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Cl. is inclucled in F, V and Cl", it is able to c-commând its trace, thus satisfyi¡g

th; antecedent-' government' requfuement'

( 19) F

cf^ v
-'.

^1 .l

Note that the analysis given in this section is not incompatible with Kayne's
(1994) claím that, in at least some instances, clitics adjoin to separate functional

à"uãr, if *" allow for excorporation of the adjoined clitics (see-Kayne 1994:17'

eìo""i^ttv hit fn. 6, for a discussion of the (im)possibilities of excorporation)'
ä" ilá oi¿". ot- o" subject and object clitics can be preserved by assuming

in"i O"-rn"."O"tu'gou"--"nt' requirèment must be satisfied at LF: Cl" must in
that case end up higher than Cl., which contains its hace'

9. Conclusion

In this a icle, I have demonsÍated that coordination of heads can be excluded'

even if it is assumed that haces ale not relevant for the LCA Further' I have

orãuiá"¿ 
"uio"n". 

that the LCA appties tbloughout the graÍìmar and may trigger

ihe aoplicarion of an adjuncdon operation REPAIR This "step-wise" persPectlve

ãn ti.'rutorurion of t¡e i_CA is in perfecr conformity with the "local" inlerpreta-

tion ìfi"f.t"t "" sets defended in Chomsky (1995â and 1995b:chapter 4)' and

muy "onttit"æ 
to the reduction of the problem of computational complexity'

rií^[n" irt" economy condition LEAsr cATEGoRY has been introduced (which in
iact is already implicitty Present in Kayne 1994, and which is 

^even 
taken a step

further in Cúonsty fSSSU), according to {hich movement affects the smallest

category Possible only.
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Inalienable possession in locational constructions:
an appârent problem

Hans Broekhuis, Leon¡e Comips and MsatTen de Wind

0. Introduction

In B¡oekhuis and Cortrips (1995), it has been argued that Standard Dutch inalien_
able possession consfuctions such as (1a) and (1b) have the same underþing
structure in (2a): (1a) is de¡ived by means of ân obligatory movement of the
predicate of the Bl,I-phrase into tlìe specifi of the locational pp, as in (2b);
(1b), in its tum, is dedved from the struchue in (2b) by incorporation of the
tunctor BIJ into the verb, as a result of which the Np is assigned dative Case.l.2
This analysis of the examples in (1) is consistent with Hoekstra,s (1994) hypoth-
esis according to which inalienable possession is syntactically encoded by meatrs
of a functor P (BIJ in this case) that takes the possessor as its internal and the
possessum as its extemal argr¡ment: lsc [Np Possessum] [P [Np possessot]].

(i) a

b

Ik zet het kind bij Jan/hem op de linkerknie.
I put the child with Janlhim on the left knee
'I put the chitd on John's left knee.'
lk zet Janlhem het kind op de linkerk¡ie.
I put Jan/him the child on the left knee
'I put the child on John's left knee.'

. . V .. [pp spec P,"" [" NPr [BIJ NPJ]I (underlying srruchrre)

.. V .. [pp IBIJ NPJj Pr* [sc NP1 ,j ]l (=(1a))

.. BIJ¡+V [Fp [/i NP,]j F .. [pp rj pr"" L" Np, 1]ll (=(1b)

(2) a
b
c

A problem for this analysis is that the base structure never shows uD at the
surface. Still, evidenca exists that the analysis in (2) is on tlrc right tuacl. Con-
sider the unacceptable examples in (3). If we assume that exûaction from pp
must apply via SpecPP (which would be a reformùlation of Van Riemsdiik,s 197g

t We like to ihânt Marcel der Dikken fo¡ his ìjseful commenß on an earlier version of this ârticte,
and Do¡othee Beelmann, Elisâbeth Kierchbaum âIld Heok van Rìemsdijk for discussing ihe Germân
dara in this aflicle wiù us.

