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1 Predicate Inversion and the functional copula 
 
1.1 The theme and (cl)aims of the paper 
 
The central points that this paper seeks to establish are the following: 
 
 whenever, in a structure of the type in (1), a lexical projection `LP' moves around the filled 

specifier of the AgrP dominating it, the minimalist locality theory (Chomsky 1993) forces 
raising of the Agr head to a higher functional head `F', whose specifier position serves as 
the first available landing-site for the moved LP1 

 raising of Agr to F causes F to be phonetically realised as a copula in specific contexts to be 
made precise 

 the surface distribution of copular elements is ruled by structural factors; copulas are not 
lexical primitives but overt realisations of functional heads 

 
(1)     FP 
        1 
     Spec  F  
      LPj   2 
          Agri+F  AgrP 
         3 
       Spec  Agr  
           4 
        Agr  LP 
         ti  tj 
 

                                                           
1 I will generally be basing myself, as far as the technical apparatus of the minimalist framework is concerned, on the original formulation of the 

machinery, outlined in Chomsky (1993). Recently, Chomsky (1995:Chapter 4) has substantially revised parts of the minimalist theory. I have 

elected largely not to incorporate Chomsky's recent revisions, which on the whole still await careful development and consideration, in this paper. 

Also note that I will continue to make use of Agr projections, ignoring Chomsky's (1995:Chapter 4, section 10) suggestion that these should be 

dispensed with. Chomsky does not, in the end, push this point very strongly, though (`it seems reasonable to conjecture that AGR does not exist', 

p. 30), and notes (fn. 134) that if AP small clauses (as in John is intelligent) feature no AgrP, the A head itself must be assigned a strong nominal 

feature, an assumption which conflicts with the minimalist hypothesis that all parametric variation in feature strength is confined to functional 

categories. For our purposes what matters is just that there is some sort of functional projection intervening between F and LP. 
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 In the course of the discussion we will encounter several constructions ─ in both clausal (TP) 
and nominal (DP) configurations ─ instantiating the general structural template in (1), in which 
`LP' is a predicate which ranges over all major lexical categories (A, N, P, V) and whose subject 
may denote an entity or a proposition. Throughout, purely structurally motivated head 
movement of Agr to F will be seen to result in the surface occurrence under the F node in (1) of 
a semantically empty copular element lacking primitive lexical status. The inventory of copular 
elements will be shown to be larger than it is commonly held to be. In the clausal domain the 
primeval copula be has a companion possessing a Case-feature, spelled out in English as have, 
which has both `main verb' and auxiliary uses. These two clausal copulas have a counterpart in 
the nominal domain as well, the `nominal copula' of. 
 
1.2 Predicate Inversion 
 
This paper is concerned with Predicate Inversion and its effect on the obligatoriness of a 
copular element. Before going any further, let me first of all make it clear what I understand by 
the term Predicate Inversion. Predicate Inversion is an instance of Move α which, as its name 
suggests, inverts a predicate around its subject. An initial illustration of this is given in (2), 
where (2a) is the `straight', non-inverted construction in which the subject John precedes its 
predicate the best candidate, and (2b) is the inverted counterpart of this example, featuring 
inversion of the predicate nominal around its subject. 
 
(2) a.  John is the best candidate 
  b.  the best candidate is John 
 
Stowell (1981) has argued that copular constructions of the type in (2) underlyingly feature a 
small clause in the complement of the copula be, a head triggering raising to subject position of 
a constituent contained within the small clause. Underlyingly, then, (2a,b) are analysed as in 
(3a), where AgrP is the label of the functional projection internal to small clauses (cf. 
Cardinaletti & Guasti 1992; Den Dikken & Næss 1993; Hoekstra & Mulder 1990; Chomsky 
1993, among others). The difference between the two examples in (2) can now simply be seen to 
lie in the specific choice of the constituent moved to subject position ─ in (2a) the SC subject 
John is raised, as shown in (3b), while in (2b) it is the predicate nominal the best candidate that 
undergoes movement (see (3c)). Following especially Moro (1993), Hoekstra & Mulder (1990) 
and Heycock (1991, 1994), I assume that the inverted predicate nominal in (2b) targets the same 
position that the raised subject in (2a) lands in: SpecIP. 
 
(3) a.  [IP ... be [AgrP John Agr [Pred the best candidate]]] 
  b.  [IP Johni ... be [AgrP ti Agr [Pred the best candidate]]] 
  c.  [IP the best candidatej ... be [AgrP John Agr [Pred tj]]] 
 
Predicate Inversion will thus be seen to be A movement of a predicate to subject position. 
 
1.3 Predicate Inversion and minimality 
 
With Predicate Inversion being a case of A movement, potential problems of locality are 
expected to arise in the derivation of Predicate Inversion constructions, given that the fronted 
predicate necessarily crosses an intervening A position ─ the position of the SC subject, 
SpecAgrP.2 This would incur a violation of (Relativised) Minimality (Rizzi 1990), unless the 
                                                           
2 It is immaterial whether SpecAgrP is the base position of the SC subject or a derived subject position; see Den Dikken (1994a) for discussion. 

By taking the SC subject to occupy SpecAgrP I thus do not take a stand against the Predicate Internal Subject Hypothesis. 
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position that the A moving LP skips and the first position that it can land in (SpecFP) can be 
rendered equidistant from its extraction site, in the sense of Chomsky (1993). Two positions are 
equidistant if they are members of the same minimal domain. In the structure in (1), moving 
the Agr head up to F creates the requisite minimal domain that contains both SpecAgrP and 
the first available landing-site for the moved LP. The `shortest movement' condition thus 
ensures that Agr will raise to F whenever LP moves across the filled specifier of the AgrP 
dominating it. 
 I will exploit the result that the minimalist locality theory forces Agr to F movement in (1) 
whenever LP inverts with its subject to give a purely structural account of the distribution of 
copular elements in Predicate Inversion constructions. As an initial example of the influence of 
the application of Predicate Inversion on the occurrence of copulas, consider the fact that the 
verbal copula be is obligatory in the inverse copular construction in (4b), while in the absence of 
Predicate Inversion be would not normally be forced to appear, as (4a) shows: 
 
(4) a.  I consider John (to be) the best candidate 
  b.  I consider the best candidate *(to be) John 
 
What is striking about (4b) is that the copula must be included in this Predicate Inversion 
construction, while in the corresponding non-inverted example in (4a) to be might just as well 
be absent. The core hypotheses of this paper, outlined in section 1.1, allow us to understand the 
obligatoriness of the copula in (4b) as a reflex of structurally forced functional head movement 
in the structure in (1). The analysis of (4) will be taken up in detail in section 2. 
 
1.4 The different guises of the functional copula 
 
The functional outlook on the copula that permeates this paper will diagnose the existence of 
copular elements other than be and in domains other than clauses as well. In the nominal 
domain I will identify as a copula the element of found in constructions like (5a), whose 
derivation will be argued to involve the DP internal application of Predicate Inversion. These 
constructions are the topic of section 3 of the paper. The nominal copula of shows up not just in 
DP internal identificational Predicate Inversion constructions but also in DP internal possessive 
constructions such as (5b), and, crucially, of performs exactly the same functional role in (5b) 
that it does in (5a). 
 
(5) a.  a hell of a problem 
  b.  a man of many talents 
 
 In particular, (5b), just like (5a), will be seen to feature inversion of a small clause predicate 
across its subject, triggering the presence of of. In the specific case of (5b) the inverting predicate 
is a dative PP harbouring the possessor a man, whose (null) P head is incorporated into the 
copula in the course of the derivation. This analysis of (5b) is established in section 4, and gives 
occasion to a detailed discussion of the expression of possessive relationships in the nominal 
and clausal domains. The analysis in terms of Predicate Inversion and P movement will be 
shown to yield an elegant account of the be/have alternation seen in French (6): 
 
(6) a.  le livre est à Jean 
    the book is to Jean 
  b.  Jean a le livre 
    Jean has the book 
 
Although in the nominal domain there is no surface distinction between the token of the 



Marcel den Dikken ─ Copulas 
 

  4

copula with a (null) dative preposition incorporated into it and the one without, clausal 
copulas receive different phonological realisations depending on whether or not a P is 
incorporated into them ─ have and be, respectively. In line with a rich research tradition 
inaugurated by Benveniste (1966), I will argue that have and be are both copular elements, the 
former differing from `bare' be in that it comes to be equipped with a Case-feature in the course 
of the derivation. 
 In possessive have constructions of the type in (6b), the dative SC predicate harbouring the 
possessor is predicated of an entity (a DP). Such PPs may also take a propositional (SC) subject, 
as for instance in experiencer have constructions like John had his little baby daughter throw up on 
him. The derivation of these and similar constructions, which is the topic of section 6, runs 
parallel to that of possessive have constructions. Again, have is the surface spell-out of the 
functional head F in (1). 
 After presenting an analysis of experiencer have constructions in section 5, I will pay a brief 
visit to perfective and passive auxiliary verb constructions in section 6, and address the 
problem of auxiliary selection from the perspective of the approach to have and be taken in the 
paper. Just like the other tokens of be and have discussed in the paper, auxiliary be and have will 
be seen to be the realisations of the functional head F in the structure in (1). 
 
1.5 The nature of `F': an aspectual head 
 
The fact that the abstract functional head `F' in (1) can be argued to show up in the structure of 
perfective and passive auxiliary verb constructions (for purely structural reasons) affords us a 
perspective on the nature of this head. In auxiliary verb constructions the contribution of the 
auxiliary is of an aspectual kind. F's occurrence in the structure of such constructions hence 
gives rise to the conjecture that it is an aspectual head: 
 
 `F' in (1) is an aspectual head 

 
We will encounter additional confirmation for this conjecture in the account of the distribution 
of the clausal copula in Predicate Inversion constructions. 
 
 
2 Predicate Inversion and the clausal copula 
 
Let us return now to the Predicate Inversion alternation in predicate nominal constructions, 
and consider again the pair of sentences in (4), repeated here: 
 
(4) a.  I consider John (to be) the best candidate 
  b.  I consider the best candidate *(to be) John 
 
The first thing to ask about these examples is how the predicate nominal ends up to the left of 
its subject. Is it a case of movement, and if so, what kind of movement ─ A or A ? In section 1.2 
I decided that Predicate Inversion is A movement to subject position. Since this decision is 
neither immediately obvious nor uncontroversial, let me dwell on it in some detail before 
proceeding. 
 Moro (1993) assumes with me that copular inversion targets the subject position, SpecIP; but 
he further assumes that SpecIP in copular inversion constructions is an A position, and here I 
disagree. For one thing, there is a general consensus that SpecIP, in any event in English, is an 
A position. Moreover, since copular inversion may target positions lower than SpecIP as well 
(cf. (12b d), below, for instance; and Heycock's 1991 He let his answer be his silence), a Moro type 
account would lead one to identify several positions that, in non-inversion contexts, are 
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unquestionably of the A type as A positions in inversion contexts. Thirdly, as Heycock 
(1991:168) stresses, copular inversion can feed subsequent A movement, as in The real cause of 
the disaster seems to have been her intransigence. Ascending in strength, these three considerations 
cast doubt on an A movement approach to copular inversion, and Predicate Inversion in 
general.3 
 The A movement nature of Predicate Inversion is further confirmed by the restrictions on 
extraction of the subject in Predicate Inversion constructions of the type in (4b). As (7a,b) show, 
John can undergo neither A movement nor raising-to-subject in a passive construction 
(A movement): 
 
(7) a. *who do you consider the best candidate to be t? 
  b. *John is considered the best candidate to be t 
 
An A movement analysis of Predicate Inversion can make sense of the ungrammaticality of 
(7a) with the aid of Principle C of the Binding Theory, and reduces it to a case of Strong 
Crossover. Given that a predicate is coindexed with its subject, A extraction of the postverbal 
SC subject across its inverted predicate (which finds itself in a c-commanding A position) 
leaves a variable that is simultaneously A bound and A bound: 
 
(8)  *DP ... Pred ... [SC tDP tPred] 
    A i       Ai       Ai 
 
And the ban on NP movement of the subject illustrated in (7b) can be made to follow, on an 
A movement analysis, from considerations of economy of derivation. When one wants to front 
the small clause subject to a higher subject position, it is more economical to form just one 
movement chain (that of the subject) than to form two movement chains (that of the subject 
plus that of the inverted predicate). 
 The ungrammaticality of (7b) would also, of course, follow straightforwardly from the 
A movement account that Moro (1993) advocates ─ (7b) would then instantiate improper 
binding. And (7a) would instantiate a Relativised Minimality effect on Moro's assumptions. 
But the deviance of (7a) is much stronger than that of similar such RM violations involving 
argument extraction, like ??Which books don't you know on which shelf to put? Examples like this 
are exactly like (7a) in featuring extraction of a subject across its moved predicate (on which shelf 
being predicated of which books), but while the books example instantiates a mere subjacency 
effect, (7a) is substantially worse. This contrast is not readily expected from Moro's (1993) point 
of view. It does, on the other hand, follow immediately from the A movement analysis of 
Predicate Inversion, which I will henceforth employ. It will acquire additional acclaim from the 
fact that it will be seen to bring forth an account of the obligatoriness of the copula be in (4b), 
which has parallels in similar examples of Predicate Inversion: 
 
(9) a.  John is considered (to be) the best candidate 
  b.  the best candidate is considered *(to be) John 
(10) a.  John seems (to be) the best candidate 
  b.  the best candidate seems *(to be) John 
 
 As noted in section 1, while the derivation of the a examples in (4), (9) and (10) involves 
strictly local, non-skipping A movement, that of (4b), (9b) and (10b) has the A moving small 
clause predicate skip an intervening A position on its way up ─ the position of the subject John. 

                                                           
3 For an additional argument for the A movement analysis of Predicate Inversion, see the discussion of (51) and (52) in section 3.5. 
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This would incur a minimality violation unless some minimal domain can be created such that 
it contains both the SC subject and the first available landing-site for the moved SC predicate. 
The requisite minimal domain should result from movement of the Agr head to some higher 
head position, whose specifier can serve as a landing-site for movement of the inverted 
predicate. 
 This higher head cannot be the matrix verb. For (4b) this is perfectly obvious ─ for even if 
consider did incorporate Agr, grammatical Predicate Raising could not be effected, since the 
specifier position of consider's VP is a θ position (the base position of the root subject), hence 
unavailable for movement of the small clause predicate. For passive (9b) and ergative (10b), on 
the other hand, it is not immediately evident why Agr incorporation into seem or the passive 
participle of consider should not serve to solve the locality problem. Apparently, seem and 
consider's participle cannot incorporate Agr. Why? A straightforward minimalist answer could 
be `because such incorporation would violate Greed, given that Agr has no features to check 
against these verbs'. But I believe ─ in fact, am forced to believe ─ that Greed (`move only for 
your own sake, never to help out others'), which, as Marantz (1995:358) notes is `perhaps the 
most problematic of the economy principles' in the minimalist framework (also cf. Lasnik 
1993), should be abandoned.4 For if Greed existed, then Agr should have an intrinsic motive for 
raising to F in (1), and if it had such a motive, then it would presumably have to so raise in all 
constructions in which it was featured, and then we would fail to accommodate the 
distribution of the copula in the examples in (15) (10) ─ be would then have to be obligatory not 
just in the b examples but in the a examples as well, contrary to fact. 
 So invoking Greed is not an option. Instead, seem and consider can be readily denied the 
possibility of incorporating the Agr head of their complement once we take into account that 
seem and consider are verbs and that Agr is a functional head. On the plausible assumption that 
movement of functional heads targets other functional head positions only (cf. Li 1990 for a 
theory of head movement restricted by the Binding Theory that has this effect), Agr could 
never incorporate into a lexical head. 
 What we need, then, is an additional functional head into which Agr can incorporate. The 
functional head in question will be our `F' in the abstract structure in (1) from section 1.1, 
repeated here (with specific reference to predicate nominal constructions of the type under 
current discussion) as (11a). By having Agr raise to F, we create a minimal domain that 
comprises SpecFP, SpecAgrP and DPPred, and thereby enable DPPred to raise to SpecFP in 
conformity with the minimalist locality theory, as depicted in the partial derivation in (11b): 
 
(11) a.  [FP Spec F [AgrP DPSubj [Agr  Agr DPPred]]] 
  b.  [FP DPPred/j F+Agri [AgrP DPSubj [Agr  ti tj]]] 
 
Skipping DPSubj under movement of DPPred to SpecFP is legitimate in (11b), since SpecFP and 
SpecAgrP are equidistant as a result of movement of Agr to F. 
 Recall now that in section 1.5 I revealed the nature of the functional projection FP that I 
introduced in (11): FP is an aspectual projection. In contexts like (11), F expresses stativity. 
Bearing this in mind, we may now return to the question ─ raised in section 1 ─ of why the 
copula be is obligatory in examples of the type in (4b), (9b) and (10b). We have argued that 
Agr to F movement is forced whenever the predicate inverts with its subject, so we need F to 
be included in the structure whenever we want to apply Predicate Inversion. Now, on the as-
sumption that F is an aspectual head, and that it expresses stativity in structures of the type in 

                                                           
4 I fully agree with Marantz (1995:358) that the examples which Chomsky (1993) seeks to filter out with the aid of Greed can readily be 

accommodated independently; see the there raising analysis of expletive there constructions presented in Moro (1993), Hoekstra & Mulder (1990) 

and Den Dikken (1995b), which will be seen at work in section 5, below. 
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(11), it is plausible to take be to be the surface phonological realisation of F in this context. 
 A conclusion that it is now tempting to draw, to accommodate the facts in (4b), (9b) and 
(10b), is that be is audible whenever FP is present, and that FP is present only when it must 
serve as a target for domain-extending head movement in Predicate Inversion constructions. 
Neither part of this conclusion is tenable, however. The latter is too strong since the empirical 
facts show that be is not in fact prohibited in the non-inversion a examples. FP, then, can be 
generated in these examples as well. There are other factors, besides those from the domain of 
locality considerations, which may force the overt realisation of the copula be, such as the need 
to check the V features of T by an element possessing V features. This ensures that in (English) 
copular constructions like John *(is) the best candidate, be cannot be omitted even though its 
presence is not required for domain-extension purposes.5 Similarly, whenever the matrix verb 
in (4), (9) and (10) takes a to infinitival complement, be will have to be included in the 
numeration in order to ensure proper checking of T's V features. The fact remains, though, that 
V in the a examples in (4), (9) and (10) may select a T less small clause complement as well, but 
it apparently may not in the b examples. This is because, in these examples, structural factors 
(locality) force the presence of FP, and since consider and seem cannot select `bare' FP comple-
ments (due to their lexical selectional specifications), a TP must now be included in the 
structure as well. We see, then, that since there are independent constraints that may force the 
presence of be, it is not the case that FP is present only when locality considerations require its 
inclusion in the structure. 
 That it is not true, either, that be is audible whenever (i.e. in all cases in which) FP is present 
can be seen in (12) (examples adapted from Heycock 1994, the original source of these 
observations): 
 
(12) a.  the best solution seems *(to be) instant retreat 
  b.  the best solution remains instant retreat 
  c.  the best solution becomes instant retreat 
  d.  if Bill has an alibi for 6pm, that makes the murderer John! 
 
Predicate Inversion indubitably applies in (12b d), just as in (12a), but only in this latter case do 
we find a token of the verbal copula to signal the application of Predicate Inversion. To 
accommodate (12a) versus (12b,c), we might decompose remain and become into continue+to be 
and come+to be, respectively, so that there would in fact be a token of be present in the structure 
of these examples (Dominique Sportiche, p.c.). But a decompositional account to make in (12d) 
(cause+to be) would be hard to maintain in the light of the fact that make can effectively embed 
overt be (as in John made Bill *(be) arrested; Ritter & Rosen 1993:537). A more general alternative 
would be to have recourse to our earlier conjecture (section 1.5) that F is an aspectual head. 
Aspectual distinctions are manifold. `F' being a cover label for several specific aspectual heads, 
there will be as many instantiations of `F' as there are aspectual distinctions; cf. (13), which lists 
some (others may well exist, and some may conflate; (13) primarily serves expository purposes 
─ see Olsen 1994 for recent detailed discussion of lexical aspect (Aktionsart) against the 
background of the rich body of literature on the subject): 

                                                           
5 In present tense constructions, languages differ in whether or not they require an overt element to check T's V features. It is not immediately 

obvious why be is also non-omissible in auxiliary verb constructions such as John may *(be)/has *(been) the best candidate. It cannot be the need 

for domain extension that triggers be here, so it must presumably be a matter of V feature checking. A suggestion that comes to mind is that 

auxiliaries lack V features (perhaps lack all features; cf. Chomsky's 1993 claim that auxiliaries are LF invisible); as a result, the head of their 

complement must execute V feature checking (via T chain formation; cf. Guéron & Hoekstra 1988, 1994). Possibly the possession of V features 

is a parametrised property of auxiliaries ─ while English auxes lack it, their Dutch cognates might have it; and this might account for the contrast 

between English *John must away and its literal Dutch translation Jan moet weg. (As Sjef Barbiers argues in work in progress, there is good reason 

not to assume an empty verb gaan `go' in the Dutch example; so the only verb around is moet.)  
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(13)   F = Aspect; e.g.: 
         continuative 
         durative/stative 
         resultative/telic 
         inceptive/inchoative/ingressive 
 
While the seem construction in (12a) is stative, remain in (12b) is continuative, become in (12c) is 
ingressive, and make in (12d) features in a resultative construction. The distribution of be may 
now be captured with reference to the nature of the F head in the complement of the respective 
verb types, by saying that only [STATIVE] F is overtly realised as be the moment Agr incorpor-
ates into it; [CONTINUATIVE], [INCHOATIVE] and [RESULTATIVE] F apparently have no lexical 
realisation at all.6 On such an approach, (12b d) show that it is not all instantiations of F that get 
spelled out as be in Predicate Inversion clauses. `F' in the abstract structure in (1) is an aspectual 
head with several specific instantiations. It is the feature content of the aspectual head F that 
determines how it will be realised on the surface (if at all). Stative F is spelled out as be in 
Predicate Inversion clauses; other instantiations of F have no phonetic realisations in the 
clausal domain. 
 Thus the obligatory occurrence of be in the examples in (4b), (9b) and (10b) is a reflex of the 
Predicate Inversion operation ─ Predicate Inversion necessitates Agr raising to F; and in the 
clausal domain, a stative F with an Agr incorporated into it is realised as be. Be is the surface 
realisation of a functional head, not a lexical head. This brings in an advantage of the present 
approach over its forerunner, originally outlined in Den Dikken (1994a), which analysed be as 
a lexical verb and thus begged the question of why only be can incorporate the functional (Agr) 
head of its complement. This peculiarity of be is now readily understood, be not being a verb 
but a functional head. Rechristening be as the realisation of a functional head opens up the 
possibility that copular elements similar to be can be found in other structural domains. This is 
indeed the case, as we will see in the next section,  where I discuss Predicate Inversion within 
DP, instantiated by the English example in (5a). 
 
