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This paperoffers an explanationfor a little-known but striking phe-
nomenorfirst discussedy Jaclendof (1968b)that| will call ANTI-
UNIQUENESS: partitivesareincompatiblewith the definitedeterminer
(*1 metthe oneof John’s friendg, unlessthe partitive first recevesad-
ditional modification(l metthe[[ oneof John’sfriendq thathetraveled
with fromMexica]). | amguethatanindependentiyneededefinemenbf
thesemanti@analyse®f thepartitive of Ladusav (1982)andHoeksema
(1984)automaticallypredictstheseanti-uniquenestacts.More specif-
ically, | proposethat partitivity is always properpartitivity. This will
guarantee¢hatary propertydenotedy a partitive will have atleasttwo
entitiesin its extensionandcannotuniquelyidentify anindividual; thus
partitivesareanti-unique.In addition, this papermakesa new casefor
analyzingdoublegenitivesaspartitives. A numberof syntacticandse-
manticargumentswill shav thatdespiteappearancesp-calleddouble
genitives(a friend of John’s) have lessin commonwith a superficially
quite similar type of simplegenitive (a friend of John) thanwith stan-
dardpartitives(oneof John'sfriendg. If doublegenitivesareindeeda
type of partitive, this explainswhy they alsoexhibit anti-uniquenessf-
fects:*1 met[thefriend of John's] is badbut | metthe[[ friend of John's]
thathetraveledwith fromMexicq] is perfectlyfine.

0. INTRODUCTION

Jaclendof (1968b)obsenesthatpartitivesexhibit a peculiareffectthat! will call
ANTI-UNIQUENESS:

(1) a. *I metthe[oneof Johnsfriends].
b. | metthe[[one of Johnkfriends]thatyou pointedout lastnight].

(2) a. *I metthe]friend of Johns].
b. | metthe[[friend of Johnk] thatyou pointedout lastnight].

Apparently partitive nominalssuchasoneof John's friendscannotbe combined
with the definite determineras shavn in (1a), unlessthe partitive first receves
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additionalmodification,asin (1b). Jaclendof also notesthat the samething
happendor so-calleddoublegenitvessuchasfriend of John's, asshavn in (2a)
and(2b).

ThoughJaclendof doesnot proposean explanationfor anti-uniquenesd)e
doesremarkbriefly thatit may be necessaryo subcatgorize nominalsas defi-
nite or indefinite. A partitive would be inherentlyindefinite,but modificationby
a restrictive relative clause(or prepositionalphraseor adjectval phrase)would
producea nominalthatwasdefinite,andthereforesuitablefor combinationwith
thedefinitedeterminer

More recently Kayne(1993,1994)developsa syntacticanalysisof double-
genitivesin which he alsoattributesanti-uniquenessontrastsasin (2) to differ-
encesn the syntacticcateyory of the complemenof the asdiscussedn section
3.1. However, it is difficult to seehow to extendeitherJaclendof’s suggestioror
Kayne'sproposato accounfor mary of theexamplegresentetbelow, especially
thedatain section4.5. Thefull rangeof datasuggestshatanti-uniqueness an
essentiallysemantigghenomenomndary purely syntacticapproachs boundto
beatbestincomplete.

| proposeo explainthesecaseof anti-uniquenesby arguingfor a minimal
but crucial refinemenbf the semantidreatmenof partitivity presentedn Ladu-
sav (1982)andHoeksemg1984). More specifically | will claim that partitive
nominal phraseshave in their extensiononly proper subpartsof the entity de-
notedby the NP objectof the partitive of. (Perhapsurprisingly no adjustments
neededo accountfor partitvesembeddedinderuniversalquantifierslike all of
themor bothof John’s friends seesection3.4.) As explainedin sectior4, proper
partitivity guaranteeshata nominalsuchasone of John’s friendsmusthave at
leasttwo entitiesin its extensionandthis semantigropertyis whatrenderssuch
phrasesncompatiblewith the definitedeterminemithout furthermodification.

Extendingthis explanationfor the anti-uniquenessffectsfor partitives as
in (1) to doublegenitivesasin (2) dependon establishinghat doublegenitives
andpartitivessharesomerelevantproperty | will aguethatdoublegenitvesare
in factatype of partitive. This claim goesbackat leastto Sonnenschei1921,
p.51):

In sentencebk e Heis a friend of John’sthereis anoununderstood:
of John'smeanof Johnsfriends,sothatthe sentencés equivalent
to Heis oneof John'sfriends Hereof meansutof the numberof.

Abstractingaway from Sonnenscheig’specificassumptiondet us call the gen-
eral notionthatdoublegenitivesarein fact partitivesthe PARTITIVE HYPOTHE-

sis. As farasl know, in the generatie literatureonly Jaclendof (1968b;1977,
p. 116) defendsa versionof the Partitive Hypothesis,and a numberof authors
argue specificallyagainstit, including Stockwell, Schachteand Partee(1973),
Altenbeg (1982), Lyons (1986), Narita (1986), McCawley (1988), and Taylor
(1996).1 will developandextendJaclendof’sargumentsn favor of the Partitive
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Hypothesispresenhew argumentsandrespondo eachof the counteraguments
| amawareof in thesectionselow.

Theformalaccountevelopedbelow buildsontheapproactio thesemantics
of partitivesdevelopedindependenthpy Ladusav (1982)andHoeksemg1984).
Their work focussedn whatis now known asthe Partitive Constraintbuilding
in turn ontheanalyse®f Jaclendof (1977)andBarwiseandCooper(1981).

(3) a. oneofthetwo men
b. *oneof bothmen

The Partitive Constraintrules out (3b) on the basisof a distinctionin the inter
pretationof bothmencomparedo theinterpretatiorof thetwo men thetwomen
correspondgin a sensemademore precisebelow) to a (non-atomic)entity, but
both menis irreducibly quantificational. The Partitive Constraintandits critics
(including Abbott (1996),Hoeksemg1996b,1996¢),and Reed(1996)) are dis-
cussedn moredetailin section2.

Sectionl presentanddefendshe Partitive Hypothesis Section2 discusses
the Partitive Constraint. Section3 gives a compositionalanalysisof the con-
structionsunderstudy andin particularmotivatesand defendsthe assumption
of properpartitivity. Sectiond is the semanticheartof the paper:it explainshow
assumingproperpartitivity accountdor anti-uniquenesdjothfor standardarti-
tivesandfor doublegenitives.

1. THE PARTITIVE HYPOTHESIS

In additionto evaluatingthe Partitive Hypothesisthis sectionpresentsomeof the
theoreticabssumptionthatframethediscussiorio follow. It alsoexplainsfor the
firsttime (asfarasl know) how the Partitive Hypothesicanansweran objection
firstraisedoy Jesperse(l927,p. 16): if a friend of John’'swereindeeda partitive
with aheadnominalmissingafterthepossesskclitic, andif thatmissingnominal
is anaphoricto the overt headnounfriend, why thendoesnt a friend of John’s
meanthe samething asa friend of John’s friends? Theanswey| will suggestis

becausghe putative paraphrasesontaintwo differentof's: oneis thegenitive of,

andtheotheris the partitive of .

1.1. AgainsttheNotionof a PleonastidGenitive

Themainalternatve to the Partitive Hypothesigs thattheof in a friend of John’s
is a genitive of. Indeed,Sweet(1898,p. 54), followedby Poutsmg1914,p. 77),
calls expressionsuchasfriend of John’s the ‘pleonasticgenitive’, thoughthis
termseemgo have fallen out of use;morerecentlyit is calledthe ‘double gen-
itive’ asin, e.g.,Quirk etal. (1972,p. 203). As Poutsma1914,p. 77) putsit,

‘[sJometimesthe meaningof the prepositionof is expressedver againby the
genitive inflection of the following noun’. Theassumptiorns thateitherthe of or
thephrase-finapossessie morphemés mustbe semanticallyedundant.

TO APPEAR IN NLLT 4

The obviousfirst task on this approachs identifying which elementis se-
manticallypotentandwhich is superfluous.In the generatie literature,eachof
the two logical possibilitieshasbeenproposed.In Smith (1964), for example,
genitive of -phrasesare producedfrom doublegenitives by optional deletionof
the possessie marking,thatis, a friend of John's => a friend of John Narita
(1986,p. 193)andLyons(1986,p. 128)alsoassumehattheof is the“real” geni-
tive, optionallyaddinga pleonastigossessi clitic to the postnominabf phrase.

Alternatively, thereis the notionthatthe possessk clitic corveysits normal
possessie meaningandit is the of thatis semanticallyredundant.For example,
in the postposinganalysisof Stockwell,SchachteandPartee(1973,p. 708),the
possessi NP startsoutin prenominaposition,alongwith a determinerthe pos-
sessie postposessothata John's book=—=> a bookJohn'’s, andanof is inserted
by a generalrule of casemarking,resultingin a bookof John's. In McCawley's
(1988, p. 390) variant,a ‘semanticallyempty’ of is addedto the prenominalpos-
sesasrefirst, andit is thepresencef theprepositiorwhichtriggersthepostposing.
Kayne(1993,1994)alsoproposes pleonastidnsertionof of, thoughfor himthe
possessagphrasestaysput andthe possesseghrasepreposes.

With the exceptionof Kayne's analysis,which is discussedn section3.1,
thesesyntacticanalysesof the double genitive are not compatiblewith recent
theoreticalframeavorks. Ratherthan argue againsttheseproposalsin detail on
theoreticagrounds] will insteadargueon empiricalgroundsn favor of ananal-
ysisonwhich boththe possessie morphemeés andthe prepositionof arealways
syntacticallyandsemanticallypotent(seealsoLangacler (1992)).

Englishdoessometimesallow redundantmarking of semantiadistinctions,
notablyfor plurality or negation.For example the secondnstanceof thepluralin
the sentencéJnicycleshavewheelss a so-calleddependenplural, anddoesnot
entailthatany unicycle hasmorethanonewheel. Similarly, the doubly negated
sentencé don't wantno milk meanshe samething in negative-concordlialects
asthe singly neggatedsentenced don't wantany milk meansin thosedialectsin
which negative concordis not obligatory However, if the algumentsgiven here
in favor of the Partitive Hypothesisarecorrect they supporttheclaimthatthereis
nosuchthingin Englishasa pleonastigenitive.

1.2. SomeDescriptiveTerminolay
This paperadoptghefollowing terminology:

(4) a. PrenominaPossesse: [John's] friendis nice.
b. BarePossesse: I'm goingto [John¥].
c. Genitiveof-phrase: I metafriend [of ggn John].
d. StandardPartitive: | saw two [of parT themen].

| saw two [of pprT JOhnS friends].
e. Possesse Partitive: | meta[friend of Johns].

