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T
his

paperoffers
an

explanation
for

a
little-know

n
but

striking
phe-

nom
enonfirst

discussedby
Jackendoff

(1968b)thatI
w

ill
call

A
N

T
I-

U
N

IQ
U

E
N

E
S

S:
partitives

are
incom

patiblew
ith

the
definite

determ
iner

(*I
m

e
tth

e
o

n
e

o
fJo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

s),unlessthe
partitive

firstreceivesad-
ditionalm

odification(I
m

e
tth

e
[[o

n
e
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
s]

th
a

th
e

tra
ve

le
d

w
ith

fro
m

M
exico]).

I
arguethatan

independentlyneededrefinem
entof

the
sem

anticanalysesofthe
partitive

ofLadusaw
(1982)andH

oeksem
a

(1984)autom
aticallypredictstheseanti-uniquenessfacts.M

ore
specif-

ically,
I

proposethatpartitivity
is

alw
ays

properpartitivity.
T

his
w

ill
guaranteethatany

propertydenotedby
a

partitive
w

ill
have

atleasttw
o

entitiesin
its

extension,andcannotuniquelyidentify
an

individual;thus
partitivesare

anti-unique.In
addition,this

paperm
akesa

new
casefor

analyzingdoublegenitivesaspartitives.A
num

berofsyntacticand
se-

m
anticargum

entsw
ill

show
thatdespiteappearances,so-calleddouble

genitives(a
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s)
have

lessin
com

m
onw

ith
a

superficially
quite

sim
ilartype

of
sim

ple
genitive

(a
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n)

than
w

ith
stan-

dard
partitives(o

n
e

o
fJo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

s).
If

doublegenitivesare
indeeda

type
ofpartitive,this

explainsw
hy

they
also

exhibitanti-uniquenessef-
fects:*Im

e
t[th

e
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s]is
badbutI

m
e

tth
e

[[frie
n

d
o

fJo
h

n
’s]

th
a

th
e

tra
ve

le
dw

ith
fro

m
M

exico]
is

perfectlyfine.

0.
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T
R

O
D

U
C

T
IO

N

Jackendoff(1968b)observesthatpartitivesexhibita
peculiareffectthatI

w
ill

call
A

N
T

I-U
N

IQ
U

E
N

E
S

S:

(1)
a.

*I
m

etthe
[one

ofJohn’s
friends].

b.
I

m
etthe

[[one
ofJohn’s

friends]thatyou
pointedoutlastnight].

(2)
a.

*I
m

etthe
[friend

ofJohn’s].
b.

I
m

etthe
[[friend

ofJohn’s]thatyou
pointedoutlastnight].

A
pparently,partitive

nom
inalssuchaso

n
e

o
fJo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

scannotbe
com

bined
w

ith
the

definite
determ

iner,as
show

n
in

(1a),unlessthe
partitive

firstreceives

�T
hanks

to
B

arbara
A

bbott,
M

atthew
C

hen,P
eterC

ulicover,
M

arcelden
D

ikken,D
avid

D
ow

ty,
S

vetlanaG
odjevac,G

raham
K

atz,W
illiam

A
.

Ladusaw
,

P
eterLasersohn,LouiseM

cN
ally,D

avid
P

erlm
utter,E

ric
P

otsdam
,R

obertoZ
am

-
parelli,and

m
y

anonym
ousreferees.

T
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additionalm
odification,as

in
(1b).

Jackendoff
also

notesthatthe
sam

ething
happensfor

so-calleddoublegenitivessuchas
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s,as
show

n
in

(2a)
and

(2b).
T

houghJackendoff
doesnotproposean

explanationfor
anti-uniqueness,he

doesrem
arkbriefly

thatit
m

ay
be

necessaryto
subcategorize

nom
inalsas

defi-
nite

or
indefinite.A

partitive
w

ould
be

inherentlyindefinite,butm
odificationby

a
restrictive

relative
clause(or

prepositionalphraseor
adjectivalphrase)w

ould
producea

nom
inalthatw

as
definite,and

thereforesuitablefor
com

binationw
ith

the
definite

determ
iner.

M
ore

recently,K
ayne

(1993,1994)developsa
syntacticanalysisofdouble-

genitivesin
w

hich
he

also
attributesanti-uniquenesscontrastsas

in
(2)

to
differ-

encesin
the

syntacticcategory
of

the
com

plem
entof

th
e,as

discussedin
section

3.1.H
ow

ever,it
is

difficultto
seehow

to
extendeitherJackendoff’s

suggestionor
K

ayne’s
proposalto

accountform
any

ofthe
exam

plespresentedbelow
,especially

the
datain

section4.5.T
he

full
rangeof

datasuggeststhatanti-uniquenessis
an

essentiallysem
anticphenom

enon,and
any

purely
syntacticapproachis

boundto
be

atbestincom
plete.

I
proposeto

explain
thesecasesofanti-uniquenessby

arguing
for

a
m

inim
al

butcrucialrefinem
entof

the
sem

antictreatm
entof

partitivity
presentedin

Ladu-
saw

(1982)and
H

oeksem
a(1984).

M
ore

specifically,
I

w
ill

claim
thatpartitive

nom
inalphraseshave

in
their

extension
only

proper
subpartsof

the
entity

de-
notedby

the
N

P
objectofthe

partitive
o

f.
(P

erhapssurprisingly,no
adjustm

entis
neededto

accountfor
partitives

em
beddedunderuniversalquantifierslik

e
a

ll
o

f
th

e
m

orb
o

th
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
s;seesection3.4.)A

s
explainedin

section4,proper
partitivity

guaranteesthata
nom

inalsuch
as

o
n

e
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
s

m
usthave

at
leasttw

o
entitiesin

its
extension,and

this
sem

anticpropertyis
w

hatrenderssuch
phrasesincom

patiblew
ith

the
definite

determ
inerw

ithoutfurtherm
odification.

E
xtending

this
explanation

for
the

anti-uniquenesseffects
for

partitives
as

in
(1)

to
double

genitivesas
in

(2)
dependson

establishingthatdouble
genitives

and
partitivessharesom

erelevantproperty.
I

w
ill

argue
thatdoublegenitivesare

in
facta

type
of

partitive.
T

his
claim

goesback
atleastto

S
onnenschein(1921,

p.51):In
sentenceslik

e
H

e
is

a
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s
thereis

a
noununderstood:

o
fJo

h
n

’s
m

eansofJohn’s
friends,so

thatthe
sentenceis

equivalent
to

H
e

is
o

n
e

o
fJo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

s.H
ere

o
f

m
eanso

u
to

fth
e

n
u

m
b

e
ro

f.

A
bstractingaw

ay
from

S
onnenschein’sspecificassum

ptions,letus
callthe

gen-
eralnotion

thatdouble
genitives

are
in

factpartitives
the

PA
R

T
IT

IV
E

H
Y

P
O

T
H

E-
S

IS.
A

s
faras

I
know

,in
the

generative
literatureonly

Jackendoff
(1968b;1977,

p.116)defendsa
version

of
the

Partitive
H

ypothesis,and
a

num
berof

authors
argue

specifically
againstit,

including
S

tockw
ell,S

chachterand
Partee

(1973),
A

ltenberg
(1982),Lyons

(1986),N
arita

(1986),M
cC

aw
ley

(1988),and
Taylor

(1996).I
w

ill
develop

and
extendJackendoff’s

argum
entsin

favorofthe
Partitive
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H
ypothesis,presentnew

argum
ents,and

respondto
eachofthe

counterargum
ents

I
am

aw
are

ofin
the

sectionsbelow
.

T
he

form
alaccountdevelopedbelow

builds
on

the
approachto

the
sem

antics
ofpartitivesdevelopedindependentlyby

Ladusaw
(1982)and

H
oeksem

a(1984).
T

heirw
ork

focussedon
w

hatis
now

know
n

as
the

Partitive
C

onstraint,building
in

turn
on

the
analysesofJackendoff(1977)and

B
arw

iseand
C

ooper(1981).

(3)
a.

one
ofthe

tw
o

m
en

b.
*one

ofboth
m

en

T
he

Partitive
C

onstraintrules
out(3b)on

the
basisof

a
distinction

in
the

inter-
pretationofb

o
th

m
e

ncom
paredto

the
interpretationofth

e
tw

o
m

e
n:

th
e

tw
o

m
e

n
corresponds(in

a
sensem

adem
ore

precisebelow
)

to
a

(non-atom
ic)entity,

but
b

o
th

m
e

n
is

irreducibly
quantificational.T

he
Partitive

C
onstraintand

its
critics

(including
A

bbott(1996),H
oeksem

a(1996b,1996c),and
R

eed(1996))are
dis-

cussedin
m

ore
detailin

section2.
S

ection1
presentsand

defendsthe
Partitive

H
ypothesis.S

ection2
discusses

the
Partitive

C
onstraint.

S
ection

3
gives

a
com

positionalanalysisof
the

con-
structionsunderstudy,

and
in

particularm
otivatesand

defendsthe
assum

ption
ofproperpartitivity.

S
ection4

is
the

sem
anticheartofthe

paper:it
explainshow

assum
ingproperpartitivity

accountsfor
anti-uniqueness,both

for
standardparti-

tivesand
for

doublegenitives.

1.
T

H
E

P
A

R
T

IT
IV

E
H

Y
P

O
T

H
E

S
IS

In
additionto

evaluatingthe
Partitive

H
ypothesis,this

sectionpresentssom
eofthe

theoreticalassum
ptionsthatfram

ethe
discussionto

follo
w

.Italsoexplainsforthe
firsttim

e
(asfarasI

know
)

how
the

Partitive
H

ypothesiscan
answ

eran
objection

firstraisedby
Jespersen(1927,p.16):if

a
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s
w

ere
indeeda

partitive
w

ith
a

headnom
inalm

issingafterthe
possessive

clitic,andif
thatm

issingnom
inal

is
anaphoricto

the
overtheadnoun

frie
n

d,
w

hy
then

doesn’ta
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s
m

eanthe
sam

ething
asa

frie
n

d
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
s?

T
he

answ
er,I

w
ill

suggest,is
becausethe

putative
paraphrasescontaintw

o
differento

f’s:one
is

the
genitive

o
f,

and
the

otheris
the

partitive
o

f.

1.1.
A

g
a

in
stth

e
N

o
tio

n
o

fa
P

le
o

n
a

sticG
e

n
itive

T
he

m
ain

alternative
to

the
Partitive

H
ypothesisis

thatthe
o

f
in

a
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s
is

a
genitive

o
f.

Indeed,S
w

eet(1898,p.54),follo
w

ed
by

P
outsm

a(1914,p.77),
calls

expressionssuch
as

frie
n

d
o

f
Jo

h
n

’s
the

‘pleonasticgenitive’,
though

this
term

seem
sto

have
fallen

outof
use;m

ore
recentlyit

is
called

the
‘double

gen-
itive’as

in,
e.g.,Q

uirk
etal.(1972,p.203).

A
s

P
outsm

a(1914,p.77)puts
it,

‘[s]om
etim

esthe
m

eaningof
the

prepositiono
f

is
expressedover

again
by

the
genitive

inflection
ofthe

follo
w

ing
noun’.T

he
assum

ptionis
thateitherthe

o
f

or
the

phrase-finalpossessive
m

orphem
e’s

m
ustbe

sem
anticallyredundant.

T
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T
he

obvious
firsttask

on
this

approachis
identifying

w
hich

elem
entis

se-
m

antically
potentand

w
hich

is
superfluous.In

the
generative

literature,eachof
the

tw
o

logicalpossibilitieshas
been

proposed.In
S

m
ith

(1964),for
exam

ple,
genitive

o
f-phrasesare

producedfrom
double

genitives
by

optionaldeletion
of

the
possessive

m
arking,thatis,a

frie
n

d
o

fJo
h

n
’s ��

a
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n.

N
arita

(1986,p.193)andLyons(1986,p.128)also
assum

ethatthe
o

f
is

the
“real”

geni-
tive,optionallyaddinga

pleonasticpossessive
clitic

to
the

postnom
inalof

phrase.
A

lternatively,thereis
the

notion
thatthe

possessive
clitic

conveys
its

norm
al

possessive
m

eaningand
it

is
the

o
f

thatis
sem

anticallyredundant.For
exam

ple,
in

the
postposinganalysisofS

tockw
ell,S

chachterand
Partee(1973,p.708),the

possessive
N

P
startsoutin

prenom
inalposition,alongw

ith
a

determ
iner;the

pos-
sessive

postposes,so
thata

Jo
h

n
’s

b
o

o
k ��

a
b

o
o

kJo
h

n
’s,and

an
o

f
is

inserted
by

a
generalrule

of
casem

arking,resultingin
a

b
o

o
k

o
fJo

h
n

’s.
In

M
cC

aw
ley’s

(1988,p.390)variant,a
‘sem

anticallyem
pty’o

f
is

addedto
the

prenom
inalpos-

sessive
first,anditis

the
presenceofthe

prepositionw
hich

triggersthe
postposing.

K
ayne(1993,1994)also

proposesa
pleonasticinsertionofo

f,thoughfor
him

the
possessorphrasestaysputand

the
possesseephrasepreposes.

W
ith

the
exception

of
K

ayne’s
analysis,w

hich
is

discussedin
section3.1,

thesesyntacticanalysesof
the

double
genitive

are
notcom

patiblew
ith

recent
theoreticalfram

ew
orks.

R
atherthan

argue
againsttheseproposalsin

detailon
theoreticalgrounds,I

w
ill

insteadargue
on

em
piricalgroundsin

favorofan
anal-

ysis
on

w
hich

both
the

possessive
m

orphem
e’s

and
the

prepositiono
f

are
alw

ays
syntacticallyand

sem
anticallypotent(seealso

Langacker(1992)).
E

nglish
doessom

etim
esallow

redundantm
arking

of
sem

anticdistinctions,
notablyforplurality

ornegation.Forexam
ple,the

secondinstanceofthe
pluralin

the
sentenceU

n
icycle

sh
a

vew
h

e
e

lsis
a

so-calleddependentplural,and
doesnot

entailthatany
unicycle

hasm
ore

than
one

w
heel.S

im
ilarly,the

doubly
negated

sentenceI
d

o
n

’tw
a

n
tn

o
m

ilk
m

eansthe
sam

ething
in

negative-concorddialects
as

the
singly

negatedsentenceI
d

o
n

’t
w

a
n

ta
n

y
m

ilk
m

eansin
thosedialectsin

w
hich

negative
concordis

notobligatory.
H

ow
ever,if

the
argum

entsgiven
here

in
favorofthe

Partitive
H

ypothesisare
correct,they

supportthe
claim

thatthereis
no

suchthing
in

E
nglish

asa
pleonasticgenitive.

1.2.
S

o
m

eD
e

scrip
tiveTe

rm
in

o
log

y

T
his

paperadoptsthe
follo

w
ing

term
inology:

(4)
a.

P
renom

inalP
ossessive:

[John’s]friend
is

nice.
b.

B
are

P
ossessive:

I’m
going

to
[John’s].

c.
G

enitive
o

f-phrase:
I

m
eta

friend
[ofG

E
N

John].
d.

S
tandardPartitive:

I
saw

tw
o

[ofPA
R

T
the

m
en].

I
saw

tw
o

[ofPA
R

T
John’s

friends].
e.

P
ossessive

Partitive:
I

m
eta

[friend
ofJohn’s].

