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Abstract

Sincethe introductionof the X-bar principlesit is commonlyassumed
thatprepositionsareheadsof PPs,in thesameway asnounsandpronouns
areheadsof NPs. However, while this is well motivatedfor a largemajor-
ity of the pronounsandthe prepositionsin many languages,therearealso
exceptions.More specifically, VanEynde(1999)arguesthatthereducedor
minor pronounsof Dutch—asopposedto their full or tonic counterparts—
cannotheadanNP,andthepurposeof thispaperis to demonstratethatthere
arealsoprepositionswhich cannotheada PP. The first sectionintroduces
thedistinctionbetweenmajorandminorcategories.Thesecondshowshow
it canbe appliedto the prepositionsandpresentsa way of treatingminor
prepositionsin HPSG. Thethird singlesout theDutch te (to) asa plausible
candidatefor aminor prepositiontreatment,andthefourthprovidescriteria
for the identificationof otherminor prepositions.The concludingsection
pointsout thewidersignificanceof thesefindings.

1 The major/minor distinction

1.1 Two typesof personalpronouns

Like FrenchandItalian, Dutch hastwo typesof personalpronouns:the full or
tonic onesandthe reducedones,seefigure1. Themostconspicuousdifference
betweenthe two types is a phonologicalone: while the full pronounscan be
stressed,thereducedonescannot.

In contrastto the clitic pronounsof Frenchand Italian, which sharemany
propertieswith affixes andwhich are in fact analysedassuchin resp. Miller
(1992)andMonachesi(1995), the reducedpronounsof Dutch areautonomous
words. Notice, for instance,that they canbe separatedfrom their headby any
numberof constituents.

person full forms reducedforms
first ik, mij, wij, ons me, we
second jij, jou, gij, u je, ge
third hij, zij, hem,hen,hun,haar ze, het,ie

Figure1: ThemonosyllabicDutchpersonalpronouns
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(1) ...
...

dat
that

ze
she

me
me

toen
then

wat
somewhat

verlegen
shyly

om
for

een
a

vuurtje
light

vroeg.
asked

‘... thatsheaskedmesomewhatshyly for a light then.’

In this respectthey arejust like the full forms,but—at thesametime—there
arealsosomeclearsyntacticdifferences.Themostsalientoneis thatthefull pro-
nounscanheada branchingNP, whereasthereducedonescannot.This accounts
for thecontrastin thefollowing examples,quotedfrom Model (1991,287-8).

(2) Wij/*we
we

allen
all

hebben
have

daar
there

aan
on

meegewerkt.
collaborated

‘We all havecontributedto that.’

(3) Wij/we
we

hebben
have

allen
all

daar
there

aan
on

meegewerkt.
collaborated

‘We haveall contributedto that.’

Sinceverb-secondclausesallow atmostoneconstituentbeforethefinite verb,
thewordswhich precedehebben(have) mustform oneconstituent.As a conse-
quence,if thereis morethanoneword, thepronounmustbeonewhich canhead
a branchingNP, i.e. a full form.1 If thereis only one word, though,as in the
sentencewith the floatedquantifier, the pronoundoesnot heada branchingNP
andcanhencealsobe realizedby a reducedpronoun. The impossibility of the
reducedpronounsto heada branchingNP impliesthatthey cannottake any local
dependents,suchasadjunctsor specifiers.

Otherdifferencesconcernthe fact that only the full forms canbe conjoined,
topicalisedandusedin isolation,as in shortanswersandelliptical comparative
clauses.

(4) Ze
they

twijfelen
hesitate

tussen
between

Mark
Mark

en
and

jou/*je.
you

‘They hesitatebetweenMark andyou.’

(5) Mij/*me
me

hebben
have

ze
they

niets
nothing

gevraagd.
asked

‘To methey did notaskanything.’

(6) Wie
who

heeft
has

dit
this

gedaan?
done?

Wij/*we.
we

‘Who did this?We.’

(7) Hij
he

reist
travels

meer
more

dan
than

jij/*je.
you

‘He travelsmorethanyou do.’

A final syntacticdifferenceconcernstheir position. While the full pronouns
appearin the samecanonicalorderasdefiniteNPs, i.e. Subj � IO � DO, the
reducedonestend to appearfurther to the left. In the following sentences,for

1Thatthepronounis theheadandnot thequantifieris clearfrom thefactthatthepersonvalue
of theNP is identicalto theoneof thepronoun,cf. wij allen hebbenons/*zich geschoren(we all
haveshavedourselves/*themselves).
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instance,thefull DO followstheIO, whereasits reducedcounterpartmustprecede
theIO.2

(8) ...
...

dat
that

hij
he

ons
us

haar/*ze
her

heeft
has

voorgesteld.
introduced

‘... thathehasintroducedherto us.’

(9) ...
...

dat
that

hij
he

ze/*haar
her

ons
us

heeft
has

voorgesteld.
introduced

‘... thathehasintroducedherto us.’

Next to thephonologicalandsyntacticdifferencesthereis alsoasemanticone.
Whereasthefull pronounsarealwaysusedastheargumentof somepredicate,beit
averb,aprepositionor anadjective,thereducedonescanalsobeusedin positions
whicharenot assignedany semanticrole. In otherwords,thereducedformsmay
havesemanticallyvacuoususes,whereasthefull formsarealwaysreferential.

1.2 An HPSG analysis

For capturingthesyntacticdifferencesbetweenthefull andthereducedpronouns,
we cannotmake useof thestandardpartof speechdistinctions,sincethepartof
speechof the reducedpronounsis thesameastheoneof their full counterparts;
norcanwemakeuseof functionaldistinctions,sincebothtypesexpressthesame
rangeof syntacticfunctions(subject,(in)direct object,prepositionalobject, ...).
Whatwe needthenis a distinctionwhich is orthogonalto thepartof speechpar-
tition and which is neutralwith respectto the standardfunctional distinctions.
For this purposeI 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 speech,anda MARKING feature,only
themajoroneshavevalencefeatures,suchasSUBJ andCOMPS.

category

��
HEAD head

MARKING marking

��
major

���
SUBJ list � synsem�
COMPS list � synsem�

�	��
Theabsenceof valencefeaturesin minor categoriesreflectsthefactthattheir

memberscannottake any localdependents.
Mostof theothersyntacticrestrictionsonminorcategoriescanbesummedup

in termsof onegeneralconstraint,i.e. theconstraintthat their membersmustbe
local dependentsof an overtly expressedhead.This implies that they cannotbe
usedasheads,conjuncts,non-localdependents(fillers)3 or remnantsin verbless

2Thegrammaticalityjudgementshold for the readingin which ons(us) is the indirectobject
andhaar/ze(her)thedirectobject.If therolesarereversed,thesecondsentenceis alsogrammat-
ical with thefull form haar.