(a.k.a.the“Double Genitive”)
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The Partitive Hypothesisconcernghe statusof (4e): is this a genitive construc-
tion or a partitive? Sincethe term “possessie partitive” only makessensef the
Partitive Hypothesisturns out to be correct,it doesnot constitutea neutralde-
scriptive term. Unfortunately theterm“double genitive” is no better sinceif the
Partitive Hypothesiss correct theof involvedis notin factthegenitive of. Rather
thaninventathird moreneutralterm,| will use“possessie partitive” and“double
genitive” moreor lessinterchangeablgsaway of referringto theexpressiortype
exemplifiedin (4e).

1.3. Co-occurencewith theprenominalpossessive

Co-occurrencavith the prenominalpossessk providesan argumentin favor of
the Partitive Hypothesisln generala genitive of phrasecannotoccuralongwith
aprenominajpossesse.

(5) *Mary’schild of John

This familiar fact presumablyfollows from somerequiremenamountingto the-
matic uniquenessa nominalcanhave only onesyntacticallyspecifiedpossessor
(wherea coordinatepossessosuchas John’s and Mary’s is of coursea single
syntacticconstituent) The problemwith (5), then,is thatMary andJohnaresyn-
tacticallyindependenpossessors. Butif the Partitive Hypothesids correct,the
of in possessk partitive phraseds not the genitive of, andthereis nothingto
preventit from occurringwith a prenominalpossesse. Surprisingly this turns
outto bethecase:

(6) a. myfavoritestoryof yours
b. Mary’'smostrecentlypurchasedbookof Johns

Thesefactsclearlyargueagainsttonsideringhe possesse partitive to be a post-
posedprenominalpossessi, asin Stockwell, Schachteand Partee(1973)and
McCawley (1988). In general,theseexamplesare highly problematicfor ary
analysighatassumethatdoublegenitivescontaina genitive of, sincethey would
constituteglaring countergamplesto the generathematicuniqguenessonstraint
illustratedin (5).

1.4. Compatibilitywith relationaland non-relationalnouns

| am basingmy analysisof possessie andgenitive constructionsn the account
developedin Barker (1995). In particular I assumehat prenominalversuspost-
nominalpossessiesdiffer in theway they interactwith relationalheadnouns.

IThereis at leastone possibleexception: Mary’s pictures of John But of
Johnis almostcertainlyaninternalargumenthere,asin Mary’s love of John; in
supportof this idea, notethat Mary’s picturesof John canonly referto pictures
representingohnsimage,andcannotentailthatJohnpossesseepictures.See
alsothediscussiorof (11) below.
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In the prenominal possessi construction,it is well known (see, e.g.,
Williams (1982, p. 283)) that the relation betweenthe possessoand the thing
possessedantake on a wide rangeof possiblevalues. For instance,a phrase
suchasJohn’ssilhouettein theright context canreferto the outline of (a partof)
Johns body; or elsesomecardboardshapeghat he cut outin art class,or some
otherobjectof theappropriatdypethatJohnis associateavith in somecontextu-
ally specifiedmanner

In contrastthe possessionelationexpressedy a postnominabenitive of -
phrasds morelimited: it mustexpressherelationnamedby theheadnoun.Thus
a silhouetteof John mustrefer to the outline of Johns body, and not to some
cardboardshapeshatJohnhascutoutin artclass.

Thereasorthis assumptioris relevantis thatonly somenounshave aneasily
accessibleelationalinterpretation For instanceconsiderthe differencebetween
adayanda birthday: the nounday denotesa non-relationapredicatethatis true
of daysof the year The noun birthday also hasfor its extensionentitiesthat
aredaysof the year;however, adayis a birthdayonly in virtue of therebeinga
certainpersorwhosebirthdayit is. Othernon-relational/relationalearminimal
pairsincludeanimalversugpet, manversusson horseversussteedsoldierversus
enemyandsoon.

Thusif the possessiorelationexpressedy a postnominabgenitive of is al-
waysinterpretecdastherelationdenotedy theheadnounit modifies,postnominal
genitive of phraseshouldonly be compatiblewith arelationalheadnoun.

(7) a. TodayisJohnsbirthday
b. Todayis thebirthdayof John.

(8) a. TodayisJohnsday.
b. *Todayis thedayof John.

As predictedanobviously relationalnounsuchasbirthdayis perfectlycompati-
ble with eithera prenominalossessk or with a postnominabenitive of phrase,
asshawn in (7). In addition,the non-relationahounday s perfectlyfine in con-
structionwith the prenominalpossessi, evenif the circumstancehat makes
today countas Johns day remainsvague. In contrast,an attemptto combinea
non-relationahounwith a postnominalyenitive of phraseasin (8b)is distinctly
unnatural.

If the Partitive Hypothesids correct,possessk partitive phraseshouldsys-
tematicallybe possiblewith non-relationahominalseven thougha postnominal
genitive of phrasds not.

(9) a. *astickof Mary
b. astickof Mary’s
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(10) a. *abattalionof Mary
b. abattalionof Mary’s

If possessk partitiveswere genitivesafter all, however, the contrastin (9) and
(10) would be mysterious. On the Partitive Hypothesis,of course,the crucial
differenceis that the of involvedin (9b) and (10b) is a partitive of and not a
genitive of, andtherefores undernorestrictionswith respecto whetherthehead
nounis relationalor not.

Furthermorewe shouldalso expectthat even whenthe headnounis rela-
tional, possessk partitive phraseswill have interpretationsiot availableto gen-
itive of-phrases:becauseahereis no genitive of presentthereis no constraint
thatthe possessiomelationmustbe identicalto the relationnamedby the head
noun.Thuspossessk partitive phraseshouldbecapableof expressingacontext-
controlledpossessiorelation.

(11) a. apictureof John
b. apictureof Johns

As notedseparateljpy McCawley (1988,p. 389)and Taylor (1996,p. 328),and
contraLyons(1986),althoughthegenitive of -phrasen (11a)canonly beapicture
whosesubjectis John thepossessk partitive phrasen (11b)canreferto apicture
which Johnowns, or which hemade etc. (seesection3.3).

Thus despitesuperficialsimilarity, friend of John and friend of John’s are
clearly deeplydifferent syntacticallyand semantically: only oneis compatible
with a prenominalpossessi, andonly oneis compatiblewith a non-relational
headnoun.

1.5. Asolutionto Jespesenspuzzle

Distinguishingthe genitive of from the of in possessk partitive phrasesmme-
diately leadsto an explanationfor one of the leadingobjectionsto the Partitive
Hypothesisanobjectionput forwardby Jesperse(i1l927,p. 16), andrepeatedr
reinventedby mary others(including myselfin Barker (1995, p. 26)). Jespersen
dismisseghe Partitive Hypothesidy giving the following argument:a friend of
John’s cant be a partitive in which the missingnominalin the barepossessk is
anaphorido the headnoun,becauséf we substituten for the missingnominal,
we geta friend of John's friends which meanssomethingquite different. To see
thattheseexpressionsarenot synorymous,notethatsomeoneanbe a friend of
Johns friendswithout necessarilypeinga friend of John.

However, Jesperser’argumentfails to go throughoncewe recognizethat
therearetwo distinctusesof of involved.

(12) a. afriendofparT JOhns (possessk partitive)
b. afriendofgey Johnsfriends (postnominabenitive of phrase)
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If (12a)containsa partitive of thenit is no wonderthat the two phrasesn (12)
meandifferentthings. The semantianalysispresentedbelon predictsthat (12a)
describessomeonenho is amongthe setof Johns friends,and (12b) describes
someonavho standsn thefriend-ofrelationto the setof Johnsfriends(andwho
doesnot necessarilgtandin thefriend-of relationto Johnhimself).

NotethatJesperseskey exampleinvolvesthehighly relationalnounfriend.
Theresultis quite differentif we substitutdn a non-relationahounsuchastele-
phonebook

(13) a. atelephonéookofparT JOhns
b. *atelephonéhookofgen Johnstelephonédooks

If the Partitive Hypothesids correct,thenthe of in (13a)is a partitive of (asin-
dicated)andis perfectlycompatiblewith a non-relationaheadnoun.In contrast,
theimpossibilityof (13b)is exactly whatwe would expecton theassumptiorhat
theof is agenitive of, andthereforancompatiblewith anon-relationaheadnoun.

The solutionto Jesperser’puzzle,then,is to realizethata friend of John’s
anda friend of John’s friendsinstantiatewo distinctconstructiortypes.

1.6. A complication:contet-contolled bare possessives

Sometimesheinterpretatiorof a barepossessi canbe controlledby context:

(14) a. JohnscarisnicerthanMary’s. (construedasMary’s= Mary’scar)
b. ThesetoolsareMary’s.

SeeMandelbaun{1994)for anextensve discussiorof thesetypesof possesses,
andespecialljthe constructiorin (14b).

Since contet-controlled bare possessis function as independentoun
phrasesthey canoccurin ary NP position—includingobjectpositionof a geni-
tive of:

(15) a. Thecolorof Johnstruckis darkerthanthe[color ofggn Mary’s].
b. | wanta[tasteofgen Mary’s]!

This meanghatan expressioncanbe ambiguousetweera genitive of followed
by abarepossessk versusa possessk partitive construction:

(16) Papersof Johnsstudentgendto belongerthanpapersof Mary’s.

Ononereadingthe secondf is a genitive of andtheimplicit nominalassociated
with Mary’s is controlledby context. On this reading,the papersthat Johns
studentswrite arelongerthanthe paperghatMary’s studentsvrite. Ontheother
reading the secondf is a partitive of, andwe have aninstanceof the possessie
partitive construction;on this reading,the papersof Johns studentsarelonger
thanthe paperghatMary herselfwrites.
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Becausgossessk partitivesexhibit anti-uniquenesproperties(16) canbe
renderedinambiguousy insertingthe definitedeterminetthe

(17) Papersof Johnsstudentgendto belongerthanthe papersof Mary’s.

The presencef the definitedetermineris compatibleonly with a genitive inter-
pretationon whichtheimplicit possesseeominalis controlledby context.

Thoughpotentially confusing the existenceof examplessuchas(15), (16)
and (17) are not a problemfor the Partitive Hypothesis. Becausehey require
relatively heary-handedcontexts, we cansafelyignoretheir existencefor exam-
plesgivenin a neutralcontext. But evenin contets in which thesealternatve
interpretationdbecomeprominentenoughto be detectedthey seento behae ex-
actly asexpectedwith respecto our assumptionsboutgenitive of phrasesand
in particularwith respecto anti-uniqueness.

