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5 Object Drop, Sentential Position, Finiteness  
and Perfectivity 

 
 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter seeks answers to the questions laid out in §3.4. The predictions 
of each hypothesis are evaluated against child data. The questions posed 
earlier are restated below: 
 
Q1: Does object drop occur at rates similar to subject drop in child  

Dutch? 
Q2: Does object drop occur at similar rates in obligatorily and  

optionally transitive verbs? 
Q3: Does object drop occur more frequently from sentence-initial  

position than other sentential positions? 
Q5: Do object drop and finiteness bear any relation to one  

another? 
Q6: Does object drop occur more frequently in non-perfective clauses? 
 
 The data are discussed from two perspectives. First, we look at the 
group data. The raw number of tokens for individual children is often too 
small to make satisfactory conclusions in many cases. A larger set of tokens, 
especially when looking at the various MLU Levels, is useful. Second, each 
child is looked at individually in order to determine the extent to which 
certain factors play a role in object drop in their speech. We can then 
determine which factors, if any, appear to be consistent with the group data, 
as well as across most or all of the children.  

In the following sections, data are presented on the distribution of 
object drop with respect to three main factors (Q3-Q6). First, the position of 
object drop -- is it primarily sentence-initial or postverbal? De Haan and 
Tuijnman (1988) argue that object drop is primarily sentence-initial (§3.3.3). 
The second factor investigated is the occurrence of object drop with 
finiteness. According to the topic drop hypothesis, object drop occurs more 
often with finite verbs, while Krämer’s perfectivity proposal (1995) predicts 
high object drop rates with nonfinite verb forms (§3.3.5). Third, we look at 
the rate of object drop in perfective and non-perfective clauses. Krämer 
(1995) predicts that perfectivity plays a role (§3.3.5): only perfective 
utterances require objects. Those utterances representing events which are 
not located in time or space will undergo object drop because they lack the 
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AspPem projection, so more object drop should occur in the non-perfective 
clauses.  

The first part of this chapter looks at the rates of subject and object 
drop in the data overall (§5.2). The rates of optional drop are also provided 
(§5.3). This provides a context with regard to obligatory object drop and 
other missing arguments. The specific research questions are then addressed 
individually in §5.4 – 5.7: the position of object drop (§5.4), the rates of 
object drop in finite and infinitival clauses (§5.5), and the relationship 
between object drop and perfectivity (§5.6).   

 
5.2 Subject Drop and Object Drop in Child Dutch 

As discussed in §3.2.6, null arguments are characteristic of child language. 
However, subject drop has received the most attention in the literature (Bol 
1996, Krämer 1995 for Dutch, and many others for crosslinguistic data). The 
reason given for this is that subject drop exists at high rates in many 
languages. Frequently, subject drop is documented as occurring at many 
times the rate of object drop (Hyams & Wexler 1993). We saw in Chapter 2 
that adult speakers tend to drop objects more often than subjects (§2.2.4), so 
we want to determine if children mirror their input in this respect. This 
section addresses the first research question (Q1) which is whether or not 
object drop occurs at rates comparable to subject drop.  

The data illustrate that while subject drop (1-2) is more frequent in the 
Dutch data, the rates of object drop (3-4) are certainly higher than 10%, and 
cannot simply be attributed to performance errors (§3.2.6).  

 
(1) Arnold zingt   SUBJECT PRESENT 
 Arnold sings 
 Diederik 2;03.02 (3.52) 

(2) is weg    SUBJECT DROP 
 is away 
 Joost 1;10.24 (2.00) 

(3) jas      aandoen   OBJECT PRESENT 
 jacket on-do-INF 
 Gijs 2;02.18 (3.91) 

(4) Arnold niet hebben  OBJECT DROP 
 Arnold not have-INF 
 Maria 2;06.22 (4.20) 
 
Subjects are initially missing at rates as high as 92%. There is a sharp 
decrease until MLU Level V where the subject drop stabilizes at around 
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24%-27% (for a breakdown of MLU Levels, refer to Table 4.7).1 By MLU 
Level VIII, subject drop occurs in only 13% of potential utterances. The 
obligatory object drop rate in the earliest transcripts is 79% and subsequently 
decreases for MLU Levels II-IV (Table 5.1). Although the rates are not quite 
as high as subject drop, with the exception of MLU Levels V and VI, they 
are higher than what can be attributed to mere performance errors. These 
facts are consistent across children. 
  
Table 5.1 Average Rates of Subject and Obligatory Object Drop in All  
 Utterances in Young Dutch Children (n=6) by MLU Level 

Subject Drop Obligatory Object Drop  
MLU Level 

 
 

Raw 
Numbers 

% of 
Subjects 
Missing 

Raw 
Numbers 

% of 
Objects 
Missing 

I 55/60 92%2 15/19 79% 
II 99/161 61% 32/54 59% 
III 350/711 49% 95/266 36% 
IV 499/1421 35% 151/586 26% 
V 251/945 27% 146/438 33% 
VI 96/362 27% 62/228 27% 
VII 350/1464 24% 123/648 19% 
VIII 48/365 13% 9/110 8% 
Total 1748/5489 32% 633/2349 27% 

 

                                                 
1The counts for subject and obligatory object drop for each child are provided in Appendix 4. 
2In cases where the total number of tokens was less than 10, percentages were not calculated 
(n.c.). 
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Figure 5.1 Average Rates of Subject and Obligatory Object Drop in All  
 Utterances in Young Dutch Children (n=6) by MLU Level  
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As the data in Table 5.1 show and Figure 5.1 illustrates, object drop and 
subject drop occur at high rates in child Dutch. These data indicate that 
children do not simply mirror their input. Object drop cannot be dismissed as 
a minor phenomenon in child Dutch.  
 
5.3 Object Drop in Optionally and Obligatorily Transitive  

Verbs 

The second research question (Q2) deals with the distribution of object drop 
in constructions with optionally and obligatorily transitive verbs. One 
possible explanation for the occurrence of object drop with obligatorily 
transitive verbs is that children initially treat them as optionally transitive 
verbs. If this is the case, we expect that rates of object drop with optionally 
and obligatorily transitive verbs will be similar. Earlier studies have 
indicated that this is not the case (§3.2.6).  

Initially, in the first two MLU Levels, obligatory object drop occurs 
more frequently than optional object drop (Table 5.2).3 At subsequent MLU 
Levels, this pattern is reversed. Appendix 5 lists the numbers for obligatory 
and optional object drop for each child. Examples for each type of token are 
presented in (5-8). 

 

                                                 
3‘Stat. Sig.’ in the tables refers to statistical significance. The asterisks indicate the 
statistically significant differences: * = p < 0.05, ** = p < 0.01, *** = p < 0.001. 
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(5) friet eten   OPTIONALLY TRANSITIVE 
 fries eat-INF   WITH OBJECT 
 Gijs 2;02.18 (3.91) 

(6) madam ook lezen   OPTIONALLY TRANSITIVE  
 madam also read-INF  WITHOUT OBJECT 
 Arnold 2;04.14 (3.53) 

(7) Katelijne brug    maken  OBLIGATORILY TRANSITIVE  
 Katelijne bridge make-INF  WITH OBJECT 
 Katelijne 2;07.19 (5.57) 

(8) Maria gaat terug maken  OBLIGATORILY TRANSITIVE  
Maria goes back make-INF WITHOUT OBJECT 
Maria 2;09.19 (6.09) 
 

Table 5.2 Average Rate of Obligatory and Optional Object Drop in All  
 Utterances in Young Dutch Children (n=6) by MLU Level 

Optionally Transitive Obligatorily Transitive MLU 
Level Raw 

Numbers 
% of 

Missing 
Objects 

Raw 
Numbers 

% of 
Missing 
Objects 

 
Stat. 
Sig. 

I 1/7 n.c. 15/19 79%  
II 10/23 43% 32/54 59% ***4 
III 49/116 42% 95/266 36%  
IV 138/222 62% 151/588 26% *** 5 
V 58/93 62% 146/438 33% *** 6 
VI 7/26 27% 62/228 27%  
VII 55/123 45% 123/648 19%  
VIII 12/20 60% 9/110 8% *** 7 
Total 330/630 52% 633/2349 27%  

 
 
At four MLU Levels, the difference between object drop in optionally and 
obligatorily transitive verbs is statistically significant. The difference in 
object drop between obligatorily and optionally transitive verbs at MLU 
Level II is statistically significant. A shift comes after MLU Level III; MLU 
Levels IV, V and VIII show highly statistically significant differences 

                                                 
4MLU II: χ2 = 18.143, df =1, two-tailed p < 0.001 
5MLU IV: χ2 = 93.462, df = 1, two-tailed p< 0.001  
6MLU V: χ2 = 27.330, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.001 
7MLU VIII: χ2 = 33.549, df = 1, two tailed p < 0.001 
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between optionally and obligatorily transitive object drop. The trends are 
consistent across most of the children, during all stages of development.8 
 
Figure 5.2  Average Rate of Obligatory and Optional Object Drop in All 
 Utterances in Young Dutch Children (n=6) by MLU Level  
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This distinction indicates that children are not treating all transitive verbs 
identically. In other words, the obligatorily transitive verbs are not being 
treated as though they were optionally transitive verbs. The children seem to 
recognize the grammatical differences between types of transitive verbs and 
treat them distinctly. We look only at the obligatorily transitive verbs in our 
study (§4.4.2).  
 

5.4 Sentence-Initial Object Drop 

The third research question (Q3) asks whether object drop occurs more 
frequently from sentence-initial position. De Haan and Tuijnman (1988) 
argue that children have adult-like topic drop structures from the earliest 
stages of development. Children misapply the pragmatic licensing condition 
on object drop, but once they have learned it correctly, object drop occurs 
sentence-initially at rates similar to adult object drop (from SpecCP). As we 
saw in §2.2.4, topicalized objects are omitted at a rate of approximately 15% 
in adult Dutch. The prediction for the child data is that object drop in 
sentence-initial position will appear at higher rates than that for adult Dutch 
speakers (i.e. > 15%), and then will gradually decrease as children learn the 
appropriate pragmatic constraints.  