3 Predicate Inversion and the nominal copula 
 
3.1 Of as a nominal copula 
 
In this section I will start out considering the analysis of the construction type instantiated by 
the English example in (5a) (a hell of a problem) against the background of the account of 
Predicate Inversion and the distribution of the copula outlined in the above. Studies of this 
construction type (see Aarts 1994 for extensive references) have come up with a variety of 
structural analyses of this construction. To my knowledge, however, they all essentially ignore 
the question of what role of might have to play and what its provenance could be in this DP 
type ─ including Kayne's (1994:106) recent suggestions, which do assign of a feasible place in 
the structure (`D/P', the nominal counterpart of Comp) but shed no clear light on the question 
of why there should be an overt filler of D/P in this kind of structure. The function and 
position of of in (5a) will be my primary concern in this section. 

                                                           
6 Heycock's (1994) account of the facts in (12) is congenial to mine, though different from it in detail. She assumes that only be, become, remain 

and make, but not seem (and consider), take an Aspectual projection as their complement. (Heycock 1994:fn. 15 is right in calling the approach 

taken in Den Dikken 1994a, which featured only a Res(ult)P, too narrow; I now take FP to be a multi-purpose aspectual head, with as many featural 

instantiations as there are aspectual distinctions.) 
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 The starting-point of my discussion of this construction (to which I will refer as the N of a N 
construction) will be the thesis that it involves a nominal small clause structure featuring 
Predicate Inversion ─ the predicate, which in (5a) is headed by hell, inverts around its subject 
(headed by problem in (5a)). In this, I agree with Kayne (1994:106), who rightly stresses that an 
account along the sketchy lines of (14) is capable of `expressing in a direct and familiar way ... 
the subject predicate relation understood to hold between' a problem and hell. 
 
(14)   [DP (...) helli of a problem ti (...)] 
 
 Some initial support for the view that Predicate Inversion is involved in the derivation of the 
N of a N construction comes from the fact that (15a) is totally ungrammatical, in contrast to 
(15b), which involves extraction from a nominal PP complement: 
 
(15) a. *a problem which I consider this [a hell of (a) t] 
  b.  a problem which I consider this [a good solution of t] 
 
On a Predicate Inversion approach to (5a), the deviance of (15a) is of the same structural type as 
that of (7a), above. Analyses which treat the of a N sequence in N of a N constructions on a par 
with the of a N sequence in a good solution of the problem (cf. e.g. Abney 1987, Everaert 1992 and 
Napoli 1989) would leave the sharp contrast in (15) a mystery.7 
 While sharing with it the idea that Predicate Inversion is involved in its derivation, my 
analysis of the N of a N construction diverges from Kayne's (1994) in taking Predicate Inversion 
to target a position different from Kayne's SpecDP (which is an A position) and in not 
analysing of as a complementiser like element (recall that `D/P' is the nominal counterpart of 
C). In tackling the problem of the occurrence of of in N of a N constructions, I capitalise on my 
earlier observation that successful application of Predicate Inversion, given the minimalist 
locality theory of Chomsky (1993), involves head movement of the functional head of the small 
clause (Agr) to a head position outside the small clause. While in sentential contexts this 
outside F head targeted by Agr movement is realised as be, I argue that in the nominal domain 
this head is spelled out as of. Of, then, is to Predicate Inversion in the nominal domain what be 
is to Predicate Inversion in the clausal domain; of can thus be dubbed the `nominal copula'. 
After outlining my analysis of N of a N constructions like (5a) (section 3.2) and confronting it 
with previous approaches (3.3), I address the structural position of the inverted predicate (3.4), 
and finally discuss some cases of AP Predicate Inversion within DP (3.5). 
 
3.2 The structure of the N of a N construction 
 
As said in section 3.1, the basic idea that I would like to put forward is that the derivation of N 
of a N constructions involves Predicate Inversion within DP, and that the occurrence of of is a 
reflex of this. 
 Let us first of all consider the structure that I believe underlies the N of a N construction. It is 
given in (16): 
 
(16)   [DP Det [FP Spec F [AgrP NP [Agr  Agr NumP]]]] 
 
The structure in (16) bears a clear resemblance to the structure in (11), which is embedded in a 
                                                           
7 There are other approaches to the N of a N construction, not involving Predicate Inversion, that will also manage to capture the deviance of 

(15a); Aarts's (1994) account, for example (which will be discussed in more detail below), will assimilate (15a) to *a problem which I consider this 

a hellish t, a likewise ungrammatical example of extraction with stranding of an adjectival modifier. The ungrammaticality of (15a) hence does not 

unequivocally favour only the Predicate Inversion appraoch; but it is of course entirely consistent with it. 
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projection of Tense (TP). There is a non-trivial difference, though ─ while in (11) the nominal 
SC contains two full DPs, the nominal SC in (16) features two smaller-than-DP nominal 
phrases.8 This difference can at least in part be seen to follow from the fact that the FP structure 
in (16) is embedded under D rather than T. I assume that D does not take DP complements (cf. 
also Kayne 1994:86 ─ `the cannot have a DP complement'). This is plausible in the light of the 
fact that D serves as the referential anchor of nominal constructs: D enables nominal constructs 
to refer deictically; referentiality is not recursively specified. Now, since the features of the 
predicate of the SC embedded in DP percolate to AgrP and FP (which lack inherent features), 
generating a DP small clause internal to the larger DP would incur a violation of D's ban on 
taking a DP complement. This is why the predicate of AgrP cannot be a DP; it can be maximal-
ly as large as the constituent immediately below D in the structural hierarchitecture of nominal 
phrases, which I identify as NumP (using Ritter's 1991 labelling; cf. fn. 8). The SC subject must 
also be smaller than DP in N of a N constructions. Though at present I can think of no way of 
deriving this, I assume that it is a bare NP (see also Kayne 1994). 
 Num, the head of the predicative noun phrase in N of a N constructions, harbours the in-
definite article, English a (while the definite article has its natural home in D). This receives 
striking support from what is perhaps the most puzzling property of the N of a N construction, 
illustrated by the examples in (17). A proper understanding of these examples also paves the 
way for an analysis of N of a N constructions. 
 
(17) a.  that clever little wretch of a Rebecca (William Makepeace Thackeray)(Austin 1980:361) 
  b.  dat juweeltje van een Paleis op de Dam 
    that little-jewel of a Palace on the Dam 
  c.  die pracht van een Westertoren 
    that beauty of a Westertoren 
 
Normally, proper names do not combine with indefinite articles; and to the extent that they do, 
the semantic contribution they make, and often also their form (cf. English a being realised as 
[eI] and Dutch ene instead of een, both meaning `a certain'), is special (see also Longobardi 
1994:636, 693) ─ cf. e.g. We hebben een Cantona in de ploeg `we have a Cantona in our team', in 
which een Cantona is used to refer to the kind of soccer player that Eric Cantona represents. In 
the examples in (17) a/een does not have these properties; it does not `belong to' the proper 
name, which is definitely definite and does not denote a kind/type but an actual token. 
 It seems unlikely, then, that the indefinite articles preceding Rebecca, Paleis op de Dam and 
Westertoren in the examples in (17) should form a constituent with these nouns. Instead, what 
these indefinite articles are likely to form a constituent with in the initial structural 
representation of the N of a N construction is the inverted predicate nominal, which is severed 
from its indefinite article as a consequence of the inversion. This is suggested by the clausal 
paraphrases of the examples in (17): 
 
(18) a.  that Rebecca is a clever little wretch 
  b.  dat Paleis op de Dam is een juweeltje 
    that Palace on the Dam is a little-jewel 
  c.  die Westertoren is een pracht 
    that Westertoren is a beauty 
(19) a. *a Rebecca is that clever little wretch 
  b. *een Paleis op de Dam is dat juweeltje 
  c. *een Westertoren is die pracht 
                                                           
8 I have elected to use ̀ NumP' (Ritter 1991) rather than ̀ QP', which Kayne (1994) uses in his account of relative clauses and related construction 

types; this is immaterial (presumably these two labels refer to the same set of properties). 
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 The contention that the indefinite article preceding the second noun in the N of a N 
construction underlyingly belongs to the inverted predicate nominal is vindicated further by 
the following observation. Though there commonly is number agreement between predicate 
nominals and their subjects, this is not necessary in verbal copula constructions, `straight' or 
inverse, as is shown in (20), where the predicative noun is a singular while its subject is a 
plural. Now, while it is commonly observed in treatments of the N of a N construction in the 
literature that this construction requires strict number agreement between the two nominals, 
there are speakers of Dutch (including myself9) for whom the N of a N construction also (to a 
greater or lesser degree of marginality) allows for number disagreement in constructions of the 
same type as (20). Interestingly, in N of a N constructions of this type, the plural subject is 
linearly preceded by a (singular) indefinite article; cf. (21): 
 
(20) a.  die directeurssalarissen zijn een schandaal 
    those managers' salaries are an outrage 
  b.  het grootste schandaal zijn die directeurssalarissen 
    the biggest outrage are those managers' salaries 
(21) a. ?(?)dat schandaal van een directeurssalarissen 
    that outrage of a managers' salaries 
  b. ?(?)die ramp van een getalscongruentiefeiten 
    that disaster of a number agreement facts 
 
Perhaps even more clearly than in the proper name examples in (17), the examples in (21) show 
that the indefinite article preceding the second noun in the N of a N construction should not 
form a constituent with that noun; instead, it rightly belongs to the inverted predicate nominal, 
which, in the Predicate Inversion process, is detached from its article. 
 How do we make sense of this? I propose that what happens in the derivation of the N of a 
N construction is the following. The predicate of the nominal SC inverts with its subject. As in 
the cases of Predicate Inversion discussed in section 2, this is contingent on the application of 
Agr raising to a SC external functional head F. In the particular case of DP internal Predicate 
Inversions such as (17), the Agr head that moves to F contains the indefinite article of the 
predicate nominal. This is the result of movement of the head of the small clause predicate 
(Num) to Agr. The full analysis of the N of a N construction thus reads as in (22). The F head is 
spelled out by the counterpart of be in nominal environments, of.10 
 
(22)   [DP Det [FP [Spec [NumP tj hell]i] [F of+[Agr Agr+[Num a]j]k] [AgrP [NP problem] [Agr  tk [NumP ti]]]]] 
                                 └──────────────────────────┘ 
      DP 

                                                           
9 Thanks to Hans Bennis, Frank Beths, Frits Beukema, Geert Booij, Wilma Elsing, Mirjam Ernestus, Rick de Graaff, Eric Hoekstra, Ans van 

Kemenade, Marian Klamer, Machiel Limburg, Alma Næss, Marga Petter and Rint Sybesma for giving their judgements. Machiel Limburg notes 

dat tuig van een voetbalsupporters `that scum of a soccer supporters', which sounds even better to me than (21). Hans Bennis notes die schatten 

van een kinderen `those darlings of a children', where the occurrence of the indefinite article in front of kinderen seems surprising even from the 

present perspective. But notice wat zijn die kinderen een schatten! `what are those children a darlings', which shows that in certain contexts (esp. 

exclamative; cf. Bennis 1995) plural predicate nominals combine with een. So even in die schatten van een kinderen the indefinite article een does 

presumably `belong to' the predicate nominal (in a Bennis sort of way). 

10 I have represented all head-adjunction as right-adjunction, violating Kayne's (1994) antisymmetry. Right-adjunction leads to the desired 

surface result directly. A strictly left-adjoining derivation would left-adjoin Num+Agr to F; surface word order might then result from the 

application of a non-syntactic PF-reordering of the lexical material contained by the complex F-node (of and a), presumably triggered by the 

enclitic nature of the indefinite article. 



Marcel den Dikken ─ Copulas 
 

  12

        5 
    Det    FP 
            6 
      NumPi    F  
            7       8 
                    tj   hell    F    AgrP 
               9   10 
             F       Agr     NP        Agr  
                 of     11  problem        12 
                Agrk     Numj      Agr          NumP 
                    a       tk      ti 
 
 The analysis in (22) immediately allows us to understand the observations in (17) (19) and 
(21) ─ the indefinite article starts out as the head of the predicate nominal but is raised into a 
position immediately preceding the SC subject, giving the deceptive impression that it forms a 
constituent with that SC subject (which in actual fact it does not). And to immediately 
eradicate the possible suspicion that this raising of the head of the SC predicate to Agr and 
(along with Agr) on to F is a construction-specific artefact, let me stress here that in the analysis 
of possessive and experiencer have constructions developed in sections 4 and 5 we will 
encounter further examples of this particular kind of head movement. 
 Apart from capturing the data in (17) and (21), the analysis in (22) has an additional virtue 
which our discussion of the N of a N construction was aimed at from the start. By fully 
assimilating the account of the N of a N construction to that of the b examples in (4), (9) and 
(10), we are in a position to understand the presence of of in DP contained Predicate Inversions 
─ of, like be in (4), (9) and (10), marks the presence in the structure of the SC external functional 
projection into which SC's Agr head must incorporate for reasons of locality of movement. 
With of viewed as DP's be, its obligatory presence in DP contained Predicate Inversion 
constructions is readily explained. 
 Before proceeding to a discussion of some of the properties of the N of a N construction, let 
us summarise the results of our investigation of the structure of N of a N constructions reached 
so far: 
 
 (22) allows us to capture   (i) the raison d'être of of ─ it is a nominal copula 

         (ii) that the indefinite article does not belong to the noun it 
precedes 
        (iii) that the indefinite article does belong to the noun that precedes 
it 
         (iv) the predication relationship between the two nominal 
constituents 
 
Let us see if other extant analyses of the construction attain the same level of descriptive 
adequacy. 
 
3.3 Previous approaches to the N of a N construction 
 
Aarts (1994) (whose paper contains a good summary of the state-of-the-art on N of a N) 
analyses everything intervening between that and doctor in an example like that idiot of a doctor 
as a complex modifier of the head noun, as depicted in (23). An account of this type has no 
difficulty accommodating (ii) ─ a in (23) clearly does not form a constituent with doctor. It does 
not readily explain, however, that the indefinite article does belong to the predicate nominal. 
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Aarts (1994:13) does not seem concerned with this issue. His account treats a as an apparently 
completely insignificant little fragment of a complex modifier of the second noun.11 Of receives 
a similar treatment. 
 
(23)   [NP [Spec that] [N  [NP idiot of a] [N  doctor]]] (Aarts 1994:16) 
 
Clearly, then, Aarts's approach to the N of a N construction has no light to shed on the question 
of why of should be present in this construction. While in his defence Aarts (1994:23) notes in 
passing that `in non-standard American English some fool of a policeman can be contracted to 
some fool policeman (Quirk et al. 1985:1285)', it is not at all immediately obvious that we are 
dealing here with a case of contraction/deletion of of a in a genuine N of a N construction; 
constructions like this one may well be either nominal compounds (cf. infant king) or appositive 
constructions (cf. my brother John).12 In addition to these points, we may note that the structure 
in (23) postulates an out-of-the-ordinary type of complex modifier (treating idiot of a as a 
constituent), and that it yields no direct reflection of the fact (see (iv)) that there is a 
subject predicate relationship between doctor and idiot. Aarts does note and stress that `[a] 
semantic characteristic of these NPs is that the first noun denotes a property or quality that is 
predicated of the second noun' (p. 1), but quickly sets it aside, saying that `the undoubted 
presence of a predication relation inside [N of a N constructions] will only be of secondary 
interest; the syntax of these constructions will be the main focus' (p. 5). 
                                                           
11 This also causes havoc in the domain of plural those idiots of football hooligans ─ why can't the a in of's complement be realised here? Note 

that a has no transparent relationship with either the head noun or the modifier N on Aarts's analysis. 

12 On the topic of apposition and Predicate Inversion, a brief excursion is interesting. Consider the following examples from Dutch: 

 

(i)  a.  het Paleis op de Dam, dat vroeger het stadhuis van Amsterdam was, ... 

    the Palace on the Dam which formerly the town hall of Amsterdam was 

  b.  het stadhuis van Amsterdam, wat het Paleis op de Dam vroeger was, ... 

    the town hall of Amsterdam which the Palace on the Dam formerly was 

(ii)  a.  het Paleis op de Dam, vroeger het stadhuis van Amsterdam, ... 

    the Palace on the Dam formerly the town hall of Amsterdam 

  b. *het stadhuis van Amsterdam, het Paleis op de Dam vroeger, ... 

    the town hall of Amsterdam the Palace on the Dam formerly 

 

The examples are composed in such a way that knowledge of the world ensures that het stadhuis van Amsterdam `the Amsterdam town hall' is the 

SC predicate ─ history has it that the original function of the majestic building now in use as the Royal Palace in Dam Square was that of town hall 

of Amsterdam. The deviance of (iib), which contrasts markedly with grammatical (ib), should now follow from the fact that while the gap in a full 

RC construction can either be in subject position or in the position of the precidate of the post-copular SC, the gap in an apposition can only be in 

subject position. This restriction on the position of the gap in appositions can be seen to be a reflex of the nature of the gap. While the gap in full 

relative clauses is a variable left behind by A movement to SpecCP, I claim that the structure of appositions is smaller than CP and that hence 

there can be no operator movement in appositions (since they lack a landing-site for the operator). Since the gap in appositions cannot be a variable, 

it can only be PRO. Then the deviance of (iib) follows from the fact that PRO cannot be in predicate position (presumably due to the PRO 

Theorem); it can, however, be in subject position, as in (iia). A consequence of what I argued on the basis of (ii) is that appositions with a predicate 

gap like (iiib) must necessarily feature Predicate Inversion within the appositive constituent ─ the predicate (PRO) must be manoeuvred into a 

position in which it can survive. Examples of the type in (iiib) thus show, given the argument built on (ii), that Predicate Inversion is possible within 

appositions. (Predicate Inversion with retention of meaning is independently impossible in (i) (ii).) The internal structure of the apposition in (iiib) 

must hence be larger than `bare' AgrP; an FP is required on top of it in order to facilitate domain-extending head movement, on which Predicate 

Inversion is contingent. F is not spelled out as be or of in this environment (but remains empty) due to the fact that there is no TP or DP dominating 

FP that could license be or of. Thus this cursory discussion of appositions and Predicate Inversion further emphasises that the form that F takes is 

dependent not only on the nature of F itself (i.e. its aspectual feature content) but also on the larger functional structure of which it is a part. 

 

(iii) a.  John, the richest man in the world, just left the casino 

  b.  the richest man in the world, John, just left the casino 
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 This last objection ─ i.e. not reflecting the predication relationship between the two nouns ─ 
can also be levelled against the analysis of N of a N constructions represented by the work of 
Abney (1987), Everaert (1992) and Napoli (1989) (also cf. McCawley 1987, 1988, whose precise 
structural claims are muddled by some unorthodox assumptions and a good deal of 
vagueness), given in (24). According to this approach the of a N sequence constitutes a 
PP complement to the first noun. 
 
(24)   [NP [Spec that] [N  idiot [PP of [NP a doctor]]]] 
 
It will be clear, furthermore, that (24) captures neither (ii) nor (iii), above. 
 An additional problem that (24) runs into is that the predicative noun can take a 
complement of its own, as in the examples in (25) ((25a,b) are taken from Aarts 1994:11): 
 
(25) a.  that destroyer of education of a minister 
  b.  this manipulator of people of a mayor 
  c.  that son of a bitch of a boss 
 
While (25c) might perhaps be set aside by proponents of (24) as a case of reanalysis of the son of 
a bitch sequence, (25a,b) are clearly incompatible with (24) since the first noun cannot take both 
the first, full PP and of a N as its complement.13 And although Aarts (1994:12) claims that for his 
analysis of N of a N constructions, (25) poses no problem, this is somewhat hard to be certain of 
─ nowhere does Aarts work out the internal structure of the N of a part of the construction. If of 
a in (23) is the complement of the first noun, then (25) is problematic; if of a is not a complement, 
then what could it possibly be?14 
 The analysis of N of a N constructions in (22) clearly has no problem accommodating 
examples of the type in (25) ─ the first noun (i.e. the predicative noun) is perfectly free to take 
complements. The same is true of Kayne's (1994:106) analysis in (26), which shares with mine 
the idea that the first nominal phrase is an inverted SC predicate, and thus straightforwardly 
captures (iv). 
 
(26)   that [D/PP [idiot]j [D/P of] [IP a doctor I0 tj ... (cf. Kayne 1994:106) 
 
Given that on both Kayne's account and mine Predicate Inversion obtains DP internally in N of 
a N constructions, coupled with the fact that D can take no DP complements, both analyses 
capture the fact that the second noun in N of a N constructions is never preceded by a definite 
determiner (cf. (27a)) and can never be a pronoun (cf. (27b)). 
 
(27) a. *a hell of the problem 
  b. *that bully of a him 
 
The category of the second noun's extended projection by hypothesis is no larger than NP; but 
pronouns ─ on Postal's (1966) original analysis, reinvigorated in Abney (1987); also see 

                                                           
13 Kayne (1994:107) makes a similar point with respect to the French construction quelqu'un de célèbre `someone of famous' (cf. section 3.5, 

below), noting that `stacking' is possible here: quelqu'un d'autre de célèbre `someone of other of famous' (i.e. someone else famous). 

 It should be pointed out with respect to the examples in (25) that, according to Napoli (1989:214 15, 220 21), N of a N constructions of this 

type are totally unacceptable in American English but fine in British English. I have no account for this difference. 