2 Incorporation of the functor P is preceded by movemen! of the funcror phrâse inro the specifier of
some higher FP. Extraction of ihe BlJ-phråse from the locarional pp is possjble, since rhe lârter js a
compìeme of the verb. Consisrent with rhis is that the da¡ive construction in (2c) is exclùded if the
locaúonal PP is an adjuncr. For details like rhese, we refer lo Broekhuis and Cornips (1995).
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theory on R-extraction), the ungrannaticality of the examples in (3) follows

immediately; since SpecPP is occupied by (the hace). of the BlJ-phrase in (3)'

n-""r*,ion skips i potentíal landing site, and minimality is violated (cf'
B¡oekhuis and Cornips 1995 for a mo¡e detailed discussion)'

(3) a ?+de knie waari ik het kind h" lbij Jan] IPP oP ti]l heb gezet

the knee where I the child with Jan on have put

b ?*de knie waar' ik Jan het kind op fi heb gezet

úe knee where I Jan the child on have put

1. The problem

According to the proposal sketched above, an NP-argument that acts as a posses-

sor in the inatienable possession construction always has dative Case Since Case

ir 
-lroi 

Ão.pnofogi"ally reflected in Dutch, thís can¡ot be demonstrated on the

tu* oi oi.pfJ, zuóh as (1b). However, that dative case is involved can be

snown inOirecity. First, sínce (1b) contains a direct (i e ' accusative) object'

u""orutiu" Case cannot have been assigned to the possessor' Second' (1b) may

onà"rgo t".iputtluization, which promotes the dative object to subject' as in (4)

(Broekhuis and ComiPs 1994).

(6) a

b

(7) a

b

(8) a

b

(9) a
b

If the object indeed has accusative Case, we may have to conclude that the
examples in (1b) and (5) cannot be treated on a par. This \rould be very unfor -
nate, however, since the examples in (5) show the sâme altemation as the
example in (1a), which is demonshated in (8). Furthermore, the examples in (5)
and (8) resist R-extractior from tlle locational phrase, just as we have pointed out
to be the case with the examples in (1) by means of the ungrammaticality of the
examples in (3). This is illustËted for (5a) and (8a) in (9).3 In order to account
for these facts, we will argue in this aficle that at least a subset of these cases
can be analyzed in a way similar to the examples in (1).

INALIENABLE POSSESSION IN LOCATION,A.L CONSTRUCTIONS

Peter/Hij werd (door de hond) in het been gebeten.
Peter/he was by the dog in the leg bitten
*Peter/Hij kreeg (van de hond) in het been gebeten.
Peter/he got by the dog in the leg bitten

Peter/Hij werd (door Marie) op het voorhoofd gekust.
Peter/he was by Marie on the forehead kissed
*Peter/Hû kreeg (van Marie) op het voorhoofd gekust.
Peter/He got by Marie on the fo¡ehead kissed

De hond beet bij Peter/hem in het been.
the dog bit with Peter/hem in the leg
Marie kuste bij Peter/hem op het voorhoofd.
Marie kissed with Peter/hirn on the forehead

*Het been waar¡ de hond Jan in ti beet,
?*Het been waal de hond bij Jan in ti beet.
the leg where the dog with Jan in bit

keeg
gor

(4) JaniHij
Jarr/he

het kind op de liDkerknie gezet.
the child on the left knee Pùt

'l:l

If the possessor-NP really must be assigned dative Case,- examples such as (5)

seemingly constitute a problèm for this claim' To begin with' besides the posses-

sor theie is no other object present, so that thele is no a Priorí rcaso']' to assume

that it cannot be assigned accusative Case

(5) a De hond beet Peter/hem in het been
the dog bit Peter/hem in the leg

b Marie kuste Peter/hem op het voorhoofd'
Marie kissed Peter/him on the forehead

Further, there is in fact a sûong reason to assume ¡}lal Peterlhem is assigned

;;;ait" Case. In order to see this, conside¡ the (semi-)passive examples in (6)