                                                 
8See Appendix 5. 
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We look at the rates of object drop from sentence-initial position 
compared to the rate of object drop from non-sentence-initial position, as 
well as the number of overt objects appearing in sentence-initial position. 
The data for individual children is presented first, followed by the group 
data. We also look at the data across MLU Levels to determine if any 
developmental patterns emerge.9  
 

5.4.1 Group Results 

Most objects in child Dutch are not dropped from sentence-initial position 
(Table 5.3). Object drop does not appear to be associated with a particular 
position in the clause. No sentence-initial object drop tokens, as defined in 
§4.4.3, appear until MLU Level V (Table 5.4).  
 
Table 5.3 Average Rate of Object Drop in All Utterances in Young  
 Dutch Children (n=6) by Sentence Position  

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Sentence-Initial 29 25 4 14% 
Lower 2262 1691 571 25% 

Ambiguous 58 n/a 58  
Total 2349 1716 633  

 
The difference between the dropping objects from sentence-initial or non-
sentence initial position in all utterances is not statistically significant. 

Sentence-initial object drop makes up a small proportion of the object 
drop clauses in the data. Less than 1% of all cases of object drop occur from 
sentence-initial position (Table 5.4). This holds throughout all MLU Levels 
under discussion here.  

 

                                                 
9Counts for transcripts with sentence-initial objects are provided in Appendix 6. 
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Table 5.4 Average Rate of Object Drop from Sentence-Initial Position as 
 a Proportion of All Object Drop in Young Dutch Children  
 (n=6) by MLU Level  

Rate of Object Drop from Sentence-Initial Position 
out of All Null Objects 

MLU 
Level 

Raw Numbers % of Null Objects in Sentence-
Initial Position 

I 0/15 0% 
II 0/64 0% 
III 0/90 0% 
IV 0/139 0% 
V 1/158 < 1% 
VI 0/208 0% 
VII 3/641 < 1% 
VIII 0/117 0% 
Total 4/633 < 1% 

 

The number of objects in sentence-initial position is low. This remains 
constant across MLU Levels. After looking at the data from the group 
perspective, it is clear that object drop bears no relationship to sentence-
initial position.  
 
5.4.2 Individual Results 

ARNOLD 

Arnold never drops objects from sentence-initial position (Table 5.5).  
 
Table 5.5 Rate of Object Drop by Sentence Position for Arnold 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Sentence-Initial 4 4 0 n.c. 
Lower 426 330 96 23% 

Ambiguous 4 n/a 4  
Total 434 334 100  

 

The rate of object topicalization is also very low, only four examples appear 
in his data (9).  
 
(9) dat  kan Arnold wel opendoen  SENTENCE-INITIAL  
 that can Arnold PRT open-do-INF  OBJECT 
 Arnold 2;08.01 (4.89) 
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His first object topicalization does not appear until he reaches MLU 4.89.10 
Object drop does not consistently occur in sentence-initial position in 
Arnold’s language. 
 

DIEDERIK 

Sentence-initial object drop never occurs in Diederik’s speech.11  
Table 5.6 Rate of Object Drop by Sentence Position for Diederik 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Sentence-Initial 4 4 0 n.c. 
Lower 395 282 113 29% 

Ambiguous 2 n/a 2  
Total 401 286 115  

 

Four clauses show a topicalized object structure, all appear after MLU Level 
4.86 (10) (Table 5.6).12  
 
(10) dat  moet Diederik opzetten  SENTENCE-INITIAL  
 that must Diederik on-put-INF  OBJECT 
 Diederik 2;10.28 (5.44) 
 
Clearly, Diederik’s language does not license object drop from sentence-
initial position. 
 

GIJS 

Gijs exhibits low rates of sentence-initial object drop (Table 5.7). In one 
transcript, he has two examples of null objects in sentence-initial position.13  
 

                                                 
10 See Tables A6.1-A6.3. 
11Recall from §4.4.3 that the ambiguous utterances are those lacking a direct object and 
subject. Therefore, we include the ambiguous utterances here under [-object] column. 
12See Tables A6.4-A6.5.   
13 See Table A6.6. 
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Table 5.7 Rate of Object Drop by Sentence Position for Gijs  

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Sentence-Initial 5 3 2 n.c. 
Lower 358 280 78 28% 

Ambiguous 15 n/a 15  
Total 378 283 95  

 

The rate of object topicalization is modest; Gijs begins producing these 
structures at MLU 2.73 (11).14  
 
(11) dat  heeft Tante Lieve  ook SENTENCE-INITIAL OBJECT 
 that has   Aunt   Lieve also 
 Gijs 2;07.19 (6.50) 
 
The two sentence-initial object drop clauses are provided in (12-13): 
 
(12) heeft Mevrouw De Wachter gemaakt SENTENCE-INITIAL  
 has    Mrs.        De Wachter made OBJECT DROP 

Gijs 2;06.23 (5.51) 

(13) heeft de  auto gedaan SENTENCE-INITIAL  
has    the car   done OBJECT DROP 

 Gijs 2;06.23 (5.51) 
 
There is no significant relationship between object drop and sentence-initial 
position when a chi square test is applied. This may be due to the small 
numbers. 
 

                                                 
14See Tables A6.7-A6.8. 
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JOOST 

Joost does not exhibit high rates of null objects in sentence-initial position 
(Table 5.8). Only one of his object drop tokens matches the criteria for topic 
drop.15 
 
Table 5.8 Rate of Object Drop by Sentence Position for Joost 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Sentence-Initial 6 5 1 n.c. 
Lower 214 180 34 15% 

Ambiguous 23 n/a 23  
Total 243 185 58  

 

Joost produces six topicalized object tokens (14).16 
 
(14) toren   mag nie kapot doen    nee  SENTENCE-INITIAL  
 towers may not break do-INF no  OBJECT 
 Joost 2;05.24 (3.83) 
 
The example in (15) is the only case of sentence-initial object drop in his 
data: 
 
(15) doe  Joost kapot.    SENTENCE-INITIAL  
 does Joost break    OBJECT DROP 
 Joost 2;08.19 (4.65) 
 
No relationship seems to exist between object drop and sentence-initial 
position.  
 
KATELIJNE 

Katelijne produces no examples of objects dropped from sentence-initial 
position (Table 5.9). All object drop is from a position lower in the clause.  
 

                                                 
15See Table A6.11. 
16See Table A6.9-A6.10, Table 6.12. 
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Table 5.9 Rate of Object Drop by Sentence Position for Katelijne 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Sentence-Initial 7 7 0 n.c. 
Lower 425 322 103 24% 

Ambiguous 11 n/a 11  
Total 443 329 114  

 
She also produces few instances of object topicalization – only seven – in 
her data (16). 
 
(16) dat heeft Moeke meegebracht  SENTENCE-INITIAL OBJECT 
 that has  Moeke  with-bring-PAST   
 Katelijne 2;06.23 (5.45) 
 
The topicalization structure is more frequently used from MLU 5.45.17  
 
MARIA 

One example of sentence-initial object drop appears in Maria’s data, making 
up less than 1% of the total object drop (Tables 5.10).18 Object 
topicalizations are relatively rare in Maria’s data.19 Topicalized objects begin 
to appear at MLU 6.09 (17). 
 
(17) dat kan ik ook maken   SENTENCE-INITIAL OBJECT 
 that can I  also make-INF 
 Maria 2;10.28 (5.63) 
 
Table 5.10 Rate of Object Drop by Sentence Position for Maria 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Sentence-Initial 3 2 1 n.c. 
Lower 444 297 147 33% 

Ambiguous 3 n/a 3  
Total 450 299 151  

                                                 
17See Tables A6.13-A6.15. 
18See Table A6.16. 
19See Table A6.16.  
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The single example of sentence-initial object drop is provided in (18): 
(18) heeft madam gemaakt   SENTENCE-INITIAL  
 has   madam  made   OBJECT DROP 
 Maria 2;10.28 (6.09) 
 
As with the preceding five children, due to the small numbers, no significant 
relationship exists between object drop and the position of the object. 
 

5.4.3 Summary and Conclusions 

Applying these data to the topic drop hypothesis, we see that children 
acquiring Dutch are not likely to be using adult-like topic drop. The first part 
of the prediction was that the majority of dropped objects would be 
sentence-initial (§3.3.3). Virtually no objects are dropped from sentence-
initial position. In the individual data and group data, no statistically 
significant difference exists between object drop in sentence-initial position 
and object drop elsewhere in the clause (Tables 5.3-5.10). Sentence-initial 
object drop makes up only a small percentage of the total number of object 
drop cases we see in the child data because of the small number of objects 
appearing sentence-initially. The small numbers of objects appearing 
sentence-initially makes it difficult to ascertain whether the difference 
between sentence-initial and sentence-internal object drop is actually 
statistically significant. A larger sample size may provide a different picture. 
 The second part of the prediction was that the rate of dropped 
sentence-initial objects would be higher than the rates observed in adult 
speakers because children have yet to master the pragmatic constraints on 
topic drop. Proportionally, we would predict that the number of sentence-
initial objects dropped would be higher than 15%. However, the group data 
clearly illustrate that a small percentage of topicalized objects are dropped, 
at around 14% (Table 5.5). The topic drop hypothesis is not consistent with 
the data in this study.  
 

5.5 Object Drop and Finiteness 

The fifth research question (Q5) asks if object drop is related to finiteness. 
According to the topic drop hypothesis, object drop is predicted to occur in 
finite clauses or V2 clauses which allow topicalization (and hence, topic 
drop). The perfectivity hypothesis, on the other hand, predicts that object 
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drop is more frequent in infinitival clauses. Data from each child is 
presented, followed by a summary of the group data.20  
 

5.5.1 Group Results 

The data for the group as a whole indicate that the difference between object 
drop in finite and nonfinite clauses is highly significant.21 Overall, the rate of 
infinitivals undergoing object drop is higher than the rate of finite clauses 
lacking objects (Table 5.11).  
 
