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Most formaltheoriesof definitenesssaythatauseof thedefinitearticlethein Englishpresupposes
eitherfamiliarity (e.g.,Heim1982)or uniqueness(e.g.,Russell1905;Abbott,SALT 1999;Roberts,
L&P to appear).But Poesio(SALT 1994)identifiesaproductive,common,andutterlynaturalclass
of possessiveNPswhichneednotbeeitherfamiliar or unique:

(1) Thecafeis locatedon the corner of a busy intersection. (Poesio1994)
(2) That’s the onewhereSupermancrashesspectacularlyinto the sideof a Marlboro-

emblazonedtruck . (Google)

On themostnaturalreading,thereis nopresuppositionof familiarity, nor of uniqueness.After all,
intersectionstypically have4 corners,andtruckshaveat leasttwo sides.

McNally (L&P 1998)suggeststhatthesepossessiveweakdefinitesdenoteproperties,correctly
predictingthatunlikemostdefinitestheyoughtto occurin theexistentialthereconstruction:

(3) …andin theright sideof thephotothereis the corner of a building. (Google)
(4) Therewasthe sideof a bear attachedto awoodenspitoverafire.(Google)

Although I will arguethat weakdefinitesdo indeeddenoteproperties,the only meansMcNally
providesfor arrivingat a propertydenotationis Partee’s(1987)type-shiftingoperatorBE. But any
type-shiftingaccountthattakesthemeaningof thedefiniteNPasinputwill havedifficulty explain-
ingwhy thepresuppositionsnormallyassociatedwith thedefinitearticleseemtobemissing.Poesio
likewiseprovidesapropertyanalysis,butat thecostof allowingpresuppositionsto be‘canceled’in
certainLF configurations;it is far from clearhowto translatethisapproachinto a theoryon which
presuppositionscanbeunderstoodasconstraintsoncontextratherthanon logical form.

Intriguingly,Nunberg(WCCFL1984)arguesthatmodelsshouldcontainonly thoseindividuals
thatcanbedistinguishedbypropertiesthatarerelevantfor conversationalpurposes.Thatissupposed
tobewhywecansayI driveaFord FalconandEnzodrivesthesamecar—for Nunberg,therelevant
modelcontainsonlyoneFordFalcon!If wecouldgetawaywith havingonlyonecornerperintersec-
tion in themodel,oronlyonesidepertruck,thatwouldexplain(1)and(2).I will argueagainstadopt-
ing Nunberg’sproposal,at leastin its simplestform, adaptingargumentsfrom Lasersohn(SALT
2000)andaddinga few of my own. Ultimately,however,I will suggestthatNunberg’sideadoes
containanessentialinsight:thereissomelevelof analysisatwhichthetypenamedby therelational
noun(corner, side, etc.)countsasanindividual independentfrom its tokens(themultiplephysical
cornersor sides).If so,evenin thepossessiveweakdefinitesin (1)and(2) thereis uniquenessafter
all: uniquenessoverthesemanticfield consistingof thesetof relevantpossiblepossessiverelations.
Thepossessiveweakdefinite,then,hassomeof theflavorof afocusconstruction:thecafeis located
on thecorner of the intersection,not themiddle;Supermancrashesinto thesideof thetruck,not
thetop. Amongthepresuppositionsthatemergedueto thedefinite,then,is thepresuppositionthat
intersectionshavecornersin thefirst place,andthattruckshavesides.

Theresultinganalysisdefendstheclaim that theuniformly presupposesuniquenessin all of
its (productive)uses,thoughtheuniquenessmaybe relativeto differentsemanticdomains:either
uniquenessrelativeto a setof individuals(Themanarrived); uniquenessrelativeto a setof kinds
(Thecat is a noblebeast, see,e.g.,Dayal,SALT 2000;Krifka, ms.);or uniquenessrelativeto a set
of possessionrelations,asproposedherefor possessiveweakdefinites.


