactic agreement, in particular its connection to NOM case. It has been
argued that numeral expressions with >5 in Polish are intrinsically accusative which is why
they trigger default (3.SG.N) sentential agreement like all non-nominative subjects
(Przepiorkowski 2004, Franks 2002). While this approach is plausible wrt evidence dating
from 17th c. onwards (in connection to the spreading ACC/GEN syncretism), it cannot be
applied to earlier data. In the historical texts | have examined (i.a., Biblia Krélowej Zofii
(1455), Kodeks Swietostawow (1449), Rozmyslanie Przemyskie (ca. 1500), Biblia Brzeska
(1563), and Biblia Gdanska (1632), we find three types of sentential agreement with NPS
containing >5:

Q) syntactic agreement (available only with an adjectival/pronominal attribute
bearing NOM case (1a));

(i) default agreement ((1b), (2a));

(ifi)  semantic agreement (with GEN.PL complement, the counted noun) (2b).

(1) a. gdy ony siedm dni wynidg
when thesenom.pL SEVEN daySGEN_praSS3p|_,|:UT
b. onych siedm Aniotow [...] nagotowalo sig, aby trabili.

thesecenpL Seven Angelsgenpr readiedssgn self to  blowsp v
(2)a. bylo  siedm braciej
WasSssc.n Seven brothersgen i
b. Byli tedy siedm braciej
wasspLy then seven brothersgenpL

Agreement with NPS containing >5 does not seem to follow Corbett’s Agreement Hierarchy
(Corbett 1979: 204), i.e. syntactic sentential agreement with them is contingent on the
presence of a NOM-bearing attribute, and when such an attribute is missing (2) or when it is
not NOM, but GEN (agreeing with the GEN complement (1b)), the only options are semantic or
default agreement. The only potential item to bear NOM in the NPS without attributes would
be the numeral itself, but the evidence suggests that this cannot be the case. The crucial
question here is: why would the numeral itself not trigger syntactic agreement in examples
such as (2)? Especially that in the relevant period numerals >5 were unguestionably nominal
(usually feminine nouns; Lo$ & Szober 1928, Siuciak 2008), and therefore such an option is
expected, but surprisingly unavailable (I found a single example in two different texts). To
account for this problem, 1 argue that before 17" c. these nominal numerals in direct/structural
case contexts are not NOM/AcC but rather caseless (indeclinable) forms and that this is
responsible for the missing syntactic agreement with NPS they head (one can also find
undeclined forms in oblique contexts). Syntactic agreement becomes available only in the
presence of potential NOM-case-bearers, and | show the numerals are not such categories.
Additional evidence from related languages is given in support of these proposals (Frys¢ak
1970, Mayer 1978, Boskovi¢ 2006). Later (17" c. onwards), with the spread of the ACC/GEN
syncretism numerals >5 are reanalyzed as functional heads (Author, in press) and take on
exclusively Acc forms in direct case contexts (Lo§ & Szober 1928, Matecki 1863,
Krasnowolski 1897, Przepiorkowski 2004); this coincides with the complete disappearance of
syntactic sentential agreement with them (expected if they are intrinsically accusative).
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Primary sources

Biblia  Krélowej  Zofii  (1455); Kodeks Swietostawéw  (1449) available at:  http://www.ijp-
pan.krakow.pl/pl/publikacje-elektroniczne/korpus-tekstow-staropolskich

Biblia Brzeska (1563) available at: http://www.pt.maranatha.pl/brzeska/brzeska.html

Biblia Gdariska (1632) available at: http://www.bibliagdanska.pl/

Rozmyslanie przemyskie (ca. 1500) available at: http://www.ijp-pan.krakow.pl/pl/publikacje-
elektroniczne/korpus-tekstow-staropolskich

References

Author. (to appear in Generative Linguistics in Wroctaw 2). “Licensing Polish Higher Numerals: an Account of
the Accusative Hypothesis™.

Author & Co-Author. (to appear in Journal of Historical Syntax). “The Role of Gender in the Rise of Numerals
as a Separate Category”.

