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ON THE STATUSOF THE PARTITIVE DETERMINER
IN ITALIAN*

GIANLUCA STORTO
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1. Introduction: Bare Partitives
Consider the object NPs in the sentences in (1):

(1) a. Ho incontratodegli studenti.

have.1sG met of thestudents

“I met some students.” (Italian)
b. Ho bevutodella birra.

have.lsGdrunk of thebeer

“l drank some beer.” (Italian)
c. Jai rencontédes étudiants.

| havemet of thestudents

“I met some students.” (French)
d. Ja bu dela biere.

| havedrunkof thebeer

“I drank some beer.” (French)

Traditional grammars of French or Italian treat NPs of tlgjsetas more or less
ordinary indefinite NPs: the noun is preceded by an indefufitierminer — the
partitive determiner and the whole NP receives an indefinite interpretation.
As shown by the glosses in (1), these NPs seem to be morpballygi
related to partitive NPs: the partitive determiner can Bbetato be a complex
morpheme composed of the partitive prepositiefdiand the definite article. This

* | would like to thank Daniel Buring, Ivano Caponigro, Alesslra Giorgi, Carson Schiitze, and an
anonymous reviewer for their comments on the argumentepred in this paper. Thanks to Roberto
Zamparelli for sending me a draft of his paper (Zamparel0Z1).

1 1 do not distinguish between NP and DP in this paper.
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morphological similarity is left unexplained under thediteonal assumption that
the morpheme that precedes the noun is a lexical determiner.

The only difference between the NPs in (1) and partitive Nisthose in the
parallel examples in (2) seems to be that no quantifier or nalnappears before
the complex morpheme that precedes the noun.

(2) a. Ho incontratoduedegli studenti.

have.1sG met two of thestudents

“I met two of the students.” (Italian)
b. Ho bevutomet della birra.

have.lscdrunk half of thebeer

“I drank half of the beer.” (Italian)
c. Ja rencontédeuxdes étudiants.

| havemet two of thestudents

“I met two of the students.” (French)
d. Ja bu lamoitiedela biere.

| havedrunkhalf of thebeer

“I drank half of the beer.” (French)

Building on these morphological properties — and followfBlgierchia (1998) —
let's adopt the labedbare partitives(BPs) to refer to the class of NPs in (L).

The issue dealt with in this paper is the following: does tippaaent
morphological similarity between BPs and (full) partittvghed light on the nature
of the partitive determiner? can we argue that the partitigeerminer is the
morphological composition of the partitive prepositiordahe definite article?

| address these questions by examining the interpretivegpties of BPs in
Italian. Interpretive data bear on the above questions rigefollowing basic
assumption: the semantic interpretation of a phrase is ositipnally derived in
terms of the semantic interpretation of the parts it is cosepoof and in terms
of the way in which these are combined. For the case at hasdaisumption
leads to the expectation that if the partitive determinethis composition of
the partitive preposition and the definite determiner, BRsukl display those
semantic properties that, in (full) partitive NPs, can ltglaited to the contribution
of the patrtitive preposition or to that of the definite asicl

As a preview, the conclusions of this investigation are ltadian BPs fail this
test: NPs of this type do not display interpretive propertieat one would expect

2 As will become clear later in the paper, this does not meari tigree with Chierchia’s proposal that
BPs are partitive NPs. | adopt Chierchia’s terminology isezthe only alternative | know ofdes/du-
NPs(e.g. Bosveld-de Smet 1998; Roy 2001) —is less “compact; amhde being quite transparent to
define the relevant class of NPs in French, is much less so ugemhto refer to Italian BPs.
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to correlate with the interpretation of the partitive prsjpion and of the definite
article. This, | suggest, is an argument for doubting thafghrtitive determiner is
the morphological composition of the partitive prepositamnd the definite article.
In the first part of this paper | outline some basic interpeetiroperties of
Italian BPs §2), and introduce Chierchia’s (1998) analysis of ItaliansBihd
discuss how it accounts for these properti3.(In the second part of the paper |
present empirical evidence arguing against Chierchiaielasion that Italian BPs
are unambiguousiytrue partitives §4), and point to further empirical evidence
arguing that even the weaker conclusion that Italian BPs tmambiguously
analyzed as true partitives cannot be maintairg®l. (I thus propose to maintain
the hypothesis that the partitive determiner is a lexicaéfimite determinersg).