3This subsumesthebanon topicalisation,but alsotheextractionof wh-constituents.Thepre-
dictionis hencethatsuchconstituentsmustbemajor, and—interestingly—thispredictionis indeed
borneout. The interrogative, relative andexclamative pronounsare—incontrastto the personal
ones—allstressable,conjoinableandhencemajor.

(1) Wie
who

of
or

wat
what

je
you

ook
also

ziet,
see,

laat
let

me
me

iets
something

weten.
know

kathol
83



clauses.In termsof the inventoryof phrasestructuretypesin PollardandSag
(1994),thismeansthataminorwordcanonly beusedasacomplement,asubject,
anadjunct,amarker or aspecifier.

The tendency of the reducedpronounsto precedetheir major sisterscanbe
relatedto asimilarobservationaboutthewordorderin Frenchclauses.As argued
in Abeillé andGodard(2000)oneof the factorsin determiningthat orderis the
relative weightof theconstituents.Morespecifically, complementswhichconsist
of asingleword(theso-calledlite ones),haveto precedetheirnon-lite(branching)
sisters.Compare

(10) La
the

course
race

donne
gives

soif/une
thirst/a

grande
great

soif
thirst

à
to

Jean.
Jean

‘The racemakesJeanthirsty/very thirsty.’

(11) La
the

course
race

donne
gives

à
to

Jean
Jean

*soif/une
thirst/a

grande
great

soif.
thirst

‘The racemakesJeanthirsty/very thirsty.’

While thenon-liteobjectunegrandesoif mayprecedeaswell asfollow the
prepositionalobject à Jean, its lite counterpartsoif can only precedeit. Lite
objectsarenot necessarilyminor categories,but the conversedoeshold: minor
pronounsarenecessarilylite, andtheir leftwardtendency canhencebeattributed
to their inherentliteness.

It maybeworth stressingthat themajor/minordichotomyis a purelysyntac-
tic distinction.Phonologicalreductionandtheexistenceof semanticallyvacuous
usesareusefulfor identifyingplausiblecandidatesfor minorstatus,but they can-
notbeusedascriteria.

Sincethemajor/minordistinctionis orthogonalto thepartof speechpartition,
it canalsobeappliedto otherpartsof speech,aswill now bedemonstratedfor the
Dutchprepositions.

2 Major and minor prepositions

2.1 Why mostprepositionsaremajor

Whentherelevant testsareappliedto theDutchprepositions,mostof themturn
out to be major. For a start, they canbe headsof phrasalprojectionsand take
variouskindsof local dependents,suchascomplementsandspecifiers.

(12) [NP-[P-NP]]
[NP-[P-NP]]

een
one

meter
meter

onder
under

de
the

grond
ground

(13) [A-[P-S]]
[A-[P-S]]

net
just

voor
before

we
we

vertrokken
left

They canalsobeconjoined,topicalised(whenusedintransitively) andusedin
isolation.

‘Whoeveror whateveryou see,let meknow.’
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(14) voor
for

of
or

tegen
against

ons,
us,

door
by

en
and

voor
for

de
the

kinderen
children

(15) zonder
without

had
had

het
it

ook
also

gekund
can.PSP

‘it couldalsohavebeendonewithout, thereis anotherbedupstairs.’

(16) Heb
have

je
you

het
it

liever
rather

met
with

saus
sauce

of
or

zonder?
without?

Met!
with!

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

As for word order, mostof theprepositionsdo not show the typical leftward
tendency of theminor words,sincethey mayjust aswell precedeasfollow their
complement.Thepostpositionalorderis even(almost)obligatorywith the[+R]-
pronouns(er, hier, daar, waar, ergens,nergens,overal), andalsooccurswith full
NPsandPPs.

(17) [[+R]-P]
[[+R]-P]

denkt
thinks

nergens
nowhere

aan,
on,

springt
jumps

overal
everywhere

op
up

‘doesnot think of anything, jumpsoneverything’

(18) [NP 
PP-P]
[NP 
PP-P]

loopt
runs

de
the

berg
mountain

op,
up,

door
through

de
the

muur
wall

heen
to

‘runs up themountain,throughthewall’

Thereis only a small numberof prepositionswhich invariably precedetheir
complement:met (with) and tot (till), for instance,are inherentlyprepositional
andformally distinctfrom their postpositionalcounterpartsmeeandtoe.

Furtherevidenceagainst minor statuscan be derived from extraction data:
sincethecomplementof apostpositioncanbeextracted,thelattercanbestranded.
Thisphenomenonis usuallyillustratedwith the[+R]-pronouns,but it alsooccurs
in thecaseof full NPsandPPs.4

(19) Waar
where

denk
think

je
you

[
[

aan]
on]

?
?

‘What areyou thinkingof ?’

(20) Die berg
thatmountain

rij
drive

ik
I

liever
rather

niet
not

alleen
alone

[
[

op].
up]

‘I would rathernot driveup thatmountainalone.’

(21) Door diemuur
throughthatwall

kunnen
can

we
we

niet
not

[
[

heen].
through]

‘We cannotgetthroughthatwall.’

As a consequence,thepostpositioncannotbe treatedasa minor sisterof the
extractedphrase,sinceminor wordscanonly be usedaslocal dependentsof an
overtly expressedhead.