Babby, L. 1987. “Case, Prequantifiers, and Discontinuous Agreement in Russian”. Natural Language &
Linguistic Theory 5:91-138.

Bobaljik, J. 2006. “Where’s ¢? Agreement as a postsyntactic operation”. In: Harbour, D., D. Adger, and S. Béjar
(eds.) Phi Theory: Phi-Features across Modules and Interfaces. Oxford: OUP.

Bobaljik, J. & S. Wurmbrand. 2005. “The Domain of Agreement”. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory
23:809-865.

Boskovi¢, Z. 2006. “Case and agreement with genitive of quantification in Russian”. In: Boeckx, C. (ed.)
Agreement Systems. Amsterdam—Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Giusti, G. & N. Leko. 2004. “The Categorial Status of Quantity Expressions”. Lingvisticki Vidici 34/05:121-
183.

Gvozdanovi¢, J. 1999. “Some remarks on numeral morphosyntax in Slavic”. In: Gvozdanovi¢, J. (ed.) Numeral
Types and changes Worldwide. Berlin—New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Franks, S. 1994. “Parametric properties of numeral phrases in Slavic”. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory
12: 570-649.

Franks, S. 2002. “A Jakobsonian feature based analysis of the Slavic numeric quantifier genitive”. Journal of
Slavic Linguistics 10:141-181.

Frysc¢ak, M. 1970. The Morphology of Slavic Numerals. Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio State University.

Janda, L. 1999. “Whence virility? The rise of a new gender distinction in the history of Slavic”. In: Mills, M.
(ed.) Slavic Gender Linguistics. Amsterdam—Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Krasnowolski, A. 1897. Systematyczna skiadnia jezyka polskiego. Warszawa: Drukarnia Estetyczna K.
Sierpinskiego.

Kucata, M. (1978) Rodzaj gramatyczny w historii polszczyzny. Wroctaw—Warszawa—Krakow—Gdansk:
Ossolineum.

Laskowski, R. 1988. “The systemic prerequisites of the development of the declensional patterns of the Slavic
languages (The category of gender)”. Scando-Slavica 34:111-125.

Los, J. and S. Szober. 1928. “Trzy pigkne corki byto nas u matki: Formy podmiotu i orzeczenia w zdaniach z
podmiotem logicznym, okre§lonym przydawka liczebnikowa”. Jezyk Polski 13:97-112.

Matecki, A. 1863. Gramatyka jezyka polskiego wigksza. Lwow.

Marusi¢, F. and A. Nevins. 2009. “Two types of neuter: Closest-conjunct agreement in the presence of '5 and
ups™. Paper presented at Formal Approaches to Slavic Linguistics 18. Cornell University, Ithaca NY.

Mayer, G. 1978. “The use of Russian numerals in oblique cases”. Canadian Slavonic Papers 20:208-217.

Pesetsky, D. and E. Torrego. 2004. “Tense, Case, and the Nature of Syntactic Categories”. In: Guéron, J. and J.
Lecarme (eds.) The Syntax of Time. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press.

Przepidrkowski, A. 2004. “O wartoséci przypadka podmiotow liczebnikowych”. Biuletyn PTJ 60:133-143.

Przepiorkowski, A. 2006. “O dystrybutywnym PO i liczebnikach jedynkowych”. Polonica 26-27:171-178.

Przepiorkowski, A. 2008. “Generalised quantifier restrictions on the arguments of the Polish distributive po”.
Cognitive Studies/Etudes Cognitives/Studia Kognitywne 8:11-29.

Przepiorkowski, A. 2010. “Towards a Construction Grammar Account of the Distributive po in Polish”.
Cognitive Studies/Etudes Cognitives/Studia Kognitywne 10:163-176.

Rzepka, W. 1975. Dopetniacz w funkcji biernika meskich form osobowych w liczbie mnogiej w polszczyznie XVII
w. Wroctaw—Warszawa—Krakow—Gdansk: Zaktad Narodowy im. Ossolinskich.

Schenker, A. 1971. “Some remarks on Polish quantifiers”. The Slavic and East European Journal 15:54-60.