""í<il. fft" a-examples illustrate that re$ìlar passivization is possible' which

inãi"à,år *ru, the objeit in the examples in (5) can be assigned accusative Case'

1n"-i-"*u.pf"t, on the other hand, demonsÚate that semi-passivization is

.i"f"ã"¿. lf ì" are correct in claiming that semi-passivization is a productive

,uniu"ti" pto""tt in Standald Dutch, this provides a countelargument for the

assumption that the object can be assigned dative Case'

2. The proposal: structural ambiguity

There are various ways to circumvent the conclusion that the examples in (1b)
and (5) cannot be heated on a par. For instance, we may atgue that the possibil-
ity of the regular passive is not sufficient to argue that the object is âssigned
accusative Case,4 This wíll not be the way in which we will tackle the fâcts itr

r Example (9b) seerns rnore or less acceptable if¿¿t á¿e¡¡ is inte¡preted es'lhebone'. I; this cåse, we
are of course not deâling with the possession reading of the á¿l-phtase, which Éther acts ås an
adverbiÂl phråse of place (cf. Corver 1990/1992, Broekhuis ând Cornþs 1995).

" That such an ¡ssumption is needed cån perhaps be årgued independently on ihe bâsis of the
examples in (i) and (ii). In (ib), regular passivization is applied to the double objecr cor¡sku¿tion in
(ia), ând the direct object een hoog looñ is promoled to rsubject, which is clear Íiom the facr ¡håt rhe
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(5), (6) and (7), though. lvhât we will claim is that the examples in (5) are in
fact shuchnally ambiguous. We will argue that the fact that regular passivization
is possible in (6a) and (7a) is due to the fact tliat the object in (5) c¿Í be assigned
accusative Case. But we will also argue t¡at the object can be assigned dative
Case, and that only iII this case we are deâling with inalienable possession of the
sort that is under discussion in this article. In short, we claim that e g. (5a) is
ambiguous between (104) and (10b). The construction in (10a) has the structue
it (2c), in which the locational PF acts as a Predicative complement of the verb;
the question v/hat acts as the extemal argument of the locational p¡edicate will be
the topic of section 4. The consûuction in (10b), on the othe¡ hand, is a case of a
regular transitive consûuction in which the locâtional PP acts as an âdverhial
locational pbrase.

(10) a De hond beet Peterd, /hemd* ûr het been.
b De hond beet Peter*" /hem.- in het been.

Note that by claiming that oniy (10a) involves inalienable possession, 
"ve 

do not
wish to imply that itr the case of an accusative object no possession relation is
expressed, but only that this must be of a different type, e.g. it may be a case of
metonymy in the sense of Vergnaud arld ZtJbizaîeta (1992:$4.2).' Note turther
that Vergnaud aîd. Z,Jbrzafieta assume that the accusative object and the PP in
exaurples such as (10b) constitute a Small Clause. We do nol agree on this' since
this would wrongly predict that R-extraction from the locational PP in (10b)
would be acceÞtable, i.e., that (94) wirh Jan Á the accusative would be fine.

auxiliâry agrees ,wifh it. However, if lhe direct obj€ct is dtopped, 
^s 

\^ (lia\ ' ¡trc ot'iect de núeidetx
is promote¿l to sùbject, which is clear from the plìlral agreement on the passive auxiliary in (iib).
This måy indicate thåt the way in which regular passivization applies depelds on whether dle direct
object is (overtly) present or not. The examples disct¡ssed here diff€r ftom those in (5)-(7)'
however, in thal semi-passivizÊtion is possible, irrespecdve of whether the direct object is present or

. not. This is jllustrâted in (iii).
(i) ã Hij betâal! zijn arbeiders een hoog loon.

He pays his workers a high wage
b Er wordl*worden zijn arbeiders een hoog looll betaâld

There is/are his workers a high wage payed
(ii) â Hij betaalt zrjr arbeiders goed.

