Genitive DPs and Pronominal Possessors
CARMEN DOBROVIE-SORIN

0. Introduction
1. The Syntax of Genitives
1.1. Synthetic genitives arad-genitives
1.2. Synthetic genitives following definite noung disguisedl-genitives
1.3. Independent genitive DPs
1.4. Prenominal Genitives
1.5. The syntactic position of postnominal gengive
1.6. The status of the genitive “articla’occurring in postnominal genitives
1.7. Co-occurring genitives
2. The Interpretation of Genitives
2.1. The semantic composition
2.2. (In)definiteness Spread
2.3. Interpretive Variability
2.4. The Semantic Composition of genitives in praté positions
3. Genitive Case alternating with Prepositional Making
3.1. Genitive Case alternating with DE-Marking
3.2. Genitive Case alternating with A-Marking
4. De-al genitives
4.1. The structure afe-algenitives
4.2. The interpretation afe-algenitives
4.3. Partitivede-al
4.3.1.Unul + de + pluralal- phrase
4.3.2. Elliptical constructions with a pluil phrase

0. Introduction

This chapter is devoted to the syntax of genitivaerkad constituents. The main empirical
generalizations regarding genitive DPs (includiegspnal pronouns) also hold for possessive
adjectives, which will therefore be treated patBllérheir special properties will be signalled
in the appropriate places.

The inflectional marking of the genitive-dative egsthe oblique case”) is hosted by
the determiner, including the suffixal definiteield. The nouns themselves, as well as the
adjectives agreeing with the nouns, show only aawfe case morphology: a distinct oblique
form appears only in the fem. sg., and only when ghrase is introduced by a determiner
with an oblique form: in other words, Romanian n@wan be marked with morphological
Case only if they are governed by a Det that isketafor that particular Case.



D a. Indef.art+Noun
M.SG. ‘a good boy’M.PL.‘good boys’  F.sG. ‘a good girl' F.PL. ‘good girls’

NOMACC un hiiat bun (ngte) kaieti buni o fai bura (nite) fete bune
GENDAT  unui baiat bun uror baieti buni uei fete bure unor fete bune

b. Noun+def.art.

M.SG ‘the good boyM.PL. ‘the good boysF.sG. ‘the good girl' F.PL. ‘the good girls’

NOMAcCC baiatul bun faietii buni fata bun fetele bune
GENDAT baiatului bun [iietilor buni fegi bure fetelor bune

Romanian is characterized by a remarkable altenndtetween simple/synthetic genitives (as
in (2)) and analytic genitives, formed by a synihegenitive preceded by a genitive particle

(see (3)), the so-called “possessive article” ifsdtold characters). In unmarked uses, both of
these types of genitives occur postnominally:

2) a. casa vecinului chndor
house-the neighbomtthe GEN /neighbours()-the GEN
‘the neighbour’s/the neighbours’ house’
b. casa unei vecine nofu vecine
housef)-the arF.GEN  neighbourf) /somer.GEN neighboursy)
‘a neighbour’'s/some neighbours’ house’

3 a. o cas a vecinului a unei vecine

a house) al.FsGneighboun{1)-theGEN /al.FSG aF.GEN neighbour)
‘a house of the neighbour’s/of a neighbou€sty’

b. acest obiceil vecinului al/ unei vecine
this  habital. MSG neighbour{1)-the GEN /al.MSG aF.GEN neighbourk)
‘this habit of the neighbour’s/of a neighbour’s

c. casele de piatale vecinului dle  unei vecine
houses(-the in stoneal.FPL neighboun@)-theGEN /al.FPL aF.GEN neighbourk)
‘the houses in stone of the neighbour’s/oéminbour’s’

d. primii studetn ai mamei mele
first-the  studentg] al.mpPL motherf)-theGEN my
‘the first students of my mother’s’

The pre-genitive particle is made up of an invddaabart,a-, followed by the nominative
forms of the definite article, which are inflectedor number and gender:
al(m.sg.)A(f.sg.Yai(m.pl)/ale(f.pl). This particle agrees with the head nountleé overall
possessive DP (referring to the Possessee).

In section 1 it will be shown that synthetic gere8 governed by lexical nouns (see
(2)) are best analyzed ad-genitives in whichal was deleted via a rule comparable to
haplology. The rest of the section will be devatedhe internal structure and distribution of
al-genitives. Section 2 deals with various aspectdhef semantic analysis of genitives:
definite possessive DPs are remarkable insofdneasdre interpreted as definite or indefinite
depending on the (in)definite features of the gemiDP itself; the semantic relation between
the head N and the genitive DP is extremely flexibleing largely determined by the context
(the notions of Possessor and Possessee are bumeet improperly as a cover term for
various types of relations); we will formulate tharious constraints that hold between the
determiner of the genitive DP and the determinghefoverall possessive DP.

Section 3 is devoted to the alternation betwesrgenitives, marked with
morphological genitive marking and nominal projens that are preposition-marked. This
alternation is clearly driven by the syntactic gatyy of the adnominal constituent: full DPs
headed by morphologically variable determiners, NWkich can be modified) and DPs



headed by invariable quantitative determiners nnespectively be realized ad-genitives,
PPs headed ljeand PPs headed hy

(4) a. ya unei biserici

dooFr)-the aF.GEN churchg)
‘the door of a church’

b.owa de biseriéa veche
a doorde church old
‘an old church-door’

c. wile a doui biserici
doors-tha two churches
‘the doors of two churches’

Section 4 is concerned with yet another type ofstroiction, the “partitive” genitive formed
by an al-genitive preceded by the prepositide ‘of’ (douw: studente de-ale Mari€two
studentsf) of-al.FpPL Mary (GEN)’, ‘two students of Mary’s’).

The distribution of the pronominal possessors immarable to that of nominal
genitives, and therefore we will provide examplésither type. However, pronominal forms
do have some specific properties, to which sechomill be devoted. The main problem is
that the paradigm is not uniform: personal pronomasked with genitive-dative Case are
used for the "8 person, and possessive “adjectives” are usechéotft and 29 persons, and
for the 3% person singular built on a morphologically refiexiform. The label possessive
“adjective” is due to the fact that the relevargneénts agree in gender and number features
with the Possessee, although they refer to theeBsss

(5) a. kaietii mei
boysf1)-the mympL
‘my boys’
b. fetele mele
girlsf)-the myrpL
‘my girls’
c. cefilalt frate al meu

themsG-other brothenf) al.MSG myMsG
‘the other brother of mine’

The label “pronominal possessor” is convenient fias@s it covers both genitive-marked
personal pronouns and possessive adjectives.

1. The Syntax of Genitives
1.1. Synthetic genitives anal-genitives

In the Introduction above we have signalled theraktion between synthetic genitives and
al-genitives. Synthetic genitives are used when #matiye immediately follows the suffixal
definite article. Otherwise, the analytic genitiige used. But sincel-genitives embed a
synthetic genitive, we may formulate the followidgjunctive generalization concerning the
distribution of synthetic genitives:

(6) Synthetic genitives, including pronominal pass®s, are immediately preceded either
by the suffixal definite article attached to thespessee (ex. (2)), or by the so-called
“possessive articledl (ex. (3)).



In examples (7)-(10) we have bold-faced the releeteaments. The feminine singular
form a, which agrees with the Possessee, is glossalras:

(7 a. caa [pp-ceveCinului] Ibp-gedNUI vecin]
housej-the neighboun)-the GEN/ aM.GEN neighboun()
‘the neighbour’s house/the house of a neighbou
b. cas [mea]  /[lui]
housef)-the my.FSG / heGEN
‘my/his house’

(8) a. o cds a [pp-geveCinUIUI] Ibp-gedunui vecin]
a house( al.FsG neighboun()-the GEN/ aM.GEN neighboun()
‘a house of the neighbour’s/a neighbour’s’
b. o cas a [mea] /[lui]

a housey) al.FSG myFsG/heGEN
‘a house of mine/his’

(9) casa frumoasa [pp-ceveCinului] /[bp-geINUI vecin]
housef)-the beautiful al.LFsG neighboung)-the GEN/ av.GEN neighboun(1)
‘the beautiful house of the neighbour/a neighbour’

(10) a.Casa eate br-cevecinului].

housef)-the is al.FsG neighboumi)-the GEN
‘The house is the neighbour’s.’

b. Casa mea este mai frumaEcata bp-cevecinuluil.
housef)-the my is  more beautiful theal.FSG  neighboumi)-the GEN
‘My house is more beautiful than the neighbour’s.’

Note now that the “possessive articéd’is formed by an invariable elemeatollowed by the
suffixal definite article, as the following tableaws:

(11) Encl. def. art. Poss. art.
M. SG. -l, -le al
F. SG. -a a
M. PL. -i ai
F. PL. -le ale

Given that the genitive particle contains a dediratticle, the data in (7)-(10) indicate
that the empirical generalization formulated in ¢éh be restated in a non-disjunctive way, as
in (6):

(6") Genitive-marked DPs (including pronominal gev@s) must be immediately preceded

by the definite article (which is suffixal).

Romanian genitives may also occur in prenominalimal positions. Most DP-
initial genitives are stylistically marked, beingsad only in poetry (see (12)b-c). The
prenominal position is nevertheless productivelydufor genitivevh-phrases (see (12)a):



(12) a.a anui cas Standard
al.FSG whoseMsG housek)
‘whose house’

b.ale tale ulor toate Poetic

al.FPL your(SG).GEN desires alll (EminescQ, ramai)
‘all of your desires’

c. al nap mele domn effio

al.MsG night(F)-theGEN myGEN lord(m) (Eminescul_uceatfirul)

‘my night’s lord’

The examples in (12) must be distinguished fronsé¢him (13), which are also built with a
prenominal genitive, which is however not DP-giitibeing preceded by an adjective. In this
case, the suffixal definite article appears onatiective (see section 1.8 of Chapter 3) ahd
does not appear:

(13) prima  noagtrintalnire
first-the our meeting
‘our first meeting’

It should be observed that only pronominal possessan occur in between DP-initial
adjectives and head Ns, as shown in (13).

Constructions of the type Adj-def.art.+DPGen+N, mehine Genitive DP is headed by
a noun (e.gmiscatoarea narilor singuratate ‘restless-the seas-tleEN solitude’ meaning
‘the restless solitude of the seas’) are very nmalgibeing found only in poetry. Such
examples are even more marginal than those ofyfiesat impiratului fatz ‘al.FsG emperor-
theGEN daughterf)’ (meaning‘the emperor’s daughter’where the prenominal genitive is
DP initial.