2. Areltalian BPs partitive NPs?

The hypothesis that BPs are a particular type of partitivas\Bt first sight,
compatible with the general observation that both in Frescth in Italian BPs
are interpreted as indefinite NPs. In full partitives the rdifecational force of
the whole NP is determined by the quantifier/numeral thatqutes the partitive
preposition, thus the indefinite interpretation of BPs canascounted for by
arguing that the absence of an overt determiner before théiyea preposition
triggers an existential interpretation of the whole NP.

However, it is known that partitives headed by an indefinié¢edminer —
differently from other indefinites — are interpreted neeei§gaspresuppositional
strong indefinites: they display a series of semantic properties distinguish
them from non-partitive indefinite NPs in general, and wen#efinites in
particular. If BPs are partitive NPs they should display g@mme semantic
properties that characterize (full) partitives as presisitipnal strong NP$.

2.1. A note on French BPs

It has been argued in various places in the literature (Belf93; Roy 2001,
a.o.) that BPs in French are not partitive NPs, because tisgjagt interpretive
properties — e.g. obligatory narrow scope with respecthemdperators and well-
formedness in existentigthere constructions — that are parallel to the properties
displayed bybare noungBNSs) in those Romance languages (e.qg. Italian, Spanish)

3 The proper characterization of the weak/strong distimcigostill a matter of debate in the literature
(for a brief overview see McNally & van Geenhoven 1998). Fasent purposes the only crucial detail
is that the ability to interact scopally with other operatowhich weak indefinites lack, is partially
independent from the presuppositionality that charaatsr{some) strong —i.e. non-weak — indefinites
(partitives, in particular). That is, the possibility idtlepen that certain indefinites do not qualify as
weak in that they can interact scopally with other operatatsstill are not necessarily presuppositional.
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that license this second type of NP. These properties attate-rench BPs are
weak non-presuppositional indefinites, which rules oupitesibility of analyzing
these NPs as partitivés.

2.2. Italian BPs vs. Italian BNs

The case of Italian BPs is more controversial. Indeed, assiy Chierchia
(1998), Italian BPs areotnecessarily interpreted as weak indefinites: they display
interpretive properties that differentiate them from BiWhjch instead display the
typical properties associated with weak indefinites.

(3) a. Nonho vistoragazzi.
not have.lsGseenboys

“| haven’t seen boys.” Va>3;*3> -
b. Nonho vistounragazzo.

not have.lsGseena boy

“| haven't seen a boy.” Vas3;vVis o
c. Nonho vistodei ragazzi.

not have.lsGseenof theboys

“I haven’t seen any/some boys.” Va>3;VIs> o

In Italian BNs cannot scope above other operators in theegeat(3a) — a
property that Chierchia callscopelessnessbut other indefinites in general (3b),
and BPs in particular (3c), can do so. This observation jiedbéficient to exclude
the hypothesis that Italian BRBsustbe interpreted as weak indefinites, does not
force the conclusion that they gpeesuppositionalNPs.

Additional data discussed by Chierchia, however, seem &al l® the
conclusion that Italian BPs must be interpreted as presifipoal indefinites.

