
THE USE OF ZO’N VERSUS ZULKE ‘SUCH’ IN 

BELGIAN AND NETHERLANDIC DUTCH

Testing hypotheses relating to lexical biases, function, register and noun type

Dirk Pijpops

Lilith, University of Liège – QLVL, University of Leuven

dirk.pijpops@uliege.be



Zo'n vs. zulke 'such'

• Singular countable nouns, e.g. zo'n toestand 'such a situation', zo'n man 'such a man': zo'n utterly dominant

• Plural nouns & singular mass nouns, e.g. zo'n/zulke toestanden 'such situation', zo'n/zulke diversiteit 'such 

diversity': competition

— Netherlandic Dutch: more zulke

— Belgian Dutch: more zo'n

Literature: Ghesquière & Van de Velde (2011), Van Olmen & van der Auwera (2014), Van Olmen (2019)
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Lexical biases

• Lexical biases = one word prefers one variant, another word prefers the other variant

• Lectal contamination = a mechanism that can create lexical biases in morphosyntactic variation

Works under 4 conditions:

1. Two morphosyntactic variants that have a different distribution in two lects

2. These two lects prefer different words

3. Language contact between the lects

4. Language users store ready-mades



How does lectal contamination work?

1. Two morphosyntactic variants that have a different distribution in two lects

e.g. Netherlandic Dutch iets boeiends/leuks/… vs. Belgian Dutch iets boeiend/leuk/… 'something special/fun/…' 

Netherlandic Dutch zulke aantallen/toestanden/… vs. Belgian Dutch zo'n aantallen/toestanden/… 'such numbers/…'

2. These two lects prefer different words

e.g. Netherlandic Dutch boeiend 'interesting' vs. Belgian Dutch speciaal 'special'

Netherlandic Dutch aantallen 'numbers' vs. Belgian Dutch toestanden 'situations'

⇒ When looking at material from both lects combined, words typical of lect A will appear more often in the variant typical of lect A

e.g. iets boeiends > iets speciaals

zulke aantallen > zulke toestanden



3. Language contact: language users are exposed to language material from both lects

e.g. Belgians hear proportionally more often iets boeiends than iets speciaals

Belgians hear proportionally more often zulke aantallen than zulke toestanden

4. Language users store ready-made forms: intralectal lexical biases emerge

e.g. When Belgians use the word boeiend 'interesting', they will be more inclined to use the -s variant.

When Belgians use the word aantallen 'numbers', they will be more inclined to use the zulke variant

⇒ When looking at material from both lects combined, words typical of lect A will appear more often in the variant typical of lect A

e.g. iets boeiends > iets speciaals

zulke aantallen > zulke toestanden

How does lectal contamination work



Why is lectal contamination exciting?

• Can explain how lexical biases in language variation emerge out of nowhere

• Simple mechanism

— Not a special case of language variation

— Not a special case of language contact

— Strong evidence for the cognitive storage of ready-made language forms: Arnon & Snider (2010), Tremblay & 

Baayen (2010), Tremblay e.a. (2011), Dąbrowska (2014)



Evidence for lectal contamination

• Observational evidence: partitive genitive, e.g. iets leuk(s), iets bijzonder(s)

Belgians Dutchmen

Estimated

coefficient: 1.57

p-value: 0.0014

Estimated 

coefficient: 0.67

p-value: 0.0414



Evidence for lectal contamination

• Simulational evidence: agent-based simulation implements 4 conditions

1. Two morphosyntactic variants that have a different distribution in two lects

2. These two lects prefer different words

3. Language contact between the lects

4. Language users store ready-mades

→ Lectal contamination emerges consistently



Evidence for lectal contamination



Does lectal contamination affect zo'n vs. zulke?

• It should affect zo'n vs. zulke if all 4 conditions hold for zo'n vs. zulke:

1. Two morphosyntactic variants that have a different distribution in two lects: Van Olmen & Van der Auwera (2014)

2. These two lects prefer different words: Speelman et al. (2008), Ruette (2012), Daems et al. (2015)

3. Language contact between the lects: Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek (2020), van Agtmaal-Wobma et al. (2007). 

4. Language users store ready-mades

→ They store e.g. zulke hoge cijfers, zo'n personen, zo'n diversiteit,… as a ready-made in memory

(Arnon & Snider 2010, Tremblay & Baayen 2010, Tremblay e.a. 2011, Dąbrowska 2014)



Does lectal contamination affect zo'n vs. zulke?

• It should affect zo'n vs. zulke if all 4 conditions hold for zo'n vs. zulke:

1. Two morphosyntactic variants that have a different distribution in two lects: Van Olmen & Van der Auwera (2014)

2. These two lects prefer different words: Speelman et al. (2008), Ruette (2012), Daems et al. (2015)

3. Language contact between the lects: Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek (2020), van Agtmaal-Wobma et al. (2007). 