(a.k.a.the
“D

ouble
G

enitive”)
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T
he

Partitive
H

ypothesisconcernsthe
statusof

(4e):is
this

a
genitive

construc-
tion

or
a

partitive?
S

ince
the

term
“possessive

partitive”
only

m
akes

senseif
the

Partitive
H

ypothesisturns
outto

be
correct,it

doesnotconstitutea
neutralde-

scriptive
term

.U
nfortunately,the

term
“double

genitive”
is

no
better,sinceif

the
Partitive

H
ypothesisis

correct,the
o

f
involved

is
notin

factthe
genitive

o
f.R

ather
thaninventa

third
m

oreneutralterm
,Iw

ill
use“possessive

partitive”and“double
genitive”m

oreorlessinterchangeablyasa
w

ay
ofreferringto

the
expressiontype

exem
plifiedin

(4e).

1.3.
C

o
-o

ccu
rre

n
cew

ith
th

e
p

re
n

o
m

in
a

lp
o

sse
ssive

C
o-occurrencew

ith
the

prenom
inalpossessive

providesan
argum

entin
favor

of
the

Partitive
H

ypothesis.In
general,a

genitive
o

f
phrasecannotoccuralong

w
ith

a
prenom

inalpossessive.

(5)
*M

ary’s
child

ofJohn

T
his

fam
iliarfactpresum

ablyfollo
w

s
from

som
erequirem

entam
ountingto

the-
m

atic
uniqueness:a

nom
inalcan

have
only

one
syntacticallyspecifiedpossessor

(w
here

a
coordinatepossessorsuch

as
Jo

h
n

’s
a

n
d

M
a

ry’s
is

of
coursea

single
syntacticconstituent).T

he
problem

w
ith

(5),then,is
thatM

a
ry

and
Jo

h
n

are
syn-

tactically
independentpossessors. �

B
utif

the
Partitive

H
ypothesisis

correct,the
o

f
in

possessive
partitive

phrasesis
notthe

genitive
o

f,
and

there
is

nothing
to

preventit
from

occurring
w

ith
a

prenom
inalpossessive.

S
urprisingly,this

turns
outto

be
the

case:

(6)
a.

m
y

favorite
story

ofyours
b.

M
ary’s

m
ostrecentlypurchasedbook

ofJohn’s

T
hesefactsclearly

argueagainstconsideringthe
possessive

partitive
to

be
a

post-
posedprenom

inalpossessive,as
in

S
tockw

ell,S
chachterand

Partee(1973)and
M

cC
aw

ley
(1988).

In
general,theseexam

plesare
highly

problem
aticfor

any
analysisthatassum

esthatdoublegenitivescontaina
genitive

o
f,sincethey

w
ould

constituteglaring
counterexam

plesto
the

generalthem
aticuniquenessconstraint

illustratedin
(5).

1.4.
C

o
m

p
a

tib
ilityw

ith
re

la
tio

n
a

la
n

d
n

o
n

-re
la

tio
n

a
ln

o
u

n
s

I
am

basingm
y

analysisof
possessive

and
genitive

constructionson
the

account
developedin

B
arker(1995).In

particular,I
assum

ethatprenom
inalversuspost-

nom
inalpossessivesdifferin

the
w

ay
they

interactw
ith

relationalheadnouns.

�T
here

is
atleastone

possibleexception:M
a

ry’s
p

ictu
re

s
o

f
Jo

h
n.

B
ut

o
f

Jo
h

n
is

alm
ostcertainlyan

internalargum
enthere,as

in
M

a
ry’s

love
o

fJo
h

n;
in

supportof
this

idea,note
thatM

a
ry’s

p
ictu

re
s

o
fJo

h
n

can
only

referto
pictures

representingJohn’s
im

age,andcannotentailthatJohnpossessesthe
pictures.S

ee
also

the
discussionof(11)below

.

T
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P
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In
the

prenom
inalpossessive

construction,it
is

w
ell

know
n

(see,e.g.,
W

illiam
s

(1982,p.
283))thatthe

relation
betw

eenthe
possessorand

the
thing

possessedcan
take

on
a

w
ide

range
of

possiblevalues.For
instance,a

phrase
suchasJo

h
n

’s
silh

o
u

e
ttein

the
rightcontextcan

referto
the

outline
of(a

partof)
John’s

body,or
else

som
ecardboardshapesthathe

cutoutin
artclass,or

som
e

otherobjectofthe
appropriatetype

thatJohnis
associatedw

ith
in

som
econtextu-

ally
specifiedm

anner.
In

contrast,the
possessionrelation

expressedby
a

postnom
inalgenitive

o
f-

phraseis
m

orelim
ited:itm

ustexpressthe
relationnam

edby
the

headnoun.T
hus

a
silh

o
u

e
tteo

f
Jo

h
n

m
ustreferto

the
outline

of
John’s

body,
and

notto
som

e
cardboardshapesthatJohnhascutoutin

artclass.
T

he
reasonthis

assum
ptionis

relevantis
thatonly

som
enounshave

an
easily

accessiblerelationalinterpretation.Forinstance,considerthe
differencebetw

een
a

day
and

a
birthday:the

noun
d

a
y

denotesa
non-relationalpredicatethatis

true
of

days
of

the
year.

T
he

noun
b

irth
d

a
y

also
has

for
its

extension
entities

that
are

daysof
the

year;how
ever,a

day
is

a
birthdayonly

in
virtue

of
there

being
a

certainpersonw
hosebirthdayit

is.
O

thernon-relational/relationalnear-m
inim

al
pairsincludea

n
im

a
lversusp

e
t,m

a
nversusso

n,h
o

rseversusste
e

d,so
ld

ie
rversus

e
n

e
m

y,and
so

on.
T

husif
the

possessionrelation
expressedby

a
postnom

inalgenitive
o

f
is

al-
w

aysinterpretedasthe
relationdenotedby

the
headnounitm

odifies,postnom
inal

genitive
o

f
phrasesshouldonly

be
com

patiblew
ith

a
relationalheadnoun.

(7)
a.

Todayis
John’s

birthday.
b.

Todayis
the

birthdayofJohn.

(8)
a.

Todayis
John’s

day.
b.

*Todayis
the

day
ofJohn.

A
s

predicted,an
obviously

relationalnoun
suchasb

irth
d

a
y

is
perfectlycom

pati-
ble

w
ith

eithera
prenom

inalpossessive
orw

ith
a

postnom
inalgenitive

o
f

phrase,
asshow

n
in

(7).
In

addition,the
non-relationalnoun

d
a

y
is

perfectlyfine
in

con-
struction

w
ith

the
prenom

inalpossessive,
even

if
the

circum
stancethatm

akes
today

countas
John’s

day
rem

ainsvague.In
contrast,an

attem
ptto

com
binea

non-relationalnoun
w

ith
a

postnom
inalgenitive

o
f

phraseas
in

(8b)is
distinctly

unnatural.
If

the
Partitive

H
ypothesisis

correct,possessive
partitive

phrasesshouldsys-
tem

aticallybe
possiblew

ith
non-relationalnom

inalseven
though

a
postnom

inal
genitive

o
f

phraseis
not.

(9)
a.

*a
stick

ofM
ary

b.
a

stick
ofM

ary’s
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(10)
a.

*a
battalionofM

ary
b.

a
battalionofM

ary’s

If
possessive

partitives
w

ere
genitives

afterall,
how

ever,
the

contrastin
(9)

and
(10)

w
ould

be
m

ysterious.O
n

the
Partitive

H
ypothesis,of

course,the
crucial

differenceis
thatthe

o
f

involved
in

(9b)
and

(10b)is
a

partitive
o

f
and

nota
genitive

o
f,and

thereforeis
underno

restrictionsw
ith

respectto
w

hetherthe
head

noun
is

relationalornot.
F

urtherm
ore,w

e
should

also
expectthateven

w
hen

the
headnoun

is
rela-

tional,possessive
partitive

phrasesw
ill

have
interpretationsnotavailable

to
gen-

itive
o

f-phrases:becausethere
is

no
genitive

o
f

present,there
is

no
constraint

thatthe
possessionrelation

m
ustbe

identicalto
the

relation
nam

edby
the

head
noun.T

huspossessive
partitive

phrasesshouldbe
capableofexpressinga

context-
controlledpossessionrelation.

(11)
a.

a
picture

ofJohn
b.

a
picture

ofJohn’s

A
s

notedseparatelyby
M

cC
aw

ley
(1988,p.389)and

Taylor(1996,p.328),and
contraLyons(1986),althoughthe

genitive
o

f-phrasein
(11a)canonly

be
a

picture
w

hosesubjectis
John,the

possessive
partitive

phrasein
(11b)canreferto

a
picture

w
hich

Johnow
ns,orw

hich
he

m
ade,etc.(seesection3.3).

T
hus

despitesuperficialsim
ilarity,

frie
n

d
o

f
Jo

h
n

and
frie

n
d

o
f

Jo
h

n
’s

are
clearly

deeply
differentsyntacticallyand

sem
antically:only

one
is

com
patible

w
ith

a
prenom

inalpossessive,and
only

one
is

com
patiblew

ith
a

non-relational
headnoun.

1.5.
A

so
lu

tio
n

to
Je

sp
e

rse
n

’s
p

u
zzle

D
istinguishingthe

genitive
o

f
from

the
o

f
in

possessive
partitive

phrasesim
m

e-
diately

leadsto
an

explanationfor
one

of
the

leading
objectionsto

the
Partitive

H
ypothesis,an

objectionputforw
ard

by
Jespersen(1927,p.16),and

repeatedor
reinventedby

m
any

others(including
m

yselfin
B

arker(1995,p.26)).Jespersen
dism

issesthe
Partitive

H
ypothesisby

giving
the

follo
w

ing
argum

ent:a
frie

n
d

o
f

Jo
h

n
’s

can’tbe
a

partitive
in

w
hich

the
m

issingnom
inalin

the
barepossessive

is
anaphoricto

the
headnoun,becauseif

w
e

substitutein
for

the
m

issing
nom

inal,
w

e
geta

frie
n

d
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
s,w

hich
m

eanssom
ethingquite

different.To
see

thattheseexpressionsare
notsynonym

ous,note
thatsom

eonecan
be

a
friend

of
John’s

friendsw
ithoutnecessarilybeing

a
friend

ofJohn.
H

ow
ever,

Jespersen’sargum
entfails

to
go

through
once

w
e

recognizethat
thereare

tw
o

distinctusesofo
f

involved.

(12)
a.

a
friend

ofPA
R

T
John’s

(possessive
partitive)

b.
a

friend
ofG

E
N

John’s
friends

(postnom
inalgenitive

o
f

phrase)

T
O
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If
(12a)containsa

partitive
o

f
then

it
is

no
w

onderthatthe
tw

o
phrasesin

(12)
m

eandifferentthings.T
he

sem
anticanalysispresentedbelow

predictsthat(12a)
describessom

eonew
ho

is
am

ongthe
setof

John’s
friends,and

(12b)describes
som

eonew
ho

standsin
the

friend-ofrelation
to

the
setofJohn’s

friends(and
w

ho
doesnotnecessarilystandin

the
friend-ofrelation

to
Johnhim

self).
N

ote
thatJespersen’skey

exam
pleinvolvesthe

highly
relationalnoun

frie
n

d.
T

he
resultis

quite
differentif

w
e

substitutein
a

non-relationalnoun
suchaste

le
-

p
h

o
n

eb
o

o
k:

(13)
a.

a
telephonebook

ofPA
R

T
John’s

b.
*a

telephonebook
ofG

E
N

John’s
telephonebooks

If
the

Partitive
H

ypothesisis
correct,then

the
o

f
in

(13a)is
a

partitive
o

f
(as

in-
dicated),and

is
perfectlycom

patiblew
ith

a
non-relationalheadnoun.In

contrast,
the

im
possibilityof(13b)is

exactly
w

hatw
e

w
ould

expecton
the

assum
ptionthat

the
o

f
is

a
genitive

o
f,andthereforeincom

patiblew
ith

a
non-relationalheadnoun.

T
he

solution
to

Jespersen’spuzzle,then,is
to

realize
thata

frie
n

d
o

fJo
h

n
’s

and
a

frie
n

d
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
sinstantiatetw

o
distinctconstructiontypes.

1.6.
A

co
m

p
lica

tio
n

:co
n

text-co
n

tro
lle

d
b

a
re

p
o

sse
ssive

s

S
om

etim
esthe

interpretationofa
barepossessive

can
be

controlledby
context:

(14)
a.

John’s
caris

nicerthan
M

ary’s.
(construedasM

a
ry’s

=
M

a
ry’s

ca
r)

b.
T

hesetools
are

M
ary’s.

S
eeM

andelbaum(1994)foran
extensive

discussionofthesetypesofpossessives,
and

especiallythe
constructionin

(14b).
S

ince
context-controlled

bare
possessives

function
as

independentnoun
phrases,they

can
occurin

any
N

P
position—

includingobjectposition
of

a
geni-

tive
o

f:

(15)
a.

T
he

colorofJohn’s
truck

is
darkerthan

the
[colorofG

E
N

M
ary’s].

b.
I

w
anta

[tasteofG
E

N
M

ary’s]!

T
his

m
eansthatan

expressioncan
be

am
biguousbetw

eena
genitive

o
f

follo
w

ed
by

a
barepossessive

versusa
possessive

partitive
construction:

(16)
PapersofJohn’s

studentstend
to

be
longerthan

papersofM
ary’s.

O
n

one
readingthe

secondo
f

is
a

genitive
o

f
and

the
im

plicit
nom

inalassociated
w

ith
M

a
ry’s

is
controlled

by
context.

O
n

this
reading,the

papersthatJohn’s
studentsw

rite
are

longerthan
the

papersthatM
ary’s

studentsw
rite.O

n
the

other
reading,the

secondo
f

is
a

partitive
o

f,and
w

e
have

an
instanceofthe

possessive
partitive

construction;on
this

reading,the
papersof

John’s
studentsare

longer
than

the
papersthatM

ary
herselfw

rites.
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B
ecausepossessive

partitivesexhibitanti-uniquenessproperties,(16)can
be

renderedunam
biguousby

insertingthe
definite

determ
inerth

e:

(17)
PapersofJohn’s

studentstend
to

be
longerthan

the
papersofM

ary’s.

T
he

presenceof
the

definite
determ

ineris
com

patibleonly
w

ith
a

genitive
inter-

pretationon
w

hich
the

im
plicit

possesseenom
inalis

controlledby
context.

T
hough

potentially
confusing,the

existenceof
exam

plessuch
as

(15),(16)
and

(17)
are

nota
problem

for
the

Partitive
H

ypothesis.B
ecausethey

require
relatively

heavy-handedcontexts,w
e

can
safely

ignore
theirexistencefor

exam
-

ples
given

in
a

neutralcontext.
B

uteven
in

contexts
in

w
hich

thesealternative
interpretationsbecom

eprom
inentenoughto

be
detected,they

seem
to

behave
ex-

actly
as

expectedw
ith

respectto
ourassum

ptionsaboutgenitive
o

f
phrases,and

in
particularw

ith
respectto

anti-uniqueness.