(4) a. Nonci sono folletti.
not thereare.3pPL elves
“There are no elves.” I§cativeor existentia]
b. Nonci sono dei folletti.
not thereare.3pL of theelves
“There are no elves.” I§cativeonly]

4 lleana Comorovski, Petra Sleeman, and an anonymous reviewmng others) pointed out to me
that the French facts are more complex, and some of the dap@sed to support the conclusion that
French BPs are weak indefinites do not seem to survive fustiratiny. It is not my intention to address
the problem of the interpretation of French BPs in any désaié Bosveld-de Smet 1998 for a thorough
discussion of French BPs). Above | just intend to point oat tven the (probably incomplete) set of
data that support the hypothesis that French BPs are weefiriitds cannot be reproduced in Italian.
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c. Nonci sono dei folletticapaci di tanto.
not thereare.3pL of theelves capableof so much

“There are no elves that are capable. .. 'lochtiveor existential

Thetheresentence in (4b) licenses only one of two interpretatiaeised by the
paralleltheresentence in (4a). Both (4a) and (4b) can mean that no elves are
particular (contextually specified) place, a statementtvig compatible with the
existence of elves in some other place; but only (4a) canratizely convey the
stronger statement that elves do not exist altogether.

This difference can be explained along the lines of Zucc®®g): existential
theresentences are infelicitous in those contexts where thesetéon of the set
denoted by the N’ in the postcopular NP and the set denotelddnptiais already
entailed to be empty or non-empty in the context. The prawichollows that
presuppositional NPs — NPs that introduce presuppositiarte set denoted by
the N’ — can be used in existentitilere sentences only when a coda is present
such that the intersection between the set denoted by tteeasutithe set denoted
by the N’ is not already entailed to be empty or non-empty.

No coda is present in (4b), thus the unavailability of thestetial
interpretation must be due to the presuppositional natfitheopostcopular NP
dei folletti> The incompatibility of Italian BPs with the existential @mpretation
of theresentences leads to the conclusion that these NPs are mdgéstapreted
as presuppositional indefinites.

3. Chierchia’s (1998) proposal

Summarizing, the interpretive facts about Italian BPs dbimonediately
rule out the possibility that they are a type of partitive NRnything, the facts in
(4) seem to argue that Italian BPs are presuppositionafiimiths, a property that
characterizes (indefinite) full partitives as well.

Building on the facts in (3) and (4) Chierchia (1998) argined BPs in Italian
are true partitive NPs: the partitive determiner is the rhorgyntactic composition
of the partitive preposition and the definite determined #re interpretation of
BPs is compositional in the sense that the semantics of thiiyepreposition
and of the definite determiner contribute in a transparegttwahe semantics of
the whole NP.

5 The presence of a coda in (4c) explains the availability efékistential interpretation, in contrast

to (4b). Plausibly, the locative interpretation tifere sentences corresponds to the existential
interpretation with the introduction of an implicit codarmesponding to the location.
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3.1. Syntax
Chierchia proposes that BPs in Italian are structurally fidl partitive NPs,
and differ from the latter only in that they are headed by aptyrdeterminer:

(5) a. alcunideifolletti

[oe, Lo, aleunil[ o [, Oppart) 1L ppdilnp, [, 111 e, fOllettiJINT]
b. deifolletti

[DPl Dl—] [Np1 N7 +part ] [ppdl [DPQ[D I] [NP fO”ettl]]]]]

DPl Dldel@ PPt DP2 D2t][NP2fO”ettl]]]]]

The higher determiner position in BPs is filled by syntactmvement of material
from a lower position in the structure: the article incores into the preposition,
then the resulting complex incorporates into the phonellfyi empty noun

((4-part]» @and finally the result incorporates into the higher detaemposition.

3.2. Semantics

The semantics of BPs is built compositionally from the seticanof the
elements that are present in the structure in (5b). ChiaraBsumes that the
prepositiordi is semantically empty and that thart-of relation that characterizes
the interpretation of partitivespertitive relation henceforth) is provided by the
interpretation of the NOUf a4 6 The latter is interpreted as an entity of type
(e, (e, ty) that applies to the denotation of a definite NP and deternihreeset of
individuals that are part of the individual denoted by thérdee NP/

Incorporation of the definite determiner into (the pregositand) the
relational noun corresponds to the semantic compositichepartitive relation
and the meaning of the definite determiner:

6) a.  [Dpary] o [the] = MyAz[z < y] 0o AP[.P] = APAz[z < 1.P]
b. [0 +part]]] [the] (folletti’) = Az[z < t.folletti]
c. [[pdeil] = TypeShifto [0 par] o [the]
APAQ3z[P(x) A Q(z)] o Aydz[z < y] o AP[1.P)
= APAQ3z[z < t.P A Q(2)]
d. [[,.deifollett]] = \Q3z[z < t.folletti’ A Q(z)]

6 Implicitly | have been and | will continue to assume in my dission in the text that the partitive
relation in a partitive construction is contributed by thegmsitiondi. For present purposes it is only
relevant that something in the structure of partitives pfes the partitive relation, be it a null relational
noun or the partitive preposition. In either case it is exp@dchat such a relation is present in the
semantics of BPs as well, if they are true partitives.

7 Chierchia assumes that the relational n@yppart] imposes the restriction that its complement is a
definite NP. This restriction accounts for the so-caledttitive ConstraintLadusaw 1982).
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In addition, the following step (raising of the N-P-D conmpl® the higher D
position) involves type shifting of the meaning of the N-PeDmplex via the
operato (defined asl : 3P = AQ3x[P(x) A Q(x)]), which derives the meaning
of deiused as a determiner given in (6cThis determiner applies to the meaning
of the embedded NHd]letti in (5b)) to obtain a generalized quantifier.

3.3. Consequences

Chierchia’s proposal accounts for the facts in (3) and (4alidn BPs are
existentially quantified NPs, so it is expected that theyiogeract scopally with
other operators in the sentence. In particular they are xyp¢aed to behave
like BNs, which denote kinds and receive an existentialrpritation through the
process oKind Derived Predicatiorf This takes care of (3).

Furthermore, the contribution of the semantics of the defiaiticle to the
interpretation of BPs explains the facts in (4): the meamifithe entity of type
(e, t) in (6b) is essentially equivalent to the meaning of the nfmlietti with the
addition of the presupposition — introduced by thaperator — that the denotation
of this predicate is non-empty. BPs are thus presuppositiRs, which explains
the lack of an existential interpretation for ttheeresentence in (4b).

Summarizing, the analysis proposed by Chierchia (1998)ntaias that
Italian BPs are true partitive NPs: the partitive artidei is the morpho-
syntactic composition of the partitive preposition and dedinite article, and the
interpretation of BPs is the semantic composition of (i) éxéstential quantifier
introduced by the type-shifting operatéy (ii) the partitive relation and (iii) the
definite article present in the (partitive) structure ofsh&Ps.

4.  Chierchia (1998) isnot right

If Chierchia’s arguments are correct Italian BPs are truéitpes, and their
morphological similarity to full partitives is not accidah the Italian partitive
determiner is the morpho-syntactic composition of theifpatprepositiordi and
the definite article.

In this section | argue that this conclusion is not corretpdrticular, | show
that two predictions of Chierchia’s analysis — those ingiig (iii) above — are not
supported empirically. The semantic properties of Italdds — despite the facts

8 The function in (6a) applied to an NP meaning derives anyenfitype (e, t) (6b), which cannot
constitute an argument. The type-shifted function in (Btead, derives an entity of tydée, t), ¢),
which is a possible argument. Out of the various shiftingrafmes from predicative into argumental
types only3 can apply in Italian BPs; see Chierchia (1998) for discussio

9 This is Chierchia’s explanation for the scopelessness of.BM alternative is the proposal by van
Geenhoven (1998) according to which BNs denote propertidgeceive an existential interpretation
by combining with the verbal predicate via the procesSaantic Incorporation
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in (3) and (4) — donot support the conclusion that the partitive relation and the
definite article are involved in the semantic compositiothese NPs.

4.1. Against partitivity

Chierchia does not discuss explicitly one prediction of aislysis of
Italian BPs. If Italian BPs are true partitives they shoulot only trigger
the presupposition that the denotation of the embedded ®unt empty — a
presupposition triggered by the definite article in (5b) + they should have a
partitive semantics. That is, they should display the semantic ptiegehat in
full partitives are associated with the interpretationt partitive relation.