4What is not possiblein Dutch, is to extract complements(or partsthereof)of PREpositions:
no matterwhetherthe PPis an adjunctor a complement,extractionout of a prepositionalPPis
notpossible.
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For completeness’sake, let us alsocheckthe secondarycharacteristicof the
existenceof semanticallyvacuoususes. In this respect,many of the Dutch ad-
positionscould in principle qualify as minor, sincethey do not contribute any
contentwhenthey introducea prepositionalcomplement,or—moregenerally—
whenthey areexternally selected.Nonetheless,even in suchuses,the syntactic
criteriashow otherwise.Stranding,for instance,is quitecommonfor PPcomple-
ments(evenmorethanfor PPadjuncts,sinceadjunctstendto behave asislands),
and the fact that semanticallyvacuousprepositionsmay combinewith a minor
pronounis significantaswell.

(22) Hij
he

denkt
thinks

vaak
often

aan
on

me/je.
me/you

‘He oftenthinksof me/you.’

In this combinationthe prepositionmust be major, for if it were minor, it
would beimpossibleto form a constituentwith thepronoun.Put in otherwords,
the nodewhich dominatesthe prepositionandthe pronounmustobviously be a
branchingnode,andsinceminorsignscannotheadabranchingnode,at leastone
of the two sistersmustbe major; asa consequence,sincethe pronounis minor,
theprepositionmustbemajor.

At first sight then, the prospectof finding any minor prepositionsin Dutch
looksratherbleak.However, sincethemajor/minordistinctiondoesnot apply to
partsof speechasa whole, but ratherto their individual members,it cannotbe
concludedfrom theseexamplesthatall Dutchprepositionsaremajor. In thesame
way asthe Dutch pronounshave both major andminor members,theremay be
minorprepositionsnext to themajorones.

2.2 An HPSG analysisfor minor prepositions

Beforesinglingoutany specificwordsascandidatesfor aminorprepositiontreat-
ment,I will spellout how sucha treatmentcanbecapturedin termsof the HPSG

sorthierarchy.
Sincea minor prepositioncanby definitionnot betheheadof a PP, theques-

tion is how it relatesto theprojectionwith which it combines.Giventhatprepo-
sitionsstandardlyselecttheir sister, we needa typeof combinationin which the
selectoris notidentifiedwith thehead.Surveying theinventoryof phrasestructure
typesin PollardandSag(1994)therearethreepossibilities.Oneis head-adjunct,
asfor the prenominaladjectiveswhich selecta nominalhead.Anotheris head-
marker, as for the complementizerswhich selecta verbalprojection,usually a
clause.The third possibility is head-specifier, asfor determinerswhich selecta
nominalhead. Which of thesethreecombinationsappliesis determinedby the
partof speechof thenonheaddaughter. Giventhefollowing partitionfor thepart
of speechvalues

head

substantive

n v a p

functional

marker det degree measure scalar
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�������������������������

SYNSEM 
 LOC 
 CAT 
 MARKING �
HEAD-DTR 
 SYNSEM �

�������
LOC 
 CAT

������ SUBJ ��
COMPS ��
MARKING unmarked

�	����� �	������

NONHEAD-DTR 
 SYNSEM 
 LOC 
 CAT

����������
HEAD

marker� SPEC � �
SUBJ ��
COMPS ��
MARKING � marked

� ���������

�	������������������������
Figure2: Thehead-marker phrasetype

theadjunctdaughtersaredefinedasprojectionsof substantivepartsof speech,
themarker daughtersasmarkersandthespecifierdaughtersasprojectionsof the
otherfunctionalpartsof speech.

A specialpropertyof marker daughtersis that they arerequiredto bewords,
ratherthanphrases.Sincethis lackof aphrasalprojectionis alsotypicalof minor
words,thehead-marker combinationdeservesacloserlook. Its generalproperties
canbereadoff figure2.

In words, a marker daughteris a word which belongsto a specialpart of
speech,called‘marker’, which selectsa phrasalhead(via its SPEC value),which
doesnot take any dependents,suchasa subjector a complement,andwhich has
a marked MARKING value,which it shareswith its mother. The Englishcom-
plementizerthat, for instance,selectsa finite clauseandhasthe MARKING value
that. The headdaughter, on the otherhand,is a fully saturatedphrasewith the
MARKING valueunmarked; thediscrepancy betweentheMARKING valuesof the
motherandtheheaddaughterhastheeffect of preventingiterative application.

Adoptingthisscheme,aminorprepositioncouldbesaidto selectits sistervia
SPEC (insteadof via COMPS), andto have a MARKING valuewhich corresponds
to its name,suchas in or aan. As a matterof fact,a treatmentalongtheselines
hasalreadybeensuggestedfor thecase-markingprepositionsin PollardandSag
(1987,65)andagainin PollardandSag(1994,45),whereit is explicitly limited to
languageswithoutadpositionstranding.Moreconcreteproposalshavebeenmade
for Germanin HeinzandMatiasek(1994,214)andfor Catalanin Badia(1998).5

However, while this treatmentmaybetechnicallysatisfactory, it hasthesome-
whatpuzzlingconsequencethatminor prepositionscannotbetreatedaspreposi-
tions. Instead,they arerequiredto belongto someotherpart of speech,called
‘marker’, with a ratherheterogeneousmembership,rangingfrom complementiz-
ersover coordinateconjunctionsto case-markingprepositionsandperhapssome
otherelementslike thecomparative thanandas. As amatterof fact,if thispartof
speechis intendedto includeall wordswhich cannothave a phrasalprojection,it

5As pointedout in thepreviousparagraph,theDutchcase-markingprepositionsareheadsof
PPsandhencedo not qualify asmarkers.This confirmstherestrictionin PollardandSag(1994),
sinceDutchallowsadpositionstranding.
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shouldevenincludethereducedpronounsof Dutch.Apart from theheterogeneity
of its membershipthepartof speech‘marker’ is alsoexceptionalin that thereis
nootherlinguistic theorywhichemploys it.