14 Aarts (1994:3) reproaches McCawley (1987) for doing funny things with of a (these elements are taken to be inserted in the tree in the course 

of the derivation on McCawley's assumptions), but at least McCawley makes these explicit; Aarts leaves the status and position of of a totally 

mysterious. 
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Longobardi (1994:636) ─ and definite articles are generated in D.15 
 Kayne's (1994:106) cursory inspection of the N of a N construction leaves the details of the 
construction unaddressed, however, and does not as it stands capture (ii) and (iii), since it 
treats a doctor as a constituent ─ the subject of IP. It might perhaps be made to accommodate (ii) 
and (iii) along the same lines as the present approach, though it is difficult to ascertain whether 
such an account would really be available to Kayne. But in any case, Kayne's analysis sheds no 
light on the raison d'être of of. By treating of as a complementiser like element (D/P and C being 
functionally identical on his assumptions; cf. Szabolcsi 1992), Kayne has no obvious way of 
generalising over (5a) and the b examples in (4), (9) and (10), unless be is analysed as a 
complementiser as well.16 
 Thus, of the various accounts of the N of a N construction, the one in (22), propounded here, 
seems to be the only one to accommodate the predicative relationship between the two 
nominals, the function of of and the vicissitudes of the indefinite article preceding the second 
                                                           
15 Romance differs from Germanic with respect to (27); cf. the Italian example in fn. 16, and Spanish el ladrón del abagado ̀ the scoundrel of the 

lawyer' (Ramsey 1962:548 49). The fact that the second noun (which, as (22) reflects, is the SC subject) can never be marked with an indefinite 

determiner of its own in addition to the predicate nominal's indefinite article raised to F either is a consequence of the assumption that the SC 

subject in N of a N constructions is a bare NP. 

 Recall that proper names do occur as N2 in N of a N constructions. Proper names are not base-generated in D. But Longobardi (1994:648) 

argues that ̀ [t]he specific definite reading of determinerless proper names is obtained by raising the head noun to D at some level of representation', 

in English at LF. So in that clever little wretch of a Rebecca the proper name in the SC subject position should make it to the D head whose 

projection dominates FP in (22) at LF. This is a case of head movement which (given that the proper name has no features to check in F, the 

structurally intervening head position), can presumably take place in one fell swoop (cf. the relativisation of Travis' 1984 Head Movement 

Constraint proposed in Den Dikken & Hoekstra 1995). In Romance, proper name raising must take place overtly, Longobardi shows; but in Italian 

quel matto di Giorgio `that madman of Giorgio' (Napoli 1989) it is clear that Giorgio does not raise to the outer D head. As the Spanish example 

in the opening line of this note, and the Italian pronoun example in fn. 16 suggest, Romance apparently allows DPs within the N of a N structure; 

proper name SC subjects presumably target the head of the SC subject DP. It is not unlikely that the difference between Germanic and Romance 

with respect to the (im)possibility of DPs within N of a N structures has a relationship with the difference in the locus of N to D movement 

between the two language families. 

16 For possessive DPs like a book of John's, Kayne (1993, 1994) suggests that of is required in D/P in order to Case-license the possessor. 

Napoli's (1989) observation that, to the extent that (i) is acceptable at all (many speakers reject it), the pronoun surfaces with objective Case rather 

than nominative Case may suggest that of has a Case-licensing role to play in N of a N constructions. It is not at all obvious, however, why the SC 

subject should need an independent Case-licenser in N of a N constructions on a Predicate Inversion approach to the construction ─ the inverted 

predicate receives Case from some outside Case-assigner, and the subject is expected to share this Case just as in other Predicate Inversion contexts 

(cf. The best candidate is (*of) John). 

 

(i)    quel cretino di te/*tu 

    that cretin of you OBJ/you NOM 

 

 In this connection it is worth noticing the German pair in (ii) (see Van Caspel 1970:286, quoted in Aarts 1994:23): 

 

(ii)  a.  ein Schurke von einem Bedienten 

    a villain of a(DAT) servant(DAT) 

  b.  ein alter Schelm von Lohnbedienter (Heinrich Heine) 

    an old villain of waged-servant(NOM) 

 

Most immediately relevant in the present context is the fact that (iib), which shows nominative Case on the SC subject, is grammatical. This shows 

that raison d'être of von, the German cognate of of/di, cannot be Case-marking of the SC subject. Clearly, there is more to be said about the pair in 

(ii). For in (iia) von does seem involved in Case-assignment. The particular Case involved, however, is a lexical case (dative), which presumably 

cannot be assigned across a SC boundary to a SC subject. I suggest that von determines the Case-form of the indefinite article that incorporates into 

F (einem, the article belonging to the predicate nominal) within the complex F head. The Case-form of the noun following the indefinite article in 

F (Bedienten `servant' in (iia)) remains somewhat mysterious, though; perhaps it is a matter of phonology (einem must be followed by a 

dative-marked noun). I leave this matter open. 
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noun. 
 
3.4 On the structural position of the inverted predicate nominal in N of a N constructions 
 
Kayne's (1994) account and mine are basically quite close; they diverge considerably, however, 
with respect to the predictions made concerning the determiner restrictions on the N of a N 
construction as a whole. To see what is at issue, first recall Kayne's analysis of the construction, 
given in (26): 
 
(26)   that [D/PP [idiot]j [D/P of] [IP a doctor I0 tj ... (cf. Kayne 1994:106) 
 
This analysis runs parallel in all relevant structural respects to Kayne's (1993, 1994) account of 
possessive constructions of the type that picture of John's, which reads as in (28): 
 
(28)   that [D/PP [picture]j [D/P of] [IP John [I 's] tj ... (cf. Kayne 1993, 1994:102) 
 
In both (26) and (28), there is raising from within I  to SpecD/PP, D/P being realised as of. In 
(28), the D/PP structure cannot be preceded by a genitive marked possessor, nor can that be 
replaced with the definite determiner the, as (29) and (30) show: 
 
(29)  *your picture of John's 
(30)  *?the picture of John's 
 
But in the N of a N construction, external possessors are fine (cf. (31)), and although the first 
noun in the N of a N construction is not normally preceded by a definite determiner ─ examples 
like those in (32a,b) (taken from Aarts 1994:8) being questionable ─ Austin (1980), in her 
detailed inventory of the properties of the N of a N construction, identifies the Det1 position as 
unrestricted. And in fact, Curme (1931:85) cites (32c) as acceptable, and N of a N constructions 
with a definite article which refer back to a definite DP in the preceding discourse are possible 
as well (cf. (32d), from Aarts 1994:8).17 
 
(31)   your jerk of a brother 
(32) a. ?the lout of a businessman 
  b. ?the nincompoop of a civil servant 
  c.  the rascal of a landlord 
  d.  (I went to see my bank manager, but) the sly fox of a man had just left 
 
The examples in (29) and (31) constitute a sharp minimal pair; and though the contrast between 
(30) and (32) is not always robust, there does seem to be a significant difference between the 
two. This impression is enhanced by the fact that while definite N of a N constructions can be 
made fully acceptable when properly contextualised, as (32d) shows, it does not seem to be the 
case that (30) can be similarly improved (cf. *I went to see my bank manageri, but [the friend of mine]i 
had just left). 
 Returning now to (31) and Kayne's analysis in (26), notice that in order to accommodate the 
external possessor in the N of a N construction, Kayne must allow the D/PP external projection 

                                                           
17 In his corpus-based study of the Dutch N of a N construction, Pekelder (1994) notes that de and het, the definite determiners of Dutch, can be 

found in this construction: 5% of his 98 definite instances of the construction involve het, 7% feature de. Clearly, de/het marked N of a N 

constructions are extremely rare in Dutch, too. Romance is again freer than Germanic in this regard (cf. fn. 15 on determiner restrictions on the 

second noun, and the Spanish example cited there, which features a definite article to the left of both N1 and N2: el ladrón del abagado). I will 

confine the discussion to Germanic. 
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to harbour a genitive marked possessor. Once this is allowed, it is no longer evident why an 
additional external possessor is inadmissible in (29). And the fact that D/PP external definite 
determiners are possible (at least to a certain degree of acceptability) in N of a N constructions 
should be taken to suggest, on Kayne's analysis, that D/PP can be generated in the 
complement of the. A question then arises with regard to the deviance of (30). 
 I do not wish to suggest that questions of this sort are unanswerable on Kayne's 
assumptions.18 But they do at least cast some doubt on too tight a structural parallel between N 
of a N constructions and DP internal possessive constructions like that picture of John's. This 
parallel is defeated further by the properties of indefinite N of a N constructions. 
 In a picture of John's, the indefinite article is an integral part of the constituent raised to 
SpecD/P (filled by of) in Kayne's analysis. Indefinite articles are generated within the raised 
QP. This is shown in (33a). If N of a N constructions are truly parallel in structure and derivation 
to (33a), we expect that in indefinite N of a N constructions like an idiot of a doctor the indefinite 
article preceding the first noun is an integral part of the constituent (QP) in SpecD/PP as well. 
This is depicted in the structure in (33b): 
 
(33) a.  [D/PP [a picture]j [D/P of] [IP John [I 's] tj ... 
  b.  [D/PP [an idiot]j [D/P of] [IP a doctor I0 tj ... 
 
Now there is evidence to show that in N of a N constructions with an indefinite article in front 
of the first noun, this article really belongs to the entire N of a N construction as a whole, not 
(just) to the predicative noun. To see this, consider the following observation ((35) taken from 
Everaert 1992:47): 
 
(34)   that/*a clever little wretch of a Rebecca 
(35) a.  die/*een schat van een Marie 
    that/a darling of a Marie 
  b.  dat/*een serpent van een Marie 
    that/a serpent of a Marie 
 
In the foregoing discussion we already noted examples of N of a N constructions with a proper 
name subject (cf. (17)). There we focused on the provenance of the indefinite article preceding 
the proper name, setting the stage for an analysis along the lines of (22). Now we see that the 
outer article is also of interest ─ it cannot be indefinite when the SC subject is a proper name. 
This would be surprising if the outer indefinite article in N of a N constructions like an idiot of a 
doctor were the indefinite article belonging to the predicative noun (as in Kayne's 1994 analysis; 
cf. (33b)) ─ why should it forfeit its indefinite article precisely whenever the SC subject is a 
proper name? On the analysis in (22), the contrast between an idiot of a doctor and (34) can be 
made to follow. The predicate nominal inverting with its subject loses its article as a result of 
Num movement to Agr (and on to F); the outer article is truly external to the FP internal to 
which Predicate Inversion takes place, and is allowed to be indefinite only if the FP internal 

                                                           
18 In fact, Kayne (1994:105) suggests an answer to the difference between English *?the car of John's (cf. (30)) and French la voiture de Jean 

`the car of John' ─ `it might be that 's must raise in LF to the D0 occupied by of ... and that an overt definite article does not admit a sister 

complement headed by 's'. In favour of this suggestion pleads the parallel with *the John's car; but the parallelism breaks down under relativisation: 

the car of John's that I most admire is fine while *the John's car that I most admire continues to be ungrammatical. Note also that while the 

difference between French and English seems to follow on this account from the fact that English has 's, which French lacks, the full account 

cannot be as straightforward as this ─ Kayne (1994:102) takes French to have a zero/abstract counterpart of English 's; the question is why French 

Ø should not be subject to LF raising, a question that is serious in view of the fact that it is LF raising that is appealed to by Kayne: it is unlikely 

that French and English should differ at LF (at all/in such a subtle way). 
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nominals governed by it are compatible with indefinite articles, which proper names are not.19 
 
(36)   a/een [FP [NumP tj NP]i [F of/van+[Agr Agr+[Num a/een]j]k] [AgrP NP [Agr  tk [NumP ti]]]] 
 
 The position of outer a/een in (36) must be different from the definite determiner position D0, 
as indefinite articles are not in D, but find themselves lower in the structure. Now, in view of the 
fact that the inverted predicate nominal linearly follows outer a/een, which is lower than D, it 
cannot be the case that the target of its overt-syntactic movement is SpecDP. This conclusion is 
difficult to reconcile with Kayne's (1994) analysis of the N of a N construction, given in 
(26)/(33b), above; it is, on the other hand, in full agreement with the analysis in (22). 
 In indefinite N of a N constructions, then, the predicate nominal does not raise overtly to 
SpecDP. And even in N of a N constructions that are definite it seems that the predicative noun 
phrase does not ever reach SpecDP either. It will take me some time to make this point. The 
first thing to note is the following. As Paardekooper (1956) has noted, the Dutch N of a N 
construction features the demonstratives die `that/those' and dat `that' but not the demonstrat-
ives deze `this/these' and dit `this'.20 
 
(37) a.  die schat van een jongen 
    that darling of a boy 
  b.  dat serpent van een kind 
    that serpent of a child 
(38) a. *deze schat van een jongen 
  b. *dit serpent van een kind 
 
It is interesting and, to my mind, significant that the demonstratives die and dat are 
homophonous to the relative pronouns die and dat of Dutch: 
 
(39) a.  de jongen die de straat oversteekt 
    the boy that the street crosses 
  b.  het kind dat de straat oversteekt 
    the child that the street crosses 
 
We can try to make sense of this parallel by invoking Kayne's (1994) analysis of relative clause 
constructions, which I will briefly outline here.21 
 Being forced to abandon a right-adjunction approach to relative clauses (given that his 
Linear Correspondence Axiom prohibits right-adjunction categorically), Kayne reinvigorates 
Vergnaud's (1974) raising analysis of relatives. Specifically, Kayne argues that in a relative 
clause construction like (40a), the definite determiner preceding the relativised noun phrase 
takes a CP complement containing the relativised noun phrase, which is raised within this CP 
to the SpecCP position, as depicted in (40b): 
 

                                                           
19 As Hans Bennis (p.c.) notes, examples like (35) are acceptable with een on a kind/type reading of the proper name. This is as expected ─ 

kind-denoting proper names are generally compatible with indefinite articles; cf. the discussion underneath (17), above. 

20 The corpus-based study conducted by Pekelder (1994) confirms this claim unequivocally. I will not be concerned with Pekelder's 

pragmatically oriented explanation for this observation. Notice, incidentally, that the Dutch N of a N construction differs in this regard from its 

English counterpart; cf. (25b), for instance. 

21 Presenting the essence of Kayne's analysis of relative clauses is useful also because we will be coming back to some of its ingredients at several 

points in the paper. 
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(40) a.  the picture that Bill saw 
  b.  the [CP [NP picture]j [C  that [IP Bill saw [e]j]]] (Kayne 1994:87) 
 
On a Kayne type approach to relative clause constructions, then, jongen `boy' and kind `child' in 
(39a,b) are raised into the specifier position of a CP in the complement of the definite 
determiner (de/het), the relative pronoun finding itself in C. Let us assume an account of 
relative clause constructions along Kayne's lines. Now, as Szabolcsi (1992) has noted, the 
categorial difference between C and D is slight; presumably, D is to the nominal phrase what C 
is to the verbal phrase. With this in mind, we can envisage an account of the restriction to 
die/dat in the Dutch N of a N construction observed in (37)/(38) along the following lines. 
 Suppose that whenever a DP is erected over the FP in (22) internal to which Predicate 
Inversion takes place, there must be raising of an FP contained nominal phrase to SpecDP at 
LF. Suppose further that, just as noun phrase raising to SpecCP in relatives causes C to be 
spelled out as die/dat, raising of a nominal phrase to SpecDP in N of a N constructions makes the 
D position be phonetically realised as die or dat (depending on the gender of the nominal in 
specifier position ─ die for non-neuters, dat for neuters; more on this shortly). 
 
(41)   in Dutch N of a N constructions, lexically filled D triggers LF raising to SpecDP; 

raising to SpecDP causes the lexical D head to be phonetically realised as die/dat (cf. 
(37) vs. (38)) 

 
In all definite/demonstrative N of a N constructions, then, I suggest that there is raising to 
SpecDP. In this my account seems at first blush to be similar to Kayne's. But there are two 
important differences: (i) on my approach raising to SpecDP obtains no sooner than at LF, and 
(ii) it is not the inverted predicate nominal that ends up in SpecDP at LF, but it is the AgrP in F's 
complement that raises to SpecDP instead. 
 The claim that it is AgrP (which, after the predicate nominal and Agr have raised out of it, 
contains only the small clause subject as audible lexical material) that is raised to SpecDP is 
prompted by a detailed inspection of the behaviour of demonstrative N of a N constructions in 
Dutch with respect to the selection of the gender form of the demonstrative preceding N1 and 
of N of a N constructions with an adjective preceding N1 which modifies N2. The facts to be 
discussed are subtle and there is quite a bit of variation among speakers, but in an interesting 
sort of way, as we will see. 
 Let us start out our discussion of the Dutch facts with demonstrative N of a N constructions 
in which N1 (the inverted predicate nominal) is a neuter noun (a dat word) and N2 is 
non-neuter (a die word). Such cases are relatively easy to make up (despite the general fact that 
definite N of a N constructions with a gender opposition between the two nouns tend to be less 
felicitous than their indefinite counterparts22). Everaert (1992) presents several such examples, 
which he tested on a group of fifteen speakers of Dutch. The outcome of his questionnaire for 
the example dat/die vod van een jurk `that rag of a dress' is given in Table 1, below, along with the 
preferences that the speakers I asked reported for the example dat/die slagschip van een vrouw 
`that battleship of a woman':23 
 

                                                           
22 Paardekooper (1956) in fact claims that gender oppositions in definite N of a N constructions are impossible. Royen (1947 1954), Van Caspel 

(1970), Everaert (1992), Pekelder (1994) and all speakers that I have consulted disagree, however. Pekelder subtly shows that Paardekooper's own 

judgements on this issue have shifted through the years. 

23 A general note to the figures in the tables is in order here. Only those speakers who report a preference for one or the other marker in a given 

example pair are counted; especially in the cases of [ NEUTER] [+NEUTER] N of a N constructions some speakers rejected both variants outright, 

which explains why the sum total of the figures included the various tables does not come out the same in most cases. 
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[+NEUTER] [ NEUTER] that N of a N constructions in Dutch  dat  die 

dat/die vod van een jurk `that rag of a dress' (Everaert)  10  1 

dat/die slagschip van een vrouw `that battleship of a woman'  13  1 

 TABLE 1 
 
The facts here are straightforward and unequivocal: whenever N1 is a neuter noun, it 
determines the gender form of the demonstrative determiner of the N of a N construction as a 
whole. 
 For the reverse type of demonstrative N of a N construction, i.e. the one in which the neuter 
noun follows the non-neuter one (which is much rarer and less felicitous to begin with), 
judgements are far less uniform. As Table 2 shows, there are speakers who prefer for the 
second noun (the neuter one) to determine the gender form of the demonstrative preceding the 
first noun, but there are also speakers who accept this type of N of a N construction with die as 
the demonstrative only.24 
 

[ NEUTER] [+NEUTER] that N of a N constructions in Dutch  dat  die 

dat/die schat van een kind `that darling of a child' (Everaert)  8  4 

dat/die ijsberg van een wijf `that iceberg of a woman'  6  7 

 TABLE 2 
 
An interim conclusion at this point might say that the first nominal generally moves to SpecDP 
at LF to determine the gender form of the demonstrative, but that for some speakers the second 
nominal moves to SpecDP whenever it is headed by a neuter noun. Although that would be a 
possible conclusion, it begs a serious question: why is it that, for some speakers at least, a 
[+NEUTER] second nominal can prevent the first nominal from raising to SpecDP?25 I can see no 
obvious answer to this question. And luckily we do not face it since we will see presently that 
there is evidence to show that neither N1's projection nor that of N2 raises to SpecDP. 
 The evidence in question comes from the behaviour of N of a N constructions featuring a 
pre N1 adjective whose pragmatics is such that it can only be taken to modify N2. For English, 
Aarts (1994) noted some examples of this type, one particularly clear case being reproduced in 
(42b), below (which differs from (42a), in which oceanic is naturally interpreted as modifying 
barge, not woman) ─ bitchy in (42b) modifies woman, not iceberg: 
 
(42) a.  this oceanic barge of a woman (N1 modification by pre N1 adjective) 
  b.  another bitchy iceberg of a woman (N2 modification by pre N1 adjective) 
 
Let us assume that adjectival modifiers, occurring somewhere between D and the rest of the 
nominal phrase (details are immaterial here; A might be a head that takes the rest of the 
nominal as its complement (Abney 1987), but this is not a necessary assumption), must be 

                                                           
24 Although I have not included my own preferences in the count, to keep it as unbiased towards any particular analysis as possible, I belong to 

the die camp here. 

25 If it were in fact the case that, for the relevant group of speakers, N2's projection raises to SpecDP at LF whenever N2 is [+NEUTER], we would 

also face a serious theoretical question. After all, such raising would instantiate illegitimate movement of the small clause subject across its inverted 

predicate (cf. the discussion of (7), above). 
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minimally c-commanded by the nominal phrase of which they are predicated at some point in 
the derivation (cf. Barbiers 1994 for a similar claim). This can be effected by raising to SpecAP. 
In English, the point in the derivation at which such raising takes place is LF (witness the fact 
that attributive adjectives show up prenominally in this language); the same holds true for 
Dutch. 
 
