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Introduction

This dissertation deals with ‘external possessor constructions’, a term introduced by Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992:597). External possession refers to
syntactic configurations in which a nominal is interpreted as the possessor of
another argument in the clause, when the possessor resides outside the nominal structure of this latter argument syntactically. Vergnaud & Zubizarreta
contrast the external possession pattern with structures in which the possessor
is realized in a position internal to the possessum phrase. They refer to the
latter type as ‘internal possessor constructions’. The two patterns are schematically represented in (1) and (2). Actual examples of both structures will be
introduced in the sections below.
(1) Internal possessor construction
[CP . . . [DP possessor . . . possessum]]
(2) External possessor construction
[CP . . . possessor . . . [DP possessum]]
Deal (2017:2) describes the phenomenon of external possession as follows: “[. . . ]
a nominal is syntactically encoded as a verbal dependent but semantically understood as the possessor of one of its co-arguments.” Formulated in this way,
we are faced with a conundrum, as Deal explains. On the one hand, the possessor fulfills a role related to the verb at the syntactic level. On the other
hand, it depends on the possessum for its interpretation. An important distinction between the internal and external possessor constructions relates to the
morphological expression of the possessive relation. In internal possession constructions, the possessive relation is typically morphologically marked, whereas
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morphological marking is mostly absent in external possessor constructions
(Deal 2013:391).
The first main objective of this dissertation is to provide a systematic
overview of external possessor constructions in varieties of Dutch. An important part of the generative literature on external possession focuses on French
and English (e.g. Guéron 1985, Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992, Le Bruyn 2014),
while other studies address other Romance (e.g. Kempchinsky 1992) and Germanic (e.g. Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007, Hole 2005) languages, as well as languages outside the Romance-Germanic scope, such as Hebrew and Nez Perce
(e.g. Borer & Grodzinsky 1986, Landau 1999, Deal 2013, 2017; see Payne &
Barshi 1999 for a typological overview of external possession in a wide range
of languages). There are previous studies on external possession in Dutch as
well (e.g. Broekhuis & Cornips 1997, Buelens & D’Hulster 2014). The picture
that emerges from those studies is that the occurrence of external possessor
constructions is very limited in this language. However, there are also clear
indications that certain dialectal varieties of Dutch do permit external possessor constructions (Broekhuis & Cornips 1997). For that reason, the current
study will approach external possession in Dutch from a micro-comparative
perspective. Although some studies report on external possessor constructions
in Dutch or dialectal varieties of Dutch, there has been no detailed investigation of the various external possessor constructions across all the varieties of
Dutch spoken in the Netherlands and Flanders. The empirical contribution of
this dissertation covers a wider array of syntactic configurations and a larger
geographic distribution than previous research on Dutch external possession.
The second goal of this dissertation is to provide a unified account of external possessor constructions in general. Previous studies about external possession in Romance and Germanic have identified different types of external possessor constructions, namely subject possessors, dative possessors and direct
object possessors with the possessum embedded in a PP. Those constructions
will be the focus of this dissertation. They will be introduced in Section 1.1,
where examples will be provided. As I will explain in Section 1.3, the various
constructions have some important characteristics in common. Several studies
have therefore aimed at a comprehensive theory of external possession of the
Romance and Germanic type to account for all the related external possessor
constructions mentioned above (that is, subject, dative and direct object possessors). However, most of them had to resort to partially different analyses
for the various related constructions (Guéron 1985, Vergnaud & Zubizarreta
1992, Le Bruyn 2014). On the basis of insights from the literature on reflexivity and a particular approach to definite articles, the current study proposes a
unified account for the three external possessor constructions known from the
literature on Romance and Germanic, which is able to deal with a subset of
the semantic constraints on external possession as well. The micro-comparative
approach in this research enables us to scrutinize the behavior of different elements in external possessor constructions, which gives us very valuable insights
into the underlying structure of such configurations.
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External possessor constructions: Examples

There is an extensive body of literature on external possessor constructions (see,
in chronological order, Bally 1926; Hatcher 1944a,b; Guéron 1983, 1985, 2006;
Borer & Grodzinsky 1986; Kempchinsky 1992; Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992;
Cornips 1994; Broekhuis & Cornips 1997; Landau 1999; Payne & Barshi 1999;
Haegeman 2003, 2004; Lamiroy 2003; Hole 2005; Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007;
Lødrup 2009; Nakamoto 2010; Haegeman & Van Koppen 2012; Haegeman &
Danckaert 2013; Deal 2013, 2017; Buelens & D’Hulster 2014; Le Bruyn 2014).
Overviews of different approaches can be found in Guéron (2006), Nakamoto
(2010) and Deal (2017).1 Different scholars have focused on various grammatical properties of external possessor constructions. Directly below, I will present
the various external possessor constructions that are central to this dissertation. In Section 1.2, I will sketch the situation for the Dutch language with
respect to the use of external possessor constructions. Section 1.3 is devoted to
an overview of the properties of external possessor constructions relevant for
the current study.
As I mentioned in the previous section, the literature on external possession has addressed different types of external possessors. The main external
possessor configurations are the following:
i. Subject interpreted as possessor of direct object
ii. Dative argument interpreted as possessor of direct object
iii. Direct object interpreted as possessor of complement in P2
These three categories originate in Guéron’s work on French (Guéron 1983,
1985, 2006) and are also addressed by Lee-Schoenfeld (2007), Nakamoto (2010)
and Le Bruyn (2014), among others. The examples in (3)–(5) illustrate these
main categories for French. In these examples, I use terminology that is common
in the existing literature on external possession. However, for reasons that
will be explained in Chapter 5, in the remainder of the dissertation I will
use different descriptions for the categories in (4) and (5). I will refer to the
set of structures that fall under those two categories as ‘object possessors’.
To distinguish them, I will refer to structures like (4) with ‘indirect object
possessor’ and to the ones like (5) with ‘PP-possessa’. Note that the latter
1 In this dissertation I will often refer to ‘external possessor constructions’, following
Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992). By this, I do not anticipate an analysis in terms of Construction Grammar (see Fillmore & Kay 1996 and much subsequent work for the foundations
of this framework). It is just a way of referring to the collection of different syntactic configurations that feature a so-called external possessor.
2 In fact, the grammatical status of the object in such cases is not that straightforward.
Some argue that it is indeed a direct object (e.g. Le Bruyn 2014), whereas others argue that
it should be analyzed as a dative object (e.g. Broekhuis & Cornips 1997). I will come back to
this issue in Chapter 5 (see in particular Section 5.1.4). In the following, I will refer to this
construction with the term ‘PP-possessa’.
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category does not include possessa embedded in PPs which are possessed by
the subject of the clause (see Footnote 3). The possessors in the following
examples are boldfaced, while the possessa appear in italics.
(3) Subject possessor 3
Jean lève la main.
Jean raised the hand
‘Jeani raised hisi hand.’

(French)

[Guéron (1985:43, ex. (1)), glosses and translation are mine]
(4) Dative possessor 4
Je lui ai
coupé les cheveux.
I him have cut the hairs
‘I cut his hair.’
[Guéron (1985:43, ex. (2)), glosses and translation are mine]
(5) Direct object possessor with possessum in PP
Elle l’
a embrassé sur la bouche.
she him.acc has kissed
on the mouth
‘She kissed him on the mouth.’
[Guéron (1985:44, ex. (5a)), glosses are mine]
3 The subject possessor construction can be divided into three subtypes, as Nakamoto
(2010) shows. In the first, the possessum is a direct object, as in (3). Alternatively, the
possessum can also occur as an oblique object, as in (i) (see Nakamoto 2010: 75, Guéron
1983: 23 and Guéron 1985: 44). Subject possessors can also combine with a possessum in
a small clause (see Nakamoto (2010:76) and also Guéron (1985:70), among others). Two
examples of this configuration are illustrated in (ii).

(i)

(ii)

Il
a poussé un ballon du pied.
he.nom has pushed a ball of.the foot
‘He kicked a ball out of the way.’

[Nakamoto (2010:75, ex. (3b))]

a. Marie est sortie,
la tête haute.
Marie is gone-out the head high
‘Mariei went out with heri head held high.’
[adapted from Nakamoto (2010:75, ex. (7a))]
b. Elle a les cheveux longs.
she has the hair
long
‘She has long hair.’

[Nakamoto (2010:75, ex. (7c))]

4 In addition to a direct object possessum, a dative possessor can also occur with an oblique
object possessum (Nakamoto 2010:75). The latter is depicted in (i).

(i)

Pierre lui
a collé
un pansement sur le dos.
Pierre her.DAT has applied a plaster
on the back.
‘Pierre applied a plaster on her back.’
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External possession in Dutch

The discussion on external possessor constructions introduced in (3)–(5) and
the analyses that have been proposed in the generative literature are mainly
based on French and English, particularly in Hatcher (1944a,b), Guéron (1983,
1985, 2006), Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992), Nakamoto (2010), and Le Bruyn
(2014). Other Romance languages are for instance discussed in Lamiroy (2003),
while Lee-Schoenfeld (2006, 2007) and Hole (2005, 2006, 2012) focus on German. Borer & Grodzinsky (1986), Deal (2013, 2017) and Landau (1999) discuss
external possession outside of the Romance-Germanic spectrum. The current
study contributes to the discussion by looking at data from the Dutch language
area, that is, the varieties spoken in the Netherlands and Flanders. A number
of studies have already looked into external possession in Dutch. For example, Haegeman (2003, 2004); Haegeman & Van Koppen (2012); Haegeman &
Danckaert (2013) discuss an external possessor construction in West-Flemish in
which the subject is split into a higher possessor and a lower possessum, which
can be separated by an adverb.5 Whereas the previously mentioned studies
on Dutch focused on external subject possessors, Buelens & D’Hulster (2014)
elaborate on Flemish external possession, discussing possessa in different argument positions, i.e. in subject, direct object and predicate position. In addition,
Broekhuis et al. (1996); Broekhuis & Cornips (1997) discuss similar constructions, namely external possessors in locational constructions in Dutch (see Section 5.4). Lamiroy (2003) examines external possessor constructions in various
Romance and Germanic languages, including Dutch.
Lamiroy (2003:260) claims that indirect object possessors frequently appear
in fixed expressions in the languages she discusses, Dutch being one of them.
Lamiroy illustrates her claim with the Dutch example in (6). Two important
observations about (6) are in order here, which will be explained below.
(6)

Ze tikte hem
op de vingers
(standard Dutch)
she tapped him.dat on the fingers
‘She rapped him on the knuckles.’ Lit. ‘She tapped him on the fingers.’
[adapted from Lamiroy (2003:261, ex. (9a))]

The first observation is that the possessum de vingers ‘the fingers’ in (6) is
a complement of the preposition op ‘on’. In many of the Dutch idioms with an
external possessor, the possessum is contained in a PP. The examples in (7) have
the same structure as (6) and function as an illustration of the widespread use
of PPs in fixed external possessor constructions in Dutch. (8) presents examples
in which the possessum is not a complement of a P.6 Note that all the examples
5 Note that the construction that these studies discuss differs in crucial respects from the
subject possessor construction identified in Guéron’s (1985) work, for instance. I will come
back to this issue in Chapter 4.
6 I would like to thank Sterre Leufkens (p.c.) for referring me to these idioms. More Dutch
idioms, including examples of this type, can be found in the Database of Dutch Dialect Idioms
(DaDDI, see Corver et al. 2017).
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in (7)–(8) are idiomatic to a greater or lesser extent. The interpretations for
the separate phrases in (7c) and (8a) more closely correspond to their literal
interpretations than (7a), for example. In (9) below I will introduce a nonidiomatic example of an indirect object possessor construction. In Chapter 5
more non-idiomative counterparts of the structures in (7) and (8) will follow.
(7)

(8)

a. Ze nam hem bij de neus.
she took him by the nose
‘She fooled him.’
b. Ze zat hem op de hielen.
she sat him on the heels
‘She chased him.’
c. Ze keek hem diep in de ogen.
she looked him deeply in the eyes
‘She looked him deeply in the eyes.’

(standard Dutch)

a. Ze drukte hem de hand.
she pressed him the hand
‘She shook his hand.’
b. Hij snoert haar de mond.
he fastens her the mouth
‘He hushed her.’ Lit. ‘He fastened her mouth.’

The second observation concerns the dative case that is assigned to the
pronoun hem ‘him’ in (6) and the manifestations of hem and haar ‘her’ in (7)
and (8). The accusative and dative 3rd person singular pronouns are syncretic
in Dutch. As such, it is not a trivial task determining the case of the morphological forms hem ‘him’ and haar ‘her’ in (6)–(8).7 Lamiroy (2003:261) assigns
dative case to hem, but one could also analyze (6) as hem being a direct object
of the verb tikken ‘to tap’ and the PP op de vingers ‘on the fingers’ as a locative adjunct. According to such an analysis, hem could be argued to receive
accusative case. In terms of Den Dikken (2012), the relevant question here is
whether the PP is indeed an adjunct, or a predicate of which hem is the subject. I will not provide a decisive answer here, but in Chapter 5 this discussion
will be taken up again.
The fact that indirect object possessors often occur in fixed expressions,
suggests, according to Lamiroy (2003:271), that they reflect an older stage
of the language. This might to some extent be true for standard Dutch and
7 Most

pronominal forms in Dutch have syncretic forms for direct and indirect objects.
However, a distinction is made between the strong forms for the third person plural direct
and indirect objects. The dative form is hun and the accusative form is hen (see Broekhuis
& Den Dikken 2012: 775 for the entire paradigm). In principle, then, it would be possible
to discriminate the pronominal forms in (6)–(8) by using 3rd person plural forms for the
possessors. However, this distinction is mainly prescriptive and many speakers of Dutch
use the forms interchangeably. As such, determining the case of the pronouns denoting the
possessors in those examples on the basis of 3rd person plural pronouns would not yield
reliable results.
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western Dutch variaties. However, the current study shows that external possessors, including indirect object possessors, are productively used in certain
dialects of Dutch. An example is given in (9), which comes from the written
questionnaire carried out in the current study (see Chapter 3). The informant
who produced this sentence ascribes a possessive relation to ‘him’ and ‘the
hands’. This example does not have an idiomatic interpretation. As I will show
in Chapters 4 and 5, external possessor constructions productively occur in
dialects spoken along the eastern border of the Netherlands, which include
structures that correspond to (6)–(8) syntactically. In addition, certain syntactic environments permit external possessors in non-fixed expressions in western
varieties of Dutch, which are considered to be close to the standard language
in grammatical terms (see Cornips & Jongenburger 2001a: 59–60, Cornips &
Jongenburger 2001b: 217). All in all, Lamiroy’s claim that object possessors
mainly occur in fixed expressions seems to be too strong.
(9)

Margriet ef um vanochtend de anden met zalleve beandelt.
Margriet has him this.morning the hands with cream treated
‘Margriet8 treated his hands with cream this morning.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov9 )

The discussion above shows that it is useful to investigate non-standard
varieties of Dutch to study external possession. Whereas many occurrences of
external possessors appear in fixed expressions in the standard language, the
dialectal example in (9) shows that this observation cannot be generalized over
all varieties of Dutch. To the best of my knowledge, so far nobody investigated
the distinct external possessor configurations in contemporary Dutch varieties
spoken in the Netherlands and Flanders in a systematic way such that it covers the various issues discussed in the literature on external possession (but
see Cornips 1994, Broekhuis et al. 1996, Broekhuis & Cornips 1997, Haegeman 2003, 2004, Haegeman & Van Koppen 2012, Haegeman & Danckaert 2013
and Buelens & D’Hulster 2014, who discuss certain aspects from the external
possession debate for a subset of the Dutch and Flemish varieties). It is one
of the main aims of the study discussed in the following chapters to give an
overview of external possessors in Dutch dialects spoken in the Netherlands and
Flanders. In addition, I aim at accounting for the Dutch facts in a generative
syntactic framework.
8 Note that Margriet is a female name in Dutch. The masculine pronoun um ‘him’ thus
does not refer to Margriet in this case. There are dialects in Dutch, however, that can use
masculine pronouns to refer to female individuals. If this is the case, it will be indicated.
9 I will use this format to refer to dialects. This sentence is produced by an informant from
the city of Kampen, which is in the Netherlands (NL), in the provice of Overijssel (Ov). See
Section 2.1 for a more detailed explanation. Examples that are from a certain dialect, are
from the current study (written questionnaire or follow-up oral interviews, see Chapter 3,
unless indicated otherwise.
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External possession characteristics

In the remainder of this chapter I will briefly review the core characteristics
of external possessor constructions. Previous studies on external possessor constructions have revealed that these configurations are subject to several syntactic and semantic/lexical constraints. I will elaborate on the various constraints
and the solutions that different studies have developed to account for them. I
will limit myself to the constraints that will be addressed in this dissertation. In
addition to a brief overview of the most important findings from the literature
I will present my approach to each of the external possession properties.

1.3.1

The possessive relation

Languages have different strategies at their disposal to mark possessive relations. I will narrow the following discussion down to possessive marking in
the nominal domain, thereby excluding predicative possession structures which
are marked with verbs like have or own (see for example Heine 1997; Payne &
Barshi 1999; Stassen 2009). Dutch entertains various strategies to express when
two individuals are involved in a possessive relation, which result in complex
nominal structures. They are presented in (10)–(13).
(10) Possessive pronoun
mijn fiets, mijn arm, mijn vader
my bike, my arm, my father
(11) Saxon genitive
Guido’s fiets, Guido’s arm, Guido’s vader
Guido’s bike, Guido’s arm, Guido’s father
(12) Possessor doubling
Guido z’n fiets, Guido z’n arm, Guido z’n vader
Guido his bike, Guido his arm, Guido his father
(13) Possessive van-PP
de fiets van Guido, de arm van Guido, de vader van Guido
the bike of Guido, the arm of Guido, the father of Guido
What is special about external possessor constructions is that they give rise to a
possessive interpretation, even though this relation is not morphosyntactically
marked with any of the possessive markings in (10)–(13). This is evident from
the case in (9), for example. None of the possessive markers mentioned in (10)–
(13) are present in this case, raising the question how the possessive relation is
established in such configurations.
I will briefly review different proposals from the literature that aim to account for the possessive interpretation in sentences like (9). Before going into it,
I would like to point out that the various possessive markers in (10)–(13) can be
used to express both alienable and inalienable possession. These examples show
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that all markers can be used in the case of an alienable noun like fiets ‘bike’,
but also with typical inalienable nouns like body parts and kinship nouns (see,
among many others, Nichols 1988, Barker 1995, Chappell & McGregor 1996,
Heine 1997, Baron et al. 2001, Alexiadou 2003, Stolz et al. 2008 for the identification of alienable and inalienable possession in the syntactic, semantic and
typological domain). For these possessive markers alienability does not seem
to play a role. This notion is important in external possessor constructions,
however, as will be discussed in Section 1.3.4.
In the syntactic literature, several proposals have been put forward with
respect to the possessive relation in external possessor constructions. What the
proposals aim to account for is that on the one hand external possessors are
syntactically encoded as an object that is a verbal dependent, but semantically
understood as the possessor of one of the other arguments of the verb (Deal
2017:2). The existing proposals can be roughly divided into three groups. The
first group argues for a syntactic structure in which the possessor starts out as
a verbal dependent, entering a relation with the possessum through binding or
control. This is the approach taken by Borer & Grodzinsky (1986) for Hebrew,
Guéron (1983, 1985) for French, Kempchinsky (1992) for Spanish, Vergnaud
& Zubizarreta (1992) for French and Hole (2005) for German. The binding
relation holds between the possessor and the definite article introducing the
possessum (e.g. Guéron 1985), or between the possessor and a variable in the
possessum (e.g. Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992). The second class of proposals
argues that the possessor is an argument of the possessum and that it moves
out of the possessum nominal phrase to end up in a verbal-dependent position.
The possessive relation is established by virtue of the possessor carrying a
possessor Θ-role within the possessum nominal phrase. Authors who defend
such an analysis include Landau (1999) for Hebrew, Lee-Schoenfeld (2006, 2007)
for German, Deal (2013) for Nez Perce and Buelens & D’Hulster (2014) for
Flemish. Note that, in addition to her work in Deal (2013), Deal (2017), on
the basis of data from different languages, proposes a typology of external
possessor constructions, including both possessor raising types and binding
cases. Further note that Broekhuis & Cornips (1997) also argue for a form of
possessor raising, which has a different underlying structure than the proposals
by for instance Landau (1999) and Lee-Schoenfeld (2007). The latter two offer
an analysis in which the possessor is base-generated in SpecDP of the possessum
nominal phrase, whereas Broekhuis & Cornips advocate an account in which the
possessor and possessum are related in a small clause, from which the possessor
moves out (for a more elaborate discussion of this proposal, see Chapter 5). Le
Bruyn (2014) represents a third type of proposal. In his work, he argues that no
syntactic dependency is involved in external possessor constructions. In short,
his analysis is based on the idea that the inalienable nature of the possessa and
the other phrases in the constructions lead to a possessive interpretation.
The analysis that I will put forward in this dissertation most closely resembles Broekhuis & Cornips’s proposal with respect to the syntactic structure that
relates the possessor and possessum. Based on insights from Den Dikken (1995,
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2006) and Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011), who closely follow Den Dikken,
the properties of the syntactic structure in Broekhuis & Cornips’s proposal will
be worked out in more detail, resulting in a structure that is in line with simplex reflexives in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011). In other words, I will
argue that in the case of inalienable external possessors, the possessor and the
possessum are contained in a small clause, which gives rise to the possessive
interpretation. This proposal is attractive when the different external possessor
constructions are considered, because it enables us to assign a unified underlying structure to all the external possessor constructions discussed in this book.

1.3.2

The definite article

In some of the languages that feature external possessor constructions, the
possessum is typically introduced by a definite article, for example in French
and German.10 Not all literature on external possession pays attention to this
observation. The studies that do discuss this property of external possession,
can be divided into two main approaches. Guéron (1983, 1985) and Vergnaud
& Zubizarreta (1992) propose that definite articles come in different guises: the
‘canonical’ definite article is semantically definite, whereas the definite article in external possessor constructions is not semantically meaningful. Rather,
it features in external possessor constructions to establish or facilitate a possessive relation with the possessor. Hole (2005) and Le Bruyn (2014) argue
against such polysemy of the definite article. Instead, they argue that definite
articles should receive a unified analysis in which definite articles are always semantically meaningful, so both canonical uses of definite articles and the ones
featuring in external possessor constructions. According to them, the crosslinguistic variation concerning the availability of external possessor constructions and their special behavior in such configurations arises from other parts
of the grammar.
Giusti (2015) presents an approach to definite articles radically different
from the seminal work on definiteness by e.g. Frege (1892), Russell (1905) and
Strawson (1950), which has laid the foundation for many subsequent semantic
analyses of definite articles. As will be discussed in Chapter 2, she takes all
definite articles to be expletive, i.e. to lack semantic definiteness to begin with.
The semantic notion of definiteness does not come from the morphosyntactic
form that expresses the definite article, but from a silent operator. She argues
that this operator is present in canonical definite constructions, but absent
in definite descriptions which do not have rigid reference to a certain object,
10 Note that possessa in external possessor constructions are not necessarily introduced by
a definite article. Lee-Schoenfeld (2006:105) for example provides a German example with an
alienable noun as possessum, introduced by a possessive pronoun. Broekhuis et al. (2015:534)
report that in standard Dutch, the presence of an external possessor and a possessive pronoun
introducing the possessum are not mutually exclusive. Haegeman (2003, 2004), Haegeman
& Van Koppen (2012), Haegeman & Danckaert (2013), Buelens & D’Hulster (2014) show
that in West-Flemish, possessa in external possessor constructions cannot be introduced by
a definite article. Instead, they are modified by a possessive pronoun as well.
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thereby avoiding the polysemy argument. I will argue, following Giusti’s line of
reasoning, that the definite article featuring in external possessor constructions
lacks this phonologically null operator. In other words, I will argue that the
possessa in external possessor constructions lack a definite operator and that
they inherit their referential properties from the possessor.

1.3.3

Verbs

The possessive relation and the definite article are relevant for all the external possessor constructions (subject and indirect object possessors and PPpossessa). The various configurations are also subject to construction-specific
constraints. This section discusses such a construction-specific constraint, namely
restrictions on verbs that can be used in external possessor constructions.
Many studies on French external possessor constructions report that the
VP in the subject possessor construction in (3), repeated here in (14), must
describe a physical gesture (see, among others, Bally 1926, Hatcher 1944b,
Kayne 1975, Guéron 1983, 1985, 2006).
(14)

Jean lève la main.
Jean raised the hand
‘Jeani raised hisi hand.’

[adapted from Guéron (1985:43, ex. (1))]

Many examples from French can be found in Hatcher (1944b:460-461), like lever
la main ‘to raise the hand’, tourner la tête ‘to turn the head’ and allonger le
cou ‘to lengthen the neck’. The different proposals for subject possessor constructions in French mainly account for this semantic constraint by resorting
to reanalysis of the verb and its definite object nominal phrase at the semantic level (see Guéron 1985 and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992), or to lexically
specified V+N combinations (see Le Bruyn 2014).
In the current study, I will not only investigate gesture verbs. Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd (2011) have shown that gesture verbs have the same syntactic distribution as other verb classes they discuss in relation to the possibility
of combining with reflexive pronouns and body part nouns, namely verbs of
bodily harm and verbs of physical disruption. For that reason, I will include
those verbs in my study as well, which will turn out to also give rise to subject possessor constructions. Hence, the subject possessor construction in the
relevant dialects is not limited to gesture verbs. Lødrup (2010) observes that
in Norwegian, the class of verbs that triggers subject possessor constructions
is not restricted to gesture verbs either. These facts show that Dutch dialects
and Norwegian have a wider distribution of subject possessors than French, for
example, as far as has been reported in the literature. The fact that subject
possessor constructions arise with gesture verbs and related verb classes discussed by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd lays a solid foundation for an analysis
along the lines of Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s approach to the syntactic
structure in which simplex reflexives and body part nouns appear. In short,
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they argue that simplex reflexives and body part nouns introduced by a possessive pronoun occur in the same syntactic environments, which they argue to
be unaccusative. Based on their arguments, I will show that the natural gesture
constraint on subject possessors can be accounted for on the basis of a verb’s
thematic structure.
All external possessor constructions discussed in this study also share another restriction on the verb they combine with. Guéron (2006) summarizes
observations from different studies on external possession, showing that all the
external possessor constructions in (3)–(5) need verbs that denote an action
rather than a state. Because multiple studies have come to this conclusion, the
data collected for this study has only included verbs expressing an action.
As for indirect object possessors, i.e. the configuration in (4), various authors (e.g. Guéron 1985, Kempchinsky 1992, Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007, Haegeman 2011, Buelens & D’Hulster 2014, Buelens 2015) have observed that the
possessum must be affected in some way by the action denoted by the verb. I
aimed to examine the acceptability of indirect object possessors in relation to
affectedness by testing different verbs. However, the notion of affectedness, although intuitive, is not very clearly defined syntactically or semantically. Even
though affectedness is a prominent topic in some of the external possession
literature, it will for that reason only play a minor role in this study.

1.3.4

Alienable vs inalienable possession

The various external possessor constructions that will be discussed in this book
are often associated with inalienable possession (Guéron 1985, Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992, Nakamoto 2010, Le Bruyn 2014, among others). That is, external possessor constructions typically occur with inalienable nouns, in particular
body part nouns. Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992) and Guéron (2006) mention
that the class of objects that can occur in inalienable external possessor constructions can often be extended to objects in contact with the body, such as
pieces of clothing.
Sentences like (3) in French, repeated here in (15), are ambiguous between
an alienable and an inalienable reading, as Guéron (1985:43) argues.
(15) Jean lève la main.
Jean raised the hand
‘Jeani raised the/hisi hand.’ [adapted from Guéron (1985:43, ex. (1))]
On the inalienable reading, the body part is interpreted as an intrinsic part of
the possessor. On the alienable reading the body part is understood as being
disjoint from the possessor (Guéron 1985:43). The studies that address the
construction in (15) (e.g. Bally 1926, Hatcher 1944b, Guéron 1983, 1985, 2006,
Le Bruyn 2014) only consider body part nouns and do not compare them
with their alienable counterparts. The syntactic structure of this construction
is generally available, so in principle all types of nouns can appear as definite
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direct objects as long as the verb can license the direct object. The crucial
difference is that a clause with a definite body part noun as in (15) can be
uttered without any preceding context without it being infelicitous, contrary
to a ‘regular’ definite nominal phrase (see Chapters 2 and 4). In Chapter 4, I will
show that inalienable and alienable nouns indeed trigger different judgments
in the syntactic environment of (15), showing that alienability plays a central
role in the subject possessor construction.
The studies that address PP-possessa like the sentence in (5), repeated
in (16), address only body part nouns, as is the case with subject possessor
constructions.
(16)

Elle l’
a embrassé sur la bouche.
she him.acc has kissed
on the mouth
‘She kissed him on the mouth.’
[Guéron (1985:44, ex. (5a))]

The present study will investigate both alienable and inalienable nouns in structures in which the possessum or intended possessum is embedded in a PP.
Chapter 5 will show that alienable and inalienable nouns trigger different judgments and interpretations in this construction and hence that alienability plays
a role.
The effect of alienability is less obvious in indirect object possessor constructions like the one in (4), duplicated in (17).
(17)

Je lui ai
coupé les cheveux.
I him have cut the hairs
‘I cut his hair.’

[Guéron (1985:43, ex. (2))]

In this case, the possessum denotes a body part, i.e. the definite noun phrase
is inalienably possessed by the indirect object. As Guéron aims to account
for structures expressing inalienable possession, her examples typically involve
inalienable nouns. However, other studies show that for example in German
an alienable direct object can also be interpreted as being possessed by an
indirect object. This is depicted in (18) and (19). As the translations indicate,
these examples receive a possessive interpretation. Hence, we cannot just simply
claim that indirect object possessor constructions are confined to inalienable
nouns.
(18)

Ed hat ihr
die Wäsche gewaschen.
Ed has her.dat the laundry washed
‘Ed did her laundry for her.’

(German)

[adapted from Hole (2005:227, ex. (32a))]
(19)

Tim gräbt Lena
den Garten um.
Tim digs Lena.dat the garden around
‘Tim aerates Lena’s garden.’
[adapted from Lee-Schoenfeld (2007:41, ex. (10e))]
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At this point, the conundrum that the studies on indirect object possessor
constructions have presented exposes itself again. That is, the indirect object
appears to fulfill a dual role: it is the possessor of the direct object and a
benefactive argument of the verb. Both the alienable and inalienable cases seem
to involve a benefactive role, although not all benefactive arguments involve
a possessive interpretation. For example, Lee-Schoenfeld (2006, 2007) makes
a distinction between pure benefactive indirect objects and indirect objects
that are interpreted as a possessor. She argues that the indirect object in (20)
fulfills a dual role: it is interpreted both as the possessor of the direct object
das Auto ‘the car’ and as an affectee of the event expressed by the verb. In
contrast, the indirect object in (21) solely functions as an affectee (a benefactive
argument) in the event. The direct object is interpreted as being possessed by
the indirect object by means of the possessive pronoun introducing the direct
object. Crucially, however, Lee-Schoenfeld argues that the indirect object is
not base-generated as a possessor argument in the possessum nominal phrase.
The relevant difference between (20) on the one hand and (21) on the other is
the syntactic position of the indirect object (der Nachbarin ‘the neighbor’ in
(20) and der Mami ‘mom’ in (21)). In (21), the indirect object is an argument
of the verb fulfilling an affectee role, while the indirect object in (20) is basegenerated as a possessor argument in the possessum nominal phrase, and later
in the derivation moves to a projection in the verbal spine where it receives the
affectee interpretation.
(20)

Tim hat der Nachbarin
das Auto gewaschen.
Tim has the neighbor.f.dat the car washed
‘Tim washed the neighbor’s car.’

(German)

[Lee-Schoenfeld (2006:102, ex. (1a))]
(21)

Mein Bruder hat der Mami
leider
ihr Auto zu Schrott
my brother has the mom.dat unfortunately her car to scrap
gefahren.
driven
‘Unfortunately my brother totaled mom’s car.’
[Lee-Schoenfeld (2006:105, ex. (6a))]

In Lee-Schoenfeld’s analysis, alienable and inalienable nouns that receive
a possessive interpretation are argued to have the same underlying structure.
That is, they are base-generated as possessor arguments of the possessum. This
contrasts with pure benefactives, which are merged into the verbal spine directly. Lee-Schoenfeld’s approach to indirect object possessors hence entails
that alienable and inalienable nouns receive the same analysis. I will deviate
from Lee-Schoenfeld in this respect. In Chapter 5 I will show that the possessive interpretation in examples like (20) in the relevant Dutch dialects can
be canceled, which suggests, according to Tungseth (2006), that the possessive
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relation should not be encoded syntactically. Rather, the possessive relation is
an entailment. By contrast, the possessive relation in indirect object possessor constructions with body part nouns cannot be canceled, suggesting that in
those cases the possessive relation needs to be syntactically encoded. Hence, I
will argue that the structure for indirect object possessor constructions depends
on the type of noun that is used as a direct object. That is, I will argue that
indirect object possessor constructions with alienable nouns involve a structure
in which the indirect object is realized in the verbal spine directly, whereas inalienable nouns in such configurations start out in a structure that relates the
possessor and the possessum. The indirect object will make its way to the verbal spine later in the derivation. As such, my analysis will differentiate between
alienable and inalienable nouns in the indirect object possessor construction.

1.4

Research questions

To briefly recap, this dissertation will look into three different external possessor constructions. They have been introduced in (3)–(5) and can be described
as (i) the subject possessor construction, (ii) the indirect object possessor construction and (iii) PP-possessa. The characteristics of these structures that I
will look into concern the possessive relation, the definite article, the verb and
alienability. The research questions that are central to this study are introduced
below.
i. What is the geographic and grammatical distribution of external possessors in varieties of Dutch?
ii. How is the possessive relation established in external possessor constructions?
iii. What is the semantic role of the definite article in external possessor
constructions, if any?
iv. How can we account for the distribution of external possessors, the possessive relation and the role of the definite article?
As the different external possessor constructions are subject to different syntactic and semantic/lexical restrictions, I will define more specific research questions in the separate chapters to follow, which take the individual constructionspecific constraints into account.

1.5

Outlook

This dissertation is organized as follows. In Chapter 2 I introduce the main
components of my analysis of external possessor constructions. I argue that
the possessive relation between possessor and possessum arises because of an
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interaction between a Relator Phrase relating possessor and possessum and a
semantically ‘deficient’ definite article enabling the possessum to be referentially dependent on its possessor. Chapter 2 introduces those main ingredients,
referring to work by Freeze (1992), Kayne (1993), Den Dikken (1995, 2006) and
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011) for the relation between possessor and
possessum and applying Giusti’s (2015) insight that all definite articles are ‘expletive’ to the configurations under discussion. Chapter 3 will describe the data
collection for this study. In the subsequent chapters, the different external possessor constructions will be discussed. Chapter 4 deals with subject possessors
and Chapter 5 with object possessors, which include indirect object possessors
and PP-possessa. These chapters provide evidence for the theoretical claims
introduced in Chapter 2. In addition, they discuss the above mentioned properties of external possessor constructions in relation to the proposed analysis.
Chapter 6 concludes the results of this study and provides ideas for further
research.

CHAPTER

2

External possession as a reflexive structure

2.1

Introduction

The data that are central to this dissertation involve external possessor constructions, which were introduced in Chapter 1. That is, this book deals with
possessive structures in which the possessor appears outside of the possessum
nominal expression (NE).1 In particular, this study investigates external possession in Dutch dialects. (1)–(3) present examples from Dutch dialects that
feature the different external possessor constructions. These data were collected by means of a written questionnaire, which will be the basis for many
of the observations discussed in this dissertation. A detailed description of the
methodology, test items and questions will be given in Chapter 3.2
1 I follow Giusti (2015) in referring to nominal phrases with ‘nominal expression’, abbreviated as NE. She uses NE to avoid ambiguity between DP and NP. NE should be interpreted
as a parallel to ‘clause’ in the clausal domain, which is not a label in the syntactic tree,
but refers to the entire clausal phrase, irrespective of the highest projection of that phrase.
Likewise, NE refers to the entire nominal constituent, without committing oneself to mention
the label of the highest projection of the nominal phrase. ‘Extended nominal projection’ is
another common description to refer to nominal constituents without specifying the topmost
projection.
2 Note that I only present examples here of sentences that are grammatical in the respective
dialects. These examples serve to illustrate the fact that external possessor constructions are
available in certain Dutch dialects. However, they do not give any information yet about the
variation. In other words, these examples do not provide an overview of which dialects do
and which do not accept external possessor constructions. In addition, they do not tell us
whether the possessive relations can only be expressed in the way they are presented now,
or that there exists optionality in comparison with other structures. In Chapters 4 and 5, I
will discuss both the geographic and grammatical distribution of these constructions.
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(1) Subject possessor
de coiffeuse
draaide mé ene keer ’t hoofd naar links.
the hairdresser.f turned with one time the head to left
‘The hairdresseri suddenly turned heri head to the left.’
(Nevele, Fl-OV)
(2) Indirect object possessor
M
haet um vanmorge
de henj mit zalf behanjeld.
M(argriet) has him this.morning the hands with cream treated
‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
(Swalmen, NL-Li)
(3) Direct object possessor with possessum in PP
Marie aaide him krekt oer it wang.
Marie stroked him just over the cheek
‘Marie just stroked himi on the cheeki .’
(Holwerd, NL-Fr)

When referring to dialect data, I use the name of the place where a certain
dialect is spoken, followed by the country (the Netherlands (NL) or Flanders
(FL)) and the province. For example, the sentence in (1) is produced by a
speaker from the village of Nevele. I refer to this dialect with ‘Nevele, Fl-OV’.
In Section 3.2 I explain how I will use the term ‘dialect’ in this dissertation. See
Appendix A for a map with the province abbreviations. The elements in bold in
(1)–(3) are involved in a possessive relation with the phrases in italics, as is also
evident from the translations. However, this relation is not morphosyntactically
marked. This raises the question how the possessive relation is established.
The body of literature on external possession provides different answers to this
question, which will be briefly discussed below.

2.1.1

Inalienable possession and the definite article

When we compare the three different external possession configurations in (1)–
(3), there are two properties that stand out: in all cases the possessum is introduced by a definite article and the possessum concerns a body part NE. The
literature about external possession reveals that, like the examples in (1)–(3),
across different Romance and Germanic languages, these structures typically
involve a definite article and body part NEs (see for example Guéron 1983,
1985, 2006, Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992 and Le Bruyn 2014). Note, however,
that the indirect object possessor construction does not seem to be restricted to
body part NEs, as was shown in Section 1.3.4. In the analysis that I will develop
in Chapter 5, I will assign different structures to indirect object possessors with
an alienable possessum on the one hand and the ones with an inalienable possessum on the other. The relevant point for the current discussion is that body
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part nouns constitute a very suitable category to be included in indirect object
possessor constructions3 and that the different external possessor constructions
behave alike with respect to this property. I take the fact that these properties
characterize these configurations both cross-linguistically and across various
constructions, i.e. subject and indirect object possessors and PP-possessa, to
indicate that they constitute crucial components of these constructions. Hence,
I will develop an analysis in which those two properties, i.e. the presence of the
definite article and the fact that the possessum is typically a body part NE,
play a crucial role.

2.1.2

Preview: The proposal

I will implement the insights mentioned above as follows. Following Postma
(1997) and Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011), I will argue that the syntax
of body part NEs in (1)–(3) should be aligned with that of simplex reflexives,
i.e. the simplex reflexive pronoun zich in Dutch. I will hence argue that the
use of a body part NE, on its inalienable interpretation, leads to a reflexive
interpretation of a clause. I will review Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s (Section 2.2.1) and Postma’s (Section 2.2.2) proposals for aligning simplex reflexives
and body part NEs.
With respect to the definite article featuring in the examples in (1)–(3), I
will propose a syntactic approach to definite articles, following Giusti (2015).
This approach elegantly allows for an ambiguous treatment of definite articles.
I will argue that the definite article in external possessor constructions does
not mark semantic definiteness. Instead, I will follow Giusti (2015) in saying
that the sole function of the definite article in these configurations is to spell
out the ϕ-features of the possessum. In that sense, the definite body part NE
does not have independent reference. Rather, its value depends on the possessor NE, which is related to the body part NE in an unaccusative structure
(Postma 1997, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011), as mentioned above. The
properties of the definite article in external possessor constructions will be discussed in Section 2.3.2, after which I conclude that a unified account of the
various external possessor constructions with respect to the role of the definite
article is desirable. I will show that previous analyses do not provide such an
3 Landau (1999) shows that in Hebrew, the choice of nouns that can be included as possessa
in dative possessor constructions is very free. In that sense, the Hebrew Possessive Dative
Constructions, as Landau calls them, seem to be different from indirect object possessor
constructions in Germanic and Romance languages. Landau also reports that the indirect
object possessor does not necessarily display affectedness, whereas indirect object possessors
obligatorily have an affectee role (see Guéron 1985 and Kempchinsky 1992 for Romance
languages and e.g. Hole 2005 and Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007 for Germanic). These facts
show that the Germanic and Romance type of external possession also differs from Hebrew
in this respect. In the present study, I will focus on the possessive interpretation of indirect
object possessors for Dutch dialects (see Chapter 5). The dialectal data involved in my study
turned out not to be insightful with respect to affectee interpretations (see Section 5.7 for
an explanation). For that reason, this property of indirect object possessor constructions will
not extensively discussed. This is an issue for future research.
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account, but that Giusti’s (2015) approach is one of the keys to arrive at a
unified analysis.
At the end of this chapter, I will arrive at my core proposal for the syntax
of external possessor constructions, which involves the interaction of the two
components mentioned above, i.e. the reflexivity of body part NEs and the
‘expletive’ nature of the definite article. This proposal provides a new approach
to external possessor constructions that is able to account for the different
constructions in (1)–(3) in a unified manner.

2.2

Reflexivity of body parts

The first component of my analysis of external possessor constructions concerns the idea that body part NEs are in fact cases of reflexivity. The current
section provides support for this claim. Section 2.2.1 reviews syntactic arguments for the reflexive nature of body parts, followed by semantic arguments
in Section 2.2.2.

2.2.1

The reflexive nature of body parts: Syntax

Following Postma (1997), Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011) argue that
body part NEs introduced by a possessive pronoun in Dutch (see (4d)) have
the same syntactic distribution as simplex reflexives (see (4c)).4 The distribution of complex reflexives (see (4b)) deviates from the distribution of simplex
reflexives and possessive body part NEs. Rather, the distribution of complex
reflexives resembles that of other transitive structures like (4a). Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd arrive at the conclusion that structures containing a complex
reflexive have a transitive syntax, whereas those featuring a simplex reflexive
or a body part NE have an unaccusative syntax (see also Everaert 1986: 74 for
an unaccusative approach to structures containing the simplex reflexive zich).
This analysis will be argued for at length below.
(4)

a. Milo heeft
Milo has
‘Milo hurt
b. Milo heeft
Milo has
‘Milo hurt

Marie bezeerd.
Marie hurt
Marie.’
zichzelf bezeerd.
himself hurt
himself.’

c. Milo heeft zich bezeerd.
Milo has refl hurt
‘Milo hurt himself.’

(transitive)

(transitive)

(unaccusative)

4 Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:56) also refer to Reuland (2005), who relates reflexivity to the syntax of inalienable possession as well. However, Reuland’s analysis is restricted
to complex reflexives and does not involve unaccusative syntax.
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d. Milo heeft zijn voet/arm/rug bezeerd.
(unaccusative)
Milo has his foot/arm/back hurt
‘Milo hurt his foot/arm/back.’
[adapted from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:59, ex. (11))]
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd aim to account for the distribution of reflexive pronouns, making a distinction between simplex and complex reflexives
and mostly using Dutch data, as Dutch makes this distinction between different
types of reflexive pronouns. The occurrence of simplex reflexives is restricted in
various ways. The relevant restriction for the current discussion concerns the
verbs with which they occur. The distribution of complex and simplex reflexives is given in Table 2.1. Body part NEs are included in this overview as well,
because Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd align them with simplex reflexives with
respect to the syntactic structure they invoke, which will be explained in due
course. The verb types that Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd discuss in the context of the different types of NEs (i.e. simplex reflexive zich, body part NE and
complex reflexive zichzelf ) display variation with respect to the types of NEs
that they permit. The complex reflexive can occur with all verb classes that
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd identified, while not all verb classes can take simplex reflexives or body part NEs. Even though Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
claim that simplex reflexives and body part NEs have the same distribution,
their availability with the various kinds of verbs differs, as Table 2.1 shows.
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd account for the unavailability of zich or a body
part NE with a certain verb type on independent grounds. The most important
conclusion is that simplex reflexives and body part NEs yield the same behavior and interpretation in the tests that will be illustrated below, while complex
reflexives pattern with internal arguments of verbs. As the current study investigates body part NEs in external possessor constructions, the discussion will
focus on the verb types that occur with body part NEs.5
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd demonstrate the validity of their claim that
simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs behave alike with results from
various syntactic tests targeting their thematic properties. They will be briefly
reviewed here.6 Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd use tests that aim to assess
5 Note that the current discussion is concerned with clauses containing two arguments,
which are interpretively dependent on one another. That is, a grammatical subject (which
is not necessarily the agent) serves as the antecedent for a reflexive pronoun or a possessive pronoun in a body part NE. The dependency between the subject and the reflexive or
body part NE resembles the subject possessor construction in this respect. As Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s discussion is centered around the verb types listed in Table 2.1, the
current discussion will hence proceed along the line of the verb types reviewed by Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd. However, this dissertation not only deals with subject possessor constructions, but also with object possessor constructions. The latter cases are not restricted
to the verb types mentioned in Table 2.1. Those verb classes should thus not be taken to
represent the verbs allowed in external possessor constructions in general.
6 Note that Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd discuss more tests than those reviewed in the
current section. Some of those tests are only applicable to configurations with an anaphoric
element, but not to body part NEs, because they for example assess the psychological inter-
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zich

verbs of bodily harm
verbs of physical disruption
psych verbs
verbs of obstruction & damage

bezeren ‘hurt’
breken ‘break’
amuseren ‘amuse’
folteren ‘torture’

√
∗
√
∗

body
part
NE
√
√
∗
∗

zichzelf
√
√
√
√

Table 2.1: The distribution of simplex reflexives, body part NEs and complex
reflexives with respect to different verb classes (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
2011:58)

the presence or absence of an agent. The test sentences that lead up to this
conclusion are designed in such a way that either a conflict arises when an
agent is present or a problem pops up because there is no agent. In short,
certain PPs cannot co-occur with an agent, whereas others modify, and hence
require, an agent. As such, these PPs can provide clues about the presence
or absence of an agent. Another test to assess the presence of an agent
concerns passivization (Perlmutter 1978; Levin 1986; Reinhart & Siloni 2005).
As passivization dispenses with the agent of a predicate, this process cannot
be applied to syntactic configurations that do not have such a role to begin
with. If a verb can in principle be passivized (i.e. the verb meets the necessary
conditions to permit passivization), but a certain type of argument interferes
with passive formation, this suggests that the argument structure lacks an
agent.
The first test that Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:60–61) employ to
support their equivalent treatment of simplex reflexives and possessive body
part NEs, involves Cause PPs. Canonical transitive sentences disallow a Cause
PP, as shown in (5).
(5)

* Marina heeft Milo bezeerd aan de roestige spijker.
Marina has Milo hurt
on the rusty nail
’Marina hurt Milo on the rusty nail.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:61, ex. (15b))]

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:61) argue that agent and cause constitute the same role, a cause being an inanimate agent. (5) contains both
an agent (Marina) and a cause (aan de roestige spijker ‘on the rusty nail’).
Assuming that a sentence cannot contain two instances of the same Θ-role,
(5) is ungrammatical, because it contains two agents: Marina and the PP
pretation of the verb (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:63–65). As body parts are unable
to experience a psychological state, such tests do not work for this category of NEs and for
that reason they will not be discussed here.
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‘on the rusty nail’. (6) shows that the complex reflexive zichzelf patterns with
the transitive structure in (5): it is ungrammatical as well. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd therefore conclude that (5) and (6) have the same syntactic
structure. That is, neither sentence tolerates a Cause PP, supporting the idea
that Marina (5) and Milo (6) are agents.
(6)

?* Milo heeft zichzelf bezeerd aan de roestige spijker.
Milo has refl.self hurt
on the rusty nail
‘Milo hurt himself on the rusty nail.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:60, ex. (14c))]

In contrast, the simplex reflexive zich and body part NEs like zijn voet/arm/rug
‘his foot/arm/back’ allow a Cause PP, as (7) and (8) show.7
(7)

Milo heeft zich bezeerd aan de roestige spijker.
Milo has refl hurt
on the rusty nail
‘Milo hurt himself on the rusty nail.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:60, ex. (14a))]

(8)

Milo heeft zijn voet/arm/rug bezeerd aan de roestige spijker.
Milo has his foot/arm/back hurt
on the rusty nail
‘Miloi hurt hisi foot/arm/back on the rusty nail.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:60, ex. (14b))]

These facts support the idea that the sentences in (7) and (8) do not have an
agent. At first sight, this might seem a surprising conclusion, because, from
a pre-theorical point of view, both sentences have two NEs, which seem to
correspond to two arguments. In addition, the verb hebben ‘to have’ is used
to form the perfect tense, which generally is an indication of unergativity, and
hence the presence of an agent (Hoekstra 1984; Levin 1986; Zaenen 1993).
Nevertheless, on the basis of the fact that (7) and (8) tolerate a Cause PP,
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd argue that they lack an agent.
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd show that contexts with an Instrument PP
show the opposite pattern from Cause PPs. In other words, an Instrument PP
like met behulp van ‘by means of’ can occur in clauses featuring an agent, but
is impossible in sentences lacking one. This is illustrated in (9a)–(9c).
(9)

a. *? Marina heeft zich bezeerd met behulp van een roestige spijker.
Marina has refl hurt
with help of a rusty nail

‘Marina hurt herself by means of a rusty nail.’
7 Note that the Cause PP in (8) is only acceptable on an inalienable reading for the body
parts. In case the body parts are not Milo’s, the sentence becomes ungrammatical, like (5)
and (6).
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b. *? Marina heeft haar been bezeerd met behulp van een roestige
Marina has her leg hurt
with help
of a rusty
spijker.8
nail
‘Marina hurt her leg by means of a rusty nail.’
c.
Marina heeft Milo/zichzelf bezeerd met behulp van een roestige
Marina has Milo/refl.self hurt
with help of a rusty
spijker.
nail
‘Marina hurt Milo/herself by means of a rusty nail.’
[adapted from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:61, ex. (16))]

The simplex reflexive zich (9a) and the possessive body part NE haar been ‘her
leg’ (9b) pattern alike: they do not allow an Instrument PP. On the contrary,
the complex reflexive zichzelf and the NE Milo do both allow an Instrument
PP, as (9c) shows. This is the result of the fact that the Instrument PP met
behulp van ‘by means of’ can modify an agent, but not an experiencer
(Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:61).
The second argument that Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd present for the
corresponding properties of clauses with simplex reflexives and body part NEs
involves passivization. When the verbs that Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd discuss are used transitively, as in (10), they can be turned into a regular passive,
or a passive with an expletive subject er ‘there’ (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
2011:62). The regular passive is shown in (11), which shows that the relevant
verbs satisfy the necessary conditions for passive formation. However, when a
Cause PP is added to cases like (11), passivization is ruled out. This is shown
in (12).
(10)

Marie verwondde Milo.
Marie wounded Milo
‘Marie wounded Milo.’

(11)

Milo werd verwond door Marie.
Milo was wounded by Marie
‘Milo was wounded by Marie.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:62, ex. (17a))]

(12)

* Milo werd verwond door Marie aan de roestige spijker.
Milo was wounded by Marie on the rusty nail
‘Milo was wounded by Marie on the rusty nail.’

8 Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:61) note that this sentence is only ungrammatical
under the intended interpretation, that is, with an unintentional subject who has an inalienable possessive relation with the leg. The sentence is fine if the subject acts intentionally
and has an alienable possessive relation with the leg. In that case, the sentence involves a
transitive syntactic structure according to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd.
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Body part NEs can feature in passive sentences, as (13) shows, but in this case
there is no inalienable possessive relation between Milo and zijn voet ‘his foot’.
This means that Milo acts upon somebody else’s foot. By adding a Cause PP to
the clause, an inalienable reading is forced. An agentive reading is impossible in
that case, which suggests that Milo and ‘his foot’ cannot constitute a separate
agent and theme argument (see Footnote 7). A Cause PP is added in (14) and
passivization is ungrammatical. Likewise, a simplex reflexive cannot feature in
a passive clause with a Cause PP either, as (15) shows.
(13)

(14)

Zijn voet werd verwond door Milo.
his foot was wounded by Milo
‘Hisi foot was wounded by Miloj .’
* Zijn voet werd verwond door Milo aan de roestige spijker.
his foot was wounded by Milo on the rusty nail
‘His foot was wounded by Milo on the rusty nail.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:62, ex. (18b))]

(15)

* Milo werd zich verwond aan de roestige spijker.
Milo was refl wounded on the rusty nail
‘Milo was wounded on the rusty nail.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:62, ex. (18a))]

The facts in (12) and (12) show that clauses containing a cause PP cannot
undergo passivization, which is argued to be due to the lack of an agent.
Whenever a Cause PP is present, passivization is blocked. Apparently, the use
of a Cause PP suppresses an agent and as such, clauses containing a Cause
PP cannot undergo passivization. As a result of the presence of a Cause no
agent can be present in (14). The fact that passivization is unavailable for
(14) and (15), combined with the insight that clauses with simplex reflexives
and body part NEs can handle a Cause PP, thus indirectly provides support
for the lack of an agent in such configurations.
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s (2011: 62) third argument for the identical behavior of simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs is concerned
with an intentionality contrast. Surface subjects can act intentionally or unintentionally. Surface subjects of unaccusative verbs often display a decreased
intentionality on the part of the subject, although it is not a necessary condition for an unaccusative structure. Unaccusative verbs like die are generally
incompatible with intentionality, as (16) shows (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
2011:63).
(16)

Many people *(un)intentionally died after drinking contaminated water.
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:62, ex. (19c))]
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Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:63) show that the verb types they discuss
(see Table 2.1) are ambiguous between an intentional or unintentional reading.
This is illustrated for the verbs of bodily harm in (17a), which constitutes a
transitive structure of the verb bezeren ‘to hurt’. Like the transitive case in
(17a), the sentence with the complex reflexive zichzelf in (17b) allows for both
readings. The simplex reflexive and possessive body part NEs, however, only
have the unintentional reading, as illustrated by (18).
(17)

a. ± intentional :
Marina heeft Milo (on)opzettelijk bezeerd.
Marina has Milo (un)intentionally hurt
‘Marina hurt Milo (un)intentionally.’
b. ± intentional :
Milo heeft zichzelf (on)opzettelijk bezeerd.
Milo has refl.self (un)intentionally hurt
‘Milo hurt himself (un)intentionally.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:63, ex. (20))]

(18)

a. – intentional :
Milo heeft zich *(on)opzettelijk bezeerd aan de tafel.
Milo has refl (un)intentionally hurt
on the table
‘Milo hurt himself against the table (un)intentionally.’
b. – intentional :
Milo heeft *(on)opzettelijk zijn voet bezeerd aan de tafel.
Milo has (un)intentionally his foot hurt
on the table
‘Milo hurt his foot against the table (un)intentionally.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:63, ex. (21))]

The fact that possessive body part NEs and the simplex reflexive only have an
unintentional reading for the subject, supports the idea that the sentences in
which they appear are not agentive. In addition, the intentionality test shows
again that simplex reflexives and body part NEs display the same behavior.
The final test that I will discuss here concerns strict and sloppy readings
in comparative deletion contexts. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd, referring to
Lidz (2001:128–129) and illustrating this observation using his examples, show
that in such contexts the simplex reflexive zich only permits a sloppy reading,
whereas the complex reflexive zichzelf allows both a strict and a sloppy reading.
They apply these diagnostics to reflexives and possessive body parts, which is
illustrated in (19) (elided parts are represented by means of subscripts).
(19)

a. Sloppy
Bij dat ongeval heeft zij zich erger gekwetst9 dan Peter
than Peter
in that accident has she refl worse hurt
.
heeft gekwetst
has

zich
refl

hurt

‘In that accident, she hurt herself more seriously than Peter hurt
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himself.’
b. Sloppy
Bij dat ongeval heeft zij haar benen erger gekwetst dan Peter
in that accident has she her legs worse hurt
than Peter
.
zijn benen heeft gekwetst
his legs

has

hurt

‘In that accident, she hurt her legs more seriously than Peter hurt
his leg.’
c. Strict & sloppy
Zij heeft zichzelf erger gekwetst dan Peter zichzelf heeft gekwetst .
she has refl.self worse hurt
than Peter refl.self has hurt

‘She hurt herself more seriously than Peter hurt himself.’
‘She hurt herself more seriously than Peter hurt her.’
[adapted from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:65–66,
ex. (28))]
According to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s judgments, (19c) is ambiguous
between a strict and a sloppy identity reading for the referent of the elided complex reflexive zichzelf. Descriptively speaking, the value for the elided zichzelf in
(19c) can be determined both on the basis of the subject of the first part of the
comparison, i.e. zij ‘she’, and on the basis of the subject of the elided clause,
i.e. Peter. On the strict reading, the overt instance of the complex reflexive
receives its values from the subject of the main clause, whereas the interpretation of the elided reflexive depends on the subject of the comparative clause.
As a result, the overt and the elided reflexive pronoun receive different values.
By contrast, the strict reading of (19c) involves identical values for the overt
and the elided complex reflexive pronoun, as a consequence of which they refer
to the same entity. This hence involves a strict reading for the elided reflexive
pronoun.
While (19c) is ambiguous between a strict and a sloppy reading, (19a) (simplex reflexive) and (19b) (possessive body part NE) can only receive a sloppy
identity reading. In this sloppy reading, both the overt and elided zich/body
part possessor derive their identity from their respective subjects. Put differently, the value for zich in (19a) and the body part NE in (19b) can be calculated only on the basis of the subject of the elided clause, i.e. Peter. That is,
the overt simplex reflexive/body part possessor is identified as zij ‘she’, while
the elided simplex reflexive/body part possessor is identified as the subject in
9 This sentence and the following two contain the verb kwetsen, which can refer both
to psychological and physical hurt. However, as Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:64,
Footnote 12) remark, northern Dutch dialects use it only for psychological pain, while they
use other verbs for physical pain, such as bezeren (see e.g. (4), or the periphrastic construction
like zeer/pijn doen, literally ‘to do sore/pain’). The intended interpretation in these examples
is the physical one.
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the comparative clause, Peter. This results in partial formal identity: the values
for the simplex reflexive/body part possessor are different in the main clause
and the elided comparative clause.
Complex reflexives on the one hand and simplex reflexives and body part
NEs on the other have been shown to display different behavior with respect to
comparative deletion contexts. While complex reflexives allow for both strict
and sloppy readings for the elided reflexive, the simplex reflexive and the body
part NE permit only a sloppy reading. This difference once again reinforces
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s claim that complex reflexives behave differently
with respect to the latter two categories, of which Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
argue that they should be treated on a par.
Summarizing, this section has provided several arguments for the different
behavior of possessive body part NEs and simplex reflexives versus complex
reflexives. Zich and possessive body part NEs behave alike syntactically, setting
them apart from transitive structures and complex reflexives. With the help
of the various tests Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd investigated the thematic
properties of structures with simplex and complex reflexives and body part
NEs. The tests support their proposal that sentences containing zich or a body
part NE do not have an agent, whereas clauses with zichzelf do appear to
have an agent. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s results thus show that body
part NEs should be aligned with simplex reflexives on their inalienable reading
and the outcomes of the tests also suggest that structures containing these
items lack an agent. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd developed these insights
into a syntactic account of simplex reflexives and body part NEs, which will be
discussed below. Before we turn to that discussion, I will first present semantic
considerations for the alignment of simplex reflexives and body part NEs.

2.2.2

The reflexive nature of body parts: Semantics

Where the previous section provided syntactic evidence for the reflexive nature
of body part NEs, the current section provides more semantic-oriented arguments for the common treatment of body part NEs and reflexives. I will present
arguments from Postma (1997) which support the idea that body part nouns,
on their inalienable interpretation, and simplex reflexives should be embedded
in the same syntactic structure, while contrasting them with complex reflexives and objects in a canonical transitive structure (including body part nouns
which receive an alienable interpretation).
Postma’s argumentation is built on entailment relations. In his approach
to simplex reflexives and body part NEs, the distinction between upward and
downward entailing contexts is of crucial importance. Those two notions are
illustrated by (20) and (21).10
10 The symbol ` expresses an entailment relation between two sentences. Following Postma
(1997:308) I will use *` to indicate the absence of an entailment.
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(20)

Er liep een oude man op straat.
‘There walked an old man on the street.’
` Er liep een man op straat.
(within VP; upward entailing)
‘There walked a man on the street.’

(21)

Een man drinkt bier.
‘A man drinks beer.’
` Een oude man drinkt bier.
‘An old man drinks beer.’

(outside VP; downward entailing)
[Postma (1997:308, ex. (28,29))]

As Postma (1997) explains, the indefinite NEs in (20) and (21) do not have a
fixed interpretation (Diesing 1992). Their interpretation depends on their position within the syntactic structure. In (20) the indefinite NE appears within
the VP, where it receives an existential interpretation (Diesing 1992). By contrast, the indefinite NE appears outside of VP in (21) and hence receives a
generic (universal) interpretation. (20) constitutes an upward entailing context, because this case allows us to go from a restrictive set (old men) to a
more general set (men). (21) shows the opposite pattern: from a generic set
(men in general) we go to a more restrictive set (old men).
Postma advocates a possessive structure of reflexive pronouns. He argues
against an atomic view of reflexive pronouns and instead suggests a structure
like (22), in which x refers to a dummy possessum (Postma 1997:297). The
structure of reflexive pronouns is not the crucial concern to the present study.
(22) is a stepping stone to the data in (23) and (24). On the basis of (22) one
might wonder how the variable x is quantified over. (23) and (24) show that
this depends on the verb in the clause. Universal quantification seems suitable
with the verb to see to a certain extent, as (23a) shows. However, John does
not have to see all of his body parts for (22) to be true, as he probably is not
able to see all his parts, at least not all at once. Postma therefore concludes
that seeing yourself involves seeing all your relevant parts and the grammar
must somehow be instructed about what the relevant parts are.11 Existential
quantification over the variable does not express the correct interpretation of
John saw himself. (24) with the verb to hurt displays the opposite pattern.
Universal quantification over x (24a) does not give the right interpretation.
Instead, the existential paraphrase in (24b) expresses the meaning of John hurt
himself appropriately.
(22)

John saw himself → John saw [his x]

(23)

John saw himself.
a. = [∀x, x is a body part], John saw [his x]
b. 6= [∃x, x is a body part], John saw [his x]

11 Postma (1997) does not provide an explanation of ‘relevant parts’, but he hypothesizes
that this notion probably relates to ‘identifying’ part (see Postma 1997: 309 for discussion).
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c. ` John saw his head.

(24)

John hurt himself.
a. 6= [∀x, x is a body part], John hurt [his x]
b. = [∃x, x is a body part], John hurt [his x]
c. *` John hurt his foot.
` John hurt his body.

(23) and (24) show that the verbs to see and to hurt trigger different interpretations for the set of body parts involved in the event. In (23) with the verb to
see the entire body should be involved, which leads to downward entailment,
as indicated in (23c). In contrast, the verb to hurt in (24) relates to a certain
part of the body. As such, (24) is upward entailing and not downward entailing, as indicated in (24c). This discussion hence shows that verbs interact with
entailment relations.
The observation that verbs affect entailment relations can be carried over
to Dutch. This is illustrated in (25) and (26).
(25)

De monnik had zijn vinger verloren.
‘The monk had lost his finger.’
*` De monnik had zichzelf verloren.
‘The monk had lost himself.’
[adapted from Postma (1997:310, ex. (31b))]

(26)

De monnik had zijn vinger bezeerd.
‘The monk had hurt his finger.’
` De monnik had zich bezeerd.
‘The monk had hurt himself.’
[adapted from Postma (1997:310, ex. (31a))]

The context in (26) is upward entailing. Based on Diesing’s analysis, this suggests a VP-internal position for the body part NE zijn vinger ‘his finger’.12 I
will come back to this conclusion below. Upward entailment does not obtain
in (25). The only difference between (25) and (26) concerns the predicate, i.e.
12 Note that Postma includes an intermediate example between the two sentences in (26).
The first sentence entails De monnik had zijn hand bezeerd ‘The monk had hurt his hand’.
As explicitly explained in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:59–60, fn. 6), the sentence
with ‘the finger’ entails both the one with ‘the hand’ and the one with simplex reflexive. In
addition, the intermediate sentence with ‘the hand’ entails the one with the simplex reflexive.
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd further show that these three-level entailments do not hold
for all body parts in a part-whole relation. For example, hurting one’s hand does not entail
hurting one’s arm, and hurting one’s eye does not entail hurting one’s head (see Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:59-60) for the fully worked out examples). The crucial point
remains, however: a separate body part NE gives rise to an upward entailing context towards
the entire body.
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bezeren ‘to hurt’ versus verliezen ‘to lose’. When we connect this observation
to Diesing’s (1992) analysis of quantification over open variables, we arrive at
the following conclusion. The upward entailing context in (26) suggests that
the body part NE is VP-internal, while it is VP-external in (25), due to the
absence of an upward entailment.
In (26), we have seen that the verb bezeren ‘to hurt’ combined with a body
part noun can create a context of upward entailment. The aim of this section
was to show that body parts behave like simplex reflexives in this respect
and unlike complex reflexives (in line with Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
proposal). The example in (27) illustrates that simplex reflexives are indeed
upward entailing, like body part nouns (see Postma 1997: 315). In contrast,
complex reflexives create a downward entailing context, as (28) shows (see
Postma 1997: 315–316).
(27)

De monnik bezeerde zich.
‘The monk hurt refl.’
a. = [∃x, x is a body part], the monk hurt [his x]
b. *` De monnik bezeerde zijn voet. ‘The monk hurt his foot.’
` De monnik bezeerde zijn lichaam. ‘The monk hurt his body.’

(28)

De monnik bezeerde zichzelf.
‘The monk hurt refl.self.’
a. = [∀x, x is a body part], the monk hurt [his x]
b. ` De monnik bezeerde zijn voet. ‘The monk hurt his foot.’

The examples in (22)–(26) have shown that a predicate affects the entailment relations between sentences. When we take a verb that can create upward
entailing contexts, it becomes clear that the type of argument also influences
entailment relations. Body part nouns (26) and simplex reflexives (27) give rise
to upward entailing contexts, whereas complex reflexives (28) create downward
entailing contexts. To sum up, body part NEs and simplex reflexives on the
one hand and complex reflexives on the other trigger different semantic properties in clauses, which supports Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s view on the
distinguished syntactic behavior of those two types of reflexive pronouns and
the parallel behavior of body part nouns and simplex reflexives.

2.2.3

Reflexivity according to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011)

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd propose an analysis of reflexivity that dispenses
with designated principles that regulate binding relationships, like in the Canonical Binding Theory (CBT; see e.g. Chomsky 1981 and Reinhart & Reuland
1993). Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:7) argue that this view on binding
relationships constitutes a problem under the strong Minimalist thesis. First
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of all, under the strong Minimalist thesis there are no principles specific to
binding. Second, indices dispute the Inclusiveness Condition (Chomsky 1995),
because they introduce features that are not already contained in the lexical
items. For that reason, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd argue for an account of
reflexive dependencies on the basis Agree, an operation which is independently
needed in the grammar (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:7). In their account
reflexives (simplex, complex and pronominal) are probes and their antecedents
are goals, where reflexives thus c-command their antecedents, opposite from
what is argued for in CBT (Chomsky 1981), for example.
Above, I have reviewed Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s tests with which
they support the identical behavior of possessive body part NEs and simplex
reflexives in various syntactic environments. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd develop an analysis in which simplex reflexives and body part NEs are contained
in an unaccusative syntactic structure (see also Everaert 1986). This analysis
enables them to account for the behavior of those elements in the syntactic environments discussed in Section 2.2.1. The unaccusative structure is illustrated
in (29) for the body part NE zijn been ‘his leg’ and in (30) for the simplex
reflexive zich.13 The RP is a relator phrase (Den Dikken 2006), which will
be explained below.
(29)

[VP bezeren [RP [DP1 zijn beenpossessum ] [R [DP2 Milopossessor ]]]]
hurt
his leg
Milo

[adapted from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:56, ex. (6))]
(30)

[VP bezeren [RP [DP1 zichpossessum ] [R [DP2 Milopossessor ]]]]
hurt
refl
Milo
[adapted from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:55, ex. (2))]

Let us briefly recapitulate the results from the syntactic tests here, in order
to see how the unaccusative structure can account for those outcomes. Afterwards, I will elaborate on the syntactic structures in (29) and (30). Firstly,
simplex reflexives and body part NEs tolerate Cause PPs, whereas complex
reflexives and transitive structures do not. This suggests that structures with
simplex reflexives/body part NEs lack an agent. The unaccusative structures
in (29) and (30) express this insight, since they take only a single complex
argument and lack an agent. Secondly, Instrument PPs displayed a pattern
opposite from Cause PPs: they require an agent. Clauses with a simplex reflexive or a body part NE reject Instruments, which is hence also accounted
for by the unaccusative structures that Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd propose
13 Note that these structures do not reflect the final linear order yet. As will be explained
below, the possessor/antecedent will move out of the complement of RP, as a consequence of
which it will precede the possessum/simplex reflexive.
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for these elements. Thirdly, sentences containing simplex reflexives or body
part NEs cannot undergo passivization. This fact can also be explained on the
basis of (29) and (30). Since passivization affects agents and no agent is
available in these structures, passivization is impossible. The fourth contrast
between complex reflexives on the one hand and simplex reflexives and body
part NEs on the other concerned an intentionality contrast. Surface subjects
in sentences with complex reflexives can receive both an intentional and an
unintentional reading, whereas the surface subjects occurring with simplex reflexives and body part NEs typically involve reduced intentionality. This fact
is also captured by (29) and (30), since there is no agent. Finally, Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis is also able to account for the different behavior of
complex reflexives and simplex reflexives/body part NEs in comparative deletion contexts. Complex reflexives give rise to both strict and sloppy readings
in these environments, whereas simplex reflexives/body part NEs receive only
a sloppy reading. This is schematically represented in (31) and (32).
(31) Sloppy:
x hurt x (’s legs) more than y hurt y (’s legs)
(32) Strict:
x hurt x more than y hurt x
In Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis, the complex reflexive and its antecedent are merged as independent arguments of the verb. On the sloppy reading, the overt and the elided instance of zichzelf are identified by means of their
respective subjects.14 In other words, the values for the overt and the elided
reflexive are different. On the strict reading, the overt and the elided complex
reflexive receive the same value, as indicated in (32). In other words, the elided
reflexive receives the same value as the overt reflexive, which is connected to
the subject of the matrix clause.15 Simplex reflexives/body part NEs cannot
receive a strict identity reading. This follows from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s unaccusative analysis for structures containing these elements. Under
14 Below, I will elaborate on the technical implementation of Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s proposal with respect to identification of the values for reflexive pronouns. For the
interested reader, I will provide a preview here for the comparative deletion context. In order
to understand the line of reasoning worked out here, one has to know that reflexive pronouns
will be identified under Agree in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s proposal. Reflexives have
unvalued ϕ-features and they are probes in need of valuing their features. In the case of the
comparative deletion contexts, we then arrive at the following situation: the visible reflexive
in the main clause in (19c) (p. 27) receives its features from the subject of the main clause,
namely zij ‘she’ (so, [p:3, n:sg, g:f]. By contrast, in the elided comparative clause the reflexive
can value its ϕ-features by Agreeing with the subject of the comparative clause. In that case,
the elided reflexive receives features from Peter (i.e. [p:3, n:sg, g:m]). As a result, we get a
sloppy reading.
15 In technical terms (see previous footnote): the overt and elided reflexive pronoun receive
the same values after feature valuation (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:66). The overt
and elided reflexive receive the same value, i.e. [p:3, n:sg, g:f], so in this case no feature sharing
takes place between Peter and the complex reflexive in the comparative clause. Rather, the
elided reflexive adopts its features from the overt reflexive.
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a strict reading, the elided comparative clause would require a transitive structure, as the subject of the elided comparative clause would act upon somebody
else. By contrast, the main clause involves an unaccusative structure according to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd. Hence, such cases involve mismatching
syntactic structures for the ellipsis site and the antecedent, which violates any
identity condition on ellipsis (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:67). Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis is thus able to account for the contrast found
between complex reflexives and simplex reflexives/body part NEs regarding
strict and sloppy readings in comparative deletion contexts.
Let us now return to the properties of the structures in (29) and (30).
The discussion above provided ample support for an unaccusative structure
for clauses containing simplex reflexives and body part NEs. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:71–72) base their unaccusative analysis on insights from
Freeze (1992), Kayne (1993), Hoekstra (1994, 1995, 2004) and Den Dikken
(1995, 2006) with respect to expressing possessive relations, based on the alternation in (33). In the Latin example in (33a) the possessive relation between
liber ‘book’ and mihi ‘me’ is expressed with a form of the verb be, with the
possessor in dative case. (33b) shows that in English the same relation is expressed by means of the verb have, while the possessor appears in a nominative
form.
(33)

a. Liber
est mihi.
book.nom is me.dat
‘I have a book.’

(Latin)

b. I have a book.
The above mentioned authors argue that (33b) is derived from an underlying
structure which matches the structure represented in (33a). As these authors
argue, the dative possessor is selected by a dative preposition, which incorporates into the verb be, turning it into have.
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd follow the technical implementation of these
insights as developed by Den Dikken (1995, 2006). In this proposal, the possessor and the possessum are contained in a hierarchically asymmetrical small
clause, which Den Dikken (2006) labels a Relator Phrase (RP). In general,
relator heads relate a subject to a predicate (Den Dikken 2006). Possessive
RPs constitute one such type of RP, in which the possessum is the subject
of the relator and the possessor is embedded in a dative PP, which is the
predicate. The basic RP-structure (see Den Dikken 2006: 3) and the possessive
implementation (see Den Dikken 2006: 238) are represented in (34).16
(34)

a. Basic RP-structure

b. Possessive RP-structure

16 Note that the position of the subject and predicate can be inverted, which I will briefly
address in Chapter 5, Footnote 20.
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RP

RP
R0

subject
relator

R0

DP
predicate

possessum
reflexive

R

PP
Pdat

DP
possessor

The underlying structure of the possessive RP-structure in (34) is not attested in English, but it can be realized in French, as Den Dikken (2006:238)
shows (see Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011: 72, ex. (46) as well). This is
illustrated in (35) and (36).
(35)
(36)

* the book to Brian
une voiture à Jean
a car
to Jean
‘a car of Jean’s’

(French)

The examples in (33) displayed an alternation between a form of be and
a dative possessor on the one hand (33a), and a form of have and a nominative possessor on the other (33b). This alternation can be derived as in (37a)
and (37b) in Den Dikken’s (2006) analysis.17
(37)

a. Dative be structure
TP
T0
Tbe

RP
R0

DP
possessum

R

PP
Pdat

DP
possessor

17 These trees are adopted from the bracketed structures in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
(2011:72). Note that the have structure differs slightly from Den Dikken’s (2006) analysis.
In (37b), only the possessor moves to SpecTP, whereas in Den Dikken’s framework the entire
dative PP would undergo Predicate Inversion. I will discuss this in more detail in Chapter 5.
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b. Nominative have structure
TP
T0

possessor

T

RP

[P+R]j +be
→have

R0

DP

possessum

[Pi +R]j

PPk
Pi

DP
possessor

In the syntactic representation of the possessive RP (34), the possessum is
positioned higher than the possessor. This is crucial to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis of reflexive pronouns. Reflexives have unvalued ϕ-features and
they aim to value them. In the configuration in (34), the reflexive pronoun (or
possessive pronoun) can probe down and establish an Agree relationship with
the antecedent/possessor, which can value the reflexive or possessive pronoun’s
features.
In Chapters 4 and 5, I will frequently return to the RP-structures, as my
analysis for subject possessor and indirect object possessor constructions will
be based on Den Dikken’s framework. In those chapters, I will provide more
details about the derivation, including support for the derivational steps.

2.2.4

The reflexive nature of external possessor constructions

In the previous sections, we have seen that possessive pronouns share syntactic
and semantic properties with the simplex reflexive pronoun zich in Dutch. I
reviewed the extensive set of syntactic tests used by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd to motivate their analysis in which simplex reflexives and body part NEs
introduced by a possessive pronoun are treated on a par. In addition, entailment patterns provided a semantic ground for grouping those two types of NEs
together, setting them apart from complex reflexives. In Section 4.4.1 I will
apply Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s tests to the subject possessor construction in which the possessum is introduced by a definite article instead of a
possessive pronoun. The results support an analysis along the lines of Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd in the dialects in which definite body part NEs can be
interpreted as inalienably belonging to the possessor. In Chapter 5, I will examine object possessor constructions, which will be analyzed with the same
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RP-structure of Den Dikken.
Based on Pica’s (1988) arguments about referring to identical entities in
natural language, Postma (1997) develops a theory in which he assimilates
reflexive pronouns to body part NEs. He argues that reflexive pronouns are
not primitives, but rather involve internal structure along the lines of body
part NEs. In particular, he assigns the structure in (39) to the sentence in
(38), which implements the idea that all reflexive pronouns include a dummy
possessum, which is represented as a variable in (39) that can be quantified
over.
(38)

Oscar saw himself.

(39)

Oscar saw [his x]

Based on this insight, we can identify different types of reflexive structures.
Intuitively speaking, even an event that affects your body or some part of
your body, involves a reflexive action. Such actions can be expressed in different ways, which have slightly different semantics, as we saw above (upward
entailing, downward entailing). The antecedents can have different grammatical functions, e.g. subject or indirect object. In the discussions above about
Postma’s and Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s work, we have see the first two
categories, i.e. body part NEs introduced by a possessive pronoun and reflexive pronouns ([her x]). This dissertation deals with the third category, namely
body part nouns introduced by a definite article. I will argue that such NEs,
on their inalienable reading, are expressions of a reflexive relation as well.
• antecedenti . . . [heri body part]
• antecedenti . . . [heri x]
• antecedenti . . . [thei body part]

2.3

Possessum introduced by a definite article

A subset of studies on external possessor constructions address the fact that
the possessum is typically introduced by a definite article (e.g. Guéron 1985,
Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992, Le Bruyn 2014). The examples of the different
external possessor constructions at the beginning of this chapter (i.e. (1)–(3))
and the French examples introduced at the beginning of Chapter 1 illustrate
this. As the definite article appears across the different external possessor constructions and in addition, across different languages (see for example also
Hole (2005) for German examples of indirect object possessor constructions
and Lødrup (2010) for Norwegian subject possessor constructions), I take its
presence not to be a mere coincidence. Rather, I will follow Guéron’s and
Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s line of reasoning and argue that the definite article
has a role to play in establishing a possessive relation between the possessor
and the possessum. This idea will be further developed below.
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Distribution of definite articles in external possessor constructions

Chapter 1 introduced external possessor constructions in French and at the
beginning of this chapter, Dutch examples were given. In Chapters 4 and 5,
similar data from languages like German, Spanish and Norwegian will be introduced. All these examples have in common a possessum which is typically
introduced by a definite article. The definite article hence seems to be a consistent and pervasive feature of external possessor constructions across languages.
What is more, the definite article also consistently appears in the various external possessor constructions, that is, in the subject possessor construction,
the indirect object possessor construction and the construction with the PPpossessum. Even though these constructions have different syntactic properties,
the definite article is omnipresent.18 Because the definite article shows up across
languages and across constructions, I will examine its role in more detail in the
following sections.

