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Abstract

Sincetheintroductionof the X-bar principlesit is commonlyassumed
thatprepositionsareheadsof PPs,in the sameway asnounsandpronouns
areheadsof NPs. However, while this is well motivatedfor a large major
ity of the pronounsandthe prepositionsn mary languagestherearealso
exceptions.More specifically Van Eynde(1999)arguesthatthereducedor
minor pronounsof Dutch—asopposedo their full or tonic counterparts—
cannotheadanNP, andthe purposeof this paperis to demonstrat¢hatthere
are also prepositionswhich cannotheada PR The first sectionintroduces
thedistinctionbetweemmajorandminor cateyories. The secondshovs how
it canbe appliedto the prepositionsand presentsa way of treatingminor
prepositionsn HPSG. Thethird singlesout the Dutchte (to) asa plausible
candidatdor aminor prepositiontreatmentandthe fourth providescriteria
for the identificationof other minor prepositions. The concludingsection
pointsoutthewider significanceof thesefindings.

1 The major/minor distinction

1.1 Two typesof personalpronouns

Like Frenchand Italian, Dutch hastwo typesof personalpronouns:the full or
tonic onesandthe reducedones,seefigure 1. The mostconspicuouglifference
betweenthe two typesis a phonologicalone: while the full pronounscan be
stressedthereducednescannot.

In contrastto the clitic pronounsof Frenchand Italian, which sharemary
propertieswith affixesandwhich arein fact analysedas suchin resp. Miller
(1992) and Monachesi(1995), the reducedpronounsof Dutch are autonomous
words. Notice, for instance thatthey canbe separatedrom their headby ary
numberof constituents.

person| full forms reducedorms
first ik, mij, wij, ons me we
second jij, jou, gij, u je, ge

third hij, zij, hem,hen,hun,haar | ze het,ie

Figurel: ThemonosyllabicDutchpersonapronouns
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(1) ...dat ze metoenwat verlegenom eenvuurtje vroey.
... thatshemethensomevhatshyly for a light asked

‘... thatsheaslked me somavhatshyly for alight then:

In this respecthey arejust like the full forms, but—atthe sametime—there
arealsosomeclearsyntacticdifferencesThemostsalientoneis thatthefull pro-
nounscanheada branchingNP, whereaghereducednescannot.This accounts
for the contrasin the following examples guotedfrom Model (1991,287-8).

(2) Wij/*we allenhebberdaar aanmeeyewerk.
we all have thereon collaborated

‘We all have contributedto that!

(3) Wij/we hebberallendaar aanmeegewerkt.
we have all thereon collaborated

‘We have all contributedto that’

Sinceverb-secondlausesllow atmostoneconstituenbeforethefinite verb,
the wordswhich precedenebben(have) mustform oneconstituent.As a conse-
guencejf thereis morethanoneword, the pronounmustbe onewhich canhead
a branchingNP, i.e. a full form.! If thereis only oneword, though,asin the
sentencavith the floatedquantifier the pronoundoesnot heada branchingNP
and canhencealso be realizedby a reducedpronoun. The impossibility of the
reducedpronoungo heada branchingNP impliesthatthey cannottake ary local
dependentssuchasadjunctsor specifiers.

Otherdifferencesconcernthe fact that only the full forms canbe conjoined,
topicalisedand usedin isolation,asin shortanswersandelliptical comparatre
clauses.

(4) Ze twijfelentussen Marken jou/*je.
they hesitate betweerMark andyou

‘They hesitatebetweerMark andyou!
(5) Mij*me hebberee niets gevraagd.
me hare they nothingaslked
“To methey did notaskarything!
(6) Wie heeftdit gedaan?Vij/*we.
whohas thisdone? we
‘Who did this? We!
(7) Hij reist meerdan jij/*je.
he travelsmorethanyou
‘He travelsmorethanyou do!

A final syntacticdifferenceconcerngheir position. While the full pronouns
appearin the samecanonicalorder as definite NPs,i.e. Subj< IO < DO, the
reducedonestendto appearfurther to the left. In the following sentencesfor

Thatthe pronounis the headandnot the quantifieris clearfrom thefactthatthe persorvalue
of theNP is identicalto the oneof the pronoun.cf. wij allen hebberons/*zict gesdoren (we all
have shavedourselhes/*themseles).
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instancethefull DO followsthelO, whereasts reducedcounterparimustprecede
thelO.?

(8) ... dat hij onshaar/*zeheeftvoorgesteld.
..thathe us her has introduced

‘... thathehasintroducedherto us’

(9) ...dat hij ze/*haaronsheeftvoorgesteld.
.. thathe her us has introduced

‘... thathe hasintroducedherto us!

Next to thephonologicabndsyntacticdifferenceghereis alsoasemantione.
Whereaghefull pronounsarealwaysusedastheargumentof somepredicatepeit
averb,aprepositioror anadjectve, thereducednescanalsobeusedn positions
which arenotassigneary semantiaole. In otherwords,thereducedormsmay
have semanticallwacuoususeswhereaghefull formsarealwaysreferential.

1.2 An HPSG analysis

For capturingthesyntacticdifferencesetweerthefull andthereducedpronouns,
we cannotmake useof the standardoart of speechdistinctions,sincethe part of
speectof thereducedpronounss the sameasthe oneof their full counterparts;
nor canwe make useof functionaldistinctions sincebothtypesexpresshe same
rangeof syntacticfunctions(subject,(in)direct object, prepositionalobject, ...).
Whatwe needthenis a distinctionwhich is orthogonalto the partof speectpar
tition and which is neutralwith respectto the standardfunctional distinctions.
For this purposd will make a distinctionbetweentwo typesof category (major
vs. minor), asin Van Eynde(1999). While all objectsof type category have a
HEAD feature,which specifiesits part of speechanda MARKING feature,only
themajoroneshave valencefeaturessuchassusJ andComPs.

susJ list(synsen)

HEAD head
MARKING marking
category

comps list (synserj]

major

Theabsencef valencefeaturesn minor cateyoriesreflectsthe factthattheir
memberscannottake any local dependents.