(43)   [DP Spec [D  D [AP Spec [A  A ... [FP [NumP tj NP1]i [F of+[Agr Agr+[Num a]j]k] [AgrP NP2 [Agr  tk 

[NumP ti]]]]]] 
 
 Now, the a priori simplest way of establishing the requisite minimal c-command 
relationship between the modified noun phrase in (42b) and its adjectival predicate is to move 
the projection of N2 (headed by woman) to SpecAP at LF. But this raises a problem ─ it involves 
raising of a subject across its inverted predicate, which is prohibited regardless of the type of 
movement involved (cf. (7), above). And furthermore the facts of Dutch suggest that it is not in 
fact N2's projection that undergoes raising in this type of examples. 
 Dutch attributive adjectives in indefinite noun phrases as a rule receive a special suffix, -e, 
when the containing noun phrase is non-neuter but not when it is headed by a neuter noun. 
This can be given formal substance by saying that the -e suffix is the morphological reflex of a 
feature checking relationship between a non-neuter nominal and an attributive adjective. With 
this in mind, now consider the figures in the middle row of Tables 3 and 4:26 
 

[+NEUTER] [ NEUTER] Adji N of a Ni constructions in Dutch  ─/dat  -e/die 

een roodharig(e) (`redhaired') slagschip van een vrouw  12  1 

dat/die roodharige slagschip van een vrouw  9  2 

 TABLE 3 
 

[ NEUTER] [+NEUTER] Adji N of a Ni constructions in Dutch  ─/dat  -e/die 

een roodharig(e) (`redhaired') ijsberg van een wijf  4  9 

dat/die roodharige ijsberg van een wijf  5  6 

 TABLE 4 
 
Table 3 is especially instructive. Despite the fact that roodharig `redhaired' is indubitably 
predicated of N2 in these examples, it is the neuter N1 that is responsible for the non-occurrence 
of the -e suffix in een roodharig(*e) slagschip van een vrouw `a redhaired battleship of a woman'. 
This suggests that it is not in fact N2's projection that raises to SpecAP ─ for if it were, we would 
expect -e to appear on the adjective. The bottom row in Table 3 further shows that N2's 
projection does not raise to SpecDP at any point in the derivation either ─ the demonstrative 
selected in this type of example is overwhelmingly dat rather than die.27 
                                                           
26 Everaert (1990) quotes the following examples that are relevant in this connection: een gigantisch(*e) dijk van een wijf `a gigantic dyke of a 

woman' and zo'n lelijk(*e) serpent van een vent ̀ such an ugly serpent of a man'. The facts in Table 4 show that on the latter type of example speaker 

judgements are less categorical than Everaert suggests they are. There are a few speakers for whom gender form preference shifts depending on the 

presence/absence of the adjective ─ preference for dat in Table 1 and for die in Table 3; and/or preference for die in Table 2 and for dat in Table 

4. These are minority judgements, which moreover are not internally homogeneous. 

27 Table 4 exhibits the same overall variation in speaker judgements that we encountered in [ NEUTER] [+NEUTER] N of a N constructions in 

Table 2. 
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 So N2's projection does not itself raise to SpecAP, even though it is N2 that the adjective is 
predicated of. From a pragmatic point of view it would of course make little sense to say that it 
is N1's projection that is raised to SpecAP (and on to SpecDP). Moreover, such a suggestion 
would leave the facts of Table 4 unaccounted for ─ if it is really N1's projection that is moved to 
SpecAP (and on to SpecDP), then why should it be that there is so much variation in speakers' 
judgements on the form of the adjective and the demonstrative in [ NEUTER] [+NEUTER] 
constructions? 
 Let me finally break the intolerable suspense now and show how all these facts can be made 
to fall into place. Since N2's projection cannot itself raise across the landing-site of the inverted 
predicate nominal (for reasons discussed in connection with (7), above), we must resort to the 
next best bet ─ in the course of the derivation of N of a N constructions, the AgrP in the 
complement of F is raised (to SpecAP, if present, and on to SpecDP, if present). So the full (LF) 
derivation of N of a N constructions with a pre N1 adjective modifying N2 will read as follows: 
 
(44)   [DP [AgrP NP2 [Agr  tk [NumP ti]]x [D  die/dat 
        │   [AP tx [A  A ... [FP [NumP tj NP1]i [F van+[Agr Agr+[Num een]j]k] tx]]]] 
        └───┘└──────────────────────┘ 
 
The predication relationship between the adjective and the projection of N2 (the SC subject) is 
now unproblematic on the assumption that there is no distinction between X  and XP and that 
c-command is defined in terms of category domination (cf. Kayne 1994) ─ NP in SpecAgrP will 
then minimally c-command the adjective A once the moved AgrP finds itself in SpecAP. The 
rest of the story left to be told will be concerned with matters of checking of gender features. 
 The attributive adjective in indefinite noun phrases and the demonstrative have gender 
features to check against elements in their checking domain. In N of a N constructions, an AgrP 
raises to the specifier position of these heads, which is included in the checking domain of 
these heads. In the general case, then, it will be Agr whose gender specifications will enter into 
a checking relationship with the adjective and the demonstrative. The Agr head is the 
landing-site of the raised indefinite article of the predicate nominal. Let us assume that, as a 
result of movement of the indefinite article to Agr, Agr comes to be equipped with whatever 
specification for the gender feature the predicate nominal might have. So in the general case it 
will be the predicate nominal (N1) that rules the selection of gender forms, not the subject of 
AgrP (N2's projection) ─ the subject of AgrP is not in the checking domain of the heads in 
whose specifier positions AgrP lands (on Chomsky's 1995 assumptions, which I follow here). 
But there is one a priori case in which the gender specifications of the subject of AgrP do take 
priority: if Agr is itself unspecified for the relevant feature but SpecAgrP is, the feature 
specification of the noun phrase in SpecAgrP will find its way to the containing AgrP, and will 
then be checked against those of the adjective and the demonstrative. With this in mind, we 
may now return to the gender facts of the Dutch N of a N construction. 
 We have seen that, in the domain of [ NEUTER] [+NEUTER] N of a N constructions, there is 
variation among native speakers with respect to matters of gender (cf. Tables 2 and 4). To 
account for this variation, I assume that there is a rough split in the community of Dutch 
speakers in terms of the following parameter: 
 
(45) a.  the feature [NEUTER] is a privative feature ─ [NEUTER] vs. Ø (dialect A) 
  b.  the feature [NEUTER] is a binary feature ─ [+NEUTER] vs. [ NEUTER] (dialect B) 
 
For `dialect A' speakers, there will be a specification for gender present only on neuter nouns; 
all non-neuters are not specified for this gender feature. `Dialect B' speakers, on the other hand, 
specify all nouns in terms of the [NEUTER] feature, using plus or minus values for this binary 
feature. (Bennis 1995 argues that `neuter [is] the unmarked value, or rather, neuter is the 
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absence of the gender feature'. To uphold my account of the gender facts in N of a N 
constructions, I have to disagree here.) 
 With this said, consider now what this buys us in the account of the gender facts tabulated 
above, starting out with the [+NEUTER] [ NEUTER] examples (which are homogeneous). In 
these examples (e.g. dat (roodharige) slagschip van een vrouw), the head of the AgrP which is 
raised to (SpecAP and on to) SpecDP is marked for the feature [NEUTER] for both speaker 
groups ─ [NEUTER] for `dialect A' and [+NEUTER] for `dialect B'. After all, the Agr head 
harbours the indefinite article of the inverted predicate nominal, which is a neuter form. Since 
Agr is explicitly specified for the feature [NEUTER], it will determine the choice of the 
morphological form of the adjective modifying N2 and that of the demonstrative preceding the 
entire N of a N construction. As said, no variation among speakers is expected in this particular 
case, and essentially no variation is attested. 
 Now let us move on to the case of [ NEUTER] [+NEUTER] N of a N constructions (e.g. dat/die 
roodharige ijsberg van een wijf). This time, the Agr head of the AgrP moved to (SpecAP and on 
to) SpecDP will be specified for the feature [NEUTER] for only one of the two groups of speakers 
─ the one representing `dialect B'. Since Agr harbours the indefinite article of the non-neuter 
predicate nominal, Agr will only inherit a specification for `neuterhood' in the dialect in which 
non-neuters are specified for the feature [NEUTER]. And since in `dialect A' [NEUTER] is a 
privative (or monovalent) feature, only neuters will possess a specification for it in this dialect. 
So in `dialect A', Agr will be unmarked for [NEUTER] in [ NEUTER] [+NEUTER] N of a N 
constructions. Since the head of AgrP does not specify a value for the gender feature, the `next 
in line', the NP in SpecAgrP, will now be eligible for the role of determining the choice of the 
gender form of the adjective and the demonstrative in D. And since the NP in SpecAgrP in 
[ NEUTER] [+NEUTER] N of a N constructions is marked for the feature [NEUTER], it will cause 
neuter agreement with the adjective and the demonstrative in `dialect A'.28 In `dialect B', on the 
other hand, Agr is marked for the feature [NEUTER] in [ NEUTER] [+NEUTER] N of a N 
constructions as well ─ [ NEUTER]. And since Agr is marked, it will rule the selection of the 
morphological forms of the adjective and the demonstrative in this dialect, throughout all N of 
a N constructions. 
 We now have an account of the facts tabulated in Tables 1 4 ─ facts which are subtle, but, as 
we have seen, in a rather interesting way. They show that there is a dialect split in Dutch 
turning on the representation of the feature [NEUTER], and that this split allows us to 
understand the gender facts in N of a N constructions (particularly, those of the 
[ NEUTER] [+NEUTER] type). But the assumption that there is a dialect split with respect to the 
`arity' of the feature [NEUTER] will be of service in the account of the facts only if we assume that 
what is raised to (SpecAP and on to) SpecDP is the AgrP in the complement of F. Only then can 
we make sense of facts in terms of the competition between the different gender specifications 
of SpecAgrP and Agr ─ the head `wins' if it has an explicit specification for the feature in 
question; if Agr is unspecified for that feature, SpecAgrP will take over. 
 Although the account of the gender facts in the Dutch N of a N construction has some 
intrinsic interest of its own, the prime conclusion that ensues from it and that is relevant to the 
main line of argument is that the predicate NumP of the N of a N construction does not raise to 
SpecDP at LF (cf. (46b)). We can link this conclusion up with our earlier result (ensuing from 
the discussion of indefinite N of a N constructions; cf. (46a)) to yield the overall conclusion that 
the predicate NumP does not raise to SpecDP at any point in the derivation. 
 

                                                           
28 Judging from what I understand from Everaert's (1990) hand-out, this account of the `dialect A' facts is similar in spirit to his; Everaert's 

account is concerned with a smaller array of data, and does not take the dialect dichotomy in consideration, though. 
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(46) a.  predicate NumP does not necessarily raise to SpecDP in overt syntax (cf. (34) (36)) 
  b.  predicate NumP does not raise to SpecDP at all (cf. the Dutch gender facts) 
  c.  of must be lower than D given that the inverted predicate is not in SpecDP 
 
And if the predicate NumP never raises to SpecDP but always stays lower than D in N of a N 
constructions, it cannot be the case that of occupies D0; for if it did, it would necessarily precede 
the predicate nominal, which is not what the empirical facts show is the case. So of cannot be as 
high in the tree as Kayne suggests it is (cf. (46c)). All in all, then, the combined force of these 
three conclusions and our earlier objections to an approach along the lines of (26) is sufficiently 
strong to be able to confidently reject Kayne's (1994) analysis of N of a N constructions, and to 
opt for an account in terms of DP internal Predicate Inversion to SpecFP instead. 
 This now completes my analysis of N of a N constructions.29 But we are not finished with 
DP internal Predicate Inversion yet ─ there are two more cases left to cover: AP Predicate 
Inversion and PP Predicate Inversion. I will proceed to a discussion of these shortly. Before 
moving on, however, I would briefly like to return to one essential ingredient of our analysis of 
the gender facts in the Dutch N of a N construction ─ the idea that it is AgrP that is raised to 
SpecDP. 
 It may seem strange to assume that AgrP raises to SpecDP. But apart from the fact that we 
will encounter several other cases of such AgrP movement in what follows, Kayne (1994) 
argues that this is precisely what happens in the derivation of N final relative clause 
constructions, internally headed relatives and nonrestrictive relatives. For these three types of 
relative clause constructions, Kayne proposes the following structural analyses: 
 
(47) a.  [DP [IP ... [NP e]i ...]j [D  Det [CP [NP ... N ...]i [C  C ej]]]] (N final relatives) 
    (overt movement of IP to SpecDP; NP copy in SpecCP spelled out) 
  b.  [DP [IP ... [NP ... N ...]i ...]j [D  Det [CP [NP e]i [C  C ej]]]] (internally headed relatives) 
    (overt movement of IP to SpecDP; NP copy in IP spelled out) 
  c.  [DP [IP ... [NP e]i ...]j [D  Det [CP [NP ... N ...]i [C  C ej]]]] (nonrestrictive relatives) 
    (LF movement of IP to SpecDP; NP copy in SpecCP spelled out) 
 
If Kayne is right, then, IP movement to SpecDP is involved in several constructions. This 
section adds another construction featuring IP movement to SpecDP to the list: the N of a N 
construction.30 The application of AgrP to SpecDP movement in the analysis of N of a N 

                                                           
29 One final point that I would like to mention before moving on to other cases of Predicate Inversion within DP is the fact, noted by Abney 

(1987:297), that in the N of a N construction it is impossible to move of a N, either to the left or to the right, as (i) shows. Abney's analysis of N of 

a N constructions, in which of a N is the first N's complement, does not immediately accommodate (i). (Abney suggests that extraction of of a N is 

impossible since the first N (which on his assumptions takes of a N as its complement; cf. (24)) does not θ-govern PP's trace; but I agree with Aarts 

(1994:16) that this suggestion essentially undermines an Abney type analysis of the N of a N construction (see also Napoli 1989), `because the 

question arises what is the motivation for analysing the PP as a complement if N1 does not assign a thematic role to it'.) The present analysis does, 

since of a N in the structure in (22) is a non-maximal phrase (F ), which cannot be moved. 

 

(i)  a. *of a machine, it was a monster t 

  b. *a monster t was delivered of a machine 

30 Kayne does not assume IP movement to SpecDP in the analysis of N of a N constructions, which he does not work out in any detail; nor do the 

arguments that Kayne gives for IP movement to SpecDP (which are especially telling in the case of N final relatives) necessarily carry over to N 

of a N constructions. I am adopting Kayne's mechanism of IP movement to SpecDP without necessarily committing myself to any of the specific 

claims that Kayne makes with regard to its application in relative clause constructions. Note also that, though N of a N constructions share with the 

three types of relative clause construction summed up in (47) the involvement of IP movement to SpecDP, N of a N constructions are not relative 

clause constructions ─ this is because they feature no CP within DP; it is the D CP structure that is typical of relative clause constructions. If the 

present account of N of a N constructions is correct, IP movement to SpecDP (which Kayne invokes only in the domain of relatives) is not restricted 
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constructions can now be seen not to be an artefact of the present approach to these 
constructions. This is evident also from the analysis of two other instantiations of DP internal 
Predicate Inversion, discussed in what follows. 
 
3.5 DP internal AP Predicate Inversion and the nominal copula 
 
In clauses, the distribution of Predicate Inversion is not restricted to predicate nominal 
constructions. As Emonds (1976) and Hoekstra & Mulder (1990) have noted, among others, 
adjectival predicates can also invert with their subjects, in examples of the type in (48):31 
 
(48)   most embarrassing would have been losing the Cup Final to a second-division team t 
 
If there is to be a general parallelism between clausal and nominal constructs with regard to the 
application of Predicate Inversion internal to them, we would expect to be able to find 
examples of AP Predicate Inversion within DP as well. This expectation is borne out. 
 Consider the Romance examples in (49) ((49b,c) taken from Aarts 1994:20, Ramsey 1962:57): 
 
(49) a.  un drôle de type (French) 
    a funny of chap 
    `a funny chap' 
  b.  a stupida da Flora (Portuguese) 
    the stupid of-the Flora 
    `that stupid Flora' 
  c.  a tonta de Juana (Spanish) 
    the silly of Juana 
    `that silly Juana' 
 
Like the N of a N construction, constructions like these have the property that the predicate 
precedes its subject and is linearly separated from its subject by a semantically empty element, 
de (the Romance counterpart of English of). It is plausible to suggest that in (49), as in the N of a 
N construction, we are dealing with a case of DP internal Predicate Inversion, of `insertion' 
again being triggered for locality reasons. The analysis that I would like to assign to (49), then, 
reads as in (50): 
 
(50)   [DP Det [FP [Spec [AP drôle]i] [F de+Agrj]] [AgrP [NP type] [Agr  tj [AP ti]]]]] 
                                    └─────────────────┘ 
 
Viewed this way, the examples in (49) are the DP internal counterparts of AP Predicate 
Inversion constructions of the type in (48). 

                                                                                                                                                                     
in its distribution to relative clause constructions (as desired). 

31 Heycock (1994:Appendix) notes that AP Predicate Inversion differs from copular inversion in predicate nominal constructions with respect to 

the distribution of the verbal copula be. While (ia) is ungrammatical without the copula (as noted in section 2), (ib) is fine. This is surprising. To 

Heycock it suggests that `predicate raising in the inverse copular construction has to be distinguished in some way from other instances of 

inversion, although exactly how the distinction is to be made is not completely clear' (p. 16). I do not know how to account for the 

non-obligatoriness of the copula in (ib) either. In the nominal domain, in any case, AP Predicate Inversion does of necessity go hand in hand with 

the occurrence of the nominal copula, as the examples to be discussed below show. 

 

(i)  a.  the best candidate is considered *(to be) John 

  b.  most embarrassing would have been considered (to be) losing your keys 
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 It seems to me that a similar analysis can be envisaged for English constructions of the type 
in (51), which like (49) involve a sequence of predicative AP  of  subject of AP: 
 
(51) a.  the toughest of problems 
  b.  the best of friends 
 
Again, I propose that the AP is generated as the subject of a DP contained small clause and 
undergoes inversion with its subject, as signalled by the appearance of of. 
 The examples in (51) are interesting because they can be exploited to show that it is 
Predicate Inversion (to an A position), not direct movement to some A position, that gives 
rise to of `insertion'. 
 
(52)   how tough (*of) a problem 
 
In (52), as in (51), the predicative AP is fronted across its subject, but in (52) no of appears. 
While the AP in (51) undergoes Predicate Inversion (an A movement process according to 
Hoekstra & Mulder 1990, whose analysis I am following), it is A moved to an operator 
position (presumably SpecDP; cf. Longobardi 1994:610 11) in (52). 32  A movement of a 
predicate across its subject does not lead to minimality problems of the sort discussed in the 
opening section of this paper. We therefore do not expect the Agr head of SC to incorporate 
into F in constructions featuring A movement of the SC predicate. And as a result, the surface 
effect that Agr to F movement has (viz. spell-out of F as be in the clausal domain and as of in 
the nominal domain) will not be attested in A movement cases. This is confirmed in the 
nominal domain by (52); in the clausal domain the situation is less rigid (given that checking 
T's V features is an additional structural motive for its being generated there), but the fact that 
be is not obligatory in (53) (just as in I consider John (to be) the best candidate) whereas it is 
mandatory in I consider the best candidate *(to be) John indicates that the prediction is confirmed 
here as well. 
 
(53)   how good a candidate do you consider John (to be)? 
 
 The derivation of (52) involves no Predicate Inversion but direct A movement of the AP 
predicate, presumably to SpecDP. Somewhat of the converse of this situation is also attested ─ 
Predicate Inversion applies to the AP, and there is direct A movement to SpecDP of the AgrP 
in the complement of the F head in the structure in (50). A derivation of this sort is parallel to 
the one which I discussed in connection with definite N of a N constructions in the previous 
subsection. In the case of adjectival Predicate Inversion, it is instantiated by French examples of 
the type in (54), which Kayne (1994:106 10) discusses in some detail:33 

                                                           
32 It seems plausible that the account of (52) parallels the analysis that Kayne (1994:101) assigns to adjectival premodification in English the 

yellow book, which involves AP movement to a SpecCP in the complement of the, across book in SpecIP. It seems dubious that an analysis of 

Kayne's type is actually applicable to the constructions for which he has invented it; especially the derivation of French le livre jaune `the yellow 

book', which Kayne assumes involves N raising (of livre) from the N head position of the nominal in SpecIP to Comp and on to a CP external 

functional head ̀ F', seems questionable ─ French lexical heads are not generally known to undergo movement to Comp, for instance. For examples 

like the toughest problems it seems likely that the adjective is generated somewhere between D and N, either as an intermediate head in the 

downward branching structure (Abney 1987), or projecting an AP in a specifier position of some functional head (Cinque 1993). There is, then, no 

transformational relationship between the toughest of problems and the toughest problems. 

33 Hulk & Verheugd (1992) discuss the construction exemplified here in more detail. Their analysis shares with Kayne's and mine that the AP is 

a small clause predicate; it is different in not assuming Predicate Inversion to take place. Instead, Hulk & Verheugd take quelqu'un de célèbre to 

involve a small clause with an FP predicate whose head is de and whose specifier position is occupied by an empty operator of sorts. Since the 

analysis of quelqu'un de célèbre type constructions is not my primary concern in this paper, I will not address the specifics of the interesting 
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(54)   quelqu'un de célèbre 
    someone of famous 
    `someone famous' 
 
For this construction, Kayne (1994:108) presents the analysis in (55), suggesting later (p. 110) 
that AP may well have ended up in SpecIP as a result of Predicate Inversion. The suggestion 
that there is Predicate Inversion going on in the derivation of (54) is of course highly plausible 
in the light of the discussion of DP internal Predicate Inversion and the distribution of the 
nominal copula de conducted in this paper ─ with célèbre inverting with its subject quelqu'un, 
the obligatory appearance of de is readily accommodated as a reflex of Agr movement to F. 
 
(55)   D0 [D/PP NPj [de [IP AP [I0 [e]j ... (Kayne 1994:108) 
 
So let us assume that the AP predicate inverts with its subject in the course of the derivation of 
(54). Clearly, though, the word-order effect of Predicate Inversion is undone later in the 
derivation; in the end, the subject comes to linearly precede its predicate again. We have seen 
that there is strong reason to believe that movement of a subject across its inverted predicate is 
not possible (cf. the discussion of (7), above). We cannot follow Kayne, therefore, in assuming 
that it is the subject itself that raises to SpecD/PP in (54)/(55). Instead, as in the case of definite 
N of a N constructions, I will resort to the strategy that Kayne employs in his analysis of 
head final, internally headed and nonrestrictive relative clause constructions (cf. (47)) ─ raising 
of the remnant AgrP to SpecDP: 
 
(56)   (D0) [DP [AgrP NPSubj [Agr  tk [AP ti]]]x [D  [D [F de+[Agr Agr]k]F] [FP [AP A]i [F  tF tx]]]] 
                                      └──────────────────────┘ 
 
In the examples of N of a N constructions discussed in section 3.4 AgrP raising to SpecDP is 
covert; in the derivation in (56) it takes place prior to SPELL OUT. In concert with AgrP's overt 
raising to SpecDP (= SpecCP), F raises overtly to fill the D (=C) position; cf. Rizzi's Affect 
Criterion. 
 This account likens quelqu'un de célèbre to relative clause constructions like quelqu'un qui est 
célèbre `someone who is famous', in the sense that in the derivation of both there is movement 
of AgrP to SpecDP.34 It is interesting to note, then, that the two constructions both participate in 
a particular type of attributive have construction in French (cf. Tellier 1994): 
 
(57) a.  Jean a sa soeur qui est malade 
    Jean has his sister who is ill 
  b.  Jean a sa soeur de malade 
    Jean has his sister of ill 
    `John's sister is ill' (roughly) 
 
 Concluding this discussion of adjectival constructions, we have seen that Predicate 
Inversion within DP obtains with AP predicates as well, and we have also encountered further 
pieces of corroboration of two claims made earlier in the paper: (i) that of is a reflex of structur-
ally motivated Agr incorporation into F, much like the clausal copula be (cf. English (51) (52)) 
                                                                                                                                                                     
analysis proposed by Hulk & Verheugd here. 