Table 5.11 Average Rate of Object Drop in All Utterances in Finite and  
 Nonfinite Clauses in Young Dutch Children (n=6) 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Finite 782 619 163 21% 
Nonfinite 1441 1026 415 29% 

Ambiguous 126 71 55  
 Total 2349 1716 633  

 
In terms of development over MLU Levels, object drop is higher in the 
earliest stages, until MLU Level III. Infinitival clauses undergo higher rates 
of object drop from MLU Level IV (Table 5.12, Figure 5.3). Object drop 
gradually decreases in both finite and infinitival clauses as MLU increases. 
 

                                                 
20Detailed counts for each child are in Appendix 7. 
21Group overall (object * finiteness): χ2 = 19.434, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.001 
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Table 5.12 Average Rate of Object Drop in All Utterances in Finite and  
 Nonfinite Clauses in Young Dutch Children (n=6) by MLU  
 Level 

Infinitival Clauses Finite Clauses MLU 
Level Raw 

Numbers 
% of 

Missing 
Objects 

Raw 
Numbers 

% of 
Missing 
Objects 

 
Stat. 
Sig. 

I 4/6 n.c. 8/10 80%  
II 5/16 31% 27/38 71% **22 
III 78/221 35% 12/31 39%  
IV 130/491 26% 14/66 21%  
V 98/300 33% 27/105 26%  
VI 41/112 37% 13/97 13% *** 23 
VII 54/262 21% 58/359 16%  
VIII 5/33 15% 4/76 5%  
Total 415/1441 29% 163/782 21% ***  

 
Figure 5.3 Average Rate of Object Drop in All Utterances in Finite and  
 Nonfinite Clauses in Young Dutch Children (n=6) by MLU  
 Level  
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22MLU II: χ2 = 7.388, df =1, p < 0.01. Note that this statistical significance is in the opposite 
direction from what we are looking for. The number of dropped objects at MLU II is 
associated with finite verbs, not nonfinite verbs. 
23MLU VI: χ2 = 14.608, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.001 
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Overall, we see that nonfinite clauses undergo higher rates of object drop 
when compared to finite clauses, in the group as a whole. 
 

5.5.2 Individual Results 

ARNOLD 

Arnold’s individual data also indicate that finiteness plays a role in object 
drop. The proportion of object drop tokens that are nonfinite is high. Almost 
one third of his infinitival clauses are lacking an obligatory object, while 
only 10% of his finite clauses lack direct objects (Table 5.13). Taken as a 
whole, the difference in object drop between finite and infinitival clauses is 
statistically significant in Arnold’s data.24 However, when we look at the 
data subdivided into MLU Levels, the difference is statistically significant at 
only MLU Level VII.25 
 
Table 5.13 Rate of Object Drop in Finite and Nonfinite Clauses for 
 Arnold 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Finite 150 135 15 10% 
Nonfinite 261 184 77 30% 

Ambiguous 23 15 8  
Total 434 334 100  

 
Examples are presented of finite (19-20) and nonfinite clauses (21-22) with 
objects and also without objects. 
 
(19) nu    moet Arnoldje     maken      auto FINITE WITH OBJECT 

now must Arnold-DIM make-INF car 
Arnold 2;09.19 (6.05) 

(20) Maria doet    FINITE WITHOUT  
Maria does    OBJECT 
Arnold 2;08.28 (5.84) 

(21) nog iets            aansteken   NONFINITE WITH  
PRT something on-put-INF   OBJECT 
Arnold 2;09.19 (6.05) 

                                                 
24Arnold overall (object * finiteness): χ2 = 20.852, two-tailed p < 0.001 
25See Table A7.1. 
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(22) Arnold maken    NONFINITE WITHOUT  

Arnold make-INF    OBJECT 
Arnold 2;09.19 (6.05) 

 
Arnold’s data indicate that infinitival verbs undergo higher rates of object 
drop, particularly at MLU Level VII.  
 
DIEDERIK 

Diederik’s data also indicate that object drop may be affected by finiteness. 
Infinitival forms undergo object drop in 33% of the cases, compared to only 
15% of finite forms (Table 5.14). The difference is significant.26 
Developmentally, the difference is statistically significant at MLU Level 
VI.27  
 
Table 5.14 Rate of Object Drop in Finite and Nonfinite Clauses for 
 Diederik 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Finite 121 103 18 15% 
Nonfinite 252 169 83 33% 

Ambiguous 28 14 14  
Total 401 286 115  

 
Examples (23-26) show finite and nonfinite clauses where the object is 
present and cases where the object is missing.  
 
(23) ik heeft niet stoeleke   FINITE WITH OBJECT 

I   have not  chair-DIM 
Diederik 2;09.19 (5.44) 

(24) klein boeleke  heeft niet   FINITE WITHOUT  
little       -DIM has    not  OBJECT 
Diederik 2;08.28 (5.44) 

(25) Diederikske    pap geven   NONFINITE WITH 
Diederik-DIM pap  give-INF  OBJECT 
Diederik 2;06.22 (4.46) 

                                                 
26Diederik overall (object * finiteness): χ2 = 13.504, df =1, two-tailed p < 0.001 
27See Table A7.12. 
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(26) terug maken    NONFINITE WITHOUT  
back  make-INF    OBJECT 
Diederik 2;06.22 (4.46) 

 
Finiteness, according to Diederik’s data, appears to be associated with object 
drop, particularly at MLU Level VI. 
 

GIJS 

Unlike Arnold and Diederik, the rate of object drop in infinitival clauses is 
lower than that in finite clauses (Table 5.15). The difference is not 
statistically significant.28 
 
Table 5.15 Rate of Object Drop in Finite and Nonfinite Clauses for 
 Gijs 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Finite 126 88 38 30% 
Nonfinite 234 184 50 21% 

Ambiguous 18 11 7  
Total 378 283 95  

 
Examples of finite and infinitival clauses with and without objects are 
presented in (27-30). 
 
(27) en Sinterklaas     kan Gijs ook maken FINITE WITH 
  and Santa-Claus can Gijs also make-INF OBJECT 

Gijs 2;06.23 (5.51) 

(28) zo doen de  mensen   FINITE WITHOUT  
so do     the people   OBJECT 
Gijs 2;06.23 (5.51) 

(29) een boek  opschrijven   NONFINITE WITH  
a    book  up-write-INF   OBJECT 
Gijs 2;05.24 (4.71) 

(30) Gijs ook hebben    NONFINITE WITHOUT  
Gijs also have-INF   OBJECT 
Gijs 2;05.24 (4.71) 
 

Contrary to what we saw in Arnold and Diederik, finiteness does not appear 
to play a role in object drop in Gijs’ data. 
                                                 
28See Table A7.13. 
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JOOST 

Joost drops at the same rates in finite and infinitival clauses - 24% (Table 
5.16).  
  
Table 5.16 Rate of Object Drop in Finite and Nonfinite Clauses for  
 Joost 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Finite 124 94 30 24% 
Nonfinite 100 76 24 24% 

Ambiguous 19 15 4  
Total 243 185 58  

 
The examples presented in (31-34) are taken from Joost’s data, and show 
object drop with finite and infinitival clauses, as well as examples where the 
object is present. 
 
(31)  en   kaas     opeet   FINITE WITH OBJECT 

and cheese up-eat 
Joost 2;07.19 (4.35) 

(32) mij          nog haal  FINITE WITHOUT  
me(SUBJ) PRT get   OBJECT 
Joost 2;08.19 (4.65) 

(33) Joost nog koffie indoen  NONFINITE WITH  
Joost PRT coffee in-do-INF  OBJECT 
Joost 2;07.19 (4.35) 

(34) opendoen   NONFINITE WITHOUT  
open-do-INF   OBJECT 
Joost 2;07.19 (4.35) 

 
As with Gijs, finiteness and object drop do not appear to be related in Joost’s 
data.29 
 
KATELIJNE 

Katelijne’s data show that the rate of object drop is higher at 29% with 
infinitival verbs than finite verbs where object drop occurs in 17% of cases 

                                                 
29See Table A7.4. 
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(Table 5.17).  This difference is statistically significant overall and at MLU 
Level VII.30, 31  
 
Table 5.17 Rate of Object Drop in Finite and Nonfinite Clauses for  
 Katelijne 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Finite 119 99 20 17% 
Nonfinite 314 223 91 29% 

Ambiguous 10 7 3  
Total 443 329 114  

 
Examples of infinitival and finite clauses from Katelijne’s data are in (35-
38). 
 
(35) dat  kan nie Katelijne uitpakken  FINITE WITH  

that can not Katelijne out-take-INF  OBJECT 
Katelijne 2;06.23 (5.45)  

(36) terug insteek    FINITE WITHOUT  
back  in-put    OBJECT 
Katelijne 2;06.23 (5.45) 

(37) een streep maken    NONFINITE WITH 
a    strip    make-INF   OBJECT 
Katelijne 2;07.19 (5.99) 

(38) Katelijne ook hebben   NONFINITE WITHOUT  
Katelijne also have-INF   OBJECT 
Katelijne 2;07.19 (5.99) 

 
Katelijne’s data illustrate that finiteness may play a role in object drop, 
especially at MLU Level VII. 
 

                                                 
30Katelijne overall (object * finiteness): χ2 = 6.709, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.05 
31See Table A7.5. 
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MARIA 

Object drop in finite and infinitival clauses occur at similar rates in Maria’s 
data, 30% and 32%, respectively (Table 5.18). The relationship between 
object drop and finiteness is not significant in her overall data. However, at 
MLU Level V, the difference between finite object drop and infinitival 
object drop is significant.32  
 
Table 5.18 Rate of Object Drop in Finite and Nonfinite Clauses for  
 Maria 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Finite 142 100 42 30% 
Nonfinite 280 190 90 32% 

Ambiguous 28 9 19  
Total 450 299 151  

 
The examples in (39-42) are taken from Maria’s transcripts. 
 