1.7.
S

u
m

m
a

ryo
fse

ctio
n1

T
he

Partitive
H

ypothesisclaim
sthat(the

dom
inantinterpretationof)a

frie
n

d
o

fh
is

(in
a

neutralcontext)containsthe
partitive

o
f,i.e.,thatdoublegenitivesare

in
fact

possessive
partitives.U

nlike
genitive

o
f

phrases,possessive
partitivesarecom

pat-
ible

w
ith

a
prenom

inalpossessive
(m

y
fa

vo
rite

sto
ry

o
fyo

u
rs/*yo

u,
section1.3)

and
w

ith
non-relationalhead

nouns(a
te

le
p

h
o

n
eb

o
o

k
o

f
Jo

h
n

’s/*Jo
h

n,
section

1.4).O
ncew

e
recognizethatgenitive

usesofo
f

behave
differently

than
partitive

uses,Jespersen’spuzzledisappears:the
reasonthata

frie
n

d
o

fPA
R

T
Jo

h
n

’sdoesn’t
m

eanthe
sam

ething
asa

frie
n

d
o

fG
E

N
Jo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

sis
thatthe

tw
o

expressions
involve

tw
o

differentusesofo
f

thathave
differentm

eanings.
M

ostim
portantlyfor

the
purposesof

this
paper,anti-uniquenesseffects

ap-
pearexactly

w
herethe

Partitive
H

ypothesispredictsthereis
a

partitive
useofo

f:

(18)
a.

S
hem

arriedthe
son

ofG
E

N
herlaw

yer.
b.

*S
he

m
arriedthe

son
ofPA

R
T

herlaw
yer’s.

c.
S

hem
arriedthe

son
ofPA

R
T

herlaw
yer’s

w
ho

helpedherw
in

hercase.

T
he

genitive
o

f
in

(18a)is
com

patiblew
ith

the
uniquenessim

plications
of

the
definite

determ
inerth

e.
T

he
addition

of
the

possessive
clitic

in
(18b)signalsthe

presenceof
the

possessive
partitive

construction,w
hich

is
incom

patiblew
ith

the
uniquenessim

plicationsin
(18b)w

ithoutfurtherm
odification,asin

(18c).

2.
T

H
E

P
A

R
T

IT
IV

E
C

O
N

S
T

R
A

IN
T

T
he

sem
antictreatm

entin
sections3

and
4

is
partly

basedon
the

analysesof
the

partitive
in

Ladusaw
(1982)andH

oeksem
a(1984).(A

lthough
theseanalysesw

ere
developedindependently,they

em
bodyessentiallythe

sam
ecentralidea,andIw

ill
treatthem

asroughly
equivalent.)
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Ladusaw
and

H
oeksem

aattem
ptto

give
a

sem
anticcharacterizationofw

hat
hascom

eto
be

called
the

Partitive
C

onstrainteversinceJackendoff(1977).H
ow

-
ever,

sem
anticapproachesto

the
Partitive

C
onstrainthave

recently
com

e
under

attack(e.g.,A
bbott(1996),H

oeksem
a(1996b,1996c),and

R
eed(1996)).H

oek-
sem

ahim
selfdeclares,som

ew
hatatoddsw

ith
his

ow
n

earlier(unpublished)w
ork,

thatthe
Partitive

C
onstraintis

“bestthoughtof
in

pragm
aticterm

s”(H
oeksem

a
1996b,p.20).

If
the

pragm
atistsprevail,w

hatare
the

consequencesfor
the

analysisofanti-
uniqueness?O

n
the

em
piricalside,it

is
irrelevantw

hetherPartitive
C

onstraint
effectsare

sem
anticorpragm

atic,aslong
asdoublegenitivesand

standardparti-
tivesbehave

the
sam

ew
ay

in
the

relevantcontexts
(sincethe

Partitive
H

ypothesis
predictsthatthey

should).A
nd

indeedthey
do:

(19)
a.

a
friend

ofthe
tw

o
w

om
en’s

b.
*a

friend
ofboth

w
om

en’s
c.

a
friend

ofboth
w

om
en

R
eplacingthe

individual-denotingpossessorin
(19a)w

ith
the

quantificationalpos-
sessorin

(19b)m
arkedly

reducesacceptabilityin
the

possessive
partitive

construc-
tion;for

com
parisonin

(19c),a
quantificationalN

P
is

perfectlyfine
asthe

object
ofthe

genitive
o

f. �

O
n

the
theoreticalside,I

am
confidentthatthe

spiritofthe
m

ain
explanation

of
anti-uniquenessin

term
sof

properpartitivity
can

be
reconstructedw

ithin
any

sufficiently
detailedanalysisof

the
partitive

thatgetsthe
truth

conditionsright.
N

evertheless,since
the

Ladusaw
/H

oeksem
ahypothesisis

built
into

m
y

form
al

accountata
fairly

basiclevel,it
is

w
orthw

hile
defendingthis

particularapproach
asviable.(Latersectionscan

be
readindependentlyofthis

one.)
Jackendoff’s

(1977,p.113)version
of

the
Partitive

C
onstraintsoundssyn-

tactic:he
observed

thatN
P

objectof
partitive

o
f

m
usthave

“a
dem

onstrative
or

genitive
specifier.”

H
ow

ever,Jackendoff
explicitly

intendedthis
generalizationto

be
enforcedin

the
sem

anticcom
ponent,notin

the
syntax.T

hussincethe
definite

determ
inerth

e
functionssem

anticallylik
e

a
dem

onstrative
(accordingto

Jackend-
off’s

term
inology),the

predictionis
thatfew

o
fth

e
m

a
n

ym
e

nis
fine,but*few

o
f

m
a

n
ym

e
nis

ruled
outon

sem
anticgrounds.

M
any

peopletake
the

Partitive
C

onstraintto
be

a
definitenessrestriction,and

requiring
thatthe

partitive
N

P
be

definite
is

a
reasonablefirstapproxim

ationof

�

W
e

have
to

be
som

ew
hatcautiousin

attributing
the

deviance
of

(19b)to
the

Partitive
C

onstraint,since
it

is
notself-evidentthatthe

bare
possessive

b
o

th
w

o
m

e
n

’s
w

ill
ever

fail
to

denotea
(group)individualjustbecausethe

N
P

b
o

th
w

o
m

e
ndoes;how

ever,
B

arker
(1995)gives

a
detailed

form
alm

odelfor
inter-

preting
possessives

containingquantificationalpossessorson
w

hich
this

follo
w

s.
R

egardless,exam
pleslik

e
(19b)w

ould
only

be
a

potentialproblem
for

eitherthe
Partitive

H
ypothesisorthe

Partitive
C

onstraintif
they

w
ere

gram
m

atical.
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the
facts.

T
he

issue
of

w
hetherthe

Partitive
C

onstraintis
sem

anticor
notthen

becom
es

�
an

issueofw
hetherdefinitenessis

sem
antic.Forinstance,B

arw
iseand

C
ooper(1981)treatthe

Partitive
C

onstraintasa
definitenesseffect,and

also
give

a
detailedsem

anticcharacterizationof
w

hich
N

P
s

are
definite

basedon
certain

m
odel-theoreticpropertiesofdeterm

inerdenotations.
A

bbott(1996),how
ever,m

akesa
com

pellingcasethatthereis
no

definiteness
restrictionon

the
partitive

N
P.S

hepresentsa
large

num
berofexam

plesin
w

hich
the

em
beddedN

P
is

clearly
m

orphologicallyindefinite:

(20)
a.

T
his

is
one

ofa
num

berofcounterexam
plesto

the
P

C
.(Ladusaw

1982)
b.

A
ny

ofseveraloptionsare
opento

us
atthis

point.

In
addition,A

bbottdraw
s

attention
to

the
traditionaldistinction

betw
eencount

partitives(th
re

eo
fth

e
a

p
p

le
s)versusm

asspartitives(h
a

lfth
e

a
p

p
le),only

to
deny

thatthey
constitutedistinctconstructions.T

he
reasonthis

is
relevantis

thatm
ass

partitivescertainlydo
notrequiretheirobjectto

be
definite:

(21)
a.

W
hy

settlefor
halfofa

loaf?
b.

T
hatsoundslik

e
too

m
uch

ofa
good

thing.

(W
e

w
ill

return
to

m
asspartitivesbelow

.)
I

w
ill

assum
e,follo

w
ing

A
bbott(1996,

p.28),thatthereis
no

(sem
antic)definitenessconstrainton

the
em

beddedN
P

in
a

partitive.
E

ven
though

Ladusaw
presentshis

hypothesisas
an

extension
of

B
arw

ise
and

C
ooper’s

approach,w
e

shallseethatthere
is

in
factno

essentialconnection
betw

eenLadusaw
’s

Partitive
C

onstraintand
definiteness:

(22)
Ladusaw

(1982,p.238):T
he

Partitive
C

onstraintcan
be

stated...
by

requiring
thatthe

N
P

in
a

partitive
phrasealw

aysdenotes
an

individual.

T
his

is
the

form
of

the
Partitive

C
onstraintthatw

ill
be

built
into

the
denotations

proposedbelow
in

section3.2.
In

the
rem

ainderof
the

currentsectionI
w

ill
ex-

plain
the

intuition
behind(22),andthendefenditagainstA

bbott’s
(1996)vigorous

critique.
In

Ladusaw
’s

technicalvocabulary,the
term

“individual”
explicitly

includes
non-atom

ic(“plural”)
entities(seesection4).Forinstance,in

a
certaincontextthe

N
P

th
e

tw
o

m
e

nm
ightdenotethe

group
individualconsistingofS

am
and

Tom
.

Ladusaw
dem

onstratesthat
(22)

is
em

pirically
superiorto

B
arw

ise
and

C
ooper’s

treatm
ent.M

ore
specifically,the

determ
inerb

o
th

clearly
satisfiesB

ar-
w

ise
and

C
ooper’s

definition
of

a
definite

determ
iner,and

thereforeoughtto
be

perfectlyfine
in

a
partitive

N
P.

(23)
a.

one
ofthe

tw
o

m
en

b.
*one

ofboth
m

en
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T
he

reasonfor
the

contrastin
(23),accordingto

Ladusaw
,is

thatthe
N

P
b

o
th

m
e

n
is

irreducibly
quantificational,and

cannotbe
identified

w
ith

any
single

entity.
To

seew
hy,note

thatif
S

am
and

Tom
cooperatein

lifting
a

piano
together,then

the
group

entity
consistingofS

am
and

Tom
hasthe

propertyoflifting
a

piano,hence
the

non-distributive
readingofthe

sentenceT
h

etw
o

m
e

nlifte
d

a
p

ia
n

o
is

true.B
ut

in
the

sam
esituation,the

sentenceB
o

th
m

e
nlifte

d
th

e
p

ia
n

o
hasonly

a
distributive

interpretation,and
can

only
be

true
if

eachof
the

m
en

lifted
a

piano
by

him
self.

T
his

show
s

thatthe
denotationof

b
o

th
m

e
n

cannotbe
identified

w
ith

the
group

consistingofS
am

and
Tom

.A
ssum

ingthatthereis
no

othergroup
individualthat

could
reasonablyserve

as
the

denotationof
b

o
th

m
e

n,the
Partitive

C
onstraintas

expressedin
(22)is

sufficientto
predictthe

contrastin
(23).

R
eed(1996)proposesto

replacethe
sem

anticversion
of

the
Partitive

C
on-

straintw
ith

a
parallelconstraintatthe

levelof
discourserepresentation.S

he
as-

sum
es(1996,p.

149)thatit
follo

w
s

from
the

discoursefunction
of

a
partitive

thatthe
em

beddedN
P

(i.e.,the
objectof

partitive
o

f)
“m

ustaccessa
discourse

group”,and
thatthis

requirem
entis

responsiblefor
Partitive

C
onstrainteffects.

S
im

ilarly,A
bbott(1996,p.41)also

im
posesa

discourserequirem
entthat“som

e
reasonm

ustbe
provided

for
m

entioningthe
outergroup,”

i.e.,the
group

associ-
atedw

ith
the

em
beddedN

P.B
utsincea

discoursegroupcan
alw

aysbe
associated

w
ith

a
group

individualin
the

underlyingontology,w
e

can
hopethatthe

spiritof
the

analysisbelow
could

be
reconstructedatthe

levelofdiscourserepresentation,
if

needbe.
O

neofthe
attractionsofa

discourse-leveltreatm
entis

thatitprovidesa
natu-

ralw
ay

to
handleindefiniteexam

pleslik
e

thosein
(20),sinceoneofthe

hallm
arks

ofindefinitesis
thatthey

can
evoke

discoursereferents(seeR
eed(1996)).A

long
the

sam
elines,Ladusaw

(1982,p.240),discussing(20a),suggeststhatindefinites
w

ork
aspartitive

N
P

sonly
w

henthey
are“specific”,w

hateverspecificityturnsout
to

be
from

a
sem

anticpointofview
.A

lthough
specificitym

aybe
a

sufficientcon-
dition

to
rendera

use
of

an
N

P
com

patiblew
ith

the
Partitive

C
onstraint,A

bbott
(1996)arguesthatspecificity

is
nota

necessarycondition.For
instance,it

does
seem

thata
personcan

use(20a)w
ithouthaving

any
specificsetofcounterexam

-
plesin

m
ind.

H
ow

ever,despiteLadusaw
’s

cautiousassessm
ent,(20a)is

notnecessarilya
counterexam

pleto
(22),dependingon

how
w

e
interpretthe

constraint.O
ne

pos-
sibility

is
that(22)says“an

N
P

can
occurin

a
partitive

only
if

it
alw

ays
(in

all
m

odels)denotesan
individual”.

T
his

seem
sto

be
the

interpretationLadusaw
had

in
m

ind,anditis
the

interpretationm
ostcloselyparallelto

the
B

arw
iseandC

ooper
versionofthe

Partitive
C

onstraintthat(22)w
asintendedto

replace.A
lternatively,

(22)can
be

taken
assaying“w

heneveran
N

P
occursin

a
partitive,it

m
ustdenote

an
individualin

the
context

in
w

hich
thatpartitive

is
used”.

T
his

secondinter-
pretationgives(22)the

extra
flexibility

it
needsin

orderto
coversom

eindefinite
exam

ples.In
the

rightcontext,
a

m
orphologicallyindefinite

N
P

can
som

etim
es

denoteexactly
the

sortofobjectrequiredby
(22).
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(24)
a.

I
found

an
even

prim
e!

b.
Fortunately,tw

o
truth

valuessuffice
for

m
ostpurposes.

In
contexts

in
w

hich
the

num
ber2

is
the

only
even

prim
e,the

indefiniteN
P

a
n

eve
n

p
rim

e
accidentallydenotesthe

sam
ekind

of
m

odel-theoreticobjectas
a

definite
description.In

the
jargon

of
generalizedquantifiertheory,

its
extension

is
the

setofallpropertiesofthe
num

ber2,w
hich

m
akesit

a
properprincipalultrafilter.

Ladusaw
show

s
thatthereis

an
isom

orphism
betw

eensuchgeneralizedquantifiers
and

the
setofindividuals.

S
im

ilarly
for

(24b):in
a

contextin
w

hich����

and��
�
�

are
the

only
(rel-

evant)truth
values,the

indefinite
N

P
tw

o
tru

th
va

lu
e

saccidentallydenotesthe
sam

egeneralizedquantifierasth
e

tw
o

tru
th

va
lu

e
s.

(25)
B

ecauseeachpropositiondenotesatm
ostone

oftw
o

truth
values...

T
hereforeif

w
e

relativize
(22)to

contexts,w
e

correctly
predictthatthe

partitive
in

(25)is
good.