He pays his workers well
b Zijn arbeiders worden-/*wordt goed betaâld

(iii) a Zijn arbeiders kijgen een hoog loon betaâld
b Zijn arbeiders loijgen goed betaald

Distiûguishing a speciâl metonymic construction is needed for independent reâsons, since Engljsh
hâs a constrùction similâr to (1Ob), e.8., BiIl hit him on lhe note, t'Dl does not have Â const¡ì¡ction
that is compârable to the examples in (1). In f¡rct, possessive dative construclions do not arise at all

INALIENABLE POSSESSION IN LOCATIONAL CONSTRUCTIONS 4I

The¡efore, we must assume that the PP is an adverbiâl adjunct in this case.
Evidence in favour of tltis assumption will be given in section 4 below.

3. Comparable data from German

Many of our assumptions in the previous sections rcceive suPport from German.
The assumption that tlìe possessor in examples such as (1b) is assigned dative
Case, for instance, is supported by the German example in (11), taken from
Drosdowski (1984:$1137), in which the dative marking is expressed morphologi-
cally.

(11) Er schlägt ihfn das Handhrch um die Ohren.
he hits himo", the towel around the ears

The idea that the Dutch examples in t5.¡ are structurally ambiguous also
receives support from German, since the objects irl (12) may have either dative
or accusarive Case (after Drosdowski 1984:$l136l.Ó

(12\ a Dq Hund hat mir/mich ins Bein gebissen.
the dog has med., /me"* in-the leg bitten

b Peter hat ifu/sie auf den Mund geküPt.
Peter has herd.L/her""" on the mouth kissed

Given the fact that the object may occur with accusative Case in the examples
in (12), it does not come as a surpríse that these examples have a regular passive
counterpart. This is illustrated for (12a) in (13a). Given the fact that the object
may occur with dative Case as well, we would also expect the semi-passive to be
possible. This, however, is not borne out, as is illustated for (12a) in (13b).
Atthough this constitutes a problem for the hypothesis that semipassivization is a
productive syntactic process, it shows that the impossibility of the examples in
(6b) and (7b) cannot be used for arguing agâinst the claim that the object in the
Dutch e)(amples in (5) can be assigned dative Case.

(13) a Ich bin (von dem Hund) ins Bein gebissen gewordeû.
I have by the dog in-the leg bitten been

b *Ich kriege (von dem Hund) ins Bein gebissen.
I got by the dog in-the leg bitten

6 Note tha[ (12b) wilh dative case is charÂctelized as colloquial As hâs been pointed out by Elisabeth
Kriechbaum ând Henk vân Riemsdijk (p.c ), some speakers prefer âccusÀtive Case in âll these

exãmples. These speâkers also àllow for an accìrsative object iû the exâmples in (14â'b) to be
discussed shordy.
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Note'that if the PP is dropped in tlle examples in (12), the object must appear
with accusative Case. In this context, it is hterestilg to note that a limited set of
verbs preferably take a dative object (Drosdowski 1984:$1136). These verbs are
often not felicitous without the locational PP, i.e., they can¡ot be used as regular
transitive verbs (Henk van Riemsdijk, p.c.). This is illushated in (14a',b').

(i4) a Ich boxe jhmd.. in den Magen.
a' +Ich boxe ihri¡,t./ifut"".

I hit him in the stomach
b Ich klopfe rhm*,. auf die Schulte¡.
b' *Icb klopfe ihÍtdd /ùn ..I pat him on the shoulder

This provides strong evidence fo¡ our hypothesis in (2); since tåe dative object is
not an argùment of the verb itself, but originates from within the locative PP,
there is consequently no source for the dative object if the latter is dropped.