1.7. Summanpof sectionl

ThePartitive Hypothesiglaimsthat(thedominantnterpretatiorof) a friend of his
(in aneutralcontet) containghe partitive of, i.e.,thatdoublegenitivesarein fact
possessk partitives.Unlike genitive of phrasespossessk partitivesarecompat-
ible with a prenominalpossessie (my favorite story of yours/*you, sectionl.3)
andwith non-relationalheadnouns(a telephonebook of John's/*John, section
1.4). Oncewe recognizethatgenitive usesof of behave differentlythanpartitive
uses,Jespersespuzzledisappearsthereasorthata friend ofpp g7 John'sdoesnt
meanthe samething asa friend ofggy John’sfriendsis thatthe two expressions
involve two differentusesof of thathave differentmeanings.
Mostimportantlyfor the purposef this paper anti-uniquenessffectsap-
pearexactly wherethe Partitive Hypothesigredictsthereis a partitive useof of:

(18) a. Shemarriedthesonofggy herlawyer.
b. *ShemarriedthesonofparT herlawyer’s.
c. ShemarriedthesonofparT herlawyer'swho helpedherwin hercase.

The genitive of in (18a)is compatiblewith the uniquenessmplicationsof the
definitedeterminetthe The additionof the possessk clitic in (18b) signalsthe
presencef the possessk partitive constructionwhich is incompatiblewith the
uniguenesgmplicationsin (18b)withoutfurthermodification,asin (18c).

2. THE PARTITIVE CONSTRAINT

The semantidreatmenin sections3 and4 is partly basedon the analyseof the
partitivein Ladusav (1982)andHoeksem#1984).(Althoughtheseanalysesvere
developedndependentlythey embodyessentiallthesamecentralidea,andl will
treatthemasroughlyequivalent.)
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Ladusav andHoeksemaattemptto give a semanticharacterizationf what
hascometo be calledthe Partitive Constraintever sinceJaclendof (1977).How-
ever, semanticapproacheso the Partitive Constrainthave recentlycomeunder
attack(e.g.,Abbott (1996),Hoeksemd1996b,1996¢c),andReed(1996)). Hoek-
semahimselfdeclaressomevhatatoddswith hisown earlier(unpublishedjvork,
that the Partitive Constraintis “best thoughtof in pragmaticterms” (Hoeksema
1996b,p. 20).

If the pragmatistprevail, whataretheconsequencdsr the analysisof anti-
uniqueness?On the empirical side, it is irrelevant whetherPartitive Constraint
effectsaresemanticor pragmaticaslong asdoublegenitvesandstandardarti-
tivesbehae the sameway in therelevantcontets (sincethe Partitive Hypothesis
predictsthatthey should).And indeedthey do:

(19) a. afriendofthetwowomens
b. *afriend of bothwomens
c. afriendof bothwomen

Replacingheindividual-denotingpossessan (19a)with thequantificationapos-
sessoin (19b)markedlyreducescceptabilityin thepossessi partitive construc-
tion; for comparisorin (19c¢),a quantificationaNP is perfectlyfine asthe object
of thegenitive of 2

Onthetheoreticakide,| amconfidentthatthe spirit of the mainexplanation
of anti-uniquenesm termsof properpartitivity canbe reconstructedvithin any
sufficiently detailedanalysisof the partitive that getsthe truth conditionsright.
Neverthelesssincethe Ladusav/Hoekseméahypothesids built into my formal
accountatafairly basiclevel, it is worthwhile defendingthis particularapproach
asviable. (Latersectionanbereadindependentlypf thisone.)

Jaclendof’s (1977,p. 113) versionof the Partitive Constraintsoundssyn-
tactic: he obsenedthat NP objectof partitive of musthave “a demonstratie or
genitive specifief’ However, Jaclendof explicitly intendedthis generalizatiorio
be enforcedn thesemanticcomponentnotin the syntax. Thussincethe definite
determinethefunctionssemanticallylike ademonstratie (accordingo Jaclend-
off’sterminology),the predictionis thatfew of the manymenis fine, but *few of
manymenis ruled out on semantigrounds.

Many peopletake thePartitive Constrainto be a definitenessestriction,and
requiringthat the partitive NP be definiteis a reasonabldirst approximationof

2We have to be somavhat cautiousin attributing the devianceof (19b) to
the Partitive Constraint,sinceit is not self-evidentthat the barepossessie both
womens will ever fail to denotea (group) individual just becausehe NP both
womendoes; however, Barker (1995) gives a detailedformal model for inter-
pretingpossessiescontainingquantificationapossessoren which this follows.
Regardlessexampledike (19b)would only be a potentialproblemfor eitherthe
Partitive Hypothesisor the Partitive Constraintf they weregrammatical.
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the facts. The issueof whetherthe Partitive Constraintis semanticor not then
beeaomesmnissueof whetherdefinitenesss semantic.For instance Barwiseand
Cooper(1981)treatthe Partitive Constraintasa definitenes&ffect, andalsogive
a detailedsemanticcharacterizatiorof which NPs are definite basedon certain
model-theoretipropertieof determinedenotations.
Abbott(1996),however, makesacompellingcasehatthereis nodefiniteness

restrictionon the partitive NP. Shepresents large numberof examplesn which
theembeddedNP is clearlymorphologicallyindefinite:

(20) a. Thisis oneof anumberof countergéamplego the PC.(Ladusav 1982)
b. Any of severaloptionsareopento usatthis point.

In addition, Abbott draws attentionto the traditional distinction betweencount
partitives(threeof theappleg versusmasgartitives(half theapplé), only to dery
thatthey constitutedistinctconstructionsThereasorthisis relevantis thatmass
partitivescertainlydo notrequiretheir objectto be definite:

(21) a. Why settlefor half of aloaf?
b. Thatsounddik e too muchof agoodthing.

(We will returnto masspartitivesbelow.) | will assumefollowing Abbott (1996,
p. 28),thatthereis no (semanticdefinitenesgonstrainbntheembeddedP in a
partitive.

EventhoughLadusav presentshis hypothesisas an extensionof Barwise
andCoopers approachywe shall seethatthereis in factno essentiatonnection
betweerLadusav’'s Partitive Constrainanddefiniteness:

(22) Ladusav (1982,p.238): ThePartitive Constrainttanbestated..
by requiringthatthe NP in a partitive phrasealwaysdenotes
anindividual.

This is the form of the Partitive Constrainthatwill be built into the denotations
proposedelown in section3.2. In the remaindeiof the currentsectionl will ex-
plaintheintuition behind(22),andthendefendt againstAbbott’s (1996)vigorous
critique.

In Ladusav's technicalvocahulary, the term“individual” explicitly includes
non-atomiq“plural”) entities(seesectiord). For instancein acertaincontet the
NP the two menmightdenotethe groupindividual consistingof SamandTom.

Ladusav demonstrateshat (22) is empirically superiorto Barwise and
Coopers treatment.More specifically the determineboth clearly satisfiesBar-
wise and Coopers definition of a definite determinerandthereforeoughtto be
perfectlyfinein apartitive NP.

(23) a. oneofthetwomen
b. *oneof bothmen
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Thereasorfor thecontrasin (23),accordingo Ladusav, is thatthe NP bothmen
is irreducibly quantificationalandcannotbe identifiedwith any singleentity. To
seewhy, notethatif SamandTom cooperaten lifting a pianotogetherthenthe
groupentity consistingof SamandTom hasthe propertyof lifting a piano,hence
thenon-distritutive readingof thesentenc& hetwo menlifted a pianois true. But
in thesamesituation thesentenc®othmenlifted the pianohasonly a distributive
interpretationandcanonly betrueif eachof the menlifted a pianoby himself.
This shaws that the denotationof both mencannotbe identifiedwith the group
consistingof SamandTom. Assumingthatthereis no othergroupindividual that
couldreasonablysene asthe denotatiorof both men the Partitive Constraintas
expressedn (22) is sufficientto predictthecontrastn (23).

Reed(1996) proposego replacethe semanticversionof the Partitive Con-
straintwith a parallelconstraintat the level of discourseepresentationSheas-
sumes(1996, p. 149) that it follows from the discoursefunction of a partitive
thatthe embedded\P (i.e., the objectof partitive of) “must accessa discourse
group”, andthat this requirementis responsiblefor Partitive Constrainteffects.
Similarly, Abbott (1996,p. 41) alsoimposesa discourseequirementhat“some
reasommustbe provided for mentioningthe outergroup; i.e., the groupassoci-
atedwith theembedded\NP. But sincea discoursegroupcanalwaysbeassociated
with a groupindividual in the underlyingontology we canhopethatthe spirit of
theanalysisbelow couldbereconstructeeatthelevel of discourseepresentation,
if needbe.

Oneof theattractionof adiscourse-leel treatments thatit providesanatu-
ral way to handleindefiniteexampledik ethosein (20), sinceoneof thehallmarks
of indefinitesis thatthey canevoke discoursaeferentyseeReed(1996)). Along
thesamdines,Ladusav (1982,p. 240),discussing20a),suggestshatindefinites
work aspartitive NPsonly whenthey are“specific”, whatever specificityturnsout
to befrom asemantigoint of view. Althoughspecificitymaybea suficientcon-
dition to rendera useof an NP compatiblewith the Partitive Constraint Abbott
(1996) arguesthat specificityis not a necessargondition. For instancejt does
seemthata personcanuse(20a)without having ary specificsetof countergam-
plesin mind.

However, despiteLadusav’s cautiousassessmenf20a)is not necessarilya
countergampleto (22), dependingon how we interpretthe constraint.Onepos-
sibility is that (22) says“an NP canoccurin a partitive only if it always(in all
models)denotesanindividual”. This seemgo betheinterpretation_adusav had
in mind,andit is theinterpretatiormostcloselyparallelto theBarwiseandCooper
versionof the Partitive Constrainthat(22) wasintendedo replace Alternatively,
(22) canbetakenassaying“whenever an NP occursin a partitive, it mustdenote
anindividual in the context in which that partitive is used”. This secondinter
pretationgives(22) the extra flexibility it needsn orderto cover someindefinite
examples. In the right context, a morphologicallyindefinite NP can sometimes
denoteexactly the sortof objectrequiredby (22).
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(24) a. |foundanevenprime!
b. Fortunatelytwo truth valuessuffice for mostpurposes.