More satisfactorywould be an analysisin which the minor prepositionscan
betreatedasprepositional,in thesamewayasthereducedpronounsaretreatedas
pronouns.Within theexisting typehierarchy, though,this is proneto leadto other
idiosyncracies,for if theminor prepositionsareprepositional,andif we stick to
the correspondencebetweensyntacticfunction andpart of speech,they should
be treatedasadjunctdaughters,which would not be very satisfactoryeither; it
would, for instance,imply thattheGermancasemarkingauf is anadjunctof the
pronounin the combinationauf ihn warten (wait for him), which is somewhat
counterintuitive to saytheleast.

A neatwayto solvethisparadoxis to giveupthecorrespondencebetweensyn-
tacticfunctionandpartof speech.As amatterof fact,thiswouldnotonly facilitate
thetreatmentof theminor prepositions,it wouldalsosolvesomeotherproblems.
Thespecifiers,for instance,arerequiredto belongto specialpartsof speech,such
asdegree, measureandscalar, but thewordswhichheadsuchphrasesareusually
alsomembersof ‘substantive’ partsof speech,suchasadverbor noun. As a con-
sequence,a word like years would betheheadof anNP, andhencea noun,in we
were living in Italy in thoseyears, but theheadof a measurephrasein two years
beforethewar. It wouldseemmorelogical to treatyears invariablyasanoun,and
to allow thephrasewhich it projectsto serve varioussyntacticfunctions,suchas
subject,object,measurephrase,prepositionalcomplement,etc.

Puttingthematterin a broaderperspective, the postulationof POSambigui-
ties for makingfunctionaldistinctionscanevenbeshown to beat oddswith one
of the basicmotivationsfor the useof abstractphrasestructuretypesin HPSG.
Theuseof thehead-complementtypeof structure,for instance,is claimedto be
preferableto theuseof severalcategoryspecificrules(likePP � P NP),because
the latterenforcesoneto statetheconstraintson constituency twice (oncein the
lexical entriesof the complementtaking wordsandoncein the rules),whereas
the former allows oneto avoid this redundancy. The phrasestructuretypescan
hencebekeptsoabstract,that they generalizeover categories,in muchthesame
wayastheX-barprinciplesin transformationalgrammar. In thehead-complement
combination,for instance,boththeheadandthecomplement(s)canbelongto any
partof speech.Giventhisdrivefor cross-categorialgeneralisationin thedefinition
of thephrasestructuretypes,it is anentirelyunexpectedandevenself-defeating
move to differentiatetheadjunct,specifierandmarker combinationsin termsof
thecategoriesof their nonheaddaughter. It would bemoreconsistentto useone
andonly onetypeof structurefor modellingthecombinationof a selectingnon-
headsignwith its head,andto leave thespecificsto thelexical entriesof thehead
selectingwords.

As a matterof fact, it is preciselyfor this purposethat I have introduceda
new phrasetype, calledhead-functor, in Van Eynde(1998). It modelsall com-
binationsin which the nonheaddaughterselectsthe headdaughter,6 andhence

6For modellingthis selectionI usethe headfeatureSELECT. It replacesthe MOD andSPEC

featureswhich PollardandSag(1994)employs for theselectionby respectively substantive and
functionalpartsof speech.Thepossiblevaluesof SELECT arenoneandsynsem, just like for the
MOD featurein PollardandSag(1994).
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subsumesthemorespecifictypeshead-marker, head-specifierandhead-adjunct;
it alsoemploys theMARKING feature,requiringtokenidentityof thevaluesof the
motherandthefunctordaughter.

head-functor-phr

�������� SYNSEM 
 LOC 
 CAT 
 MARKING � marked

HEAD-DTR 
 SYNSEM �
NONHEAD-DTR 
 SYNSEM 
 LOC 
 CAT

��
HEAD 
 SELECT �
MARKING � ��

� �������
Thereareno constraintson the categoriesof either the heador the functor:

they canbelongto any of theusualpartsof speech(N, V, P, A), they canbephrasal
aswell aslexical, andthefunctordaughtermaybemajoraswell asminor. Given
thisgeneralcharacterization,weno longerneedadistinctionbetweensubstantive
andfunctionalpartsof speech,whichin turnfreesusfrom theobligationto assign
differentPOSvaluesto a word,dependingon whetherit is usedin a complement
or in a measurephrase,or whetherit is usedasa case-marker or asthe headof
a PP. Instead,we cannow characterizea minor prepositionasa functor which
selectsaheadsister(of any typeof category) andwhichhasa MARKING valueof
typemarked. As such,it is clearlydistinctfrom a majorpreposition,which is the
headof a PPandwhichselectsa complement.

Having definedwhataminorprepositionis, wecannow turn to somespecific
prepositionsandexaminewhetherthey qualify asminor.

3 The prepositionte

Takinga cuefrom thetreatmentof thepersonalpronounsin thefirst section,the
mostplausiblecandidatefor a minor prepositiontreatmentis te (to). Its phono-
logicalshape,for instance,closelyresemblestheoneof mostminorpronouns,i.e.
a consonantfollowedby a mutevowel, asin me, we, je, ge, ze. Moreover, in the
sameway asthesepronounsarethe reducedcounterpartsof full forms like mij
andwij, te is the reducedcounterpartof the inherentlyinitial tot, which in turn
is the prepositionalcounterpartof the postpositionaltoe.7 Furthermore,sincete
lacksautonomouscontentin its mostcommonuse,which is thecombinationwith
infinitives(tewerken(to work)), it alsoshowsanothersecondarycharacteristicof
minor words,i.e. theexistenceof semanticallyvacuoususes.In orderto find out
whetherit qualifiesasminor, though,we have to checkthesyntacticcriteria,and
for thatpurposeit is usefulto distinguishbetweenits combinationwith nominals
andits combinationwith infinitives.

3.1 Te plus nominal

Like almostevery otherpreposition,te combineswith NPs,bothproperonesand
commonones.