In abstract terms, the two distinct types of camfagions that allow prenominal
genitives are given in (14)a-b. The label DPGenec®woth nominal genitives and their
pronominal counterparts:

(14) a.al+DPGen+N
b. Adj.-def.art. + pronominal possessor + N

Note that possessive DPs built with prenomadagjenitives have a definite meaning, which
clearly sets them apart from postnomiabgenitives (see examples such as (8)a-b, which are
headed by indefinite determiners).

1.2. Synthetic genitives following definite nounsra disguisedal-genitives

Let us now examine more closely the adjacency cainststated in (6°), and illustrated again
below :



(15) a.casa (*a) vecinului
house)-the al.FsG neighbour-the&EN

‘the neighbour’s house’

b. casa frumaas*(a) vecinului
housef)-the beautiful al.FsGneighbour-thesEN
‘the neighbour’s beautiful house’

C.o0cad *(a) vecinului
a housa{) al.FSG neighbour-the&EN
‘a house of the neighbour’s’

In what follows, we will provide evidence in favof the hypothesis that synthetic genitives
((15)a) are to be analyzed akgenitives in whichal is deleted via a morpho-phonological
rule comparable to haplology

In order for the reader to be immediatedyivinced by this line of analysis, let us
restate the empirical generalization. Instead pingpthat the genitive must be adjacent to the
definite article (contained ial or in a lexical noun suffixed with the definittiele), let us
say that:

(6”") All Romanian genitives contaal, except when they are preceded by a definite N or
by a definite Adj (in other words, the strings théf al DPGen and *Adef al DPGen N are
illegitimate).

Note now that the ungrammatical sequences conmtanpirtially identical adjacent
elements: the suffixal definite article aald which itself contains the definite article (sé&)(
above). This sequence may be assumed to be thieahauule that deletes an element that is
adjacent to a (partially) identical one (Haplolagy)

(16) Al is deleted in the context [-L .
More concretely, an example such as (15)a wouldebeed as shown below :

(15) a.cas a vecinului - cas vecinului
housef)-the al.FsGneighboun{)-the GEN housek)-the neighbourf)-the GEN

The decisive evidence supporting the rule in (1&ates to the coordination of
postnominal genitives. The following example shalaat a “synthetic” post-nominal genitive
can be coordinated with at-genitive

(17) apartamentul  mamei mele si al Mariei a fost vandut
apartment()-the mother-th&éEN myGEN and al.MSG MaryGEN has been sold
‘my mother’s and Maria’s apartment has been sold’

As shown by the singular agreement on the verD), ifvblves one possessee, which means
that the phrasal Mariei is not a DP coordinated tapartamentul mamei méldnstead, it is
the two genitives that are coordinated.

Since conjuncts must occupy the same structuratiposwe conclude that [mamei
mele] in the example above is an instance of “di@dlgenitive, on a par with [al Mariei].
The deletion ofal is due to the rule stated in (16), which can aftee first, but not the
second conjunct (because only the first conjuntisfess the description of the rule, i.e. is
adjacent to a preceding definite article) :



(A7) apartamentu al mamei mele si  al Mariei
apartment()-the al.MsG mother-thesEN myGEN and al.MSG MaryGEN
- apartamentul mamei melesi  al Mariei
apartment{)-the mother-theGEN my.GEN and al.MSG MaryGEN

Data from the history of the language support thelysis adopted here. In the most ancient
texts, dating from the 6century, we find side by sid# immediately following £ and the
present-day distribution — as if the haplology nwigs optional. We present here these cases,
impossible in the contemporary language:

(18) a.pacatele ale tuturor
sinsf)-theal.FPL all.GEN

b. duhul al Domnului nostru
spiritfn)-the al.MsG Lord-theGEN our
C.urdzirea a lumiei

creation-theal.FsG world-theGEN
d. Tnaintea a tuturor oamenilor
before-theal.FsSG all.GEN humans-th&EN

« The argument in favour of haplology made here ddpem thepossibility of coordinating a synthetic
with an analytic genitive. This is however not tay option, as shown in (i), where two synthetic
genitives are coordinated:

0] parfumul crinilor si trandafirilor
perfume-the lilies-theEN and roses-theeEN

Examples of this type are predictible, becausedinated DPs may form the complement of a single
underlyingal, which gets deleted via haplology:

@ parfumu al [crinilor si trandafirilor]
perfume-theusc al.MsG lilies-theGEN and roses-theEN
— parfumul crinilor si  trandafirilor

perfume-theisclilies-the GEN and roses-theEN

In fact, such coordination is obligatory if the Hemoun is a predicate that selects groups, sottieat
entire conjunction is its argument:

(i) reuniunea deputhor si. (*a) senatorilor yedina comur
reunionf)-the deputies-theeEN and al.FSG senators-theEN in session joined

For a presentation of the alternation between weetypes of coordinations, and in particular of the
properties of coordinated articles and short pritipos, see chapter 14.

The same behaviour with respect to coordination slsown by genitives
subcategorized by those prepositions that end,ide or -a, which are morphologically
identical to the suffixal definite article ul with masculine nouns in consonang with
masculine nouns ine- and -a with feminines). Such prepositions are followed ay
“synthetic” genitive, including pronominal Posseassobut when their complements are
coordinatedal may appear before the second conjunct:



(19)

a. Impotrivaarii si (@) poporului
against land-theeN and al.FSG people-thesEN
‘against the land and the people’

b. impotriva mea si  *(@) ta
against mpsG and al.FSG YOUrFsG
‘against me and you’

Most of these prepositions come from nouns andparbaps still analysable as such, which would
explain the agreement af and of the possessive adjective:

0] a. in fga Mariei si a mea
in facef-the MariaGEN andal.FSGmy.FSG
‘in front of me, before me’
b. in spatele meu sial Mariei
in backg)-the mymsG and al.MsSG MariaGEN
‘behind me and Maria’

But in some cases there is no nominal basis fomptleosition: either the basis is an adverb, and a
preposition was derived from it by adding aam by analogy with the prepositions derived from
nominals, as ifinainte(which comes fronin ‘in’ and ainte ‘before’ < lat.ab ante'from before’), or the
preposition is a borrowing ending ia, which was reinterpreted as an instance of therfiee singular
definite article attached to prepositions, asadntra ‘against’ (a neological borrowing from latontra,

it. contra):

(ii) a. Tnainte
‘before’
b. nainta mea
before-th&sc myFsG
‘before me’
c. indiratul du

behind-thessa his/her
‘behind him/her’

For these cases, we need to assume a true rearnafyshich prepositions became capable of receiving
a definite article, and correlatively capable cfigsing genitive Case or of triggering agreemerh '

and 29 person pronominal possessors (as in (ii)b-c; $ee section 5 of this chapter). In fact, all
genitive-assigning prepositions end in either-le or —a, which are formally identical with definite
articles. Since this affix and the f-features itrries are obviously non-interpretable (because
prepositions are non-referential), we must ackndgdethat the mecanism of copying of features under
agreement is not constrained by the referentialfimetable nature of those features.

Summarizing, Romanian genitives following definiteuns are to be analyzed als

genitives at the syntactic level of representatidre absence @l is due to the application of
a morpho-phonological rule comparable to Haplologie are thus led to conclude that all
Romanian genitives governed by lexical nouns areetainiformly analyzed as containing a
specialized elemenal. As we will show in subsequent sections, this dou@smean thaal is
some kind of genitive marker, but rather a pron@hielement corresponding to a fused
syntactic category, [D+N]. Romanian synthetic geag thus appear to be analysable as full
possessive DPs governed by a specified pronomézal.h

Despite their identical morphological form, Romangenitives can be grouped into at

least three classes, from the point of view ofrte&ternal distribution: free-standing (i.e. non-
adnominal) genitive DPs, prenominal genitives, aodtnominal genitives. In what follows
we will analyse each of these types in turn.



1.3. Free-standing genitive DPs

Let us first consider examples such as (20), irctval-genitives occur as arguments of verbs
or prepositions:

(20) aA vecinului a fost distiusieri.
al.FsG neighboun)-theGEN has been destroyed yesterday
‘The neighbour’s was destroyed yesterday.’
b. Casa mea este nfeimoas decata vecinului.
house))-the my is more beautiful thaml.FSG neighboun{)-the GEN
‘My house is more beautiful than the neighbour’s.’

Quite obviously, thal-genitives occurring in these examples cannot lae€'bgenitives, but
must instead be analyzed as full possessive DPRs. arfalysis can be further refined by
choosing between the two possible analyses sholewbe

(21) DP

DO NP
/\
DPGen N

al  vecinului [e]
(22) DP

N+D DBen

al vecinului

In (21), the genitive DP is analyzed as occupyimgemnominal Specifier positioa) is
inserted under D°, as a special form of the défiaiticle and the N-head is empty (possibly
filled by an empty pro-[N]). This structure may @lde assumed for examples with
prenominal genitives, of the type impiratului fatz ‘al.FsG emperor-theseEN daughter’. In
(22), on the other handj is analyzed as a pro-[N+D] form and the genitiV@ Gccupies a
postnominal Specifier position.

Although we do not want to choose between thesepwgsible analyses, it is worth
mentioning that (21) is problematic: if prenomig@hitives had the structure shown in (21),
they would be simpler than postnominal genitivekiclv, as we have seen (see section 1.2.
above), are DPs embedding an endirphrase. So, we would expect prenominal genitives to
be an unmarked, productive form. However, prenohgeaitives are highly restricted: recall
that onlyal carui ‘whose’ can be found in standard speech, other $doeing poetic. This
then is problematic for the analysis at hand, simeewvouldn’t expect a language to choose
more elaborate structures when it has simpler amasable. In view of this fact, we suggest
that the structure (21) is not adequatkshould not be analyzed as a definite determiner
taking an NP complement. Instead,directly enters the derivation with the label N+
shown in (22).

Let us now consider examples such as (23), wheiwd-phrase occurs in a predicate
position:



(23) Casa este vecinului.
housef)-the is al.FSG neighbouni)-the GEN
‘The house is the neighbour’s.’

The question is whethat-phrases occurring in post-copular positions caarayzed as full
possessive DPs, on a par withphrases occurring in argumental positions. Suchreatysis
is strongly suggested by the following crosslingaigeneralization:

(24) A genitive form can appear in predicate positonly if it can also appear ‘free
standing’ in argument positions.