In contextsin whichthenumber2 is theonly evenprime,theindefiniteNP aneven
prime accidentallydenoteghe samekind of model-theoretiobjectasa definite
description. In the jargon of generalizedquantifiertheory its extensionis the
setof all propertiesof thenumber2, which makesit a properprincipalultrafilter.
Ladusav shavsthatthereis anisomorphisnbetweersuchgeneralizedjuantifiers
andthesetof individuals.

Similarly for (24b): in a contet in which true andfalse aretheonly (rel-
evant) truth values,the indefinite NP two truth valuesaccidentallydenotesthe
samegeneralizedjuantifierasthetwo truth values

(25) Becausesachpropositiondenotesat mostoneof two truth values...

Thereforeif we relativize (22) to contexts, we correctly predictthatthe partitive
in (25)is good.

If thisline of thinkingis ontherighttrack,it suggestshatindefiniteexamples
like thosein (20) will be acceptablenly in contextsin which the indefiniteNPs
have denotationshatareaccidentallyisomorphicto) groupindividuals.Onepre-
dictionis thatindefiniteswill beunacceptablen contectsthatentailthe existence
of additionalentitieswith therelevantpropertieqcf. Zamparelli(1997)):

(26) a. *Thisis oneof severalof 10 countergamplego the PC.
b. *I hurttwo of half my fingers.

The reasonthat (26a)is out is because¢he semanticguaranteeshatthereis no
contet in which several of 10 counteexampleswill everdenotea propermprinciple
ultrafilter (i.e., a generalizedjuantifiercorrespondingo anindividual).

Abbott (1996)shavsthatsimilar examplesmprove dramaticallyin contexts
thatguaranteehat the denotationof the partitive NP exhaustsall of therelevant
entities:

(27) Hebroughtbackseveralof twentyof hisroseshatweresick
to getarefund,but hadto justthrow outtherest,which
wasaboutfifteen. (Abbott(1996,p. 41))

This context rendergheindefinitetwentyof hisrosesthat were sick acceptablas
apartitive NP only ontheimplicit assumptionhatthe setof twentyrosesexhausts
thesetof sickrosesIf therewere24rosesn total,and22 of themweresick,then
(27)is out.

In further defenseof maintaining(22) asa semanticconstraint,it correctly
predictghatsomepartitiveswill beimpossibleby virtue of whattheembeddediP
meanswith no room for ameliorationthroughmanipulationof the surrounding
context. For instanceijt is awell-known theoremof statisticshatif asfew as23
peoplearechoseratrandomthereis abetterthanevenchancehatatleasttwo of
themaccidentallyhave the samebirthday
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(28) My dearfellow statisticians| notethatit would take atleast
23 chairsto provide mostpeoplein this roomwith a seat.
*Therefordt is likely thatatleasttwo of mostpeoplein this room
have the samebirthday

Thepartitivein at leasttwo of mostpeoplein this roomviolatesthe Partitive Con-
straint,andis uninterpretabledespitethe explicit contextual useof the concept
expressedy mostpeoplein thisroom Whatis lackingin the context is ary rea-
sonto distinguishary of the mary waysof choosinga setcontainingmostof the
peoplein theroomfrom ary otherset. Thereforethereis no excusefor coercing
or construingheembeddedNP asdenotinga groupindividual,andhenceno way
for thesentencdo escapdrom violating the Partitive Constraint.

Thereremainsonefinal classof examplesdueto Abbott (1996)thatat first
glanceappeato be strongcountergamplego (22) asa candidatdor a semantic
Partitive Constraint.

(29) a. TheSmithsoniardonatednostof bothrarebookexhibits.
b. Onethird of everybook Chomsly writesis footnotes.

Sincethe Partitive ConstrainpredictsthatNPsdeterminedy bothor everyhave
denotationghatareincompatiblewith occurringin a partitive, why arethe exam-
plesin (29) sogood?

The crux of the explanationis thatthe quantifiersin (29) get a wide-scope
(distributive) reading,andthisin turn forcesthe partitive to have a massinterpre-
tation.

(30) a. I alreadyreadhalf of thebooks.
b. | alreadyreadhalf of all the books.

The partitive in (30a) hasat leasttwo construals:either one out of every two
of the bookswereread(countinterpretationwith eachbook conceved of asan
indivisible whole), or the spealer readshalf of eachbook (massinterpretation,
on which we have accesso sub-portionf eachbook). But the additionof the
guantifierall forcesamassinterpretationsothat(30b)guaranteethateachbook
waspartially read.

In sectiond.61 show thatgivenfamiliarassumptionor dealingwith quanti-
fier scoping exampledik e thosein (29) areperfectlyconsistentvith the Partitive
Constraint.n fact,it is the Partitive Constrainthatforcesthe quantificationaNP
to scopeout of the partitive, leaving behindan individual-denotingvariable;the
shift to the massdomainis thenforcedby properpartitivity.

In ary case] will assumdor theremaindeiof the paperthatwhetheror not
the Partitive Constraintultimately turns out to be semanticor pragmatic,at the
very leastthe semantic®f the partitive is consistentvith theform of the Partitive
Constraintstatedn (22).
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3. PROPER PARTITIVITY

This sectionlays out a compositionalsemanticanalysisthat embodieshe Par-
titive Hypothesis.On this analysisthe meaningof of in the possessk partitive
constructionis intimatelyrelatedto the meaningof theof in thestandardgartitive.
In orderto be descriptvely adequatethe analysismustexplain why possessie
partitivesoften (but notalways!) seento meanroughlythe samething assuperfi-
cially similar genitives,i.e.,why a friend of John’scanmeanessentialljthesame
thing asa friend of John Ontheanalysigproposecere,oneimportantdifference
in meaningboils down to the requirementhat the partitive construction(in En-
glish at least)requiresproperpartitivity, an assumptiomrmotivatedand defended
in section3.4.

3.1. Syntacticassumptions

It is not possibleto explore the syntacticaspectof the Partitive Hypothesisin
depthhere. Neverthelesssomecommentson the syntacticstructureunderlying
standargartitivesandpossessi partitivesarein orderasabasisfor thesemantic
analysigo follow.

A numberof authorsnotablyChomsly (1965,p. 107)andKeenarandStavi
(1986),have analyzedhe grossphrasestructureof standargartitivesas[[Det of
Det] N] (e.g.,[[someofthe boyg). Theideaof suchanalysess thatsyntactically
complex nounphraseganbefactorednto anominalpredicatghere boyg onthe
onehandandeverythingelse(i.e.,someof the) ontheotherhand,andthe“every-
thing else”partsemanticallycanbeconstruedshaving thesamesemantidypeas
a lexical quantificationateterminemeaning.Althoughthe semantianotivation
for this approachs impeccabletherearecompellingsyntacticargumentsagainst
this approachincludingthosegivenin Jaclendof (1968a),Stockwell,Schachter
andPartee(1973,p. 122ff.), Selkirk (1977),andHoeksemg1984). To addjust
one more argumenthere, note this approachcannoteasily accountfor phrases
suchas[some[of then]], in which thereis no nominalpropertythat canbe fac-
toredout(in particular someof certainlycannotegivenadeterminemeaningn
thisinstance).Thereforel will assumehatstandardpartitiveshave the structure
[Det[of NP]] (e.g.,[somdof theboyq)).

The syntaxof the possessi partitive is moreelusive. Oneintriguing ques-
tion is how to guaranteg¢he apparenidentity betweerthe matrix headnounand
the missingpossesseaominal. Thatis, in two friendsof John's (§, the missing
possessesominalis roughlyunderstoodo befriends Onepossibilityis to guar
anteethe equivalencehroughheadmovement:

(31) a. two@ of Johnsfriends
b. two friends of Johns{;

Thebasicideais that(31b)is relatedto (31a)throughheadmovementof thenoun
friends asindicatedby coindeation. This proposalis reminiscentof Baker’s
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(1988,p. 48; pp. 92—-105)headmovementanalysisof Possessdbtrandingn Mo-
hawk.

Oneproblemis that currenttheoriesof headmovementprohibit movement
pastthe closestgoverninghead,uponpainof violating the ECP (seethe theorem
givenin Baker (1988,pp.51-63)).1t is apuzzle thereforehow aheadmovement
analysiscouldraisethe possessekeadpasttheinterveningprepositionof (there
areothercomplicationsaswell).

Onealternatve is to raisea maximal projectioninsteadof a head. Kayne
(1993,p. 5; 1994,chapter8) developsoneversionof thisideain somedetail.

(32) a. [0[D%pgr [John['s[two friends]]]]]
b. [[two friends]; =_uo|o_mﬂ of] [John['se;]]]]

Building on an analysisof Hungariandue to Szabolcsi(e.g., Szabolcsi1983),
Kaynesuggestshat possessiessuchasJohn’stwo friendsarealwaysgenerated
asthe complemento a highersilentdeterminerDC. In (32a),if the (silent) DY
is definite,it assignscaseto the possessodohn, andwe get John's two friends
Indefinite D, by assumptionis unableto assigncase;a pleonastioof is inserted
in DY, andthe complemenbf the possessk 's raisesto specof D° asshowvn in
(32b)to yield two friendsof John’s. Onevirtue of the analysisis thatit explains
why John'’s two friends meansroughly the samething astwo friends of John’s,
sincethey arisefrom structureghatdiffer only in definiteness.

However, this approachhasa numberof difficulties. If a doublegenitive
occurswith aninitial determinere.g.,everyin everyfriend of John’s), it is nec-
essaryfor Kayneto generatehedeterminein thelower position. Thisis because
the pleonastiof, by hypothesispccupieghe matrix determineposition. Unfor-
tunately unlike the examplein (32), somedoublegenitives(e.g.,somefriendsof
John’s) have no counterpartwith the determinerin the lower position (* John’s
somefriendy; Kaynethereforestipulateghatcertainquantifiersjncludingsome
any, anda(n), can't surfacein thelower position.Evenmoretroublesomethereis
atleastoneclearcasein which adoublegenitive doeshave a counterpartvith the
determineiin thelower position,but with a distinctly differentmeaning:to adapt
afamousminimal pair from Lakoff (1970),thereis no readingof few childrenof
John'’s that meansthe samething asany construalof John'’s few children (only
oneentailsthatthe numberof Johns childrenis small). Furthermoreaswe sav
in sectionl.3,undertheright circumstancedoublegenitivescanoccurwith pos-
sessie determinersasin myfavorite storiesof yours, eventhoughthereis room
for only onepossessan Kaynes structure.

NotethatKayne’s proposabredictsthatdoublegenitiveswill necessarilyoe
indefinite (sinceraisingis triggeredonly by anindefiniteempty D°). However,
even settingasidefor a momentexamplesinvolving the definite determinetthe,
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exampledik e everyfriend of John's andmy favorite storiesof yours aredifficult
to considerasindefinites.