Most of the othersyntacticrestrictionson minor cateyoriescanbe summedup
in termsof onegeneralconstraint,.e. the constrainthattheir memberamustbe
local dependentsf an overtly expressechead. This impliesthatthey cannotbe
usedasheadsconjuncts,non-localdependentsfillers)® or remnantsn verbless

2The grammaticalityjudgementshold for the readingin which ons(us)is the indirect object
andhaar/ze(her)thedirectobject.If therolesarereversedthe secondsentencés alsogrammat-
ical with thefull form haar.

3This subsumeshe banon topicalisation put alsothe extractionof wh-constituentsThe pre-
dictionis hencehatsuchconstituentsnustbemajor, and—interestingly—thipredictionis indeed
borneout. The interrogative, relative and exclamative pronounsare—incontrastto the personal
ones—allstressablegsonjoinableandhencemajor.

(1) Wie of wat je ook ziet,laatmeiets weten.
who or whatyou alsosee,let me somethindknow
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clauses.In termsof the inventory of phrasestructuretypesin Pollard and Sag
(1994),thismeanghataminorword canonly beusedasa complementasubject,
anadjunct,amarker or aspecifier

The tendeng of the reducedpronounsto precedetheir major sisterscanbe
relatedto asimilar obsenationabouttheword orderin FrenchclausesAs agued
in Abeillé and Godard(2000)one of the factorsin determiningthat orderis the
relative weightof the constituentsMore specifically complementsvhich consist
of asingleword (theso-calledite ones) haveto precedeaheirnon-lite (branching)
sisters.Compare

(10) La coursedonnesoif/unegrandesoif a Jean.
therace gives thirst/a great thirstto Jean

‘The racemakesJearnthirsty/very thirsty’

(11) La coursedonnea Jeartsoif/lunegrandesoif.
therace gives to Jearthirst/a great thirst

‘The racemakesJearnthirsty/very thirsty’

While the non-lite objectunegrandesoif may precedeaswell asfollow the
prepositionalobjecta Jean its lite counterpartsoif canonly precedeit. Lite
objectsare not necessarilyminor cateyories, but the conversedoeshold: minor
pronounsarenecessarilyite, andtheir leftward tendeng canhencebe attributed
to theirinherentiteness.

It may be worth stressinghatthe major/minordichotomyis a purely syntac-
tic distinction. Phonologicaleductionandthe existenceof semanticallywacuous
usesareusefulfor identifying plausiblecandidategor minor status but they can-
notbeusedascriteria.

Sincethemajor/minordistinctionis orthogonalo the partof speectpartition,
it canalsobeappliedto otherpartsof speechaswill now bedemonstratetbr the
Dutchprepositions.

2 Major and minor prepositions

2.1 Why most prepositionsare major

Whentherelevanttestsareappliedto the Dutch prepositionsmostof themturn
out to be major. For a start,they canbe headsof phrasalprojectionsand take
variouskinds of local dependentssuchascomplementandspecifiers.

(12) [NP-[P-NP]]eenmeteronderde grond
[NP-[P-NP]] onemeterundertheground

(13) [A-[P-S]] net voor we vertrokken
[A-[P-S]] justbeforewe left

They canalsobeconjoined topicalisedwhenusedintransitvely) andusedin
isolation.

‘Whoever or whatever you see Jet meknow.
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(14) vooroftegen ons,dooren voorde kinderen
for oragainstus, by andfor thechildren

(15) zonder hadhetook gekund

withouthadit alsocanpspP

‘it couldalsohave beendonewithout, thereis anotherbedupstairs.
(16) Hebje hetliever met saus of zonder? Met!

haveyouit ratherwith sauceor without?with!

‘Would you ratherhave it with sauceor without? With!’

As for word order mostof the prepositionsdo not show the typical leftward
tendenyg of the minor words, sincethey mayjust aswell precedeasfollow their
complement.The postpositionabrderis even (almost)obligatory with the [+R]-

pronoungder, hier, daar, waar, ergens,nergens,overal), andalsooccurswith full
NPsandPPs.

(17) [[*+R]-P] denkt negens aan,springtoveral op
[[+R]-P] thinksnowhereon, jumps everywhereup

‘doesnotthink of anything, jJumpson everything’

(18) [NP|PP-PJlooptde berg op,door de muurheen
[NP|PP-P]Jruns themountainup, throughthewall to
‘runs up themountain throughthe wall’

Thereis only a small numberof prepositionswvhich invariably precedeheir
complement:met (with) andtot (till), for instance,areinherentlyprepositional
andformally distinctfrom their postpositionatounterpartsneeandtoe

Furtherevidenceagainst minor statuscan be derived from extraction data:
sincethecomplemenbf apostpositiorcanbeextracted thelattercanbestranded.
This phenomenois usuallyillustratedwith the[+R]-pronounsput it alsooccurs
in the caseof full NPsandPPs?

(19) Waar denkje [ __aan]?
wheethinkyou[ __on] ?
‘What areyou thinking of ?’

(20) Die bemy rij ik liever nietalleen[ __ op].
thatmountaindrive | rathernot alone[ __ up]
‘I would rathernot drive up thatmountainalone’.

(21) Doordiemuur kunnenwe niet[ __heen].
throughthatwall can  wenot [ __ through]
‘We cannotgetthroughthatwall.

As a consequencehe postpositioncannotbe treatedasa minor sisterof the
extractedphrase sinceminor wordscanonly be usedaslocal dependentsf an
overtly expressedead.