4. Sem¡-passivimtion

The díscussion so far suggests that the Dutch examples in (5), just as the German
ones in (12), have at least one interpretation that can be analyzed in a similar
fashion as (1b). What we did not accol¡nt for yet, however, is that semi-
passivization of the examples in (5)/(12) is excluded (cf. the ùng¡ammaticality of
(6b), (7b) and (13b)). Of course, one could take recourse to the traditional view
that semi-passivization is idiosyncratically constrained, and perhaps not even a
syntactic process. B¡oekhuis and Comips (1994) have argued, however, that
semi-passivization should be viewed as a productive gramrnatical process. For
instaûce, the only 'transmission' verb they came across that systematically resists
semi-passivization is the verb geven'lo Eive'. Consider the examples in (15).
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(16) De meisjes kegen het boek.

One might speculate that the impossibility of (l5c) with geven is due to the
fact that, besides the notior of 'hansmission' itself, the verb geyen has lit¡le of
no content. This observation may be relevant for the topic we are dwelling on at
this point, since exâmples such as (5) and (12) typicaUy involve verbs t¡at can be
paraphrased as 'to give an N'. A small sample is given in (17).7

(17) bijten 'to bite' = een beet geven 'to give a bite'
kloppen 'to knock' = een klop(ie) geven 'to give a (gentle) blow,
kussen 'to kiss' o een kus geven 'to give a kiss,
slaan 'to blow' = een slag geyen 'to give a blow'
steken 'to sting' = een steek geverl 'to give a sting'
trappen 'to kick' = een ûap geven 'to give a kick,

So, we can paraphrase the exanples in (5) with the dative object by means of rhe
examples in (18). And these examples are of course structurally identical to the
examples in (1b). Note for completeness that the examples in (18) also altemate
with the periphrastic åt-const¡uctions in (19).

(18) a De hond gaf Peter/hem een beet in het been.
the dog gave Peter/hem a bit in the leg

b Marie gaf Peter/hem een kus op het voorhoofd.
Made gave Peter/him a kiss on the forehead

(19) a De hond gâf een beet bú Peter in het been.
the dog gave a bit with Pete¡/him in the leg

b Marie gaf een kus bij Peter/hem op het voorhoofd.
Marie gave a kiss with Peter/him or the fotehead

One way to accoìrnt for the dative NP in (5) and (12) is by adopting Hale and
Keyser's (i993) proposal that deno¡ninal verbs may arise from a syntactic
operation that adjoins the head of the (accusative) object to a syntâctically present
but morphologically covert verb. The examples in (5) and (8) can then be de¡ived
from those in (18) and (19) by adjoiniry the head noun of rhe direct object to the

' Note rhat lhis does not hold for examples such as (i), bìrt these cases of course involve ergÂrives
verbs, ûat is, the surface sùbjecr corresponds to ùe underlying direct object (cf. rhe discussion of
úese verbs in Broekhuis å¡d Comips 1995).

(i) a Het haarì hångt heln 4 voor de ogen.
the hair hangs him in ftonÈof rhe eyes

b Het kindi springt hem ¡j op de rug.
tlìe chiìd jumps him onio the back

(1s) a

b

c

Jan bezorgt/geeft de meisjes/her het boek.
Jan delivers/gives the girls/them the book
Het boek werd de meisjes/hen bezorgd/gegeveî.
the book was the girls/them delivered/given
De meisjesizij kegen het boek bezorgd/*gegeven.
the girl/they got the book delivered/given

The impossibility of semipassivization in (15c) with the verb geven was rclaled
to the fact that the intended contention can also be expressed by means of the
example in (16). In other words, the impossibility of (15c) with l]].e verb geven
may be a case of syntactíc 'blocking'.
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Peter has herda, kissed exactly on the mouth
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(2:2) a Dq Hund hat mich gebissen (ausgerechnet) im Bein.
the dog has me.* bitten exactly inlhe leg

b Peter hat sie gektiBt (ausgerechrct) auf den Mund.
Perer has he[,.. kissed exacdy on the mouth

5. A remaining queslion

The proposal in (2) raises the question why movement of the BlJ-phrase into the
specifier of the locational PP is obligatory, that is, why it cannot remain iz ritz
Here, we would like to suggest a partial answer to úis question, which undoubt-
edly can be improved in the fuûre, that takes into account the nature of the
position into which the BlJ-phase moves.