34 I am predicating this statement on the assumption that even (non-N final, non-internally headed) restrictive relatives involve movement of 

AgrP to SpecDP in the course of the derivation, contra Kayne (1994). 
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and (ii) that AgrP can raise across the inverted predicate (cf. French quelqu'un de célèbre). 
 
3.6 DP internal Predicate Inversion and the nominal copula ─ interim summary 
 
We have now reached a point at which we should pause briefly and recapitulate the results so 
far. I have presented an analysis of Predicate Inversion constructions within the DP domain 
which manages to accommodate the ─ often rather intricate and subtle ─ properties of these 
constructions that we have come across. The analysis reads as in (22), for DP internal NP 
Predicate Inversion constructions, and (50), for DP internal AP Predicate Inversion 
constructions. It is important to reiterate that an analysis of this type evolves naturally from the 
account of the locality restrictions on Predicate Inversion and the distribution of the verbal 
copula presented in section 2. Most importantly, (22) and (50) allow us to make sense of the role 
played by of in DP internal Predicate Inversion constructions ─ it performs precisely the same 
task that be performs in a Predicate Inversion construction like I consider the best candidate *(to be) 
John, and can therefore aptly be called the `nominal copula'. 
 In the next section we will initially cling to the topic of DP internal Predicate Inversion, 
considering constructions which will be identified as instances of PP Predicate Inversion 
within DP. The discussion of these constructions leads me into the realm of possessive 
constructions, which merit a section of their own. 
 
4 Towards an analysis of possessive constructions 
 
4.1 Possession within DP: Setting out the issues 
 
The expression of possessive relationships within the confines of the DP structure has a great 
many guises. In the introduction I noted the English example in (5b), repeated here as (58a), 
which alternates with (58b) and (58c). 
 
(58) a.  a man of many talents 
  b.  the many talents of this man 
  c.  this man's many talents 
 
In this paper I will be primarily concerned with (58a,b), both featuring an element that has 
attracted our attention throughout the discussion of DP interal Predicate Inversion 
constructions: of.35 My avenue towards an analysis of the examples in (58a,b) will be the 
alternation in French between (59a) and (59b): 
 
(59) a.  une voiture à Jean 
    a car to Jean 
  b.  une voiture de Jean 
    a car of Jean 
 
Kayne (1994:160, fn. 43), who notes the existence of (59a) only in a footnote (pointing out in 
parentheses that it is `nonstandard with a definite article'), says that he does not think `that this 
à has the same syntactic status as de', but leaves the status of à unaddressed. I agree that à and de 
are entirely different, and will show precisely how they are different. De, as before, will be 

                                                           
35 I do not at this stage have anything to contribute to the analysis of prenominal genitive possessors; nor do I discuss the of plus genitive 

construction particular to English, a picture of John's; cf. Kayne (1993, 1994) for detailed discussion. It is not clear how to fit in this type 

possessive construction into the overall spectrum. 
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analysed as the surface realisation of the F head in the structure in (1); à, by contrast, is a dative 
preposition, the head of a predicative dative PP. This à in (59a) will turn out to be crucial in the 
determination of structure underlying possessive constructions. I will argue in what follows 
that something like French (59a) underlies the analysis of all possessive constructions (with the 
possible exception of possessive genitives, whose analysis will have to await further research): 
 
(60)   possessors originate in dative PPs 
 
Dative PPs may invert with their subjects in the course of the derivation, and the remnant AgrP 
left after PP Predicate Inversion may subsequently raise to a higher specifier position, to yield 
the various attested surface patterns; but it all starts with (60). 
 
4.2 Dative phrases as small clause predicates which can undergo Predicate Inversion 
 
My earlier work on the syntax of triadic constructions and the Dative Shift transformation (cf. 
Den Dikken 1992, 1995a) takes one central claim about dative PPs as its starting-point: 
 
(61)   dative PPs are SC predicates 
 
One telling piece of evidence in favour of this approach to dative phrases is found in the 
original observation that they can trigger Predicate Inversion, as shown in (62): 
 
(62) a.  to Mary was given a/the/that book 
  b.  to Bob was sent (off) a package 
  c.  to Gillian was left the bulk of her aunt's estate 
 
Predicate Inversion affects only predicates of SCs in complement positions (cf. Hoekstra & 
Mulder 1990). The empirical fact, then, that dative PPs trigger the process is direct evidence for 
their SC predicatehood. 
 Building on this observation, I have argued in detail for an analysis of Dative Shift which 
involves Predicate Inversion of the (zero-headed) dative PP (harbouring the Goal argument) 
around the Theme, roughly along the lines of (63) (cf. the original works for fuller details, 
which need not concern us at this point):36 
 
(63) a.  [VP V [SC Spec [XP X [SC Theme [PP to Goal]]]]] (Den Dikken 1992, 1995a) 
  b.  [VP V [SC [PP PØ Goal]i [XP X [SC Theme [PP ti]]]]] 
 
 An important piece of evidence for a Predicate Inversion approach to the dative alternation 
is constituted by the following observations about the English double object construction ((64b) 
adapted from Stowell 1981:342; also cf. Den Dikken 1995a:209ff.):37 
 
(64) a.  they sent the stockholders out an announcement 
  b. *this is the announcement which they sent the stockholders out 

                                                           
36 `X' is a small clause head which may be lexicalised by particles like out (in examples like They sent a schedule out to the stockholders/They 

sent the stockholders out a schedule) or be null (as in particle-less triadic constructions). 

37 Note that A extraction of the double object Theme is grammatical in the absence of a verbal particle (out) in (64b); cf. Den Dikken 

(1995a:209ff.) for discussion of the idea that sentences like this is the announcement which they sent the stockholders are not genuine double 

object constructions, but covert prepositional dative constructions with an empty dative preposition instead; also cf. section 4.7, below, for a novel 

account of this fact. 
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(65) a.  the stockholders were sent out an announcement 
  b. *an announcement was sent the stockholders out 
 
The analysis of double object constructions in (63b) readily explains the deviance of the 
examples in (64b) and (65b) ─ movement of a subject across its inverted predicate is generally 
impossible, for reasons discussed in connection with the examples in (7), above. The deviance 
of (64b)/(65b) now serves as a diagnostic for the analysis of Dative Shift. The extraction 
parallels between unequivocal cases of Predicate Inversion like copular inversion (see (7)) and 
Dative Shift thus vindicate an approach to the syntax of double object constructions in terms of 
Predicate Inversion. 
 
4.3 Dative inversion within DP 
 
When we now return to the example in (5b)/(58a), we see that A extraction of the possessum 
is prohibited in this type of construction as well. The deviance of (66b) and the structurally 
parallel example in (67b) (derived from (67a), due to A.A. Milne) testifies to this: 
 
(66) a.  this is a man of many talents 
  b. *the many talents that this is a man of 
  c.  the many talents that this man has (cf. this man has many talents) 
(67) a.  Pooh is a bear of very little brain 
  b. *the small amount of brain that Pooh is a bear of 
  c.  the small amount of brain that Pooh has (cf. Pooh has very little brain) 
 
Notice that there is nothing wrong with relativising the possessed noun phrase in semantically 
similar have constructions (see (66c) and (67c)). So it cannot be something about the semantics 
of the examples in (66a) and (67a) that is responsible for the deviance of the b examples; rather, 
the ungrammaticality of these constructions must have a structural cause. 
 This structural cause can readily be identified once we realise that (66a) and (67a) are 
plausibly analysed in terms of Predicate Inversion of the dative PP around the possessum, just 
as in the derivation of double object constructions proposed in Den Dikken (1992, 1995a). The 
possessor (man in (66) and bear in (67)) is base-generated within a dative PP predicate of a small 
clause, whose subject is the possessum (many talents and very little brain, respectively). The 
dative PP inverts with its subject, which, as before, is contingent on domain-extending head 
movement of Agr to F in the structure in (1), above. Just as in the case of the N of a N 
construction, analysed in section 3, the Agr head raising to F contains the head of the predicate 
of the small clause, the dative P in the case at hand. For I assume that the zero counterpart of 
the dative preposition (to) must be licensed, and that this licensing is brought about by 
incorporation (cf. Baker 1988 on incorporation as morphological licensing). The (relevant part 
of the) derivation of the DP internal dative inversion constructions in (66a) and (67a) thus 
reads as in (68):38 

                                                           
38 The reader may be concerned at this point that P movement to Agr is an artefact of the present analysis of (66a)/(67a). But apart from the fact 

that in the analysis of N of a N constructions we already encountered a case of SC internal head movement to Agr (affecting the indefinite article), 

there is evidence that SC internal movement of P to Agr is attested outside the realm of possessive constructions as well, and even has a directly 

observable overt reflex. The evidence in question comes from a particular kind of pseudo-passive construction found in some of the Scandinavian 

languages, discussed in Den Dikken & Næss (1993). Consider the Norwegian example in (i): 

 

(i)    jeg tror at brevet ble klistret frimerker på (Norwegian; Den Dikken & Næss 1993) 

    I believe that the-letter be pasted stamps on 

 

What is interesting about examples of this type is the following. In (i), pseudo-passivisation takes place in the embedded clause, such that the object 
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(68)   [FP [PP tj NPPoss]i [F  [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k] [AgrP NPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]]] 
                       └─────────────────────┘ 
 
The derivation in (68) will strike the reader as familiar ─ it involves all the same kinds of 
movement that our earlier analysis of N of a N constructions also featured. It is not surprising, 
then, that the examples in (66b) and (67b) pattern exactly like (15a), repeated here: 
 
(15a) *a problem which I consider this a hell of (a) 
 
In all three cases, A extraction of the subject across its inverted predicate incurs a violation of 
the type that we originally identified in the discussion of *Who do you consider the best candidate 
to be? (7a) (and which Hoekstra & Mulder 1990 trace back to Principle C of the Binding 
Theory). 
 In this subsection we have found yet another example of Predicate Inversion within the DP 
─ DP internal dative inversion, which is found not just in English but in other languages as 
well: 
 
(69) a.  een man van weinig woorden 
    a man of few words 
  b.  een meisje van lichte zeden 
    a girl of easy virtue 
(70)   une femme de moeurs légères/faciles 
    a woman of easy virtue 
 
Having found these examples, we have now completed our inventory of DP internal Predicate 
Inversion types.39 But we have only just begun to discover the properties of the syntactic 
expression of possessive relationships. The analysis of (58a)/(59a) puts us right on the 
threshold of a very intriguing web of facts, which I will disentangle step by step in the 
subsections to follow. 
 
4.4 AgrP raising across the inverted dative phrase 
 
Examples of the type in (66a)/(67a) and (69)/(70) fit neatly into the analysis outlined so far. But 
                                                                                                                                                                     
of the locative preposition på `on' is apparently raised to subject position and picks up or checks nominative Case. But the subject of the locative 

SC, frimerker ̀ stamps', apparently manages to check its Case-feature as well, in spite of the fact that the governing verb has been passivised. In Den 

Dikken & Næss (1993) an analysis of constructions of this type is presented according to which (i) really is not a pseudo-passive construction at 

all; instead, (i) is a `covert' Predicate Inversion construction. The structure that we assign to (i), given in (ii), should make this clear. What happens 

in the derivation of (i) depicted in (ii) is that the locative preposition leaves its base position and moves to the functional Agr head of its SC, and 

the newly beheaded PP undergoes movement to the matrix subject position. This will enable the SC subject frimerker to pick up or check 

nominative Case by virtue of being in a chain with the constituent in SpecIP; the complement of the P trace, brevet `the letter', will also check 

nominative Case, the technical details of the way in which this may proceed being irrelevant here. 

 

(ii)    [IP [PP tj brevet]i Infl [VP ble klistret [AgrP [DP frimerker]i [Agr påj] [PP ti]]]]] 

 

In the derivation of (i), just as in the derivation of (66a)/(67a) depicted in (68), the head of the prepositional predicate of the SC moves internal to 

the SC to its functional Agr head. 

39 Though apart from adjectival, nominal and prepositional small clauses there are also verbal small clauses (as in I saw John cross the street), 

examples of VP Predicate Inversion within DP are impossible to find ─ VPs embedded in DPs would be nominalisations, but their internal structure 

is presumably much more complex than (1); VP small clauses cannot be directly embedded under a determiner. 
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if these were the only examples of possessive constructions that the present approach could 
accommodate, that would not be a particularly impressive record, all the more so since 
examples of this type are hardly the canonical way of expressing possession DP internally. We 
should expect the analysis to also shed light on the structure of constructions of the type in 
(58b), repeated below. I also repeat two of our French examples, (59b) and (70). 
 
(58) a.  a man of many talents 
  b.  the many talents of this man 
(70)   une femme de moeurs légères/faciles 
    a woman of easy virtue 
(59b)  une voiture de Jean 
    a car of Jean 
 
 With the French examples in (70) and (59b) we are reminded of the discussion of 
DP internal AP Predicate Inversion in section 3.5, where we stumbled upon a similar kind of 
alternation, represented by our earlier examples in (49a) and (54), repeated here: 
 
(49a)  un drôle de type 
    a funny of chap 
    `a funny chap' 
(54)   quelqu'un de célèbre 
    someone of famous 
    `someone famous' 
 
In section 3.5 I analysed (49a) in terms of DP internal AP Predicate Inversion (as shown in 
(50)), and derived (54) from it by moving the AgrP in the complement of the F head that Agr 
moves to, into a higher specifier position (presumably SpecDP; cf. (56)). 
 Taking this approach to the adjectival examples as our point of reference, we now envisage 
an analysis of the alternation in (58) according to which (58b) is derived from (58a) via 
A movement to SpecDP of AgrP across the landing-site of the inverted dative predicate. This 
analysis is depicted in (71): 
 
(71)   (D0) [DP [AgrP NPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]x [D  [D [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k]F [FP [PP tj NPPoss]i [F  tF tx]]]] 
                                        └─────────────────────────┘ 
 
As before, F is realised on the surface as the nominal copula: of in English, de in French. The 
possessed (NPSubj), which is part of the AgrP raised to SpecDP, comes to end up in a position to 
the left of the possessor, which stays put in SpecFP; F raises to D (to comply with whatever 
general principle is responsible for the need of overt raising of Infl to C in constructions in 
which there is overt movement to SpecCP; cf. Rizzi's Affect Criterion) and as a consequence 
linearly intervenes between the possessum (contained in the AgrP in SpecDP) and the 
possessor. The output result reflects the surface strings found in French (70) and English (58b). 
 The analysis in (71) is by and large similar to that presented in Kayne (1994:102) for French 
la voiture de Jean `the car of John', reproduced here: 
 
(72)   la [D/PP voiturej [de [IP Jean [I0 [e]j ... (Kayne 1994:102) 
 
In fact, we now have a more detailed representation of the structure of la voiture de Jean than 
Kayne presents ─ we know what the dots in (72) represent, and we know that voiture does not 
raise to SpecD/PP on its own but is part of a larger constituent (AgrP in (71)) that undergoes 
raising. 
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 When we now return to the French example pair in (59) from section 4.1, we can conclude 
that there is a transformational relationship between the two constructions, such that (59b) is 
derived from a structure that is directly reflected by (59a) via (i) movement of the dative 
preposition to Agr and (along with Agr) on to F, (ii) inversion of the beheaded dative PP 
around its subject (the possessum), and (iii) raising of the remnant AgrP to SpecDP (as depicted 
in (71)). 
 
(59) a.  une voiture à Jean 
    a car to Jean 
  b.  une voiture de Jean 
    a car of Jean 
 
Kayne's (1994:160, fn. 43) conjecture that à is different from de is hence correct, although it has 
now become apparent that there is a sort of relation between the two. It is almost as though à 
changes into de in the course of the Predicate Inversion process. But of course à does not 
actually turn into de; the impression that it does arises only because of the fact that the inverting 
dative PP in standard French has a null counterpart of the dative P as its head. In the Walloon 
dialect of French, on the other hand, the moved head of the inverted dative phrase is not 
(necessarily) empty; as a result, Walloon constructions of the type in (59b) can feature both à 
and de together, cliticised onto each other (in F, on my analysis), as the following example from 
Remacle (1952:342), quoted in Kayne (1994:160, fn. 43), shows: 
 
(73)   c'è d-à mîne (Walloon; Remacle 1952:342) 
    it is of-to mine 
 
The existence of examples like (73) is straightforwardly captured by the analysis of de 
constructions presented here, and lends interesting empirical support to this account. 
 Though there still remains quite a lot to be said about the syntax of the DP internal 
expression of possessive relationships (particularly about the derivation and placement of 
genitive possessors40), I will leave the topic of possession within DP now, and proceed to an 
extension of the analysis from nominal constructs into the realm of the clause. 
 
4.5 The expression of possession at clause level: the verb have and the two types of possession 
 
I will make my entry into the domain of clause-level expressions of possessive relations by first 
of all considering the pair of sentences in (74): 
 
(74) a.  John has a car (permanent possession) 
  b.  John has the car (transitory possession) 
 
As Tellier (1994) observes, possession can be of two types ─ (i) permanent possession, and (ii) 
temporary/transitory possession. Syntax is not oblivious to this semantic distinction; the contrast 
between permanent and transitory possession has syntactic reflexes. The pair in (74) is an 
illustration of these syntactic reflexes ─ (74a), with an indefinite possessum, denotes permanent 
possession while (74b), with a definite possessum, expresses transitory possession. (Note also 
Olsen 1994:113, 317 for interesting Koine Greek examples of have and the interaction with 
grammatical aspect.) 
 In his analysis of possessive have constructions (presented as a run-up to the actual topic of 

                                                           
40 I set these aside in fn. 35, and will continue to do so. Note that Romance does not have genitive possessors, nor does it feature Dative Shift with 

a zero dative preposition. Presumably these are related; I leave this as a question for future research. 
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his paper, the analysis of auxiliary verb constructions), Kayne (1993) confines his attention to 
examples of permanent possession, which he analyses along the lines of (75): 
 
(75)   DPposs/i D/Pe/j+BE [DP ei [D  [D ej] [AgrP ei ... (Kayne 1993) 
 
Have is the surface realisation of the incorporation into the verb be of the D/P head of the DP in 
the complement of the verb be. This DP is of the type found in action in DP internal genitival 
possessor constructions like everyone's car, with everyone in SpecDP and genitival 's in Agr. The 
D/P head of the DP complement of be is incorporated into be in order to facilitate 
NP movement of the possessor to subject position ─ SpecDP is intrinsically an A position, but 
it is turned into a derived A position as a result of movement of D/P to be (in essence by 
Baker's 1988 Government Transparency Corollary). Now notice that since incorporation of 
D/P into be is obligatory in Kayne's account of have constructions, (75) offers no way of 
accommodating transitory possession constructions of the type in (74b), with a definite 
determiner in D/P. For such transitory possession constructions, then, some alternative 
account will have to be found. Tellier (1994) presents one which is very close in nature to the 
one that I will be presenting in section 4.6, building on the analysis of Dative Shift developed in 
my earlier work. After completing the analysis of temporary possession constructions with 
have, I will then proceed to the analysis of permanent possession in section 4.7, for which an 
analysis not unlike that of Kayne's, but different in some interesting respects, will be proposed. 
 
4.6 Have in transitory possession constructions 
 
Let us turn first to the syntactic structure of transitory possession constructions of the type in 
(74b). As Tellier (1994) notes, these are likely candidates for an analysis of have along the lines 
of Freeze (1992), according to which the possessor is underlyingly contained in a locative PP of 
sorts. The particular preposition that I assume takes the temporary possessor as its complement 
is dative to. The (partial) initial representation of (74b) then reads as in (76): 
 
(76)   [FP Spec [F  F [AgrP DP [Agr  Agr [PP Pdat DP]]]]] 
 
In a language like French, a structure of this type has a fairly direct surface reflection in être à 
constructions such as (77a): 
 
(77) a.  le livre est à Jean (= (6)) 
    the book is to Jean 
  b.  Jean a le livre 
    Jean has the book 
 
In French, (77a) alternates with an avoir construction, illustrated in (77b). It is this kind of 
alternation (which is not at all unique to French) that led Benveniste (1966) to his well-known 
conclusion that: 
 
(78)   `avoir n'est rien d'autre qu'un être à inversé' (Benveniste 1966) 
    [`have is nothing other than an inverted be to'] 
 
 For temporary possession constructions, I believe Benveniste is entirely right. The 
derivation of the transitory possessive have construction in (74b) takes (76) as its input and 
applies the by now familiar movement process of Predicate Inversion to the dative PP, moving 
it to SpecFP, as in the derivation of double object constructions and DP internal possessive 
constructions like a man of many talents (cf. above). This is depicted in (79), a structure which, as 
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the astute reader will recall, is almost identical with (68), representing (the relevant part of) the 
structure of a man of many talents: 
 
(79)   [FP [PP tj DPPoss]i [F  [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k] [AgrP DPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]]] 
                       └─────────────────────┘ 
 
The dative preposition undergoes movement to the Agr head of the dative SC, a familiar step. 
Subsequently, Agr (which now harbours the dative P) incorporates into F. This it must do in 
order to create a sufficiently large local domain to facilitate movement of the (beheaded) dative 
PP to SpecFP. 
 Just as in the cases of Predicate Inversion in copular constructions discussed in section 2, 
inversion is contingent on the incorporation of the Agr head of the SC into F. But there is an 
obvious difference between copular inversion constructions like the best candidate is John and 
(transitory) possessive have constructions such as John has the book. While in the former F is 
phonetically realised as be, in the latter F comes out as have. This difference between existential 
and possessive constructions is due to the fact that in (79) the incorporated Agr node hosts the 
moved dative preposition, which possesses a Case-feature. Agr incorporation into F in (79) 
thus provides F with a Case-feature. In line with other work on the be/have alternation in 
possessive constructions (cf. esp. Freeze 1992; Kayne 1993), I will assume that the result of this 
is that the F head is spelled out as have. In essence, then, I am assuming (80): 
 
(80)   F[be] + Case-feature = have 
 
This essentially recaptures Benveniste's (1966) original insight (cf. (78)).41 
 The derivation of transitory possessive have constructions of the type instantiated by (74b) is 
another example of the general recipe in (1): a predicate inverts with its subject, and for locality 
reasons Agr raises to F. It shares with the derivation of N of a N constructions, Dative Shift and 
DP internal possessives the involvement of small clause internal head movement to Agr. The 
analysis of transitory have constructions thus follows naturally from what was argued in the 
earlier sections of this paper. 