If
this

line
ofthinking

is
on

the
righttrack,itsuggeststhatindefiniteexam

ples
lik

e
thosein

(20)w
ill

be
acceptableonly

in
contexts

in
w

hich
the

indefinite
N

P
s

have
denotationsthatareaccidentally(isom

orphicto)groupindividuals.O
nepre-

diction
is

thatindefinitesw
ill

be
unacceptablein

contexts
thatentailthe

existence
ofadditionalentitiesw

ith
the

relevantproperties(cf.Z
am

parelli(1997)):

(26)
a.

*T
his

is
one

ofseveralof10
counterexam

plesto
the

P
C

.
b.

*I
hurttw

o
ofhalfm

y
fingers.

T
he

reasonthat(26a)is
outis

becausethe
sem

anticsguaranteesthatthere
is

no
contextin

w
hich

seve
ra

lo
f1

0
co

u
n

te
rexa

m
p

le
sw

ill
everdenotea

properprinciple
ultrafilter(i.e.,a

generalizedquantifiercorrespondingto
an

individual).
A

bbott(1996)show
s

thatsim
ilarexam

plesim
prove

dram
aticallyin

contexts
thatguaranteethatthe

denotationof
the

partitive
N

P
exhaustsallof

the
relevant

entities:

(27)
H

e
broughtbackseveraloftw

enty
ofhis

rosesthatw
ere

sick
to

geta
refund,buthad

to
justthrow

outthe
rest,w

hich
w

asaboutfifteen.(A
bbott(1996,p.41))

T
his

contextrendersthe
indefinite

tw
e

n
tyo

fh
is

ro
se

sth
a

tw
e

re
sick

acceptableas
a

partitive
N

P
only

on
the

im
plicitassum

ptionthatthe
setoftw

entyrosesexhausts
the

setofsick
roses.If

therew
ere24

rosesin
total,and22

ofthem
w

eresick,then
(27)is

out.
In

furtherdefenseof
m

aintaining(22)as
a

sem
anticconstraint,it

correctly
predictsthatsom

epartitivesw
ill

be
im

possibleby
virtue

ofw
hatthe

em
beddedN

P
m

eans,w
ith

no
room

for
am

eliorationthrough
m

anipulationof
the

surrounding
context.

Forinstance,it
is

a
w

ell-know
n

theorem
ofstatisticsthatif

asfew
as23

peoplearechosenatrandom
,thereis

a
betterthaneven

chancethatatleasttw
o

of
them

accidentallyhave
the

sam
ebirthday.

T
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(28)
M

y
dearfellow

statisticians,Inote
thatit

w
ould

take
atleast

23
chairsto

provide
m

ostpeoplein
this

room
w

ith
a

seat.
*T

hereforeit
is

lik
ely

thatatleasttw
o

ofm
ostpeoplein

this
room

have
the

sam
ebirthday.

T
he

partitive
in

a
tle

a
sttw

o
o

fm
o

stp
e

o
p

lein
th

is
ro

o
m

violatesthe
Partitive

C
on-

straint,and
is

uninterpretable,despitethe
explicit

contextualuse
of

the
concept

expressedby
m

o
stp

e
o

p
lein

th
is

ro
o

m
.

W
hatis

lacking
in

the
contextis

any
rea-

son
to

distinguishany
ofthe

m
any

w
aysofchoosinga

setcontainingm
ostofthe

peoplein
the

room
from

any
otherset.T

hereforethereis
no

excusefor
coercing

orconstruingthe
em

beddedN
P

asdenotinga
groupindividual,andhenceno

w
ay

for
the

sentenceto
escapefrom

violating
the

Partitive
C

onstraint.
T

here
rem

ainsone
finalclassof

exam
plesdue

to
A

bbott(1996)thatatfirst
glanceappearto

be
strongcounterexam

plesto
(22)asa

candidatefor
a

sem
antic

Partitive
C

onstraint.

(29)
a.

T
he

S
m

ithsoniandonatedm
ostofboth

rare
book

exhibits.
b.

O
ne

third
ofevery

book
C

hom
sky

w
rites

is
footnotes.

S
incethe

Partitive
C

onstraintpredictsthatN
P

sdeterm
inedby

b
o

th
oreve

ry
have

denotationsthatare
incom

patiblew
ith

occurringin
a

partitive,w
hy

are
the

exam
-

plesin
(29)so

good?
T

he
crux

of
the

explanationis
thatthe

quantifiersin
(29)geta

w
ide-scope

(distributive)reading,and
this

in
turn

forcesthe
partitive

to
have

a
m

assinterpre-
tation.

(30)
a.

I
alreadyreadhalfofthe

books.
b.

I
alreadyreadhalfofallthe

books.

T
he

partitive
in

(30a)has
atleasttw

o
construals:eitherone

outof
every

tw
o

of
the

booksw
ere

read
(countinterpretation,w

ith
eachbook

conceived
of

as
an

indivisible
w

hole),or
the

speaker
readshalf

of
each

book
(m

assinterpretation,
on

w
hich

w
e

have
accessto

sub-portionsof
eachbook).

B
utthe

addition
of

the
quantifiera

llforcesa
m

assinterpretation,so
that(30b)guaranteesthateachbook

w
aspartially

read.
In

section4.6
Ishow

thatgiven
fam

iliarassum
ptionsfor

dealingw
ith

quanti-
fierscoping,exam

pleslik
e

thosein
(29)are

perfectlyconsistentw
ith

the
Partitive

C
onstraint.In

fact,it
is

the
Partitive

C
onstraintthatforcesthe

quantificationalN
P

to
scopeoutof

the
partitive,leaving

behind
an

individual-denotingvariable;the
shiftto

the
m

assdom
ainis

then
forced

by
properpartitivity.

In
any

case,I
w

ill
assum

efor
the

rem
ainderofthe

paperthatw
hetherornot

the
Partitive

C
onstraintultim

ately
turns

outto
be

sem
anticor

pragm
atic,atthe

very
leastthe

sem
anticsofthe

partitive
is

consistentw
ith

the
form

ofthe
Partitive

C
onstraintstatedin

(22).
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P

R
O

P
E

R
P

A
R

T
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IV
IT

Y

T
his

section
lays

outa
com

positionalsem
anticanalysisthatem

bodiesthe
Par-

titive
H

ypothesis.O
n

this
analysisthe

m
eaningof

o
f

in
the

possessive
partitive

constructionis
intim

atelyrelatedto
the

m
eaningofthe

o
f

in
the

standardpartitive.
In

orderto
be

descriptively
adequate,the

analysism
ustexplain

w
hy

possessive
partitivesoften

(butnotalw
ays!)seem

to
m

eanroughlythe
sam

ething
assuperfi-

cially
sim

ilargenitives,i.e.,w
hy

a
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s
can

m
eanessentiallythe

sam
e

thing
asa

frie
n

d
o

fJo
h

n.O
n

the
analysisproposedhere,oneim

portantdifference
in

m
eaningboils

dow
n

to
the

requirem
entthatthe

partitive
construction(in

E
n-

glish
atleast)requiresproperpartitivity,

an
assum

ptionm
otivated

and
defended

in
section3.4.

3.1.
S

yn
ta

ctica
ssu

m
p

tio
n

s

It
is

notpossibleto
explore

the
syntacticaspectsof

the
Partitive

H
ypothesisin

depth
here.N

evertheless,som
ecom

m
entson

the
syntacticstructureunderlying

standardpartitivesandpossessive
partitivesarein

orderasa
basisforthe

sem
antic

analysisto
follo

w
.

A
num

berofauthors,notablyC
hom

sky
(1965,p.107)andK

eenanandS
tavi

(1986),have
analyzedthe

grossphrasestructureofstandardpartitivesas[[D
etof

D
et]N

]
(e.g.,[[so

m
eo

fth
e]

b
o

ys]).
T

he
idea

ofsuchanalysesis
thatsyntactically

com
plex

nounphrasescanbe
factoredinto

a
nom

inalpredicate(here,b
o

ys)on
the

one
handand

everythingelse(i.e.,so
m

eo
fth

e)
on

the
otherhand,and

the
“every-

thing
else”partsem

anticallycanbe
construedashaving

the
sam

esem
antictype

as
a

lexicalquantificationaldeterm
inerm

eaning.A
lthough

the
sem

anticm
otivation

for
this

approachis
im

peccable,thereare
com

pellingsyntacticargum
entsagainst

this
approach,including

thosegiven
in

Jackendoff
(1968a),S

tockw
ell,S

chachter
and

Partee(1973,p.122
ff.),

S
elkirk

(1977),and
H

oeksem
a(1984).To

add
just

one
m

ore
argum

enthere,note
this

approachcannoteasily
accountfor

phrases
such

as
[so

m
e[o

fth
e

m]],
in

w
hich

there
is

no
nom

inalpropertythatcan
be

fac-
toredout(in

particular,so
m

eo
f

certainlycannotbe
given

a
determ

inerm
eaningin

this
instance).T

hereforeI
w

ill
assum

ethatstandardpartitiveshave
the

structure
[D

et[of
N

P
]](e.g.,[so

m
e[o

fth
e

b
o

ys]]).
T

he
syntaxof

the
possessive

partitive
is

m
ore

elusive.O
ne

intriguing
ques-

tion
is

how
to

guaranteethe
apparentidentity

betw
eenthe

m
atrix

headnoun
and

the
m

issing
possesseenom

inal.
T

hatis,in
tw

o
frie

n
d

s
o

fJo
h

n
’s� ,

the
m

issing
possesseenom

inalis
roughlyunderstoodto

be
frie

n
d

s.O
ne

possibility
is

to
guar-

anteethe
equivalencethroughheadm

ovem
ent:

(31)
a.

tw
o�

ofJohn’s
friends

b.
tw

o
friends� ofJohn’s��

T
he

basicideais
that(31b)is

relatedto
(31a)throughheadm

ovem
entofthe

noun
frie

n
d

s,
as

indicated
by

coindexation.
T

his
proposalis

rem
iniscentof

B
aker’s

T
O

A
P

P
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A
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(1988,p.48;pp.92–105)headm
ovem

entanalysisofP
ossessorStrandingin

M
o-

haw
k.O

ne
problem

is
thatcurrenttheoriesof

headm
ovem

entprohibitm
ovem

ent
pastthe

closestgoverning
head,upon

pain
ofviolating

the
E

C
P

(seethe
theorem

given
in

B
aker(1988,pp.51–63)).Itis

a
puzzle,therefore,how

a
headm

ovem
ent

analysiscould
raisethe

possesseeheadpastthe
intervening

prepositiono
f

(there
are

othercom
plicationsasw

ell).
O

ne
alternative

is
to

raise
a

m
axim

alprojection
insteadof

a
head.K

ayne
(1993,p.5;1994,chapter8)developsone

versionofthis
idea

in
som

edetail.

(32)
a.

[�

[D �+
D

E
F

[John
[’s

[tw
o

friends]]]]]
b.

[[tw
o

friends]� [[D ��

D
E

F
of]

[John
[’s�� ]]]]

B
uilding

on
an

analysisof
H

ungariandue
to

S
zabolcsi(e.g.,S

zabolcsi1983),
K

ayne
suggeststhatpossessivessuchas

Jo
h

n
’s

tw
o

frie
n

d
sare

alw
aysgenerated

as
the

com
plem

entto
a

highersilentdeterm
inerD �.

In
(32a),if

the
(silent)D �

is
definite,it

assignscaseto
the

possessorJo
h

n,
and

w
e

getJo
h

n
’s

tw
o

frie
n

d
s.

Indefinite
D �,by

assum
ption,is

unableto
assigncase;a

pleonastico
f

is
inserted

in
D �,

and
the

com
plem

entof
the

possessive
’s

raisesto
specof

D �

as
show

n
in

(32b)to
yield

tw
o

frie
n

d
so

fJo
h

n
’s.

O
ne

virtue
of

the
analysisis

thatit
explains

w
hy

Jo
h

n
’s

tw
o

frie
n

d
s

m
eansroughly

the
sam

ething
as

tw
o

frie
n

d
s

o
fJo

h
n

’s,
sincethey

arisefrom
structuresthatdifferonly

in
definiteness.

H
ow

ever,
this

approachhas
a

num
berof

difficulties.
If

a
double

genitive
occursw

ith
an

initial
determ

iner(e.g.,eve
ry

in
eve

ry
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s),it
is

nec-
essaryfor

K
ayne

to
generatethe

determ
inerin

the
low

erposition.T
his

is
because

the
pleonastico

f,by
hypothesis,occupiesthe

m
atrix

determ
inerposition.U

nfor-
tunately,unlike

the
exam

plein
(32),som

edoublegenitives(e.g.,so
m

efrie
n

d
so

f
Jo

h
n

’s)
have

no
counterpartw

ith
the

determ
inerin

the
low

er
position

(*Jo
h

n
’s

so
m

efrie
n

d
s);K

ayne
thereforestipulatesthatcertainquantifiers,including

so
m

e,
a

n
y,anda

(n
),can’tsurfacein

the
low

erposition.E
ven

m
oretroublesom

e,thereis
atleastone

clearcasein
w

hich
a

doublegenitive
doeshave

a
counterpartw

ith
the

determ
inerin

the
low

erposition,butw
ith

a
distinctly

differentm
eaning:to

adapt
a

fam
ousm

inim
alpairfrom

Lakoff
(1970),thereis

no
readingoffew

ch
ild

re
n

o
f

Jo
h

n
’s

thatm
eansthe

sam
ething

as
any

construalof
Jo

h
n

’s
few

ch
ild

re
n

(only
one

entailsthatthe
num

berof
John’s

children
is

sm
all).F

urtherm
ore,as

w
e

saw
in

section1.3,underthe
rightcircum

stancesdoublegenitivescan
occurw

ith
pos-

sessive
determ

iners,asin
m

y
fa

vo
rite

sto
rie

so
fyo

u
rs,even

thoughthereis
room

for
only

one
possessorin

K
ayne’s

structure.
N

ote
thatK

ayne’s
proposalpredictsthatdoublegenitivesw

ill
necessarilybe

indefinite
(since

raising
is

triggeredonly
by

an
indefinite

em
pty

D �).
H

ow
ever,

even
setting

asidefor
a

m
om

entexam
plesinvolving

the
definite

determ
inerth

e,
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exam
pleslik

e
eve

ry
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s
and

m
y

fa
vo

rite
sto

rie
so

fyo
u

rs
are

difficult
to

consider
�

asindefinites. �

Lik
e

K
ayne,Taylor(1996,p.336)alsocom

esto
the

conclusionthatthe
gross

phrasestructureof
double

genitivesis
[a

frie
n

d]
o

f
[Jo

h
n

’s],
butfor

very
differ-

entreasons.H
e

suggeststhatthe
sem

anticrelation
betw

eenthe
m

atrix
headnoun

and
the

o
f

phraseis
one

ofapposition.T
hereare

atleasttw
o

im
m

ediateproblem
s

w
ith

this
hypothesis.T

he
firstis

thatitincorrectlypredictsthatpronounsorproper
nam

esshouldbe
ableto

appearin
the

pre-o
f

position.B
utthis

is
im

possible(con-
sider*it

o
fJo

h
n

’s
and

*Jo
h

n
o

fM
a

ry’s),despitethe
factthatone

of
the

notable
propertiesofappositivesis

thatthey
are

capableofm
odifying

propernam
es(e.g.,

Jo
h

n
,w

h
o

ca
lle

d
ye

ste
rda

y...).
T

he
secondproblem

is
thatthereis

clearevidence
thatthe

m
odification

relationshipin
a

double
genitive

is
often

clearly
restrictive

ratherthan
appositive:if

the
phrasestructureofm

y
fa

vo
rite

co
u

sino
fB

ill’s
w

ere
[m

y
fa

vo
rite

co
u

sin]
o

fB
ill’s,w

e
shouldexpectthatno

m
atterw

hatthe
relation-

ship
w

ith
B

ill,
m

y
favorite

cousinof
B

ill’s
shouldatleastbe

m
y

favorite
cousin;

butin
fact,m

y
favorite

cousinofB
ill’s

neednotnecessarilybe
m

y
favorite

cousin,
noreven

m
y

cousin.A
n

appositionalanalysism
ay

be
m

ore
appropriatefor

the
dem

onstrative
doublegenitivesdiscussedin

section5,how
ever.