% This generalization does not take into accountehgenitive forms which in certain languages are no
governed by a head N but instead are instancemlodérent Case’, i.e., Case forms that are directly
correlated with particular th-roles, e.g., Latitaec domus est patris méhis house is fatheseN
my.GEN' vs. *Amo patris mei.love.1sG fatherGEN my.GEN'. A noteworthy exception to the
generalization in (24) imioin Italian: questo &€ miéhis is mine’ vs.*mi piace mio'l like mine’

The examples in (25)-(26) illustrate the generélrastated in (24). Thus, the Saxon genitive
forms, as well as the pronominal formmene andyoursin English orcelui de DPandle
mien/le tienin French occur in both argument and predicatatipas, whereas Englisbf-
genitives, Frenchlde-Genitives and possessive adjectivasy,( your, ouy their in English;
mon, ton, sorgtc. in Frenchare disallowed in both positions:

(25) a.llike John’s/mine/*of John/*my.
b. This carpet is John’s/ mine/*of John('s)/*my.

(26) a. Jaime celui de Jean /le mien/*de Jeanfioe
b. Ce tapis est celui de Jean /le mien/*de Jedamhiol/.

The analysis suggested here, according to which-qomalar genitives are in fact full
possessive DPs may seem problematic on semantiodgoFor this issue see 8§ 2.5 below.

% Free standingl-genitives built with nominal possessors cannotiagked with oblique Case:
0] - am scris pradeului Mariei /meu.
CL.3SGDAT-have.BG written teacher{).DAT Mary.GEN myMsSG
‘I have written to Mary’s/my teacher.’

@i *l-am scris alui Mariei /meu.
CL.3SG.DAT-have.BGwritten al. MSG.DAT Mary.GEN myMSG
(i) Am citit cartea  profesorului Mariei /meu.

have.B5Gread book-the teacher-tbeN Mary.GEN my.MSG
‘| have read Mary’s/my teacher’s book.’

(ii" *Am citit cartea alui Mariei /meu.
have.$Gread book-th@l.MSG.GEN Mary.GEN myMSG

In certain regional varieties and registers, exaof the type in ((i)-(ii) can be rescued by tise of
the prepositional Dative marked lay:
(iii) Am scris la al Mariei /meu

have.BG written to al. MSG Mary.GEN myMsSG

+ Oblique Case-marking can appear on a subset oélthenitives built withpronominal possessors,
namely on the forms made up of the plural fain{correspondingly, the overall DP refers to a plural
Possessee) followed by (agreeind)dr 2" pronominal possessors, e.glor mei / ti / nostri etc.
‘al.PLOBL myMPL/your(SG).MPL/ourmMPL ‘mine/yours/ours’, which have an idiomatic meaning
paraphrasable by “my/your/our parents/relativesfitis/supporters”, depending on the context (see

(iv)):
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(iv) Le-am scris alor mei
CL.3PL.DAT -have.BG written al.PL.DAT myMPL
‘I wrote to my parents’
Some speakers can also use an oblique form fdethimine singular:
(v) au multe ngani in fata alei mele (Internet)
have.PL many cars beforal.FSGGEN my.FSGGEN
‘They have many cars in front of mine’

1.4. Prenominal Genitives

Let us now examine prenominal genitives. The fisgsibility would be to assume that they
occupy a prenominal Specifier position inside theddnstituent:

(27) DP
D° NP
T
DPGen N
PN |
a rui cas
al nopi mele domn

As already observed above, this analysis is prodiem given the discrepancy
between its ‘simplicity’ and the marked characteRomanian prenominal genitives. We will
therefore analyze prenominal genitives as full Biggg in Spec, DP, as shown below:

(28) DP
T
Spec, DP D’
[DP] T
P D’ NP
[D+N] DRed ‘
a acui 7] cas

Let us now recall the descriptive generalizatioantroned in previous sections,
according to which in Romanian, prenominal gendivere marginal, poetic, except for
pronominal wh-genitives, which are fully acceptaldibe reason for the full acceptability of
wh-genitives might be that Spec,DP is the only fpmsiwhich allows genitives to raise out of
the DP in order to check (get acces to) the whiafeabf the Comp of the sentence in which
they occur.

Note that there are two properties that distinggisgnominalwh-genitives fromwh-
genitives in postnominal and free-standing pos#ifwhere they are precededdiy.

() Although they are pronouns, prenominal wh-tpegs don’t have the “strong”
forms characteristic of other instances of pron@hirse, marked with the affixa- but the
“weak” form instead (withouta):

11



29) a. A &rui  cas ai azut-0?
al.FsG whose housg) have.&G seen-it
‘Whose house did you see?’

b. Casa aouia  ai wzut-0? (from ‘cas a @ruia’, by rule (16))
housef)-the whosea have.ZGseen-it housef)-the al.FsGwhosea
‘Whose house did you see? Of whom did youlsedouse?’

c.A aruia i place?

al.Fscwhosea youDAT likes
‘Whose (one) do you like?’

(b) They are always headed by an empty (pronomimedd, whilewh-genitives in
postnominal, as well as free-standing positions atao combine with an (overt) noun:

(30) a.*ale &rui om] fete
al.FPLwhosemsG man\) girls(F)
b. fetele frui om]
girlsf)-the whoseusG man
c.ale [@rui om]

aFPLwhosemMsG man)

For poetic genitives, there are two ways of exphgntheir marginal status: either they
represent the structure (27), perhaps availabla arevious stage of the language and
surviving now in the poetic language as an archamnthey are constituents in SpecDP (as
depicted in (28)) carrying a Top(ic) feature. Weildothus asume that the SpecDP position is
accessible only to genitive DPs that are markedl ait edge feature, either +wh or +Topic,
but only the former is fully acceptable.

The analysis adopted here for prenominal al-gezstis comparable to the analysis
of prenominal superlatives and ordinals (the lateng formed with the same determiaér
adopted in chapter 3.1.8 :
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(31) a. DP

GenP D’

e N
aagrui O NumP/NP
| PN

+def éas

ceamaimare D NumP/NP

| PN
+def Gas

atreia D NumP/NP

| PN
+def Gas

In all these configurations, definite DPs markeckelifieral (for genitives and ordinals) cel
(for superlatives) sit in Spec,DP and correlatively stays empty but is nevertheless
interpreted as +def, possibly due to agreement th@ldefinite DP in Spec,DP.

1.5. The syntactic position of postnominal genitive

Postnominakl-genitives can be analyzed either as N-complem@ets as sisters of N°) or
as NP-adjuncts. The first option sudtphrases that occur as complements of relational
nouns

(32) un prieten al vecinei
a friendi) al.MsG neighbourf)-the GEN
‘a friend of the neighbour’s’

(32) DP
S
D° NP
S
N DP
un p‘rieten ‘al vecinei
a friend(1) al.MsG neighbour€)-the GEN

13



Compare thosal-genitives that combine with object-denoting no(cet, table etc.).
Since this type of noun does not have arguments, currently assumed that they do not
project a complement position. Consequently, thatiyes associated with such nouns are
taken to occupy an adjunction position.

(33) o/aceast pisica a vecinei
a/this catf) al.FsG neighbourf)-the GEN
‘Althis cat of the neighbour’s’
(33) DP
/\
D° NP
/\
NP DP
o/ aceast p’isicﬁ a’ vecinei
a/ this caH) al.FsGneighbourf)-the GEN

Another possibility would be to assume that postimamGenitives are DP-adjuncts. This
option seems to be inadequate given that postnérgeratives cannot attach to personal
pronouns, e.g., € ai vecinei.'they al.MmpL neighbourf)-theGEN. For further evidence
supporting the same conclusion, see section disthapter.

The distinction between genitives sitting in thenpdement and adjunction positions
is overtly marked in certain languages, e.g., iglish: a friend of the neighbour, the leg of
the tablevs this cat of the neighbour's, a house of Margsice no similar distinction exists
in Romanian, we may wonder whethargenitives should be assumed to occupy distinct
positions depending on the nature of the head Bhould instead be taken to sit in one and
the same position. Should we then choose the aifpmnposition, or rather the complement
position to uniformly host akl-genitives?

1.6. The status of the genitive “article”al occurring in postnominal genitives

Romanian genitives exhibit a remarkably uniformemntl make-up & followed by a
genitive-marked DP or by a genitive pronoun), alito they show up in at least four very
different syntactic contexts: argument (i.e., ndm@minal) positions, prenominal positions,
postnominal complement position, postnominal adjywsition. The question that arises is
whether a uniformsyntactic analysis (matching their uniforrmorphological form) is
compatible with their various syntactic positions.

In section 3 aboveal-genitives occurring in argument positions werelyed as
shown in (34):

(34) aAl Mariei nu mi-a ut.
al.MsG MaryGEN not meDAT-has pleased
‘Mary’s, | didn't like.’
b. N-am azut-o n@ pe a vecinului.
not-have.4G seen-it yet bom al.FSG neighboun)-the GEN
‘I/we haven't yet seen the neighbour’s.’

For concreteness we will assume thd#fa/.. is a fused D+N form listed as such in the
Lexicon:

14



(349 Nmax/DP

T
D+N Spec, Nmax/Spec,DP
| (?Féer)
a. [Nea]+[Dpel]  vecinei
a  +theusc neighbourf)-the GEN
b. [N°a]+[pea] vecinului

a +the&sc neighbouni)-the GEN

This analysis can be extended to postnominal gesitiThus, the representation given
in (34") can be made more explicit by indicating ihternal structure of the postnominal
al-genitive, as shown below:

(35) a.uncéaine al vecinului
a dog() al.MsG neighboun)-the GEN
b. o cas a vecinului

a housef) al.FsGneighbouny)-the GEN

(35) DP
/\
D;° NP
/\
NR DP2
’ /\
NH D, Spec, DP
‘ DRGen
a. un caine Neal+[pel] vecinului
a doag{) al.MsG neighbour()-the GEN
b. 0 cag [Nea]+[ Dea] vecinului
a house] al.FsG neighbour()-the GEN

Postnominal genitives could thus be analyzed adaiperg to some kind of
relativizing mechanism. This does not necessardamthatl itself is to be analyzed as some
kind of relative pronoun; it may also be analyzegart of the nominal predicate of a reduced
relative clause, where the relative pronoun, as asthe copula, are empty: the gloss of the
overall DP would be 'a dog [that is] the one of legghbour's'.