4Whatis not possiblein Dutch, is to extract complementgor partsthereof)of PREpositions:
no matterwhetherthe PPis an adjunctor a complementgxtractionout of a prepositionalPPis
notpossible.
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For completenesssale, let us alsocheckthe secondarycharacteristiof the
existenceof semanticallyacuoususes. In this respectmary of the Dutch ad-
positionscould in principle qualify as minor, sincethey do not contrikute ary
contentwhenthey introducea prepositionacomplementpr—more generally—
whenthey are externally selected.Nonethelessgvenin suchuses,the syntactic
criteriashav otherwise.Strandingfor instancejs quite commonfor PPcomple-
ments(even morethanfor PPadjuncts sinceadjunctstendto behae asislands),
andthe fact that semanticallyvacuousprepositionsmay combinewith a minor
pronounis significantaswell.

(22) Hij denkt vaak aanmel/je.
he thinksoftenon me/you

‘He oftenthinks of me/you.

In this combinationthe prepositionmust be major, for if it were minor, it
would beimpossibleto form a constituenwith the pronoun.Putin otherwords,
the nodewhich dominateghe prepositionandthe pronounmustobviously be a
branchingnode,andsinceminor signscannotheada branchingnode,atleastone
of the two sistersmustbe major; asa consequencesincethe pronounis minor,
the prepositiormustbe major.

At first sight then, the prospectof finding any minor prepositionsn Dutch
looksratherbleak. However, sincethe major/minordistinctiondoesnot applyto
partsof speechasa whole, but ratherto their individual membersjt cannotbe
concludedrom theseexampleghatall Dutchprepositionaremajor. In thesame
way asthe Dutch pronounshave both major and minor memberstheremay be
minor prepositionsext to themajorones.

2.2 An HPSG analysisfor minor prepositions

Beforesinglingoutary specificwordsascandidategor aminor prepositiorntreat-
ment,| will spellouthow suchatreatmenitanbe capturedn termsof the HPSG
sorthierarcly.

Sincea minor prepositioncanby definition not be the headof a PR, the ques-
tion is how it relatesto the projectionwith which it combines.Giventhatprepo-
sitionsstandardlyselecttheir sister we needa type of combinationin which the
selectoiis notidentifiedwith thehead.Surweying theinventoryof phrasestructure
typesin PollardandSag(1994)therearethreepossibilities.Oneis head-adjunct
asfor the prenominaladjectveswhich selecta nominalhead. Anotheris head-
marker, asfor the complementizersvhich selecta verbal projection,usually a
clause. The third possibility is head-specifierasfor determinersvhich selecta
nominalhead. Which of thesethreecombinationsappliesis determinedoy the
partof speectof the nonheadlaughter Giventhefollowing partitionfor the part
of speechvalues

head

/\

substantive functional

- T

n % a p marker det deggree  measue  scalar
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[SYNSEM | LOC | CAT | MARKING

susJ ()

HEAD-DTR | SYNSEM LOC | CAT | cOMPS <>

MARKING unmarled

HEAD iSPEC }

marke

SUBJ <>
NONHEAD-DTR | SYNSEM | LOC | CAT
comps ()

MARKING [ marked

Figure2: Thehead-markr phrasetype

theadjunctdaughteraredefinedasprojectionsof substantie partsof speech,
the marker daughterasmarkersandthe specifierdaughtersasprojectionsof the
otherfunctionalpartsof speech.

A specialpropertyof marker daughterss thatthey arerequiredto be words,
ratherthanphrasesSincethis lack of a phrasalprojectionis alsotypical of minor
words,thehead-markr combinatiordeseresacloserlook. Its generaproperties
canbereadoff figure2.

In words, a marker daughteris a word which belongsto a specialpart of
speechgalled‘marker’, which selectsa phrasahead(via its sSPEC value),which
doesnot take any dependentssuchasa subjector a complementandwhich has
a marked MARKING value, which it shareswith its mother The Englishcom-
plementizetthat, for instance selectsafinite clauseandhasthe MARKING value
that The headdaughteron the otherhand,is a fully saturatedohrasewith the
MARKING valueunmarled, thediscrepang betweerthe MARKING valuesof the
motherandthe headdaughtethasthe effect of preventingiterative application.

Adoptingthis schemeaminor prepositioncouldbe saidto selectits sistervia
SPEC (insteadof via comPs), andto have a MARKING valuewhich corresponds
to its name,suchasin or aan As a matterof fact, a treatmentalongtheselines
hasalreadybeensuggestedor the case-markingrepositionsn PollardandSag
(1987,65)andaguainin PollardandSag(1994,45), whereit is explicitly limited to
languagesvithoutadpositionstranding.More concretgroposaldiave beenmade
for Germanin HeinzandMatiasek(1994,214)andfor Catalanin Badia(1998)°

However, while thistreatmentnaybetechnicallysatishctory it hasthesome-
whatpuzzlingconsequencthat minor prepositionsannotbe treatedaspreposi-
tions. Instead,they arerequiredto belongto someother part of speechcalled
‘marker’, with aratherheterogeneousiembershiprangingfrom complementiz-
ersover coordinateconjunctiongo case-markingprepositionsandperhapsome
otherelementdik e thecomparatre thanandas As amatterof fact,if this partof
speechs intendedto includeall wordswhich cannothave a phrasalprojection, it

5As pointedout in the previous paragraphthe Dutch case-markingrepositionsare headsof
PPsandhencedo not qualify asmarkers. This confirmstherestrictionin PollardandSag(1994),
sinceDutchallows adpositionstranding.
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shouldevenincludethereducedronounsf Dutch. Apartfrom theheterogeneity
of its membershiphe part of speechmarker’ is alsoexceptionalin thatthereis
no otherlinguistic theorywhich employsit.

More satishctorywould be an analysisin which the minor prepositionscan
betreatedasprepositionalin thesameway asthereducedoronounsaretreatedas
pronounsWithin the existing type hierarcly, thoughthisis proneto leadto other
idiosyncraciesfor if the minor prepositionsare prepositionalandif we stick to
the correspondencbketweensyntacticfunction and part of speechthey should
be treatedas adjunctdaughterswhich would not be very satishctory either; it
would, for instancejmply thatthe Germancasemarkingauf is anadjunctof the
pronounin the combinationauf ihn warten (wait for him), which is somevhat
counterintuitve to saytheleast.