Like Kayne,Taylor(1996,p. 336)alsocomego theconclusiorthatthegross
phrasestructureof doublegenitivesis [a friend] of [John’s], but for very differ-
entreasonsHe suggestshatthe semantiaelationbetweerthe matrix headnoun
andthe of phrasds oneof apposition.Thereareatleasttwo immediateproblems
with thishypothesisThefirstis thatit incorrectlypredictsthatpronounsor proper
namesshouldbeableto appeain thepre-of position.But thisis impossiblecon-
sider*it of John’s and*John of Mary’s), despitethe factthat one of the notable
propertieof appositvesis thatthey arecapableof modifying propernamege.g.,
John,whocalledyesteday...). Thesecondoroblemis thatthereis clearevidence
thatthe modificationrelationshipin a doublegenitive is often clearly restrictve
ratherthanappositve: if the phrasestructureof myfavorite cousinof Bill' swere
[myfavorite cousirj of Bill' s, we shouldexpectthat no matterwhatthe relation-
shipwith Bill, my favorite cousinof Bill' s shouldat leastbe my favorite cousin;
butin fact,my favorite cousinof Bill' sneednotnecessarilypemy favorite cousin,
nor even my cousin. An appositionalanalysismay be more appropriatefor the
demonstratie doublegenitivesdiscussedh section5, however.

Thesefactsall suggesthat doublegenitveshave a full-fledgeddeterminer
positionto theleft of thematrixheadnoun,andl will thereforeadoptthefollowing
asthebasicphrasestructurefor doublegenitives:

(33) [Det[N [ofparT NP's]]]

This structurdeavesopenthe questiorof whetherthematrix N originatesunder
neaththe possessie’s andmovesup throughheadmovement movesup through
someothertype of movement,is merely co-indexed with the lower position, or
eventurnsout to have no syntactically-mediatedonnectionwith the lower po-
sition. Fortunately aswe will see,it is possibleto constructa detailedsemantic
analysighatcaneasilyadaptto ary of thesesyntacticalternatves.

[every[goodfriend [of Johns]]]

Kayneis oneof thefew authorswvho attemptgo explain ananti-uniqueness
contrast. On his analysis,doublegenitvesmustat leastbe DPs(sincethey are
headedby an indefinite D?). The definite determinerthe naturally cannottake
a DP asa complementwhich explainsthe ungrammaticalityof *the friends of
John’s. However, Kayne(1994,p. 86) suggesthatthecantake a CPasacomple-
ment,whichis why the friendsof John’sthat youintroducedmeto is acceptable,
givenananalysidike Kayne's on which friendsof John’s that youintroducedme
to is a CP headedyy that However, we will seein section4.5thatsyntactically
identicalexamplescangiveriseto ananti-uniquenessontrasdependingn their
specificentailmentsso it is not clearhow Kayne’s analysis—orary syntactic
analysis—coulde extendedo accountfor them.

TO APPEAR IN NLLT 18

3.2. Thebasicsemantia@analysis

Sincethe Partitive Hypothesisclaimsthat possessk partitivesarejust a special
kind of partitive, the obvious placeto begin to constructa compositionabccount
is with the analysisof standardartitives.

The formal accountsof Ladusav (1982) and Hoeksema(1984) can be
roughlyapproximatedy giving the partitive of thetranslationin (34a):

(34) a. ofpart
b.  ofpart

| proposdnsteadio usethetranslationin (34b). The only differenceis the useof
* ’insteadof * ’; thisdifferenceamountgo assumingoroperpartitivity, which
will beexplainedandjustifiedin section3.4.

For the sale of exposition, let us assumehat standardpartitives containa
silent,semanticallytransparenbominal@y; (we’ll reconsidethis assumptiorbe-
low):

(35 0N =

This allows us to treatpartitive of phrasesasnominalmodifiers,just like other
typesof prepositionaphrasesThusthe denotatiorof the nominal[@ of John’s
toold (asin two @ of John’stools) will beasfollows:

(36) a. of John'stools @y

b. = John’stools O
c. = John’stools O

d = 0N John’s-tools

e. = = John’s-tools

f. = = John’s-tools

Sinceeveryentityis identicaltoitself, (36f) is equivalentto John’s-tools.
Thisis the propertythatis true of all propersubset®f the setof Johnstools.

Thetranslationsn (34) assumeéhatthe NP objectof the prepositiondenotes
an entity, i.e., thefirst algumentto the functiondenotedby the prepositionis an
entity-level variable , ratherthan,say ageneralizedjuantifier In therepresenta-
tionsin (36), | intendfor the symbolJohn’s-tools to denotea definitedescription
that picks out the (maximal) entity suchthat correspondgo the collection
of Johnstools (seesectiond for moredetaileddiscussiongoncerninghe ontol-
ogy | amassumindnere).This assumptiordirectly embodieghe statemenbf the
Partitive Constraindiscusse@bovein (22).

Oneadwantageof assuminghis approactto the implementatiorof the Par-
titive Constraintis that it simplifies exposition. The reasonis that it allows us
to avoid dealingwith the full machineryof generalizedquantifiers. | will in-
steadadoptthe strateyy of Partee(1987)andallow nounphrasego denoteat the
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lowestlevel of the semantictype hierarchyconsistentwith their basicmeaning.
Thisis possibleaslong aswe alsoprovide type-shiftingrulesfor construingnoun
phrasest a differentlevel whennecessaryAs Parteeexplains, this allows cer
tain constructiongo placerestrictionsonthesemantidypeof theirargument.For
instanceParteearguesthatthe predicative useof the copularequiresa predicate-
level agumentsothatwe have Johnis a doctorbut not*Johnis everyprofession

It bearsemphasizinghat Partees type-shiftingtechniqueallows us to ex-
pressthe exact contentof the Partitive Constraintmerely by stipulatingthat the
first agumentto the partitive of mustbe an entity-denotingexpression.As ex-
plainedin section2, assuminghattheembeddedNP denotatiorhasthe semantic
typeof anentity is tantamounto the Partitive Constraint.To the extentthat(34b)
givesthecorrectdenotatiorfor thepartitive of, it is possibleto claim thatthe Par-
titive Constraintdoesnot needto be statedseparatelybut ratherfollows directly
from the meaningof the partitive of. Thisis whatLadusav (1982)callsreducing
the Partitive Constrainto a“theoremof thesemantics”.

Thenull nominalin (35),adoptedor expositorysimplicity, is notanessential
part of the analysis. Onceagainwe canappealto type-shiftingstratgy: if we
assumehatdeterminersiniformly denotethe samefunctionin their partitive and
non-partitve uses,thenwe mustshift the partitive of phrasefrom the semantic
type of a nominalmodifierto the semanticype of a nominal;or if we allow the
denotatiorof thedeterminerso shift, insteadf denotingiunctionsfrom nominals
to generalizedjuantifiers they will denotefunctionsfrom nominal modifiersto
generalizedjuantifiers.Perhapshe simplestideawould beto allow the partitive
of to have syntacticcategory N/NP (looking for anounphraseto its right to form
anominal)andthe denotatiorof the partitive of would be (cf. (34b)
above). In ary casetheneteffectwill beasin (36).

We arenow in a positionto seehow thedenotatiorof thepossessi partitive
of canbeviewedasdistinctfrom but closelyrelatedto the standarcpartitive of.
It would have the syntacticcateyory (N N)/(NP/N) (combineswith a barepos-
sessteto its right anda nominalto its left to form a nominal)with thefollowing
(extensional)denotation:

(37) a. ofpart
b.  ofposs-parT

Herethe semantiddentity of the overt matrix headnounandthe missingnominal
in thebarepossessiis guaranteeby stipulatingthattheproperty whichsenes
asthe argumentto the possessophrasedenotation is the sameproperty
denotecdby the nominalmodifiedby the of phrase.

Hereis a possessk partitive exampleparallelto (36) illustrating the useof
(37b):

(copiedfrom (34b))
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(38) a. toolsofJohn’s
b. = of John's tools
c. = John’s tools
d = John's tools
e. = tools John’'s tools
f. = tools John’s-tools

Comparisorof (36f) and(38f) shouldmake clearhow onthisanalysigwo ofparT
John’stoolsis semanticallyequivalentto two tools ofpgss-parT John's: in both
casesthe entitiesin the extensionof the nominalpredicatewill be exactly those
entitiesthatcorrespondo propersubset®f the setof Johnstools.

Two technicaldetailsdesere mention,oneinvolving relationalnouns,and
the otherinvolving plural nouns.Recallin sectionl.3it wasimportantto distin-
guishrelationalnounsfrom non-relationahouns.Thederivationin (38) assumes
thattool hasa non-relationalise,just like day or potata If we wish to make the
argumentstructureof relationalnounsexplicit in the truth-conditionakemantics,
this is notterribly difficult, but it doesrequirea certainamountof bookkeeping.
Adaptingthe formal treatmen®f relationalnounsin Barker (1995) (but without
presentinghefull detailshere),we would have translationdik e thatin (39):

(39) friendofJohn's = friend-of John’sfriends

Here,John's-friends correspondso the setof entitiesthatstandin thefriend-of
relationto John. Note thatthe first conjunctonly requiresthat be a friend of
somearbitrarypersonjut sincethe seconcconjunctfurtherrestrictsthe property
to containonly entitieswho are specificallyJohns friends, the resultis thatthe
partitive nominaldenotesall (proper)subsetof the setof Johns friends,which
matchesntuitions.

The secondthing to noteabout(38) is thatthe headnountoolsis morpho-
logically plural. Whatif we have tool of John's instead?Eventhoughthe overt
headnountool is morphologicallysingular combiningthe possessie John’swith
the propertydenotedby tool mustdenotethe setof all of Johns tools, not just
someuniguemaximallysalientindividualtool. | assuméhatthesingulartool and
thepluraltoolsbothdenotethe sameproperty namely the propertythatis true of
all entitiesthataretools possessetly John,andthatimplicationsof uniqueness
arepresuppositionsalculatedndependentlyf the extensionaldenotatiorof the
headnoun.

Link (1983)suggestshat singularnominalshave only atomicindividuals
in their extensionsjn which caseinsteadof (37b)we mustuse
* , where is Link’s operatorthat yields the closureunderjoins: if
tool = isthesetof all atomictool entities,then tools = * isthesetof all
mereologicakumsof groupsof tools. NotethatunderLink’'s system, * * =
*, sothatexamplessuchastoolsof John's, in whichtheovertheadnounhappens
to bealreadygrammaticallyplural, would work out asequivalentto (36).
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3.3. Explainingappaentsynonymy

Althoughwe saw in sectionl.4thatit is a goodthing notto predictuniform syn-
onymy betweergenitvesandpossessk partitives,we shouldbe ableto provide
someexplanationfor why they sooftenhave suchsimilar meanings.