Other analyses of adnominalgenitives are possible, provided that we assurae th
the internal syntactic structure of adnominal gees is different from that of argumental
genitives, e.gal would be a preposition or some kind of Genitiverkea This analysis is
problematic given the fact that this element carpéi-features that agree with the head N.
One might still want to argue that prepositionsd(@ossibly Case markers) may carry phi-
features that agree with the element that govdrasit This suggestion is problematic for at
least two reasons : (i) Romanian has no other agygeepositions ; (ii) in all the cases that
are well-understood, concord agreement (e.g., letviexical adjectives and N or between
possessive adjectives and N) holds not only fodgeand number but also for Case :
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(36) a.fata frumoas
girl-theFsGNOM/ACC beautifulFSGNOM/ACC

b.fetei frumoase
girl-the FSGGEN/DAT beautifulFSGGENDAT

Note now thatl agrees with the head N in gender and number,diuhrCase :

(37) a.l-am scris  prafaei de francgéza vecinului
hebAT-have.B5Gwritten teacher).SG.DAT of French al.FSGneighbouni)-the GEN
b. *l-am scris  profesoarei de francézle vecinului

herpAT-have.BG written teacher).SGDAT of French al.FSGGEN neighboung)-the GEN

The ungrammaticality of (37)b follows from the gealgorohibition of obligue Case marking
onal (see the end of § 1.3 above). The interesting Famtever, is the full grammaticality of
(37a). It seems to support the view that the geaddrmumber features of the genitive particle
a in (37a) are not copied from the head N (if theyl tbeen copied, Case should have been
copied also), but instead they are inherent featofe, the Case of which is Nominative.
This is coherent with the relative-like analysisposed in (35') above.

1.7. Co-occurring genitives

The examples below show that two postnominal gesstcannot attach to the same N if
both of them are theta-marked. Some of them aregimally acceptable (see the
discussion around (43) below):

(38) a. ??traducerea lliadei a lui  Slganschi
translatior)-the lliadGEN al.FSG GEN Slwanschi
‘Slusanschi’s translation of lliad’

b. *descoperirea Americii a lui Columb
discoven)-the AmericaGEN al.FSG GEN Columbus
‘Columbus’ discovery of America’

c. ??portretul lui  Aristotel al lui Rembrandt
portrait{1)-the GEN Aristotle al.MSG GEN Rembrandt
‘Rembrandt’s portrait of Aristotle’

d. ??conceja libetttii a lui Kant
conceptiom)-the freedom-the&EN al.FSG GEN Kant
‘Kant’s conception of freedom’

The examples in (39) show that the same consthalds for the co-occurrence of a
pronominal Possessor with a postnominal genitiveesé examples are not only
ungrammatical, but also uninterpretable (compae ékamples in (38), which are
‘meaningful’, in the sense that the speaker mayetstdnd what the example would mean
if it were grammatical):

(39) a. *traducerea ei a lui Slganschi
translatioR)-the shesEN al.FSG GEN Sluanschi

b. *descoperirea ei a ui IColumb
discoveny)-the sheseN al.FSG GEN Columbus
c. *portretul lui al lui  Rembrandt
portrait{1)-the heGEN al.MSG GEN Rembrandt

d. *concepia ei a lui Kan

conceptiom)-the sheseEN al.FsG GEN Kant
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These ungrammaticalities can be understood by asguhmt there is only one syntactic
position for DP-internal postnominal genitivesvitl be shown below that a DP-internal
postnominal genitive can co-occur with a DP-adjdigenitive).

The examples in (40) show that pre-nominal geestican co-occur with
postnominal genitives :

(40) a. prima lui traducere a lliadei

first-theFrsG heGEN translation) al.FsGlliad.GEN
‘his first translation of lliad’

b. Columb, a anui descoperire a Americii
Columbusal.FsGwhosemsa discoveryf) al.FSG AmericaGEN
‘Columbus, whose discovery of America’

c.Kant, a acui concefe a libettii ma intrigh
Kant al.FsG whosemsGconceptionf) al.FSG freedomGEN meACC intrigue.3G
‘Kant, whose conception of freedom intrigues me’

It should be observed that postnominéhpossessors cannot co-occur with another
genitive (note that the examples in (41)b’-c’ aramgmatical if the second genitive is
suppressed):

(41) Db'. *Columb, descoperirea irgia a Americii
Columbus discoveryithe whosessc-a al.FSG AmericaGEN
c’. *Kant, concepga éruia a liberii M intrigi

Kant conceptior}-the whoseisG-a al.FSG freedomGEN meAcCcC intrigue. 3G

The grammaticality of the examples in (40) can kplaned by assuming that pre-
nominal genitives and post-nominal genitives occtpyg distinct syntactic positions,
which are base-generated independent of each dtwesrtical morphological marking
thus appears to be allowed inside the same syotdathain, provided that two distinct
positions are available. We must conclude thattidehmorphological marking cannot
be taken to indicate identical syntactic positig¥hich means that when they occur on
their own, postnominal genitives should not be as=iito originate in the prenominal
position; and conversely, pre-nominal genitivesustimot be assumed to originate in the
post-nominal position. The analysis proposed m pheceding sections satisfies these
desiderata.

The examples in (40) obey the well-known themaigrarchy, which requires
that Themes and Agents respectively occupy the tmgnt and the Specifier positions
(which in Romanian are post-nominal and pre-nominaspectively). Indeed, if we
reverse the positions, the examples in (42) beaomgeammatical:

(42) a. *prima ei traducere a lui  Skanschi
first-thersG herGeN translationf) al.FSG GEN Slusanschi
b. *America, a aei descoperire a luColumb
Americaal.FsGwhosersG discoveryf) al.FSG GEN Columbus
c. *libertatea, a amei concefe a lui  Kant
freedon)-theal.FSG whosersG conceptiorf) al.FSG GEN Kant

Let us finally observe that examples such as (48)n@arginally possible, provided that
the second genitive is interpreted as a possessor:
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(43) a. ?tabloul lui Rembrandt al bunicii mele

paintingf1)-the GEN Rembrandal.MsG grandmother-theEN my.FSGGEN
‘my grandmother’s painting of Rembrandt’

b. ?bustul lui  Beethoven al bunicii mele

busti1)-the GEN Beethoveral.MSG grandmother-théEN my FSGGEN

‘my grandmother’s bust of Beethoven’

c. digionarul lui  Dtescu al mamei
dictionary{1)-the GEN Dutescual.MSG mother-theGEN
‘my mother’s dictionary of Diescu’

The second genitive cannot be interpreted as a &logran Agent:

(44) a. *tabloul bunicii mele al lui Rembrandt
painting{1)-the grandmother-theeN my al.MSG GEN Rembrandt
b. *bustul bunicii mele al lui  Beethoven
bust{)-the grandmother-theeEN my al.MSG GEN Beethoven
c. *dictionarul mamei al Ilui Duescu
dictionaryf1)-the mother-th&ENal.MSG GEN Dutescu

The constraints on co-occurring postnominal geegihare expected given the general
view that structural genitive Case can be assigneaxhly one postnominal position to a
DP that is th-marked by the head N. The secondnposhal genitive is an adjunct
(which may attach to either NP or DP) that is asstyinherent Case, which is directly
related to the possessive interpretation.

1.8. Conclusions : types of genitives, types of manal projections and determiners

To conclude this section, let us briefly comment the strict constraint to which
morphologically-marked synthetic genitives are sabjn Romanian: they can appear only on
DPs that are governed by the fused N+D falfa/ai/ale This highly restricted distribution
of synthetic genitives brings to mind comparablstrietions in other languages, e.g.,
prenominal Saxon genitives in English or associafesonstruct state nominals in Hebrew.
Although the restrictions are obviously not the sathey are comparable: (i) in languages
with different realizations for genitive constitusnsynthetic forms are more constrained than
analytic forms; (ii) the occurrence of syntheticngees is constrained by the type of
determiner of the overall possessive DP: they Hosved only if the determiner is either a
definite article (in Romanian) or empty (in EnglishHebrew). Note that Romanian synthetic
genitives are even more constrained, insofar ag tam occur only if the head of the
possessive DP is pronominal (a fused form of antgmgun and a definite determiner).

Our presentation leaves open the choice betweerraepossible analyses of
synthetic genitives occurring inside free-standingy non-adnominal) genitives: they may be
assumed to occupy either a (prenominal) Spec,NRigor a (postnominal) Spec,DP
position, and correlativelal would be a special Det element or a fused pronahform
labelled [N+D]. A unifying analysis forces us tosame that adnominall-phrases are not
mere genitive DPs, but rather full possessive D#8swhen they occur free-standing, in
argument positions of verbs or prepositions. Thiéedince between free-standing and
adnominal al-genitives would be that in the forroaseal is coreferent with a DP-external
constituent, whereas in the latter cabés coreferent with the head of the overall possess
DP. The alternative analysis is to assume that mdrad al-phrases are mere genitive DPs
(rather than possessive DPs), in which @seould be some kind of genitive-marker.
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2. The Interpretation of Genitives

The semantic analysis définitepossessive DPs is interesting for at least tweaest (i) the
definiteness or indefiniteness of the genitive BRransferred to the possessive DP (although
the overt determiner of the latter is definite)) {he interpretation of the head N is context-
depedent. In sections 2.2. and 2.3. it will be ghdivat these two generalizations follow as a
consequence of the rule of semantic compositiahdharacterizes definite possessive DPs,
which will be defined in section 2.1. Section 2.4l \gresent several constraints that the
determiners of genitive DPs and the determineth@bverall possessive DP impose on each
other. Finally, in section 2.5 we comment on thaaseatic analysis of genitive DPs (or rather
possessive DPs) occurring in predicate positions.

2.1. The semantic composition

Let us consider the examples in (45). In orderinapify the presentation, we will ignore the
fact that postnominal synthetic genitives are piedebya deletedal. For our present
purposes we may assume that the delele$ expletive, i.e., does not participate to the
semantic composition (but see the examples ingb#)e end of this subsection).

(45) a.mama Mariei

motherf)-the MaryGEN
‘Mary’s mother’

b. sora vecinei eel
sisterf)-the neighbour-theeEN my
‘my neighbour’s sister’

c. bicicleta Mariei
bikeg)-the MaryGEN
‘Mary’s bike’

Let us assume that definite possessive DPs rethe@nule of semantic composition stated in
(46):

(46) A definite noun built with a genitive DP igémpreted as a function from individuals to
individuals (type <e,e>), which applies to the indual denoted by the genitive DP and yields
the individual denoted by the overall possessive DP

This analysis is straightforward for possessivashsas (45)a, which are headed by nouns
that are lexically specified as functionatidther, capital, middleetc.). It should however be
stressed that the functional analysis formulated4i@) is not triggered by the lexical
properties of the noun, but should be viewedtascture-dependentn the sense that it is
triggered by a particular syntactic configuratioamely a definite noun built with a genitive
DP. As such, the rule in (46) can apply regardigss/hether the head noun is lexically
specified as functional, relational or object-démgpt In case the head noun is not lexically
specified as functional, it is coerced. For reladilonouns such asister, friend etc. (see
(45b)), uniqueness is triggered: to one refererthefgenitive corresponds a unique referent
for the overall possessive (see (47)a). As to d¢genoting nouns, the function triggered by
definite possessives is not named by the head nmunyemains underspecified (notated
Rgen in (47)c); the role of the head noun is tariesthe co-domain of the function
(constrains the value of the individual returnedhmsy function).
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(47)  a. mother (x) Ax 1y [mother (x,y)]
b. sister (x) S\x 1y [sister (x,y)]
c. fbike (x) =Ax 1y [RgedX,y) and bike (y)].