T
hesefactsallsuggestthatdouble

genitives
have

a
full-fledged

determ
iner

positionto
the

leftofthe
m

atrix
headnoun,andIw

ill
thereforeadoptthe

follo
w

ing
asthe

basicphrasestructurefor
doublegenitives:

(33)
[D

et[N �[ofPA
R

T
N

P
’s]]]

[every
[good

friend
[of

John’s]]]

T
his

structureleavesopenthe
questionofw

hetherthe
m

atrix
N �originatesunder-

neaththe
possessive

’s
and

m
ovesup

throughheadm
ovem

ent,m
ovesup

through
som

eothertype
of

m
ovem

ent,is
m

erely
co-indexed

w
ith

the
low

erposition,or
even

turns
outto

have
no

syntactically-m
ediatedconnectionw

ith
the

low
erpo-

sition.
Fortunately,as

w
e

w
ill

see,it
is

possibleto
constructa

detailedsem
antic

analysisthatcan
easilyadaptto

any
ofthesesyntacticalternatives.

�K
ayne

is
oneofthe

few
authorsw

ho
attem

ptsto
explain

an
anti-uniqueness

contrast.O
n

his
analysis,double

genitives
m

ustatleastbe
D

P
s

(since
they

are
headedby

an
indefinite

D �).
T

he
definite

determ
inerth

e
naturally

cannottake
a

D
P

as
a

com
plem

ent,w
hich

explains
the

ungram
m

aticalityof
*th

e
frie

n
d

s
o

f
Jo

h
n

’s.H
ow

ever,K
ayne(1994,p.86)suggestthatth

e
can

take
a

C
P

asa
com

ple-
m

ent,w
hich

is
w

hy
th

e
frie

n
d

so
fJo

h
n

’s
th

a
tyo

u
in

tro
d

u
ce

dm
e

to
is

acceptable,
given

an
analysislik

e
K

ayne’s
on

w
hich

frie
n

d
so

fJo
h

n
’s

th
a

tyo
u

in
tro

d
u

ce
dm

e
to

is
a

C
P

headedby
th

a
t.

H
ow

ever,w
e

w
ill

seein
section4.5

thatsyntactically
identicalexam

plescan
give

rise
to

an
anti-uniquenesscontrastdependingon

their
specific

entailm
ents,so

it
is

notclearhow
K

ayne’s
analysis—

orany
syntactic

analysis—
couldbe

extendedto
accountfor

them
.

T
O

A
P

P
E

A
R

IN
N

L
LT

18

3.2.
T

h
e

b
a

sicse
m

a
n

tica
n

a
lysis

S
ince

the
Partitive

H
ypothesisclaim

s
thatpossessive

partitives
are

justa
special

kind
ofpartitive,the

obvious
placeto

begin
to

constructa
com

positionalaccount
is

w
ith

the
analysisofstandardpartitives.

T
he

form
al

accountsof
Ladusaw

(1982)
and

H
oeksem

a(1984)
can

be
roughly

approxim
atedby

giving
the

partitive
o

f
the

translationin
(34a):

(34)
a.

�� o
fPA

R
T��! 

"#
" $
"%� $
& %' (
% )
#
�

b.

�� o
fPA

R
T��! 

"#
" $
"%� $
& %' (
% *
#
�

I
proposeinsteadto

usethe
translationin

(34b).T
he

only
differenceis

the
useof

‘*

’
insteadof‘)

’;
this

differenceam
ountsto

assum
ingproperpartitivity,w

hich
w

ill
be

explainedand
justified

in
section3.4.

For
the

sake
of

exposition,letus
assum

ethatstandardpartitives
contain

a
silent,sem

anticallytransparentnom
inal�N

(w
e’ll

reconsiderthis
assum

ptionbe-
low

):

(35)

�� �N ��! 
"#
� #
�#

�

T
his

allow
s

us
to

treatpartitive
o

f
phrasesas

nom
inalm

odifiers,justlik
e

other
typesofprepositionalphrases.T

husthe
denotationofthe

nom
inal[�N

o
fJo

h
n

’s
to

o
ls]

(asin
tw

o�N
o

fJo
h

n
’s

to
o

ls)
w

ill
be

asfollo
w

s:

(36)
a.

+ �� o
f�� &�� Jo

h
n

’s
to

o
ls�� ', &�� �N �� '

b.
=+ � "#

" $
"%� $
& %' (
% *
#
�� & John’s-tools', &�� �N �� '

c.
=+ " $

"%� $
& %' (
% *

John’s-tools�, &�� �N �� '

d.
="%��� �N �� & %' (

% *

John’s-tools�

e.
="%�� "#

� #
�#

�� & %' (
% *

John’s-tools�

f.
="%�� % �%� (

% *

John’s-tools�

S
inceevery

entity
is

identicalto
itself,(36f)is

equivalentto"%� % *

John’s-tools� .
T

his
is

the
propertythatis

true
ofallpropersubsetsofthe

setofJohn’s
tools.

T
he

translationsin
(34)assum

ethatthe
N

P
objectofthe

prepositiondenotes
an

entity,i.e.,the
firstargum

entto
the

function
denotedby

the
prepositionis

an
entity-levelvariable#

,ratherthan,say,a
generalizedquantifier.In

the
representa-

tions
in

(36),I
intend

for
the

sym
bolJohn’s-tools

to
denotea

definite
description

thatpicks
outthe

(m
axim

al)entity#

such
that#

correspondsto
the

collection
ofJohn’s

tools
(seesection4

for
m

ore
detaileddiscussionsconcerningthe

ontol-
ogy

I
am

assum
inghere).T

his
assum

ptiondirectly
em

bodiesthe
statem

entofthe
Partitive

C
onstraintdiscussedabove

in
(22).

O
ne

advantageof
assum

ingthis
approachto

the
im

plem
entationofthe

Par-
titive

C
onstraintis

thatit
sim

plifies
exposition.

T
he

reasonis
thatit

allow
s

us
to

avoid
dealing

w
ith

the
full

m
achineryof

generalizedquantifiers.
I

w
ill

in-
steadadoptthe

strategy
ofPartee(1987)and

allow
noun

phrasesto
denoteatthe
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low
estlevelof

the
sem

antictype
hierarchyconsistentw

ith
theirbasicm

eaning.
T

his
is

possibleaslong
asw

e
also

provide
type-shiftingrulesfor

construingnoun
phrasesata

differentlevelw
hen

necessary.A
s

Parteeexplains,this
allow

s
cer-

tain
constructionsto

placerestrictionson
the

sem
antictype

oftheirargum
ent.For

instance,Parteearguesthatthe
predicative

useofthe
copularequiresa

predicate-
levelargum

ent,so
thatw

e
have

Jo
h

n
is

a
d

o
cto

rbutnot*Jo
h

n
is

eve
ryp

ro
fe

ssio
n.

It
bearsem

phasizingthatPartee’s
type-shifting

techniqueallow
s

us
to

ex-
pressthe

exactcontentof
the

Partitive
C

onstraintm
erely

by
stipulating

thatthe
firstargum

entto
the

partitive
o

f
m

ustbe
an

entity-denotingexpression.A
s

ex-
plainedin

section2,assum
ingthatthe

em
beddedN

P
denotationhasthe

sem
antic

type
ofan

entity
is

tantam
ountto

the
Partitive

C
onstraint.To

the
extentthat(34b)

givesthe
correctdenotationfor

the
partitive

o
f,it

is
possibleto

claim
thatthe

Par-
titive

C
onstraintdoesnotneedto

be
statedseparately,butratherfollo

w
s

directly
from

the
m

eaningofthe
partitive

o
f.

T
his

is
w

hatLadusaw
(1982)calls

reducing
the

Partitive
C

onstraintto
a

“theorem
ofthe

sem
antics”.

T
he

nullnom
inalin

(35),adoptedforexpositorysim
plicity,is

notan
essential

partof
the

analysis.O
nce

again
w

e
can

appealto
type-shifting

strategy:
if

w
e

assum
ethatdeterm

inersuniform
ly

denotethe
sam

efunction
in

theirpartitive
and

non-partitive
uses,then

w
e

m
ustshiftthe

partitive
o

f
phrasefrom

the
sem

antic
type

of
a

nom
inalm

odifierto
the

sem
antictype

of
a

nom
inal;or

if
w

e
allow

the
denotationofthe

determ
inersto

shift,insteadofdenotingfunctionsfrom
nom

inals
to

generalizedquantifiers,they
w

ill
denotefunctionsfrom

nom
inalm

odifiersto
generalizedquantifiers.P

erhapsthe
sim

plestidea
w

ould
be

to
allow

the
partitive

o
f

to
have

syntacticcategory
N

/N
P

(looking
for

a
noun

phraseto
its

rightto
form

a
nom

inal)and
the

denotationofthe
partitive

o
f

w
ould

be"#
"%� % *
#
� (cf.(34b)

above).In
any

case,the
neteffectw

ill
be

asin
(36).

W
e

arenow
in

a
positionto

seehow
the

denotationofthe
possessive

partitive
o

f
can

be
view

ed
as

distinctfrom
butclosely

relatedto
the

standardpartitive
o

f.
It

w
ould

have
the

syntacticcategory
(N- N

)/(N
P

/N
)(com

binesw
ith

a
bare

pos-
sessive

to
its

rightand
a

nom
inalto

its
leftto

form
a

nom
inal)w

ith
the

follo
w

ing
(extensional)denotation:

(37)
a.

�� o
fPA

R
T��

 
"#
" $
"%� $
& %' (
% *
#
�

(copiedfrom
(34b))

b.

�� o
fP

O
S

S-PA
R

T��  
" .
" $
"%� $
& %' (
% *
.
& $
'�

H
ere

the
sem

anticidentity
ofthe

overtm
atrix

headnoun
andthe

m
issingnom

inal
in

the
barepossessive

is
guaranteedby

stipulatingthatthe
property$

w
hich

serves
as

the
argum

entto
the

possessorphrasedenotation.

is
the

sam
eproperty$

denotedby
the

nom
inalm

odified
by

the
o

f
phrase.

H
ere

is
a

possessive
partitive

exam
pleparallelto

(36)illustrating
the

use
of

(37b):
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(38)
a.

�� to
o

ls
o

fJo
h

n
’s��

b.
=+ �� o

f�� &�� Jo
h

n
’s�� ', &�� to

o
ls�� '

c.
=+ � " .

" $
"%� $
& %' (
% *
.
& $
'�� &�� Jo

h
n

’s�� ', &�� to
o

ls�� '

d.
=+ " $

"%� $
& %' (
% *
�� Jo

h
n

’s�� & $
'�, &�� to

o
ls�� '

e.
="%��� to

o
ls�� & %' (

% *
�� Jo

h
n

’s�� &�� to
o

ls�� '�

f.
="%� tools& %' (

% *

John’s-tools�

C
om

parisonof(36f)and(38f)shouldm
ake

clearhow
on

this
analysistw

o
o

fPA
R

T
Jo

h
n

’s
to

o
ls

is
sem

anticallyequivalentto
tw

o
to

o
ls

o
fP

O
S

S-PA
R

T
Jo

h
n

’s:
in

both
cases,the

entitiesin
the

extensionof
the

nom
inalpredicatew

ill
be

exactly
those

entitiesthatcorrespondto
propersubsetsofthe

setofJohn’s
tools.

Tw
o

technicaldetailsdeserve
m

ention,one
involving

relationalnouns,and
the

otherinvolving
pluralnouns.R

ecallin
section1.3

it
w

as
im

portantto
distin-

guish
relationalnounsfrom

non-relationalnouns.T
he

derivation
in

(38)assum
es

thatto
o

lhasa
non-relationaluse,justlik

e
d

a
y

or
p

o
ta

to.
If

w
e

w
ish

to
m

ake
the

argum
entstructureofrelationalnounsexplicit

in
the

truth-conditionalsem
antics,

this
is

notterribly
difficult,butit

doesrequire
a

certain
am

ountof
bookkeeping.

A
dapting

the
form

altreatm
entof

relationalnounsin
B

arker(1995)(butw
ithout

presentingthe
full

detailshere),w
e

w
ould

have
translationslik

e
thatin

(39):

(39)

�� frie
n

d
o

fJo
h

n
’s�� �"%+ �0/#

friend-of& % 1 #
'� (
% *

John’s-friends,

H
ere,John’s-friends

correspondsto
the

setofentitiesthatstandin
the

friend-of
relation

to
John.N

ote
thatthe

firstconjunctonly
requiresthat%

be
a

friend
of

som
earbitraryperson;butsincethe

secondconjunctfurtherrestrictsthe
property

to
contain

only
entitiesw

ho
are

specificallyJohn’s
friends,the

resultis
thatthe

partitive
nom

inaldenotesall(proper)subsetsof
the

setof
John’s

friends,w
hich

m
atchesintuitions.

T
he

secondthing
to

note
about(38)is

thatthe
headnoun

to
o

ls
is

m
orpho-

logically
plural.

W
hatif

w
e

have
to

o
lo

fJo
h

n
’s

instead?E
ven

though
the

overt
headnoun

to
o

lis
m

orphologicallysingular,com
biningthe

possessive
Jo

h
n

’s
w

ith
the

propertydenotedby
to

o
lm

ustdenotethe
setof

all
of

John’s
tools,notjust

som
euniquem

axim
allysalientindividualtool.I

assum
ethatthe

singularto
o

land
the

pluralto
o

ls
both

denotethe
sam

eproperty,nam
ely,the

propertythatis
true

of
allentitiesthatare

tools
possessedby

John,and
thatim

plicationsof
uniqueness

are
presuppositionscalculatedindependentlyofthe

extensionaldenotationofthe
headnoun. 2

2Link
(1983)suggeststhatsingularnom

inalshave
only

atom
ic

individuals
in

theirextensions,in
w

hich
caseinsteadof(37b)w

e
m

ustuse" .
" $
"%� $
& %' (

% *
.
& $

�'� ,
w

here 3
is

Link’s
operatorthatyields

the
closure

underjoins:
if

�� to
o

l�� �$

is
the

setofallatom
ictoolentities,then�� to

o
ls�� �$

�

is
the

setofall
m

ereologicalsum
sof

groupsof
tools.