(40) a. anenemyof John
b. anenemyof Johns

For the genitive in (40a),accordingto the assumptionsutlinedin sectionl, the
relation betweenJohnand the entity describedby the noun phraseas a whole
mustbetheenemy-of relation.For the possessie partitivein (40b),thedescribed
entity mustbeamembeiof thecollectionof JohnsenemiesAlthoughtherelation
betweenJohnandthe setof Johns enemiesanbe (almost)ary relationprovided
by the contet (givenarich enoughcontext), it is by far the mostnaturalfor the
relationto be the enemy-of relation(again,seeBarker (1995)for detailson the
semanticof the prenominapossesse). If so,thisis sufficientto guarante¢hat
(40b)hasaninterpretatiorwhich is equivalentwith (40a).

However, evenif somepostnominabenitive of constructionandsomepos-
sessie partitiveshave closelysimilar meaningsjn general(asshawn in section
1.4—seethe discussionof (11)) therewill be subtlebut reliable differencesn
meaningaswell.

(41) a. asilhouetteof Mary
b. asilhouetteof Mary’s

Certainlythereis aninterpretatiorof (41b)which is equivalentto the genitive in
(41a);this resultswhenthe possessionelationexpressedy the possessie mor-
phemeurnsoutto bethelexical relationnamedby therelationalnounsilhouette
the relation betweenobjectsandtheir outlines(relative to a situationand point
of view). But (41b)alsoclearly hasaninterpretatioron which the silhouettesn
guestionareotherpossessionsf Mary’s asdeterminedy contet, perhapsome
papercutoutsthatshehasconstructedn art class.

Thusthe Partitive Hypothesisaccountdor the possibility of synorymy be-
tweengenitvesandpossessk partitives,but alsocorrectlypredictsawiderrange
of interpretationgor the possessk patrtitive.

3.4. Properpartitivity

The part of the semanticanalysis most crucial to the explanation of anti-
uniguenesss therequirementhatelementsn the extensionof the headnominal
mustall be propersubsetof the referentof the objectNP, i.e., we have
ratherthan in our semantidranslationgsee(34)). Thusif isin the ex-
tensionof the phraseof the threebooks mustbe a collectionof at mosttwo
books(andin particular it cant be the entiresetof 3 books). This requirement
expresseshe intuition thatit is only appropriateo usea partitive whenthereis
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properpartitivity. As we will seein sectiond4, it follows thata useof two of the
bookspresupposethe existenceof atleastthreebooks,and* two of myparentsis
deviantbecausgroperpartitivity is inconsistentvith the factthatpeoplehave at
mosttwo parents.

Although standardpartitivesare often assumedo involve properpartitivity
in informal discussionsn the literature,| am not aware of any formal analysis
of the semanticof the partitive which explicitly mentionsproperpartitivity. In
particular it is not built in explicitly in eitherLadusav’s (1982)or Hoeksemes
(1984) analyses.However, their analysesare compatiblewith the additionof a
proper partitivity requirementand| am not aware of ary bad predictionsthat
would bemade.Quitethecontrary;on Ladusav’s analysisfor example,it would
no longerbe a mysterywhy *oneof the manis ungrammatical.

An obvious apparentifficulty arisingfrom the assumptiorof properparti-
tivity involvesquantificationatleterminersuchasall or both A useof all of the
mencertainlydoesnotimply theexistenceof any menin additionto thosereferred
to by the NP the men Doesthis meanthat properpartitivity doesnt applywhen
universalquantificatioris involved?

It turnsout thatthis is not a problem,however, anddoesnot requireary ad-
justmentto the basicanalysiswhatsoger. For instance assumeor the sale of
concretenesthatall recevvesits standardviontagosiantranslationasin e.g.Bar
wiseandCooper(1981),in which case all of thebooks = =
the-books . Evenassumingproperpartitivity, this Qm:oﬁmﬁ_ozsm_mmm
UmlmQ_V\mmﬁ_monQoo::_E:o:8 truthconditions:apropertywill betrueof all
thebooksjustin caseit is true of eachbook,andthereis noimplicationthatthere
areary booksbeyondthoseincludedin thedenotatiorof thebooks Thesituation
is analogoudor both, eadh, most andsoon: aslong asthesedeterminergjuantify
overatomicindividuals(Robertq1987)),thereis no conflictwith therequirement
thatthe partitive of phrasehasonly propersubpartsn its extension.

The statusof properpartitivity for doublegenitivesis morevexed. Sweet
(1898,p. 54; p. 75), Poutsmg1914,p. 79), Jesperse(e.g.,1926,pp. 142-7),Al-
tenbeg (1982,p. 70), Narita(1986),Lyons(1986,p. 128)andMcCawley (1988,
p. 389)criticize the Partitive Hypothesispecificallyonthegroundshatit predicts
inappropriatgroperpartitivity implications.Many of theseauthorscite examples
suchasthat noseof his, the use of which is clearly consistentwith a situation
in which the personin questionhasat mostonenose. Thus,they argue,double
genitivescannotentail properpartitivity, at leastnot always. However, asnoted
by Poutsmg1914,p. 79), thistypeof counteraampleoccursonly in thepresence
of a demonstratie determinere.g.*the noseof his, *onenoseof his, etc.). For
this andotherreasonsl| considerdemonstratie doublegenitivesto be a separate
constructiorfrom the generapossessk partitive; this is thetopic of Sectionb.

However, even derying the relevanceof demonstratie examples,thereis
still a caseto be madethat standardpartitives and possessk partitives behae
differentlywith respecto properpartitivity implications.
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(42) Letmetell youabouta problemof mine. (McCawley's 16c¢)

For instanceMcCawley (1988,p. 389) claimsthat (42) doesnot presupposéhat
thespealerhasmorethanoneproblemin mind. In McCawley’sjudgmentdouble
genitivesare ‘neutral’ with respectto whetherthey involve properpartitivity or

not. | find thatintuitions vary dramatically: someof my informantsreportthat
exampleslike (42) clearly imply the existenceof more than one problem,and
somereportthat(42)justasclearlydoesnothave suchanimplication. In ary case,
remarkscloselysimilarto McCawley’sarefoundin mary of thepapersitedhere,
beginningwith Sweet(1898,p. 75), sol will proceedon the assumptiorthatfor

somepeopleatleastthe properpartitivity entailmentgor (42) seento bereduced
or obscure.

Clearly somethings going on here—lut not at the level of truth conditions
or presuppositiond. claimthatproperpartitivity implicationsremainin full force,
despitetheseauthors’intuitions to the contrary To demonstratéhis, notethatif
adoublegenitive truly wasneutralwith respecto properpartitivity implications,
it shouldbe possibleto usea doublegenitive in a situationwhich is logically
inconsistentvith properpartitivity. But thisis never possible:

(43) a. Letmetell youabout *a motherof mine.
b. *the motherof mine.
C. *tw 0 parentsof mine.

Any useof a (hon-demonstrate) doublegenitive is clearly infelicitous in ary
context which entailsimproperpartitivity. Sectiond will explainin detailhow the
analysisin section3 explainsfactslik e thosein (43).

How canwe reconcilethe commonintuition that (42) doesnot alwaysseem
to imply the existenceof morethanoneproblemwith the patternin (43)? There
aretwo factorsthatpotentiallyexplain at leastpartof thediscrepang. Thefirstis
relatedto a differencein the discoursdunction of doublegenitivescomparedo
standardartitives. Many authorshave obseredthatstandardartitivesstrongly
preferfor the groupentity denotedby the objectof partitive of to be definite,or
atleastfamiliar, or at leastexplicitly enrolledin the discoursemodel(e.g.,Reed
(1996)). Theredoesnot seento be a parallelrequiremenbn possessk partitives
(seeLyons(1986)for relevantdiscussion).Thusevenif a problemof minedoes
implicatethatthe spealer hasmorethanoneproblem,we arefreeto assumehat

A refereepointsout the relative acceptabilityof | wouldnt wanta mother
of mineliving in a neighborhoodike this. But notethatthis usedependrucially
on the presenceof counterfictualmodality to allow consideratiorof all possi-
ble mothers sothatthis sentencénasasa closeparaphrasé wouldnt wantany
motherof mineliving in a neighborhoodike this. This suggestshatin this use
the predicatemotherof minedoesindeedhase morethanoneentity in its exten-
sion. Compareto the explicitly indicative *| wanta motherof mineto live in a
neighborhoodike this.
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thoseother problemsareirrelevant or ignoreableor not salientin the discourse
modelin away thatthey arenotif we usea standardgartitive.

Thesecondootentiallyrelevantfactoris thatstandargartitivestypically oc-
cur embeddedinderstrongdeterminersor numeralsandnever with the simple
indefinitearticleasin (42). Thisis eitherbecausef a morpho-phonologicale-
guirementon the standardoartitive thatthe determineipositionhave a stressable
(non-clitic) elementin it, assuggestedy Perlmutter(1970; 1973, p. 451), or
becausdhe standardpartitive canonly occurwith determinerswvhich areinde-
pendentlycapableof servingas free noun phrasesas suggestedy Hoeksema
(1984). Thusthe properpartitivity implicationsof (42) may seemreducedcom-
paredto thoseof the standardgpartitive in partbecause¢hetypical examplesof the
standardartitive containnumerals.

(44) a. Letmetell youaboutoneproblemof mine.
b. Letmetell youaboutoneof my problems.

If we inserta numeralasin (44a),the truth conditionsarguablydo not change,
but the properpartitivity implicationsbecomemoreprominentto a degreethatis
entirelyon a parwith thoseof the standardgartitive in (44b).

Whatever the explanationfor McCawley and others’intuitions concerning
(42), whenever a context is logically inconsistentvith properpartitivity, posses-
sive partitivesarenever acceptablel concludethatpossessi partitivesdo entalil
properpartitivity, andthat properpartitivity is a desirablecomponenbf the cor-
rectanalysishothof standargartitivesandof possessk partitives.