By applying these functions (denoted by the heathraf a definite DRs9 to the individual
denoted by the genitive DP, we obtain the individlemotated by Df3ss

(45" a.[[mama Mariei]] = AX 1y [mother (x,y)] (m)
=> ty [mother (m,y)]
b. [[sora vecinei mele]] = Ax 1y [sister (x,y)] ([[my neighbour]])
=> 1y [sister ([[my neighbour]],y)]
c. [[bicicleta Mariei]] = AX 1y [RgedX,y) and bike (y)] (m)

=> 1y [Rgedm,y) and bike (y)]

Genitive specifiers governed by plural head nouwars also be analyzed as relying on
the rule in (46). In this case, the value of thection is a plural individual (group) notated by
a capital letter in (48”) below:

(48) casele vecinului
houses-the neighbour-tlkeN
‘the neighbour’s houses’

(48") [[casele vecinului]] = AX 1Y [RgedX,Y) and houses (Y)] (j)
=> 1Y [Rgen(j,Y) and houses (Y)].

The overall Nmax denotes the maximal group of heubat is associated to John by the
underspecified Rn

We still need to make precise the analysis of Qisiing as genitives embedded in
definite possessive DPs :

(49) Msaina fiedrui student va fi conatil
carf)-the everyusG.GEN student@) will be checked
‘Every student’s car will be checked.’

For examples of this type, Quantifier Raising canabsumed. An LF such as the one shown
in (49 can be obtained in three steps, by (1)omijg masina fieairui student‘every
student’'s car’ to the whole sentence, (2) raidiegare studentevery student’ out of the
preposed constituent, (3) raising and adjoining guantifier itself, i.e.,fiecare ‘every’
(translated as the universal quantifier) to the i@iormula:

(49) 0Ox (xis astudent)y (Rgen (x,y)dcar (y)) will be checked]

Note finally that adjectives such fstul ‘former’ allow different scopal interpretationfeistul
meu restaurantformer my restaurant, my former restaurant’ magam either ‘the restaurant,
which is no longer mine’ (in this casestul ‘former’ is interpreted aboveeu‘my’) or ‘my
belonging, e.g. house, which is no longer a reatgurThese interpretations are both possible,
and they do not seem to be subject to distributicoastraints.

The semantic analysis presented here for defirotsgssive DPs can be extended to
cover free standingl-phrases:
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(50) a. A Mariei a plecat azi.
al.FsG Mary.GEN has left  today

b. Al vecinei e aabc
alMsG neighbour-thesEN is lawyer)
c. Le- am dat rleparat pe ale copiilor.

themepPLACC-have.BG given to repairingpoM al.FPL childrenGEN

(51)  [[all] =Ax1y [Reedx,y) and N (y)]
(where N is the antecedentalf e.g., mother, neighbour, bicycle(s), etc.)

(519 a. [[al Mariei]] =1y [RgedMaria,y) and N (y)] (where N is the antecedenalpf

According to this representatioal-phrases are interpreted as : ‘the only individu#hat is

related to DRen (Mary, the neighbour, the children) and is N (&atlcousin, bicycle(s), etc.).
Coming back to definite possessives headed bgdekis, recall that they embed ain

which appears overtly in those contexts in whiadenitive is not adjacent to the noun:

(52) a.gardul sa al vecinei
fencey)-the red al.MsG neighbour-theEN
b. gardul al vecinului si al vecinei
fencef)-theal.MsSG neighbour-theseN and al.MSG neighbour-thesEN
c. gardul al vecinei.

fencei)-the al.MsG neighbour-thesEN
+« al indicates thaal is present in the syntax but deleted in the moypihmnological component

If we analyze postnominall—genitives apart of some kind of relativization strategy, these
examples can be paraphrased as follows: ‘the rezkfeuch that it is the only fence related to
the neighbour’.

In a comparable manner, examples such earte a Marieiandfiecare biciclet a lui
Dumitru are analyzable as being built by combining a Betge the indefinite article or the
guantificational Detfiecare ‘each’ with a complex property obtained by intetsey the
nominal property, e.ggarte ‘book’ andbicicletz ‘bicycle’, with the property corresponding
to the adnominal Genitive, obtained by abstracbmgr the position of the Possessee, thus
yielding ‘the set of entities x such that x is tethto Mary’ and ‘the set of entities x such that
X is related to Dumitru’, respectively.

2.2. (In)definiteness Spread

Definite possessive DPs are interpreted as defomntendefinite depending on whether the
genitive itself is definite or indefinite:

(53) a.Pe acest student/??Pe un studtegit 1l  cunoste toad lumea.
DOM this studentbom a student tall him knows all pleop
‘This student/a tall student everybody knows’
b. Pe fratele acestui student/?RRele unui  studentil cugtatoad lumea.
DOM brother-the thiseN studentbom brother-the &EN student him knows all people
‘This student’s brother/A student’s brother evmgy knows.’

The examples in (53a) show a contrast in acceftabiletween DPs headed by a
demonstrative and indefinite DPs: in a left-distech position (which correlates with

obligatory clitic-doubling), the former are fullygmmatical, whereas the latter are marginal.
The same contrast shows up in (53b), where botmpbes are definite possessive DPs, which
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differ only insofar as the genitive DP is a demaatste and an indefinite, respectively. The
conclusion is that (in)definiteness is transmiti@n the genitive DP to the overall possessive
DP.

The transmission of (in)definiteness can be anadlyas a consequence of the
functional analysis adopted above for definite peswe DPs:

(54) a.ferma  Mariei =>y = f(x), where fa(f{x)) and //x/ = Mary
farm-the ManGEN ‘Mary’s farm’
b.ferma  unui  vecin =>y = f(x), whéaem (f(x)) and a neighbour (x)

farm-theaGEN neighbour ‘a neighbour’s farm’

In (54)a the function f applies to the constantvitilial denoted byary, and therefore the
value of the function is itself a constant indivadlunence the definite-like interpretation. In
(54)b, on the other hand, the denotatiorfesima unui vecina neighbour's farm’ is obtained
by applying the function f to the individual varlabx introduced bya neighbour The
denotation of the overall possessive varies wighvidlues of the genitive specifier itself.

By definition, the rule of semantic compositioratitharacterizes definite possessive
DPs (see (46)) triggers uniqueness: for each vaflube genitive there is only one value for
the function. However, the problem of uniquenessoisiplicated by pragmatic factors, which
will not be addressed here. For some further olasiemns on this issue see § 2.4. below.

2.3. Interpretive variability

It has often been observed that the interpretaifatefinite possessives is context-dependent.
A DP such as (55)a may take, depending on the xpritee various interpretations given in
(55)b:

(55) a.cartea Iui lon
book-thesEN lon
‘John’s book’
b. the book possessed by/about which talks/of hwtgikes care/that edits/written by John.

Within the analysis adopted in § 2.1. above, therpretive flexibility characteristic of
definite possessive DPs is due to the underspdaifgure of the function that underlies the
semantic composition of genitive specifiers. Thiadtion is contextually determined, hence
the various interpretations given in (55)b.

The examples in (56)a shawatdefinite possessivésake truly “free” interpretations,
whereas all the other possessives, headed by deezsrother than the definite article (see
(56)b) are more constrained:

(56) leri, loi Paulau fost ataga de dod haite de céini
Yesterday, lon and Paul have been attacked by graups of dogs
‘Yesterday John and Paul were attacked by two grafiplogs’

a. ... din nefericirecainii lui lon erau turbdg.
by unfortune dogs-th&eEN lon were rabid
‘...unfortunately, John’s dogs were rabid.’
b. ... # din nefericiregétiva/doi/multi/acesti caini ai lui  lonerau turba.
by unfortune some /two/many/these ddgsPL GEN lon were rabid
‘# unfortunately, some/two/many/these doigdobin’s were rabid.’

11n line with Partee (1983, 1994), Storto assurhaspossessive expressions that embed Saxon gartie
headed by a null definite Det.
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Possessive DPs other than definite allow interpoets that can be described as involving a
“control” relation, which is a constant, contextlépendent relation, with a “bleached”,
underspecified meaning that can be contextuallgiBpd: the context determines the choice
among various specific meanings of this undersigetifonstant relation (e.¢pe entrusted,
take care of

(57) leri, lui loni Paulli s-au incrediat doui haite de caini.
YesterdaypAT lon and PautL.3PL.DAT REFL-have entrusted two groups of dogs
‘Yesterday, John and Paul were entrusted twodaifft) groups of dogs.’
din nefericire cativa/doi/multi/acesti caini ai lui lonerau turba.
by unfortune some /two/many/these da§isPL GEN lon were rabid
‘unfortunately, some/two/many/these dogs of Jowe'e rabid.’

The unacceptability shown in (56b) arises becalsedlationbe attackedwhich is provided
by the context, is not a sub-type of the contrd¢dtren: an individual who is attacked cannot
be said to control the individual who attacks him.

2.4. Mutual constraints between the determiners ajenitives and the head N

In this section we will be concerned with some ¢a@asts that hold between the determiners
of genitive DPs and the determiners of the ovaralisessive DPs that embed them. Let us
first list the permissible cases : the determirfeN pis not constrained if the genitive DP is a
proper name; if Nis governed by a definite or by a demonstratikie,determiner that heads
the genitive DP is not constrained.

The restrictions mainly concern possessive DRslée by indefinite determiners. The
examples below show that in this context, the gemitDP can be a proper name, a
demonstrative or a definite DP; an indefinite DEligpreferred (see (58)b,c) :

(58) a. leri am dat orochie a Mariei /a acestei fet/a
Yesterday havestwashed a dresg(al.FsG MariaGEN/al.FsGthisGENgirl /al.FSG
vecinei

neighbouGEN
‘Yesterday | washed Maria’'s/this girl's/the neighio’'s dress.’
b. # leri am #pt orochie a unei  vecine
Yesterday havesGwashed a dress(al.FSGaGEN neighbour
‘Yesterday | washed a dress of a neighbour’s.’
c. #Am aflat asta de tan prieten al unui coleg
Have.sGfound this froma friend al.MSGaGEN colleague
‘I heard this from a friend of a colleague’s.’