7This co-existenceof threedifferentformsfor the‘same’adpositionis quiteremarkable.Ger-
manandEnglish,for instance,have only oneform each,resp.zuandto. Theabsenceof separate
reducedforms in theselanguagesmay be an accidentof orthography, though, for at least the
Englishto is occasionallyrealisedwith amutevowel.
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(23) te
in

Leuven,
Leuven,

te
at

vier
four

uur,
hour,

te
in

zijner
his

ere
honour

‘in Leuven,at four o’clock, in his honour’

TheNP is usuallyunmarkedfor case,but it mayalsotake a dative form, asin
the lastexample.To determinewhethertheprepositionis majoror minor in this
combinationit is usefulto spell out its interactionwith thenominal. If major, it
takesthenominalasits complementandyieldsaPP.If minor, it selectstheNPas
its headandyieldsanNP.

PP[COMPS
��� ]

P [COMPS
� � � ] � NP

NP

P [SELECT � ] � NP

In order to make a choiceit is useful to have a look at casesin which the
prepositionintroducesanadjunctof anominal,asin

(24) Baron
Baron

Welis
Welis

de
de

Cortendonck,
Cortendonck,

[ambassadeur
[ambassador

te Parijs],
in Paris],

. . .

. . .

If theprepositionis major, thebracketednominalhasthestructure[N-PP]; if
it is minor we get [N-NP]. While the former is very commontype of structure
for a nominal,the latter is restrictedto appositive andpartitive constructions,as
in KoningAlbert (King Albert) andeenflesCampari(a bottleof Campari).As a
consequence,sincethetephrasein theexampleis neitherappositivenorpartitive,
it seemspreferableto treatit asa PP.

Anotherargumentfor majorstatusis that tecanbeconjoined,asin8

(25) Alle
all

briefwisseling
correspondence

dient
needs

gericht
addressed

aan
to

de
the

burgemeester,
mayor,

stadhuis
town-hall

van
of

en
and

te
at

3000
3000

Leuven.
Leuven

‘All correspondenceshouldbeaddressedto themayor, town hall of andat
3000Leuven.’

A third argumentis 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
clearlylessattractive,sincenounslikeuur andLeuvenhardlyqualifyasadjunctive
by themselves. The otheroption is moreattractive, sinceit attributesthe head
selectingfeatureand,hence,theadjunctivenatureto thepreposition.

In sum,the combinationof te with an NP hadbetterbe treatedasa PP, and
this impliesthattheprepositionqualifiesasmajor.

major

��������� HEAD

prep

��
SELECT synsem

PFORM te

��
COMPS  NP�
MARKING unmarked

� ��������
8This phraseis quotedfrom an informationbrochureaboutthe town of Leuven,publishedin

2000.
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In words,theprepositiontakesanNPcomplementandheadsaPPwhichmod-
ifiesanotherprojection.Thisotherprojectioncanbeverbal,nominalor adjectival,
asin woonachtig te Leuven(living in Leuven).

Next to thiscompositionaltypeof combination,therearenumerousidiomatic
ones.Most of themarecombinationswith a singlecommonnounandarepartof
collocations,asin staatiemandte woord (speaksto someone)andkomt iemand
te hulp (comesto someone’erescue). In suchcombinations,[te + N] is not an
adjunctof theverb; nor is it a regularPPcomplement,for in suchcomplements
the link betweennounandverb is much lesstight. The nominalwhich is part
of the PPcomplementof the verb denken (think), for instance,canbe any kind
of nounor pronoun,but thenounwhich is introducedby te in combinationwith
staat (stands)canhardly be anything elsethanwoord (word). Notice also that
thevalenceandthemeaningof thecollocationis not straightforwardly derivable
from its parts: staat te woord, for instance,takesan NP complement,whereas
staatdoesnot,andtheidiomaticityof its meaningis a.o.clearfrom thefactthata
word-by-wordtranslationyieldsgibberish(standssomeoneto word). Treatingthe
wholeof thecollocationasonesyntacticunit wouldbeimplausible,sincetheverb
canbeseparatedfrom the[te+ N] combinationby any numberof constituents,but
thereis someevidencefor treatingthelatterasonesyntacticatom.Thetwo parts,
for instance,areinseparable,andthenounmaybeonewhichdoesnotoccurinde-
pendently, suchasvoorschijn in thecollocationbrengtiets te voorschijn (brings
somethingout). Moreover, the fact that the combinationconsistsof two words
is dueto someratherarbitraryspellingconventions;notice,for instance,that the
samekind of combinationis spelledasoneword in collocationslike stelt teleur
(disappoints)andgaat teloor (becomeslost), andthat thereareseveral colloca-
tions in which the [te + N] combinationis spelledin two wordswhencombined
with a verb,asin stelt te werk (employs), but in oneword whencombinedwith
thecorrespondingnoun,asin tewerkstelling(employment). In sum,thereis am-
ple evidencefor treatingte in thesecombinationsaspart of a compoundword,
ratherthanasasyntacticatomin its own right, andthis impliesthatit requiresan
affixal treatmentratherthana prepositionalone.

Wrappingup, whencombinedwith an NP, te is the headof a PP, andhence
a majorpreposition,andwhencombinedwith a singlecommonnoun,it is not a
syntacticatombut ratheranaffix. Sofar then,wehavenot foundany evidencefor
aminor prepositiontreatment.

3.2 The infiniti val te

In contrastto theEnglishinfinitival to, whichcombineswith full-fledgedVPs,the
Dutch infinitival te combineswith a singleverb. More specifically, the infinitive
with which it combinesmustnot have takenany of its complementsor adjuncts
yet.

(26) Hij
he

had
had

beloofd
promised

[ons
us

een
a

kopie
copy

[te
to

sturen]].
send

‘He hadpromisedto sendusacopy.’

(27) *
*

Hij
he

had
had

beloofd
promised

[te
to

[ons
us

een
a

kopie
copy

sturen]].
send
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No word may separatethe prepositionfrom the infinitive, not even a parti-
cle. Compare,for instance,thewell-formedop te bouwen(up to build) with the
ungrammatical* te opbouwen. This closeconnectionwith the verb is alsoclear
from the inability to scopeover conjunction,cf. te nemenof *(te) laten (to take
or to leave). Thesearetwo propertieswhich te shareswith theparticipialprefix
ge-, cf. opgebeldvs. *geopbeld, andgekregenof *(ge)kocht (receivedor bought).
At first sightthen,thereis someevidencefor treatingthecombinationasa single
syntacticunit, alongthesamelinesastheidiomatic[te + N] combinations.