(39) Maria heeft ook paard  FINITE WITH OBJECT 

Maria has   also horse 
Maria 2;08.28 (6.09)  

(40) Maria kan niet maken  FINITE WITHOUT  
Maria can not  make-INF  OBJECT 
Maria 2;08.28 (6.09)  

(41) Moeke dat  uithalen  NONFINITE WITH 
  Moeke that out-get-INF  OBJECT 

Maria 3;01.07 (6.09) 

(42) Mariake     ook  doen  NONFINITE WITHOUT  
Maria-DIM also do-INF  OBJECT 
Maria 2;10.28 (6.09) 
 

Maria’s data indicate that object drop and finiteness are not strongly 
associated with one another. This relationship is not maintained overall in 
her language.  
 

                                                 
32See Table A7.6. 
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5.5.3 Summary and Conclusions 

Regarding the research question posed at the beginning of this chapter, Q5, 
‘Do object drop and finiteness bear any relation to one another?’, the data 
are not entirely clear. We see that in three children, Arnold, Diederik and 
Katelijne as overall association between object drop and finiteness appears. 
In four children, Arnold Diederik, Katelijne and Maria, an association 
between object drop and finiteness appears only at certain MLU Levels. This 
relationship does not hold across all six children (Gijs and Joost showed no 
significant differences), nor across all eight MLU Levels. When the group 
data are taken as a whole, differences in object drop are significant, but this 
does not apply to all MLU Levels. MLU Levels V-VII show the most 
significant differences in terms of finite and infinitival object drop - in the 
individual data and the group data. 

Krämer (1995) predicts that infinitivals will exhibit higher rates of 
object drop because they lack tense, and, as a result, cannot be perfective 
(§3.3.5). In turn, we would expect object drop to decrease over time as finite 
clauses are used more frequently by children. While far from conclusively 
proving this prediction, the results tend to favour her analysis. Infinitival 
clauses undergo higher rates of object drop than the finite clauses. In some 
cases, the difference is statistically significant. Developmentally, we see that 
object drop decreases over time, as well. Since finiteness does not seem to 
play a decisive role in object drop, however, any explanation cannot solely 
rely on the absence of the tense projection in the child’s grammar (§3.3.5). 
At the same time, an account for object drop has to be compatible with the 
fact that it occurs more often in infinitival clauses. At this point, we conclude 
that finiteness may be a factor in object drop.  
 
5.6 Perfectivity and Object Drop 

The last research question is based on Krämer’s perfectivity hypothesis 
(1995) which predicts that object drop is less likely to occur in sentences 
representing perfective events (i.e. completed events) and more likely in 
non-perfective clauses (i.e. modal and future constructions). Her analysis 
makes no specific developmental predictions. Presumably, however, as 
children begin to use AspPem more frequently, they will drop fewer objects. 
In all the children, the number of complex verb constructions is relatively 
small. This is not surprising; other studies show that these structures emerge 
relatively late in child Dutch (Wijnen & Verrips 1998). Since this part of the 
study investigates the past perfective, future and modal constructions, the 
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number of tokens overall is small. At the same time, the number of 
undetermined cases is relatively high in all the children.33  
 
5.6.1 Group Results 

When we look at the group data in its entirety, perfective clauses lack an 
obligatory object more frequently than the non-perfective clauses (Table 
5.19, Figure 5.4). Overall, that is the case in five of the six children, this 
difference is highly significant.34, 35 
 
Table 5.19 Average Rate of Object Drop in all Utterances in Perfective  
 and Non-perfective Clauses in Young Dutch Children (n=6) 

 Total +Object -Object % 
Perfective 462 268 194 42% 

Non-Perfective 292 239 53 18% 
Undetermined 1583 1202 381  

Total 2337 1709 628  
 
This difference is also significant at three MLU Levels: V, VI and VII 
(Table 5.20). 
 

                                                 
33For counts for each child, see Appendix 8. 
34Group overall, (object * perfectivity): χ2 = 46.167, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.001 
35See Appendix 8. 
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Table 5.20 Average Rate of Object Drop in All Utterances in Perfective 
 and Non-Perfective in Young Dutch Children (n=6) by MLU  
 Level 

Perfective 
Clauses 

Non-Perfective  
Clauses 

 
MLU 
Level Raw 

Numbers 
% with 

Null 
Objects 

Raw 
Numbers 

% with 
Null 

Objects 

 
Stat. 
Sig. 

 

I 0/1 n.c. -36 -  
II 3/5 n.c. - -  
III 26/49 53% - -  
IV 52/119 44% 5/10 50%  
V  49/94 52% 8/29 28% * 37 
VI 27/55 49% 6/31 19% ** 38 
VII 35/115 30% 32/183 17% ** 39 
VIII 2/24 8% 2/39 5%  
Total 194/462 42% 53/292 18% *** 

 
Figure 5.4 Average Rate of Object Drop in All Utterances in Perfective  
 and Non-Perfective Clauses in Young Dutch Children (n=6) by  
 MLU Level 
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36The – indicates that no tokens (e.g. no non-perfective tokens in this case) were present. 
37MLU V: χ2 = 5.368, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.05 
38MLU VI: χ2 = 7.413, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.01 
39MLU VII: χ2 = 6.794, df = 1, two-tailed p <  0.01 
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The data indicate that overall perfective clauses are associated with higher 
rates of object drop than their non-perfective counterparts (Table 5.21, 
Figure 5.4). 
 
5.6.2 Individual Results 

ARNOLD 

Arnold’s data show that, overall, the difference in object drop in perfective 
and non-perfective clauses is significant.40 Table 5.21 illustrates that object 
drop in perfective clauses is much higher, 26%, than object drop in non-
perfective clauses at 10%. 
 
Table 5.21 Object Drop in Perfective and Non-perfective Clauses for  
 Arnold 

 Total +Object -Object % 
Perfective 106 78 28 26% 

Non-Perfective 61 55 6 10% 
Undetermined 267 201 66  

Total 434 334 100  
 
Examples of perfective and non-perfective constructions from Arnold’s data 
are presented in (43-46).  
 
(43) Arnold heeft iets           gemaakt  PERFECTIVE WITH  
 Arnold has   something made  OBJECT 
 Arnold 2;10.28 (6.24)  

                                                 
40Arnold overall (object * perfectivity): χ2 = 8.030, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.01 
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(44) madam toedoen    PERFECTIVE 
 madam close-do-INF   WITHOUT OBJECT 
 Arnold 2;06.22 (4.31) 

(45) alles indoen     Moeke   PERFECTIVE WITH 
  all    in-do-INF Moeke   OBJECT 
 Arnold 2;08.01 (4.89) 

(46) Arnold gaat de   zindop pakken  NON-PERFECTIVE  
 Arnold goes the bottle-cap     take-INF WITH OBJECT 
 Arnold 2;08.01 (4.89)  
 
Perfective clauses undergo object drop more frequently than non-perfective 
clauses in Arnold’s data, and this difference is statistically significant.41 
 
DIEDERIK 

As is the case in Arnold’s data, Diederik’s rates of object drop appear to be 
much higher in perfective clauses than in the non-perfective clauses. Object 
drop occurs in 53% of his perfective clauses but in only 14% of his non-
perfective clauses (Table 5.22). This difference is significant.42 A significant 
difference exists at MLU Level VI in Diederik’s data.43 
 
Table 5.22 Object Drop in Perfective and Non-perfective Clauses for  
 Diederik 

 Total +Object -Object % 
Perfective 85 40 45 53% 

Non-Perfective 42 36 6 14% 
Undetermined 274 210 64  

Total 401 286 115  
 
Several examples of perfective and non-perfective clauses, both with and 
without obligatory objects are taken from Diederik’s data and shown in (47-
50). 
 
(47) ik heb   dat  uitgedoet (= uitgedaan) PERFECTIVE WITH  
 I   have that out-done   OBJECT 
 Diederik 2;10.28 (5.44) 

                                                 
41See Table A8.1. 
42Diederik overall (object * perfectivity): χ2 = 14.162, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.001 
43See Table 8.2. 
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(48) Diederikske   heeft gedaan  PERFECTIVE WITHOUT  
 Diederik-DIM has   done   OBJECT 
 Diederik 2;08.28 (5.44) 

(49) Diederik kan niet maken      platte wieleke NON- PERFECTIVE 
 Diederik can not  make-INF flat      tire-DIM  WITH OBJECT 
 Diederik 2;08.28 (5.44)     

(50) en   Diederikske    moet niet pakken NON- PERFECTIVE 
 and Diederik-DIM must  not  take-INF WITHOUT OBJECT  
 Diederik 2;06.22 (4.46)    
 
Like Arnold, Diederik shows a tendency to drop objects more often in 
perfective clauses than in non-perfective clauses. 
 

GIJS 

Gijs’ data do not indicate the presence of any relationship between 
perfectivity and object drop. Object drop in perfective clauses occurs at a 
rate of 30% and non-perfective clauses undergo object drop at a similar rate 
of 36% (Table 5.23). The difference between types is not significant. 
 
Table 5.23 Object Drop in Perfective and Non-perfective Clauses for  
 Gijs 

 Total +Object -Object % 
Perfective 58 40 18 31% 

Non-Perfective 45 29 16 36% 
Undetermined 276 214 62  

Total 378 283 95  
 
The examples are taken from Gijs’ data and demonstrate what types of 
clauses, perfective (51-52) and non-perfective (53-54) were counted. 
 
(51) hij heeft de  berg        kapot   gemaakt PERFECTIVE  

he has    the mountain broken made WITH OBJECT 
Gijs 2;07.19 (6.56) 

(52) aftrekken    PERFECTIVE  
 off-pull-INF    WITHOUT OBJECT 
 Gijs 2;06.23 (5.51)    

(53) Gijs gaat dat   in het nestje     leggen NON-PERFECTIVE  
 Gijs goes that in the nest-DIM PUT  WITH OBJECT 
 Gijs 2;08.19 (6.44) 
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(54) Gijs gaat verdelen NON-PERFECTIVE  
 Gijs goes divide-INF   WITHOUT OBJECT 
 Gijs 2;06.23 (5.51) 
 
Unlike the other children in this study, Gijs’ data do not show any 
relationship between object drop and perfectivity.44 
 

JOOST 

Joost drops objects at high rates in perfective clauses. Half of his perfective 
clauses show object drop, while only 14% of the non-perfective clauses 
undergo object drop (Table 5.24). The difference is significant.45  
  
Table 5.24 Object Drop in Perfective and Non-perfective Clauses for  
 Joost 

 Total +Object -Object % 
Perfective 39 19 20 51% 

Non-Perfective 44 38 6 14% 
Undetermined 160 128 32  

Total 243 185 58  
 
Examples of perfective and non-perfective constructions from Joost’s 
transcripts are presented in (55-58). 
 