                                                           
41 Notice that it would be wrong to state that F + a Case-feature results in have generally ─ that would be inaccurate in the nominal domain 

(where such Fs are spelled out as of, not have), and it would also wrongly lead one to expect the Norwegian ̀ transitive pseudo-passive construction' 

discussed in fn. 38, above, to feature a token of have embedded under the participle. Consider again the structure of at brevet ble klistret frimerker 

på `that the-letter be pasted stamps on', given in (i): 

 

(i)    [IP [PP tj brevet]i Infl [VP ble klistret [FP ti [F  F+[Agr påj]k [AgrP [NP frimerker]i [Agr tk] [PP ti]]]]]]] 

 

Just as in (79), a prepositional SC head with a Case-feature incorporates into Agr here; and for the familiar locality reasons, Agr subsequently raises 

to F. But in the resultative construction in (i) incorporation of a Case-feature into F clearly should not cause F to be phonetically realised, let alone 

spelled out as have. So it is only certain types of F that get spelled out as have as a result of the incorporation of a Case-feature ─ specifically, only 

[STATIVE] F embedded in a temporal functional structure (not a DP, that is) is realised this way; in (80) this type of F is characterised by the 

shorthand notation F[be]. 
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 A point worth noting is that I assume that the derivation of the transitory have construction 
in (74b) involves the incorporation into stative F of (the zero counterpart of) the dynamic 
(directional) preposition to. Déchaine, Hoekstra & Rooryck (1994) invoke incorporation of 
dynamic to only in their account of causative have and `light verb' have constructions, 
instantiated by such examples as John had Mary kiss Bill and John had a shower. These are clearly 
dynamic, as is evident from the fact that they can be put in the progressive ─ John was having 
Mary kiss Bill and John was having a shower. They reject a to incorporation approach for all 
possessive have constructions. But while permanent possession constructions are certainly 
non-dynamic (cf. (81a)), transitory possession constructions of the type in (74b) instantiate `a 
[+dynamic] interpretation of have' (Olsen 1994:176). If the progressive is a diagnostic for 
dynamicity (but see Olsen 1994:83 84, 209), (81b) shows this: 
 
(81) a. *John is having a car 
  b.  John is having the car (right now/today) 
 
As Olsen (1994:227) stresses, dynamicity implies an existential rather than a universal 
interpretation. By this token, have in (74b) is dynamic. The transitoriness of possession 
characteristic of examples like (74b) and (81b) is the reflex of the incorporation of the dynamic 
preposition to into the verb.42 
 Thus transitory possessive have constructions are eligible for an analysis in terms of (79), 
which involves incorporation of the dative preposition into Agr and (along with Agr) into F[be], 
resulting in have (by (80)). With this conclusion drawn, and with the fact in mind that 
permanent possessive have constructions resist being put in the progressive (81a), we can 
immediately conclude that the derivation of permanent possessive have constructions should 
not involve incorporation of to into F, hence should not be built on the structure in (76). This 
now leaves us with the question of what it should be based on. 
 
4.7 Have in permanent possession constructions 
 
Transitory possessive have constructions have the property that the possessum can be a DP 
with an overt possessor that is distinct from the subject of the have construction. In examples of 
the type in (82), John is the temporary possessor of a car which is Mary's permanent possession. 
Permanent possessive have constructions do not allow the presence of a possessor internal to 
the possessed object; (82), then, cannot be a permanent possession construction (not even if the 
DP internal possessor happens to be coreferential/coindexed with the subject of the clause: 
                                                           
42 Tellier (1994) presents an analysis of transitory possessive have constructions that is highly similar to mine (but differs in that it does not 

assume Predicate Inversion to apply in the course of the derivation), but assumes that the preposition in whose complement the possessor originates 

is a locative preposition (English at/with, French chez), not a dynamic/directional preposition. I believe the progressive facts underpin the dative 

PP analysis, which is independently operative in the derivation of Dative Shift constructions. 

 Déchaine, Hoekstra & Rooryck (1994) restrict the to incorporation analysis of have constructions (which they call `augmented' have 

constructions; the incorporated dynamic P is the augment) to causative and `light verb' have constructions. They capitalise on the absence of a 

dynamic to type preposition in Dutch and French to capture the non-existence of these two types of have constructions from the grammars of 

Dutch and French. Though I do not have anything to say about French at this point, for Dutch it seems wrong to claim that aan, the dative 

preposition (counterpart of to), is inherently non-dynamic; cf. een brief aan de redactie `a letter to the editor'. And it does not seem correct, either, 

that Dutch altogether lacks ̀ light verb' have; cf. We hebben een feestje ̀ we are having a party' (which, as its English progressive rendering suggests, 

is dynamic). It is true that both French and Dutch lack a causative usage of have. If Déchaine, Hoekstra & Rooryck (1994) are right that this follows 

from these languages' lack of a dynamic to type preposition, then the analysis raises the expectation that, ceteris paribus, all languages that do have 

a dynamic to type preposition should feature causative have. This seems highly unlikely; as Kayne (1993:fn. 16) notes, `English is the only 

language I know of that has a causative have'. I will return to causative have in section 5, where the overall analysis will be seen to accommodate 

it readily. `Light verb' have also fits in naturally into the account ─ it employs the same type of structure as the transitory possessive have 

constructions discussed in this subsection. 
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John has his car is a temporary possession construction, as is evident, for example, from the 
`progressivisability' of the construction). 
 
(82)   John has Mary's car 
 
The analysis that Kayne (1993) assigns to possessive have constructions captures this. It is likely, 
then, that Kayne's (1993) approach to possessive have is on the right track as far as the analysis 
of permanent possession constructions is concerned. 
 The basic idea that Kayne's analysis represents is that (permanent) possessive constructions 
are derived from a structure in which the verbal copula takes a possessed DP complement 
whose possessor is raised out of the DP. Though I will revise the specifics of the analysis later, 
let us take over this idea. Let us assume, more specifically, that permanent possessive have 
constructions contain the structure of a possessed DP of the type in (58b) (the many talents of this 
man) and (59b) (une voiture de Jean), which, recall, reads as in (71), repeated here: 
 
(71)   (D0) [DP [AgrP NPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]x [D  [D [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k]F [FP [PP tj NPPoss]i [F  tF tx]]]] 
                                        └─────────────────────────┘ 
 
This entire structure can now be embedded in the structure of a tensed clause, the most 
immediate mother node being FP (with `F', as before, being an aspectual head, denoting 
stativity in the case of possessive constructions). 
 The derivation of the permanent possessive have construction will now proceed via 
movement of the possessor, which finds itself in the lower, DP contained SpecFP, to the higher 
SpecFP position, as depicted in (83): 
 
                                 ┌──────────┐ 
(83)   [FP [NP NPPoss]n [F  F ─        │ 
          │ [DP [AgrP NPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]x [D  [D [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k]F  [FP [PP tj tn]i [F  tF tx]]]] 
               └─────────────────────────────┘ 
 
This is a case of movement across a DP node whose specifier position is filled, a case of 
non-local A movement.43 Such movement is legitimate only if the position skipped and the 
position landed in are rendered equidistant from the extraction position, via domain-extending 
head movement. The head that should move to facilitate movement of the possessor is the 
D head which contains the raised DP internal F. This D head raises to the higher F node, 
thereby allowing the possessor to move to the specifier position of this FP. The result of 
incorporating D into F in (83) is not just that movement of the possessor to SpecFP is rendered 
possible, but also that the higher F is supplied with a Case-feature ─ the Case-feature originally 
contributed by the dative preposition, which in the course of the derivation first incorporated 
into Agr, then was carried along to F and on to D. The higher F head in (83) thus comes to be 
spelled out as have, by (80). In this way we ensure that permanent possessive constructions like 
(74b) feature the `transitive copula' have, not be. 
 The derivation in (83) employs the variant of the structure in (71) in which there is no 
external determiner (D0). It yields examples in which the possessed object is necessarily 
indefinite. The AgrP contained possessum in (71) cannot be a DP itself (cf. the discussion of N of 
a N constructions); the definiteness of examples like (58b), the many talents of this man, is 
contributed by a determiner that is external to the entire DP structure within which 
                                                           
43 Though A movement does not cross an intervening A specifier here (since SpecDP is likely to be an A position), so that no Relativised 

Minimality violation ensues in the strict sense of the term, I do nonetheless assume that SpecDP can only be skipped if it and the A position landed 

in can be rendered equidistant from the extraction position of the A moved constituent. 
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AgrP raising to SpecDP takes place ─ D0 in (71). The the in the many talents of this man thus does 
not form a constituent with many talents; the possessed object can be preceded by a definite 
article only if an `outer determiner' can be accommodated in the overall structure. 
 In constructions like the many talents of this man, there is nothing to prevent an `outer DP' 
from being built on top of the DP structure within which the various movements take place. 
But such an `outer determiner' is not possible in the structure of permanent possessive have 
constructions: 
 
(84)  *[FP [NP NPPoss]n [F  F ─ 
    D0 [DP [AgrP NPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]x [D  [D [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k]F  [FP [PP tj tn]i [F  tF tx]]]] 
 
Suppose we were to include the `outer determiner' in the structure in (83), as in (84). This 
structure does not cater for a grammatical derivation of a possessive have construction. For 
notice that the lower D head could only move to the `outer D0' in this structure. But in so 
doing, it would fail to enable the possessor to move to SpecFP. The possessor could now only 
move to the specifier position of the `outer DP'. But this is an A position; and movement from 
SpecDP on to SpecFP, which is an A position, will now be blocked.44 So we obtain the 
desirable result that: 
 
(85)   in permanent possessive have constructions, the possessed object is indefinite 
 
This definiteness restriction follows directly from the analysis of permanent possessive have 
constructions presented here; the same holds, of course, for its intellectual mother, Kayne 
(1993).45 
 The prime motive that led me to develop an analysis of permanent have constructions that is 
different from that of transitory have constructions was the observation that the two types of 
have construction contrast with respect to `progressivisability' (cf. (81)). For this reason I did not 
want to derive permanent possessive have constructions via incorporation of the dynamic 
dative preposition into F. But haven't we now recreated this very problem by analysing 
permanent possessive have constructions along the lines of (83)? After all, the string of head 
movement operations involved in this derivation starts with the dative preposition moving to 
Agr. But note that in (83) the dative preposition is generated in a larger structure that is 
nominal. And by being embedded in a nominal structure (which is non-dynamic by its very 
nature), the dative preposition is `de-dynamified'. By the time it is part of the complex head 
incorporating into the root F, then, it will no longer impute dynamism to the construction as a 
whole. 
 So the lack of dynamism in permanent possessive have constructions, the original motive for 
not extending a Dative Shift approach to these constructions, is accommodated by the analysis 
in (83). One other reason why a simple and pure Dative Shift account of permanent possessive 

                                                           
44 I assume that further movement of the `outer determiner' to F does not turn SpecDP into an A position, contrary to Kayne (1993). A dynamic 

outlook on the A/A  status of positions whereby a particular position can be turned into an A position as a result of head movement does seem to 

fit in very well with the minimalist assumptions that I am basing myself on. A certain SpecXP is non-L related because X has no L features; 

moving X to a higher head Y which does have L features does not make SpecXP an L related position; SpecXP is not in the checking domain of 

the chain (X, t) on Chomsky's definitions. 

45 The grammaticality of the relative clause construction in (i), which has a permanent possession reading, is not a threat to this conclusion. 

Given the analysis of relative clause constructions presented in Kayne (1994) the definite determiner preceding the possessed object in (i) does not 

form a constituent with it; it is an `outer determiner' taking the relative clause CP as its complement. 

 

(i)    the car that/which John has 
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have constructions à la (79) is inaccurate is the following. In the discussion of the dative 
alternation in section 4.2 I noted that double object particle constructions do not allow 
A extraction of the Theme, as (64b), repeated below, shows. In section 4.3 I subsequently 
noted that examples of DP internal dative inversion exhibit a similar extraction restriction: 
A extraction of the possessed nominal is disallowed, as (66b), which is also repeated here, 
illustrates. In that subsection I also pointed out that the deviance of (66b) has nothing to do 
with semantics ─ the semantically parallel have construction in (66c) is perfectly grammatical 
with A extraction of the possessum. 
 
(64) a.  they sent the stockholders out an announcement 
  b. *this is the announcement which they sent the stockholders out 
(66) a.  this is a man of many talents 
  b. *the many talents that this is a man of 
  c.  the many talents that this man has (cf. this man has many talents) 
I have accounted for the ungrammaticality of (64b) and (66b) with the aid of the Predicate 
Inversion account of Dative Shift ─ on that approach, (64b) and (66b) involve illicit extraction of 
the subject across its inverted predicate. Now, if a simple and pure Dative Shift approach were 
accurate for the analysis of possessive have constructions, too, we would expect to find a similar 
restriction on A extraction of the possessed object here. But as the grammaticality of (66c) and 
(86b) shows, no such restriction is operative here. 
 
(86) a.  John has a car 
  b.  the car which John has 
 
This again suggests that permanent possessive have constructions should not be derived via 
simple dative inversion. 
 The crossover problem that the dative inversion analysis causes is averted in the analysis of 
permanent possessive have constructions in (83). In the course of the derivation, the entire 
remnant AgrP containing the possessum is raised (legitimately) across the inverted dative PP 
in SpecFP, to the SpecDP position. Once AgrP finds itself in SpecDP, the possessum in 
SpecAgrP is no longer c-commanded by its inverted predicate, and extraction of the possessed 
object is now in agreement with the exigencies of Principle C.46 
 
4.8 On double object constructions and Theme extraction 
 
Before leaving the topic of extraction restrictions, let us return once more to the example in 
(64b). As I noted when I first brought up the example (adapted from Stowell 1981), the ban on 
A extraction of the double object Theme is clear in double object particle constructions like 
(64), but absent in particle-less double object constructions: 
 
(87) a.  they sent the stockholders an announcement 
  b.  this is the announcement which they sent the stockholders 
 
In Den Dikken (1992, 1995a) I tried to accommodate this remarkable difference caused by the 
particle by exploiting the independently plausible claim (employed in the analysis of Dutch 
and German) that double object constructions are in principle structurally ambiguous between 

                                                           
46 It presumably incurs no subjacency and ECP problems either; AgrP itself is neither a blocking category nor a barrier for the trace in its specifier 

position, on Chomsky's (1986) assumption (also cf. Lasnik & Saito 1990) that SpecCP is transparent (see Chomsky's account of Torrego's 

extraction from SpecCP examples from Spanish; SpecDP is functionally equivalent to SpecCP). 
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genuine Dative Shift constructions and `covert' P dative constructions with zero-headed 
dative PP. But the account sketched there (q.v. for details, which do not concern me here) rested 
on certain not particularly elegant assumptions about licensing of empty prepositions via 
linear adjacency. So if we could do better than this, we should. 
 Now it seems that we can in fact do better than this. Double object constructions are nothing 
other than causative have constructions ─ their structure adds a causative `shell' above the 
structure of have possessives. This is an insight which I already exploited in my analysis of 
triadic constructions in Den Dikken (1992, 1995a). But there I had only one possessive have 
structure at my disposal ─ the one that, in section 4.6, I established was the one featured by 
temporary possession constructions. We have seen in the above that a distinction should be 
made between temporary and permanent possessive have constructions, and that this 
distinction is of a structural nature. Now, having introduced two derivations for possessive 
have constructions, we can exploit these to shed light on the difference between (64) and (87). 
Double object constructions may now in principle employ either (88) or (89): 
 
(88)   VCAUS [FP [PP tj DPPoss]i [F  [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k] [AgrP DPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]]] 
 
(89)   VCAUS [FP [NP NPPoss]n [F  F ─  
    [DP [AgrP NPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]x [D  [D [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k]F  [FP [PP tj tn]i [F  tF tx]]]] 
 
The structure in (88) will prevent extraction of the Theme, for the same reason that extraction of 
the possessum in (66b) is ungrammatical; but extraction of the Theme will be grammatical in 
(89), just as extraction of the possessed object in permanent possessive have constructions is; cf. 
above. 
 
(90)   (88) prohibits Theme extraction (cf. (66b)); (89) allows it (cf. (66c)/(86b)) 
 
 Now to accommodate the difference between (64b) and (87b), the trick is to ensure that 
whenever there is a verbal particle, there is no chance of employing the structure in (89); (88) 
must be adopted instead, and Theme extraction is ungrammatical, as desired. Ensuring this is 
simple. Den Dikken (1992, 1995a) argues in detail that particles are heads of small clauses in the 
complement of verbs. In prepositional dative constructions containing a particle, there is direct 
evidence that the particle and the dative PP form a constituent (cf. Stowell 1981:339): 
 
(91)   out to whom did they send a schedule? 
 
So in the basic structure of double object particle constructions like (64a) the particle should be 
generated in the complement of V, and the dative PP should originate in the complement of the 
particle (cf. Den Dikken 1992, 1995a for evidence that particles are ergative heads that take 
small clausal complements in complex particle constructions). These structural demands can be 
met only if we employ (88). In (89) the particle could form a constituent with the dative PP only 
if it were generated inside DP, which is where particles do not thrive; generating the particle in 
the complement of V in (89) would prevent it from forming a constituent with the dative PP at 
any point in the derivation. 
 We now have an account of the otherwise quite mysterious distinction between 
ungrammatical (64b) and grammatical (87b). This account is crucially dependent on the 
recognition of two potential structures for triadic constructions, (88) and (89) ─ the two 
structures obtained by embedding the structures of possessive have constructions under a root 
causative verb. The choice between (88) and (89) is free in principle; but specific desires can 
force the selection of one or the other. In Theme extraction constructions, (88) cannot be 
selected. In double object particle constructions, on the other hand, (89) is impossible due to the 
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combined force of (92a,b): 
 
(92) a.  particles are heads of small clauses in the complement of a verb 
  b.  in triadic particle constructions the particle takes the dative PP as its complement 
  c.  these two structural demands can be met in (88) only 
  d.  ergo: double object particle constructions must employ (88)  Theme extraction is bad 
 
This account at once constitutes a significant improvement over the suggestions made in Den 
Dikken (1992, 1995a) with respect to the contrast between (64b) and (87b) and at the same time 
highlights the need for the two derivations of possessive have constructions presented in 
sections 4.6 and 4.7.47 
 The message of the previous discussion is that double object constructions are ambiguous in 
principle between (88) and (89). The same does not hold for their prepositional dative counter-
parts, at least not in all languages. Not inverting the dative PP around its subject in (88) 
unproblematically yields a P dative construction like (93a), in a way parallel to be+to 
constructions like (93b), which result from the structure in (76) via raising of the small clause 
subject instead of its predicate. 
 
(93) a.  they sent a schedule out to the stockholders 
  b.  the choice is up to you 
(76)   [FP Spec [F  F [AgrP DP [Agr  Agr [PP Pdat DP]]]]] 
 
But once the structure in (76) is embedded within a DP, not inverting the dative PP with its 
subject is not an option in English or Dutch. This is clear from the fact that these languages 
have no counterparts of French examples of the type in (59a) (repeated here as (94a)): 
 
(94) a.  une voiture à Jean (= (59a)) 
  b. *a car to John 
  c. *een auto aan Jan 
 
It is likely that the contrast between (94a) and (94b,c) has to do with inherent properties of the 
dative prepositions of the three languages involved (cf. dynamicity; Déchaine, Hoekstra & 
Rooryck 1994). The exact cause of the deviance of (94b,c) need not concern us here; what is 
relevant is that they are bad while (94a) is good. 
 Given that the dative PP cannot stay in situ if it is embedded in a DP structure in English 
and Dutch, prepositional dative constructions in these languages cannot be built on the 
non-inversion counterpart of the structure in (89). In English and Dutch only the structure in 
which the dative small clause is complemented by the verb (i.e. (88) without Predicate 
Inversion) may yield a P dative construction. In French, on the other hand, the non-inverted 
counterpart of (89) will result in a grammatical output. This difference between French on the 
one hand, and Dutch and English on the other, may be (partly) responsible for the wider 
distribution of P dative constructions in French, as compared to Dutch and English, which is 
evident for instance from (95) (cf. e.g. Pijnenburg 1991): 
 
(95) a.  le peeling a donné une peau douce à Marie 
                                                           
47 A note is due on the nature of V in (88) and (89) ─ is it a concrete triadic verb like give, or is it an abstract causative head? I assume that triadic 

verbs like give are not decomposed into CAUS+have but are lexical atoms themselves. Since many verbs participating in double object 

constructions also take part in the prepositional dative construction, a decomposition approach to such verbs should allow two derivat-

ions/decompositions for them (viz. CAUS+have and CAUS+be). There does exist a null instantiation of VCAUS, as we will see in the analysis of 

causative have constructions sketched in section 5; but Ø VCAUS is found in have causatives only. 
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  b. *de peeling gaf een zacht huidje aan Marie (de peeling gaf Marie een zacht huidje) 
  c. *the peeling gave a soft skin to Marie  (the peeling gave Marie a soft skin) 
 
Facts of this sort deserve a fuller analysis from the perspective of the approach to triadic 
constructions and Dative Shift outlined in this subsection. I will not undertake it here; instead, 
I will proceed to a slight but interesting further development of the DP based analysis of 
possessive have constructions. 
 