Whenwe applythecriteriaof Zwicky andPullum(1983),though,theaffixal
treatmentturns out to be lessattractive. First, the existenceof arbitrary gaps,
which is typical of affixation, is alsoattestedin thecaseof theparticipialprefix
ge-, but not in thecaseof theinfinitival te. More specifically, while thepresence
of the participial prefix is limited by a numberof constraints,which arepartly
phonological(*geverloren) and partly morphological(*geonderschat), te com-
bineswith any kind of infinitive (te verliezen,te onderschatten). In this respectit
alsodiffers from thecombinationwith singlecommonnouns,sincemany of the
lattercannotbecombinedwith te, cf. per/*te trein (by train),per/*te telefoon(by
phone).

Second,theoccurrenceof morpho-phonologicaladjustments,whichis another
symptomof affixation,canbeobservedin thecaseof theparticipialprefix,but not
in thecaseof theinfinitival te. Theadditionof ge-, for instance,is accompaniedby
theidiosyncraticinsertionof another-g- in ge-g-eten(eaten),but thecombination
of te with an infinitive is entirely regular. Thereis, for instance,no alternation
betweente andten, asin thecombinationwith singlecommonnouns,cf. te/*ten
woord (to word) vs. ten/*teoorlog (to war).

Third, thereareno semanticidiosyncraciesin the combinationof te with a
verb. Whatever thecontributionof theprepositionis, it is constantfor thevarious
infinitiveswith which it combines.Moreover, the combinationdoesnot form a
collocationwith someotherverbor predicate,but is semanticallyautonomous.9

In sum,even thoughthereis someinitial evidencefor an affixal treatment,
theapplicationof thePullum-Zwicky criteriaandacomparisonwith theparticip-
ial ge- andthe affixal te revealsthat the infinitival te hadbetterbe treatedasan
autonomoussyntacticunit.10

As for its statusandits partof speech,theobviousfirst guessis to treatit along
thesamelinesasthetewhichcombineswith NPs,i.e.asamajorpreposition,and
henceastheheadof aPP. Thistreatment,though,meetsnolessthanfiveempirical
problems. First, sinceclausefinal verb clustersmay not containany PPs,a PP
analysisof the infinitival combinationpredictsthat it cannotbe part of the verb

9Anothercriterionof Zwicky andPullumconcernsselectivity: whereasaffixestendto require
astemof somespecificcategory, wordsarelessselectivewith respectto thecategoryof theirhead
or host.As appliedto theinfinitival te, this providesfurtherevidenceagainstanaffixal treatment,
sincete alsocombineswith nouns. Nonetheless,asa criterion it is lessreliable thanthe other
three,sincetherearevariousaffixeswhichalsocombinewith differentcategories.TheDutchon-,
for instance,is unmistakablyanaffix, but combinesequallywell with adjectives(oneven(uneven))
aswith nouns(onrust(unrest)).

10The fact that the infinitival te cannotscopeover conjunctionis hencenot a sufficient reason
for treatingit asanaffix. Theconverseof thecriterion is valid, though: if anelementcanscope
overconjunction,thenit mustbeaword ratherthananaffix.
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cluster, but this predictionis not borneout. On thecontrary, it turnsout that the
combinationMUST appearin theverbcluster.

(28) dat
that

ik
I

met
with

hem
him

[wil
[want

praten],
talk],

*
*

dat
that

ik
I

[wil
[want

met
with

hem
him

praten].
talk]

‘that I wantto talk to him.’

(29) dat
that

hij
he

[zegt
[says

te
to

willen
want

komen],
come],

*
*

dat
that

hij
he

te
to

willen
want

[zegt
[says

komen].
come]

‘that hesayshewantsto come.’

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

(30) [Met
[with

hem]
him]

wil
wants

ze
she

niet
not

praten.
talk

‘Him shedoesn’t wantto talk to.’

(31) Het
it

is
is

[met
[with

hem]
him]

dat
that

ze
she

niet
not

wil
wants

praten.
talk

‘It is him thatshedoesn’t wantto talk to.’

(32) *
*

[Te
[to

komen]
come]

heeft
has

hij
he

beloofd.
promised

(33) *
*

Het
it

is
is

[te
[to

komen]
come]

dat
that

hij
he

beloofd
promised

heeft.
has

Third, sincethepresenceof theprepositionis optionalin certaincontexts, as
in

(34) Ze
she

had
had

niet
not

hoeven
needed

(te)
(to)

komen.
come

‘Shehadn’t hadto come.’

thePPtreatmentwould involve anotherwiseunattestedalternationof V[ inf ]
andPP[te].

In the previous examples,the te-V[ inf ] combinationis the complementof
someotherverb, but the samecombinationcanbe usedasa nominalmodifier,
andalso in that use,thereis someevidenceagainsta PPanalysis. First, while
PPmodifiersof nounsmustoccurpostnominally, the te-V[ inf ] combinationmust
occurprenominally, just like theparticiples(passive,perfector present).

(35) de
the

facturen
invoices

[van
[of

vorig
last

jaar],
year],

*
*

de
the

[van
[of

vorig
last

jaar]
year]

facturen
invoices

‘the invoicesof lastyear’

(36) de
the

[te
[to

betalen]
pay]

facturen,
invoices,

*
*

de
the

facturen
invoices

[te
[to

betalen]
pay]

‘the invoicesto bepaid’

(37) de
the

betaalde
paid

facturen,
invoices,

de
the

betalende
paying

toeschouwers
spectators

‘the invoicespaid,thepayingspectators’
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Second,prenominaladjectivesandparticiplesshow agreementwith thehead
noun,in thesensethatthepresenceof theinflectionalsuffix -e is determineda.o.
by thenumberandgenderof themodifiednoun.