(55) kijk  Joost gedaan heeft PERFECTIVE WITHOUT OBJECT 
 look Joost done     has 
 Joost 2;10.23 (5.80) 

(56) wegdoen PERFECTIVE WITHOUT OBJECT 
 away-do-INF 
 2;07.19 (4.35) 

(57) Joost ga     nog  koffee bijmaak  NON-PERFECTIVE WITH OBJECT 
  Joost goes  PRT coffee  by-make-INF  
 Joost 2;07.19 (4.35) 

(58) mag nie doodschieten   NON-PERFECTIVE WITHOUT  
 may not dead-shoot-INF   OBJECT 
 Joost 2;07.19 (4.35) 
 

                                                 
44See Table A8.3. 
45Joost overall (object * perfectivity): χ2 = 11.817, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.001 
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Like Arnold and Diederik, Joost’s data show that a significant difference 
between object drop in perfective and non-perfective clauses exists.46 
Perfective clauses undergo much higher rates of object drop. 
 
KATELIJNE 

Katelijne’s data show a relationship between perfectivity and object drop. 
Object drop occurs in almost half of her perfective clauses, whereas 11% of 
non-perfective clauses are lacking obligatory objects (Table 5.25).  This 
difference is significant in her overall data and is also significant at MLU 
Level VII (Table A8.5).47, 48 
 
Table 5.25 Object Drop in Perfective and Non-perfective Clauses for 
 Katelijne 

 Total +Object -Object % 
Perfective 112 57 55 49% 

Non-Perfective 37 33 4 11% 
Undetermined 295 239 56  

Total 443 329 114  
 

The examples are taken from Katelijne’s transcripts and illustrate the 
perfective and non-perfective clauses included in these counts (59-62). 
 
(59) dat  heeft Moeke meegebracht  PERFECTIVE WITH  
 that has    Moeke with-brought  OBJECT 
 Katelijne 2;06.23 (5.45) 

(60) kapot  ook maken     zeker   PERFECTIVE WITHOUT  
 break also make-INF certainly  OBJECT 
 Katelijne 2;00.12 (2.93) 

(61) ik ga de   trein pakken   NON-PERFECTIVE  
 I   go the train take-INF   WITH OBJECT 
 Katelijne 2;08.19 (5.99) 

(62) neen Katelijne moet daar  insteken  NON-PERFECTIVE  
 no     Katelijne must there in-put-INF WITHOUT OBJECT 
 Katelijne  2;06.23 (5.45) 
 

                                                 
46See Table A8.4. 
47Katelijne overall (object * perfectivity): χ2 = 17.054, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.001 
48See Table A8.5. 
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Katelijne’s data show trends similar to those present in the data of Arnold, 
Diederik and Joost, where object drop occurs at high rates in perfective 
clauses.  
 
MARIA 

Maria’s data demonstrate the same patterns with respect to perfectivity as 
Arnold, Diederik, Joost and Katelijne. Object drop occurs at much higher 
rates in perfective clauses than non-perfective clauses. Like the other 
children, object drop appears in almost half of her perfective clauses whereas 
only one quarter of her non-perfective clauses undergo object drop (Table 
5.26). The difference is significant in her overall data.49  
 
Table 5.26 Object Drop in Perfective and Non-perfective Clauses for  
 Maria 

 Total +Object -Object % 
Perfective 76 41 35 46% 

Non-Perfective 63 48 15 24% 
Undetermined 311 210 101  

Total 450 299 151  
 
Examples of perfective (63-64) and non-perfective clauses (65-66) appearing 
in Maria’s data are provided. 
 
(63) koppeke   afdoen   PERFECTIVE WITH OBJECT 
 head-DIM off-do-INF 
 Maria 2;09.19 (6.09) 

(64) heeft madam gemaakt  PERFECTIVE WITHOUT OBJECT 
 has    madam made 
 Maria 2;10.28 (6.09) 

(65) Maria moet deze nog hebben NON-PERFECTIVE WITH 
  Maria must this  PRT  have-INF OBJECT 
 Maria 2;08.28 (6.09) 

(66) Maria gaat  terug maken  NON-PERFECTIVE WITHOUT  
 Maria goes back  make-INF OBJECT 
 Maria 2;09.19 (6.09) 
 
Once again, perfective clauses appear to undergo higher rates of object drop 
than the non-perfective clauses (Table A8.6).50 

                                                 
49Maria overall (object * perfectivity): χ2 = 7.399, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.01 
50See Table A8.6. 
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5.6.3 Summary and Conclusions 

These data do not support Krämer’s perfectivity hypothesis (1995). Her 
hypothesis predicts that objects would be more likely dropped from non-
perfective than perfective clauses (§3.3.5). However, the data from five of 
the children (Tables 5.21-5.22, 5.24-5.26) and the group data (Tables 5.19-
5.20) show that the opposite is true. Perfective clauses actually undergo 
much higher rates of object drop than the non-perfective clauses. This 
directly contradicts the prediction that non-perfective clauses undergo more 
object drop, compared to other structures. The perfectivity hypothesis cannot 
account for object drop in child Dutch, according to the data from these six 
children.   
 Developmentally, non-perfective clauses do not appear until relatively 
late in the data, MLU Level IV, which makes a direct comparison of the 
groups difficult until this stage. In addition, the total number of non-
perfective clauses is low until MLU Level V. However, at this stage, the rate 
of object drop in perfective clauses is significantly higher. Children are 
treating the perfective and non-perfective clauses distinctly between MLU 
Levels V and VII. 
 
5.7 Interactions between Perfectivity and Finiteness 

As we see in the data presented in the preceding sections, two factors play a 
role in object drop: finiteness and perfectivity. The topic drop and 
perfectivity hypotheses must be rejected. Infinitival verbs undergo higher 
rates of object drop, as do perfective verbs. Finiteness and eventivity are 
known to be related in child language (§3.3.5). Several researchers have 
shown that infinitival verbs in early child language, such as child Dutch or 
German, are verbs which usually represent events (Hoekstra & Hyams 1998, 
Wijnen 1998). In contrast, finite verbs in child language are often stative. 
This characteristic of the Optional Infinitival stage is often referred to as the 
Eventivity Constraint (Wijnen 1998). Since the verbs grouped in the 
perfective class often represent events, not states, it would not be surprising 
if they were to occur more frequently in their infinitival forms. On the basis 
of these facts about child language and the distribution of root infinitivals, it 
is not clear whether the high rates of object drop are actually related to 
finiteness. Rather, the high rates of object drop with perfective forms may be 
an epiphenomenon of the fact that eventive verbs are frequently nonfinite in 
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child Dutch.51 Therefore, we will analyze further the relationship between 
the two variables and object drop to determine which is dominant. 
 

5.7.1   Analysis 

Many of the criteria applied to the data to study the relationship between 
perfectivity and finiteness are based on the requirements used previously in 
this study. Perfective clauses had to meet the criteria outlined in §4.4.5 and 
finite and nonfinite clauses had to fall into the groups described in §4.4.4. 
The obligatorily transitive verbs were first grouped into perfective clauses 
and other clauses. Perfective clauses had to meet the requirements outlined 
in §4.4.5. Other clauses included non-perfective clauses and the 
undetermined clauses as described in §4.4.5. Undetermined clauses are 
included here with the non-perfective clauses because we want to determine 
if the clearly perfective clauses undergo higher rates of object drop than all 
other clauses. It is possible that clauses placed in the undetermined class may 
be referring to perfective events. However, we are trying to determine if the 
verbs overtly marked as perfective behave any differently from verbs not 
clearly marked as such. In the previous study, we were only concerned with 
how clearly perfective clauses contrasted with clauses that were definitely 
not perfective. If perfectivity plays a role in object drop, we expect that the 
perfective clauses will undergo higher rates, overall, of object drop than 
other verbs, regardless of finiteness. 

After being divided into perfective and other transitive verbs, the 
clauses were grouped into finite and nonfinite, according to the criteria set 
out in §4.4.4.52 The organization of the data is illustrated in Figure 5.5. 
 
Figure 5.5 Hierarchy of Classification for Perfective Infinitival and  
 Finite Verbs and Other Infinitival and Finite Verbs 

  Perfective 
     qp 

     Perfective [-object]  Perfective [+object] 
       ei        ei 
Finite  Nonfinite Finite  Nonfinite 

 

                                                 
51We address this further in Chapter 6. 
52Note that this results in the exclusion of clauses which only have a past participle form, 
because they do not fall into the finite or nonfinite group (see §4.4.4).  
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                Other Verbs 
      (Non-perfective Verbs, Undetermined Verbs) 
                    qp 

Other [-object]           Other [+object] 
ei             ei 

      Finite    Nonfinite        Finite    Nonfinite 
 
A hierarchical loglinear analysis of perfectivity (i.e. the presence of an 
endpoint), finiteness and object drop (as the dependent variable) is used to 
determine which relationship, object drop and perfectivity or object drop and 
finiteness, is stronger in the data. 
 

5.7.2 Group Results 

The group data indicate that perfectivity is more strongly associated with 
object drop than finiteness (Table 5.27). In addition, we find a significant 
association between nonfiniteness and perfectivity. Given what we know 
regarding the Eventivity Constraint, this result is not surprising. The data are 
tested in two ways to determine which factor, perfectivity or finiteness, is 
more strongly associated with object drop. A chi square test is applied to the 
rates of object drop with infinitival perfective clauses and other infinitival 
clauses; the same test is applied to their finite counterparts. This test 
determines whether or not the difference in object drop rates within each 
group was significant. A hierarchical loglinear or logit analysis is also 
applied to the data to ascertain the degree of interaction between the three 
variables: object drop, finiteness and perfectivity.53 The results of this 
analysis will tell us which of the independent variables, finiteness or 
perfectivity, is more strongly associated with the dependent variable, object 
drop. 
 A chi square analysis of the overall data indicates that the difference 
in object drop between nonfinite perfective clauses (45%) and other 
nonfinite clauses (22%) is statistically significant (Tables 5.27, 5.28). 
However, this is not the case for the difference between finite perfective 
clauses (25%) and other finite clauses (20%) (Tables 5.27, 5.28).  