In his discussion of partitives Chierchia assumeshg.. contributes the
relation< to the interpretation of the partitive construction. Hoeeit has been
argued by Barker (1998) that the semantics of partitivesliums theproper part
relation<. This explains why partitives cannot be headed by a defieiterchiner
unless they are modified by a relative clause (7) (a propkatyBarker callanti-
unigueness

(7) a. *thetwo of John’s friends
b. thetwo of John’s friends that you pointed out last night

The semantics of the relation accounts as well for the entailment, which
partitives seem to convey, that the denotation of the emdxbdun contains
additional elements that are not in the denotation of thétparNP itself (8a):

(8) a. #Alcunidei marzianiche sono atterratinel mio
[some of the Martiansthathave.3pL landed in themy
giardino mi  hanno dettocheloro sono  gli ultimi
backyard] to mehave.3pL told thatthey, are.3pL thelast
rappresentantdella loro specie.
representativesf thetheir species

b. Dei marzianichesono atterratinel miogiardino
[of the Martiansthathave.3pL landed in themy backyard]
mi  hanno dettocheloro sono gli ultimi
to mehave.3pLtold thatthey; are.3pPL thelast
rappresentantidella loro specie.
representativesf thetheir species
“Some martians who landed in my backyard told me that they are
the last representatives of their species.”
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(8a) requires the speaker to attribute contradictory fslie the relevant
group of Martian&’ which makes the interpretation of the sentence rather rdarke
(hence the diacritic). This is due to the entailment triggleloy proper partitivity
that the denotation ofmarziani contains other individuals in addition to those
denoted by the whole partitivadcuni dei marziani

On the other hand no similar semantic restriction holds8b):(the speaker
can truthfully utter this sentence without attributing tradlictory beliefs to the
relevant group of Martians. As (8b) shows, Italian BPs do se¢m to be
characterized by the semantics of proper partitivity.

Italian BPs, thus, do not display properties that charamgrartitive NPs in
general as a consequence of their partitive semanticsisTinexpected if they are
a type of partitive and the semantic composition of thedtafpartitive determiner
involves the partitive relatior:.

4.2. Against definiteness

Chierchia’s analysis of Italian BPs accounts for the fantéd) in terms of
the existence presupposition triggered by the semantitiseoflefinite article in
the compositional derivation of the interpretation of thresture in (5b). However,
this presupposition does not seem to be comparable to thieege presupposition
that characterizes full partitive NPs; witness the comtras

(9) a. #Mi piacerebbe trovare alcunidei Dodo, ma
to mewould please. &G find.INF some of theDodos,but
SO cheoramai sono estinti.
know.1sGthatnowadaysre.3PL extinct
b. Mi piacerebbe trovare dei Dodo, maso

to mewould please. &G find.INF of theDodos,butknow.1sG
cheoramai sono estinti.

thatnowadaysre.3PL extinct

“I would like to find some Dodos, but | know that they are extinc
nowadays.”

The existence presupposition triggered by Italian BPs +d6ent at all — is
more easily defeasible than the existence presuppositiparallel full partitives.

10 Or to attribute factually incorrect beliefs to them, if theesker trusts the relevant individuals to
be speaking truthfully. The precise characterization efgamantic effect in (8a) is irrelevant for the
purpose of the argument in the text. Whatever the natureiokffect, it is clear that a similar effect
does not obtain in the case of (8b). Notice that (8a) has eeldiUant) interpretation under which this
semantic effect does not arise: this is the interpretat@momling to which the pronouioro refers to
the set of individuals denoted by the embedded MRrzianirather than to the denotation of the whole
partitive NPalcuni dei marziani
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This is unexpected if both types of presuppositions haveséime source in the
definite determiner embedded in the partitive structurer@ggsed by Chierchia.