2.3.2

Semantic properties of definite articles in external
possessor constructions

In the previous section, we have seen that all three external possessor constructions typically feature a definite article introducing the possessum. It is not the
case that the constructions are impossible without a definite article, but, as
many studies have observed before (see p. 3 for an overview of the relevant
literature), the canonical external possessor constructions contain a definite article. In this section, we will examine the semantic properties of definite NEs
in external possessor constructions. We will see that they behave differently
when compared to ‘regular definite expressions’. In this section, I will provide
examples from Dutch dialects that entertain external possessor constructions,
showing that the definite article featuring these examples does not have the
same referential properties are regular definites, in the sense of Carlson & Sussman (2005); Aguilar-Guevara (2014); Scholten & Aguilar-Guevara (2010). In
what follows, I will use tests that can be used to distinguish weak definites
from regular definites, in order to examine the possibility that definite body
part NEs should receive a different analysis than regular definites as well.
Aguilar-Guevara (2014:16) adopts VP-ellipsis sentences as her standard diagnostic to distinguish weak definites from regular definites, as experimental
18 Note

that the obligatoriness of the definite article is questionable. According to Lamiroy
(2003:275, Footnote 4) structures with an external possessor, in combination with a possessum
introduced by a possessive pronoun are redundant. She states that those two configurations
can only be compatible with one another if the sentence in question involves relations that
are not strictly inalienable. In Chapter 5, however, I will show that in certain Dutch dialects,
inalienable possessa in PPs, as well as possessa in indirect object possessor constructions,
can be introduced by a possessive pronoun. I will therefore argue that the definite article
plays an important role in external possessor constructions, but that other determiners are
not necessarily excluded from these constructions in Dutch.
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evidence from Carlson & Sussman (2005) shows that this test convincingly
reveals the contrast between these two different kinds of definite NEs. AguilarGuevara’s (2014: 15–16) examples, adopted in (40)–(41), illustrate this.
(40)

Lola went to the restaurant and Alice did too.
(regular definite)
(Lola and Alice must have gone to the same restaurant)
[Aguilar-Guevara (2014:15, ex. (14a))]

(41)

Lola went to the hospital and Alice did too.
(weak definite)
(Lola and Alice could have gone to different hospitals)
[Aguilar-Guevara (2014:16, ex. (15a))]

Both (40) and (41) contain an elided VP. As Aguilar-Guevara (2014:15) explains, the elided VP in (40) is referentially related to the overt VP, so that the
elided definite NE must refer to the same entity as the overt definite NE the
restaurant. So, the restaurant must be the same one for the two events that the
overt VP and the elided one describe. In (41), however, this is not necessary.
The two VPs could be linked to two different hospitals. This shows that the
NE the hospital receives a different value in the two VPs.
Note that regular definites can also give rise to variable interpretations in
VP-ellipsis contexts (e.g. Schwarz 2014, Cieschinger 2016). An example from
German is given in (42).19
(42) Context: There is a game being played with competing teams solving
math problems, who have to write down their solutions into a solution
book, and a different book is assigned to each group. Anna and Ben
belong to different teams.
Anna schrieb die Lösung #in das / ins
Buch und Ben auch.
Anna wrote the solution in the
in the book and Ben too
‘Anna wrote the solution into the book and Ben did, too.’
[adapted from Cieschinger (2016:26, ex. (71))]
As Cieschinger (2016:26) explains, the definite description ins Buch ‘in the
book’ in (42) can have a co-varying interpretation for Anna and Ben. In this
example, a contracted form of the preposition and the definite article is used
(ins), which indicates that this definite description for its interpretation depends on extra-linguistic context (Schwarz 2009; Cieschinger 2016). Cieschinger
argues that (42) crucially requires extra-linguistic knowledge (see also Schwarz
2014: 216–217). In this respect, co-varying interpretations of regular definites
differ from those of weak definites in this respect. Schwarz (2014) therefore
19 The

symbol # indicates an infelicitous sentence.
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concludes that co-varying interpretations for both types of definites cannot be
completely aligned.
Let us now have a look at the constructions from the present study. Definite
body part NEs also give rise to sloppy identity readings in elliptical contexts.
This is illustrated in (44) in a subject possessor construction for the dialect of
Zuidlaren and in (43) for Kampen Dutch.20
(43)

Ze ef de beenn arger zeer edoan dan Peter
she has the legs
worse sore done than Peter
gedaan .

de

benen heeft zeer

the legs

has

sore

done

‘She hurt her legs more severely than Peter hurt his legs.’
‘She and Peter hurt someone else’s legs and she did so more severely
than Peter.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov)
(44)

? Zai har de baain arger zeer daon dan Peter
she had the legs
worse sore done than Peter
.
gedaan

de

benen heeft zeer

the legs

has

sore

done

‘She hurt her legs more severely than Peter hurt his legs.’
(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)
(43) and (44) contain a comparative deletion context (cf. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:65–66)), in which the VP of the second part of the comparison is elided. The speakers of those dialects interpreted the comparative
sentences in (43) and (44) with a sloppy identity reading. In other words, both
parts of the comparison involve the body parts of their respective subjects:
she hurt her legs, Peter hurt his legs and she hurt her legs more severely. This
means that the definite body part NEs in the overt and the elided VP receive
different values. In the overt VP the legs are referentially linked to zai/ze ‘she’
and in the elided VP to Peter. Following Aguilar-Guevara’s (2014: 16) line of
reasoning: the descriptive content of the overt and elided definite NE is the
same, but, intuitively formulated, they are related to different possessors.
The strict reading is unavailable for either speaker in (43) and (44). That
is, the sentences do not receive an interpretation in which both she and Peter
hurt her legs.21 This means that whatever principles regulate the identity of
the two definite NEs in these structures, they do not assign the same value to
20 Informants in the follow-up study have provided judgments on a 5-point scale (1 =
sentence does definitely not occur in the dialect, 5 = sentence definitely
√
√occurs in dialect). I
represent these judgments as follows: 1 = *, 2 = ?*, 3 = ?, 4 = ? , 5 = . See Section 3.4.3.
21 Note that the speaker of Kampen Dutch does allow another interpretation in addition
to the sloppy identity reading, yet different from the strict reading where both she and Peter
hurt her legs. In this interpretation de beenn ‘the legs’ is interpreted as belonging to a third
person, whose legs were being hurt by her and Peter, and she hurt those legs more severely.
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the overt and elided NE. This shows that somehow, the elided NE cannot be
related to the subject of the overt part of the comparison. In Chapter 4, I will
account for this fact in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s (2011) terms.
We can observe the same pattern in comparative deletion contexts with
indirect object possessor constructions. This is shown in (45)–(47).22
(45)

Marije haet hem dûkker
de henj gewasse es heur.
Marije has him more.often the hands washed than her
‘Marijei washed hisj hands more often than herk hands.’
(Echt, NL-Li)

(46)

? Marije ef em vaker
de anden ewassen dan haar.
Marije has him more.often the hands washed than her
‘Marijei washed hisj hands more often than herk hands.’
‘Marijei washed hisj hands more often than shek did.’
‘Marijei washed hisj hands more often than shei washed heri own
hands.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov)

(47)

?

√

Marije het hom vaoker
de hand’n woss’n as heur.
Marije has him more.often the hands washed than her
‘Marijei washed hisj hands more often than herk hands.’
(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

Like the comparative deletion contexts in subject possessor constructions, the
definite NEs in (45)–(47) allow a sloppy reading. In other words, the overt and
the elided definite body part NE ‘the hands’ refers to different sets of hands. In
the main clause, they are identified as belonging to the indirect object ‘him’,
whereas they belong to ‘her’ in the elided comparative clause.23
The same pattern holds for PP-possessa. The relevant facts are given in
(48)–(50).
(48)

Marije haet hem dûkker
oppe wang gepuuend es heur.
Marije has him more.often on.the cheek kissed
than her
‘Marijei kissed him more often on the cheek than shei kissed herj on
the cheek.’

22 The participant from the village of Echt only participated in the second part of the
follow-up study. As a consequence, not all the data discussed in this section are available for
this dialect. Since this dialect productively uses indirect object possessors, the data are very
relevant. Even though the set of data is not complete for this participant, I will nevertheless
present the examples that I have at my disposal.
23 Note that for the speaker from Kampen (see (46)) the elided definite NE could receive the
same value as the overt one, but these interpretations exist next to a variable interpretation
for the definite NE.
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(Echt, NL-Li)

(49)

? Marije ef um vaker
op de wange kust dan aar.
Marije has him more.often on the cheek kissed than her
‘Marijei kissed him more often on the cheek than shei kissed herj on
the cheek.’
‘Marijei kissed him more often on the cheek than shej kissed him on
the cheek.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov)

(50)

Marije het hom vaoker
op de wang smokt as heur.
Marije has him more.often on the cheek kissed than her
‘Marijei kissed him more often on the cheek than shei kissed herj on
the cheek.’
(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

The comparative deletion contexts with PP-possessa in (48)–(50) allow sloppy
identity readings for the elided definite NE, like in the subject possessor constructions in (43)–(44) and the indirect object possessor constructions in (45)–
(47). That is, the elided definite NE receives a different value than the overt
definite NE.
What the examples in (43) and (44), (45)–(47) and (48)–(50) have shown
for the current discussion is that the definite body part NEs in these sentences do not receive a ‘regular’, i.e. semantically definite interpretation like
the restaurant in (40). Rather, they behave like the weak definite the hospital
in (41).24
Another characteristic of weak definites is that they do not refer to uniquely
identifiable objects (Aguilar-Guevara 2014:15). Unique reference is a property
ascribed to definite descriptions by very influential literature on definiteness.
Russell (1905) argues that the uniqueness requirement is part of the truthconditional meaning of definites (see also Aguilar-Guevara’s (2014: 8) discussion), whereas Frege (1892) and Strawson (1950) appeal to an analysis in which
the uniqueness condition is part of the presuppositions triggered by a definite
description. The relevant point for this discussion is that weak definites do not
seem to obey this uniqueness condition, irrespective of whether it is formulated
as part of the truth-conditions or presuppositions of a definite description.
24 Note,

however, that a complicating factor concerns the fact that body part NEs might
constitute cases of bridging (Prince 1981; Lyons 1999; Schwarz 2009). In other words, their
value might be calculated through an inference, i.e. the fact that people have body parts.
Although we certainly have to keep this option in mind, we will see in Chapter 4 that not all
dialects of Dutch accept subject possessor constructions with definite possessa, whereas the
syntactic structure by itself is available for those speakers. If bridging were the driving force
behind external possessor constructions, we would expect all speakers of the current study
to be able to use subject possessor constructions, which is clearly not the case. I will come
back to this issue in Chapter 4.
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In other words, weak definites can be felicitously used in contexts containing
more than one entity that satisfies their descriptive content (Aguilar-Guevara
2014:15). The example in (51) exemplifies this behavior.
(51) Context. Lola is sitting on the sofa of a waiting room reading a newspaper, and there are some more newspapers lying next to her.
Sentence. Lola is reading the newspaper.
[Aguilar-Guevara (2014:15, ex. (10))]
(51) shows that even in a context with multiple newspapers, the definite NE
the newspaper can be used to describe the situation that Lola is reading some
newspaper.
Definite body part NEs in external possessor constructions show the same
behavior as weak definites with respect to the uniqueness condition. (52) presents
an example.
(52)

Marie heet häöm veurige week de errem aofgehak.
Marie has him last
week the arm
off.chopped
‘Marie chopped off his arm last week.’
(Maastricht, NL-Li)

The definite NE de errem ‘the arm’ in (52) appears in a singular form. Under
the assumption that the possessor häöm ‘him’ has two arms, de errem can be
used in this context where more than one entity can satisfy the descriptive
content of this definite description. Note that this situation is slightly different
from the one presented in (51). The newspapers in this example are separate
entities, whereas body parts, arms in the case of (52), are physically attached
to a person. In addition, the set of potential entities referred to by ‘the arm’
is very limited, as people generally have two arms. Since they are physically
attached to the person in question, the body parts are easily identifiable. This
is an important difference with weak definites like the newspaper in (51), where
the set of potential referents is unknown. Nevertheless, the definite body parts
still show behavior deviating from regular definites. Whenever you identify two
objects of the same type (which do not belong to the set of nouns that can be
used as weak definites), a regular definite cannot be used to pick out one of
the two objects. In that sense, definite body part NEs display behavior setting
them apart from regular definites.
A third property that sets weak definites apart from regular definites is that
weak definites allow co-varying interpretations in the context of a quantifier.
The relevant contrast is depicted in (53)–(54).
(53)

Every boxer was sent to the clinic.
(Each boxer was sent to the same clinic)
[adapted from Aguilar-Guevara (2014:16, ex. (17a)), interpretation
added by me]
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Every boxer was sent to the hospital.
(Each boxer could have been sent to a different hospital)
[adapted from Aguilar-Guevara (2014:17, ex. (18a))]

The definite NE the clinic in (53) has a ‘wide’ scope interpretation, which
means that the value for the clinic does not vary based on the value of the
quantified expression every boxer (Aguilar-Guevara 2014:16). This is different
in (54), where the definite NE the hospital has a co-varying interpretation,
which means that the hospital can in principle vary for every boxer, although
this is not necessary.
Aguilar-Guevara (2014:17) remarks that co-varying interpretations of weak
definites in quantified contexts differ from co-varying interpretations for regular
definites. Aguilar-Guevara (2014:12, ex. (7)) uses an example by Winter (2000)
to illustrate this, which is repeated here in (55).
(55)

At a shooting range, each soldier was assigned a different target and
had to shoot at it. At the end of the shooting we discovered that every
soldier hit the target.
[adapted from Winter (2000:36, ex. (15–16))]

According to Aguilar-Guevara (2014:17), there are two important differences
between sentences like (55) with a regular definite and those like (54) with a
weak definite. The first difference concerns the correspondence between individuals satisfying the descriptive content of the definite NE and the quantifier. In
(55), there is a one-to-one correspondence between soldiers and targets, so that
this sentence would not be a good summary of a scenario in which two soldiers
hit the same target and the rest hit different ones (Aguilar-Guevara 2014:17).
In contrast, (54) can be felicitously used in a context where two of three boxers were sent to one hospital and the third one was sent to another. (54) and
(55) differ in another respect. To get a co-varying interpretation for (55), the
sentence needs to be expressed in a context that allows for the co-variation
interpretation (Aguilar-Guevara 2014:17). In contrast, if we want to ascribe
a specific reading for the target, it should be uttered without such a context.
This state of affairs differs from that of sentences like (54) with a weak definite.
In (54), the definite NE can interact with the quantifier even if no additional
context is provided. It can in principle also get a specific interpretation.
Let us now have a look at the behavior of definite body part NEs with
respect to co-varying interpretations. In (56) and (57), we have a quantified
subject.
(56)

Iedere man ef de andun met zalve inesmeerd.
Every man has the hands with cream in.smeared
‘Every man smeared on his hands.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov)
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Elke man het de handn met zaalv behandeld.
Each man has the hands with cream treated
‘Each man had his hands treated with cream.’25 (Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

(58)–(60) present examples in which the quantified expression is a direct object26 and the definite body part NE is contained in a PP.
(58)

Mark skuppen iedere jonge teegn de skeenn.
Mark kicked every boy against the shins

(Kampen, NL-Ov)

(59)

Mark schopte elk jong veur de scheenn.
Mark kicked each boy for the shins

(60)

Mark skopte eltse jonge jin
de schienbonken.
Mark kicked every boy against the shins
‘Mark kicked every boys’ shins.’
(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

Both with a subject ((56)–(57)) and a direct object ((58)–(60)) as the quantified
expression, the speakers of the above dialects get a co-varying interpretation
for the definite body part NE. In other words, in (56)–(57), the value for the set
of hands varies for every man and in (58)–(60) the value for the set of shins covaries with the value of the quantifier ‘every boy’. The relevant question here is
whether these co-varying interpretations resemble the properties of co-varying
readings of regular definites as in (55), or those of weak definites as in (54). The
answer is that it shares a property with both categories. Like regular definites
in the scope of a quantified expression (55), the definite NEs in (56) and (57)
and (58)–(60) require a one-to-one correspondence with each member of the
quantified expression. However, the definite body part NEs share with the weak
definites in quantified contexts (54) that they can be expressed out of the blue,
without requiring a specific reading in that case. In other words, even when
there is no correspondencing context facilitating the co-varying interpretation,
the definite body part NEs receive a co-varying interpretation. These facts show
us that the definite NEs in the external possessor constructions above differ
from regular definites in an important respect when occurring in a quantified
context.
The final property I would like to refer to here when comparing definite
body part NEs to weak definites is non-familiar reference. As Aguilar-Guevara
(2014:20–21) shows, weak definites can refer to entities that have not been
previously introduced in the discourse, in contrast to regular definites. The
examples in (61) and (62) illustrate this contrast.
25 For

this speaker, this sentence has a state reading rather than an activity reading. So,
to him, this sentence means that each man found himself in a situation in which his hands
were treated with cream. The sentence does not describe respective activities in which each
man had been rubbing his hands with cream. This interpretive difference between (56) and
(57) is not our main concern here. What is relevant is that in both cases, the speakers get a
co-varying interpretation for the definite body part NE.
26 In Chapter 5 I will address the syntactic structure of such examples and conclude that
these objects are not actually direct objects. For current purposes, these examples illustrate
the interaction between the quantified expression and the definite body part NE.
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Laila bought a new book and a magazine. #After pondering for a while
what to read first, she decided to read the letter.
[Aguilar-Guevara (2014:20, ex. (45a))]

(62)

Laila bought a new book and a magazine. After pondering for a while
what to read first, she decided to read the newspaper.
[Aguilar-Guevara (2014:21, ex. (45b))]

The final sentence in (61) is infelicitous, because the regular definite the letter
is not already present in the discourse. In an identical context, the newspaper
can be used without being introduced, as (62) shows. These examples show that
weak definites display a contrast with regular definites in contexts with nonfamiliar reference. Like weak definites, definite body part NEs can be used in a
context in which they have not been introduced before. In contrast, informants
who participated in the questionnaire which forms the basis of the current study
(see Chapter 3) more often made remarks referring to a missing appropriate
context in the case of regular definites (i.e. definite alienable NEs in this case).
(63)

piet ef vanmörn
de andun inusmeert met zalleve.
Piet has this.morning the hands in.smeared with cream
‘Piet smeared cream on his hands this morning.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov)

(64)

marie ef gisteren de vloere met eulie behandeld.
Marie has yesterday the floor with oil treated
‘Marie treated the floor with oil yesterday.’
Informant’s comment: ‘niet duidelijk van wie de vloer is.’
‘Unclear to whom the floor belongs.’

(63) and (64) are examples provided by a speaker from Kampen, who allows
external possessor constructions with definite body part NEs. In (63), the definite body part NE de andun ‘the hands’ is interpreted as inalienably belonging
to the subject of the clause, Piet. This sentence can be felicitously used without any preceding context. The informant from Kampen has more difficulty
interpreting the regular definite NE de vloere ‘the floor’. He notes that it is
unclear to whom the floor belongs. This is one example of remarks that informants gave to this question. Other informants, for example, mentioned that
the sentence needs more discourse in order to establish the possessive relation.
I will address such remarks in more detail in Chapter 4. The relevant message
to be taken from this discussion is that there is a contrast between (63) and
(64). Somehow, the alienable noun vloere ‘floor’ in (64) is not able to establish
a possessive relation with the subject Marie like the inalienable noun andun
‘hands’ does. In other words, the alienable noun in (64) needs to be introduced
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in the context, whereas this is not necessary for the inalienable noun in (63).
Irrespective of what the analysis would be for the weak definite in (62) or the
definite body part NE in (63), at a descriptive level these two cases behave
similarly. The definite noun does not need to be introduced in the discourse.27
As I explained above, one might analyze the relation between body parts and
their possessors as a case of bridging, but the dialectal facts in Chapter 4 suggest that a bridging analysis is probably not able to capture the distribution
of definite body part NEs found.
Summing up, the data in this section have shown that definite body part
NEs have semantic properties that distinguish them from regular definites.
With respect to identity readings under ellipsis, and uniqueness and familiarity
conditions, definite body part NEs in external possessor constructions display
behavior different from regular definites. Instead, their behavior resembles that
of weak definites. Regarding their interaction with quantified expressions, however, they mirror regular definites. Although the semantic properties of definite
articles in external possessor constructions are similar to those of weak definite
articles, there are also important differences, one of which is their interaction
with quantifiers, as I just mentioned. In addition, in external possessor constructions definite body part NEs are clearly interpretively related to the external
possessor, whereas such a relation is less obvious in the weak definite cases discussed by Aguilar-Guevara (2014). As a result, I conclude that definite body
part NEs and weak definites cannot be completely aligned. One of the aims
of this dissertation is to account for the special behavior of definite body part
NEs in external possessor constructions compared to regular definites. I will
develop my analysis in Section 2.5 on the basis of Giusti’s (2015) approach to
definite articles, which will be discussed in Section 2.4. In short, the referential
property that often coincides with definite descriptions is separated from the
morphosyntactic realization of the definite article. For the definite body parts,
I will argue that definite body part NEs in external possessor constructions
only accommodate the morphosyntactic form of the definite article and that
they are deprived of a referential index. By establishing a syntactic dependency
(i.e. an Agree relationship) with the possessor in a Relator Phrase (see Section 2.2.3), they adopt the referential index of the possessor. As a result, an
inalienable connection is established between the possessor and the possessum.

27 In Section 2.5, I will develop my analysis, in which a syntactic referential dependency
between an external possessor and its possessum is established. A relevant question is whether
the weak definites discussed in e.g. Aguilar-Guevara & Zwarts (2011, 2014); Aguilar-Guevara
(2014) could be analyzed in the same way. Aguilar-Guevara & Zwarts (2014) and AguilarGuevara (2014) do not pursue such an analysis, but note that Jackendoff (1993) proposes a
syntactic dependency for the relation between the word home and its possessor.
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2.3.3

Unifying external possessor constructions

2.3.3.1

Previous literature

Several studies on external possession aim to explain the appearance of the
definite article in these configurations (see Section 2.4 for a list of authors who
discuss this issue). Roughly, these accounts can be classified into two groups:
one line of research argues for a polysemous definite article (Guéron 1983, 1985,
2006 and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992) and the other one proposes that there
is no ambiguity within the definite article (Le Bruyn 2014 and Hole 2005). None
of the studies mentioned here succeed in providing a unified analysis with respect to the role that the definite article plays in the various external possessor
constructions, even though it seems to have the same properties across these
constructions, i.e. it brings about a possessive interpretation and its referential properties are different from ‘regular’ uses of definites. Although Le Bruyn
(2014) provides a unified analysis for all uses of definite articles, this approach
forces him to develop different analyses for the various external possessor constructions, as we will see below. Another pattern found is that the definite
article shows up cross-linguistically in external possessor constructions, as illustrated above. The views that these previous studies entertain on the definite
article force all of them to have different analyses for the various constructions.
The different analyses will be exemplified below.
Guéron (1983, 1985, 2006) argues that French definite articles have crucially
different properties than English definite articles. Whereas French definite articles display number and gender features (le for masculine, la for feminine, les
for plural), English definite articles make no grammatical distinctions (the is
used for all nouns, both singular and plural) (Guéron 1985:46). Because definite articles in French manifest ϕ-features, they can be construed as pronominal
anaphors (Guéron 1985:44). English does not have this option, since the English definite article does not show ϕ-features. Being a pronominal anaphor, a
definite determiner can be bound by an antecedent in French, i.e. the possessor
in the external possessor constructions (Guéron 1985, 2006) (see Section 4.2.1
(subject possessors) and Chapter 5 (PP-possessa and indirect object possessors) for more information about Guéron’s (1985) proposal). This dichotomy
of definite articles is not sufficient to account for the subject possessor construction, however, as we will see in Section 4.2. In light of Guéron’s analysis,
one expects external possessor constructions to be possible in Dutch, because it
has gender distinctions on articles (only common (de) and neuter (het) gender
in the singular).28
28 This holds for standard Dutch and also for a subset of the Dutch dialects. There are
also dialects, however, which distinguish masculine, feminine and neuter definite articles
(readers interested in the three-gender areas can look ahead to Figure 5.4 on p. 192 for a map
representing such dialects in the 1930’s; see also Postma (2017), who discusses contemporary
data from Dutch dialects with three-gender systems). These dialects are mostly situated in
the southern part of the Dutch language area. In addition, there are a few dialects of this
type in the eastern part of the Netherlands.
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Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s (1992) approach to the definite article in external
possessor constructions matches Guéron’s analysis with respect to the polysemy
of the definite article, although they employ a different implementation. In
their analysis, French definite articles can appear in an expletive form, whereas
English definite articles cannot. The expletive status of the definite article
enables the possessor to bind the possessor variable of the body part noun
under Predication. In other words, the expletive definite article is no barrier to
this syntactic relation. This will be explained in more detail in Section 4.2.2.
Le Bruyn (2014) offers an account for external possessor constructions in
which the definite article plays no crucial role in establishing the possessive relation. Rather, he analyzes external possessor constructions with definite possessa as configurations lacking a possessive marker. Possessive marking can be
omitted under certain conditions, where inalienability plays a central role. Le
Bruyn’s analysis is based on the idea that a possessive relation does not have
to be syntactically expressed when the relational interpretation can be established independently. For that reason, a definite article can be used to introduce
the possessum. His proposal will be explained in more detail for the subject
possessor construction in Section 4.2.3 and for the object possessors in Chapter 5. Note that Hole (2005) holds the same point of view as Le Bruyn: he finds
polysemy for the definite article an unattractive proposal.
Guéron (1985) and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992) on the one hand and
Le Bruyn (2014) on the other have come up with opposing proposals for the
definite article in external possessor constructions, i.e. a polysemous versus
a unified account. Guéron and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta aim to account for
the availability of external possessor constructions and the special behavior
of the definite article in terms of special properties of the definite article. Le
Bruyn instead bases his analysis for the variable interpretation of the definite
article (i.e., in short, a unique interpretation in ‘normal’ definite NEs and a
non-unique interpretation in external possessor constructions), as well as the
cross-linguistic variation with respect to the availability of external possessor
constructions, on the syntactic properties of the configurations where the definite article appears in. There are problems with both approaches. The problems
emerge from the fact that these studies are not able to align the three main
types of external possessor constructions discussed in this dissertation, namely
subject possessors, indirect object possessors and PP-possessa. I will discuss
their issues below.
2.3.3.2

Commonalities among external possessor constructions

The preliminary data at the beginning of this chapter have shown that certain
Dutch dialects feature the different external possessor constructions known
from the literature. In the remainder of this dissertation, I will provide more
data that validates this claim. In Chapter 4, I will show that certain Dutch dialects, particularly the ones situated along the German border, feature subject
possessor constructions with a definite article. They can occur with different
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kinds of predicates. Like the studies reported in the literature (e.g. Bally 1926;
Hatcher 1944b; Guéron 1985), the availability of this construction with gesture
verbs is relatively widespread across the Dutch language area. In addition, there
are dialects which permit a possessive relation between a subject and a definite
body part NE with verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption. In Chapter 5, I will present more data involving indirect object possessors and possessa
in PPs. For the current discussion, it is sufficient to know that certain Dutch
dialects productively use external possessor constructions featuring a definite
article. In addition, we have seen that the role of the definite article across the
three external possessor constructions is the same. This calls for an analysis in
which the definite article across these constructions is treated in an identical
way, which is something that previous studies on external possession did not
take into account. Even though Le Bruyn (2014) argues for a unified analysis of
definite, the role he assigns to it in the various constructions is different. This
will be discussed in the subsequent sections.
2.3.3.3

Subject and indirect object possessors vs PP-possessa

Guéron (1985) and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992) discuss three different external possessor constructions: subject possessors, indirect object possessors and
possessa in a PP. These constructions were introduced for French in Chapter 1
and are repeated in this order in (65).
(65)

a. Jean lève la main.
Jean raised the hand

(French)

b. Je lui ai
coupé les cheveux.
I him have cut the hairs
c. Elle l’ a embrassé sur la bouche.
She him has kissed
on the mouth
Both studies treat subject and indirect object possessors on a par with respect
to the definite article. As explained above, the definite article is proposed to be
pronominal/expletive in French. In Guéron’s analysis, it is the definite article
that is anaphorically bound by the possessor in the subject and indirect object possessor construction. In Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s account, the definite
article is expletive, the status of which prevents it from being a barrier for
Predication. By Predication, the possessor can bind the possessor variable x in
the possessum. The facts in (65a) and (65b) are accounted for in both studies.
The configuration in (65c) causes problems for both analyses, which will be
discussed below.
Let us first have a look at the English facts. The sentence in (66a) does
not give rise to a possessive relation between the subject and the direct object.
The indirect object possessor construction is impossible in English, as shown
in (66b). However, the PP-possessum is available in English, as (66c) shows.
(66)

a.

Jean raised the hand.
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* I take him the hand.
[Le Bruyn (2014:329, ex. (59))]

c.

She kissed him on the mouth.
[Guéron (1985:63, ex. (84b))]

Whereas (66a) and (66b) seem to suggest that English does not have the option
to express a possessive relation with a definite article, (66c) refutes this idea.
The following examples from Guéron (1985:63) show that the use of a definite
article introducing a body part NE in a PP is a relatively common phenomenon
(see also Allen to appear).
(67)

a.
b.
c.
d.

She pulled him by the hair.
This food gives me a pain in the stomach.
He is bleeding from the nose.
He is broad in the shoulders

In addition, English also allows definite body part NEs in generic contexts.
This is illustrated by the examples below.29
(68)

a. “Exercisers lift the right knee to the front.”
(Exercise and Wellness for Older Adults, Kay Van Norman)
b. “. . . since everyone turned the back on us.”
(Love CBD website30 )
c. “. . . showing that these players flexed the wrist to increase racket
head velocity over this period.”
(Human Kinetics Journals31 )
d. “both age groups tilted the head less, with the effect being strongest
in the younger group”
(Anne Shumway-Cook, Marjorie Woollacott, Motor Control: Translating Research Into Clinical Practice (2007))

Similar examples can be found in Guéron’s (2006) work. They are illustrated
here in (69).
(69)

29 I

a. When swimming, one should keep the hands close to the body.
b. These gloves keep the fingers warm as toast.
c. Swimming is good for the back.

would like to thank Johan Rooryck for providing these examples, which he presented
in his talk titled ‘Definites: contexts, kinds, inalienable possession, and free choice’ (Rooryck
2015) at the conference Going Romance 30. Emphasis is mine.
30 The
source mentioned by Rooryck (2015) is http://www.lovecbd.org/
hemp-cbd-oil-vs-charlottes-web-whats-difference/, but this URL no longer resolves to
the correct page.
31 The source mentioned by Rooryck (2015) is http://journals.humankinetics.com/
AcuCustom/Sitename/Documents/DocumentItem/10535.pdf, but this URL no longer resolves
to the correct page.
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The facts in (66)–(69) show that English does not allow definite articles to
express possessive relations in all the environments in which French does, but
the use of a definite article in inalienable contexts is certainly not entirely absent
in English. The cases in (67) will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.
Guéron’s and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s approaches radically put French
and English on different sides of the spectrum with respect to the definite
article. In other words, on their view, definite articles in English lack the ability
to be used in a pronominal or expletive way, while French definite articles
have the possibility to be pronominal/expletive. This point of view predicts
that English cannot use definite articles at all in possessive structures. This
prediction is not borne out, however. When a body part NE is contained in a
PP, it is perfectly fine to use a definite article in English, as Guéron (1985:63)
and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992:638) observe as well. These two studies thus
have to come up with a different analysis to account for the fact that English
does allow PP-constructions with a definite article like the ones in (67).
Both Guéron and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta discuss cases like the ones in
(67). Because they argue that English definite articles cannot be pronominal/expletive, they have to develop an analysis which circumvents this special
status of definite articles, ending up with crucially different analyses for the
three different external possessor constructions discussed in this dissertation.
That is, in cases like (67), there is no variation between French and English.
Both languages permit a definite body part NE in a PP. Because Guéron’s
and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s analyses for the subject and dative possessor
construction make crucial use of the distinctive properties of definite articles in
these languages, they have to come up with an account for PP-constructions
like (67) that does not make use of the distinction between a ‘canonical’ definite
article (the only option for English) and a pronominal/expletive definite article
(the additional option for French). Although their analyses might be descriptively adequate for the PP-construction, they miss a generalization, namely
that in external possessor constructions, irrespective of the precise syntactic
configuration, the possessum is typically introduced by a definite article. A
theory of the use of the definite article in such cases would ideally treat the
definite article in the same way in each of these cases. Since it shows up in all
these configurations cross-linguistically, it seems it has a role to play.
Vergnaud & Zubizarreta solve this issue as follows. They argue that in the
PP-construction, the definite article introducing the body part NE is bound
by the possessor. This type of binding relation is subject to a constraint which
says that a definite article introducing an inalienable noun may be bound if
and only if a metonymic relation holds between the possessor and the body
part (Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992:640). Therefore, the crucial difference between subject and dative possessor constructions on the one hand and PPconstructions on the other is that in the former a variable x in the possessum
is bound by the possessor under Predication, whereas the definite article itself
is bound by the possessor in the latter. For this binding relation, the definite
article does not have to be expletive, which enables Vergnaud & Zubizarreta
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to account for the fact that both French and English can express inalienable
possession by means of a definite article in PP-constructions. The downside of
this proposal is that the definite articles in subject and indirect object possessor constructions on the one hand and in PP-possessa on the other receive
a different analysis, even though they seem to fulfill the same function (setting up a possessive relation) and behave the same with respect to identity
readings under ellipsis and uniqueness and familiarity, as discussed above. As
a consequence, this analysis misses some important generalizations.
Guéron has a different solution for accounting for PP-possessa. Recall that
in her analysis, definite articles in subject and indirect object possessor constructions are construed as a pronominal anaphors, which is bound by the possessor. She argues that in PP-possessa, the body part NE contains an empty
category, which is bound by the possessor. She represents this as in (70).
(70)

She pulled himi by [the hair ei ]

[Guéron (1985:64, ex. (95))]

Guéron (1985:65) identifies the empty category e in (70) as an anaphor bound
by the object him.32 She thus ends up with radically different analyses for
subject and indirect object possessors on the one hand, and PP-possessa on the
other. In the former, the definite article enables the possessum to be bound by
the possessor. In the latter, the definite article has no role to play in establishing
the possessive relation. Instead, the possessive relation in PP-possessa is set up
through an empty anaphor, which was not present with body parts in subject
and indirect object possessor constructions.
2.3.3.4

Indirect object possessors and PP-possessa vs subject possessors

Against the background of the lack of variation between French and English
regarding PP-constructions like (67), Le Bruyn presents an interesting approach
32 Note that in more recent work, Guéron reviews her proposal, among other theories about
external possession. Guéron (2006) explores the possibility that definite body part NEs in
subject and indirect object possessor constructions in French are anaphoric, whereas the definite body part NEs in PP-constructions in French and English are pronominal. This approach
assumes that English definite articles are not strictly invariable, as Guéron (1985) proposed.
Guéron (2006) thus plays with the idea that English definite articles can be pronominal and
that French definite articles in addition to that can be anaphoric. This approach allows for
the relevant ‘weak’ definite articles in English, but still makes a distinction in the inventory of definite articles between French and English, accounting for the fact that English
does not entertain subject and indirect object possessors. Although this approach sounds
promising, it is built on incorrect assumptions. For this to work, Guéron (2006:632) has to
assume that pronouns and anaphors are in complementary distribution, which is an inaccurate generalization, as Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011) show. Guéron (2006:632) goes
on to argue that an anaphor is used in cases when a bound pronominal is a co-argument of
its antecedent and that pronouns show up in configurations in which they are in a different
argument domain than their antecedent. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011) convincingly
show that this analysis cannot account for all the reflexive patterns. Hence, applying these
incorrect generalizations will not give us a useful window into the properties of the referential
dependency in external possessor constructions.
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to the definite article in external possessor constructions. Le Bruyn’s analysis
follows Barker’s (2004) line of reasoning. I will first briefly review Barker’s
proposal for the use of ‘weak’ definite articles and then review Le Bruyn’s
analysis of external possession.
Barker (2004) discusses uses of weak definite articles as in (71), based on
Poesio (1994) (see also Le Bruyn’s example in (74)).
(71)

I hope the cafe is located on the corner of a busy intersection.
[Barker (2004:89, ex. (3))]

What is surprising about the definite NE the corner in (71) is that it can be
felicitously used in a context in which neither of the participants of the conversation knows which specific corner is referred to (no familiarity). In addition,
there is no implication that the intersection in (71) has only one corner (no
uniqueness). The corner in (71) thus displays the behavior of weak definites,
which were discussed in Section 2.3.2. Barker aims to account for this deviating
behavior of definite descriptions of this type.
Barker (2004:89–90) argues against an analysis which takes the definite article to be ambiguous, i.e. which says that a particular use of the definite article
does not give rise to a uniqueness implication. Barker (2004:90) argues that
the definite descriptions whose use does not require familiarity or uniqueness
belong to a productive, systematic class of definite descriptions. Namely, he
argues that these weak definites occur in a certain syntactic environment, that
is, with an overt genitive prepositional phrase, and only with relational nouns.
For that reason, he argues, an explanation for the ‘weak’ nature of the definite
article in such cases must be sought in the syntactic environment, and not in
the definite article.
However, (71) does not represent the only syntactic environment with a
weak definite article. Barker’s demarcation of the relevant empirical domain
is too rigid in two respects. Firstly, there are more syntactic environments in
which definite articles lack a uniqueness implication. Section 2.3.2 of this dissertation showed that definite body part NEs in external possessor constructions
are weak as well. In addition, the so-called band lek construction in Dutch
dialects, illustrated in (72), displays the same behavior (see Van Bree 1981,
Broekhuis & Cornips 1994, 2012, Koeneman et al. 2011).
(72)

Ik heb de band33 lek.
I have the tire
flat
‘I have a flat tire.’

[Van Bree (1981:1, ex. (1))]

Neither of these constructions feature a genitive prepositional phrase. Secondly,
the weak definite article does not only appear in combination with relational
nouns. Typically, the band lek construction appears with non-relational nouns.
33 Note that band ‘tire’ is relational with respect to a car or a bicycle (i.e. it entertains a
part-whole relation with these objects), but not with respect to the subject of this clause.
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In addition, German indirect object possessors can appear with non-relational
nouns as well (see for example Hole 2005 and Lee-Schoenfeld 2007). So, contrary to what Barker argues, there is not just a single well-defined syntactic
environment which features weak definite articles. Instead, we observe weak
definite articles in many places. As weak definite articles productively show up
in different syntactic configurations, all involved in a possessive interpretation
(even with non-relational nouns), there should be a deeper property of definite
articles that gives rise to this behavior.
Le Bruyn follows Barker’s line of reasoning. In other words, he explains the
behavior of weak definite articles in external possessor constructions in terms
of the syntactic configurations they appear in, rather than by means of ascribing special properties to a subset of definite articles. Le Bruyn aligns all
the occurrences of definite articles in external possessor constructions crosslinguistically. According to him, the variation among languages with respect
to the availability of external possessor constructions featuring a definite article does not originate in the properties of the definite article. Hence, he does
not have the problem mentioned above. In other words, he does not have to
come up with radically different analyses to account for the fact that languages
in some syntactic configurations cannot use a definite article, whereas in others they can. Instead, Le Bruyn argues that this variation comes from other
domains in the grammar. For example, with respect to the indirect object possessor construction, which will be discussed in Chapter 5, Le Bruyn claims the
following. English does not have indirect object possessors with verbs like to
take and to wash, because they do not allow a ditransitive use of these verbs (Le
Bruyn 2014: 329–330, see also Levin 1993). In other words, the unavailability
of these constructions has nothing to do with the properties of the definite article. Even though this analysis circumvents the problem of needing distinctive
definite articles in subject and indirect object possessor constructions, but not
in PP-constructions, Le Bruyn’s analysis faces challenges as well.
With respect to the subject possessor construction, Le Bruyn’s proposal has
the following shortcomings. He assumes that subject possessor constructions
involve more or less fixed combinations of a verb and a noun, which are listed
in the Lexicon. He further assumes that the possessive relation between the
subject and the direct object is encapsulated in this lexical information. To
understand the challenge for Le Bruyn’s proposal with respect to the definite
article, we need to anticipate a bit on his proposals for indirect object possessors
and PP-constructions. The possessive relation between the possessor and the
definite body part NE is established in different ways in Le Bruyn’s proposal.
In the case of indirect object possessors, Le Bruyn argues that, following Hole
(2005), the lexical semantics of the verb and the indirect object guarantee
the possessive relation between the definite body part NE and the indirect
object. Likewise, the lexical semantics of the verb and the preposition in PPconstructions assure the possessive relation between the definite body part
NE and what seems to be the direct object (but see Chapter 5). With the
Relationality Constraint in (73) regulating the presence of morphosyntactic
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possessive marking, indirect object possessor and PP-possessa do not need such
marking, since the possessive relation is assured otherwise. As a result, it is
acceptable to use a definite article in these cases, according to Le Bruyn.
To summarize the review of Le Bruyn’s proposal so far, the subject possessor construction receives an analysis that is different from the approach to
object possessors. In the case of object possessors, Le Bruyn argues that the
possessive relation between the possessum and the external possessor is established compositionally, whereas the possessive relation between the subject and
the body part NE in subject possessor constructions stems from the lexical item
of the possessum.
The idea that possessive marking can be absent in certain environments is
captured in Le Bruyn’s (2014: 328) Relationality Constraint, reproduced here
in (73).
(73) The Relationality Constraint
Definite inalienable possession constructions are only available when
it is independently made clear that their nominal component has to
receive a relational and not a non-relational interpretation.34
The rationale behind (73) comes from cases with obligatory relationality.
Le Bruyn (2014:326–327) explains that nouns like side can appear without a
possessor, because they can only have a relational interpretation. Le Bruyn
(2014:326) illustrates this with the example in (74).
(74)

He was sitting on the side.

A definite article can be felicitously used in (74) to introduce the noun side
even if the possessor of the side has multiple sides (Le Bruyn 2014:326). As (74)
shows, in English the noun side can be introduced by a definite article, although
Guéron and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta have shown that English generally does
not allow the subject possessor construction.
In contrast with obligatory relational nouns like side, body part nouns also
permit a non-relational interpretation. Le Bruyn (2014:327) labels nouns like
side as an existential relation and body part nouns as a functional relation.
These notions express the respective levels of tightness of relationality. According to Le Bruyn, both nouns like side and body part nouns are inalienable, but
they represent a different degree of inalienability. He argues that sides cannot
exist without the object they are sides of, while body parts in principle can exist
34 Although this sounds intuitive, it certainly does not hold cross-linguistically. This constraint for example goes against an observation by Laczkó (2009:402–403), namely that in
Hungarian, certain groups of relational nouns (especially part-whole nouns like hegy ‘edge’
and közep ‘middle’) can only be used with possessive inflection on the head noun, i.e. the
possessum. So, where a language like English allows part-whole nouns to appear without any
possessive marking, the same nouns in Hungarian must have possessive marking.
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independently.35 This approach to inalienability enables Le Bruyn to account
for the environments in which definite body part NEs show up. Since body part
NEs are not strictly inalienable (that is, they may exist independently as well,
for instance a hand that still needs to be attached to a statue), their inalienable
possessive interpretation must be encoded otherwise when a speaker wants to
express such a possessive relation. Le Bruyn argues that this can be done in
some environments, but not in others.
As explained above, the body part NEs in subject possessor constructions
are introduced by a definite article. According to Le Bruyn, in such configurations a possessive relation between the possessor and the definite body part NE
must be encoded in some way, because body parts are not obligatorily inalienable. Previous studies have shown that subject possessor constructions generally arise with gesture verbs. Because of this semantic restriction, Le Bruyn
argues that verb-noun combinations that are allowed in subject possessor constructions, should be listed in the Lexicon. Once they are stored in the Lexicon,
one could imagine that the possessive relation between the subject and the
body part is encapsulated in the lexical entry, which is the direction taken by
Le Bruyn (2014:331). According to Le Bruyn, subject possessor constructions
are thus not productive configurations, but more or less fixed expressions. As
such, the definite article, or in Le Bruyn’s terms, the lack of possessive marking,
has no role to play here.

2.3.4

Cross-linguistic or language-internal variation?

Above we have seen that there is cross-linguistic variation with respect to the
availability of external possessor constructions. Whereas French for example
features the three main types of external possessor constructions discussed in
this dissertation (i.e. subject possessors, indirect object possessors and PPpossessa), English only has the latter one. In addition, we have seen that the
definite article across the three different constructions behaves in the same
way. The other type of variation is language-internal. That is, within a single
language, the definite article can be used to express a possessive relation in
one construction, but not in others. For example, English cannot use a definite
article to express a possessive relation between a subject and a direct object,
but it does have PP-possessa in which the possessum is introduced by a definite article. These facts suggest that the availability of definite possessa is not
related to the properties of the definite article, or at least not exclusively. If
35 Le

Bruyn does not include kinship nouns and other relational nouns of this type in his
discussion. However, as Laczkó (2009:410) argued, such nouns, which he calls “social relation”
nouns (cf. neighbor, father, grandmother ), are strictly inalienable. That is, they cannot exist
without their relevant counterpart. A neighbor exists by virtue of a person living next to him
or her, like a son exist by virtue of having a father and mother, and so on. As such, social
relation nouns are obligatorily inalienable. If we would follow Le Bruyn’s line of reasoning,
we would expect that such social relation nouns can appear without any possessive marking
as well, while maintaining their relational interpretation. Le Bruyn does not discuss such
nouns. This would be an interesting topic for future research.
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we want to have a consistent analysis for the definite article featuring in the
various external possessor constructions, we need two things. First, issues independent of properties of external possessors need to account for the availability
or unavailability of a certain construction. For example, as Le Bruyn argues
for Dutch and English, these languages generally do not permit indirect objects with certain predicates and for that reason, the indirect object possessor
construction is ruled out. Second, we need to be able to distinguish between
different uses of definite articles, because within a language, a definite article can establish a possessive relation under certain conditions, but not under
other circumstances. For example, the English definite article is not capable of
relating a subject to a direct object in this way, but possessa in PPs can be
perfectly introduced by a definite article, while being interpretively dependent
on the other object in the clause. Hence, I conclude that an analysis of external
possessor constructions must be able to capture these two things: (i) we have
to define the syntactic environments in which an external possessor may appear and (ii) we need an approach to definite articles which allows for different
semantic uses within a language.

2.4

Definite articles: Giusti’s (2015) approach

We have seen that external possessor constructions typically contain a definite
article, both across languages and across syntactic constructions. We have also
seen that the analyses provided so far have not been able to provide a unified
analysis for all the external possessor constructions with respect to the role of
the definite article. Even though Le Bruyn’s (2014) proposal involves a unified
analysis for definite articles in general, he has to resort to different analyses
across the various external possessor constructions. I will pursue an account
which unifies the various external possessor constructions instead, which allows for a non-unified approach to the definite articles in these constructions.
As their presence is so pervasive, I will argue that it is there to facilitate the
reflexive interpretation of body parts. Section 2.3.2 showed that the definite article in external possession configurations displays behavior that distinguishes
it from ‘regular’ definite articles. In the semantic literature, various proposals
for a unified account of the more ‘weak’ uses of definite articles and ‘regular’ definites exist (e.g. Barker 2004, Aguilar-Guevara & Zwarts 2011, 2014,
Schwarz 2014, Le Bruyn 2014). These approaches provide us with possibilities
to analyze external possessor constructions along an account that aligns the
use of the definite article to regular uses of the definite article. However, Giusti
(2015) presents an elegant syntactic approach to definite articles, in which she
separates the semantic notion of definiteness from the morphosyntactic realization of definite articles. I will argue that this view on definite articles allows
us to distinguish different types of definite articles. Instead of providing a unified account for all definite articles, I will pursue an approach which enables
us to analyze the role of the definite article in the various external possessor
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constructions in a unified way.

2.4.1

Separation of morphosyntactic definite article and
semantic definiteness

Traditional work on the semantics of NEs (see Frege (1892); Russell (1905);
Strawson (1950) for the most influential body of literature) was mostly interested in construing an algebraic mechanism to account for the reference of
different types of NEs (Giusti 2015:2). As Giusti (2015:2) observes, it generally does not deal with the morphosyntactic forms spelling out different types
of NEs. However, more syntactic-oriented work on the referential properties
of different kinds of NEs has made clear that the phenomenon of definiteness
cannot be discussed in purely semantic terms (see for example Danon’s work
for a separation of semantic and syntactic definiteness in Hebrew (Danon 2001,
2008, 2010) and Leu (2008) and Rooryck (2003) for proposals for the internal
structure of determiners). This shows that we need something in syntax that
informs the interfaces about issues like definiteness. There are different issues
related to definiteness illustrating that there can be no one-to-one mapping
between semantic definiteness and the morphosyntactic realizations of definite
articles, e.g. the form the in English (Giusti 2015).
The claim that there is no one-to-one mapping between semantic definiteness and morphosyntactic definite articles is supported by two pieces of evidence. Firstly, languages without articles are able to express semantic definiteness. Even though they do not have a morphosyntactic means to express
the equivalent of, for example, the English definite article the, they are able
to assign different interpretations to their bare nouns. Giusti (2015:6–7) illustrates this on the basis of an example from Latin, an articleless language. The
NE puella ‘girl’ can receive several interpretations: an ‘unsaturated’ denotation (since it can combine with all determiners), a definite description ‘the
girl’, or an indefinite ‘a girl’, which can be specific or non-specific. If we assume
that syntax feeds LF, there needs to be something in syntax that instructs
the interpretation system about these referential issues. For a universal syntaxsemantics mapping, there needs to be something in syntax that regulates issues
like definiteness apart from morphosyntactic definite articles, since the Latin
example shows that one can get a semantically definite interpretation without
a morphosyntactic definite article.
Secondly, languages use morphosyntactic definite articles to express NEs
with different interpretations, which means that the use of a definite article
is not confined to semantically definite descriptions (Giusti 2015:55). In English, for example, the definite article can also be used to introduce a singular
kind-referring NE, as in The whale is a mammal (Giusti 2015:55). In this case,
the NE the whale does not refer to a particular mammal, but rather to the
kind mammal. English plural kind-referring expressions are not introduced by
a definite article, cf. Dogs have four legs. However, in Italian, such phrases do
require a definite article: I cani hanno quattro zampe, literally ‘The dogs have
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four legs’. These examples show that definite articles appear in different semantic contexts within a language and that there is cross-linguistic variation
in that respect as well. In addition to the literature on definite articles in kindreferring NEs, there is an extensive line of research on ‘weak definites’ (see
for instance, in chronological order, Löbner 1985, Ojeda 1993, Birner & Ward
1994, Poesio 1994, Abbott 2000, Barker 2004, Carlson & Sussman 2005, Epstein 2002, Aguilar-Guevara & Zwarts 2011, Aguilar-Guevara & Zwarts 2014,
Aguilar-Guevara 2014) showing other cases of definite articles that do not obey
the constraints on the use of definites put forward by the traditional work by
Frege, Russell and Strawson. In some of these works, weak definites are related
to kinds. I will not give an exhaustive overview of the occurrences of definite
articles in different semantic environments. Giusti (2015) provides a comprehensive overview. The take-home message for the current discussion is that the
grammatical morpheme that we recognize as a definite article appears in different semantic contexts and hence, that its use is not confined to semantically
definite descriptions.
As I just explained, English definite articles can have different functions:
they can be used in canonical semantically definite descriptions, but they can
also introduce singular kind-referring NEs, plural kind-referring NEs and also
for example proper names (Longobardi 1994, 1996). In addition, we find definite articles cross-linguistically in so-called weak definites (see Section 2.3.2 and
the previous paragraph for references) and as we have seen in Section 2.3.2, the
definite article in Dutch external possessor constructions behaves differently
from canonical definite descriptions as well. The multifunctional use of definite
articles can be approached in different ways. In the semantic literature, proposals exist that argue for polysemy of the definite article (e.g. Ebert 1971a,b and
Schwarz 2009; see also Lyons 1999: Chapter 4 for a discussion of Ebert’s work).
More syntactic-oriented studies on definiteness aim to account for the fact that
the same morphosyntactic form needs to be mapped to different interpretations. Different approaches to this issue include Longobardi (1994), Chierchia
(1998) and the work by Bos̆ković (e.g. Bos̆ković 2005, Bos̆ković 2008) which
are extensively discussed by Giusti.
Giusti approaches the ambiguous use of definite articles from a new angle,
combining Russell’s insights gained by the semantic definite operator ι and
Longobardi’s idea that not all morphosyntactic forms of the definite article
are semantically definite. In order to see how these insights can be combined,
let us go back to the example The whale is a mammal (see above). In this
case, the definite article is used to introduce a singular kind-referring expression, which has different properties than a definite description that picks out
an individual whale. Generally speaking, there are two ways in which one can
deal with this contrast in interpretation. The first approach unifies the grammatical morpheme the and the semantic operator that instantiates definiteness
(i.e. Russell’s (1905) ι-operator). In this approach, the value for the definite
operator is fixed (Giusti 2015:55). Working with such an approach, one has
to assume that definite articles in singular kind-referring expressions have the
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same semantic properties as in canonical definite descriptions. In other words,
one would have to claim that singular kind-referring expressions have a uniqueness interpretation. The second approach involves the assumption that there
are two the’s in English: one is connected to the ι-operator (the regular definite
expression), the other one is ‘expletive’ (the kind-referring expression), i.e. has
no semantic value. This is the approach taken by Longobardi (1994, 1996).
Giusti provides a synthesis of those two approaches. In the second approach,
semantic definiteness is separated from one form, i.e. the expletive form of the
definite article. Giusti takes over this idea, but extends it to all morphosyntactic realizations of the definite article: no such morphosyntactic form has
semantic definiteness. In addition, Giusti recognizes the validity of Russell’s
proposal for the ι-operator. In other words, she agrees that there must some
element that regulates semantic definiteness. However, she does not map it on
a one-to-one basis to the morphosyntactic spell-out of the definite article. I will
follow Giusti’s approach to definite articles. Her analysis will be spelled out
more explicitly in the following section.

2.4.2

Expletive definite articles across the board

The above discussions have shown that the semantic ι-operator and the grammatical morpheme expressing a definite article do not display a one-to-one
mapping. That is, there are definite readings without a definite article and
non-definite readings with a definite article. On the basis of these facts, Giusti
(2015) advocates an approach to definite descriptions that connects the above
two views. She acknowledges the validity of Russell’s (1905) proposal, but separates it from the grammatical morpheme that spells out the definite article.
Giusti (2015:55) takes Russell’s (1905) ι-operator to be non-overt. In addition,
she takes the morphosyntactic definite article to be the syntactic realization
of a part of the syntactic structure that can but does not need to include
the ι-operator. According to Giusti (2015:55–56), this view predicts that the
grammatical definite article does not always appear with an indexical interpretation and the other way around, that there are indexical interpretations when
a grammatical definite article is missing. On Giusti’s (2015: 4) view all morphosyntactic definite articles are thus expletive, in the sense that they are not
inserted in a NE to provide the interpretation of a semantic definite description.
Instead, semantic definiteness is provided by indP in SpecDP, as illustrated in
(76). The crucial consequence of this view for the current discussion is that
the grammatical element de (common gender) or het (neuter gender) in Dutch
does not always appear with an indexical interpretation. I will argue that in the
case of external possessor constructions, we are dealing with such cases: they
contain a grammatical element that is traditionally called a definite article, but
these cases lack an indexical element.
Giusti’s (2015) proposal consists of the following main structure. The ιoperator is located in the highest functional projection of the NE, for now
conventionally labelled ‘SpecDP’. SpecDP also hosts demonstratives, personal
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pronouns and proper names. These elements turn the NE into an individual
constant, which cannot be in the scope of a quantifier. This assumption leads
to the following basic structure (adapted from Giusti (2015:56)). The relevant
components will be addressed in more detail below.
(75)

DP
ι-operator
demonstrative
pronoun
proper name

D0
D

...

(article)

This structure represents Giusti’s idea that there is no one-to-one syntaxsemantic mapping of syntactic categories and semantic types at LF (Giusti
2015:57), since the morphological form of the definite article is now separated
from the ι-operator. As a consequence, both elements act as independent syntactic items. The structure also shows that determiners are not treated as
a unified class in Giusti’s analysis, reflecting the observation that the items
that are usually called ‘determiners’ constitute quite a heterogeneous group
((in)definite articles, quantifiers, demonstratives, possessives, pronouns). Finally, work inspired by Abney’s (1987) take determiners to be a functional
head in the nominal domain, marking the left periphery of the NE. Giusti’s
structure in (75) deviates from this practice and locates the definite article in
the highest functional projection of the nominal phrase, but crucially not the
other determiners.
This latter point is crucial to Giusti’s analysis. It expresses the idea that the
definite article is an inherent part of the extended nominal projection, whereas
other determiners (demonstratives, pronouns) add supplementary information
to the nominal expression, that is crucially not part of the extended interpretation of the noun itself. Giusti implements this insight technically by proposing
the syntactic operation ‘Projection’. The basic idea of this operation is that
the nominal head remerges every time it needs to instantiate a relation with
another element, for example an adjective. The nominal head is accompanied
by a bundle of features and by remerging the nominal head, the features are
brought along, so that in this case, the adjective and the nominal head can
share their features. Note that this approach to building the nominal spine is
different from the way it is done in Distributed Morphology (DM) (Halle &
Marantz 1993, 1994) or in a cartographic approach (Cinque & Rizzi 2009).
In both these approaches, the spine of the extended projection is formed by
merging functional features as single heads, where a cartographic approach applies a fixed sequence of functional heads and DM allows for a more flexible
spine-building. As the way in which the nominal spine is built is not crucial to
my analysis, I will not discuss these different assumptions further here. What
is crucial to the current proposal, is that the morphosyntactic form spelling
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out the definite article is part of the extended projection of the noun and is
in that sense inherent to the noun, as it spells out the noun’s features. The
semantic properties of definite descriptions are not regulated in the D-head,
but rather by a separate, invisible operator in the highest specifier position of
the NE. This is illustrated in (76) (adapted from Giusti 2015: 110), in which
indP represents the definite operator ι.
(76)

N/DP
indP
...

N/D0
N/D

...

The structure in (76) looks slightly different from DP-structures in work following Abney’s (1987) DP-hypothesis. The left edge in (76) is called N/DP. DP
is used to emphasize the correspondence to the Left Edge of Abney-oriented
structures. The ‘N’ preceding DP indicates that we are dealing with the highest
remerge of N (Giusti 2015:110). The intermediate projection (N/D0 ) and the
head (N/D) are labeled likewise.
Note that Giusti (2015) entertains a Russellian approach to definite descriptions. This means that she views definite descriptions at a semantic level
as quantifiers that assert the existence and uniqueness of an entity that satisfies
the nominal descriptive content (description borrowed from Elbourne (2013)).
This approach is different from the perspective by Frege (1892) and Strawson
(1950), who argue that uniqueness is not part of the truth-conditional meaning
of definites, but rather a condition that is a presupposition triggered by the
use of a definite description (see Aguilar-Guevara (2014:9)). Note that in such
a framework, the different presuppositions that different kinds of syntactically
definite descriptions trigger must be regulated somehow. This probably means
that there is some set of principles that regulates these presuppositions.

2.4.3

Syntactic distribution of definite body part NEs

Since semantic definiteness and the morphosyntactic realization of the definite
article are separated in Giusti’s framework, a logical consequence is that a
referential index may appear without any morphological realization in D and
also that a referential index and a morphological realization may be absent
at the same time. This is exactly what we find. (77)–(80) present examples
from Russian, which does not have articles, but nevertheless entertains external
possessor constructions.36
(77)

Len-a
podnjala ruk-u.
Lena-nom.sg raised
hand-acc.sg
‘Lenai raised heri hand.’

36 Thanks

to Lena Karvovskaya for providing these examples.

(Russian)
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(78)

Hajdi
pomyla ruk-i.
Hajdi.nom.sg washed hand-acc.pl
‘Hajdii washed heri hands.’

(79)

Frank-a
namazala emu
ruk-i
krem-om.
Franka-nom.sg smeared he.dat.sg hand-acc.pl cream-inst.sg
‘Franka treated his hands with cream.’

(80)

Anja
udarila ego
po lodyšk-e.
Anja.nom.sg hit
he.acc.sg on shin-dat.sg
‘Anja hit him on his shin.’

Similarly, there is a subset of Dutch dialects that do not spell out common gender definite articles (see Appendix G), but have external possessor constructions
in which a possessum without a definite article is interpreted as being possessed
by the external possessor. Two examples are given in (81) and (82) (note that
the subject in (81) is introduced by a definite article).
(81)

de kapster
draide ineens
kop naor links.
the hairdress.f turned suddenly head to left
‘The hairdresseri suddenly turned heri head to the left.’
(Uithuizen, NL-Gr)

(82)

ria aide
hom net over waang.
Ria stroked him just over cheek
‘Ria stroked him on the cheek.’

The examples from Russian and the Groningen dialects represent the class of
cases in the typology of definiteness operators and definite articles in which
both of these elements are absent.

2.5

Merging reflexivity and semantically defective articles

This chapter has shown that body part NEs and simplex reflexives behave alike,
which supports the idea that body part NEs express reflexive relations. In addition, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s tests illustrated that structures with a
simplex reflexive/body part NE lack an agent, which provides evidence for an
unaccusative analysis of such structures (see Everaert 1986 for an unaccusative
analysis for simplex reflexives). In Chapter 4, I will show that body part NEs
introduced by a definite article, on their inalienable interpretation, display the
same behavior as the possessive body part NEs discussed by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd. For that reason, I will adopt their analysis for the definite body
part NEs discussed in this study.
With respect to the definite article, we have seen that these elements in external possessor constructions display behavior different from regular definites.
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As I explained above, I will follow Giusti’s (2015) proposal to implement this
finding. In particular, I will assume that the definite articles introducing possessa in external possessor constructions lack an indexical feature that connects
them to entities in the discourse. In other words, these definite body part NEs
do not get assigned an individual as a discourse referent directly. The definite
article only serves to spell out the features of the noun. The idea is that the
reference of the body part NE is computed through the possessor NE, with
which the body part NE entertains a reflexive relation in the sense of Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd (2011).
The main theoretical ingredients give rise to the structure in (83).
(83)

...
...

RP

R0

DP
D0

indP
α indr

D

R
NP

PP
PDAT

DP

possessum
D0

indP
α indr

D

NP
possessor

The details of the structure in (83) will be further motivated in due course.
For now, I will briefly explain how the structure implements the insights discussed above. First of all, the the body part NE (possessum) and the possessor
constitute a single, complex argument. The verb does not have an agent. In
this way, this structure implements the unaccusative nature of constructions
with an inalienable body part NE. The possessor has its own referential index
(indr), but the possessum does not. Instead, it inherits the value for indr (α)
from the possessor through Agree. As a result, the possessum is interpretively
dependent on the possessor. This analysis follows Giusti’s proposal, in which
the semantic definiteness in the form of the ι-operator should be separated from
the morphosyntactic realization of the definite article. Because the morphosyntactic realization of definite articles is not inextricably linked to a referential
index in Giusti’s proposal, they have the possibility to receive their referential
value from another element in the structure.
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2.6. Conclusion

Conclusion

This chapter set the stage for the theoretical claims that I will make with respect to the external possessor constructions I introduced in (1)–(3). I take the
possessive relation between the possessor in such constructions and the possessum, i.e. the definite body part NE, to be a reflexive relation. I have shown,
based on the work by Postma (1997) and Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011),
that body part NEs and simplex reflexives behave alike syntactically and semantically, which justifies their identical syntactic structures. The definite article introducing the possessum does not have its own reference, but rather
adopts its reference from the possessor in a RP-structure through Agree, as I
explained in the previous section. This is the central part of my analysis, which
will be further motivated in the following chapters.
The roadmap for the remainder of the dissertation is as follows. In the
subsequent chapter, I will provide a description of the dataset that is central
to this dissertation and the way in which the data were collected. Chapter 3
will be followed by two chapters dealing with the subject possessor construction
(Chapter 4) and object possessors (Chapter 5). In those chapters, I will provide
support for the theoretical claims introduced in the current chapter and I will
explain how this approach accounts for the availability and interpretation of
external possessor constructions.

CHAPTER

3

Dataset and methodology

The data that underpin this study have been made available for reuse and can
be found here:
https://hdl.handle.net/10744/ee2bef48-1914-48a9-9a17-0c8fbd1a0d25
The dataset can be cited as follows: Scholten, Jolien. 2018. Bezitsconstructies in
Nederlandse dialecten. Meertens Instituut. HDL: https://hdl.handle.net/
10744/ee2bef48-1914-48a9-9a17-0c8fbd1a0d25. See also the bibliography.

3.1

Introduction

In this chapter, I will explain the data collection for the data that I used in my
study. The first step of my data collection involved a written questionnaire that
was carried out to investigate the properties of internal possessor and external
possessor constructions in the Dutch language area, i.e. the varieties spoken
in the Netherlands and Flanders.1 The main aim of this questionnaire is to
get an overview of the available possessive structures in the Dutch language
area and a geographic distribution of these structures. I will first discuss the
methodological advantages and disadvantages of written questionnaires, after
which I turn to the design of the questionnaire. I will address the tasks involved,
the informants who participated and some analytical issues particular to this
study.
1 I would like to thank Hans Broekhuis, Leonie Cornips and Sjef Barbiers for comments on
the possessives questionnaire and to Jan Pieter Kunst, Maarten van der Peet, Femke Niehof
and Sjef Barbiers for the practical implementation of this questionnaire.
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Facts from the literature about external possession (see Chapter 1) were
used to design the questions for the written questionnaire. The questionnaire
investigates all three main types of external possessors that were discussed
in Section 1.1, that is subject possessors, indirect object possessors and PPpossessa. They are repeated here in (1)–(3).
(1) Subject possessor
Jean lève la main.
Jean raised the hand
‘Jean raised his hand.’

(= (3), Chapter 1)

(2) Dative possessor
Je lui ai
coupé les cheveux.
I him have cut the hairs
‘I cut his hair.’

(= (4), Chapter 1)

(3) PP-possessa
Elle l’ a embrassé sur la bouche.
she him has kissed
on the mouth
‘She kissed him on the mouth.’

(= (5), Chapter 1)

(French)

These structures have been placed in different syntactic and semantic environments in the written questionnaire in order to obtain an elaborate overview of
the availability of the constructions under different circumstances. The different
environments will be discussed in Section 3.3.2.
In addition to external possessor constructions, the written questionnaire
was designed to collect data for a set of NE-internal possessive constructions,
namely possessor doubling structures, paradigms of possessive pronouns and
the effect of kinship nouns on the morphological form of possessive pronouns.
Some of the questionnaire items have not ended up in any discussion in this
dissertation, because it turned out that one dissertation is not enough to discuss
all the topics covered in the questionnaire. The data of the questionnaire will
be made available at the Meertens Instituut, as stated at the beginning of this
chapter. People who are interested in the data of the questionnaire are welcome
to access the dataset and carry out research on the data it contains.
In the second phase of the data collection, I tested sentences with a small
group of dialect speakers through written questions followed by telephone interviews. This follow-up study enabled me to ask more detailed questions about
certain phenomena in a subset of the dialects from the written questionnaire.
The follow-up study will be discussed in more detail in Section 3.4.

3.2

The dialectal landscape of the Netherlands
and Flanders

Before we get into the intricacies of the data collection for the current study,
I will first give a general characterization of the Dutch language and the role
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of non-standard variaties in the Netherlands and Flanders, because many of
the methodological issues that I will discuss below relate to the sociolinguistic
situation. It is not my aim to provide a comprehensive overview of the sociolinguistic conditions. For an elaborate discussion of this type, I refer the reader
to Van de Velde (1996). I will address the issues relevant to the data collection
for the present study.
The variety that is called standard Dutch is relevant to both the Netherlands and Flanders. In the Netherlands, it is considered to be the sociolect of
the middle and upper social classes (see Van de Velde 1996: 30, Cornips & Jongenburger 2001b: 217–218). In addition, standard Dutch is the variety of Dutch
that enables speakers from across the Netherlands to communicate with each
other (see Van de Velde 1996: 30–31 for reference to a functional description of
standard language). Note that this standard variety is not an absolute norm,
but allows for variation to a certain extent. In Flanders, Standard Dutch is
also used, but according to Van de Velde (1996), its use is limited to formal
situations. The variety that is called ‘Belgisch Beschaafd’ is mainly used as a
standard Flemish variety and can be considered a regiolect that is a regionally
adjusted version of standard Dutch.
The relation between the standard variety and dialects is not the same
for the Netherlands and Flanders, as e.g. Cornips & Jongenburger (2001b)
explain. In the Netherlands, as explained above, standard Dutch is used as
the common way to communicate with speakers from across the country and
it is the sociolect of the middle and upper social classes. Dialects are mostly
used in informal situations. In the Netherlands, the different dialects display
a variable distance to standard Dutch with respect to linguistic properties.
Many of the dialects spoken in the western part of the Netherlands (that is, in
the Randstad, the socio-economic center of the Netherlands) are very similar
to standard Dutch in many respects. As a consequence, it is often difficult to
differentiate between a dialect in that region and standard Dutch. The dialects
spoken in more peripheral regions in the Netherlands tend to deviate from
the standard language to a greater extent (Cornips & Jongenburger 2001b).
The situation in Flanders is different. The use of dialects there is not tied
to particular social classes or situations. In addition, the dialects from the
different regions are hardly intelligible outside the area where they are spoken
(Van de Velde 1996:31). To be able to engage in cross-regional communication,
speakers typically use an intermediate variety between their own dialect and
the standard variety, for instance ‘Belgisch Beschaafd’. What dialect speakers
in Flanders and the Netherlands have in common is that many of them are
bilingual (Cornips & Jongenburger 2001b:221). That is, they speak a local
dialect in addition to some version of the standard variety, or a variety that is
closer to the standard than the local dialect.
There is a lot of dialectal variation in the Netherlands and Flanders at the
lexical, phonological, morphological and syntactic level. The extensive range of
variation is demonstrated by the numerous dialect databases that have been
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generated over the past few decades.2 The different aspects of dialectal variation
in the Netherlands and Flanders have been described in numerous publications
resulting from these projects. A comprehensive overview of studies on Dutch
dialects, both based on the databases mentioned in Footnote 2 and others, can
be found in the bibliography that was created in the context of the SANDproject, which can be found by the details referred to there.

3.3

Written questionnaire

The data from the first part of this study were elicited by means of a written
questionnaire. This section will discuss the methodological issues and practical
implementation of this questionnaire.
The written questionnaire contained 80 test sentences and was split up into
two subquestionnaires of 40 sentences, because an 80-sentence list would have
been too demanding for the participants. Both parts of the questionnaire were
carried out in June 2015, one week after another. In both cases, the subquestionnaires were open for participation for one week. The topics covered by the
questionnaire and example questionnaire items will be given in Section 3.3.2.
The complete list of the test sentences can be found in Appendix B. Note that
2 See the following resources for the different types of dialect variation. Morphosyntactic
variation is central to the present study, but the lexical and phonological variation play a
role in some methodological issues, as will be explained below.

i. Lexical: see the databases available at the website of the Meertens Instituut (http:
//www.meertens.knaw.nl/cms/nl/collecties/databanken), e.g. elektronische Woordenbank van de Nederlandse Dialecten (eWND) ‘electronic Word bank of the Dutch
Dialects’, Plantennamen in de Nederlandse Dialecten (PLAND) ‘Plant names in the
Dutch Dialects’.
ii. Phonological: Fonologische Atlas van de Nederlandse Dialecten (FAND) ‘Phonological
Atlas of the Dutch Dialects’, published in Goossens et al. 1998 (Part I) and Goossens
et al. 2000 (Parts II and III).
iii. Morphological: the MAND-project. Morfologische Atlas van de Nederlandse Dialecten
‘Morphological Atlas of the Dutch Dialects’, published in printed form (Part I in
De Schutter et al. 2005 and Part II in Goeman et al. 2008) and available online
at http://www.meertens.knaw.nl/mand/database/index.php; also searchable by the
MIMORE-tool (http://www.meertens.knaw.nl/mimore/search/).
iv. Morphological/syntactic: Diversity in Dutch DP Design (DiDDD), see Corver et al.
(2007); searchable by the MIMORE-tool (http://www.meertens.knaw.nl/mimore/
search/)
v. Syntactic: Syntactische Atlas van de Nederlandse Dialecten (SAND) ‘Syntactic Atlas of the Dutch Dialects’, published in Barbiers et al. 2005 (Part I) and Barbiers et al. 2008 (Part II) and available online at http://www.meertens.knaw.nl/
sand/zoeken/; also searchable by the MIMORE-tool (http://www.meertens.knaw.nl/
mimore/search/).
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it is available in a digital format at the Meertens Instituut, as indicated at the
beginning of this chapter.
Potential informants (i.e. members of the Meertens Panel who are registered
as dialect speakers) were approached by email with an invitation to participate
in the study. The invitation (see Appendix C for Part 1 and Appendix D for
Part 2) included details about the research project, some practical information
about the questionnaire and a link to the web page hosting the questionnaire.
The questionnaire started with an instructions page (see Appendix E), which
explained the types of questions informants would get. In addition, the instructions included comments on the fact that the questions and sentences were
presented in standard Dutch. Informants were explicitly requested to translate
the sentences to their own dialect (see Section 3.3.1.2).

3.3.1

Methodology

3.3.1.1

Advantages

The written questionnaire was designed to test the availability and interpretation of internal and external possessor constructions in Dutch dialects. I used a
written questionnaire rather than oral interviews or other means to elicit data,
because it enabled me to assess different structures in a large geographical area
in a relatively short period of time (see also Cornips & Jongenburger 2001a: 55
and Barbiers & Bennis 2007: 62). As a consequence, I managed to reach out to
many informants (see Section 3.3.4 for more details about the informants). Another advantage of doing a written questionnaire, specific to the current study,
is that the Meertens Panel (see Section 3.3.4) provided an already existing
network of informants. Inviting speakers of this Panel was very time-efficient,
because I did not have to find informants myself. What is more, the Meertens
Instituut provides an infrastructure to create and send out questionnaires and
an environment to get the results in an easily legible format automatically.
These practical advantages made it highly efficient to use a written questionnaire to collect the data for this study. Finally, a written questionnaire is a
relatively suitable format to ask for judgments about a large number of sentences, because informants can easily take a break when they need it (Barbiers
& Bennis 2007:62).
In addition to practical advantages, written questionnaires also have some
methodological benefits. First of all, a written questionnaire allows for a systematic and highly uniform methodology (Cornips & Jongenburger 2001a: 55,
Cornips & Poletto 2005: 950). In other words, the way in which the questions
are presented is identical for all the informants, in contrast with for example oral interviews carried out by different researchers, which are subject to
divergent behavior of the different interviewers. Besides a standardized data
collection, the written elicitation technique enables researchers to standardize
the analysis of the results (Cornips & Jongenburger 2001a: 55, Cornips & Poletto 2005: 950). A second methodological advantage of a written questionnaire
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is that it allows for more complexity of the sentences when compared to oral
interviews, because informants can reread the sentences until they understand
them (Barbiers & Bennis 2007:62).
3.3.1.2

Disadvantages and solutions

The written questionnaire enabled me to collect data in a uniform and efficient
way, but this methodology also faced some disadvantages. I will discuss these
shortcomings below and explain how I dealt with them to minimize undesirable
results. I tried to take all these disadvantages into account and to circumvent
them as much as possible. In particular, the instructions (Appendix E) of the
questionnaire attempted to anticipate the potential problems of the written
questionnaire.
The first suboptimal property of my questionnaire regards the fact that the
questions were presented in standard Dutch. The use of the standard language
leads to interference of the standard variety in the local dialect that I aim to
investigate, as a consequence of which an informant might adjust her dialect
in the direction of a standard-like variety (Cornips & Jongenburger 2001a:59).
Informants have to go from a standard Dutch text to a translation in their
own dialect, after which they have to return to standard Dutch for the question about the interpretation (see Section 3.3.3). This is a challenging task for
informants (Cornips & Jongenburger 2001b:223). Another downside of presenting the test sentences and questions in standard Dutch is that lexical items in
the test sentences may have a different meaning in other varieties. Sometimes
the different meanings can have an effect on the condition I aimed to test. The
example in (4) illustrates this.
(4)

Deviant interpretation lexical item
a. Test sentence
Margriet aaide net over het kleed.
Margriet stroked just over the cloth
‘Margriet just stroked over the cloth.’
b. Comment informant
over haar eigen kleed = jurk
over her own cloth = dress

With the test sentence in (4), I aimed at a configuration with an alienable noun
kleed ‘cloth’, meaning a table cloth, carpet or maybe a big scarf. However,
as (4) illustrates, some informants pointed out that in southern Dutch and
Flemish dialects, kleed can also mean ‘dress’, which is potentially problematic
for the condition being tested here. This is so, because pieces of clothing can be
treated as inalienable objects in certain languages, as concluded by Vergnaud
& Zubizarreta (1992:617,637). I decided to mark such cases with a special code
in the dataset to be able to filter them out, if necessary. Test sentences were
presented in standard Dutch for practical reasons. Firstly, most of the dialects
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do not have an orthography, which makes written dialect versions of the test
sentences complicated. Moreover, even if orthographies were available, it would
be very time-consuming to translate the questionnaire into all the dialects that
would possibly be involved in the questionnaire. Since the questionnaire was
open to all dialects speakers in the Meertens Panel, we did not know beforehand
which dialects would be involved, which makes it impossible to translate the
questionnaire to all the relevant dialects. I aimed at minimizing accommodation
to standard Dutch as much as possible by emphasizing in the instructions
that informants should evoke their dialect before answering the questions. The
instructions explicitly requested informants to first translate the test sentences
into their dialect, and to base their judgments on the translation.
The second disadvantage of the written mode of the questionnaire is that
it may trigger more formal behavior of the informants. This implies less dialectal performance (Barbiers & Bennis 2007:62), because written forms are
influenced by prescriptive practices (Cornips & Jongenburger 2001a:56). The
degree of interference of prescriptive norms depends on the speaker’s attitude
towards their dialect and on the obligatory or optional status of a certain phenomenon in the local dialect, as described in Cornips & Poletto (2005:944).
To avoid triggering a high register and prescriptive forms, I formulated the
instructions and questions as closely as possible to spoken language. For example, interpretation questions contained expressions like wie z’n handen . . .,
literally ‘who his hands’ instead of the higher register variant wiens handen . . .
‘whose hands’ to reduce the effect of prescriptivism. Another strategy that was
used to minimize the risk of triggering prescriptive norms was to ask for judgments with indirect questions. In other words, the grammaticality judgment
task probed for the occurrence of a certain configuration in a dialect, rather
than for its (un)grammaticality or (in)correctness. Direct questions might trigger false answers, because informants take into account that the variety they
speak is socially subordinate compared to the standard variety. Direct questions
might have the effect that informants tend to answer such questions with the
socially more favorable grammar in mind (Cornips & Jongenburger 2001a:56).
For that reason, judgments were tested with indirect questions.
A third well-known disadvantage of written questionnaires is the repetition
effect. This means that a test sentence in the standard variety may be copied
into the local dialect (Cornips & Poletto 2005: 953, Cornips & Jongenburger
2001a: 56, Cornips & Jongenburger 2001b: 224). That is, informants focus on
the lexical and phonological properties of a sentence, while copying the sentence
word for word, without paying attention to the syntactic properties of the
sentence (Cornips & Jongenburger 2001b:224). Part of the instructions aimed
at minimizing the repetition effect. The instructions asked informants to first
translate the test sentence from standard Dutch into their dialect for themselves
and to then say this translation aloud. They were instructed to base their
judgment on the basis of this dialect translation. By doing so, more syntactic
awareness was created on the part of the informants while they were judging
the sentences.
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A fourth issue that plays a role in written questionnaires is the order effect,
concerning the observation that certain syntactic constructions become more
acceptable once informants have seen more of the same construction (Cornips
& Jongenburger 2001b:224). To reduce this effect, test sentences were offered
in a random order, so that the items appeared in a different order for each
informant. This strategy averted the effect that judgments for a single sentence
were heavily influenced by the place it appeared in the questionnaire. However,
the disadvantage of this practice is that for none of the informants we know in
which order the items were presented to them. So if an order effect occurred,
this cannot be determined.3
Another concern for the written mode is that informants are not used to
writing in their dialect, because dialects are mostly spoken varieties. This means
that informants have to come up with their own orthography (Barbiers & Bennis 2007:62). This could make them feel uncertain. To illustrate how much
variation there is among the phonology of different dialects and how speakers
represent their phonology, I listed the forms that informants provided for the
verb draaide ‘turned’ in Table 3.1. With respect to the absence of an orthography for (some of) the dialects, the informants were assured that the aim of the
questionnaire was to study syntactic phenomena, and that they did not have to
follow the spelling rules of standard Dutch, nor would their spelling be judged.
By doing so, the orthography problem was mostly solved (Cornips & Poletto
2005:950). Some examples clarified our instructions. The informants were also
asked to match their spelling with the phonology as accurately as possible, so
that potential interesting inflectional phenomena would be revealed. The data
in Table 3.1 show that informants were very inventive in representing their dialects. Also note that the informants from the Meertens Panel are used to filling
out questionnaires, so most of them probably know how to deal with the orthography issue. Whenever I illustrate my text with examples from my dataset
produced by the informants, I will literally copy their translations. In other
words, I will not change anything in the raw data and hence I will also take
over informants’ typos, absence of upper case with names, their inconsistencies
within the same word across questionnaire items, etcetera.
In addition, the written mode of the questionnaire did not enable me to
control for intonation and prosody with respect to sentence topic and focus
(Cornips & Poletto 2005:949). This could have the unintentional effect that
informants apply different intonation patterns to a certain test sentence. First
of all, intonation and prosody are not crucial to the present study. Moreover,
some of the sentences were relatively long and complex. For that reason, it was
important for the informants to be able to reread a sentence (see also Barbiers
& Bennis 2007: 62). Consequently, a written form was preferred over an audio
form of the questionnaire.
Finally, an important drawback is that the chosen methodology did not enable me to monitor what the informants were doing, because informants filled
3I

would like to thank Cecilia Poletto (p.c.) for pointing this out to me.
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Forms for draaide ‘turned’
dreejn
drejdje
droad’n
droajde
drèijden
dreide
droojdn
draeide
dreein
drèèide
draei’jn
drôide
drei’n
drèêjde
draai’n
droide
drein
drede
drowede
draoide
dreai’n
dreidu
droëde
droade
dreien
drèijdu
drieëde
droajde
drienet
driede
drieënde drooide
drieënet
dreidde
driède
draaidù
droaideg
dri’jde driejende draaije
draaidige
drijde
draajdu
draaidegen dreede
dreete
dreijdje
drjede
drédje
drehde
Table 3.1: Different forms for the verb draaide ‘turned’ informants came up
with in their own invented orthography, grouped along phonological
resemblance

out the questionnaire in their own time and on their own computer. For that
reason, it was impossible to intervene in case something went wrong. For example, informants sometimes did not understand the tasks properly or made
mistakes in the translations. The result of this is that there are a lot of missing
data, which as a consequence, cannot be taken into account in the analyses.
Related to the lack of intervention is the following problem. An informant can
reject a sentence on the basis of a lexical item, world knowledge, pragmatic
factors or phonological properties (see Cornips & Jongenburger 2001a: 56, Barbiers & Bennis 2007: 62, Cornips & Jongenburger 2001b: 223 and Cornips &
Poletto 2005: 952 for discussions about such factors). In those cases, an informant could not receive any feedback.
In order to have some insight in the informants’ behavior, three ungrammatical fillers were included. The results of these items enabled me to judge
whether informants paid attention to the items. In addition, the analysis of
the results revealed that some informants provided unreliable answers. Such
cases were excluded from further analysis (see Section 3.3.4). The interpretation questions contained an answer option in which informants could provide
an interpretation not listed in the multiple choice answers or other remarks
(see Section 3.3.3). Such remarks are taken into account in the analysis. This
set of procedures aimed at a dataset that is as reliable as possible.
A more general issue concerning our questionnaire is that the informants
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were faced with an intensive task. Because of that, informants can get tired
or irritated, leading to mistakes on the informants’ behalf, in turn resulting in
less reliable data. A related issue of the voluminous questionnaire concerns the
fact that most of the conditions were tested with a single test sentence. Ideally,
one would test one condition with several test sentences, in order to increase
validity. However, the size of the questionnaire did not leave space for more
sentences. For this reason, among others, a more detailed follow-up study took
place with a small subset of the informants, which facilitated a more in-depth
study (see Section 3.4). In addition to being intensive, some parts of the questionnaire were probably difficult for the informants, requiring quite an abstract
level of thinking about language. This especially holds for the interpretation
questions (see Section 3.3.3). Since intervention was unavailable (see above),
and not all informants understood the questions and answer options properly,
the results turned out to be somewhat blurry.
A few strategies reduced the negative effects of the intensity of the task.
First, the workload was reduced by only asking for translations and other followup questions if the availability of a sentence was answered with ‘yes’ (see Section 3.3.3). The downside of this is that there are no negative data. Second,
the list of 80 sentences was split up into two lists of 40 sentences, thereby varying the different sentence types as much as possible in each list. Third, the
interpretation questions turned out to be pretty difficult, as is evident from
the inconsistent answers that informants provided. To overcome these inconsistencies in the data, all the answers were manually checked and where possible
coded adhering to informants’ remarks.
To sum up, written questionnaires have some disadvantages when compared to oral interviews, but in the current study, this methodology enabled
me to systematically collect a lot of data in many different dialects. Cornips &
Jongenburger’s (2001a: 56) take on this is the following: “Nevertheless, written elicitation data, provided these are interpreted carefully and considered in
any resultant analysis, can be useful indicators of dialectal preferences at the
syntactic level [. . .].” I am aware of the limitations of a written questionnaire
and I know that the resulting dataset is not optimal (actually datasets never
are). However, with well-informed decisions about gaps and deviating data in
the dataset, it reached its maximum potential. Because of the methodological
disadvantages, the results of this study have to be treated carefully and the
conclusions should be in line with the limitations, as advocated by Cornips &
Jongenburger (2001a:56).