                                                 
53The hierarchical loglinear analysis allowed us to determine if the interaction was the result 
of a three-way interaction, object * perfectivity * finiteness, or if it was the result of one or 
more two-way interactions in the data. If the interaction was the result of a two-way 
interaction, we then looked at the partial associations between the object (dependent variable) 
and perfectivity and the object and finiteness. The chi square for each of the partial 
association were compared to determine which variable, perfectivity or finiteness, was more 
strongly associated with the status of the object.  
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Table 5.27 Group Data: Rates of Object Drop with Infinitival and Finite 
  Perfective Verbs and Other Infinitival and Finite Verbs (n=6) 

Nonfinite Finite  Total 
+Object -Object +Object -Object 

Perfective 474 220 181 55 18 
Other 1749 808 232 564 145 
Total 2223 1028 413 619 163 

 
The difference is significant at five MLU Levels: III,  IV, V, VI and VII 
(Table 5.28). 



 OBJECT DROP, SENTENTIAL POSITION, FINITENESS AND  
  PERFECTIVITY  127 
  
Table 5.28 Average Rate of Object Drop in Infinitival Perfective Verbs  
 and Other Infinitival Verbs by MLU Level (n=6) 

Infinitival  
Perfectives  

Other Infinitival  
Verbs 

 
MLU 
Level Raw 

Numbers 
% with 

Null 
Objects 

Raw 
Numbers 

% with 
Null 

Objects 

 
Stat. 
Sig. 

I 0/1 n.c. 2/5 n.c.  
II 4/6 n.c. 15/27 56%  

III 23/43 53% 41/161 25% **,P**, 54 
 

IV 
 

52/114 
 

46% 
 

78/377 
 

21.% 
***,P***, 

O** 55 

 
V  

 
47/88 

 
54% 

 
51/212 

 
24% 

*,P***, 
O*** 56 

 
VI 

 
26/51 

 
51% 

 
15/61 

 
25% 

**,P***, 
O*** 57 

 
VII 

 
27/87 

 
31% 

 
27/175 

 
15% 

**,P**, 
O*** 58 

VIII 2/11 18% 3/22 14%  
 

Total 
 

181/401 
 

45% 
 

232/1040 
 

22% 
***,P***, 
F*,O*** 59 

  
 The difference between object drop rates in finite perfective clauses 
and other finite clauses is only significant at MLU Level VI. 
 

                                                 
54MLU III: χ2 = 8.916, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.01; (object * perfectivity) χ2 = 10.499, df = 1, 
p < 0.01 
55MLU IV: χ2 = 27.934, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.001; (object * perfectivity); χ2 = 22.540, df = 
1, p < 0.001; (perfectivity * finiteness) χ2 = 9.556, p < 0.05, df = 1 
56MLU V: χ2 = 4.170, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.05; (object *perfectivity) χ2 = 25.895, df = 1, p 
< 0.001; (perfectivity * finiteness) χ2 = 22.171, p< 0.001, df = 1 
57MLU VI: χ2 = 8.336, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.01; (object * perfectivity) χ2 =  18.443, df = 1, 
p < 0.001; (perfectivity * finiteness) χ2 = 32.935, p < 0.001, df = 1 
58MLU VII: χ2 = 8.649, df = 1, p < 0.01; (object * perfectivity) χ2 = 7.392, df = 1, p < 0.01; 
(perfectivity * finiteness) χ2 = 51.122, p < 0.001, df = 1 
59Group overall : χ2 = 73.772, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.001; (object*perfectivity) χ2 = 63.959, 
df = 1, p < 0.001;  (object * finite) χ2 = 4.904, df = 1, p < 0.05; (perfectivity*finiteness) χ2 = 
102.931, df = 1, p < 0.001 
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Table 5.29 Average Rate of Object Drop in Finite Perfective Verbs and  
   Other Finite Verbs by MLU Level (n=6) 

Finite Perfectives  Other Finite Verbs  
MLU 
Level 

Raw 
Numbers 

% with 
Null 

Objects 

Raw 
Numbers 

% with 
Null 

Objects 

 
Stat.  
Sig. 

I - - 8/10 80%  
II - - 27/38 71%  

III 2/5 n.c. 10/26 40% P** 60 

IV 0/5 n.c. 14/61 23% P***,O* *61 

V  4/8 - 23/97 24% P***,O*** 62 

 
VI 

 
5/6 

 
- 

 
8/91 

 
25% 

***, 
P***,O*** 63 

VII 7/35 20% 51/324 16% P**,O*** 64 

VIII 0/14 0% 4/62 6%  
 

Total 
 

18/73 
 

25% 
 

145/709 
 

20% 
P***,F*, 
O*** 65 

 
The hierarchical loglinear analysis shows that the association between 

the direct object and perfectivity (p < 0.001) is stronger than the relationship 
between the direct object and finiteness (p < 0.05) in the overall data (Table 
5.27). The association between the direct object and finiteness is statistically 
significant, but only marginally so (Tables 5.28, 5.29). Perfectivity and 
finiteness are very strongly associated overall; many perfective clauses are 
nonfinite (Tables 5.28, 5.29).  
 The strong association between perfectivity and object drop is 
maintained at MLU Levels III – VII under the hierarchical loglinear analysis 
(Tables 5.28, 5.29). Object drop and (non)finiteness are only associated at 
MLU Level II (Table 5.28). Perfectivity and finiteness are strongly 
associated in MLU Levels II and IV – VII (Tables 5.28, 5.29). Conducting 

                                                 
60MLU III: (object * perfectivity) χ2 = 10.499, df = 1, p < 0.01 
61MLU IV: (object * perfectivity) χ2 = 22.540, df = 1, p < 0.001; (perfectivity * finiteness) χ2 

= 9.556, p < 0.05, df = 1 
62MLU V: (object *perfectivity) χ2 = 25.895, df = 1, p < 0.001; (perfectivity * finiteness) χ2 = 
22.171, df = 1, p< 0.001 
63MLU VI: χ2 = 26.949, df = 1, Fisher’s exact two-tailed p < 0.001; (object * perfectivity) χ2 
= 18.443, df = 1, p < 0.001; (perfectivity * finiteness) χ2 = 32.935, p < 0.001, df = 1 
64MLU VII: (object * perfectivity) χ2 = 7.392, df = 1, p < 0.01; (perfectivity * finiteness) χ2 = 
51.122, p < 0.001, df = 1 
65Group overall: (object*perfectivity) χ2 = 63.959, df = 1, p < 0.001; (object * finite) χ2 = 
4.904, df = 1, p < 0.05; (perfectivity*finiteness) χ2 = 102.931, df  = 1, p < 0.0001 
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the loglinear analysis allows us to see that the link between perfectivity and 
finiteness contributes to the association between finiteness and object drop. 
 While the chi square analysis shows that the rates in object drop are 
significantly different between the perfective clauses and other clauses, the 
loglinear analysis shows us definitively that perfectivity is more strongly 
associated with object drop (p < 0.001) than finiteness (p < 0.05). In fact, the 
relationship between object drop and finiteness is only marginally 
significant. We also find that perfective verbs are strongly associated with 
nonfinite verb forms (p < 0.001). We now look at the data from individual 
children to determine whether or not the group trend applies to each child. 
 

 5.7.3 Individual Results 

ARNOLD  

We test Arnold’s data using the chi square analysis and the loglinear 
analysis, as we did with the group data. Note first that the difference in rates 
of object drop in nonfinite perfective clauses (33%) and other nonfinite 
clauses (28%) is not statistically significant (Table 5.30), except at MLU 
Level IV.66 The difference between finite clause types (5% in perfective 
finite clauses and 12% in other finite clauses) is not significant (Table 5.31). 
 
Table 5.30 Rates of Object Drop with Infinitival and Finite  
 Perfective Verbs and Other Infinitival and Finite Verbs  
 for Arnold 

Nonfinite Finite  Total 
+Object -Object +Object -Object 

Perfective 106  56 27 22 1 
Other 305 128 50 113 14 
Total 411 184 77 135 15 

 
 Object drop and perfectivity are not significantly associated in a 
loglinear analysis of Arnold’s overall data, except at MLU Level IV.67 The 
results of the loglinear analysis indicate that the association between object 
drop and finiteness is significant (Table 5.30).68 This association is also 
significant at MLU Level VII.69 Perfectivity and finiteness are strongly 

                                                 
66See Table A9.1. 
67See Tables A9.1, A10.1. 
68Arnold, loglinear (object * finiteness): χ2 = 24.343, df = 1, p < 0.001 
69See Tables A9.1, A10.1. 
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related in his overall data (Table 5.30), as well as at Levels VI and VII.70, 71 
In Arnold’s data, finiteness is more strongly associated with object drop (p < 
0.001) than perfectivity in contrast to the group results presented in §5.7.2.  