N
ote

thatunderLink’s
system

,& $
�' ��

$
�,so

thatexam
plessuchasto

o
lso

fJo
h

n
’s,in

w
hich

the
overtheadnounhappens

to
be

alreadygram
m

aticallyplural,w
ould

w
ork

outasequivalentto
(36).
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3.3.
E

xp
la

in
in

g
a

p
p

a
re

n
tsyn

o
n

ym
y

A
lthough

w
e

saw
in

section1.4
thatit

is
a

good
thing

notto
predictuniform

syn-
onym

y
betw

eengenitivesand
possessive

partitives,w
e

shouldbe
able

to
provide

som
eexplanationfor

w
hy

they
so

often
have

suchsim
ilarm

eanings.

(40)
a.

an
enem

yofJohn
b.

an
enem

yofJohn’s

For
the

genitive
in

(40a),accordingto
the

assum
ptionsoutlined

in
section1,the

relation
betw

eenJohn
and

the
entity

describedby
the

noun
phraseas

a
w

hole
m

ustbe
the

enem
y-ofrelation.Forthe

possessive
partitive

in
(40b),the

described
entity

m
ustbe

a
m

em
berofthe

collectionofJohn’s
enem

ies.A
lthough

the
relation

betw
eenJohnand

the
setofJohn’s

enem
iescan

be
(alm

ost)any
relation

provided
by

the
context(given

a
rich

enoughcontext),it
is

by
farthe

m
ostnaturalfor

the
relation

to
be

the
enem

y-of
relation

(again,seeB
arker(1995)for

detailson
the

sem
anticsofthe

prenom
inalpossessive).If

so,this
is

sufficientto
guaranteethat

(40b)hasan
interpretationw

hich
is

equivalentw
ith

(40a).
H

ow
ever,even

if
som

epostnom
inalgenitive

o
f

constructionsand
som

epos-
sessive

partitives
have

closely
sim

ilarm
eanings,in

general(as
show

n
in

section
1.4—

seethe
discussionof

(11))
there

w
ill

be
subtle

but
reliable

differencesin
m

eaningasw
ell.

(41)
a.

a
silhouetteofM

ary
b.

a
silhouetteofM

ary’s

C
ertainlythereis

an
interpretationof

(41b)w
hich

is
equivalentto

the
genitive

in
(41a);this

resultsw
hen

the
possessionrelation

expressedby
the

possessive
m

or-
phem

eturnsoutto
be

the
lexicalrelationnam

edby
the

relationalnoun
silh

o
u

e
tte,

the
relation

betw
eenobjectsand

their
outlines(relative

to
a

situation
and

point
of

view
).

B
ut(41b)also

clearly
hasan

interpretationon
w

hich
the

silhouettesin
questionare

otherpossessionsofM
ary’s

asdeterm
inedby

context,perhapssom
e

papercutoutsthatshehasconstructedin
artclass.

T
hus

the
Partitive

H
ypothesisaccountsfor

the
possibility

of
synonym

y
be-

tw
eengenitivesandpossessive

partitives,butalsocorrectlypredictsa
w

iderrange
ofinterpretationsfor

the
possessive

partitive.

3.4.
P

ro
p

e
rp

a
rtitivity

T
he

part
of

the
sem

antic
analysis

m
ost

crucial
to

the
explanation

of
anti-

uniquenessis
the

requirem
entthatelem

entsin
the

extensionofthe
headnom

inal
m

ustallbe
propersubsetsof

the
referentof

the
objectN

P,
i.e.,w

e
have% *

#

ratherthan% )
#

in
oursem

antictranslations(see(34)).
T

hus
if%

is
in

the
ex-

tension
of

the
phraseo

f
th

e
th

re
e

b
o

o
ks,%

m
ustbe

a
collection

of
atm

osttw
o

books(and
in

particular,it
can’t

be
the

entire
setof

3
books).T

his
requirem

ent
expressesthe

intuition
thatit

is
only

appropriateto
use

a
partitive

w
hen

there
is
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properpartitivity.
A

s
w

e
w

ill
seein

section4,it
follo

w
s

thata
use

of
tw

o
o

fth
e

b
o

o
kspresupposesthe

existenceofatleastthreebooks,and
*tw

o
o

fm
y

p
a

re
n

tsis
deviantbecauseproperpartitivity

is
inconsistentw

ith
the

factthatpeoplehave
at

m
osttw

o
parents.

A
lthough

standardpartitives
are

often
assum

edto
involve

properpartitivity
in

inform
aldiscussionsin

the
literature,I

am
notaw

are
of

any
form

alanalysis
of

the
sem

anticsof
the

partitive
w

hich
explicitly

m
entionsproperpartitivity.

In
particular,

it
is

notbuilt
in

explicitly
in

eitherLadusaw
’s

(1982)or
H

oeksem
a’s

(1984)analyses.H
ow

ever,
theiranalysesare

com
patiblew

ith
the

addition
of

a
properpartitivity

requirem
ent,and

I
am

notaw
are

of
any

bad
predictionsthat

w
ould

be
m

ade.Q
uite

the
contrary;on

Ladusaw
’s

analysis,for
exam

ple,it
w

ould
no

longerbe
a

m
ysteryw

hy
*o

n
e

o
fth

e
m

a
n

is
ungram

m
atical.

A
n

obvious
apparentdifficulty

arising
from

the
assum

ptionof
properparti-

tivity
involvesquantificationaldeterm

inerssuchasa
llorb

o
th.A

useofa
llo

fth
e

m
e

ncertainlydoesnotim
ply

the
existenceofany

m
enin

additionto
thosereferred

to
by

the
N

P
th

e
m

e
n.

D
oesthis

m
eanthatproperpartitivity

doesn’tapply
w

hen
universalquantificationis

involved?
It

turnsoutthatthis
is

nota
problem

,how
ever,and

doesnotrequireany
ad-

justm
entto

the
basicanalysisw

hatsoever.
For

instance,assum
efor

the
sake

of
concretenessthata

llreceivesits
standardM

ontagovian
translationasin

e.g.B
ar-

w
ise

and
C

ooper(1981),in
w

hich
case�� a

llo
fth

e
b

o
o

ks�� �
"4� 5%� % �% (
% *

the-books�76
4& %'� .

E
ven

assum
ingproperpartitivity,this

denotationm
akes

a
perfectlysatisfactorycontribution

to
truth

conditions:a
propertyw

ill
be

true
ofall

the
booksjustin

caseit
is

true
ofeachbook,and

thereis
no

im
plication

thatthere
are

any
booksbeyond

thoseincludedin
the

denotationofth
e

b
o

o
ks.T

he
situation

is
analogousforb

o
th,e

a
ch,m

o
st,andso

on:aslong
asthesedeterm

inersquantify
overatom

icindividuals(R
oberts(1987)),thereis

no
conflictw

ith
the

requirem
ent

thatthe
partitive

o
f

phrasehasonly
propersubpartsin

its
extension.

T
he

statusof
properpartitivity

for
double

genitives
is

m
ore

vexed.
S

w
eet

(1898,p.54;p.75),P
outsm

a(1914,p.79),Jespersen(e.g.,1926,pp.142–7),A
l-

tenberg
(1982,p.70),N

arita
(1986),Lyons(1986,p.128)and

M
cC

aw
ley

(1988,
p.389)criticize

the
Partitive

H
ypothesisspecificallyon

the
groundsthatitpredicts

inappropriateproperpartitivity
im

plications.M
any

oftheseauthorscite
exam

ples
such

as
th

a
tn

o
se

o
f

h
is,

the
use

of
w

hich
is

clearly
consistentw

ith
a

situation
in

w
hich

the
personin

questionhasatm
ostone

nose.T
hus,they

argue,double
genitives

cannotentailproperpartitivity,atleastnotalw
ays.H

ow
ever,as

noted
by

P
outsm

a(1914,p.79),this
type

ofcounterexam
pleoccursonly

in
the

presence
of

a
dem

onstrative
determ

iner(e.g.*th
e

n
o

seo
fh

is,
*o

n
e

n
o

seo
fh

is,etc.).For
this

and
otherreasons,Iconsiderdem

onstrative
doublegenitivesto

be
a

separate
constructionfrom

the
generalpossessive

partitive;this
is

the
topic

ofS
ection5.

H
ow

ever,
even

denying
the

relevance
of

dem
onstrative

exam
ples,there

is
still

a
caseto

be
m

ade
thatstandardpartitives

and
possessive

partitives
behave

differentlyw
ith

respectto
properpartitivity

im
plications.



23
O

C
T

1997
D

R
A

F
T

(42)
Letm

e
tellyou

abouta
problem

ofm
ine.

(M
cC

aw
ley’s

16c)

Forinstance,M
cC

aw
ley

(1988,p.389)claim
sthat(42)doesnotpresupposethat

the
speakerhasm

orethanoneproblem
in

m
ind.In

M
cC

aw
ley’s

judgm
ent,double

genitives
are

‘neutral’w
ith

respectto
w

hetherthey
involve

properpartitivity
or

not.
I

find
thatintuitions

vary
dram

atically:som
eof

m
y

inform
antsreportthat

exam
pleslik

e
(42)

clearly
im

ply
the

existenceof
m

ore
than

one
problem

,and
som

ereportthat(42)justasclearlydoesnothave
suchan

im
plication.In

any
case,

rem
arkscloselysim

ilarto
M

cC
aw

ley’s
arefound

in
m

any
ofthe

paperscited
here,

beginning
w

ith
S

w
eet(1898,p.75),so

I
w

ill
proceedon

the
assum

ptionthatfor
som

epeopleatleastthe
properpartitivity

entailm
entsfor

(42)seem
to

be
reduced

orobscure.
C

learly
som

ethingis
going

on
here—

butnotatthe
levelof

truth
conditions

orpresuppositions.Iclaim
thatproperpartitivity

im
plicationsrem

ainin
fullforce,

despitetheseauthors’intuitions
to

the
contrary.

To
dem

onstratethis,note
thatif

a
doublegenitive

truly
w

asneutralw
ith

respectto
properpartitivity

im
plications,

it
should

be
possibleto

use
a

double
genitive

in
a

situation
w

hich
is

logically
inconsistentw

ith
properpartitivity.B

utthis
is

neverpossible:

(43)
a.

Letm
e

tellyou
about

*a
m

otherofm
ine.

b.
*the

m
otherofm

ine.
c.

*tw
o

parentsofm
ine.

A
ny

use
of

a
(non-dem

onstrative)double
genitive

is
clearly

infelicitous
in

any
contextw

hich
entailsim

properpartitivity.S
ection4

w
ill

explain
in

detailhow
the

analysisin
section3

explainsfactslik
e

thosein
(43). 8

H
ow

can
w

e
reconcilethe

com
m

onintuition
that(42)doesnotalw

aysseem
to

im
ply

the
existenceofm

ore
than

one
problem

w
ith

the
patternin

(43)?
T

here
are

tw
o

factorsthatpotentiallyexplain
atleastpartofthe

discrepancy.T
he

firstis
relatedto

a
differencein

the
discoursefunction

of
double

genitivescom
paredto

standardpartitives.M
any

authorshave
observed

thatstandardpartitivesstrongly
preferfor

the
group

entity
denotedby

the
objectof

partitive
o

f
to

be
definite,or

atleastfam
iliar,or

atleastexplicitly
enrolledin

the
discoursem

odel(e.g.,R
eed

(1996)).T
heredoesnotseem

to
be

a
parallelrequirem

enton
possessive

partitives
(seeLyons

(1986)for
relevantdiscussion).T

huseven
if

a
p

ro
b

le
m

o
fm

in
e

does
im

plicate
thatthe

speakerhasm
ore

than
one

problem
,w

e
are

free
to

assum
ethat

8A
refereepoints

outthe
relative

acceptabilityof
I

w
o

u
ld

n
’tw

a
n

ta
m

o
th

e
r

o
fm

in
elivin

g
in

a
n

e
ig

h
b

o
rh

o
o

dlike
th

is.B
utnotethatthis

usedependscrucially
on

the
presenceof

counterfactualm
odality

to
allow

considerationof
all

possi-
ble

m
others,so

thatthis
sentencehasas

a
close

paraphraseI
w

o
u

ld
n

’t
w

a
n

ta
n

y
m

o
th

e
ro

fm
in

e
livin

g
in

a
n

e
ig

h
b

o
rh

o
o

dlike
th

is.
T

his
suggeststhatin

this
use

the
predicatem

o
th

e
ro

fm
in

e
doesindeedhave

m
ore

than
one

entity
in

its
exten-

sion.
C

om
pareto

the
explicitly

indicative
*I

w
a

n
ta

m
o

th
e

ro
fm

in
e

to
live

in
a

n
e

ig
h

b
o

rh
o

o
dlike

th
is.
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thoseotherproblem
sare

irrelevantor
ignoreableor

notsalientin
the

discourse
m

odelin
a

w
ay

thatthey
are

notif
w

e
usea

standardpartitive.
T

he
secondpotentiallyrelevantfactoris

thatstandardpartitivestypically
oc-

curem
beddedunderstrong

determ
inersor

num
erals,and

neverw
ith

the
sim

ple
indefinite

article
as

in
(42).

T
his

is
eitherbecauseof

a
m

orpho-phonologicalre-
quirem

enton
the

standardpartitive
thatthe

determ
inerposition

have
a

stressable
(non-clitic)

elem
entin

it,
as

suggestedby
P

erlm
utter(1970;1973,p.

451),or
becausethe

standardpartitive
can

only
occurw

ith
determ

inersw
hich

are
inde-

pendentlycapableof
serving

as
free

noun
phrases,as

suggestedby
H

oeksem
a

(1984).T
hus

the
properpartitivity

im
plicationsof

(42)m
ay

seem
reducedcom

-
paredto

thoseofthe
standardpartitive

in
partbecausethe

typicalexam
plesofthe

standardpartitive
containnum

erals.

(44)
a.

Letm
e

tellyou
aboutone

problem
ofm

ine.
b.

Letm
e

tellyou
aboutone

ofm
y

problem
s.

If
w

e
inserta

num
eralas

in
(44a),the

truth
conditionsarguably

do
notchange,

butthe
properpartitivity

im
plicationsbecom

em
ore

prom
inent,to

a
degreethatis

entirely
on

a
parw

ith
thoseofthe

standardpartitive
in

(44b).
W

hatever
the

explanationfor
M

cC
aw

ley
and

others’intuitions
concerning

(42),w
henevera

contextis
logically

inconsistentw
ith

properpartitivity,posses-
sive

partitivesare
neveracceptable.Iconcludethatpossessive

partitivesdo
entail

properpartitivity,and
thatproperpartitivity

is
a

desirablecom
ponentof

the
cor-

rectanalysisboth
ofstandardpartitivesand

ofpossessive
partitives.

4.
E

X
P

L
A

IN
IN

G
A

N
T

I-U
N

IQ
U

E
N

E
S

S

T
he

explanationforsim
pleexam

plesofanti-uniquenesssuchas*th
e

o
n

eo
fJo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

sis
fairly

straightforward,oncew
e

assum
ethatpartitivity

is
alw

aysproper
partitivity.

S
ection

4.1
briefly

covers
som

e
technicaldetails,and

section
4.2

presentsthe
basicexplanation.E

xtendingthe
explanationto

pluralexam
plessuch

as
*th

e
tw

o
o

f
Jo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

s
is

a
little

m
ore

com
plicated,but

also
straightfor-

w
ard,as

show
n

in
section4.3.