4. EXPLAINING ANTI-UNIQUENESS

Theexplanatiorfor simpleexamplesof anti-uniquenessuchas*theoneof John’s
friendsis fairly straightforvard,oncewe assumehatpartitivity is alwaysproper
partitivity. Section4.1 briefly covers sometechnicaldetails, and section4.2
presentshebasicexplanation.Extendingthe explanationto pluralexamplessuch
as*the two of John's friendsis a little more complicated,but also straightfor

ward, asshawn in section4.3. Section4.4 discussesiumeraldeterminersand
Section4.5 shows that a semanticanalysisof anti-uniquenessorrectly predicts
thatthereshouldbe anti-uniquenessontrastdetweensyntacticallyidenticalex-

amples. Section4.6 explainswhy quantificationapartitivesreceve massinter-

pretations.

4.1. Ontolagical assumptions

Becausef the properpartitivity requiremenbuilt into the denotatiorof the par
titive of, we needa structurecbntologythatexplicitly recognizesvhenoneentity
is a subpartof anotherentity. | will adopta simplified versionof the systemde-
velopedin Link (1983);seealsothetreatmentsn Ladusav (1982)or Hoeksema
(1984).
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More preciselylettheset alongwith thejoin operator form acomplete
join semilattice. Let and  be two disjoint completesublatticesof  such
that is the closureof underthe join operator Intuitively, is the
setof individualsin the countdomainand is the setof portionsof matterin
the massdomain. In addition,thereis a function mappingmembersf into

This function givesthe materialmaking up an individual; it mustbe a
:oBoSoS:_m:EmmmE_:Q:mm:co::ood, thejoin operatoysothatfor all and

. Thusif is aweddingring, is the quantity

9“ gold ”:m”Sm_\mwc_o the mccwﬁm:o!ﬂ . The sublatticeof countindividuals
mustbe atomic,thatis, theremustbeaset of atomicindividualssuchthat
is theclosureof underthejoin operator The massdomain,however, mustnot
containary atomsat all; thatis, | assumehat asfar as Englishis concerned,
portionsof matterare infinitely divisible. We can definea partial order as
follows: = . Thisis thesubpartrelation. In the massdomain,
if , then is a portionof the quantityof matter ; in the countdomain,if

,and is (thejoin of) anumberindividuals,then isthejoin of asubsebf
theindividualsdominatedoy . For instancejf a is theindividual namedAlice,
andb istheindividualnamedBob,thena a b . Asusual, justin case

and =

The operatorplays a crucial partin dealingwith examplesthat require
conversionfrom the countdomainto the massdomain.In normalmasspartitives
suchashalf of the wine, we canassumehatthe partitive NP the wine denotesa
portion of matter directly. The partitive of phrasewill denoteall of the
portionsof matterthatare properpartsof ; becausehe massdomaincontains
no atomsiit is alwayspossibleto find properpartsof ary entityin , andwe are
fine.

However, if the partitive NP denotesanentity in the countdomain,we must
shift to the massdomainviathe operator For instancejn the sentenceHalf of
Johnis underwaterthe partitive NP John denoteghe atomiccountentity
But the proper partitivity requirementf the partitive of requiresthat therebe
propersub-partof . In this case following Ladusav (1982),1 assumehatthe
denotationof of Johnis = The importantdetail is that
we have corvertedthe denotationof John from the countdomainto the mass
domain.Since maps ontothe portionof matterthatconstituteslohn,we end
up predictingthatat leasthalf of the sub-portionf the stuff thatmakesup John
arebelawv the surfaceof thewater (The operatoiis usedin section4.6.)

4.2. Anti-uniquenessor singulardefinites

To shov how theanalysiggivenin section3 explainsanti-uniquenesgonsideithe
denotatiorof thephraseof John'sfriendsasin the standargartitive oneof John’s
friends By properpartitivity, thereferenof John’sfriendsmusthave properparts.
Sincewe areoperatingn the countdomain thedenotatiorof John’sfriendsmust
thereforecorrespondo a groupindividual consistingof at leasttwo individuals.
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Let us supposehat Johns friends consistof the setcontainingMary and Tom.
By hypothesisthen,the denotatiorof the partitive nominalis =

m t . Clearlythis predicatehasmorethanoneentity in its extension,since
it is true of both Mary and Tom. This is sufiicient to renderthe nominalone of
John’s friendsincompatiblewith a uniquenespresuppositionandthis explains
theungrammaticalityof *theoneof John’s friends

As we have seen furtherrestrictionof the partitive nominalmay renderthe
resultingproperty compatiblewith uniqueness.For instance,n the [tallest [of
John’s friendd], eventhoughJohnstill hasat leasttwo friends (denotationof
theembeddecdhominal),only oneof thosefriendsis thetallest(denotatiorof the
largernominal),andthedefinitedetermineiis perfectlyfelicitous.

A similarexplanationwill holdfor possessi partitives. Recallthattheanal-
ysis given above predictsthat friend of John’s = friend
John’sfriends. By properpartitivity, onceagainJohnmusthave at leasttwo
friends, say Mary and Tom. Thenonceagainwe are guaranteedhat thereare
atleasttwo entitiesin the extensionof the predicatedenotecdby friend of John'’s,
which is sufiicient to explain the ungrammaticalityof *the friend of John’s and
why of thetallestfriend of John'sis good.

4.3. Anti-uniquenesBor plurals

The analysisjust given goesthroughonly when the partitive nominal is mor-
phologically singular;one additionalstepis requiredto explain anti-uniqueness
for plural predicates.Thatis, oneof John’s friendsis morphologicallysingular
This subsectiortonsiderghe casewhenthe nominalis plural, e.g.,two of John’s
friends andexplainswhy *the two of John's friendsis ungrammatica(without
additionalmodification).

In the situationdiscussedmmediatelyabose, Johnhasexactly two friends,
Mary andTom. In the absencef a properpatrtitivity requirementwe might ex-
pectnounphrasedike *the two of John’s friendsto be grammaticaland mean
somethingequialentto John's two friendg. But aswe just saw, in sucha situa-
tion the only entitiesin the extensionof the partitive of John'’s friendsare Mary
andTom, andneitheronehascardinality2.

Thingsgetjust a little more complicatedf we imaginethat Johnhasmore
thantwo friends: Mary, Tom andBill. Herearethe seven entitiesin the count
domain thatinvolve only Mary, Tom andBill:

(45) m t b

m t b

Theeffectof assumingproperpartitivity is thatthe predicatedenotedy of John’s
friendswill betrueonly of entitiesof cardinalitytwo or less.In particular the set
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containingMary, Tom andBill is notin the extensionof this predicatesinceit is
notapropersubsebdf thesetof Johnsfriends(i.e., m t b John'sfriends).
Theresultis thatthe predicatawo of John'sfriendsnecessariljpasmorethanone
entity in its extension(in thiscasem t,m b, andt b). Becausg¢hedefinite
determinepresupposethatits complemenhasatmostoneentityin its extension,
we have explainedwhy *thetwo of John’sfriendsis bad.

Analogousargumentsapply for plural doublegenitives: for the samerea-
soninggivenabove for standardartitives,the nominalfriendsof John’s hasonly
propersubset®f Johnsfriendsin its extensionandsotherewill neverbeaunique
suchentity.

4.4. Numealsasquantifies

We have discusse@xamplesn whichtwois arguablyfunctioningasanadijectval
modifier, asin the two of John’s friendsthat | metlast night Whataboutcases
wherethe numeralseemgo befunctioningasa determiner?

(46) *Let metell youabouttwo parentof mine. (sameas(43c))

There are mary quantificationaltreatmentsof two (e.g., Barwise and Cooper
(1981,p. 169))thatturn out to be problematicfor my account.For instancewe
mighthave two = = . If thisis

themeaningof two, we have aproblem sincethisinterpretatiorwill interactwith

the semanticof the partitive in exactly the sameway explainedabove in section
3.4for all or both, andwe incorrectlypredictthat(46) oughtto begood.

But we would only be forcedto usethis sort of interpretationfor two in a
semanticglik e BarwiseandCoopers) thatfailedto recognizegroupindividuals.
Givenanontologylike the oneproposecere ,we canprovide thedeterminetwo
with an interpretationparallelto its adjectval use: two =

. This translationsaysthat the sentencéfwo mensleepwill be
trueonly if thereis agroupentity of cardinality2 or greatersuchthat is apair
of menand sleeps.

Oneargumentin favor of this translationis thatit correctlypredictsthatthe
sentencéfwo menlifted the pianois true in a situationin which Samand Tom
lifted the pianotogetheybut not separatelysincethereis agroupindividual ( s
t ) thatconsistof menandthatlifted thepiano.BarwiseandCooperstranslation
incorrectlypredictsthatthis sentencevill betrueonly if therearetwo menwho
eachlifted a pianoontheir own.

If thegroup-individualapproaclgivesthecorrecttranslatiorof two, theanti-
uniguenessxplanationgoesthroughexactly asabove: becaus®f the properpar
titivity requirementparentsof minehasin its extensiononly entitiesof cardinality
lessthan2, but the translationof two requiresentitiesof cardinalitygreaterthan
2, hencethe NP *two parentsof mineis semanticallyanomalougmoreprecisely
is logically entailedto betrue of no propertiesn ary model).
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This proposalfor the meaningof determinemumeralsis a varianton the
analysisof numeralsn Kadmon(1987),whereissuessuchashow to derive var
ious alleged ambiguitiesattributedto quantificationahumeralsare discussedn
detail.

4.5. Anti-uniquenesis semanti@ndnot syntactic

Theexplanatiornfor theanti-uniquenessffectsgivenheredoesnotdepencnary

specialpropertieof the definitedeterminerjf the accountgivenhereis correct,
anti-uniguenesshouldarisewhenezer thereis animplication of uniquenesstor

instanceif thenominalin thedoublegenitive expressiordenotesfunctionrather
thananon-functionalelation,theresultshouldbeunacceptablegndthisisindeed
So:

(47) a. *I metthemotherof Johns.
b. *I metamotherof Johns.

Both of theseare out, whetherthe articleis definiteor indefinite,for the follow-
ing reason:sinceJohnnecessariljnasonly one (biological) mother the proper
partitivity requiremenentailsthat the partitive of John'sis empty Thussyntac-
tic accountghat crucially rely on distinguishingthe from a will have a problem
accountingor theexamplesn (47).

Nor cantheseexampleshe saved by theadditionof arelative clause:

(48) *1 metthe/amotherof Johnsthatyou pointedoutlastnight.

Unlesswe assuméahatJohnsomehav hasmorethanonemother (48)is out. Thus
ary syntacticaccounthatpredictsthatadditionof arelative clausewill ameliorate
ananti-uniquenessffectwill have troublewith (48).

