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Mostformaltheoriesof definitenessaythata useof thedefinitearticlethein Englishpresupposes
eitherfamiliarity (e.g.,Heim 1982)or uniquenesge.g.,Russell1l905;Abbott, SALT 1999;Roberts,
L&P to appear).But Poesid SALT 1994)identifiesa productivecommonandutterly naturalclass
of possessivelPswhich neednot beeitherfamiliar or unique:

(1) Thecafeislocatedonthe corner of a busyintersection (Poesial994)

(2) That'sthe onewhereSupermarcrashespectacularlynto the side of a Marlboro-
emblazonedtruck. (Google)

Onthemostnaturalreadingthereis no presuppositiomf familiarity, nor of uniquenessAfter all,
intersectionsypically have4 cornersandtruckshaveat leasttwo sides.

McNally (L&P 1998)suggestthatthesgpossessiveveakdefinitesdenotgoropertiesgorrectly
predictingthatunlike mostdefinitestheyoughtto occurin the existentiakthereconstruction:

(3) ...andin theright sideof the photothereis the corner of a building. (Google)
(4) Therewasthe sideof a bear attachedo awoodenspitoverafire.(Google)

Although | will arguethat weak definitesdo indeeddenotepropertiesthe only meansMcNally

providesfor arrivingat a propertydenotatioris Partee’1987)typeshifting operatorBE. But any
typeshiftingaccounthattakeshe meaningof thedefiniteNP asinputwill havedifficulty explain

ing why thepresuppositionsormallyassociate@ith thedefinitearticleseento bemissing. Poesio
likewiseprovidesa propertyanalysisput atthe costof allowing presuppositiont be‘canceledin

certainLF configurationsit is far from clearhowto translatehis approachinto a theoryon which

presuppositionsanbeunderstoodsconstraint®n contextratherthanon logical form.

Intriguingly, Nunberg WCCFL 1984)argueshatmodelsshouldcontainonly thosendividuals
thatcanbedistinguishedby propertieshatarerelevantfor conversationgdurposesrl hatis supposed
tobewhywe cansayl drivea Ford FalconandEnzodrivesthesamecar—for Nunbergtherelevant
modelcontain®nly oneFordFalconllf wecouldgetawaywith havingonly onecornerperintersee
tionin themodel,or only onesidepertruck,thatwouldexplain(1)and(2).I will argueagainstdopt
ing Nunberg’sproposalat leastin its simplestform, adaptingargumentgrom Lasersohr(SALT
2000)andaddinga few of my own. Ultimately, however| will suggesthatNunberg’sideadoes
containanessentiainsight:thereis somelevelof analysisatwhichthetypenamedy therelational
noun(corner, side etc.)countsasanindividual independentrom its tokens(the multiple physical
cornersor sides).If so,evenin thepossessiveveakdefinitesn (1) and(2) thereis uniquenesafter
all: uniguenessverthesemantidield consistingof thesetof relevantpossiblepossessiveelations.
Thepossessivereakdefinite then hassomeof theflavor of afocusconstructionthecafeislocated
on the corner of the intersectionnot the middle; Supermarcrashesnto the sideof thetruck, not
thetop. Amongthe presuppositionthatemergedueto thedefinite,then,is the presuppositiothat
intersectionfiavecornerdn thefirst place andthattruckshavesides.

Theresultinganalysisdefendghe claim that the uniformly presupposesniquenes all of
its (productive)usesthoughthe uniquenessnay be relativeto different semantiacdomainseither
uniquenesselativeto a setof individuals(The manarrived); uniquenesselativeto a setof kinds
(Thecatis a noblebeast seeg.g.,Dayal, SALT 2000;Krifka, ms.);or uniquenesselativeto a set
of possessiorelationsasproposecerefor possessiveveakdefinites.