(38) een
a

warm/*warme
warm/*warm.DECL

bad,
bath,

zeer
very

warme/*warm
warm.DECL/*warm

kleren
clothes

‘a warmbath,verywarmclothes’

A straightforward way of handlingthis is to assigndifferent HEAD 
 SELECT

valuesto the formswith andwithout suffix. Given the HEAD FEATURE PRINCI-
PLE, this correctlypredictsthat it is theheadof theadjunct(i.e. theadjective or
the participle),which agreeswith the noun,andnot any of its dependents,such
aszeer. Turningnow to the infinitival adjuncts,we find thesamekind of agree-
ment.11

(39) een
a

[niet
[not

te
to

verstaan/*verstane]
understand/*understand.DECL]

gemompel
mumble

‘an ununderstandablemumble’

(40) in
in

[niet
[not

mis
mis

te
to

verstane/*verstaan]
understand.DECL/*understand]

bewoordingen
words

‘in unmistakableterms’

As a consequence,if we treatthe prepositionasthe headof the adjunct,we
incorrectlypredictthattheagreementsuffix shouldberealizedonthepreposition.
In sum,thePPtreatmentis highly implausiblefor theinfinitival te.

For an alternative, we could turn to the analysiswhich Pullum (1982) has
proposedfor the English infinitival to. After having dismissedvariousalterna-
tives(affix, particle,complementizer, preposition,...), he proposesto treat it as
a nonfiniteauxiliary verb which takes a VP[inf ] complementandwhich heads
a VP[aux,to]. Whenappliedto the Dutch te, the resultinganalysiswould solve
several of the problemswith the PPtreatment,but therearetwo which remain.
Theverbclusterdata,for instance,arestill problematic,for if oneallows VPsin
clausefinal verbclusters,onehasto stipulatethatthesecanonly beVPswhichare
headedby te andwhich do not containany otherVP constituents(all otherVPs
have to beexcluded).Theagreementdataremainequallyproblematic,for if the
headof the prenominalinfinitival is te, onemakesa wrong predictionaboutthe
positionof theagreementsuffix. On top of that thereis a new problem,namely
that te doesnot show any verbalmorphology. For theEnglishto thatmaybeless
of aproblem,sinceit could—morphologicallyspeaking—beabareinfinitive,just
like do, but for the Dutch te this rebuttal doesnot work, sinceDutch infinitives
arealways—withoutany exception—markedby theaffix -n; asa consequence,if
it werean infinitive, onewould expectthe form ten, but in spiteof the fact that
this form exists, it doesnot combinewith verbs. In sum,whatever its meritsfor
English,theassignmentof verbalstatusto theDutchte is ratherimplausible.

Anotheralternative is theonethatSag(1997,458)hasrecentlyproposedfor
theEnglishinfinitival to, i.e. to treatit asacomplementizerwhichtakesaVP[inf ]
andwhichheadsa CP[inf ].

11Theinfinitiveswhich endin -endo not take thesuffix for phonologicalreasons,but thealter-
nationcanbedemonstratedwith infinitivesin whichthefinal consonantis precededby anon-mute
vowel, suchasgaan(go),staan(stand),slaan(hit), doen(do)andzien(see).
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Notice that complementizershave a VFORM feature,just like verbs. Techni-
cally, this is modelledby theintroductionof a supertypeverbal, which subsumes
bothverb andcomplementizer, andwhich is declaredto have VFORM, AUX and
otherverbalfeatures.

A similar analysiscouldbespelledout for theDutch te, but theresultingCP
treatmentwould have thesameproblemsastheVP analysis,i.e. (1) a complica-
tion in theanalysisof verbclusters,sinceCPsarenot thekind of objectswhich
cannormallyappearin Dutchverbclusters,(2) awrongpredictionaboutthelocus
of theagreementsuffix in prenominalinfinitivals,and(3) theunmotivatedassign-
mentof a VFORM featureto te. On top of that, the CP analysishastwo further
problems.First, it makesa wrongpredicitionabouttheword orderin NPs,since
CPsinvariablyfollow thenounthey modify.

(41) het
the

bericht
message

[dat
[that

ze
she

komt],
comes],

*
*

het
the

[dat
[that

ze
she

komt]
comes]

bericht
message

(42) de
the

[te
[to

betalen]
pay]

facturen,
invoices,

*
*

de
the

facturen
invoices

[te
[to

betalen]
pay]

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

(43) Dat/of
that/whether

er
there

iets
something

gestolen
stolen

was,
was,

wisten
knew

we
we

niet.
not

‘We did notknow that/whethersomethinghadbeenstolen.’

(44) *
*

Te
to

verdwijnen
disappear

hebben
have

ze
they

geprobeerd.
tried

In sum,whatever its merits for the English infinitival to, the CP analysisis
ratherimplausiblefor theDutchte.

Comparingthetreatmentswhich have beenexaminedsofar (PP,VP,CP),they
have onepropertyin common,i.e. theassumptionthattheinfinitival te is a com-
plementtaking head. As a matterof fact, it is preciselythis assumptionwhich
inevitably leadsto wrongpredictionsabouttheorderin verbclustersandNP in-
ternalagreement.An obvious way to avoid theseis to treatthe infinitive asthe
head,andteasits nonheadsister. In theframework of thisarticle,this impliesthat
te is aminor functorandthatits AVM canbespelledoutasfollows.��������� PHON  TE �

SYNSEM 
 LOC 
 CAT

minor

���� HEAD
prep

� SELECT V � inf,unm� �
MARKING te

�	���
� ��������
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This analysisavoids the problemswith the threeXP treatments(PP,VP,CP).
Morespecifically,� it is compatiblewith the constraintthat clausefinal verb clusterscontain

only Vs;� it correctlypredictsthatthetopicalisationof V[ inf,te] combinationssounds
awkward;� the optionality of the prepositioncan be capturedby underspecification:
V[ inf ] subsumesbothV[ inf,te] andV[ inf,unm];� it complieswith theLP constraintswithin NPs,morespecificallywith the
constraintthat nonfinite V-projectionsmay precedethe noun which they
modify, whereasPPsmaynot;12� it correctlypredictsthattheagreementsuffix in prenominaladjunctswill be
realizedon theinfinitive andnot on te.