4.3. What about (4)?

Summarizing, neither the prediction that Italian BPs ineolhe semantics
of the partitive relation, nor the prediction that they itwethe semantics of the
definite article seem to survive a closer scrutiny of therprigtive properties of
Italian BPs. The data in (8)—(9) are problematic insofarhessemantics of BPs
is derived compositionally from a partitive structure ligb). They thus argue
against the analysis proposed by Chierchia (1998).

An alternative analysis according to which the partitivaedeiner is a
lexical plural indefinite determiner does not lead to theetation that Italian
BPs are characterized by the semantics of proper pantitdritoy the existence
presupposition triggered by the definite determiner. Butsaw above that the
presuppositional nature of Italian BPs was crucial withimeEchia’s analysis to
deal with the data in (4). This explanation is lost under tkeraative analysis that
rejects the structure in (5b) for Italian BPs.

In my opinion this does not constitute a shortcoming: CHiir's account for
the facts in (4) cannot be correct in the first place. That#o& bf an existential
interpretation for the sentence in (4b) cannot be due totbguppositional nature
of the BPdei follettiis indeed argued by the fact that the same BP is compatible
with an existential interpretation of thberesentence in (10):

(10) So checi sono dei folletti, e prima o poi
know.1 sGthatthereare.3pL of theelves, andsooneror later
ne troverd uno.

of themwill find.1.sGone

“I know that there are some elves, and sooner or later | withage to
find one.”

The availability of an existential interpretation in (18)unexpected iflei
folletti is a presuppositional NP. Some other semantic property efséntence
in (4b) must then be held responsible for the lack of an exigtkinterpretation.
Thetheresentence in (10) differs from the sentence in (4) only wittpezt to its
polarity: the latter sentence constitutes a negative rsizté whereas the former
is a positive statement. This suggests the hypothesistbatrtavailability of an
existential interpretation for (4b) is due to the negatigapty of this sentence.

Indeed, it seems to be a general fact about Italian that amdgfinites
license an existential interpretation in negatitiere sentences only when their
determiner/numeral is accented/marked as focus. Thersmgen (11) uttered
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with normal intonation in a neutral context are quite odd,llmcome perfect if a
contrast-set for the determiner/numeral is made salighiirontext and/or by the
prosodic accent patter:

(11) a. Nonc’ & "’(neancheun folletto.
not thereis “’(even) oneelf
“There isn't (even) one elf.”
b. Nonci sono DUE/TRE/POCHVMOLTI folletti.
not thereare.3pL two/three/few/many elves
“There aren’tTwO/THREE/FEW/MANY elves.”

An independent piece of data that becomes relevant in tinisexdion is the
following observation: the Italian partitive determirtgi seems to resist focusing.
As far as | can see this property of the partitive determiraar be related to
the nature of the possible contrast-set d@i: dei folletti, intuitively, can refer
to a set of elves of any cardinality greater than 1, thus therast-set fordei
is given by cardinalities between 0 and 1. Somehow sets pamire of these
cardinalities seem to be hard to construct for the spekkié€the context does not
provide explicitly O or 1 as cardinality with which the deatibn ofdei should be
contrasted, it is hard for the speaker to construct a carsetghat would license
focusing of the determiner (Schwarzschild 1993).

That something along these lines might explain the databhi§&argued by
the observation that when appropriate contrast setddiaire provided explicitly
Italian BPs license existential interpretation in negatieresentences as well:

(12) a. Nonci sono Del follettice n’ & soltantouno.
not thereare.3pL of theelves, thereof themisonly  one
“There aren’tsOME elves, there is only one.”

b. “Nonci sono DElI folletti, infatti nonce n’ e
not thereare.3pL of theelves, indeednot thereof themis
neancheaino.
even one

“There aren'tsoOME elves, indeed there isn’t even one.”

This provides further support for the claim that the fact@ishould not lead
to the conclusion that Italian BPs are presuppositionak Tinavailability of the

11 The examples in (11) should be read as follows: the sentdiegse an existential interpretation
but become bad — under the same reading — if the pitch accestrdi fall on the determiner/numeral
or if the focus operatoneanchas left out.