4. Language users store ready-mades

→ Hypothesis: The more 'Belgian' a phrase is, the more often it will appear in the 'Belgian' variant zo'n in 

Belgian Dutch and Netherlandic Dutch



ANALYSIS



Data

• Corpora

— Corpus of Spoken Dutch: all speaker info known

— Sonar Corpus of Written Dutch: only material for which writer info is known

• List of potential mass nouns from Referentiebestand Nederlands (RBN 2014)

• Extracted all instances of zulke/zo'n followed by a plural noun or a potential mass noun within the next 5 words

• Manually checked, excluded:

— Instances with singular countable nouns

— Instances of the recognitional and approximating function

— Instances where both variants were used

— Clear instances of copying (Sonar)

— Metalinguistic comments (CGN)

— Zo een open mogelijk beleid 'a policy that is as open as possible'

— Head noun is over 5 words away



Netherlandic regression model

• 4415 zulke vs. 1115 zo'n

• BELGIANNESS PHRASE = log(
Τ(𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑝ℎ𝑟𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝐵𝑒𝑙𝑔. 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 + 1) (𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝐵𝑒𝑙𝑔𝑖𝑎𝑛 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 − 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑝ℎ𝑟𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝐵𝑒𝑙𝑔. 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 + 1 )

Τ(𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑝ℎ𝑟𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝑁𝑒𝑡ℎ. 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 + 1) (𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑁𝑒𝑡ℎ. 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 − 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑝ℎ𝑟𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝑁𝑒𝑡ℎ. 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 +1 )
)

• NOUN TYPE: plural nouns, singular mass nouns

• FUNCTION: anaphoric, kataphoric, exophoric, intensifying

• Interaction between NOUN TYPE and FUNCTION

• COMPLEXITY PHRASE: natural logarithm of the number of words of the phrase

• REGISTER: formal, informal

• CORPUS: sonar, cgn

• Random intercepts: PHRASE



Netherlandic regression model

• Model fitting:

— PHRASE: all phrases that occur only once, were pooled. (Wolk et al. 2013: 399)

— VIFs < 5 (Levshina 2015: 160)

— C-index: 0.974 (Hosmer & Lemeshow 2000: 162)



Belgian model 

• 88 zulke vs. 209 zo'n: maximum 4 parameters (Speelman 2014: 530)

• BELGIANNESS PHRASE = log
Τ𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑝ℎ𝑟𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝐵𝑒𝑙𝑔. 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 + 1 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝐵𝑒𝑙𝑔𝑖𝑎𝑛 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 − 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑝ℎ𝑟𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝐵𝑒𝑙𝑔. 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 + 1

Τ𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑝ℎ𝑟𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝑁𝑒𝑡ℎ. 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 + 1 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑁𝑒𝑡ℎ. 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 − 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑝ℎ𝑟𝑎𝑠𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝑁𝑒𝑡ℎ. 𝑊𝑅𝑃𝑃𝐺 +1

• NOUN TYPE: plural nouns, singular mass nouns

• REGISTER: formal, informal

• Interaction between NOUN TYPE and REGISTER

• Model fitting

— VIFS < 5 (Levshina 2015: 160)

— C-index: 0.763 (Hosmer & Lemeshow 2000: 162). 



RESULTS



Hypothesis: the more 'Belgian' a phrase is, the more often it will appear in the 'Belgian' variant zo'n in 

Netherlandic Dutch and Belgian Dutch

Netherlandic model Belgian model

Estimate: -0.28, p = 0.3295 Estimate: 0.42, p = 0.3663



CONCLUSIONS



Lectal contamination: not confirmed

• Option 1: Lectal contamination does not exist

→ Explain away the other evidence:

— Partitive genitive

— Agent-based simulation

• Option 2: Lectal contamination exists, but is not at work for zo'n vs. zulke

→ At least one of the 4 conditions does not hold for zo'n vs. zulke:

1. Two morphosyntactic variants that have a different distribution in two lects

2. These two lects prefer different words

3. Language contact between the lects

4. Language users store ready-mades



Lectal contamination

• Option 3: Lectal contamination is at work for zo'n vs. zulke, but we failed to observe it

— Operationalization of BELGIANNESS PHRASE not ideal

— Belgian model based on very few data

— Failed to control for important variables (Belgian model)

— …



Want to know more?

• Papers under review: dirk.pijpops@uliege.be

• Related mechanism: constructional contamination

— Pijpops, Dirk and Freek Van de Velde. 2016. Constructional contamination: How does it work and 

how do we measure it? Folia Linguistica 50(2). 543–581.

— Pijpops, Dirk, Isabeau De Smet and Freek Van de Velde. 2018. Constructional contamination in 

morphology and syntax: Four case studies. Constructions and Frames 10(2). 269–305.

— Hilpert, Martin and Susanne Flach. A case of constructional contamination in English: Modified noun

phrases influence adverb placement in the passive. In Marcin Grygiel (ed.), Contrast and analogy in 

language: Perspectives from Cognitive Linguistics. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

— Hilpert, Martin. 2019. Construction Grammar and its Application to English. 2nd edn. Edinburgh: 

Edinburgh University Press.

→ Chapter 3
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