4.9 The structure of permanent possessive have constructions revisited 
 
Consider once again the structures of the two types of possessive have constructions, repeated 
here: 
 
(79)   [FP [PP tj DPPoss]i [F  [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k] [AgrP DPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]]] 
(83)   [FP [PP tj NPPoss]i [F  F ─  
    [DP [AgrP NPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]x [D  [D [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k]F  [FP ti [F  tF tx]]]] 
 
The structure of transitory possessive have constructions is characterised by small clause 
complementation ─ the root F takes a small clausal (AgrP) complement. In (83), by contrast, the 
root F takes a plain DP complement, as in Kayne's (1993) analysis of possessive have 
constructions. 
 The DP in the complement of F in (83) is a non-predicative DP. As a rule, such DPs are in 
need of a θ-role of sorts. F cannot contribute the requisite θ-role, since F is not a predicate but a 
mere functional head. As it stands, then, (83) threatens to violate the θ-Criterion (or whatever 
its minimalist successor may look like) ─ DP cannot receive a θ-role from any predicate. This 
suggests that (83), though essentially correct, is still a simplification of the complete structure of 
permanent possessive have constructions. What does the full structure look like? In particular, 
what should DP in (83) be predicated of? 
 An answer to these questions can be distilled from an interesting observation in Moro 
(1995). Moro notes that Italian have constructions can include the clitic ci `there': 
 
(96) a.  i professori (c') hanno molti libri (Italian; Moro 1995) 
    the professors there have many books 
  b.  i professori ??(ce) li hanno 
    the professors there them have 
  c.  i prufesur a *(gh') han tanta libar 
    the professors SCL there have many books 
 
This property of have constructions in Italian is scarcely discussed in the literature. Normative 
pressure disfavours the use of ci in (96a); but in have constructions in which the object is 
cliticised, such as (96b), ci is seldom omitted in standard Italian, and in many northern dialects 
(such as the dialect of Pavia) ci's equivalent is in fact obligatory in possessive have constructions 
(cf. (96c)). 
 The clitic ci occurring in (96) is the same element that also shows up in there expletive 
constructions in Italian. Moro (1993), Hoekstra & Mulder (1990) and Den Dikken (1995b) have 
shown that an analysis of there expletive constructions according to which there is a raised 
small clause predicate is highly plausible. One piece of evidence for the view that there is a SC 
predicate that inverts with its subject via Predicate Inversion, particularly telling from the point 
of view of this paper, is the ungrammaticality of (97b) lacking to be: 
 
(97) a.  I want someone (to be) here at 6:00 
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  b.  I want there *(to be) someone here at 6:00 (Lasnik 1992) 
 
The example in (97b) immediately reminds us of a similar pattern in copular inversion 
constructions. In (4), repeated here, we see that inversion of the predicate nominal around its 
subject causes be to be obligatory, too: 
 
(4) a.  I consider John (to be) the best candidate 
  b.  I consider the best candidate *(to be) John 
 
Lasnik (1992:384) brings up the deviance of (97b) without to be as evidence for an analysis of 
expletive there constructions according to which the associate NP receives partitive Case from 
be, and against `Case transmission' approaches to there constructions. But (4) is not readily 
amenable to a Belletti (1988) type partitive Case scenario. The fact that (4) and (97) are totally on 
a par as far as the distribution of the copula is concerned strongly suggests a parallel analytical 
treatment of these examples. Such a treatment is available given an approach to there expletive 
constructions à la Moro (1993), Hoekstra & Mulder (1990) and Den Dikken (1995b), according 
to which there is a SC predicate raised to subject position: 
 
(98) a.  there arrived a strange man 
  b.  [IP therei [I  I [VP arrived [SC a strange man ti]]]] 
 
The there raising approach to there expletive constructions offers us an integrated account of the 
distribution of the copula in predicate inversion constructions which generalises over (4) and 
(97).48 
 Let us assume, then, that there and its Italian counterpart ci are base-generated as the 
predicate of a small clause complement. This being said, we now have an obvious candidate 
for the role of predicate of the DP in the structure of permanent possessive have constructions in 
(83): 
 
(99)   DP in (89) is the subject of a small clause with there/ci or their null counterpart as 
predicate 
 
    [FP [NP NPPoss]n [F  F [AgrP DP [Agr  Agr [PP THERE]]]]] 
           ┌──────────┴───────────────────────┐ 
    │[DP [AgrP NPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]x [D  [D [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k]F [FP [PP tj tn]i [F  tF tx]]]]│ 
            └──────────────────────────────────┘ 
 
The full structure of permanent possessive have constructions is of the same general type as that 
of transitory possessive have constructions now ─ both involve a prepositional small clause in 

                                                           
48 Heycock (1994:16) notes that there constructions and copular inversion constructions are not entirely parallel as far as the distribution of the 

verbal copula is concerned. In seem contexts, the two diverge; cf. (i) and (ii): 

 

(i)  a.  John seems the best candidate 

  b. *the best candidate seems John 

 

(ii)  a.  there seems little point in this discussion 

  b.  there seems nothing wrong with this approach 

 

I have nothing insightful to say about the examples in (ii) at this point; for present purposes the parallelism between (4) and (97) is what matters 

most. 
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the complement of F.49 50 
 The structure in (99) allows us to assign a place in the structure to the ci element showing up 
in Italian possessive constructions; and postulating a small clause in the full structure of 
permanent possessive constructions allows us to steer clear of an imminent collision with the 
θ-Criterion. Finally, recognising that the full structure of (89) features a token of locative there 
opens the door to an analysis of Italian and French existential constructions of the type in (100), 
which, like (96), feature tokens of both have and there in one and the same simple clause.51 
 
(100)a.  pro c'ha un gatto 
    pro there has a cat 
  b.  il y a un chat 
    it there has a cat 
 
There constructions are a natural bridge from possessive have constructions to experiencer have 
constructions and other transitory have constructions in which the dative PP in the structure in 
(79) takes a propositional subject. These are the topic of the next section. But before moving 
there, let me sum up the main results of the present section. 
 

                                                           
49 In the full derivation in (99) there is both head movement (of the complex D head of the DP in the subject position of the small clause to F) 

and A movement (of the dative PP) from out of the complex DP. Although both involve extraction from a left-branch constituent, they are 

unproblematic from the Relativised Minimality viewpoint taken in the minimalist framework ─ D movement to F skips no intervening head 

position, and furthermore facilitates movement of the possessor PP across SpecDP to the specifier position of the higher FP. 

50 English and Italian must feature null counterparts of there/ci. This is not just an assumption that we are forced to make in the present context; 

it must also be invoked in the analysis of be sentences like God is, where a null there must be assumed to supply a θ-role to God (i.e., God is means 

something like `God is there, i.e. exists'). Notice that zero there does not invert with its subject: *is God. This is presumably due either to the ECP 

(the zero predicate cannot be properly governed in SpecIP) or to the fact that null there lacks features that could drive Predicate Inversion. Given 

that null there/ci does not invert, we could try to make sense of the near-obligatoriness of ci in standard Italian have constructions with a cliticised 

possessum (cf. (96b)) on the assumption that clitic extraction from ci's DP subject is possible only if ci inverts. Then, given that the null counterpart 

of ci cannot invert (cf. English there and its zero allomorph), the possessum clitic is trapped in DP whenever there is no overt, invertible small 

clause predicate. 

51 I will not actually undertake the development of the analysis of il y a constructions here, relegating this to future work. Notice, incidentally, that 

constructions combining have and there might also be derivable on the basis of the structure of temporary possession constructions on the 

assumption that the there SC is the subject of the dative SC; for examples of dative SCs taking propositional subjects see the discussion in section 

5, below. 
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4.10 Possessive constructions: summary 
 
In this section I have discussed a variety of syntactic expressions of possessive relationships. 
The starting point of the discussion was the analysis of Dative Shift presented in Den Dikken 
(1992, 1995a), according to which the double object construction results from a structure more 
directly reflected by the prepositional dative construction via the application of Predicate 
Inversion to the dative PP. Updating my earlier account from a minimalist perspective, I 
argued that in the course of Dative Shift, the dative preposition incorporates into the Agr head 
of the dative small clause, and is carried along by Agr movement to F, which is necessary for 
minimalist locality reasons. Within the DP domain, the F head which receives the Agr 
complex is spelled out as of, the nominal copula, in examples like a man of many talents; in the 
clausal domain, F is realised as have, in transitory possessive constructions. More complex 
analyses are proposed for DP internal possessive constructions such as the many talents of the 
man (involving AgrP movement to SpecDP, parallel to what I argued in section 3 is going on in 
French quelqu'un de célèbre `someone (of) famous'), and for have constructions expressing 
permanent possession (which take the DP of the many talents of the man as the subject of a small 
clause headed by (abstract) there). The analyses of possessive constructions are all built on the 
structural template in (1), and all involve Predicate Inversion. 
 
 
5 Propositional small clause subjects in have and there constructions 
 
As we have seen in section 4, possessive have constructions of the types discussed there all 
involve, at their core, an analysis deriving them from an underlying structure of the type in (76) 
(repeated below as (101a)), with inversion of the dative predicate around its subject. And in 
section 4.9 I noted that for existential and presentational there constructions like There arrived a 
strange man last night, a similar analysis is plausible, along the lines of (98b) (modified as in 
(101b)). There is the predicate of a small clause; like the dative PP in possessive constructions it 
inverts with its subject in the course of the derivation. 
 
(101)a.  [FP Spec [F  F [AgrP DP [Agr  Agr [PP Pdat DP]]]]] (cf. (76)) 
  b.  [FP Spec [F  F [AgrP DP [Agr  Agr [PP there]]]]] (cf. (98b)) 
 
 The attractions of the structure in (101a) can perhaps most strongly be felt in the domain of 
so-called experiencer have constructions, illustrated in (102), for which (101a) furnishes an 
analysis in which the dative SC has a propositional subject ─ the verbal small clause headed by 
the embedded verb walk; cf. (103). The underlying structure in (103) is an accurate 
representation of the semantics of experiencer have constructions ─ `the event of a strange man 
walking into my office was (i.e. happened) to me'. 
 
(102)  I had a strange man walk into my office last night 
(103)  [FP Spec [F  F [AgrP [VP a strange man walk into my office] [Agr  Agr [PP to me]]]]]] 
 
 The parallel between have and there constructions now extends to the fact that the latter, too, 
feature propositional SC subjects, in sentences like (104), which we analyse as in (105). The 
structure in (105) gives rise to a paraphrase of the semantics of (104) like `the event of a strange 
man walking into my office was there (i.e. existed, happened, took place)'. 
 
(104)  there walked a strange man into my office last night 
(105)  [FP Spec [F  F [AgrP [VP a strange man walk into my office] [Agr  Agr [PP there]]]]]] 
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 In a there construction like (104), the functional head F outside AgrP in (105) is the 
landing-site of the inflected verb walked, which stops by at F on its way up into the matrix 
inflectional domain.52 In (102) the outside head is spelled out as have, which, as before, is the 
surface result of the dative preposition (which possesses a Case-feature) incorporating into F 
(cf. (80), above). 
 The structures in (103) and (105) are parallel in all relevant respects to the analysis assigned 
in Den Dikken (1992, 1995a: 3.15.3) to examples of the type in (106), which feature an adjectival 
small clause in the subject position of the dative small clause headed by to, as shown in (107). 
 
(106)a.  John seems fond of Mary to me 
  b.  the team seemed ready for the opponent to the coach 
(107)  [VP seem [AgrP [AP fond of Mary/ready for the opponent] [Agr  Agr [PP to me/the coach]]]] 
 
As Emonds (1992) has noted, extraction from the APs in (106) is impossible in the presence of 
the dative PP (while it is fine if the dative PP is absent): 
 
(108)a.  who does John seem fond of t (*to you)? 
  b.  what opponent did the team seem ready for t (*to the coach)? 
 
This can be made to follow from an analysis of (106) along the lines of (107) ─ with the dative 
PP present, (108a,b) involve illicit extraction from a left branch constituent: the AP is the 
predicate of the propositional subject of the dative small clause. 
 As noted, the analyses of (102) and (104) given in (103) and (105) run entirely parallel to that 
of the examples in (106), similarly involving a small clausal subject of a prepositional small 
clause. This now leads us to expect a similar left branch effect under extraction from the 
VP subjects in these structures. Interestingly, this expectation is borne out. As the examples in 
(109) and (110) show, experiencer have and there constructions resist extraction: 
 
(109)a.  John had someone shooting at one of his brothers 
  b. ??who did John have shooting at one of his brothers? 
  c. ??which of his brothers did John have someone shooting at? 
(110)a.  there was someone shooting at one of his brothers 
  b. ??who was there shooting at one of his brothers? 
  c. ??which of his brothers was there someone shooting at? 
 
Just like the sentences in (108) with the dative PP present, the deviant b  and c examples 
involve extraction out of a left branch constituent (the subject of the prepositional small clause), 
in violation of the subjacency condition.53 The conjecture that the b  and c examples in (109) 
                                                           
52 Recall from the structure in (99) that head movement from the head position of SpecAgrP to F is legitimate, as discussed in fn. 49. 

53 Though head/A movement from out of a left-branch constituent to a sufficiently local landing-site is legitimate (see fn. 49, and also Den 

Dikken 1992, 1995a: 1.2.4), A extraction of maximal projections from out of left-branch constituents is not allowed by subjacency, or whatever 

its minimalist incarnation may be. On this view the subjacency condition is specific to XP A movement, presumably to be recast as a property of 

operator variable relationships. (Note, incidentally, that (110b) does not involve a BT C violation given (105) ─ the extractee is the subject of the 

subject of there, hence is not coindexed with there.) 

 The reader will have noticed that (108a,b) with the dative PP present are worse than the b  and c examples in (109) (110). This is presumably 

relatable to the following difference between the two example sets. In (108) the predicate of the outer small clause stays in situ; in the experiencer 

have and there constructions, on the other hand, the outer small clause predicate moves (inverting with its subject). In Den Dikken (1992, 

1995a:Chapter 5) I note for French that extracting the outer small clause predicate lifts left branch effects; while for English no total lifting is 

attested, it does nonetheless seem to be the case that a slight improvement results from the application of Predicate Inversion to the prepositional 

small clause predicate in the structures in (103) and (105). 



Marcel den Dikken ─ Copulas 
 

  47

and (110) violate subjacency is vindicated by the fact that in multiple wh-questions like (111) 
the deviance of (109b,c) vanishes. 
 
(111)a.  who had who shooting at one of his brothers? 
  b.  who had someone shooting at which of his brothers? 
 
 Apart from the extraction facts in (109) (110), experiencer have and there constructions are 
similar in other respects as well. For one thing, the embedded subject of (102) and the 
postverbal subject in (104) generally cannot be definite. Though the definiteness effect is more 
strongly felt in there constructions (cf. (112b)), experiencer have constructions also degrade 
markedly in acceptability when the embedded subject is definite, as (112a) shows: 
 
(112)a. ??I had Bill walk into my office last night 
  b. *there walked Bill into my office last night 
 
Secondly, we find effects induced by adverbs and operator types on the extractability of the 
inner SC subject in both experiencer have and there constructions: 
 
(113)a. ??who did you have ask you for money? 
  b.  how many people did you have ask you for money (today)? 
(114)a. *who did there come asking you for money? 
  b.?/??how many people did there come asking you for money (today)? 
 
The effects in (113) (114) appear to be due primarily to semantic and pragmatic factors, related 
to the presupposed versus new information distinction and the type of variables left by the 
extracted elements (cf. Heim 1987). I will not discuss these in any detail in this paper; for a 
more extensive discussion, I refer the interested reader to Belvin & Den Dikken (1995). 
 There are clear parallels, then, between experiencer have constructions like (102) and 
expletive there constructions like (104). Examples of this type indicate that both dative PPs and 
there can take propositional subjects. In the foregoing discussion we confined our attention to 
verbal small clauses in the subject position of the dative/there small clause. But these are by no 
means the only category type for XP in the abstract structure in (115). 
 
(115)  [AgrP XP [Agr  Agr [PP dative/there]]] 
 
The tableau in (116) illustrates the typology of (transitory) have constructions (for some of these, 
cf. Cattell 1984). A highly parallel typology can be constructed for there constructions. This is 
given in (117). In both cases, X ranges over the categories N, V, P, A and I/C. 
 
(116)a.  I had an accident    X=N (non-propositional) 
  b.  I had a guy walk into my office  X=V (bare infinitive) 
  c.  I had a guy shooting at me   X=V (-ing) 
  d.  I had my girlfriend shot   X=V (past participle) 
  e.  I had a hat on (my head)   X=P 
  f.  I had a child sick    X=A 
  g.  ik heb nou nooit eens dat S   X=C (Dutch) 
    I have DPRT never once that S 
    `it never happens to me that S' 
 
(117)a.  there is a God    X=N (non-propositional) 
  b.  there walked a guy into my office  X=V (finite) 
  c.  there were several people shooting at me X=V (-ing) 



Marcel den Dikken ─ Copulas 
 

  48

  d.  there were several people shot  X=V (past participle) 
  e.  there were several people in the room X=P 
  f.  there were several people sick  X=A 
  g.  there's a gentleman wishes to see you X=I (British English) 
 
 The structure in (115) is thus widely instantiated in both construction types. It allows us to 
accommodate the spectrum of have constructions in a way that fits in neatly with the discussion 
of possessive have constructions in section 4, and which again avails itself of the overall recipe 
in (1) ─ inversion of the small clause predicate around its subject, contingent on movement of 
Agr to F, which gives rise to the surface occurrence of a copular element, have in (116) and be in 
(117). 
 In section 4.8 we have seen that the structure of (temporary) have constructions can be 
embedded in its entirety under a causative verb. One of the two structures that the present 
system makes available for double object constructions was thus seen to read as in (88), 
repeated here: 
 
(88)   VCAUS [FP [PP tj DPPoss]i [F  [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k] [AgrP DPSubj [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]]] 
 
There is no reason to expect, of course, that the subject position of the dative SC in (88) is 
restricted in category type to nominal constituents. We have just come across a range of cases in 
which the subject of PP in (115) is propositional; with (115) embedded under a matrix causative 
verb we should in principle expect the same variation to arise. Though I will not do an 
exhaustive survey of the possibilities here, I would like to focus on one particular instantiation 
of this expectation ─ the existence of verbal propositional subjects of the dative PP in (88): 
 
(118)  VCAUS [FP [PP tj DPExp]i [F  [F F+[Agr Agr+PØj]k] [AgrP [... VP ...] [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]]] 
 
It seems to me that (118) reflects the structure of causative have constructions. If this is correct, 
causative have constructions are simply experiencer have constructions with a causative `shell' 
added on top of them; the verb have, resulting from movement of the dative P to Agr and 
(along with Agr) to F, raises to the radically empty causative verb VCAUS, which is responsible 
for θ-role assignment to the external causer. 
 Concretely, then, an example like (119), which ─ like so many have+VP constructions ─ is 
ambiguous, out of context, between an experiencer reading and a causative reading,54 will have 
the structure in (115), with L=V, as its core. In the experiencer reading, there will be an FP added 
outside AgrP, and F will be spelled out as have as a result of incorporation of Agr+Pdat into it. 
Mary is base-generated as the internal argument of Pdat and ends up in subject position as a 
result of the Predicate Inversion operation applied to the dative PP, and John is the subject of 
the VP small clausal subject of PPdat (see (120a)). In the causative reading, analysed as in (120b), 
the FP in (120a) is dominated by a causative VP. Internal to FP there is Predicate Inversion of 
the dative PP, just as in (120a), but this time the dative preposition takes John as its 
complement, Mary being base-generated as the external argument of the abstract causative 
verb VCAUS. The subject of the verbal small clause subject of the dative PP in (120b) is null 
(PRO).55 

                                                           
54 On the causative reading, John is presumably an expert at plant-watering, to whom Mary gladly entrusts the task of watering her plants; on the 

experiencer reading, on the other hand, John is a lousy plant-waterer, and will presumably overwater Mary's plants. 