The examples in (59)a-b are not ungrammatical bag might even be acceptable in certain
contexts. They are however rarely used, probablgalise their meaning can be more
economically expressed by using the definite artoel the head N:

(59) a. leri am #at rochia unei  vecine
Yesterday havestwashed drese)-the aGEN neighbour
‘Yesterday | washed the dress of some neigtibame neighbour’s dress.’
b. Am aflat asta depaietenul unui coleg
Have.sGfound this from friend-the @eNcolleague
‘| heard this from the friend of some colleaguehe colleague’s friend.’

23



Although the functional interpretation related he definiteness of the head N is by definition
correlated with uniqueness (in (59¥hia unei vecinesome neighbour’s dress’ refers to the
unique object that is related to a neighbour araldsess), the examples in (58)a-b leave open
the possibility that the neighbour has several ses This apparent contradiction can be
solved by saying that uniqueness holds in a pragaiigtrestricted context.

A much stricter constraint is illustrated below:

(60) a.?*Am mancatere  /branzeturi ale lui lon

have.dGeaten apples)/cheesef)-PL al.FPL GENlon
‘| ate some of John’s apples/types of chees

b. ?*Am ascultatiscuri ale lui lon
have.kGlistened disks alFPL GEN lon
‘| listened to some of John’s disks.’

c. ?*Am citit poezii ale lui lon
have.¢Greadpoemsal.FPL GENIon

‘| read some of John’s poems.’

These examples show thatgenitives (regardless of their own determiner)ncairbe built
with bare plurals in the position of the head ndlime constraint seems to be even stricter
with mass/abstract Ns:

(61) a.?*Am mancatiere /branz a lui lon

have.4G eaten honeyj/cheese) al.FSG GENoON
‘| ate John’s honey/cheese.’

b. 7*Am ascultanhuzica a lui lon.
have.dGlistened music al.FSG GENon
‘| listened to John’s music.’

C. ?7*Am citit poezie a lui lon
have.d4Gread poetryal.FSG GENon
‘I read a poem of John’s.’

All these examples become grammatical witleaal genitive (see section 4 below).
2.5. The Semantic Composition of genitives in predate positions

The analysis presented in 81.3 above, according/hizch post-copular genitives are full
possessive DPs, is confronted with semantic prodilemmereas possessive DPs headed by
empty nouns (Or pronouns) presuppose uniqueness thieg occur in argumental positions,
they do not do so in predicative positions. Thus(62)a-b it is presupposed that John is
related to only one object, e.g., he has only @ipeat, whereas (63)a-b say nothing about the
number of carpets that John has:

(62) a.llike John’s/mine.
b. J’aime celui de Jean /le mien.
(63) a. This carpet is John’s/ mine.
b. Ce tapis est celui de Jean/le mien.

This difference in interpretation might be arguedbe induced by the difference between
argument and predicate positions: the predicatéiposnduces lambda-abstraction over the
external argument of the head N, which yields the &f objects that are related to the
individual denoted by the genitive DP.
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Note that the suspension of uniqueness in the gatxliposition of presentational
copular sentences can be observed not only foepes® DPs headed by an (overt or covert)
pronoun, but also for possessive DPs headed byaleMs:

(64) This is John’s brother.

3. Genitive Case alternating with Prepositional Making

In Romanian, morphological Genitive Case is tighdiated to the syntax: it can only be
realized on determiners. This is not a general tcaims on the morphology of genitives :
in most languages, e.g., German, morphologicaltigenCase appears on adnominal N-
projections regardless of their internal syntax €thler they are ‘bare’ N°-constituents,
nouns governed by cardinal numerals or DPs) artesf distribution (whether they are
N-complements, Spec,DPs or DP-adjuncts). A comparabder-specification of overt
marking regarding the syntax of adnominal N-progw can be observed in French,
where the functional prepositiate is used both for ‘genitive’-Case marking (ille de
mon ami)and on adnominal N-modifieraurfe tassede thé and in English, where
prenominals-genitives can attach to both DPs and NRs-&[friend’s] [daughter]] vs [a
[[nemen’s] [room]]). Inside Romanian itself, this camsht cannot be related to the
realization of morphological Cases in general, sixiocative Case can be realized on the
noun itself, e.g.haiete, vino incoace or lasma fato/fat: in pace (see Chapter 13).

In what follows we will examine in turn adnomin®Ps and adnominal
projections headed by cardinals (and other detenrsithat cannot be inflected for Case),
which are marked by two distinct prepositions, eetipelyde ‘of’ and a ‘of'.

3.1. Genitive Case alternating witrde-Marking

Romanian displays a remarkable alternation betwzea that are morphologically marked
for Genitive case and PPs headed by the preposiéion

(65) a. fiul regelui vsfiul de rege

son-the king-tleEN son-theée king

b. construirea caselor vs. construirea de case
building-the houses-theEN building-thele houses

c. fotografia grupului vs. fotografia de grup
picture-the group- then picture-thede group

d. sa bisericii vs. sau de biseric
door-the church-tleeN door-thale church

As shown by these examples; the two types of cocisbn can appear with any type of noun :
relational nouns (65)a deverbal nouns (65)b, pectnouns (65)c, object-denoting nouns
(65)d. Correlatively, the two constructions expresmilar semantic values : alienable
possession (66)a, inalienable possession (66)bahuglationship (66)c, goal (66)d, content
(66)e, location (66)f, time (66)g etc.:
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(66) a.curtea  Tnapatului VS. curtea de Tampt

court-the emperor-tBen court-thede emperor
b. gulerul  &masii VS. gulerul de amasa
collar-the shirt-th&eN collar-thede shirt
c. nepotul unchiului VS. nepotul de unchi
nephew-the uncle-taen nephew-th@&e uncle
d. camera oastier VS. camera de oaspe
room-the guests-then room-thede guests
e. ostrovul florilor VS. ostrovul delorf
isle-the flowers-tleEN isle-thede flowers
f. aerul muntelui VS. aerul de neun
air-the mountain-tteeN air-thele mountain
g. éldura verii VS. adura de var
heat-the summer-tigEN heat-thede summer

The DPGen vde-NP alternation exists also for adnominal constitaethat function as
(internal or external) arguments in event-nomirsians:

(67) a.construirea caselor /acestoe cas VS. construirea de case
building-the houses-tleEN /theseGEN houses building-tloe houses
b. plansul copiilor VS. plansul de copii
cry-the children-theeEN cry-thede children

The adnominal noun introduced big ‘of’ can be modified by an adjective or by a PB, a
shown below:

c. fiul de rege african sboirea de case dinlemn
son-thale king African building-thele houses of wood

Summarizing, the alternation between genitive-Cas&rking and demarking can be
described as follows:

(68) An adnominal nominal projection is marked
(1) with genitive Case if and only if it is a full D®wstituent.
(i) with DE iff it is a nominal projection that lackgt@rminers.

Note that in all of the examples above we have wsdy definites in the position of
the head noun. This is a presentational optionchvlilows us to give minimal pairs for a
large number of examples. The use of other detemmion the head noun imposes certain
restrictions (which are semantic in nature, seet.82bove) on the determiner of the
adnominal constituent, which makes it somewhat naifecult, but not impossible, to find
minimal pairs:

(69) a.un/acest palat al drapului /al unui Tarpt /de imgrat
a/this  palac®() al.MSG emperor-th&sEN al.MSG aGEN emperode emperor
b. o/aceast fotografie a peisajului /de peisaj

a/this pictum(al.FsG landscape-theeN/de landscape
Going back to the two correlations stated in (68)it should be observed that they do not

hold crosslinguistically, and are even rare frony@ological point of view: most languages
use either morphological Case or prepositional mgrkon all adnominal constituents,
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regardless of whether they are full DPs or loweelenominal projections. Note furthermore
that in Romanian itself, the generalization in (6®)ds for datives (which are homophonous
to genitives), but not for Vocative Case, whaan be marked on the noun itself:

(70) a.Am dat bomboauneor copii /copiilor /la copii
have.$Ggiven candies  sonme.DAT children /children-th@AT /to children
‘| have given candies to some kids/to the kadkids.’
b.Baiete, vino repede la mine!
boyvoc comeimP.2sG quickly to me
‘Boy, come quick.’

We may thus conclude that the requirement of ptiojgcthe Det-level of representation,
which characterizes Romanian genitives (see (@8l datives, is not a general requirement
for morphological-Case marking. A tentative expl#oma for this state of facts could be
related to the homonymy with datives: crosslingcgdly, Goals (in the large sense) cannot
function as predicate-modifiers, and cannot be esgqed by bare NPs. (note that examples
such as a da nargaritare la porci ‘litt. to give jewels to pigs’ do not constitute a
counterexample to this generalization, becausetherbare NP is in fact a definite DP with a
generic interpretation, see Chapter 7 on the aeledf the definite article after prepositions).
Because genitives are homonymous with datives, dhegubject to the same constraint.

As is apparent from the examples above, adnondeabnstituents function as NP-
modifiers whenever the head N is object-denotingevent-nominalizations, they function as
arguments :

(71) a.Distrugerea de material didacticde @tre elevi este aspru  pedepsit

destruction-thede material didactic by pupils is severely punished
b.Descoperirea de elemente chimice node d@tre savati  in ultimul secol...
discovery-the de elements chemicahew by scientists in last-the century

Let us now try to understand the generalizatiotedtainder (68)ii, namely why full DPs
cannot be marked witthe

(72) *fiul de regele vs. *fiul de unrege
son-thale king-the son-thde a king
(73) a.méana omului (bolnav) vs. *méana de omul  bolnav

hand-the man-th&eN (sick) hand-tree man-the sick

b.ména unui om (bolnav) vs. *méanade un om bolnav
hand-the &N man (sick) hand-tleea man sick

c. mana fiesbui om (bolnav) VS. *ména tiecare om bolnav
hand-the evergeN man (sick) hand-ttieevery man sick

d. chipurile tuturor copiilor (nevinavavs. *chipurile de tocopii  (nevinova)
faces-the altkeN childrenGEN (innocent) faces-tlde all children (innocent)

e. casele acestor /acelor fami(iefugiate) vs. *casele de acemtele
familii (refugiate)
houses-the thesENthoseGEN families (refugee) houses-ttie these /those
families (refugee)

f. manualele catorva  elevi vs*manualele de d&a elevi
textbooks-the fewweN pupils textbooks-tdefew  pupils

g. manualele niciunui elev vs. *manualul de niciun elev
textbooks-the nGEN pupil textbook-tde no pupil

h. atitudinea céate unui consilier vs. *atitudinea de cate un consilier
attitude-theDISTR aGEN counsellor attitude-tdeDISTR a counsellor
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A plausible answer is to say that the functionaipasition DE is a default /elsewhere marker,
which is used on those adnominal constituentscdsanot be marked with genitive Case.