3.3.2

Test sentences

The questionnaire consisted of 80 test sentences involving different possessive
structures (both internal and external possession). Three items were ungrammatical fillers.
The test sentences in the questionnaire were developed on the basis of observations from the literature. As far as external possession is concerned, the
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relevant references can be found in Chapter 1. As I explained there, my study focuses on the following topics: the possessive relation between two co-arguments
of a predicate, the determiner introducing the possessum, the verb and alienability. Each of these factors has been addressed by previous studies on external
possession. As these studies have identified different types of external possessor
constructions with differences in their syntax, different syntactic environments
were tested. Regarding the NE-internal possessor constructions, the questionnaire items from this study aimed to complement the data from the DiDDD
database (Diversity in Dutch DP Design; see Section 3.2). Finally, the questions about kinship nouns were designed to investigate their morphosyntactic
behavior in different syntactic environments, following up on work by Postma
(2017) and observations from studies on particular dialects (e.g. Entjes 1969,
1970).
The questionnaire items were presented to the informants in isolation. In
other words, there was no additional context introducing the sentences. One
reason for not including contexts is a practical one: if all sentences were accompanied by a context, the questionnaire would have been much longer, and thus
more demanding for the informants. The other reason is of a theoretical nature.
Regular definite descriptions which are expressed out of the blue are mostly infelicitous (see, among others, Carlson & Sussman 2005 and Aguilar-Guevara
2014). However, as I explained in Section 2.3.2, definite articles in external
possessor constructions behave differently in that respect. Regarding the introduction of definite objects without any preceding context, definite NEs in
external possessor constructions behave rather like weak definites. I expect that
for a subset of the speakers of Dutch, the external possessor constructions with
a definite article introducing the possessum can be used perfectly out of the
blue. One of the hypotheses tested in this study is that definite DPs in external
possessor constructions are referentially dependent NEs. Instead of having independent reference, they depend on another nominal for their interpretation (for
instance based on Guéron (1983, 1985, 2006); Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992)).
So instead of getting their reference from clause-external elements (either linguistic or non-linguistic), they have a clause-internal antecedent. In order to
test this relation, it is crucial to offer sentences in isolation.
Based on studies like Van Bree’s (1981), I expect variation among the dialects with respect to the use of definite articles. As far as the issue with infelicitous definite descriptions is concerned, I expect that the group of informants
will be divided into a set of speakers who readily accept external possessor constructions with definite articles and a set of speakers for whom such cases are
infelicitous. Informants were asked about the potential possessive relation after
they had translated a sentence (see Section 3.3.3). The answers anticipated a
potential infelicity by giving an option saying something like ‘the hands belong to a masculine person, but on the basis of the sentence we do not know
who this person is’. In addition, informants could give their comments in the
interpretation question section, which are potentially insightful with respect
to the participants’ interpretations of sentences. This information makes clear
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whether an informant can relate a definite NE to an antecedent within the
clause, outside the clause, or both.
As mentioned in Section 3.3.1, the different sentence types were varied as
much as possible, so as to avoid a repetition effect. In addition, each informant
received the questions in a random order, so that not all informants would
become familiar with a certain structure at the same place in the questionnaire.
In other words, this strategy minimized an order effect.
3.3.2.1

Four possessive patterns

The questionnaire systematically tested four possessive patterns across the different semantic and syntactic environments. The four possessive patterns are
introduced in the list below. Examples of questionnaire items that correspond
to these four categories are given in (5a)–(5d).
• NE-internal possessor construction (e.g. zijn handen ‘his hands’) → (5a)
• Subject possessor, possessum introduced by definite article (e.g. de handen ‘the hands’) → (5b)
• Indirect object possessor, possessum introduced by definite article (e.g.
hem de handen ‘him the hands’) → (5c)
• Indirect object possessor, possesum introduced by possessive pronoun
(e.g. hem zijn handen ‘him his hands’) → (5d)
(5) Four possessive patterns
a. Margriet heeft vanochtend zijn handen met zalf behandeld.
Margriet has this.morning his hands with cream treated
‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
b. Piet heeft vanochtend de handen met zalf behandeld.
Piet has this.morning the hands with cream treated
‘Piet treated the hands with cream this morning.’
c. Margriet heeft hem vanochtend de handen met zalf behandeld.
Margriet has him this.morning the hands with cream treated

‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
d. Margriet heeft hem vanochtend z’n handen met zalf behandeld.
Margriet has him this.morning his hands with cream treated

‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
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Verb types

As explained in Section 1.3.3, the verbs that can appear in the various external
possessor constructions are restricted. For that reason, I tested different types
of verbs systematically across the four possessive patterns (see above) and
combined them with alienable and inalienable nouns (see below). Theoretical
motivation for the particular verbs used will be given at the moment that I
discuss the data (in particular Chapter 4 for gesture verbs and Chapter 5 for
verbs implying physical contact and those that do not). The verb types that I
tested are listed directly below and the corresponding examples are presented
in (6a)–(6c).
• Verbs implying physical contact → (6a)
• Natural gesture verbs (Bally 1926; Hatcher 1944a,b; Guéron 1983, 1985,
2006; Le Bruyn 2014) → (6b)
• Verbs neither implying physical contact nor natural gesture → (6c)
(6) Different verbs
a. Piet heeft vanochtend de handen met zalf behandeld.
Piet has this.morning the hands with cream treated
‘Piet treated the hands with cream this morning.’
b. De kapster
draaide opeens het hoofd naar links.
the hairdresser.f turned suddenly the head to left
‘The hairdresser suddenly turned the head to the left.’
c. De dokter heeft vanochtend de armen gecontroleerd.
the doctor has this.morning the arms checked
‘The doctor checked the arms this morning.’
3.3.2.3

Syntactic environments

Object possessors were tested in different syntactic environments in order to
examine the effect of syntactic structure on the availability of such possessors.
The syntactic environments are summarized below. Examples of corresponding
questionnaire items are shown in (7a)–(7c).
• Possessor as indirect object of non-particle verb → (7a)
• Possessor as indirect object of particle verb → (7b)
• Possessum in PP → (7c)
(7)

Syntactic environments
a. Margriet heeft hem vanochtend de handen met zalf behandeld.
Margriet has him this.morning the hands with cream treated

‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
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b. Marie heeft hem vorige week de arm afgehakt.
Marie has him last week the arm off.chopped
‘Marie chopped off his arm last week.’
c. Ria aaide hem net over de wang.
Ria stroked him just over the cheek
‘Ria just stroked him on the cheek.’

The sentences in (7a)–(7c) all contain an adverbial phrase, as to linearly separate the indirect object from the direct object. Some dialects entertain DPinternal possessor constructions of the form hem z’n handen, literally ‘him his
hands’ (see for example data in the MAND). In order to make sure that informants would not parse the indirect object possessor structure in that way, we
added an adverbial phrase. To keep the questionnaire items consistent, all sentences involving external possessor constructions included an adverbial phrase.
3.3.2.4

Alienable vs inalienable nouns

As I explained in Section 1.3.4, much of the literature on external possession
assigns a prominent role to inalienable nouns in external possessor constructions. For that reason, I investigated the role of alienability as well. The four
possessive structures in Section 3.3.2.1 were tested both with alienable and inalienable nouns. The structures with the PP-possessa will test both types of
nouns as well. An example of both can be found in (8a) and (8b).
• Inalienable noun (body part) → (8a)
• Alienable noun → (8b)
(8) Inalienable and alienable nouns
a. Margriet heeft hem vanochtend de handen met zalf behandeld.
Margriet has him this.morning the hands with cream treated

‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
b. Marie heeft hem gisteren de vloer met olie behandeld.
Marie has him yesterday the floor with oil treated
‘Marie treated her floor with oil.’
3.3.2.5

Ungrammatical fillers

The questionnaire contained three ungrammatical fillers, which enabled me to
judge the informants’ behavior to a certain extent. Firstly, the questionnaire
aimed at testing whether a certain sentence type occurs in a dialect. For that
reason, I wanted informants to provide translations of sentences that are available in their dialect, instead of word-for-word translations, because they are
not informative (see Section 3.3.1). Secondly, I wanted to be able to estimate
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whether informants remained focused on their task. The responses to the ungrammatical fillers gave me some insight into the informants’ behavior. All the
fillers violate V2 and are therefore unmistakably ungrammatical in Dutch. An
example is given in (9).
(9)

3.3.2.6

* Hem Ria heeft de handen met zalf behandeld.
him Ria has the hands with cream treated
Intended: ‘Ria treated his hands with cream.’
Conditions that will remain unaddressed

The questionnaire contained more items than are discussed and analyzed in
this dissertation, due to limited space. Topics that will not be addressed include the form of the indirect object in indirect object possessor constructions
(e.g. pronoun, proper name, simplex reflexive, complex reflexive, reciprocal
pronoun); possessor doubling with different types of possessors (animate, inanimate), possessa (kinship noun, body part, alienable noun) and agreement patterns; agreement on possessive pronouns introducing kinship nouns and the use
of kinship nouns not introduced by a determiner. Not all the syntactic environments tested in the questionnaire ended up in this dissertation. Possessa in
small clauses and PP-possessa with a subject possessor will not be discussed
and are topics for future research.

3.3.3

Tasks

There were three or four tasks per test sentence. They are exemplified in the list
below, including the answer options. An example of each question is presented
in Table 3.2 for an actual questionnaire item, namely the one in (10). The
complete set of questions per questionnaire item can be found in Appendix B.
• Grammaticality judgment
– Answer: yes, no, unknown
• Rate how natural the sentence sounds (only asked if judgment is ‘yes’)
– Answer: scale 1-5
• Translate sentence into dialect (only asked if judgment is ‘yes’)
– Answer: free text (with instruction to keep word order of the test
item and not to add or omit words)
• Indicate possessive relation (only asked if judgment is ‘yes’ and if this
information is relevant for the test item)
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– Answer: multiple choice, multiple answers allowed

(10)

Piet heeft vanochtend de handen met zalf behandeld.
Piet has this.morning the hands with cream treated
‘Piet treated the hands with cream this morning.’

The first question is concerned with the availability of a sentence in a dialect. As explained in Section 3.3.1, informants were asked about their judgments indirectly, so by asking whether a configuration occurs in their dialect,
rather than asking whether it is correct. In the instructions, informants were
requested to first translate the sentence into their dialect for themselves, so
that their judgment would be based on their dialect. If they answered ‘yes’ to
this question, the follow-up questions appeared (see below). If their answer was
‘no’ or ‘unknown’, they continued with the next test sentence.
In addition to a judgment, informants were also requested to indicate the
extent to which a sentence was perceived as natural on a scale from 1 (sentence certainly does not occur in the dialect) to 5 (sentence certainly occurs
in dialect). The initial acceptability question only provided three answer options: ‘yes’, ‘no’ and ‘unknown’. With a five-point scale for naturalness one
receives more fine-grained judgments and thus a more differentiated picture of
the marked nature of a certain syntactic construction (Cornips & Jongenburger
2001b:225). When discussing data from the questionnaire, I represent answers
on the 5-point scale as follows.
• 1=*
• 2 = ?*
• 3=?
√
• 4=?
√
• 5=
(this is usually not indicated, unless it is necessary to contrast it
with an ungrammatical option)
The translation question’s function was twofold. Firstly, it provided the actual data that was analyzed. Second, it enabled me to evaluate the informants’
response. Translations show us whether an informant judged the correct target
sentence. Even though informants were requested to stay as closely as possible
to the target sentences, many translations contain elements that are different
from the test item, as well as omission and the addition of phrases. Those divergent parts were treated as follows. If deviating material involved non-crucial
components, the translation was approved. Where deviating parts involved
components crucial to the condition, translations were marked differently. Systematic deviations received a certain code, grouping the translations with the
same deviation together. If a translation matched another test sentence, this
translation was taken into account for that condition, as strongly deviating
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Sentence

Piet heeft vanochtend de handen met zalf behandeld.
‘Piet treated the hands with cream this morning.’

Judgment

Zeg bovenstaande zin eerst hardop in uw dialect. ‘First
say the sentence above aloud.’
Komt deze zin voor in uw dialect? ‘Does this sentence
occur in your dialect?’
• ja ‘yes’ • nee ‘no’ • onbekend ‘unknown’

Naturalness

Hoe gebruikelijk vindt u deze zin in uw dialect op een
schaal van 1 t/m 5? ‘To which extent does this sentence
sound natural in your dialect on a scale from 1 to 5?’
heel ongebruikelijk 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 heel gebruikelijk
not natural at all 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 very natural

Translation

Hoe klinkt bovenstaande zin in uw dialect?
‘What does the sentence above sound like in your
dialect?’
Vrije tekst ‘Free text’

Interpretation

Wat betekent deze zin? Wie z’n handen zijn
behandeld?
‘What does this sentence mean? Whose hands have
been treated?’
a. De handen van Piet ‘Piet’s hands’
b. De handen van iemand anders dan Piet, maar wie
dat is, kan niet uit deze zin worden opgemaakt. ‘Hands
belonging to somebody else than Piet, but who they
belong to cannot be determined on the basis of this
sentence.’
c. Anders, namelijk . . . ‘Other, namely . . .’

Table 3.2: Example of a questionnaire item and its associated questions
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translations provide convincing evidence for its validity (Carden 1976: 101,
Cornips & Jongenburger 2001b: 228). Completely wrong translations were not
taken into account in the analyses.
Because the potential possessive relation in the test sentences is of crucial
relevance to the current study, the questionnaire contained questions to investigate these interpretive issues. I will refer to these questions with the term
interpretation questions. Those questions directly asked the informants about
a possessive relation between (i) two referents in the clause, or (ii) between a
referent in the clause and a (unidentifiable) referent outside the clause. The
question provided multiple choice answers and allowed multiple answers to be
selected. The interpretation always had an ‘Other, namely. . .’ field, providing
informants with the space to give their own remarks. Even though informants
were instructed to check multiple answers in cases where this was applicable,
many of the informants did not make use of this option. Instead, they filled out
the ‘Other, namely. . .’ field with the content of the given possible answers. To
overcome this inconsistency in the data, all the answers were manually checked
and they received the correct answer options according to the remarks (see
Section 3.3.1). Some other problems with the interpretation questions will be
discussed in Chapter 4.

3.3.4

Informants

The questionnaires were sent out to the members of the Meertens Panel, which
is a group of speakers of Dutch who are registered at the Meertens Instituut
in Amsterdam. They regularly receive invitations to participate in online questionnaires from researchers at the Meertens Instituut or outside the institute.
Only Panel members who are registered as dialect speakers were approached
for the present study. Part 1 of the questionnaire was filled out by 394 informants, Part 2 by 283 informants, which is a subset of the informants of Part
1. Data from 30 informants were excluded, because they contained unreliable
answers. For example, some informants judged all the sentences as ungrammatical, even though a substantial number of the test sentences were grammatical
in standard Dutch. I also removed data from informants who did not provide
translations, which made it impossible to check their judgments. Some informants only translated parts of test items, or answered things like idem. I did not
rigidly exclude all the informants who did that. Instead, all these cases were
carefully investigated. They mostly involved informants living in the Randstad, “the highly urbani[z]ed economic centre of the Netherlands” (Cornips &
Jongenburger 2001a:59), who speak varieties that are very close to standard
Dutch in linguistic respects (Cornips & Jongenburger 2001a: 59 and Cornips
& Jongenburger 2001b: 217). Because of the close relationship to the standard
variety, the test sentences are indeed very close to their spoken variety, which
makes answers like idem very understandable. In such cases, I verified whether
an informant was consistent in his or her answers. If the data provided by such
an informant displayed consistent behavior, they were included in the analyses.
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It was important to keep these data, because of the low density of data points
in this area. By disregarding those data, useful information from this region
would be lost.
For Part 1 of the questionnaire, I analyzed data from 364 informants, and
for Part 2 data from 265 informants. The varieties that the informants who participated in this study speak will be identified by means of geographic places.
In other words, place names will serve as descriptions of language varieties or
dialects. This strategy enables me to draw linguistic phenomena on a map. I
use the name of the geographic location (city or village) with which a certain
language variety is most closely associated to refer to the dialects. In most cases
this is the speaker’s place of birth, but in some cases it is another place, for
example the current living place.4 Relating a dialect to a geographic location
suggests that there are tight connections among speaker, language and location (Cornips 2012). This matter is much more complex, however. As Cornips
(2012) explains, the demarcation of dialects is arbitrary. There are no clearcut boundaries separating different dialects. Rather, dialects blend into one
another: properties from a variety spoken by a certain speaker may display
overlapping phonological features with one dialect, but syntactic features with
another, for example. Reference to linguistic varieties through place names is
used to be able to name varieties and to present the region where they are
coming from and hence this strategy should be considered as an abstraction
of the actual situation. An example of a reference to a dialect is the following:
Kampen, NL-Ov, which refers to the city of Kampen, a place in the Netherlands (NL, as opposed to Flanders, FL), in the province of Overijssel (Ov). The
map in Appendix A represents all the relevant provinces and the abbreviations
that I will use. Now we have settled the way in which I refer to dialects, I can
come back to the distribution of the dialects for which data will be analyzed
in this study. The 364 informants from Part 1 of the questionnaire represent
241 dialects, and the 265 informants from Part 2 represent 191 dialects. The
distribution of informants for Part 1 of the questionnaire is depicted in Figure 3.1. The map also indicates the number of speakers per dialect. Note that
the number of speakers is not the same for each dialect. The distribution of informants for Part 2 of the questionnaire is presented in Figure 3.2. The maps in
Figures 3.1–3.2 show that for both parts of the questionnaire, the entire Dutch
language area is more or less covered, but the density of data points differs
per region. This is important to keep in mind when interpreting the geographic
distribution of the phenomena discussed in this study.
As the maps in Figures 3.1–3.2 show, there is no equal distribution of
speakers over the language area. This situation emerged, because the use of
4 The identification of an informant’s dialect is in the first place based on the information
they provided themselves when registering for the Meertens Panel. However, some informants
are not very specific about their dialect. For example, they answer that they speak ‘Limburgian’ or ‘Flemish’. In such cases, I checked with the informant which geographic place is the
most suitable reference point. In cases where I could not get in touch with the informant, I
assumed the place of birth to be the appropriate point of reference.
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Figure 3.1: All data points for Part 1 of the written questionnaire; dialects are
represented by different numbers of informants
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Figure 3.2: All data points for Part 2 of the written questionnaire (subset of
part 1); dialects are represented by different numbers of informants
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the Meertens Panel does not allow for much control over the selection of informants. As mentioned above, all members of the Meertens Panel who are
registered as dialect speakers were invited to participate in the questionnaire.
It was up to them to decide whether they would indeed engage in the study.
This lead to the unequal distribution of informants. There is for example a
high density of informants in the province of Limburg, but much less so in
Flanders and the western part of the Netherlands. Another issue is that there
are different numbers of informants for each dialect. For certain dialects, only
one speaker participated, whereas there are multiple speakers for other dialects, as indicated in Figure 3.1 and Figure 3.2. This possibly leads to variation
within a single dialect, especially in cities which include different varieties, as
Cornips & Jongenburger (2001b:200) point out. In Section 3.3.5 I will explain
how I deal with this discrepancy. Finally, sociolinguistic factors were not controlled for, since the invited informants participated on their own initiative.
This means that people with different education levels and family situations
and people with different linguistic backgrounds (having lived in one place or
multiple places, still living in the original dialect region or not) participated.

3.3.5

Analytical issues

In this section I will address some analytical issues, paving the way for the discussion of the data and the corresponding analyses in the subsequent chapters.
3.3.5.1

Different number of informants per dialect

The first issue was already mentioned in the previous section and is concerned
with the different number of speakers per dialect. For some dialects, only one
informant participated, whereas there are multiple speakers for other dialects
(ranging from two to fifteen for Part 1 and from two to twelve for Part 2).
I will represent the data as follows. For the answers regarding the extent to
which a sentence is perceived as natural, I will present mean scores for dialects
in which more than one speaker participated. This strategy is not applicable
to the questions about the availability of a certain construction, however, and
neither for the interpretation questions. In those cases, I will represent the
answer that was selected by a majority of informants from a single dialect. In
case two or more answers were selected by an equal number of speakers, both
or all of the answers will be represented on the map.5
5 Note that this method does not do justice to Cornips & Jongenburger’s (2001b: 220)
observation that in bigger cities different varieties exist next to each other. In my study,
some of the bigger cities were represented by multiple speakers. Ideally, one would present
those different varieties on the map as well. However, representing the individual answers
from the high number of participants would distract us from observing common patterns.
For that reason, I have decided to present answers that were selected most, thereby putting
variation within places aside.
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Translations

Another issue I would like to address involves the translations that informants
provided. These include different scenarios. In the first scenario, the translation
matches the syntax of the test sentence, although lexical items differ from
the ones in the test sentences. As Carden (1976:101) explains, an accurate
translation provides weak evidence that a certain configuration exists in an
informant’s dialect. However, many of the translations in our study may be
syntactically analogous to their corresponding test sentences, but other aspects
differentiate from the test sentences in various ways. Firstly, the lexical items
often strongly diverge from the original. Secondly, in some cases informants
represent two words as a single item that are separate in the standard Dutch
test sentence. (11) illustrates this for a dative argument. In the standard Dutch
sentence (11a)6 , the dative is represented separately from the verb, but an
informant from Koningsbosch Dutch attached the dative argument to the verb,
like a clitic, as illustrated in (11b).
(11)

a. Test sentence in standard Dutch
Marie heeft hem net de handen afgedroogd.
Marie has him just the hands off.dried
b. Translation for Koningsbosch (NL-Li)
Marie hêê-tûm net de henj aafgedrûeëgd.
Marie has-him just the hands off.dried
‘Marie just dried his hands.’

A third way in which translations may deviate from test sentences is of a
grammatical nature. Informants provide translations with inflectional material
which does not appear in the standard Dutch test sentences. An example can
be found in (12).
(12)

a. Test sentence in standard Dutch
Ik zie mijn vader elke week.
I see my father every week
b. Translation from dialect of Tienen (Fl-VB)
Ich zien mènne på ieder waik.
I see my.infl dad every week
‘I see my father every week.’

All in all, accurate translations may not be the strongest evidence for the availability of certain linguistic phenomenon, as Carden (1976:101) argued, but
most of the translations in our dataset diverge from the test sentences in at
least one of the three aspects mentioned above. This shows that informants did
6 This sentence is not necessarily part of the standard Dutch language, but ‘standard
Dutch’ in this case means that the sentence is presented with standard Dutch vocabulary
items.
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not literally copy syntactic configurations, indicating that the informants consciously translated the sentences. For that reason, these accurate translations
were taken into account in the analyses.
The second scenario for translations involves cases where the translation
diverges from the test sentence, but the elements that are different are not
crucial to the configuration. For example, an informant uses a simple past
tense instead of a perfect tense or some non-crucial element, like an adverbial
phrase, is omitted.7 I suppose that such deviations do not affect the conditions
the questionnaire is testing, although we cannot be entirely sure about that.
Nevertheless, such translations are approved and included in the analysis in
cases like this.
The third scenario involves cases in which a translation varies in such a
way that a crucial component, i.e. a condition I wanted to test, is different. In
that case, I do not take the data into account in the analysis. Note that I do
not take a wrong translation of this kind to be evidence that the phenomenon
does not exist in this dialect, because the configurations that were tested do
not necessarily exclude each other. For that reason, it is impossible to conclude
that a configuration does not occur in a certain dialect if an informant provides
a deviant translation. However, along the line of reasoning that diverging translations offer great validity of the data (Carden 1976; Cornips & Jongenburger
2001b), those answers were included in the conditions which match these translations. For example, the test sentence in (13) asks for a translation with an
indirect object and the direct object introduced by a possessive pronoun. Some
informants translated this sentence with a definite article introducing the direct
object, as illustrated for Smilde Dutch in (14). In this case, the translation will
be included in the results for the condition with the definite article.
(13) Test sentence
Margriet heeft hem vanochtend z’n handen met zalf behandeld.
Margriet has him this.morning his hands with cream treated
‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
(14) Translation for Smilde Dutch (NL-Dr)
margriet ef um vanmorng
de aandnd mit salfe beaandeld
Margriet has him this.morning the hands with cream treated
‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
3.3.5.3

Interpretation of definite NEs and possessive relations

This dissertation is crucially concerned with the appearance of definite articles
in configurations that receive a possessive interpretation. In short, my aim is
7 Remember that adverbials were added to the external possessor constructions to avoid
a linear order of ‘him his hands’, which can be used as a DP-internal possessive structure
in some dialects (see Section 3.3.2.3). If a translation lacks an adverb, I checked whether it
concerned such a dialect. If this was not the case, such a translation was included in the
analysis.
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to explore the syntactic configurations in which a definite NE can be syntactically related to another NE for different dialects of Dutch. This research topic
involves some problematic consequences for testing this type of structure.
Because this study aims at testing the potential clause-internal syntactic
relation between a definite NE and an antecedent, the relevant test sentences
have to be introduced without any preceding context. This causes a problem
for speakers who cannot relate a definite NE to a clause-internal antecedent.
The line of research on definites which argues that definite descriptions need
to be familiar is relevant here. A prominent approach to familiarity of definites
is presented in Heim (1982). Heim’s (1982) proposal is that definite descriptions refer to entities that already exist in the discourse, and are thus subject
to a familiarity condition. Against this background, it is understandable why
speakers reject sentences with a definite NE. Since the test sentences in the
questionnaire were presented in isolation, the definites were not introduced before. The referents that those definites describe do not exist in the informants’
discourse, unless the reference of the definite NE can be related to another referent in the clause. In other words, the definite description could be related to
an external possessor within the same clause. As this is probably just the case
for a subgroup of dialects, many informants probably think that the referent
of the definite NE must be clause-external. Interpreting it this way requires
quite an abstract level of thinking from the informants. They basically have to
be able to distinguish between an ungrammatical and an infelicitous sentence.
If a sentence with a definite NE is rejected by an informant, we thus cannot
immediately conclude that it is indeed ungrammatical for this speaker, because
it is possible that the speaker just thinks that it sounds strange out of the blue.
Another problem concerns the interpretation questions in the questionnaire.
As explained in Section 3.3.3, informants had to indicate the potential possessive relation(s) for a subset of the sentences, making use of multiple choice
answers. The results of these interpretation questions need to be treated carefully, since the presupposition of a possessive relation might distort the results.
As hinted at above, there are two different ways in which a NE can be interpreted as the possessor of a definite NE: (i) sentence-internally, by which the
referentiality of the possessum depends on the referentiality of the possessor,
or (ii) sentence-externally, ascribing a possessor to the definite NE on the basis
of sentence-external material. Since no linguistic context was provided for the
test sentences, the second option could involve all kinds of strategies to come
up with a possessor for the definite NE. The answer provided by the informant
would not necessarily reveal her thoughts. This means that informants might
try to come up with a possessor for a definite NE (they are pushed into doing
that, because the interpretation question presupposes a possessive relation),
while it is unclear what they are thinking. So instead of a formal, syntactic
relation between subject and direct object, they might connect these two by
filling in the context themselves. So whenever informants answer ‘yes’ to the
question whether a certain participant in the clause could be interpreted as
the possessor of the definite NE, it is unclear whether this is because of the
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linguistic expression itself, or because the informant came up with a context
for herself in which the direct object belongs to the subject. For that reason,
isolated results for these interpretation questions are not that revealing. They
should be compared to the results of the same test item across other informants
and to other test items within the results of a single informant. In this way,
major trends can be revealed, which can tell us something about the dependent
status of definite NEs.
3.3.5.4

Remarks on the possessive relation

The final issue I want to address here relates to the interpretation questions
(see Section 3.3.3). In the discussion of the tasks above, I already pointed out
that the results of the interpretation questions are not very clear. Remember
that in the interpretation questions, informants were asked about potential possessive relations and multiple choice answers were provided. Informants were
instructed to check all the answers that were applicable according to them,
so to check multiple answers if all those answers matched possible possessive
relations. However, some informants did not follow these instructions. Instead,
they did not check any of the possessive relations, but formulated their own
answer in the ‘Other, namely. . .’ section. If an informant explicitly mentioned
that for instance both the subject and somebody other than the subject could
be interpreted as the possessor, the information in the dataset was adjusted
accordingly. However, not all informants were that articulated in their comments. In those cases, it was impossible to draw firm conclusions about the
informant’s ideas about the possessive relation. Such answers were categorized
into coherent groups. For example, some informants noted that the value for
the possessor depends on the context. The different answer categories will be
discussed in more detail in the next chapters.

3.4

Follow-up study

The results of the written questionnaire provide us with a lot of information
about different possessive structures in Dutch dialects. As I explained in Section 3.3.1.2, this questionnaire faces some methodological disadvantages. One
of these drawbacks is that it aimed at collecting data on many different phenomena, tested in different syntactic and semantic environments. Because the
questionnaire covered many phenomena, most of the conditions were tested only
once. The conclusions drawn from these data are thus limited by the questionnaire and as such, the data are mostly suitable to reveal broad patterns. In
addition, even though the questionnaire contained 80 test sentences, the data
do not provide sufficiently detailed information to test certain theoretical predictions. For these reasons, I conducted a follow-up study with a small subset
of informants who participated in the written questionnaire.
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The follow-up study consisted of two main parts (‘Follow-up 1’ and ‘Followup 2’). Both Follow-up 1 (35 sentences) and Follow-up 2 (41 sentences) were
split into two parts. First, the informants received an online list of sentences
for which they had to provide translations and judgments. The sentences that
were presented to the dialect speakers can be found in Appendix I (Follow-up
1) and Appendix J (Follow-up 2). The instructions (see Appendix K) were very
similar to the ones for the written questionnaire. Second, I carried out telephone
interviews with the informants to ask for clarifications and discuss interpretive
issues. The timeline for the follow-up studies is presented in Table 3.3.8
Follow-up 1

Follow-up 2

Written
questionnaire

Telephone
interview

Written
questionnaire

Telephone
interview

Kampen (NL-Ov)

16-2-2017

17-2-2017

13-6-2017

14-6-2017

Echt (NL-Li)

–

–

12-6-2017

14-6-2017

Zuidlaren (NL-Dr)

12-2-2017

15-2-2017

8-7-2017

8-7-2017

Franeker (NL-Fr)

14-2-2017

15-2-2017

26-6-2017

27-6-2017

Antwerpen (FL-An)

10-2-2017

20-2-2017

18-6-2017

14-7-2017

Table 3.3: Timeline follow-up studies

The follow-up study enabled me to (i) test a certain phenomenon with more
test sentences; (ii) discuss very subtle interpretive issues; and (iii) test detailed
theoretical predictions. As such, this follow-up study is an indispensable part
of this study. The data resulting from these interviews constitute important
support for some of the theoretical claims in this book.

3.4.1

Methodology

The methodology is very similar to what was used in the written questionnaire.
An important difference is that part of the follow-up study involved oral interviews. Like in the written questionnaire, I took as many methodological issues
into account as possible. So as to avoid triggering prescriptive norms, I asked
for indirect judgments. In other words, informants provided judgments about
the occurrence of a sentence rather than about grammaticality. I designed the
lists in such a way that different sentence types were mixed. In addition, I
provided similar instructions for the translations and rating of the sentences
as in the written questionnaire. The instructions can be found in Appendix K.
8 More

information about the missing data for Echt is given in Footnote 9.
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Note that the question on the availability of a sentence in the dialect and
the instruction to translate the test sentence were reversed in this questionnaire. In the written questionnaire, informants first provided their judgment
with respect to the availability. Only if they answered ‘yes’ did they have to
translate the sentence. This means that in the follow-up studies, informants
provided a translation for every sentence, even if a certain sentence did not
occur in their dialect. This strategy has the advantage of providing negative
data. Note further that another difference between the written questionnaire
and the follow-up studies concerns the judgment of the sentences. In the written questionnaire, informants first had to indicate whether a sentence occurs
in their dialect, choosing from the answers ‘yes’, ‘no’ and ‘unknown’. Subsequently, they had to indicate the extent to which the sentence was perceived
as natural. These two components are collapsed in the follow-up studies. For
the question whether a sentence occurs in a certain dialect, participants were
provided with a scale from 1 (certainly does not occur) to 5 (certainly occurs).
After the written part of the follow-up studies, I carried out telephone interviews with the informants. A clear advantage of the interviews over the
written questionnaire is that it was possible to discuss the sentences with the
informants, to ask for clarifications and to ask additional questions. As a consequence, the interviews yielded reliable and clear data. A disadvantage in this
stage of the data collection is that I did the interviews myself, despite not
speaking the informants’ dialects. The interviews were carried out in a standard variety of Dutch, which could cause interference from this variety into
the dialect. Due to practical reasons (not all the dialects that were interesting
for the follow-up study were represented by multiple speakers in the written
questionnaire, limited time), it was not possible to set up interviews with two
speakers from the same dialect to carry out the entire interview in the local
dialect. To elicit dialectal behavior from the informants during the interviews,
I provided them with a list of the translations they gave on the written part.

3.4.2

Test sentences

The questionnaire for Follow-up 1 consisted of 35 sentences. They mainly tested
whether the observations by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011) about body
part NEs introduced by a possessive pronoun could be carried over to the
definite body part NEs from the current study. Hence, the questionnaire items
contained verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption like bezeren ‘to hurt’
and verwonden ‘to wound’. An example is given in (15). The syntactic tests
that Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd used to determine the underlying structure
of the sentences with reflexive pronouns and body part NEs were part of Followup 1 as well. An example is given for the test with a Cause PP in (16). The data
from all the relevant tests will be extensively discussed in Chapter 4. Finally,
this part of the follow-up study also tested co-varying interpretations of definite
body part NEs. An example of this type is presented in (17). The complete list
of sentences can be found in Appendix I.
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(15) Verb of bodily harm
Jenny heeft de voet bezeerd.
Jenny has the foot hurt
‘Jenny hurt the foot.’
(16) Test with Cause PP
Björn heeft de voet bezeerd aan de roestige spijker.
Björn has the foot hurt
on the rusty nail
‘Björn hurt the foot on the rusty nail.’
(17) Co-varying interpretation of definite body part NE
Iedere man heeft de handen met zalf behandeld.
every man has the hands with cream treated
‘Every man treated the hands with cream.’
For Follow-up 2, 41 sentences were presented to the informants. Follow-up
2 mostly focused on object possessors, although it tested some properties of
subject possessors as well. An important issue tested in this part of the followup study is the cancellation of benefactive and possessive readings of sentences
with indirect objects, both for alienable and inalienable possessa. An example
of a canceled possessive reading is presented in (18) and a canceled benefactive
reading can be found in (19). The questionnaire also contained sentences in
which the direct or indirect object had undergone different types of movement.
An example of wh-extraction of a direct object is given in (20). Follow-up 1
tested comparative deletion contexts for subject possessors, Follow-up 2 did
the same for object possessors. An example is given in (21). Finally, the questionnaire for Follow-up 2 tested different morphological forms of possessa, for
example with different determiners and pronominalized forms. An example with
a determiner other than a definite article is presented in (22). This discussion
briefly listed the main topics covered by Follow-up 2. I refer the reader to Appendix J for the complete list. In addition, a subset of the results for these
questions will be discussed in detail in Chapter 5.
(18) Canceled possessive reading
Aniek heeft hem de handen met zalf behandeld, maar de handen
Aniek has him the hands with cream treated,
but the hands
waren niet van hem.
were not from him
‘Aniek treated the/his hands with cream, but the hands were not his.’
(19) Canceled benefactive reading
Ralph heeft haar de handen met zalf behandeld, ook al
weet
Ralph has her the hands with cream treated,
although knows
hij dat haar huid heel slecht tegen zalf kan.
he that her skin very bad against cream can
‘Ralph treated her hands with cream, even though he knows that her
skin does not handle cream very well.’
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(20)

Wh-extraction of direct object
Welke lichaamsdelen heb je hem gecontroleerd?
which body.parts
have you hem checked
‘Which of his body parts did you check?’

(21) Comparative deletion context
Marije heeft hem vaker
de handen gewassen dan haar.
Marije has him often.comp the hands washed
‘Marije washed his hands more often than hers.’
(22) Indirect object possessor with indefinite possessum
Sanne heeft hem een hand met zalf behandeld.
Sanne has him a hand with cream treated
‘Sanne treated a hand of his with cream.’

3.4.3

Tasks

In the written parts of both follow-up studies, informants were asked to translate each sentence and to indicate the extent to which they thought the sentence
is available on a scale from 1 to 5. They were instructed to remain as faithful
to the test sentences in their translations as possible. I specifically asked informants to provide translations of all the sentences, even of sentences that did
not occur in the informants’ dialects. After the informants had translated and
rated the list of sentences, their answers and interpretive issues were discussed
during a telephone interview. In particular, I asked informants for potential
possessive relations, where relevant. Informants also got the opportunity to
explain why sentences scored low on the scale of occurrence and to provide
alternative sentences in those cases.
A questionnaire item was presented as follows.
• Sentence: Jenny heeft de voet bezeerd. ‘Jenny hurt the foot.’
• 1. Vertaling ‘Translation’ → free text
• 2. Komt deze zin voor in uw taalvariant/dialect? ‘Does this sentence occur
in your variety/dialect?’ → komt zeker niet voor ‘certainly does not occur’
1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 komt zeker voor ‘certainly occurs’

3.4.4

Informants

For the follow-up study, I selected five informants from the participants of the
questionnaire from dialects with different properties.9 Each dialect is repre9 The informant from Echt (NL-Li) only participated in Follow-up 2 (see Table 3.3). Her
response to my call for participation for Follow-up 1 reached me only after I had interviewed
the informants from the other dialects. Those data were suffiently informative to support the
theoretical claims in Chapter 4. I decided to include this informant for Follow-up 2, because
the dialect spoken by this informant productively uses indirect object possessor constructions,
which was the focus of Follow-up 2. Hence, the data on this topic produced by this informant
are very valuable for the theoretical claims in Chapter 5.
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sented by a single speaker. The geographic places with which the dialects of
the speakers are most closely associated are the following. The distribution of
the dialects can be found in Figure 3.3.
• Kampen, NL-Ov
• Echt, NL-Li
• Zuidlaren, NL-Dr
• Franeker, NL-Fr
• Antwerpen, FL-An
On the basis of their data from the questionnaire, three informants (the ones
from Zuidlaren, Kampen and Echt) featured two crucial properties in their
dialect that were tested in this study, namely the use of a definite article in
possessive structures and the possibility to have an indirect object possessor.
The results from the speaker from Franeker revealed that the use of a definite
article is less widely used in her dialect, but this speaker does allow indirect
object possessors under some circumstances, with the possessum introduced by
a definite article. The dialect of Antwerpen is interesting for this study, because
in this variety, a definite article can never be used to express a possessive
relation. In addition, this dialect does not allow indirect object possessors at
all.

3.5

Preview of the results

To conclude this section, I would like to provide a brief outlook to the results that will be discussed in the following chapters. As became evident from
the methodological discussions above, there were several ways in which the
research methodology (namely the use of a written questionnaire) affect the
reliability of the results. Despite the methodological shortcomings discussed in
Section 3.3.1.2, the written questionnaire reveals interesting patterns with respect to the availability of external possessor constructions and their interpretations. Complemented with the material from the follow-up study, the complete
dataset of this study enables to me to develop an articulate theory of external possession in Dutch dialects, which can be extended to languages in which
external possessors constructions share properties with the Dutch varieties.
The following chapters are organized along the different types of external
possessors that have been identified in the literature. In Chapter 4, I will discuss subject possessors and Chapter 5 is devoted to object possessors, including
structures with indirect object possessors and PP-possessa. Each of these chapters will discuss Dutch data with respect to the grammatical factors relevant
for the individual constructions, which have been introduced in Chapter 1. The
analyses that will be worked out in these chapters follow the main theoretical
assumptions introduced in Chapter 2.
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Figure 3.3: Data points for the follow-up study

CHAPTER

4

Subject possessors

4.1

Introduction

This chapter describes the first type of external possessor construction of this
study, namely the subject possessor construction. It will present evidence for the
idea that a possessive relation between an external possessor and a possessum
arises in a small clause (SC) configuration, in which the possessum is introduced
by a semantically vacuous definite article.
Previous literature reports that subject possessor constructions typically
appear with gesture verbs (Bally 1926; Hatcher 1944b; Kayne 1975; Guéron
1983, 1985, 2006; Le Bruyn 2014). All analyses that have been proposed so far
account for this generalization by resorting to some lexical rule which takes the
verb and the direct object to be or to become a unit. Examples of such units
in French include lever le bras ‘to raise the arm’, tourner les épaules ‘to turn
the shoulders’ and ouvrir les yeux ‘to open the eyes’ (Hatcher 1944b:460–461).
What these approaches have in common is that they do not explain why subject
possessor constructions require a gesture verb. This chapter aims to develop
a more principled account for this generalization by looking at Dutch dialect
data.
Another topic that is extensively discussed in the realm of subject possessor
constructions is the variation among languages that do and do not exhibit
subject possessor constructions. French is a famous example that productively
uses this construction, whereas English is an example of a language that lacks
this construction. Different sources illustrate a similar point of variation within
the Dutch language area. Weijnen (1966:315) notes that inalienable nouns can
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be introduced by a definite article in eastern Dutch dialects, but not in more
western dialects. Van Bree’s (1981) extensive study into Dutch and German
dialects concludes the same. In addition, the SAND (Barbiers et al. 2006)
includes data that confirm this observation for contemporary Dutch dialects,
of which some examples will be presented below.
Taking the cross-linguistic variation and the role of the gesture verb into
consideration, the questions central to this chapter are the following:
i. What is the geographic distribution of subject possessor constructions in
the Dutch language area?
ii. What is the grammatical distribution of subject possessor constructions
in Dutch? That is, under which syntactic and semantic conditions does a
possessive relation between a subject and a definite direct object arise?
iii. Should the possessive relation between subject and direct object be represented syntactically, and if so, how?
This chapter is organized as follows. I will first review four proposals from
the literature which deal with subject possessor constructions, focusing on their
analyses for the possessive relation between subject and direct object. After
that, I will introduce the first Dutch data showing the geographic distribution
of subject possessor constructions with gesture verbs. I will draw data from
the written questionnaire and the follow-up study (see Chapter 3) to support
my theoretical claims in this chapter. After the discussion of gesture verbs in
Dutch, I will expand the empirical domain on the basis of verb classes discussed by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011), namely verbs of bodily harm
and physical disruption. These data show that certain dialects display a wider
distribution of subject possessors than French, according to the facts discussed
in various studies. The Dutch facts concerning the subject possessor constructions, complemented by unaccusative diagnostics, support an analysis of the
subject possessor construction along the lines of Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd.
This analysis will be developed in Section 4.4. After the analysis, I will discuss
other verb types. The final section concludes the most important findings of
this chapter.

4.2

Previous work on the subject possessor construction

Before I turn to the discussion about the distribution of subject possessors
in Dutch, I first give some background information from the literature. I will
focus on the proposals that account for the way in which the possessive relation
between the definite direct object NE (nominal expression) and the subject is
established.
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A canonical example of a subject possessor construction was introduced in
Chapter 1 (p. 4). It is repeated here as (1). Guéron (1985) provides the following
observations for such cases, which are reported by others as well (see, among
others, Hatcher 1944b; Kayne 1975; Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992; Nakamoto
2010; Le Bruyn 2014). Firstly, in this configuration, the subject Jean is interpreted as the inalienable possessor of the direct object la main ‘the hand’, while
this possessive relation is not marked by morphological material that normally
expresses possessive relations. Secondly, the direct object is introduced by a
definite article. Finally, such subject possessor configurations require a verb
that expresses a natural physical gesture, like lever ‘to raise’ in (1). With a
verb like laver ‘to wash’, as in (2), no inalienable possessive relation arises.
There is cross-linguistic variation with respect to the configuration in (1). For
example, the English equivalent (3) of the French example in (1) only has an
alienable reading: the body part is interpreted as disconnected from the possessor (Guéron 1985). Various authors have addressed this variation. I will discuss
some of these works in the coming sections.
(1)

Jean lève la main.
Jean raised the hand
‘Jean raised his hand.’

(French)
[=(3) in Chapter 1]

(2)

Jean lave
la main.
Jean washes the hand
‘Jean washed the (6= his) hand.’
[based on Guéron (1985:62, ex. (80b)), glosses and translation are
mine]

(3)

John raises the hand.

Dutch dialects constitute an interesting case for subject possessor configurations. According to Guéron, the French subject possessor construction in
(1) is characterized by the definite article introducing the possessum and the
gesture verb lever ‘to raise’. These two components are crucial in establishing
a possessive relation between the subject and the direct object. As explained
in Section 2.3.3.1, Guéron argues that only languages that express ϕ-features
on definite articles exhibit external possessor constructions with the possessum
introduced by a definite article. This analysis enables Guéron to account for the
variation between French, which productively uses external possessor constructions, and English, which does not.1 Dutch is interesting, since it has distinctive
1 Note that this generalization is not completely adequate. As Guéron and others (e.g.
Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992; Le Bruyn 2014) observe, English does not lack external possessor constructions altogether. PP-possessa are available in English, in which the possessa
are introduced by a definite article. PP-possessa will be extensively discussed for Dutch in
Chapter 5.
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forms for the definite article, i.e. the form de for non-neuter (common) nouns
and het (or the phonologically reduced form ’t) for neuter nouns. The form
for all plural cases is syncretic with the non-neuter form, i.e. de. Some dialects
in the eastern and southern areas of the Netherlands and Flanders morphologically express three genders in some parts of the grammatical system (e.g.
definite articles, indefinite article, possessive pronouns). See Chapter 5 for a
more elaborate discussion. The second relevant property of French subject possessor constructions is the presence of a gesture verb. In Sections 4.3.3 and 4.5,
it will be shown that some of the Dutch dialects have a wider distribution of
subject possessor constructions than French, which presents a crucial clue for
the analysis of subject possessor constructions. Hence, the Dutch language area
is an interesting case study for research on external possession.
In the following sections, I will review four proposals that aim to account
for the understood possessive relation between the subject and direct object
in the subject possessor construction. They can be categorized into two types
of analyses. The first type involves a syntactic dependency between the subject and the direct object, facilitated by a ‘special’ definite article, namely an
anaphoric pronominal definite article in Guéron’s terms and an expletive definite article in the case of Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (see also Chapter 2). Le
Bruyn and Lee-Schoenfeld embody the second class of analyses. In their view,
there is no syntactic relation between the subject and the direct object. Le
Bruyn relegates the possessive relation to the Lexicon, whereas Lee-Schoenfeld
claims that the subject is automatically linked to the direct object because of
the verb’s nature. I will follow the line of thought developed in the first type of
analysis. That is, on the basis of the considerations presented in the following
sections, I will argue for a syntactic dependency between the subject and the
direct object.

4.2.1

Guéron (1985)

In Guéron’s analysis, the definite article plays a crucial role in all external possessor constructions. Concretely, she proposes that in languages that express
ϕ-features on definite articles, these elements can be realized as pronominal
anaphors, which can be bound. This type of definite article thus participates
in establishing a connection between two NEs. Guéron proposes this analysis
to account for the possessive relation between an indirect object (or dative
object) and a direct object in structures that I call indirect object possessor constructions. The indirect object (i.e. the understood possessor) binds the
definite article of the direct object (the possessum), creating a syntactic dependency between the two objects, which is interpreted as a possessive relation.
The indirect object possessor construction will be discussed in great detail in
Chapter 5.
For subject possessor constructions, Guéron appeals to the special status
of pronominal definite articles as well, but the data in (1) and (2) present a
complication. Guéron needs to account for the fact that speakers of French
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interpret a possessive relation between the subject and direct object in (1),
but not in (2). In order to account for the contrast between (1) and (2), it is
thus not sufficient to say that French has definite articles that can behave like
pronominal anaphors. If binding of a definite NE were the only process at work
here, one would expect (2) to express an inalienable relation between Jean and
la main ‘the hand’ as well, which it does not (Guéron 1985:57). In order to
account for the difference between (1) and (2) Guéron suggests that, next to
the anaphoric relation between the subject and the direct object (which is a
syntactic chain), we need lexical chains.
Generally speaking, a syntactic chain consists of two or more nominals connected by anaphoric binding (Guéron 1985:44). A chain is interpreted as a
single argument at LF (Guéron 1985:44). In canonical chains, traces (or copies
in Minimalist terms (Chomsky 1993, 1995)), as the result of movement are related to their antecedent. Guéron introduces a new kind of chain, namely ‘lexical chains’. Unlike canonical syntactic chains, lexical chains have more than
one NE with lexical content (Guéron 1985:44). In short, the external possessor
constructions that Guéron discusses contain a lexical chain, consisting of a possessor (the antecedent) and a possessum (a body part noun). Chain formation
of this type is subject to various restrictions. The relevant restriction for the
current discussion is that a lexical chain can only link a NE with a primary
Θ-role to a NE with a secondary Θ-role, but not to another NE with a primary Θ-role (Guéron 1985:59). In this way, lexical chain formation obeys part
(ii) of Guéron’s (1985: 58) Revised Theta-criterion.
(4) Revised Theta-criterion
(i)

Every NP with lexical content is assigned one and only one thetarole.

(ii)

In LF, every chain contains a single argument and every chain is
assigned a single primary theta-role.

This form of the Θ-criterion can account for the fact that (2) does not receive
an interpretation with an inalienable relation between Jean and la main ‘the
hand’: both NEs receive a primary Θ-role, so that they cannot form a lexical
chain by part (ii) of the Revised Theta-criterion. Hence, they are not interpreted
as a single argument at LF, which means that they are interpreted as two
separate arguments between which no inalienable possessive relation exists.
Although the rule which states that only secondary Θ-roles may be linked
to another NE in a lexical chain accounts for the facts in (2), it poses a problem
for (1). Despite the fact that Jean and la main ‘the hand’ both receive a primary Θ-role (agent and theme respectively), (1) gives rise to an inalienable
possessive interpretation. In other words, the subject and the direct object form
a chain, which should be ruled out by part (ii) of the Revised Theta-criterion
in (4). Because Guéron cannot account for this in terms of binding and lexical
chains, she needs additional machinery to account for the facts in (1). Here

104

4.2. Previous work on the subject possessor construction

the notion ‘gesture verb’ becomes relevant. Guéron (1985:62) argues that in
cases like (1), reanalysis takes place, whereby the verb and the complement are
turned into a single verb at LF. Syntactically, these verbs are still transitive,
but at LF the Θ-role of the object is absorbed by the verb (Guéron 1985:62).
As a consequence, at the semantic level, the object has lost its independent
status and no chain is formed between the subject and the object. So, the
subject possessor configuration does not have to obey the conditions on chain
formation. At the syntactic level, however, the definite article introducing the
object is bound by the subject, as explicitly explained in Guéron’s (2006: 599)
more recent chapter on external possession. Guéron (1985:62) claims that, on
the basis of observations by Bally (1926), Hatcher (1944b) and Kayne (1975),
reanalysis is subject to a semantic constraint: the result of the reanalysis, i.e.
the verb plus the object, must be interpreted as a natural gesture. For the
current discussion the crucial point is that the possessive relation in (1) arises,
according to Guéron, because (i) the definite article in this case in French is a
pronominal anaphor which is bound by the subject of the clause and (ii) the
nature of the verb gives rise to reanalysis of the verb with the complement.

4.2.2

Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992)

Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s approach to external possessor constructions resembles Guéron’s analysis in various respects. They propose a special type of definite article as well, namely an ‘expletive definite article’, which is a semantically
vacuous definite article. They account for the variation between French and English as presented in (1) versus (3) by appealing to the different types of definite
articles. In their proposal, French definite articles can be expletive, as opposed
to their English counterparts. (5) presents a French example of a dative possessor construction, in which the possessum is introduced by an expletive definite
article, according to Vergnaud & Zubizarreta.
(5)

Le médecin a examiné la
gorge aux enfants.
the doctor has examined the.sg.f throat to-the children
‘The doctor examined the children’s throats.’

(French)

[adapted from Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992:597, ex. (5b))]
Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s (1992: 596–597) basic assumption is that relational nouns can take a possessor argument. When the noun gorge ‘throat’
takes a possessor argument, it is represented with a variable: gorge(x). Alternatively, body part nouns can also appear without a possessor argument, in
which case such lexical items are represented as gorge. Vergnaud & Zubizarreta
(1992:597) argue that the two forms are related by means of a lexical redundancy rule. The relevant point for the current discussion is that this variable
in body part nouns (i.e. the possessum) can be bound by a dative possessor
argument.
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The binding process between the dative argument and the variable in the
body part noun is illustrated in the structure in (6), taken from Vergnaud &
Zubizarreta (1992:618).
(6)

VP

V

SCdat

examiner
DP

PPdat

D

NPj (x)/1

Pdat

DP1

la

Nj (x)

à

les enfants

gorge(x)
Vergnaud & Zubizarreta argue that a dative argument can bind the variable
of the possessum if they mutually m-command each other. They define mcommand as follows:
(7) M-command as adopted by Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992:609)
x m-commands y iff x does not dominate y and every maximal projection z that dominates x dominates y.
Given this definition of m-command, the NP with the x-variable in (6) and
DP1 do not mutually m-command each other. This is so, because (i) the maximal projection DP dominating NPj (x) does not dominate DP1 and (ii) the
maximal projection PP dominating DP1 does not dominate NPj (x). Vergnaud
& Zubizarreta make two additional assumptions to guarantee the syntactic dependency between the dative argument and the body part noun. The first one is
that the dative case marker à does not constitute a barrier for m-command, because it is a non-lexical category (Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992:616). As such,
the PP does not count as a ‘maximal projection’ under the m-command definition in (7) and is thus not a barrier for the m-command relation between DP1
and NPj (x). Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s second assumption is the most relevant
for the current study. Vergnaud & Zubizarreta propose that definite articles
can be expletive. Such expletive articles are not a barrier for m-command. As
such, the DP dominating NPj (x) does not intervene between the two NEs. As
a result of those two assumptions, there are no maximal projections intervening between the possessum gorge ‘throat’ and the dative argument les enfants
‘the children’ in (6). NPj (x) and DP1 do not dominate each other and every
maximal projection that counts for m-command, namely SC, dominates both
NEs. Consequently, the dative argument binds the variable in the body part
noun under this syntactic dependency and a possessive relation is interpreted
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between the two NEs. See Le Bruyn (2014:316–318) for a summary of Vergnaud
& Zubizarreta’s proposal as well.
With respect to the subject possessor construction Vergnaud & Zubizarreta
follow Guéron in assuming that reanalysis takes place, turning the verb and
the direct object into a complex predicate. They are not very explicit about
the structure of such a complex predicate, but the relevant point is that no
maximal projection intervenes between the direct object (the possessum) and
the verb. Assuming that the subject (the possessor) and the verb are dominated
by the same maximal projection, Vergnaud & Zubizarreta can set up a syntactic
dependency between the subject and the direct object in the same way as with
dative possessors. The body part NE la main ‘the hand’ in (1) is part of the
complex verb and the definite article la is expletive. In this configuration the
definite article does not constitute a barrier for mutual m-command between
the subject and the direct object. Hence, this syntactic dependency relates
the subject both to the verb and the direct object (Vergnaud & Zubizarreta
1992:621), so that a possessive relation between the subject and the direct
object is established.
To summarize, Vergnaud & Zubizarreta and Guéron have a similar approach to subject possessor constructions in French: the definite article in such
configurations has special properties, which allows its noun to be bound by
the subject. Reanalysis is semantically constrained, as a consequence of which
subject possessor constructions only occur with gesture verbs.

4.2.3

Le Bruyn (2014)

Le Bruyn’s analysis strongly deviates from Guéron’s and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s contributions in the sense that he argues that there is no syntactic
dependency between the subject and the direct object in subject possessor constructions. Another contrast between Guéron’s and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s
analyses on the one hand and Le Bruyn’s on the other, is that the former two
argue for polysemy of the definite article, whereas the latter develops an account in which there is only one type of definite article. This implies that Le
Bruyn proposes an analysis in which the definite articles in external possessor
constructions are no different from ‘canonical’ definite articles, despite the fact
that definite NEs in external possessor constructions seem to exhibit different
properties than canonical definite NEs.
As mentioned above, many studies have reported on the lexical constraints
of subject possessor constructions. Guéron and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta argue
that the verbs that permit a subject possessor configuration trigger reanalysis
of the verb and the direct object. As a result, the verb and its complement
form a complex verb at LF. Le Bruyn (2014) takes this to mean that subject
possessor constructions are constrained to more or less fixed V+NP combinations.2 As such, Le Bruyn (2014:331) argues, these constructions are stored
2 Even

though subject possessor constructions are lexically constrained, analyzing them
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in the Lexicon as complex predicates. Le Bruyn (2014:331) suggests that the
possessive interpretation between subject and direct object might be included
in the lexical information of these constructions. This could be implemented as
indicated in (8), which represents a lexical entry in which the subject and the
direct object of the verb lever ‘to raise’ are related by means of subscripts.
(8)

[Xi lever la maini ]

[Le Bruyn (2014:331, ex. (72))]

Analyzing subject possessor constructions as more or less lexically fixed expressions provides a straightforward account for the cross-linguistic variation
as represented by the different interpretations in (1) and (3): each language
differs with respect to which combinations of V+NP it features in its Lexicon (or which verbs allow reanalysis with their direct object in Guéron’s and
Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s terms). Le Bruyn’s analysis of the definite article
in (1) is in line with his underlying assumption that morphological possessive
marking may be absent when the possessive relation is established otherwise
(see Chapter 2). That is, in the case of subject possessor constructions, the
possessive relation is taken care of in the Lexicon. Hence, the possessum can
be introduced by a determiner that does not express possession.
Despite the cross-linguistic variation, subject possessor constructions can be
characterized by two important generalizations. The first generalization concerns the verbs giving rise to a possessive relation between the subject and
the direct object. Bally (1926), Hatcher (1944b), Guéron (1983, 1985, 2006)
and Kayne (1975) have shown that these verbs belong to a semantically coherent class, namely gesture verbs. As I will show in Sections 4.3.3 and 4.4.2,
for certain Dutch dialects, the class of verbs that allow a subject possessor
construction should be extended to other verbs, which form a coherent class
with the gesture verbs with respect to their syntactic structure. This will be
explained in the sections just mentioned. The second property that subject
possessor constructions share is that the possessum is restricted to relational
nouns, as Le Bruyn (2014:318) notes as well. Le Bruyn’s proposal misses both
generalizations, because if subject possessor constructions are lexicalized, languages could in principle lexicalize any V+NP combination. This state of affairs could be averted by postulating additional lexical rules which constrain
Le Bruyn’s proposal to relational nouns and gesture verbs, but they would
not explain why precisely these verbs and nouns give rise to subject possessor
constructions. Moreover, the lexical explanation for the subject possessor construction is completely different from Le Bruyn’s proposal for indirect object
as fixed expressions that are stored in the Lexicon, seems to be too rigid. As Hatcher’s
(1944b: 460–461) overview of V+NP combinations that show up in subject possessor constructions demonstrates, there is a many-to-many relationship between body parts and verbs.
In other words, a certain verb combines with different body part NEs and a certain body part
NE combines with different verbs in subject possessor constructions. If all these combinations were to be listed in the Lexicon separately, important generalizations would be missed,
both with respect to the type of verb that permits a subject possessor construction and with
respect to the nouns that occur in these configurations (see the discussion in the main text
as well).
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possessors and PP-possessa, whereas these configurations display identical behavior with respect to the properties of the definite article (sloppy readings in
elliptical contexts, co-varying interpretations, non-unique reference and nonfamiliar reference; see Section 2.3.2) and requiring or strongly preferring body
part nouns.

4.2.4

Lee-Schoenfeld (2007)

Lee-Schoenfeld suggests a proposal for the properties of subject possessor constructions in German that is similar to Le Bruyn’s account. (9) presents a
German example in which the subject is interpreted as the possessor of the
direct object. Like in the French example in (1), the sentence features a gesture
verb, namely heben ‘to raise’. Another commonality is that the possessum is
introduced by a definite article.
(9)

Er hob die Hand.
he raised the hand
‘He raised his hand.’

(German)
[Lee-Schoenfeld (2007:84, ex. (67a))]

Lee-Schoenfeld’s account for indirect object possessor constructions involves
a thematic relation between the possessor and the possessum. The possessor
is base-generated as an argument in the specifier of the direct object, after
which it undergoes possessor raising to an affectee v -projection. Lee-Schoenfeld
(2007:83) argues that possessor raising to an agentive v is ruled out. For that
reason, she argues, the subject er ‘he’ in (9) cannot be base-generated in the
specifier of the possessum. She concludes that the possessive relation must be
established in a different way. These facts are in line with Guéron’s analysis
which says that semantically, the body part NE in subject possessor constructions (die Hand ‘the hand’ in this case) is not a theme-argument of the gesture
verb (heben ‘to raise’). If die Hand is not a theme of the verb, it cannot host
the possessor in its specifier. This does not provide an explanation for the
possessive interpretation in (9), but it leads Lee-Schoenfeld to conclude that
the possessive relation in subject possessor constructions cannot be established
in the same way as in indirect object possessor constructions. She provides a
potential solution along the lines of Le Bruyn’s analysis. That is, she argues
that the possessive relation between the subject and the direct object is not
syntactically encoded, which is corroborated by her conclusion that possessor
raising is impossible in (9). Rather, she claims that the subject is automatically
interpreted as the possessor of the body part, because there can be no external causation involved with natural gesture verbs (Lee-Schoenfeld 2007:83).
She does not develop her idea any further, so it is unclear what the structure
would be and how the possessive relation comes about. Lee-Schoenfeld does
not discuss the role of the definite article in (9).
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Interim summary

The previous section discussed four proposals for the possessive relation between a subject and a direct object introduced by a definite article. I provided
an elaborate discussion of these studies to clarify in which respects my proposal deviates from theirs. To summarize, in this section, we have seen two
types of proposals to account for the possessive relation in sentences like (1).
The first type, advocated by Guéron and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta, involves a
syntactic dependency between the subject and the direct object, facilitated by
a ‘special’ definite article. In this kind of approach, the verb and the direct
object undergo reanalysis (which is restricted to gesture verbs), in which the
subject is able to bind the definite article introducing the possessum (Guéron)
or the variable inside the possessum (Vergnaud & Zubizarreta). Le Bruyn and
Lee-Schoenfeld entertain a different approach. In their view, there is no syntactic relation between the subject and the direct object. Le Bruyn relegates the
possessive relation to the Lexicon with no role to play for the definite article,
whereas Lee-Schoenfeld claims that the nature of the gesture verb guarantees
that the subject is automatically related to the direct object.
All the proposals discussed above refer to the observation that subject possessor constructions typically appear with gesture verbs. However, they do not
have an explanation for this generalization. Lee-Schoenfeld (2007) hints at the
properties of the verb by saying that there is no external causation involved
with gesture verbs and she suggests that the definite direct object might not
be a theme argument of the verb. However, she does not make this proposal
explicit, which makes it difficult to evaluate. Guéron, Vergnaud & Zubizarreta
and Le Bruyn all refer to the Lexicon to give this restriction a place in their
theories, which does not give us any insight into the underlying reason for the
gesture verb constraint.
In this chapter, I aim to provide an explanation for the gesture verb generalization in subject possessor constructions. My study into subject possessors
is inspired by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s (2011) analysis of simplex reflexives and body part NEs introduced by a possessive pronoun. Their account is
able to capture the behavior of certain types of verbs in Dutch. They show that
verbs of bodily harm, physical disruption and also gesture verbs (they discuss
more types of verbs, but these categories are relevant for the present study)
can take a simplex reflexive argument, a property that is not available for all
verbs. What is more, they show that, with these verbs, simplex reflexives and
possessive body part NEs behave equally when it comes to syntactic tests targeting the presence and absence of an agent. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
analysis develops the idea that the direct objects with these verbs are not the
theme arguments, as Lee-Schoenfeld hints at as well. Rather, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd argue that the element that seems to have the grammatical
function of a direct object underlyingly constitutes a complex small clause argument together with the subject. The verb has no agent and features a single
internal argument, i.e. the small clause. Thus, it receives an unaccusative struc-
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ture in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis. See also Everaert (1986:74),
who argues that inherently reflexive verbs are unaccusative. The empirical facts
supporting this analysis were discussed in Section 2.2.1 and the crucial components of the analysis were introduced in Section 2.2.3. In this chapter, I will
provide evidence for my claim that body part NEs that are (i) introduced by a
definite article and (ii) receive an inalienable possessive interpretation display
behavior identical to body part NEs introduced by a possessive pronoun. For
that reason, I will apply Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis to the data
of the current study. This analysis is in line with the idea developed in Guéron
and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta that there is a syntactic dependency between the
subject and the direct object, albeit a different relation. The possessive relation in my analysis is, following Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd, established in
a Relator Phrase (see Den Dikken (2006), as explained in Section 2.5). This
approach was introduced in Chapter 2 and will be further developed in Section 4.4.2. Treating gesture verbs as unaccusative verbs in the sense of Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd reflects a fundamental property of gesture verbs that is
responsible for the possessive relation between their subjects and direct objects.
Namely, these verbs do not have an agent underlyingly, while the possessor
and possessum are base-generated in a subject-predicate configuration of the
RP. Because this structure reflects fundamental properties of the relevant verbs,
it will provide a more explanatory account of such structures compared to the
literature discussed in the sections above.
In the following section, I will first discuss the distribution of the subject
possessor construction with gesture verbs. As Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
observed, gesture verbs behave similarly to the verbs that receive an unaccusative structure in their analysis. Because of this finding, I will investigate
these verbs in the context of subject possessor configurations in Section 4.3.3.
I will show, in Section 4.4.1, that definite body part NEs behave the same as
simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s study, which provides ample support for applying their analysis to the
dialectal facts of this study in Section 4.4.2.

4.3

Grammatical distribution of subject possessors in Dutch

This section presents the empirical facts on the basis of which my analysis
will be developed. I will first discuss the distribution of subject possessors
with gesture verbs in Dutch dialects. After that, I will broaden the empirical
domain and review subject possessors with verbs of bodily harm and physical
disruption.
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Gesture verbs

Natural gesture verbs constitute the prototypical verb type that shows up in
subject possessor constructions reported in the literature (see Section 4.2).
In the written questionnaire of the current study, I tested the distribution of a
subject possessor construction with the verb draaien ‘to turn’. The test sentence
is presented in (10). The sentence contains a subject, de kapster ‘the hairdresser
(feminine)’ for whom it is reasonable to turn some other person’s head. In this
way, the questionnaire item in principle allowed for two interpretations: one
in which the hairdresser turns her own head (subject possessor construction)
and another one in which the hairdresser turns the head of her client. By
asking participants about the interpretation of (10) as regards the possessor
of the head, I gained insight into whether they interpreted the example as
a subject possessor construction. The hairdresser context enabled speakers of
dialects that potentially lack the subject possessor configuration to assign a
non-possessive reading to (10).
(10)

De kapster
draaide opeens het hoofd naar links.
the hairdresser.f turned suddenly the head to left
‘The hairdresser suddenly turned the head to the left.’

(11) presents a translation for (10) in Geleen Dutch, for which the informant indicated that the only interpretation is one in which the subject ‘the
hairdresser’ is understood as the possessor of ‘the head’.3 More dialectal translations of this sentence can be found in Section 4.4.1.3 (in the discussion about
passivization).
(11)

De kapster
draide opens
de kop nao lenks.
the hairdresser.f turned suddenly the head to left
‘The hairdresseri suddenly turned heri head to the left.’
(Geleen, NL-Li)

Before discussing more questionnaire data in this chapter, a few remarks
will be made regarding the translations that informants provided. First of all,
in some dialects in the province of Groningen, NEs with a definite interpretation can appear without an overt definite article if the noun has common
gender (see for example Ter Laan 1953, Weijnen 1966: 494, Oosterhof 2008 and
references cited in the latter paper, which also gives a more precise description of the geographic distribution of definite article omission). This property
3 Remember that the interpretation questions in the questionnaire asked informants about
the potential possessive relation between the definite body part noun in this case and another
participant in the event. Informants were offered multiple choice answers with potential
possesors (see Section 3.3.3 and Appendix B). The fact that the informant in (11) opted
for the answer in which only the subject is interpreted as the possessor, indicates that this
is the prevailing interpretation for this informant. If a suitable context were provided, this
informant would probably allow for an interpretation with somebody other than the subject
as well.
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shows up in the translations of the relevant dialects in the current study as
well (see Appendix G for the geographic distribution of this property in the
current study). An example is given in (12), where the definite NE ‘the head’
is translated with the bare noun kop. Based on Ter Laan’s (1953) and Oosterhof’s (2008) conclusions that such bare NEs are semantically definite, I will
include translations like (12) in the set of data with definite NEs throughout
this dissertation.
(12)

kapster
draaide in ainen kop noar links.
hairdresser.f turned in once head to left
‘The hairdresser suddenly turned her head to the left.’
(Winschoten, NL-Gr)

Second, there are dialects in which the form of the definite article resembles
that of a reduced form of the feminine possessive pronoun. An example is
given in (13). The form dur represents the pronunciation of the reduced form
of haar in standard Dutch. In (13), a feminine pronoun would be a suitable
element to refer to the subject ‘the hairdresser’. However, as (14) shows, dur
is also used in contexts where the occurrence of a feminine pronoun would be
highly unlikely. As the informant who produced (13) and (14) generally provides
accurate translations and there is nothing in the target sentence that points
to a female participant, the occurrences of dur in (14) are analyzed as definite
articles and so is the one in (13). For all informants in which this issue arose, all
translations containing forms like dur (with orthographic variations like der,
d’r and dr ) were carefully investigated to make sure that they could indeed
be analyzed as definite articles. That is, they were compared with contexts
in which the use of a feminine pronoun would be unexpected, as in (14), and
analyzed as definite articles if they occurred in such environments as well. The
geographic distribution of dialects using these forms of definite article can be
found in Appendix H. The dialects using these forms are located in the far
south of the Dutch part of Limburg. The distribution concerns 17 geographic
places, represented by 29 informants in total.4
(13)

de kapster
driënet ongerins dur kop noa links.
the hairdresser.f turned suddenly the head to left
‘The hairdresseri suddenly turned heri head to the left.’
(Simpelveld, NL-Li)

(14) dur monteut hat dizze murrege dur auto gecontroleerd.
the mechanic has this morning the car checked
‘The mechanic checked the (6= his) car this morning.’
4 At the moment, I do not know why the definite articles in the relevant dialects have such
forms. At first sight, it does not seem to be induced by a phonological condition, since in (13)
a noun starting with k can either be introduced by de as in de kapster or by dur as in dur
kop. I leave this issue for future research, which should be carefully designed to test different
phonological environments.
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The above two cases of deviating translations (i.e. the lack of an overt definite article and a different form of the definite article) concern cases that are
counted as accurate translations, because the properties of the relevant dialects are such that translations end up with these characteristics. The third
way in which translations diverge from the target sentence concerns grammatical deviations that are excluded from the analysis, because they do not match
the intended structure. For example, instead of a definite article, a feminine
possessive pronoun is used to introduce hoofd ‘head’. When the numbers for
distribution are discussed, such grammatical deviations are mentioned separately.
We will now turn to the results for (10). The basic numbers for the distribution of this sentence are given in Table 4.1. They are divided into the
informants’ intuitions (‘Yes’, ‘No’ and ‘Unknown’) in the case of correct translations and the translations they provided in the case of divergent translations
(for example, feminine or masculine pronoun). Since (10) was included in Part
2 of the questionnaire, there are only 265 observations for this sentence.
Answer
‘Yes’ + correct transl.
‘No’
‘Unknown’
f poss. pronoun
m poss. pronoun
dat + def. art.
Inaccurate transl.

n=265

%

214
27
2
11
6
1
4

80.8
10.2
0.8
4.2
2.3
0.4
1.5

Table 4.1: Distribution of potential subject possessor construction with gesture
verb draaien ‘to turn’

Table 4.1 shows that a vast majority of the informants find the sentence in
(10) grammatical. This result is expected, because this sentence is, according
to our insights, considered to be grammatical in all varieties of Dutch. That is,
it follows a normal syntactic pattern and does not seem to contain any element
or construction that speakers of Dutch would reject. In light of these facts,
it is to some extent surprising that still 10.2% of the informants rejects (10).
There might be different reasons for rejecting the sentence. Since informants
who rejected a certain test sentence did not have to provide a translation (see
Section 3.3.3 for a description of the tasks and the procedure of the questionnaire), the questionnaire results provide no negative evidence. This means that
we have no insight in the reason for such rejections. However, we can make an
educated guess when we compare the distribution of (10) with two minimally
different sentences. First, the questionnaire included a sentence with the same
configuration as (10), the only difference being that the direct object is introduced by a possessive pronoun instead of a definite article. This sentence was
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accepted by 93.6% of the informants. This indicates that the definite article
introducing ‘the head’ probably plays a role in the acceptability of (10). This
probably pertains to the fact that a definite NE is used without any introduction, as I explained in Section 3.3.5. Since the test sentence (10) was presented
in isolation, the definite direct object ‘the head’ had not been introduced before.
Consequently, it does not exist in the informants’ discourse, unless the reference of the definite NE can be related to the subject. If an informant cannot
relate the definite body part NE to the subject, it is likely that the sentence
is infelicitous, for which reason some informants might have rejected such a
sentence. Second, the questionnaire also contained a sentence with the same
configuration as (10), but with the alienable noun de volumeknop ‘the volume
knob’ instead of the inalienable noun ‘the head’. This sentence was accepted
by 97% of the informants. This shows that it is easier for the informants to
accommodate an alienable definite NE without preceding discourse than an
inalienable one. Hence, there seems to be an interaction between the definite
article and the inalienability of the noun in question that affects the acceptability of inalienable definite case in (10). Below, this finding will be used to
support the idea that there is a syntactic dependency between the subject and
the definite direct object.
The crucial point for this study is how informants interpret (10), that is,
whether they interpret the subject de kapster ‘the hairdresser’ as inalienably
possessing het hoofd ‘the head’, or ‘the head’ as being physically detached from
the subject. For example, it could belong to some person other than the subject
or it could be a representation of a head, like a part of a doll or a statue. In the
case in which the subject is interpreted as the possessor, (10) would concern
a subject possessor construction. In the case of another possessor, (10) would
express a syntactically transitive event, in which the subject and the direct
object refer to two physically separate objects. In contrast with (11) (i.e. an
obligatory possessive relation between ‘the hairdresser’ and ‘the head’ for a
speaker of Geleen Dutch), (15) presents a translation produced by an informant
who cannot get an inalienable possessive interpretation in this sentence. The
head must belong to somebody other than the subject.
(15)

De kapster
draaiende ineens
het hoad naer lienks.
the hairdresser.f turned
suddenly the head to left
‘The hairdresseri suddenly turned thej head to the left.’
(Nieuwe-Tonge, NL-ZH)

Since we are dealing with the interpretation of definite NEs in this study,
a remark about the referential properties of definites is in order here. I will
not provide a thorough discussion of the extensive body of literature on definites, but I will briefly introduce some important notions. In Section 2.3, I
already referred to the uniqueness and familiarity properties of definite descriptions. Familiarity was also addressed in the context of analytical issues
in Section 3.3.5.3. The issue at hand is the fact that the questionnaire items
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contain definite NEs that have not been previously introduced in the discourse.
As such, the definite NEs cannot involve an anaphoric use of the definite article, as in (16) (e.g. Prince 1981: 229, Lyons 1999: 4, Schwarz 2009). However,
the referent of a definite description can also be inferred in different ways, for
example in bridging examples like (17)–(19).
(16)

We got some beer out of the trunk. The beer was warm.

(17)

We got some picnic supplies out of the trunk. The beer was warm.
[Prince (1981:229, ex. (12))]

(18)

I had to get a taxi from the station. On the way the driver told me
there was a bus strike.
[Lyons (1999:3, ex. (8))]

(19)

They’ve just got in from New York. The plane was five hours late.
[Lyons (1999:3, ex. (9))]

For the current study, it could be the case that a definite NE is related to
the subject of the same clause by means of such an inferential mechanism.
The questionnaire from which I will discuss data did not contain strategies
to exclude this possibility. Although it is impossible to rule out this option
entirely, the results that will be discussed in this chapter suggest that bridging
effects cannot account for the patterns we find. Assuming that bridging is a
universal strategy, one expects that all speakers of Dutch are able to connect
a definite body part NE to the subject of the same clause, which is not the
case, as we will see below in Figure 4.1. It is nevertheless important to keep
in mind that the identification of referents of definite descriptions is subject to
pragmatic factors.
The results for the interpretation of (10) are summarized in Table 4.2. The
results only include answers from informants for whom (10) is available in their
dialect. The term possessor will be abbreviated by ‘PO’. ‘Subject PO’ (henceforth abbreviated to ‘SuPO’) indicates that the subject is interpreted as the
possessor of het hoofd ‘the head’. ‘Other PO’ (henceforth: ‘OtherPO’) expresses
answers in which somebody other than the subject must be the ‘inalienable possessor’ of het hoofd. When the sentence is ambiguous for a speaker, that is, when
both the subject and somebody else can be the possessor of het hoofd, this is
labeled ‘Subject PO & Other PO’. Table 4.2 lists three additional categories
of answers. These concern cases in which an informant did not indicate who
the head belongs to. Instead, they gave a comment in the ‘Other, namely. . .’
section (see Section 3.3.3) of the interpretation question. As these answers form
more or less coherent categories over informants and questionnaire items, they
are listed according to their class in Table 4.2 as well. I identified the following
classes of answers.
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• ‘Context’: answers in which informants explain that the possessive relation depends on the context.
• ‘Alienable’: answers in which informants ascribe an alienable possessive
interpretation to the relation between possessor and possessum (see (20)).
• ‘Not interpretable’: comments that were not interpretable for me.

Possessor
SuPO
OtherPO
SuPO & OtherPO
Context
Alienable
Not interpretable

n=214

%

65
36
110
1
1
1

30.4
16.8
51.4
0.5
0.5
0.5

Table 4.2: Interpretation of potential subject possessor construction with
gesture verb draaien ‘to turn’

An example of a comment referring to the alienable status of the head in (10)
is given in (20). Note that for the questionnaire item under discussion, this
is the only comment pointing at an alienable interpretation (see Table 4.2),
but other questionnaire items triggered more comments of this type, also by
different informants.
(20) Comment by informant about alienable interpretation of ‘the head’
Een hoofd dat aan niemand vast zit. Dat hoeft niet letterlijk zo te
zijn, zolang de context dat maar suggereert. Bijvoorbeeld, dit zou de
omschrijving kunnen zijn door iemand die een kapster beschouwt die
geen enkele aandacht voor haar klant heeft.
‘A head that is not attached to someone. This does not have be the case
literally, but it can also be suggested by the context. For example, this
could be a description by someone watching a hairdresser who pays no
attention at all to her client.’
Figure 4.1 displays the geographic distribution of both the availability of
(10) and its interpretation (i.e. the potential possessive relation). For the dialects in which this configuration is available, the map presents the interpretation
as discussed above, so the main answer types for interpretation SuPO, OtherPO and SuPO & OtherPO. Because we want to generalize over dialects, the
symbols on the map in Figure 4.1 each represent an entire dialect. In other
words, if there were multiple speakers representing a single dialect, I generalized over the speakers. There are two possible scenarios. In the first scenario,
there is one value for a dialect, namely the one that got the most votes within
a dialect. In that case, that answer is represented on the map. In the second
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scenario there are two or more answers that received an equal number of votes.
In that case, both (or all of the) answers are represented on the map. This
implies that in those cases, a single dialect receives more than one value, which
is visualized on the map with two different symbols.

Figure 4.1: Distribution and possessive relation for (10) per dialect.

The dialects that rejected (10) are mostly situated in the southern and
south-western part of the Dutch language area. In these regions, it is apparently impossible to use a definite NE in this way (see the discussion about the
infelicitous use of the definite NE).
The interpretation in which just the subject (squares) or both the subject
and somebody else (black dots) can be the possessor of the direct object, are
dominant in the northern and eastern parts of the Netherlands, including the
province of Limburg in the south-east, although there are a few dialects in
this region in which inalienable possession is not possible. The provinces of
Noord-Holland, Zuid-Holland and Utrecht have a lower density of speakers in
this study than the other regions, but in that part of the country, the SuPO
and SuPO & OtherPO answers prevail as well. The province of Noord-Brabant
and the entire Flemish part of Belgium contain most of the dialects in which
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exclusively somebody other than the subject can be interpreted as the possessor. In Flanders, there are no dialects in which exclusively the subject is the
possessor, with one exception (i.e. the dialect of Retie, Fl-An).
Figure 4.1 shows that there are 52 dialects that interpret the subject of (10)
exclusively as the possessor of the direct object (this number includes dialects
in which another interpretation exists next to SuPO — in that case there is
dialect-internal variation). This observation suggests that the informants of
these 52 dialects connect the direct object het hoofd ‘the head’ to the subject
de kapster ‘the hairdresser’ by means of a sentence-internal binding mechanism.
Another possible explanation for this interpretation would be that the definite
direct object is linked to the subject by means of pragmatic factors. In that case,
the idea would be that informants link the direct object to the subject, because
they need to interpret the definite description and since the subject is the other
participant in the clause, who necessarily has a head, the direct object is related
to the subject. However, if an informant finds a referent for the definite body
part NE by means of pragmatic factors, you would expect that the informant
would also be able to connect the definite NE to another antecedent by the same
pragmatic factors. This is clearly not the case for the informants who answered
that the subject must be the possessor of the direct object. Moreover, if linking
a possessor to the direct object is just a matter of pragmatics, one would expect
that everybody in principle can do that. At least one would expect that people
who can do that are more or less evenly distributed over the language area.
However, the map in Figure 4.1 shows a geographic pattern. The majority of
the exlusively SuPO-answers are located in the north and the east, whereas the
purely OtherPO-answers predominantly occur in Noord-Brabant and Flanders
(i.e. in southern varieties). This geographic distribution strongly suggests that
speakers of different dialects interpret the definite body part NE in different
ways.
There is another piece of data that supports the idea that there is a syntactic dependency between the subject and the direct object in (10). The geographic distribution of SuPO and SuPO & OtherPO answers largely overlaps
with other external possessor constructions, which all feature a definite article.
The relevant data will be presented in Chapter 5. For now it is sufficient to
note that the overlap with other external possessor constructions is additional
evidence for the claim that the subject possessor construction is a grammatical
configuration that is available in eastern and south-eastern Dutch dialects, the
grammatical properties of which probably cannot be accounted for by means
of a purely pragmatic analysis.