In Broek¡uis and Cornips (1995), it was noted that inalienable possessior is
excluded in posÞositional locational phrases sùch as (23).

(23) a lk duw het kind zijn armen in.
I pust the child his atms into

b ?+Ik duw het kind bij Jan de armen in.
I push the child with Jan de arms into

c *Ik duw Jan het kind de armen in-
I push Jan the child the arms into

This would follow if we assume that the NP de amen ocqupies the specifier of
the locational PP. Fotlowing Kayne's (1994) proposal that all languages have a
Specifier-Head-Complement structure in the base, the NP de aflnen mûst h^ve
been moved from a position to the right of the locational Preposítion And given
the fact that it blocks movement of the BlJ-phrase to the left, it must occupy the
specifier of the locational PP (cf. the discussion of the examples in (3))

Although it remains mystedous why the NP de armen may move overtly in
(23a), it woutd follow f¡om Chomsþ's (1995) Checking Theory that it applies
for morphological reasons, i.e., for checking its case feature with the preposi-
tional head. If this assumption is on the dght track, the following would hold:

(24) SpecP,o.P is a Case-position.q

From (24), it would follow that ifl case of the inalienable possession construction,
(the tuace oÐ the BlJ-phrase in tlle locational constuction would occupy a Case-

' Following chomsky (1995:châpÈr 3), we shol¡ld have to s¿v: SpecAGRP innëdiatelt domirlling
PtuP is a Case-position Following Chomsry (1995:chapter 4), however, lhe fÔrmulâtion in (24)
would b€ the more proper one ln order 10 not comPlicae our discussion' ')vc willìotdwell or lhis

covert verb. From this it would follow that they involve a similar syntactic
structue as the examples in (1), with a trace ir the position of the direct object'

The fact that the covert verb in (5) and (8) surfaces as Seven iD (18) and (19)
suggests r¡at the covert verb and geven can be more or less identifred lf this is

indée¿ the case, we of course also have an accoult for the fact that the examples

in (5) may not undergo semi-passiv2ation, since we have seen that g¿ve'L camot
unde¡go semi-passivization either. Here we illusüate this again by means of the

examples in (20). For completeness note tfìat the examples become pedectly
acceptable if we clrop the participle Segeven (cf. the discussion of (15) and (16))

(20) a Peter/hij k¡eeg (van de hond) een beet in het been (*gegeven)'
Peter/he got by the dog a bit in the leg given

b Peter/hij kreeg (van Maríe) een kus op het voorhoofd (*gegeven)'
Peter/he got by Marie a kiss on the forehead given

Independent evidence for assuming that the denominal verb is derived by
me"trt õf N-to-V movement, if the object has dative Case, is provided by the
German examples in (21), which illùstrates that PP-ove¡-V may not apply to
examples such as (12) if the object has dative Case. This would follow from our
proposal that in this case tlle locational constructions have the same structue as

èxample (1b), so tlìat the locational PP must be analyzed as the predicate of a

comfement Small Clause, whicb always resists PP-over-V (cf Hoekstra and

Mdãer 1990). The fact that this Small Clause has no overt subject follows from
the fact that it has incorporated into the empty verb, i.e., the subject is a ûace'

(21) a *Der Hund hat mir gebissen (ausgerechnet) i¡s Bein
the dog has meo* bitten exactly in-the leg

b *PeJer hat ihr geküPt (ausgerechnet) auf den Mund'

The fact illust¡ated iî (22) that PP-over-V is possible; if the object has

accusative Case, on the othe¡ hand, shows that the locational PP ís not the
predicate of a complement Small Clause blrt rather acts as an adverbial adjunct,
as has aheady been suggested in section 2.o

s As has been pointerl out by Dororhee Beermann (P.c.), PP-over-V is ¡ot a very fåvoÙred option for
mârìy sp€akers of Germån ftom Nolth-Germâny. It is possible, however, if the subject and the

prcpositionâl complement are âssigned coÍrastive siress. Addition of a focus element such ås

ausgercchnet 'preciseT!' fu¡ther imploves thc resull fol these speâkers'
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position, Although this may look sÎ¡ange at fhst sight, this would be consistent
with analyses of locative inversion, according to which moving the predicate of a
Small Clause into a Case position indfuectly checks the Case feature of the
subject of the Small Clause (cf. Mulder and Hoekstra 1990).