Furthermorethereareexamplesn whichtheadditionof a singlemodifieris
notsuficientto eliminateananti-uniquenessiolation,but morethanonemodifier
in combinationcan:

(49) a. *I hurttheoneof my fingers.
b. *I hurttheoneof my fingerson my left hand.
c. *I hurtthelongestoneof my fingers.
d. | hurtthelongestof thefingerson my left hand.

Assumingthe left middle fingerandtheright middlefingerareequallylong, we
only achieve uniqguenessvhenwe restrictthe setof 10 fingersdenotecby oneof
my fingers first to theleft hand,thento thetallestfingeron the left hand. These
examplesshawv that the syntacticpresenceof modifiersis not sufficient unless
their semanticontrikbutionis restrictive enoughto achieve uniqueness.

Notethat (49c) will be acceptablén a situationin which thereis a unique
longesffinger, for instancef thespealer haslost onehandthroughaccident.The
factthatanti-uniquenessffectscanbe contingenon contet furthershovs thatit
is notasyntacticphenomenon.
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Finally, whethera modifierimprovesan anti-uniquenessffect candepend
onthemeaningof the headnoun:

(50) a. | metthe(two) friendsof Johnswhowereherefor graduation.
b. *I metthe (two) parentsof Johnswho wereherefor graduation.

The sentencen (50a)is fine aslong as Johnhasat leastthreefriends, exactly
two of which cameto seehis graduation.But whenthe headnounof the dou-
ble genitive entailsthatat mosttwo individualsstandin the namedrelationto ary
particularindividual (sincepeoplehave atmosttwo parents)theresultis ungram-
matical,asindicatedin (50b). Theexplanationis thatthe numeralwo (or, evenin
its absencethe plural markingon the headnoun)entailsthe existenceof at least
two parentsandthe partitive constructiorentailsthatthesetwo mustbe a proper
subsebdf alargergroup.But themeaningof parententailstheexistenceof atmost
two parentsresultingin inconsistentmplications.

The point of (50) is that both sentencegontaindefinite determinersand
both containidenticalrelative clauses.Which oneis goodcrucially dependsn
the implicationsdue to the meaningof the headnoun. Thusary accountthat
depend®n the syntacticpropertieof thedefinitedetermineiin the presencef a
syntacticmodifier, suchastheanalysisn Kayne(1993,1996),will fail to predict
thecontrastn (50).

4.6. Whyquantificationalpartitivesare masspartitives

As discussedh section2, the NP objectof a partitive of canin factbe quantifica-
tional, providedthe partitive recevesa massnterpretation.

(51) Mostof eachpizzadisappeared.

Thisfactcanbeviewedasa consequencef the Partitive Constraint.

Therearemary techniquedor accountingor quantifierscope andasfar as
| amaware,it doesnt matterwhich onewe choosehere. For the sale of famil-
iarity, | will assumenoptionalrule of QuantifierRaisingasin May (1985):NPs
canadjointo ac-commandings, leaving behinda co-indexedindividual-denoting
variable.

Sinceead pizzais irreducibly quantificationalLadusav 1982),andthere-
fore cannotbe coercedinto denotingan entity, QuantifierRaisingis forced for
ead pizzauponpain of violating the Partitive Constraint.The structurefor (51)
afterQuantifierRaisingis shovnin (52a):

(52) a. [[eachpizza] [[most[y [of &]]] disappeared]]
b. eadipizza ; most of ; 0y disappeaed

Using generalizedjuantifiersasin Barwiseand Cooper(1981)anda simplese-
manticsfor quantifierraising,we have the translationin (52b). Notein particular
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thatthe semanti@argumento the partitive of is anentity-denotingvariable,in ac-
cordwith the Partitive Constraint.Substitutingin the translationfor the partitive
of proposedn (34b),we have:

(53) a. pizza i
i = disappeared

b. pizza disappeared

Sincethe representatioiin (53a)is logically equivalentto the reducedform in
(53b), the predictedtruth conditionscan be paraphraseas follows: for every
pizza , mostof the properpartsof disappeared.

Becauseherelation embodiesheproperpartitivity requirementtheprop-
erty that appearsasthe first amgumentto MOST (treatingmostasa relation be-
tweenpropertiesontainsonly propersubpartof in its extension.But because
guantificationin the countdomainrangesonly over atoms(Roberts(1987)),the
variable rangeonly overatomicpizzas.As suggestety Ladusav (1982),1 as-
sumethatwhenthe relationis facedwith anatomicindividualontheright-hand
side,we mustresortto type-shiftingfrom the countdomainto the massdomain
viathe operator(sectiond.l). (Alternatively, we canposita massvariantof the
partitive of, with ofyyass = J)

In sum,the Partitive ConstrainforcesQuantifierRaisingin orderto guaran-
teethatthe partitive of encounteranindividual-denotingentity asits argument;
the semantic®f QuantifierRaisingguaranteethatthe tracevariablerangesonly
over atomicindividuals; andthe properpartitivity requirementriggersa shift to
themassdomain.Theresultis thatwe automaticallypredictthatirreduciblyquan-
tificational NPslik e both menor everypizzacanoccurasthe objectof a partitive
of, but only whenthe partitive is interpretechsa masspartitive.

4.7. Summanpf sectiord

It is atheorenof theanalysigyivenin section3 thatthepredicatadenotedy apar
titive nominalwill necessariljhave at leasttwo entitiesin its extension,andthus
will beincompatiblewith a uniguenesgmplication (unlessthe partitive is further
restrictedthroughappropriatesyntacticmodification). This is true whetherthe
predicatesnvolved in the partitive are singularor plural, andit holdsfor stan-
dardpartitivesanddoublegenitivesalike. The crucialfeatureof the analysisthat
guaranteethis theoremis the assumptiorof properpartitivity.

5. ThatNOSE of his!

Many authorshave noted(e.g.,Sweet(1898,p. 54)) thatanti-uniqueneskails for
a certainnarrov classof doublegenitives. For instancegven thougheachper
sonhasa uniguemother we canstill say Thatmotherof his!. Thekey to these
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examplesasobsenedby Poutsmg1914,p. 79), is thatthis type of doublegen-
itive occursexclusively with the four demonstratiesthat, this, thesg andthose
(Comparef Thenoseof hisis really huge!)

We cansuspecthattheof involvedis nota genitive use,sincethe construc-
tion is possiblewith a non-relationaheadnoun(Thattelephonébookof his sure
is moldy). However, thereis a problemassuminghatthe of is thepossessi par
titive of translatedn (37b). If it were,thenthe extensionof the propertydenoted
by motherof his would be guaranteedo be empty for the reasonsxplainedin
sectior4.

Oneclueto whatis goingon comesfrom the specialdiscoursegequirements
associatedvith thesedemonstratie expressions. Narita (1986) is largely con-
cernedwith the stylistic conditionsfor useof this constructionwhich he calls
“rhetorical” doublegenitives (seealso Lyons (1986) and Taylor (1996)). Basi-
cally, theremustbe somethingunusualor notevorthy aboutthe referentof the
collocation,or at leastsomeaspecbf the situationthathasnon-neutrabffect for
thespealer.

To develop this line of thoughta little further, notice this construction
stronglyfavorsextraprominencentheheadnhoun:thatNOSE of his!. Andin fact
ary attemptto give prominenceo the barepossessie NP is highly questionable
orimpossible:

(54) a. ?Thosemothersof hisandBill’ s!
b. *That motherof thetall man’s!
c. *That motherof thejack-asss!

Acceptabilityis severelydegradedf theprepositionabbjectis acoordinatestruc-
ture, if it containsa definite description,or evenif it is an epithet. Thesefacts
suggesthatthe constructionin questionrequiresthatthe headnounbein focus,
sothatonly theheadnounis capableof bearingextraprominence.

Thesemantic®f focusis usuallycastin termsof alternatve sets(e.g.,Rooth
(1985))or devicesthatcanreproducehetruth conditionsassociatedvith alterna-
tive sets(e.qg.,Krifka (1992)).If | sayl told youthat! like MATH, theimplication
is that thereis someother subjectthat | don't like, suchas Englishor History.
Alternative setsare calculatedby replacingthe focussedconstituentwith a vari-
able of the appropriatetype, andthenidentifying a setof contectually-relesant
alternatvesof the samesemantiaypeasthefocussecdonstituent.

By analogouseasoningtheimplicationassociatedith auseof ThatNOSE
of his is humongouslis thatthereare othercandidategor the nosepropertyfor
which the assertioris not guaranteedo betrue (or for whichit is trueto alesser
degree).If thenoseof the manin questionis humongousperhapgsheeyesor the
teetharelessprominent.Theresultis that,justasfor our standara@nti-uniqueness
implication,the presenc®f focusguaranteethatthe semanticwill have to con-
sideranumberof possiblereferentsn additionto thenose.
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Unfortunatelyit wouldtake ustoofarafieldto developareasonablyletailed
formal treatmenbf the semanticof focusfor nominalexpressionsiere. There-
fore for the purposef this paper| will assumehatthe of in Thatnoseof his!
is adistinctuseof of in additionto the genitive of andthe partitive of’s we have
studiedsofar. More specifically the of in the demonstratie constructiordiffers
from the possessie partitive of preciselyin that properpartitivity is suspended,
sothatinsteadof (37b)we have

The fact that this constructionhassucha severely limited distribution—it
requiresa specificsyntacticform (theremustbea demonstratie determiner)spe-
cific discourseaequirementga useof the constructiormusthave somerhetorical
affect),andspecificconstraint®nfocus(theheadhounmustbein focus)—means
thatassuminghatit alsohasidiosyncraticsemanticpropertiess not asuncom-
fortable asit might otherwisebe. Indeed,from a functional point of view, the
existenceof this constructiorprovidesa rathercorvenientmechanisnior circum-
ventingthe anti-uniquenessnplicationsnormally associatedavith the possessie
partitive construction.

Whatever the true statusof That noseof his!, the fact remainsthatin the
generalcase wheneer a doublegenitive occurswith a determinertherthana
demonstratie, reliableanti-uniquenessffectsappeathatrequireanexplanation.

6. CONCLUSION

Assumingthat partitivity is alwaysproperpartitivity constitutesa simpleandde-
fensiblerefinementof the semanticof partitivity that providesa promisingac-
countof the previously unexplainedphenomenorf anti-uniquenessAdditional
supportfor properpartitivity comesfrom the analogousanti-uniquenesbehar-
ior of doublegenitives,underthe independentlynotivatedPartitive Hypothesis,
which saysthat doublegenitivesarein fact a type of partitive construction. If
thisaccounts ontheright track, it offersnew insightsinto the semantiatureof
partitivity anddoublegenitives.
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