4.3.2

The grammatical status of gesture verbs

Section 4.2 reviewed four proposals for the subject possessor construction from
the literature. All of these approaches refer to the generalization that the subject possessor construction in French and German is restricted to gesture verbs.
However, none of the proposals explains why this is the case. In this chapter,
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I aim to provide that explanation, based on observations by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011) and their theoretical account of those facts.
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:88–89) show that verbs of movement
and change display an alternation between transitive and unaccusative syntax. This is illustrated for the verb bewegen ‘to move’ in the examples in (21)
and (22).
(21) Transitive
a. De moeder bewoog de baby.
the mother moved the baby
‘The mother moved the baby.’
b. De baby bewoog zichzelf.
the baby moved refl.self
‘The baby moved itself.’
[adapted from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:88, ex. (88))]
(22) Unaccusative
a. De baby bewoog zich.
the baby moved refl
‘The baby moved.’
b. De baby bewoog zijn voet.
the baby moved his foot
‘The baby moved its foot.’
c. De baby bewoog.
the baby moved
‘The baby moved.’
[adapted from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:88,
ex. (89–90))]
According to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:88), the cases in (21), featuring an independent agent and theme (21a) and a complex reflexive (21b),
receive a transitive analysis. This means that in both cases, there is an intentional agent, which is represented as an independent argument of the verb.
By contrast, the examples in (22), which have a simplex reflexive, a possessive
body part NE or no direct object (at the surface), have an unaccusative syntax.5 Following Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd this means that, in the case of
the simplex reflexive and the body part NE, the body part noun/simplex reflexive and its corresponding possessor/referent are contained in a Relator Phrase
(RP) (see Den Dikken (2006)), which is the complement of the verb (see (24a)).
5 The sentence in (22b) in fact displays an ambiguity: the subject can have both an intentional and unintentional interpretation. On the intentional interpretation, the baby intentionally does something which causes movement of his foot. On the unintentional interpretation,
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:88) argue, the movement denoted by the verb is ‘internally driven’ and hence this case is categorized as a ‘natural gesture’. The unintentional
interpretation of (22b) is equal to the interpretation of (22a) and (22c).
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In the case of (22c), the single internal argument of the verb is the NE de baby
‘the baby’. The different underlying structures can be summarized as depicted
in (23) and (24).6 Following Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd, I use the infinitival
form of the verb here to neutralize issues regarding verb movement.
(23) Transitive structure
a. [v P [DP de moeder] v [VP bewegen [DP de baby]]]
the mother
move
the baby
b. [v P [DP de baby] v [VP bewegen [DP zichzelf]]]
the baby
move
himself
(24) Unaccusative structure
a. [VP bewegen [RP [DP zich/zijn voet] R [PP P [DP de baby]]]]
move
refl/its foot
the baby
b. [VP bewegen [DP de baby]]
move
the baby
[adapted from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:89, ex. (91))]
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd provide support for the transitive and unaccusative structure presented in (23) and (24) by means of tests targeting the
absence and presence of a agent. These tests were discussed for verbs of bodily
harm and physical disruption in Section 2.2.1 and they will be applied to the
definite body part NEs of the current study in Section 4.4. For the particular
case of verbs of movement and change (e.g. bewegen ‘to move’), Rooryck &
6 If the sentences in (21) on the one hand and (22) on the other indeed have different
underlying structures, you expect that the sentences of the same type can be coordinated,
but that coordination is impossible when it involves sentences from two different types. (i)
shows coordination of a genuine theme (i.e. z’n dochtertje ‘his little daughter’) and the
complex reflexive zichzelf is possible, whereas coordination of z’n dochtertje and the body
part NE z’n voet ‘his foot’ is ungrammatical. Note that only the unintentional reading of
the subject is out in the latter case. An intentional reading of the subject is fine (see also
Footnote 5).
Coordination of the simplex reflexive zich seems to be difficult in general, in either position
of the conjunct, as (ii) and (iii) indicate. A discussion of this impossibility would lead us too far
from the current discussion. The contrast between zichzelf and z’n voet (with an unintentional
interpretation) supports Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s proposal for the different underlying
structures for (21) and (22).

(i)

√
De vader bewoog z’n dochtertje
en
zichzelf/*z’n voet.
the father moved his daughter.dim and refl.self/his foot
‘The father moved the little daughter and himself/his foot.’

(ii)

* De vader bewoog zich en z’n voet.
the father moved refl and his foot
Intended ‘The father moved himself and his foot.’

(iii)

* De vader bewoog z’n voet en zich.
the father moved his foot and refl
Intended: ‘The father moved his foot and himself.’
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Vanden Wyngaerd present arguments for the transitive and unaccusative analysis related to the intentionality of the subject and passivization. Since these
tests will be discussed extensively in Section 4.4, I will not repeat their argumentation for bewegen here. I refer the reader to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
(2011:89) for the relevant tests.
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd provide support for the idea that verbs of
movement and change optionally have an unaccusative syntax, namely when
they appear with a simplex reflexive, a body part noun, or, in the case of bewegen ‘to move’, without a second argument at all. This set of verbs includes
gesture verbs, which describe involuntary and internally driven movements.
This is the set of verbs that typically appear in subject possessor constructions. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd have developed a theoretical account for
Hatcher’s (1944b) observation that gesture verbs are actually intransitive. A
canonical case of the subject possessor construction, presented in (1) at the
beginning of this chapter, seems to concern a transitive verb with a direct
object.
“And yet it could also be said that all these phrases are essentially
‘intransitive’: though the object is part of the verb, it is not the
object of activity. For the subject of il lève la tête [he lifts the
head] does not ‘do something’ to his head, as does the subject of il
enveloppe sa tête, il se gratte la tête [he wraps his head, he scratches
his head]; rather, he does something with his head: he makes a
movement that is determined by the head” (Hatcher 1944b:462).
Hatcher gives an informal description which expresses the unaccusative syntax proposed by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd, referring to gesture verbs as
activities that are done with a body part, describing harmonious bodily movement in which the body part is functioning as an integral indivisible part of
its possessor (Hatcher 1944b:467). I argue that this view on subject possessor
constructions reflects their fundamental property: the verb expresses an event
in which only one participant is involved, who has the properties of a theme,
i.e. the participant undergoes the event.

4.3.3

Verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption

I will expand the empirical domain by including more verbs. The reason to
examine additional verbs is instigated by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s unaccusative analysis for verbs of movement and change, including gesture verbs,
which is also applied to other verb types. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011)
discuss different verb classes allowing simplex and complex reflexives, namely
verbs of bodily harm, verbs of physical disruption, psych verbs and verbs of
obstruction and damage. This is illustrated in Table 4.3 (this table has been
introduced already in Chapter 2 on p. 22). The relevant types for the current
study are ‘verbs of bodily harm’ and ‘verbs of physical disruption’, since those
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two categories can feature body part NEs.7 (25) presents an example with a
verb of bodily harm, namely the verb bezeren ‘to hurt’.
zich

verbs of bodily harm
verbs of physical disruption
psych verbs
verbs of obstruction & damage

bezeren ‘hurt’
breken ‘break’
amuseren ‘amuse’
folteren ‘torture’

√
∗
√
∗

body
part
NE
√
√
∗
∗

zichzelf
√
√
√
√

Table 4.3: Distribution of simplex reflexives, body part NEs and complex
reflexives with different verb classes (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:58)

(25)

Milo heeft zijn been bezeerd.
Milo has his leg hurt
‘Milo hurt his leg.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:56, ex. (5))]

In what follows, I will report on the distribution and interpretation of definite body part NEs with verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption in four
Dutch dialects. This part of the study concerns the follow-up study mentioned
in Section 3.4.
Let us start with the verb bezeren ‘to hurt’. In (26a) and (26b), the definite
body part NE is interpreted as inalienably possessed by the subject Jenny.
Those cases are thus parallel to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s possessive body
part NEs, illustrated here in (25). However, not all Dutch dialects comply with
this pattern. As (26c) and (26d) show, the dialects of Franeker and Antwerpen
can combine a definite body part with the verb bezeren ‘hurt’, but in that case,
the body part is not interpreted as being inalienably possessed by the subject.
Rather, u fowet/de voet ‘the foot’ refers to some undetermined body part, in
the sense that without any previous introduction in the discourse, no value
can be assigned to this definite NE. This difference in interpretation sets the
dialects of Kampen and Zuidlaren apart from those of Franeker and Antwerpen.
7 Psych verbs do not permit body part NEs, because they affect objects in a psychological
way and can for that reason not affect physical body parts (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
2011:82). The verbs of obstruction and damage are mentioned by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd for the sake of completeness, but as they do not permit a simplex reflexive, they serve
no purpose in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s (2011) study, in which they want to compare the properties of structures with a simplex and a complex reflexive. The set of verbs of
obstruction and damage includes verbs like bedriegen ‘to deceive’, bekritiseren ‘to criticize’,
beledigen ‘to insult’, to mention the first examples included by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
(see Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011: 57 for a more extensive list). Intuitively speaking,
these verbs need to involve an event between two separate entities, or a dissociation interpretation in case of a complex reflexive pronoun in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s terms.
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(26) Bezeren/zeer doen ‘to hurt’, literally ‘sore do’:
a. Jenny ef de voet zeer edaon.
Jenny has the foot sore done
‘Jennyi hurt thej /heri 8 foot.’
b. Jenny het de vout zeer daon.
Jenny has the foot sore done
‘Jennyi hurt heri foot.’
c. Jenny hat u fowet skosjèrre.
Jenny has the foot hurt
‘Jennyi hurt thej foot.’
d. Jenny hee de voet zeer gedaan.
Jenny has the foot sore done
‘Jennyi hurt thej foot.’

(Kampen, NL-Ov)

(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(Antwerpen, FL-An)

The dialects of Franeker and Antwerpen use a possessive pronoun to get a
possessive reading for (26c) and (26d) (like in standard Dutch), as illustrated
in (27).
(27)

a. Jenny hat har fowet skosjèrre.
Jenny has her foot hurt
‘Jennyi hurt heri foot.’
b. Jenny hee heure voet zeer gedaan.
Jenny has her foot sore done
‘Jennyi hurt heri foot.’

(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(Antwerpen, FL-An)

The following data present other types of verbs that can combine with a
definite body part NE. The first verb is verwonden ‘to wound’, which belongs
to the same class as bezeren ‘hurt’, i.e. verbs of bodily harm, according to
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s typology. 9
(28) Verwonden ‘to wound’:
a.

? Elmar ef de voet verwond.
Elmar has the foot wounded
‘Elmari wounded thej /hisi 10 foot.’

(Kampen, NL-Ov)

8 In the glosses of potential subject possessor constructions, a possessive relation between
the subject and the definite direct object is indicated by means of identical indices. Absence
of a possessive interpretation is represented by means of a definite article, accompanied by
a distinct index. According to this practice, then, (26a) is ambiguous between a possessive
and a non-possessive reading. From now on, translations will be presented in the way just
explained.
9 Informants in the follow-up study have provided judgments on a 5-point scale (1 =
sentence certainly does not occur in the dialect, 5 = sentence certainly
√
√occurs in dialect). I
represent these judgments as follows: 1 = *, 2 = ?*, 3 = ?, 4 = ? , 5 = . See Section 3.4.3.
10 The informant had a slight preference for the interpretation in which de voet ‘the foot’
belongs to somebody other than the subject.
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Elmar het de vout zeer daon.11
Elmar has the foot sore done
‘Elmari wounded thej /hisi 12 ‘foot.’
√
c. ? Elmar hat de foewut verwoenne.
Elmar has the foot
wounded
‘Elmari wounded thej foot.’
d.
Den Elmar hee de voet gekwetst.
the Elmar has the foot hurt
‘Elmari hurt thej foot.’
b.

(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(Antwerpen, FL-An)

The informant from Kampen Dutch found the acceptability of this sentence questionable. It is unclear what causes this uncertainty. When assigning
an interpretation to this sentence, the informant noted that he had a slight
preference for the interpretation in which the body part NE did not inalienably belong to the subject, although this is a possible interpretation as well.
The informant from Zuidlaren Dutch fully accepted the sentence in (28b) and
noted that it was ambiguous: de vout ‘the foot’ could be the subject’s body
part or somebody else’s. The sole interpretation for the configurations in (28c)–
(28d) in Franeker and Antwerpen Dutch is one in which the body part does
not inalienably belong to the subject.
The following set of sentences feature the verb verrekken ‘to strain’, which,
as Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:94) show, is an inherently reflexive verb
which permits a simplex reflexive and a possessive body part NE.13
(29) Verrekken ‘to strain’:
a. Tonny verrekken14 de kuutspiere.
Tonny strained
the calf.muscle
‘Tonnyi pulled hisi calf muscle.’
11 Note

(Kampen, NL-Ov)

that the informant from Zuidlaren Dutch translated bezeren and verwonden with
the same Dutch periphrastic construction zeer doen ‘hurt’, literally ‘sore do’.
12 The informant from Zuidlaren Dutch was not entirely consistent. (26b) is unambiguous;
he indicates that the subject is the possessor in that case. In contrast, (28b) does receive two
interpretations, i.e. an alienable and an inalienable one, while the verb is the same, namely
zeer doen ‘to hurt’, literally ‘sore do’. The crucial information for this study is whether the
definite body part NE can be interpreted as inalienably possessed by the subject, which is
the case in both examples.
13 Note that the status of this verb is not entirely clear. Firstly, there seems to be variation
among speakers regarding the objects that verrekken ‘to strain’ can take. Whereas Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd claim that the verb can take body part nouns or simplex reflexives, other
speakers of Dutch have indicated that it can only combine with body part NEs. For these
speakers, the verb would belong to the set of verbs of physical disruption, like verzwikken
‘to sprain’ (see below). However, it lacks the option to combine with a simplex reflexive and
as such it would be an ‘inherently possessive verb’ (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:94).
For speakers who do permit a simplex reflexive with verrekken ‘to strain’, the verb would
probably belong to the class of verbs of bodily harm, under the assumption that in that case,
a complex reflexive is possible as well.
14 This form of the verb expresses past tense in this dialect and is syncretic with the infinite
form.
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b. Tonny verrekte de kuutspier.
Tonny strained the calf.muscle
‘Tonnyi pulled hisi calf muscle.’
c. Tonny verrekte him de koetspier.15
Tonny strained him the calf.muscle
‘Tonnyi pulled hisi calf muscle.’
d. Den Tonny hee de kuitspier verrekt.
the Tonny has the calf.muscle strained
‘Tonnyi pulled thej calf muscle.’16
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(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(Antwerpen, FL-An)

The examples from Kampen and Zuidlaren Dutch show that they permit
a definite body part NE with the verb verrekken ‘to strain’ with an inalienable interpretation. As expected, Franeker and Antwerpen Dutch cannot have
a definite body part NE with a ‘reflexive’ interpretation here. Instead, Franeker
Dutch requires a dative construction in this case, as (29c) shows, and the definite body part NE in Antwerpen Dutch receives an alienable interpretation.
The last set of sentences I present in this section contain the verb verzwikken
‘to sprain’. According to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s (2011: 78) ontology,
this verb belongs to the class of ‘verbs of physical disruption’ (see Table 4.3).
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:94) also show that this verb is ‘inherently reflexive’, like verrekken ‘to sprain’ in the examples in (29). It contrasts
with verrekken ‘to strain’ in that it does not allow the simplex reflexive zich,
but only a possessive body part NE. For that reason, they refer to verbs of
this class as ‘inherently possessive’ instead of ‘inherently reflexive’ (Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:94). The data in (30) present the data for definite
body part NEs.
(30) Verzwikken ‘to sprain’:
a.

Marieke verzwikken de enkel.
Mariekei sprained heri ankle
‘Marieke sprained her ankle.’

(Kampen, NL-Ov)

15 The informant from Franeker translated this sentence with a dative argument him and
the body part NE was introduced by a definite article. This informant apparently cannot use a
subject possessor construction in this case, like the informants from Kampen and Zuidlaren,
but she does use dative constructions, in which the possessum is introduced by a definite
article.
16 The speaker of Antwerpen Dutch allowed a transitive syntax with the verb verrekken ‘to
pull’, contradicting Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s (2011: 94) claim that this verb is ‘inherently reflexive’. That is, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd claim that this verb can only take
reflexive arguments or inalienable body parts. This verb expresses an event that can only
happen to yourself or your own body part; it is not something you can act out on somebody
else. The fact that the speaker of Antwerpen Dutch can assign an alienable interpretation to
the definite body part NE de kuitspier ‘the calf muscle’ is for that reason a bit surprising.
When I asked follow-up questions about this interpretation, the informant indicated that the
subject can be the cause of the pulling of the muscle, for example in a context in which the
subject is a physiotherapist and he treated the leg of his client inadequately. This interpretation would receive a transitive analysis in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis, in which
the subject is an intentional agent.
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b.

c.

d.

Marieke verzwikte de enkel.
Marieke sprained the ankle
‘Mariekei sprained heri ankle.’
* Marieke verswikte du ankel.
Marieke sprained the ankle
‘Marieke sprained the ankle.’
* Marieke verzwikte de knoesel.
Marieke sprained the ankle
‘Marieke sprained the ankle.’

(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(Antwerpen, NL-An)

In Kampen and Zuidlaren Dutch, the verb verzwikken ‘to sprain’ can occur
with a definite body part NE. This body part NE can only be interpreted as
inalienably belonging to the subject. In Franeker and Antwerpen Dutch, this
configuration is ungrammatical. The speakers of these dialects cannot relate
the definite body part NE to the subject, but the event expressed by the verb
verzwikken cannot be carried out by somebody else either, so the sentence is
ungrammatical in both dialects.
The data that are discussed in this section are summarized in Table 4.4. I
presented data from four different dialects for four different verbs. Bezeren ‘to
hurt’ and verwonden ‘to wound’ belong to the class of ‘verbs of bodily harm’
in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s terms and verzwikken ‘to sprain’ is included
in the class of ‘verbs of physical disruption’. Verrekken ‘to strain’ is not classified according to this division by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd. Syntactically,
it closely resembles verbs of the bodily harm category, because verrekken can
occur with both zich and possessive body part NEs in standard Dutch, like
verbs of bodily harm (see Table 4.3). Verrekken ‘to strain’ differs from verbs of
bodily harm in an important respect, though. Verbs of bodily harm can be used
transitively, i.e. they can take as their argument a NE that is not an inalienable body part (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:58–59), whereas verrekken
cannot (but see Footnote 16). For this reason, verrekken is labelled ‘inherently
reflexive’ (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:94). Similarly, verzwikken ‘to
sprain’ is called ‘inherently possessive’, because it can only take a body part
NE argument. As verrekken ‘to strain’ is subject to individual variation as regards the types of direct objects it can take, it is likely that the same holds for
verzwikken ‘to sprain’.
The table indicates which interpretation speakers assign to a sentence with
respect to the potential possessive relations. ‘SuPO’ represents an interpretation in which the subject inalienably possesses the definite body part NE.
‘OtherPO’ marks readings in which the definite body part does not inalienably
belong to the subject. In case a sentence with a definite body part NE was
rejected, a ‘*’ is given.
When comparing the four different dialects, we observe a clear contrast
between the dialects of Kampen and Zuidlaren on the one hand and those
17 Note

that the informant judged this sentence with a ‘?’, see (28a).
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bezeren
‘to hurt’

verwonden
‘to wound’

verrekken
‘to strain’

verzwikken
‘to sprain’

Kampen

SuPO &
OtherPO

SuPO &
OtherPO17

SuPO

SuPO

Zuidlaren

SuPO

SuPO &
OtherPO

SuPO

SuPO

Franeker

OtherPO

OtherPO

∗

∗

Antwerpen

OtherPO

OtherPO

OtherPO

∗

Table 4.4: Distribution of definite body part NEs in four Dutch dialects

of Franeker and Antwerpen on the other. With all the verb types discussed
above, the dialects of Kampen and Zuidlaren can interpret the definite body
part NE as being inalienably possessed by the subject, whether or not this is
in addition to an interpretation in which the body part belongs to somebody
else. In contrast, the dialects spoken in Franeker and Antwerpen do not allow
for an inalienable interpretation between the subject and the body part NE in
either of the examples discussed in this section. What is more, Franeker and
Antwerpen Dutch disallow a definite body part in some of the cases, rendering
these examples ungrammatical.
We can thus conclude that in Kampen and Zuidlaren Dutch, definite body
part NEs have the same distribution as the possessive body part NEs in Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd’s study and as zich with verbs that permit a simplex reflexive to begin with. This finding provides solid ground for further explorations
of the behavior of definite body part NEs in comparison to reflexives and possessive body part NEs. By contrast, definite body part NEs behave differently
in the dialects of Franeker and Antwerpen. Speakers of these dialects either cannot assign an inalienable possessive interpretation to definite body part NEs in
the relevant configurations, or they are ruled out completely. This suggests that
in those dialects definite body part NEs cannot be aligned with the inalienable
interpretation of possessive body part NEs and simplex reflexives.

4.3.4

Interim conclusion

The previous sections have shown that certain Dutch dialects feature subject
possessor constructions. In these configurations, a direct object, namely a definite body part NE, is interpreted as being inalienably possessed by the subject
of the same clause. This state of affairs is observed with gesture verbs, like the
literature (e.g. Bally 1926, Hatcher 1944b, Guéron 1983, 1985, 2006 and Le
Bruyn 2014) has reported for French, for example. In addition, for some dia-
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lects, verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption give rise to a configuration
in which the subject is interpreted as the inalienable possessor of the direct object introduced by a definite article. These verbs, i.e. gesture verbs and verbs
of bodily harm and physical disruption, are precisely the ones that receive an
unaccusative analysis in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis. The dialects
that allow subject possessor constructions seem to be mainly concentrated in
the eastern part of the Netherlands.

4.4

The possessive relation

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd use several diagnostics to support their proposal
that simplex reflexives and body part NEs introduced by a possessive pronoun
(in addition to this description I will also use ‘possessive body part NEs’ to
refer to such configurations)18 have the same distribution19 and should receive
an unaccusative syntax. In the previous sections we have seen that the verb
types permitting simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs can give rise
to a subject possessor construction in some Dutch dialects. That is, these verbs
can also be combined with a definite body part NE which receives an inalienable interpretation. In this section I will apply Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
diagnostics to determine the syntactic structure of clauses with simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs to the subject possessor construction. On
the basis of those tests I will show that definite body part NEs receiving an
inalienable interpretation should receive the same syntax as simplex reflexives
and possessive body part NEs.

4.4.1

Diagnostics for an unaccusative syntax of verbs allowing a subject possessor construction

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd carried out different syntactic tests to provide
evidence for their claim that simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs
are embedded in an unaccusative structure, while complex reflexives have a
transitive syntax (see Section 2.2.3). These tests involve environments which
either require an agent or reject one. The diagnostics were introduced in
Section 2.2.1. I will recapitulate the rationale behind the tests below and apply
them to the Dutch cases subsequently. The diagnostics that I will use are the
following. The results from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s for these tests are
summarized in Table 4.5.
18 Note that possessive body part NEs are ambiguous. They can have an inalienable or
an alienable interpretation. In Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s terms, the inalienable interpretation has an underlying unaccusative structure, whereas the alienable reading involves
transitive syntax. The inalienable reading is in most cases the most straightforward interpretation.
19 Note that Lødrup (1999, 2007, 2010) arrives at the same conclusion for Norwegian. The
Norwegian cases will be discussed in Section 4.5.

Subject possessors

129

• Cause PP
• Instrument PP
• Passivization
• Intentionality
• Strict and sloppy identity readings

transitive

Cause PP
Instrument PP
Passivization
Intentionality
Strict-sloppy ambiguity

∗
√
√
√
√

unaccusative
√
∗
∗
∗
∗

Table 4.5: Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s (2011: 71) results (based on their
Table 3.2) for tests investigating transitive and unaccusative structures with
complex reflexives and simplex reflexives/possessive body part NEs

I will briefly reiterate the results presented in Table 4.5. In Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s study the complex reflexive zichzelf does not permit a Cause
PP, but it does allow an Instrument PP. In addition, sentences with a complex
reflexive can be passivized, they allow an intentional subject and they have
both strict and sloppy readings in an ellipsis context. The simplex reflexive
zich and possessive body part NEs display the exact opposite pattern. That is,
they allow a Cause PP, but all the other properties listed in Table 4.5 are not
available with zich/possessive body part NEs. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
ascribe the contrasting properties to the different syntactic structures in which
these elements appear. The results in Table 4.5 provide evidence for their proposal: zich and possessive body part NEs are embedded in an unaccusative
structure, whereas zichzelf is contained in a transitive syntactic structure. I
will explain the unaccusative and transitive structures in more detail in Sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.3.
The unaccusative analysis for zich/possessive body part NEs and the transitive analysis for zichzelf enable Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd to account
for the facts in Table 4.5 in the following way. Cause PPs can only occur in
structures without an agent, because Cause and agent are taken to be the
same role (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:61). By contrast, Instrument
PPs, passive structures and intentional contexts require an intentional agent.
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On the basis of the facts in Table 4.5, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd thus conclude that sentences containing zich or a possessive body part NE must lack an
agent, which leads them to work out such cases as unaccusative structures. By
contrast, Table 4.5 shows that the complex reflexive zichzelf requires an agent,
and hence Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd analyze these cases as transitive structures. The results for strict and sloppy readings comply with the transitive and
unaccusative analyses as well. As explained in Section 2.2.1, both the overt and
elided forms of zich and possessive body part NEs must always be related to
their own respective subjects, resulting in a sloppy reading. A strict reading
would involve transitive syntax in the elided part, which would clash with an
unaccusative syntax in the overt part. Hence, a strict reading is impossible in
the case of simplex reflexives and body part NEs. In contrast, zichzelf has an
additional option, namely one in which the elided reflexive takes over the features of the overt one. Since they both have transitive syntax, this structure
fulfills the relevant identity conditions on ellipsis.
Below, each test will be discussed in a separate section. All these sections
start out with the relevant test cases from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd applied to structures with a possessive body part NE, a simplex reflexive, and a
complex reflexive in order recapitulate the goal of the test. After that, I will
provide a summary of the results for the diagnostics at hand applied to definite
body part NEs. Readers who are curious with regards to the dialectal data,
can read the rest of the section to pore upon the detailed results for the four
dialects. Those who are not particularly interested in the dialectal details can
skip the discussion of the data and focus on the summaries at the beginning of
each section. In the initial summary of the results, I will compare my findings
to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s. As definite body part NEs in Kampen and
Zuidlaren (and in Franeker in some cases) are ambiguous between an inalienable (i.e. belonging to the subject in the structures under discussion) and an
alienable (i.e. belonging to somebody else than the subject) interpretation, the
results for all the dialects are split into those two categories. They correspond
to the labels ‘transitive’ and ‘unaccusative’ in Table 4.5 used by Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd. Results that deviate from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
findings will be indicated by means of highlighted cells in the tables, which will
be discussed in the main text.
Regarding the comparisons between my and Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
results, I would like to make the following remark. In Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s study, sentences with simplex and complex reflexives mostly gave clearcut results. The different tests lead to either grammatical or ungrammatical
judgments. The results for the current study are in many cases not a matter
of grammaticality, but often involve a shift in interpretation, because we are
dealing with definite NEs here.20 For that reason, the overviews of the current
20 Also note that the interpretation of definite NEs in the current study is, next to syntactic and semantic constraints, subject to pragmatic factors, as explained in Section 4.3.1.
For example, if a definite body part NE cannot be possessively related to another NE syntactically, it might still end up with a relational interpretation because this interpretation
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study only contain an ungrammaticality judgment where this is appropriate.
√
In all other cases, I will indicate whether an interpretation is available ( ) or
not (–). Nevertheless, I will interpret unavailability of a certain interpretation
as an indication that the syntactic environment being tested is responsible for
the lack of this interpretation. One could look ahead to Section 4.4.1.1 for an
example. Table 4.12 indicates that for the speaker from Zuidlaren a sentence
with a Cause PP cannot yield an alienable interpretation for the definite body
part NE. I interpret this result as evidence for the claim that the Cause PP is
responsible for the absence of the alienable reading.
The tests for unaccusative and transitive syntax are part of the follow-up
study, in particular Follow-up 1. Hence, they concern data from four dialects,
namely Kampen, Zuidlaren, Franeker and Antwerpen Dutch (see Section 3.4).
While discussing the data, I will follow this order, because it represents the
scale along which the dialects permit body part nouns to be introduced by a
definite article. This hierarchy is presented in (31).
(31)

Kampen > Zuidlaren > Franeker > Antwerpen

In other words, the speaker from Kampen consistently accepts definite body
part NEs. This can be deduced from Table 4.4 for the subject possessor construction, and in Chapter 5 we will see that this speaker allows the indirect
object possessor construction as well. The informant from Zuidlaren allows
many definite body part NEs as well, but the different external possessor constructions are a bit more restricted. The speaker from Franeker rejects most of
the external possessors with a definite possessum, although she finds some of
them grammatical. Finally, the informant from Antwerpen strongly rejects an
inalienable reading of definite body part NEs in general and hence his dialect
does not permit external possessor constructions.
I will present a brief preview of the results to be discussed in the following sections here. Based on the diagnostics, I will show that the inalienable
and alienable interpretation of definite body part NEs behave differently with
respect to the tests. The inalienable interpretation, if available in a dialect, displays the same behavior as simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs. By
contrast, the alienable reading corresponds to complex reflexives. The results
show us that the structures in which the definite body part NEs are embedded
have different properties, depending on the interpretation of those definite NEs,
i.e. alienable or inalienable. In particular, we will see that, on the inalienable
reading, these constructions lack an agent, whereas the alienable interpretations require an agent. These facts support Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
analysis in which body part NEs and simplex reflexives receive an unaccusative
structure.
is licensed pragmatically, for example through bridging or some other type of inference (see
Section 4.3.1). It is therefore of great importance to carefully consider the interpretation that
informants assign to the sentences that were tested.
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Cause PP

In Section 2.2.1 it was shown, on the basis of Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
results, that possessive body part NEs, like simplex reflexives, can appear with
a Cause PP. By contrast, complex reflexive pronouns reject a Cause PP. The
relevant sentences are repeated here in (32)–(34). These outcomes provide evidence for the unaccusative syntax of structures containing a possessive body
part NE (32) or a simplex reflexive (33) and a transitive syntax for sentences
with a complex reflexive (34). This is so, because Cause PPs can only appear
in structures that lack an agent, since agents and causes constitute the
same Θ-role. As an unaccusative structure does not have an agent, it can
include a Cause PP. Transitive structures already include an agent and as a
consequence, they cannot host a Cause PP.
√
(32)
Milo heeft zijn voet bezeerd aan de roestige spijker.
Milo has his foot hurt
on the rusty nail
‘Miloi hurt hisi foot on the rusty nail.’
√
(33)
Milo heeft zich bezeerd aan de roestige spijker.
Milo has refl hurt
on the rusty nail
‘Milo hurt himself on the rusty nail.’
(34)

?* Milo heeft zichzelf bezeerd aan de roestige spijker.
Milo has refl.self hurt
on the rusty nail
‘Milo hurt himself on the rusty nail.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011), see Section 2.2.1 for specific
references]

In this section, I will apply the Cause PP diagnostics to structures with
a definite body part NE. I will highlight the outcomes here, which are summarized in Table 4.6. The detailed data supporting the results are presented
below for each dialect. The informants from Kampen and Zuidlaren typically
assign an inalienable reading to definite body part NEs, although the informant from Zuidlaren assigns an alienable reading in addition to the inalienable
one. The informant from Franeker assigns an inalienable reading to a definite
body part NE in some of the structures that will be discussed below, but not
in others. The definite body part NEs always have an alienable reading for the
speaker from Antwerpen. Combining a definite body part NE with a Cause PP
leads to the following results. When the definite body part NE is interpreted as
inalienably belonging to the subject, a Cause PP is accepted by the speakers,
supporting the unaccusative analysis of these structures. At first sight, it seems
that an alienable reading for the definite body part NE permits a Cause PP
as well. Upon closer inspection, though, it turns out that the PP under consideration is interpreted as an Instrument in those cases. For that reason the
alienable reading for a definite body part NE in combination with a Cause PP
is represented as unavailable (–) in Table 4.6. As Instrument PPs are compatible with transitive structures containing in agent (see following section), the
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latter observation supports the transitive analysis of definite body part NEs
that are interpreted as physically separate from the subject (i.e. an alienable
reading). Table 4.6 shows that the results of the current study mirror Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd’s findings, the only difference being that the inalienable
reading is unavailable for the speaker from Antwerpen. Because this speaker
can never assign an inalienable reading to a definite NE, no special attention
is given to this fact in Table 4.6.
Cause PP
Inalienable
(unaccusative)
Kampen

√

Alienable
(transitive)
–21

Zuidlaren

√22

–

Franeker

√23

–

–

–

Antwerpen
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd

√

∗

Table 4.6: Comparison of the current study with Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s results for sentences with a Cause PP

Let us now turn to a detailed discussion of the data underlying the summary in Table 4.6. Definite body part NEs in some Dutch dialects behave like
the possessive body part NEs in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s study. (35)
illustrates this for Kampen Dutch. The sentence contains the definite body part
NE de voet ‘the foot’ and the Cause PP an de roestege spieker ‘on the rusty
nail’. Like the sentence in (32), (35) allows a Cause PP. De voet refers to one
of Björn’s feet and the informant remarks that the interpretation in which the
foot belongs to somebody else is far-fetched.
(35)

21 The

Björn ef de voet zeer edaon an de roestege spieker.
Björn has the foot sore done on the rusty
nail
‘Björni hurt hisi foot on the rusty nail.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov)

alienable reading is far-fetched according to the speaker from Kampen.
informant of Zuidlaren Dutch permits an inalienable interpretation in this configuration, but notes that he prefers an interpretation with an alienable possessive relation between
the subject and the definite body part NE. However, in that case the PP is not interpreted
as a Cause, but rather as an Instrument, as discussed in Section 4.4.1.1. The fact that the PP
cannot be interpreted as a Cause means that the intended interpretation is ruled out. Hence,
the alienable reading with the Cause PP is represented as unavailable. The same holds for
the dialects of Franeker and Antwerpen.
23 If an inalienable reading is available, as in (46), then the Cause PP is permitted.
22 The
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In Zuidlaren Dutch, a body part NE introduced by a possessive pronoun can
occur with a Cause PP, as in (32), which shows that the informant from Zuidlaren Dutch shares the outcome reported in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd that
a Cause PP can be used with a verb of bodily harm and a possessive body part
NE. This is illustrated in (36). A definite body part NE can occur in this configuration as well, as (37) shows, but in that case the informant prefers an
interpretation in which the foot belongs to somebody else than the subject.
However, an inalienable interpretation is possible as well, which is crucial for
the current discussion. The definite body part can occur with a Cause PP,
supporting the idea that there is no agent in (37).
√
(36) ? Björn het zien vout zeer daon aan ’n roestige spieker.
Björn has his foot sore done on a rusty nail.
‘Björni hurt hisi foot on a rusty nail.’
(37)

Björn het de vout zeer daon aan ’n roestige spieker.
Björn has the foot sore done on a rusty nail
‘Björni hurt thej /hisi foot on a rusty nail.’
(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

In Franeker and Antwerpen Dutch, the configuration with a definite body part
NE yields an interpretation in which the body part does not belong to the subject. This is shown in (38) and (40) for Franeker and Antwerpen respectively.
These observations correspond to the facts reported in Section 4.3.3, namely
that these two dialects generally cannot express an inalienable possessive relation with a definite article. Note that the possibility of having the aan-PP here
is unexpected, like in the example from Zuidlaren Dutch in (37). I will come
back to this issue directly below. As in Zuidlaren Dutch, Antwerpen Dutch
interprets the body part as belonging to the subject when it is introduced by
a possessive pronoun, as in (39).
(38)

Björn hat de foewut beseert oan de rustige spieker.
Björn has the foot
hurt
on the rusty nail
‘Björni hurt thej foot on the rusty nail.’
(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(39)

Den Björn hee zaine voet gekwetst on ne verrroeste nagel.
the Björn has his foot hurt
on a rusty
nail
‘Björni hurt hisi foot on a rusty nail.’
(Antwerpen, FL-An)

(40)

Den Björn hee de voet gekwetst on ne verroeste nagel.
the Björn has the foot hurt
on a rusty
nail
‘Björni hurt thej foot on a rusty nail.’

The fact that the informants from Zuidlaren, Franeker and Antwerpen interpret the sentences with the Cause PP with ‘the foot’ belonging to somebody
else than the subject is unexpected. According to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd, these sentences would be analyzed as a transitive clause under this interpretation. In that case, Björn would be the agent, leaving no room for
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a Cause PP. The three informants from Zuidlaren, Franeker and Antwerpen
nevertheless seem to accept the Cause PP in this interpretation. The aan-PP
thus gives less sharp contrasts in combination with definite body part NEs
than with simplex and complex reflexives as in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
work (see Section 2.2.1). I will argue that this has to do with different possible
interpretations of Cause PPs featuring aan ‘on’.
To uncover the possible interpretations of aan-PPs it is useful to look at
unambiguously transitive sentences. (41)–(43) present such cases, which contain
two participants in the hurting event and an aan-PP.
(41)

(42)

(43)

?* Wim het Tonny zeer daon aan n spieker.
Wim has Tonny sore done on a nail
Intended: ‘Wim hurt Tonny on a nail.’

(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

* Wim hat Tonny seer dien oan in spiker.
Wim has Tonny sore done on a nail
Intended: ‘Wim hurt Tonny on a nail.’

(Franeker, NL-Fr)

* Den Wim hee den Tonny gekwetst on ne nagel.
the Wim has the Tonny hurt
on a nail
Intended: ‘Wim hurt Tonny on a nail.’
(Antwerpen, FL-An)

All speakers reject these sentences and remark that they become acceptable
if you replace aan ‘on’ with met ‘with’, which would turn the PP into an
Instrument (see Section 4.4.1.2). These facts show that in a clearly transitive
sentence, the informants do not permit a Cause PP. In addition, the informant
from Zuidlaren notes that if he would have to assign an interpretation to (41),
he would ascribe an Instrument reading to the aan-PP. The sentence would
describe an event in which Wim grapples Tonny and hurt him by dragging him
along a nail. This remark shows that the interpretation of the aan-PP is flexible;
it can be interpreted as an Instrument. Under this interpretation the PP would
be compatible with the transitive syntax of (41), because it then modifies an
event that involves an agent, namely Wim. These insights prove useful in
understanding the facts in the sentences with definite body part NEs in (37),
(38) and (40). In these cases, informants assign an alienable interpretation
to ‘the foot’ —which points to a transitive syntax according to Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd— even though the sentences contain an aan-PP. Since these
sentences are argued to have an agent, a Cause PP is expected to be ruled out.
In light of the unambiguous transitive sentences in (41) and (42), the aan-PP in
(37), (38) and (40) can be argued to have an Instrument interpretation instead
of a Cause interpretation. This is indeed what the informants reported upon
closer inspection: in these cases they picture a situation in which the subject
grabs somebody else’s foot and hurts it by pushing it against the rusty nail, in
which the nail is used as weapon rather than the PP containing it expressing
the cause of the event.
Since the sentences with an aan-PP expressing the cause do not give clearcut results, another type of Cause PP will be discussed to provide more evidence
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for the unaccusative syntax of sentences with definite body part NEs. The
sentences in (44) contain the Cause PP door de explosie ‘by the explosion’.
(44)

Björn ef ut been ubreuken deur de explosie.
Björn has the leg broken by the explosion
‘Björni broke hisi /thej leg because of the explosion.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov)

(45)

Björn het ’t bain brookn deur de explosie.
Björn has the leg broken by the explosion
‘Björni broke hisi /thej leg because of the explosion.’
(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

(46)

(47)

Björn hat ’e skonk brutsen troch de explosje.
Björn has the leg
broken by
the explosion
‘Björni broke hisi leg because of the explosion.’

(Franeker, NL-Fr)
24

Den Björn ee e bien gebroken ba d’oemploffing.
the Björn has a leg broken at the explosion
‘Björni broke hisi leg at the explosion.’
(Antwerpen, FL-An)

With respect to Kampen and Zuidlaren Dutch we can conclude that on the
inalienable reading of ‘the leg’ a Cause can be expressed. The inalienable interpretation is the most straightforward one. In addition to an inalienable reading,
however, the speakers from these two dialects can assign an alienable interpretation to (44) and (45). In that case, the sentence would receive a transitive
analysis, according to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd, which is incompatible
with a Cause PP. Both speakers mention that on the alienable reading, Björn
causes the leg to break by setting off an explosion. Deur de explosie ‘by the
explosion’ does not have the grammatical role of Cause in that case (although
it is the event which causes the leg to break), but it rather expresses the means
with which Björn acts upon the leg. The door -PP is then interpreted as an
Instrument rather than a Cause (see the discussion about the aan-PP in (37),
(38) and (40)). The speaker from Franeker Dutch only assigns an inalienable
reading to ‘the leg’, which is compatible with the idea that there is no agent
in (46). The same holds for the speaker of Antwerpen Dutch (see Footnote 24).
To summarize this section, the data from Kampen (i.e. (35) and (44)) and
Zuidlaren Dutch (i.e. (37) and (45)) provide support for an unaccusative analysis for the inalienable reading of these sentences. Like simplex reflexives and
possessive body part NEs in standard Dutch, definite body part NEs in those
24 In this case the body part NE is introduced by an indefinite article (e), because a definite
body part NE is ruled out in this dialect, unless the referent has been previously introduced
in the context. Introduced by the indefinite article, the body part NE cannot be interpreted
as belonging to somebody else than the subject. An imaginable context is one in which Björn
initiated the explosion, but this interpretation is very far-fetched. Hence, we can conclude
that the Cause PP only permits a structure without an agent.
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dialects can occur with a Cause PP. Since Cause PPs cannot appear in sentences which feature an agent, we can conclude that in Kampen and Zuidlaren Dutch, under the inalienable reading, the possessor of the definite body
part NE cannot be the agent, which hints at an unaccusative analysis for
(35), (37), (44) and (45). The data from Franeker Dutch in (46) point in the
same direction. We have also seen alienable interpretations for definite body
part NEs. They occur without exception in Antwerpen Dutch and the speakers
from Kampen, Zuidlaren and Franeker assign an alienable reading to definite
body part NEs in some cases, sometimes in addition to an inalienable reading.
Under Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s approach, the alienable interpretations
would receive a transitive analysis, because the body part NE and the subject are not related in a RP. As a consequence, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
predict that a Cause PP would lead to ungrammaticality in those cases. The
discussion above has shown that PPs that can express a Cause (introduced by
aan ‘on’ or door ‘through’) can be used in cases in which the definite body
part NE is not inalienably possessed by the subject. I concluded that in such
cases the relevant PPs rather receive an interpretation corresponding with an
Instrument. We can thus conclude that under an inalienable reading, definite
body part NEs behave like simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs
with verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption. That is, they do not permit
Cause PPs.
4.4.1.2

Instrument PP

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd show that Instrument PPs display the opposite
pattern from Cause PPs. Instrument PPs like met behulp van ‘by means of’
can modify events containing an agent, but not an experiencer (Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:61). Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd show that undoubtedly transitive structures and the complex reflexive zichzelf permit an
Instrument PP, while possessive body part NEs and the simplex reflexive zich
resist such a PP, as was discussed in Section 2.2.1. The facts for body part NEs
introduced by a possessive pronoun, a simplex reflexive and a complex reflexive
are repeated here in (48)–(50). These facts support Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s proposal that possessive body part NEs and simplex reflexives should
be assigned an unaccusative syntax, and thus do not have an agent.
(48)

*? Marina heeft haar been bezeerd met behulp van een roestige
Marina has her leg
hurt
with help
of a rusty
spijker.
nail
‘Marinai hurt heri leg by means of a rusty nail.’

(49)

*? Marina heeft zich bezeerd met behulp van een roestige spijker.
Marina has refl hurt
with help of a rusty nail
‘Marina hurt herself by means of a rusty nail.’
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(50)

Marina heeft zichzelf bezeerd met behulp van een roestige spijker.
Marina has refl.self hurt
with help of a rusty nail

‘Marina hurt herself by means of a rusty nail.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011), see Section 2.2.1 for specific
references]
I will summarize the results here for definite body part NEs that occur
with an Instrument PP, which are summed up in Table 4.7. All dialects under
discussion here accept an Instrument PP with a definite body part NE. In the
dialects spoken in Franeker and Antwerpen, the definite body part NE receives
an alienable interpretation. This is compatible with the transitive analysis of
the structures. The subject and the body part NE refer to separate entities.
The fact that an Instrument PP is allowed in these structures supports the
idea that an agent is involved. The speakers from Kampen and Zuidlaren
permit an inalienable reading for the definite body part NE. This is surprising
(see the gray cells in Table 4.7), because the inalienable reading suggests an
unaccusative structure in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis, but the
Instrument PP requires an agent, i.e. a transitive structure. The informants
from Kampen and Zuidlaren indicate that the subjects in such cases have a
clearly intentional reading, which suggests that they, despite their unaccusative
syntax, have at least some agentive properties, which permit an Instrument PP.
For the speaker from Zuidlaren an alienable reading for the definite body part
NE is not available in the sentence tested. It is not clear why this is the case.
Instrument PP

Kampen
Zuidlaren

Inalienable
(unaccusative)

Alienable
(transitive)

√

√

√

Franeker

–

Antwerpen

–

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd

∗

–
√
√
√

Table 4.7: Comparison of the current study with Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s results for sentences with an Instrument PP

We now turn to a detailed discussion of the test involving Instrument PPs.
The data for the four dialects are presented in (51)–(54).
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(51)

Anja ef de voet zeer edaon met een roestige spieker.
Anja has the foot sore done with a rusty nail
‘Anjai hurt thej /heri foot by means of a rusty nail.’ (Kampen, NL-Ov)

(52)

Anja het de vout zeer daon met ’n roestige spieker.
Anja has the foot sore done with a rusty nail
‘Anjai hurt heri foot by means of a rusty nail.’
(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

(53)

Anja hat de foewut skasjerre troch een rustige spieker.
Anja has the foot
hurt
through a rusty nail
‘Anjai hurt thej foot on a rusty nail.’
(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(54)

Anja hee de voet gekwetst met ne verroeste nagel.
Anja has the foot hurt
with a rusty
nail
‘Anjai hurt thej foot by means of a rusty nail.’ (Antwerpen, FL-An)

I will first discuss the alienable readings for the definite body part NE ‘the
foot’. The informants from Franeker (53) and Antwerpen (54) exclusively assign
an alienable reading to the definite body part NE. The alienable interpretation
is optional for the speaker from Kampen (51). The alienable interpretation
encompasses that in these cases the foot belongs to somebody else than the
subject. The informants indicate that the subject receives an intentional interpretation. This is in line with Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s findings. The
fact that an Instrument PP is allowed in (51), (53) and (54) supports a transitive analysis of those sentences. As Instrument PPs modify events involving an
agent, a transitive structure can be assigned to them, which is also compatible
with the alienable interpretation of the definite body part NE. In other words,
the subject is represented as an agent and constitutes a separate entity with
respect to ‘the foot’.
In addition to an alienable reading for the definite body part NE, the
speaker from Kampen gets an inalienable reading for the body part NE, as
(51) illustrates. The informant from Zuidlaren exclusively assigns an inalienable reading to ‘the foot’, as is shown in (52). On this reading, the subject is
the inalienable possessor of ‘the foot’. This observation contrasts with Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd’s (2011: 61, Footnote 8) claim that their example (16b),
reproduced here in (48), is fine under a reading in which haar been ‘her leg’
is alienably possessed by the subject.25 In their analysis, the Instrument PP
is compatible with an alienable reading for the body part NE. The alienable
reading receives a transitive structure in which the subject is the agent and
the body part NE is the theme. Hence, the Instrument PP can be licensed
by the agent. However, an inalienable reading clashes with an Instrument
PP, because the inalienable interpretation receives an unaccusative structure
in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis. Hence, it lacks an agent and as
25 My intuition is that haar been ‘her leg’ in this example could be inalienably possessed
by the subject as well. In that case, the body part NE introduced by a possessive pronoun
does not behave differently from the definite body part NEs of the current study.

140

4.4. The possessive relation

such, this configuration should not be able to license an Instrument PP. However, both informants report an intentional reading for the subject, in which
the rusty nail is for example used as a weapon. This could be the key to the
discrepancy between the inalienable reading (unaccusative syntax) and the requirement of featuring an agent. For this reasoning, we need a non-atomic
approach to the concept of agent. When we take agentive roles to consist of
various properties as for example in Dowty (1991) or Kerstens & Ruys (1994),
it is possible to have an unaccusative structure combined with an Instrument
PP. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd argue that an unaccusative analysis (i.e.
with simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs) is often associated with
reduced agentivity, but reduced agentivity is not a necessary condition for an
unaccusative analysis. This means that simplex reflexives and possessive body
part NEs in RPs (i.e. the small clause containing the possessor and the possessum) can have a subset of agentive properties. Against this background, it
seems reasonable that the subject in (51) and (52) has a subset of agentive
properties and as such is able to license an Instrument PP, even though it
is not a full-blown agent in Specv P. The fact that the informants explicitly
mention an intentional reading for the subject supports this view.
All in all, the dialectal data confirm Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s findings
for both types of PP-arguments discussed there, i.e. Cause PPs and Instrument
PPs. As we saw in the previous section, the inalienable reading of a definite
body part NE can occur with a Cause PP in the dialects that allow an inalienable reading, that is, the dialects spoken in Kampen and Zuidlaren, and
in certain contexts Franeker as well. An alienable reading of the definite body
part NE is incompatible with a Cause PP as discussed in the previous section for all four dialects. Finally, the informants from Kampen and Zuidlaren
report that an inalienable reading is available for definite body part NEs occurring with an Instrument PP. As we just saw, this is surprising, because the
unaccusative structure of the inalienable possessive relation clashes with the
Instrument PP requiring an agent. The interpretive difference between the
sentences with a Cause PP in (35) and (37) on the one hand and the sentences
with an Instrument PP in (51) and (52) on the other shed light on this matter.
In (35) and (37), the subject undergoes the event expressed by the verb and
caused by the Cause PP. Because of the Cause PP, the subject cannot be the
agent. By contrast, the sentences in (51) and (52) contain an Instrument PP,
which can only modify an event with an agent, but not an experiencer.
As a result, we get a shift in interpretation. The subjects in the structures
with a Cause PP ((35) and (37)) act unintentionally, whereas they receive an
intentional interpretation in (51) and (52). This interpretive contrast provides
support for the idea that the latter structures contain properties that enable
them to license an Instrument PP. These findings together show that Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd’s conclusions for possessive body part NEs can be carried
over to definite body part NEs as far as Cause PPs and Instrument PPs are
concerned.
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Passivization

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd show that structures with possessive body part
NEs and simplex reflexives do not allow passivization. The relevant data are
depicted in (55)–(57). These data provide evidence for Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis: configurations with a simplex reflexive or a body part NE have
an unaccusative structure, whereas a complex reflexive is embedded in a transitive structure. Because passivization affects agents and (55) and (56) cannot
undergo passivization, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd conclude that these structures lack an agent.
(55)

* Zijn voet werd verwond door Milo aan de roestige spijker.
his foot was wounded by Milo on the rusty nail
‘His foot was wounded by Milo on the rusty nail.’

(56)

* Milo werd (zich) verwond aan de roestige spijker.
Milo was refl wounded on the rusty nail
‘Milo was wounded on the rusty nail.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011), see Section 2.2.1 for specific
references]

(57)

Milo werd verwond door zichzelf.
Milo was wounded by refl.self
‘Milo was wounded by himself.’26

The results of passivization of clauses with a definite body part NE are as
follows. The facts from the Dutch dialects with definite body part NEs mirror
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s observations, as Table 4.8 shows. When one
forces a non-agentive reading by means of a Cause PP, as in (55) and (56), passivization is ungrammatical in three of the four dialects, and grammaticality is
at best questionable for the speaker from Antwerpen. It is possible to passivize a
structure with a definite body part NE, but in that case the inalienable reading
of the body part NE is typically lost. In other words, in a passive configuration
the subject and the body part NE constitute separate entities. The subject is
an agent in that case and for that reason, the structure can undergo passivization. These facts confirm Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s findings. The data
from the dialect of Kampen display an exception, however. A definite body
part NE can be interpreted as inalienably belonging to the agent expressed in
the by-phrase, but the informant’s explanation of the event suggests some dissociation between the the possessor and the body part, as I will explain below.
Hence, there seems to be a subtle contrast between the passive sentence and its
active counterpart, which involves an active role on the part of the possessor.
An elaborate discussion of different passivized sentences can be found below.
26 Note that this interpretation involves a dissociation effect between the antecedent and
the reflexive.
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Passivization
Inalienable
(unaccusative)

Alienable
(transitive)

Kampen

√27

√

Zuidlaren

–

Franeker

–

Antwerpen

–

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd

∗

√
√
√
√

Table 4.8: Comparison of the current study with Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s results for passive sentences

First, I will discuss the results for the passive sentences that contain a Cause
PP. They are presented in (58)–(61).
(58)

?* De voet werd verwond deur Björn an de roestege spieker.
the foot was wounded by Björn on the rusty
nail
‘The foot was wounded by Björn on the rusty nail.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov)

(59)

(60)

?* De vout wör deur Björn zeer daon aan ’n roestige spieker.
the foot was by Björn sore done on a rusty nail
‘The foot was hurt by Björn on a rusty nail.’
(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)
* De fooewut waar troch Björn verwoennu oan du rustige spieker.
the foot
was by
Björn wounded on the rusty nail
‘The foot was wounded by Björn on the rusty nail.’
(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(61)

? De voet werd deur den Björn on dien roestige nagel gekwetst.
the foot was by the Björn on that rusty nail hurt
‘The foot was hurt by Björn on that rusty nail.’

27 The results for (62b) are based on the discussion above. There I concluded that this
sentence is truly ambiguous for this speaker. The informant reports that two interpretations
are available. On the first interpretation the agent in the by-phrase seems to consciously
and volitionally turn her head herself. Even though the head belongs to the agent in the
by-phrase, there seems to be some dissociation between the agent and the head on this
reading. On the other hand, an interpretation which involves a internally driven gesture.
Hence, I represent both the alienable and the inalienable interpretations for (62b).
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(Antwerpen, FL-An)

The informants from all four dialects reject the passive sentences with a Cause
PP to a greater or lesser extent. As explained above, the Cause PP forces
a non-agentive reading and as such, passivization is impossible. The facts in
(58)–(61) confirm Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s findings.
An interpretive shift can be observed between active and passive sentences
without a Cause PP. This contrast is illustrated in the sentence pairs below. The
a-sentences present active sentences, the b-sentences comprise passive clauses.
(62)

a.

De kapster
dreiun opeens ut euft noar links.
the hairdresser.f turned suddenly the head to left
‘The hairdresseri suddenly turned thej /heri head left.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov)

b.

(63)

ut eufd werd edreit deur Judith.
the head was turned by Judith
‘Thej /heri head was turned by Judithi .’
√
a. ? De kapster
draaide inains
’t heufd naor links.
the hairdresser.f turned suddenly the head to left
‘The hairdresseri suddenly turned thej /heri head left.’
(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

√
b. ? tHeufd wur draaid deur Judith.
the.head was turned by Judith
‘Thej head was turned by Judithi .’
(64)

a.

du kapstur
draaide ienienun de holle nij links.
the hairdresser.f turned suddenly the head to left
‘The hairdresseri suddenly turned heri head left.’
(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(65)

b.

de holle war draait troch Judith.
the head was turned by
Judith
‘Thej head was turned by Judithi .’

a.

Judith hee de kop omgedraaid.28
Judith has the head turned
‘Judithi turned thej head.’

(Antwerpen, FL-An)

28 This sentence is different from the ones in (62a) (Kampen Dutch), (63a) (Zuidlaren
Dutch) and (64a) (Franeker Dutch) for a practical reason. The sentences for these other
dialects are translations in the written questionnaire (see Chapter 3). However, the informant
from Antwerpen provided a translation with a possessive pronoun instead of a definite article.
He provided the sentence in (65a) during the follow-up study in the context of the sentence
in (65b). As such, the active sentence alternates with this passive sentence from the follow-up
study.
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b.

De kop werd omgedraaid deur Judith.
the head was turned
by Judith
‘Thej head was turned by Judithi .’

The contrast between an alienable and an inalienable reading for ‘the head’
is very informative in the active-passive alternation above. Note that only the
informants from Kampen and Zuidlaren allow an inalienable possessive reading
in the active alternations of (58) and (59), i.e. (35) and (37) respectively. In
Franeker and Antwerpen, the active sentences with a Cause PP (38) and (40)
do not allow an inalienable possessive reading between the body part and the
subject, but the speaker from Franeker does assign an inalienable interpretation
to ‘the head’ in (64a).
Zuidlaren and Franeker display a clear alienability contrast: the definite
body part NE ‘the head’ in the active sentence ((63a) and (64a) respectively) is
interpreted as inalienably belonging to the subject (the speaker from Zuidlaren
in addition can also assign an alienable reading to ‘the head’). By contrast, in
the passive counterparts (63b) and (64b) ‘the head’ cannot entertain an inalienable possessive relation with Judith. In other words, unlike the simplex reflexive
zich (see (56)), a definite body part NE can be used in a passivized sentence,
but in that case the definite body part NE receives an alienable interpretation, which would get a transitive analysis in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
analysis. As such, the structure has an agent, so that passivization can be
applied.
The alienability effect is less strong for the speaker from Kampen. The active sentence (62a) is ambiguous between a reading in which ‘the head’ and ‘the
hairdresser’ are involved in an inalienable possessive relation and an interpretation in which the head belongs to somebody else. The passive sentence in (62b)
is ambiguous between an alienable and an inalienable reading as well. With
respect to the interpretation in which a possessive relation exists between ‘the
head’ and Judith in the passive sentence in (62b), the informant remarks that
Judith does the head-turning to herself. It thus seems that the informant understands some degree of dissociation between Judith and ‘the head’, although
the head-turning could refer to a natural gesture that is internally driven as
well, as indicated by the informant. These interpretive differences are very subtle, but the fact that the informant spontaneously remarked that the subject
did the head-turning to herself, suggests that, even though the head can be
Judith’s, we seem to deal with a conscious agent here (expressed in the byphrase) who grabs her own head with her hands and turns it, which would
have a transitive syntax. More research is needed to systematically investigate
subtle interpretive differences like internally and externally driven events.
The sentences produced by the informant from Antwerpen do not display
an alienability constrast. Both in the active (65a) and passive (65b) sentence
the definite body part cannot be interpreted as inalienably belonging to Judith.
Instead, the informant remarks in both cases that he pictures a context in which
Judith is an artist and that she turns the head of her creation. In both cases,
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we are dealing with a transitive structure in which the subject and the body
part NE are separate entities.
To conclude, definite body part NEs on the one hand and possessive body
part NEs and simplex reflexives on the other behave alike with respect to
passivization. When you place them in a clause with a Cause PP, they cannot
be passivized, showing that there is no agent in those cases. This supports the
idea that these configurations should be assigned an unaccusative syntax. In
structures where there is no Cause PP, the dialects do allow a passive structure
with a definite body part NE. In those cases, the inalienable possessive reading
is generally lost, which points to a transitive analysis for those cases, instead
of an unaccusative analysis in which the possessor and possessum are both
situated in the SC-complement of the verb (in Section 4.4.2 this analysis will
be worked out in more detail). The passivization test thus also provides support
for an unaccusative analysis for inalienable definite body part NEs.
4.4.1.4

Intentionality

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd have shown that possessive body part NEs and
simplex reflexives are compatible with an unintentional, but not an intentional
reading for the subject. By contrast, structures with complex reflexives accept
both intentional and unintentional adverbial phrases. The relevant facts are
repeated in (66)–(68). On the basis of the similar behavior found so far between
possessive and definite body part NEs, we expect that definite body part NEs
on their inalienable reading only allow an unintentional reading, whereas the
alienable reading should accept an intentional reading as well.
(66)

Milo heeft *(on)opzettelijk zijn voet bezeerd aan de tafel.
Milo has (un)intentionally his foot hurt
on the table
‘Miloi hurt hisi foot against the table (un)intentionally.’

(67)

Milo heeft zich *(on)opzettelijk bezeerd aan de tafel.
Milo has refl (un)intentionally hurt
on the table
‘Milo hurt himself against the table (un)intentionally.’

(68)

Milo heeft zichzelf (on)opzettelijk bezeerd.
Milo has refl.self (un)intentionally hurt
‘Milo hurt himself (un)intentionally.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011), see Section 2.2.1 for specific
references]

I will emphasize the main findings of this section here, which are presented
in Table 4.9. The data supporting the results can be found below. The definite
body part NEs are compatible with an unintentional adverb, both on their
alienable and their inalienable interpretation. This is in line with Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s findings. The data involving an intentional adverb are more
complex, partially because the relevant sentences (see (73)–(76)) also contain a
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Cause PP, forcing a non-agentive reading. The data from Franeker display the
expected pattern: an intentional adverb leads to an ungrammatical sentence
when combined with a Cause PP. Because Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
corresponding test did not contain a Cause PP, this result differs from theirs.
The Cause PP implies the absence of an agent whereas the intentional adverb
points to the presence of an agent and those two facts clash. Nevertheless, the
other informants managed to find a sensible interpretation for these sentences.
For Zuidlaren and Antwerpen I argue that the interpretation of the Cause
PP shifts to an interpretation more similar to an Instrument, as explained
in Section 4.4.1.1. The definite body part NE is interpreted as an alienable
object and the PP can be used in environment with an agent. Finally, the
speaker from Kampen can assign an inalienable reading to the definite body
part NE when it appears in the context of an intentional adverb, a result that
deviates from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s outcomes. I follow Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s line of reasoning here: even unaccusative structures can
involve objects (promoted to subject) that have some intentional properties,
which I take to be the case for the speaker from Kampen: the inalienable
reading suggests an unaccusative structure, but the inalienable possessor (i.e.
the subject) nevertheless has some agentive properties.
Intentionality

Kampen

Inalienable
(unaccusative)
√

Zuidlaren

–

Franeker

∗

Antwerpen

–

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd

∗

Alienable
(transitive)
√
√
∗
√
√

Table 4.9: Comparison of the current study with Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s results for sentences with an intentional adverb

We now turn to a detailed discussion of sentences with adverbs expressing
either intentionality or unintentionality. Sentences with the adverb per ongeluk
‘by accident’ are presented in (69)–(72) for the four dialects under discussion.
Unintentional readings are available for structures with possessive body part
NEs, simplex reflexives and complex reflexives, as Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s have shown. We thus expect that an unintentional adverbial phrase
can combine with definite body part NEs as well.
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Sander ef perongeluk de voet zeer edaon an de taoful.
Sander has by.accident the foot sore done on the table
‘Sanderi hurt thej /hisi foot against the table by accident.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov)

(70)

Sander het per ongeluk de vout aan taofel zeer daon.
Sander has by accident the foot on table sore done
‘Sanderi hurt thej /hisi foot against the table by accident.’
(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

(71)

Sander hat per oengeluk de foewut skasjerre oan u tafel.
Sander has by accident the foot
hurt
on the table
‘Sanderi hurt thej foot against the table by accident.’
(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(72)

? De Sander hee per ongeluk de voet zier gedon on de tafel.
the Sander has by accident the foot sore done on the table
‘Sanderi hurt thej foot against the table by accident.’
(Antwerpen, FL-An)

For the speakers of Kampen and Zuidlaren Dutch the sentences in (69) and (70)
are ambiguous, although the speaker of Zuidlaren Dutch has a preference for
the reading in which the foot belongs to somebody else than the subject. Both
interpretations are compatible with an unintentional reading for the subject.
The speaker from Kampen (see (69)) remarks that for the interpretation with
somebody else’s foot he imagines a context in which Sander lifts somebody else’s
foot and accidentally bumps it into the table. For the speakers from Franeker
and Antwerpen (71) and (72) only receive an interpretation in which the foot
belongs to somebody else than the subject. For the informant from Franeker
the sentence is compatible with an unintentional reading for the subject. The
speaker of Antwerpen Dutch remarks that one can accidentally hurt someone
else’s foot, but it is a bit odd in the context of the PP on de tafel ‘against the
table’.
In conclusion, the definite body part NE is compatible with an unintentional
reading for Kampen, Zuidlaren and Franeker Dutch, in the case of the former
two dialects both with the alienable and inalienable interpretation for ‘the foot’.
In those dialects, the definite body part NE, either alienable or inalienable, thus
patterns like zich in (18a) and the possessive body part NE zijn voet ‘his foot’
in (18b) in Section 2.2.1: they are compatible with an unintentional reading for
the subject. The informant from Antwerpen, however, notices a clash between
the unintentionality (strengthened by the PP ‘against the table’) and the fact
that the foot belongs to somebody else for this speaker. To hurt some body part
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against the table implies unintentionality. Hurting somebody else’s body part
can happen accidentally as well, but the combination of hurting somebody else’s
body part against a certain object and doing that unintentionally is strange.
The sentences in (73)–(76) present cases with the adverb met opzet ‘on
purpose’ expressing intentionality. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd have shown
that an intentional adverb is compatible with a complex reflexive pronoun (68),
but not with simplex reflexives (67) or possessive body part NEs (66). We thus
expect an alienable reading of the definite body part NE when it combines
with an adverb expressing intentionality, because this interpretation involves
a transitive structure with an agent, like the structure containing a complex
reflexive. Note that the sentences in (73)–(76) contain the Cause PP aan de tafel
‘on the table’, like Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s examples in (66) and (67).
This PP forces a non-agentive reading of the subject, which generally conflicts
with an intentional reading. We thus expect incompatibility between the Cause
PP and the intentional adverb.
(73)

Elmar ef met opzet de voet zeer edaon an de taofel.
Elmar has with purpose the foot sore done on the table
‘Elmari hurt thej /hisi foot against the table on purpose.’
(Kampen, NL-Ov)

(74)

?

√

Elmar het met opzet de vout zeer daon aan taovel.
Elmar has with purpose the foot sore done on table
‘Elmari hurt thej foot against the table on purpose.’
(Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)

(75)

?* Elmar hat mei opset sin29 de foewut beseert oan u tafel.
Elmar has with.purpose
the foot
hurt
on the table
‘Elmari hurt thej foot against the table on purpose.’
(Franeker, NL-Fr)

(76)

?

√

Den Elmar hee hiel bewust
de voet gekwetst aan de tafel.
the Elmar has very purposefully the foot hurt
on the table
‘Elmari hurt thej foot against the table on purpose.’
(Antwerpen, FL-An)

The informant from Franeker rejects the sentence in (75) entirely. She explains that ‘the foot’ is some undefined foot and that the sentence sounds
artificial. This probably has to do with the combination of a Cause PP and an
intentional adverb, as described above.
Contrary to the informant from Franeker, the speakers from Zuidlaren (74)
and Antwerpen (76) accept the sentence with an intentional adverb and a Cause
29 The

phrase mei opset sin is a fixed expression and translates to ‘on purpose’.
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PP. For both speakers, the definite body part NE ‘the foot’ receives an alienable
interpretation. This outcome is surprising, because the alienable interpretation
implies a transitive syntax and hence an agent is involved. As we have seen
in Section 4.4.1.1 agents and Cause PPs cannot co-occur. However, this section also showed that the interpretation of PPs like aan de tafel ‘against the
table’ can be easily adjusted. In the case of the PPs headed by aan ‘on’ in
Section 4.4.1.1, the interpretation can shift to an Instrument. This is probably
the case in (74) and (76) and in the alienable reading of (51) as well, which
is supported by a remark made by the informant from Zuidlaren. He explains
that an adequate context for (74) is that Elmar grabs somebody else’s foot and
bumps it into the table. This is an interesting contrast with the sentence in
(70), with an unintentional subject in which the inalienable interpretation is
a possible reading for this speaker. As the single difference between (70) and
(74) concerns an intentional (per ongeluk ‘by accident’) or unintentional (met
opzet ‘on purpose’) adverb, the shift in interpretation must be related to intentionality. The unintentional reading allows for an inalienable interpretation,
and hence, according to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd an unaccusative analysis, whereas the intentional interpretation only allows an alienable reading,
suggesting that a transitive structure should be assigned to (74).
For the speaker of Kampen Dutch, the preferred reading for (73) is that
Elmar hurt his own foot. The interpretation in which de voet ‘the foot’ refers
to someone else’s foot is less straightforward. In this respect, the definite body
part NE de voet ‘the foot’ behaves differently from the possessive body part
NE zijn voet ‘his foot’ in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s example in (66). The
possessive body part NE only allows an unintentional reading for the subject.
(73) shows that in Kampen Dutch an inalienable definite body part NE can
have an intentional reading as well. Against the background of Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis this implies that (73) receives an unaccusative
structure, that the PP is interpreted as a weapon rather than a cause and that
despite the unaccusative structure the subject has intentional properties. I will
elaborate on this latter point here.
The data from the dialect of Kampen at first sight seem to contradict
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s pattern, namely that inalienable readings only
allow an unintentional interpretation and intentional readings are compatible
with transitive syntax, which in this case would require an alienable reading
for ‘the foot’. However, as Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:107) explain,
reduced agentivity, i.e. unintentionality, can be taken as evidence for unaccusativity, but it is not a necessary condition for unaccusative syntax. According to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:107–108) a fully agentive reading
in the presence of the simplex reflexive zich warrants an unaccusative analysis.
They support their claim by showing that uncontroversially unaccusative verbs
also display agentivity contrasts (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:108). As
a consequence, unaccusative syntactic structures permit adverbs like opzettelijk
‘intentionally’ or doelbewust ‘purposefully’. Hence, the distribution of adverbs
like per ongeluk ‘accidentally’ and opzettelijk ‘intentionally’ is relatively in-
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dependent of transitive or unaccusative syntax (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
2011:113–114). As such, the fact that the results from Kampen Dutch (i.e. (69)
(unintentional) and (73) (intentional)) do not cause a problem for aligning our
definite body part NEs to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s possessive body part
NEs. In other words, the fact that the body part NE receives an inalienable
interpretation (i.e. an unaccusative structure) is still compatible with agentive
properties for the possessor. Assuming that this line of reasoning is on the right
track, the problematic combination of the Cause PP ‘against the table’ and an
agent is solved as well. That is, if the subject in (73) is not an agent, there
is no clash between a Cause PP and an agent either.
4.4.1.5

Strict and sloppy identity readings

The final test that I will apply to definite body part NEs to determine their
syntactic properties, concerns strict and sloppy identity readings in comparative deletion contexts (see Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011: 65 and Section 2.2.1). Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd show that complex reflexives in such
an environment allow both a strict and a sloppy reading for the elided reflexive
pronoun, whereas possessive body part NEs and simplex reflexives only permit
a sloppy reading. This is illustrated in (77)–(79). Elided phrases are presented
in subscript format.
(77)

Bij dat ongeval heeft zij zich erger gekwetst dan Peter
in that accident has she refl worse hurt
than Peter
gekwetst .

zich heeft
refl has

hurt

‘In that accident, she hurt herself more seriously than Peter hurt himself.’
(78)

Bij dat ongeval heeft zij haar benen erger gekwetst dan Peter zijn
in that accident has she her legs
worse hurt
than Peter his
benen heeft gekwetst .
legs

has

hurt

‘In that accident, shei hurt heri legs more seriously than Peterj hurt hisj
leg.’
(79)

Zij heeft zichzelf erger gekwetst dan Peter zichzelf heeft
she has refl.self worse hurt
than Peter refl.self has
‘She hurt herself more seriously than Peter hurt himself.’
‘She hurt herself more seriously than Peter hurt her.’

gekwetst .
hurt

[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011), see Section 2.2.1 for specific
references]
The main findings for strict and sloppy readings are summarized in Tables 4.10 and 4.11. The comparative deletion context with a definite body part
NE is ambiguous for the speaker from Kampen. It can receive a strict and a
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sloppy identity reading. The inalienable interpretation for the body part NE
leads to a sloppy reading: the respective subjects of the main clause and the
elided clause both act upon their own pair of legs. This reading is schematically
represented below in (81a). The strict reading involves an alienable reading for
the definite body part NE, which is represented in (82a). In this case, the subjects of the main clause and the elided clause act upon a third person’s leg. The
speaker from Zuidlaren only assigns a sloppy reading to a comparative deletion
context with a definite body part NE. The absence of a strict reading with an
alienable interpretation deviates from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s results.
In contrast, the strict identity reading is the only possible interpretation for the
informants from Franeker and Antwerpen. In this sense, the definite body part
NEs display behavior different from the reflexive pronouns in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s study. Finally, the facts from the four Dutch dialects mirror
Lødrup’s (2010) findings for Norwegian. I will come back to Norwegian subject
possessor constructions in Section 4.5. An important difference between the
results from the current study and Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s findings is
that the alienable interpretation of the definite body part NE cannot receive a
sloppy identity reading in a comparative deletion context. In other words, none
of the informants interprets these contexts in such a way that the subject of
the overt clause acts upon a certain pair of alienable legs and the subject of
the elided clause acts upon another pair of alienable legs. I will come back to
this observation later in this section.
Strict identity reading
Inalienable
(unaccusative)
Kampen

–

Zuidlaren

–

Franeker

–

Antwerpen

–

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd

∗

Alienable
(transitive)
√
–
√
√
√

Table 4.10: Comparison of the current study with Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s results for comparative deletion context with a strict
identity reading for the definite body part NE

Let us now have a look at the data involving definite body part NEs in
comparative deletion contexts underlying the conclusions just given. Different
pieces of the data discussed here are adduced in Section 2.3.2 as well to show
that definite body part NEs behave differently when compared to regular def-
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Sloppy identity reading
Inalienable
(unaccusative)
Kampen
Zuidlaren

Alienable
(transitive)

√

–

√

–

Franeker

–

–

Antwerpen

–

–

√

√

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd

Table 4.11: Comparison of the current study with Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s results for comparative deletion context with a strict
identity reading for the definite body part NE

inites in ellipsis. I will discuss the data from the different dialects one by one.
The text in subscript format represents the elided parts (in standard Dutch
orthography).
(80)

Ze ef de beenn arger zeer edoan dan Peter de
she has the legs worse sore done than Peter the

benen heeft zeer gedaan .
legs

has

sore done

‘Shei hurt heri legs more severely than Peterj hurt hisj legs.’
‘She and Peter hurt someone else’s legs and she did so more severely
than Peter.’
(= (43) in Chapter 2, Kampen, NL-Ov)
(81) Sloppy
a. x hurt x’s legs more than y hurt y’s legs
b. [VP hurt [RP [DP x’s legs] [R [PP P [DP x]]]]] more than [VP hurt [RP
[DP y’s legs] [R [PP P [DP y]]]]]
(82) Strict
a. x hurt z’s legs more than y hurt z’s legs
b. [v P [DP x] v [VP hurt [DP z’s legs]]] more than [v P [DP y] v [VP hurt
[DP z’s legs]]]
For the speaker from Kampen (80) is ambiguous. It can have a sloppy
reading in which the overt and elided de beenn ‘the legs’ are interpreted as
inalienably belonging to their respective subjects, i.e. ze in the main clause
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and Peter in the elided comparative clause. This reading is schematically represented in (81a). In terms of Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis, the
ellipsis site and the antecedent have an identical syntactic structure. This is
depicted in (81b). The overt and the elided definite body part NE are both
the subject of an RP with the possessor in the complement position of the RP.
In those configurations, both NEs are related to their own possessors, being
contained in a structure that expresses inalienable possession. Because of their
shared syntax, ellipsis is permitted. The formal identity between the overt and
the elided NE is only partial, as in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s examples
in (77) (with zich) and (78) (with haar benen ‘her legs’). In this case, the value
for both NEs satisfy the denotational content of the noun, but through their
respective RP-structures they are related to different possessors. As a consequence the covert de beenn ‘the legs’ in the ellipsis site refers to a different pair
of legs than the overt body part NE in the antecedent.
(80) can also have a strict reading, but in that case de beenn ‘the legs’
is not interpreted inalienably, neither with respect to the main clause subject
ze ‘she’, nor the comparative clause subject Peter. Instead, de beenn under
the strict reading refers to a pair of legs belonging to a third person. Both
subjects ze and Peter are hurting this third person’s legs and ze is doing so
more severely than Peter. This is schematically represented in (82a). Under
this interpretation both the ellipsis site and the antecedent receive a transitive
syntactic structure according to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s, as depicted in
(82b). Consequently, there is no structural mismatch between the two clauses.
In addition, in this case the overt and elided NE adhere to full formal identity,
since they refer to the same pair of legs. As such, the identity condition on
ellipsis is satisfied.
(83) presents a comparative deletion context with a definite body part NE
for the dialect of Zuidlaren. Even though the sentence does not constitute
the most optimal way to express such a comparison (see Footnote 30), the
informant can assign a sloppy identity reading to this structure. That is, de
baain ‘the legs’ is related to zai ‘she’ in the main clause and to Peter in the
elided comparative clause. (81a) represents the schematic representation for this
interpretation. As explained in the discussion about the data from Kampen
in (80) above, this is possible, because under that reading the main clause
and the comparative one have the same syntactic structure. Also, Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd have shown that partial formal identity of an overt and
an elided NE can license ellipsis. None of the two possible strict readings are
available in Zuidlaren Dutch. In other words, the reading in which both the
overt and the elided body part NE are inalienably possessed by the subject of
the main clause is ruled out, as expected because the mismatching syntactic
structure this reading would imply. In addition, the speaker of Zuidlaren Dutch
does not get a reading in which both subjects are acting upon a third person’s
legs either.
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? Zai har de baain arger zeer daon dan Peter
she had the legs worse sore done than Peter
30
gedaan .

de

benen heeft zeer

the legs

has

sore

done

‘Shei hurt heri legs more severely than Peterj hurt hisj legs.’
(= (44) in Chapter 2, Zuidlaren, NL-Dr)
Note that Lødrup reports the same parallel between the simplex reflexive seg
and definite body part NEs in Norwegian (Lødrup 2007: 197, footnote 12). Both
seg and definite body part NEs have a sloppy reading in comparative deletion
contexts. This is illustrated in (84). In this sense, definite body part NEs in the
dialects of Kampen and Zuidlaren behave like equivalent inalienable nouns in
Norwegian.
(84)

a. Bestefar
vasket seg bedre enn Lillebror.
Grandfather washed refl better than Little-brother
‘Grandfather washed himself better than Little brother.’
(Norwegian)
b. Bestefar
vasket hendene bedre enn Lillebror.
Grandfather washed hands.def better than Little-brother
‘Grandfather washed his hands better than Little brother.’
[Lødrup 2007: 297, footnote 12]

(85) and (86) present comparative deletion contexts with a definite body
part NE for the dialects of Franeker and Antwerpen respectively. As we have
seen so far, these dialects generally do not allow an inalienable possessive reading between a subject and a definite body part NE. This state of affairs has consequences for the interpretation of the body part NEs (both overt and elided)
in (85)–(86). Where the dialects of Kampen (80) and Zuidlaren (83) allow a
sloppy reading of the definite body part NE, this reading is not available for
the speakers of Franeker and Antwerpen Dutch. In the latter two dialects, the
comparative deletion sentences only permit a strict identity reading in which u
skonken/de biene ‘the legs’ refer to a third person’s legs, as the translation of
(85)–(86) show. This reading corresponds to the schematic structure in (82a).
Under this interpretation, as explained above, both the overt and elided body
part NE are part of a transitive syntactic structure, as depicted in (82b). As
30 The informant prefers a sentence in which part of the NE is still left intact, namely the
possessive pronoun supplemented with inflectional material, i.e. zienent ‘his.infl’, which is
typical for dialects from this region (see Corver & Koppen 2010 and Corver & Van Koppen
To appear). This is illustrated in (i).

(i)

Zai har de baain arger zeer daon dan Peter zienent.
she had the legs worse sore done than Peter his.infl
‘Shei hurt heri legs more severely than Peterj hurt hisj legs.’