55 The subject of the verbal small clause subject of the dative small clause in (120b) must be null since it cannot be Cased ─ have is the only 

Case-marker around in the structure; it has only one Case-feature to discharge, and assigns it to John. See Déchaine, Hoekstra & Rooryck (1994:6) 

for a similar, Case-theoretic suggestion. 
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(119)  Mary had John water her plants 
(120)a.  [FP [PP tj Mary]i [F  [F have+[Agr Agr+PØj]k] [AgrP [VP John water her plants] [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]]] 
  b.  [VP Mary [V  [V VCAUS+[F have+[Agr Agr+PØj]k]F] [FP [PP tj John]i [F  tF [AgrP [VP PRO water her 

plants] [Agr  tk [PP ti]]]]] 
 
 The analysis of causative have constructions sketched here makes them incorporate the 
entire structure of experiencer have constructions. From this perspective it is not surprising, 
then, that the two have constructions have a great many properties in common (Ritter & Rosen 
1993), among which: 
 
(121)  Some properties shared by experiencer and causative have constructions 
  a.  no expletives allowed: 
   *John had it seem likely that S 
   *it had itself seem likely that S 
  b.  no auxiliary be allowed: 
    John had Bill (??be) arrested 
    Bill had himself (??be) arrested 
  c.  only stage level VPs embedded (temporal restrictedness) 
    John had his daughter run in the race 
   *John had his daughter like French cooking 
 
Properties (121a,b) are especially interesting. The deviance of the examples in (121a) follows 
straightforwardly from the fact that dummies are not suitable experiencers, and the 
ungrammaticality of the sentences in (121b) with be follows from the fact that there is no 
F head in the structures in (120) other than the one that is realised on the surface as have, so 
there simply is no place in the tree where be could possibly show up. 
 The high degree of empirical parallelism between causative and experiencer have 
constructions strongly suggests a structurally parallel account of the two constructions. The 
present approach accomplishes this; the one outlined in Déchaine, Hoekstra & Rooryck (1994) 
─ which shares with the present analysis the fact that it is a highly integrated approach to have 
constructions ─ does not (in any direct fashion). On their approach, causative have 
constructions are analysed essentially along the lines of (120b), featuring a dative PP taking a 
propositional subject; but experiencer have constructions have no dative PP in the structure. 
Apart from missing the parallels between the two types of have+VP constructions, then, the 
Déchaine, Hoekstra & Rooryck approach also fails to capture the similarities between 
experiencer have constructions and expletive there constructions with which I opened this 
section.56 
 A detailed discussion of the syntax of causative constructions clearly lies well beyond the 

                                                           
56 Déchaine, Hoekstra & Rooryck (1994) claim that no to type PP can be present in the structure of experiencer have constructions since these 

are non-dynamic. They do not discuss this claim in any detail; it seems to me that the fact that experiencer have constructions can be paraphrased 

with the dynamic predicate happen (`the event of John watering her plants happened to Mary' is an accurate rendering of the semantics of (119) on 

the happenstance reading) is an indication of the inaccuracy of the claim. Déchaine, Hoekstra & Rooryck (1994) also exploit the idea that causative 

have constructions feature a to type `dynamic' PP while experiencer have constructions do not to account for the fact that Dutch and French have 

no causative have constructions. I noted in fn. 42, however, that their suggestion raises expectations that are not fulfilled (i.e. it is not the case that, 

ceteris paribus, all languages that have a dynamic to type preposition feature causative have; in fact, English is presumably the only language that 

has it). On the present analysis, the fact that English has causative have while Dutch and French (among other languages) do not must be seen to 

be a consequence of a different property of the English lexicon ─ the fact that it, but not those of Dutch and French, includes a zero VCAUS: 

 

(i)    English has Ø VCAUS; Dutch and French (and many other languages) do not 
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bounds of this paper. But there is one thing that it is worth drawing attention to in the present 
context. As is well known, in many languages (including the Romance family) the embedded 
subject of a transitive causative construction surfaces with dative Case:57 
 
(122)  Jean a fait lire ce livre à Marie 
    Jean has made read this book toDAT Marie 
    `Jean made Marie read this book' 
 
With causative constructions analysed on the basis of the same structural template that yields 
possessive and experiencer have constructions, the Romance type facts hand us a piece of 
empirical vindication for one central premise on which the story outlined for experiencer have 
constructions is built: 
 
(123)  the small clause predicate in constructions of the types listed in (116) is a dative PP 
 
This premise is natural enough from the perspective of the overall paper; the structure of 
transitory possessive have constructions developed in section 4.6 readily fits all constructions in 
(116). And with the account of experiencer have constructions carried over into the causative 
domain, (122) supports it. We can even do better than this, for even more direct support for 
(123) is available. 
 French and eastern dialects of Dutch feature congeners of the English experiencer have 
construction in (116d,f), with a participial verb or adjective as the head of the small clause 
subject in (115). This is shown in (124a) and (125a) ((125a) is taken from Cornips 1990, a study 
of `possessive object constructions' in the variety of standard Dutch spoken in Heerlen, a town 
in the south-eastern province of Limburg). Interestingly, these examples alternate with 
be+dative constructions, as is illustrated by the b examples in (124) and (125):58 
 
(124)a.  il a eu deux doigts cassés 
    he has had two fingers broken 
  b.  il lui a été cassé deux doigts 
    it him(DAT) has been broken two fingers 
(125)a.  hij heeft de band lek (eastern Dutch) 
    he has the tyre punctured 
  b.  hem is de band lek 
    him(DAT) is the tyre punctured 
 
The b examples show unequivocally that the structure of have constructions of the a type, 
which are plausibly derived from the same structure that underlies the dative constructions, 
features a dative PP harbouring the experiencer argument. 
 The paradigm in (124) has a third member, the se construction in (126), which has the same 
`happenstance' interpretation as the examples in (124):59 

                                                           
57 In Den Dikken (1992, 1995a:Chapter 5) I capitalised on this fact to outline an analysis of transitive causative constructions that is in large 

measure similar to the one presented for causative have in this section. 

58 In (124b) I employ an impersonal il construction in order to ensure that the body part noun is c-commanded by its antecedent, the dative clitic; 

though this is not evident from (125b), presumably this example is a covert impersonal construction, too. The fact that deux doigts `two fingers' in 

(124b) follows rather than precedes the participle suggests that it can be Case-marked in situ in impersonal constructions. 

 Examples of the type in (125) are ungrammatical in standard Dutch, for reasons that I do not understand. 

59 Heerlen Dutch also has zich constructions (cf. e.g. (ia)); strikingly, however, these are semantically different from their French (and German) 

cognates in implying deliberate action on the part of the subject, which is why (125) has no zich counterpart (cf. (ib)) (cf. Cornips 1990 for 



Marcel den Dikken ─ Copulas 
 

  51

 
(126)  il s'est cassé deux doigts 
    he SE-is broken two fingers 
 
If this example derives from the general structure in (115) by cliticisation of the dative PP as a 
whole (as in (124b)), with no incorporation of the dative preposition into Agr and F, the fact 
that reflexive constructions of this type select être rather than avoir in the perfect tense can be 
accounted for on the assumption that auxiliary avoir (just like its other incarnations) is the 
surface result of incorporation of a Case-feature into F (cf. (80), above). In the next section I will 
sketch the outlines of an approach to auxiliary selection in compound tenses that incorporates 
this idea. 
 
 
6 Auxiliary be and have 
 
The verbs be and have (which should, in the light of the foregoing, not be considered true verbs 
but phonetic realisations of the F head) show up not just in copular, possessive and 
experiencer constructions. One other important function of these elements is their use as 
auxiliaries in periphrastic perfective and passive constructions. In this section I will take a look 
at this function of be and have. It will be seen that auxiliary be and have are analysable along 
exactly the same lines as their counterparts encountered earlier on. 
 The crucial key towards an account of periphrastic perfective and passive constructions, 
which both feature a participial verb, is a proper understanding of the placement of participial 
VPs. Consider the following examples from Dutch (where `1' marks the hierarchically highest 
verb in the structure): 
 
(127)a.  dat hij het zou1 kunnen2 willen3 hebben4 gedaan5 
    that he it would can want have done 
  b.  dat hij het gedaan5 zou1 kunnen2 willen3 hebben4 
    that he it done would can want have 
    `that he could want to have done it' 
 
Basing oneself on a strictly antisymmetric initial structure (Kayne 1994), deriving the relative 
order of the verbs in (127a) is entirely unproblematic: the five verbs simply stand in their 
underlying order and undergo no movement prior to SPELL OUT. It is the word order in (127b) 
that interests us. How does gedaan, the hierarchically lowest verb, manage to end up all the 
way to the left of the highest verb in the structure, zou? 
 To get to the extreme left of the verbal cluster, the participle could in principle get itself 
involved in three types of movement (cf. also Den Dikken & Hoekstra 1995): 
 
(128)a.  the participle head-moves to the left in one fell swoop, skipping the intermediate 

heads 
  b.  the participle head-moves to the left via all intermediate heads, left-adjoining to each 

higher head and excorporating from it under subsequent movement 
                                                                                                                                                                     
discussion). 

 

(i)  a.  Jan breekt zich het been 

    Jan breaks SELF the leg 

  b. *hij heeft zich de band lek 

    he has SELF the tyre punctured 
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  c.  the participle's projection XP moves leftwards 
 
Of these options, (128a) is problematic from the perspective of Travis' (1984) Head Movement 
Constraint (even if this condition is relativised along the lines of Den Dikken & Hoekstra 1995), 
and excorporation of the type in (128b), while compatible with Kayne's (1994:17) theoretical 
restriction on excorporating head movement, leaves unaccounted for why it is only participles 
that could purportedly undergo this type of long-distance head movement: 
 
(129)a.  dat hij het zou1 kunnen2 willen3 gaan4 doen5 
    that he it would can want go do 
  b. *dat hij het doen5 zou1 kunnen2 willen3 gaan4 
    that he it do would can want go 
    `that he would want to go do it' 
 
We are left, then, with option (128c) ─ the participle's projection undergoes XP movement to a 
position to the left of the verbal cluster. This conclusion is solidly supported; cf. Zwart (1994, 
1995) and Den Dikken & Hoekstra (1995) for recent discussion. 
 More specifically, Den Dikken & Hoekstra (1995) argue that the position targeted by 
movement of the participial VP is the specifier position of the functional projection that is the 
locus of the checking of the participial feature. This functional projection is arguably of an 
aspectual type. It is plausible that the FP in question is a cognate of the FP with which we have 
been working in the previous sections of this paper. 
 This being said, we are now sufficiently equipped to attempt an analysis of periphrastic 
participial constructions. I propose a structure of the following type for transitive perfective 
constructions: 
 
(130)  [FP Spec [F  F [AgrOP Spec [AgrO  AgrO [VP DPSubj [V  Vptc DPObj]]]]]] 
 
This structure is analogous to that employed in the account of Predicate Inversion 
constructions above; the only difference between (130) and our earlier structures is that the 
predicate in perfective constructions is verbal rather than nominal, adjectival or prepositional. 
(130) thus supplements the inventory of FP AgrP LP structures with the link that had been 
missing so far ─ the one featuring V as the value for `L' in (1). 
 As said, the derivation of a periphrastic participial construction involves movement to 
SpecFP of the participle's projection (either overtly or after SPELL OUT). Specifically, what will 
happen to (130) in languages like English and Dutch is the following. The object will move to 
SpecAgrOP and the remnant VP containing the object's trace will raise to SpecFP, across 
SpecAgrOP, as in (131):60 
 
(131)  [FP [VP DPSubj [V  Vptcj DPObj/i]]x [F  [F F+[AgrO AgrO+Vptcj]k ─ 
          │[AgrOP DPObj/i [AgrO  AgrOk [VP DPSubj [V  Vptcj DPObj/i]]x]]]] 
                  └──────────┘ 

                                                           
60 This does not necessarily imply that object movement to SpecAgrOP obtains prior to VP movement to SpecFP; if the object procrastinates its 

movement until after VP has been raised to SpecFP, a grammatical derivation will still result, given that there is a full copy (included in the 

structures to follow) of the raised VP present in the base position of VP even after VP raising to SpecFP (cf. Chomsky 1993). 

 I will be abstracting away from matters of word order in this exploratory discussion of auxiliary verb constructions in compound tenses. Given 

a copying approach the object and the participle could in principle be spelled out in different positions (cf. Kayne 1994:96 for a constraint on the 

spelling out of copies: `a given chain link ck can license PF deletion of another link cl of the same chain only if cl does not c-command ck'); 

languages presumably differ parametrically with respect to the locus of copy spell-out, but at this point I have not thought this issue through in 

sufficient detail to be able to confidently claim anything in this department. 
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As before, this non-local VP raising to SpecFP is contingent on domain-extending head 
movement of AgrO to F.61 AgrO itself serves as the host for the participle, which must raise to 
AgrO to supply this functional head with the Case-feature to be checked against the object in 
SpecAgrOP. Raising of AgrO to F in (131) is thus parallel to raising of Agr to F in have 
constructions in that the Agr node that adjoins to F is equipped with a Case-feature. Just as the 
addition of a Case-feature to stative F in possessive constructions caused F to be phonetically 
realised as have, so does AgrO raising to F in (131). The auxiliary of the perfect in transitive 
perfective constructions derived along the lines of (131) will thus be have: 
 
(132)  F in (131) is realised as have (cf. (80)) 
 
 This is accurate for English, Dutch and many other languages. But not all languages are like 
Dutch and English in selecting have in transitive perfectives. As Kayne (1993) notes, several 
Italian dialects often take be in these constructions. The languages of the Balkans even 
systematically feature be selection in transitive perfectives, as (133) (adapted from Boškovi  
1994) shows: 
 
(133)  Jovan je istukao Petra (Serbo-Croatian) 
    Jovan is beaten Petar 
    `Jovan has beaten Petar' 
 
In earlier work (cf. Den Dikken 1994b) I conjectured that an important property of languages 
that take be in transitive perfectives is that they allow their participles to undergo what is 
generally known by the name of Long Head Movement (LHM; cf. Rivero 1991 and much 
related work): 
 
(134)  languages selecting be in transitive perfectives are Long Head Movement languages 

(conjecture) 
 
Let us take the property of allowing participial LHM to mean, in structural terms, that the 
AgrO head receiving the participle may raise into the matrix functional domain. If this is 
correct, LHM type languages will allow for a different derivation of a transitive perfective built 
on (130). They allow the entire AgrOP to raise to SpecFP, as depicted in (135): 
 
(135)  [FP [AgrOP DPObj/i [AgrO  [AgrO AgrO+Vptcj] [VP DPSubj [V  Vptcj DPObj/i]]]]x  
          │[F  [F F [AgrOP DPObj/i [AgrO  [AgrO AgrO+Vptcj] [VP DPSubj [V  Vptcj DPObj/i]]]]x]] 
                  └────┘ 
 
For languages in which the AgrO head hosting the participle cannot raise into the root 
functional domain, (135) will not guarantee a converging derivation ─ movement of DPSubj to 
SpecIP across the landing-site of the object (SpecAgrOP) will violate the `shortest movement' 
condition. In languages in which long participle movement is legitimate, on the other hand, 
(135) will converge with AgrO raising to Infl, rendering subject movement possible. 
 In languages that allow for long participle movement, then, a derivation of the type in (135), 
featuring AgrOP movement to SpecFP rather than VP raising, will converge. And in these 
very languages the auxiliary of the perfect in transitive perfectives is be. Be-selection follows 
straightforwardly from (135). Since AgrOP movement to SpecFP is strictly local, no 
                                                           
61 The subject will raise out of its VP internal base position to SpecIP, which finds itself outside FP, without any problems ─ it does not cross any 

intervening potential landing-site in the process. 
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intervening potential landing-sites being crossed, there is no head movement to F, let alone 
raising to F of a head that possesses a Case-feature. F will hence never be spelled out as have in 
(135); two possibilities remain: (i) F is entirely empty, or (ii) F is phonetically realised as be. 
Independent properties of the languages in question concerning the surface realisation of be 
will regulate the choice between the two. 
 The analysis of participial constructions in terms of XP movement of the participle's 
projection to SpecFP outlined here also predicts that passives and ergatives select be, on the 
plausible assumption that passive and ergative constructions lack an AgrOP since no objective 
Case-feature is discharged: 
 
(136)a.  [FP Spec [F  F [VP (pro/PRO) Vptc DPObj]]] (passive/ergative) 
  b.  [FP [VP (pro/PRO) Vptc DPObj]x [F  F [VP (pro/PRO) Vptc DPObj]x]] 
                               └───────────────┘ 
 
With AgrOP absent, VP raising to SpecFP is entirely local; no head movement of a 
Case-feature bearing head to F obtains, and F will not be realised as have.62 
 Though the account of auxiliary selection is clearly embryonic in many respects, this sketch 
should suffice to show that an analysis of periphrastic participial constructions along the 
general lines of this paper is readily available and looks promising. That we should attempt an 
integrated approach to the various uses of have, and that such an account should be built on the 
same kinds of structures that are employed in the analysis of DPs featuring the `nominal 
copula' of, is suggested by the tendency for contracted auxiliary have to be misspelled as of:63 
 
(137)  spelling: could/should/etc. of instead of could/should/etc. have 
 
The sketch presented here accomplishes this integration. It yields the outlines of an account of 
auxiliary selection, being particularly accurate in the domain of transitive perfective 
constructions, whose analysis is most directly parallel to that of the examples of Predicate 
Inversion discussed earlier on (including DP internal Predicate Inversions with of). And it 
further underpins our earlier conclusion that `F', the functional head serving as the recipient of 
the moved Agr head in Predicate Inversion constructions, is an aspectual head ─ expressing 
not just lexical aspect (Aktionsart; see (13)) but also, as in the present case, grammatical aspect, i.c. 
perfectivity. Ultimately, then, the present approach may structurally unify lexical and 
grammatical aspect, `F' being the locus of both.64 
                                                           
62 It is well known that the classic claim that, in auxiliary selecting languages, be is selected for all ergatives is too strong; provisions for 

languages like Spanish and Portuguese (which feature have selection in ergatives) will also have to be made. I will leave the discussion of auxiliary 

selection at this rather shallow level, however, sketching the overall picture and leaving the filling in of further details for future research. 

63 Thanks to Andrew Spencer for drawing my attention to this fact. 

64 A possible alternative to the approach to auxiliary verb constructions taken here would assume that participial VPs are base-generated as 

specifiers of dative PPs; the `subject' of the participial VP would be the complement of the dative P on such an approach. Inversion of the dative 

PP harbouring the subject around the VP will then ensure selection of have in transitive perfectives with a non-oblique subject, much as in 

possessive have constructions of the transitory type (cf. section 4.6). The viability of an account along these lines (cf. also Hoekstra 1994 for an 

analysis according to which the ̀ external argument' is always harboured by a predicative PP) is suggested by the fact that in Classical Armenian the 

subject of a transitive past participle bears oblique (dative/genitive) Case, the same case in fact that the possessor in Classical Armenian possessive 

constructions bears (cf. Benveniste 1966). It may well be that the two types of approach are both attested; unlike Guéron (1995), then, I do not make 

the claim that there can be `no true auxiliary + past participle structures with dative subject' (a claim which follows from Guéron's analysis of have 

constructions, in conjunction with the fact that `participial VPs do not denote a spatial extension but rather a resulting situation'). Further research 

is necessary to determine which languages employ which structures; for the languages discussed in the above, it seems to me that the text account 

is the most accurate. 
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7 Conclusions 
 
One central idea stands out as the overarching theme of this paper ─ the idea that movement of 
a predicate across its subject is possible only if a sufficiently large minimal domain is created 
such that the position of the subject and the first available landing-site of the inverted predicate 
are both contained in it. The creation of such a minimal domain requires head movement, often 
(but not always) affecting an Agr head, to the functional head position `F' in (1). 
 The question of whether F gets a surface realisation, and if so, what it looks like, is 
determined by general structural factors (for instance, the need to check a V feature of T; 
whether something incorporates into F; the nature of the functional system dominating FP) 
and by the nature of the F involved. Stative F in the clausal domain is spelled out as be, the 
`clausal copula', or, if there is incorporation of a Case-feature into it (cf. (80), above), as have, the 
`Case-marking copula'; in the nominal domain F is spelled out as of, the `nominal copula'. The 
analyses expounded here have thus led us to isolate three copular elements, none of which has 
primitive lexical status ─ be, have and of are all three spell-outs of our functional head F, the 
difference or choice between them being determined by the feature content of F and the funct-
ional structure (nominal or clausal) dominating FP. 
 It is not unlikely that be, one of the canonical instantiations of F, should be identified as a 
se morpheme, in the sense of Postma (1993).65 This ties in in an interesting fashion with my 
claim that F in the structure in (1) should be identified as an aspectual head. For it is worth 
noting that if be and se are identical, and if be (as argued here) is one of the surface spell-outs of 
an aspectual head F, we can begin to understand the fact that se, alongside reflexive and medial 
functions, can have an aspectual function in Romance, as noted for Spanish in Bonneau, 
Bruhn-Garavito & Libert (1994): 
 
(138)a.  María comió una fruta (Spanish) 
    Maria ate a fruit 
    `Maria ate a fruit' 
  b.  María se comió una fruta 
    Maria SE ate a fruit 
    `Maria ate up a fruit' 
 
Hulk & Cornips (1994) have made similar observations for Heerlen Dutch, where aspectual 
zich constructions are very productive (cf. (139); in Standard Dutch, (139b) is altogether 
unacceptable). 
 
(139)a.  Jan eet een appel (Heerlen Dutch) 
    Jan eats an apple 
    `Jan is eating an apple' 
  b.  Jan eet zich een appel 
    Jan eats SELF an apple 
    `Jan is eating up an apple' 
 
With be identified with se and with be/se being an instantiation of F, the aspectual use of the 
se morpheme further underpins the view that F in (1) is an aspectual head. 
 The overall objective of this paper has been to highlight the pervasiveness of the general 
                                                           
65 Déchaine, Hoekstra & Rooryck (1994) exploit this idea to accommodate the partitive nature of many have constructions ─ se qua operator 

must bind a variable internal to its complement. 
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recipe in (1), and to use (1) as a heuristic for the identification of copular elements and Predicate 
Inversion constructions. We have seen (1) at work in the nominal and clausal domains, with all 
conceivable vallues for the lexical head `L'. The table below sums it all up:66 
 
(140)  Survey of the instantiations of (1) 

VALUE OF `L' NOMINAL DOMAIN CLAUSAL DOMAIN 

L=A the best of friends 
un drôle de type 
quelqu'un de célèbre 

most embarrassing would have been 
losing the Cup Final to a 
second-division team 

L=N a hell of a problem the best candidate is John 

L=P a man of many talents 
the many talents of this man 

John has many talents 
John had a hat on 
John had many relatives killed 
there were many people killed 

L=V ─ John has kissed Mary 

 TABLE 5 
 
 Throughout the paper the degree of detail of the analyses of the specific constructions 
addressed has on the whole been kept fairly modest, in order to keep track of the central line of 
argument. The occasional forays into detail and technicalities have had two purposes. In the 
discussion of N of a N constructions I took some trouble analysing the gender facts of the Dutch 
examples in order to enhance the diagnostic power of the system, introduce the movement 
operations involved (especially AgrP movement to SpecDP) and thereby set the stage for the 
discussions of other constructions to follow. In the section on possessive constructions I 
occasionally ventured off into detail to show that the overall approach taken here makes some 
very interesting, subtle and accurate predictions in a domain which is fraught with problems 
and questions ─ the syntax of have and double object constructions. 
 Some of the sections of this paper are mainly exploratory in nature, showing how the 
general analysis based on (1) allows us to approach related problem areas. This is particularly 
true for the section on auxiliary selection (section 6). Such exploratory sections should be 
evaluated against the background of the overall approach to Predicate Inversion and copular 
elements propounded in this paper. Determining their viability awaits further research. 
 

                                                           
66 There is no candidate for L=V in the nominal domain, for independent reasons ─ V wants a temporal functional structure on top of its 

projection. (Nominalisations presumably do not involve a VP directly embedded under D, contra Abney 1987; it is likely that nominalisations 

feature substantially more internal structure between D and V than is often assumed.) 
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