A neatwayto solvethis paradoxs to give upthecorrespondendeetweersyn-
tacticfunctionandpartof speechAs amatterof fact,thiswouldnotonly facilitate
thetreatmenbf the minor prepositionsit would alsosolve someotherproblems.
Thespecifiersfor instancearerequiredto belongto specialpartsof speechsuch
asdgyree measue andscalar, but thewordswhich headsuchphrasesareusually
alsomembersf ‘substantve’ partsof speechsuchasadverbor noun As acon-
sequenceaword like years would be the headof anNP, andhencea noun,in we
were living in Italy in thoseyealrs, but the headof a measurghrasen two years
beforethewar. It would seemmorelogicalto treatyearsinvariablyasanoun,and
to allow the phrasewhichit projectsto sere varioussyntacticfunctions,suchas
subject,object,measurghraseprepositionacomplementetc.

Puttingthe matterin a broademerspectie, the postulationof POSambigui-
tiesfor makingfunctionaldistinctionscaneven be shavn to be at oddswith one
of the basicmotivationsfor the useof abstractphrasestructuretypesin HPSG.
The useof the head-complemenype of structure for instancejs claimedto be
preferableo theuseof severalcateyory specificrules(like PP— P NP),because
the latter enforcesoneto statethe constraintson constitueng twice (oncein the
lexical entriesof the complementaking wordsandoncein the rules),whereas
the former allows oneto avoid this redundang. The phrasestructuretypescan
hencebe keptso abstractthatthey generalizeover categyories,in muchthe same
way asthe X-bar principlesin transformationajrammar In thehead-complement
combinationfor instancepoththeheadandthecomplement(s¢anbelongto ary
partof speechGiventhisdrivefor cross-catgorialgeneralisatioim thedefinition
of the phrasestructuretypes,it is anentirely unexpectedandeven self-defeating
move to differentiatethe adjunct,specifierand marker combinationsn termsof
the catgoriesof their nonheaddaughter It would be moreconsistento useone
andonly onetype of structurefor modellingthe combinationof a selectingnon-
headsignwith its head,andto leave the specificsto thelexical entriesof thehead
selectingwords.

As a matterof fact, it is preciselyfor this purposethat | have introduceda
new phrasetype, calledhead-functoyin Van Eynde(1998). It modelsall com-
binationsin which the nonheaddaughterselectsthe headdaughtef andhence

5For modellingthis selectionl usethe headfeatureseLECT. It replaceshe MoD and SPEC
featureswhich Pollardand Sag(1994) employs for the selectionby respectiely substantie and
functionalpartsof speech.The possiblevaluesof SELECT arenoneandsynsemijust like for the
mobD featurein PollardandSag(1994).
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subsumeshe morespecifictypeshead-marlkr, head-specifieandhead-adjunct
it alsoemplo/sthe MARKING feature requiringtokenidentity of thevaluesof the
motherandthe functordaughter

SYNSEM | LOC| CAT | MARKING [2l marked
HEAD-DTR| SYNSEM

HEAD | SELECT [3]

NONHEAD-DTR | SYNSEM | LOC | CAT
MARKING

head-functophr

Thereare no constraintson the cateyoriesof eitherthe heador the functor:
they canbelongto ary of theusualpartsof speechN, V, P, A), they canbephrasal
aswell aslexical, andthefunctordaughtemaybe majoraswell asminor. Given
this generakharacterizationye nolongerneeda distinctionbetweersubstantie
andfunctionalpartsof speechwhichin turnfreesusfrom theobligationto assign
differentPOSvaluesto a word, dependingon whetherit is usedin acomplement
or in a measureghraseor whetherit is usedasa case-maré&r or asthe headof
a PP Instead,we cannow characterizea minor prepositionas a functor which
selectsaheadsister(of any typeof catggory) andwhich hasa MARKING valueof
typemarked As suchiit is clearlydistinctfrom a major prepositionwhichis the
headof a PPandwhich selectsacomplement.

Having definedwhata minor prepositions, we cannow turnto somespecific
prepositionandexaminewhetherthey qualify asminor.

3 The prepositionte

Taking a cuefrom the treatmenbf the personabronounsn thefirst section the
mostplausiblecandidatefor a minor prepositiontreatments te (to). Its phono-
logical shapefor instancecloselyresembleshe oneof mostminor pronounsi.e.

a consonanfollowed by a mutevowel, asin me we, je, ge, ze Moreover, in the
sameway asthesepronounsarethe reducedcounterpart®f full forms like mij

andwij, te is the reducedcounterparof the inherentlyinitial tot, which in turn
is the prepositionalcounterparbf the postpositionatoe’ Furthermoresincete
lacksautonomousgontentin its mostcommonuse,whichis thecombinationwith

infinitives(te werken(to work)), it alsoshavs anothersecondarygharacteristiof

minorwords,i.e. the existenceof semanticallyvacuoususes.In orderto find out
whetherit qualifiesasminor, though,we have to checkthe syntacticcriteria,and
for thatpurposat is usefulto distinguishbetweents combinationwith nominals
andits combinatiorwith infinitives.

3.1 Teplus nominal

Like almostevery otherprepositionte combineswith NPs,both properonesand
commonones.

"This co-existenceof threedifferentformsfor the ‘same’adpositionis quiteremarkable Ger
manandEnglish,for instance have only oneform each resp.zuandto. Theabsencef separate
reducedforms in theselanguagesmay be an accidentof orthograply, though,for at leastthe
Englishto is occasionallyrealisedwith a mutevowel.
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(23) te Leuwven,tevier uur, te zijnerere
in Leuven,atfour hour, in his  honour

‘in Leuven,atfour o’clock, in his honour’

The NP is usuallyunmarledfor caseput it mayalsotake a datve form, asin
thelastexample. To determinewhetherthe prepositionis major or minor in this
combinationit is usefulto spell out its interactionwith the nominal. If major, it
takesthenominalasits complementandyieldsa PP.If minor, it selectdsheNP as
its headandyieldsanNP.