Without the NE-remnant the sentence is hence less good for this informant.
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such, they are not interpreted as inalienably belonging to their respective subjects. Rather, they receive an alienable interpretation: the legs belong to a third
person and the subjects from the main clause and the comparative clause hurt
those person’s legs.
(85)

Sie hat u skonken slimmer skosjerre os Peter
she has the legs
worse hurt
than Peter
.
gedaan

de benen heeft zeer
the legs

has

sore

done

(86)

‘She and Peter hurt someone else’s legs and she did so more severely
than Peter.’
(Franeker, NL-Fr)
√
? Zij hee de biene areger zier gedaan dan de Peter de benen heeft
she has the legs worse sore done than the Peter the legs has
zeer gedaan .
sore done

‘She and Peter hurt someone else’s legs and she did so more severely
than Peter.’
(Antwerpen, FL-An)
Summarizing this section, we have seen that definite body part NEs can be
elided in a comparative deletion context. In the dialects that allow definite body
part NEs in inalienable possession constructions (i.e Kampen and Zuidlaren),
such sentences permit a sloppy reading, like simplex reflexives and possessive
body part NEs, as Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd showed. The speaker from
Kampen also allows a strict reading, but this strict reading is crucially different from the one that Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:65–66) report for
complex reflexives in Dutch. In the case of complex reflexives, the elided reflexive receives the same value as the overt reflexive and as such has the same
identity as the subject of the main clause. In the strict reading in (80) the
elided definite body part NE is not reflexivily related to any of the NEs in the
sentence. It only has full formal identity with the overt body part NE. The
dialects of Franeker and Antwerpen do not allow a sloppy reading in (85)–(86),
because in these dialects it is in general not possible to use a definite body part
NE to express an inalienable possessive construction in these cases (although
there are some exceptions for the speaker from Franeker, as discussed in the
previous sections). The sole interpretation that these speakers can assign to
these comparative deletion contexts is a strict one with an alienable reading
for the body part NE. Note that this latter fact shows that in this case the
definite body part NE is a regular definite in Aguilar-Guevara’s (2014) terms.
The interpretation of the overt and the elided body part NE in (85)–(86) must
be fully identical. It is not the case that the two subjects both hurt their own
pair of ‘alienable legs’ (so the definite NEs are not referentially linked to two
different entities), but they rather operate on the same pair of legs. That is,
the overt and the elided NE are referentially linked to the same entity.
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Ambiguity of definite body part NEs: unaccusative or transitive

The results of Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s tests, applied to definite body
part NEs in four different dialects, are summarized in Table 4.12. The table
contains some generalizations over the data. The motivation for the representation in Table 4.12 can be found in the detailed discussions in the preceding
sections.

Instrument PP
Passivization
Intentionality
Strict
Sloppy

√

√

√

√

√

√

–
√

√
–

√
–
–
–
√

–
–
√
√

Inalienable

Alienable

Inalienable
√

√
–
–
∗

–

–

–

–

Antwerpen
Alienable

–

Franeker

Inalienable

√

Zuidlaren

Alienable

Cause PP

Alienable

Inalienable

Kampen

–

–

–

√
√
∗
√
–

–
–
–
–
–

√
√
√
√
–

Table 4.12: Results for tests investigating the transitive and unaccusative
structures of configurations with definite body part NEs in four Dutch dialects.
√
The symbols are used as follows: ‘ ’ means that an interpretation (alienable or
inalienable) is available in the given context, ‘–’ means that an interpretation is
unavailable, ‘∗’ means that a sentence is ungrammatical.

Table 4.12 reveals some clear patterns. First of all, the informants from
Franeker and Antwerpen generally do not assign an inalienable reading to a
definite body part NEs in the tests described in the previous sections.31 In
contrast, the speakers from Kampen and Zuidlaren do allow an inalienable
possessive reading with definite body part NEs in certain syntactic and semantic environments.
As the dialects of Franeker and Antwerpen generally do not assign an in31 Note that the informant from Franeker does allow a subject possessor construction with
a definite article with the gesture verb draaien ‘to turn’, as illustrated in (64a) and in the case
of (46). The use of definite body part NEs to express inalienable possession in this dialect
is not as productive as in for example the dialect of Kampen, but not as restricted as in
Antwerpen either.
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alienable interpretation to definite body part NEs (but see Footnote 31), the
results for these dialects are rather straightforward with respect to their inalienable interpretation. In none of the tests, the inalienable reading is allowed
for the speaker from Antwerpen. That is, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd found
that Instrument PPs, passivization, intentional subjects and strict readings in
ellipsis contexts are incompatible with an unaccusative syntax. The results for
Antwerpen pattern with this observation. Namely, in these contexts an inalienable reading for the definite body part NE is unavailable. For the informant
from Franeker there are two cases in which an inalienable reading is available.
The tests applied to this reading mirror Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s results:
a Cause PP is permitted with an inalienable reading and a passive structure is
incompatible with an inalienable reading. In the variety spoken by the informant from Antwerpen, a definite body part NE simply cannot be inalienably
possessed by the subject, as mentioned before. A Cause PP does not change
this. Finally, the structures which are argued to be unaccusative in Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd’s study allow a sloppy reading, but since Franeker and
Antwerpen Dutch do not allow an inalienable interpretation for definite body
part NEs, they cannot assign a sloppy interpretation to definite body part NEs
in ellipsis contexts at all.
With respect to the alienable, i.e. transitive, reading, the data from Franeker
and Antwerpen Dutch pattern with Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s findings
concerning Cause PP, Instrument PP, passivization and strict and sloppy readings in ellipsis. There is one conflicting result, however, which concerns intentional subjects. Transitive structures in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s study
allow an intentional reading of the subject. The informant from Franeker Dutch,
however, rejects the test sentence with the intentional adverb mei opset sin ‘on
purpose’ and a definite body part NE (see (75)). In Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s tests, the intentional adverb is combined with a transitive structure,
which is grammatical. In my examples, however, the sentence also contained
a Cause PP, which is incompatible with an agent. For that reason, we expect that the intentional adverb and the Cause PP clash, which is the result
that I got from the speaker from Franeker. The other informants accepted this
sentence (i.e. (73), (74) and (76)) to a greater or lesser extent, but probably
assigned an interpretation to the PP which is more similar to an Instrument,
as I explained in Section 4.4.1.4.
In contrast with Franeker and Antwerpen Dutch, Kampen and Zuidlaren
Dutch can assign an inalienable possessive interpretation to definite body part
NEs. The results for the tests summarized in Table 4.12 for these dialects deviate from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s results in a few more respects than
for Franeker and Antwerpen Dutch. They were discussed in the preceding sections. For most of the diverging results I was able to give an explanation in
terms of the analysis to be developed. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd showed
that possessive body part NEs and zich are incompatible with Instrument PPs
and intentional adverbs. Their unaccusative analysis accounts for these facts.
Since unaccusative structures lack an agent and Instrument PPs and inten-
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tional adverbs modify events involving an agent, a conflict arises. However,
the speakers from Kampen and Zuidlaren ascribe some agentive properties to
the possessor in such cases, which can apparently license an Instrument PP or
an intentional adverb. Another outstanding difference between my and Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd’s results concerns the absence of sloppy identity reading
for an alienable reading of the definite body part NE. I argue that the definite
article under an alienable reading is a regular definite article and that in the
case of ellipsis, the referent of the elided definite NE has to be identical to the
referent of the overt definite NE (see Aguilar-Guevara 2014: 15–16). In other
words, a sloppy reading is impossible under these circumstances, in contrast
with the complex reflexive zichzelf in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s study.
All in all, there is also a lot of support for the view that definite body
part NEs share their syntax with the simplex reflexive zich and possessive
body part NEs. We have seen a clear difference between dialects that do allow
an inalienable possessive interpretation between a definite body part NE and
another NE in the clause (Kampen and Zuidlaren Dutch) and dialects that do
not (Franeker (in most cases) and Antwerpen Dutch). The examples discussed
in Section 4.3.3 clearly show this division.
Since for Kampen and Zuidlaren Dutch the definite body part NEs mostly
pattern with zich and possessive body part NEs (putting aside some of the
deviations discussed above) I propose that definite body part NEs, on their inalienable interpretation, should receive the same syntactic analysis as zich and
possessive body part NEs. That is, following Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd, I
propose that under their inalienable reading, definite body part NEs have an
unaccusative syntax. This proposal is further supported by the difference that
we find between Kampen and Zuidlaren Dutch on the one hand, and Franeker
and Antwerpen Dutch on the other with respect to the interpretation of definite body part NEs. The former can assign an inalienable interpretation to
such NEs, whereas Antwerpen Dutch cannot. In Franeker Dutch, the use of
definite body part NEs to express inalienable possessive relations is more restricted than in the dialects of Kampen and Zuidlaren. This difference becomes
visible at the following points, which crucially reinforce this proposal. Firstly,
the speaker from Antwerpen does not allow an inalienable reading for a definite
body part NE, even if it is accompanied by a Cause PP (see Table 4.12). By
contrast, speakers from Kampen and Zuidlaren do allow an inalienable reading for the body part NE in this case. This supports the idea that we are
dealing with two different syntactic structures here: in the varieties spoken in
Kampen and Zuidlaren a Cause PP can be used with an inalienable reading of
the definite NE, pointing to an unaccusative analysis, whereas a Cause PP is
reinterpreted as an Instrument by the speaker from Antwerpen, suggesting a
transitive analysis. The second crucial difference between these two groups of
dialects concerns sloppy identity readings in the comparative deletion contexts.
Kampen and Zuidlaren Dutch allow such a sloppy reading with a definite body
part NE in comparative deletion contexts, whereas Franeker and Antwerpen
Dutch do not. This observation points in the same direction as the previous

Subject possessors

159

one. As explained above, the sloppy reading can be accounted for by postulating an RP-structure for both the overt and the elided material, while the
body part NEs are connected to the subjects of their own clause. The fact
that Franeker and Antwerpen Dutch can only assign a strict reading to such
configurations, and not a sloppy one, suggests that the body part NEs cannot
be contained in their own RPs. Rather, they need a transitive syntax. In this
syntactic structure, both instantiations of the body part NE (the overt and the
elided one) are not possessively related to their subjects. Because of the identity
condition on ellipsis, they both refer to the same pair of legs, which belong to a
third person. The fact that the speakers from the different dialects assign such
a different interpretation to the definite body part NEs in these comparative
deletion contexts, provides evidence for the claim that their structures must be
different.

4.4.2

Analysis: inalienable possession in a RP

Above we have seen that the data from Kampen and Zuidlaren Dutch (and
partly those from Franeker Dutch) concerning definite body part NEs comply
with Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s observations about the simplex reflexive
zich and possessive body part NEs in Dutch. Hence, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s approach to reflexivity will constitute the starting point to account
for the possessive relation between the subject of a clause and a direct object
in the form of a definite body part NE. Section 2.2.3 outlined their proposal
for reflexive structures. I will briefly summarize their analysis here. Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd argue that simplex reflexives and body part NEs introduced by a possessive pronoun appear in an unaccusative structure (see also
Everaert 1986). The relevant verbs take a SC-complement (a Relator Phrase
(RP), see Den Dikken 2006), of which the simplex reflexive/body part NE is
the subject. The antecedent/possessor is located in the PP-predicate. This was
schematically represented in the structures in Chapter 2 (see p. 32), which are
summarized here in (87).
(87)

[ bezeren [RP [DP zich/zijn been] [R [PP P [DP Milo]]]]]
hurt
refl/his leg
Milo
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:55, ex. (2))]

Because the distribution of definite body part NEs and simplex reflexives/possessive body part NEs are highly similar in Kampen and Zuidlaren
Dutch, I argue that they receive the structure that Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd propose for these cases. That is, under their inalienable reading, they
receive an unaccusative structure. Their unaccusative nature is reflected by
including a single argument for the verb. This single argument is represented
by the RP. The body part NE, i.e. the possessum, is the subject of this RP
and the possessor is part of the PP-predicate, which is the complement of the
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RP. This structure is presented in (89)32 (based on data from Nevele Dutch,
which were introduced in (1) in Chapter 2, repeated here in (88)). The analysis in (89) represents all the data discussed above which allow an inalienable
possessive relation between a definite body part NE and another NE. That is,
this analysis applies to gesture verbs, as draaien ‘to turn’ in (89) itself and
other gesture verbs, verbs of bodily harm and verbs of physical disruption (see
Table 4.3).
(88) de coiffeuse
draaide mé ene keer ’t hoofd naar links
the hairdresser.f turned with one time the head to left
‘The hairdresseri suddenly turned heri head to the left.’
(Nevele, FL-OV)
(89)

...
RP

V
draaien
R0

DP
D0

indP
indR

R

D

NP

’t

N

PP
P
∅

hoofd

DP
D0

indP
α indR

D

NP

de

N
coiffeuse

I will first discuss the relevant properties of the underlying structure of (88),
which is represented in (89). Subsequently, I will discuss the derivational steps
of the structure in (92). Regarding the underlying structure, I will go into the
unaccusative syntax of this structure and the relation between V and the RP.
Subsequently, I explain the composition of the RP and the possessive relation
it establishes. After that, the nature of the definite article of the possessum will
be discussed.
The structure in (89) is based on Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis of
simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs (see Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011: 73, ex. (48)). For the most part, they adopt Den Dikken’s (2006)
32 I will assume that verbal projections are head-final in Dutch. In Chapter 5, in particular
Footnote 25, I will provide some support for this decision. This choice is not crucial for the
discussion at hand.
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analysis of possessed noun phrases involving Predicate Inversion of the PP.
I will come back to the notion Predicate Inversion below. The fact that the
RP represents a single complex argument expresses Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s insight that the verb classes they discuss are unaccusative when they
involve a simplex reflexive or a possessive body part NE. They take a single
argument, which is embodied by the RP in (89). As Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:56) mention, their unaccusative analysis is in line with the type
of research in which simplex reflexives are taken to be lexical valency reducers (see for example Grimshaw 1982; Wehrli 1986; Chierchia 2004; Reinhart &
Siloni 2005). Various studies have shown that the reflexive clitic in Romance
languages is not an argument, so environments in which such an element shows
up, are argued to have only one argument (Reinhart & Siloni 2005). The tree
structure in (89) reflects the valency-reducing property in a syntactic way. The
sentence in (88) seems to involve two separate arguments (i.e. ‘the hairdresser’
and ‘the head’), but in fact the structure features a single, complex argument
for the verb draaien ‘to turn’ underlyingly. Postma (1997) argues that weak
(i.e. simplex) reflexives are pseudo-arguments, in contrast with complex reflexives, which are true arguments. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd have convincingly shown that possessive body part NEs behave like simplex reflexives and
the current study presented evidence from Dutch dialects which treat definite
body part NEs and simplex reflexives alike. Intuitively speaking, the body part
NE ‘the head’ and its possessor in (89) belong to the same referent and thus
the two arguments can be seen as a single referent semantically, like in Postma
(1997).
I now turn to the properties of the RP in (89). The basic RP-structure
was introduced on p. 34 in Chapter 2 and is repeated here in (90). The RP
is an asymmetrical SC headed by a relator. The relator establishes a
relationship between the predicate and its subject. In (89), the dative PP
is predicated of the subject in SpecRP, i.e. the possessum ‘the head’ (see
Den Dikken 2006: 238). The analysis of the predicate as a dative PP is based
on Den Dikken’s analysis of possessed noun phrases.33 Den Dikken (2006:238)
shows that the dative PP can undergo Predicate Inversion (to be explained
below), which supports the analysis of the dative PP as a SC-predicate. The
dative PP takes care of the possessive relation between the RP-subject and the
PP-complement.
(90)

RP
subject
relator

R0
predicate

33 A discussion of Den Dikken’s (2006) arguments for this structure would take up too
much space here. I refer to reader to Den Dikken (2006), as well as Den Dikken (1995) for
substantive argumentation. I will devote more time explaining Den Dikken’s framework with
respect to dative PP-predicates and the syntactic operations they can be subject to in the
discussion about indirect object possessors in Chapter 5.
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The elements in the RP-structure can be subject to different operations,
including Predicate Inversion. Den Dikken (2006) describes two ways in which
Predicate Inversion can take place. At this point, it is sufficient to know the
strategy that will be applied to the underlying structure in (89). I call this type
of Predicate Inversion ‘Strategy 1’, which is depicted in (91). I will not go into
details here, but just explain the operations in (91). The first step concerns the
head of the predicate moving to the relator. The trigger for this operation is
that the empty P needs to be licensed. This operation results in a configuration
in which the predicate can be attracted by probes outside the RP. This is so for
two different reason. Firstly, the features of the predicate head are transferred
to R. As a result, the PP becomes visible to outside probes, which enables the
predicate can escape the RP, which is a phase (Den Dikken 2006:114). Secondly,
the potential landing sides for the predicate, i.e. SpecRP and SpecTP, become
equidistant, so that outside probes can in principle attract both the RP-subject
and the RP-predicate. The operation by which the predicate moves across its
subject in SpecRP is called Predicate Inversion. Strategy 1 will be applied to
(89), as I will explain below. In Section 5.3, movement operations from the RP
will be discussed in more detail.
(91)

Predicate Inversion (Strategy 1)
TP
T0

XPj
X0
Xi

T

RP

subject
Xi +R

R0
XPj
. . . Xi . . .

In addition to Predicate Inversion, an important ingredient of Den Dikken’s
(2006: 238) analysis is the head of the dative PP. Prepositional dative constructions have an overt dative preposition, but there is a null allomorph of this
preposition as well, which is present in structures where we do not witness an
overt preposition introducing the possessor. This is also the case for the structure in (89). Empty elements must be licensed. This requirement also applies
to the empty P in (89). Below I will explain how this is achieved according to
Den Dikken.
The final property of (89) that I will discuss concerns the internal structure
of the two NEs, i.e. the possessor and the possessum. As explained in Chapter 2, I will follow Giusti’s (2015) approach to definite articles. To recapitulate,
Giusti argues that the referential value of a NE and the morphosyntactic form
spelling out a definite article should be separated. She implements this as follows. Definite articles are located in D and serve to spell out the features of the
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noun they introduce. The referential value is regulated in SpecDP, which can
host an indexical phrase (indP). In its turn, indP can accommodate a referential indexical (indR ), which provides a referential value. In (89), I implement
these insights as follows. The value for the reference to de coiffeuse ‘the hairdresser’ is expressed by means of α. I assume that this value is a feature that
can be shared with other NEs under Agree. This idea will be worked out when
I discuss the derivational steps for (89).
Let us now turn to the derivation based on the underlying structure in (89),
which is presented in (92).
(92)

TP
T0

DPl
de coiffeuse
VP

T
[[Pi +R]j +draaide]k

RP

V
[[Pi +R]j +draaien]k
R0

DP
D0

indP
α indR

[Pi +R]j

D

NP

’t

N
hoofd

PP
Pi

DPl
D0

indP
α indR

D

NP

de

N
coiffeuse

The structure in (89) raises the question as to how the two NEs are Caselicensed. As we are dealing with an unaccusative structure here, no accusative
Case can be licensed (Burzio 1981). Den Dikken provides a solution for this
situation, which is followed by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd. They argue that
movement of the predicate head P to R and the subsequent movement of the
[P+R] complex to V enables the verb to assign accusative case to the possessum
‘the head’ (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:73). Note that by moving P to R
the empty P is licensed (Den Dikken 2007:11) and hence that this requirement is
met. The possessor ‘the hairdresser’ needs to be Case-licensed as well. Within
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the RP there is no head that can assign Case. Like Den Dikken I assume
that the empty dative P is not able to assign Case. According to Den Dikken
(2006:114) the RP is a phase and ‘the hairdresser’ is not at the edge, which
raises the question as to how ‘the hairdresser’ can escape the phase to move
to a position where it can be Case-licensed. This is where Predicate Inversion
comes in. Den Dikken (2006) explains that by moving the predicate head, P
in the case of (92), the features of the predicate are transferred to R, so that
it becomes visible to outside probes. In addition, moving P to R renders the
potential landing sites (SpecRP and SpecTP) for the PP equidistant. As a
result, the PP can be attracted by T, where it can receive nominative Case.34
The final piece of structure in (92) that I will address here concerns the
possessum DP ’t hoofd ‘the head’, in particular the left edge of this phrase.
In Section 2.3.2, I have shown that definite articles in external possessor constructions display behavior that deviates from regular definites. That is, definite body part NEs in external possessor constructions lack a set of properties
characteristic of regular definite descriptions. Definite NEs in external possessor
constructions can be used to in a context in which more than one object satisfies
their content, they do not have to be familiar in the context and most notably,
they can have a strict identity reading in ellipsis, which suggests that they do
not have fixed referential value. I implement this observation in the syntactic
structure following Giusti’s (2015) analysis for definite articles by assuming a
missing value for the referential index indR , as can be seen in (89). This structure shows that I assume that the possessum NE ’t hoofd ‘the head’ features
an indP in SpecDP. Giusti (2015:161) argues that indP needs to be present in
nominal arguments, because it has the function of closing the nominal phase.
However, I will argue that the indP of ‘the head’ contains no referential value,
as can be seen in (89). As such, the possessum does not have its own reference.
In contrast, the possessor NE in the complement of the RP does host a referential indexical (indR , cf. (76), p. 63) in SpecDP, the value of which is expressed
by α.35 Even though the two DPs have equivalent forms on the surface, i.e. a
noun introduced by a definite article, the underlying semantics of the two DPs
is different. This is the effect of Giusti’s proposal to separate the morphosyn34 I follow Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:73) with respect to the architecture of the
structure, in which VP is immediately dominated by the TP-projection, and hence lacks a v P.
With respect to the operation that moves the possessor to SpecTP, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:73, ex. (48c)) deviate from Den Dikken’s (2006) analyses of Predicate Inversion.
The DP itself moves to SpecTP in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis, whereas the
entire PP undergoes Predicate Inversion in Den Dikken’s analysis. Regarding this point, I
follow Den Dikken, since the DP ‘the hairdresser’ is too deeply embedded in the RP-phase
to be visible to T.
35 Giusti (2015:95) argues that binding involves sharing referential indices under Agreement.
To indicate that two NEs share the same referential index, I include a value for the referential
index in the syntactic structure. The notation ‘α indR ’ is used for that purpose. The actual
assignment of a referent probably takes place at the Conceptual-Intentional interface (e.g.
Chomsky 1995) and is not part of the syntactic structure. Hence, α should not be interpreted
as the assignment of a referent, but rather as the value for a syntactic feature that can be
involved in Agreement relations.
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tactic realization of definite articles from the semantic notion of definiteness.
Both the possessor and the possessum NE contain a morphological form in D
spelling out features of the noun, but only the possessor has a referential value.
In (92), the possessum NE ‘the head’ has adopted the referential value
from the possessor ‘the hairdresser’. In other words, the possessum depends on
the possessor NE for its reference. I propose that the feature inheritance of the
referential value by the possessum NE is achieved by an Agree relation in which
the possessor shares its indexical feature with the possessum.36 Giusti (2015:95)
alludes to such an implementation. She states that binding is concerned with
the identification of an individual in the discourse. For that reason, binding is
related to a referential index. Giusti further notes that Agreement and binding
involve the same features, i.e. indexical features. Although Giusti does not
give the technical details of such a derivation, her remarks seem to imply that
a reflexive pronoun receives an indexical feature from its antecedent under
Agree. As I explained above, I work out this insight for the definite body part
NEs under discussion, in which the possessum NE receives a referential value
from the possessor. This analysis is in line with Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
(2011) analysis in the sense that the dependent NE, i.e. the reflexive pronoun,
receives a value from its antecedent (see Section 2.2.3).
In Chapter 2, I provided arguments in favor of a referential dependency between the possessor and the possessum in external possessor constructions. The
current section makes this hypothesis more explicit. As I just explained, I argue
that the possessor and possessum are base-generated in a RP. As the possessum
lacks a referential value, it probes down to find a value. The possessor can deliver such a value under Agree and hence a dependency is created between the
two NEs, like in canonical anaphoric dependencies with reflexive pronouns.37
As a final remark, I would like to compare anaphoric dependencies involving
reflexive pronouns like zich and zichzelf to the type of dependency proposed
here with a definite body part NE. In anaphoric dependencies with a reflexive
pronoun, the reflexive and its antecedent can entertain a co-reference relation.
36 Note that Reinhart & Reuland (1991) propose a view on reflexivity in terms of Agree as
well. Also see Reuland (2001) for a discussion about an Agree-based approach to anaphoric
dependencies.
37 The Agreement relation between an anaphor and its antecedent involves indexical features (Giusti 2015), but also ϕ-features, as reflexive pronouns can for example express person
features (e.g. in ‘I wash myself’, in which the reflexive pronoun carries a first person feature).
By contrast, the feature inheritance by the body part NE in (89) solely involves an indexical
feature. Even though both NEs (i.e. possessor and possessum) share their indexical feature,
they do not have fully identical reference, because both NEs have their own NP-complements.
As Sheehan & Hinzen (2011) argue, NP-complements add a restriction to the interpretation
of the NE. By contrast, pronouns, including reflexive pronouns like zich, do not have such
an NP-complement. Consequently, pronouns can be truly co-referential. That is, they can
refer to exactly the same individual as another linguistic expression (but they do not have
to, as explained in the main text). The NE-complement in the DP ’t hoofd ‘the head’ in
(89) restricts its interpretation, so that it is not co-referential (i.e. fully identical) with de
coiffeuse ‘the hairdresser’, but they do have the same referential index and thus share their
referent.
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This means that the individuals they refer to are fully identical. This is in
line with Postma’s (1997) observation that in the context of some, but not all,
predicates, reflexive pronouns refer to someone’s entire body (see Section 2.2.2).
Fully identical reference does not apply to the referential dependency argued
for in the current study. In other words, the referents of the possessor and the
possessum are not fully identical. Rather, the definite body part NE constitutes
a part of the possessor. Against this background, an analysis for the subject
possessor construction in terms of reflexivity would seem mistaken. However,
Safir (2004), among others, has shown that co-reference is an inadequate description of the relationship between anaphors and their antecedents. Lødrup
(2010) refers to this conclusion and applies it to subject possessor constructions
in Norwegian. According to Safir (2004) a reflexive configuration involves ‘dependent identity’. As opposed to co-reference, dependent identity involves an
asymmetric relation (Lødrup 2010:105). The identity of the anaphor depends on
the identity of its antecedent. This view on reflexivity is an appropriate characterization of the referential dependency that I argue to exist between the
possessor and the possessum in a subject possessor construction, like Lødrup
(2010) argues for the Norwegian subject possessor constructions with a definite
body part NE: the body part NE depends for its interpretation on the identity
of its possessor. For example, if we know the identity of a certain person, we
have a reference point for identifying this person’s hands, because there is a
part-whole relation between these body parts and their possessor.
At the end of this section I will briefly recapitulate the results from the
tests applied to subject possessor constructions targeting the properties of the
syntactic structure of these configurations. These tests were discussed in great
detail in Section 4.4.1. In those discussions, I already referred to the unaccusative analysis of inalienable definite body part NEs based on Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd’s account of simplex reflexives and possessive body part
NEs. Here I will explain in a nutshell how the unaccusative analysis accounts
for the results from those tests. Inalienably interpreted definite body part NEs
turned out to be able to co-occur with Cause PPs. Since unaccusative structures lack an agent, a Cause PP is allowed. This supports the unaccusative
structure. By contrast, Instrument PPs, passivized structures and intentional
adverbs require an agent. Hence, they are expected to be incompatible with
an inalienable definite body part NE embedded in an unaccusative structure.
Although this is the case to a certain extent, in some cases those structures
were nevertheless accepted. In the case of Instrument PPs and intentional adverbs, I concluded that the definite body part NE was nonetheless embedded
in an unaccusative structure, but the possessor was argued to have sufficient
agentive properties to license those structures. Finally, the inalienable reading
for definite body part NEs resisted a strict reading in comparative deletion
contexts and allowed a sloppy reading. This contrast is accounted for as well.
On the sloppy reading, the overt and elided definite NE are related to their
respective subjects (see Section 2.2.1 for a more exhaustive explanation). A
strict reading in which the definite body part NE in the main clause and the
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elided clause belong to the subject of the main clause is impossible under an
unaccusative analysis for definite body part NEs, because it would involve an
alienable relation between the subject and the body part in the elided clause
(again, see Section 2.2.1 for a more precise description). As this state of affairs
would violate any identity condition on ellipsis (see Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011: 67), we expect that a strict reading is unavailable, which is borne
out.
To sum up, the analysis presented in this section considers definite body
part NEs to be referentially dependent on another NE, namely the possessor. I
implemented this idea by postulating an Agree relation between the possesum
and the possessor, in which the possessum inherits the referential value from
the possessor. There is hence a crucial difference between the establishment of a
referential value for the definite body part NEs discussed in the current study
and regular definite expressions. A regular definite usually receives a value
from the linguistic or physical context (but see Section 4.3.1 for a refinement of
this claim), for example by means of an assignment function (Heim & Kratzer
1998). This type of identifying a referent constitutes independent reference. By
contrast, definite body part NEs in a subject possessor construction do not
receive a value directly by an assignment function in a certain context, but
their value is computed on the basis of the value for the possessor. In other
words, the value for such definite NEs is established in an indirect manner (see
also Reuland 2011: 29). I argue that this dependency has the same structural
properties as a relation between a simplex reflexive or a possessive body part
NE and its antecedent as advocated by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd.

4.4.3

Transitive analysis for alienable definite body part
NEs

The previous section presented the analysis of configurations with a definite
body part NE which are interpreted as being inalienably possessed by the subject of the same clause. However, as Table 4.2, Figure 4.1 and the discussion
about definite body part NEs with verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption
showed, there are also Dutch dialects that resist an inalienable possessive interpretation between a body part NE and a subject. An example is given in (93).
In addition, speakers who do assign an inalienable interpretation to definite
body part NEs, often permit an alienable interpretation next to the inalienable
one. I argue that an alienable reading for the definite body part NE involves a
transitive syntactic structure, following Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s analysis. Support for transitive syntax is provided by the various diagnostics reported
on in Section 4.4.1. The transitive analysis is shown in (94).
(93)

De kapster
draaide opeens het hoofd naar links.
the hairdresser.f turned suddenly the head to left
‘The hairdresseri suddenly turned thej head to the left.’
(Utrecht, NL-Ut)

168

4.4. The possessive relation

(94)

vP

v0

DP
D0

indP
β indR

v

VP

D

NP

de

N
kapster

DP

V

α indR

draaien

D0

indP
D

NP

het

N
hoofd

In (94), de kapster ‘the hairdresser’ is the agent of the verb draaien ‘to
turn’ and het hoofd ‘the head’ is the theme. The syntactic structure does not
express a possessive interpretation between these two NEs. In other words,
the two NEs are separate arguments that both have a role in relation to the
predicate, but they are not related to one another by means of relator, as in
(89). As a consequence, het hoofd ‘the head’ cannot be referentially dependent
on the possessor de kapster ‘the hairdresser’. Both NEs have their own value
for the referential index, indicated in the structure by the different values for
indR , α and β. As a consequence, both NEs have independent reference. In
other words, the definite article introducing the possessum is a regular definite
article and referential value of this NE has to be established in the discourse.
The derivation of (94) proceeds along canonical syntactic operations. Since
they are not of great importance here, the derivational steps are not included
in (94). The possessum ‘the head’ can be Case-licensed by V and the possessor ‘the hairdresser’ will eventually move to SpecTP, where it will be Caselicensed. The take-home-message for this structure concerns the contrast with
the unaccusative structure in (89). In the latter structure, the possessor and
the possessum are base-generated in a RP, in which an interpretive dependency
is established through the referential value of the possessor in SpecDP. By contrast, in (94) no such dependency is established. The subject and the definite
body part NE constitute separate arguments, both with their own referential
value.
Let us now briefly recapitulate the results from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s diagnostics for transitive and unaccusative structures. Alienable interpretations for definite body part NEs disallowed Cause PPs, which is in line
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with the transitive analysis for these readings. Since the structure contains an
agent, there is no room for a Cause, because they fulfill the same role. As
Instrument PPs, passive structures and intentional adverbs require an agent,
an alienable interpretation of the definite body part NE can be combined with
such structures. These facts support the transitive analysis. Alienable definite
body part NEs only receive a strict identity reading in ellipsis contexts. As I
just explained, I argue that the definite article under an alienable reading is a
regular definite article and that in the case of ellipsis, the referent of the elided
definite NE has to be identical to the referent of the overt definite NE (see
Aguilar-Guevara 2014: 15–16). As a result, a sloppy reading is unavailable for
alienable body part NEs.
4.4.3.1

The locus of variation

Figure 4.1 revealed variation among Dutch dialects for the subject possessor
construction with a gesture verb. Likewise, the discussions about the different
syntactic tests disclosed an asymmetry between on the one hand Kampen and
Zuidlaren Dutch and on the other hand Franeker and Antwerpen Dutch. The
former two dialects do entertain subject possessor constructions with a definite
body part NE, whereas the latter two generally do not (but note that the
speaker of Franeker Dutch accepts a subject possessor construction in some
environments).
As I explained in the previous section, the different interpretations that
speakers assign to structures with a definite body part NE, result from different
syntactic structures. In other words, the inalienable possessive interpretation of
a definite body part NE is embedded in an underlying unaccusative structure.
By contrast, readings that lack a possessive interpretation rather have a transitive structure. The two different syntactic structures account for the difference
in interpretation, as I explained above.
However, the two different structures do not explain why speakers of Franeker
and Antwerpen Dutch cannot assign an unaccusative syntax to the configurations under discussion. As Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd have shown, all
varieties of Dutch have an unaccusative configuration with a RP as their complement. According to them, this structure is needed to account for cases with
simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs. This raises the question as to
why those speakers cannot assign such a structure to a sentence with a definite
body part NE. The fact that the unaccusative RP-structure is independently
needed for simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs, shows that the
dialect variation does not come from the presence or absence of such a structure in a speaker’s grammar. Rather, I will argue, following Guéron (1985) and
Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992), that the variation must come from the properties of the definite article. At first sight, this seems to suggest that definite
articles in eastern Dutch variaties have a property or a set of properties which
makes them suitable for expressing possessive relations. This could perhaps be
related to Giusti’s (2015) approach to definite articles, which was introduced in
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Chapter 2. One could pursue the idea that eastern Dutch dialects for some reason allow indR to be absent in a definite NE in more contexts than western and
south-western dialects. However, as will become clear in Chapter 5, more western and southern varieties permit definite articles in certain object possessor
constructions. Hence, we would oversimplify the situation if we say that definite articles in eastern varieties have a property that western and south-western
varieties lack. Giusti’s account is able to deal with a considerable amount of
cross-linguistic variation with respect to the spell-out or the absence thereof regarding the definite article (see also Rehn 2017). At the moment, I do not have
a satisfactory answer to this puzzle described above, but Giusti’s approach to
definite articles might provide clues to a solution. I leave this issues for future
research.

4.4.4

Interim conclusion

At this point I would like to come back to the other theoretical accounts that
exist for subject possessor constructions. As I noted in Section 4.2, the accounts
by Guéron (1985), Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992), Le Bruyn (2014) and LeeSchoenfeld (2007) all fail to explain the semantic restriction on the verbs that
permit a subject possessor construction. All these studies, based on findings by
Bally (1926) and Hatcher (1944b), show that subject possessor constructions
typically occur with gesture verbs. They all have to resort to a process of
semantically constrained reanalysis or the Lexicon to give the subject possessor
construction a place in their theories of external possession in general. As a
consequence, they do not provide an explanation for the syntactic behavior of
these verbs.
On the contrary, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s (2011) analysis provides
a crucial clue for the fact that subject possessor constructions appear with
gesture verbs. As they show, gesture verbs have unaccusative syntax. On their
unaccusative and unintentional interpretation, these verbs describe an event
that is ‘internally driven’ (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:88). The current study on Dutch dialects has shown that the other verbs that can receive
an unaccusative structure according to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd, next to
a transitive one, also permit a possessive relation between subject and direct
object. An unaccusative structure with an RP hosting the possessor and possessum is the key to the distribution of subject possessor constructions. Verbs that
allow a systematic alternation between a transitive and unaccusative structure,
can in principle feature a subject possessor construction.
In this light, it is surprising that French and German do not employ subject
possessor constructions with verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption. This
is illustrated for French in (95)–(97).38 The a-examples in (95) and (96) have a
configuration that is equal to subject possessor constructions in this language.
Nevertheless, the definite body part NEs in those cases cannot be interpreted
38 I

would like to thank Johan Rooryck and Anne-France Pinget (p.c.) for the French data.
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as being as an inalienable body part of the subject. To express a possessive
relation with the verbs in (95)–(97) a reflexive clitic must be used, as in the
b-examples. (97) is particularly interesting, because it cannot appear without a
reflexive at all. Under the assumption that you can only sprain your own body
parts, (97) crucially shows that the verbs that Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
discuss must appear with a reflexive in French.
(95)

a. Il a cassé le bras.
he has broken the arm
‘Hei broke thej arm.’
b. Il s’
est cassé le bras.
he refl is broken the arm
‘Hei broke hisi arm.’

(96)

a. Il a blessé le bras.
he has hurt the arm
‘Hei hurt thej arm.’
b. Il s’
est blessé le bras.
he refl is hurt the arm
‘Hei hurt hisi arm.’

(97)

Il *a/s’est
foulé
la cheville.
he has/refl is sprained the ankle
‘Hei sprained hisi ankle.’

(French)

Lee-Schoenfeld (2007:84) discusses a German example which shows that
German and French behave alike with respect to verbs of physical disruption.
The definite NE das Bein ‘the leg’ in (98a) cannot be interpreted as inalienably belonging to the subject. Instead, a dative has to be used to express the
possessive relation, as (98b) shows.
(98)

a.

b.

* Er brach das Bein.
he broke the leg
Intended: ‘Hei broke hisi leg.’
Er brach sich das Bein.
he broke refl the leg
‘Hei broke hisi leg.’

(German)

The examples in (95)–(98) are an illustration of the cross-linguistic variation with respect to the unaccusative verbs that permit a subject possessor
construction. Apparently, French and German need a dative reflexive to express
a possessive relation in this case, whereas some Dutch dialects can achieve the
same with just a definite body part NE. I do not have an explanation for this
type of variation at this point. It probably relates to the possible argument
structures that verbs can entertain and the verbs discussed here might not all
allow an unaccusative structure. This idea is supported by the fact that German only reluctantly allows a possessive body part NE with the verb brechen

172

4.4. The possessive relation

‘to break’, as Lee-Schoenfeld’s (2007: 84) example, reproduced here in (99),
illustrates.
(99)

? Er brach sein Bein.
he broke his leg
‘He broke his leg.’

(German)

The fact that the verb ‘to break’ in German does not easily permit a
possessive body part NE suggests that this verb does not have a transitiveunaccusative alternation. To express an inalienable possessive relation with
such a verb hence requires a possessive dative. If an unaccusative structure is
not available for brechen, it makes sense that the definite body part NE in (98a)
does not receive an inalienable possessive reading. Future research is needed to
find out whether this is a recurring pattern.
Finally, I would like to discuss a remark by Lee-Schoenfeld (2007). She
notes that in the case of German gesture verbs the subject is automatically
related to the direct object, because there can be no external causation involved
with gesture verbs (Lee-Schoenfeld 2007:83). As Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd
(2011) show, however, verbs of movement and change display a systematic
alternation between transitive and unaccusative syntax. If in Dutch a verb
like bewegen ‘to move’ combines with a simplex reflexive or a possessive body
part NE, it has unaccusative syntax, as they show with different tests (see
Section 4.3.2). The same probably holds for definite body part NEs. So the very
fact that such verbs combine with a definite body part NE, turns the verb into a
gesture verb. That is, this modifies the verb in such a way that it has different
structural properties, which enable the body part NE and the possessor to
be merged in an RP. Lee-Schoenfeld’s (2007: 83) remark that the body part
NE and the subject are related automatically is thus not a consequence of
this configuration. Rather, the very use of the body part NE here causes the
structure to be unaccusative, leading to a possessive relation between surface
subject and direct object. In addition, Lee-Schoenfeld (2007:85) also gives some
English examples in which the subject of a verb is interpreted as the possessor
of the direct object. An important difference with her German example with a
gesture verb is that the English direct objects are introduced by an indefinite
article. Lee-Schoenfeld notes that in those cases the subject is not an agent.
Strikingly, one of the verbs in these examples is ‘to tear’, which Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd categorized as a verb of physical disruption. In terms of
their analysis, it thus comes as no surprise that exactly this verb can be used
in a configuration that expresses a possessive relation between its subject and
direct object.
To conclude, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s unaccusative analysis for simplex reflexives and possessive body part NEs accurately describes the distribution of definite body part NEs in Dutch dialects. The advantage of this analysis
over the ones discussed in Section 4.2 is that it also explains why certain verbs
permit a subject possessor construction, while others do not. Hence, I conclude
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that this provides strong support for the unaccusative analysis for the subject
possessor cases discussed so far in this chapter.

4.5

Agentive verbs

The verbs that have been discussed so far (i.e. gesture verbs, verbs of bodily
harm, verbs of physical disruption) are argued to have an unaccusative structure when they are combined with a body part NE, which is supported by the
results from Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s and the current study. Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd argue that there are verbs for which the transitiveunaccusative alternation is perhaps not so straightforward, but they nevertheless receive an unaccusative structure when they appear with a simplex reflexive
or an inalienable body part NE. I will argue the same for more agentive verbs
in the relevant Dutch dialects.
The sentence that was introduced in (2) at the beginning of this chapter
is typically used to distinguish French verbs that allow subject possessor constructions from the ones that do not (see Guéron (1985:57)). It is repeated here
in (100).
(100)

Jean lave
la main.
Jean washes the hand
‘Jeani washed thej hand.’

Whereas a verb like lever ‘to raise’ in French give rise to a subject possessor
construction, a verb like laver ‘to wash’ does not. However, in the next section
I will show that the verb wassen ‘to wash’ in Dutch can be used in a subject
possessor construction.

4.5.1

Distribution in Dutch

There are Dutch dialects in which a possessive relation can arise between the
subject and direct object of the verb wassen ‘to wash’. Dialects where this
configuration occurs are presented in Figure 4.2. These data are extracted from
the Syntactic Atlas of the Dutch Dialects (SAND).39 Participants were asked
to translate the following sentence into their dialect: Hij heeft zijn handen
gewassen ‘He washed his hands’. An example from a dialect which translated
this sentence with a subject possessor configuration is given in (101). The fact
that the translation deviates from the target sentence provides strong support
for the availability of structures like (101) (Cornips & Jongenburger 2001b:228).
39 The SAND is a dialect project that investigated syntactic microvariation in the Dutch
language area. The main goals of the project were to study different syntactic properties of
Dutch dialects, to give their geographic distribution and to analyze the patterns that were
found. The project’s results are freely available online at http://www.meertens.knaw.nl/
sand/zoeken/. More information about the project can be found in Cornips & Jongenburger
2001a,b and Barbiers & Bennis 2007. See also Chapter 3.
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The distribution of this configuration on the basis of the SAND is presented in
Figure 4.2.
(101) Hi heb de handn ewassn.
he has the hands washed
‘Hei washed hisi hands.’

(Wechterholt, NL-Ov)

Figure 4.2: Dialects that have a subject possessor construction with the verb
wassen ‘to wash’

The fact that the predicate in (101) is not a gesture verb again suggests
that the subject possessor construction is more productive in the relevant Dutch
dialects than in French. Note that the facts above suggest that the distribution
of definite body part NEs in Dutch dialects corresponds with Lødrup’s (2010)
observations for Norwegian. He shows that in Norwegian definite body part
NEs have the same distribution as simplex reflexives, as (102) and (103) show.
(102)

Han vasker hendene/ansiktet.
he washes hands.def/face.def
‘Hei washes hisi hands.’

(Norwegian)

Subject possessors
(103)

Han vasker seg.
he washes refl
‘He washes himself.’
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[adapted from Lødrup 2010]

The example in (102) indicates that the distribution of definite body part
NEs resembles that of the eastern Dutch dialects. That is, both in Norwegian
and those dialects, a subject possessor construction arises with the verb ‘to
wash’. In this sense, Norwegian and the relevant Dutch dialects have a wider
distribution of subject possessor configurations than what has been argued for
in French (Hatcher 1944b; Guéron 1983, 1985, 2006; Le Bruyn 2014). The generalization that subject possessor constructions only appear with gesture verbs
was already shown to be inadequate for Dutch. Gesture verbs still have some
properties in common with the verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption,
as explained in Section 4.3 based on Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s work, but
verbs like ‘to wash’ seem to be of a completely different nature.
The written questionnaire of the present study tested the subject possessor
construction with the verb behandelen ‘to treat’ in addition to the gesture
verb draaien ‘to turn’ (see Section 4.3.1). The relevant questionnaire item is
presented in (104).
(104)

Piet heeft vanochtend de handen met zalf behandeld.
Piet has this.morning the hands with cream treated
‘Piet treated the hands with cream this morning.’

The results from the written questionnaire provide more evidence for this
broader use of definite body part NEs with a possessive interpretation. Some
examples are given in (105). The informants who produced the data in (105)
all reported that the subject of the clause, i.e. Piet, must be the possessor of
the hands.
(105)

4.5.2

a. Piet haet vanmorge
de henj mit zalf behanjelt.
Piet has this.morning the hands with cream treated
(Swalmen, NL-Li)
b. Piet hef vanochtend de haand’n met zalve behaandeld.
Piet has this.morning the hands with cream treated
(Coevorden, NL-Dr)
c. piet het vanmögn
handen mit zaalf behandelt.
Piet has this.morning hands with cream treated
‘Pieti treated hisi hands with cream this morning.’
(Uithuizen, NL-Gr)

Unaccusativity and reduced agentivity

Many of the verb classes Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd discuss (verbs of bodily
harm and verbs of physical disruption) have a systematic alternation between a
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transitive and an unaccusative structure, for which the different tests they applied provide evidence (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:104). They also discuss verb types for which this alternation between transitive and unaccusative
syntax holds, but for which the evidence is less straightforward. An example is
given in (106).
(106)

a. Josée heeft zich gewassen.
Josée has refl washed
‘Josée washed herself.’
b. José heeft zichzelf gewassen.
José has refl.self washed
‘Josée washed herself.’
[Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:105, ex. (141))]

Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:105) argue that (106a) has an unaccusative
syntax, whereas (106b) has a transitive syntax. The unaccusative analysis for
(106a) is supported by the fact that the verb wassen ‘to wash’ does not allow
passivization with zich. This is shown in (107).
(107)

* Er werd zich gewassen.
there was refl washed
‘There was washing.’

As opposed to the verb classes discussed before (see Table 4.3), the verb wassen
‘to wash’ in (106) does not seem to involve reduced agentivity of the subject. As
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:105) explain, the subject of wassen seems
to be an agent who consciously carries out the event described by the verb.
However, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd show that such verbs display agentivity
contrasts when they are combined with zich or zichzelf, which supports the
unaccusative syntax of cases with zich like (106a).
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd argue that wassen is part of a category of
verbs expressing specialized activities. Other verbs that belong to this group
are for example castreren ‘castrate’, dopen ‘baptize’, vaccineren ‘vaccinate’
(Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011:106). These verbs all describe activities
that are usually carried out by a specialist, instead of the subject of a clause.
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd show that when such verbs are combined with
zich, they indeed permit a reading in which the subject does not carry out the
activity himself, whereas when they are combined with zichzelf this reading
is lost. In that case, the subject needs to perform the action expressed by the
verb. These verbs display agentivity contrasts like those to a greater or lesser
degree. According to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011:108) the likelihood
of interpreting an activity being executed by a specialist depends on cultural
factors. I will not discuss this matter in more detail and refer the reader to
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011) for a more thorough discussion. What is
crucial for the current discussion is that even verbs for which reduced agentivity
is not obvious when they combine with zich, receive an unaccusative analysis
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by Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd. I will argue the same for more ‘agentive’
verbs permitting a subject possessor construction in Dutch.
Above we have seen that certain dialects permit an inalienable possessive
relation between a definite body part NE and a subject with verbs like behandelen ‘to treat’, which does not belong to the ‘traditional’ gesture verb class
which are claimed to typically host subject possessor constructions (see Guéron
1983, 1985, 2006; Hatcher 1944b; Le Bruyn 2014). Furthermore, Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd have shown that not all unaccusative structures involve reduced agentivity. I thus argue that the sentences in (105) under an inalienable
possessive interpretation have an unaccusative syntactic structure. As unintentionality is not a necessary condition for an unaccusative structure (Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd 2011), it is possible for the subjects with verbs like wassen
‘to wash’ and behandelen ‘to treat’ to have an intentional subject, yet having
an underlying unaccusative structure. See (89) and (92) for the relevant unaccusative structures. All syntactic operations explained there apply to the cases
in (105) as well.

4.6

Conclusion

To conclude this chapter, we have seen that subject possessor constructions
exist in certain Dutch dialects, which are mostly found in the eastern part of
the Netherlands. The distribution of subject possessor constructions is not confined to gesture verbs, like what has been claimed in the literature for French.
The set of verbs giving rise to subject possessor construction in the relevant
Dutch dialects extends to verbs of bodily harm, verbs of physical disruption
and more agentive verbs. With respect to the grammatical distribution, the
Dutch dialects are more similar to Norwegian. Existing analyses of subject
possessor constructions in French and German did not have an explanation for
the fact that subject possessors typically occur with gesture verbs. Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd provide an analysis which does offer an explanation. They
have shown that if one combines certain verbs with a body part NE, the resulting structure is reflexive. Possessive body part NEs have been shown to
have the same grammatical distribution as simplex reflexives. This observation
is carried over to the definite body part NEs in the Dutch dialects. When a
verb combines with a simplex reflexive or body part NE, they receive an unaccusative structure. This analysis is extensively supported by an important set
of diagnostics, both in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s study and in the present
study. The unaccusative analysis enables us to account for the fact that subject
possessor constructions only arise with a restricted set of verbs. These verbs
mostly involve reduced agentivity on the part of the subject. Once you combine
such a verb with a body part NE or a simplex reflexive, the event expressed
by the verb does not do something to the body part, but rather with the body
part.
The unaccusative analysis is implemented by means of a RP, which is the
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single argument of the verb and hosts both the possessor and the possessum.
This configuration also enables us to account for the role of the definite article
introducing the possessum. Following Giusti, I assume that definite NEs can
appear without a referential value. In addition, I have argued that such definites can adopt the referential value from the possessor in the RP-configuration,
in which they are related to one another by means of the relator head. As
the semantically empty definite article c-commands the possessor, it can probe
down to have its referential feature valued. All in all, the analysis proposed
in this chapter is able to account for the grammatical distribution of subject
possessor constructions, which previous analyses did not achieve. In addition,
previous accounts had to come with different roles of the definite article across
the different external possessor constructions, while the present account is able
to provide an analysis for the definite article which will turn out to be applicable to the other external possessor constructions as well, as will be shown in
Chapter 5.

CHAPTER

5

Object possessors

5.1

Introduction

The previous chapter dealt with subject possessors. The current chapter aims
to account for the distribution of another type of external possessors, namely
object possessors. The class of what I call object possessors consists of different
syntactic configurations. The first one concerns the so-called ‘dative possessor construction’, which is discussed in many studies on external possession.
Much of this literature focuses on Romance languages (see, among others, Bally
1926, Hatcher 1944a, Guéron 1983, 1985, 2006, Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992,
Nakamoto 2010 and Le Bruyn 2014 for French, Lamiroy 2003 for various languages, among which French, Spanish and Romanian, Cuervo 2003 for Spanish),
in some cases compared to English. In addition, German dative possessors have
received a fair amount of attention as well (see Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007 and
Hole 2005). Finally, Borer & Grodzinsky (1986) and Landau (1999) discuss
dative possessors in Hebrew, while Deal (2013, 2017) discusses a wide range
of typologically different languages. In such structures, a NE (nominal expression) which is marked with dative case (which is for example expressed by overt
morphology in languages like German) is interpreted as the possessor of the
direct object. (1)–(3) present examples from French, Spanish and German. An
example from one of the Dutch dialects is given in (4). In all the examples, the
argument that is interpreted as the possessor is boldfaced and the possessum
appears in italics.1 For reasons that will become clear in Section 5.1.4, I will
1 All the possessa in (1)–(4) involve inalienable nouns. Inalienable nouns commonly appear
in indirect object possessor constructions and on the basis of this observation, some studies
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call these structures ‘indirect object possessor constructions’.
(1)

Je lui
ai
coupé les cheveux.
I him.dat have cut the hairs
‘I cut his hair.’

(French)
[Guéron (1985:43, ex. (2))]

(2)

Juan le
rompió la pierna.
Juan her.dat broke the leg
‘Juan broke her leg.’

(Spanish)
[Antonio Fábregas, p.c.]

(3)

Sie streichelte ihm
die Hand.
she stroked
him.dat the hand
‘She stroked his hand.’

(German)

[adapted from Wunderlich (1996:331, ex. (1a))]
(4)

Margriet haet um vanmeerge de hand mit zalf behândeld.
Margriet his him this.morning the hands with cream treated
‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
(Arcen, NL-Li)

Literature about Dutch external possessors exists as well. Lamiroy (2003:271)
has argued that indirect object possessors in Dutch often occur in fixed expressions, which suggests that they reflect an older stage of the language. Lamiroy
therefore suggests that indirect object possessor constructions are fossilized
claim that external possession is specifically used to express inalienable possession (e.g. Bally
1926, Hatcher 1944a,b, Guéron 1983, 1985, Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992, Le Bruyn 2014).
However, languages vary at this point. For example, Spanish and German permit indirect
object possessors with alienable nouns as well, as (i) and (ii) show. The same is true for
Hebrew (Borer & Grodzinsky 1986; Landau 1999). Note that the Spanish example in (i) is a
case of clitic doubling: the dative argument a Valeria is doubled by the dative clitic le. For
more discussion about the role of inalienability in indirect object possessor constructions, see
Hole (2012) and Rooryck (2017).
(i)

Pablo le
lavó
el auto a Valeria.
Pablo her.dat washed the car Valeria.dat
‘Pablo washed Valeria’s car.’

(Spanish)
[adapted from Cuervo (2003:30, ex. (32))]

(ii)

Tim hat der Nachbarin
das Auto gewaschen.
Tim has the neighbor.f.dat the car washed
‘Tim washed the neighbor’s car.’

(German)

[Lee-Schoenfeld (2007:33, ex. (1a))]
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structures.2 The data that will be discussed in this chapter show that Lamiroy’s
claim is too strong. A first indication that points in this direction is that contemporary dialects along the eastern Dutch border productively use indirect
object possessor constructions. Various studies that have investigated external possessors in Dutch have pointed at the existence of dative possessors in
Dutch varieties. Broekhuis & Cornips (1997) mention that examples like (5) are
abundantly used in eastern Dutch dialects, but that they are extremely rare in
standard Dutch. The examples in (6) and (7) from the SAND-project (Barbiers
et al. 2005: 57, see Chapter 3) represent dialects in which a NE is interpreted
as being possessed by a reflexive argument and (4) presented an example of an
indirect object possessor from the current study. All these examples serve as a
first illustration that object possessors exist in Dutch varieties. More examples
in different environments will be provided as the chapter continues.
(5)

Ik was hem
de handen.
I wash him.dat the hands
‘I wash his hands.’

(eastern Dutch)
[Broekhuis & Cornips (1997:1, ex. (186))]

(6)

Hij heef zich de handn ewasn.
he has refl the hands washed
‘He washed his hands.’

(Groenlo, NL-Ge)
[SAND]

(7)

Hie hef zich et been ebrookn.
he has refl the leg broke
‘He broke his leg.’

(Haaksbergen, NL-Ov)
[SAND]

The fact that constructions with an object possessor, accompanied by a possessum introduced by a definite article, are productive in various Dutch varieties
is supported by the fact that some of the informants of the current study spontaneously came up with translations of such constructions. When they were
supposed to translate a subject possessor construction (the questionnaire item
is presented in (8); see also Chapter 4), they provided a translation with an
object possessor. An example is given in (9). As translations deviating from
the test sentence are strong evidence that a certain construction is available
2 Note that the fact that something mainly occurs in fixed expressions, does not necessarily
mean that we do not have to provide an analysis for it. Fixed expressions are not per se
(completely) non-compositional (Nunberg et al. 1994; Harwood et al. to appear). As Harwood
et al. show, idiomatic expressions follow syntactic rules that apply to non-figurative language
as well. Indirect object possessor constructions are not completely non-compositional, as
the interpretation of such expressions is derivable from the literal meanings of the parts
that appear in it. That is, the relative compositionality of such configurations has syntactic
properties that we want to account for.
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for a speaker (Carden 1976; Cornips & Jongenburger 2001b), this shows that
the construction is part of the grammars of speakers of certain Dutch dialects.
Note that the pronoun him in this case can be used reflexively, in which case
it refers to the subject ‘the doctor’, but it can also refer to a person other than
the subject.
(8)

De dokter heeft vanochtend de armen gecontroleerd.
the doctor has this.morning the arms checked
(questionnaire item)

(9)

De dokter hat him fannemoarn de earms kontrolearre.
the doctor has him this.morning the arms checked
‘The doctori checked hisi/j arms this morning.’
(Stiens, NL-Fr)

A second piece of support for the existence of object possessors in Dutch varieties comes from a particular class of verbs. Although Lamiroy’s claim that
external object possessor constructions in Dutch are fossilized structures at
first sight might be true for standard Dutch or western Dutch varieties, there
are environments in which object possessors are acceptable for these varieties
as well. As will become clear directly below (and in a more elaborate form in
Section 5.5), data from western Dutch varieties support Vandeweghe’s (1987)
observation that particle verbs (for example in-smeren, literally ‘to in-smear’,
‘to smear’) productively permit dative possessors. When we consider the entire
category of object possessors, we observe that object possessors with a possessum in a PP are productively used in western varieties as well, which is the
configuration that will be introduced next.
The second type of construction that belongs to the group of object possessors involves a possessum embedded in a PP. (10) illustrates this construction
for French and an example from a Dutch dialect is presented in (11).
(10)

(11)

Elle l’ a embrassé sur la bouche.
she him has kissed
on the mouth
‘She kissed him on the mouth.’

[Guéron (1985:44, ex. (5a))]

Ria aaide um net ôvver de wang.
Ria stroked him just over the cheek
‘Ria just stroked him on the cheek.’

(Arcen, NL-Li)

The third type of construction that I will discuss in this chapter is very
similar to the indirect object possessor construction presented in (4). The only
difference concerns the verb in this configuration. This becomes clear when we
consider the verb in (12). It contains a particle verb. That is, the verb is not
an atomic unit, but it is decomposable into the parts in- ‘in’ and smeren ‘to
smear’. By contrast, the verb behandelen ‘to treat’ in (4) does not contain a
particle.3
3 Footnote 55 (this chapter) contains more information about the composition of the verb
behandelen ‘to treat’, which includes the prefix be-.
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Merie ei t’n net de ruhhe inhesmeerd.
Merie has him just the back in.smeared
‘Merie just smeared [lotion] on his back.’4
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The three constructions introduced here, that is, PP-possessa, indirect object possessors with a particle verb and indirect object possessors with a nonparticle verb, will be investigated in this study in order to gain insights into
the grammatical properties that license an external object possessor.

5.1.1

Research questions

The current chapter aims to study the distribution of external object possessors
in the Dutch language area, by investigating object possessors in contemporary
Dutch systematically in different syntactic and semantic environments. This
chapter aims to answer the following research questions:
i. What is the grammatical distribution of object possessor constructions,
i.e. configurations in which a NE is interpreted as possessed by another
object argument of the verb? That is, with which verbs and nouns does
a possessive relation between two objects of a verb arise?
ii. How can the possessive relation between the object possessor and the
possessum be represented syntactically?
iii. What is the geographic distribution of object possessors in the Dutch
language area?
iv. How can the geographic distribution be accounted for?
The subsequent two sections will provide a first window into the grammatical and geographic distribution of external object possessors, the details of
which will be worked out later in this chapter. The geographic distribution
discussed in Section 5.1.3 will be compared to existing Dutch dialect divisions,
which do not provide useful clues for the geographic pattern that we find for
the object possessor constructions. Hence, I will introduce my own proposal for
the geographic and grammatical patterns found in Section 5.1.5, after I have
presented my thoughts about the uniformity of the different external object
possessor constructions in Section 5.1.4. The theoretical claims introduced in
Section 5.1.5 will be supported throughout the remainder of this chapter.

5.1.2

Grammatical distribution

In this section, I will preview the main grammatical patterns that I aim to
account for in this chapter. Figure 5.1 presents the distribution of the different
4 Note that in English, the verb ‘smear’ requires the substance that is being smeared,
whereas with the verb insmeren in Dutch, this can be left unspecified. Since English requires
this object, it is included in the translations of sentences with the verb insmeren.
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syntactic configurations featuring an object possessor. On the map, four different environments are compared, which were tested in the written questionnaire.
They are as follows:
i. Independent prepositional phrases which host the possessum (over
de wang aaien ‘to stroke over the cheek’), includes data in which possessum is introduced by definite article or possessive pronoun
ii. Particle verbs with a prepositional particle (insmeren ‘to smear’,
afhakken ‘to chop off’ and afdrogen ‘to dry’), includes only data in which
possessum is introduced by definite article
iii. An adjectival particle verb, namely schoonmaken ‘to clean’ (literally
‘to make clean’), includes only data in which possessum is introduced by
definite article
iv. Non-particle verbs (behandelen ‘to treat’, controleren ‘to check’ and
draaien ‘to turn’), includes data in which possessum is introduced by
definite article or possessive pronoun
These environments represent the syntactic patterns that I am interested in.
They all contain an object possessor. Since I focus on the availability of a
particular syntactic pattern, I included two types of possessa in the comparison,
namely the ones introduced by a definite article and the ones introduced by a
possessive pronoun, if available in the dataset. The variation with respect to the
definite article and the possessive pronoun will be addressed in Section 5.4 (PPpossessa) and Section 5.7 (indirect object possessors with non-particle verbs).
When we abstract away from some exceptions, Figure 5.1 displays the implicational hierarchy presented in (13). The hierarchy should be read as follows.
When a dialect accepts an object possessor with a non-particle verb, it also
accepts object possessors with the other categories, i.e. adjectival particle (Aparticle) verbs, prepositional particle (P-particle) verbs and independent PPs.
In other words, the possibility of having an external object possessor with nonparticle verbs implies the possibility of having object possessors in the other
syntactic environments mentioned in the hierarchy.
(13)

Implicational hierarchy of environments allowing object possessors:
Independent PP < P-particle verb < A-particle verb/non-particle verb

First of all, the independent PPs constitute the most widely attested pattern
in Figure 5.1. Almost all dialects that are part of this study accept the configuration in which the possessum is embedded in a PP. This means that the
PP-possessa occur in the entire Dutch language area investigated in this study.
Second, the occurrence of object possessors with a P-particle verb is more restricted than with the independent preposition. In particular, the provinces
of Noord-Holland (NH), Zuid-Holland (ZH), Zeeland (Ze) and Noord-Brabant
(NB) and all the provices of Flanders display rejections of the pattern with the
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Figure 5.1: Distribution of object possessors in different syntactic contexts:
with a non-particle verb, an adjectival particle verb, a prepositional particle
verb and with the possessum in a PP. A configuration is considered available in
a dialect when its speaker(s) rated the sentence with a score of at least 2.5 for
naturalness
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P-particle. Nevertheless, all these regions include dialects in which this pattern is accepted as well. Thirdly, the eastern dialects along the German border,
including Friesland (Fr), commonly accept this pattern. The distribution of
object possessors with P-particles contrasts with that of A-particles and nonparticle verbs. Object possessors with A-particle and non-particle verbs have
a more narrow distribution than the P-particle verbs. Methodological factors
perhaps distort the picture of the A-particle verb a bit. Only one A-particle
verb was tested in the questionnaire, whereas the P-particle pattern was represented by three sentences. As informants might reject a sentence on the basis of
lexical items, it is recommended to have more than one sentence testing a certain syntactic pattern. Even though my questionnaire only contained one item
with an A-particle verb, I consider the results sufficiently reliable to include
in this discussion, but it is good to keep in mind that the A-particle category
in Figure 5.1 represents results from a single sentence. As Figure 5.1 shows,
object possessors are acccepted in more dialects with non-particle verbs than
with A-particle verbs. Nevertheless, I placed them in the same position in the
implicational hierarchy in (13), because, first of all, their geographic distribution is very similar. That is, they mostly occur in the regions along the German
border and not so much in the western and southern varieties. Even though
there are a number of dialects which permit object possessors with non-particle
verbs, but not with A-particle verbs and vice versa, in the majority of dialects
both patterns are both attested. As I explained before, the absence of a structure with an A-particle verb might have to do with the fact that only a single
questionnaire item tested this pattern. Hence, I conclude that A-particle verbs
and non-particle verbs have a similar distribution and consequently appear in
the same category in the hierarchy in (13). In Sections 5.4–5.7, each category
will be presented on a separate map.
To conclude, the implicational hierarchy in (13) presents the grammatical
distribution of object possessors in four syntactic environments. Object possessors that are embedded in an independent PP display the widest distribution:
almost all dialects accept this syntactic pattern. Object possessors with Pparticle verbs are accepted in fewer dialects, but are still quite common. The
relevant point here is that if a dialect entertains object possessors with Pparticle verbs, they in principle permit object possessors in independent PPs
as well (there are only a few exceptions). Dialects that accept external object
possessors with A-particle verbs, non-particle verbs, or both, generally permit
them with P-particle verbs and independent PPs as well.

5.1.3

Geographic distribution

In addition to the grammatical pattern discussed in the previous section, a
geographic pattern emerges from Figure 5.1: object possessors are most common in the areas along the German border and in Friesland (but note that
the eastern provinces simply contain the most respondents for this study as
well). That is, the dialects spoken in these regions tolerate object possessors
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in all or most of the environments given in the hierarchy in (13). The syntactic configurations which feature a preposition, i.e. an independent preposition
or a P-particle verb, are found in the entire Dutch speaking area, while the
other configurations mostly do not occur in the western and southern part of
the Dutch language area. We can thus conclude that there is quite a robust
geographic distribution of the object possessor construction that is referred to
by the term ‘dative possessor construction’ in the literature, i.e. the environment containing a non-particle verb. It exists in the northern dialects and in
all the provinces along the German border (but note that not all dialects in
these regions accept this construction, as Figure 5.1 shows). It generally does
not appear in the western and the southern parts of the Dutch language area.
In the remainder of this section, I will attempt to relate the distribution of
the ‘traditional’ dative possessor (i.e. the non-particle and A-particle verbs in
(13)) construction to other linguistic phenomena. I focus on the non-particle
and A-particle verbs, because they display the most restricted pattern found
in this study and because their geographic distribution is mostly concentrated
along the German border, whereas the other patterns appear over the entire
Dutch language area. The description of the geographic distribution of dative
possessors above does not take any existing dialect division into account. It
would be interesting if the geographic distribution of dative possessors patterns
with dialect regions that have been identified on the basis of other linguistic
phenomena. I will present a few existing Dutch dialect divisions below to see
whether the pattern presented in Figure 5.1 matches other dialect divisions.
In Figure 5.2, Daan & Blok’s (1969) dialect division, indicated by the various colors, is compared to the results of the current study. Daan & Blok’s
(1969) map is in the first place based on intuitions that speakers have about
which dialects are similar and dissimilar to theirs (see also Heeroma (1963) for
this methodology), which are checked against phonological and morphological
isoglosses. Figure 5.2 shows that the availability of indirect object possessors
(squares) do not match Daan & Blok’s dialect division. First of all, the indirect object possessors are distributed across different dialect areas, i.e. the blue
Frisian dialects, the green and gray areas in Groningen, Drenthe and Overijssel and the yellow and red areas in Gelderland, Noord-Brabant and Limburg.
Second, most of the individual dialect areas as identified by Daan & Blok display variation. This is especially clear in the area with a light shade of orange,
covering most of the province of Noord-Brabant and small parts of Flanders,
Limburg and Gelderland. In the eastern part of this area, the indirect object
possessor construction is available, whereas informants from the western part
of this region (that is, the ones that are not located close to the German border) generally do not accept indirect object possessors. A similar pattern can
be observed for the light green area that covers Overijssel and the northern
part of Gelderland. I thus conclude that the geographic distribution of indirect
object possessors does not coincide with Daan & Blok’s dialect boundaries.
Other dialect boundaries that could be relevant to this study are based
on inhabitants that populated the current Dutch language area in previous

188

5.1. Introduction

Figure 5.2: Distribution of object possessors compared to dialect division by
Daan & Blok (1969)
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centuries. Various dialectologists, e.g. Van Ginneken & Endepols (1917) and
Te Winkel (1901), roughly divide the Dutch language area into Saxon, Franconian and Frisian dialects, thereby aiming at connecting linguistic phenomena
to historical knowledge about tribes (Weijnen 1966:189). Van Ginneken & Endepols’s (1917) map is presented in Figure 5.3.5 Other dialectologists have
argued against such a methodology (Weijnen 1966:190), but even if we, despite the methodological objections, compared the geographic distribution of
the dative possessor to the Frisian-Saxon-Franconian division, this is not helpful. Among the Franconian dialects are Limburgian, Brabantish and western
Dutch dialects, while the Saxon dialects are located in the north-eastern Dutch
provinces of Overijssel, Drenthe and Groningen. This cannot be the (only) relevant distinction to account for the distribution of the indirect object possessor
construction, because north-eastern (Saxon, the red area in Figure 5.3), Limburgian (Franconian, the green part in Figure 5.3) and Frisian dialects (the blue
part that is connected to the red areas in Figure 5.3) allow dative possessors,
whereas some, but not all Franconian dialects allow dative possessors, as the
western dialects generally reject such configurations. In addition to questionable accuracy of the Frisian-Saxon-Franconian dialect boundaries as they are
proposed by Van Ginneken & Endepols and Te Winkel, this division cannot
be of any explanatory value for the geographic distribution of indirect object
possessors, since they do not coincide.
An isogloss that is expected to be relevant in this study is the one that splits
the Dutch language area into different gender systems (see for example Weijnen
1966: 300, Van Ginneken 1934, 1937, Peters 1937, 1938, Postma 2017: 5 and Entjes 1969: 22–23, the latter one specifically for the dialect of Vriezenveen). This
is so, because Guéron’s (1985) analysis states that only languages that express
ϕ-features on their definite articles are able to realize the definite article as a
pronoun (see Chapter 2). As a pronominal element, the definite article can be
bound by the possessor, which leads to an external possessor construction. The
map in Figure 5.4 displays the gender system for definite articles in dialects in
Flanders and the Netherlands in the 1930’s. The dark gray areas systematically
express three genders on the definite article, the light gray areas regularly do
so, whereas the dashed part of the map irregularly expresses three genders. The
white area only marks two genders morphologically. While there are relatively
few dialects which systematically express three genders on definite articles, the
phenomenon is more productive in the realm of indefinite articles. This is illustrated in Figure 5.5. The vertically dashed areas systematically express three
genders on the indefinite article, the horizontally dashed regions express two
5 Note that the division of the map in Figure 5.3 is quite different from the one by Daan
& Blok (1969), presented in Figure 5.2. For example, the green area that in Van Ginneken
& Endepols’s map covers the entire province of Limburg, the eastern half of Noord-Brabant
and parts of Gelderland and the south-eastern part of Flanders is presented as a coherent
group of dialects is divided into several different sections in Daan & Blok’s map. In the latter
case, the entire province of Noord-Brabant is for example assimilated to the northern part
of Limburg, as can be seen in Figure 5.2.
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Figure 5.3: Dialect regions by Van Ginneken & Endepols (1917): Saxon,
Franconian (subdivided into Hollandic, Brabantish and Limburgian) and
Frisian
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genders on indefinite articles and the white areas do not express gender on
indefinite articles at all. Finally, in the areas where three gender distinctions
were made, there is also gender morphology on possessive pronouns (Peters
1938). On the basis of these facts, various dialectologists (Van Ginneken 1934,
1937, Peters 1937, 1938, Postma 2017) have proposed an isogloss which separates roughly the south and part of the east from the north and the west.
That is, the dark and light grey areas in Figure 5.4 and all the dashed areas in
Figure 5.5 are 3-gender systems, whereas the regions to the west and north of
these areas are 2-gender systems. The maps in Figures 5.4 and 5.5 are based
on data from the early twentieth century, but Postma (2017) has shown that
the isogloss still exists, based on data from the MAND, which were collected
between 1980 and 1995.
If we follow Guéron’s (1985) line of reasoning, we expect that the 3-gender
dialects to be particularly well-equipped to use indirect object possessor constructions with a definite article introducing the possessum.6 This is only partly
the case, however. Many of the Limburgian dialects in this study indeed accept
object possessors with A-particle and non-particle verbs, as do the 3-gender
dialects in the east. However, the regions that permit the indirect object possessor construction are not restricted to the 3-gender part of the 2/3-gender
isogloss. Dialects in the north (Friesland, Groningen, Drenthe, the northern
part of Overijssel) have a 2-gender system as regards adnominal elements7 ,
but nevertheless accept the indirect object possessor construction. This state
of affairs is still in line with Guéron’s (1985) claim that distinctive gender morphology on the definite article is a necessary condition for allowing the dative
possesor construction, since the definite articles in these dialects have different
forms for neuter and non-neuter nouns. However, the facts of this study for
the Flemish dialects show that having a 3-gender system is not a sufficient
condition for indirect object possessor constructions. A large part of Flanders
expresses three genders in their adnominal system, but most dialects in this
area reject the indirect object possessor construction, both in cases in which
the possessum is introduced by a definite article and in which a possessive pronoun introduces the possessum, as we will see in Section 5.7. Guéron does not
claim that languages that express gender on their definite articles necessarily
have external possessor constructions, so it is not the case that the Flemish
facts contradict Guéron’s claim. What is relevant for this discussion is that the
distribution of the indirect object possessor construction does not pattern with
the 2/3-gender isogloss and thus that the explanation for the availability and
unavailability of this construction cannot be related to this isogloss.
6 Note that the map in Figure 5.1 also includes data in which the possessum is introduced
by a possessive pronoun. As will be shown in Section 5.7, however, this has no substantial
effect on the distribution of indirect object possessors with non-particle verbs. Put differently,
a possessive pronoun does not help dialects that typically reject indirect object possessors to
accept indirect object possessors with non-particle verbs. Many Limburgian dialects accept
external possessor structures in which the possessum is introduced by a possessive pronoun,
but they accept the same structures with a definite article as well.
7 Note that many, but not all of them express three genders in the pronominal system.
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Figure 5.4: Number of genders expressed on definite article in Dutch dialects,
adopted from Van Ginneken (1934:35)

Object possessors

193

Figure 5.5: Number of genders expressed on indefinite article in Dutch dialects,
adopted from Van Ginneken (1937:355)
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Above we have seen that ‘neither the general dialectal maps proposed by
Daan & Blok (1969) (see the colors in Figure 5.2) and Van Ginneken & Endepols
(1917) (see Figure 5.3), nor the 2/3-gender isogloss coincide with the geographic
distribution of the indirect object possessor construction, as found on the basis
of my study. Instead, the availability of indirect object possessors seems to
cut across previously acknowledged dialect areas, without, as far as I know,
patterning with another isogloss. Instead, the areas where the indirect object
possessor systematically occurs, are geographically close to Germany. I will
thus argue that the dialects that accept indirect object possessors differ from
other dialects in this respect under the influence of the German language. 8
The relevant properties of German that I argue to be present in the eastern
Dutch dialects are a syntactic head that can host non-core indirect objects (see
Section 5.2.1 for this notion) and the ability to license empty dative prepositions
and indirect objects by means of Case morphology (although this morphology
is not visible). These aspects will be explained in Section 5.1.5 and they will
be worked out in more detail in the analyses provided as the chapter develops.

5.1.4

The uniformity of different external object possessors

The title of the current chapter is ‘object possessors’. By using this term I
deviate from most of the canonical literature on external possession, in which
a distinction is often made between two types of non-subject external possessors, namely dative possessors and direct object possessors, the latter with the
possessum in a PP. We saw examples of both configurations above and (14)
and (15) present another pair of French sentences which illustrate the contrast. The possessor appears with dative morphology in (14) (lui ) and has an
accusative form in (15) (l’ ).
(14) Dative possessor
Je lui
ai
pris la main.
I him.dat have taken the hand
‘I took his hand.’

(French)

(15) Direct object possessor
Je l’
ai
frappé sur la main.
I him.acc have hit
on the hand
‘I hit him on the hand.’
[adapted from Le Bruyn (2014:312)]
Whereas French has distinctive dative and accusative morphology in its
pronominal paradigm, Dutch does not make such distinctions between direct
8 Note that indirect object possessors are also relatively common in Friesland, as can
be seen in Figure 5.1. Friesland is geographically separated from Germany by the province
of Groningen. Since the Frisian dialects pattern like the eastern dialects with respect to the
phenomena discussed in this dissertation, I will nevertheless assume that Friesland is affected
by the German language as well.
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and indirect objects (see e.g. Den Besten 1985 and Broekhuis et al. 2015).9
Hence, there is no morphological difference between indirect object possessors
and the possessors with PP-possessa. The data from Drachten Dutch in (16)
and (17) serve as an illustration: both in the case of an indirect object possessor (16) and a possessor with a PP-possessum (17) the morphological form
of the possessor is him. As a consequence, the potential different grammatical
functions of the two appearances of him cannot be distinguished on the basis
of their morphological form.
(16)

Margriet het him van e moarn de honnen mei solve behondele.
Margriet has him this.morning the hands with cream treated
‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
(Drachten, NL-Fr)

(17)

Ria aaide him krekt oer de wang.
Ria stroked him just over the cheek
‘Ria just stroked him on the cheek.’

In Dutch, there is hence no evidence for different Case features for the possessors
in external possessor constructions, so the morphological forms do not provide
any clues for their grammatical status.
Even for languages that do distinguish dative and accusative possessors,
it is questionable whether the terms ‘dative possessor’ and ‘direct object possessor’ adequately describe the possessors in (14) and (15). Some languages
make morphological distinctions between accusative and dative objects, but
that does not mean that they refer to unified classes of objects. The term
‘dative object’ is ambiguous: there is no one-to-one mapping between a certain
type of argument and dative case (McFadden 2004, Woolford 2006, Řezáč 2008,
Klockmann 2017), as dative Case can show up under various circumstances. Indirect object of verbs like give typically receive dative Case (Woolford 2006;
Řezáč 2008), so-called applicative arguments receive it as well, but there are
also certain verbs or prepositions which require their argument to be dative
(Woolford 2006; Řezáč 2008), which could also express possessors. The Latin
example liber est mihi.dat (see Chapter 2, p. 34), for example, involves a possessor with dative case morphology, but it probably does not constitute the
type of ‘dative possessor’ that linguists in the external possession literature refer to. For that reason, I will refrain from calling possessors like in (16) ‘dative
possessors’. Instead, I will refer to such possessors with ‘indirect object possessor’, as this description correctly reflects the types of syntactic structures this
study is interested in.
9 There is actually one place in the paradigm where a distinction is made, namely in the
strong form for the third person plural. The dative form is hun and the accusative form is hen
(see Broekhuis & Den Dikken 2012: 775 for the entire paradigm of Dutch pronouns). However,
these forms are mainly prescriptive forms (which originate from an artificial distinction made
in the 17th century) and many speakers of Dutch use them interchangeably and some speakers
use the ‘dative’ form hun as subject as well (Broekhuis & Den Dikken 2012:782–783). See
also Footnote 7 on p. 6.
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Another reason to deviate from other work on external possession concerns
the grammatical function of ‘direct object possessors’. Le Bruyn (2014) remarks
that in PP-cases like (17) the possessor is a direct object and the PP a locative
adjunct adjoined to VP. However, it is not trivial that the possessor in these
cases is indeed a direct object of the verb. For example, Broekhuis et al. (1996)
and Broekhuis & Cornips (1997) propose that in such structures the possessor
and the possessum are construed as a complex argument, dominated by the
locative preposition. In this case, the possessor is not a direct object of the verb.
I will elaborate on this thought in Section 5.4.2. For the current discussion it is
important to know that there are alternative views on ‘direct object possessors’
and that their grammatical status is not trivial. For that reason, I will refer to
these configurations as PP-possessa, since I will argue that the PP constitutes
the characterizing property of such constructions.
Since what are traditionally called ‘dative possessors’ and ‘direct object
possessors’ can neither morphologically nor structurally be distinguished in
Dutch, this chapter deals with both types of ‘object possessors’: those with a
NE-possessum and the ones with a possessum embedded in a PP. And for the
reasons mentioned above, I will not call them ‘dative possessors’ and ‘direct
object possessors’, but rather ‘indirect object possessors’ (these structures are
similar to canonical double object constructions, since the verb has two NEcomplements) and ‘PP-possessa’, respectively.

5.1.5

Highlights of the analysis

In Figure 5.1, we have seen that the indirect object possessor construction
with a non-particle verb is widely attested in dialects spoken along the German border (including Friesland), while it is extremely rare in the western and
southern part of the Dutch language area which does not border Germany.
However, whenever there is a preposition involved in an object possessor construction (i.e. in PP-possessa and P-particle verbs), an external object possessor becomes acceptable in more western and southern varieties as well (see the
implicational hierarchy in (13)). In contrast, an adjectival particle does not lead
to the acceptance of an indirect object possessor in western and south-western
dialects.
The analysis that will be developed in the course of this chapter is motivated
by the situation just sketched. I will argue that there are three properties that
are crucial for a dialect (or a language in general) to be able to license non-core
indirect objects (see Section 5.2.1 for this terminology) that are not embedded
in a PP.
i. A syntactic position must be available for the non-core indirect object.
ii. The indirect object must be Case-licensed.
iii. The empty preposition (see Section 5.3) that accompanies the indirect
object must be licensed.
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The first criterium states that a position must be available for the non-core
indirect objects, the category of indirect objects to which the indirect object
possessors discussed in this chapter belong. In particular, a position must be
available from where the indirect object can be Case-licensed. In the literature
(Pylkkänen 2008), a distinction is made between so-called low applicative arguments and high applicative argument (see Section 5.2.2). Without going into
details now, I will argue that the Dutch dialects display variation with respect
to the availability of a high applicative head. I will argue that low applicatives
are freely available in Dutch, but that not all dialects feature a high applicative
head. This high applicative head plays an important role in licensing of indirect
objects. I will argue that dialects that permit indirect object possesors across
the board, have access to a high applicative head, whereas other dialects lack
this head. The variation with respect to having a high applicative head is an
important aspect of the analyses that I will present in the remainder of this
chapter.
I will further assume that languages differ with respect to two properties
related to Case. Following Den Dikken (1995, 2007), I will firstly assume variation with respect to the licensing of empty prepositions, which he takes to be
present in all dative arguments. The different ways in which empty Ps in dative
arguments (=indirect objects) can be licensed, are given in (18).
(18)

a. Zero P is identified by dative case morphology
b. Zero P is incorporated into R10

Dialects that can license their empty Ps by means of dative case morphology, are
in addition able to Case-license their indirect objects upon their Merge into the
syntactic structure. By contrast, dialects of the type that needs to incorporate
P into R, cannot Case-license their own complement. Consequently, the indirect
object needs to check its Case-features with a verbal head.
The three factors mentioned here are the key ingredients to account for the
pattern given in Figure 5.1. I will provide analyses in which the interaction
of the three factors described above accounts for the availability of indirect
object possessors or the lack thereof. The German facts with respect to the
factors mentioned above are important. Lee-Schoenfeld (2007) has shown that
German has high applicatives, which provide a position for non-core indirect
objects. In addition, German has an elaborate Case system, so that empty
Ps can be licensed by this morphology. The dialects that generally permit
indirect object possessors, are geographically close to Germany. I will therefore
argue that the dialects that accept indirect object possessors share these crucial
properties with the German language, which enables them to license indirect
object possessors. Even though these Dutch dialects do not have visible case
morphology, I argue that they are able to license zero Ps without incorporating
10 In Den Dikken (1995), it is argued that the null dative P must incorporate into a verb
at some level, but in Den Dikken (2007) an alternative strategy is proposed, namely that the
zero P can also be licensed by incorporating into R. I will follow this latter proposal.
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them into R. In this sense, the status of the eastern Dutch dialects resemble
the situation of English in the eighteenth Century according to Den Dikken
(2012:370): even after losing morphological case, English kept licensing empty
prepositions for some time, allowing dative alternations with so-called ‘pure
beneficiaries’ (Kittilä 2005).