Thesameeffectscouldbeobtainedin a marker treatmentof theinfinitival te,
but evenapartfrom theevidenceagainsttheuseof aseparatehead-marker typeof
combination(seesection2.2), it would requiresomeparticularadjustmentsand
stipulations.Notice, for instance,thatmarkerscanonly be combinedwith fully
saturatedprojections(suchasSandNP),whereastheinfinitival tecombineswith
a singleverb. Moreover, the fact that te cannotbe conjoinedwould have to be
stipulated,sinceit is notageneralpropertyof markers.Compare13

(45) Ik
I

weet
know

nog
not

niet
still

[of
[if

en
and

wanneer]
when]

ze
they

komen.
come

‘I donotknow yet if andwhenthey come.’

(46) *
*

Ze
they

liggen
lie

[op
[up

of
or

te]
to]

sterven.
die

In the minor prepositiontreatment,this neednot be stipulatedsincethe ban
onconjunctionfollows from theminorstatusof theinfinitival te. Similarly, while
markersmayjustaswell precedeasfollow theirheadsister, aminorprepositionis
predictedto precedeit, becauseof thegeneralleftwardtendency of minor words.

In sum,we have exploreda large variety of possibleanalysesfor the infini-
tival te, rangingfrom affix over major prepositionto auxiliary, complementizer
andmarker, but they all met oneor—usually—moreproblemswhich the minor
prepositiontreatmentmanagesto avoid.

12GiventheHeadFeaturePrinciple,theselectionof a nominalheadby theV[ inf,te] adjunctis
partof theCAT � HEAD valueof theinfinitive. Theadjunctivenatureof thephraseis henceattributed
to theinfinitive,andnot to te. This is plausible,sincealsoothernonfiniteverbs(present,pastand
passiveparticiples)canbeusedasadjunctsof nouns.

13Noticethatzeliggenopsterven(they areaboutto die)andzeliggentesterven(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 requiresdifferentanalyses,dependingon
thekind of constructionin which it participates.More specifically, it is a major
prepositionin combinationwith NPs,anaffix in combinationwith certainnouns,
anda minor prepositionin combinationwith infinitives.This demonstratesthata
prepositionis not majoror minor assuch,but ratherthat it canbemajor in some
of its usesandminor in otherones.

4 Extrapolation

Providing a full list of theminor prepositionsin evenonelanguageis beyondthe
sopeof this article,not somuchbecausethenumberof plausiblecandidatesis so
large, but ratherbecausethe argumentationfor a minor prepositiontreatmentis
only convincing if it canbeshown to bemoreappropriatethanany of its alterna-
tives,which invariably requiressomedetailedargumentation.For this reason,I
will notgo into thespecificsof anotherparticularcombination;instead,I will use
thecriteriaandtheanalysisof te asthestartingpoint for sometentative extrapo-
lation.

First, sinceminor wordscannormally not be stressed,a prepositionis most
likely to have minor uses,when it is short, i.e. nonsyllabicor monosyllabic.14

This limits thelist of possiblecandidatesto thetwenty-sixin figure3.
Second,sinceminorwordstendto precedetheir sisters,anadpositionis more

likely to be minor (in someparticularuse)whenit precedesthe phrasewhich it
selects.Fromthis it follows thatthefour inherentlyfinal adpositionsareunlikely
to haveany minoruses,andthatthefourteenflexible onesarelesslikely to bemi-
nor whenthey areusedpostpositionally. Given the fact thatonly POSTpositions
canbestrandedin Dutch,this impliesthatstrandedadpositionsareunlikely can-
didatesfor minor status,andsincetheintransitive adpositionsarea subsetof the
strandableones,thisextendsto theintransitiveones,includingtheparticles.Con-
firmationfor thisco-rollaryis providedby thefactthatmostof theintransitive Ps
canbetopicalised,which is a clearsignof majorstatus.

Third, sinceminorwordstendto havesemanticallyvacuoususes,oneis more
likely to find minor usesfor prepositionswhich canalsointroducecomplements
thanfor thosewhichcanonly introduceadjuncts.Surveying thelist of twenty-two
remainingcandidatesandmatchingit with thelist whichBeeken(1991)provides
of the prepositionswhich areusedto introducecomplements,we caneliminate

14Noticethattheunstressabilitydoesnotapplyto theprepositionassuch,but to thepreposition
in someparticularuse: te, for instance,canbestressedwhenit is usedasa majorpreposition,as
in vanenteLeuven, but not whenit is combinedwith aninfinitive.
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somemorecandidates,suchaslangs(along),na (after),naast(next to), per (per),
rond(around),sinds(since),ten(to) andter (to).15

At this point, we are left with twelve candidates:the inherently initial als
and met16 and the prepositionalusesof aan, bij, door, in, naar, om, op , uit,
van andvoor. As a matterof fact, I have alreadyarguedthat the useof aan in
the progressive [aan het + V[ inf ]] combinationcanbestbe analysedasa minor
preposition,ratherthanasamajorpreposition,acomplementizeror amarker, see
VanEynde(1998),andin VanEynde(n.d.) I provide evidencethatom, vanand
voor have alsogot usesfor which a minor prepositiontreatmentis preferableto
any otherkind of treatment.

5 Conclusions

Themainconclusionscanbesummedasfollows� in thesameway astherearepronounswhich cannotheada branchingNP
thereareprepositionswhich cannotheada branchingPP;we call themmi-
nor andhaveproposedcriteriafor their identification;� an exampleof a minor prepositionis the Dutch infinitival te; alternative
analyses(asanaffix, amajorpreposition,anauxiliary, acomplementizeror
a marker)arelessplausible;� a treatmentalong theselines is also applicableto specificusesof other
prepositions,suchastheDutchaan,om,vanandvoor;� the postulationof a cross-categorial major/minor distinctionpreparesthe
way for considerablesimplificationsin thepartof speechhierarchy and—
especially—inthe hierarchy of phrasetypes;morespecifically, the head-
functor combinationsubsumesthe head-adjunct, head-marker and head-
specifiercombinationsof PollardandSag(1994).
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