PP[comPs < >] NP
/\ /\
P[compPs <[> ] @ NP P[SELECT (1] MNP

In orderto make a choiceit is usefulto have a look at casesin which the
prepositionntroducesanadjunctof anominal,asin

(24) BaronWelis de Cortendonck[ambassadeue Parijs], ...
BaronWelis de Cortendonck[ambassadorin Parig], ...

If the prepositionis major, the bracletednominalhasthe structure]N-PP]; if
it is minor we get[N-NP]. While the former is very commontype of structure
for a nominal,the latteris restrictedto appositve and partitive constructionsas
in Koning Albert (King Albert) andeenflesCampari(a bottle of Campari).As a
consequencejncethete phrasan theexampleis neitherappositve nor partitive,
it seemgreferableo treatit asa PP

Anotheramgumentfor major statusis thatte canbe conjoined asin®

(25) Alle briefwisseling dient gericht aande burgemeestestadhuis
all correspondenceeedsaddressetb themayor town-hall
vanen te 3000Leuven.
of andat3000Leuven

‘All correspondencghouldbeaddressetb themayor town hall of andat
3000Leuwen:

A third agumentis of a moretheoryinternalkind. SinceHPSG requiresthe
adjunctsto selecttheir headsby meansof a HEAD feature,this featureshould
alsobe presenton the headdaughterof the adjunct,i.e. on the preposition(in
caseof PP)or on the noun (in caseof NP). Of thesetwo options,the latter is
clearlylessattractve, sincenoundik e uur andLeuverhardlyqualify asadjunctve
by themseles. The otheroptionis more attractve, sinceit attributesthe head
selectingfeatureand,hencethe adjunctve natureto the preposition.

In sum, the combinationof te with an NP had betterbe treatedasa PR, and
thisimpliesthatthe prepositionqualifiesasmajor.

SELECT synse
HEAD
PFORM te
prep

COMPS <N P>
MARKING unmarked
major - -

8This phrases quotedfrom aninformationbrochureaboutthe town of Leuven, publishedin
2000.
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In words,theprepositiortakesanNP complemenandheadsa PPwhichmod-
ifiesanotherprojection.This otherprojectioncanbeverbal,nominalor adjectval,
asin woonadtig te Leuven(living in Leuven).

Next to this compositionatype of combinationtherearenumerousdiomatic
ones.Most of themarecombinationsvith a singlecommonnounandarepartof
collocations,asin staatiemandte woord (speakg€o someoneandkomtiemand
te hulp (comesto someone’aescue).In suchcombinations|te + N] is not an
adjunctof the verb; noris it aregular PPcomplementfor in suchcomplements
the link betweennounandverbis muchlesstight. The nominalwhich is part
of the PP complemenf the verb denlen (think), for instance canbe ary kind
of nounor pronoun,but the nounwhich is introducedby te in combinationwith
staat (stands)can hardly be anything elsethanwoord (word). Notice alsothat
the valenceandthe meaningof the collocationis not straightforvardly dervable
from its parts: staatte woord, for instance takesan NP complementwhereas
staatdoesnot, andtheidiomaticity of its meanings a.o.clearfrom thefactthata
word-by-wordtranslationyieldsgibberish(standssomeoneo word). Treatingthe
wholeof thecollocationasonesyntacticunit would beimplausible sincetheverb
canbeseparateftomthe[te + N] combinatiorby any numberof constituentshut
thereis someevidencefor treatingthe latterasonesyntacticatom. Thetwo parts,
for instanceareinseparableandthe nounmaybe onewhich doesnotoccurinde-
pendently suchasvoorsadijn in the collocationbrengtiets te voorsahijn (brings
somethingout). Moreover, the fact that the combinationconsistsof two words
is dueto someratherarbitraryspellingcorventions;notice,for instancethatthe
samekind of combinationis spelledasoneword in collocationslike steltteleur
(disappointsiand gaat teloor (becomedost), andthat thereare several colloca-
tionsin which the [te + N] combinationis spelledin two wordswhencombined
with averb, asin steltte werk (employs), but in oneword whencombinedwith
the correspondingioun,asin tewerkstelling(employment). In sum,thereis am-
ple evidencefor treatingte in thesecombinationsas part of a compoundword,
ratherthanasa syntacticatomin its own right, andthis impliesthatit requiresan
affixal treatmentatherthana prepositionabne.

Wrappingup, whencombinedwith an NP, te is the headof a PR andhence
amajor prepositionandwhencombinedwith a singlecommonnoun,it is nota
syntacticatombut ratheranaffix. Sofarthen,we have notfoundary evidencefor
aminor prepositiontreatment.

3.2 Theinfiniti val te

In contrasto the Englishinfinitival to, which combineswith full-fledgedVPs,the
Dutchinfinitival te combineswith a singleverh More specifically the infinitive
with which it combinesmustnot have taken ary of its complement®r adjuncts
yet.

(26) Hij hadbeloofd [onseenkopie[te sturen]].
he hadpromisedus a copy to send

‘He hadpromisedo sendusa copy.

(27) * Hij hadbeloofd [te [onseenkopiesturen]].
* he hadpromisedo us a copy send
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No word may separatehe prepositionfrom the infinitive, not even a parti-
cle. Comparefor instance the well-formedop te bouwen(up to build) with the
ungrammaticalte opbouwen This closeconnectionwith the verbis alsoclear
from the inability to scopeover conjunction,cf. te nemenof *(te) laten (to take
or to leave). Thesearetwo propertieswvhich te shareswith the participial prefix
ge-, cf. opgebeldvs. *geopbeld andgekregenof *(ge)kocht (receved or bought).
At first sightthen,thereis someevidencefor treatingthe combinationasa single
syntacticunit, alongthe samedinesastheidiomatic[te + N] combinations.