5.1.6

Outlook

This chapter will discuss the different syntactic configurations comprising three
arguments presented in Figure 5.1, going from the most widely accepted configurations down to the ones with a more narrow distribution. Before I address
the various syntactic configurations, I will first provide background information
about indirect objects in general in Section 5.2. I will explain which insights
from the indirect object literature will be central to my analysis to account
for the restricted use of indirect object possessors in Dutch. After this theoretical background, I will first discuss the syntactic structure of configurations
including verbs like give in Section 5.3, which typically allow three nominal
arguments. Subsequently, I will address configurations in which the possessum
is embedded in a PP (Section 5.4). The discussion continues with prepositional
particle verbs (Section 5.5), followed by adjectival particle verbs (Section 5.6).
Finally, in Section 5.7 I will discuss object possessors in combination with nonparticle verbs. The latter two structures have the narrowest distribution of
object possessors in the Dutch dialects. For the structures with canonical ‘triadic’ verbs like give I will discuss data from standard Dutch. This discussion
focuses on the properties of the syntactic structure. For the other configurations, I will discuss the geographic distribution across the Dutch dialects and
present an analysis to account for this distribution. Various studies about external possession relate the occurrence of external possessors to inalienability.
Hence, this aspect will be taken into account in the analyses. Finally, I will
conclude this chapter in Section 5.8.

5.2

Empirical background: Licensing two internal arguments

Descriptively speaking, the syntactic configurations discussed in this chapter
involve two internal arguments that accompany the verb. That is, the verb
is able to license an indirect object possessor in addition to a direct object.
However, structures with two internal arguments are not freely available, as
witnessed by the map in Figure 5.1. This chapter aims to account for the restrictions on indirect object possessors. In order to explain the key ingredients
of my analysis, I will give some background from the literature on indirect objects, in which I will explain which factors determine the availability of indirect
objects.
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Types of indirect objects

In the literature, different types of ‘triadic’ uses of verbs have been identified.
The different uses can be categorized along different dimensions with respect to
the indirect object, which will be explained below. The various types of indirect
objects are introduced for Dutch in (19)–(23), adopted from Broekhuis et al.’s
(2015: 515) list of five types of indirect objects.
(19)

Marie heeft < Peter > een boek < aan Peter > gegeven.
Marie has
Peter a book
to Peter
given

[recipient]

(20)

Marie gooide < Peter > de bal < naar Peter > toe.
Marie threw
Peter the ball to Peter
toe

(21)

Marie pakte < Peter > de bal < van Peter > af.
Marie took
Peter the ball from Peter prt

(22)

Marie zette < Peter > de baby < bij Peter > op schoot.
Marie put
Peter the baby with Peter on the.lap

(23)

Marie schonk < Peter > een borrel < voor Peter > in.11 [benefactive]
Marie poured Peter a drink
for Peter
prt

[goal]
[source]
[possessor]

The sentences in (19)–(23) display the range of possible indirect objects
in Dutch. The examples can be identified on the basis of different properties.
Firstly, they receive different interpretations, namely recipient, goal, source,
possessor and benefactive. These categories of indirect objects are well-known
classes cross-linguistically, in addition to indirect objects expressing a location
or an experiencer. The class of benefactive indirect objects has associated interpretations, like malefactive and affected objects. In addition, there are datives
of interest and ethical datives (see for example Cuervo 2003 for an exhaustive
overview of indirect objects). Broekhuis et al. remark that ethical datives exist
in Dutch as well, but that they have syntactic properties that set them apart
from the other uses of indirect objects. Ethical datives will hence not be discussed here. Secondly, indirect objects can be classified according to the distinction between ‘core’ and ‘non-core’ arguments. Indirect objects of verbs which
generally take three arguments (but see for example Pesetsky 1995: 157–158 for
11 Note that the benefactive argument appears in a configuration with the particle verb
inschenken ‘to pour’, which is composed of the preposition in and the verb schenken. This
syntactic environment will be extensively investigated in this study, because of Vandeweghe’s
(1987) observation that particle verbs productively permit an indirect object possessor, an
interpretation that often coincides with a benefactive interpretation (e.g. Kempchinsky 1992,
Landau 1999, Hole 2005, Tungseth 2006, Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007, Deal 2013). Broekhuis
et al. (2015:558-559) relate the availability of the non-prepositional indirect object to a semantic class of verbs consisting of verbs expressing events related to the serving of food and
drinks, but as I will show below, the particle in their example may play a crucial role in allowing a benefactive argument. A particle verb is not a sufficient condition for the possibility
of having a benefactive indirect object, though, as Broekhuis et al.’s (2015: 558) example in
(435b), featuring the particle verb ophalen ‘to fetch/pick up’, does not permit a benefactive
argument.
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an overview of verbs for which the direct object, the indirect object or both are
optional) like give, offer, bring, send, throw, etcetera (see Gropen et al. 1989;
Levin 1993; Pesetsky 1995 for extensive overviews) are often referred to as ‘core
datives’. Such indirect objects are generally analyzed as being part of a verb’s
argument structure. By contrast, possessor or benefactive indirect objects, for
example, are thought of as ‘non-core’ arguments (Cuervo 2003; Lamiroy 2003;
Hole 2005; Pylkkänen 2008), because they are taken not to be part of the argument structure of a verb. Rather, it seems that they can be freely added to the
argument structure of a verb (Pylkkänen 2008:11). When we consider the configurations in (19)–(23), we can divide them into two groups. The first three
cases, i.e. the indirect objects with the interpretations of recipient, goal
and source belong to the core datives. Intuitively, those indirect objects are
required participants in the event expressed by the verb. In contrast, the indirect objects from the two final categories, i.e. those with the interpretations of
possessor and benefactive, are non-core datives. The idea is that the verbs
in (22) and (23) do not require those participants. Rather, they can optionally
be added to the event structure. Thirdly, the different types of indirect objects
in Dutch can appear in two different syntactic configurations. They can take
the form of a NE in a position preceding the direct object (often referred to as
the ‘double object construction’, henceforth DOC), or they are embedded in a
PP, in which case they follow the direct object (I will refer to this configuration with ‘dative PP-construction’). All the examples in (19)–(23) display this
dative alternation. Below, I will discuss the availability of a DOC with indirect
object possessors in (22). Even though (22) is acceptable in the form of a DOC,
it turns out that DOCs with indirect object possessors is not fully productive.
The alternation between the DOC and the dative PP-construction is not fully
productive in English either (see e.g. Larson 1988; Gropen et al. 1989; Bresnan
et al. 2007; Rappaport Hovav & Levin 2008; Broekhuis et al. 2015). The current chapter aims to account for the DOC-variant of (22). Since indirect object
possessors are often associated with benefactive readings as well (e.g. Landau
1999, Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007, Deal 2013, 2017, Buelens & D’Hulster 2014),
the benefactive DOC in (23) will be taken into account as well. The overlap
between indirect object possessors and benefactives will be addressed in more
detail below.
The very brief summary of the interpretation, distribution and grammatical
function of indirect objects above does not do justice to the enormous body of
literature on these elements and all the interesting observations made in this
domain. It just serves as a very general background to the topic of this chapter,
namely indirect objects that are interpreted as a possessor of the direct object
and/or as a benefactive argument to the event denoted by the verb. In other
words, the configurations discussed in this chapter are related to the ones in
(22) and (23) and as I will explain below, their interpretations often coincide.
The configuration in (22) is widely attested in standard Dutch, as described in
Broekhuis & Cornips (1997). Note that the possessum in this case is embedded
in a PP (op schoot ‘on the lap’), which is a requirement for this configuration
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in standard Dutch (Broekhuis & Cornips 1997:186). Section 5.4 discusses constructions that closely resemble the one in (22). Broekhuis & Cornips explain
that configurations like (22) with a non-prepositional possessum are available in
eastern Dutch dialects, but that their availability is severely restricted in other
parts of the Netherlands and Flanders. This restriction is reflected by the map
in Figure 5.1 as well, in which the particle and non-particle verbs correspond to
the configurations with a non-prepositional possessum. Possessor/benefactive
indirect objects with non-prepositional possessa will be extensively discussed
in Sections 5.5–5.7.

5.2.2

High and low applicatives

I will argue that a key factor restricting the appearance of non-core indirect
objects depends on the availability of a so-called ‘high applicative’ projection
in the verbal spine. In this section, I will explain how this aspect affects the
distribution of indirect objects.
Non-core indirect objects are often called ‘applied arguments’, based on
work on Bantu languages, where such ‘applicative’ constructions are widely
attested (see Pylkkänen and references cited there). Pylkkänen (2008) argues
for the existence of distinct types of applicative heads that introduce applied
arguments, which can be divided into two classes: ‘low applicatives’ and ‘high
applicatives’. Pylkkänen’s analysis is based on the idea that indirect objects
can be introduced in different places in the syntactic structure, relating them
to different kinds of syntactic objects. The characteristic of ‘low applicatives’
in Pylkkänen’s analysis is that they are related to another NE. Pylkkänen’s
(2008: 14) structure of low applicatives is given in (25), which represents the
English sentence in (24) (I take the Voice head to be equivalent to what I
call v ). An Applicative head (Appl) takes the direct object as its complement
and the indirect object is located in its specifier (Pylkkänen 2008:14). In other
words, the low applicative head connects the direct and indirect object.
(24) Low applicative
I baked him a cake.
[Pylkkänen (2008:11, ex. (1b))]
(25)

VoiceP
I
Voice
bake
him

Appl

cake

[adapted from Pylkkänen (2008:14, ex. (6b))]
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‘High applicatives’ are introduced in the specifier of an Applicative head
that is added to a verbal projection, rather than to a nominal projection
(Pylkkänen 2008). A structure containing a high applicative head is depicted
in (27), which reflects the sentence from Chaga in (26), in which ‘the wife’
has a benefactive interpretation with respect to the event of eating, but entertains no relation whatsoever with the object being eaten, i.e. ‘food’ (Pylkkänen
2008:12).
(26) High applicative
N-a̋-ı̋-lyı̀-ı́-à
m-kà k-élyá.
foc-1sg-pres-eat-appl-fv 1-wife 7-food
‘He is eating food for his wife.’

(Chaga)

[Pylkkänen (2008:11, ex. (2a))]
(27)

VoiceP
he
Voice
wife
Applben

eat

food

[adapted from Pylkkänen 2008: 14, ex. (6a)]
Pylkkänen argues that languages vary with respect to the types of applicative arguments they have at their disposal. In some languages, such arguments are widely attested, such as the Bantu languages (Pylkkänen 2008), German (Hole 2005; Tungseth 2006) and Icelandic (Holmberg & Platzack 1995),
whereas there are grammatical restrictions on their occurrence in other languages, such as English or Norwegian (Holmberg & Platzack 1995; Tungseth
2006; Pylkkänen 2008). Pylkkänen shows that in English DOCs a relation between an applied argument (i.e. an indirect object) and a direct object is obligatory (Pylkkänen 2008:13). Hence, she concludes that English only entertains
low applicatives. Whenever no possessive-like relation between the indirect object and the direct object can be established, a DOC is ungrammatical. Below,
I will show that the same holds for Norwegian and conclude that the lexical
inventory of these languages lacks high applicative heads. As Dutch is closely
related to English and Norwegian, I will investigate the availability of high applicative heads in the Dutch dialects. Several studies have related the restricted
occurrence of non-core indirect objects to the lack of morphological case in the
relevant languages. They report on the tendency that languages with morphological case usually permit indirect objects from a wider range of interpretations
(Holmberg & Platzack 1995; Colleman & De Clerck 2011; Den Dikken 2012).
This state of affairs raises the question of how indirect objects are licensed
syntactically and semantically and why languages differ in this respect. The
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fact that two nominal objects are generally available for verbs which express
relations among three arguments shows that the languages under discussion are
in principle able to license two internal arguments. However, for some reason
the availability of ‘non-core’ indirect objects is restricted in languages which
lack morphological case. Besides the syntactic positions for indirect objects I
will for that reason also look into the role of prepositions and Case.

5.2.3

Environments licensing two internal arguments

As I mentioned before, the alternation between the DOC and the dative PPconstruction is not fully productive in English (see e.g. Larson 1988; Gropen
et al. 1989; Bresnan et al. 2007; Rappaport Hovav & Levin 2008; Broekhuis et al.
2015). Various studies have come up with different grammatical restrictions
on the DOC, ranging from morphophonological properties of the verb, the
direct object, or the indirect object, to semantic and information structure
considerations. I will not go into the restrictions that have been proposed, but
refer the reader to the extensive body of literature that addresses the constraints
on DOCs and dative PP-constructions (in chronological order, Larson 1988,
Gropen et al. 1989, Levin 1993, Pesetsky 1995, Bresnan et al. 2007, Broekhuis
et al. 2015).
In this section, I will discuss syntactic and semantic environments that
can license two internal arguments. More specifically, I will address the environments that shed a light on the possibility of having indirect object possessors/benefactives. A small sample of English examples is presented in (28)–(30)
(from Gropen et al. 1989: 204 and Levin 1993: 49) to illustrate the discussion
with some concrete cases.
(28)

a.
b.

John gave a gift to Mary.
John gave Mary a gift.

(29)

a.
b.

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

(30)

a.
b.

Max washed the car for Kate.
* Max washed Kate the car.

The examples in (28) contain the verb give, which is taken to express a relation
among three participants. This verb permits both the DOC and the dative
PP-construction. (29) contains the verb carve, which is different from give in
that it usually expresses an event in which two participants are involved. However, a third, non-core, indirect object can be added to the structure. As (29b)
shows, a DOC-construction is permitted with this verb. Things are different
for the verb (30), which concerns a benefactive argument. This verb allows the
indirect object to be expressed by a PP, but the DOC is ruled out, as (30b)
shows. I will discuss the three cases below, paying attention to both syntactic
environments, i.e. the dative PP-construction and the DOC. I will explain why
these environments are able to license two internal arguments.
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Indirect objects with triadic verbs

Pylkkänen (2008) uses a set of syntactic applicative diagnostics to identify high
and low applicatives. Many studies on the dative alternation argue for a semantic decomposition of triadic verbs (e.g. verbs expressing acts of giving, sending,
future having; see Gropen et al. 1989, Levin 1993 and Rappaport Hovav &
Levin 2008 for extensive overviews), in which the direct and indirect object are
syntactically related to each other like in Pylkkänen’s proposal. Pylkkänen’s
low applicative construction is thereby enriched with semantic content.12 The
semantic decomposition enables us to assign a structure to indirect object constructions in which the direct object has to be related to the indirect object.
Proponents of a semantic decomposition of triadic verbs argue that the interpretation of such verbs does not come from an atomic unit, but is rather
derived from two parts that together contribute to the interpretation of the
verb. In Gropen et al. (1989), for example, the semantic representations for the
dative PP-construction and the DOC are as depicted in (31) and (32), where
DO represents ‘direct object’ and IO ‘indirect object’.
(31)

X causes Y to go to Z
(dative PP-construction)
Schematic representation (Broekhuis et al. 2015:517):
[Subject cause [DO to be at IO]]13

(32)

X causes Z to have Y
Schematic representation (Broekhuis et al. 2015:517):
[Subject cause [IO to have DO]]

(DOC)

Where Gropen et al. (1989) provide semantic-oriented arguments for the
decomposition of triadic verbs, Den Dikken (1995) complements the motivation for this decomposition with syntactic arguments, which call for a syntactic implementation of this verbal decomposition. In short, coordination facts
lead Den Dikken (1995:126–127) to conclude that there must be two verbal
heads in the case of triadic verbs. The semantic decomposition in (31) and (32)
is hence reflected in Den Dikken’s syntactic structures of DOCs and dative
PP-constructions (see also for example Pesetsky 1995, Harley 2002, Tungseth
2006).14
12 Note that Pylkkänen (2008:15) argues against a causative analysis of triadic verbs on
the basis of DOCs in which a possessive entailment is missing. However, as Broekhuis et al.
(2015) have shown, a more suitable predicate is the general predicate to be affected by
(see below). I argue that with this insight, a causative structure can be compatible with
DOCs.
13 Note that there is a difference between Gropen et al.’s (1989) representation and the one
suggested by Broekhuis et al. (2015). Whereas Gropen et al. represent the more embedded
verbal element as a path (go to), Broekhuis et al. use the locative predicate be at. On the
basis of Rappaport Hovav & Levin’s (2008) findings, Broekhuis et al. later arrive at distinct
semantic representations for a class of verbs represented by give on the one hand and a class
represented by throw on the other. Give-type verbs involve the locative predicate be at,
while the verbs like throw are built on the predicate go to, which can be seen in Table 5.1
(Broekhuis et al. 2015:521).
14 The semantic difference between DOCs and the dative PP-constructions has led several
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Rappaport Hovav & Levin (2008) have argued that the semantic decomposition of triadic verbs in (31) and (32) cannot be universally applied to all triadic
verbs, but the core intuition that the DOC and the dative PP-construction differ with respect to whether the action performed by the causer affects the
indirect object or the direct object (Broekhuis et al. 2015:519–520) remains.
In the case of the DOC, the indirect object is affected. The indirect object
undergoes some change of state by, e.g., becoming the possessor of the located
object. In the dative PP-construction, it is the direct object that is affected. In
other words, the direct object undergoes a change of location. On the basis of
this insight, Broekhuis et al. (2015:521) arrive at the representation in Table 5.1
and argue that the DOC and the dative PP-construction differ semantically in
the way indicated in this representation.15
Table 5.1 presents systematically different interpretations for the DOC
and the dative PP-construction. Although the two constructions are semantically similar, they are not semantically equivalent (Green 1974; Oehrle 1976;
Den Dikken 1995; Broekhuis et al. 2015). The semantic differences can be illustrated by means of the following examples in (33) and (34) from Gropen et al.
(1989) (more examples illustrating this contrast can be found in Oehrle 1976;
Pesetsky 1995).
(33)

She taught French to the students, but they didn’t learn anything.
(dative PP-construction)

authors to conclude that the DOC and the dative PP-construction do not have the same
underlying structure and are thus not derivationally related (e.g. Oehrle 1976, Green 1974).
In Distributed Morphology, the non-derivational approach is a prevalent view (see for example Harley 2002). See Rappaport Hovav & Levin 2008 for references to proposals for a
non-derivational approach to the DOC and the dative PP-construction in lexical-functional
frameworks. Even though there are semantic differences between the DOC and the dative PPconstruction, many studies actually emphasize their similarities and argue that they should
receive the same thematic distribution and an approach in which they are derivationally related (e.g Baker 1988, Larson 1988, Gropen et al. 1989, Den Dikken 1995, Den Dikken 2006,
Emonds & Whitney 2006, Tungseth 2006; see Rappaport Hovav & Levin (2008:130) for more
references to studies that argue for this derivational relation). Den Dikken (1995:159) acknowledges the semantic differences between the DOC and the dative PP-construction, but
he argues that those differences are not thematic in nature, but rather aspectual. He thus
concludes that the DOC and the dative PP-construction are derivationally related. To sum
up, in the literature arguments have been put forward both for a derivational relation between the DOC and the dative PP-construction and an absence thereof. Den Dikken is able
to account for many properties of DOCs and dative PP-constructions. In addition, his analysis is able to deal with the restricted distribution of these configurations. For that reason, I
will follow Den Dikken’s proposal in this respect. In other words, I will adopt an analysis in
which the thematic relations in the DOC and the dative PP-construction are identical and
that the DOC is syntactically derived from the dative PP-construction. This implementation
will be further developed in Section 5.3.
15 In the case of the DOC, the lower verbal element is now less specified than the predicate
have in (32). On the basis of Rappaport Hovav & Levin’s observations have turns out not
to be the most appropriate choice to express the state of the indirect object (Broekhuis et al.
2015:521). However, depending on the verb, a possessive predicate like have might still be
an option to reflect the semantic content of the lower verbal element according to Broekhuis
et al.
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verb type

DOC

dative PP-construction

give

[S cause [IO be affected by DO]]

[S cause [DO be at IO]]

throw

Semantic representation DOC and dative PP-construction

[S cause [IO be affected by DO]]

[S cause [DO go to IO]]

Table 5.1: Semantic representations of the DOC and the dative
PP-construction adapted from Broekhuis et al. (2015:521)

(34)

# She taught the students French, but they didn’t learn anything.
(DOC)
[adapted from Gropen et al. (1989:242)]

The relevant contrast in (33) and (34) is as follows. In the former case (i.e.
the dative PP-construction), the event denoted by the verb does not lead to
caused possession of the direct object ‘French’ by the indirect object in the
PP. By contrast, this implication does hold in the DOC in (34), so that the
second part of the sentence is anomalous.16 In terms of the representations in
Table 5.1, the subject in (33) simply causes the direct object French to be at
the indirect object the students. By contrast, the subject in the DOC in (34)
is not only making sure that her message reaches the students, she also affects
the students by doing so. In the following section, I will show that this affected
interpretation, which is compatible with a possessive reading in this case, is
very pervasive. This leads Tungseth (2006) to conclude that this interpretation
should be encoded in syntax.
The take-home-message for this section is that triadic verbs typically express events in which the direct object and the indirect object are related to
16 Rappaport Hovav & Levin (2008) show that this contrast does not hold for all ‘triadic
verbs’. They find an important contrast between verbs like give, lend, rent and sell, which
lexicalize caused possession and verbs like throw, kick, toss, which do not. The relevant
point here is that the implied transfer of possession is always obtained with give-type verbs,
irrespective of the the syntactic configuration they appear in. This means that the syntactic
configuration cannot fully determine the underlying interpretation of triadic uses of verbs.
Broekhuis et al. (2015) discuss similar facts for Dutch and conclude that the approach in
which the DOC and the dative PP-construction receive systematically different interpretation
does not have to be given up. According to them, the core intuition behind this approach can
be maintained, namely that in the dative PP-construction the direct object is affected, while
the indirect object is affected in the DOC. So when we abstract away from the substantive
content of verbs like give and throw, we can still maintain a systematic semantic difference
between the DOC and the dative PP-construction (Broekhuis et al. 2015:519–520).
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each other. The higher verbal element of the decomposed verb causes the two
objects to engage in some kind of relationship, as specified in Table 5.1. The
establishment of a relation between two nominal objects is freely available in
English. As long as the semantics of a verb permit such a relation, a low applicative structure can be construed, in which both objects can be syntactically
licensed. The analysis with respect to this syntactic licensing will be developed
below.
5.2.3.2

Benefactives and verbs of obtaining and creation

In the previous section, we saw core indirect objects establish a relationship
with their direct object in the context of a triadic verb. In this section, I will
address indirect objects that arguably belong to the class of non-core indirect
objects. As I mentioned before, investigations into English indirect objects has
shown that non-core indirect objects are subject to various grammatical restrictions in this language. In particular, non-core objects typically do not appear in
the DOC. However, it is not the case that English lacks DOC-structures with
non-core indirect objects altogether. Levin’s (1993: 48–49) overview of English
verb classes shows that benefactive indirect objects are available with verbs
that express an event of obtaining or creation, but not if they lack such an
interpretation. (35) (= (29b)) illustrates that the verb carve permits a DOC
with a benefactive indirect object. Carve belongs to the ‘build verbs’ according
to Levin (1993) and expresses an event of creation, which is a class that allows
the alternation between the DOC and the dative PP-construction. In contrast,
the structure in (36), which contains the verb select, is ill-formed. There is no
creation interpretation in (36), nor does it express an act of obtaining. Hence,
Levin formulates the generalization that benefactive arguments in English are
restricted to verbs of obtaining or creation.
(35)
(36)

Martha carved the baby a toy.
* The architect selected the couple a house.

(26) presented an applicative argument from Chaga. When we look at a language more closely related to English, we observe that for example German
accepts benefactive arguments in more environments than English. This is illustrated in (37) (see Footnote 1). In German, benefactive arguments are not
restricted to verbs of obtaining or creation.
(37)

Tim hat der Nachbarin
das Auto gewaschen.
Tim has the neighbor.f.dat the car washed
‘Tim washed the neighbor’s car.’

(German)

[Lee-Schoenfeld (2007:33, ex. (1a))]
Against the background of high and low applicatives (cf. Section 5.2.2), it
is interesting to determine the status of the indirect objects in (35) and (37).
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An interesting study in this respect constitutes the work by Tungseth (2006)
on Norwegian. She investigates Norwegian verbs with respect to their ability
to appear with benefactive arguments. She concludes that Norwegian behaves
like English in that respect. The following examples show that a benefactive
argument is possible with a verb of creation (38) or obtaining (39), but other
verbs, like vasker ‘to wash’ do not permit a benefactive argument, as illustrated
in (40).
(38)

Bestemor strikket John en genser.
grandma knitted John a sweater
‘Grandma knitted John a sweater.’

(39)

Jeg booket henne en tur til Paris til bursdagen
hennes.
I booked her a trip to Paris to birthday.def hers
‘I booked her a trip to Paris for her birthday.’

(40)

(Norwegian)

* Sharon vasket moren
sin huset.
Sharon washed mother.the hers house.def
‘Sharon cleaned her mother the house.’
[examples from Tungseth (2006:93)]

The question is to which category the indirect objects in (38)–(40) belong.
That is, should they be syntactically represented as high or low applicatives? As
regards their interpretation, they seem to be the prepositionless counterparts
of benefactive readings with the preposition for ‘for’ in Norwegian (Tungseth
2006:100). In that sense, the indirect objects John (38) and henne ‘her’ (39)
seem good candidates for a high applicative: an optional, additional argument
is added to the event structure. However, on the basis of the generalization
that Norwegian only permits benefactive indirect object arguments with verbs
of creation or obtaining, Tungseth (2006) concludes that in Norwegian benefactive constructions of this type always involve a possessive interpretation,
where ‘possessive’ should be understood in a broad sense. Based on observations by Oehrle (1976) about English, Tungseth investigates the interpretation
of benefactive arguments. Tungseth (2006:99) shows that in a DOC the possessive interpretation between a benefactive argument and a direct object is
quite tight. Oehrle’s examples are given in (41) and (42). (41) contains the
prepositional benefactive argument for Max and the entailment that Max will
eventually possess the cake is cancelable. However, when the benefactive argument appears in a DOC, as in (42), this possessive entailment cannot be
canceled.
(41)

I baked a cake for Max, but now that you’re here, you may as well
take it.

(42)

# I baked Max a cake, but now that you’re here you may as well take
it.17

17 Observations

like this revealed the semantic difference between the DOC and the dative
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Tungseth (2006:103) reproduces Oehrle’s examples for Norwegian. One of
them is presented here in (43). Like in the English example in (42), denial of
the future possession of the direct object en genser ‘a sweater’ by the indirect
object Jens leads to an infelicitous sentence.
(43)

# Marit strikket Jens en genser, men ga den til broren
sin.
Marit knitted Jens a sweater, but gave it to brother.def hers
‘Marit knitted Jens a sweater, but gave it to her brother.’
(Norwegian)
[adapted from Tungseth (2006:103, ex. (47b))]

By contrast, the benefactive interpretation in a DOC can be canceled, as (44)
shows.
(44)

Jens kjøpte Marit masse sjokolade enda han visste at hun var veldig
Jens bought Marit loads chocolate even he knew that she was very
allergisk mot
det.
allergic against it
‘Jens bought Marit a lot of chocolate although he knew that she was
terribly allergic to it.’
[adapted from Tungseth (2006:104, ex. (48a))]

On the basis of the data in (43) and (44) Tungseth concludes that the
possessive interpretation in Norwegian DOCs must be syntactically encoded,
whereas the benefactive interpretation is a conversational implicature18 , which
should not be encoded in syntax. Like in the current study, Tungseth follows Den Dikken’s (1995) analysis for DOCs. That is, Tungseth adopts a SCstructure in which the indirect object is a dative PP-predicate and the direct
object is the subject. This configuration ensures the tight connection between
the direct and indirect object.19
PP-construction discussed in Section 5.2.3.1, which led Oehrle (1976), among others, to
conclude that the two constructions are not derivationally related.
18 See Grice’s (1975) seminal work on implicatures and for instance Aguilar-Guevara
(2014:135), who explains that a conversational implicature is an inference based on a linguistic utterance. Such an inference follows various pragmatic principles, regulating the behavior
of speakers in a conversation.
19 Other linguists have put a lot of emphasis on the ‘dual’ role of dative possessors. In much
work on external possessor constructions, it is often noted that indirect object possessors are
also benefactive or malefactives or are in some way affected by the event expressed by the
verb (e.g Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007; Deal 2013, 2017; Buelens & D’Hulster 2014). Scholars
have come up with various ways to incorporate this seemingly dual role of indirect object
possessors. One line of research (Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007; Buelens & D’Hulster 2014) argues
that this dual role of such indirect objects arises because the argument receives two Θ-roles.
First, it gets a possessor role in the possessum NE. Subsequently, it moves to an Applicative
projection (like Pylkkänen’s (2008) high applicative) where it receives an additional Affectee
Θ-role. According to Tungseth this final step does not take place, since, according to her,
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From the discusssion of Tungseth’s findings it has become clear that Norwegian only features indirect objects with transitive verbs allowing an interpretation denoting some kind of transfer of possession. In other words, Norwegian
permits indirect objects with canonical triadic verbs like give, where transfer of
possession takes place, or, in Broekhuis et al.’s (2015) terms, where the indirect
object is affected by the direct object. In addition, Norwegian permits benefactive indirect objects with verbs that do not by themselves express transfer
of possession, but that are compatible with such an interpretation. Tungseth
argues that such cases require a structure that is comparable with Pylkkänen’s
low applicatives and hence no high applicative head is necessary. Norwegian
and English (see Levin (1993)) seem to behave the same way in this respect.
In the current chapter, I will focus on data from Dutch dialects which involve
verbs that do not express transfer of possession.
5.2.3.3

Dative PP-construction

The previous two sections showed which types of verbs permit two internal
arguments. In this section, I will briefly reflect on the role of the preposition
in the dative PP-construction. Levin (1993:45–47) shows that in the category
of triadic verbs, not all verbs allow the alternation between the DOC and the
dative PP-construction. There are both classes of verbs that only permit the
DOC and classes that only permit the dative PP-construction. The latter category outnumbers the number of verbs in the exclusively DOC-cases in Levin’s
overview. In the case of non-alternating benefactive arguments, Levin only lists
verbs that exclusively appear in a dative PP-construction. In other words, there
seem to be no verbs in English that may combine with a benefactive argument
and only appear in the DOC. On the basis of these facts I conclude that PPs
facilitate the presence of an indirect object. As prepositions are typical Caseassigners, I will argue that the preposition dominating the indirect object in
the dative PP-construction licenses the indirect object, because it can assign
Case to it. If no preposition is present, the indirect object has to be licensed in
another way. As I will explain in the following sections, this is problematic in
certain syntactic environments in some languages or dialects.
Summing up, we have seen that in English and Norwegian indirect objects
are restricted to structures in which they are associated with the direct object,
i.e. low applicatives in Pylkkänen’s terms. Germanic languages like German
also permit high applicative arguments. In addition, I concluded that the presence of a preposition embedding the indirect object facilitates a structure with
an indirect object. In the following sections, I will use these insights to account
for the distribution of object possessors in the Dutch dialects, where they will
the benefactive interpretation is not structurally represented, at least not in the Norwegian
examples that she discusses. Another difference is that in Tungseth’s analysis the possessor
does not receive its possessor interpretation by means of a Θ-role from the possessum NE.
Rather, it stands in a tight connection with the direct object because the two arguments are
related to each other in a SC.
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be further developed in the syntactic structures. I will start with canonical
triadic structures in Section 5.3, which are generally accepted in the varieties
across the Netherlands and Flanders. In Section 5.4, I will address possessa
embedded in a PP, which have a wide distribution as well. Subsequently, I will
move on to structures with possessor/benefactive indirect objects, which have
a more narrow distribution. I will first discuss such objects appearing with
prepositional particle verbs in Section 5.5, followed by structures with adjectival particle verbs in Section 5.6. Finally, Section 5.7 is devoted to a discussion
of non-particle verbs, a context in which the use of an indirect object (i.e. a
possessor or benefactive) is limited across the Dutch dialects.

5.3

Core indirect objects

In this section, I will discuss the syntactic structure of core indirect objects and
explain why they are commonly available in Dutch varieties. I will mainly follow
Den Dikken’s (1995, 2006) framework. I will first explain the core components
of his work relevant for the current analysis and then elaborate on the specific
structure we are interested in.
Note that the configuration that will be discussed in this section involves a
structure that is generally available in all Dutch varieties. Hence, no data was
collected in the questionnaire for this construction. Nevertheless, the structure
is interesting in the context of this chapter, because it shows that Dutch varieties are able to license two internal objects. As such, the content of this
section serves as a comparison to the sections about PP-possessa and possessor/benefactive indirect arguments. This comparison will shed light on the
contrast found between the availability and unavailability of core and non-core
indirect objects in Dutch.
In what follows, I will present a syntactic structure of a DOC-construction
with the verb geven ‘to give’ and an explanation of this derivation. Before we
get to the ins and outs of this structure, I will highlight the main ingredients
of the analysis. They are listed below.
i. The two internal arguments of the verb geven ‘to give’ (i.e. the direct
and indirect object) are base-generated in a RP, as in Den Dikken (2006),
which parellels the analysis of the subject possessor construction in Chapter 4 (see in particular (92) on p. 163). This configuration is available for
all varieties of Dutch.
ii. Movement of the indirect object is facilitated by the predicate head P to
r, which enables the indirect object to be Case-licensed.
iii. Both the direct and indirect object need to be Case-licensed. The direct
object is Case-licensed by V, the indirect object by v.
I will first discuss the structure which embeds the direct and indirect object.
In much of the generative literature, it is common to analyze indirect objects
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as arguments that do not entertain a direct relationship with the verb (Cuervo
2003; Den Dikken 2006, 2012; Pylkkänen 2008; Tungseth 2006). Despite the
consensus on the idea that indirect objects are not arguments of the verb itself, different implementations of this idea have been proposed (see Emonds &
Whitney 2006 for an overview). I will follow the analysis proposed in Hoekstra
(1988), Den Dikken (1995, 2006, 2012) (see also Tungseth 2006, who builds up
her analysis on the basis of Den Dikken’s as well), which advocates a structure in which the direct and the indirect object are contained in a SC. This
SC is realized as a RP, as we have seen in Chapter 4 in the case of subject
possessor constructions. Den Dikken (2006:20) assimilates the three structures
in (45)–(47). For all the three configurations, he argues that the verb takes a
SC-complement, of which the book is the subject and the PPs in (45) and (46)
or the AP in (47) are the predicate.
(45)

Brian gave [SC the book to Imogen].

(46)

Imogen put [SC the book on the shelf].

(47)

Brian painted [SC the book yellow].

In Chapter 4, Den Dikken’s (2006) SCs (Relator Phrases) were already
introduced. The basic structure of a Relator Phrase is repeated here in (48)
(adopted from Den Dikken 2006: 3). The relator establishes a predicative relation between the predicate in its complement and the subject in its specifier.20
The underlying RP-structures for (45)–(47) are given in (49).
(48)

RP
R0

subject

predicate

relator
(49)

RP
R0

DP
the book

R

PP/AP
to Imogen
on the shelf
yellow

20 Note that Den Dikken (2006) proposes two types of relator phrases. The one depicted here
is the so-called predicate-complement structure, in which the predicate is the complement
of the RP. In the other type, the predicate is located in the specifier of the RP and is thus
called a predicate-specifier structure (Den Dikken 2006:4). In the latter kind of structure,
the subject is located in the complement of the relator. Both structures exist in natural
language, but this dissertation only deals with structures that have a predicate-complement
structure.
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The relevant point for the current discussion is that the verb give in (45)
entertains a thematic relationship neither with the ‘direct object’ the book, nor
with the ‘indirect object’ to Imogen. Instead, the verb has a single SC-argument
and the book is the subject of the PP-predicate to Imogen (see also Chapter 4,
where the same type of SC is proposed for verbs of bodily harm, verbs of
physical disruption and gesture verbs). The predicative relation between the
book and to Imogen is mediated by a relator (R). The identical behavior of
the configurations in (45)–(47) under various syntactic circumstances provides
strong support for treating them analogously with respect to their syntax.
Since it is not very controversial to analyze the PP in (46) and the AP in
(47) as SC-predicates, and since the behavior of (45) is equivalent to those two
configurations, the SC-analysis for (45) follows naturally. For a more elaborate
discussion I refer the reader to Hoekstra (1988) and Den Dikken (1995, 2006).
In the analyses that will be developed in this chapter, I will follow their insight
that the traditional term ‘ditransitive’ or ‘triadic’ verb does not correctly reflect
the syntactic structure of clauses with such verbs, as in fact the verb only takes
a single argument, which hosts both ‘internal arguments’. This means that the
verb has no role to play in the thematic relationship between the book and
the PP/AP (Den Dikken 2006:21). Den Dikken’s analysis translates to the
structure in (50), in which the RP is structurally equivalent to the analysis for
subject possessors in (92), (p. 163, Chapter 4). Even though the two objects are
combined into a single complex argument for the verb, I will use the traditional
terms ‘direct object’ and ‘indirect object’ to refer to the two internal arguments.
That is, for convenience’ sake, I will call the subject of the RP ‘direct object’
and the RP-predicate ‘indirect object’. Likewise, I will refer to verbs that have
core indirect objects (e.g. give, throw ) with ‘triadic verbs’.
(50)

vP
v0

DP
Brian
v
give

RP
R0

N/DP
the book

R

PP
P

DP

to

Imogen

The structure in (50) represents a simplified version of an actual triadic
derivation. The structure for sentences like (45) and its DOC-variant is more
complex. First of all, Den Dikken (1995) convincingly shows that such structures require a functional head above the RP, representing a particle, which
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can either be empty or host an overt particle. My analysis follows Den Dikken
(1995) in this respect. This functional head will be labeled ‘PrtP’ in the analysis to follow.21 Secondly, as explained above, several studies have argued for a
semantic decomposition of triadic verbs, which needs to be reflected syntactically as well, as Den Dikken (1995:126–127) argues (see Section 5.2.3.1). I will
include this insight in my syntactic structures as well.
According to Den Dikken (2006) RPs can undergo Predicate Inversion.22
Predicate Inversion is the process by which the PP-predicate in the RP is
shifted around its subject. There are two ways in which Predicate Inversion
can be initiated. In the analyses to follow in this chapter, I will argue that only
one of those types of Predicate Inversion applies to the structures discussed
here. I will refer to this type of Predicate Inversion with ‘Strategy 1’, which is
presented in (51), and which was introduced in (91) on p. 162 (Chapter 4).23

21 Note that Den Dikken (2007) presents an alternative approach to the structure of DOCs.
In this paper, he claims the verbal particle in triadic constructions to be the spell-out of
R. However, he does not provide any support for this assumption (Den Dikken 2007:10). In
addition, if there is no particle projection about the RP, a functional projection has to be
created to make Predicate Inversion of the PP-predicate possible, which is a Last Resort
option according to Den Dikken (2006) and hence it should only be created if there is no
other option. On the basis of these considerations, I will follow Den Dikken’s (1995) original
proposal, which includes a particle project above RP. This is also in line with other syntactic
approaches to verbal particles (e.g. Hoekstra 1988, Guéron 1990, Mulder 1992), in which the
particle is a complement of the verb.
22 See Den Dikken (2006:112), where he argues that Predicate Inversion is confined to
intransitive constructions.
23 In ‘Strategy 2’ R moves to a functional head above the RP, which is either already there,
or it is generated specifically for this reason. The structural representation of this operation
is depicted in (i).

(i)

FP
F0

XPj
X0
X

Ri +F

RP

subject
Ri

R0
XPj
predicate

In case a specific head is introduced in the structure to incorporate R, this functional head
will be spelled out as a linker. As the structures discussed in this chapter do not include
linkers, I will discuss these elements nor Strategy 2 for Predicate Inversion any further and
refer the reader to Den Dikken (2006) for an in-depth discussion.
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TP
T0

XPj
X0
Xi

T

RP

subject
Xi +R

R0
XPj
. . . Xi . . .

Strategy 1 for Predicate Inversion involves movement of the predicate head
to r as a first step, as indicated in (51). In the structures that will be discussed
in this chapter, we are dealing with an empty P as predicate head (corresponding to X in (51)). The movement of the predicate head is then triggered by the
fact that it concerns an empty element that needs to be licensed. By moving
the empty head to R, the head is licensed according to Den Dikken (2007:11).24
According to Den Dikken (2006:114) the RP is a phase, with the subject at the
edge, which is thus able to escape the RP. A consequence of moving X to R
is that the features of X are transferred to R, so that the maximal projection
XP becomes visible to outside probes as well (Den Dikken 2006:114–115). Another consequence is that the XP and the RP-subject become equidistant with
respect to the specifier of a functional projection above RP, so that in principle both the subject and the predicate are able to move there (Den Dikken
2006:114). These two consequences enable the predicate XP to be attracted by
T in (51). This operation constitutes Predicate Inversion. Den Dikken (2006)
calls this operation “beheaded” Predicate Inversion, since the head of the XP
is first moved out of the predicate, after which the remnant of XP undergoes
Predicate Inversion, i.e. it moves up in the structure whereby it crosses its
subject.
One may wonder what triggers Predicate Inversion. For PP-predicates,
Den Dikken (2006) argues that movement of P to R necessarily leads to Predicate Inversion. He presents data from Luhya and English showing that if one
takes away the preposition from the PP-predicate, the beheaded PP cannot
stay in situ (Den Dikken 2006:109). Den Dikken hypothesizes that this obligatory Predicate Inversion of the predicate results from the need to license the
copy that P leaves behind. Den Dikken (2006:110) concludes that his analysis
of the trigger for Predicate Inversion needs more investigation. However, such
an investigation lies beyond the scope of this dissertation. I will for that reason take Den Dikken’s observations to be sufficient evidence for the fact that
24 Note that in Den Dikken (1995)135 puts forward an analysis in which the zero P in a
dative construction needs to be incorporated into a verb at some level in order to be licensed.
In my analyses, I will assume that moving P to R is sufficient to license the empty P, like in
Den Dikken 2007.
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Predicate Inversion is a necessary consequence of moving the predicate head to
R, without providing an analysis for it.
Let us now turn to the derivation of the triadic verb geven ‘to give’. The
structure in (53) represents the derivation of the DOC-variant of the sentence
in (19), repeated here as (52). I leave out tense and aspectual properties and
focus on the structure of the thematic domain. In addition, I represent the
projections in the thematic domain as head-final, following e.g. Den Besten
(1989).25 Note that the RP is not a verbal projection in the cases at hand here,
so I represent the RP as head-initial.
(52)

Marie heeft Peter een boek gegeven.
Marie has Peter a book given
‘Marie gave Peter a book.’

(53) Core indirect object with the verb ‘to give’
25 In Dutch embedded clauses verbs appear at the end of the clause. In addition, main
verbs which are not finite and verbal particles appear in final position in main clauses. There
are different ways to derive those facts. Kayne (1994) advocates universal head-initiality for
all projections cross-linguistically (LCA — Linear Correspondence Axiom). Zwart’s (1993)
analysis of Dutch verb phrases is in line with the LCA. As such, his analysis is compliant
with the proposed universal head-initial property of language. However, Zwart has to propose
additional movement of the direct object to derive the right word order. Den Besten’s (1989)
head-final approach to the verbal domain deviates from the LCA, but is able to derive the
word order facts in Dutch without the need to assume movement of the direct object. My
analysis is in line with the latter proposal. Den Dikken (1995:143) also adopts a head-final
approach for the Dutch verbal domain.
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vP
v0

DP
Marie
VP

v
cause
V0

PPj
Pi

DP
Peter

PrtP

V

0

PPj
Pi

Prt
DP

RP

Prtk +
be affected by
Prtk

Peter
R0

DP
een boek

Pi +R

PPj
Pi

DP

∅

Peter

As explained at the beginning of this section, I will discuss the most important
properties of (53), namely the embedding of the direct and indirect object in
RP, the role of Predicate Inversion and Case-licensing of both internal arguments.
I will first discuss the structure of the RP in (53). As I explained before
(see Footnote 14), I follow the line of argumentation that the DOC and the
dative PP-construction are derivationally related. Specifically, the DOC is derived from the dative PP-construction. The basic structure is thus as follows.
The indirect object is contained in a PP which is headed by an empty preposition. This is in line with a vast amount of literature on dative arguments,
where it is argued that such arguments are always headed by a preposition (see
for example Kayne 1984, Haegeman 1986, Baker 1988, Woolford 2006, Řezáč
2008). Following Den Dikken’s work, this dative PP is the predicate of the RP,
the subject of which is the ‘direct object’ een boek ‘a book’. Den Dikken (1995)
argues at length for a functional projection above the RP, which is either empty
or realized as a particle. On the basis of word order facts from Dutch prepositional dative constructions (i.e. optional extraposition of a PP to the right
periphery of clause (PP-over-V), see Den Dikken 1995: 143–151) Den Dikken
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convincingly shows that such a projection is necessary, even if there is no overt
particle. In (53), this projection is labeled ‘PrtP’.26
The structure also reflects the insight that the verb geven ‘to give’ should
be decomposed into two verbal elements, as discussed in Section 5.2.3.1. Based
on Broekhuis et al.’s (2015) insights, I take the lower verbal element, i.e. V, to
be some abstract head which is understood as be affected by.27 The higher
verbal head, i.e. v, is expressed as cause. Together, those verbal elements
build up the interpretation of the verb. The thematic relations are as explained
before: the lower verbal element entertains no thematic relationships with the
two objects whatsoever. Instead, it takes a single SC-complement. In the RP,
the ‘direct object’ is the subject of the dative PP-predicate. The higher verbal
element finally hosts the agent. Below, I will motivate the derivational steps
of the structure in (53).
The next characteristic of (53) that I will discuss is Predicate Inversion.
Predicate Inversion firstly requires the PP to be visible to an outside probe
and secondly the PP and the subject to be equidistant with respect to the
landing site. Hence, Predicate Inversion cannot take place without moving the
predicate head P to R in this case. As explained above, the trigger for P-to-R
movement is the empty P which needs to be licensed. According to Den Dikken
(1995:135) an empty P can be licensed in two ways: (i) it can be identified by
dative Case morphology or (ii) it can be licensed by incorporating into R (see
Footnote 24, which mentions a former proposal by Den Dikken 1995, stating
that an empty P must incorporate into a verb). Since the Dutch Case system is
very poor28 , it is reasonable to state that the first option to license the empty
P is no option in Dutch. Hence, the empty P must be incorporated into a
head which can license the null P. I take R to be able to identify P, following
Den Dikken (2007). Movement of P to R makes the PP visible to outside
probes and renders SpecRP and SpecPrtP equidistant for the beheaded PP,
as explained above. Consequently, movement of the PP out of the RP-phase
is possible. What is more, Den Dikken has shown that movement of P to R is
necessarily followed by Predicate Inversion. Hence, the PP-predicate moves to
26 In Den Dikken (1995), this projection is labeled ‘SC2’. This projection is taken to be a
SC as well, which has an unaccusative syntax. That is, it only has a complement, which is
in its turn a SC as well.
27 Den Dikken (1995) takes the lower verbal predicate to be be. By incorporating the preposition of the PP-predicate into be, this ergative verbal head is turned into have (following
e.g. Benveniste 1969 and Freeze 1992). This operation would account for the obligatory possessive interpretation of DOCs. However, as Rappaport Hovav & Levin (2008) have shown,
a possessive interpretation does not apply to all verbs that permit a DOC. This observation
is taken up by Broekhuis et al. (2015), but they nevertheless want to capture the generalization that DOCs semantically differ from dative PP-constructions. For that reason, they
come up with the alternative, more general predicate to be affected by, which captures
this latter observation, but does not impose a possessive interpretation on all DOCs (see also
Section 5.2.3.1). I follow Broekhuis et al.’s proposal, as can be seen in (53).
28 Case morphology is only visible in the pronominal system, but even there no distinction is
made between the case for direct and indirect objects, which means that dative and accusative
case have identical forms (see also Footnote 9).
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SpecPrtP, thereby crossing its subject. As a result, the indirect object Peter
ends up in a position preceding the direct object een boek ‘a book’.29 Note that
Predicate Inversion also enables the indirect object to be Case-licensed, as I
will explain directly below.
Finally, I will address the Case licensing of the direct and indirect object in
(53). Under the assumption that a single verbal head can only check Case with
one argument, V cannot Case-license both the direct and indirect object. I will
argue that the two internal arguments check their uninterpretable Case features
with the two respective verbal heads. I assume that V has uninterpretable
person and gender features and a valued Case feature [ACC], even though no
object agreement is visible on the verb. My proposal is as follows. V probes
down to get its ϕ-features valued and establishes an Agree relationship with
the direct object ‘a book’. Under this relationship, they share their features, so
that the Case feature of the direct object is checked.3031 The indirect object
is argued to move through SpecPrtP to SpecVP (Den Dikken 1995:132). Like
V, v is assumed to have unvalued ϕ-features and a valued Case feature. Since
Dutch makes no distinctions between the morphological forms of direct and
indirect objects, this Case feature is arguably just another ‘object’ Case (instead
of a ‘real’ dative). The procedure is the same as for the Agree relationship
between V and the direct object: v and the indirect object establish an Agree
relationship, they share their features, as a result of which the indirect object
is Case-licensed.
To conclude this section, we have seen an analysis for core indirect objects
29 According to Den Dikken (1995:132) the PP moves on to SpecVP (SpecSC1 in his structures in (52)) to ensure that the indirect object and the lower verbal element establish their
relationship. In the structure in (53), this relation involves the indirect object being affected
(in Den Dikken’s analysis the interpretation of this configuration is a possessive relation; the
possessive interpretation of the verb is established by moving the P into the verbal head be,
which results in have).
30 Note that the establishment of the Agree relationship has to take place prior to the PP
undergoing Predicate Inversion to SpecPrtP. If Predicate Inversion were to take place before
Agree connects V and the direct object, the indirect object Peter would be a closer goal for
V. Since Peter has not received Case from P (because null Ps are not able to check dative
Case with their complements due to their weak status in Dutch, V would share features with
Peter instead of ‘a book’, which would leave ‘a book’ caseless.
31 In Den Dikken’s (1995) analysis, Prt needs to reanalyze with V in order to enable V to
Case-license the direct object, because Prt otherwise intervenes between the verb and the
direct object (Den Dikken 1995:133). Since my analysis is stated in terms of Case checking
between a probe and a goal, this requirement evaporates. I will nevertheless assume that Prt
moves to V, as Den Dikken has shown that overt particles, which he takes to be structurally
identical to the silent one in (53), cannot be modified by an adverb, indicating that they are
incorporated into another head. In addition, in Den Dikken (1995) the empty P incorporates
into V as well (that is, in addition to Prt). For Den Dikken this is necessary, because the
lower verbal head constitutes the functional head be, which is a non-Case-assigning verb
(Den Dikken 1995:133). Incorporating P into V gives V Case-assigning potential (see also
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd (2011)). In my analysis, P does not incorporate into V, because
I assume that it is licensed by incorporating it into R. I will assume that the predicate to be
affected by is able to check Case with the direct object by itself, as explained in the main
text.
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with the ‘triadic’ verb geven ‘to give’, based on Den Dikken’s work. Note that
Den Dikken’s analysis shares a core intuition with Pylkkänen’s (2008) analysis of Low Applicatives, namely that two objects are related to each other,
instead of to the event expressed by the verb. Even though Den Dikken and
Pylkkänen have different implementations for this insight, the intuition is very
valuable. As Pylkkänen has shown, Low Applicatives are commonly available
in languages. In this section, we have seen how a core indirect object succeeded
to be licensed, which is crucial for a structure with two internal arguments.
Any verb that permits a Low Applicative (triadic verbs and verbs of obtaining and creation, see Tungseth 2006) can entertain such a Low Applicative,
which allows two internal arguments to be licensed. In Sections 5.5–5.7, we will
look into non-core indirect objects, which, as for example Pylkkänen (2008)
and Den Dikken (2012) argue, are not to be analyzed as Low Applicatives. In
such cases, we are dealing with an indirect object that should be related to the
event expressed by verb, rather than another individual. Relating an indirect
object to an event results in a High Applicative, as explained in Section 5.2.2.
This has repercussions for the licensing options of the indirect object, which is
problematic for some dialects. This will be discussed in the following sections.
The reason for the overall availability of structures like (53), is that all
relevant elements in the structure can be identified and licensed. First of all, a
position above RP is available for the PP-predicate to move to (i.e. SpecPrtP),
so that it moves up higher in the tree, ending up in a position in which it can
establish an Agree relationship with v, by which its Case feature is valued. The
additional verbal head V is able to license the direct object. Finally, the empty
P can be identified by moving to R. Later in this chapter I will present cases in
which one or more of those licensing conditions cannot be met, which accounts
for the restricted availability of other types of non-core indirect objects.

5.4

External object possessor with the possessum in a PP

This section discusses the most widely attested construction of the object possessors, namely the PP-possessa. In such configurations, the possessum is embedded in a PP. Another characteristic of such constructions is that the external possessor appears in accusative case, at least in French.32 An example from
French was introduced at the beginning of this chapter in (10) and is repeated
here in (54).
(54)

Elle l’ a embrassé sur la bouche.
she him has kissed
on the mouth
‘She kissed him on the mouth.’

32 See Hole (2005:224) for examples of PP-possessa in which the possessor is marked with
dative case in German.

Object possessors

221

Various studies about external possession discuss this configuration, e.g.
Guéron (1985), Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992), Broekhuis et al. (1996), Nakamoto
(2010), Le Bruyn (2014).33 Two main types of analysis may be identified among
those studies. In Le Bruyn (2014:313), the possessor is taken to be a direct object and the PP containing the possessum is considered to be non-argumental.
In this analysis, Le Bruyn (2014:329) suggests that the preposition specifies the
location of the event expressed by the verb. In the second type of approach,
the possessor is not analyzed as a direct argument of the verb. Rather, the possessor and the possessum form a complex PP-structure. The preposition is in
these analyses not associated with the verb, but with possessor (Guéron 1985;
Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992; Broekhuis et al. 1996; Nakamoto 2010). I follow
the complex PP-approach. Before I arrive at my analysis, I will first demonstrate the geographic distribution of the PP-possessa in the Dutch dialects.

5.4.1

Geographic distribution

The written questionnaire contained one item that tested PP-possessa with
an object possessor and a definite possessum. In addition, I tested the same
configuration with the possessum being introduced by a possessive pronoun.
I will return to the latter below. In Dutch, a lot of idiomatic external possessor constructions exist in which the possessum is embedded in a PP (see
Section 1.2). When designing the questionnaire items targeting PP-possessa, I
aimed at sentences that do not contain any of the fixed expressions. Examples
of translations from two dialects are presented in (55). The sentence in (55a) is
produced by an informant from Rotterdam who rejects indirect object possessors in most cases, while the informant who provided (55b) generally accepts
indirect object possessor constructions.34
(55)

a. Ria aaide hem net over de wang.
Ria stroked him just over the cheek
‘Ria just stroked him on the cheek.’
b. Ria aaid’n hum net over de wange.
Ria stroked him just over the cheek
‘Ria just stroked him on the cheek.’

(Rotterdam, NL-ZH)

(Nunspeet, NL-Ge)

33 Allen (to appear) discusses external possessor constructions in Old English, but decides
to focus on indirect object possessors and excludes PP-possessa from her main investigation
into external possessors.
34 Note that for the data discussed throughout this chapter the dialects with definite article
omission are treated in the same way as in Chapter 4. As I showed there, informants from
those dialects produced translations in which the target definite NE is translated without a
definite article (see Appendix G for the distribution). As explained in Section 4.3.1, these
bare NEs are interpreted as semantically definite in the relevant dialects, so that they are
considered to be adequate translations of definite NEs. The same holds for definite articles
that take a form that resembles a feminine possessive pronoun (i.e. dur/der/d’r/dr ), the
distribution of which can be found in Appendix H.
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The raw numbers for the distribution of PP-possessa introduced by a definite article are given in Table 5.2. Translations deviating from the target sentence are included in the table as well. The category ‘DO (direct object) + m
poss. pronoun’ represents translations which have the target structure, but in
those cases informants replaced the definite article with a masculine possessive pronoun (see also Footnote 35). The category ‘m poss. pronoun’ represents
translations in which the structure is different from the target sentence. In those
cases, there is no external possession, but the possessive relation is expressed
by means of an internal possessor construction, in which a masculine possessive
pronoun introduces the possessum. A majority of the informants accepted the
sentence represented by the two examples in (55). Nevertheless, there is also a
relatively large group that rejected the sentence and a group of a similar size
that used a possessive pronoun to introduce the possessum, instead of a definite
article.
Distribution
Answer
‘Yes’ + correct translation
‘No’
‘Unknown’
‘DO’35 + m poss. pronoun
m poss. pronoun
Addition of particle heen
Inaccurate translation

Naturalness
n=265

%

180
40
1
38
3
1
2

67.9
15.1
0.4
14.3
1.1
0.4
0.8

Value
1
2
3
4
5

n=180

%

4
7
22
53
94

2.2
3.9
12.2
29.4
52.2

Table 5.2: Raw numbers for distribution and naturalness of PP-possessum
introduced by definite article

The geographic distribution of PP-possessa introduced by a definite article
is presented in Figure 5.6. The structure in (55) is commonly accepted in the
provinces along the German border and Friesland. In the more western and
southern varieties, the structure is accepted in some cases, but most of the
rejections can be found in the more western and southern regions. The map
also indicates the dialects for which a translation was provided in which the
possessum is introduced by a possessive pronoun instead of a definite article. As
Figure 5.6 shows, most of those cases are located in the southern and western varieties. The language area we are looking at thus seems to be roughly divided in
a western and an eastern part. The western part covers the provinces of NoordHolland (NH), Zuid-Holland (ZH), Utrecht (Ut), Zeeland (Ze), Noord-Brabant
(NB) and all the Flemish provinces, the eastern part consists of Friesland (Fr),
35 I put ‘DO’ (direct object) in single quotes, because as we will see in the analysis in the
next section, I will argue that the possessor is not a direct object of the verb. This category
in the table represents the translations that contain the same structure as the questionnaire
item, but a possessive pronoun instead of a definite article.
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Groningen (Gr), Drenthe (Dr), Overijssel (Ov), Gelderland (Ge) and Limburg
(Li).36 In this chapter, I will often refer to this division. In the western part, a
PP-possessum construction in which the possessum is introduced by a definite
article is rejected or only marginally accepted in the majority of the dialects,
although there is a number of not to be neglected dialects that accept this
configuration. In addition, this area also contains most of the translations with
a possessive pronoun. The pattern is very different in the eastern part. In this
region, the construction is accepted to a large extent by most of the dialects.
In a few dialects, a possessive pronoun was used to introduce the possessum,
but in a large majority of dialects a definite article was used, as in the target
sentence.
As I mentioned above, I tested the PP-possessum construction with the
possessum introduced by a possessive pronoun as well. Examples of translations
for this questionnaire item are presented in (56). The speakers from Rotterdam
(56a) and Goes (56c) accepted this sentence. By contrast, the speaker from
(56b) provided a translation in which the possessum is introduced by a definite
article, which means that this informant gave the same translation as the one
above (55b) (note the slightly different judgments).
(56)

a.

Ria aaide hem net over zijn wang.
Ria stroked him just over his cheek
‘Ria just stroked him on his cheek.’
√
b. ? Ria aaid’n hum net over de wange.
Ria stroked him just over the cheek
‘Ria just stroked him on the cheek.’
√
c. ? Ria aoieden em net over z’n kaeke.
Ria stroked him just over his cheek
‘Ria just stroked him on his cheek.’

(Rotterdam, NL-ZH)

(Nunspeet, NL-Ge)

(Goes, NL-Ze)

Table 5.3 presents the raw numbers for the structure presented in (56).
This configuration is accepted by a great majority of informants. Where the
structure with the definite article (55) elicited a number of translations with a
possessive pronoun, the reverse is true for the item with the possessive pronoun
in (56): 38 informants provided a translation with a definite article. An example
is depicted in (56b).
The geographic distribution for (56) is shown in Figure 5.7. The map demonstrates that the PP-possessum construction with a possessive pronoun introducing the possessum is accepted across the entire language area of this study.
Dialects for which a definite article was included in the translation instead of
a possessive pronoun are mostly found in the north-eastern part of the Netherlands.
36 I do not mention the province of Flevoland here, because this study does not contain any
data from this province.
37 These answers include two translations in which the possessum is a plural form instead
of singular, i.e. wangen ‘cheeks’ instead of wang ‘cheek’. I assume that this factor does not
affect the availability of this structure.
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Figure 5.6: Distribution of PP-possessum introduced by definite article based
on answers for availability (‘Yes’ and ‘No’ (there are no dialects for which a
majority of speakers answered ‘Unknown’); ‘Yes’ for availability is represented
on a scale 1-5); translations with a masculine possessive pronoun (masc. pron.)
instead of a definite article are indicated as well

Distribution
Answer
37

‘Yes’ + correct translation
‘No’
‘Unknown’
‘DO’ (see Table 5.2) + def. art.
m poss. pronoun
Inaccurate translation

Naturalness
n=364

%

306
14
4
38
1
1

84.1
3.8
1.1
10.4
0.3
0.3

Value
1
2
3
4
5

n=306

%

5
5
24
91
181

1.6
1.6
7.8
29.7
59.2

Table 5.3: Raw numbers for distribution and naturalness of PP-possessum
introduced by possessive pronoun
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Figure 5.7: Distribution of PP-possessum introduced by possessive pronoun
based on answers for availability (‘Yes’, ‘No’ and ‘Unknown’); ‘Yes’ for
availability is represented on a scale 1-5); translations with a definite article
(def. art.) instead of a possessive pronoun are indicated as well
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The map in Figure 5.8, finally, displays the combined distribution of PPpossessa with a definite article and a possessive pronoun. The map also includes
translations in which a definite article was supposed to be used, but a possessive pronoun was included instead, and vice versa. Figure 5.8 shows that almost
all dialects accept either one or both of the configurations. Squares combined
with a black dot represent the dialects that permit both configurations, that
is, both with a definite article and a possessive pronoun introducing the possessum. Squares combined with a horizontal line are dialects exclusively using
definite articles for the questionnaire items depicted in (55) and (56) and dialects that only used possessive pronouns can be recognized by a combination
of a black dot and a vertical line.38 The distribution in Figure 5.8 leads me to
conclude that the syntactic structure of the PP-possessum construction is acceptable across the entire language area. There is variation with respect to the
determiner introducing the possessum, however. The speakers from the western half of the area prefer a possessive pronoun, whereas the definite article
is widely attested, and in some dialects even preferred, in the eastern half of
the Dutch language area. However, note that the PP-possessum construction
with a definite article is accepted in some western dialects that do not permit indirect object possessors. This will become clear in Section 5.7. This fact
supports the hypothesis that the preposition facilitates the external possessor.
This hypothesis will be developed in the next section.

5.4.2

Analysis: Inalienable structure and Case

On the basis of the geographic distribution of PP-possessa in Figure 5.8, I
argue that the syntactic structure of the PP-possessum construction is available
across the entire Dutch language area. In this section, I will present my analysis
for the PP-possessa. The main components of my analysis are as follows.
i. The PP is associated with the possessor, rather than with the event expressed by the verb.
ii. The possessor and the possessum form a single, complex argument, embedded in the PP. The two arguments are embedded in a RP-structure.
iii. Both the possessor and the possessum need to be Case-licensed. The
possessum is Case-licensed by P, the possessor is Case-licensed by V.
iv. In case the possessum is introduced by a definite article, the definite
article does not have independent reference. It calculates its denotation
on the basis of the reference of the possessor.
38 Note that the configuration in (55) (possessum introduced by definite article) is part of
Part 2 of the written questionnaire, while (56) (possessum introduced by possessive pronoun)
is tested in Part 1. Hence, there are fewer data points for (55), which distorts the picture a
bit.
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Figure 5.8: Combination of distribution of PP-possessum introduced by definite
article and possessive pronoun; data included involve a naturalness level of at
least 2.5 on a scale 1-5; deviating translations (possessive masculine pronoun
(masc. pron.) instead of definite article (def. art.) and vice versa) are
separately indicated
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The syntactic structure for PP-possessa in which the possessum is introduced by a definite article is presented in (57).39
(57) PP-possessum introduced by a definite article
vP
v0

DP
Ria
VP

v

PP

aaienk
P0

PPj
Pi

DP
hem

aaienk +∅

V

RP

P
over
DP
D0

indP
α indR

R0
Pi +R

D

NP

de

N

PPj
Pi
∅

DP
D0

indP

wang
α hem

D

NP

∅

∅

The first part of the analysis that will be discussed in this section concerns
the relation of the preposition introducing the possessum with the rest of the
structure. As I just mentioned, my analysis involves a structure in which the
PP is associated with the possessor, rather than with the verb directly, by which
I follow the line of argumentation in Guéron (1985), Vergnaud & Zubizarreta
(1992), Broekhuis et al. (1996) and Nakamoto (2010).40 Guéron (1985:65–66)
argues that the locative PP in PP-possessa does not function as an adverbial
39 My analysis is similar to Nakamoto’s (2010: 92), in the sense that the PP dominates both
possessor and possessum.
40 Note that Corver (1990, 1992) and Broekhuis & Cornips (1997) aim to account for
constructions which are similar to the ones under discussion here. A distinction between the
structures they discuss and the ones discussed here concerns the possessor, which is by itself
introduced by a preposition as well. An example from Corver (1992) is given in (i).
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that associates the event expressed by the verb with some place in the world.
Guéron presents various arguments for an analysis in which the complement
of the verb and the complement of the PP constitute a single argument. In
this analysis, the PP is hence associated with the possessor (see Vergnaud
& Zubizarreta (1992:638) as well). I will present two of Guéron’s arguments
here, because they readily display the difference between locative adverbials
and the PP-possessa we are aiming to account for in this study. Exhaustive
discussions can be found in Guéron (1985:65–67) and Nakamoto (2010:92–93).
Firstly, locative adverbials are optional, which means that if such an adverbial
were deleted, the propositional content of a sentence does not change (Guéron
1985:66). This does not hold for PP-possessa, however. This contrast is illustrated in (58), based on Guéron (1985:65–66).
(58)

a. She met him by the fountain.
b. She met him.

(59)

a. She took him by the shoulders.
b. *She took him.

Secondly, a locative PP is selected independently of the verb, but in the case
of PP-possessa, both the possessor and the PP containing the possessum seem
to be subcategorized for by the verb. This is illustrated in (60).
(60)

a. I hugged him.
b. ?*I hugged his arm.
c. ?*I hugged him on the arm.
[adopted from Guéron (1985:66, ex. (109))]

On the basis of Guéron’s observations, I conclude that the PP featuring the
possessum is not an independent adverbial expression adjoined to the verbal
phrase. Instead, I analyze it as being part of a complex PP-structure, which
contains both the possessor and the possessum, as depicted in (57).
The second ingredient of my analysis involves a structure that encodes the
inalienable relation between the possessor and the possessum. Guéron (1985:67)
concludes that the verb in PP-possessum constructions must describe an event
which affects the possessor and the possessum simultaneously, or, as Vergnaud
& Zubizarreta (1992:640) phrase it, a metonymic relation must exist between
the inalienable part (body part NE) and the whole (possessor). Put differently,
an inalienable relation must exist between the possessor and the possessum.
Data from the present study reinforce this claim. If the construction features
(i)

Jan dacht dat de spin bij Marie in de nek zat.
Jan thought that the spider at Marie in the neck sat
‘Jan thought that the spider was sitting in Marie’s neck.’
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an alienable noun in the PP, the roles of the two NEs change, as illustrated in
(61). The informant who produced (61) indicated that this sentence is available in his dialect, but the sentence was perceived as unnatural. His comment
is very insightful in this discussion. Since there is no inalienable relation between the PP-complement and the other object, the role of the PP concerns
a locative adverbial. Accordingly, the other object is not associated with the
PP-complement, but rather as an object that is used to brush the cloth.
(61)

*M
aaide him krekt oer it kleed.
M(argriet) stroked him just over the cloth
Intended: ‘Margriet just stroked over his cloth.’
(Zwaagwesteinde, NL-Fr)

(62) Comment by informant
“Him heeft betrekking op een borstel, schuier”
‘Him refers to a brush.’
The above discussion shows that the PP-possessum construction involves
an inalienable interpretation. For that reason, this inalienable interpretation
is represented in the syntactic analysis of PP-possessa. The possessor and the
possessum form a single, complex argument. In Chapter 4, subject possessor
constructions were analyzed along the lines of Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s
(2011) proposal, in which the possessor and the possessum were related to each
other in a RP, following Den Dikken’s (2006) analysis. The possessum is analyzed as the subject of the RP and the possessor is embedded in a dative
PP, headed by a silent P. This dative PP is the predicate of the RP. I apply
the underlying structure of inalienable possession to the PP-possessum construction as well, as illustrated in (57). The empty P expresses the possessive
relation, as argued for by Den Dikken (2006). Note that Broekhuis & Cornips
(1997) have a similar analysis for cases in which the possessor is introduced
by a preposition as well (see Footnote 40). In their analysis, the possessor and
the possessum are also related to each other in a small clause. The fact that
the possessum takes over the referential value of the possessor (see below), the
relation is understood an an inalienable one.
The third important part of the analysis depicted in (57) concerns the
Case-licensing of the possessor and the possessum. The possessum is Caselicensed by the locative P. The empty dative P is not able to assign Case to its
complement, i.e. the possessor, and hence, the possessor must be Case-licensed
in another way. The empty P must be licensed, as I explained in Section 5.3.
For that reason, it moves to R, where it can be licensed. A consequence of this
operation is that the dative PP can undergo Predicate Inversion, because its
features are transferred to R, and hence it becomes visible to outside probes.
In addition, moving P to R renders the potential landing sites for the PP
equidistant. As a result, the dative PP can move to the specifier of the locative
PP over, by which it crosses its subject. As explained in Section 5.3, the trigger
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for Predicate Inversion is not entirely clear, but there I concluded, on the basis
of Den Dikken’s (2006) study, that moving the predicate head in a RP to R
is always followed by Predicate Inversion. In SpecPP, the possessor can check
Case with the verb. As a result, both NEs are Case-licensed.

Finally, I would like to address the determiner introducing the possessum.
In (57), the structure contains a definite article. From the informants who accepted the sentence in (55), almost all informants indicated that there is a
possessive relation between the definite body part NE and ‘him’. Some informants indicated that another possessor is possible as well and for a very small
group of informants another possessor was the only possible interpretation. It
is not entirely clear what the sentence would mean in that case. Because the
informants who provided such an answer is very small, I take the inalienable
possessive reading to be the most prevalent one. In the case the possessum is
introduced by the definite article, I argue that this definite article does not entertain independent reference. This is implemented as in the subject possessor
construction in Chapter 4 (see p. 163): the possessum lacks an indR . The possessum depends on the possessor for its denotation and adopts the possessor’s
value (α), as indicated in (57). As was shown in Figure 5.6, not all dialects accept the PP-possessum construction with a definite article. Figure 5.7 showed
that a large majority of the participants permit PP-possessa when the possessum is introduced by a possessive pronoun. In that case, the structure of the
RP is equivalent to Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s (2011) analysis for body
part NEs introduced by a possessive pronoun. That is, the structure of the RP
is the same as in (57), but the possessor and the possessive pronoun in the
possessum DP also share ϕ-features.

To conclude this section, we have seen that the use of PP-possessa is
widespread across the Netherlands and Flanders. I take this to mean that the
syntactic configuration in (57) is available for all speakers of Dutch. The crucial
property of the PP-possessum construction is that the preposition introducing
the possessum can Case-license the possessum, so that the possessor and the
verb are able to establish an Agree relation in which the possessor’s Case feature
can be checked. There is some variation with respect to the use of the definite
article in PP-possessa. Even though the use of a definite article is accepted by
a subset of the western and southern dialects, a possessive pronoun is a more
suitable determiner to introduce the possessum in those regions. This suggests
that there is variation among the dialects with respect to the properties of the
definite article, but the syntactic configuration is available across the entire
area.
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External object possessor with P-particle
verb

In Section 5.2.3.1, we have seen that verbs like give and throw (see Section 5.2.3
for more examples and references to the relevant literature) readily permit indirect objects which are not embedded in a PP, i.e. the DOC. Many studies on
DOCs have observed that such configurations are restricted in different ways
(see Section 5.2). I will focus on the restrictions on possessor/benefactive indirect objects in this chapter. Broekhuis et al. (2015:535) report that direct object
possessors have a very limited distribution in Dutch. However, they state that
such configurations are common in many eastern and southern dialects (further
references are Van Bree 1981 and Cornips 1994). Likewise, benefactive indirect
objects typically appear in a PP, while the distribution of such indirect objects in a DOC-configuration is quite limited (Broekhuis et al. 2015:558-559).
Nevertheless, the map in Figure 5.1 (p. 185) showed that many eastern and
south-eastern dialects permit DOCs with possessor/benefactive indirect objects to a great extent, supporting Broekhuis et al.’s claim. Another important
pattern on this map is that in addition to eastern and south-eastern dialects,
more western and south-western dialects permit a possessor/benefactive DOC
with P-particle verbs. This pattern is the subject of the current section.
After the PP-possessa, the P-particle verbs display the widest distribution
of possessor/benefactive indirect objects. In Section 5.7, I will show that nonparticle verbs are somehow not capable of hosting a possessor/benefactive indirect object in western and south-western dialects. The current section therefore
argues that the syntactic properties of the predicate play a role in the distribution of possessor/benefactive indirect objects. Vandeweghe (1987:149) shows
that dative possessors productively appear with particle verbs in Dutch. He
exemplifies his observation with examples like the ones in (63).41
(63)

a. ?? Ze hebben hem de arm gebroken.
they have
him the arm broken
‘They broke his arm.’
b.

41 Other

Ze hebben hem de arm af gehakt.42
they have
him the arm off.cut

examples of particle verbs provided by Vandeweghe (1987:149) are:

(i)

iemand de kleren af rukken / uittrekken
someone the clothes off.pull / out.pull
‘to pull someone’s clothes’

(ii)

iemand de ogen uitsteken / uitkrabben
someone the eyes out.put / out.scratch
‘to put/scratch out someone’s eyes’

The prepositional particle verbs tested in the current study will be introduced in the following
section.
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‘They cut off his arm.’
[based on Vandeweghe 1987: 148–149]
Data from the current study confirm Vandeweghe’s observation that possessor/benefactive indirect objects are more widely accepted with prepositional
particle verbs than with verbs lacking a particle. This can be seen in the implicational hierarchy in (13) based on the map in Figure 5.1. The facts in this
map are based on the study of the availability of possessor/benefactive indirect
objects with different particle verbs (insmeren ‘to smear’, afhakken ‘to chop
off’, afdrogen ‘to dry’).43 They will be discussed one by one.

5.5.1

Geographic distribution

The first particle verb that will be discussed, is insmeren ‘to smear’, which
consists of the prepositional particle in ‘in’ and the verb smeren ‘to smear’.
(64) presents examples from two different dialects.
(64)

a.

Merie hef um net de rugge in-esmeard.
Marie has him just the back in-smeared
‘Marie just smeared [lotion] on his back.’
√
b. ? Marie et um net de rug ingesmeird.
Marie has him just the back in.smeared
‘Marie just smeared [lotion] on his back.’

(Rijssen, NL-Ov)

(Breda, NL-NB)

The dialect from Rijssen generally allows indirect object possessors and it
permits them in (64a), which contains a particle verb, as well. In contrast,
the speaker of Breda Dutch rejected most of sentences with indirect object
possessors, except with the particle verb insmeren ‘to smear’, as witnessed in
(64b). The results for the entire dataset are presented in Table 5.4 (the raw
numbers) and 5.9 (the geographic distribution).
Just by looking at the basic numbers in Table 5.4, it becomes clear that the
pattern in (64) has a high acceptance rate (69.8%). In Section 5.7, it will be
shown that non-particle verbs have lower acceptance rates: met zalf behandelen
‘to treat with cream’ (52.9%), controleren ‘to check’ (57.7%) and draaien ‘to
turn’ (45.6%). Note that the percentages for met zalf behandelen and controleren include cases in which informants provided a translation with a particle
42 Note that the indirect object is not preceded by the preposition bij ‘at’. In this sense,
these configurations with indirect object possessors and particle verbs are different from the
constructions discussed by Broekhuis & Cornips (1997).
43 The written questionnaire contained one additional test sentence with a prepositional
particle verb, namely the one in with the verb uitslaan, literally ‘to knock out’. However, this
test item turned out to involve a complicating factor. Many informants provided translations
for this sentence which deviated from the test item in an important way: They needed an
additional argument for the particle uit ‘out’. On the basis of these data I conclude that the
test item with uitslaan ‘to knock out’ has a different underlying structure than the other
three P-particle verbs. For that reason, I did not include this item in the current discussion.
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Distribution
Answer
‘Yes’ + correct translation
‘No’
‘Unknown’
dat + m poss. pronoun
m poss. pronoun
Inaccurate translation

Naturalness
n=364

%

254
87
2
14
6
1

69.8
23.9
0.5
3.8
1.6
0.3

Value
1
2
3
4
5

n=254

%

5
11
25
59
154

2
4.3
9.8
23.2
60.6

Table 5.4: Raw numbers for the distribution and naturalness of indirect object
possessor construction with the particle verb insmeren ‘to in-smear (to smear)’

Figure 5.9: Distribution of indirect object possessor with the particle verb
insmeren ‘to in-smear (to smear)’ based on answers for availability (‘Yes’, ‘No’
and ‘Unknown’; ‘Yes’ for availability is represented on a scale 1-5)

Object possessors

235

verb, namely 3.8% and 7.4% respectively. For behandelen informants for example came up with verbs like in-estrekn, ingesmèèrd, or ingewreve, all translatable to ‘in-smeared’. In the case of controleren, informants used particle verbs
like naogekaeke, naogeloerd, or neisjoen ‘looked after’. The fact that informants
come up with particle verbs, suggests that such verbs facilitate dative possessor
constructions.
The map in Figure 5.9 depicting the geographic distribution of the indirect
object possessor construction in (64) visualizes the wide distribution of dative
possessors with the particle verb insmeren. The map should be read as follows.
It contains information about dialects that accept the pattern in (64). Dialects
which reject this construction are indicated by the horizontal dash. Dialects
for which informants answered that the availability of (64) is unknown, are
represented by the diagonal line. Dialects that accept (64) are classified into
five groups according to the extent to which the sentence is perceived as natural
(see Section 3.3.3), going from a low score (1-1.4) on naturalness to a high score
(4.5-5). Dialects for which more than one speaker participated, the results are
treated as follows. Firstly, the answer with respect to the availability (Yes, No
or Unknown) that got the most votes, is represented on the map. If one or more
answers received the same number of votes, all these answers are depicted in
Figure 5.9. Secondly, the naturalness scores represent the mean score. The maps
in the remainder of this chapter are organized in the same way, unless indicated
otherwise. Figure 5.9 displays two interesting patterns that I will discuss here.
The first pattern concerns the availability of an indirect object possessor
in the areas which generally accept indirect object possessor constructions (see
Figure 5.2). Whereas the regions along the German border and the province of
Friesland mainly permit these configurations, these regions also include dialects
that do not accept all of these configurations, as we will see in Section 5.7. In
other words, there is considerable variation in the regions that mainly accept
dative possessors for the individual test sentences. By contrast, the data for the
particle verb insmeren depict a very homogeneous picture for these regions, as
Figure 5.9 shows. Although there is still some variation as regards the degree of
acceptability, almost all dialects in these northern and eastern regions accept
(64) to some extent and most of them to a large extent, indicated by the blue
and green dots.
The second pattern has to do with the pattern for the entire geographic area
discussed in this study. Whereas indirect object possessors are mainly accepted
in the north (Friesland) and the east (along the entire German border), the data
for the particle verb insmeren show a shift towards the west and the south. This
is particularly evident in the western part of Overijssel, Gelderland and NoordBrabant, as well as certain locations in Flanders. The dialects in those regions
typically do not allow dative possessors at all, or they only marginally accept
them. In contrast, the dative possessor with the verb insmeren is accepted to
a high degree, as indicated by the blue and green dots in those places.
The second particle verb that was tested in the questionnaire is afhakken
‘to chop off’ (based on an example from Vandeweghe (1987:149)). Examples
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from two different dialects are presented in (65).
(65)

a. ?