12 possibly because they constitute degenerate pluralities.
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existential interpretation for (4b) can be accounted faemms of the interaction of
general properties of indefinites in negatilieresentences and specific properties
of the Italian partitive determiner. And, as shown by (10l 4h2), Italian BPs
are compatible with an existential interpretation thiere sentences, which — if
the analysis proposed by Zucchi (1993) is correct — indicthat they are not
necessarily presuppositional.

5. What isthe structure of Italian BPs?

Chierchia’s conclusion that Italian BPs are true partitigeems to be too
hasty. Italian BPs dootdisplay properties that are known to hold of full partitives
in general, and in particular they do not seem to display émeamtic restrictions
that one would expect to associate with the semantics ofdhéipe relation and
with the semantics of the definite article.

But these facts do not force the conclusion that Italian B&snothave a
partitive structure: the data in (9)—(12) are problematitydor an analysis that,
like Chierchia’s, claims that Italian BPs aneambiguouslyartitive NPs.

5.1. The first alternative: a syntactic ambiguity

Under the assumption that Italian BPs are structurally gois one can
account both for the data discussed by Chierchia as eviden&a/or of his
proposal and for the data presented in the previous sectRmesuppositional
interpretations would arise from the possibility for Itadi BPs to be assigned a
partitive structure a la Chierchia by the syntactic parsestead weak indefinite
interpretations would arise from — for example — their beasgigned a structure
like the one proposed for French BPs by Delfitto (1993) or RR0().

This analysis would be able to maintain the conclusion thatt least under
one of the two structures that can be assigned to Italian BRs morphological
similarity between BPs and full partitives is expected.

5.2. The second alternative: no ambiguity

Alternatively, one could suggest that Italian BPs are nobigoous and
are never analyzed as having a partitive structure. Thétipartieterminer is a
lexical plural indefinite determiner and Italian BPs do nified from other non-
partitive indefinite NPs likedue/alcuni folletti‘two/some elves’: they can enter
scope relations with other operators but are not neceggaesuppositional.

This second analysis would be preferable on theoreticalrgis in that it
does not need to postulate a syntactic ambiguity to accaurthe interpretive
properties of Italian BPs. On the other hand this analysiddcaot maintain
even the weaker account for the morphological similaritjween BPs and full
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partitives in Italian that is available to the proponentshef first analysis.

5.3. Data from the interpretation of possessives

But are thereempirical data that can distinguish between the two
alternatives? | think that there are: data from the integtien of possessive NPs
seem to support the second analysis over the first one.

It is a well-known fact that the interpretation of possessNPs can be
context-dependent. E.gohn’s dogsn (13) can be interpreted as denoting the
set of dogs that attacked John, rather than the set of dogsdirt to him.

(13) Yesterday John and Paul were attacked by groups of ddg$ortu-
nately John’s dogs were not captured.

But free interpretationdike the one exemplified in (13) are not available for
all types of possessive NPs (Storto 2000). In particula,atailability of free
interpretations seems to correlate with the presence odefiaite article, as the
following Italian paradigm illustrate®

(14) leri Giannie Paolosono statiattaccatida gruppidi cani;
yesterdayGianniandPaolowere attackedby groupsof dogs

a. sfortunatamente cani di Gianninonsonostati catturati.
unfortunately thedogsof Gianninot havebeencaptured

b. (s)fortunatamentegnuno/uno/alcuni/molti/duelei cani di
(un)fortunately each one/one/some/many/tebthedogsof
Gianninoneé/sono stati catturatol/i.

Gianninot has/havéeencaptured

c. #(s)fortunatamentegni/un/alcuni/molti/dueane/idi Gianninon
(un)fortunately each/a/some/many/twodog/s of Gianninot
e/sono stati catturato/i.
has/havébeencaptured

Free interpretations are available for definite (14a) anditpa (14b)
possessive NPs, but they are not for (non-partitive) indefor quantificational
possessives (14c). Now, if Italian BPs can be assigned #iyartructure as
suggested by the first analysis sketched above it is exp#wetalian possessive
BPs should license free interpretations. But, as (15) paint, this is not the case:
Italian possessive BPs damt license free interpretations.