Whenwe applythe criteriaof Zwicky andPullum (1983),though,the affixal
treatmentturns out to be lessattractve. First, the existenceof arbitrary gaps,
which is typical of affixation, is alsoattestedn the caseof the participial prefix
ge-, but notin the caseof theinfinitival te. More specifically while the presence
of the patrticipial prefix is limited by a numberof constraintswhich are partly
phonological(*geverloren) and partly morphological(*geondesdat), te com-
bineswith ary kind of infinitive (te verliezente ondesschatter). In this respecit
alsodiffers from the combinationwith singlecommonnouns,sincemary of the
lattercannotbecombinedwith te, cf. per/*tetrein (by train), per/*te telefoon(by
phone).

Secondtheoccurrencef morpho-phonologicadjustmentsyhichis another
symptomof affixation,canbeobsenedin thecaseof the participial prefix, but not
in thecaseof theinfinitival te. Theadditionof ge-, for instancejs accompanietly
theidiosyncraticinsertionof anotherg- in ge-g-etern(eaten) put thecombination
of te with aninfinitive is entirely regular  Thereis, for instance,no alternation
betweene andten asin the combinationwith singlecommonnouns.cf. te/*ten
woor (to word) vs. ten/*te oorlog (to war).

Third, thereare no semanticidiosyncraciesn the combinationof te with a
verh Whatever the contritution of the prepositionis, it is constanfor thevarious
infinitiveswith which it combines.Moreover, the combinationdoesnot form a
collocationwith someotherverbor predicateput is semanticallyautonomous.

In sum, even thoughthereis someinitial evidencefor an affixal treatment,
theapplicationof the Pullum-Zwicky criteriaanda comparisorwith the particip-
ial ge- andthe affixal te revealsthatthe infinitival te had betterbe treatedasan
autonomousyntacticunit.*

As for its statusandits partof speechtheobviousfirst guesss to treatit along
thesamdinesasthete which combineswith NPs,i.e. asamajorprepositionand
henceastheheadof a PR Thistreatmentthough,meetsolessthanfive empirical
problems. First, sinceclausefinal verb clustersmay not containary PPs,a PP
analysisof the infinitival combinationpredictsthatit cannotbe part of the verb

SAnothercriterion of Zwicky andPullumconcernsselectvity: whereasaffixestendto require
astemof somespecificcatayory, wordsarelessselectve with respecto the cateyory of theirhead
or host. As appliedto theinfinitival te, this providesfurtherevidenceagainstan affixal treatment,
sincete also combineswith nouns. Nonethelessasa criterion it is lessreliable thanthe other
three,sincetherearevariousaffixeswhich alsocombinewith differentcateyories. The Dutchon-,
for instanceijs unmistakablanaffix, but combinesquallywell with adjectives(oneven(uneven))
aswith nouns(onrust(unrest)).

10The factthatthe infinitival te cannotscopeover conjunctionis hencenot a sufficient reason
for treatingit asan affix. The corverseof the criterionis valid, though: if anelementcanscope
over conjunction thenit mustbeaword ratherthananaffix.
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cluster but this predictionis not borneout. On the contrary it turnsout thatthe
combinationMmUST appeaiin theverbcluster

(28) dat ik met hem[wil praten],* dat ik [wil met hempraten].
thatl with him [wanttalk], * thatl [wantwith him talk]

‘that | wantto talk to him!

(29) dat hij [zegt te willen komen],* dat hij te willen [zegt komen].
thathe [saysto want come], * thathe towant [sayscome]

‘that he sayshewantsto come.

Second,PPscan be topicalized, by fronting or by clefting, whereasthe te-
V[inf] combinationcannot.

(30) [Met hem]wil ze nietpraten.
[with him] wantsshenot talk

‘Him shedoesnt wantto talk to!

(31) Hetis[met hem]dat ze nietwil praten.
it is[with him] thatshenot wantstalk

‘It is him thatshedoesnt wantto talk to!

(32) * [Tekomen]heefthij beloofd.
* [to come] has he promised

(33) * Hetis[te komen]dat hij beloofd heett.
* it is[to come] thathe promisedhas

Third, sincethe presencef the prepositionis optionalin certaincontets, as
in
(34) Ze hadniethoeren(te) komen.

shehadnot neededto) come
‘She hadnt hadto come.

the PPtreatmentvould involve an otherwiseunattestedlternationof V[inf]
andPPfe].

In the previous examples,the te-V[inf] combinationis the complementof
someotherverb, but the samecombinationcan be usedas a nominal modifier,
andalsoin that use,thereis someevidenceagainsta PP analysis. First, while
PPmodifiersof nounsmustoccurpostnominallythete-V[inf] combinationrmust
occurprenominallyjustlik e the participles(passve, perfector present).

(35) de facturenvanvorig jaar], * de [vanvorig jaar] facturen
theinvoices[of last year],* the[of last year]invoices

‘the invoicesof lastyear’

(36) de [te betalen}facturen}* de facturente betalen]
the[to pay] invoices,* theinvoices[to pay]
‘the invoicesto be paid’

(37) de betaalddacturende betalende¢oeschouwers
thepaid invoicesthepaying spectators
‘the invoicespaid, the payingspectators’
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Secondprenominaladjectvesandparticiplesshav agreementvith the head
noun,in the sensdahatthe presencef theinflectionalsuffix -e is determined.o.
by the numberandgenderof the modifiednoun.

(38) eenwarm/*warme bad, zeerwarme/*warm kleren
a warm/*warmbDECL bath,verywarmbDECL/*warmclothes

‘a warmbath,very warmclothes’

A straightforvard way of handlingthis is to assigndifferent HEAD|SELECT
valuesto the formswith andwithout suffix. Giventhe HEAD FEATURE PRINCI-
PLE, this correctlypredictsthatit is the headof the adjunct(i.e. the adjectve or
the participle), which agreeswith the noun,andnot ary of its dependentssuch
aszeer Turning now to theinfinitival adjunctswe find the samekind of agree-
ment!!