 
DIEDERIK 

The chi square analysis of the difference in object drop rates in perfective 
and other clauses are significant in the nonfinite and finite clauses. 
Perfective nonfinite clauses undergo object drop in 52% of tokens, whereas 
the other nonfinite clauses show object drop in only 25% of cases (Table 
5.31). The difference is statistically significant overall.72 Perfective finite 
clauses have object drop rates of 63% whereas finite clauses only have 
object drop rates of 13% (note, however, that the number of finite perfective 
clauses is extremely small) (Table 5.31). This difference is statistically 
significant overall as well as at MLU Level VI.73, 74 
 
Table 5.31 Rates of Object Drop with Infinitival and Finite  
 Perfective Verbs and Other Infinitival and Finite Verbs  
 for Diederik 

Nonfinite Finite  Total 
+Object -Object +Object -Object 

Perfective  85 37 40 3 5 
Other 288 132 43 100 13 
Total 373 169 83 103 18 

 

 The hierarchical loglinear analysis indicates that object drop is 
strongly associated with perfectivity and finiteness in Diederik’s language. 
Perfectivity and object drop are more strongly associated than object drop 
and finiteness (Table 5.31)75. Perfectivity and finiteness are also strongly 
associated in Diederik’s speech (Table 5.31).76 All three associations are 
apparent at MLU Level VI in Diederik’s language.77 Diederik’s overall 

                                                 
70Arnold, loglinear (perfectivity * finiteness): χ2 = 15.401, df  = 1, p < 0.01  
71 See Tables A9.1, A10.1. 
72Diederik (nonfinite perfective vs. nonfinite other): χ2 = 18.144, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.001 
73Diederik (finite perfective vs. finite other): χ2 = 15.543, df = 1, two-tailed, Fisher’s exact p < 
0.01 
74See Table A10.2. 
75Diederik, loglinear: (object * perfectivity) χ2 = 25.445, p < 0.001, df = 1; 
(object*finiteness): χ2 = 5.552, p < 0.05, df  = 1 
76Diederik, loglinear (perfectivity * finiteness): χ2 = 22.288, df= 1, p < 0.001 
77 See Tables A9.2, A10.2. 
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results indicate that perfectivity is more strongly associated with object drop 
(p < 0.001) than finiteness (p < 0.05). 
 
GIJS 

Gijs’ data show that object drop in perfective nonfinite clauses occurs at a 
rate of 38% overall, whereas other nonfinite clauses have object drop 
occurring at a rate of 18%. The difference is statistically significant in Gijs’ 
language overall (Table 5.32), and at MLU Level VIII.78, 79 The difference in 
object drop between perfective finite and other finite clauses is not 
significant (Table 5.33). Perfective finite verbs undergo object drop in 12% 
of tokens, while other finite verbs exhibit object drop at a rate of 33% (Table 
5.32). 
 
Table 5.32 Rates of Object Drop with Infinitival and Finite 
 Perfective Verbs and Other Infinitival and Finite Verbs  
 for Gijs 

Nonfinite Finite  Total 
+Object -Object +Object -Object 

Perfective  57 25 15 15 2 
Other 303 159 35 73 36 
Total 360 184 50 88 38 

 
 The hierarchical loglinear analysis, however, indicates that the 
association between object drop and perfectivity is not significant. Rather, 
finiteness and object drop have a significant association overall (Table 5.32) 
and at MLU Level III.80, 81 While, perfectivity and finiteness do not have a 
statistically significant association in Gijs’ speech overall (Table 5.32), they 
are associated at MLU Level V.82 Gijs’ data indicate that finiteness is more 
strongly associated with object drop (p < 0.05) than perfectivity. 
 
JOOST 

Applying a chi square analysis to the data from Joost, we see that the 
difference in object drop rates for perfective and other clauses is statistically 
significant – in both the finite and nonfinite clauses. Object drop rates of 

                                                 
78Gijs (nonfinite perfective vs. nonfinite other): χ2 = 7.888, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.01 
79 See Table A9.3. 
80Gijs, loglinear (object * finiteness): χ2 = 3.863, p < 0.05, df = 1 
81 See Tables A9.3, A10.3. 
82See Tables A9.3 and A10.3. 
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47% are observed in Joost’s nonfinite perfective clauses, while only 13% of 
his other nonfinite clauses lacked objects (Table 5.33). The difference is 
statistically significant.83 His finite perfective clauses lacked objects in 71% 
of tokens and the other finite clauses underwent object drop at a rate of 21% 
(Table 5.33). This difference was also statistically significant, although the 
overall number of tokens was quite small.84  
 
Table 5.33 Rates of Object Drop with Infinitival and Finite  
 Perfective Verbs and Other Infinitival and Finite Verbs  
 for Joost 

Nonfinite Finite  Total 
+Object -Object +Object -Object 

Perfective 39 17 15 2 5 
Other 185 59 9 92 25 
Total 224 76 24 94 30 

 
The hierarchical loglinear analysis provides a clearer picture of the 

interaction between object drop, perfectivity and finiteness. Object drop and 
perfectivity are strongly associated in Joost’s overall data, as well as at MLU 
Levels III and V.85, 86 Object drop and finiteness are not associated with any 
statistical significance overall (Table 5.34), but are strongly associated at 
MLU Levels IV and V.87 Perfectivity and finiteness are strongly associated 
in Joost’s language overall (Table 5.33) and at MLU Levels IV and V.88, 89 
Joost’s data indicate that perfectivity is more strongly associated with object 
drop (p < 0.001) than finiteness. 

 

KATELIJNE 

The chi square analysis applied to Katelijne’s data indicates that a 
statistically significant difference is observed between perfective clauses and 
other clauses in the nonfinite group.90 This trend is strong in Katelijne’s data, 
where the difference is significant at MLU Levels III, IV, V and VII. No 
significant difference is observed between the finite perfective and other 
finite clauses (Table 5.34). The rate of object drop in the perfective nonfinite 
                                                 
83Joost (nonfinite perfective vs. nonfinite other): χ2 = 13.500, df = 1, p < 0.01 
84Joost (finite perfective vs. finite other): χ2 = 9.025, df = 1, two-tailed, p < 0.01 
85Joost, loglinear (object * perfectivity): χ2 = 20.052, df = 1, p < 0.001 
86See Tables A9.4, A10.4. 
87See Tables A9.4, A10.4. 
88Joost, loglinear (perfectivity * finiteness): χ2 = 31.092, df =1, p < 0.001 
89See Tables A9.4, A10.4. 
90Katelijne (nonfinite perfective vs. nonfinite other): χ2 = 36.636, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.001 
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clauses is 51% while the rate in other nonfinite clauses is much lower at 18% 
(Table 5.34). Finite perfective clauses have object drop at a rate of 20%, 
while other clauses are lacking objects in 17% of tokens (Table 5.34). 
 
Table 5.34 Rates of Object Drop with Infinitival and Finite  
 Perfective Verbs and Other Infinitival and Finite Verbs  
 for Katelijne 

Nonfinite Finite  Total 
+Object -Object +Object -Object 

Perfective  111 49 52 8 2 
Other 322 174 39 91 18 
Total 433 223 91 99 20 

 
 The hierarchical loglinear analysis of the interaction of the three 
factors in the overall data indicates that perfectivity is significantly 
associated with object drop (Table 5.34).91 This relationship is evident at 
MLU Levels III, IV, V, and VII.92 Finiteness is not associated with object 
drop in Katelijne’s overall data (Table 5.34). Perfectivity and finiteness are 
strongly associated in Katelijne’s overall data, and at MLU Levels II and 
VII.93, 94 Katelijne’s data show that perfectivity is much more strongly 
associated with object drop (p < 0.001) than finiteness. 
 

MARIA 

The chi square analysis conducted on Maria’s data shows a statistically 
significant difference in object drop rates within the groups of nonfinite 
clauses, but not the finite clauses. Object drop in nonfinite perfective clauses 
occurred at a significantly higher rate of 47%, while object drop in the other 
nonfinite clauses was only 27% (Table 5.35).95 This difference is also 
significant at MLU Level V.96 Finite perfective clauses exhibited object drop 
rates of 38%, while other finite clauses lacked objects in 29% of tokens 
(Table 5.35); this difference is not statistically significant in the overall data 
or at any MLU Levels. 
 

                                                 
91 Katelijne, loglinear (object * perfectivity): χ2 = 32.753, df = 1, p < 0.001 
92 See Tables A9.5, A10.5. 
93 Katelijne, loglinear (perfectivity * finiteness): χ2 = 24.077, df = 1, p < 0.001 
94See Tables A9.5, A10.5. 
95Maria (nonfinite perfective vs. nonfinite other): χ2 = 9.161, df = 1, two-tailed p < 0.01 
96See Table A9.6. 
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Table 5.35 Rates of Object Drop with Infinitival and Finite 
 Perfective Verbs and Other Infinitival and Finite Verbs  
 for Maria 

Nonfinite Finite  Total 
+Object -Object +Object -Object 

Perfective 76 36 32 5 3 
Other 346 154 58 95 39 
Total 422 190 90 100 42 

 
 The loglinear analysis of the overall data indicates that perfectivity is 
significantly associated with object drop overall as well as at MLU Level V 
(Tables 5.36).97, 98 Object drop and finiteness are not associated in Maria’s 
data, with the exception of MLU Level V.99 Perfectivity and finiteness are 
associated in Maria’s overall data and at MLU Levels V and VII (Tables 
5.36).100, 101 Maria’s data show that perfectivity is more strongly associated 
with object drop (p < 0.01) than finiteness. 
 
5.7.4 Summary and Conclusions 

The analyses based on the group as a whole indicate that while both 
perfectivity and finiteness appear to be significant factors in object drop, 
perfectivity has a stronger association with object drop (p < 0.001) than 
finiteness (p < 0.05). This observation holds across MLU Levels III, IV, V, 
VI and VII. We also find that perfectivity and finiteness are strongly 
associated with one another (p < 0.001). Based on the group results, it seems 
that perfectivity plays the strongest role in object drop. Since most perfective 
clauses are in fact nonfinite, it stands to reason that many of the object drop 
tokens are nonfinite. 
 Looking at the individual data, we see that four of the six children 
show the same trends as the group data. Perfectivity plays a stronger role 
than finiteness in object drop; perfectivity and finiteness are strongly 
associated as well. However, two of the six children Arnold and Gijs, do not 
follow this pattern. In fact, for neither child is perfectivity a significant factor 
overall, and it is only significant for Arnold at MLU Level IV.102 Both Gijs 
and Arnold show an association between finiteness and object drop in the 
loglinear analysis. While perfectivity and finiteness are strongly associated 

                                                 
97Maria, loglinear (object * perfectivity): χ2 = 8.700, df = 1, p < 0.01 
98See Tables A9.6, A10.6. 
99See Tables A9.6, A10.6. 
100Maria, loglinear (perfectivity * finiteness): χ2 = 25.719, df = 1, p < 0.001 
101See Tables A9.6, A10.6. 
102See Tables A9.1, A10.1. 
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in Arnold’s language, they are not in Gijs’ language. In this respect, Gijs is 
the exception in this group of children because perfectivity is neither 
associated with finiteness nor object drop.  
   