√

b.

loes haet um de veurige waek de erm aafgehak.
Loes has him the last
week the arm off.chopped
‘Loes chopped off his arm last week.’
(Swalmen, NL-Li)
Marie heeft hem vorige week de arm afgehakt.
Marie has him last week the arm off.chopped
‘Marie chopped off his arm last week.’
(Rijsoord, NL-ZH)

Swalmen Dutch accepts indirect objects possessors in many environments.
Contrastively, Rijsoord Dutch does not permit an indirect object possessor in
most environments, but with the particle verb afhakken ‘to chop off’ a dative
is fully acceptable, as shown in (65b). Table 5.5 presents the basic numbers of
the questionnaire item with afhakken ‘to chop off’ and Figure 5.10 depicts the
geographic distribution.
Distribution
Answer
‘Yes’ + correct translation
‘No’
‘Unknown’
dat + m poss. pronoun
m poss. pronoun
Locative er ‘there’
Inaccurate translation

Naturalness
n=364

%

235
103
6
14
2
1
3

64.6
28.3
1.6
3.8
0.5
0.3
0.8

Value
1
2
3
4
5

n=235

%

12
22
28
66
107

5.1
9.4
11.9
28.1
45.5

Table 5.5: Raw numbers for the distribution and naturalness of indirect object
possessor construction with the particle verb afhakken ‘to chop off’

The basic numbers for an indirect object possessor with the particle verb
afhakken ‘to chop off’ (see (65)) presented in Table 5.5 display a similar pattern
as the ones for the particle verb insmeren ‘to smear’ in Table 5.4. The majority
of the informants accepts the configuration in (65).
The map in Figure 5.10 presents the geographic distribution of the configuration in (65) and it shows the same tendencies as the one for the verb insmeren
in Figure 5.9. Note, however, that overall, the sentence with insmeren was accepted by slightly more informants than the one with afhakken.44
The first tendency is that in the areas where indirect object possessors
are common, there is more consensus among the speakers with respect to the
44 It is unclear why fewer informants find (65) acceptable compared to (64), since these two
syntactic environments seem to be equivalent. It might be the case that some informants find
it inappropriate to say that you chopped off someone’s arm. Despite this difference there is
much overlap in the acceptability of (64) and (65) and their geographic distribution, which
is the tendency that matters here.
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Figure 5.10: Distribution of indirect object possessor with the particle verb
afhakken ‘to chop off’ based on answers for availability (‘Yes’, ‘No’ and
‘Unknown’; ‘Yes’ for availability is represented on a scale 1-5)
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acceptability of an indirect object possessor. Although there are more rejections
of (65) compared to (64), these regions present a more homogeneous picture
for the particle verb afhakken than for non-particle verbs. That is, most of
the dialects in these areas, i.e. Friesland and the provinces along the German
border, accept an indirect object possessor with afhakken to a greater or lesser
extent. Note that there are relatively many dialects in the province of Limburg
that display dialect-internal variation. There are quite some rejections of (65),
but in most of those cases, the rejections appear next to the acceptance of one
or more other speakers.
The other tendency displayed by Figure 5.10 is that afhakken, like insmeren,
can host an indirect object possessor in more western and southern dialects.
The third particle verb that was tested in the questionnaire is afdrogen ‘to
dry’. The sentence is presented for two different dialects in (66).
(66)

a.

Marie het hom net de haanden oaf dreugt.
Marie has him just the hands off dried
‘Marie just dried his hands.’
(Musselkanaal, NL-Gr)
√
b. ? Marie hed um net de aande afgedroogd.
Marie has him just the hands off.dried
‘Marie just dried his hands.’
(Oud Gastel, NL-NB)

The dialect of Musselkanaal typically accepts indirect object possessors,
demonstrated in (66a) for the verb afdrogen ‘to dry’. In contrast, the dialect
spoken in Oud Gastel does not permit indirect object possessors with nonparticle verbs, whereas an indirect object possessor is accepted with the particle
verb afdrogen, as shown in (66b). The basic numbers reflecting the distribution
of the pattern in (66) for the other dialects are presented in Table 5.6. The
geographic distribution is indicated in Figure 5.11.
Distribution
Answer
‘Yes’ + correct translation
No particle verb
‘No’
‘Unknown’
dat + m poss. pronoun
m poss. pronoun
PP
Inaccurate translation

Naturalness
n=265

%

160
1
88
4
5
5
1
1

60.4
0.4
33.2
1.5
1.9
1.9
0.4
0.4

Value
1
2
3
4
5

n=160

%

3
12
19
48
78

1.9
7.5
11.9
30
48.8

Table 5.6: Raw numbers for distribution and naturalness of indirect object
possessor construction with the particle verb afdrogen ‘to dry’

The tendencies displayed in Figures 5.9 and 5.10 are present in Figure 5.11
as well. An important remark is in place here. The configuration in (66) was
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Figure 5.11: Distribution of indirect object possessor with the particle verb
afdrogen ‘to dry’ based on answers for availability (‘Yes’, ‘No’ and ‘Unknown’;
‘Yes’ for availability is represented on a scale 1-5)
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tested in Part 2 of the questionnaire, which means that the data for this item
include answers from only 265 informants. The map in Figure 5.11 thus presents
fewer dialects. Nevertheless, the pattern is comparable to the one in Figures 5.9
and 5.10. The regions that typically allow indirect object possessors reflect more
homogeneity with respect to accepting a dative possessor with the particle verb
afdrogen ‘to dry’ than with non-particle verbs. In addition, the area in which
indirect object possessors are accepted is slightly expanded towards the south
and the west, when compared to non-particle verbs. Although the effect is less
strong than with the particle verbs discussed before (insmeren and afhakken),
there are dialects in Noord-Brabant and Flanders that reject indirect object
possessors with non-particle verbs and accept them to a low or higher extent
with the verb afdrogen.

5.5.2

Analysis: Case and Prt-projection

The previous section showed that indirect object possessors are accepted across
the entire Dutch language area when the sentence contains a P-particle verb.
The configurations are most prevalent in the eastern and south-eastern dialects
(that is, in those regions a great majority of dialects accepts an indirect object
possessor with a P-particle verb with a high score for naturalness), but in
addition they are also found in more western and southern dialects. In this
section, I will provide an analysis of indirect object possessors with P-particle
verbs, aiming to account for the wide distribution of this pattern. The main
theoretical claims are the following.
i. The possessor and the possessum are embedded in a RP-structure. In this
structure, they can establish an inalienable possessive relation.
ii. The RP is the complement of the particle and the particle-projection
provides a landing site for the possessor, in which the possessor can check
Case features with the verb.
iii. Both the possessor and the possessum need to be Case-licensed. The
possessum is Case-licensed by V and the possessor is Case-licensed by v.
The derivation for indirect object possessors with P-particle verbs is presented in (67) and applies to all dialects who accept this type of sentences.45

45 Note that this structure is almost identical to the one for the PP-possessa in (57), the
only difference being that the projection above RP is a ‘regular’ P in (57), but a particle
in (67). The crucial difference between P and Prt is that P is able to assign Case, whereas
Prt is not (Den Dikken 1995). The structures in (57) and (67) do not structurally represent
this difference. I will not attempt to work out this matter here. Pretorius’s (2017) analysis of
adpositions and V-particles probably provides important clues for this discussion. Pretorius
provides more fine-grained structures of adpositions (Ps) and particles, which can probably
related to their Case-assigning properties. I will leave this issue for future research.
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(67) P-particle V + indirect object possessor — eastern and western/southern
dialects
vP
v0

DP
Marie
VP

v
[ink +smeren]l +∅

PrtP

V
[ink +smeren]l
Prt0

PPj
Pi

DP

RP

Prt

hem
R0

DP
de rug

5.5.2.1

Pi +R

ink
PPj

Pi

DP

∅

hem

Inalienable possession in RP

As I showed in Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3, English and Norwegian only permit socalled low applicatives (Pylkkänen 2008), which I implement by means of the
RP, following Den Dikken (2006). Various studies (e.g. Levin 1993, Pylkkänen
2008, Tungseth 2006) show that a prerequisite for low applicatives is that they
express an event of obtaining or creation. The verbs discussed in this section
about P-particle verbs are insmeren ‘to smear’, afhakken ‘to chop off’ and afdrogen ‘to dry’, which do not denote an event of obtaining or creation. If those
verbs combine with an ‘indirect object’, we are hence dealing with a non-core
argument, which would be analyzed as a high applicative in Pylkkänen’s analysis. Nevertheless, I argue that the indirect object possessor is base-generated
in the complement position of RP, due to the inalienable possessive relation
between the indirect object and the direct object. I will justify this decision
here.
We have seen the RP-structure many times so far (in the subject possessor
constructions in Chapter 4, in (67) with the verb geven ‘to give’ in (53) on
p. 216 and in the PP-possessum construction (57) on p. 228). The RP hosts
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the possessum and the possessor. I would like to discuss the role of the RP in
some detail here and in particular compare it to the DOC-analysis of triadic
verbs. For that reason, the relevant DOC-sentence is repeated here in (68).
(68)

Marie heeft Peter een boek gegeven.
Marie has Peter a book given
‘Marie gave Peter a book.’

Remember that (68) expresses that the subject Marie will cause the indirect
object Peter to be affected by the direct object een boek ‘a book’, because of
the decomposition of the verb (see the structure in (53)). We are dealing with
the verb geven ‘to give’ here, which means that ‘being affected by’ in this case
can be understood as the indirect object entering into a possessive relation
with the direct object. Despite the fact that the DOC in (53) and (67) both
contain a RP, the structures differ in a crucial aspect: the relationship between
the direct and indirect object in the DOC-structure in (53) is brought about
by the event expressed by the verb (expressed by cause in (53)), whereas the
possessive relationship in (67) between the indirect object hem ‘him’ and the
direct object de rug ‘the back’ has been established prior to the event expressed
in this sentence. In other words, the possessive relation between those two NEs
in this case does not arise because of the event expressed by the verb, but the
RP expresses the relation that is a given fact already. In this case, it is an
inalienable possessive relation, due to the body part NE (see Section 2.2.2 for
the ‘reflexive’ nature of body part NEs, which I argue to be responsible for the
tight connection between the two arguments in a RP). Below, I will argue that
this analysis is supported by facts resulting from two factors, namely alienable
vs inalienable nouns and the DOC vs the dative PP-construction.
The situation sketched above presents us with a conundrum: on the one
hand the verbs discussed in this section require a high applicative indirect
object, but on the other hand the inalienable possessive relation between the
direct and indirect object suggests that this relation should be encoded in a
RP.46 I will argue that the possessor in the P-particle constructions discussed
in this section need to be base-generated in a RP, but that they also need
a position higher up in the syntactic structure. I will do so on the basis of
Tungseth’s arguments for the syntactic encoding of the possessive relation.
Consider now the following facts from the dialect of Echt. In (69)–(72),
the possessive relation between the indirect object and the direct object in
the first clause are denied by the second clause. Two factors are contrasted
46 Note

that this conundrum between a possessive and a benefactive interpretation has been
addressed in many studies on external possession (e.g. Landau 1999, Lee-Schoenfeld 2006,
2007, Deal 2013, 2017, Buelens & D’Hulster 2014). The current study makes this contrast
more explicit, by providing support from the DOC-literature (especially Levin 1993, Tungseth
2006, Pylkkänen 2008), in which evidence is given for the idea that not all indirect objects
that are interpreted as benefactives should be analyzed in the same way. Some are related
to another individual, which requires an implementation low in the verbal domain, whereas
there are other benefactives that relate to an event and should be related to a position high
in the verbal domain.
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in this set of sentences. Firstly, (69) and (70) involve inalienable nouns (‘the
hands’), versus alienable nouns in (71) and (72) (‘the floor’). Secondly, the
syntactic environment is different. (69) and (71) concern DOC-structures, while
(70) and (72) are dative PP-constructions. The judgments from the informant
relate both to grammaticality, indicated by the symbols before the dash (with
the symbols we have seen before), and to the extent to which the sentence is
felicitous, indicated after the dash. In cases in which a symbol for either of those
or both is missing, the sentence is grammatical/felicitous. The data from Echt
serve as an illustration. An overview of the data from the dialects involved in
the follow-up study that permit indirect object possessors is given in Table 5.7.
√
(69) ? /# Aniek haet hem de henj mit zalf behanjeld, mér de henj
Aniek has him the hands with cream treated, but the hands
wore neet van hem.
were not from him
Intended: ‘Aniek treated his hands with cream, but the hands were
not his.’
(70)

?/?# Amiek haet de hénj mit zalf behanjeld veur hem, mér de
Aniek has the hands with cream treated for him,
but the
henj wore neet van hem.
hands were not from him.
‘Aniek treated the hands with cream for him, but the hands were
not his.’

(71)

Heidi haet hem de vloer mit ôlie behanjeld, mèr de vloer woor
Heidi has him the floor with oil treated,
but the floor was
neet van hem.
not from him
‘Heidi treated the floor with oil, but the floor was not his.’
√
? Heidi haet de vloer mit ôlie behanjeld veur hem, mér de vloer
Heidi has the floor with oil treated for
him, but the
woor neet van hem.
floor was not from him
‘Heidi treated the floor with oil for him, but the floor was not his.’

(72)

(Echt, NL-Li)
The first important generalization concerns the acceptability of (71). Denial of a possessive relation between ‘him’ and ‘the floor’ is felicitous. This is
an important contrast with Tungseth’s (2006) findings for the indirect object
possessor constructions in Norwegian. The relevant sentence is repeated here
in (73) (see (43) (p. 209) in Section 5.2.3.2). In the Norwegian case, the possessive relation between the indirect and direct object cannot be canceled in a
DOC. On the basis of this observation, Tungseth concludes that the possessive
relation should be encoded syntactically.
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# Marit strikket Jens en genser, men ga den til broren
sin.
Marit knitted Jens a sweater, but gave it to brother.def hers
‘Marit knitted Jens a sweater, but gave it to her brother.’
(Norwegian)
[adapted from Tungseth (2006:103, ex. (47b))]

While a possessive relation between ‘him’ and ‘the floor’ may exist in (71), this
is not obligatory, as denial of the possessive relation is fine. Note that denial
of a potential possessive relation is felicitous in (72) as well, but this is in line
with Tungseth’s findings for the dative PP-construction in Norwegian as well.
Let us now turn to the inalienable cases in (69) and (70). In the DOC in
(69), it is very difficult to cancel the possessive relation, as indicated by the
informant. One might argue that this has to do with the inalienable nature of
the indirect object (‘the hands’), but it cannot be completely ascribed to this
fact. (70) shows that the syntactic structure matters, as argued for in the DOCliterature (e.g. Oehrle 1976, Green 1974, Tungseth 2006): DOCs often imply
some kind of possessive relation (or at least an affected interpretation for the
indirect object, see the discussion in Section 5.2.3.1), whereas this implicature is
absent in the dative PP-construction. (69) and (70) displays the same contrast,
albeit in a subtle way. Whereas denial of the possessive relation is extremely
far-fetched in the DOC in (69), it is still strange, but possible in (70). The
informants from the other dialects provided more or less the same intuitions.
Noun

Dialect

DOC

dative PP

Inalienable

Echt

contradictory; hands
from piece of art are
perhaps imaginable

strange, but possible

Kampen

contradictory

far-fetched

Zuidlaren

contradictory

possible

Echt

not contradictory

not contradictory

Kampen

not contradictory

not contradictory

Zuidlaren

not contradictory

not contradictory

Alienable

Table 5.7: Judgment of structures in which possessive relation between indirect
object and direct object is denied

In some analyses of indirect object possessors (e.g. Hole 2005, Le Bruyn
2014), it is argued that the possessive relation between the direct and the indirect object in indirect object possessor constructions is not established syntactically. Rather, a variable in the direct object is bound by the indirect object
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under Variable Identification (Hole), or the lexical semantics of the verb and
the indirect object ensure that the direct object is possessed by the indirect
object (Le Bruyn). However, the data discussed here show that the syntactic
structure matters for the possessive interpretation and that it is not the sole
responsibility of the semantics. On the basis of the fact that the possessive
relation between ‘him’ and ‘the hands’ in (69) cannot be canceled, I conclude
that the inalienable interpretation between the indirect and the direct object
must be encoded syntactically, also between hem ‘him’ and de rug ‘the back’
in (67).

5.5.2.2

The particle provides a landing site for the possessor

The verbs discussed in this section include a prepositional particle. The structure for the DOC with the verb ‘to give’ in (53), based on Den Dikken (1995,
2006) contains a Particle projection, even though there is no overt particle.
Motivation for this projection can be found in Den Dikken (1995:Chapter
3).47 In those DOCs, the particle phrase is the complement of a verbal head.
Den Dikken’s structure of particles belongs to the syntactic approach to particle
verbs, as opposed to the morphological approach (e.g. Neeleman 1994, Pesetsky 1995; see for example Zeller (2001) or Pretorius (2017) for an overview of
the analyses put forward for particles). In the syntactic approach, the particle
is analyzed as a syntactic head (see e.g. Hoekstra 1988, Guéron 1990, Mulder
1992). I will follow this syntactic analysis of particles.
As the verbs discussed in this section contain an overt particle, I propose
that the structure of these verbs has the same projections as the tree in (53)
(p. 216), which represents the derivation of the triadic use of geven ‘to give’. In
particular, the lower verbal head selects a particle projection which hosts the
particle, as shown for the particle verb insmeren ‘to smear’ in (67). I propose
that sentences of this type, i.e. with a prepositional particle and an inalienable
possessive relation between the dative argument and the direct object, have a
structure similar to (53). A difference with the structure in (53) concerns the
nature of the two verbal elements. In (53), both verbal heads have their own,
independent contribution to the semantics of the verb give, as argued for by
various scholars (e.g. Gropen et al. 1989, Broekhuis et al. 2015). The semantics
of this verb is decomposed into cause and be affected by. In the case of the
current analysis in (67), though, all core semantic properties of the verb are
captured in the particle and V. v has no semantic contribution to the verb in
that respect, because the relation expressed in the RP does not arise because
of the event. There is hence no reason to assume that v has to express such a
relation.
47 Den Dikken (2007) presents an alternative approach to the structure of DOCs, as discussed in Footnote 21. There, I concluded that I will follow Den Dikken’s (1995) original
proposal, which includes a particle projection above the SC hosting the indirect and the
direct object.
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In the description of the data above, I showed that the indirect object possessor construction is available in relatively many dialects, including varieties
spoken in the more western and southern provinces. Figure 5.1 at the beginning
of this chapter showed that indirect object possessors with P-particle verbs are
accepted by more dialects than those with A-particle or non-particle verbs. I
ascribe this generalization to the presence of the particle (implemented as the
Prt-projection in (67)). SpecPrtP serves as a landing site for the beheaded dative PP, from where the NE hem can get Case-licensed, which will be explained
below. The particle is thus crucial in this configuration and enables dialects of
Dutch to have a non-core indirect object in this syntactic environment.48 Under the assumption that at least a subset of the Dutch dialects is not able to
Case-license the indirect object by means of the empty P (see Section 5.1.5),
the indirect object would be excluded from Case-licensing. If the indirect object stayed put in the RP, neither V nor v would ever be able to establish
a relationship with the indirect object, i.e. the RP-predicate. This would be
a problem for western/southern dialects in which the empty P is not able to
Case-license the indirect object. The indirect object possessor construction in
western/southern dialects hence crucially depends on the availability of the
Prt-head.
5.5.2.3

Case for possessor and possessum

I argue that the derivation in (67) converges, because both the possessor and
the possessum can be Case-licensed. As Den Dikken (1995:35) explains, the Prthead in his ditransitive clauses are ergative SC-heads, incapable of assigning
Case. I assume that the direct object, i.e. the RP-subject, can check its Casefeatures with V. RP is a phase (Den Dikken 2006:114), but the direct object is
at the edge of the RP, so that a relationship with V can be established. Under
the assumption that heads can only check Case-features with one NE, I argue
that the indirect object cannot be Case-licensed by V in RP. As explained
in Section 5.1.5, eastern Dutch dialects are able to Case-license the indirect
object upon Merge. However, this manner of Case-licensing is not available for
western/southern dialects. Hence, their indirect objects have to be licensed in
a different way. I argue that v checks the Case-features of the indirect object,
which proceeds as follows. Because the empty P needs to be licensed, it moves
to R (Den Dikken 2007). This operation creates the necessary conditions for
48 Note that not all dialects in this study accept indirect object possessors with P-particle
verbs. The current analysis seems to suggest that in principle all dialects should be able
to accept indirect object possessors with P-particle verbs. However, there might still be a
problem with the definite article introducing the possessum. As I showed in Section 5.4,
the syntactic structure of PP-possessa is generally available to all Dutch speakers, but some
informants have a preference for a possessum introduced by a possessive pronoun. However,
the questionnaire did not include sentences in which P-particle verbs were combined with
possessa introduced by a possessive pronoun. More research is for that reason necessary to
get an exhaustive overview of the availability of indirect object possessors with P-particle
verbs.
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the PP-predicate (visibility with respect to outside probes and equidistance,
as explained before), embedding the indirect object, to escape the RP-phase.
Although the trigger for movement of the PP-predicate remains unclear (see
Section 5.3), Den Dikken (2006) shows that moving P to R is always followed
by Predicate Inversion. I will argue that the indirect object undergoes this
operation, by which it moves to SpecPrtP. Once the PP ends up in this position,
v is able to establish an Agree relationship with the indirect object, so that
they can share features, by which the Case-features of the indirect object are
checked.
Note that also in the structure with P-particle verbs, the definite possessum
inherits the referential properties of the possessor. This is not explicitly indicated in the structure in (67), but the possessum has the same internal structure
as the possessum in PP-possessa ((57) and subject possessor constructions, see
p. 163 in Chapter 4). That is, the possessor includes a referential index in indP,
namely indr. IndP is empty in the possessum NE. Under Agree, the possessum
adopts the referential value of the possessor. This also holds for the structures
to follow in the sections that discuss A-particle and non-particle verbs.
5.5.2.4

Remaining question: Benefactive interpretation

One of the questions that remains unresolved in this discussion concerns the
benefactive interpretation of the indirect object. In (67), the indirect object
moves to SpecPrtP, which, as I described above, enables it to be Case-licensed.
However, Prt does not have the same semantic properties as applicative heads
that normally introduce benefactive arguments. This raises the question whether
the structure in (67) reflects the correct semantic properties of sentences with Pparticle verbs like (64). The possessive relation between the direct and indirect
object is accounted for by the RP-configuration (see Den Dikken (2006:238)),
but the benefactive interpretation is not syntactically represented in (67). Even
though Tungseth (2006) argues that the benefactive interpretation should not
be syntactically encoded in the Norwegian examples of non-core indirect objects, her line of argumentation cannot be readily taken over to the Dutch
particle verbs in the sentences discussed in this section (e.g (64)). These Dutch
P-particle verbs belong to a semantically different class. Tungseth’s examples
concern non-core indirect objects combined with verbs of creation or obtaining,
whereas the P-particle verbs in the Dutch sentences do not belong to these verb
classes (see Levin 1993: 48–49). Hence, we are arguably dealing with indirect
objects of which the benefactive interpretation should be encoded in syntax,
along the lines of Pylkkänen’s (2008) proposal for high applicatives, i.e. an
applicative head between V and v. However, if we were to say that all Dutch
dialects have a high applicative head, we would lose an important generalization, as will become clear in the next sections. There, I will argue that western
and southern dialects that reject indirect object possessors with A-particle and
non-particle verbs, lack a high applicative head. On the basis of this claim I
am able to account for the absence of indirect object possessors/benefactives
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in western and southern Dutch dialects. The fact that precisely particle verbs,
which arguably provide an additional functional projection in the verbal spine,
constitute an environment in which dialects across the entire Dutch language
area accept an indirect object possesssor, strongly suggests that their availability is tightly connected to the presence of Prt.49 I will for that reason conclude
this section with this core insight and leave the exploration of the benefactive
semantics of the indirect object possessors in the P-particle cases for another
occasion.

5.6

External object possessor with A-particle
verb

In the previous section, I reported on the availability of indirect object possessors in the context of verbs with a prepositional particle. The results from the
questionnaire have shown that an indirect object possessor in such constructions is widely attested across the entire Dutch language area. In this section,
we will look at the ability of a particle with an adjectival base to permit an
indirect object possessor.
49 Remember that Broekhuis et al. (2015:558-559) observed that benefactive indirect objects
in standard Dutch are constrained to a very small set of verbs (see Footnote 11). Broekhuis
et al. provide a descriptive generalization in which the availability of benefactive arguments
is related to the semantics of the verbs involved, which denote the serving of drinks and food.
Interestingly, both of their examples that illustrate this generalization feature a particle
verb, namely inschenken ‘to pour’ and opscheppen ‘to dish up’ respectively. The example
with opscheppen is given here in (i).

(i)

Jan schept Marie wat aardappels op.
Jan dishes Marie some potatoes up
‘Jan is giving Marie a helping of potatoes.’
[adapted from Broekhuis et al. (2015:559, ex. (436b))]

The fact that a benefactive argument is possible precisely with particle verbs is not surprising,
given the results discussed in this section. Above we have seen that the Prt-projection provides
a landing site for an additional argument in the particle verb cases of the current study (i.e.
(64)–(66)), as a consequence of which the indirect object can move to a position where
it can be Case-licensed. We can apply the same reasoning to Broekhuis et al.’s examples:
it seems that the particle facilitates a possessor or benefactive indirect object. The above
discussion suggests that verbal particles are able to enhance a verb’s valency, which is a wellknown observation in the literature (see for example Hoekstra 2004: Part IV). An important
difference between Broekhuis et al.’s data and mine is that the former constitute alienable
nouns, whereas mine involve inalienable nouns. As a consequence, the structures for those
two groups is probably different. Further research is needed to sort out this matter.
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Distribution

Answer
‘Yes’ + correct translation
No particle verb
‘No’
‘Unknown’
dat + m poss. pronoun
m poss. pronoun

Naturalness
n=364

%

199
11
137
7
6
4

54.7
3.0
37.6
1.9
1.6
1.1

Value
1
2
3
4
5

n=199

%

2
10
22
67
98

1.0
5.0
11.1
33.7
49.2

Table 5.8: Raw numbers for the distribution and naturalness of the indirect
object possessor construction with the particle verb schoonmaken ‘to make
clean’

5.6.1

Geographic distribution

The A-particle verb that was tested in the questionnaire is schoonmaken ‘to
clean’ (literally ‘to make clean’). Two examples are provided in (74).50
√
(74) a. ? Marie hat him juster
de fuotten skjinmakke.
Marie has him yesterday the feet
clean.made
‘Marie cleaned his feet yesterday.’
(Garijp, NL-Fr)
b. ? Marie heet ’m gistere
de voete proupergemokt.
Marie has him yesterday the feet clean.made
‘Marie cleaned his feet yesterday.’
(Koningshooikt, Fl-An)
The speaker of Garijp Dutch accepts dative possessors both with nonparticle verbs and particle verbs. (74a) presents an example with the particle
verb schoonmaken ‘to make clean’. On the contrary, indirect object possessors are generally rejected in Koningshooikt Dutch, but the verb schoonmaken
presents a more acceptable case for this dialect, as (74b) shows.
The sentence of the type in (74) displays a less wide geographic distribution than the P-particle verbs, in particular insmeren ‘to smear’, depicted in
Figure 5.9, and afhakken ‘to chop off’, presented in Figure 5.10. There are a
number of dialects in the western and southern part of the Dutch language area
that stand out in the sense that an indirect object possessor is accepted with
the particle verbs with a P-particle, but not with the A-particle schoon ‘clean’,
or they assign a higher acceptance rate to the verbs with a P-particle than to
50 I will refer to the verb schoonmaken with the term ‘adjectival particle verb’, but note
that others may call the adjectival part schoon ‘clean’ a resultative predicate (e.g. Hoekstra
1988, 2004). Hoekstra (2004) shows that resultative verbal attributes and particles behave
in the same way and that both categories should be analyzed as small clause predicates. See
also Pretorius (2017:7), who lists several types of verbal particles, based on different word
categories, one of which has an adjectival base. On the basis of the identical behavior of
prepositional particles and other resultative predicates, I will assume that adjectival particle
is an appropriate description.
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Figure 5.12: Distribution of indirect object possessor with the particle verb
schoonmaken ‘to make clean’ based on answers for availability (‘Yes’, ‘No’ and
‘Unknown’; ‘Yes’ for availability is represented on a scale 1-5)
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the verb schoonmaken. This is the case for dialects on the island Texel, in the
area of het Bildt in Friesland (see the yellow part of the map in Figure 5.1),
and a subpart of the participating dialects in Noord-Holland, Zuid-Holland,
Noord-Brabant, West-Vlaanderen, Oost-Vlaanderen and Antwerpen. A visualization of these facts is presented in Figure 5.1. The geographic distribution
of the indirect object possessor with schoonmaken ‘to make clean’ resembles
that of the non-particle verbs more than the distribution of the prepositional
particle verbs. In other words, it mostly appears in the northern provinces and
the provinces along the German border.51

5.6.2

Analysis: Variation with respect to the availability
of a high applicative

As we have seen in the previous section, the geographic distribution of an indirect object possessor with an A-particle verb is mostly restricted to the eastern
and south-eastern dialects. In that respect, the distribution of this construction is very similar to that of non-particle verbs, as can be seen in Figure 5.1
in Section 5.1.2. I will elaborate on the non-particle verbs in Section 5.7, but
for current purposes it is sufficient to know that the geographic distribution
discussed there overlaps with the patterns found for the A-particle verb. In contrast, an indirect object possessor is much more restricted with an A-particle
verb compared to the P-particle verbs discussed in Section 5.5. We thus have
to account for the fact that a prepositional particle is able to provide a position
which can license the indirect object possessor, while an adjectival particle is
not. The main theoretical contributions are the following.
i. The A-particle is a lexical head and hence does not have a specifier (see
Den Dikken 2006: 116)
ii. Eastern Dutch dialects can host an indirect object possessor in a high
applicative projection
iii. Western/southern Dutch dialects lack a high applicative projection and
therefore cannot license an indirect object possessor with an A-particle
verb
5.6.2.1

Eastern Dutch: High applicative head

Since adjectives are lexical categories (e.g. Baker 2003) and lexical heads do not
have specifiers according to Den Dikken (2006:116), I will argue that the adjectival particle does not have a specifier position. Put differently, the relevant distinction between prepositional and adjectival particles is that the former, being
51 Note that eleven informants provided a translation without a particle verb in the case of
(74). Instead, they used verbs like gewesche, himmele, gepoets ‘washed’. Most of the informants that provided a translation with a non-particle verb also accepted an indirect object
possessor with one or more of the non-particle verbs discussed in Section 5.7.
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a functional category (Van Riemsdijk 1990; Den Dikken 1995), have a specifier position available, whereas the latter lack such a position. In Den Dikken’s
(1995) analysis, the Prt-head, which is either silent or contains a prepositional
particle, in triadic constructions contains a specifier. Hence, if we follow his
analysis, the Prt-head cannot be lexical. Since SpecPrtP is available in (67),
a position is available for the indirect object possessor to move to, so that
eventually, the indirect object can be Case-licensed (see Section 5.5.2), also in
dialects in which the empty dative P is not able to assign Case to its complement. However, since the adjectival particle is a lexical head, its projection
does not contain a specifier position. As a result, we get a difference between
dialects that can appeal to a high applicative head and those that lack this
head: with a high applicative head a position is available for the indirect object
possessor to move to, whereas the indirect object is stuck in dialects in which
no such head is available.

Let us first have a look at the eastern and south-eastern dialects. As explained in Section 5.1.5, this group of dialects has two important properties
that other Dutch dialects lack. The first property concerns the availability of
an applicative head. The second characteristic is the ability to license an empty
P by means of case morphology. Even though eastern and south-eastern dialects
do not display overt case morphology on indirect objects, they are argued to be
able to license empty dative Ps by means of case. With these two properties,
the analysis of indirect object possessors with an A-particle verb for eastern
and south-eastern dialects is as depicted in (75).

(75) A-particle V + indirect object possessor — eastern dialects
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vP
v0

DP
Marie
ApplP

[[schoonk +maken]l +∅]m +∅
Appl0

PPj
Pi

v

DP
hem VP

Appl
[[schoonk +maken]l +∅]m
V

AP
RP
R0

DP
de voeten

A

Pi +R

[schoonk +maken]l

schoonk
PPj

Pi

DP

∅

hem

The derivation of (75) proceeds as follows. The predicate head P moves to
R, as a result of which the features of P and PP are transferred to RP, so that
the PP becomes visible to outside probes and the potential landing sites for the
PP become equidistant.52 As a result, the PP-predicate with the indirect object
may undergo Predicate Inversion and I assume it moves to SpecApplP, a high
applicative projection. I take this projection to reside between V and v, based on
Pylkkänen’s (2008) and Den Dikken’s (2012) insights that a high applicative
argument is related to the event expressed by the verb.53 In Den Dikken’s
52 The movement of R to P in (75) is problematic. As explained in Section 5.1.5, I assume,
following Den Dikken (1995), that empty dative Ps can either be licensed by means of incorporating into R or by case morphology. In addition, I assume that the eastern Dutch dialects
are able to license empty Ps by means of case, although they do not overtly express case.
Hence, there is no need for P to move to R. This is an issue that needs to be further explored
in the future. For now, I will assume that P moves to R anyway, in order to make Predicate
Inversion possible. After all, in the linear order, the indirect object precedes the direct object,
supporting an analysis in which the indirect object has moved across the direct object.
53 Ramchand (2008:105) pursues an analysis in which the high applicative head is combined
with the highest verbal projection (InitP in Ramchand’s work). This proposal reflects the
idea that an applicative argument relates to the event as a whole. This proposal fits in
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analyses and the derivations discussed so far in the current chapter, the landing
site of the predicate is the specifier of a functional head directly above RP. The
structure in (75) deviates from those structures in an important respect: the
adjectival projection appears between RP and ApplP. It is not clear to me at
this point whether the AP is a phase. Further investigations are needed at this
point. For now, I will assume that the dative PP is able to move to SpecApplP.

5.6.2.2

Western/southern Dutch: No high applicative head

I argue that the geographic pattern found for allowing indirect object possessors with A-particle verbs supports the point of variation that I propose in
this section. The geographic distribution in Figure 5.12 shows that the western/southern dialects are separated from the eastern dialects with respect to
allowing an indirect object possessor with an A-particle verb. Above, I argued
that the A-particle does not provide a position for the indirect object to be
licensed. Hence, on the basis of the geographic distribution I conclude that
eastern Dutch dialects should have some position available for the indirect object, which is absent in the western/southern dialects. Based on observations
from Levin (1993), Pylkkänen (2008) and Tungseth (2006), which show that
the verbs discussed here do not belong to the verb categories of creation or obtaining, I argue that the relevant position is created by a high applicative head.
The structure for A-particle verbs in western/southern dialects is presented in
(76).

(76) A-particle V + indirect object possessor — western/southern dialects

well in Ramchand’s framework, in which the semantics of the different participants is more
integrated in the event structure than in the approach followed in this dissertation. Merging
an Initiator in the verbal phrase marks the completion of the event, on top of which the
applicative head can then introduce a predicational relationship between the applicative
argument and the entire event. Despite the attractiveness of this approach, it faces some
problems with applicative arguments that have an inalienable possessive relationship with
the direct object that have to undergo Predicate Inversion from the complement of the RP
to the SpecApplP. For that reason, I will stick to Pylkkänen’s approach to applicative heads.
Nevertheless, I think that Ramchand’s articulated view on the verbal phrase provides a very
interesting approach to non-core arguments and that it is worthwhile to pursue an account
which integrates the insights of the current study into her framework in the future.
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vP
v0

DP
Marie

v

VP

[schoonj +maken]k +∅
PrtP
RP

de voeten

Prt
R0

DP

V

Pi +R

[schoonj +maken]k

schoonj
PP

Pi

DP

∅

hem

As I explained in Section 5.1.5, I follow Den Dikken’s (1995) point of view
with respect to licensing empty Ps. These elements can be licensed either by
case morphology or by incorporating into a suitable head (R in the structures
discussed here). I claim that the strategy in which the empty P is licensed by
case morphology is unavailable for western/southern dialects. For that reason,
the indirect object in (76) depends on another head for checking its Case features. However, V is only able to check Case with one NE, and since the direct
object de voeten ‘the feet’ are closest to V, V will establish an Agree relation
with this NE, by which it will share its features. The indirect object hem ‘him’
is not able to escape the RP, because there is no position available higher up
in the tree to move to. As a result, the indirect object remains caseless, which
I take to be the reason for the ungrammaticality of the structure in (76).
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External object possessor with non-particle
verb

Sections 5.4–5.6 discussed different environments with external object possessors. So far, we have seen several contexts which permit object possessors to a
greater or lesser extent in different dialects. Possessa contained in a PP have a
fairly wide distribution. Likewise, verbs which are accompanied by a prepositional particle, permit an indirect object possessor in many dialects. The geographic distribution of indirect object possessors is more narrow if the predicate
is a verb with an adjectival particle. Indirect objects with non-particle verbs
have a distribution similar to A-particle verbs and are therefore grouped together in the implicational hierarchy at the beginning of this chapter.
Before discussing the data for indirect object possessors with non-particle
verbs, I will first sketch the background against which the relevant questionnaire
items were designed. In Section 3.3.2, I listed three semantic verb types for
which the questionnaire systematically collected data: verbs implying physical
contact (Vandeweghe 1987:148), gesture verbs (Bally 1926; Hatcher 1944a,b;
Guéron 1983, 1985, 2006; Le Bruyn 2014) and verbs neither implying physical
contact nor referring to a natural gesture. These verbs will be discussed in this
section.
The main reason to include a gesture verb originated in the study of subject possessors, because these constructions typically feature a gesture verb (see
Chapter 4). Since all the verbs were systematically tested throughout the questionnaire for the different syntactic environments, the gesture verb (draaien ‘to
turn’) was also taken into account in the study of indirect object possessors.
Many studies on indirect object external possessors address the semantic notion of affectedness (Kempchinsky 1992, Hole 2005, Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007,
Guéron 2006: 617, Haegeman 2011, Deal 2013, 2017, Buelens & D’Hulster 2014,
Buelens 2015). An example definition of an affected argument is provided by
Hole (2005:219-220). On the basis of Dowty’s (1991) Proto-Roles, Hole (2005)
characterizes affectees as arguments that are consciously involved in the event
expressed by the verb and causally affected by it. In Dowty’s terms, affected
arguments have one property of the Agent Proto-Role (sentience) and one property of the Patient Proto-Role (being causally affected).54 Hole shows that an
indirect object possessor has to be alive, which is a strong indication that the
possessor must be affected (see also Buelens & D’Hulster 2014: 56). In addition
to affected objects, as explained in Section 5.2.1, non-core indirect objects can
also be classified as benefactives or malefactives. Buelens & D’Hulster (2014:56,
54 Affectedness is also a highly debated topic in the literature on middle formation. See
Marelj (2004) for an extensive discussion and references. Marelj 2004: Chapter 4 argues
that there are conceptual and empirical problems with the notion of affectedness in the
context of middles. There are many examples of middles that do not obey the Affectedness
Constraint formulated by Jaeggli (1986) and since the Affectedness Constraint is formulated
rather intuitively, it is not clear how the computational system would deal with affectedness.
Therefore, Marelj develops an analysis of middles which does not resort to affectedness.
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footnote 6) remark that in some studies (e.g. Lee-Schoenfeld 2006), benefactive/malefactive arguments and affected objects are grouped together. According to Buelens & D’Hulster, however, benefactive/malefactive arguments
are different from affected objects in the sense that affectees are necessarily
(emotionally) involved in the event expressed by the verb, whereas benefactives/malefactives do not have to be involved.
I aimed at testing the role of affectedness in this study, but in retrospect,
the verbs that are included in the relevant questionnaire items fall short in
testing affectedness under Hole’s (2005) definition mentioned above. Firstly, I
included a sentence with the verbal phrase met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with
cream’, which implies physical contact. Under the assumption that verbs denoting physical contact (see Vandeweghe 1987: 148 for this terminology) typically
involve affectedness, this choice makes sense, but an indirect object in this context can also be unconsciously involved, so that there is no affectedness in the
sense of Hole’s definition. Secondly, Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992) examined
French verbs like radiographier ‘to X-ray’ and examiner ‘to examine’, which are
different from ‘to treat with cream’ in the sense that they do not imply physical contact. For that reason, I also tested the Dutch verb controleren ‘to check,
examine’. However, in this case the indirect object could be unconsciously be
involved as well, for example if he is a comatose patient. However, the questionnaire did not provide contexts elaborating on the condition of the indirect
object. All in all, the questionnaire items are not very suitable for investigating
affectedness. Hence, I will just discuss the data that emerged from the questionnaire, without referring to affectedness and I will leave this issue for future
research.

5.7.1

Geographic distribution

Lamiroy (2003) and Le Bruyn (2014) claim that indirect object possessors are
not productively used by speakers of standard Dutch. These configurations are
generally available for many speakers from eastern Dutch dialects, however.
(77) shows data from dialects that allow an indirect object possessor construction with the verbal phrase met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with cream’.55 Note
55 Note that the verb behandelen ‘to treat’ in (4) is decomposable into the prefix be- and
the verb handelen, which means ‘to trade’ by itself. As Hoekstra (2004:309–311) observes,
prefixes like be- establish the same effect as resultative predicates, namely that they can host
an additional argument. This can be illustrated with the following examples:

(i)

a.

dat ik een boom plant.
that I a tree plant
‘. . . that I plant a tree.’

b.

dat ik de tuin
vol plant.
that I the garden full plant
‘. . . that I fill the garden with plants.’

c.

* dat ik de tuin
plant.
that I the garden plant
Literally: ‘. . . that I plant the garden.’

258

5.7. External object possessor with non-particle verb

that these examples constitute productive cases, in the sense that they are not
fixed expressions and that they receive a literal interpretation. This is relevant, because indirect object possessors frequently occur in fixed expressions
in standard Dutch (see Section 1.2 for some examples), which indicates that,
as Lamiroy (2003:271) argues, this construction concerns a fossilized structure
and thus reflects an older stage of the language. The data below show that
indirect object possessor constructions are nowadays still productively used in
a subset of dialects.
(77)

a. Margriet het hom vanmörn
d’handn mit zaalve behandeld.
Margriet has him this.morning the.hands with cream treated
‘Margriet treated his/the hands with cream this morning.’56
d.

dat ik de tuin
beplant.
that I the garden be-plant
‘. . . that I plant up the garden.’

(ia) features the transitive verb planten ‘to plant’. The same verb appears in (ib), but in that
case it does not take a nominal internal argument, but rather a resultative SC of which vol
‘full’ is the predicate and the de tuin ‘the garden’ its subject. In other words, ‘the garden’
is not a direct argument of the verb in this case, but of the SC. (ic) shows that de tuin
‘the garden’ cannot be the complement of the verb ‘to plant’, which is due to semantic
selectional restrictions. The crucial point for this discussion is presented by (id). In this case,
the verb planten ‘to plant’ is prefixed by be-. The complex verb beplanten does tolerate the
NE-argument ‘the garden’. On the basis of these facts Hoekstra (2004) concludes that the
prefix be- must receive the same analysis as the predicate vol in (ib). That is, both vol and
be- are SC-predicates which take a subject. Let us know return to the case leading up to this
discussion, namely the verb behandelen ‘to treat’ in (4) in the main text, which contains the
prefix be-, like beplanten ‘to plant’ in (id). In analogy with (id), we predict that behandelen
has an additional argument compared to handelen ‘to trade’. This is indeed the case, as (ii)
and (iii) show. Without the prefix be- the verb handelen can only take one NE-argument,
namely an agent. In addition, it seems to require a PP which denotes the objects that are
being a traded. Crucially, the prefixed behandelen can have two NE-arguments. The prefix
be- thus ‘transitivizes’ the verb handelen in Hoekstra’s (2004: 306) terms. Note that the
meaning changes as well (the prefix ver- which would create verhandelen ‘to trade’ has the
same effect as be- with respect to licensing an additional argument, but retains the meaning of
‘to trade’). What is crucial to the current discussion is that the ‘transitivized’ verb behandelen
‘to treat’ permits two arguments, while we are testing which dialects allow three arguments
with different kinds of verbs. In that respect, behandelen ‘to treat’ falls into the class which
allows two arguments.
(ii)

Bert handelt ?(in fair trade-producten).
Bert trades in fair trade products
‘Bert sells fair trade products.’

(iii)

Marco behandelt sportblessures/hartpatiënten.
Marco treats
sports injuries/heart patients
‘Marco treats sports injuries/people with heart disease.’

56 For this speaker, this sentence is ambiguous. On the first interpretation, the hands belong to the dative argument hom ‘him’, on the second interpretation the hands belong to
somebody else than the subject or the dative object. Even though we do not have a further
explanation from the informant about the second interpretation, it probably involves a bene-
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(Oude Pekela, NL-Gr)
b. Margriet hef um vemonn
de hande met salf behandelt.
Margriet has him this.morning the hands with cream treated
‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
(Eibergen, NL-Ge)
c. Margriet haet häöm vanmörge
de henj mit zalf behanjeldj.
Margriet has him this.morning the hands with cream treated

‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
(Linne, NL-Li)
The availability of the configuration in (77) for the entire Dutch language
area will be illustrated in Table 5.9 and Figure 5.13. Table 5.9 presents the
basic numbers that underpin the heart of this part of the study. The geographic
distribution of this configuration is depicted in Figure 5.13. The availability of
an indirect object possessor in the configuration of (77) is mainly limited to the
eastern half of the Netherlands (including Friesland), as Figure 5.13 shows.57
Many dialects in this part of the language area accept (77) to a high degree,
although there are also dialects in this region that reject this configuration.
As explained in Section 5.5.1, this pattern changes when a P-particle verb is
involved. In that case, the dialects in the eastern regions almost uniformly
accept an indirect object possessor. Even though not all eastern dialects accept
an indirect object possessor with a non-particle verb, we nevertheless observe
a clear distinction between regions in the east and those in the west and southwest. Dialects which accept this configuration are situated along the eastern
border and regions in the west and south-west mostly reject the configuration,
or only marginally allow it.
Another predicate that allows indirect object possessors is the verb controleren ‘to check’. Data illustrating this are presented in (78).
(78)

a. Dokter het hom vanmörn
d’aarms konterleerd.
doctor has him this.morning the.arms checked
‘The doctor checked his/the arms this morning.’58

factive interpretation, in which the subject treated hands for the indirect object, so that the
indirect object did not have to do it himself.
57 Note that this map includes data from informants who translated the verb with a particle
verb. As we have seen in Section 5.5, verbs with a prepositional particle facilitate an indirect
object possessor. Although we cannot conclude from such cases that the informant in question
does not permit an indirect object possessor with a non-particle verb, it might be the case that
the particle actually makes it easier for the informant to have such an external possessor.
However, in the majority of cases when a translation with a particle verb was provided,
another informant from the same dialect contributed a translation with the target verb.
There is only one exception to this pattern. Hence, I will abstract away from the syntactic
properties of the verb here and include the particle verb cases in the set of data that represents
availability of an indirect object possessor with met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with cream’.
58 As the sentence in (77a), this case is ambiguous for this speaker. On the first interpre-
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Figure 5.13: Distribution of indirect object possessor with the verbal phrase
met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with cream’ based on answers for availability
(‘Yes’, ‘No’ and ‘Unknown’; ‘Yes’ for availability is represented on a scale 1-5)
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Distribution

Answer
‘Yes’ + correct translation
Particle verb
‘No’
‘Unknown’
dat + m poss. pronoun
m poss. pronoun
Inaccurate translation

Naturalness
n=265

%

130
10
111
4
4
5
1

49.1
3.8
41.9
1.5
1.5
1.9
0.4

Value
1
2
3
4
5

n=140

%

3
9
17
50
61

2.1
6.4
12.1
35.7
43.6

Table 5.9: Raw numbers for the distribution and naturalness of indirect object
possessor construction with the verbal phrase met zalf behandelen ‘to treat
with cream’

(Oude Pekela, NL-Gr)
b. de dokter hef um venochend de arme controleerd.
the doctor has him this.morning the arms checked
‘The doctor checked his (6= the doctor’s) arms this morning.’
(Eibergen, NL-Ge)
c. De dokter haet häöm vanmörge
de erm gecontroleerdj.
the doctor has him this.morning the arms checked
‘The doctor checked his (6= the doctor’s) arms this morning.’
(Linne, NL-Li)
The raw numbers concerning this configuration are presented in Table 5.10.
The geographic distribution for (78) is depicted in Figure 5.14. The maps for
the construction in (78) (i.e. with the verb controleren ‘to check’) and the one
in (77) (i.e. with the verbal phrase met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with cream’)
display a similar geographic distribution (compare the maps in Figures 5.13
and 5.14).59 That is, the indirect object possessor construction is available in
the northern and eastern part of the Netherlands (along the entire German
border), but in the western and south-western part of the Dutch language area
the construction is very rare and if it exists, it is very unusual. That is, dialect
speakers in those regions who indicated that the construction exists in their
dialect, judge it with a low number on a scale of naturalness.
tation, the arms belong to the dative argument hom ‘him’, on the second interpretation the
arms belong to somebody else than the subject or the dative object.
59 Like the map for the dative possessor with the verbal phrase met zalf behandelen ‘to treat
with cream’, Figure 5.14 includes data from informants who translated the verb with a particle
verb. The situation concerning this questionnaire item is the same as for the sentence with the
verbal phrase met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with cream’: when a translation with a particle
verb is provided, it is always, with just one exception, accompanied by a translation with the
target verb by another speaker from the same dialect. For that reason, the translations with
a particle verb are included in the set of dialects that accept the configuration in (78).
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Figure 5.14: Distribution of indirect object possessor with the verb controleren
‘to check’ based on answers for availability (‘Yes’, ‘No’ and ‘Unknown’; ‘Yes’
for availability is represented on a scale 1-5)
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Distribution

Answer
‘Yes’ + correct translation
Particle verb
‘No’
‘Unknown’
dat + m poss. pronoun
m poss. pronoun
dat in PP
Inaccurate translation

Naturalness
n=364

%

183
27
131
5
11
5
1
1

50.3
7.4
36.0
1.4
3.0
1.4
0.3
0.3

Value
1
2
3
4
5

n=210

%

10
15
25
62
98

4.8
7.1
11.9
29.5
46.7

Table 5.10: Raw numbers for the distribution and naturalness of indirect object
possessor construction with the verb controleren ‘to check’

Finally, the availability of the indirect object possessor construction was also
tested with the gesture verb draaien ‘to turn’. (79) illustrates this sentence for
different dialects.
(79)

a. De kapster
draaide hom inains
t heufd noar links.
the hairdresser.f turned him suddenly the head to left
‘The female hairdresser suddenly turned his head to the left.’60
(Oude Pekela, NL-Gr)
b. De kapster
draaiden um opp’ens t heufd noar links.
the hairdresser.f turned him suddenly the head to left
‘The female hairdresser suddenly turned his head to the left.’
(Eibergen, NL-Ge)
c. De kapster
drejdje häöm opins
de kop nao links.
the hairdresser.f turned him suddenly the head to left
‘The hairdresser suddenly turned his head to the left.’
(Linne, NL-Li)

The raw numbers for this test sentence are given in Table 5.11 and the geographic distribution is presented in Figure 5.15. The geographic distribution
of the configuration in (79), which features the gesture verb draaien ‘to turn’
patterns with those for the verbal phrases met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with
cream’ (cf. (77)) and controleren ‘to check’ (cf. (78)): this indirect object possessor construction is available in the northern provinces and the provinces along
the German border and not or only barely available in the western provinces
and the southern provinces that do not lie at the German border. Note that the
configuration with draaien ‘to turn’ is in general less acceptable (45.6% of the
60 As the sentences in (77a) and (78a), this case is ambiguous for this speaker. On the first
interpretation, the head belongs to the dative argument hom ‘him’, on the second interpretation the head belong to somebody else than the subject or the dative object.
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informants answered ‘Yes’ and provided a correct translation; see Table 5.11)
than those with met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with cream’ (52.9% of the informants answered ‘Yes’ and provided a correct translation, including the ones
who used a particle verb, whose share is 3.8%; see Table 5.9) and controleren ‘to
check’ (57.7% of the informants answered ‘Yes’ and gave a correct translation,
including cases with particle verbs, whose share in 7.4%; see Table 5.10).
Distribution
Answer
‘Yes’ + correct translation
‘No’
‘Unknown’
dat + m poss. pronoun
m poss. pronoun

Naturalness
n=364

%

166
173
7
9
9

45.6
47.5
1.9
2.5
2.5

Value
1
2
3
4
5

n=166

%

4
19
26
48
69

2.4
11.4
15.7
28.9
41.6

Table 5.11: Raw numbers for the distribution and naturalness of indirect object
possessor construction with the gesture verb draaien ‘to turn’

The maps in Figures 5.13–5.15 present the geographic distribution of the
availability of indirect object possessors with the verbal phrases met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with cream’, controleren ‘to check’ and draaien ‘to turn’.
The three maps display the same geographic pattern: the northern provinces
(Friesland and Groningen) and the areas along the German border generally
accept these indirect object possessor constructions. Note, however, that not all
speakers in these regions find this construction acceptable, pointing at individual variation among the informants of this study.61 The western dialects and
the southern areas that do not border on the German speaking area, generally
do not permit this configuration, or if they do, they perceive these sentences as
unnatural. This situation mostly applies to the province of Noord-Brabant for
the configurations in (77) and (78), as can be observed in Figures 5.13 and 5.14.
Among the dialects that accept indirect object possessors, there are no compelling differences with respect to the different verbs that were tested. Dialects
are in most of the cases quite consistent across the verbs with respect to the
extent to which they accepted the sentences. For that reason, I will treat the
verbs alike in the analysis to follow.
As explained in Section 5.1.3, the geographic distribution of indirect object possessors does not follow other potentially related isoglosses. In addition,
it cuts across dialect regions based on speakers’ own intuitions about dialect
61 It would be interesting to include sociolinguistic factors in the analysis of the indirect
object possessor construction, such as age. Perhaps the sociolinguistic characteristics of the
speakers provides insight into the variation that we find within the same dialect and different
dialects from the same region. So far, such features have not been included in this study, but
there is soliolinguistic information available about the participants. Linguists interested in
the role of sociolinguistic factors in the availability of indirect object possessors are welcome
to do future research on the dataset.
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Figure 5.15: Distribution of indirect object possessor with the gesture verb
draaien ‘to turn’ based on answers for availability (‘Yes’, ‘No’ and ‘Unknown’;
‘Yes’ for availability is represented on a scale 1-5)
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coherence, combined with phonological and morphological isoglosses, or the traditional Frisian-Saxon-Franconian dialect boundaries. This mismatch particularly holds for the distribution of indirect object possessors with non-particle
verbs. Whereas indirect object possessors are found in a larger part of the Dutch
speaking area, their occurrence in non-particle verb configurations is limited to
the eastern part of the Netherlands. I aim to account for this pattern.

5.7.2

Analysis: Variation with respect to the availability
of a high applicative

The sentences with non-particle verbs presented in (77)–(79) contain possessa
which are inalienably possessed by the indirect object. Hence, the syntactic
structures representing these sentences involve a RP which expresses this inalienable possessive relation, as we have seen before in the analyses of P-Particle
(Section 5.5.2) and A-particle verbs (Section 5.6.2). An important difference between the non-particle verbs on the one hand and the P- and A-particle verbs
on the other, is that the former lacks a particle projection above the lower
verbal projection. What the A-particle and V have in common, is that they are
lexical heads and as a consequence, do not have a specifier. Hence, V does not
provide a potential landing site for the predicate from the RP, as was the case
with A-particles as well. Let us see how this works out for the different dialects.
The main ingredients of the analysis closely resemble those for A-particle verbs
and are as follows.
1. The verb (V) is lexical and hence does not have a specifier (Den Dikken
2006:116)
2. The non-particle verbs do not have a functional projection between RP
and V
3. Eastern Dutch dialects can host an indirect object possessor in a high
applicative projection
4. Western/southern Dutch dialects lack a high applicative projection and
therefore cannot license an indirect object possessor with an A-particle
verb
5.7.2.1

Eastern Dutch: High applicative head

The structure in (80) presents the syntactic analysis of (77) (i.e. the sentence
with the verbal phrase met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with cream’) for dialects
in which this configuration is available, that is, a subset of the eastern Dutch
dialects (Figure 5.13; see Figures 5.14 and 5.15 for the verbs controleren and
draaien).62 The derivations for the other non-particle verbs, controleren ‘to
62 Since the syntactic structures of (77) are already quite complex, I left out the adverbial
phrase met zalf ‘with cream’, as this phrase is not our main concern here.
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check’ (cf. (78)) and draaien ‘to turn’ (cf. (79)), proceed identically.63 Note
that, as explained in Section 5.1.5, eastern Dutch dialects are assumed to have
a high applicative head and to be able to license an empty P by means of case
morphology.
(80) Non-particle V + IO possessor — eastern Dialects
vP
v0

DP
Margriet
ApplP

v
[behandelenj +∅]k +∅
Appl0

PP
Pi

DP
hem

VP

Appl
[behandelenj +∅]k

RP
R0

DP
de handen

V
behandelenj

[Pi +R]

PP
Pi

DP

∅

hem

Since V is a lexical head, it does not have a specifier. In addition, the structure in (80) does not contain a particle projection above VP, in contrast with
the structures for triadic verbs (Section 5.3), P-particle verbs (Section 5.5.2)
63 Note that the gesture verb draaien ‘to turn’ received an unaccusative analysis in Chapter 4 (for the syntactic analysis, see Section 4.4.2 in particular). This analysis applies when
we are dealing with the so-called subject possessor construction. In other words, an unaccusative analysis, in which the possessor and possessum are combined in a RP, which is the
only argument of the verb, is relevant when the subject is interpreted as the possessor of
the direct object. In the case of (79), not the subject, but the indirect object is interpreted
as the possessor of the direct object. The structure for the possessive relation is the same:
the possessum is the subject of the dative possessor phrase in the RP. However, when the
verb is accompanied by an indirect object possessor, there is an additional argument who
is the initiator of the event (in Ramchand’s (2008) terms). This is compliant with the fact
that verbs like draaien ‘to turn’ can be used unaccusatively, but also transitively (Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd 2011).
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and A-particle verbs (Section 5.6.2). This means that there is no position below VP which can serve as a landing site for the dative PP-predicate when it
undergoes Predicate Inversion. However, eastern Dutch dialects have a high applicative head, the specifier of which the PP-predicate can move to. Remember
that this operation is not without problems, as explained in the context of the
A-particle verbs. Firstly, it is unclear what triggers the movement of P to R, as
these dialects are argued to be able to license P by means of Case. In addition,
moving the PP-predicate to SpecApplP violates Relativized Minimality: the
SpecRP position is closer to the PP than SpecApplP, as SpecRP and SpecApplP are not in the same minimal domain. Hence, the PP is not compliant with
Shortest Move, because there is a position it could have moved to, an operation
which would have covered a shorter distance. This is a problem that needs to
be solved, although I will not be able to come up with a satisfactory proposal
within the scope of this dissertation (see also Section 5.6.2).
Case-licensing of the indirect object hem ‘him’ is taken care of as follows.
As I explained in Section 5.1.5, the data from the current study suggest that
eastern Dutch dialects have some remainings of dative case, even though this
is not visible in the nominal paradigm. Because of their ability to assign dative
Case, dative arguments can be Case-licensed locally, i.e. by the empty P that
selects them. As such, indirect objects are always Case-licensed, as is thus the
case in (80) as well.64
5.7.2.2

Western/southern Dutch: No high applicative head

The indirect object possessor configuration presented in (77)–(79) is generally
unavailable in western and south-western dialects. As I claim in Section 5.1.5
those dialects crucially lack the Appl-head which can host benefactive arguments. Let us have a look at the structure for an indirect object possessor with
a non-particle verb in western and south-western dialects.
(81) Non-particle V + indirect object possessor — western/southern dialects
64 The analysis of indirect object possessors proposed in this section resembles other possessor raising analyses (see e.g. citealtLandau1999, Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007, Deal 2013,
2017, Buelens & D’Hulster 2014), although the details are different. In the other analyses,
the indirect object starts out as a possessor argument in the possessum NE, after which
it moves to a high applicative position. In my analysis, the possessor comes from the RP,
where the possessum is the subject of this dative predicate. The possessive relation between
the possessum and the possessor is established differently, but the current analysis shares
with the possessor raising analyses that the possessor moves out of the position where the
possessive relation is established to a position in which the argument is related to the event.
In previous possessor raising analyses, the possessor receives two separate Θ-roles: possessor in the possessum NE and benefactive in the event structure of the verb. According to
Den Dikken (1995:159), however, the benefactive interpretation is not tight to a Θ-role, but
is rather of an aspectual nature. I will follow Den Dikken in this respect and do not assign a
Θ-role to the PP in SpecApplP. Under the current analysis, benefactive and possessor dative
arguments and indirect objects with triadic verbs like give and throw receive the same analysis, which is desired given the fact that these different types of dative arguments behave
similarly syntactically (Woolford 2006).
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vP
v0

DP
Margriet

v

VP

behandelenj +∅
RP
R0

DP
de handen

V

Pi +R

behandelenj
PP

Pi

DP

∅

hem

In the derivation in (81), P can move to R, as in (80) for the eastern dialects,
transmitting the properties of P and PP to RP and licensing P. However, no
Predicate Inversion can take place in this configuration. V is a lexical head and
thus does not have a specifier. There is no Appl-projection either, so that there
is no place to go to for the PP, which means that the indirect object hem ‘him’
cannot be licensed. Since this group of dialects is not able to Case-license a
dative argument by means of the empty P, the only way for the indirect object
to get licensed is by means of the verb. However, V is able to enter into an Agree
relationship with just one NE. As the direct object ‘the hands’ is closer to V,
the indirect object will not be able to check its Case-features. The structure
in (81) thus correctly rules out the sentences in (77)–(79) for the western and
south-western dialects.

5.7.3

Possessum introduced by possessive pronoun

In Section 5.4, it was shown that the PP-possessum construction is widely attested across all regions in Flanders and the Netherlands. In case the possessum
is introduced by a definite article in this construction, the distribution is a bit
less wide-spread, but when it is introduced by a possessive pronoun, a great
majority of speakers accepts this external possessor construction. I thus concluded that the syntactic structure of PP-possessa is generally available in all
varieties, but that there is some variation with respect to the use of the definite
article. The same cannot be concluded for indirect object possessors, as I will
show below.
The questionnaire carried out for the current study tested indirect object
possessors in combination with possessa introduced by a possessive pronoun.
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If the use of a definite article were the crucial restriction in external possessor constructions for western and south-western dialects, you expect that these
configurations are fine when the possessum is introduced by a possessive pronoun. Data from the current study show that this expectation is not borne out.
(82) and (83) present translations from two different questionnaire items that
tested the pattern with the possessum introduced by a possessive pronoun.
(82) met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with cream’
t margriet hat hem vanmurje
zieng heng mit zoaf behandeld.
the Margriet has him this.morning his hands with cream treated

‘Margriet treated his hands with cream this morning.’
(Kerkrade, NL-Li)
(83) controleren ‘to check’
dun doktur haet høm vamurrege zien errum geucontroleert.
the doctor has him this.morning his arms checked
‘The doctori checked hisj arms this morning.’
(Heerlen, NL-Li)
The raw data for the sentence in (82) are presented in Table 5.12. The
number of informants who accept the structure with the possessum introduced
by a possessive pronoun is lower than for the sentence with the definite article
((77), p. 258). When we look at the geographic distribution presented on the
map in Figure 5.16, we see that a lot of dialects where the indirect object
possessor is acceptable with a definite article introducing the possessum (see
Figure 5.13 on p. 260), reject the structure with the possessive pronoun. Most
of the dialects where the pattern with the possessive pronoun is accepted are
located in the Dutch province of Limburg.
Distribution
Answer
‘Yes’ + correct translation
Particle verb
‘No’
‘Unknown’
dat + def. art.
m poss. pronoun
Inaccurate translation

Naturalness
n=265

%

98
3
148
4
9
2
1

37
1.1
55.8
1.5
3.4
0.8
0.4

Value
1
2
3
4
5

n=98

%

2
7
13
32
44

2.0
7.1
13.3
32.7
44.9

Table 5.12: Raw numbers for the distribution and naturalness of indirect object
possessor construction with the verbal phrase met zalf behandelen ‘to treat
with cream’ in which the possessum is introduced by a possessive pronoun
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Figure 5.16: Distribution of indirect object possessor with the verbal phrase
met zalf behandelen ‘to treat with cream’ based on answers for availability
(‘Yes’, ‘No’ and ‘Unknown’; ‘Yes’ for availability is represented on a scale 1-5);
translations with particle verbs are represented separately
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The same pattern is found for the structure with the verb controleren ‘to
check’ in (83). The numbers for this structure can be found in Table 5.1365 and
the geographic distribution is depicted in Figure 5.17. The structure in (83)
is accepted by fewer informants than its counterpart with the definite article
((78), p. 259). The geographic distribution is similar to the one for the verb
‘to treat’. Dialects that permit the structure with the possessive pronoun are
mostly situated in the Dutch part of Limburg. Many dialects in the more northeastern part of the Netherlands, which accept indirect object possessors with
definite possessa, reject the construction with the possessive pronoun or only
marginally accept it.
Distribution
Answer
‘Yes’ + correct translation
Particle verb
‘No’
‘Unknown’
dat + def. art.
m poss. pronoun
Inaccurate translation

Naturalness
n=271

%

104
5
133
4
21
3
1

38.4
1.8
49.1
1.5
7.7
1.1
0.4

Value
1
2
3
4
5

n=104

%

1
8
19
30
46

1
7.7
18.3
28.8
44.2

Table 5.13: Raw numbers for the distribution and naturalness of indirect object
possessor construction with the verb controleren ‘to check’ in which the
possessum is introduced by a possessive pronoun

A possessive pronoun facilitates the PP-possessum construction in a lot of
dialects, but this is not the case for indirect object possessor constructions.
On the basis of the observations in this section, I conclude that the syntactic
structure for indirect object possessors (in particular with non-particle verbs)
is unavailable for the relevant western and southern dialects. Irrespective of the
determiner introducing the possessum, the structure is ungrammatical for the
speakers from those dialects. This conclusion is in line with Le Bruyn’s (2014)
claim that the availability of the indirect object possessor construction does
not depend on the properties of the definite article.

5.7.4

Alienable nouns

Finally, I would like to make a brief remark about the types of nouns that can
occur in indirect object possessor constructions. So far, we have seen inalienable
65 Note that number of informants in this case is higher than 265, namely 271. (83) was
included in Part 2 of the written questionnaire, in which 265 informants partipated. However,
this table also includes data from informants who provided a translation with a possessive
pronoun in the parallel questionnaire item in which the possessum was introduced by a
definite article (Part 1). As a result, the number of informants is higher than 265.
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Figure 5.17: Distribution of indirect object possessor with the verb controleren
‘to check’ based on answers for availability (‘Yes’, ‘No’ and ‘Unknown’; ‘Yes’
for availability is represented on a scale 1-5); translations with particle verbs
are represented separately
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nouns in all the examples. However, although inalienable nouns constitute very
suitable elements to appear in indirect object possessor constructions, the constructions are not necessarily constrained to inalienable nouns. (84) presents
an example in which an indirect object is interpreted as the possessor of an
alienable noun.
(84)

marie ef um gistern
de vloere mit eulie beaandeld.
Marie has him yesterday the
floor with oil
treated
‘Marie treated his floor with oil yesterday.’
(Smilde, NL-Dr)

(85)

Heidi haet hem de vloer mit ôlie behanjeld, mèr de vloer woor neet
Heidi has him the floor with oil treated, but the floor was not
van hem.
from him
‘Heidi treated the floor with oil, but the floor was not his.’
(Echt, NL-Li)

I will not go into details with respect to the alienable cases. For now, I
would just like to mention that in the structures with alienable nouns, there
is no RP involved. Hence, I will assume that in the alienable cases, the indirect object is merged into SpecApplP directly. For that reason, such structures
are only available for speakers who have a high applicative head. The limited
distribution of the sentence in (84) supports this claim. As regards their interpretation, I will be brief as well. In Section 5.5.2.1, I presented a sentence in
which the possessive relation between the direct object possessor and the definite NE is canceled. This sentence is repeated here in (85). The fact that the
possessive relation can be canceled suggests, following Tungseth (2006), that it
is not syntactically encoded. Hence, I argue that the indirect object is a ‘pure
benefactive’ argument and the understood possessive relation is an implicature
in this case. The indirect object is realized as a high applicative. Put differently,
it is syntactically related to the event expressed by the verb, rather than to the
direct object.

5.8

Conclusion

This chapter investigated four different types of object possessor constructions:
PP-possessa and indirect objects with P-particle, A-particle and non-particle
verbs. At the beginning of this chapter, I presented an implicational hierarchy,
that expresses the distribution of these syntactic patterns. It is repeated here
in (86).
(86)

Implicational hierarchy of environments allowing object possessors:
Independent PP < P-particle verb < A-particle verb/non-particle verb
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Many dialects along the German border accept all the patterns in the hierarchy
in (86), whereas more western and southern dialects need a P-particle verb or
an independent preposition to accept object possessors.
The acceptability of the structures mentioned above were compared with
common ‘triadic’ uses of verbs, which are in principle able to license three
nominal arguments. I have argued that the syntactic structure plays an important role in this respect. Licensing an indirect boils down to having a position
in which it can check its Case-features. An important difference is proposed
between eastern and western/southern dialects in this respect. Eastern dialects are able to license their indirect objects by means of the dative P, but
this option is not available for western/southern dialects. So, especially for
the latter varieties it is important that a syntactic structure provides a position in which the indirect object can check its Case-features. Independent PPs
(which can assign Case, in contrast with P-particles), so that PP-possessa are
commonly available across the entire language area. Even though P-particles
are not Case-assigners, they do provide an additional position in the syntactic
structure, to which indirect objects can move. From there, they can check their
Case-features. However, A-particle and non-particle verbs do not provide such
a position, so that speakers from western and southern varieties do not permit
indirect object possessors in such environments.
Another important difference between eastern and western/southern dialects that I argued for concerns the presence or absence of a high applicative
head. Even though A-particle and non-particle verbs do not provide a position
for the indirect object to move to while undergoing Predicate Inversion, the
eastern dialects can make use of SpecApplP. This option is not available for
western/southern dialects. I conclude that these points of variation, i.e. the
inability of empty Ps to assign Case and the presence or absence of a high
applicative head, are able to account for the geographic distribution found in
this chapter.
Finally, we have seen that in the case of PP-possessa, there is variation
among dialects with respect to the determiner introducing the possessum. Relatively many informants accept a structure in which the possessum is introduced
by a definite article, but some prefer a possessive pronoun. This shows that the
syntactic structure of PP-possessa is generally available. This is not the case for
indirect object possessors, reinforcing the analysis in which the eastern dialects
are divided from the western/southern ones. A possessive pronoun introducing
the possessum does not facilitate an indirect object possessor construction with
A-particle or non-particle verbs, which shows that the syntactic structure is not
available for the western/southern dialects.
Finally, I would like to point out that it is not surprising that exactly
the eastern dialects permit indirect object possessors across the board. They
are spoken in the vicinity of the German varieties, in which indirect object
possessors are very common. Since Dutch and German are typologically related,
it seems reasonable to assume that this constitutes an important factor for the
constructions under discussion. It lies beyond the scope of this study to explain
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in which way German affects the Dutch varieties, but the facts discussed in
this chapter support the idea that German influences the Dutch dialects spoken
along the German border. As Casalicchio & Padovan (in press) explain, it is not
so much the case that contact languages merely transfer grammatical categories
to one another. Rather, features of a certain language can affect the properties
of a contact language if the relevant grammatical feature is already present in
this language. Diachronic studies (e.g. Lamiroy 2003) have shown that external
possessors used to be more common across different Germanic languages, which
means that the syntactic structure underlying those constructions might still
be present for speakers of Dutch. Casalicchio & Padovan’s (in press) findings
suggest that contact with German could be the reason why the structures are
still alive in the areas close to Germany, but less so in the more western and
southern regions. This is an issue that needs further investigation. Note that
Flemish speakers mostly reject indirect object possessors, even though their
dialects are spoken in areas close to French-speaking regions. French does make
use of external possessor constructions, but somehow these structures do not
carry over to the Flemish dialects. An important difference between Dutch and
German on the one hand and Flemish and French on the other, is that Flemish
(Germanic) and French (Romance) are typologically different. I hypothesize
that, as a result, structures are not as easily carried over from one language to
the other. Again, this is something that needs more research.

CHAPTER

6

Conclusion

This study scrutinized different external possessor constructions in Dutch dialects and had two main objectives. First, I wanted to provide a comprehensive overview of external possession constructions in Dutch from a microcomparative perspective. Second, I aimed to provide a principled account for
the attested syntactic configurations and their geographic distribution. This
study was set up from a micro-comparative perspective, because small differences among languages that are typologically closely related can provide very
valuable insights into human language. The central research questions are repeated here.
i. What is the geographic and grammatical distribution of external possessors in varieties of Dutch?
ii. How is the possessive relation established in external possessor constructions?
iii. What is the semantic role of the definite article in external possessor
constructions, if any?
iv. How can we account for the distribution of external possessors, the possessive relation and the role of the definite article?
In order to establish the empirical domain for this study, I first collected data
by means of a written questionnaire, followed by more in-depth interviews with
a small selection of speakers. The results from these empirical studies are the
foundation of this dissertation. The contents of the questionnaires, the procedures and the methodology were described in Chapter 3. As for the theoretical
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part of the study, Chapter 2 sketched the most prominent characteristics of
my analyses, namely a reflexive approach to body part NEs and an approach
to definite articles in which the semantic notion of definiteness is separated
from its morphosyntactic form. On the basis of these two theoretical pillars, I
provided a unified account of three different external possessor constructions,
namely subject possessors (Chapter 4) and PP-possessa and indirect object
possessors (Chapter 5).

6.1

Chapter summary

In Chapter 2 I laid out the theoretical framework for my dissertation, which
consists of two core ideas. The first concerns the reflexive nature of body part
nouns, including a specific approach to reflexivity, as argued for by Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd (2011). They show, also based on observations by Postma
(1997), that the simplex reflexive zich and body part nouns in Dutch display
identical syntactic behavior. In particular, they illustrate that sentences with
a simplex reflexive pronoun or a body part NE do not allow examples in which
an agent is required, whereas they are compatible with structures in which
an agent must be absent. On the basis of these findings, they conclude that
structures involving simplex reflexives or body part NEs should be analyzed
as unaccusative structures, in which the simplex reflexive and the antecedent,
or the body part NE and its possessor, constitute a single, complex argument.
The equal treatment of body part NEs and simplex reflexives is reinforced by
Postma’s (1997) observation, namely that both types of NEs create upward entailing contexts when combined with certain verbs, whereas complex reflexives
give rise to downward entailing contexts. This pattern first of all confirms the
proposal that simplex reflexives and body part NEs are grouped empirically,
setting them apart from complex reflexives, as Postma and Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd argue. Second, when this outcome is combined with Diesing’s
(1992) analysis of the different interpretations of VP-internal and VP-external
arguments, we can conclude that simplex reflexives and body part NEs reside
within the VP, while complex reflexives are located outside the VP. I follow
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s implementation of this insight, which is illustrated in (1) below: the simplex reflexive/body part noun is structurally
related to its antecedent/possessor in a relator Phrase (Den Dikken 2006).
Conceptually, both types of NEs represent a reflexive structure. The simplex
reflexive and the body part NE depend on the antecedent or possessor for their
referential properties.
The second core theoretical component of my analyses concerns an approach to definite articles that separates the semantic definiteness from their
morphosyntactic realization, as advocated by Giusti (2015). Possessa in external possessor constructions are typically introduced by a definite article, which
displays behavior deviating from regular definite articles. In particular, with
respect to identity readings under ellipsis, uniqueness and familiarity, definite
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body part NEs in external possessor constructions behave more like weak definites (e.g. Aguilar-Guevara 2014). I argue that their reference is established
indirectly through the possessor. This means that they do not have their own
reference, which results in the ‘weak definite’ behavior. Instead, they adopt
their referential properties from the possessor through Agree.
The two theoretical backbones of this dissertation are represented in the
structure in (1). The RP-structure containing the possessor and the possessum can be embedded in different syntactic environments, leading to the three
external possessor constructions discussed in this chapter: subject possessors,
PP-possessa and indirect object possessors.
(1)

...
...

RP

R0

DP
D0

indP
α indr

D

R
NP

PP
PDAT

DP

possessum
D0

indP
α indr

D

NP
possessor

Chapter 3 described the methodology for data collection in this study and
provided information about the informants and the procedures used. The empirical part of this study involved two main components. The first was a written
questionnaire consisting of 80 test sentences, distributed across the Meertens
Panel. The first part of this questionnaire was filled out by 394 informants and
data from 364 were included in the study. The second part of the written questionnaire collected data from 283 informants (a subset of the informants from
Part 1), of which data from 265 speakers were analyzed. The second stage of
my data collection involved more in-depth oral interviews with five informants
selected from the group of speakers who participated in the written questionnaire. They speak dialects from different regions, characterized by different
grammatical properties that are relevant for external possessor constructions.
This follow-up study consisted of two rounds, in which informants first judged
and translated a list of sentences, after which I discussed their answers with
them during a telephone interview.
The subject possessor construction in Chapter 4 was the first type of

280

6.1. Chapter summary

external possessor construction that I accounted for. In the literature (Bally
1926; Hatcher 1944b; Kayne 1975; Guéron 1983, 1985, 2006; Le Bruyn 2014),
which is mostly based on French, this construction is argued to appear with
gesture verbs. This observation can be carried over to a subset of the Dutch
dialects, in particular those that are spoken in the eastern part of the Netherlands. However, relevant Dutch dialects display a wider distribution in the
subject possessor construction than has been reported for French. Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd (2011) showed that body part NEs introduced by a possessive pronoun appear in the same contexts as simplex reflexives, that is, with
verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption. The present study has shown that
these verb classes lead to subject possessor constructions when they are combined with a body part NE introduced by a definite article. Gesture verbs and
verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption were argued to have an unaccusative structure when they combine with a simplex reflexive or a body part
NE that is interpreted as an inalienable part of the subject (Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011). This unaccusative analysis received support from a set
of syntactic tests aiming to distinguish structures with and without agents.
I argued that this unaccusative nature of subject possessor constructions with
gesture verbs and verbs of bodily harm and physical disruption reflects the
core intuition behind these structures: the subject does not do something to
the body part, but rather with the body part (Hatcher 1944b). Whereas previous approaches to subject possessor constructions (Guéron 1985; Vergnaud
& Zubizarreta 1992; Lee-Schoenfeld 2007; Le Bruyn 2014) did not arrive at an
explanatory account for these configurations, the present study succeeded in
providing an explanation as to why subject possessor constructions arise with
gesture verbs (and, in the case of the Dutch dialects, verbs of bodily harm
and physical disruption). The subject and the body part act as a single argument in subject possessor constructions, due to the nature of the verb. What
is more, Chapter 4 also discussed data in which more agentive verbs give rise
to subject possessor constructions, corresponding with facts from Norwegian
(Lødrup 2010). In the literature on French, such verbs, like ‘to wash’, crucially
do not lead to a subject possessor construction. The fact that they do in Dutch
dialects can be accommodated in Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd’s approach to
body part NEs. They claim that unaccusative structures often go hand in hand
with a reduced agentivity reading on the part of the subject, but this is not
necessarily the case. Put differently, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd argue that
even structures in which the subject has some agentive properties can have an
underlying unaccusative structure when they appear with a body part NE.
Object possessors were central to Chapter 5, which deals both with PPpossessa and indirect object possessors. In those structures, it is two internal
arguments from a single verb which establish a possessive relation, as opposed
to a surface subject and direct object, as in the subject possessor construction.
As a result, there are different restrictions on the verbs involved. However, I
argued that subject possessor constructions and object possessor constructions
share an important part of their structure. In all cases, I argued that the posses-
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sor and the possessum are contained in a RP, as indicated in (1) above. In this
configuration, the possessum in SpecRP and the possessor in the complement
of R can establish an inalienable possessive interpretation. The dative PP is
predicated of the RP-subject and thereby has already established a possessive
relation between the possessum and the possessor. The referential properties
of the possessum can be calculated on the basis of the possessor by adopting
its referential index. As a result, we get an inalienable interpretation between
the possessor and the possessum.
The availability of the object possessor constructions is subject to microvariation. Their distribution was represented by an implicational hierarchy,
repeated here in (2). Based on insights from the literature on Double Object Concstructions (DOCs), I argued that the distribution of object possessor
structures depends on a position in the syntactic tree available to license the
object possessor and the strategies a dialect has to check dative case.
(2)

Implicational hierarchy of environments allowing object possessors:
Independent PP < P-particle verb < A-particle verb/non-particle verb

It was shown that the PP-possessum construction was accepted across the
entire Dutch speaking area. Many speakers accept this construction in which
the possessum introduced by a definite article. However, this distribution still
follows the tendency that the more eastern dialects accept the definite article
more easily than the western and southern dialects. If, however, the definite
article is replaced by a possessive pronoun, the structure becomes acceptable
for almost all the speakers who participated in this study. I therefore concluded
that the syntactic structure must be available to all speakers, but that there is
variation with respect to the determiner introducing the possessum. I accounted
for the common acceptability of PP-possessa as follows. The preposition introducing the possessum is able to check Case-features with the possessum. The
verb is hence available to establish an Agree relationship with the possessor,
by which the latter can check its Case-features. As a result, both NEs are
Case-licensed.
Indirect object possessors with P-particle verbs display a more narrow distribution than the PP-possessum construction, but with P-particles they are
more common across the Dutch dialects than with A-particle or non-particle
verbs. I argued that the prepositional particle provides a position in which the
possessor can check its Case-features. Verbal particles are not able to assign
Case (Den Dikken 1995), but their specifier can serve as a landing site for the
PP-predicate of the RP (containing the possessor) undergoing Predicate Inversion. From this position, v is able to establish an Agree relationship with the
possessor, so that the possessor can check its Case-features, while the possessum
can check its Case-features with V.
Compared to P-particle verbs, structures with indirect object possesssors
with an A-particle verb or a non-particle verb have a more narrow distribution.
I argued that this is the case, because A-particle and non-particle verbs have
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no functional projection standardly available in which the indirect object could
check its Case-features. A-particles are lexical and hence do not have a specifier
(Den Dikken 2006). Non-particle verbs have no projection like P or Prt at all.
Hence, A-particle and non-particle verbs do not facilitate indirect object possessor constructions, because they do not generate a position for the possessor
to move to. At this point, the variation between eastern and western/southern
dialects manifests itself. The latter typically reject indirect object possessors
in a clause with an A-particle or non-particle verb, whereas the former accept such patterns. I argued that we can account for this difference as follows.
Previous studies on Double Object Constructions (in particular, Levin 1993;
Pylkkänen 2008; Tungseth 2006) have shown that languages vary with respect
to the types of indirect objects they permit. Pylkkänen distinguishes low and
high applicatives. Low applicatives involve structures in which the indirect object is related to another NE. For this type of applicative structure, I followed
Den Dikken’s (2006) implementation of indirect objects, which consists of a
RP with a PP-predicate (see (1)). Low applicatives are commonly available
across languages. Variation is found with respect to high applicatives. In high
applicative structures, the indirect object is related to the event. These types of
indirect objects, for example benefactive arguments, are more restricted. The
verbs discussed in Chapter 5 involve cases that do not feature a low applicative structure, but rather a high applicative one. I nevertheless argued that the
possessor and possessum start out in a RP below V because of their inalienable
interpretation, but eventually they have to move to a position in the verbal
spine. P-particles provide such a position, as discussed above, but A-particles
and non-particle verbs do not. The only way, then, to be able to entertain a
non-core indirect object is by means of a high applicative projection. I argued
that an applicative head is available for eastern Dutch dialects, but not for the
western/southern varieties. As a result, the latter are not able to license such
an indirect object. However, the eastern dialects can project an applicative projection, to which the indirect object can move. An important difference with
the PP-possessa is that in the latter configuration, a possessive pronoun introducing the possessum makes the structure generally acceptable. By contrast, a
possessive pronoun does not facilitate an indirect object possessor construction,
on the basis of which I concluded that their syntactic structure is not available
in all dialects.
Although some technicalities in the analyses of indirect object possessor
constructions need further investigation, I conclude that the empirical generalizations provide us with a set of valuable insights into the structure of external
object possessors. Functional elements like P and prepositional particles facilitate an indirect object possessor, providing western and southern dialects with
the ability to license external object possessors. However, without such an ally,
object possessors structures do not converge in those dialects. Because eastern dialects have no problems licensing object possessors, I conclude that they
must have something that the other dialects lack. The geographic distribution is
telling in this respect. In German, external object possessor constructions with
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definite possessa are very common (cf. Hole 2005, 2006, 2012; Lee-Schoenfeld
2006, 2007), also with verbs that require a high applicative structure, according
to Tungseth (2006)). In addition, German has a more elaborate case system
than Dutch. The fact that the Dutch dialects that generally permit indirect object possessor constructions are located along the entire German border, supports the hypothesis that the relevant Dutch dialects have grammatical features
that are available in German. In my analysis, I have taken those features to be
the presence of a high applicative head and dative Case morphology, although
invisible in the Dutch dialects. With those two grammatical properties, it is
possible to derive the external object possessor structures and to account for
the geographic distribution.
All in all, we have seen external possessor constructions across different
languages. The detailed study into the Dutch dialects has contributed to the
already existing overview of languages entertaining external possessor constructions. External possessors occur in typologically unrelated languages (Romance,
Germanic, Nez Perce, Hebrew), and as such, these structures seem to constitute a structure that is universally available, although the actual presence of
external possessors in a certain language depends on grammatical properties,
such as morphological case or a head that can license an external possessor. The
micro-comparative perspective of the current study has been a window into the
fine-grained grammatical properties relevant to licensing external possessors in
human language.