(39) een[niette verstaan/*erstane] gemompel
a [not tounderstand/*understarmz:CcL] mumble

‘an ununderstandabl®mumble’

(40) in [niet miste verstane/*erstaan] bewoordingen
in [not misto understanahecL/*understandjvords

‘in unmistakablgéerms’

As a consequencef we treatthe prepositionasthe headof the adjunct,we
incorrectlypredictthattheagreemensuffix shouldberealizedonthe preposition.
In sum,the PPtreatments highly implausiblefor theinfinitival te.

For an alternatve, we could turn to the analysiswhich Pullum (1982) has
proposedor the Englishinfinitival to. After having dismissedvariousalterna-
tives (affix, particle,complementizerpreposition,...), he proposedo treatit as
a nonfinite auxiliary verb which takes a VP[inf] complementand which heads
a VP[aux,td. Whenappliedto the Dutch te, the resultinganalysiswould solve
several of the problemswith the PP treatmentbut therearetwo which remain.
Theverb clusterdata,for instancearestill problematic for if oneallows VPsin
clausefinal verbclusterspnehasto stipulatethatthesecanonly beVPswhichare
headedy te andwhich do not containary otherVP constituentgall otherVPs
have to be excluded). The agreemendataremainequally problematic for if the
headof the prenominalinfinitival is te, one makesa wrong predictionaboutthe
positionof the agreemensuffix. On top of thatthereis a new problem,namely
thatte doesnot show ary verbalmorphology For the Englishto thatmaybeless
of aproblem,sinceit could—morphologicallyspeaking—bea bareinfinitive, just
like do, but for the Dutch te this rekuttal doesnot work, sinceDutch infinitives
arealways—withoutary exception—markd by the affix -n; asa consequencéf
it were aninfinitive, onewould expectthe form ten but in spite of the factthat
this form exists, it doesnot combinewith verbs. In sum,whatever its meritsfor
English,theassignmenof verbalstatusto the Dutchte is ratherimplausible.

Anotheralternatve is the onethat Sag(1997,458) hasrecentlyproposedor
theEnglishinfinitival to, i.e. to treatit asa complementizewhich takesa VVP[inf]
andwhich headsa CP[inf].

UTheinfinitiveswhich endin -endo not take the sufiix for phonologicareasonsbut the alter

nationcanbedemonstratedith infinitivesin which thefinal consonants precededby anon-mute
vowel, suchasgaan(go), staan(stand) slaan(hit), doen(do) andzien(see).
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PHON <TO>

HEAD lVFORM inf]
com

SYNSEM | LOC | CAT |SUBJ (m)

COMPS <V P[inf, SU BJ<>]>

Notice thatcomplementizerbiave a VFORM feature just like verbs. Techni-
cally, thisis modelledby theintroductionof a supertypeverbal which subsumes
both verb and complementizerandwhich is declaredto have VFORM, AUX and
otherverbalfeatures.

A similar analysiscould be spelledout for the Dutchte, but the resultingCP
treatmentvould have the sameproblemsasthe VP analysisj.e. (1) acomplica-
tion in the analysisof verb clusters,sinceCPsarenot the kind of objectswhich
cannormallyappearin Dutchverbclusters(2) awrongpredictionaboutthelocus
of theagreemensuffix in prenominainfinitivals,and(3) theunmotvatedassign-
mentof a VFORM featureto te. On top of that, the CP analysishastwo further
problems.First, it makesawrong predicitionaboutthe word orderin NPs,since
CPsinvariablyfollow the nounthey modify.

(41) hetbericht [dat ze komt], * het[dat ze komt] bericht
themessagéthat shecomes]* the[thatshecomes]message

(42) de [te betalen]facturen* de facturente betalen]
the[to pay] invoices,* theinvoices[to pay]

Second,sincedirect object CPs can be topicalizedby fronting, one would
expectthe sameof the te V[inf] combination,but this expectationis not borne
out.

(43) Dat/of er iets gestolenwas,wistenwe niet.
that/whethetheresomethingstolen was,knev we not

‘We did notknow that/whethesomethinghadbeenstolen.

(44) * Teverdwijnenhebberee geprobeerd.
* to disappear have they tried

In sum, whatever its meritsfor the Englishinfinitival to, the CP analysisis
ratherimplausiblefor the Dutchte.

Comparingthe treatmentsvhich have beenexaminedsofar (PRVP,CP),they
have onepropertyin common,i.e. theassumptiorthattheinfinitival te is acom-
plementtaking head. As a matterof fact, it is preciselythis assumptiorwhich
inevitably leadsto wrong predictionsaboutthe orderin verb clustersandNP in-
ternalagreement.An obvious way to avoid theseis to treatthe infinitive asthe
headandte asits nonheadister In theframeawvork of thisarticle, thisimpliesthat
teis aminor functorandthatits AvM canbespelledout asfollows.

PHON <TE>

HEAD  |SELECT V[inf,unnﬂ
SYNSEM | LOC | CAT pre

MARKING te

minor
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This analysisavoids the problemswith the three XP treatmentdPRVP,CP).
More specifically

e it is compatiblewith the constraintthat clausefinal verb clusterscontain
only Vs;

e it correctlypredictsthatthetopicalisationof V[inf,te] combinationsounds
awkward,;

e the optionality of the prepositioncan be capturedby underspecification:
V[inf] subsume$othV[inf,te] andV[inf,unm;

e it complieswith the LP constraintsvithin NPs, more specificallywith the
constraintthat nonfinite V-projectionsmay precedethe noun which they
modify, whereas®Psmay not;'?

e it correctlypredictsthattheagreemensuffix in prenominaldjunctswill be
realizedon theinfinitive andnotonte.

The sameeffectscould be obtainedin a marker treatmenof theinfinitival te,
but evenapartfrom the evidenceagainstthe useof aseparatéead-marler type of
combination(seesection2.2), it would requiresomeparticularadjustmentand
stipulations. Notice, for instance that markers canonly be combinedwith fully
saturategrojectiongsuchasS andNP), whereaghe infinitival te combineswith
a singleverh Moreover, the fact that te cannotbe conjoinedwould have to be
stipulated sinceit is notagenerapropertyof markers. Comparé?