Now, if we assume that locative inversion must apply in overt syntax, the
obligatory nature of the movement of the BlJ-phrase in the locational construction
would tbllow. The obligatory nah¡re of the application of locative inversion itself
can perhaps be understood in the light of tlìe stylistic conhibutioû that the process
makes - stylistic rules have a special phonological effect (viz. intonation), hence
must be executed either before or at PF (Matcel den Dikken, p.c.). Moreover,
since it is not plausible that languages differ in this respect, it would follow that
this holds for all languages.

Q5) Movement of the functor (BlJlphrase in the locational construclion is
obligatory across languages.

Note that the present proposal still does not fully account for the fact that the
functor phrase carumt remain in situ, since we did not exclude a derivation in
which no movement applies in overt syntax, and in which the subject of the
functor phrase moves to SpecPP at LF. We leave this for future research, while
noting that, at least in Dutch, PP-complements of P must generally süface to the
left of P; instances of such constructions are the complex pa icle comtruction in
(26), discussed in Den Dikken (1995).

(26) a dat Jan het boek [[iil de kast]' [neer ,i]l zel.
tlat Jan the book in the bookcase down puts

b *dat Jan het boek neer in de kast zet.

6. A note on French

In large measure, inalienable possession in the locational construction wo¡ks the
same in French as in Dutch and Germal. In (27), we give ân example of inalien-
able possessiofl in a locational construction with an overt direct object, taken
from Kayne (1975 162). In (28a,b), we give some examples comparable to the
German examples in (12), tâken ùom Hufftnan (1983), in which the possessor
may appear either as a dative or an accusative clitic. The example in (28c), taken
from Kayne (1975), is comparable wíth the German examples in (14); the clitic
may only appear with datiYe Case.

Q'1') Etle lui a mis une échaçe autour du cou.
She himo". has put a scarf atound the neck
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(28) a Je I' ai frappé
I him""" has hit

b Je lui ai frappé
I himd.t have patted

c On lui a tfué
They himd, have shot

(29) ø,

b

su¡ le nez.
on the nose
sur I'epaule.
on the shoulder
*(dans le ventre).
in the stomach

It must be noted, however, that neitlEr example (27) nor the examples in
(28b,c) have an alteürate with an à-PP (cf.(29)). These examples illustnte that
the possessive dative in the locatíonal construction (either with or without an
overtly realized direct object) does not alternate x,ith the periphrastic construc-
tion.lo Why is this the case?

xElle a mis une écharpe autou¡ du cou à ce garçon.
She has put a scalf around the neck to this boy
*On a tiré dans le ventle à ce garçon.
They have shot in the stomach to this boy

,]

We thiok that the answer to this question is related to the generalization in
(25), according to which the functor pfuase must be moved into SpecPbJ. What
we like to suggest is that this oblígatory movement is blocked due to the úgid
word order pattern in French. Consider the exarnples in (30).rr

(30) a Marie-Claire a embrassé le front à Paul.
Marie-Claire has kissed the forehead to Paul

b Marie-Claire lui a embrassé le f¡ont.
Made-Claíre hirno",. has kissed the forehead