Note that the preference for genitive Case can lbeemwed even for the lexical
prepositionde meaning ‘by’. Of course, adnominal DPs may in gpie be preceded by
lexical prepositions, and in particular bg meaning ‘by’, as shown in (74)a. Let us however
recall that authorship or more generally the agenimnterpretation can also be expressed by
genitive Case marking, which seems to be prefemeehever possible. Hence, the alternation
betweende-marking on proper names that are part of our dopgedic knowledge and as
such seem to function as modifiers of the headnd,genitive Case, which is needed for DPs
headed by common nouns, as well as by proper nédmeésefer to individuals that are not
notorious (see (74)b-c). Note that notorious prapanes can also be marked with genitive
Case, in which case their modifying interpretai®fess prominent:

(74) a.romanele de Rebreanu/Slavici/...
novels-thae Rebreanu/Slavici/...
b. ??/*romanele de lon/Petre/Maria
novels-the de lon/Petre/Maria
c. *romanele de prietenul meu/vecina mea
novels-thelefriend-the my /neighbour my

(75) a.romanele Iui Rebreanu/Slavici/...
novels-theGEN Rebreanu/Slavici/...
b. romanele Iui lon /lui Petre /Mariei
novels-theGEN lon/ GEN Petre/MarisGEN
c. romanele prietenului meu  /vecinei mele
novels-the friend-theeEn my /neighbour-theeEN my

Idiomatic compound nominals can be built with eitgenitives ode-phrases :

(76) a. floarea soarelui
flower-the sun-theeEN
‘sunflower’

b. regina nop
gueen-the night-tbeN
‘night flower’

C. iarba dracului

grass-the devil-tleeN
'weeds’

d. mana-Maicii-Domnului
hand-the -MothegEN- Lord-theGEN
‘honeysuckle’

e. coadaoricelului
tail-the - mouse-theeN
‘milfoil’

(77)  a. floarea-de-col
flower-thede- corner
‘edelweiss’
b. laptele-de-pare
milk-the de- bird
‘'dessert’
c. dintele de lapte
tooth-thde milk
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'milk tooth’

As in the case of productive constructions, theahbetween genitive Case and de-marking
strictly correlates with the syntactic category thie adnominal constituent. However,
precisely because these examples are lexical camgoiuthere is no alternation for the
realization of the adnominal constituent, givenagtipular lexical choice for the head N. One
may still wonder whether the choice of the genitrgeDE is random, as might be suggested
by the idiosyncratic nature of compounds. A closbservation of the examples reveals
certain interesting generalizations, which indidheg the lexical properties of the head N and
the modifier (which are indeed randomly put togetltetermine the choice between a DP
and an NP (lacking a determiner) in the modifiesipon, which in turn determines the
choice between the genitive add

Note indeed that in examples such as (76)a-c, tdifging noun refers to a unique
entity, which must be referred to by a DP, hena ubke of the genitive. The choice of the
genitive in (76)d-e seems less well motivated, esitiie generic meaning of common nouns
such agoricel ‘mouse’, randunia ‘swallow’ or noapte‘night’ can be expressed either by a
bare NP or by a definite singular DP, which wouldwa either de or the genitive. The choice
of the genitive can probably be explained as a medndistinguishing lexical compounds
such as coadasoareceluj fusta-randunicii, regina-nagg from the corresponding
modification configurations, e.go/aceasi coad: desoarece'a/this tail of mouse’p/aceasi
fustz de randunia ‘a/this skirt of swallow’.

3.2. Genitive Case alternating witha-Marking

Cardinals, as well as some other determiners cerm@ter-like adjectives such akiferit
‘different’, cannot be inflected for morphologic@hase. Since they are full DPs, they cannot
be marked byde ‘of either. On this type of DP, genitive Casenmarked by the invariable
prepositiona. The examples below illustrate the useaoivith cardinals (78a), the pre-Det
universal quantifietot ‘all’ in the singular (78b), the neuter relativigi pronourceea ceéthat
which, what’ (78c) and the determiner-like adjeetNferit ‘different’ :

(78) a.artile a trei elevi(corstiinciosi)
books-the three pupils (diligent)
‘the books of three (diligent) pupils’

b. adunarea a tot satul
gathering-tha all village-the
‘the gathering of all the village’

C. urmarea a ceea ce s-a produs nurecu  céva ani
consequence-tlze that whatrReFL-has happened before with several years
‘the consequence of what happened a few YoEdose’

b. realizarea a diferite  tipuri de structuri
achievement-the different types of structures
‘the achievement of different types of structire

(79) a.familile a doi elevi
families-thea two pupils
b. adunarea a tot satul
gathering-thee entire village-the
C. consecita a ceea ce s-a spus mai devreme
consequence-th@a that whaREFL-has said earlier
‘the consequence of what has been said éarlier
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Some determiners allow both genitive Case marlkseg (80)) and-marking (see (81)) :

(80) a.familile céatorva elevi
families-the fewcEN pupils
b. adiugareaunui  pic de zahr
adding-the &EeN little of sugar

(81) a.familile a cé&iva elevi
families-the a few pupils
b. adiugarea a un pic de zahr
adding-thea a little of sugar

However, in the general case, variable determinarsot be marked ba in the standard
language (note, however, tlaagjains ground in the substandard language) :

(82) a.familia fiecarui elev
family-the everyGEN pupil

b. lectura  niciunei carti
reading-the nGEN  book

(83) a.*familia  a fiecare elev
family-thea every pupil

b. *lectura  a nicio carte
reading-thea no book

4.De-al genitives (Isabela Nedelgu

4.1. The structure ofde-algenitives
A special form of the genitive is found in examptéghe type shown in (84)-(85), where the
genitive DP is preceded by the prepositien

(84) o carte de-a Mariei
a bookf) deal.FsG MariaGEN
(85) (nte) arti de-ale Mariei

(some) books) deal.FPL MariaGEN

In these examples, just as in genitives withdejtal agrees in gender and number with the
head nounThis agreement pattern, which is used not onlyitoquial speech, but also in the

written language of educated speakers, was umntéy (untii DOOM, 2005) not accepted

by normative grammars (see in particular the AnadeGrammar of 1963), which consider

(84) to be a non-standard variant of (86), witHuag al:

(86) o carte de-ale Mariei
a book) deal.FPL MariaGEN

Examples of the type in (84) were judged “incoriést Romanian grammarians because the
prepositionde ‘of was analyzed as having a partitive meaning (etpnvdodintre, din‘of,
among’) and consequently the phradeDP(Gen) was analyzed as a plural-marked free-
standingal- phrase, corresponding to the super-set of a partibnstruction. In other words,
examples of the type in (84) were analyzed as edgnt to the type shown in (87):
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(87) o carte din/dintre ale Mariei
a bookf) from/among al.FPL MariaGEN

The partitive analysis of examples such as (84)-(&5however misguided, since the
prepositionde is no longer used in partitive constructions (skapter 3, 8 1.4.4) in modern
Romanian. Thus, in the partitive configurationswghon (88),dintre, dincannot be replaced

by de

(88) a. niciunuldintre noi
none from us
a’. *niciunulde noi
none de us
b. unadintre sambete
one among Saturdays
b’. *unade sambete
onedeSaturdays
c.care din noi
which from us
c'. *care de noi
whichde us

The non-agreeing pattern shown in (86) is used bglyhose speakers who try to obey the
academic norm (which they perceive as ‘unnatui@hdl can be found in school books and
newspapers (where it is imposed by the correctéi$)native speakers, regardless of their
level of education, use only (84) in a natural @mteolled) context.

% In old Romaniande had a partitive meaning in constructions of theetsp; D (N) de DP,] in which
DP, was not restricted to genitives / possessiWece unuia de voiparu din capu nu-i va édea
(COD. VOR? 46'/13) ‘None of you will lose his hairtynu de noitrebe & merem in targ(ALR Il 3
222/349, in DLR) ‘One of us has to go to the mdrkeha de sdmbete(in DA) ‘one of Saturdays’;
nimea de ceaidarch.; in DLR) ‘nobody of thosetarele de noiarch.; in DLR) ‘which of us’.

The structures with partitivde and genitive, in which DPis plural, are older than those with singular
DP,. The plural is found in texts from the™6. and the first half of the 1%. (heceo dzis de-ale mele
(,Legenda duminicii” —Codex Sturdzandsnone of my words’ $i inca un Vasco oarecarilele-ai
nostri ... s-au inchinat la k& (Grigore Ureche, apud C. Francu) ‘and some othescvaf ours have
gave in to the Polish’.

In modern Romanian, the partitive meaninglehas survived only in some special, severely
restricted constructions, which will be discusse@ #.3 below.

To sum up, examples such as (84) and (85) arearttiye structures, and therefore
we will not use the label “partitivggenitive” to refer to the sequenak + al-phrase.
Correlatively, the genitive DP is not necessarllyral (as imposed by academic norms).

In the partitive construction, the second DP dentite whole from which a part is taken. In
de-al genitives, on the other hande is not even a preposition, since it does not block
agreement betweeal and the head noun. We may analgeesal as a lexical compound, a
variant ofal, expressing “anti-uniqueness” (on this interpreeeffect, see 8§ 4.2 below):
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(84) DP

/\
D° NP
0 PN
NP DP

carte de-a Matriei

It is also possible to anayde-al genitives as reduced relatives, in which casexaenple in
(84) would be roughly paraphrasable by ‘a book ihadflary’s’. Note furthermore thate-al
genitives are obligatorily used (instead of malgenitives) when they attach to indefinite
pronouns such aseva‘something; cineva‘somebody’, nimic ‘nothing’, nimeni‘nobody’
(for indefinite pronouns, see chapter 3 §1.3):

(89) a.Cred ac mai era acolceva *(de-)al bunicii mele.
think.1sGthat still was there something d&f)al.MsG grandmother-theEN my.FSG
‘| think there was something else of my grandmdther

b. Pentruiecare *(de-)al nostru pe  care-l ucitlevom ucide zece
for every de)al.MSG ourmMsGDoM whom-<CL.ACC kill.2PLwill.1pPL kill  ten
de-ai i

de-almMPL your(PL).MPL
‘For each of our men that you kill, wél kill ten of yours’
c. Intr-otara stdina unde nu-i nimeni *(de-)al fiu
in-a country foreign where not-is noboftle-)al.MSG your(sG).MSG
‘In a foreign country, where there noone of yours’
d. oricare *(de-)al lor
anyone de)al.MSG theyGEN

The ungrammaticality of the variants witha&can be explained as being due to the fact that
pronouns are dominated by the DP node, whereasivganimust attach at a lower level,
presumably as complements to N or as adjuncts toTR® grammaticality ofle-al genitives

is expected if we assume them to be reduced relalauses, since relatives adjoin to DP.