5.8 Telicity versus Perfectivity 

We have determined that the clauses we classed as perfective undergo higher 
rates of object drop than other clauses in the child data. However, we 
grouped two types of clauses as perfective in Chapter 4 (§4.6.5): past 
perfective clauses and particle verbs (i.e. telic-marked verbs). This was due 
to the prediction by Krämer (1995) that clauses with a completion point 
would undergo lower rates of object drop. As we have mentioned in §3.3.5 
and §4.4.5, in doing so, Krämer (1995) collapsed two different notions of 
aspect which are usually distinguished in the literature: telicity and 
perfectivity. Past perfective clauses have an external completion point, while 
the telic verbs have in internal completion point.103  

We will split the groups of verbs classed as perfective into two groups 
to determine whether or not it is the presence of an external completion point 
(“perfectivity”, as in the past perfective utterances), or an internal 
completion point (“telicity”, as in the particle verb clusters), or both, that 
is/are associated with object drop. This will provide us with further 
information on the structure of constructions in which object drop rates are 
high. We look at the rates of object drop in three groups of verbs counted as 
perfective: the particle verbs, past perfective clauses, and other telic verb 
clusters. The particle verbs and past perfective clauses are self-explanatory. 
The other verbs include kapot doen ‘to break’, kapot maken ‘to break’ and 
terug maken ‘to put back together’, which are telic but are not particle verbs. 
Table 5.36 indicates that the vast majority of the ‘perfective’ clauses used by 
the children are particle verbs and other verbs. Only 35 of 474 perfective 
clauses are past perfective clauses. Approximately one-third of the past 
perfective clauses undergo object drop, while between 40% and 58% of the 
telic-marked clauses lack obligatory objects. The telic-marked clauses have 
the highest rates of object drop. 

                                                 
103We did not test every particle verb for its telicity (see §6.2.1 for a discussion of the telicity 
tests). However, looking at the list in Appendix 3, the vast majority of these verbs are telic. In 
fact, most early particles are telic in child Dutch (cf. §6.3.1 for further discussion).  
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Table 5.36 Object Drop with Past Perfective Clauses, Particle Verbs and Other  
 Telic Verb Clusters 

 Total +Object -Object % of Null 
Objects 

Particle Verbs 363 219 144 40% 
Past Perfective 35 24 11 31% 

Other 76 32 44 58% 
Total 474 275 199  

 
This differentiation is maintained throughout development, as indicated in 
Table 5.37. Past perfective clauses do not even emerge in the child data until 
MLU Level VI.104 
 
Table 5.37 Object Drop in Particle Verbs and  Past Perfective  
 Clauses in All Children by MLU Level  

Particle Verbs Past Perfective Clauses MLU 
Level Raw 

Numbers 
% with Null 

Objects 
Raw 

Numbers 
% with Null 

Objects 
I 0/1 n.c. - - 
II 3/5 n.c. - - 
III 12/26 46% - - 
IV 39/100 39% - - 
V  41/85 41% - - 
VI 36/54 67% 4/4 n.c. 
VII 14/78 18% 7/26 27% 
VIII 0/14 0% 0/5 n.c. 
Total 145/363 40% 11/35 31% 

 

Based on this distribution within the group of clauses we originally classed 
as perfective, we assume that the high rates of object drop are related to 
particle or telic-marked verbs in child Dutch. High rates of object drop are 
not strongly associated with the past perfective clauses before MLU Level 
VI. From this point forward, we refer to telicity, rather than perfectivity, as 
being a strong factor in object drop. Note that in this discussion telicity 
refers only to the particle verbs and other telic verb clusters. 
 

                                                 
104For individual development and totals, see Tables A11.1-A11.6. 
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5.9 Conclusions 

The goal of this chapter was to test the hypotheses and questions laid out in 
Chapters 2 and 3 and to determine if current proposals for object drop in 
child Dutch account for the data. While the analyses put forth until now do 
not adequately explain the data presented in this chapter, several general 
trends in the data have surfaced that would not have been detected without 
applying these models. The initial paragraphs of this chapter illustrate that 
object drop is a true syntactic process in child Dutch (§5.2). Rates of object 
drop in the data indicate that it cannot simply be attributed to performance 
errors or memory restrictions (Table 5.1). Obligatory object drop also 
behaves differently from object drop with optionally transitive verbs (Table 
5.2). Optionally transitive verbs show consistently higher rates of object 
drop. These results confirmed the findings of Krämer (1995). We now turn 
to the three major research questions this chapter set out to address. 
 
Q3: Does object drop occur more frequently from sentence-initial  

position? 
 
The position of object drop is relevant to the topic drop theory proposed in 
De Haan and Tuijnman (1988) (§3.3.3). Their proposal predicted that the 
vast majority of object drop tokens should be in verb-initial utterances. 
However, the results presented in §5.4, demonstrate clearly that most cases 
of object drop do not occur in structures of the type De Haan and Tuijnman 
(1988) would expect. Few objects were dropped sentence-initially. On the 
basis of these data, it is reasonable to conclude that object drop is not 
directly related to a sentence-initial position. This also maintains our 
expectations regarding the acquisition of CP its relationship to the position 
of object drop as outlined in §2.5. Our theoretical assumptions, in contrast to 
De Haan and Tuijnman (1988), predicted that children would not produce 
sentence-initial object drop. 
 
Q5: Do object drop and finiteness bear any relation to one another? 
 
The second point of research investigated the relationship between object 
drop and finiteness (§5.5). The topic drop analysis predicted higher rates of 
object drop with finite verbs, while the perfectivity hypothesis predicted 
more object drop with infinitival verbs. Finiteness does appear to play a role 
in object drop. In two of the six children, Arnold and Katelijne, overall rates 
of object drop were higher with infinitival forms. Maria showed similar 
effects at MLU Level VI. Taken as a whole, the group data also indicated a 
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relationship between finiteness and object drop where infinitival clauses 
underwent higher rates of object drop. On the other hand, data from two 
children, Gijs and Joost, did not show any relationship between finiteness 
and object drop. Clearly, however, the data prove that object drop does not 
occur more often in finite clauses. Infinitival clauses show higher rates of 
object drop. In this respect, Krämer's perfectivity hypothesis (1995) is 
accurate.  
 
Q6: Does object drop occur more frequently in non-perfective clauses? 
 
The third major research question asked what the role of perfectivity could 
be in the object drop structures in child Dutch. Krämer (1995) predicts that 
objects are optional in non-perfective or imperfective clauses in the child’s 
grammar (§3.3.5). Completed events will include AspPem in their 
representation and this projection requires the presence of an object. 
Otherwise, AspPem is not projected and objects are optional. She argues that 
modal and future constructions, which represent incomplete events, would 
exhibit higher rates of object deletion. However, the data showed that this 
was not the case. In comparison to the perfective constructions, which 
included past constructions and particle verbs, the modal and future 
constructions actually had less object drop (§5.6). Five of the six children 
dropped objects significantly more often in perfective constructions than in 
non-perfective construction. The group as a whole also showed this trend, 
particularly at the MLU Levels V-VII (4.01 – 6.25). On the basis of these 
data, it is impossible to maintain the perfectivity hypothesis.   
 Five developmental stages emerged when we investigated the data; 
these stages are summarized in Table 5.38.105 The first stage is characterized 
by object drop occurring across-the-board, with respect to sentential 
position, finiteness and telicity. This stage is represented at MLU Levels I 
and II. The second stage of development is marked by the increasing 
importance of telicity. Object drop occurs at slightly higher rates with the 
telic verbs at MLU Levels III and IV. During the third stage of development, 
telicity and finiteness play significant roles. Object drop rates with nonfinite 
verbs are significantly higher than with finite verbs. The same relationship 
exists between the telic and non-telic verbs. These factors appear to play a 
role at MLU Levels V through VII. The fourth stage appears is marked by a 
decrease in the rates of overall object drop (MLU Level VIII). Research with 
older children (i.e. four years and older) indicates a fifth stage where object 

                                                 
105 These percentages were calculated by adding the raw numbers of obligatory object drop 
for each MLU Level and then determining the percentage. 
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drop occurring from sentence-initial position increases gradually 
(Blankenstijn & Scheper, forthcoming).   

 
Table 5.38 Stages, MLUs, Ages and Rates of Object Drop in Child Dutch 

Stage MLU 
Levels 

Ages Rate of  
Object Drop 

Stage 1 I, II 1;08.29 - 2;00.12 67% 
Stage 2 III, IV 1;10.24 - 2;05.18 29% 
Stage 3 V, VI, VII 2;05.18 - 3;01.07 15% 
Stage 4 VIII 2;07.19 - 3;01.07 8% 
Stage 5 n/a ≥ 4;00 5%106 

 
 In the process of finding answers to the research questions outlined 
above, we find patterns occurring in child object drop which cannot be 
explained by the analyses presented in Chapter 3. We find that telicity and 
finiteness play a significant role in object drop in child Dutch (§5.7 - §5.8). 
Upon further investigation, telicity has the stronger association with object 
drop as compared to finiteness. A high number of telic-marked predicates 
undergo object drop. We also find that the telic-marked predicates show a 
strong tendency to appear in their infinitival forms. These facts about object 
drop in child Dutch leave us with three new questions, Q7-Q9. 
 
Q7: Why is object drop significantly higher in telic clauses? 
Q8: Why does object drop not occur sentence-initially? 
Q9: Why is object drop significantly higher in nonfinite clauses than  
 in finite clauses? 
 
Each of these questions is addressed individually in Chapter 6. In Chapter 6, 
we attempt to explain the high rates of object drop in the telic-marked 
predicates in these children, as well as the developmental stages uncovered 
in the data.  

                                                 
106Based on Blankenstijn and Scheper (forthcoming).  