S
ection4.4

discussesnum
eraldeterm

iners,and
S

ection4.5
show

s
thata

sem
anticanalysisof

anti-uniquenesscorrectly
predicts

thatthereshouldbe
anti-uniquenesscontrastsbetw

eensyntacticallyidenticalex-
am

ples.S
ection4.6

explains
w

hy
quantificationalpartitives

receive
m

assinter-
pretations.

4.1.
O

n
to

log
ica

la
ssu

m
p

tio
n

s

B
ecauseofthe

properpartitivity
requirem

entbuilt
into

the
denotationofthe

par-
titive

o
f,w

e
needa

structuredontologythatexplicitly
recognizesw

hen
one

entity
is

a
subpartof

anotherentity.
I

w
ill

adopta
sim

plified
versionof

the
system

de-
velopedin

Link
(1983);seealso

the
treatm

entsin
Ladusaw

(1982)or
H

oeksem
a

(1984).
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M
ore

precisely,letthe
set9

along
w

ith
the

join
operator:

form
a

com
plete

join
sem

ilattice.Let;

and<

be
tw

o
disjointcom

pletesublatticesof9

such
that 9

is
the

closure
of;=

<

underthe
join

operator.
Intuitively,;

is
the

setof
individuals

in
the

countdom
ain

and <

is
the

setof
portionsof

m
atterin

the
m

assdom
ain.In

addition,thereis
a

function>

m
appingm

em
bersof;

into

<

.
T

his
function>

gives
the

m
aterialm

aking
up

an
individual;

it
m

ustbe
a

hom
om

orphismpreservingthe
structureofthe

join
operator,so

thatfor
all#

and

% ,>& #
:%' �
>& #' :>& %' .

T
hus

if#

is
a

w
edding

ring,>& #'

is
the

quantity
of

gold
thatm

akes
up

the
substanceof#

.
T

he
sublatticeof

countindividuals;

m
ustbe

atom
ic,thatis,there

m
ustbe

a
set?

of
atom

ic
individuals

such
that;

is
the

closureof?

underthe
join

operator.T
he

m
assdom

ain,how
ever,m

ustnot
contain

any
atom

satall;
thatis,

I
assum

ethatas
far

as
E

nglish
is

concerned,
portions

of
m

atterare
infinitely

divisible.
W

e
can

define
a

partialorder)

as
follo

w
s:#)

%  
� #
:% �
%� .

T
his

is
the

subpartrelation.In
the

m
assdom

ain,
if#)

% ,then#

is
a

portion
of

the
quantity

of
m

atter% ;
in

the
countdom

ain,if

#)
% ,and%

is
(the

join
of)

a
num

berindividuals,then#

is
the

join
ofa

subsetof
the

individualsdom
inatedby% .

For
instance,if

a
is

the
individualnam

edA
lice,

andb
is

the
individualnam

edB
ob,thena)

& a:
b' .

A
s

usual,#*
%

justin
case

#)
%

and#
@ �% .

T
he>

operatorplays
a

crucialpartin
dealing

w
ith

exam
plesthatrequire

conversionfrom
the

countdom
ainto

the
m

assdom
ain.In

norm
alm

asspartitives
such

as
h

a
lfo

fth
e

w
in

e,w
e

can
assum

ethatthe
partitive

N
P

th
e

w
in

e
denotesa

portion
of

m
atterA

B <

directly.
T

he
partitive

o
f

phrasew
ill

denoteallof
the

portionsof
m

atterthatare
properpartsofA

;
becausethe

m
assdom

ain
contains

no
atom

s,it
is

alw
ayspossibleto

find
properpartsofany

entity
in<

,and
w

e
are

fine.H
ow

ever,if
the

partitive
N

P
denotesan

entity
in

the
countdom

ain,w
e

m
ust

shiftto
the

m
assdom

ainvia
the>

operator.Forinstance,in
the

sentenceH
a

lfo
f

Jo
h

n
is

u
n

d
e

rw
a

te
r,the

partitive
N

P
Jo

h
n

denotesthe
atom

iccountentityC B ;

.
B

ut
the

properpartitivity
requirem

entof
the

partitive
o

f
requiresthatthere

be
propersub-partsofC .

In
this

case,follo
w

ing
Ladusaw

(1982),I
assum

ethatthe
denotationof

o
f

Jo
h

n
is"%�� % �

%� (
% *
>& C'� .

T
he

im
portantdetailis

that
w

e
have

converted
the

denotationof
Jo

h
n

from
the

countdom
ain

to
the

m
ass

dom
ain.S

ince>

m
apsC

onto
the

portion
of

m
atterthatconstitutesJohn,w

e
end

up
predictingthatatleasthalfofthe

sub-portionsofthe
stuff

thatm
akesup

John
are

below
the

surfaceofthe
w

ater.(T
he>

operatoris
usedin

section4.6.)

4.2.
A

n
ti-u

n
iq

u
e

n
e

ssfo
r

sin
g

u
la

rd
e

fin
ite

s

To
show

how
the

analysisgiven
in

section3
explainsanti-uniqueness,considerthe

denotationofthe
phraseo

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
sasin

the
standardpartitive

o
n

e
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
s.B

y
properpartitivity,the

referentofJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
sm

usthave
properparts.

S
incew

e
are

operatingin
the

countdom
ain,the

denotationofJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
sm

ust
thereforecorrespondto

a
group

individualconsistingof
atleasttw

o
individuals.
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Letus
supposethatJohn’s

friends
consistof

the
setcontainingM

ary
and

Tom
.

B
y

hypothesis,then,the
denotationofthe

partitive
nom

inalis"%�� % �
%� (
% *

& m

:

t'� .
C

learly
this

predicatehasm
ore

than
one

entity
in

its
extension,since

it
is

true
of

both
M

ary
and

Tom
.

T
his

is
sufficientto

renderthe
nom

inalo
n

e
o

f
Jo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

s
incom

patiblew
ith

a
uniquenesspresupposition,and

this
explains

the
ungram

m
aticalityof*th

e
o

n
e

o
fJo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

s.
A

s
w

e
have

seen,furtherrestrictionof
the

partitive
nom

inalm
ay

renderthe
resulting

property
com

patiblew
ith

uniqueness.For
instance,in

th
e

[ta
lle

st[o
f

Jo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
s]],

even
though

John
still

has
atleasttw

o
friends

(denotationof
the

em
beddednom

inal),only
one

ofthosefriendsis
the

tallest(denotationofthe
largernom

inal),and
the

definite
determ

ineris
perfectlyfelicitous.

A
sim

ilarexplanationw
ill

hold
forpossessive

partitives.R
ecallthatthe

anal-
ysis

given
above

predictsthat�� frie
n

d
o

fJo
h

n
’s�� �

"%��0/#

friend& #1%'� (
% *

John’s
friends� .

B
y

properpartitivity,
once

again
John

m
usthave

atleasttw
o

friends,say,
M

ary
and

Tom
.

T
hen

once
again

w
e

are
guaranteedthatthere

are
atleasttw

o
entitiesin

the
extensionofthe

predicatedenotedby
frie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s,
w

hich
is

sufficientto
explain

the
ungram

m
aticalityof

*th
e

frie
n

d
o

fJo
h

n
’s

and
w

hy
ofth

e
ta

lle
stfrie

n
d

o
fJo

h
n

’s
is

good.

4.3.
A

n
ti-u

n
iq

u
e

n
e

ssfo
r

p
lu

ra
ls

T
he

analysisjustgiven
goes

through
only

w
hen

the
partitive

nom
inalis

m
or-

phologically
singular;one

additionalstep
is

requiredto
explain

anti-uniqueness
for

pluralpredicates.T
hatis,o

n
e

o
fJo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

s
is

m
orphologicallysingular.

T
his

subsectionconsidersthe
casew

hen
the

nom
inalis

plural,e.g.,tw
o

o
fJo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

s,
and

explains
w

hy
*th

e
tw

o
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
s

is
ungram

m
atical(w

ithout
additionalm

odification).
In

the
situationdiscussedim

m
ediatelyabove,John

hasexactly
tw

o
friends,

M
ary

and
Tom

.
In

the
absenceof

a
properpartitivity

requirem
ent,w

e
m

ightex-
pectnoun

phraseslik
e

*th
e

tw
o

o
fJo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

s
to

be
gram

m
atical(and

m
ean

som
ethingequivalentto

Jo
h

n
’s

tw
o

frie
n

d
s).

B
utas

w
e

justsaw
,in

sucha
situa-

tion
the

only
entitiesin

the
extensionof

the
partitive

o
fJo

h
n

’s
frie

n
d

s
are

M
ary

and
Tom

,and
neitherone

hascardinality2.
T

hings
getjusta

little
m

ore
com

plicatedif
w

e
im

agine
thatJohn

hasm
ore

than
tw

o
friends:M

ary,
Tom

and
B

ill.
H

ere
are

the
seven

entitiesin
the

count
dom

ain;

thatinvolve
only

M
ary,Tom

and
B

ill:

(45)
& m
:

t:

b'

& m

:

t'
& m
:

b'
& t:

b'

m
t

b

T
he

effectofassum
ingproperpartitivity

is
thatthe

predicatedenotedby
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
sw

ill
be

true
only

ofentitiesofcardinalitytw
o

orless.In
particular,the

set
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containingM
ary,Tom

and
B

ill
is

notin
the

extensionofthis
predicate,sinceit

is
notaD

propersubsetofthe
setofJohn’s

friends(i.e.,& m:

t:

b' @ *

John’s-friends).
T

he
resultis

thatthe
predicatetw

o
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
snecessarilyhasm

orethanone
entity

in
its

extension(in
this

case,m

:

t,m

:

b,andt:

b).B
ecausethe

definite
determ

inerpresupposesthatits
com

plem
enthasatm

ostoneentity
in

its
extension,

w
e

have
explainedw

hy
*th

e
tw

o
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
sis

bad.
A

nalogousargum
entsapply

for
pluraldouble

genitives:for
the

sam
erea-

soninggiven
above

for
standardpartitives,the

nom
inalfrie

n
d

so
fJo

h
n

’s
hasonly

propersubsetsofJohn’s
friendsin

its
extension,andso

therew
ill

neverbe
a

unique
suchentity.

4.4.
N

u
m

e
ra

ls
a

s
q

u
a

n
tifie

rs

W
e

have
discussedexam

plesin
w

hich
tw

o
is

arguablyfunctioningasan
adjectival

m
odifier,as

in
th

e
tw

o
o

fJo
h

n
’s

frie
n

d
s

th
a

tI
m

e
tla

stn
ig

h
t.

W
hataboutcases

w
herethe

num
eralseem

sto
be

functioningasa
determ

iner?

(46)
*Letm

e
tellyou

abouttw
o

parentsofm
ine.

(sam
eas(43c))

T
here

are
m

any
quantificationaltreatm

entsof
tw

o
(e.g.,B

arw
ise

and
C

ooper
(1981,p.169))thatturn

outto
be

problem
aticfor

m
y

account.For
instance,w

e
m

ighthave�� tw
o�� �" $

"4 /# /%� #
@ �% ( $
& #' ( $
& %' (
4& #' (
4& %'� .If

this
is

the
m

eaningoftw
o,w

e
have

a
problem

,sincethis
interpretationw

ill
interactw

ith
the

sem
anticsofthe

partitive
in

exactly
the

sam
ew

ay
explainedabove

in
section

3.4
for

a
llorb

o
th,and

w
e

incorrectlypredictthat(46)oughtto
be

good.
B

utw
e

w
ould

only
be

forced
to

use
this

sortof
interpretationfor

tw
o

in
a

sem
antics(lik

e
B

arw
iseand

C
ooper’s)thatfailed

to
recognizegroup

individuals.
G

iven
an

ontologylik
e

the
one

proposedhere,w
e

can
provide

the
determ

inertw
o

w
ith

an
interpretationparallelto

its
adjectivaluse:�� tw

o�� �
" $
"4 /#
� $
& #' (

4& #' (
E #E F
G� .

T
his

translationsaysthatthe
sentenceTw

o
m

e
n

sle
e

pw
ill

be
true

only
if

thereis
a

group
entity#

ofcardinality2
orgreatersuchthat#

is
a

pair
ofm

en
and#

sleeps.
O

ne
argum

entin
favorofthis

translationis
thatit

correctlypredictsthatthe
sentenceTw

o
m

e
n

lifte
d

th
e

p
ia

n
o

is
true

in
a

situation
in

w
hich

S
am

and
Tom

lifted
the

piano
together,butnotseparately,sincethereis

a
group

individual(& s:

t' )thatconsistsofm
enandthatlifted

the
piano.B

arw
iseandC

ooper’stranslation
incorrectlypredictsthatthis

sentencew
ill

be
true

only
if

thereare
tw

o
m

en
w

ho
eachlifted

a
piano

on
theirow

n.
If

the
group-individualapproachgivesthe

correcttranslationoftw
o,the

anti-
uniquenessexplanationgoesthroughexactly

asabove:becauseofthe
properpar-

titivity
requirem

ent,pa
re

n
tso

fm
in

ehasin
its

extensiononly
entitiesofcardinality

lessthan
2,butthe

translationof
tw

o
requiresentitiesof

cardinality
greaterthan

2,hencethe
N

P
*tw

o
p

a
re

n
tso

fm
in

e
is

sem
anticallyanom

alous(m
ore

precisely,
is

logically
entailedto

be
true

ofno
propertiesin

any
m

odel).
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T
his

proposalfor
the

m
eaningof

determ
inernum

eralsis
a

varianton
the

analysisofnum
eralsin

K
adm

on(1987),w
hereissuessuchashow

to
derive

var-
ious

alleged
am

biguitiesattributed
to

quantificationalnum
eralsare

discussedin
detail.

4.5.
A

n
ti-u

n
iq

u
e

n
e

ssis
se

m
a

n
tica

n
d

n
o

tsyn
ta

ctic

T
he

explanationfor
the

anti-uniquenesseffectsgiven
heredoesnotdependon

any
specialpropertiesof

the
definite

determ
iner;if

the
accountgiven

here
is

correct,
anti-uniquenessshouldarisew

heneverthereis
an

im
plication

ofuniqueness.For
instance,if

the
nom

inalin
the

doublegenitive
expressiondenotesa

function
rather

thana
non-functionalrelation,the

resultshouldbe
unacceptable,andthis

is
indeed

so:

(47)
a.

*I
m

etthe
m

otherofJohn’s.
b.

*I
m

eta
m

otherofJohn’s.

B
oth

of
theseare

out,w
hetherthe

article
is

definite
or

indefinite,for
the

follo
w

-
ing

reason:since
John

necessarilyhasonly
one

(biological)m
other,

the
proper

partitivity
requirem

ententailsthatthe
partitive

o
fJo

h
n

’s
is

em
pty.

T
hus

syntac-
tic

accountsthatcrucially
rely

on
distinguishingth

e
from

a
w

ill
have

a
problem

accountingfor
the

exam
plesin

(47).
N

orcan
theseexam

plesbe
saved

by
the

addition
ofa

relative
clause:

(48)
*I

m
etthe/am

otherofJohn’s
thatyou

pointedoutlastnight.

U
nlessw

e
assum

ethatJohnsom
ehow

hasm
orethanonem

other,(48)is
out.T

hus
any

syntacticaccountthatpredictsthatadditionofa
relative

clausew
ill

am
eliorate

an
anti-uniquenesseffectw

ill
have

trouble
w

ith
(48).

F
urtherm

ore,thereare
exam

plesin
w

hich
the

additionofa
single

m
odifieris

notsufficientto
elim

inatean
anti-uniquenessviolation,butm

orethanonem
odifier

in
com

binationcan:

(49)
a.