(45) Ik weet nogniet[of en wanneerge komen.
I know not still [if andwhen] they come

‘I donotknow yetif andwhenthey come.

(46) * Ze liggen]op of te] stenen.
* they lie  [uporto] die

In the minor prepositiontreatmentthis neednot be stipulatedsincethe ban
on conjunctionfollows from the minor statusof theinfinitival te. Similarly, while
markersmayjustaswell precedeasfollow theirheadsister aminor prepositions
predictedo precedet, becausef thegeneraleftwardtendeng of minor words.

In sum,we have exploreda large variety of possibleanalysedor the infini-
tival te, rangingfrom affix over major prepositionto auxiliary, complementizer
and marker, but they all met one or—usually—moreproblemswhich the minor
prepositiortreatmentmanageso avoid.

12Giventhe HeadFeaturePrinciple, the selectionof a nominalheadby the V[inf,te] adjunctis
partof the CAT|HEAD valueof theinfinitive. Theadjunctie natureof thephrases henceattributed
to theinfinitive,andnotto te. Thisis plausible sincealsoothernonfiniteverbs(presentpastand
passie participles)canbe usedasadjunctsof nouns.

B3Noticethatzeliggenop sterver(they areaboutto die) andzeliggente sterven(they aredying)
arebothwell-formed.
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initial only flexible final only
als, met,per, sinds| aan,bij, door, in, langs,na,naar | af, heen
te, ten,ter, tot naast,om,op, rond,uit, van,voor | mee toe

Figure3: ThemonosyllabicDutchadpositions

3.3 Summingup

Taking stock, we canconcludethat te requiresdifferentanalysesdependingon
the kind of constructionin which it participates.More specifically it is a major
prepositionn combinationwith NPs,anaffix in combinatiorwith certainnouns,
andaminor prepositionin combinationwith infinitives. This demonstratethata
prepositionis not major or minor assuch,but ratherthatit canbe majorin some
of its usesandminorin otherones.

4 Extrapolation

Providing afull list of the minor prepositionsn evenonelanguageas beyondthe
sopeof this article,not somuchbecausehe numberof plausiblecandidatess so
large, but ratherbecausehe argumentatiorfor a minor prepositiontreatments
only corvincingif it canbe shovn to be moreappropriatehanary of its alterna-
tives, which invariably requiressomedetailedargumentation.For this reason||
will notgointo the specificsof anothemparticularcombinationjnstead] will use
the criteriaandthe analysisof te asthe startingpoint for sometentatve extrapo-
lation.

First, sinceminor words cannormally not be stresseda prepositionis most
likely to have minor uses,whenit is short,i.e. nonsyllabicor monosyllabict*
This limits thelist of possiblecandidateso the twenty-sixin figure 3.

Secondsinceminorwordstendto preceddheir sistersanadpositionis more
likely to be minor (in someparticularuse)whenit precedeshe phrasewhich it
selects Fromthisit follows thatthe four inherentlyfinal adpositionsareunlikely
to have ary minor usesandthatthefourteenflexible onesarelesslik ely to be mi-
nor whenthey areusedpostpositionally Giventhe factthatonly PosTpositions
canbestrandedn Dutch, this impliesthat strandecadpositionsareunlikely can-
didatesfor minor status andsincetheintransitve adpositionsarea subsebf the
strandabl@nes this extendsto theintransitve ones,ncludingthe particles.Con-
firmationfor this co-rollaryis providedby thefactthatmostof theintransitve Ps
canbetopicalisedwhichis a clearsignof majorstatus.

Third, sinceminor wordstendto have semanticallwacuousisesoneis more
likely to find minor usesfor prepositionsvhich canalsointroducecomplements
thanfor thosewhich canonly introduceadjuncts.Surneying thelist of twenty-two
remainingcandidatesndmatchingit with thelist which Beelen (1991)provides
of the prepositionswhich are usedto introducecomplementsye caneliminate

Noticethatthe unstressabilitgloesnot applyto the prepositiorassuch but to the preposition
in someparticularuse:te, for instance canbe stressedvhenit is usedasa major prepositionas
in vanente Leuven but notwhenit is combinedwith aninfinitive.
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somemorecandidatessuchaslangs(along),na (after),naast(next to), per (per),
rond (around) sinds(since),ten (to) andter (t0).*°

At this point, we are left with twelve candidates:the inherentlyinitial als
and met® and the prepositionalusesof aan, bij, door, in, naar, om op, uit,
vanandvoor. As a matterof fact, | have alreadyarguedthat the useof aanin
the progressie [aan het+ V[inf]] combinationcanbestbe analysedasa minor
prepositionyatherthanasa major prepositionacomplementizeor amarker, see
Van Eynde(1998),andin VanEynde(n.d.) | provide evidencethatom vanand
voor have alsogot usesfor which a minor prepositiontreatmenis preferableto
ary otherkind of treatment.

5 Conclusions
Themainconclusioncanbesummedasfollows

¢ in the sameway asthereare pronounswhich cannotheada branchingNP
thereareprepositionsvhich cannotheada branchingPP;we call themmi-
nor andhave proposectriteriafor their identification;

e an exampleof a minor prepositionis the Dutch infinitival te; alternatve
analysegasanatffix, amajorprepositionanauxiliary, acomplementizeor
amarker) arelessplausible;

e a treatmentalongtheselines is also applicableto specificusesof other
prepositionssuchasthe Dutchaan,om,vanandvoor,

¢ the postulationof a cross-catgorial major/minor distinction prepareshe
way for considerablesimplificationsin the part of speechierarcly and—
especially—inthe hierarcly of phrasetypes; more specifically the head-
functor combinationsubsumeghe head-adjunct head-markr and head-
specifiercombinationsf PollardandSag(1994).
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