The exâmples in (29) can of course be pârâphrased by means of a d¿-PP, bùt it is cleâr lhat it is
the ¿-PP and ¡ot the d¿-PP thaÍ is the soìrrce of the dative clitic (see Kayne 19151144fr.).
Apparently, rhe generalizatio¡ in (25) câIìnot bè gener¿lized to nonlocational construclions such as
(30), in wbich the periphrastic ånd dãtiv€ const¡uction do altemåte. Since lhe fr¡nctor phrase is
gener¿æd as the complement of the verb, dìe derivarion of (30) applies as itdicated in (i).
(i) a .. v .. Lc NPr tà NP

b .. àr+v tR trj NPtj F.. kc NPj rjll
I¡ order to account for the fâct thât both (30Â) and (30b) âre possible, we must assume that
SpecFP in (ib) is not a Caæ-position, and hence that we âre not dealing with locÂtive inversion.
Ar ârgùment in favour of this assumption is that movement to SpecFP ålso applies in (2c); since
the movement in (2b) already served checking purposes, the sùbsequent movement !o SpecFP iû
(2c) cannot be âpptied for the safte rcâson, but is ralher motivated by making ir¡co¡poration of ¡he
functor possible. From this, it should follow that (25) does not âpply in cases such Âs (30b), ând
hence iha! (30â) is possible as y,/ell,
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The ¡ì-PP in the French examples in (304) must follow the NP le lront' that is,
the position of the functor phrase is fixed. Leaving the à-PP in its base posítion
in (29), however, would lead to a conflict \jiith the requi¡ement in (25), according
to which the ¿-PP must be moved. Apparently, this conflict leads to the
ungrammaticality of the examples in (29). However, if the complement of the à-
PP is a clitic, movement of the fuûctor phrase into SpecFP, which in (27) and
(28b,c) accidentally proceeds th¡ough SpecP,"f, is possible. From this, it follows
that these clitic dative co¡structions are grammatical.

7. Conclusíon

In this paper, we discussed inatienable possession in locational constructions
without a(n overtly reâlized) accusative object. Following Hale and Keyser
(1993), we argued that in a subset of these cases, the dùect object has incor-
Dorated inlo tlìe main verb, and hence that the analysis for inalienable possession

in locational constructions with an accusative object in (2) covers these cases as

well.
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0. Introductíon

It is intigling that in Standard Dutch, u¡like other Germanic languages such as

English and German, a special kind of a middle construction shows uP, namely
thJ so-called âdjunct middle in (1).1 In gereral, it is assumed that the adjunct
rniddle has the following characteristics: (i) the logical subject argument is

syntactically absent but semanticâlly present, (ii) the grammatical subject' such as

ãcze zf,al'this hall' in (1a), denotes a locatíon and (iii) the adverb, such as

gemakkeLijk 'easily', has to be prcsent (if there is no focus intonation or negatron)
(cf. Hoekstra & Roberts (henceforth: H&R) 1993, Ackema & Schoorlemrner

ihenceforth: A&S) 1994/95) and Keyser & Roeper 1984); SD = Standard

Dutch):

(1) .SD a. Deze zaal zingt gemakkelijk
this hall sings easily

SD b. Dit bed slaapt gemakkelijk
this bed sleeps easíly

Interestingly, in Standard Dutch another kind of constructíon exists which is at
first sight similar to the adjunct middle in (1), namely the instrumental
construction in (2). In (2), however, the grammatical subject does not denote a

location, but an instrument:

The spread of the reflexive adjunct middle in the Limburg
dialects: 1885-1994

Leonie Cornips

(2) SD Deze inkt schrijft
this ink w¡ites

I I would like to dìank Hans Broekhuis, Marcel den Dikken ¿nd Aafke Hulk for their våluâble

commeñs on an eaÌlier version of this paper ¿nd Marianne Starreû for queslioning sPeakers of the

Heerlet dialect.

goed
well

An interesting issue that arises is to what extent the instrumental constmction in
(2) coÍesponds to the adjunct middle in (1). Recently, the ¡vo kinds of
constructions have been discussed by H&R and A&S. In A&S, it has been
DroDosed that in the instrumental construction the logical subject argument is not