*I
hurtthe

one
ofm

y
fingers.

b.
*I

hurtthe
one

ofm
y

fingerson
m

y
lefthand.

c.
*I

hurtthe
longestone

ofm
y

fingers.
d.

I
hurtthe

longestofthe
fingerson

m
y

lefthand.

A
ssum

ingthe
left

m
iddle

fingerand
the

rightm
iddle

fingerare
equallylong,w

e
only

achieve
uniquenessw

hen
w

e
restrictthe

setof10
fingersdenotedby

o
n

e
o

f
m

y
fin

ge
rs

firstto
the

left
hand,then

to
the

tallestfingeron
the

left
hand.T

hese
exam

plesshow
thatthe

syntacticpresenceof
m

odifiers
is

notsufficientunless
theirsem

anticcontribution
is

restrictive
enoughto

achieve
uniqueness.

N
ote

that(49c)w
ill

be
acceptablein

a
situation

in
w

hich
there

is
a

unique
longestfinger,for

instanceif
the

speakerhaslostone
handthroughaccident.T

he
factthatanti-uniquenesseffectscan

be
contingenton

contextfurthershow
s

thatit
is

nota
syntacticphenom

enon.
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F
inally,

w
hethera

m
odifierim

proves
an

anti-uniquenesseffectcan
depend

on
theH

m
eaningofthe

headnoun:

(50)
a.

I
m

etthe
(tw

o)friendsofJohn’s
w

ho
w

ere
herefor

graduation.
b.

*I
m

etthe
(tw

o)parentsofJohn’s
w

ho
w

ere
herefor

graduation.

T
he

sentencein
(50a)is

fine
as

long
as

John
has

atleastthree
friends,exactly

tw
o

of
w

hich
cam

eto
seehis

graduation.B
utw

hen
the

headnoun
of

the
dou-

ble
genitive

entailsthatatm
osttw

o
individualsstandin

the
nam

edrelation
to

any
particularindividual(sincepeoplehave

atm
osttw

o
parents),the

resultis
ungram

-
m

atical,asindicatedin
(50b).T

he
explanationis

thatthe
num

eraltw
o

(or,even
in

its
absence,the

pluralm
arking

on
the

headnoun)entailsthe
existenceofatleast

tw
o

parents,and
the

partitive
constructionentailsthatthesetw

o
m

ustbe
a

proper
subsetofa

largergroup.B
utthe

m
eaningofp

a
re

n
tentailsthe

existenceofatm
ost

tw
o

parents,resultingin
inconsistentim

plications.
T

he
pointof

(50)
is

thatboth
sentencescontain

definite
determ

iners,and
both

contain
identicalrelative

clauses.W
hich

one
is

good
crucially

dependson
the

im
plications

due
to

the
m

eaningof
the

head
noun.

T
hus

any
accountthat

dependson
the

syntacticpropertiesofthe
definite

determ
inerin

the
presenceofa

syntacticm
odifier,suchasthe

analysisin
K

ayne
(1993,1996),w

ill
failto

predict
the

contrastin
(50).

4.6.
W

h
yq

u
a

n
tifica

tio
n

a
lp

a
rtitive

sa
re

m
a

ssp
a

rtitive
s

A
s

discussedin
section2,the

N
P

objectofa
partitive

o
f

can
in

factbe
quantifica-

tional,provided
the

partitive
receivesa

m
assinterpretation.

(51)
M

ostofeachpizza
disappeared.

T
his

factcan
be

view
ed

asa
consequenceofthe

Partitive
C

onstraint.
T

hereare
m

any
techniquesfor

accountingfor
quantifierscope,and

asfaras
I

am
aw

are,it
doesn’tm

atterw
hich

one
w

e
choosehere.For

the
sake

of
fam

il-
iarity,I

w
ill

assum
ean

optionalrule
ofQ

uantifierR
aisingasin

M
ay

(1985):N
P

s
canadjoin

to
a

c-com
m

andingS
,leaving

behinda
co-indexed

individual-denoting
variable.

S
ince

e
a

ch
p

izza
is

irreducibly
quantificational(Ladusaw

1982),and
there-

fore
cannotbe

coercedinto
denoting

an
entity,

Q
uantifierR

aising
is

forced
for

e
a

ch
p

izzaupon
pain

of
violating

the
Partitive

C
onstraint.T

he
structurefor

(51)
afterQ

uantifierR
aisingis

show
n

in
(52a):

(52)
a.

[[each
pizza]� [[m

ost[�N
[of

e� ]]]
disappeared]]

b.

�� e
a

ch
p

izza�� & "#
�� &&�� m

o
st�� &&�� o

f�� & #�''& �N '''&�� d
isa

p
p

e
a

red�� ''� '

U
sing

generalizedquantifiersas
in

B
arw

ise
and

C
ooper(1981)and

a
sim

ple
se-

m
anticsfor

quantifierraising,w
e

have
the

translationin
(52b).N

ote
in

particular
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thatthe
sem

anticargum
entto

the
partitive

o
f

is
an

entity-denotingvariable,in
ac-

cord
w

ith
the

Partitive
C

onstraint.S
ubstitutingin

the
translationfor

the
partitive

o
f

proposedin
(34b),w

e
have:

(53)
a.

&& " $
5 #
� pizza& #' 6
$
& #'� '& "#
�� &&& " $
"4� <
IJ
K& $14'� '

&& "#
" $
"%� $
& %' (
% *
#
�� '& "#
� #
�#

� '''& disappeared''� ''

b.

5 #
� pizza& #' 6
� <
IJ
K&& "%� % *
#
� ' 1

disappeared'��

S
ince

the
representationin

(53a)is
logically

equivalentto
the

reducedform
in

(53b),the
predictedtruth

conditionscan
be

paraphrasedas
follo

w
s:

for
every

pizza#

,m
ostofthe

properpartsof#

disappeared.
B

ecausethe
relation*

em
bodiesthe

properpartitivity
requirem

ent,the
prop-

erty
thatappearsas

the
firstargum

entto
M

O
S

T
(treating

m
o

stas
a

relation
be-

tw
eenproperties)containsonly

propersubpartsof#

in
its

extension.B
utbecause

quantificationin
the

countdom
ain

rangesonly
overatom

s(R
oberts(1987)),the

variable#

rangesonly
overatom

icpizzas.A
s

suggestedby
Ladusaw

(1982),I
as-

sum
ethatw

henthe*

relationis
facedw

ith
an

atom
icindividualon

the
right-hand

side,w
e

m
ustresortto

type-shiftingfrom
the

countdom
ain

to
the

m
assdom

ain
via

the>

operator(section4.1).(A
lternatively,w

e
can

posita
m

assvariantofthe
partitive

o
f,w

ith�� o
fM

A
S

S�� �"#
" $
"%� $
& %' (
% *
>& #'� .)

In
sum

,the
Partitive

C
onstraintforcesQ

uantifierR
aisingin

orderto
guaran-

tee
thatthe

partitive
o

f
encountersan

individual-denotingentity
as

its
argum

ent;
the

sem
anticsofQ

uantifierR
aisingguaranteesthatthe

tracevariablerangesonly
overatom

icindividuals;and
the

properpartitivity
requirem

enttriggersa
shiftto

the
m

assdom
ain.T

he
resultis

thatw
e

autom
aticallypredictthatirreduciblyquan-

tificationalN
P

slik
e

b
o

th
m

e
noreve

ry
p

izzacan
occurasthe

objectofa
partitive

o
f,butonly

w
hen

the
partitive

is
interpretedasa

m
asspartitive.

4.7.
S

u
m

m
a

ryo
fse

ctio
n4

Itis
a

theorem
ofthe

analysisgiven
in

section3
thatthe

predicatedenotedby
a

par-
titive

nom
inalw

ill
necessarilyhave

atleasttw
o

entitiesin
its

extension,and
thus

w
ill

be
incom

patiblew
ith

a
uniquenessim

plication
(unlessthe

partitive
is

further
restrictedthrough

appropriatesyntacticm
odification).

T
his

is
true

w
hetherthe

predicatesinvolved
in

the
partitive

are
singularor

plural,and
it

holds
for

stan-
dard

partitivesand
doublegenitivesalike.T

he
crucialfeatureofthe

analysisthat
guaranteesthis

theorem
is

the
assum

ptionofproperpartitivity.

5.
T

h
a

tN
O

SE
o

fh
is!

M
any

authorshave
noted(e.g.,S

w
eet(1898,p.54))thatanti-uniquenessfails

for
a

certain
narrow

classof
double

genitives.
For

instance,even
though

eachper-
son

hasa
unique

m
other,w

e
can

still
say

T
h

a
tm

o
th

e
ro

fh
is!.

T
he

key
to

these
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exam
ples,as

observed
by

P
outsm

a(1914,p.79),is
thatthis

type
of

doublegen-
itive

occursexclusively
w

ith
the

four
dem

onstrativesth
a

t,
th

is,
th

e
se,

and
th

o
se.

(C
om

pare*T
h

e
n

o
seo

fh
is

is
re

a
lly

h
u

ge
!)

W
e

can
suspectthatthe

o
f

involved
is

nota
genitive

use,sincethe
construc-

tion
is

possiblew
ith

a
non-relationalheadnoun

(T
h

a
tte

le
p

h
o

n
eb

o
o

k
o

fh
is

su
re

is
m

o
ld

y).H
ow

ever,thereis
a

problem
assum

ingthatthe
o

f
is

the
possessive

par-
titive

o
f

translatedin
(37b).If

it
w

ere,then
the

extensionofthe
propertydenoted

by
m

o
th

e
ro

fh
is

w
ould

be
guaranteedto

be
em

pty,
for

the
reasonsexplained

in
section4.

O
ne

clue
to

w
hatis

going
on

com
esfrom

the
specialdiscourserequirem

ents
associatedw

ith
thesedem

onstrative
expressions.N

arita
(1986)is

largely
con-

cernedw
ith

the
stylistic

conditionsfor
use

of
this

construction,w
hich

he
calls

“rhetorical”
double

genitives
(see

also
Lyons

(1986)and
Taylor

(1996)).
B

asi-
cally,

there
m

ustbe
som

ethingunusualor
notew

orthy
aboutthe

referentof
the

collocation,oratleastsom
easpectofthe

situationthathasnon-neutralaffectfor
the

speaker.
To

develop
this

line
of

thoughta
little

further,
notice

this
construction

stronglyfavorsextra
prom

inenceon
the

headnoun:th
a

tN
O

SE
o

fh
is!.A

nd
in

fact
any

attem
ptto

give
prom

inenceto
the

bare
possessive

N
P

is
highly

questionable
orim

possible:

(54)
a.

?T
hosem

othersofhis
and

B
ill’s!

b.
*T

hatm
otherofthe

tallm
an’s!

c.
*T

hatm
otherofthe

jack-ass’s!

A
cceptabilityis

severelydegradedif
the

prepositionalobjectis
a

coordinatestruc-
ture,if

it
containsa

definite
description,or

even
if

it
is

an
epithet.T

hesefacts
suggestthatthe

constructionin
questionrequiresthatthe

headnoun
be

in
focus,

so
thatonly

the
headnoun

is
capableofbearingextra

prom
inence.

T
he

sem
anticsoffocusis

usuallycastin
term

sofalternative
sets(e.g.,R

ooth
(1985))ordevicesthatcan

reproducethe
truth

conditionsassociatedw
ith

alterna-
tive

sets(e.g.,K
rifka

(1992)).If
I

sayI
to

ld
yo

u
th

a
tI

like
M

A
T

H
,the

im
plication

is
thatthere

is
som

e
othersubjectthatI

don’t
lik

e,such
as

E
nglish

or
H

istory.
A

lternative
setsare

calculatedby
replacingthe

focussedconstituentw
ith

a
vari-

able
of

the
appropriatetype,and

then
identifying

a
setof

contextually-relevant
alternativesofthe

sam
esem

antictype
asthe

focussedconstituent.
B

y
analogousreasoning,the

im
plication

associatedw
ith

a
useofT

h
a

tN
O

SE
o

fh
is

is
h

u
m

o
n

g
o

u
s!is

thatthere
are

othercandidatesfor
the

n
o

sepropertyfor
w

hich
the

assertionis
notguaranteedto

be
true

(orfor
w

hich
it

is
true

to
a

lesser
degree).If

the
noseofthe

m
an

in
questionis

hum
ongous,perhapsthe

eyesorthe
teetharelessprom

inent.T
he

resultis
that,justasforourstandardanti-uniqueness

im
plication,the

presenceoffocusguaranteesthatthe
sem

anticsw
ill

have
to

con-
sidera

num
berofpossiblereferentsin

addition
to

the
nose.
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U
nfortunately,itw

ould
take

us
too

farafield
to

develop
a

reasonablydetailed
form

altreatm
entof

the
sem

anticsof
focusfor

nom
inalexpressionshere.T

here-
fore

for
the

purposesof
this

paper,I
w

ill
assum

ethatthe
o

f
in

T
h

a
tn

o
seo

fh
is!

is
a

distinctuseofo
f

in
addition

to
the

genitive
o

f
and

the
partitive

o
f’s

w
e

have
studiedso

far.
M

ore
specifically,the

o
f

in
the

dem
onstrative

constructiondiffers
from

the
possessive

partitive
o

f
preciselyin

thatproperpartitivity
is

suspended,
so

thatinsteadof(37b)w
e

have" .
" $
"%� $
& %' (
% )
.
& $
'�

T
he

factthatthis
constructionhas

such
a

severely
lim

ited
distribution—

it
requiresa

specificsyntacticform
(therem

ustbe
a

dem
onstrative

determ
iner),spe-

cific
discourserequirem

ents(a
useofthe

constructionm
usthave

som
erhetorical

affect),andspecificconstraintson
focus(the

headnounm
ustbe

in
focus)—

m
eans

thatassum
ingthatit

also
hasidiosyncraticsem

anticpropertiesis
notas

uncom
-

fortable
as

it
m

ightotherw
isebe.

Indeed,from
a

functionalpointof
view

,
the

existenceofthis
constructionprovidesa

ratherconvenientm
echanismforcircum

-
venting

the
anti-uniquenessim

plicationsnorm
ally

associatedw
ith

the
possessive

partitive
construction.

W
hatever

the
true

statusof
T

h
a

tn
o

se
o

f
h

is!,
the

factrem
ainsthatin

the
generalcase,w

henevera
double

genitive
occursw

ith
a

determ
inerotherthan

a
dem

onstrative,reliableanti-uniquenesseffectsappearthatrequirean
explanation.

6.
C

O
N

C
L

U
S

IO
N

A
ssum

ingthatpartitivity
is

alw
aysproperpartitivity

constitutesa
sim

ple
and

de-
fensible

refinem
entof

the
sem

anticsof
partitivity

thatprovides
a

prom
ising

ac-
countofthe

previously
unexplainedphenom

enonofanti-uniqueness.Additional
supportfor

properpartitivity
com

esfrom
the

analogousanti-uniquenessbehav-
ior

of
double

genitives,underthe
independentlym

otivated
Partitive

H
ypothesis,

w
hich

saysthatdouble
genitives

are
in

facta
type

of
partitive

construction.If
this

accountis
on

the
righttrack,it

offers
new

insightsinto
the

sem
anticnatureof

partitivity
and

doublegenitives..
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