6.2

Empirical and theoretical contributions

This study provided a systematic overview of different types of external possessor constructions in Dutch dialects. The various constructions have been
thoroughly tested in various syntactic and semantic environments (e.g. with different verbs, alienable and inalienable nouns, possessive and benefactive interpretations). This overview provided us with valuable insights into the grammatical properties of structures permitting or blocking external object possessors.
The investigation into indirect object possessors with particle verbs, inspired
by Vandeweghe’s (1987) observations, proved to be particularly insightful, as
explained above. In addition, comparing structures in which possessa are introduced by a definite article to possessa introduced by a possessive pronoun have
also provided us with very useful information. It supports an analysis in which
the structure of PP-possessa is commonly available across Dutch dialects, but
is syntactically restricted to speakers from the eastern dialects as regards the
syntax of indirect objects.
The results from this study also contribute to a better understanding of
external possessor constructions cross-linguistically. Previous literature on the
subject possessor construction focused on gesture verbs. However, those studies have not come up with an explanatory account regarding the question as
to why subject possessor constructions arise with gesture verbs. They either
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resort to the lexicon for the possessive relation between the subject and direct
object, or they hypothesize that the possessive relation arises automatically,
without specifying how that would happen. By including other types of verbs
in the empirical domain of the current study, we arrived at a deeper insight.
The verbs giving rise to subject possessor constructions have an underlying
unaccusative syntax with one complex argument. This structure expresses a
reflexive interpretation between the possessor and the possessum, in which the
two constitute an inseparable unit, which involuntarily undergoes the event
expressed by the verb.
This study has looked into three types of external possession constructions: subject possessors, PP-possessa and indirect object possessors. What
these structures have in common, is the behavior of the definite possessum, as
extensively discussed in Chapter 2. However, none of the analyses known from
the literature so far did provide an account which captures this identical behavior of the three constructions. Previous analyses ended up with different roles
for the definite article or a lack thereof across the different constructions. By
contrast, the current study provided a unified analysis for the different external
possessor constructions. Although the syntax of the entire clauses is different
for the three constructions, they all share the structure in which the possessive relation between the external possessor and the possessum is established,
namely the RP. In this configuration, the two NEs enter into a predicative
relationship. In addition, this structure allows the possessum to adopt the referential value from the possessor. This is possible due to the expletive nature
of definite articles. According to Giusti (2015), the morphosyntactic realization
of definite articles is expletive by default and the definite semantics is taken
care of by a referential index in SpecDP. Other determiners do not have this
property. For example, demonstratives come with their own referential index.
Since definite articles are merely spell-outs of the features of the noun it introduces, they are not necessarily associated with a referential index. As such,
they are very suitable candidates to be included in external possessor constructions with body part nouns, because they enable the possessum to take over the
referential value of the possessor. In all three constructions, then, a ‘reflexive’
structure is created, in which the possessum, i.e. a body part NE, functions
as a reflexive element for the possessor. In the surface structures, this reflexive
relation shows up in the following ways. In the subject possessor construction,
reflexivity holds between the subject and the direct object, in the indirect object possessor construction between the direct and indirect object and in the
PP-possessa between what looks like the direct object and the PP-complement.
Much of the literature on external possession refers to the notion of inalienability. This study has confirmed that inalienability plays a central role
in the three external possessor constructions. As I just explained, the inalienable relation is structurally represented as a reflexive structure. For the subject
possessor construction, this inalienable interpretation between the two participating elements (the possessor and his or her body part) is crucial, because
subject possessor constructions express an action with the body part. In other
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words, the two participating elements undergo harmonious bodily movement,
in which the body part functions as an indivisible part of the possessor (Hatcher
1944b:467). Hence, this construction requires an inalienable relation between
the two parts. The PP-possessum construction requires an inalienable relation
as well. The locative PP in this construction is associated with the possessor,
rather than with the event, contrary to other locative PPs. If the PP modifies
the possessor, the event denoted by the verb must affect the possessor and the
possessum simultaneously. This is only possible if an inalienable relation exists
between the two. This fact was confirmed by data in which the possessum was
an object disjoint from the possessor. In that case, the interpretation of the
PP shifts to a locative modification of the event. Inalienable relations, finally,
are very suitable in indirect object possessor constructions as well, confirmed
by the fact that indirect object possessor constructions with inalienable relations were accepted by more informants than the cases with alienable relations.
However, inalienability is by no means obligatory in these structures. Alienable
nouns can feature in indirect object possessor constructions as well, but in that
case they are not base-generated in a RP, but rather immediately in a high
applicative position. As such, these structures are only available for speakers
who have a high applicative head to begin with.
With respect to language variation, the results from the current study have
shown us two important things with respect to the locus of variation. Guéron
(1985) and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta (1992) have put forward analyses of external possessor constructions in which an important role is reserved for the
definite article. On their accounts, the availability of external possessor constructions depends on the properties of the definite article. To briefly recapitulate, Guéron argues that French definite articles can function as pronominal
elements, due to the fact that they express ϕ-features. As a result, they can be
bound by a possessor. English definite articles do not express ϕ-features, as a
result of which they lack external possessor constructions, according to Guéron.
In Vergnaud & Zubizarreta’s approach, French has expletive definite articles,
which enables external possessors to bind a variable in the possessum NE.
Since English has been argued to lack expletive definite articles, it is incapable
of realizing external possessor constructions. As I explained in Chapter 2, both
approaches run into trouble when one aims to account for the three external
possessor constructions in a unified way, because PP-possessa exist in English,
which forces Guéron and Vergnaud & Zubizarreta to have different analyses for
subject and indirect object possessors on the one hand and PP-possessa on the
other. Le Bruyn (2014) takes the opposite perspective and argues that there is
no variation on the part of the definite article. Instead, he argues, languages
vary with respect to the syntactic structures they can generate. An important
observation by Le Bruyn in this respect is that English and standard Dutch
have a very restricted distribution of non-core indirect objects. He ascribes the
absence of indirect object possessors to this lack of non-core indirect objects in
general. Although this is a very valuable insight, the current study has shown
that, if we want to account for the cross-linguistic variation regarding exter-
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nal possession, we need both variation with respect to argument realization
in the verbal domain and the definite article. I have shown that both factors
affect the distribution of the constructions discussed in this dissertation. As
an illustration, most western Dutch dialects reject an indirect object possessor
construction, but in case the right syntactic circumstances are created (e.g. the
presence of a P-particle), an indirect object possessor may appear. This shows
that syntactic structure matters. However, it is not the case that a commonly
available syntactic structure endows all dialects of Dutch with the possibility
to introduce a possessum with a definite article. This was particularly clear in
the discussion on PP-possessa: the structure is widely accepted, but when comparing definite articles with possessive pronouns in this structure, it turned out
that some dialects prefer a possessive pronoun over a definite article. Hence,
I concluded that, among the Dutch dialects, there is variation with respect to
the types of arguments a verb can take, but also with respect to the properties
of the definite article. The results of my study have shown that some dialects
are able to use a definite article in possessive structures, but others are not.
I concluded that a unified analysis of definite articles would not be able to
account for this contrast.

6.3

Future research

The written questionnaire tested the possibility of having indirect object possessors with different particle verbs, i.e. insmeren ‘to smear’, afhakken ‘to chop
off’ and afdrogen ‘to dry’. However, in each of these cases, the possessum was
introduced by a definite article. Although these structures turned out to have
a wider distribution than A-particle and non-particle verbs, they displayed the
tendency that almost all eastern dialects accepted this structure. In addition,
they perceived it as very natural, whereas the acceptability of the structure
decreases in more western and southern dialects. Within the current set up
of this part of the study, we cannot be entirely certain about which factor is
responsible for this pattern. The distribution of the construction justified a
generalization that P-particles facilitate an indirect object possessor, but to
gain more insight into this pattern, one should test the same structures with
possessa introduced by possessive pronouns as well. In the case of PP-possessa,
this type of data confirmed the conclusion that their syntactic structure is generally available. This type of information would be very valuable in the case of
structures with P-particle verbs as well. For if the structures with a possessive
pronoun would lead to a geographic distribution similar to that of PP-possessa,
the generalization that P-particles facilitate an indirect object possessor would
be more robust.
The demarcation of the geographic regions investigated in this study concerns the political border between the Netherlands and Germany. I concluded
that German affects the Dutch dialects in which external possessors are widely
accepted in some way. It would be interesting to investigate a continuum of
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eastern Dutch and western German dialects, like Van Bree (1981) did, to see
how western German speakers judge and interpret the constructions discussed
in this dissertation. Since German has morphological case and non-core indirect
objects are widely attested, a detailed study like the one reported on here can
be insightful to unravel patterns like the implicational hierarchy discussed in
Chapter 5. It would be particularly interesting to look into the subtle differences between non-particle, A-particle and P-particle verbs in western German
dialects as well and see whether we find a similar pattern as in the Dutch dialects, or acceptance of all those structures in all German varieties across the
board.
My conclusion with respect to P-particle verbs raises an important question
for English. In English, particle verbs do not facilitate structures with noncore indirect objects, as (3) shows (thanks to Heidi Klockmann for providing
the intuitions for these sentences). Irrespective of the determiner that is used
to introduce the possessum and the word order, an indirect object possessor
construction in English is ungrammatical.
(3) Particle verb with indirect object in English
a. * I chopped him the/his arm off
b. * I chopped him off the/his arm
If P-particle verbs were to receive the same structure that I presented for the
Dutch dialects, it is unclear why they would not facilitate the licensing of
indirect object possessors in English. It would hence be interesting to look into
the properties of English prepositional particles.
Above, I argued that we need to postulate different properties for the definite article among dialects that permit possessa to be introduced by definite
articles and those that do not. Although this much is clear, this study has not
formulated a satisfactory account which explains why eastern dialects more
easily allow their definite articles to appear without a referential index than
western and southern dialects. I leave this topic for future research.
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Provinces of the Netherlands and Flanders

Provinces of the Netherlands and Flanders
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B

Questionnaire items written questionnaire

The sentences in the following table were tested in the written questionnaire.
The table presents the following information: the sentence number (#), the
questionnaire it appeared in (Part 1 or 2), the sentence itself and the questions
associated to the sentences that were asked to the participants. The legend for
the codes reads as follows.
• Legend to the abbreviations in the table
– #: Sentence number
– Q: Questionnaire number
– A: Availability
– N: Naturalness
– T: Translation
– I: Interpretation question
The test sentences were accompanied by the following instructions. The set of
possible answers associated with an interpretation question always included an
‘Anders, namelijk . . . ’ (‘Other, namely . . . ’) option. Wheneven an informant
checked this option, a text field appeared, including an instruction as well.
In the case of sentences containing a reflexive pronoun informants received
additional guidelines for the translation of this item, as a lot of variation exists
among the Dutch dialects with respect to expressing reflexive relationships (e.g.
Barbiers et al. 2005).
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• Instructions
– Availability (A): Zeg bovenstaande zin eerst hardop in uw dialect.
Komt deze zin voor in uw dialect?
– Naturalness (N): Hoe gebruikelijk vindt u deze zin in uw dialect op
een schaal van 1 t/m 5? 1 = ongebruikelijk, 5 = zeer gebruikelijk
– Translation (T): Hoe klinkt bovenstaande zin in uw dialect? (Help:
Geef een woord-voor-woordvertaling: de volgorde van de woorden
is hetzelfde en er worden geen woorden toegevoegd of weggelaten.)
– Interpretation question (I): Wat betekent deze zin? (Help: Vink alle
betekenissen aan die volgens u van toepassing zijn op bovenstaande
zin.)
– ‘Other, namely . . . ’: beschrijf hier hoe u de zin zou interpreteren.
(Help: Houd uw antwoord zo kort mogelijk.)
– Reflexives: Let op: in bovenstaande zin staat een wederkerend voornaamwoord (‘zich’/‘zichzelf’). De vormen van wederkerende voornaamwoorden verschillen per dialect. Gebruik het wederkerend voornaamwoord dat in uw dialect gebruikelijk is als u bovenstaande zin
hardop zegt en vertaalt.

Q

Sentence

Questions

1

1

Margriet heeft vanochtend zijn handen met zalf behandeld.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n handen zijn behandeld?
• De handen van Margriet.
• De handen van iemand anders dan Margriet, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

2

1

Piet heeft vanochtend de handen met zalf behandeld.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n handen zijn behandeld?
• De handen van Piet.
• De handen van iemand anders dan Piet, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

3

2

Margriet heeft hem vanochtend de handen met zalf behandeld.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n handen zijn behandeld?
• De handen van Margriet.
• De handen van ‘hem’.
• De handen van iemand anders dan Margriet of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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4

2

Margriet heeft hem vanochtend zn handen met zalf behandeld.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n handen zijn behandeld?
• De handen van Margriet.
• De handen van ‘hem’.
• De handen van iemand anders dan Margriet of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

5

1

Marie heeft gisteren zijn vloer met olie behandeld.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n vloer is behandeld?
• De vloer van Marie.
• De vloer van iemand anders dan Marie, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

6

1

Marie heeft gisteren de vloer met olie behandeld.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n vloer is behandeld?
• De vloer van Marie.
• De vloer van iemand anders dan Marie, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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7

2

Marie heeft hem gisteren de vloer met olie behandeld.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n vloer is behandeld?
• De vloer van Marie.
• De vloer van ‘hem’.
• De vloer van iemand anders dan Marie of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze
zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

8

2

Marie heeft hem gisteren z’n vloer met olie behandeld.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n vloer is behandeld?
• De vloer van Marie.
• De vloer van ‘hem’.
• De vloer van iemand anders dan Marie of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze
zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

9

2

De kapster draaide opeens zijn hoofd naar links.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n hoofd draaide naar links?
• Het hoofd van de kapster.
• Het hoofd van iemand anders dan de kapster, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze
zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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10

2

De kapster draaide opeens het hoofd naar links.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n hoofd draaide naar links?
• Het hoofd van de kapster.
• Het hoofd van iemand anders dan de kapster, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze
zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

11

1

De kapster draaide hem opeens het hoofd naar links.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n hoofd draaide naar links?
• Het hoofd van de kapster.
• Het hoofd van ‘hem’.
• Het hoofd van iemand anders dan de kapster of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet
uit deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

12

1

De kapster draaide hem opeens z’n hoofd naar links.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n hoofd draaide naar links?
• Het hoofd van de kapster.
• Het hoofd van ‘hem’.
• Het hoofd van iemand anders dan de kapster of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet
uit deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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13

2

Loes draaide opeens zijn volumeknop naar links.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n volumeknop werd naar links gedraaid?
• De volumeknop van Loes.
• De volumeknop van iemand anders dan Loes, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze
zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

14

2

Jan draaide opeens de volumeknop naar links.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n volumeknop werd naar links gedraaid?
• De volumeknop van Jan.
• De volumeknop van iemand anders dan Jan, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

15

1

Loes draaide hem opeens de volumeknop naar links.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n volumeknop werd naar links gedraaid?
• De volumeknop van Loes.
• De volumeknop van ‘hem’.
• De volumeknop van iemand anders dan Loes of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet
uit deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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16

1

Loes draaide hem opeens z’n volumeknop naar links.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n volumeknop werd naar links gedraaid?
• De volumeknop van Loes.
• De volumeknop van ‘hem’.
• De volumeknop van iemand anders dan Loes of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet
uit deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

17

1

De dokter heeft vanochtend zijn armen gecontroleerd.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n armen zijn gecontroleerd?
• De armen van de dokter.
• De armen van iemand anders dan de dokter, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

18

2

De dokter heeft vanochtend de armen gecontroleerd.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n armen zijn gecontroleerd?
• De armen van de dokter.
• De armen van iemand anders dan de dokter, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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19

1

De dokter heeft hem vanochtend de armen gecontroleerd.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n armen zijn gecontroleerd?
• De armen van de dokter.
• De armen van ‘hem’.
• De armen van iemand anders dan de dokter of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

20

2

De dokter heeft hem vanochtend z’n armen gecontroleerd.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n armen zijn gecontroleerd?
• De armen van de dokter.
• De armen van ‘hem’.
• De armen van iemand anders dan de dokter of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

21

1

De monteur heeft vanochtend zijn auto gecontroleerd.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n auto is gecontroleerd?
• De auto van de monteur.
• De auto van iemand anders dan de monteur, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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22

2

De monteur heeft vanochtend de auto gecontroleerd.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n auto is gecontroleerd?
• De auto van de monteur.
• De auto van iemand anders dan de monteur, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

23

1

De monteur heeft hem vanochtend de auto gecontroleerd.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n auto is gecontroleerd?
• De auto van de monteur.
• De auto van ‘hem’.
• De auto van iemand anders dan de monteur of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

24

2

De monteur heeft hem vanochtend z’n auto gecontroleerd.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n auto is gecontroleerd?
• De auto van de monteur.
• De auto van ‘hem’.
• De auto van iemand anders dan de monteur of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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25

1

Marie heeft hem gisteren de voeten schoongemaakt.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n voeten zijn schoongemaakt?
• De voeten van Marie.
• De voeten van ‘hem’.
• De voeten van iemand anders dan Marie of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

26

1

Marie heeft hem net de rug ingesmeerd.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n rug is ingesmeerd?
• De rug van Marie.
• De rug van ‘hem’.
• De rug van iemand anders dan Marie of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze
zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

27

1

Marie heeft hem vorige week de arm afgehakt.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n arm is afgehakt?
• De arm van Marie.
• De arm van ‘hem’.
• De arm van iemand anders dan Marie of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze
zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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28

2

Marie heeft hem vanmiddag de tanden uitgeslagen.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n tanden zijn uitgeslagen?
• De tanden van Marie.
• De tanden van ‘hem’.
• De tanden van iemand anders dan Marie of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

29

2

Marie heeft hem net de handen afgedroogd.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n handen zijn afgedroogd?
• De handen van Marie.
• De handen van ‘hem’.
• De handen van iemand anders dan Marie of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

30

2

Ria aaide net over zijn wang.
Interpretation question: Over wie z’n wang werd geaaid?
• Over de wang van Ria.
• Over de wang van iemand dan anders Ria, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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31

1

Ria aaide net over de wang.
Interpretation question: Over wie z’n wang werd geaaid?
• Over de wang van Ria.
• Over de wang van iemand anders dan Ria, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

32

2

Ria aaide hem net over de wang.
Interpretation question: Over wie z’n wang werd geaaid?
• Over de wang van Ria.
• Over de wang van ‘hem’.
• Over de wang van iemand anders dan Ria of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

33

1

Ria aaide hem net over z’n wang.
Interpretation question: Over wie z’n wang werd geaaid?
• Over de wang van Ria.
• Over de wang van ‘hem’.
• Over de wang van iemand anders dan Ria of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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34

2

Margriet aaide net over zijn kleed.
Interpretation question: Over wie z’n kleed werd geaaid?
• Over het kleed van Margriet.
• Over het kleed van iemand anders dan Margriet, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze
zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

35

1

Margriet aaide net over het kleed.
Interpretation question: Over wie z’n kleed werd geaaid?
• Over het kleed van Margriet.
• Over het kleed van iemand anders dan Margriet, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze
zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

36

2

Margriet aaide hem net over het kleed.
Interpretation question: Over wie z’n kleed werd geaaid?
• Over het kleed van Margriet.
• Over het kleed van ‘hem’.
• Over het kleed van iemand anders dan Margriet of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet
uit deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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37

1

Margriet aaide hem net over z’n kleed.
Interpretation question: Over wie z’n kleed werd geaaid?
• Over het kleed van Margriet.
• Over het kleed van ‘hem’.
• Over het kleed van iemand anders dan Margriet of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet
uit deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

38

1

Marie wreef net zijn handen droog.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n handen werden drooggewreven?
• De handen van Marie.
• De handen van iemand anders dan Marie, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

39

1

Piet wreef net de handen droog.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n handen werden drooggewreven?
• De handen van Piet.
• De handen van iemand anders dan Piet, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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40

2

Marie wreef hem net de handen droog.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n handen werden drooggewreven?
• De handen van Marie.
• De handen van ‘hem’.
• De handen van iemand anders dan Marie of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

41

2

Marie wreef hem net z’n handen droog.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n handen werden drooggewreven?
• De handen van Marie.
• De handen van ‘hem’.
• De handen van iemand anders dan Marie of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

42

1

Mirjam wreef net zijn vloer droog.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n vloer werd drooggewreven?
• De vloer van Mirjam.
• De vloer van iemand anders dan Mirjam, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin
worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

43

1

Jan wreef net de vloer droog.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n vloer werd drooggewreven?
• De vloer van Jan.
• De vloer van iemand anders dan Jan, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit deze zin worden
opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I
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44

2

Mirjam wreef hem net de vloer droog.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n vloer werd drooggewreven?
• De vloer van Mirjam.
• De vloer van ‘hem’.
• De vloer van iemand anders dan Mirjam of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

45

2

Mirjam wreef hem net z’n vloer droog.
Interpretation question: Wie z’n vloer werd drooggewreven?
• De vloer van Mirjam.
• De vloer van ‘hem’.
• De vloer van iemand anders dan Mirjam of ‘hem’, maar wie dat is, kan niet uit
deze zin worden opgemaakt.
• Anders, namelijk: . . .

A
If A = yes: N, T, I

46

2

Els heeft Jan net het gezicht met een doek bedekt.

A
If A = yes: N, T

47

1

Maarten heeft zich net het gezicht met een doek bedekt.

A
If A = yes: N, T

48

1

Maarten heeft zich net z’n gezicht met een doek bedekt.

A
If A = yes: N, T

49

2

Jan heeft me net het gezicht met een sjaal bedekt.

A
If A = yes: N, T

50

1

Jan heeft je net het gezicht met een sjaal bedekt.

A
If A = yes: N, T
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51

2

Ria heeft zichzelf net de handen met zalf behandeld.

A
If A = yes: N, T

52

2

De zusjes hebben elkaar net de handen met zalf behandeld.

A
If A = yes: N, T

53

1

Ria draaide zichzelf net het hoofd naar links.

A
If A = yes: N, T

54

1

Ria heeft zichzelf net de handen onderzocht.

A
If A = yes: N, T

55

2

Ria sloeg zichzelf net een sjaal om de nek.

A
If A = yes: N, T

56

1

Marie d’r moeder is vandaag jarig.

A
If A = yes: N, T

57

2

Marie d’r voeten zijn verkleumd.

A
If A = yes: N, T

58

1

De tafel z’n poten moeten worden gelakt.

A
If A = yes: N, T

59

1

Wim heeft de boom z’n takken afgezaagd.

A
If A = yes: N, T

60

2

Kees heeft het boek z’n bladzijden gescheurd.

A
If A = yes: N, T

61

1

Emma d’r fiets is bij de fietsenmaker.

A
If A = yes: N, T
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62

1

Emma z’n fiets is bij de fietsenmaker.

A
If A = yes: N, T

63

1

Context: Ik zag Emma net lopen op straat. Meestal fietst ze.
Test sentence: Z’n fiets is blijkbaar kapot.

A
If A = yes: N, T

64

2

Jan z’n boek staat in de kast.

A
If A = yes: N, T

65

2

Jan d’r boek staat in de kast.

A
If A = yes: N, T

66

2

Context: Ik dacht dat Jan aan het studeren was,
Test sentence: maar d’r boek staat in de kast.

A
If A = yes: N, T

67

1

De kinderen hun fiets is gestolen.

A
If A = yes: N, T

68

1

De kinderen hun fietsen zijn gestolen.

A
If A = yes: N, T

69

1

De kinderen z’n fiets is gestolen.

A
If A = yes: N, T
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70

2

Hem Ria heeft de handen met zalf behandeld.
(ungrammatical filler)

A
If A = yes: N, T

71

2

Hem behandeld de handen heeft Marie.
(ungrammatical filler)

A
If A = yes: N, T

72

1

Behandeld de handen heeft Loes hem.
(ungrammatical filler)

A
If A = yes: N, T

73

1

Ik zie mijn vader elke week.

A
If A = yes: N, T

74

1

Ik spreek mijn moeder elke dag.

A
If A = yes: N, T

75

2

Ik help mijn zoon vaak met zijn huiswerk.

A
If A = yes: N, T

76

2

Ik breng mijn dochter elke dag naar school.

A
If A = yes: N, T

77

2

Vader is niet thuis.

A
If A = yes: N, T

78

2

Zoon is niet thuis.

A
If A = yes: N, T

79

2

Moeder is niet thuis.

A
If A = yes: N, T

80

2

Dochter is niet thuis.

A
If A = yes: N, T
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Invitation written questionnaire Part 1

Beste meneer/mevrouw [LAST NAME],
Wij willen u graag uitnodigen om deel te nemen aan een vragenlijst over bezitsconstructies in Nederlandse dialecten.
De vragenlijst is opgesteld door Jolien Scholten, die onderzoek doet aan de
Universiteit Utrecht. Ze werkt als AiO in het project Lend me your ears: the
grammar of (un)transferable possession. In dit project werken de Universiteit
Utrecht en de Universiteit Leiden samen aan een onderzoek over de structuur
van bezitsconstructies. In dit project worden verschillen bestudeerd tussen wat
we vervreemdbaar en onvervreemdbaar bezit noemen.
Met deze vragenlijst willen we verschillende bezitsconstructies onderzoeken in
Nederlandse dialecten. Omdat de vragenlijst vrij lang is, is deze opgedeeld in
twee delen. U ontvangt hierbij de uitnodiging naar het eerste deel: [LINK]. Wij
verzoeken u het eerste deel uiterlijk 24 juni 2015 in te vullen. Daarna werkt de
link niet meer.
Over een week zult u een uitnodiging voor het tweede deel ontvangen. Wij
verzoeken u het tweede deel uiterlijk 1 juli 2015 in vullen. Daarna werkt deze
link niet meer.
Beide delen van de vragenlijst bevatten vragen over het voorkomen van zinnen
en over hun gebruikelijkheid, vertaalvragen en in een deel van de gevallen vragen over hun betekenis. Beide lijsten bevatten vragen over 40 zinnen. U zult
waarschijnlijk wat langer bezig zijn met invullen dan dat u gewend bent. Onze
verwachting is dat u ongeveer 20 tot 25 minuten nodig zult hebben.
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Als u beide delen van de vragenlijst volledig invult, krijgt u twee Bol.compunten. Zijn beide delen van de vragenlijst niet compleet ingevuld, dan kunnen
wij u ook geen punten geven. Het is voor de onderzoeker belangrijk om een
volledig ingevulde vragenlijst te krijgen. Wij vragen uw begrip hiervoor.
Als u inhoudelijke vragen heeft over deze vragenlijst, dan kunt u contact opnemen met de onderzoeker, Jolien Scholten [EMAIL].
Verder willen wij u erop wijzen dat u uw persoonlijke gegevens in kunt zien
en aanpassen via de website van het panel. Ga naar https://www.meertens.
knaw.nl/meertenspanel/ en voer uw gebruikersnaam en wachtwoord linksonder in. Als u uw wachtwoord bent vergeten, kunt u via https://www.meertens.
knaw.nl/meertenspanel/mp/new_passwd een nieuw wachtwoord aanvragen.
Hartelijk dank voor uw medewerking, namens de onderzoeker Jolien Scholten
en het Meertens Instituut.

APPENDIX

D

Invitation written questionnaire Part 2

Beste meneer/mevrouw [LAST NAME],
Wij willen u graag uitnodigen om deel te nemen aan deel 2 van de vragenlijst
over bezitsconstructies in Nederlandse dialecten. Vorige week heeft u deel 1 van
deze lijst ingevuld en deze uitnodiging is voor het vervolg daarop.
Met deze vragenlijst willen we verschillende bezitsconstructies onderzoeken in
Nederlandse dialecten. Omdat de vragenlijst vrij lang is, is deze opgedeeld in
twee delen. U ontvangt hierbij de uitnodiging naar het tweede deel: [LINK].
Wij verzoeken u de vragenlijst uiterlijk 1 juli 2015 in te vullen. Daarna werkt
de link niet meer.
In de vragenlijst verwijzen we vaak naar ‘Nederlandse dialecten’. Daarmee bedoelen we alle taalvarianten die in Nederland en Vlaanderen worden gesproken.
Sommige daarvan hebben een officile status als taal. Toch beschouwen we die
voor dit onderzoek als dialecten van het Nederlands. Om de vragen en instructies overzichtelijk te houden, gebruiken we overal het woord ‘dialect’, in plaats
van een opsomming van mogelijke benamingen van taalvarianten. Op alle plaatsen waar u dialect ziet staan, kunt u voor uzelf nagaan wat op u van toepassing
is (dialect, taalvariant, taal).
Deel 2 van de vragenlijst is op dezelfde manier opgebouwd als deel 1: de vragenlijst bevat vragen over het voorkomen van zinnen en over hun gebruikelijkheid,
vertaalvragen en in een deel van de gevallen vragen over hun betekenis. De
vragen gaan over 40 zinnen. U zult waarschijnlijk wat langer bezig zijn met
invullen dan dat u gewend bent. Onze verwachting is dat u ongeveer 20 tot 25
minuten nodig zult hebben.
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Als u beide delen van de vragenlijst volledig invult, krijgt u twee Bol.compunten. Zijn beide delen van de vragenlijst niet compleet ingevuld, dan kunnen
wij u ook geen punten geven. Het is voor de onderzoeker belangrijk om een
volledig ingevulde vragenlijst te krijgen. Wij vragen uw begrip hiervoor.
Als u inhoudelijke vragen heeft over deze vragenlijst, dan kunt u contact opnemen met de onderzoeker, Jolien Scholten [EMAIL].
Verder willen wij u erop wijzen dat u uw persoonlijke gegevens in kunt zien
en aanpassen via de website van het panel. Ga naar https://www.meertens.
knaw.nl/meertenspanel/ en voer uw gebruikersnaam en wachtwoord linksonder in. Als u uw wachtwoord bent vergeten, kunt u via https://www.meertens.
knaw.nl/meertenspanel/mp/new_passwd een nieuw wachtwoord aanvragen.
Hartelijk dank voor uw medewerking, namens de onderzoeker Jolien Scholten
en het Meertens Instituut.

APPENDIX

E

Instructions written questionnaire Part 1 and 2

Deze enquête betreft een schriftelijke lijst van 40 zinnen met Standaardnederlandse woorden en spelling. Niet alle zinnen komen voor in het Standaardnederlands, maar mogelijk wel in uw dialect.
U wordt bij elke zin gevraagd om de volgende taken uit te voeren:
1. Geef aan of de zin voorkomt in uw dialect of niet. U kunt hierbij kiezen
uit de mogelijkheden ‘ja’, ‘nee’ en ‘onbekend’.
Omdat dialect in de eerste plaats spreektaal is, raden wij u aan om de zin eerst
hardop te zeggen in uw dialect. Hierbij is het volgende van belang. Omdat deze
vragenlijst met Standaardnederlandse woorden en spelling wordt aangeboden
en over een groot gebied wordt verspreid, kan het soms zo zijn dat in uw
dialect woorden of klanken anders zijn dan in de gegeven testzin (bijvoorbeeld:
‘handen’ is ‘heng’, ‘hoofd’ is ‘holle’). Wilt u in zulke gevallen voor uzelf de
klanken en woorden aanpassen? Let op: in zulke gevallen is het niet de bedoeling
dat u de volgorde van de woorden aanpast, of woorden weglaat of toevoegt.
2. Als u bij 1 ‘ja’ heeft ingevuld, krijgt u een vervolgvraag. We willen in dat
geval graag weten hoe gebruikelijk de zin is in uw dialect. Dit geeft u aan op
een schaal van 1 tot en met 5.
3. Als u bij 1 ‘ja’ heeft ingevuld, krijgt u nog een vervolgvraag. U wordt
dan gevraagd om de gegeven zin te vertalen naar uw dialect.
Gebruik bij deze taak de woorden en klanken uit uw dialect (zie punt 1). Verder
is voor dit onderzoek een nauwkeurige spelling van groot belang. Daarmee
bedoelen we niet dat uw spelling moet voldoen aan de spellingregels van het
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Standaardnederlands. De bedoeling is dat wij uit uw spelling zo precies mogelijk
kunnen opmaken hoe een bepaalde zin klinkt in uw dialect. Het is met andere
woorden erg belangrijk dat u alle klanken opschrijft die u hoort wanneer u een
zin uitspreekt, ook als ze in de standaardspelling niet opgeschreven worden.
Een paar voorbeelden zullen dit verduidelijken. In sommige dialecten wordt
‘op het hoofd’ uitgesproken als ‘oppe hoofd’, en in andere als ‘opt hoofd’, en er
zijn ongetwijfeld nog andere mogelijkheden. In zo’n geval schrijft u ‘oppe hoofd’
of ‘opt hoofd’ op, al naargelang de situatie in uw dialect. Een ander voorbeeld:
in sommige dialecten wordt ‘mijn’ uitgesproken als ‘mijne’, in andere als ‘mien’
of ‘miene’. Probeer in zulke gevallen een zo nauwkeurig mogelijke weergave te
geven van hoe een woord klinkt.
4. Als u bij 1 ‘ja’ heeft ingevuld, krijgt u bij een deel van de gevallen ook
de vraag wat de zin volgens u betekent. U krijgt daarbij verschillende antwoordopties, waar u er één of meer van kunt kiezen.
In dit onderzoek zijn we vooral geı̈nteresseerd in de manier waarop in uw dialect
woorden gecombineerd worden tot zinnen. De zinnen in de vragenlijst kunnen
soms erg op elkaar lijken, maar zijn toch steeds net iets anders. Er zijn geen
goede of foute antwoorden. We willen juist ontdekken welke zinnen voorkomen
in uw dialect.
Hartelijk dank voor uw medewerking!

APPENDIX

F

Number of informants per dialect for written
questionnaire

The following table lists the places in the Netherlands and Flanders that are
represented by informants in the written questionnaire. For each place, the
number of informants is given for Part 1 and Part 2 of the questionnaire.

Number of informants
Place

Province

Kloeke code

Aalsmeer
Aalst
Aalten
Albergen
Almelo
Alphen
Amstenrade
Amsterdam
Andijk

NL-NH
FL-OV
NL-Ge
NL-Ov
NL-Ov
NL-NB
NL-Li
NL-NH
NL-NH

E117p
O061p
M009p
G174q
G173p
K194p
Q038p
E109p
E036p

Part 1

Part 2

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
13
1

1
1
0
1
1
1
0
10
1
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Number of informants
Place

Province

Kloeke code

Antwerpen
Apeldoorn
Appingedam
Arcen
Arnhem
Assen
Axel
Baak
Baarlo
Baexem
Banholt
Barneveld
Beek
Beek
Belfeld
Bergen op Zoom
Boerakker
Bolsward
Born
Borssele
Breda
Brouwershaven
Brunssum
Buitenpost
Coevorden
Cuijk
Den Burg
Den Helder
Deurne
Dinxperlo
Doesburg
Doezum
Dongen
Doornspijk
Dordrecht
Drachten
Dreumel
Echt
Eibergen
Eijsden
Eindhoven

FL-An
NL-Ge
NL-Gr
NL-Li
NL-Ge
NL-Dr
NL-Ze
NL-Ge
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Ge
NL-NB
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-NB
NL-Gr
NL-Fr
NL-Li
NL-Ze
NL-NB
NL-Ze
NL-Li
NL-Fr
NL-Dr
NL-NB
NL-NH
NL-NH
NL-NB
NL-Ge
NL-Ge
NL-Gr
NL-NB
NL-Ge
NL-ZH
NL-Fr
NL-Ge
NL-Li
NL-Ge
NL-Li
NL-NB

K244p
F151p
C079p
L250p
L023p
G004p
I140p
F183p
L295p
L324p
Q196a
F170p
L204p
Q019p
L297p
I079p
C100a
B110p
L428p
I089p
K160p
I036p
Q035p
B036p
G095p
L159p
A008p
E002p
L244p
M046p
F204p
B073p
K163p
F099p
K094p
B099p
L047p
L381p
G255p
Q198p
L228p

Part 1

Part 2

3
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
2
1
2
1
1
2
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
4
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
2
2

2
1
0
1
2
2
1
1
0
0
2
0
1
2
1
2
1
0
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
1
1
1
2
1
2
2
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Number of informants
Place

Province

Kloeke code

Emmen
Enschede
Epe
Eys
Farmsum
Franeker
Garijp
Geertruidenberg
Geldrop
Geleen
Gent
Goes
Gooik
Goor
Gorinchem
Goudswaard
Grevenbicht
Groesbeek
Groningen
Gronsveld
Grouw
Hallum
Hantum
Harlingen
Heeg
Heer
Heerhugowaard
Heerlen
Heist op den Berg
Helden
Helmond
Helvoirt
Herkenbosch
Hippolytushoef
Hoensbroek
Hollandsche Veld
Holwerd
Hoogeveen
Hoorn

NL-Dr
NL-Ov
NL-Ge
NL-Li
NL-Gr
NL-Fr
NL-Fr
NL-NB
NL-NB
NL-Li
FL-OV
NL-Ze
Fl-VB
NL-Ov
NL-ZH
NL-ZH
NL-Li
NL-Ge
NL-Gr
NL-Li
NL-Fr
NL-Fr
NL-Fr
NL-Fr
NL-Fr
NL-Li
NL-NH
NL-Li
FL-An
NL-Li
NL-NB
NL-NB
NL-Li
NL-NH
NL-Li
NL-Dr
NL-Fr
NL-Dr
NL-NH

G058p
G234p
F112p
Q202p
C080p
B048p
B061a
K129p
L240p
Q021p
I241p
I069p
O239p
G223p
K099p
I028p
L425p
L119p
C108p
Q193p
B094p
B023p
B011p
B045p
F002f
Q105p
E028a
Q113p
K339p
L291p
L237p
K169p
L384p
E004p
Q039p
G076p
B009p
G074p
E058p

Part 1

Part 2

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
2
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
7
1
1
2
1
2
1
1
1
1
2
2

1
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
2
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
2
1
1
0
1
0
0
1
6
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
0
1
0
2
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Number of informants
Place

Province

Kloeke code

Hoornsterzwaag
Horst
Hulshout
Ijhorst
Izegem
Jipsingboertange
Joure
Kampen
Kerkrade
Kessel
Koningsbosch
Koningshooikt
Kortrijk
Laren
Leek
Leeuwarden
Lemiers
Lichtenvoorde
Linne
Loon op Zand
Lottum
Lunteren
Maasbracht
Maastricht
Made
Margraten
Maria-Hoop
Mechelen
Meerssen
Meppel
Middelharnis
Millingen aan de Rijn
Mol
Moorslede
Musselkanaal
Neede
Neer
Nevele
Nieuwendijk
Nieuwe-Tonge

NL-Fr
NL-Li
FL-An
NL-Ov
FL-WV
NL-Gr
NL-Fr
NL-Ov
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Li
FL-An
FL-WV
NL-NH
NL-Gr
NL-Fr
NL-Li
NL-Ge
NL-Li
NL-NB
NL-Li
NL-Ge
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-NB
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Dr
NL-ZH
NL-Ge
FL-An
FL-WV
NL-Gr
NL-Ge
NL-Li
FL-OV
NL-NB
NL-ZH

F022b
L246p
K340p
F088p
N045p
G014b
F007p
F090p
Q121p
L298p
L432a
K294p
N141p
E129p
C144p
B056p
Q208a
M007p
L376p
K164p
L248p
F171p
L377p
Q095p
K127p
Q192p
L432b
Q204a
Q099p
F074p
I025p
L075p
K276p
N078p
G013p
G251p
L294p
I233p
K101a
I043p

Part 1

Part 2

1
1
1
1
2
1
1
3
5
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
6
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
3
1
1
1
0
1
0
2
0
1
2
1
1
1
1
5
1
0
1
2
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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Number of informants
Place

Province

Kloeke code

Nieuwpoort
Nieuwstadt
Nieuw-Vossemeer
Nijmegen
Nijverdal
Nispen
Norg
Nunspeet
Nuth
Ohé
Oisterwijk
Oldenzaal
Oostende
Oosterbierum
Oosterhout
Oostwold
Oostwoud
Oppenhuizen
Oss
Ossenisse
Oud Gastel
Ouddorp
Oude Pekela
Oudeschild
Oud-Vossemeer
Peij
Raalte
Retie
Reuver
Rijen
Rijsoord
Rijssen
Roden
Roderwolde
Roermond
Roggel
Roosendaal
Rotterdam
Rucphen

FL-WV
NL-Li
NL-NB
NL-Ge
NL-Ov
NL-NB
NL-Dr
NL-Ge
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-NB
NL-Ov
FL-WV
NL-Fr
NL-NB
NL-Gr
NL-NH
NL-Fr
NL-NB
NL-Ze
NL-NB
NL-ZH
NL-Gr
NL-NH
NL-Ze
NL-Li
NL-Ov
FL-An
NL-Li
NL-NB
NL-ZH
NL-Ov
NL-Dr
NL-Dr
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-NB
NL-ZH
NL-NB

H046p
L433p
I057a
L071p
G169p
K188p
C176p
F111p
Q036p
L380p
K185p
G207p
H016p
B046b
K161p
C130p
E031a
B117p
L099p
I115p
K153p
I019p
C163p
A010p
I076p
L381b
F120p
K241p
L299p
K161a
K049b
G197p
C146p
C103a
L329p
L293p
K174p
K005p
K177p

Part 1

Part 2

1
1
2
1
1
1
1
2
3
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
5
2
1
10
1

1
1
0
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
3
2
1
7
1
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Number of informants
Place

Province

Kloeke code

Schaesberg
Scheulder
Schimmert
Schinnen
Sevenum
’s-Hertogenbosch
Sibbe
Simpelveld
Sint Annaparochie
Sint Geertruid
Sint Jacobiparochie
Sittard
Slenaken
Sliedrecht
Smilde
Sneek
Spaubeek
Stadskanaal
Steenwijkerwold
Stein
Stiens
Stokkel
Stramproy
Stratum
Surhuizum
Susteren
Swalmen
Tegelen
Ter Apel
Terneuzen
Tholen
Thorn
Tiegem
Tienen
Tilburg
Tuil
Uden
Udenhout
Uithuizen
Uithuizermeeden

NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-NB
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Fr
NL-Li
NL-Fr
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-ZH
NL-Dr
NL-Fr
NL-Li
NL-Gr
NL-Ov
NL-Li
NL-Fr
Fl-VB
NL-Li
NL-NB
NL-Fr
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-Gr
NL-Ze
NL-Ze
NL-Li
FL-WV
Fl-VB
NL-NB
NL-Ge
NL-NB
NL-NB
NL-Gr
NL-Gr

Q118p
Q201a
Q098p
Q032p
L266p
K150p
Q101a
Q116p
B019p
Q195p
B018p
Q020p
Q206p
K096p
G002p
B112p
Q031p
C189p
F059p
Q015p
B024p
P069b
L318p
L232p
B069p
L432p
L331p
L270p
G037p
I112p
I077p
L374p
O184p
P145p
K183p
K112a
L152p
K165p
C031p
C035p

Part 1

Part 2

2
1
1
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
5
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
2
1
1
6
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
3
2
0
1
1
1
1
0
3
1
2
1
2
0
1
1
0
2
1
0
0
1
1
1
2
1
0
1
2
1
1
4
1
1
1
1
1

Number of informants per dialect for written questionnaire

325

Number of informants
Place

Province

Kloeke code

Ulft
Urk
Utrecht
Vaals
Vaassen
Valkenburg
Valkenswaard
Velden
Venhuizen
Venlo
Venray
Vlaardingen
Vlijmen
Voerendaal
Volendam
Vorden
Warder
Waubach
Weerselo
Weert
Westkapelle
Wijlre
Wildervank
Winschoten
Winsum
Winterswijk
Wolvertem
Woudsend
Zelhem
Zelzate
Zoutelande
Zuidlaren
Zwaagwesteinde

NL-Ge
NL-Fl
NL-Ut
NL-Li
NL-Ge
NL-Li
NL-NB
NL-Li
NL-NH
NL-Li
NL-Li
NL-ZH
NL-NB
NL-Li
NL-NH
NL-Ge
NL-NH
NL-Li
NL-Ov
NL-Li
NL-Ze
NL-Li
NL-Gr
NL-Gr
NL-Gr
NL-Ge
Fl-VB
NL-Fr
NL-Ge
FL-OV
NL-Ze
NL-Dr
NL-Fr

M042p
F077p
E192p
Q222p
F129p
Q101p
L260p
L268p
E040a
L271p
L210p
K042a
K147p
Q112p
E091b
F184p
E075p
Q117a
G178p
L289p
I058p
Q201p
C186p
C161p
C069p
M013p
O070p
F003p
G278p
I165p
I059p
C155p
B031a

Part 1

Part 2

1
2
2
2
1
1
4
1
1
10
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

0
0
1
2
1
0
1
1
0
7
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
1
1
1
0
1
1
1
0
1
0
0
1
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APPENDIX

G

Dialects with determiner drop

330

Appendix H

APPENDIX

H

Dialects with special forms of definite article

Dialects with special forms of definite article
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I

Test sentences Follow-up 1

The following sentences were tested in Follow-up 1.1 Test sentences with a
reflexive pronoun were accompanied by the following instructions:
N.B.: deze zin bevat het wederkerende voornaamwoord ‘zich’/‘zichzelf’.
De vormen voor wederkerende voornaamwoorden verschillen per
dialect. Gebruik hier de variant die gangbaar is in uw dialect.
1. Jenny heeft de voet bezeerd.
2. Elmar heeft de voet verwond.
3. Aniek heeft de patiënt met zalf behandeld.
4. Aniek heeft zich met zalf behandeld.
5. Aniek heeft zichzelf met zalf behandeld.
6. Aniek heeft haar handen met zalf behandeld.
7. Ellen zei dat de handen met zalf zijn behandeld.
8. Iedere man heeft de handen met zalf behandeld.
1 Follow-up 1 included some sentences from the written questionnaire for the speaker from
Zuidlaren (NL-Dr), because this speaker had not been able to fill out Part 2 of the written
questionnaire. In order to get a complete picture of the relevant sentences in the questionnaire
for this dialect, the sentences with numbers 3, 9, 10, 18, 29, 32, 40, 46 (see Appendix B) were
included in this part of the study.
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9. Mirjam heeft iedere patiënt de handen met zalf behandeld.
10. Mark schopte iedere jongen tegen de schenen.
11. Björn heeft de voet bezeerd aan de roestige spijker.
12. Anja heeft de voet bezeerd met behulp van een roestige spijker.
13. De voet werd verwond door Björn aan de roestige spijker.
14. Het hoofd werd gedraaid door Judith.
15. Sander heeft per ongeluk de voet bezeerd aan de tafel.
16. Elmar heeft doelbewust de voet bezeerd aan de tafel.
17. Zij heeft haar benen erger bezeerd dan Peter.
18. Zij heeft de benen erger bezeerd dan Peter.
19. Zij heeft d’r eigen benen erger bezeerd dan Peter.
20. Zij heeft de handen vaker met zalf behandeld dan Peter.
21. Tonny verrekte de kuitspier.
22. Marieke verzwikte de enkel.
23. Nienke heeft het gezicht zorgvuldig geschminkt.
24. Charlotte wil de handen insmeren.
25. Charlotte wil dat de handen ingesmeerd worden.
26. Sander voelde de handen koud worden.
27. Sander voelde dat de handen koud werden.
28. Tonny zag zich oud worden.
29. Tonny zag zichzelf oud worden.
30. Tonny zag het gezicht oud worden.
31. Tonny zag dat het gezicht oud werd.
32. Frank smeerde zonnebrand over de armen heen.
33. Heidi zorgt goed voor de voeten.
34. Marjon liet mij de voeten verzorgen.
35. Jan liet mij voor de handen zorgen.

APPENDIX

J

Test sentences Follow-up 2

The following sentences were tested in Follow-up 2. Since it had become clear
that the speaker from Antwerpen (Fl-An) does not accept indirect object possessors, the latter construction was left out in the questionnaire for this speaker
(i.e. the sentences with the numbers Items 2, 7–10, 13, 14, 17, 19–21, 29, 30,
37 and 39–41 were omitted).
1. Lotte heeft de handen gewassen en Dominique heeft ze ook gewassen.
2. Franca heeft hem de handen gewassen en ze haar ook gewassen.
3. Heidi heeft hem op de wang gekust.
4. Heidi heeft hem op de wang gekust en ze heeft haar er ook op gekust.
5. Ria heeft een hand met zalf behandeld.
6. Ria heeft die hand met zalf behandeld.
7. Sanne heeft hem een hand met zalf behandeld.
8. Sanne heeft hem die hand met zalf behandeld.
9. Mileen heeft hem een hoofd gewassen.
10. Mileen heeft hem dat hoofd gewassen.
11. Rianne heeft hem op een wang gekust.
12. Rianne heeft hem op die wang gekust.
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13. Nienke heeft hem een vloer met olie behandeld.
14. Nienke heeft hem die vloer met olie behandeld.
15. Eline heeft hem op een knopje gedrukt.
16. Eline heeft hem op dat knopje gedrukt.
17. Marije heeft hem vaker de handen gewassen dan haar.
18. Marije heeft hem vaker op de wang gekust dan haar.
19. De armen werden hem gecontroleerd.
20. Hij werd de armen gecontroleerd.
21. Hem werden de armen gecontroleerd.
22. Op de wang werd hem gekust.
23. Hij werd op de wang gekust.
24. Hem werd op de wang gekust.
25. Hem werden een paar boeken gegeven.
26. Hij werd een paar boeken gegeven.
27. Hem werd gevraagd zijn woning te verlaten.
28. Hij werd gevraagd zijn woning te verlaten.
29. Wie heb je de armen gecontroleerd?
30. Welke lichaamsdelen heb je hem gecontroleerd?
31. Wie heb je op de wang gekust?
32. Waar heb je hem op gekust?
33. Frank viel op het hoofd.
34. Björn heeft het been gebroken door de explosie.
35. Anja heeft het been gebroken met een baksteen.
36. Aniek heeft de handen met zalf behandeld voor hem, maar de handen
waren niet van hem.
37. Aniek heeft hem de handen met zalf behandeld, maar de handen waren
niet van hem.
38. Heidi heeft de vloer met olie behandeld voor hem, maar de vloer was niet
van hem.
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39. Heidi heeft hem de vloer met olie behandeld, maar de vloer was niet van
hem.
40. Ralph heeft haar de handen met zalf behandeld, ook al weet hij dat haar
huid heel slecht tegen zalf kan.
41. Lars heeft haar de vloer met olie behandeld, ook al weet hij dat ze geoliede
vloeren niet mooi vindt.

APPENDIX

K

Instructions Follow-up 1 and 2

Introductie
Deze vragenlijst bevat 35 (Follow-up 1)/41 (Follow-up 2) zinnen. Bij elke zin
horen twee taken. Ten eerste zou ik u willen vragen om de zinnen te vertalen
naar uw dialect. Houd bij de vertalingen rekening met de volgende punten:
1. De zinnen worden aangeboden in het Standaardnederlands, met Standaardnederlandse woorden en spelling. Als u in uw dialect andere woorden of andere
spelling gebruikt, geef dan die varianten in uw vertaling.
2. Probeer zo dicht mogelijk bij de aangeboden zinnen te blijven qua inhoud
en woordvolgorde.
Ten tweede zou ik van elke zin graag willen weten of die voorkomt in uw dialect.
Dit kunt u aangeven op een schaal van 1 tot en met 5. Gebruik de vertaling
die u bij de eerste vraag heeft gegeven om uw oordeel op te baseren.
Het is goed mogelijk dat er zinnen tussen zitten die niet voorkomen in uw
dialect. Als dat het geval is, zou ik u willen vragen om zo’n zin toch te vertalen
naar uw dialect (vertaal de woorden dan gewoon naar uw dialect en houd
dezelfde woordvolgorde aan). Als u wilt, kunt u daarnaast een alternatieve
vertaling geven die wel voorkomt in uw dialect.
Er zijn in dit onderzoek geen goede of foute antwoorden. Het doel is om te
onderzoeken welke zinnen voorkomen in uw dialect en welke niet.
Deze vragen dienen ter voorbereiding op ons telefoongesprek. In het telefoongesprek zou ik graag verschillende aspecten ervan met u bespreken.
Alvast hartelijk bedankt voor uw antwoorden!
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Guéron, Jacqueline. 1990. Particles, prepositions, and verbs. In Joan Mascaró
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Samenvatting in het Nederlands

In dit onderzoek staat externe possessie centraal. Externe possessie betreft
structuren waarin de bezitter, ofwel de possessor, zich vanuit syntactisch perspectief buiten de woordgroep bevindt die het bezit aanduidt. Semantisch gezien bestaat er een bezitsrelatie tussen deze twee syntactisch onafhankelijke
argumenten. Er zijn verschillende constructies die onder de term ‘externe possessie’ vallen. De drie categorieën die in dit proefschrift worden besproken,
worden geı̈ntroduceerd in (1)–(3) en komen uit het Frans, waar veel literatuur
over externe possessie op is gebaseerd.
(1) Subjectpossessor
Jean lève la main.
Jean hief de hand
‘Jeani stak zijni hand op.’

(Frans)
[Guéron (1985:43, ex. (1))]

(2) Indirect-objectpossessor
Je lui ai coupé les cheveux.
ik hem heb geknipt de haren
‘Ik heb zijn haar geknipt.’
(3) PP-possessum
Elle l’
a
embrassé sur la bouche.
zij hem heeft gekust op de mond
‘Ze heeft hem op de mond gekust.’

[Guéron (1985:43, ex. (2))]

[Guéron (1985:44, ex. (5a))]

In (1) wordt het subject geı̈nterpreteerd als de bezitter van het direct object
la main ‘de hand’ en daarom wordt deze configuratie de ‘subjectpossessorconstructie’ genoemd. In (2) is het datief argument lui ‘hem’ de bezitter van het
direct object les cheveux ‘de haren’. Ik verwijs naar dit type constructie met
‘indirect-objectpossessors’. Het bezit la bouche ‘de mond’ in (3) is ingebed in
een PP en de bezitter l’ ‘hem’ lijkt de functie van direct object te vervullen.
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Ik noem deze constructie ‘PP-possessum’. Dit proefschrift beschrijft onderzoek
naar de grammaticale en geografische distributie van deze constructies in Nederlandse dialecten. Nederlandse voorbeelden staan weergegeven in (4)–(6).
(4) Subjectpossessor
de coiffeuse draaide mé ene keer ’t hoofd naar links.
de kapster draaide ineens
het hoofd naar links
‘De kapsteri draaide ineens haari hoofd naar links.’
(Nevele, Fl-OV)
(5) Indirect-objectpossessor
M
haet um vanmorge de henj
mit zalf behanjeld.
M(argriet) heeft hem vanochtend de handen met zalf behandeld
‘Margriet heeft zijn handen vanochtend met zalf behandeld.’
(Swalmen, NL-Li)
(6) PP-possessum
Marie aaide him krekt oer it wang.
Marie aaide hem net over de wang
‘Marie aaide hemi net over de wangi .’

(Holwerd, NL-Fr)

In Hoofdstuk 1 introduceer ik de drie constructies die ik in mijn proefschrift behandel en bespreek ik de belangrijkste kenmerken die ik verder zal
onderzoeken in mijn studie. In bestaande literatuur over externe possessie zijn
verschillende eigenschappen naar voren gekomen die kenmerkend zijn voor zulke
constructies. Het eerste kenmerk is de bezitsinterpretatie die tot stand komt,
zonder dat deze relatie morfosyntactisch wordt uitgedrukt. De tweede karakteristieke eigenschap van externepossessorconstructies is dat het zelfstandig
naamwoord dat het bezit uitdrukt, vaak geı̈ntroduceerd wordt door een definiet lidwoord. Dit geldt in ieder geval voor externe possessie in Romaanse
en Germaanse talen. Verder kent een deel van de constructies restricties met
betrekking tot het werkwoord. De belangrijkste observatie voor het huidige
onderzoek is dat de subjectpossessorconstructie doorgaans voorkomt met zogenaamde gesture verbs. Ten slotte wordt externe possessie in de literatuur vaak
in verband gebracht met onvervreemdbaar bezit, omdat de woordgroep die het
bezit uitdrukt, vaak een lichaamsdeel betreft, hoewel dit niet in alle talen en
in alle constructies verplicht is. Dit proefschrift beschrijft onderzoek naar deze
kenmerken in de Nederlandse zinnen van het type in (4)–(6).
Hoofdstuk 2 schetst het theoretische kader waarin het onderzoek is gesitueerd. In het eerste deel van Hoofdstuk 2 wordt beargumenteerd dat nomina die
lichaamsdelen uitdrukken, een reflexieve analyse moeten krijgen, zoals Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd (2011) bepleiten. Syntactische argumenten voor dit idee
worden gepresenteerd op basis van Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerds werk. Zij
laten op basis van verschillende syntactische tests zien dat woordgroepen met
lichaamsdelen, zoals ‘zijn been’, en de simplexe reflexief ‘zich’ hetzelfde gedrag
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vertonen. De tests die Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd gebruiken, richten zich
op de aan- of afwezigheid van een agens. Zowel ‘zich’ als woordgroepen met
lichaamsdelen laten wel zogenaamde causatieve PPs toe (bijvoorbeeld ‘aan de
roestige spijker’), maar geen instrumentale PPs, zoals ‘met behulp van een roestige spijker’. Verder tolereren zinnen met deze typen nomina geen passieven,
zijn ze compatibel met adverbia zoals ‘onopzettelijk’, maar niet met adverbiale
woordgroepen zoals ‘opzettelijk’. Deze uitkomsten onderbouwen het idee dat
zinnen met simplexe reflexieven en lichaamsdelen geen agens bevatten. Op
basis hiervan concluderen Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd dat zulke constructies een onaccusatieve structuur hebben. Ten slotte laten ze ook nog zien dat
‘zich’ en woordgroepen met lichaamsdelen alleen een sloppy lezing toelaten in
comparatieve ellipsiscontexten. Dit resultaat pleit ook voor een analyse waarin
deze woordgroepen zijn opgenomen in een onaccusatieve structuur. Het onderzoek naar subjectpossessors is gebaseerd op dezelfde tests die Rooryck &
Vanden Wyngaerd hebben ingezet, met het enige verschil dat de lichaamsdelen
worden geı̈ntroduceerd door een definiet lidwoord, in plaats van een bezittelijk
voornaamwoord.
Hierboven heb ik kort de syntactische argumenten besproken voor een gelijke behandeling van lichaamsdelen en de simplexe reflexief ‘zich’. Beide typen
nomina zijn reflexief volgens Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd. Behalve syntactische argumenten bespreekt Hoofdstuk 2 ook semantisch georiënteerde motivatie voor de reflexieve aard van woordgroepen die lichaamsdelen aanduiden,
gebaseerd op Postma (1997). Zoals Postma laat zien, laten beide woordgroepen een opwaartse implicatie (upward entailment) zien bij werkwoorden die
een opwaartse implicatie toestaan, zoals ‘bezeren’. Complexe reflexieven zoals
‘zichzelf’ zijn daarentegen in overeenstemming met een neerwaartse implicatie (downward entailment). Deze observaties leveren een aanvullend argument
voor een gelijke behandeling van woordgroepen die lichaamsdelen aanduiden
en ‘zich’.
Het tweede gedeelte van Hoofdstuk 2 presenteert mijn visie op de rol
van het definiete lidwoord in externepossessorconstructies, gebaseerd op Giusti
(2015). Omdat het definiete lidwoord ten eerste voorkomt in alle externepossessorconstructies die ik heb opgesomd in (1)–(3) (ook al is het niet altijd
verplicht) en ten tweede ook in verschillende talen, concludeer ik dat het een
belangrijk kenmerk is van externe possessie. Daarom speelt het definiete lidwoord een cruciale rol in de analyses in dit proefschrift. Verschillende tests laten
zien dat het definiete lidwoord dat het lichaamsdeel introduceert in externepossessorconstructies, zich over het algemeen anders gedraagt dan reguliere
definiete lidwoorden. Het gedrag in externe possessie doet eerder denken aan
zogenoemde zwakke definieten (weak definites), al zijn er ook wel wat verschillen met de laatste categorie. De definiete woordgroepen met lichaamsdelen in
externepossessorconstructies kunnen een sloppy interpretatie hebben in VPellipsiscontexten, terwijl voor reguliere definieten de lezing in zulke gevallen
strict is. Reguliere definieten kunnen wel variabele interpretaties toestaan in
ellipsiscontexten, maar ze zijn dan wel afhankelijk van een sterke niet-talige con-
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text, terwijl zulke omstandigheden niet vereist zijn voor de definiete lichaamsdeelnomina in externe possessie. Waar reguliere definieten moeten voldoen aan
condities op uniekheid en familiariteit, hoeven definiete lichaamsdeelnomina
dat niet. Ten slotte kunnen definiete lichaamsdeelnomina een variabele interpretatie hebben als ze in het bereik van een gekwantificeerde expressie staan,
net als zwakke definieten. Reguliere definieten zijn daar ook toe in staat. De
overeenkomst tussen reguliere definieten en definiete lichaamsdelen onder een
gekwantificeerde expressie is dat er een een-op-eenovereenkomst is tussen de referenten van de gekwantificeerde expressie en die van de definiete woordgroep.
Reguliere definieten vereisen echter een context die zo’n interpretatie faciliteert,
terwijl dat niet het geval is met definiete lichaamsdelen. Al met al kunnen we
dus stellen dat definiete lichaamsdelen zich anders gedragen dan reguliere definieten. Dit afwijkende gedrag vraagt om een analyse van het definiete lidwoord
dat recht doet aan deze kenmerken.
Definiete lidwoorden in externepossessorconstructies vertonen hetzelfde gedrag over de constructies en verschillende talen heen. De analyses die tot nu
toe zijn voorgesteld voor de rol van het definiete lidwoord in externe possessie
(Guéron 1983, 1985, 2006, Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992, Le Bruyn 2014) kennen echter verschillende rollen toe aan het definiete lidwoord voor de verschillende constructies. Met andere woorden, er is geen analyse waarin de rol van
het definiete lidwoord in de verschillende constructies hetzelfde is. De analyse
in dit proefschrift verenigt de constructies op dit punt. Behalve de overeenkomstige rol van het lidwoord over de de constructies heen is er echter ook
belangrijke variatie tussen talen met betrekking tot de beschikbaarheid van de
constructies. Het Frans kent bijvoorbeeld alle constructies die in dit proefschrift
worden besproken (zie (1)–(3)), terwijl het Engels zich voornamelijk beperkt
tot de configuratie in (3). Het is dus niet mogelijk om de variatie tussen het
Frans en het Engels volledig toe te schrijven aan verschillende varianten van het
definiete lidwoord. Voor een analyse van externe possessie moeten we dus de
volgende punten in acht nemen. Ten eerste moet het onderzoek de syntactische
en semantische omstandigheden in kaart brengen waarin externepossessorconstructies kunnen voorkomen en deze kunnen verklaren. Ten tweede moet het
mogelijk zijn met een analyse van de constructies verschillende vormen van definiete lidwoorden te onderscheiden. Zoals ik net heb uitgelegd, hebben definiete
lidwoorden in externepossessorconstructies eigenschappen die zich onderscheiden van kenmerken van reguliere definieten. Beide vormen komen voor binnen
één taal, dus een analyse moet in staat zijn om die vormen te onderscheiden
binnen dezelfde taal.
Er bestaan verschillende semantische benaderingen voor zwakke definieten,
maar in hoofdstuk 2 laat ik zien dat een syntactisch perspectief op definieten
die zich ‘zwak’ gedragen met betrekking tot uniekheid en familiariteit ook heel
inzichtvol is en ons kan helpen om een verenigde analyse op te zetten voor de
verschillende externepossessorconstructies. Giusti (2015) presenteert een syntactische benadering van definiete lidwoorden en pleit voor een strikte scheiding
van semantische definietheid en de morfosyntactische vorm die een definiet lid-
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woord uitspelt, i.e. ‘de’ of ‘het’ in het Nederlands. Deze scheiding implementeert
Giusti als volgt. De semantische definietheid komt tot stand door een ι-operator
in SpecDP, terwijl de uitspelling van het definiete lidwoord in D staat. De morfosyntactische vorm van het definiete lidwoord is, zoals Giusti dat noemt, een
remerge van het zelfstandig naamwoord. Het drukt de ϕ-kenmerken van het
zelfstandig naamwoord uit, maar levert geen enkele bijdrage aan de semantische definietheid van de woordgroep. Giusti’s analyse van definiete lidwoorden
is schematisch weergegeven in (7), waar ‘indr’ de referentiële index van de
woordgroep representeert. In andere woorden, de semantische definietheid van
de DP komt voort uit indr in SpecDP.
(7)

DP
D0

indP
indr

D

NP
... N ...

De onaccusatieve, reflexieve structuur van woordgroepen met een lichaamsdeel, zoals die is voorgesteld door Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd, gecombineerd
met Giusti’s analyse van definiete lidwoorden, vormen samen de kern van de
externe-possessorstructuren met lichaamsdelen. Alle drie de constructies hebben dus dezelfde onderliggende structuur, die wordt weergegeven in (7).

(8)

...
RP

...

R0

DP
D0

indP
α indr

D

R
NP

PP
PDAT

DP

possessum
D0

indP
α indr

D

NP
possessor
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Bezitter en bezit zijn samen opgenomen in een small clause, namelijk een Relator Phrase (RP, den Dikken 2006; zie ook Freeze 1992, Kayne 1993, Hoekstra
1994, 1995, 2004 en den Dikken 1995 voor small clause-analyses van bezitsrelaties). Het bezit is het subject van de RP en de bezitter is opgenomen in een
datief PP, die het predicaat van de RP is. De woordgroep die het bezit aanduidt, heeft wel een morfosyntactische uitspelling van een definiet lidwoord,
maar een referentiële index ontbreekt, waardoor de DP geen eigen referentie
heeft. De DP kan echter de referentiële index van de bezitter erven, wat resulteert in dezelfde referentie voor beide woordgroepen. Deze configuratie leidt
tot een sterke, onvervreemdbare verbintenis tussen possessor en possessum.
In Hoofdstuk 3 bespreek ik het methodologische raamwerk van het huidige
onderzoek en beschrijf ik de data en de bijbehorende analytische vraagstukken.
Het empirische gedeelte van het huidige onderzoek bestaat uit twee kernonderdelen. Het eerste betreft een digitale schriftelijke vragenlijst met in totaal
80 testzinnen, die verspreid is onder de leden van het Meertens Panel. De lijst
met zinnen is opgedeeld in twee stukken. Het eerste deel is ingevuld door 394
informanten, waarvan de data van 364 informanten is geanalyseerd. Deel 2 is
door 283 informanten ingevuld (een subset van de informanten in Deel 1 van
de enquête) en van dit deel zijn de data van 283 informanten geanalyseerd.
Informanten gaven aan of de zin voorkomt in hun dialect en zo ja, hoe gebruikelijk ze die vinden. Vervolgens gaven ze een vertaling van de zin, die in het
Standaardnederlands werd gepresenteerd. Bij een deel van de testzinnen werd
ten slotte ook nog naar de interpretatie gevraagd, waar informanten op konden
antwoorden door middel van meerkeuzeantwoorden. Het tweede stadium van
de dataverzameling betreft mondelinge diepte-interviews met een klein groepje
deelnemers van de schriftelijke vragenlijst. In deze interviews worden theoretische voorspellingen uitvoerig onderzocht. De mondelinge interviews vonden in
twee rondes plaats. In beide rondes kregen informanten eerst een schriftelijke
lijst met zinnen, met de opdracht om die te vertalen en op een schaal van 1 tot
en met 5 aan te geven of ze voorkomen in hun dialect. Vervolgens besprak ik
de uitkomsten met de informanten, waar ook de interpretatie van de zinnen ter
sprake kwam. De dialectdata van de schriftelijke vragenlijst en de mondelinge
interviews vormt de basis voor het huidige onderzoek.
In Hoofdstuk 4 staat de subjectpossessorconstructie centraal. Uit eerder onderzoek naar deze constructie (Bally 1926; Hatcher 1944b; Kayne 1975;
Guéron 1983, 1985, 2006; Le Bruyn 2014) is gebleken dat subjectpossessors
voorkomen bij zogenaamde gesture verbs, i.e. werkwoorden die een natuurlijke, lichamelijke beweging aanduiden. Het huidige onderzoek laat zien dat
gesture verbs in combinatie met een lichaamsdeelnomen ook in een subset van
de Nederlandse dialecten leiden tot een subjectpossessorconstructie, voornamelijk in dialecten langs de oostgrens van Nederland. De relevante dialecten laten
zelfs een uitgebreidere distributie zien van de subjectpossessorconstructie. Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd hebben laten zien dat lichaamsdelen geı̈ntroduceerd
door een bezittelijk voornaamwoord, in dezelfde contexten voorkomen als de
simplexe reflexief ‘zich’, namelijk met werkwoorden die lichamelijke schade of
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fysieke ontwrichting uitdrukken. Het onderzoek beschreven in dit proefschrift
toont aan dat er in de relevante Nederlandse dialecten een subjectpossessorconstructie ontstaat met dit type werkwoorden als ze gecombineerd worden met
een lichaamsdeel dat wordt geı̈ntroduceerd door een definiet lidwoord. Rooryck
& Vanden Wyngaerd beargumenteren, zoals hierboven aangegeven, dat deze
werkwoorden een onaccusatieve structuur hebben, zodra ze met een lichaamsdeelnomen of ‘zich’ voorkomen. In het huidige onderzoek worden de subjectpossessorconstructies ook als onaccusatieve structuren geanalyseerd. Dat betekent dat ze geen agens hebben en dat de possessor en het possessum samen
één complex argument vormen, zoals weergegeven in (8). Terwijl voorgaande
studies (Guéron 1985; Vergnaud & Zubizarreta 1992; Lee-Schoenfeld 2007; Le
Bruyn 2014) al de observatie hadden gedaan dat subjectpossessors voorkomen
met gesture verbs, hadden ze daar geen verklaring voor. Het huidige onderzoek
beargumenteert dat de onaccusatieve benadering van de werkwoorden daar wel
een verklaring voor biedt. Deze analyse drukt een belangrijke eigenschap van
subjectpossessorconstructies uit: het subject doet niet iets wat een uitwerking
heeft op het betreffende lichaamsdeel, maar in plaats daarvan doet het subject
iets met het lichaamsdeel (Hatcher 1944b). In Hoofdstuk 4 worden ten slotte
ook nog meer agentieve werkwoorden besproken, zoals ‘wassen’. In het Frans,
waar subjectpossessors heel gebruikelijk zijn, krijgen we met het werkwoord
laver ‘wassen’ geen subjectpossessorconstructie. In sommige Nederlandse dialecten is dit echter wel het geval. Ook dit resultaat past in Rooryck & Vanden
Wyngaerds analyse. Zij laten zien dat onaccusatieve structuren vaak samengaan met een verminderd niveau van agentiviteit, maar dat dit geen noodzakelijke voorwaarde is voor onaccusatieve structuren. Met andere woorden, zelfs
gevallen waarin het subject een paar agentieve eigenschappen heeft, kunnen een
onaccusatieve structuur hebben. Als het werkwoord ‘wassen’ dus gecombineerd
wordt met een nomen dat een lichaamsdeel uitdrukt, kan dat in de relevante
dialecten leiden tot een reflexieve interpretatie, die we dan als onaccusatieve
structuur analyseren.
In Hoofdstuk 5 komen objectpossessorconstructies aan bod, met andere
woorden, de indirect-objectpossessors en het PP-possessum. Omdat de grammaticale functies van deze constructies niet vanzelfsprekend zijn, schaar ik beide
categorieën onder dezelfde noemer. Objectpossessorstructuren wijken af van de
constructies in Hoofdstuk 4, omdat ze een bezitsrelatie tussen twee interne
argumenten van het werkwoord betreffen in plaats van tussen het grammaticale subject en direct object. Omdat we hier met andere structuren te maken
hebben, zijn er ook andere restricties op de bijbehorende werkwoorden. Wat
de subjectpossessor- en objectpossessorconstructies echter gemeen hebben, is,
zoals ik beargumenteer, hun onderliggende structuur. Anders gezegd, ook voor
de objectpossessorconstructies pleit ik voor de onderliggende structuur van (7)
voor de possessor en het possessum. Hoofdstuk 5 laat zien dat de distributie
van objectpossessors onderhevig is aan microvariatie. De geografische distributie van objectpossessors is weergegeven in Figure K.1. De spreiding van deze
constructies volgt de implicationele hiërarchie in (9). Sprekers die objectposses-
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Figuur K.1: Geografische distributie van objectpossessors in verschillende
syntactische contexten: met een werkwoord zonder partikel, een werkwoord
met een A-partikel, een P-partikel en met het possessum in een PP. Een
structuur wordt als beschikbaar beschouwd in een dialect als de spreker(s) van
die variant een zin hebben beoordeeld met een score van ten minste 2,5 voor
gebruikelijkheid; dit is een kopie van kaart 5.1 op p. 185

sors accepteren met werkwoorden zonder partikel (bijvoorbeeld ‘behandelen’)
of met een adjectivaal partikel (A-partikel; ‘schoonmaken’), laten over het algemeen ook objectpossessors toe met een prepositioneel partikel (P-partikel;
bijvoorbeeld ‘insmeren’), net als PP-possessa. Andersom is dit niet het geval.
Als sprekers objectpossessors toelaten met een P-partikel, betekent dit niet dat
ze deze accepteren zonder partikel.
(9)

Implicationele hiërarchie van grammaticale contexten die objectpossessors toestaan:
Onafhankelijke PP < Werkwoord met P-partikel < Werkwoord met
A-partikel/zonder partikel
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PP-possessa komen wijdverspreid voor in het hele Nederlandse taalgebied.
Veel sprekers accepteren de PP-constructie waarin het bezit geı̈ntroduceerd
wordt door een definiet lidwoord, al zien we in dat geval nog steeds wel de tendens dat de meer oostelijke dialecten makkelijker een definiet lidwoord toelaten
dan de meer westelijke en zuid-westelijke dialecten. Als we echter het definiete
lidwoord vervangen door een bezittelijk voornaamwoord, blijkt dat de constructie acceptabel is voor bijna alle sprekers uit Nederland en Vlaanderen. Hieruit
leid ik af dat de syntactische constructie van PP-possessa beschikbaar is in alle
dialecten, maar dat er wel variatie is met betrekking tot de functionele categorie die het bezit introduceert. De verklaring voor de uitgebreide distributie van
PP-possessa is als volgt. De prepositie van de PP waarin het bezit is ingebed, is
in staat om de naamvalskenmerken van het bezit te checken. Het werkwoord is
daardoor beschikbaar om de naamvalskenmerken van de possessor te checken.
Op deze manier zijn beide zelfstandignaamwoordgroepen gelicenseerd.
Objectpossessors met een P-partikelwerkwoord hebben een kleinere distributie dan possessa die ingebed zijn in een PP, maar ze zijn wel gebruikelijker
dan objectpossessors die voorkomen met een werkwoord zonder partikel of met
A-partikel. In de analyse die ik voorstel, voorziet het prepositionele partikel
de structuur van een positie waar de bezitter zijn naamvalskenmerken kan
checken. Werkwoordspartikels zijn zelf niet in staat om naamvalskenmerken
te licenseren (den Dikken 1995), maar ze hebben wel een specificeerder die als
landingsplaats kan dienen voor het PP-predicaat van de RP dat de possessor
bevat. Deze configuratie zorgt ervoor dat de twee werkwoordelijke hoofden v
en V allebei een argument kunnen licenseren, zodat zowel de possessor als het
possessum gefiatteerd zijn.
Vergeleken met P-partikelwerkwoorden hebben objectpossessors met een
werkwoord met een A-partikel of zonder partikel een nog beperktere distributie. In deze contexten zijn objectpossessors vooral nog te vinden in de oostelijke helft van Nederland, oftewel langs de Duitse grens. Ik beargumenteer
dat de nabijheid van de Duitse taal cruciaal is. In het Duits komen indirectobjectpossessors veelvuldig voor (zie bijvoorbeeld Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, 2007
en Hole 2005), wat erop wijst dat het Duits een zogenaamde ‘hoge applicatief’
heeft, dat wil zeggen, een positie hoog in de verbale projectie, waar additionele argumenten gelicenseerd kunnen worden. Onderzoek naar zogenaamde
‘dubbele-objectconstructies’ (DOCs; Levin 1993; Pylkkänen 2008; Tungseth
2006) heeft uitgewezen dat lage applicatieven algemeen beschikbaar zijn in
alle talen, maar niet alle talen beschikken over een hoge applicatief. In het geval van lage applicatieven worden twee objecten aan elkaar gerelateerd. Dat
is bijvoorbeeld het geval voor de bezitsrelaties die in dit proefschrift worden
besproken en die ik analyseer met behulp van Den Dikkens (2006) RP, maar
ook in het geval van kanonieke ‘ditransitieve’ werkwoorden zoals ‘geven’. Hoge
applicatieven kenmerken zich door hun optionele karakter en drukken bijvoorbeeld een benefactief argument uit. De verklaring voor de beperkte distributie
van objectpossessors met A-partikelwerkwoorden en werkwoorden zonder partikel is nu als volgt. A-partikels zijn lexicaal en hebben om die reden geen
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specificeerderpositie (den Dikken 2006). Werkwoorden zonder partikel hebben
ook geen extra positie in de verbale projectie. De possessor moet om verschillende redenen uit de RP kunnen verplaatsen (onder andere naamval), maar er
is in de gevallen van A-partikelwerkwoorden en werkwoorden zonder partikel
geen plek beschikbaar voor de possessor om gelicenseerd te worden, behalve
als een dialect een hoge applicatief heeft. In de meer westelijke en Vlaamse
dialecten is die niet beschikbaar, waardoor een indirect-objectpossessor niet
gefiatteerd kan worden. In een deel van de oostelijke dialecten is die projectie
wel beschikbaar, waardoor deze dialecten wel een indirect-objectpossessor toestaan in deze contexten. Een belangrijk verschil met de PP-possessa is dat in
het laatste geval een bezittelijk voornaamwoord de constructie algemeen beschikbaar maakt voor alle Nederlandse dialecten. Dit is niet het geval voor de
indirect-objectpossessors. Ik concludeer daarom dat de syntactische configuratie van PP-possessa wel beschikbaar is voor alle sprekers, maar die van de
indirect-objectpossessorconstructie niet.
De empirische bijdrage van dit proefschrift betreft een uitgebreide en systematische bestudering van drie typen externepossessorconstructies in Nederlandse dialecten. In Hoofdstuk 6 vat ik de belangrijkste bevindingen van elk
hoofdstuk samen en bespreek ik de empirische en theoretische bijdragen van dit
onderzoek. De vergelijking op microniveau in dit onderzoek heeft gezorgd voor
nieuwe inzichten in het domein van externe possessie. Het testen van andere
werkwoorden dan gesture verbs met subjectpossessors heeft inzicht gegeven in
de onderliggende reden waarom subjectpossessors voorkomen met een beperkte
set werkwoorden. De onaccusatieve structuur die is voorgesteld op basis van
Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerds analyse geeft invulling aan deze restrictie: in
de subjectpossessorconstructie bewegen de possessor en het possessum gezamenlijk als een harmonieus geheel. Verder hebben de verschillende syntactische contexten voor de objectpossessorconstructies ook een belangrijk patroon
blootgelegd. Zodra er een prepositie beschikbaar is, of het nou een onafhankelijke prepositie of een partikel is, worden indirect-objectpossessors acceptabel
voor meer sprekers, waardoor de grens van dialecten die zulke constructies
toestaan, opschuift naar het westen. De gedetailleerde beschrijving van de distributie van de verschillende externepossessorconstructies heeft verder geleid
tot een uniforme analyse voor de onderliggende structuur van de drie verschillende constructies. Ook heeft het ons inzicht verschaft in de locus van variatie.
We hebben ten eerste variatie gevonden in de beschikbaarheid van syntactische
kenmerken (hoge applicatief en de manieren waarop naamval kan worden gelicenseerd) en ten tweede in de eigenschappen van het definiete lidwoord. Beide
punten van variatie zijn nodig om de geografische en grammaticale distributie
van externepossessorconstructies te kunnen verklaren.
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