13 The possessive NPs in (14c) cannot be construed as denatingf the set of dogs introduced in the
context-setting sentence. This explains the degradesssté(14c) as a follow-up to the first sentence.
See Storto (2003) for an analysis of these facts.
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(15) leri Giannie Paolosono statiattaccatida gruppidi cani;
yesterdayGianniandPaolowere attackedby groupsof dogs;
#sfortunatamentdei  cani di Gianninonsonostati catturati.
#unfortunately of thedogsof Gianninot havebeencaptured

The unavailability of free interpretations for lItalian pessive BPs is
unexpected under the hypothesis that Italian BPs can begamisly analyzed
as partitives and as weak indefinites. Thus (15) argues or faivthe alternative
analysis: lItalian BPs are not ambiguous, and should be aedlyn parallel
with other overt non-partitive indefinite NPs. Like othemapartitive indefinites
possessive BPs do not license free interpretations.

6. Conclusions

Summarizing, | have suggested that — contra the conclusioasn by
Chierchia (1998) on the basis of (3) and (4) —the postulatf@partitive structure
is not necessary to account for the semantic propertiegidnitBPs.

In addition, | have illustrated cases in which Italian BPsi\dbshow semantic
properties that one would expect to correlate with a stnedike the one suggested
by Chierchia. Even if one wants to maintain that the striectoroposed by
Chierchia constitutes a possible structural analysistdian BPs, a second non-
partitive structure is needed to account for those casesichwtalian BPs do not
trigger partitivity entailments and/or existence presgipons.

Finally, with the data from possessive BPs | have arguedIthban BPs
cannothave a partitive structure at all: their morphological $amty with full
partitives does not indicate a structural similarity beswehe two types of NPs.
This leads to the conclusion that the interpretive propsuf Italian BPs are better
accounted for under the assumption that they are overt aditige indefinites,
wheredeiis a lexical indefinite plural determiner, rather than theph@-syntactic
composition of the partitive preposition and the definitiche.

7.  Afterthoughts (inspired by Zamparelli 2002b)

One analytic option that | have not considered explicitlydiscussed by
Zamparelli (2002b). The hypothesis that Italian BPs havaraterlying partitive
structure can be maintained by arguing that the partitinvessgics determined by
this underlying structure does not apply to an ordinary definominal, but to a
kind-denotingdefinite nominal like the one in (16), which would be rendeired
English by a bare plural NP (see Zamparelli 200%a):

14 This analytic option has been suggested to me independenominique Sportiche (p.c.).
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(16) I dodo si  sonoestinti molti anni fa.
thedodosseELFare extinctmanyyearsago

“Dodos have become extinct many years ago.”

The existence of this alternative analytic possibilitynigs into question the
strength of the conclusions that | draw above: this altéraanalysis does not fall
prey to one set of arguments that | raised against Chiescpiaposal.

The arguments in (9) are not arguments against a partitivetstre tout-
court but arguments against a partitive structbrelt on ordinary definite NPs
i.e. nominals that carry existence presuppositions. Kiadeting definites do
not carry existence presuppositions, a property that witamparelli’s proposal
immediately accounts for the differences between fullipees and BPs in (9).

Still, accounting for the facts in (8) within this alternagianalysis is not as
straightforward: it is necessary to explain how the propetifivity requirement
applies to a kind (the denotation of the definite NP that BRsbailt on). | refer
the reader to Zamparelli (200245) for an explicit attempt at doing so.

Even leaving aside the task of deciding between the anatydialian BPs
sketched in this paper and the analysis proposed by Zanipatake the main
(negative) conclusions of this paper to be correct: ItaB&s are different from
full partitive NPs!® Under either alternative analysis, the data in (14)—(1§dar
that BPs are not ambiguous: a structure isomorphic to thiatlighartitives is not
available to these NP$.Thus, the postulation of such a structure is neither needed
nor desired in order to account for the semantic properfiésiean BPs.
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