4.2. The interpretation ofde-algenitives

The semantic effect triggered by the presenceeqireceding the genitive is not partitivity,

but rather “anti-uniqueness”: the structure indisathat the referent of the whole possessive

phrase (the entity being possessed) is not the armdywhich stands in a certain relationship

R to the entity denoted by the genitive. In patdcuan example such as (85), which

corresponds teome books of Maryis English, presupposes that Maria has more bties

the set of books denoted byte qirsi ale Mariei ‘some books of Mary’s’; the example in

(84), corresponding ta book of Mary’spresupposes that Maria has more than one.book
Because they are incompatible with the idea of uengssde-al genitives cannot be

part of DPs with definite determiners (definitei@des or demonstratives) or proper names:

(90) a. elevii buni (*de)-ai  Mariei
pupils¢)-the good de)al.mPL MaryGEN
b. acest elev (*de)-al meu
this pupil{) (de)al.MSG mMyMSG
c. lon (*de)-al meu
lon de)al.MSG myMSG

The head noun can be governed by indefinite detemrgior it can be a bare noun:
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(91) a.un elev de-al meu
a pupi() deal.MSG mymsG

b. nste elevi de-ai mei
some pupilgj de-al.MmPL myMPL
c. mutki / c&ival/ unii elevi de-ai mei
many / a few/ some pupi}(de-al.MPL myMPL
d. dod mgzini noi  de-ale firmei

two cars] new deal.FPL firm-theGEN

(92) lon este client de-al meu.
lon is clientf) de-al.MSG mMyMSG
‘lon is a client of mine.’

(93) A lhwut séangede-al dgmanului.
has drunk bloodeal.MsSG enemy-thesEN
‘He has drunk the enemy’s blood.’

(94) a.Ei  sunprieteni de-ai mei
they are friends) de-al.MPL mymPL
‘They are friends of mine.’

b. La petrecere au veniimai prieteni de-ai mei
to party havei3d come only friends deal.MPL myMPL
‘Only friends of mine came to the party.’

c. Am citit articole de-ale [ui

havedG read articlesde-al.FPL heGEN
‘I have read papers of his.’

The head noun can also be empty (ellided):
(95) doi de-ai profesorului

twode-al.MPL teacher-th&EN
‘two of the teacher’s (ones)’

(96)  unul de-al nostru
onesG de-al.MSG 0urmMsG
‘one of ours’

De-al genitives are not usually used after abstract sgdenoting qualities, events), probably
due to the anti-uniqueness effect:

(97) a.o virtute (?*de-)a  muntelu
a virtue]l (de)al.FSG mountain-thesEN
b. o calitate (?*de-)a prietenului meu

a qualitg] (de)al.FsG friend-theGEN my
C.0 reyita (?*de-)a exploratorilor
a success] (de-)al.FsG explorators-th&EN
De-al genitives are preferentially used with possessreaquns:

(98) o0 cungtinta (??de)-a mea
an acquaintancg( @de)al.FSG my

On the contrary, inanimates are ungrammaticaleaal genitives:

(99) a.un etg (*de)-al imobilului
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a flook) (de)al.MsG building-theGEN

b.o alee (*de)-a parcului

an alley) de)al.FsG park-theseEN

(100) a.un component (*de)-al iajalui

a component] (de)al.MsG alloy-theGEN
b.o proprietate (*de)-a aurului

a property (de)al.FsG gold-theGEN
c. 0 conde (*de)-a reitei

a conditioff (de)al.FsG success-theeN
d. o problea (*de)-a acordului

a problen®) (de)al.FsG agreement-theeEN

4 3. Partitive de-al

4.3.1.Unul + de+ plural al- phrase

In contemporary spoken Romanian, the only instafiqdural al with a singular head noun is
the constructiorunul ‘one’ + de-al Unul is the form taken by the indefinite article in the
context of N ellipsis (#l can be analyzed as a pro-N; see chapter 3 §1.3).

(101) a. unul de-ai ghid
one-th&le-al.MPL ourmPL
‘one of ours’
b. unul de-ai mei
one-thee-al.MPL myMPL
‘one of mine’

In this construction, the interpretation of the ¢ynpead N is always ‘+human’, and the
genitive is lexically restricted. The meaning oé ttonstruction is ‘someone belonging to the
group of persons related to X — his supportersitivads, friends, etc.’. The genitive always
refers to a human individual, except in the ididaiai caseiof the house’, meaning ‘people
who are familiar in a certain house: members offéingly + close family friends’. In most of
the cases (as in (101) above), the genitive is@romal (including possessive pronouns, see
section 4.5)Proper names or common nouns referring to uniquiies are allowed, but
common nouns are unacceptable:

(102) a. unul de-ai lui  Vadim
one-thede-alMPL GEN Vadim
b. unul de-ai mamei
one-thede-al.MPL mother-thecEN
c. *unul de-ai scolii
one-thede-al.MPL school-thesEN
d. *unul de-ai ogalui

one-thede-al.MPL city-theGEN

The negative counterpart of this partitive condtarc is also attested, although less
frequently:

(103) Nu seatina Cu nimeni de-ai netri.
Not ressembles with nobodgieal.MPL ourmpPL
‘He doesn’t ressemble anyone of ours’

o3

X In the contemporary language, there are sonesred the constructiode + plural DP, in whictdeis
no longer partitive : the constructidie+plural demonstrative expresses quality, meaniikg those’;
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the demonstrative can also agree in number, intwbése it can be translated as ‘of that kind’ (see

G)c).

0] a.o eled de acelea
a pupi) de thoser
‘a pupil like those/ that kind of pupil’
b. unul de-dia
onav-the de-thosempL
‘one of those’
c. unul d-ala
oneMm-the de-thatMsG
‘one of that kind’

Another lexicalized construction in whid introduces a plural DB the constructiodet+the feminine
universaltoate This construction is only used as a free stanBiRg presumably with an elliptical head
N and a null determiner (see chapter 3 § 1.3.4amimal ellipsis in bare nouns), antkans ‘things of
all sorts, every sort of things’.

(i) Am adus de toate
have.BG broughtde all.FPL
‘| have brought all sorts of things.’

4.3.2. Elliptical constructions with a pluralal phrase
Consider next examples such as (104), which invtiieesllipsis of the head N:

(104) a. Au venit numade-ai mei.
have.®L come only deal.MPL myMPL
‘Only friends/colleagues/relatives of mine haeene.’
b. La nuni au venit de-ai casei.
to wedding havew3 come deal.MPL house-thesEN
‘Close friends and family members came tottigewedding.’

Examples of this type show restrictions that arailar to those observed in the partitive
construction examined in § 4.3.1 above: possegsimaouns and the idiomatite-ai caselof
the house’ are acceptable, but random common remendisallowed:

(105) ?? S-au Tntalnite-ai scolii /de-ai vecinului.
REFL-have.®L met de-al.MPL  school-thesEN/de-al.MPL  neighbour-th&EN
‘People close to the school/to the neighbowehaet.’

Common nouns used generically can neverthelessobadf which suggests that the
construction under discussion here is not a sub-bfgthe partitive construction discussed in
§4.3.1

(106) a.Au povestit de-ale tinerei Ividii
haveR. discusseddeal.FPL  youth-theseN/life-the GEN
‘They talked about things related to youth!lif
b. Au cungpat de-ale gurii
have.BL bought deal.FPL mouth-thesEN
‘They bought food (litt.things for the mouth’)

These examples have the distribution of bare ngses chapter 2): in particular they can
appear in object positions and in postverbal sulgesitions, but not in the preverbal subject
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position. Thus, (108) is possible only with a spkaitonation on the subject, which shows
that it is dislocated — either a contrastive focuisnation or a contrastive topic intonation :

(107) Au venit de-ai netri.
have.®L come deal.MPL ourmpPL
(108) #De-ai netri au venit.

deal.MPL ourMPL have.®L come

These ellipticalde-al genitives may also appear in predicative positidnghis case, they
may agree in number with the subject, so we mayfaisl them in the singular

(109) a. El ede-al nostru.
he isde-al.MSG our MSG
‘He is one of ours.’
b. El e de-al lui  Vadim.
he isde-al.MSG GEN Vadim
‘He is one of Vadim’s.’

Examples of this type clearly indicate tlut-al genitives built with an empty N head and an
empty determiner are not to be analyzed as pata@onstructions of the type shown in 4.3.1
above. They can instead be analyzeddasal genitives agreeing with an empty noun
interpreted as tHuman (e.g@m, oameniman/men, individual(s)’ otucruri ‘things’), the
choice between these possibilities being contelytadatermined.

The fact that in argument positiorte-al genitives built with an empty N can only be
used in the plural is not due to partitivity, battrer to a general constraint on bare nouns (see
chapter 2): singular count nouns cannot be useslibargument positions (only count plurals
can do so). Since predicate positions are not subpethis constraint (e.glon e hiiat bun
‘John is boy good’), singuladle-al genitives can appear in predicate positions, asvshn
(109).

Note however that we can also find examples sudiiH3), where the genitive is in
the plural, despite the fact that the subject ihesingular:

(110) a. El ede-ai ntri.
he isde-al.MPL  ourmPL
‘He is one of ours.’
b. Ele de-ai lui  Vadim.
he is de-al.MPL GEN Vadim
‘He is one of Vadim'’s.’

These genitives may be viewed as partitives (coaiparto those shown in § 4.3.1 above) in
whichunul‘one’ has been ellided.

% We may also find contextual ellipsis with bare nsufollowed by de-al with an anaphoric
interpretation of the empty N:

() N-au venit  studén de-ai a.
not-haveBL come studentsde-al.MPL  your§G).MPL
Au venit numale-ai mei.

have.BL come only deal.MPL my.MPL
‘Students of yours didn’t come, only (studemtmine did.’
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